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EPA REVIEWCOMMENTSON THE
DRAFT OU4 TECHNOLOGYSCREENINGREPORT

i. Because the RI for OU4 is currentlyincomplete,the
evaluationof treatmenttechnologiesfor both saturatedsoil and
groundwateris based generallyon two contaminantgroups (fuel and
VOCs) rather than specificcontaminantsof concern (COOs).
Therefore,the evaluationis insensitivewith respect to the
environmentalbehavior of individualcontaminants,especiallythe
acutely toxic and extremelymobile ones which often limit the
effectivenessof treatmenttechnologies. The evaluationis also
insensitiveto uncertaintiesrelatingto other potentialsources
of groundwatercontamination(i.e.contaminantmigrationfrom the
MEW site).

Also, the potentiallyviabletechnologiesand process options
cannot be adequatelyevaluatedon the basis of effectiveness,
cost, and implementabilityuntil cleanupgoals have been
established.

After the RI is complete,the technologyscreeningevaluation
should be revisitedto addressthe above concernsbefore the
screeningof remedial alternatives.

2. The boundariesof OU4 can only be roughly defined by the
descriptiongiven on page 6. If contaminationoriginatingon the
Navy's property extends further,it will need to be addressedas
part of OU4. Thus, the statementabout the NASA facilitynot
being part of OU4 is not necessarilytrue. If ground water
contaminationoriginatingon Moffett is migratingonto NASA, the
Navy is responsiblefor addressingit.

3. It was indicatedon page 13 of the report that contamination
is limited to the A1 and A2 permeablezones;however, certain VOCs
were occasionallydetected in the B2, B3, and C zones. Whether
the occasionallydetectedVOCs are a reflectionof uncontaminated
deeper zones or an incompletesite characterizationneeds to be
determined. Nevertheless,since the federalMCL is 5 ppb and the
state MCL is 0.5 ppb for 1,2-DCA,even the detected levelscould
be of concern.

4. There is no discussionof heavy-metalscontaminationin the
Site 9 Area on page 14. Building29 and Site No. 9 field
investigationreports (PRC,1991) showed that inorganiccompounds,
such as aluminum,arsenic,barium, beryllium,chromium,lead,
nickel and thallium exceededEPA and CaliforniaMCLs in ground
water samples. Without recognizingthe heavy-metals
contamination,the technologyselectedmay not be adequate.
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5. On Page 15, InferredSourceAreas 8 and 9, the report should
not refer to concentrationsup to i000 ppb as "minor" levels, or
to 1000-5000ppb as "low to moderate." These levels are well in
excess of the MCLs for contaminantsof concern. Levels below and
greater that the MCLs would be a better distinction,if one needs
to be made.

6. Numericalvalues of applicableor relevantand appropriate
requirementsshould be presentedfor individualcontaminantsunder
both chemical-and action-specificcategorieswhen possible in
Tables 4 and 6. To be consideredcriteria shouldalso be
presented.

It appears that the citationin Table 5 regardingdischargeinto
the storm drainage system shouldrefer to Section 402 of the Clean
Water Act. Section 404 would be an ARAR for dischargeof dredge
or fill material into waters of the U.S., includingwetlands.
Also, the NPDES citation in Table 6 should be 40 CFR 122, instead
of 40 CFR 112.

° In Table 6 and on page 35, it appears that the report is missing
informationon Californiarequirementsfor dischargesto both
surface water and ground water. The RegionalWater Quality
Control Board should be able to provide additionalinformation.

Determinationof ARARS is an iterativeprocess and ARARS are not
"frozen"until the Record of Decision. We will further comment on
the ARARS analysis in subesquentreports on this OperableUnit.

_! 7. Several of the assumptionson pages 41 and 42 require further
_ explanationor correction:

_ - Assumption#i - please see comment #3 above.

- Assumption#2 may not be correct. If fuels and other spent
_ solventswere disposedof at differenttimes and locations,the

TCE plume may not be representativeof all contaminantsin
groundwater.

- Assumption#3 will lead to an underestimateof contaminated
volume that needs treatmentif the 1,000 ppb TCE concentration
contour is used. Since the MCLs for the contaminantsof concern
will need to be met, volumes based on these levelswill be closer
to the amount that needs to be addressed.

- Assumption#5 appearsto underestimatethe volumes of
groundwaterto be remediatedin the A1 and A2 zones due to
undercalculating1) the thicknessof the aquifer material,and 2)
the vertical projectionof the plume in these zones. Tables 2 and
3 of the PRC Building 29 Area report (PRC, 1991) showedthat A1W



zone thicknessaround the area of Building29 varies from 0.4 feet
to 21 feet. The average thicknessof the A1 zone in this area is
9.3 feet (calculatedfrom 33 CPT boreholes),as opposed to 5.5
feet. Table 3 (PRC, 1991) showed the average A2 zone thickness
was 13.7 feet (calculatedfrom boreholedata), as opposed to 8.5
feet.

- Assumption#6 - what was the criteriafor selectingfive for
calculatingthe total remediatedaquiferpore volume? Based on
PRC's assumptionof a 1,000 ug/L concentrationfor the areal
extent of the TCE plume and an A1 and A2 zone thickness of 5.5
feet and 8.5 feet, respectively,the pore volume appears to be
underestimated. The total amount of groundwaterwas also
underestimated.

8. The assumptionon page 43 that saturatedsoils will be
addressedby ground water extractionis a valid one. Due to the
lack of cleanup goal definition,the report is uncertain regarding
whether or not the hot spots in the saturatedsoil need direct

_i remediation. The criteria (e.g.,presenceof DNAPL or highly
contaminatedimpermeablematerials in saturatedsoils) on which
cleanup decisionswill be based should be presented. Also, please
state how the unsaturatedsoils in this 0U will be addressed.

_V 9. The applicabilityand limitationsof each remedialtechnology
should be includedin the descriptionand effectivenesscolumns in
Table 7 and Table 8. These two items are necessary for a complete
discussionof the selectionprocess.

Waste volumes are also a key variable for selectingtreatment
technologies. For example, carbon adsorptionis not an effective
treatmentif a large volume of liquidwaste needs to be treated.

i0. Table 7 on page 46 should be correctedto read that
incinerationis not applicableto treatmentof groundwater.
However, incinerationcould be employed as a secondarytreatment
technology (e.g.,for treatmentof contaminatedcarbon or air
emission control).

Low temperaturecatalyticoxidationcould potentiallybe
applicableas an air emissioncontrol device and should be
considered.

11. Section 2.5.2.3 should be revised. Solvent extractionand
soil washing are not chemicaltreatmentprocesses. They are
physical separationprocesses.



12. On page 2, it states that "From the results of the detailed
analysis,an OU4 remedial action alternativeis recommended,
completingthe FS process." It should be noted that the
recommendedalternativeis identifiedin the Proposed Plan and not
in the FeasibilityStudy.

13. This report preceeds our review of the Remedial Investigation
for this OperableUnit and, therefore,presents conclusionswe are
unable to fully review or concur on at this time. Our technical
review of the RI will allow us to furtherevaluate the contaminant
characterizationconclusionsand ARARS analyses that are presented
in this report.
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