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Departmentof Toxic Substances Control

Edwin F. Lowry, Director
5796 CorporateAvenue

WinstonH,Hlckox Cypress, California 90630 GrayDavis
AgencySecretary Governor
CaliforniaEnvironmental

Protection Agency

December 27, 2000

Mr. Dean Gould
BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Marine Corps Air Station El Toro
Base Realignment and Closure
P.O. Box 51718
Irvine, California 92619-1718

DRAFT WORK PLAN, PHASE II REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION, iNSTALLATION
RESTORATION PROGRAM (IRP) SiTE 1, EXPLOSIVE ORDNANCE DISPOSAL (ROD)
RANGE, MARINE CORPS AIR STATION (MCAS) EL TORO

Dear Mr, Gould:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) received the above draft Work
Plan, dated September 2000. The draft Work Plan describes the objectives and
procedures to conduct a Phase II Remedial Investigation (RI) at IRP Site 1. The purpose
of the Phase II RI is to further identify and characterize the potential impact to human
health and the environment as a result of past operations at Site 1.

DTSC forwarded comments on the draft Work Plan on December 15, 2000. The
enclosed cornments from the DTSC Human and Ecological Risk Division supplements
the previously submitted comments.

Please contact me at (714)484-5395 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Triss M. Chesney, P.E.
Remedial Project Manager
Southern California Branch

Office of Military Facilities

Enclosure

cc: See next page
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cc: Ms. Nicole Moutoux

Remedial Project Manager
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
RegionIX ·
Superfund Division (SFD-8-2)
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, California 94105-3901

Mr. John Broderick
Remedial Project Manager
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Santa Ana Region
3737 Main Street, Suite 500
Riverside, California 92501-3339

Mr. Gregory F. Hurley
Restoration Advisory Board Co-chair

· 620 Newport Center Drive, Suite 450
Newport Beach, California 92660-8019

Ms. Polin Modanlou
MCAS El Toro Local Redevelopment Authority
10 Civic Center Plaza, 2n_Floor
Santa Ana, California 92703

Mr, Steven Sharp
Orange County Health Care Agency
2009 East Edinger Avenue
Santa Ana, California 92705

Ms. Judy Gibson
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
2730 Loker Avenue West
Carlsbad, California 92008

Ms. Content Arnold
Remedial Project Manager
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Southwest Division - Code 06CC.CA
1220 Pacific Highway
San Diego, California 92132-5187
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Departlnent of Toxic Substances Contro]Edwin F. l. owJ¥, Director
400 P. Srrocl,P. O. Box 806

Sacramento,Calilbmia 95812-0806

Winstonlq. Mickox Gray Davis
Secr_ary for Govomo_
Environmonta]

i'rotectimx 1ViE M 0 R A N D U NI

TO: Tfiss Chesney
Office of Militms, Facilities (OMF)

5796 Corporate Avenue
Cypress, CA 90630

FROM: Jolm P. Christopher, Pr,D., D.A.B.'I": (_ _x/_//J_,, ,_ffAA_..
Staff Toxicologist

Human and Ecological BJsk Division (HERD)

DATE: 26 December 2000

SUBJECT: MCAS El Toro: Draft Work Plan for Phase I1Risk Assessme_:t al Site 1
PCA: 14740' Site: 400055-47

Badqlround

Marine Corps Air S_ation (MCAS) E1 Toro i_ _ closed militaryfacility in Orange County.
Remedial ac livifies at this base are. being diremcd hy the Department of the Navy, Naval Facilities
Engineerhig Command Southwest Division (SWDIV). 'Ire Marine Coq_s used Site 1 as an explo-
sive ordnance disposal (EOD) range. The Navy intend_ to lransfer this parcel to another Federal
agency, which, will continue to use it as tm EOD range. The currenl document outlines procedures
for assessing risks to hmnan and non-human receptms at Site 1.

For your inibrmafion, in a memoraildum dalcd 25 June 1993, we presented our comments
on the Navy's proposed approach lo risk assessmm_t at several sites ai MCAS El Toro, including
Site 1. In memoranda dated I February and 10 October 1995, we presented mir comments on a
generalized work plan for risk assessment procedmes for MCAS E1 Toro. Lastly, in a memoran-
dum dated 28 October 1994 (attached), we presented our rccommm_ded approach for screening risk
assessments using US!SPA Region 9 (Preliminary Rcmediafion Goals (PRG).

Document Reviewed

We reviewed "Draft Work Plan, i'haso 1] Remedial Investigation, IRP Site 1,..Explosive
Ordnance Dispos_] Range, Mm'the Corps Air Station F;IToro, California"..This document, dated
September 2.000, was prepared by EAXTI-I TECH, lno., contractors to SWDIV. IIERD received a
work request to review tliis docmuent on 2 October 2000.

cMi_min, gnvhonmcnto[Protcaion Agency
(_ Printudon Re_cled Paper
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General Comments

Thc work plm_ is very well written; its objectives and mclhods are clearly presented. Un-
fmtunately, the work plan is not acceptable. '£he Navy proposes several methods for eliminating
detected chemicals as chcmical_ of potential concern (COPC) by comparing detected concentra-
tions to various risk-based criteria. We do nr_t allow this. All detected chemicals, except bier-
genies within the range of ambient conditions, remain in the risk assessment. Screening risk as-
sessments identily sites for more detailed investigation or assessment. We have attached guid-
ance for performing screening assessments using Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRG) pub-
lished by USEPA Region 9. The Department does not have a published policy for using
USEPA's Soil Screening Levels in ibis context. Although USEPA Region 9 PRGs have no
component to allow for protection of groundwater, the Navy has outlined ample methods for de-
termining whea_ and where investigations of soils should bt: broadmmd to groundwater at Site 1.

Specific Comments

1. Sec. 1.1, 3ra §, line 2, p. 1-1: "., .human health and the e_nv_rOJur_ent;'

2. P,rchloraie , Table 2-3, p. 2-15: HERD has not reviewed any earlier documents indi-
cating that perchloraIc was detected at MCAAS El Toro. In particular, the risk assess-
merit for Operab]_ Unit I (OU-1), bascwide groundwater, contains no consideration of

perchlorate. At the time OU-I was investigated, detection limits for perehlorate in water
were two Io three orders of magnitude highe_ lhan today. Thc Navy should consider
whether the risk assessment for OU-t is still adequate, given these detections of perchlo-
rate in the vicinity of Site 1, which lies upgradient from the main plume farther south and
west.

3. ChemicaL-Specific Values "To Be Considered", Table 3-1, p, 3-9: This table does not
contain any of the toxicity criteria on which risk-based cleanup goals will be derived for
Site 1. Therefore, this table should include California F3'A's Toxicity Criteria Database
and USEPA's Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS). These databases may be ac-
cessed on line at, re._pectively, http://www.oehha.ea.gov.../risk/chemieaIDB/index.asp and
l!gp:llwww, el/a,eo v!irislsub,s.t,/ij_de×.hm'_l.

4. Comparison to Industrial Risk-Based Criteria, Sec. 3.3.3, p. 3-11: Because lhe re-use
o1'Site 1 is identified as m_ EOD range, we concur with the Navy's choice to base risk
management decisions at. this site p_'imarily on comparisons to risk-based criteria derived
from an industrial expt_sure setting, such as the commercial/industrial PROs from
USEPA Region 9. Because the Navy cannot fully control fulure re-uses of Silu 1, we
strongly urge that additional comparisons be made to risk-based criteria based on a resi-
demial setting, such as IJSEPA Region 9's residm_fial PRGs. These comparisons neet1
riel be featm'ed in thc report, but they should be included for completeness, ia case any
risk-based restriction of future uses is decided upon.

DEC-26-2000 15:24 916 327 2509 97x P.03
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5, Soil Screening Levels, Sec. 3.3.3 et aL, pp. 3-11 fl;: We do not recommend the use of

IJSEPA Soil Screening Levels for screening risk assessment. We do recommend using
USEPA Region 9 PROs within thc framework et'lbo Preliminary Endangerment An'e,¥x-

ment Guidance Manual (DTSC, 1994). Guidance for using PRGs in screening risk as-
sessment at Federal facilities is outlined in a memorandum dated 28 October 1994 (at-

tached). In general, we da not permit screening chore[aais of potential concern (CoPc)
against multiple criteria, as the Navy p'oposes in this section and in Section 3.3.5.
Screening risk assessments idm_tify sites whea_ further m_alysis or investigation should
take place. Screening risk assessments are not to be used for eliminating detected chemi-
cals as COPC. DTSC allows elimination of inorganic chemicals within the rangc of mn-
blent conditions. All other detected chemicals must be included in the risk assessment.

We recognize that USEPA Soil Screening Levels include con._iderations of protecting
against migration of contamintmts to grmmdwater. We believe t_at the Navy's plans for
characterizing Site I will be generate adequate data for dctem_ining if conl_unination h)
the upper )0fi of soil presems potential threats to groundwater..

6. Chemicals with No Publisl_cd Criteria, Sec. 3.3.5, p. 3-15: The screenh_g.risk assess-
ment should include estimates of the toxic effects of exposure to all del:coted chelnical,s.
Ifa detected chemical has no published toxicity triter/on, the Navy should contact toxi-
cologists of DTSC _md USEI>A Region 9 to agree on a suitable stralegy for assessment.
Oftemimes, we have deuided on surrogate chemicals, sJmilm- Jn structure m_d/or toxicity.
We have used this procedure at several oxher bases where breakdown products of ni-
troa.romalic explos/ve materials were detected.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The work plan is not acceptable. The Navy should build its screcming risk assessment
around PROs, not SoiI Screening Levels. The Navy should follow DTSC guidance for screening
risk assessment at Site 1, as they have al hundreds of uther sites in Califonfia.

Reviewed by: Michael J. Wadu, Ph.D., D.A,B.T.

Sentra-'l'oxicologisT, HERD

cc: Dr. J. Paull, USBPA Region IX

Altaelm_ent
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