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Section 6

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

This section details remedial alternatives for IR Site 27 and evaluates them against regulatory
criteria. Alternatives have been developed (Section 5) based on technology screening results
(Section 4). Section 6.1 summarizes the criteria for assessing remedial alternatives as specified
in the NCP. Sections 6.2 through 6.7 describe and analyze remedial alternatives for IR Site 27,
emphasizing how technologies and process options would be applied. Each alternative is
evaluated against the NCP criteria.

Under the BGMP, the Navy is currently collecting analytical data for natural attenuation
parameters for IR Site 27, as discussed in Section 4.3.4.1.. Based on the interpretation of these
results, natural attenuation processes have reduced VOC concentrations at the site, and continued
reduction is expected to occur. No other remedial actions have taken place for VOCs in

groundwater at IR Site 27.
Data gaps were identified in the RI Report (BEI 2005) related to a washdown area (including two

OWS units) and stained soil that appears to be associated with a transformer. These data gaps
will be addressed in the remedial design phase. No costs for these activities are included in the

FS alternatives.

The alternatives evaluated in this section are intended to give decision makers a range of
remedial alternatives to address VOC impacts to groundwater at IR Site 27. The following six
alternatives are evaluated in this section:

e Alternative 1 —no action
e Alternative 3 — MNA and ICs
e Alternative 4A — ISB source area treatment, MNA, and ICs
e Alternative 6A — ISCO source area treatment, MNA, and ICs
e Alternative 6B — sitewide ISCO and groundwater confirmation sampling

e Alternative 7 — dynamic circulation source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

6.1 REVIEW OF CRITERIA

The following nine criteria are stipulated in the NCP at 40 C.F.R. § 300.430(e)(9)(iii) for
the evaluation of remedial alternatives under CERCLA:

1) overall protection of human health and the environment

2) compliance with ARARs

3) long-term effectiveness and permaner|10é

4) reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment
5) short-term effectiveness

6) implementability

7} cost
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8) state acceptance

9) community acceptance

The NCP divides these criteria into three categories: threshold, primary balancing, and
modifying criteria. The first two criteria are considered threshold criteria. CERCLA
Section 121(d) and the NCP at 40 C.F.R. § 300.430(f)(1)(ii) require that a cleanup
remedy protect human health and the environment and comply with ARARs unless
justification to waive a specific ARAR is provided in the ROD. In other words, both
threshold criteria must be satisfied for a remedial alternative to be eligible for selection
unless an ARARSs waiver applies. Criteria 3 through 7 from the list above are considered
primary balancing criteria. The remedial alternatives do not have to meet all five
balancing criteria, although it is preferred. The last two criteria from the list above are
considered modifying criteria. Evaluation against modifying criteria is the final test in
determining whether the state and the community find the alternative acceptable.

These NCP criteria are further defined by subcriteria and other factors (U.S. EPA 1988b).

 The following subsections explain the nine NCP criteria and summarize relevant

6.1.1

6.1.2

6.1.3

subcriteria and other factors.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

This criterion assesses the extent to which an alternative protects human health and the
environment, considering site characteristics and expected risk reduction. Evaluation of
the overall protection of human health and the environment afforded by each alternative
draws on assessments made under several other NCP criteria, especially short-term
effectiveness, long-term effectiveness and permanence, and compliance with ARARs.

The following issues are addressed for each alternative under this criterion:
¢ reduction in risk to human health and the environment

e ability to document that remediation goals for groundwater at IR Site 27 are met
and that any remaining concentrations are stable and not migrating at a rate that
would adversely impact downgradient surface water

Compliance With ARARs

This criterion examines whether an alternative would comply with all federal and state
ARARSs, as defined by CERCLA Section 121 and identified for IR Site 27 in Appendix
A. When an ARAR is not met, the basis for justifying one of the six waivers allowed
under CERCLA should be discussed.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

This criterion examines the impact of a remedial alternative in the long term, defined in
U.S. EPA guidance as the time after RAOs are met (U.S. EPA 1988b). The risk to human
and environmental receptors from remaining COC-impacted groundwater at the completion
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of remedial activities is determined. Evaluation of a remedial alternative relative to its
long-term effectiveness and permanence is made considering the following factors:

magnitude of the residual risk to human and environmental receptors from
remaining COC-impacted groundwater at the completion of remedial activities

type, degree, and adequacy of long-term management (including ECs,
monitoring, and O&M) required for COC-impacted groundwater remaining at

the site

long-term reliability of engineering controls and/or ICs to provide continued
protection from COC-impacted groundwater

the potential need to replace components of the remedy and the continuing need
for repairs or maintenance

6.1.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

According to CERCLA, preferred cleanup alternatives use technologies that permanently
and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances .
(compared to baseline levels, i.e., the no action alternative). For the groundwater plume
at IR Site 27, this would mean using technologies that:

destroy VOCs in groundwater,
reduce the total mass of VOCs in the subsurface,
reduce the volume of VOC-impacted groundwater, or

irreversibly reduce VOC mobility.

Alternatives that do not use treatment technologies to achieve these goals, such as
extraction and off-site disposal of COC-impacted groundwater, do not reduce the
toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants.

Evaluation of altemnatives for reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume includes the
following considerations:

treatment processes used

amount of hazardous materials to be treated and how the principal threats at the
site would be addressed

degree of expected reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume measured as a
percentage of baseline levels

irreversibility of the treatment

type and quantity of treatment residuals

6.1.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

This criterion considers how an alternative affects human health and the environment during
cleanup (i.e., the short term). “Short term” 1s defined as the time required to plan, design,
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construct, and operate a system of cleanup until RAOs are achieved (U.S. EPA 1988b). The
following factors are considered:

short-term risks that might be imposed on the community, such as dust from
excavation of header trenches for remediation systems

potential impacts on workers during construction and O&M, as well as the
effectiveness and reliability of the protective measures that would be taken

potential environmental impacts of the remedial action and the effectiveness and
reliability of mitigation measures that would be taken during implementation

amount of time required before protection is achieved (i.e., the duration of the
short term)

6.1.6 Implementability
This criterion evaluates the technical and administrative feasibility of an alternative. The
availability of required equipment, materials, and services is also considered. When
assessing implementability, the following factors are considered:

technical feasibility, which refers to the relative ease of implementing or
completing an action based on site-specific constraints, including the use of
established technologies. The following issues are considered:

— constructability of components necessary for the alternative

— operational reliability, or the likelihood that a technology would meet
specified efficiency levels or performance goals

—  ability of the owner to undertake future remedial actions that may be
required and difficulty of implementing such actions

— ability of the owner to monitor the effectiveness of the remedy
administrative feasibility, which includes the ability (as well as the time) to
obtain approvals from governmental bodies

availability of services and materials required to implement the alternative,
including the following:

capacity and location of off-site treatment, storage, and disposal services

— equipment (such as heavy construction equipment) and specialists needed

ttme needed to develop new or innovative technologies under consideration,
including the time required for bench-scale and pilot-scale tests

— potential for competitive construction bids, a factor that may be particularly
important for innovative technologies such as ISCO and Dynamic
Subsurface Circulation
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6.1.7 Cost

Procedures outlined in U.S. EPA guidance (U.S. EPA 1987, 1988b, 2000) have been
followed in developing cost estimates for each remedial alternative. These cost estimates
are based on the conceptual engineering designs presented in this section. All estimates
include capital costs and O&M costs and are expressed as present value in terms of January
2005 dollars (Appendix C). The details of the alternatives (e.g., number of injection points,
frequency of groundwater sampling, analysis parameters, and amendment type and
volume) would be determined in the remedial design phase. Assumptions used in
estimating costs in this FS Report are described in the following sections.

6.1.8 State Acceptance

This criterion evaluates the remedial alternatives with respect to the concerns of state
regulatory agencies. Comments from the state of California on the draft FS Report, as
well as responses to these comments, are presented in Appendix D. State comments will
also be considered in finalizing the Proposed Plan and ROD.

6.1.9 Community Acceptance

This criterion assesses issues of concern to the community for each remedial alternative.
No comments on the draft FS Report were received from RAB members or the public
during the review period. Although community acceptance will be evaluated after the
public comment period for the Proposed Plan, this criterion is briefly assessed in Section 7.

6.2 ALTERNATIVE 1 — NO ACTION

Alternative 1 is the no action alternative. Per the NCP (40 C.F.R. § 300.430[e][6]), this
alternative must be evaluated in the same manner as the other remedial response actions
considered in this FS Report.

6.2.1 Description of Alternative

The no action alternative provides a baseline against which other potential remedial action
alternatives can be compared. Alternative 1 involves no engineered remediation measures,
administrative controls, or monitoring of contaminated groundwater at IR Site 27 and
vicinity. This alternative would not include any activities to monitor natural attenuation
processes or to implement ICs to prevent exposure to VOC-affected groundwater. If
implemented, this action would be considered a final remedy for IR Site 27. Groundwater
monitoring would be discontinued and no periodic reviews would be conducted to verify
the protectiveness of this alternative.

6.2.2 Evaluation by Criteria

Evaluation of Alternative 1 for IR Site 27 by threshold and balancing criteria follows.
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6.2.2.1 OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

While Alternative 1 would leave VOC-contaminated groundwater uncontrolled, natural
attenuation processes would be expected to continue to reduce chemical concentrations.
However, no sampling would be performed to verify these reductions. Human-health
risk associated with possible domestic use of groundwater would not be mitigated.

6.2.2.2 COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs

According to the NCP, the no action alternative must be evaluated in the same manner as
other proposed remedial action alternatives. There are no ARARs that would apply under
the no action alternative; per CERCLA Section 121, the requirement to meet ARARs
applies only when a response action is taken. This alternative does not involve any steps
to prevent access to, reduce, remove, or treat the VOCs (other than by natural attenuation
processes already occurring at the site). This alternative would provide no additional
protection to human health or the environment should exposure routes develop.

6.2.2.3 BALANCING CRITERIA

Alternative 1 does not meet the threshold criterion of overall protection of human health
and the environment. Therefore, an evaluation against the balancing criteria is not
necessary and was not performed.

6.3 ALTERNATIVE 3 - MNA ANDICs

Alternative 3 relies on natural 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 reductions in contaminant concentrations. ICs
would prohibit groundwater extraction for domestic purposes at the site. ICs would also
prohibit taking actions that would interfere with MNA activities. Once groundwater
sampling results indicate that RAOs have been reached or that ICs are no longer
warranted, ICs and the MNA program would be discontinued.

6.3.1 Description of Alternative

This alternative assumes that natural attenuation processes (biodegradation, adsorption,
dilution, etc.) will reduce concentrations of chlorinated VOCs in groundwater to achieve
RAOs. This alternative is included based on the following assumptions.

e Historical concentration trends indicate that reductive dechlorination is
occurring in the subsurface at IR Site 27. These processes are likely to continue
to reduce contaminant concentrations and thus further reduce potential risk.

e Vertical migration of chlorinated VOCs is limited to an estimated depth of 20
feet bgs (BEI 2005).

¢ Contamination in shallow groundwater would not threaten the deeper water-
bearing zone due to the presence of a saltwater interface (BEI 2005).
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e Contaminant concentrations in the shallow aquifer would continue to be tracked
as part of the MNA program.

Groundwater modeling was performed to assist in evaluating the effectiveness of
Alternative 3 and to estimate the duration for MNA and ICs. The analytical model
BIOCHILOR was used to predict the time to achieve RAOs in IR Site 27 groundwater.
BIOCHLOR is a U.S. EPA-accepted software package that provides an analytical
solution to modeling natural attenuation of dissolved-phase organic compounds. A
model description and model simulation results are contained in Appendix B.

BIOCHLOR model simulations (Appendix B) performed for this alternative indicate that
the VOC plume appears to be stable and declining with time, with limited downgradient
migration potential, and that VOC concentrations should attenuate to RAOs within 70
years. This model is conservative because it is based on the highest VOC concentrations
observed at IR Site 27. The assumed end point (i.e., MCLs) may be achieved sooner, in
which case the ICs would be discontinued.

This alternative includes the following components:
e monitoring program design, groundwater sampling and analysis
e ICs to prohibit groundwater extraction for domestic purposes
e periodic reviews

Based on the model simulations, the duration of MNA and ICs under Alternative 3 is
assumed to be 70 years. Recent groundwater monitoring results indicate that VOCs in
shoreline groundwater have attenuated to concentrations below RAOs. = Therefore, no
further action is proposed for shoreline groundwater. Sitewide groundwater monitoring
(including selected shoreline wells as appropriate) would be conducted to monitor the
performance of the selected remedy for inland groundwater.

6.3.1.1  MONITORING PROGRAM DESIGN FOR MNA

Activities associated with MNA include collecting and analyzing groundwater samples
from wells within and along the downgradient migration pathways of the plume, and data
evaluation. For FS cost estimating purposes, the monitoring program is assumed to
utilize existing groundwater monitoring wells. Details regarding the Ferry Point Road
plume and the Building 168 plume can be found in Section 2.5.3.3. The approximate
locations of these plumes are shown on Figure 6-2. Based on the BIOCHLOR model
simulations for Alternative 3, and for FS purposes, the Ferry Point Road plume is
projected to reach RAOs in approximately 30 years, and the Building 168 plume is
projected to reach RAOs in approximately 70 years. The number of monitoring wells
included in the monitoring program was assumed to be reduced after 30 years due to the
closure of the Ferry Point Road plume.

The frequency and number of groundwater sampling events would be higher at the
beginning of the MNA program, and reduce with time. It is assumed that groundwater
from eight wells would be sampled quarterly for years 1 through 3, groundwater from six
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wells would be sampled semiannually for years 4 through 6, groundwater from six wells
would be sampled annually for years 7 through 30, and groundwater from four wells
would be sampled annually for the remainder of the MNA program.

For ES cost estimating purposes, it is assumed that all groundwater samples collected
under this alternative would be analyzed for VOCs and MNA parameters. Monitoring for
natural attenuation parameters is included to aid in understanding natural attenuation
progress and VOC concentration trends. Ferrous iron, conductivity, temperature, pH,
oxidation-reduction potential (ORP), and dissolved oxygen would be measured with
hand-held equipment. An off-site laboratory would conduct analyses for VOCs and the
following MNA parameters: dissolved gases, alkalinity, major anions, major cations,
total organic carbon (TOC), and TDS. Annual monitoring reports would be prepared and
submitted to the regulatory agencies for review.

6.3.1.2 INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

Under Alternative 3, the actual ICs to be employed would be established in the ROD and
subsequent remedial design/remedial action documentation. The Navy would use its
policy entitled Principles and Procedures for Specifying, Monitoring and Enforcement of
LUCs and Other Post-ROD Actions (Attachment B) for specifying and implementing ICs
for this alternative.

ICs would be put in place at IR Site 27 to prohibit extraction of groundwater for domestic
purposes. Figure 6-1 depicts the portion of IR Site 27 assumed to be subject to ICs.

Alternative 3 does not include active source area treatment or any further groundwater
sampling. Quarterly groundwater sampling has been conducted at the site since 2002.
Analytical results have shown that chlorinated VOC concentrations in groundwater are
stable and declining with time. Natural attenuation processes would be expected to
continue reducing contaminant concentrations at the site.

A key component of the ICs for this alternative would be proprietary land-use restrictions
incorporated into a quitclaim deed(s) and Covenant to Restrict Use of Property
agreement(s) with DTSC. The Navy would employ a dual approach to include land-use
restrictions in both Navy deeds of conveyance and in Covenant to Restrict Use of
Property agreements with DTSC, entered into pursuant to the March 2000 MOA between
the Navy and DTSC (Attachment A). The installation and construction of groundwater
extraction wells would be prohibited unless approved by the Navy, U.S. EPA, DTSC, and
San Francisco Bay RWQCB. In addition, a deed notice would be recorded to notify the
public of the existence of the groundwater contamination. The ICs might be released if
the transferee demonstrates to the concurrence of the Navy, U.S. EPA, DTSC, and San
Francisco Bay RWQCB that the risk associated with exposure to groundwater at IR Site 27
no longer warrants ICs. This alternative has an assumed duration of 70 years for cost

estimating purposes.
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6.3.1.3 PERIODIC REVIEWS

For FS cost estimating purposes, it is assumed that groundwater sampling reports would
be submitted to the agencies annually and that periodic reviews would be performed
every 5 years over the 70-year MNA period to assess natural attenuation progress and
plume stability. Reviews would be documented in a summary report issued to
appropriate regulatory agencies. These reports might suggest modifications to the
cleanup program as needed.

6.3.2 Evaluation by Criteria

Evaluation of Alternative 3 by the threshold criteria and balancing criteria follows.

6.3.2.1 OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Alternative 3 is considered protective of the environment. Natural attenuation processes
occurring at the site reduce chlorinated VOC concentrations, evidenced by the presence
of daughter products (cis-1,2-DCE and vinyl chloride) and historical data trends. ICs
would limit human exposure to shallow groundwater at the site. Groundwater monitoring
and periodic reviews would provide information to support future remedial action

decisions.

6.3.2.2 COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs

Alternative 3 is expected to meet potential chemical-specific, location-specific, and
action-specific ARARs.  Purgewater and other wastes generated during groundwater
monitoring for Alternative 3 would be subject to the substantive provisions of potential
RCRA ARARs to determine whether such wastes should be classified as hazardous. This
determination would be made at the time the waste is generated. The substantive
provisions of potential waste management ARARs for storing, labeling, manifesting, and
transporting this material for final treatment or disposal would be followed if the wastes
were found to be RCRA or non-RCRA hazardous waste.

6.3.2.3 LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Groundwater monitoring and administrative controls such as ICs have been routinely
implemented at hazardous-waste release sites in the United States. These activities
are expected to be reliable in minimizing future health risks associated with the VOC

plume at IR Site 27.

ICs would limit human exposure to shallow groundwater at the site. The long-term
effectiveness of these measures would depend on their continued adherence. Local
agencies would be responsible for administering these controls (e.g., prohibiting the
installation of wells) upon any future transfer in property ownership. The Navy would
use its policy entitled Principles and Procedures for Specifying, Monitoring and
Enforcement of Land Use Controls and Other Post-ROD Actions (Attachment B) for
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specifying and implementing ICs for this alternative. Monitoring and periodic reviews
would be conducted to evaluate lines of evidence and progress of MNA.

6.3.2.4 REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME THROUGH
TREATMENT

The mobility and toxicity of VOCs would be reduced with time through natural
attenuation; however, there is no active treatment provided by this alternative. The
plume at IR Site 27 is stable and VOC concentrations are declining (particularly at the
shoreline), so the volume of contaminated groundwater is not expected to increase. This
alternative would not affect the rate at which natural attenuation processes are acting to
decrease contaminant concentrations in the subsurface.

6.3.2.5 SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Alternative 3 would be effective in the short term, because no construction activities are
required for implementation. ICs could be put in place quickly to prohibit extraction of
groundwater for domestic purposes at the site. Groundwater sampling activities are
already being conducted at IR Site 27 as part of the BGMP. Implementation of
Alternative 3 is not expected to have adverse effects on site workers, the surrounding
community, or the environment.

6.3.2.6 IMPLEMENTABILITY

MNA and ICs have been routinely implemented at CERCLA sites in the United States.
No new monitoring wells are proposed for this alternative. Periodic sampling of the
existing monitoring wells should not be incompatible with the potential reuse options;
however, access to monitoring wells would need to be maintained to allow for sampling.
New construction of buildings over the IR Site 27 plume could limit access to portions of
the site and therefore could limit future monitoring activities.

6.3.2.7 COST
The comparative present value cost for Alternative 3 is approximately $1,407,000
(Table 6-1). Major cost components for this alternative are associated with long-term
groundwater monitoring. Cost estimates are solely for comparing alternatives in this FS
Report; they should not be used for budgetary or planning purposes because actual costs
may change based on the final design and the duration of the MNA program.

6.4 ALTERNATIVE 4A - ISB SOURCE AREA TREATMENT, MNA,
AND ICs

Alternative 4A is included to evaluate the opportunity to accelerate contaminant
concentration reduction using ISB remediation technology in the two areas of higher
VOC concentrations in groundwater at IR Site 27.
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6.4.1 Description of Alternative

Alternative 4A is similar to Alternative 3 but would additionally employ anaerobic ISB
technology to accelerate VOC contaminant degradation in the IR Site 27 plume. It is
assumed that the proprietary HRC technology would be used to accelerate biodegradation
(reductive dechlorination) of VOCs. HRC would be injected into the subsurface at the two
areas of higher VOC concentrations in groundwater shown on Figure 6-2. HRC would be
injected by direct-push methods. Groundwater sampling and data evaluation would be
performed as part of an MNA program to document the reduction in contaminant
concentrations after treatment and demonstrate that contaminant levels are reduced over
time through naturally occurring processes during the IC period. ICs would prohibit
extraction of groundwater and single-family residential land use at the site. ICs would also
prohibit actions that would interfere with activities associated with this alternative.

BIOCHLOR model simulations (Appendix B) performed for this alternative indicate that
VOC concentrations should attenuate to RAOs within 60 years after source area treatment.
This model is conservative because it is based on the highest VOC concentrations observed
at IR Site 27. However, the BIOCHLOR modeling result of 60 years is adequate for
comparison purposes. The assumed end point (i.e., MCLs) may be achieved sooner, in
which case the ICs would be discontinued.

Major components of this alternative include ISB, MNA, and ICs. The assumed duration
of Alternative 4A is 60 years. Recent groundwater monitoring results indicate that
VOCs in shoreline groundwater have attenuated to concentrations below RAOs.
Therefore, no further action is proposed for shoreline groundwater.  Sitewide
groundwater monitoring (including selected shoreline wells as appropriate) would be
conducted to monitor the performance of the selected remedy for inland groundwater.

6.4.1.1  IN SITU BIOREMEDIATION

Enhanced anaerobic ISB for this alternative would consist of a single application of an
electron donor compound in the two areas of higher VOC concentrations, followed by
MNA. The total treatment area is approximately 43,000 square feet. For FS cost
estimating purposes, it is assumed that a single injection event of HRC at 128 direct-push
borings would enhance natural attenuation processes in the two treatment areas. The
assumed dose rate for HRC is 120 pounds per injection point. The injections would be
located on 20-foot centers, based on an estimated radius of influence of 10 feet. Details
of this alternative (e.g., the number of borings and dose rates per boring for HRC) would
be determined in the remedial design phase. The two treatment areas and an assumed
array of injection points are shown on Figure 6-3.

The enhanced anaerobic ISB process should provide active treatment for VOC-impacted
groundwater. No pilot-scale testing is assumed.

6.4.1.2 MONITORING PROGRAM DESIGN FOR MNA

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 (Appendix B) and the
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6.4.1.3

sampling event frequency would vary as described below. For FS cost estimating
purposes, the monitoring program is assumed to utilize existing groundwater monitoring
wells. Details regarding the Ferry Point Road plume and the Building 168 plume can be
found in Section 2.5.3.3. The approximate locations of these plumes are shown in Figure
6-2. Based on the BIOCHLOR model simulations for Alternative 4A, and for FS
purposes, the Ferry Point Road plume is projected to reach RAOs in approximately 25
years, and the Building 168 plume is projected to reach RAOs in approximately 60 years.
The number of monitoring wells included in the monitoring program is assumed to be
reduced after 25 years due to the closure of the Ferry Point Road plume.

Monthly groundwater sampling and analysis would be performed prior to and following
the HRC injection to evaluate remediation progress for a total of 12 months. Both
laboratory and field analyses would be conducted to establish baseline groundwater
conditions. Ferrous iron, conductivity, temperature, pH, ORP, and dissolved oxygen
would be measured using hand-held equipment.

For cost estimating purposes, it is assumed that an off-site laboratory would conduct
analysis for VOCs and the same MNA parameters as under Alternative 3. Additionally,
organic acid analyses would be performed using gas chromatography/flame ionization
detection to assess the dissolution of HRC in the aquifer. DNA [deoxyribonucleic acid]
testing (using quantitative polymerase chain reaction and terminal restriction fragment
length polymorphism) and metabolic acids testing would be performed to confirm the
presence of dechlorinating bacteria within the probable source areas.

The frequency of groundwater sampling events would be higher at the beginning of the
MNA program, and were assumed to reduce with time. It is assumed that groundwater
from existing wells would be sampled on the following schedule.

e Year 1 would include monthly monitoring of eight wells for VOCs, DNA, and
metabolic acids, and quarterly monitoring for all MNA parameters.

e  Years 2 through 3 would include quarterly monitoring of eight wells for VOCs
and all MNA parameters.

e Years 4 through 5 would include semiannual monitoring of eight wells for
VOCs and annual monitoring for all MNA parameters.

e Years 6 through 25 would include annual monitoring of six wells for VOCs and
all MNA parameters.

e Years 26 through 60 would include annual monitoring of four wells for VOCs
and all MNA parameters.

For FS cost estimating purposes, the groundwater sampling techniques, field and
laboratory analyses, and annual reporting are assumed to be the same as for Alternative 3.

INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

ICs under Alternative 4A would be similar in scope to ICs for Alternative 3, with an
assumed duration of 60 years for FS cost estimating purposes.
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6.4.1.4 PERIODIC REVIEWS

Periodic reviews for Alternative 4A would be performed similarly to those described
under Alternative 3. Reviews would occur every 5 years over the 60-year period.

6.4.2 Evaluation by Criteria

Evaluation of Alternative 4A by threshold and balancing criteria follows.

6.4.2.1 OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Alternative 4A would protect human health and the environment and should accelerate
reduction of contaminant mass within the probable source areas of the plume to a greater
extent than passive methods. Treatment of the source area groundwater in situ would reduce
the VOC contaminant mass. Although Alternative 4A was not designed to treat all
contamination in the subsurface, it does address the areas of highest VOC concentrations in
the plume. The primary uncertainty associated with this alternative concerns the extent to
which ISB treatment accelerates reductive dechlorination occurring at the site compared to
natural (unassisted) dechlorination processes. MNA would document the reductions in VOC
concentrations and natural attenuation parameters over time at IR Site 27. ICs would prohibit
groundwater extraction for domestic purposes at the site.

6.4.2.2 COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs

Alternative 4A is expected to meet potential chemical-specific, location-specific, and
action-specific ARARs. The time to reduce VOC concentrations in groundwater is
expected to be shorter than for passive cleanup alternatives.

Potential ARARs associated with ICs are the same as those described for Alternative 3 in
Section 6.3.2.2. Investigation-derived waste (IDW) generated during the direct-push HRC
injection and MNA program would be subject to the substantive provisions of potential
RCRA ARARs to determine whether such wastes should be classified as hazardous. This
determination would be made at the time the waste is generated. The substantive
provisions of potential waste management ARARs for storing, manifesting, and
transporting this material for final disposal would be followed if the wastes were found to
be RCRA or non-RCRA hazardous waste.

6.4.2.3 LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Alternative 4A would be an effective means to reduce contaminant concentrations within
the plume at IR Site 27. ISB, MNA, and ICs have been routinely implemented at
hazardous waste release sites in the United States. These activities are expected to be
reliable in minimizing future health risks associated with the contaminated plume.

ISB is expected to be effective and permanent in the long term. It would permanently
treat VOC-affected groundwater in the two treatment areas. No O&M would be required
after the ISB treatment. Risk to human and environmental receptors is expected to be
reduced following the ISB treatment, and VOC concentrations in groundwater would be
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monitored during the MNA sampling events. MNA would be used to verify plume
stability and track VOC concentrations until ICs are no longer needed.

6.4.2.4 REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME
THROUGH TREATMENT

Alternative 4A is expected to reduce the toxicity of groundwater by biodegrading VOCs
through the ISB and MNA processes. Alternative 4A includes HRC injections in two
treatment areas, which would provide an active treatment process to accelerate the
biodegradation of chlorinated VOC concentrations in the subsurface. After ISB
treatment, MNA processes would continue to reduce VOC concentrations.

6.4.2.5 SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

HRC addition in the two treatment areas should reduce VOC mass in the groundwater in
the first year of implementation. Short-term risks during implementation include
potential risk to workers during invasive work and injection of HRC product, and
exposure to contaminated groundwater during HRC injection. Potential formation of
undesirable by-products during ISB is discussed in Section 4.3.8.2, which presents
potential concerns about short-term risks. The field activities related to the treatment
event are anticipated to take approximately 3 weeks to complete. The injection would
utilize direct-push installation to minimize invasiveness and generation of soil cuttings.

These potential risks would be mitigated through proper design and implementation of a
site-specific safety and health plan and remedial action work plan. These plans would
include provisions for personnel protection, air sampling, and contingency actions needed
to protect workers and the nearby community. ICs would prohibit extraction of
groundwater for domestic purposes at IR Site 27.

6.4.2.6 IMPLEMENTABILITY

Alternative 4A would be readily implemented with no anticipated difficulties regarding
technical feasibility, reliability, or scheduling. ISB injection would be completed using
conventional direct-push drilling equipment. ICs and MNA have been routinely
implemented at CERCLA sites in the United States. The injection points in the two
treatment areas are largely located in paved areas that would require coring through
concrete or asphalt. Additional injection points are located in the vicinity of railroad
tracks and existing Buildings 168 and 449. Limited-access drilling equipment is
available, if required. Periodic sampling of the existing montitoring wells should not be
incompatible with the potential reuse options; however, access to monitoring wells would
need to be maintained to allow for sampling. Construction of buildings over the IR Site 27
plume could limit access to portions of the site and, therefore, could limit future
monitoring activities. This alternative would necessitate coordination with state and local

agencies to administer ICs.
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6.4.2.7 COST

The comparative present value cost for Alternative 4A is approximately $1,962,000
(Table 6-2). Major cost components are associated with the MNA program and HRC
injection. It is assumed that HRC treatment could be completed in 1 year. Following
source area treatment, MNA and ICs would be conducted for a period of approximately
60 years. Appendix C provides cost backup and supporting details.

Cost estimates are solely for comparing alternatives in this FS Report; they should not be
used for budgetary or planning purposes because actual costs may change based on the
final design and the duration of the MINA program.

6.5 ALTERNATIVE 6A -ISCO SOURCE AREA TREATMENT, MNA,
AND ICs

Alternative 6A is included to evaluate the opportunity to accelerate contaminant
concentration reduction in the two treatment areas (Figure 6-2) using ISCO technology.

6.5.1 Description of Alternative

For Alternative 6A, ISCO would be used in a focused manner to oxidize VOCs in
groundwater in two treatment areas in the IR Site 27 plume. The ISOTEC chemical
oxidation process would be employed to chemically destroy contaminants in groundwater
in the two treatment areas. For FS cost estimating purposes, the two treatment areas
shown on Figure 6-2 are assumed to be treated using one treatment event across both
treatment areas plus one additional hot spot injection event assumed to be limited to one-
half of the original treatment area. MNA would document the reduction in contaminant
concentrations after treatment and demonstrate that residual contaminant levels are
reduced over time through naturally occurring processes during the IC period. ICs would
prohibit groundwater extraction for domestic purposes at IR Site 27 and preclude actions
that would interfere with activities associated with this alternative.

BIOCHIL.OR model simulations (Appendix B) performed for this alternative indicate that
VOCs at IR Site 27 should attenuate to RAO concentrations across the VOC plume
within 45 years after source area treatment. This model is conservative because it is
based on the highest VOC concentrations observed at IR Site 27. However, the
BIOCHLOR modeling result of 45 years is adequate for comparison purposes. The
assumed end point (i.e., MCLs) may be achieved sooner, in which case the ICs would be
discontinued.

Major components of this alternative include ISCO, MNA, and ICs. The assumed
duration of Alternative 6A is approximately 45 years. Recent groundwater monitoring
results indicate that VOCs in shoreline groundwater have attenuated to concentrations
below RAOs. Therefore, no further action is proposed for shoreline groundwater.
Sitewide groundwater monitoring (including selected shoreline wells as appropriate)
would be conducted to monitor the performance of the selected remedy for inland

groundwater.
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6.5.1.1  IN SITU CHEMICAL OXIDATION

For FS cost estimating purposes, it is assumed that treatment would occur over two areas
with an approximate total area of 43,000 square feet. A 15-foot radius of influence at
each application well is assumed for FS cost estimating purposes. Alternative 6A would
employ an estimated 43 injection points in the western treatment area and 57 injection
points in the eastern treatment area, for a total of 100 injection points. The assumed dose
rate for ISCO is 300 gallons per injection point. 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. For FS cost estimating purposes, it is
assumed that the injections would focus on a 10-foot-thick treatment zone for ISCO.
Performance of the process would be evaluated through groundwater sampling and

analysis.

Although the ISCO process should provide active treatment, no pilot-scale testing is
assumed to be necessary. The ISOTEC process was recently performed successfully at
IR Site 9 near IR Site 27. IR Site 9 has similar geology, contaminants and VOC
concentrations as IR Site 27. Pilot-scale testing is not considered necessary because of

this local experience.

Sampling for the first 6 months after implementing ISCO injection would be conducted
during three sampling events using eight existing groundwater monitoring wells. Both
laboratory and field analyses would be conducted. Ferrous iron, conductivity,
temperature, pH, ORP, and dissolved oxygen would be measured using hand-held
equipment. For cost estimating purposes, it is assumed that an off-site laboratory would
analyze groundwater samples for VOCs and MNA parameters (dissolved gases,
alkalinity, major anions, major cations, TOC, and TDS).

6.5.1.2 MONITORING PROGRAM DESIGN FOR MNA

After ISCO treatment, groundwater monitoring conducted as part of an MNA program
would be the same as that described for Alternative 3 except that the duration is assumed
to be 45 years, based on BIOCHLOR model simulations (Appendix B), and the sampling
event frequency would vary as described below. For FS cost estimating purposes, the
monitoring program is assumed to utilize existing groundwater monitoring wells. Details
regarding the Ferry Point Road plume and the Building 168 plume can be found in
Section 2.5.3.3. The approximate locations of these plumes are shown in Figure 6-2.
Based on the BIOCHLOR model simulations for Alternative 6A and for FS purposes, the
Ferry Point Road plume is projected to reach RAOs in approximately 15 years, and the
Building 168 plume is projected to reach RAOs in approximately 45 years. The number
of monitoring wells included in the monitoring program is assumed to be reduced after
15 years due to the closure of the Ferry Point Road plume.

The frequency of groundwater sampling events would be higher at the beginning of the
MNA program and reduce with time. It is assumed that groundwater from existing wells

would be sampled on the following schedule.
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e Three monitoring events for eight wells would occur in the first 6 months after
[SCO treatment as described above in the ISCO description.

e Monitoring from month 6 through year 2 would include quarterly monitoring for
eight wells for VOCs and all MNA parameters.

* Monitoring from year 3 through year 15 would include annual monitoring for
six wells for VOCs and all MNA parameters.

e  Monitoring from year 16 through year 45 would include annual monitoring for
four wells for VOCs and all MNA parameters.

For FS cost estimating purposes, the groundwater sampling techniques, field and
laboratory analyses, and annual reporting are assumed to be the same as for Alternative 3.

6.5.1.3 INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

ICs under Alternative 6A would be similar in scope to ICs described for Alternative 3,
with an assumed duration of 45 years for FS cost estimating purposes.

6.5.1.4 PERIODIC REVIEWS

Periodic reviews would be performed every 5 years as described for Alternative 3. The
reviews would occur over a 45-year period.

6.5.2 Evaluation by Criteria

Evaluation of Alternative 6A by threshold and balancing criteria follows.

6.5.2.1 OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Alternative 6A would protect human health and the environment and should accelerate
reduction of contaminant mass within the two treatment areas of the plume to a greater
extent than passive methods. This alternative would reduce the potential for off-site
plume migration. MNA and periodic reviews would track the overall performance of the
remedy. Although Alternative 6A is not designed to treat all contamination in the
subsurface, it would address the areas of highest VOC concentrations in the plume.
MNA and data evaluation would verify plume stability following ISCO treatment in the
IR Site 27 area. ICs would prohibit groundwater extraction at IR Site 27 until the Navy
and regulatory agencies agree that risks associated with impacted groundwater are

acceptable.

6.5.2.2 COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs

Alternative 6A is expected to meet the potential chemical-specific, location-specific, and
action-specific ARARs. The time to reduce VOC concentrations in groundwater is
expected to be shorter than for strictly passive cleanup alternatives.

Potential ARARs associated with ICs are the same as those described for Alternative 3 in
Section 6.3.2.2. IDW generated during the installation of chemical injection points and
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the MNA program would be subject to the substantive provisions of potential RCRA
ARARs to determine whether such wastes should be classified as hazardous. This would
be determined at the time the waste is generated. The substantive provisions of potential
waste management ARARs for storing, manifesting, and transporting this material for
final disposal would be followed if the wastes were found to be either RCRA or
non-RCRA hazardous waste.

While considered unlikely, off-gas through monitoring wells or injection points resulting
from the ISCO process may require treatment to comply with the substantive provisions of
potential air emissions ARARs of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD). Monitoring of wellheads and injection points with a photoionization detector
(PID) and/or flame ionization detector would be conducted to verify that vapor emissions
meet the substantive provisions of potential BAAQMD ARARs.

6.5.2.3 LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Alternative 6A would be an effective means to reduce contaminant concentrations within
the plume at IR Site 27. It would permanently treat VOC-affected groundwater within the
two treatment arcas. Most of the contamination in the two treatment areas would be
removed during the in situ chemical treatment. After treatment, the aquifer would be
expected to reestablish reducing conditions within 1 to 2 months (Eilber, pers. com. 2005a).
The progress of MNA would then be used to track VOC concentrations until ICs are no
longer needed. Risk to human and environmental receptors from remaining VOC-
impacted groundwater at the completion of this alterative should not be significant.

6.5.2.4 REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME
THROUGH TREATMENT

Alternative 6A would reduce the toxicity of the groundwater contaminants through
chemical treatment. Chemical reactions occurring within the aquifer would destroy VOCs
in groundwater. MINA would further reduce any residual contaminants at IR Site 27.

6.5.2.5 SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Most of the VOC mass in the groundwater would be destroyed within the first year of
implementation. Short-term risks during implementation associated with ISCO could
potentially include the following:

e human contact with process chemicals, which include bulk quantities of 12
percent hydrogen peroxide (approximately one shipment per day of treatment)

o environmental contamination by process chemicals

These potential risks would be mitigated through proper design and implementation of a
site-specific safety and health plan and remedial action work plan. These plans would
include provisions for personnel protection, air monitoring, and contingency actions
needed to protect workers and the nearby community. ICs would prohibit groundwater
extraction for domestic purposes at IR Site 27.
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6.5.2.6 IMPLEMENTABILITY

ISCO is implementable at Alameda Point. Implementability concemns and technology
limitations associated with ISCO were described in Sections 4.3.8.4 and 6.5.2.5. However,
the ISOTEC chemical oxidation process has been implemented successfully at Alameda
Point at IR Sites 9, 11/21, and 16 (IT 2003; Eilber, pers. com. 2005a). Therefore, the
operational reliability of the ISCO process is considered medium to high. Although the
ISOTEC process generally induces less vigorous reactions than competing versions of
ISCO, there are safety considerations regarding implementation (e.g., handling and storage
of process chemicals) that would need to be planned for during remedial design.

The injection points in the treatment areas are largely located in paved areas that would
require coring through concrete or asphalt. Additional injection points are located in the
vicinity of railroad tracks and existing Buildings 168 and 449. Limited-access drilling

equipment is available, if required.

Installation of ISCO injection points and the injection of reagents would not have a
significant adverse impact on existing tenants. Periodic sampling should not be
incompatible with the potential reuse options; however, access to monitoring wells would
need to be maintained. New construction of buildings over the IR Site 27 area could
limit access to portions of the site. This alternative would necessitate coordination with

state and local agencies to administer ICs.

6.5.2.7 COST

6.6

6.6.1

The comparative present value cost for Alternative 6A is approximately $1,532,000
(Table 6-3). Major cost components for this alternative include installation of the
chemical injection points, injection of process chemicals, and the monitoring program.
For FS cost estimating purposes, up to 6 months of ISCO is assumed. Following source
area treatment, MNA and ICs would be conducted for a period of approximately 45
years. Appendix C provides cost backup and supporting details.

This cost estimate is solely for comparing alternatives in this FS Report and should not be
used for budgetary or planning purposes because actual costs may change based on the
final design and the duration of the MNA program.

ALTERNATIVE 6B - SITEWIDE ISCO TREATMENT AND
GROUNDWATER CONFIRMATION SAMPLING
Alternative 6B is included to evaluate the opportunity to accelerate contaminant

concentration reduction by using sitewide ISCO technology for inland groundwater in
association with groundwater confirmation sampling.

Description of Alternative

For Alternative 6B, ISCO would be used to aggressively treat the entire IR Site 27 inland
groundwater plume to reduce VOC concentrations to achieve RAOs. The ISOTEC
chemical oxidation process assumed for Alternative 6A would be employed under
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Alternative 6B to treat the entire inland area of the approximately 11-acre plume. For FS
cost estimating purposes, the initial full-scale injection event would be completed in the
area shown on Figure 6-1. If needed, a subsequent hot spot injection event would be
performed at up to one-half the number of the full-scale injection points. Groundwater
sampling would document the reduction in contaminant concentrations after sitewide
ISCO treatment for inland groundwater.

Recent groundwater monitoring results indicate that VOCs in shoreline groundwater have
attenuated to concentrations below RAOs. Therefore, no further action is proposed for
shoreline groundwater. Sitewide groundwater monitoring (including selected shoreline
wells as appropriate) would be conducted to monitor the performance of the selected
remedy for inland groundwater.

6.6.1.1 IN SITU CHEMICAL OXIDATION

For FS cost estimating purposes, it is assumed that treatment would occur over the entire
inland groundwater plume area. A 15-foot radius of influence at each application well is
assumed for FS cost estimating purposes; therefore, Alternative 6B would employ an
estimated 570 injection points. The assumed dose rate for ISCO is 300 gallons per
injection point. Measures to minimize possible plume migration during injection would
be developed in the remedial design stage. The injection would take an estimated 50
days to complete, based on recent experience at IR Site 9 (Eilber, pers. com. 2005b). The
injections would be performed using direct-push drilling technology, and applied via
gravity through temporary injection screens. For FS cost estimating purposes, it is
assumed that the injections would focus on a 10-foot-thick treatment zone for ISCO.
Performance of the process would be evaluated through groundwater sampling and
analysis, and data evaluation. The initial injection would be followed by an additional
hot spot injection event, as necessary, at up to one-half of the full-scale injection points,
or up to 285 injection points over an estimated 25 days.

As with Alternative 6A, no pilot-scale testing is assumed to be necessary because the
ISCO technology has been implemented successfully at nearby IR Site 9 which has
similar geology, COCs, and VOC concentrations.

After ISCO treatment, groundwater confirmation sampling would be conducted every 2
months for 6 months using eight existing groundwater monitoring wells. Both laboratory
and field analyses would be conducted. Ferrous iron, conductivity, temperature, pH,
ORP, and dissolved oxygen would be measured using hand-held equipment. For cost
estimating purposes, it is assumed that an off-site laboratory would analyze groundwater
samples for VOCs and MNA parameters (dissolved gases, alkalinity, major anions, major
cations, TOC, and TDS).

6.6.1.2 GROUNDWATER CONFIRMATION SAMPLING PROGRAM

Groundwater sampling under this alternative is assumed to be conducted for 3 years. The
3-year monitoring period is assumed to be sufficient to document post-treatment VOC
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concentrations in groundwater. For FS cost estimating purposes, the monitoring program
is assumed to utilize existing groundwater monitoring wells.

It is assumed that groundwater from existing wells would be sampled on the following
schedule.

e The first 6 months of monitoring are described above in the ISCO description.

¢ Monitoring from month 7 through year 2 would include quarterly monitoring
events for eight wells for VOCs and all MNA parameters {(same MNA
parameters as Alternative 3).

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

For FS cost estimating purposes, the groundwater sampling techniques, field and
laboratory analyses, and annual reporting are assumed to be the same as for Alternative 3.

6.6.1.3 CLOSEOUT REPORT

Because ISCO treatment is assumed to reduce VOC concentrations to levels below RAOs
within 6 months, and Alternative 6B has a duration of only 3 years, periodic reviews
would not need to be performed every 5 years. At the end of year 3, a project closeout
report would be prepared.

6.6.2 Evaluation by Criteria

Evaluation of Alternative 6B by threshold and balancing criteria follows.

6.6.2.1 OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Alternative 6B would protect human health and the environment and chemically destroy
VOCs across the entire area of the plume. This alternative would reduce the potential for
off-site plume migration. Groundwater confirmation sampling would verify treatment
effectiveness. One follow-up ISCO treatment would be included. Alternative 6B is
designed to treat the entire inland groundwater plume, and would therefore be expected to

achieve RAOs within 6 months.

6.6.2.2 COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs

Alternative 6B is expected to meet the potential chemical-specific, location-specific, and
action-specific ARARs. Potential ARARSs associated with this alternative are the same as
those described for Alternative 6A in Section 6.5.2.2.

6.6.2.3 LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Alternative 6B would be an effective means to actively reduce contaminant concentrations
at IR Site 27. It would permanently treat VOC-affected groundwater within the entire
inland area of the plume. It is assumed that VOCs in groundwater would be destroyed and
that RAO concentrations would be attained within 6 months of ISCO treatment.
Groundwater sampling during and after ISCO treatment would be used to assess treatment
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effectiveness. Risk to human and environmental receptors from remaining VOC-impacted
groundwater at the completion of this alternative should not be significant.

6.6.2.4 REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME
THROUGH TREATMENT

Alternative 6B would reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of the groundwater
contaminants through chemical treatment. Chemical reactions within the aquifer would

destroy VOCs such as DCE and vinyl chloride.

6.6.2.5 SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Alternative 6B would be effective in the short term because RAOs would be met within 6
months after beginning treatment. Most of the VOC mass in the groundwater would be
chemically destroyed following the first chemical treatment. Short-term risks during
implementation associated with ISCO are the same as Alternative 6A and could be
mitigated through proper design and implementation of a site-specific safety and health
plan and a remedial action work plan. These plans would include provisions for
personnel protection, air monitoring, and contingency actions needed to protect workers
and the nearby community.

6.6.2.6 IMPLEMENTABILITY

This ISCO alternative could be challenging to implement due to the large number of injection
points required. Potential risks associated with ISCO are described in Section 6.5.2.6. Other
implementability factors associated with Alternative 6B are the same as those described

for Alternative 6A (Section 6.5.2.6).

6.6.2.7 COST

The comparative present value cost for Alternative 6B is approximately $2,050,000
(Table 6-4). Major cost components for this alternative include installation of the
chemical injection points, injection of process chemicals, and groundwater sampling
costs. For FS cost estimating purposes, 6 months of ISCO is assumed. Groundwater
sampling would be conducted for a total of 3 years. Appendix C provides cost backup
and supporting details.

This cost estimate is solely for comparing alternatives in this FS Report and should not be
used for budgetary or planning purposes because actual costs may change based on the
final design and duration of groundwater confirmation sampling.

6.7 ALTERNATIVE 7 - DYNAMIC CIRCULATION SOURCE AREA
TREATMENT, MNA, AND ICs

Alternative 7 is included to evaluate an innovative source area treatment technology for
comparison to other source area treatment options (Alternatives 4A and 6A) at IR Site 27.
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6.7.1 Description of Alternative

Alternative 7 uses a proprietary Dynamic Subsurface Circulation well technology in
association with MNA and ICs. The ART circulation well design utilizes SVE, in-well
air stripping, and in-well air sparging (Figure 6-4). 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. The reported radius of
influence for this technology is up to 70 feet (Odah, pers. com. 2005). For the purposes of
this FS, it is assumed that a separate pilot-scale study would not be performed, since the
area of a pilot-scale study would be similar in size to the targeted treatment areas for

Alternative 7.

BIOCHLOR model simulations (Appendix B) performed for this alternative indicate that
VOC concentrations should attenuate to RAOs within 55 years after source area treatment.
This model is conservative because it is based on the highest VOC concentrations observed
at IR Site 27. However, the BIOCHLOR modeling result of 55 years is adequate for
comparison purposes. The assumed end point (i.e., MCLs) may be achieved sooner, in
which case the ICs would be discontinued.

The principal components of this alternative include remediation system construction,
O&M, MNA, and ICs. The assumed duration of ICs for Alternative 7 is 55 years.
Recent groundwater monitoring results indicate that VOCs in shoreline groundwater have
attenuated to concentrations below RAOs. Therefore, no further action is proposed for
shoreline groundwater. Sitewide groundwater monitoring (including selected shoreline
wells as appropriate) would be conducted to monitor the performance of the selected

remedy for inland groundwater.

6.7.1.1  REMEDIATION SYSTEM CONSTRUCTION

In order to implement Alternative 7 at IR Site 27, it is assumed that ten 6-inch-diameter
remediation wells would be installed. Two remediation systems would be installed as
part of this alternative, one just east of Ferry Point Road and one outside the western edge
of Building 168. SVE piping, compressed air for in-well sparging, and electrical supply
for the recirculation pumps would be run in trenches from the remediation systems to
each remediation well. An estimated 600 linear feet of trenching would be required.
Locations of the two remediation equipment compounds, ten remediation wells, and

trenches are shown on Figure 6-5.

Each remediation system would consist of an electrical panel, air compressor, SVE
system, and two 1,000-pound vapor-phase granular activated carbon vessels for treatment
of extracted soil vapor (Figure 6-6). Concrete-filled bollards would be installed to protect
equipment from traffic damage. Each system would be surrounded by chain-link fencing

with appropriate signage.
6.7.1.2 STARTUP, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

After construction is completed, a 1-month period of startup and equipment shakedown
would be conducted. During the startup period, daily flow rates and PID readings of soil
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vapor influent, intermediate (between carbon vessels) and effluent sampling locations of
both remediation systems would be recorded. Equipment adjustments also would be
made to balance system operation. Dissolved oxygen and ORP readings would be
conducted daily for the first week, and weekly for the remainder of the 1-month startup

period.

O&M activities are assumed to extend for 1 year. During that period, the systems would
be inspected at least weekly to measure vapor flow rates, and to perform PID
measurements. A total of 32 soil vapor samples are assumed to be collected for VOC
analysis by U.S. EPA Method TO-15.

Vapor-phase carbon would be changed out based on PID readings. For FS cost
estimating purposes, it is assumed that both vessels from each remediation system would
be changed out after 4 months and 8 months of operation.

During the O&M period, groundwater sampling also would be performed, as described in
Section 6.7.1.3.

6.7.1.3 MONITORING PROGRAM DESIGN FOR MNA

MNA for Alternative 7 would be similar to the program under Alternative 6A except that
the duration is assumed to be 55 years. For FS cost estimating purposes, the monitoring
program is assumed to utilize existing groundwater monitoring wells. Details regarding
the Ferry Point Road plume and the Building 168 plume can be found in Section 2.5.3.3.
The approximate locations of these plumes are shown on Figure 6-2. Based on the
BIOCHLOR model simulations for Alternative 7, and for FS purposes, the Ferry Point
Road plume is projected to reach RAOs in approximately 20 years, and the Building 168
plume is projected to reach RAOs in approximately 55 years. The number of monitoring
wells included in the monitoring program is assumed to be reduced after 20 years due to
the closure of the Ferry Point Road plume.

Monthly groundwater sampling and analysis would be performed prior to and following
the startup of the remediation systems to evaluate the remediation process for a total of 6
months. Quarterly sampling would then be conducted through year 2. Both laboratory
and field analyses would be conducted to establish baseline groundwater conditions. The
monthly and quarterly groundwater samples would be analyzed for MNA parameters (as
described under Alternative 3). Ferrous iron, conductivity, temperature, pH, ORP, and
dissolved oxygen would be measured using hand-held equipment.

The frequency of groundwater sampling events is assumed to be higher at the beginning
of the MNA program, and reduce with time. It is assumed that groundwater from
existing wells would be sampled on the following schedule.

e Years | and 2 would include monthly/quarterly monitoring of eight wells for
VOCs and MNA parameters as described above.

e Years 3 through 20 would include annual monitoring of six wells for VOCs and
all MNA parameters.
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e Years 21 through 55 would include annual monitoring of four wells for VOCs
and all MNA parameters.

For FS cost estimating purposes, the groundwater sampling techniques, field and
laboratory analyses, and annual reporting are assumed to be the same as for Alternative 3.

6.7.1.4 INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

ICs under Alternative 7 would be similar in scope to ICs for Alternative 3, with an
assumed duration of 55 years for FS cost estimating purposes. The area subject to ICs is
shown on Figure 6-1.

6.7.1.5 PERIODIC REVIEWS

Periodic reviews for Alternative 7 would be performed similarly to those described for
Alternative 3. The reviews would occur every 5 years over a 55-year period.

6.7.2 Evaluation by Criteria

Evaluation of Alternative 7 by threshold and balancing criteria follows.

6.7.2.1 OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Alternative 7 would protect human health and the environment and should accelerate
reduction of contaminant mass within the two treatment areas of the plume to a greater
extent than passive methods. Treatment of the source area groundwater in situ would
reduce the VOC contaminant mass in 1 year. Although Alternative 7 is not designed to
treat all contamination in the subsurface, it does address the areas of highest VOC
concentrations in the plume. MNA would document the reductions in VOC
concentrations and natural attenuation parameters over time at IR Site 27. ICs would
prohibit groundwater extraction at the site.

6.7.2.2 COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs

Alternative 7 is expected to meet potential chemical-specific, location-specific, and
action-specific ARARs. The time to reduce VOC concentrations in groundwater is
expected to be shorter than for passive cleanup alternatives.

Potential ARARSs associated with ICs are the same as those described for Alternative 3 in
Section 6.3.2.2. IDW generated during the remediation system construction, operation, and
the MNA program would be subject to substantive provisions of potential RCRA ARARs
to determine whether such wastes should be classified as hazardous. This determination
would be made at the time the waste is generated. The substantive provisions of potential
waste management ARARs for storing, manifesting, and transporting this material for
final disposal would be followed if the wastes were found to be RCRA or non-RCRA

hazardous waste.
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6.7.2.3 LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Alternative 7 would reduce contaminant concentrations within the plume at IR Site 27.
Dynamic Subsurface Circulation has been implemented at several dozen sites in the
United States, but this technology is relatively new. This technology has been selected
for at least one Superfund site (U.S. EPA 2004). Remediation activities are expected to
be reliable in minimizing future health risks associated with the contaminated plume.

This groundwater circulation technology is limited by heterogeneous soils, particularly
stratification in capillary fringe and saturated soils. This technology is also not effective
in low-permeability soils. Soil types in the two treatment areas are primarily very fine
and fine sands across both treatment areas. Although fill materials are stratified, this
technology is expected to be effective at IR Site 27.

Alternative 7 is expected to be effective and permanent in the long term. It would
permanently remove VOCs from groundwater in the two treatment areas. A 1-year O&M
period is assumed. Risk to human and environmental receptors is expected to be reduced
following groundwater remediation, and post-remediation VOC concentrations in
groundwater would be monitored during the MNA sampling events. MNA would be
used to track VOC concentrations until ICs were no longer needed.

6.7.2.4 REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME
THROUGH TREATMENT

Alternative 7 is expected to reduce the toxicity of groundwater by removing VOCs
through the SVE system. VOCs would be adsorbed onto granular activated carbon and
shipped off-site to a carbon regeneration facility for recycle. At the regeneration facility,
VOCs are removed and destroyed using thermal treatment processes. Alternative 7
includes groundwater remediation in the same two areas as Alternatives 4A and 6A.
Alternative 7 would provide an active treatment process to accelerate the reduction of
chlorinated VOC concentrations in the groundwater. After remediation, MNA processes
would continue to reduce VOC concentrations.

6.7.2.5 SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Most of the VOCs in groundwater are assumed to be removed under Alternative 7 within
the first year of implementation. Short-term risks during implementation associated with
this alternative could potentially include the following:

e human contact with groundwater and excavated soil during well installation,
trenching, and construction of remediation systems

e inhalation of VOCs from air emissions emitted by remediation systems

e human contact with VOCs and granular activated carbon during carbon vessel
changeouts, waste transportation, and carbon regeneration

These potential risks would be mitigated through proper design and implementation of a
site-specific safety and health plan and remedial action work plan. These plans would
include provisions for personnel protection, air monitoring, and contingency actions
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needed to protect workers and the nearby community. ICs would prohibit groundwater
extraction for domestic purposes at IR Site 27.

6.7.2.6 IMPLEMENTABILITY

The technologies required to construct remediation systems for Alternative 7 (trenching,
excavation, concrete forming, etc.) are readily available and technically feasible. The
proprietary well design is only available from ART, who would install the well
components. The ten remediation wells may need to extend 1 to 2 feet above grade
because of shallow groundwater conditions. Otherwise, this alternative is considered

implementable.

6.7.2.7 COST

The comparative present value cost for Alternative 7 is approximately $2,082,000
(Table 6-5). Major cost components are associated with the MNA program and
remediation system construction. It is assumed that active groundwater remediation could
be completed in 1 year. Following source area treatment, MNA and ICs would be
conducted for a period of approximately 55 years. Appendix C provides cost backup and

supporting details.

Cost estimates are solely for comparing alternatives in this FS Report; they should not be
used for budgetary or planning purposes because actual costs may change based on the

final design.
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Table 6-1
Cost Estimate Summary for
Alternative 3 - MNA and ICs

Cost

Description (dollars)

Remedial design costs’
Remedial design 80,000
IC implementation plan 72,000
Total remedial design costs (based on 2005 dollars) 152,000

O&M costs®

ICs (70 years) 700,000
Long-term monitoring (70 years) 1,164,000
5-year reviews 280,000
Total O&M costs (based on 2005 dollars) 2,144,000
Contingency (20 percent) 459,000
TOTAL COST 2,755,000
COMPARATIVE PRESENT VALUE COST (based on 2005 dollars)” 1,407,000

Note:
2 includes indirect costs (overhead, profit)

® discount rate of 3.1 percent per year was used to calculate present value

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
IC ~ institutional control
MNA — monitored natural attenuation
O&M - operation and maintenance
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Table 6-2
Cost Estimate Summary for
Alternative 4A - ISB Source Area Treatment, MNA, and ICs

Cost
Description {dollars)
Remedial design costs®
Remedial design 100,000
IC implementation plan 72,000
Total remedial design costs (based on 2005 dollars) 172,000
Capital costs®
ISB aquifer amendments (HRC) 210,000
Total capital costs (based on 2005 dollars) 210,000
O&M costs®
ICs (60 years) 600,000
Long-term monitoring (60 years) 1,300,000
S-year reviews 240,000
Total O&M (based on 2005 dollars) 2,140,000
Contingency (20 percent) 504,000
TOTAL COST 3,026,000
COMPARATIVE PRESENT VALUE COST (based on 2005 dollars)® 1,962,000

Note:
% includes indirect costs (overhead, profit)
® discount rate of 3.1 percent per year was used to calculate present value

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
HRC — Hydrogen Release Compound
IC - institutional control
ISB ~ in situ bioremediation
MNA - monitored natural attenuation
O&M - operation and maintenance
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Table 6-3
Cost Estimate Summary for
Alternative 6A - ISCO Source Area Treatment, MNA, and ICs

Cost
Description (dolars)
Remedial design costs®
Remedial design 100,000
IC implementation plan 72,000
Total remedial design costs (based on 2005 dollars) 172,000
Capital costs®
ISCO treatment 289,000
Total capital costs (based on 2005 dollars) 289,000
O&M costs”
ICs (45 years) 450,000
Long-term monitoring (45 years) 760,000
5-year review 180,000
Total Q&M costs (based on 2005 dollars) 1,390,000
Contingency (20 percent) 370,000
TOTAL COST 2,221,000
COMPARATIVE PRESENT VALUE COST (based on 2005 dollars)” 1,532,000

Note:
3 includes indirect costs (overhead, profit)
®  discount rate of 3.1 percent per year was used to calculate present value

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
IC ~ institutional control
ISCO - in situ chemical oxidation
MNA ~ monitored natural attenuation
O&M — operation and maintenance
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Table 6-4
Cost Estimate Summary for

Alternative 6B — Sitewide ISCO Treatment and Groundwater Confirmation Sampling

Cost
Description (dollars)
Remedial design costs’
Remedial design 200,000
Total remedial design costs (based on 2005 dollars) 200,000
Capital costs®
ISCO treatment 1,247,000
Total capital costs (based on 2005 dollars) 1,247,000
O&M costs”
Groundwater confirmation sampling (3 years) 234,000
Annual report 10,000
Closeout report 50,000
Total O&M costs (based on 2005 dollars) 294,000
Contingency (20 percent) 348,000
TOTAL COST ‘ 2,089,000
COMPARATIVE PRESENT VALUE COST (based on 2005 dollars)” 2,050,000

Note:
2 includes indirect costs (overhead, profit)
®  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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Table 6-5
Cost Estimate Summary for
Alternative 7 — Dynamic Circulation Source Area Treatment, MNA, and ICs

Cost
Description (dollars)
Remedial design costs”
Remedial design 200,000
IC implementation plan 72,000
Total remedial design costs (based on 2005 dollars) 272,000
Capital costs®
Dynamic Subsurface Circulation system (east) 166,000
Dynamic Subsurface Circulation system (west) 111,000
Trenching for system piping 19,000
Remediation wells 21,000
Electrical power 39,000
Total capital costs (based on 2005 dollars) 356,000
O&M costs®
Dynamic Subsurface Circulation system 133,000
ICs (55 years) 550,000
Long-term monitoring (55 years) 999,000
5-year reviews 220,000
Total O&M costs (based on 2005 dollars) 1,902,000
Contingency (20 percent) 506,000
TOTAL COST 3,036,000
COMPARATIVE PRESENT VALUE COST (based on 2005 dollars)” 2,082,000

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

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
IC — institutional control
MNA — monitored natural attenuation
O&M - operation and maintenance
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Section 7

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives evaluated in Section 6 provide a range of options for remediation of the VOC-
contaminated groundwater at IR Site 27. These alternatives were developed after consideration
of the requirements of the NCP and U.S. EPA technical guidance (U.S. EPA 1988b), the
statutory preferences listed in CERCLA Section 121(b), and RAOs (Section 3).

Six alternatives have been evaluated in detail in Section 6.
e Alternative 1 - no action. No further action of any type would be taken.

e Alternative 3 - MNA and ICs. MNA monitoring would be performed in
association with ICs for an assumed duration of 70 years.

e Alternative 4A — ISB source area treatment, MNA, and [Cs. HRC treatment of
two source areas of the IR Site 27 VOC plume would be performed, followed by
MNA and ICs. The assumed duration of this alternative is 60 years.

e Alternative 6A — ISCO source area treatment, MNA, and ICs. ISCO treatment of
two source areas of the IR Site 27 plume would be performed, followed by MNA and
[Cs. The assumed duration of this alternative is 45 years.

e Alternative 6B — sitewide ISCO treatment and groundwater confirmation
sampling. ISCO treatment of the entire IR Site 27 VOC plume would be performed
in conjunction with 3 years of groundwater confirmation sampling.

e Alternative 7 — dynamic circulation source area treatment, MNA, and ICs.
Dynamic circulation treatment would be performed in the two source areas using
specially designed remediation wells. MNA and ICs would be implemented
following treatment. The assumed duration of this alternative is 55 years.

This section compares the relative performance of the remedial alternatives considered in this FS
Report to the NCP evaluation criteria (Section 6.1). This comparative analysis distinguishes the
advantages and disadvantages of each alternative and identifies key trade-offs the Navy must
consider when selecting a cleanup remedy. When selecting a final remedy under CERCLA, the
NCP criteria are evaluated according to the following hierarchy, in accordance with 40 C.F.R.

§ 300.430(f):
e threshold criteria

— overall protection of human health and the environment
—~ compliance with ARARs
e primary balancing criteria
— long-term effectiveness and permanence
— reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment

— short-term effectiveness

— implementability
— cost
Feasibility Study Report — IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point page 7-1
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Section 7 Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives

* modifying criteria
—  state acceptance

- community acceptance

CERCLA Section 121(d) and the NCP at 40 C.F.R. § 300.430(f)(1)(i1) require that a cleanup
remedy must protect human health and the environment and comply with ARARs, unless
justification to waive a specific ARAR is provided in the final FS Report. Both threshold criteria
must be satisfied for a remedial alternative to be eligible for selection unless an ARAR waiver
applies. Therefore, the selection of eligible remedial alternatives will generally be based on a
comparison of the five balancing criteria and the two modifying criteria.

The first two sections below discuss the NCP threshold criteria. Sections 7.3 through 7.7
describe the five balancing criteria. To facilitate the discussion, these five criteria are evaluated
and compared in the same order as in the detailed analysis of alternatives for IR Site 27

presented in Sections 6.2 through 6.7 (Table 7-1).

The two modifying criteria (state acceptance and community acceptance) are also briefly
identified in this section. The Navy’s evaluation of these modifying criteria will be documented
in the Proposed Plan and ROD once formal comments have been received on this FS Report and
a final remedy selection decision has been being made.

7.1 OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE
ENVIRONMENT

CERCLA and the NCP require that a cleanup remedy protect human health and the
environment unless justification to waive a specific ARAR is provided in the ROD.

Alternative 1 would not be fully protective of human health and the environment because
plume stability would not be verified; therefore, Alternative 1 will not be evaluated under
the additional criteria. 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.

7.2 COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS

CERCLA and the NCP require that a cleanup remedy must comply with ARARs, unless
justification to waive a specific ARAR is provided in the ROD.

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

7.3 LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the impact of a remedial alternative in
the long term, defined as the time after remedial construction activities are completed.
Long-term effectiveness and permanence are affected by the following:

feasibility Study Report — IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point
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e magnitude of residual risk at the completion of remedial activities
(after RAOs are achieved)

* type, degree, and adequacy of long-term management of contaminants
remaining on-site

e long-term reliability of ECs/ICs
s potential need to replace components

e continuing need for repair/maintenance

Alternative 3 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 long-term effectiveness of
ICs would depend on continued adherence. Alternative 7 also received a rating of
medium. Although this source area treatment would be expected to reduce VOC
concentrations in the source area 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 O&M, which is not
required for Alternatives 4A, 6A, and 6B.

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

7.4 REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME
THROUGH TREATMENT

CERCLA has a preference for technologies that permanently and significantly reduce the
toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances. These reductions are affected by

the following:
e treatment processes used
e amount of hazardous material to be treated
e degree of expected reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume
s degree to which treatment is irreversible

e type and quantity of treatment residuals

Alternative 6B rated highest in the reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through
sitewide active treatment. Chemical reactions within the aquifer would permanently
remove VOCs from groundwater within weeks, and VOCs such as DCE and vinyl
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chloride would be chemically destroyed. This alternative is also the only active treatment
alternative that would treat the entire plume and not just the source areas.

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 a smaller treatment area. The processes by which VOC
concentrations are reduced differ among the three alternatives. Alternative 4A should
permanently degrade a significant mass of VOCs within the first 2 years under favorable
conditions. The ISCO process of Alternative 6A is expected to permanently destroy a
significant mass of VOCs within weeks in the treatment area. Alternative 7 is expected
to accomplish VOC reductions similar to Alternative 4A; however, Alternative 7
treatment would result 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.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Short-term effectiveness refers to how an alternative affects human health and the
environment from the planning stage until just before the RAOs are achieved. Short-term

effectiveness is evaluated for the following:
e short-term risks to the community during implementation
e potential impacts on workers during construction and O&M
e potential environmental impacts of the action during implementation

e amount of time required before protection is achieved
(i.e., the duration of the short term)

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 HRC product, and has
a moderate time frame of approximately 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 ten
ART wells and two associated treatment compounds would require the most invasive
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7.7

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.

IMPLEMENTABILITY

Implementability includes the technical and administrative feasibility of completing an
alternative. Each alternative should be evaluated for implementability by considering the

following:
e ecase of constructability
e operational reliability
e ability to take alternative remedial actions in the future
e ability to monitor effectiveness
e ability to obtain governmental approvals

e availability of services and materials, including time needed to develop new or
innovative technologies

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 was recently implemented successfully at IR Site 9. In addition,
Alternatives 4A and 6A focus on the two source 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 ten ART 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 involves full-scale ISCO
injection in 570 points throughout the IR Site 27 plume for sitewide treatment and would
be difficult to implement.

COST

The present value of money is used to compare remedial alternative costs that occur over
different time periods by discounting all future costs to a common base year. When
comparing alternatives, consideration is given to relative capital costs (including both
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direct and indirect costs) and O&M costs. For the cost criterion, a high ranking signifies
lower comparative costs, and a low ranking signifies higher comparative costs.

The estimated costs for the five retained active remedial alternatives are summarized in
Table 7-2. Alternatives 3 and 6A rated medium in cost. Alternatives 4A, 6B and 7 rated

low in cost.

7.8 STATE ACCEPTANCE

This criterion evaluates the remedial alternatives with respect to the concerns of state
agencies. Agency comments on the draft FS Report have been addressed and included in

this FS Report (Appendix D).
7.9 COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

This criterion assesses issues of concern to the community for each remedial alternative.
No comments were received from the RAB on this FS Report. Comments made during
public and regulatory agency review of this document will be evaluated during the
remedy selection process. As required by the NCP and U.S. EPA guidance, comments
will also be addressed in the Proposed Plan as well as in the ROD.

7.10 CONCLUSIONS

Alternative 1 fails to meet the threshold criterion of overall protectiveness and is,
therefore, not considered for selection as a final remedy. Alternative 6A (ISCO source-
area treatment, MNA and ICs) scored highest using the balancing criteria. Alternatives 3
and 4A scored second highest using the balancing criteria. Alternative 6B scored next
highest using the balancing criteria. Alternative 7 scored lowest using the balancing

criteria.
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Table 7-1

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:
o residual risk at completion
¢ long-term management of remaining

Parameters considered:
e treatment processes
« amount of hazardous material

Parameters considered:
e short-term risks to community
e impacts on workers

Parameters considered:
e technical feasibility
s operational reliability

Parameters considered:
* net present value
« relative capital costs

contaminants e degree of reduction in toxicity, e environmental impacts  future aiternative remedial options e  O&M costs
¢ reliability of ECs/ ICs mobility, or volume e time until protection is achieved e ability to monitor effectiveness
e need to replace components o degree of irreversibility e ability to obtain governmental approvals
s continuing repair/maintenance needs e treatment residuals « availability of services and materials
Alternative 3 - MNA Medium Low High High Medium

and ICs

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.

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

There are no short-term risks associated with this
alternative. The time to achieve protection is low
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.

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

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 HRC 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 HRC 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 two years.

High
HRC 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 fairly uniform (fine sands)
in the treatment areas so no difficultiés are anticipated
with implementation of this alternative.

Low

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

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 weeks in the treatment area,
resulting in innocuous end products.
However, less of the plume is aggressively
treated than for Alternative 6B8.

Medium

[SCO would destroy the VOCs in the source 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 hydrogen
peroxide would need to be delivered to the site
during treatment.

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

Medium

High comparative present value cost
compared to Alternative 3; however,
comparative cost is lower than
Alternatives 4A, 6B, and 7.
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Table 7-1 (continued)

Long-Term Effectiveness

Alternative and Permanence |

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or
Volume Through Treatment

Short-Term Effectiveness

Implementability

Cost*

Alternative 6B —
sitewide ISCO treatment
and groundwater
confirmation sampling

High
Most or all of the contamination would be

eliminated within 6 months; therefore, only a
limited time frame would be necessary for

High
This sitewide chemical oxidation

alternative should permanently destroy
virtually all of the VOCs in groundwater

Medium

ISCO would destroy the VOCs to MCL-equivalent
concentrations across the entire plume within an
estimated time of 6 months. However, the ISCO

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

Low

High present value cost compared to
Alternatives 3 and 6A. Cost is comparable
to Alternative 4A. Cost is lower than

groundwater confirmation sampling to " within weeks, resulting in innocuous process poses some risks to site workers and the Alternatives 4A and 7.
confirm that MCL-equivalent concentrations ~ by-products. community. Approximately one truck per day of
have been reached. hydrogen peroxide would need to be delivered to
. the site during treatment.
Alternative 7 — dynamic Medium Medium Low Medium Low

circulation source area
treatment, MNA, and
ICs

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
that assumed for Alternatives 3 and 4A and
would require a shorter period of well
maintenance/repair and management of ICs.

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.

4

(

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

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 ART.

High 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:
ART — Accelerated Remediation Technologies, LLC
EC — engineering control
HRC - Hydrogen Release Compound
IC — institutional control
IR - Installation Restoration (Program)
I1SB — in situ bioremediation
ISCO — in situ chemical oxidation
MCL — maximum contaminant level
MNA — monitored natural attenuation
SVE - soil vapor extraction
VOC - volatile organic compound
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Table 7-2
Summary of Cost Estimates for IR Site 27 Remedial Alternatives

Duration Remedial Net
of Design Capital Total Present

Alternative Alternative Cost Cost O&M Cost Cost Value*
Alternative 3 — MNA and 70 years $152,000 $0 $2,144,000  $2,755,000 | $1,407,000
ICs
Alternative 4A — ISB 60 years $172,000 $210,000 $2,140,000  $3,026,000 $1,962,000
source area treatment,
MNA, and ICs
Alternative 6A — ISCO 45 years $172,000 $289,000 $1,390,000 $2,221,000 $1,532,000
source area treatment,
MNA, and ICs
Alternative 6B - sitewide 3 years $200,000  $1,247,000 $294,000 $2,089,000 $2.,050,000
ISCO treatment and
groundwater confirmation
sampling
Alternative 7 — dynamic 55 years $272,000 $356,000  $1,902,000  $3,036,000 | $2,082,000
circulation source area
treatment, MNA, and ICs

Note:
* discount rate of 3.1 percent per year was used to calculate net present value

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
IC — institutional control
ISB ~ in situ bioremediation
ISCO - in situ chemical oxidation
MNA - monitored natural attenuation
O&M - operation and maintenance

page 1 of 1

03/21/06 10:03 AM Jw k:\word processing\repontsi\cto-06%\site 27\fs\draft final\tables\table 7-2.doc



CLEAN 3
CT0O-0069/0488
March 2006

Section 8

REFERENCES

American Petroleum Institute. 1993. Pump and Treat: The Petroleum Industry Perspective.
Washington, DC.
API. See American Petroleum Institute.
ARS Technologies, Inc. (at www.arstechnologies.com) 2006. Telephone conversation between S.
Drugan (BEI) and S. Chen (ARS) regarding ZVT injection technology applicable at IR Site 27.

February 9.
Bartow, G.W., and C.W. Davenport. 1992. A Review of Groundwater Remediation in Santa
Clara Valley, California. Poster presentation at the National Groundwater Association
Conference on Aquifer Restoration, Pump-and-Treat and the Alternatives, Las Vegas,

September 30-October 2.

Bechtel Environmental, Inc. 2003. Revised Preliminary Draft Site Inspection Report, Transfer
Parcels EDC-12, EDC-17, PBC-3, EDC-21, and EDC-5, Alameda Point, Alameda,

California. February.

. 2004. Draft Pilot Test Report for In Situ Bioremediation at IR Site 40, Naval Weapons
Station Seal Beach, Seal Beach, California. July.

. 2005. Draft Final Remedial Investigation Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda
Point, Alameda, California. July.

BEI. See Bechtel Environmental, Inc.
Bouwer, E.J. 1994. Bioremediation of chlorinated solvents using alternate electron acceptors.
In: Handbook of Bioremediation, pp. 149—175. Boca Raton, Florida: Lewis Publishers.

Cal/EPA. See California Environmental Protection Agency.

California Environmental Protection Agency. 1980. California Environmental Protection
Agency Department of Toxic Substances Control Hazardous Waste RCRA Part A Permit
Issued to the United States of America and U.S. Department of Navy for NAS Alameda.

November.

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region. 1995. Water
Quality Control Plan, San Francisco Bay Basin, Region 2. June.

California State Water Resources Control Board. 1988. Sources of Drinking Water. Resolution
No. 88-63. May.

. 2000. Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters,
Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California.

City of Alameda. 2002. Alameda Point General Plan Amendment Environmental Impact Report.
December 10.

Department of Energy. 1993. Methanotrophic In Situ Bioremediation Using Methane/Air and
Gaseous Nutrient Injection Via Horizontal Wells, Technology Information Profile, Rev. 2.

DOE ProTech Database. TTP Reference Number: SR 1211-06.

Feasibility Study Report — IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point page 8-1

3/21/2006 8:44.27 AM lw k:\word processingireports\cto-069\site 27\fs\dratft final2006019.doc



CLEAN 3
CT0-0069/0488
March 2006

Section 8 References

. 1995. In Situ Bioremediation Using Horizontal Wells, Innovative Technology
Summary Report. April.

. 1996. In Situ Bioremediation Using Horizontal Wells. Demonstrated at M Area,
Savannah River Site, Aiken, South Carolina. April.

DOE. See Department of Energy.

Department of the Navy. 1937a. Bureau of Yards and Docks. Bulkhead, jetties, sea wall,
dredging and filling. Location plan and sections. Yards and Docks Drawing No. 125969.
U.S. Naval Air Station, Alameda, California. December.

. 1937b. Bureau of Yards and Docks. Bulkhead, jetties, sea wall, dredging and filling.

Plan, sections and details. Yards and Docks Drawing No. 125970. U.S. Naval Air Station,

Alameda, California. December.

. 2001. Final Remedial Action Plan/Record of Decision for the Marsh Crust at the Fleet

and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland Alameda Facility/Alameda Annex and for the

Marsh Crust and Former Subtidal Area at Alameda Point. February.

DON. See Department of the Navy.

Doty, C.B., and C.C. Travis. 1991. The Effectiveness of Groundwater Pumping as a Restoration
Technology. Knoxville, Tennessee: University of Tennessee, Waste Management

Research and Education Institute.

Ecology and Environment, Inc. 1983. Initial Assessment Study, Naval Air Station Alameda,
Alameda, California. April.

Eilber, T. 2005a. In-Situ Oxidation Technologies, Inc. Telephone conversation with D. Carroll
(BEI). June 15.

. 2005b. In-Situ Oxidation Technologies, Inc. Telephone conversation with D. Carroll

(BEI). July 1.

Environmental Resource Management-West, Inc. 1994. Final Environmental Baseline Survey
(EBS)/Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act Report for NAS/NADEP

Alameda. October.
. 1996. Revised UST Investigation Report. Draft Final. November.

ERM-West. See Environmental Resource Management-West, Inc.

Federal Remediation Technologies Roundtable. 2002. Remediation Technologies Screening
Matrix and Reference Guide, 4™ Edition. January.

Foulk, G. 2004. E-mail from G. Foulk (TtEMI) to J. Stewart (SWDIV) regarding OWS 601 site
visit in 2004. July 24.

Freeze, R.A. and J.A. Cherry. 1979. Groundwater. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-
Hall, Inc.

Feasibility Study Report — IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point

page 8-2
3/21/2006 8:44:27 AM lw ki\word processing\reports\cto-069\site 27\s\draft final\2006019.doc



CLEAN 3
CTO-0069/0488
March 2006

Section 8 References

French, J., A. Rossi, T. Kirk, D. Blackwelder, K. Sorenson, B. Rahm, L. Alvarez-Cohen, S. Le,
M. Pound, and P. Tamashiro. 2004. Phased In Situ Biostimulation/Bioaugmentation Pilot
Testing in a Coastal Aquifer. In Programs and Abstracts, Fourth International Conference
on Remediation of Chlorinated and Recalcitrant Compounds, Monterey, California.

May 24-27.
FRTR. See Federal Remediation Technology Roundtable.

Hickenbottom, K., and K. Muir. 1988. Geohydrology and Groundwater Quality Overview of
the East Bay Plain Area, Alameda County, California. Alameda County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District, Report 205j.

Innovative Technical Solutions, Inc. 2005. Fall/Winter 2004 Quarterly Groundwater
Monitoring Data. Alameda Point, Alameda, California. March.

International Technology Corporation (now Shaw Environmental, Inc.). 1992. Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act Facility Assessment, Naval Air Station Alameda,

California. October.

. 2001a. Environmental Baseline Survey, Data Evaluation Survey, Final. Alameda
Point, California. January.

. 2001b. Work Plan for Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program, Alameda Point,
Alameda, California. December.

. 2003. Draft Field Summary Report for the In Situ Chemical Oxidation Pilot Tests at
Installation Restoration Sites 9, 11/21, and 16, Alameda Point, Alameda, California.

Interstate Technology and Regulatory Cooperation. 2005. Technical and Regulatory Guidance
for In Situ Chemical Oxidation of Contaminated Soil and Groundwater, Second Edition.

January.
IT. See International Technology Corporation.
ITRC. See Interstate Technology and Regulatory Cooperation.
ITSI. See Innovative Technical Solutions, Inc.

Johnson, C.D., MLJ. Truex, D.P. Leigh, and S. Granade. 2003. Successful Implementation of
Aerobic Cometabolism of Vinyl Chloride via an In Situ Biofilter. Proceedings, Seventh
International In Situ and On-Site Bioremediation Symposium, Orlando, Florida. June 2-5.

Koenigsberg, S.S., C.A. Sandefur, and K.A. Lapus, and G. Pasrich. 2002. Facilitated desorption and
incomplete dechlorination: Observations from 350 applications of HRC (poster presentation).
Proceedings, Third International Conference on Remediation of Chlorinated and Recalcitrant

Compounds. Monterey, California. May 20-23.
Koenigsberg, S.S., J.C. Bensch, and C.E. Lombardi. 2003. Implications for Bioaugmentation at
a RABITT Protocol Site Revisited. Proceedings, Seventh International /n Situ and On-Site
Bioremediation Symposium, Orlando, Florida. June 2-5.

Leigh, D.P. 2003. Shaw Environmental and Infrastructure. Telephone conversation with
J. French (BEI). March 24.

Feasibility Study Report — IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point page 8-3

3/21/2006 8:44:27 AM Iw k\word processing\reportsicto-069site 27\ts\draft final\2006019.doc



CLEAN 3
CTO-0069/0488
March 2006

Section 8 References

Leigh, D.P., C.D. Johnson, R.S. Skeen, M.G. Butcher, L.A. Bienkowski, and S. Granade. 2000.
Enhanced Anaerobic /n Situ Bioremediation of Chloroethenes at NAS Point Mugu.
Proceedings, Remediation of Chlorinated and Recalcitrant Compounds, Second
International Conference, Monterey, California. May 22-25.

MacDonald, J.A., and M.C. Kavanaugh. 1994. Restoring contaminated groundwater: An
achievable goal? Environmental Science and Technology. 28(8).

Mach, R. 2003. NAVFAC. Meeting with J. French, Bechtel Environmental, Inc. March 19.

Mackay, D.M,, and J.A. Cherry. 1989. Groundwater contamination: Pump-and-treat
remediation. Environmental Science and Technology. 23(6).

Major, D. 2002. To Bioaugment or Not to Bioaugment, That is the Question. GeoSyntec
Consultants.

Moju Environmental Technologies, Inc. 1998a. Remedial Investigation/Corrective Measures
Study Report, USTs at Selected UST Sites/Buildings. Draft. April.

. 1998b. Groundwater Monitoring Reports at Select UST Sites/Buildings — Second

Round (Mar 98). Draft. July.

. 1999a. Groundwater Monitoring Reports at Select UST Sites/Buildings — Third Round

(September 98). Draft. January.

. 1999b. Groundwater Monitoring Reports at Select UST Sites/Buildings — Fourth
Round (April 99). Draft. June.

Moju. See Moju Environmental Technologies, Inc

National Research Council. 1994. Alternatives for Groundwater Cleanup. Washington, DC:
National Academy Press.

National Weather Service. 2001. San Francisco Bay Area. At http://www.nws.mbay.net.

Norfleet Consultants. 1998. Groundwater Study and Water Supply History of the East Bay
Plain, Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, California.

NRC. See National Research Council.

Odah, M., 2005. Accelerated Remedial Technologies, Inc. Telephone conversation with D.
Carroll, BEL. June 7.

Oxidation Systems, Inc. 2005. At http://www.oxidationsystems.com.

Pirt, S.J. 1975. Principles of Microbe and Cell Cultivation. London: Blackwell Scientific
Publications.

Porter, B.L., D.P. Leigh, C.D. Johnson, M.J. Truex, and S. Granade. 2003. Construction of a
sequential anaerobic/aerobic in situ bioremediation system. Proceedings, Seventh
International In Situ and On-Site Bioremediation Symposium, Orlando, Florida. June 2-5.

Richardson, R.E., V.K. Bhupathiraju, D.L. Song, T.A. Goulet, and L. Alvarez-Cohen. 2002.
Phylogenetic characterization of microbial communities that reductively dechlorinate TCE

Feasibility Study Report — IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point

page 8-4
3/21/2006 8:44:27 AM Iw k:\word processing\reports\cto-063\site 27\fs\draft tinal\2006019.doc



CLEAN 3
CTO-0069/0488
March 2006

Section 8 References

based upon a combination of molecular techniques. Environmental Science & Technology.
36: 2652-2662.

Rogers, J.D., and S.H. Figuers. 1991. Engineering Geologic Site Characterization of the Greater
Oakland-Alameda Area, Alameda and San Francisco Counties, California. Final Report.
Prepared for National Science Foundation. December 30.

Roma Design Group. 2005. Alameda Point Preliminary Development Concept, prepared for the
Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment Authority. June.

RWQCB. See California Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Shaw. See Shaw Environmental, Inc.

Shaw Environmental, Inc. 2003. Groundwater Monitoring Report for Installation Restoration
Site 9 Group. Summer 2002 to Spring 2003. Alameda Point, Alameda, California.

February.

. 2004. Final Work Plan for Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program, Alameda
Point, Alameda, California. February.

Sinke, A. 2001. Monitored natural attenuation; moving forward to consensus. Land
Contamination and Reclamation. 9(1):111-118.

Sorenson, K.S., L.N. Peterson, and R.L. Ely. 2000. In Situ Biostimulation of Reductive
Dehalogenation — Dependence on Redox Conditions and Electron Donor Distribution.
Groundwater Research, Rosbjerg et al. (eds.) ©2000 Balkema, Rotterdam,

ISBN 90 5809 133 3.

Sorenson, K.S., and R.L. Ely. 2001. Enhanced bioremediation for treatment of chlorinated
solvent residual source areas. American Chemical Society Division of Environmental
Chemistry Preprints of Extended Abstracts. 41(1):1092-1097.

Suthersan, Suthan S. 1997. In Situ Reactive Zones. In: Remediation Engineering Design
Concepts. pp. 222-223. Boca Raton, Florida: CRC Press.

SWRCB. See California State Water Resources Control Board.

Tetra Tech EM Inc. 1999. OU-2 Remedial Investigation Report Draft, Alameda Point,
Alameda, California. Prepared for United States Department of the Navy, Engineering
Field Activity West, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, San Bruno, California.

June 23.
. 2000a. Final Fuel Pipeline Oversight and Sampling Report, Alameda Point, Alameda,
California. May.

. 2000b. Determination of the Beneficial Uses of Groundwater. Prepared for the
United States Department of the Navy, Southwest Division Naval Facilities Engineering
Command, San Diego, California. July 13.

. 2000c. 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. December 4.

Feasibility Study Report ~ IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point page 8-5

3/21/2006 8:44:27 AM Iw ki\word processing\reports\cto-069\site 27\fs\draft final\2006019.doc



CLEAN 3
CTO-0069/0488
March 2006

Section 8 References

. 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.
Summary Report. March 2.

. 2001c. Data Summary Report, Supplemental Remedial Investigation Data Gap
Sampling for Operable Units 1 and 2, Alameda Point, Alameda, California.

. 2002a. Draft Supplemental Environmental Baseline Survey, Alameda Point, Alameda,
California. August 16.
. 2002b. 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 08.

. 2002c. Revised Draft Feasibility Study Report — Operable Unit 3, Site 1 — 1943-1956,
Disposal Area, Alameda Point, Alameda, California. December 12.

. 2003a. Environmental Program and Closeout Strategies, Revision 1, Alameda Point,
Alameda, California. January 31.

. 2003b. Draft Remedial Investigation Report, IR Sites 14 and 15, Alameda Point,
Alameda, California. February 28.

. 2003c. Final Supplemental Environmental Baseline Survey, Alameda Point, Alameda.

TtEMI. See Tetra Tech EM Inc.

United States Environmental Protection Agency. 1986. Guidelines for Groundwater
Classification Under the EPA Groundwater Protection Strategy.

. 1987. Remedial Action Costing Procedures Manual. EPA/600/8-87/049. October.

. 1988a. Guidelines for Groundwater Classification under the EPA Groundwater
Protection Strategy. June.

. 1988b. Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies
Under CERCLA. OSWER Directive 9355.1. EPA/540/G-89/004. Office of Emergency
and Remedial Response. Interim Final. October.

. 1993. Guidance for Evaluating the Technical Impracticability of Groundwater
Restoration. OSWER Directive 9234-25, Interim Final. September.

. 1998. Technical Protocol for Evaluating Natural Attenuation of Chlorinated Solvents
in Ground Water. EPA/600/R-98/128. Office of Research and Development,
Washington DC. September.

. 1999. Use of Monitored Natural Attenuation at Superfund, RCRA Corrective Action,
and Underground Storage Tank Sites. Final. OSWER Directive 9200.4-17P. April.

page 8-6 Feasibility Study Report — IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point

3/21/2006 8:44:27 AM Iw k:\word processing\reports\cto-069\site 27\fs\draft final\2006019.doc



CLEAN3
CTO-0069/0488
March 2006

Section 8 References

. 2000. A Guide to Developing and Documenting Cost Estimates During the
Feasibility Study. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER),
Directive No. 9355.0-75. Washington, DC. July.

. 2004. Fact Sheet, Region 7. Records of Decision Approved, Riverfront Superfund
Site, Operable Units 1 & 3, New Haven, Missouri. April.

. 2005. At http://epareachit.org
U.S. EPA. See United States Environmental Protection Agency.

Watts, J.J., M.O. Jaynes, J.A. Farrell, and R. Gillespie. 2002. Remedial Action Using HRC
Under a State Dry Cleaning Program. Proceedings, Remediation of Chlorinated and
Recalcitrant Compounds, Third International Conference, Monterey, California.

May 20-23.

Wiedemeier, T.H., M.A. Swanson, D.E. Moutoux, E.K. Gordon, J.T. Wilson, B.H. Wilson,
D.H. Kampbell, P.E. Haas, R.N. Miller, J.E. Hansen, and F.H. Chapelle. 1998. Technical
Protocol for Evaluating Natural Attenuation of Chlorinated Solvents in Ground Water.
EPA/600/R-98/128. United States Environmental Protection Agency Office of Research
and Development, Washington, DC.

Yang, Y., and P.L. McCarty. 2001. Sulfate Impact on Anaerobic Reductive Dehalogenation.
Proceedings, In Situ and On-Site Bioremediation, Sixth International Symposium,
San Diego, California. June 4-7.

Zehnder, A.J.B., and W. Stumm. 1988. Geochemistry and biogeochemistry of anaerobic
habitats. In: Biology of Anaerobic Microorganisms. A.J.B. Zehnder (ed.), 1-38.
New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Feasibility Study Report ~ IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point page 8-7

3/21/2006 8:44:27 AM Iw K:\word processing\reports\cto-069\site 27\fs\draft fina\2006019.doc



CLEAN 3
CTO-0069/0488
March 2006

Section 8 References

This page left blank intentionally

page 8-8 Feasibility Study Report — IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point

3/21/2006 8:44:27 AM lw k:\word processing\reportsicto-069\site 27\fs\draft final\2006019.doc



APPENDIX A

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS



CLEAN 3

CTO-0069/0488
March 2006
TABLE OF CONTENTS
Section Page
ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS..........cccevveeeeeeeeeeie e A-v
A1 INTRODUCTION
Al.l  Summary of CERCLA and NCP Requirements ..........ccceeveeveevveereeiieniennnnnn, Al-1
Al.2 Methodology DESCIIPHON .....ccocveeerieuirieiirteierieee ettt Al-4
Al.2.1 Identifying and Evaluating Federal ARARS .........ccocovvvvvivinnnnnn.. Al-4
A1.2.2 Identifying and Evaluating State ARARS .......cc.coovveriiiiiin, Al-4
Al1.22.1  Solicitation of State ARARs Under NCP ................. Al-4
Al1.222  Chronology of Efforts to Identify State ARAR:s........ Al-5
Al.3 Requirements of the Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act...... Al-5
Al.4 Waste CharacteriZation ........c.cciviiveiieririeiiieeriie e eereeeteeeeiee e Al-6
Al.4.1 RCRA Hazardous Waste Determination..............cccoeevveeviennnnnnn.. Al-6
Al1.4.2 California-Regulated Non-RCRA Hazardous Waste....................... Al-9
A2 POTENTIAL CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs
A2.1 Summary of ARARs Conclusions by Medium...........cccccureimveniiiiieene, A2-1
A2.1.1 Groundwater ARARS Conclusions .......cc.coueeeeveereveeeoneieeciieeeeene A2-1
A2.1.2 Surface Water ARARs Conclusions ..........ccccevveevieeriiiiecoeeenn. A2-2
A2.1.3  Soil ARARS CONCIUSIONS ...evverreienieriieieatieeieeiieeeeeeeeeen A2-2
A2.1.4  Air ARARS ConcluSions ........cccoeeuiieviieeeercineeeiee e A2-2
A2.2 Detailed Discussion of ARARS by Meditum.......ooeeeeeveeeiiieiiiiiciiieeee A2-3
A2.2.1 Potential Groundwater ARARS...c..coocvveemvieecrienicceeie e A2-3
A2.2.1.1  Potential Federal ARARS........ccooeeviviiiveiiiiiiiee. A2-3
A2.2.1.2  Potential State ARARS.....cccoeevvvieiiiiiiiiee, A2-8
A2.2.2 Potential Surface Water ARARS ...cccovveviieiieeciiiieeeee e A2-13
A22.2.1  Potential Federal ARARS.......cocvvvivvveiiiiiiiec A2-13
A222.2  Potential State ARARS.....ccocoovieeeiiiiiiieiciie A2-14
A2.2.3 Potential S0l ARARS.....coociiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeee e A2-16
A2.23.1 Potential Federal ARARS.........ccoccooiiiiiiiiiiii A2-16
A2.2.3.2  Potential State ARARS....ccccooveiieviiiiiiiiic e, A2-17
Appendix A, ARARs - FS Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point page A-i

3/21/06 9:34 AM tw ki\word processing\reportsicto-06%site 27\fs\draft finahappendix a\appendix a.doc



CLEAN 3

CTO-0069/0488
March 2006
Table of Contents
Section Page
A2.2.4 Potential Air ARARS ..o A2-18
A2.24.1 Potential Federal ARARS. ..o A2-18
A2.2.4.2 Potential State ARARS...oovvmeee e A2-18
A3 POTENTIAL LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs
A3.1 Potential Location-Specific ARARs Conclusions ............ccooovveviiiiieveennnn. A3-1
A3.1.1 Cultural Resources ARARS ConclusionS.........cceeveeveeeemeeeeanenenn.. A3-1
A3.1.2  Wetlands Protection and Floodplain Management
ARARS CONCIUSIONS ..ccooeiieiieeeeee e eeeeeeeeeeeseeee s e e e e eee e A3-1
A3.1.3 Hydrologic Resources ARARs Conclusions...........ccccccoeevvennenn.. A3-1
A3.1.4 Biological Resources ARARs Conclusions ......c..cccccceveerevvenrennnnn. A3-1
A3.1.5 Coastal Resources ARARS Conclusions .......ueveeeeoeeeeeeeeeeeevinnn, A3-2
A3.1.6  Geologic Characteristics ARARs Conclusions..............cccccoeueen... A3-2
A3.2 Detatled Discussion of Potential ARARS ....oiivvireeee e A3-2
A3.2.1 Potential Cultural Resources ARARS ..oooevvmeeeeeeeeee e A3-2
A3.2.1.1 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966,
AS AMENAEd.....coiiiiiiiiiteeee e e A3-3
A3.2.1.2  Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act........... A3-3
A3.2.1.3 Historic Sites, Buildings, and Antiquities
ACE OF 1935 et et A3-3
A3.2.1.4  Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979,
AS AMENAEd.....eoiiieiie e A3-4
A3.2.2 Potential Wetlands Protection and Floodplains Management
ARARS et e A3-4
A3.2.2.1 Potential Federal ARARS . .coovvmmeeeeeee e, A3-4
A3.2.2.2 Potential State ARARS....cooiiiieeeee e A3-5
A3.2.3 Potential Hydrologic Resources ARARS ........cccoevvveeeiiiceriinnnnnn. A3-6
A3.23.1 Wild and Scenic RIivers ACt....e..eeeeeeeiieeeeeceeeeeeeeann, A3-6
A3232 Fish and Wildlife Coordination ACt......veeeeeeeeerie.... A3-6
A3.2.3.3 Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 ......coovvvmeeeeie A3-6
A3.2.4 Potential Biological Resources ARARS.........ccooovviiiiiiiiiiiiien, A3-7
A3.24.1 Potential Federal ARARS . ..ouvmeeieiiieieeeeeeeeeeee A3-8
A3.24.2 Potential State ARARS ...ocoiimeeee e, A3-10
A3.2.5 Potential Coastal Resources ARARS.....ouuieeeeeeeiiieieeee e A3-10
A3.2.5.1 Potential Federal ARARS......oeeiveeiiieeeieeeeeeeeeeee A3-10
A3.2.5.2 Potential State ARARS . .coooeriiiiie e, A3-11

page A-ii

Appendix A, ARARs — FS Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point

3/21/06 9:34 AM lw k:\word processing\reportsicto-069\site 27\fs\dratft final\appendix a\appendix a.doc



CLEAN 3

CTO-0069/0488
March 2006
Table of Contents
Section Page
A3.2.6 Potential Geologic Characteristics ARARS...........cocooiviviiieen. A3-11
A3.2.6.1 Potential Federal ARARS. ....cooooovvioiieeieeee, A3-12
A3.2.6.2 Potential State ARARS........ccoooiiiomiiiiiieeeee e, A3-12
A4 POTENTIAL ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs .
A4l Alternative 1 —INO ACHOM . ..coiiiiiiiiiee ittt eee s A4-1
A4.2 Alternative 3 —IMNA and ICS.......ooooiiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeceteeeceeeeee e A4-1
Ad.2. 1 MINA ettt et e e e e A4-1
A4.2.1.1  Potential Groundwater Monitoring ARARs .............. A4-2
A4.2.1.2  Identification and Management of Solid and
Hazardous Wastes ..........ooeeiveeeivemiiiiiiiieeee e A4-3
AG.2.2  TCS ettt ettt s Ad-4
A4.3 Alternative 4A — ISB Source Area Treatment, MNA, and ICs ..................... A4-4
A4.3.1 ISB Source Area Treatment . .....oooioivuvunrmeereiieie e eee e A4-4
A43.2 MNAANAICS .. A4-5
A4.4 Alternative 6A — ISCO Source Area Treatment, MNA, and ICs................... A4-5
A4.4.1 ISCO Source Area Treatment .......ocoovrveerivrveeeeeersieneeeiisireeseeeeees A4-5
A4.42 MNAANAICS oo A4-5
A4.5 Alternative 6B — Sitewide [SCO Treatment and Groundwater
Confirmation SAMPIING.......cccviiiiiviiiiiniiiiecce et A4-5
A4.6 Alternative 7 — Dynamic Circulation Source Area Treatment, MNA,
ANA TS oot A4-6
A4.6.1 Dynamic Circulation Source Area Treatment.........coccoeeceeiieennennn. A4-6
A4.6.2 MNA ANAICS ..ot A4-7
A5 SUMMARY
A5.1 Potential Chemical-Specific ARARS .......cocovirierieiecieeeceeieeeeeee e A5-1
A5.2 Potential Location-Specific ARARS .......ccoooiiiiininieneceeee e AS-1
A5.3 Potential Action-Specific ARARS ... A5-2
A6 REFERENCES
Appendix A, ARARs — FS Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point page A-iii

3/21/06 9:34 AM Iw k:\word processing\reporis\cto-069\site 27\ts\draft final\appendix a\appendix a.doc



CLEAN 3
CTO-0069/0488
March 2006

Table of Contents

TABLES

Table

A2-1 Potential ARAR-Based Numerical Criteria for Groundwater COCs
A2-2 Potential Federal Chemical-Specific ARARs by Medium

A2-3 Potential State Chemical-Specific ARARs by Medium

A3-1 Potential Federal Location-Specific ARARs

A3-2 Potential State Location-Specific ARARs

A4-1 Potential Federal Action-Specific ARARs

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment

A1 LETTER OF NOVEMBER 13, 1996, FROM CAL/EPA DTSC TO NAVY

A2 LETTER OF JULY 7, 2005, FROM NAVY TO CAL/EPA DTSC
CONCERNING IDENTIFICATION OF STATE ARARs

page A-iv Appendix A, ARARs — FS Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point

3/21/06 9:34 AM tw k:\word processing\reportsi\cto-069\site 27\fs\dratt final\appendix a\appendix a.doc



CLEAN 3
CTO-0069/0488
March 2006

ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS

ACL
ARAR

BAAQMD
Basin Plan
bgs

BSU

Cal. Code Regs.
Cal/EPA

Cal. Fish & Game Code
Cal. Pub. Res. Code
Cal. Water Code
CERCLA
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FEMA
FS
FWBZ

HRC
IC

IR
ISCO

alternative concentration limit
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chapter
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State Implementation Plan
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Section At
INTRODUCTION

This appendix identifies and evaluates potential federal and state of California applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) from the universe of regulations, requirements,
and guidance. This appendix sets forth the Navy determinations regarding those potential
ARARs for each response action alternative retained for detailed analysis in this Feasibility
Study (FS) Report for Installation Restoration (IR) Program Site 27, Alameda Point, Alameda,
California. Tables for this appendix are located behind a tab following the text.

This evaluation includes an initial determination of whether the potential ARARs actually
qualify as ARARs and a comparison for stringency between the federal and state regulations to
identify the controlling ARARs. The identification of ARARs is an iterative process. The final
determination of ARARs will be made by the Navy in the Record of Decision (ROD) after public
review, as part of the response action selection process.

A1.1 SUMMARY OF CERCLA AND NCP REQUIREMENTS

Section 121(d) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980 (Title 42 United States Code [U.S.C.] Section [§]
9621[d]), as amended, states that remedial actions on CERCLA sites must attain (or the
deciston document must justify the waiver of) any federal or more stringent state
environmental standards, requirements, criteria, or limitations that are determined to be
legally applicable or relevant and appropriate.

Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, and other
substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated
under federal or state law that specifically address the situation at a CERCLA site. The
requirement is applicable if the jurisdictional prerequisites of the standard show a direct
correspondence when objectively compared to the conditions at the site. An applicable
federal requirement is an ARAR. An applicable state requirement is an ARAR only if it
is more stringent than the federal ARAR.

If the requirement is not legally applicable, then the requirement is evaluated to
determine whether it is relevant and appropriate. Relevant and appropriate requirements
are those cleanup standards, standards of control, and other substantive environmental
protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal or state law
that, while not applicable, address problems or situations similar to the circumstances of
the proposed response action and are well suited to the conditions of the site
(U.S. EPA 1988a). A requirement must be determined to be both relevant and
appropriate in order to be considered an ARAR.

The criteria for determining relevance and appropriateness are listed in Title 40 Code of
Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) § 300.400(g)(2) and include the following:

o the purpose of the requirement and the purpose of the CERCLA action

e the medium regulated or affected by the requirement and the medium
contaminated or affected at the CERCLA site
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e the substances regulated by the requirement and the substances found at the
CERCLA site

e the actions or activities regulated by the requirement and the response action
contemplated at the CERCLA site

e any variances, waivers, or exemptions of the requirement and their availability
for the circumstances at the CERCLA site

e the type of place regulated and the type of place affected by the release or
CERCLA action

e the type and size of structure or facility regulated and the type and size of
structure or facility affected by the release or contemplated by the
CERCLA action

e any consideration of use or potential use of affected resources in the requirement
and the use or potential use of the affected resources at the CERCLA site

According to CERCLA ARARs guidance (U.S. EPA 1988a), a requirement may be
“applicable” or “relevant and appropriate,” but not both. Identification of ARARs must
be done on a site-specific basis and involve a two-part analysis: first, a determination of
whether a given requirement is applicable; then, if it is not applicable, a determination of
whether it is nevertheless both relevant and appropriate. It is important to explain that
some regulations may be applicable or, if not applicable, may still be relevant and
appropriate. When the analysis determines that a requirement is both relevant and
appropriate, such a requirement must be complied with to the same degree as if it were

applicable (U.S. EPA 1988a).

Tables included at the end of this appendix present each potential ARAR with an initial
determination of ARAR status (i.e., applicable, relevant and appropriate, or not an
ARAR). For the determination of relevance and appropriateness, the pertinent criteria are
examined to determine whether the requirements address problems or situations
sufficiently similar to the circumstances of the release or response action contemplated,
and whether the requirement is well suited to the site. A negative determination of
relevance and appropriateness indicates that the requirement does not meet the pertinent
criteria. Negative determinations are documented in the tables of this appendix but are
discussed in the text only for specific cases.

To qualify as a state ARAR under CERCLA and the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), a state requirement must be:

e astate law or regulation,

e an environmental or facility siting law or regulation,

o promulgated (of general applicability and legally enforceable),
e substantive (not procedural or administrative),

e more stringent than federal requirements,

page A1-2
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e identified in a timely manner, and

e consistently applied.

To constitute an ARAR, a requirement must be substantive. Therefore, only the
substantive provisions of requirements identified as ARARs in this analysis are
considered to be ARARs. Permits are considered to be procedural or administrative
requirements. Provisions of generally relevant federal and state statutes and regulations
that were determined to be procedural or nonenvironmental, including permit
requirements, are not considered to be ARARs. CERCLA Section 121(e)(1), 42 U.S.C.
§ 9621(e)(1), states that “No Federal, State, or local permit shall be required for the
portion of any removal or remedial action conducted entirely on-site, where such
remedial action is selected and carried out in compliance with this section.” The term
“on-site” is defined for purposes of this ARARs discussion as “the areal extent of
contamination and all suitable areas in very close proximity to the contamination
necessary for implementation of the response action” (40 C.F.R. § 300.5).

Nonpromulgated advisories or guidance issued by federal or state governments is not
legally binding and does not have the status of ARARs. Such advisories or guidance
may, however, be useful and are “to be considered” (TBC). TBC requirements (40
C.F.R. § 300.400[g][3]) complement ARARs but do not override them. They are useful
for guiding decisions regarding cleanup levels or methodologies when regulatory
standards are not available.

Pursuant to United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) guidance
(U.S.EPA 1988a), ARARs are generally divided into three categories: chemical-
specific, location-specific, and action-specific requirements. This classification was
developed to aid in the identification of ARARs; some ARARs do not fall precisely into
one group or another. ARARSs are identified on a site-specific basis for remedial actions

where CERCLA authority is the basis for cleanup.

As the lead federal agency, the Navy has primary responsibility for identifying federal
ARARs at Alameda Point. Potential federal ARARs that have been identified for the
IR Site 27 FS Report are discussed in Section Al.2.2. Pursuant to the definition of the
term “on-site” in 40 C.F.R. § 300.5, the contaminated soil and groundwater and adjacent
areas necessary for implementing the selected remedial actions at IR Site 27 are
considered to be the on-site boundaries for purposes of this ARARs analysis. Regulatory
requirements that apply to off-site actions are not ARARs. Off-site actions (e.g., off-site
disposal) are required to comply with applicable requirements only and are not required
to comply with relevant and appropriate requirements identified as ARARs for on-site

actions.

Identification of potential state ARARs was initiated through Navy requests that the
California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) identify potential state ARARs, an action described in more detail in
Section A1.2.3. Potential state ARARs that have been identified for IR Site 27 are

discussed below.
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A1.2 METHODOLOGY DESCRIPTION

As the lead federal agency, the Navy has primary responsibility for identification of
potential ARARs for IR Site 27. In preparing this ARARs analysis, the Navy undertook
the following measures, consistent with CERCLA and the NCP:

¢ identified federal ARARSs for each response action alternative addressed in the
FS Report, taking into account site-specific information for IR Site 27

e reviewed potential state ARARs identified by the state to determine whether
they satisfy CERCLA and NCP criteria that must be met in order to constitute

state ARARs
o evaluated and compared federal ARARs and their state counterparts to

determine whether state ARARs are more stringent than the federal ARARs or
are in addition to the federally required actions

e reached a conclusion as to which federal and state ARARSs are the most stringent
and/or are “controlling” ARARs for each alternative

A1.2.1 Identifying and Evaluating Federal ARARs

As the lead federal agency under CERCLA and the NCP, the Navy is responsible for
identifying federal ARARs. The final determination of federal ARARs will be made
when the Navy issues the ROD. The federal government implements a number of federal
environmental statutes that are the source of potential federal ARARs, either in the form
of the statutes or regulations promulgated thereunder. Examples include the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the Clean Water Act, the Safe Drinking Water
Act (SDWA), the Toxic Substances Control Act, and their implementing regulations, to
name a few. See the NCP preamble in 55 Federal Register (Fed. Reg.) 8764-8765

(1990) for a more complete listing.

The proposed response action and alternatives were reviewed against all potential federal
ARARs, including but not limited to those set forth in 55 Fed. Reg. 8764—-8765 (1990), to
determine if they were applicable or relevant and appropriate, utilizing the CERCLA and
NCP criteria and the procedures for ARARSs identification issued by lead federal

agencies.

A1.2.2 Identifying and Evaluating State ARARs

The process of identifying and evaluating potential state ARARs by the state and the
Navy is described in this subsection.

A1.2.2.1 SOLICITATION OF STATE ARARs UNDER NCP

U.S. EPA guidance (U.S. EPA 1988b) recommends that the lead federal agency consult
with the state when identifying state ARARs for remedial actions. In essence, the
CERCLA/NCP requirements at 40 C.F.R. § 300.515 for remedial actions provide that the
lead federal agency request that the state identify chemical- and location-specific state
ARARSs upon completion of site characterization. The requirements also provide that the
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lead federal agency request identification of all categories of state ARARs (chemical-,
location-, and action-specific) upon completion of identification of remedial alternatives
for detailed analysis. The state must respond within 30 days of receipt of the lead federal
agency requests. The remainder of this subsection documents the Navy’s efforts to date
to identify and evaluate state ARARs.

The Navy followed the procedures of the process set forth in 40 C.F.R. § 300.515 and
Section 7.6 of the Federal Facilities Agreement for remedial actions in seeking state
assistance in identifying state ARARs.

A1.2.2.2 CHRONOLOGY OF EFFORTS TO IDENTIFY STATE ARARs

The following chronology summarizes the Navy efforts to obtain state assistance in
identifying state ARARs for the response action at IR Site 27. Key correspondence
between the Navy and the state agencies related to this effort has been included in the
Administrative Record for this FS Report.

In a letter dated September 12, 1996, the Navy requested potential state ARARs for the
remedial investigation (RI) and FS effort at Naval Air Station Alameda. The state of
California responded in a Cal/EPA DTSC letter to the Navy dated November 13, 1996.
The response from the DTSC is included as Attachment Al. The list of requirements
included solid waste disposal site closure and post-closure maintenance and a long list of
potential requirements that could be pertinent to IR Site 27. Since IR Site 27 was not
used as a landfill or disposal site, the disposal site closure and post-closure maintenance
requirements were determined not to be pertinent. Other requirements on the list were
included where determined to be pertinent.

The Navy requested chemical-, location-, and action-specific ARARs for IR Site 27 from
DTSC in a letter dated July 7, 2005 (Attachment A2). No response had been received as
of the issue date of this FS Report.

A1.3 REQUIREMENTS OF THE FEDERAL RESOURCE
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT

RCRA is a federal statute passed in 1976 to meet four goals: 1) the protection of human
health and the environment, 2) the reduction of waste, 3) the conservation of energy and
natural resources, and 4) the elimination of the generation of hazardous waste as
expeditiously as possible. The Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984
significantly expanded the scope of RCRA by adding new corrective action requirements,
land disposal restrictions, and technical requirements. RCRA, as amended, contains
several provisions that are potential ARARs for CERCLA sites.

Substantive RCRA requirements are applicable to response actions on CERCLA sites if
the waste is a RCRA hazardous waste, and either:

s the waste was initially treated, stored, or disposed after the effective date of the
particular RCRA requirement; or

e the activity at the CERCLA site constitutes treatment, storage, or disposal, as
defined by RCRA (U.S. EPA 1988a).
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The preamble to the NCP indicates that state regulations that are components of a
federally authorized or delegated state program are generally considered federal
requirements and potential federal ARARs for the purposes of ARARs analysis
(55 Fed. Reg. 8666, 8742 [1990]). The state of California received approval for its base
RCRA hazardous waste management program on July 23, 1992 (57 Fed. Reg. 32,726
[1992]). The state of California standards document entitled Environmental Health
Standards for the Management of Hazardous Waste, set forth in Title (tit.) 22 California
Code of Regulations (Cal. Code Regs.) Division (div.) 4.5 was approved by the U.S. EPA
as a component of the federally authorized state of California RCRA program. On
September 26, 2001, California received final authorization of its revised State
Hazardous Waste Management Program by the U.S. EPA (63 Fed. Reg. 49,118 [2001]).

The regulations of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, div. 4.5 are therefore a source of potential
federal ARARs for CERCLA response actions. The exception is when a state regulation is
“broader in scope” than the corresponding federal RCRA regulations. In that case, such
regulations are not considered part of the federally authorized program or potential federal
ARAREs. Instead, they are purely state law requirements and potential state ARARs.

The U.S. EPA notice of July 23, 1992, approving the state of California RCRA program
(57 Fed. Reg. 32,726 [1992]), specifically indicated that the state regulations addressed
certain non-RCRA, state-regulated hazardous wastes that fell outside the scope of federal
RCRA requirements. Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, div. 4.5 requirements would be potential
state ARARs for such non-RCRA, state-regulated wastes.

A key threshold question for the ARARs analysis is whether or not the contaminants at
IR Site 27 constitute federal hazardous waste, as defined under RCRA and the state’s
authorized program, or qualify as non-RCRA, state-regulated hazardous waste. A
discussion of waste characterization is presented in Section Al.4.

A1.4 WASTE CHARACTERIZATION

Selection of ARARs for IR Site 27 involves the characterization of wastes as RCRA
hazardous, California-regulatory non-RCRA hazardous, and other California waste

classifications.

A1.4.1 RCRA Hazardous Waste Determination

Federal RCRA hazardous waste determination is necessary to determine whether a waste
is subject to RCRA requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, div. 4.5 and other state
requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, div. 3, Chapter (ch.) 15. The first step in the
RCRA hazardous waste characterization process is to evaluate contaminated media at the
site(s) and determine whether the contaminant constitutes a “listed” RCRA waste. The
preamble to the NCP states that “it is often necessary to know the origin of the waste to
determine whether it is a listed waste and that, if such documentation is lacking, the lead
agency may assume it is not a listed waste” (55 Fed. Reg. 8666, 8758 [1990]).

This approach is confirmed in U.S. EPA guidance for CERCLA compliance with other
laws (U.S. EPA 1988a), as follows:
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To determine whether a waste is a listed waste under RCRA, it is often necessary
to know the source. However, at many Superfund sites, no information exists on
the source of wastes. The lead agency should use available site information,
manifests, storage records, and vouchers in an effort to ascertain the nature of
these contaminants. When this documentation is not available, the lead agency
may assume that the wastes are not listed RCRA hazardous wastes, unless further

analysis or information becomes available that allows the lead agency to
determine that the wastes are listed RCRA hazardous wastes.

RCRA hazardous wastes that have been assigned U.S. EPA hazardous waste numbers
(or codes) are listed in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.30-66261.33. The lists include
hazardous waste codes beginning with the letters “F,” “K,” “P,” and “U.”

Knowledge of the exact source of a waste is required for source-specific listed wastes
(K waste code). Some knowledge of the nature or source of the waste is required, even
for listed wastes from nonspecific sources such as spent solvents (F waste code) or
commercial chemical products (P and U waste codes). These listed RCRA hazardous
wastes are restricted to commercially pure chemicals used in particular processes such as
degreasing.

P and U wastes cover only unused and unmixed commercial chemical products,
particularly spilled or off-spec products (U.S. EPA 1991a). Not every waste containing a
P or U chemical is a hazardous waste. To determine whether a CERCLA investigation-
derived waste contains a P or U waste, there must be direct evidence of product use. In
particular, all the following criteria must be met. The chemicals must be:

e discarded (as described in 40 C.E.R. § 261.2[a][2]),
e cither off-spec commercial products or a commercially sold grade,

e not used (soil contaminated with spilled unused wastes is a P or U waste), and

s the sole active ingredient in a formulation.

No documentation of past waste disposal practices was found that would serve to classify
the sources of groundwater contamination at IR Site 27 with respect to the RCRA waste
listings. Therefore, the Navy has made the determination that the mere presence of
chemicals of concern (COCs) in the soil and groundwater should not classify IR Site 27
contaminated soil or groundwater as RCRA-listed hazardous wastes. By extension of
this reasoning, any residuals generated during treatment of IR Site 27 groundwater will
also not be classified as RCRA-listed hazardous wastes.

The second step in the RCRA hazardous waste characterization process is to evaluate
potential hazardous characteristics of the waste. The evaluation of characteristic waste is
described in U.S. EPA guidance as follows (U.S. EPA 1988a):

Under certain circumstances, although no historical information exists about the
waste, it may be possible to identify the waste as RCRA characteristic waste.
This is important in the event that (1) remedial alternatives under consideration at
the site involve on-site treatment, storage, or disposal, in which case RCRA may
be triggered as discussed in this section; or (2) a remedial alternative involves
off-site shipment. Since the generator (in this case, the agency or responsible
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party conducting the Superfund action) is responsible for determining whether
the wastes exhibit any of these characteristics (defined in 40 C.F.R. § 261.21-
261.24), testing may be required. The lead agency must use best professional
judgment to determine, on a site-specific basis, if testing for hazardous
characteristics is necessary.

In determining whether to test for the toxicity characteristic using the extraction
procedures (EP) toxicity test, it may be possible to assume that certain low
concentrations of waste are not toxic. For example, if the total waste
concentration in soil is 20 times or less the EP toxicity concentration, the waste
cannot be characteristic hazardous waste. In such a case, RCRA requirements
would not be applicable. In other instances, where it appears that the substances
may be characteristic hazardous waste (ignitable, corrosive, reactive, or EP
toxic), testing should be performed.

Hazardous waste characteristics, as defined in 40 C.F.R. § 261.21-261.24, are commonly
referred to as ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, and toxicity. California environmental
health standards for the management of hazardous waste set forth in Cal. Code Regs.
tit. 22, div. 4.5, were approved by the U.S. EPA as a component of the federally
authorized California RCRA program. Therefore, the characterization of RCRA waste is

based on the state requirements.

The characteristics of ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, and toxicity are defined in
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.21-66261.24. According to Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22,
§ 66261.24(a)(1)(A), “A waste that exhibits the characteristic of toxicity pursuant to
subsection (a)(1) of this section has the EPA Hazardous Waste Number specified in
Table I of this section which corresponds to the toxic contaminant causing it to be
hazardous.” Table I assigns hazardous waste codes beginning with the letter “D” to
wastes that exhibit the characteristic of toxicity; D waste codes are limited to
“characteristic” hazardous wastes.

According to Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.10, waste characteristics can be measured
by an available standardized test method or be reasonably classified by generators of
waste based on their knowledge of the waste, provided that the waste has already
been reliably tested or that there is documentation of chemicals used. Contaminants
at IR Site 27 are not likely to be ignitable, corrosive, or reactive, as defined in Cal. Code
Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.21-66261.23. This determination was based on knowledge of the
nature and concentrations of contaminants at IR Site 27.

The requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.24 list the toxic contaminant
concentrations that determine the characteristic of toxicity. The concentration limits are
in milligrams per liter (mg/L). These units are directly comparable to total concentrations
in waste groundwater and surface water. For waste soils, these concentrations apply to
the extract or leachate produced by the toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP).

A waste is considered hazardous if the contaminants in the wastewater or in the soil
TCLP extract equal or exceed the TCLP limits. TCLP testing is required only if total
contaminant concentrations in soil equal or exceed 20 times the TCLP limits because

TCLP uses a 20-to-1 dilution for the extract (U.S. EPA 1988a).

Appendix A, ARARs — FS Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point

3/21/06 9:34 AM Iw k:\word processing\reports\cto-069site 27\fs\draft final\appendix a\appendix a.doc

page A1-8



CLEAN3
CTO-0069/0488
March 2006

Section A1 Introduction

The analytical data reported for groundwater samples were evaluated to determine
whether there is a potential for classification of groundwater at IR Site 27 as a
characteristic hazardous waste. None of the chemical compounds reported in the samples
had maximum concentrations above the TCLP limits. Therefore, groundwater at the site
does not appear to meet the standard for classification as a characteristic hazardous waste.

A1.4.2 California-Regulated Non-RCRA Hazardous Waste

A waste determined not to exhibit the RCRA toxicity characteristic may still be
considered a state-regulated non-RCRA hazardous waste. The state is broader in scope in
its RCRA program in determining hazardous waste. Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §
66261.24(a)(2) lists the total threshold limit concentrations (TTLCs). An aqueous waste
is considered hazardous if total concentrations exceed the TTLCs. None of the chemical
compounds reported in the samples had maximum concentrations above the TTLC limits.
Therefore, groundwater at the site does not appear to meet the standard for classification
as a characteristic hazardous waste.

Since groundwater at IR Site 27 does not meet the standard for classification as a RCRA
hazardous waste, the analytical data reported for groundwater samples were evaluated to
determine whether there is a potential for classification of groundwater as a state-
regulated non-RCRA hazardous waste. The state has identified soluble threshold limit
concentrations (STLCs) for classification as a state-regulated nonhazardous waste. None
of the chemical compounds reported in the samples had maximum concentrations above
the STLC limits. Therefore, groundwater at the site does not meet the standard for
classification as a state-regulated nonhazardous waste.
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POTENTIAL CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs

Chemical-specific ARARs are generally health- or risk-based numerical values or methodologies
applied to site-specific conditions that result in the establishment of a cleanup level. Many
potential ARARs associated with particular response alternatives (such as closure or discharge)
can be characterized as action-specific, but include numerical values or methodologies . to
~establish them; therefore, they fit into both categories (chemical- and action-specific). To
simplify the comparison of numerical values, most action-specific requirements that include
numerical values are included in this chemical-specific section and, if repeated in the action-
specific section, the discussion refers back to this section.

This section presents a detailed discussion and a summary of conclusions regarding
chemical-specific ARARs by medium. Potential numeric groundwater ARARs are compared in
Table A2-1. Potential federal and state chemical-specific ARARs are summarized in Tables A2-2

and A2-3, respectively.
A2.1 SUMMARY OF ARARs CONCLUSIONS BY MEDIUM

Groundwater, surface water, soil, and air are the environmental media potentially affected
by the envisioned remedial actions. The conclusions for ARARs pertaining to these
media are presented in the following sections.

A2.1.1 Groundwater ARARs Conclusions

As part of the RI, groundwater samples were analyzed for volatile organic compounds
(VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds, and metals. Based on RI results, selected
VOCs are COCs in groundwater at IR Site 27 (BEI 2005b). The potential federal and
state chemical-specific ARARs for remediation of IR Site 27 groundwater are as follows:

e federal maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for tetrachloroethene (PCE),
trichloroethene (TCE), and arsenic in drinking water, as promulgated by U.S.
EPA under the SDWA at 40 C.F.R. § 141.61(a)

e federal MCLGs for cis- and trans-1,2-dichloroethene (DCE) at 40 C.F.R.
§ 141.50(a)

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

e RCRA standards in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.21, 66261.22(a)( 1),
66261.23, 66261.24(a)(1), 66261.100

e RCRA standards in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94(a)(1) and (3), (¢), (d)
and (e)

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

e  Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan),
Chapters 2 and 3, Beneficial Uses and Water Quality Objectives (WQOs)

o State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Resolution (Res.) 88-63
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MCLs are only potentially relevant and appropriate for inland groundwater at IR Site 27,
based on groundwater characteristics. Please refer to Section A2.2.1.1 for further
information about the characteristics of shoreline groundwater and inland groundwater.

A2.1.2 Surface Water ARARs Conclusions

There are no natural streams, rivers, ponds, lakes, and other surface water bodies in
IR Site 27. Even though IR Site 27 is adjacent to the Seaplane Lagoon, surface water is
not a medium of concern for the site because the area offshore from IR Site 27 is being
investigated as part of IR Site 17. However, the discharge of contaminants from the flow
of groundwater (traveling directly to Seaplane Lagoon and/or through the storm drain
network) is a potential concern at the site. Furthermore, discharges resulting from
remedial activities at IR Site 27 to surface water may be a concern if a remedial action is
selected that treats the groundwater and discharges treated water to 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 regulations are potential
chemical-specific ARARs:

e CERCLA alternative concentration limits in CERCLA Section 121(d)(2)(B)(ii)
(42 U.S.C. § 9621[d][2]1[B][ii])

e Water quality standards in the National Toxics Rule (NTR) and California
Toxics Rule (CTR) standards at 40 C.F.R. § 131.36 and 131.38

¢ Porter-Cologne Act (Cal. Water Code §§ 13241, 13243, 13263[a], 13269,
and 13360)

e Basin Plan, Chapters 2 and 3, Béneﬁcial Uses and WQOs

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

A2.1.3 Soil ARARs Conclusions

Soil is not a medium of concern at IR Site 27. However, soil saturated with contaminated
groundwater could be excavated during drilling or remediation activities. Therefore, the
substantive provisions of the following requirements were identified as potential
chemical-specific ARARs for characterization of soil at the site:

e RCRA protection standards in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.21,
66261.22(a)(1), 66261.23, 66261.24(a)(1), and 66261.100

A2.1.4 Air ARARSs Conclusions

The COCs in groundwater include VOCs that might be a concern if they were emitted to
the atmosphere. Proposed soil-moving operations might also emit particulates to the air.
Since the potential for release to air may occur during groundwater remediation or other
actions, these requirements are addressed in Section A4, Action-Specific ARARs.
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A2.2 DETAILED DISCUSSION OF ARARs BY MEDIUM

The following subsections provide a detailed discussion of federal and state ARARs by
medium.

A2.2.1 Potential Groundwater ARARs

During the RI field activities for IR Site 27, the average depth to water measured in
IR Site 27 monitoring wells was 6.9 feet below ground surface (bgs). Groundwater in the
southeastern portion of Alameda Point, which includes IR Site 27, generally flows to the
west towards Seaplane Lagoon or to the southwest towards San Francisco Bay.

IR Site 27 includes four hydrogeologic units:

e upper first water-bearing zone (FWBZ) - artificial fill material and the sandy
member of the Bay Sediment Unit (BSU)

¢ semiconfining unit — clayey member of the BSU
e lower FWBZ — Merritt Sand Formation and the Upper San Antonio Formation

e regional aquitard — Lower San Antonio Formation, including Yerba Buena Mud

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.

A2.2.1.1 POTENTIAL FEDERAL ARARs

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. The U.S. EPA groundwater policy is set forth in the preamble to the NCP
(55 Fed. Reg. 8666, 8752-8756 [1990]). This policy uses the groundwater classification
system set forth in the draft U.S. EPA Guidelines for Groundwater Classification Under
the U.S. EPA Groundwater Protection Strategy (U.S. EPA 1986). Under this policy,
groundwater is classified in one of three categories (Class I, II, or III) based on ecological
importance, replaceability, and vulnerability considerations. Irreplaceable groundwater
that is currently used by a substantial population, or groundwater that supports a vital
habitat, is considered to be Class I groundwater. Class II groundwater is groundwater
that is currently being used or that might be used as a source of drinking water in the
future. Groundwater that cannot be used for drinking water due to insufficient quality
(e.g., high salinity or widespread, naturally occurring contamination) or quantity is
considered to be Class III groundwater. The U.S. EPA guidelines define Class III
groundwater as groundwater with total dissolved solids (TDS) concentrations above
10,000 mg/L and a yield of less than 150 gallons per day (U.S. EPA 1986). Class III
groundwater can also be classified based on economic or technological treatability tests,
as well as on quality or quantity (one set of criteria or the other must be satisfied, but not

both).
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The U.S. EPA clarified further considerations for whether an aquifer should be
considered a potential source of drinking water in a letter from Tom Huetteman,
U.S. EPA, to Henry Gee, Navy (U.S. EPA 1998). These considerations include:

e the thickness of the aquifer,
e the actual groundwater yield,
e the proximity to salt water and the potential for saltwater intrusion,

e the quality of underlying water-bearing units and whether these units are current
or potential drinking water sources,

e the existence of institutional controls (ICs) on well construction or aquifer use,
e information on current or historical use of the aquifer, and

» the cost of cleanup to MCLs.

In the southeastern portion of Alameda Point, which includes IR Site 27, the FWBZ is
connected to a Class II groundwater aquifer (Merritt Sand Formation) that is a potential
drinking-water source for off-site wells. Sixty wells located upgradient of the southeastern
portion of Alameda Point are screened in the Merritt Sand in an area east (up to 1 mile) of
Alameda Point (i.e., east of Main Street), and an additional 113 upgradient wells screened in
the Merritt Sand are located between 1 and 2 miles east-southeast of Alameda Point (TtEMI
2000b). Most of these wells were installed on residential properties during the 1970s to
provide a supplemental source of irrigation water for homeowners; some of these wells are
still in use. No restrictions currently exist on the use to which water from these wells may be

put (domestic supply, industrial supply, or irrigation).

The “Determination of the Beneficial Uses of Groundwater” report for Alameda Point
(TtEMI 2000b) indicates that the U.S. EPA Well Head Protection Area model was used
to determine whether an off-site well could capture a groundwater contaminant plume
from the southeastern portion of Alameda Point. The model indicated that plume capture
was possible at a pumping rate of 3 gallons per minute. The existence of upgradient
wells and the classification of the aquifer as Class II makes groundwater in the
southeastern portion of Alameda Point a potential drinking water source.

The U.S. EPA determined that the groundwater underlying the southeastern region of
Alameda Point should be considered a drinking water source in a letter from A.M. Cook,
dated January 3, 2000 (U.S. EPA 2000). In this letter, the U.S. EPA stated:

In the southeastern portion of the base, the groundwater meets the TDS and yield
criteria and is classified as a Class II aquifer. It appears that .... existing domestic
supply wells are located immediately adjacent to this portion of the base. The existence
of these wells, in addition to the classification of the aquifer, make the groundwater in
this area a potential and possibly current drinking water source. This determination
means that contaminated groundwater beneath and migrating from Sites 3, 4, 9, 11, 13,
16, 19, 21, 22, and 23 must be remediated to levels that meet MCLs.
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Although IR Site 27 was not designated or delineated at the time of the beneficial use
study, it is located in the southeastern area of the base. However, site-specific
information indicates that not all of the groundwater on-site would classify as Class II.
Comparison of TDS and major anion and cation concentrations and ratios indicate that
the six wells installed west of Ferry Point Road, along the shoreline with Seaplane
Lagoon, are subject to saltwater intrusion. For four of the six wells (15SMJ-MW1,
37-MJ-MW-9, 37-MJ-MW-10, and 27MWO04), average TDS values range from 15,100 to
27,900 mg/L, which is consistent with levels in seawater (34,400 mg/L) diluted by influx
of freshwater in the San Francisco Bay. The other two shoreline wells (15-MW1 and
15-MW?2) have lower average TDS values (2,380 and 4,780 mg/L), which suggests that
these two wells are less impacted by water from Seaplane Lagoon. The concentrations
and proportions of chloride, sodium, magnesium, and calcium in the shoreline wells,
shown in Table 4-5 of the RI Report (BEI 2005b), are consistent with those of diluted
seawater; this area would therefore not be considered a Class II aquifer. Water from the
eight inland wells at IR Site 27 has average TDS values (322 to 783 mg/L) and common
ion concentrations consistent with freshwater and is considered a Class II aquifer and a

potential source of drinking water.

Based on the above discussion, the shoreline groundwater is not considered a potential
source of drinking water under the U.S. EPA guidance. However, the inland
groundwater is considered a potential source of drinking water.

Safe Drinking Water Act

Federal MCLs and maximum contaminant level goals (MCLGs) developed by the
U.S. EPA under the SDWA are generally considered potentially relevant and appropriate
requirements for aquifers with Class I and Class II characteristics, and therefore as
potential 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 generally considered relevant and appropriate as
remediation goals for current or potential drinking water sources. The VOC-impacted
inland groundwater at IR Site 27 exhibits Class I characteristics and, therefore, for FS
purposes, MCLs and MCLGs are potential ARARs for inland groundwater. MCLGs for
cis- and trans-1,2-DCE promulgated at 40 C.F.R. §141.50(a) are potential federal relevant
and appropriate requirements for the inland groundwater. Since there are no nonzero
MCLGs for the other groundwater COCs, MCLs for vinyl chloride, TCE, and PCE at
40 C.F.R. § 141.61(a) are potential federal relevant and appropriate requirements for the
inland groundwater at IR Site 27.

However, because shoreline groundwater at IR Site 27 is saline and subject to saltwater
intrusion, this groundwater is not considered a current or potential drinking water source.
Therefore MCLs and MCLGs are not potential ARARs for shoreline groundwater.

RCRA Hazardous Waste

The federal RCRA requirements at 40 C.F.R. Part (pt.) 261 do not apply in California
because the state RCRA program is authorized. The authorized state RCRA
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requirements are therefore considered potential federal ARARs (Section Al.3). The
applicability of RCRA requirements depends on whether the waste is a RCRA hazardous
waste, whether the waste was initially treated, stored, or disposed after the effective date
of the particular RCRA requirement, and whether the activity at the site constitutes
treatment, storage, or disposal as defined by RCRA. However, RCRA requirements may
be relevant and appropriate even if they are not applicable. Examples include activities
that are similar to the definition of RCRA treatment, storage, or disposal for waste that is
similar to RCRA hazardous waste.

The determination of whether a waste is a RCRA hazardous waste can be made by
comparing the site waste to the definition of RCRA hazardous waste. The substantive
provisions of RCRA requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.21, 66261.22(a)(1),
66261.23, 66261.24(a)(1), and 66261.100 are potential ARARs because they define
RCRA hazardous waste. A waste can meet the definition of hazardous waste if it has the
toxicity characteristic of hazardous waste. This determination is made by using the
TCLP. The maximum concentrations allowable for the TCLP listed at Cal. Code Regs.
tit. 22, in § 66261.24(a)(1)(B) are potential federal ARARs for determining whether the
site has hazardous waste. If the site waste has concentrations exceeding these values, it is
determined to be a characteristic RCRA hazardous waste (Section Al.4.1).

RCRA Groundwater Protection Standards

Groundwater concentration limits for RCRA-regulated units are promulgated at
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94. For corrective action programs, Subsection(a)(1)
and (3) states that for each COC, the owner or operator shall propose, for each medium
(groundwater, surface water, and the unsaturated zone) monitored, a concentration limit
not to exceed the background value or a concentration limit greater than background
established for a corrective action program.

Subsection (c) states that a concentration limit that is greater than the background value
can only be used if it is technologically or economically infeasible to achieve the
background value and if the COC will not pose a substantial present or potential hazard
to human health or the environment.

Subsection (e) states that in no event shall a concentration limit greater than background
exceed other criteria set by applicable statutes or regulations (e.g., an MCL), or the
lowest concentration demonstrated to be technologically and economically achievable.
For the inland groundwater, the MCL has been determined to be the lowest concentration
technologically and economically achievable.

Since the uppermost aquifer at IR Site 27 along the shoreline is not a potential source of
drinking water, MCLs have been determined not to be potential ARARs for shoreline
groundwater.  The lowest concentration demonstrated to be technologically and
economically achievable is a potential ARAR for the uppermost aquifer at the IR Site 27
shoreline. In general, economic feasibility is an objective balancing of the incremental
benefit of attaining further reductions in the concentrations of COCs with the incremental
cost of achieving those reductions. Since the shoreline groundwater at IR Site 27 is not a
drinking water source, there is no benefit from attaining further reduction than required to
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mitigate threats from other exposure pathways. Therefore, for the shoreline groundwater,
the lowest feasible concentration limits are based on the site risk.

These standards are not “applicable” because IR Site 27 does not contain a RCRA waste
management unit. However, the Navy has determined that the substantive provisions of
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94(a)(1) and (3), (c), (d) and (¢) are potentially relevant
and appropriate requirements for this response action because the wastes at the site are
similar or identical to RCRA hazardous waste constituents.

CERCLA Alternative Concentration Limits

Under CERCLA Section 121(d)(2)(B)(i1) (42 U.S.C. § 9621[d][2][B][ii]), an alternative
concentration limit (ACL) using a point of exposure (similar to a point of compliance
[POC]) beyond the facility boundary can be used where:

e there are known and projected points of entry of such groundwater into
surface water,

e there will be no statistically significant increase of hazardous constituents from
groundwater in surface water at the point of entry or at any point where there is
reason to believe accumulation of constituents may occur downstream, and

e there are enforceable ICs to prevent human exposure at any point between the
facility boundary and the point of entry into surface water.

Shoreline groundwater already meets RAOs (CTR surface water criteria). Therefore, for
remedial action at IR Site 27, ACLs are not needed to demonstrate that contaminants in
shoreline groundwater will not cause an exceedance of surface water criteria in Seaplane

Lagoon.

National Recommended Water Quality Criteria

Section 304(a)(1) of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1314[a][1]) directs the U.S. EPA
to publish and periodically update the National Recommended Water Quality Criteria
(NRWQC). These standards are intended to protect humans and aquatic life organisms
from contaminants in surface water. The current NRWQC standards were published in a
report dated November 2002. These criteria, updated periodically in the Federal
Register, reflect the latest scientific knowledge on the identifiable effects of pollutants on
public health and welfare (related to the use of shoreline for recreational purposes) and
the health of aquatic life populations. These criteria serve as guidance to states in
adopting water quality standards under Section 303(c) of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C.
§ 1313[c]) that protect aquatic life organisms from acute and chronic effects of pollutants.

The applicability of surface water criteria to groundwater is discussed in CERCLA
Section 121(d)(2)(B)(i) (42 U.S.C. § 9621[d][2][B][i]), 40 C.F.R. § 300.430(¢), and the
NCP preamble (55 Fed. Reg. 8666, 8754-8755 [1990]). Although the NRWQC provide
nonenforceable guidelines, they may be potentially relevant and appropriate for
groundwater where MCLs are not available. In such cases, the NRWQC may be adjusted
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to reflect only drinking water use and may be used as cleanup goals for the response
actions. Although the inland groundwater at IR Site 27 is a potential drinking water
source, the NRWQC are not potential ARARs for inland groundwater because MCLs are
available for the COCs in inland groundwater.

A2.2.1.2 POTENTIAL STATE ARARs

The following requirements were identified by the state of California and were evaluated
for groundwater cleanup at the site:

e Porter-Cologne Act, Cal. Water Code §§ 13241, 13243, 13263(a), 13269, and
13360

e Basin Plan

¢ (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 64444, in which primary state MCLs are set forth
(MCLs - organic chemicals)

e SWRCB Res. 68-16, Res. 88-63, and Res. 92-49

e (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, div. 3, ch. 15, § 2550(a), 2550.4(d), (e), and (f),
and 2550.5

e Toxics Standards SIP

Primary State Maximum Contaminant Levels

The inland groundwater at IR Site 27 exhibits Class II characteristics and, therefore, for FS
purposes, MCLs are potential ARARSs for inland groundwater. The state MCLs at Cal. Code
Regs. tit. 22, § 64444 for cis- and trans-1,2-DCE; vinyl chloride; and 1,1-DCA are potential
state ARARs for inland groundwater because they are more stringent than the federal MCLs.
However, because shoreline groundwater at IR Site 27 is saline and subject to saltwater
intrusion, this groundwater is not considered a current or potential drinking water source, and
therefore MCLs are not potential ARARs for shoreline groundwater.

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The Porter-Cologne Act became Division 7 of the Cal. Water Code in 1969. The Porter-
Cologne Act requires each Regional Board to formulate and adopt Basin Plans for all areas
within the region (Cal. Water Code § 13240). It also requires each Regional Board to
establish WQOs that will protect the beneficial uses of the water basin (Cal. Water Code
§ 13241) and to prescribe waste discharge requirements that would implement the Basin Plan
for any discharge of waste to the waters of the state (Cal. Water Code § 13263[a)).

Other sections of the Porter-Cologne Act include Cal. Water Code § 13243, which allows
regional boards to specify conditions or areas where waste discharge is not permitted. Cal.
Water Code § 13269 provides the Board’s authority for waivers for reports or compliance
with requirements as long as it is not against the public interest. Cal. Water Code § 13360
specifies circumstances under which Regional Boards may order compliance in a specific

manner.
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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, waste discharge requirements, and promulgated policies of the
Basin Plan) as potential state ARARs. The Navy does not consider the sections of the state
Water Code to be ARARs, because they are authorizing provisions for the Water Boards and
do not impose requirements that would be applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
Navy’s CERCLA action. Where waste discharge requirements are specified in general
permits, the substantive requirements in the permits, but not the permits themselves, are
potential ARARs.

Cal. Water Code § 13304 sets forth enforcement authority and an enforcement process
(orders issued by the state) and is procedural in nature. It does not constitute an ARAR
because it does not itself establish or contain substantive environmental “standards,
requirements, criteria, or limitations” (CERCLA Section 121 [42 U.S.C. § 9621]) and is
not in itself directive in intent. Through its enforcement authority and procedures,
substantive state environmental standards set forth in other statutes, regulations, plans,
and orders are enforced. In addition, Cal. Water Code § 13304 is not more stringent than
the substantive requirements of the potential state ARARs identified in the above
paragraphs or the potential federal ARARs for groundwater.

Comprehensive Water Quality Control Plan for San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan)

The Navy accepts the substantive provisions in the Basin Plan (RWQCB 1995), including
beneficial uses and WQOs, as potential ARARs.

The Basin Plan was prepared and implemented by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to protect and enhance the quality of the waters in the
basin. The Basin Plan establishes location-specific beneficial uses and WQOs for the
surface water and groundwater of the region and is the basis of the RWQCB San
Francisco Bay Basin regulatory programs. The Basin Plan includes both numeric and
narrative WQOs for specific groundwater subbasins. The WQOs are intended to protect
the beneficial uses of the waters of the region and to prevent nuisance conditions.

Beneficial use and reuse of water are key aspects of the Basin Plan for the San Francisco
Bay Basin. IR Site 27 is located in the East Bay Plain groundwater subbasin. This
subbasin has the following beneficial use designations (RWQCB 1995):

e municipal and domestic supply (MUN)
e agricultural supply
¢ industrial service supply

¢ industrial process supply

The Basin Plan allows for exceptions from MUN designation (see Section 2 of the Basin
Plan, “Beneficial Uses, Present and Potential Beneficial Uses, Groundwater,” beginning
at the end of page 2-5). The Navy considers the substantive provisions of this section to
be an ARAR, and therefore the criterion for excepting a MUN designation is the
occurrence of either of the following conditions.
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o TDS exceeds 3,000 mg/L (electrical conductivity 5,000 micromhos per
centimeter), and it is not reasonably expected by the RWQCB that the
groundwater could supply a public water supply system.

e The water source does not provide sufficient water to supply a single well
capable of producing an average, sustained yield of 200 gallons per day.

Shoreline groundwater beneath IR Site 27 has little potential as a source of drinking
water because of 1) existing saltwater intrusion into some of the shoreline wells, and
2) the likelihood of saltwater intrusion into the remaining shoreline wells shortly after
beginning groundwater pumping, causing elevated TDS levels in a short period of time.
Because it has been determined that the shoreline groundwater in the uppermost aquifer
at IR Site 27 is not a potential source of drinking water, the MUN beneficial use is not
considered a potential ARAR for shoreline groundwater. For the same reasons, the
shoreline groundwater is also not a potential water source for the agricultural and
industrial uses, and those beneficial uses are also not considered potential ARARs for the

shoreline groundwater.

Since the inland groundwater is a potential source of drinking water, the substantive
provisions of beneficial uses are considered potentially applicable state ARARSs for the

inland groundwater.

State Water Resources Control Board Res. 92-49 and 68-16

SWRCB Res. 92-49, as amended on April 21, 1994, and October 2, 1996, is entitled
“Policies and Procedures for Investigation and Cleanup and Abatement of Discharges
Under Cal. Water Code § 13304.” It contains policies and procedures for the Regional
Boards that apply to all investigations and cleanup and abatement activities for all types
of discharges subject to Cal. Water Code § 13304.

SWRCB Res. 68-16, Statement of Policy With Respect to Maintaining High Quality of
Waters in California, establishes the policy that high-quality waters of the state “shall be
maintained to the maximum extent possible” consistent with the “maximum benefit to the
people of the state.” It provides that whenever the existing quality of water is better than
the required applicable water quality policies, such existing high-quality water will be
maintained until it has been demonstrated to the state that any change will be consistent
with maximum benefit to the people of the state, will not unreasonably affect present and
anticipated beneficial use of such water, and will not result in water quality less than that
prescribed in the policies. It also states that any activity that produces or may produce a
waste or increased volume or concentration of waste and that discharges or proposes to
discharge to existing high-quality waters will be required to meet waste discharge
requirements that will result in the best practicable treatment or control of the discharge
necessary to assure that 1) pollution or a nuisance will not occur and 2) the highest water
quality consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the state will be maintained

(SWRCB 1968).

Cleanup to below background water quality conditions is not required by the SWRCB
under the Porter-Cologne Act. SWRCB Res. 92-49 ILF.1 (SWRCB 1992) provides that

page A2-10 Appendix A, ARARs - FS Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point

3/21/06 9:34 AM Iw k:\word processingireportsicto-069isite 27\fs\draft final\appendix a\appendix a.doc



CLEAN 3
CTO-0069/0488
March 2006

Section A2 Potential Chemical-Specific ARARs

regional boards may require cleanup and abatement to “conform to the provisions of the
Resolution No. 68-16 of the State Water Board, and the Water Quality Control Plans of
the State and Regional Water Quality Control Boards, provided that under no
circumstances shall these provisions be interpreted to require cleanup and abatement
which achieves water quality conditions that are better than background conditions.”

The Navy Position Regarding SWRCB Res. 92-49 and 68-16

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 COCs to background levels
unless such restoration proves to be technologically or economically infeasible and an
alternative cleanup level for COCs 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 corresponding provisions of 40 C.F.R. § 264.94, and
although they are federally enforceable through the RCRA program authorization, they
are also independently based on state law to the extent that they are more stringent than

the federal regulations.

The Navy also determined that SWRCB Res. 68-16 is not a chemical-specific ARAR for
determining response action goals. The Navy determined that further migration of
already contaminated groundwater is not a discharge governed by the language in
SWRCB 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 92-49 and Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23,
§ 2550.4 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. The NCP at 40 C.F.R. § 300.400(g)(4) provides that
only state standards more stringent than federal standards may be ARARs (see also
CERCLA Section 121, 42 U.S.C. § 9621[d][2][A][ii]). Furthermore, the RWQCB has
clarified that Res. 92-49 was not intended to address cleanup of polluted groundwater
where the groundwater is discharging into surface water, as is the case for this response

action (BEI 2005a).

The substantive technical standard in the equivalent state requirements (i.e., Cal. Code
Regs. tit. 23, div. 3, ch. 15, and SWRCB Res. 92-49 and 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 68-16.

State Water Resources Control Board Res. 88-63

SWRCB Res. 88-63, Adoption of Policy Entitled “Sources of Drinking Water,”
establishes criteria to help the RWQCB identify potential sources of drinking water
(SWRCB 1988). According to this resolution, all groundwater in California is considered
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suitable or potentially suitable for domestic or municipal freshwater supply except in
cases where any one of the following water quality and production criteria cannot be met.

e TDS exceeds 3,000 mg/L (or electrical conductivity is greater than 5,000
micromhos per centimeter) and the RWQCB does not reasonably expect the
groundwater to supply a public water supply system.

e Groundwater is contaminated, either by natural processes or by human activity
unrelated to a specific pollution incident, and cannot reasonably be treated for
domestic use either by best management practices or best economically
available treatment practices.

e The groundwater does not provide sufficient water to supply a single well
capable of producing an average sustained yield of 200 gallons per day.

SWRCB Res. 88-63 has been incorporated by reference into the Basin Plan (RWQCB 1995).
The Navy has documented herein that shoreline groundwater at IR Site 27 is not a current or
potential source of drinking water supply (Section 2.4.6 of the FS Report).

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, div. 3, ch. 15, § 2550(a), 2550.4(d), (e), and (f), and 2550.5

The Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, div. 3, ch. 15 regulations address hazardous waste discharges to
land. Other waste classifications are addressed under Cal. Code Regs. tit. 27, div. 2,
subdivision (subdiv.) 1. Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 2550(a) addresses the general applicability
of other technical standards in Chapter 15 and does not contain standards itself. Therefore,
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 2550(a) is not an ARAR. Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 2550.4(d), (e),
and (f) address concentration limits for monitoring and cleanup programs at hazardous waste
management units. Because the site was not a hazardous waste management unit, these
requirements are not potentially applicable. The POC requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit.
23, § 2550.5 are not potentially relevant since there is no downgradient edge of a waste
management unit. The Navy has also determined that the requirements contained in these
sections are identical to those found in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94(d)(1), (2), and (4),
and (e)(1) and (2). Since they are not more stringent than the corresponding federal ARARs,
these regulations are therefore not ARARs for IR Site 27.

RCRA Requirements

Substantive state RCRA requirements included in the U.S. EPA-authorized RCRA
program for California are considered to be potential federal ARARs and are discussed
above. When state regulations are either broader in scope or more stringent than their
federal counterparts, they are considered potential state ARARs. Substantive state
requirements such as the non-RCRA, state-regulated hazardous waste requirements may
be potential state ARARs because they are not within the scope of the federal ARARs
(57 Fed. Reg. 60,848). The Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, div. 4.5 requirements that are part of
the state-approved RCRA program would be potential state ARARs for non-RCRA,
state-regulated hazardous wastes.

page A2-12 Appendix A, ARARs - FS Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point

3/21/06 9:34 AM Iw k:\word processing\reports\cto-069isite 27\fs\draft final\appendix a\appendix a.doc



CLEAN 3
CTO-0069/0488
March 2006

Section A2 Potential Chemical-Specific ARARs

A2.2.2 Potential Surface Water ARARs

Surface water is not a medium being addressed by this FS Report. No surface water body
is located within the boundaries of IR Site 27. Seaplane Lagoon is located along the
western border of the site. The discharge of contaminants from the flow of groundwater
(traveling directly to Seaplane Lagoon and San Francisco Bay and/or through the storm
drain network) is a potential concern at IR Site 27. Therefore, potential federal and state
ARARs for surface water are detailed in the following subsections.

A2.2.2.1 POTENTIAL FEDERAL ARARs

Safe Drinking Water Act

Federal MCLs and MCLGs developed by the U.S. EPA under the SDWA are generally
considered relevant and appropriate as remediation goals for current or potential drinking
water sources, including surface water bodies (see Section A2.2.1.1). Since Seaplane
Lagoon and San Francisco Bay are not existing or potential sources of drinking water, the
MCLs and MCLGs are not potential ARARs.

Water Quality Standards

On December 22, 1992, the U.S. EPA promulgated federal water quality standards under
the authority of the federal Clean Water Act Section 303(c)(2)(B), 33 U.S.C. ch. 26,
§ 1313(c)(2)(B), in order to establish water quality standards required by the Clean Water
Act where the state of California and other states had failed to do so (57 Fed. Reg. 60,848
[1992]). These standards have been amended over the years in the Federal Register,
including amendments of the NTR (60 Fed. Reg. 22,228 [1995]). These water quality
standards, as amended, are codified at 40 C.F.R. § 131.36.

The U.S. EPA promulgated a rule on May 18, 2000, to fill a gap in California water
quality standards that was created in 1994 when a state court overturned the state’s water
quality control plans that contained water quality criteria for priority toxic pollutants.
The rule, commonly called the CTR, is codified at 40 C.F.R. § 131.38. These federal
criteria are legally applicable in the state of California for inland surface waters and
enclosed bays and estuaries for all purposes and programs under the Clean Water Act.

The substantive water quality standards contained in 40 C.F.R. § 131.36 and 131.38
are potential applicable federal ARARs for groundwater cleanup remedial actions for
IR Site 27 that discharge to surface water (Seaplane Lagoon and/or San Francisco Bay).

The Navy’s position on the POC for submarine discharge of groundwater to surface
water is that the POC is within the ambient receiving water itself, following initial
dilution. The Navy believes this precedent to be well established under Clean Water Act
case law and in state plans, policies, and operating practices.
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National Recommended Water Quality Criteria

Please see discussions in Section A2.2.1.1. The NRWQC may be potentially relevant
and appropriate for surface water in the absence of promulgated state standards.
However, as discussed in the CERCLA Compliance With Other Laws Manual
(U.S. EPA 1988a), “If the state has promulgated a numerical water quality standard for a
given chemical and use, the state standard would generally be relevant and appropriate
rather than a water quality criterion, because it essentially represents a site-specific
adaptation of a water quality criterion.” Since water quality standards have been
promulgated in the CTR, the substantive CTR standards, not the NRWQC, would be
considered potential chemical-specific ARARs for this site.

CERCLA Alternative Concentration Limits

Please see discussions in Section A2.2.1.1.

RCRA Hazardous Waste and Groundwater Protection Standards

Please see discussions in Section A2.2.1.1.

A2.2.2.2 POTENTIAL STATE ARARs

Comprehensive Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan)

Please see discussion in Section A2.2.1.2. The substantive provisions of the Basin Plan for
beneficial uses (Chapter 2), WQOs (Chapter 3), and waste discharge requirements (Chapter
4) are potential state ARARs for discharges from migrating groundwater to surface water.

The substantive provisions of beneficial uses for the surface water potentially affected by
migrating groundwater are potential ARARs. This surface water is at the upper end of the
lower San Francisco Bay and the beneficial uses are as follows:

e ocean, commercial, and sport fishing

e estuarine habitat

¢ industrial service supply

o fish migration

e navigation

e preservation of rare and endangered species
e water contact recreation

e noncontact water recreation

e shellfish harvesting

e wildlife habitat

Chapter 3 of the Basin Plan lists several narrative WQOs. The toxicity narrative WQO
requires in substantive part that all waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in
concentrations that are lethal to or that produce other detrimental responses in aquatic
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organisms. It further states that there shall be no acute toxicity or chronic toxicity in
ambient waters. Based on the COCs in the groundwater, the substantive provisions of the
toxicity WQO is a potentially applicable ARAR for IR Site 27 groundwater discharge to

surface water.

Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays,
and Estuaries of California

The Toxics Standards SIP (SWRCB 2000) was effective on April 28, 2000, with respect
to the priority pollutant criteria promulgated for California by the U.S. EPA through the
NTR (40 C.FR. § 131.36) and to the priority pollutant objectives established by the
RWQCB in their Water Quality Control Plans (Basin Plans). The Toxics Standards SIP
was effective on May 18, 2000, with respect to the priority pollutant criteria promulgated
by the U.S. EPA through the CTR (40 C.F.R. § 131.38). The Toxics Standards SIP
implements the federal numeric water quality criteria (40 C.F.R. § 131.36 and 131.38) by
requiring that they serve as the basis for determining water-quality-based effluent
limitations for point sources that protect beneficial uses. The determination of whether
an effluent limitation is required is based on whether the point-source discharge may
cause, have a reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any
applicable priority pollutant criterion or WQO. If an effluent limitation is required, it can
be calculated using the appropriate dilution credit and ambient background concentration
for the site, or it could be based on the total maximum daily load if one is in effect.

The substantive requirements for determining whether an effluent limitation is required
and the methodology for calculating the effluent limitation found in Sections 1.3 and 1.4
of the Toxics Standards SIP are potentially applicable state ARARs for discharges that
cause, have a reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any
applicable priority pollutant criterion or objective into inland surface waters, enclosed
bays, and estuaries (nonocean surface waters). Other sections of the Toxics Standards
SIP are not ARARs because they are not more stringent than the federal ARARs

discussed in Section A2.2.2.1.

State Water Resources Control Board Res. 92-49 and 68-16

Please see discussion in Section A2.2.1.2, including the positions of the Navy and the
state of California on these resolutions.

State Water Resources Control Board Res. 88-63

Please see discussion in Section A2.2.1.2. SWRCB Res. 88-63 states that water sources
that contain TDS exceeding 3,000 mg/L (or having an electrical conductivity of greater
than 5,000 micromhos per centimeter) or a yield from a single well of less than 200
gallons per day are not reasonably expected by the RWQCB to supply a public water
supply system (SWRCB 1988). Since Seaplane Lagoon and San Francisco Bay are not
existing or potential sources of drinking water due to the presence of TDS exceeding
3,000 mg/L, SWRCB Res. 88-63 is not a potential state ARAR.
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NPDES Permit Requirements

The SWRCB or RWQCB can issue National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permits for discharges to water from operations such as construction
dewatering or groundwater cleanup. These permits can be general in order to cover
similar discharges statewide or within a region. The permits can also be site-specific.
CERCLA response actions are not subject to permit requirements as provided under
CERCLA Section 121(e) (42 US.C. § 9621[e]). Therefore, the NPDES permit
requirements are not potential ARARs.

Although NPDES permits are not potential ARARs for CERCLA actions, if a permit is
issued for the remedial actions at IR Site 27, then it may be considered as guidance on
how to comply with the federal Clean Water Act ARARs and other state water quality
ARARs identified for direct discharges to the Seaplane Lagoon or San Francisco Bay.

A2.2.3 Potential Soil ARARs

Soil is not a medium of concern for the remedial action at IR Site 27. However, soil
saturated with contaminated groundwater could be excavated or otherwise generated
(e.g., drill cuttings) as part of the remedial action for groundwater. The key threshold
question for soil ARARs is whether or not the wastes located at IR Site 27 would be
classified as hazardous waste. The soil may be classified as a federal hazardous waste as
defined by RCRA and the state-authorized program, or as non-RCRA, state-regulated
hazardous waste. If the soil is determined to be hazardous waste, the RCRA
requirements may be applicable. If the soil has concentrations below hazardous waste
criteria but are similar to hazardous waste, the RCRA requirements may be relevant and

appropriate.
A2.2.3.1 POTENTIAL FEDERAL ARARs

RCRA Hazardous Waste and Groundwater Protection Standards

The federal RCRA requirements at 40 C.F.R. pt. 261 do not apply in California because
the state RCRA program is authorized. The substantive authorized state RCRA
requirements are therefore considered potential federal ARARs (see Section A1.3). The
applicability of RCRA requirements depends on whether the waste is a RCRA hazardous
waste; whether the waste was initially treated, stored, or disposed after the effective date
of the particular RCRA requirement; and whether the activity at the site constitutes
treatment, storage, or disposal as defined by RCRA. However, RCRA requirements may
be relevant and appropriate even if they are not applicable. Examples include activities
that are similar to the definition of RCRA treatment, storage, or disposal for waste that is
similar to RCRA hazardous waste.

The determination of whether a waste is a RCRA hazardous waste can be made by
comparing the site waste to the definition of RCRA hazardous waste. The substantive
RCRA requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.21, 66261.22(a)(1), 66261.23,
66261.24(a)(1), and 66261.100 are potential ARARs because they define RCRA
hazardous waste. A waste can meet the definition of hazardous waste if it has the
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toxicity characteristic of hazardous waste. This determination is made by using the
TCLP. The concentrations in a TCLP extract at which a waste becomes hazardous, listed
in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.24(a)(1)(B), are potential federal ARARs for
determining whether the site contains hazardous waste. If the site waste has
concentrations exceeding these values, it is determined to be a characteristic RCRA

hazardous waste (see Section Al1.4.1).

The substantive requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94(a)(1), (a)(3), (¢), (d),
and (e) are potential federal ARARs for contamination in the vadose zone (i.e., the
unsaturated zone). These sections set concentration limits for the unsaturated zone as
well as for groundwater and surface water. These requirements are considered to be
potential federal ARARs because they are part of the approved state RCRA program.

Substantive RCRA land-disposal restrictions (LDRs) at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §
66268.1(f) are potential federal ARARs for discharging waste to land. This section
prohibits the disposal of hazardous waste to land unless 1) it is treated in accordance with
the treatment standards of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66268.40 and the underlying hazardous
constituents meet the Universal Treatment Standards at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66268.48;
2) it is treated to meet the alternative soil treatment standards of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §
66268.49; or 3) a treatability variance is obtained under Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66268.44.
These are potentially applicable requirements for proposed on-site treatment and disposal
only (Alternative S7). Off-site treatment and disposal must comply with all applicable laws
and regulations that are both substantive and procedural requirements.

A2.2.3.2 POTENTIAL STATE ARARs

RCRA Requirements

Substantive state RCRA requirements included in the U.S. EPA-authorized RCRA
program for California are considered to be potential federal ARARs. When substantive
state regulations are either broader in scope or more stringent than their federal
counterparts, they are considered potential state ARARs. Substantive state requirements
such as the non-RCRA, state-regulated hazardous waste requirements may be potential
state ARARs because they are not within the scope of the federal ARARs (57 Fed. Reg.
60,848). The substantive Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, div. 4.5 requirements that are part of
the state-approved RCRA program would be potential state ARARs for non-RCRA,

state-regulated hazardous wastes.

The site waste characteristics need to be compared to the definition of non-RCRA,
state-regulated hazardous waste. The substantive non-RCRA, state-regulated waste
definition requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.24(a)(2) are potential state
ARARs for determining whether other RCRA requirements are potential state ARARs.
This section lists the TTLCs and STLCs. The site waste may be compared to these
thresholds to determine whether it meets the characteristics for a non-RCRA, state-

regulated hazardous waste.
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Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, div. 3, ch. 15

The requirements at this section define a hazardous waste that is covered by the Chapter 15
requirements. These are not more stringent than federal or state RCRA ARARs for

identifying hazardous waste.

A2.2.4 Potential Air ARARs

For this FS, the COCs in soil and groundwater include chemicals that may be a concern if
they are emitted to the atmosphere. Soil movement may result in particulate emissions.
However, since these requirements are associated with actions, they are included under
action-specific requirements, which are presented after the remedial alternatives have

been identified in Section A4.

A2.2.4.1 POTENTIAL FEDERAL ARARs

The Clean Air Act and RCRA air emission requirements are discussed below.

Clean Air Act

The Clean Air Act establishes the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) in
40 C.F.R. § 50.4-50.12. NAAQS are not enforceable in and of themselves; they are
translated into source-specific emissions limitations by the state (U.S. EPA 1990).
Substantive requirements of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)
rules that have been approved by the U.S. EPA as part of the State Implementation Plan
(SIP) under the Clean Air Act are potential federal ARARs for air emissions (Clean Air
Act Section 110). The SIP includes rules for emissions restrictions for particulates,
organic compounds, and hazardous air pollutants, as well as standards of performance for

new sources.

BAAQMD Rule 1-301, under California Health and Safety Code § 41700, is considered
a federal requirement because it has been approved into the SIP. Rule 1-301 prohibits the
discharge to the atmosphere of air contaminants that may cause injury, detriment,
nuisance, or annoyance to the public. The Navy is troubled by the vague, subjective
nature of the nuisance rule and the lack of objective standards, as well as the inclusion of
subjective nonenvironmental criteria such as “annoyance, repose, and comfort.” The
requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 300.5 specify that an ARAR must be an environmental or
facility siting requirement or limitation. Rule 1-301 does not fall within the definition of
those terms and is therefore not an ARAR. The nature, quantity, and location of
identified contaminants at IR Site 27 should not be of concern. The Navy has determined
that BAAQMD Rule 1-301 is not an ARAR.

A2.2.4.2 POTENTIAL STATE ARARs

RCRA requirements for non-RCRA, state-regulated hazardous wastes and BAAQMD
rules are described below.

page A2-18 Appendix A, ARARs — FS Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point

3/21/06 9:34 AM Iw k:\word processing\reportsi\cto-069\site 27\fs\draft final\appendix a\appendix a.doc



CLEAN 3
CTO-0069/0488
March 2006

Section A2 Potential Chemical-Specific ARARs

BAAQMD Regulations

Substantive BAAQMD regulations that are not included in the SIP may be potentially
applicable state ARARs. For example, BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 40 limits
emissions of VOCs from soil during excavation and removal operations. More specific
information will be provided in the discussion of action-specific ARARs (Section A4).
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Potential location-specific ARARs are identified and discussed in this section. The discussions
are presented based on various attributes of the site location, such as whether it is within a
floodplain. Additional surveys will be performed in connection with the remedial actions to
confirm location-specific ARARs where inadequate siting information currently exists, or in the
event of changes to planned facility locations.

A3.1 POTENTIAL LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs CONCLUSIONS

Cultural resources, wetlands protection, floodplain management, hydrologic resources,
biological resources, coastal resources, and geologic characteristics as appropriate for the
site are the resource categories relating to location-specific requirements potentially
affected by the IR Site 27 remedial actions. The conclusions for ARARs pertaining to
these resources are presented in the following sections.

A3.1.1 Cultural Resources ARARs Conclusions

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

A3.1.2 Wetlands Protection and Floodplain Management ARARs
Conclusions

IR Site 27 is not located in a wetland or floodplain. Although wetland areas exist to the
west of IR Site 27, remedial actions at the site would not affect the wetland area. With
regard to floodplains, there are no naturally occurring streams or ponds at Alameda Point.
Therefore, no potential wetlands protection or floodplain management ARARs were

identified.

A3.1.3 Hydrologic Resources ARARs Conclusions

IR Site 27 contains no designated hydrologic resources, nor would the IR Site 27
remedial actions affect any such resource. Therefore, no potential hydrologic resources

ARARs were identified.

A3.1.4 Biological Resources ARARs Conclusions

No native or natural habitat occurs or is expected to occur at IR Site 27. The barren
habitat (bare soil and paved parking area) at the site generally offers little value to
wildlife; it may serve as a corridor between other habitats or as a place of brief resting,
but it is not a significant place of shelter. The proposed Alameda National Wildlife
Refuge is located west of IR Site 27. Remedial actions at the site would not impact this

refuge.

Estuarine habitat occurs at locations around the San Francisco Bay, such as Seaplane
Lagoon to the west of IR Site 27. The estuarine habitat exists in the intertidal and
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subtidal zones along the shoreline of the site. This estuarine habitat supports submerged
aquatic vegetation, numerous invertebrates, fish, birds, and marine mammals.

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. §§ 703-712) is the only potential
biological resource ARAR for the remedial actions at IR Site 27.

A3.1.5 Coastal Resources ARARs Conclusions

IR Site 27 is adjacent to Seaplane Lagoon. The substantive provisions of the Coastal
Zone Management Act (CZMA) (16 US.C. §§ 1451-1464, 15 C.F.R. § 930) is a
potential ARAR. ,

A3.1.6 Geologic Characteristics ARARs Conclusions

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 6.5 miles (10.5 kilometers) east of
Alameda Point (Foster Wheeler 2002). Therefore, no potential geologic characteristics
ARARs were identified.

A3.2 DETAILED DISCUSSION OF POTENTIAL ARARs

The following subsections provide a detailed discussion of potential federal and state
ARARs by location-specific resources. Pertinent and substantive provisions of the
potential ARARs listed and described below have been reviewed to determine whether
they are potential federal or state ARARs for the IR Site 27 groundwater FS.

Requirements that are determined to be potential ARARs or TBCs are identified in Table
A3-1 (federal) and Table A3-2 (state). Potential ARARSs determinations are presented in
the ARAR Determination column. Determinations of status for potential location-
specific ARARs are generally based on consultation of maps or lists included in the
regulation or prepared by the administering agency. References to the document or
agency consulted are provided in the Comments column and may be provided in
footnotes to the table. Specific issues concerning some of the requirements are discussed

in the following sections.

A3.2.1 Potential Cultural Resources ARARs

No archaeological or historic data have been identified at IR Site 27. The following
cultural resource regulations were evaluated:

e National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended
(16 U.S.C. § 470-470x-6, 36 C.F.R. pt. 800, 40 C.F.R. § 6.301[b])

e Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act
(16 U.S.C. § 469-469¢c-1, 40 C.F.R. § 6.301[c])

o Historic Sites, Buildings, and Antiquities Act of 1935
(16 U.S.C. §§ 461-467,40 C.F.R. § 6.301[a])

» Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, as amended
(Public Law Number 96-95, 16 U.S.C. § 470aa—470mm)
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A3.2.1.1 NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT OF 1966, AS AMENDED

Pursuant to Sections 106 and 110(f) of the NHPA (16 U.S.C. § 470-470x-6, and its
implementing regulations [36 C.F.R. pt. 800]), as amended, CERCLA remedial actions
are required to take into account the effects of remedial activities on any historic
properties included on or eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places
(National Register). The National Register is a list of districts, sites, buildings, structures,
and objects that are significant in American history, architecture, archaeology,
engineering, and culture. Section 110(f) of the NHPA, as amended, requires that before
approval of any federal undertaking that may directly and adversely affect any National
Historic Landmark, the head of the responsible federal agency will, to the maximum
extent possible, undertake such planning and actions as may be necessary to minimize
harm to the landmark, and will afford the Advisory Council a reasonable opportunity to
comment on the undertaking.

The NHPA requires federally funded projects to identify and mitigate impacts of project
activities on properties included in or eligible for the National Register. No historic
properties, sites, buildings, or landmarks are present at the site. Therefore, the NHPA is
not a potential ARAR.

A3.2.1.2 ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT

The Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. § 469-469c-1, provides for
the preservation of historical and archaeological data that might otherwise be lost as a
result of dam construction or alterations of the terrain. If activities in connection with
any federal construction project or federally approved project may cause irreparable loss
to significant scientific, prehistoric, or archaeological data, the act requires the agency
undertaking that project to preserve the data or request the Department of the Interior

~ (DOI) to do so. This act differs from the NHPA in that it encompasses a broader range of
resources than those listed on the National Register and mandates only the preservation
of the data (including analysis and publication).

The Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act requires that for federally approved
projects that may cause irreparable loss to significant scientific, prehistoric, historic, or
archaeological data, the data must be preserved by the agency undertaking the project or
the agency undertaking the project may request the DOI to do so. No scientific, prehistoric,
historic, or archaeological sites were identified in existing data for the Alameda Point
area that potentially could be impacted by the remedial actions at IR Site 27. Therefore,
the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act is not a potential ARAR.

A3.2.1.3 HISTORIC SITES, BUILDINGS, AND ANTIQUITIES ACT OF 1935

The purpose of the Historic Sites, Buildings, and Antiquities Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 461-467)
and its implementing regulations (40 C.F.R. § 6.301[a]) is to encourage the long-term
preservation of nationally significant properties that illustrate or commemorate the
history and prehistory of the United States, including historic landmarks (36 C.F.R. § 65)
and natural landmarks (36 C.F.R. § 62). Properties designated as National Historic
Landmarks in California are listed in the National Register. Natural landmarks are
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nationally significant examples of a full range of ecological and geological features that
constitute the nation’s natural heritage. In conducting an environmental review of a
proposed action, the responsible official shall consider the existence and location of
natural landmarks using information provided by the National Park Service pursuant to
36 C.F.R. § 62.6(d) to avoid undesirable impacts on such landmarks. These requirements
are not substantive and are not potential ARARs. However, if it is determined that areas
to be disturbed during the remedial actions are potentially eligible for the National
Natural Historic Landmark Program, the State Historic Preservation Officer should be

contacted.

A3.2.1.4 ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES PROTECTION ACT OF 1979,
AS AMENDED

Public Law Number 96-95 (16 U.S.C. § 470aa-470mm) was enacted in 1979 and
amended in 1988 and applies to all lands to which the fee title is held by the United States
Government. The purpose of this statute is to provide for the protection of archaeological
resources on federal and Indian lands. The act prohibits unauthorized excavation,
removal, damage, alteration, or defacement of archaeological resources located on public
lands unless such activity is pursuant to a permit issued under Section 470cc.

Alameda Point is not known to contain archaeological resources. The area was submerged
prior to filling and dredging activities. No archaeological resources have been discovered
at IR Site 27. Therefore, the Archaeological Resources Protection Act is not an ARAR.

A3.2.2 Potential Wetlands Protection and Floodplains Management
ARARs

IR Site 27 is not located in a wetland or floodplain. Although a wetland area exists to the
west of IR Site 27, it is located approximately 3,100 feet from the site, and remedial
actions at the site would not affect the wetland area. With regard to floodplains, there are
no naturally occurring streams or ponds at Alameda Point. The following wetlands
protection and floodplain management regulations were evaluated:

e Protection of Wetlands (Executive Order Number [Exec. Order No.]
11990, 40 C.F.R. § 6.302[a)])

e Floodplain Management (Exec. Order No. 11988, 40 C.F.R. § 6.302[b])
e (Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 U.S.C. § 1344)
e RCRA (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901-6991{i])

A3.2.2.1 POTENTIAL FEDERAL ARARs

Protection of Wetlands, Executive Order Number 11990

Exec. Order No. 11990 requires that federal agencies minimize the destruction, loss, or
degradation of wetlands; preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial value of wetlands;
and avoid support of new construction in wetlands if a practicable alternative exists.
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There are no wetlands located within IR Site 27. Remedial actions at IR Site 27 would
not impact wetlands areas. Therefore, Exec. Order No. 11990 is not an ARAR.

Floodplain Management, Executive Order Number 11988

Under 40 C.F.R. § 6.302(b), federal agencies are required to evaluate the potential effects
of action they may take in a floodplain to avoid, to the extent possible, adverse effects
associated with direct and indirect development of a floodplain.

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) map service was consulted via
the Internet at http://www.hazardmaps.gov. The IR Site 27 area is not located in a
floodplain. There are no naturally occurring streams or ponds at Alameda Point.
Therefore, 40 C.F.R. § 6.302(b) is not an ARAR.

Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 U.S.C. § 1344)

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1977 governs the discharge of dredged and fill
material into waters of the United States, including adjacent wetlands. Wetlands are
areas that are inundated by water frequently enough to support vegetation typically
adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands include swamps, marshes, bogs,
sloughs, potholes, wet meadows, river overflows, mudflats, natural ponds, and similar
areas. Both the U.S. EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers have jurisdiction over
wetlands. U.S. EPA’s Section 404 guidelines are promulgated in 40 C.F.R. § 230, and
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ guidelines are promulgated in 33 C.F.R. § 320.

Discharge of dredged or fill material to a wetland is not planned as part of the remedial

actions at IR Site 27. Therefore, 33 U.S.C. § 1344, 40 C.F.R. § 230, and 33 C.F.R. § 320
are not ARARs.

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

Under Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.18(b), any hazardous waste facility located in a
100-year floodplain or within the maximum high tide must be designed, constructed,
operated, and maintained to prevent washout of any hazardous waste by a 100-year flood
or maximum high tide, unless the owner or operator can demonstrate that procedures are
in effect that will cause the waste to be removed safely before flood or tidewater can

reach the facility.

The FEMA map service was consulted via the Internet at http://www.hazardmaps.gov.
The IR Site 27 area is not located in a floodplain. There are no naturally occurring
streams or ponds at Alameda Point. Therefore, 42 U.S.C. §§ 6901-6991(i) is not an

ARAR.

A3.2.2.2 POTENTIAL STATE ARARs
The state RCRA requirements for floodplains have been evaluated in Section A3.2.2.1.
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A3.2.3 Potential Hydrologic Resources ARARs

IR Site 27 contains no designated hydrologic resources, nor would the IR Site 27
remedial actions affect any such resource. The following hydrologic resource regulations
were evaluated:

e Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1271-1287)
e Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 661-666c¢)
e Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. §§ 401413, 33 C.F.R. § 322)

A3.2.3.1 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1271-1287) establishes requirements
applicable to water resource projects affecting wild, scenic, or recreational rivers within
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, as well as rivers designated on the National
Rivers Inventory to be studied for inclusion on the national system. In accordance with
Section 7 of the act, a federal agency may not assist, through grant, loan, license, or
otherwise, the construction of a water resources project that would have a direct and
adverse effect on the free-flowing, scenic, and natural values for which a river on the
national system or a study river on the National Rivers Inventory was established. The
act also covers indirect effects from construction of water resources projects below or
above rivers or their tributaries that are in the national system or under study on the
National Rivers Inventory, such as a dam on a tributary and construction or development
on adjacent shorelines. Adverse impacts must be mitigated, and coordination may be
required with the National Park Service and Department of Agriculture.

IR Site 27 is not situated near a wild, scenic, or recreational river. Therefore, 16 U.S.C.
§§ 1271-1287 is not a potential ARAR.

A3.2.3.2 FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 661-666¢) was enacted to protect
fish and wildlife when federal actions result in the control or structural modification of a
natural stream or body of water. The statute requires federal agencies to take into
consideration the effect a water-related project would have on fish and wildlife and take
action to prevent loss or damage to these resources.

The IR Site 27 remedial actions would not result in the control or structural modification
of a natural stream or body of water. Therefore, 16 U.S.C. §§ 661-666¢ is not a potential

ARAR.

A3.2.3.3 RIVERS AND HARBORS ACT OF 1899

Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 prohibits the creation of any
obstruction not authorized by Congress to the navigable capacity of any waters of the
United States (33 U.S.C. §§ 401-413). It prohibits construction of wharves, piers,
booms, weirs, breakwaters, bulkheads, jetties, or other structures in a port unless the
construction is approved by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. In addition, excavation
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or filling of any port, harbor, channel, lake, or any navigable water is prohibited without
authorization. Section 10 permits are required for these activities. Section 10 permits
cover construction, excavation, or deposition of materials in, over, or under navigable
waters, or any work that would affect the course, location, condition, or capacity of those

waters.

The IR Site 27 remedial actions would not result in the creation of any obstruction to the
navigable capacity of any waters of the United States. Therefore, 33 U.S.C. §§ 401-413

is not a potential ARAR.

A3.2.4 Potential Biological Resources ARARs

No native or natural habitat occurs or is expected to occur at IR Site 27. The barren
habitat (bare soil and paved parking area) at the site generally offers little value to
wildlife; it may serve as a corridor between other habitats or as a place of brief resting,
but it is not a significant place of shelter.

The proposed Alameda National Wildlife Refuge is located approximately 3,100 feet
west of IR Site 27. This area is home to a variety of sensitive avian species, including the
American peregrine falcon, brown pelican, and a nesting colony of California least terns.
These species are listed by either federal or state agencies as endangered. In addition, the
western snowy plover, a federally listed threatened species, is known to often share
nesting sites with the California least tern. Due to its distance from IR Site 27, the
Alameda National Wildlife Refuge would not be affected by the remedial actions at

the site.

Estuarine habitat occurs at Seaplane Lagoon, which is located to the west of IR Site 27
and is connected to the San Francisco Bay. The estuarine habitat exists in the intertidal
and subtidal zones along the shoreline of the site. This estuarine habitat supports
submerged aquatic vegetation such as eelgrass, numerous invertebrates such as worms
and small crustaceans, fish, birds, and marine mammals.

The following biological resource regulations were evaluated:
s Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1543)
e Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. §§ 703-712)
e  Marine Mammal Protection Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1361-1421h)

e Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976, as
amended (16 U.S.C. §§ 1801-1882)

e National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1996
(16 U.S.C. § 668dd-668ee, substantive provisions of 50 C.F.R. § 27.11-27.97)

¢ Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1131-1136, 50 C.F.R. § 35.1-35.14)

¢ California Endangered Species Act (California Fish and Game Code [Cal. Fish
& Game Code], ch. 1.5, §§ 2050-2116)
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A3.2.4.1 POTENTIAL FEDERAL ARARs

Endangered Species Act of 1973

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1543) provides a means
for conserving various species of fish, wildlife, and plants that are threatened with
extinction. The ESA defines an endangered species and provides for the designation of
critical habitats. Federal agencies may not jeopardize the continued existence of any
listed species or cause the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat. Under
Section 7(a) of the ESA, federal agencies must carry out conservation programs for listed
species. The Endangered Species Committee may grant an exemption for agency action
if reasonable mitigation and enhancement measures such as propagation, transplantation,
and habitat acquisition and improvement are implemented. Consultation regulations at
50 C.F.R. § 402 are administrative in nature and are therefore not ARARs. However, the
Navy may consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to assist with
compliance with the substantive provisions of the ESA.

There are no known critical habitats for threatened or endangered species present at
IR Site 27. The proposed Alameda National Wildlife Refuge is located approximately
3,100 feet west of IR Site 27, and it would not be affected by the remedial actions at the
site. The ESA is not a potential ARAR.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1972

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 703-712) prohibits at any time, using any
means or manner, the pursuit, hunting, capturing, and killing or attempting to take,
capture, or kill any migratory bird. This act also prohibits the possession, sale, export,
and import of any migratory bird or any part of a migratory bird, as well as nests and
eggs. A list of migratory birds for which this requirement applies is found at 50 C.F.R.
§ 10.13. It is the Navy’s position that this act is not legally applicable to Navy actions;
however, Exec. Order No. 13186 (dated January 10, 2001) requires each federal agency
taking actions that have or are likely to have a measurable effect on migratory bird
populations to develop and implement, within 2 years, a memorandum of understanding
(MOU) with the USFWS to promote the conservation of such populations. The
Department of Defense and the USFWS are in the process of negotiating this MOU. In
the meantime, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act will continue to be evaluated as a
potentially relevant and appropriate requirement for Navy CERCLA response actions.

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 Migratory Bird Treaty Act is potentially relevant and
appropriate for remedial actions at IR Site 27.

Marine Mammal Protection Act

The Marine Mammal Protection Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1361-1421h) prohibits the taking of a
marine mammal on the high seas or in a harbor or other place under the jurisdiction of the
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United States. It prohibits the possession, transport, and sale of a mammal or marine
mammal product unless authorized under law. The prohibitions that are potentially
pertinent to CERCLA actions are at 16 U.S.C. § 1372(a)(2).

Even though IR Site 27 is adjacent to the Seaplane Lagoon, remedial activities at the site
would not involve the capture, possession, transport, or sale of any marine mammals or
marine mammal products. Therefore, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1361-1421h is not a potential

ARAR.

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976, as Amended

The purpose of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
(16 U.S.C. §§ 1801-1882) is to conserve and manage the fishery resources found off the
coasts of the United States, the anadromous species, and the continental shelf fishery
resources of the United States. It establishes a fishery conservation zone within which
the United States has exclusive fishery management prerogatives.

Even though IR Site 27 is adjacent to Seaplane Lagoon, remedial activities at the site
would not impact any managed fishery resources. Therefore, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1801-1882 is
not a potential ARAR.

National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966

The National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. § 668dd—
668ee) and its implementing regulations at 50 C.F.R. §§ 25-37 establish wildlife refuges
that are maintained for the primary purpose of developing a national program of wildlife
and ecological conservation and rehabilitation. These refuges are established for the
restoration, preservation, development, and management of wildlife and wild land
habitats; protection and preservation of endangered or threatened species and their
habitats; and management of wildlife and wild lands to obtain the maximum benefit from

these resources.

The National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act contains the following
substantive requirements that may be potential ARARs. The act prohibits any person
from disturbing, injuring, cutting, burning, removing, destroying, or possessing any
property within any area of a wildlife refuge. The act also prohibits the taking or
possessing of any fish, bird, mammal, or other wild vertebrate or invertebrate animals, or
nest or eggs, within any refuge area or otherwise occupying any such area unless such
activities are done with a permit or permitted by express provision of law. The act also
regulates the use of audio equipment as well as motorized vehicles, aircraft, and boats in
wildlife refuges. It prohibits construction activities, disposal of waste, and the
introduction of plants and animals into any wildlife refuge. The prohibitions under the
act are codified at 50 C.F.R. § 27.

There is no wildlife refuge present within IR Site 27. The proposed Alameda National
Wildlife Refuge is located approximately 3,100 feet west of IR Site 27 and would not be
affected by the remedial actions at the site. Therefore, 16 U.S.C. § 668dd—668ee is not a

potential ARAR.
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Wilderness Act
The Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. § 1131) and its accompanying implementing regulations
(50 C.F.R. § 35.1-35.14) create the National Wilderness Preservation System. The intent
of the law is to administer and manage units of this system (i.e., wilderness areas) in
order to preserve their wilderness character and to leave them unimpaired for future use
as wilderness.

Neither Alameda Point nor IR Site 27 is a federally owned wilderness area. Therefore,
16 U.S.C. § 1131 and its accompanying implementing regulations (50 C.F.R. § 35.1-35.14)
are not potential ARARSs.

A3.2.4.2 POTENTIAL STATE ARARs

California Endangered Species Act

The California ESA is codified in the Cal. Fish & Game Code §§ 2050-2116. It is the
Navy’s position that the requisite federal sovereign immunity waiver does not exist to
authorize applicability of the California Endangered Species Act. Nevertheless, this act
will be evaluated as a potentially relevant and appropriate requirement for the Navy’s
CERCLA response actions. Cal. Fish & Game Code § 2080 prohibits the taking of

endangered species.

There are no known critical habitats for threatened or endangered species present in
IR Site 27. The remedial actions at the site would not affect the Alameda National
Wildlife Refuge and any areas that support special-status species or habitat. Therefore,
substantive requirements of Cal. Fish & Game Code § 2080 are not potential ARARs.

A3.2.5 Potential Coastal Resources ARARs

IR Site 27 is adjacent to Seaplane Lagoon. The following coastal resource regulations
were evaluated:

o CZMA (16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1464, 15 C.F.R. § 930)

e California Coastal Act of 1976 (California Public Resources Code [Cal. Pub.
Res. Code] §§ 30000-30900, Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, §§ 13001-13666.4)

A3.2.5.1 POTENTIAL FEDERAL ARARs

Coastal Zone Management Act

The CZMA (16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1464) specifically excludes federal lands from the
coastal zone (16 U.S.C. § 1453[1]). Therefore, the CZMA is not potentially applicable to
IR Site 27. The CZMA will be evaluated as a potentially relevant and appropriate
requirement.  Section 1456(a)(1)(A) requires each federal agency activity within or
outside the coastal zone that affects any land or water use or natural resource to conduct
its activities in a manner that is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with
enforceable policies of approved state management policies. A state coastal zone
management program is developed under state law guided by the CZMA and its
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accompanying implementing regulations at 15 C.F.R. § 930. A state program sets forth
objectives, policies, and standards to guide public and private uses of lands and water in
the coastal zone. See Section A3.2.5.2 for a discussion of the state coastal zone

management program.
A3.2.5.2 POTENTIAL STATE ARARs

California Coastal Act of 1976

The California Coastal Act is codified at Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30000-30900 and
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, §§ 13001-13666.4. These sections regulate activities associated
with development to control direct significant impacts on coastal waters and to protect
state and national interests in California coastal resources. Since federal lands are
specifically excluded from the definition of coastal zone, the California Coastal Act is not
potentially applicable to IR Site 27, but is evaluated further as a potentially relevant and
appropriate requirement. The California Coastal Act policies set forth in the act
constitute the standards used by the California Coastal Commission in its coastal
development permit decisions and for the review of local coastal programs. These
policies contain the following substantive requirements:

e protection and expansion of public access to the shoreline and recreation
opportunities (Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30210-30224)

e protection, enhancement, and restoration of environmentally sensitive habitats
including intertidal and nearshore waters, wetlands, bays and estuaries, riparian
habitat, grasslands, streams, lakes, and habitat for rare or endangered plants or
animals (Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30230-30240)

e protection of productive agricultural lands, commercial fisheries, and
archaeological resources (Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30234, 30241-30244)

e protection of the scenic beauty of coastal landscapes (Cal. Pub. Res. Code
§ 30251)

e provisions for expansion in an environmentally sound manner of existing
industrial ports and electricity-generating power plants (Cal. Pub. Res. Code
§ 30264)

Because IR Site 27 is not located in a designated coastal zone, Cal. Pub. Res. Code
§§ 30000-30900 and Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, §§ 13001-13666.4 are not potential ARARs.

A3.2.6 Potential Geologic Characterisﬁcs ARARs

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 6.5 miles (10.5 kilometers) east of
Alameda Point. Another nearby active fault is the San Andreas Fault in the hills on the
west side of San Francisco Bay at a distance of approximately 12 miles (19 kilometers)

(Foster Wheeler 2002).
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The following geologic regulations were evaluated: 42 US.C. §§ 6901-6991(i);
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.18(a); and Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.18(c).

A3.2.6.1 POTENTIAL FEDERAL ARARs

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

Hazardous waste facilities must be sited in accordance with the following requirements:

e Seismic considerations (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.18[a]). Portions of new
facilities or facilities undergoing substantial modification where transfer,
treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous waste will be conducted shall not be
located within 61 meters (200 feet) of a fault that has had displacement in
Holocene time.

e Salt dome formations, salt bed formations, underground mines, and caves

(Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.18[c]). The placement of any
noncontainerized or bulk liquid hazardous waste in any salt dome formation, salt

bed formation, or underground mine or cave is prohibited.

IR Site 27 is not located within 61 meters of a Holocene fault. No discharge is proposed
to a salt dome formation, a salt bed formation, underground mines, or caves as part of the
remedial actions at the site. Therefore, the requirements in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22,

§ 66264.18(a) and (c) are not potential ARARs.
A3.2.6.2 POTENTIAL STATE ARARs

The state location-specific RCRA requirements for geologic characteristics are evaluated
above in Section A3.2.6.
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This FS Report evaluates groundwater remedial action alternatives for IR Site 27. This ARARs
analysis is based on the following remedial alternatives:

e | —noaction

e 3 -MNA and ICs

e 4A - ISB source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

e 6A — in situ chemical oxidation (ISCO) source area treatment, MNA, and ICs
e 6B - sitewide ISCO treatment and groundwater confirmation sampling

e 7 - dynamic circulation source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

Detailed descriptions of these remedial alternatives are provided in the main text of this
FS Report.
Table A4-1 presents an evaluation of potential federal potential action-specific ARARs for IR

Site 27. Potential state action-specific ARARs with chemical-specific requirements are
presented in Table A2-3. No other potential state action-specific ARARs have been identified.

A discussion of the requirements determined to be pertinent to each alternative being evaluated
for IR Site 27 is presented in this section. A discussion of how the alternative complies with

each identified potential ARAR is also provided.

A4.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION

There is no need to identify ARARs for the no action alternative because ARARs apply
to “any removal or remedial action conducted entirely on-site” and the no action
alternative is not a removal or remedial action (CERCLA Section 121[e], 42 U.S.C. §
9621[e]). CERCLA Section 121 (42 U.S.C. § 9621) cleanup standards for selection of a
Superfund remedy, including the requirement to meet ARARs, are not triggered by the no
action alternative (U.S. EPA 1991b). Therefore, a discussion of compliance with action-
specific ARARs is not appropriate for this alternative.

A4.2 ALTERNATIVE 3 — MNA AND ICs

For Alternative 3, MNA would be performed in association with ICs. Groundwater
monitoring would demonstrate that contaminant levels in groundwater at IR Site 27 are
being reduced over time through naturally occurring processes. A long-term groundwater
monitoring program, including periodic reviews, would be implemented to track plume
migration and cleanup progress. ICs would be implemented to prohibit domestic use of
groundwater and any actions that would interfere with MNA until the Navy and
regulatory agencies agree that risks associated with impacted groundwater are acceptable.

A4.2.1 MNA

MNA would involve collecting and analyzing groundwater samples from existing on-site
monitoring wells within the source areas and the downgradient migration pathways of the
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plume. Groundwater levels would be measured in the wells to confirm groundwater flow
patterns and gradients. The extent of the VOC plume was defined in the RI, so no
additional monitoring wells or groundwater investigations are included under this
alternative. The objective of future monitoring efforts would be to verify that natural

attenuation is continuing,.

A4.2.1.1 POTENTIAL GROUNDWATER MONITORING ARARs

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 potential ARARs and not
the detection or evaluation monitoring requirements (U.S. EPA 1988a). 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 is not a
potentially hazardous waste (see Section Al.4). 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 potentially relevant and appropriate ARARs. Therefore, the substantive
provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.100(d) have been determined
to be potentially relevant and appropriate ARARs for IR Site 27. The substantive
provistons of the general monitoring system requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §
66264.97(b)(1)(A) and (D), (2), (4), (5), (6) and (7), and (e) have also been identified as
potentially relevant and appropriate requirements for the monitoring at IR Site 27. The
concentration limits for groundwater monitoring are identified as chemical-specific

ARARs in Section A2.2.1.1.

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.90(c)(1) and (c)(2) state that after closure of the
regulated unit, the monitoring regulations apply during the post-closure care period under
§ 66264.117 unless: 1) the regulated unit has been in compliance with the water quality
protection standard for a period of 3 consecutive years, and 2) all waste, waste residues,
contaminated containment system components, contaminated subsoils and all other
contaminated geologic materials are removed or decontaminated at closure. Cal. Code
Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.10 defines “decontaminate” as “to make free of wastes that are

hazardous.”

Once all RCRA hazardous waste is removed or decontaminated at closure (“clean
closure™), the groundwater monitoring needs only to show compliance for 3 years.

Once corrective action monitoring is completed, if waste still remains in soil at IR Site 27,
the substantive post-closure monitoring requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22,
§ 66264.117(b)(1)(A) and (b)(2)(A) may be potential ARARs. These provisions require
that for closed facilities with hazardous waste left in place, groundwater monitoring must
continue for a period of time sufficient to protect human health and the environment. For
facilities with waste left in place, these requirements may be relevant and appropriate

when determined not to be applicable.
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A4.2.1.2 IDENTIFICATION AND MANAGEMENT OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS
WASTES !

Substantive RCRA requirements for identification and management of solid and
hazardous wastes are potential federal action-specific ARARs identified for MNA.
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 detérmine
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. 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. A further description of disposal
requirements is included in the main text of this FS Report.

The substantive provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66262.34 regulations for waste
accumulation are potential 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 potentially applicable if the wastes are

classified as hazardous. v

The container storage units for which requirements are discussed above may be defined as
temporary units under Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.553. A temporary unit is allowed to
operate for up to 1 year (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.553[d]). A 1-year extension may be
allowed if continued operation of the unit is necessary to ensure timely and efficient
implementation of corrective actions at the facility and if the unit will continue to be
protective of human health and the environment (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.553[¢]).
For temporary tanks and container storage areas used for treatment or storage of hazardous
remediation wastes during corrective action activities, a design, operating, or closure standard
applicable to such units may be replaced by alternative requirements that are protective of
human health or the environment (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.553[a]). The unit must be
located within the facility boundary and used only for treatment or storage of remediation
waste (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.553[b]). When alternative standards are being
established, the following must be considered (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.553([c]):

o length of operating time

e type of unit

e volume of waste

e physical and chemical characteristics of the waste
e potential for releases from the unit

e hydrogeological and other relevant environmental conditions at the facility that
may influence the migration of potential releases
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e potential for exposure of humans and environmental receptors if releases were to
occur from the unit

The substantive provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.553(a), (b), (c), (d), and
(e) regulations are potentially applicable ARARs for setting alternative requirements for
the temporary container storage areas.

The wastewater generated will be contained and handled in accordance with substantive
provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §§ 66262.34, 66264.171-178, and/or 66264.553(a),
(b), (c), (d), and (e) regulations as potential ARARs until test results indicate that the
waste is not hazardous.

A422 ICs

The objective of ICs for Alternative 3 would be to prohibit domestic use of groundwater
and any actions that would interfere with MNA. The actual ICs to be employed would be
established in the ROD and subsequent remedial design/remedial action documentation.
The Navy would use its policy entitled Principles and Procedures for Specifying,
Monitoring and Enforcement of Land-Use Controls and Other Post-ROD Actions for
specifying and implementing ICs for this alternative. ICs would be included in both
Navy deeds of conveyance and in Covenant to Restrict Use of Property agreements with
DTSC entered into pursuant to the March 2000 Memorandum of Agreement between the

Navy and DTSC.

A4.3 ALTERNATIVE 4A - 1SB SOURCE AREA TREATMENT, MNA,
AND ICs

Alternative 4A would employ anaerobic in situ bioremediation (ISB) technology to
accelerate VOC contaminant mass removal in the two areas of highest VOC
concentrations in the IR Site 27 plume. Hydrogen Release Compound (HRC) would be
injected into the source area aquifer zone by direct-push methods to accelerate reductive

dechlorination. :
Groundwater confirmation sampling would be performed to document the reduction in

contaminant concentrations and assess the progress of MNA after HRC injection. ICs
would be implemented in the same manner as for Alternative 3 in Section A4.2.2.

A4.3.1 ISB Source Area Treatment

The direct-push technology for injecting the HRC is expected to generate some waste soil
and decontamination water. As with Alternative 3 (Section A4.2), these wastes would be
handled in accordance with substantive provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22,
§§ 66262.34, 66264.171-178, and/or 66264.553(a), (b), (c), (d), and (e) regulations as
potential ARARSs until test results indicate that the waste is not hazardous.
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A4.3.2 MNAandICs

Potential ARARs for MNA and ICs for Alternative 4A would be the same as those identified
for Alternative 3 in Section A4.2.

- A4.4 ALTERNATIVE 6A - ISCO SOURCE AREA TREATMENT, MNA,
AND ICs |

Alternative 6A is included to evaluate the opportunity to accelerate the reduction of
contaminant concentrations in the two source areas by using in situ chemical remediation
technology that would be performed in association with MNA and ICs. With Alternative
6A, ISCO would be used as a technology for contaminant mass reduction in the two
source areas. Using this process, dilute 12-percent stabilized hydrogen peroxide would
be injected into the two source areas. The peroxide is followed by the injection of a
chelated iron catalyst. It is expected that the reagent and catalyst would be injected using
a similar direct-push method to that described for Alternative 4A in Section A4.3.

Groundwater confirmation sampling would be performed to document contaminant
reductions and assess the progress of MNA after ISCO.

A4.4.1 ISCO Source Area Treatment

The direct-push injection of the chemicals is expected to generate some decontamination
water and debris. As with Alternative 3 (Section A4.2), these wastes will be handled in
accordance with substantive provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §§ 66262.34,
66264.171-178, and/or 66264.553(a), (b), (c), (d), and (e) regulations as potential
ARARs until test results indicate that the waste is not hazardous.

A4.4.2 MNA andICs

Potential ARARs for MNA and ICs fbr Alternative 6A would be similar to those identified
for Alternative 3 in Section A4.2.

A4.5 ALTERNATIVE 6B — SITEWIDE ISCO TREATMENT AND
GROUNDWATER CONFIRMATION SAMPLING

For Alternative 6B, ISCO would be used to aggressively treat the entire IR Site 27 plume
to reduce VOC concentrations to MCL-equivalent levels, allowing for unrestricted use.
The In-Situ Oxidative Technologies, Inc., chemical oxidation process assumed for
Alternative 6A would be employed under Alternative 6B to treat the entire 11-acre
plume. Groundwater sampling would be conducted for 2 years to document the reduction
in contaminant concentrations after sitewide ISCO treatment.

Potential ARARs associated with ISCO treatment and groundwater sampling under
Alternative 6B are the same as the potential ARARs identified for Alternative 6A in

Section A4.4.
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A4.6 ALTERNATIVE 7 — DYNAMIC CIRCULATION SOURCE AREA
TREATMENT, MNA, AND ICs ;

Alternative 7 is included to evaluate an innovative source area treatment technology to
reduce contaminant concentrations using a proprietary well technology (Dynamic
Subsurface Circulation) in association with MNA and ICs. The circulation well design
utilizes soil vapor extraction, in-well air stripping using a circulation pump and spray
system, and in-well air sparging. 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. This alternative combines in-well air sparging, in-
well air stripping, soil vapor extraction, and dynamic groundwater circulation to remove
VOCs from soil, soil gas, and groundwater. This alternative includes trenching to run
underground pipes for the treatment technology.

Groundwater confirmation sampling would be performed to document the reduction in
contaminant concentrations during and after treatment and to assess the progress of MNA
after source area treatment. The same ICs described for Alternative 4 would be applied
to this alternative until the Navy and regulatory agencies agree that risks associated with
impacted groundwater are acceptable.

A4.6.1 Dynamic Circulation Source Area Treatment

This alternative includes well installation and trenching that could produce soil and
groundwater waste. As with Alternative 3 (Section A4.2), these wastes would be handled
in accordance with substantive provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §§ 66262.34,
66264.171-178, and/or 66264.553(a), (b), (c), (d), and (e) regulations as potential
ARARs until test results indicate that the waste is not hazardous. Larger amounts of soil
may be stockpiled in staging piles in accordance with substantive provisions of 40 C.F.R.
§ 264.554 regulations as potential ARARs. Since the Navy has determined that the soil
and groundwater are not potentially hazardous, these requirements are not potential
ARARs. However, these requirements have been determined to be potentially relevant
and appropriate for on-site handling until the results of characterization indicate no

hazardous waste.

The staging pile requirements at 40 C.F.R. § 264.554 are potentially applicable for the
area where soils may exceed hazardous waste limits. For other soil wastes that might be
generated, these requirements may be relevant and appropriate. These requirements
allow temporary storage and treatment of remediation wastes without triggering LDRs.
The staging pile regulations consist of the performance and technical standards for
staging piles (40 C.F.R. § 264.554[d][1][i-ii] and [d][2]); staging pile requirements for
reactive, ignitable, and incompatible wastes (40 C.F.R. § 264.554[e-f]); and closure
requirements for staging piles (40 C.F.R. § 264.554[j]-[k]). A staging pile may be
designated for temporary (up to 2 years or more, based on the necessity to assure timely
and efficient implementation of remedial actions [40 C.F.R. § 264.554{i}{2}]) treatment
or storage of solid, nonflowing remediation wastes. The RCRA LDRs, the landfill
minimum technology requirements, and the waste pile permitting requirements are not
applicable to staging piles for RCRA hazardous wastes.
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The staging pile regulations also require that the unit facilitate a remedy that is reliable,
effective, and protective (40 C.F.R. § 264.554[d][1][I]) and be designed using appropriate
measures (e.g., liners, covers, run-on/runoff controls, groundwater monitoring systems)
to prevent or minimize releases and cross-media transfers of hazardous wastes and
constituents (40 C.FR. § 264.554[d][1]{ii]). For units located in a previously
contaminated area of the facility, all remediation wastes, contaminated containment
system components, structures, and equipment that are contaminated with wastes or
leachate must be removed or decontaminated within 180 days after the operating term of
the staging pile expires (40 C.F.R. § 264.554[j]). In addition, contaminated subsurface
soils must be decontaminated. For units located on uncontaminated areas of the facility,
within 180 days following expiration of the operating term, the staging pile must be
closed in accordance with waste pile closure requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22,
§ 66264.258(a) or § 66265.258(a) and the closure performance standards at Cal. Code
Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.111 or § 66265.111 for permitted and interim status facilities,
respectively (40 C.F.R. § 264.554[k]). In summary, substantive provisions of 40 C.F.R.
§ 264.554(d)(1)(i-i1) and (d)(2), (e), (), (h), (1), (§), and (k) requirements are potentially
relevant and appropriate even if they are determined not to be applicable. :

The substantive site-closure requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.111(a) and
(b) are potentially relevant and appropriate requirements for the staging piles. In
addition, the substantive closure requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.114 and
§ 66264.258(a) pertaining to disposal and decontamination of equipment are potentially
relevant and appropriate for closure of the staging piles.

Because there may be fugitive emissions during excavation activities, substantive
provisions of the following BAAQMD requirements were identified as potential ARARs:
Regulation 6, Sections 6-301, 6-302 and 6-305. The remedial action will include
engineering controls to minimize dust levels.

Further air requirements for air stripping and soil vapor extraction are at BAAQMD
Regulation 8, Rule 47. The substantive provisions of Section 8-47-301 requirements are
potentially applicable state ARARs for emissions from the Alternative 7 treatment
operations because TCE in groundwater is one of the regulated parameters. The
substantive provisions of this requirement are to reduce emissions by 90 percent for air
stripping and soil vapor extraction operations. Other sections of the rule were determined

not to be ARARs.

A4.6.2 MNA and ICs

Potential ARARs for MNA and ICs would be the same as those identified for
Alternative 3 in Section A4.2.
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SUMMARY

Controlling potential ARARs have been identified for IR Site 27 in this appendlx for each
medium, location, and proposed remedial action alternative.

A5.1 POTENTIAL CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs

The potential chemical-specific ARARs are summarized by medium in Section A2.1.
The substantive provisions of the following requirements were identified as potential
chemical-specific ARARs for the site:

e RCRA hazardous waste characterization at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.21,
66261.22(a)(1), 66261.23, 66261.24(a)(1), 66261.100 for characterizing waste
water and debris generated during remedial actions

¢ Non-RCRA hazardous waste characterization at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22,

§ 66261.22(a)(3) and (4), 66261.24(a)(2)—(a)(8), 66261.101, and
66261.3(a)(2)(C) or 66261.3()(2)[F)

e RCRA groundwater protection standards at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22,
§66264.94(a)(1), (a)(3), (c), (d), and (e); the lowest achievable concentrations
determined to be technologically and economically feasible are the MCLs for
the inland groundwater and risk- based concentrations for the shoreline
groundwater

e alternative concentration limits in CERCLA Section 121(d)(2)(B)(ii) (42 U.S.C.
§ 9621[d][2][B][ii]) (for surface water)

e water quality standards in the NTR and CTR (40 C.F.R. § 131.36 and 131.38)

o Porter-Cologne Act (Cal. Water Code §§ 13241, 13243, 13263[a], 13269, and
13360)

¢ Basin Plan, Chapters 2 and 3 (Beneficial Uses and WQOs), except that the
beneficial uses for the shoreline groundwater are not potential ARARs

¢ SWRCB Res. 88-63
e Toxics Standards SIP, Sections 1.3 and 1.4

e federal MCLGs for cis- and trans-1,2-DCE at 40 C.F.R. §141.50(a); federal MCLs
for PCE, TCE, and arsenic at 40 CF.R. § 141.61(a); and state MCLs for cis- and
trans-1,2-DCE, 1,1-DCA, and vinyl chloride at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §64444
(MCLs and MCLGs are potential ARARSs for inland groundwater only)

A5.2 POTENTIAL LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs

The potential location-specific ARARs are summarized in Section A3.1. No
archaeological or historic data have been identified at IR Site 27. The site is not located
within a wetland or floodplain. Furthermore, IR Site 27 does not contain any designated
hydrologic resources. Therefore, no potential cultural, wetlands protection, floodplain
management, or hydrologic resources ARARs were identified.
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A5.3

No native or natural habitat occurs or is expected to occur at IR Site 27. The barren
habitat (bare soil and paved parking area) at the site geperally offers little value to
wildlife; it may serve as a corridor between other habitats or as a place of brief resting,
but it is not a significant place of shelter. The proposed Alameda National Wildlife
Refuge is located approximately 3,100 feet west of IR Site 27. Remedial actions at the
site would not impact this refuge. The substantive provisions of the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. §§ 703-712) regulations are the only potential biological
resource ARARs for the remedial actions at IR Site 27.

Since IR Site 27 is adjacent to the Seaplane Lagoon, the substantive provisions of the
CZMA (16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1464, 15 C.F.R. § 930) regulations are potential coastal
resource ARARs for the site. .

There are no known faults at or in the vicinity of IR Site 27. The nearest active fault is
the Hayward Fault, which is about 6.5 miles east of Alameda Point. No potential
geologic characteristics ARARs were identified. '

POTE‘NTIAL ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs

The following seven groundwater remedial alternatives were evaluated for IR Site 27 in
this FS Report:

e 1 -—no action

e 3 -~MNA and ICs

e 4A —ISB Source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

® 6A - ISCO source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

e 6B - sitewide ISCO treatment and groundwater confirmation sampling

e 7 —dynamic circulation source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

No ARARs were identified for the no action alternative.

No ARARs have been identified for the use of ICs at IR Site 27. However, the Navy will
use its policy entitled Principles and Procedures for Specifying, Monitoring and
Enforcement of Land Use Controls and Other Post-ROD Actions (Attachment B to the
FS Report) for specifying and implementing ICs. ICs would be included in both Navy
deeds of conveyance and in Covenant to Restrict Use of Property agreements with DTSC
entered into pursuant to the March 2000 Memorandum of Agreement between the Navy
and DTSC (Attachment A to the FS Report).

For MNA, the substantive monitoring, requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22,
§ 66264.100(d) and 66264.97(b)(1)(A) and (D), (e)(6), (12)(A) and (12)(B), (13),
and (15) are potentially relevant and appropriate requirements for monitoring the natural
attenuation and other active groundwater treatment at IR Site 27. The monitoring will
continue until the remedial action goals have been maintained for 3 years in accordance

with Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.90(c)(1) and (c)(2).
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Alternatives 3, 4A, 6A, 6B and 7 involve generation of purgewater and other treatment-
related wastes. Alternative 7 involves generation of soil cuttings from well installation
and stockpiled soil from trenching activities. All of these wastes would require
characterization and disposal. RCRA requirements in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22,
§§ 66262.10(a), 66262.11, and 66264.13(a) and (b) for whether wastes should be
classified as hazardous are potentially applicable. The substantive provisions of
§ 66262.34 regulations for waste accumulation are potential action-specific federal
ARARs. Substantive provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.171-178 for
temporary storage of wastes in containers are potentially applicable if the wastes are
classified as hazardous. For temporary container storage areas used for treatment or
storage of hazardous remediation wastes during corrective action activities, the
substantive provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.553(a), (b), (¢), (d), and
(e) regulations are potentially applicable federal ARARs for setting alternative
requirements for the temporary container storage areas.

Because there may be fugitive emissions during excavation activities, the substantive
provisions of the following BAAQMD requirements were identified as potential federal
ARARs: Regulation 6, Sections 6-301, 6-302, and 6-305. The excavation activities will
include engineering controls to minimize dust levels. In addition, the requirements at
BAAQMD Section 8-47-301 are potentially applicable for emissions under the
Alternative 7, which involves treatment using soil vapor extraction and air stripping.

For Alternative 7, in which trenching and well installation spoils may require stockpiling,
substantive staging pile provisions of 40 C.F.R. § 264.554 regulations are potentially
applicable for the area where soils may exceed hazardous waste limits. For other soil
wastes to be generated, substantive provisions of these requirements may be relevant and
appropriate. The substantive site-closure provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §
66264.111(a) and (b) regulations are potentially relevant and appropriate requirements
for the staging piles. In addition, the substantive closure provisions of Cal. Code Regs.
tit. 22, §66264.114 and 66264.258(a) regulations pertaining to disposal and
decontamination of equipment are potentially relevant and appropriate for closure of the

staging piles.
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Table A2-1
Potential ARAR-Based Numerical Criteria for Groundwater COCs
(micrograms per liter)

SHORELINE ‘
GROUNDWATER INLAND GROUNDWATER
CTR*
Human Health
Consumption of -~ Federal Nonzero
Analyte Organisms Federal MCL® MCLG" California MCL*
1,1-dichloroethane — —° — 5
cis-1,2-dichloroethene — 708 ' 70 6
trans-1,2-dichloroethene 140,000 1008 100 10" .
tetrachloroethene 8.85 5f — 5h
trichloroethene 81 5 — 5h
vinyl chloride 525 2 — 0.5°
arsenic — 10 — 50"
Notes:
a

40 C.F.R. § 131.38

40 C.F.R. 141.61(a)

40 C.F.R. 141.50

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §64444

dash indicates that a criterion has not been developed for the analyte
numbers in bold type are the controlling potential ARARs for groundwater
not potential ARARs because there are nonzero MCLGs for these chemicals
not poiential ARARSs because these are not exceeded at the site

T ™t o0 o o0 o

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
ARAR — applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement
Cal. Code Regs. — California Code of Regulations
C.F.R. — Code of Federal Regulations
COC - chemical of concern
CTR ~ California Toxics Rule
MCL — maximum contaminant level
MCLG — maximum contaminant level goal
§ — section
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Potential Federal Chemical-Specific® ARARs by Medium

Table A2-2

Requirement

Prerequisite

Citation®

ARAR
Determination

Comments

GROUNDWATER

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

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

National secondary drinking water
regulations are standards for the
aesthetic qualities of public water
systems (SMCLs).

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

Public water system.

Public water system.

Public water system.

Waste.

Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C., ch. 6A, § 300[f]-300[j]-26)°
40 CF.R. § 141.61(a)

40 CF.R. § 141.50(a)

40C.FR. § 1433

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

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22,
§ 66261.21,
66261.22(a)(1),

exceeds the TCLP maximum 66261.23,
concentrations. 66261.24(a)(1), and
66261.100

Relevant and
appropriate

Relevant and
appropriate

Not an ARAR

Applicable

Not an ARAR for shoreline groundwater that
is not a potential drinking water source.
Substantive provisions are potentially relevant
and appropriate for inland groundwater.

Not an ARAR for shoreline groundwater that
is not a potential drinking water source.
Substantive provisions are potentially relevant
and appropriate for inland groundwater.

SMCLs are federal contaminant levels intended
as guidelines for the states. Because they are not
enforceable, federa’’ SMCLs are not ARARs.

Substantive provisions are potentially
applicable for determining whether waste is
hazardous.
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Table A2-2 (continued)

ARAR
Requirement Prerequisite Citation” Determination Comments
GROUNDWATER (continued)
Groundwater protection standards: A regulated unit that Cal. Code Regs. Relevant and These standards are not “applicable” because
Owners/operators of RCRA treatment, receives or has received tit. 22, § 66264.94,  appropriate IR Site 27 does not contain a RCRA waste
storage, or disposal facilities must hazardous waste before except management unit. However, substantive
comply with conditions in this section July 26, 1982, or 66264.94(a)(1) and provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22,
that are designed to ensure that regulated units that (3), (¢), (d), and (e) § 66264.94(a)(1), (a)(3), (c), (d), and (e) are
hazardous constituents entering the ceased receiving

potentially relevant and appropriate federal
ARARs for groundwater at IR Site 27. The
lowest achievable technologically and

groundwater from a regulated unitdo  hazardous waste prior
not exceed the concentration limits for to July 26, 1982, where

contaminants of concern set forth constituents in or economically feasible concentration criteria are
under Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, derived from the waste MCLs for inland groundwater and risk-based

§ 66264.94 in the uppermost aquifer ~ may pose a threat to concentrations for shoreline groundwater.
underlying the waste management human health or the

area of concern at the POC. environment.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (42 U.S.C,, ch. 103, §§ 9601-9675)°

ACLs using a point of exposure Known or projected CERCLA Not an ARAR Shoreline groundwater already meets RAOs
beyond the facility boundary. points of entry from Section 121(d)(2) (CTR surface water criteria). Therefore, for
groundwater to surface  (B)(ii) remedial action at IR Site 27, ACLs are not
water. 42 US.C.,ch. 103, needed to demonstrate that contaminants in
§ 9621 shoreline groundwater will not cause an
exceedance of surface water criteria in Seapiane
Lagoon.
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Table A2-2 (continued)

Requirement

Prerequisite

ARAR

Citation® Determination

Comments

GROUNDWATER (continued)

National Recommended Water
Quality Criteria (NRWQC).

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

33U.S.C. § 1314(a) Notan ARAR
and 42 U.S.C.

§ 9621(d)(2)

64 Fed. Reg. 19,781

{Aprii 22, 1999)

NRWQC are only potential ARARSs for
groundwater if MCLs are not available. MCLs
are available for the chemicals of concern in
inland groundwater, and shoreline groundwater is
not a potential drinking water source. Therefore
the NRWQC are not petential ARARs.

SURFACE WATER

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

Ensure safety of public water systems;
remedial actions must meet cleanup
standards; MCLGs pertain to known
or anticipated health effects (also
known as recommended MCLs).

National secondary drinking water
regulations are standards for the
aesthetic qualities of public water
systems (SMCLs).

Public water system.

Public water system;

remedial activities
impacting surface
water; surface water
that is a potential
source of drinking
water.

Public water system.

Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C.,, ch. 6A, § 300[f]-300(j1-26)°

40 C.FR. § 141.11, Notan ARAR
excluding

§ 141.11{d)(3),

141.61(a) and (c),

and 141.62(b)

40 CF.R. § 141.50-
141.51

Not an ARAR

40CF.R.§1433 Not an ARAR

Since Seaplane Lagoon and San Francisco Bay
are not existing or potential sources of drinking
water, the MCLs are not potential ARARs.

Since Seaplane Lagoon and San Francisco Bay
are not existing or potential sources of drinking
water, the MCLGs are not potential ARARs.

SMCLs are federal contaminant levels intended as
guidelines for the states. Because they are not
enforceable, federal SMCLs are not ARARs.
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Table A2-2 (continued)

Requirement Prerequisite

ARAR

Citation® Determination

Comments

SURFACE WATER (continued)

Rule.

Effluent limitations that meet
technology-based requirements,

NRWQC.

Discharges to
groundwater and to
including BCPCT and BAT to the waters of the United
extent economically achievable. States.

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

Water quality standards. National Discharges to waters of 40 C.F.R. Applicable
Toxics Rule and California Toxics the United States.

§ 131.36(b) and
131.38

33 US.C,,ch. 26, Applicable
§ 1311(b)(2)
(CWA § 301[b])

33 US.C. §1314(a) Notan ARAR
and 42 U.S.C.

§ 9621(d)(2)

64 Fed. Reg. 19,781

(April 22, 1999)

Substantive provisions are potentially applicable for
potential discharges to Seaplane L.agoon or the San
Francisco Bay.

Substantive provisions are potentially applicable for
potential discharges to the Oakland Inner Harbor
or the San Francisco Bay.

Since California has water quality standards that
are the same as the standards of the NRWQC for
the chemicals of concern, there is no reason to
use the NRWQC. Therefore, the NRWQC are
not potential ARARs. '

SOIL

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

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C., ch. 82, §§ 6901-6991[i])°
Defines RCRA hazardous waste. A Waste.

Cal. Code Regs. Applicable
tit. 22, § 66261.21,
66261.22(a)(1),

66261.23,

66261.24(a)(1), and

66261.100

Substantive provisions are potentially applicable
for determining whether waste is hazardous.
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Table A2-2 (continued)

Notes:
2 many potential action-specific ARARs contain chemical-specific limitations and are addressed in the action-specific ARAR tables
only the substantive provisions of the requirements cited in this table are potential ARARs
statutes and policies and their citations are provided as headings to identify general categories of potential ARARs for the convenience of the
reader; listing the statutes and policies does not indicate that the DON accepts the statutes or policies in their entirety as potential ARARs;

specific potential ARARs are addressed in the table below each general heading; only pertinent substantive requirements of the specific
citations are considered potential ARARs

b
c

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
ACL — alternative concentration limit
ARAR - applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement
BAT — best available technology
BCPCT - best conventional pollution control technology
Cal. Code Regs. — California Code of Regulations
CERCLA — Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
C.F.R. — Code of Federal Regulations
ch. — chapter
CWA — Clean Water Act
DON - Department of the Navy
Fed. Reg. — Federal Register
IR — Installation Restoration (Program)
MCL — maximum contaminant level
MCLG — maximum contaminant level goal
NRWQC — National Recommended Water Quality Criteria
NAAQS — National Ambient Air Quality Standards (primary and secondary)
PCB - polychlorinated biphenyl
POC — point of compliance
ppm — parts per miliion
RCRA — Resource Conservation and Recovery Act B
§ — section
SMCL — secondary maximum contaminant level
TCLP — toxicity characteristic leaching procedure
tit. — title
U.S.C. - United States Code
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Table A2-3

Potential State Chemical-Specific ARARs® by Medium

Requirement

Prerequisite

ARAR

Citation® Determination

Comments

GROUNDWATER and SURFACE WATER

Cal/EPA Department of Toxic Substances Control®

Definition of non-RCRA hazardous waste. Waste.

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

Public water
system.

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. Code Regs. tit. 22,

§ 66261.22(a)(3) and (4),
§ 66261.24(a)(2)(a)(8),
§ 66261.101,

§ 66261.3(a)(2)(O), or

§ 66261.3(a)2)(F)

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22,
§ 64444

Applicable

Relevant and
appropriate

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

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

Applicable

_ does not agree that the Cal. Water Code

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

Inland groundwater is a potential source of
drinking water and for cis- and
trans-1,2-DCE, 1,1-DCA, and vinyl
chioride; the state MCLs are potentially
relevant and appropriate because they are
more stringent than federal MCLs. Not an
ARAR for shoreline groundwater, which

is not considered a current or potential
future source of drinking water.

The Navy accepts the substantive
provisions of §§ 13241, 13243, 13263(a),
13269, and 13360 of the Cal. Water Code
(the Porter-Cologne Act enabling
legislation), as implemented through the
beneficial uses, WQOs, waste discharge
requirements, and promulgated policies of
the Basin Plan for the San Francisco Bay
Basin, as potential ARARs. The U.S. EPA

sections are ARARSs because they are not
requirements in themselves. See Section
A2.2.1.2 for further discussion.
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Table A2-3 (continued)

Requirement

Prerequisite

ARAR
Citation” Determination

Comments

GROUNDWATER AND SURFACE WATER (continued)

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.

Establishes the policy that high-quality waters of
the state ““shall be maintained to the maximum
extent possible” consistent with the “maximum
benefit to the people of the State.” It provides
that whenever the existing quality of water is
better than that required by applicable water
quality policies, such existing high-quality water
will be maintained until it has been demonstrated

to the state that any change will be consistent with

maximum benefit to the people of the state, will
not unreasonably affect present and anticipated
beneficial use of such water, and will not result in
water quality less than that prescribed in the
policies. It also states that any activity that
produces or may produce a waste or increased
volume or concentration of waste and that

Cal. Water Code, div. 7, Not an ARAR
§ 13304
Comprehensive Water Applicable

Quality Control Plan for
the San Francisco Bay
Basin (Basin Plan) (Cal.
Water Code § 13240)

Statement of Policy With Not an ARAR
Respect to Maintaining

High Quality of Waters in

California, SWRCB

Res. 68-16

Section 13304 does not constitute an
ARAR because it does not itself establish
or contain substantive environmental
“standards, requirements, criteria or
limitations” (CERCLA Section 121) and is
not in itself directive in intent. In addition,
§ 13304 is not more stringent than the
substantive requirements of the potential
federal ARARs identified in Table A2-1.

Substantive requirements pertaining to
beneficial uses and WQQOs are potential
state ARARs for the surface water and
groundwater components of this response
action. The beneficial uses for
groundwater are not potential ARARSs for
the shoreline groundwater. See Section
A2.2.2 for discussion.

The Navy’s position is that SWRCB Res.
68-16 and 92-49 do not constitute
chemical-specific ARARs 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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Table A2-3 (continued)

Requirement

Prerequisite

ARAR

Citation® Determination

Comments

GROUNDWATER AND SURFACE WATER (continued)

discharges or proposes to discharge to existing
high-quality waters will be required to meet
waste-discharge requirements that will result in
the best practicabie treatment or control of the
discharge.

Describes requirements for RWQCB oversight
of investigation and cleanup and abatement
activities resulting from discharges of
hazardous substances. RWQCB may decide on
cleanup and abatement goals and objectives for
the protection of water quality and beneficial
uses of water within each region. Establishes
criteria for “containment zones” where cleanup
to established water quality goals is not
economically or technically practicable.

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.

Policies and Procedures
for Investigation and
Cleanup and Abatement
of Discharges under Cal.
Water Code § 13304,
SWRCB Res. 92-49

Not an ARAR

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

Applicable

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

Applicable

The Navy’s position is that SWRCB
Res. 68-16 and 92-49 do not constitute
chemical-specific ARARs because they
are state requirements and are not more
stringent than federal ARAR provisions
of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94,

Substantive provisions are potentially
applicable for determining drinking
water sources. Shoreline groundwater at
IR Site 27 is not a current or potential
future drinking water source. The inland
groundwater is a potential source of
drinking water.

Substantive provisions are potentially
applicable for discharges into Seaplane
Lagoon or the San Francisco Bay.
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Table A2-3 (continued)

waste, and inert waste.

§§ 20210, 20220, and
20230

ARAR
Requirement Prerequisite Citation” Determination Comments
SOIL

Cal/EPA Department of Toxic Substances Control°
Definition of non-RCRA hazardous waste. Waste. Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, Applicable Substantive provisions are potentially

§ 66261.22(a)(3) and applicable for determining whether a

(4), 66261.24(a)(2)~ waste is a non-RCRA hazardous waste.

(a)(8), 66261.101,

66261.3(a)}(2)(C),or

66261.3(a)(2)(F)
Establishes concentration limits for cleanup Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, Not an ARAR Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 2550(a) addresses
actions, including groundwater, surface water, §§ 2550(a); 2550.4(d), the general applicability of other standards
and the unsaturated zones for hazardous waste (e), and (f) in Chapter 15 and does not contain
at background. Allows a higher cleanup limit standards itself. Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23,
(but not to exceed MCLs) if background is not § 2550.4(d), (e), and (f), and § 2550.5 are
technically or economically achievable. not more stringent than federal ARARs at

_ Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94.

Definitions of designated waste, nonhazardous Cal. Code Regs. tit. 27, Applicable Substantive provisions are potentially

applicable for ciassifying waste and
determining ARAR status of other
requirements.

Notes:
a

b
c

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

statutes and policies, and their citations, are provided as headings to identify general categories of potential ARARs for the convenience of the

reader; listing the statutes and policies does not indicate that the DON accepts the statutes or policies in their entirety as potential ARARS;
specific potential ARARs are addressed in the table below each general heading; only pertinent substantive requirements of specific citations

are considered potential ARARs
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Table A2-3 (continued)

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
ARAR — applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement
BAAQMD — Bay Area Quality Management District
Cal. Code Regs. — California Code of Regulations
Cal/EPA - California Environmental Protection Agency
Cal. Water Code — California Water Code
CERCLA — Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
div. — division
DON — Department of the Navy
gpd — gallons per day
IR — Installation Restoration (Program)
MCL — maximum contaminant level
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
SWRCB - (California) State Water Resources Control Board
TDS - total dissolved solids
tit. — titie
Toxics Standards SIP — Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California
VOC - volatile organic compound
WQO -~ water quality objective
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Table A3-1
Potential Federal Location-Specific ARARs

would be required if
significant archaeological
ot historical data were
found on-site. The
responsible official or
Secretary of the Interior is
authorized to undertake
data recovery and
preservation.

program where action
may cause irreparable
harm, loss, or destruction
of significant artifacts.

ARAR
Location Requirement Prerequisite Citation® Determination Comments

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as Amended (16 U.S.C. § 470-470x-6)"
Historic project Action to preserve Property included in or 16 US.C. Not an ARAR No historic properties, sites, buildings,
owned or controiled historic properties; eligible for the National § 470-470x-6 or landmarks are located within IR
by federal agency planning of action to Register of Historic 36 C.FR. pt. Site 27.

minimize harm to Places. 800

properties listed on or

eligible for listing on the 206(;51}21))

National Register of 30K

Historic Places.
Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. § 469—469c-1)b
Within area where Construction on previously ~ Regulated alteration of 16 US.C. Not an ARAR No archaeological or historic data
action may cause undisturbed land would terrain caused as a result § 469-469¢-1 have been identified at IR Site 27.
irreparable harm, require an archaeological of a federal construction 40 C.ER.
loss, or destruction of  survey of the area. Data project or federally § 6.301(c)
significant artifacts recovery and preservation licensed activity or
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Table A3-1 (continued)

ARAR
Location Requirement Prerequisite Citation® Determination Comments
Historic Sites, Buildings, and Antiquities Act of 1935 (16 U.S.C. §8 461—467)°
Historic sites Avoid undesirable Areas designated as 16 US.C. Not an ARAR No historic properties, sites, buildings,
impacts on landmarks. historic sites. 8§ 461-467 or landmarks are located within IR
40 CER. Site 27.
§ 6.301(c)
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, as Amended (16 U.S.C. § 4702a—-470mm)"
Archaeological Prohibits unauthorized Archaeological resources  Pub. L. Not an ARAR No archaeological or historic data
resources on federal excavation, removal, on federal land. No. 96-95 have been identified at IR Site 27.
land damage, alteration, or 16 US.C.
defacement of § 470aa—470mm
archaeological resources )
located on public lands
unless such action is
conducted pursuant to a
_permit.
Exec. Order No. 11990, Protection of Wetlands®
Wetland Action to minimize the Wetland as defined 40 C.F.R. Not an ARAR IR Site 27 is not located within a
destruction, loss, or by Exec. Order No. § 6.302(a) wetland area. The nearest wetland
degradation of wetlands. 11990 § 7. area (runway wetland area) is located
to the northeast of the site. Remedial
actions at IR Site 27 would not impact
any wetland areas. -
Exec. Order No. 11988, Floodplain Management”
Within floodplain Actions taken should avoid Action that will occurina 40 C.F.R. Not an ARAR IR Site 27 is not located within a
adverse effects, minimize  floodplain (i.e., lowlands)  § 6.302(b) floodplain.
potential harm, and restore  and relatively flat areas
and preserve natural and adjoining inland and
beneficial values. coastal waters and other
flood-prone areas.
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03/21/06 10:12 AM Iw ki\word processing\reports\cto-069\site 27\fs\draft finahappendix avtable a3-1.doc



Table A3-1 (continued)

ARAR
Location Requirement Prerequisite Citation® Determination Comments
Clean Water Act of 1977, as Amended, Section 404 (33 U.S.C. § 1344)°
Wetland Action to prohibit Wetland as defined by 33 US.C. Not an ARAR Discharge of dredged or fill material
discharge of dredged or Exec. Order No. 11990 § 1344 to a wetland is not planned as part of
fill material into wetland §7. the remedial actions at IR Site 27.
without permit.
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901-6991[i])"
Within 100-year Facility must be designed, RCRA hazardous waste; Cal. Code Regs.  Not an ARAR IR Site 27 is not located within a
floodplain constructed, operated, and  treatment, storage, or tit 22, floodplain.
maintained to avoid disposal of hazardous § 66264.18(b)
washout. waste.
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1271-1287)"
Within area affecting  Avoid taking or assisting  Activities that affect or 16 US.C. Not an ARAR No wild, scenic, or recreational rivers
national wild, scenic,  in action that will have may affect any of the §§ 1271-1287 are at or in the vicinity of IR Site 27.
or recreational river direct adverse effect on rivers specified in
scenic river, 16 U.S.C. §1276(a).
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 661-666¢)°
Area affecting stream  Action taken should Diversion, channeling, or 16 U.S.C. § 662  Not an ARAR Remedial actions at IR Site 27 are not
or other water body protect fish or wildlife. other activity that anticipated to control or modify a
modifies a stream or other stream or other water body.
water body and affects
fish or wildlife.
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. §§ 401-413)" _
Navigable waters Permits required for Activities affecting 33 U.S.C. §403 Not an ARAR The IR Site 27 remedial actions would

structures or work in or
affecting navigable
waters.

navigable waters.

33CFR.§322

not result in the creation of any
obstruction to the navigable capacity
of any of the waters of the United
States.
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Table A3-1 (continued)

of native migratory birds ~ birds.
in the U.S. from

unregulated “take,” which

can include poisoning at
hazardous waste sites.

appropriate

ARAR
Location Requirement Prerequisite Citation" Determination Comments
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1543)"
Habitat upon which Federal agencies may not  Determination of effect 16 US.C Not an ARAR There are no known critical habitats
endangered species jeopardize the continued upon endangered or § 1536(a), for threatened or endangered species
or threatened species  existence of any listed threatened species or its MH()(B) present within IR Site 27. The future
depend species or cause the habitat. Critical habitat site of the Alameda National Wildlife
destruction or adverse upon which endangered Refuge is located west-northwest of
modification of critical species or threatened IR Site 27, and it would not be affected
habitat. The Endangered  species depend. by the remedial actions at the site.
Species Committee may
grant an exemption for
agency action if
reasonable mitigation and
enhancement measures
such as propagation,
transplantation, and
habitat acquisition and
improvement are
implemented.
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. §§ 703-712)°
Migratory bird area Protects almost all species  Presence of migratory 16 US.C.§703  Relevant and Substantive provisions are potentially

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 littie
value to wildlife. However, it may
serve as a corridor between other
habitats or as a place of brief resting
for migratory birds.
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Table A3-1 (continued)

ARAR
Location Requirement Prerequisite Citation” Determination Comments
Marine Mammal Protection Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1361-1421h)°
Marine mammal area  Protects any marine Presence of marine 16 US.C. Not an ARAR Although IR Site 27 is adjacent to

mammal in the U.S,, mammals. § 1372(a)(2)
except as provided by

international treaties,

from unregulated “take.”

Seaplane Lagoon, remedial activities
at the site would not involve the
capture, possession, transport, or sale
of any marine mammals or marine
mammal products.

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976, as Amended (16 U.S.C. §§ 1801-1882)"

Fishery under Provides for conservation  Presence of managed 16 US.C. Not an ARAR Although IR Site 27 is adjacent to

management and management of fisheries. §§ 1801-1882 Seaplane Lagoon, remedial activities
specified fisheries within at the site would not impact any
specified fishery managed fishery resources.
conservation zones. ‘

National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. § 668dd—668ce)’

Wildlife refuge “No person shall take any Area designated as partof 16 U.S.C Not an ARAR There is no wildlife refuge present in
animal or plant from any National Wildlife Refuge  § 668dd-668ee IR Site 27. The future site of the
national wildlife refuge, System. Substantive ‘Alameda National Wildlife Refuge is
except as authorized provisions of located west-northwest of IR Site 27
under 50 C.F.R. § 27.51. 50 C.FR. and would not be affected by the
The disposing or §27.11-27.97 remedial actions at the site.
dumping of wastes is ’
prohibited.

Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1131-1136)"

Wilderness area Area must be Federally owned area 16 US.C. Not an ARAR Neither Alameda Point nor IR Site 27
administered in such a designated as wilderness §§ 1131-1136 is a federally owned wilderness area.
manner as will leave it area. 50 CFR. :
unimpaired as wilderness § 35.1-35.14
and preserve its
wilderness character.
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Table A3-1 (continued)

formation,
underground mine, or
cave

noncontainerized or bulk
liquid hazardous waste
prohibited.

placement.

tit. 22,
§ 66264.18(¢c)

ARAR
Location Requirement Prerequisite Citation” Determination Comments
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1464)°
Within coastal zone Conduct activities in a Activities affecting the 16 US.C. Relevant and The CZMA specificaily excludes
manner consistent with coastal zone including § 1456(c) appropriate federal lands from the coastal zone
approved state lands thereunder and 15C.F.R. § 930 (16 US.C. § 1453[1]). Therefore, the
management programs. adjacent shore land. CZMA is not potentially applicable to
IR Site 27. Substantive provisions of
the CZMA will be evaluated as
potentially 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. See Table A3-2 summarizing
potential state location-specific
B ARARs.
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 69()1—6991[i])b
Within 61 meters New treatment, storage, or RCRA hazardous waste; Cal. Code Regs. Not an ARAR IR Site 27 is not located within 61
(200 feet) of a fault disposal of hazardous treatment, storage, or tit. 22, meters of a Holocene fault.
displaced in Holocene waste prohibited. disposal of hazardous § 66264.18(a)
time waste.
Within salt dome Placement of RCRA hazardous waste; Cal. Code Regs.  Not an ARAR No discharge is proposed to a salt dome

formation, a salt bed formation,
underground mines, or caves as part of
the remedial actions at IR Site 27.
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Table A3-1 (continued)

Notes:
a

. only the substantive provisions of the requirements cited in this table are potential ARARs

statutes and policies, and their citations, are provided as headings to identify general categories of potential ARARs for the convenience of the
reader; listing the statutes and policies does not indicate that the DON accepts the entire statutes or policies as potential ARARS:; specific potential

ARARs are addressed in the table below each general heading; only substantive requirements of the specific citations are considered potential
ARARs

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
ARAR - applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement
Cal. Code Regs. — California Code of Regulations
C.F.R. - Code of Federal Regulations
CZMA — Coastal Zone Management Act
DON — Department of the Navy
Exec. Order No. — Executive Order Number
FEMA — Federal Emergency Management Agency
IR — Installation Restoration (Program)
pt. — part
Pub. L. No. — Public Law Number s
RCRA - Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
§ — section
tit. — title
U.S. — United States
U.S.C. - United States Code
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Table A3-2

Potential State Location-Specific ARARs

ARAR
Location Requirement Prerequisite Citation” Determination Comments
California Endangered Species Act (Cal. Fish & Game Code §§ 2050-2116)°
Endangered species  No person shall import, export, Threatened or Cal. Fish & Game Not an ARAR There are no known critical
habitat take, possess, or seli any endangered species  Code § 2080 habitats for threatened or
endangered or threatened determination on or endangered species present within
species or part or product before January 1, IR Site 27. The future site for the
thereof. 1985, or a candidate Alameda National Wildlife Refuge
species with proper is located west-northwest of IR
notification. Site 27, and it would not be
affected by the remedial actions at
the site.
California Coastal Act of 1976°
Coast Regulates activities associated ~ Any activity that Cal. Pub. Res. Code Not an ARAR Policies of the California Coastal
with development to control could impact coastal  §§ 30000-30900; Cal. Act are not potentially affected
direct significant impacts on waters and resources. Code Regs. tit. 14, by the proposed actions.
coastal waters and to protect §§ 13001-13666.4
state and national interests in
California coastal resources.
Notes:
? only the substantive provisions of the requirements cited in this table are potential ARARs
® statutes and policies and their citations are provided as headings to identify general categories of potential ARARSs for the convenience of the
reader; listing the statutes and policies does not indicate that the DON accepts the entire body of statutes or policies as potential ARARS;
specific potential ARARSs foilow each general heading; only substantive requirements of the specific citations are considered potential ARARs
Acronyms/Abbreviations:

ARAR - applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement
Cal. Code Regs. — California Code of Regulations

Cal. Fish & Game Code — California Fish and Game Code
Cal. Pub. Res. Code — California Public Resources Code
DON — Department of the Navy

IR — Installation Restoration (Program)

§ — section

tit. — title
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Table A4-1
Potential Federal Action-Specific ARARs

1 - no action

3 —MNA and ICs

4A - ISB source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

6A - ISCO source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

6B - sitewide ISCO treatment and groundwater confirmation sampling
7 — dynamic circulation source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

controls and minimize or eliminate, to the
extent necessary to protect human health
and the environment, postclosure escape

of hazardous waste, hazardous

management facility.

tit. 22,
§ 66264.111(a)
and (h)

ARAR
Determination
Action Requirement Prerequisite Citation A RA TBC Comments
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901-6991[i])*
On-site waste  Person who generates waste shall Generator of waste. Cal. Code Regs. 3, Substantive provisions are
generation determine if that waste is a hazardous tit. 22, 4A, potentially applicable for any
waste. § 66262.10(a), 6A, zxcavated soils, soil cuttings, or
66262.11 6B, 7 wastewater that is generated.
Requirements for analyzing waste for Generator of waste. Cal. Code Regs. 3, Substantive provisions are
determining whether waste is hazardous. tit. 22, 4A, potentially applicable for any
§ 66264.13(a) 6A, excavated soils, soil cuttings, or
and (b) 6B, 7 wastewater that is generated.
Hazardous On-site hazardous waste accumulation is  Accumulate hazardous Cal. Code Regs. 3,4A, Substantive provisions are
waste allowed for up to 90 days as long as the waste. tit. 22, § 66262.34 0A, potentially relevant and
accumulation waste is stored in containers in 6B, 7 appropriate for temporary
accordance with § 66262.171-178 or in storage of excavated soils, soil
tanks, on drip pads, inside buildings, and cuttings, or wastewater.
is labeled and dated.
Site closure Minimize the need for further maintenance Hazardous waste Cal. Code Regs. 7 Substantive provisions are

potentially relevant and
appropriate for closure of
staging piles used for temporary
storage of excavated soils for

constituents, leachate, contaminated
rainfall or runoff, or waste decomposition
products to groundwater or surface water
or to the atmosphere.

trenching.

page 1 of 9
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Table A4-1 (continued)

1 — no action

3 - MNA and ICs

4A — ISB source area treatment, MNA, and ICs
6A — ISCO source area treatment, MNA, and ICs
6B — sitewide ISCO treatment and groundwater confirmation sampling
7 — dynamic circulation source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

Action

Requirement

Prerequisite

Comments

Clean closure

Container
storage

During the partial and final closure

periods, all contaminated equipment,
structures, and soils shall be properly
disposed or decontaminated by removing

all hazardous wastes and residues.

Containers of RCRA hazardous waste

must be:
¢ maintained in good condition,

e compatible with hazardous waste to be

stored, and

¢ closed during storage except to add or

remove waste.

Inspect container storage areas weekly

for deterioration.

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.

Hazardous waste
management facility.

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

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

ARAR
Determination
Citation A RA TBC
Cal. Code Regs. 7
tit. 22, § 66264.114
‘Cal. Code Regs. 3, 4A,
tit. 22, 6A,
§ 66264.171-173 6B, 7
Cal. Code Regs. 3, 4A,
tit. 22, 6A,
§ 66264.174 6B, 7
Cal. Code Regs. 3,4A,
tit. 22, 6A,
§ 66264.175(a) 6B, 7
and (b)

Substantive provisions are
potentially relevant and
appropriate for closure of
staging piles used for temporary
storage of excavated soils for
trenching.

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

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

Substantive provisions are
potentially relevant and
appropriate for any excavated
soils, soil cuttings, or wastewater
that is generated.
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Table A4-1 (continued)

1 — no action

3 - MNA and ICs

4A - ISB source area treatment, MNA, and ICs
5A - ISCO source area treatment, MNA, and ICs
6B - sitewide ISCO treatment and groundwater confirmation sampling
7 — dynamic circulation source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

operations in a U.S. EPA-designated pile
for storage only, up to 2 years, without
triggering LDRs.

in piles.

(i-ii) and (d)(2),
(e, (), (h), (), G,
and (k)

ARAR
Determination
Action Requirement Prerequisite Citation A RA TBC Comments
Container Keep incompatible materials separate. Cal. Code Regs. 3,4A, Substantive provisions are
storage Separate incompatible materials stored tit. 22, § 66264.177 GA., potentially relevant and
(continued) near each other by a dike or other barrier. 6B,7 appropriate for any excavated
soils, soil cuttings, or wastewater
that is generated.
At closure, remove all hazardous waste Cal. Code Regs. 3,4A, Substantive provisions are
and residues from the containment tit. 22, § 66264.178 6A, potentially relevant and
system, and decontaminate or remove all 6B, 7 appropriate for any excavated
containers and liners. soils, soil cuttings, or wastewater
that is generated.
Alternative requirements that are Cal. Code Regs. 7 Substantive provisions are
protective of human health or the tit. 22, potentially relevant and
environment may replace design, § 66264.553(b), appropriate for any excavated
operating, or closure standards for (d), (e), and (f) soils, soil cuttings, or wastewater
temporary tanks and container storage that is generated.
areas.
Staging piles Allows generators to accumulate solid Hazardous remediation 40 C.F.R. 7 Substantive provisions are
remediation wastes during remedial waste temporarily stored ~ § 264.554(d)(1) potentially relevant and

appropriate for excavated soils.
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Table A4-1 (continued)

1 — no action
3 —MNA and ICs

4A — 1SB source area treatment, MNA, and ICs
6A — ISCO source area treatment, MNA, and ICs
6B - sitewide ISCO treatment and groundwater confirmation sampling
7 — dynamic circulation source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

Action

Requirement

Prerequisite

Comments

Closure of waste
pile

Monitoring

At closure, owner shall remove or
decontaminate all waste residues,
contaminated containment system
components, contaminated subsurface soils,
and structures and equipment contaminated
with wastes and leachate, and manage them
as hazardous wastes. If wastes are left on-
site, perform postclosure care in accordance
with the closure and postclosure care
requirements that apply to landfills.

Requires monitoring groundwater to
determine effectiveness of corrective action.

Waste pile used to store
hazardous wastes.

Hazardous waste
treatment, storage, or
disposal facility.

ARAR
Determination
Citation A RA TBC
Cal. Code Regs. 7
tit, 22,
§ 66264.258(a) and
(b) except
references to
procedural
requirements
Cal. Code Regs. 3,4A,
tit. 22, 6A,
§ 66264.100(d) 6B,
and 7

Substantive provisions are
potentially relevant and
appropriate for closure of the
temporary storage of staging piles.

Not applicable because the site is
not a hazardous waste
management unit and the waste is
not expected to be hazardous.
Substantive provisions are
potentially relevant and
appropriate for monitoring the
corrective action and natural
attenuation because ground water
constituents are similar to
hazardous waste constituents.
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Table A4-1 (continued)

1 — no action

3 - MNA and ICs

4A - ISB source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

6A — ISCO source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

6B — sitewide ISCO treatment and groundwater confirmation sampling
7 — dynamic circulation source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

(12)(B). (13),

-and (15)

ARAR
Determination
Action Requirement Prerequisite Citation A RA TBC Comments
Monitoring Requirements for monitoring groundwater, Hazardous waste Cal. Code Regs. 3,4A, Not applicable because the site is
(continued) surface water, and the vadose zone. treatment, storage, or tit, 22, 6A, not a hazardous waste
disposal facility. § 66264.97(b)(1) 6B, management unit and the waste is
(A) and (D), (e)(6), and 7 not expected to be hazardous.
(12)(A) and Substantive provisions are

potentially 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 A4-1 (continued)

1 — no action

3 —~ MNA and ICs

4A - ISB source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

6A ~ ISCO source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

6B — sitewide ISCO treatment and groundwater confirmation sampling
7 — dynamic circulation source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

compliance with the water quality
protection standard for a period of 3
consecutive years, and 2) all waste, waste
residues, contaminated containment system
components, contaminated subsoils and all
other contaminated geologic materials are
removed or decontaminated at closure.

ARAR
Determination
Action Requirement Prerequisite Citation A RA TBC Comments

Postclosure For closed facilities with hazardous waste Hazardous waste Cal. Code Regs. Substantive provisions are

care monitoring left in place, groundwater monitoring management unit where  tit. 22, § 66264.117 potentially relevant and
must continue for a period of time waste is left in place. [b]J[1][A] and appropriate for monitoring if
sufficient to protect human health and the [bI[2][A] waste is left in place above
environment. groundwater at IR Site 27. Since

there is no hazardous waste at
IR Site 27, this is not a potential
ARAR. However, the cleanup
levels established for the site are
protective of human health and
the environment.

Monitoring After closure of the regulated unit, the Hazardous waste Cal. Code Regs. 3, 4A, Substantive provisions are
monitoring regulations apply during the management unit tit. 22, 6A, potentially relevant and
postclosure care period under § 66264.117 § 66264.90(c)(1) and 7 appropriate for monitoring if
unless: 1) the regulated unit has been in and (¢)(2) waste is removed. IR Site 27

meets the waste removal
requirement because there is no
hazardous waste at the site. The
monitoring will continue until
the cleanup levels have been
maintained for 3 years,
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Table A4-1 (continued)

1 —no action

3 —MNA and ICs

4A - ISB source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

6A - 1SCO source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

6B - sitewide ISCO treatment and groundwater confirmation sampling
7 — dynamic circulation source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

ARAR
Determination
Action Requirement Prerequisite Citation A RA TBC Comments
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 7401-7671)*
Discharge to air  Provisions of SIP approved by the Major sources of air 40U.S.C. § 7410; 7 Substantive provisions are
U.S. EPA under Section 110 of CAA. pollutants. portions of potentially applicable but
40CFR. §52.220 implemented through SIP
requirements listed below.
NAAQS - primary and secondary Contamination of air 40CFR. §504- Not an ARAR. Federal NAAQS
standards for ambient air quality to protect  affecting public heaithand  50.12 are nonenforceable standards.
public heaith and welfare (including welfare.
standards for particulate matter and lead).
A person shall not emit from any source for BAAQMD 7 Substantive provisions are
a period or periods aggregating more than 3 Regulation 6, potentially applicable for the soil
minutes in any hour a visible emission Section 6-301 excavation activities.
which is as dark as or darker than No. 1 on
the Ringelmann chart or of such opacity as
to obscure an observer’s view to an -
equivalent or greater degree.
A person shall not emit for a period or BAAQMD 7 Substantive provisions are
periods aggregating more than 3 minutes in Regulation 6, potentially applicable for the soil
any hour, an emission equal to greater than Section 6-302 excavation activities.
20 percent opacity.
A person shall not emit particles from Particles fall on real BAAQMD 7 Substantive provisions are -
any operation in sufficient quantity to property other than of the Regulation 6, potentially applicable for the soil
cause annoyance to another person. emitter. Section 6-305 excavation activities.
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Table Ad-1 (continued)

1 — no action

3 —MNA and ICs

4A — ISB source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

6A — ISCO source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

6B - sitewide ISCO treatment and groundwater confirmation sampling
7 — dynamic circulation source area treatment, MNA, and ICs

methylene chloride, and/or
trichloroethylene shall be vented to a
control device that reduces emissions to
the atmosphere by at least 90 percent by
weight.

Any air stripping and soil vapor
extraction operations with a total organic
compound emission greater than 15
pounds per day shall be vented to a
control device that reduces the total
organic compound emission to the
atmosphere by at least 90 percent by
weight.

BAAQMD
Regulation 8,
Section 8-47-302

ARAR
Determination
Action Requirement Prerequisite Citation A RA TBC Comments
Air strippingor  Any air stripping and soil vapor BAAQMD 7 Substantive provisions are
soil vapor extraction operations that emit benzene, Regulation 8§, potentially applicable for the
extraction vinyl chloride, perchloroethylene, Section §-47-301

treatment proposed.

Not an ARAR. The proposed
treatment is not expected to emit
more than 15 pounds per day.
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Table A4-1 (continued)

Note:

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

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
A — applicabie
ARAR - applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement
BAAQMD — Bay Area Air Quality Management District
BDAT - best demonstrated available technology
CAA — Clean Air Act
Cal. Code Regs. — California Code of Regulations
CERCLA - Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
C.F.R. — Code of Federal Regulations
DON — Department of the Navy
IC — institutional control
MRC™ — Metals Remediation Compound
LDR - land-disposal restriction .
NAAQS - National Ambient Air Quality Standards (primary and secondary)
NCP — National Qil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
POC - point of compliance
RA - relevant and appropriate
RAO - remedial action objective
RCRA — Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
§ - section
SIP - State Implementation Plan
TBC - to be considered
tit. — title
U.S.C. — United States Code
U.S. EPA - United States Environmental Protection Agency
VOC - volatile organic compound

page 9 of 9
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ATTACHMENT A1

NOVEMBER 13, 1996, LETTER FROM
CAL/EPA DTSC TO NAVY



November 13, 13936

Commander

Englnaaering Fiald Activity, West
Naval Pacilities Engineering Command
Attn: Camille Garibaldi

300 Commodore Drive

San Bruno, California 34066-2402

Dear Ms. Garibaldi:

APPLICABLE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS FOR
THE NAVAL AXR STATION, ALAMEDA

The California Department of Toxic Substances
control (DTSC), is in receipt of the Navy's September
12, 1996 letter requesting Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriata Requirements (ARARs) from the State of
california for the Remedial Investigation and
Feasibility Study of the Naval Air Station, Alameda.
Enclosed in this document are State laws and
regulations that California State Agencies believe may
apply to the environmental remediation of Naval Air
station (NAS) Alaneda.

As lead regulatory agency and a partner with the
Navy and the United States Environmental Protaction
Agency (EPA) in conducting the remediation of NAS
Alameda, wa proposa that a workshop ba scheduled with
all rasponsible Stata and Federal agancies to establish
the ARARs for the NAS Alameda remediation. Wa alse
encouraga the participation of the Restoration Advisory
Board in the workshop. Thae invitation to participate
in the workshop shall include_a new solicitation for
ARARs from the invited agencies.

, We hope you are in agreement with us on this
proposal. Wa anticipate the process to establish ARARs
to ba a consensual process based on our mutual goals
and our partnership as lead agencies responsible for
the protection of human health and the environment at
NAS Alameda.

Pete Wilson

James M. Strock
Secretary for

Protecrion

nov 2
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N00236.002255
ALAMEDA POINT
SSIC NO. 5090.3

CONFIDENTIAL RECORD

PORTIONS OF THIS RECORD ARE CONSIDERED
CONFIDENTIAL AND ARE NOT FOR PUBLIC VIEWING

PRIVATE CITIZEN’'S HOME ADDRESS HAS BEEN
REDACTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PRIVACY ACT

QUESTIONS MAY BE DIRECTED TO:

DIANE C. SILVA
RECORDS MANAGEMENT SPECIALIST
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
SOUTHWEST |
1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY
SAN DIEGO, CA 92132

TELEPHONE: (619) 532-3676



CONFIDENTIAL

Ms; camilla Garibaldi
November 13, 1998
Page Two

If you wish to discuss this letter, the
anclosures, or the proposal, pleasa call me. at

(510) 540-3803.
Sanerely,

Thomas B. Lanphar
Project Manager
Basa Closure Branch

Enclosures

cots: Ms. Gina Kathurla
Regional Water Quallty Control Board
2101 Webster Street, Suite 500
Oakland, California 94612

Mr. Stava Edda

Base an1ronmenta1 Coordinator
Alamada Naval Air Station
Building 1, Codae 52

Alameda, California 94501

Mr. James Ricks .
U.s. Environmental Protectlon Agency
Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Prancisco, California 94105

Mr. George Kikugawa

Bngineering Field Activity, West
Naval Facilities Enqxneerxng Command
900 Commodore Drive

San Bruno, Califormia 94086-2402

Ms. -Ardella Dailey
Community Co-Chair

CONFIDENTIAL



California Laws, Requlations and Policies
for Potential Application at the
Naval Air Station, Alameda
November 12, 1996

I. Generation, Storage and Treatment of Hazardous Waste

A.

Califormia Code of Regulations (CCR}, Title 22, Chapter
11, Identification and listing of hazardous wastes.
Chapter identifies those waste that are subject to
regulations hazardous waste and are subject to the
notification requirementa of Health and Safety Code
gaction 25153.6.

1. - Article 1: Ganaral; purpose and scope, definition
of waste and hazardous waste, exclusions,
requirements for recyclable materials and
contaminated containers. (66261.1 - 66261.7)

2. Article 2: Criteria for identifying
Characteristics of Hazardous Waste. (66261.10)

3. Article 3: Characteristics of Hazardous Waste.
(66261.20 - 66261.35)

4. Article 4: List RCRA Hazardous Waste. (66261.30 -
66261.35)

5. Article 5: Categories of Hazardous Wasta.
(66261.100 - 66261.126)

CCR, Title 22, Chapter 12, Standards Applicabla to
generator of hazardous waste .

1. Article 1: Applicability. A generator of a wasta
must determine if waste is hazardous, and if so
obtain an identification number. (66262.10 -
66262.12)

2. Article 2: A generator who transports, or offers
for transportation, hazardous waste for off-site
transfer, treatment, storage or disposal shall
prepare a Manifest. (66262.20 - §6262.23)

3. Article 3: Pre-transport Raquirements include
packaging, labeling, marking, and placarding.
Article also identifies maximum accumulation time
for hazardous waste prior to transport to
permitted hazardous waste facility.

[T
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Article 4: Racord keeping and Reporting.
Bstablishes requirements for the generator to keep
records of manifests and other hazardous waste
generation activities.

Article 5: Bxport of Hazardous Waste. This
article establishes requirements applicable to
exporcs of hazardous waste to a foreign country
from the State. Except to the extent 40 CFR
section 262.58 provides otherwise, a primary
axporter of hazardous waste shall comply with the
requirements of this article.

~

c. CCR, Title 22, Chapter 14, Standards for Owners and
operators of hazardous wastes transfer, treatment,
storage and disposal facilities.

+ L.

Article 2: Requirements apply to the owners and
operators of hazardous waste facllities. These
requirements are for iuspeccion, Personal- |
Training. General Requirements, Location
Standards, Construction Quality Assurance Program,
Seismic and precipitation design standards.
(66264.13 -~ 66264.25)

Article 3: Preparedness and prevention apply to
of hazardous waste facility. These are related to
dasign and operation, required equipment, testing
and maintenance of equipment, access to
comminication or alarm system, required aisle
space and informing the local authorities.
66264.30 - 66264.37

Article 4: Contingency and emergency procedures
apply to the ownars and operators of hazardous
wagte facilities. The owners and operators shall
have contingency plan for the facility.-66264.52 -

 66264.56

Article 5: Manifest System, Recordkeeping, and
Reporting. The regulations in this article apply
to owners and operators of both on-site and off-
site facilities. 66264.71 - 66264.77

Article 6: Water Quality Moﬁitoring and Response
Programs for Permitted Facilities.

Article 7: Closure and Post-Closure. Requirements
apply to the owners and operators of hazardous
waste management facilities. 66264.111 through
66264.120

Articla 9: Use and managemen: of containers.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Article 10: Requirements that apply to the owners
and operators of facilities that use Tank Systems[
66264.130 - 66264.199]

Articla 11: Regulations in this article apply to
owners and operators of facilities that use
surface impoundment to treat, store or dispose of
hazardous waste. 66264.221 through 66264.231

Article 12: Regulations in this article apply to
owners and operators of facilities that store or
treat hazardous waste in piles unless exempt.
66264.251 through 66264.259.

Article 13: Land Treatment. Applies to treatment
or disposal of hazardous waste in land treatment
units. Requires demonstration of treatment of
waste prior to application. 66264.270 - 656264.283

Article 14: This article applies to disposal of
hazardous wastae in Landfills. 66264.300 -
66264.318

Articla 15.5: The regulations in this article
apply to the construction of Corrective Action
Management Units for the management of remediation
waste. The DTSC may designate ona or more CAMUS.
Placement of remediation waste does not constitute
land disposal. Temporary units may also be
designated for the storage or trsatment of
remediation waste. 66254.500 - 66264.553

Article 27: Regulations in this article apply to
owners and operators of facilities that treat,
gtore or dispose of RCRA hazardous waste by
process vents associated with distillation,
fraction, thin-film evaporation, solvent
axtraction, or air steam stripping. 66264.1030
through 1035

Article 28: Regulations in this article apply to
owners and operators of facilities that treat,
store or dispose of RCRA hazardous wasgte, unless
exempt. 66264.1052 through 66264.1065

CCR, Title 22, Chapter 16, Recyclabla Materials
(Recyclable hazardous waste)

1.

Article 1: Identifies recyclable hazardous waste
types including: solvents, petroleum products,
pickling liquor, unspent acids, unspent alkaligs,
unrinsed empty containers. 66266.1 - 66266.2

Article 2. This article applies to the generation,
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II.

transportation, and facility operation
requirements. A generator of a recyclable
hazardous material shall comply with all of the
hazardous waste requirements except for the
Excremely Hazardous Waste Disposal Permic
requirements. 66266.3 - 66266.5

Title 22, Chapter 18, Land Disposal Restrictions

Article 1: Identifies hazardous waste that are
restricted from land disposal. 66268.1 - 6§6258.9

Article 2: Comtains schedule for land disposal
prohibition and establishment of treatment
standards. 66268.10 - 66268.29

Articlé 3: Contains prohibitions on Land Disposal.
66268.30 - 66268.38

Article 4: This article identifies treatment
scandards. 66268.40 - 66268.48

Article S: Identifies prohibitions on storages of
waste restricted from land disposal. 66268.50

Article 10: Identifies land disposal prohibitions
of non-RCRA hazardous waste. 6§6268.100

Article 11: Contains treatment standards for non-
RCRA waste categories. 66268.105 - 66268.114

Investigation and Remediation of Hazardous Substance Release
Sites

A.

California Health and Safety Code, Chapter 6.S5.
Hazardous Substance._Account

1.

Section 25187: Auchorizes the Department to issue
corrective action orders.

a. Ramedial Action Order, Issued 1388 by the
DTSC to the Naval Air Station, Alameda

California Health and Safety Code, Chapter 6.8.
Hazardous Substance Account )

1.

Article 2: Definitions

a. 25319.5 "Preliminary Endangerment
Assessment”. Activity which is performed to
determine whether current or past waste
management practices have resulted in the
release or threatened release of hazardous



!
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5.

substances which pose a threat to public
health or the environment. 8-3-89

b. 25323.1 "Removal Action Workplan® A workplan
approved by the DTSC or RWQCB to carry out a
removal action. Includes: detailed
engineering plan, description of onsite
contamination, goals, and alternatives
removal options that were considered and

- rejected and the basis for that rejection.

Article 5, Section 25355: Authorizes the
Department; o take over remedial actions at a
hazardous substance release site if the
Regponsibla Parties are not in compliance.

Article 5, Section 25355.5(a) (1) (B): Identifies
requirements

Article 5, Section 25356.1, Remedial Action Plans
and Removal Action Workplans

a. Section 25356.1(d): All RAPs must be based

upon Section 25350, Subpart P of the NCP and
upon factors identified in this subsection.

b. Section 2535§.1(a): Identifies community
involvement requirements as they relate to a
RAP. ‘

c. Section 25356.1(f): Authorizes the DTSC to

igsua the final RAP.

d. Section 25356.1(h): Exemptions to the RAP
requirements.

(1} Section 25356.1(h) (1) : Authorizes the
DTSC to prepare a Removal Actiaon
Workplan if the estimated cost of the
removal action is legs than $1,000,000.
Identifies community involvement
requirements for a RAW.

(2) Section 25356.1(h)(2): A RAP is not
required if the gite listed on the
National Priority List by the EpPA.

(3) Section 25356.1(h}(3): Authorizes DTSC
to waive the RAP requirements in
subdivision (d)} if certain conditions
apply., including estimated costs for
remedial action below $2,000,000.

Article 5, Section 25358.1: Rights of the DTSC to

»
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10.

1.

takea actions at known or suspectad hazardous
substance release sites.

a. Section 25358.1(b) (1) : The DTSC may require
any potentially responsible parcty to furnish
information on materials genesrated, stored,
treated or disposed of at a hazardous
aubstance rzalease sita

b. Section 25358.1(b) (2) The DTSC may require
any potentially responsible party to furnish
information on the nature or extent of a
release or a threatened release of a
hazardous substance at a hazardous substance
release site.

Article 5, Section 25358.3(a): Authorizes the
DTSC to taka action in situations posing an
imminent and substantial endangerment.

Article 5, Saection 25358.3(b), (¢): Authorizes the
DTSC to undartake invastigations whenever there
has been a relesase or threat of a release of
hazardous substances to the environment .

Article S5, Section 25358.4: Requires that all
analysis of material to determine if it is
hazardous muat be done by a state certified and
accredited laboratory.

Article 5, Section 25358.7: Identifies the right
of any interested party who may be affected by
remedial actions at a site to become involved in

the DTSC decision making process.

Article S, Section 25358.9: Authorizes the DTSC,
to the extent consistent with RCRA, to exclude any
portion of a response action conducted entirely’
onsite from the hazardous waste facllicy permitc
requirements of Section 25201 if both the
following applys:

a. The removal or remedial action is carried out
pursuant to a removal action workplan or a
remedial action plan approved by the DTSC.

b. The RAW or RAP complies with all substantive
requirements. ‘

Article 5, Section 25359: Authorizes the DTSC to
access punitive damages on Responsible Parties who
fail to comply with clean-up and-remediation
orders.



12. Article S, Section 25359.5: Authorizes the DTSC
to issue ‘PFence and Post’ Orders and establishes

their requirements.

13. Article 5, Section 25353.7: Requires a property
ownar to inform buyers of unmitigated hazardous
substance raleases on that property.

14. Article 6, Section 25367: Establishes penalties
for the making of false claims and
misrepresentations related to the release of
hazardous subgtances to the environment.

~
C. California Health and Safety Code, Chapter §.6: Safe
Drinking Water and Toxic enforcement Act of 1986 (Prop.

65) .

1. Section 25249.5: Prohibits the release, to
drinking water, - of hazardous substances which
cause cancer oxr which have reproductive toxicity.

D. Preliminary Endangerment Assessment Guidelines, January
1995

ITT. Protection of Air Quality

A. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAQMD),
Regulation 8, Rule 40, "Aeration of Contaminatad Soil
and Removal of Underground Storage Tanks: .

B. BAAQMD, Regulation 8, Rule- 47 "Air Stripping and Soil
Vapor Extraction Operations®

IV. Soil Storage

A. Assembly Bill 1060, Richter (Chapter 627, Statutes of
1995) : allow generators to hold contaminated soil from

site cleanup projects in waste pile for up to one year
or 18 months for purposes of offgite transportation,
subject to certain conditions.
V. Sediment and Wetland Remediation
A. BEndangered and Rare Species Protection
1. california Bndangered Species Act of 1973
a. Pish and Game Code Section 2050; 22085
2. Requirements for endangered or rare species: Pish

and Game Code Section 1900 et seqg.; 2050 et seq.
to 2068; 2070; 2080; 2090 at seq. to 209§;
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3.

Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973

Procection of fish and wildlife resources and their
habitats

1.

Designation of the Dapartment of Fish and Game as
trustee faor Stcate fish and wildlife resourcaes:
fish and Game Code Saction 711.7;

Pogsession permit for scientific purposes, atc.:
Fish and Game code Sectionm 1002 - .

Requirements for releasing substances deleterious
co fish and wildlife: fish and Game Code Section
5650 (a)(b), (£} : 5651; and 12018;

Illegal take of birds and mammals: PFish and Game
Code Section 3003;

Relevant policies for the general protection and

conservation of fish and wildlife resources: fish
and Game Code Saction 1600; 1700; 1750; 1801L; and
2014; Water Code Section 1243

Faderal Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC
1456 (c) (3) (A) ) : federal actions or federally funded or
approved actions that affect the coastal zone must be
consistent with the policies of the San Francisco Bay
Conservation and Development Commission’s federally
approved coastal management program.

1.

Blements of the BCDC’s coastal management program:
McAteer-Petris Act “

b. BCDC regqulations

c. SF Bay Plan

d. SF Bay Area Seaport Plan: NAS Alameda
designated as port priority

2. SFBCDC policies:

a. Fish and Wildlife: to the greatest extent
feasible, remaining marshes and mudflats
around the Bay, the remaining water volume
and surface area of the Bay, aad adequate
freshwater inflow to the Bay should be
maintained. Specific habitats that are
needed to prevent the extinction of any
species, or to maintain or increase any
species that would provide substantial public

benefits should be protected, whether in the



Bay or on the shoreline.

b. Water Quality: follow State Water Resourceas

Control Board and the San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board. Ray
marshes, mudflats, and water surface area and
volume should be maintained and, wheraver

possible, increased.

c. Marshes and Mudflats: Maxrshes and mudflats
are integral part of the Bay tidal gystem
and, therefore, should be protected in tha
game manner as open water area. Filling and
diking should only be allowed for purposes
providing substantial public benefita and
only if there is no reasonable altermativae.

d. Micigation: Mitigation should consist of
measures to compensate for the adverse
impacts of Bay fill to the natural resources
of the Bay, such as to water suxrface area,
volume, or circulation, and to f£igh and
wildlife habitat or marshes or mudflats.
‘Mitigation is no a substitute for meeting the
other requirements of the McAteer-Petris aAct
concerning £ill.

VI. Protection and Remediation of Grouandwater

A.

CCR,

1.~

Title 23, Division 3, Chapter 15

Governs the discharge of waste to land for
treatment, storage, and disposal and establish
giting, containment, monitoring, and closura
requirements

State Water Resources Contreol Board Resclution Number
68-16 {Statemeant of Policy with Respect to Maintaining
High Quality of Waters in California), October 28, 1968

1.

2.

3.

Requires the continued maintenance of high quality
waters of the state even where that quality is
better than needed to protact beneficial uses,
unless specific findings are made.

Chemical-specific and action-specific

Beneficial uges of groundwater must be defined for
NAS Alameda

State Water Resources Control Board Resolution 88-53
{Adoption of Policy Entitled *Sources of Drinking
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Water"), May 13, 1388

1. The Resolution states that, with few specific
exceptions, all surface and groundwaters of the
state are to be considered existing drinking wacex
sources except where the TDS is greater than 3000
ppm, the well yield is less than 200 gpd from a
single well, the watexr is a geothermal

State Water Resources Control Board Resolution 92-49
{As Amended on April 21, 1994), (Policies and
Procedures for Investigation and Cleanup and Abatement
of Discharges Under Water Code Section 13304}, Ay 8,
1994

Water Quality Control Plan, San Prancisco Bay Basin
Region, December 1986; and September 23, 19392 Basin
Plan Amendments .

California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Chapter 15,
Domastic Water Quality Criteria and Monitoring

1. Article 4: Primary Standard - Inorganic Chemicals.
Identifies Maximum Contaminant Levels in drinking
water supplies. 64431.0 - - 64437.0

2. Article 4.5: Primary Standard - Organic Chemicals.
Identifies Maximum Contaminant Levels in drinking
water supplies. - 64444.0 - - 64445.2

Title 3, Food and Agriculture; Division 6, Pesticides
and Peat Control Operations; Chapter 4, Bnvironmental
Protection; Subchapter 1, Groundwater; Article 1,
Pesticide Contamination Prevention.

1. Lists of pesticides labeled for agricultural,
outdoor institutional or outdoor industrial use
that contain chemicals designated as having the
potential to pollute groundwater.
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ATTACHMENT A2

JULY 7, 2005, LETTER FROM NAVY
TO CAL/EPA DTSC
CONCERNING IDENTIFICATION OF STATE ARARS



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT OFFICE WEST
1230 COLUMBIA STREET, SUITE 1100
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-8571

5090
Ser BPMOW.JAS\093

July 7, 2005

Ms. Marcia Liao

Project Manager
State of California Environmental Protection Agency

Department of Toxic Substances Control
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200
Berkeley, CA 94710

Dear Ms. Liao:

IDENTIFICATION OF STATE “APPLICABLE" OR “RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE"
REQUIREMENTS (ARARS) FOR INSTALLATION RESTORATION SITE 27 AT
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

Subj:

Pursuant to previous discussions and to accomplish the goals of Alameda Point, Installation
Restoration (IR) program, the Department of the Navy (DoN) is heraeby requesting that the
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) identify potential State chemical-specific,
action specific, and location specific ARARs for IR Site 27. Information on this site can be found
in the draft Remedial Investigation Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zons, Alameda Point, Alameda,

March 2005.

in addition, the DoN is requesting that the State of California (State) identity any other
criteria, advisories, guidance, and proposed standards that the State requests be considered
(TBCs) for the above identified site. Please coordinate responses from all California state

agencies.

Timely identification of potential State ARARs is required under Section 121(d)(2)(A) of
CERCLA and under the National Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR 300.400(g) and 300.515(d)
& (h). Experience to date around the country has shown that a failure to identify ARARs with
sufficient precision, early in the process, can cause sevare disruptions in timely implementation

of remedial action.
To ensure timely and complete ARARSs identification, please inciude the following
information:

1. A specific citation to the statutory or regulatory provision(s) for the potential State ARAR
and the date of enactment or promulgation.

2. A brief description of why the State ARAR is appllcable or relevant and appropriate to
the particular IR Site.
3. A descriptioh of how the potential State ARAR would apply to potential remedial action

including: specific numeric discharge, effluent, or emission limitations; hazardous
substance/constituent action or clean up levels; etc., if the State intends to take the position that

the potential State ARAR includes such limitations, levels, etc.




5090
Ser BPMOW.JAS\0930
July 7, 2005

4. If the State believes its proposed ARAR is mare stringent than the corresponding
Federal ARAR, please provide the rationale and technical justification for this position.

5. If the State determines that there is not enough information to fully respond to qdr
request, piease identify any additional information that would be required to support
identification of State ARARs and their application.

Consistent with 40 CFR 300.515(h)(2), the Navy Is requesting that your response be sent
via first class mail addressed to Ms. Jennifer Stewart, the Navy Remedial Project Manager and

postmarked within 30 calendar days of receipt of this request.

If you have any technical questions conceming this request, please contact Ms. Jennifer

Stewart at jennifer.stewart@navy.mil. For any legal questions, please call
Mr. Rex Callaway, Environmental Counsel at (619) 532-0988.

Sincerely,

SZ7 0.

fo> /| THOMAS L. MACCHIARELLA
BRAC Environmental Coordinator
By direction of the Director
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Blind copy to:

O3GIH.DS (Alameda NAS Site 27) (3 copies)

Jennifer Stewart

Greg Larton

Thomas Macchiarella
Rex Callaway

Read File

Serial File

Writer: J. Stewart, Code BPMOW.JAS, Jennifer.stewart@navy.mil
Typist: B. Foster, Code BPMOW.BF, 2-0914, MD:\ARRA REQUEST LETTER SITE

2N\7 JUL 05
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RI remedial investigation
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U.S. EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
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Appendix B
BIOCHLOR MODELING

This appendix describes the BIOCHLLOR Natural Attenuation Decision Support System
(BIOCHLOR) groundwater modeling calculations performed in support of Alternatives 3, 4A,
6A, and 7 for Installation Restoration (IR) Program Site 27. Modeling was not conducted for
Alternative 6B because it was assumed that almost all the groundwater contamination would be
remediated and that minimal residual contamination remaining would be reduced through natural
attenuation within 1 or 2 years. Modeling was not conducted for Alternatives 1 and 2 because
these alternatives do not include monitored natural attenuation (MNA) as a component.

B1 MODEL SETUP

BIOCHLOR is a screening model that simulates remediation by natural attenuation of
dissolved solvents at sites with chlorinated volatile organic compound (VOC) releases.
The reported concentrations of VOC degradation products in the IR Site 27 plume (i.e.,
dichloroethene [DCE] and vinyl chloride) indicate that reducing conditions conducive to
anaerobic biodegradation of these solvents has occurred in the plume.

B1.1 Site Description

IR Site 27 is a 15.8-acre site covered with buildings, roadways, and concrete or asphalt
pavement, except for an unpaved area east of Ferry Point Road in the northwestern
portion of the site (Figure B-1). Precipitation generally drains into the storm drain system
that discharges to Seaplane Lagoon, which forms the western border of IR Site 27.

Prior to 1941, the location that is now IR Site 27 was under water. The western margin of
IR Site 27 is the seawall constructed to form the eastern margin of Seaplane Lagoon. An
18-foot-deep steel sheetpile bulkhead was also installed and is located beneath what is
now Ferry Point Road (Figure B-1). Most of the IR Site 27 land consists of fill material
that was emplaced east of the sheetpile bulkhead between 1941 and 1945. The material
fill has a thickness of 4 to 8 feet beneath most of IR Site 27, and is predominantly poorly

graded sand.

The artificial fill material is underlain by the Bay Sediment Unit (BSU), which has a
thickness of 7 to 8 feet. The BSU extends to 12 to 16 feet below ground surface (bgs) and
is predominantly poorly graded sand (a sandy member of the BSU) with clay lenses or a
discontinuous layer of clay (Young Bay Mud member) present in some borings. The BSU
is underlain by the Merritt Sand Formation, which consists of yellow-brown, poorly sorted
sand. The top of the Merritt Sand Formation was encountered at 12 to 16 feet bgs.

The water-bearing zone consists of artificial fill material, BSU, Merritt Sand Formation,
and the Upper San Antonio Formation that underlies the Merritt Sand Formation.
Investigations at IR Site 27 indicated that the water-bearing zone at the shoreline adjacent
to Seaplane Lagoon is subject to significant tidal fluctuation (tidal efficiency of 49 to
50 percent). Groundwater flow direction at IR Site 27 is generally to the west towards

Seaplane Lagoon.
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The water-bearing zone is in direct contact with the brackish waters of Seaplane Lagoon
and the San Francisco Bay. There is saltwater intrusion at the shoreline and extending
inland. The depth to the contact between freshwater and salt water increases with
distance from the lagoon and the bay. At IR Site 27, the shoreline wells (west of the
sheetpile bulkhead and screened at depths between 1.5 and 18.5 feet bgs) have total
dissolved solids and common ion concentrations consistent with brackish water, and the
inland wells (east of the sheetpile bulkhead and screened at depth of 6 to 16 feet bgs)
have total dissolved solids (TDS) and common ion concentrations consistent with
freshwater. The depth to the contact between freshwater and salt water in the eastern
portion of IR Site 27 is approximately 16 to 20 feet bgs.

The remedial investigation identified a chlorinated VOC plume in groundwater
encompassing approximately 11 acres within the boundaries of IR Site 27 (Figure B-1).
Chlorinated VOCs reported at concentrations exceeding regulatory screening criteria at
IR Site 27 include the following, in order of decreasing abundance:

e cis-1,2-DCE

e vinyl chloride

e trans-1,2-DCE

o trichloroethene (TCE)

e tetrachloroethene (PCE)

e ],1-dichloroethane (DCA)

This list indicates that the most abundant chlorinated VOCs are the three reductive
dechlorination products of PCE and TCE: cis-1,2-DCE, trans-1,2-DCE, and vinyl
chloride. Chlorinated VOCs are distributed in groundwater across IR Site 27 from
beneath Building 168 to monitoring wells 15-MW1 and 15-MW?2 at the shoreline. Two
areas of higher concentrations of chlorinated VOCs are notable: 1) the Building 168
plume at the western margin of Building 168, and 2) the Ferry Point Road plume in the
vicinity of monitoring well 15 MW3.

The depth of the chlorinated VOC plume appears to be limited by the salt
water/freshwater interface at depths of 16 to 20 feet bgs. The thickness of the saturated
zone impacted by chlorinated VOC concentrations exceeding regulatory criteria is
approximately 10 feet (in general, located between 6 to 16 feet bgs).

Monitoring of the Ferry Point Road plume between 1995 and 2004 has shown a decrease
in concentrations of TCE and PCE with a corresponding early increase in reductive
dechlorination products. VOC concentrations west of the sheetpile bulkhead (shoreline
wells) appear to have decreased rapidly between 2000 and 2004, which may be the result
of different water quality (TDS) and geochemical conditions (presence of the iron of the

sheetpile bulkhead).

Appendix B, Modeling — FS Report, IR Site 27, Alameda Point

3/21/2006 10:35:24 AM tw ki\word processing\reportsicto-069\site 27\is\draft final\appendix b\appendix b.doc

page B-2



CLEAN 3
CTO-0069/0488
March 2006

Appendix B BIOCHLOR Modeling

B1.2

B1.3

BIOCHLOR Description

BIOCHLOR is screening model developed for the U.S. Air Force Center for
Environmental Excellence Technology Transfer Division at Brooks Air Force Base by
Groundwater Services, Inc., Houston, Texas, in collaboration with the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) (Subsurface Protection and Remediation
Division, National Risk Management Research Laboratory, Robert S. Kerr Environmental
Research Center, Ada, Oklahoma). The BIOCHLOR software and its user manual have
undergone external and internal peer review by U.S. EPA and the U.S. Air Force.
Programmed to run under Microsoft Excel software, BIOCHLOR is based on the
Domenico analytical solute transport model (U.S. EPA 2000).

BIOCHLOR can simulate one-dimensional advection, three-dimensional dispersion,
linear adsorption, and biotransformation via reductive dechlorination (the dominant
biotransformation process at most solvent sites). Reductive dechlorination is assumed to
occur under anaerobic conditions, and degradation of dissolved solvents is assumed to
follow a sequential first-order decay process. BIOCHLOR includes three model types:

e solute transport without decay

e solute transport with biotransformation modeled as a sequential first-order
decay process

e solute transport with biotransformation modeled as a sequential first-order
decay process with two different reaction zones (i.e., each zone has a different

set of rate coefficient values)

BIOCHLOR was designed to assess how far a dissolved chlorinated VOC plume would
extend if no engineered controls or source area reduction measures were implemented.
BIOCHLOR uses an analytical solute transport model with sequential first-order decay
for simulating in situ biotransformation. The model predicts the maximum extent of
dissolved-phase plume migration, which may then be compared to the distance to
potential points of exposure (e.g., drinking water wells, groundwater discharge areas, or
property boundaries). Analytical models of groundwater transport have seen wide
application for these purposes, and experience has shown that such models can produce
reliable results when site conditions in the plume study area are relatively uniform
(U.S. EPA 2000).

Version 2.2 of BIOCHLOR, dated March 2002, was used for the model simulations.
Details of the model are provided in the BIOCHLOR User’s Manual (U.S. EPA 2000)
and the User’s Manual Addendum (Aziz et al. 2002). Features of Version 2.2 include
rate constant decision support, source decay, and animation.

Advection

Groundwater velocities used with this BIOCHLOR modeling were based on site-specific
data. Groundwater velocity is calculated using horizontal hydraulic conductivity,

effective porosity, and hydraulic gradient.
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Horizontal hydraulic conductivity was measured by performing slug tests at wells
27TMWO01, 27TMWO02 and 27MWO3 (Figure B-1). The geometric mean of these hydraulic
conductivities is 1 x 10~ centimeters per second (cm/s), and values ranged from 7 x 10™

to 1.5 x 10 cm/s (Table B-1).

The hydraulic gradient across IR Site 27 was estimated from groundwater contours for
spring and June 2004 provided in the Remedial Investigation (RI) Report (BEI 2005,
Figures 2-9 and 2-11). A gradient of 0.005 was estimated across the center of the site for
Spring 2004 (2 ft/440 ft), and a gradient of 0.006 was estimated across the northern and
southern portions of the site for June 2004 (3 ft/465 ft and 3 ft/525 ft, respectively).

Effective porosity is typically estimated as less than total porosity. Total porosity was
measured in nine samples from IR Site 27, collected at depths between 1.5 and 20 feet
(Table B-2). The average total porosity was 0.37. An effective porosity of 0.30 is
assumed for the BIOCHLOR modeling.

Using a geometric mean horizontal hydraulic conductivity of 1 x 107 cm/s, a hydraulic
gradient of 0.006, and an effective porosity of 0.30, BIOCHLOR calculated a
groundwater seepage velocity of 20.7 feet per year (Figures B-2 and B-3).

B1.4 Dispersion

Dispersion describes the mechanical mixing and spreading of a contaminant as it moves
through the aquifer. BIOCHLOR allows input of parameters that describe mixing along
the direction of groundwater flow (longitudinal dispersivity), mixing perpendicular to
groundwater flow (transverse dispersivity), and mixing downward (vertical dispersivity).

The longitudinal dispersivity was calculated using BIOCHLOR Option 3, which applies
an empirical correlation developed by Xu and Eckstein based on travel distance
(U.S. EPA 2000). For a travel distance of 460 feet from Building 168 to the lagoon, the
longitudinal dispersivity calculated by BIOCHLOR is 17.4 feet (Figure B-2). For a travel
distance of 150 feet from the vicinity of well 15-MW?3 within the Ferry Point Road plume
to the lagoon, the calculated longitudinal dispersivity is 9.3 feet (Figure B-3).

The transverse dispersivity was set at 10 percent of the longitudinal dispersivity. This is a
common estimate of transverse dispersivity, and is the default value in BIOCHLOR.
Vertical dispersivity was set at 1 x 10, as suggested in the BIOCHLOR manual to yield
a conservative estimate of vertical dispersion, and because the plume, as indicated by the
investigation at IR Site 27, shows very limited downward migration (plume thickness of

only about 10 feet).

B1.5 Adsorption

The retardation factor affects the rate that organic chemicals migrate in groundwater. The
retardation factor can be estimated using soil bulk density, effective porosity, organic
carbon-water partition coefficient, and fraction organic carbon in soil.
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Soil bulk density was measured for nine samples collected from IR Site 27 at depths
between 1.5 and 20 feet (Table B-2). The average soil density is 1.72 grams per cubic
centimeter. This is similar to the “typical” value of 1.7 grams per cubic centimeter cited

in the BIOCHLOR manual.

Fraction of organic carbon in soil was measured for eight samples from IR Site 27 at
depths between 3.0 and 20 feet (Table B-2). The average fraction of organic carbon in
soil is 0.21 percent. The value used in the BIOCHLOR modeling was rounded to
0.2 percent.

BIOCHLOR default values were used for organic carbon-water partition coefficients for
each VOC, as listed on Figures B-2 and B-3.

Using measured soil density, measured fraction organic carbon, and BIOCHLOR default
values for partition coefficients, a median (“common”) retardation factor of 2.49 was
calculated by BIOCHLOR (Figures B-2 and B-3).

B1.6 Biotransformation

The biotransformation decay coefficients for the plume describe first-order anaerobic
reductive dehalogenation of one chemical into another (e.g., biotransformation of TCE
into DCE).

Decay coefficients were estimated by separately calibrating the BIOCHLOR models for
the Building 168 plume and the Ferry Point Road plume to match concentrations in
groundwater reported in the RI Report for IR Site 27 (BEI 2005). The concentration data
used for model calibration are discussed in Section B1.8.

A trial-and-error procedure was applied to determine a best-fit decay coefficient for each
VOC. The biotransformation decay coefficients estimated by this procedure are shown
on Figures B-2 and B-3. These site-specific estimates of decay coefficients are between
the minimum and median values cited in the BIOCHLOR manual and as listed in
Table B-3.

The PCE decay coefficient is estimated as 0.77 per year for the Ferry Point Road plume,
and matches the minimum value of 0.8 per year given in the BIOCHLOR manual.

The TCE decay coefficients of 0.46 and 0.63 per year for the Building 168 plume and
Ferry Point Road plume, respectively, are similar to the 25M percentile value of
0.5 per year given in the BIOCHLOR manual.

The cis-1,2-DCE decay coefficients of 0.23 and 0.87 per year for the Building 168 plume
and Ferry Point Road plume, respectively, are slightly more than the minimum value of
0.1 per year, and similar to the 25™ percentile value of 0.7 per year given in the
BIOCHLOR manual. The decay coefficient for cis-1,2-DCE is estimated to be
significantly larger for the Ferry Point Road plume than the Building 168 plume.

The vinyl chloride decay coefficient of 0.99 per year estimate for both plumes is larger
than the 25™ percentile value of 0.6 per year given in the BIOCHLOR manual, and is

close to the median value of 1.7 per year.
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B1.7 Source Assumptions

The source area for the main portion of the plume at IR Site 27 is assumed to be along the
west wall of Building 168, just outside the large doors. A secondary source area is
interpreted to be located near 15-MW3, east of the railroad tracks that run parallel to
Ferry Point Road. A source width of 200 feet was assumed for the Building 168 plume,
and a source width of 100 feet was assumed for the secondary Ferry Point Road plume.

Initial source releases were assumed to have occurred at approximately 40 years ago, in
order to correspond approximately with a probable period of release at Building 168
between the early 1950s and early 1970s. A secondary release near Ferry Point Road is
assumed to have occurred at a similar time.

Concentrations are assumed to decrease over time at the source areas, i.e., sources of
constant concentrations are not present. The presence of nonaqueous-phase liquids in the
subsurface would be indicative of a continuing source; however, subsurface
investigations at IR Site 27 have not found indications of the presence of nonaqueous-
phase liquids.

Initial source concentrations for each VOC and the source decay rate constant were
adjusted by a trial-and-error procedure to obtain an approximate match between simulated
concentrations and reported concentrations after 40 years.

Initial source concentrations estimated by the trial-and-error calibration are hypothetical

values that would have been present 40 years ago. Simulation periods of 30 years and
50 years were also analyzed, but a 40-year simulation provided a better match to recent

reported concentrations for samples collected.

Initial concentrations for various combinations of only PCE and TCE were attempted
(assuming no DCE or vinyl chloride initially), but those trials failed to provide a
reasonable calibration to reported concentrations in groundwater. Only an initial
combination of PCE, TCE, DCE, and vinyl chloride, presumed present 40 years ago, was
able to provide an approximate match to reported concentrations from sampling between
2000 and 2004. .

The trial-and-error estimate of concentrations at the Building 168 plume source area
40 years ago are 4,000 micrograms per liter (ug/L) for TCE, 6,000 ng/L for cis-1,2-DCE,
and 20,000 pg/L for vinyl chloride (Figure B-2).

The trial-and-error estimates of concentrations at the Ferry Point Road plume source area
40 years ago are 4,000 ug/L for PCE and TCE, 40,000 ug/L for cis-1,2-DCE, and
3,000 ug/L for vinyl chloride (Figure B-3).

Source decay rate constants of 0.099 per year and 0.15 per year were estimated for the

Building 168 plume and Ferry Point Road plume, respectively, based on the trial-and-
error procedure of matching simulated concentrations with reported concentrations in

groundwater (Figures B-2 and B-3).
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B1.8 Concentration Data

Samples collected in 2002 by HydroPunch and from monitoring wells, and subsequent
samples in 2003 and 2004 from monitoring wells, were analyzed for chlorinated VOCs.
In addition, monitoring wells at the Ferry Point Road plume were previously analyzed in
1995 and 2000. The maximum annual concentrations reported for monitoring well
samples and HydroPunch samples are summarized in Table B-4. Sampling locations are
listed in this table in order of approximate distance downgradient from the assumed areas
of initial sources at Building 168 and at well 15-MW3 near Ferry Point Road.

Reported results for PCE have not exceeded its maximum contaminant level (MCL),
except for results from the initial sample at well 15-MW2 in 1995, which had a
concentration of 40 ug/L.. Concentrations of TCE exceeded its MCL in samples from
only three locations, 27B19, 15-MW2 and 15-MW3, with a maximum concentration of

26 pg/L.

Cis-1,2-DCE and vinyl chloride concentrations exceed MCLs at nearly all other sampling
locations listed in Table B-4. Maximum concentrations for these two VOCs are 230 pg/L
for cis-1,2-DCE and 200 pg/L. for vinyl chloride. Concentrations of trans-1,2-DCE are
approximately an order of magnitude less than concentrations for cis-1,2-DCE, and
therefore trans-1,2-DCE is not included in the BIOCHLOR modeling for this site. Other
sampling locations with reported VOCs are not included in Table B-4 if those locations
were on the side fringes of the plume (and below MCLs), upgradient of the plume, or
adjacent to locations having higher concentrations.

B2 MODEL CALIBRATION

The concentration data presented in Table B-4 were used in the trial-and-error calibration
of the BIOCHLOR model to estimate biotransformation decay coefficients, source
concentrations, and source decay rate constants. Because the greatest numbers of
groundwater samples were analyzed in 2003, the maximum concentrations reported in
that year at each sampling location were selected as calibration targets. That set of targets
was supplemented with monitoring well results obtained in 2002, if those values were
higher than reported in 2003 at the same well, or if a well was not sampled in 2003.

B2.1 Building 168 Plume

Simulated concentrations were compared to the reported concentrations listed in Table B-4
using an iterative process to estimate the biotransformation decay coefficients, source
concentrations, and source decay rate constants for the Building 168 plume. The model
input for the Building 168 plume calibration is shown in Figure B-2, and is discussed in
Section B1.

Figures B-4 and B-5 show the simulated concentrations and reported concentrations for
cis-1,2-DCE and vinyl chloride, respectively. Simulated concentrations along the
centerline of the plume were compared to the maximum reported concentrations
downgradient of the assumed source area. A reasonable match to reported concentrations
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B2.2

B3

of cis-1,2-DCE is shown for sampling locations 27B59 and 27B29 near the source area,
27B22 and 27B23 at 150 feet downgradient of the source area, and 37-MJ-MW-10 near
Seaplane Lagoon. A reasonable match to reported concentrations of vinyl chloride is
shown for sampling location 27B29 near the source area, 27B22, 27B14 and 27MWO01
between 150 feet and 350 feet downgradient, and 37-MJ-MW-10 near Seaplane Lagoon.
Matching the maximum concentrations reported within the plume is expected to provide
a conservative estimate of parameters with the highest uncertainty, i.e., biotransformation
decay coefficients and source parameters.

Ferry Point Road Plume

Simulated concentrations were compared to the reported concentrations listed in Table B-4
using an iterative process to estimate the biotransformation decay coefficients, source
concentrations, and source decay rate constant for the Ferry Point Road plume. The
model input for the Ferry Point Road plume calibration is shown on Figure B-3, and is

discussed in Section B1.

Figures B-6 and B-7 show the simulated concentrations and reported concentrations for
cis-1,2-DCE and vinyl chloride, respectively. Simulated concentrations along the
centerline of the plume were compared to the maximum reported concentrations down-
gradient of the assumed source area. A reasonable match to maximum reported
2002-2004 concentrations of cis-1,2-DCE is shown for well 15-MW3 near the source
area and for well 15-MW2 at approximately 70 feet downgradient of the source area;
however, the model overpredicts the concentration at 15-MW1 at approximately 90 feet
downgradient. A reasonable match to reported concentrations of vinyl chloride is shown
for 15-MW3 near the source area and at well 15-MW1, but not at well 15-MW2.

Matching the maximum concentrations reported within the plume is expected to provide
a conservative estimate of parameters with the highest uncertainty, i.e., biotransformation
decay coefficients and source parameters. However, calibration results for this plume
may be less reliable than the results for the Building 168 plume because of fewer
sampling locations, the apparent fluctuation in concentrations between 1995 and 2004
(generally decreased from 1995 to 2000, increased from 2000 to 2002, and decreased
again from 2002 to 2004), uncertain release location, and possible differences in decay

coefficients near the seawall.

SIMULATION OF ALTERNATIVES

The 40-year calibration simulations described in Section B2 were extended in time until
VOC concentrations decreased to MCLs within the Building 168 plume and the Ferry
Point Road plume. Model simulation times discussed below are rounded upward to the
nearest S-year increment. Table B-5 provides a summary of the model results for
comparison of alternatives with unremediated and remediated sources.
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B3.1 Alternative 3 — MNA and ICs

Alternative 3 includes MNA to vernify that existing conditions within the plume are effective
at reducing VOC concentrations; MNA is accompanied by institutional controls (ICs).

The BIOCHLOR modeling results indicate that VOCs present at concentrations above at
least one MCL would persist approximately 70 years into the future for the Building 168
plume and 30 years into the future for the Ferry Point Road plume. The target
concentrations (MCLs) for MNA for the modeled VOCs are: 5 ug/L for TCE, 6 ng/L for

cis-1,2-DCE, and 0.5 pg/L for vinyl chloride.

B3.2 Alternative 4A — ISB Source Area Treatment, MNA, and ICs
For Alternative 4A, in situ bioremediation (ISB) would be followed by MNA and ICs.

ISB is assumed to reduce the concentration of chlorinated VOCs by approximately
50 percent, and in the predictive simulations with BIOCHLOR, the source concentrations
were reduced by 50 percent from those used in Alternative 3.

The BIOCHLOR modeling results indicate that MNA would require approximately
60 years after ISB source area treatment for chlorinated VOC concentrations to attenuate
to MCLs at the Building 168 plume and would require 25 years at the Ferry Point Road

plume.

B3.3 Alternative 6A — ISCO Source Area Treatment, MNA, and ICs

For Alternative 6A, in situ chemical oxidation (ISCO) would be followed by MNA
and ICs.

ISCO is assumed to reduce the concentration of chlorinated VOCs by approximately
90 percent, and in the predictive simulations with BIOCHLOR, the source concentrations
were reduced by 90 percent from those used in Alternative 3.

ISCO could change the reducing conditions in the source area. It is assumed that the
affected area would return to pretreatment reducing conditions, that the microbial
community would reestablish within 3 months after injection of ISCO, and that the same
decay coefficients used for Alternative 3 would apply after 3 months.

The BIOCHLOR modeling results indicate that MNA would continue to reduce
chlorinated VOC concentrations to MCLs for approximately 45 years after ISCO source
area treatment for the Building 168 plume, and for approximately 15 years for the Ferry

Point Road plume.

B3.4 Alternative 7 — Dynamic Circulation Source Area Treatment,
MNA, and ICs

For Alternative 7, dynamic circulation source area treatment would be followed by MNA
and ICs. '
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B4

B4.1

Dynamic circulation is assumed to reduce the concentration of chlorinated VOCs by
approximately 80 percent, and in the predictive simulations with BIOCHLOR, the source
concentrations were reduced by 80 percent from those used in Alternative 3.

Dynamic circulation would temporarily change the reducing conditions in the source area.
It was assumed that the affected area would return to pretreatment reducing conditions
within 1 to 3 months and that the same decay coefficients would apply as for
Alternative 3.

The BIOCHLOR modeling results indicate that MNA would continue to reduce
chlorinated VOC concentrations to MCLs for approximately 55 years after dynamic
circulation treatment at the Building 168 plume, and for 20 years for the Ferry Point Road

plume.

MODEL UNCERTAINTY AND SENSITIVITY

Each input parameter for the BIOCHLOR modeling effort has uncertainties that result
from difficulties in making accurate and representative measurements. Uncertainties may
cause simulated concentrations to be overestimated or underestimated, and resulting
times required to achieve MCLs may be overestimated or underestimated.

Parameters that contribute to uncertainty in the BIOCHLOR modeling are described in
the following sections. Sensitivity analyses were performed based on adjusting values of
these parameters by factors of one-half and twice the values applied for the “base case”
with Alternative 3 and the Building 168 plume. Table B-6 provides a summary of the

sensitivity analyses.

Advection

Although consistent measurements of hydraulic conductivity at IR Site 27 were obtained,
and a consistent hydraulic gradient was measured at different times and locations across
IR Site 27 in 2004, uncertainty in effective porosity and uncertainty of the hydraulic
gradient in previous and future decades could affect the accuracy of the simulations for
future conditions. Conditions affecting the hydraulic gradient are not expected to have
been much different in previous years, and are expected to be similar for future years.

However, to evaluate the effect of groundwater velocity on the modeling results, sensitivity
simulations were performed using approximately one-half (10 feet per year) and twice
(40 feet per year) the estimated velocity of 20.7 feet per year that was used in the
modeling to compare alternatives.

The lower groundwater velocity results in a large increase in the time required to achieve
MCLs (almost three times longer, but part of the change results from a decreased source
decay rate imposed by BIOCHLOR to prevent an unstable solution). With a higher
groundwater velocity, the time to achieve MCLs is not noticeably changed.
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B4.2 Dispersion

Trace concentrations of VOCs were reported in recent monitoring events at locations
adjacent to Seaplane Lagoon. Because the contaminants have already reached the
seawall, a calibrated estimate of longitudinal dispersivity is not possible. Also, because
of uncertainty in the exact width of the source release, a calibrated estimate of transverse

dispersivity is also not possible.

However, to evaluate the sensitivity of the model to dispersion, sensitivity simulations
were performed using one-half (8.7 feet) and twice (35 feet) the longitudinal dispersivity
of 17.4 feet that was selected for comparison of alternatives for the Building 168 plume.
Transverse dispersivity was proportionally changed to remain equal to 0.1 of the
longitudinal dispersivity.

The lower dispersivity has minimal effect on the modeling results, but the higher
dispersivity results in a large increase in time required to achieve MCLs (almost three
times longer, but part of the change results from a decreased source decay rate imposed
by BIOCHLOR to prevent an unstable solution).

B4.3 Adsorption
The median (“common”) retardation factor calculated by BIOCHLOR is similar to the
calculated retardation factor for cis-1,2-DCE, but overestimates the retardation factor for
vinyl chloride.
To evaluate the sensitivity of the model to the retardation coefficient, sensitivity

simulations were performed using one-half (retardation coefficient of 1.25) and twice
(retardation coefficient of 3.75) the common retardation coefficient of 2.49 applied in the

comparison of alternatives.

Decreasing the retardation factor has minimal effect on the modeling results for the time
required to achieve MCLs, but increasing the retardation factor significantly increases the
time required (time is approximately doubled). '

B4.4 Biotransformation

Decay coefficients for plumes may vary spatially and temporally, although available data
and interpretations for IR Site 27 do not suggest that such variations have occurred
(except perhaps associated with iron rusting from the sheet piles installed at the seawall).

To evaluate the sensitivity of the model to the decay coefficient, sensitivity simulations
were performed using one-half and twice the decay coefficients for individual VOCs:
0.23 and 0.92 per year for TCE, 0.12 and 0.46 per year for cis-1,2-DCE, and 0.50 and
1.98 per year for vinyl chloride, compared to 0.46, 0.23, and 0.99 per year, respectively,
for the base case with Alternative 3 and Building 168 plume.

The lower decay coefficients result in an increase in the time required to achieve MCLs,
but they have less of an effect than decreased groundwater velocity, increased
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dispersivity, or increased retardation factor. With higher decay coefficients, the time to
achieve MCLs is only slightly reduced.

B4.5 Source Concentrations

The major assumptions required for the source in BIOCHLOR modeling are the initial
concentrations and the source decay rate constant.

The simulated plume concentrations are linearly related to the initial source
concentrations, i.e., doubling the initial source concentrations will double the predicted
concentrations throughout the plume for a given time of simulation. To evaluate the
sensitivity of the model to the initial source concentrations, sensitivity simulations were
performed using one-half and twice the initial concentrations of 4,000 ug/L for TCE,
6,000 pug/L for cis-1,2-DCE, and 20,000 pg/L for vinyl chloride, which were assumed for
the comparison of alternatives.

Decreasing the initial source concentrations slightly reduces the time required to achieve
MCLs, and increasing the initial source concentrations slightly increases the time required
to achieve MCLs.

B4.6 Source Decay

To evaluate the sensitivity of the model to the source decay, sensitivity simulations were
performed using one-half (0.05 per year) and twice (0.198 per year) the decay rate of
0.099 per year applied in the comparison of alternatives for the Building 168 plume.

A decrease in the source decay rate constant has a large effect on the estimated time
required to achieve MCLs (approximately 2.5 times longer). The source decay rate
appears to have a greater effect on the time required than any other parameter in this
model, and like the initial source concentrations, has a high uncertainty.

An increase in the source decay rate could not be simulated because BIOCHLOR limits
the rate to prevent an unstable solution.

B4.7 Plume Concentrations

Reported VOC concentrations affect the estimation of biotransformation decay
coefficients and assumptions for source concentrations and source decay rate constants.

The large number of HydroPunch samples collected in 2003, supplemented with samples
from monitoring wells in 2002, 2003 and 2004, are interpreted to provide a one-time
“snapshot” for plume characterization. However, without measurements of the initial
source release or a second snapshot for plume concentrations in a different decade, the
calibrated model is subject to considerable uncertainty for decay coefficients and source
assumptions. Insufficient data were collected in 1995 to provide a snapshot for IR Site 27
for that period, and reported results suggest differences in sampling and analysis
methodologies for different years (generally a large decrease in reported concentrations
between 1995 and 2000, but then a significant increase in reported concentrations
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B5

B6

between 2000 and 2002). With these limitations, the primary application of the
BIOCHILLOR modeling simulations is a comparison of alternatives based on a consistent
set of values for flow, transport, and degradation parameters.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The unremediated source scenario modeling (Alternative 3) indicates that approximately
70 years are required for MNA to lower chlorinated VOC concentrations to MCLs at the
Building 168 plume, and that approximately 30 years are required for the Ferry Point

Road plume.

The remediated-source scenario modeling indicates that for a reduction in VOC
concentrations of 50 percent by Alternative 4A, approximately 60 years following
completion of ISB are required for MNA to lower chlorinated VOC concentrations to
MCLs at the Building 168 plume, and approximately 25 years are required at the Ferry
Point Road plume.

The time required for MNA to lower chlorinated VOC concentrations is less for
Alternatives 6A and 7, assuming a reduction in chlorinated VOC concentrations of
90 percent and 80 percent, respectively, after the aquifer returns to reducing conditions
and the microbial community reestablished. It is assumed that 1 to 3 months may be
required for the aquifer to return to pretreatment conditions for Alternatives 6A and 7.
The additional time required for MNA to lower chlorinated VOCs to MCLs at the
Building 168 plume is 45 years for Alternative 6A and 55 years for Alternative 7. At the
Ferry Point Road plume, 15 years and 20 years are required for MNA to lower chlorinated

VOCs to MCLs for Alternatives 6A and 7, respectively.
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BIOCHLOR Natural Attenuation Decision Support m Alameda Point |Data Input Instructions:
Version 2.2 Site 27 115 —+1. Enter value directly.,..or
Excel 2000 Run Name A or y 2. Calculate by filling in gray
TYPE OF CHLORINATED SOLVENT: 5. GENERAL 1002 °  cells. Press Enter, then (¢
Simulation Time* +—L — | (Tarestore formulas, hit "Restore Formulas” button )
1. ADVECTION Modeled Area Width* Variable*—+ Data used directly in model.
Sespage Vam:::f x ;?::{:d Lt;amEmgm ; ;:_:_: forenll ' Natural Attenuation |
Hydraulic Conductivity K Zone 2 Length* ' |is Occurring | Seresning Prataco)
Hydraulic Gradient i o J
Effective Porosity n 6. SOURCE DATA TYPE: Decaying Vertical Plane Source: Determine Source Well
2. DISPERSION Z== " Source Options | Single Planar / Location and Input Solvent Concentrations
Alpha x* 17.43 |(f) [ i St
(Alpha y) / (Alpha x)* 01_|(-) sl . Source Thickness in Sat. Zone* [ _10_](ft)
(Alpha z) / (Alpha x)* 1.E-99 |(-) Y1
3. ADSORPTION Width* (ft __200
Retardation Factor® i ks™
ar Conc. (mg/L)* o1 51%5
Soil Bulk Density, rho ka/L) ' PCE 0 0.
FractionOrganicCarbon, foc (=) TCE 4 i View of Plume Looking Down
Partition Coefficient = DCE 6 /
PCE (Ukg) | Ve 20 Observed Centerline Conc. at Monitoring Wells
TCE (Lkg) | ETH 0
DCE (Likg) |
vC (Likg) | 7. FIELD DATA FOR COMPARISON
ETH ; (Lkg) [ PCE Conc. (mg/L) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Common R (used in model)" = TCE Cenc. (mg/L) 00016 o |ooo46| O 0 |0.0006] 0.012] 0O 0 |o0ooog| o
4, BIOTRANSFORMATION -1st Order Decay Coefficient* DCE Conc. (mg/L) 0006 | 0058 c.015 | 0.15 | 0.23 | 0.022 | 0.013 | 00037 0.032 | 0.0077 | 0.04
Zone 1 _ A (1yr) VC Conc. (mglL) 0.0007] 02 | 0.021 |0.000¢| 0.032 | 0.001 | 0.0006|0.0017| 0.022| 0.04 | 0.0058
PCE 5 TGE 0.770 | & ETH Conc. (mg/L)
TCE —» DCE 0462 | € Distance from Source (ft) 0 20 20 140 | 150 | 200 | 210 | 220 | 230 | 350 440
DCE = NG 0231 | € Date Dala Collected
VE: = ETH 0990 | € 8. CHOOSE TYPE OF OUTPUT TO SEE:
Zone 2 A (1iyr Restore
PCE = TCE 0.000 | € Formulas
TCE — DCE 0.000 | € RUN CENTERLINE RUN ARRAY
DCE > VC 0.000 | € SEE OUTPUT Paste
VG = ETH 0.000 | € Example

Figure B-2

BIOCHLOR Model Input — Building 168 Plume



Figure B-2 (continued)

Notes:
Calc. — calculate
cm/fsec — cenfimeters per second
conc. — concentration
DCE - dichloroethene
ETH — ethene
ft — feet
ft/ft — foot per foot
ftiyr — feet per year
i — hydraulic gradient
K — hydraulic conductivity
K.c — organic carbon partition coefficient
ks — source decay constant
kg/L — kilograms per liter
. — biotransformation rate constant
L —length
L/kg — liters per kilogram
mg/L — milligrams per liter
n — effective porosity
PCE — tetrachloroethene
R - retardation factor
Sat. — saturated
TCE — trichlorosthene
VC — vinyl chloride
W — width
yr — year



BIOCHLOR Natural Atte on Decision Support System Alameda Point | Data Input Instructions:
Version 2.2 Site 27 115 —=1. Enler value directly....or
Excel 2000 Run Name A or A 2. Calculate by filling in gray
TYPE OF CHLORINATED SOLVENT: 5. GENERAL L go2 ~  cells. Press Enter, then ()
Simulation Time* T—L — | (Torestore formulas, hit "Restore Formulas” button )
1. ADVECTION Modeled Area Width* M w Variable®™— Data used directly in model.
Seepage VG.|°€:trY' Vs ;":::Td:;:’m&e".gﬂ’ (M I’ ________ i ;eml . Sl ' Nalural Attenuation
Hydraulic Conductivity K Zone 2 Length* Zone 2= I8 Gotnings 2\ Screening Prolocol
Hydraulic Gradient i L-Zonel1
Effective Porosity n 6. SOURCE DATA TYPE: Decaying Vertical Plane Source: Determine Source Well
2. DISPERSION e " Source Oplions | Single Planar / Location and Input Solvent Concentrations
Alpha x* 92042 |(f) NC‘;'C- " p
(Alpha y) / (Alpha x)* 0.1 [EN PR Source Thickness in Sat. Zone* [_10_|(ft)
(Alpha z) / (Alpha x)* 1.6-99 |(-) Y1
3. ADSORPTION Width* (fty | 100 |
Retardation Factor* R _ ® [ o ] ke
or Caone. (mglL)* c1 g1?ﬂ
Soil Bulk Density, rho PCE 4 0.15
FractionOrganicCarbon, foc | TCE 4 View of Flume Looking Down
Partition Coefficient DCE 40
PCE Ve 3 Observed Centerline Conc. at Monitoring Wells
TCE ETH 0
DCE
vC '7. FIELD DATA FOR COMPARISON
ETH 3020 4468 'PCE Conc. (mglL) 0.0002 [ 0.0035] © 0
Common R (used in model)* = ; TCE Conc. {mg/L) 0.0086 | 0.011 ¢ | 0.0002
4, BIOTRANSFORMATION  -1st Order Decay Coefficient* DCE Conc. (mg/L) 01 [ 0021 © | 0004
ZomenE=——"" "% A (1hyr) half-life VC Conc. (mg/L) goos | 0007 | © 0.029
PCE » TCE 0.770 | '€ |8 'ETH Conc. (mg/L)
TCE — DCE 0630 | € Distance from Source (fl) 0 70 80 90
DCE—> V€ 0.866 | € Date Dala Collected
VC. = “ETH 0930 | € ‘8. CHOOSE TYPE OF OUTPUT TO SEE:
Zone2 — | > 2 (1hyr) Realare
PCE - TCE 0.000 | € Eormolis
TCE — DCE 0.000 | € RUN CENTERLINE RUN ARRAY
DCE—=> VC 0.000 | € SEE OUTPUT Paste
VC —» ETH 0.000 | € Example

Figure B-3
BIOCHLOR Model Input — Ferry Point Road Plume



Figure B-3 (continued)

Notes:
Calc. — calculate
cm/sec — centimeters per second
conc. — concentration
DCE - dichloroethene
ETH — ethene
ft — feet
ft/ft — foot per foot
ft/yr — feet per year
i - hydraulic gradient
K — hydraulic conductivity
K.e — organic carbon partition coefficient
ks — source decay constant
ka/L - kilograms per liter
). — biotransformation rate constant
L — length
L/kg - liters per kilogram
mg/L — milligrams per liter
n — effective porosity
PCE — tetrachloroethene
R — retardation factor
Sat. — saturated
TCE — trichloroethene
VC — vinyl chloride
W — width
yr — year



Concentration (ug/L

BIOCHLOR Simulation Results for cis-1,2-Dichloroethene from 1962 to 2002
(Plume biotransformation rate = 0.231 yr'1 and source decay rate = 0.099 yr'l)
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Figure B-4
BIOCHLOR Model Simulation for Building 168 Plume — cis-1,2-Dichloroethene Concentrations



Figure B-4 (continued)

Notes:
BIOCHLOR - BIOCHLOR Natural Attenuation Decision Support System

ft — feet

ng/L — micrograms per liter

MCL — maximum contaminant level
yr — year
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BIOCHLOR Simulation Results for Vinyl Chloride from 1962 to 2002
(Phime biotransformation rate = 0.99 yr" and source decay rate = 0.099 yr"_')
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Figure B-5
BIOCHLOR Model Simulation for Building 168 Plume — Vinyl Chloride Concentrations



Figure B-5 (continued)

Notes:
BIOCHLOR — BIOCHLOR Natural Attenuation Decision Support System
ft — feet
ng/L — micrograms per liter
MCL — maximum contaminant level
yr — year



Concentration (ug/L

BIOCHLOR Simulation Results for cis-1,2-Dichloroethene from 1962 to 2002
(Plume biotransformation rate = 0.866 yr" and source decay rate = 0.15 yr'l)
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Figure B-6 (continued)

Notes:

BIOCHLOR - BIOCHLOR Natural Attenuation Decision Support System
ft — feet

ng/L — micrograms per liter

MCL - maximum contaminant level

yr — year
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BIOCHLOR Simulation Results for Vinyl Chloride from 1962 to 2002
(Plume biotransformation rate = (.99 yr'l and source decay rate = 0.15 yr I)
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Figure B-7

BIOCHLOR Model Simulation for Ferry Point Road Plume — Vinyl Chloride Concentrations
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Figure B-7 (continued)

Notes:
BIOCHLOR - BIOCHLOR Natural Attenuation Decision Support System

ft — feet

ug/L — micrograms per liter

MCL — maximum contaminant level
yr —year
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Table B-1
Horizontal Hydraulic Conductivities Measured at IR Site 27

Depth K K
Well (feet) (cm/sec) (ft/day) Lithology
27TMWO01 6.7-11.7 0.7 %103 1.9 very fine to fine sand (SP)
27TMWO02 6.6-16.6 1.5 x 10° 4.4 very fine to fine sand (SP)
27MWO03 6.6-16.6 1.1x 107 3.0 very fine to fine sand (SP)
geometric 1.0x 103 2.9
mean

Source:
BE! 2005

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
cm/sec — centimeters per second
ft/day — feet per day
IR — Installation Restoration (Program)
K — hydraulic conductivity

page 1 of 1

03/21/06 10:27 AM iw k:\word processing\reportsicto-069\site 27\s\draft finahappendix b\table b-1.doc



Table B-2
Soil Properties Measured at IR Site 27

Vertical Fraction
Sample Unified Soil Hydraulic Dry Dry Organic
Depth Classification  Conductivity  Density Density Total Carbon
Location (feet) System (cm/sec) (Ib/tt’) (g/cm’) Porosity (percent)
27B06-G 1.5-3.0 SP 2.6 x 107 106 1.69 0.38 _"
27B09-G 2.0-3.0 SP-SM 2.3%x 10" 100 1.61 0.42 —
27B11-G 2.0-3.0 SP-SM 5.1x 107 115 1.84 0.33 —
27B12-G 2.0-3.0 SP-SM 1.8 x 10™ 103 1.65 0.40 —
27B45 3.0-3.5 SP-SM 6.9 x 10™ 108 1.73 0.37 0.18
27B55 3.0-3.5 SP 6.4 x 10* 105 1.69 0.39 0.12
27B54 3.5-4.0 SP-SM 3.7 x 10 111 1.78 0.35 0.18
27B57 3.5-4.0 SP-SM 5.3x 10" 106 1.70 0.37 0.25
27MWO03 10.0-11.0 SP-SM 2.3 x 10" — — — 0.15
27MWO01 10.5-11.5 SP-SM 9.1 x 107 — — — 0.28
27MWO02  10.5-11.5 SP-SM 5.6 x 10° — — — 0.11
27B60 19-20 SM 6.7 % 107 113 1.80 0.34 0.39
minimum 6.7 x 107 100 1.61 0.33 0.11
maximum 6.9 x 10™ 115 1.84 0.42 0.39
average 2.6x 10" 107 1.72 0.37 0.21
geometric 1.1x10* 107
mean 1.72 0.37 0.19
Source:
BEI 2005
Note:

* dash indicates not measured at this location.

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
cm/sec — centimeters per second
g/cm3 - grams per cubic centimeter
IR — Installation Restoration (Program)
Ib/ft® — pounds per cubic foot
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Table B-3

Literature Values for Biotransformation Decay Coefficients

25th 75th
Minimum  Percentile Median Percentile Maximum Number
Biotransformation (1/year) (1/year) (1/year) (1/year) (1/year) of Plumes

PCE to TCE 0.8 —* 1.1 — 2.4 3
TCE to DCE 0.3 0.5 1.2 2.4 3.2 10
DCE to VC 0.1 0.7 1.2 2.2 209 9
VC to ETH 04 0.6 1.7 49 12.2 7
Source:

Aziz et al. 2002
Note:

* dash indicates insufficient data to calculate
Acronyms/Abbreviations:

DCE - cis-1,2-dichloroethene

ETH — ethene

PCE — tetrachloroethene

TCE - trichloroethene

VC — vinyl chloride
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Table B-4

Maximum Annual Concentrations Reported at IR Site 27

MAXIMUM ANNUAL CONCENTRATION® (ug/L)

Tetrachloroethene Trichloroethene cis-1,2-Dichloroethene Vinyl Chloride
Down- (MCL =5 pg/L) (MCL =5 pg/L) (MCL =6 ug/L) (MCL = 0.5 pg/L)
gradient
Building 168 Plume
27MW08" -220 - - —- U U|—= —= — 03 02| — - - 25 17| — - — U U
27B59 10' -20 —_ = = U - - - - 16 - = - — 9% —| = - — 074 —
27MWO05°® 10 - - — U vu|— — — 13 08| — — — 045 03| — — — U U
27B29 10’ 20 - - = U —_ - - = U -l - - - 88 - | = - — 200 -
27MWO06 20 - —- - U v}l — —- — 46 32| — — — 15 2| - — — 21 11
27B24 10’ 120 - - - 09 — | - = = U - - - - 9% - | = = - 11 -
27B23 10! 140 U — U - - - = 8] —_ ] - - - 15 - | - - — 093 —
27B22 10’ 150 _ - = U —_ - - - 8] -l - - - 20 - | - - — 32 —
27B18 10’ 200 —_— = = U — - - - & - - = = 2 - = = 1 _
27B19 10" 210 - - = U - - - - 12 - = = = B — | — — — 05 —
27B27 10’ 220 —_ - = U - - - = U - - - = 37 - = = = a7 =
27B14 10’ 230 _ - = U _ - - = U —_ - == = R - = - - 2 =
27TMW02 310 - - 42 - 17} = - 29 — 17| = = 16 — 1 - - 2 — 21
27MWO01 350 - — U — v} — — 038 — 02— — 717 — 55| — — 40 — 13
27B13 10’ 350 _ = -~ U —_ - - = 07 - | = = = 25 — | = —  — 08 —
27MW04° 430 - - = U u| - - — §] U - — — 057 047} — — @ — U 031
37-MI-MW-10 440 — — U _ | - — U - - | = - 4 - -] = — 58 —  —
Ferry Point Road Plume

27MW03° -50 - — u — vl — — 17 — 14| = —- 94 — 55| = —~ 57 — 26
15-MW3 0 3 U 02 02 0271 26 4 86 61 38 | 44 34 8 100 75 2 5 6 3119
15-MW2 70 40 04 35 3.1 1 14 1 11 0 32| — — 21 12 34 | 15 i 7032 01
ISMJ-MW1° 80 — — U U — | - - U U — — — 8] u — — — U U —
15-MW1 90 — U U U U |06 U 02 02 021} 41 11 4 27 13 2 8 20 85 34

kiword processing\reponsicto-069\site 27\fs\draft final\appendix b\abte b-4.doc
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Table B-4 (continued)

Source:
BEI 2005

Notes:
maximum values between 2002 and 2003 were used for model calibration, unless otherwise noted

sampling location not used for calibration, because too far to side-gradient, too far upgradient, or higher concentration exist at nearby iocation
dash indicates no data collected

[
Acronyms/Abbreviations:

pg/L — micrograms per liter

MCL — maximum contaminant limit

U ~ indicates the compound or analyte was analyzed for, but was not detected above the stated detection limit

k:\word processing\reportsicto-069\site 27\fs\draft final\appendix b\tabie b-4.doc page 20f2



Table B-5
Simulated Time to Achieve MCLs

PCE TCE DCE vC
Alternative and Simulation Description (years)" (years)' (years)®  (years)®
Alternative 3 Unremediated Source
Building 168 Plume o° 30 40 70
Ferry Road Plume 0 10 20 30
Alternative 4A Remediated Source
Building 168 Plume, 50% reduction in concentration 0 25 35 60
Ferry Road Plume, 50% reduction in concentration 0 0 15 25
Alternative 6A Remediated Source
Building 168 Plume, 90% reduction in concentration 0 5 15 45
Ferry Road Plume, 90% reduction in concentration 0 0 5 IS
Alternative 7 Remediated Source
Building 168 Plume, 80% reduction in concentration 0 15 25 55
Ferry Road Plume, 80% reduction in concentration 0 0 10 20

Notes:
? gstimated time to achieve MCL is rounded upward to nearest 5-year increment

® MCL for PCE already achieved at both plumes.

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
DCE - cis-1,2-dichloroethene
MCL - maximum contaminant level
PCE - tetrachloroethene
TCE - trichloroethene
VC - vinyl chloride
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Xcontiat

Table B-6
Model Sensitivity Results
Time to Decrease Time to Decrease
Below MCL for Below MCL for
cis-1,2-DCE vVC
Parameter and Simulation Description (years)® (years)®

Base case

Alternative 3, Building 168 Plume (Figure B-2) 40 70
Advection

Groundwater velocity decreased by one-half (10 feet per year)” 116 190

Groundwater velocity increased by 2 times (40 feet per year) 40 70
Dispersion

Dispersivity decreased by one-half (8.7 feet, longitudinal) 40 70

Dispersivity increased by 2 times (35 feet, longitudinal)® 110 185
Adsorption

Retardation factor decreased by one-half (1.25) 35 70

Retardation factor increased by 2 times (3.75)" 80 125
Biotransformation (TCE, cis-1,2-DCE, and VC)

Decay coefficient decreased by one-half (0.231, 0.116, 0.495 per 70 80

year)

Decay coefficient increased by 2 times (0.924, 0.462, 1.98 per year) 30 70
Source concentration (TCE, cis-1,2-DCE, and VC)

Initial concentrations decreased by one-half (2, 3, 10 mg/L) 35 60

Initial concentrations increased by 2 times (8, 12, 40 mg/L) 50 75
Source decay

Decay rate constant decreased by one-half (0.050 per year) 100 175

Decay rate constant increased by 2 times (0.198 per year) —F —

Note:
a

estimated time to achieve MCL is rounded upward to nearest 5-year increment
® BIOCHLOR requires source decay rate constant to be less than 0.047 to prevent unstable solution
{based on given retardation factor, biotransformation decay coefficient, groundwater velocity, and

dispersivity)

time to decrease below MCL is BIOCHLOR “simulation time” minus 40 years (2002-1962);

° BIOCHLOR requires source decay rate constant to be less than 0.048 to prevent unstable solution
4 BIOCHLOR requires source decay rate constant to be less than 0.066 to prevent unstable solution
® source decay rate constant could not be increased by 2 times; BIOCHLOR requires the value to be less

than 0.10 to prevent unstable solution

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
DCE - dichloroethene
MCL — maximum contaminant level
mg/L — milligrams per liter
TCE - trichloroethene
VC — vinyl chloride
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