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Moffett Field Site 14 South Evaluation Technical Memorandum, dated April 11, 1994
General Comments

1. This technical memorandumdescribesaction to be taken to remediate Site 14 at Moffett
Field. The site hasan ActionMemorandumdatedSeptember 10, 1990. There needsto be
includedin this tech memo a briefdiscussionof this Action Memoand anychangesin scope
of action, potentialwaiverrequirements,anynecessity for an Action Memoresubmittal,etc.

2. The Navy assumesin this documentthatthe groundwaterat the Site 14 South areadoes not
need to be remediatedbecause it "does not exceed the anticipatedgroundwaterpetroleum
cleanup levels". Without statingthese anticipatedcleanup levels, the regulatoryagencies
have nothing with which to comparethe existing contaminationlevels. Are we talkingabout
the "ScenarioB" levels from the cleanuplevel analysis? As of this date, there has been no
acceptancefrom the Stateonanycleanuplevels. If this assumptionturnsoutto be incorrect
and the petroleumlevels in the groundwaterare notbelow the accepted cleanuplevels, then
this documentwill be severely deficient. Only soil cleanup technologies are considered
here. Even if this assumptionturnsout to be correct, groundwatermonitoringshould be
included in the remedy.

3. Pilot studies for the three alternativesin this technical memo were discussed at the most
recent RPM meeting(June7, 1994). They are to be performedat varioussites at Moffett
Field - SVE at Site 9, bioventingat Site 5 and RISTat Site 14. It needsto be madeclear
that although this tech memo is recommendinga "phased design" (pilot study) for Site 14,
all of these pilot studies are actually underwayat Moffett.

4. It is our assumptionthatthe lessons learnedfrom the operationaldifficulties at Site 14South
will be applied tothe other pumpand treatsystems beingdeveloped for useat MoffettField.

Specific Comments

1. Section 2.1, page 4, para 3. Please explain how this contractual requirementbetweenPRC
and their analytical laboratoriescan be sufficient to completely characterize TPH.

2. Section 2.2, page 8. Pleaseprovidea simplediagramthat shows the systemcomponentsand
the sample points, as described in the text.

3. Section 2.2, page 8, para 3. Why wasn't the GACmaterialsampled for TPH constituents?
Are not these the primaryconstituentsin the water?

4. Section 3.0, page 15. If the Navy is going to make a decision based on anticipated
petroleum cleanup levels, the text should reflect these levels. Even if these anticipated
cleanup levels are to be used and the present levels of petroleum fall below these cleanup
levels, the Navy still needsto includegroundwatermonitoringas partof its futureactions.

5. Section 3.0, 4.0. A weighted criteriacomparisontable would help to better illustratethe
alternative comparison and the decision made (like a nine criteriacomparison).

6. Section 4.1, page 24, Costsand AppendixC. The alternative chosen here is understoodto
be for a pilot study (phased design), so operation and maintenancecosts may not be
applicable. But it would be appreciatedif the line items in the appendixcould be provided
to give the reader a realitycheck.


