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RESi_NSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT ADDmONAL PETROLEUM SITES INVESTIGATION

_CAL MEMORANDUM

January 20, 1995

This reportpresentsresponses to regulatoryagency comments on the June 1994 Draft Additional

PetroleumSites InvestigationTechnicalMemorandumpreparedby PRC EnvironmentalManagement,

Inc. (PRC) for Moffett Federal Airfield (MFA), California. Mr. Michael Gill of the

U.S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency (EPA) submittedcomments in a letterdatedJuly 19, 1994.

Mr. Joseph Chou of the CaliforniaEPA Departmentof Toxic SubstancesControland Mr. Michael

Bessette of the Regional WaterQuality ControlBoard, SanFrancisco Bay Region did not submit

comments.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment: Validationof certaindatawas in progress andnot completed in time for this

_, report. Be sure to point out any discrepancies between the validated and

unvalidateddata in the draft final version of this document.

Response: All data from this investigation have been validated. The unvalidated data in

Appendices C and F have been replaced with the validated data for the final

version of the report.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Comment 1: Tables 4. 5. 6. 7. 9. 10. Please provide a footnote explanationwhy certain

contaminanttypes were not analyzed (NA designation).

Response: Selectionof contaminanttypesfor sampleanalysiswas basedon existing

knowledgeof contaminantsat each investigationarea. Theexplanationhas

been includedin Section2.0 (firstparagraph)of thefinal versionof the

technicalmemorandum.
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Comment2: Tables 4. 7. and 10. These tables have footnotes which indicate thatcertain

_' contaminantswere detectedat levels below their detectionlimits. Please

indicate these detectionlimits.

Response: Tables 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, and 10 of the final version swnmarize laboratory data

and include footnotes containing detection limits for selected analytes. Soil

and groundwater data tables in Appendices C and F of the final report contain

detection limitsfor all compounds analyzed.

Comment 3: Section 5.1. P_es 16. 17. It would make sense that the Close Analytical

SupportLaboratory(CSAL)sample concentrationsare higher than the (not

validated) composite sampleconcentrationsfrom the state certified laboratory

for at least two reasons. VOCs (volatile organic compounds)are more easily

volatilized duringcomposite samplingby virtue of the sampling technique.

Also, since there is essentiallyno holding time aiderCSAL sample collection,

concentrations will be higher. There appearto be huge discrepanciesbetween

the two samples sets, sometimes as much as 3 orders of magnitude. The

sentenceon page 17 statingthat the differences "arelikely attributableto small

scale differences in contaminantdistributionwithin a heterogeneous soil

profile and the relatively smallerquantityof samples collected for the CSAL

analysis"is not enough reasonto eliminatethe CSAL samples. Until the

validateddatareturnsfrom the state certified laboratory, it may be premature

in making a decision aboutwhich dataare more useable. Even then, if such

discrepancies still exist, it may be necessaryto resamplethe questionable

areas. It may be useful to examinetwo maps similar to Figure 3, one with

CSAL concentrations plottedand the other with state certified, validated

concentrations plotted andobserve the discrepancies.

Response: The Navycontinuesto believethatdiscrepanciesbetmeenthe laboratoryand

C£ALdata are likelyattributableto nonuniformcontaminantdistributionwith

a heterogenoussoilprofile and the relativelysmallerquantityof sample

collectedfor the CSALanalysis. Thesediscrepancieshave beenconfirmedby

_, the laboratorydata validatedsince thedraft versionof the reportwas
completed. As a resultof the smallerquantityof samplecollected, CSAL
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sampling is more discrete than the samples collected for standard laboratory

analyses. However, because the soil profile is heterogeneous and

contaminants are not uniformly distributed, attempts to characterize the

contaminated interval may present a false representation of the extent of

contamination. In addition, CSAL data were intended only to be used as a

screening tool to select sampling locations, not to evaluate the nature and

extent of contamination. Furthermore, CXALdata do not fulfill standard risk

assessment data requirements. Section 5.1 of thefinal report discusses the

reasons for discrepancies between the two data sets and discusses the roles of

the two sampling types in this investigation. Only the state-certified

laboratory data will be used to further characterize soil and groundwater

contamination at MFA. _gures 2 and 3 of the final report version include

both CSAL and laboratory data to highlight the differences between the two

data sets.
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1099 18th Strew'
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February 6, 1995

Mr. StephenChao
Departmentof the Navy
EngineeringField Activity West
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
900 CommodoreWay, Building 101
SanBruno, California 94066-2402

CLEAN ContractNumberN62474-88-D-5086
ContractTask Order0236

Subject: Response to Comments on Draft Additional Petroleum Sites Investigation
Technical Memorandum, Moffett Federal Airfield

Dear Mr. Chao:

Enclosed please find one copy of the above-referenceddocumentpreparedby PRC Environmental
Management, Inc. (PRC). This documentoriginally accompaniedthe Final AdditionalPetroleum
Sites InvestigationTechnical Memorandumon January20, 1995. It came to our attentionthat page 2
of the Response to Comments documentwas not included in some of the copies distributed on January
20, 1995. Please replace the Response to Comments on Draft AdditionalPetroleumSites
InvestigationTechnical Memorandumwith the copy enclosed.

If you have any questionsor comments, please call us at (303) 295-1101.

Sincerely,

Doreen A. Hoskins Michael N. Young
Project Geologist Project Manager

DAH/mkf

Enclosure

cc: Distribution List
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Response to Commmts on
Draft Additional Petroleum Sites Investigation

Technical Memorandum

Numberof Conies

Mr. StephenChao, EFAWEST 1
Mr. Michael Gill, EPA 1
Mr. C. Joseph Chou, DTSC 2
Mr. Michael Bessette, RWQCB 1
Mr. KennethEichstaedt, UPS 1
Mr. RobertHolston, SantaClaraDPH 1
Lt. SusanneOpenshaw,MFA letteronly
Mr.Don Chuck,MFA I
Ms.SandyOlliges,NASA 2
Mr.TedSmith,SVTC letteronly
Mr.PeterStrauss,MHB 1
Mr. Eric Madera, Raytheon 1
Mr. Dennis Curran, Canonle 1
Mr. V. ThomasJones, Schlumberger 1
Dr. James McClure, HLA 1
InformationRepository 2
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