
STATE OF CALIFORNIA-- ENVIRONMENTALPROTECTIONAGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL NOOZS6.OOn95

REGION 2

"_00HEINZAVE., SUITE200 ALAMEDA POINT
RKELEY,CA 94710-2737 ,._SIC NO. 5090.3

(510) 540-3724

May 23, 1995

Commander

Western Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command

Attn.: Mr. Gary Munekawa, Engineer in Charge
Code 09ER3GM
900 Commodore Drive

San Bruno, California 94066-2402

Dear Mr. Munekawa:

BASELINE HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT WORKPLAN, DRAFT, NAVAL AIR

STATION, ALAMEDA

The California Environmental Protection Agency, Department
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has reviewed the draft

Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment Workplan dated April I0,

1994. The enclosed comments were prepared by James M. Polisini,

Ph.D., DTSC Staff Toxicologist.

...... If you have any questions regarding these comments, please
call me at (510) 540-3809.

Sincerely,

Thomas Lanphar
Project Manager
Base Closure Branch

Enclosure

cc: See next page

Printed on Recycled Paper
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cc. Mr. James Nusrala

Regional Water Quality Control Board
2101 Webster Street, Suite 500

Oakland, California 94612

Lt. Mike Petouhoff,

Base Environmental Coordinator

Alameda Naval Air Station

Building i, Code 52
Alameda, California 94501

Mr. James Risks

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
H-92

75 Hawthorne St.

San Francisco, CA 94105
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'_ DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
4,00 P 8TREE%4TH P.LOOR
P.O, _0X 806

(9t8) 327-2S09 Fax

MEMORANDUM

TO: Tom Lanphar,ProjectManager
OfficeMilitary Facilities,Region2
700 Heinz, BuildingF, SecondFloor
Berkeley,CA 94710

FROM: James M. Polisini,Ph,D. -_.._ L.,.

StaffToxicologist _ - ---,
Officeof Sc,ientificAffairs ._, _ v
Humanand EcologicalRisk$ectio'_%,.J

DATE: May 19, !995

SUBJECT: NAVALSTATION ALAMEDADRAFTBASELINE HUMAN HEALTH RISK
ASSESSMENT WORK PLAN
[PCA 14740, SITE 200004-45 OC 2:20]

Back,a_ round

We havereviewedthe documenttitledNaval Air Station,Alameda, Alameda, California
. _._ Draft Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment Work Plan, dated April 10, 1995 and preparedby

PRC EnvironmentalManagement, Inc, of Denver,Coloradoin responseto your writtenrequest
dated April 13, 1995.

NavalAir Station(NAS) Alameda occupiesthe westernthirdof Alameda Islandand has
been a militaryinstallationsince1930. NAS Alamedaoccupies2842 acresof land,water and
airspaceeasement, including1734 acres of land. The majorityof the land at NAS Alamedawas
createdby fillingexistingtidelandswithdredged materialfrom San FranciscoBay and the
Oakland InnerHarbor.

General Comments

Some measureof 'background'concentrationis proposedas a criterionfordevelopinga
list of contaminantsof concern (Section4.1, paget8). Incrementalcancer riskand hazard should
beevaluated based ontotal concentrationwithanadditionalcalculationfor 'background'or
'ambient'. Regardlessof how the 'background'or 'ambient'concentrationtern is used a more
site-specificdata on 'background'or 'ambient'is requiredthan currentlyexists. The Navyand
Navy contractorsshouldprepareandsubmita work planfor determinationof site-specific
'background'or 'ambient' concentrationat NAS Alameda.

This work plancompletelyignoresthe base-widehumanhealthriskassessmentwhich
willbe requiredfor NAS Alameda: Thework planshoulddescribehowthe resultsof the individual
site riskassessmentswillbe incorporatedintoa cohesivebase-widerisk assessment.

4t.
ta
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Specific C.o_m_

There maybe completehumanexposurepathwaysfor sites17, 18 and 20, contraryto
the statedconclusion(Section2.1, page 2). If fishingis not prohibitedinthe Seaplane Lagoonor
the Estuary humanexposurevia ingestionof contaminatedfishor shellfishmustbe evaluated,

What are plansto evaluatethe potentialhealtheffectsassociatedwith 'low-level
radiologicalmaterial'depositedin site1 (Section 3.3,1, page 5)?

Is the skeet range (Section3.3,1, page5) which occupiesa portionof site I active? We
understoodthat the San FranciscoRegionalWater QualityControlBoardhadissueda cease and
desist orderfor the skeet range. If the skeet rangeis not activeitshouldbeso notedinthiswork
plan,

The Office of EnvironmentalHealthHazardAssessmentCriteriafor Carcinogensis
incorrectlyattributedto the Departmentof ToxicSubstancesControl(DTSC) (Section4,0, page
I5 and Section4,3, page 24). The citationsand entryin the reference sectionshouldbe
corrected.

The methodologyand resultsof the data validationin selectingchemicalsof concernfor
the humanhealth riskassessment (Section4.1, page 16) shouldbediscussedwith regulatory
agenciespriorto proceedingwith the human healthexposurecalculations. We proposea
technicalmemorandumbe submittedfor regulatoryagencyapprovaloncethe preliminarystepsof
1) data review;2) definitionof regionsof 'likely exposure'(Section4.1, page 16);3) calculationof
descriptivestatistics;and, 4) identificetionof contaminantsfor use of the UNCENSOR computer
program(Section4.1, page 17) have been completed.

..... It isdifficultto determinehow'criteriawillbeappliedseparately'butchemicalswillbe
'eliminatedonly afterallsite-specificfactorsare consideredas a whole'(section4.1, page 17). The
selectionof chemicalsof concernshouldbean integratedprocesswhichconsidersall pertinent
criteria,not a criterion-by-criterioneliminationof potentialcontaminants,For example,the 5 percent
frequencyof detectioncriterionfor selectionof chemicalsof concernmustbe consideredin
combinationwith othercriteria. The 5 percentlevelis referredto in RiskAssessmentGuidancefor
Superfund(RAGS)only as an example,nota recommendation,Chemicalswhichare detectedat
lessthan5 percentmay stillbe includedinthe listof chemicalsofconcernbasedon othercriteria
suchas concentrationorpotency.Ingeneral,we recommendthatchemicalsnotbe eliminated
unlessthe numberof contaminantsexceedsapproximately50 contaminantsand makesuse of
spreadsheet=unwieldy.

The currentdraft proposesto eliminatecontaminantswhichare presentat background
levels(Section4,1, page 18) Evaluationof the incrementalcancer riskandhazardshouldbebased
ontoterconcentrationwith an additionalcalculationof the riskor hazardassociatedwith
'background'or 'ambient'concentrations.A discussionof the site-relatedcontributionto incremental
cancerriskor hazardassociatedwith 'ambient'concentrationsshouldbe containedinthe uncertainty
section.

We agree that it is appropriateto determinewhether the groundwateris potableand
thereforea presentsa completeexposurepathwayfor eachsite (Section4,2, page 19).
Designationof a groundwaterzone of non-attainmentby the San Francisco RegionalWater
QualityControlBoardor the StateWater Resources ControlBoardat the time the humanhealth
riskassessment is beingpreparedmay make considerationof chloridecontent unnecessary.
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Regulatoryagenciesshouldbeconsultedoncethe preliminarydeterminationhas been
made regardingwhichsites will be evaluatedwitha residentialusescenario(Section4.2, page

. ........ 20). As stated,we wouldnormallyrequirea residentialusescenario for siteswhichdo not havea
lease restrictionin place forbiddingresidentialuse, butwillconsidersite-specificcharacteristicsin
makingthisdetermination.A wetlandadjacentto San FranciscoBay,for instance,is unlikelyto
be developedfor residentialuse, We do notbelieve,however,that a 1000 feet coastalzone
prohibition is a valid criterion,

If fishing.is notprohibited,humanexposurevia ingestionof contaminatedfish or shellfish
mustbe evaluated. The workplanshould includea statementthat thisexposure pathwaywill be
evaluatedif potentiallycomplete(Section4.2, page20).

The work planshoulddescribethe 'EPA-approved'fate and transportmodels proposed
for useat each site (Section4,2, page 21).

The work plan shoulddetailthe planneduse for the chemicalconcentrationdata collected
during reuseevaluations at NAB Alameda, suchas the EnvironmentalBaselineSurvey (EBS) or
Findingof Suitabilityto Lease (FOSL) (Section4,2, page 21),

The workplan shouldstatethat the maximummedia concentrationmay be usedfor the
exposurepointconcentrationincaseswhere the upper95 percentconfidencelimiton the mean is
greater than the maximumdetectedvalue (Section4.2, page21).

The defaultdermal absorptionfactorslisted inthe PreliminaryEndangermentAssessment
(PEA) Manual shOuldbe used forthosecontaminantsfor which chemical-specificabsorption
factors are not available(Section4.2, page22)

Rather than developsite-specificoccupationaland recreationalexposureparameters
...... individuallyfor each base (Section4.2, page 22), the exposureparametersalreadyreviewedand

approved for Mare Island Naval Shipyard should be used in the human health riskassessment for
NAS Alameda and other EFA-WEST facilities.If an exposurescenarioat NAS Atameda requires
site-specificexposureparameters,beyondthose developedforMare Island,theirderivation
shouldbe fully documented,

Monte Carlo probabilisticassessmentof uncertainty(Section4.2, page22) must be
accompaniedbythe 'standard'pointestimateriskassessmentcalculationsas outlinedin RAGS
and presentedinthiswork plan,

The work planshouldspecifythe courseof actionwhenthe U.S. EPA IRIS cancer slope
factordiffersfrom the cancerslopefactorprovidedby the California Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment(OEHHA) Standardsand CriteriaWork Group(Section4.3, page24),
Either the incrementalcancer riskcan be 1) calculatedseparatelyusingthe IRIS valuefor one
calculationand the OEHHA value for the secondor2) calculatedusing the most health-protective
slope factor regardlessof source,

Cross routeextrapolation(Section4.3, page 25) of oral reference doses (RfDs) or cancer
slope factor (CSFs) to dermal routesof exposurerequiresabsorptiondate for bothroutes of
exposure. As oralabsorptionis rarely presented,we suggestthat the oral RfD or CSF be used
withoutadjustmentinthe dermal exposurecalculations,Any cross-routeextrapolationshould be
submittectfor approvalpriorto proceedingwiththe humanhealth riskassessmentcalculations.

It is unclearhownon-carcinogenichazardcan beevaluatedinthe constructionwork
scenario (Section4.2, page 20 andFigure4) is '...hazard indiceswill becalculatedfor chronic
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exposures because shorter exposure periods are not anticipated at NAS Alameda.' (Section 4.4,
page 27), The average exposure durationof I year for the constructionworker saenariowould
seem indicative of subchronic exposure,

The fact that the ',..bay is not part of the base.' (Table 4) is not sufficientto exclude the
ingestion of fish and seafood exposure pathway, If fishing is not prohibited human exposure via
ingestion of contaminated fish or shellfishmust be evaluated,

Many exposure parameters are listed as 'site specific' (Tables 5 through 16) for the
occupationaland recreational usescenarios. Rather than developsite-specificexposure
parametersfor NAS Atameda the exposureparametersapprovedfor Mare IslandNavatShipyard
shouldbe used inthis risk assessmentand Othersunderoversightof EFA-WEST,

Is the ingestionrate of 50 rag/dayfor currentoccupationalworkersandrecreationalusers
exposed to surface water (Table 10 and Table 16) a site-specificvalue andshouldthe unitsbe
mglday? If so the source shouldbe providedinthe footnotes,

The defaultdermalabsorptionfactors listedinthe PreliminaryEndangermentAssessment
(PEA) Manual shouldbe usedfor those contaminantsforwhichchemical-specificabsorption
factorsare not available(Talkie14),

An RME inhalationrate of 0.83 m_/hris listedfor residentialinhalationo1'vapor (Table 17)
while an RME inhalationrate of 1.25 m=thris listedfor recreationalexposure(Table 13). An RME
inhalationrate of 2.5 m_/hr is hasbeen agreeduponfor joggersat Moffet Field, Use of the jogging
path at site 1 shouldbeevaluated to determinewhether the 2,5 m_/hrinhalationrate is
appropriatefor NAS Alameda.

, The standardmean value of 9 years should be usedforexposuredurationin the average
residentialexposurecalculations(Tables 17 throughTable 22). A site-specificcalculationmay be
providedin additionto the standardRME and averagecalculationsif desired,

Conclusions,

Oncethe commentsabove are addressedthe work planpresentsan outlinefor a human
health risk assessmentto submitto the riskmanagersfor NAS Alameda. The mainareas of
concern are:

1, Contaminantsshouldnot beeliminatedas contaminantsof concernunlessthe numberof
chemicalsmakes spreadsheetcalculationsunwieldy;

2. The consumptionof fish andseafoodpathwayshouldbe evaluatedunlessfishingis
prohibited;

3. Site-specificexposureparametersshouldnot bedevelopedfor NAS Alameda if similar
exposureparameters havebeen develope¢land approvedfor Mare IslandNaval
Shipyard;

4. An evaluationof 'background'or 'ambient'concentrationshouldbe initiatedfor NAS
Alameda;

5, Incrementalcancer risk or hazardshould becalculatedbasedon totalconcentration
togetherwith an additional calculationof either 'background'or site-relatedrisk and
hazard;and,

6. The [ack of a plan for incorporatingthe individual site riskassessmentsintoa base-wide
risk assessment,
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We cannot stress toostrongly the importanceof the consultative interactionbetween
Navy contractorsand regulatoryagencies in preparingtf_ishumanhealth riskassessment. We
supportthe proposalcontainedinthiswork planfor discussionat criticaldecisionpoints.

Reviewedby • Michael J. Wade, Ph.D,, DABT
SeniorToxicologist
Humanand EcologicalRisk Section

co: Deborah J. Oudiz, Ph,D,, SeniorToxicologist,NorthernCaliforniaLiaison,HERS

Ms. SophiaSerda, Ph,D,
U.S, EPA, SuperfundTechnicalAssistanceSection(H-8-4)
75 HawthorneStreet
San Francisco,CA 94106
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