
Pilorin, Ronald CDPH-DDWEM 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

fyi ... my other TI notes 

Jackson, Kurt (CDPH-DDWEM) 
Friday, February 18, 2011 2:52 PM 
Takeoka, Glenn (CDPH-DDWEM-EHS); Pilorin, Ronald (CDPH-DDWEM) 
Morgan, Larry (CDPH-PS-DDWEM) 
FW: CDPH(EMB) Information Request re: Treasure Island 

note that I said below "CDPH did not know of any radionuclide finds at Site 12 until 2006 when BRAC told us about 
finding sources sometime after they were found in emails. I think that was approximately March of 2006." 

That note was incorrect, it looks like it was June 2007 or so when we heard about the buttons per my other email. 

From: Jackson, Kurt (CDPH-DDWEM) 
Sent: Friday, February 18, 20111:54 PM 
To: Morgan, Larry (CDPH-PS-DDWEM); Jue, Tracy (CDPH-DDWEM) 
Cc: Taibi, Guy (CDPH-DDWEM) 
Subject: FW: CDPH(EMB) Information Request re: Treasure Island 

A few notes or quick suggestions to prepare for your meeting next week at TI: 

I would expect DTSC to ask CDPH if the Navy supplied us with what we wanted. If the draft response note below 
has not been forwarded to DTSC yet, then I would suggest sending it now or having it with you for discussion. 

Second, one of our main points has been that the conceptual model that BRAC/SHAW is operating under at TI is 
flawed because it assumes that radioactive materials is not present at most locations. I would be prepared to defend 
why that is not the case because I would expect DTSC to question CDPH on it, since our conclusion of an inaccurate 
conceptual model is part of our basis for telling DTSC that we cannot support the FOST. 

The notes below and other documentation support our position that the conceptual model is flawed and in addition 
CDPH should point out that the contractor implementing the conceptual model has been cited by RHB for numerous 
violations and will likely be cited for more violations as the investigation continues. 

Tracy, Larry and Woody: 

Here are some notes that might be useful in preparing for the meeting next week. 

The conceptual model they are using is based in part on a report about measurements made during a trenching 
operation. The report received finally this week shows that an independent contractor found measurements in that 
report that were elevated. Yet BRAC and their contractors are operating as if no elevated levels were found and 
have used that conclusion to support their flawed conceptual model. So, it would be important to have the trenching 
study document with you and the documentation that an independent consultant or contractor found elevated 
readings. It should also be noted that no calibration data or minimum detectable activities for static measurements 
were provided with the report. 

I would point out in the few areas where BRAC and their contractors have actually looked for radioactive materials by 
collecting samples and analyzing them properly, they have found elevated radioactive materials, at least at sites 
where there has been known chemical contamination or debris found. 

I would also point out that the high levels of radioactivity found in some "commodity" items is inconsistent with levels 
known for deck marker sources or other radioluminescent sources and that the other location in CA where such 
elevated sources have been found is Long Beach Naval Shipyard, so it seems likely these high level sources are 
related to Navy activity. And when I am talking about high level sources here, I am talking about what appear to be 
millicurie level sources, not the even hotter sources covered with steel plates. 
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Then I would remind DTSC that BRAC/SHAW has moved soil around TI under their flawed conceptual model 
in open loaders and trucks without any apparent records of where soil not properly characterized for radionuclides 
may have been spilled. 

All of these issues are some of what leads CD PH to conclude that we do not know what areas of TI have been 
contaminated with radionuclides by BRAC and their contractors. 

In addition it will be important to have dates of the HRA and what was said in it about radionuclides and the date of 
documents regarding site !2. CDPH did not know of any radionuclide finds at Site 12 until 2006 when BRAC told us 
about finding sources sometime after they were found in emails. I think that was approximately March of 2006. 

If there were FOST or FOSET documents issued prior to that time period or even after it, it is questionable whether 
CDPH would have been asked to comment on the documents, since the assumptions were that rad was only at very 
limited sites. It is possible that DTSC would not have even asked for our input on the documents or that we would 
have concurred based on the conceptual model that we were aware of at the time. Even when we were notified of 
sources being found in Site 12 in 2006, I know that I asked at one or more BCT meetings whether or not those 
findings changed their site conceptual model for other sites and was told that it did not. I will see what I can find in 
myoid emails about when CDPH was told about sources found in Site 12. 

From: Taibi, Guy (CDPH-DDWEM) 
Sent: Tuesday, February 15, 2011 5:49 PM 
To: Morgan, Larry (CDPH-PS-DDWEM) 
Cc: Jackson, Kurt (CDPH-DDWEM); Jue, Tracy (CDPH-DDWEM) 
Subject: RE: CDPH(EMB) Information Request re: Treasure Island 

Larry/Kurt/Tracy, 

Here is a hard-line response to Jim's RTC on our document request. Let me know if you'd like me to adjust 
or send it out. 

Guy 

Medi, 

A specific point-by-point response to Mr. Sullivan's response to CDPH-EMB's document request is addressed below. 

It is the opinion of CDPH-EMB that a general clarification of the position of CDPH-EMB regarding the "Final 2006 
Treasure Island Naval Station Historical Radiological Assessment (HRA)" should be stated. The discovery of 
significant amounts of radioactive material during the ongoing remediation activities at Treasure Island contradicts 
the conclusions of the HRA, specifically the statements: "Shaw evaluation of all the data concludes that there is no 
data indicating the presence of radioactive contamination above ambient or that would warrant further 
characterization" (page C-14), and "Since there is no documentation to suggest that radioactive materials were 
disposed in the solid waste disposal areas at IR Site 12 or anywhere else on NAVSTA TI, no walk-over or drive-over 
gamma surveys were conducted at IR Site 12." (C-14), are insupportable. 

CDPH regards the HRA and the conclusions stated therein to be erroneous and invalid. Responses by the Navy 
which rely on the HRA as supporting documentation are by extension also considered erroneous and invalid. While it 
is not the responsibility of the State (CDPH) to require the Navy to revise the HRA, CDPH will continue to attempt to 
ascertain the radiological status of all property on Treasure Island by utilizing data which has previously has been, or 
is presently being collected during the remediation activities of all types, both radiological and non-radiological at 
Treasure Island. 

CDPH has emphasized and will continue to emphasize that remediation work in radiologically contaminated areas 
may impact the radiological status of areas previously considered non-impacted, and will ultimately require data to 
support non-impacted areas remain non-impacted. As significant remediation has occurred in areas previously 
designated non-impacted, CDPH will require data on both radiological and non-radiological remediation activities on 
TI. 

As the DOD is well aware, CDPH has been an integral partner in all aspects of review and approval of the technical 
basis for all steps for remediation activities at all other DOD installations where radiological issues must be 
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