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Arc :Ecology
83.~ Market Street. Suite 1107. San Francisco, C4 94103
Phone::415.495.1786 Fa;x:: 415.495. /787 email: orc@apc.org

Augus( 12. 1996

Mr. Richard Powell. Code 1832
EFA West
900 Commodore Drive
San B$to, CA 94066

Dear Mr. Powell:

Phonal

Fax jI

7671

well

List orAcron~'ms: DNAPL needs \0 be added to the list

()

o

Arc EC6l0gy has reviewed the Parcel D Remedial rnvestigationDrap Report, dated June 28, 1996. This
Ictter summarizes our concerns with the docurnenL :

i
We expected the RI report to be more than a data-<lump for the IR *ogram. We hoped the repon would
develop. a cogent picture of conditions at each IR site so that approW'iate remedial altcmalives may be
developed. Because developing this picture is a subjective endeavor, not merely a rendering of scientific
data, ~ull.S of the analysis ought to be subject to public and rcglllatPr:Y review and scrutiny. This drart. RI
report. offers little morc than raw da~a. As a result, we find the dra~ report not only difficult to review, but
pointless. The real work has }'et to be done. '

Members of the community, the RAB, and regulators ought to hav~! an opportunity to cmf!: and review the
conclUslons t1~t will drive selection of a remedial alternative. We ~uggest that the repon be revised so
that each subsection wilhin Seclion 4.0 begin with a one to three papgroph description of conditions at
the subjcct IR site. Data used in slIppon should foUow. The description should address the extent of
COnl(lmlnation. which contaminnnts and pathways drive any huma~ hc.'llth or ecological risks, potential
for identified contaminants to migrate, degrade, or uansform in lheienvironment given site geology and
hydrology, data gaps and uncertainties, and any restrictions impos~ by pro:"timity. past usc, buildings,
and other infrast,ructurc. '

The schcmiltic cross seclion drawings begin to address this concer~ However, they do not appear to be
drawn ~o scalc nor do they appear to be rigorously related to site da~a. For example, Fi~'Ure 4.2-4 implies
lhat highest concentrations of PCBs arc associated with the dry well. We see no data in the report in
support of this conclusion. !

Index: please provide volume numbers for the figures.

i
: i

Scctiori 4.0: Parcel D Remedial Jnvestigation 1
Page 40;66, ~nd all other pc1fccl·specilic recommendations: It maY~'ot be appropriate to evaluate TPH at
theIR sites under a petroleum corrective action plan since many of he siteS also are contaminated with
PCBs, ilcavy metals, and SVOCs. Why ,vas this recommendation lade for eveT)' IR-site?

I
.. I

Figllr~ 4.1-1 through 4.1-83: We do not find the 83, large-fonnal,lchemical-spccific maps (requiring
four three-inch binders and 83 pl}1stie covers) to be useful or neces$ry. It seems that a less resource­
intensive and belter integrated approach to presenting this infonnatlion may be possible, especially glven
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congressional and DoD concerns about the cost of these projects. F~nhermore, the expense ofduplicating
these: oddly-formatted and bulky reports limits their availability \0 l~e public for review and comment

Section :4.2: m08 ;
Accordmg to page 4-24, potential sources ofcontamination associa~cd with fonner building 503 include
floor drains and c.xlcrior slorage yards, but sampling was not done i~ are.1S outside (he PCB spill area.
How was 5.1mpling strale!tv for lR-8 developed? '

i
/

I
Page 4-26: Why was source characterization not conducted at IR~~?,

,
TIle Navy used former Building 503 as a laundry. What is the poss~ility that dI)'-elcaning (ook place
within Building 5031

I

Page 4-44 summarizes soil chemistI)' of IR-8. It appc<lfS thaI signiclcant PCB contamination exists along
the perimeter ofIR-8, and for deeper soils in IR-&. This suggests tbPt the extent of possible PCB
contamination is still unknown. How will the Navy approach develpping remediation slrateg,v in the
feasibility study if the full extent of COIlUlmin:llion is not known? What steps will be taken to ensure thaL
[he sile is fully characterized? :

We would like more illfonnation about the investigation or the pcal spill area, accomplished between
1986 and 1987. Where were the 72 soil borings drilled? Wllat did ihe 157 soil samples reveal? Wh:'l1 is
meant ~Y the words "spill areaT Does this refer to the area conta~natcd as a result of the pipe rupture?
What report lists this data? Please provide the s:lInpling data in 1h~RI report.

Page 4-49 stmes that the dry well may have provided a migration P'ithway for PCBs, yet page 4-52 and 4­
53 st8ie that the PCBs are c;\-pcclcd 10 remain in their prescntlocatipns and not degrade. Please reconcile
these statemcnLS. The Rl speculates that PCBs and other conLaminlmLS may be diffusing through the soil
via the dry well associated with the Slorrnwater system. What evidepcc do you have to support this
conclusion? Where is the dry well 10C,1Lcd with respect [0 identifi~contamination'! Figure 4.2·1 suggcsts
that the dl)' well is located upgradient of the soil contamination. :

Scction;4.9~ JR-)) South :
We are·concerned that potential radiation contamination prevented ~he Navy from thoroughly sampling
the Slmips and trenches outside Building 364. Does the Navy plan ~o sample l1lis she after radiation
contamination is removed? :

Section 5.0: Summaries and Rccommend,ltions ,
Section; 5.4.2: The potential dala gaps section seems weak. We \Vo~ld like the data gaps section to
address whcther all sources ofoonlClminalion wilhin the IR sile \Verb c:'\-plored, including soil testing for
radiation. i

Appendix B: Calculation of Huntcrs Point Ambient Levels
Was this document ever approved by the regulators and finalized?

Appendix E: Radiological Invc.lijtigalions
Is Building 506 considered part of Parcel E?

AppenjJix N: Human Hcalth Rillk Asscs$mcnt :
Petroleum contamination was not directly evaluated in the health nbk assessment. Rather, BTEX is
evaluat~d. What percentage of samples were analyzed for both BTfX and TPH1 What pcrccnUlge of
samples were analyzed for TPH alone, wilhout BTEX?? What pertentage of samples were analyzed for
RTEX i1lolle without TPH? It seems that BTEX can be used as a ~and.in [or evaluating risk due to
pelroletlm ~nt(lmination onl)' ifBTEX were analyzed for each tim~ petroleum produets were detected. In
the absence of BTEX (and SVOC) data, we prefer the Navy usc a s~rrogate method of evaluating risk due

j
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to TPH,; as opposed to ignoring the TPH dam altogether. hi short, '¥e disagree with the implied assertion
that bcc,ause TPH has not been assigned a toxicity value by EPA Or .,TSC it poses no risk to human
health. : ;

It appc~s that exposure under the worker scenario is evaluated for ~ 24 hour work day. Was 24 hours
assumed for estimating worker dose, or should the description ofas~mptionsused in the exposure dose
cqu"ltions be modified 10 account for e.,\-posures ofshoner duration? l

)

We are concemed that past and on-going radiation studies are poor~ integrated into the RI report.
Known:radiatlon contamination at building 346, 315A, and suITOwlding grounds are not considered in the
human heallh risk assessment. WhyW3S residual radiation contamination nOI evaluated in the health risk

I
assessment? i

i
We value this opportunity 10 comment on the Parcel D Rl and Jook forward to working with you to

. I
address; our concerns. .

Sincerely,

~"~A,~li,~ _-d:~"~:~{'L'_{."../I _-=-=' __ -;

. . ~/

Christine Shirley . '-.-./

En\'iro~mentaJAnalysl

Cc:
Community Members. Hunters Point RAB
Hunters Point Citizen's Advisory Committee
Michael McCtcl~and. EFA-West
Annamarie Cook, USEPA
Cyrus Shabahari, C8I·EPA
Jim Si~klcs, PRC
Saul B~oom, Arc Ecology
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