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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -- ENVIRONMENTALPROTECTIONAGENCY PETEWILSON, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
=rEGION2

=_'700 HEINZ AVE., SUITE 200
BERKELEY,CA 94710-2737

April 18, 1994

Commander
Western Division
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Attn: Mr. Stephen Chao, Project Manager
900 Commodore Driv_,Bldg. I01
San Bruno, Califormi_ 94066-2402

Dear Mr. Chao:

SITE WIDE ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT MEETING MINUTES-APRIL I, 1994,
NAVAL AIR STATION MOFFETT FIELD

Enclosed is the meeting minutes prepared by the office of
Scientific Affairs, Department of Toxic Substances Control. If
you have any questions on this document, please contact Joseph
Chou at 510-540-3830 or Laura Valoppi at 916-255-2052.

Sincerely,

C. Joseph Chou
Engineering Geologist
Site Mitigation Branch

cc: Laura Valoppi
Office of Scientific Affairs
Department of Toxic Substances Control
8950 Cal Center Dr., Bldg. 3, Suite i01
Sacramento, California 95827
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400 P S_ree_,4_ Floor
_.0. Box806
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(916) 255-2052

MEMORANDUM

TO: Joseph thou
Site Mitigation Branch
Region 2 . E
700 Heinze_venue,Suite200
Berkeley, C_lifornia 94710 _Ec

AssociateToxicologist
office of Scientific Affairs

DATE: April 12, 1994 =

SUBJECT= NAS Moffett Field
pC_ = 14650 , Site = 200068-43

On April 1, 1994 you and I attended a meeting at U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency Region IX (EPA) in San
Francisco concerning regulatory agency comments on,he Draft
Phase I Site-Wide Ecological Assessment (Phase I) fort he
subject site. Representatives from the Navy, their
consultants PRC and Montgomery Watson, the San Francisco
Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFRWQCB), EPA, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), and DTSC,
attended. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) submitted written
comments but were not able to attend the meeting. Prior to
this meeting, the ecotoxicologists from the RWQCB, EPA, DTSC,
NOAA, and USFWS had a conference call on March 25th to
consolidate our technical comments and determine our view of
needed changes in the draft Phase I assessment.

The purpose of this memorandum is to document the technical
issues discussed and agreements reached at the April 1st
meeting, and to formally present the agency ecological
assessment specialistst recommendations and suggestions for
finalizing Phase I and developing a workplan for Phase If.
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1. BaCkqround:

a. Soi__- The regulatoryagenciesindicatedthe established
background levels in soil shouldbe used in the Phase I to
eliminate _etals/traceelementsas contaminantsof concern
(COCs). These backgroundlevels in soil had previouslybeen
agreed ta by the1_avyand the regulatoryagenciesas being
adequate. Organic compoundsmust not be eliminatedas COCs
based upon comparisonto background,as these compounds
are anthropogenic. Considerationof the Scott thesisdata
may be appropriatein making risk managementdecisionsafter
the initial screeningphase, but the regulatoryagencieswill
need to receive copies of the thesis, and review and evaluate
it prior to the Phase II Workplan. :,

b. Groundwaterand.surf.a_.6waters - The regulatoryagencies
indicated the use of the establishedbackgroundin
groundwateris complicatedby the brackishnature of waters
in the wetland/marshareas. Thereforeit was recommended
that the RWQCB Water Quality Objectives (WQO)for freshwater
(lessthan 5 ppthousandsalinity)and marine waters (greater
than or equal to 5 ppthousandsalinity)be comparedto
concentrationsof metals/traceelements in ground and surface
waters. As indicatedabove for soils, organic compounds
should not be eliminatedas COCs based on comparisonto
background.

c. Sgdiment - There is no establishedbackgroundfor
metals/traceelementsin sediments. Therefore,the
regulatoryagenciesrecommendedusing the effect range-
low (ER-Ls)data for metals/traceelementsdevelopedby
NOAA (MacDonald,et al., 1992;EPA 1992) to compareto site
sediment concentrations. The regulatoryagencies
acknowledgedthat the ER-Ls for zinc and chromiummay not be
appropriatesince naturallyoccurringdeposits of serpentine
minerals in the San FranciscoBay may result in sediment
levels greater than the ER-Ls. The regulatoryagencies
suggestedthe Phase I reportpresent both the ER-Ls plus one
standard deviation,and ambient Bay levels in sedimentsfor
inorganiccompounds,as justificationfor eliminationof
metals/traceelementsas COCs. Specificambient sediment
levels in the South Bay are availablefrom the SFRWQCB
sediment researchdatabase (contactKaren Taberski).As
:indicatedabove for soils and waters, organic compounds



Joseph Chou

April 12, 1994
Page 3

should not be eliminatedas C0Cs based on comparisonto
background.

2. _creeninqCriteria: The regulatoryagenciesconsiderthe
screeningcriteriashouldbe health-conservativefor a Phase I
assessment,i.e. chemicalsshouldnot be eliminatedfrom
considerationas COCs exceptwere it can be demonstratedthat
the chemical is at or below backgroundlevelsfor inorganic
compounds,is infrequentlydetected,is a laboratoryor
sampling artifact,'<tbedetectionlimitswere sufficiently
sensitive,and is c_earlybelow a concentrationwhich is not
expectedto have adverseimpactson environmentalreceptors
over chronic exposureperiods. This approachis consistent
with guidancefor humanhealthrlsk assessments(EPA,1989).
The rationalefor such an approachis to ensurethat additive
or cumulativeimpactsfrom a numberof chemicalsis adequately
considered.

The regulatory agencies recommended the final Phase I report
contain summary tables for each medium which would indicate for
each chemical eliminated as a COC, the frequency of detection,
the number of samples analyzed, the mean and standard
deviation, the range of detection limits and frequency of those
detection limits, and a summary of the basis for eliminating
the compound as a COC. The text should provide supporting
documentation; for example, if toxicity is the criterion used
to eliminate a c_hemicalas a COC, the text should fully
document derivation of a chronic no-observed-effect-level
(NOEL) for that compound using appropriate receptors.

3. Indicator Chemicals: The Navy has proposed that an
indicator chemical approach be used in Phase II. The
regulatory agencies are not necessarily opposed to such an
approach, but felt it is best applied to certain metals (e.g.
cadmium and zinc), and has limited applicability for organic
compounds. As waspointed out in the USFWS comments, the
distribution of organic compounds are not necessarily co-
located; for example DDT may have been applied to the marsh
system for mosquito control, and therefore not necessarily
coincident with other organic compounds released with
stormwater flows. Any proposal £or using indicator chemicals
should be thoroughly justified in the Phase II workplan.

4. Elevated Detection Limits: The regulatory agencies in
their written comments had expressed concerns regarding the
high detection limits in some sediment samples for a number of
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chemicals. The concernis that The detectionlimltsAn many
instancesare above levelsof concernfor organismslivingin
the sediment,and thereforethe data are limited for drawing
conclusionon potentialeffectson the environment.

_he Navy indicatedthe high detectionlimitsare due to the
h_gher moisture contentin sedlments,and defendedthe use o_

% b o

CLP method_. Regu_tory agencleshad some suggestlonssuch as
doubling the sample:size,explorlngthe use of Ar_y Corps of
Engineersmethods, etc. No resolutionwas reachedon this
issue; if the Navy wishesto use non-CLP methods,they should
formally requestthis to the DTSC,RWQCB, and EPA project
managers.

5. TPHFrac_ions: The regulatoryagencieshad concernsand
suggestionsfor identifyingthe specificcompoundswhich
compose various TPH fractions,and for evaluatingthe toxicity
of these compoundsto environmen£alreceptors. It is not clear
from the data presentedthus far whether the TPH fractions
detected in the sedimentsmay be partiallyreflectingorganic
compoundsnaturallyfound in organic-richwetland sediments.
The regulatoryagenciesconcedethis is a possibility,but
require documentationand substantiationof such an assertion.
The problem lies in the natureof the TPH analysisrwhich
identifiesthe presenceof petroleumcompoundsbased on a
series of characteristicpeaks on the chromatogram
correspondingto certaingroupsof compounds,and does not
quantify or identifythe presenceof a particularcompound.

a. IdentificationlIt was suggestedby the regulatory
agencies,and agreedto by the Navy, that the finalPhase I
report will includea discussionof the componentcompounds
in the various TPH fractions. In addition,the chromatograms
from the TPH analysesmay be examined furtherto verifythe
presence of a dieselor gasolinefingerprint. The
regulatoryagenciesalso requestedclarificationin the text
of the Phase I report as to why the NASA TPH data were not
utilized.

b. Evaluationof Ha_ardl It was suggestedby the regulatory
agencies that in Phase IX the toxicityof the TPH/petroleum
mixtures could be assessedin two distinctways. For
invertebrateorganismsresidingin sedimentsand water,
bloassaysand literaturesources on whole mixture toxicity
could be used. The rationalefor the whole mixture approach
is it would directlyassessthe exposureconditionsfor



JosephChou
April 12, 1994
Page 5

invertebrate species, and would reflect the available
literature data on toxicity to aquatic and benthic organisms.
For vertebrate species, critlcal constituents of the
petroleum product such as BTEX and PAHs should be identified,
and the toxicity of these critical cmnstituents on vertebrate
species be evaluated. The latter approach is consistent with
the approach use41for human health evaluations, and reflects
that the availab_e_toxlclty data for vertebrate species are
predominantly coml_oundmspeciflc.

6. IDtent / Focus: An attempt was made during the April 1
meeting to identify some assessment endpoints to guide efforts
in Phase II. The following assessment endpoints were
identified, other endpoints may be added:

a. Protection (no adverse impacts) on individuals within a
special status species (i.e., california species of special
concern; state or federal- listed rare, threatened, or
endangered species; species which are proposed or recommended
for state or federal listing).

b. Protection (no adverse impacts) of surface water habitats.

c. Protection (no adverse impacts) of habitat for migratory
birds.

7. Receptors / Food Ch'ainsfor Phase I_: The Navy proposed that
receptors of concern be chosen without consideration to type of
habitat (upland, wetland, etc.) because many of the species
utilize many habitats. The purpose of identifying receptors of
concern is to choose species to represent trophic levels or
guilds which would be exposed to contaminants by similar
pathways. This allows for simplifying the scope of the Phase
II work by grouping organisms into similarcategorles, and by
inferring similarity in toxic impacts. In addition to
evaluating food web transfer of contaminants, direct toxicity
of contaminants to each species will also be assessed. The
following representative species and food chains were agreed
to:

a. Earthworm -> shrew -> kestrel

b. Earthworm -> shrew -> fox

c. Benthic invertebrate -> clapper rail
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d. Algae/plant-> invertebrate-> mallard

e. Pic.kleweed-> Saltmarshharvestmouse

f. Aquatic invertebrate-> amphibian-> Great blue heron

g. Burrowing owl A

The specific inv_ftebratespeciesto evaluate in c. and f.
has not yet been agreedupon. The regulatoryagencies
requested that the burrowingowl (a speciesof specialconcern
found throughoutNAS Moffett Field)also be chosenas a
representativespecies,and inhalationand ingestionroutes of
exposure be evaluated. The Navy has agreed to Include this
species in the Phase XI evaluation,but have not agreedto
evaluate inhalationexposure.

The Navy indicatedthat PRC shouldbe collectingmuch of the
toxicity data on several of these species for otherNavy
facilitiesin the San FranciscoBay region,and that these data
would be availablefor the NAS Moffett Field assessment.

8. Assessmentof Off-SiteAr_s: Written commentsby the
regulatoryagenciesreflectedconcernsthat off-siteareas
which may be impactedby transportof contaminantsfromNAS
Moffett Field also be assessed. At minimum,the rationalefor
why off-site transportis not likelyto have occurredor to
occur in the future,must be included. The followingoff-site
areas were discussed:

a. Stevens Creek: Anecdotal informationindicatesthe Navy
dischargedstormwaterto StevensCreek infrequentlyand only
during very high water episodes. It was suggestedby the
regulatoryagenciesthat the Navy PublicWorks departmentbe
contacted for dischargerecordsto Stevens Creek,which may
substantiateeliminatingthis locationfrom further
evaluation.

b. Northern Channel_ Moffet_Channel: It was agreedthat
sediment and water sampleswould be taken in Moffett Channel
(the extensionof the NorthernChannelbeyond PatrolRoad
ditch) downgradientof NAS Moffett Field,but upgradlentof
the Lockheed property. Concentrationsof contaminantsin
these media would be comparedto concentrationsin Patrol
Road ditch and NorthernChannelto determinewhetherreleases
off-site have occurred. The regulatoryagenciesinsistthat
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morethanone locationbe sampledin orderfor a
concentration gradient to be established, and so that valid
statistical analyses can be conducted on the data. In
addition, the regulatory agencies indicated stormwater permit
bioassay data from the Navy Public Works department should be
included in evaluating off-site migration via this channel.

c. Carqill Salt Ponds / Jag_l_nd Devils Slouqhs: The
regulatory agencies have expressed concerns that chemicals
from landfills I ahd 2, the Northern Channel, and the Golf
Course Landfill _St, may have migrated via lateral migration
in the subsurface shallow groundwater, to wildlife habitats
(e.g., the Cargill Salt Ponds).

During the April 1 meeting, it was stated that a
technical memorandum will be prepared which addresses
groundwater flow to Jagels Slough, and to the storm-water
retentionpondsto thewestandnorthwestof Landfill1.
However, the full nature and extent of contaminants in the
groundwater will not be known until more quarterly monitoring
data are available. It was agreed at the meeting that the
Phase II workplan willinclude a discussion of these
groundwater data in determining migration potential to
ecological habitats.

However, other potential sources of contaminants to
Cargill Salt Ponds are the Golf Course Landfill East, and the
Northern Channel. The draft Phase I Assessment dismissed
these potential migration pathways without substantiating
information. It was agreed at the meeting that the final
Phase I assessment will include an analysis of waterfluw and
the potential for contaminationmigration to Cargill Salt
Ponds from these sources. The analysis must present a sound
technical basis or confirmatory sampling to demonstrate
whether migration of contaminants to Cargill Salt Ponds has
occurred, or is likely to occur in the future.

9. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the California
Department of Fish and Game, and NOAA have not reviewed this
memorandum, therefore these regulatory agencies may have
different regulatory requirements and comments that are not
reflected in this summary.

If you have any questions on these comments, please contact
me at CALNET 494-2052.
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cc: Michael Wade, Ph.D., DABT

Senior Toxicologist _ i

Human and . Risk

Ecological Section

ElizabethAdams

Barbara Smith c_San FranciscoReglonalWater Quality Control Board
2101 Webster Street, Suite 500 _
Oakland,CA 946/2 _ %1

ClarenceCallahan,Ph.D. _ iU%
Michael Gill -i-- %_
U.S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency = _ _
75 HawthorneStreet _o _ x
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Jim Haas
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 CottageWay, Room E1803
Sacramento,CA 95825

Denise Klimas
Coastal ResourcesCoordinator
National Oceanic and AtmosphericAdministration
c/o U.S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency (H-1-2)
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco,CA 94105-3901

Michael Martin, Ph.D.
CaliforniaDepartmentof Fish and Game
20 Lower Ragsdale Road, Suite I00
Monterey,CA 93940
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