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Paul V. Hehn, Treasure Island RAB- Tech.n.ical s-ubco.mrnittee Chair 

January 19. 1996 

Comments on Documents from Technical Sri.bcomcittee Meeting 
January 9. 1996 

The technical subcommittee of the Treasure Island RA..B met or: Ja:1:1a.')· 9, ; 996 
at the Treasure Island Navy AcL:ninist.ration bt:ilding on Treasure Island. Tne t:rs: 

two hours of the meeting \Vere spent discussing Rl-...B adrn.icistrati\'e issues 
dealing with upcoming documents to be reviewed, follow-up comm~rm anc 
discussion on the Ecological Risk Assessment, educational issues and prio:"i~ies. 

Notice of Intent to Sue by Bay Keeper on petroleum hydrocarbon issue!>, upda:e 

of the External Affairs Committee by Dan McDonald, infom1ation. or, CRC ty 

Laurie Glass and DTSC issues. During {he fl.nal 45 rr...inures, v;e wc:::e able :o 
discuss L.1e Pre-Final UST Investigation and Corrective :Measures Study. 

The following compiles the main points of discussion and areas of concem 
expressed by those RAB members who had reviewed the P:-e-Fincl UST 
Investigation and Corrective Measures Study. This summary co::1pi1es :ht: 

comments verbally submitted during rhis discussion, by RAB con1111U!ii.-y 
members Ch..:i.s Shirely, Usha Vedagi..i, Dan McDonald, Brad \Vong, Ri;h2rd 
Hansen, Fred Hayden and John All.man. 

I have again taken the liberty of submitting the compiled comments and quest:,.:-ns 
expressed during the meeting into an overall General com.rnems and questions 
category since mosr of the discussion centered around these issues related ~o this 
particular document. We ran out of time before we could cover SQecjfk issues n! 
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each particular site, and these specific issues should be brought out during the 

RAB meeting discussion or at additional meetings dealing with the UST issues at 

TI. I have ·added a few Specific comments of my own from my review of the 

document. There was also a lively discussion about general UST, AST, pipeline 

and petroleum hydrocarbon in soil and groundwater is~ues that need to be 

addressed at future meetings . ... 

DOCUMENT: 

Pre-Final UST Investigation and Corrective Measures Study 

General Comments 

• The ove.-all document not presented in co;J.texr witb. u.1c overall ba.s~wi,:l.e 

i:Jvesrigation and remediation options. This is .;;.n isolated stu.iy that d(:.::s n.): 

include interaction with the rest of tb.e program. 

• ~ow and why were these particular sites picked? 

• How do these sites interact with the other impacted sites nearby? Especially 

in light of the pump and treat remediation suggested for several sites. \Vill the 

pumping pull contaminants from others nearby sires towards the pumping 

location'? 

• Need to address the possible pathways for movement of petroleur:: 

hydrocarbons through nearby pipeline. stomLdrains, sewerline backfills, er;. 

• Need to put together a holistic view of all sires and their ioteractio=-~ rarher tha..• 

just these few isolated sites. Need to address the overall strategy for ihe entre 

base interactively. 

• Does not address the possible tidal influence on the site5 and hov; the tide may 

effect the remediation options and what impacts to bay waters from the sitt:s. 

• Many of the options would utilize the onbase sewe:- treatment plant to treat the 

water from these pump and treat remediation options. Can the pbmt handle

this addition load? What about during rainfall events'? What about the long 

term availability of treatment plant capacity if the City and County of San 

Francisco decide to reduce the amount of treatment capaciry of the planr? 

• Soil remediation issues are totally ignored in the investigation results and in 

the remediation options. 
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• \\'hat actions standards were used to determine that the soil was not impacted 

or imponant'? V..'here did these standards come from? 

• Within the study it talks about a "low level of contamination". ·what i.s a "low 

level of contamination" and who established it? 

• The "low level of contamination" was used ~o detennine the remediation 

strategy for me sites. If this ievel is not appropriate, the remediation srr<:.tegy 

may need to be reex.a.mined. 

• Table 3-I on Page 3-10 need ro be reevaluated. The Table i.s Go: co:Tec~. i5 

lacking in detail and makes sweeping generalizations. 

• The srudy should not assume the paving is compl:~e t!-..r<mgho:..;,r rhe ~J..o;.e. 

There are open areas that need to be considered, and e.l.so the po;;sibiii<y for 

vapors to escape from cracks in older paved surfaces. 

• The study states that bioaccumulation neec r.ot be adG,je:sse-d a:~c. is n..:.t an 

issue. This may not be correct and needs re: be reevalua:ed or <.t ie~t 5,ta:.:- r.h;; 

reference from which u.1is conclusion is drawn. 

Specific Comments by Paul V. Hahn 

• The investigation need to be totally updated in light e:f new regulztvry iss!.les. 

The Non-Attainment Zone strategy presented is no\v the Coi.'lta.inmc:::~ Zor..e 

strategy of the Regional Water Quality Control Bo?..rd. The very recen;: 

(January 1996) release by the State Wa:er Quality Control Board of the 

Lawrence Livermore Study could drastically change the v.:ay L1ese soil and 

groundwater impacts are viewed from a regulatory S[andpoint, :L'1d ~!so greatly 

modify the possible options for remediation and monitoring. The enare 

subject of this investigation needs to be revisited and revised. 

• Due the high concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons (mostly dies.e~) H: 

some of the groundwmer samples, some of these welis should be on a regulc: 

monitoring program (at least annual?) to det~rrnine possible migra:ian andio:

reductionslincrease.s in concentrations. 

• Srudy needs less reliance on pump and treat technology and more on n:ore 

effective (even emerging technologies) need to be considered for remediatiori 

of these sites. Seem to discount most in-situ soil remediation option wlich 

have recently been shown to be very cost effective and efficient. Na~ural 
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biodegradation combined with Containment Zone strategy needs to be more 

fully evaluated io the remediation options. 

• Most of the remediation strategies are based on the USEPA PRGs. If other, 

more stringent cleanup criteria are established for the base, or for rhese areas 

specifically, does that mean that all of these site would then be reev2Juared 

and a new study and report would be generated? 

• Groundwater sample results for TPH as diesel are presented as 280 mg/!.... 
Should be in 1-4g/L? Or is it really 280,000 J.lg/L? 

• On Site 368B, why is cbe highest concentrario:1 "upgradier.r" from the UST':' 

Is this plume going under the building'? 

• The remedia~ion option assume a 30-year remediation time frame when :.1os: 

recent studies have shown that the petroleum hydrocarbous will h2.'/e :iegradeC. 

long before the 30-year time frame. 

• In Section 4, the volume of soil impacted by tbe TPH n.::eds to be clarified. 

Soil even in the sat:.Jiated zon~ i.:; still impacted soil (source area for ir:ipacls to 

groundwater). How will tl'>.Js be addressed·~ 

• In the Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives section en Alternative 4, relies on. 

pump and treat and carbon adsorption. The carbon usage costs.. for this 

altemative could be very expensive. Needs to be reevaluared. 

• Remedial Alternative 5 is a very complex system of extraction, treatment ar1d 

reinjection. This could be a very expensive and time-consuming system to 

operate. Are there other better. cheaper alternatives? Th.i.; syste:n ~Jso 

recommends adding oxygen, nutrients and m.icrobes to the. system. Previot:s 

discussions in this report stated that this was too expens~ve a method to be 

used. Why does it then show up here again as an alternative? 

• Need ro reevaluate the use of intercept trenches at some or all of these si:e. 

Recent advances in this technology have produced significantly ]ower cost, 

more efficient system over pump and treat options. Also u'lese systerns are 

very easy and cost effective to operate over time. 

• While the system proposed for Site 270 is expensive, it looks like it could be a 

very beneficial use of the technology and very effective. This uses well 

rhought our options. These options must also consider the possi'Jility of 

pulling contaminants on to this site from the upgradient site (Site 42?). Also, 

how much of the contamination has come from the upgradient site? 
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