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San Francisco, Ca. 94105-3901

September 29, 1992

Stephen Chao
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
P.O. Box 727
San Bruno, CA 94066

Dear Mr. Chao:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the follow-
ing Site 9 Source Control Measure reports: i) Final Field Work
Plan for Startup and O&M Support Activities, 2) Response to Com-
ments on Construction Contractor Specifications and Final Design
Report, 3) Granular Activated Carbon Treatment System Procurement
Statement of Work, and 4) Design Geotechnical Investigation
Report. Our comments on this report, prepared by our representa-
tive, SAIC, Inc., are attached. If you have any questions,
please call me at (415) 744-2385.

Si!cerely,

Roberta Blank
Remedial Project Manager

Attachments (4)

cc: Cyrus Shabahari, DTSC
Elizabeth Adams, RWQCB
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Science Applications International Corporation
An Employee-Owned Company

Technology Services Company

September17, 1992 DCN:TZ4-CO9015-EP-MI4258

Ms. Roberta Blank (H-9-2)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Ref: EPA Contract No. 68-W9-0008; EPA Work Assignment No. C09015
SAIC/TSC Project No. 06-0794-03-0630

Site 9 Source Control Measure, Final Field Work Plan for Startup and
O&M Support Activities

Dear Roberta:

SAIC/TSChas completedits review of this document. Items of concernfrom our
review of the Draft Field Work Planwere satisfactorilyaddressed. Commentno.
3, however,was not revisedas the Response to Commentsstates. The following
deficienciesremainwith regard to the Final Field Work Plan:

• Figures5-2 throughb-4 do not show the reliefcontainmenttanks thatwere
V shown in the Draft Field Work Plan, submittedin May. What conditions

have changedsince the May submittal,so that the reliefcontainmenttanks
are no longernecessary? Are each of the primary containmenttanks (GAC
Packed Columns) double-walled to contain liquids should failure or
shutdownoccur?

• Section 9.0, Emergency Response Plan, incorrectly cites the name of the

chemical emergency response resource as CHEMTREE. The proper acronym is
CHEMTREC.

• In Section12.0, RecordKeeping,Attachmenti is not labeledand both the
Field Health and Safety Training Certificationand the Site Log are
labeledas Attachment3.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please call me at
(415) 399-0140.

Sincerely,

SCIENCEAPPLICATIONSINTERNATIONALCORPORATION
TechnologyServicesCompany

Fred Molloy
Work AssignmentManager

A Division of Science Applications International Corporation
20 California Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94111 (415) 399-0140



_®

Science Applications International Corporation
AnEmployee-OwnedCompany

Technology Services Company

September 17, 1992 DCN: TZ4-C09015-RN-MI4264

Ms. Roberta Blank (H-9-2)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

REF: EPA Contract No. 68-W9-0008; WA No. C09015

SAIC/TSC Project No. 06-0794-03-0630
Review of Response to Comments on Site 9 Source Control Measure

Construction Contractor Specifications and Final Design Report
Naval Air Station Hoffett Field, Mountain View, California

Dear Roberta:

SAIC/TSC has completed a review of the response to comments on the Site 9 Source

Control Measure (SCM) Construction Contractor Specifications and the Site 9 SCM

Final Design Report for Naval Air Station Moffett Field located in Mountain View,

California. In addition, a comparison was made of the changes made to the

documents between the Hay 8, 1992 submittals and the August 24, 1992 submittals.

The Site 9 SCM Construction Contractor Specifications document received more than

one hundred revisions. Many of the changes were not required by any of the

reviewing agencies. In the future, it would greatly ease the final review of

documents if the changes could be designated in some manner, for example,

underlining the changed text to indicate that a change was made. Attached are

several specific comments regarding PRC's response to the previous comments and
the latest submittal of the document that need to be addressed before the

document can be approved.

The Site 9 SCH Final Design Report was revised little. The responses to comments
and the document were generally acceptable with the following exceptions:

1. The response to comment no. 6 stated that "the TPH treatment goal
was changed from 38 to 37 micrograms per liter in Table 4." This
change has not been made in the current document.

2. A change was made to Section 8.0, page 56, first paragraph that
deleted a sentence that discussed the disposal of test water that
does not meet the Regional Water Control Board discharge
requirements. A description of the disposal procedures would be
appreciated.

A Division of Science Applications International Corporation
20 CaliforniaStreet,Suite400,SanFrancisco,Cafifornia94111 (415)399-0140
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Becausethese requestedclarificationsare relativelyinsignificant,the Site 9
SCM Final Design Report is consideredacceptable.

If you have any questionsregardingthese comments,please call me at 399-0140.

Sincerely,

SCIENCEAPPLICATIONSINTERNATIONALCORPORATION

TechnologyServicesCompany

Fred Moll_
Work AssignmentManager

cc: J. Wenning, SAIC/TSCRegionalProjectManager
J. Settles, SAIC/TSCRegionalProjectManager

V



DCN: TZ4-C09015-RN-MI4264

TECHNICALREVIEWOF

RESPONSETO COMMENTSON

SITE 9 SOURCECONTROLMEASURE

CONSTRUCTIONCONTRACTORSPECIFICATIONS

NAVALAIR STATION,MOFFETTFIELD
MOUNTAINVIEW,CALIFORNIA

SEPTEMBER1992

SUBMITTEDTO:

U.S. ENVIRONMENTALPROTECTIONAGENCY
REGION IX

75 HAWTHORNESTREET
SAN FRANCISCO,CALIFORNIA94105

SUBMITTEDBY:

SCIENCEAPPLICATIONSINTERNATIONALCORPORATION
TECHNOLOGYSERVICESCOMPANY

20 CALIFORNIASTREET,SUITE400
SAN FRANCISCO,CALIFORNIA94111

EPA CONTRACTNO. 68-W9-0008
EPAWORKASSIGNMENTNO. C09015

SAIC/TSCPROJECTNO. 06-0794-03-0630
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TECHNICALREVIEW OF
RESPONSETO COMMENTSON

SITE 9 SOURCE CONTROLMEASURE
CONSTRUCTIONCONTRACTORSPECIFICATIONS

NAVAL AIR STATION,MOFFETT FIELD
MOUNTAIN VIEW, CALIFORNIA

SEPTEMBER1992

SPECIFICCOMMENTS

I. Responseto CommentNo. 3

The text has indeedbeen revisedso that the term "middlerails" is not

referenced. However,DrawingC7 still indicatesthat a middle rall will

be used for constructionof the fences and no top or bottom rails are

shown on the drawing. Pleaseexplainthe discrepancybetween the text and

the drawing.

2. Response to CommentNo. 5

The final constructionspecificationsdo not indicatethat the contractor

may choose one of the given methods of curing concrete. It would be

helpful if Section3.5 explicitlystatedthat eithermethod couldbe used.

Please correct this inconsistency.

3. Response to Comment No. $

i

The process and instrumentation diagrams (P&IDs) included in the final

construction drawings da not show the locations of the check valves that

are immediately upstream of the air stripper. Drawings M2 and M5 show the

proper location of these check valves. Please make the necessary changes

to the P&ID drawing.



4. Section 02221, Part 1.3.4, Page 02221-3

This section has been changed to remove the compaction specification that

refers to ASTMD698. Duringtheprocessof removing the specification for

this procedure, a new number for the percent ASTM D1557 maximum density

was not specified. Please replace the blank that precedes the percent

ASTMD1557maximum density with a number.

5. Section 02221, Part 3.1.1, Page 02221-7

Shoring and sheetingshouldnot be requiredat the site. In response to

Comment No. i, PRC stated "excavationduring constructionwill involve

only shallow pipe trenching." If shoring and sheeting are actually

required, as implied by the inclusion of this specification in the

document,then the referencesto CaI-OSHAregulationsshouldbe included.

Please explainthis apparentdiscrepancy.

6. Section02221,Part3.3.1,PaRe 02221-8

_mv

Shoringand sheetingshouldnot be requiredat the site. See CommentNo.

5 for additionaldetails.

7. Section 02221, Part 3.6, PaRe 02221-10

Please explain why the percent maximum dry density for cohesionless

materialwas reducedfrom 100 to 95.

8. Section02510,Part3.2.4.1,Page02510-4

The speclflcationthat"mixtureshavingtemperaturesless thanthe minimum

spreading temperature when dumped onto the area to be paved will be

rejected"has been removed. This quality control requirementis highly

recommended. PleaseJustify removalof this specification.

2
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9. Section 13209, Part 2.1, Page 13209-2

Criteria (a) indicates that the tanks will be providing a mechanism for an

uncontrolled release to the environment of volatile organic compounds

(VOCs). This is unacceptable. If the tanks are to be a part of the

design of the system, then the tanks cannot be atmospheric. Either

redesign the system excluding the tanks, redesign the tanks to be sealed,

or add carbon treatment of the air effluent from the tanks. Additionally,

the tanks must have designated maximum storage capacities that do not

exceed the compressive strength of the foundation material underneath

them.

3
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Science Applications International Corporation
An Employee-Owned Company

Technology Services Company

" DCN: TZ4-C09015-EP-MI4262

September17, 1992

Ms. RobertaBlank (H-9-2)
U.S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency
Region IX
75 HawthorneStreet
San Francisco,CA 94105

REF: EPA ContractNo. 68-W9-0008;WA No. C09015
SAIC/TSCProjectNo. 06-0794-03-0630
TechnicalReview of Site 9 Source ControlMeasure
GranularActivatedCarbon TreatmentSystem ProcurementStatementof Work
Naval Air StationMoffettField, MountainView, California

Dear Roberta:

The Statementof Work thatwas preparedby PRC EnvironmentalManagement,Inc. for
procurementof granularactivatedcarbon (GAC)treatmentsystemsfor the Site 9
Source Control Measure for Naval Air Station (NAS) Moffett Field located in
MountainView, California,is very slmilarto Section13000 of the documentSite
9 Source Control Heasure ConstructionContractorSpecificationsdated May 8,
1992. Because of this similarity, a comparison was made between the two
documentsand a review of the responseto commentsfor Section13000 was made.
Finally,changesmade in the SOW were reviewedfor technicalfeasibility.

During the initialreview of Section13000 of the constructionspecifications,
only one applicablecommentwas generatedregardingany problemswith the design.
The comment pertained to the procedure to be used for emptying the relief
containmenttanks that were to be connectedto the GAC vessels. The design of
the treatmentsystemhas been modifiedto requiredual containedGAC vesselsand
no relief containmenttanks. This is a satisfactoryresponseto the comment.

The only other major changeto the GAC treatmentsystem is a modificationin the
sizingof the GAC vessels. In the previousdocument,the vesselwas requiredto
be chargedwith sufficientGAC to ensure that contaminantbreakthroughdid not
occur in less than 30 days. The SOW has changedthis requirementto 20 days.

A Division of Science Applications International Corporation
20 CaliforniaStreet,Suite400,SanFrancisco,Cafifornia94111 (415)399-0140
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A review of the testing frequency of the primary GAC unit effluent may need to

be performed.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please call me at 399-0140.

Sincerely,

SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION

Technology Services Company

Fred Molloy__
Work Assignment Manager

cc: J. Wennlng, SAIC/TSC Regional Project Manager

J. Settles, SAIC/TSC Regional Project Manager
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Science Applications International Corporation
An Employee-Owned Company

Technology Services Company

September 17, 1992 DCN: TZ4-C09015-RN-MI4221

Ms. RobertaBlank (H-9-2)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Ref: EPA Contract No. 68-W9-0008; EPA Work Assignment No. C09015

SAIC/TSC Project No. 06-0794-03-0630
Site 9 Source Control Measure Design Geotechnlcal Investigation

Report

Dear Roberta:

Enclosed is SAIC/TSC'stechnicalreview of the Site 9 Source Control Measure
DesignGeotechnicalInvestigationReport. This reviewwas performedby Richard
Brown, geologist, with assistance from Garrett Turner, engineer. Scott
Kinderwater,soils scientist,performedthe quality assurance/qualitycontrol
technicalreview of this document.

The most obvious deficiency with this report is its failure to thoroughly
consider the possible effects of dewateringsaturatedclays and silts in the
vicinity of the extractionwells. These materialswould experiencethe most
compaction.

If you have any questionson these comments,please call me at (415) 599-01_0.

Sincerely,

SCIENCEAPPLICATIONSINTERNATIONALCORPORATION

TechnologyServicesCompany

Fred gollo_
Work Assignment Manager

FH/kw

A Division of Science Applications International Corporation
20 CafiforniaStreet,Suite400,SanFrancisco,California94111 (415)399-0140
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DCN:TZ4-C09015-RN-MI4221

TECHNICALREVIEWOF
SITE9 SOURCECONTROLMEASUREDESIGN
GEOTECHNICALINVESTIGATIONREPORT
NAVALAIR STATION,MOFFETTFIELD

MOUNTAINVIEW,CALIFORNIA

SEPTEMBER1992

SUBMITTEDTO:

U.S.ENVIRONMENTALPROTECTIONAGENCY
REGIONIX

75 HAWTHORNESTREET
SAN FRANCISCO,CALIFORNIA94105

SUBMITTEDBY:

SCIENCEAPPLICATIONSINTERNATIONALCORPORATION
TECHNOLOGYSERVICESCOMPANY

20 CALIFORNIASTREET,SUITE400
SAN FRANCISCO,CALIFORNIA94111

EPA CONTRACTNO. 68-W9-0008
EPA WORK ASSIGNMENT NO. C09015

SAIC/TSCPROJECTNO. 06-0794-03-0630
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TECHNICALREVIEWOF
SITE9 SOURCECONTROLMEASUREDESIGN
GEOTECHNICALINVESTIGATIONREPORT
NAVALAIR STATION,MOFFETTFIELD

MOUNTAINVIEW,CALIFORNIA

GENERALCOMMENTS

i. It is importantto note that PRC prepared this investigationreport using

the followingkey policy-relatedassumptions:

• The purposeof sourcecontrolmeasure (SCM) activitiesat Site 9 is

to reduce, to the extent feasible and in a timely manner, the

lateraland verticalmigrationof the contaminantsof concernwlthin

the A1 permeable zone at identified source areas until a

comprehensivecleanupplan can be developedand implemented;

• The SCM is not intended to restore groundwater and does not address

vadose zone soils contamination;

• The SCM will only address AI permeable zone contamination;

• Groundwater treatment goals can be based on the acceptance criteria

for point source discharges to storm sewers established by the

• Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in the San Francisco

Bay Basin Region Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan);

• The concentrations of metals, pesticides, herbicides, phenols, and

creosols in extracted (untreated) groundwater will meet NPDES permit

discharge criteria;

• Off-gas treatment is not required.

V

I



If, at a laterdate, any of these assumptionsis found to be invalid,this source

_" controlmeasuremay need to be reevaluated. At present, it is not known if all

of these criteriacan be met.

2. The most obvious deficiency in this report is the omission of any

discussionof the implicationsof dewateringsaturatedclaysand, possibly,silts

in the vicinity of the extractionwells. Settlementof structuresas a result

of this dewateringshouldbe thoroughlyconsideredat Site 9.

3. Someapparentproblemswith qualityassurance/qualitycontrol (QA/QC)lead

to discrepanciesbetween data discussed and/or tabulated in the text and the

correspondingdata as listed in the appendices. These QA/QC errors need to be

corrected. (See SpecificCommentNo. 3)

SPECIFICCOMMENTS

i. Section 1.2.1, Page 4

Investigationsat Sump 91, also at the northern end of Building 88, have been

performed this year. Is contamination,if found, from Sump 91 also to be

includedwith the Site 9 SCM? If not, please explainwhy not.

2. Section 2.1,Page 5

If the values listed for the plasticityindex in Table 1 are representativefor

the uppermost two feet of soils, then the clays are classified as medium to

highly plastic. The standardranges for plasticityare as follows:

PlasticityIndex Range ]] Description

0-3 Nonplastlc

3-15 Slightly plastic

15- 30 Medium plastic

31 or more Highly plastic

v
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This tablewas published in a standardgeotechnical engineering textbook entitled

_m, IntroductorySoil Mechanicsand Foundations:GeorechnicalEngineeringby George

F. Sowers. The values for the plasticityindex in Table 1 are all greaterthan

or equal to 15 and a preponderanceof them are greater than 30. Unless

additionaldata are available,it would appear that the previous investigations

were correctin their assumptions.

Furthermore,two (SB9-110and SB9-111)of the four PRC soil borings are listed

as having high plasticityand the third (SB9-112)is listed as having low to

medium plasticity. Only soil boring SB9-I13in the South Area is listed as a

sandy clay mixture.

3. Table i, Pa_e6

A comparison between the values entered in this table and the backup data

provided in AppendicesA and B revealsthe followingdiscrepancies:

• Borehole logs for the four PRC soil borings, SB9-110 throughSB9-

113, were not included in Appendix A. Please correct this

oversight.

• The values enteredfor liquidlimit and plasticityindex for the two

CW-I borings are not in either appendix. Please providebackup for

these values.

$

• The value entered for the moisture content for boring CW-I with a

depth of 3.0 feet appearsto be an averageof the two values listed

on the boring log. Pleaseverify this assumption.

• The value entered for the plasticity index for boring TB-32 with a

depth of 5.0 feet seems to be incorrect. Appendix B shows a value

of 25 for the plasticity index for this boring. Please correct the

table to reflect this.

• The value entered for the depth of boring TB-33 is 1.0 feet, while

_m" Appendix B shows a value of 0-1.5 feet. Please clarify which value



is correct. Additionally, the USCS symbol listed in the table,

MH-ML, is different from the value in Appendix B, OH. Please

correct this discrepancy.

4. Section2.2,PaRe8

According to the designed pumping rates that were determined after several

aquiferpumping and step-drawdowntests, it is expected that a dewatered zone

will exist around each of the extractionwells. The secon& paragraphon this

page shouldbe rewrittento reflectthis expectation. If a dewateredzone isnot

createdaroundthe extractionwells, then the pumps have been sized incorrectly.

5. Section2.2, Pa_e 8

The anticipateddrawdownfor each of the extractionwells (as shown in Table 2)

indicatesthat dewaterlngof the clays above the aquifer is expected in most

cases. Consolidationand settlementproblems are usually greater when fine-

grained soils llke silts and clays are dewatered than when the more coarse-

grainedsoils that constitutethe aquiferare dewatered. Pleaseexplainwhy the

consolidationand settlement of these fine-gralnedsoils is not considered a

problem.

Upon furtherevaluationof the consolidationand settlementof the finer-grained

soils, it is recommended that a map be drawn indicatingpotential zones of

surface subsidence. This map should include building structures that may be

impacted by settlement. Please indicate locations and structures that are

recommended for monitoring per your preliminary subsidence monitoring plan

outllned on pages i0 and 12.

6. Section2.3,FirstParagraph,Page12

Although an isolated "hot spot" of the metals arsenic and lead was analyzed in

a soilboringfromwellwg-28(A2), it is essentiallycorrect that fuel-related

contamination and chlorinated volatile organic compounds are the main

contaminants present at Site 9. (It should be noted that arsenic and lead are

both chemicals of concern for the AI aquifer.)

4


