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Dear Mr. Chao,

The U.S. EnvironmentalProtection Agency (EPA) has received the subject documentand
provides the following comments. As you will see, most of the comments are the same as those
provided on Chapter3 to your contractor, MontgomeryWatson, by fax a couple of weeks ago.
Conversationsbetween the agenciesand MontgomeryWatson earlier this week provideda preview
of additional concerns. These comments, as well as those of the State agencies, reflect the
consensus opinion of EPA, RWQCBand DTSC. If you have any questions, please call me at 415-
744-2383.

Sincerely,

" ( , , •

MichaelD.Gill
RemedialProjectManager
FederalFacilitiesCleanupOffice

co: C. JosephChou (DTSC)
MichaelBessette (RWQCB)
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COMMENTS
Draft Phase II Site WideEcologicalAssessmentWork Plan, dated February 17, 1995

1. Section2.3.4, page 2-10, para 1. It shouldbe clarified that historicalstorm-waterflow as
well aspastpracticeshavecontributedto thechemicalloadsseenatthe stormwaterretension
ponds,PatrolRoadandMarriageRoadditchesand the NorthernChannel.

2. Section2.3.4, page2-10, para2. Are the fluxpondsto be closedby NASA or the Navy?
Pleaseclarify this and statethattheNavy is responsiblefor their remediation.

3. Table2-1. This table shouldhave includedmanganeseas a COPEC,as agreedto at the
SWEAPhase I meetingof March8, 1995. Thereare also otherpossibleCOPECsto be
addedto this table, includingcobaltandazinphos-methyl.These will be decidedpriorto
finalizingthe PhaseI SWEAdocument.

4. Section3.2. I, page 3-2. There is nojustificationpresentedforthechangein thereceptors
andfoodchainmodificationsas nothingis presentedto estimatethecontaminantsin vascular
plants. The mallardwill feed on manyplantsin additionto vascularplants which would
mostlikely be aquaticvegetation.

5. Section3.3.2.1, page 3-6. The rationalefor selectingthe indicatorPAHsshould include
characteristics of the compounds that are similar for uptake by organisms, mechanism of
toxicityand ultimatetoxicity. Frequencyof detectionshouldnotbe the sole criteria.

6. Section3.3.4.1, page 3-12. The locationsin the NorthernChannel,thestormwaterretention
ponds, and the EasternDiked Marsh seem to be the same that we agreed to in earlier
discussions. The criteriaforjudgingthe adequacyof the referencelocationsmustinclude
a comparisonof the contaminationlevelsto ER-Llevels. Referencesampleconcentrations
mustbe lowerthanER-Lconcentrations.Otherwise,the locationis notreallya reference.
The fallbackpositioncanbe basedon theresponsesin the bioassaysfor theselocations. The
responses at the no observed effects level then would be the target concentrationas
"background"or ambient.

7. Section3.4, page 3-21 andFigure3-16. The figureandits rationaleis notclearlyobvious.
Whatphysicochemicalcharacteristicsof the referenceareaswill be comparedto the sample
areas? What will be close enough? If the contaminantsare below the ER-L levels, then
EPA thinksthat is sufficientto definea referencearea as we have not seenany data from
this site or others to convince us that other characteristicswill override chemical
contaminants.The figuremustbe redrawnto reflectcomparisonsof referencesitebioassay
resultsthat musthave 90% survivalas the firstcriteria. If the survivalis less than90%,
then the tests mustbe rerunand/or another referencelocationmustbe selected. If the
referencesite survival is greaterthan 90% andthe test sitecontrolsurvivalis greaterthan
80%, the comparisonscancontinue. If the testsitecontrolsare less than 80%, thenthe test
mustbe rerun. Assume thatthe referencearea has "acceptable"resultsand the sampling
data shows "acceptable"resultswhen the comparisonof the testsampleswith the reference
is madeto evaluatefora significantdifference. Thatis, the nullhypothesisis thatthere is
no difference between the test site results and the reference site results (whatever the
endpoint). In this case (no significantdifference), the samplelocation is taken to the risk
characterizationphase. On the other hand, if there is a significantdifference, the location
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mustbe further characterized for remedialoptions.

8. Section 3.4, page 3-22, para 2. The "Ratio-to-Reference"(RTR)criterion is a questionable
_, procedure involving only chemical concentrations. The proposed work includesbioassay

results that should be factoredinto the decision. The scalefor the RTR for 5.0, 5.0 to 50.0
and above 50.0 has no relationshipto effectsand thereforeis groundless. It does not have
a benchmark and is a "floating" scale. The materialon page 3-23 has no relationship to
either measurementendpointsnor assessmentendpointsand therefore is not following the
overall guidance for conducting and analyzing the data for the environmental risk
assessment. Combiningthe test results does not offer any summarizationor integrationof
the data with any advantagesthat are apparent.

9. Section 3.5, page 3-23 and 3-24. This phase in the process must include more than a
summaryof the impactsthat occurredin the bioassays. This phaseshouldbe the integration
of the results with respectto how extensivethe impact across the site was when evaluating
the impact to the assessmentendpoints. The resultsof thevarious tests must be summarized
by severity of impact and compared to the concentrationsof the COCs throughoutthe site
to determinehow extensivethe significantimpactsare for the site and what the significance
is of these impacts to the receptors and the assessmentendpoints.

10. Section 3.5.1, page 3-24, para 2. If "The natureof the sedimentbioassaysdoes not make
it possible to evaluate or attribute the results of the bioassays to a specific chemical" in a
way that will leadto possibleremedialoptions, thena toxicityidentificationevaluation(TIE)
is warranted and should be performed.

_P' 11. Section3.5.3, page 3-28. This seemsto be a continuallytroublingarea. Toxicityprofiles,
if the Navy insists on producing them, must provideinformationon: 1) the mechanismof
toxicity; 2) the known toxic effects; 3) known relationshipsfor uptake characteristics; 4)
literature review for ecological effects, not just toxicologicaleffects; and finally 5) the
relationship of the particular chemical to the particular receptor/endpoints and site
conditions. Anythingless than this informationis less thandesirable.

12. Section 3.5.3, page 3-29. The calculation of the "EQ" has no value in the risk
characterizationphase, but may be useful in the phase that calculatesa hazard quotient, at
the predictivephase for potential impacts.

EditorialComments

13. Section 2.3.2, page 2-7, para 1. This paragraph may change, depending on the final
resolution of OU5 proposedplan.

14. Section 2.5.1. I, page 2-I9. The designation of the OC pesticide p,p'-DDE appears for the
first time in this document. Please clarify that this is interchangeable with 4,4'-DDE.

15. Section 2.5.1.4, page 2-21, para 1. Please include units for the entry of "65,000" of
Arochlor 1254at SSWL-18.

16. Please use doubled-sided copies wherever possible.


