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June 22, 1995

Commander
Department of the Navy
Engineering Field Activity, West
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Attn: Mr. Stephen Chao, Project Manager
900 Commodore Drive, Bldg. i01
San Bruno, California 94066-2402

Dear Mr. Chao:

THE REVISED DRAFT-FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY(FS) REPORT, OPERABLE
UNIT-5, MOFFETT FEDERAL AIRFIELD

The Department of Toxic Substances Control(DTSC) and the San
Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) have
reviewed the subject document. The State has provided comments
on the draft final OU5 FS on March 3, 1995 and a follow-up letter
on May 19, 1995 to summarize three issues which need to be
included in the Final FS. Furthermore, in the last three and
half months, numerous meetings and telephone conference calls
were also conducted to resolve significant issues. The State was
pleased to see that most of the regulatory agencies comments have
been incorporated through these efforts. However, in the subject
document, a significant portion has been changed from the Draft
Final version. The appropriateness of changing remedial
alternative at this stage is questionable. Therefore, the
subject document cannot be finalized at its current format and
the formal dispute process may be invoked unless the issues
discussed below can be resolved in time.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The State believes that Alternative 2 must remain the same as it
was presented in the Draft Final FS. It is not clear how and why
these changes were made, but they were not suggested nor
recommended by the agencies. The revised Alternative 2 should
not be considered as "indirect restoration". It is a form of
compensation and contains many uncertainties. Compensation is
not considered mitigation. It might be appropriate for the Navy
to evaluate the possibility of combining the active and passive
treatment alternatives (e.g. Alternatives 4A and 5 A) to reach
the cleanup goals (MCLs) in a more efficient manner.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

I. Paqe 20, ist Paragraph, section 1.3.3.2

The Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) requires a minimum
50-foot sanitary seal for water and cathodic protection wells to
provide minimum protection to both shallow and deep aquifer.
However, to our understanding, there is no other restriction of
using C aquifer posed by SCVWD.

2. Paqe 49, 3rd Paraqraph, Section 1.4.2.2

Again, as we've mentioned in our previous comments, the Navy
should clarify the source(s) of trichloroethene and other
volatile organic carbons (VOCs) found in the B2- and B3-aquifers.

3. Paqe 51, ist Paraqraph, Section 1.4.2.3

Please explain if there is any difference of antimony
concentration between the C-Aquifer wells of MFA and the data
from City of Mountain View.

4. Paqe 74, 2nd Paraqraph, Section 2.2

Please clarify what is the significance of the following
statement "During the natural flow of groundwater....has created
the distribution of metals observed in groundwater at Moffett
Field". Does it imply that there is a distinctive metal
distribution pattern at Moffett Field than from neighboring area?

5. Paqe 77, ist Paraqraph, Section 2.3

Please clarify if there is no semi-volatile organic carbons
(SVOCs) detected at those wells with the highest TPH
contamination or SVOCs were not analyzed.

6. Paqe 99, 2nd Paraqraph, Section 4.1.6

Please explain the relation between "130 pounds of chlorinated
solvents" and the actual amount of chlorinated solvent wastes at
MFA?

7. Paqe 150, 2nd Paraqraph, Section 6.2

The deleted sentence should be remained. The State's position of
considering the southern plume area as a drinking water source
has not been changed. Furthermore, the State wil! not accept
this alternative because it does not restore the OU5 area as a
potential drinking water source.



Mr. Stephen Chao
June 22, 1995
Page3

8. Paqe A-13 to A-14, Section 3.4

The entire section is hard to understand. First, what is the
difference between "unfiltered metal concentration" and the
"total metal concentration"? If comparisons between "unfiltered"
and "filtered" samples are inadequate, please explain how to use
the filtered groundwater data to compare with the ambient
concentrations provided in this appendix.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (510) 540-
3830 to ensure a coordinated approach for all regulatory
comments.

Sincerely,

c. Joseph Chou
Remedial Project Manager
Base Closure Unit
Office of Military Facilities

Enclosure

cc:Mr. Michael Bessette
Regional Water Quality Control Board
2101 Webster Street, Suite 500
Oakland, California 94612

Mr. Michael D. Gill
U.S° Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX, Mail Stop H-9-2
75 Hawthorne St.
San Francisco, California 94105

Ms. Sandy Olliges
Assistant chief
Safety, Health and Environmental Services
National Aeronautics and Space Administration
Ames Research Center
Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000

Mr. Peter Strauss
MHB Technical Associates
1723 Hamilton Avenue, Suite K
San Jose CA 95125


