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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

,Ju ly  3,  t996

Richard Powel l
Mai l  Code 09ER1
Engineer ing F ie ld  Act , iv i t ies West .
900 Commodore Dr ive,  Bui ld ing 8102
San Bruno,  CA 94066-2402

RE: Draft Fina1 Farcel B Remed.ial Investigation Report, Hunters
Point Shipyard, San Francisco, California

Dear  Mr .  Powe l l :

EPA has reviewed t.he above referenced document submitted by PRC
Environmental Management, Inc on ,.June 4, 1"996. In general, Lhe
draft document has incorporated the changes and revisions
required by the agencies subsequent. to review of the draft
submit ta l .  Because the major  changes were comprehensive ly  and
adequately addressed, EPA approves the draft f inal remedial
invest . igat ion for  parcel  B.

Bear ing in  mind the extensive nature of  the rev is ions f rom draf t
t .o  draf t .  f ina1,  i t  is  understandable that  there remain a few
i tems in  the draf t  f ina l  document .  that  need fur ther  c lar i f icat ion
or  fo l low-up.  Whi le  i t .  is  not  necessary to  rev ise the documenL,
and the i tems do noL compromise the conclus ions and
recofiImendations contained in the document, EPA suggests that the
concerns l is ted below be addressed v ia  a le t ter  o f  correspondence
between the Naw and EPA which can be att.ached to the f inal
document .

The concerns deal  wi th  conclus ions
fur ther  acLions wi th  regard to  data
of  t .he text .  A l though i t  w i l l  not
data gaps for  purposes of  the f ina l

and recommendat.ions for
gaps descr ibed in  Sect ion 5

be necessary Lo resolve these
RI,  i t .  w i l l  be necessarv to
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I take measures to deal with the gaps in the draft f inal FS and

perhaps t,he remedial design phase for parcel B. The data gaps
that need to be addressed in future documents are discussed
be low:

1- .  Est .ab l ish ing background levels  for  groundwater  wi l l  requi re
that the potential exposure pathways and associat.ed risks
posed by inorganics in groundwater be re-evaluat.ed in the
d ra f t .  f i na l  FS .

2.  L ikewise,  due to  the rescoping of  the IR-50 Storm Drain
removal  act ion,  a  fo11ow-up in f i l t ra t . ion s t .udy wi l l  need to
be performed on the storm drains after sediment has been
removed. The impact of migration of hazardous subst.ances in
groundwater to the Bay, either through storm drain conduits
and the sand and gravel packs that may surround uti l i ty
l ines,  or  through migrat ion wi th in  the A-aqui fer ,  wi l l  have
to be invest igated and any necessary remedia l  act ion taken.
I t  is  impor tant  to  rea l ize that .  the Ecologica l  Risk
Assessment  (ERA),  repeatedly  referred to  in  the RI ,  examines
the ef fects  of  Hunters Point  act . iv i t ies on sediment
contamination, buL does not address the impact of
groundwater  on aquat ic  receptors or  the ef fects  of  mass
loading of contaminanLs from groundwater on the Bay.

3.  The ext .ent  o f  potent ia l  VOC and poss ib ly  DNAPL p lumes at
s i t es  IR -6 ,  IR - l -0 ,  and  IR -26  needs  fu r the r  cha rac te r i za t i on
before or  dur ing the remedia l  des ign s tage.  There is  a
danger that any remediation performed on soils at these
si tes could be compromised by vo lat i l izat ion of  potent ia l
contaminants in groundwater back into the soi1.

Apart from the concern with data gaps, EPA would l ike to provide
two general comments. The f irst comment pertains to the
responses to comments found in Appendix P. In some instances a
response has been given but has not. been subsequent, ly
incorporat.ed into the text. or has been incorporated in a place
other than that stated, or the comment has not been fu1ly
responded to.  For  fu ture documents these inconsis tenc ies can be
easi ly  resolved by s tat ing in  t ,he response sect ion where the
changes have been made in  the rev ised text .  This  s tep wi l l
enable the writers to verify that. the changes have been
incorporated into the revised document and wil l  al low the reader
to eas i ly  f ind Lhe re levant  changes.

The second general comment relates t.o the use of the OSHA
permiss ib le  exposure l imi ts  (PELs)  as t .he s tandard by which to
evaluate indoor  a i r  pathways and associated r isk .  The OSHA
standards are levels  des igned to assure worker  safety  in  an
industr ia l  set t ing and they do not  take in to account  potent ia l
addi t ional  exposures caused by envi ronmenta l  contaminat ion.  I t
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j is more appropriate to compare indoor air pathway risk levels to

res ident ia l  a i r  PRGs,  and use the industr ia l  exposure defaul ts ,
than to  use PELs as a compar ison.

Feel  f ree to  ca l l  me at  (415)  144-2367 wi t ,h  any quest ions you may
have regarding t.hese concerns.

S ince re l y ,

fu* - f rbzh
Anna-Marie Cook
Remedia l  Pro ject  Manager
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Richard Hiet.t ,  RWQCB
Bil l  McAvoy, EFAWEST
Mike McCle l land,  EFAWEST
J im S ick les ,  PRC
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