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STATE OF CALIFORNIA _ ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

SUBSTANCES CONTROL

N00217.003265
HUNTERS POINT
ssrc No.5090.3DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC

.5G|ON 2
I HEINZAVE.. SUITE 2OO

BERKELEY, CA 947 1 O-27 37
M a y  8 ,  L 9 9 6

Engineer ing F ie ld  Act iv i ty ,  West
A t tn  Mr .  R icha rd  Powe l l  [ 1832 ]
900 Commodore Drive
San  Bruno ,  Ca l i f o rn ia  94066-5005

Dear  Mr .  Powe l l :

ENGINEERING EVALUATTON/COST AI{AITYSIS STORM DRAIN SYSTEM, HUlinTERS
POINT ATiINEX

The Department of To:t ic Substances Control (Department) has
reviewed the above report..  In general t ,his report lacks clarity
in  purpose,  scope and the extent  o f  removal  act ion.  On l /30/96" ,
we shared these concerns with the Navy. To enhance the quali ty
of reports, we ask that the Navy to share comments and concerns
wi th a l l  those who are invol -ved wi th  s imi lar  pro jects .  This
ensures a cont inu i ty  and consis t .ency in  the submit ta ls .

GENERAI, COMMENTS

1-.  In  draf t ing the repor t ,  a  specia l  care must  be g iven to  the
Executive Summary. The Executive Summary is a place to
capture the essence of  the repor t .  Statement  of  concern,
object ive and means to  meet  the object ive need to be
art iculated. Any ambiguity in the sLatement of concern and
object ive wi l l  inv i te  unfavorable response.

2.  There are conf l ic t , ing and contradic t ing s tatements in  th is
repor t .  For  example,  the removal  act ion consis ts  of
mit igatinE " discharge of contaminated sediments and
infi l trated groundwaterrr, however, the Navy only proposes to
monitor the inf i l trated groundwater. Monit.oring inf i l trated
groundwater does not constitute a mit igation. If  the removal
act ion is  "p lanned to mi t igate d ischarge of  contaminated
sediments and inf i l trated groundwaterrr into the Bay, i t  is
not cl-ear how this wil l  reduce t 'r iskrr to t,he environment.
There are major  d i f ferences between the two.  Moni tor ing the
groundwater ,  as the se lected a l t .ernat ive,  is  not  consis tent
wi th  the "p lanned removal  act ion"  nor  the object ive s tated
in the Execut.ive Summary
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3.  Despi te  devot , ing a c i rapter  to  "Si te  Character izat ion" ,  the
above report does not explain the extent and nature of
contamination. The extent of contaminati-on in the entire
length of storm drain system should be dj-scussed. Without
understanding the ful l- extent and nature of contamination,
drawing a conclusion is deemed to be pure speculative. As
stated,  t .he EE/CA "determined"  the threat  to  the bay.
However, we have been unable to ident. i fy where in the EE/CA
that  t ,hreat  is  "determinedrr .  S ince,  the s torm dra in has not
been fu l ly  character ized,  i t  is  speculat ive to  conclude that
only  in f i l t ra t ing groundwater  in  a reach of  the system poses
a threat .  I t  seems that  there are mul t ip le  contaminants in
both the sediments and inf i l- trated groundwater. The Navy
has not dj.scussed how monitoring a reach in the system wil l
sat is fy  t ,he object ive of  reducing the r isk  s t .a ted in  the
Executive Summary. This EE/CA shouid encompass the entire
length of the sLorm system and thus a removal action should
f ocus on the syst,em as a who1e.

There are too many cr i ter ia  used to screen contaminants.
These cr i ter j -a  are confus ing,  arb i t rary  and se lect ive.  For
example,  we have been able to  ident i fy  t tscreening cr i ter iar r ,
t 'appl icable screening leve1s" ,  I tscreening levels"  and
"se l -ec t i on  Ieve Is "  . n  t he  EE/CA.  I t  i s  no t  c fea r  how and
for what purpose these criteria have been developed. It
seems that  these cr i ter ia  have been used to l imi t  the scope
of  the removal  act ion.

It seems that, the scope of removal action has focused only
on t 's tudy arear t .  I t  is  not  c lear  where th is  came f rom or  how
the Navy decided t.hat only 68 reaches wil l  be examined. The
removal action must concentrate on the entire system to be
comprehensive.

The EE/CA is  s i l -ence as to  the issue of  TPH contaminat ion.
Although, petroleum products are outside of CERCLA, i t  must
be addressed by the Navy. If  the Navy would l ike to exclude
the TPH contaminated sediments and inf i l trat ing groundwater,
i t  must point Lo an exist ing program that incl-udes such
contaminat ion.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

7  .  S e c t i o n  1 . 1 .  ,
Page 3, paragraph 3, explain how NOAA cr j- ter ia are used
for thi-s removal act. ion.
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9 .

Page 4,  paragraph 1,  "screening cr i ter ia  were developed
to indicate a potential for harmful- impacts to the
environment and justi fy t,he init iat ion of a removal
ac t i on  a t  t he  s i t e " .  Bu t  on  page  3 ,  pa rag raph  4 ,
screening criteria "were developed for the protectj-on
of  aquat ic  1 i fe" .  I t  is  not  c lear  for  what  purpose the
screening cr i ter ia  have been developed.

Sec t i on  2 .  s i t e  cha rac te r i za t i -on .
The information provided is fragmentary and l imited.
There is no explanation or approximation of the extent
of  the problem. The storm system is  a lmost  r '1-07,000
l inear  feet"  wi th  numerous "manhol -es and catch basins" .
However, there is no discussion on how much of the l ine
contains contaminat.ed sediments or where contaminated
groundwater enters the system. fn addit ion, there has
to be a thorough discussion on the integrity of the
system to al- low better understanding of the extent and
source of contamination. It  is assumed that there is
extensive water  in f i l t ra t ing in to the system through
exis t ing cracks.  This  sect ion does not  determine the
extent of contamination as stat.ed in the Executive
summary.

S e c t i o n  3 .
We have been unable to f ind any information rel-ated to
r isk evaluat isn in  th is  sect ion.  P lease expla in how
mult iple cont.aminants in sediments and groundwater pose
risk t.o the aquat. ic organisms. It  is important to note
that  " r iskr r  is  independent  of  t rscreening cr i ter iar ' .
The d iscuss ion of  screening cr i ter ia  though usefu l  is
not  l inked to  the I ' r isk ' r .  And s ince the issue of
" r isk"  is  not  expla ined,  i t  is  not  c lear  how th is
removal  act ion can sat is fy  the object ive of  reducing
risk as stat,ed in the Executive Summary.

Page  45 ,
Paragraph i ,  t ,here is  no subsLant ia t ion of  copper ,  lead
mercury, and zLnc associated with serpentine. The Nawy
needs to provide references t.o support that posit ion.
Moreover ,  th is  paragraph,  in t roduces "se lect ion level -s"
for several metal-s without providing any information on
thei r  or ig in .  In  the absence of  such explanat ion,  we
are unabl -e to  accept  these va lues.

fnformation in paragraph 2 shoul-d be discussed in a
di f ferent  chapter  that  is  more re l -evant .  For  example,
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the information in this paragraph is not related to
"st reaml ine r isk"  evaluat ion.  The d iscuss ion has more
to do wi th  the scope and se lect ing cr i ter ia .

S e c t i o n  4 . 1
This  sect ion s tates that  the removal  act ion is  not
meant  to  be f ina l  and an RI /FS wi l l  be completed for
each of  the parcels .  However ,  in  the Parcel  B RI
report, Lhe Navy deferred the discussion of
contamination in the storm drain to the removal action.
Deferring action t.o RI/FS and back to removal action is
not. going to address the problem of contamination in
the system.

1 - 1 .  S e c t i o n  4  . 2
The two objectj-ves identif ied in the Executive Summary-  
vary in  scope to what  is  descr ibed in  th is  sect ion.
For  example,  in  th is  sect ion i t  is  s tated that  the
object ive of  th is  removal  act ion is  to  prevent
contaminated giroundwater and sediments "above screening
cr i ter iar t  f rom being d ischarged in to the Bay.  I t  seems
that t.he emphasis has been placed on the i lscreening
cr i te i iar r  as an object ive of  the removal  act ion.
Whereas, in the Executive Summary the emphasis is on
t .he r t r iskr r .  I t  seems that  the there are no consis tent
object . ives for  th is  removal  act ion.  Fur ther ,
" implementing ai removal action'r cannot be an objective
of storm drain removal action.

L 2 .  S e c t i o n  4 . 3
The discussion and chronology of ARAR solicitat ion from
the Department is not relevant to the storm drain
EE/CA. The letters from the Navy and the Department
are bot.h part of the administrative records. To
re i terate our  pos i t ion,  €rs  i t  was s tated in  the meet ing
of  1 , /30/96,  the Depar tment  responded appropr ia te ly  to
the l-etter received from the Navy. The Department has
forwarded st,ate ARARs on many occasions. FurLher, to
assist the Navy, the Department hosted an ARAR meeting
where several state departments and agencies
pa r t i c i pa ted .

l - 3  .  S e c t i o n  4 . 3  . 2 . 3  ,
The d iscuss ion of  CAMU is  very confus ing.  I t  is  not
clear i f  the Nawy is proposing to designate an area as
CAMU. The Health Safety Codes section 25200 explains
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condit ions and situation when an area can be designated
as a CAMU. The Health and Safety authorizes the
Department. to determine if  an area can be designated as
a CAIvlU. Since, the Depart,ment has not approved of any
CAMU at Hunters Point. Any discussion of CAMU would
only  lead to  confus ion.  And s ince there is  no
designated CAMU, LDRs must be considered for on-site
and of fs i te  d isposal  o f  contaminated mater ia ls .

Page 52, paragraph 2,the Department is not aware of any
regulatory variance with resecL to the percentage of
samples for determining hazardous waste. I f  a sample
exceeds STLC and TTLC, i t  is considered hazardous
waste.  This  is  t rue for  wastes t .hat  are not  l is ted.
However, the Nawy needs to establ- ish that the sources
to the contamination are unknown. The hazardous waste
def  in i t ion captured in  Chapt .ers  10,  11 and 1-2 of  the
Ti t le  22 of  the ca l - i forn ia Codes of  Regulat ions should
ass is t  the Navy to  that  end.

In  conclus ion,  based on the above issues,  the Depar tment
cannot accept the above report. On May 7 , 1996 the agencies met
wi th  the Navy to  d iscuss the aforement ioned issues.  I t  was
decided that the Navy wil l  revise the report, and narrow the scope
of  the removal  act ion to  only  contaminated sediments.  S ince th is
repor t  is  subject  to  substant . ia l  rev is ion,  the Depar tment  wi l l
further eval-uate the ARAPs.

Shoul-d you have any questions regarding this letter, please
call  me at ( 5l- 0 ) 54 0 - 3821, .

e re l y ,

hbahari
Manager

o f  M i l i t , a r y  f a c i l i t i e s

US EPA, Region IX
Attn: Sheryl Laut.h lH-9-21
75 Hawthorne St.reet
San Francisco,  Cal - i forn ia 941-05

Regional Water Quality Control- Board
At tn:  Richard Hiet t
2L0 I  Webs te r  S t ree t ,  Su i te  500
Oakland,  Cal i forn ia 946]-2
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