
STATE O1= CALIFOI_NIA---HEALTHAND WELFAREAGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES N00Z36.0004Z9
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL DIVISION ALAMEDAPOINT

_51 BERKELEY WAY, ANNEX 7 SSIC NO. 5090.3
_RKELEY, CA 94704

(415)540-3724 February 6, 1990

Captain Roger Boenninghousen, USN
Commanding Officer
Naval Air Station
Alameda, CA 94501-5000

Dear Captain Boenninghousen:

FINAL PRELIMINARY PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION PLAN
(PHEE) - NAS ALAMEDA

We have reviewed the Navy response (Attachment i) to DHS comments
for the Preliminary Public Health and Environmental Evaluation
(PHEE) Plan dated June, 1989.

We agree with the Navy responses and approve the NAS Alameda
Preliminary PHEE Plan.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Mark Malinowski,
(415) 540-3591. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

David Wang, _hief
Site Mitigation Unit
Region 2
Toxic SubstancesControl Program

Enclosures

cc: See next page
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Captain Roger Boenninghousen
Page 2
February 6, 1990

cc: Mr. Randy Cate
Project officer
Naval Air Station (Code OLE)
Alameda, CA 94501-5000

Ms. Bella Dizon
Western Division
Facilities Engineering
900 Commodor Drive
San Bruno, CA 94066

Ms. Julie Anderson
U.S. EPA, Region IX
215 Fremont Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Lester Feldman
CA Regional Water Quality Control Board
SF Bay Region
1800 Harrison Street
Oakland, CA 94607



State of California Departmentof Health Services

Memorandum

: Mark Malinowski Date : January 23, 1990
Region 2, Toxic Substances Control Program
700 Heinz Street Subject:Public Health and

Berkeley, CA 94710 Environmental Evaluation Pla
NAS Alameda

From : Calvin C. Willhite, Ph,
Toxic Substances

In response to your request of January 19, 1990 for review of the
Department of the Navy, Western Division, concerning the items requiring
attention in the document, "Public Health and Environmental Evaluation
Plan, Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Naval Air Station Alameda,
Alameda, California", Volume 7, the following is provided.[PCA 200004].

The Navy response to the review comments (attached) for the revised
Preliminary Public Health and Environmental Evaluation Plan and its
desire to move the process forward is useful. It is important that the
process not be further delayed, as the majority of the remaining comments
deal with clarity of presentation and current values which can be deemed
applicable and appropriate regulatory standards. As the initial review
was completed March 19, 1989 and the authors have made a reasonable
effort to modify the preliminary work plan and have indicated that necessary
revisions will be taken into account in the Baseline Public Health
Assessment and associated documents, it is this reviewer's opinion that
the Navy's recommendations in these regards be considered appropriate
at this time.

(Attachment)



JJnuary 18, 1990

This appendix provides the N6vT's responses te the comments from the

Call£erni8 Department_ o£ Healtht_eir,_css (CDHS) on the revised Public IJaaleh
and Envlrertmentel Evaluatien Pla_,_un_ 70E the Remedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Verk Plan £er the Naval Air Station . Alameda in
Alameda, California, These comments were provided In the memorandua to Don
Cox and Hark Halinoweki from Dr. Calvin ¢. _tlhite_ d_ted September 12, 1989.

Zt is the Navy's Jud&ement that the tstues _hat have been raised by
those latest comments should be dealt wlrh in the Final PHEE and not by
another revision re rhls Preliminary PHEE. The Na_7'wishes to expedite the
completion o£ the rsvlev precess o£ the RI/F$ Work Plan so that york on the
remedial lnveatihatien at NA$ Alameda san basin thia year. I_ is the Ne_rS'8
Judgement that the r©vislon J requested by the resent ¢omnonta will cause
further delay and that the revisions would provide only limited benefits at
this atage oE the invsatisJtion,

A¢¢ordln$1y, further revisions have not been made to Volume 7 at this
tlme, b_t the responses prevlded in this Appendix address eaoh ¢ontment
tepsretely in some detail and p_opoae steps to be taken durln S the Final PHEE,

Central Considerations _ t_s_ A O_ _ _ t_f_

._'-._- A meetin_ _es held/on March 31, 1989 at the Z_eryville CDHS offices to
_die_com=en_s_r_y CDHS_t@nthe Prellmlnax_ l_blic Health and Env/ron_encel
Evaluatlen (PPHEE) far the N_val Air Station Alameda (NAS Alameda). Durln| o\ _.

that mooting, several issues were discussed chat have a direct impact en the_'_u_
responses te specific comments by CDH$.

The moot important ie,ue to emer&e from that meeting vas
elsrl_lca_ion, as expl&ined to the primet-_ GDHS reviewer (Dr. Calvin Vllhite)_
that the _PHEE yes nor the Final PHEE, es he had assumed during its farley.
A8 • consequence, the moe_ vlde-ranglng agreement reached st that meetln6 was

• char the CDHS comments cencernlng current regulatory stanctsrde and compliance
numbers would be ,ddreeeed by updatin& those values in the Final PHEZ. It was
al|o asreed that _eme o_ the CDH$ comments re_arding teXtUal format,
or_anization, tablea_ ate. 8te_rned from some eon_usion ever the fact that
Volume 7 ¢entaina ewe separate work elements, the Vork Plan and the actual
PPHEE. The £ollowin S responses to apeci£i¢ conn_ents by CDH3 reflect these
considerations,



Specific CoMpete

• [rrors persist in the do¢_en_. One of the most important
Is0ue0 at this elte yell be the extent end nature o£ sroundwater
¢onram_natlon; no_o on p. S-3 that DHS eonsiders Callfornie NCLs as APJ_e.
Table 5-t suit be revi,ed; note that the tetra¢hloroethylene HCL is
incorrectly listed as 2 ppb. Attached find a list of the most eurraut
CaIifornla HCL values; ALL ¢ALIFOP_XA AND FEDERALHCLa should be given in
Table 5.1, Zc is virtuslly useless to list - as pointed out in the inltial
review ©atesories tot avla_ion fuel, 8asollne, and oil and _rsase: the authors
ate well aware 0£ the procedures for eetabtiehuut o£ Safe Drinkin 8 _ater Act
and california HCLs end know that these values are not set for e_mplex
aixturel, Delete those cateaorles; Insert _11 anticipated values Ineludln|
the California Proposed Haxi=_ Contaminant Lever values o£ vhieh 12 vtll ba
held _p fQ_ publle hearin 6 on October II, 1989 in Sacran_nto for • number of
the chemicals o£ concern here (e.8. , LrJUll-l,2-diehloroachylane, DEHP,
chlordane, hepatachlor, etc.). A list of thosa is attached. These values
yell be promulgated durin I Inves_i6atlon and remsdiation of NAS Alameda and
the plan for those aotLvltLes should take the existing and reasonably
anrlclpated ARARs Into account.

To this some endm the revievs of the literature concerning the
toxicolo&y and environmental fate and transport (Chapters 3 and _), although
very brief (likely refleetin 8 the "6oilerplate" nature ot many such documents)
ere Judged adequate but not outstandin B in their content. The on_y revision
requested here is to list st the €onclusions to each chemical summary . vhare
ACGIH-derived _$HA values vhich cannot be utilized for environmental exposure
criteria are presented - that the appropriate primary or secondary HCL values
be listed, In addition, the suz_nary vould be more complete should the authors
lis_ the CDHS AAL values £or air and rater _here such values have been

publlshed.

_upon:e: It yes agreed that all regulatory s_andards vii1 be updated in the
Final PHEg. Instead of addin_ the chemieal-spec|f/€ r_ulatory criteria Co
seth toxicological and environmental fate end transport profile, all of the
available criteria values are provided in Table 5-1. The rsquestsd changes in
Table S-I_ ouch as dete_ln_ cste_oriee for aviati,n fuel. _aaoline. and oil
end |tease, will be carried out in the Final PHEE.

- Sections 6 e_n7 have been L=proved and the authors shouYd be
commended for their efforts in this regard.

- _oue required

- p. 3-6. The sentence, "The subsequent risk ch_racterizatlon
will focus 9J:}_ on these _elected indicator chemicals.', is the moat

troublesome etatemen¢ in the text. On TAble 2-9. p. 2-60, no _ention is made



of the ordtnonce, the infectious vlstoe from Oak Rnoll Navel Hospital or the
identity and extent of the a&ents in thl Coat 8as said to b4 buried (p. 2-20)
.e the Vest 8eaoh Sanitary LJndflll, T_ rill be an Important Lndieator
¢hemicel should it be found ,t the ,ice becau0, Lt his tee,oily been
demonitrated to be a rodent ¢sroino&en in in _TP bioeslAy; m|ti_atLon

eGtiv_tiel could vel_ uncover I_d/Or releale thele end ot_or ValCil or release

the buried tear lie. Thelo slants should not be dropped from donald.ration,
partl©ulerly in the eirly aisles of the plan such as the preoent PHgE.

RsJDons.. The RI/FS Ssmplin& Plan has been modt£ied to incorporate sampling
for nitrates in the landfill area. This will be the process by vhich TNT is
s_pled for. The samp1in 6 for tear Sag is more problemeti©. If still intact
in their cannieters, only by actually puncturln& one vould any positive
detects occur, If the ©entente have been releia,d into the sub-surface soils,
then some finite ¢t_r,_lon Is possible. Hoveverp the eve probable tsar _se
agents , o-ehlorobenzylidene malononitrlle (Ca) and 1-Chloroacetophenone (CH),
ere not stable and vould tend to break down to lees toxic compounds over time,
Their miaratlon potentlal is dependent upon the nature of the soils around
them. Bein 6 rather eleetroposltlv, (due €O the chlorine Lad nitrile
=,dtc_le), both agents vould tend to react stron51y vith anions and be bound
to _e_e_Ively charged soils. Thus, i_ is probable _het if 1cokes, had
o_oured, their ml_ration would be limited end vould likely ¢oneilt o£ bresk-
dovn products (*.8" thiocyenlte, o.chlorobenzole acid, o-chlorohIppuri¢ sold).
Field _omplin 5 for these e_ents vould be very difficult and, given the short-
ter_ acute toxicity (if s_y re_lns)_ _,ems unvarrenced in this ease.

_ - p. 2-_9, top paragraph. Insert Cali£ornla XCLvalues for gross
alpha and gross beta and compare the monitorin_ yell data to the HOLe.

Rosvonse - Changes rill be made in the Final PHE£.

¢o_a_en_ _5 - T_ble 2.5, 2-6. Please ln_or_ £PA Lifetime Eeelth Advieo_
Values for those compounds that do not have forms1 H_L_; please insert •
€olumn of pro_ul_sted and anticipated Cali£ornia and Fsdera_ HCLa toy those
chemicals detected in the 1985 &round rater samples.

Ree?onsa - Ghange8 yell be made in the Final PHEE.

Comment#6 p. 2-61, Aroi 97. Specific mention of the hexlni analyses
should be made here,

EesDonse - The reeulte o£ the vapor phaoe inveeti_atlor_ conducted in Area
97 are di_cu.aed on pa_e 2-28 in the PPHEE,



_o_ent p7 • p, _.6, Sld 6. 5467, Please describe'the current statue of the
t_ flbers1ass Sneollne tanks, Are they in current usa and leakinB, if so,
why have not Itepe been taken to correct the situation - or are they filled
with sand? Do these and the tanks discussed Just prior to this section
containpetrole_ products? The text Is not clear.

- As discussed on pa|e 2-5 and 2-6 of the PPHEE, ell of the
remalnln S undersround storale tanks at Bid S . _59 end 5_7 are in current usa,
storinj either saseline or waste oil, Leak tests indicate th•t they are
leakin S. Remediation of these tanks is dealt with in the SAP for the RI/FS,

. The lsakin S NAS fuel end other tanks are real problems; one has
only to review the fire and explosion history in the sewers and manholes to
_et an ides Of the naanltude of the quantities of flammable fuels and/or
solvents spilled at the site; for those areas, the benzene and hexane are
expected by this reviewer to drive the huraanhealth risk assessments. One of
the uncertainties not listed (at least as far as this reviewer could find) is
whether or not these spilled orsanlc chemlcals have dlseolved other organics,
such ao would be ©xpccted to be found in waste crankcase oils, and driven
otherwise only slowly mobile PAR and other compounds into &roundwater.

Response - AS presented in Table 2-g of the PPHEE, the available 6roundvater
data do not indicate the presence of PAHs in Area 97. The presence of
petroleum hydroeerbone in the subsurface soils le documented. There are no
identified sources of PAHs or waste oi_ in Area 97 that night have under_one
is©ills•ted ©o-solvent transport with the leakln_ AVCAS.

• The do¢u_ent needs a more epeclflc table of contents; the reader
Is forced to dl 8 through the entire text vlthout useful 5uldance to find any
particular Item of interest. A_aln, thls revlcvcr request the •ushers provide
sn Index to the topics covered. The document has not been proofread vlth
sufflolent attention to detail, why is it that nu_erou_ blank ps_ee are found
in the text}

Resvons_ - The Final PHES vilI incorporate • more extensive table of
contents, as Yell as a topical index. A more through proofreadln 6 Dill take
place prior to su_mlselon of the Final PHEE to CDHS.

- p. )-6. Xn_ert Human Receptor lden_ificatlon. Does not the
section refer only to humane? Thls eectlon €oncerns only human health
endpolnts; one does not move on to envlronmental receptors untll task 5.0 vlth
s definite scope of the plan until Chapter 6 concernin_ the response to CDHS
co.ants on environmentalend endangered species.



_'._ - UFon _....Felon o£ Volu_e ?'of the Public _Ith and Environmental
E_veluJtion Plan (.tune, 1989), it appears that this comment is actually
referrins to p. 3-10 in the l_ork Plan, not tn the PPH£[. On p.3-2 of the Work
Plan, Task 3.0 is identified as "Human _xposure AssessmentS0 with Task 3.1
being "Receptor Identification'. This appears to be one of those items
previously mentioned wherein the CDH$ reviewer confused the l_ork Plan with the
PPHZ[.

• p. 2-25. Ai the Pan _stl©an welt shewed etevated mensanese
and isro_r_ in 1977, not O_1_ should H8 be measured, but e11 prlorLt_ water
pollutonts and all mentioned indicator cheat€ate should be itudiid in this
well water durini eny future field work.

- Thl, hes been ,ddr©ued by modifications to the RI/FS SAP.

- Section 4,0, p. 4-2. _hat 18 the basis for the sentence,
"Chamicals with Roy _eSl than 3 are 80nerally considered not to concentrate in
enid, k1 tissues."? Please provide s reference to substantiate this contantlon.

Response - A typical reference miaht be: Thomann. R.V. (1989)
Bioicc_un_a_io_Mo4e I 9_0_anlc Chemlcal OlsCrlbu_lgn in Anu_rl_ Food (_ai_e,
Environ. Sol- Teehno1,. 2._._, 69g-707. This particular paper €on=ludas chat
belay a lo 6 _w of 5.0, decreased uptake in con_unctlon with increased
excretion, prevent food chain buildup0 Thu_, uJe of a lo8_v of 3.0 or less
is heelth-©ons,rvacive.

- p. 2-5, top line. _;I_a€steps do_8 the Nay7 In_en_ €0 t_k, to
ultlgate the _0akln K in those underground t,r_s Iden_ifled as "currently
Isaklng _ Are ehe ,bandon,d tanks with suspected leaks at _Id&. 459 "currently
leaking"? _;_st,exactly,is the statue of the Bldg. 659 waste oil tank?

- _e dee.{li of these ta_i, their current seaL-us, and proposed
remedlatlon ef£orte ore discussed in the revised RI/FS SAP.

- P. 3-20. The review on c_=- and _-l,2-dlchloroethylenes i_
clearl 7 inadequate. The _uthors are directed to Lawrence Li_ermore Natlona_
Laboratory documents UCRL-21063 and UCRL-21062,"healthRisk As_e_men_ of
(or _&)-l,2-dichloroethylene in _alifornla Drfnkln 8 _atar" by E. Mallon ._
• I. end L,C. Hall et el, (re.pect/vely), June 27, 1988 for • €omprohsneive
_evLew of the _ppllcabl. lltera_ure,

- At the H_rch 31, 1989 meeting with CDHS, the N_y'l contractor.

9 'd Z£i£ g66I'8;'_ HU_3 H_S 301 _0_3
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Clement Associates, _na. explained that a baseline PHKK is not intended to be
a critical evaluation of the toxieolosieal literature concernin| any one
chemical, _hlle Clement professionally scknowled$es the somewhat €onversial
neture of the studios used in oharscterlzln S the pot.natal carclno&enicity o5
those two chemicals, it Is still the task of the PHEE to utilize the

standards end values in order to assess the potential health and
environmental risks at • sl_e.

Go_ent #1S • The orsanization o£ the text leaves somethin_ to be desired,
_at, for example, Is the utility of havln_ two pages 3-6? Why can't the
manusorlpt be pa|e numbered in a consecutive fashion and the text printed on
both sides of the paper?

Res99_se • Again_ the CDHS reviewer was confused by the existence of both •
Vork Plan and the PPHEE in the same Volume 7, Double-sided printing is
certainly an altornatlva in the Final PHEE.

¢o._ent #16 - Fa6e 3-6, that is the Justification for the statement,
"TypIQl_y, chemicals with a mean concentration less than twice (2x)
beck|round concentrations may be eliminated from consideration'? Can this
actually be the oase_ particularly in cress of widespread environmental
contamlnat_on as with lead? A reference (regulatory proceed{rigs, publications
in the open, peer-reviewed scientific literature, etc.) ie needed to support
such a potentially troublesome statement is needed,

Re._OnSe - The Navy's €ontractor, Clement Associates, Inc, has been using
this indicator chemical selection criterion in all o£ its risk assessments
©onducted for CDHS, the U.S.£.P.A., and other r_ulatory asencfes for some
_Ime nov. This crlterlon has been accepted by these a_eneles as reflecting a
ylsble protocol and has been codified into the lates_ EPA g.ldancs for
€onduotlnj risk asso.sments at Superfund fsc|3itiQs (Interim Final: Risk
Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume 1: H_man Health Evatuation Manual,
OSVER Direotlve 9285.7-01a,September 29, 1989).

- Section 4,0, REFERENCES, This reviewer nhJQets strongly to the
_ed of Parsonsl C0m_unic_tions as a reference; how is en interested party to
ohs_k, p_ticulsrly in the circ_mstance of litigation, the accuracy of a
telephone conversation with John Christopher in 19887 Delete or replace with
8 _eference to a written memorandum or citeble letter,

- This comment will be responded to in the Final PHEE.
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Convene #18 Table 2-2, Xnsert s footnote to the €_rrent Caltfornle
ch_oml_u: HCL in order _ha_ the reader can ©o1_pare the VA-6 yell rater chromi_u.
concantretlon to the S0ppb value.

_¢JLgRghtm- Table 2-2 rill be =odi£1ad in the Final PH£E co Incorporate this
requuc,


