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This reportpresentspoint-by-pointresponsesto regulatoryagencycommentson theSeptember1994

DraftFinalInstallationRestorationProgramPetroleumSites(andWastewaterTanksandSumps)

CorrectiveActionPlan(CAP)preparedby PRCEnvironmentalManagement,Inc. (PRC)for Moffett

FederalAirfield(MoffettField),California.Mr.RonGervasonof the San FranciscoBayRegional

WaterQualityControlBoard(RWQCB)submittedcommentsin a letterdatedOctober5, 1994. Mr.

MichaelGill of the U.S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency(EPA)submittedcommentsin a letter

datedSeptember27, 1994.

Comments from Mr. Ron Gervason. RWQCB

_, GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment 1: The report is well preparedand presented. However, this report is not a standalone

document andrelies heavily on referencesto other documents, especially for analytical

results. At a minimum Table 1 shouldbe modified to summarizethis information.

As an alternative a summary table of analytical results could be included for each site.

This table should include numberof samples, numberof detections, and detection

limits. This is intendedto provide a basis for statements regardingextentof

contamination.

Response: The effort required to provide complete data tables was discussed during telephone

conversations with Mr. Ron Gervason (RWQCB) and Mr. Michael Gill (EPA) and

PRC on October 31 and November 1, 1994, respectively. RWQCB and EPA agreed

that the effort may not be warranted; however, the regulatory agencies indicated that

a plan to present these data should be proposed. The Navy prefers not to provide

these tables in this CAP, since the data summarized in the text and contamination
V
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figures adequately address the areas of concern. Additionally, the requested data

have beenprovided previously in numerous reports and letters. In the future, the
Navy recommends providing complete data tables in closure reports and full-scale

corrective measure designs, since these data are required to prepare these documents.

Comment2: The sections of the reporton remedial alternativescreening is presented at a level of

detail greaterthan usually requiredfor petroleumsites.

Response: Additionaldetail wasprovided to make the documentmore usefulto projectpersonnel

and to assistwith correctivemeasureplanning.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Comment1: Section1. Page3. SecondParagraph.The issueof ComprehensiveEnvironmental

Response,Compensation,andLiabilityAct (CERCLA)integrationof wastewater

tanksandsumpsneedsto be addressedmorespecifically. Howwill theseunitsbe

includedin the CERCLAprocess,will theybe includedin the sitewideremedial

_, investigation(RI)or as partof somespecificoperableunit(OU)?

Response: Wastewater tanks and sumps will be treated just as any other CER___ site at Moffett

Field. Data from wastewater tanks and sumps will be included in the station-wide

human health risk assessment, RI and feasibUity study (FS) reports, and record of

decision (ROD). Human health risks will be evaluated in a manner constant with the

evaluation of other individual sites (such as operable unit 2 soil sites). Tracking of

the wastewater tanks and sumps will be on an individual basis similar to other

individual station-wide sites (such as Zook Road, Patrol Road Ditch, and golf course

landfill 2). This explanation has been added to the CAP.

Comment 2: Section 2.2.2. Page 9. FourthParagraph. It may be appropriateto include the

location of the nearestC-zone wells, their use (municipal or agricultural)and the

currentwell status.

Response: Information regarding the nearest C-aquifer wells has been added to Section 2.2.2.
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• Comment3: Section 2.3. Page 13. FourthParagraDh.If a discussionof the french drain system is

included it should be expandedto include at a minimuma descriptionof draindepth

as comparedto the aquiferunits andsome discussionof the density of the drain

system.

Response: The purpose of this paragraph was to provide general hydrogeologic information

regarding the A and B aquifers at Moffett Field. Additionally, the sites discussed in

this report are not located near the runways. Therefore, details of the french drain

system under the runways are not necessary. The referenced sentence has been

removedfor clarity.

Comment4: Section 3.2. Page 15. Second Paragranh. The discussionof cleanuplevels should

include a descriptionof the intendeduse conditions to which they apply

(commercial/industrial?)and some language to addresschanges in landuse and

potentialchanges in cleanuprequirements.

Response: Based on the Navy's evaluationof cleanupleveloptions (PRC1994a), the total

petroleumhydrocarbon(TPH)cleanuplevelsfor soil and groundwaterrepresentedby

ScenarioB meet risk-basedconcentrationsfor residentialscenarios. Individual

constituentcleanuplevelsfor groundwaterare set at maximumcontaminantlevels

(MILs) to meetdrinkingwater standards. Individualconstituentcleanuplevelsfor

soils are set a EPA's risk-basedpreliminaryremediationgoals OaRGs)for industrial

scenarios. Therefore,the cleanuplevelsapply to all land use conditions(residential

to industrial),with the exceptionof individualconstituentsin soils, whichrepresent

industrialuse conditions. The currentland use at MoffenField is industrial-based. If

future land usesbecomemoreconservative(suchas residential),health risks

associated withexistingindividualconstituentconcentrationsin soils shouldbe

comparedto currentEPA residentialPRGsor evaluatedthrougha humanhealth risk

analysis. Thisexplanationhas beenaddedto the cleanupleveldiscussionin Section

3.2 ofthe CAP.

Comment5: Table1. Pages![_-21. Considerationshouldbe givento includinga summaryof

analyticalresultsinthis table. Thiswouldeliminatequestionsaboutconstituent

_, analysis. The summaryshouldincludenumberof samples,descriptionof detection
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limitsandanalytes. Furtherdetailcouldbe referencedto appropriatereports.This

suggestionis intendedto improvethefunctionof thisdocumentas a "standalone

_' report"andto improvepublicaccessibilityto thedata.

Response: Please see the response to RWQCB general comment 1.

Comment6: _. Please clarify the referencesto square yard (yd2) andcubic yard

(yd_) in the notes.

Response: Thefootnotes in Table1 havebeen clarified.

Comment7: Section 4.1. Page 23. First Para_aph. If the soil contaminationrelated to the Tank

26 excavation is of such limited extent that it cannotbe plotted on Figure 4, this

shouldbe clearly stated.

Response: The suggested statement has been included.

Comment 8: Section 4.1. Page 23. ThirdPara_aph. Does the channeldiscussed here extend

toward HP5-3 and well W5-347 The change in scales between Figures 5 and 6 and

the lack of referencepointsof Figure 6 makes this unclear.

Response: The channel deposit discussed in this paragraph and shown on Figure 6 does extend

toward HydroPunch ®sample HPS-3 and monitoring well W5-34. The reference point

on Figure 6 is soil boring SB5-34, which is the boring that well W5-34 was

constructed in. Well designation W5-34 has been added to Figure 6for clarity.

Comment 9: Section 4.1. Page 27. First Paragraph. The summaryof contaminationapparently

does not address the groundwatercontaminationnearHP5-3 and well W5-34. Is this

contaminationconsideredto be "minor'?

Response: Since the groundwater contamination observed near HydroPunch®sample HPS-3 and

well W5-34 most likely traveled along the channel deposit under Site 5, the most likely

source is the soil contaminationfrom the former dry wells near Tanks 11, 12, and 13

(Figure 4). Therefore, the groundwater contamination near HPS-3 and W5-34 is

considered part of the contaminationfrom the former dry wells near Tanks 11, 12,

and 13 and it is not considered minor.
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Comment 10: Section 4.2. Page 29. First Paragr_h. The statementthatno benzene, toluene,

ethylbenzene,andxylene (BTEX) compoundswere detectedshould be clarified, either

in the text or Table 1, by the inclusion of the numberof samplesthat were analyzed

for these compounds.

Response: The referenced statement did not intend to indicate that BTEX constituents were not

detected; rather it stated that no BTEX constituents were detected above cleanup

levels. As stated in Section 4.0, only sample results above cleanup levels were

presented (since these results indicate the areas requiring corrective action and are

the focus of the CAP). Please also see the response to RWQCB general comment 1.

Comment 11: Section 4.2. Page 29. ThirdParagr_h. Discussion of contaminantsis restrictedto

TPH. BTEX should be included in the discussion, especially since the plume

originates at a gas station.

Response: A discussionof BTEXdetectionsin groundwaterhas beenaddedto theparagraph

describingthe Buildings29 and 31 TPHcontaminationplumes.

Comment 12: Section 4.4. Page 33. Second Para_aDh. The correlationbetween soil and

q_' groundwatercontaminationis low. This should be discussed. Is this an artifactof

samplingor is there some other explanation? Additionally, the discussionof

contaminationshould includethe BTEX components since the detectionsare for TPH

as gasoline. Again this discussion should be supportedby Table 1 or in the text by a

summary of the analytical results.

Response: Figures 11 and 12 depict the areas of soil and groundwater contamination. The area

of soil contamination to the north that appears not to correlate with the groundwater

contamination may be caused by a surface spill or pipeline leak. This explanation has

been included. This area is included as requiring corrective measures. A summary of

BTEX constituent concentrations in soil and groundwater samples has been provided
in the text.

Comment 13: Section 4.5. P_e 36. First ParaeraDh.The issue of sampling for volatile organic

compounds (VOCs) in Sump25 should be addressedand a location map of Sump 25

shouldbe included. Did other potential sources of contaminationalso drain to this

sump?
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Response: Data regarding Sump 25 were provided as general background informationfor

completeness. This sump is located near the Naval Exchange (NEX) gasoline station

at Moffert Field. A separate investigation and evaluation of the underground storage

tanks (liSTs) and sumps (including Sumps 25 and 42) at the NEX gasoline station is

ongoing. Once complete, a separate CAP will be prepared documenting the nature

and extent of contamination and proposed corrective measures for all contamination

associated with the NEX gasoline station (including Sump 25). Therefore, additional

information regarding Sump 25 will not be provided in this CAP. This explanation

has been added to Section 4.5 for clarification.

Comment 14: Section 4.5. Pace 37. ThirdParaeravh. Metals may also be a constituentof concern

for leakage from Sump 62. Was analysisfor inorganies includedin this investigation?

This should be included in any futureactivities at this location. To eliminate VOCs

from concern at this locationadditionalinformationshould be included. This

additionalinformationshould not be limitedto levels of contaminantsdetected, but

should also include specific contaminantsdetected. Due to the presenceof VOCs and

possibly inorganicsthis site shouldbe included in the CERCLAprogram.

Response: Data collected at Sump 62 by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration

(NASA) have been summarized. These data indicate VOC concentrations beneath

Sump 62 are consistent with concentrations in the regional VOC plume that underlies

Building 45 and Sump 62. Therefore, Sump 62 is not considered a VOC source.

NASA's investigation did include analysis for inorganic constituents; there were no

detections above concentrations typically seen in the soils at Moffett Field. As

described in Section 1.0, Purpose and Scope, Sump 62 is already listed as one of the

petroleum sites that will be included within the CER(_A program, including the

station-wide human health risk assessment, RI, and ROD.

Comment 15: Section 4.5. Page 39. ThirdParagr__h. Sump 130 should be included in the

CERCLA program since the potentialcontaminantsof concern are acids, VOCs, and

inorganics. To eliminate Sump 130 from concern additional informationwill be

required. Of particularinterest is the basis for the statementthat no inorganics

presentdid not representcontamination.



Response: As described in Section 1.0, Purpose and Scope, Sump 130 is already listed as one of

the petroleum sites that will be included within the CER__A program, including the
station-wide human health risk assessment, RI, and ROD. Additionally, Sump 130

was investigated during January and February 1994 as part of the additional

petroleum sites investigation. Data from samples collected at this sump are contained

and discussed in the Additional Petroleum Sites Investigation Technical Memorandum

(PRC 1994b). The sampling and analysis were based on the field work plan approved

by the regulatory agencies. During this investigationfour soil samples were collected

from two soil borings (GP65-1 and GP65-2) placed on each side of the sump. Sample

analyses were consistent with sump contents (battery acids) and included VOCs and

inorganics. Analytical results indicated no detections of VOCs and inorganic

concentrations within levels typically seen in soils at Moffett Field. Additionally, one

HydroPunch®sample (I-1P65-1)was collected downgradient of Sump 130 and analyzed

for VOCs and metals. Analytical results revealed no detections of VOCs and

inorganic concentrations within levels typically seen in groundwater at Moffett Field.

The investigation technical memorandum contains the specific soil and groundwater

inorganic concentrations. This explanation has been added to the Sump 130

_F' discussion in Section 4.5 of the CAP. Please also see the response to RWQCB

general comment 1.

Comment 16: Section 4.6. Page 42. First Paraeravh. Tank 43 shouldbe includedin the CERCLA

programsince the potentialcontaminantsof concern are acids, VOCs, and inorganics.

This discussionof contaminationat Site 19 should include presentationof analytical

results for pH, VOCs, and inorganics.

Response: As describedin Section1.0, Purposeand Scope, Tank43 is alreadylisted as one of

thepetroleumsites that willbe includedwithinthe CERCIMprogram, includingthe

station-widehumanrisk assessment,RI, and ROD. Please also see the responseto

RWQCBgeneral commentI.

Comment17: Section4.6. Page45. FirstParagraph.Thediscussionof the detectionof TPH

extractableatTank14 shouldincludethe totalnumberof soil samplesthatwere

collected. It shouldalso be indicatedwhetherthe singledetectionis abovethe

_, proposedcleanupstandardsfor this compound.
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Response: All soil samplescollectedat theformer Tank14 area (atotal of elevensamples)were

analyzedfor TPHera'actable. Thesingledetectionof TPHextractableas diesel,

measuring1,700milligramsper kilogram (mg/kg),is above the cleanuplevelof 400

mg&g. However,analyticalresultsfrom six additionalsamplescollectedadjacentto

this detectionrevealedno detectionsof TPHextractableas diesel. Thesedata are

discussed in thepetroleumsites characterizationreportO'RC1994c)and willbe

presented in a closurereport. Thesedata indicatethat the remainingcontaminationis

verylocalizedand smallin extent. Furthermore,a groundwatermonitoringwell

adjacenttoformer Tank14 (g_14-1) has revealedno detectionsof TPH. Althougha

smallarea of contaminationabovethe cleanuplevelmay remain,the Navyproposes

nofurther actionbecauseTank14 hasbeen removed,groundwaterhas not been

affected,and the cost of remediationexceedsthe benefitof remediatingsuch a small

area. Thisexplanationhas beenadded to the CAP.

Comment 18: Section 5.3. Page 52. Fourth ParaeraDh. It is unclear if an actual National Pollutant

DischargeEliminationSystem(q_IPDES)permitwill be requiredfor this treatment

system.

Response: A NPDESpermit is not requiredsince the Site 9 sourcecontrolmeasureis being

conductedin accordancewith the west-sideaquifersCERtl4 action. CERCLA,

however, requiresthatpermit requirementsbefollowed. Thisexplanationhas been

addedto the CAP.

(_ommentsfrom Mr. MichaelGill. EPA

GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment1: Overall,this documentis a tremendousimprovementoverthe draftversion. It is

importantto note the negotiationsheldbetweenthe Navyandtheagencieswhere

agreementon the cleanuplevelswerereached. It is also a muchmorecomplete

feasibilitystudyof the proposedalternatives,althoughmanystill requiretreatability

studiesbeforea selectionis made. EPAencouragesthis use of innovativetechnology,

butdoesnotwantit to unnecessarilypostponethe startof remediation.TheNavy

_, needs to provideschedulesfortheseactivitiesinthe finalversionof this document.It



is importantto note thatsome of the technologies being tested during the pilot studies

are in factwell documentedand in use at other sites and may not need additional

studies.

Response: A schedulefor thepetroleumsitespilot tests has beenprovided in Section8.1. These

pilot tests are necessaryto gathersite-specificdesignparameters. Even well-

documentedtechnologiesrequiresite-specificinformationfor design evaluationand

optimization.

Comment2: Is NASA's ComprehensiveUse Planfor MoffettFieldan approveddocument?It is

datedAugustof 1993,butI don'tbelievethe regulatoryagencieshave seenit. Is it a

finaldocument?WasNavyin on the reviewcycle?

Response: The status of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration "sComprehensive Use

Plan was discussed during a telephone conversation with EPA and PRC on November

2, 1994. Thefinal plan was submitted August 1994 after review by the appropriate

parties. The CAP was revised to reference the final plan.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Comment 3: Section 4.5. Page 36, Tank 54. Trichloroethene (TCE) detected in a sidewall sample

at 24 microgramsper kilogram (_g/kg) is above the MCLof 5 #g/kg, which is the

cleanuplevel. Please correct this statement.

Response: Currently, there are no cleanup levels established for VOCs in soils on the eastern

side of Moffett Field w_re former Tank 54 was located. Soil cleanup levels

established for the petroleum sites include TPH extractable as diesel and JP-5, TPH

purgeable as gasoline, BTEX, and semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs).

Cleanup levelsfor VOC.sin soils have been established for the western side of Moffett

Field through the Middlefield-Ellis-Whisman record of decision at 100 times the

corresponding MCL for a particular VOC constituent. (For TCE, this would equate to

a cleanup level of 500 #g/kg, since the MCL for TCE is 5 micrograms per liter
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As a point of comparison, the EPA Region 9 PRG for ICE in soils is 3,300 Izg/kgfor

residential scenarios and 7,300 i_g/kgfor industrial scenarios (EPA 1994). Although

EPA Region 9 PRGs for VOCs are not agreed upon cleanup levelsfor Moffett Field,

they present a good basis for order of magnitude comparisons. Since the ICE

detection at Tank 54 (24 izg/kg) is significantly lower than both established TCE

cleanup levels on the western side of Moffett Field (500 l_g/kg) and EPA PRGs (3,300

and 7,300 izg/kg), the Navy recommends no further action for this site. This

explanation has been included with the Tank 54 description.

Comment2: EPAComment4. Table1. Page21. Thefootnotesfor yd2andyd3appearincorrect.

Response: Thefootnote in Table1 has been corrected.

Comment3: EPAComment5. Section4.3. Page31. LastParagraph.Pleaseprovidea schedule

forthe additionalinvestigationrequiredfor Site 12.

Response: The additional investigation at Site 12 will occur in conjunction with the station-wide

remedial investigationfield work, scheduledfor November 1994. This explanation has

been added to the referenced section.

Comment4: EPAComment6. Section4.6. Page45. T_.k 14. If a soil sampleshowsa detection

of 1,700mg/kgof TPHas diesel,andthe cleanuplevel for dieselis 400 mg/kg, how

can closurebe recommended?Cleanupmustbe completebeforeclosurecanbe

approved.

Response: Please see the response to RWQCB specific comment 1Z

Comment 5: EPA Comment7. Section 4.6. Figures 16-19. The documentstates on pages 3 and

14 that CERCLAsubstancesfound present in wastewatertanksandsumps at Site 15

and 19 will be addressedin the site-wide documents. The maps in this document

should reflect those VOC/SVOClevels found in those areas(that is, Tanks 2 and 43

in Figures 16-19). If the risk does prove to be unacceptable,those tank and sump

areas will have to be handledby the CERCLAprocess.
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, Response: These data have been generally summarized in the text and have been previously

provided in the referenced reports. Please see the response to RWQCB general
comment 1. lherefore, the referencedfigures have not been updated. To address

CERdY.,Arequirements, all analytical data collected from the wastewater tanks and

sumps (listed in Section 1.0 of the CAP) will be included in the station-wide human

health risk assessment and RI report. Any remedial actions, if required, will occur

through the station-wide F$, ROD, and associated remedial work plans and designs.

Comment6: EPA Comment 8. Section 8.0. Please include any treatabilitystudy schedules that

you intendto perform.

Response: A schedule for the pilot tests has been provided in Section 8.1.

Comment7: EPA Comment9. Paee 109. Please include schedules for the correctiveaction

designs.

Response.. The schedule for full-scale corrective action designs will be determined, in part, by the

_, results of the Phase I pilot tests. A schedule will be proposed in the evaluation

technical memorandum that will be prepared to document the test results. An

explanation has been added to Section 8.1.
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