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March 31, 1995

Ms. Alydda Mangelsdorf
Remedial Project Manager
EPA Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Ms. Mangelsdorf:

This letter transmits following documents to you for your information, on behalf of Department of
Navy, Engineering Field Activity West:

1. Letter of outstanding issues along with the response to EPA comments on the seven action
items contained in the meeting minutes from the January ll, 1995, meeting on parcel A,
Hunters Point Annex.

2. Agenda for meeting concerning Parcel A, Hunters Point Annex, outstanding issues and
remedial investigation report preparation.

3. Proposed Parcel A schedule.

4. Draft outline for Parcel A remedial investigarion repon.

Should you have any questions or comments regarding these materials, please contact Richard powell
at (415) 244'2571, or Michael McClelland at (415) 2M-3085, or William Radzevich at (4t5) 244-
2532.

Sincerely,

J,frU,l*
Scott Weber
Assistant Project Manager

Enclosure (4)

Richard Powell, Navy
William Radzevich, Navy
Michael McClelland, Navy
Cyrus Shabahari, DTSC
Richard Hiett, RWQCB
Jim Sickles, PRC
David Leland, HLA
File
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March 31, 1995

Mr. Cyrus Shabahari
Project Manager - Office of Military Faciliries
State of California - Environmental protection Agency
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 2
700 Heinz Avenue. Suite 200
Berkeley, CA 947 IO-2737

PRC Environmental Management, Inc.
135 Main Street
Suite 1800
San Francisco, CA 94105
415-543-4880
Fax 415-543-5480

Pnc

Dear Mr. Shabahari:

This letter transmits following documents to you for your information, on behalf of Department ofNavy, Engineering Field Activity West:

l ' Letter of outstanding issues along with the response to EPA comments on the seven action
items contained in the meeting minutes from the January ll, 1995, meeting on parcel A,
Hunters Point Annex.

2' Agenda for meeting concerning Parcel A, Hunters Point Annex, outstanding issues and
remedial investigation report preparation.

3. Proposed Parcel A schedule.

4. Draft outline for parcel A remedial investigation report.

Should you have any questions or comments regarding these materials, please contact Richard powell
at (415) 244-2571' or Michael McClelland at (415) 2M-3085, or William Radzevich at (4t5) 244-
2532.

Sincerely,

JauL
Scott Weber
Assistant Project Manager

Enclosure (4)

cc: Richard Powell, Navy
William Radzevich, Navy
Michael McClelland, Navy
Alydda Mangelsdorf, EpA
Richard Hiett, RWQCB
Jim Sickles, PRC
David Leland. HLA
File
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PRC Environmental Management, Inc.
135 Main Street
Suite 1800
San Francisco, CA 94105
415-s43-4880
Fax 415-543-5480March 28, 1995

Mr. William Radzevich (Code O9ERIWR)
Department of the Navy
Engineering Field Activity West
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
900 Commodore Drive, Building 20g, 2nd floor
San Bruno, CA 94066-2402

lilg&{

Subject: outstanding Issues Needing Resolution for the preparation of the parcel A Remedial
Investigation Report, Hunters Point Arurex, San Fiancisco, California; Responses to
EPA Comments on January 11, 1995, Parcel A Meeting; and Proposed Agenda for
Meeting with Agencies
contract No. N62474-gg-D-s0g6, contract Task order No. 0142

Dear Mr. Radzevich.

This letter presents the five issues that were proposed to the agencies on January 11, 1995 and thatneed to be resolved to prepare the Hunters poini Rnnex (HPA) Parcel A remedial investigation (RI)
report' Also' attached are the related responses to the U.s. Environmental protection ag?".vigpAlcomments on the January 11, 1995 meeting on Parcel A and a proposed agenda for the meeting wittrthe agencies to discuss these issues. The EPA .omments generally or part-ially addressed some of theoutstanding issues that the Navy needs to have resolved uefore the preparation of the parcel A RIreport can continue. The five issues and related EPA comments are as follows:

Issue l' OnIy appticable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARAR) for chemicals
with residual concentrations that have residential risk greater than l0{ or a hazard
index greaterthan I wiu be addressed in the parcel A Rr report.

This point is partially addressed in Action Item 7c of the EPA Comments as shown in the attachedresponse to corrunents document. The EPA has stated that ARARs need to be developed forgroundwater and for identified chemicals of concern. The definition of cheinicals of concern still
needs to be agreed on. The EPA also mentions thar the State may identify ARARs that require aback calculation to soil to ensure that soil excavation is protectivi of groundwater. The state needs toforward these to the Navy as soon as possible. In addition, after consultations between the Navy
counsel and agency counsels, at a meeting on January 18 at EpA, it was determined that an ARARs
analysis for soils was not necessary due to the soil eicavations, since no remedial action was
required. It was tentatively agreed that only an ARARs analysis on residual chemicals of concern left
in place with risk greater than 10{ or a hazard index greatet itt* 1 will be part of the parcel A RI
report.

Issue 2. Ifuman health risk assessment (IIIIRA) currently in the Parcel A site inspection (SI)
report is adequate for the Parcel A Rf report. The HHRA for the parcel A SI
report was based on health based levels developed specific^tty for IIpA.

This point is partially addressed in Action ltem 7 EPA Comments on page 4 of the attached response to
comments document. The Parcel A RI will address the residual chemicals and gardening as a route of
contaminant transport. 

-To better clarify the issues of preliminary remediation g-oals (pRGs) and their use,
the EPA and Navy need to agree on which list of PRds (identineo uy date published) should be used for
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Mr. Radzevich
March 28, 1995
Page 2

screening' Also, the Navy and the agencies need to determine a list of agreed upon cleanup levels andwhat approach will be used if a subsequent reanalysis of the data with the revised pRGs or cleanup levelsshow unexpected areas above these thrisholds.

Issue 3' The eco-risk assessment prepared by EPA is complete and satisfactory, and ecological
ARARs would not be reviewed.

This point is addressed in Action ltem 7 EPA Comments on the bottom of page 4 of the attached responseto comments document.

Issue 4' The fate and transport for only those chemicals with residual concentrations that have
residential risk greater than l0{ or a hazard index greater than 1 wilt be addressed in
the Parcel A RI report. The fate and transport sections will be prepared through a
paper study and use of previously gathered data.

This point is partially addressed in Action Item 7d EPA Comments as shown in the attached response tocornments document. The definition of chemicals of concern still needs to be agreed on.

Issue 5. A feasibility study for soils is not necessary since the soil was excavated.

This point is addressed in Action Item 7e EPA Comments as shown in the attached response to comments
document. The preliminary groundwater results show no soil sources that need remediation.

Most of the outstanding issues have been addressed at least partially. preparation of the parcel A RI
report can continue at full speed if the Navy can (1) receive concurrence from the agencies on the
definition of chemicals of concern, (2) obtain a list of ARARs from the state that may need a back
calculation to determine the impact of soil on groundwater, and (3) the agencies agree on the content of
the example write-up for SI-43. The Navy wiil then be in a position to J.t.up u ,Jh"dul. for the parcel A
activities.

The attached proposed agenda addresses the issues raised above. If you have any questions or comments
please call me at (415) 222-9274, 

J J a--------

Sincerely,

*m,Lf
Assistant Project Manager

Enclosure (2)

cc: Richard Powell, Navy
Michael McClelland, Navy
Jim Sickles. PRC
David Leland. HLA
File
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RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS
oN TIIE JANUARY tt,1995, MEETING ON PARCEL A,

HI'NTERS POINT ANNEX (IIPA), SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF6RNIA

The following presents the Navy's responses to the U.s. Environmental protection Agency (EpA)
conrments on the seven action items contained in the meeting minutes from the January l l, 1995meeting on Parcel A. The EPA's comments were included in the letter from Alydda Mangelsdorf ofthe EPA to Richard powell of the Navy, dated Febru ary 2g, 1995.

Action Item l:

EPA Comments:

Navy Response:

Action fttem 2t

EPA Comments:

Navy Response:

Action Item 3:

0142 {3, ljt, (3:39 pml
CoMMENTS. 3/31/95

EPA will provide the Navy with a reference identifying raptor egg shell
thiruring at DDT concentration of 0.1 parts per mittion.

This inforrnation was included in a letter submitted to the Navy on
January 30, 1995.

The literature citation provided by the EpA in its letter dated January 30,
1995, identified 9.7 percenr eggshell thinning in American kestrels after
exposure for 1 year to a dietary concentration of DDE of 10 parts per million
(ppm) dry weight (2.8 ppm wet weight)

The Navy recognizes that a factor of 10 is customarily used to extrapolate
from the lowest concentration at which effects were observed to a
concentration at which no observable effects would be predicted. Therefore,
it appears that either an uncerrainty factor of 100 was applied to the 10 ppm
DDE effect level or another extrapolation method was uJed to arrive at the 0.1
ppm effect level.

The Navy would like a clarification of the extrapolation method used to arrive
at the 0.1 ppm level. The citation of the reference given in the January 30,
1995, letter does not provide an explanation of how the cited values were
extrapolated to the value being used for this investigation.

The Navy will send the EPA copies of the varidation reports for the
sandblast/pesticide investigation.

The Navy submitted this information.

The Navy acknowledges the comment.

The EPA will conduct a quality contror review for the laboratory data.
Agency concurrence with the data validation results, the EpA and DTSC
will contact the Navy regarding backfilling of the areas of the lot that
have been excavated for the sandblast investigation by January 13, 1995.
The EPA and DTSC will provide their recommendation for the area with
DDT detected at 0.45 ppm.
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EPA Conunents:

Navy Response:

Action Item 4:

EPA Comments:

Navy Response:

Action Item 5:

EPA Comments:

Navy Response:

Action Item 6:

EPA Cornments:

0lA ffi, \t (3:39 pm)
CoMMENTS, 3/31/95

The EPA provided its review of the laboratory data, recommendations
regarding backfilling, and recommendations regarding the 0.45 ppm
detection in a letter dated January 30, 1995. rnoosea is a second
memorandum from our Quality Assurance Management section which
provides some more specific cornments on the nnl neta screening
method, for your consideration.

The Navy acknowledges the comment. For response to the comments from
the Quality Assurance Management Section, please refer to attached ,NAVY
RESPONSES TO U.S. EPA COMMENTS ON THg REVIEW SOL
SCREENING DATA FROM HUNTERS POINT ANNEX (HPA), PARCEL
A, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA, USING EPA METHOD 4042
(MILLIPORE IMMUNOASSAY TEST KIT FOR DDT ANALYSIS). ''

The regulatory agencies will prepare an outline for the parcel A Rr
report.

In our understanding, this request was made for the preparation of the
January ll, 1995 meeting itsetf. EpA brought to thai meeting examples
of RI report outlines, including that which is contained in EpA guidance.
In our estimation, EPA has not commilled to producing an] additional
outlines.

The Navy agrees with the conrment.

For discussion purposes the Navy and its contractors, and the regulatory
agencies will each prepare a draft srrmmarT of the pA-43 lwite up and
outline of the sectiors necessary for inclusion in the Rr report.

since the January ll, 1995 meeting, pRC has indicated to EpA that pRC
is undertaking a revision of this chapter as a strawman and thus EpA,s
revision is not necessary. we wilt be glad to review the work conducted
by PRC to date and provide any necessary guidance.

A draft swnmary of the sI-43 write up and RI report outline will be submitted
to EPA on April 4, IggS.

EPA wiu discuss an internal EpA memo (from Matt Hagemann to Alydda
Mangelsdorf) of items that need to be addressed in the parcel A Rr
report.

It is u.s. EPA's position that the Remediat Investigation report should
provide a clear and concise description or conceptual model of the
hydrogeological setting in Parcel A which draws from the data collected at
the site, as well as from professional judgement. This section of the Rr
should make use of the information contained in the site Inspection
report, as well as the various presentations given by the Navy and its

dtaylor
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Navy Response:

Action Item 7:

EPA Comments:

Navy Response:

EPA Comments:

Navy Response:

EPA Comments:

0142 [3, ljt (3:39 pm)
CoMMENTS, 3/3t/95

contractors. some of the following issues should be addressed: hydraulic
conductivity, ground water flow direction, potentiar conduits for
groundwater flow, and estimations of gro'ndwater flow velocity. The
overall goal of the hydrogeological sectlon of the Rr report should be to
describe very clearly what information was collected to understand the
hydrogeology, what understanding was derived and provide justification
for the limited extent of hydrogeological work at parcel A.

The Navy intends to provide the parcel A hydrogeological study results in the
Parcel A RI report. The information will include the data collected by the
investigation, conceptual model of the hydrogeological setting, hyorautic
conductivity, groundwater flow direction, potential conduits ior groundwater
flow-, estimations of groundwater flow velocity, and reasons for the extent of
the Parcel A groundwater investigation.

The_regulatory agencies will look at the proposed parcel A schedule and
send comments to the Navy.

For clarification, tNs action item also includes a review of the Navy,s final
proposal for the SI and RI report formats.

The Navy concurs with EpA's conrments. A letter will be written to the
Administrative Record to indicate that the Draft Final sI report will serve as
the- Final sI report and that cornments on the draft final sI ieport will be
addressed in the RI report. The parcel A RI report will focus on the residual
contamination at the sites addressed in the parcel A sI report.

b. It is EPA's position that the Navy should produce a mini-Rr report
for Parcel A which covens both soil and groundwater. soil
contnmination should be discussed in full for those sites which
required excavation. This would include the previously
unreported sandblast grit found buried in a utility line and the
associated DDT contamination.

The Parcel A RI report will focus on the residual contamination after soil
excavation at the sites addressed in the parcel A sI report. The previously
unreported Parcel A groundwater and sandblast grit investigations will be
described in the R[ reporr.

rt is EPA's position that the Navy need not finalize the Draft Final
SI report. A letter should be written to the Administrative Record
which indicates that the Draft Finar sI report will serve as the
Final sI report and that comments on the Draft Final sI report
wiU be addressed in the Rf report.

To be reported "in full" means that for each site of excavation, the
Navy should identify the methods of invstigation, a summary of

dtaylor
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Navy Response:

EPA Comments:

Navy Response:

EPA Comments:

Navy Response:

EPA Comments:

0t42 #3, tjt- (3:39 pm)
CoMMENTS, 3/31/95

the findings, and detailed discussion of the contaurinants of
concern. In this case, the contarninants of concern should be
defined as: petroleum (motor oil) and its constituents,
contaminants which exceed a preliminary Remediation Goal at l0{
or a cumulative hazard index of l, and contaminants which exceed
an ecological criteria. The mini-Rl should discuss the initial
findings as well as the reduction through excavation.

The Parcel A RI report will identiff the methods of investigation, summarize
major findings, and discuss the residual chemicals for each site of excavation.
since the soil excavation for Parcel A was performed in 1993 and all the
residual chemical concentrations are below the health-based levels (HBL)
specifically developed for HPA, the Navy would like a clarification on which
preliminary remediation goals (PRG) should be used for comparison. please
specify the publish date for the EPA pRGs list that would be used for the
Parcel A RI report.

For those sites which did not require any excavation, the mini-Rr
report should summarize the investigation techniques and results
as a means of justifying why no action was taken. Reference
should be made to the appropriate SI report addendum and
section for each of these sites.

The Navy agrees with the conrment. The parcel A RI will briefly summarize
the investigation techniques and results for those sites which no further action
was recommended or did not require an excavation.

The mini-Rl should 41ss srrmmarize the findings of the Human
Health Risk Assessment. To satisfy a concem of the RAB, the
mini-Rl report should include in this s'mmtry: a discussion of
gardening as a route of contaminant transport and justification for
why the excavation and bacldill was sufficient to protect home
gardeners. In particular, the residual concentrations and depth of
excavation and backfill must be justified as regards the protection
of home gardeners. Beyond the sr -nmary and discussion of
gardening, however, the mini-f,1 should simply reference the
appropriate volume and appendix of the SI report.

The results of the human health risk assessment (HHRA) for residual
chemicals, including gardening as a route of contaminant transport, will be
summarized in the Parcel A RI report. The Navy concurs that the HHRA
prepared for the Parcel A sI report will not go through major revision and
will be referenced where appropriate.

The mini-Rl report should als6 grrmmarize the findings of the
Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment. Beyond the
surnmary, however, the mini-Rl should simply reference the

dtaylor
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Navy Response:

EPA Comments:

Navy Response:

EPA Comments:

Nave Response:

EPA Comments:

Navy Response:

0lA #3, ljt, (3:39 pm)
CoMMENTS. 3/31/95

appropriate sections of the sI Report and u.s. EpA's screening
Level Ecological Risk Assessment.

The.Parcel A RI report will summarize the findings of the Screening Level
Ecological Risk Assessment and will refer to this document in the appropriate
sections.

c. It is EPA's position that action-specific, Iocation-specific, and
contaminant-specific ARARS must be identified foi gro'ndwater.
For contaminant-specific ARARs, only ARARs applying to the
identified chemicals of concern, as defined auove, need be
determined. Please be aware that the state may identify ARARs
which require a back calculation to soil as a means of ensuring
that the soil excavation was protective of grormdwater.

The Navy is currently compiling an ARARs list for the contaminants
identified in groundwater and chemicals of concern in soil. The Navy
received a letter from cyrus shabahari dated February '1, 1995 transmitting
potential ARARs from state agencies that responded to the ARARs submisiion
request. The Navy requests that the state identiff the ARARs that may need a
back calculation to soil as a means of ensuring that the soil excavation is
protective of groundwater.

d. It is EPA's position that the fate and transport section only need
address the Chemicals of Concem, as definid above.

The Navy agrees with the conrment.

e. It is EPA's position that a feasibitity study for soils is not
necessary uNLEss groundwater results indicate that soil sources
still exist which must be remediated. In that case, the Rr/Fs
report will have to be expanded.

The Navy agrees with the comment. The preliminary groundwater sampling
results show no soil sources that need remediation.

dtaylor
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RESPONSE TO EPA'S CONCERNS ON PARCEL A SCIIEDIILE:

Navy Response:

The comment and response to comment period should be 60 days in all
cases, lengthening the 45 days identified for the FS report and ihortening
the 90 days identified for the proposed plan. This will result in a
comment period of 30 days for every draft report.

The comment periods of 45 days for the FS report and 90 days for the
proposed plan were included in the Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA). The
Navy proposes to follow the prescribed review periods listed in the FFA
schedule, in view of expected public concern since parcel A should be the
first property at HPA to be transferred to the city of san Francisco.

AII draft final documents should become final documents within 30 days-
not 60 days as indicated for the final proposed plan. This will encourage
early resolution of issues prior to the draft final proposed plan.

The Navy proposes that the draft documents become final documents within
60 days as indicated in the FFA schedule. please refer to the Navy's response
to Comment A above.

The final RoD should be submitted 60 days after submittal of the draft
lOD, not 75 days. This will result in a comment period of 30 days
followed by a revision period of 30 days.

According to the EPA community Relations in superfund: A Handbook, in
order to meet the community interest and needs, the public comment period
should be left at 60 days. There will be no revision period if the final RoD
should be submitted 60 days after submittal of the draft RoD. Therefore, ro
submit the final RoD 75 days after submittal of the draft RoD is more
appropriate.

These changes should result in a final RoD approial date of lll22l9s-not
u3u96.

The initial schedule that set up the final RoD approval date of November 22,
1995 was based on the assumption that all field work would be completed by
February 16, 1995. Due to field conditions, the fierd work is ongoing for the
sandblast grit and groundwater investigations in parcel A. For the sandblast
grit investigation, removal of the investigation-derived waste (IDW) and
sampling at the weep holes and several surface locations are being planned.
For the groundwater investigation, additional sampling for storm events (the
rising and falling limbs of the hydrography) is being pranned. currently, the
Parcel A investigation is an entire month behind the assumed completion date
of February 16, 1995. Therefore, the initially proposed parcel A schedule
should be modified accordingly. The Navy would like to have a meeting with

Navy Response:

Navy Response:

D.

Navy Response:

0t4Z #3, ljt, (3:39 pm)
CoMMENTS. 3/31/95

A.

B.

c.
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regulatory agencies to discuss any outstanding issues for the preparation of the
Parcel A RI report.

E. Please be aware that concurrent development of the EBS and FOST for
Parcel A is recommended so that irnmediate transfer of the prop€rty can
occur upon final approval of the RoD. It is our recommendation that the
Navy immediately begin the development of thse documents so that no
further delays occur.

Navy Response: The Navy acknowledges the comment.

0142 13, lj., (3:39 pm)
CoMMENTS. 3/31/95
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NAVY RESPONSES TO EPA COMMENTS ON TIIE
REYIEW SOIL SCRBENING DATA FROM

HI,]NTERS POINT ANNEX (IIPA), PARCEL A, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA
USING EPA METHOD 4042 MILLPORE IMMUNOASSAY TEST KIT FOR DDT

ANALYSES)

The following presents the Navy's responses to the U.S. Environmental protection Agency (EpA)
cornments on the review soil screening data from Parcel A of Hunters Point Annex fHpej using EpA
Method 4042 (Millipore immunoassay test kit for DDT analyses).

Major Concerns:

Cornment No. 1: Reporting of field results does not always follow the procedure
recommended in the method (i.e., low, medium, high). Field results
should be reported as one of three possibilities (>0.2, ) 1.0, and > 10
mg/Kg).

comment acknowledges. The applications specialist Kenneth Mccourt from
Millipore (the manufacturer of the DDT field kits) suggested using notations
such as >0.2 bur < 1.0 mglkg if the result is between 0.2 and.1.0 mg/kg,
instead of following the method notation exclusively.

Field analysts should flesrrmgnt sample dilution factors on field data
sheets.

Dilution factors were noted on the field data sheets. when a required
methanol extraction volume of 5 milliliters (ml) was increased to 10 or 15 ml,
a dilution factor was indicated next to the sample numbers. During the
conversation which took place between Mark Petersen of EPA eAMS and
sharon Lin of PRC on March 6, Mark suggested modifying the field data
sheets by adding a column of dilution factor to indicate this explicitly. The
field analyses sheets will be modified for future projects using field screening
tools.

Response:

Other Concerrrs:

Comment No. 3: It is unclear how snmples were selected for conlinnation enalysis when
undetectable amounts of DDT were reported by the field test. Was a
statistical approach to sample selection conducted in order to demonstrate
the absence of DDT at a site?

The selection of samples for laboratory confirmations were based on spatial
and field test results. After each sampling event, samples with different

Response:

ol42 B, \t, (3:39 Pm)
CoMMENTS, 3/3tl95

Comment No. 2:

Response:

dtaylor
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Comment No. 4:

Response:

0142 fi|, ljr, (3:39 pm)
COMMENTS, 3/31/95

ranges of detections were seht to the laboratory for confirmation analyses.
There was also a spatial aspects coverage of the selection for confirmation
analyses (refer to attached map).

The use of the field screening procedure at other sites (i.e., other soil
matrices) may result in other concerns such as false negative results due to
poor extraction efficiency or false positives results due to the presence of
intedering compounds. For this reason, eAMs recornmends a statistical
approach for selection of laboratory confirmation analyses.

The Navy acknowledges the comment.
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AGENDA

Hunters Point Annex Parcel A
Remedial Investigation Report Preparation

and Outstanding Issues Meeting
Location - TBD

April4, 1995, Time - TBD

Outstanding issues for concurrence

b. Issue:
Discussion:

c. Issue:
Discussion:

d. Issue:
Discussion:

e. Issue:

o lssue:

a. lssue:
Discussion:

Chemicals of concern
Definition of chemicals of concern

Applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARAR)
ARARs for chemicals of concern with resiCualconcentrations that
have residential risk greater than 10-6 or a hazard index greater than 1.

ARARs for back-calculation
List of ARARS from the State that may need to be back-calculated to
determine an impact on groundwater.

Human health risk assessment (HHRA) currently in the Parcel A SI report
HHRA currently in the Parcel A SI report is adequate for the Parcel A Rl
report. The HHRA for the Parcel A SI report was based on health-based
levels developed specifically for HPA.

Eco-risk assessment prepared by EPA
Discussion: The eco-risk assessment prepared by EPA is complete and satisfactory,

and ecoloeical ARARs would EFbe reviewed.

f. Issue: Fate and transport for residual chemicals'
Discussion: The fate and transport for only those chemicals with residd

concentrations that have residential risk greater than 10-6 or a hazard index
greater than I will be addressed in the Parcel A RI report. The fate and
transport sections will be prepared through a paper snrdy and use of
previously gathered data.

Feasibility study for soils

2.

3 .

4 .

5 .

6 .

Discussion: A feasibility study for soils is not necessary since the soil was excavated.

Outline for Parcel A RI rePort

Discussion on content of example write-up (SI43) for Parcel A RI report

Discussion on Parcel A schedule

Other topics

Summary/action items

dtaylor
*'--*
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Proposed Parcel A Schedule
Hunters Point Annex

ID fask Namo EPA Taek Ouratlon Naw Task Duratlon
t995

ADr Mav Jun Jul AUo €p Ocl Nov D€c Jan
I Drafl Rl R€port 95d 95d

2 Draft FS R€port 4M 40d m
3 Draft Propos€d Plan 54d 54d m
4 Draft Final Rl R€pon 30d 45d W
5 Drafl Final Proposed Plan 60d 90d

6 Draft Final FS Reporl 60d 45d

7 Final Proposed Plan Published
-z_..------

30d 60d : lvzzZzz1l1///2,
8 fublic Comment on Diaft Propos6ilPlaii-- 7d 7d Iv/a
I Flnal Rl Report 30d 30d r/////1m
10 Final FS Report 3od 30d A////1/z
1 1 Draft Rscord of Declsion (ROD) 45d 45d

Z///1ZZ/ZZZffi
1 2 Final ROD - no signaluros 60d 75d

13 Final ROD Approval 14d 14d
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PRELIMINARY DRAFT OUTLINE
PARCEL A RI/FS REPORT
HUNTERS POINT ANNEX

1.O INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose and Scope of Work
1 .2  Fac i l i t y -Wide lnves t iga t ionProgram
1.3  Repor tOrgan iza t ion

2.O BACKGROUND AND SITE HISTORY

2.1 Site Descript ion and History
2.2 Previous Investigations

2.2.1 Sl-45 Steam Line
2.2 .1 .1  F ie ld  Inves t iga t ion
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