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September 11, 2006 

Department of the Navy 
Base Realignment and Closure 
Program Management Office West 
1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900 
San Diego, CA 92108-4310 
Attention: Keith Forman 

DRAFT PHASE III SOIL VAPOR ETRACTION TREATABILITY STUDY REPORT, 
PARCEL B, HUNTERS POING SHIPYARD, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORINA 

Dear Mr. Forman: 

. Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Phase III Soil Vapor Extraction 
Treatability Study Report. DTSC comments were prepared by Mark Berscheid of the 
Department of Toxic Substances Control Engineering SeNices Unit. 

If you have any questions regarding these comments please call me at 510-540-3776. 

Sincerely, 

/4.___.r?41-
Thomas P. Lanphar 
Senior Hazardous Substance Scientist 
Office Military Facilities 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 

cc: See next page. 
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cc: Mr. Michael Work 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region IX 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, California 94105-3901 

Mr. James Ricks 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region IX 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, California 94105-3901 

Mr. James Ponton 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
San Francisco Bay Region 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 
Oakland, California 94612 

Mark Berscheid 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
8800 Cal Center Drive 
Sacramento California 95826-3200 

cc: VIA EMAIL 

Ms. Amy Brownell 
City of San Francisco 

Ms. Karla Brasaemle 
Tech Law, Inc. 

Mr. Steve Hall 
Tetra Tech EMI 

Dr. Ray Tompkins 
Hunters Point Restoration Advisory Board 

Ms. Barbara Bushnell 
Hunters Point Restoration Advisory Board 

Mr. Chein Kao 
Arc Ecology 
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Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Maureen F. Gorsen, Director 
8800 Cal Center Drive 

Sacramento, California 95826-3200 

Tom Lanphar 
Project Manager 

MEMORAN,DUM 

Office of Military facilities . 

Berkeley Office ~ f. / 

John Hart, p.Ea&-~r 
Chief, Engineenpi :e~ices Unit .' 

Mark Berscheid ~ ~~~ 
Hazardous Substances Engineer 
Engineering Services Unit 

$eptember 1, 2006 

Arnold Schwarzenegger 
Governor 

DRAFT PHASE III SOil VAPOR EXTRACTION TREATABILITY 
STUDY REPORT, PARCEL B, HUNTERS POINT NAVAL SHIPYARD, 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

This memorandum contains the results of my review of the Draft Phase 1/1 soil Vapor 
Extraction Treatability Study Report (TSR), Parcel B, Hunters. Point Naval Shipyard, 
San Francisco, California. The TSR, dated July, 2006 has been prepared for the Base 
Realignment and Closure Program Management Office West by Innovative Technical 
Solutions, Inc .• Walnut Creek. California. . 

SU .... ARY/CONCLUSIONS 

The ESU has found the TSR to contain information supporting the evaluation of actions 
directly related to the achievement of the TSR objective and scope of work outlined in 
Section 1.1, Treatability Study Objective and Scope of Work. 

The ESU concurs with the objective and associated scope of work defined in Section 
1.1. to evaluate whether enhancements to the soil vapor extraction system (SVE) 
increased the effectiveness of the SVE technology in reducing residual trichloroethene 
(TeE) concentrations in soil beneath Building 123 based on SVE operational data: 
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However, the ESU finds that Step 1" State the Problem, of Section 1.2 of the TSR, Data , 
Quality Objectives, indicates an emphasis on indoor air intrusion as the primary risk --r -f' •. 
driver on which the evaluation of operation of the SVE system would be based. -.t. ~..... ' ' 
Although the vapor intrusion pathway has become the primary risk pathway in most 'I-~_ Sf{..L_ 
cases, the ESU concurs with the US EPA in stressing the need for evaluating tlJ..e, ~~'f'lr)~-:-~. 
v~ and groundwater remedies at a site ~.!!~~=,.~ , ~ '-)b~ J ~ ~L-? 
This is especially important at this site basecr on the limited depth of the vadose zo~~ ~ 
and the possible use of groundwater. The ESU concurs with the TSR conclusion in ~€c.£."\-.€, 
Section 2.4.3, Phase II Soil Vapor Extraction Treatability Study, that a mass transport ~'-rI'1c,~ 
from soil to groundwater is present within the treatment area. The ESU has found the ~ ~ 'fY.' 
comparison of TeE concentrations in soil found in Table 3 and TeE soil gas ~ ~ a{;"'1. 
concentrations found in Table 10 of the TSR to TeE concentrations in groundwater, '-1-;' ~ 
found on documentation provided by the project manager" to be indicative of a mass . \ ~4 
transfer of TCE from soil to groundwater. J 

The range of published dimensionless Henry's Law Constant available to ESU are .391 
to .422. These published values of this parameter provide the basis for the defining 
physical principle goveming the interface of the concentration of TCE in groundwater to 
air in the capillary fringe. This parameter, in conjunction with the use of concentrations 
of TeE in groundwater, supports the conclusion found in the TSR regarding mass 
transfer of TCE to groundwater. 

Also, t!le ESU recommends the clarification of the second decisionl..ule in Step 5 of the ~ 
~ '~Qf?I~ctives _section of the TSR. This rule indicates that at the concluslon--cr 0 ~ ../ 

c( Id ~ ----the..stydy-t..addit~ improvements may"15'Eifequired conSisting of increasing the number ~ ?x 
~ ,. I Cc of wells and/or the size of wellfield. The ESU recommends the inclusion of specific C'\~ ~ 
CLc s ' . language indicating the possible need for increasing the density of the extraction well '6(' ~ 

~(l necessary to obtain a minimum pore velocity within the areal area of the original ,1; ,(" x 
t:tv extraction wellfield in addition to evaluating the expanded area addressed in Phase II~ C 
/' ~ ~ ~r;o ;"\ I{ 

. This pore velocity can be ascertained by using the area specific permeabilities ' '».. ~" r-t ~ 
referenced in Section 2.3.1, Site Geology, of the TSR in conjunction with vacuum ~ 'I \. S 
readings from the same locations taken during pilot test activities. ' .... ¥\\/ 

~ ~ The TSR d~s not indicate th~ means bY-Whi,Qh.§'QiL~rm.~~bility to airflQ!v.~.!lS ,obtain~d \) 
~ ~ '?x for the radiu~ ofJiitl.Y§J2.c·&1B!~) ass~~~!J!JhELI;~JtL~QQJUro~rlc;t~.J~~.,~~~!'J.=-··-'··":-
~ ,\) 'rica eabili values a tained at s eatie monitorin RQin1s. rou hout the 
r ,.,::r;.1~\ \~ ... we'lfield .. The ESU would consi er the use of permeability measurements a alne "'" 

"X through other means (i.e., calcu tion using central extraction well) to require the type of \_A 
C'", correlation performed for laborato to PID soil gas results as defined in sections 8.4.2 ~ v 
~ and 8.4.3 of the TSR for a limited n ber of monitoring wells used for assessment of \ ''t r~ 

vadose zone penneabilily 10 airflow. ~ Ql\., ~ ~,~_ 
A) 1,~ 0' '\A \y. ~ ~ ~ (0 

j~}7~Y\ \,_ y , \" \l-cr 
~~'~~-' ~ ~ ~\~ 

l~J) ~ ~ 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

1. Hem # 2 of Step 5, Decision Rules, found in Section 1.2, Data Quality Objectives, 
indicates that depending on achievement of vae reduction, improvements to increase 
system effectiveness. would be proposed and would include but not be limited to those 
item listed in that section. The ESU recommends the inclusion of SVE enhancements, 
specifically sub-surface tem erature increase (i.e., hot air injection, resistive heatin 

~ thiS on a the final TSR documen . 
~.'" .. _,.:d_ .... ,....-II .. 

If there are any questions, please contact me at (916) 255-6672. 


