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June 7, 1999

Mr.Joseph Joyee
Bt_a_CEnvironmental Coordinator
AC/S Environrn_tal (LAU)
Marine Corps Air Station E1Toro
P.O. BOX 95001
Stratafi_ha,CA 92709-5001

Subject: Proposed Plan for Cleanupat Three ShallowSoil Sites
(Sites 8, 11, and 12)

Dear 1_6-.Jo,/ce;

Thankyou for the opportunky to comment on the subject docu_nent dated May 1999. Our
comments and questions are attached for yom' consideration inthe final plan. A response to

. the arcaded would help Usis',evaluatingthe compatibilityof the Proposed Plan with the
Reuse Plan for lvlCAS E1Toro.

Shouldyou have an3,question5,pleasecontact PolL_Modmlou at (714)834-3156.

Sincerely,

Courmey_,,_fierdoch, Manager '/__
MGASE1Toro Master development_Program

A___c_h.ment

Cc= TayseerMahmoud, DTSC
Glenn Kismer, USEPA
PatriciaHarmon, RWQCB
Peter Janicki, IWMB
Steve Sharp, LEA

®
i 0 Civic Center Plaza,SecondFloor. San_aAna,CA 92701 ·Telephone: (714) 834-3000 · h_p'a'/www, eltovomdp, org
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ATTACH_E. NT

QUESTIONS REGARDING PROPOSED PLAN

The review of the Proposed Plan for Sites $, 11, _nd 12 raises a number of

questions. Obtaining a response to these questions would help the Local
Redevelopment Agency (LRA) in evaluating the compatibility of this Proposed Plan
with anticipated reuse, for Sites 8, 11, and 12 and Sites 2 and 17. These questions are
listed below.

DON/USMC proposes to use the contaminated soil excavated from Sites 8,

11, and 12 that is.not hazardous, but that exceeds action levels for Sites 8, 11, and 12 as

foundation material for the land-fill caps at two inactive on-station landfills (Sites 2 and

17). See PropOsed Plan at 7. We are not aware that use of contaminated Soil from Si_s
g, 1l, and 12 as part of t2ee foundation material for the cover of Sites 2 and 17 ,_,_
considered in the Sites 2 and 17 Feasibility Studies and Proposed Plan. While use of

tM:; contaminated soil as part of the foundation material for the cover of Sites 2 and 17
was mentioned in the Site 2 and 17 draft Record of Decision (ROD), no tecknJcal

analysis appem's to have been provided in support of this proposal. A number of
concerns exist with respect to use of contaminated soils from Sites 8, ! 1, and 12 as p_,rt
of the foundation material for the cover of Sites 2 and 17 as indicated below:

· What additional features or modification will DON/USMC include in

the closure design for sites 2 and 17 to pro'.ect h,.unan heal_ and the

enxSronment from the disposal of comaminated soil in Sites 2 and
177

· DON/USMC indicates that no increase in risk wSll occur at the

landfill sites as a result of disposal of contarninmed soil a_ Sites 2 and
17. See Dra_ ROD at 7-9. Has DON/USMC quantified this risk.'? If

so, could DON/USMC provide this risk assessment to the LRA for
review?
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· Has DON/USMC considered and quantified potcmial additional

impacts to groundwater as a result of disposal of contaminated soil at
Sites 2 and 17?

· Has DON/USMC considered and quantified potential additional

settlements that could result from the added mass of soil disposed of
at Sites 2 and 177

· Disposal ofcontnminated soil is not generally approved by regulatory
agencies at unlined landfills. What would be the regulatory status of

the excavated soils that DON/USMC proposes ro use m Sites 2 and
17 (e.g., special wmste? designated waste?). Has DON?USMC

received approval from any tegulm°ry agencies for disposal of
contaminated soil at Sites 2 and 177

* Will disposal of contaminated soil at Sites 2 and 17 change the
regulatory status of Sites 2 and 177 (Stated alternatively, would these

sites be considered active disposal sites and be subject to permitting,
design, construction, monitoring, and closure requirements different

from the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
considered thus far by DON/U*SMC?) What regulations and/or
requirements would apply if sites 2 and 17 are considered "active"

landfill sites as a result of the placement of contaminated soils from

Sites 8, i 1, and 127 Whm is the position of the regulatory agencies

with respect to t.h.isissue?

· DON/USMC menfiom other appropriate off-station disposal
alternatives for the contaminated ._oil. See Proposed Plan at. 6 and 7.

Could DON tUSMC provide more detailed information regarding

these other off-station disposal alternatives for the contaminated soil?
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DON/USMC proposes to ¢xcava*_ soils at Sites _g, Il, and 12 until it

confirms that all the contaminated soil that could cause an unaccep'.able risk to human
heakh has been removed. See Proposed Plan at 7. 7his statcmen: ra".ses a number of
que_on_ as follow_:

· Could DON;USMC clarify what tt considers mi unacceptable risk for

exposure for lhe soil remaining at these three sffes? What risks

determinations or soil cleanup levels will be mad-' or established by
DON.'USMC before the field work starts?

* How will the unacceptable risk be calculated and evaluated in the
field as excava:_.onof the contaminated soil proceeds?

* On page S of file Proposed Plmh DON,'USMC prese:-ts a sit,-by-site

Summary of Risk Assessment a_ldRecommended Action._. For Unit
2 of Site 11 (for :,_'hich the cancer risk is 6 e.dditional cases for

1,0O0,000 and file noncancer risk is 0.3), DON/'USMC will pcfforra
remedifl action by removal of the contaminated soil. However, for
Units 1, 2, 3, and 4 of sites 8 and U_fits l, 2, and 4 of Site 12, each of
wh'ch exhib';ts a higher risk th_m Unit 2 of $it¢ 11 (the cancer risk

ranges £Tom 20 to 80 additional cases for 1,000,000 and the
noncancer Hsk ranges from 0.79 to 4.6), DON/USMC reconnnends
no fmthgx'action. Could DON/USMC clm'ify what is thc risk beyond

which remedial action v-ill be implememed at the sites and what is
the decision making process to perform reme.flk,.laction at the sites?

· Will DON,_JSMC define action levels for each clue.tokai compound

detected and/or likely to be present at the site (i,e.: chemical-specific
maximum allowable ennaantratinn that could remain i_ the soil at

Sites :8, 11, and 12)? If so, how will these levels be defined?

, IV'hat.would these action lex,els be?

* Are Theseaction leYels slte-specific?
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· Are there base-wide applicable action levels for various chemicals of

· Are these base-wide action levels used at Sites 8, 11, and 127

DON/USMC proposes to collect and test soil samples once the excavation is
complete to confirm that all the con_finated soil that co,rid cause an unacceptable risk

to human health has been removed. See Proposed Plan at 7. How many samples will be
collected, how will they be xested, and what will be the approach to develop the
sampling plan to confirm that all the contaminated soil that could cause an unacceptable
risk to human health has been removed from Sites 8, 11, and 12.9

DON/USMC proposes to backfill the excavated areas using clean,
compacted fill materi_ls as appropriate. See Proposed Plan at 7, What will be the
origin of the baclcfill material? Will the backfiU material be tested in a laboratory to
confirm that it is not contaminated? What will be the degree of compaction to wkich
the backfill material will be compacted in the field?

DON/USMC proposes to no restrictive covenants or monitoring for Sites 8,
11, and 12 because contamination will be removed fxom the sites. See Proposed Plan at
7. Will there be any types of restriction on site use, any institutional controls, any site
specific requirements for any construction, or restriction on excavation of soil at Site_ 8,

11, and/or 12 once remediation is complete7
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