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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) has been prepared to evaluate potential 
removal action alternatives for the Naval Defensive Sea Area (NDSA) Kiska Island.  The 
document follows the format outlined in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) 
guidance for non-time-critical removal actions under the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act. 

This evaluation was prepared based on the results of the 2013 preliminary assessment (PA).  The 
PA was performed as part of the Navy’s Munitions Response Program (MRP) to address the 
National Defense Authorization Act of 2000 that required the Department of Defense (DoD) to 
establish a program that addresses the potential explosive’s safety, health, and environmental 
issues caused by munitions and explosives of concern (MEC) and munitions constituents (MC) 
used or released on sites from past operations and activities.  The PA identified evidence of in-
water ranges within the NDSA at Kiska Island, and the likely presence of legacy ordnance in the 
water, thus the Navy initiated this EE/CA.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
evaluated the terrestrial environment at Kiska and Little Kiska Islands under the Formerly Used 
Defense Sites program. 

Based on the 2013 PA results and limited site data, the exposure pathways evaluation concluded 
that complete exposure pathways are present at NDSA Kiska Island for human exposure to 
explosive blasts and ecological receptors through dermal exposure and ingestion of MC in 
sediment.  The removal action alternatives presented in this EE/CA focus on reducing exposure 
to MEC in Kiska Harbor and the in-water ranges surrounding Kiska Island through informational 
methods and devices.  The objective of the removal action is to protect human health from MEC 
by reducing the potential for an explosive blast while maintaining the current commercial and 
recreational fishing, research, and recreational diving opportunities in the waters of Kiska. 

This EE/CA identifies, describes, and evaluates the following non-time-critical removal action 
(NTCRA) alternatives against effectiveness, implementability, and cost criteria: 

¶ Alternative 1 – No Action:  This alternative does not include additional 
institutional controls/land use restrictions or an engineered remedy.  The current 
site conditions and land uses would remain unchanged.  The estimated total cost 
of Alternative 1 is $0. 

¶ Alternative 2 – Institutional Controls/Land Use Restrictions:  This alternative 
includes conducting a NTCRA to memorialize the establishment of institutional 
controls/land use restrictions.  The Navy would request that National Oceanic and 
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Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) have the National Geospatial-Intelligence 
Agency (NGA) publish a United States of America (U.S.) Notice to Mariners 
(NM) on navigational charts for Kiska Island.  In addition, the Seventeenth U.S. 
Coast Guard District would be informed to publish a Local Notice to Mariners 
(LNM) with the same information.  The Navy would prepare a brochure for land 
management agencies to provide with permits/information requests.  The 
estimated total present worth cost to implement Alternative 2 (including operation 
and maintenance [O&M] for 30 years) is estimated at $250,000. 

¶ Alternative 3 – Institutional Controls/Land Use Restrictions with Physical 
Controls:  This alternative includes conducting a NTCRA to memorialize the 
establishment of institutional controls/land use restrictions and physical controls.  
The Navy would request that National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA) have the National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA) publish a 
United States of America (U.S.) Notice to Mariners (NM) on navigational charts 
for Kiska Island.  The Seventeenth U.S. Coast Guard District would be informed 
to publish a Local Notice to Mariners (LNM) with the same information.  The 
Navy would prepare a brochure for land management agencies to provide with 
permits/information requests.  In addition, informational methods and devices 
would be used to increase awareness to potential visitors that Kiska Harbor and 
the former NDSA in-water ranges have MEC.  Warning signs would be installed 
on the beaches and buoys moored in areas shallower than 20 fathoms to notify 
people that potential danger exists, and any MEC encountered must remain in 
place.  The estimated total present worth cost to implement Alternative 3 
(including operation and maintenance [O&M] for 30 years) is estimated at 
$15,800,000. 

Based on the evaluation of effectiveness, implementability, and cost, Alternative 2 is the 
recommended alternative.  Alternative 2 is the most cost effective alternative that meets both the 
removal action objectives to maintain the recreational opportunities for people who visit Kiska 
Island and protect human health and the environment from MEC in the long-term.  Alternative 2 
is readily implementable, cost-effective, and has no short-term impacts to construction workers 
and the environment during implementation.  Alternative 2 maintains the current recreational 
opportunities at the site and, based on exposure pathways evaluation, is protective of human 
health and the environment under current restricted and future land uses.  Comments on the Final 
EE/CA during public review will be considered in the final selection of the alternative in the 
Action Memorandum, and comment responses will be included in the administrative record file.  
The implementation of the selected alternative is intended to be the final action, unless changes 
to the current or reasonably anticipated future land use are identified. 
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

This engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) has been prepared to evaluate potential 
removal action alternatives for the former Naval Defensive Sea Area (NDSA), Kiska Island 
which is located in the Rat Island Group of the Aleutian Islands (Figure 1-1).   

The NDSA is a water area set aside by executive order of the President of the United States 
because of its strategic nature, or for purposes of defense.  The NDSA at Kiska Island (Figure 1-
2) was established on February 14, 1941, by Executive Order 8680.  This NDSA includes the 
territorial waters between the extreme high-water marks and the 3-mile marine boundaries 
around Kiska and Little Kiska Islands. 

The Navy’s Munitions Response Program (MRP) implements the National Defense 
Authorization Act of 2000 that required the Department of Defense (DoD) to establish a program 
that addresses the potential explosive’s safety, health, and environmental issues caused by 
munitions and explosives of concern (MEC) and munitions constituents (MC) used or released 
on sites from past operations and activities (MCs are munitions-related chemical contaminants).  
Because there is evidence of historic use of ordnance within in-water ranges within the NDSA at 
Kiska Island, the Navy initiated a PA.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) performed 
a site inspection of the terrestrial environment at Kiska and Little Kiska Islands under the 
Formerly Used Defense Sites program.  Therefore, this EE/CA does not include the terrestrial 
portions of Kiska Island. 

The Navy research presented in the PA for NDSA for Kiska Island (U.S. Navy 2013) confirmed 
the presence of MEC in the water, so the Navy initiated this EE/CA to evaluate removal action 
options.  In addition, previous environmental and ordnance investigations conducted in similar 
water body areas have identified the potential for waters of NDSAs to be contaminated with 
MEC.  These activities include practice firing of coastal defense and antiaircraft (AA) guns at 
fixed and towed targets, aerial gunnery firing practice at surface targets, aerial bombing practice 
at fixed targets, ordnance lost overboard during handling activities, and in-water ordnance 
disposal. 

This EE/CA has been prepared to evaluate potential removal action alternatives to protect human 
health from MEC at the NDSA, while maintaining the current recreational opportunities for 
people who visit Kiska Island.  The site is currently used for recreational purposes (e.g., bird 
watching and diving by the public); research; and commercial and recreational fishing. 
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1.1 EE/CA ORGANIZATION 

This EE/CA follows the format outlined in the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) for a non-time-critical removal action and the 
applicable U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidance (USEPA 1993).  This 
document contains the following sections: 

¶ Section 1 – Introduction 

¶ Section 2 – Site characterization 

¶ Section 3 – Identification of applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements 
(ARARs) and removal action objectives 

¶ Section 4 – Identification of removal action alternatives 

¶ Section 5 – Evaluation of removal action alternatives 

¶ Section 6 – Comparative analysis of alternatives 

¶ Section 7 – Recommended removal action alternative 

¶ Section 8 – References 

The following potential removal action alternatives are evaluated for the NDSA Kiska Island: 

¶ Alternative 1 – No Action 

¶ Alternative 2 – Institutional Controls/Land Use Restrictions (also referred to as 
Land Use Controls [LUC]) 

¶ Alternative 3 – Institutional Controls/Land Use Restrictions with Physical 
Controls 

1.2 LIMITATIONS 

The evaluations described in this EE/CA were conducted based on a review of the 2013 PA (U.S. 
Navy 2013.).  The information included in the PA is not all inclusive and may not be complete. 
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2.0  SITE CHARACTERIZATION 

This section provides site-specific information about the NDSA at Kiska Island, Alaska, 
including site location; description and background; current and future land use; previous 
investigations; identified sources; areas potentially containing noncombat MEC in the marine 
environment; and an exposure pathway evaluation.  The information and references provided in 
Section 2 were obtained from the 2013 PA (U.S. Navy 2013). 

2.1 SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION  

Kiska and Little Kiska are islands in the Rat Island group of the Aleutian Island chain in Alaska.  
The Rat Islands are a group of volcanic islands located between Buldir Island to the west and 
Amchitka Pass to the east.  The largest islands in the group from west to east are Kiska; Little 
Kiska; Segula; Hawadax; Khvostof; Davidof; Little Sitkin; Amchitka; and Semisopochnoi.  
Figure 1-1 shows the location of the Rat Island group and the relative positions of the individual 
islands.  Kiska Island is approximately 22 miles long, and varies in width from 1.5 to 6 miles.  It 
is located at 51° 57′ 51″ north latitude, 177° 27′ 36″ east longitude. 

This EE/CA focuses on the known in-water range areas established for target firing of the costal 
artillery and AA batteries installed on Kiska and Little Kiska Islands by Allied forces, known in-
water practice bombing targets, and on-water ordnance handling locations within the 3-nautical-
mile limit of the NDSA.  Figure 1-2 shows the extent of the NDSA surrounding Kiska and Little 
Kiska Islands.  

2.2 SITE BACKGROUND 

This section provides background information on the NDSA at Kiska Island, including site 
history and ownership. 

The U.S. purchased Alaska (which includes the Aleutians) from Russia in 1867.  Kiska Island 
and Little Kiska Island were withdrawn from the public domain for naval purposes in 1903.  A 
Navy weather station was the only U.S. military presence on the islands prior to the Japanese 
occupation in 1942.  Ten men were working at the station at the time when the Japanese invaded 
Kiska Island on June 7, 1942 during World War II.  The Empire of Japan occupied Kiska Island 
from June 7, 1942, until July 28, 1943.  The Allied (U.S. and Canadian) forces began bombing 
the Japanese positions on and around Kiska on June 12, 1942.  By the end of the April 1943, 640 
tons of bombs had been dropped on Kiska Island (Naval Historic Center 1993).  The Japanese 
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abandoned the island at the end of July 1943, and Allied forces retook possession of the island on 
August 15, 1943. 

The U.S. Army and Navy established defensive operations on Kiska for approximately 1-year.  
As part of defensive operations, six in-water ranges with mobile guns were established (Figure 2-
1).  The U.S. Army established the Kiska Island Garrison Site and Little Kiska Island Harbor 
Defense Site, while the U.S. Navy established the Kiska Naval Auxiliary Air Facility (NAAF) in 
September 1943.  The Navy decommissioned NAAF Kiska Island on September 19, 1944, as the 
Army declared the Kiska Island Garrison and Little Kiska Harbor Defense Sites as excess and 
placed them in inactive status on December 3, 1945.  The Army had no permanent interest in 
Kiska Island, so it returned control of these sites to the Department of the Navy on May 2, 1949.  
The Navy formally returned Kiska and Little Kiska Islands to the Department of the Interior on 
February 23, 1951.  However, the NDSA Kiska Island remains under the purview of the Navy. 

2.3 CURRENT AND FUTURE LAND USE 

Kiska and Little Kiska Islands remain undeveloped and uninhabited since their abandonment in 
1951.  The Japanese Occupation Site on the island (including surrounding waters) was 
designated a national historic landmark (the highest level of recognition accorded to U.S. historic 
sites) on February 4, 1985, and is protected under federal law.  According to the drawing 
submitted with the National Register of Historic Places Inventory - Nomination Form 
(Thompson 1984), the boundaries of the national landmark site encompass most of Kiska Island, 
all of Little Kiska Island,  and portions of all six in-water ranges (Figure 2-1) except for the 
furthest extents of in-water range areas 4, 5, and 6.  Cultural resources within the national 
historic landmark include items on land and in the water (i.e., sunken ships and other cultural 
items); removing these archeological resources on public land is illegal.  The Archeological 
Resources Protection Act of 1979 provides criminal and civil penalties for looting. 

In 2008 President George W. Bush established the Valor in the Pacific National Monument 
(Presidential Proclamation 8327) which includes preserved WWII battlefields (5 areas) on Kiska 
Island totaling 2,345 acres.  None of these areas include offshore waters. 

Kiska and Little Kiska Islands are also part of the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge 
(AMNWR) that is managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  Activities at or 
near Kiska and Little Kiska Islands may include: 

¶ historical research 
¶ sight-seeing 
¶ bird watching 
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¶ camping 
¶ photography 
¶ hiking 
¶ fishing 
¶ diving 
¶ mooring to wait out heavy seas 

None of these activities are prohibited.  However, because of the remoteness of these islands, 
they are not frequently visited.  A danger sign posted on land at Kiska Harbor warns visitors of 
the presence of MEC and prohibits digging. 

Special Use Permits are required for commercial operations, scientific research, and some other 
uses of refuge lands and waters.  Examples of uses requiring special use permits are commercial 
filming, salvage operations, sand and gravel removal, guiding and transporting, archeological 
and biological studies.  Cruise ships and tour boats that bring visitors ashore also require special 
use permits that can be obtained through the Alaska Region section of the USFWS website. 

2.4 PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 

As discussed in Section 1, a PA was conducted for NDSA Kiska Island (U.S. Navy 2013).  The 
PA included a description of historical activities at the site based on records review and 
interviews and provided a summary of MEC sources and areas where it likely exists.  This 
section summarizes the purpose and scope of the PA performed to provide a basis for decisions 
made in this EE/CA. 

2.4.1 Purpose of the Preliminary Assessment 

The purpose of the PA performed at NDSA Kiska Island was to differentiate sites that pose little 
or no potential threat to human health and the environment from sites that warrant further 
investigation (USEPA 1991).  The Navy completed the PA report to evaluate the potential for 
releases that may pose a potential threat to human health or the environment as a result of 
historical operations at in-water ranges and other areas suspected of containing MEC within 
NDSA Kiska Island.  The findings in the PA report were used to make recommendations for 
addressing potential action at NDSA.  The potential presence of MEC within the NDSA beyond 
the known limits of in-water ranges resulting from combat activities during World War II were 
beyond the scope of the PA. 
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2.4.2 Scope of the Preliminary Assessment 

The scope of the PA consisted of completing a records review and preparing a report.  The 
records review included an extensive search for information regarding historical operations of in-
water practice ranges and ordnance handling points located within NDSA Kiska Island.  The PA 
report included a summary of information assembled during a review of pertinent books, reports, 
public historical records, web sites, and aerial photographs.  Interviews were conducted with 
individuals knowledgeable of MEC finds or historical ordnance activities. 

The PA is based on review of records conducted onsite at facilities in the Seattle, Anchorage, and 
Washington, D.C. areas.  Records that might exist at the Museum of the Aleutians on Unalaska 
Island and Kodiak Military History Museum located in Kodiak, Alaska, were not evaluated 
because project funding was not available to review records at these locations. 

The records review consisted of information held by the following agencies or facilities: 

¶ USACE, Alaska District 

¶ National Archives and Records Administration (NARA) II, College Park, 
Maryland 

¶ NARA, Regional Branch, Seattle, Washington 

¶ NARA, Regional Branch, Anchorage, Alaska 

¶ Naval History and Heritage Command, Washington Navy Yard, Washington, 
D.C. 

¶ Navy Department Library, Washington Navy Yard, Washington, D.C. 

¶ 3rd Wing U.S. Air Force History Office, Anchorage, Alaska 

¶ Anchorage Museum, Anchorage, Alaska 

¶ University of Alaska Anchorage Consortium Library, Anchorage, Alaska 

¶ Z.J. Loussac Library–Main Branch, Anchorage, Alaska 
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2.5 SUMMARY OF SOURCES AND AREAS POTENTIALLY CONTAINING MEC 

The source and extent of MEC discussed in this section is based on the results of the 2013 PA.  
No chemical sampling of sediment or surface water has been performed.  Therefore, 
concentrations of chemicals cannot be compared to screening values to determine the levels of 
MC at the site; chemical-specific ARARs for sediment and surface water have not been included 
in this EE/CA.  Chemical-specific ARARs for sediment and surface water are beyond the scope 
of this EE/CA. 

2.5.1 Identified Sources 

The sources of MEC released into the marine environment at NDSA Kiska Island by Allied 
forces consists of coastal defense and AA gun batteries, supply transfer points, air combat 
training by units of the 11th Air Force, and air combat training by units of the U.S. Navy.  
Additional MEC may be present in the six NDSA in-water ranges resulting from combat 
activities during World War II near Kiska and Little Kiska Islands from ordnance dropped or 
fired by Allied forces.  It is possible that ordnance dropped during combat activities is the 
predominant source of MEC and is likely present outside of the in-water ranges. 

Two piers were constructed in the northwest portion of Kiska Harbor and were used by Allied 
forces during their operations on-island to offload supplies, including ordnance (Figure 2-2).  
Information obtained during an interview conducted during the 2013 PA indicates the presence 
of “thousands of small arms shells on the seafloor off the Kiska Docks.”  Remnants of one of 
these piers are still visible in Kiska Harbor today.  Select site photographs are included in 
Appendix A. 

Records from May 1950 indicate that Patrol Squadron Two of the U.S. Pacific Fleet Air Force 
conducted nine rocket and bombing strikes against stranded and abandoned ship targets in Kiska 
Harbor (Figure 2-3) (U.S. Pacific Fleet Air Force 1950).  No information was discovered to 
indicate if this was an isolated or common occurrence. 

The 2013 PA identified the Allied coastal and AA gun batteries on Kiska and Little Kiska Islands 
consisting of 1, 90-mm antimotor-torpedo-boat (AMTB) gun (e.g. a gun designed to destroy fast 
moving torpedo boats and aircraft); 1, 37-mm AMTB gun; 4, 40-mm M-1 AA guns; 6, 20-mm Mk-
4 AA guns; 10, .50-caliber water-cooled machine guns; and 4 guns of unknown size.  The exact 
locations of the Allied gun batteries were not determined during this investigation.  However, 
information obtained indicates that defensive guns were installed in the vicinity of North Head, 
Kiska Harbor, Mutt Cove, Jeff Cove, Gertrude Cove, Beach Cove, Bluff Cove, and Little Kiska 
Head and that regular practice firing occurred at these locations (Figure 2-1). 
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Other sources of MEC may include Japanese or Allied troops who may have disposed of or lost 
ordnance items overboard in the water, particularly in Kiska Harbor, while they were present on 
the island.  MEC of Japanese origin was photographed in 1993 on the bottom of Kiska Harbor to 
confirm this source (Cohen 1993). 

2.5.2 Areas Potentially Containing MEC in the Marine Environment 

Five areas with a total of six former in-water ranges within NDSA Kiska Island have been 
identified as potentially containing discarded military munitions (DMM), practice-fired 
unexploded ordnance (UXO), or practice-dropped UXO.  To be consistent with the Navy MRP, 
each area contains known or suspected munitions releases that occurred prior to September 30, 
2002, where Navy actions were responsible for the release and the site is not covered by water 
deeper than 20 fathoms (120 feet).  These individual areas are defined as follows: 

¶ Kiska Harbor and Former In-Water Range Area 1 including the former ship pier, 
barge pier (Figure 2-2), three rocket/bombing targets (Figure 2-3), and the 
seafloor within the former gun range extending northeast, as shown on Figure 2-4.  
This area is 7.6 square miles in size and 5.4 square miles is less than 20 fathoms 
in depth. 

¶ Former In-Water Range Area 2 and 3 off Little Kiska Island, as shown on Figure 
2-5.  This area is 5.8 square miles in size and 1.5 square miles is less than 20 
fathoms in depth. 

¶ Former In-Water Range Area 4 including all of Mutt and Jeff Coves and the 
adjacent seafloor between Bukhti and Hatchet Points, as shown on Figure 2-6.  
This area is 4.4 square miles in size and 3.7 square miles is less than 20 fathoms 
in depth. 

¶ Former In-Water Range Area 5 including all of Ethel and Gertrude Coves and the 
adjacent seafloor extending southwest, as shown on Figure 2-7.  This area is 4.1 
square miles in size and 1.6 square miles is less than 20 fathoms in depth. 

¶ Former In-Water Range Area 6 including all of Barley, Beach, and Bluff Coves 
and the adjacent seafloor, as shown on Figure 2-8.  This area is 12 square miles in 
size and 3.9 square miles is less than 20 fathoms in depth. 

The Navy MRP does not address MEC that is in water greater than 20 fathoms (120 feet).  
Commercial and recreational fishers can encounter MEC at depths greater than 20 fathoms (120 
feet). 
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2.6 SUMMARY OF EXPOSURE PATHWAYS  

Exposure pathways were assessed during the PA to determine whether they are complete, 
possibly complete, or incomplete.  An exposure pathway describes where and how a human or 
ecological receptor is likely to be exposed to MEC or MCs from the site.  No site-related 
chemical data are available for NDSA Kiska Island, so a qualitative evaluation was not 
conducted to assess the likelihood that a health risk is present from the site-related chemicals. 

Kiska Island is uninhabited and remote; therefore, the only two populations of potential human 
exposure to MEC in the water are commercial or recreational fishers and recreational or research 
divers.  The physical explosive hazard is a complete pathway for fishers and divers who may 
accidently detonate MEC.  Commercial fishers have been known to unintentionally haul up MEC 
in their fishing nets or attached to their traps.  In addition, a commercial vessel’s anchor could 
potentially detonate or get caught on MEC on the seafloor.  Therefore, potential physical 
explosive hazards for commercial fishers are considered complete and could potentially be 
significant. 

Recreational or research divers will not typically descend deeper than a maximum of 20 fathoms 
(120 feet).  MEC could be encountered in these shallow waters by a diver, particularly within 
Kiska Harbor, Gertrude Cove, Mutt Cove, and Jeff Cove.  These areas are relatively protected 
and are not marked for rip tides on nautical charts.  Divers may be drawn to known wrecked 
ships in Kiska Harbor and Gertrude Cove.  The wrecked ships in Kiska Harbor were known 
targets for aerial rocket/bombing training in the 1950s.  Because the waters of Kiska Harbor, 
Gertrude Cove, Mutt Cove, and Jeff Cove were designated danger areas during gun training 
conducted during 1943, the potential pathway for a physical explosive hazard to a diver is still 
considered complete in these areas. 

Exposure to MCs within ordnance can be considered a potentially complete pathway as the 
marine environment slowly consumes the metal casings.  The major environmental concern 
associated with releases of MCs in the underwater environment is the impact to sediments.  
Sediments support biological communities that are the food for marine life.  However, the MCs 
are likely to present low ecological risk under expected exposure scenarios in the marine 
environment because of massive dilution and mixing.  The exposures of terrestrial and aquatic 
populations to MCs via sediment and surface water within the Kiska Island NDSA are 
considered complete, but insignificant. 

A conceptual site model (CSM) developed for the site in the 2013 PA (U.S. Navy 2013) is 
presented in Figure 2-9.  This figure illustrates the exposure pathway from MEC to potential 
receptors.  Complete pathways were considered to exist for NDSA Kiska Island, but it is not 
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clear how significant they are.  The following are complete pathways for both human and 
ecological receptors: 

¶ Human Health: 

- UXO-DMM.  Explosive blast safety 

¶ Ecological Health 

- MCs in Sediment.  Incidental ingestion and direct contact 

In conclusion, potentially complete human health and ecological exposure pathways were 
identified; however, it is likely that no unacceptable risk to human or ecological receptors is 
present at the sites based on available site data and proper hazard awareness to site visitors.   
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3.0  IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL ARARS AND 
REMOVAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 

This section provides the regulatory framework, ARARs, removal action objectives, and 
schedule for conducting the EE/CA and the removal action. 

3.1 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

The National Defense Authorization Act of 2000 required the DoD to establish a program 
addressing military munitions as part of the Defense Environmental Restoration Program 
(DERP).  The Navy’s MRP complies with this requirement.  The purpose of the MRP is to 
address potential explosive’s safety, health, and environmental issues caused by MEC and MCs 
used or released on sites from past operations and activities.  Based on Navy MRP policy (U.S. 
Navy 2007), the following criteria are used for inclusion of water sites in the MRP: 

Shallow water areas where munitions releases are known or suspected to have 
occurred prior to September 30, 2002, where Navy actions were responsible for 
the release, and where the site is not: 

¶ Covered by water deeper than 20 fathoms (120 feet) 
¶ Part of, or associated with, a designated operational range 
¶ A designated water disposal site 
¶ A Formerly Used Defense Site 
¶ A maritime wreck 
¶ An artificial reef 

This EE/CA is being performed in accordance with the DERP (10 United States Code 2701, 
et. seq.) and DERP guidance (USDoD 2001a) because the NDSA Kiska Island has been 
identified as a MRP site.  Munitions response actions conducted at MRP sites under DERP 
follow the response action process, including removal action process, outlined in the National 
Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), as authorized by CERCLA 
and amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA). 

As previously discussed, a PA has been conducted for this site (U.S. Navy 2013).  Based on the 
results of the PA, the Navy has decided to move forward with a non-time-critical removal action 
(NTCRA).  This EE/CA follows the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) guidance 
for NTCRAs (USEPA 1993) and the requirements under CERCLA for an NTRCA (40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] 300.415). 
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3.2 IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL ARARS 

Removal actions under CERLCA must, to the extent practicable considering the urgent need of 
the situation, attain ARARs (40 CFR 300.415[j]).  Under the NCP, applicable requirements are 
defined as: 

Those cleanup standards, standards of control and other substantive requirements, 
criteria or limitations promulgated under federal environmental or state 
environmental or facility siting laws that specifically address a hazardous 
substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstance 
found at a CERCLA site (40 CFR 300.5). 

Relevant and appropriate requirements are promulgated federal or state laws that are not 
“applicable,” but address problems or situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at the 
CERCLA site that their use is well suited to the site.  Two types of potential ARARs are 
discussed in this section:  location-specific and action-specific.  Chemical-specific ARARs are 
not discussed because no chemical data is available from the site. 

In addition to ARARs, many federal and state environmental and public health programs also 
have nonpromulgated advisories or guidance that are “to be considered” (TBC) in developing 
remedies.  Although not legally binding, TBCs may provide information that is useful in the 
evaluation of proposed actions.  Potential TBCs are discussed in Section 3.2.3. 

3.2.1 Potential Location-Specific ARARs 

Potential location-specific ARARs are restrictions placed on the concentration of hazardous 
substances or the conduct of activities solely because the substances occur or activities are 
conducted in specified locations.  These requirements may limit the type of potential removal 
action that can be implemented or may impose additional constraints on removal action 
alternatives.  Potential location-specific ARARs were identified which may apply to 
Alternative 3 and are summarized in Table 3-1. 

3.2.2 Potential Action-Specific ARARs 

Potential action-specific ARARs are usually technology- or activity-based requirements or 
restrictions on actions taken with respect to hazardous substances.  These potential requirements 
are triggered by the particular removal alternative and set performance, design, or other 
standards that will be used to implement the proposed action.  Potential action-specific ARARs 
were not identified to apply only to Alternatives 1, 2, or 3. 
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3.2.3 Potential To Be Considereds 

TBCs are nonpromulgated advisories or guidance issued by federal or state government that are 
not legally binding and do not have the status of potential ARARs.  One TBC was identified 
related to USDoD policy on LUCs associated with Environmental Restoration Activities and is 
shown in Table 3-1. 

3.3 REMOVAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 

Based on the findings in the 2013 PA (U.S. Navy 2013), the removal action alternatives should 
focus on addressing explosive blast safety for humans who may potentially come in contact with 
MEC within former in-water ranges from diving or fishing at NDSA Kiska Island.  It has been 
determined that only three of the six in-water ranges (Areas 1, 4, and 5) are suitable for diving, 
and only the portion of the range shallower than 20 fathoms may warrant additional protection.  
The preferred fishing grounds around Kiska Island are unknown. 

The objectives of the removal action are: 

¶ Protect human health from MEC by reducing the potential for an explosive blast 
¶ Maintain the current recreational opportunities for visits to Kiska 

These two objectives provide a basis for the evaluation of removal action alternatives and 
recommended alternative.  The Navy will document the selection of the removal alternative in an 
Action Memorandum. 

3.4 DETERMINATION OF REMOVAL ACTION SCHEDULE 

The following milestone dates for the removal action include the EE/CA submittals, public 
comment period, Action Memorandum submittals, and the general time period for removal 
action implementation.  Note that these dates are currently the best estimates at the current time 
and may be adjusted as the project progresses.  The implementation of the alternative selected in 
this document is intended to be the final action, unless changes to the current or reasonably 
anticipated future land use are identified. 

¶ Draft EE/CA – May 30, 2014 
¶ Draft Final EE/CA – October 5, 2015 
¶ Final EE/CA – December 12, 2015 
¶ Public comment period – January 14, 2016 to February 13, 2016 



FINAL ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS Section 3.0  
NAVAL DEFENSIVE SEA AREA, KISKA ISLAND, ALASKA Revision No.:  0 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Northwest Date:  12/11/15 
Contract No. N44255-09-D-4001 Page 3-4 
Delivery Order 0080 

 
J:\Projects\N\Navy AE\AE-2009\DO 80 - xx48 14 Unalaska & Kodiak SI & Kiska EECA\09 Reports & Deliverables\R-3 Deliverables\Final 
Kiska EECA 

¶ Internal Draft Action Memorandum – January 2016 
¶ Draft Action Memorandum – March 2016 
¶ Draft Final Action Memorandum – June 2016 
¶ Final Action Memorandum – September 2016 
¶ Removal Action implementation – 2016 or 2017 
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Table  3-1 
Potential Location- and Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs for NDSA, Kiska Island

Potential ARAR or TBC Description Applicability 
Potential Location-Specific ARARs 
Archaeological and Historical 
Preservation Act, 16 USC 
469 

This act establishes procedures to provide for the preservation of historical and archeological artifacts 
that might be destroyed through alteration of terrain as a result of a federally licensed activity or 
program.  Appropriate measures would be taken during activities to meet this potential location-
specific ARAR, and appropriate tribal members (Aleut People) would be contacted in the event an 
artifact is encountered. 

Intrusive work in 
areas where the 
potential for Native 
American artifacts 
exists.  (Alternative 3 
only) Archaeological Resources 

Protection Act, 16 USC 
470aa, 43 CFR 7 

This act and regulations specify the steps that must be taken to protect archaeological resources and 
sites that are on public and Native American lands and to preserve uncovered artifacts.  Appropriate 
measures would be taken during activities to meet this potential location-specific ARAR, and 
appropriate tribal members (Aleut People) would be contacted in the event an artifact is encountered. 

Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act, 16 USC 
661 

The potentially applicable portion of this act authorizes the preparation of plans to protect wildlife 
resources.  If deemed necessary, a plan would be prepared prior to implementing actions at the site to 
meet this potential location-specific ARAR. 

Intrusive work in 
areas where wildlife 
resources may be 
impacted.  
(Alternative 3 only) 

National Wildlife Refuge 
Systems Regulations, 16 USC 
688 

This act authorizes U.S. Fish and Wildlife to manage the National Wildlife Refuge System.  The act 
specifies that a permit may be required for any use of a National Wildlife Refuge System.  
Additionally, anyone visiting the island shall not disturb, injure, cut, burn, remove, destroy, or possess 
any real or personal property of the United States, including natural growth, or take or possess animals. 

Workers who may 
conduct work on the 
island (Alternative 3 
only) 

To Be Considered (TBCs) 
Region 10 Final Policy on the 
Use of Institutional Controls 
at Federal Facilities Resource 
Conservation and Recovery 
Act (USEPA 2015) 

This policy establishes measures to be taken to ensure the short and long-term effectiveness of 
institutional controls being relied upon to protect human health and the environment at federal facility 
sites undergoing remedial action pursuant to CERCLA and/or corrective action pursuant to the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.  The policy is designed to ensure that RCRA and CERCLA 
decisions signed by EPA are protective and will remain so in the future. 

Institutional controls 
(Alternatives 2 and 3) 
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Potential ARAR or TBC Description Applicability 
Policy on LUCs Associated 
with Environmental 
Restoration Activities 
(US DoD 2001b) 

This policy and attached guidance describes the Department of Defense framework for implementing, 
documenting, and managing LUCs for real property affected by environmental restoration activities at 
active installations.  The intent of the policy is to ensure land use activities in the future remain 
compatible with the land use restrictions imposed on the property during the environmental restoration. 

Implementing LUCs 
under applicable  
alternatives with 
intrusive work 
(Alternative 3 only) 

 
Notes: 
ARAR - applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement 
CERCLA - Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
CFR - Code of Federal Regulations 
TBC – to be considered 
USC - United States Code 
U.S. DoD – United States Department of Defense 
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4.0  IDENTIFICATION OF REMOVAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

Based on the analysis of the historic site use, the removal action objectives discussed in the 
previous sections, and the current and future land use, this section identifies three alternatives 
appropriate for addressing the removal action objectives.  Only three alternatives were 
developed, because of the low risk present at the site.  An alternative to detect and remove MEC 
present in the waters within NDSA Kiska was not developed because the cost is prohibitively 
high.  The action selected from this evaluation will be considered the final action. 

Kiska Island is uninhabited, extremely remote, and rarely has visitors. Therefore, potential 
encounters with MEC are limited.  In addition, the risk to ecological receptors is considered low 
because of the massive dilution from sea water and strong currents in the area.  The three 
alternatives considered include no action, institutional controls/land use restrictions, and 
institutional controls/land use restrictions with physical controls.  Land use restrictions are 
considered to be LUCs, and administrative mechanisms were included in Alternatives 2 and 3.  
Physical controls were included in Alternative 3 only.  Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 are discussed in 
detail below and apply to all six in-water range areas and Kiska Harbor which were identified as 
having potential MEC within NDSA, Kiska Island.  The alternative selected is intended to be the 
final action for these sites. 

4.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 – NO ACTION 

The No Action Alternative is included pursuant to CERCLA guidance as a baseline from which 
other alternatives may be evaluated.  This alternative does not include any additional LUCs or an 
engineered remedy.  The current site conditions and land uses would remain unchanged.  Kiska 
Island would continue to be used for recreational purposes and off-shore commercial fishing.  No 
warning notifications would be made and no signs would be added to the site to notify users of 
the dangers of MEC present in the waters surround the site.  Site access would remain 
unrestricted. 

4.2 ALTERNATIVE 2 – INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS/LAND USE 
RESTRICTIONS 

Alternative 2 includes conducting a NTCRA to memorialize the establishment of institutional 
controls/land use restrictions.  Informational devices such as the “Follow the 3Rs” (Appendix B) 
would be used to increase awareness to potential visitors that Kiska Harbor and the former 
NDSA in-water ranges have MEC.  NM would be published and navigational charts for Kiska 
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Island updated.  The administrative controls/mechanisms used in this alternative are defined and 
described in greater detail below. 

The U.S. DoD defines LUCs (described as land use restrictions in Alternative 2) as: 

Any type of physical, legal, or administrative mechanism that restricts the use of, 
or limits access to, real property to prevent or reduce risks to human health and 
the environment.  Physical mechanisms encompass a variety of engineered 
remedies to contain or reduce contamination and/or physical barriers to limit 
access, such as fences or signs.  Legal mechanisms include restrictive covenants, 
negative easements, equitable servitudes, and deed notices.  Administrative 
mechanisms include notices, adopted local land use plans and ordinances, 
construction permitting or other existing land use management systems that may 
be used to ensure compliance with use restrictions (USDoD 2001b). 

Alternative 2 only includes administrative controls to impose land use restrictions at NDSA 
Kiska Island.  Physical controls were not included because the site is so remote and people who 
make the effort to visit Kiska Island are likely to be informed about the site history, presence of 
MEC, and its inherit dangers.  Additional legal mechanisms are not included because the site is 
designated a national historic landmark and is already protected under federal law.  Removing 
these archeological resources on public land is illegal according to the Archeological Resources 
Protection Act of 1979.  Specific administrative mechanisms included in Alternative 2 are as 
follows. 

Administrative Mechanisms 

Informational devices would be used to increase awareness to potential visitors that Kiska 
Harbor and the former NDSA in-water ranges have MEC.  Alternative 2 includes the following 
specific administrative actions to distribute the MEC warning information: 

¶ Request that the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
have the NGA publish a NM. 

¶ Advise the Seventeenth US Coast Guard District to publish a Local Notice to 
Mariners (LNM). 

¶ Request that navigational charts for Kiska Island be updated with the MEC 
information. This includes Electronic Chart Display and Information Systems 
(ECDIS).  The ECDIS is currently required on all passenger ships greater than 
500 gross tons and by July 2018 on most cargo and tanker vessels greater than 
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3,000 gross tons.  Ships equipped with ECDIS will automatically get a 
notification when they enter designated MEC areas shown on NOAA charts 
around Kiska Island.  Smaller passenger ships typically used for recreational 
purposes and commercial fishing vessels may have ECDIS on board but are not 
required to have it. 

¶ Provide MEC awareness information to post in public facilities in the Aleutian 
Islands, such as airports; ports; town halls; post offices etc.; that infrequent 
visitors to Kiska would likely pass through. 

¶ Research companies and organizations which are likely to visit the waters of 
Kiska Island and provide them awareness information.  These are likely to include 
select commercial fishing companies, charter vessels providing transport for 
research or recreational bird watching, and diving activities. 

¶ Prepare brochure for land management agencies to provide with 
permits/information requests. 

To document and enforce these new LUC requirements, a Land Use Control Implementation 
Plan (LUC Plan) would be prepared for NDSA Kiska Island.  The plan would include details of 
the LUC implementation, enforcement, and reporting which would be applicable.  The Navy 
would maintain a GIS database with a layer that identifies all areas around Kiska at which LUCs 
apply and their boundaries based on the information provided in the PA report (Navy 2013).  The 
Navy will distribute MEC awareness information for NDSA Kiska Island once every 5 years. 

4.3 ALTERNATIVE 3 – INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS/LAND USE 
RESTRICTIONS WITH PHYSICAL CONTROLS 

Alternative 3 includes conducting a NTCRA to memorialize the establishment of institutional 
controls/land use restrictions with the support of physical controls.  This alternative includes 
administrative and physical controls to impose land use restrictions at NDSA Kiska Island.  
Additional legal mechanisms are not included because the site is designated a national historic 
landmark and is already protected under federal law.  Removing archeological resources on 
public land is illegal according to the Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979.  Specific 
administrative mechanisms and physical controls included in Alternative 3 are as follows. 

Informational devices such as the “Follow the 3Rs” (Appendix B) would be used to increase 
awareness to potential visitors that Kiska Harbor and the former NDSA in-water ranges have 
MEC.  NM would be published and navigational charts for Kiska Island updated.  The 
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administrative mechanisms would be identical to those described in Alternative 2.  In addition, 
this alternative includes physical controls in the form of warning signs which would be installed 
on the beaches and on buoys moored in select harbors/coves to notify people that potential 
danger exists and MEC encountered must remain in place. 

To document and enforce these new LUC requirements, a Land Use Control Implementation 
Plan (LUC Plan) would be prepared for NDSA Kiska Island.  The plan would include details of 
the LUC implementation, enforcement, and reporting which would be applicable.  The Navy 
would maintain a GIS database with a layer that identifies all areas around Kiska at which LUCs 
apply and their boundaries based on the information provided in the PA report (Navy 2013).  The 
Navy will distribute MEC awareness information for NDSA Kiska Island once every 5 years.  
The Navy will maintain the physical controls (signage and buoys) every 5 years.  This alternative 
conservatively assumes that each sign will need to be replaced every 5 years and two buoys will 
be completely replaced. 

Physical Controls 

The Navy would install warning signs on some of the beaches and anchor buoys in areas 
shallower than 20 fathoms to notify people that potential danger exists, and any MEC 
encountered must remain in place.  A minimum of one buoy will be located in each of the six in-
water ranges.  Examples of what might be displayed on the signs and buoys are presented in 
Appendix C.  Physical controls are included for all six in-water ranges; however, signs will only 
be installed in three (1, 4, and 5) of the six in-water range areas because they are the most likely 
to be used for recreational purposes.  These areas have the highest prevalence of historical 
artifacts present, and have soft beaches where a small skiff can easily land.  The other in-water 
range areas (2, 3, and 6) are believed to have strong currents present which would make diving 
difficult and provide fewer landing options, so only one buoy will be installed.  Signs would be 
installed above the high water line only on portions of the beach which are likely to be used for 
landings; these correspond to sandy or soft beach areas.  A total of seven signs are assumed.  
They would be spaced approximately 1-mile apart and have the following features: 

¶ Waterproof Di-Bond (two laminated sheets of aluminum) material a minimum of 
3 feet tall by 5 feet wide, mounted approximately 2 feet above ground surface. 

¶ Full color sign wrapped in high-visibility control tack vinyl which is readily 
available.  This type of sign is estimated to last for 10 to 15 years in a marine 
environment.  Consideration should also be given to designing a sign that will last 
for 30 years and has features that are suitable for use in windy locations. 

¶ Consideration would be given to designing slots to reduce wind loading. 
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¶ Stainless steel posts (three per sign) set in rapid set concrete. 

¶ Stainless steel connection hardware (e.g., nuts, bolts, and washers) will be used to 
connect the sign to the posts. 

A minimum of one buoy will be installed in each of the six in-water range areas.  Buoys would 
be located in approximately 100 feet of water near the entrance to the shallow coves where 
vessel access is most likely to occur.  Buoys would be spaced so a vessel would have to pass 
within 1-mile from a buoy to enter the shallow portion of the in-water range area.  In addition, 
one buoy would be located at the end of the ship pier remnants where MEC has been 
documented.  Manufacture examples of signs and buoys readily available are provided in 
Appendix C.  A total of nine buoys are assumed and each buoy deployment would have the 
following features: 

¶ Floating USCG rated navigational buoy 8-feet diameter and 26-feet long 
¶ Anchor weight rated to hold the buoy in place 
¶ Stainless steel or galvanized metal chain, 1.5-inch diameter and 100 feet long 
¶ Misc. 316 stainless steel shackles and connection hardware 

The locations of physical controls for the six in-water ranges are shown in Figures 4-1 through 
4-5.  A table summarizing the quantity and location of signs and buoys included in 
Alternative 3 is presented in Table 4-1. 

The Navy would perform maintenance or replace signs and buoys every 5 years after their initial 
installation at NDSA, Kiska Island.  It is likely that a standard quality signs would become faded 
or unreadable after a few years; therefore, we have assumed that a more durable sign would be 
installed that could last up to 15 years.  Custom fabrication of specialty signs which last longer 
would reduce sign maintenance.  This would reduce the total operation and maintenance (O&M) 
costs for a modest increase in sign cost.  However, this alternative conservatively assumes each 
sign will be replaced every 5 years.  Alternative 3 assumes that the connection posts, 
foundations, and hardware for signs will remain viable for longer than the sign mounted to it.  
This alternative assumes that the mounting system for two signs will be completely replaced 
every 5 years.  Therefore, after 20 years of maintenance each sign mounting system will have 
been replaced at least once. 

This alternative assumes that two buoys would be completely replaced with new ones every 5 
years and two additional buoys would be refurbished.  A large buoy tender vessel approximately 
200 feet long would be used for the initial installation and subsequent O&M visits.  The vessel is 
assumed to be based out of Kodiak, Alaska which is located approximately 1,200 miles from 
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Kiska Island.  All sign and buoy materials purchased would be shipped to Kodiak, loaded on the 
vessel for transport to Kiska.  The vessel would take approximately 100 hours to make the one 
way journey and be used to complete the buoy installation.  In addition to the vessel crew one 
more person would be needed to perform buoy installation oversight and two people would 
complete sign installation.  O&M visits for site inspection and maintenance would be completed 
every 5 years by the same type of vessel and staff with the findings documented in a letter report 
and forwarded to Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC).  The inspection 
would document current land use and the condition of signs and buoys.  Representative 
photographs would be taken to document site conditions and document visual evidence of the 
LUC. 
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Figure 4-1 
Alternative 3 Physical Controls Proposed for 

Kiska Harbor and Former In-water Range Area 1 
Sign and Buoy Locations 

Kiska Island

Notes: 
  1) Area 1 was expanded to include all of Kiska Harbor
      because of the potential presence of munitions
      and explosives of concern.
  2) In-water Range Area 2 and 3 not shown for clarity
  3) Signs would be located above highest known water level.
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Figure 4-3 
Alternative 3 Physical Controls 

Proposed for Former In-water Range Area 4 
Sign and Buoy Locations 

Kiska Island
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Table 4-1 
Alternative 3 - Summary of Proposed Signs and Buoys 

 
In-Range 
Area ID In-Range Description 

Proposed Signs 
(#) 

Proposed Buoys 
(#) Comments 

1 Kiska Harbor 3 2 1 large beach area and wrecked 
ships are present which may 
attract divers 

2 NE of Little Kiska Head 0 1 Area not suitable for diving 
3 SE of Little Kiska Head 0 1 Area not suitable for diving 
4 Jeff and Mutt Coves 2 3 2 small beach areas 
5 Ethel and Gertrude Coves 2 1 2 small beach areas and at least 

1 ship wreck which may attract 
divers 

6 Barley, Beach, and Bluff 
Coves 

0 1 Area not suitable for diving 

All Combined 7 9  
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5.0  EVALUATION OF REMOVAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

This section evaluates the removal action alternatives according to effectiveness, 
implementability, and cost criteria pursuant to CERCLA guidance (USEPA 1993).  The 
alternatives are evaluated on a stand-alone basis.  Section 6 provides a comparative analysis of 
each alternative based on these three criteria. 

Cost estimates were developed for each alternative and provided in Tables 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3.  
Table 5-4 summarizes the total estimated capital and O&M costs.  Cost estimate backup 
materials are provided in Appendix D.  The estimated costs for the alternatives are provided for 
decision-making purposes only and are consistent with the +50/-30 percent accuracy typically 
associated with feasibility studies.  Costs presented are suitable for comparison purposes; the 
actual costs to complete the work may be higher or lower than estimated.  Detailed cost estimates 
should be further developed for the remedy after selection. 

5.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 – NO ACTION 

5.1.1 Effectiveness 

This alternative meets the removal action objective to maintain the recreational opportunities for 
Kiska Island, but may not meet the objective of long-term protection of human health and the 
environment from MEC.  The site is a designated national historic landmark, so visitors are 
prohibited from removing artifacts from the site.  However, it is unclear how informed 
commercial fishing companies and recreational users of Kiska are that MEC is present and may 
pose a significant danger if removed from the site.  Given this uncertainty, there is a potential 
risk to the uniformed person who may encounter MEC in the NDSA of Kiska Island. 

The exposure pathways evaluation is summarized in Section 2.6.  The likelihood of encountering 
MEC or being exposed to MCs is low based on current or reasonably foreseeable future land use 
at this remote site.  Therefore, this alternative protects human health and the environment from 
MCs but would not be protective of human health if an explosion were to occur. 

No action- or location-specific ARARs apply to Alternative 1.  This alternative would have no 
short-term impacts to construction workers, the community, or the environment during 
implementation since no action would be performed. 
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5.1.2 Implementability 

Alternative 1 is technically feasible and readily implementable with existing resources because it 
involves no change from the current condition.  This alternative would not require construction 
or long-term O&M and is therefore not subject to unavailability of services or materials. 

5.1.3 Cost 

There are no costs associated with Alternative 1 (Table 5-1) the No Action Alternative. 

5.2 ALTERNATIVE 2 – INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS/LAND USE 
RESTRICTIONS  

5.2.1 Effectiveness 

This alternative meets the removal action objectives to maintain the recreational opportunities for 
people who visit Kiska Island and reasonably protects human health and the environment from 
MEC.  The exposure pathways evaluation, summarized in Section 2.6, indicated that no 
unacceptable risk to human or ecological receptors is likely present at the sites under current 
restricted land uses, based on available site information and standard risk screening protocols.  
Alternative 2 proposes to allow the current land uses to continue, but adds additional protection 
by educating the public on the issues related to MEC including issuing NM and LNM.  The 
updated NOAA navigational charts including ships equipped with ECDIS is anticipated to be 
very effective at informing people who enter MEC areas of the risks.  This alternative does not 
include any site work and does not physically prevent disturbance of MEC by people, however 
intentional disturbance would not be anticipated by educated individuals. 

No action- or location-specific ARARs apply to Alternative 2.  This alternative would have no 
short-term impacts to construction workers, the community, or the environment during 
implementation since no site activities would be performed. 

5.2.2 Implementability 

Alternative 2 is technically feasible, reliable, and readily implementable.  Alternative 2 includes 
the use of administrative mechanisms to inform the public and potential visitors that Kiska 
Harbor and the former NDSA in-water ranges have MEC.  Notices to Mariners and educational 
information that would be sent to public facilities and organizations who are likely to visit Kiska 
are relatively easy to implement.  Alternative 2 would not require construction or long-term 
O&M at the site so is not subject to unavailability of services at this remote location.   



FINAL ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS Section 5.0  
NAVAL DEFENSIVE SEA AREA, KISKA ISLAND, ALASKA Revision No.:  0 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Northwest Date:  12/11/15 
Contract No. N44255-09-D-4001 Page 5-3 
Delivery Order 0080 

 
J:\Projects\N\Navy AE\AE-2009\DO 80 - xx48 14 Unalaska & Kodiak SI & Kiska EECA\09 Reports & Deliverables\R-3 Deliverables\Final 
Kiska EECA 

5.2.3 Cost 

Estimated costs for Alternative 2 are summarized in Table 5-2.  Capital costs are associated with 
implementing administrative controls at the site including project management, meetings, and 
general coordination.  Administrative mechanisms include distribution of information in the form 
of NM and LNM, updating navigational charts, and preparing materials to notify the public of 
MEC in areas of Kiska Island.  In addition, the cost to prepare a LUC Plan for NDSA Kiska 
Island is included.  The total estimated capital costs are $150,000. 

O&M costs are associated with information distribution and reporting every 5 years including 
project management.   The present worth cost estimate for O&M is $100,000 and assumes a 
30-year lifetime.  The total estimated present worth capital and O&M cost for implementing 
Alternative 2 is $250,000. 

5.3 ALTERNATIVE 3 – INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS/LAND USE 
RESTRICTIONS WITH PHYSICAL CONTROLS 

5.3.1 Effectiveness 

This alternative meets the removal action objectives to maintain the recreational opportunities for 
people who visit Kiska Island and reasonably protects human health and the environment from 
MEC.  The exposure pathways evaluation, summarized in Section 2.6, indicated that no 
unacceptable risk to human or ecological receptors is likely present at the sites under current 
restricted land uses, based on available site information and standard risk screening protocols.  
Alternative 3 proposes to allow the current land uses to continue, but adds additional protection 
by educating the public on the issues related to MEC and uses physical controls at the site in the 
form of signs and buoys.  Using signs and buoys adds one additional layer of notification to the 
public in the unlikely event that administrative controls do not effectively reach a person visiting 
Kiska Island.  This alternative does not physically prevent disturbance of MEC by people, 
however intentional disturbance would not be anticipated by educated individuals.  Since the 
current land uses do not present unacceptable risk, this alternative meets the objective of long-
term protection of human health and the environment from MEC. 

The Archaeological and Historical Preservation Act location-specific ARARs shown in Table 5-
2 may apply to Alternative 3.  This alternative would have minimal short-term impacts to 
construction workers, the community, and the environment during implementation since 
construction is limited to digging posts for signs. 
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5.3.2 Implementability 

Alternative 3 is technically feasible and readily implementable, but its reliability is questionable.  
The difficulty in the implementation phases of this alternative are related to the remote location 
of the site.  Alternative 3 involves the use of informational devices to increase awareness to 
potential visitors that Kiska Harbor and the former NDSA in-water ranges have MEC.  Notices 
to Mariners and educational information that would be sent to public facilities and organizations 
who are likely to visit Kiska are relatively easy to implement.  Installing warning signs on the 
beaches and floating buoys to notify people at the site that potential danger exists from MEC is 
difficult and costly to implement because of the remote location.  The longevity of signs and 
buoys in the harsh windy marine environment is unknown and even if they remain in place they 
may not be legible or their intent could be misunderstood. 

Alternative 3 would require construction and long-term O&M and is therefore subject to 
availability of services at this remote location.  Construction would result in negligible 
environmental impacts from minor disturbance of established vegetation where sign posts are 
installed.  There is also a potential for disturbing MEC on the sea floor when anchors for the 
buoys are installed.  However, given the small foot print of the anchors envisioned, the risk 
would be minimal and only occur at the time of installation.  Alternative 3 would also include 
conducting periodic inspections and maintenance (e.g. every 5 years) to document and maintain 
LUC implementation.  Because work may involve anchors during periodic inspection and 
maintenance, there would be some inherent risk to the workers.  The frequency of inspection and 
maintenance may be reduced if signs and buoys last longer than 5 years in the harsh marine 
environment present in the Aleutian Islands. 

5.3.3 Cost 

Estimated costs for Alternative 3 are summarized in Table 5-3.  Capital costs are associated with 
implementing administrative and physical controls at the site including project management, 
meetings, and general coordination.  Administrative mechanisms include distribution of 
information in the form of NM and LNM, updating navigational charts, and preparing materials 
to notify the public of MEC in areas of Kiska Island.  In addition, the cost to prepare a LUC Plan 
for NDSA Kiska Island is included.  Capital costs for physical controls include all the travel, 
materials, and supplies to install signs and buoys at the site as well as preparation of work plans 
and reporting.  The total estimated capital costs are $4.3 million.  

O&M costs are associated with information distribution every 5 years, reporting, and the site 
inspection and maintenance visit to check land use and repair or replace signs and buoys as 
needed.  The present worth cost estimate for O&M is $11.5 million and assumes a 30-year 
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Unit Cost Units Quantity Cost
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $0
TOTAL O&M COSTS $0
TOTAL CAPITAL AND O&M COSTS $0
PRESENT WORTH O&M COSTS $0
TOTAL PROJECT PRESENT WORTH $0

Note:
O&M - operation and maintenance 

Table 5-1
Cost Estimate for Alternative 1 - No Action

Item
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Unit Cost Units Quantity Cost
CAPITAL DIRECT COSTS

Project Management, Project Meetings, and Coordination $4,800 MO 6 $28,800
Prepare Notice to Mariners (NM), 3 versions $125 HR 40 $5,000
Submit NM to NOAA and Local NM to Coast Guard $1,000 LS 2 $2,000
Develop informational materials $20,000 LS 1 $20,000
Research and notify likely Kiska visitors 
(bird, divers, fishing fleet) $125 HR 24 $3,000
Public notifications to airports, piers, and towns in the Aleutians $125 HR 20 $2,500
Work Plan Preparation for activities to be performed $7,500 LS 1 $7,500
Create Land Use Control Implementation Plan $30,000 LS 1 $30,000
RA Reporting $125 HR 80 $10,000

SUBTOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $108,800
Contingency/Unlisted Items % 20 $21,760

TOTAL CAPITAL DIRECT COSTS $130,000

CAPITAL INDIRECT COSTS
Design DC % 0 $0
Permitting and Regulatory Compliance DC % 10 $13,000

TOTAL CAPITAL INDIRECT COSTS $13,000

$143,000
  Site Inspection and Overhead Costs Total Costs % 3 $4,300
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $150,000

Table 5-2
Cost Estimate for Alternative 2 -

Institutional Controls/Land Use Restrictions

Item

TOTAL DIRECT AND INDIRECT CAPITAL COSTS
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Unit Cost Units Quantity Cost
O&M COSTS 

Reoccuring Informational Education Event
Project Management and Coordination $150 HR 80 $12,000
Research and notify likely Kiska visitors 
(bird, divers, fishing fleet) $125 HR 24 $3,000
Public notifications to airports, piers, and towns in the 
Aleutians $125 HR 20 $2,500
Event Summary Letter Report $125 HR 16 $2,000
Agency Report Review $1,000 LS 1 $1,000

SUBTOTAL INSPECTION COSTS $20,500
Contingency Allowances % 25 $5,125
Site Inspection and Overhead Costs % 3 $769

$26,000

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $150,000
TOTAL O&M COSTS
TOTAL O&M COSTS (30 YEARS) $160,000
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH O&M COSTSa $100,000
TOTAL CAPITAL AND O&M COSTS
TOTAL CAPITAL AND O&M COSTS (30 YEARS) $310,000
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH PROJECT COSTa

$250,000

Notes:
DC - direct cost
EA - each
HR - hour
LS - lump sum
MO - month
O&M - operation and maintenance 

Item

TOTAL EVENT COST (YEARS 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, and 30)

a Present worth costs were calculated using a 3% discount rate

Table 5-2 (Continued)
Cost Estimate for Alternative 2 -

Institutional Controls/Land Use Restrictions
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Unit Cost Units Quantity Cost
CAPITAL DIRECT COSTS

Project Management, Project Meetings, and Coordination $4,800 MO 18 $86,400
Prepare Notice to Mariners (NM), 3 versions $125 HR 40 $5,000
Submit NM to NOAA and Local NM to Coast Guard $1,000 LS 2 $2,000
Develop informational materials $20,000 LS 1 $20,000
Research and notify likely Kiska visitors 
(bird, divers, fishing fleet) $125 HR 24 $3,000
Public notifications to airports, piers, and towns in the Aleutians $125 HR 20 $2,500
Work Plan Preparation for activities to be performed at the site $50,000 LS 1 $50,000
Create Land Use Control Implementation Plan $30,000 LS 1 $30,000
Sign and Buoy Materials including shipping to Kodiak Island 

Sign Fabrication $2,500 EA 7 $17,500
Shipping Signs to Kodiak $1,000 EA 7 $7,000
Buoys (8 feet diameter by 26 feet long) $27,000 EA 9 $243,000
Buoy Shipping to Kodiak Island (2 per load, 5 loads) $13,753 LD 5 $68,765
Chain, 1.5 inch, 9 at 100 feet long each $22 EA 900 $19,800
Sign Posts, Connection Hardware, and Ready Mix Concrete $1,500 EA 7 $10,500
Misc Tool and supplies $20,000 LS 1 $20,000

Air Travel to Kodiak Island (3 people) for Buoy Installation oversight and Sign Installation Crew
Air Fare for Crew (Seattle to Anchorage) $800 EA 3 $2,400
Air Fare for Crew (Anchorage to Kodiak) $600 EA 3 $1,800
Per Diem for 3 people for 2 days in Anchorage $292 EA 6 $1,752
Per Diem for 3 people for 2 days on Kodiak $199 EA 6 $1,194
Travel Time (Seattle to Kodiak), 16 hrs round trip for 3 people $125 HR 48 $6,000

Buoy Tender Vessel Charter - Transport (includes fuel and crew plus transport for 3 additional people)
Vessel Round Trip Transit from Kodiak to Kiska $7,305 HR 200 $1,461,000
Labor for NAVFAC Personnel (3 people, 8 days round trip) $3,000 DAY 8 $24,000

Buoy Tender Vessel Charter - Buoy Installation 
Buoy Installation Vessel including crew labor (12 hrs/buoy) $7,305 HR 108 $788,940
Buoy Installation Oversight (1 person at 12 hrs/buoy) $125 HR 108 $13,500

Sign Installation (completed concurrently with buoy installation by 2 people)
Sign Installation (12 hr days), 7 signs in 5 days by 2 people $125 HR 120 $15,000
Small Boat Operation to support sign installation $1,000 DAY 5 $5,000

Travel and Contingency for Weather (8 hr day for 3 people) $3,000 DAY 3 $9,000
RA Reporting $125 HR 300 $37,500

SUBTOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $2,952,551
Contingency/Unlisted Items % 25 $738,138

TOTAL CAPITAL DIRECT COSTS $3,690,000

CAPITAL INDIRECT COSTS
Design DC % 8 $295,200
Permitting and Regulatory Compliance DC % 5 $184,500

TOTAL CAPITAL INDIRECT COSTS $479,700

$4,169,700
  Site Inspection and Overhead Costs Total Costs % 3 $125,100
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $4,290,000

Table 5-3
Cost Estimate for Alternative 3 -

Institutional Controls/Land Use Restrictions with Physical Controls

Item

TOTAL DIRECT AND INDIRECT CAPITAL COSTS
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Unit Cost Units Quantity Cost
O&M COSTS - INFORMATIONAL EDUCATION

Reoccuring Informational Education Event
Project Management and Coordination $150 HR 80 $12,000
Research and notify likely Kiska visitors 
(bird, divers, fishing fleet) $125 HR 24 $3,000
Public notifications to airports, piers, and towns in the Aleutians $125 HR 20 $2,500
Informational Education Event Summary Letter Report $125 HR 16 $2,000
Agency Report Review $1,000 LS 1 $1,000

SUBTOTAL INSPECTION COSTS $20,500
Contingency Allowances % 25 $5,125
Site Inspection and Overhead Costs % 3 $769

$26,000
O&M COSTS - BUOY & SIGN MAINTENANCE

General O&M Tasks
Project Management and Coordination $4,800 MO 9 $43,200
Work Plans $125 HR 300 $37,500
Labor for Travel and Contingency for Weather (8 hr day) $3,000 DAY 2 $6,000
Site Inspection and O&M Status Report $30,000 LS 1 $30,000

Buoy Inspection, Repairs, and Replacement
Travel to Kodiak (3 people) $13,146 LS 1 $13,146
Tranportation to Kiska by Buoy Tender Vessel $1,485,000 LS 1 $1,485,000
Buoy Replacement Materials (buoy with freight) $33,877 EA 2 $67,753
Buoy Replacement Materials (chain) $22 FT 200 $4,400
Buoy Replacement Installation (16 hrs/buoy) $7,305 HR 32 $233,760
Buoy Replacement Installation Oversight (1 person 16 hrs/buoy) $125 HR 32 $4,000
Buoy Refurbishment $7,000 EA 2 $14,000
Buoy Inspection and cleaning (5 hrs/buoy) $7,305 HR 45 $328,725
Buoy Inspection Oversight (1 person at 5 hrs/buoy) $125 HR 45 $5,625

Sign Inspection, Repairs, and Replacement
Sign Replacement $3,500 EA 7 $24,500
Sign Mounting Hardware (assumes 2 will be completely replaced) $1,500 EA 2 $3,000
Labor Costs for Repair/Replacement Team (2 people, 12hrs) $125 HR 48 $6,000
Small Boat Operation to support sign replacement $1,000 DAY 2 $2,000

SUBTOTAL INSPECTION COSTS $2,308,609
Contingency Allowances % 30 $692,583
Site Inspection and Overhead Costs % 3 $90,036

$3,091,000

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $4,290,000
TOTAL O&M COSTS
TOTAL O&M COSTS (30 YEARS) $18,700,000
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH O&M COSTSa $11,510,000
TOTAL CAPITAL AND O&M COSTS
TOTAL CAPITAL AND O&M COSTS (30 YEARS) $22,990,000
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH PROJECT COSTa $15,800,000

Notes:
DC - direct cost
EA - each
HR - hour
LS - lump sum
MO - month
O&M - operation and maintenance 

TOTAL EVENT COST (YEARS 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, and 30)

a Present worth costs were calculated using a 3% discount rate

TOTAL EVENT COST (YEARS 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, and 30)

Table 5-3 (Continued)
Cost Estimate for Alternative 3 -

Institutional Controls/Land Use Restrictions with Physical Controls

Item
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Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

No Action Institutional Controls/
Land Use Restrictions

Institutional Controls/
Land Use Restrictions with 

Physical Controls

Subtotals
Capital Direct Costs $0 $130,000 $3,690,000
Contingency Assumed (%) -- 20 25
Capital Indirect Costs $0 $13,000 $479,700
Site Inspection and Overhead $0 $4,300 $125,100
Total Capital Costs $0 $150,000 $4,290,000

Totals
Total O&M Costs (30 years) $0 $160,000 $18,700,000
Annualized O&M Costs $0 $5,000 $623,000
Total Capital and O&M Costs $0 $310,000 $22,990,000
Total Project Present Worth a $0 $250,000 $15,800,000
  

 

Notes:
Discount Rate (3%) = Interest Rate (6%) - Inflation (3%)

CY - cubic yards
NA - Not Applicable
O&M - Operation and Maintenance

Table 5-4

Task

a Present worth costs were calculated using a 3% discount rate.

Summary of Costs by Alternative
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6.0  COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF REMOVAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

This section evaluates the relative performance of each alternative in relation to each criterion:  
effectiveness, implementability, and cost.  The purpose of the comparative analysis is to identify the 
advantages and disadvantages of each alternative relative to one another so that key tradeoffs can be 
identified that would affect the remedy selection.  Each criterion and subcriterion was rated from low 
to high using a ranking of either poor, fair, good, excellent, or superior.  The individual subcriterion 
rankings were averaged to determine the overall criterion rank.  A summary of the comparative 
evaluation is provided in Table 6-1. 

6.1 EFFECTIVENESS 

Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 meet the removal action objective to maintain the recreational opportunities for 
people who visit Kiska.  Neither alternative limits direct access to the site, but Alternative 2 and 3 
informs the public with Notices to Mariners and education materials about the MEC at the site.  
Alternative 3 places warning signs and buoys at the site which potentially increases its effectiveness to 
people who visit the site. 

All alternatives meet the objective of long-term protection of human health and the environment from 
MEC and comply with ARARs, so the subcriterion protect human health, protect environment, and 
ARAR compliance were ranked equally as good.   However, Alternative 2 and 3 meet effectiveness 
objectives with increasing degrees of certainty than Alternative 1.  The exposure pathways evaluation, 
summarized in Section 2.6, indicated that no unacceptable risk to human or ecological receptors is 
likely present at the sites under current land uses, based on our understanding of site conditions.  All of 
the alternatives are immediately protective of human health and the environment.  Unlike 
Alternative 1, Alternative 2 and 3 would increase awareness of the potential presence of MEC and 
would thereby reduce the potential for visitors to touch or remove MEC from the site.  Alternative 2 
and 3 would increase the level of protection for human health and the environment in the long-term 
compared to Alternative 1.  Therefore, Alternative 2 and 3 were rated higher for long-term 
effectiveness then Alternative 1.  Furthermore, Alternative 3 would have an increased level of 
protection compared to Alternative 2 because warning signs and buoys would be installed at the site.  It 
is difficult to determine how much more effective Alternative 3 would be.  It is anticipated that the 
majority of people who travel to Kiska would have been informed by the administrative methods, such 
as the NM and LNM prior to arriving at the island so the physical controls would not add any 
additional protection to informed visitors. 

Alternative 1 and 2 have no action- or location-specific ARARs and would have no short-term impacts 
to construction workers, the community, or the environment during implementation so were rated as 
excellent for short-term effectiveness.  Alternative 3 would need to comply with location-specific 



FINAL ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS Section 6.0  
NAVAL DEFENSIVE SEA AREA, KISKA ISLAND, ALASKA Revision No.:  0 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Northwest Date:  12/11/15 
Contract No. N44255-09-D-4001 Page 6-2 
Delivery Order 0080 

 
J:\Projects\N\Navy AE\AE-2009\DO 80 - xx48 14 Unalaska & Kodiak SI & Kiska EECA\09 Reports & Deliverables\R-3 Deliverables\Final Kiska EECA 

ARARs and would have short-term impacts to construction workers and the environment during 
construction so was rated slightly lower at good for short-term effectiveness.  Short-term impacts 
would include potential construction worker exposure to site-related MEC and the hazards of traveling 
to the remote location, and environmental impacts from minor vegetation clearing and digging to 
install fence posts.  Alternative 3 would also have significantly higher greenhouse gas emissions 
associated with air travel and vessel transit to install the signs and buoys so was rated as fair for 
sustainability. 

Alternative 2 and 3 have an increased level of safety to the general public compared to Alternative 1 
and include future education to potential users.  Alternative 3 adds an even higher but unknown level 
of safety than Alternative 2 because it includes physical controls at the site and site inspections to 
check site conditions and perform sign and buoy maintenance if needed.  Alternative 1 maintains that 
there are complete exposure pathways to human and eco receptors; however, based on current 
recreational opportunities, current land uses, and the remoteness of the site, it is unlikely that there is 
an unacceptable human health risk present at the site.  However, Alternative 1 has a decreased level of 
safety for site visitors not informed about the dangers of MEC present at the site.  Alternative 2 is an 
effective and reliable alternative that maintains the current recreational opportunities at the site with an 
increased level of safety.  Alternative 3 is the most effective alternative that maintains the current 
recreational opportunities at the site with the highest level of safety but ranks the same (good) as 
Alternative 2 when all the subcriterion are averaged. 

The combined ranking of effectiveness in decreasing order is as follows. 

¶ Alternative 2 and 3 – Good 

¶ Alternative 1 - Poor  

6.2 IMPLEMENTABILITY 

All of the alternatives are technically feasible and implementable.  Alternative 1 and 2 are the most 
readily implementable, because they do not require construction and are therefore not subject to 
logistical issues of performing work at a remote site.  Alternative 1 involves no change from the 
current condition and is the only alternative that does not require O&M so is rated superior.  
Alternative 2 and 3 involves use of administrative methods to increase awareness to potential visitors 
that Kiska Harbor and the former NDSA in-water ranges have MEC.  Notices to Mariners and 
educational information that would be sent to public facilities and organizations who are likely to visit 
Kiska are relatively simple to implement.  These two alternatives include periodic (every 5 years) 
informational updates to the public for 30 years which are relatively easy to implement.  Therefore 
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Alternative 2 is rated excellent, but Alternative 3 was rated slightly lower at good because of the 
difficulty of installing and maintaining physical controls as described below.   

Alternative 3 adds physical controls at the site in addition to the administrative methods used in 
Alternative 2 and 3.  The physical controls would include installing warning signs on the beaches and 
floating buoys to notify people at the site that potential danger exists from MEC.  The sign and buoy 
installations are difficult to implement solely because how remote the site is.  In addition, Alternative 3 
includes six O&M site visit to inspect and repair signs and buoys every 5 years which would also be 
challenging to implement.  Alternative 3 would require construction and long-term O&M and is 
therefore subject to availability of services at this remote location.  Construction would result in very 
minor environmental impacts from minor disturbance of established vegetation where sign posts are 
installed.  Alternative 3 also includes conducting inspections and maintenance during each site visit to 
document and maintain LUC implementation.   

The combined ranking of implementability in decreasing order is as follows. 

¶ Alternative 1– Superior 

¶ Alternative 2 - Excellent  

¶ Alternative 3 - Good 

6.3 COST 

The total estimated present worth capital and O&M costs for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 at NDSA Kiska 
are $0, $0.25 million, and $15.8 million respectively (see Table 5-4).  Alternative 1 has zero cost so is 
rated superior.  Alternative 2 is the most cost effective alternative that best meets the removal action 
objectives for the site so was rated excellent.    Alternative 3 meets the removal action objectives for 
the site, but at a disproportionately highest cost.  The cost for Alternative 3 is so high compared to the 
alternative it was rated as poor.  It is not clear if the additional physical controls included in 
Alternative 3 add any significant level of protection. 

The ranking of costs in decreasing order is as follows. 

¶ Alternative 1 - Superior 

¶ Alternative 2 – Excellent 

¶ Alternative 3 - Poor 



FINAL ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS Section 6.0  
NAVAL DEFENSIVE SEA AREA, KISKA ISLAND, ALASKA Revision No.:  0 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Northwest Date:  12/11/15 
Contract No. N44255-09-D-4001 Page 6-4 
Delivery Order 0080 

 
J:\Projects\N\Navy AE\AE-2009\DO 80 - xx48 14 Unalaska & Kodiak SI & Kiska EECA\09 Reports & Deliverables\R-3 Deliverables\Final Kiska EECA 

Table 6-1 
Comparative Evaluation of Criteria 

 

Criterion 

Ratings 
Alternative 1 

No Action 
Alternative 2 
Institutional 

Controls/Land Use 
Restrictions 

Alternative 3 
Institutional Controls/Land 

Use Restrictions with Physical 
Controls 

Effectivenessa Poor Good Good 
Protect Human Health Good Good Good 
Protect Environment Good Good Good 
ARAR Compliance Good Good Good 
Long-Term Effectiveness Poor Good Excellent 
Short-Term Effectiveness Excellent Excellent Good 
Reliability Poor Good Good 
Sustainability Good Good Fair 
Implementabilitya Superior Excellent Good 
Administrative Superior Good Good 
Technical Superior Excellent Good 
Cost (Present Worth)b Superior - $0 Excellent - $0.25M Poor - $15.8M 

Summary    
Overall Good Excellent Fair 

 
a The overall rating for this Criterion is the average of the individual rating determined for its 
subcriterion.  
b Costs presented are FS-level for comparison purposes.  Actual costs to complete the work may be 
higher or lower.   
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7.0  RECOMMENDED REMOVAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Based on the evaluation of effectiveness, implementability, and cost, Alternative 2 is the recommended 
alternative.  Alternative 2 is a readily implementable, reliable, and cost-effective alternative that meets 
both the removal action objectives to maintain the recreational opportunities for visitors to Kiska, and 
is protective of human health and the environment from MEC in the long-term.  Alternative 2 is readily 
implementable, has no short-term impacts to construction workers, the community, and the 
environment during implementation.  Alternative 2 maintains the current recreational opportunities at 
the site and, based on exposure pathways evaluation, is protective of human health and the 
environment under current restricted and reasonably foreseeable future land uses.  Comments on the 
Final EE/CA made during public review will be considered in the final selection of the alternative in 
the Action Memorandum, and comment responses will be included in the administrative record file. 
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