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July 23.2007 

Mr. Ketth Forman 
BRAe Environmental Coordinator 
Department of the Navy 
Base Realignment and Closure Program Management Office West 
1455 Frazee Road. Suite 900 
san Diego, CA 92108-4310 

RE: DRAFT WORK PALIN FOR THE PARC!L E .. 2 RlIFa. HUNTERS POINT SHIPV MD. 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

Dear Mr. Forman: 

Pie .. see attached hard copy, encJoaed report lubmitted by Community First Coalition for indUlion 
,... the Administrativa Recorde. . 

Community membel"l and CFC t.I, 81 do 88.5% of the yoters in San Fraricisco feel, IXC:A"'AT1I01''''~ 
#REMOVAL should be the rarnedlation options for this Supeffund ilia. The, CFC BaaRl members 
Uke to thank our Technical AdvIsory Team of Dr. Peter Palmer and G,.. Grist for looking at ... lIfta"" 
options to bridge the gap. beMan cap/monitor and excavation. 

CFC Board members betieve • the TAO team hils stated in thew. NPGft .". Navy', PleNltItion 
arguments at the Aprtl RAB meeting to support their preliminary cancluIlan 'far a cap/monltorlnat 
were baled on I comparilOn ar the Hunters Point Nayal Shipyard (HPNS) to municipal and mRt8IV' 
landfills and PMSUppasitian afthe appncabillty of the f:PA's presumptive remedy. The E.2JandftlllS 1rfHW .. 

to conteln radioactive waetea, PCBs, voca, and heavy metals. -n.. are not municipal waete ...... ""'--
industrial wast. and h.,ca the appRcabtlity of the pNaUmptl¥t ......, fD Parcel E4 ................. " 

The CFC Board nanbln urge the Navy to avoid the applicatian d .. preaumptiYe r8mIIdy to P8IaII 
and provide one or more -hybrid" remedial options that include .... 1 8It*mativea that br1dge the 
between cap/monitorltreet end exoIIV8tion/Nmovalln the current dl'llft'RtIFS .. 

If you wish to discus. cantentl of this report further, please contact Dr. Raymond Tompktns CFC 
Program Manager at 415722-7780 e-mail rtompOllbc:global.net. 



23-July-2007 

Or. Raymond Tompkins, Executive Director 
Community First Coalition (CFC) 
1022 Plymouth Ave. 
San Franciscc I CA 94112 

Dear Or. Tompkins, 

This document represents the technical advisor comment to the Navy'. draft Parcel E-2 RIIFS. It 
includes comments that have already been presented to the Navy, varioua regulators, and community 
members at the April and June RAB meetings and the June technical subcommlHee meeting. It 
should be noted that this work was made possible through the COIIIIftUnlty F .... t Coallllon through 8 

grant from the EPA. 

The Navy's 11,000 plus pig. draft RIIFS is well organized, pravides I valuable historical and 
chronological overview of various remediation studies on this sites, and numerous figures, tables, and 
appendices. We commend the authors for what has been a tremendous amount Of WOf1c, 
representing the efforts Df many dlffarent Navy staff and contractors and the expenditure of a 
Significant amount of taxpayer dollars over several decades on this parcel. 

That being said, we recognize that this is a "work in progress", the current undemanding of the site Is 
Incomplete (Le., groundwater. landfill gases, and radiological monitoring is stili In progress), and that It 
may be several years before the final RIIFS is completed. This Superfund lite, its location within the 
city limits of a· major urban env;ronment, the many different typ88 of contaminants which are "resent, 
~he two subsurface aquifere flowing through the landfill, and Ita proxtmlty to the San Franclaco Bay 
present significant and complex challenges. We hope that the Navy, through Input from various 
AJgulators and the community, can deviSe with a solution that minimizes risk to San Francisco 
relld.nm and the Bay. 

Our comments are provided in a numbered list on the following pages, In relative order of importance. 
We understand that the Navy Is not obligated to solicit public comment at this stage In the process, 
and appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments at this time. While we realize that this 
document will go through .. veral. more revisions, we hope that the Navy will consider thall8 •• 
luggestiDns in the spirit in which they were made, which Is to proVide the public with more complete 
documentation on this parcel and a defendable justification 88 to the final disposition of this site. 

Sincerely, 

Peter T. Palmer, Ph.D. 
Technical Advisor for Community First Coalition 
Department f Chemistry and Biochemistry 
San Francisco State University 
1600 Holloway Ave' 
San Francisco, CA 94132 
P~one: (415) 338-7717 
email: PSlmer@sfsu.edu 

Gregg Griat, M.S. 
Subcontractor for Technical advisor 
Tech Physics 
1658 4rr' Av •. 
San FranctacoJ CA 94122 
Phone: 41."25-1933 
Arnall: ggriatetecftphyaie&.com 



1. The Navy's presentations and arguments at the April RAB meeting to SUPPDrt their preliminary 
conclusion for a cap/monitorltreat Dption were based an a comparison of the Hunters Point Naval 
Shipyard (HPNS) to muniCipal and military landfills and presupposition of the applicability of the 
EPA's presumptive remedy. The E-2 landfill is known to contain I'IIdloactive wastes, PCB., VOC" 
and heavy metals. These are not municipal wastes but indu8trta1 wastes, and hence the 
applicability of the presumptive remedy to Parcel E-2 is Inapproprtate. Moreover, the draft RIIFS 
only presents only two remediation options (cap/monitorltreat and excavation/removal). These aft! 
far too few remedial options for a aita this complex (in fact, the Navy's draft final RI/FS for Parcel F 
includes eight different remedial options). The Navy .. urged tD avoid ... application of ... 
presumptive ....... dy to Parcel E-2 and provide one or more .. hybrtd" remedial options .... t 
include .. val'll' alt8rnat1ves that bridge the gap betti_n caplmonlorllrut and 
NCilvationl..-movalln the cunnt draft ItUFS. 

2. The RIIFS does not include the most current radiological data. Thll Is or great concern gMin that 
historical and anecdotal Information indicates significant radiological contamination within the 
landflll, and the potential for both human and environmental exposure to th... contaminants. 
U The HRA (Historical Rad/ologlt:s/ Agsessment) ;d&ntifl6d numafOUB locations within Psroel E-2 as 
"radiologically impacted·, including ... the majority of Parce' E-2. rrre ship sh1eldlnQ a",a ... , and the 
Parcel £-2 shol8l1ne" (Source: E·2 RIIFS, page 3-15). "The HRA also indicsted that the landfill 
was a potential dl£posal Bl8a for: 1) wastes from decontamInation Of $hips used in atomic testing: 
2) buDding dsbris fIOm demofltlr.m of radiologically Impacted bullrJJngs used by the NRDL: and 3) 
materials used In radlologlclll experiments byNRDL" (Source: E .. 2 RIIFS. page 4-11). ·Sew",' 
8188S with elevated levels of radioactivity we18 tepoffed. The HRA recommended fu1th.r 
characterization, followed by remediatiOn and 8 final status surveY' (SOurce: E·2 RIIFS, page 3-
17). Given that the radiological addendum to this draft RIIFS has not been provided, Itt rele ... 
has been postponed numerous times (and is cunently scheduled for release after the draft flna' 
RIIFS), any conclusions on how to remedlate this site are pramature. The Navy Is urged fa 
provide the rIIdlologlcal addendum before I .. ulng . the .... ft lIna. ·RIIFS so 1IIIIt any 
concluslona a. to the bast remediation option Is baHd on a publicly ava ... ble document that 
provide. CUI'Nnt data and the best available Information a. to the radiologic.' contamlnatloft 
contained wtthln thll .ndtUl. 

3. The RifFS includes a tremendous amount of data on specific environmental contamtnants. and In 
particular data on a wide variety of Chemicals of concern In groundwater and soil gas. Many of the 
concentrations are reported to more than 3 and in some cases as many as seven significant 
figures in the tables and appencflces. Such presentation of data is Incorrect and provides 
misleading representation at the uncertainty of the measurements. Additionally, white the RIIFS 
briefly discusses some of the trends in the data In the body of the text, tha data in the tabla& and 
appendices are presented in tabular format which makes it difficult to nMew visually Inaped and 
identify trends in the data. The Navy Is urged to round th_ ... to the 'rst uncertain digit .. 
per standard EPA practice, and provide flgurea which plot trencla In contaminant 
concentrations ••• function of time to prOVide a better villuat ...,..._ntItIon of lroun ........ 
• nd aoU ga. d ... (I ••• , bar ,ra,..,. 
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4. The RIIFS indicates retease of chlorine gas cylinder from the landtDl area during construction of 
the sheet pile wat!. -An obstruction was encountered at a depth of 40 feet bgs, accompanied by. 
release of preuurized gas that escaped to the surface... Spotadlc detections of ... chlorine glls 
above 5 ppm were encountered. Approximately 80 feet of the sheet pile wall (as ortg/naRy 
designed) was f8-aligned in omsr to avoid the subsutfacs obstructionlf (Source: E-2 RIIFS, page 
3-9). It should be noted that chlorine gas is highly toxic and hal been used as a chemical warfare 
agent in the flast. While it is understood the Draeger tubes uaed to perform the chlorine gas 
monitoring can provide talae positives and does not provide accurate quantitative data, this 
information raises a number of questions that are not addrelMd In this portion of the document. 
The fact that the sheet pile waif was moved and no further mention was made a8 to the identity of 
the obstructions and source of the gas release is disturbing and further investigation seems 
Warranted. The use of ground penetrating radar (GPR) is a common, technically viable, and coat 
effective means for Identifying buried wasta drums and providing very detailed visual infonnation 
on buried objects (i.e., http://ytwtI.geomodel.com/. http://www.apa.goylttOl .... arch for GPR, 
http://www.springerlink.COmlcootantlkn83tr545uvc&1 c41 . 

. htlp:llinfo.ngwa.org/GWOLJ.pdf1900152827.prJf). The Navy Ia urged ·10 provide addllon •• 
InformaUon _ to why would chlorine ,,_ be p .... nt In a landMI (Ie Itte,. hlstorlcat evidence 
of the use of this gas on .... In the past?), what was the time Ia" bet\tleen re ..... of the 
pressurized gal and chlorine gas monitoring. could th .. detKtIon be due to the burial and 
rupture of • chlortne PI cylnder, and .hould not the Navy COIUI"'" the u .. of OPR tID 
provide visual data aa to the ICIentlty/ahapelslza of the oIJs1ructIona and contlnn ........ or 
not this could be due to the presence of e- cyUnder(s' In the landfill. It.s ~t 
lurprlslng to no .. that the drllft RtlFS did not Inc tude any .. nllon _ to wllelber or not GPR 
was used to scra.n the con.nta of tha landtUl. GIVen connunlty conc.". about the 
contents of this landtln and evkIence that wute druma ha.,. been fOund In .... PCB h_pot 
and other parts of Parcel E-2, the Navy" urged to coMlCler tile u .. of GPR to provide I 
more thorough survey of the landmland attempt to Identify Ita· cOftt8nts including any burilld 
..... drums. 

5. The RIIFS includes data indicating successful remova' of a large amount of PCB contaminated soli 
in the PCB hot spot araa. Nevertheless, PCBs have been detected at high levall in both 
groundwater samples and soil samples wHhin the other portions of Parcel E-2. ·Concentrations of 
PCBs exceeded the evaluation ctiteri8 in A-aquifer wells located near the sheet pile wall In the 
Landfill AfN in 2002" (Source: E.;2 RIIFS, page 5-n. -Total PCBs wel8 detected at 
concentrations exceeding the RIEC (RemediallnvestlgatJon Evaluation Criteria) in soil between 0 . 
and 10 feet within the Panhandle and East Adjacent Amas. The Landfill amas had ooncentratlons 
of PCBs at depths gl&Bter than 2 feet bgs, including 6 samples .. - greater than 100 times the RJEC 
(0.74 mg/kg) and, .. may be considered potential hot spots within the landfR/" (Source: E-2 RlIFS, 
page 4-16). -(Total PCB) detections exceeding the RlEC .18 consIstent In tw(L. wells 
(IR01MW43A and IR01MW44A) ... whale elevatecl concentrations may mlgtat& to the Bay ... Post 
removal action groundwater sampling is required" (Source: E-2 RllFS, page 5-24 to 5-25), Baaed 
on this information, it is apparent that PCB contamination in Parcel E·2 is widespread and includes 
several areas that may be categorized as hot spots. Moreover, PCBs are contaminating the 
groundwater and may be migrating towards the Bay. The Navy .. urged to remove or remecn.tll 
PCB contamlna"d aoilin the Panhandle. Ea.t Adjacent Aru •• and other potIantlll' hot spate 
within Parcel E-2, and to continue Ita sampling and monltortng of PCa. In groundwat8r and 
control or prevent lis patentlal migration into the Bay. 
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6. The RIIFS Includes a large amount of data on voes and chiorinatBCI aotventa in landfill gas and 
groundwater. Moat of the data are not of concern and are below approprtate limits. The foltowing 
data represents the maximum voe concentrations detectad in landfill gas far Illustrative purposes 
{Source: E~2 RIIFS, Table 4-2):1 ,2,4-trirnethylbenzene 1.7% 

Benzene 0.5% 
ca~ond.ufflde 1.~ 
Chlorob.nzene 2.3% 
Dichlorodlfluorobenzene (CFC12) 4.2% 
Propylene 26,0% 

These are very high concentration that would be construed as evidence of hat spots requiring 
remediation. In addition, "NMOCs (Non-Methane 0lflanic Compounds) were detected st 11 soli 
gas locations at concentrations> 5 ppm above backgrouncf (Source: E-2 RIIFS, page 4-16). Thla 
information indicates that NMOC concentrations are exceeding their limits and require application 
of appropriate remediation and control strategies. Additional informalion from the RIIFS Indicates 
significant concentrations of VOCs and chlorinated solvents within a very large fo~rint of the 
landfill area and concomitant contamination of groundwater. -Elevated concentrations of benzene 
have been detected In wells in the A- and B- aquifers withIn an 8rea ... of 2250 by 1200 feet. 1,4-
DCB ... exceeded the MeL at the southemlcentral potfion of the landfilf in an area .. , of 1000 by 
100 feet. Chlorinated solvents (7) exceeding their MeL... contamination is migrating laterally in 
the A aquifer" (Source: E-2 RIIFS, pages 5-5 to 5-6). "'The most persistent benzene 
concentrations exceeding RIECs occur in 7 A-aquifer wells Jocated mainly In the LBllcfflI1 AtM. 
The area sUf1Dundlng these wells constitutes what has been identified as a benzene plume ... 
Along the southem edge, consistently elevated benzene conoentnJtlons... may be migrating to 
the Bay" (Source: E-2 RIIFS. pages 5-32 to 5-33). The Navy" urged to Indats the speclftc 
remediation or contaInment methods that will be employed to prevent and control mlg .... on 
of the .. contaminants to groundWa18r, the Bay, and .... 11'"",,,. 

7. The RIJFS includes a large amount of data pertaining to heavy metal contamination in soli and 
groundwater. Some of this data indicates several metals In excess of their appropriate limits 
and/or potential migration of contaminants into the Bay. -Gmundwater with elevated total 
chromium may be migrating to the BaY' (Source: E·2 RIIFS, page 5-20). -(Wens) IR01AfW43A 
and IR01 MW44A showed more recent detections (of lead) exceeding the RIEC. Concentrations 
exceeding the RIEC ... wef& up to 2 times the RIEC in IR01MW43A. and slmost 10 times the RIEC 
in JR01 MW44A... The extent of lead in groundwater Is adequately delineated except in 
IR01MW43A ... elevated lead concentrations may be migrating to the Bay- (Source: E-2 R.IFS, 
page 5-21). "Data gaps exist for certain anslytes along the Parr:el E-2 ahOl8line, where chemical 
concentrations persistently exceeded RIEe' (Source: E-2 RIIFS, page 5-45). The Navy .. urged 
to continue their monitoring and study of th_ prub..... and to specify the specfftc 
remediation or containment methods that will be employed to prwent .nd cOlltrolllllgraaon 
of tMM contamanan .. II' groundWater and the Bay. 

8. The Rr/FS provides evidence that the current landfill gas controlsyltem is ineffective. -Methane 
(is) migrating in two Iocaoons either thfOugh a tear in the (HDPE) bamer or over the batTier through 
the bentonite 88a" (Source: E·2 RIIFS, page 4-19). The Navy Is ........ .., provide more cIet.IIId 
Informatton .s to how any future Ilndftllga. contral syatams wUI be Gonstructaci tD avoid 
such problems In tIte tuture, and to factvr the costs for any tuba .. repairs of tit .. bIIrrler Into 
any ••• oclated remedial optIona. 
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9. The RIIFS implies the use of a sheet pile wall and monitoring/control strategies to prevent 
migration of contaminanta into the aquifers and the Bay. Nevertheless, th.re are sertOUI concerml 
about how effective any containment methods would be in a landfill, which was constructad 
without the use of appropriate technologies to prevent migration of contaminants through the bay 
side of 1andfill. The Navy Is urged to evalua .. 111. longevity and long 18nn integrItY of tile 
sheet pile wall, •• peclally WIlen considering the corrosive natute of ultwatlitr, and to factor 
the costs for any future rapaha of this bIIrrter into any a •• ocIMR .......... option 

DISCLAIMER: This document has been partly supported thmugh the use of EPA Technical 
Assistance Grant funds. Its contents do not necesserily reflect the policies, actions, or podltJns of rite 
EPA. The Community First Coalition does not speak for nor I'8pf8sent the EPA. 
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