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STA1E OF CALFORNIA. ENVIROI{UENIAL PROTECNON AG€NCY

DEPAHTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
aoo P srnEgt allt FLOOR

,Ju1y 25,,RAff€f{to, cA s'81.

N00217.003113
HUNTERS POINT

l-995 ssrc No. 5090.3

Engineer ing Faci l i t ies Act iv i ty ,  West
A t t n :  M r .  D a v i d  S o n g  [ 1 8 3 2 . 3 ]
900 Commodore Way, Building 101-
San  Bruno ,  Ca l i f o rn ia  94066-0720

Dear  Mr .  Song :

PHASE 18 ECOLOGICAI. IIWESTIGATION WORKFLA}T, IIUN:TERS POTNT A}INEX

Upon further evaluation of the above report, the Department of
Toxic Substances Control (Department) is forwarding enclosed
comments for your consideration.

Shou1d you have any questions regarding this letter and woul-d
l i ke  to  seek  c la r i f i ca t i on ,  p lease  ca l - l -  me  a t  (510 )  540 -382L .

re1y,

yrus/Shabahari
Prol€cL Manager
Of f i ce  o f  M i l i t a ry  Fac i l i t , i es

Enclosure

cc:  US EPA, Region IX
At tn:  Shery l  Lauth
Ma i l  Code  H-9 -2
75 Hawthorne Street
San  F ranc i sco ,  Ca l i f o rn ia  94105

Regional Water Qualit .y Control Board
At tn:  Richard Hiet t
21 ,0 I  Webs te r  S t ree t ,  Su i te  500
Oakland,  Cal i forn ia 9451,2

California Department of Fish and Game
Mr .  A t tn :  Mr .  M ichae l  Mar t i n
20 Lower Ragsdale,  Sui te  100
Montery Cal  j - f  orn ia,  93940
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DEPARTME.NT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROT
l()O P STREET, 4TH FLOOR
P.O. B(l)( 806
SACRAMENTO, CA 95ET 2.0806

(9lO 323{7!rl Volco
plq 327-2500 Fecslmlle

TO:

FROII:

IITII'SON, Gotrctnor

@

DATE:

SUBJEGT:

M E I J I O R A N D U U

Cyrus Shabahari, P'reject Manager
Sitb Mitigation Branch, Region 2
700 Heinz, Building F, Second Floor
Berkeley, CA 94710

James M. Polisini, Ph.D.
gtaffToxicologist
Ofice of SciEntiftc Afiairs
Human and Ecological RiskSestio

July 25, 1995

HUNTERS POINTANNEX PHASE tB ECOLOGICAL RISKASSESSUENT
DRAFT FINALYI'ORK PLAN
IPCA 14740 SITE 200050-,05 OC 2:16t

Backsround

\Afe have reviewed the document titled Hunters Point Annex San Francrsa, Catifomia
Pndse tB Ecotogicat RrslrAssessrnent Dnft Finat Work Ptan, d'adJune 7, 1995 ancl prepared
by PRC Environmenbl Management, lnc. This document was received in our offces on June 12,
1995 and the review was made in response to yourwdtten work request

ThE Departrnent of.Toxic Substances, fiie San Francisco RegionalVVbter Quali$ Contol
Boad, the Depaitment of Fish and Galre, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region lX
and the National Oceanie and AtrnogBheric Ariminisf.ration heve reviewed the preliminary draft of
this work plan.: The coordinaEd agenc) responsq to the proBosals forhe aquatic receptors was
fumished in a memorandum b Cyrus Shabahari, dated November 10, 1994. A separate revierrv
by the Offioe of Scien0fic Afhirs ievisr was furnished in a memorandum to Cyrus Shabahari,
daGd November 14. 1995.

Gene;al Comments

This version of the work plan ref,ecG tre response to agency comments and reflects
additional disclssions among the partfes. There are severalpoints which shoulcl be clarified, but
response to the comments listett below caq hke Sre furm of a a separate memorandum, Which
can be attached b the work plan as an addendum, so thatthe entire work plan need not be
revised. lfte most crtticaltechnical issue is the level of conelaiion which shall be considered
'acceptable'to be predictive of toxicological response.
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Soeclflc Commenls

Hor will assessment of the graln size and pH data allow evaluation of the'accurary of the
resultant b,ioavailable fractions' (Section 6.4.3, page 31).

As stated in pre.vious memoranda we doubt it will be possible to predic't the resutF of
aquatic toxioiV EB based on physical or chemical sediment measuremenb or Microtox @ resulB
witn sufficient accuracy. n|icrojoi O Fsutts are presented ab fwitlrin one order of magniMe of the
ECso values frcim oJher bioassays' (Sectign 7.1.3, page 35) 61 86 peroent of the data evaluated.
lf the conelatbn coefficient is greater than 0.5 the Microtox @ results will be used to predict the
aquatic to$city result for stations where aquatb bioassays are not performed (Section 8.1, _Step 4,
pqge 39). A ipnelatiqn coefficient lrl ot0.5 indicates thatthe coefficient of determination [f] is
0.25 and that only 25 peroent of the variation in the aq0btic toxicrty test results woul-d be
accounbd for in ihe variabil.ity of the Microlox O results. A conelation coefFcient of 0.5 is not an
ii'dicator of a suffieient! accur€b conelation. Additional discussions should be scheduled to
determine what level of correlation is sufficient br participating reguiatory agenies.

Horar gvilldermal contaet be evaluated'qualitativety' (Section 8.2.1, page 40) for avian
aguatts receptors? Dermal exposure should be bctored into the estimation of dose br those
receptors Ueing evaluated using the dosg methodoldgy. Dennal contact can be a significant route
of exposure and might be expected to be significant in a wading shorebird. A similar @mment
was made on the preliminary draftwork plan.

We agree that developmen! of 'high' dose and 'lgw' dose estimates (Section E.2.1.4, page
45) coupled with 'high' and 'lou" toxicity reference values (TRVs) (Seclion 8.2.2.2, page 48) will
enhance communication of the nnge of probable ecological dsk.

We agree that.discussion of the ocap! uncertainty hcton to be applied in developing the
TRVs can await development of the ore toxicologlcal data set (Section E.?.2.2, page 48)-

The uncertainty fac-tor column of the TRV data tabh (Sec-tion 8.2.2.2, page 49) should be
eipanded b allolw separate indication of each uhcertainty factor applied in development of tte
TRVs. For'examile, thC uncerbinty factor br LOAEL-IGNOAEL, acut+to-chronic, ctoss€pecies
o<trapolation and all other uncertainty factors should be indicated separately.

Please indicate-the'groups' proposed br summing hazard quotients (Has) by similar
chemistry and bxioologicalmodes of aetion (Section 8.2.3, page 51)-

The conclusions regrding the ecological risk b tenesfriai receptrrs posed by
contraminants h Farcels.B, C, D (Section 9.0, page 51) should be furmalized in a scoping level
assessment of these parcels to complete the administrative record.

The assessment sf non-bioaccumglative compounds on small mammals should include
boththe'high'.and'low' dose estimates. The work plan curenfly stabs the it'may' involve both
estimates (Secfion 9,1, page 53). Detfnal exposure should be bc{ored into the estimation of dose
br hose receplors being evaluated using the dose methodology. Defma! contact can be a
significant route of o<pOsure and might be expected to be significant in a bunowing mdent.

\Mtl contaminants which are knorrn to bioconcenfate from soilb plant Ussues be
evaluated in the'non-b-roaccumulative'methodblogy (Section 9.1, page 52) orthe
'bioaccumulative' mehodology (SeAticin 9.2, page 53)? The dose equation br the 'non-

bioaccr,rmulative' methodology should be modified to separate the soil intake hom bod intake with
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a bioconcenfation fiactor included for bod intake, This would allow evaluation of dose using
sontarninant-speciftc bioconcentration fiac{ors fur primary consumption.

The assessment of bioaccumulative organic and inorganic compounds on the kestrel
should include both the thigh'and'low'dose estirnaEs. The work plan cunently sEtes the it'tnay'
invotVe both estimates (Sedior 9.2, page 55). Dennal expgsure should be faclored into the
estimation of dose br Orose receptors being evatuated using the dose methodology.

Conclusions

As stated in previous memoranda we doubt it wit! be possible to predict the results of
aquatic toxicp tesE based on physical or chemical sediment measurements or Microbx @ tests
with suffic-rent accuracy or precision fur regulatory acceptrance. However, if this methodology is
successfut it will prove a benefit to m?ny other ecological risk assessmenB in the San Francisco
Bay erea. Agreement on a conelation coeffiehnt which is indicative of an 'aceeptable' correldion
is centril b this methodology and should be the subj€c't of i,r;trer dlscussicn arnong all parties.

Reviewedbv: i3!3,T,""fi?iJJi#;3 llwdllry\
Human and Ecological Risk Section

ec: MichaelJ. Wade, Ph.D., DABT, SeniorToxicologist, OMF Liaison, HERS
Deborah J. Oudiz, Ph.D., SeniorToxicologist Northem Galifomia Uaison, HERS

SherylLauth
U.S. EPA Region lX
Superfund Technical Assistance
75 Haradrome (H-8-4)
San Francisco, CA 94105

Denise Klimas
NOAA Coastal Resources Coordinabr
U.S. EPA Region lX
75 HavWrome (H-$5)
San Francisco, CA 94105

MichaelMartin
Calibmia Departmentof Fish and Game
20 Lower Ragsdale, Suite 100
Monterey, CA 93940

James Haas
U.S. Fish and Wldlife
Environmental Contaminants Sec{ion
2E00 Cottage Way
Saerarnento, CA 95825

Richard Hiett
San Francisco RegionalWater Quality Control Board
2101 Webster Sheet, Suite 500
Oakliand, CA 94612
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