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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—HEALTH AND WELFARE AGENCY -/
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES N00236.000429
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL DIVISION ALAMEDA POINT
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 1) 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,

Dent 4,

David Wang, €hief

Site Mitigation Unit

Region 2

Toxic Substances Control 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
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State of California -

Memorandum

w

From

Mark Malinowski

Region 2, Toxic Substances Control Program
700 Heinz Street

Berkeley, CA 94710

Calvin C. Willhite, Ph 4.
Toxic Substances Contr

Department of Health Services

Date : January 23, 1990

Subject: Public Health and

Environmental Evaluation Ple
NAS Alameda

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)



January 18, 1990

This appendix providss the Navy's responses to the comments from the
California Departmentf of Hcclch‘gxégicco (CDHS) on the revised Public Jlaalth
and Environmental Evaluation Pllﬁ,r\ uze 7 of the Remodial Investigation/
Foasibility Study (RI/FS) Work Plan for the Naval Afr Station - Alameda in
Alamcda, California. These comments were provided {n the memorandua to Don
Cox and Mark Malinowski from Dr, Calvin C., Wilhite, dated September 12, 1989,

It {s the Navy's Judgemont that the {ssues thst have been raised by
those laotest commonts should be dealt with in the Finsl PHEE and not by
another revision to this Preliminary PHEE. The Navy vishes to expedite the
completion of the review process of the RI/FS Work Plan so that work on the
remedial Investigation at NAS Alameda can begin this ycar, It {s the Navy's
judgement that tho rcvision s requosted by the recant comments will cauase
further dalay and that the revisions would provide only limited benefits at
this stage of the investigatien,

Accordingly, further revisions have not been made to Volume 7 at this
time, but the responses provided in this Appendix addrass each comment
ssparately {n some detail and propose steps to be taken during the Final PHEE,

o
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*'{,)*555553 A meeting tvas hold(:; March 31, 1989 at the Emeryville CDHS offices to
' discuss)commentslby CDHSApn the Preliminary Public Health and Environmentsl

Bvalustion (PPHEE) for the Naval Air Station Alamcda (NAS Alameda). During
that moeting, scveral issucs were discussed that have & direct impact on thehfshwﬂ
responses to specific comments by CDHS,

Ceneral Considerations s OB

The most {mportant fssue to emerge from that meeting was a
clarification, as explained to the primary CDHS reviewer (Dr, Calvin Wi{lhitse),
that the PPHEE was pot the Final PHEE, as he had assumed during its review.

As a consequence, the most wide-ranging agreement rcached st that meeting was
that the CDHS comments concerning current regulatory standards and compliance
numbers would be addressed by updating those values in the Final PHEE, It was
also agreed that come of the CDHS comments regarding textual forumat,
orgonization, tables, etec, stemmad from some confusion over the fact that
Volume 7 contains two separate work elements, the Work Plan and the actual
PPHEE. The following responses to specific comments by CDHS reflect thess
conaiderations,
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Specific Commonts

gomment #1 - Errors persist in the document. One of tha most {mportant
fssucs at this sito will be the extent and nature of groundwater
contamination; noto on p. 5-3 that DHS considers Californis MCLs as ARARs.
Table 5-1 must de revised; note that the tetrachloroethylens MCL {s
incorrectly listed as 2 ppb. Attached find a list of tha mast currant
California MCL values; ALL CALIFORNIA AND FEDERAL MClLs should ba given in
Table 3-1, 1I¢ is virtually useless to list - as pointad out in the infitial
teviaw catogories for aviavion fuel, gasolins, and oll and greass; the authors
are well avare of the procedures for establishment of Safe Drinking Watar Act
and california MCLs and know that these values are not set for complex
pixtures, Delete those categories; insert all anticipated values including
the California Proposed Maximum Contaminant Level values of which 12 will ba
held up for public hearing on October 11, 1989 {n Sacramento for a number of
the chomicals of concern here (e.g., txang-1,2-dichlarcethylena, DEHP,
chlordane, hepatachlor, etc.). A list of thosa is attached. These values
vill be promulgated during investigation and remadiation of NAS Alameda and
the plan for thoso activities ahould take tha existing and reasonadbly
anticipated ARARs into account.

To this samo end, the reviews of the literature concerning the
toxlcology and environmontal fate and transport (Chapters 3 and 4), although
very brief (likely reflecting the "bollerplats® natura of many such documents)
are judged adequate but not outstanding in their content. The only reviaion
requested here 1is to list at the conclusions to each chemical summary - wheres
ACGIH-derived QSHA values which cannot be utilized for environmental axposure
oxiteria are presented - that ths appropriate primary or secondary MCL values
be listed. In addition, the summary would be more complete should the authors
1{st the CDHS AAL values for air and water whers such values have been
published.

. It was agreed that all regulatory standards will be updated {n the
Finol PHER. 1Instead of adding the chemical-specific ragulatory criteria to
esch toxicological and environmental fate and transport profile, all of the
available criteria values are provided in Table 5-1. The raquested changes in
Table 5-1, such as deleting categories for aviatian fuel, gasolina, and oil
snd grease, will de carricd out in the Final PHEE.

- Secotions 6 adn? have been improved and the authors should be
commended for their offorts in this regard,

Reaponss - Nona required

- p. 3-6. The sentence, "The subsequent risk characterization

Sonpenk #3
will focus only on these_gselected {nd{catox chemicals.”, is the most

troublesome statement in the text, On TAble 2-9, p. 2-60, no mention is made

*d 0¢ g I YRR MH4d HRT g=0

res g

4



o/ \ 4

of tho ordinence, the Infectioua wastes from Osk Knoll Naval Hospital or the
{dentity and extent of the agents in the tear gas said to de buried (p. 2-20)
at the Vagt Beach Banitary Landf{ll, TNT will be an impertant {ndifcator
chemical should ¢ be found at the site because it has racently been
demonstrated to be a rodant cearcinogen in an NTP bicassay; mitigation
activities could wall uncover and/or relesase these and other vastes or raleaas
the buried tear gas. These agents should not be dropped from considerstion,
particularly in the early stages of the plan such as the present PHEE.

Raazponas - The RI/FS Sampling Plan has been modifisd to incorporete sampling
for nitrates in the landfill area. This will be the process by which TNT is
sampled for, The sampling for tear gas is morse problematic. If still intact
in their cannisters, only by actually puncturing one vould any positive
detects occur, If the contents have been relessed into the sub.surface soils,
then some finite migration 1s possible. Hovever, the two probable tear gas
agents, o-chlorobenzylidens malononitrile (CS) and 1l-Chlorcacetophencne (CN),
are not stable and would tend to break down to less toxic compounda over time,
Thei{r migration potential is dependent upon the naturs of the soils around
thes. Being rsther elsctropositive (due to the chlorine and nitrile
tedicals), both agents would tend to reoact strongly with anions and be bound
to nagatively charged soils., Thus, it is probable that if leakage had
occured, their migration would be limited and would likely consist of break-
down products (e.g. thiocyansts, o-chlorobenzoic acid, o-chlorohippuric acid),
Fleld sompling for these agents would be very difficult and, given the short.
term acute toxicity (if any vemains), seems unwarrented in this case.

Comment #4 - p. 2-49, top parsgraph. Insert California MCL values for gross
alpha and gross beta and compare the monitoring well data to the MCLs.

Response - Changes will be made in the Final PHEE,

Comment #3 - Table 2.5, 2.6, Please insert EPA Lifetime Health Advisory
Values for those compounds that do not have formal MCLs; plesse insert a
column of promulgated and anticipated California and Federal MCLs for those
chemicals detected in the 1585 ground water samples.

Reaponaa - Changes vill be made in the Final PHEE,

- p. 2-61, Area 97. Specific mention of the hexane analyses
should be made hers.

«  The rasults of the vepoxr phase investigations conducted in Area
97 are discussed on page 2-28 in the PPHEE,
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« p. 2:6. Bldg. 5467, Ploase dcscribe the current status of the
tvo fiberglass gasoline tanks. Are they in current use and leaking, 1f so,
why have not ateps been taken to correct the situation - or are they filled
with sand? Do thess and the tanks discussed just prior to this section
contain petroleun products? The text is not clear.

= As discussed on page 2-5 and 2.6 of the PPHEE, all of the
renaining underground storage tanks at Bldg. 459 and 547 are in ourrent use,
storing either gasoline or waste oifl, Leak tests indicate that they are
leaking. Remedisation of these tanks {s dealt with in the SAP for the RI/FS,

- The leaking NAS fuel and other tanks are real problems; one has
only to veview the fire and explosion history in the severs and manholes to
get an idee of the magnitude of the quantities of flammable fuels and/or
solvents spilled at the site; for those areas, the benzene and hexane are
expectad by this reviever to drive the human health risk assessments. One of
the uncertainties not listed (et leaat as far as this reviewer could find) is
vhethor or not these spilled organic chemicals have dissolved other organics,
such as would be oxpected to ba found {n wasteo crankcasa oils, and driven
otherwise only slowly mobile PAH and other compounds into groundwater.

Regponae - As presented in Table 2.9 of the PPHEE, the availablae groundwataer
data do not {nd{cate the prasence of PAHs {n Area 97, The presence of
petroleun hydrocerbons in the subsurface soile s documonted. Therse are no
{dentified sources of PAHs or vaste oil in Area 97 thst aight have undergone
facilitated co-aolvent transport with the leaking AVCAS.

Comment #9 - The document needs a more specific table of contents; the reader
is forced to dig through the entire text without useful guidance to find any
particular {tem of intcrest. Again, this revicwer requcet the authors provide
an fndex to the toplcs covered, The document has not been proofread with
sufficient attention to detail, why s it that numerous blank pages are found
in the text?

Begponse - The Final PHEB will incorporate a morc cxtonsive table of
contents, as well as a topical index. A more through proofreading will take
place prior to submission of the Final PHEE to CDHS.

= p. 3.6, Insert Human Receptor ldentification. Does not the
section refer only to humane? This section concerns only human health
endpoints; ons does not move on to environmental receptors until task 5.0 with
¢ definite scopa of the plan until Chapter & concerning the response to CDHS
comaents on environmental and endangered species.
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- Upon ;thJU!1on of Volume 7 eof the Public a==1:h and Environmental
Evaluation Plan (June, 1989), 1t appears that thies comment {s actually
referring to p. 3-10 in the Work Plan, not {n the PPHER., On p.3-2 of the Work
Plan, Task 3.0 is tdontified as "Human Exposure Assessnment®, with Task 3.1
being "Receptor Idontification®. This appoearz to be one of those items
previously mentioned wherein the CDHS rvaviecwer confused the Work Plan with the

PPHEE.

« Pp. 2:2%, As the Pan American well showed elevated mangansse
and mercury in 1977, not only should Hg be measured, but all priority water
pollutants and all mentioned i{ndicator chemicals should be studiad in this
well water during any futurs fleld work.

Reaponsa - This hes been addresscd by modifications to the RI/FS SAP.

- Section 4,0, p. 4-2. What {s the basis for the sentenca,
“Chamicals with Kov less than 3 are genarally cons{dered not to conasantrate in
sninal tissucs."? Please provide a reference to substantiate this contention,

Besponsg - A typical referaence might be: Thomann, R.V, (1989)

3
23_(6), 699- 707. This particular pnp-r concludes that
below a log Kw of $.0, decreased uptake in conjunction with Iincreased
sxeretion, prevent food chain buildup. Thus, use of & log Ryw of 3,0 or less
1s health-conssrvative,

#13 - p. 2-3, top line. What steps doas the Navy intent to take to
mitigate the leaking in thoso underground tenks identified as "currently
leaking” Are the adandoned tanks with suspected leaks at Bldg. 459 "currently
lesking®? Whst, exactly, is the status of the Bldg. 459 waste oil tank?

- The datails of theso tanks, their current status, snd proposed
remediation efforts are discussed in the revised RI/FS SAP,

- Comment #14 - P. 3-20, The review on giz- and frang-1,2-dichlorcethylenes is
clearly inadequate. The authors are directed to Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory documents UCRL-21063 and UCRL-21062, "health Rick Asceccment of gis
(or txeng)-1,2-dichlorosthylene in California Drinking Watax® by B, Mallon at
al, and L.C, Hall et al, (respectively), June 27, 1988 for & comprehensive
review of the applicable literatures.

Respopzs - At the March 31, 1989 meeting with CDHS, the Navy'’'s contractor,
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Clement Associstes, Inc. oxplained that a baseline PHEE {s not intanded to be
a critical evaluation of the toxicologleal literature concerning any one
chemical, While Clement professionally acknowledgas the somewhat conversial
nature of tho studies used in characterizing the potantial carcinogenicity of
these two chemicals, it is still the task of the PHEE to utilize the gurrently

standards end values in order to assess the potential health and
environmental risks at a sige,

Comment #18 + The organization of the text leaves something to be desired,
What, for example, is the utility of having two pages 3-67 Why can’t the
manusoript be page numbered in a consscutive fashion and the text printed on
both sides of the papor?

« 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 altornative in the Final PHEE.

- Page 3.6. Vhat is the justification for the statement,
*Typically, chenicals with a mcan concentration less than twice (2x)
background concentrations may be eliminated from consideration"? Can this
actually be the case, particularly in areas of widespread environmental
contanination as with lead? A reference (regulatory proceadings, publications
fn the open, psor-reviewed sclentific literature, etc.) is needed to support
such a potentislly troublesome statement {s needed.

Responee - The Navy'’s contractor, Clement Associates, Inc. has been using
this indicator chemical selection critarion in all of fts risk assessments
conducted for CDHS, the U.S.E.P.A., and other regulatory agencies for some
time now. Thia criterion has been accepted by these agencias as reflecting a
viable protocol and has been codified into the latest EPA gufdance for
conduoting risk sssessments at Superfund facilities (Interim Final: Risk
Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume 1: Human Health Evaluation Manual,
OSWER Directive 9285.7-0la, September 29, 1989).

Comment #17 - Section 4,0, REFERENCES, This reviewer objects strongly to the
used of Personal Communications #s a& reference; how is an interested party to

check, particularly in the eircumstance of litigation, tha accuracy of a
telephone conversation with John Christopher in 19887 Delete or replace with
8 teference to & written memorandum or citable letter, )

Responss - This comment will be responded to in the Final PHEE.



\l’ ‘.'
Comment #18 - Table 2-2. Insert a footnote to the current California

chromium MCL {n order that the reader can compare the WA-§ well water chromfum
concentration to the 30ppb value,

Reaponze - Table 2-2 will be modified in the Final PHEE to incorporate this
request,
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