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Public: Telephone tf(310)590-4856 / Cal Net 8-635-4856
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_;1AI[ OF CZkLll C)khih_ . ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY PI_ll WILSON. Govee_,or

Dt'PAR'IFMENT_;,,_OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CON'rROL .'r'(_·6 Wot;! I"hO_h':W.B*'-_;J:te 425

!orl_Be_,".)', CA t'_')q(::'-4444

Septet fl)er 29, 1994

MI'. Wayne D. ].ce
Assisl'lr,t Chief of Staff

EnVilOn mental and Sa['cty

M_rinc: C:orps Air Station F.1Toro
P.O. B-,x 95001

San!,Aha, California 92709-5001

]'),:'r_)MI, ]._'.c:

])]RAFT OPERABIAC I_NIT ] (OU#I) BASE[,INE IIIJMAN HEAI;I'}'I RISK ASSESSMENT
RI:ii'Oil I'

'1hc 1-)cpnrm_cnt of Toxic Subslanccs Control (Department) has complctcd its rcvicw of
lllr :.l',o,,c ,nentiom_d report, dated July l, 19 )4. Comments prepared by a toxicologist fi'om our

}-1mr;_lt and Ecological Risk Section arc cncl ,cd.

Thc Dcpartmcr_t rccxmnncnds rejcctit n of this risk assessment for two reasons. First,
b¢.c_iu_,canalytic_,l data wcrc available from j _st two rounds of groundwater sampling, it is not
appmlyl ialc to usc ral ;_vcragc to estimate cx ,osurc point concentrations. 'II_e Ifighest
c¢.m:c:lt,'ation detcc'.ed in either round of saJ q_ling should be used. Second, the Navy has

ath::,)i-t,;d to characterize the risks and haz:u ds of inorganic chemicals as falling within the

)al_!',:'c,f background without defining backgr, >und. Basc]ine risk is not characterized in thc
al,,sc r,:-c of cica r dctlrillion of background risl:.

If you havc any questions, please call mc at (310) 590-4920.

_inccrcly,

_lbertA. Arell,no,Jr.,P.E.
Jnit Chief

Region4 Base ClosureUnit
Dflice of Military Facilities

l:.,nclo_'_rc
I

('c: ,qCCnextpa v,c. [

e_
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M E M ? RAN D U M
'TO: Al Arel!ano

Office of Military Facilities
Regior 4, Long Beach

FROM; John P. Christopher,Ph.D.,D.A.B.T. ,,-.3__ ._ (_/'_ _f.-._/')
Staf' T oxia_logist
0tfic:e of ScientificAffairs (CSA) ( /
Hurrlarl and EcologicalRisk Section(HERS)v

Dhl-f-: 16 September1994

SL!F.UECT: MCAS El Toro: HumanHealthRi-,;kAssessmentfor Operable Unit 1
Outcome: 02 PCA: 14740 Site: 400055-45

B;_c'<ground

Marine Corps Air Station (MOAS) El Toro is an Federal Superfund site located in
Om;']{t,_County scheduled for closure. Remedialactivities at the base are being directed
by N; yr..ilFacilities Engineering Command,SouthwestDivision ($WDIV). Operable Unit 1
(O{.;'I)i'.-;the groundwater at the site.

Document,5Reviewed

We reviewed ':Marine Corps Air Station [3 Toro, Califomla, Installation Restoration
Pro_l[Jtnn,Remedial Investigation/FeasibilityStudy, Draft Operable Unit 1 Baseline Human
t--I_,slthRisk AssessmentP,eport". The do<ument is dated 1 July 1994. It was preparedfor
SWDtV by CH2M Hill, Inc. On 5 July 1'194HERS received your request to review this
dc, c:t.;rn? nt.

Sc:mmof Review

]'h¢,dr',cumentwas reviewedfor scfentifioconten!;any typographical or other minor
errors om.not nuted unless they interrupt the interprotabonof the risk assessment HERS
relie.,:on the Offi.:e of Military Facilitie_ for' judging the adequacy of environmental
sam;)lirh_.,analytical chOmistr¥,and geologicaland hydrogeological interpretations. If we
encourdcrcdomissJonsor inadequaciesWithregard to risk assessment,these are noted.
Fut.;re:vp.rsions of this documcnl shouldclearly note all changes or additions. We prefer
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that responses to our commentsbe predicatedin the same order as these comments are
.';t_owrt below.

1

Genatal Comments
l

l'he risk assessmentis thorough _nd clearly presented,but we are unable to call it
::_c,':.t'_lr_tablefor two reasons:

1. Two rounds of sampling results_rom groundwater cannot be deemed adequate

/

characterizationfor purposes of defining e×posuropoint con_ntrations, Therefore,
use of the mean of the two m_asurements is unacceptable. We recommend
recalculmionof risks and hazards bsingthe highestdetectedconcentrations of each
¢:hemic_lol concern.

l

I

2. While we concurthat the majority ?f the risksand hazardsat OU1 are due to metals

t

and other inorganic chemicals, especiallynitrate and nitrite, we find no support for
the assertionby the Navy that these risks and hazards do not differ from regional
background. The Departmentshould seek the advice of the Santa Aaa Regional
Water QurJity Control Board rega.rding the ranges of concentrations of inorganic
substance..,which might be considerednaturallyoccurring for regional groundwr_tar
at MCAS I?1Toro.

$p0r;ilic Comments

1. Guidance Documents, Sec. 1,3,p. 1-6: Please include and use DTSC guidance
for risk assessment, SupplementalGuidancefor Human i-lea/thMultimediaR[._k
Assessment_for Hazardous Waste Sitesand PermiJtedFacilities(DTSC, 1992)
This guidance is intended for use with RiskAssessmentGuidancefor $uperfund
(USEPA,1g89).' I

2. Chemicals of Concern, Sec. 2 2; p. 2-2, and T_bl_ 2-2, p. 2-17: In the second
paragraph, please make referenc_ to where the body of data may be found fromi
which the c.hemicalsof concernwere se[ecJ,ed, e,g. v_'_jchvolume of the draft R!/F$
report In 'table 2.2, the third colur_lnof Table 2-2should be entitied"Insecticides"

I

3. Secondary Pafflways, Sec. 3,2.2, pp. 3-10 ff,: Several of the chemicals of

_oncern in 'Fable 2-2 have high octanoI-water partition coefficients, making thesecondarypathways of homegro_l meal and produce potentially important for risk
and hazard Plea,;e"include these_athwr._ysas appropriateor present a justification
for their exclusion.
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i

4. Exposure Assumptions, TableL_," '": Skin surface area should show

/

footnote "d" not 'd'. The assumpbonsshown lead to an average exposure just 9%
of the reasonable rnaxJmumexpos[ure.Is it the Navy's beliefthat the distrJbLfiionof

exposures is actually this wide?

5, Dermal Absorption, Sec. 3,3.2, _ 3-21 ff. and Table 3-3: Table 3-3 does notseemto use the defaultvalue for of 1.5E-03cra/hr. Please eliminate text at the
top of page 3-20 which refersto this defaultvalue.

Exposure Point Concentrations,' Sec 3,3.3, pp !6. 3-20 and 3-25: The mean may
be used as an estimatorof the con,centrationterm if a site is well characterized. Two
rounds of croundwater sampling do not constitutea base of data broad enough to

establishany trends in time or s_ace, or oven to verify frequency of detection,
Therefore, we do not accept at this time that tho average may be used as an
appropriate estimator of concentr¢ion of chemicals of concern tn groundwater.
nstead, we recommend using the max[mum concentration detected for each
chemicaldetected in either round. For those wells with more than two rounds of
ssmpling,we recommendthe conti_,uecluseof the 95% upperconfidence limit of theI

mean cnncz.mtrationover the most_recent four quarters of sampling. Thru change
will r:ntail rec21culatingall risksand hazardsand regeneratingall tables.

Strike the !ast sentence on page 3-25. Find and strike the numerous other
occurrence.,;in [h_:document of thts highly speculativeand contentious sentonce.
Natural attenu_._tion,if it ever occurS,cannot proceeduntil sources of contamination
have been Mentified and remediated,

7. ToxicityValu,;s, Table 4-1: wd note that no toxicity values were located for
.,;ovc.r'al chemicals of cuncem R_ther than fail to assess the presence of sudl
c:hemic,.'_ls,HERS recommendsthat surrogate chemicals be identified which have
t,)xicity values; these values may then be used in the risk assessment. We have
had good suo,_esswith USEPA !_eglon iX achieving consensus on appropriate
...urrogatesin situations likethis. l

t

8. tlealth Effects of Lead, Sec. 4.2.3 p. 4-19: Rather than comparing levels of lead
in water to the USEPA action I_;vel of 15 pg/L. we recommend the use of
I EADSPREAD, an easy-.to-uses)readsheet approach to assessing the health
._-ffectsof Io;_din multiplemedia.

9. Toxicity Profiles, Appendix A: Fegarding 1,1-.dichloroethene,the last sentence
on page A-6 is not credible. A cc r'x-mtrationof 0.06 pg/L is lower than a typical
detectionlimit of 0.1 pg/1..Inwater. If all detectedconcentrations are in the saturable
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}

range, then the quoted unit risk '_ould never be of any use. Could the units be
transcribed incorrectly? iI

i
10, USEPA vs. Cai/EPA Cancer Potency Factors, Tables 5.3 and 5-4: Table 5-4 is

very informative. The Navy shoul_completeits analysis by providing a similar table
breakingout by chemicalgroups tl_eestimatedcancer risks in Table 5-3which were
calculated using Cai/EPAcancerpotencyfactors,

We understandthat the Cai/EPACancerpotencyfactor for hexavalent chromium is
responsible for non-zero estimatldnsof cancer rlsk in some wells in which USEPA
values indicate no cancer risk. Pleaseprovidedetails on the following wells where· I
the difference belwegn the estimates in Table 5.3 using the two sets of factors Is
greater than twofold:

1_.L:rlc:o83 07 DBMW?0 13_DGMW78
13 .IJGMW32 il 5._DBMW51 16_DBMW52
18. BGMWO1E .18..MCAS03 19 DGMW85

l

In particular, we are interested in t_e estimates for 16_DBMW52 and 18 MCAS03,

/

which differ by 100-fold and 20-fold, respectively,

11. Estimated Risks and Hazards from Inorganic Chemicals, Sec. 5,2, p. 547 ct al,;
The following st_emenl i._made oh page5-47 and at numerousolher places in the
risk assessment;

"tM]est inorganic chemicals present in groundwater are expected to
be present at background o.oncentrationswithin the study area. The
levels of inorganic chemicals detected appear to be the result of
oxidation of reduced minet'als in thc aquifer sediments and past
agriculturalactivitiesthrouglfioutthe region."

While HERS agrees that the majorltyof the risksand hazards associatedwith OU1
are due to t_'_einorganicconstituents,we find no support for the assed,ion that these
risks end hazards are indistinguishable from background. The healttl risk
_ssessmen( for OU1 will contlnue to be deficient until the Navy identifies and
quantltates therisks associatedwit/)regionalbackgroundand compares them to the
Iesults shown in Section5 of this report.

[

[?ackgroundconcentrations of inorganic chemicals in groundwater has been the
o * ¢subject of c iscussion at project meebng,,for at least two years. If clarification is

r'_ded on defining background In this complex geologic formation, HERS
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rec.nmmer_dsthe Navy consult wilh the SantaAr'_aRegional Water Quality Control
Board.

12. Hazards from Volatile Organic Chemicals, Sac, 5.2.1,1, p. 5-47: The text on
page 5-47 lists seven wells wiUl summed hazard quotients for volatile dlemicals
greater than unity, but Table 5-2 hows eight, Wel{ 08 DGMW74 should also be
' ' d Ih._ted.The summedhazard ;n ox;for volatile chemicalsin this well was 1, with 0.93
coming from t:richloroethene,but f_osingle volatile chemicalhad a haz.ard quotient
exceedingunity. ,

i
13, Spatial Distribution of Risks _nd Hazards, Figs, 5,1 through S.13: lhese

figures cleadyshow that risksand hazardsfrom volatilechemicalsare localized over
the knovfnplumes,but spatial vari,_tionsare not dear for other classes of chomicals.
If risks or hazards due to other cl'_._sesof chemicalsare localized in any way, it is

not apparer_tin these figures or li'_their ,_upportingtext. These figures would have
been a place to [.;resentcontours of concentrationsor risks or hazards correlated
with soil types, sedimentary histoy, or same other parametor related to geologic
processes underlying the distdbu:ion of naturally occurring substances, place to

In particular, nitrate and nitrite are by far the most prominent inorganic
contaminar,tsIn terms of total mass. The Navy could buttress its argument about
agric,zJlturalsources of these mat_rial_with _ presentation of the dlstnbution of
concentrationsboth in area and depth.

(

C_nclusions and Recommendations

Thi._ risk _tssessrnent Is thorough and clearly presented, but HERS finds it
tmr¢_'c_D',able,prircipally for two reasons First, because analytical data were available
fror]l just two rounds of groundwater sampling, it is not appropriate to use an average to
estir'_ate exposur,5' point concentrations. HERS recommends using the highest
cc,ncr;hi,ration dete,cted Second, the N8vy has affempted to characterize the risks and
haz:-'._rdsof inorganic chemicals as fallin t within the range of background without ever
dr:r,ni¥_background. WQ agree with the Navythat inorganicchemicals present the great
rnajcrlty of the.hearth risks and hazards We [gree further that at least some portion of
th,_sansks and hazards are contained Withinthe range of background, This being tt3ei .
¢.z.,:c,baseline risk Is simply not characterized in the absence,of clear defLnition of
b_.c!,.oro_nd risk

R(;vi.'.-¢/edby: Michael J. Wade, Ph.ID.,D.A.B.T. _/'"/_
Senior Toxicologist, IIERS


