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REVIEW COMMENTS
'_' OPERABLE UNIT 5

DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY, DATED FEBRUARY 18, 1994
NAVAL AIR STATION, MOFFETT FIELD, CALIFORNIA

GeneralComments

1. As a general matter, the entireFS appearsto predeterminethe selectionof a "no-action"
recommendation. This recommendationis based on certain assumptionsconcerningthe
potential future use of MoffettField. The prevailingassumptionis that it will not be used
for residentialpurposesin thefuture, andthat evenif it is, the groundwateris of suchpoor
natural quality that it is not likely to be used in the future as a drinkingwater source. As
such, the Navy asserts that cleanupof the groundwater to drinking water quality is not

_ needed. This "predetermination'°seemsto underminethe purposeof theFS process. While
it is appropriateto considertheforeseeablefuture usesof thegroundwaterbasedonexpected
local landuse, it is not appropriateto do so in a mannerthat excludesan in depthanalysis
of alternativelanduse scenarios. Thatappearsto havebeen donehere. The FS shouldnot
include this bias towardsa no-actionrecommendation.This is better decidedafter the FS
has been reviewedby the agencies.

2. In general, the languageof the FS report shouldbe tightened. The Navy has inserted
_' "qualifying"wordsthateitherimplythatthe risksassociatedwiththegroundwaterat Moffett

areminimal, or that questionthe validity of the data collected during the RI. These
characterizationsneedto be eliminatedfrom the report as theyunderminethe credibilityof
the FS and the analysistherein.

Numerouscommentsin theFSare conclusoryin natureand inappropriately"characterize"
the site data. Detectionsof various hazardoussubstanceswere classifiedas potentially
resultingfrom "laboratorycontamination".Suchcharacterizationsshouldnotbe madeunless
there is good reasonto believethat labcontaminationmay haveoccurred.They undermine
the impartialpresentationof data that is essentialfor the agenciesto makea decision.

3. To eliminate redundancyin identifying both the federal and state regulations, it is
recommendedthat the provisionsof theCaliforniaregulatoryprogramsthat havereceived
federal authorization(i.e., hazardouswaste, solid waste, air quality)in lieu of the federal
statutesbe identified. Portionsof theCaliforniaregulatoryprogramsthathavenotreceived
federalauthorizationmayrequirereviewof both the Californiaand federalrequirementsto
determinethe applicationof theserequirementsto the OU.

4. Section3 presentsthepotentialARARsin Tables 10to 12. Themajorityof the ARARsare
not provided with the necessaryspecificityfor a FS. For example, the Water Quality
ControlPlan, SanFranciscoBayRegion2 is identifiedas an ARARin Table 12. However,

_, Table 12does not identifyif the Plan is applicableor relevantandappropriate,butmerely
states that the Plan is an ARAR. Additionally,the entire documentmaynot be applicable
or relevantand appropriate. Only thoseprovisionsof the Plar_appliedto OU-5shouldbe
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managementdecisionsregardingremediationof contaminatedsites. Butit is imperativethat
the data be presentedas accurately.aspossible. Becauseit maybe outdated, someof the
statementsand the data presentedhere maybe perceivedas politicallymotivated. At this

_" point in the RI/FS process, it is important to present the technical facts alone so that
decisionsare madeby the project managerswithoutany misinformationor what may be
perceivedas posturingby the Navy.

12. In summary, a no action alternative is not acceptable to EPA because of the following
reasons:

a) The OU5 aquifersare a potentialdrinking water source.
b) Concentrationsof PCEand TCE aboveMCLs exist in the A1 aquifer(OU5RI).
c) Future land use analysisdoes not determine aquifer use. Groundwaterbelow an

industrialsite couldpotentiallybe pumpedoffsite for use. Futureland use analysis
is importantwhenconsideringthe remediationof soil.

d) The Navy's developmentof RBCsis not necessaryand theyare incorrectin thiscase
because they don't assume all exposure pathways. PRGs exist and have been

_ distributedto the Navy.
e) The numberof substantiveremedialalternativeswere insufficient. By considering

other alternatives,the cost of actuallyremediatingmay be less than$8 million.
0 The value addedby remediatingthe aquifersis well worth the estimated$8 million

cost. There is not a tremendousamountof differencebetweenthiscost and the no-
actioncostof $3 million. It wouldalmostcertainlybe quicklyacceptedby EPA, the
State and the communityand allowfuture use withoutany deedrestrictions. There
is a high return on this investment.

SpecificComments

1. Section 1.3.1, p. 10, para 2. A figure depictinga simplifiedinterpretationof the aquifers
and aquitardsdiscussedin this sectionwouldbe helpful.

2. Section 1.3.2.1, p. 11,para 3. Acetonewas detectedin A1-andA2- aquiferzonesbut was
dismissed as being "...due to analytical laboratory procedures." The text should be
expandedto present laboratorydata and findingssupportingor validatingthisconclusion.
If the conclusionof laboratorycontaminantscannotbe supported, the sentenceshouldbe
deleted.

3. Section1.3.2.1, p. 12, para2. The discussionof backgroundshouldbe clarifiedin the first
full paragraph. The sentenceswhichread "Backgroundlevels were determined.., not
substantiallyaboveactual backgroundconditions._ shouldbe deletedor explainedin more
detail. It is not clear what the term "substantially"means, nor what levels represent
background. This shouldbe done.

4. Section 1.3.2.2, p. 12, para 1. Chloroformand acetonewere detectedin the B2 aquifer
zone but were dismissedas being "...due to analytical laboratoryprocedures." The text
should be expandedto iaresentlaboratorydata and findingssupportingor validatingthis

_, conclusion. If the conclusionof laboratorycontaminantscannotbe supported,the sentence
shouldbe deleted. _
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inorganic chemicals in the groundwater will be "diluted or that organic chemicals will be
vaporized during or after irrigation._' This would seem to be contradictory. This needs to
be clarified.

13. Section 3.0, p. 39, last para. The definition of applicability presented in the text is
misleading. It is recommended that the text be corrected after reviewing p. xiii of the
CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual Vol. I, OSWER Dir. 9234.1-01 (EPA
1988).

14. Section 3.0, p. 42, para 2. A discussion of TBC advisories or guidance documents applied
to OU-5 should be presented. This is necessary because some of the documents referenced
in the potential ARARs tables are TBCs.

15. Section 3.0, p. 42, para 3. The sentence should be corrected to state "five waivers" may
be applied with regard to ARARs.

16. Section 3.0, p. 42, para 3. The discussion of ARARs waivers could lead a reader to believe
. that a waiver is going to be granted at OU5. The focus of this discussion should be

changed. Waivers are a possibility, but only after full evaluation of the remedial alternatives
indicates that a waiver is required.

17. Section 3.1, p. 43, para. 4. The statement regarding primary beneficial uses of the
groundwater at OU5 is incomplete. It is a potential drinking water source as well.

18. Section 3.1, Table 10. The tables in this section (Table 10, pages 44-47) need to be
revised to allow for the possibility that the groundwater being addressed in OU-5 can be a
drinking water source. The discussion should entail a specific review of the CWA Water
Quality Criteria for Protection of Human Health and CWA Ambient Water Quality Criteria
for Protection of Aquatic Life applicable to the COCs identified in the FS, including arsenic,
benzene, beryllium, chloroform, BCEE, carbon tetrachloride, chromium, 1,2-DCA, 1,1-
DCE, phthalates esters, PCE, and thallium. (See, "CERCLA Compliance With Other Laws
Manual," August 1988, Exhibit 1-1). The various MCLs and MCLGs that exist for each
of the COCs mentioned above, to the extent they differ from the above criteria amounts,
should be included for consideration as ARARs.

19. Table 10, p. 45, first row. The federal secondaryMCLs are non-enforceableand can be
consideredonly as a relevantand appropriatechemical-specificrequirement. Additionally,
Californiahas enforceablesecondaryMCLsthat maybe documentedin lieu of the federal
citations.

20. Table 10, p. 46, second row. SWRCBResolution No. 68-16 is not a promulgated
requirementor an ARAR. The resolutionmaybe communicatedas a TBC.

21. Table 10, p. 47. The Departmentof HealthServicesdrinking water action levelsare not
presented. The recommendedaction levels may be considered chemical-specificTBC
guidanceand shouldbe'communicatedin a retitledTable 10or a separate table as TBCs.

_p, Applicableto all thechemical-specificrequirementsinTable 10, thechemical-specificaction
levels for contaminantsidentifiedat OU-5shouldbe identifiedand presented.





originate from runoff draining into ditches and drains, the stormwater discharge
requirementsof the CWAand the applicationof BestManagementPractices(BMP)should
be assessedand consideredfor inclusionas an ARAR.

31. Table 12, p. 53, fifth row. The commentcolumn for the EPA Toxic PollutantEffluent
Standardsshouldbe expandedto presentthe specificrequirementsof thisregulationthatmay
be appliedto OU-5. Whichcontaminantsidentifiedin this regulationare applicableto OU-
5?

32. Table 12, p. 53, sixth row. The requirementdescriptioncolumnfor the CaliforniaWater
Code presents the administrativerequirementsof the law. The requirementdescription
shouldbe confinedto discussionsof onlythe substantiverequirementsapplicableto OU-5.

33. Table 12, p. 54, thirdrow. StateBoardResolution68-16 is not a promulgatedrequirement
or an ARAR. The resolution may be communicatedas a TBC if the substantive
requirementscan be identified.

34. Table 12, p. 54, fourthrow. StateBoardResolution92-49is nota promulgatedrequirement
or an ARAR. The resolution may be communicated as a TBC if the substantive
requirementscan be identified.

35. Table 12, p. 57, first row. Althoughfederalair emissionrequirementsare identified,local
air pollutioncontrolrules and regulationsare not presented. Since the local air pollution
rules are presentedin the StateImplementationPlan (SIP) for EPA approval, they should

_, be consideredARARs. The applicabilityof local air pollutionregulationsto OU-5should
be presented.

36. Table 12, p. 59, sixth row. Hazardouswaste transportationis only applicableto off-site
transport and, therefore, shouldnot be defined as an ARAR. However,the Navy should
identifyin the textanyspecificalternativerecommendingoff-sitetransport,explainhowoff-
site transport will be handled and address compliance with the hazardous waste
transportationrequirements.

37. Table 12, p. 60, first row. Worker health and safety does not provide substantive
requirementsfor cleanupand is not an ARAR. Additionally,the requirementsare not an
environmentalprotectionrequirementper the discussionon p. 39, Section3. However,
compliancewith worker healthand safetyrequirementsat a CERCLAsite is required and
addressed in the NCP.

38. Section4.1.2, p. 61, para 1. Pleaseprovidea reference for the backgrounddata usedfor
arsenic and beryllium.

39. Section4.1.2, p. 61. There is a typo in the third line of the finalparagraph.

40. Section 4.1.2, Tables 13-19. The third column in each of these tables is labelled "EPA
Risk-BasedConcentrations". This is incorrect. They shouldbe either relabelledas Navy
RBCsor EPA PRGs.

41. Section 4.1.2, Tables 13, 19. Both of these tables are for Site 10. Can they be
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be maintainedwith a no action alternative. A discussionshouldbe presentedidentifying
how the no actionalternativewill maintainthe beneficialuse of surfacewater recharging.

ConsideringA1, A2, and B2 aquiferzonesare contaminatedwith halogenatedand
non-halogenatedorganic contaminants, a discussion on achieving CERCLA's
".... preferred remedial action which permanently and significantly reduces the
volume, toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous substances, pollutants, and
contaminantsover remedialactionsnot involvingsuchtreatment"shouldbe presented
here (CERCLA§121.b.1).

Table 10, first row identifiesthe Water QualityControlPlan as being an applicable
requirement. Section1.4.3.2 identifiesthepotentialbeneficialusesof the aquiferfor
industrial and agricultural purposes as being limited. Presumably industrial and
agriculturalusageare restrictedbut notexcludedfrom futureuse. If this is the case,
the Navy shouldpresent the rationalefor not achievingthe requirementsof the San
FranciscoBayBasinWaterQualityControlPlan andplans to invokea waiverfor this
ARAR.

The text states A1 and A2 aquifers are discharged into the wetland and the bay
througha stormsewer (p. 35). Table 10 communicatesthat the FWQCfor aquatic
life may be relevant and appropriate for OU-5. The Navy should present the
rationale for not achieving the requirementsof the FWQC and plans to invoke a
waiver for this ARAR.

_, 53. Section7.2, p. 83, para 4. The commentspresentedfor p. 80, Compliancewith ARARs,
also apply to this sentence.

54. Section7.3, p. 85. The statementthat the treatmentoption is presented for "comparative
purposes only" shouldbe deleted. It is up to the agenciesto determine if the treatment
option is viable. In a comparativeanalysisunder the NCP's Nine Criteria, this option, in
fact, ranks as a more preferred option in all categoriescompared to the no-actionoption
exceptfor two: costandimplementability(thoughthe treatmentoption is statedto be readily
implementable)(See,DraftProposedPlan, page6). It doesnot makesenseto state,without
detailed explanation,that this option shouldbe presentedfor only comparativepurposes.

55. AppendixA. Manystatementsin thisappendixare reiteratedfrom the mainbodyof the FS
and may needto be corrected. It is unknownwhenor if the land above the OU5 aquifers
will ever becomeresidential,but the aquifersthemselvesneed to be considereda potential
drinking water source and remediatedto residentialstandards. Irrigation is not the only
potentialuse of theseaquifers.

56. AppendixA, p. A-1. EPA Region9 reservesthe right to consider remediationif risk at a
site is within the 10-4to 10.6range,basedon site specificissues. Pleasedo not misinterpret
the NCP or OSWERDirective9355.0-30(April 22, 1991).

57. AppendixA, p. A-25. 'TablesA-3 and A-4 are missing.
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