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µg/dL	Micrograms per deciliter
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mg/kg	Milligrams per kilogram

NAVSTA TI	Naval Station Treasure Island
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PRG	Preliminary remediation goal
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[bookmark: _Toc438453985]1.0 	DECLARATION

This Record of Decision/Final Remedial Action Plan (ROD/Final RAP) presents the basis for the no further action determination by the Department of the Navy for chemical constituents at Installation Restoration (IR) Site 32 (Site 32), Former Naval Station Treasure Island (NAVSTA TI), in San Francisco, California.  This no further action decision was selected in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986 (Title 42 United States Code Section [§] 9601, et seq.) and, to the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 300).  Site 32 has not been placed on the CERCLA National Priorities List.  The CERCLA Information System identification number is CA7170023330.

The California Environmental Protection Agency (Department of Toxic Substances Control [DTSC] and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board [Water Board]) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) concur with the no further action decision for chemical constituents.  The decision documented in this ROD/Final RAP is based on and relies on the references listed in Attachment A and the Administrative Record file (Attachment B).  Information that is not specifically summarized in this ROD/Final RAP or its references but that is in the Administrative Record[footnoteRef:1] has been considered and is relevant to the selection of the remedy at Site 32.   [1: 1 	Bold blue text identifies detailed site information available in the Administrative Record and listed in the References Table (Attachment A).  This ROD/Final RAP is also available on CD, whereby bold blue text serves as a hyperlink to reference information.  The hyperlink will open a text box at the top of the screen.  A blue box surrounds applicable information in the hyperlink.  To the extent there may be inconsistencies between the referenced information attached to the ROD/Final RAP via hyperlinks and the information in the ROD/Final RAP itself, the language in this ROD/Final RAP controls.] 


The Navy provides funding for site remediation at Former NAVSTA TI under the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) program.  The Federal Facility Site Remediation Agreement for Former NAVSTA TI documents how the Navy intends to meet and implement the requirements of CERCLA in partnership with DTSC, the Water Board, and EPA.

The Navy has concluded there are no unacceptable risks from hazardous chemical substances at Site 32 and that it meets the Site 32 cleanup goals and is suitable for unrestricted use.  This ROD/Final RAP documents that no further remedial action for chemical constituents is necessary for Site 32.  Potential radiological contamination at Site 32 will be addressed in a separate process.

[bookmark: _Toc438453986]1.1 	Selected Remedy and Statutory Determinations

No further CERCLA action for chemical constituents is necessary to ensure protection of human health or the environment at Site 32.  Current chemical conditions at the site do not pose an unacceptable risk to human health or the environment for current or future uses of Site 32, and the entire property is protective of human health for all types of land uses.  A 5-year review for chemical constituents at Site 32 is not required because hazardous chemical substances, pollutants, or contaminants do not remain on site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.  

[bookmark: _Toc438453987]1.2 	Authorizing Signatures

This signature sheet documents the Navy’s no further action decision for chemical constituents in this ROD/Final RAP.  This signature sheet also documents the State of California’s (DTSC and Water Board) concurrence with this ROD/Final RAP.  The parties may sign this sheet in counterparts.

			

Mr. Keith Forman		Date

BRAC Environmental Coordinator		

BRAC Program Management Office West

Department of the Navy

			

Ms. Janet NaitoJulie C. Pettijohn		Date

Branch Unit Chief

California Environmental Protection Agency

Department of Toxic Substances Control

Brownfield’s and Environmental Restoration Program

Berkeley Office

			

Mr. Bruce H. Wolfe		Date

Executive Officer
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
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[bookmark: _Toc438453988]2.0 	DECISION SUMMARY

This decision summary provides an overview of Site 32, its history, environmental condition, potential risk from hazardous substances, and basis for the no further action decision.

[bookmark: _Toc438453989]2.1 	Site Description and History

[image: ]NAVSTA TI is located in San Francisco Bay within the City and County of San Francisco (see Figure 1).  The naval station consists of two contiguous islands connected by a causeway.  The northern island, Treasure Island (TI), encompasses about 403 acres, and the southern island, Yerba Buena Island (YBI), encompasses about 147 acres (see Figure 1).  YBI is a natural island.  TI is a manmade island constructed of materials dredged from San Francisco Bay.  TI was constructed from San Francisco Bay fill in the 1930s for use during the World Exposition in 1939.  Navy operations at the island began in 1941 primarily for training, administration, housing, and other support services to the U.S. Pacific Fleet.  In 1993, the Defense BRAC Commission recommended closure of NAVSTA TI, and the facility was subsequently closed on September 30, 1997.[bookmark: _Toc438454277][bookmark: _Toc438454371][bookmark: _Toc445714752][bookmark: Fig1]Figure 1
Location of Treasure Island





In 1995, an Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) was conducted at NAVSTA TI as part of the base closure process that identified 13 areas requiring additional investigations.  An EBS data gaps investigation was conducted in 2003 to evaluate whether further action was required in the 13 areas.  Parcels T111 and T115(1) were two of these 13 areas.  Site 32(2), consisting of a portion of Parcels T111 and all of T115, was established and the site boundary was set based on data collected during the 2003 EBS data gaps investigation where polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB), total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), dioxins, and pesticides were observed.  Site 32 is located along the northeastern edge of TI, occupying approximately 2.6 acres (see Figure 2).  


[image: C:\Users\karen.a.miller\Documents\Treasure Island\Sites 12 and 32 Direct Award\3. Site 32\3.4 Technical Deliverables\Draft Final ROD\New Figures\Site_Location (1) 3.5x3.png]Historically Site 32(3) contained many buildings that were demolished starting in the 1960s.  Site 32 also contained Buildings 371, 445, 462, and 463.  Building 371 consisted of was the USS Pandemonium(4), a mock training ship that was used for training in radiological decontamination until 1992.  The USS Pandemonium (also known as Building 371) that was demolished in 1996.  The Navy had used bromine-82, bromine-80, potassium42, and sodium24, which are short-lived isotopes, during decontamination training on the exterior decks of the USS Pandemonium.  The radiological isotopes used have a half-life of about 10 days and then decay to a negligible quantity.  [bookmark: _Toc445714753]Figure 2

[bookmark: _Toc445714754]Location of Site 32



Building 445 was used for forklift maintenance, boat motor storage, general shop activities, and administrative offices; the building was demolished in December 2009.  Building 462 was used for administrative offices and classrooms where personnel were instructed in decontamination procedures for the Naval Technical Training Center.  Building 463 was used for tear gas training exercises and was demolished in June 2009.  A former transformer known to have released PCBs was located approximately 10 feet north of Building 463.  

Parcel T111 was historically used as a tear gas training area and a storage area for former training structures, including two steel training mock-ups and the USS Pandemonium vessel.  Open space in Parcel T111(5) was previously used as (1) a parking area for vehicles and forklifts, (2) an outdoor storage area for miscellaneous materials, and (3) a storage area for hazardous materials and hazardous waste, including more than 100 gallons of waste petroleum products and nonhalogenated organic compounds, and five 55-gallon drums of various waste (including hazardous waste, potassium hydroxide, and oily rags).  The open space of Parcel T115 was used for equipment parking and storage of miscellaneous materials. 

Except for the unfenced portion of Parcel T115, Site 32 is currently unused. Building 462 is the only remaining structure on Site 32, and it is currently vacant. The surface of the site is covered with asphalt or concrete.  Figure 32 presents the locations of the buildings and structures currently and formerly located within Site 32.  

[image: \\emis273fp1\commons\GIS_Resources\PROJECT_MAPS_AND_DATA\2011\_Treasure_Island\site_32\proposed_plan\draft\site_32_features_ROD.jpg]

[bookmark: _Toc438454278][bookmark: _Toc438454372][bookmark: _Toc445714755][bookmark: Fig2][bookmark: Fig3]Figure 23
Site Features

[bookmark: _Toc438453990]2.2 	Site Characteristics

TI is a relatively flat, manmade island consisting primarily of sand dredged from the bay and retained by a perimeter of rock and sand dikes.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers directed the dredging and construction of TI between 1936 and 1937.  TI was constructed on the Yerba Buena Shoals, a sand spit extending north and northwest of YBI.  TI ranges in elevation from 9 to 12 feet above mean sea level based on the National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929.  Subsurface materials at TI(6) can be divided into the following five units listed from youngest to oldest:

Fill (Dredged Sand Fill)

Shoal Sands (Yerba Buena Shoal Sands)

Younger Bay Mud

Older Bay Mud

Franciscan Assemblage

The groundwater table(7) at NAVSTA TI is encountered at an average depth of approximately 7 feet below ground surface (bgs).  Groundwater flow is radial from the center of TI toward the shoreline at regional gradients ranging from 0.0007 to 0.02 feet per foot (ft/ft).  The estimated gradient near Site 32 is approximately 0.004 ft/ft.  The groundwater gradients measured during quarterly sampling events do not include potential tidal effects on the groundwater gradient near the shoreline.

Groundwater recharge at NAVSTA TI occurs primarily from infiltration of precipitation, with some contribution from landscape irrigation.  Perched groundwater conditions may exist locally above the shallow water table because of the relatively impermeable silt and clay lenses.  The groundwater at NAVSTA TI is not considered a potential source of drinking water but is designated for potential agricultural, process, and industrial supply.

The temperature at NAVSTA TI is influenced by the Pacific Ocean and the resulting maritime climate.  Temperatures range from 64° Fahrenheit in summer to 52 ° Fahrenheit in winter. Relative humidity ranges from 50 to 90 percent; it is lowest during fall days and highest during winter nights.  Fog is frequent, particularly during the night or morning. The average annual precipitation is 23.18 inches and occurs mostly from November to April.

[bookmark: _2.3__Previous][bookmark: _Toc438453991]2.3 	Previous Investigations and Cleanup Actions

Table 1 summarizes the investigations undertaken to identify and evaluate site conditions and potential contamination at Site 32 and, the actions taken to address the contamination.
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[bookmark: _Toc438454322][bookmark: Tab1]Table 1.  Previous Investigations and Cleanup Actions

ROD/Final RAP, IR Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California

		Previous Investigation/
Cleanup Action*

		Date

		Investigation/Cleanup Action Activities



		Preliminary Assessment / Site Inspection

		1988

		A preliminary assessment/site inspection (PA/SI) was conducted at NAVSTA TI to identify and assess sites posing a potential threat to human health or the environment as a result of contamination from past hazardous materials operations.  The PA/SI identified a total of 26 potentially contaminated sites at NAVSTA TI by using information from historical records, aerial photographs, regulatory agency contacts, field inspections, and personnel interviews.  The PA/SI report did not identify any sites within the current Site 32 boundary for further evaluation in a remedial investigation (RI).



		Environmental Baseline Survey

		1995

		An Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) was conducted at NAVSTA TI as part of the base closure process.  A data gaps investigation was conducted in 2003 to evaluate whether further action was required in 13 areas.  Parcels T111 and T115 were two of these 13 areas.  Site 32, consisting of portions of Parcels T111 and all of T115, was established and the site boundary was set based on data collected during the 2003 EBS data gaps investigation.



		Environmental Baseline Survey Data Gaps Investigation

		2003

		A data gaps investigation was completed in 2003 to supplement the initial EBS.  Parcels T111 and T115 were included in this data gaps investigation.  Parcel T111 was divided into 15 90-foot by 90-foot grids, and soil and groundwater samples were collected.  Based on the results of the sampling, an additional 21 step-out borings were advanced.  Parcel T115 was designated for further investigation because two concrete-filled structures located within Building 445 and a drainpipe located outside the northeast corner of the building were identified in a site walk and the uses of the structures were unknown.  Four soil boring were advanced and an additional four step-out borings were completed.  Parcels T111 and T115 were designated as Installation Restoration Site 32 when the data gaps investigation had concluded.



		Historical Radiological Assessment

		2006

		The Navy conducted a Historical Radiological Assessment of NAVSTA TI (HRA)(8) including Site 32 in 2006.  The HRA included an evaluation of the USS Pandemonium.  Based on the Navy’s evaluation of the effects of past radiological operations, which included reviewing radiological data in licenses, site permits, authorizations, and operating records, the HRA did not identify any radiological impacts at Site 32.



		Screening-Level Ecological Risk Assessment 

		2007

		The Navy conducted a Screening-Level Ecological Risk Assessment (SLERA) that evaluated the potential for terrestrial receptors to be exposed to soil at several sites including Site 32.  The SLERA did not identify any ecological resources at TI that need to be protected.  Based on the overall poor quality of the habitat on TI, the Navy did not recommend further evaluation of ecological risk for Site 32.  The Navy also evaluated the potential impacts to marine receptors in San Francisco Bay and found that groundwater did not pose a potential risk to the marine receptors.



		Remedial Investigation

		2008

		The Navy conducted an RI in 2008 to (1) collect data to characterize site conditions, (2) evaluate the nature and extent of contamination in soil and groundwater, and (3) assess the risk to human health and the environment at Site 32.  The RI report identified(9) PCBs that exceeded EPA residential preliminary remediation goals (PRG) for soil.  In addition, TPH as diesel and motor oil, benzo(a)pyrene (B(a)P), lead, and dioxins in soil samples(10) were reported at concentrations greater than EPA PRGs. 





[bookmark: _Toc438454323]Table 1.  Previous Investigations and Cleanup Actions (Continued)

ROD/Final RAP, IR Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California

		Previous Investigation/
Cleanup Action*

		Date

		Investigation/Cleanup Action Activities



		Toxic Substances Control Act Cleanup Action 
(Field Activity Report)

		2009-2010

		The Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) cleanup action(11) consisted of excavation of soil containing PCBs above 1.0 milligram per kilogram (mg/kg) based on the TSCA self-implementing cleanup goal for high occupancy users, and collocated concentrations of TPH, B(a)P, lead, arsenic, and dioxins.  Shallow groundwater(12) present in the excavation and contaminated with TPH was treated by enhanced aerobic bioremediation.  The Navy then received concurrence from the regulatory agencies to backfill the excavation.  Approximately 13,500 tons of contaminated soil were removed and replaced with clean backfill.  None of the remaining chemical concentrations in soil exceeded the Site 32 cleanup goals, and nearly all remaining concentrations were below the 2010 updated risk based screening concentrations.  Therefore, the property is suitable for unrestricted reuse, as discussed in Section 2.5.3. 



		Proposed Plan/Draft RAP

		2011

		The Proposed Plan/Draft RAP invited the public to review and comment on the preferred alternative for Site 32 before the final remedy was selected.  A public meeting was held on September 27, 2011, to provide an additional opportunity for the public to learn about the Proposed Plan/Draft RAP and provide comments. 



		Groundwater Sampling Annual Status Report

		2012

		During the TSCA cleanup action, two monitoring wells were installed in the eastern portion of the excavation (see the excavation depicted on Figure 2) after backfill had been completed.  Four quarters of groundwater monitoring(13) were completed and summarized in this report.  TPH concentrations in groundwater did not exceed the reporting limits.  Although four metals in groundwater exceeded the TI ambient concentrations, metals were not a risk driver for either human health or ecological receptors.  Sample results indicate no further actions are recommended for groundwater at Site 32(14).



		Historical Radiological Assessment - Supplemental Technical Memorandum

		2014

		The Navy completed an additional investigation relative to historical operations involving use or disposal of radioactive materials at former NAVSTA TI after the original HRA was completed. This additional investigation(15) included research of historical records and review of reports documenting intrusive investigations conducted at NAVSTA TI after the HRA was published.  The training ship mock-up known as the USS Pandemonium was known as Building 371 and was located on a portion of Site 32. This area, referred to as The former site of the training ship mock-up, known as the USS Pandemonium Site II (NE), area of Site 32, was included in this investigation as part of Area of Interest 6 (AOI6), and was identified as impacted(16).  The HRA Supplemental Technical Memorandum (HRASTM) recommended additional radiological surveys for Site 32.  See Section 2.5.4.





Note:

* 	The documents listed are available in the Administrative Record and provide detailed information to support the determination that no further action is required at Site 32.

[bookmark: _2.4__Current][bookmark: _Toc438453992]2.4 	Current and Potential Future Land and Resource Uses

Site 32 is currently vacant and all structures have been removed, except for Building 462.  As noted on Figure 17 of the “Naval Station Treasure Island Reuse Plan – Public Review Draft, June 3, 1996” (the “1996 reuse plan”), Site 32 was designated for “Residential/Open Space/Publicly Oriented Uses/Shoreline Open Space” reuse(17).  According to the 1996 reuse plan, the following activities were identified for the area:

Residential use

Theme parks

Destination entertainment

Hotels and resort

Conference and meeting rooms

Spectator sports and recreation areas (including golf)

Community recreation

Specialty restaurant and retail

Performance, exposition, exhibition, and display

Festivals, markets, and fairs

Film production and associated offices

Museums and cultural institutions

Neighborhood retail

Employee housing for publicly oriented use

The potential future activities in the 1996 reuse plan formed the basis for the potential future human health receptors evaluated in the quantitative human health risk assessment (HHRA).

[image: C:\Users\karen.a.miller\Documents\Treasure Island\Sites 12 and 32 Direct Award\3. Site 32\3.4 Technical Deliverables\Draft Final ROD\New Figures\Site32_Land_Use 3x3.png]The 2011 Final Environmental Impact Report and the 2011 Treasure Island Development Authority Disposition and Development Agreement identified Site 32 as open space and part of the wastewater treatment plant part of and the Northern Shoreline Park (see Figure 4), which is part of an area collectively known as the Great Park.  The Northern Shoreline Park would extend along the eastern and northern perimeter of Treasure Island and would provide continuous public access to the shoreline.  The shoreline trail would extend along the entire perimeter of Treasure Island, connecting residents and visitors to various parks, open spaces, and recreational opportunities.


[bookmark: _Toc445714756][bookmark: Fig4]Figure 4.

[bookmark: _Toc445714757]Treasure Island Development Authority Reuse Plan



Under the San Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality Control Plan, all groundwater within the Bay Basin has a potential beneficial use for municipal or domestic supply with certain exceptions set forth in State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Resolution 88-63.  However, the Water Board conducted a Pilot Beneficial Use Designation Project(18) for several groundwater basins in San Francisco and northern San Mateo County, including NAVSTA TI and YBI.  Results of the Water Board’s report indicated the use of groundwater for municipal and domestic supply at NAVSTA TI would be limited by (1) the small volume of fresh groundwater available, (2) the likelihood of saltwater intrusion, and (3) the potential future ground improvements for stability (such as stone columns and dynamic compaction).  Consequently, the report recommended that the Bay Basin Water Quality Control Plan be revised to no longer designate groundwater at NAVSTA TI as a potential municipal or domestic water supply, but to retain its designation for potential agricultural, process, and industrial supply.  In a letter dated January 23, 2001, the Water Board concurred stating that groundwater at NAVSTA TI is not a potential source of drinking water pursuant to SWRCB Resolution No. 88-63 and Water Board Resolution No. 8939.  Groundwater at Site 32 is not a potential source of drinking water, and no other uses of groundwater are planned at Site 32.  While not addressing a remedial action objective, the Navy will include a restriction in appropriate real property transfer documents that will prohibit the installation of groundwater production wells for any purpose.

[bookmark: _2.5__Summary][bookmark: _Toc438453993]2.5 	Summary of Site Risks

The Navy evaluated potential risks to human health from chemicals released at Site 32 in the RI completed in 2008.  The Navy evaluated potential risks to ecological receptors from chemicals released at Site 32 in the 2007 SLERA.  These risks are discussed in Sections 2.5.1 and 2.5.2, respectively.  Based on the Site 32 risks, the Navy conducted a cleanup action for chemical constituents.  The cleanup action and post-cleanup action risk evaluation are summarized in Section 2.5.3.

[bookmark: _2.5.1__Human][bookmark: _Toc438453994]2.5.1 	Human Health Risk Assessment

The HHRA was completed based on data for soil and groundwater collected during the RI at Site 32.  An HHRA estimates the risks posed by a site if no action is taken.  The HHRA provides the basis for taking action and identifies the contaminants and exposure pathways that need to be addressed to prevent potential risk to human health.  This section of the ROD/Final RAP describes the risk assessment process and summarizes the results of the HHRA. 

Risk estimates were prepared by two different methods(19) in the HHRA.  These methods are referred to as “Method 1,” which satisfies federal requirements, and “Method 2,” which satisfies state requirements.  These two methods differ in the manner in which chemicals of potential concern (COPC) and toxicity criteria were selected.  Under Method 1, for example, a chemical was eliminated as a COPC if the maximum detected concentration was less than EPA Region IX residential soil PRG.  Under Method 2, an inorganic chemical was eliminated as a COPC if the maximum concentration was below the TI ambient concentration.  Residential soil PRGs were not used to eliminate chemicals as COPCs under Method 2.  Toxicity factors were compiled from EPA-approved sources under Method 1, while the most health-protective of federal and State of California slope factors (SF) were used to compile toxicity factors under Method 2.

The first step in the HHRA process consisted of reviewing and evaluating available data and identifying COPCs.  Soil data(20) were aggregated into two subsets — surface soils and combined surface and subsurface soils — to evaluate scenarios of minimal and significant redistribution of soils.  

2.5.1.1 	Identifying Chemicals of Potential Concern

To identify COPCs(21), risk estimates were prepared by Method 1 and Method 2.  Method 1 and Method 2 COPCs in soil were selected for surface soil (direct contact), site-wide combined surface and subsurface soil (direct contact), and site-wide combined surface and subsurface soil volatile organic compounds (VOC) (indoor vapor intrusion).

The potential exposure to chemicals in groundwater(22) is limited as the Water Board agreed that groundwater at Site 32 was not a source of drinking water.  However, three exposure pathways were considered potentially complete:  (1) dermal contact with groundwater in a trench (future construction worker), (2) inhalation of vapors released to outdoor air in a trench (future construction worker), and (3) inhalation of vapors released to indoor air (future residential and commercial/industrial receptor).  COPCs were identified for Method 1 and Method 2 based on the groundwater data sets for dermal exposure, outdoor air, and indoor air vapor intrusion.

2.5.1.2 	Exposure Assessment

The exposure assessment(23) evaluated the nature and magnitude of potential exposures associated with Site 32 and included a description of the exposure setting and land use, identification of current and potential receptors and exposure pathways, identification of exposure points, and estimation of exposure point concentrations and chemical intakes.  

The HHRA concluded that the pavement at Site 32 would prevent direct contact with soil and groundwater and would act as a barrier impeding vapor migration to outdoor air of VOCs.  However, the Navy evaluated alternative future land uses based on the 1996 reuse plan assuming paved surfaces would be removed and human receptors could be exposed to site-wide soil via ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation pathways.  Exposure to chemicals off gassing from groundwater via inhalation from vapor intrusion into indoor air was evaluated for these potential receptors’ exposure(24).  Additionally, dermal contact was evaluated as an another pathway for construction workers engaged in excavation during redevelopment or utility workers digging temporary trenches to repair subsurface utility lines. 

Exposure point concentrations (EPC)(25) for potential future residential and commercial/industrial worker scenarios were calculated based on limited redevelopment (disturbing only surface soils) and more intrusive redevelopment (disturbing surface and subsurface soils).  EPCs were calculated using EPA guidance for the Method 1 and Method 2 data sets:  site-wide surface soil, site-wide combined surface and subsurface soil, and groundwater.  EPCs in soil and groundwater(26) for Method 1 and Method 2 and the basis for their calculations are presented in the RI.

2.5.1.3 	Toxicity Assessment

The toxicity assessment(27) included identification of toxicity values used to characterize cancer and noncancer health effects under Method 1 and Method 2.  Toxicity factors for Method 1 were compiled from EPA-approved sources, and the toxicity assessment applied to Method 2 COPCs prioritized the most health-protective of federal and State of California SFs.

2.5.1.4 	Risk Characterization

Cancer and noncancer risks were estimated separately for each COPC and each complete exposure pathway for each receptor.  Cancer risk estimates and the hazard index (HI) were then summed across media and exposure pathways for a combined effect estimate.  Site 32 risks were compared with the following acceptable risk levels:  (1) an HI below one for noncancer effects, and (2) an incremental risk below one in a million (106) for cancer effects.  Cancer risks between 106 (1 in 1,000,000) and 10-4 (1 in 10,000) are described as being within the risk management range. 

2.5.1.5 	Results of HHRA

The potential cancer risks and noncancer HIs(28) were calculated for Site 32 under the reasonable maximum exposure scenario (Table 2).  Estimated risks(29) for all receptors under Method 1 and Method 2 were within the cancer risk management range (10-6 to 10-4).  Noncancer hazards for commercial/industrial receptors under Method 1 and Method 2 were below the noncancer HI threshold of 1.  The noncancer hazards estimated for construction workers and residential receptors were all greater than an HI of 1.  

The potential for human health effects caused by lead(30) was evaluated based on blood-lead concentrations.  LeadSpread modeling was performed to estimate blood-lead levels in adult and child residents that could result from exposure to concentrations of lead in soil at Site 32.  Bloodlead modeling resulted in 99th percentile concentrations below 10 micrograms per deciliter (μg/dL) for future hypothetical child and adult residents.  Table I-11.1 and Table I-11.2 of Appendix I of the RI present the blood-lead modeling results in DTSC LeadSpread templates.  Blood-lead modeling results were less than 10 μg/dL, and, therefore, lead was determined not to pose unacceptable health effects.  In addition, results indicated lead concentrations were below EPA Region IX PRGs for potential industrial exposure.

The HHRA specified the uncertainties(31) inherent in the risk assessment process based on the number of samples collected and their location, the literature-based exposure and toxicity values used to calculate risks, and risk characterization or underestimation of the actual cancer risk or HI.

[bookmark: _2.5.2__Screening]Table 2 summarizes the potential cancer risks, noncancer HIis, and risk drivers as identified in the 2008 RI.
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[bookmark: _Toc257970850][bookmark: _Toc438454324][bookmark: Tab2]Table 2.  2008 Human Health Risk Assessment Results

ROD/Final RAP, IR Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California

		

		RME Cancer Risk Estimates

		RME Noncancer HI Estimates

		Cancer Risk Driver

		Noncancer Risk Drivers



		Potential Future Receptor

		Method 1

		Method 2

		Method 1

		Method 2

		Method 1

		Method 2

		Method 1

		Method 2



		Construction Worker – Exposure to Soil (0 feet bgs - GW), Groundwater, and Trench Vapors 1

		2 x 10-6

		7 x 10-6

		2

		2

		None

		Aroclor-1260(32)

Arsenic

		Aroclor-1260

		Aroclor-1260



		Resident – Exposure to Soil (0-2 feet bgs) and Vapor Intrusion2

		4 x 10-5

		8 x 10-5

		6

		6

		Aroclor-1260

Dioxins (TEQ)(33)

		Aroclor-1260

Dioxins(TEQ)

		Aroclor-1260

		Aroclor-1260



		Resident – Exposure to Soil (0 feet bgs - GW) and Vapor Intrusion2

		2 x 10-5

		5 x 10-5

		4

		4

		Aroclor-1260

Dioxins(TEQ)

		Aroclor-1260

Dioxins(TEQ)

B(a)P(34)

		Aroclor-1260

		Aroclor-1260



		Commercial/Industrial Worker – Exposure to Soil (0-2 feet bgs) and Vapor Intrusion2

		1 x 10-5

		3 x 10-5

		0.8

		0.8

		Aroclor-1260

Dioxins(TEQ)

		Aroclor-1260

Dioxins(TEQ)

		None

		None



		Commercial/Industrial Worker – Exposure to Soil (0 feet bgs - GW) and Vapor Intrusion2

		9 x 10-6

		2 x 10-5

		0.5

		0.5

		Aroclor-1260

Dioxins(TEQ)

		Aroclor-1260

Dioxins(TEQ)

		None

		None





Notes:

1	Vapors from volatiles in groundwater within a trench scenario.

2	Vapor intrusion from groundwater and site-wide combined surface and subsurface soil (0 feet bgs to groundwater).

B(a)P	Benzo(a)pyrene

bgs	Below ground surface

GW	Depth to groundwater

HI	Hazard index

RME	Reasonable maximum exposure

TEQ	Toxic equivalent quotient
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[bookmark: _2.5.3__TSCA][bookmark: _Toc438453995]2.5.2 	Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment and Aquatic Habitat Assessment

TI is not a natural ecosystem; it is a manmade island built from dredge material from the San Francisco Bay.  The terrestrial habitat of TI is of poor quality for wildlife species as it is predominantly urbanized; it is mostly limited to opportunistic species that can adapt to high disturbance regimes.  The only vegetative species observed during habitat surveys at Site 32 were ruderal species, a coyote bush, and cypress growing in cracks in the pavement.  Habitat surveys did not observe any wildlife species at Site 32.

The Navy completed a Tier 1 SLERA(35) for terrestrial receptors exposed to soil at IR Sites 6, 12, 21, 24, 30, 31, 32, and 33.  This Tier 1 SLERA was conducted in accordance with guidance for ecological risk assessments from the Navy and EPA.  The SLERA identified all detected inorganic and organic chemicals in soil as preliminary chemicals of potential ecological concern (COPEC).  

Step 2 of the SLERA(36) indicated that the maximum concentrations of a number of COPECs at Site 32 pose potentially unacceptable risks to plant, invertebrate, and vertebrate receptors based on the conservative assumptions of the SLERA; however, the SLERA recommended no further action(37) for COPECs at Site 32 because of the poor quality of habitat on TI.  Future exposure to ecological receptors will be limited to species adapted to landscaped open space habitat in the vicinity of urban development.

The Navy also evaluated potential risk to aquatic receptors located adjacent to the shoreline at Site 32 in an Aquatic Habitat Assessment.  Data collected during the 2003 EBS were used to assess risk to aquatic receptors.  Chemicals detected at concentrations above toxicity screening criteria and ambient concentrations were modeled using the BIOSCREEN model to estimate chemical concentrations that may discharge to San Francisco Bay.  Based on the BIOSCREEN modeling, chemicals in groundwater at Site 32 do not pose unacceptable risks to aquatic organisms because (1) conservative groundwater modeling analysis indicates that concentrations will be less than screening criteria for all chemicals except silver when chemical concentrations reach the bay, and (2) elevated concentrations of metals are likely the result of suspended particles in grab groundwater samples.

[bookmark: _2.5.3__TSCA_1][bookmark: _Toc438453996]2.5.3 	TSCA Cleanup Action

The Navy completed an excavation in 2010 pursuant to the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) to address the risk posed by Aroclor-1260.  This cleanup action addressed PCBs and other collocated contaminants that presented a risk.  Soil that contained PCBs above levels considered safe for unrestricted use was excavated and removed from Site 32 (Figure 2).  As part of this excavation(38), soil contaminated with TPH, B(a)P, arsenic, lead, and dioxins was also removed.  Shallow groundwater present in the excavation and contaminated with TPH was treated by enhanced aerobic bioremediation with magnesium peroxide, and the excavation was backfilled with clean soil.

Cleanup goals for PCBs, B(a)P, arsenic, lead, dioxins, and TPH in soil were established in the work plan as part of the TSCA cleanup action and are shown in Table 3.  However, EPA and DTSC updated risk-based screening levels for some chemicals after the work plan was finalized.  The Navy compared residual concentrations in soil with the Site 32 cleanup goals to document that cleanup goals were met and to document that there were no detections above the cleanup goals for PCBs, B(a)P, arsenic, lead, dioxins, and TPH remaining in soil from 0 to 2 feet bgs or in soil from 0 to 10 feet bgs.  Although not required, the Navy also compared residual concentrations with the updated EPA and DTSC risk-based concentrations for screening human health risks.  No chemical concentrations(39) were found to remain at the site exceeding the Site 32 cleanup goals, and nearly all concentrations were below the updated health-based screening concentrations.  There is no unacceptable risk to human health and the environment at Site 32 because confirmation sampling confirmed that concentrations do not exceed the agreed upon unrestricted use goals identified in the TSCA cleanup action.   After the TSCA cleanup action, there is no unacceptable risk to human health or the environment at Site 32.

[bookmark: Tab3]Table 3.  TSCA Cleanup Action Goals

ROD/Final RAP, IR Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, 
Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California

		Chemical

		TI Site 32

Cleanup Goal



		Aroclor-1260

		1



		B(a)P

		0.62



		B(a)P TEQ

		0.62



		Arsenic

		10



		Lead

		400



		Dixons

		1.20E-05



		TPH Diesel Range Organics

		1450



		TPH Motor Oil Range Organics

		1,900



		TPH Gasoline Range Organics

		315
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Notes:  

All concentrations are in milligrams per kilogram



B(a)P	Benzo(a)pyrene

TEQ	Toxicity equivalent

TPH	Total petroleum hydrocarbons





After the excavation was backfilled, two monitoring wells were installed in the eastern and deepest portion of the previously excavated area.  In March, July, and October 2011 and January 2012, groundwater in these wells was analyzed for TPH and metals.  TPH in groundwater did not exceed reporting limits.  Although four metals in groundwater exceeded the TI ambient concentrations, metals are not a risk driver for either human health or ecological receptors.  Analytical data demonstrate that no further action is recommended for groundwater at Site 32.

[bookmark: _2.5.4__Historical][bookmark: _Toc438453997]2.5.4 	Historical Radiological Assessment – Supplemental Technical Memorandum

The Navy completed an additional investigation of the use or disposal of radioactive materials associated with the TI portion of former NAVSTA TI after the original historical radiological assessment (HRA) was completed.  This additional investigation, also known as the HRA Supplemental Technical Memorandum (HRASTM), included research of historical records and review of reports documenting intrusive investigations conducted at NAVSTA TI after the HRA was published.  Prior research had identified the transfer of the training ship mockup, the USS Pandemonium, from a location on the west side of TI to a location on the northeast side of the island in 1969.  The location on the northeast side was identified as Building 371 on Site 32.  In the HRASTM, this area was referred to as the USS Pandemonium Site II (NE).  The former site of the training ship mockup, known as the USS Pandemonium (NE) area of Site 32, was included in this investigation as part of Area of Interest 6 (AOI6).  This site The Navy identified the USS Pandemonium Site II (NE) was identified as potentially impacted because the USS Pandemonium was used for radiological decontamination training.  basedon a reevaluation of existing data after the HRA.  The HRASTM recommended additional radiological surveys for Site 32.  

The Multi-Agency Radiation Survey and Site Investigation Manual (MARSSIM) surveys on radiologically impacted areas within Site 32 are currently ongoing.  The Navy is documenting the results in survey reports to be approved by the California Department of Public Health (CDPH) before the property is transferred.  This ROD/Final RAP for Site 32 does not address potential radiological contamination at Site 32 and addresses only chemical constituents at Site 32. 

[bookmark: _Toc226953348][bookmark: _Toc438453998]2.6 	Basis for the No Further Action Decision

Based on the investigations, including human health and ecological risk evaluations, and the TSCA cleanup action completed at Site 32, the Navy has concluded that no further action is necessary for chemical constituents at Site 32.  Chemical conditions at Site 32 are protective of human health and the environment, and concentrations of chemicals at Site 32 are at levels that allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure.

[bookmark: _2.10_Selected_Remedy][bookmark: _2.11_Selected_Remedy][bookmark: _2.10.3_Expected_Outcomes][bookmark: _2.11.3_Expected_Outcomes][bookmark: _2.7_Documentation_of][bookmark: _Toc226953361][bookmark: _Toc438453999]2.7 	Documentation of Significant Changes

The Proposed Plan/Draft RAP for Site 32 was released for public comment on September 16, 2011, and a public meeting was held on September 27, 2011.  No comments on the proposed no further action decision for Site 32 were received from the community.  Therefore, the Navy concluded that no significant changes to the no further action determination for chemical constituents are necessary or appropriate.  

[bookmark: _Toc438454000]2.8 	Community Participation

[bookmark: _Toc81377366][bookmark: _Toc81377411][bookmark: _Toc83629079]The Final Community Relations Plan(40) was updated in August 2014.  The purpose of this plan was to (1) describe the community located on NAVSTA TI, (2) describe past community outreach activities that have been conducted in support of the IR Program, (3) identify the current level of community interest in environmental activities at NAVSTA TI, (4) outline community relations activities to facilitate communication between the Navy and the surrounding community, and (5) meet all public involvement regulatory requirements for the environmental cleanup program at NAVSTA TI.  

The Navy maintains an active community participation program through the NAVSTA TI Restoration Advisory Board (RAB).  The RAB is made up of federal, state, and local government representatives and citizens.  Through regular meetings, the Navy informs the RAB of the progress of investigations and solicits input on planned environmental investigations and actions.  In addition, the Navy issues fact sheets, and newsletters, and work notices to keep the public informed of IR Program activities at NAVSTA TI and follows CERCLA community relations requirements.

Documents and relevant information relied on in the no further action determination were made available for public review in the public information repositories listed below or on the IR Program website(41) (http://www.bracpmo.navy.mil/) and on DTSC’s EnviroStor website (https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/).

[bookmark: _GoBack]San Francisco Main Public Library 	Navy BRAC Caretaker Support Office
Government Publications Section	1 Avenue of the Palms, Suite 161
100 Larkin Street	Treasure Island
San Francisco, California  94102	San Francisco, California  94130
Phone:  (415) 557-4400	Phone:  (415) 743-4729

For access to the Administrative Record contact:

Ms. Diane Silva
Command Records Manager
NAVFAC Southwest
2965 Mole Road
NBSD Building 3519
San Diego, California  92136

Phone:  (619) 556-1280

For additional information on the IR Program contact:

Mr. Keith Forman
BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Navy BRAC PMO West
33000 Nixie Way, Building 50
San Diego, California  92147
Phone:  (619) 524-6073

In accordance with CERCLA §§ 113 and 117, the Navy provided a public comment period from September 16, 2011, to October 17, 2011, for the proposed no further action decision for Site 32.  The Proposed Plan/Draft RAP was mailed to the TI community mailing list.  A public notice of the meeting and availability of documents appeared in the San Francisco Chronicle on September 16, 2011, on the IR Program website, and was noted in the Proposed Plan/Draft RAP.  The public meeting to present the Proposed Plan/Draft RAP was held on September 27, 2011.  A transcript of the public meeting is included as Attachment C to this ROD/Final RAP. 

Once the ROD/Final RAP has been signed, a notice announcing the availability of the ROD/Final RAP will appear in the San Francisco Examiner. 

[bookmark: _Toc438454001]3.0 	RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

The purpose of this responsiveness summary is to summarize information about the views of the public and support agencies on both the remedial alternatives and general concerns about the site submitted during the public comment period.  The Responsiveness Summary documents in the public record how public comments were integrated into the decision-making process.

The participants attending the public meeting held on September 27, 2011, included community members, RAB members, and representatives of the Navy and DTSC.  The public meeting transcript is included as Attachment C.  No significant or substantive verbal or written comments were received during the public meeting held on September 27, 2011, or via mail, e-mail, or facsimile during the public comment period from September 16, 2011, through October 17, 2011.

On November 1, 2011, DTSC submitted to the Navy one comment on the Proposed Plan/Draft RAP received from CDPH.  The Navy’s response to this comment is provided in the Responsiveness Summary included as Attachment D.
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Item

		Reference or Phrase in ROD/Final RAP

		Location in ROD/Final RAP

		Identification of Referenced Document in the Administrative Record



		1

		Parcels T111 and T115

		Section 2.1

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 1.3.5 through 1.3.5.2, pages 112 and 1-13.



		2

		Site 32

		Section 2.1

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 1.2.3, page 1-7.



		3

		Site 32

		Section 2.1

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Table 1-1.



		4

		USS Pandemonium

		Section 2.1

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 1.3.7, page 1-14.



		5

		Parcel T111

		Section 2.1

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 5.1.1, page 5-1.



		6

		Subsurface materials at TI 

		Section 2.2

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 3.2.2, pages 3-2 and 3-3.



		7

		groundwater table

		Section 2.2

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 3.3.2, page 3-5.



		8

		Historical Radiological Assessment of NAVSTA TI (HRA)

		Table 1

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 1.3.7, page 1-14.



		9

		The RI Report identified

		Table 1

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 4.4.1, page 4-12, and Table 4-3.



		10

		soil samples

		Table 1

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 9.3.2, page 9-3, and Table 4-3.



		11

		Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) cleanup action

		Table 1

		Final Field Activity Report, Soil Excavation, Site 32, Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  Shaw.  July 13, 2011.  Section 1.3, pages 1-3 and 1-4.



		12

		Shallow groundwater

		Table 1

		Final Field Activity Report, Soil Excavation, Site 32, Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  Shaw.  July 13, 2011.  Section 3.8.1, page 3-11.



		13

		Four quarters of groundwater monitoring  

		Table 1

		Groundwater Sampling Annual Status Report, Installation Restoration Site 21, Site 24, and Site 32, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  Shaw.  July 2012.  Section 3.3 through 3.3.4, pages 3-9 to 3-11.



		14

		no further actions are recommended for groundwater at Site 32

		Table 1

		Groundwater Sampling Annual Status Report, Installation Restoration Site 21, Site 24, and Site 32, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  Shaw.  July 2012.  Section 4.3, page 4-3.



		15

		additional investigation

		Table 1

		Final Historical Radiological Assessment – Supplemental Technical Memorandum, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  TriEco-Tt.  July 1, 2014.  Section 2.2.6, pages 23-25.



		16

		was identified as impacted

		Table 1

		Final Historical Radiological Assessment – Supplemental Technical Memorandum, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  TriEco-Tt.  July 1, 2014.  Section 4.1.2.3, pages 52-53; Figures 8 and 16.



		17

		reuse

		Section 2.4

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 9.2, page 9-2.



		18

		Pilot Beneficial Use Designation Project 

		Section 2.4

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 3.3.4, pages 3-6 and 3-7.



		19

		two different methods

		Section 2.5.1

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 6.1, page 6-1.



		20

		Soil data

		Section 2.5.1

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 6.1.1.1, page 6-2.



		21

		To identify COPCs

		Section 2.5.1.1

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 6.1.2.1, pages 6-5 through 6-7.



		22

		exposure to chemicals in groundwater 

		Section 2.5.1.1

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 6.1.2.2, pages 6-7 and 6-8.



		23

		exposure assessment

		Section 2.5.1.2

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Sections 6.1.3 through 6.1.3.5, pages 68 through 6-13.



		24

		potential receptors’ exposure

		Section 2.5.1.2

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 6.1.3.2, page 6-9.



		25

		Exposure point concentrations (EPC)

		Section 2.5.1.2

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Sections 6.1.3.4 and 6.1.3.5, pages 6-11 through 613.



		26

		EPCs in soil and groundwater

		Section 2.5.1.2

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Appendix I, Tables I-1 through I-3.7.



		27

		Toxicity assessment

		Section 2.5.1.3

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 6.1.4, pages 6-14 and 6-15.



		28

		potential cancer risks and noncancer HIs

		Section 2.5.1.5

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 6.2.1, pages 6-17 and 6-18.



		29

		Estimated risks

		Section 2.5.1.5

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Appendix I, Tables I-1 through I-6.8.



		30

		lead

		Section 2.5.1.5

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 6.2.4, pages 6-21 and 6-22.



		31

		uncertainties

		Section 2.5.1.5

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Sections 6.3 through 6.3.15, pages 6-24 through 6-33.



		32

		Aroclor-1260

		Table 2

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 6.2.3.1, pages 6-19 and 6-20.



		33

		Dioxins (TEQ)

		Table 2

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 6.2.3.2, pages 6-20 and 6-21.



		34

		B(a)P

		Table 2

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 6.2.3.3, page 6-21.



		35

		Tier 1 SLERA

		Section 2.5.2

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Sections 7.0 through 7.2, pages 7-1 and 7-2.



		36

		SLERA

		Section 2.5.2

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Appendix L, Section 3.2.7.5, page 65.



		37

		SLERA recommended no further action

		Section 2.5.2

		Final Remedial Investigation Report for Installation Restoration Site 32, Former Training and Storage Area, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  SulTech.  October 2008.  Section 7.1.3, page 7-2.



		38

		excavation

		Section 2.5.3

		Final Field Activity Report, Soil Excavation, Site 32, Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  Shaw.  July 13, 2011.  Sections 3.2 through 3.10, pages 3-2 through 3-13, and Section 4.4.3, page 4-10.



		39

		No chemical concentrations

		Section 2.5.3

		Final Field Activity Report, Soil Excavation, Site 32, Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  Shaw.  July 13, 2011.  Sections 4.4 through 4.4.3, pages 4-7 through 410.



		40

		Final Community Relations Plan

		Section 2.8

		Final Community Relations Plan 2014 Update, Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California.  TriEco-Tt .  August 8, 2014.  Executive Summary, pages ES-1 through ES-3.



		41

		IR Program website

		Section 2.8

		http://www.bracpmo.navy.mil/ 











Attachment A, ROD/Final RAP for IR Site 32	A-5

NAVSTA TI

[bookmark: AttB]ATTACHMENT B
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

(Provided on CD)


[bookmark: AttC]ATTACHMENT C
PUBLIC MEETING TRANSCRIPT

(Provided on CD)







[bookmark: AttD]ATTACHMENT D
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY



ATTACHMENT D:  RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

Record of Decision/Final Remedial Action Plan, Installation Restoration Site 32, Naval Station Treasure Island, Treasure Island, California

Written Comments Received on November 1, 2011

		No.

		Commenter

		Comment or Question

		Navy Response



		1

		California Department of Public Health

		As requested by the Department of Toxic Substances Control, the Environmental Management Branch (EMB) of the California Department of Public Health reviewed documents associated with the “Proposed Plan/Draft Remedial Action Plan for Restoration Site 32.”  The Navy indicated “Based on Navy’s evaluation of its past radiological operations, which included reviewing radiological data in licenses, site permits, authorizations, and operating records, the Historical Radiological Site assessment did not identify any radiological impacts at Site 32.”  EMB notes the Radiological Historical Site Assessment states that Site 32 contained Building 371 “USS Pandemonium: and was used for “decontamination training” and later demolished in 1996.  Although the radionuclides used at Site 32 were described as short lived radionuclides, there are no data supporting that the Navy used only short lived radionuclides and not long lived radionuclides.  There is a possibility Ra-226 was used during “decontamination training” or that Ra-226 contaminated the site during prior Naval operations or during current remediation activities.  No characterization data was acquired prior to or during the demolition and removal of the mock ship (USS Pandemonium) and Building 371.  The proposed “Plan Draft Remedial Action Plan” did not indicate that the area has not been characterized, consequently it is unknown if it is radiological impacted.  EMB recommends the site be characterized according to MARSSIM, as “known leaks or spills” or “sites where radionuclides has been stored” are to be characterized.  The Navy is seeking radiological unrestricted release recommendation for Site 32.  EMB considers Site 32 to be potentially impacted until sufficient data are presented so that EMB can conclude otherwise.

		The Navy completed a Supplemental Technical Memorandum to the Historical Radiological Assessment (HRASTM) in July 2014 (TriEco-Tt 2014).  The HRASTM supplements the findings of the Final Treasure Island Naval Station Historical Radiological Assessment (HRA) completed in 2006 (Weston Solutions, Inc. 2006).  The HRASTM documents the findings of additional investigation relative to historical operations involving the use or disposal of radioactive materials associated with the Treasure Island portion of Naval Station Treasure Island since the original HRA was completed.  The USS Pandemonium sites, including Site 32, were investigated as part of the HRASTM.

The HRASTM identified both former sites of the USS Pandemonium as radiologically impacted.

The HRASTM recommended additional scoping surveys of the subsurface soil, former holding tanks, structures, and ground surface of the former USS Pandemonium area at Site 32 and a gamma walkover survey of the roadways and areas not previously subject to gamma walkover surveys at Site 32.

The Navy is completing these additional surveys and will address potential radiological contamination at Site 32 through a separate process.  The Site 32 record of decision (ROD)/Final RAP will not address potential radiological contamination at Site 32 and will address only chemical constituents at Site 32.
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STATEMENT OF REASONS

SITE 32

NAVAL STATION TREASURE ISLAND

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

Site 32 is located at former Naval Station Treasure Island (NAVSTA TI) in San Francisco, California.  Former NAVSTA TI is a closed military facility under the custody and control of the Department of the Navy.  The Navy is addressing the release or threatened release of hazardous substances at Site 32 according to the requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), and their implementing regulations in the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP).  The Department of Defense (DoD) was delegated the authority to address the release or threatened release of CERCLA hazardous substances by Executive Order 12580.  The DoD, in turn, delegated its authority to respond to releases of CERCLA hazardous substances on property under the custody and control of the Navy to the Navy.  The Navy has concluded that no further action is necessary for Site 32.  The Navy has therefore prepared this record of decision (ROD) to document its determination of no further action according to CERCLA, SARA, and the NCP.

The ROD also serves as a no further action remedial action plan (RAP) to demonstrate substantive compliance with state law in California Health and Safety Code Section (§) 25356.1.  This Statement of Reasons describes how the Navy’s investigations and evaluations of potential risk to human health and the environment at Site 32, completed pursuant to CERCLA, result in substantive compliance with Health and Safety Code § 25356.1.  Relevant provisions of California Health and Safety Code § 25356.1(d) require that RAPs be based on the NCP and six specifically listed factors.  The ROD/Final RAP describes how it is based on and complies with the NCP.  The sections below describe how the ROD/Final RAP achieves substantive compliance with California Health and Safety Code § 25356.1(d).

California Health and Safety Code § 25356.1(d)(1) – Health and Safety Risks

Section 2.5 of the ROD/Final RAP describes the human health and ecological risk evaluations completed for Site 32.

Section 2.5.1 presents the results of the human health risk assessment (HHRA).  Risk estimates were prepared using two different methods:  Method 1, which satisfied federal requirements; and Method 2, which satisfied state requirements.  Method 1 identified Aroclor-1260 (a PCB) and dioxins in soil as chemicals of concern (COC) for future residents.  Method 2 identified Aroclor-1260 in soil as a COC for future construction workers and Aroclor-1260 and benzo(a)pyrene as COCs for future residents.  No COCs were identified for groundwater.

From 2009 to 2010, the Navy completed a Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) Cleanup Action.  As part of the TSCA cleanup action, the Navy excavated and disposed of soil containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB) above 1.0 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) off site.  At that time, the Navy also removed collocated concentrations of total petroleum hydrocarbons, benzo(a)pyrene, lead, arsenic, and dioxins.  With the TSCA cleanup action complete, chemical concentrations at Site 32 are at levels acceptable for unrestricted reuse.

In 2014, the Navy completed an additional investigation relative to historical operations involving use or disposal of radioactive materials.  This investigation identified Site 32 as potentially impacted and recommended additional radiological surveys.  The Navy is completing these surveys and documenting the results.  This ROD/Final RAP does not address the potential radiological contamination at Site 32.  Potential radiological contamination will be addressed in a separate process.

Section 2.5.2 presents the results of the Tier 1 screening level ecological risk assessment (SLERA).  The SLERA concluded that no action was necessary to protect terrestrial ecological receptors at Site 32 because of the poor quality habitat on NAVSTA TI.

California Health and Safety Code § 25356.1(d)(2) – Effect of contamination on present, future, and probable beneficial uses of contaminated, polluted, or threatened resources

Section 2.4 presents the current and potential future uses of Site 32.  According to the 2011 Treasure Island Development Authority Disposition and Development Agreement, Site 32 is part of the Northern Shoreline Park.  The Northern Shoreline Park would extend along the eastern and northern perimeter of TI and would provide continuous public access to the shoreline.  Site 32 is available for this use.

Groundwater is not currently being used as a source of drinking water, and naturally occurring concentrations of total dissolved solids (TDS) render the groundwater unlikely to be used in the future as a source of drinking water.  On January 23, 2001, the Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) concurred in the determination that the groundwater does not have a beneficial use as a source of drinking water.  No other use of groundwater is planned at Site 32.

California Health and Safety Code § 25356.1(d)(3) – Effect of alternative remedial action measures on the reasonable availability of groundwater resources and the availability of treatment technologies to significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous substances

No action is necessary for groundwater at Site 32.

California Health and Safety Code § 25356.1(d)(4) – Site-specific characteristics and the potential for off-site migration

Section 2.3 and Table 1 of the ROD/Final RAP describe previous investigations by the Navy to characterize the conditions and contamination at Site 32.  In the TSCA cleanup action, the Navy excavated and removed contaminated soil, thereby eliminating the potential for off-site migration of contamination.

California Health and Safety Code § 25356.1(d)(5) – Cost effectiveness of the remedial action

No remedial action is necessary at Site 32.

California Health and Safety Code § 25356.1(d)(6) – Potential environmental impacts of the remedial action

No remedial action is necessary at Site 32.

California Health and Safety Code § 25356.1(e) requires that state remedial action plans contain a preliminary non-binding allocation of responsibility (NBAR) among all identifiable potentially responsible parties (PRP).  The sole purpose of the NBAR is to establish which PRPs will have an aggregate allocation in excess of 50 percent and can therefore convene arbitration if they so choose.  The NBAR, which is based on the evidence available to the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), is not binding on anyone, including PRPs, DTSC, or the arbitration panel.  If a panel is convened, its proceeding are de novo and do not constitute a review of the provisional allocation.  The arbitration panel’s allocation will be based on the panel’s application of the criteria spelled out in California Health and Safety Code § 25356.3(c) to the evidence produced at the arbitration hearing.  Once arbitration is convened, or waived, the NBAR has no further effect, in arbitration, litigation, or any other proceeding, except that both the NBAR and the arbitration panel’s allocation are admissible in a court of law, pursuant to California Health and Safety Code § 25356.7 for the sole purpose of showing the good faith of the parties who have discharge the arbitration panel’s decision.  DTSC sets forth the following preliminary non-binding allocation of responsibility for the former NAVSTA TI:  the Navy is allocated 100 percent responsibility.
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DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION/FINAL REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN INSTALLATION RESTORATION SITE 32, 
FORMER NAVAL STATION TREASURE ISLAND, CALIFORNIA, DATED DECEMBER 2015

[bookmark: _GoBack]RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE
DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION/FINAL REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN INSTALLATION RESTORATION SITE 32, 
FORMER NAVAL STATION TREASURE ISLAND, CALIFORNIA, DATED DECEMBER 2015

		Comments Received from Ms. Remedios Sunga, Department of Toxic Substances Control, in an e-mail dated February 4, 2016



		No.

		COMMENTS

		RESPONSES



		1

		Footnote 1, Page 1. Please change “ROD/RAP” and “ROD” to “ROD/Final RAP” in the footnote and in Section 2.5.4, Attachment D, and Attachment E.

		Response:  The changes have been made as suggested.



		2

		Section 2.1. –Site Description and History.  Please include a figure showing the location of Site 32 within Treasure Island (TI) since most discussion relates to TI.

		Response:  A new figure (Figure 2) that shows the location of Site 32 within TI has been included as suggested.



		3

		Section 2.1.  Site Description and History. - Please discuss the source of the total petroleum hydrocarbon (TPH) contamination at Site 32.

		Response:  The following information regarding sources of petroleum was added to Section 2.1, second sentence of the fifth paragraph, as follows:

“Open space in Parcel T111(5) was previously used as (1) a parking area for vehicles and forklifts, (2) an outdoor storage area for miscellaneous materials, and (3) a storage area for hazardous materials and hazardous waste, including more than 100 gallons of waste petroleum products and nonhalogenated organic compounds, and five 55-gallon drums of various waste (including hazardous waste, potassium hydroxide, and oily rags).”



		4

		Section 2.1.  Site Description and History.  Please discuss the reasons for the significant delay in issuing the ROD/Final RAP after the Proposed Plan/Draft RAP was finalized.

		Response:  The Navy received comments on the draft Proposed Plan/Draft RAP that led to additional investigation for radioisotopes. Planning and execution of the investigation delayed the submission of the Record of Decision (ROD)/Final Remedial Action Plan (RAP).



		5

		Section 2.2 – Site Characteristics, Page 5.  Please discuss other site-specific characteristics such as surface cover, groundwater use, weather conditions, etc. 

		Response:  The following has been added to the last paragraph of Section 2.1:

“Except for the unfenced portion of Parcel T115, Site 32 is currently unused. Building 462 is the only remaining structure on Site 32, and it is currently vacant.  The surface of the site is covered with asphalt or concrete.”

The following has been added as the last two paragraphs of Section 2.2:

“The groundwater at NAVSTA TI is not considered a potential source of drinking water but is designated for potential agricultural, process, and industrial supply.

The temperature at NAVSTA TI is influenced by the Pacific Ocean and the resulting maritime climate. Temperatures range from 64° Fahrenheit in summer to 52° Fahrenheit in winter.  Relative humidity ranges from 50 to 90 percent; it is lowest during fall days and highest during winter nights.  Fog is frequent, particularly during the night or morning. The average annual precipitation is 23.18 inches and occurs mostly from November to April.”



		6

		Table 1 – Previous Investigations and Cleanup Actions, Page 7. Please change “Proposed Plan” to “Proposed Plan/Draft RAP” in Table 1 and Sections 2.7, 2.8, and 3.0

		Response:  The title of the Proposed Plan has been revised as suggested. 



		7

		Section 2.4 – Current and Potential Future Land and Resources Uses, Pages 7-9. Please provide more emphasis on the current reuse plan by discussing the features of the Northern Shoreline Park and including a redevelopment land use figure. 

		Response:  A figure showing the Treasure Island Development Authority reuse plan has been included in Section 2.4; however, more details of the Northern Shoreline Park have not been included because the Navy does not have further details on this portion of the redevelopment.



		8

		Section 2.5.1.5 Results of the HHRA, Page 11, second paragraph.  Please delete the last sentence since the Site 32 remediation goals in the TSCA removal action were for unrestricted land use supporting the decision of No Further Action.

		Response:  The sentence has been deleted as suggested.



		9

		Section 2.5.1.5 – Results of HHRA, Page11, last paragraph.  Please change “His” to HIs”

		Response:  The sentence has been corrected.



		10

		Page 13. Please insert a new section after Section 2.5.2 – Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment to identify the chemical contaminants and the cleanup goals that were established for the TSCA cleanup action.  This new section should discuss the chemicals that were addressed during the TSCA cleanup action, in addition to PCBs. 

		Response:  Please refer to Section 2.5.3, which states that polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and collocated total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), benzo(a)pyrene (B[a]P), arsenic, lead, and dioxins were addressed in the cleanup action.  The Navy has added a new table, Table 3 TSCA Cleanup Action Goals, to Section 2.5.3.



		11

		Section 2.5.3-TSCA Cleanup Action, Page 13, first paragraph.  Lead is included in the list of chemicals that were addressed during the TSCA cleanup action but it was not listed as a COPC in Table 2. Please see Comment #7 [DTSC comments were renumbered and DTSC Comment #7 is current DTSC Comment #10] for a new section identifying all chemical contaminants that were addressed during the cleanup action. 

		Response:  Lead was not included on Table 2 because Table 2 shows the estimated cancer risks and noncancer hazards for Site 32.  Please refer to Section 2.5.3, which already states that PCBs and collocated TPH, B(a)P, arsenic, lead, and dioxins were addressed in the cleanup action.  The Navy has added a new table, Table 3 TSCA Cleanup Action Goals, to Section 2.5.3.



		12

		Section 2.5.3 TSCA Cleanup Action, Page 13, second paragraph.  This paragraph states “Cleanup goals were established in the work plan as part of the TSCA cleanup action.  However, EPA and DTSC updated risk-based screening levels for some chemicals after the work plan was finalized.”  Please include a table with the chemical contaminants and cleanup goals in the TSCA work plan and the updated screening level to support the statements in this section.

		Response:  The Navy has included a new table, Table 3 TSCA Cleanup Action Goals, in Section 2.5.3.  The Navy did not include the 2010 screening level evaluation in the ROD/Final RAP, as this information was evaluated and presented in the Final Field Activity Report (Shaw 2011).  Instead, the Navy will rely on the conclusions of the Final Field Activity Report that confirmation sampling showed cleanup goals were met.  The Navy will include information from the Final Field Activity Report identifying which chemicals of concern (COCs) remain above the 2010 screening levels in reference 39.



		13

		Section 2.5.4- Historical Radiological Assessment Supplemental Technical Memorandum (HRASTM), Page 14.  Please discuss the transfer of the USS Pandemonium training ship from Site 12 to Site 32 that classified Site 32 as radiologically impacted.  The relocated ship at Site 32 was named Pandemonium Site II (NE) in the HRASTM.

		Response:  The paragraph has been revised as follows:

“The Navy completed an additional investigation of the use or disposal of radioactive materials associated with the TI portion of former NAVSTA TI after the original historical radiological assessment (HRA) was completed.  This additional investigation, also known as the HRA Supplemental Technical Memorandum (HRASTM), included research of historical records and review of reports documenting intrusive investigations conducted at NAVSTA TI after the HRA was published.  Prior research had identified the transfer of the training ship mockup, the USS Pandemonium, from a location on the west side of TI to a location on the northeast side of the island in 1969.  The location on the northeast side was identified as Building 371 on Site 32.  In the HRASTM, this area was referred to as the USS Pandemonium Site II (NE).  The Navy identified the USS Pandemonium Site II (NE) as potentially impacted because the USS Pandemonium was used for radiological decontamination training.  The HRASTM recommended additional radiological surveys for Site 32.”



		14

		Section 2.6 – Basis of the No Further Action Decision, Page 14.  Please clarify that the potential radiological contamination at Site 32 will be addressed in a Final Status Survey Report and that the Navy will seek a no further action or unrestricted release of Site 32 from the California Department of Public Health (CDPH) that provides technical support to DTSC on radiological contamination.

		Response:  The Navy did not make this change because the ROD/Final RAP addresses chemical contamination, and not radiological contamination.  Conclusions regarding radiological investigations of the site will be documented in a separate report. 



		15

		Section 2.8 Community Participation.  Please specify that, in addition to fact sheets and newsletters, work notices are also distributed for upcoming field work. 

		Response:  The sentence has been revised as follows: 

“In addition, the Navy issues fact sheets, newsletters, and work notices to keep the public informed of IR Program activities at NAVSTA TI and follows CERCLA community relations requirements.”



		16

		Section 2.8 Community Participation.  Please include the following DTSC’s EnviroStor website address and access instruction for Site32 documents. https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public

		Response:  The Department of Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC’s) website has been added with the Installation Restoration (IR) Program website as suggested; however, access instructions were not included because they are unnecessary for the ROD/Final RAP.



		17

		Section 2.8 Community Participation.  Please discuss the public noticing of ROD/Final RAP in the newspaper after it has been signed and published.

		Response:  The following sentence has been added: 

“Once the ROD/Final RAP has been signed, a notice announcing the availability of the ROD/Final RAP will appear in the San Francisco Examiner.”








		Comments Received from the Treasure Island Development Authority (TIDA) dated January 19, 2016



		No.

		COMMENTS

		RESPONSES



		1

		Section 2.5.2 Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment, page 13.  This section addresses terrestrial receptors.  Please consider including the reason why potential marine receptors were not considered in the SLERA.

		Response:  The following paragraph has been added as the last paragraph of Section 2.5.2, which has been retitled to Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment and Aquatic Habitat Assessment:

“The Navy also evaluated potential risk to aquatic receptors located adjacent to the shoreline at Site 32 in an Aquatic Habitat Assessment.  Data collected during the 2003 EBS were used to assess risk to aquatic receptors.  Chemicals detected at concentrations above toxicity screening criteria and ambient concentrations were modeled using the BIOSCREEN model to estimate chemical concentrations that may discharge to San Francisco Bay.  Based on the BIOSCREEN modeling, chemicals in groundwater at Site 32 do not pose unacceptable risks to aquatic organisms because (1) conservative groundwater modeling analysis indicates that concentrations will be less than screening criteria for all chemicals except silver when chemical concentrations reach the bay, and (2) elevated concentrations of metals are likely the result of suspended particles in grab groundwater samples.”



		2

		Section 2.5.2 Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment, page 13.  Please consider add the statement that based on current redevelopment plans, future exposure (like current exposure) will be limited to species adapted to landscaped open space habitat in the vicinity of urban development.

		Response:  The following sentence was added to the second to last paragraph of Section 2.5.2, which has been retitled to Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment and Aquatic Habitat Assessment:

“Future exposure to ecological receptors will be limited to species adapted to landscaped open space habitat in the vicinity of urban development.”



		3

		Section 2.5.3 TSCA Cleanup Action, page 13, first paragraph.  If correct, please clearly state that the excavation removed all soil posing a cancer risk of greater than 10-6 and a noncancer risk of greater than an HQ of 1 for all potential future receptors considered in the HHRA.

		Response:  The Navy cannot make this statement because a post TSCA-cleanup action human health risk assessment was not completed.  The Navy has added the following statement to the second paragraph of Section 2.5.3:

“The Navy compared residual concentrations in soil with the Site 32 cleanup goals to document that cleanup goals were met and to document that there were no detections above the cleanup goals for PCBs, B(a)P, arsenic, lead, dioxins, and TPH remaining in soil from 0 to 2 feet bgs or in soil from 0 to 10 feet bgs.”



		4

		Section 2.5.3 TSCA Cleanup Action, page 13.  It is stated that “…nearly all concentrations were below the updated health-based screening concentrations.”  Please consider including a brief explanation why despite some concentrations being above the updated health based screening concentrations, there is no unacceptable risk.

		Response:  The Navy has revised the last sentence of the second paragraph as follows:

“There is no unacceptable risk to human health and the environment at Site 32 because confirmation sampling confirmed that concentrations do not exceed the agreed upon unrestricted use goals identified in the TSCA cleanup action.”








		Comments received from Ms. Myriam Zech, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, dated March 2, 2016



		No.

		COMMENTS

		RESPONSES



		1

		Table 1 Previous Investigations and Cleanup Actions, Row 2, page 6.  Following the “Environmental Baseline Survey” box, create a separate box entry for “Data Gap Investigation, 2003.”  A data gaps investigation was conducted in 2003, etc.

		Response:  The 2003 Data Gap Investigation was added to Table 1 as suggested.



		2

		Table 1 Previous Investigations and Cleanup Actions, Row 4, page 6.  The Navy mentions that “The SLERA did not identify any ecological resources at TI that need to be protected.”  The SLERA (Final Screening-Level Ecological Risk Assessment for Sites 6 12, 21, 24, 30, 31, 32, and 33, dated March 2007) indicates that the maximum concentrations of several Chemicals of Potential Ecological Concern at Site 32 pose “potentially unacceptable risks to plant, invertebrate, and vertebrate receptors based on the conservative assumptions of the SLERA,” but that, as stated in the Remedial Investigation Report, Site 32 “does not support a natural ecosystem or provide habitat for ecologically relevant receptors.”  While this finding may apply to current site use/conditions, what if site use/conditions were to change due to redevelopment or other unforeseen environmental changes such as sea level rise?  Will controls be in place to prevent ecological receptor exposures should site conditions change, or require the re-evaluation of exposure pathways?  We note that the ROD for Site 6 requires, if wetland habitat is created or natural habitat otherwise changes, that specific development plans account for protection of ecological receptors.  The Navy or developer should consider appropriate controls or future re-evaluation of the exposure pathways if natural habitat evolves at Site 32.

		Response:  The future reuse of Site 32 and the surrounding area is open space and the wastewater treatment plant.  The freshwater wetland that is being considered for redevelopment does not extend onto Site 32.  Based on this reuse, the SLERA conclusions are still appropriate for Site 32.

The Treasure Island Development Authority evaluated potential risk posed by sea level rise and developed an adaptation strategy that included identifying areas that could be adapted into tidal marshland should sea levels rise more than planned.  Site 32 is not identified as one of the areas that could be adapted into tidal marshland.

The ROD/Final RAP was not revised in response to these comments.



		3

		Table 1 Previous Investigations and Cleanup Actions, Toxic Substances Control Act Cleanup Action (Field Activity Report) Row 1, page 7.  Consider adding the word “soil:”  “None of the remaining soil chemical concentrations exceeded the Site 32 cleanup goals…”

		Response:  The sentence has been revised as follows:

“None of the remaining chemical concentrations in soil exceeded the Site 32 cleanup goals, and nearly all remaining concentrations were below the 2010 updated risk based screening concentrations.” 



		4

		Table 1 Previous Investigations and Cleanup Actions, Row 1, page 7.  Can you provide the 2010 updated risk based screening concentrations?

		Response:  The Navy did not include the 2010 screening levels in Table 1.  Tables from the Final Field Activity Report comparing confirmation sample results with the 2010 screening levels, the TSCA cleanup action goals, and background concentrations will be included in reference 39 (Shaw 2011).  The Navy did include a new table, Table 3 TSCA Cleanup Action Goals, to Section 2.5.3.



		5

		Table 1 Previous Investigations and Cleanup Actions, Row 1, page 7 and Section 2.5.3 TSCA Cleanup Action, paragraph 2, page 13.  Please specify which COC remained above the 2010 updated risk based screening concentrations, and at which levels.

		Response:  The Navy did not include this information in the ROD/Final RAP, as this information was evaluated and presented in the Final Field Activity Report (Shaw 2011).  Instead, the Navy included a new table, Table 3 TSCA Cleanup Action Goals.  The Navy will rely on the conclusions of the Final Field Activity Report that confirmation sampling showed cleanup goals were met.  The Navy will include information from the Final Field Activity Report identifying which COCs remain above the 2010 updated risk based screening concentrations in reference 39.



		6

		Section 2.4 Current and Potential Future Land and Resources Uses, after the last paragraph, page 9.  Add the following:  “The Navy will include a restriction in appropriate real property transfer documents that will prohibit the installation of groundwater supply wells for any purpose.”

		Response:  The Navy has added the following sentence at the end of the last paragraph of Section 2.4:

“While not addressing a remedial action objective, the Navy will include a restriction in appropriate real property transfer documents that will prohibit the installation of groundwater production wells for any purpose.”



		Miscellaneous comments



		1

		Section 2.1 Site Description and History, third paragraph, page 3.  Please rewrite the description to make it obvious that building 462 is the only building which remain on site to date.

		Response:  The third paragraph of Section 2.1 was revised to clearly state that the USS Pandemonium (also known as Building 371) was demolished in 1996.  In addition, the following was added as to the last paragraph of Section 2.1:

“Except for the unfenced portion of Parcel T115, Site 32 is currently unused.  Building 462 is the only remaining structure on Site 32, and it is currently vacant.  The surface of the site is covered with asphalt or concrete.”



		2

		Please consider printing the document double sided

		Response:  Comment noted.
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