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Response to USEPA Comments by Gena Townsend dated May 13,1997 
on Draft Basis of Design for Phase I Interim Remedial Action 

Operable Unit No. 10, Site 35 

Response to General Comments 

1. Section 1.1, Page l-l, Paragraph 5 states that one of the objectives of the Interim Remedial 
Action is to assess the impact of air emissions on human health and the environment and verify 
that air emissions will not impact the proposed highway project. However, this objective is not 
met. The impact of air emissions on human health and the environment as it relates to the 
proposed highway project is not discussed. The document should include a discussion of the 
aforementioned issue so that this objective can be met. 

Response: The Basis of Design has been revised to discuss the impact of air:emissions as they 
relate to the highway project. Ambient air monitoring will be conducted as part of an interim 
remedial action at points surrounding the IAS trench, especially between the trench and the 
proposed right-of-way. The goal of this air monitoring will be to determine if operation of the air 
sparging system impacts air quality. 

2. Section 3.3, Page 3-4, Paragraph 2 discusses performance and monitoring requirements. 
However, the monitoring of CO2 and 02 levels in soil vapors is not addressed. 

Response: The reference cited (Angell, 1992) in the comment recommends that an air sparging 
design include provisions for monitoring carbon dioxide and oxygen levels in soil vapor as a 
gauge of biological activity. The air sparging trench in this instance is intended to serve as a 
barrier through which contaminated groundwater can pass and the contaminants removed. The 
system is not designed to stimulate biological activity upgradient or downgradient although this 
may occur. The level of biological activity outside of the trench will, therefore, not provide 
useful data from which this remediation system can be evaluated, Consequently, provisions for 
monitoring carbon dioxide and oxygen in soil vapor have not been included in the Basis of 
Design or the specifications. 

Response to Specific Comments 

1. Section 2.3.5.1, Page 2-7,. Paragraph 6, Sentence 2: 

The text states that the draft PRAP detailed five Remedial Action Alternatives (RAAs) described 
in the Feasibility Study for the remediation of organic contamination of the surficial aquifer. 
However, Section 2.3.5, paragraph 2, states that six instead of five RAAs were listed. 

Response: The text in Section 2.3.5.1 has been revised to note six RAAs, not five. 

2. Appendix A, Page 2: Estimated costs for the IAS trench needs to be adjusted from $49,100 to 

f-=--\ 
$49,850. d 
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Response: The cost estimate has been modified as per the comment. 

3. ApDendix A, Page 3: The total direct and indirect costs should be $356,024 instead of 
$275,3 11. 

Response: After making the modifications noted in Comments 2 and 4, the total direct and 
indirect costs should be $357,392. The cost estimate has been modified accordingly. 

4. Appendix A, Table 1: Table 1 shows the cost estimate for the direct general costs for the 
installation of an IAS trench. However, the total preconstruction submittal costs of $6,400 is 
incorrect and should be $6,840. 

.- ‘) Response: Table 1 and page 1 of the cost estimate have been revised as per the comment. These 
changes also impacted the overall cost estimate (i.e., Pages 1 through 3 of Appendix A) which 
resulted in additional modifkations. 
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