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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFF OPERABLE UNIT $ RECORD OF DECISION

MAY 10, 1996

This reportpresentspoint-by-pointresponses to regulatoryagency comments on the February7, 1996
DraftOperableUnit 5 (OU5) Recordof Decision reportpreparedby PRC Environmental
Management,Inc. (PRC) for MoffettFederal Airfield (Moffett Field), California. Comments were
provided by Mr. Michael Gill of the U.S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency (EPA) in a letter dated
March 20, 1996. Comments also were provided by the California EPA from Mr. C. Joseph Chou of
the Departmentof Toxic SubstancesControl (DTSC) andMr. MichaelRochette of the Regional
Water QualityControl Board, San Francisco Bay Region (RWQCB) in letters datedMarch 25, 1996.

EPA GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment 1. The recordof decision (ROD) is intendedtobe the documentwhere the final
selection of a remedy is recorded,along with that remedy's ARARs. This ROD
does not properlydefine the discharge method to be used at OU5, nor does it
provide the level of appropriatedetail of the regulationsthat apply to this portion
of the remedy. Each discharge option (i.e., reinjection,surface water discharge,
reuse, etc.) will trigger differentARARs. In addition, the ARARs will freeze at

the time the ROD is signed; thus, a ROD that does not select a dischargeoption is
not a complete ROD. The Navy should select a discharge method andpresent it
along with its ARARs in this ROD. A table with ARARs (as in the feasibility
study) should Provideappropriatedetail and explanation. Describe which ARARs
apply to the remedy, where they come from, why they must be attained, indicate
whetherFederal or Stateregulationsapply and include citations. They should be
separatedintochemical,location and actionspecific ARARs.

Response: The Navy's selected discharge method for operable unit 5 (0115) is water reuse for
irrigation purposes at the Moffett Field golf course or other potential uses at the
facility. If water reuse is not possible, the discharge will be sent to a local publicly
owned treatment works (POTW) or the Moffett Field storm drain system. The Navy
has included in the ROD applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
(ARARs) that apply to the selected remedy including the discharge method.

Comment2. The continuedoperationof the Building 191 pump station is necessary for the
successful implementationof the selected pump and treat alternativeat OU5.
Without its operation,the northernportion of the base will flood during the rainy
season and could change groundwaterflow direction. This may cause problems for
the pumpand treat system. Its abseace implies that the remedy is effective without
it. The operationof Building 191 needs to be madepart of the remedy.

Response: Operation of the Building 191 pump station is not part of the Navy's remedy as an
engineering or institutional control. Instead, the Moffett Field drain system and
pump station operation are essential aspects of current land use by National
Aeronautic and Space Administration (NASA) as well as all other reasonably
foreseeable future land uses. These aspects of current land use are addressed as



existing site conditions with impacts that must be considered in the design and
implementation of the remedy. The ROD adequately outlines the necessary
peo_otTnancestandards of the remedy and a review of the remedy will be conducted
periodically to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of
human health and the environment.

EPA SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Comment3. Statementof Basis andPurnose. Paee DS-I. The discharge method to be used
shouldbe definedand addedto discussion of the selected remedialaction.

Response: The discharge method for 0115 Is water reuse for irrigation purposes at the Moffett
Field golf course or other potential uses at the facility. If water reuse Is not
possible, the discharge will be sent to a local POTW or the Moffett Field storm
drain system. The discharge method has been added to the discussion of the
selected remedial action.

Comment4. Assessmentof the Site. Page DS-1. Rearrangementand modificationof this
paragraphis suggested as follows:

"OU5 consists of the aquifers...and vinyl chloride. Actual or _ed releases of
these COCs from OU5, if not addressedby implementingthe response action
selected in this ROD, may presenta currentor potential threatto public health,
welfare, or the environment. The area that is targeted for treatmentis the southern
plume at OU5. There is no actionrequiredfor the northernplume because the

does not satisfy the state's criteriaas a potential drinkingwatersource
andposes no unaccentablt risk to humanhealth or the environment."

Response: Theparagraphhasbeenmod_ as suggested.

Comment 5. Descriptionof the Selected Remedy. Paee DS-2. The selected dischargemethod
shouldbeincludedinthe third buliet. -

Response: The discharge method for OU5 is water reuse for irrigation purposes at the Moffett
Field golf course or other potential uses at the facility. If water reuse ISnot
possible, the discharge will be sent to a local POTW or the Moffett Field storm
drain system. The discharge method has been included in the third bullet.

Comment6. Section 1.2. Page 5. A more descriptive title for this section would be "Site
History andSummaryof EnforcementActivities."

Response: The title has been changed as suggested.

Comment 7. _'tion 1.2. Paee 7. LastParaeravh. Please include references to the soils
investigation activities anddocumentsfor the soils overlying the OU5 aquifers.
The OU2-EastROD, signed in December, 1994, determinedthat no action was
necessary for the soils overlying the OU5 aquifers (except for petroleum
contaminatedareas). The many petroleumrelated activities performedin this area

should also be referenced.
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Response: Thefollowing statement has been added to the last paragraph of Section 1.2.

The soils investigation activitiesfor OU2 soils overlying OU5 groundwater are
provided in the final OU2 remedial investigation (RI) report published in
May 1993.

Sites with petroleum contamination were also Investigated and the results
summarized In the Revised Final IRP Petroleum Sites Characterization Report
_'RC 1994).

Comment8. Section 1.3. Page 9. Parat,rap_h 1. This paragraphshould be rewritten. EPA's
Technical AssistanceGrant(TAG) was not awarded to Silicon Valley Toxics
Coalition until late 1993. The TechnicalReview Committee(TRC) was formed
prior to the award of the TAG. They both preceded the formation of the RAB. In
this paragraph, also mentionthe publicationof miscellaneous site work fact sheets
that are used as communicationtools for community participation.

Response: This paragraph has been rewritten to reflect the changes specified in this comment.

Comment9. Section 1.3. Pa2e 9. Para_aph 2. Please note the size of the mailing list for the
proposedplan.

Response: The proposed plan was sent to approximately 450 people on the Moffett Field
mailing list. This statement has been added to this paragraph in the ROD.

Comment 10. Section 1.4. Pa_e 10. Please update the station-wideROD submittaldate to be
consistent with that in the Moffett Federal AirfieldBRAC Business Plan
(May 1997).

Response: The submittal datefor the station-wide ROD has been corrected to May 199Z

Comment 11. _;ection1.4. Page 10. Para_aph 4. Mention that Moffett Federal Airfield has
alreadybeentransferredto NASA. "

Response: A sentence has been added to state that Moffett Field has already been transferred
to the NASA.

Comment 12. Section 1.5. Pa_,e11. Para2raDh2. Please double check these COC concentrations
to ensure that they are consistentwith those listed in Table 3. Presently, the values
of 1,2-DCE, 1,2-DCA, and I,I-DCE are inconsistent.

Response: The chemical of concerti (COC) concentrations shown in this paragraph are
correct. The maximum concentrations observed in groundwater since 1989for
some of the COCs listed on Table 3 have been changed to show the correct values.

Comment 13. Section 1.5. Page 1I. Para_aph 2. Clarify that it has been determinedthat the
inorganics detectedat "ambientconcentrations" are naturallyoccurring.

Response: A statement Iresbeen added indicating that the inorganic compounds detected at
ambient concentrations are naturally occurring.
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Comment 14. Section 1.6. Pa2es 17. 18. Ecoloeical Risk Summary.

A. Please explainhow the dischargeoption will affect the ecological risk.

B. Clarification- Section 404(0(1) of the Clean Water Act provides a permit
exemption for the maintenanceof drainageditches. However, it does mean
the area is not a wetland(sic); it is still a jurisdictionalwetlandwhich is
subject to the ecological risk assessment. In addition,pursuantto Section
404(00), ditchmaintenancedoes not includefilling in the ditch or expanding
it. See attachedmemo for clarification (datedAugust 19, 1987). EPA
suggests you remove the phrase"...and thus, are not consideredjurisdictional
wetlands."from the bottomof Page 17.

C. Clarification - Any remedialaction affecting the drainage ditches will not
requirea permit if the ditch is on site pursuantto a CERCLA cleanup.
However, the substantiverequirementsof a permit will have to be met.

D. Are you consideringSection 404(0(1) to be an ARAR? If so, you should
include in the ARARs section of the ROD.

E. Please explain how andwhy Section 402 of the Clean WaterAct exempts the
pondarea from being a jurisdictionalwetland. In order to avoid confusion,
similarto above, we suggest you removethe phrase "...the area is not a
jurisdictionalwetlandunderSection 404 of the Clean Water Act" and

reorganizethe sentence.

Response: A. The discharge method for 0{I5 is water reuse for irrigation purposes at the
Moffett Field golf course or other potential uses at the facility. If water reuse
is not possible, the discharge will be sent to a local POTW or the Moffett
Field storm drain system. Because the selected remedy will likely treat
extracted groundwater to nondetectable levels, discharge of treated OU5
groundwater to the storm drain system does not pose an unacceptable
ecological risk.

B. The sentence has been correc_ as suggested.

C. A sentence has been added to state that substantive requirements of a
Section 404 permit will be met.

D. Section 40409(1) is considered to be an ARAR because the discharge method
may involve discharging to the storm drain system.

E. Correctionshave been made as suggested.

Comment 15. Table 3. Pa2e 19. 20. Same as Connnent 12.

Response: The maximum concentrations observed tn groundwater since 1989for some of the
COCs listed on Table 3 have been changed to show the correct values.



Comment16. Section 2.0, Pa2e 23. Para_ap_h _;. Please clarify the futuretreatmentoption. TheARARs wouldneed to be determined for this treatment option in order for it to be
a viable remedial alternativein the ROD.

Response: Thefuture tremmemoption lnvolwsconstructinga grmmdmuertreatmentplant in
the future shouldthe q_ected Ir_r becomenecessaryfor drinkingwater
use. Thestatedoes not acceptthis optionbecauseitprefersalternativesthatcan
be init_ed uponcompletionof the ROD. Consequently,no discussionof the
ARARsspecificto this alternativehasbeenpresented in the ROD.

Comment17. Section3.0. P_e 26. Onceagain,the selectionof a dischargemethod,alongwith
identificationof associatedARARsshouldbe madein thisdocument. We suggest
providingtheseARARsin a table,as wasdone in the FS.

Response: Thedischargemethodfor OU5is water reusefor irrigationpurposes at the Moffett
Field golf courseor otherpotentialuses at thefacility. If waterreuse is not
possible, the dischargewill be sent to a local POTWor theMoffettField storm
drain system. ARARsthat applyto thedischargemethodhave beenpresented in
the ROD.

Comment18. Section3.1. Page26. Chemical-SpecificARAI_.

A. Includecitations.

B. What are the MCLs? Are they stricter than the state counterpart?

C. What sections of the Porter-CologneWaterQuality Control Act are applicable
or relevant andappropriate?

Response: The chemical-specific ARARs are shown on Table 4 of the ROD.

Comment 19. Section 3.2. Pa_e 27. Location-SpecificARARg, You indicatethat there are some
endangeredspecies on the base, yet you do not includethe Endangered Species Act
or the state equivalentas an ARAR.

Response: The Endangered Species Act is an ARAR and is shown on Table 5.

Comment20. Section 3.3. Pa_e 27. Action-SpecificARAR_.

A. Your references to ARARs are too general (i.e., "The air strippergenerates
an air stream that must meet the BAAQMD substantiverequirements...').
Please identify with specificity the ARARs, with citations, and indicatewhy
they apply.

B. The ARARs for the selected dischargeoption must be identified in the ROD.

Response: A. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) requirements that
apply to discharges to the atmosphere have been identified with citations in the
ROD.

B. ARARs that apply to the discharge method have been presented in the ROD.



Comment21. _. Please providethe selected dischargemethod in this table.

Response: The discharge method has been identified as sugsested.

Comment22. SectiQn4.0. Page 31. Last Para_h. Clarify that it has been determinedthat the
inorganicsdetected at "ambientconcentrations"are naturallyoccurring.

Response: A clarification has been made by adding a statement indicating that the inorganic
compounds detected at ambient concentrations are naturally occurring.

Comment 23. :_t..0_P.ggg,._. If the informationis available,please break the costs out into
capital, program andO&M costs.

Response: The table has been mod_ftedto show capital and construct_ costs, operation and
maintenance (O&M) costs, and present worth costs.

Comment 24. Seqti0n6.0. Pa_e 35. Paraeraph2. The paragraph states "...the nearestresidential
area is far from the OU5 area." Please quantifythis distance.

Response: The nearest residential area is approximately 1 mile southwest of OU.5. This
statement has been added to the text.

EPA COMMENTS ON RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

Comment 25. Section 3.1. Comment2. Building 191. If Building 191 is necessary for V
successful implementationof the remedy, it should be part of the remedy and
discussed in the body of the ROD.

Response: See Response to EPA general comment 2.

Comment 26. Section 3. I. Comment3. This question asks aboutongoing Navy financial
responsibilityand the answerdoesn't address that subject. The U.S. government
retainsresponsibility, unless otherwise negotiated. EPA suggests changingthe last
sentence in the response to: "Any transferof financial responsibilityfrom the U.S.
governmentwouldbe negotiatedanddocumentedas partof the terms and
considexationfor the conveyance."

Response: The sentence has been changed as suggested.

Comment 27. Section 3.1. Comment4. Adding the following sentence to the response will
providemore clarity: "Cleanupof COCs in OU5 will occur wherever groundwater
is a potentialdrinkingwater murce."

Response: The sentence has been added as suggested.

Comment 28. Section 3.2. Comment 1. Please briefly elaborateon what EPA andDOD
guidance suggest for post-RODpublic participation. Exactly how will people who
do not attendthe RAB be informed7 Fact Sheets7 RAB memberupdates to the
community?.
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tt_ Response: TheNavywillprovideprogressreportstotheRAB membersduringregularly
scheduled RAB meetings during the RD/RA phases of the remediation. The Navy
will also complete a fact sheet detailing the design which will be mailed to every
person on the Moffett Field mailing list. Prior to the start of conswuaion, the

will koid amopen house to discuss the design and conwuction activities.

Comment29. Section 3.3. Comment 1. Please provide a referenceto the document in which the
leachingevaluationcan be found.

Response: The results of an evaluation of leachingfrom each of the OU2-East sites can be
found in the OU2 RI Report dated May 1993.

Comment30. Section 3.3. Comment6. If Building 191 is necessary for successful
implementationof the remedy, it should be part of the remedy anddiscussed in the
body of the ROD.

Response: Operation of the Building 191 pump station is not part of the Navy's remedy as an
engineering or institutional control. Instead, the Moffett Field drain system and
pwnp station operation are essential aspects of current land use by NASA as well
as all other reasonably foreseeable future land uses. These aspects of current land
use are addressed as existing site conditions with impacts that must be considered
in the design and implementation of the remedy. The ROD adequately outlines the
necessary performance standards of the remedy and a review of the remedy will be
conducted periodically to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate

protection of human health and the environment.

Comment31: Section 3.4. Comment 1. Please add that the east side softs at Moffett Field (e.g.
OU2-East) were not necessaryto remediatebecause they presentedno unacceptable
risk for an industrialscenario use, as noted in the no action OU-2 EastROD. The
use of thatland is presentlynot restrictedfor industrialuse.

Response: The suggested additional text is confusing. The Navy does not want to imply to the
public that the risk management decision supporting the "noaction" remedy
selection for OU2 _ based onfaulty future land use assumptions.

Comment 32. Section 3.5. Comment3. Please add a statementthat clarifies that "EPARegion 9
reserves the rightto takesite specific risk reduction or remedialmeasureswhen
contaminantconcentrationsare estimatedto pose risks in this range."

Response: The statement has been added for clarification as suggested.

Comment 33. Section 3.5. Commellt4. Please clarify in the last sentence that "...there were no
unacceDtablerisks to site workers..."

Response: The sentencehas beenchangedas suggested.

EPA EDITORIAL COMMENTS

_, Comment34. PageDS-3. The correctspellingof the ExecutiveOfficer'snameis "Barsamian."

Response: Thenamehas been changedas indicated.
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Comment35. Section 1.4. Pa2e 10. Para_ravh1. Last sentence. Grammaticalcorrection: "The
remainingsites are plannedto be addressed..."

Response: The grammatical error has been corrected as suggested.

Comment36. Res_l_nsivtnessSummary.Section 3.12. Comment 1. We suggest the following
grammaticalchanges to sentences in the third paragraph:

Sentence 2: "Thereare other Superfundor non-Superfundsites that are
comparableto OU5 in _ andarea."

Sentence 3: "Butthe extent of contaminationat OU5 ig different and is therefore
addressedaccordingly."

Sentence 5: "The selected remedy, treatmentof groundwaterusing air stripping, is
anticipatedto achieve the cleanupgoals over the durationof the remediation
period."

Response: The paragraph has been rewritten for clarity, with the suggested revision.

DTSC GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment I. The Stateagreedwith the Navy that additionaldata to confirm the extent of the
plume andsubsurfacegeology couldbe collected duringthe remedial design phase.
Even though, it will be appropriateto outline the proposed investigations in the
subject document. Currently, there is no proposed investigationmentioned in the
text; the term "phaseapproach"appeared manytimes in the responsiveness
summarybut withoutany description. The vagueness of "phaseapproach"may
raise more concerns from regulatoryagencies and communities abouthow this
informationwill be properlygenerated.

Response: The Navy believes that the data at OU5 are adequate to move forward to the
remedial design. Additional data may be collected during the remedial design if it
becomes necessary.

The Navy has removed the term "phasedapproach" wherever it appeared in the
document to avoid confusion. Following construction and startup of the treatment
_ystem, the Navy will monitor the performam:e of the system to evaluate xystem
effectiveness.

Comment 2. Please includea statementregarding the need to continueto operate the Building
191 pumping station. Without continuingoperationof the pumping station,
flooding of the site is likely which would cause the need for more extensive
remedial work.

Response: For thepurposes of the OU5 remedyselection,the operationof the Building191
pwnping stationis consideredto be an existingsite conditionassociatedwith
present andforeseeablefuture land useshaspotential impactsthat will be
evaluatedduringthe RD/RAfor the remedy. Oncethe selectedremedyof pumping
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_, and treating OU5 groundwater is _,zplemented, the effect on groundwater flow
attributable to the pump station operation will likely decrease in significance
because the system of extraction wells will be designed to control the movement of
theplume.

Comment 3. "FneARARs section does not provide eaough detail as presentedin the OU5
Feasibility Study (FS). Several potential ARARslist_ in the OU5 FS were not
included in the subjectdocumentneed to be addressed in the draft final version.
To clarify the unnecessaryconfusion, a summarytable of chemical-, location-and
action-specificARARs is recommended.

Response: Sunmu_ tables of chemical-, location- and action-specific ARARs have been added
to the ROD.

DTSC SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Comment 1. Page 1.5th Paraeraph.Section 1.1. Please verify the size of wetlandson Moffett
Federal Airfield. If the Navy StormWaterRetentionPond, EasternandWestern
Diked Marsh area have been includedas partof the wetlands, then its size appears
to be more than 40 acres as describedin the subjectdocument.

Response: The size of the wetlands at northern Moffett Field is approximately 80 acres. This
area includes the eastern and western diked marshes and the diked salt marsh

located between the stormwater retention ponds and the eastern and western diked
marshes. The area does not include the stormwater retention ponds. The text of
this section has been revised to correct the size of the wetlands and to more clearly
describe the wetlands and other surface waterfeatures at Moffett Field.

Comment2. Page 10. 1st Paragraph.SectiQi!!,4, The Staterecognizes that Sites 8, 9, 16, 17,
18 and portionof Site 10 were affectedby the regional Middlefield-Ellis-Whisman
(MEW) volatile organic compound(VOC) plume. However, these sites are subject
to conditions of the MEW ROD but are not included with MEW ROD.

Response: This sentence has been changed to read "Sites 16, 17, 18, and the Westernportion
of Site 10 are located on the western portion of Moffett Field and are subject to the
conditions Of the MEW ROD."

Comment 3. Page 10. 5th Param'_h. Section 1.5. Please consider including a paragraphof
futureRemedial Design/RemedialAction (RD/RA) work and relatedfield work
such as more detailedgroundwaterinvestigation in this section.

Response: The Navy believes that the data at 0115 are adequate to move forward to the
remedial design. Additional data may be collected during the remedial design if it
becomes necessary.

Comment 4. Page 11.2nd Para_ap_h. Section 1.5. Please clarify that Tables 1 and2 refer to
the chemicals of concern (COC) list in the OU5 humanhealth risk assessment
while Table 4 representsthe refined COCs list.

Response: The distinction between the two COC lists has been made in the text.



Comment5. Page 11.3rd Paragrap_h. Section 1.5. A brief explanationof the petroleum
correctiveactionprocess shouldbe addedbefore the last sentence.

Response: The following has been added to the text:

TheNavyis currentlyevaluatingand cleaningup MoffettFieldpetroleumsites
following the San FranciscoBay RegionalWaterQualityControlBoard (RWQCB)
guidance. An evaluationreportdocumentingRWQC_ low-riskcriteriaIScurrently
plannedfor petroleumsites.

Comment 6. Page | 1.4th p_ra_ap_h. Section 1.5. The earlierdetections were not dearly
addressed. Please explain where those chlorinatedVOCs were found andwhat are
their concentrationlevels.

Response: Thissectionhas been expandedto includethefollowing discussionof historical
OU5 VOCdata.

High concentrations of VOCs were detected in samples from well W7-7 near former
Tank 43 during 1983 through 1985. Maximum concentrations of PCE; TCE; 1,2-
DCE; and vinyl chloride were 110; 7,900; 22,000; and 2,800 _tg/L, respectively.
All marimum concentrations were detected in a sample collected in November 1983
except 1,2-DCE which was measured in August 1984. However, none of the
samples collected from groundwater monitoring wells near well W7-7 (including
W7-6, W7-8, W7-9, and WT-IO)indicated levels of VOCs above 350 i_g/L during
1983 through 1985. Furthermore, VOC concentrations declined rapidly in samples
coUectedfrom well W7-7. Concentrations of TCE; 1,2-DCE; and vinyl chloride
were Z6; 2,574; and 500 ;tg/L in samples collected during November 1985. PCE
was not detected at 5 i_g/L in the same sample. Cometaboiism of VOCs during
degradation of fuel-related hydrocarbons may have contributed to the rapid decline
in VOC concentrations. The Navy has installed four additional Al-aquifer zone
groundw_er monitoring wells (W43-1, W43-2, W43-3, and W19-1) in the area of
well W7-7 and former Tank 43 since 1985. Samples collectedfrom the nine
groundwater monitoring wells near former Tank 43 since 1985 indicate significantly
lower VOC concentrations.

Comment 7. Paee 18 to 21. Section 1.6. Ecological Risk Summary. It is repeatedlymentioned
that there is no ecological risk to the receptors in MarriageRoad ditch and the
Navy channelfrom OU5 groundwatercontamination. Please clarify if burrowing
owl has been considered in the assessment.

Response: Theecologicalrisk to burrowingowl ISbeing investigatedunderthe Phase II
site-wideecologicalassessment(SWEA). The effectof soil gas on burrowingowls
is being investigated. Pleaserefer to the dra_fmal PhaseH SWEAreportdated
May 1996.

Comment 8. Page 22. Section 2.0. Alternative1. Please explain how to conclude that it takes at
least 50 years to remediatethe OU5 southernplume to MCLs.

Response: Adve_ve transportof contaminantsbyflowing groundwaterand adsorptionof
contaminantstofine-grainedsedimentsare primaryfactors that affectcontaminant
transportand, therefore,cleanupduration. Slowergroundwaterflow and sorptive
materialsinhibit contaminanttransport. Thelow groundwaterflow rate and high
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proportion of fine-grained, sorptive sediments at OU5 contribute to the eapected
long cleanup time. Thesefactors apply to both active restoration and natural
attenuation options and cleanup times under both scenarios are expected to exceed
50 years. This estimate is based on groundwater modeling using OUS-specific
data. Thefollowing text has been added to Section 2.0.

The anticipated cleanup period is based on groundwater modeling using
OUS-specific data. Cleanupperiods under both active restoration and natural
attenuation scenarios are expected to e_ed 50 years because of the low
groundwmer flow rate and high proportion of free-grained, wrptive sediments at
0£15.

Comment 9. Paee 23. Section 2.0. Alternative4A. The thirdseateace should read "As
contaminatedgroundwaterflow throughthe reaction cells, chlorinated
hydrocarbonswill reactwith iron fillings andbe detoxified."

Response: The text has been changed as suggested.

Comment 10. Pase 24. Section 2.0. Alterlaative4A. Hydraulicbarriers,such as slurry walls,
was consideredas part of the remedy in the OU5 Feasibility Study (FS) andit
should be included in the ROD as well.

Response: Text discussing hydraulic barriers such as slurry walls has been added to
Alternative 4,4 in the ROD for consistency.

• m, Comment 11. Pace 34. Section 5.0. It is stated that the cleanupgoals may not be technically
feasible, due to the silt and clay formations in Moffett Field. Therefore, the
selected remedy may be re-evaluated. However, it is not clear how the evaluation
criteria will be determined.

Response: lhe following statement has been addedfor clarification.

Following construction and _artup of the treatment system, the Navy will monitor
the performance of the system to assess system effectiveness. Details of the
evaluation criteria will be presented in the remedial design.

Comment 12. Page 35.5th Para_aph. Section _,Q. In additionto the cost factor, it is very
importantto mention that the selectedremedy will reduce toxicity, mobility and
volume of contaminantsin a shorterperiod of time than the passive alternative.

Response: The first sentence in the fifth paragraph has been modified as follows:

The selected remedy wUlpermanently and significantly reduce toxicity, mobility,
andvolumeofcontaminantsatOU5 ina shorterperiodoftimethanthepassive
alternatives.

Comment13. Attachments.The administrativerecordindexshouldbe includedas partof the
attachments.

Response: Theadministrativerecordfor this actionhas beenmadeavailableat the
informationrepository.
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RWQCB GENERAL COMMEa'VI_

Comment 1. The declarationstatement, "...the selected remedy is protectiveof humanhealth
and the environment,complies with federal and state requirementsthat are legally
applicableor relevant andappropriateto the remedial action, and is cost effective"
requiresthe inclusion andanalysis of the proposed dischargemethod for the treated
groundwateror the inclusion of the proposed dischargeoptions with comparative
analysis of each alternative.

Response: The discharge method has been added to the declaration statement. The discharge
method for 0115 is water reuse for irrigationpurposes at the Moffett Field golf
coarse or other potential uses at the facility. If water reuse is not possible, the
discharge will be sent to a local POTW or the Moffett Field storm drain system.

Comment2. "I'nediscussions regardingecological impactsneed to be preseated in a clearer
manner. For example statementssimilar to the one on page 10, "Potentialrisks to
ecological receptors were evaluatedat OU5. No ecological risks were identified."
should be removed or supportingtext should be provided. Additionally, ecological
assessmentof the inhalationpathwayfor burrowingowls has not been completed
and should be included in the ecological risk summary.

Response: A summary of the evaluation of ecological risks at OU5 is presented in Section 1.6.
This section also states that a SWEA is being completed which includes an
evaluation of the effect of soil gas on burrowing owls. To avoid confuskm, the
statement cited from page 10 of the draft document has been removed.

V
Comment 3. Please providemore informationregarding the implementationandtime frames of

the groundwatermonitoring program and of the institutionalcontrols restricting
groundwaterandland uses, as the text does not provide a clear picture of how
these components of the remedy are protectiveof humanhealth and the
environment.

Response: DetaUs on the implementation and timeframes of the groundwater monitoring
program will be included in the long-term monitoring plan to be submitted to the
regulatory agencies. While Moffett Field remains in the custody and control of the
federal government, all necessary institutional controls restricting groundwater and
land uses wffl be documented in the facility master plans administered by the
government. In the event of future property transfer, deed restrictions documented
and recorded in the context of the real estate transaction would be the appropriate
means to implement institutional controls.

Comment4. Pumpingoperationsat Building 191 need to be identified as a part of the remedial
system anddiscussed within the text regarding groundwaterhydrauliccontrol and
surfacewater flood control.

Response: See response to EPA general comment 2.

Comment 5. Groundwatermonitoringof the northernplume should be evaluatedand analyzed as
the selected remedy and incorporatedas such in the ROD.

v



Response: Groundwater monitoring ofthe nonhern plume has been included as a ponion of
the selected remedy.

RWQCB SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Comment 6.

Response:

Comment 7.

Response:

Comment 8.

Response:

Comment 9.

Response:

Comment 10.

Response:

Pa~e DS-2. The method of discharge should be identified as a major component of
the selected remedy for the southern plume.

The discharge method will be identified as a major component ofthe selected
remedy for the southern plume. The discharge method for OU5 is water reuse for
irrigation purposes at the Moffett Field golfcourse or otherpotential uses at the
facUity. Ifwater reuse is notpossible, the discharge will be'sent to a local P01W
or the Moffett Field storm drain system.

Page DS-2. Groundwater monitoring should be evaluated as the major component
of the selected remedy for the northern plume.

Groundwater monitoring ofthe nonhern plume has been included as a ponion of
the selected remedy.

Page DS-3. Please correct the spelling of the RWQCB executive officer to
Loretta Barsamian.

The name has been corrected as indicated.

Page 4. Figure 2. Please revise the conceptual cross section of hydrology to
include the approximate water level and the contaminated groundwater plume.

Figure 4 has been revised to indicate the approximate groundwater elevation and
contaminantplume location.

Page 3. Section 1.1. The discussion regarding the groundwater flow is deficient.
The importance of the impact from the pumping at Building 191 on the
groundwater flow within OUS needs to be discussed fully with the inlpacts of
potential future changes to the pumping operations analyzed.

Section ·1.1 hos been revised to include discussion ofthe effect ofthe drainage
system and pumping at Building 191 on groundwaterflow at OU5. The following
has been added:

The Moffett Field storm drainage system has an effect on the flow direction and
velocity ofA1-aquifer zone groumiwater at OU5. In the vicinity ofOU5, the
system includes the runway subdrains, Marriage Road, Patrol Road, and Navy
ditches, and the Building 191 lift station. The Navy ditch penetrates deepest into
the AI-aquifer zone and, therefore, probably has the greatest effect on the AI-zone
groundwater. Continued operations ofthe stonn drainage system not only affects
the AI-aquifer groundwater but also is important to control surface runoffand
minimize surface flooding in the OU5 area.

13



Comment 11. Page 11. Section 1.5. Paragraph 3. Please expand the discussion of the Navy's
petroleum corrective action program and provide text briefly detailing the status of
investigations and removal actions.

Response: The Navy is currently evaluating and cleaning up Moffett Field petroleum sites
following the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
guidance. An evaluation report documenting RWQCB low-risk criteria is currently
plannedfor petroleum sites.

Comment 12. Page 34. Section 5,0. Parauaph 1. Please clarify if both the groundwater
extraction and the monitoring are being proposed for 50 years.

Response: 1he groundwater extraction and monitoring are proposedfor 50 years. The
anticipated cleanup period of50 years is based on groundwater modeling using
OU5-specijic data. The implementation and time frames ofthe groundwater
monitoring program will be included in the long-term monitoring plan which will
be developed during the remedial design.

Comment 13. Page 35. Section 6.0. Paragraph 1. The text does not provide sufficient
information to support the statement that "The selected remedy is
protective".through restricting access to the southern plume, containing migration
of the plume... " Please provide a text detailing the method to restrict access and
how "containing migration of the plume" will be performed as opposed to
groundwater extraction.

Response: To restrict access to the groundwater at the southern plume of OU5, drinking water
wells will not be permitted. Containment ofthe migration ofthe plume will be
performed by groundwater extraction.
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