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ADDENDUM TO WORK PLAN, VOLUME 6,
BASELINE PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR
NAVAL STATION, rREASURE ISLAND,

HUNTER'S POINT ANNEX
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

This draft final addendum presents modifications to the Worl Pl~jt;~,Yolume6,.<' f O'" ""., -., "',,~
~ r. .,,~:..}

Public Health and Environmental Evaluation, Remedial Investigation/Feasabl'lity Study

Hunter's Point Annex, San Francisco, California. March. 1989 in response to comments

contained in the September, 1990 Federal Facility Agre~,(l1ent in Attachment G for
./" .':>

}".. ~r/

Hunter's Point Annex (HPA), as'well as comments reteiVed""from the EPA on March 8,

1991 (see Attachment I). \<~S
The Baseline Public Health and Environmental Evaluation (BPHEE) Work Plan

will not be revised to incorporate changes based on these agency comments. Because

guidance on BPHEE preparation, as \Y'cl't""as."guidance for preparation of risk assessments
\\ ·I'~i';:""""''''''''~r. "-'~""'4,;'~~f

is changing on a continual basis, it is elpM~ed'·t6at approved guidance up to an agreed­
~\ ~~~

upon date such as the start date for the BPtIEE will be followed. Guidance issued after

this dat.e will be incorporated if the results of the BPHEE would change considerably on

the basis of the subseqiieilhguidance. It is expected that agencies will be updated ori
/f"/) i-~,~

any changes to the<llikEl.3f °a,PPJoaches in regularly scheduled meetings.
~"', .f,.

"'-!o". ~

Because the HPA';;sii~ is a federal Superfund site and in U.S. Environmental

Protection Agency (EPA) Region IX, EPA guidance will take precedence over other

agency~,.gui.flance, unless otherwise noted.
/~~ .

/ #' -', dr the EPA comments contained in Attachment G is paraphrased below and
~"" i-

.- _"~rovided. Page numbers referred to in the comments refer to the BPHEE
'=/

Work Plan.
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() Comment

Page 1-2: The comment indicates that additional guidance not published at the

time the Work Plan was prepared should be consulted. specifically EPA's Risk

Assessment Guidance lor Superfund: Human Health Evaluation Manual. Volume I. Part A

(RAGS) issued in December 1989, and Region IX EPA guidance issuesFqn December 15,

1989.

Response

~~,.

/
,(/l'"

The list of guidance documents to be consulted in the preparation of the BPHEE

A"
have been updated to include these and other applicaQle ."guidance documents released

. ."l/~ ;#'..,/1':> .
after March 1989 (See Attachment 1). This list rep1ageS'/ll}ose documents mentioned on

"'" '''~.''l>. '~,.pages 1-2, 1-3, and 1...4 of the BPHEE Work Plan. As slio~n 10 Attachment I, the

RAGS document issued in December 1989 will be consulted. Any changes to this list as

a result of new publications or new guidance will be reviewed with the agencies in
/~-;""'''''''-""""",-Io\1>.~

future meetings. \" ~
./'.....1"

\\ ~.r

Comment

"Page 1-6: The comment is made that the Work Plan suggests different methods

for evaluating aquati~i'toxibity issues related to surface water bodies and groundwater
.//-/) J=~~~~~._. .

releases and that tHe.rationale,SiiT these differences in evaluation procedures be

presented.""'~'··<,,",~::;)""

Response

/'::ce:~tq,ents regarding the environmental evaluation portion of the BPHEE are
./ (:" -~\ \

curr~nlty", b~inA addressed in response to comments to the Dra/t Environmental Sampling
"-1;,. ~9..l /

""", I'
and Analysts Plan lor Naval Station. Treasure Island. Hunter's Point Annex. San

Francisco. California. August 18. 1990. This document should be consulted for a

complete discussion of aquatic toxicity issues. In addition, other work plans may be

J016346

May 3,1991

Page 2 of 12



c) issued in the future to clarify the approach to be used in performing a complete

environmental evaluation for the BPHEE according to guidance specified in RAGS,

Volume II issued in March 1989. For this reason, the differences in the aquatic toxicity

evaluation methods for surface water and groundwater are not addressed in this

response.

Comment

Page 3-5: The comment states that RAGS methods for deriving a reduced list of

chemicals for risk assessment should be used rather tha'.hthe "indicator chemical"

reduction approach stated in the "EPA's Superfund p,1ibf"Fiealth Evaluation Manual

(SPHEM), 1986. "'~,~
·t",~

Response

Since publication of the BPHEE Work Plan, the RAGS guidance has been issued.
-.;,;.~.

Therefore, several references in the c ~WorIs:' Plan are no longer considered
/#r..c-......t;:..#"

applicable for use in the BPHEE. MethdQs~nd terms discussed in the RAGS December
~~V

1989 guidance and the Region IX guidance will be used in place of any methods and .

terms used in SPHEM. Terms such as "indicator chemical" will be replaced with terms

such as "chemical Of/{~;:'~:"""AdditionallY, the scoring and ranking methodology .
<"~ .""~,/r~,-/

described in the Ma~'ch,~J98!l BPHEE Work Plan for selecting chemicals of concern is no
~\""-.,-";."". )

.,.¥"

longer applicable and will be replaced by the current methods outlined in RAGS and by

Region IX; therefore terms such as medium and chemical-specific "toxicity constants" as

~~,.

usecVin,.SPHEM will not be used in the BPREE.,/( . " .., \
"'.~"!~.919n of a list of chemicals for use in the BPHEE will be based on RAGS

methodolag1es. A three-step process will be used to identify site-related chemicals.

This data evaluation process will follow the flow chart presented in RAGS (Exhibit 5-1).

These three steps include the following: a) identify background and site-related
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chemicals, b) identify chemical concentrations for each medium of concern at the site,

and c) identify a list of chemicals of concern. In some cases, the BPHEE risk assessment

may be performed on all the identified site-related chemicals. In other cases,

implementing a data evaluation process similar to that presented in EXhi.bit 5-1 may

eliminate some chemicals from the list of site-related chemicals and C6~$~'quently from
// /',,,.,,....,',.,"-.,

the list of chemicals of concern. It is expected that additional infol'Jt1ation about HPA
'\;;"'.;,;/

f

sites may become available to justifiably further reduce the list of site-related chemicals

and chemicals of concern for a particular site. As necessary, the procedures outlined in
;',.

Section 5.9 of RAGS will be used to justifiably furthl}t'r;educe the list of chemicals of
::/~ !~f(>

concern. The justifications for eliminating any cheln;caJs from further evaluation based

" "'",_ ~"t,,~.

on any of the RAGS procedures will be documented in tfi"e....JlPHEE. The BPHEE

manager will be in continual communication with all members of the RIfFS team during

the selection process, especially the RI,and FS managers.
(~_.~..........~~

.. ~

Comment "./-.1'
\" 3f

;, \.
'\; "l:.

Page 3-8: The comment states tha't",'iise of chemicals of concern selection

criteria, such as statistical tests for comparing chemical concentrations to background, or

regulatory criteria m~y'"F"~-t\pe automatically used as a benchmark for exclusion of
/i' ~~"~.

chemicals from the<J;ise'ssOl.~e'ht. The regulatory agencies will work with the Navy to
'\,.:..~-"".....",,~ .{.,lto"<u- ......

determine whether che~i~~"found at or below background levels or regulatory criteria

can be excluded from the risk assessment.

. ~--"""''''"''''
Response.", ''''-.

/J"' ( ~',-,\

"", ""RAdS,.and Region IX guidance will be consulted to assure that the selection
';.,.. ~%~' /

process io~r/fhemicals of concern is consistent with EPA guidance. All methods will be

reviewed to ascertain that they are in compliance with EPA guidance. Any methods

discussed in the Work Plan that are not in compliance with current EPA guidance will
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be reviewed and changed accordingly. Standard statistical tests will be used to evaluate

chemical concentrations and background levels. Compliance with regulatory criteria

alone will not be sufficient to exclude a chemical from the list of chemicals of concern.

Full justifications will be provided to the agencies for any chemicals excluded from the

list of chemicals of concern.

Comment

Page 3-12: The comment states that the likelihood of changes in population

demographics in the future on and around HPA need

assessment for the BPHEE.

Response

incorporated in the risk

'I
\ J

Both current and future land uses at HPA and areas within 1-, 2-, and 4-mile

radii of the center of HPA will be considered in the evaluation of the demographic data
./?~i;""-~.r.\,,,,,,,..

as was described in the BPHEE Work\l'l --Areas within and around HPA will be
" /,',."J

evaluated based on methods similar to t~'ose<described in the BPHEE Work Plan while
"\;t

considering current and future changes in land use. As part of the evaluation of·

sensitive receptors, demographic data on receptors such as recreation parks, childcarer, .
centers, schools, hO§pi~iS)Jtfd'-,Qursing homes will also be provided in the BPHEE.

';;,.,.,,_-'""V'<~"'~]

~""~";,.-"'. "'\>

Comment",- )
-"'.,.,.,"'"

Page 3-18: The comment states that the term "acceptable level" should not be

used a.§..a~4~terminationof acceptability of projected risks in the risk assessment and that
-. /~~, .

su96 <!ecis1<)t;ls\only be made after completion of and consideration of the risk assessment
-',~, }iC

... "-. •. f

and other""k.Ilvant information.
'/
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,~'. ) Response

The term "acceptable level" and any reference to the acceptability of the results

of the risk assessment will not be used in the BPHEE. The conclusion section of the

BPHEE will discuss the health impacts expected to exist or occur at the site by

comparing chemical concentrations and risk estimates to various criteria'qsed to assess

and interpret the results of the risk assessment. These criteria WillJh"~I~~e,,~ppropriate
"'-..,.",;' "'4-r'i;\\\\;" ."'''''~,il-

or relevant and applicable requirements (ARARs) as well as EPA-establishe'd",feference

doses, slope factors, and other health-based toxicological information.

Comment

Page 3-18:

percent should be used with caution.

Response

100

/' '\
\ )

It is expected that chemical- ~h'C!"exPQsure pathway-specific absorption rates or
\r~~:- _~...,.

factors other than the default value of \lD()"perce'nt will be used in the BPHEE provided
1;\~ (~

there are adequate scientific literature an<1\6idance to support the alternate values. Any

absorpt!on factors obtained from the scientific literature will be fully referenced and

justified in the BPHI;E':"~~A'gencyapproval will be obtained prior to incorporation of'
/- ~(~~) j.~,~~~

absorption factors otber.,tija:n"·,l,QO percent in the BPHEE.---,. <;;,. ."
'''':.~'''"''';1. ."..,.<>

Comment

Page 3-20: The comment refers to the issue of acceptability of estimated health

As noted in the response above, the terms "acceptable" will not be used in the

BPHEE.
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dated February 6, 1991, was revised to address EPA comments.

C)

ATTACHMENT 1
NAVY RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS

Following are Navy responses to EPA comments on the draft Addendum to Work

Plan. Volume 6. Baseline Public Health and Environmental Evaluation, Remedial

Investigation/Feasibility Study for Naval Station. Treasure Island, Hunter,s Point Annex.

San Francisco. California received March 8, 1991. The previously.s~p~htedaddendum
;'''-''i,_•.•.•~,/· ",•. ,. '."'~.

~ .."'."'\\""""" ""~l<>.

Comment 1: Page 1, third paragraph.

This sentence cites "EPA (Federal and State) gJ.r14~nce..." EPA does not issue

guidance on behalf of the State. Did you mean to ·~~i~;:'·f~':)EPA and DHS" guidance?
.", ~~.

~~,~. '~~~.....

Please clarify. """.,., /
~~~

Response:

The words "Federal and State"

Comment 2: Page 3.

The first paragraph in the "Response," last sentence, says that "terms such as ...

'toxicity constants' as used in SPHEM will be in the BPHEE." Since the preceding
,:f'-""';::''''''''''""'''''''1

discussion correctly/states) tim AGS methods and terms will replace those from the

out-dated SPHEM:~f1;:':~(~;:~ceshould be corrected to read "will not be used in the
~ ~~"";"~""'\o~~, ./"

BPHEE." In addition to RAGS, "Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund: Human

Health Risk Assessment: US EPA Region IX Recommendations (December 15, 1989,

Intefi~aQ," should be referenced.

«,",,,,'",,-"
R "'­
espofis~.

The word "not" has been added to the sentence and reference to the US EPA

Region IX recommendations has been added.
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and

Response:

r )

f'\

'-)

Comment 3: Page 3.

The second paragraph in the "Response" states that RAGS methodologies "will" be

used to reduce the number of site-related chemicals for use in the BPHEE. This should

be rewritten to read: "If it is necessary to reduce the number of site related chemicals to

a list of chemicals of concern for use in the BPHEE, RAGS methodolo'" will be used."
,/f"

RAGS states:

If conducting a risk assessment on a large number of chemic lis feasible
(e.g., because of adequate computer capability), then the procedures
presented in this section should not be used. (Emphasis added.) (Pages
5-20).

)r'""'~

/'/~/#"/~?
... the procedures [for reducing the n6"lJl8elo{ chemicals] may be needed
only in rare instances. (Pages 5-21). ~'''''~ <,

~~,>

The last sentence in the response paragraph, concerning chemicals "most

representative of ... site conditions," is ambiguous and, given the requirement to follow

the RAGS procedure, unnecessary. {(snoulQ,.,,~e deleted.
".. vr.~~~:f

./'",",;~",t"

.~

The previous response has been rewritten to clarify the procedures to be used for

selection of site-related chemicals and chemicals of concern.

/:n'~}-~~~".
Comment 4: Page"3", last ,par~giaph•

.,,----5-~.if, -

The last senten~~""oJ~>the page somewhat misstates EPA's original comment, which
-'''t"

was that the fact that a chemical concentration is not significantly above background or

is bel~~gulatory criteria may not be sufficient grounds for excluding the chemical.
;..~ """~"'!i

~f r~-""". "'\.

E}?A.pas not s\lid that such chemicals cannot be excluded, only that they cannot
'""""~-i;.,,, ~"'-"'o!;:.""",~... , "J }

automatically/be excluded, as was suggested in the original PHEE workplan. After
",,/

chemical concentrations, including background, have been identified, the regulatory
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\
) agencies will work with the Navy to determine whether chemicals found at or below

background levels or regulatory standards can be excluded from the Risk Assessment.

Response:

The comment has been rewritten to clarify EPA's original compi'e,nt.

Comment 5: Page 4, first paragraph.

The fourth sentence in this paragraph refers to a "method" which is "consistent

with ... RAGS." No "method" is presented in the preceding discussion, however; there
r-

is merely a general statement about excluding chemic:;lls.,I'The RAGS and Region IX
. . . t/"I

ie

/~).

procedures for reducing the number of chemicals ate" qbitefspecific and reference to
'''',,- "",

'- '",
them should suffice here. The discussion of "a combinatiOo",.of criteria" and "a separate

analysis of chemicals in question" only serves to obscure the Navy's intent to follow the

procedures in Section 5.9 of RAGS.

Response:

The response has been rewritten ~~",ieflect the EPA's concerns.

Comment 6: Page 4, middle paragraphs......~_........"""...

/1'" ""n=~._ ~\
Concerning)h~i<terlt:ifi~ation of changes in population demographics around

<~~,~~~~/:.~r"'~J

HPA, population nurrlb~rs"a,nd sensitive receptors (e.g., childcare centers, schools,
~•.~.;;". ")

"""'+-j

hospitals, nursing homes) need to be identified as well as "land uses."

Resp~qs~.•
./" ~~~- -,:;,,,~

.I .( The~~fdJIowing statement was added to the response to address the EPA comment:
~',-~'-.. ) )

"As p'ilrt of ,Hie evaluation of sensitive receptors, demographic data on receptors such as
"~I"

recreation parks, childcare centers, schools, hospitals, and nursing homes will also be

provided in the BPHEE."
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Response:

,
/

'- /

Comment 7: Page S, middle paragraph.

Use of an absorption rate or factor other than 100% must be approved in

advance by EPA and DHS toxicologists. Absent advance approval, 100% must be used.

Response:
./"-""

The following statement was added to the response to addressAhe"EPA comment:
/,l-.;.. ""iI,.

"Agency approval will be required prior to incorporation of absorpfiorif~b'~~~S"J)therthan
~"'''';''';~,;iF

100% in the BPHEE."

Comment 8: Page 6.

The opening sentence of Attachment 2 (forme. f,\ftachment 1) should read "The
~(,. ~:..;!;:./ .il '

EPA ha~ ...". Also, th~ phrase "To the extent apPlicabte,,~~eaSible"at the start of the

second sentence should be deleted. Because decision-making at Superfund sites needs to

be made using consistent risk assessment procedures and criteria, EPA's RAGS guidance

must be followed. There is, however /flEt*ibjJity built into the guidance to adapt the
\;l~. -~)' ""~......"'.""

application of these procedures to site-s.. 'i(ic'~situations. Therefore, the reference to
"\ \'

"applicable and feasible" is unnecessary a~i:l/~erhaps misleading.

#/~~~~-~"=~j;

The opening...seJrte:nce""'has been rewritten.
j(~~~ ~~.~~"F,:l..'..."""'"",....:.;':1

-"''''''~:'')
""

JD16346

May 3,1991

Page 10 of 12



( ) ATTACHMENT 2
REFERENCES

The following EPA guidance documents will provide the basic framework for

preparing the BPHEE:

t' \

\ )

o

o

o

o

o

o

,0

o

U.S. EPA, Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volqme I, Human
Health Evaluation Manual (Part A), Interim Final. Offic' of Emergency
and Remedial Response, Washington, D.C. 20460, EPA./ 4'; IJ -89/002,
December, 1989; '<'/""""

~~y-

U.S. EPA, Superfund Exposure Assessment Manual, Office of Emergency
and Remedial Response, Washington, D.C. 20460, EPA/540/1-88/00 I,
April, 1988;

U.S. EPA, Exposure Factors Handbook/6rfice of Health and
.Environmental Assessment, Washingt9h,/D,C:j20460, EPA/600/8-89/043, .
March 1990; (,,,,'.";/ j/

..,~ -.,
U.S. EPA, Exposure Assessment Method~<!;6bOOk, Draft, Office of
Health and Environmental Assessment, Athens, GA, when document
becomes available;

U.S. EPA, Guidance for Data Usability in Risk Assessment, Office of
Solid Waste and Emergel1cY~'~E!sponse,EPA/540jG-90/008, October,
1990' \ ·;·...,....'c

, "\. ·_"""iff"

U.S. EPA Health Effects "}\dessment Summary Tables, Most Current
Quarter, FY 1990/9I; \,1/

U.S. EPA, Integrated Risk Information System Data Base, Current
Printout, 1990/91;

U'S'fit~;;~Sk"Assessment Guidance for Superfund; Volume II,
Envir.orlm€ptakgYaluation Manual, Interim Final, Office of Emergency
and li"e1l!edi~1 Response, Washington, D.C. 20460, EPA/540/1-89/00IA,
March, 1989)...,.

o

"­
\

" .J.J

U.S. EPA, Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Human Health Risk
Assessment; U.S. EPA Region IX Recommendations, Interim Final,
December 15, 1989.

~.....

<'<:)')
" """/'V
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( \
~ / Other guidance documents that may be consulted in the preparation of the

BPHEE include:

o CAPCOA, Toxic Air Pollutant Source Assessment Manual, revised
December, 1989;

o State of California, Department of Health Services, The.California Site
Mitigation Decision Tree Manual, May, 1986; ""

U.S. EPA, Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment, 51 Federal
Register 33992, September 24, 1986; "',"

U.S. EPA, Guidelines for Exposure AS~~:~~~nt, 51 Federal Register
34042, September 24, 1986;"<, ""f /'

:' "~~

""'-,,", ~~~",.

U.S. EPA, Guidelines for Health Risk Assessment of Chemical Mixtures,
51 Federal Register 34014, September 24, 1986;

U.S. EPA, Guidelines for Health Assessment of Suspect Development
Toxicants, 51 Federal R~gister 34028, September 24, 1986;

..jfl-'~""''''''~.r;,"",,_~

....'..-';~

U.S. EPA, Guidelines for"'\~'4-ta&'e1Jicity Risk Assessment, 51 Federal
Register 34006, September -~4/i986;

\\ \,,,,

U.S. EPA, Proposed Amendm~nts to the Guidelines for Health Assessment
of Suspect Developmental Toxicants, 54 Federal Register 9386, March,
1989.

0

0

0

0

! '\
\ / 0

~ ~

0

o U.S. El?i(""R'eview Draft Interim Guidance for Dermal Exposure
Asse~/ll)ent; OUE,A- E-367, March, 1991.

-z _ '".;;"""" l' ,r';;,."": ) ...

The BPHEE-'i~"b~i&~.~';:paredin response to the following requirements:
"',. '"

-~",,~/'

o Federal Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980 as amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA);

.~"~~"""'""';--""""''''';',,

,/ -"'\ National Oil and Hazardous Substances PoIlution Contingency Plan (NCP),
,/F '\revised and amended March, 1990;

">·~·~·""o",_ I/~alifornia Department of Health Services (DHS), Remedial Action Order
-',",/, (RAO), Docket No. HSA87/88-034RA, dated January 7,1988.

o Federal Facility Agreement, September, 1990

/ J.
\.
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