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Mr. Mike McClel land
Remedial project Manager
Mai t  code:  i+armt
Western Division
Naval Facilities Engineering Comrnand
9OO Commodore Dri.ve
San Bruno,  CA 94066-2402

Dear vv2-ffir#?
-/

we have reviewed the naterials which were handed out at theoctober.  12,  1993 rneet. ing on the underground ut i l i t ies s i ternspection data presentit ion for parcets g and c at Hunters FointAnnex (volume r). we are providing the attached comments tosupplement our verbal comrnlnts and input provided to you at themeeting.

we appreciate your fu11 consideration of these comments in yourpreparation of the final Site rnspection reports for the palcels
and the final work plan for the uiconing Reinedial rnvesti lationphase of work for these parcels. (we nive just receivea a copy
3f fgur proposeq RI workplan dated Decembey L7, J.gg3 for parcels

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94105-3901

be providing comments on it soon. i Should you
you  may  con tac t  me  a t  (415 )  744 -2366 .

B and C and vi l l
have questions,

REYUOI{D SErD
Remedial project Manager
Federa l  Faci l i t ies Cleanup program

attachment
cc: cyrus Shabahari, Dtsc

Barbara Smith, RWQCB
Any Browne11, SFDPH
Ray Ramos, BEC, NAVFAC WESTDfV

Sincere iy ,

Printed on Recycled Paper



L .

ATTACHII{ENT

COITUEIT,irS ON PERCELS B and C STTE INSPECTTO}T DATA PRESBNTATION,
voLIruE I (uNDERcROtntD UTIIrrtrEs'

The PA Site Inspection iFlow Chart is confusing and needs
further clarif ication about the process f low itself.  SI
work versus Rf work are not clearly delineated. Specify in
tbe rfNo further investigation is requiredft block that rrno RI
investigation is requiredrr. (The word ttfurtherrt is deleted
because the initial investigative phase was performed as a
Sf ,  not  as a RI . )  A lso speci fy  in  a footnote that  th is  does
not necessarily preclude any actual cleanup work which rnay
be required based on the SI f indings. Likewise, specify in
the i lPerform addit ional investigationrr block that a RI type
of investigation wil l  be performed. This comment is based
on the basic assumption that Site fnspection type of
investigation was performed on a one-time basis and that it
is actuatly a rnatter of semantics to define any subsequent
investigative work to be RI investigations. Please make the
necessary clarifying changes and confirm our interpretation
of the f low chart.

In the PA Site fnspection Flow Chart, clearly explain what
is rneant by the guestioh in the fol lowing decision block:
rrAre there enough data to characterize the site for an RI
and are data adeguate for the PHEE and FS?tr. Specif ical ly,
in what context is the terrn rrcharacterizerr being used? (If
the answer is ttysstt,  then the data must f irst be rel iable
and second it  rnust characterize the ful l  extent of the
contamination since rtno addit ional investigation is
requiredtt.) Perhaps a short explanatory footnote is needed
here.

In the PA Site Inspection Flow Chart, explain specif ical ly
what does the block rrPerform Parcel Rf/Fgtt actually mean.
ff rrno Rf investigation is requiredrr in the previous block,
then the i lPerform Parcel RI/Fgtt block rnust mean performing
the cleanup action.

In the PA Site fnspection Flow Chart, clari fy that although
re leases which are not  concLuded to be point  sources ( i .e . ,
areawide contamination) wil l  not be fulIy characterized
under the RI work phase, the data procured under SI work
wil l  nevertheless be factored into the overal l  f inal remedy
which is  protect ive for  a  speci f ic  s i te .
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We envision the data quality objective of the pA/Sf process
'is to procure the leveL of data which can be used to decide
whether contamination at a site is potential ly serious
enough to require additional investigation and/or cleanup
action under the RI/FS work phase, Unless the data for a
site can reriably show non-detectabre contarninant levels, we
do not expect to close out a site outright in the pA/Sf
process without addit ional consideratiois. rn question is
the IALs established for inorganics; sites which are rrclosed
outrr because inorganics lrere below IALs may have to be re-
evaruated when consensus background leveIs are ultinately
established (i .e., background levels for some inorganics may
indeed be lower than the IALs). Likewise, HBLs and UCl,s
used alone as the basis for closing out a site may not be
suff icient because an overal l  r isk assessment has yet to be
performed for the site to deterrnine if atl the residual
contarninants taken collectively pose unaccept,able risks to
human health and the environment. untir these elements can
be satisfactori ly addressed in the pA/Sf phase for those
sites (to the extent that they can be addressed at that
point) r w€ anticipate the sites to move on to the RI/FS
phase where sound rrclose outrt decisions can be nade.

In the "Key to Health Risk Notation Systemil page, a
ratlonale needs to be added to explain why contaminant data
procured from waters of sanitary sewer l ines, steam l ines,
and storm drainage lines are not compared to HBLs or IALs.

Independent calculation of r isk- or health-based levels for
the child is unconventional. The Navyrs approach assumes
that the resident chi ld l ives in the irnpacted area only 6
years. Conventionally, r isk is based on an exposure
duration of 3O to 70 years. This period rnay be broken down
to an early chi ldhood segrment (O to G years) and an adult
segment (7 to 30 or 70 years). Intake rates and averaging
times appropriate to each age segrment are surnmed up and used
to calculate r isk/hazard over the entire duration of
exposure ( i .e . ,  30 or  70 years) .  Very young chi ldren ingest
more soil  than older chi ldren and adults. To account for
this, the larger chi ldhood ingestion rate is factored into
the calculation of overal l  r isk to the individual. The Navy
should erirninate the use of health-based levels which are
based on early chi ldhood exposure a1one.

The Navy should consider using a more balanced, more
economical overal l  investigative strategy. By using quick
and less costly f ield measurement nethodl in sone cise", a
more representative characterization of the nature and
extent of the contarninants can be achieved for the same
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budget because more sarnpling points can be realized at the
lower unit cost. The more expensive Level IV type of data
can be procured later when such data are required for making
final remedy decisions and risk assessments.

In cases where Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons and hydrocarbon
constituents are detected in soil and grround water, the
Navyts ult j .nate response action should be consistent with
EPA's release response requirements for underground storage
tanks and more specif ical ly, the State of Cali fornia's
Leaking Underground FueI Tank manual. For example, SoiI
Sample #PA49TA11 from a test pit indicates trTPH-Ttl Recv
15OO J573t' howeverr Do further investigation is recommended
because it was determined that there were no point source.
Is this consistent with the requirements?

Although it is acknowledged that some elements in the
proposed work plan are inherently general in descript ion,
some brief detai ls should nevertheless be provided to
document the rationale for some work i tens. part icularly, a
brief rationale for the number and locational placement of
the monitoring wells and soil  borings should accompany those
types of work plan items.

In the proposed workplans, the header entit led ttField
Screening/Lab Analysesrf is rnisleading because it  appears
that al l  analysis wil l  be done in a laboratory and no f ield
screening is planned. (Any f ield screening rnethods which
rnay be used in the future should be described in adequate
enough detai l  to deterrnine data rel iabi l i ty and usabil- i ty.)

For work such as draining steamlines or removing fr iable
asbestos, specify i f  these types of work wil l  falI  under the
fR Program or wil l  they falI under routj.ne faci l i t ies
maintenance or whatever.

In the Parcel B Summary of RI Recommendations table, add
Building 114 which was an off ice building. fn the parcel C
Surnmary of RI Recommendations table, add the instrurnent
calibration port ion of Building 253 (forrnerly housing'
e lect ronics,  opt ica l ,  and ordnance shops)  and Bui ld ing 271
(Paint  Shop Annex) ,

Provide specif ic detai ls on how sediments from the storm
drains wil l  be removed, monitored, and disposed of. How
wilI these sediments be analyzed for proper disposal?
Particularly noteworthy is the accumulated sediments in the
storm drains located 1n PA-26 in Parcel B. These sediments
should be specif ical ly sarnpled and analyzed because of the
nature of past activit ies in the area and evidence of
contaminant releases around the storm drains.
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Describe how will the existing tidal and frow controls be
refurbished and naintained. now will sediments and debris
be rernoved; how will they be analyzed for contaminants and
properly disposed of?

We recognize that tfre storm drain system is a direct
contaminant exposure pathway to ecological receptors in san
Fralcisco.Bay, and as such the Navy should develop and
acti-vely implement a basewide preventative and rnaintenance
program to nininize the potential for releases of
contaminants through the drain system. This includes
monitoring the activities of current tenants as well as
routine purnping out of sediment accumulations from the
system.

A complete description of how the asbestos insuration from
the steamlines wirl be removed is needed. Account for
contingencies where it  may not be possible or practical to
remove asbestos fron certain port ions of the steanlines. rn
those cases, describe how these port ions wil l  be
specif ical ly identif ied to inform future users of the
property that asbestos rernains on those steamlines. Arso,
consider capping the ends of steamlines after effectivery
draining the l ines ( including condensate return r ines and
punp return l ines). How wil l  these drained f luids be
analyzed and disposed of? rnclude a r insing or f lushing
step to effectively remove any residuar contarninants in the
steaml ines.

specif ical ly regarding the steamrines which nrere used as a
waste oi l  transport, systern in Drydock 4, the process of
removing the oit from the l ines should includL a r insing or
a{td f lushing step to effectively remove oi1 residuals in tne
rines (including condensate return lines and purnp return
l ines)  pr ior  to  the i r  abandonment .  rn  addi t ion, -consider
capping the ends of these l j-nes to discourage future reuse
of the l ines for oi l  transport. rn the event that oi l
cannot be effectively removed and rinsed from any portion of
the s teaml ines,  those por t ions shourd be speci f i -ar ry
identif ied and capped.

Rationale should be provided as to why port ions of the
uti l idors on the south side of Drydocx a were inaccessible
for inspection. Describe how these port ions wil l  be
specif ical ly identif ied to inform future users that the
uti l idor port ions may contain hazardous materials and
contaminants.
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For the proposed workplan for Drydock 4, provide additional
deta i l  on the work p lanned (€.g. ,  which aOO feet  o f  the
utilidor will be removed, criteria for deterrnining the
Iocation of the borings, etc.). The Navy should also note
that the enphasis on evaluating the extent of contaminants
attributed to the utilidors should be at locations where
contaminant,s are most l ikely to be found (i .e., at locations
beneath the utilidors around cracks and seams more so than
at locations tradjacengtr to the uti l idors).

A complete description of how the fuer lines will be removed
is needed. rncrude contingencies where portions of the fuel
lines may be irnpossible or irnpractisal tb remove. In those
cases, describe how these port ions wil l  be specif ical ly
identif ied. Also include a step to r inse or f lush these
lines to remove any residual oi ls as wel1 as a step to cap
the ends of these lines prior to their abandonment. In the
event that, oil cannot be effectively removed and rinsed from
any port ion of the fuel l ines to be abandoned, those
port ions should be specif ical ly identif ied as such.

In conjunction with removing the fuel 1j-nes, what cri teria
will be used in deterrnining the extent of rernoving the
rrassociated contaminated soilrr? How wil l  these soils be
characterized and properly disposed of? After removing
contaminated soils, confirrnation sampling should be
conducted to verify residuals.

Ensure that contaminant data specif ical ly from Test pits
#PA46TAO1 and #PA46TA02 for the pA-4G fuel l ines are
effectively integrated in a t inely manner into, and
consistent with, the interirn action already proposed for the
Tank Farm soil and the Parcel B Volume II and III workplan
activit ies proposed in the SI presentation. Likewise,
ensure that contaminant data for the pA-49 fuel l ines are
effectively integrated in a t imely manner into, and
consistent with, the usr workplan activit ies and the parceL
C Volume III  workplan activit ies proposed in the SI
presentation.

For the proposed workplan for the pA-49 fuel l ines near
Building 2O3, the hydropunch/boring transect proposed along
C Street should be moved sl ightly to the east.
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