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STATE OF CALIFORNIA _ ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

NOOz17.003074
HUNTERS POINT
ssrc No. 5090.3

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
REGION 2

-TooHElNzAVE..sulTE2oo MarCh 13, 1_995
-RKELEY, CA 94710-2737
-

Engineer ing F ie ld  Div is ion,  West
At tn:  Mr.  Richard Powel- l  [098R1]
9OO Commodore Way, Building 1-0L
San  Bruno ,  Ca l i f o rn ia  94065-0720

Dear Mr.  Powel l :

IIEAI,TH.BASED LEVELS AT HI'MTERS POINT AilI}itEX

The Department of Toxic Substances Control, (Department) has
evaluated the above issues raised by the Navy in i ts
correspondence to the US EPA. The enclosed memorandum is
forwarded to you for your consideration.

Shoul-d you have any questions regarding this letter and
would L ike to  seek c lar i f icat ion,  p lease ca l l  me
a t  ( s 1 - 0 )  5 4 0 - 3 8 2 1 .

Sincere ly ,

Manager
o f  M i l i t a ry  Fac i l i t i es

Enclosure

US EPA
Region IX
Attn: A1ydda Manglesdorf
Ma i l  Code  H-9 -2
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco,  Cal i forn ia 941-05

RegionaL Water Quality Control Board
At tn:  Richard Hiet t
21 -01 -  Webs te r  S t ree t ,  Su i te  500
Oakland, Cali fornia 9451,2

Cyltus S
Py'oj ect
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STaTEOF CAUFORNIAFCAJFORNA ENVIRoNMEMaL PROTECTION AGENef PETE W|I.SON, Govornor

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
E@ P STREET. 4TH FLOOR
P.O. 8()X 806
SACRAMENTO, CA 9581 2.0800

(9ro) 323-3734 Voiee
(916) 327-2509 Fax

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

M E M O R A N D U M

Cyrus Shabahari, Project Manager
Office of Military Facilities, Region 2
700'Heinz, Second Floor, Building F
Berkefey, CA94704

JamEE M. Polisini, Ph.D. \ \--,F^
Office of Scientificnff",-'^ >\(\J\:]...&
Human and Ecotogt""i'ii.r s.fron )'

\-/
March 6, 1995

U.S. NAVY USE OF HEALTH.BASED LEVELS
IPCA 14740 SITE 200050-45 OC 2:81

Backgroqnd

In response b your request we have reviewed the memorandum from the U.S. Navy to
Ms. Alydda Mangelsdorf, the U.S. EPA RemedialProject Manager, with a subject of Heafth-
based Levels at Engineering Field Activity West, Hunters Point Annex, San Francisco, CA, dabd
February 3, 1995 and numbered Ser 09ER1DS/L5152-

General Gomments

The memorandum states thattrte Nauy agrees to use the U.S. EPA Region lX PRGs in
the place of health-based levels (HBLs) witr several'assumptionb'to'alleviate concerns of
inconsistencies between EPA Region lX f.aciliti€s. We take this agreement to include the use of
the'Califomia adjusted values'which are contained in the U.S. EPA PRG list.

To which parcel are these agreemenb on the use of HBLs and PRGs applicable? The
PRG approach may still be useful at parcels which have not progressed to the Rl phase.

Specific Gomments

Number 1: We agree that documents already submitted which used HBLs do not require
reevaluation. There is an implication lhat the basibility study (FS) will be the first document to use
the PRG approach. WE understand fom discussions with Dan Stralka of U.S. EPA Region lX that
a proposalwas made to produce the Rl Report incorporating changes in response to previous
comments.

Number 2: As we have previously commented, we do not agree that the use of a target
risk of 10-4 for a screening HBL is appropriate. Nor do we agree that PRGs should be
'recalculated' based on varying target risk lovels. We believe the use of PRGs and 'ambient',

levels fur screening has been addressed as outjined in the minutes of a meeting held January 17,
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Cyrus Shabahari
March 6, 1995
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l9glgd DTSC responses contained in an OSA memorandum to Cyrus Shabahri dated February
24,1995.

Number 3: This item appears to conflict, in part, with item number 1. We agree that the
PRG methodology is intended as a screening method and that detailed human neatn rist<
assessments should follow U.S. EPA and Cal/EPA guidance. ltem number 1, however, states
that'PRGs will only be used in subsequent documents, such as the feasibility study.'while item
number 3 indicates that'The PRG methodology for determining risk will not be required in future
human health risk assessments.'. Exactly which risk assessmlnts willutilize the pRG
methodology and which risk assessmEnts will not? We agree that the PRG methodology, as
outlined in the DTSC PRG memorandum dated October23, 1994, should be used for property
lease decisions.

Number 4: We would propose that the screening process be completed with ttre PRG
values contained in the PRG list which is current when the screening process calculations are
begun. The cunent PRG list is dated February 1, 1gg5.

Concluslons

We agree that documents already submltted which used HBLs do not require reevaluation
and that the PRG methodology, as outlined in the DTSC PRG memorandum daEd Octob er 28,
1994, should be used for property lease decisions. We propose that risk assessments be
completed with the PRG values contained in the PRG list which is cunent when the risk
assessment calculations are begun.

However, there appear to be several items which remain unctear regarding the use of
PRGs by the U.S. Navy. An agreement should be reached on:

1. \Aftrich parcels remain candidabs for pRG use; and,
2. which specific documents are candidates for use of the pRG methodology.

Reviewed by: Judith A. Parker, Ph.D.
Senior Toxicologist
Human and Ecolog

cc: MichaelJ. wade, Ph.D., DABT, seniorToxicologist, oMF coordinator, HERS
Deborah J. Oudiz, Ph.D., Senior Toxicologist, Northern Califomia Liaison, HERS

Dan Stralka, ph.D.
U.S. EPA Region lX
S u perfun d Techn icat Assistiance Section (H-9-3)
75 Hawathome Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

c\iimpbcol\hpaprg. doc\h8
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