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RE: Remedial Investigation for IR Sites 14 and 15, Alameda Point,
Alameda, CA

Dear Ms. Clark:

On behalf of the focus group for IR Sites 14 and 15, I am submittingthe following
comments and questions on the above-mentioned document, dated Augustl 5, 2002.

Executive Summary -
The Executive Summarysucceedsin summarizingall of the important information from
the document, including the results of the risk assessment, which is greatly appreciated.

There is, however, one area that is unclear. On page ES-1, it says that antimony, arsenic
and manganese were detected in groundwater at Site 15 with a frequency of greater than
10% and a maximum detected concentration greater than the PRG. This statement is then
contradicted on the following page where it says that no site-related constituents were
detected in groundwater that exceed PRGs and therefore, groundwater was not addressed
further. The term "site-related" would implythat the levels of antimony, arsenic and
manganese were consistent with background levels. However the results from the two-
populations tests - site 15groundwater versus background - are not given in Appendix G
(Background Soil and Groundwater Determination.) Please provide this information in
the Draft Finalversion.

Residential Exposure Pathway -
We were pleased to see that the residential exposure pathwaywas assessed in the risk
assessmenteven though currentre-use plans do not call for residentialuse. Likewise,we
appreciatethat the Navy didnot screenout r_sksfrom backgroundmetalsin the total site
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Evaluation of groundwater ingestion/contact as a potential exposure pathway -
At the AugustBCT meeting,regardingthe OU-5 GroundwaterRI/FS,the decisionwas
madethatbecause the groundwateris stilllegally consideredto be a potentialdrinking
watersource bythe State of California,ingestionof groundwatershouldbe evaluatedin
the riskassessment. (Drai_AlamedaPointBCT MonthlyTrackingMeetingAfter Action
Report,August20, 2002)
Sincethe groundwaterat Sites 14 and 15 is a class II aquifer,it seems reasonablethat the
sameconclusioncan be made inregards to the Sites 14 and 15 riskassessment:the
ingestion of groundwatershouldbe evaluated.
Furthermore,though the area is slatedfor recreationaluse (golf course), evaluatingthe
waterqualityis necessaryfor the benefitof futureland-ownersandto createan argument
in favor of institutionalcontrols, if need be. Indeed,at the August BCT meeting,it was
agreedthatthe IR Sites 14 and 15FS would includean evaluationof unrestricteduse, as
requiredby the Departmentof Defense landuse controlguidance,when institutional
controlsare being considered. Therefore,it is unclearwhy the Navy has not includedthe
ingestionof groundwaternorthe dermalcontactroute in the IR Sites 14 and 15 human
healthrisk assessment.

Soil Gas Data -
The soil gas sampling data are not providedin the document. Table D.7.1-3 (Appendix
D) shows selection of COPC for chemicalsin soil gas at Site 14, but there is no other data
found to support this decision. Considering the high levels of vinylchloride found in the
groundwater at Site 14, it is unusual that no vinylchloride was measured in the soil gas.
Please provide the soil gas data in the Draft Finalversion as well as possible explanations
for the lack of vinyl chloride in soil gas. The location and small number of samples are
factors worth considering. Only one sample, S14-DGS-SG12, was taken near the highest
concentrations of the vinylchloride plume.
At Site 15, soil gas data were modeled using concentrations in soil. How did the Navy
choose which VOCs to model? For example,why was naphthalene modeled in the
occupational scenario and not the residential scenario? Similarly, several of the VOCs
that were included as COPCs for the inhalation of vapors in ambientair pathway at Site
14 were not included in the inhalation of vapors in indoor air pathway (e.g., naphthalene,
pyrene, carbon disulfide. (Table D.7.1-7.)) Please explain this discrepancy.
It is also very difficultto estabhsh whidn areas the model outputs are referring to; some
are well labeled while others are not. Please label all of the model output tables found at
the back of Appendix D.

Most CurrentSoilData-
It isunclearwhichdata wereused intheriskassessmentat Site 14. Accordingto Section
D.7.1.2,preliminaryremovalactiondatawere usedfor dioxinsandthe data setwaslikely
to changewhenthe removalactionwas completed.Are the resultsgivenon Figure4-1
the preliminaryor finalconfirmationsoilsamplingdataresults? Arewe to assumethat
themaximumdetectedconcentrationof dioxinof 0.054_tg/kg,whichwasused asthe
exposurepointconcentration,was withinthe removalarea sinceit isnot shownon Figure
4-1? Atable containingthe most currentsoilsamplingdata,i.e., post-removalaction,



shouldbe includedin thedraftfinalversionas wellas an explanationinthetext of which
data setwas usedin the riskassessment.

Why was the data for residential exposure averaged over the 0-10ff. intervalas opposed
to the 0-2ft. interval, when the Navy usuallymaintains that the most frequent exposure
happens within the first two feet of soil? Although the exposure point concentrations
may not varythat greatly, it eliminatesboth naphthalene and DDD as COPCs at Site 15
and reduces the exposure point concentrations of other COPCs.

Site 15 Removal Action -
According to the text of Section 3.2.2, there was a span of nearly2 yearsbetween the
time of the soil excavationandthe disposalof the soil at designatedlandfills. Witnesses
recall the soil remainingon site in an uncoveredstockpilefor several monthspost-

. excavation(long enough for grassesandweeds to take root.)A long-termstockpileof
contaminatedsoil presentsan opportunityfor recontaminationof the area, The
confirmationsamplingwas done in Novemberof 1995 atthe end of the removalaction
and, presumably,priorto the removalof the stockpile. Since then, no samplingof the
immediateareahas occurred. For exactlyhow long didthe soil pile remainon site at_er
the removal action? How can one be assuredthatthe site was not re-contaminatedduring
this time?

Acceptable Risk Range -
The phrase"acceptable" risk range is used several times within the document (pgs. ES-2,
ES-3, 6-7.) While the risk associatedwith the site maybe acceptableto the Navy or even
the agencies,it should not be assumedto be acceptableby all. The riskassessmentis
onlya model andthe numbersit providesare to be used as a benchmarkfor risk
managementdecisions. Please removethis phrasing.

Recommended Preliminary Remedial Action Objectives -
Accordingto Section 6.1.2, the first phaseof the FS will consistof developingRemedial
ActionObjectivesto reducethe exposureof human receptorsto the chemicalsof concern.
Not only is the discussionof remedialactionobjectivesinappropriatein anRI, the phrase
"reducethe exposure" impliesblockingpathwayswith institutionalcontrolsratherthan
actuallyreducingrisk. This is a riskmanagementdecisionthat has yet to be agreed upon.
Please removethis section.

SourceMaterial-
Chapter4 discussesthe natureandextentof the contamination.Eachpotentialsourceis
examinedin relationto the locationofthe contaminationhoweveronlythe sourcefor the
dioxinis located. No sources/pastactivitieswereidentifiedthat wouldcontributeto high
levelsof metals,1,1-dichloroethane,1,2-dichloroetheneandvinylchloridein the
groundwater,nor the highconcentrationsof PAHsinthe soil.
It seemslikely,judgingby past activitiesinthe area andconcentrationsof chlorinated
compoundsbeneathandadjacentto formerBuilding528/GAP9, that thisareawas a
sourceof the groundwatercontaminationfortheseplumes. Concentrationsof
trichloroethene(TCE)abovePRGsare mentionedin Section4.1.4.2but the locationand



number of these detections are not provided on a figure due to insufticient data points.
The groundwater analyticalresults in Appendix E show the highest concentrations of
TCE in the samevicinityas the other VOCs detected in the groundwater (wells M101-A
and M101-A-old.) A spillof TCE near the heart of the groundwater plumeswould
explain the presence of vinylchloride and other chlorinated solvents. Has the possibility
of a floor drain in Building 528 been explored?
Section 6.1 suggests that the dioxin-contaminated soil, which has been removed from the
site, constituted much of the potential source material for VOCs in the groundwater.
However, .judgingby the location of the plumes in relation to the dioxin-contaminated
soil, the soil was not the source material.

Minor Comments -
1. There is no mention of an RI work plan for IR Sites 14 and 15 in the references.

•• Was a separate R! work plan wri_en up for these sites?
2. Please explainthe derivation of the surface area parameter for the occupational '

scenario.

3. Another contradiction regarding the chemicalsof potential concern in
groundwater at Sites 14 and 15 is found in Table 5-3 and Section 5.1.3, which list
barium and manganese as the only COPCs. (See Executive Summarycomment.)
Please clarify,with data and statistical tests, the chemicalsof concern in
groundwater and those that were disqualifieddue to background comparison tests.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this documentand look forward to discussing
our comments with you at our meeting on the 15mof this month. Please contact me at
415-495-1786 or Doug DeHaan at 510-523-3312 with any questions.

Bfl_tregards,

Cc: Anna-Marie Cook, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9
Sophia Serda, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9
Marcia Liao, CaliforniaDepartment of Toxic Substances Control
Judy Huang, RegionalWater Quality Control Board
Michael-John Torrey, RAB Community Co-Chair


