
J
N00296.001128

MOFFETT FIELD
SSIC NO. 5090.3

1 1

5090
Ser 1813SC/00700

1 5 MAY199!

From: Commander,Western Division, NavalFacilities EngineeringCommand
To: Distribution

Subj: ACTION MEMORANDAFOR SITES 8 & 9 AT NAS MOFFETI"FIELD

Ref: (a) Site 8 Waste Oil TransferArea ActionMemorandum
(b) Site 9 ActionMemorandum,Volumes I and II

Encl: (1) Response to Comments,Site 8 Draft ActionMemorandum,NAS Moffett Field
(2) Response to Comments,Site 9 Draft ActionMemorandum,NAS Moffett Field

(Vol. I & II)

1. References (a) and (b) have been providedto you under separatecover on 1 May 1991
from our contractor for your review. Please provide any comments no later than 1 June 1991.
This submittal fulfills theFFA Attachment5 "FinalAction Memorandumfor Phase II
Removals at Sites 8 & 9" schedulerequirement. Enclosures (1) and (2) have been included for
your information and review.

2. The conclusion of the Site8 ActionMemorandumis that no sourcescould be located
and that no removal action is planned for that site.

3. If you should have any questions regardingthis matter, the point of contact is
Commander,Western Division,Naval FacilitiesEngineeringCommand (Atm:
Mr. Stephen Chao, Code 1813SC, (415) 244-2552).

' Sincerely,

Or_glnal signed by:

RICHARDSERAYDARIAN
Head, Installation Restoration Section

Distribution:
RegionalWater Quality ControlBoard (Attn: Wilfred Bruhns) i [_ _J

Departmentof Health Services (Attn: CyrusSabahari) I l ._
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Attn: Lewis Mitani) J I_ 0

Copy to: (ref previouslyprovided)(w/enclosures)
Santa ClaraValley WaterDistrict (Ann: Tom Iwamura)
Santa Clam County Departmentof Public Health (Attn: Sherry Katania-Starling)
CDM FederalPrograms Corporation(Atm: CathyMcDade)
(ref not provided)
City of Mountain View (Attn: Russ Frazer)
City of Sunnyvale (Attn: Dan Firth) ] I_

NASA/AmesResearchCenter (Attn: Sandra Olliges) l| ___
!13/3



Blind copy to: (w/o encls)
PRC Environmental Management,Inc.(Atm: Thomas Adkisson)

_' IT Corporation (Atm: Keith Bradley, Knoxville) (Attn:DennisRobinson, Martinez)
Martin MariettaEnergy Systems,Inc. (Atm: PaulaPritz)
COMNAVBASESan Francisco
NAS Moffett Field (Attn: Steve Anschutz) (w/encls)
181, 1813, 1813SC, Admin. Record (w/ref & encls) (2 copies), 09C9PB
Writer: Stephen Chao, 1813SC, x2563
Typist: A. Araujo, 910515, AM-SITES 8&9
File: MOFFETI'/GEN

-..



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

_€

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. All appendices should include referencesfor al! data presented.

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

2. The regional groundwaterplume should be shown on afigure and described in the tea. Groundwater flow
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.) Groundwaterflow directionsare shown on the figures.

2.4 POTENTIAL OR ACTUAL RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS

Based on the results of previous investigations, there was a presumedrelease of 1,1,1-TCA from the
tank/sumpat Site 8, although this cannot be confirmedwithout more upgradientinformation. The latest
regional interpretation of the VOC plume (HLA, 1988), suggests that the 100 _g/L TCE 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 II investigation (IT Corp. 1990e),
VOC.scould 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.

Betteroriginals were used in reproducingall boring logs for the Final Action Memorandum.

SPECIFICCOMMENTS

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). This possibility should be
considered in a paragraph.

The text has been revised to incorporatethe comment:

The purposeof sourcecontrol activitiesat Site 8, which is addressedin this AM, is to prevent
vertical and areal migrationof contaminantsfrom a source (if any) at the site. The emphasis in
source controlis the remediation of contaminationof the soils of the site (if contaminated),thus
preventinggroundwatercontamination and reducinghumanhealth risks.
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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?

Additionaltext has been includedto incorporatethe comment:

Reports indicate thatthe 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 appropriatefigureshave been made. No HydroPunchsamplewas takenat
CPT/HP8-9. All knownmonitoringwells within the limits of the figure are included.

4. Page 10, Section 2.2.4 Base-grute Hydrogeology

This section should discuss tidal influence on groundwater levelx.

Additional text has been includedto incorporatethe comment:

_' The groundwaterelevations in the aquiferzones may be tidally-influenced. Currently, no data
have been collected(e.g., water level measurementsat thirtyminute intervalsfor a 24 hour period
at NAS Moffett Field or NASA Ames) which can support this suggestion. Tidal influence is a
functionof:

• distance from SanFrancisco Bay;/
• heterogeneityand anisotropy of the aquifer zone(s);

degree of confinementof the water-bearingzone;
• hydraulic conductivity;
• distance from permeable,highly conductive lenses such as buried streamchannels;

possible influence from overlying or underlying aquifer zones.

5. Page 16, Table 2

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

As part of Phase I investigations, five wells were installed by 1T Corp. W08-OI(A) had been installed
previously by EarthSciences Associates (ESA, 1986). Thisprevious acitivity is now reflected in the table.

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

Were soil samples collected from all Phase I and 11monitoring 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 incorporatethe comment(new text in bold):
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Soil samples to approximatelyfive feet were collected also from all Phase I and II borings thatwere
completed as monitoringwells.

Soil sample results from the monitoringwells are discussedin the section. Results fromMEW wells are
not included because these wells are not within Site 8 boundaries and thus are not relevant for source
control determinations.

7. 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 CharacterizationReport has not been published to date, hence, the newly developed
baseline metalconcentrationscannotbe incorporatedinto this AM. While the values may indeed be lower
than those used in the DraR Phase I CharacterizationReport, the conclusions drawn regarding Site 8's
potential source control activities likely will notchange.

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 USGS range relates
to. The table should show specific Site 8 soil informationfor comparison purposes.

_p, Background informationis provided for city of Mountain View Well 18, which is upgradient of NAS
Moffett Field. The USGS range covers undisturbedsoil samples throughout the country. Because a
"background" boring was not drilled at Site 8, site-specificbackground informationcannot be developed.
(Using a statistical method with only Site 8 data, similar to what was done by IT Corp. for the entire base,
is notvalidbecauseof thesmallsamplepopulation.)

9. page 19, Figure 6

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

Soil sample results were not given for W08-01 and W08-03. Please include on thefigure.

Results for SB8-08 are directed to what looks like W8-10. Please clarify.

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

Results from MEW 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
sampledfor metals (ESA, 1986). W08-03 The resultsfor W08-10 have been clarified in the figure. The
figure now indicates thatMEKwas detectedat 20 _tg/kgat the three-footdepth of SB8-3.

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

See specific comment Z The baseline valuesfrom the Draft Phase I Characterization Report were used
in this paragraph$'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 reslmns¢ to EPA comment 7.

V I 1. Page 22, Table 5

Information on MEW92 is missing.

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

12. Page 25, Figure 7

Soil resultsfor W8-O1,MEW82, and MEW92 are missingfrom 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/Hg-1Z Why are resultsfor H8-4 and
1"18-5not available? Hydropunch CPT/Hg-19 should show PCE at 5 ug/L. Hydropunch CPT/H8-6 should
have TCE at 24 ug/L. Well W8-5 (A2) should have 1,1,1 TCAfrom 22-37 ug/L. Well Wg-l(A2) should
have 1,1,1 TCAfrom 6-18 ug/L. Hydropunch 1-18-2,4is presented but Hg-2B is not. Hydropunch Hg-2A
should not have 1,1, TCE at 19 ug/Z in the block. MEW92 data should be shown on thefigure.

Results for CPT/Hg-17 have been included. CPT/H8-4 and CPT/H8-5 were not sampled/analyzed.
_, Results for CPT/H8-19 and CPT/Hg-6 have been corrected. Results for wells W08-05(A2) and

W08-01(A2) have beencorrected. Results fromCPT/Hg-2Bhave been included. Results for CPT/H8-2A
have been corrected. See responseto EPA comment 11.

14. Page 28, 2nd Paragraph

See specific comment 7 regarding the Draft Phase 1 Characterization Report.

See response to EPA comment7.

15. Page 29, Table 7

See specific comment 7. Why is data from Site 10 (well W10-06(C)provided? This does not relate to Site
8. Site 8 information should be provided on the table for comparison.

See responseto commem 7. There areno "background"wells forSite 8. Well W10-06(C) has been used
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-aquiferzone wells and are therefore, conservativevalues.
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RESPONSES TO RWQCB COMMENTS ON THE SITE 8 DRAFT ACTION MEMORANDUM
NAVAL AIR STATION MOFFETT FIELD

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. 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 Q.A/QCblanks 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 knownsources 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 of data in this Site 8 Report with conclusion of the Characterization Report 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 incorporatedinto this AM. While the values may indeedbe 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.

3. Page 28, first Paragraph

Thisparagraph concludes that the solventplume from this site may not be as areaUyextensive as suggested
b_ 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 collected for Hydropunch samples. (Note
thatanotherweU-HydroPunchpair, Wg-5(A2)andCPT/Hg-1/,showedthesamefour chemicalsandthree
of the four concentrations were similar. We believe this conclusion is inappropriate and that the
Hydropunch data should be considered valid until shown otherwise.

HydroPunchdata are non-enforceableand areonly intended to show major trends and 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

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

The 1,1, I-TCA "plume" appears tobe €onfinedto theA2-permeablezone. Despite the aquiferdesignation
associatedwith its well name, W08-08(AI) appearsto be screenedin the same permeablezone as the "A2"
wells (See Figure 9, Geologic Cross-SectionA-A'). Therefore, W08-08(AI) doesdefine the downgradient
extent of contamination. Likewise, W08-02(A2) is screened below the A2-penne.able zone (and below
other "A2" wells) and therefore, defines the vertical extent of 1,1,1-TCA.

6. Page 31, first Paragraph

ThisstatesthattheA2 aquiferisnota potableaquifer.ThisBoardhasdefinedpotentialsourcesof
drinkingwaterasthoseaquiferswhichhavea TD5 oflessthan3000ppm andareabletobepumpedat
a sustainedrateof200gallonsperday.Any conclusionsofwhetheran aquiferispotentialsourceof
drinkingwatershouldbemadeincomparisontoourdefinition.ThisdefinitionispartofourBasinPlan
and we therefore consider it an ARAR.

The text has been revised to the following:

Although the A2-perme_ble zone is defined as a potable aquifer, it is not currently (or projected
to be) used for drinkingwater supply. No productionwells screenedin thataquiferexist nearthe
site.

While the intentof the Basin Plan in protectingresources is understood, the currentuse of the aquifer is
what is germanein considerationof sourcecontrol activities.

7. 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 futuremigration into the environmentof contaminantspotentially associated with
Site 8 at NAS Moffett Field. However, based on the site characterizationa sourcehas not been identified
at Site 8, and therefore removal actions arenot warranted. Furtherremedial actions may be necessary to
remove relatively low concentrations of chlorinated solvents from shallow groundwater at the site.
Additionalsite characterizationandpermanentremedial actionsmay be implementedin subsequentRIFFS
phases, as appropriate. Site 8 remains an IRP site; a record of decision has not been written stating that
no furtherinvestigationsarenecessary, ratherSite 8 is no longer consideredappropriate for sourcecontrol
measures. Navy is currentlydefiningoperable units and Site 8 may be a candidateto be included.

8. Page 32, first Paragraph

We concur that interim measures 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 the further migration of
contaminated groundwater is also all appropriate interim action.

See response to RWQCBcomment7.
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RESPONSES TO DHS COMMENTS ON THE SITE 8 DRAFT 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 PCBwas detectedin a grab
sample (7.8 mg/kg) andArochlor1260 was detectedin a surfacesoil sample (25 mg/kg). Neither of these
resultswere confirmedin the other five boringsdrilled by ESA, nor in two phases of the RI.

2. An explanation is needed as to why there are only two AI aquifer monitoring wells which are located 1000
feet apart (Figure 10). 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 recorded in
the field. SubsequentCPT work has revealed a thin (less thanaboutfive feet thick)permeablezone (A1)
locatedabove the A2-permeablezone. Thiszone, as well as the aquitardseparatingA1 andA2-permeable
zones is thinand laterallydiscontinuous. The A2-permeablezone is the one in which solutesare expected
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 are sufficient to support the recommendation of the AM.

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

_Bt
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 ICE at CPT/H-8 needs further interpretation as to its origin, extent, and remediation.

There is nothing to suggest thatthere is a local sourceof TCE near CFT/HS-I. HydroPuachsamples are
collected froma samplingdevice thathas notbeen completed, developed, and purged in the same manner
as monitoringwells sad datagenerated from these samplesshouldonly be viewed as qualitativeindicators
of contaminants. Oftentimessuspendedsolids (with sorbed contaminants)are introduced into the sample
bottlebecauseof the natureof the samplingdevise, and thereforethe analyticalresultmay suggesta much
greaterconcentrationthanis in groundwater. In addition, the TCE concentration from the HydroPunch
samplecollected from CPT/HS-1is isolated. Recommendationsand decision concerningsite remediation
cannotbe made from a single, unconfirmedvalue.
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NAS MOFFETFFIELDSITE 9

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT ACTION MEMORANDUM
VOLUMES 1 AND II, MARCHI, 1991

INTRODUCTION

• Thisreportpresentspoint-by-pointresponsesto commentsreceivedfromregulatoryagencies
fortheSite9 draftactionmemorandumdatedMarch1, 1991forNavalAirStation(NAS)Moffett
FieldinMountainView,California.CommentswerereceivedfromMr.LewisMitaniforthe U.S.
EnvironmentalProtectionAgency(EPA)ina letterdatedMarch29, 1991;fromMr.Cyrus
Shabahariof the CaliforniaDepartmentof HealthServices(DHS)in a letterdatedMarch27, 1991;-
andfromMr.StevenMorseof the CaliforniaRegionalWaterQualityControlBoard(RWQCB)ina
letterdatedApril3, 1990.

In general, responsesto commentsreferto sectionswithinthe revisedactionmemorandum
dated May 2, 1991.

CommentsfromMr. LewisMitani.U.S EnvironmentalProtectionAgency

GENERALCOMMENTS:

CommentNumber 1. All tables, figures, and platesshouldshow the reference(s)to make the report

moreuseful and complete.

Response: Figureshave beenreferencedto the sourcesthey were reproducedfrom.

Referencesfor tablesare providedin the narrativeof the revisedaction
memorandum.

CommentNumber2. Migrationpatternsof the contaminantsshouldbe betterdescribed,especially
in termsof the verticalmigrationfromthe A aquiferto the B aquifer.
Groundwaterflow directionsfor Site9 shouldbe providedon a figure.

Response: Previousinvestigationshave shownthat theA1 and A2 permeablezones are
hydraulicallyinterconnected(NEESA,1984and SAI, 1983). Currently,the

migrationof contaminantsand the extentof hydraulicinterconnectionbetween
the A1 andA2 zones is not clearlydefined. Additionalsite characterization

'_' 1 RE:044-0030irac89hn°ffett_ite'9_ite'9 "€°m_dd
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data are essentialto moredearly define the hydrauliccharacteristicsof the A

aquifer.

Groundwaterflow directionand gradientweredeterminedusing International

TechnologyCorporation(IT)quarterlyreports. Potentiometricmapsfor the

AI andA2 zones werereproducedfrom the November1990and February
1991quarterlyreportsand arepresented in AppendixE (VolumeII) of the
revisedactionmemorandum.

CommentNumber3. Becausethe designcosts arebasedon disposalof the effluentto the publicly
ownedtreatmentworks (POTW), SunnyvalePOTWshouldbe contacted in
the early stage,s of planningto verifydischargecapability.

Response: Thefeasibility of dischargingtreatedgroundwaterto the SunnyvalePOTW
cannotbe determineduntil the POTWreceivesand reviewsa dischargepermit
applicationfor this action. TheNavy will submitthe applicationto the
POTWafter receivingfield investigationdata (]lowrate data) necessaryfor
preparingthe application. Based on preliminarydiscussionswith POTW
personnel, no problemsare anticipatedwith receivingapprovalto discharge

_j, treatedgroundwater to the SunnyvalePOTW.

CommentNumber4. The "regionalMiddlefield,Ellis, Whisman(MEW)plume" and its
relationshipto Site9 shouldbe describedand identifiedon a figure.

Response: Theobjectivesof the source controlfor Site 9 are limitedto the A1 zone. The
regionalMEWplume is not knownto be present above the A2 zone, and is

thereforebeyondthe scope of these objectives;therefore,theplume has not
been delineatedon afigure. Therelationshipof regionalcontaminationto

the specificsourceswithinSite 9 has beendescribed in Sections3.0 and 4.0

of the revisedactionmemorandum.

CommentNumber5. All analyticaldata in the reportshouldbe includedin appendicesor
specificallyreferencedthroughoutthe report.

Response: Analyticaldata incorporatedin the revisedactionmemorandumhave been
referencedin the narrative.
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Comment Number6. To accurately characterizethe site, all available information about the site's
contaminationshould be investigatedand discussed in this report. All wells

in the vicinity of Site 9 should be shown on a figure and all pertinentpast

analytical results presented.

Response: All pertinent analytical data including results from the remedial investigation

(RI), the tank and sump investigations, and the Building 29 investigation were

considered in preparing the revised action memorandum. In some cases,

results were determined not to be applicable to a particular source and have

not been incorporated in the report.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS:

Comment Number 1. Page 10. Third Paragraph. Explain how the ponds act as a buffer zone

between the base and the bay.

Response: The salt evaporation ponds north of NAS Moffett FieM provide a physical

separation between the facility and San Francisco Bay. The reducing

estuarine environment of the evaporation ponds, also, supports the growth

and reproduction of bacteria, which may consume contaminants. Surface and
ground waterfiowing north from NAS Moffett Field pass through this area
before reaching San Francisco Bay.

CommentNumber2. Page13.Figure4. IT Corporationlabeledtheuppermostaquiferthe "AI"
aquifer,notthe "A"aquifer.Pleaseclarify.

Response: The ",4"aquiferdesignationfor the uppermostpermeablezone has been

changedto the A1 zone withinthe A aquifers,to agree with the definition
usedpreviouslyby IT. All referencesto the ",4"zone have been correctedin

the text, in tables, and onfigures of the revisedactionmemorandum.

Comment Number 3. Page 17. Fibre 5. What information supports the location of the

hypothetical dividebetween areas of hydrocarbon contaminationand

chlorinated solvent contamination? As given in Table 2 (page 22), areas 9E,

9F, and Building 88 contain benzene at or above 1,000 parts per billion (ppb)

and 9E and Building 88 containtoluene at or above 1,000 ppb. Additionally,
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areas 9A, 9B, and9C containchlorinatedorganicsabove 1,000 ppb.
_' Contaminationvaluesdo not supportthe hypotheticaldivide.

Response: The referenceto a divide betweenareasof hydrocarbonand chlorinated
solvent contaminationhas beeneliminatedin the revisedaction memorandum.

CommentNumber4. Page 28. Section3.2.5 Water Level Measurements. Plate 2 references

W09-07 as a BI aquiferwell and this sectionreferencesit as an A aquifer
well. Pleaseclarify.

Response: Well W09-07is an "A2" aquiferwellas definedby 1Z Referencesto all

wells havebeen correctedon the revisedbasemap and in the text and in
tablesof the revisedactionmemorandum.

CommentNumber5. Page 28. Section3.3.1 Soil Contamination.This sectionstates that
analyticalresults for monitoringwellsW09-20and W09-24 were not
available. Explanationis neededon the reason(s)for the unavailabilityof the
results for these wells.

Response: Copiesof IT quarterlyreportsreviewedto prepare the Site 9 action
memorandumdid not containresultsfor thesesamples. Thissituationshould

improve with the establishmentof the centralizeddata base being undertaken
by James M. MontgomeryConsultingEngineers,Inc. (JMM).

Comment'Number 6. Page 30 and 31. Table 5. See general comment1.

Response: See responseto generalcomment1.

CommentNumber7. Page33. SecondandThirstParagraph_.Wells are referred to as "FP9-1"
J

and"FPg-2"here andthroughoutthe reportbut they are not shownas such
on Plate2. Pleaseclarify. WellsW09-01andW09-02shouldbe includedin
the report(i.e., Table8, trichloroethene(TCE) concentrations).

Response: Wells FPg-1 and FPg-2 have been added to Plate 2. Wells W09-O1and
W09-02 have not been included in the revised action memorandum, because

data for these wells were not available.
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CommentNumber 8. Page 33. FourthParagraph. Background values have not been finalized to

_, date andmay be less than referenced backgroundvalues. The development

of the baseline metal contentof soils in the draftphase I characterization

reportis being re-evaluateddue to inherenterroneousassumptions. In the

dratt phase I report, values below the detection were not used in estimating

backgroundlevels. Because values below the detection are an integralpart of

the normal range, they cannot be dismissed. Backgroundvalues have yet to

be establishedand will likely be less than reported in the phase I report. Soil

contaminationshould be re-examined in light of this fact.

Response: Ranges of metals concentrationsin soils reportedin the Draft Phase I
CharacterizationReport were usedfor comparison,due to the lack of finalized

information. Thesecomparisonswill be updatedwhen rangeshave been
finalized. To avoid confusioncausedby the use of the term "background
ranges," changeswere incorporatedinto the text of the revisedaction

memorandumto refer to them as "NASMoffettField range."

CommentNumber9. Pat,e 34. Table6. See generalcomment1. Why have results for W09-03,
W09-14,and W09-27beenomittedfrom the table? The draft phase I

characterizationreport (August 1990)containsanalysesreporting that
chlorinatedorganic contaminantswere found in soils at these locations.

Response: Table 6 of the draft action memorandum lists the maximum concentrations of

chlorinated volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in soils. Soil samples

collected from well W09-03 contained these compounds in only low

concentrations. Results for the soil sample from W09-14 were inadvertently

left out and have been included in Section 3.4. 2 of the revised action

memorandum. The soil sample from W09-27 was not included in summary
tables because concentrations were below detection limits.

CommentNumber I0. Page38-40. Table8. See general comment1. Accordingto the phaseI
characterizationreport(August1990, page9.1.14), W09-06contained1,1-
dichloroethene(1,1-DCE)at a concentrationof 6 microgramsper liter
(_g/L). Pleasenoteon table.

See generalcomment6. HydroPunchsamplingresultsare not includedfor
H9-16, H9-18,H9-23, H9-26, H9-32, H9-34,H9-38, H9-40,H9-42, H9.44,
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and H9-45B. TheseHydroPunchresultsshouldbe includedin the report and
reviewedto obtainan accuratecharacterizationof the site.

H9-1 shouldbe H9-11 in the tableand on Plate 1.

The 4th quarter1990reportcontainshigher levels than reportedfor W9-18,
W09-30,W09-16,W09-31, andW09-23. Also, show MEW-81on Plate2.
See generalcomment6.

Response: See responseto generalcomment1. The concentrationof l,I-DCE in ground

watersample W09-06wasentered incorrectlyin Table 8 of the draft action

memorandum. However,resultsfor this groundwater samplewere also not
incorporatedin the revisedactionmemorandum,becausethe well appears to
be screenedin a less permeablezone.

See response to general comment 6. Hydropunch Sampling results for H9-

23, H9-40, and H9-44 have been included in summary Table 15, page 64 of
the revised action memorandum. Results for samples H9-29 and H9-42 are

included in summary Table 26, page 87 of the revised action memorandum.

No analytes were detected in the remaining six samples.

References to H9-1 have been changed to 1-19-11in the narrative and on the

accompanying base map in the revised action memorandum.

Discussionsof chemicaldata in the revisedactionmemorandumhave been
updatedto include the 1990fourth quarterresultsfor all locations. In

addition,MEW-81has now beenshown on Plate 2. See responseto general
comment6.

CommentNumber I1. Page41. FirstParagraph. What criteria were used to determinethat in the

vicinityof Building45 the A aquiferis "moderatelycontaminated?"What
determinesa "moderate"amountof contamination?Why areH9-19 and
WlD-31resultsinconsistent?ReportH9-19sampledepthandW09-31screen
interval.
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Response: The relative degree of contamination in the A1 zone near Building 45 was
_' based on a comparison with other contaminated areas (Buildings 29, 31, and

88). The distinction is arbitrary and has been removed.

Currently,there is no explanationfor the apparentdiscrepancyin resultsfor

samplesH9-19and W09-31. Possibleexplanationsfor the inconsistencyare

samplingbias, heterogeneityof the contamination,or intersectionof more

permeablematerialby the wellscreenedinterval.

CommentNumber12. Page 42. Table9. See generalcomment1.

Response: See responseto generalcomment1.

CommentNumber 13. Page44. Table10. See generalcomments1 and6. Accordingto the
February1990quarterlyreport,W09-06,W09-07,W09-13, andW09-27
detectedmetalspeciesin groundwater(i.e., 9.1-20). Also, W09-24is not
shownonthe table. Pleasecompletethe table.

Response: See responses to general comments 1 and 6. Metals data for ground water

samples at Site 9 have been summarized in Tables 11, 16, 23, and 2Z Other
summary tables have been added incorporating additional data. Wellsfor

which constituent analyses were not completed or no analytes detected were

not included on summary tables. Data for well W09-24 were not available.

Cerement'Number 14. Page 46, First Paragraph. The referenceshould be included for the statement

"Petroleumhydrocarbonsin the soils were found only at the

saturated/unsaturatedzone interface." Sample depths, water levels, and other

informationshould be provided to support this conclusion.

Response: Referencesm the locationsof thepetroleumhydrocarboncontaminationhave

beenmodifiedto indicatea depthbelowland surface. Totalpetroleum
hydrocarbon(TPH)contaminationwasfound in a band between9 and 13feet
BLS. Section3.4.1.1 on page 45 of the revisedaction memorandumcontains

additionalinformationconcerningpetroleumhydrocarboncontaminationin

soils near Building29.
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CommentNumber 15. Page 48. Section3.4.3 Building88. This sectionshoulddiscussBuilding88

,_, in view of the high levelsof benzeneand toluenefound in the area (see Table
2, page 22). A brief historyof Building88 with regards to it being a
possiblesourceof benzeneand toluenewouldbe helpful.

Response: Table2 shouldnot have indicatedthat benzeneand toluene are major
contaminantsin the area of Building88. The table has been correctedin the

revisedactionmemorandumand no longerindicatesthat benzeneand toluene
are majorconstituentsin the Building88 area.

CommentNumber16. Page49. Section 3.5 Potentialor ActualImpactson Surrounding
Populations. See general comment2. This report presents contaminationin
the A aquiferat Site9 and does not evaluatethe contaminationin the B

aquifer. How is it knownthat groundwater contaminationis primarily
confinedto the A aquifer? In order to state this, sufficientevaluationof the

B aquiferneedsto be presented. As evidentin the 4th quarter 1990report
and the phase I characterizationreport, TCE and other chlorinatedorganics
are present in the B aquifer. Additionally,there is close proximitybetween

the A and BI aquifersand theyare likelyto be hydraulicallyconnected. Site
9 has been in operationfor manyyears and it is likely that contamination

_F' from Site 9 has migratedfrom the A aquiferto the BI aquifer and fiarther.

Response: Contaminationhas been identifiedin both the A1 and A2 zones. The

objectivesof the sourcecontrolaction, however,focus exclusivelyon

containmentof contaminationfound in the A1 zone. The statementin Section

3.5 onpage 90 of the revisedactionmemorandumreferringto contamination
being confinedto theA aquiferhas been removed.

CommentNumber 17. Page 53. Section4.4.1. Building29. Accordingto this report (page46),

results suggestthat a sourceof 1,2-dichloroethene(1,2-DCE)is near Building
29. The A aquiferin the vicinityis contaminatedwith chlorinatedorganics.

Include in this paragraphthat additionalinformationfor Building29 may
indicatethat other target compoundswill be included.

Response: Section 4.4.1 on page 95 of the revised action memorandum has been

modified to include chlorinated VOCs as potential contaminants of concern in

the Building 29 area.
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CommentNumber18. Page53. Section4.4.3. Building31. The NavyExchange(NEX)service
stationhadone 500-gallonwasteoil tank. Chlorinatedorganicswerefound
in the A aquiferin highconcentrations.As statedin this report(page 47),
data from sampleHP-22suggeststhe regionalcontaminantplume is not

contributingto thechlorinatedcompoundsfoundatthesite. Shouldn't
chlorinatedorganicsbe addedtothelistoftargetchemicalsto meetthe
removalactionobjectives?

Response: The source of chlorinated VOC._In the A1 zone tn the Building 31 area has

not been identified. Further investigation has been recommended and

chlorinated VOC._have been added to the list of target compounds to meet

source control action objectives.

CommentNumber19. Page56. Table 11. Thefollowingshouldbe correctedon Table11:

Barium: Federalmaximumcontainmentlevel goal (MCLG)is
2,00O/zg/L

1,1-DCA: Statemaximumcontaminantlevel (MCL)is 5 pg/L

_, 1,1-DCE: StateMCLis 6/_g/L

cis 1,2-DCE: StateMCLis 6/_g/L

trans1,2-DCE: StateMCLis 10 pg/L

cis 1,2-DCE: FederalMCLGis 70 pg/L

trans1,2-DCE: FederalMCLGis 100/zg/L

Methylenechloride: FederalMCLGis 0.0/_g/L

Selenium: FederalMCLGis 50/_g/L

Toluene: FederalMCLGis 1,000/zg/L

Xylenes: FederalMCLGis 10 ppm

Also includeCaliforniatotal thresholdlimitconcentration('FFLC)(soil)for
lead(1,000 milligramsperkilogram(mg/kg),chromiumVI (500 mg/kg),
arsenic (500 mg/kg),andchromium(2,500 mg/kg).

Clarificationis neededon the RWQCBcleanupgoal of I00 partsper million

(ppm)for TPH. Please includea referencesupportingthis cleanuplevel.
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Clarificationis neededon theRWQCBcleanupgoal of 100partsper million
_, (ppm)for TPH. Pleaseincludea referencesupportingthiscleanuplevel.

Accordingto the RegionalBoardStaffRecommendationsfor Initial
EvaluationandInvestigationof UndergroundTanks(June2, 1988), "The100
ppm level is nota cleanuplevel. The originof the 100ppm level was to
developa methodto prioritizethe case loadand indicatewhethera significant
volumeof fuel hadbeenreleasedor discharged. Thelevel of cleanupis to
be determinedby assessingthe potentialimpactof residualsoil contamination
on the groundwater. Inmanycases it may notbe appropriateto leavesoil
in-placewhich is contaminatedwith totalpetroleumhydrocarbonsor other
compoundsat anyconcentration."

Howwerethe Proposition65 applicableor relevantand appropriate
requirements(ARARs)obtained?Title22 levels are presentedin micrograms
per day(_g/day). Also, regulatorylevelsexist for methylenechloride(50
/_g/day),chromiumVI (0.001/_g/day),and arsenic(I0/_g/day). Beryllium
andcadmiumshouldalsobe includedonthe table.

Response: TableI1 in the draft actionmemorandumidentifiedchemical-specificARARs
and to be consideredrequirements(TBCs). However,uponfurther

evaluation,it has beendeterminedthat chemical-specificARARsare not
applicableto this sourcecontrolaction. Thefollowing discussionof this
determinationis summarizedfrom Section4.5.1 of the revisedaction
memorandum.

Thissourcecontrolactionis onlypart of a total remedialaction. The site-
wideRI/FS will establishsite cleanupgoalsand actionlevels. Thisreport

only addressesARARsthat the source controlmustachieve to be in

compliancewithapplicablelaws, rules, and regulations. TheseARARs are
based on the actionundertaken. Therefore,treatedgroundwaterdischarged
to apublicly ownedtreatmentworks (POTW)mustmeet the POTW

acceptancecriteria,not MCLs. Consequently,no chemical-specificARARs
were identifiedfor this actionand Table11 has beendeletedfrom the revised
actionmemorandum.
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_CommentNumber20. Page 63. Section5.2.2 Soils. Becausesoil treatmenttechnologiesrequiring
excavationof soils werenotevaluatedin this draftactionmemorandum,the
final actionmemorandumshouldcontainanevaluationof such.

Response: Excavationis consideredlogisticallyinfeasibleunderthis source control

action (see Section5.1.2 of the revisedactionmemorandum). As a result,
soil treatmenttechnologiesrequiringexcavationof soils were not evaluatedin
the revisedactionmemorandum.

CommentNumber21. Pace72. FifthParaffaph. Explainwhy dischargeto the POTWis quicker.
Designtimemay takelongerwith the additionof reinjection,butthis may be
outweighedby the shorteroperationtime.

Response: Reinjectionof treated waterwould requiredesign,permitting, and installation
of injectionwellswhichwould, in turn, delay implementationof source

controlactivities. Dischargeof treated water to a POTWis more expeditious
becausethe only task involvedis obtaininga dischargepermit.

Comment Number22. Page 85. Section 7.2.3 Implementabili,;y. How will fill (sic) productbe

_, removed andbe disposed?

Response: Recovery of free product phases is not anticipated at Site 9. If encountered

the presence of free product phases would require significant modifications to

the planned removal and treatment system design. However, screen

placement and material composition are designed to consider the potential for

free product phases, and to maximize the utility of the extraction wells under

several possible aquifer conditions.

Comment Number 23. Page 85. Top andPage 87. Fibre 7. Are these wells part of Moffett's

wells? If so, have they been sampled? Whatwere the results? Include

locations on Plate 2. See general comment6.

Response: Wells W29-O2(AD,W56-O2(A1),and W61-O1(,41)were installed in December

1990. Thesewellswere sampledin January 1991. Locationsof these wells
are shownon Plate 2. Resultsfrom thesesamplesare Includedin Sections

3.4.1 and 3.4.3 of the revisedactionmemorandum.Completeanalyticaldata
for thesewells are containedin AppendixF of the Building29 areafield
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_ investigationtechnicalmemorandumand in AppendixD of the tank and sump
_' removalsummaryreport.

CommentNumber24. Page106.Fibre 9. Indicatetheapproximatetreatmentunitlocation(as
referencedin the legend).

Response: Drawingshave been improvedin the revisedactionmemorandumto dearly

indicatethe approximatelocationsof groundwater treatmentunits.

Comments from Mr. Cyrus Shabahari.CaliforniaDepartmentof Health Services

GENERAL COMMENTS:

CommentNumber 1. It should be noted that this reportdoes not provide sufficient dataon

Buildings 29, 45, and 88. The results of the fuel farm investigationare not

included in this report as well. The interpretationof tank and sump
investigationsis also lacking thus, postponingthe DHS concurrence. These

data gaps will not allow to arriveat a comprehensiveunderstandingof this

study area. Such data are needed to be included to ascertainthe source(s).

DHS will review the Revised Final Action Memorandaincluding the above

data to arriveat a decision. However, the proposed alternativeremedy might
remain the same.

Response: The chemicalcharacterizationof the areasaroundBuildings29, 45, 31, and
88 in Section3.0 of the revisedSite 9 actionmemorandumincludesdatafrom

the Building29 areafield investigationand the tank and sump removal
summaryreport.

CommentNumber2. PRCEnvironmentalManagement's(PRC)definitionof aquifersand renaming
them differentlywill confusefurtherthe complexityof this studyarea. IT
has definedthe aquifersintodifferentzones, for example,AI, A2, etc. An
explanationis requiredif PRCwishesto differon its understandingof zoning
the aquiferswith IT. Andif it is foundto be justifiedthen,IT has to follow

the samezoning. It is imperativethatNavalFacilitiesEngineeringCommand
WesternDivision(WESTDIV)adoptsone set of definitionto attenuate
furtheringthe confusion. In addition,Site9 hasbeendividedintodifferent
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subsites. It is not clear if the Navy wishes to adoptthis division. A

_, clarification is required.

Response: The revisedactionmemorandumincorporatesthe IT definitionof the
uppermostA aquiferzones,A1 and A2.

Thepresenceof d_erent contaminantsourceswithinSite 9 requireddivision

of Site 9 intosubsites. Theuse of subsitesalloweddiscussionof individual
contaminantsources.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS:

Comment Number 1. Page 17. Fieure 5. The site boundaryin this reportand in the IT's last

quarterlyreport are not the same. A clear and consistent site boundaryis

needed to focus the cleanupprocess.

Response: None of the sites at NAS Moffett Field have rigidly defined site boundaries.
Site boundaries have been, and should continue to be, addressed in terms of

sources and extent of contamination.

Comment Number2. Page 37. Last Paragravh. If it is determinedthat the large range observed

for the well 9 is due to poor sampling, then it must be explained and

documented as to why you believe such range occurred. Furthermore,what

do you propose to stop repeatingsuch occurrencesin the future?

Response: Laboratory analysis problems may also explain the lack of reproducibility of

sample results from WOg-OZ Results from the latest IT ground water

sampling event suggest the contamination in many areas of Site 9 is

heterogeneous. This may be the case for samples from wog-oz Samples

should continue to be collected from this well to further investigate changes in
concentration over time.

CommentNumber3. Page46. Paragraph3. The MCLsare ARARsandmustbe identifiedas
such. For example,pursuantto CaliforniaCodeof RegulationTitle22
Article 5.5 the maximumcontaminantlevel of benzenefor the primary
drinkingwatershouldnotexceed1 milligramperliter (mg/L).
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discussionofthisdeterminationissummarizedfromSection4.5.1ofthe
revisedactionmemorandum.

This sourcecontrolactionis onlypart of a total remedialaction. The site-
wideRI/FS will establishstte cleanupgoals and actionlevels. Thisreport
only addressesARARsthat the sourcecontrolmust achieve to be tn

compliancewithapplicablelaws, rules, and regulations. TheseARARs are
based on the actionundertaken. Therefore,treatedgroundwaterdischarged
to a publicly ownedtreatmentworks(POTW)must meet the POTW

acceptancecriteria,not MISZs. Consequently,no chemical-specificARARs

were identifiedfor this action.

CommentNumber4. Pa2e47. Para_m'aph1. It is to be notedthat the 100 mg/kgcleanuplevel of
xylene in the soil is nota cleanuplevel. It is merelya cleanuptarget. The
cleanuplevel willbe determineduponthe resultsof the base-widerisk
assessment.

Response: Referencesto cleanuplevels and/or cleanuptargets were removedfrom the
revisedactionmemorandum.

CommentNumber 5. Page 114. Para2raph1. The numberof undergroundtanks is nebulous. It

has been reportedthat there are 11 tanks on page 18, however, on page 45 it
is said"10 or 11." Andon page 114it is said to be 10. This uncertainty
shouldbe clarified.

Response: Ten undergroundstoragetanksare believedto exist near Building29.
Furthersite characterizationactivitiesareplanned to determinethe exact

numberand locationof these tanks. Referencesto these tanks in the revised
actionmemorandumhavebeenmodifiedto indicateten undergroundtanks

(seepages 14 and 165).
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Comments from Mr. Steve Morse. CaliforniaRe2ionalWater OualityControlBoard

SPECIFICCOMMENTS:

Comment Number 1. Page 33. Last Para_aph. This referencesthe metal backgrounddata

containedin the draftphaseI characterizationreport. This part of the charact

erizationreportwas extensively commentedon by the agencies and is

currentlybeing revised. Any comparison of data in this Site 9 reportwith

conclusions of the characterizationreport should await finalization of the

characterizationreport. At this time the characterizationreport should not be

used to define backgroundconcentrations.

Response: Ranges of metalsconcentrationsin soils whichwere reportedin the Draft

Phase I O_aracterizationReportwere usedfor comparison,due to the lack of

finalized information. Thesecomparisonswill be updatedwhen rangeshave

beenfinalized. To avoidconfusioncausedby the use of the term
"backgroundranges,"changeswere incorporatedinto the text of the revised
actionmemorandumto refer to the "NASMoffettField range."

Comment Number 2. Page 41. Fifth paragraoh. It states here that certainorganic compounds

found in soil, i.e., acetone, methylenechloride, and methyl ethyl ketone

(MEK), may be associated with samplingand/or analytical method

contamination. Before dismissing data a quantitativecomparison 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
blanks shouldbe eliminated.

Response: Comparison of field sample analytical results to QA/QU sample results was

made to evaluate the potential for introduction of laboratory contamination

into samples. Field samples that contained a compound which was detected

in the corresponding QA/QC samples were examinedfurther. Field samples

that contained a compound at a concentration less than 10 times the

concentration in the QA/QC sample were considered to contain laboratory-
* introduced contamination.
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CommentNumber3. Page47. SecondParagraph. The 1985RegionalBoarddocumentreferredto
_' has beensupersededby 1990recommendationsfor dealingwith leaking

undergroundtanks. Also, the 100ppmconcentrationis for totalpetroleum
hydrocarbons,notxylenesor anyothersingleconstituent.

Response: Referenceto the RWQCBdocument(1985)has been eliminatedfrom the
revisedactionmemorandum.

CommentNumber4. Page49. LastPara_anh. Ourpositionis thatchemicalsingroundwaterare
asourceforfurthermigration.Therefore,webelievethatinterimcontrol
measuresto preventfurthermigrationareappropriate.

Response: Currently, drinking waterfor NAS Moffett Field is not supplied by ground

waterfrom the A1 or ,42 zones. No A1 or A2 production wells are located in

the surrounding area. The A1 and A2 zones are, however, potential sources

for drinking water according to the RWQCB definition of potable water. Any

future discussion of developing potential drinking water sources at Site 9 will
take into consideration thls definition.

CommentNumber5. Page56. Table!1. We wouldlike to makeit clearthatthe TI'LC and
solublethresholdlimitconcentration(STLC)concentrationsfromTitle22,
CaliforniaCodeof Regulations(CCR),are only intendedfor waste definition
purposes.They are notenvironmentalcleanupconcentrations.These

concentrationspresumethe wastewillbe disposedof in anappropriatelylined
landf'dlandthereforejustbecausea waste is determinedto be non-hazardous
underthese criteriadoesnotmeanit canremainuncontainedanduncontrolled

in the environment.Alsoon this tablethe 100ppmTPHis listedas a
cleanupgoal. This concentrationis nota cleanupgoal. It is intendedonly to
prioritizesitesrequiringcleanup. MCLswhenavailable,and the one in a
hundredthousandcancerriskwhennotavailable,whendealingwithpotential
sourcesof drinkingwater. Therefore,the concentrationsin the MCLand
Proposition65 columnsshouldbe the samefor carcinogens.

Response: Table 11 in the draft action memorandum identified chemical-speciftc ARARs

and TBCs. However, further evaluation of ARARs has determined that

chemical-specific ARARs are not applicable to this source control action (see
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_ Section 4.5.1 of the revised action memorandum). Therefore, Table 11 has

_' been deleted from the revised action memorandum.

CommentNumber6. Pa2e79. ThirdPara_anh. This paragraphpresentsargumentsfor
eliminatingsoil vaporextraction(SVE)as a sourcecontroltechnologyat this
site. We havefoundSVEa verysuccessfulmethodof remediationatcleanup
sites in the BayAreaandwouldlike to respondto eachof the three
argumentsseparately.

I. This uses soil datafrom Site 14 South to conclude that the soil at Site

9 is too impermeablefor SVE. No informationis given to show that

the soils at the two sites are similar. Also, this argument is partially

contradictedby the second argument.

2. This states that the soils are highly heterogeneous and preferential

pathways would be formed through more permeable units if SVE

were used. While this is true in general, it is possible to design a

system to deal with this in some cases. Also, the more permeable

soils can also be a preferentialpathwayfor chemicals and if the

_, chemicals are still present in these types of soils it would be
appropriateandfeasible to remove them.

3. The thirdargumentis that the lightercomponentsof fuels havelikely

alreadybeenremovedfrom the soil by naturalprocessesand SVE is
notappropriateforthe heavycomponentsof fuel. No data is
presentedto showthatthe lightercomponentsare actuallygone.
Also, at the beginningof the paragraphit states thatSVE is
appropriatefor removalof VOCsat the site.

We believe the conclusionto eliminate SVE from further considerationshould

be reevaluatedin response to these comments.

Response: $VE has not been recommended for treatment of contaminated soils. This

decision was primarily based on the fact that SVE is ineffective at removing

contaminantsfrom saturated soils (soil contamination is present predominantly

in the saturated zone at suspected source areas). In addition, SVE is an

inappropriate treatment method for the majority of the contaminantsfound at
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Site 9 (forexample,heavyfuel constituents). Lastly, it shouldbe remembered
_, that SVE has only beenscreenedfrom theseshort-termtemporarysource

controlactivities;it will be reconsideredduringthe remedial
investigation/feasibilitystudy (RI/FS)for the actualsite remediatton.

CommentNumber7. AppendixF. In theTablefor action-specificARARsthe followingshould
be added: Fordischargesto Statewaters,eithersurfaceor groundwaters,
the applicablestatuteis the Porter-CologneWaterQualityAct, California
WaterCodeandDivision3 of Title23 CCR;for land disposalChapter15of
Title 23 CCR(pursuantto the CaliforniaWaterCode)and Chapter30 of
Title22 CCR(pursuantto the CaliforniaHealthandSafetyCode)are
applicable.

Response: The above mentioned ARARs have been incorporated in Appendix F of the
revised action memorandum.
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