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PART 1: THE DECLARATION 
i 

1.1 SITE NAME AND LOCATION 

Long Island is the site of Fort Tidball, a former World War Two coastal defense installation. 

Since 1986, the United States Army Engineer District, Alaska (USAED), has conducted 

environmental restoration activities on Long Island under the Defense Environmental Restoration 

Program (DEW) for Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS). 

The Long Island (Fort Tidball) site is located in the Gulf of Alaska, approximately 6 air miles 

northeast of the city of Kodiak, Kodiak Island, Alaska. The Long Island site spans 1,320 acres. 

The site coordinates are 57 degrees, 45 minutes north by 152 degrees, 25 minutes west. 

The Long Island (Fort Tidball) site is also known by its U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA) identification number (AK0000707554), its FUDS property number (FlOAK0280), and its 

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) record key number 

\ (1 98 125x902502). 

1.2 STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE 

Authorities: DEW, United States Code (USC), Title 10, Section 2701 et seq.; Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensations, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 USC 9601 et seq.; 

Executive Order 12580, Federal Register, Title 52, Chapter 2923 (23 January 1987); the National 

Contingency Plan, Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Chapter 300. 

This Decision Document presents the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) selected remedy 

for the Long Island Site, Long Island, Alaska, which was chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as 

amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act, the National Oil and 

Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, and the State of Alaska's Oil and Hazardous 

Substance Cleanup Regulations. This decision is based on the Administrative Record file for this 

site. 

ADEC concurs with the selected remedy. 
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1.3 ASSESSMENT OF SITE 

The response action selected in this Decision Document is necessary to protect public health, 

welfare, or the environment fiom actual or threatened releases of pollutants or contaminants fiom 

this site, which may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to the public health or 

welfare. 

Prior response actions for Long Island primarily addressed contaminated soil and groundwater 

and included: 

Limited excavation and offsite treatment of petroleum oil, and lubricants (POL)-contaminated 
soil 

Removal of surface soil with polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) concentrations greater than 
1 milligram per kilogram ( m a g )  and subsurface soil greater than 10 m a g .  PCB- 
contaminated soil with concentrations between 1 and 10 mgkg was left in place below 2 feet 
below ground surface. 

Building demolition and debris removal 

Risk screening and development of alternative cleanup levels (ACL) 

Groundwater monitoring 

Informational institutional controls in the form of deed notices 

The purpose of the response actions conducted from 1986 through 2003 was to reduce the risks 

associated with potential exposure to chemical contaminants or metals in the soil, sediment, 

groundwater, and surface water. Based on the results of the site inspections and the 1994 

Remedial Investigation (RI), discrete sites in each area of concern (AOC) were targeted for 

cleanup actions or further investigation. During previous investigations or removal actions, the 

primary contaminant sources were removed and samples of the soil, sediment, groundwater, and 

surface water were collected for laboratory analysis. The primary contaminant sources included 

underground storage tanks (UST), transformers containing PCBs, and aboveground storage tanks 

(AST) that once contained fuel or heating oil. PCB-contaminated soil and the associated 

transformers were packaged and disposed of at a Toxic Substances Control Act-permitted landfill 

in Grandview, Idaho. Fuel-contaminated soil associated with the tanks was removed and 

thermally treated in Kodiak, Alaska. Asbestos-containing materials (ACM) associated with 

demolished buildings and debris were packaged and transported to a permitted treatment, storage, 
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and disposal facility. Table 1-1 lists the cleanup level and closure delineation associated with 

each site. 

Table 1-1 
Site Closure Delineation 

Burt Point 
North Cape 

Castle Bluff 
Deer Point 

Garage Area 
Headquarters Area 

Point Head 

Method Two 

- - 

Method Three 
Alternative Cleanup 
Levels: 1,200 mg/kg 

DRO 

Site closed under Method Two cleanup levels, no further 
action required. NFRAP and NDAl status will be applied. I 
Informational institutional controls in the form of deed 
notices will be attached to the property for locations where 
Method Three cleanup levels were applied. NFRAP and 
NDAI status will be applied. 

- - 

Note: For definitions, see the Acronyms and Abbreviations section. - 

1.4 DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED REMEDY 

Based on the results of the RIs, removal actions, and risk analyses, ADEC and USAED have 

determined that the selected remedy will: 

Apply ADEC Method Three ACLs established using site-specific soil data. 

Apply informational institutional controls to all sites where Method Three ACLs are applied. 

Apply No Further Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP) and No Defense Action Indicated 
(NDAI) status. NFRAP status and NDAI determination indicate that no further investigation, 
monitoring, cleanup work, or site improvements are necessary to address chemical 
contamination from past U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) activities at the site. 

Informational institutional controls will document cleanup work done,to date and the fact that 

low-level (below ACLs) petroleum-contaminated soil remains onsite and needs to be properly 

managed in the future. Institutional controls at these sites will be in the form of a deed notice 

attached to the property records. The deed notice will inform current and future land owners of 

the prior cleanup activities, approved cleanup levels, and remaining contaminants to help limit the 

movement, without prior notification to ADEC, of any soil from the sites where the Method 

Three cleanup levels were applied. Leisnoi Inc., the current landowner of Long Island, has 

agreed to implement these institutional controls. Twenty-two out of the 38 discrete sites on Long 

Island have Method Three ACLs and will have a deed notice registered. These 22 discrete sites 

are identified on Figures 4-2 through 4-10 and have been surveyed in order to identify the 
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respective site boundaries. This information will be used to update land records. The remaining 

16 sites are considered closed as they meet Method Two and Table C cleanup levels. 

1.5 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

The selected remedy protects human health and the environment, complies with federal and state 

requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action, and is 

cost effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable. 

Prior treatment of the POL-contaminated soil on Kodiak Island satisfies the statutory preference 

for treatment as a principal element. Because the remedy will not result in hazardous substances, 

pollutants, or contaminants remaining onsite above levels that allow for unlimited use and 

unrestricted exposure, a five-year review will not be required for this selected remedy. 

1.6 DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST 

The following information is included in the Part 2 of this Decision Document. Additional 

information can be found in the Administrative Record file for this site: 
\ 

Chemicals of concern (COC) and their respective concentrations (Section 5.8, Contaminant 
j 

ConcentrationsIExtent of Contamination, and Tables 5-1 through 5-7) 

Baseline risk represented by the COCs (Section 7, Summary of Site Risks) 

Cleanup levels established and basis for the levels (Section 7, Summary of.Site Risks, and 
Table 7- 1) 

H O ~  contaminated source materials are addressed (Section 12, Selected Remedy) 

Current and reasonably anticipated future land-use assumptions and current and potential 
future beneficial uses of groundwater used in the baseline risk evaluation and Decision 
Document (Section 6, Current and Potential Future Land and Water Uses) 

Potential land and groundwater use that will be available at the site as a result of the Selected 
Remedy (Section 12.3, Expected Outcomes of the Selected Remedy) 

Estimated capital, annual operations and maintenance, and total present-worth costs; discount 
rate; and the number of years over which the remedy cost estimates are projected 
(Section 12.2, Cost Estimate for the Selected Remedy) 

Key factors that led to selecting the remedy (Section 10, Comparative Analysis of 
Alternatives) 
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AUTHORIZING SIGNATURES 

This Decision Document presents the selected remedy for the Long Island FUDS Property. 

USACE is the lead agency under the DEW at the Long Island FUDS and has developed this 

Decision Document consistent with CERCLA, as amended, and the National Oil and Hazardous 

Substances Pollution Contingency Plan. This Decision Document will be incorporated into the 

larger Administrative Record file for the Long Island site, which is available for public view at 

the Kodiak Library in Kodiak, Alaska. This document, presenting a selected remedy with 

anticipated present-worth costs of $18,000, is approved by the undersigned, pursuant to 

Memorandum, DAIM-ZA, 9 September 2003, Subject: Policies for Staffing and Approving 

Decision Documents, and to Engineer Regulation 200-3-1, FUDS Program Policy. 

APPROVED: 

' 200s 
~ i d t h ~  J. ~ a l l a ~ H  Date / 

.I Colonel, corps ofMgineers 
District Engineer 
Alaska District 

This signature sheet documents the decision made for the Long Island FUDS Property. ADEC 
concurs with the USACE-selected remedy. The decision may be reviewed and modified in the 
future if new information becomes available that indicates the presence of previously 
undiscovered contamination or exposures that may cause unacceptable risk to human health or 
the environment. 

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
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PART 2: THE DECISION SUMMARY 

2.1 SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND BRIEF DESCRIPTION 

A detailed description of the site is provided in the Final Remedial Investigation Repor1 (USAED 

1994). A summary of the site description and a discussion of the evolution of the regulatory 

status of the site are provided in the following sections. 

The Long Island (Fort Tidball) site is located in the Gulf of Alaska, northeast of the city of 

Kodiak, Kodiak Island, Alaska. The Long Island site spans 1,320 acres and is approximately 

6 air miles from the city of Kodiak. The site coordinates are 57 degrees, 45 minutes north by 

152 degrees, 25 minutes west. 

The ADEC Contaminated Sites record key number is 198 125x902502. 

The lead agency is USACE, and the lead regulatory agency is ADEC. 

', 
I The investigation at Long Island (Fort Tidball) and the subsequent environmental restoration 

activities were conducted under the DoD FUDS Program. DoD plans to pay all regulatory 

oversight (as part of the Defense and State Memorandum of Agreement), investigation, and 

cleanup costs from the Defense Environmental Restoration Account. 

Long Island is the site of Fort Tidball, a former World War Two coastal defense installation. The 

island is uninhabited and has no residential or commercial facilities. Portions of Long Island are 

environmentally sensitive areas, such as wetlands and the intertidal zone. The island also 

provides habitat for several species of birds, small mammals, deer, bears and feral cattle. Based 

on historical records, the chemical contaminants and debris found on Long Island were 

introduced during the operation of Fort Tidball and remained after the fort was decommissioned. 

The site is currently owned by Leisnoi Inc., an Alaska Native corporation. 



2.2 SITE HISTORY 

The U.S. War Department acquired Long Island from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in 

1 94 1. Fort Tidball was constructed between 1942 and 1 943, and gun batteries were established 

on the island's eastern coast at Deer Point and Castle Bluff. The other operational areas were the 

Headquarters Complex, Burt Point, the Garage Area, Point Head and North Cape. The fort was 

decommissioned in 1945 and abandoned in 1947. Long Island was returned to BLM jurisdiction 

in 1956 and eventually reserved for Native selection under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 

Act (ANCSA). In 197 1, Long Island was transferred under ANCSA to Leisnoi Inc., an Alaska 

Native corporation. Based on historical records, the chemical contaminants and debris found on 

Long Island were introduced during the operation of Fort Tidball and remained after the fort was 

decommissioned. 

Long Island has been divided into seven geographical areas (referred to as AOCs): Burt Point, 

Castle Bluff, Deer Point, Garage Area, Headquarters Area, North Cape, and Point Head 

(Figure 2-1). The AOCs have been further divided into a total of 38 discrete sites. 

Restoratiodinvestigation activities for the Long Island site were conducted in 1986,199 1,1994, 
1 

1997, 1998, 2000, 2002, and 2003. Three primary restorationlinvestigation activities were 

conducted: site inspections, RIs, and interim removal actions (IRA). During these 

restoratiodinvestigation activities, POL and PCB contamination in the soil and POL and metals 

contamination in the groundwater were documented on Long Island (USAED 1994). In addition, 

an Archive Search Report was never completed as there was no evidence of unexploded ordnance 

on Long Island. 

More detailed information regarding these investigations can be found in the Phase 11 Interim 

Removal Action Report, Long Island, Kodiak, Alaska (USAED 1999); 2000 Remedial 

Investigatiodlnterim Removal Action Report, Long Island, Kodiak, Alaska (USAED 2002b); and 

2002 Long Island Interim Removal Action Report, Kodiak, Alaska (USAED 2003). 
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