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Please contact Conny Mitterhofer at (916) 418-8387 or me at (916) 418-8251 if you
have any questions or comments.
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PROTECTIVENESS DETERMINATION

The final site remedy at the Davis Global Communications Site (DGCS) is expected to be
protective upon completion; and, in the interim, potential exposure pathways that could result in

unacceptable risks are being controlled.

The review of the documents, Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs),
cleanup toxicity levels, monitoring data, and the results of the site inspections and interviews
indicate that the remedy is functioning as intended in the Interim Record of Decision (IROD).
The DGCS Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) system has successfully reduced soil gas concentrations
to levels that are no longer expected to significantly contribute to groundwater contamination,
and the system has been decommissioned with regulatory appro:/al. Based on conservative
screening evaluations of residual concentrations of BTEX and VOC compounds in the soil gas
and using the available data, the risks to indoor air are within acceptable ranges. However, more
detailed site-specific evaluations would be appropriate prior to property transfer to ensure no

changes have occurred.

The DGCS Groundwater Treatment Plant (GWTP) has 1) contained groundwater contamination
(at and above the Maximum Contaminant Levels [MCLs]) in the B and C groundwater aquifer
zones, 2) reduced su{osurface contamination that poses a potential threat to human health or the
environment, and 3) prevented further spread of groundwater contamination beneath the site to

regional aquifers.

Additional groundwater samples are being collected periodically as part of the groundwater
monitoring program to monitor containment of the contaminant plume and to detect signs of
plume migration towards potential receptors that could result in unacceptable risks to human

health and/or the environment.

It is currently planned that future programs at DGCS, including site closeout, will be developed
by a performance-based contractor and will be carried out in coordination with regulatory

agencies.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is the first Five-Year Review Report of the environmental cleanup projects at the Davis
Global Communications Site (DGCS). The DGCS has been placed on the State Priority Ranking
List as provided in §25356 of the California Health and Safety Code (California Environmental
Protection Agency [Cal/EPA], 1992, p. 2). The DGCS is being cleaned up under a Federal
Facility Site Remediation Agreement (FFSRA) among the Air Force, Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC), and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
(Cal/EPA, 1992). The remedial actions at DGCS conform to the remedies outlined in the Interim
Record of Decision (IROD), which was signed in January 1995 (CH2M Hill, 1994c). This Five-
Year Review Report evaluates the remedial actions selected in the IROD in terms of system
effectiveness to meet the remedial objectives, general changes in standards that may have
occurred since the IROD was signed, and overall protectiveness of public health and the

environment from the continuing remedial action.

The remedies selected by the IROD address the volatile organic compound (VOC) contaminated
soil and groundwater from prior DGCS operations. The following remedial action objectives

(RAOs) (CH2M Hill, 1994c, p. 1-2) were established for the DGCS cleanup:

o Contain groundwater contamination at and above the maximum contaminant
levels (MCLs) in the B and C groundwater zones.

o Reduce or eliminate levels of subsurface contamination that pose a potential
threat to human health or the environment.

o Prevent the spread of groundwater contamination beneath the site, especially to
regional aquifers.

Development of the DGCS transmitter facility, located at 44960 Yolo County Road 36, began in
the early 1950s as an annex of the former McClellan Air Force Base (AFB). Approximately
eight acres, near the center of the parcel, were fenced for construction of five buildings
(Buildings 4708, 4709, 4710, 4711, and 4712), a radio-communication tower, three aboveground
storage tanks (ASTs), four underground storage tanks (USTs), and a production well used for

non-potable fire suppression and irrigation purposes. On the remainder of the property, the Air
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Force constructed numerous large antennas and a network of unpaved roads that connect them
with the main compound. The main development occurred in 1952, and the facility continued to
function as a staffed, transmitter facility until 1999. Since the original construction, Building
4711 and three 20,000-gallon USTs were removed in 1988. The fourth UST, a 7,000-gallon
tank, was removed in 1995. The antennas were removed in 2000, but some of the support
structures were left in place due to their proximity to environmentally sensitive areas.
Approximately half of the Davis site is occupied by vernal pools and their adjacent upland
watershed areas. These vernal pools are habitat for a number of federally and/or State-listed
species and are subject to regulation under the federal Endangered Species Act and California
Endangered Species Act. In 2001, the Air Force transferred a 5.74-acre parcel of the facility for
use by the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Agency (NOAA) as a National Weather
Service doppler radar station. Land use of private and public property surrounding DGCS

includes the following:

o The land north, south and east is primarily used for agricultural purposes.

o A portion of the land south of the DGCS boundary was used for migrant farm
worker housing and a day care center. The drinking water supply came from an
on-site groundwater well.  The housing facility is currently closed for
reconstruction and is expected to re-open in 2004.

o All of the land west of the DGCS is utilized by the Yolo County as a park facility.

Prior operations at DGCS resulted in contamination of soil and groundwater beneath the site.
The sources of contamination include leaking underground fuel tanks and the storage, handling,
and disposal of solvents at two locations within the main compound. One location is in the
northeast corner of the compound and the other is south of Building 4710. Between 1985 and
1993, five remedial investigations were performed by the Air Force (Tetra Tech, 2002b). These
studies culminated with the signature of the IROD that identified the selected remedies as being
a groundwater treatment plant (GWTP) and a soil vapor extraction (SVE) system. Both VOC
and hydrocarbon contamination was detected in the vadose zone and the groundwater beneath
the site (CH2M Hill, 1994b). The primary contaminants of concern (COCs) at DGCS are

tetrachloroethene (PCE) and trichloroethene (TCE), which reached maximum concentrations of
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541 and 50 micrograms per kilogram (pg/kg), respectively, in soils and 1,400 and 3,000

micrograms per liter (ug/L), respectively, in groundwater.

In the mid 1990s, two remedial systems (a GWTP and an SVE system) were constructed. Long-
term operation, maintenance and monitoring varied according to the design life and performance
of the particular remedial systems (i.e., the SVE system operated from 1996 to 1999, when it was
decommissioned, and the groundwater system started in 1995 and continues to operate). In
1993, a biovent pilot test was installed to remediate diesel contamination. The bioventing unit

has been shut down since May 30, 2003 until further notice.

The hydrogeologic conditions beneath the DGCS consist of interbedded, horizontally
discontinuous lenses of fine and coarse-grained sediments. Based on past hydrogeologic
evaluations, the site has been divided into five hydrogeologic zones: A, B, C, D, and E. These
zones extend to a depth of approximately 245 below ground surface (bgs) (Tetra Tech, 2002b, p. 1-7).
The water table has a seasonal fluctuation between 15 and 85 feet bgs and the groundwater
gradient and flow direction vary depending on the pumping from agricultural wells in the
vicinity. There are approximately 23 water supply and agricultural wells within one mile of the

8-acre main compound.

Groundwater contamination at the DGCS has historically affected three aquifers (B, C, and D) to
a maximum depth of 180 feet bgs. Currently, groundwater contamination detected above the
MCL resides only in the B and C aquifers directly surrounding or down-gradient from the
suspected source area where hazardous substances were previously stored. The contaminant
plume in the B aquifer, primarily consisting of PCE and TCE contamination, has spread out
vertically and laterally as a direct result of the regional groundwater flow and the seasonal
agricultural pumping activities in the vicinity. While the contaminant concentrations have
decreased, the MCL boundary defining the plume size in the B aquifer has not changed
significantly since the initial start-up of the GWTP. The MCL boundary in aquifer zone C is
based on a detection of TCE in one extraction well that is slightly above the MCL.
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The SVE system was effective in removing 54 of the estimated 99 pounds of VOC
contamination from the vadose zone in the first five months of operation between July and
November 1996. However, over the next three years of operation, only an additional six pounds
of VOC contaminants were removed. It was determined by the long-term operation/long-term
monitoring (LTO/LTM) contractor, Tetra Tech, in September 1999 that the SVE system had
achieved the appropriate cleanup levels and was no longer cost-effective at removing the
remaining contamination in the vadose zone. The system was shut down and removed following
approval from the RWQCB. This decision was made before the START/STOP procedures were
adopted by McClellan. The START/STOP process uses qualitative and quantitative decision

criteria to evaluate the need to implement, optimize, and/or curtail SVE remedial systems.

The GWTP started operation in October 1995 to remove an estimated 617 pounds of VOC
contaminants present in the groundwater beneath the site. The system was estimated to require
20 years to accomplish this. As of the Third Quarter 2003, over 286 pounds of the total
estimated 617 pounds of VOC contaminants have been removed by the GWTP. The estimated
VOC mass removal has decreased over the years from 40 pounds removed during the fourth
quarter 1995 to less than one pound removed during the Third Quarter 2003. At the current
VOC mass removal rates of about 11 pounds per year, the system would have to operate for an
additional 30 years to remove the total estimated mass from the groundwater, assuming those

mass removal rates are sustained.

Since the last risk assessment was completed for the DGCS, there has been a significant change
in the methodology for the assessment of soil, soil gas and groundwater vapor migration to
indoor air. The new USEPA guidance prescribes a tiered assessment process that may lead to
modeling of soil vapor intrusion into indoor air utilizing the Johnson and Ettinger model
(USEPA, 2002). Although application of this new methodology to the 1994 risk assessment
would likely produce a more conservative result, the SVE remediation of soil gas has likely
offset any increase in calculated risk. To confirm this assumption, the Five-Year Review
evaluated the most recent maximum measured vapor concentrations of TCE, PCE, chloroform,
1,1-DCE, Freon 113, and benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX) in the DTSC-

modified Johnson and Ettinger model. This evaluation is described in more detail in Section
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4.3.3. The total theoretical upper-bound incremental lifetime cancer risk estimates associated
with these COCs is 5 x 10, which is well within USEPA acceptable cancer risk ranges of 10 to
10*. However, these screening level evaluations should be confirmed with up-to-date site-

specific vapor data, prior to property transfer.

Reference doses and cancer slope factors have also changed or have been developed for a
number of COCs for which toxicity criteria were not formerly available. For example, the oral
cancer slope factor for PCE has increased; however, the estimated risks from groundwater
ingestion originally exceeded the USEPA acceptable cancer risk range in 1994; therefore, any
further increase is not likely to change the conclusions that a groundwater treatment remedy is
appropriate. The Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARSs) for aquifer
water quality objectives identified in the IROD are MCLs. There have been no changes in the
groundwater COCs at DGCS that would affect the protectiveness of the remedy. Attainment of
the IROD RAOs for soil gas and groundwater will meet the protectiveness goal of the remedy.
A more thorough analysis of ARARs will be conducted in the future for the DGCS ROD.

A site inspection revealed that DGCS is generally secure from unauthorized entry by the public,
and that the remedial systems are functioning as intended. The condition of the site is regularly

and frequently monitored by the Air Force and its contractors responsible for system operation.

The land use controls (LUCs) employed by the Air Force at DGCS primarily involve security
(i.e., site fencing and monitoring) to prevent unauthorized entry, and an encroachment permit
process to control authorized activities on the site. Since the site is currently under Air Force
control, these measures are considered appropriate and effective. The Air Force has begun the
process of transfer of DGCS to Yolo County through a site-specific supplemental environmental
baseline survey (SSSEBS) (URS, 2001) and a Supplemental Finding of Suitability to Lease
(SFOSL). The SSSEBS found no environmental data gaps to preclude conveyance of the DGCS.
However, future investigations may be necessary at several of the UST sites where tanks had
previously been removed to confirm that all issues were addressed sufficiently to meet program

requirements. It is anticipated that the associated SFOSL and lease documents will identify all
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LUCs that are appropriate to the future use of the property to ensure protectiveness of public

health and the environment.

Site interviews, which were held with ten members of the public, revealed few specific concerns
about the cleanup program at DGCS. The issue of most interest seemed to address the future use

of the site.

Recommendations based on this Five-Year Review would be to:

o Improve the operating efficiency of the groundwater treatment system in
accordance with recent evaluations by the LTO/LTM contractor at DGCS.

o Continue with least three quarters of groundwater samples, as part of the 2003 and
first quarter 2004 sampling program, for 1,4-dioxane and evaluate the need for
addressing 1,4-dioxane in the groundwater monitoring and treatment program.

o Confirm the shutdown of the SVE system with a START/STOP evaluation to
prepare the site for closure, lease, or transfer and perform a long-term,
comprehensive respiration test of the petroleum contaminated area where a
bioventing system has previously operated.

. Sample the water quality at selected agricultural and water supply wells
(particularly at the migrant farm worker facility) adjacent to the DGCS.

J Add signage to clearly mark environmentally sensitive areas within the DGCS,
and add emergency telephone numbers and points of contact to the current
warning signs at the DGCS perimeter.

These recommendations are intended to address general operational issues or to fill identified
data gaps that could potentially affect public health or the environment. Since it is currently
planned that future remedial actions and site close-out at DGCS will be conducted under a
performance-based contract in 2005, the selected contractor will be responsible for developing
future planning documents, with concurrence from the regulatory agencies, that will implement

the intent of these recommendations.

The final site remedy at DGCS is expected to be protective upon completion; and, in the interim,

potential exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled.

F:\Projects-Completed\AFCEE Files\McCLELLAN\2004-07-22_Davis
Five Year Review_Final\Davis Final Executive Summary.doc
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 STATEMENT OF AUTHORITY AND PURPOSE

The Air Force Real Property Agency (AFRPA) at McClellan has initiated a Five-Year Review at
the Davis Global Communications Site (DGCS), Davis, California. The review was conducted
under the Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence (AFCEE) Contract No. F41624-00-D-
8022, Task Order (TO) 77 and represents the first Five-Year Review for Davis.

The overall purpose of this Five-Year Review Report is to determine if selected remedies are
functioning as intended and are protective of human health and the environment. Methods,
findings and conclusions are documented in this Five-Year Review Report, which also identifies

any issues and makes recommendations to attain or maintain protectiveness.

The Five-Year Review Report has been prepared pursuant to Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) §121 and the National Contingency Plan
(NCP). Section §121 (c) of CERCLA requires that remedial actions that result in any hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site are subject to a Five-Year Review.
The NCP further provides that remedial actions which result in any hazardous substances,
pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure be reviewed every five years to ensure protection of human health and the

environment.

1.2 REQUIREMENTS AND GUIDANCE FOR FIVE-YEAR REVIEWS

The requirement for the DGCS Five-Year Review is outlined in the Federal Facility Site
Remediation Agreement (FFSRA) (California Environmental Protection Agency [Cal/EPA],
1992, p. 36) and in the Interim Record of Decision (IROD) for DGCS (CH2M Hill, 1994c,
p. 1-3). As noted in the FFSRA, the timing of the Five-Year Review is determined by the
initiation of the final remedial action program, which has not been developed for DGCS yet. As
further noted in the IROD, the intent of the Air Force and State regulators was to develop the

final remedial action goals and the final remedial action alternatives for DGCS within five years
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of the IROD signature. This schedule forecast did not envision the dispute over water quality
goals between the State and the Air Force, which resulted in delays to the final ROD schedule
for DGCS. Since the final ROD for the DGCS has yet to be developed, the Air Force has elected
to synchronize the submittal of the DGCS Five-Year Review with the McClellan Five-Year

Review.

The Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance (United States Environmental Protection
Agency [USEPA], 2001) was the primary document used in preparing the Five-Year Review
Report for the DGCS. The review guidance provides an overview of the evaluation process,
describes the roles and responsibilities of the lead and support agencies, and outlines the
components of the Five-Year Review and procedures for assessing the protectiveness of the
remedy. In addition, other relevant Federal Regulatory Codes and Guidances to be considered
during the Five-Year Review are the NCP in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
§300.430(f)(4)(i1) as well as the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER)
Directive No. 9355.4-28 Guidance for Monitoring at Hazardous Waste Sites.

Under the new USEPA guidance, Five-Year Reviews are typically conducted either to meet the
statutory mandate required by CERCLA §121 (c) or as a matter of USEPA policy. Therefore,
Five-Year Reviews are classified as either “statutory” or “policy”. A statutory review requires
that both of the following conditions are true: 1) Upon completion of the remedial action,
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants will remain above levels that allow for
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure; and 2) the ROD was signed on or after the effective
date of Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) (October 17, 1986) and the
remedial action was selected under CERCLA §121. Since the final ROD for DGCS has not been
developed, this DGCS study was carried out as a policy review. As a result, an analysis for
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARSs) was not conducted as part of this
Five-Year Review. An ARAR analysis was completed for DGCS in 1993 for the Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Report (CH2M Hill, 1994b, Appendix G). A more
thorough analysis of ARARs will be conducted as part of the ROD that has yet to be completed.
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1.3 SCOPE AND NATURE OF THE CURRENT FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

This Five-Year Review follows the intent of the USEPA guidance document, as specified in the
Final Davis Five-Year Review Work Plan (MWH Americas, Inc. [MWH], 2003, p. 1-2). The
Five-Year Review has evaluated the status and performance of interim remedial actions taken to
date, and has determined if those actions meet or demonstrate progress consistent with the

specific goals and objectives stated in the IROD.

This Five-Year Review provides a snapshot in time and has incorporated all data and
information that was available by the submittal date of the draft version of this report (12 March
2004); any information that has become or will become available after this date will not be

incorporated in future revisions of this document.

The approach has been to review the changes in standards, methods, exposure, and toxicity
criteria since the IROD was issued for the primary list of contaminants of concern (COCs)
occurring at DGCS and identify those remedial actions where the changes could call into
question the protectiveness of human health and the environment. Where required, preliminary
risk screening assessments have been performed for those sites where exposures, toxicity
criteria, cleanup levels, or standards have changed to determine if more detailed studies should
be recommended. This process is consistent with the approaches outlined in the Comprehensive
Five-Year Review Guidance (USEPA, 2001) and the Final Five-Year Review Work Plan
(MWH, 2003, p. 2-6).

For each of the interim remedial actions implemented to date, this Five-Year Review assessed
the protectiveness of the remedy, and evaluated the old standard against the new toxicity criteria,
methods, or exposures. For example, standards such as maximum contaminant levels (MCLs)
are developed considering a risk-based approach, which incorporates toxicity criteria (i.e., cancer
slope factor [CSF], non-cancer reference dose). If the toxicity criteria become more stringent,
then the old standard may no longer be protective. Protectiveness can be evaluated using the
same risk-based equation substituting the new toxicity criteria. The results can then be
compared to the acceptable cancer risk range of 10°to 10™, or a non-cancer hazard index (HI) of

1.0 (USEPA, 1990, USEPA, 1991a, and USEPA, 1991b). If the result is within these levels,
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then the old standard can still be considered protective. If not, i.e., the result exceeds 10™ cancer
risk or a non-cancer HI of 1, then adoption of a new standard should be considered and the
remedy should be evaluated. This Five-Year Review has also identified those interim remedial

actions where state action levels differ from the federal levels for the significant COCs.

For the Five-Year Review, the acceptable risk range (i.e., 10 to 10™*) has been used to assess the
potential impact to public health or the environment from ongoing remedial activities at DGCS.
As such, the use of this risk range is not intended to imply that a site-specific cleanup level has
been achieved, or that the screening evaluation is establishing a risk-based cleanup level. The
AFRPA at McClellan intends that all cleanup levels will be developed according to the
appropriate CERCLA decision document process and with concurrence of the state and federal

Remedial Project Managers.

The following sources were the primary focus of the Five-Year Review:

o A comprehensive review of the decision document, baseline surveys, operational
data, monitoring reports, performance assessments, institutional procedures,
toxicity data, risk assumptions, and feasibility studies;

o Interviews with selected Davis residents, landowners, employees, City and Yolo
County representatives, site managers, contractors, and Air Force personnel; and

o Site inspections of the facilities and adjacent areas.

The Five-Year Review Process included the following components:

o Document Review

o Data Review

. Site Inspection — this section details the results of the site inspections.

o Site Interviews — this section lists the people interviewed during the Five-Year
Review.

o Technical Assessment — this section answers the three questions from the USEPA
Guidance (USEPA, 2001b):
1. Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision

documents?
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2. Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels,
and remedial action objectives (RAOs) used at the time of the remedy
selection still valid?

3. Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into
question the protectiveness of the remedy?
o Technical Assessment Summary — this section provides a summary of the results
of the assessment and a determination of whether the remedy remains protective.
o Issues
1.4 ORGANIZATION OF THE FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REPORT

This Five-Year Review Report is organized as follows: A protectiveness determination and
executive summary are contained to the front of the text. Section 1 provides an introduction and
overview and Section 2 contains background information on the DGCS. Section 3 contains
information on the administrative components. The Five-Year Review Evaluation is presented
in Section 4, and recommendations resulting from the review are contained in Section 5. Section
7 contains details for the next Five-Year Review. References, Figures and Tables are located at

the end of the main text in special tab sections.

Appendices A, B, and C follow the Tables section. Details on the Community Interviews are
presented in Appendix A and information regarding the site inspection and site interviews is
presented in Appendix B. Appendix C contains photos of the DGCS and Appendix D presents

responses to regulatory comments on the Draft Five-Year Review Report.

F:\Projects-Completed\AFCEE Files\McCLELLAN\2004-07-22_Davis Five Year
Review_Final\Davis Final Section 1.Doc
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2.0 BACKGROUND

The following section provides site history and background information on the DGCS, including

a summary of previous investigations and the basis for remedial actions.
2.1 SITE HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

In the late 1940s, the former McClellan Air Force Base (AFB) annexed 636 acres about four
miles south of Davis, California, 44960 Yolo County Road 36 (northwest corner of Roads 105
and 36), to build the DGCS transmitter facility for the 2049"™ Communication Squadron
(Figure 2-1). The transmitter facility was constructed in the early 1950s on 316 acres and was
staffed 24 hours a day by squadron personnel, who operated out of McClellan AFB about 20
miles to the northeast. Since only 316 acres of the original parcel were utilized for the
transmitter facility, the remaining 320 acres west of the DGCS were deeded in 1973 to Yolo
County for development of Grasslands Park (formerly Wilson Park) (URS, 2001, p. 1-2).
Currently, part of Grasslands Park is leased for various public activities (e.g., dog training club,
archery range, and horseshoe club). The remainder of the DGCS is open grassland with
interspersed vernal pools, and is surrounded to the north, east and south by cultivated fields. The
nearest residential development to DGCS is near Mace Boulevard and US 80 about 4 miles to the
north, and the nearest commercial operation to the DGCS 1is the migrant farm workers housing
facility about one half mile to the southeast. The migrant farm workers housing facility contains
living quarters as well as a day care center. The facility has been closed since 2000 for
reconstruction, and the day care center has been closed since summer of 2001. Both are
scheduled to reopen in 2004. A water supply well located on the grounds of the migrant farm

workers facility was used for drinking water supply while the center was open.

In July 1999, the transmitter facility was decommissioned in coordination with the closing of
McClellan AFB. Currently all facilities within the original transmitter facility footprint are
vacant. However, Air Force and contractor personnel continue to monitor and maintain the base

production well at Building 4709 and the remediation systems operating within the DGCS. In
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addition, the National Weather Service currently operates a radar system on a five-acre parcel in

the northwest corner of the DGCS (URS, 2001, p. 1-2).

The operational facilities and controls for the DGCS occupied approximately eight acres (main
compound area) near the center of the 316-acre parcel (Figure 2-2). This main compound area
was fenced and contained five buildings (Buildings 4708, 4709, 4710, 4711, and 4712), a radio-
communication tower, three aboveground storage tanks (ASTs), four underground storage tanks
(USTs), and a water supply well. The key facilities and features of the property are shown on
Figure 2-3. The water supply wells within and surrounding the site are shown on Figure 2-4.
The aboveground storage tanks and underground storage tanks contained diesel fuel. The water
supply well was used as a non-potable water source for toilets and irrigation. The drinking water

for DGCS was from commercial bottled sources.

As noted above, the DGCS beyond the Main Compound Area is generally open grassland and
vernal pools. The site still shows evidence of the original 26 antenna arrays that once supported
the main compound area. The pads for the antenna foundations are still evident as well as the
network of unpaved roads that connected them with the main compound area. Near the
northeastern corner of the DGCS is an area identified as the former North Aircraft Repair Area
(Figure 2-5). The North Aircraft Repair Area was established in 1983 for mobility and Aircraft
Battle Damage Repair training. The actual training site was a fenced square area, 250 feet on a
side, that housed two decommissioned F-105 fighters. As part of the training, the planes were
subjected to small explosive charges to simulate battle damage, and technical crews were
dispatched to implement repairs. Although this training was not known to result in any
contamination, a soil gas survey was conducted during the Remedial Investigation of the DGCS.
The results of field survey showed several locations with low soil gas measurements; however,
the more accurate follow up testing with the gas chromatograph did not identify any detectable

levels of target compounds (IT, 1991, p. 2-4).

Reportedly, the Grasslands Park property was the prior location of an old trash disposal and burn
pit (Figure 2-5) that was used in the 1950s and 1960s. The site was identified by the Air Force

as an Installation Restoration Program (IRP) site (Wilson Park Site LF-176) and, in accordance
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with Air Force policy, referred to the Army Corps of Engineers for further investigation as a
Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS). A No Further Action (NFA) Decision Document was
issued by the Air Force for the Wilson Park site in September 1992 (URS, 2001, p. 4-1).

According to the Site-Specific Supplemental Environmental Baseline Survey (SSSEBS)
conducted in 2001 (URS, 2001, p. 1-2 and 1-3), the Yolo County Parks and Recreation District is
seeking opportunities to use the Davis property and its facilities for compatible recreational and
educational activities for the region. Five acres of the property footprint will be federally
retained for use by the U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric

Agency (NOAA), and the National Weather Service.

2.2 HISTORY OF CONTAMINATION AND REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONS

The former operations at the DGCS resulted in contamination of soil and groundwater by
petroleum products and chlorinated solvents. The petroleum hydrocarbon contamination source
was a result of four diesel USTs and their associated piping leaks. The volatile organic
compound (VOC) contamination sources are suspected to be associated with the hazardous waste

storage areas and a hazardous waste accumulation site (ACCS) (URS, 2001, p. 3-9 and 3-10).

Former activities within Buildings 4708 and 4710 previously generated waste coolant, waste oil,
waste fuel filters, wastewater contaminated with fuels and solvents, and rags contaminated with
fuels and solvents. The contaminated wastewater was collected in a 600-gallon bowser that was
located outside the western wall of Building 4710. An ACCS was previously located outside the
southeastern corner of Building 4710. According to the Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC) and former McClellan personnel, another hazardous waste storage area was located in
the northeastern corner of the fenced compound. This area was used from 1963 until the 1980s
to store 55-gallon drums containing waste fuels, engine oil, solvents, and gasoline. According to
McClellan personnel, minor hazardous substance leaks did occur at the site. After the area was
no longer used to store hazardous substances, the ground surface was properly cleaned and is

currently covered by grass. All hazardous wastes associated with these buildings (4708 and
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4710) and the bowser have been removed from the property and the ACCS outside of Building
4710 has been formally closed (URS, 2001, p. 3-6).

The Air Force initially investigated the site in 1985 when Kleinfelder & Associates drilled ten
borings in the vicinity of three of the four underground diesel fuel tanks. The sampling results
were inconclusive for VOCs; however, petroleum hydrocarbon contamination was confirmed to
be present. In February 1985, approximately 52 cubic yards of soil were removed from above
three underground diesel fuel tanks and the soil near the tanks was saturated with diesel fuel.

The tanks as well as the associated pipelines were found to be leaking (Tetra Tech, 2002b,
p. 1-5).

The Air Force conducted a second investigation in 1987 when International Technology
Corporation (IT) drilled seven soil borings and installed eight monitoring wells.  This
investigation confirmed hydrocarbon contamination of soil in the vicinity of the storage tanks to
a depth of 55 feet below ground surface (bgs). This investigation also identified the presence of

VOC:s in the groundwater (Tetra Tech, 2002b, p. 1-5).

In 1988, the three leaking USTs (investigated in 1985) were removed, and sidewall samples
collected during the excavation confirmed that significant hydrocarbon contamination was

present (Tetra Tech, 2002b, p. 1-5).

The Air Force continued their investigations in 1989 by collecting soil, soil vapor, and
groundwater samples. This investigation included: a soil vapor survey, 19 cone penetrometer
tests with grab groundwater samples, 11 soil borings, and 17 additional groundwater monitoring

wells (Tetra Tech, 2002b, p. 1-5).

Between 1992 and 1993 a series of additional investigations were conducted by CH2M Hill for
the Air Force. These investigations included installing five soil vapor monitoring points, 12 soil
vapor piezometers, 12 groundwater monitoring wells, and six groundwater extraction wells;
conducting six aquifer and three permeability tests; and collecting 71 soil vapor samples (Tetra

Tech, 2002b, p. 1-5).
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A bioventing treatability study was implemented in 1993 to address the diesel-contaminated soils
beneath the three 20,000-gallon diesel USTs. The diesel contamination has been addressed
separately from the VOC remedial actions and will only be described briefly in this report. Since
the bioventing system was set up as a pilot study for petroleum-only contamination not covered

under CERCLA, it was not evaluated as part of this Five-Year Review (Parsons, 1999).

In early 1994, the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) was developed from data
collected during these investigations. The IROD was completed and signed February 1995 from
the data provided in the RI/FS (CH2M Hill, 1994c).

In 1995, a fourth UST, a 7,000-gallon diesel fuel tank, formerly located in the area of the current
7,000-gallon AST south of Building 4708, and all associated piping were removed. During the
tank excavation, visual signs of contaminated soils were encountered. Approximately 200 cubic
yards of contaminated soil were removed and the excavation was backfilled with clean soil.
Confirmation soil samples were collected from the excavation, and the tank site was approved
for no further investigation by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in 2000
(URS, 2001, p. 3-10).

In June 2002, a conveyance pipe from groundwater extraction well DEW-1D leaked an estimated
33,250 gallons over the period of a week prior to the discovery and shutdown of the system.
Three water samples were collected from the pooled water on the nearby ground surface, and
one was collected from within the DEW-1D extraction line. In addition, two soil samples were
collected from the area affected by the uncontrolled groundwater release (Tetra Tech, 2002c).
All samples were analyzed by the USEPA Method 8260B for VOCs. No analytes were detected
in the standing water and the soil samples. The water sample collected from the broken
DEW-1D pipeline was found to contain only trichloroethene (TCE) and tetrachloroethene (PCE),
both at a concentration of 2.1 micrograms per liter (ug/L). The total mass released at the site,
calculated using a total VOC concentration of 4.2 ug/LL and an estimated release of 33,250
gallons of groundwater, was 0.53 grams or 0.0012 pound of VOCs.
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2.3 BASIS FOR REMEDIAL ACTION

The basis for remedial action at DGCS was established in the IROD (CH2M Hill, 1994c), which
selected a remedy with two main components; one addressing vadose zone contamination and
the other addressing groundwater contamination. Section 4.0 provides more detail about the
design and performance of both systems as well as the hydrogeologic characteristics of the

DGCS relevant to the patterns of contamination.

The TROD did not establish cleanup levels for groundwater or soils; however, the IROD did
outline cleanup objectives. All stakeholders agreed that appropriate cleanup levels would be
established in the final ROD. For the vadose zone remediation, the objective was to remove the
VOC contamination to a level where it no longer acts as a continuing source of contamination for
the groundwater. To meet this objective, the IROD established a cleanup goal for soil gas at 500
parts per billion by volume (ppbv) of PCE. For the saturated zone contamination, the objective
of the remedy was the containment of the B and C zone groundwater that is contaminated at or
above the Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). That containment was to be originally
implemented using groundwater extraction wells, an ultraviolet/oxidation (UV/OX) treatment

system, and reinjection of treated groundwater (CH2M Hill, 1994c, p. 1-2).

Recently, the RWQCB has indicated that that they will be proposing more stringent cleanup
levels than MCLs as Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) for
remediation of groundwater. These proposed levels are significantly lower than MCLs for the
two primary groundwater contaminants at the DGCS, namely TCE and PCE. For example, the
public heath goals (PHGs) are 0.06 pg/L for PCE (compared to 5.0 pg/L MCL) and 0.8 ug/L for
TCE (compared to 5.0 pg/LL MCL) (Table 2-1). The RWQCB considers the PHGs for PCE and
TCE protective for potable use of groundwater. The evaluation of lower cleanup levels is
beyond the scope of this Five-Year Review. However, the Air Force agrees that the
protectiveness of the remedies will be evaluated in the future decision documents, and that any
new cleanup levels established before 2009 should be evaluated in the next Five-Year Review.
In the meantime, the Air Force considers use of MCLs protective of human health and the

environment.

F:\Projects-Completed\AFCEE Files\McCLELLAN\2004-07-22_Davis Five Year
Review_Final\Davis Final Section 2.Doc
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3.0 ADMINISTRATIVE COMPONENTS

This section outlines the administrative components of this Five-Year Review, including the

Five-Year Review Team, as well as community notification and involvement.

3.1 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW TEAM

The Administrative Components requirement identifies the lead agency for the review and the
key members of the Five-Year Review team. The members include representatives of the Air
Force (Environmental Management, Community Relations, and Technical Contractors), and the
regulatory project managers assigned to DGCS (DTSC and RWQCB). Additionally, the Yolo-
Solano Air Quality Management District, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the California
Department of Fish and Game, Yolo County Planning and Public Works Department, and the
Yolo County Department of Environmental Health have been added to the list of key team
members (Table 3-1).

3.2 COMMUNITY NOTIFICATION AND INVOLVEMENT

The community involvement coordinators of the Air Force and the regulatory agencies
determined the appropriate level of community involvement. The community involvement

activities conducted during the Five-Year Review have included:

J Notifying the community that the Five-Year Review will be conducted, and

o Conducting interviews of selected individuals from the community.

To fulfill the notification requirements for the Five-Year Review at DGCS, a public notice was

placed in the Sacramento Bee, identifying the following:

° The site name, location and web address,

o The lead agency conducting the review,

o A contact name and telephone number for further information, and
J The scheduled completion date of the Five-Year Review.
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Originally, a decision was made that no community interviews would be required for either the
McClellan or the Davis sites. Pursuant to a comment made by the RWQCB, the Air Force has
decided to conduct interviews of community members and public officials at the Davis site to get
their views about current site conditions, problems, or related concerns. These interviews were
coordinated with DTSC and the RWQCB. To date, ten interviews have been conducted for the
DGCS, including a local landowner, local employees, the Mayor of the City of Davis, a
professor and a student at UC Davis as well as a local real estate agent. Interviews were also
conducted with a representative of Yolo County Parks and Resources and Yolo County

Department of Environmental Health.

For the DGCS, interviews revealed few issues of public concern or knowledge about the site in
general. The representatives of Yolo County were aware of the site, with varying degrees of
knowledge about ongoing cleanup efforts. One community member was somewhat aware of
environmental contamination of the groundwater, but was relatively unconcerned. Each
community member expressed a fair amount of confidence that the Air Force, in coordination
with various regulatory agencies, would take necessary steps to clean up any contamination that
may be found at the site. The student was fairly skeptical that the federal government would do
everything necessary in regards to cleanup efforts. There were concerns about the future reuse
of the site, with some community members expressing a desire for the site to be used as a
wildlife refuge. The ultimate concern of the Yolo County Parks and Resources representative
was whether the Air Force would turn a clean facility over for reuse in a timely fashion. Several
of the interviewees expressed a desire and/or need for a fact sheet from the Air Force about the
DGCS. The representative of Yolo County Department of Environmental Health mentioned that
a couple of community members had expressed concern about a potential “disposal pit” near the
site, on what is now County property. However, after investigation, the representative also
expressed confidence that such a site does not exist. Two of the community members' primary
source of drinking water came from private wells, but the interviewees were unconcerned about
possible contamination from the Davis Site. Interview notes from the community interviews are

included in Appendix A.
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A public notice will also be prepared once the Five-Year Review is complete, including the

following:
o Location(s) where a copy of the Five-Year Review can be obtained or viewed
(including site repositories),
o A contact name and telephone number where community members can obtain
more information or ask questions about the results, and
o The date of the next Five-Year Review or a statement and supporting rationale

that Five-Year Reviews will no longer be required.

In addition to the public notices, an article describing the Five-Year Review in more detail has
been placed in the McClellan Newsletter, the Environmental Action Update. Periodic updates
may be included in the quarterly newsletters, as applicable, to keep the public informed of the
progress of the review. Once the review is completed, the main points of the Five-Year Review

will be summarized in another newsletter article.

F:\Projects-Completed\AFCEE Files\McCLELLAN\2004-07-22_Davis Five Year
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4.0 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW EVALUATION

In accordance with the IROD, the accepted remedial action included both Soil Vapor Extraction
(SVE) from the vadose zone and groundwater extraction from the saturated zone, with separate

treatment of impacted materials from each extraction system (Tetra Tech, 2002b, p. 1-6).

The selected remedies have addressed the VOC contaminated soil and are addressing

groundwater at the DGCS. The following are the RAOs (CH2M Hill, 1994b, p. 1-2):

o Contain groundwater contamination at and above the MCLs in the B and C
groundwater zones.

J Reduce or eliminate levels of subsurface contamination that pose a potential
threat to human health or the environment.

o Prevent the spread of groundwater contamination beneath the site, especially to
regional aquifers.

The accepted remedial action under the IROD began with the design phase in the spring of 1995.
The Groundwater Treatment Plant (GWTP) began operation in October 1995 and the SVE
treatment system began operation in June 1996. In January 1999, the Air Force installed

additional extraction wells for the GWTP (Tetra Tech, 2002b, p. 1-6).

4.1 GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL ACTIONS

4.1.1 Description and Background

The groundwater treatment system, with a capacity of about 400 gallons per minute (gpm),
consists of six extraction wells (DEW-1B, DEW-1D, DEW-2B, DEW-2C, DEW-3C, and
DEW-4C), screened in three vertically discrete aquifer zones, that are pumped through below-
ground piping into an influent tank. The untreated groundwater is pumped through two parallel
sand filters, three 10,000-pound liquid phase granular activated carbon (GAC) vessels in series
and into an effluent tank. The treated groundwater is then pumped into two injection wells

(IW-1, IW-2), screened in a lower groundwater aquifer zone, downgradient of the contaminated

4-1



Davis Five-Year Review Report, Final July 2004

plume (Figure 4-1). The treatment system and groundwater contamination are monitored by 43

monitoring wells.

Extracted groundwater is currently being treated by GAC filtration to remove VOCs. Prior to 19
July 1999, UV/OX was the primary treatment method; the GAC was used as a polishing unit for
the treated water and as an emergency backup to the UV/OX system. The UV/OX system was
eliminated on 19 July 1999 and groundwater is now treated entirely by GAC filtration. The
UV/OX system is in standby mode and the hydrogen peroxide pump and the six UV/OX lamps
are off. Power to the UV/OX train is maintained to provide leak detection capabilities and to
monitor the volume of water flow through the system. If the UV/OX system is needed in the

future, it can be restarted.

4.1.2 Hydrogeology at DGCS

The geologic setting under the DGCS consists of interbedded, horizontally discontinuous lenses
of fine and coarse grain sediments. Based on past hydrogeologic evaluations, the DGCS has
been divided into five hydrogeologic zones: A, B, C, D, and E (Figure 4-2). These zones extend
to a depth of 245 feet bgs and include both permeable aquifer materials (sand and gravel)
separated by low-permeability aquitard materials (silt and clay). The low permeability aquitards
have been designated as A-B, B-C, C-D, and D-E. The stratigraphic sequence and depths
include the following (Tetra Tech, 2002b, p. 1-7):

o The A-zone (vadose zone) ranges in depth from the ground surface to 65 feet bgs
and includes the A-B aquitard.

o The B-zone ranges from 65 to 95 feet bgs and contains the B aquifer.

o The C-zone ranges from 95 to 145 feet bgs and contains the B-C aquitard and the
C aquifer.

o The D-zone ranges from 145 to 195 feet bgs and contains the C-D aquitard and
the D aquifer.

o The E-zone ranges from 195 to 245 feet bgs and contains the D-E aquitard and the
E aquifer.
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Groundwater elevations in each zone (B, C, and D) at DGCS fluctuate seasonally due to nearby
groundwater extraction for agricultural irrigation. Groundwater pumped by the adjacent
agricultural wells is from the E-zone and deeper aquifers. This pumping creates a regional cone
of depression in the vicinity of DGCS and results in downward vertical gradients. During
summer, agricultural pumping lowers the piezometric surface to about 85 feet bgs and during the
winter, it rises to about 15 feet bgs. Horizontal and vertical gradients vary by season and local
pumping demands. Generally, winter will produce upward vertical gradients with much smaller
horizontal gradients. The more pronounced pumping during summer will produce horizontal
gradients (usually to the south and southwest) with a strong downward vertical component (Tetra

Tech, 2002b, p. 1-7).

Contaminant concentrations detected in the Second Quarter 2003 Groundwater Monitoring and
Operations Report (Tetra Tech, 2003a) are shown on Table 4-1. In addition, supplemental
sampling for 1,4-dioxane has been added to the site operation compliance program for the 2003
operations period and the first quarter 2004. This compound has been recognized as a potential
contaminant of concern due to its use an additive in TCE and PCE solvent mixtures to extend
shelf life. Although 1,4-dioxane was detected in six monitoring well samples collected during
the fourth quarter 2003, no concentrations of 1,4-dioxane were detected in extraction system

compliance monitoring samples (Tetra Tech, 2004, p. 2-5 and 3-2).

4.1.3 Groundwater Treatment System Operation

The operation of the groundwater treatment system is being monitored monthly and reported
quarterly according to the final Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Manual (EA, 1996). The
treatment system influent and effluent concentrations are being sampled and tested monthly for
VOCs (SW8260B), total petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel (TPH-d) (SW8015B) and annually
for barium (6010), chromium (6010), selenium (7740), and zinc (6010). In addition, the mid-
fluent concentrations between the second and third carbon canister are being monitored for
VOCs to determine break through and carbon changeout. The extraction wells are being
sampled and tested quarterly for VOCs (SW8260B) and selected extraction wells are tested for
TPH-d (SW8015B).
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The contaminants that are being detected and reported from the groundwater monitoring program
during the Second Quarter 2003 are shown on Table 4-1. Analytical results from the DGCS
groundwater monitoring program are reported semi-annually, in the Second and Fourth Quarter
Monitoring Reports. The Second Quarter 2003 represents the latest validated data available at
the time of the draft version of this Five-Year Review Report (Tetra Tech, 2003a). The primary
COCs in groundwater have continued to be PCE and TCE, with lesser amounts of
cis-1,2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE); vinyl chloride; benzene, 1,1-dichloroethane (1,1-DCA);
1,1-dichloroethene (1,1-DCE); and 1,2-dichloroethane (1,2-DCA). The effluent discharged to
the injection system has continued to be below the VOC detection limits. The analytical
reporting limit for TPH-d in the effluent (i.e., 96 pg/L) is currently above the effluent discharge
limit identified in the IROD (i.e., 50 pg/L). However, the RWQCB has stated in a letter to the
Air Force dated 7 February 2003 that the laboratory only needs to achieve a detection limit for
TPH-d of less than 100 pg/L since the taste and odor threshold for TPH-d is 100 pg/L (RWQCB,
2003a).

As reported in the Third Quarter 2003 Groundwater Monitoring and Operations Report, Interim
Groundwater Treatment Plant (Tetra Tech, 2003b), the DGCS groundwater treatment system
has been in compliance with the IROD and RWQCB requirements and, during the Third Quarter
2003, the GWTP has had a 94.7% run time efficiency and operated at an average flow of
188 gpm (Tetra Tech, 2003b, p. 2-2). Although this flow rate is lower than the target extraction
rate of 340 gpm based on the monitoring results, the system has been successful in 1) controlling
the VOC MCL plume boundary in the B and C zones (Figures 4-3 and 4-4) and 2) eliminating
the VOC MCL plume in the D zone (Figure 4-5). As depicted in Figure 4-4, the MCL boundary
is maintaining a similar footprint compared to 1994 interpretations; however, the mass has been
reduced significantly. Table 4-2 shows the VOC mass removed by quarter since the start of the
groundwater treatment system (i.e., Fourth Quarter 1995). Total mass removed since the start of
operations is 45% or about 286 pounds, with a rate of removal ranging from a maximum of
40.01 pounds (Fourth Quarter 1995) to a minimum of 0.79 pounds (Third Quarter 2003). The
largest drop in contaminants treated by the system occurred between the Second and Third
Quarter 1997 (i.e., roughly 50% reduction) and the removal rate has not significantly improved

since then.
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As noted in Section 2.3, the RWQCB has indicated that PHGs for PCE (0.06 pg/L) and TCE
(0.8 pg/L) may be proposed as groundwater cleanup ARARs for the final ROD at DGCS
compared to the current MCL (5.0 ug/L for both PCE and TCE). A comparison of MCLs to
PHGs is provided in Table 2-1.

In August 1999, Tetra Tech recommended removing the UV/OX treatment system from the
groundwater treatment system. The RWQCB approved this recommendation and the UV/OX
was taken off-line in September 1999 and the groundwater is now treated entirely by GAC
filtration. If the UV/OX system is needed in the future, it can be restarted (Tetra Tech, 2002b,

p. 1-6).

Currently, the total O&M cost to maintain the GWTP, including sampling, reporting, utilities,
and consumables is approximately $350,000/year (Tetra Tech, 2002b, Table 2-4). At the
extraction rate of 15 pounds removed during 2002, the average price per pound of VOC removed
is approximately $23,333 (Tetra Tech, 2002b, Table 2-4). An approximation for remaining time
of operation is 30 years, assuming the current mass removal rate does not decrease

(approximately 11 pounds per year for the last four quarters of operation).

Recently, the RWQCB has proposed five additional chemical compounds (emergent
chemicals) as potential contaminants of concern in groundwater at past military facilities
(including the former McClellan AFB). These five compounds are perchlorate, hexavalent
chromium, 1,4-dioxane, n-nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA), and 1,2,3-trichloropropane (TCP).
At the DGCS, perchlorate, hexavalent chromium, NDMA, and 1,2,3-TCP have not been sampled
due to the nature of site development and past use of the property. Historically, 1,4-dioxane has
been used as an additive in TCE and PCE. The compound 1,4-dioxane was sampled for in 2003
and the first quarter of 2004. Although no concentrations of 1,4-dioxane were detected in
extraction system compliance monitoring samples, the constituent was detected in up to six
monitoring well samples collected for groundwater compliance monitoring. In wells DMW-7
and DMWC-14, 1,4-dioxane was detected at concentrations of 3 and 0.7(J) pg/L, respectively

(Table 4-1). The AFRPA has continued to monitor the treatment system compliance samples for
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1,4-dioxane throughout the remainder of the 2003 operational period, and will provide a

summary of findings and recommendations in 2004.

4.2 VADOSE ZONE REMEDIAL ACTIONS

4.2.1 Description and Background

The IROD selected SVE as the best method to remediate contaminated vadose zone soil at the
DGCS (CH2M Hill, 1994c, p. 1-2). The SVE system began operation in June 1996 and
consisted of six soil vapor extraction wells, 17 vapor monitoring points or piezometers, a blower
unit with minimum flow rate of 200 standard cubic feet per minute (scfm), and a granular
activated carbon system to treat the contaminated air stream (Figure 4-6). The extraction wells
were installed to extract soil vapor from three distinct levels within the vadose zone. These
include the shallow zone (0 to 20 feet bgs); middle zone (21 to 40 feet bgs) and the deep zone
(41 to 65 feet bgs). One extraction well (CH-2) was installed in the shallow zone, and four were
installed in the middle zone (CH-1, CH-4, CH-5, and CH-7). No extraction wells were
specifically installed or operated in the deep layer because of seasonal saturation and the
predominance of fine grain sediments. However, a dual-phase extraction well (EW-2B), which
was screened across the middle and deep vadose zone layers, was installed during 1998. The
dual phase operation began in June 1999 and was re-evaluated in August 1999 (CH2M Hill,
2000a, p. 2-1).

4.2.2 SVE Treatment System Operation

Prior to the installation of the SVE system, it was estimated that about 99 pounds of VOCs were
present in the shallow and middle subsurface zones (CH2M Hill, 1994b, Table 2-4). During the
first five months of operation, the SVE system removed approximately 54 pounds of VOC
contamination from the vadose zone. Over the next three years until September 1999 only an
additional six pounds of VOC contamination were removed for a cumulative total of 60 pounds.

The low VOC concentrations present in the final rebound soil vapor samples collected in
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October 1999 indicated that the shallow and middle vadose zone contamination had been
remediated. The final closure report for the SVE system (CH2M Hill, 2000a, p. 3-1)
summarized the closure criteria for DGCS as 1) treatment system influent concentrations at less
than 100 ppbv total VOCs, 2) mass removal rate at less than 0.01 pound per day for total VOC:s,
and 3) soil gas concentrations in shallow and medium vadose zone wells as minimum rebound
with less than 500 ppbv for PCE. The SVE system met these criteria and the final rebound

samples were taken in October 1999.

The cost per pound of VOC contamination removal with the SVE system operation went from
approximately $2,400 in 1996 to $50,000 in 1999 as a direct result of the decreasing VOC
concentrations (CH2M Hill, 2000a, p. 2-9). In 1999, Tetra Tech produced the Process
Optimization Report Soil Vapor Extraction System that recommended shutdown of the SVE
system based on achieving the remedial goal set forth in the IROD (Tetra Tech, 1999c, p. 7).
This recommendation was accepted by the RWQCB and the SVE system was removed from
operation on September 23, 1999; however, the SVE wells were left in place and the SVE site
was never formally closed. The acceptance to shut down the SVE system was made before the

START/STOP procedures were adopted by McClellan.

4.3 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS

This Five-Year Review consisted of a comprehensive review of relevant documents, analytical
and field data, cleanup criteria, toxicological standards, site inspections and interviews with
members of Air Force staff, contractors, and the public. All relevant documents reviewed to
produce this Five-Year Review Report are presented in the section titled References, following

Section 7.0.

4.3.1 Site Inspection

The site inspection was conducted on March 24, 2003 by MWH and an AFRPA representative.

The purpose of the site inspection was to assess the protectiveness of the remedial systems to the

surrounding environment and to inspect the fencing to restrict access to the site.
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The GWTP was well maintained and all components were in good working condition and well
labeled. It was noted where a previous pipeline break had occurred in July 2002, and that the

polyvinylchloride (PVC) piping was replaced with galvanized steel piping.

The spill that occurred as a result of an extraction well pipeline breakage resulted in an estimated
33,250-gallons of contaminated groundwater to be released to the ground surface. Four water
samples and two soil samples were collected from the affected area. One water sample was
collected within the DEW-1D extraction well pipeline and the other three water samples were
collected from standing water in the vicinity of the broken pipeline. One of the soil samples was
collected adjacent from the broken pipeline and the second was collected from the outer

perimeter of the spill area, as identified by the presence of saturated soil.

The analytical results of the sampling indicated that no contaminants were present in the soil or
the surface standing water. The water collected from the extraction well had a detection of PCE
and TCE, both at a concentration of 2.1 pg/L. With the contaminant concentrations and the
estimated gallons released, the total mass of VOCs released to the environment was estimated at

only 0.53 grams or 0.0012 pounds.

As part of the site inspection, all land use controls (LUCs) including fences, gates, and access

roads were checked. The following summarizes the LUCs inspected at the site.

o The perimeter fencing is composed of a three-strand barb-wire fence with one site
access gates. The barbwire fencing is in adequate condition to deter any general
trespassing across the site. The main gate on the south side of the site is in
excellent condition.

J The interior fencing and gate that surrounds the 8-acre main compound is in good
condition and sufficient to deter trespassers.

o Gates that surround the GWTP and the extraction wells are in good condition and
are providing adequate security to deter unauthorized entrance into the areas.

o All gates and monitoring wells across the site were adequately locked at the time
of the inspection.

o Access roads to the main compound and the GWTP and the associated
injection/extraction wells were in good condition and provided adequate access
for the general O&M of the GWTP.
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o An encroachment permitting process is in place to reduce the risk of exposure to
contaminants, as well as to protect biologically sensitive habitats such as
wetlands, vernal pools and threatened or endangered species.

The site inspection checklists are included in Appendix B. Photographs taken of part of the site

inspection are included in Appendix C.

4.3.2 Site Interviews

Site interviews were conducted on March 17, 2003 with Doug Fortun, Doug Self, and Jim Lu
from the AFRPA. The discussions were focused on the GWTP operation; however, the current
biovent system and previously operated SVE system were also discussed briefly. An additional
site interview was conducted on April 2, 2003 with Tom Naiman from Tetra Tech. A site
interview was also conducted on June 25, 2003 with Molly Enloe from Parsons regarding vernal
pools and biological habitat at the Davis site. There were no issues or concerns regarding the
DGCS and the remedial activities that have and are taking place that came out of the discussions.
It was noted in the discussion with Tetra Tech that several recommendations regarding
optimization of the GWTP were presented in the recently submitted Draft Remedial Systems and
Environmental Equipment Informal Technical Information Review Report (Tetra Tech, 2002b).
Planning, funding, and implementation of these recommendations will be done in the near future.

The site interview checklist is included in Appendix B along with the site inspection checklist.

In addition, ten interviews regarding the DGCS were conducted with individuals within the
Davis community. The interviewees included a local landowner, local employees, the Mayor of
the City of Davis, a professor and a student at UC Davis as well as a local real estate agent.
Interviews were also conducted with a representative of Yolo County Parks and Resources and
Yolo County Department of Environmental Health. A summary of the community interviews is

presented in Section 3.0.
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4.3.3 Technical Assessment

In accordance with the EPA Five-Year Review Guidance document, the technical assessment of

the DGCS has been structured in terms of three questions (USEPA, 2001).

Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

The review of the documents, ARARs, monitoring data, and the results of the site inspections
and interviews indicates that the remedy is functioning as intended in the IROD. The GWTP has
1) contained groundwater contamination at and above the MCLs in the B and C groundwater
zones, 2) reduced subsurface contamination that poses a potential threat to human health or the
environment, and 3) prevented the spread of groundwater contamination beneath the site,

especially to regional aquifers.
Containment has been demonstrated by 1) the groundwater gradients created by the GWTP,
2) lack of detections in the perimeter monitoring wells, and 3) the continued reductions in plume

concentrations in zones B, C, and D.

Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and RAOs used at the

time of the remedy selection still valid?

Toxicity Criteria. There have been numerous changes in toxicity criteria since the 1994 risk
assessment was completed. Reference doses (Rfd) and CSFs have been developed for a number
of chemicals assessed for which toxicity criteria were not formerly available. These values are
denoted as “new” in Table 4-3. Furthermore, refinements have also been made to toxicity criteria

for numerous chemicals as demonstrated in Table 4-3.

For those chemicals whose toxicity criteria have become more conservative, the notation “MC”
is utilized in Table 4-3. For those chemicals whose toxicity criteria have become less
conservative, the notation “LC” is utilized in Table 4-3. For those chemicals that result from

previous Air Force operations at the DGCS and exhibit the greatest contribution to indoor air
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cancer risk results (TCE, PCE), the inhalation CSFs remain unchanged. The oral CSF for PCE
has also increased; however, estimated risks from groundwater ingestion already exceeded the
USEPA acceptable cancer risk range; therefore, further increase is not likely to change the

conclusions that a groundwater remedy is appropriate.

Other notable contaminants which exhibit contributions to indoor air cancer risk results but are
not related to previous Air Force operations, include bromoform and EDB. Bromoform is a
trihalomethane which is typically formed from the reaction of chlorine with dissolved organic
matter. EDB has been detected in groundwater most likely because of its use as an agricultural
fumigant (CH2M Hill, Final Risk Assessment Report, 1994, p. 3-13). The most notable change
in toxicity criteria is the development of an inhalation RfD for EDB, which previously did not
have an available RfD. Although this might increase the calculated hazard quotients for
inhalation pathways, the reduction of source concentrations through the operation of the SVE
and attainment of the ARARs for soil gas and groundwater MCLs should uphold the

protectiveness of the remedy.

For ongoing groundwater treatment, ARARs for groundwater identified in the IROD are MCLs.
There have been no changes in the groundwater ARARs for the contaminants of potential

concern (COPCs) at the site that would affect the protectiveness of the remedy.

Exposure Assessment. The exposure assessment considered current and future potential
receptors including on-site workers (outdoor, indoor, and excavation) and hypothetical future
residents. There have been no changes in the site conditions (exposure pathways) or in exposure

parameters that would affect the overall conclusions of the risk assessment.

Risk Assessment Methodology. Since the last risk assessment was completed for DGCS, a
significant change has occurred in the methodology currently recommended for assessment of
soil, soil gas and groundwater vapor migration to indoor air. The new guidance prescribes a
tiered assessment process that may lead to modeling of soil vapor intrusion into indoor air
utilizing the Johnson and Ettinger model (USEPA, 2002). The methodologies utilized in the
1994 risk assessment are not consistent with currently advocated methods (USEPA, 2002) and
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are likely to be less conservative than the methods currently recommended. However, although
the risk assessment demonstrated indoor air risks within the USEPA acceptable risk range, an
SVE system was operated to reduce soil vapor as a source to groundwater, which concurrently
reduced the source potential for indoor air. Therefore, although the recent guidance would
potentially result in more conservative indoor air risk results, the source reduction and concurrent

reduction in exposure potential is likely to offset this change in methodology.

To confirm this conclusion, a screening evaluation was performed as part of this Five-Year
Review that considered potential risks to indoor air assuming very conservative soil gas

concentrations occurring at very shallow depths. The approach to screening the potential risks

included:

o Compiling the maximum concentrations of VOC and BTEX compounds from the
shallow and intermediate vadose zone based on available monitoring data and
rebound tests carried out since 1999.

o Performing risk and hazard index calculations using the maximum soil gas
concentrations coupled with latest toxicity criteria and currently accepted indoor
air model.

o Comparing the influence on risk or hazard index if maximum concentrations of

VOCs or BTEX compounds are assumed to occur at five feet below ground
surface regardless of the original depth of measurement.

This approach is both a conservative and appropriate screening tool for this Five-Year Review
evaluation considering the limited shallow vadose zone data and the preponderance of high soil
gas concentrations from the intermediate vadose zone. The concentrations were modeled using
1) the DTSC-modified Johnson and Ettinger Model (2003); 2) the 2002 Draft Indoor Air
Guidance (USEPA, 2002); 3) site-specific soil type (sandy loam); and 4) default values for other
soil parameters. In addition, the Cal/EPA (OEHHA) toxicity values were used (resident in the

model) where available or appropriate for specific compounds.

Table 4-4 shows the maximum BTEX concentrations in the vadose zone (Parsons, 2003, June)
and their associated risk and hazard index calculation assuming the concentrations are

representative of ten feet and five feet below ground surface. At five feet depth, the risks from
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all BTEX compounds are within the range of 10 to 10™* with an HI of less than 1.0. Table 4-5
shows the maximum VOC concentrations in the vadose zone (CH2M Hill, 2000, October) and
their associated risk and hazard index calculations assuming the concentrations are representative
of their original screen depths (25 to 14 feet) and, conservatively, at five feet below ground
surface. At five feet depth, the risks from all VOC compounds are within the range of 10 to 10
and the HI is less than 1.0. Table 4-6 shows the combined risk and hazard index assuming that
the maximum BTEX and VOC concentrations evaluated in Tables 4-4 and 4-5 occur at their
original screen depth and, conservatively, at a depth of five feet. At five feet depth, the
combined risk from BTEX and VOC compounds is within the range of 10 to 10 (5 x 10”) and
the combined hazard index is less than 1.0 (HI = 0.5).

The SSSEBS (URS, 2001) provided a qualitative evaluation of the risk associated with
contamination reported within or beneath the DGCS, and that study identified potential risks
associated with 1) the groundwater contamination above MCLs and 2) TPH soil contamination
from leakage of the former fuel USTs. The identified exposure routes were identified as dermal
contact with contaminated soils and ingestion of soil and/or groundwater. To manage the
exposure from these potential routes, restrictions will be provided in the LUCs associated with
the SFOSL and/or lease documents to control excavation and drilling activities as well as
drinking or using groundwater. These exclusions would also include restrictions on the
installation of water supply wells within 2,000 feet of groundwater contaminate plumes within
the DGCS. In addition, these as well and any other intrusive activities will only be conducted
with prior written approval of the Air Force, in consultation with the BRAC Realignment and
Closure Cleanup Team (BCT) or other regulatory agencies. Additional actions to protect human

health and the environment will also be addressed in the VOC ROD.

It should be noted that the Cal/EPA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA) has established Preliminary Health Goals (PHGs). Although the IROD currently
identifies MCLs as ARARs for groundwater, the RWQCB is currently proposing the
implementation of PHGs rather than MCLs at the site. For at least two of the site groundwater

COCs (TCE and PCE), the PHGs are substantially lower than the MCLs.
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Question C: Has any other information come to light that would call into question the

protectiveness of the remedy?

Contaminants at DGCS were found in groundwater and subsurface soil, which have limited

exposure pathways, if any, to contact ecological receptors.

Ecological targets identified for the baseline ecological risk assessment were the Swainson's
Hawk and the Burrowing Owl. The original risk assessment proposed that two remediation
scenarios would have affected these special status species. A proposed effluent holding pond
would physically decrease (albeit slightly) the Swainson's Hawk's range. Stockpiled soils could
be used for nesting by Burrowing Owls. During the Five-Year Review, it was found that the
proposed water treatment effluent holding pond was not built and that stockpiled soils were

removed. Thus, monitoring of ecological targets is not necessary.

Since the initial baseline ecological risk assessment conducted in 1994, the SSSEBS (URS, 2001
citing Jacobs Engineering Group and RMI, 1995) identified additional biologically sensitive
habitats at the DGCS, including seasonal wetlands and interspersed vernal pools. Some of the
vernal pools contain Colusa grass (Neostapfia colusana), a federally listed threatened and state
listed endangered species, and/or Crampton's tuctoria (7uctoria mucronata), a federally and state
listed endangered species. These habitats also provide foraging and feeding habitat for wildlife,
including birds, amphibians, crustaceans, and insects. Some of the birds that have been observed
in and around the vernal pools at the Davis site include the great egret, killdeer, northern
shoveler, dowitcher, barn swallow, cliff swallow, violet-green swallow, black phoebe, mallard,
snowy egret, and great blue heron. Mammals that may forage in and around wetlands habitat in
the summer include the California ground squirrel, Botta’s pocket gopher, and deer mice. Other
than the Swainson’s Hawk and Burrowing Owl identified during the baseline risk assessment,
special-status wildlife species observed within the Davis site footprint include the white-tailed
kite, northern harrier, and vernal tadpole shrimp. A loggerhead shrike nest has also been
observed within the Davis site. Other special-status species with moderate potential for occurrence

include the vernal pool fairy shrimp and ferruginous hawk (URS, 2001, p. 3-1 and 3-2).
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There are currently no site conditions present that could affect the protection of these species as a
result of the current operating remedial actions. There are no transport mechanisms for
subsurface soil or groundwater to contact surface wetlands (water to the seasonal wetlands and
vernal pools is from direct precipitation and surface runoff only). However, as stated in the
SSSEBS, the Air Force is required to consult with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service prior to

transfer of the property (URS, 2001, p. 3-2).

There is no other information that has come to light that calls into question the protectiveness of
the remedy.
4.3.4

Issues

The pending actions and recommendations for the Land Use Controls/Institutional Controls

(LUC/ICs) are summarized below:

Plan in Is Plan Is Plan Possible Issues
Pending Actions Impact Place to | Protective | Protective | that Could Affect
Address Short- Long- Future
Issue? Term? Term? Protectiveness?
(Y/N) (Y/N) (Y/N) (Y/N)

Improve operational | Less than optimal
efficiency of the groundwater | efficiency of the Y Y Y N
treatment system which has | groundwater treat-
been steadily decreasing over | ment  system  to
the last five years. remove con-

taminants of

concern.
Conduct long-term | Confirm that the
comprehensive  respiration | bioventing pilot Y Y Y N
test. study has been

effective.
Conduct confirmation | Potential impact to
sampling for fuels and VOCs | groundwater. Y Y Y N
in soil and soil gas.
Conduct baseline sampling | Confirm that DGCS
event for the on-site irrigation | contaminants have N NA NA N
well and the two closest | not impacted local
agricultural wells east and | water supply wells.
southeast of DGCS, as well
as the migrant farm worker
housing water supply well.
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Plan in Is Plan Is Plan Possible Issues
Pending Actions Impact Place to | Protective | Protective | that Could Affect

Address Short- Long- Future
Issue? Term? Term? Protectiveness?
(Y/N) (Y/N) (Y/N) (Y/N)

Confirm shut-down of the | Confirm that SVE

SVE  system  with a | closure meets all Y Y Y N

START/STOP evaluation. current guidelines.

Place a sign on the perimeter | Improve emergency

fencing providing current | response. Y Y Y N

contact information.

Re-evaluate LUC/ICs, as | Ensure protective-

necessary, to be consistent | ness to public and Y Y Y N

with the type and duration of | the environment.

the on-going  remedial

activities after land transfer.

Continue with three quarters | Evaluate the need

of groundwater samples, as | for further Y Y Y N

part of the 2003 and 2004 | monitoring and/or

first quarter sampling | treatment of 1,4-

program, for 1,4-dioxane. dioxane in ground-

water.

4.4 OTHER REMEDIAL ACTIONS

The biovent system has been operating on the site since 1993; however, it has not previously
been considered to fall under the jurisdiction of the CERCLA regulation. The biovent system
was not included in the IROD or any other decision document in part due to the temporary nature
of the pilot test as well as the petroleum-only contamination of the soils directly related to the
previous tank farm. There have been prior discussions about whether the petroleum-only vadose
zone area is commingled with the VOC groundwater plume because of the pronounced seasonal
fluctuations of the groundwater levels. Since the petroleum contamination in the vadose zone,
extending down to 60 feet bgs, is co-located over the VOC groundwater plume, with seasonal
groundwater elevation fluctuations of up to 70 beet (between 15 and 85 feet bgs), it is a
reasonable assumption that the vadose zone and groundwater contaminants are commingling

seasonally. However, it is not evident that this commingling is significant in terms of:

1.) continuing operation of the remediation systems, or

2)) increased risk to public health or the environment from vapor accumulations.
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In terms of continuing operation of the groundwater treatment system, groundwater analytical
testing for TPH compounds continues to be carried out in the influent of the GAC system. If
TPH were to be encountered, the current groundwater treatment system would not be able to
remediate petroleum hydrocarbons and it might result in costly fouling of the system. To date
there has been only one trace estimated detection of TPH-d (0.2 milligrams per liter [mg/L]) in
extraction well EW-1B, located approximately 80 feet downgradient of the tank excavation.
Currently there has been no petroleum contamination detected in the influent samples collected

at the groundwater treatment system (Tetra Tech, 2002a, p. 2-13).

In terms of risk from VOC soil vapors, an extensive soil gas survey in the vicinity of the UST
excavation revealed contaminants including benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes
(BTEX), TCE, and PCE. Maximum concentrations within the last five years were evaluated in
Section 4.3.3 and indicated that risks from BTEX and VOCs are within currently acceptable

ranges of 10 to 10™* and hazard indices are less than 1.0.

Previous bioventing field readings collected periodically (Parsons, 1995), indicated that
continued bioventing was appropriate to expedite the biodegradation of petroleum hydrocarbons
in the subsurface soils. Current field data, collected in November 2002, suggests that
biodegradation might be self sustaining without the need for supplemental oxygen injection. The
field data collected in 2002 indicates that oxygen levels are sustaining above 20% after one week
of non-operation of the bioventing system. To accurately evaluate if continued non-operation of

the bioventing system is appropriate, a full respiration test may need to be performed.

4.5 LAND USE CONTROLS

According to the Department of Defense Guidance titled Policy on Land Use Controls
Associated with Environmental Restoration Activities (Office of the Secretary of Defense, 2001,
p-1-2), LUCs include any type of physical, legal, or administrative mechanism that restricts the
use of, or limits access to, real property to prevent or reduce risks to human health and the
environment (Table 4-7). Physical mechanisms encompass a variety of engineered remedies to
contain or reduce contamination and/or physical barriers to limit access to property, such as

fences or signs. Land use controls consist of physical (engineered) controls, institutional




Davis Five-Year Review Report, Final July 2004

controls, and administrative controls. The physical controls can be broken down into the main
remedy (e.g., a cap or covering) and site controls (e.g., fences, signs, alarm systems). The
institutional controls, a subset of land use controls, are primarily legal mechanisms imposed to
ensure continued effectiveness of land use restrictions imposed as part of a remedial decision.
Legal mechanisms include restrictive covenants and deed notices. Administrative mechanisms
include notices, adopted local land use plans and ordinances, construction permitting, and other
existing land use management systems that may be used to ensure compliance with use

restrictions.

The AFRPA at McClellan has developed a number of controls and procedures that address
various issues relevant to LUC/ICs. Since the DGCS ROD is not final, these controls and
procedures represent interim measures which are described in the following paragraphs. More
recently, AFRPA has initiated the LUC/IC Management Program which will be implemented

whenever the use of property is restricted based on its environmental condition (AFBCA, 2002c,

p. 1-3).

Site Controls. The site controls at the DGCS are composed of fences, gates, and signs. The
entire 316-acre property boundary is fenced with a three-strand barb-wire fence. Along this
barb-wire fence signs are hung stating “No Trespassing” and that the property is owned by the
U.S. Air Force. The perimeter fencing is in adequate condition to provide a deterrent for
vehicular trespassing. The main entrance gate on the south side of the site, used to access the
GWTP and the inner compound, is a heavy steel pipe gate. This gate provides an adequate level
of security, is in good condition, is always locked, and has a “No Trespassing” sign posted on it.
The second gate on the northeast side of the site, used to access the NOAA doppler radar center,
is a steel pipe gate supported by heavy wooden posts on each side. This gate provides an
adequate level of security, is in good condition, is always locked, and has a NOAA sign posted

on it.

The centrally located, 8-acre inner compound containing all the buildings, bioventing system,
pump house and ASTs is surrounded by 6-foot high chain link fencing, topped with barb-wire.

The fence is in good condition and provides an adequate level of security to deter trespassers. The
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only point of entry into the compound area is through a 20-foot long gate composed of 6-foot high
chain link fencing, topped with barb-wire fencing on rollers. This gate provides an adequate level

of security, is in good condition, and is always locked.

All of the components of the GWTP, with the exception of the extraction, injection and
monitoring wells are contained within a fenced compound located centrally within the DGCS.
The GWTP is surrounded by 6-foot high chain link fencing that is in good condition and
provides an adequate level of security. The only point of entry is on the east side of the GWTP
and consists of two locked 10-foot wide hinged swing out gates composed of 6-foot high chain
link fencing which provides an adequate level of security. All of the extraction wells are
completed above-ground with control panels that are enclosed by 6-foot high chain link fencing.
All monitoring wells are completed above-ground with locked caps. The injection wells are
completed above-ground with valving and control panels that are not enclosed. The site
perimeter fencing provides the security for the wells and the associated valving and control

panels.

Site maintenance consists of O&M of the GWTP and the bioventing system, annual construction
of firebreaks around the perimeter of the site and around the interior facilities, mowing and weed
control around the GWTP and extraction wells, and site inspections to ensure fencing and other

physical barriers and signs are in adequate condition.

Beginning in 2004, the O&M of the GWTP is performed by CH2M Hill. The site is visited
weekly to collect system readings, equipment maintenance, and to inspect aboveground piping
and system components for leaks. Compliance samples are collected monthly at the influent to
the carbon filter, between the carbon vessels, and the effluent discharge into the injection wells.
Water levels are collected semi-annually at all monitoring wells. And finally, samples are

collected at monitoring and extraction wells biannually.

The O&M of the bioventing system is currently performed by the Dolver Company until June
2004. The system is monitored monthly for equipment maintenance, and to inspect the system

for adequate operation. Samples are collected and respiration test are performed semi-annually.
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In the spring, firebreaks are constructed around the perimeter of the site and around the interior
compound. Firebreaks are constructed at a minimum 30-feet width in accordance with the
McClellan Firebreak Plan. “No Disk” zones have been established for all of the vernal pools at
the site, and all equipment operators are required to attend an on-site briefing on endangered

species protection measures prior to construction of the firebreak.

In addition to the site visits performed by the Air Force and subcontractors, an AFRPA
representative performs a site visit bi-weekly to inspect the security of the site and the systems.
The frequency of site visits provides an adequate monitoring of the site conditions and system

operation, while providing deterrence to trespassing.

Real Property/Legal. The legal concerns of residential usage, installation of private wells, or
public exposure to contaminated soils or groundwater do not currently constitute an issue of
concern because the Air Force still owns and controls the property. In the future, if the property
is transferred, the legal issues will need to be assessed to determine if LUCs need to be

implemented.

Administrative Controls. Since the Air Force still owns the property and the environmental
responsibilities, all of the LUC objectives can be enforced through the encroachment permitting
process. The following bulleted items describe the necessary steps by which an encroachment

permit might be obtained:

o Contact the AFRPA and request to speak with the appropriate personnel in charge
of encroachment permitting.

J Request an encroachment permit questionnaire.

o Fill out the questionnaire and submit it along with a map of the location where the

proposed activity is to take place.

o The questionnaire will be evaluated by the appropriate AFRPA technical staff.

The encroachment permit request will either be granted with or without restrictions or denied.

F:\Projects-Completed\AFCEE Files\McCLELLAN\2004-07-22_Davis Five
Year Review_Final\Davis Final Section 4 Ver4.DOC
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5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

The remedial actions taken at the DGCS, in accordance with the selected remedies as stated in
the IROD and interpreted by the RWQCB, have been operated as intended and are meeting the
remedial action goals established in the IROD.

In terms of improving the DGCS remedial systems, cleanup efficiency and reducing operational
costs, there are several recommendations that the Air Force should consider before the next Five-

Year Review:

o Although the groundwater treatment system is currently operating at extraction
rates well below the design capacity, groundwater contamination is being
contained as required by the IROD. In addition, several of the extraction wells
are no longer yielding significant contaminant mass or concentrations above the
MCLs. These and other issues were documented in a recent report by the O&M
contractor at DGCS (Tetra Tech, 2002b). A number of recommendations
included in that report would improve the efficiency and reliability of the
remedial cleanup: namely, 1) updating the groundwater model to confirm the
optimal pumping rates and capture zones; 2) redevelopment of key extraction
wells that are not currently operating at capacity; 3) removal of the UV/OX
system; and 4) improvements to the leak detection systems to prevent spills.

o Continue with three quarters of groundwater samples, as part of the 2003 and first
part of 2004 sampling program, for 1,4-dioxane and evaluate the need for
addressing 1,4-dioxane in the groundwater monitoring and treatment program.

o Since startup of the biovent system in 1993, the latest test data indicate that
bioventing has been effective in aerating the shallow and deep vadose zone.
However it is not clear whether the bioventing is required, either on a full or part
time basis, to maintain sufficient oxygen levels for biodegradation of residual
petroleum contamination. In addition, it is not clear whether the bioventing
system achieves sufficient radius of influence in the shallow vadose zone, less
than 25 feet bgs, when the seasonal water table rises to within 25 feet bgs. Both
of these questions can be answered by a long-term, comprehensive respiration
test.

o Confirmation sampling for fuels and VOCs in soil and soil gas at the DGCS is
proposed as a future effort at DGCS. Site-specific evaluations will refine and
confirm the actual risk assessment from residual concentration at DGCS,
including the statement that petroleum hydrocarbons are not impacting
groundwater.
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In terms of protectiveness of the public, the following is recommended before the next Five-Year

Review:

Based on information received from the Yolo County Housing Authority in Dixon
and the Yolo County Health Department, the water supply well located on the
migrant farm center has only been tested for nitrate, coliform, and fecal coliform.
It is recommended that a single sampling event should be carried out for 1) the
onsite irrigation well, 2) the two closest agricultural wells east and southeast of
DGCS, and 3) the migrant farm workers housing water supply well using EPA
Method 8260 for VOCs. Although there has been no indication of contamination
in wells adjacent to DGCS, this recommendation would establish a baseline to
confirm that no VOCs are contaminating groundwater that the public may be in
contact with.

The SVE system was shut down and removed with the approval of the RWQCB
in September 1999; however, the adopted START/STOP procedures/evaluations
were not performed. In order to prepare the site for closure, lease, or transfer, it is
recommended to confirm the shut down of the system with a START/STOP
evaluation.

It is also recommended that the following LUC/ICs be considered for the site:

Placing a sign on the perimeter fencing providing current contact information.

The current LUC/ICs implemented at DGCS are protective of public health and
the environment; however, the continued use of bioventing for the petroleum
remediation may conflict with the proposed land use following land transfer to
Yolo County. As a result, it may be necessary to re-evaluate LUC/ICs depending
on the type and duration of the remedial activities that continue after land transfer.

It is currently planned that future programs at DGCS, including site closeout, will be developed

by a performance-based contractor and will be carried out with concurrence from regulatory

agencies. In addition, these plans may consider the recommendations contained in this Five-

Year Review Report.

F:\Projects-Completed\AFCEE Files\McCLELLAN\2004-07-22_Davis Five Year
Review_Final\Davis Final Section 5.Doc
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6.0 PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT

A Protectiveness Determination is located at the front of the report, preceding the Executive

Summary.

F:\Projects-Completed\AFCEE Files\McCLELLAN\2004-07-22_Davis Five Year
Review_Final\Davis Final Section 6.Doc
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7.0 NEXT FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

The next five-year review for the DGCS is required to be submitted by July 2009, five years

from the signature date of this review.

F:\Projects-Completed\AFCEE Files\McCLELLAN\2004-07-22_Davis Five Year
Review_Final\Davis Final Section 7.Doc
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TABLE 2-1

GROUNDWATER CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN AND POTENTIAL CONCERN
AND
ACTION LEVELS AND OTHER STATE GOALS/STANDARDS
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
DAVIS GLOBAL COMMUNICATIONS SITE

DAVIS CALIFORNIA
Contaminant ' Groundwater Action Levels State Drinking Water Goals
(and other exposure standards)
ug/L Source ug/L Source

Trichloroethene (TCE) 5 McCL 0.8 CA PHG’
Tetrachloroethene (PCE) 5 MCL * 0.06 CA PHG*®
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE or DCE12C) 6 MCL’ 6 CAMCL*
1,1-Dichloroethene (1,1-DCE or DCE11) 6 MCL° 6 CA MCL?
Benzene 1 MCL’ 0.15 CA PHG’
1,1-Dichloroethane (1,1-DCA or DCA11) 5 MCL° 5 CA MCL?
Vinyl Chloride 0.5 MCL° 0.05 CA PHG”’
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene (trans-1,2-DCE or DCE12T) 100 McL * 10 CA MCL 2

Notes:

MCL - Maximum Contaminant Level
PHG - Public Health Goal
ng/L - micrograms per liter

Sources:

! Source: Davis Global Communications IROD, CH2M HILL, 1994c, Table 2-5
2 RWQCB, 2003

? California Public Health Goal (PHG) as a Drinking Water Level

* USEPA MCL

* Cal EPA MCL



TABLE 3-1

KEY PERSONNEL
FIVE YEAR REVIEW

DAVIS GLOBAL COMMUNICATIONS SITE

DAVIS CALIFORNIA

(Page 1 of 2)

Organization Contact Name Title Phone/Fax Email

AFRPA Paul Brunner BRAC Environmental Coordinator Phone: (916) 643-1250, Ext. 200 paul.brunner@afrpa.pentagon.af.mil
Fax: (916) 643-5880

AFRPA Mike Zabaneh Program Manager Phone: (916) 643-1250, Ext. 258 mike.zabaneh@afrpa.pentagon.af.mil
Fax: (916) 643-5880

AFRPA Brian Sytsma (MWH) McClellan Community Relations Phone: (916) 643-1742, Ext. 257 brian.sytsma@afrpa.pentagon.af.mil
Fax: (916) 643-5880

ATSDR William Nelson Senior Regional Representative Phone: (415) 947-4316 WQN1@CDC.gov
Fax: (415) 947-4323

California DFG Jim Hardwick Office of Spill Prevention and Response Phone: (916) 327-0911 jhardwick@opsr.dfg.ca.gov
Fax: (916) 288-7153

Regina Donahoe Office of Spill Prevention and Response Phone: (831) 649-7150 rdonohoe@ospr.dfg.ca.gov

Fax: (831) 649-7189

DTSC Kevin Depies Program Manager Phone: (916) 255-3688 kdepies@dtsc.ca.gov
Fax: (916) 255-3734

DTSC Kristine Escarda Public Participation Specialist Phone: (916) 255-6683 kescarda@dtsc.ca.gov
Fax: (916) 255-3654

RWQCB James Taylor Program Manager Phone: (916) 464-4669 taylorjd@rbSs.swrcb.ca.gov

Yolo-Solano
County AQMD

Larry Greene

Air Pollution Control Officer

Fax: 916) 464-4797

Phone: (530) 757-3650
Fax: (530) 757-3670

Igreene@ysaqmd.org




TABLE 3-1

KEY PERSONNEL
FIVE YEAR REVIEW

DAVIS GLOBAL COMMUNICATIONS SITE

DAVIS CALIFORNIA

(Page 2 of 2)

Organization Contact Name

Title

Phone/Fax

Email

Yolo County -  Linda Fiack
Planning and

Public Works

Dpt

Yolo County -  Bruce Sarazin
Environmental
Health Services

Resource Manager

Program Manager

Phone: (530) 666-8019
Fax: (530) 666-8156

Phone: (530) 666-8646
Fax: (530) 666-8156

www.lindafiack@yolocounty.org

Bruce.sarazin@yolocounty.org

US F&WS Beckye Stanton Fish & Wildlife Biologist Phone: (916) 414-6733 Beckye Stanton@FWS.gov
Fax: (916) 414-6713

MWH John Scott Program Manager Phone: (916) 565-4218 john.scott@mwhglobal.com
Fax: (916) 924-3293

MWH Conny Mitterhofer Task Order Manager Phone: (916) 921-3546 cordula.mitterhofer@mwhglobal.com
Fax: (916) 924-3293

Notes:

AFRPA - Air Force Real Property Agency
AQMD - Air Quality Management District

ATSDR - Agency for Toxic Substances And Disease Registry

DFG - Department of Fish and Game

DTSC - Department of Toxic Substances Control
F&WS - Fish and Wildlife Service

MWH - MWH Americas, Inc.

RWQCB - Regional Water Quality Control Board



MONITORING WELLS ANALYTICAL RESULTS SUMMARY
SECOND QUARTER 2003

DAVIS GLOBAL COMMUNICATIONS SITE

DAVIS, CALIFORNIA

TABLE 4-1

Selected Contaminants of Concern

Additional Analytes Detected

Sample ID Zone pg/L ng/L

PCE TCE cis-1,2-DCE Vinyl Chloride Benzene 1,1-DCA 1,1-DCE 1,2-DCA 1,4-Dioxane MIBK
DMW-1 B 78.4 19.7 34 1.2 <0.5 <0.5 2.2 <0.5 <2 J
DMW-2 B 2.9 6.4 1 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.9 <0.5 <2 <20
DMW-3 B 137 10.6 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 6.6 <0.5 <2 J
DMW-4 B 14 1.3 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <2 2J
DMW-5 B 67 6.8 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 2.7 <0.5 <2 J
DMW-6 B 1.9 0.6 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <2 2J
DMW-7 B 19 46 15.4 3.8 <0.5 0.6 2.9 1 3 J
DMW-8 B 1 2.6 0.7 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.5 <0.5 <2 1J
DMW-19 B NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
DMWB-1 B NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
DMWB-4 B NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
DMWB-11 B NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
DMWB-13 B NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
DMWB-14 B <0.5 0.3J <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <2 1J
DMWC-1 C <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 NS NS
DMWC-3 C 1.6 1 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <2 J
DMWC-4 C NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
DMWC-12 C 1.0 1.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <2 0.9J
DMWC-13 C NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
DMWC-14 C <0.5 1 0.7 <0.5 <0.5 0.4J <0.5 <0.5 0.7J J
DMWC-20 C NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
DPC-22 C NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
DPC-21 C 0.5J 1.1 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <2 0.8J
DMWD-1 D <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <2 <20
DMWD-2 D NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
DMWD-3 D 1.9 1.5 1.0 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <2 2J
DMWD-4 D NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
DMWD-10 D 0.6 0.8 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <2 <20
DMWD-11 D NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
DMWD-12 D NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
DMWD-13 D <0.5 0.9 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.5 <2 <20
DMWD-14 D <0.5 0.7 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <2 <20
DMWD-20 D NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
DMWD-21 D <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <2 <20
DMWD-22 D NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
DEW-2D D <0.5 0.4J <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <2 <20
DMWE-3 E <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <2 <20
DMWE-21 E <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <2 <20
DMWE-22 E NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
DMWE-23 E NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
MCL 5 5 6 0.5 1 5 6 6 NA NA
Notes:

J - Value is estimated and is less than the quantifiable limit and greater than the method detection limit.

MCL = California Primary Maximum Contaminant Level (RWCQB, August 2003).

ng/L - micrograms per liter
PCE - Tetrachloroethene
TCE - Trichloroethene
DCE - Dichloroethene
DCA - Dichloroethane

MIBK - 2-Methyl-4-pentanone (has been identified as a laboratory contaminant by the laboratory)

NA - MCL does not exist



TABLE 4-2

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED VOC MASS
REMOVED FROM GROUNDWATER
DAVIS GLOBAL COMMUNICATIONS SITE

DAVIS, CALIFORNIA
Estimated VOC
Mass Removed from Cumulative Estimated Mass
Groundwater Total Remaining Mass
Date (Ibs) (Ibs) Initial Mass=617 (Ibs) Removed

Fourth Quarter 1995 40.01 40.01 576.99 6%
First Quarter 1996 28.58 68.58 548.42 11%
Second Quarter 1996 31.08 99.66 517.34 16%
Third Quarter 1996 19.23 118.89 498.11 19%
Fourth Quarter 1996 35.92 154.81 462.19 25%
First Quarter 1997 18.90 173.71 443.29 28%
Second Quarter 1997 10.72 184.43 432.57 30%
Third Quarter 1997 5.11 189.55 427.45 31%
Fourth Quarter 1997 5.79 195.34 421.66 32%
First Quarter 1998 6.41 201.75 415.25 33%
Second Quarter 1998 8.11 209.86 407.14 34%
Third Quarter 1998 3.51 213.38 403.62 35%
Fourth Quarter 1998 4.68 218.05 398.95 35%
First Quarter 1999 8.81 226.86 390.14 37%
Second Quarter 1999 533 232.19 384.81 38%
Third Quarter 1999 3.10 235.29 381.71 38%
Fourth Quarter 1999 4.50 239.80 377.20 39%
First Quarter 2000 4.88 244.67 372.33 40%
Second Quarter 2000 3.29 247.96 369.04 40%
Third Quarter 2000 2.21 250.17 366.83 41%
Fourth Quarter 2000 3.93 254.10 362.90 41%
First Quarter 2001 3.64 257.74 359.26 42%
Second Quarter 2001 2.10 259.84 357.16 42%
Third Quarter 2001 1.11 260.95 356.05 42%
Fourth Quarter 2001 4.84 265.79 351.21 43%
First Quarter 2002 6.05 271.84 345.16 44%
Second Quarter 2002 2.40 274.24 342.76 44%
Third Quarter 2002 1.32 275.56 341.44 45%
Fourth Quarter 2002 2.71 278.27 338.73 45%
First Quarter 2003 4.59 282.86 336.85 45%
Second Quarter 2003 2.84 285.70 331.3 45%
Third Quarter 2003 0.79 286.49 330.51 45%
Notes:
Ibs - pounds

VOC - volatile organic compounds

Source: TetraTech, 2003a,b.
Please note that the values for 2002 and 2003 were corrected from the original source to account for calculation error.



TABLE 4-3

TOXICITY CRITERIA REVIEW
DAVIS GLOBAL COMMUNICATIONS SITE

DAVIS, CALIFORNIA
1994 2003 1994 2003 1994 2003 1994 2003
Oral RfD Oral RfD change? | Inhalation RfD  Inhalation RfD  change?| Oral CSF Oral CSF change?| Inhalation CSF Inhalation CSF  change?

Acetone 0.1 e 0.1 e none 0.1 e NA T none NA NA none NA NA none
Benzene NA 0.004 n New NA 0.0086 n  New 0.1 o 0.1 0 none 0.1 o 0.1 0 none
Bromodichloromethane 0.02 0.02 e none 0.02 e NA r none 0.13 0.13 0 none NA 0.13 o New
Bromoform 0.02 0.02 e none 0.02 e NA r none 0.0079 0.0079 e none 0.0039 e 0.0039 e none
Methyl ethyl ketone 0.05 0.6 e LC 0.1 e 0.29 e LC NA NA none NA NA none
Butyl benzyl phthalate 0.2 e 0.2 e none NA NA r none NA NA none NA NA none
Chlorodibromomethane 0.02 NA r none 0.02 e NA r none 0.084 0094 o MC NA 0.094 o New
Chloroform 0.01 0.01 e none 0.01 e 0.00086 n MC 0.0061 0.031 o MC 0.019 o 0.019 0 none
Dibenzofuran 0.004 e 0.004 n none NA NA none NA NA none NA NA none
1,2-Dibromoethane (ethylene dibromide) NA NA none NA 0.000057 h  New 3.6 3.6 0 none 0.25 o 0.25 0 none
1,4-Dichlorobenzene NA 0.03 n New 0.2 e 0.03 e MC NA 0.0054 o New NA 0.04 o New
1,1-Dichloroethane 0.1 0.1 h  none 0.1 e 0.14 h LC NA 0.0057 o New NA 0.0057 o New
1,1-Dichloroethylene 0.0009 0.05 e LC 0.0009 e 0.057 e LC NA NA none NA NA none
1,2-Dichloroethylene (cis) 0.01 0.01 h  none 0.01 e NA r none NA NA none NA NA none
Diesel, Marine 0.008 e TPHCWG New NA TPHCWG New NA NA none NA NA none
Dibutyl phthalate 0.8 e 0.1 e MC NA NA r none NA NA none NA NA none
Ethylbenzene 0.1 0.1 e none 0.29 0.29 e none NA 0.0057 n New NA 0.00385 n  New
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP) 0.02 e 002 e none NA NA r none 0014 e 0003 o LC NA 0.0084 o none’
Fluorene 0.04 e 0.04 e none NA NA r none NA NA none NA NA none
4-Methyl-2-pentanone 0.05 008 h LC 0.02 0.023 h none NA NA none NA NA none
Naphthalene 0.04 e 002 e MC NA 0.00086 ¢ none" NA NA none NA NA none
Phenanthrene NA NA none NA NA none NA NA none NA NA none
Pyrene 0.03 e 0.03 e none NA NA r none NA NA none NA NA none
Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) 0.01 0.01 e none 0.01 e 0.17 n LC 0.051 0.54 o MC 0.051 o 0.021 o LC
Toluene 0.2 0.2 e none 0.1 e 0.1 e none NA NA none NA NA none
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.09 e 0.28 n LC 0.3 e 0.63 n LC NA NA none NA NA none
Trichloroethylene (TCE) NA 0.0003 n  New NA 0.01 n New 0.015 0.015 o none 0.01 o 0.007 o LC
Trichlorofluoromethane 0.3 0.3 e none 0.2 e 0.2 h none NA NA none NA NA none
1,1,2-Trichloro-1,2,2-trifluoroethane 30 30 e none 7.7 e 8.7 h LC NA NA none NA NA none
Vinyl chloride NA 0.003 e New NA 0.0286 e New 0.27 0.27 0 none 0.27 o 0.27 0 none
Xylenes 2 0.2 ¢ none 2 e 0.029 e MC NA NA none NA NA none
Notes:

* the toxicity criterion is new, but this chemical was not a COPC via this route and therefore the change does not affect the results.

CSF - cancer slope factor (mg/kg-day)-1

e - EPA IRIS (Integrated Risk Information System) Database
h - EPA HEAST (Environmental Protection Agency Health Affects Assessment Summary Tables)

LC - less conservative
MC - more conservative

n - NCEA (National Center for Environmental Assessment)

NA - not applicable

o - OEHHA (Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment) (Cal/EPA)

RfD - reference dose (mg/kg-day)

TPHCWG - Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon Criteria Working Group



TABLE 4-4

MAXIMUM BTEX CONCENTRATIONS IN VADOSE ZONE AND
ASSOCIATED RISK/HAZARD INDEX CALCULATIONS
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
DAVIS GLOBAL COMMUNICATIONS SITE

DAVIS, CALIFORNIA
1993-2002 TPH BTEX Data °
Well Depth Benzene Toluene Ethylbenzene Xylene
(ft bgs) Date ppmv ppmv ppmv ppmv
VW1 10-55 8/16/93 0.005 <0.002 0.013 0.029
9/26/94 <0.002 0.002 0.003 0.065
11/21/02 0.029 0.18 0.072 0.38
VMP1 37.5 8/16/93 <0.011 <0.011 0.55 1.1
9/26/94 <0.002 0.007 0.007 0.14
11/21/02 0.026 0.13 0.05 0.26
VMP2 49 9/26/94 <0.011 <0.011 1.6 2.1
VMP3 45 8/16/93 <0.011 <0.011 0.62 0.88
35 11/21/02 0.023 0.12 0.033 0.17

Note: Bold concentrations are maximum values used in risk calculations.

4 Source: Parsons, 2003, June

1993-2002 TPH BTEX Data (assumed at a depth of 10 feet bgs)

Screening Concentration
Soil Gas Indoor Air

Residential Risk/Hazard

Constituent Well/depth Units ppmv ug/m3 Risk HI
Benzene VW1/10 ppmv 0.029 6.2 E-2 7E-7 0.001
Toluene VW1/10 ppmv 0.18 4.5E-1 NA© 0.001
Ethylbenzene’ VMP2/37.5" ppmv 1.6 4.1 E+0 2 E-6 0.004
Xylene VMP2/37.5" ppmv 2.1 5.5 E+0 NA° 0.053
Notes:

“conservatively assumed at 10 feet bgs

Pcancer risk employs provisional NCEA CSF of 3.85 x 10° (mg/kg-d)-1
¢ compound is not considered carcinogenic

4 Source: Parsons, 2003, June

1993-2002 TPH BTEX Data (assumed at a depth of S feet bgs)

Screening Concentration
Soil Gas Indoor Air

Residential Risk/Hazard

Constituent Well/depth Units ppmv ug/m3 Risk HI
Benzene VW1/10* ppmv 0.029 1.0 E-1 1 E-6 0.002
Toluene VWI1/10* ppmv 0.18 7.4 E-1 NA ¢ 0.002
Ethylbenzene’ VMP2/37.5" ppmv 1.6 6.9 E+0 3E-6 0.004
Xylene VMP2/37.5" ppmv 2.1 9.2 E+0 NA °© 0.088
Notes:

“conservatively assumed at 5 feet

Pcancer risk employs provisional NCEA CSF of 3.85 x 10° (mg/kg-d)-1
¢ compound is not considered carcinogenic

4 Source: Parsons, 2003, June

BTEX - benzene, toulene, ethylbenzene and total xylenes
ft bgs - feet below ground surface

NA - not applicable

ND - non detect

ppmv - parts per million by volume

PCE - perchlorethene

TCE - trichloroethene

TPH - total petroleum hydrocarbons

ug/m3 - micrograms per cubic meter



TABLE 4-5

MAXIMUM VOC CONCENTRATIONS IN VADOSE ZONE AND
ASSOCIATED RISK/HAZARD INDEX CALCULATIONS
DAVIS GLOBAL COMMUNICATIONS SITE

DAVIS, CALIFORNIA

1999 VOC Data "
Date

Constituent Well Depth Units 6/1/1999 6/15/1999 8/25/1999  10/5/1999
PCE EW-2B 25 ppbv 160 330 140 2400
TCE EW-2B 25 ppbv 117 28 8.3 130
1,1-DCE EW-2B 25 ppbv ND 7.73 ND 120
Chloroform EW-2B 25 ppbv 420 15J ND 54
Freon 113 EW-2B 25 ppbv ND 5] 9.9 36
PCE P-1S 14 ppbv NA NA NA 720

Note: Bold concentrations are maximum values used in risk calculations
® Source: CH2M Hill, 2000, October

1999 VOC Data
Screening Concentration Residential Risk/Hazard
Soil Gas Indoor Air
Constituent Well/Depth Units ppbv ug/m3 Risk HI
PCE EW-2B/25 ppbv 2400 4.3 E+0 1E-5 0.1
TCE EW-2B/25 ppbv 130 2.0E-1 2 E-7 0.0003
1,1-DCE EW-2B/25 ppbv 120 1.5 E-1 NA*® 0.0021
Chloroform  EW-2B/25 ppbv 420 7.4 E-1 2 E-6 0.002
Freon 113 EW-2B/25 ppbv 36 1.7 E-1 NA* 0.000005
PCE P-1S/14 ppbv 720 2.1 E+0 5 E-6 0.058
Notes:

a . . . .
compound is not considered carcinogenic

" Source: CH2M Hill, 2000, October

1999 VOC Data (assumed depth of 5 feet bgs)

Screening Concentration

Residential Risk/Hazard

Soil Gas Indoor Air
Constituent Well Units ppbv ug/m3 Risk HI
PCE EW-2B ppbv 2400 1.6 E+1 4 E-5 0.4
TCE EW-2B ppbv 130 7.2 E-1 6 E-7 0.001
1,1-DCE EW-2B ppbv 120 53 E-1 NA*® 0.0072
Chloroform EW-2B ppbv 420 2.5 E+0 5E-6 0.008
Freon 113 EW-2B ppbv 36 2.8 E-1 NA* 0.000009
PCE P-1S ppbv 720 4.7 E+0 1 E-5 0.130
Notes:

a . . . .
compound is not considered carcinogenic

" Source: CH2M Hill, 2000, October

DCE - dichloroethene
NA - not applicable
PCE - perchlorethene

ppbv - parts per billion by volume

ppmv - parts per million by volume

TCE - trichloroethene

3 . .
ug/m’ - micrograms per cubic metet

14-16 ft screen



TABLE 4-6

MAXIMUM BTEX AND VOC CONCENTRATIONS IN VADOSE ZONE AND

ASSOCIATED RISK/HAZARD INDEX CALCULATIONS

DAVIS GLOBAL COMMUNICATIONS SITE

DAVIS, CALIFORNIA

1993 - 2002 BTEX and VOC Data

Screening Concentration Residential Risk/Hazard

Soil Gas Indoor Air
Constituent Well/Depth Units ppbv ug/m3 Risk HI
PCE EW-2B/25 ppbv 2400 4.3 E+0 1E-5 0.1
TCE EW-2B/25 ppbv 130 2.0 E-1 2 E-7 0.0003
1,1-DCE EW-2B/25 ppbv 120 1.5E-1 NA € 0.002
Chloroform EW-2B/25 ppbv 420 7.4 E-1 2E-6 0.002
Freon 113 EW-2B/25 ppbv 36 1.7 E-1 NA ¢ 0.000005
Benzene VW1/10 ppmv 0.029 6.2E-2 7TE-7 0.001
Toluene VW1/10 ppmv 0.18 4.5 E-1 NA € 0.001
Ethylbenzeneb VMP2/37.5" ppmv 1.6 4.1 E+0 2 E-6 0.004
Xylene VMP2/37.5" ppmv 2.1 5.5 E+0 NA ¢ 0.053
Total 1E-5 0.2
Notes:
* conservatively assumed at 10 feet bgs
® cancer risk employs provisional NCEA CSF of 3.85 x 10° (mg/kg-d)-1
¢ compound is not considered carcinogenic
4 Sources: Parsons, 2003, June and CH2M Hill, 2000, October
1993 - 2002 BTEX and VOC Data (assumed depth of 5 feet bgs)

Screening Concentration Residential Risk/Hazard

Soil Gas Indoor Air
Constituent Well Units ppbv ug/m3 Risk HI
PCE EW-2B ppbv 2400 1.6 E+1 4E-5 0.4
TCE EW-2B ppbv 130 7.2 E-1 6 E-7 0.001
1,1-DCE EW-2B ppbv 120 53 E-1 NA ¢ 0.0072
Chloroform EW-2B ppbv 420 2.5 E+0 5E-6 0.008
Freon 113 EW-2B ppbv 36 2.8 E-1 NA € 0.000009
Benzene VW1/10 ppmv 0.029 1.0 E-1 1 E-6 0.002
Toluene VW1/10 ppmv 0.18 7.4 E-1 NA ¢ 0.002
Ethylbenzeneb VMP2/37.5* ppmv 1.6 6.9 E+0 3E-6 0.004
Xylene VMP2/37.5°  ppmv 2.1 9.2 E+0 NA ° 0.09
Total S5E-5 0.5
Notes:

® cancer risk employs provisional NCEA CSF of 3.85 x 10~ (mg/kg-d)-1
¢ compound is not considered carcinogenic
4 Sources: Parsons, 2003, June and CH2M Hill, 2000, October

bgs - below ground surface

BTEX - benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and total xylenes

DCE - dichloroethene

NA - not applicable

PCE - perchlorethene

ppbv - parts per billion by volume
ppmv - parts per million by volume
TCE - trichloroethene

TPH - total petroleum hydrocarbons
ug/m3 - micrograms per cubic meter

VOC - volatile organic compounds



TABLE 4-7

LAND USE CONTROL STRATEGY FOR THE DAVIS GLOBAL COMMUNICATIONS SITE
DAVIS, CALIFORNIA

(Page 1 of 3)

MEDIA REAL
AFFECTED LUC OBJECTIVES USE RESTRICTION(S) PROPERTY ADMIN. SITE CONTROLS SCHEDULE
Soil and Prohibit installation of ~ Prohibit installation of private  None - Air Force Encroachment Maintain existing fence or other Not applicable
Groundwater private wells wells still owns property permits physical barrier and inspect and
monitor - Annually
Prohibit residential uses ~ Restrict development to non-  None - Air Force Encroachment Maintain existing fence or other Not applicable
residential use still owns property permits physical barrier and inspect and
monitor - Annually
Reduce the risk to Digging/excavation restriction None - Air Force Encroachment Maintain and monitor natural Not applicable
ecological receptors Soil management still owns property permits surface cover - Annually
requirements
Restrict excavation, Digging/excavation restriction None - Air Force Encroachment Not applicable Notify utilities and join USA -
grading, and trenching of still owns property permits Biannually

residual soil contamination

Prevent or reduce exposure Digging/excavation restriction None - Air Force Encroachment Maintain and monitor natural ~ Notify utilities and join USA
to contaminated soil still owns property permits surface cover - Annually plus health and safety plan for
construction activities -
Biannually



TABLE 4-7

LAND USE CONTROL STRATEGY FOR THE DAVIS GLOBAL COMMUNICATIONS SITE
DAVIS, CALIFORNIA

(Page 2 of 3)

MEDIA REAL
AFFECTED LUC OBJECTIVES USE RESTRICTION(S) PROPERTY ADMIN. SITE CONTROLS SCHEDULE
Soil and Prevent or reduce exposure Prohibit installation of private  None - Air Force Encroachment Not applicable Health and safety plan for
Groundwater to contaminated wells still owns property permits construction activities -
(cont'd) groundwater Biannually
Prohibit disturbance of ~ Prohibition of development of None - Air Force Encroachment Maintain existing fence or other Not applicable
extraction, treatment and land use that interfers with  still owns property permits physical barrier, install sign, and
monitoring systems remedial operations inspect and monitor remedial
systems - Annually
Provide right of access for ~ Provide Air Force right of ~ None - Air Force Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable
O&M of treatment and  access for O&M of treatment still owns property
monitoring systems and monitoring systems
Provide right of access for ~ Provide AF and regulatory None - Air Force Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable
inspections agencies right of access for  still owns property
inspections
Provide information to Not applicable None - Air Force Not applicable Not applicable Provide to advisories -

Stakeholders

still owns property

Annually



TABLE 4-7

LAND USE CONTROL STRATEGY FOR THE DAVIS GLOBAL COMMUNICATIONS SITE
DAVIS, CALIFORNIA

(Page 3 of 3)

MEDIA REAL
AFFECTED LUC OBJECTIVES USE RESTRICTION(S) PROPERTY ADMIN. SITE CONTROLS SCHEDULE
Soil and Ensure long-term IC Monitoring for long-term None - Air Force Not applicable Inspect and monitor remedial Federal Facility Site
Groundwater monitoring is performed effectiveness of LUC/IC still owns property systems (including monitoring Remediation Agreement -
(cont'd) and extraction wells) - Annually Annually
Biologically Protect biologically No disturbance of sensitive ~ None - Air Force Encroachment Maintain existing fence or other =~ Administrative order - U.S.
Sensitive Habitats ~ sensitive habitats such as habitats without approval  still owns property permits physical barrier, maintain signs,  Fish and Wildlife Service
wetlands, vernal pools, and from U.S. Fish and Wildlife and inspect and monitor - Biological Opinion - once per

threatened or endangered  Service or other regulatory Annually action

species from disturbance. body

Source: Air Force Real Property Agency, 2003. LUC/IC Layering Strategy Worksheet, former McClellan AFB. February 2003.



APPENDIX A

COMMUNITY INTERVIEW SUMMARY






INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: O&CS

EPA ID No.:

Name: [{v lan Syrrng

Subject:  Pucbire Awaceness Time: (270 | Date: 977/ |
Type: 0 Telephone @#'Visit 0 Other 0 Incoming [ Outgoing
Location of Visit: l/&_ rle wasT a[ e DGt
Contact Made By:
Title: fonomenizy Relorsy nr| Organization: /162 4

Individual Contacted:

Name: 4, Ay &0us Title: Norseshoe Club MA-.@ a¢] Organization:
Telephone No: Street Address:

Fax Ne: City, State, Zip:

E-Mail Address:

Summary Of Conversation

ﬁk’ éimr'lan('-r}/ rmemboer was aware thar there was

sontirmatesd Ssil and gﬂwné/wa'r‘&r preéieny at Ao D6 A"
7

;UWWW’ m}r were ey toncervgd @louy [T Gud [&/7 @4#{;&“7
tha+ He Al ﬁ“w would rémedisze He ste.

ﬂﬁ"@- WS SO LDn VA w:% re«tle 44-\&
propecty once e land s curned ocer Ao Lounzy.

71\5}/ lﬂ—a/ .r/\ow»s )lq‘cér‘t.f’( ;h I‘LC:CV:Vbj 44‘2{774.-,,/
mﬂo.—mﬁ%q ygép«r e DG CS anod e rma{.’z’//m sl

USEPA, Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance, June 2001.
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INTERVIEW RECORD
Site Name: & CS EPA ID No.: L,
Subject: puéb_, A zre ners Time: |4 7O | Date: ‘7]/% 7
Type: 0 Telephone BVisit 0 Other OIncoming O Outgoing
Locationof Visitt  Cizy [t/ = D 4vis
Contact Made By:
Name: gr,@ Jg/lﬂ».q Title: [g,,,mq,,;z/ a,ekr,’bn/ Organization: Ay /Y
Individual (,(ontacted:
Name: . Title: qur p{ Dﬂ e Organization: C;E ‘,t B‘, i
Telephone No: Street Address:
Fax No: City, State, Zip:
E-Mail Address:
Summary Of Conversation

ﬂ‘z ’“dll/dr aﬁ %ay.‘.{ wal HugeC 9ﬁ Mﬂfd*‘?:nﬂ?/
jra.m/wanr a7 K DGC£/ begt whbs roT Aeqre &.ﬂ,,_g,%;ﬁ'
Lo aTainanty o the exTear of comraminadion, Sle wouid
lite 70 reciece Mmore ndormatiba absur Ao DGEL aan

T cendelrns. f/}ec;{:}w//}/ schedated land rz'rdrz.ﬁér o % ,@n_{}"

She Aid have &ph[/(/énoe o Ao A f\vru Zeo
Clear u,v-i’/-e Lo nTam naced 7:*&«—./(,,,,54,:

Pagelof _J
USEPA, Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance, June 2001.



INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: O G € EPA ID No.:
subject: Publ'c Awareress Time: {/30 | Date: % /13/07
Type: O Telephone B Visit 0 Other Olncoming 0 Outgoing -
Location of Visit: } /9 M:(&ﬁ}oq‘l a{ e DG{LS

‘ Contact Made By:
Name: [5¢ i f\, ey Title: /o B Rb—éfjs ~y | Organization: A4,/ A

] Individual Contacted:
Name: Anonymous Title: F-J{fﬁ-; Weritere Organization:
Telephone No:' Street Address:
Fax No: City, State, Zip:
E-Mait Address:
Summary Of Conversation

ﬁa @t"v‘w wogrity wiere :wt&rv{ewd at tere /9/459
75,? @M/lo}/meﬂ-f: 77\;), el Unag werare df-f',l\e_ Srzer awnerflu/)
ﬂ%'i‘i& W"Z‘?M"AAC:O” /'w”?': ﬂel\v‘ "";"k""j g Tlr Spurce
waj 4 j"d“h/wﬁ'ﬁgl’ et on 2Ke /91'7.'/"4 e, ﬂ\e/ wlre o7
Lonctrned Ghaur e w2l azer oe TR lonTganinazia gt
te D4es. They hao tonbiclence thar whe AN Lorce wonid
"""T?’I}/ ’VA /u.c’:/{c, 07[\4%,5/ }\_64/,{ 2OV ErPi S, One of’%@

workers Shoded inzeresr e wc«’an\«zj (1 Foron qri e am Ke DNges

Page1of __!
USEPA, Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance, June 2001.



INTERVIEW RECORD

siteName: (D C S EPA ID No.:
Subject: ?ué, [ ¢ guwareness Time: | [50 | Date: q/‘@/az
Type: {1 Telephone FVisit 1 Other OlIncoming O Outgoing
Location of Visit: | n7/le Souwrh of +he DGLC

Contact Made By:

Name: Brign Sy 75y | Title: fpwpyuniny &elasony | Organization: i
Individual Contacted:

Name:Anony/ mos Title: Lén/ Cviner Organization:
Telephone No: Street Address:

Fax No: City, State, Zip:

E-Mail Address:

Summary Of Conversation

hes /ﬁn// pwer has i pesson resience % | nale
Loard o Ae NGl Sl Ze/r ‘@Jégtmde// abormes 24
e DGl an i conttminarzon | Sl ge7s ber /ﬁ«‘n@\,‘j
wazer from 4 Yround wpzer wed on e prepersy, bay
had rne wacerns 01/ he. geealicy d/ Ao ,/r,'mcf-«vj bty
e Lot wonditene dhar e fir Focce piv
d/&we-ze& tlean o 7 the 91‘0004/&»«456/' Mﬂ%rm'mfz:é—v,

Page 1 of |
USEPA, Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance, June 2001.



OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

INTERVIEW RECORD
site Name: ) (-~ S EPA ID No.:
Subject: D;_)b. < Mmmss Time: {iico Date: 3 T3
Type: 0 Telephone )U Visit 0 Other O Incoming O Outgoing
Location of Visit:
Contact Made By:

Name: %ﬁg’n SV‘Z’SI’Y\C Title: Cammumiv&ﬁl’»%fﬁk& Organization: ;1 ()

/4
Individual Contacted:

Name: A’\Df'\yvmd;s Title: S{DM, Organization: () Qo s
Telephone No: Street Address:

Fax No: City, State, Zip:

E-Mail Address:

Summary Of Conversation
s chodod st rews direckr of e cempos
redio steton, cnd  Coes \)vxcuar{e‘%*i—)\t De-cs.,
e LGS S\Lep{\cct\ﬂ;\g Ae Force  Gocid cleen
e sile 4o sdandads et poblic iadusiy
Looo\\ q\jg o e\l 4, HQ ‘ ‘5 +L¢
Ah\ \:0!12 avxi ywec:\’i& I 3«?%{&\ Ac
not SUQL’(_;@NL\\/ ‘M-@Q,W\ g\‘\"L Qa\o\:g cako‘)«ir
Cﬁ"";\f“m"v\\&—té 5%*"&5‘ Me WaS  inderesied
T~ ~edeiumg vn‘;&o.l-(s cb e Cleanup
C%*S

Page 1 of _1I
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OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

INTERVIEW RECORD
site Name: D) (& (.S EPA ID No.:
Subject: Qub\;c_ & CfRACSS Time: | 7°, co Date: 37y, 03
Type: O Telephone ¥ Visit O Other O Incoming O Outgoing
Location of Visit:
Contact Made By:

Name: Qﬁ(‘}QV\ %/‘f?f»u Title:(, [\mmunf{y @J&LOMS Organization: ;31 ./ i

Individual Contacted:

. ' . o

Name: Aﬂox\y pAOU S Title: P b cor b Eﬂsu\ﬁ?e’i g Organization: ()¢ ew. g
Telephone No: Street Address:

Fax No: City, State, Zip:

E-Mail Address:

Summary Of Conversation

\\-\*L Q re &c&ﬁor was s;)r.e Ui as\y CNRLLATR

OF e O6CS, cnd dhmlre L4 ot
e o JANU.Q wes G Condemination ssoe
et W gile . He & ey press corbidonce
Phet e b Borce end req uolebis woud
worke ‘\wDCJ@\'Lzr ‘o cleecn P e sile, He
WS Concer ad chost Pc,lev&;@\ ',M()QQL

o~ \eced  neturel '
\CC e\ reTU e rCesoefees .SU(_L\ €S

‘Pq&s CGnd w'.\&\‘ﬂ( (‘e@q 2, G5 el cs he,
hea iy, J e

Page 1 of _}
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OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

INTERVIEW RECORD
site Name: D (- S EPA ID No.:
Subject: puh\ iC M%s Time:) ' 30 | Date: 37§,.¢3
Type: 0 Telephone ﬂVisit 0 Other O Incoming O Outgoing
Location of Visit:
Contact Made By:

Name: D)K\‘\c,w\ S\I“"S?’YIO\ Title:(cmmiim'! : i) ‘&.\_.N\.S Organization: i (i
Individual Contacted:

Name: ﬁ}.«w\ Yitods Title: Yoo, (o, PCJ\LS + Qec | Organization: V{}’ s CGLWL\_/
Telephone No: Street Address: '

Fax No: City, State, Zip:

E-Mail Address:

Summary Of Conversation

Thig Counly ewmployee.  Lxs  vugely aware
(;f& ‘\*\-L Contaminchon ot de D3, ot
her  Concerne  deriuved ‘k&cm\ polenhiul reuse
C\SQQCJV$ o N ik in dhe v‘;%&
vy Yolo Goomty, she is condidont He
A\!‘ ?ofée -\;,DQ\A “ale n€lcesscry slefls
Yo Cns o SO\Ee‘H/, bot Scfmew\\g+ ggi(_pf'*“cc&\
ob e dimeless ol Propety rans \ﬁe/‘.‘

Page 1 of _|
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OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: D [,;Q 5

EPA ID No.:

Subject: er\"‘— A rreness

Time{)' 30 | Date:350u03

Type: O Telephone }iVisit 0 Other
Location of Visit:

O Incoming O Outgoing

Contact Made By:

Name: @(‘\Cﬂ‘\ %m& Title: G;wﬂmw‘l\'/ Rldcas

Organization: W J r\

Individual Contacted:

155ves ot DGCS, She (s

P“”P?*“L‘/ pom\«csets/jc.(cg, She

‘\’\'\CC\/ ‘CC)A“ID\S (‘na_ A Vorce | €04, DTsC)
o C«.lea« vp ‘”\Q Si-»l-én

Name: .\ \omos Title: QQ&.\’E&““&‘( A'Q&\“' Organization:
L ol
Telephone No: Street Address:
Fax No: City, State, Zip:
E-Mail Address:
Summary Of Conversation
The pecl- este. e cxgevd' Wees prev cus\y

O ek et Las any Conkmuedion

inderesied i Wi Lept up

SRS G V\Q}JW\&“\‘-OV\ m\o\vcm"\' o loce. |

Qb A wells G fovnd 0¢-C3, w\{\%\\qr
‘“ALY Carll SC’«QQ/ © denK, sle 15 cabicbick

T howevd,

o - dede

S Concerned

ar \n p\c e

C-9
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OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

INTERVIEW RECORD
Site Name: ﬂ 6_C S EPA ID No.:
Subject: QL\O\l C ch‘ @SS Time: J’) 3¢ | Date:
Type: a Telephone ¥ Visit O Other O Incoming O Outgoing
Location of Visit:
Contact Made By:
Name: e(\“qy\ g)ﬁiii’“c'\ Title:meMUn‘- ] L‘hm Organization: M w i

Individual Contacted:

Name: Ar\cmy WMoY S

Title: DQD'"” 04

L\F} \4 L\

Organization: %,0 C:)LML/
7

Telephone No:
Fax No:
E-Mail Address:

Street Address:
City, State, Zip:

Summary Of Conversation

He  was  very intormed  albout He Docs
cond reCe ues U(:c\aiej o.nJ Npor'{?f &bouf‘
P sile dom te dir Bre. Me has b
iV\uo\VQ&‘\\ Luw\\\ *\& >|I-& Qf‘ C*PP‘”G""W“‘-QL{ A
\/Qc\fsi lr\z LS Cof\*fﬂ dont W e Vorce_is

*

domng é\}{!‘y‘“«fw\S A sheld B Pﬂ;\éd Womain

s, W and P Ciwviton neat, as U,Q\\ as

‘o ddesn vp e sile, He

M‘\Ni) ‘Q‘&f‘ Yo (‘_/\\Qawg“‘ €

qu-i/ p&bi:c conein G

Y caws {’\& CWw'xy
dog et A cllegd cile ~boot

Herts.
bout e dseox‘ ék recs
*\’\& QG‘C—S,- bov s COA‘C‘ AQA+ ‘i+ &09“‘ nct LAST
did ~secre\n and cc
‘&aac‘\ M“\‘“"\’l'

concerned clocot
Ko montienad

hoadly

C-9
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APPENDIX B

SITE INSPECTION AND SITE INTERVIEW DOCUMENTATION






INTERVIEW RECORD

SiteName: O& C [ EPA ID No.: .
Subject: jVE: SySTem previows op€ra Tion Time: [¢f 20 |Date: ,}/) /—"l
[4
Type: 0 Telephone A Visit 0 Other 0 Incoming O Outgoing

Location of Visit: /7 ¢ L (e Hoom
Contact Made By:
Name: D ave Kremer | Title: (enior Mmﬁom Mo f
" Individual Contacted:
—r 7 N -
wuj Le IL Title: SVE .fl‘/f 2n Minssgr | Organization: AFR PA
TelephoneNo: €43 /32 Street Addfess:
Fax No: City, State, Zip:
E-Mail Address:
Summary Of Conversation

chue e fU(f/‘Sff"? was Jzur%../w gaA reprove
in Seprembe— 1999 we saly A cpsed The ,onw'aar 4068 7o
goad LednriTy lsswes. 72 AFR PA represeszarce tely
G 145, level JI Je,um'z',v a7 Ke ITtL S d&gm
Lov d’% Spozem. e AFRA repf resemvarive Lot
He Sysrem operared Mézaa-rd/ J however; veas ro
Losr etlecrive p/w;ng He (asT CoUple years oA gpera Fie
a~A dur flc SysTem JAaf%’-w» ¢vat 4//@//&,;4,

Pagelof _|

USEPA, Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance, June 2001.



INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: D4 A EPA ID No.:
Subject: (LLJ Sys7es op erarion Time: [ LO O | Date: // 7/93
Type: {1 Telephone A Visit 0 Other 0 Incoming O Outgoing
Location of Visit: 7 ¢C e f/ss,
Contact Made By:
Name: Dave Kreme,~ | Title: Senivr Hydrogeolsq; sy | Organization: Mw iy
Individual Contacted:

Name: Jwn Lu Title: (W Sys7e + | Organization: A ER P4
Telephone No: (#/£ } £42-1250 Street Address:
Fax No: City, State, Zip:
E-Mail Address:

Summary Of Conversation

We wanr orer ke sirte :4:f647-'on heck st and

+te AFRP4 Pf"ﬂv}fé/é"e"‘/ o dument regucsTed. Sire
jSCwes éo»xacf‘m'nj J'—Ztan'z‘}/j Sprtrem zﬁur.'/zw_g dond
furm S pS 7 O/ﬁ'm,‘wr/an were Lieasiods The /U—\RPA

recenrgTve Vel Secarity a7 the (it ~dS NOT an 5Stre
angf S A’&ég«ﬁz‘é{}/ Ezing astcessed by The Ll ;n/évc,e.
7%he AFRPA represonzadice fete Hat e Sydoem e Plee i vemess
was z&ffz‘cmzz{y 44’/ﬂaﬂfwg Koy L RoDs RAo; L»owove,r/
of‘ﬁm?:fan'bn wats needed +o 6/@'&/'?“1‘4/ adlfe s e

rgwnan.:,\j AL Lonsdnz g an7 S .

Page 1 of __|
USEPA, Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance, June 2001.



INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: 5 N1 EPA ID No.:
Subject: Bfﬂvem—.(wg jy_rz—e,,«; Operaten Time: ) 7 So |Date: 3// }/ég
Type: 0 Telephone A Visit 0 Other OlIncoming O Outgoing
Location of Visit A7 & ng—l/é o
Contact Made By:
Name: D 4ve Kremer Title:j'g‘,,,',,E N, :Z,a4ia/pq,w Organization: e ff
Individual Contacted:
Name: DOM Y orrun Title: B} vvenr ¢ysren o1} Organization: AER P4
v (
Telephone No:_ (776 ] 8 47-/2.62 Street Address:
Fax No: City, State, Zip:
E-Mail Address:
Summary Of Conversation

\Je Lrief/y Astussed Sice Jemr.'z-/ and The
Liovenr sysrem of €ration ard vn i nTengn L e
AERPA r\e/r-efehmrflza Q/f LecimiTy v csue
ar The SiTE or i ’F’Q. brovenr Syirem and was ﬂ"vfe’//
adecssed by e currenr LleCo. TRe AFRPA
repp'e‘fe”"‘7r’!’z ‘Cg/r’ thar Ae opecatihn and A TEL A el
of%& L,*a-/(//«-r .f/;rem i A/Q%zqre J l»s.owe;’&r'/ 7‘& L renT
/:5// A4z J”'ﬂvjﬂ&r/’ Ther e Sysees Ao L’”j;é’f'h%/{j;’a
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INTERVIEW RECORD (DRAFT)

Site Name: 3 CS EPA ID No.:
Subject: [\, ez/ N OO L=, dorol. Gkt S&ec Time: /00 | Dater &/35/033
Type: BTelephone 0 Visit 0 Other OIncoming 0 Outgoing
Location of Visit:
Contact Made By:

Name: . /\/f,’ﬂ.‘»/—c’rjﬂ ofe | Title: SENICr 5‘}9;'4&'(?(— Organization: ML H

Individual Contacted:
Name: /uf Q(/}L// En (e | Title: Organization: Poarsons

Telephone No:
Fax No:

T L GLR- 1250, o<t

E-Mail Address: Ly enloc@E  af

OO e, AT

Street Address: )
NI C /et C2
City, State, Zip: ~tcn

G . PEn13 PO . of . v

DI

Summary Of Conversation
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USEPA, Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance, June 2001.
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Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist

(Working document for site inspection. Information may be completed by hand and
attached to the Five-Year Review report as supporting documentation of site status.
“N/A” refers to “not applicable.” USEPA, Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance,

June 2001)

1. SITE INFORMATION

Site name: " ivis Global [ ommen sqrions SiTE Date of inspection: 3 / 24/0 %
Location and Region: ba vie La fikorniq EPA ID:
Agency, office, or company leading the five-year Weather/temperature: p
review: Sﬂ\ ny/ miod 0%
Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)

0 Landfill cover/containment {1 Monitored natural attenuation

7 Access controls #f Groundwater containment

0 Institutional controls 0 Vertical barrier walls

& Groundwater pump and treatment

0 Surface water collection and treatment

& Vadose Zone Remedial Actions

0 Other
Attachments: [ Inspection team roster attached 0 Site map attached

II. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

1. O&M site manager

Name Title Date
Interviewed O at site O at office 0 by phone Phone no.
Problems, suggestions; [ Report attached
S O&Mstaff_7om Malnan Celd Technizan 9/2/61
Name Titl _ "Date
Interviewed [ at site 0 at office by phone Phone no. (¥/ ‘5; 697426 exT. IpS

Problems, suggestions; 0 Report attached




Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.c., State and Tribal offices, emergency response
office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, recorder of
deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.) Fill in all that apply.

Agenc AplZPA .

C(gm:!ac}; Tim L DS G Manager qul_)é‘/.?-lZSD
Name Title “ Date Phoneno. €¥7 20 g
Problems; suggestions; 0 Report attached

CEPA
Conto AEQ(,@ Covlien DGES Fisvonr Manager () $43 1180
Name . Title “" Date Phone no.

Problems; suggestions; U Report attached

Agency P\FRPA Je/-{—? DeLs ft/é-(\'m.?e,f (7/{){93 AR

Contact _1> 2 %4

Name Title Date Phoneno.
Problems; suggestions; [ Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; [ Report attached

Other interviews (optional) U Report attached.




Ifl. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED {Check all that apply)

1. Q&M Documents
& O&M manual ZReadily available #ZUp to date ON/A
#As-built drawings PReadily available A Up to date ON/A
P Maintenance logs A [.‘Z’Rcadily available @Up to date ON/A
Remarks_[Mgnzcans ¢ éoqr i QArdy P% =5
v o 7
2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan JAReadily available & Up to date ON/A
PContingency plan/emergency response plan!]ﬁeadily available 00 Up to date ON/A
Remarks
3. O&M and OSHA Training Records [t Readily available OUp to date AN/A
Remarks
4, Permits and Service Agreements
0 Air discharge permit {1 Readily available CUp to date AN/A
_PEffluent discharge™ re/vu' .S 4»:/13»7 PReadily available Dtp to date ON/A
11 Waste disposal, POTW [Readily available OUp to date ZN/A
{1 Other permits 0 Readily available 1 Up to date BN/A
Remarks_La QRerly (CPocTd
5. Gas Generation Records 0 Readily available 0 Up to date /A
Remarks
6. Settlement Monument Records OReadily available 0OUp to date /A
Remarks
7. Groundwater Monitoring Records AReadily available ZUp to date ON/A
Remarks__Za &7rly re/porr-
8. Leachate Extraction Records U Readily available 0 Up to date aN/A
Remarks
9. Discharge Compliance Records
OAir . i Readily available 21 Up to date AN/A
PWater (efuenit) 1€ (nfecaion @Readily available AUp to date ON/A
Remarks_Eu _Ostrf rc/ﬁar?‘.f
10,7 515 Access/Security Logs AReadily available ~ &Uptodate  ON/A

Remarks___Z£72 _RTr 1;,/ /‘L;/arr_(

@ mwH g




IvV. O&M COSTS

1. 0&M Organization
O State in-house 0 Contractor for State
0 PRP in-house GContractor for PRP
[OFederal Facility in-house G Contractor for Federal Facility
0 Other
2. O&M Cost Records
[Readily available GUp to date
0 Funding mechanism/agreement in place
Original O&M cost estimate. {IBreakdown attached

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

From To 01 Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To, 0 Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To, {1 Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To, 0 Breakdown attached
Date PDate Total cost

From To 0 Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period

Describe costs and reasons:

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS 0 Applicable 0 N/A

A. Fencing

1. . Fencing damaged 0 Location shown on site map Z/ Gates secured ~ ON/A
Remagks ld wosdlzn 2 Pefie 2 ar—{L Cide o SITR
Aul tonces n  Sod rhape.

B. Other Access Restrictions

1. Signs and other security measures {1 Location shown on site map ON/A .
Remarks 12fermanion_ Sign 4r Site would be a gva,z/ iaen. S\ gos 4o pex eeer
»;l-enc"g_u,% dang. prigent bur our « L T .

b [



C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

1. Implementation and enforcement
Site conditions impty ICs not properly implemented JYes ONo ONA
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced Yes 0ONo UONA
Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by)
Frequency
Responsible party/agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.

Reporting is up-to-date OYes ONo ONA
Reports are verified by the lead agency OYes ONo ONA

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have beenmet U Yes ONo ONA
Violations have been reported 0Yes ONo ONA
Other problems or suggestions: G Report attached

2. Adequacy [} ICs are adequate 1 ICs are inadequate ON/A
Remarks

D. General

1. Vandalism/trespassing [} Location shown on site map A'No vandalism evident
Remarks

2. Land use changes on site E/ N/A
Remarks,

3. Land use changes off siteg//NIA
Remarks

V1. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A. Roads @ Applicable O N/A
1. Roads damaged OLocation shown on site map E/ Roads adequatel N/A
Remarks

A-5



B. Other Site Conditions

at e Site s e .

Remarks _Weex conreel

'/\P mal &pmio-uw/ meJ_{g/

a fnte_v 2 «fd'n ,
,,{- &' Iq.,,/7 haia /:ﬁ I@r\ﬂ&. .,«75,

gbar o r-& 9 fa,a ]L
in jﬁo/ Londidon
VII. LANDFILL COVERS O Applicable /{ N/A
A. Landfill Surface
1. Settlement (Low spots) 1 Location shown on site map OSettlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Cracks 0 Location shown on site map [Cracking not evident
Lengths Widths Depths
Remarks
3. Erosion 0 Location shown on site map OFErosion not evident
Arealextent Depth
Remarks
4. Holes [I Location shown on site map 0 Holes not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
5. Vegetative Cover 0 Grass 0 Cover properly established {1 No signs of stress
01 Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)
Remarks
6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.) O N/A
Remarks
7. Bulges 0 Location shown on site map 0 Buiges not evident
Area] extent Height
Remarks
8. Wet Areas/Water Damage OWet areas/water damage not evident
0 Wet areas 11 Location shown on site map Areal extent,
{1 Ponding [ILocation shown on site map Areal extent
{0 Seeps TlLocation shown on site map Areal extent,
[ Soft subgrade CLocation shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks :

A-6




9. Slope Instability OSlides  CLocation shown on site map g No evidence of slope instability

Areal extent
Remarks

B. Benches OApplicable ON/A
(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope

in order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined
channel.)

1. Flows Bypass Bench 0 Location shown on site map 7 N/A or okay
Remarks

2. Bench Breached OLocation shown on site map 1 N/A or okay
Remarks

3. Bench Overtopped O Location shown on site map [IN/A or okay
Remarks

C. Letdown Channels [ Applicable 0N/A
(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep side

slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill
cover without creating erosion gullies.)

1. Settlement (TLocation shown on site map ONo evidence of settlement
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2. Miaterial Degradation [ Location shown on site map 0 No evidence of degradation
Material type Areal extent
Remarks

3. Erosion [0 Location shown on site map 0 No evidence of erosion
Areal extent Depth
Remarks




Undercutting 11 Location shown on site map 0 No evidence of undercutting

Areal extent Depth
Remarks

Obstructions  Type {1 No obstructions
0 Location shown on site map Areal extent
Size

Remarks

Excessive Vegetative Growth Type
[ No evidence of excessive growth

[ Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow

0 Location shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks

D. Cover Penetrations [ Applicable 0 N/A

1. Gas Vents 0 Active G Passive
0 Properly secured/locked OFunctioning O Routinely sampled 01 Good condition
0 Evidence of leakage at penetration [INeeds Maintenance
ON/A
Remarks

2. Gas Monitoring Probes
0 Properly secured/locked O Functioning [ Routinely sampled 0 Good condition
0 Evidence of leakage at penetration 0 Needs Maintenance ONA
Remarks

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill)
0 Properly secured/locked [ Functioning U Routinely sampled 0 Good condition
0 Evidence of leakage at penetration [} Needs Maintenance ON/A
Remarks

4. Leachate Extraction Wells
0 Properly secured/locked U Functioning [ Routinely sampled 0 Good condition
[ Evidence of leakage at penetration 1 Needs Maintenance ON/A
Remarks

5. Settlement Monuments 0 Located {1 Routinely surveyed ON/A
Remarks

A-8




E. Gas Collection and Treatment T Applicable O NA

1 Gas Treatment Facilities
{j Flaring 0 Thermal destruction 7 Collection for reuse
£l Good conditionU Needs Maintenance
Remarks,
2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
0 Good condition} Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (¢.8., 828 monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
11 Good condition ] Needs Maintenance ON/A
Remarks
F. Cover Drainage Layer 0 Applicable [ N/A
1. Outlet Pipes Inspected 0 Functioning ONA
Remarks
2. Outlet Rock Inspected {1 Functioning ON/A
Remarks
G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds 0 Applicable O N/A
1. Siltation Areal extent Depth ON/A
0 Siltation not evident
Remarks
2. Erosion Areal extent, Depth,
0 Erosion not evident
Remarks
3. Outlet Works 0 Functioning D N/A
Remarks
4. Dam 0 Functioning O N/A
Remarks
L

A9




H. Retaining Walls 0 Applicable ~ ON/A

1. Deformations 7 Location shown on site map 7] Deformation not evident
Horizontal displacement Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement
Remarks
2. Degradation G Location shown on site map 0 Degradation not evident
Remarks, :
1. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge 0 Applicable ON/A
1. Siltation 0 Location shown on site map O Siltation not evident
Areal extent Depth_
Remarks
2. Vegetative Growth 1 Location shown on site map ON/A
{1 Vegetation does not impede flow
Areal extent Type
Remarks
3. Erosion {1 Location shown on site map 0 Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
4. Discharge Structure (] Functioning 0 N/A
Remarks
VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS [ Applicable ){ N/A
L Settlement 0 Location shown on site map 0] Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring___

[] Performance not moniiored

Frequency
Head differential

0 Evidence of breaching

Remarks

A-10



IX. GROUNDWATERISURFACE WATER REMEDIES 7 Applicable ON/A
01 Applicable ON/A

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines

1. Pumps, Wellhead Pumbing, and Electrical
7 Good condi )Zl’ ‘All required wells properly operating U Needs Maintenance ON/A

tion,
Remarks
e /’//
2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances

,B/ Good condition [} Needs Maintenance

Remarks _ //

///f
3. Spare Parts and Equipment
[ Readily available 0 Good condition [ Requires upgrade {1 Needs to be provided
Remarks J

N/A

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines 0 Applicable
1. Collection Structores, Pumps, and Electrical
1} Good condition

e —T
2. Surface Water Collection Systent Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances

[ Good condition{l Needs Maintenance

s |

IR

3. Spare Parts and Equipment
[ Readily available [ Good condition® Requires upgrade

Remarks

0 Needs to be provided

|

A-11




C. Treatment System o Applicable _ ON/A

1. Treatment Traim{Check components that apply)
0 Metals remeval [ Oilfwater separation f Bioremediation

0 Air strippig bon adsorbers L GAC 310,099 b vesseds

A Car
0 Filters
) Hy Arogan W J G a e fRIT

{1 Additive (€% chelation agent, floccule!

{1 Others

DrGood condiies [ Needs Maintenance

grSampling pons operly marked and functional

A Sampling/maisenance log displayed and up to date

¥ Equipment properly identified

£/ Quantity of gromdwater treated annuallnyﬂf
0 Quantity of swface water treated annually

Remarks

2. Electrical Endessres and Panels (properly rated and functional)
0 Maintenance

N/A pGood condition 0 Needs
Remarks
3. Tanks, Vaults, Sterage Vessels Al abave cournd
0 Qlary containment 11 Needs Maintenance

N/A JAGood condition 0 Propet secorH
Remarks
N s are 4Lo-"5 jra‘«.«( ”""'/l‘?"’vn:

4. Discharge Structsre and Appurtenances TIejection &
0 0 Needs Maintenance

N/A B Good condition
Remarks

5. Treatment Buﬂd?ﬁs)
ON/A Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) 0 Needs repair
A Chemicals and equipment properly stored Hy(/roje ” Peproyite T4k i erpTy
Remarks.

6. Monitoring Wells (pum! and treatment remedy)J emi ~ s _{a,.fl.'.z? and gauferl}/ wirer Yees
operly sec ock unctioning # Routinely sampled #Good condition
a uired wells Tocated (] Needs Maintenance O N/A

-

All req €
Remarks

D. Monitoring Data

1. Monitoring Data
[ s routinely submitted OB time Ts of acceptable quality Mirer Teeh does QAQC
2. Monitoring data suggests:

,Ef Groundwater plume is effectively contained Q(Contaminam concentrations ar® declining

A-12




D. Monitored Natural Attenuatios

L. Monitoring Wells (natural atenuation remedy)
[ Properly secured/locked [} Functioning 0 Routinely sampled f1 Good condition

0 All required W 0 Needs Maintenance FENIA

clis located
Remarks. R _ e S

X. OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing
medy. An example would be soil

the physical nature and condition of any facility associated with the ré
vapor extraction.
XI. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

A. Implementation of the Remedy

ns relating 10 whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.

Describe issues and observatio
Begin witha prief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e-.t© contain contaminant plume,
[

minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.)-
0) WAL

s TP) 1s Aanezion

B. Adequacy of o&M

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In

particular, discuss their celationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy.

A-13




Early Indicatorsof Potential Re

Describe issues and

frequency of uns
compromi

Opportunities
Describe possib

for Optimization

medy Problems
ted changes 10

the cost Or scOpe of O&Mor 2 high

h as unexpec
{ the remedy may be

observations Suc
uled repairs, that sugges

t that the protectiveness O

sed in the future.

le opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.

A-14




APPENDIX C

PHOTOGRAPHS OF DGCS



2. CONTROL PANEL, VALVING, PIPING AND INJECTION WELL IW-1

Page 1




3. BUILDING 4709 IN THE INNER COMPOUND FUNCTIONS AS THE PUMPHOUSE

<7 =" St < A -8 : U S ol

4. 7,000-GALLON AST PREVIOUSLY USED TO STORE DIESEL FUEL FOR THE BOILER

Page 2




5. 6-FOOT HIGH CHAIN LINK SECURITY FENCING AROUND INNER COMPOUND

6. 20,000-GALLON AST PREVIOUSLY USED TO STORE DIESEL FUEL

Page 3



7. 6-FOOT-HIGH CHAIN LINK SECURITY FENCING AROUND EXTRACTION WELLS

8. NORTHEAST SIDE OF BUILDING 4708 IN THE INNER COMPOUND

Page 4




9. BUILDING 4710 FACING NORTH WITH BIOVENT SYSTEM
LOCATED ON THE RIGHT SIDE

10. BIOVENT SYSTEM HOUSING WITH APPROPRIATE
EMERGENCY NUMBERS POSTED ABOVE IT

Page 5



11. GWTP - INFLUENT HOLDING TANK

12. GWTP - THREE 10,000-LB. LIQUID CARBON VESSELS IN SERIES

Page 6



14. GWTP - UV/IOX TREATMENT SYSTEM, NOT IN USE SINCE 1999

Page 7



15. 5.74 ACRES OF LAND IN THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE DGCS WAS FEDERALLY
TRANSFERRED TO NOAA IN JANUARY, 2001, FOR A DOPPLER RADAR FACILITY.
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APPENDIX D

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON
THE DRAFT FIVE-YEAR REVIEW



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT DAVIS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

Comment
Number

Section

Page

Paragraph | Reviewer

Comment

Response

RWQCB GENERAL COMMENTS (DATED 13 MAY 2004)

1.

RwWQCB
(James
Taylor)

Overall, the Report is well written and prepared.
However, several sections of the Report should
be revised to more clearly describe indoor air
inhalation pathway risks from subsurface volatile
organic compound (VOC) contamination, and the
assumptions and limitations of the evaluations
conducted to date. The Protectiveness
Determination also does not clearly address the
indoor air pathway. The Report describes the
indoor air risk assessment methodology in
Section 4.4.3. However, this evaluation is based
on data (not provided in the Report) from a dual
phase extraction well (EW-2B) screened
beginning at 25 feet below ground surface (bgs).
This data does not directly represent current
VOC shallow soil gas concentrations from
ground surface to 20 feet bgs. The shallow soil
gas data that has been collected (described in
Section 4.4) is over 10 years old and was not
used to update the risk assessment, and instead
used the more recent dual phase extraction well
data. The Report does state in Section 4.4 that,
“...additional investigations and modeling would
need to be performed to determine if the VOC
contaminant levels present pose a threat to
human health or the environment.” These
significant limitations in the risk assessment
methodology are not clearly stated in the Report.
The Report should be revised to clearly describe
the rationale for using the dual phase extraction
well data, and the limitations of using this data in
evaluating the current status of protectiveness at
the site from shallow soil gas VOC
contamination. The Protectiveness Determination
should also be revised to address the indoor air
pathway.

Section 4.3.3, Technical Assessment, has been
expanded with text and tables to 1) clarify the
approach that was used to develop and
evaluate the risk and hazard indices; 2) outline
the use of conservative assumptions to offset
uncertainties in the data; 3) tabulate the BTEX
and VOC data that was selected for maximum
concentrations; and 4) present the risk
calculations for the individual and combined
compounds of concern.

The results presented in the new Table 4-6
show that, even with the most conservative
scenarios, calculations of risk are within the
currently acceptable ranges of 10° to 10 and
hazard indices are less than 1.0.

The following sentences have been added to
the Protectiveness Determination (end of
second sentence of second paragraph): “Based
on conservative screening evaluations of
residual concentrations of BTEX and VOC
compounds in the soil gas and using the
available data, the risks to indoor air are within
acceptable ranges. However, more detailed
site-specific evaluations would be appropriate
prior to property transfer to ensure no changes
have occurred.”

F:\Projects\AFCEE\McClellan\DO 77\DO77 McClellan Five Year Review\Five-Year Review Reports\Davis Five-Year Review Report\Davis Final 5-Year Review\Final RTC Table.doc




RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT DAVIS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

Comment
Number | Section | Page | Paragraph | Reviewer Comment Response
RWQCB SPECIFIC COMMENTS (DATED 13 MAY 2004)
1. 1.2 1-2 First RWQCB | Next to last sentence: This sentence states that, | Although the McClellan dispute was not
Paragraph (James “This schedule forecast did not envision the | specifically identified with the DGCS, the
Taylor) dispute over water quality goals between the | uncertain outcome of the dispute, namely lower
State and the Air Force, which resulted in delays | groundwater cleanup levels, was considered by
to the final ROD schedule for DGCS.” The | the Air Force to potentially (and significantly)
McClellan VOC Proposed Plan dispute was not | affect the remedial alternatives and schedules
linked to the Davis Site ROD or schedule. The | at both locations. As a result, the Air Force
Davis Site has a separate Federal Facility Site | considers that the dispute at McClellan did have
Remediation Agreement (FFSRA) and the | unintended impacts on the schedule at DGCS.
dispute resolution was site-specific for | The referenced statement was intended to
McClellan. The current schedule for the Davis | clarify the reason for synchronization between
Site calls for preparation of a data gap FSP and | the schedule of this first Five-Year Review for
a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study | Davis with the second Five-Year Review for
Addendum (RI/FS). Therefore, issuance of a | McClellan.
ROD based on the original schedule would have
been premature until further data gaps and
investigations are completed. Please delete the
reference to the dispute as the cause of the
ROD delay, and revise the Report accordingly.
2. 2.3 2-6 Third Fifth sentence: This sentence states that, “The | The phrase “especially those not widely
Paragraph evaluation of lower cleanup levels, especially | accepted” has been removed from the text. The
those not widely accepted, is beyond the scope | sentence now reads: “The evaluation of lower
of this Five-Year Review.” The statement, | cleanup levels is beyond the scope of this Five-
‘especially those not widely accepted’ is | Year Review.”
subjective and not based on either Federal or
State regulatory requirements. Therefore,
please delete this statement from the sentence.
3. 41.3 4-4 Second Second sentence: This sentence states that, | A report is issued each quarter that presents
Paragraph “Analytical results from the DGCS groundwater | operations data (including analytical results) for
monitoring program are reported semi-annually, | the DGCS groundwater treatment plant. This
in the Second and Fourth Quarter Monitoring | operations-oriented, analytical report includes all
Reports.” Analytical results from the | compliance testing for the treatment system as
groundwater monitoring program are submitted | well as analytical results from the extraction
quarterly. Please correct this discrepancy. wells. In contrast, the sampling program for the
groundwater monitoring wells at DGCS is carried
out according to a semi annual program
(typically shown on Table 3-1 of all quarterly
reports), and the results are presented in the
second and fourth quarter reports along with the

F:\Projects\AFCEE\McClellan\DO 77\DO77 McClellan Five Year Review\Five-Year Review Reports\Davis Five-Year Review Report\Davis Final 5-Year Review\Final RTC Table.doc

2




RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT DAVIS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

Comment
Number

Section

Page

Paragraph

Reviewer

Comment

Response

normal operations data and associated
analytical results. As a result, the statement
noted in the RWQCB comment refers to the
groundwater monitoring program; and as written,
is accurate. We do not propose any change.

4.3.3

4-13

Sentence at top of page: This sentence states
that, “Resolution of this issue may affect the
perceived protectiveness of the remedy and
may result in a change in ARARs for the final
ROD.” Board staff concurs that selection of
water quality limits (WQLs) such as public health
goals (PHGs) may result in a change in ARARs
for the final ROD.

However, the statement that selection of lower
WQLs, ‘may affect the perceived protectiveness
of the remedy’ is unclear. The current and
future remedial actions of groundwater plume
containment and treatment should prevent
exposures to contaminated groundwater. The
protectiveness of the site will remain the same,
regardless of the cleanup level, as long as there
is not a complete exposure pathway. Therefore,
Board staff believes that this statement should
be revised for clarity, or that the ‘perceived
protectiveness” statement should be deleted
from this sentence.

The sentence has been removed.

44

4-15

This section describes the bioventing operations
and the possibility that the petroleum
contamination is commingled with non-
petroleum VOCs (i.e., CERCLA contamination).
The Report should be revised to conclude
whether or not the petroleum constituents are
commingled with CERCLA contamination at this
Site. The Report recommends that a
START/STOP evaluation be performed at the
Site to confirm the shut down of SVE operations
using the START/STOP protocol. The Report
does not describe a site closure plan or strategy
for addressing the petroleum and petroleum
derived constituents. Section 4.4 should outline

Currently, the Air Force is planning to issue a
Performance Based Contract (PBC) at DGCS
and implement the contract by 2005. Through
the PBC process, the Air Force will select a

contractor to execute environmental
investigations, remedial construction, and
operations necessary to reach Operating

Properly and Successfully (OPS) certifications
and achieve site closure approvals from the
regulators, while continuing to meet the
requirements of the Interim Record of Decision.
The contractor will be responsible for interface
with regulatory agencies for approval and
acceptance of any remedial approach selected,
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT DAVIS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

Comment
Number | Section | Page | Paragraph | Reviewer Comment Response
the anticipated process for either achieving site | cleanup standards, and preparation of any
closure under state requirements, or how this | CERCLA decision documents or other
site will be addressed or closed under the | agreements, if applicable.
CERCLA process (utilizing the START/STOP
process), based on the determination of whether | As currently envisioned, the issues of
not the petroleum is commingled with CERCLA | commingled sites, CERCLA vs non-CERCLA
contaminants at this Site. Sites with petroleum | closure, and implementation of the
or petroleum derived constituents that are | START/STOP process will be addressed by the
commingled with CERCLA contaminants must | PBC contractor and presented in future plans for
be addressed under CERCLA. Sites with only | concurrence with the regulators.
petroleum or petroleum derived constituents
would be addressed or closed under state
requirements.
6. 4.4 4-16 Next to See General Comment 1. This paragraph | Please see the response to General Comment
Last describes risk from VOC soil vapors, including | 1. The data presented in this paragraph has
Paragraph concentrations of petroleum derived VOCs (e.g., | been qualified, and Section 4.3.3 has been
benzene). This paragraph should be moved to | expanded to include a more thorough discussion
Section 4.3.3, and included in an expanded | and analysis of indoor air risks.
discussion of the risk assessment methodology.
7. 5.0 5-1 and Recommendations: See Specific Comment 5. | The general recommendation for a closure plan
5-2 This section should be expanded to include a | to address residual petroleum contamination has
recommendation for a closure plan, or a plan of | been added to Section 5.0. However, as
action to address any residual petroleum | described in the Response to Specific Comment
contamination at the Site. 5, the content of the plan will be developed by
others at a later date.
8. 5.0 5-1 Fourth This recommendation should be expanded to | The recommendation has been expanded to
Bullet include an evaluation of indoor air risks, | include appropriate site specific evaluations that
including additional investigations and modeling | would refine and confirm the actual risk
that would need to be performed to determine if | assessment from residual contamination at
the VOC contaminant levels present pose a | DGCS.
threat to human health or the environment.
Confirmation sampling for fuels and VOCs in sail
and soil gas should also include collection of
any site-specific soil parameters (e.g., moisture
content, etc.) needed to refine the risk
assessment modeling. Site-specific  soll
parameters are preferable to default modeling
values.
9. Table 2- For trans-1,2-dichloroethene, the table has 1.3 | The table has been corrected.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT DAVIS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

Comment

Number | Section

Page | Paragraph | Reviewer

Comment

Response

ug/L as the California MCL. The California MCL
is 10 ug/L (the Federal MCL is 100 ug/L).
Please correct this discrepancy.

DEPARTMENT OF FI

SH AND GAME (RECEIVED 21 MAY

2004)

1.

CADF&G
(Regina
Donohue)

The California Department of Fish and Game,
Office of Spill Prevention and Response (DFG-
OSPR) received the Draft Five-year Review
Report for the Davis Global Communications Site
on March 11, 2004. The Davis Global
Communications Site (DGCS) is located in
southeastern Yolo County, about four miles
south of the City of Davis. The former transmitter
facility is located on 316 acres of open grassland
and vernal pools. An initial baseline ecological
risk assessment was conducted in 1994. URS
prepared a Site-Specific Supplemental
Environmental Baseline Survey (SSSEBS) in
2001. DFG-OSPR has not reviewed these
documents. These reports identified sensitive
habitats and organisms, including the burrowing
owl, Swainson’'s hawk, and two species of
special status plants. The subject document
describes the history of contamination, remedial
actions, and recommends future actions. The
contamination at the site consists of petroleum
and chlorinated solvents in soil and groundwater.
The comments that follow are provided as part of
our role as a natural resource trustee for the
State of California’s fish and wildlife and their
habitats.

The comment has been noted and no response
is necessary.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT DAVIS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

Comment
Number | Section | Page | Paragraph | Reviewer Comment Response
2. Information in the subject document indicates | The Ecological Risk Assessment conducted in

that the ongoing remedial actions are containing
and slowly removing contaminants from the soil
and groundwater. The DFG-OSPR assumes
that these actions either have or will eventually
provide adequate protection of ecological
receptors and the environment. However,
Section 4.0 provides little information regarding
risks to ecological receptors. It is stated that
there are no transport mechanisms for
contaminants in subsurface soil or groundwater
to contact surface wetlands. However, DFG-
OSPR is unable to determine whether burrowing
organisms, such as the burrowing owl and
ground squirrels, are potentially at risk from
inhalation of fuels and volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) that remain in the vadose
zone (i.e., 0 - 6 feet below ground surface;
DTSC, 1998). The DFG-OSPR will be better
able to evaluate the remaining risk to ecological
receptors and the environment after the
recommended confirmation sampling for fuels
and VOCs in soil and soil gas at the DGCS is
completed. However, it would be useful to
provide a more comprehensive summary of
potential ecological risks in Section 4.3.3,
including an assessment of the need to update
any of the ecological risk assessment
methodologies employed in 1994 or 2001.

1994 (CH2M Hill, 1994, Appendix I) identified
burrowing animals as a potential receptor of
concern due to possible inhalation of volatile
contaminants in the shallow soil. The
assessment was conducted using benchmarks
available at that time and did not identify any
specific risk to burrowing animals based on that
exposure scenario. More recently, the
Supplemental  Site-Specific  Environmental
Baseline Survey (SSSEBS), prepared in 2001,
expanded the list of biological site-related
resources at DGCS; however, this study did not
specifically consider the risk from contaminated
soil gas to burrowing animals. As a result, in
2004 there is no current and definitive
assessment of potential risk to burrowing
animals from contaminated soil gas. However,
the need for more detailed evaluations of risk to
burrowing animals may have been reduced by:
a) the removal of contaminated soil piles that
were considered habitat for burrowing owls; b)
the general lack of shallow soil gas data from
the burrowing zone of potential receptors (i.e. 1
to 6 feet); c) the lack of promulgated
methodologies and air standards for burrowing
animals, and d) the soil gas remediation that
has taken place at the site.

To provide a general indication of potential risk
to burrowing animals from shallow soil gas, a
screening assessment based on very
conservative assumptions for soil gas
concentrations and toxicity reference values
(TRVs) for burrowing animals was carried out.
Table D-1, attached with this response, shows
the estimated burrow air risks based on
maximum concentrations of 9 soil gas COCs
and the resulting hazard quotients for mammals
assuming TRVs for No Observable Adverse
Effect Level (NOAEL) and Lowest Observable
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT DAVIS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

Comment
Number | Section | Page | Paragraph | Reviewer Comment Response
Cont'd Adverse Effect Level (LOAEL). The soil vapor
concentrations  represent the  maximum
detected for each COC, regardless of depth,
and are assumed to occur in the burrowing
zone. This is an approach similar to that used
to screen the risk in indoor air from soil gas
described in Section 4.3.3 of this report. The
source of the TRVs is from a similar biological
evaluation conducted at a nearby Davis
Superfund site (MWH, 2003 Appendix L).
The results of this screening assessment
indicate that the maximum soil gas
concentrations at DGCS range from 10" to 10°®
below the NOAEL levels and from 10 to 107
below the LOAEL levels. @ Summations of
hazard quotients for all 9 COCs are well below
1.0. Although this screening does not replace a
site-specific risk assessment, the conservative
assumptions of the scenario coupled with the
very low hazard quotients a) confirm the
conclusions of the 1994 CH2M Hill study; and
b) suggest that it is unlikely that there is a
widespread risk to burrowing animals from
residual soil gas at DGCS.
3. One of the recommendations of the Report is to | The comment has been noted and no response
add signs that clearly mark environmentally | is necessary.
sensitive areas within the Davis site. We
strongly support this effort to protect the vernal
pools. We are also pleased to learn that the Air
Force has established "No Disk" zones
encompassing all vernal pools at the site, and
all equipment operators are required to attend
an on-site briefing on endangered species prior
to construction of the perimeter firebreak, and
mowing for weed control.
4. The remedial actions in progress are effective, | Please see Response to Comment No. 2.

and the recommendations will improve the
protection of ecological receptors and the
environment. We would like to see the question
of potential risk to burrowing mammals and
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Comment
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Response

burrow-dwelling birds addressed in the Final
Five-Year Review Report. DFG-OSPR looks
forward to working with the Air Force to ensure
that there are no ecological risks at the site.
Thank you for the opportunity to review the

subject document.
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TABLE D-1

ESTIMATED BURROW AIR RISKS
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
DAVIS GLOBAL COMMUNICATIONS SITE

DAYVIS, CALIFORNIA
Maximum Toxicity Toxicity
Concentration Reference Reference
in Soil Vapor™® Value based Value based
on NOAEL NOAEL-based on LOAEL LOAEL-based
Compound (Cysug/m®)  (TRV; ug/m’) HQ' (TRV; ug/m’)‘ HQ'
1,1-Dichloroethene 120 108000 0.0011 1080000 0.00011
Benzene 0.029 171000 0.00000017 1710000 0.000000017
Chloroform 420 4260 0.099 42600 0.0099
Ethylbenzene 1.6 60000 0.000027 600000 0.0000027
Freon 113 36 - - - -
Tetrachloroethene 2400 198000 0.012 1980000 0.0012
Toluene 0.18 219000 0.00000082 2190000 0.000000082
Trichloroethene 130 1736000 0.000075 17360000 0.0000075
Xylene 2.1 15000 0.00014 150000 0.000014
Hazard Index‘’= <1 <1
Notes:

bgs- below ground surface

C,y - soil vapor concentration

ft - feet

HQ - Hazard Quotient

TRV - Toxicity Reference Value

NOAEL - No Observable Adverse Effect Level
LOAEL - Lowest Observable Adverse Effect Level

" Data were collected between 1993 and 2002 from depths ranging from 10 ft bgs to 55 ft bgs.

bTypically, burrows are in the top 3 ft bgs. However, gopher burrows may be as deep as 10 ft bgs.

“ TRV Source: MWH 2003, Draft Site Wide Risk Assessment Volume 2 Ecological Risk Assessment: Appendix L Toxicity Reference Values,
LEHR/SCDS Environmental Restoration University of California, Davis, August

YHQ = C/TRV

®Hazard Index = Sum of all HQs



State of California

Memorandum

To:

From:

Subject:

Mr. James Taylor pate: July 28, 2004

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
11020 Sun Center Dr, #200
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670-6114

3 we?
James E. Hardwick / (’WTW

Staff Environmental Scientist
Office of Spill Prevention and Response
Department of Fish and Game

Review of the Response to Comment Matrix and Revised Sections of the Draft
Five-year Review Report for the Davis Global Communications Site, (March 2004)

SITE: 100266
Background

The California Department of Fish and Game, Office of Spill Prevention and
Response (DFG-OSPR) received the Response to Comment Matrix and Revised
Sections of the Draft Five-year Review Report for the Davis Global Communications
Site via email on July 14, 2004. The Davis Global Communications Site (DGCS) is
located in southeastern Yolo County, about four miles south of the City of Davis. The
former transmitter facility is located on 316 acres of open grassland and vernal pools.
An initial baseline ecological risk assessment was conducted in 1994. URS prepared a
Site-Specific Supplemental Environmental Baseline Survey (SSSEBS) in 2001. DFG-
OSPR has not reviewed these documents. These reports identified sensitive habitats
and organisms, including the burrowing owl, Swainson's hawk, and two species of
special status plants. The subject document describes the history of contamination,
remedial actions, and recommends future actions. The contamination at the site
consists of petroleum and chlorinated solvents in soil and groundwater. The comments
that follow are provided as part of our role as a natural resource trustee for the State of

California’s fish and wildlife and their habitats.

Comments

Based on the selected inhalation toxicity reference values, the DFG-OSPR does
not believe the burrow risk estimates are overly conservative. However, given the time
constraints for document completion and the fact that the hazard quotients in Table D-1
are quite low, we will accept the preliminary conclusion that widespread risk to
burrowing animals from residual soil gas at DGCS are unlikely.

Conclusion

The DFG-OSPR’s comments are adequately addressed in the document and we
look forward to working with the Air Force to ensure that there are no unacceptable
ecological risks at the site. Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject
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Mr. James Taylor
July 28, 2004
Page 2

document. If you have any questions regarding this review or require further details,
please contact Jim Hardwick by telephone at (916) 327-0911, or e-mail

(ihardwic@ospr.dfg.ca.gov).

Reviewer. Regina Donohoe, Ph.D.
Staff Toxicologist

cc. Julie Yamamoto, Ph.D.
Department of Fish and Game
Office of Spill Prevention and Response

Ned Black, Ph.D.

Joe Healy

Glenn Kistner

U.S. EPA Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, California 94105-3901

Beckye Stanton, Ph.D.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way, W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825

Barbara Renzi, Ph.D.

California Environmental Protection Agency
Human and Ecological Risk Division

8810 Cal Center Drive

P.O. Box 806

Sacramento, CA 95812-0806

Mike Zabaneh, P.E.
AFRPA/DD McClellan
3411 Olson Street
McClellan, CA 95652
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\ﬁ, Department of Toxic Substances Control

Terry Tamminen LI 8800 Cal-Center Drive Armold Schwarzenegger
Agency Secretary Sacramento, California 85826-3200 Governor
Cal/EPA
July 20, 2004

AFRPA/DD-McClellan

Mr. Paul Brunner

3411 Olson Street

McClellan, California 95652-1071

DAVIS SITE 5-YEAR REVIEW, FORMER MCCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE,
SACRAMENTO CALIFORNIA (DSR 876-2)

Dear Mr. Brunner:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) will not be providing comments
on the Davis Site 5-year review. The Davis Site is limited to groundwater issues only
and the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) has been
State lead regulator on the Site for some time. DTSC defers the State’s review to the

CVRWQCB.

If you have any questions regarding these comments please contact me at
(916) 255-3747.

Sincerely,

Tami Trearé’e -
Project Manager
Office of Military Facilities

cc: Mr. Richard Howard
TechLaw, Incorporated
1211 H Street, Suite E
Sacramento, California 95814

® Printed on Recycled Paper



Mr. Paul Brunner
July 20, 2004
Page 2

cc.  AFRPA/DD-McClellan
Mr. Mike Zabaneh
3411 Olson Street
McClellan, California 95652-1071

Mr. Joe Healy (SFD 8-1)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, California 94105

Mr. Glenn Kistner (SFD 8-1)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, California 94105

Mr. James Taylor

Regional Water Quality Control Board
Central Valley Division

11020 Sun Center Drive # 200

Rancho Cordova, California 95670-6114
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