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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVEL WEAPONS STATION
CONCORD CALIFORNIA 94520-5000 IN REPLY REFER TO:

6 April 1989

Record of Decision of Selection of Final Renedial Action
Plan for the Rel ease, and the Threatened Rel ease, of
Hazar dous Substances on Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576,
579D, and 581 on the Naval Wapons Station, Concord,
California

The Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, is the
maj or anmuni tion transshi pment port on the west coast for the
Departrent of the Navy. The station is located in the north-central
portion of Contra Costa County in the San Franci sco Bay Area of
California. The station is approximately thirty (30) mles northeast
of the Gty of San Francisco; it is bounded on the north by Suisun
Bay and on the south and west by the Gty of Concord.

The Naval Wapons Station, Concord, enconpasses over
12,900 acres of land which consists of three areas of land: the Tidal
Area; the Inland Area, which is linked to the Tidal Area by a narrow
Navy-owned rail and road corridor, near the Gty of Concord; and a
radi ography facility located in Pittsburg, California.

Pursuant to Sections 104, 120, and 121 of the
conpr ehensi ve Environnental Response, Conpensation, and Liability
Act, as anended (CERCLA), and based on the final adm nistrative
record of the response to the release, and the threatened rel ease, of
hazar dous substances on Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and
581 on the Naval Wapons Station, Concord, the Departnent of the Navy
is selecting the Renmedial Action Alternatives identified as 1-3A,
2-3A, 3-3A and 4-3A in the Proposed Renedial Action Plan for the
Rel ease, and the Threatened Rel ease, of Hazardous Substances on
Parcel s 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, California, as a final renedial action plan for the
portions of Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the
Naval Weapons Station, Concord, which are contam nated w th hazardous
subst ances, including arsenic, cadm um copper, |ead, selenium and
zinc. In addition, the Departnent of the Navy is determining that, to
prevent portions of these parcels on the Naval Wapons Station from
bei ng recontam nated after the final renedial action
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plan is inplenented on these parcels, the renedial action
alternatives identified as 1-3A, 2-3A, 3-3A, and 4-3A in the proposed
renedi al action plan nust be undertaken on the portions of the
off-site rights of way which transect these parcels, which are
contam nated with hazardous substances, including arsenic, cadm um
copper, lead, selenium and zinc. (Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe
Rai | way Conpany; Sout hern Pacific Transportation Conpany; and
Sacranento Northern Railroad own and operate the four rights of way
whi ch transect such parcels.)

Alterative 1-3A invol ves the excavation of contam nated
soil fromthe area in RASS 1 designated for active renediation

classification of the contamnated soil, transportation of the
contam nated soil to an existing Class | landfill, disposal of
contamnated soil in an existing ass | landfill, restoration of the

excavated area, and operation and mai ntenance, including nonitoring,
of the excavated area. Alternative 1-3A al so invol ves extensive
nmonitoring with the potential for future active remediation in areas
desi gnated for passive renediation if action |evels are exceeded.
Alternative 1-3A involves, in addition, nonitoring in the areas in
RASS 1 not designated for active or passive renediation. The
nmonitoring in the areas designated for active and passive renediation
and in the areas not designated for active or passive remnedi ation
will include, but not be limted to, the installation of groundwater
monitoring wells; sanpling of the wells for four quarters; analysis
of the groundwater sanples; and eval uati on of the groundwater

anal ysi s.

Al ternative 2-3A invol ves the excavati on of contam nated
soil fromthe area in RASS 2 designated for active renediation

classification of the contam nated soil, transportation of the
contamnated soil to an existing Aass | landfill, disposal of
contamnated soil in an existing Aass | landfill, restoration of the

excavated area, and operati on and mai nt enance, includi ng nonitoring,
of the excavated area. Alternative 2-3A al so invol ves extensive
monitoring with the potential for future active renediation in areas
desi gnated for passive renediation if action |evels are exceeded.
Alternative 2-3A involves, in addition, nonitoring in the areas in
RASS 2 not designated for active or passive renediation. The
monitoring in the areas designated for active and passive renediation
and in the areas not designated for active or passive renedi ation
will include, but not be limted to, the installation of groundwater
monitoring wells; sampling of the wells for four quarters; anal ysis
of the groundwater sanples; and eval uation of the groundwater

anal ysi s.

Alternative 3-3A involves the excavation of contam nated
soil fromthe area in RASS 3 designated for active renediation

classification of the contam nated soil, transportation of the
contam nated soil to an existing Class | landfill, disposal of
contam nated soil in an existing O ass
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landfill, and operation and mai nt enance, including nonitoring, of the
excavated area. Alternative 3-3A al so invol ves extensive nonitoring
with the potential for future active renediation in areas designated
for passive renediation if action |levels are exceeded. A ternative
3-3A involves, in addition, nmonitoring in the areas in RASS 3 not
designated for active or passive renediation. The nonitoring in the
areas designated for active and passive remediation and in the areas
not designated for active or passive renediation will include, but
not be limted to, the installation of groundwater nonitoring wells;
sanpling of the wells for four quarters; analysis of the groundwater
sanpl es; and eval uation of the groundwater analysis.

Alternative 4-3A involves the excavation of soil exceeding
TTLO STLC criteria and limng of |ow pH soil (less than pH of 5.0) on
the area in RASS 4 designated for active renediation, classification

of the contami nated soil, transportation of the contam nated soil to
an existing dass | landfill, disposal of contamnated soil in an
existing Aass | landfill, and operation and nai ntenance, incl uding

nmonitoring, of the excavated area. Alternative 4-3A al so invol ves
extensive nmonitoring with the potential for future active renediation
in areas designated for passive remediation if action levels are
exceeded. Aterative 4-3A involves, in addition, monitoring in the
areas in RASS 4 not designated for active or passive remedi ation. The
nmonitoring in the areas designated for active and passive renedi ation
woul d include, but not be [imted to, the installation of groundwater
monitoring wells; sanpling of the wells for four quarters; analysis
of the groundwater sanples; and eval uation of the groundwater

sanpl es.

The Navy finds and concludes that Aternatives 1-3A 2-3A
3-3A, and 4-3A will be protective of human health and the
environment; are cost effective; and utilize permanent sol uti ons and
alternative treatment technol ogi es to the maxi mum extent practicable.
The Navy al so finds and concludes that no alternative renedial
actions which woul d permanently and significantly reduce the vol une,
toxicity, or nobility of hazardous substances are practicable. The
Navy al so finds and concludes that no alternative renmedi al actions
whi ch do not use off-site transport and di sposal of hazardous
subst ances are practi cabl e.

The Navy al so finds and concludes that Alternatives 1-3A
2-3A, 3-3A, and 4-3A will be in accordance with Section 121 of CERCLA
and, to the extent practicable, with the National Contingency Pl an.
The Navy al so finds and concludes that Alternatives 1-3A 2-3A 3-3A
and 4-3A will be cost effective.

The Navy al so finds and concludes that Al ternatives

1-3A, 2-3A, 3-3A, and 4-3A will attain the level or standard of
control (with respect to any hazardous substance that will renain
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onsite) which at least attains the applicable or rel evant and
appropriate requirements for RASS 1 which are identified above,
except to the extent that conpliance with the ARAR s would result in
greater risk to the environment than alternative options.

On 14 February 1986, the Wstern D vision, Naval
Facilities Engi neering Conmand (WESTDI V), conpleted the Final Report
of Renedial Investigation of Contam nant Mbility at Naval VWapons
Station, Concord, California, which concluded that portions of
Parcel s 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, California, and portions of off-site rights of way
whi ch transect such parcels are contam nated w th hazardous
subst ances, including arsenic, cadm um copper, |ead, selenium and
zinc. Figures 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3 of the Final Renmedial |nvestigation
Report depicted the contam nated portions of such parcels on the
Naval Weapons Station, Concord, and the off-site rights of way. On 16
Sept enber 1988, WVESTDI V conpl eted the Final Report of Remedi al
I nvestigation of Contam nant Mbility at Naval \Wapons Stati on,
Concord, California, Subtitle Appendix 2.5- 1986/87 Data.

VWESTDI V conpl eted a (Revised) Final Draft Report of
Feasibility Study of Contami nati on Remedi ati on at Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, California, on 7 March 1987, which screened,
devel oped, and anal yzed alternative renedi al actions for contam nated
portions of these parcels. WESTD V conpl eted a (Second Revised) Final
Draft Report of Feasibility Study of Contam nati on Remedi ation at
Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, on 16 Septenber 1988,
whi ch screened, devel oped, and anal yzed alternative renedi al actions
for the contam nated portions of these parcels. The (Second Revi sed)
Final Draft Feasibility Study Report divided the contam nated
portions of Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the
Naval Wapons Station, Concord, and the rights of way and areas
surroundi ng the contam nated properties into four (4) renedial action
subsites (RASS s) to analyze alternative renmedial actions. The
(Second Revised) Final Draft Feasibility Study Report ranked
alternative remedi al actions for each RASS. Figure 2 of the (Second
Revi sed) Final Draft Report of the Feasibility Study of Contanination
Renedi ati on at the Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, Volune
I1'l: Figures, depicts RASS 1, RASS 2, RASS 3, and RASS 4.

On 16 Septenber 1988, the Naval Wapons Station, Concord,
California, conpleted a proposed renedial action plan for the
portions of Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the
Naval Weapons Station, Concord, and portions of off-site rights of
way whi ch transect such parcels, which are contaninated with
hazar dous substances, including arsenic, cadm um copper, |ead,
sel enium and zinc. (Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway Conpany;
Sout hern Pacific Transportati on Conpany; and Sacranmento Northern
Rai | road own and operate the
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four rights of way which transect such parcels.) The proposed
remedi al action plan presented the findings and concl usi ons the Navy
proposed to make concerning cl eanup standards and decision rules for
the rel ease, and the threatened rel ease, of hazardous substances on
the contam nated portions of these parcels and the rights of way
under Sections 104, 120, and 121 of CERCLA; identified the
alternative renedi al actions which the Navy anal yzed; and descri bed
and presented a brief analysis of the preferred alternative renedi al
actions.

Pursuant to Sections 117 and 113 of CERCLA, on 16
Sept enber 1988 the Navy issued a public notice that it had conpl et ed
t he proposed renedial action plan and a draft adm nistrative record
of the response to the release, and the threatened rel ease, of
hazar dous substances on Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and
581 on the Naval Wapons Station, Concord. By the same public notice,
the Navy gave public notice that it had conpleted the foll ow ng
reports in response to the rel ease, and the threatened rel ease, of
hazar dous substances on Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and
581 on the Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California:

' Final Report of Renedial Investigation of Contam nant
Mobility at Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California,
Subtitle Appendix 2.5 - 1986/ 87 Data (June 1988).

' Final Report of Suitability of Sites for Hazardous \Waste
D sposal, Concord Naval Wapons Station, Concord,
California (Septenber 1987).

(Second Revised) Final Draft Report of Feasibility Study
of Contam nation Renediation at Naval Wapons Station
Concord, California, Volume |I: Remedial Action

Al ternatives (Septenber 1988)

Final Report of Feasibility Study of Contam nation
Renedi ati on at Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California,
Volume |1: Biological Assessment (July 1988).

Final Draft Report of Feasibility Study of Contanination

Renedi ati on at Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California,
Volume II1: Figures (April 1988).

' Proposed Renedial Action Plan for the Rel ease, and the
Thr eat ened Rel ease, of Hazardous Substances on Parcel s
572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the Nava
Weapons Station, Concord, California (16 Septenber 1988).

By the sane public notice, the Navy solicited oral and
witten conments and informati on necessary to eval uate the
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proposed renedi al action plan, and the findings and concl usi ons whi ch
t he Navy proposed to nmake concerning cl eanup standards, decision
rules, and renedial action alternatives for the rel ease, and the

t hreat ened rel ease, of hazardous substances on Parcels 572, 573, 574,
575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the Naval Wapons Station, Concord,
California. The Navy al so solicited any infornation necessary to
compl ete the adm nistrative record of the response to the rel ease

and the threatened rel ease, of hazardous substances on these parcels.

(On 12 Cctober 1988, the Naval Wapons Station, Concord,
held a public neeting to solicit oral conmments and information. On 19
Cctober 1988, the Naval Weapons Station, Concord, issued a public
noti ce extendi ng the deadline by which witten comments and
i nformation rmust be received by the Navy until 18 Novenber 1988.

Interested parties submtted witten comments and
information in response to the public notice. on 6 April 1989, the
Navy conpleted its Responses to Conments which responded to conmments
submtted by interested parties in response to the proposed renedi a
action plan and the draft reports on which the Navy solicited
comrents and other information. on 6 April 1989, the Navy determ ned
that the (Second Revised) Final Draft Report of Feasibility Study of
Cont am nati on Renedi ation at Naval Wapons Station, Concord,

California, Volume |I: Remedial Action Alternatives, and the Fina
Draft Report of Feasibility Study of Contanination Renediation at
Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, Volune IIl: Figures, did

not require significant revision and, thus, determi ned that these
final draft reports will also serve as final reports. The Navy
published errata to the (Second Revised) Final Draft Report of
Feasibility Study of Contanmination Renediation at Naval \Wapons
Station, Concord, California, Volume |: Renedial Action Alternatives
and the Final Draft Report of Feasibility Study of Contam nation
Renedi ati on at Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, Volune
I1'l: Figures, in the Responses to Comments.

On 6 April 1989, the Naval Wapons Station, Concord,
California, conpleted a final remedial action plan for the portions
of Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the Nava
Wapons Station, Concord, and portions of off-site rights of way
whi ch transect such parcels, which are contam nated with hazardous
subst ances, including arsenic, cadm um copper, |ead, selenium and
zinc. (Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway Conpany; Southern
Paci fic Transportation Conpany; and Sacranento Northern Railroad own
and operate the four rights of way which transect such parcels.) The
final remedial action plan presented the findings and concl usions the
Navy made concerning cl eanup standards and decision rules for the
rel ease, and the threatened rel ease, of hazardous substances on the
contam nated portions of these parcels and the rights of way under
Sections 104, 120, and
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121 of CERCLA, identified the alternative remedial actions which the
Navy anal yzed; and descri bed and presented a brief analysis of the
alternative renedial actions the Navy selected. The final renedia
action plan is attached hereto and i ncorporated herein by reference
as if fully set forth herein.

Prior to the amendnent of CERCLA by the Superfund
Amendnent s and Reaut hori zation Act on 17 Cctober 1986, the Navy
issued a public notice that it had conpleted a (Revised) Final Draft
Report of Feasibility Study of Contam nation Renediati on at Naval
Weapons Station, Concord, California, on 7 March 1986. By the sane
public notice, the Navy solicited witten coments and information
necessary to eval uate the seven renedial action alternatives anal yzed
inthe (revised) final draft feasibility study report. Interested
parties submtted witten comments and infornation in response to the
public notice. On 6 April 1989, the Naval Wapons Station, Concord,
conmpl eted the Responses to Comments, which responded to comments
submtted by interested parties in response to the draft report.

The Navy al so issued a public notice that it had conpl et ed
a Final Draft Report of Remedial I|nvestigation of Contam nant
Mobility at Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, and a Fina
Draft Report of Feasibility Study of Contam nation at Naval Weapons
Station, Concord, California, on 8 August 1985. By the sanme public
notice, the Navy solicited conments and infornmation necessary to
evaluate the release, and/or the threat of the release, of hazardous
substances, and alternative renedial actions for the rel ease, and the
threat of release, of hazardous substances. Interested parties
submtted witten conmments and infornmation in response to the public
notice. On 6 April 1989, the Navy issued the Responses to Comments,
whi ch responded to comrents submitted by interested parties in
response to the draft reports.

Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, the
Navy engaged in consultation with the U S. Fish and Wldlife Service
concerning the i npact to endangered species on Parcel 572 on the
Naval Wapons Station, Concord, fromthe inplenentation of the
proposed renedi al action plan. On 23 August 1988, the Fish and
WIldlife Service issued a biological opinion which stated that:

[ T] he proposed renedi ati on of heavy netal s contam nation at
Concord Naval Weapons Station is not likely to jeopardi ze the
continued exi stence of the salt marsh harvest nouse or
California clapper rail.

The Fish and Wldlife Service also stated in its biological opinion
that it would not consider the taking of salt marsh harvest nice
which is incidental to and not intended as part of the proposed
remedi al action as taking in violation of Section 9
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of the Endangered Species Act provided that such taking conplies with
the conditions setlforth in the biological opinion

Pursuant to Sections 120(f) and 121(f) of CERCLA, the Navy
consulted with the State of California concerning the initiation
devel oprment, and sel ection of the final renedial action plan for the
portions of Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the
Naval Weapons Station, Concord, which are contam nated. Neither the
State of California Regional Water Quality Control Board, nor the
State of California Departnent of Health Services, nor the State of
California Departnment of Fish and Gane objected to the proposed
remedi al action plan which the Navy issued on 16 Septenber 1988.

Pursuant to Section 211 of the Superfund Anendrments and
Reaut hori zation Act, the Navy consulted with the Environnental
Prot ecti on Agency concerning the initiation, devel opment, and
sel ection of the final renedial action plan for the portions of
Parcel s 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, which are contamnated. 10 U S.C 2701 and 2705.
The Environnental Protection Agency did not object to the proposed
remedi al action plan which the Navy issued on 16 Sept enber 1988.

In addition, the Navy consulted with the defendants and
third party defendants in United States v. Allied Chemical Corp., et
al., Qvil No. CG83-5898 FMs (N D. Calif.), and United States v.
Chemical & Pignent, et al., Gvil No. G83-5896 FM5 (N D. Calif.),
concerning the initiation, devel opment, and selection of the fina
remedi al action plan for the portions of Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575,
576, 579D, and 581 on the Naval Wapons Station, Concord, which are
cont am nat ed

CAPTAIN LONNIE F. CAGC
Commander

Naval Weapons Station
Concord, California

v ¥, C&}!p
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVEL WEAPONS STATION
CONCORD CALIFORNIA 94520-5000 IN REPLY REFER TO:

6 April 1989

PUBLI C NOTI CE

Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, hereby gives
notice thatit is issuing a Record of Decision of Selection of Final
Renedi al Action Plan for the Rel ease, and the Threatened Rel ease, of
Hazar dous Substances on Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and
581 on the Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, with this
public notice. The Naval Wapons Station, Concord, also gives notice
that it is also issuing the Responses to Comments with this public
noti ce.

On 8 August 1985, the Western Division, Naval Facilities
Engi neeri ng Command, gave public notice that it had conpleted a Final
Draft Report of the Renedial Investigation of Contanmi nant Mbility at
Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, and a Final Draft Report
of the Feasibility Study of Contam nation at Naval Wapons Stati on,
Concord, California, and solicited conments and i nfornati on necessary
to evaluate the rel ease, and/or threatened rel ease, of hazardous
subst ances on these parcels of the Naval Wapons Station, Concord. In
response, comrents and information were submtted by Federal, State,
and | ocal agencies, and responsi ble parti es.

On 14 February 1986, the Wstern D vision, Naval
Facilities Engi neeri ng Conmand, gave public notice that it had
conmpl eted a Final Report of the Renedial |nvestigation of Contam nant
Mobility at Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California.

On 7 March 1986, the Wstern Division, Naval Facilities
Engi neeri ng Command, gave public notice that it had conpleted a
(Revised) Final Draft Report of the Feasibility Study of
Contam nati on Renedi ati on at Naval Wapons Station, Concord,
California, and solicited comments and information necessary to
evaluate the rel ease, and/or the threatened rel ease, of hazardous
subst ances on these parcels of the Naval Wapons Station, Concord. In
response, comments and information were submtted by Federal, State,
and | ocal agencies, and responsi ble parti es.

On 5 July 1988, the Navy subnitted a biol ogi cal assessnent
of the inpact to endangered species on Parcel 572 on the Naval
Weapons Station, Concord, fromthe inplenentation of its Proposed
Renedi al Action Plan for the Rel ease, and the Threatened Rel ease, of
Hazar dous Substances on Parcels 572, 573,
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574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the Naval Weapons Station, Concord,
California. The biol ogi cal assessment was entitled Final Report of
Feasibility Study of Contam nati on Renedi ation at Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, California, Volume Il: Biological Assessmnent.

On 23 August 1988, the U S. Fish and Wldlife Service,
Endangered Species Ofice, Sacranento, California, conpleted a
bi ol ogi cal opinion of the inpact to endangered species on Parcels 572
on the Naval Wapons Station, Concord, fromthe inplenentati on of the
proposed remnedi al action plan.

On 16 Septenber 1988, the Naval Weapons Station, Concord,
gave public notice that the Navy had conpleted the follow ng reports
in response to the rel ease, and the threatened rel ease, of hazardous
substances on Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the
Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California:

Final Report of Renedial Investigation of Contam nant
Mobility at Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California,
Subtitle Appendix 2.5 - 1986/ 87 Data.

Final Report of Suitability of Sites for Hazardous Waste
D sposal, Concord Naval \Wapons Station, Concord,
California.

' (Second Revised) Final Draft Report of Feasibility Study
of Contam nation Renediation at Naval Wapons Station,
Concord, California, Volunme |: Renedial Action
Al ternatives.

' Final Report of Feasibility Study of Contam nation
Renedi ati on at Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California,
Volune |I: Biological Assessnent.

' Final Draft Report of Feasibility Study of Contam nation
Renedi ati on at Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California,
Volune I11: Figures.

Proposed Remedi al Action Plan for the Rel ease, and the
Thr eat ened Rel ease, of Hazardous Substances on Parcel s
572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the Naval
Weapons Station, Concord, California.

By the sane public notice, the Naval Wapons Station, Concord, gave
noti ce that the Navy had conpleted a draft adm nistrative record of
the response to the release, and the threatened rel ease, of hazardous
subst ances on Parcel s 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the
Naval Wapons Station, Concord. The Naval Wapons Station, Concord,
solicited oral and witten comments and infornation necessary to

eval uate the Proposed
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Renedi al Action Plan for the Rel ease, and the Threatened Rel ease, of
Hazar dous Substances, on Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and
581 on the Naval Weapons Station, Concord, California, and the
findings and concl usi ons which the Navy proposed to nake concer ni ng
cl eanup standards, decision rules, and renmedial action alternatives
for the rel ease, and the threatened rel ease, of hazardous substances
on Parcel 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the Naval Wapons
Station, Concord. The Naval \Wapons Station, Concord, also solicited
any informati on necessary to conplete the adm nistrative record of
the response to the release, and the threatened rel ease, of hazardous
subst ances on Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the
Naval Wapons Station, Concord. In response, coments and information
were subnmitted by Federal, State, and | ocal agencies, and responsible
parties.

The Responses to Comments (which the Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, is issuing today) contains the Navy's responses to
the comrents and information which interested parties submtted in
response to the public notices which the Navy i ssued on 8 August
1985, 7 March 1986, and 16 Septenber 1988.

In addition, the Naval \Wapons Station, Concord, hereby
gives notice that it has conpleted an adm nistrative record of the
response to the rel ease, and the threatened rel ease, of hazardous
substances on Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the
Naval Wapons Station, Concord. The adnministrative record nay be
reviewed at the Central Contra Costa County Public Library, 1750 Cak
Par k Boul evard, Pleasant HIIl, California, at 415/ 646-6434.

Section 4.0 of the Final Report of the Renedia
I nvestigation of Contam nant Mbility at Naval Wapons Station
Concord, California (which the Western Division, Naval Facilities
Engi neeri ng Command, issued on 14 February 1986), addressed the
public health and environnmental concerns resulting fromthe rel ease,
and/ or the threatened rel ease, of hazardous substances on Parcels
571, 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the Naval Weapons
Station, Concord. Section 5.0 of the Final Remedial Investigation
Report generally defined the areas on Parcels 571, 572, 573, 574,
575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the Naval Wapons Station, Concord, which
require remedi al action. The (Second Revised) Final Draft Report of
Feasibility Study of Contami nati on Remedi ation at Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, California, Volune |: Remedial Action Alternatives
and Volume IIl, Figures, nore precisely defined the areas on Parcels
572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the Naval Wapons Station
Concord, which require remedi al action

Sections 6.0 and 7.0 of the (Second Revised) Final Draft

Report of Feasibility Study of Contam nation Renediation at Naval
Weapons Station, Concord, California, Volune |: Renedial
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Action Alternatives, presented a detailed description and a detail ed
eval uati on, respectively, of the renedial action alternatives for the
rel ease, and/or the threatened rel ease, of hazardous substances on

t hese parcels on the Naval Wapons Station, Concord. Section 8.0 of
the (second revised) final draft feasibility study report ranked the
renedi al action alternatives described and evaluated in Sections 6.0
and 7.0, respectively. The (Second Revised) Final Draft Report of
Feasibility Study of Contam nation Renedi ation at Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, California, Volune |I: Renedial Action Alternatives,
and the Final Draft Report of Feasibility Study of Contam nation
Renedi ati on at Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, Volune
I1l: Figures, did not require significant revision. These reports
will serve as final reports. The Navy published errata to the (Second
Revi sed) Final Draft Report of Feasibility Study of Contam nation
Renedi ati on at Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, Volune I
Renedi al Action Alternatives, and the Final Draft Report of
Feasibility Study of Contam nation at Naval Wapons Station, Concord,
California, Volume I1l: Figures, in the Responses to Comments.

The Final Renedial Action Plan for the Rel ease, and the
Thr eat ened Rel ease, of Hazardous Substances on Parcels 572, 573, 574,
575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the Naval Wapons Station, Concord,
California, which is attached to the Record of Decision of Selection
of Final Renedial Action Plan for the Rel ease, and the Threatened
Rel ease, of Hazardous Substances on Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576,
579D, and 581 on the Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California,
descri bes and presents a brief analysis of the remedial action
alternatives which the Naval Wapons Station, Concord, selected for
these parcels. In addition, the final renedial action plan presents
t he findings and concl usi ons which the Navy nade concerning cl eanup
st andards and decision rules for the release, and the threatened
rel ease, of hazardous substances on these parcels under Sections 104,
120, and 121 of the Conprehensive Environnmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act, as anmended.

The bi ol ogi cal opinion (which the U S. Fish and Wldlife
Servi ce, Endangered Species Ofice, conpleted on 23 August 1988)
concluded that the inplenentation of the preferred renmedial action
alternatives which the Naval Wapons Station, Concord, selected wll
not jeopardi ze the continued exi stence of endangered species on
Parcel 572 on the Naval Wapons Station, Concord.

LOCATI ON OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE CONTAM NATI ON: The Naval

Weapons Station, Concord, California, is the major anmunition
transhi pment port on the west coast for the Departnent of the Navy.
It is located approximately thirty (30) mles northeast of San
Franci sco on Sui sun Bay. (Exhibit A which is attached hereto,
depicts the |l ocation of the Naval Wapons Station,
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Concord.) The Naval Wapons Station, Concord, enconpasses

approxi mately 12,900 acres, including both inland areas and tida

mar sh. Suisun Bay is a transition zone between sal twater and
freshwat er ecosystens, containing a diverse popul ation of fish,
bent hi ¢ organi snms, and zoopl ankton. The | ower wetland portions of the
tidal area are characterized by vegetati on which tol erates frequent

i nundation by brackish water. The dryer upland portion of the tidal
area and all of the inland area are grasslands. The areas of the
Naval Wapons Station, Concord, contaninated with hazardous
substances include portions of seven parcels of land: Parcels 572,
573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581. These parcel s enconpass

approxi mately 200 acres and include both wetland and upl and portions
of the tidal plain adjacent to Suisun Bay. (Exhibit B, which is
attached hereto, depicts the |ocation of Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575,
576, 579D, and 581 on the Naval Wapons Station, Concord.)

AUTHORI TY TO RESPOND TO THE RELEASE, OR THE THREATENED RELEASE, OF
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES: On non- Federal facilities, the U S

Envi ronnmental Protection Agency has the responsibility to respond to
the release, or the threatened rel ease, of hazardous substances. 42
U S.C. 9604 and 9606; Executive Order 12,580, 52 Fed. Reg. 2923.
However, the Departnment of Defense has the responsibility to respond
to the release, or the threatened rel ease, of hazardous substances on
Departnent of Defense facilities. 42 U S.C. 9604, 9620, and 9621,
Executive Order 12,580. The Departnent of Defense has del egated the
responsibility to respond to the release, or the threatened rel ease,
of hazardous substances on Navy facilities to the Navy.

The Navy responds to the rel ease, or threatened rel ease,
of hazardous substances on its facilities through its Installation
Rest orati on Program

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES RELEASED, OR THREATENED TO BE RELEASED: Arsenic,
Cadm um Copper, Lead, Selenium and Zinc have been rel eased, and
threaten to be rel eased, on portions of Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575,
576, 579D, and 581 of the Naval Wapons Station Concord.

PARTI ES NOTI FI ED
Feder al agenci es:

" U.S. Environnental Protection Agency, Headquarters,
Washi ngt on, D.C

' U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region |IX San
Franci sco, CA

' U S. Departnent of the Interior, Washington, D.C

' U S. Departnment of the Interior, Pacific Southwest
Regi on, San Franci sco, CA
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U.S. Fish and WIldlife Service, Endangered Species office,
Sacranmento, CA

U.S. Fish and Wldlife Service, Ecological Services
O fice, Sacranento, CA

U S Fish and WIldlife Service, San Franci sco Bay Nati onal
Wl dlife Refuge, Newark, CA

U.S. National oceanic and At nospheric Adm nistration,
Term nal |sland, CA

U.S. National Cceanic and At nospheric Adm nistration,
Super fund Program Coordi nator, Rockville, M

U S. Arnmy Corps of Engineers, Ofice of the Chief of
Engi neers, Washi ngton, D.C.

U.S. Arny Corps of Engineers, San Francisco District, San
Franci sco, CA

U S. Coast Guard, 12th District, Al aneda, CA

St at e agenci es:

California Health and Wl fare Agency, Sacramento, CA
California Departnment of Health Services, Toxic
Subst ances Control Division, Sacranento, CA
California Departnment of Health Services, Toxic Substances
Control Division (North Coast), Berkeley, CA
California Water Resources Control Board, Sacranento, CA
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San
Franci sco Bay Regi on, Qakland, CA
California Wast e Managenent Board, Sacranento, CA
California Departnent of Fish and Gane, Sacranmento, CA
California Departnent of Fish and Gane, Region 3,
Yountville, CA
Cal i fornia Coastal Conm ssion, San Francisco, CA
California Land Conm ssion, Sacramento, CA
California Air Resources Board, Sacranento, CA
San Franci sco Bay Conservation and Devel opnent Conm ssi on,
San Franci sco, CA

Local agenci es:

Pot ent i

Contra Costa County Conmunity Devel opnent Depart nent
Contra Costa County Mosquito Abatenent District
Contra Costa County Health Services Departnment
Central Contra Costa County Sanitary District

Bay Area Air Quality Managenent District

ally responsi ble parties:

Al'lied Corporation
Al'li ed-Si gnal Corporation

Chem cal & Pigment Conpany
ESI Chemi cals, Inc.
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Getty G| Conpany
Texaco, Inc.
At chi son, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway Conpany

Santa Fe | ndustries, Inc.

Santa Fe Land | nprovenent Conpany

Santa Fe Southern Pacific Foundation

Sout hern Pacific Transportation Conpany

Joe Sobotka and W da Sobot ka

O E. Cooper, Janes Cooper, and Elizabeth Cooper
Everett Harris

Eart h Sci ences, Inc.

Sacranento Northern Railroad

Ao T,

CAPTAIN LONNIE F. CAGLE
Commander

Naval Weapons Station
‘Concord, California
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVAL WEAPONS STATION
CONCORD, CALIFORNIA 94520-5000
IN REPLY REFER TO:

6 April 1989

Fi nal Renedi al Action Plan for the Rel ease, and the
Thr eat ened Rel ease, of Hazardous Substances on Parcel s
572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the Naval
Weapons Station, Concord, California

1. Ceneral.

The Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, is the
maj or amunition transshi pnent port on the west coast for the
Departnent of the Navy. The station is |located in the north-central
portion of Contra Costa County in the San Franci sco Bay Area of
California. The station is approximately thirty (30) mles northeast
of the Gty of San Francisco; it is bounded on the north by Suisun
Bay and on the south and west by the City of Concord.

The Naval Wapons Station, Concord, enconpasses
approxi mately 12,900 acres of |and which consists of three areas of
land: the Tidal Area; the Inland Area, which is linked to the Tidal
Area by a narrow Navy-owned rail and road corridor, near the city of
Concord; and a radiography facility located in Pittsburg, California.

On 14 February 1986, the Western Division, Naval
Facilities Engi neering Conmand (VESTDI V), conpleted the Final Report
of Renedi al Investigation of Contam nant Mobility at the Naval
Weapons Station, Concord, California, which concluded that portions
of Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the Naval
Weapons Station, Concord, California, and portions of off-site rights
of way which transect such parcels are contam nated wi th hazardous
substances, including arsenic, cadm um copper, |ead, selenium and
zinc. Figures 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3 of the Final Renedial Investigation
Report depicted the contam nated portions of such parcels on the
Naval Weapons Station, Concord, and the off-site rights of way. On 16
Sept enber 1988, WESTDI V conpl eted the Final Report of Renedi al
I nvestigation of Contam nant Mbility at Naval Wapons Station,
Concord, California, Subtitle Appendix 2.5- 1986/ 87 Data.

Fi nal Renedi al Action Pl an Page 1 of 33



WESTDI V conpl eted a (Revised) Final Draft Report of
Feasibility Study of Contanination Renediation at Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, California, on 7 March 1986, which screened,
devel oped, and anal yzed alternative renedial actions for contam nated
portions of these parcels. WESTDIV conpl eted a (Second Revi sed) Final
Draft Report of Feasibility Study of Contam nation Renedi ation at
Naval Weapons Station, Concord, California, on 16 Septenber 1988,
whi ch screened, devel oped, and anal yzed alternative renedi al actions
for the contam nated portions of these parcels. The (Second Revi sed)
Final Draft Feasibility Study Report divided the contam nated
portions of Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the
Naval Wapons Station, Concord, and the rights of way and areas
surroundi ng the contam nated properties into four (4) renedial action
subsites (RASS's) to analyze alternative renmedial actions. The
(Second Revised) Final Draft Feasibility Study Report ranked
alternative renmedi al actions for each RASS. Figure 2 of the Fina
Draft Report of Feasibility Study of Contam nation Renediation at the
Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, Volunme IlIl: Figures,
depicts RASS 1, RASS 2, RASS 3, and RASS 4.

On 16 Septenber 1988, WESTDI V conpl eted a Final Report of
Suitability of Sites for Hazardous WAste Di sposal, Concord Naval
Weapons Station, Concord, California; a (Second Revised) Final Draft
Report of Feasibility Study of Contam nation Renedi ation at Naval
Weapons Station, Concord, California, Volunme |I: Renedial Action
Al ternatives; a Final Report of Feasibility Study of Contam nation
Renedi ati on at Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, Volune II:
Bi ol ogi cal Assessnent; and a Final Draft Report of Feasibility Study
of Contam nati on Renedi ati on at Naval Wapons Station, Concord,
California, Volume I11: Figures.

In addition, on 16 Septenber 1988, the Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, California, conpleted a Proposed Renedi al Action
Pl an for the Rel ease, and the Threatened Rel ease, of Hazardous
Subst ances on Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the
Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California.

On 6 April 1989, the Navy conpleted the Responses to
Comments submtted by interested parties in response to the proposed
renmedi al action plan and the draft reports on which the Navy
solicited comments and ot her information.

On 6 April 1989, the Navy determ ned that the (Second
Revi sed) Final Draft Report of Feasibility Study of Contam nation
Renedi ati on at Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, Volune |
Renedi al Action Alternatives, and the Final Draft Report of
Feasibility Study of Contam nation Renedi ation at Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, California, Volunme IIl: Figures, did not require
revision and, thus, determned that these final draft reports wll
al so serve as final reports. The Navy
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published errata to the (Second Revised) Final Draft Report of
Feasibility Study of Contanination Renediation at Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, California, Volune |I: Renedial Action Alternatives,
and the Final Draft Report of Feasibility Study of Contam nation
Renedi ati on at Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, Volune
I1l: Figures, in the Responses to Conments.

This final remedial action plan presents the findings and
concl usions the Navy is nmaking concerning cleanup standards and
decision rules for the release, and the threatened rel ease, of
hazar dous substances on the contam nated portions of these parcels
and the rights of way under Sections 104, 120, and 121 of the
Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability
Act, as anmended (CERCLA); identifies the alternative renedial actions
whi ch the Navy anal yzed; and descri bes and presents a brief analysis
of the renedial action the Navy is selecting.

2. Concl usi ons Concerning O eanup Standards for the Rel ease, and
t he Thr eat ened Rel ease, of Hazardous Subst ances.

The Navy concl udes that Section 121(b) of CERCLA requires
that the Navy select a renedial action that is protective of human
health and the environnent; that is cost effective; and that utilizes
per manent solutions and alternative treatnent technologies to the
maxi mum ext ent practicable. Section 121(b) of CERCLA al so provides
that renedial actions in which treatnment which pernmanently and
significantly reduces the volume, toxicity, or nmobility of hazardous
substances is a principal elenment, are preferred over renedi al
actions which do not involve such treatnment. Section 121(b) of CERCLA
al so provides that the off-site transport and di sposal of hazardous
substances w thout such treatnent should be the |east favored
alternative renmedi al action where practicable treatnent technol ogies
are available. Section 121(a) of CERCLA requires that the Navy sel ect
a renedial action that is in accordance with Section 121 of CERCLA;
that is, to the extent practicable, in accordance with the Nati onal
Conti ngency Plan; and that provides for cost effective response.
Section 121(d)(2) of CERCLA requires that the Navy sel ect a renedial
action which, at the conpletion of the renmedial action, attains a
| evel or standard of control (with respect to any hazardous substance
that will remain onsite) which at | east attains:

' Any legally applicable, or relevant and appropriate
standards, requirenments, criteria, or limtations (under
the circunstances of the release, or threatened rel ease,
of hazardous substances) under any Federal environnental
I aw;

" Any legally applicable or relevant and appropriate
pronul gated standards, requirenents, criteria, or
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[imtations (under the circunstances of the rel ease, or

t hreat ened rel ease, of hazardous substances) under any
State environnental or facility siting law, which is nore
stringent than any Federal standards, requirenents,
criteria, or limtations and which have been identified to
the Navy by the State in a tinely manner.

Section 121 (d) (4) of CERCLA, however, provides that the
Navy may sel ect a renedial action which does not attain a |level or
standard of control at |east equivalent to any legally applicable or
rel evant and appropriate standards, requirenments, criteria, or
[imtations as required by Section 121(d)(2) of CERCLA, if the Navy
frinds that one or nore of the follow ng conditions exists:

' Renedi al action selected is only part of a total renedia
action that will attain such level or standard of contro
when conpl et ed;

' Conpliance with such standards, requirenents, criteria, or
limtations will result in greater risk to hunan health
and the environnment than alternative options;

' Compl i ance with such standards, requirenments, criteria, or
l[imtations is technically inpracticable from an
engi neeri ng perspective;

' The renedi al action selected will attain a standard of
performance that is equivalent to that required under the
ot herwi se applicabl e standards, requirenments, criteria, or
limtations in simlar circunstances at other renedi al
actions within the State.

' Wth respect to a state standard, requirenent, criteria,
or limtation, the state has not consistently applied (or
denonstrated the intention to consistently apply) the
standard, requirenent, criteria, or limtation in simlar
ci rcunstances at other renedial actions within the state.

Inits Interim Guidance on Conpliance with Applicable or
Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents, the Environnmental Protection
Agency identified three (3) types of applicable or relevant and
appropri ate standards, requirenents, criteria, or limtations:

' Locational requirements, which set restrictions on
activities or limts on contam nant |evels dependi ng on
the caracteristics of a site or its immedi ate environs.
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Anmbi ent or chem cal -specific requirenments, which set
health or risk based concentration limts in various
environnental nedia for specific hazardous substances,
pol l utants, or contam nants.

Per f ormance, design, or other action-specific

requi renments, which set controls or restrictions on
particul ar kinds of activities related to managenent of
hazar dous substances, pollutants, or contam nants.

The Navy concl udes that the applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirenents for RASS 1, 2, 3, and 4 are:

a. Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenments for
RASS 1.

The Federal ARAR S for RASS 1 include |ocationa
requi renments; anbient or chem cal -specific requirenents; and
performance, design, or other action-specific requirenents. The
Federal | ocational requirenments include:

" Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.
Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act.
' Section 404 of the C ean Water Act.
' Executive order 11, 990.
Executive order 11, 998.

The Federal anbient or chem cal -specific requirenents include:

' Section 402 of the C ean Water Act.
" Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act.
" Safe Drinking Water Act.

The Federal performance, design, or other action-specific
requi renments include:

" Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.
Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act.
' Section 404 of the C ean Water Act.
" Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act.
' Executive Order 11, 990.
' Executive Order 11, 998.

The State ARAR S for RASS 1 include |ocational requirenents; anbient
or chem cal -specific requirenents; and performance, design, or other
action-specific requirenents. The state |ocational requirenents

i ncl ude:

" Sections 13261(b) and 13376 of the California Water
Code.

" Sections 5650(f) and 2080 of the California Fish and
Ganme Code.
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The state anbient or chem cal -specific requirenents include:

' Section 13376 of the California Water Code.

' Section 5650(f) of the California Fish and Gane Code.

' Section 25154 of the California Health and Safety
Code.

The state performance, design, or other action-specific requirenments
i ncl ude:
' Section 13376 of the California Water Code.
' Section 2080 of the California Fish and Gane Code.
' Section 66632 of the California Public Resources
Code.

Section 7.3.1 of the (Second Revised) Final Draft Report

of Feasibility Study of Contam nation Renedi ation at
Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, analyzes the ARAR s
for RASS 1. Table 7.14 of the same report sunmmarizes the analysis
of ARAR S for RASS 1.

b. Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents for
RASS 2.

The Federal ARAR s for RASS 2 include |ocationa
requi renments; anbient or chem cal -specific requirenents; and
performance, design, or other action-specific requirenents. The
Federal vocational requirenments include:

' Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.
Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act.
' Section 404 of the Cean Water Act.
' Executive Order 11, 990.
' Executive Order 11, 998.

The Federal amnbient or chem cal -specific requirenments include:

' Section 402 of the C ean Water Act.
' Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.

' Saf e Drinking Water Act.

The Federal performance, design, or other action-specific
requi renments include:

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.

Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act.
' Section 404 of the C ean Water Act.

' Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act.
' Executive Oder 11, 990.

' Executive Order 11, 998.
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The State ARAR s for RASS 2 include |ocational requirenents; anbient
or chem cal -specific requirenents; and performance, design, or other
action-specific requirenents. The state |ocational requirenents

i ncl ude:

' Sections 13261(b) and 13376 of the California Water
Code.

' Sections 5650(f) and 2080 of the California Fish and
Ganme Code.

The state anbient or chem cal -specific requirenments include:

" Section 13376 of the California Water Code.

' Section 5650(f) of the California Fish and Gane Code.
' Section 25154 of the California Health and Safety
Code.

The state performance, design, or other action-specific requirenments
i ncl ude:

" Section 13376 of the California Water Code.

" Section 2080 of the California Fish and Gane Code.
" Section 66632 of the California Public Resources
Code.

Section 7.3.2 of the (Second Revised) Final Draft Report of
Feasibility Study of Contam nation Renedi ati on at Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, California, analyzes the ARAR s for RASS 2. Table
7.16 of the same report summarizes the analysis of ARAR s for RASS 2.

C. Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents for
RASS 3.

The Federal ARAR s for RASS 3 include |ocationa
requi rements; anbient or chem cal -specific requirenents; and
per formance, design, or other action specific requirements. The
Federal | ocational requirenments include:

' Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.
' Executive Order 11, 990.
' Executive Order 11, 998.
The Federal anbient or chem cal -specific requirenments include:
' Section 402 of the Clean Water Act.

' Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act.
' Saf e Drinking Water Act.
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The Federal perfornmance, design, or other action-specific
requi rements incl ude:

" Section 404 of the dean Water Act.

' Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.
" Executive O der 11, 990.

Executive O der 11, 998.

The state ARAR s for RASS 3 include locational requirenments; anbient
or chem cal -specific requirenents; and perfornance, design, or other
action-specific requirenments. The state |ocational requirenents

i ncl ude:

Sections 13261(b) and 13376 of the California Water

Code.
Sections 5650(f) and 2080 of the California Fish and
Game Code.

The state anbient or chem cal -specific requirements include:

' Section 13376 of the California Water Code.

' Section 5650(f) of the California Fish and Gane Code.

' Section 25154 of the California Health and Safety
Code.

The state perfornmance, design, or other action-specific requirements
i ncl ude:

" Section 13376 of the California Water Code.

" Section 2080 of the California Fish and Gane Code.

" Section 66632 of the California Public Resources
Code.

Section 7.3.3 of the (Second Revised) Final Draft Report of
Feasibility Study of Contam nati on Remedi ation at Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, California, analyzes the ARAR s for RASS 3. Table
7.18 of the sane report summarizes the analysis of ARAR s for RASS 3.

d. Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents for
RASS 4.

The Federal ARAR s for RASS 4 include | ocational
requi renents; anbient or chem cal -specific-requirements; and
performance, design, or other action-specific requirenments. The
Federal |ocational requirenents include

" Section 404 of the dean Water Act.
" Executive Oder 11, 990.
" Executive Order 11, 998.
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The Federal anbi ent or chem cal -specific requirenents include:

' Section 402 of the O ean Water Act.
' Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.
' Safe Drinking Water Act.

The Federal perfornmance, design, or other action-specific
requi renents incl ude:

Section 404 of the Cean Water Act.
Resour ce conservation and Recovery Act.

Executive O der 11, 990.
Executive Order 11, 998.

The state ARAR s for RASS 4 include locational requirements; anbient
or chem cal -specific requirenents; and perfornance, design, or other
action specific requirements. The state |ocational requiremnents

i ncl ude:

' Sections 13261(b) and 13376 of the California \Water
Code.

' Sections 5650(f) and 2080 of the California Fish and
Ganme Code.

The state anbi ent or chem cal -specific requirenents include:

' Section 13376 of the California Water Code.

' Section 5650(f) of the California Fish and Gane Code.

' Section 25154 of the California Health and Safety
Code.

The state performance, design, or other action-specific requirements
i ncl ude:

Section 13376 of the California Water Code.
Section 2080 of the California Fish and Gane Code.
Section 66632 of the California Public Resources
Code.

Section 7.3.4 of the (Second Revised) Final Draft Report of
Feasibility Study of Contami nati on Remedi ation at Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, California, analyzes the ARAR s for RASS 4. Table
7.20 of the sane report summarizes the analysis of ARAR s for RASS 4.

3. Concl usi ons _concerni ng Decision Rules for d eanup of the
Rel ease, and the Threatened Rel ease, of Hazardous Subst ances.

To attain the level or standard of control appropriate,
for the conditions on RASS 1, 2, 3, and 4, decision rules, which
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specify the criteria for the cleanup required, were devel oped for
RASS 1, 2, 3, and 4. The Navy concludes that the decision rules for
RASS 1, 2, 3, and 4 are®:

a. Deci sion Rules for RASS 1.

Ful | conpliance with the ARAR' s for RASS 1 will result in
greater risk to the environment than alternative options. Because of
that environnmental risk, the renmedial action need not attain a | evel
or standard of control at |least equivalent to the ARAR s for RASS 1
(to the extent that conpliance with the ARAR s for RASS 1 will result
in greater risk to the environnent than alternative options).

The decision rules, which specify the criteria for cleanup
required, for RASS 12 are:

' Active renedi ati on of those areas in which the soi
netal content exceeds the TTLC STLC criterion
nodi fi ed as fol |l ows:

" Reduce the area of active renediation
accounting for topography and the presence of
wet | ands and

ps stated in Item 1 above, the Final Report of the Reredia
I nvestigation of Contam nant Mbility at the Naval Wapons Station
Concord, California, concluded that portions of Parcels 572, 573,
574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581 on the station depicted in Figures 5-1
5-2, and 5-3 of the report are contaminated. As a result of its
anal ysis of the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenments
for RASS 1, 2, 3, and 4, the Navy determ ned that Section 25154 of
the California Health and Safety Code and the regul ations pronul gat ed

under it, Section 66699 of the California Admnistrati ve Code, are ARAR s.

Section 66699 of the California Adm nistrative Code providess that
soils which contain total threshold |imt concentrations
(SLTO of arsenic, cadm um copper, |ead, selenium or zinc which

exceed the values stated therein are hazardous wastes.

The Navy devel oped deci sion rul es based on these ARAR s, as wel |l
as other ARAR s. Application of the decision rules required
renmedi ati on in sone areas which the Final Renedial |nvestigation
Report had not concl uded were contam nated. These were areas where
the TTLC STLC criterion was exceeded or barren areas existed.

2 The decision rules for RASS 1 do not attain a |evel or
standard of control at least equivalent to the ARAR' s for RASS 1 to
the extent that conpliance with the ARAR s would result in greater
risk to the environment than alternative options.
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endangered species, to the area in the easterly nost
portion of the RASS

I ncrease the area of active renediation to include
those barren areas not contained within the
boundari es of the TTLC STLC criterion. Limted
nmonitoring in areas actively renediated

Passi ve renedi ati on, extensive nmonitoring, with the
potential for future active renediation, in areas of
contam nation not actively renedi at ed

Monitoring, less intensively than in the passive
renmedi ati on zone, in the remai nder of the RASS

| npl emrent ati on of these criteria for cleanup in RASS 1
will result in actively renediating approxi mately 9.03 acres,
passively renediating approxi mately 23.01 acres, and nonitoring
approxi mately 177.74 acres.

b. Deci sion Rules for RASS 2.

Ful | conpliance with the ARAR s for RASS 2 will result in
greater risk to the environment than alternative options. Because of
that environnental risk, the remedial action need not attain a |evel
or standard of control at |east equivalent to the ARAR s for RASS 2
(to the extent that conpliance with the ARAR s for RASS 2 will result
in greater risk to the environnent than alternative options).

The decision rules, which specify the criteria for the
cl eanup required, for RASS 2%are:

" Active renedi ati on of those areas in which the soil netal
content exceeds the TTLC STLC criterion. Increase the area
of active renediation to include those barren areas not
contained within the boundaries of the TTLC STLC
criterion. Limted nmonitoring in areas actively
r enedi at ed.

Passive renedi ati on, extensive nmonitoring with the
potential for future active renediation, in areas of
contam nati on not actively renedi at ed

Monitoring, less-intensively than in the passive
remedi ati on zone, in the remai nder of the RASS

s The decision rules for RASS 2 do not attain a |evel or

standard of control at |least equivalent to the ARAR' s for RASS 2 to

the extent that conpliance with the ARAR s would result in greater
risk to the environnent that alternative options.
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I mpl ement ati on of these criteria for cleanup in RASS 2
wll result in actively renedi ating approxi mately 4. 17 acres,

passively renmedi ati ng approxi mately 0.94 acres, and nonitoring
approxi mately 8.21 acres.

C. Deci sion Rul es for RASS 3.

The decision rules, which specify the criteria for the
cl eanup required, for RASS 3 are:

' Active renediation of those areas in which the soil netal
content exceeds either the TTLC/ STLC criterion or the
statistically above reference area criterion. Limted
nonitoring in areas actively renedi at ed.

' Passi ve renedi ati on, extensive nonitoring with the
potential for future active renediation, in areas of
contam nation not actively renedi at ed.

' Monitoring, less intensively than in the passive
renedi ati on zone, in the remai nder of the RASS.

I mpl ement ati on of these criteria for cleanup in RASS 3
will result in actively renediating approxi mately 4.68 acres,

passively renedi ating approximately 1.05 acres, and nonitoring
approxi mately 65.48 acres.

d. Deci sion Rul es for RASS 4.

The decision rules, which specify the criteria for cleanup
required, for RASS 4 are:

' Active renediation of those areas in which the soil neta
content exceeds either the TTLC/ STLC criterion or the | ow
pH criterion. Limted nonitoring in areas actively
remedi at ed.

' Passi ve renedi ati on, extensive nmonitoring with the
potential for future active renediation, in areas of
contam nation not actively renedi at ed.

' Monitoring, less intensively than in the passive
renmedi ati on zone, in the renai nder of the RASS.

I mpl ement ati on of these criteria for RASS 4 will result in
actively renedi ating approxi mately 0.87 acres, passively renediating
approximately 0.11 acres, and nonitoring approximately 12. 31 acres.

4. Fi ndi ngs and Concl usi ons Concerni ng Alternati ve Renedi a
Actions Subjected to Detail ed Eval uati on.
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The Navy finds and concl udes that the alternative renedial
actions which were subjected to detail ed eval uati on are:

a. Alternative Renedial Actions for RASS 1

The alternative renedial actions for RASS 1 which were
subj ected to a detailed eval uation incl uded:

" Al ternative 1-3A:

Excavati on of contam nated soil from areas designated for

active renedi ati on, disposal of contam nated soil in an
existing Cass | landfill, and restoration of the
excavated area; limted nonitoring in areas designated for

active renedi ation after renediation i s conduct ed,;
extensive nmonitoring with the potential for future active
renedi ation in areas designated for passive renediation if
action |l evels are exceeded; and nonitoring in the areas
not designated for active or passive renedi ation.

' Al ternative 1-3C

Excavati on of contam nated soil from areas designated for
active renediation, imuobilization of contam nants in soi
by addition of chem cal reagents, disposal of immobilized
contam nated soil in an existing Class IIl landfill, and
restoration of the excavated area; limted nonitoring in
areas designated for active renediation after renediation
i s conducted; extensive nonitoring with the potential for
future active renediation in areas designated for passive
remedi ation if action | evels are exceeded; and nonitoring
in the areas not designated for active or passive
remedi ati on.

' Al ternative 1-3D:

Excavati on of contam nated soil from areas designated for
active renediation, imuobilization of contam nants

4,5, 6, 7, 8 The nonitoring included in Alternatives 1-3A, 1-3C,
1-3D, 1-3E, and 1-3F (in the areas designated for active and passive
renmedi ation and in the areas not designated for active or passive
renedi ation) will include, but not be limted to, the installation of
groundwat er nmonitoring wells; sanpling of the wells for four
guarters; analysis of the groundwater sanples; and eval uation of the
groundwat er anal ysis. Enclosure 1 sets forth the full nonitoring plan
for RASS 1, 2, 3, AND 4.
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in soil by addition of chem cal reagents, disposal of

i mobilized contam nated soil in a nonofill constructed on
t he Naval Weapons Station, Concord, and restoration of the
excavated area; limted nonitoring in areas designated for

active renediation after renediation is conduct ed,;
extensive nonitoring with the potential for future active
renedi ation in areas designated for passive renediation if
action |l evels are exceeded; and nonitoring in the areas
not designated for active or passive renediation.?®

' Al ternative 1-3E

Excavati on of contam nated soil from areas designated for
active renedi ati on, decontam nati on of contam nated soi

by soil washing, disposal of decontam nated soil in an
existing Cass Il landfill, disposal of residual sludges
in an existing Cass | landfill, and restoration of the
excavated area; limted nonitoring in areas designated for

active renediation after renediation i s conduct ed;
extensive nonitoring with the potential for future active
renmedi ation in areas designated for passive renediation if
action |l evels are exceeded; and nonitoring in the areas
not designated for active or passive renediation.’

' Al ternative 1-3F

Excavation of contam nated soil from areas designated for
active renedi ati on, decontam nati on of contam nated soi

by soil washing, disposal of decontam nated soil in a
Class Il nonofill constructed on the Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, disposal of residual sludges in an
existing Class | landfill, and restoration of the
excavated area; limted nonitoring in areas designated for

active renediation after renediation i s conduct ed;
extensive nonitoring with the potential for future active
renmedi ation in areas designated for passive renediation if
action |l evels are exceeded; and nonitoring in the areas
not designated for active or passive renediation.?8

' Al ternative 1-2: Envi ronnment al noni toring.
' Al ternative 1-1: No acti on
b. Al ternative Renedial Actions for RASS 2.

The alternative renedial actions for RASS 2 which were
subj ected to a detail ed eval uation incl uded:
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Al ternative 2-3A

Excavati on of contam nated soil from areas designated for

active renedi ati on, disposal of contam nated soil in an
existing Cass | landfill, and restoration of the
excavated area; limted nonitoring in areas designated for

active renediation after renmediation is conducted;
extensive nonitoring with the potential for future active
renedi ation in areas designated for passive renediation if
action |l evels are exceeded; and nonitoring in the areas
not designated for active or passive renediation.?®

Al ternative 2-3C

Excavati on of contam nated soil from areas designated for
active renedi ation, inmmobilization of contam nants in soi
by addition of chem cal reagents, disposal of immobilized
contam nated soil in an existing Class IIl landfill, and
restoration of the excavated area; limted nonitoring in
areas designated for active renediation after renediation
i s conducted; extensive nonitoring with the potential for
future active remediation in areas designated for passive
renediation if action |evels are exceeded; and nonitoring
in the areas not designated for active or passive
renedi ati on. 1°

Al ternative 2-3D

Excavati on of contam nated soil from areas designated for
active renediation, immobilization of contamnants in ‘
soil by addition of chem cal reagents, disposal of

i mobi lized contaminated soil in a nmonofill constructed on
t he Naval Weapons Station, Concord, and restoration of the
excavated area; limted nonitoring in areas designated for

active renediation after renediation is conduct ed,;
extensive nonitoring with the potential for future active
renedi ation in areas designated for passive renediation if
action levels are

9, 10, 11, 1
2-3D, 2-3E,

2, 13 The monitoring included in Alternatives 2-3A, 2-3C,

and 2-3F (in the areas designated for active and passive

renmedi ation and in the areas not designated for active or passive
remedi ation) will include, but not be limted to, the installation of

gr oundwat er

nonitoring wells; sampling of the wells for four

guarters; analysis of the groundwater sanples; and eval uation of the

gr oundwat er
RASS 1, 2,

anal ysis. Enclosure 1 sets forth the nonitoring plan for
3, and 4.
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exceeded; and nonitoring in the areas not designated for
active or passive renediation. !

' Al ternative 2-3E

Excavati on of contam nated soil from areas designated for
active renedi ati on, decontam nation of contam nated soi

by soil washing, disposal of decontam nated soil in an
existing Cass Il landfill, disposal of residual sludges
in an existing Class | landfill, and restoration of the
excavated area; limted nonitoring in areas designated for

active renedi ation after renmedi ation i s conduct ed,;
extensive nmonitoring with the potential for future active
remedi ation in areas designated for passive renediation if
action | evels are exceeded; and nonitoring in the areas
not designated for active or passive renediation.!?

' Al ternative 2-3F

Excavati on of contam nated soil from areas designated for
active renedi ati on, decontam nation of contam nated soi

by soil washing, disposal of decontam nated soil in a
Class Il nonofill constructed on the Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, disposal of residual sludges in an
existing Cass | landfill, and restoration of the
excavated area; limted nonitoring in areas designated for

active renediation after renmediation is conducted;
extensive nmonitoring with the potential for future active
remedi ation in areas designated for passive renediation if
action |l evels are exceeded; and nonitoring in the areas

not designated for active or passive renediation.!®
' Alternative 2-2: Envi ronnment al nonitoring.
' Alternative 2-1: No action
C. Alternative Renedial Actions for RASS 3.

The alternative renedial actions for RASS 3 which
were subjected to a detailed eval uation included:

' Al ternative 3-3A

Excavati on of contam nated soil from areas designated for
active renedi ati on and di sposal of contami nated soil in an
existing Class | landfill; Iimted nonitoring in areas
desi gnated for active renediation after renediation is
conduct ed; extensive nonitoring with the potential for
future active remediation in areas designated for passive
remedi ation if action
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| evel s are exceeded; and nonitoring in the areas not
desi gnated for active or passive renediation.*

' Al ternative 3-3C

Excavati on of contam nated soil from areas designated for
active renediation, immobilization of contam nants in soi
by addition of chem cal reagents, and di sposal of

i mobi lized contam nated soil in an existing Cdass I
landfill; limted nonitoring in areas designated for
active renedi ation after renedi ation i s conduct ed,;
extensive nmonitoring with the potential for future active
renedi ation in areas designated for passive renediation if
action | evels are exceeded; and nonitoring in the areas
not designated for active or passive renediation.!®

' Al ternative 3-3D

Excavati on of contam nated soil from areas designated for
active renediation, imuobilization of contam nants in soi
by addition of chem cal reagents, and di sposal of

i mmobilized contam nated soil in a nmonofill constructed on
t he Naval Weapons Station, Concord; limted nmonitoring in
areas designated for active renediation after renediation
i s conducted; extensive nonitoring with the potential for
future active renediation in areas designated for passive
remediation if action | evels are exceeded; and nonitoring
in the areas not designated for active or passive
remedi ati on. 18

" Al ternative 3-3E

Excavati on of contam nated soil from areas designated for
active renedi ati on, decontam nati on of contam nated soi

by soil washing, disposal of decontam nated soil in an
existing Class Ill landfill, and disposal of residual
sludges in an existing Class | landfill; limted

nonitoring in areas designated for active renediation
after remediation is conducted; extensive

14, 15, 16, 17, 18 The npnitoring included in Alternatives
3-3A, 3-3C, 3-3D,3-3E,and 3-3F (in the areas designated for active
and passive renmediation and in the areas not designated for active or
passive renediation) will include, but not be limted to, the
installation of groundwater nonitoring wells; sanpling of the wells
for four quarters; analysis of the groundwater sanples; and
eval uati on of the groundwater analysis. Enclosure 1 sets forth the
nonitoring plan for RASS 1, 2, 3, and 4.
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nmonitoring with the potential for future active

remedi ation in areas designated for passive renediation if
action | evels are exceeded; and nonitoring in the areas
not designated for active or passive renediation. !’

" Al ternative 3-3F

Excavati on of contam nated soil from areas designated for
active renedi ati on, decontam nation of contan nated soi

by soil washing, disposal of decontam nated soil in a
Class Il nonofill constructed on the Naval Wapons
Station, Concord, and disposal of residual sludges in an
existing Cass | landfill; limted nonitoring in areas

designated for active renediation after renediation is
conduct ed; extensive nonitoring with the potential for
future active renediation in areas designated for passive
renedi ation if action |evels are exceeded; and nonitoring
in the areas not designated for active, or passive

renmedi ati on. 8
' Alternative 3-2: Envi ronnment al nonitoring.
' Alternative 3-1: No action

d. Al ternative Renedial Actions for RASS 4.

The alternative renedial actions for RASS 4 which were
subj ected to a detailed eval uation incl uded:

' Al ternative 4-3A

Excavation of soil (exceeding TTLC/ STLC criterion) and
[imng of low pH soil (less than pH of 5.0) on areas

desi gnated for active renedi ati on and di sposal of
excavated soil in an existing class | landfill; limted
nonitoring in areas designated for active remedi ation
after renmedi ation is conducted; extensive nonitoring with
the potential for future active renediation in areas

desi gnated for passive renediation if action levels are
exceeded; and nonitoring in the areas not designated for
active or passive renediation.!®

' Al ternative 4-3C

Excavation of soil (exceeding TTLC/ STLC criterion) and
[imng of low pH soil (less than pH of 5.0) on areas
desi gnated for active renmedi ation, inmobilization of
contam nants in excavated soil by addition of chem ca
reagents, and di sposal of immuobilized contam nated soi
in an existing class IIl landfill; limted nonitoring
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in areas designated for active renedi ation after

remedi ation i s conducted; extensive nonitoring with the
potential for future active renediation in areas

desi gnated for passive renediation if action levels are
exceeded; and nonitoring in the areas not designated for
active or passive renediation. 20

" Al ternative 4-4A

Pl acement of soil cover over soil (exceeding TTLC/ STLC
criterion) and limng of low pH soil (less than pH 5.0);
limted nonitoring in areas designated for active

remedi ation after renediation is conducted; extensive
monitoring with the potential for future active

remedi ation in areas designated for passive renediation if
action |l evels are exceeded; and nonitoring in the areas
not designated for active or passive renediation. ??

" Al ternative 4-3D

Excavation of soil (exceeding TTLC/ STLC criterion) and
[imng of low pH soil (less than pH of 5.0) on areas
desi gnated for active renedi ation, inmobilization of
contam nants in excavated soil by addition of chem ca

reagents, and di sposal of imobilized contam nated soil in
a nonofill constructed on the Naval Wapons Station,
Concord; limted nonitoring in areas designated for active

renmedi ation after renediation is conducted; extensive
monitoring with the potential for future active

remedi ation in areas designated for passive renediation if
action |l evels are exceeded; and nonitoring in the areas
not designated for active or passive renediation. ??

" Al ternative 4-3E

Excavation of soil (exceeding TTLC/ STLC criterion) and

[imng of |ow pH soil (less than pH of 5.0) on areas
desi gnated for active renedi ati on, decontam nation of

19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24 The ppnitoring included in Alternatives 4-3A,
4-3C, 4-4A, 4-3D, 4-3E, and 4-3F (in the areas designated for active
and passive renedi ation and in the areas not designated for active or
passive renediation) will include, but not be limted to, the
installation of groundwater nonitoring wells; sanpling of the wells
for four quarters; analysis of the groundwater sanples; and

eval uati on of the groundwater analysis. Enclosure 1 sets forth the
nmonitoring plan for RASS 1, 2, 3, and 4.
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excavated soil by soil washing, disposal of decontam nated
soil in an existing Class Il landfill, and di sposal of
residual sludges in an existing Cass | landfill; limted
nmonitoring in areas designated for active renediation
after renmedi ation is conducted; extensive nonitoring with
the potential for future active renmediation if action

| evel s are exceeded; and nonitoring in the areas not
designated for active or passive renediation .?

" Al ternative 4-3F

Excavation of soil (exceeding TTLC/ STLC criterion) and
[imng of low pH soil (less than pH of 5.0) on areas

desi gnated for active renedi ati on, decontam nation of
excavated soil by soil washing, disposal of decontam nated

soil in a dass Ill monofill constructed on the Naval
Weapons Station, Concord, and disposal of residual sludges
in an existing Cass | landfill; limted nmonitoring in

areas designated for active renediation after renediation
i s conducted; extensive nonitoring with the potential for
future active renediation in areas designated for passive
renedi ati on action levels are exceeded; and nonitoring in
the areas not designated for active or passive

renmedi ation. 2

' Al ternative 4-2: Envi ronnment al noni toring.
' Alternative 4-1: No acti on
5. Fi ndi ngs _and Concl usi ons Concerning Preferred Alternatives.

a. Preferred Alternatives for RASS 1

In its proposed renedial action plan, the Navy stated that
the preferred alternative renedial action for RASS 1 was Alternative
1-3C. Alternative 1-3C involves the excavation of contam nated soi
fromthe area in RASS 1 designated for active renedi ation
classification of the contam nated soil, inmobilization of
contam nants in the excavated soil by addition of chem cal reagents,
transportation of treated soil to an existing Class Il landfill
di sposal of contam nated soil in an existing Cass Il landfill,
restoration of the excavated area, and operation and nai nt enance,

i ncluding nonitoring, of the excavated area. The area designated for
active renediation in RASS 1 is depicted in the (Second Revised)
Final Draft Report of the Feasibility Study of Contami nation

Rermedi ation, Volunme I11: Figures, at Figures 23 and 24. Alternative
1-3C al so invol ves extensive nonitoring with the potential for
future, active renediation in areas designated for passive
renediation if action |evels are exceeded. The area designated for
passive renedi ation
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in RASS 1 is depicted in the (Second Revised) Final Draft Report of
Cont am nation Renediation, Volume I1l: Figures, at Figures 23, 24,
and 25. Alternative 1-3Cinvolves, in addition, nonitoring in the
areas in RASS 1 not, designated for active or passive renediation.
The nmonitoring in the areas designated for active and passive

remedi ation and in the areas not designated for active or passive
remedi ati on would include, but not be [imted to, the installation of
groundwat er nmonitoring wells; sanpling of the wells for four
guarters; analysis of the groundwater sanples; and evaluation of the
groundwat er anal ysi s.

In its proposed renedial action plan, the Navy al so stated
that the second preferred alternative renmedial action for RASS 1 was
Alternative 1-3A. Alternative 1-3A invol ves the excavation of
contam nated soil fromthe area in RASS 1 designated for active
renedi ati on, ® classification of the contani nated soil,
transportation of the contam nated soil to an existing C ass
landfill, disposal of contam nated soil in an existing C ass
landfill, restoration of the excavated area, and operation and
mai nt enance, including nonitoring,® of the excavated area.
Alternative 1-3A also involves extensive nonitoring with the
potential for future active renediation in areas designated for
passive renediation if action |evels are exceeded. Alternative 1-3A
i nvolves, in addition, nmonitoring in the areas in RASS 1 not
desi gnated for active or passive renediation. The nonitoring in the
areas designated for active and passive renediation and in the areas
not designated for active or passive remediation will include, but
not be limted to, the installation of groundwater nonitoring wells;
sanpling of the wells for four quarters; analysis of the groundwater
sanpl es; and eval uati on of the groundwater analysis.

Al though the first preferred alternative renedi al action
for RASS 1, Alternative 1-3C, would satisfy the general rule that
renedi al actions, in which treatnent which permanently and
significantly reduces the volune, toxicity, or nobility of hazardous
substances is a principal elenment, are preferred over renedi al
actions which do not involve such treatnent, the Navy finds that
Alternative 1-3C cannot be inplenmented because the contam nated soi
fromthe area in RASS 1 designated for active renediation is not
suitable for imobilization.

The inplenentation of Alternative 1-3C would require that
contam nants in the excavated soil be immbilized by cheni cal
stabilization/solidification before disposal of the soi

®Encl osure 2 sets forth the criteria for excavating and
renoving soil fromRASS 1, 2,3, and 4.

®Encl osure 1 sets forth the nmonitoring plan for RASS 1, 2,3, and
4,
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inaclass Ill landfill. CGenerally, the technology would include the
addition, singly or in sone conbination, of Portland cenent, |inme and
fly ash, and cenent or |ine kiln dust.

Recogni zi ng uncertainties associated with the
stabilization/solidification technology, the Navy conducted
| aboratory scale studies to determne the ability of various
stabilization/solidification techniques to inmobilize the
contam nants. Sanples of the contam nated soils were collected from
RASS 1 and treated with various ratios of Portland cenent, |ine and
fly ash, and cenent kiln dust. The resulting speci nens were tested
using the State of California procedure known as the Waste Extraction
Test (WET test). Values for both the Total Threshold Limt
Concentration (TTLC) and the Sol uble Threshold Limt Concentration
(STLC) were determ ned. Although the results of the tests showed that
the contam nants were partially i mobilized, concentrations of
arseni c exceeded the STLC criterion. The results were attributed to
the followng factors: first, the initial concentrations of arsenic
were extrenely high; second, the State of California WET test, which
uses a citric acid |eachant, is nuch nore aggressive than the
standard Extraction Procedure Toxicity Test (EP) or the Toxicity
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) which are typically used by
the Environnental Protection Agency to evaluate the toxicity of
hazar dous wast es.

Based on the | aboratory tests, the Navy found and
concl uded that:

(1) Although stabilization/solidification with cenent and
pozzol anic materials significantly reduced contam nant nmobility,
stabilization/solidification failed to produce a product which woul d
pass the WET test.

(2) The stabilized/solidified contam nated soils were
Class | wastes.

(3) As Class | wastes, the treated contam nated soils
woul d require disposal in a Cass | landfill.

(4) Because the treated contam nated soils require
disposal in a Cass | landfill, the added cost of stabilization/
solidification was not justified.

(5) Alternative 1-3C (and other alternatives, i.e.,1-3D

i nvol ving stabilization/solidification) should be elimnated from
further consideration based on techni cal considerations.

The Navy finds and concludes that Alternative 1-3A wll be
protective of human health and the environnment; is cost effective;
and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnent
technol ogi es to the maxi mum extent practicable. The
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Navy al so finds and concludes that no alternative renedial actions
whi ch woul d permanently and significantly reduce the vol une,
toxicity, or nobility of hazardous substances are practicable. The
Navy al so finds and concludes that no alternative renedial actions
whi ch do not use off-site transport and di sposal of hazardous
subst ances are practicabl e.

The Navy al so finds and concludes that Alternative 1-3A
will be in accordance with Section 121 of CERCLA and, to the extent
practicable, with the National Contingency Plan. The Navy al so finds
and concludes that Alternative 1-3A will be cost effective.

The Navy al so finds and concludes that Alternative 1-3A
will attain the level or standard of control (with respect to any
hazar dous substance that will remain onsite) which at |east attains
the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenments for RASS 1
which are identified above, except to the extent that conpliance with
the ARAR s would result in greater risk to the environnent than
alternative options.

Thus, the Navy selects Alternative 1-3A as the final
remedi al action for RASS 1.

b. Preferred Alternatives for RASS 2.

In its proposed renedial action plan, the Navy stated that
the preferred alternative remedial action for RASS 2 was Alternative
2-3C. Alternative 2-3C involves the excavation of contam nated soi
fromthe area in RASS 2 designated for active renediation,
classification of the contam nated soil, immbilization of
contam nants in the excavated soil by addition of chem cal reagents,
transportation of treated soil to an existing Class Il landfill,

di sposal of contanminated soil in an existing Class Ill landfill,
restoration of the excavated area, and operation and nmai nt enance,

i ncluding nonitoring, of the excavated area. The area designated for
active renediation in RASS 2 is depicted in the (Second Revised)

Final Draft Report of the Feasibility Study of Contam nation

Rermedi ation, Volune I11: Figures, at Figure 23. Alternative 2-3C al so
i nvol ves extensive nonitoring, with the potential for future active
renmedi ation in areas designated for passive renediation if action

| evel s are exceeded. The area designated for passive renediation in
RASS 2 is depicted in the (Second Revised) Final Draft Report of
Cont am nati on Renedi ation, Volunme I11: Figures at Figure 23.
Alternative 2-3C involves, in addition, nonitoring in the areas in
RASS 2 not designated for active or passive renediation. The
monitoring in areas designated for active and passive renedi ati on and
in the areas not designated for active or passive renediati on woul d
include, but not be limted to, the installation of groundwater
monitoring wells; sanpling of the wells for four

Fi nal Renedial Action Plan Page 23 of 33



guarters; analysis of the groundwater sanples; and evaluation of the
groundwat er anal ysi s.

The second preferred alternative renedial action for RASS
2 was alternative 2-3A. Alternative 2-3A involves the excavation of
contam nated soil fromthe area in RASS 2 designated for active
remedi ation, ? classification of the contam nated soil,
transportation of the contam nated soil to an existing O ass |
landfill, disposal of contam nated soil in an existing C ass |
landfill, restoration of the excavated area, and operation and
mai nt enance, including nonitoring,?® of the excavated area.
Al ternative 2-3A also involves extensive nonitoring with the
potential for future active renediation in areas designated for
passive renediation if action |evels are exceeded. Alternative 2-3A
involves, in addition, nmonitoring in the areas in RASS 2 not
desi gnated for active or passive renediation. The nonitoring in the
areas designated for active and passive renediation and in the areas
not designated for active or passive renediation will include, but
not be limted to, the installation of groundwater nonitoring wells;
sampling of the wells for four quarters; analysis of the groundwater
sanmpl es; and eval uati on of the groundwater analysis.

Al though the first preferred alternative renedial action
for RASS 2, Alternative 2-3C, would satisfy the general rule that
renmedi al actions, in which treatnent which permanently and
significantly reduces the volunme, toxicity, or nobility of hazardous
substances is a principal elenent, are preferred over renedial
actions which do not involve such treatnent, the Navy finds that
Al ternative 2-3C cannot be inplenmented because the contamn nated soi
fromthe area in RASS 2 designated for active renediation is not
suitable for imobilization.

The inplenentation of Alternative 2-3C would require that
contam nants in the excavated soil be imobilized by chem cal

stabilization/solidification before disposal of the soil in a C ass
Il landfill. Generally, the technol ogy would include the addition,
singly or in sone conbination, of Portland cenent, linme and fly ash,

and cenent or linme kiln dust.

Recogni zi ng uncertainties associated with the
stabilization/solidification technology, the Navy conducted
| aboratory scale studies to determne the ability of various
stabilization/solidification techniques to imobilize the
cont am nants. Sanples of the contam nated soils were collected

2" Encl osure 2 sets forth the criteria for excavating and
renoving soil fromRASS 1, 2,3, and 4.

2 Enclosure 1 sets forth the nonitoring plan for RASS 1,2, 3,
and 4.
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fromRASS 2 and treated with various ratios of Portland cenent, |ine
and fly ash, and cenent kiln dust. The resulting specinens were
tested using the State of California procedure known as the Waste
Extraction Test (VET test). Values for both the Total Threshold Limt
Concentration (TTLC) and the Sol uble Threshold Limt Concentration
(STLC) were determ ned. Although the results of the tests showed that
the contam nants were partially i mobilized, concentrations of |ead
and zinc exceeded the TTLC/ STLC criterion and cadm um and zi nc
exceeded the TTLC criterion. In sone cases, the values exceeded the
criterion by an order of magnitude. The results were attributed to
the following factors: first, the initial concentrations of

contam nants were extrenely high; this was particularly true for |ead
and zinc; second, the State of California WET test, which uses a
citric acid | eachant, is nuch nore aggressive than the standard
Extraction Procedure Toxicity Test (EP) or the Toxicity
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) which are typically used by
the Environnental Protection Agency to evaluate the toxicity of

hazar dous wastes.

Based on the | aboratory tests, the Navy found and
concl uded that:

(1) Although stabilization/solidification with cenent and
pozzol anic materials significantly reduced contam nant nmobility,
stabilization/solidification failed to produce a product which woul d
pass the VET test.

(2) The stabilized/solidified contam nated soils were
Class | wastes.

(3) As Class | wastes, the treated contam nated soils
woul d require disposal ina Cass | landfill.

(4) Because the treated contam nated soils require
disposal in a Cass | landfill, the added cost of stabilization/
solidification was not justified.

(5) Alternative 2-3C (and other alternatives, i.e., 2-3D
i nvol ving stabilization/solidification) should be elimnated from
further consideration based on technical considerations.

The Navy finds and concludes that Alternative 2-3A will be
protective of human health and the environnment; is cost effective;
and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnent
t echnol ogi es to the maxi mum extent practicable. The Navy al so finds
and concludes that no alternative renmedi al actions which woul d
permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or
nmobi lity of hazardous substances are practicable. The Navy al so finds
and concl udes that no
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alternative renedial actions which do not use off-site transport and
di sposal of hazardous substances are practicable.

The Navy al so finds and concludes that Alternative 2-3A
will be in accordance with Section 121 of CERCLA and, to the extent
practicable, with the National Contingency Plan. The Navy al so finds
and concludes that Alternative 2-3A will be cost effective.

The Navy al so finds and concludes that Alternative 2-3A
will attain the level or standard of control (with respect to any
hazar dous substance that will remain onsite) which at |east attains
the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents for RASS 2
which are identified above, except to the extent that conpliance with
the ARAR s would result in greater risk to the environnent than
alternative options.

Thus, the Navy selects Alternative 2-3A as the final
remedi al action for the portion of RASS 2 which is on Parcel 572 on
t he Naval Weapons Station, Concord. The Navy determ nes that
Al ternative 2-3A nust be undertaken as final renedial action on the
portions of RASS 2 which are on the off-site right of way adjacent to
Parcel 572 on the Naval Wapon Station, Concord. Atchison, Topeka,
and Santa Fe Railway Conpany owns and operates this right of way.

C. Preferred Alternatives for RASS 3.

In its proposed renedial action plan, the Navy stated that
the preferred alternative renmedial action for RASS 3 was Alternative
3-3C. Alternative 3-3C involves the excavation of contam nated soi
fromthe area in RASS 3 designated for active renediation,

classification of the contam nated soil, immbilization of

contam nants in the excavated soil by addition of chem cal reagents,
transportation of treated soil to an existing Class Il landfill,

di sposal of contam nated soil in an existing Class IIl landfill, and

operation and mai ntenance, including nonitoring, of the excavated
area. The area designated for active renediation in RASS 3 is
depicted in the (Second Revised) Final Draft Report of the
Feasibility Study of Contam nation Renedi ation, Volune I11: Figures,
at Figure 41. Alternative 3-3C also involves extensive nonitoring,
with the potential for future active renediation in areas designated
for passive renediation if action |evels are exceeded. The area

desi gnated for passive renmediation in RASS 3 is depicted in the
(Second Revised) Final Draft Report of Contam nation Renedi ation,
Volunme II1: Figures, at Figure 41. Alternative 3-3C involves, in
addition, nonitoring in the areas in RASS 3 not designated for active
or passive renediation. The nonitoring in the areas designated for
active and passive renediation and in the areas not designated for
active or passive renediation would include, but not be limted to,
the installation of groundwater nonitoring

Fi nal Renedial Action Plan Page 26 of 33



well's; sampling of the wells for four quarters; analysis of the
groundwat er sanpl es; and eval uati on of the groundwater analysis.

The second preferred alternative renedial action for RASS
3 was Alternative 3-3A. Alternative 3-3A involves the excavation of
contam nated soil fromthe area in RASS 3 designated for active

remedi ation,» classification of the contam nated soil, transportation
of the contam nated soil to an existing Class | landfill, disposal of
contam nated soil in an existing Class | landfill, and operation and

mai nt enance, including nonitoring,* of the excavated area.

Al ternative 3-3A also involves extensive nonitoring with the
potential for future active renediation in areas designated for
passive renediation if action |evels are exceeded. Alternative 3-3A
involves, in addition, nonitoring in the areas in RASS 3 not
designated for active or passive renediation. The nonitoring in the
areas designated for active and passive renediation and in the areas
not designated for active or passive renediation will include, but
not be limted to, the installation of groundwater nonitoring wells;
sampling of the wells for four quarters; analysis of the groundwater
sanmpl es; and eval uati on of the groundwater analysis.

Al though the first preferred alternative renedial action
for RASS 3, Alternative 3-3C, would satisfy the general rule that
remedi al actions, in which treatnent which permanently and
significantly reduces the volunme, toxicity, or nobility of hazardous
substances is a principle elenent, are preferred over the renedial
actions which do not involve such treatnent, the Navy finds that
Al ternative 3-3C cannot be inplenented because the contamn nated soi
fromthe area in RASS 3 designated for active renediation is not
suitable for imobilization.

The inplenentation of Alternative 3-3C would require
that contaminants in the excavated soil be inmobilized by chem ca

stabilization/solidification before disposal of the soil in a C ass
Il landfill. GCenerally, the technol ogy would include the addition,
singly or in sone conbination, of Portland cenent, linme and fly ash

and cenent or line kiln dust.

Recogni zi ng uncertainties associated with the
stabilization/solidification technol ogy, the Navy conducted
| aboratory scale studies to determne the ability of various
stabilization/solidification techniques to inmobilize the
contam nants. Sanples of the contam nated soils were collected

2 Enclosure 2 sets forth the criteria for excavating and
renoving soil from Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581
on the Naval Wapons Station, Concord.

% Enclosure 1 sets forth the nonitoring plan for RASS 1, 2,
3, and 4.
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fromRASS 3 and treated with various ratios of Portland cenent, |ine
and fly ash, and cenent kiln dust. The resulting specinens were
tested using the State of California procedure known as the Waste
Extraction Test (VET test). Values for both the Total Threshold Limt
Concentration (TTLC) and the Soluble Threshold Limt Concentration
(STLC) were determ ned. Although the results of the tests showed that
the contam nants were partially i mmobilized, concentrations of
copper, lead, and zinc exceeded the STLC criterion and |l ead and zinc
exceeded the TTLC criterion. In sone cases, the values exceeded the
criterion by an order of magnitude. The results were attributed to
the followng factors: first, the initial, concentrations of

contam nants were extrenely high; this was particularly true for |ead
and zinc; second, the State of California WET test, which uses a
citric acid | eachant, is nmuch nore aggressive than the standard
Extraction Procedure Toxicity Test (EP) or the Toxicity
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) which are typically used by
the Environnental Protection Agency to evaluate the toxicity of

hazar dous wastes.

Based on the | aboratory tests, the Navy found and
concl uded that:

(1) Although stabilization/solidification with cenment and
pozzol anic nmaterials significantly reduced contani nant nobility,
stabilization/solidification failed to produce a product which would
pass the WET test.

(2) The stabilized/solidified contam nated soils were
Class | wastes.

(3) As Class | wastes, the treated contam nated soils
woul d require disposal in a Cass | landfill.

(4) Because the treated contam nated soils require
disposal in a Cass | landfill, the added cost of
stabilization/solidification was not justified.

(5) Alternative 3-3C (and other alternatives, i.e., 3-3D
i nvol ving stabilization/solidification) should be elimnated from
further consideration based on technical considerations.

The Navy finds and concludes that Alternative 3-3A wll be
protective of human health and the environnment; is cost effective;
and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnent
technol ogi es to the maxi mum extent practicable. The Navy al so finds
and concludes that no alternative renedi al actions which woul d
permanently and significantly reduce the volune, toxicity, or
nobi lity of hazardous substances are practicable. The Navy al so finds
and concludes that no alternative renedi al actions which do not use
off-site transport and di sposal of hazardous substances are
practi cabl e.
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The Navy al so finds and concludes that Alternative 3-3A
will be in accordance with Section 121 of CERCLA and, to the extent
practicable, with the National Contingency Plan. The Navy al so finds
and concludes that Alternative 3-3A will be cost effective.

The Navy al so finds and concludes that Alternative 3-3A
will attain the level or standard of control (wth respect to any
hazardous substance that will remain onsite) which at |east attains
the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents for RASS 3
whi ch are identified above.

Thus, the Navy selects Alternative 3-3A as the final
remedi al action for the portion of RASS 3 which is on Parcels 579D,
576, 575, 574, and 573 on the Naval Wapons Station, Concord. The
Navy determ nes that Alternative 3-3A nust be undertaken as fina
renedi al action on the portions of RASS 3 which are on off-site
rights of way adjacent to Parcels 579D, 576, 575, 574, and 573 on the
Naval Wapon Station, Concord. Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Rail way
Conpany; Sout hern Pacific Transportation Conpany; and Sacrament o
Nort hern Railroad Conpany own and operate these rights of way.

d. Preferred Alternatives for RASS 4.

In its proposed action plan, the Navy stated that the
preferred alternative renedial action for RASS 4 was Alternative
4-3C. Alterative 4-3C involves the excavation of soil exceeding the
TTLC/ STLC criterion and limng of low pH soil (less than pH of 5.0)
which is not excavated on the area in RASS 4 designated for active

renmedi ation, classification of the excavated soil, inmmobilization of
contam nants in the excavated soil by addition of chem cal reagents,
transportation of treated soil to an existing Class Il landfill,

di sposal of contam nated soil in an existing Class IIl landfill, and

operation and mai ntenance, including nonitoring, of the excavated
area. The area designated for active renediation in RASS 4 is
depicted in the (Second Revised) Final Draft Report of the
Feasibility Study of Contam nation Renediation, Volume I11: Figures,
at Figure 51. Alterative 4-3C al so invol ves extensive nonitoring with
the potential for future active renediation in areas designated for
passive renediation if action |evels are exceeded. The area

desi gnated for passive renmediation in RASS 4 is depicted in the
(Second Revised) Final Draft Report of Contam nation Renedi ati on,
Volunme II1: Figures, at Figure 51. Alternative 4-3C involves, in
addition, nmonitoring in the areas in RASS 4 not designated for active
or passive renediation. The nonitoring in the areas designated for
active and passive renediation and in the areas not designated for
active or passive renediation would include, but not be limted to,
the installation of groundwater nonitoring wells; sanmpling of the
well's for four quarters; analysis of the groundwater sanples; and
eval uati on of the groundwater analysis.
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The second preferred alternative renedial action for
RASS 4 was Alternative 4-3A. Alternative 4-3A involves the excavation
of soil exceeding the TTLC/ STLC criterion and |inmng of | ow pH soi
(less than pH of 5.0) on the area in RASS 4 designated for active
renmedi ation, 3 classification of the contam nated soil,
transportation of the contam nated soil to an existing dass |
andfill, disposal of contam nated soil in an existing C ass |
[andfill, and operation and nmai ntenance, including nonitoring, 3 of
the excavated area. Alternative 4-3A also involves extensive
monitoring with the potential for future active renediation in areas
desi gnated for passive renediation if action |levels are exceeded.
Alterative 4-3A involves, in addition, nonitoring in the areas in
RASS 4 not designated for active or passive renediation. The
nonitoring in the areas designated for active and passive renediation
woul d include, but not be limted to, the installation of groundwater
nonitoring wells; sanmpling of the wells for four quarters; analysis
of the groundwater sanples; and eval uation of the groundwater
sanpl es.

Al t hough the first preferred alternative renmedi al action
for RASS 4, Alternative 4-3C, would satisfy the general rule that
renmedi al actions, in which treatnent which permanently and
significantly reduces the volunme, toxicity, or nmobility of hazardous
substances is a principal elenment, are preferred over renedi al
actions which do not involve such treatnment, the Navy finds that
Al ternative 4-3C cannot be inplenmented because the contamn nated soi
fromthe area in RASS 4 designated for active renediation is not
suitable for imuobilization.

The inmplenentation of Alternative 4-3C would require that
contam nants in the excavated soil be i mobilized by chem cal

stabilization/solidification before disposal of the soil in a dass
Il landfill. Generally, the technol ogy would include the addition,
singly or in sone conbination, of Portland cenent, linme and fly ash,

and cenent or |line kiln dust.

Recogni zi ng uncertainties associated with the
stabilization/solidification technol ogy, the Navy conducted
| aboratory scale studies to deternmine the ability of various
stabilization/solidification techniques to inmobilize the
contam nants. Sanples of the contami nated soils were collected from
RASS 1,2, and 3 and treated with various ratios of Portland cenent,
lime and fly ash, and cenent kiln dust. Contani nated

3 Enclosure 2 sets forth the criteria for excavating and
renoving soil from Parcels 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 579D, and 581
on the Naval Wapons Station, Concord.

%2 Enclosure 1 sets forth the nmonitoring for RASS 1, 2, 3,
and 4.
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soils collected fromRASS 4 were sufficiently simlar to contani nated
soils fromRASS 1, 2, and 3 that the soils from RASS 4 were not
tested separately. The resulting specinens were tested using the
State of California procedure known as the Waste Extraction Test (VET
test). Values for both the Total Threshold Limt Concentration (TTLC)
and the Sol uble Threshold Limt Concentration (STLC) were determ ned.
Al though the results of the tests showed that the contam nants were
partially imobilized, concentrations of arsenic and | ead exceeded
the STLC criterion. In sone cases, the values exceeded the criterion
by an order of magnitude. The results were attributed to the
followng factors: first, the initial concentrations of contam nants
were extremely high; this was particularly true for arsenic, |ead,
and zinc; second, the State of California WET test, which uses a
citric acid | eachant, is nmuch nore aggressive than the standard
Extraction Procedure Toxicity Test (EP) or the Toxicity
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) which are typically used by
the Environnental Protection Agency to evaluate the toxicity of

hazar dous wast es.

Based on the | aboratory tests, the Navy found and
concl uded that:

(1) Although stabilization/solidification with cenent and
pozzol anic materials significantly reduced contam nant nmobility,
stabilization/solidification failed to produce a product which woul d
pass the VET test.

(2) The stabilized/solidified contam nated soils were
Class | wastes.

(3) As class | wastes, the treated contam nated soils
woul d require disposal in a Cass | landfill.

(4) Because the treated contam nated soils require
disposal in a Cass | landfill the added cost of stabilization/
solidification was not justified.

(5) Alternative 4-3C (and other alternatives, i.e., 4-3D
i nvol ving stabilization/solidification) should be elimnated from
further consideration based on technical considerations.

The Navy finds and concludes that Alternative 4-3A will be
protective of human health and the environnment; is cost effective;
and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnent
technol ogi es to the maxi mum extent practicable. The Navy al so finds
and concludes that no alternative renmedi al actions which woul d
permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or
nmobi ity of hazardous substances are practicable. The Navy al so finds
and concludes that no alternative renedi al actions which do not use
off-site transport and di sposal of hazardous substances are
practi cabl e.
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The Navy al so finds and concludes that Alternative 4-3A
wi Il be protective of human health and the environnent; is cost
effective; and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnent
technol ogi es to the maxi mum extent practicable. The Navy al so finds
and concludes that no alternative renedial actions which would
permanently and significantly reduce the volunme, toxicity, or
nobi lity of hazardous substances are practicable. The Navy al so finds
and concludes that no alternative renedi al actions which do not use
off-site transport and di sposal of hazardous substances are
practi cabl e.

The Navy al so finds and concludes that Alternative 4-3A
will be in accordance with Section 121 of CERCLA and, to the extent
practicable, with the National Contingency Plan. The Navy al so finds
and concludes that Alternative 4-3A will be cost effective.

The Navy al so finds and concludes that Alternative 4-3A
will attain the level or standard of control (wth respect to any
hazar dous substance that will remain onsite) which at | east attains
the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenments for RASS 4
whi ch are identified above.

Thus, the Navy selects Alternative 4-3A as the final
renedi al action for RASS 4.

6. Anal ysis of Alternative Renedial Actions Subjected to Detail ed
Eval uati on.

Each of the alternative renedial actions subjected to
detail ed eval uati on was evaluated for technical feasibility,
envi ronnent al consi derations, institutional considerations, public
heal t h consi derations, and cost. Section 7.0 of the (Second Revi sed)
Final Draft Report of Feasibility Study of Contam nation Renedi ation
at the Naval Wapons Station, Concord, California, evaluated these
five criteria. Each of the alternative renedial actions subjected to
detail ed eval uati on was al so eval uated for conpliance with ARAR s.
Section 7.0 of the (Second Revised) Final Draft Report of Feasibility
Study of Contam nation Renedi ation at the Naval Wapons Station,
Concord, California, evaluated this criterion. Neither the State of
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, nor the State of
California Departnment of Health Services, nor the State of
California. Departnment of Fish and Gane objected to the proposed
renedi al action plan which the Navy issued on 16 Septenber 1988. The
Envi ronnmental Protection Agency did not object to the proposed
remedi al action plan which the Navy issued on 16 Septenber 1988. The
Fish and Wldlife Service concluded that the inplenentation of the
proposed renedi al action plan which the Navy issued on 16 Septenber
1988 is not likely to jeopardize the
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conti nued exi stence of the salt marsh harvest nopuse or the California
cl apper rail.
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ENCLOSURE 2

Conceptual Plan for Determning the
Soi | Which Must Be Excavated

1. Beginning at points of known contam nation, i.e., |ocations where
contam nant concentrations are equal to or greater than the criterion
for excavating and renoving soil, a grid of sanpling |locations wll

be established. A grid conposed of sanpling points twenty (20) feet
on centers and radiating fromthe points of known high contam nant
concentrations will be devel oped.

2. Sampling points in each grid will be established. Each sanpling
point will be sanpled to a depth of three (3) feet. Distinct
subsanples will be collected for each six (6) inch horizon. Based on
a twenty (20) foot grid, each sanpling point/sanpling horizon woul d
represent approximately ten (10) cubic yards of soil.

3. The 0-6-inch horizon will be analyzed for the contam nants of
concern.

4. Gid squares in which contam nant concentrations are equal to or
greater than the criterion will be excavated to a depth of six (6)
i nches.

5. The next six (6) inch horizon will be analyzed in excavated
squares. If the results exceed the criterion, the next six (6) inches
wi Il be excavated.

6. Steps 4 and 5 will be repeated until the anal yses indicate that
the soil in each grid nmeets the criterion





