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This reportpresents point-by-pointresponsesto San Francisco Bay RegionalWater Quality Control

Board (RWQCB),U.S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency (EPA), andCaliforniaEnvironmental

ProtectionAgency Departmentof Toxic SubstancesControl(DTSC) comments on the Draft

Additional PetroleumSites InvestigationField Work Plan datedDecember 17, 1993. This field work

plan was submitted by PRC EnvironmentalManagement,Inc. 0aRC) for Naval Air Station (NAS)

MoffettField, California. Ms. Elizabeth J. Adamsof RWQCBsubmittedcomments in a

memorandumdated December31, 1993. Mr. Michael D. Gill of EPA submittedcomments in a

memorandumdatedJanuary 10, 1994. Mr. C. Joseph Chou of DTSC submitted comments in a

memorandumdated January13, 1994.

Cqmments from Ms. Elizabeth Adams_ RWQCB

GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment1: The objectiveof the additionalfieldwork includedin this work plan is to characterize

the soils and groundwaterat the varioustank and sumpsites, with the ultimategoal of

obtainingclosureof the sites from the Stateof California. TheTri-RegionalBoard

guidelinesstatethat all soil and groundwatersamplesmust be analyzedin a

State-certifiedlaboratoryin order to complywith Chapter 10of Title 23 of the

CaliforniaCode of Regulations. In addition,as statedon page6 of the Tri-Regional

Guidelines,laboratoryanalysesare requiredfor all closuredecisions. For these

reasonsRWQCBstaffcan not acceptthe proposedanalysisplan in whichonly one

third of the samplesare sent to a certifiedlaboratoryand the majorityof the samples

are analyzedwith the "Geoprobe®closesupportanalyticallaboratory"(CSAL).

On-siteanalysis is generallyacceptablewherescreeningleveldata are appropriate;

suchas for determiningplacementof monitoringwalls, or during excavationprojects

where rough estimatesof the soil concentrationsare utilizedto guide the project.

_' Duringthe Site 12 project,on-sitelaboratoryanalyseswere conductedto determine
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excavation areas. There was no direct correlationbetween the off-site andon-site

_, laboratory results. Though a rough estimationof the differences in the two analyses

were used for excavation purposes, the on-site lab results were almost always less

than the results from the off-site certified laboratory. At many of the tanks and sump

sites included in this work plan there is little or no data to determine site

characterization. As stated in the work plan text, "existing soil data are too sparse to

define contaminated soil to the extent necessary for corrective action." In order to

close these sites or make decisions regarding further investigation, certified laboratory

analysis will be required.

Response: The drafi field work plan called for the use of California-certified laboratories for all

soil samples collected in areas that had not been previously investigated, and for all

groundwater samples. However, to expedite agreement on any remediation and

eventual closure, the field work plan has been modified to state that all soil and

groundwater samples will be analyzed by a California-certified laboratory.

Comment 2: Screening level groundwater samples can be used to help place monitor wells, but not

for final characterization. In areas where the soil contamination is above 100 parts

per million (ppm) total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), at least one monitor well must

be installed within ten feet of the source area, in the downgradient direction, in order

to comply with State guidelines and properly characterize the site.

Response: The intent has been to install wells within lOfeet downgradient of the source area if

soil contamination is above 100 ppm TPH as per state guidelines (RWQCB 1990).

This plan of action is now stated explicitly in Section 4.3 of the revised field work

plan.

Comment 3: In general, rationale for soil sampling locations is not included the sites. Brief

rationale should be included in the text to support the placement of the borings and

"hydropunch" sampling locations.

Response: A brief rationale for the selection of sampling locations was provided in Sections 4.2.1

and 4.3.1 in the original field work plan. However, to improve the overall clarity of

the report, more detailed rationales are now included in these sections for sampling

locations at Sites 15 and 19.
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Comment4: Soil boringsandwater samplescollectedat oU/waterseparatorsshouldbe analyzed

_, for oil andgrease to determineif long-chainhydrocarbons,commonin waste oils, are

present. Analysisfor only extractablehydrocarbonswill not pick up the longer

chainedhydrocarbons.

Response: Tables1 and 2 of thefield workplan havebeenmodifiedto includethe total

recoverablepetroleumhydrocarbons(TRPH)as oil and greaseanalysisfor samples

takenat oil/waterseparatorsumps (Sumps59 and 63).

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Comment 5: Page 2, Section 2.0. The status of Site 12 should be included in the overview of the

purpose and scope of the work plan. Site 12 is a petroleum contaminated site, and

though it will not be included in this field effort, it should be noted for clarification.

Response: Section2.0 of the revisedfield workplan now includesthe statusof Site 12.

_' Comment 6: Page 6, Section 4,2. Analytical results from the "support analysis laboratory" can not

be used for site characterization purposes. Regulatory decisions regarding corrective

actions or closure of sites must be based on analytical results from a State-certified

laboratory, as stated in the general comments.

Response: A California-certified laboratory will be usedfor all sample analyses, as indicated

above in the response to General Comment 1.

Comment7: Page 10, Paraera0h1. The text statesthat Sumps25 and 58 were scheduledto be

removedin the fall of 1993,but to date thesesumpshavenot beenremoved. The

text should includea proposedschedulefor the removalof thesesumpssincesampling

directlyunder and aroundthe sumpswill be obtainedafter excavation.

It would be beneficial if removal of these sumps could coincide with this field effort

so that characterization of the soil and groundwater can be complete and decisions

regarding corrective action or closure can be determined as soon as possible.
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" Response: Section 4.2.1 of thefieM workplan has been modified to include the current proposed

_' schedule for the removal of Sumps 25 and 58. However, the current sump removal

schedule does not coincide with this field investigation.

Comment8: Page 10, Site 15. Pleasenote in the textthat NationalAeronauticsand Space

Administration(NASA)will be removingSump64. Please includethe statusof

effortsto locateSump65 in this section. If the locationof Sump65 has not been

determinedyet, field work shouldincludesomeefforts to find the sump. Rationale

shouldbe includedfor the placementof the soil boringson Figure 6, especiallysince

the locationof the sump is unknown.

Response: Section 4.2.1 of the revisedplan now states that NASA will remove Sump 64. An

investigation by the Staff Ovil Engineer Office of NAS Moffett Field has revealed the

exact location and identity of Sump 65. Though originally thought to be a

neutralizing tank south of the battery locker, Sump 65 is actually a sanitary sewer

manhole chamber (east of the locker) used as an acid neutralizing "sump." More

detail of this history is provided in Section 4.2.1 of the revised plan.

Comment 9: Page 14, Figure 7. Please include rationale for the soil sampling location at Tank 2,

especially boring #GPT2-4 which is a substantial distance (greater than 10 feet as

defined in the Tri-Regional Guidelines) from the source area.

Response: Figure 7 was incomplete and did not show existing wells. Soil data collected at well

W07-20 indicate petroleum contamination northeast of Tank 2, and therefore GPT2-4

was located to further investigate the extent of soil contamination in that direction.

The revised plan includes a modified Figure 7 that will clarify the sampling rationale.

Thepetroleum sites characterization report (PRC 1993) includes soil and groundwater

data collected at this site to further aid in the evaluation of sample locations.

Comment10: Page 15. Fibre 8. Datapresentedin the PetroleumCharacterizationReportshowed

the highestconcentrationsof diesel at Tank43, 2,000 ppm and 1,400ppm, in soil

samplesfrom the south and westexcavationwalls. Therefore,the rationalefor

placementof the proposedsoil boringsis not clear. The boringsare very far away
from the sourcearea, boring#GP43-1is over 50 feet away from the source area, and
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they are all placed to the north andnortheast,which does not address the extent of the

_p, residual contamination found to the south and the west of the excavation area.

Borings need to be included in the work plan to address the contamination in the south

and west wall of the excavation.

Response: Section4.2.1 of the workplan has beenmodifiedto includethe samplingrationale

and soil samplelocationsto bettercharacterizethe extentof petroleumcontamination

to the south and west of the Tank43 excavationarea.

Comment 11: Pace 15. Fieure 9. As stated in the RWQCB comments on the Draft Installation

Restoration Program Petroleum Sites (and Wastewater Tanks and Sumps) Corrective

Action Plan, October 1993, groundwater data needs to be collected at Tank 53 since

there are no groundwater data for the area where significant soil contamination has

been found. This work plan should include sampling of groundwater in the area for

several reasons, such as the groundwater elevation is very high and easily impacted by

soil contamination, groundwater movement may be locally affected by the drain and

drainage area and the highest soil contamination appears to be near the drain area.

Please provide rationale for the placement of the soil borings at Tank 53. Sample

point 23 showed the highest concentration of petroleum-related contamination in past

investigations and the extent of soil contamination to the east of this sampling point

has not been defined. This area needs to be better characterized to define the extent

of the potential impact from overland flow of petroleum products spilled in the area.

Response: Though well W53-1 is within lOfeet downgradient of the Tank 53 excavation, Section

4.3.1 of the work plan and Figure 9 have been revised to include groundwater

samples below the area of known soil contamination. In addition, more soil samples

will be collected east of previous locations. Rationale for the selection of these

sampling locations is also provided in Section 4.2. I.

Comment 12: Page 19, Table 1. Soil samples at Tank 59 must also be analyzed for oil and grease.

Response: Tables 1 and 2 of the plan have been revised to include TRPH as oil and grease

analyses of soil and water samples at Sump 59.
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Comment 13: Page 21. Section 4.3. HydroPunch®samples should be collected within upper

_w, portionsof water bearing zones, not "nearthe water table." The use of on-site

sample analysis, with verificationsamples sent to an off-site laboratory, is appropriate

for HydroPunch®samples used to screen groundwatercontaminationandfor

determiningmonitorwell placement. However, sites where soil contaminationis

above 100 ppm, a monitoringwell mustbe installed to documentthe water quality

over time as requiredby the Tri-RegionalGuidelines. Screening level data such as

HydroPunch®can not be used as the only data to determine closure at a site.

RWQCBstaff encouragethe Navy to install monitoringwells during this field effort

to avoid delays in determining completesite characterization.

Response: The text of Section 4.3 has been modified to state that HydroPunch®samples will be

collected in the "upper portion of water bearing zones. " And as indicated in the

response to General Comment 2 above, monitoring wells will be installed as necessary

per state guidelines.

Comment 14: Page 23. Site 15. Coordination with the regulatory agencies should be an ongoing

_, effort during the field work. The Navy and regulatory agencies will need to confer

and agree on what levels of groundwater contamination are "significant" and warrant

the installation of a monitoring well. If soil samples show concentrations above 100

ppm TPH then, at a minimum, one monitoring well in the documented downgradient

direction will be required.

Response: Groundwater analytical results will be reviewed by Navy, RWQCB, EPA, and DTSC

staff as soon as they are available, so that a decision can be made in the field

regarding installation of monitoring wells.

Comment 15: Page 23, Site 19. Groundwater samples need to be collected within contaminated soil

areas at Tank 53 as described in comment#1 I.

Response: Section 4.3.1 of the work plan and Figure 9 have been revised to include the

collection of groundwater samples below the contaminated soil region at former Tank

53.
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Comment16: Page 26. Table2. Groundwatersamplesat Sump59 shouldbe analyzedfor oil and

grease sincethe sumphandleswaste oils.

Response: The work plan has been revised to include analysis of TRPH as oil and grease for the

groundwater sample at Samp 59.

l_0mmentsfromMr. MichaelGill. EPA

GENERAL COMMENT

Comment 1: The concept of using field sampling as a primary screening and sample collection tool

is one that EPA is encouraging sites to use, as this speeds up the turnaround time and

helps to reduce costs with little added risk. But for closure situations where little or

no data are available, as is the case for certain tanks and sumps at these sites, EPA

agrees with the State in their Tri-Regional Guidelines. These guidelines statethat data

must be analyzed by a State-certifiedlab in orderto approvethe sites for closure.

These labs will ensurethat QA/QC [qualityassurance and quality control] methods are

_, followed and produce high data quality. The Navy should review the soil sampling

summary's Certified Lab column in Table 1 and update it based on requirements of

these guidelines.

Response: The drafi field work plan calledfor the use of California-certified laboratories for all

soil samples in areas that had not been previously investigated. However, to expedite

agreement on any remediation and eventual closure, the field work plan will be

modified to state that all soil and groundwater samples will be analyzed by a

California-certified laboratory.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Comment 1: Figure 8. Pace 15. The "Final IRP Petroleum Sites (and Wastewater Tanks and

Sumps) CharacterizationReport" of October 1, 1993 (page74) says that an area of

TPH contaminationmay exist in the area southwest of formerTank 43. Yet, Figure 8

shows proposedsoil sample locations to be collected north/northeast/westof the Tank

_' 43 area. Please explain this discrepancy.
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Response: Figure 8 has been modified to include two additional soil swnpling locations near the

southern and western sides of the former Tank 43.

Comment2: Section4.2.1. Page23. P_agraph1. The groundwatersamplinglocationsfor Site5

coveronly the area aroundthe Tank 12spill area. Once again, a discrepancyexists

betweenthis documentand the CharacterizationReport. The CharacterizationReport

states (page70) that in additionto aroundTanks 12and 13, the groundwateraround

Tank 26 and nearTanks 4 and 5 may havebeenaffectedby petroleumreleases. Yet

these additionalareas are not to be sampledat all. Pleaseexplain.

Response: Figure 10 on page 22 of the original field work plan indicates that groundwater

samples have been proposed to investigate numerous areas other than around Tanks

12 and 13. In addition to the Tanks 12 and 13 area, samples are planned

downgradient of Tanks 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9, as well as downgradient of the operating

fuel station and near a suspected fuel line leak near Tank 10. No new wells or

groundwater samples are proposed near former Tank 26 since wells W05-06 and

FP05-08 are located immediately downgradient of this point and provide adequate

characterization. However, for improved clarity Section 4.3 of the field work plan has

been modified to specify which HydroPunch®samples are intended to investigate

specific tanks, and to provide an update on the sampling status of existing wells.

Comment 3: Section 4.2.1, Page 23, Paragraph2. The text says that if "samples indicate

significant groundwater contamination, then downgradient wells will also be installed

within 10 feet of the source sumps". Please clarify what significant means.

Response: Analytical data indicating the concentration of contaminants in groundwater samples

will be available before any monitoring wells are installed. The Navy will notify EPA

and RWQCB personnel when data are available, and a determination can be made at

that time.

EDITORIAL COMMENTS

Comment 1: Section 4.3.2, Page 23-25. This brief summary of well installation and development

procedures is a helpful description and is appreciated.
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Comment 2: It is also appreciated that Plate I was put on regular copy paper, as blueprint paper

tends to fade over time. Please continue this practice.

Comments from Mr. C. Joseph Chou. DTSC

GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment 1: In general, the Geoprobe® is widely used as an effective tool for soil gas survey of

large contaminated areas. However, soil and groundwater samples collected with the

Geoprobe® should be analyzed at an off-site laboratory to meet the specific data

quality objective. The selected laboratory must be certified or accredited by the

Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program of the California Environmental

Protection Agency Department of Toxic Substances Control to perform hazardous

waste testing.

Response: As indicatedin the responsesto RWQCBand EPA commentsabove,all soil and

groundwatersampleswill be analyzedby a California-certifiedlaboratory.

q_' SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Comment1: Page6. 3rdParagraph.It is mentionedthat approximatelyonethird of the soil

sampleswillbe sent to a State-certifiedlaboratory,the rest willbe analyzedon-site.

In fact, as listed in Table 1, more than halfof the samples(30of 57) are to be

analyzedoff-site. Therefore, insteadof usingthis arbitrarynumber "onethird," site

specificconditionshouldbe consideredin determiningthe numberof soil samples
neededto definethe extentof contamination.

Response: The text and Table 1 have been modified to indicate that all samples will be analyzed

by a California-certifiedlaboratory.

Comments2: Page28. 1stParagraph.Pleasenote that some of the referencesin the basewide

QAPjP[qualityassuranceprojectplan] (1992)havebeenupdated:

1. LaboratoryDataValidationFunctionalGuidelinesfor EvaluatingOrganic
Analyses,USEPA, 1990.



D

2. LaboratoryData ValidationFunctional Guidelines for Evaluating Inorganic
Analyses, USEPA, 1990.

3. Statement of Work for Organic Analyses Multi-Media Multi-Concentration,
USEPA, 1991.

4. Statement of Work for Organic Analyses Multi-Media Multi-Concentration,
USEPA, 1991.

Response: The updated references in the basewide QAPjP have been noted. Thank you.

Comment 3: Page 21.3rd Paragraph. Most of groundwatersamples will be collected by

HydroPunch® in this investigation. However, if contaminantsare observed, additional

monitoringwells may be required.

Response: As indicated in the responses to RWQCB comments, additional wells may be installed

contingent on soil and groundwater sample analysis results.
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