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June 24, 1997

Mr. Stephen Chao
Naval Facilities EngineeringCommand
EngineeringField Activity, West
900 CommodoreWay, Bldg. 210
San Bruno, CA. 94066-2402

Re: TechnicalMemorandum,SedimentRisk Characterization,
Site-WideEcologicalAssessment,MoffettFederalAirfield,
dated June 2, 1997

Dear Mr. Chao,

The U.S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency (EPA) has received the subjectdocument.
This technicalmemorandum(TM) was requestedby EPA to respond to questionsraised during
the technical meeting of April 24, 1997. The purpose of this meeting was to clarify the
characterizationof risk to sedimentreceptorsat MoffettFederalAirfield. We foundthe meeting
helpful and appreciate the work that went into the TM. However, it appears that the results
remain inconclusive. We believe the reason for this goes back to the fact that there were too
few samplescollectedandhence the statisticsare unableto produceany conclusivecorrelations.
Uncertaintiescontinueto exist. Attachedcommentsreflect our disagreementswith the TM.

The next step in the process was to take the conclusions reached in this ecological
assessmentanduse them to moveahead with the Station-WideFeasibilityStudy (SWFS). EPA
agrees it is importantto moveforward. Althoughour commentsindicateproblemswith the TM,
we believe agreementon two other issues will determinethe successof the SWFS and future
remediation. They are the appropriate cleanup levels and the long term monitoring plan.
Therefore, we are not requestingthat any additionalwork be done on this TM. But we are
includingthese general commentsfor the record. All prior responsesto commentsshouldnow
be includedin a final version of the Phase II SWEA Report so that we can all move towards
remediation of the ecological areas of Moffett Field. If you have any questions, please call
Clarence Callahanat 415-744-2314or meat 415-744-2385.

Michael D. Gill

RemedialProject Manager
Federal FacilitiesCleanup Office

co: J. Chou (DTSC), K. Eichstaedt (URS)(email),T. Mower (PRC)(email), S. Olliges
_, (NASA)(email),M. Rochette(RWQCB),P. Strauss(MHB)(email),K. Walsh(MW)(email)
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COMMENTS

Technical Memorandum, Sediment Risk Characterization, Site-Wide Ecological Assessment,
Moffett Federal Airfield, dated June 2, 1997

1. Analysis2. Trends do seem to exist, but low samplingdensitydoes not allow enough
statisticalsignificance. The test is really unable to predict anything. A 20% range of
survival is not enough to allow a precise test. 20% is the range after Group 1 (one
sample) is droppedfrom the data set.

2. Analysis3. Attachment2 showscorrelation coefficientsthat are very good for arsenic,
mercury, nickeland TOC. Wecomparedtwo correlations,metals/TOCby survivability
and metalsby survivabilityand foundlittle difference. This seemsto indicatethat TOC
is not making any difference; that metals appear to be the only stressors. In addition,
the statement is made that metals may be "co-stressors"; that is, they may have
synergisticeffectswhen present together. This could indicateeven more toxicity.

3. Analysis4. The statementis made that "...only arsenic and nickel were significantly
negatively correlated with amphipod survival.". What about antimony (Sb)? The
correlation coefficient in Attachment3 is -.894 for both cases. This is significant.

4. Analysis5. In additionto normalizingto ER-Ms, it would havebeen helpful to report
critical toxicityvalues. ER-Msalone onlytell us what the distributionof effects are and
not much about the toxicity.

It is statedthat "nickelmight be most responsiblefor amphipodtoxicity". By comparing
the straight correlation with the ER-M normalized values in Attachment4, it can be
shown that arsenic, mercury and antimony also have significantcorrelations, just like
nickel.

5. Analysis6. Table 2 on page 6 and Figures 1 and 2 in Attachment5 have inconsistent
PEL and NOEL numbers. We believe the notations in Figures 1 and 2 for PEL and
NOELshouldbe swapped. In addition,the PEL needsmore proof from actualtest data.
Literature values from Long and Morgan are insufficient.

The MacDonalddata shouldnot have beenplotted on Figures 1, 2 and 3 in Attachment
5. Other compoundscould have affected the toxicity in that data, which make it a
differentdata set. To use the data set properly, you needto be sure that the compounds
affectingthe amphipodmortalityare known.

6. Analysis 7. It is stated that "...evidence suggests that TOC may have a role in
explainingtoxicityto E. estuarius.". Byreviewingthe scatterplots in Attachment6, we
could not f'mda negativecorrelationto concludethat TOC has a role in toxicity.
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7. Analysis 8. The text states that "scatter plots in Attachment7 indicate that arsenic,
nickel, TOC-normalizedarsenicand TOC-normalizednickelconcentrationsshow trends

_' of decreasingamphipodsurvival associatedwith increasingmetal concentration." As
in Analysis7, we cannot see this trend in the scatter plots.

8. Analysis 10. pH does not seem to have beenconsideredin this analysis. It could have
an effect on the echinodermsurvivabilitydue to ammoniaand sulfides.

SWEA Tech Memo, June 2, 1997 3


