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This reportpresents responses to comments received from the Navy on the draftMoffett Federal

Airfield (MFA) Building 191 EvaluationTechnical Memorandumdated September14, 1994.

Comments were received from Mr. Don Chuck in a letter datedNovember 1, 1994.

1.0 GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment Number 1. Based on the informationpresentedin this report, it does not appearthat the

aerationdevices on the discharge pipes of the Building 191 are effective at

preventingvolatile organic compounds (VOCs) from exceeding the National

Pollution Discharge EliminationSystem (NPDES) requirements. Review of

the sampleresults for trichloroethene(TCE) shows a reduction only for the

7/28/93 sampling event. Subsequentsampling events show TCE levels to

remainthe same or increase. The 11/10/93 event shows that TCE levels

exceeded requirements (12 _tg/L) in the channel, however we don't have data

to indicatewhat the influentTCE levels were.

Further evaluationof the aeration system is needed. Considerationshould

also be given to the conclusion that, as presently installed, this treatment

system will not insurethat discharge from the Building 191 pumps will not

exceed the NPDES requirements.

Response: Data indicate that the treatment system is not effectiveatpreventing VOCs

from exceeding NPDES requirements. However, data cannot be solely used to

gauge the effectiveness of the aeration system, since the influent VOC

concentration is low to begin with. The treatment system has not been tested

under high VOC influent concentrations. Under higher influent

concentrations, significant VOCs reductions should occur. The treatment
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, systemshouldcontinueto operateuntilsufficientdata indicatethat it is not

effectivefor removingVOCsevenat higher influentconditions.

2.0 SPECIFICCOMMENTS

CommentNumberI. Section1.0. Param'aDh1. SecondSentence.Page1. Thesentencestatesthat

Building191pumpsshallowgroundwaterfromthe northernrunwayarea.

Whilethis may be true,it shouldbe pointedout thatthe groundwateris the

resultof infiltrationto the stormdrainsystem. The pumpingstationwas

neverbuiltor intendedfor useto pumpgroundwater.Pleasecorrectthe

sentence.

Response: Thesentencehas been corrected.

CommentNumber2. Section3.0. Paragraph1. ThirdSentence.Page1, Removethe word well

andusecisternonly. The use of the wordwell impliesthatthe cisternwas

builtto supplyor accesswaterwhich is notthe case. The only purposeof the

cisternis to collectwaterfrom the variousdrainsfordischarging. In addition

to cistern, sumpor reservoircouldbe used. Additionally,bothpumps

normallyoperateduringa dischargeevent,notjustpumpnumber1.

Response: Thisparagraphhas beenmodifiedto reflectchanges. Correctionshave been

made regardingthe operationof the twopumps ratherthan onlypump

number1.

CommentNumber 3. Figure1, The structurelabeled"wet well" is in realitypart of the cistern.

Removethe term "wet well" (see CommentNumber2 about the use of the

word well). The figureshouldalso indicatethat the influentsump is

connectedto the cisternby a grate. Removethe word well from in front of

cistern.

Response: Thefigure has beenmodifiedas requested.
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Comment Number 4. Section 3.0. Paragraph2. Pa2e 3. Remove the word well from in front of

cisternin the second sentence; change pump to pumps since both operate in

normaloperation, although pumpnumber 1 will come aheadof pump number

2. Remove well from in frontof cistern in the third sentence. The sixth

sentence statesthat pump number2 operatesonly duringsignificant storm

events. This is incorrect. Both pumpsoperate duringnormal operations.

Response: The corrections have been made accordingly.

Comment Number 5. Section 4.0. Page 4. Use of the November 10, 1993, data does not seem to

be useful to this report. Since the purposeof this technical memorandum is to

discuss evaluate the effectivenessof the aerationscreens, supportingdata

should includeboth influentand effluent samples. This sample is effluent data

only. While it indicatesthat TCE was found in the Northern Channel,

without knowing the TCE concentrationof the influent to the pumps, no

conclusions can be made concerningthe effectiveness of the aerationscreens

at reducingTCE. Considerationshould be given to remove this data from the

_, report.

Response: Thesedata werepresented in the technicalmemorandumfor Navy's

information. As indicatedin the comment,these data cannotbe used to

evaluatethe effectivenessof the treatmentsystem. Therefore,the November

10, 1993, data havebeen removedfrom the report.

Comment Number 6. Section 5.0. Last Sentence. Page 5. The recommendations should include

influent sampling during storm events as well as effluent.

Response." The sentence has been modified accordingly.
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