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RESPONSES TO EPA COMMENTS ON THE SITE 8 DRAFT ACTION MEMORANDUM
NAVAL AIR STATION MOFFETT FIELD

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. All appendices should include referencesfor all data presented.

All appendices now reference the data presented. This reference appears on the cover sheet to each
appendix.

2. The regional groundwater plume should be shown on afigure and described in the text. Groundwaterflow
directions should be shown both at Site 8 and with respect to the entire NAS Moffett site. Compare
concentrations found at Site 8 to regionalplume concentrations. This will help in the determination of the
necessity of source control at the site.

The regional VOC plume is shown in Figure 2, Site Location map, and is referenced in Section 2.4,
Potential or Actual Release of Contaminants (Revised text is shown below, new text is bold). (It is not
shown in the other figures, because based on the last regional interpretation, the plume had not reached
Site 8.) Groundwater flow directions are shown on the figures.

2.4 POTENTIAL OR ACTUAL RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS

Based on the results of previous investigations, there was a presumed release of 1,1, I-TCA from the
tank/sumpat Site 8, althoughthis cannotbe confirmedwithout more upgradientinformation. The latest
regional interpretation of the VOC plume (HLA, 1988), suggests that the 100 t_g/LTCE contour line
on the isopleth is approximately 1,000 feet upgradient of Site 8. It is possible that, given the three
years that separate the MEW group results and the Site 8, Phase lI investigation (IT Corp. 1990e),
VOCs could have migrated as far downgradient as Site 8, especially considering the heterogeneity of
the shallow permeable zones. With the exception of 1,1,1-TCA, VOCs detected in monitoring wells
were less than 50/_g/L, which is less than the definable "edge" of the regional VOC plume.

3. The soil boring logs did not reproduce well; the document should contain easily readable boring logs.

Better originals were used in reproducing all boring logs for the Final Action Memorandum.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Page 6, 3rd Paragraph

The emphasis of source control could be soil remediation if soils were determined to be significantly
contaminated and a health risk to humans (i.e., from airborne contaminants). Thispossibility should be
considered in a paragraph.

The text has been revised to incorporatethe comment:

The purposeof sourcecontrol activities at Site 8, which is addressed in this AM, is to prevent
verticaland areal migrationof contaminants from a source (if any)at the site. The emphasisin
source control is the remediation of contaminationof the soils of the site (if contaminated), thus
preventing groundwatercontamination and reducinghumanhealth risks.



2. Page 6, Section 2.1 Site Background

_, How were the waste oils and solvents disposed of after being pumped into the transfer tank? Lindberg
drainage ditch lies in close proximity to Site 8. Was it possible that the tank wastes were disposed of in
Lindberg drainage ditch?

Additional text has been included to incorporatethe comment:

Reports indicate that the contents of the transfer tankwere collected by a waste oil recycling
company. However, it is possible that some of the waste oil may have been used for dust and
weed control.

3. Page 8, Figure 3 Site Map

Labeled streets, Lindberg drainage ditch, Site 8 boundaries and Navy/NASA property boundaries should
be on thefigure. Also, is there a CPT/HS-9? Figure 3 should include all wells in the vicinity of Site 8,
including all MEW wells to date.

The requestedadditionsto the appropriatefigureshavebeenmade. No HydroPunchsamplewas takenat
CPT/HP8-9.Allknownmonitoringwellswithinthe limitsof the figureareincluded.

4. Page 10, Section 2.2.4 Base-Wide Hydrogeology

This section should discuss tidal influence on groundwater levels.

Additionaltexthas beenincludedto incorporatethecomment:

The groundwaterelevations in the aquiferzones may be tidally-influenced. Currently,no data
_P' have been collected (e.g., water level measurementsat thirtyminuteintervals fora 24 hourperiod

at NAS Moffett Field or NASA Ames) which can support this suggestion. Tidal influence is a
function of."

distancefromSan FranciscoBay;
heterogeneityand anisotropyof the aquiferzone(s);
degreeof confinementof thewater-bearingzone;
hydraulicconductivity;
distancefrompermeable,highlyconductivelensessuchas buriedstreamchannels;
possibleinfluencefromoverlyingor underlyingaquiferzones.

5. Page 16, Table2

Phase I activities included the installation of 6 monitoring wells. This should be reflected in the table.

As partof PhaseI investigations,five wells were installedby IT Corp. W08-01(A)hadbeen installed
previouslyby EarthSciencesAssociates(ESA,1986). Thispreviousacitivityis nowreflectedm the table.

6. Page 17, 2.3.1 Soil Analytical Results, 1st Paragraph

Were soil samples collected from all Phase I and H monitoring wells at Site 8? Specify which wells had
soil samples and include in this section soil sample results from wells in the area including such wells as
MEW wells.

The text has been revised to incorporate the comment (new text in bold):
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Soil samples to approximatelyfive feet were collected also from all Phase I and H borings that were
completedas monitoringwells.

Soil sampleresults from the monitoringwells are discussedm the section. Results from MEWwells are
not included because these wells are not within Site 8 boundaries and thus are not relevant for source
control determinations.

Z Page 17, 3rd Paragraph and Figure 7

Thedevelopment of the baseline metal content of soils in the Draft Phase I Characterization Report is being
re-evaluated due to the inherent erroneous assumptions. In the draft Phase I Report, values below the
detection were not used in estimating background levels. Because values below the detection are an
integral part of the normal range, they cannot be dismissed. Background values have yet to be established
and will likely be less than reported in the Phase I report. Soil contamination should be re-examined in
light of this fact.

The Final Phase I CharacterizationReporthas not been published to date, hence, the newly developed
baseline metalconcentrationscannotbe incorporatedinto this AM. While the values mayindeed be lower
than those used in the Draft Phase I CharacterizationReport, the conclusions drawn regarding Site 8's
potential source control activities likely will not change.

8. Page 18, Table 3

This table needs explanation. What is the Well 18 information? What wells were sampled and at what
depths in order to obtain the given information? Specify what area of the country the USG$ range relates
to. The table should show specific Site 8 soil information for comparison purposes.

Background information is provided for city of Mountain View Well 18, which is upgradientof NAS
Moffett Field. The USGS range covers undisturbed soil samples throughoutthe country. Because a
"background"boringwasnotdrilledatSite8, site-specificbackgroundinformationcannotbe developed.
(Using a statisticalmethodwith only Site 8 data, similar to what was done by IT Corp. for the entire base,
is not valid because of the small sample population.)

9. Page 19, Figure 6

Soil sample results were not given for MEW82 and MEW92. Include results or state the reasonfor not
including the results.

Soil sample results were not givenfor W08-OI and W08-03. Please include on the.figure.

Results for $B8-08 are directed to what looks like W8-10. Please clarify.

SB8-3 detects MEK at 20 ug/kg (at 3'). Please rectify.

Results fromMEW wells are not includedbecause these wells are not within Site 8 boundaries and thus

are not relevant for source control determinations. Soil samples from the boring W08-01(A) were only
sampled for metals(ESA, 1986). W08-03 The resultsforWO8-10have been clarified in the figure. The
figure now indicates thatMEKwas detectedat 20 ttg/kg at the three-footdepth of SB8-3.

10. Page 20, Top (from the paragraph on the previous page)

See specific comment 7. The baseline valuesfrom the Draft Phase I Characterization Report were used
in this paragraphs's comparison; however, background values are likely to changefor thefinal Phase I

report or as more data is generated during the RI.
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See responseto EPA comment7.

_, 11. Page 22, Table 5

Information on MEW92 is missing.

This well was not sampledas part of the Navy RI. Results from the MEW RI have been added to Table
5. However, thesearenot showngraphicallyFigure 8) becauseof the difference in samplingperiods (1986
versus 1989).

12. Page 25, Figure 7

Soil results for WS-O1,MEW82, and MEW92 are missing from thefigure.

Results from MEW wells are not included because these wells are not within Site 8 boundariesand thus
are not relevant for source control determinations. Results from boring W08-01(A) have been included
in the figure.

13. Page 26, Figure 8

An organic contaminant block should be shownfor hydropunch CPT/HS-1Z Why are resultsfor H8-4 and
tt8-5 not available? Hydropunch CPT/HS-19 should show PCE at 5 ug/L. Hydropunch CPT/HS-6 should
have TUE at 24 ug/L. Well W8-5 (A2) should have 1,1,1 TCAfrom 22-37 ug/L. Well WS-l(A2) should
have 1,1,1 TUAfrom 6-18 ug/L. Hydropunch HS-2A is presented but H8-2B is not. Hydropunch HS-2A
should not have I,I, TCE at 19 ug/L in the block. MEW92 data should be shown on the figure.

Results for CPT/HS-17 have been included. CPT/H8-4 and CPT/H8-5 were not sampled/analyzed.
Results for CPT/H8-19 and CPT/HS-6 have been corrected. Results for wells W08-O5(A2) and

_W' W08-01(A2) havebeen corrected. Results fromCPT/HS-2Bhave been included. Results for CPT/HS-2A
have been corrected. See response to EPA comment 11.

14. Page 28, 2nd Paragraph

See specific comment 7 regarding the Draft Phase I Characterization Report.

See responseto EPA comment7.

15. Page 29, Table 7

See specific comment 7. Why is data from Site I0 (well WlO-O6(U)provided? This does not relate to Site
8. Site 8 information should be provided on the table for comparison.

See responseto comment7. There areno "background"wells for Site 8. Well WI0-06(C) has beenused
previously as a NAS Moffett Field-specific backgroundwell (IT Corp., 1990d). Because this well is
screened in a deeper aquifer, the concentrationsof inorganic constituentsare probably lower than what
would be backgroundfor AI- and A2-aquifer zone wells and are therefore, conservativevalues.

V
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RESPONSES TO RWQCB COMMENTS ON THE SITE 8 DRAFf ACTION MEMORANDUM
NAVAL AIR STATION MOFFETT FIELD

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

I. Page 17, second Paragraph

It states here that certain organic compounds found in soil, i.e. acetone, methylene chloride, and MEK,
may be associated with sampling and/or analytical method contamination. Before dismissing data a
quantitative comparison of concentrations in samples and in various QA/QC blanks needs to be made and
only samples with a similar range of concentrations as shown in the blank should be eliminated.

The text has been revised to the following:

These compoundsare common laboratorycontaminants. Their distributionsuggests no areal
patternand there areno known sources of these chemicals in the area.

2. Page 17, last Paragraph

This references the metal background data contained in the draft Phase 1 Characterization Report. This
part of the Characterization Report was extensively commented on by the agencies and is currently being
revised. Any comparison ofdata in this Site 8 Report with conclusion of the CharacterizationReport should
awaitfinalization of the Characterization Report. At this time the Characterization Report should not be
used to define background concentrations.

The Final Phase I CharacterizationReporthas not been published to date, hence, the newly developed
baseline metalconcentrationscannotbe incorporated into this AM. While the values may indeedbe lower
thanthose used in the Draft Phase I CharacterizationReport, the conclusions drawn regarding Site 8's
potential source controlactivities likely will not change.

3. Page 28, first Paragraph

Thisparagraph concludes that the solvent plume from this site may not be as areally extensive as suggested
by the Hydropunch data. This is based on thefact that data from one well-Hydropunch pair did not have
strong agreement, and thefact that equipment blanks were not collectedfor Hydropunch samples. (Note
that another weU-HydroPunchpair, WS-5(A2) and CPT/HS-1/, showed the same four chemicals and three
of the four concentrations were similar. We believe this conclusion is inappropriate and that the
Hydropunch data should be considered valid until shown otherwise.

HydroPunchdataarenon-enforceableandare only intended to show major trendsand help in monitoring
well siting. Values below 100/tg/L are generally suspect. In general, the distribution of contaminants
interpretedfromHydroPunchsamplesand monitoringwells is dissimilar. As part of the North Base Area
investigations, HydroPunchsamples (includingequipmentrinsates)will be collected in the vicinity of Site
8 and can be used to assess the validity of previous HydroPunchwork.

4. Page 28, second Paragraph

This refers to the background water data contained in the Characterization Report. Our comment is the
same as for page 17, last paragraph.

See response to RWQCB comment2.
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5. Page 28, third Paragraph

Thisparagraph concludes that the plume is defined. However, different aquifers were used to reach this
conclusion. TheA2 aquifer was usedfor lateral definition and the A1 for downgradient definition. There
does not appear to be lateral definition of the AI or downgradient definition of the A2. Also, the
Hydropunch data indicate that the plume is not defined.

The I,I,I-TCA _plume"appearsto be confinedto the A2-permeablezone. Despite the aquiferdesignation
associatedwith itswell name,W08-O8(AI)appearstobe screenedin the samepermeablezone as the "A2 _
wells (See Figure9, Geologic Cross-SectionA-A'). Therefore, W08-O8(A1)does define the downgradient
extent of contamination. Likewise, W08-02(A2) is screened below the A2-permeable zone (and below
other _A2" wells) and therefore, defines the vertical extent of 1,1, I-TCA.

6. Page 31, first Paragraph

This states that the A2 aquifer is not a potable aquifer. This Board has defined potential sources of
drinking water as those aquifers which have a TD$ of less than 3000 ppm and are able to be pumped at
a sustained rate of 200 gallons per day. Any conclusions of whether an aquifer is potential source of
drinking water should be made in comparison to our definition. This definition is part of our Basin Plan
and we therefore consider it an ARAR.

The text has been revised to the following:

Although the A2-permeablezone is defined as a potable aquifer, it is not currently(or projected
to be) used for drinkingwater supply. No productionwells screened in thataquifer exist near the
site.

While the intent of the Basin Plan in protecting resources is understood,the currentuse of the aquifer is
_' what is germanein considerationof sourcecontrol activities.

Z Page 31, last Paragraph

Our position is that chemicals in groundwater are a source for further migration. Therefore we believe
that interim control measures to prevent further migration are appropriate.

As discussed in the Monthly Managers' Meeting on April 23, 1990, the intent of source control is to
prevent the present or future migrationinto the environmentof contaminantspotentiallyassociated with
Site 8 at NAS MoffettField. However, based on the site characterizationa sourcehas notbeen identified

at Site 8, and thereforeremoval actionsare not warranted. Furtherremedial actions may be necessary to
remove relatively low concentrations of chlorinated solvents from shallow groundwater at the site.
Additionalsite characterizationand permanentremedialactions may be implementedin subsequentRI/FS
phases, as appropriate. Site 8 remains an IRP site; a recordof decision has not been writtenstating that
no furtherinvestigationsarenecessary, ratherSite 8 is no longer consideredappropriatefor sourcecontrol
measures. Navy is currentlydefiningoperable units and Site 8 may be a candidate to be included.

8. Page 32, first Paragraph

We concur that interimmeasures are not intended to be afinal solutionfor groundwater remediation. We
also concur that area wide remedial measures may be more efficient. However, we do not believe that
source control should be limited to removal actions. As noted above preventing thefurther migration of
contaminated groundwater is also all appropriate interim action.

See response to RWQCB comment 7.
_V
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RESIK)NSES TO DHS COMMENTS ON THE SITE 8 DRAFf ACTION MEMORANDUM

_, GENERAL COMMENTS

1. The data generatedfrom tank and sump removals are not availablefor review. The results of the removal
investigation may indicate the need for further investigation.

Previousinvestigationsareoutlinedin the ConfirmationStudy(ESA, 1986). A PCB was detectedin a grab
sample(7.8 mg/kg) andArochlor1260was detectedin a surfacesoil sample (25 mg/kg). Neitherof these
resultswere confirmed in the other five borings drilled by ESA, nor in two phases of the RI.

2. An explanation is needed as to why there are only two A1 aquifer monitoring wells which are located I000
feet apart (Figure It)). As of now the investigation results are inconclusive and do not support the
recommended postponement of the removal action.

This AM is based on previous investigations, hence, rationale for well location selection cannot be
addressedhere. The "A2" wells were screened in the firstencounteredpermeablezones, as recordedin
the field. SubsequentCPT work has revealed a thin (less thanabout five feet thick)permeablezone (A1)
located above the A2-permeablezone. This zone, as well as the aquitardseparatingA1 and A2-permeable
zones is thinand laterallydiscontinuous. The A2-permeable zone is the one in which solutes areexpected
to migrate. In addition, Hydropunchsampleswere collected from the Al-permeable zone in some cases.
Because an interpretationof area distributionof VOCs using these data does not suggest a source at Site
8, existing data aresufficient to supportthe recommendationof the AM.

3. The recent discovery of DCE plume on the NASA and Moffett Field property boundary stretching to the
marshlands suggests apossible connection to the west side of site 8. There should befurther investigation.

_' As partof the North Base Area investigations, HydroPunchsamples will be collected in the vicinity of Site
8 and can be used to assess the validity of previous HydroPunchwork and the possible connection of
chlorinatedsolvents detected in the URS study to Site 8.

4. The high level of TCE at CPT/H-8 needs further interpretation as to its origin, extent, and remediation.

There is nothingto suggest thatthere is a local source of TCE nearCPT/HS-I. HydroPunchsamples are
collected from a sampling device thathas not been completed, developed, and purged in the same manner
as monitoringwells and data generated from these samplesshould only be viewed as qualitativeindicators
of contaminants. ORentimessuspendedsolids (with sorbedcontaminants) are introduced into the sample
bottlebecause of the natureof the sampling devise, and thereforethe analytical resultmay suggest a much
greater concentrationthan is in groundwater. In addition,the TCE concentration from the HydroPunch
samplecollected fromCPT/H8-1 is isolated. Recommendationsand decision concerning site remediation
cannotbe made from a single, unconfirmedvalue.
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Serving the Worlds Telephone

Environmental Needs (415) 975-3400

365 Lennon Lane
Walnut Creek,
California 94598

JMill James M. Montgomery

Consulting Engineers, Inc.
9 May1991

_A
AAA

u
WesternDivision
NavalFacilitiesEngineeringCommand tl I
ATrN:Mr.StephenG.Chao,P.E.
Bldg101 Code1813SC
SanBruno,California94066

ContractNo: N62474-88-D-5086 File: 2738.0037/2.1
CTO0030

Subject: NAS Moffett Field Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
Responsesto AgencyCommentson Draft Action Memoranda for Site
8--Waste Oil TransferArea

DearSteph:

Pleasefindenclosedthreecopiesof theResponsesto AgencyCommentson DraftAction
MemorandaforSite8--WasteOilTransferAreaatNASMoffettField.Theseresponsesexplain
howthecommentswereaddressedandincorporatedintotheFinalActionMemorandum,which
youreceivedon2 May1991.Thisdocumentis inpartialfulfillmentofContractNo.N62474-88-
D-5086,ContractTaskOrder0030. Ifyouhaveanyquestions,pleasecallme.

Sincerely,

JAMESM. MONTGOMERY,
CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC.

Joseph P LeClaire,Ph.D.
SupervisingEnvironmentalScientist

cc: LewisMitani EnvironmentalProtectionAgency (2 copies)_ j_ !
Wilfoni Brulms RegionalWaterQualityControlBoard (1 copy) _ [[ l q [] I'_

Cyrus Shabahari Departmentof HealthServices (I copy)., I}_.C:)
Steven Anschutz NAS MoffettField (2 copies) _ I ] I
ThomasP.Adkisson PRCEnvironmentalManagement,Inc. (2 copies)..- } / [

CathyMcDade Camp Dresser& McKee Inc. (Icopy) _ IJ2-_ _ I'_-O


