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Mr. StephenChao Decemberi, 1992
WestDivEngineer in Charge File No. 2189.8009
Departmentof the Navy
Western Division
Naval FacilitiesEngineeringCommand
900 CommodoreWay, Bldg. 101
San Bruno, CA 94066-0720

Subject- Commentson the Draft Final Phase 1 Site-wideEcologicalAssessment
Work Plan, November3, 1992

Dear Mr. Chao:

The followingcommentsare based on the San FranciscoBay RegionalWater Quality
control Board staff's review of the Draft Final Phase 1 Site-wideEc01ogical
AssessmentWork Plan, dated November 3, 1992.

GENERAL COMMENTS:

The purposeof this documentis to outlinethe phase 1 activitiesfor a s_te-wide
ecologicalassessment. Throughoutthe documentthe term "site" shouldrefer to
the entire site and not the former areas of OU6 and adjacent OU2 areas where
there are obvious wildlife habitats. This workplan tends to address only the
storm water retentionponds and wetlands on site, making a foregone conclusion
that there are no other potential impactsto ecologicalhabitatson the base.
The phase 1 data collection and evaluation of the site need to be completed
before areas on site can be excluded from furtherecologicalassessment.It is
inappropriateto scale down the workplan to address only specific areas. The
whole site needs to be evaluated.

This workplanincludes some of the activitiesthat 8hould be part of the phase
2 portionof the ecologicalassessment. Phase 1 includesthe compilationof data
from literaturereview, site inspections,former field investigationsand any
pertinentdata which can be utilized for the qualitativeevaluationof the site.
Phase 1 data can be used for a semi-quantitativeevaluation of the chemical
nature and extent of contaminationon site, but not for evaluating impact or
risk. Proposed contaminants of concern may be presented for purposes of
discussion,but all contaminantsshouldbe included,even those consideredto be
at "background"concentrations. At the phase 1 stage, determiningtotal risk,
rather than incrementalrisk, is the appropriateapproach.

Candidatesforrepresentative"target"ecologicalreceptorsfor futureassessment
may be presentedwithinthe contextof the largeruniverseof potentialreceptors
to be identified. The qualitativenature of the phase 1 ecologicalassessment
makes screeningout receptorsat this stage premature.

The fieldsamplingproposedfor phase 1 shouldnot be consideredto be the extent
of the samplingnecessaryto completethe ecologicalassessment. These sampling
locationscan be used to obtain additionaldata to aid in determiningthe nature
and extentof the contaminationin the areaswhere there is limitedchemicaldata
presently. However,the data from these samplingpoints should not be used to
assess ecologicalimpact. The data collectedin phase 1 will be used to guide
the specific sampling investigationto be conducted in phase 2. The field
investigationsduringphase 2 will addressspecificquestionsregardingtoxicity.
A sampling and analysis plan will be required for the specific phase 2
investigationswarrantedby the informationgathered in phase 1.

Plants as potentialreceptorsneed to be carriedthrough all the stages of the
ecologicalassessment. They seem to be forgottenduring some of the stages of



this evaluation.

The use of field screeningassessmentssuch as screeningfor invertebratesin
V soil and sedimentis highly supported.

SPECIFICCOMMENTS:

pg. 2, section 2.0 The purpose of the site-wideinvestigationshould be to
evaluatethe entire site for possible ecologicalimpact.

pg. 4 & 5 The descriptionof this ecologicalplan incorporatessections,such
as the exposureassessmentand the ecologicaleffectsassessmentwhichshouldnot
be includedin the phase 1 activities. These evaluationsare part of phase 2.

pg. 9, section3.2 These conclusionsas to where the "significant"ecological
receptorsreside is premature. This evaluationneeds to occur duringthe phase
1 investigation.All potsntialecologicalhabitatsneedto be documented. Areas
such as Site i0 and Patrol road ditch are other potentialareas of ecological
habitats. The base's characteristicsshouldbe documentedduringthe site walk.

pg. 12, section 4.2 The selection of "species or groups of species for
evaluationof potentialrisks or impacts"shouldbe done in the larger context
of the descriptionof habitattypes and their respectivelocations. The phase
1 qualitative assessment is not the appropriate stage to be screening out
potentialreceptors.

pg. 14, par. I The site reconnaissance can focus on certain areas but the entire
site must be part of the reconnaissanceinvestigation.

pg. 16, par. 1 The Northern channel should also be included in the habitat
survey.

pg. 17, section 4.3 What is the intentionof delineatingthe wetland using
regulatoryguidelineswhen the habitatsare being assessed? The U.S.Army Corps
of Engineers' definitionof wetlands is used to delineatewetland areas for
regulatory purposes, primarily for the 404 permit process for dredging and
filling activities which may alter a wetland. Since the purpose of this
ecologicalassessmentis to evaluateand documentthe habitats on site, a more
useful definition of wetlands would be the one used by the Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS). The FWS definitiondoes not requireall three characteristicsof
a wetland to be presentbut states that "wetlandsmust have one or more of the
following three attributes: i) at least periodically, the land supports
predominantlyhydrophytes,2) the substrateis predominantlyundrainedhydric
soil, and 3) the substrateis nonsoiland is saturatedwith water or coveredby
shallow water at some time during the growing season of each year"
(Classificationof Wetlandsand DeepwaterHabitatsof the United States,FWS U.S.
Dept. of the Interior,1979).The Corps"criteriafor delineatinga wetlandcould
potentiallyexclude various types of wetland habitats such as mudflats, salt
flats and diked wetland habitatswhich possess varioussoil types.

pg. 22, section4.4.1 TPH shouldbe includedin the analysisof the samplesas
statedon page 39 of the work plan. The northernchannelis potentiallyan area
where contaminatedsedimentsresidedue to the contaminatedoutfallfrombuilding
191. As stated in our commentson the draft document,there needs to be more
samplinglocationsthan proposedin the northernchannel,at least in the areas
adjacentand downstreamof building 191'spotentialimpact. Whetheror not the
ponds containwater at the time of sampling,surfacesedimentsamplesshould be
taken in addition to the proposedwater samples.

pg. 23, Marriage Road DrainageDitch: Three samplelocationsare shown in Figure
13 compared to two samples discussed in the text. At least three samples of
sediment should be taken.
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pg. 24, section 4.4.3 Water samplesfrom Patrol road ditch shouldbe included
in this investigationduring the period when there is standingwater in the
ditch. The surfacewater samplesshould also be analyzedfor conductivityand

V turbidity.

pg. 24, Identificationof Contaminantsof Concern: The developmentof a list of
candidate contaminantsof concern should take place within the context of a
larger discussion of all contaminants, including those at "background"
concentrations.

pg. 25, Identificationof EcologicalReceptors: the developmentof a list of
candidateecologicalreceptorsfor futureevaluationshouldtakeplacewithinthe
context of a larger discussion of all ecologicalreceptors. The qualitative
phase 1 assessmentis not the appropriatestage of analysis to finalizea list
of ecologicalreceptorsand no potentialreceptorsshouldbe screenedout at this
stage.

pg. 27, Quantificationof Release,Migration,and Fate: The use of equilibrium
partitioningmodelsmustbe balancedwiththe understandingthat suchan approach
may only be valid for non-polarorganiccompounds. In addition,the fact that
ingestionof contaminatedsedimentsmay be as, or more important,a pathway for
transport, by comparison to the pore-water exposure pathway that equilibrium
partitioningmodels,must be taken into account.

pg. 28, Estimating exposure in Wetland Soils/ Sediment from Organic Contaminants:
Equilibrium Partitioning: The assumption that "ingestion of soil is not a
significant route of exposure" is not a valid assumption if the potential
environmental impact is the result of consumption of contaminated prey which
consume or process contaminated sediments.

pg. 29, Identification of Exposure Pathways: All exposure pathways should be
considered at the qualitative phase 1 stage. Justification for exclusion of such
pathways in the phase 2 investigation should be presented. The elimination of
food chain considerations as a pathway for contamination transport is not
permitted, particularly when surrogate tests, such as bioaccumulation by molluscs
and worms are well established.

pg. 29, Aquatic Exposure Pathways: The SFBRWQCB may have sediment quality
criteria (SQCs)for San FranciscoBay by the time this study is at the stage of
comparativeanalysis. Those SQCs shouldbe included in the analysis.

pg. 29, TerrestrialExposure Pathways:No considerationwas given to direct
contactby plants to contaminatedsoil and groundwaterdespitethe factthat the
field survey was to includea "stressedvegetation"survey.

pg. 30, Characterizationof Receptors:Wetlandsvegetation_houldbeincluded in
the "categoriesof receptors".

pg. 31, Estimation of Exposure Point Concentrations:The qualitativephase 1
stage is too early in the assessmentto have made decisions about the final
exposurepoint concentrations. The choice of whethera mean or a maximumvalue
for surface or groundwater should be indicated in the samplingplan so that
regulatoryapprovalmay be made.

pg. 33, Plan for Risk Characterization:How will the "exposuredose" for various
receptorsbe determined?

pg. 34, TerrestrialEcologicalEffects Characterization:The databasePHYTOTOX
containsmany toxicity referencesfor terrestrialplants.

pg. 35, section 8.6 There are State standardsfor sediment and water quality
that may be more stringentthan the EPA publishedcriteria and will need to be
addressedin the evaluationprocess. The CaliforniaRWQCB Compilationof Water
Quality Goals and the San FranciscoBay Basin Plan limits will be applicable.



The toxicityquotientapproachor hazardquotientapproach is not to be used to
screenout chemicalcontaminantsor ecologicalreceptorsat the qualitativephase
1 stage. This approachmay be used withinthe contextof a largerdiscussionof

V contaminants,receptors,and pathways,but is not appropriatefor narrowingthe
discussionof the phase 1 data.

Table 2 Where is the list of federaland Californiarare and endangeredspecies
which have been sightedand documentedto be on Moffett Field? These species
need to be includedin the text and on this Table. These species includethe
salt marsh harvestmouse, Californiaclapperrail and black rail, least terns,
and the San Franciscoforktaildamselfly.

Figure 9 The HAZWRAP sampleslocatedalongthe sloughsare labeledbut have no
TPH concentrationassociated with them. Was TPH detected in these sample
locations,and if so, at what concentrations?

If you have any questionsor concerns,please call me at the San FranciscoBay
Regional Water QualityControlBoard at (510) 286-3980.

Sincerely,

E1 J. _s _
Manager
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cc: cyrus Shabahari, DTSC
Roberta Blank, US EPA
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