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HUNTERS POINT
ssrc No. 5090.3

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94105-3901

Mrii t l 1994
Mr.  B i l l  McAvoy
Remedia l -  Pro jec t  Manager
Mai l  Code r t+afWVI
Western  D iv is ion
Nava l  Fac i l iL ies  Eng ineer ing  Command
900 Commodore Drive
S a n  B r u n o ,  C A  9 4 0 6 6 - 2 4 0 2

Dear  Mr .  McAvoy:

We have rev iewed the  Dra f t  Parce l .  C  S i te  lnspec t ion  i lepor t  fo r  the
Hunters  Po in t  Annex Super fund s i te .  We are  prov id ing  t .he  a t tached
comments  to  you.  These comments  inc lude recommendat ions  fo r  some
add i t iona l -  sampl ing  wh ich  shourd  be  addressed in  a  work  p lan
addendum.  They  a l -so  po in t  to  the  need to :  1 )  assess  whether  the
data  co l lec ted  fo r  Parce l  C w i l ]  be  adequate  fo r  the  prepara t ion  o f
t h e  P a r c e l  R r / F S ,  2 )  g i v e  m o r e  f o c u s  t o  e c o l - o g i c a l  i s s u e s ,  a n d  3 )
more  thorough ly  address  hydrogeo log ic  cond i t ions .

We apprec ia te  your  fu l - l  cons idera t ion  o f  these comments  in  your
prepara t ion  o f  the  Dra f  t  F ina l -  s r  Repor t .  shou l -d  you have any
q u e s t i o n s ,  y o u  m a y  c o n t a c t  m e  a t  ( 4 1 5 )  7 4 4 - 2 3 9 4 .

S i n c e r e l y ,
t \

4  ;  I  r . ,
l .  " " ^ r '  A t l ,  . , ' ' ' f  " l - t  i t
l - , . ' . 1 -  - t t t t .  

' - l - t L

RAY-I,IOND SEID
Remedia l  Pro jec t  Manager
F e d e r a l  F a c i l i t i e s  C l - e a n u p  O f f i c e

Attachment.s

cc :  Cy;:us Sirabairar i ,  DTSC
Barbara Smith, RWQCB
Amy Brownel_l_, SFDPH
Ray Ramos, BEC, NAVFAC WESTDfV

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Comments on the Navy's
Draft Parcel C Site Inspection Repo*

Naval Station Treasure Island, Hunters Point Annex, San Francisco, California

General Comments

1. There are several buildings in Parcel C not included in this SI. The SI report
should indude a brief explanation of why they were not induded in the SI

2. In proposing additional work, the SI report does not assess whether this
additional work is sufficient to prepare a parcel remedial investigation (RI)
report. The Navy should include an assessment of whether this additional data
and existing data are sufficient to prepare a parcel RI report, public health and
environmental evaluation, ild feasibility study.

Several of the PA sites are also part of a separate underground storage tank
(UST) closure program. The SI describes the proposed scope of work for
additional investigation at each of the UST sites. The SI should provide
supporting data used to develop the proposed UST scope of work at each site.

A significant portion of Parcel C is bordered by San Francisco Bay, some parts
extending several hundred feet into the bay. There are many potential pathways
of contaminant migration, either from Parcel C contaminant sources or through
Parcel C from other Parcel sources which may contribute to risk to those biota
which reside in or rely on the bay and/or its shorefront. For example, there are
storm drains and sewer lines discharging to the bay from Parcel C which have a
history of illicit contaminant disposal to them. There are steam lines, storm
drains, sewer lines, and utilidors which may act as natural conduits transporting
contaminated surface water or groundwater from contaminant sources to areas
of communication with the bay. And, there is a shallow tidally-influenced
aquifer to which Parcel C source contaminants may be transported via
infiltration.

The RI work plan should be integrated with the Ecological Risk Assessment,
where possible. It should identify criteria to screen on-shore data for its potentiai
to cause ecological risk to the intertidal and near shore ecosystems. And, it
should include sampling locations appropriate for determining the extent to
which shore.based contaminants have migrated to the bay.

Specific Comments

1. Section 1.1, "Purpose" states that one purpose of the SI is to evaluate each site for
possible inclusion in the Navy's IR program. The criteria used in the evaluation
should be discussed.
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4.

Section 2.1, "Description and History of Naval Station Treasure Island, Hunters
Point /innex" should focus on the operational history specific to Parcel C.

Section 2.2, "Previous Investigations" does not discuss the previous PA
investigations conducted at Parcel C. A summary of the results of these PA
investigations should be included here.

Section 2.2r "Previous Investigations" states that waste dremicals from building
sites 259, 231,211,/253,217,27A,203, and 280 were disposed of in the storm drain
system. The type and quantity of waste chemicals thought to have been disposed
of at these locations should be identified, as well as the time period during whidt
disposal is suspected to have occurred.

Section 2.2, "Previous Investigations" states that a 1987 EMCON Associates
facility-wide study identified a small area in the western portion of Parcel C
suspected of containing hazardous materials. The SI should identify where this
area is and if this area was investigated during the SI.

Section 2.4.2, "Geology." The description of stratigraPhy and physiography in
Parcel C is incomplete. The discussion should include the general thicknesses of
geologic units at the center and edges of the parcel. Maps showing surficial
geology and a vertical geologic cross-section through the parcel would greatly
enhance the clarity of this discussion.

Section 2.4.3, "Hydrogeology" As stated in Section 1..1. "Purpose", one Pu{Pose
of the SI is to asiess iite-specific hydrogeologic conditions. The SI states that
only limited data are available for the B- and bedrock aquifers and that the B-
aquifer has not been investigated in Parcel C. The various work P!ry ptopo-ge{
inthe SI recommend that approximately 49 monitoring wells should be installed
and sampled to maximum depths of 2A feet below ground surface during the RI.
The B- ana Uearock aquifers appear to have been excluded from these proposed
RI activities. Data concerning the B- and bedrock aquifers in Parcel C should be
collected during the RI.

Section 3.3, "Data Evaluation Methods" states that interim ambient levels (IALs)

were used for inorganic contaminant comparisons. 
'Ihe IALs used in the SI were

not approved by the agencies. The Navy should ascertain changes to its
recommendations which might arise from a comparison of the SI data to the new
IALs which were recently approved in concept.

Section 4.2, "Potential Receptors" states the "the discussion of potential receptors
and exposure pathways presented in Preliminary Assessment, Sites PA-12
through PA-18 may be applied to the PA site investigations for the PAs in Parcel
C." These PA sites are not within Parcel C. An explanation of why receptors
associated with these sites are applicable to Parcel C should be provided.

6.

7.

9.
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11.

Section 4.2, "Potential Receptors" should address present ol fffotltetical future

nearby residents and workits 
"r 

well as onsite workers and hypothetical future

residents.

Section 4.2, "Potential Receptors" states that groundwater is not considered a

primary exposure pathwiy because of "the limited potential for use of

lroundwater as a driirking water source." The discussion prordded in Section 2.4

indicates that there is insirfficient data available to reach this conclusion. Data

necessary to evaluate an aquifers potential use should indude the occurrence and

areal exient, potential aqt ifet yietd and groun$waler quality' Groundwater

might be a'plthway of iot.e* if contamination from the site is adversely

imfacting aquatic Uilota in the bay. Th9 SI report should include a discussion of

aquatic ti."ptott and fisheries ih the bay. :h" S work plan should propose

scieening crliteria by which to assess t[e- p_otetial for groundwater-carried

contami;nts, throulh .oo,*unication rvi'ih-San Francisco Bay, to cause risk to

aquatic biota.

Section 4.2, "Potential Receptors" states that surface water is not considered a

primary expostrre pathway L".u.rr" "surface water flows,are primarily restricted

to the storm and sewer iystem." San Francisco Bay shourl,C be. considered a

potential exposure pathway. Storm water discharges to San Francisco Bay could

ldversely impact a{uatic ecological receptors. The potential receptors subsection

should discuss aquatic receptors..

Section 5.1, "pA-45 Steam Lines" states that the steam lines were potentially yd
to transport waste oils containing PCBs. Tab1e 4 indicates that,an{ysis of three

*"t"t simples (PA45ST3O0 - 2 samples, P_A45ST301) collected during the PA-45

included T.pU as Gasoline, TPH as Diesel, total recoverable petroleum

hydrocarbons, and pesticides/PCBs. These analytical results are not presented in

Table F1 or Table F2.

Section S.Z, "pA-49 Fuel Distribution Lines" states that benzo(a)pyrene was

detected in soils at concentrations above the HBIr at test pit PA49TA07. There

are no reconunendations for additional investigation at this location. The Navy

should cliscuss why additional investigation of this location is not recommended-

Section 5.3.1, "Storm Drain System" One of the stated, o$ectives of the Storm

Drain System study was to evaluate whether storm drain contaminants have

been released to Sa; Francisco Bay. Based on the storm drain sediment analylcal

results, a potential for contaminints to have been released to San Francisco Bay

from the siorm drain system exists. Storm drain ouffalls are considered potential

point soruce locations. As discussed in General Comment 5, recommendations

i- ptoposed RI activities should include sampling- and.analyses of bay

sediments. Additionally, sampling and analyses should include storm water

outfalls.

14.

15.
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18.

76.

17.

79.

20.

2't.

Section S.g.l,"Storm Drain System." Sediment sample analytical results for storm

drain PA29SW09 should be illustrated on Plate 138 or 148.

Section 5.3.1, "Storm Drain System" Section 5.3.7.A,Summary,of Results, Berth 4

and 5 Drainage Areas, states that no HBLs were exceeded for organic and

inorganic .otiporrt ds in sediments analyzed from sto-tm dtPt PA28SW22'

Secti"on 5.3.1.5, biscussion and Recommendations, states that at least one HBL is

exceeded by contaminants detected in sediments analyzed from storm drain

PA28SW22.- This contradiction should be corrected'

Section 5.3.1, "Storm Drain System" Table 8 indicates that storm drain

PA50SW316 has a brick invert and was found to have a strong s-olvent odor'

Flowever, sediments from the storm drain were not sampled' Sediments from

ttris storm drain should be sampled and analyzed'

section 5.3.1, "Storm Drain system" The Navy reconrmends that contaminated

sediments be removed from the storm drain system. It is not clear whether
,'contaminated sediments" refers to sediments wiih any detectable concentrations

of contaminants or if it refers to a specific level. 
- 

The term "contaminated

sed.iment", as applied in this context, should be defined'

Section 5.3.'1,, "Storm Drain System" Contaminants were detected in sediments

from all the sampled storm diains and catch basins described in PA-50' Plate 12

indicates that additional storm drains within Parcel C are present which were not

included in the PA-50 the sampling program. Based oh existing storm drain

sediment analytical data, it is tifelyitit ttre additional storm drains will contain

sediments with detectable concentrations of contaminants. The recommended

sediment r"^ooJ program should include a study of the remaining storm drains

and catch basins in Parcel C.

Section 5.4 "pA-51 Former Transformer Sites" Surface soil samples collected at

eight locations *"r" analyzed for CLP /PCBs. All 
"iqll 

locatiorrs.l.rad,detectable

concentrations of PCBs,'five of which exceeded HBLs for PCBs The Navy

recommends additional contaminant characterization and remediation at the two

locations (Building 203 and Building 273) with the highest PCB concentrations;

and, that because iignificant releaseJof PCBs irave not occurred at the remaining

six iocations (pASiSS6g, pAslSStrg through pA51SS14), no further action is

i"q"it"a at these locations. The data coile&ed during th" SI- do not support the

no further action recommendation for the remaining four locations with soils

exceeding the HBLs for pcBs. The data indicates thit these locations are point

sources oi fCgs and that further characterization is necessary'

Section 6.g."t., "Buildings 211, / 2Sg, Electronics, Optical, and Ordnance-Sh9P!-Tg

the Bomb Shelter (nEar Building 224) states that storm drain PA26SW01

represents a potential point to.rtl" and that Section 5.3 discusses proposed

trinching urrd ,"^pling activities around storm drain PA26SW01' These
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23.

24.

25.

activities are not discussed in Section 5.3. Section 5.3 should be modified to
indude proposed trenching and sampling at storm drain PA26SW01.

Section 6.3.g,"Building 231, Machine Shop" should indude a recourmendation for
the removal and proper disposal of the "liquid and oil" materials remaining in
the sumps. Following removal the sumps should be inspected for leaks.

Section 6.5,'?A - 58, Scrap Yard" Section 5.6.1 Field Investigation, Storm drain
sample PA28SW05 is incorrectly identified and should be identified as
PA28SW05.

Section 7.0, "Risk Assessment Summary" states that only those sites not
proposed for RI activities were included in the risk assessment. Soil-samples
ioll-ected at PA-28, Building 27, and PA-29/3A - Abrasive Blast Facility, had
detectable concentrations of inorganic and organic compounds. These sites are
not proposed for RI activities and are not included in the risk assessment.

fustiiicalon for excluding these sites from the risk assessment should be given in
the summary.

It appears that the SI did not include any sampling within uny 9f the pY Docks
themselves. The SI Report should be modified to explain this omission and
identify it as a data gap for the RI.

26.
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MEMOR.JAI{DIIM

SUB{IECT: Review of the Hunter's Point Parcel
Report

C  S i te  Inspec t i on

FROM:

T O :

Matthew Hagemann, Hydrogeologist
Techn ica l  Suppor t  Sec t i on  (H-9 -3 )

Roberta Blank, RPM
Hunte r ' s  Po in t  (H -9 -2 )

Ray l ieid, RPM
H u n t e r ' s  P o i n t  ( H - 9 - 2 )

S ta ted  ob jec t i ves  o f  t he , fanuary  20 ,  L994  Dra f t  S I  j - nc lude  the
assessment  of  s i te-speci f ic  hydrogeologic  condi t ions and,  where
groundwater contamination j-s evident, evaluation of groundwater
i low d i rect ion and gradient  (Sect ion l - .1- )  .  In  my rev iew of  the
SI ,  I  found these object ives to  be unaddressed.  Instead,  the
hydrogeologic  character is t ics  of  the s i te  are descr ibed only  in
qual i ta t ive and genera l  terms.

The hydrogeologic  in format ion in  the Parcel  C SI  is  ident ica l  to
that  inc luded in  the Parcel  B SI .  Therefore,  the thrust  o f  my
comments in the review of the Parcel C SI are the same as gieneral
comments made in the review of the Parcel B SI (see memo dated
February 28,  ] -gg4) .  In  shor t ,  I  recommend the fo l lowing:

(1) Determinat. ion of t idal inf luence on groundwater f l-ow
rate and d i rect , ion.  This  determinat ion should be made us ing
mean  hyd rau l i c  g rad ien ts  as  desc r ibed  by  Ser fes  (1991) .

(2)  Quant i f icat ion of  the fundamenta l -  character is t ics  of  the
aquifers underlying Parcel C, including hydraulic
conduct iv i t .y ,  t ransmiss iv i ty ,  poros i ty ,  and storat iv i ty .

(3) Adherence to the format of the Recommended Content and
Presentation for Reporting HydrogeoTogic Data During,Site
Invest igat ions (CBEC, l -993) .  (The CBEC repor t  recommends
ext .ens ive quant i f icat ion of  hydrogeologic  character is t ics
du r ing  S Is .  )

Other  ob ject ives of  the SI  as s tated in  Sect ion 1.L inc l i :de the
identif ication of contaminant migration pathways and the
assessment  of  potent ia l  publ ic  heal th  threats .  Unt i l  the
fundamental hydrogeologic information as outl ined above is
inc luded in  a-dra i t  SI  for  Parcel  C,  these object ives cannot  be
metr .
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Referenceg:

Cal i forn ia Base Cl -osure Envi ronmenta l  Commit tee,  1-993.
Recommended Content and Preparation for Reporting Hydrogeologic
Data dur ing Si te  Invest igat ions.  August  5 ,  1 '993 '

Se r fes ,  M .E . ,  I 9g l .  De te rm in ing  Mean  Hydrau l i c  Grad ien t  o f
Groundwater Affected by Tidal Fl-uctuaLions. Groundwater, vol '

2 9 ,  n o .  4 ,  p p .  5 4 9  -  5 5 5 .

c c 2  D o u g  S t e e l e ,  H - 9 - 3
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