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File Code: 0338

IN REPLY REFERENCE: CTO-0164/0234-1
July 11, 2001

Contracting Officer

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Southwest Division

Mr. Richard Selby, Code 02R1

1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92132-5190

Subject: Signature Page and Replacement Cover, Spine, and Title Page for Record of Decision for
Operable Unit 3B — No Action Sites 7 and 14 — Dated June 2001
MCAS E] Toro, CA

Dear Mr. Selby:

It is our pleasure to submit a copy of the signature page for the Record of Decision (ROD) for Operable
Unit (OU) 3B — No Action. Sites 7 and 14 — for the Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro,
California. Signature by the U.S. EPA, DTSC, and the RWQCB indicates their concurrence with the
selected remedy for these sites. The signature page should be inserted in the Declaration portion of the
Draft Final ROD that was transmitted to you on 23 April 2001.

Also enclosed are a replacement cover, spine, and title page that have been revised to document the
finalization of the ROD as of June 2001. Please replace the existing cover, spine, and title page with the
new versions.

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service to you on this project. If you have any questions or would
like further information, please contact Jane Wilzbach at (619) 744-3029, or myself at (619) 744-3004.

Sincerely,

A

Thurman L. Heironimus, R.G.

Project Manager
TLH/sp
Enclosure
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Thurman L. Heironimus, Project Manager
DESCRIPTION: Signature Page and Replacement Cover, Spine, and Title Page for Record of Decision
for Operable Unit 3B — No Action Sites 7 and 14 — DTD June 2001
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Basic Contract File, 02R1 (1C/1E)* T. Heironimus (1C/1E) J. Scandura, Cal EPA (1C/1E)
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D. Gould, 06CC.DG (1C/1E) G. Hurley RAB Co-chair (2C/2E)
D. Silva, 4MG.DS (1C/1E for IR**, LCDR Henricks, HQ USMC (1C/1E)
2C/2E for AR)* M. Flesch, MCAS El Toro (1C/1E)

R. Ress, Miramar (1C/1E)

W. Lee, Miramar (1C/1E)

Date/Time Received M. Rudolph, RAB Subcommittee
= QOriginal Transmittal Sheet Co-chair (1C/1E)

O
C = Copy Transmittal Sheet
E = Enclosure
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7/10/2001, 1:26 PM, sp 1:\cleanii\cto\eltoro\ctol 64\transmit\tr-signature_7_14_rod.doc
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California Regional Water Quality Control Boardg=:

Santa Ana Region ‘?.

FVWI 1ston 11 Tickox Internet Address: http:/iwww.swreh.ca.gov/rwgeb8 .
R 3737 Main Strcey, Stite 800, Riverside, Californiu 92501-3348 Gray Davis
Knvironmenial Phone (909} 782-4130 - FAX (909} 781-6288

Prosection
The encrgy challenge faclug Califrnia is real. Every Californian needs 1o take Immedlate action to redvce encrgy sonsumption,
For a list of simple weys you can reduce demand and cut your encrgy coxts, see our website at wwi.swrob.ca.goviwgelé.
June 28, 2001

Mr. Dean Gould -

BRAC Environmental Coordinator

Base Realignment & Closure, Environmental Div,
P O Box 51718 —

[rvine, CA 92619 -1718

DECLARATION FOR THE DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF DECISION, OPERABLE UNIT 3B,
INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM SITES 7 AND 14, FORMER MARINE CORPS

AIR STATION, EL TORO

Dear Mr. Gould;

Enclosed is the Declaration for the Record of Decision for Site 7 and 14 signed by
representatives of the United States Department of Navy, the United States Environmental
Protection Agency, the California Department of Toxic Substances Control and the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 8.
If you should have any questions, please call me at (909) 782-4498 or send s-mail to
pbhannon@rb8.swrcb.ca.gov.
Sincerely,
.

LP({A‘ — ,:.,', & W
Patricia A. Hannon
SLIC, DoD, AGT Section
Enclosure

7.0/

California Environmental Protection Agency
ﬁ Reeyeled Paper
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CLEAN I Program

Bechtel Job No. 22214

Contract No. N68711-92-D-4670
File Code: 0338

IN REPLY REFERENCE: CTO0-0164/0234
April 23, 2001

Contracting Officer

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Southwest Division

Mr. Richard Selby, Code 02R1

1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92132-5190

Subject: Draft Final Record of Decision for Operable Unit 3B — No Action Sites 7 and 14 ~
Dated April 2001
MCAS El Toro, CA

Dear Mr. Selby:

It is our pleasure to submit this copy of the Draft Final Record of Decision (ROD) for Operable Unit
(OU) 3B - No Action Sites 7 and 14 — for the Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro, California.
This document was prepared under Contract Task Order (CTO) 0164 and Contract No. N68711-92-D-
4670 and is an Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) deliverable.

Public comments on the Proposed Plan for Sites 7 and 14 are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary
portion of the ROD. Responses to Agency, Restoration Advisory Board, and Local Redevelopment
Authority comments on the Draft ROD are included in this mailing under separate transmittal. To
facilitate signature of this document, any comments should be submitted promptly to Mr. Dean Gould,
BRAC Environmental Coordinator, gouldda@efdsw.navfac.navy.mil.

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service to you on this project. If you have any questions or would
like further information, please contact Jane Wilzbach at (619) 744-3029, or myself at (619) 744-3004.

TLH/sp
Enclosure

4/19/2001, 3:41 PM, sp l:\cleanii\cto\eltoro\ctol 64\transmit\tr-final_7_14 rod.doc
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D. Silva, 4MG.DS (1C/1E for IR**, K. Dreyer, HQ USMC (1C/1E)
2C/2E for AR)* C. Wiemert, MCAS El Toro (1C/1E)
R. Ress, Miramar (1C/1E)
Date/Time Received W. Lee, Miramar (1C/1E)
O = Original T ittal Sheet :
c o C:g";anrsam"istg'l Saheetee M. Rudolph, RAB Subcommittee
E = Enclosure Co-chair (1C/1E)
* = Unbound
** ~IR copy provided to B. Coleman
“&..,. 4
4/19/2001, 3:41 PM, sp l:\cleanii\cto\eltoro\ctol 64\transmitMr-final_7_14_rod.doc




:’%«' ‘

DECLARATION



Date: 04/23/01

DECLARATION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro
Operable Unit 3B Sites 7 and 14
Orange County, California

National Superfund Database Identification Number: CA 6170023208

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for Sites 7 and 14 at Marine
Corps Air Station El Toro in Orange County, California. The document was developed in
accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan. This decision is based on the administrative record file for these sites.

The state of California (through the California Environmental Protection Agency,
Department of Toxic Substances Control, and Santa Ana Regional Water Quality
Control Board) and the United States Environmental Protection Agency concur with the
selected remedy.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY: NO ACTION

The selected remedy for Sites 7 and 14 is no action. In selecting the no action remedy for
these sites, the MCAS El Toro Base Realignment and Closure Cleanup Team, made up of
representatives of the Marine Corps/Navy, United States Environmental Protection
Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Control, and the Santa Ana Regional Water
Quality Control Board, has determined that the existing condition of the sites is protective
of human health and the environment.

Although shallow groundwater underlying these sites is contaminated by volatile organic
compounds, including trichloroethene, carbon tetrachloride, and tetrachloroethene at
Site 7 and trichloroethene and carbon tetrachloride at Site 14, remedial investigations
have shown that the contamination present in groundwater does not originate from Sites 7
or 14 but lies within the Site 24, Volatile Organic Compound Source Area groundwater
plume. Groundwater cleanup, including use restrictions that prohibit drilling of wells
and/or extraction of groundwater and allow access for groundwater monitoring and
maintenance of equipment associated with groundwater remediation, will be addressed in
the Proposed Plan and Record of Decision for Sites 18 and 24.

DECLARATION STATEMENT

On the basis of extensive field investigations, laboratory analyses, and a thorough
assessment of potential human-health risks at each location, the Base Realignment and
Closure Cleanup Team has determined that no remedial action is necessary to assure the
protection of human health and the environment at Sites 7 and 14. The remedial

Draft Final Record of Decision — OU-3B No Action Sites 7 and 14, MCAS El Toro page 1
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Date: 04/23/01

Declaration

investigation of these sites showed that site-related contamination is limited to the
shallow soil interval (0 to 10 feet below ground surface). The human-health risk
assessments show that the contaminants present in soil do not present an unacceptable
risk to human health or the environment. Therefore, no remedial action is required at
these sites. Since hazardous substances are not present at concentrations above
unacceptable levels, CERCLA Section 121 cleanup standards do not apply.

Signature: Date:
Mr. Dean Gould
Base Closure and Realignment Environmental Coordinator
Marine Corps Air Station El Toro

Signature: Date:
Mr. John E. Scandura, Chief
Southern California Operations
Office of Military Facilities
Department of Toxic Substances Control

Signature: Date:
Mr. Daniel A. Meer, Chief
Federal Facilities Cleanup Branch
United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9

Signature: Date:
Mr. Gerald J. Thiebeault
Executive Officer
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region

page 2 Draft Final Record of Decision — OU-3B No Action Sites 7 and 14, MCAS El Toro
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Date; 04/23/01

Doclaration

e’ investigation of these sites showed that site-related contamination is limited to the
shallow soil interval (0 to 10 feet below ground surface). The human-health risk
asscssments show that the contaminants present in soil do not present an unacceptable
risk 1o human health or the cnvironment. Therefore, no remedial action is required at
these sites. Since hazardous substanccs are not present at concentrations above

unacceptable levels, CERCLA Section Sup standards do not apply.
Signatureg—D)J(a;«--k&a Qg& . Date: Qﬁﬁ g ") C{) )
Date: 4];910_/_
Dffice of Military Facilities
Department of Toxic Substances Control

3
W,
Signature: %W@ m/@/l Date: §QA§ G 202 4

Mr. Daniel A, Meer, Chicf
Federal Facilities Cleanup Branch

M Tiean Gould

Signature:

". John E. Scandur§, Ghiel
Jouthern California Oyfcrations

United States Envirommental Protection Agency, Region 9
Signature: /@ \%A”M/W Date: &-2& -‘()/
Mr. Géedld J. Thibeault
Execumtive Officer
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region
RECEIVED
Lepartment of Toxs
Substancas Contru: Ee_ce;!eq
2/9[0]
page 2 Draft Final Record of Decision — OU-3B No Action Sites 7 and 14, MCAS El Toro
0B/04/01 B:38 AM b I'\word_processingirspansiclenn {itoi64vodiaiten 7 and {4\rell [ina200 1062s.dox
7147266586 PAGE. 24

JUL 10 2081 27:36



Date: 04/23/01

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section Page
DECLARATION ... ..ottt et sraste e st e be e a s st s e be s b nasans 1
ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS ...t sre s s v

DECISION SUMMARY

1  SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

1.1 SItE NAIMIE...coveeieerreerieeereirreereerietriressraeesaessraesssessressesseesssaessnsesseesseesesesseensnes 1-1
1.2 Site LOCAHOM teureireierieereereeeseseseesreeseenneseessestsesesseesaneaesnnesaeseesbessesnnsanesssesanen 1-1
1.3 Lead and SUpport AZENCIES .....eoverreerrereersierireeesieereesesresesstesessesseessesnnsssesses 1-1
1.4 Site DeSCIIPLION...ciiieeirinnirrtiie ittt ssare e e casesne e ssas 1-1

2 SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

3 HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

3.1  Restoration Advisory Board.......ccecvercevimnineienneiesnreeeeee et 3-1
3.2 PUblC MailiNgS ...cocieirirerineetcriisieenteeree e st ee e st ebessesne e e e st saes e sneevee s 3-2
3.3  Community Participation for OU-3B No Action Sites ......c..cecervereerrereernneennne 3-2

4 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT

5 SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

5.1  Regional CharacteriStiCs .......c.cecurvmeeriierinieiiiinininen et earenes 5-1

| 5.1.1 Geology and Hydrogeology......c.cceccvervrcriceniiiniceierinrccineens 5-1

5.1.2 Surface Hydrology....oovervierereeeneiienieiireeieeiesinecerestisee e sreeseesrees 5-2

5.1.3 Rainfall and Prevailing Wind Conditions .........cccccverreveniecreenivennens 5-7

5.2 Site 7, Drop Tank Drainage Area NO. Z.....cccooviviiniininiininciiiiiiineenisnens 5-7
52.1 Geology and Hydrogeology......ceeueeerrecenienieiiincrninieeccsinenenee 5-8 5-

5.2.2 StE HISIOTY . euvivveriereeririieniiecenenreereseese et e et iese st eseeseesueene 5-8

523 Site INVESTIGALIONS tvervveeerrireriririeeririrerieeieseerenesreseesesees e saresseeseesas 5-8

5.2.3.1 RCRA Facilities ASSESSMENL .....cvevrvrerveeceeruineereenneennns 5-8

5232 Phase I Remedial Investigation.......c.ccoevvreereenreeesvenanes 5-10

5233 United States Environmental Protection Agency
Aerial Photograph Survey.......ccccooevenvevecnercnrcnneneene, 5-11
Draft Final Record of Decision - QU-3B No Action Sites 7 and 14, MCAS El Toro page i

04/17/01 2:52 "M tm \\sdos0010\sandiegotward_processingireportsiclean iilcto184\rod\sites 7 and 14\draft final\2001062a.doc



Date: 04/23/01

Table of Contents

Section Page

5234 Science Applications International Corporation
Aerial Photograph Survey ... 5-11
5235 Employee INtEIVIEWS. .....oivvreeeiiieieercninnsrenrcnreeessneen 5-11
52.3.6 Phase II Remedial Investigation......c..ccovecevvenreveenrecnens 5-12
5.2.3.7 Summary of Phase I and Phase II Results..........cco.c.. 5-13
5.3  Site 14, Battery Acid DiSposal AT€a........ccoceveereiericninrinienicniscnneeienese s 5-21
5.3.1 Geology and Hydrogeology......civevereeereeerireiiiceneniiinresesrevecsnanns 5-21
532 Site HiStOTY .oeriverreitiiecricerenesii et et s 5-21
533  Site InVeStZAtioNS ....ceevieriiieinirin 5-23
5.3.3.1 Phase I Remedial Investigation........c.cceerveveeeniecenenas 5-23

5332 Science Applications International Corporation
Acerial Photograph SUrvey........cccoccovviininncnnneecninen, 5-26
5333 Employee INtErvIEWS......coveermniinieninnmiciiii e, 5-26
54  Potential Migration PathWays ........coccevuereriirmeieninnnincciesssoessnesssicsassseens 5-26

6 CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES
6.1  Land USeS.....coocemrvrrrrereerereerrsessansennsesens ettt raetas 6-1
6.2  Groundwater USES......occeiceeeererieerieenreeneeistiiesstsssntesseessesssesensssesessssssssessesssssnns 6-2
6.3 SUITACE-Water USES....eioiereriirieniceerrtsie sttt ere s san e 6-2
7 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

7.1  Identification of Chemicals of Potential Concern........cocevvvvnvecniininnnsiinnnn 7-1
7.2 EXpOoSure ASSESSIMENT.......cccvviviniiriniinieini ettt 7-2
7.2.1 EXPOSUIE SCENATIOS .....overiieiimitiiiie it 7-2
7.2.2 Exposure Pathways.......c.ccooviviiniiiniiine e, 7-3
7.2.3  Exposure-Point Concentration ..........cuvvecrvninsmnnenninnnenesinnnes 7-3
724 DO0SE RALE ...coovveeieeeereireeieniese s e e s 7-4
7.3 TOXICItY ASSESSINEIL cuveriuereirierirrneseirereesiiesiesreseesiesrestesisssaesasssessnsorssnnesssnensons 7-7
T4 RiSK CharacteriZation. ... .eovveeerreessesseeseeseeseseeesssessesseesesioseesessssssesessssssesssssnesoe 7-7
7.4.1 Cancer RISK ..cocvviiirriiierirnee ettt 7-8
7.4.2 Noncancer Health Effects......coccovvvrvirievvenicsciicniriineinineecn 7-8
7.4.3 Incremental RISK.....cocovvecveriimniererieineeeenrenesesseseeessesassesesseseessesseseas 7-8
7.5  Risk Characterization RESUILS.....ccoevvivveiireeienneiiiinnineneirecncenieseenns 7-9
7.5.1 STEE 7 ereererrerrenresiessesaessesee oo sb et aes s es s saest st enssas e rebeetesessaes s sbeb e 7-9
7.5.2 STEE 14t et e b e 7-10
page ii Draft Final Record of Decision — OU-3B No Action Sites 7 and 14, MCAS El Toro

04/17/01 2:52 PM tm \\sdos0010\sandiego\word_processing\reportsiclean ii\cto164\rod\sites 7 and 14\draft final\2001062a.doc

N ;



Date: 04/23/01

Table of Contents

g Section Page
7.6  Basis for Risk Management DecCiSION.......ccocvvviinieiinniniiiiininioniiesnesiesans 7-15
7.6.1 Background Level of Contaminants........c.covevviviinivnisreneninnenneene. 7-16
7.6.2 Ability to Monitor and Control Movement of Contaminants........... 7-18
7.6.3 Reliability of Exposure Data.........cccovcrniiiiiniiicniniceenn 7-18
7.6.4 Future Use of Sites 7 and 14 ....cocevverviniinieneeiccreeee e 7-19
7.6.5 Distribution of Contaminants...........ccoeeeeercmercerreerercemsienenressersiesenne 7-19
8 DESCRIPTION OF NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
9 DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES
10 REFERENCES
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment
p—
' A ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FOR NO ACTION SITES
B TRANSCRIPT FROM PUBLIC MEETING
FIGURES
Figure
1-1  Vicinity Map, MCAS EI TOTO0....c.ccccvimiiiiiienierees st ssas s 1-2
5-1 Groundwater Gradients in the Shallow AQUIfer ........ccccovvernriirennninn, 5-3
5-2  Major Drainage and 100-Year Floodplain......c.oooeeeeiiieiniiiniiniciiee s 5-5
5-3  Site Aerial Photograph (1/12/96), Site 7 — Drop Tank Drainage Area No. 2 .............. 5-9
5-4  Carcinogenic PAHs in Shallow Soil, Site 7 -- Drop Tank Drainage Area No. 2 ......... 5-17
5-5 Total Metals Above Background in Shallow Soil, Site 7 — Drop Tank Drainage
ATEAINO. 2 ot erteer e st et e e e s e et e e bs e ebe e st e e e sr s s bt st e e bbb et et a s it s a s 5-19
R—
Draft Final Record of Decision — OU-3B No Action Sites 7 and 14, MCAS El Toro page iii

2:52 PM 4/17/2001/tm \sdos0010\sandiego\word_processing\repartsiclean ii\cto164\rod\sites 7 and 14\draft final\2001062a.doc



Date: 04/23/01-

Table of Contents

Figure Page
5-6 Site Aerial Photograph (1/12/96), Site 14 — Battery Acid Disposal Area............c.o..... 5-22
5-7 Carcinogenic PAHs in Shallow Soil, Site 14 ~ Battery Acid Disposal Area............... 5-27
5-8 Total Metals Above Background in Shallow Soil, Site 14 — Battery Acid

DISPOSAL ATCA......ciriiierireerieinii st st r b e 5-29
5-9 Conceptual Site Model, OU-3B No Action Sites 7 and 14.......cccoevvvvmninivnnninnennn. 5-31
7-1 Human-Health Exposure Routes and Receptors, OU-3B No Action
Sites 7 AN 14 ..ottt e e e ba s 7-5
8-1 Sites 7 and 14 and TCE Groundwater Plume, October 1998..........covveericriiveerinnivennen. 8-3
TABLES

Table
2-1 Summary of Environmental Investigations at MCAS E1 TOro ......ccconveevevmnnieccneunnnn. 2-5
3-1 Summary of MCAS El Toro Updates, Fact Sheets, and Proposed Plans..................... 33
5-1 Chemicals Reported in Soil at SItE 7 c.ovveeeciniisreinniinenier e, 5-14
5-2 Chemicals Reported in Soil at Site 14 ..o 5-24
7-1 Site 7 Risk Summary for the Industrial and Residential Scenarios .........c.ccoevvvevrcreens 7-11
7-2  Site 14 Risk Summary for the Industrial and Residential Scenarios ..........cocevvevrrenens 7-13
7-3  Contribution of Arsenic to Carcinogenic Risk in the Industrial Scenario ............cc..... 7-17
7-4  Contribution of Arsenic to Carcinogenic Risk in the Residential Scenario........c..c..... 7-17

page iv Draft Final Record of Decision — OU-3B No Action Sites 7 and 14, MCAS Ei Toro

04/17/01 3:10 PM tm I:word_processing\reporisiclean ii\cto164\rod\sites 7 and 14\draft final\2001062a.doc



ACRONYMS/ABEBREVIATIONS
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AOC
ARAR

BCT
bgs
BNI
BRAC

Cal-EPA

CA LUFT/SW
CbM

CDMG
CERCLA

COC
COPC
CSF

DDD
DDE
DDT
DON
DQO
DTSC

EPC

FFA
FS

HHRA
HI

HQ

IAS
IRP

JEG
JIMM
JP-5

area of concern
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement

BRAC Cleanup Team
below ground surface
Bechtel National, Inc.
base realignment and closure

California Environmental Protection Agency

California Leaking Underground Fuel Tank/Solid Waste

CDM Federal Programs Corporation
California Division of Mines and Geology

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability

Act of 1980

chemical of concern
chemical of potential concern
cancer slope factor

dichlorodiphenyldichloroethane
dichlorodiphenyldichloroethene
dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane

United States Department of the Navy

data quality objective

(Cal-EPA) Department of Toxic Substances Control

exposure-point concentration

Federal Facilities Agreement
feasibility study

human-health risk assessment
hazard index
hazard quotient

initial assessment study
Installation Restoration Program

Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc.
James M. Montgomery Engineers, Inc.
jet propellant grade 5
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Acronyms/Abbreviations
png/dL micrograms per deciliter
ug/kg micrograms per kilogram
MCAS Marine Corps Air Station
MCL maximum contaminant level
mg/kg milligrams per kilogram
MSL mean sea level
NCP National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
NPL National Priorities List
OCWD Orange County Water District
ou operable unit
PAH polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon
PCB polychlorinated biphenyl
PCE tetrachloroethene
PRG preliminary remediation goal
RAB Restoration Advisory Board
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RFA RCRA facility assessment
RfD reference dose
R1 remedial investigation
ROD record of decision
RWQCB (California) Regional Water Quality Control Board
SAIC Science Applications International Corporation
SIPOA Site Inspection Plan of Action
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District
SVE soil vapor extraction
SVOC semivolatile organic compound
SWDIV Southwest Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command
SWMU solid waste management unit
TAL target analyte list
TCE trichloroethene
TPH total petroleum hydrocarbons
TRPH total recoverable petroleum hydrocarbons
UCL upper confidence limit
U.S.EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
VOC volatile organic compound
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Section 1

¥,

SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

SITE NAME

The two sites addressed in this decision document are contained in Operable Unit
(OU)-3B at Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro. The Installation Restoration
Program (IRP) site numbers and names are:

e Site 7, Tank Drop Drainage Area No. 2, and
o Site 14, Battery Acid Disposal Area.

The National Superfund Database Identification Number for this facility is
CA 6170023208.

SITE LOCATION

MCAS EIl Toro is located in southern California, approximately 8 miles southeast of the
city of Santa Ana and 12 miles northeast of the city of Laguna Beach (Figure 1-1).
Sites 7 and 14 are located in the western portion of the Station as shown in Figure 1-1.

LEAD AND SUPPORT AGENCIES

MCAS El Toro is a federal facility. The lead agency for remedial investigation and
remedial action at this facility is the United States Department of the Navy (DON).
Regulatory agencies providing support and oversight include the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), the California Environmental Protection
Agency (Cal-EPA) Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and the Santa Ana
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).

SITE DESCRIPTION

MCAS El Toro was commissioned in 1943 as a Marine Corps pilot fleet-operation
training facility. In 1950, the Station was selected for development as a master jet station
and permanent center for Marine Corps aviation on the west coast. The Station mission
has involved the operation and maintenance of military aircraft and ground-support
equipment. Historical activities on the Station included aircraft maintenance and repair.

To support the installation’s mission, facility operations were expanded over the years to
include runways, aircraft maintenance and training facilities, housing, shopping facilities,
and other support facilities. MCAS El Toro occupies 4,738 acres of land, including
580 acres that are leased for commercial farming (DON 1998). The adjacent/surrounding
land uses around MCAS El Toro include residential, commercial, industrial,

and recreational.

MCAS El Toro ceased operation 02 July 1999. The Marine Corps’ mission at the Station
was incorporated primarily into MCAS Miramar operations in San Diego, California.

Draft Final Record of Decision — OU-3B No Action Sites 7 and 14, MCAS El Toro page 1-1

04/13/01 2:22 PM rkm l:word_processingireporisiclean ii\cto164\rodisites 7 and 14\draft final\2001062b.doc



CALIFORNIA

0 100
—

APPROXIMATE SCALE
{MILES}

SAN FRANCISCO

MCAS
EL TORO

SAN DIEGO

}LAGUNA
BEACH

0

APPROXIMATE SCALE
(MILES)

N
£ s
B
b
A z
_N_ \’%
=
| 2.
T
Or 1
————

MILE

MCAS
EL TORO

Record of Decision
Figure 1-1
Vicinity Map

MCAS El Toro

MCAS, El Toro, California

Rev No:B

Date: 7/26/00

Bechtel National. Inc. | File No: 164R5742
CLEAN 1II Program Job No: 22214-164

page 1-2



Date: 04/23/01

Section 2

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

MCAS El Toro was commissioned in 1943 as a Marine Corps pilot fleet operation training
facility. In 1950, the Station was selected for development as a master jet station and permanent
center for Marine Corps aviation on the West Coast. The Station mission has involved the
operation and maintenance of military aircraft and ground-support equipment. These activities
generated oils, solvents, paint residues, hydraulic fluid, used batteries, and other wastes
(MCAS El Toro 1991). Wastes were sprayed on the ground for dust suppression, placed in
unlined on-Station landfills, disposed directly on the ground, and burned or covered with soil.

The IRP was developed in 1980 by the United States Department of Defense to comply with
federal guidelines to manage and control past hazardous waste disposal actions (DON 1997).
Environmental remediation activities at MCAS El Toro are performed under the IRP. The first
indication of contamination at the Station occurred during routine water-quality monitoring in
1985, when the Orange County Water District discovered trichloroethene (TCE) in groundwater
at an irrigation well located approximately 3,000 feet downgradient of MCAS El Toro.

In 1985, the DON began to work on an Initial Assessment Study (IAS) to locate potentially
contaminated sites on the Station. This work was conducted for the Naval Facilities Engineering
Command under the Navy Assessment and Control of Installation Pollutants Program, which was
the DON version of the Department of Defense IRP at that time. The IAS Report identified
17 sites as potential sources of contamination (Brown and Caldwell 1986). The identification of
potentially contaminated sites was based on the results of record searches and employee
interviews. The report recommended sampling locations and sample analytical parameters to
confirm the suspected contamination at the sites.

In 1987, the Marine Corps contracted for a review of the IAS Report to produce a Site Inspection
Plan of Action (SIPOA) (JMM 1988). In July 1987, while the SIPOA study was underway,
RWQCB Santa Ana Region issued a cleanup and abatement order to the Marine Corps. This
order required the Station to initiate a perimeter groundwater volatile organic compound (VOC)
investigation and submit a draft report. The SIPOA Report released in August 1988 included a
recommendation of 19 sites for study and amended the site sampling plans proposed in the IAS
Report. This SIPOA Report served as the basis for the Samphng and Analysis Plan for the

remedial investigation (RI)/feasibility study (FS) sites.

In June 1988, the U.S. EPA recommended adding MCAS El Toro to the National Priorities List
(NPL) of the Superfund Program because of VOC groundwater contamination at the Station
boundary and in the agricultural wells west of the Station. MCAS El Toro was added to the NPL
on 15 February 1990. In October 1990, the Marine Corps/DON signed a Federal Facilities
Agreement (FFA) with U.S. EPA Region 9, California Department of Health Services (part of
which is now the Cal-EPA DTSC, and the RWQCB Santa Ana Region (FFA 1990).

The FFA is a cooperative agreement that:

¢ assures environmental impacts are investigated and appropriate response actions are
taken to protect human health and the environment;

e establishes a procedural framework and schedule for developing, implementing, and
monitoring appropriate response actions;
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Section 2 Site History and Enforcement Activities

o facilitates cooperation, exchange of information, and participation of the parties; and

e assures adequate assessment, prompt notification, and coordination between federal
and state agencies.

The implementation of the FFA is included as one of the responsibilities of the Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Cleanup Team (BCT). The BCT consists of representatives
from the DON Southwest Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command (SWDIV), U.S. EPA,
DTSC, and RWQCB Santa Ana Region. The team was established to manage and coordinate
environmental restoration and compliance programs related to the operational closure of MCAS

El Toro by July 1999.

The vision of the BCT is to expedite restoration and reuse of MCAS El Toro. The BCT’s
mission is fast-track remediation of MCAS El Toro, to promote reuse and protect human
health and the environment, by working cooperatively with the BCT, the community, and the

stakeholders.

In December 1989, the DON began to prepare a Phase I Rl Work Plan and associated documents
for MCAS El Toro. The DON reviewed the available reports and other documents pertinent to
past disposal practices at the Station and concluded that 22 IRP sites would be investigated
(JEG 1993a). These sites were grouped into three OUs. OU-1 comprised the regional VOC
groundwater investigation (Site 18), which was conducted both on and off the Station. OU-2
included the four landfill sites (Sites 2, 3, 5, and 17) and Site 10, the Petroleum Disposal Area
(later moved to OU-3). The remaining 16 sites (Sites 1, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 19,
20, 21, and 22) were grouped together as OU-3. These sites were considered to be potential
sources for a variety of contaminants. The principal objectives of the Phase I RI were to evaluate
the source(s) of contamination in regional groundwater west of the Station and determine
whether contamination exists and is affecting the environment at sites in OU-2 and OU-3.

The results of the Phase I RI were documented in a draft Technical Memorandum issued in
July 1993 (JEG 1993a), a draft RI Report for OU-1 issued in July 1994 (JEG 1994a), a final Soil
Gas Survey Technical Memorandum issued in October 1994 (JEG 1994b) and a draft final
interim RI/FS Report for OU-1 issued in August 1996 (JEG 1996). A variety of contaminants in
the groundwater, soil, surface water, and sediment at MCAS El Toro were identified during the
Phase I RI. Contaminants in the soil and sediment consisted primarily of low concentrations of
semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), petroleum hydrocarbons, pesticides, herbicides, and
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) (JEG 1993a). It was also concluded during the Phase I RI that
the source of contamination for regional groundwater is in the southwest quadrant of the Station,
but no specific source was identified. (It was later determined during the Phase II RI that Site 24
is the source of the regional groundwater contamination.) The sampling events yielded sufficient
information to warrant conducting a preliminary risk assessment of contaminants at the sites for
both groundwater and soil contamination. The results of the Phase I RI provided the primary

data for the Phase II RI/FS.
In March 1993, MCAS El Toro was placed on the BRAC III list of military facilities considered

for closure. Under the terms of the FFA, Station closure would not affect the DON’s obligation
to conduct the RUFS and to comply with the other requirements of the FFA (FFA 1990).

page 2-2 Draft Final Record of Decision — OU-3B No Action Sites 7 and 14, MCAS El Toro

04/13/01 2:48 PM rkm I:\word_processingireports\clean ii\cto164\rod\sites 7 and 14\draft final\2001062¢.doc

N ;



Date: 04/23/01

Section 2 Site History and Enforcement Activities

Concurrent with the Phase I RI, the DON conducted a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) facility assessment (RFA) at MCAS El Toro. The purpose of the RFA was to evaluate
whether an additional 140 sites at MCAS El Toro would require further investigation under the
Phase II RI/FS Program. The final RFA Report was submitted in July 1993 (JEG 1993b). Based
on an evaluation of the sampling results, 25 solid waste management units (SWMUs)/areas of
concern (AOCs) were recommended for further action. Site 23 (Wastewater Treatment Plant
Sewer Lines) was evaluated in the RFA and was recommended for no further action.

Interviews with active and retired personnel from the Fuel Operations Division and Facility
Management Department were held in 1994 at MCAS El Toro (JEG 1994¢c). The objectives of
the meeting were to confirm and supplement information obtained from past interviews and field
investigations, to obtain a better understanding of current and historical operations at MCAS
El Toro, and to identify new areas of potential environmental concern at MCAS El Toro. Those
interviewed had knowledge of operations and procedures for storage and disposal of hazardous
materials and waste. The interview panel consisted of regulatory agency personnel, DON and
MCAS El Toro personnel, and contractor personnel.

The subjects covered during the interviews included underground storage tanks, aboveground
storage tanks, IRP sites, tank farms, disposal procedures, disposal areas, and accidental or
unintentional spills or leaks that may have occurred. Much of the information gathered from
previous interviews and field investigations was confirmed. The interview panel discussed the
types of wastes known to be deposited in each of the Station landfills, the depth and the
boundaries of the landfills, and how the wastes were handled. Other subjects discussed included
the types of operations that occurred on the Station and the types of chemicals used in

these operations.

In July 1995, a final Work Plan for the Phase II RUFS was issued (BNI 1995a). This Work Plan
presented an approach to conduct the Phase II RI at 24 IRP sites including 2 new sites, Sites 24
and 25. The objectives of the plan were to present a data quality objective-based sampling
strategy to establish confidence that inferences made from the data were correct and, ultimately,
to collect sufficient information to support risk management decisions.

For the purposes of the Phase II RI, the OU-3 sites were divided into OU-3A (Sites 4, 6, 8, 9, 10,
11, 12, 13, 15, 19, 20, 21, and 22) and OU-3B (Sites 1, 7, 14, and 16). The Phase II RI for the
QU-3A sites and Site 16 was conducted in 1995 through 1997. The Phase II RI for OU-3B
Sites 7 and 14 was conducted in 1999. During this same period, the DON performed an
evaluation of background concentrations of metals in soils and reference levels for pesticides and
herbicides in soils (BNI 1996a). This enabled site-specific analytical results of soil sampling to
be compared with background and reference levels during the RI to identify potential releases.

Subsequent to the Phase II RI, an evaluation of metals in groundwater was performed
(BNI1999a). The purpose of this evaluation was to determine whether the reported
concentrations of metals in groundwater at MCAS El Toro reflect ambient conditions or are the
result of historical Station activities.

From 1998 through 1999, the DON conducted a historical radiological assessment of MCAS El

Toro (Roy F. Weston 2000). The assessment was performed as part of the base closure process
for the release of the Station for reuse. A final historical radiological assessment report
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Section 2 Site History and Enforcement Activities

summarizing the results of the assessment was issued in May 2000. The report recommended
that a radiological survey be conducted at selected sites and buildings at MCAS El Toro. The
survey is scheduled to begin in mid-2001.

Table 2-1 summarizes the enforcement activities and environmental investigations that have
occurred at MCAS El Toro.
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Date: 04/23/01

Table 2-1

Summary of Environmental Investigations at MCAS El Toro

Date Investigation Objective Summary of Findings
1985 IAS Locate potentially Identified 17 sites as potential sources of
contaminated sites at contamination. Recommended sampling
MCAS El Toro using locations and sample analytical
record searches and parameters to confirm the suspected
employee interviews. contamination at the 17 sites.

1986 OCWD groundwater Investigate source of TCE After installing a series of monitoring
investigation found in agricultural well wells and soil vapor probes and

west of MCAS El Toro. reviewing independent investigations,
OCWD concluded that MCAS El Toro
was the source of TCE contamination
detected in groundwater downgradient of
the Station.

1988 Site inspection plan of  Review IAS findings. Recommended 19 sites for investigation,
action and amended the site sampling plans

proposed in the IAS Report. This
included one site (Site 18) intended to
address the off-Station contaminant
plume of VOCs.

1988 Perimeter study Address the RWQCB Santa  Detected the presence of VOCs in
investigation Ana Region Cleanup and shallow groundwater near the

Abatement Order requiring  southwestern boundary of the Station.
investigation of the source

of regional VOC

groundwater contamination.

1989 Interim pump-and-treat Pump and treat VOC- Groundwater was extracted at a

system contaminated groundwater  combined rate of 30 gallons per minute
from three extraction wells  from three wells and treated with
near the Station boundary. granular activated carbon. Extracted
groundwater had concentrations of TCE
and PCE from 10 to 160 and 25 to 100
parts per billion, respectively.

1989 Phase IRI Work Plan  Formulate Work Plan, Field DON concluded that 22 sites would be
and associated Sampling Plan, and other RI  investigated and grouped into three OUs.
documents for MCAS  documents to direct the
El Toro Phase I fieldwork.

1990 Superfund NPL Identify sites with imminent MCAS El Toro was added to the NPL

risks to the public. for the Superfund Program because of

VOC contamination at the Station
boundary and in agricultural wells west
of the Station boundary.

(table continues)
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Section 2 Site History and Enforcement Activities
Table 2-1 (continued)
Date Investigation Objective Summary of Findings
1993 Base Closure and Identify sites for closure. MCAS El Toro was placed on the
Realignment Act BRAC III list. Under the terms of the
FFA, Station closure would not affect
the DON’s obligation to conduct the
RI/FS and comply with the other
requirements of the FFA,
1993 Phase I R1 The draft Technical Various contaminants in the
Memorandum and draft groundwater, soil, surface water, and
OU-1 RI Reports document  sediment were detected at MCAS El
the results of the Phase IRI. Toro. Soil and sediment contaminants
The principal objectives of  were primarily SVOCs, petroleum
the Phase I RI were to make hydrocarbons, pesticides, herbicides, and
an initial determination PCBs. The Phase I RI concluded that
regarding the existence and  the source of contamination for regional
risks of contamination at groundwater was the southwest quadrant
sites in OU-1, OU-2, and of the Station, but it did not indicate
Ou-3. specific sources. A preliminary risk
assessment was conducted for
contaminants at the sites in both
groundwater and soil.
1993 RCRA facility Evaluate whether an Based on the RCRA facility assessment
assessment additional 140 sites at results, 25 SWMUs/AOCs were
MCAS El Toro would recommended for further action. This
require further investigation  action included additionai subsurface
under the Phase 11 RI/FS investigation or other activities such as
Program. inspection of underground storage tanks,
repair of cracks in concrete-paved areas,
and excavation of contaminated soil. Of
these 25 SWMUSs/AQCs, 2 were
recommended for further action under
the Phase II RI/FS program. Site 23 was
investigated and recommended for no
further action.
1994 Phase I soil gas survey  Identify potential VOC The soil gas survey investigated soil
for Sites 24 and 25 sources at Sites 24 and 25. conditions (generally 12 to 20 feet below
ground surface). Elevated
concentrations of VOCs were detected
beneath the aircraft maintenance hangars
(Buildings 296 and 297). TCE was the
compound most frequently detected.
Other VOCs detected included PCE,
1,1-dichloroethene, Freon 113, carbon
tetrachloride, and chloroform.
(table continues)
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Date: 04/23/01

Table 2-1 (continued)

Date Investigation

Objective

Summary of Findings

Interviews with active
and retired personnel

1994

Final Work Plan for
Phase II RUFS and
associated documents

1995

Evaluation of
background
concentrations and
reference levels in soil

1996

Interim-action RI/FS
for groundwater
contamination
designated as OU-1

1996

RI for vadose zone and
groundwater
contamination at

Site 24

1996

FS for vadose zone
contamination at
Site 24

1996

Supplement and confirm
information from past
investigations and
interviews, obtain a better
understanding of current
and historical operations,
and identify new areas of
potential environmental
concern.

Present an approach to
conduct the Phase II RI at
24 sites at MCAS El Toro
using the U.S. EPA DQO
process. Establish
background concentrations
of metals in soils. Establish
a process to collect
sufficient information to
support decisions on risk
management.

Calculate background
concentrations for metals in
soil and reference levels for
herbicides and pesticides in
soil at MCAS El Toro.

Characterize groundwater
contamination and evaluate
potential actions to
remediate VOC-
contaminated groundwater
in the principal aquifer.
Determine the nature and
extent of VOC
contamination at Site 24
and evaluate the human-
health risk due to this
contamination.

Evaluate potential actions to
remediate the VOC-
contaminated soils at

Site 24.

The interview panel provided
information about types of operations
that occurred on-Station and types of
chemicals used in these operations.

Established DQO process for conducting
RI/FS. Two new sites, Sites 24 and 25,
were established for investigation in
Phase II.

Background concentrations for metals
and reference levels for herbicides were
developed for comparison with site-
specific analytical results in the RI to
identify potential releases.

A range of remedial alternatives has
been prepared. The preferred alternative
is expected to be presented for public
comment in 2001.

Soil and groundwater were investigated.
The RI linked the groundwater hot spot
identified during the Phase II RI with
high concentrations of TCE in the
vadose zone beneath Buildings 296 and
297.

SVE is presented as the presumptive
remedy most appropriate for remediation
of contaminated soils.

(table continues)
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Section 2 Site History and Enforcement Activities
Table 2-1 (continued)
Date Investigation Objective Summary of Findings
1997 Draft final RI reports Determine the nature and Investigations revealed that
for OU-3A (including extent of contamination at contamination at Sites 4, 6, 9, 10, 13, 15,
Site 16) and Site 25 Sites 4, 6, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 19, 20, 21, and 22 is limited to shallow
13, 15, 16, 19, 20, 21, 22, soils. Contamination at Site 25 is limited
and 25 and evaluate the to sediment and surface water. In all
human-health risk due to cases, risks to human health are within
this contamination. the range generally considered
acceptable by the U.S. EPA. A
recommendation for no action was made
to the BCT and was approved. AnFS
was recommended for Site 16 and
portions of Sites 8, 11, and 12.
1997 RI for landfill sites Determine the nature and Air, soil, and groundwater were
extent of contamination at investigated. Risks at each site are
Sites 2, 3, 5,and 17, and driven by contamination in soil. VOCs
evaluate the human-health are present in groundwater above MCLs
risk due to this at Site 2. Landfill gas controls are not
contamination. necessary, and no principal threat wastes
were found in soil gas.
1997 FS for landfill sites Evaluate potential actions to  Capping, institutional controls, and
remediate the landfills and  monitoring are presented as the
allow site closure. presumptive remedies most appropriate
for remediation of the landfills.
1997 FS for groundwater at ~ Evaluate potential actions to A range of remedial alternatives has
Site 24 remediate VOC- been prepared. The preferred alternative
contaminated groundwater  is expected to be presented for public
at Site 24. comment in 2001.
1997 Interim ROD for Select interim remedial SVE was selected as the remedial
Site 24 vadose zone alternative for soil at alternative for soil at Site 24.
Site 24,
1997 ROD for QU-2A and Select remedial alternative No action was selected for Sites 4, 6, 9,
OU-3A no action sites  for selected OU-2A and 10, 13, 15, 19, 20, 21, 22, and 25.
OU-3A sites.
1998 FS for OU-3A Sites 8,  Evaluate potential actions to  Excavation and removal are presented as
11, and 12 remediate contaminated the actions most appropriate for
soil. remediation of contaminated soil at
portions of Sites 8, 11, and 12. Other
portions of these sites do not require
further action.
(table continues)
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Date: 04/23/01

Table 2-1 (continued)

Date Investigation Objective Summary of Findings
1998 Evaluation of metals in  Evaluate whether the Although the concentrations of some
groundwater at MCAS  reported concentrations of ~ metals at various sites at MCAS El Toro
El Toro metals in groundwater at exceed MCLs, such conditions are
MCAS El Toro reflect characteristic of basinwide groundwater
ambient conditions or are quality conditions and are not indicative
the result of anthropogenic  of site-related contamination.
sources associated with
historical station operations,
1999 Continuation of RI for ~ Determine the nature and Investigations revealed that
OU-3B Sites 7 and 14  extent of contamination at contamination at Sites 7 and 14 is
Sites 7 and 14, and evaluate  limited to shallow soils. Human-health
the human-health risk due to  risks are within the range considered
this contamination. generally acceptable by the U.S. EPA.
A recommendation for no action was
made to the BCT.

1999 ROD for Site 11 Select alternative for Excavation and removal are selected for
remediation of remediation of soil at Site 11.
contaminated soil.

2000 Historical radiological ~ Evaluate historical use, The final Historical Radiological

assessment of MCAS storage, and disposal of Assessment Report, dated May 2000,

El Toro radiological materials at identified candidate sites for radiological
MCAS El Toro and surveys on the basis of historical
recommend followon information. Sites 7 and 14 do not
investigations of potentially  require further radiological investigation.
impacted areas.

2001 Radiological survey Evaluate selected sites and ~ The final Radiological Survey Plan was
buildings for radiological issued in January 2001.
materials or contamination.

2001 FS for OU-3B Site 16  Evaluate potential actions The FS is expected to be finalized in
for contaminated soil and mid-2001.

~ groundwater.
Acronyms/Abbreviations:

AOQC - area of concern

BCT - BRAC Cleanup Team

BRAC - Base Realignment and Closure
DON —~ Department of the Navy

DQO - data quality objective

FFA - Federal Facilities Agreement

FS - feasibility study

IAS - initial assessment study

MCAS - Marine Corps Air Station

MCL - maximum contaminant level
NPL - National Priorities List

OCWD - Orange County Water District
OU - operable unit

(table continues)
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Section 2 Site History and Enforcement Activities

Table 2-1 (continued)

PCB - polychlorinated bipheny!

PCE - tetrachioroethene

RCRA — Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RI - remedial investigation

ROD - record of decision

RWQCSB - (Cailifornia) Regional Water Quality Control Board
SVE - scil vapor extraction

SVOC - semivolatile organic compound

SWMU - solid waste management unit

TCE - trichloroethene

U.S. EPA ~ United States Environmental Protection Agency
VOC - volatile organic compound
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Section 3

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

A Community Relations Plan (BNI 1996b) was developed to document concemns identified
during community interviews and to provide a detailed description of the community relations
activities planned in response to information received from the community. The initial plan was
prepared in 1991 and revised in 1993 and 1996. The revisions incorporated the most recent
assessment of community issues, concerns, and information needs related to the ongoing
environmental investigation and remediation program at MCAS El Toro.

The community relations program includes specific activities for obtaining community input and
keeping the community informed. These activities include conducting interviews, holding public
meetings, issuing fact sheets to provide updates on current remediation activities, maintaining an
information repository where the public can access technical documents and program
information, disseminating information to local and regional media, and making presentations to

local groups.

Community members and local governmental agencies have also participated in planning for the
reuse of MCAS El Toro through development of the Community Reuse Plan.

3.1 RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD

In 1994, individuals from local communities began to play an increasingly significant role
in the environmental restoration process with the establishment of the Restoration
Advisory Board (RAB). Original membership in the RAB, which was solicited by the
Marine Corps/Navy through paid newspaper notices, exceeded 50 individuals, including
business and homeowners’ representatives, interested residents, local elected officials,

and regulatory agency staff.

Currently, the RAB is composed of 28 registered members. Twelve RAB members are
community members or private citizens. The remaining 16 RAB members are
representatives from various government agencies. RAB meetings occur every 2 months,
are open to the public, and include interested representatives from the Marine
Corps/Navy, city and county offices, and regulatory agencies. Meetings are held in the
evenings after normal working hours from 6:30 to 9 p.m. at the city of Irvine City Hall,
Conference and Training Center. Several members of the RAB have taken information
from the regular meetings back to the groups they represent, thus contributing to an
increased awareness of the IRP process. In addition, members of the public can contact
RAB members to obtain information or express concems to be discussed at subsequent

RAB meetings.

Copies of the RAB meeting minutes are available at the MCAS El Toro Information
Repository, located at the Heritage Park Regional Library in Irvine, California. RAB
meeting minutes are also located on the Navy’s SWDIV “Environmental” web page,

which is at:
http://www.efdsw.navfac.navy.mil/pages/Envrnmtl.htm

The OU-3B sites have been discussed at several RAB meetings.
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3.2

3.3

PUBLIC MAILINGS

Public mailings, including information updates, fact sheets, and proposed plans, have
been used to assure an even broader dissemination of information within the local
community. The first information update announcing the IRP process at MCAS El Toro
was delivered in November 1991 to residents surrounding MCAS El Toro and mailed to
city, state, and federal officials; agencies; local groups; and individuals identified in the
Community Relations Plan. Subsequent updates and fact sheets were mailed to the
community as significant remediation milestones occurred (Table 3-1).  These
publications have included information concerning the status of site investigations, the
upcoming remedy selection process, ways the public can participate in the investigation
and remediation of MCAS El Toro, and the availability of the MCAS El Toro
administrative record.

Proposed plans are summaries of remedial alternatives proposed for a site or group of
sites. The plan describes each of the alternatives, evaluates each alternative against nine
criteria, and identifies the preferred alternative. This document is issued to the public
before the beginning of a public comment period to provide information and solicit public
input on the potential remedial options that underwent detailed evaluation. Once the
public comment period closes, the comments are compiled, reviewed by the BCT, and
used to refine the remedial action. The final decision and response to comments (known
as a Responsiveness Summary) are presented in the record of decision (ROD).

The updates, fact sheets, and proposed plans are mailed to approximately 450 households,
businesses, public officials, and agencies in an effort to reach as many community
members as possible.

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION FOR OU-3B NO ACTION SITES

The final RI Report for Sites 7 and 14 was issued in March 2000. The Proposed Plan for
QU-3B Sites 7 and 14 was distributed to community members on the MCAS El Toro
project mailing list in September 2000. The Proposed Plan and the RI Report were also
made available to the public at the information repository maintained at the Heritage Park
Regional Library in Irvine, California. The notice of availability for these documents was
published in the Orange County Register and the Los Angeles Times (Orange County
Edition) approximately 1 week before the start of the public comment period on the
proposed plan. The notices also announced the availability of the administrative record
file for review. Complete administrative record files are available at the SWDIV office in
San Diego and at MCAS El Toro. A partial record file is available for review at the
information repository. The information repository also contains a complete index of the
administrative record file along with information about how to access the complete file at

MCAS El Toro.
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Table 3-1
Summary of MCAS EIl Toro Updates, Fact Sheets, and Proposed Plans

Fact Sheet Number Date Summary of Contents
— 11/91 Information update/IRP process
— 12/92 Information update
1 12/93 Phase II RI results
2 12/93 RAB formation
3 07/95 Information update/Tank 398
4 10/95 Information update/engineering evaluation/cost analysis
5 11/95 MCAS El Toro Building 673-T3 Certification for Closure
6 04/96 Looking back-moving forward update on IRP progress
7 12/96 Groundwater remediation OU-1 and QU-2A
— 04/97 Proposed Plan for Site 24 Vadose Zone
— 06/97 Proposed Plan for No Action Sites
— 05/98 Proposed Plan for Landfill Sites 2, 3, 5, and 17
8 02/99 SVE design at Site 24
— 05/99 Proposed Plan for OU-3A Sites 8, 11, and 12
- 09/00 Proposed Plan for OU-3B No Action Sites 7 and 14
Acronyms/Abbreviations:

IRP - Installation Restoration Program
MCAS - Marine Corps Air Station

OU - operable unit

RAB - Restoration Advisory Board

R! - remedial investigation

SVE - soil vapor extraction

A public comment period for the Proposed Plan for OU-3B No Action Sites 7 and 14 was
held from 10 October to 08 November 2000. In addition, a public meeting was held on
25 October 2000. This meeting was announced in the Orange County Register and Los
Angeles Times (Orange County Edition) on 09 October 2000.

At the public meeting, representatives from the DON, MCAS El Toro, and environmental
regulatory agencies presented information about site conditions and the remedial
alternatives under consideration. A court reporter recorded public comments. A response
to the comments received during this period regarding Sites 7 and 14 is included in the
Responsiveness Summary, which is part of this ROD. A copy of the transcript from the
meeting is also included in this ROD as Attachment B.
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SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT

Twenty-five IRP sites have been investigated at MCAS El Toro. Twenty-four of these sites are
divided into three OUs. OU-1 encompasses Site 18 (Regional Groundwater). OU-2 is
subdivided into OU-2A, OU-2B, and OU-2C. OU-3 is subdivided into OU-3A and OQU-3B.

OU-2A encompasses Site 24 (VOC Source Area) and Site 25 (Major Drainages). Area OU-2A
was defined to address potential sources of regional groundwater contamination. Site 25 was
included in this OU because it was not known whether the major drainages at MCAS El Toro
were acting as a source of the VOC contamination in the shallow groundwater unit beneath the
Station and in the principal aquifer off the Station. The Phase I RI of Site 25 showed that this
site is not a source of regional groundwater contamination, and the site was recommended for no
action. Site 24 (vadose zone) and Site 25 were addressed in previous RODs. Site 24
(groundwater) and Site 18 will be addressed in a separate ROD.

OU-2B encompasses landfill Sites 2 and 17. An interim ROD for OU-2B was signed in
July 2000. This ROD is expected to be finalized in 2001.

OU-2C encompasses landfill Sites 3 and 5. The ROD for Sites 3 and 5 is also expected to be
finalized in 2001.

OU-3A and OU-3B comprise the remaining 17 IRP sites at MCAS El Toro that focus on
potential surface-soil contamination. OU-3A encompasses Sites 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 19,
20, 21, and 22. Ten of these sites (4, 6, 9, 10, 13, 15, 19, 20, 21, and 22) were investigated,
found to contain no unacceptable risks to human health or the environment, and recommended
for no action. These sites were addressed along with OU-2A Site 25 in a previous ROD. Site 11
was addressed in a ROD that was finalized in September 1999. Sites 8 and 12 will be addressed
in a separate ROD that is expected to be issued in 2001.

OU-3B encompasses Sites 1, 7, 14, and 16. Sites 7 and 14 are addressed in this ROD. Site 16
has been investigated, and alternatives for remediation of the site are currently being evaluated.
The Site 16 ROD is expected to be issued in 2001. Site 1 is scheduled for investigation in 2001.

Site 23 was evaluated in the RFA under the FFA and was eliminated as an environmental
concern.
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SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

This section describes the regional characteristics of MCAS El Toro, and provides a brief history
of the source of contamination at Sites 7 and 14, summarizes the sampling performed at these
sites, and presents tables summarizing site-specific sampling results. Section 5 concludes with a
discussion of current and potential future migration for chemicals of potential concern at the
sites. A complete discussion of sampling locations and methodologies, compounds detected at
each site, and the nature and extent of contamination appears in the Phase II Final RI Report for

Sites 7 and 14 (BNI 2000).

The nature and extent of contamination at Sites 7 and 14 is based on the Phase I and II RI data
presented in the final RI Report for Sites 7 and 14 (BNI 2000). The Phase I RI was conducted
during 1992 and 1993. A Phase II RI conducted in 1997 included portions of Site 7. Additional
Phase II investigation of Sites 7 and 14 was conducted during 1999. The Phase II investigation
consisted of a review of data gathered previously and additional sampling and analysis designed
to fill in data gaps from the Phase I investigation and to provide information necessary to conduct
a baseline human-health risk assessment (HHRA).

Data collected during the Sites 7 and 14 RI include the results of shallow and deeper subsurface
soils investigations, groundwater investigations, aerial photograph reviews, and interviews with
MCAS El Toro personnel. A soil gas survey was also conducted at and in the vicinity of Site 7.
This survey was associated with Site 24, the VOC Source Area. (Site 7 is within the boundary of
Site 24.) The VOCs reported within the Site 7 boundaries were investigated and evaluated as
part of the VOC source investigation at Site 24 and are discussed in the Interim ROD for that site

(BNI 1997a).

5.1 REGIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

MCAS El Toro is situated on the southeastern edge of the Tustin Plain, a gently sloping
surface of alluvial fan deposits derived mainly from the Santa Ana Mountains. The
Tustin Plain, bounded on the north and east by the Santa Ana Mountains and on the south
by the San Joaquin Hills, is at the southeast end of the Los Angeles Basin, a large
sedimentary basin in the Peninsular Ranges Geologic Province. The elevation at MCAS
El Toro ranges from 215 feet above mean sea level (MSL) in the west to approximately
800 feet above MSL. to the east.

5.1.1 Geology and Hydrogeology

The Tustin Plain is a broad basin composed of Quaternary marine and alluvial sediments
deposited on Tertiary marine sedimentary bedrock (Fife 1974). The Quaternary deposits
are generally less consolidated and more permeable than the bedrock. The Tustin Plain is
bound by bedrock exposed in the Santa Ana Mountains to the north and east and in the
San Joaquin Hills to the south.

The Tertiary bedrock consists of semiconsolidated marine sandstones, siltstones, and
conglomerates of the Sespe, Vaqueros, Topanga, Capistrano, Niguel, and Fernando
formations (CDMG 1981). The lower-Pliocene Fernando formation forms the base of the
water-bearing units at MCAS El Toro (Herndon and Reilly 1989). The Fernando
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formation interfingers with marine clayey and sandy siltstones of the Capistrano and
Niguel formations west of MCAS El Toro (JMM 1988).

Pleistocene sediments predominantly composed of interlayered fine-grained lagoonal and
near-shore marine deposits unconformably overlie the Tertiary sedimentary bedrock
(Singer 1973). These deeper Quaternary sediments may be equivalent to the lower
Pleistocene San Pedro formation, which consists of semiconsolidated silts, clays, and
sands with interbedded limestone.

Conformably overlying the Pleistocene sediments are Holocene materials consisting of
isolated coarse-grained, stream-channel deposits within fine-grained overbank deposits.
These Holocene sediments were deposited as alluvium and range in thickness up to
300 feet (Herndon and Reilly 1989).

MCAS E1 Toro lies within and immediately adjacent to the Irvine Forebay I Groundwater
Subbasin (Irvine Subbasin) (RWQCB 1995). Regional aquifer systems in the Irvine
Subbasin have been described as a series of discontinuous lenses of clayey sands and
gravels contained within an assemblage of sandy clay and silt. These aquifer systems are
within the less consolidated and more permeable Quaternary sedimentary deposits.
Regionally, the stratigraphic units within the aquifers are considered to be laterally
extensive and representative of two homogeneous systems, a shallow aquifer and a deeper
zone (referred to as the “principal aquifer”). An intervening horizon of fine-grained
materials hydraulically separates the shallow and deep aquifers but appears to allow
leakage in some locations.

The depth to shallow groundwater beneath MCAS El Toro ranges from approximately
45 to 60 feet below ground surface (bgs) in the foothills, to approximately 85 feet bgs
along the southwest boundary, to greater than 240 feet bgs along Irvine Boulevard
(JEG 1993a). Groundwater in the shallow aquifer flows toward the northwest at
gradients ranging from 0.005 to 0.025 foot/foot (Figure 5-1). The hydraulic gradient has
been influenced strongly by the pumping of irrigation wells west of MCAS El Toro.
Average linear groundwater flow velocities are reported to range from 0.02 to 1.9 feet per

day (JMM 1990).

5.1.2 Surface Hydrology

Surface drainage near MCAS El Toro generally flows southwest, following the slope of
the land perpendicular to the trend of the Santa Ana Mountains. Several washes originate
in the hills northeast of MCAS EI Toro and flow through or adjacent to the Station en
route to San Diego Creek. Off-Station drainage from the hills and upgradient irrigated
farmland combines with Station runoff at MCAS El Toro (generated from the extensive
paved surfaces) and flows into four main drainage channels. Three of these drainage
channels are contiguous with natural washes that originate in the Santa Ana Mountains:
Borrego Canyon, Agua Chinon, and Bee Canyon. The fourth drainage is Marshbum

Channel (Figure 5-2).
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Borrego Canyon Wash flows along the southeast boundary of MCAS EI Toro. The wash
is unlined in the Santa Ana Mountains and unlined downstream of Irvine Boulevard.
Borrego Canyon Wash crosses the southern corner of the Station and joins Agua Chinon
Wash about 1/4 mile downstream of the Station boundary.

Both Agua Chinon and the Bee Canyon Washes cross the central portion of MCAS
El Toro and receive on-Station runoff mainly through storm sewers. These washes are
contained in culverts through most of their pathways across the Station. Both washes are
unlined along several hundred feet at the southwest edge of the Station and are lined
again in a culvert beneath the Irvine Spectrum development adjacent to the southwestern
boundary of the Station. Marshburn Channel is a lined drainage channel that runs
along the northwestern boundary of MCAS El Toro. The channel receives runoff
from the western part of the Station. All of the drainages ultimately discharge into
San Diego Creek.

The MCAS El Toro Master Plan (Plan) indicates that much of the Station lies within the
100-year flood plain. Existing drainage systems were developed for agricultural use, not
for the increased flows generated by the urban development now surrounding the base.
Approximately 15 acres of an agricultural lease was flooded and crops were destroyed
during a storm on 29 November 1997. The area included in the 100-year flood plain is
shown in Figure 5-2.

5.1.3 Rainfall and Prevailing Wind Conditions

5.2

The mean average rainfall at MCAS El Toro is approximately 12.2 inches, most of which
occurs from November through April (JEG 1993a). Because of the low average annual
rainfall and high evapotranspiration rates, net infiltration from precipitation is less than 5
inches per year (BNI 1996¢).

From March through October, the prevailing wind is from the west, averaging 6 knots.
From November through February, the prevailing wind is from the east, averaging
4 knots. Strong, dry, gusty, offshore winds (locally known as “Santa Ana winds”) are
common during late fall and winter. The typically dry conditions and persistent winds
may result in light to moderate wind erosion.

SITE 7, DROP TANK DRAINAGE AREA NO. 2

Site 7 is located in the southwestern quadrant of MCAS El Toro, north and west of
Buildings 295 and 296, at an elevation of approximately 275 feet MSL. The approximate
site area is 200,000 square feet. Most of the surface of Site 7 is unpaved and fairly well
vegetated, but some paved areas are present as well as two small buildings. Site 7 is
generally flat, and surface flow is induced only during significant rainfall events. Surface
drainage is conveyed generally to the south toward Agua Chinon Wash.

5.2.1 Geology and Hydrogeology

A review of the RI boring logs indicates that the soil at Site 7 consists of poorly to well-
graded sand, silty sand, and sandy silt. Soil in the area is classified as Sorrento loam,
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which develops on nearly flat (0 to 2 percent slope) floodplain deposits like those at
Site 7. Sorrento loam is typically a well-drained soil characterized by slow surface runoff
and a slight erosion hazard because of the nearly flat surface (Wachtell 1978). The
shallow groundwater unit is present at approximately 120 feet bgs. Regional groundwater
flow beneath Site 7 is generally to the west-northwest.

5.2.2 Site History

Site 7 was previously used for aircraft drop tank storage and drainage. In the northern
area, aircraft drop tanks were drained and washed on a concrete apron from
approximately 1969 to 1983 (Figure 5-3). The mixture of residual fuel and washwater
drained off the edge of the concrete apron onto the adjacent grassy areas. An estimated
7,000 gallons of jet propellant — Grade 5 (JP-5) fuel and lubrication oil were disposed in
this area. In the eastern portion of the site, soil areas near the aircraft hangars (Buildings
296 and 297) are suspected to have been sprayed with lubrication oil and JP-5 jet fuel for
dust control. More than 11,000 gallons of lubrication oil and nearly 4,000 gallons of JP-5
may have been used for dust control between 1972 and 1983. From 1972 to 1978, the
area comprising Unit 5 served as an unpaved parking lot and was also sprayed with
lubricant oils for dust control (JEG 1993a).

5.2.3 Site Investigations

Investigations conducted at Site 7 included an RFA, Phase I and II Rls, two aerial
photographic surveys, and employee interviews. A soil gas survey was also conducted at
and in the vicinity of Site 7. This survey was associated with Site 24, the VOC Source
Area. (Site 7 is within the boundary of Site 24.) The VOCs reported within the Site 7
boundaries were investigated and evaluated as part of the VOC source investigation at
Site 24 and are discussed in the Interim ROD for that site (BNI 1997a).

5.2.3.1 RCRAFACILITIES ASSESSMENT

During the RFA, solid waste management units (SWMUSs)/Areas of Concern
(AOCs) 71 and 72 were identified within the Site 7 boundaries but not investigated.
The exact location of SWMU/AOC 71 was unknown but believed to be within Unit 1.
SWMU/AOC 72 is located in the southern part of Unit 3 (Jacobs 1993b). Because both
of these SWMUSs/AOCs were located within Site 7 boundaries, the Phase II RU/FA Work
Plan indicated that a visual inspection would be conducted of the SWMUs/AOCs
locations. If a visual evidence of a surface release was not identified no sampling would
be performed at these SWMUs/AOCs (BNI 1995a). The visual evaluation of both
SWMUs during the Phase II RI fieldwork did not identify evidence of a surface release at
either location (BNI 1997a). As a result, SWMU/AOC 71 was recommended for no
further action. It is the DON’s intention to sample SWMU/AOC 72 as an inactive
temporary accumulation area and to submit a closure report to DTSC by calendar

year 2002.
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5.2.3.2 PHASE | REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

To facilitate the Phase I RI, Site 7 was divided into five units on the basis of common
historical activities, aerial photograph reviews, and relative locations (Figure 5-3). The
five units are:

e North Pavement Edge (Unit 1),

e Old East Pavement Edge (accepted for no further investigation by the BCT
during preparation of the work plan for the OU-3A and OU-3B Phase II RI
fieldwork [BNI 1995a,b,c]) (Unit 2),

e New East Pavement Edge (Unit 3),
e Drainage Ditch (Unit 4), and
e  Open Dirt Area south of Building 296 (Unit 5).

Unit 1, a concrete pavement edge approximately 700 feet long and located 200 feet north
of Building 295, is almost completely devoid of vegetation. Aircraft matting covers part
of the center of this unit. Unit 2 was a concrete pavement edge approximately 1,500 feet
long and perpendicular to Unit 1. In 1979, the pavement was expanded and Unit 2 is
presently covered by approximately six inches of concrete. Unit 3 is a well vegetated
concrete pavement edge 300 to 400 feet west of Building 296. Unit 4 is a drainage ditch
approximately 50 feet east of Unit 3 that is well vegetated and exhibits no signs of
erosion from surface water flow. Unit 5 is a square area of approximately 90,000 square
feet. Pavement covers the southern half of the unit, while the northern half is partially
vegetated. Surface drainage from Site 7 flows generally southward and eventually
discharges into Agua Chinon Wash.

Sixty-two soil samples were collected from 19 borings in Units 1 through 5 during the
Phase I RI. These included:

e ten shallow-soil (less than 10 feet bgs) samples from four borings and eight
deeper-soil (greater than 10 feet bgs) from one boring in Unit 1,

e nine shallow-soil samples from four borings and seven deeper-soil samples from
one boring in Unit 2,

e seven shallow-soil samples from three borings in Unit 3,
e six shallow-soil samples from three borings in Unit 4, and

e cight shallow-soil samples from three borings and seven deeper-soil samples
from one boring in Unit 5.

Soil samples collected during the Phase I RI were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs,
pesticides/PCBs, total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), total recoverable petroleum
hydrocarbons (TRPH), and target analyte list (TAL) metals. Selected samples were also
analyzed for total organic carbon.

Groundwater samples were collected during the Phase I RI from three on-site monitoring
wells and three off-site monitoring wells. The Site 7 wells were also sampled on several
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occasions after the Phase I RI. The findings of the Phase II RI for the VOC source area
and the Phase I RI for Site 7 demonstrated that Site 7 is not a source of regional
groundwater contamination. Groundwater contamination beneath Site 7 is being
addressed under OU-2A and s, therefore, not addressed in this ROD.

Chemicals reported in soil above the detection limits in the Phase I RI included VOCs,
SVOCs, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), pesticides, diesel, gasoline, TRPH,
and TAL metals above background. No PCB was reported above the detection limit.

As a result of the Phase I RI, Units 1, 3, 4, and 5 were recommended for further
investigation in a Phase II RI. The plans for further investigation of these units were
presented in the Phase II Final Work Plan Phase II RI/FS MCAS El Toro (Final Work
Plan Phase II RI/FS) issued in July 1995.

The analytical results from soil samples collected within Unit 2 did not identify
concentrations of VOCs, SVOC:s, pesticides, or PCBs above laboratory detection limits.
In addition, TPH as diesel was reported in only three samples at concentrations less than
44 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) and TPH as gasoline was reported in only two
samples at concentrations less than 0.4 mg/kg. Based on these analytical results, Unit 2
was recommended for no further action. BCT concurred with the DON’s no further
action recommendation and this decision was documented in the final Work Plan Phase II
RIFS. Consequently, no sampling was conducted at Unit 2 during the Phase II RI

(BNI 1995a).

5.2.3.3 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY AERIAL
PHOTOGRAPH SURVEY '

During the U.S. EPA aerial photograph review, 1970 photographs indicated vertical
tanks, open storage areas, and staining features within Site 7. In a 1980 photograph, the
concrete apron east of Buildings 296 and 297 had been extended further east, which
moved the drainage area to the new concrete apron edge. Staining and easterly flow of
liquid were present in most aerial photographs of Site 7 (JEG 1993a).

5.2.3.4 SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION AERIAL
PHOTOGRAPH SURVEY

The Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) Aerial Photograph
Assessment noted that the extension of the concrete apron east of Buildings 296 and 297
was completed between 1971 and 1973. Stains caused by liquids flowing easterly from
the concrete apren were observed in 1946, 1961, and 1981 photographs (SAIC 1993).

5.2.3.5 EMPLOYEE INTERVIEWS

On 26 May 1994, a meeting was held at MCAS El Toro to interview active and retired
personnel from the Station’s Fuel Operations Division and Facility Management
Department who had extensive knowledge of Station operations and procedures for
storage and disposal of hazardous materials and waste. The interviewers during the
meeting were Cal-EPA personnel, Navy and Station personnel, and the Navy and

Draft Final Record of Decision — OU-3B No Action Sites 7 and 14, MCAS El Toro page 5-11

04/17/01 2:54 PM tm I:\word_processing\reportsiclean ii\ctol64vrodisites 7 and 14\draft ina\2001062f.doc



Date: 04/23/01

Section 5 Summary of Site Characteristics

U.S. EPA contractors. During these interviews, the following information pertaining to N
the Drop Tank Drainage Area No. 2 (Site 7) was obtained (JEG 1994c).

e A 500-gallon bowser was observed near the hazardous waste storage area.
Mobile bowser tanks were commonly used throughout the Station to store waste
oil collected from maintenance activities. A common practice was to spread the
waste oil collected in these tanks onto unpaved areas of the Station for dust

control.

e Some of these bowsers may have been misinterpreted as vertical tanks in the
SAIC Aerial Photograph Report.

e Various types of equipment and chemical waste were stored in the areas east of
Site 7. Some of the equipment included paint lockers, compressors, and pilot
seat ejection charges. The types of chemicals included waste solvents, oils, and
flammable materials.

5.2.3.6 PHASE Il REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

The Phase II RI consisted of a review of the previous investigations and additional
sampling necessary to perform a baseline HHRA and determine whether remedial action
is necessary at Site 7. As noted in Section 5.2.3.2, 49 shallow-soil samples were
collected from 19 boring locations in Units 1 through 5 during the Phase I investigation.
Another 91 shallow-soil samples were collected from 24 boring locations in Units 1, 3, 4,
and 5 during the Phase II investigation. Phase II samples were collected at random
locations to characterize additional areas not sampled during the Phase I RI. Fifteen R
samples from Units 4 and 5 were field screened for VOCs, TPH, and PAHs. Samples
were also analyzed at a fixed-base laboratory for VOCs, SVOCs, PAHs, TPH, pesticides,

and TAL metals.

A review of the Phase I analytical data for the deeper subsurface-soil samples suggested
that the types and magnitude of analytes reported in the deeper subsurface soil beneath
Site 7 did not pose a threat to groundwater. Therefore, in accordance with the Phase II
Work Plan and with concurrence from the BCT, conditions within the deeper subsurface-
soil interval were not investigated further during the Phase I RI.

Results for Phase II shallow-soil samples are summarized as follows.

e Eleven VOCs were reported above detection limits at concentrations up to
72 micrograms per kilogram (ug/kg) in shallow-soil samples from Units 1, 3, 4,
and 5. '

e Twenty-two SVOCs and 13 PAHs were reported above detection limits at
concentrations up to 7,000 pg/kg in shallow-soil samples from Units 1, 3, 4,
and 5.

o Diesel and motor oil were reported above detection limits at concentrations up
to 3,800 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) in shallow-soil samples from Units 1,
3,4,and 5.

o Sixteen of the 23 TAL metals (aluminum, arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium,
chromium, cobalt, copper, lead, manganese, mercury, nickel, selenium, silver,

page 5-12 Draft Final Record of Decision — OU-3B No Action Sites 7 and 14, MCAS EI Toro

04/13/01 3:50 PM rkm I:\word_processing'reportsiclean ii\clo164\rodisites 7 and 14\draft final\2001062f.doc



Date: 04/23/01

Section 5 Summary of Site Characteristics

thallium, and zinc) were reported at concentrations above their respective
background values in shallow-soil samples from Units 1, 3, 4, and 5.

5.2.3.7 SUMMARY OF PHASE | AND PHASE Il RESULTS

Table 5-1 summarizes the results of the Phase I and Phase II soil investigations at Site 7.
The HHRA performed during the RI (Section 7) showed PAHs and TAL metals above
background were the predominant risk drivers at Site 7. Figures 5-4 and 5-5 show the
location and concentration of PAHs and TAL metals reported in shallow soil at each unit.

The Phase I and II results are summarized by unit as follows.

Unit 1, North Pavement Edge

VOCs, SVOCs, PAHs, petroleum hydrocarbons, and TAL metals at concentrations above
background were reported in shallow-soil samples at Unit 1. While VOC concentrations
less than 54 pg/kg and TAL metal concentrations above background were reported
throughout the 0- to 10-foot bgs soil interval, SVOC, PAH, and petroleum hydrocarbon
concentrations generally decreased with depth throughout the same soil interval.

Unit 3, New East Pavement Edge

VOCs, SVOCs, PAHs, pesticides, petroleum hydrocarbons, and TAL metals at
concentrations above background were reported in shallow soil throughout Unit 3. While
VOCs and SVOCs above detection limits and TAL metals above background were
reported throughout the 0- to 10-foot bgs soil interval, no PAH or petroleum hydrocarbon
was reported above detection limits below a depth of 6.75 feet bgs. The highest diesel
and motor o1l concentrations, ranging from 150 to 2,300 mg/kg, were reported in samples
collected from a depth of 6 to 6.75 feet bgs in the south end of Unit 3.

Unit 4, Drainage Ditch

VOCs, PAHs, petroleum hydrocarbons, and pesticides were reported above detection
limits in shallow-soil samples at Unit 4. TAL metals at concentrations above background
levels were distributed in soil samples collected throughout the 0- to 10-foot-bgs
shallow-soil interval. With the exception of toluene, VOC, PAH, pesticide, and
petroleum hydrocarbon constituents were not reported above detection limits in samples
collected from depths greater than 2 feet bgs.
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Table 51
Chemicals Reported in Soil at Site 7
Maximum
Number Number of Concentration Station ID/Depth
Analyte Name of Samples Detections (mg/kg) (feet bgs)
Volatile Organic Compounds
1,1,1-trichloroethane 101 3 0.0015 07B403/0 -1
Acetone 34 14 0.064 07_GN1/0
Benzene 101 1 0.009 07_ST2/0
Carbon tetrachloride 101 2 0.002 07_STDB/0
Chloroform 101 10 0.0054 07B104/6 - 6.75
Chloromethane 101 1 0.044 07B313/2-2.75
Ethylbenzene 101 1 0.0025 07B303/2-2.75
Methylene chloride 67 29 0.072 07B307/2-2.75
Tetrachloroethene 67 11 0.013 07B308/6 — 6.75
Toluene 67 43 0.014 07_GN3/0; 07_DD1/0
Xylene (total) 34 1 0.003 07B307/9.25 - 10
o-xylene 67 13 0.004 07B105/2 - 2.75;
07B311/5.25~6
m,p-xylene 67 17 0.010 07B307/9.25 - 10
Petroleum Hydrocarbons
Diesel 130 32 686 07_ST2/0
Gasoline 46 10 2.68 07_ST2/0
TRPH 35 12 32,001° 07_GN1/0
Motor oil 94 34 3,800 07B105/0.5 -1
Semivolatile Organic Compounds
Benzoic acid 84 7 0.067 07B314/6 - 6.75
Carbazole 118 10 0.7 07B103/0.75-1.25
Phenol 118 2 0.08 07B103/2 -2.75
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 118 70 1.4 07_GN1/0
Butylbenzyl phthalate 118 8 0.22 07B102/0.75~ 1.5
Diethyl phthalate 118 1 0.24 07_GN2/2
di-n-butyl phthalate 118 11 0.049 07B102/0.75 - 1.5
di-n-octyl phthalate 118 4 0.083 07B303/2 -2.75
Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons®
Anthracene 128 8 0.180 07B102/0.75-1.5
Benz(a)anthracene 128 33 2.8 07B103/0.75-1.25
Benzo(a)pyrene 128 41 4.0 07B103/0.75-1.25
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 128 41 5.4 07B103/0.75 - 1.25
(table cantinues)
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Table 5-1 (continued)

Maximum
Number Number of Concentration Station ID/Depth

Analyte Name of Samples Detections (mg/kg) (feet bgs)
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 128 47 6.9 07_GN1/0
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 128 36 54 D7B103/0.75-1.25
Chrysene 128 41 39 07B103/0.75 - 1.25
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 128 35 3.8 07B305/2 -2.75
Fluoranthene 128 41 7.0 07B103/0.75 - 1.25
Fluorene 128 5 0.13 07B103/0.75 - 1.25
Indeno(1,2,3-¢,d)pyrene 128 47 2.1 07B103/0.75 - 1.25
Phenanthrene 128 30 3.1 07B103/0.75 - 1.25
Pyrene 128 45 7.0 07B103/0.75 - 1.25

Pesticides
4,4'-DDD 134 12 0.163 07_ST1/0
4,4-DDE 134 19 0.31 07B314/2-2.75
4,4'-DDT 134 25 0.69 07B314/2 -2.75
Dieldrin 134 2 0.0253 07_GN1/0
Endosulfan I 134 1 0.0015 07B401/0 -1
Endosulfan sulfate 134 3 0.0669 07_GN1/0
Endrin 134 i 0.0065 07_GN1/0
Endrin ketone 134 5 0.018 07B102/0.75 ~ 1.5
gamma-chlordane 134 1 0.018 07B102/0.75-1.5
Methoxychlor 134 4 0.069 07B103/0.75-1.25
TAL Metals

Aluminum 138 138 23,700 07B402/8 - 10
Antimony 138 9 33 07_DBMW70/10
Arsenic 138 130 9.4 07B101/0 - 0.5
Barium 138 137 2,270 07B103/0.75-1.25
Beryllium 138 111 0.96 07_DBMW?70/10
Cadmium 138 132 6 07_STDB/Q
Chromium 138 138 68.5 07B309/2 - 2.75
Cobalt 138 138 9.5 07_DBMW?70/5
Copper 138 135 2,110 07B105/0.5~1
Lead 138 138 931 07_GN1/0
Manganese 138 138 423 07_DBMW?70/5
Mercury 138 9 0.67 07B302/9.25 ~ 10
Nickel 138 138 142 07B101/4.75-35.5
Selenium 138 33 1.8 07B310/2-2.75

(table continues)
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Table 5-1 (continued)

Maximum
Number Number of Concentration Station ID/Depth

Analyte Name of Samples Detections (mg/kg) (feet bgs)
Silver 138 27 2.3 07B310/2-2.75
Thallium 138 95 24 07B310/2-2.75
Vanadium 138 138 69.1 07B401/5-17
Zinc 138 138 1,810 07B101/4.75-5.5

Notes:
& soil sample collected below this sample at 2 feet bgs reported a TRPH concentration of
1,007 mg/kg.

the number of detections for polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons is based on the higher of the
detections from the polynuciear aromatic hydrocarbon and semivolatile organic compound
analyses when both analyses were conducted on a single sample

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
bgs —~ below ground surface
DDD - dichlorodiphenyldichloroethane
DDE - dichlorodiphenyldichloroethene
DDT - dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane
mg/kg — milligrams per kilogram
TAL - target analyte list
TRPH - total recoverable petroleum hydrocarbons

Unit 5, Open Dirt Area

VOCs, SVOCs, PAHs, pesticides, petroleum hydrocarbons, and TAL metals with
concentrations  above background were reported in shallow-soil samples at Unit 5.
SVOCs and PAHs were predominately identified in samples collected from one boring in
the northwest corner of Unit 5. VOCs were reported sporadically at relatively low
concentrations, Pesticides, SVOCs, and PAHs were not reported above detection limits
in soil samples from depths greater than 2 feet bgs. TAL metals above background were
present through the shallow-soil interval but were predominately identified in samples
collected from the upper 5 feet bgs, with the highest concentrations and reporting
frequency in surface samples.

During the Phase I RI, a concentration of 32,091 mg/kg of TRPH was reported in the soil
sample collected at 0 feet bgs at boring location 07_GN1 in Unit 5. Chemical analyses of
this soil sample also reported concentrations of five SVOCs above 0.73 mg/kg and
concentrations of 426 mg/kg of TPH as diesel and 0.089 mg/kg of TPH as gasoline. The
only VOCs reported in this soil sample were toluene and acetone both reported below a
concentration of 0.065 mg/kg. The chemical analyses of the soil sample collected below
this sample at 2 feet bgs reported a concentration of 1,007 mg/kg of TRPH and
concentrations of SVOCs, VOCs, TPH as gasoline, and TPH as diesel below the reported
detection limits for these compounds. During the Phase II R], visual observations around
the area of this sample suggested that a large surface release had not occurred in this area.
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5.3

Although the results of the chemical analyses of soil samples collected from boring
location 07 _GN1 do not indicate that contamination represents a threat to groundwater
present at approximately 120 feet bgs at this location, the RWQCB has requested further
evaluation of the petroleum hydrocarbons at this sample location. Therefore, the
DON will conduct further investigation under the MCAS El Toro Petroleum Release
Corrective Action Program. This investigation does not impact the no action status of
this site under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA).

SITE 14, BATTERY ACID DISPOSAL AREA

Site 14 is located approximately 50 feet southwest of Building 245 at the western edge of
MCAS El Toro (Figure 5-6). The site is currently an unmaintained vegetated area. It is
relatively level and lies at an elevation of about 270 feet above MSL. The approximate
site area is 600 square feet. Building 245 was a heavy equipment maintenance shop that
is currently empty, and Site 14 is inactive. An asphalt parking area extends from
Building 245 south to the edge of Site 14. Surface drainage in this parking area is to the
south along the pavement to its edge, then down a slight embankment to a drainage ditch.
The ditch extends west to a culvert that drains to Marshburn Channel. A catch basin near
the drainage ditch was sampled during the Phase I RI and found to receive no surface-
water runoff from the Battery Acid Disposal Area (JEG 1993a).

5.3.1 Geology and Hydrogeology

The Phase I RI boring logs show that the subsurface lithology at Site 14 consists of
moderately to well-graded clayey to silty sand that is interbedded with sandy silt and clay.
Soil in the area of Site 14 is classified as Sorrento loam. Sorrento loam soils are
generally well-drained alluvial fan and floodplain sediments in areas nearly level to
moderately sloping. This soil type is moderately well drained with a percolation rate of
2 to 6 inches per hour in the upper 1 foot. Runoff is regarded as slow, and the erosion
hazard is slight for the Sorrento loams (Wachtell 1978). Surface drainage at Site 14 is
conveyed to a storm drain that flows into Marshburn Channel.

On the basis of the boring log and gauging data collected from monitoring well
14 DBMW50 (CDM 1997), the shallow groundwater unit is assumed to be present at a
depth of approximately 115 feet bgs in the area of Site 14, and the groundwater flow is
assumed to be generally to the west-northwest.

5.3.2 Site History

Site 14 consists of Unit 1, a battery acid disposal area associated with Building 245, and a
separate catch basin. From 1977 through 1983, fluids from facility vehicle batteries,
paints, and associated paint wastes were drained onto the unpaved ground surface beyond
the edge of the parking area. Also, when the asphalt parking area was washed down,
contaminated surface water runoff drained over the edge of the pavement onto an
unpaved area. This unpaved area sloped to a culvert that drains to Marshburn Channel.
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Section 5 Summary of Site Characteristics

A separate catch basin near the battery acid disposal area was also investigated. The
volume of battery acid (sulfuric acid) disposed at the site is estimated at 210 gallons.
Other suspected contaminants included lead, other priority pollutant metals, waste oils,
and solvents from paint products and paint strippers (JEG 1993b).

5.3.3 Site Investigations

Investigations conducted at Site 14 included a Phase I RI conducted in 1993, two aerial
photographic surveys, and employee interviews. Phase II RI sampling was not conducted
at Site 14 because adequate data had been collected during the Phase I RI to evaluate the
site and conduct the HHRA.

5.3.3.1 PHASE | REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

During the Phase I RI, 13 shallow-soil samples were collected at depths of 0 to 4 feet bgs
from six borings at Site 14. In addition, three shallow-soil samples and nine deeper
(greater than 10 feet bgs) soil samples were collected from two borings completed as
monitoring wells. One sediment sample was also collected from the catch basin
approximately 20 feet northwest of Site 14.

Because the two monitoring wells are outside the Site 14 boundary, the results of soil
sampling at these locations are not discussed further in this ROD. Although the catch
basin is also outside the site boundary, it is associated through fate and transport of
contaminants; therefore, soil sampling, analyses, and results from the basin are discussed
in the ROD. Also, since the contamination at Site 14 was determined to be limited to the
shallow soil interval and the site is not the source of the VOC-contaminated groundwater
at El Toro, Phase I groundwater results are not discussed further in this ROD.

Phase I soil samples and the sediment sample were analyzed by a fixed-base laboratory
for VOCs, SVOCs, TPH, TRPH, and TAL metals. Results of the Phase I shallow-soil
samples are shown in Table 5-2 and summarized as follows.

e Low concentrations (less than 67 ng/kg) of VOCs were reported in shallow soil
at all sampling locations and in the catch basin sediment sample.

®  One or more SVOC:s (including PAHs) were reported in shallow soil at five of
six soil sampling locations and in the catch basin sediment sample.

e Diesel and/or gasoline were reported in shallow soil at all soil sampling
locations and in the catch basin sediment sample.

e Fourteen of 18 TAL metals (excluding essential nutrient metals calcium, iron,
magnesium, potassium, and sodium) were reported at concentrations above the
95th percentile of their respective background values in shallow soil.
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Section 5 Summary of Site Characteristics

Table 5-2
Chemicals Reported in Soil at Site 14

Maximum
Number of Number of Concentration  Station ID/Depth
Analyte Name® Samples Detections” (mg/kg) (feet bgs)
Volatile Organic Compounds
Acetone 14 6 0.066 **¢ 14_GN5/0
Carbon tetrachloride 14 1 0.002 ¥ 14_DD3/0
Toluene 14 6 0.0067 14_DD4/0
Semivolatile Organic Compounds
Anthracene 14 2 0.243 14_GN2/0
Benz(ajanthracene 14 5 2.20 14_GN2/0
Benzo(a)pyrene , 14 6 3.10 14_GN2/0
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 14 6 3.80 14_GN2/0
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 14 3 1.30 14_GN2/0
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 14 6 3.10 14_GN2/0
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 14 4 7.40 14_CBBE!
Carbazole 14 3 0.87 14_GN2/0
Chrysene 14 6 3.60 14_GN2/0
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 14 2 0.64 14_GN2/0
Fluoranthene i4 7 5.80 - 14 _GN2/0
Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene 14 7 1.50 14_GN2/0
Phenanthrene 14 6 1.60 14_GN2/0
Pyrene 14 7 4.70 14_GN2/0
Petroleum Hydrocarbons
TRPH (U.S. EPA Method 418.1) 14 g 7,364 14_CBBE!
Diesel (CA LUFT/SW) 14 7 11,100 14 CBBE*
Gasoline (CA LUFT/SW) 14 1t 1.64 14 DD4/0
TAL Metals
Aluminum 14 14 21,700 14 DD3/2
Antimony 14 3 4.2b° 14_GN/0
Arsenic 14 13 6.3 14_GN/0
Barium 14 14 303 14_GN5/0
Beryllium 14 3 0.75b° 14 DD3/2
Cadmium 14 11 7.2 14_GN5/0
Chromium 14 14 384 14_GN2/0
Cobalt 14 14 8.7b° 14_DD6/2
Copper 14 14 30.8 14_GNS5/0
Lead 14 14 923 14_GNS5/0
Manganese 14 14 366 14_DD3/2
Mercury 14 2 1.4 14_CBBE!
Nickel 14 14 14.7 14 DD3/2
{table continues)
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5 Summary of Site Characteristics

Table 5-2 (continued)

Maximum
Number of Number of Concentration  Station ID/Depth
Analyte Name® Samples Detections® (mg/kg) (feet bgs)
Selenium 14 10 0.48%° 14_GNS/0
Silver 14 4 5.6 14 _DD6/0
Thallium 14 14 0.18 v° 14_DD4/4
Vanadium 14 14 62 14 _DD6/2
Zinc 14 14 288 14_GNS5/0
Notes:

a

® a o o

all chemicals were reported in soil except where noted
as reported by analytical laboratory
observed in field blanks at the same order of magnitude

catch basin sediment sample
reparted value is less than the contract-required detection limit but greater than or equal to the

instrument detection limit mg/kg

Acronyms/Abbreviations:

ek

- estimated value

bgs — below ground surface
CA LUFT/SW - California Leaking Underground Fuel Tank/Solid Waste

J

- estimated value

mg/kg — milligrams per kilogram
TAL - Target Analyte List
TRPH - total recoverable petroleum hydrocarbons

u

.S. EPA — United States Environmental Protection Agency

Although VOCs, SVOCs and PAHs, petroleum hydrocarbons, and TAL metals above
background were reported in shallow soil throughout Site 14 and in the catch basin
sediment sample, the Phase I sampling and analysis indicated that these chemicals are
generally limited to the upper 2 feet of soil. The highest concentrations of SVOCs were
reported at the ground surface. SVOCs were also reported in a sample taken from
the same boring at 2 feet bgs; however, the concentrations were lower by an order

of magnitude.

Phase I RI analytical results for deeper subsurface (more than 10 feet bgs) soil samples
indicated that the types and concentrations of analytes present do not pose a threat to
groundwater at Site 14. Therefore, in accordance with the Work Plan procedures and
with the concurrence of the BCT, conditions within the deeper subsurface soil interval
and groundwater were not investigated further during the RI.

The HHRA performed during the RI (Section 7) showed PAHs and TAL metals above
background were the predominant risk drivers at Site 14. Figures 5-7 and 5-8 show the
location and concentration of PAHs and TAL metals reported in shallow soil at Unit 1
and the catch basin.
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Section 5 Summary of Site Characteristics

5.3.3.2 SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION AERIAL

PHOTOGRAPH SURVEY

The SAIC aerial photograph survey noted a large open storage area, possibly containing
drums, on the southwestern side of Building 246 (southwest of Building 245). Stained
soil was observed on the southeastern side of Building 246 in the 1946 photograph and on
the eastern end of Building 246 in the 1955 photograph. Battery acid disposal activities
did not start until 1977, so the observed stains are not related to Site 14 activities

(SAIC 1993).

5.3.3.3 EMPLOYEE INTERVIEWS

5.4

At the 26 May 1994 employee interviews, the interviewees indicated that they did not
know why this site would be a source of carbon tetrachloride in the groundwater, and they
confirmed that solvents were used in Building 245 (the former Heavy Duty Maintenance

Shop) (JEG 1994c).
POTENTIAL MIGRATION PATHWAYS

The potential migration pathways at Sites 7 and 14 include transport by air or surface-
water runoff (Figure 5-9). Contaminants in surface soil can also be leached downward
through the soil profile by way of surface-water infiltration. However, because of the
minimal extent of contamination at Sites 7 and 14, the low mobility of the contaminants,
and the low net infiltration rate, transport of contaminants through soil to groundwater is
expected to be negligible. This is supported by analytical results that indicate that
contamination is limited to shallow soil at both sites.

Atmospheric transport is considered a viable transport mechanism at Sites 7 and 14.
Airborne contaminants can be transported in association with fugitive dust or by
volatilization directly to the air. Transportation of airbornme contaminants through
volatilization is expected to be negligible. Eleven VOCs were reported at low
concentrations (less than 73 pg/kg) in surface and shallow-soil samples at Site 7. Three
VOCs were reported at low concentrations (less than 67 pg/kg) at Site 14. The low
concentrations that could be transported through air are not expected to affect air quality
on- or off-site because the soil concentrations would be reduced by the gradual release of
the VOCs to the air and by atmospheric dispersion and mixing. Therefore, because of the
low concentrations, atmospheric transport by vapor phase is not thought to be significant
at the site.

Fairly constant low to moderate winds and generally dry climatic conditions are
conducive to the formation of dust and can result in transport of surface-soil contaminants
that are adsorbed to soil particles. Contaminants detected in sediment and surface-soil
samples at Sites 7 and 14 included SVOCs and metals.
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Date: 04/23/01

Section 5 Summary of Site Characteristics

Contaminants in sediment and surface soil may be carried into the atmosphere by wind.
The amount of atmospheric transport is based on the erosion potential of the surface,
particle size, and wind speed. In addition, dispersion in the atmosphere dilutes particle
concentrations as the dust moves off-site.

The presence of grass cover, asphalt or concrete surfaces, or compacted soil at Sites 7 and
14 tends to minimize wind erosion, reducing the potential for the release of contaminants
through air as contaminated dust. In the relatively small areas of the site where soil is
exposed, the soils are generally firmly compacted and are not readily available for
transport as fugitive dust.

Waterbome contaminants can be transported in association with suspended particulates or
as solutes or colloids in the surface-water runoff. Surface-water transport is affected by
the amount of rainfall, type of contaminant, surface properties, and area topography. The
surface-water transport pathway allows movement of contaminants off-site to the
surrounding area.

Surface-water transport is considered a viable transport pathway where surface soil is
exposed at Sites 7 and 14. However, this form of transport is expected to have minimal
impact because runoff occurs only during significant storm events, which are infrequent.
Overland flow is generally in the form of sheet flow with temporary localized ponding.
In addition, because of the fairly stable surface conditions, minimal contaminated soil is
available for transport. Thus, because of the existing stabilized-soil surface conditions
and the prevailing climatic conditions, transport of contaminated soils from Sites 7 and
14 by way of surface water is expected to be minimal.
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Section 6

CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE
USES

This section contains a description of the current and potential future use of land, groundwater,
and surface water at MCAS El Toro.

6.1

LAND USES

MCAS El Toro is bordered on the south and west by the city of Irvine and on the north
and east by unincorporated lands. The city of Irvine controls development in surrounding
areas that are suitable for urbanization. However, local jurisdictions do not have
authority over federal lands.

Historically, land use around MCAS El Toro has been largely agricultural. However, the
land to the south, southeast, and southwest has been developed over the past 10 years for
commercial, light-industrial, and residential uses. Currently, expanding commercial areas
are located adjacent to the Station. Additional residential areas are located to the
northwest and west of the Station. Adjacent land to the northeast and northwest is used

for agriculture.

Growth projections through 2020 for the area surrounding the Station indicated continued
urbanization. The estimated population in the city of Irvine in 2000 was 132,300.
Population projections indicate further increases to 160,000 by 2010 and over 180,000 by
2020. Population growth has occurred primarily in the central residential districts within
2 to 3 miles of the Station.

MCAS El Toro encompasses about 4,738 acres. Approximately 1,000 acres are
designated for outleases that are not available for development because airfield safety
clearances render them unsuitable for any other use. The outleased lands are at the
comers of the Station and are used for agricultural purposes, including landscape
nurseries, livestock grazing, and crop production.

MCAS El Toro provided materials and support for aviation activities of the United States
Marine Corps until base closure in July 1999. Environmental compliance and restoration
activities continue after base closure, and a caretaker staff will remain at the Station until
property transfer is complete. During operations, land use on MCAS EI Toro consisted of
a few general types. General Station land uses are described for the following four
quadrants, as defined by the bisecting north-south and east-west runways.

e The northwest quadrant consisted of administrative services (including the
MCAS E! Toro headquarters, family and bachelor housing, and community
support services).

e The northeast quadrant consisted of Marine Aircraft Group activities (including
training, maintenance, supply and storage, and airfield operations), family
housing, community services, and ordnance storage in areas isolated by
topographic relief and distance from other developments.

e The southeast quadrant consisted of administrative services, maintenance
facilities, ordnance storage, and the golf course.
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Section 6 Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses

6.2

6.3

o The southwest quadrant consisted of aircraft maintenance facilities, supply and
storage facilities, and limited administrative services.

Sites 7 and 14 are located in the western portion of MCAS El Toro. Site 7 was
historically used for aircraft drop tank storage and drainage. Site 14 was used as a battery
acid disposal area. Both sites are not currently in use.

MCAS El Toro was closed on 02 July 1999. A Community Reuse Plan was prepared and
submitted to the DON in 1996 (P&D Consultants Team 1996). The reuse plan proposes
to use MCAS El Toro for a commercial airport and several public uses including
education, parks, wildlife areas, golf courses, homeless services, and commercial/light-
industrial uses. The 1996 plan was refined by the 1999 Airport System Master Plan,
which incorporated airport planning activities that resulted in some land use areas being
redefined. The Navy and the Federal Aviation Administration are evaluating this
proposed reuse of MCAS El Toro and other alternatives in their joint environmental
impact statement (DON 2000). The proposed reuse for Sites 7 and 14 is industrial

(airfield).

GROUNDWATER USES

MCAS El Toro lies within the Irvine Forebay I Groundwater Subbasin (Irvine Subbasin),
which has been designated by the RWQCB Santa Ana Region as a public water supply
source (RWQCB 1995). The regional aquifer beneath MCAS El Toro is not currently a
source of municipal drinking water; however, groundwater in the vicinity of the Station is
used for agricultural purposes. One on-Station groundwater well that belongs to the
Irvine Company, located at the westernmost end of the east-west runway, is used for
irrigation and is connected to the regional irrigation distribution system. Other wells
pumping irrigation water are located west (three wells) and northwest (four wells) of the
Station. The closest agricultural well is 18 _TIC111, which is adjacent to the northwest
Station boundary. To the west, the nearest well is 18 TIC047, which is located
approximately 2,600 feet west of the Station boundary.

Water within the Irvine Subbasin currently contains high concentrations of total dissolved
solids and nitrates that make it unsuitable for drinking water purposes. Orange County
Water District (OCWD) and Irvine Ranch Water District have initiated the Irvine
Desalter Project to intercept, contain, and treat this groundwater to make it suitable to use
for domestic or recycled water purposes.

SURFACE-WATER USES

Surface drainage near MCAS El Toro generally flows southwest, following the slope of
the land and perpendicular to the trend of the Santa Ana Mountains. Several washes
originate in the hills northeast of MCAS El Toro and flow through or adjacent to the
Station en route to San Diego Creek. Off-Station drainage from the hills and upgradient
irrigated farmlands combines with Station runoff at MCAS El Toro (generated from the
extensive paved surfaces) and flows into four major drainage channels: Borrego Canyon
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Section 6 Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses

Wash, Agua Chinon Wash, Bee Canyon Wash, and Marshburn Channel. IRP Site 25
comprises these on-Station drainages.

The southernmost wash is Borrego Canyon Wash, which flows along the southeast
boundary of MCAS El Toro. The wash is unlined in the Santa Ana Mountains;
downstream of Irvine Boulevard, it is lined. Borrego Canyon Wash crosses the southern
corner of the Station and joins Agua Chinon Wash about 1/4 mile downstream of the

Station boundary.

Both the Agua Chinon and the Bee Canyon Washes cross the central portion of MCAS
Fl1 Toro and receive on-Station runoff mainly through storm sewers. These washes are
contained in culverts through most of their pathways across the Station. Both washes are
unlined along several hundred feet at the southwest edge of the Station and are lined and
culverted downstream of the Station. Agua Chinon Wash flows into San Diego Creek
just east of the intersection of the San Diego and Laguna Beach Freeways, about 1 mile
downstream of its confluence with Borrego Canyon Wash. Bee Canyon Wash flows into
San Diego Creek just northeast of the same intersection, about 1,500 feet north of

Agua Chinon Wash.

Marshburn Channel is a lined drainage channel that runs along the northwestern boundary
of MCAS El Toro. The channel receives runoff from upstream agricultural fields and
from the western part of the Station and discharges into San Diego Creek about 3/4 mile

northwest of Bee Canyon Wash.

Southwest of MCAS El Toro, the San Diego Creek flows through commercial and
agricultural areas. Approximately 5 miles downstream of the Station, the creek runs
through a recreational area that includes hiking and bicycle paths. The creek flows into
Upper Newport Bay about 7 miles downstream of its intersection with the Marshburn
Channel. Recreational uses of the bay include swimming and fishing. Upper Newport
Bay is an ecological preserve used by migratory birds (BNI 1995a).

There is currently no plan to modify the surface-water drainage or surface-water uses at
MCAS El Toro.
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Section 7

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

HHRAs were conducted for Sites 7 and 14 using data collected during the RI. The objective of
the risk assessments was to evaluate whether exposure to chemicals found in soil and/or
groundwater poses a threat to human health if no action is taken. The human-health evaluation
methodology is provided in the final RI for Sites 7 and 14 (BNI 2000) and summarized below.
An ecological risk assessment was not performed for Sites 7 and 14 because a habitat assessment
performed in May 1995 indicated an absence of significant plant and wildlife habitat at

these sites.

71

IDENTIFICATION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

The procedures used to identify the chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) to be evaluated
in the risk assessment are consistent with the U.S. EPA’s Risk Assessment Guidance for
Superfund (U.S. EPA 1989) and Interim Final Guidance for Data Usability in Risk
Assessment (U.S. EPA 1990). Surface-soil data (0 to 2 feet bgs) and shallow-soil data (0 to
10 feet bgs) were used to select COPCs in the baseline HHRA. Exposure to groundwater
was not included because the RI indicated that site-related contamination is present only in
the shallow-soil interval and does not extend to groundwater at the site. Human-health risks
associated with groundwater are addressed in the evaluation of Site 24.

At Site 7, the HHRA addressed each of the units (Units 1, 3, 4, and 5) as a separate area
of potential concern so that remedial actions, if needed, could be developed for localized
remediation targets. Phase I and II RI data were combined to conduct the baseline
HHRA. At Site 14, Phase I RI surface-soil data (0 to 2 feet bgs) and shallow-soil data
(0 to 4 feet bgs) were used to select COPCs in the baseline HHRA for Unit 1. (Phase II
RI data were not collected at Site 14.) At the Site 14 catch basin, represented by a single
sampling event, the collected sample consisted of dry sediments. However, these
sediments are considered to have the same properties as the surrounding surface soil.
Therefore, for the HHRA, the dry sediment sample was referred to and evaluated as a

soil sample.

Before COPCs were selected for inclusion in the risk assessment, all chemical analytical
data obtained during the Site 7 Phase II RI field activities were validated (BNI 1999b).
Phase 1 data for Sites 7 and 14 were used ““as is” (they were not revalidated). The data
were evaluated for the data quality indicators (precision, accuracy, representativeness,
comparability, and completeness) as specified in the Guidance for Data Usability in Risk
Assessment (U.S. EPA 1992). Data rejected during the validation process were not used
in the baseline HHRA. All soil data used in the risk assessment were analyzed by a

fixed-base analytical laboratory.

Following the validation process, COPCs were selected on the basis of appropriate
U.S. EPA guidance (U.S. EPA 1989). The data evaluation process started with listing all
chemicals positively identified in soil samples (see Tables 5-1 and 5-2 of this document).
If the COPCs in the soil were depth related, each list was limited to chemicals found
within the depth of concern. The procedure eliminated the chemicals that were unlikely
to pose a risk to human health, which were:
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e naturally occurring inorganic chemicals (metals) for which the concentrations
were within the range considered background for the area around the site and

e essential nutritional elements of low toxicity (i.e., calcium, iron, magnesium,
potassium, or sodium) present at low concentrations.

During the Phase II RI for the OU-3A Sites 4, 6, 8 through 13, and 15 and OU-3B
Site 16, conducted from 1995 through 1997, soil samples were collected from borings at
four sites to estimate the relative contribution of hexavalent chromium to the total
chromium concentrations reported for these sites. The analytical results did not identify
hexavalent chromium in any of these soil samples. Therefore, for the purposes of
evaluating data during the PhaseII RI for risk assessment, contamination fate and
transport, and nature and extent of contamination, chromium was assumed to be present
only in its trivalent state (BNI 1997b).

7.2 EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT

An exposure assessment identifies the populations at potential risk and the mechanisms
by which members of those populations could be exposed to the COPCs in each medium.
It is also a process by which the chemical concentrations at the point of exposure and the
chemical doses are calculated.

7.2.1 Exposure Scenarios

Because MCAS EI Toro is a closed facility, the exposure assessment focused on people
who might be exposed while living, working, or playing directly on each site. Exposure
of people who live, work, or play in communities surrounding MCAS EI Toro is possible
through movement of chemical vapors and contaminated dust from the Station to
off-Station areas. However, even if no mitigating action is taken, those people, being
much farther from the sites, will receive less exposure than those who will eventually be
spending much of the day on-site.

MCAS EI Toro future land use is expected to be predominantly industrial. A Reuse
Plan for the Station has been developed that calls for overall use as an airport
(DON 2000, P&D Consultants Team 1996). Sites 7 and 14 have been designated for
industrial (airfield) use. To provide risk managers with the information necessary to
make an appropriate potential cleanup decision, risk estimates were calculated for
both a residential land-use scenario and an industrial land-use scenario at the sites.
Individuals engaged in construction work were also evaluated for selection as
representative receptors.

Under the residential scenario, the resident is assumed to be a person who lives in a house
on-site from birth to age 30. (Thirty years is the 90th percentile of time that people in the
United States live at one address [U.S. EPA 1989].) It is further assumed that the person
never leaves the property except when on vacation, which occurs once a year for 2 weeks,
and that, beginning at age 7, the person spends 2 days a week outdoors and thus handles
soil. COPCs in soil to 10 feet bgs are treated as available to the resident, because soil
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would be excavated to 10 feet for basement and swimming pool construction, and some
of the soil from the subsurface may be left on the surface.

The construction worker is potentially exposed to the same 0- to 10-foot-bgs shallow-soil
interval as the on-site resident. Long-term exposure for residents at the site is assessed as
being greater than exposure for someone performing construction work over a short time.
Construction work would be infrequent, and its duration is assumed to be 1 year or less.
Further, excavation activities would be covered by regulations promulgated by the
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration, and incidental exposure to
chemicals in the soil is unlikely. Therefore, risk to the hypothetical construction worker
was estimated to be at least 25 times less than the risk to the resident adult.

Under the industrial scenario, the worker is assumed to be present at the site 8 hours a
day, 5 days a week, and 50 weeks a year for 25 years. COPCs in soil to 2 feet bgs are
treated as being available to the worker.

7.2,2 Exposure Pathways

An exposure pathway is the means by which a contaminant moves through the
environment form the source to a receptor. Exposure pathways are identified through an
analysis of the distribution of the COPCs in the environment and the physical and
chemical properties of the COPCs. For a pathway to be complete, all of the following
elements must be present: a contaminant source and mechanism for contaminant release,
an environmental transport medium, an exposure point, and an exposure route. Exposure
pathways are illustrated in Figure 7-1.

Children and adult residents at areas of potential concern as well as office/industrial
workers could be exposed to COPCs in the soil by:

e ingestion of impacted soil,
o dermal contact with impacted soil, and

e inhalation of vapors and particulates that have been released from impacted soil.

7.2.3 Exposure-Point Concentration

An exposure-point concentration (EPC) is the concentration of a chemical in the
contaminated medium (e.g., soil) at the point of contact with a receptor (e.g., resident).
Exposure conditions used in the estimation of risk were chosen to represent what is
known as “reasonable maximum exposure.” Use of these exposure conditions tends to
overestimate risk. This effort to overestimate risk is deliberate; it provides risk managers
a margin of safety when making cleanup decisions.

Under reasonable maximum exposure, U.S. EPA specifies using the 95 percent upper
confidence limit (UCL) of the average measured chemical concentrations. In calculating
the 95 percent UCLs for Sites 7 and 14, the data were tested for normality and
lognormality. Sets of data that failed these tests were analyzed using a nonparametric
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approach. The maximum concentration was used as the EPC instead of the 95 percent

UCLs when:
e the 95 percent UCL of a chemical exceeded its highest measured concentration
or

e there were fewer than four concentrations above the limits of detection.

For the resident child and adult (residential scenario), soil concentrations (0 to 10 feet
bgs) were used to calculate EPCs. For the industrial worker (industrial scenario), surface
soil concentrations (0 to 2 feet bgs) were used in the calculation of EPCs.

EPCs for each unit and depth interval at Sites 7 and 14 are in Appendix I of the draft and
final RI Reports for Sites 7 and 14 (BNI 1999b, 2000).

7.2.4 Dose Rate

Dose rate is the amount of chemical to which a receptor is exposed per unit body weight
and time. Dose rates were estimated by integrating intake variables, such as ingestion
rate, body weight, and exposure duration, with the contaminant concentration. The
combination of all intake variables results in an estimate of exposure for each pathway.

The general equation for calculating the dose is shown below.
D=(Cx CR x EF x ED)/(BW xAT)

where:

D = daily dose averaged over the exposure period (milligrams per kilogram per
day)

C = chemical concentration in the exposure medium (mg/kg)

CR = contact rate with the exposure medium (kilograms per day)

EF = exposure frequency (days per year)

ED = exposure duration (year)

BW =body weight of the exposed individual (kilograms)

AT = averaging time (day)

The exposure assumptions for the adults and children exposed to soil at Sites 7 and 14
include the following standard U.S. EPA default assumptions.

¢ One hundred milligrams a day was assumed for a 70-kilogram adult and
200 milligrams a day for a 15-kilogram child (age 1 to 6 years), 350 days a year.

o For dermal exposure, over 25 percent of the resident’s skin is in contact with
soil for 100 days a year.

¢ Inhalation of soil particulates and gases is assumed to occur 24 hours a day,
350 days a year.

e Adult exposure is assumed for a total of 30 years, 6 years as a child and
24 years as an adult. (Child exposure was assumed to be 6 years.)
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7.3

7.4

The exposure assumptions for the industrial worker are as follows.
e  Work is performed & hours a day, 250 days a year.

e For dermal exposure, over 25 percent of the worker’s skin is in contact with
soil.

e  Worker exposure is assumed for a total of 25 years.

TOXICITY ASSESSMENT

The toxicity assessment identifies toxicity criteria (values) for each of the chemicals
chosen for inclusion in the risk assessment and the kinds of effects each of the chemicals
can produce. Toxicological chemical effects fall into two categories: those that could
potentially cause cancer (carcinogens) and those that cause other types of health effects
(e.g., liver damage [noncarcinogens]). Each of the toxicological chemical effects is
described by an assigned toxicity factor. These factors are numbers that indicate the
toxicity of the chemicals. The toxicity factor for carcinogenic effects is called a cancer
slope factor (CSF), and the toxicity factor for noncarcinogenic effects is called a reference

dose (RID).

CSFs are developed by the U.S. EPA using a mathematical model that applies data from
the results of human epidemiological studies or chronic animal bioassays to predict
potential increases in cancer in humans. The use of animal data to predict cancer in
humans represents an uncertainty in risk assessment. To account for the uncertainty in
CSF calculations, the U.S. EPA raises the CSF using a safety factor in the form of upper-
bound confidence intervals. The upper-bound confidence interval indicates that there is a
95 percent probability that the actual risk will be less than that predicted by the model.

Each RfD is associated with a specific health effect (e.g., central nervous system
damage), also referred to as a “toxicity endpoint.” The current scientific view assumes
that, for noncarginogenic effects, there is a concentration below which there is little
potential for adverse health effects over the exposure period. That concentration is
referred to as the “threshold concentration.” RfDs are derived from either human
(occupational exposure) or animal studies and are adjusted using uncertainty factors. The
RfD is calculated from the highest chronic (long-term) exposure level that did not cause
adverse effects in the population (human or laboratory animal) studied. A safety factor is
applied to this level to allow for any uncertainty, such as when data are used on animals
to predict effects on humans. These factors range up to 10,000 based on the confidence
level associated with the data. The resulting RfD, in units of body weight per day, is used
to characterize the risk.

RISK CHARACTERIZATION

The final step in the risk assessment is the characterization of risk in which the exposure
and toxicity information is integrated to evaluate the potential health risks. Cancer and
noncancer risk are quantified separately.
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7.4.1 Cancer Risk

The equation specified in the U.S. EPA Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund
(U.S. EPA 1989) for estimating cancer risk is:

cancer risk = CSF x estimated dose rate

Cancer risk is an upper-bound estimate of individual excess probability of increased
cancer incidence resulting from exposure to a potential carcinogen. The cancer risks
presented by different carcinogens are added across all of the exposure pathways and
intake routes to obtain an estimate of overall risk.

A cancer risk probability of 1 x 10 means that the estimated increase in an individual
normal or baseline cancer risk is no greater than 1 in 1 million for a lifetime of exposure,
and it may be considerably less. Risks of 10°® or less are considered allowable by the
U.S. EPA. Risks between 10 and 10" are considered generally allowable and require a
risk management decision as to whether remedial action is required. Risks greater than
10™* are considered unacceptable.

7.4.2 Noncancer Health Effects
The equation specified for estimating noncancer risk (U.S. EPA) is:
noncancer risk = estimated dose rate/RfD

This ratio of dose to nontoxic dose is called a hazard quotient (HQ). The HQ is a
measure of whether the estimated dose of a chemical exceeds the highest toxic dose
(i.e., the RfD). The likelihood of effects increases as the ratio increases above 1.0. A
conservative estimate of the hazard associated with exposure to all chemicals by a
specific pathway, such as the inhalation pathway, is obtained by summing the HQs of
the chemicals associated with the pathway. The sum of HQs is called the “hazard
index” (HI).

HIs are not probabilities. An HI is a ratio of an exposure level to a nontoxic level.
Because an HI value of 1 indicates that lifetime exposure has limited potential for causing
an adverse effect in sensitive populations, values of less than 1 can generally be
considered acceptable. Values greater that 1 are usually given closer attention.

7.4.3 Incremental Risk

Metals are natural components of the earth’s crust. Some metals are carcinogenic and,
therefore, present a cancer risk at naturally occurring (background) concentrations. A
human-caused release of a carcinogenic metal to an environment where the metal already
exists does not create risk; it increases risk. The increase is called “incremental risk.”
For each of the carcinogenic metals identified at Sites 7 and 14, background and
incremental cancer risk estimates were calculated. Incremental carcinogenic risk was
calculated by subtracting background threshold risk for metals from their corresponding
total lifetime risk. The incremental cancer risk values for the carcinogenic metals were
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7.5

7.5.1

combined with the total cancer risk values for the organic carcinogens to obtain the
overall risk estimate for the site.

Incremental risk was not calculated for the systemic toxicants because noncarcinogenic
effects have thresholds. If the background concentration of a noncarcinogen does not
produce an exposure level above the toxicity threshold, it poses no risk of adverse health
effects. However, if, as a result of site operations, the concentration of the noncarcinogen
increases above background and reaches a concentration that produces an exposure level
above the toxicity threshold, the noncarcinogen will then have a potential for causing
adverse health effects even if the concentration above background does not, in itself, pose
a risk. Therefore, the systemic effects presented by the total concentration (background
plus the amount above background) must be considered when making a risk management

decision.

RISK CHARACTERIZATION RESULTS

The following text discusses the resultant risk estimates for the industrial and residential
receptors at Sites 7 and 14. These results are summarized in Tables 7-1 and 7-2. In
addition, the tables and text identify the chemicals of concern (COCs) (risk drivers)
accounting for most or all of the total cancer and noncancer risk.

For the carcinogens, two estimates of cancer risk are given for each receptor (Tables 7-1
and 7-2). The first estimate is based exclusively on U.S. EPA CSFs and the second is
based on U.S. EPA CSFs with Cal-EPA CSFs substituted for certain chemicals. Note
that both risk estimates are presented even though the COCs at an area of potential
concern may not include any of the eight chemicals for which a Cal-EPA CSF has been
assigned. In such cases, the estimates of total cancer risk are identical.

The cancer risk for the adult resident is slightly higher than for the child. Therefore, to
simplify the presentation of the results, this section is limited to the discussion of the
adult cancer risks. The results of the industrial-worker and resident noncancer risk HI
and the hazard evaluation of lead are also presented in this section. For the resident
receptor, noncancer risk estimates discussed in the text are the higher of the child or the
adult estimates.

Site 7

As shown in Table 7-1, cancer risks at Site 7 fall within U.S. EPA’s generally allowable
risk range at all areas except Unit 4. At Unit 4, cancer risks under the industrial scenario
fell within the allowable risk range of less than 10°%; under the residential scenario, cancer
risks at Unit 4 are within the generally allowable risk range of 10° to 10, Site 7 risk
drivers included arsenic and the PAHs benzo(a)pyrene and dibenz(a,h)anthracene. The
EPCs and contribution to cancer risks from these chemicals are shown in Table 7-1. As
noted in the table, the maximum concentration of benzo(a)pyrene was used to estimate
risk at Units 4 and 5.

The contribution of background arsenic to the total risk was calculated during the RI. At
Units 1, 3, and 5, areas with arsenic identified as a cancer risk driver, the RI estimated
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that the contribution of background arsenic to the on-site arsenic risk ranged from 28
(Unit 1) to 69 percent (Unit 3) for surface soils (0 to 2 feet bgs), and from 40 (Unit 1) to
68 percent (Unit 3) for shallow soils (0 to 10 feet bgs). Therefore, the RI concluded that
most of the cancer risk due to arsenic is associated with background arsenic levels that are
not the result of site-specific release or contamination.

Noncancer risks at all units are less than 1 under the industrial scenario and equal or
exceed 1 under the residential scenario at Units 1 (1.4) and 3 (1.0). This exceedance is
mainly due to the risk contribution from manganese, identified at 46 and 51 percent for
Units 1 and 3, respectively. However, as noted in the RI, the levels of manganese at these
two units are within background. In addition, the RI noted that the inhalation RfDs used
for manganese, presented in the Region 9 table of preliminary remediation goals (PRGs),
were estimated only for an adult receptor. The adult RfD was also used to estimate the
noncancer risk for a resident child. Use of the more appropriate child-derived RFD
would have reduced the manganese hazard quotient by approximately 50 percent.

The risks from exposure to lead at all units at Site 7 were considered acceptable under the
industrial scenario based on a comparison of the 95th percent UCL for lead in surface soil
to the U.S. EPA industrial PRG for lead (1,000 mg/kg). The 95 percent UCL for lead in
surface soil was 102 mg/kg at Unit 1, 50 mg/kg at Unit 3, and 931 mg/kg at Unit 5. Lead
was not a COPC at Unit 4.

The Cal-EPA residential PRG for lead is 130 mg/kg. The 95 percent UCL for lead in
shallow soil was 21 mg/kg at Unit 1 and 5 mg/kg at Unit 3. The concentrations of lead at
these units were therefore considered acceptable. The Cal-EPA pharmacokinetic model
was used to evaluate the potential lead exposure at Unit 5. Lead concentrations at the
surface ranged from 1.5 to 931 mg/kg. Seven of the ten lead sample results were
measured below 130 mg/kg. The remaining three were measured at 323, 495, and 931
mg/kg. Lead was assessed by comparing resulting blood level concentrations (50th, 90th,
95th, 98th, and 99th percentile) with the benchmark of 10 micrograms per deciliter
(ug/dL), which has been established by the U.S. EPA as a level below which the most
serious effects of lead are unlikely to occur. The estimated concentrations of lead in the
blood of the resident adult and child did not exceed this threshold value. Hence, the RI
concluded that potential adverse health effects from exposure to lead concentrations at
Unit 5 were considered unlikely.

7.5.2 Site 14

As shown in Table 7-2, cancer and noncancer risks at the catch basin at Site 14 are within
the range considered allowable by U.S. EPA under both the industrial and residential

scenarios.

Noncancer risks at Site 14 Unit 1 are less than 1, indicating that systemic toxicity is
unlikely. Cancer risks at Site 14 Unit 1 are within the range considered generally
allowable by U.S. EPA under both the industrial and residential scenarios. The primary
cancer risk drivers at Unit 1 are arsenic and the PAHs benz(ah)anthracene and
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Table 7-1
Site 7 Risk Summary for the Industrial and Residential Scenarios
(exposure-point concentration reported in milligrams per kilogram)

CANCER RISK® NONCANCER RISK®
Industrial Scenario Residential Scenario Industrial Scenario Residential Scenario
(0 — 2 feet bgs) (0 - 10 feet bgs) (0 - 2 feet bgs) (0 — 10 feet bgs)
Risk Risk
U.S.EPA/ Risk Drivers U.S. EPA/ Risk Drivers Hazard Risk Drivers Hazard Risk Drivers
Site 7 Cal-EPA°® (% U.S. EPA/ % Cal-EPA) EPC Cal-EPA (% U.S.EPA/ % Cal-EPA) EPC Index (% U.S. EPA/ % Cal-EPA) EPC Index. (% U.S. EPA/ % Cal-EPA) EPC
Unit 1 9.7E-06/ benzo(a)pyrene (43%/53%), 1.39 2.8E-05/ arsenic (46%/39%), 499 0.11 no risk drivers identified NA 1.4 manganese (46%), 288
1.3E-05(T) arsenic (25%/18%), and 6.98 3.3E-05(T) benzo(a)pyrene (22%/30%), and 0.36 arsenic (17%), and 4.99
dibenz(a,h)anthracene (20%/15%) 0.62 dibenz(a,h)anthracene (21%/18%) 0.35 aluminum (13%) 13,300
Unit 3 2.2E-06/ arsenic (45%/37%), 2.84 1.5E-05/ arsenic (51%/45%), 2.88 0.067 no risk drivers identified NA 1.0 manganese (51%) 232
2.7E-06(T) benzo(a)pyrene (25%/33%), and 0.18 1.7E-05(T) dibenz(a,h)anthracene (20%/18%), 0.18 "
dibenz(a,h)anthracene (25%/20%) 0.18 and benzo(a)pyrene (19%/27%) 0.16
Unit 4 1.9E-07/ no risk drivers identified NA 1.1E-06/ benzo(a)pyrene (54%/57%) 0.0344 0.0094 no risk drivers identified NA 0.5 no risk drivers identified NA
3.0E-07(T) 1.7E-06(T)
Unit 5 2.6E-06/ arsenic (50%/38%) and 3.61 1.7E-05/ arsenic (55%/42%) and 345 0.015 no risk drivers identified NA 0.55 no risk drivers identified NA
34E-06(T)  benzo(a)pyrene (42%/53%) 0.37¢ 2.2B-05(T)  benzo(a)pyrene (38%/50%) 0.374
Notes:
a

cancer risk results shown are for the hypothetical resident adult; adult cancer risks are higher than the child cancer risk
® systemic toxicity results shown are for the hypothetical resident child; child noncancer risks are higher than the adult noncancer risk
¢ risk listed once when U.S. EPA-derived risks equal Cal-EPA-derived risks
¢ maximum concentration used as the EPC
Acronyms/Abbreviations:

bgs ~ below ground surface

Cal-EPA — California Environmental Protection Agency

EPC - exposure-point concentration

NA — not applicable

T - total risk

U.S. EPA — United States Environmental Protection Agency
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Table 7-2

Site 14 Risk Summary for the Industrial and Residential Scenarios
(exposure-point concentration reported in milligrams per kilogram)

CANCER RISK® NONCANCER RISK®
Industrial Scenario Residential Scenario Industrial Scenario Residential Scenario
(0 -2 feet bgs) (0 — 10 feet bgs) (0 - 2 feet bgs) (0 —10 feet bgs)
Risk Risk
U.S.EPA/ Risk Drivers U.S. EPA/ Risk Drivers Hazard Risk Drivers Hazard Risk Drivers
Site 14 Cal-EPA° (% U.S. EPA/ % Cal-EPA) EPC Cal-EPA (% U.S. EPA/ % Cal-EPA) EPC Index "~ (% US. EPA/ % Cal-EPA) EPC - Index (% US.EPA/ % Cal-EPA) EPC
Catch 1.0E-07(T) no risk drivers identified NA 6.2E-07(T) no risk drivers identified NA 0.00048 no risk drivers identified NA 0.0088 no risk drivers identified NA
basin
Unit 1 5.4E-06/ dibenz(a,h)anthracene (35%/29%),  0.64 3.7E-05/ arsenic (38%/32%), 5.29 0.042 no risk drivers identified NA 0.94 no risk drivers identified NA
6.5E-06(T) arsenic (35%/29%) and 5.52 4 4E-05(T) dibenz(a,h)anthracene (30%/25%) 0.64¢
benzo(a)pyrene (22%/29%) 0.39 and benzo(a)pyrene (24%/32%) 0.50
Notes:
a

cancer risk resuits shown are for the hypothetical resident aduit; adult cancer risks are higher than the child cancer risk
b systemic toxicity resuits shown are for the hypothetical resident child; child noncancer risks are higher than the adult noncancer risk
® risk listed once when U.S. EPA-derived risks equal Cal-EPA-derived risks
¢ ‘maximum concentration used as the EPC
Acronyms/Abbreviations:

bgs — below ground surface

Cal-EPA - California Environmental Protection Agency

EPC - exposure-point concentration

NA — not applicable

T - total risk

U.S. EPA — United States Environmental Protection Agency
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7.6

benzo(a)pyrene. The EPCs and contribution to cancer risks from these chemicals is
shown in Table 7-2. As shown in the table, the maximum concentration of
dibenz(a,h)anthracene (0.64 mg/kg) was used as the EPC. The contribution of
background arsenic to the total risk was calculated during the RI. This calculation
showed that the contribution of background arsenic to the on-site arsenic risk was
36 percent under the industrial scenario and 37 percent under the residential scenario.

The risks from exposure to lead were not assessed at the catch basin because lead was not
identified as a COPC at the catch basin. The risk for lead at Unit 1 under the industrial
scenario was considered acceptable based on a comparison of the U.S. EPA PRG (1,000
mg/kg) for lead with the 95 percent UCL for lead (923 mg/kg) in the surface soil.

Because the Cal-EPA residential soil PRG for lead (130 mg/kg) was exceeded at Unit 1
(923 mg/kg), the Cal-EPA pharmacokinetic model was used to estimate the blood level
concentration for a resident child and an adult exposed to lead in soil. Lead was
evaluated by comparing resulting blood level concentrations (50th, 90th, 95th, 98th, and
99th percentile) with the benchmark of 10 pg/dL, which has been established by the
U.S. EPA as a level below which the most serious effects of lead are unlikely to occur.
The estimated concentration of lead in the blood of the resident adult did not exceed
this threshold value; however, concentrations of lead in the blood of the resident child at
the 90th, 95th, 98th, and 99th percentile were estimated over the benchmark. This
exceedance was evaluated and was found to be acceptable because the concentration used
in assessing health effects was the highest measured concentration and because it is not
realistic to assume that a child would be exposed to the maximum concentration
(i.e., would remain at the same location) for the entire (30-year) duration of exposure.

BASIS FOR RISK MANAGEMENT DECISION

Cancer and noncancer risks at Sites 7 and 14 were estimated for both residential and
industrial scenarios. The results are presented in Tables 7-1 and 7-2. With the exception
of Site 14, Catch Basin, all residential cancer risks were within the range of 10 to 10,
Risks at the catch basin were less than 10 and were within the range considered
allowable without further evaluation.

Both the U.S. EPA and DTSC have indicated via comments on the draft RI Report for
Sites 7 and 14 that they interpret the generally allowable (i.e., 10° to 10 risk range
stated in the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP)
as the risk range that should be carefully evaluated for remediation, depending on the
frequency and duration of exposure, the population potentially exposed, the weight-of-
evidence of carcinogenicity, and other factors, including feasibility and cost of
remediation. Both the U.S. EPA and DTSC consider a more appropriate term for the 107
to 10” range to be the “risk management range” and that the 10 risk value be the point
of departure for considering remediation of risks in this range. In accordance with this
guidance, risks within the range of 10 to 10 were subject to a point-of-departure
evaluation using criteria provided in the NCP Preamble (Federal Register, Vol. 55,

No. 46, page 8717).
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Per the NCP Preamble, “Preliminary remediation goals for carcinogens are set at a 10
excess cancer risk as a point of departure, but may be revised to a different risk level
within the acceptable risk range based on the consideration of appropriate factors
including, but not limited to: exposure factors, uncertainty factors, and technical factors.

“Included in the exposure factors are: the cumulative effect of multiple contaminants, the
potential for human exposure from other pathways at the site, population, sensitivities,
potential impacts on environmental receptors, and cross-media impacts of alternatives.

“Factors related to uncertainty may include: the reliability of alternatives, the weight of
scientific evidence concerning exposures and individual and cumulative health effects,
and the reliability of exposure data.

“Technical factors may include: detection/quantification limits for contaminants,
technical limitations to remediation, the ability to monitor and control movement of
contaminants, and background levels of contaminants. The final selection of the
appropriate risk level is made when the remedy is selected based on the balancing

of criteria...”

Of the factors enumerated in the NCP, the primary factors considered by the DON in
determining that no action was appropriate for Sites 7 and 14 were the background level
of contaminants, the ability to monitor and control movements of contaminants, and the
reliability of exposure data. These factors are discussed in the following sections along
with future uses of the sites and distribution of contaminants.

7.6.1 Background Level of Contaminants
The largest contributors to cancer risks at Sites 7 and 14 were arsenic and PAHs.

To evaluate the risk contributions due to arsenic, the DON estimated total and
incremental contributions of arsenic to the carcinogenic risk at Sites 7 and 14. The results
are summarized in Tables 7-3 and 7-4 for the industrial and residential scenarios,

respectively.

These tables show that the incremental risk from arsenic is generally less than or only
slightly greater than 107 and that the background risk for arsenic is generally the same
order of magnitude as the total risk. This suggests that the concentrations of arsenic
reported at both sites may not be the result of site-specific releases or contamination.

Under industrial conditions, the cumulative HI is less than 1.0. For residential land use,
the HI equals or exceeds the threshold of 1 for Site 7 Units 1 (HI = 1.4) and 3 (HI = 1.0).
This exceedance is mainly because of arsenic and manganese. As discussed above, the
concentrations of arsenic do not appear to be significantly different from background
levels when evaluated from a risk assessment perspective.
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Table 7-3
Contribution of Arsenic to Carcinogenic Risk in the Industrial Scenario
Risk Due to Background Risk  Incremental Risk
Site and Unit Total Site Risk? Arsenic Due to Arsenic Due to Arsenic
Site 7
Unit 1 1.3x10? 2.4x10° 6.8 x 107 1.7 x 10°°
Unit 3 2.7 x10° 9.9 x 107 6.8 x 107 3.1x 107
Unit 4 3.0 x 107 NA® NA® NA®
Unit 5 . 34x10° 1.3x 10° 6.8 x 107 6.2 x 107
Site 14
Unit 1 6.5 x 10 1.9 x 10 6.8 x 107 1.2 x 10
Catch Basin 1.0 x 107 NA® NA® NA®
Notes:

& the value shown is the higher of the U.S. EPA or Cal-EPA carcinogenic risk and represents the
sum of the contributions from all COPCs
arsenic was not a COPC at this unit

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
Cal-EPA - California Environmental Protection Agency
COPC - chemical of potential concern
NA — not applicable
U.S. EPA ~ United States Environmental Protection Agency

Table 7-4
Contribution of Arsenic to Carcinogenic Risk in the Residential Scenario
Risk Due to Background Risk  Incremental Risk
Site and Unit Total Risk® Arsenic Due to Arsenic Due to Arsenic
Site 7
Unit 1 3.3x10° 1.3%x10° 52x10° 7.8 x 107
Unit 3 1.7 x 10° 7.7 x 10°¢ 5.2 %107 2.5x%10°
Unit 4 1.7 x 10 NA® NAP NA®
Unit 5 22x10° 9.3 x 10° 52x10°% 4.1x%x10°
Site 14
Unit 1 4.4 %107 1.4 x 107 52%10% 8.8 x 10°°
Catch Basin 6.2 x 107 NA® NAP NAP
Notes:

? the value shown is the higher of the U.S. EPA or Cal-EPA carcinogenic risk and represents the
sum of the contributions from all COPCs
arsenic was not a COPC at this unit

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
Cal-EPA - California Environmental Protection Agency
COPC - chemical of potential concern
NA - not applicable
U.S. EPA — United States Environmental Protection Agency
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In addition, a background study of metals in soil at MCAS El Toro was performed in
1996 (BNI 1996a). Based on this study, which included 43 samples with arsenic
concentrations ranging from 0.29 to 8.5 mg/kg, the background concentration of arsenic
was determined to be 6.86 mg/kg. This value represents the 95th quantile, or percentile
of the mean population value. Since the background determination is a statistically based
approach, it is not unexpected that a certain number of samples will exceed the 95th
percentile yet still be within the true population or, in other words, still be indicative of
the naturally occurring concentrations. The RI data for arsenic in soil at Site 7 are
summarized in Figure 5-5. These data indicate that approximately 98 percent of the
arsenic analytical results are less than the background concentrations for MCAS El! Toro.
Similarly, the data set from which the MCAS El Toro background value was derived also
includes some values greater than the calculated background value.

The background for manganese was determined to be 291 mg/kg. This was based on
43 samples with manganese concentrations ranging from nondetect to 574 mg/kg
(BNI 1996a). The RI data for manganese in soil at Site 7 showed that approximately
79 percent of the manganese analytical results are less than the background
concentrations. The highest concentration above background, 423 mg/kg, was much
lower than the highest concentration measured in the background population sample. In
addition, from a risk perspective, the HIs for manganese at Units 1 and 3 were only 1.4
and 1.1 times its HI at background. This indicates that the concentration of manganese is
not significantly different from background at the site. Finally, there are no known
historical site-related activities that involved the use of manganese.

Based on these data and risk calculations, it was concluded that the concentrations of
arsenic and manganese present at Site 7 reflect natural, background conditions.

7.6.2 Ability to Monitor and Control Movement of Contaminants

Another factor considered by the DON in making the no action decision for Sites 7 and
14 was that PAHs were present at low concentrations and do not have a tendency to
migrate off-site or to groundwater. As discussed in the fate and transport evaluation in
Section 5 of the RI Report for Sites 7 and 14 (BNI 2000), as a chemical group, PAHs
have low water solubility and high affinity for sorption to organic matter. These are
characteristics that limit the potential for leaching through soil as a transport process and
cause the chemicals to be relatively immobile.

7.6.3 Réliability of Exposure Data

The DON also considered the reliability of exposure data in making the no further action
decision for Sites 7 and 14. As discussed in the fate and transport evaluation in Section 5
of the RI Report for Sites 7 and 14, in shallow soil biodegradation is the most important
transformation process affecting the persistence of PAHs. Another potentially important
transformation process, photolysis, is limited to areas where surface soils are exposed to

sunlight.
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The chemical concentrations used in the risk assessment were assumed to remain constant
for the entire exposure duration. However, it is highly unlikely that the organic
concentrations will remain constant, particularly in soil.  Benzo(a)pyrene and
dibenz(a,h)anthracene, the risk drivers, are biodegradable. Under aerobic conditions, the
half-lives of these PAHs have been estimated to be 1.45 and 2.57 years, respectively, with
0.16 and 1 year possible under ideal conditions (Howard et al. 1991). This means that it
is very likely that the risks due to PAHs are overstated.

Manganese was the largest contributor to noncancer risk. However, as discussed in the
RI Report, the contribution of manganese is overstated because, for inhalation exposures,
the RfD values used represent only the adult receptor. The inhalation RfDs were
estimated from inhalation reference concentrations by integrating the adult body weight
and inhalation rate. The resultant adult RfD is also used to estimate the noncancer risk
for a resident child. Use of an adult RfD overestimates the resultant hazard to a child to
the extent that the noncancer risk would be significantly lower by use of a child-derived
RID.

Another area of uncertainty in the exposure assessment is the prediction of human
activities that lead to contact with environmental media and exposure to chemicals. The
residential risk assessment assumes that a adult is exposed to chemicals present at the site
24 hours a day, 350 days a year for 30 years. In reality, exposure times are likely to be
much less, especially because the current anticipated reuse of Sites 7 and 14 is not

residential.

Finally, data evaluation involves using statistics to summarize the data, comparing
summary data to background concentrations, and selecting COCs. A chemical was
assumed to be present at one-half the detection limit in samples where no chemical
actually was identified. Thus, no “zero” values were used in the calculation of the
95 percent UCLs. In addition, maximum concentrations were used as the EPCs instead of
95 percent UCLs under various conditions. The assumption of long-term contact with the
maximum concentration is conservative, and the use of the maximum concentration in the
risk assessment results in overestimates of exposures and risks.

7.6.4 Future Use of Sites 7 and 14

It should also be noted that the NCP allows future use of the site to be considered when
performing a risk assessment. The future use of Sites 7 and 14 is industrial (airfield).
Had the risk assessment been performed solely for an industrial use, risk at every unit
would have been lower than the residential risk values discussed above.

7.6.5 Distribution of Contaminants

A final factor considered in the no action decision for Sites 7 and 14 was whether the
distribution of contaminants within each unit at these sites indicated that the
concentration of contaminants at one or more sample locations was significantly elevated
over the remaining unit concentrations (possibly representing a “hot spot”). The RI Work
Plan included provisions for additional (step-out) sampling to evaluate areas with
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significantly elevated contaminant concentrations. However, the DON and the regulatory
agency members of the BCT examined the data collected at the sites during the RI and
did not identify any areas requiring further evaluation as hot spots.
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DESCRIPTION OF NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

On the basis of the Phase I and Phase II Rls and the baseline HHRA results, Sites 7 and 14 do not
appear to pose an unacceptable risk to human health or the environment. Accordingly, no
remedial action is appropriate for the RI sites. Under the no action alternative, monitoring,
periodic reviews, and deed restrictions, including deed notification, are not required. The DTSC
and U.S. EPA agree with this determination. The DON’s selection of no action for these sites
reflects the determination that the overall condition of the sites is protective of human health and

the environment.

Section 121(d) of CERCLA states that remedial actions at CERCLA sites must, upon
completion, attain any federal (or state if more stringent) environmental standards, requirements,
criteria, or limitations that are determined to be applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARs). ARARs do not apply unless remedial action is being taken at a site and
are, therefore, not applicable to the no action sites addressed in this ROD.

Although no deed restrictions are required because of chemicals present in soil at Sites 7 and 14,
shallow groundwater underlying the sites is contaminated by TCE (Sites 7 and 14), carbon
tetrachloride (Sites 7 and 14), and tetrachloroethene (Site 7 only). Remedial investigations have
shown that the contamination does not originate from these sites. Use restrictions prohibiting
drilling of wells and/or extraction of groundwater and allowing access for groundwater
monitoring and maintenance of equipment associated with groundwater remediation will be
addressed in the ROD for Sites 18 and 24. Figure 8-1 shows the location of Sites 7 and 14
relative to the TCE groundwater plume originating at Site 24.
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Section 9

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for Sites 7 and 14 was released for public comment in September 2000. The
Proposed Plan identified no action as the appropriate response for these sites. The DON
reviewed all written and verbal comments submitted during the comment period. Upon review
of these comments, it was determined that no significant change to the response, as it was
originally identified in the Proposed Plan, was necessary.
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" April 2001

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION — EL TORO, CALIFORNIA
PROFPOSED PLAN, GPERABLE UNIT 3B, SITES 7 AND 14

Letters Received During Public Comment Period

Comments by:

Robert Richardson, Interim Executive Director, MCAS El Toro Master Development Program, in a Letter Dated 08 November 2000

Number

Comments

Responses

1A

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Final
Proposed Plan (“Proposed Plan”) for Operable Unit 3, Installation
Restoration Program (“IRP”) Sites 7 and 14, at the former Marine Corps
Air Station (“MCAS”) El Toro, which was issued by the Department of
the Navy/United States Marine Corps (“DON/USMC”) in September
2000.

Discussed below are the areas of most concern to the LRA regarding the
Proposed Plan for IRP Sites 7 and 14; the attached memorandum
prepared by GeoSyntec Consultants (“GeoSyntec”) provides more detail.

1. Selection of Inappropriate “Risk Management Range” for Cancer
Risks

The LRA i1s extremely concerned that DON/USMC is promoting an
excess cancer risk range of 10™ to 10® as being “acceptable” for these
two IRP sites. For several reasons, we believe that all cancer risks
associated with hazardous substances at the MCAS El Toro property
should be reduced to less than or equal to 10°°, as agreed to by
DON/USMC for IRP Sites 8, 11, and 12.

First, cancer risks falling within the 10™ to 10°® range are not ipso facto
protective of human health and the environment. Rather, as stated in the
Proposed Plan, risks in this range “may not require remediation,
depending on site-specific circumstances.” Proposed Plan, p. 1." Yet,

! In fact, in its comments on the draft Proposed Plan the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™) took issue with DON/USMC stating
that cancer risks falling within the 10 to 10° range were always acceptable, and
specifically recommended that the quoted language be included in the text of the
revised Proposed Plan. See Response to Commenits on Draft Proposed Plan for
IRP Sites 7 and 14, dated July 10, 2000.

The Department of the Navy (DON) agrees that excess cancer risks
within the range of 10 to 10 are not always acceptable and that cancer
risks falling within this range are not ipse facto protective of human
health and the environment. As discussed in the Proposed Plan, cancer
risks between 10" and 10 are within the “risk management range/
generally allowable risk range.” Risks within this range require further
site-specific evaluation to determine whether remedial action is required.

Consistent with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP) Preamble (Federal Register, Vol. 55, No. 46,
page 8717), several factors were considered by the DON and the
regulatory agencies in making the no-action recommendation for
Installation Restoration Program (IRP) Sites 7 and 14. These factors are
discussed in the Remedial Investigation (RI) Report and the Proposed
Plan and are addressed further in the paragraphs that follow.

Per the NCP Preamble, “Preliminary remediation goals for carcinogens
are set at a 10" excess cancer risk as a point of departure, but may be
revised to a different risk level within the acceptable risk range based on
the consideration of appropriate factors including, but not limited to:
exposure factors, uncertainty factors, and technical factors.

“Included in the exposure factors are: the cumulative effect of multiple
contaminants, the potential for human exposure from other pathways at
the site, population, sensitivities, potential impacts on environmental
receptors, and cross-media impacts of alternatives.

“Factors related to uncertainty may include: the reliability of
alternatives, the weight of scientific evidence concerning exposures and
individual and cumulative health effects, and the reliability of exposure
data.
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nowhere in the Proposed Plan does DON/USMC discuss any
circumstances which justify leaving contamination in a place that, with
only one exception, presents a risk exceeding 10 at all units within IRP
Sites 7 and 14.

“Technical factors may include: detection/quantification limits for
contaminants, technical limitations to remediation, the ability to monitor
and conirol movement of contaminants, and background levels of
contaminants. The final selection of the appropriate risk level is made
when the remedy is selected based on the balancing of criteria . ...”

Of the factors enumerated in the NCP, the primary factors considered by
the DON and approved by the regulatory agencies in the determination
that no action was appropriate for Sites 7 and 14 were: 1) the
background level of contaminants, 2) the ability to monitor and control
movements of contaminants, and 3) the reliability of exposure data.
These are discussed individually below.

Point of Departure Evaluation

Cancer and noncancer risks at Sites 7 and 14 were estimated for both
residential and industrial scenarios. The results were presented in Table
ES-1 of the RI and summarized in the Proposed Plan. The residential
and industrial cancer risks are shown below.

Site/Unit Residential Scenario Industrial Scenario
Site 7, Unit 1 33x10° 1.3x10°
Site 7, Unit 3 1.7x10° 2.7x10°
Site 7, Unit 4 1.7x10% 3.0x107
Site 7, Unit 5 2.3x103 3.6x10°
Site 14, Unit 1 44x10° 6.5x10°
Site 14, Catch Basin 62x107 1.0x 107

With the exception of Site 14, Catch Basin, all residential risks were
within the risk management range. Risks at the Catch Basin were less
than 10" and were within the range considered acceptable without further
evaluation. The remaining risks were subject to a point of departure
evaluation using the NCP criteria noted above. The rationale for the
no-action recommendation is summarized below.
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Background Level of Contaminants

The largest contributors to cancer risks at Sites 7 and 14 were arsenic and
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs).

To evaluate the risk contributions of arsenic, the DON estimated during
the RI the total and incremental contributions of arsenic to the
carcinogenic risk at Sites 7 and 14. The results are summarized in
Attachment A for the industrial and residential scenarios.

The tables in Attachment A show that the incremental risk from arsenic
is generally less than or only slightly greater than 10°° and that the
background risk for arsenic is generally the same order of magnitude as
the total risk. This suggests that the concentrations of arsenic reported at
both sites may not be the result of site-specific releases or contamination.

In addition, a background study of metals in soil at Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS) El Toro was performed in 1996 (BNI 1996). Based on
this study, which included 43 samples with arsenic concentrations
ranging from 0.29 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) to 8.5 mg/kg, the
background concentration of arsenic was determined to be 6.86 mg/kg.
This value represents the 95th quantile, or percentile of the mean
population value. Since the background determination is a statistically
based approach, it is not unexpected that a certain number of samples
will exceed the 95th percentile yet still be within the true population or,
in other words, still be indicative of the naturally occurring
concentrations.

The RI data for arsenic in soil at Site 7 are summarized in Figure 4-4 of
Attachment O. These data indicate that approximately 98 percent of the
arsenic analytical results are less than the background concentrations for
MCAS El Toro. Similarly, the data set from which the MCAS El Toro
background value was derived also includes some values greater than the
calculated background value.
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Under industrial conditions, the cumulative hazard index (HI) at Sites 7
and 14 is less than 1.0. Similarly, the HI at Site 14 is less than 1 under
residential conditions. For residential land use, the HI at Site 7 equals or
exceeds the threshold of 1 for Units 1 (1.4) and 3 (1.0). This exceedance
is mainly because of manganese.

However, as pointed out by California Environmental Protection Agency
(Cal-EPA) Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) in the
review of the RI (November 1999), the hazard quotient for manganese is
an overestimate because the exposure calculated for a resident child was
compared to the published inhalation reference dose (U.S. EPA 1998) for
an adult in accordance with Region 9 practice. However, use of a more
appropriate inhalation reference dose for a child would have reduced the
manganese hazard quotient at Sites 7 and 14 by 50 percent. Rather than
reperforming the risk assessment using a child-derived inhalation
reference dose, this issue was addressed in the uncertainty portion of the
risk assessment. The uncertainty discussion was reviewed and accepted
by DTSC.

In addition, the background for manganese was determined to be

291 mg/kg. This was based on 43 samples with manganese
concentrations ranging from nondetect to 574 mg/kg. The Rl data for
manganese in soil at Site 7 showed that approximately 79 percent of the
manganese analytical results are less than the background concentrations.
The highest concentration above background, 423 mg/kg, was much
lower than the highest concentration measured in the background
population sample. In addition, from a risk perspective, the HI for
manganese at Units 1 and 3 was only 1.4 and 1.1 times its HI at
background. This indicates that the concentration of manganese is not
significantly different from background at the site. Finally, there are no
known historical site-related activities that involved the use of
manganese.

Based on these data and risk calculations, it was concluded that the
concentrations of arsenic and manganese present at Site 7 reflect natural,
background conditions.
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Ability to Moniter and Control Movements of Contaminants

Another factor considered by the DON and approved by the regulators
when they made the no action recommendation for Sites 7 and 14 was
that PAHs were present at low concentrations and do not have a tendency
to migrate off-site or to groundwater. As discussed in the fate and
transport evaluation in Section 5 of the Site 7/14 RI (BNI 2000), as a
chemical group, PAHs have low water solubility and a high affinity for
sorption to organic matter. These are characteristics that limit the
potential for leaching through soil as a transport process and cause the
chemicals to be relatively immobile.

Reliability of Exposure Data

The DON also considered the reliability of exposure data when it made
the no further action recommendation for Sites 7 and 14. As discussed in
the fate and transport evaluation in Section 5 of the draft final RI Report
for Sites 7 and 14, shallow soil biodegradation is the most important
transformation process affecting the persistence of PAHs. Another
potentially important transformation process, photolysis, is limited to
areas where surface soils are exposed to sunlight.

The chemical concentrations used in the risk assessment were assumed to
remain constant for the entire exposure duration. However, it is highly
unlikely that the organic concentrations will remain constant, particularly
in soil. Benzo(a)pyrene and dibenz(a,h)anthracene, the risk drivers, are
biodegradable. Under acrobic conditions, the half-lives of these PAHs
have been estimated to be 1.45 and 2.57 years, respectively, with 0.16
and 1 year possible under ideal conditions (Howard et al. 1991). This
means that it is likely the risks due to PAHs are overstated.

Manganese was the largest contributor to noncancer risk. However, as
discussed in the RI Report, the contribution of manganese is overstated
because, for inhalation exposures, the reference dose (RfD) values used
represent only the adult receptor. The inhalation RfDs were estimated
from inhalation reference calculations by integrating the adult body
weight and inhalation rate. The resultant adult RfD is also used to
estimate the noncancer risk for a resident child. Use of an adult RfD
overestimates the resultant hazard to a child to the extent that the
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noncancer risk would be significantly lowered by use of a child-derived
RiD.

Another area of uncertainty in the exposure assessment is the prediction
of human activities that lead to contact with environmental media and
exposure to chemicals. The residential risk assessment assumes that an
adult is exposed to chemicals present at the site 24 hours a day, 350 days
a year for 30 years. In reality, exposure times are likely to be much less,
especially because the current anticipated reuse of Sites 7 and 14 is not
residential.

Finally, data evaluation involves using statistics to summarize the data,
comparing summary data to background concentrations, and selecting
chemicals of potential concern (COPCs). A chemical was assumed to be
present at one-half the detection limit in samples in which no chemical
actually was identified. Thus, no “zero” values were used in the calculation
of the 95 percent upper confidence limits (UCLs). In addition, maximum
concentrations were used as the exposure-point concentrations (EPCs)
instead of 95 percent UCLs under various conditions, The assumption of
long-term contact with the maximum concentration is conservative, and the
use of maximum concentration in the risk assessment results in
overestimates of exposures and risks.

Considering these factors, the risk levels present at Sites 7 and 14 were
evaluated and found to be an acceptable departure from the 10°® point of
departure in the NCP. No action is required.

The site-specific circumstances/risk management considerations on which
the no-further-action recommendations were based are discussed in the
Proposed Plan under the section “Characterizing Site Risks and Results” on
pages 4 and 5 and are summarized for each unit at Sites 7 and 14 in Table 2
on page 6. The discussion in the Proposed Plan is intended to provide an
overview for the general public and does not go into the level of detail of this
response or the evaluation of risks in the RI or the Record of Decision (ROD).
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Future Use of Sites 7 and 14

It should also be noted that the NCP allows future use of the site to be
considered when a risk assessment is performed. The proposed future reuse
of Sites 7 and 14 is industrial (airfield). Had the risk assessment been
performed solely for an industrial use, risk at every unit would have been
lower than the residential risk values discussed above. However, had the
sites been evaluated only for industrial use, it would have been necessary to
place land-use controls on the property prohibiting residential use. To avoid
the need for these controls, the DON made a business decision to evaluate
risks for both the industrial and residential scenarios and determine whether
the risks were acceptable. This evaluation concluded that the risks were
acceptable under both residential and industrial scenarios. Therefore, no
institutional controls were required under either scenario.

Distribution of Contaminants

A final factor considered in the no-action decision for Sites 7 and 14 was
whether the distribution of contaminants at these sites indicated that the
concentration of contaminants at one or more sample locations was
significantly elevated over the remaining site concentrations (possibly
representing a “hot spot”). The RI Work Plan included provisions for
additional (step-out) sampling to evaluate areas with significantly
elevated contaminant concentrations. However, the DON and the
regulatory agency members of the Base Realignment and Closure
{BRAC) Cleanup Team (BCT) examined the data collected at the sites
during the RI and did not identify any area requiring further evaluation as
a hot spot.

Evaluation of the Need for Remedial Action at Sites 8, 11, and 12

Human-health risks at several units at Sites 8, 11, and 12 were also
within the generally acceptable/risk management range. As such, they
were evaluated on a site-specific basis to determine whether remedial
action was required using a point-of-departure evaluation similar to the
one described above. The factors that were considered in this evaluation
included the extent of contamination, mobility and persistence of the
chemicals contributing to the risk, and whether these chemicals were
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present as a result of site-related activities. Based upon this evaluation, it
was determined that remedial action should be taken at five of the eight
units at Sites 8, 11, and 12.

The baseline human-health risk assessment for Sites 8, 11, and 12 was
performed during the Phase IT RI in accordance with the final Risk
Assessment Work Plan for MCAS El Toro (BNI 1995) using a cancer
slope factor of 7.7 and very conservative adherence factors and dermal
absorption factors. EPCs that were calculated in the Phase I RI used
both 95 percent UCLs and maximum concentrations. Maximum values
are typically used in cases where the data set is relatively small or there is
a low frequency of detection.

Since the risk assessment was performed, the cancer slope factor and
several of the exposure parameters used in the risk assessment have
changed. On the basis of the analytical data and currently published
toxicity values and exposure parameters, the DON has proposed that the
risk estimation for Sites 8, 11, and 12 be updated and that the following
criteria be used to evaluate the results.

e If any of the revised estimated cancer risks exceed 10™ or the HIs
exceed 1, then cleanup goals will be revised on the basis of the
updated risk-based concentrations.

o Ifthe revised estimated cancer risk is between 10 and 10 and the
HI is 1, then risk management options will be evaluated.

e If the revised estimated cancer risk is below 10 and the HI does
not exceed 1, then a new Proposed Plan will be prepared and no
further action will be proposed.
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1B

Second, as noted in the attached memorandum prepared by GeoSyntec,
the LRA has serious questions about the adequacy of the data collection
and analysis that was performed to identify risks associated with
historical storage, use and disposal of hazardous substances at IRP Sites
7 and 14.% In the absence of a complete resolution of such questions,
DON/USMC should adopt a conservative standard for acceptable cancer
risks at these two sites. This is particularly true in instances such as this
one where the installation property may be reused for a variety of
purposes, including residential-type facilities.

2 For example, with respect to the presence of heavy metals DON/USMC: (1)
dismisses a soil sample taken from IRP Site 14 with lead concentrations of nearly
1000 mg/kg as being an *“outlier”; (2) ignores the fact that 3 out of 10 soil
samples had lead levels in excess of the 290 mg/kg, the remediation goal needed
to ensure the blood levels in children do not exceed regulatory criteria; (3) asserts

that arsenic is naturally occurring and not attributable to historical activities at the

base, despite the fact that the “background” levels of arsenic at Site 7 are higher
than background levels found elsewhere at the MCAS El Toro property; (4)
asserts that manganese also is naturally occurring and not attributable to historical
activities, with no apparent consideration given to the fact that manganese is
present in many metal alloys and welding materials used for aviation purposes;
and (5) ignores the potential presence of and threat from hexavalent chromium at
IRP Sites 7 and 14 based solely on data from other sites indicating that this form
of chromium is not present in significant amounts.

The DON conducted an RI at IRP Sites 7 and 14 at MCAS El Toro using
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) data
quality objective process. Data collection and analysis were performed
with the concurrence and approval of the BCT. As indicated in the
Phase II RI Report, Attachments O and P, 140 soil samples were
collected from 43 locations at Site 7, and 13 soil samples were collected
from 6 locations at Site 14. These locations were randomly positioned
within each unit at each site to produce an unbiased configuration of
sampling locations. This sampling methodology was designed to provide
a high level of confidence (95 percent) that the number of locations and
soil samples collected were appropriate to determine the nature and
extent of contamination and conduct a human-health risk assessment. A
random sampling approach was used because the entire pavement edge
areas at Sites 7 and 14 were reportedly used for waste disposal/runoff

(i.e., no discrete disposal locations associated with these units were
identified).

As noted in the response to Comment 1A, even though the proposed
future reuse of Sites 7 and 14 is industrial (airfield), the human-health
risk assessment was performed for both residential and industrial
scenarios. The results were evaluated by the DON using a point-of-
departure evaluation as discussed in the NCP, and the risks were found to
be acceptable under both scenarios.

The following is in response to the specific issues raised in footnotes.

1. The DON disagrees with this statement. No Site 14 lead
concentrations were dismissed because they were “outliers.” The highest
concentration of lead (923 mg/kg) at Site 14 was identified at Unit 1.
The Cal-EPA pharmacokinetic model was utilized to estimate the blood
lead concentration for a resident child and an adult exposed to lead in the
shallow soils. Lead was evaluated by comparing resulting blood lead
concentrations (50th, 90th, 95th, 98th, and 99th percentile) with the
benchmark of 10 pg/L, which has been established by U.S. EPA asa
fevel below which the most serious effects of lead are unlikely to occur.
The concentration of lead used in the estimation was the maximum
detected value at the unit. No values were dismissed as “outliers.”
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The DON believes that the reference to an “outlier” may be a reference to
Site 7, Unit 5, rather than Site 14. The RI Report reference to this value
as an outlier is on page 06-36, Section 6.5.8 of the Risk Analysis
(Attachment O). This discussion refers to this result in terms of its fit
into the statistical distribution of data. It does not in any way imply that
the lead result was dismissed when the need for further evaluation or
remediation was determined. Exposure to lead at Site 7, Unit 5 was
assessed both with and without the outlier. In both cases (when the
outlier was included and when it was not) the estimated concentrations of
lead in the blood of the resident adult and child were such that potential
adverse effects from exposure to lead concentrations at Unit 5 are
considered unlikely.

2. While it is recognized that three lead concentrations in surface soil at
Site 7, Unit 5 were greater than 130 mg/kg, it should be noted that, per
U.S. EPA guidance, exposure is not evaluated by use of a single sample
because that is considered unrealistic and not representative of site

“conditions (i.e., an individual will not remain stationary at one location

for the entire 30-year exposure period). Exposure is assessed by
estimates of the central tendency of the data set and not by the individual
data points. Lead was assessed by comparing resulting blood lead
concentrations (50th, 90th, 95th, 98th, and 99th percentiles) with the
benchmark of 10 micrograms per deciliter (pug/dL), which has been
established by U.S. EPA as a level below which the most serious effects
of lead are unlikely to occur. The estimated concentrations of lead in the
blood of the resident adult and child did not exceed this threshold value.
Hence, potential adverse health effects from exposure to lead
concentrations at Site 7, Unit 5 are considered unlikely.

3. Asnoted in the response to Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA)
Comment 1, a background study of metals in soil at MCAS El Toro was
performed in 1996 (BNI 1996). Based on this study, which included

43 samples with arsenic concentrations ranging from 0.29 to 8.5 mg/kg,
the background concentration of arsenic was determined to be

6.86 mg/kg. The RI data for arsenic in soil at Site 7 are summarized

in Figure 4-4 of Attachment O (BNI 2000). These data indicate
approximately 98 percent of the arsenic analytical results are less
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than the bzekground concentration for MCAS El Toro. While
approximasiciy 2 percent of the Site 7 arsenic concentrations exceeded the
MCAS El Toro background, these values are indicative of the variation
present in nature and in the background study cited above. Furthermore,
arsenic concentrations at Site 7 fall within the range of background
values of typical California soils (Bradford et al. 1996) and are
comparable to arsenic concentrations for other western United States
soils (Shacklette and Boerngen 1984). As a last point, the data set from
which the MCAS El Toro background value was derived (which had
arsenic concentrations ranging from 0.29 to 8.5 mg/kg) also includes
some values greater than the calculated background value.

4. Like arsenic addressed above, the manganese concentrations in soil
are consistent with background levels found throughout MCAS El Toro.
(See the response to LRA Comment 1 for further detail.) Further,
historical information pertaining to Sites 7 and 14 does not support the
hypothetical activities/sources for manganese cited in this footnote.

Site 7 was used for washing aircraft drop tanks. Site 14 was used for
disposal of battery fluids. Neither site was used for servicing or
maintaining aircraft, nor were repair or maintenance shops where
welding and cutting torches may have been used located at Site 7 or 14.

5. An evaluation of the potential presence of hexavalent chromium in
soil at the Operable Unit (OU)-3 sites (including sampling at Site 7) was
conducted as part of the OU-3A RI performed at MCAS El Toro

(BNI 1997). Contrary to the footnote assertion regarding the presence or
absence of “significant amounts,” hexavalent chromium was not
identified in any of the soil samples collected and analyzed for

this analyte.
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1C Third, it is not clear whether by using a cancer risk range of 10 to 10°¢ It is the DON’s intent to allow unrestricted use of the property at Sites 7

to support its “No Further Action” determination DON/USMC is
intending to allow unrestricted use of the property on which IRP Sites 7
and 14 are located. In this regard, the “Interim Policy on Land Use
Controls Associated with Environmental Restoration Activities” (“LUC
Policy™), issued by the United States Department of Defense (“DOD”) on

" August 31, 2000, states that “LUCs [Land Use Controls] may be needed

where containment or treatment of contaminants is not necessary to
protect human health and the environment.” * Thus, DON/USMC needs
to discuss in the Proposed Plan whether its use of new standards* for
evaluating cancer risks will necessitate the imposition of use restrictions
on these two IRP sites.’

? Of course, the LRA disagrees that allowing contamination presenting an excess
cancer risk between 10 to 10°® to remain at IRP Sites 7 and 14 would be
protective of human health and the environment.

4 DON/USMC s use of a cancer “risk range” represents a marked departure from

its approach at other IRP sites. For example, at IRP Site 11, DON/USMC agreed
that any contamination would be remediated such that residual cancer risks would
not exceed 107,

% Of course, as stated in the context of other remedial actions being conducted at
this facility, the LRA strongly believes that land use controls are not an
appropriate means of managing contamination at the MCAS El Toro property.
Rather, such controls should be used only where a more permanent remedy is
infeasible. See 40 C.F.R. § 300.430(f). In this instance, “[t]he extent of
contamination at Sites 7 and 14 is confined to shallow soil (soil less than 10 feet
below ground surface.” Proposed Plan, p. 1. Thus, it is would not be infeasible
or impractical to implement a more permanent remedy at these two IRP sites, if
in fact DON anticipates using use restrictions to protect its “remedy.”

Furthermore, imposition of any land use controls on IRP Sites 7 and 14 would be
antithetical to the obligations imposed under the Defense Base Closure and
Realignments Acts of 1988 and 1990 (“BRAC”) and the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (“CERCLA™).
Discussed in detail in the comments submitted by the LRA in July 1998

and 14 with the exception of any restrictions that may need to be
imposed because of the presence of contaminated groundwater beneath
both sites that originates at Site 24. The need for restrictions associated
with groundwater will be discussed in the Proposed Plan for Sites 18 and
24. This Proposed Plan is expected to be issued to the public in 2001.

As noted in the response to Comment 1A, although the proposed future
reuse of Sites 7 and 14 is industrial (airfield), the DON has evaluated the
conditions at Sites 7 and 14 through human-health risk assessments
performed assuming both residential and industrial use scenarios and has
determined that they are protective of human health and the environment
under either future-use scenario. The basis for the risk management
recommendation is presented in Table 2 of the Proposed Plan and further
elaborated in the response to Comment 1A. Because the risks were
evaluated and found to be acceptable under both residential and industrial
scenarios, the property is considered available for unrestricted use.

In making this risk management recommendation, the DON has not
applied a “new standard” for evaluating risk different from that applied at
Site 11. As discussed in the response to Comment 1A, the
recommendation as to whether to perform remediation at a site where the
risks fall between 10 and 107 is made on a site-by-site basis in
accordance with criteria provided in the NCP. The risk management
considerations for Site 11 were summarized in the table “Site-by-Site
Summary: Risk Assessment Results and Recommended Actions,”
presented on page 5 in the Proposed Plan for this site. One of the
primary factors in this recommendation was that the predominant
chemicals present at Site 11 were polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).
These chemicals are not naturally occurring and are persistent in the
environment. Therefore, unlike the presence of arsenic and manganese at
Sites 7 and 14, the presence of PCBs at Site 11 cannot be attributed to
background conditions. In addition, PCBs do not readily biodegrade in
soil like PAHs at Sites 7 and 14. Therefore, use of constant
concentrations of PCBs over the 30-year period of the risk assessment
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concerning the proposed remediation plan for the landfills at the MCAS El Toro
property, these laws make clear that any remediation and restoration activities
must be conducted in a manner that expedites and enhances beneficial reuse of
the environmentally impaired site. DOD’s LUC Policy likewise states that
“[t]he goal is to facilitate community redevelopment efforts.” LUC Policy,
Attachment p.2.

is much more realistic than assuming that the concentrations of PAHs
remain constant over this time.

With regard to Footnote 4, the DON’s evaluation of risks at Sites 7 and
14 does not represent a2 marked departure from the approach used at other
MCAS El Toro IRP sites. Ten sites with risks in the range of 10 to 10
(e.g.,4,6,9,10, 13,15, 19, 20, 21, and 22) were evaluated in the OU-2A
and OU-3A ROD, dated September 1997, and were found to require no
further action. Further, the same risk evaluation approach was used at
Sites 8, 11, and 12. At these sites human-health risks also fell within the
range of 10 and 10, In this case, the risks were evaluated on the basis
of the site-specific data, and remedial action was recommended for
several units. As noted in the response to Comment 1A, the DON is
reevaluating the baseline human-health risk at Site 11 to determine
whether remediation is required in view of current toxicity and exposure
parameters.

In addition, Footnote 4 to this comment mixes two separate issues
pertaining to risk. They are 1) the 10"® to 10 range used in the risk
evaluation to determine if remedial action is required and 2) the risk
threshold used to establish chemical-specific cleanup levels once the
decision to take remedial action has been made. The residual cancer risk
of 10°® to which this footnote refers is associated with the cleanup level
established for each chemical at Site 11 once the decision to proceed with
remedial action was made.

2. Many of the concerns discussed above are equally applicable to
DON/USMC’s conclusions regarding non-cancer risks presented by
contamination at IRP Sites 7 and 14. There are significant data gaps
concerning the nature and scope of non-cancer risks associated with
contamination at these two sites, which counsel in favor of using a
conservative approach to determine whether additional remediation is
needed. Moreover, these gaps cannot be addressed merely by imposing
restrictions on the permissible reuse of these IRP sites.

The DON does not agree that there are significant data gaps concerning
the nature and scope of the noncancer risks. As discussed previously in
the response to Comment 1B, the data collection efforts were designed to
provide a high level of confidence (95 percent) that the number of
locations and soil samples were appropriate to determine the nature and
extent of contamination and to conduct a human-health risk assessment.
As stated in the response to Comment 1C, the DON does not intend to
impose restrictions on reuse of these sites.

04/17/01 1:57 PM tm \\sdes0010\sandiego\word_processing\reportsiciean iilcto164\rod\sites 7 and 14\draft finalresponsiveness summary.doc

page 13




April 2001

Letters Received During Public Comment Period

Comments by: Robert Richardson, Interim Executive Director, MCAS EI Toro Master Development Program, in a Letter Dated 08 November 2000
Number Comments Responses
1E Beyond this, the LRA is very concerned by DON/USMC’s attempt to The DON does not agree with the LRA’s statement that the DON/USMC

absolve itself of responsibility for contamination at IRP Sites 7 and 14 by
segmenting the data. For several of the units within IRP Sites 7 and 14,
DON/USMC notes that the risk drivers present include arsenic,
manganese and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (“PAHs”). However,
DON/USMC then goes on to dismiss the risks posed by arsenic and
manganese, claiming that these metals are naturally occurring and are not
attributable to any historical activities at the base. And since the relative
contribution of PAHs to the non-cancer risks present at IRP Sites 7 and
14 are less than one on the Hazard Index, DON/USMC asserts that no
further action is warranted.

As discussed in more detail in the attached memorandum, the LRA
questions the accuracy of DON/USMCs claim that arsenic and
manganese are naturally occurring and are not the result of its prior use
of the MCAS El Toro property. However, even if this is true,
DON/USMC cannot escape its responsibility to address contamination
that poses a risk to human health and the environment, simply because its
contribution to such contamination, standing alone, would not trigger the
need for remediation. The fact remains that the non-cancer risks present
at Units 1 and 3 of IRP Site 7 (1.4 and 1.0 on the Hazard Index,
respectively) exceed the regulatory levels requiring remediation. PAHs
are one of the constituents contributing to these risks and, as such,
DON/USMC must take steps to address the contamination present at
Site 7.

is attempting to absolve itself of responsibility for contamination at IRP
Sites 7 and 14 by segmenting the data. The methodology used to
calculate the HI has been reviewed and approved by the U.S. EPA and
DTSC and is designed to provide a reasonable maximum exposure. The
methodology used to review the resulting noncancer risk has also been
approved by U.S. EPA and DTSC and is the same methodology used at
other BRAC bases to evaluate noncancer risks.

The DON disagrees with the LRA’s statement that “the non-cancer risks
present at Units | and 3 . . . exceed the regulatory levels requiring
remediation.” U.S. EPA guidance (U.S. EPA 1989) states that “when the
hazard index exceeds unity, there may be a concern for potential health
effects.” Noncancer risks do not automatically indicate the need for
remediation because they equal or exceed 1. Rather, as noted in the
Proposed Plan, such HI values indicate that a lifetime of exposure may
have potential adverse health effects and should be evaluated further.
Further evaluation takes into account, among other factors, historicai
activities that occurred at the site, the background levels of the chemicals
that contribute to the risk, and persistence of chemicals in the
environment.

Background levels of chemicals are considered because it is not
necessary to include naturally occurring inorganic chemicals (metals) in
the risk assessment when the concentrations are within the range
considered normal for the area.

As explained on page 06-37 of the RI:

Under industrial conditions, the cumulative HI is less than 1.0. For
residential land use, the HI equals or exceeds the threshold of 1 for
Units 1 (HI = 1.4) and 3 (HI = 1.0). This exceedance is mainly due to
manganese identified at 46 and 51 percent for Units | and 3,
respectively. However, the levels of manganese at these two units are
within background levels. The HI for manganese at Units 1 and 3 is
only 1.4 and 1.1 times its HI at background. This indicates that the
concentrations of manganese are not significantly different from
background at the site. Therefore, noncancer hazards at these units are
not considered significant.
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Furthermore, per response to Comment 1A, hazard quotients presented
are overestimates because they were calculated in accordance with
Region 9 practice using an adult-derived inhalation toxicity criteria rather
than child-derived toxicity criteria. Because some of the hazard quotients
calculated in this manner exceeded 1, the DON performed a risk
management evaluation considering factors that may have led to an
overestimation of risk. The adult-derived inhalation toxicity factor was
one such factor. Use of a child-derived inhalation reference dose, as
suggested by DTSC toxicologist John Christopher, would have reduced
the manganese hazard quotients by approximately 50 percent. Rather
than reperform the calculation, this was discussed in the uncertainty
portion of the RI.

1F

3. Failure to Consider Threats Posed by Petroleum Hydrocarbons

One of the more glaring omissions in the Proposed Plan is any discussion
of the threat posed by petroleum hydrocarbons, which were detected in
many of the soil samples collected from IRP Sites 7 and 14. In fact, at
IRP Site 7, total petroleum hydrocarbons (“TPH”) as high as 32,091
kg/mg (3.2%) were detected, which is significantly in excess of the
typical action levels established by the Orange County Health Care
Agency for reuse of former oil production sites.

Though not stated in the Proposed Plan, DON/USMC’s decision to
ignore these impacts appears to be based on CERCLA’s “petroleum
exclusion,” under which crude petroleum and its fractions are excluded
from the definition of a hazardous substance and, in turn, exempt from
the strictures of this statute. However, any reliance on this exclusion is
both short-sighted and misplaced.

In light of the levels at issue, leaving petroleum hydrocarbons in place at
IRP Sites 7 and 14 necessarily will impede reuse of these sites. Thus,
even if DON/USMC has no obligation under CERCLA to remediate the
petroleum hydrocarbons present at IRP Sites 7 and 14, it nonetheless

does have a duty to address such contamination under applicable
BRAC law.

While the U.S. EPA, DTSC, and California Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) concur with the DON recommendation for no
further action at Sites 7 and 14, the RWQCB requested in its 26 February
2001 comment on the draft No Action ROD that the DON further
investigate the 32,091 mg/kg total recoverable petroleum hydrocarbons
(TRPH) concentration reported in surface soil at Site 7, Unit 5, location
07_GN1. The DON will comply with RWQCB’s request and will
address this concern under the Petroleum Corrective Action (PCA)
Program. This information has been added to Section 5.2.3.7 in the
ROD. This will not impact the no-action status of Site 7 under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA).

The Site 14 catch basin sediment sample was collected during the Phase I
RI. The concrete catch basin was inspected visually during the Phase II
RI and no sediment was present at that time. Because risks at the catch
basin were within the range considered allowable (based on Phase I
data), there was no sediment present at the time of the Phase II RI, and
sampling at other Site 14 locations showed that TRPH and total
petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) in surface soil were either nondetect or
present at low concentrations (and would therefore be unlikely to
recontaminate the catch basin in the future), the DON concluded that no
further action was required for this unit.
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In addition, pursuant to Public Law 102-190, DON/USMC is required to
indemnify the recipients of base property for any claims relating to or
arising out of the release or threatened release of hazardous substances,
pollutants, contaminants and petroleum products that occurred during its
tenure on the property. Give this, it makes no sense for DON/USMC to
defer consideration of the impacts associated with petroleum
hydrocarbons at IRP Sites 7 and 14 until actual transfer of the MCAS

El Toro property occurs, and doing so will only serve to delay

this transition.

1G

4. Concurrence of Regulatory Agencies

The Proposed Plan emphasizes that the members of the Base Cleanup
Team (“BCT”), which is composed of DON/USMC, EPA, DTSC and the
Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (“Regional Board”),
have concurred that the risks posed by contaminants at IRP Sites 7 and
14 are within the allowable or risk management/generally allowable
range and, therefore, that “no further evaluations or cleanup actions are
required.” Proposed Plan, p. 6

First, the LRA is concerned that this section of the Proposed Plan does
not accurately reflect the comments previously made by EPA and DTSC
concerning the draft Proposed Plan and its supporting documents. For
example, as noted above, EPA stated that excess cancer risks in the range
of 10 to 10 “may not require remediation, depending on site-specific
circumstances.” DON/USMC cannot and should not claim that the
contamination at IRP Sites 7 and 14 requires no further action without
providing a full discussion in the Proposed Plan of the specific
circumstances that justify deviating from the 10 risk standard.

Similarly, DTSC stated in its comments on the draft Phase II Remedial
Investigation (“RI”) Report for IRP Sites 7 and 14 that it “does not
consider 10™* to 10 an acceptable risk range.” Rather it “considers a one
in one million or 10°° as the point of departure for considering
remediation of risks. See Letter from Alice Gimeno, Southern California
Branch, Office of Military facilities, DTSC, to Dean Gould, BRAC
Environmental Coordinator, USMC, dated November 8, 1999.
Moreover, in none of the written comments submitted by DTSC on the

The DON disagrees with the implication that the Proposed Plan does not
incorporate BCT comments or that the regulatory agencies do not support
the no further action recommendation. The Proposed Plan accurately
reflects comments from U.S. EPA and DTSC. Both regulatory agencies
support the DON recommendation for no further action at Sites 7 and 14
as outlined in the Proposed Plan.

As the comment acknowledges, U.S. EPA indicated in its review of the
draft Phase II RI Report that risks within the range of 10°° to 10 may not
require remediation, depending on a variety of site-specific factors. As
discussed in the response to Comment 1A, the DON and regulatory
agencies considered factors provided in the NCP when they performed a
point-of-departure evaluation before they arrived at the no further action
recommendation. A summary of the rationale for the no action
recommendation is in the response to Comment 1A and the Proposed
Plan, “Characterizing Site Risks and Results” section (page 5).

U.S. EPA, in Comment 22 on the draft Phase II RI Report, stated that
“EPA recommends risks in the 10 to 10”* range be carefully evaluated
for remediation” and that “a more appropriate term for the 10 to 10
range would be the ‘risk management range.” U.S. EPA considers a 10°®
risk as the point of departure for considering remediation of risks in this
range.” The draft final Phase II RI Report, the ROD, and the Proposed
Plan use the U.S. EPA’s recommended “risk management range”
terminology. The comment from Alice Gimeno in the DTSC review of
the draft Phase II RI Report (08 November 1999) made the identical
point, stating “DTSC does not consider 10 to 10°® an acceptable risk
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draft Proposed Plan, does DTSC expressly rescind its prior comment on
the RI report. Thus, if in fact DTSC has retreated from its prior position
conceming what constitutes an acceptable cancer risk, then the rationale
for this change must be discussed in detail in the Proposed Plan.

range. DTSC considers a one in one million or 10°° risk as the point of
departure for considering remediation of risks.” Nowhere in U.S. EPA
and DTSC comments or in regulatory guidance documents is 10
referenced as a “risk standard.” Therefore, contrary to the LRA
characterization presented here, the DTSC (and U.S. EPA) positions have
remained consistent throughout the progression from RI to Proposed
Plan. Risks within the range from 10 to 10 require evaluation of
multiple site factors before a no further action or remedial action decision
is made. The DON conducted the necessary evaluation, and
recommended no further action, and the regulatory agencies concurred
with the recommendations based on the evaluation results.

With regard to the LRA’s statement that the Proposed Plan should
provide a full discussion of the specific circumstances that justify
deviating from the 10-6 risk standard, the DON would like to point out
that the Proposed Plan is prepared in a fact sheet format following

U.S. EPA’s recommended guidance (U.S. EPA 1999). The plan is
intended to summarize the background of the sites, the results of the RI
and risk assessment, and the rationale for taking or not taking remedial
action in language that is clearly understandable to the public. The
detailed backup for the recommendation whether to take or not to take
action at the site is contained in the RI Report. Table 2 in the Proposed
Plan is intended by the DON to convey the rationale for the no action
recommendation in a format and language that would be easily
comprehended by the public. It is not intended to substitute for the more
detailed discussion in the RI and in the ROD.

1H

Second, the LRA is not aware of any formal comments submitted by the
Regional Board on the draft Proposed Plan for IRP Sites 7 and 14. This
absence of comments is surprising given the high levels of petroleum
hydrocarbons detected at these sites and the potential for groundwater to
be impacted by such contaminants. As above, it is imperative for
DON/USMC to summarize the discussions it had with the Regional
Board concerning IRP Sites 7 and 14 and to éxplain the reasons given by
the Regional Board for concluding that no further action is warranted.

The RWQCB reviewed both the draft and draft final versions of the
Proposed Plan and had no comments on either version. In the case of the
draft Proposed Plan, California RWQCB representative Patricia Hannon
indicated verbally during a 22 May 2000 meeting that RWQCB had no
conmuments on the Proposed Plan. A subsequent 07 August 2000 letter
from RWQCB pertaining to its review of the draft final Proposed Plan
stated “We do not have significant comments on this document.”
RWQCB also reviewed the RI for Sites 7 and 14 and found that
document acceptable.
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As noted in the response to Comment 1F, the RWQCB later requested in
its 26 February 2001 comment on the draft No Action ROD that the
DON further investigate the 32,091 mg/kg TRPH concentration reported
in surface soil at Site 7, Unit 5, location 07_GN1. The DON will address
this request under the PCA Program. This will not affect the no-action
status of Site 7 under CERCLA. As further noted in the response to
Comment 1F, no sediment was observed in the Site 14 catch basin during
the Phase II RI. Because there was no sediment present at the time of the
Phase II R, risks at the catch basin were within the range considered
allowable (based on Phase I data), and sampling at other Site 14 locations
showed that TRPH and TPH in surface soil were either nondetect or
present at low concentrations (and would therefore be unlikely to
recontaminate the catch basin in the future), the DON concluded that no
further action was required for this unit.

Comments by:
Number Comments
11 Third, even if some members of the BCT believe that no additional

investigation or remediation of IRP Sites 7 and 14 is necessary, the LRA
does not believe it is appropriate to emphasize this as part of the
Proposed Plan. In doing so, DON/USMC is giving the impression that
its decision on the Proposed Plan is a fait accompli. However, there is
still the issue of the community’s acceptance of the Proposed Plan, which
is one of the criteria that must be considered in selecting a remedy,

40 C.F.R. § 300:430. As the ultimate recipient of the MCAS El Toro
property, the County constitutes a key stakeholder in the community that
will be affected by this transfer. As such, DON/USMC has a duty to
fully address the concerns raised by the LRA in this letter and the
attached memorandum.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Final Proposed
Plan for IRP Sites 7 and 14 and look forward to discussing our issues and
concerns with you in more detail in the near future. In the interim, if you
have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Polin Modanlou of
my staff at (714) 834-3156.

The statement regarding the BCT is meant to convey the current position
of the regulatory agencies on the proposed remedy. This is not meant to
imply that the final remedy is being selected without consideration of
public comments. All public comments received during the public
comment period are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary

portion of the ROD and are taken into consideration in finalizing the
remedy selection.

As an example, the Navy’s preferred alternative for remediation of
landfill Sites 3 and 5 was a monolithic soil cap. This remedy was
modified to a single-barrier cap with a flexible membrane liner, based on
the public comments received during the public comment period on the
Proposed Plan.
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Number Comments Responses
2A GeoSyntec Consultants (GeoSyntec) performed a preliminary review of | The DON’s responses to GeoSyntec’s comments follow.

two documents related to Sites 7 and 14 prepared by the Department of
Navy/United States Marine Corps (DON/USMC). These documents are
the “Phase II Remedial Investigation Report, Attachments O and P,
Operable Units-3B, Sites 7 and 14, Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS),
El Toro, California” (RI), dated March 2000 and the “Proposed Plan for
Operable Unit 3B, Sites 7 and 14 at Marine Corps Air Station El Toro
(Proposed Plan), dated September 2000. The RI provides a summary of
the nature and extent of contamination at Operable Unit (OU)-3B, Site 7,
Drop Tank Drainage Area No. 2 and Site 14, Battery Acid Disposal Area,
and provides fate-and-transport and human-health risk assessments for
chemicals of potential concern at these sites. The RI also includes
recommendations for future work and potential remediation at these sites.
The Proposed Plan is a summary of the work performed in the RI and is
designed to be given to the public for comments before publication of the
Record of Decision (ROD).

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide a brief review of the
information regarding Sites 7 and 14 included in the RI and Proposed
Plan and to summarize GeoSyntec’s comments, issues, and questions
regarding the RI and Proposed Plan.

[Background information on Sites 7 and 14 is not reproduced in this
summary.]

GeoSyntec noted a number of issues in the RI and in the Proposed Plan
that need to be addressed by DON/USMC. In addition, GeoSyntec has a
number of questions regarding issues discussed in the RI. Obtaining a
response to these questions will help the MCAS El Toro Master
Redevelopment Program (MRP) in planning reuse of MCAS El Toro.
The following is the description of issues and questions identified by
GeoSyntec.
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2B

Issue/Concern No. 1

DON/USMC indicates that battery fluids from facility vehicles were
drained onto the ground surface at Site 14. DON/USMC further states
that the volume of battery acid (sulfuric acid) disposed at the site is
estimated at 210 gallons (see RI at page P1-2). Battery acid has a very
low pH. Therefore, the soil on which the battery acid was spilled would
likely also have a low pH. Did DON/USMC test the soil and the
groundwater for pH at Site 14? Did DON/USMC evaluate the impact of
potentially low pH in the soil and groundwater on the presence and
mobility of other contaminants (such as metals) in the vadose zone and
groundwater?

The DON did not test the soil for pH at Site 14 because it consists of
Sorrento loam. This soil is moderately alkaline and calcareous. These
conditions in the near-surface soil horizons would effectively neutralize
the battery acid disposed at this site between 1977 and 1983. The natural
ability of the soil to effectively neutralize acid wastes disposed at this site
is also evidenced in the condition of vegetation observed during
numerous visual inspections. The grass that covers the site does not
exhibit any evidence of stress that would occur if acidic soil conditions
were present. The DON groundwater analyses did include measurement
of pH. The results indicated that groundwater pH is neutral (6.8 to 7.2).
Finally, analytical data collected during the RI do not suggest that the
historical activities conducted at this site adversely impacted soil or
groundwater. Metals concentrations in soil and groundwater are
consistent with background levels, and groundwater pH is neutral rather
than low (i.e., acidic).

2C

Issue/Concern No. 2

Figures 3-1 and 4-2 (see RI at pages P3-3 and P4-7, respectively) show
two arrows labeled “acid disposal and paint waste stain area.” It is
unclear whether these arrows designate the area delineated by the blue
dashed line or simply a smaller localized area at the end of the arrow. If
the arrows designate a small-localized area, then, based on the sampling
location shown in Figure 4-2 (see RI at page 4-7), no samples were
collected specifically in the “acid disposal and paint waste stain area.”
Does DON/USMC intend to collect and chemically analyze soil samples
at the “acid disposal and paint waste stain area” noted on Figures 3-1 and
4-2? In addition, could the soil below the pavement at Sites 7 and 14 and
the soil next to the culvert that drains to Marshburn Channel at Site 14
have been chemically impacted? Does DON/USMC intend to collect and
analyze soil samples at these locations?

Generally speaking, it does not appear that the soil sampling locations at
Sites 7 and 14 were selected based on the anticipated location of releases
nor on the location of low topographic points where spilled liquids may
have accumulated. Does DON/USMC intend to sample these areas?

The arrows refer to the entire area within the dashed blue lines and do not
designate specific, discrete locations at the tip of each arrow. As the
information in Figure 4-2 indicates, sampling was conducted throughout
the entire area within the dashed blue lines because the entire area along
the edge of the pavement south of Building 245 was reportedly used for
waste disposal at Site 14 (i.e., no discrete disposal locations within the
unit). The DON plans no additional sampling activities within these
areas or beneath the pavement at Site 14. Building 245 and the
associated asphalt adjacent to Site 14 were constructed prior to 1971.

The disposal activities at this site occurred between 1977 and 1983.
Therefore, there is no reason to expect that the area beneath the pavement
would be contaminated. Similarly, waste disposal activities at Site 7
occurred along the edges of the concrete aircraft parking aprons.
Sampling along the present and former apron edges was conducted
during the RI.

Samples were collected throughout the pavement edge areas where waste
disposal activities were known to have occurred and along the adjacent
drainage ditches (topographically low areas) at both sites.
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In addition, the corresponding risk assessments do not make note of the lack
of sample coverage in areas that had been used for waste disposal. This
factor should have been a prominent topic in the characterization of
uncertainties presented with risk estimates, since it is critical information for
risk managers interpreting the significance of estimated risks in the context
of a “No-Further-Action” recommendation. While the risk estimates based
on sampled locations may be adequate for characterizing overall site risks,
the inability to identify localized areas with potentially much higher
concentrations (due to the lack of sampling) is a substantial limitation with
regard to determining the appropriateness of future land uses in particular
locations. As a specific example, in its responses to DTSC and EPA
comments on the Draft RI and the final RI, DON/USMC has presented the
highest soil lead concentration (931 mg/kg) observed at Site 14 as an outlier
and not considered this as an indicator of the need for further evaluation or
remediation. Dismissing such levels is premature in light of the uncertainty
as to whether the lead concentrations in the specific locations where
batteries were drained have been characterized.

The DON disagrees with the suggestion that the RI sampling efforts and
coverage were insufficient. Within each unit at a site, the number of
Phase II sampling locations (or the adequacy of the Phase I sample
quantities) was based on human-health risks calculated using the
analytical results from soil sampling performed during the Phase I RI, on
the decision error limits set for the Phase II RI, and on the area
encompassed by each site unit. This sampling strategy was designed to
provide a high level of confidence (95 percent) that the appropriate
number of samples was collected to determine the nature and extent of
contamination and conduct a human-health risk assessment based on the
most conservative (residential) use of each site unit. Sampling was
conducted in conformance with these guidelines using a random
sampling strategy. As noted earlier, random sampling was conducted
because the review of historical records, information compiled from
employee interviews, and visual inspections conducted at each site
identified general areas (not discrete locations) throughout which
disposal reportedly occurred (conditions particularly suitable for a
random sampling approach). The BCT also concurred with the sampling
methodology used at these sites.

Further, risk assessment was conducted on a unit-specific basis, not the
“overall site risks” that the comment implies.

Although the lead concentration example discussed in this comment
identifies Site 14, it is apparent from the specified concentration that it is
actually in reference to Site 7, Unit 5. The risk to a resident receptor
presented by lead in surface soil (0 to 2 feet below ground surface [bgs])
at Site 7, Unit 5 was assessed. Lead concentrations ranged from 1.5 to
931 mg/kg. Seven of the ten lead sample results were measured below
130 mg/kg. The remaining three were measured at 323, 495, and 931
mg/kg. The GeoSyntec comment regarding the 931 mg/kg lead result is
taken out of context. The Rl Report reference to this result as an
“outlier” is on page 06-36, Section 6.5.8 of the Risk Analysis. This
discussion refers to this result in terms of its fit into the statistical
distribution of data. It does not in any way imply that the lead result was
dismissed in assessing the need for further evaluation or remediation.
Exposure to lead at Site 7, Unit 5 was assessed both with and without the
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outlier. The risk from exposure to lead was evaluated on the basis of the
average concentration, estimated at 191 mg/kg with the outlier included
and at 109 mg/kg without it. Lead was assessed by comparing resulting
blood lead concentrations (50th, 90th, 95th, 98th, and 99th percentiles)
with the benchmark of 10 pg/dL, which has been established by U.S.
EPA as a level below which the most serious effects of lead are unlikely
to occur. In both cases (when the outlier was included and when it was
not) the estimated concentrations of lead in the blood of the resident adult
and child did not exceed this threshold value. Hence, potential adverse
health effects from exposure to lead concentrations at Unit 5 are
considered unlikely.

2D

Issue/Concern No. 3

Petroleum hydrocarbon was detected in many of the samples collected at
Sites 7 and 14. For example, TPH concentrations as high as 32,091
mg/kg (3.2 percent) were detected in surface soil samples at Unit 5 of
Site 7. Such TPH concentrations in surface sci! typically have required
site remediation (for example, typical TPH action levels established by
the Orange County Health Care Agency for former oil production sites
range from 100 to 1,000 ppm depending on location and site reuse).
Does DON/USMC intend to remediate TPH-impacted soil at Sites 7

and 147

Please see the response to Comment 1F. The DON has agreed to further
investigate the elevated concentration of TRPH reported at Site 7, Unit 5,
sample location 07_GN1 under the PCA Program. This information has
been added to Section 5.2.3.7 in the ROD. This will not impact the no-
action status of this site under CERCLA. The DON has no plans to
perform further investigation at Site 14,

2E

Issue/Concern No. 4

DON/USMC states in the RI that arsenic is responsible for a large part
(50 percent at Site 7 and 40 percent at Site 14) of the carcinogenic risks
at Sites 7 and 14 (see RI at pages O7-5 and P7-2). DON/USMC adds
that the arsenic concentrations at Site 7 are not attributable to known
historical site activities and that Sites 7 and 14 may have a higher
background concentration than the statistically calculated background
concentrations of arsenic for MCAS El Toro. Has DON/USMC
evaluated the potential for arsenic to originate from alloy additives used,
for example, in battery grids (see Hawley’s Condensed Chemical
Dictionary, 11" Edition at page 98)? Similarly, has DON/USMC
evaluated the potential for presence of arsenic in the pesticides and
herbicides used at MCAS El Toro as part of base operations?

The DON reaffirms the RI conclusion that arsenic concentrations in soil
at Sites 7 and 14 reflect natural background conditions in soil. This
conclusion is fully supported by the data collected during the RI. At
Site 7, approximately 98 percent (121 samples) of the arsenic analytical
results are less than the statistically calculated background concentration
for MCAS El Toro. The remaining 2 percent (3 samples) are slightly
above background and appear to be indicative of the variation present in
nature. Similarly, the data set from which the background value was
derived also includes some values greater than the calculated background
value. At Site 14, none of the arsenic concentrations exceed the

6.86 mg/kg MCAS El Toro background concentration.

With regard to arsenic, MCAS El Toro Site 7 was historically used as a
drop tank drainage area. In the northern and eastern portions of the site,
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DON/USMC states in the RI (see RI at nage O7-6) that manganess s
responsible for the hazard index (HI) being greater than | at Unit 1,

Site 14, DON/USMC states that manganese is presens in background and
is not atinibutable to MCAS El Toro activities. Has DON/USMC
considered that presence of manganese could be associated with aviation
activities because manganese is used in many metal alloys used in
aviation and in welding and cutting torches used in repair or maintenance
shops? :

- afrcrat drop tanks were drained and washed on a concrete apron from
approximately 1969 to 1983, The mixture of residual fuel and washwater
reportedly drained off the edge of the concrete apron and onto the
adjacent grassy area. Since arsenic is not a component of aviation fuel or
washwater, arsenic was not identified as a site-related contaminant.

As noted in the R, it is possible that arsenic compounds may have been
used during agricultural or pest control practices prior to construction and
expansion of MCAS El Toro (when the area was primarily agricultural).
It is also possible that pesticides or herbicides containing arsenic may
have been used in small quantities throughout the station to control
weeds, insects, and animals during the time the base was operational.
However, such use of arsenic at Site 7 was not identified during the
interviews or record reviews of the site, is not related to activities that
took place at the site, and therefore does not represent an identifiable

site contribution.

Site 14 was used as a battery acid disposal area from 1977 to 1983. As
noted by GeoSyntec, arsenic could be a site-related chemical at Site 14
because arsenic was used historically as a minor additive (0.01 to

0.5 percent) to lead in lead-acid storage batteries. Therefore, it is
possible that a small amount of arsenic could have leached from a
battery’s lead plates into the battery acid. However, because the
concentration of arsenic that was available to be leached was very low to
begin with, potential arsenic contributions to soil contamination would be
minimal. In addition, by the time Site 14 was active, use of arsenic in
batteries was in decline due to the introduction of maintenance-free
batteries in the 1970’s (U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Mines
1994). The lack of a substantive source of arsenic is consistent with the
fact that all concentrations of arsenic reported at Site 14 were below
background for MCAS El Toro.

The GeoSyntec comment concerning the cumulative HI and manganese
appears to confuse Sites 7 and 14. The cumulative HI at Site 7, Unit 1
exceeded 1 primarily due to manganese as indicated on page O7-6 in the
RI. Conversely, the cumulative HI at Site 14 was less than 1 as indicated
on page P7-5 in the RI. Manganese is not considered a site-related
contaminant at Site 7, Unit 1. GeoSyntec suggests that manganese
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concentrations reported in soil at Site 7, Unit 1 could be attributed to the
fact that manganese is present in many metal alloys used in aviation and
in welding and cutting torches used in repair or maintenance shops.
While aircraft that parked intermittently on the concrete apron near

Site 7, Unit 1 were undoubtedly constructed using metal alloys
containing manganese, that simple fact alone has no direct correlation to
manganese concentrations in soil, Site 7, Unit 1 was used for washing
aircraft drop tanks. It was not used for servicing or maintaining aircraft
nor were repair or maintenance shops where welding and cutting torches
may have been used located at this unit.

Similarly, manganese is not considered a site-related contaminant at

Site 14. The GeoSyntec suggestion that manganese contamination could
be associated with welding and cutting torches used in repair or
maintenance activities conducted at Site 14 (a grass-covered dirt strip
along the pavement edge and an adjacent drainage ditch) is not consistent
with the historical use of this site for battery fluid disposal or with the
data collected during the RI. The cumulative HI at Site 14 is less than 1,
manganese was not identified as a risk driver for Site 14 during the RI,
and the reported manganese concentrations in soil at Site 14 are
consistent with background.

2F

Issue/Concern No. 5

DON/USMC calculated the excess cancer risk and the HI for Sites 7 and
14. The maximum cancer risk calculated by DON/USMC is 4.4 x 10” at
Unit 1 of Site 14 for a future resident and the maximum HI is 1.4 for
Unit 1 of Site 7 for a future resident. In previous documents,
DON/USMC indicated that the acceptable excess cancer risk was 10
following site remediation (see Responsiveness Summary to Proposed
Plan, Sites 8, 11, and 12, dated July 1999, at pages 3 and 4). Has
DON/USMC modified the acceptable risk level to be used for
remediation at MCAS El Toro? If so, why?

This comment mixes two separate issues pertaining to risk. They are

1) risks calculated for a unit or site based on a comprehensive risk
assessment using data collected during field investigations and 2) the risk
threshold used to establish chemical-specific action levels for a site
cleanup. The DON has and continues to maintain a consistent position
on these two distinct issues at MCAS El Toro.

As the RI and the Proposed Plan indicate, unit-specific cancer risks in the
range of 10 to 10™ calculated during the RI do not automatically
necessitate remedial action. Rather, such risks fall within the risk
management range/generally allowable risk range where further, site-
specific point of departure evaluation is required to determine whether
remedial action is necessary. The criteria used by the DON in the point-
of-departure evaluation are discussed in the response to LRA Comment
1A. In the case of Sites 7 and 14, on the basis of the point-of-departure
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evaluation, the DON concluded that the risks present at both sites were
acceptable and that no further action was necessary.

At Sites 8, 11, and 12, human-health risks also fell within the range of
10° to 10™. In this case, the risks were evaluated on the basis of the site-
specific data, and remedial action was recommended for several units.
The excess cancer risk of 10 referred to in this comment is associated
with the cleanup level established for each chemical at the site.

As noted in the response to Comment 1A, the DON plans to reevaluate
the baseline human-health risk at these sites to determine whether
remediation is required in view of current toxicity and exposure
parameters.

2G

Issue/Concern No. 7

Given that some of the calculated risks for Sites 7 and 14 exceed standard
threshold for non-cancer risks and reach to within approximately a factor
of two (i.e., 0.44 x 10™) of the least conservative end of the “ris
management” range for excess cancer risk (10 to 10™), the approach of
using a single media (soil) risk assessment gives rise to significant
uncertainties with regard to supporting a recommendation of no further
action. In previous reviews of the RI, DTSC has pointed out that risks
from all pathways should be accumulated to present an overall estimate
of potential site risks. This would include potential risks from
groundwater. DON/USMC has responded that groundwater risks are
evaluated under a separate assessment. Under this approach, however,
overall risks at Sites 7 and 14 are not disclosed to decision-makers
evaluating these particular locations for future uses. The relative
“closeness” of the overall soil risk estimates to the least conservative
“risk management” criterion indicates that it would not take much
additional contribution from omitted pathways to potentially change risk
management recommendations. Does DON/USMC intend to evaluate
total risk (i.e. risk including all potential pathways) for Sites 7 and 14?

The DON does not intend to evaluate the contribution of groundwater to
risk at Sites 7 and 14 because, as the fate and transport analyses in the RI
for Sites 7 and 14 indicate, downward contaminant migration to
groundwater is a negligible potential contaminant migration pathway,
and the RI data clearly indicate that historic activities at these sites did
not impact groundwater.

Contaminated groundwater present beneath these sites is associated with
Site 24 and is being addressed as part of the remedial action for that site.
The Site 24 groundwater plume was not considered during the Sites 7
and 14 risk assessments because it does not originate at these sites and
because a pathway for exposure to contaminated groundwater is not
available now and is expected not to be available in the future. Remedial
action for groundwater will be addressed in the ROD for Sites 18 and 24.
All remedial alternatives for groundwater at Site 24 (with the exception
of the no-action alternative required by the NCP as the basis of
comparison with the remaining alternatives) contain institutional controls
preventing extraction or use of groundwater without DON approval until
cleanup goals (maximum contaminant levels) are achieved. Prohibitions
on extraction of groundwater would sever the potential exposure pathway
and eliminate risks associated with this medium. The assumption that
prohibitions on use of groundwater will render this pathway incomplete
was discussed with the BCT, and concurrence was received to not
evaluate risks that are due to groundwater in the Site 7/14 RI.
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2H

Issue/Concern No. 8

Other factors in the risk assessments noted to create uncertainties leading
to underestimates of potential risks have been pointed out earlier by
DTSC. This review provides additional questions/concerns related to
other similar uncertainties.

The handling of indications of elevated lead concentrations was
mentioned above. In addition to such questions about localization of lead
impacts, the issue of the protectiveness of other measured concentrations
still has not been clearly resolved. The results of CAL-EPA LeadSpread
model presented by DON/USMC indicate that a remedial goal of

290 mg/kg would be needed to maintain 99% confidence that children’s
blood lead would not exceed regulatory criteria. It is not just one
potential outliers, but 3 of 10 (30%) of the measured values that exceed
this remedial goal. Thus, children’s exposures at 30% of the locations
evaluated could lead to unacceptable blood lead levels. So, while from
the perspective of overall site risks, measured lead levels may not be
expected to result in significant risks, the picture at a substantial
proportion of individual locations may be much different. Indeed, with
uncertainties regarding the characterization of specific waste disposal
locations, the areas with the highest risks may not even be identified.
These area-specific issues are important from the perspective of
evaluating future uses for particular areas.

The issue of elevated lead concentrations is discussed in the response to
Comment 2C. As that response indicates, three lead concentrations in
surface soil at Site 7, Unit 5 were greater than 130 mg/kg. However, per
U.S. EPA guidance, exposure is not evaluated on the basis of single
samples because that is considered unrealistic and is not representative of
site conditions. The accepted methodology is to assess exposure on the
basis of estimates of the central tendency of the data set rather than on
the individual data points.

In accordance with U.S. EPA Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund
(U.S. EPA 1989), the 95 percent UCL of the mean measured
concentrations for each site unit is used as the EPC. U.S. EPA specifies
that the 95 percent UCL is to be used in risk assessments because of the
uncertainty associated with any estimate of the exposure concentration
based on a single sample value. The goal of this approach is to quantify
the most intense level of exposure that may reasonably be expected to
occur (i.e., reasonable maximum exposure). Furthermore, it is
completely unrealistic to base potential exposures on the assumption that
an adult or a child would remain stationary for the 30-year duration of the
residential risk scenario, spending the entire time at specific discrete
locations that represent the highest reported sample concentrations within
a site unit (i.e., the exposure scenario suggested in this comment).

Per U.S. EPA, the realistic scenario used for the Sites 7 and 14 risk
assessments assumes that adults and children will move throughout the
unit area during that 30-year period and, as a result, their potential
exposure would represent an upper bound on the mean of the
contaminant concentrations distributed throughout that area

(i.e., 95 percent UCL).

Rather than a remedial goal, the 290 mg/kg value cited by GeoSyntec in
this comment is the 99th percentile estimate of the concentration of lead
in soil that, when combined with estimated concentrations of lead in air,
respirable dust, and water, would produce a net blood lead concentration
of 10 pg/dL (i.e., 10 pg/dL is the risk benchmark value). A 95th
percentile estimated concentration (585 mg/kg) is also calculated by the
model. What is important to note is that both of these estimated soil
concentrations are highly dependent on the assumed contributions from
the other media used as inputs to the model. Because the blood lead
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concentration is based on the combined contributions from air, water,
soil, and dust, increasing the concentrations of one or more of these
media (i.e., using conservative estimates) would decrease the allowable
concentrations from other media necessary to obtain the 10 pg/dL
benchmark. For the DON’s Sites 7 and 14 risk assessments, the
estimated lead concentration input values used for air and water are the
Cal-EPA model defaults, which are very conservative estimates. For
example, the 15-pg/L value used as the input for water is the California
action level for lead in drinking water. This action level is 30 times
greater than the concentration of lead actually present in drinking water
distributed by the Orange County Water District (0.50 pg/L). Simply
changing this one default model input value, substituting the actual lead
concentration reported in drinking water for the more conservative
California action level used by the DON, would increase the

99th percentile lead concentration for soil from 290 to 516 mg/kg and the
95th percentile concentration from 585 to 811 mg/kg. In terms of blood
lead concentrations, changing only the value of this single input
parameter would reduce the calculated blood lead concentrations for an
adult by approximately 40 percent and for a child by approximately

23 percent, indicating that the actual risk from lead is lower than the
estimates.used by the DON for the Sites 7 and 14 risk assessments.

The DON never specified a remedial goal for lead in the RI of 290 mg/kg
or any other concentration.. As noted in the previous paragraph, the 290
mg/kg value cited by GeoSyntec, a value calculated by the Cal-EPA
pharmacokinetic model (Lead Risk Assessment Spreadsheet), is not a
remedial goal nor did the DON use this number when evaluating the risk
presented by lead. As Sections 6.3.6 in Attachments O and P of the RI
indicate, assessment of the risk presented by lead was a two-step process.
First the EPCs for lead in shallow and surface soil were compared to the
established residential and industrial PRGs, respectively. For shallow
soil, the EPC was compared to the residential Cal-EPA PRG of

130 mg/kg instead of the residential U.S. EPA PRG of 400 mg/kg to
assure a stringent, more conservative approach. For surface soil, the EPC
was compared to the industrial U.S. EPA PRG of 1,000 mg/kg. Ifthe
EPC exceeded the PRG, the Cal-EPA pharmacokinetic model was used
to calculate the 50th, 90th, 95th, 98th, and 99th percentile blood lead
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concentrations for an adult and a child. These calculated blood lead
concentrations were then compared to the benchmark concentration of
I 10 pg/dL.
21 Issue/Concern No. 9

Excluding potential carcinogenic risks from chromium also leads to
unaddressed uncertainties and would lead to underestimates of potential
risk. In the risk assessment, DON/USMC uses the justification that
samples analyzed from other sites have not contained a significant
proportion of the carcinogenic (hexavalent) form of chromium. Absent
site-specific information on chromium speciation, the default requirement
for risk assessment is to treat the entire concentration as the more toxic,
carcinogenic form. The use of sampling results from other sites to
support an alternative assumption that none of the chromium is in the
hexavalent form is subject to considerable uncertainty for sites where
metals were directly disposed. There is clear potential for the chromium
found at battery acid disposal sites and tank washout sites to differ from
other types of sites and natural background with regard to the proportion
of chromium in the hexavalent form. This is the reason that site-specific
measurement is typically required to support reducing the fraction
considered carcinogenic in risk assessment. Since the risk assessments
considered none of the chromium to be carcinogenic, there was no
discussion of the potential risks or the uncertainty of the approach that
was used.

The DON did not ignore hexavalent chromium during the risk
assessment as implied by this comment. A hexavalent chromium
evaluation was conducted during the OU-3 RI. The results are
summarized in Section 4 of the OU-3A RI Report. The evaluation is
referenced in Section 6.1.2 of Attachment O (page 06-3) for Site 7 and
Attachment P (page P6-2) for Site 14. The hexavalent chromium
investigation was conducted at the request of the regulatory agencies
following their review of total chromium concentrations reported during
the Phase I and Phase II field investigations. Samples were collected at
locations throughout MCAS El Toro (including one sample from Site 7),
including several locations where the highest total chromium
concentrations in soil had been reported. The DON, U.S. EPA, DTSC,
and RWQCB jointly selected the locations and number of samples
included in the evaluation. Because hexavalent chromium was not
identified in any of the samples included in this evaluation, the regulatory
agencies concurred that further sampling or consideration of hexavalent
chromium for risk assessment was not necessary. In addition, hexavalent
chromium is not expected in the absence of a continuing source because
it is inherently unstable in the natural environment and reduces rapidly to
the noncarcinogenic trivalent form in the surface or near-surface
environment.
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2J

Issue/Concern No. 10

The potential uncertainties associated with using a depth interval from 0
to 10 feet, inclusive, for estimating potential residential risks were raised
by DTSC. The risk assessments used all of the results obtained from
various depths down to 10 feet in estimating the average (mean) and
subsequent 95% upper confidence limit of the mean used to represent
potential exposure. Since the RI points out that the highest
concentrations were measured near the soil surface, including results
from deeper samples (0 to 10 feet) tends to “average out” the
concentrations used for residential exposures. Some comparisons
between the exposure point concentrations (EPCs) calculated for 0 to 2
foot soils at Site 7 Unit (See RI at Table 11-6) versus those for 0 to 10
feet soils (See RI at Table 11-7) are illustrative as shown below:

Chemical Shaliow EPC Deep EPC
Arsenic 6.98 mg/kg 4.9 mg/kg

Benzo(a)pyrene 1.39 mg/kg 0.36 mg/kg
Benzo(a)anthracene 1.09 mg/kg 0.26 mg/kg
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 0.62 mg/kg 0.35 mg/kg

Note that the corresponding risk estimates for 0 to 2 feet soil would have
been higher than those presented for future residents by approximately
30% for arsenic, approximately four-fold for benzo(a)pyrene, and
approximately two-fold for benzo(a,h)anthracene.

In response to DTSC’s comment on the RI on this issue, DON/USMC
points out that an approved work plan stipulated that future residential
exposures would assume exposure to soil mixed over the 0 to 10 foot
depth interval. While this is a standard assumption with regard to soils
that may be excavated, turned, and mixed in the process of installing a
building with a basement, the applicability of this scenario to future land
uses is not clear. Unless activities involving such soil mixing are
necessary (or mandated), it is difficult to ensure that future users would
not be exposed to the surficial concentrations. Failing to estimate such
surficial soil risks for potential future residents limits the information

available to decision-makers with regard to the suitability of certain
future uses.

The DON used a 0- to 10-foot-bgs depth interval for evaluating
residential risk because this is the standard that U.S. EPA Region 9 and
DTSC suggest for residential risk. The rationale is that soil down to

10 feet bgs may be disturbed and brought to the surface during grading,
construction, and installation of utilities. Although a 2-foot interval in
this particular case may be more conservative, it would not change the
order of magnitude of the total risk or modify the DON’s conclusions
about the need for further action at these sites.

The soil interval from 0 to 2 feet was used in calculating the industrial
risk for Sites 7 and 14 because this is the standard that U.S. EPA
Region 9 and DTSC suggest for industrial risk. The results of this
evaluation are in the RI Report and Proposed Plan. Although the risk
assumptions are different for residential and industrial and these two
values cannot, therefore, be compared directly, the industrial was lower
than residential risk at all units.
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2K

CONCLUSIONS

The ultimate conclusion of the RI (see RI at pages O7-9 and P7-8) and
the Proposed Plan (see Proposed Plan at page 5) is that no further action
is required at either Site 7 or 14. This conclusion appears to be based, in
part, on the following assumptions by DON/USMC:

e The excess cancer risk is less than 107,
e  Arsenic and manganese are naturally occurring.

However, an excess cancer risk of 1 x 107 historically has been used as
the standard for residential risk at the MCAS El Toro. A no-further-
action approach at Sites 7 and 14 would leave a residential excess cancer
risk greater than 10°. In addition, one of the risk drivers, arsenic, in fact,
may not be naturally occurring at Sites 7 and 14 as assured by
DON/USMC. Further, non-cancer risks were above the threshold HI of 1
that is typically the trigger for further evaluation or remediation. And
there were clearly areas of lead contamination substantially exceeding
both the default CAL-EPA residential criterion and the remedial goals
calculated in the site-specific risk assessment. The limitations and
readily identifiable factors that may result in the reported risk estimates
underestimating potential risks for these sites under certain future uses
means that risk management decisions should make use of the risk
assessment finding conservatively. Finally, it appears that concentrations
of TPH well in excess of typical action levels are present at Sites 7 and
14. Inlight of these factors, DON/USMC’s conclusion that no
remediation of Sites 7 and 14 is required does not appear to be valid and,
therefore, must be re-evaluated.

1t is accurate to state that the ultimate conclusion of the RI, which
underwent public and regulatory agency review, is that no further action
is required at either Site 7 or 14. This conclusion is based on a point of
departure evaluation using site-specific criteria as mandated by the NCP.

The primary factors that were considered in the point-of-departure
evaluation for Sites 7 and 14 were the background level of contaminants,
the ability to monitor and control movements of contaminants, and the
reliability of exposure data. These factors are discussed individually in
the response to Comment 1A. Based on the results of the point-of-
departure evaluation, the conclusion was reached that the risks present at
Sites 7 and 14 are acceptable without further action.

It is not correct to state, however, that an excess cancer risk of 10 has
historically been used as a standard for residential risk at MCAS El Toro.
As noted in the response to Comment 1C, several sites with risks
exceeding 10 (e.g., Sites 4, 6,9, 10, 13, 15, 19, 20, 21, and 22) were
evaluated in the QU-2A and OU-3A ROD, dated September 1997, and
were found to require no further action.

For responses to additional concerns regarding arsenic, HI in excess of 1,
lead, and TPH, please see the responses to Comments 2E, 1E, 2C, and
2D, respectively.

The DON recognizes and appreciates the effort spent in the preparation
of these review comments. The DON trusts that our responses to your
questions will communicate that the RI was conducted in a
comprehensive and thorough manner that recognized the important
factors present at Sites 7 and 14 and that the subsequent recommendation
for no further action is a technically sound, regulatory-agency-supported
risk management decision.
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Attachment A
Table 1
Contribution of Arsenic to Carcinogenic Risk in the Industrial Scenario
Risk Due to Background Risk  Incremental Risk
Site and Unit Total Site Risk® Arsenic Due to Arsenic Due to Arsenic
Site 7
Unit 1 1.3 x10° 2.4 x10°¢ 6.8 x 107 1.7 x 106
Unit 3 2.7 % 10 9.9 x 107 6.8 x 107 3.1 x 107
Unit 4 3.0x 107 NA® NA® NA®
Unit 5 3.4x10° 1.3x10°% 6.8 x 107 6.2 x 107
Site 14
Unit 1 6.5 x 10 1.9x 10°® 6.8 x 107 1.2 x 10
Catch Basin 1.0 x 107 NA® NA® NA®
Notes:
 the value shown is the higher of the U.S. EPA or Cal-EPA carcinogenic risk and represents the
sum of the contributions from all COPCs
arsenic was not a COPC at this unit
Acronyms/Abbreviations:
Cal-EPA — California Environmental Protection Agency
COPC - chemical of potential concern
NA - not applicable
U.S. EPA - United States Environmental Protection Agency
v\‘w‘r
Table 2
Contribution of Arsenic to Carcinogenic Risk in the Residential Scenario
Risk Due to Background Risk  Incremental Risk
Site and Unit Total Risk® Arsenic Due to Arsenic Due to Arsenic
Site 7
Unit 1 3.3x 107 1.3x10° - 52x10°® 7.8 x 10
Unit 3 : 1.7 x 107 7.7 x 10 52x10° 2.5 x 10
Unit 4 1.7 x 10° NA® NA® NA®
Unit 5 22x10° 9.3 x 10°¢ 52 x10° 4.1 x 10
Site 14
Unit 1 44x10° 1.4 x 10° 52x10° 8.8 x 10
Catch Basin 6.2 x 107 NA® NA® NA®
Notes:
g the value shown is the higher of the U.S. EPA or Cal-EPA carcinogenic risk and represents the
sum of the contributions from all COPCs
arsenic was not a COPC at this unit
Acronyms/Abbreviations:
Cal-EPA - California Environmental Protection Agency
COPC - chemical of potential concern
o NA — not applicable

U.S. EPA - United States Environmental Protection Agency
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION - EL TORO, CALIFORNIA
PROPOSED PLAN, OPERABLE UNIT 3B, NO FURTHER ACTION SITES 7 AND 14

Comments Received During Public Meeting Held 25 October 2000

Dr. Charles Bennett, MCAS EI Toro RAB Subcommittee Chair

Comments by:
Number Comments Responses
la In a gas station cleanup, where the soil [contamination] was greater than | The California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) does

ten thousand parts per million, would that be — would the closure of that
be dependent upon a risk assessment, as we see here, or are there other
criteria at play for that kind of remediation? Or either of our other
people. I’'m using that as an example, because it’s really a California-
driven thing, when you’re talking about closing gas stations. So it may
not be as easily answered by the —

The question would [relate] more to 7 and 14, but it was looking at
criteria being used and applied to 7 and 14 and comparing it to other sites
that might have similarities.

not apply fixed, uniform cleanup criteria to all petroleum-impacted sites.
Rather, RWQCB evaluates the necessity for cleanup and the
requirements for site closure on a case-by-case basis. In this case, Sites 7
and 14 are subject to cleanup in accordance with Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)
and National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
requirements, which require a risk assessment to evaluate potential
impacts to human health. :

Petroleum hydrocarbons, such as gasoline, diesel, and motor oil, are
complex mixtures that include hundreds of constituents, many of which
cannot be quantified using available analytical techniques. The risk
associated with petroleum hydrocarbons is calculated on the basis of the
contributions from each of the constituents. That is, when the risk is
assessed, the evaluation addresses the constituents included in petroleum
(e.g., benzene and toluene) but not a generalized petroleum compound
itself (e.g., gasoline), which would not have established health-based risk
criteria.

California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal-EPA) Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and RWQCB recognize that some of
the constituents cannot be quantified and that toxicological information is
not available for all constituents, but they are confident that the risks
associated with petroleum hydrocarbons can be adequately estimated by
assessing their most toxic constituents as was done in the risk assessment
for Sites 7 and 14.

In addition to risk, a major factor in cleanup decisions is also the
likelihood of impact to groundwater quality. The DON’s
recommendation that no action be required at Sites 7 and 14 was also
based on the fact that the data collected during the RI indicated that the
very low levels of contaminants present at the site have limited lateral
and vertical extent with no potential to impact groundwate.
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Comments Received During Public Meeting Held 25 October 2000

Comments by: Dr. Charles Bennett, MCAS El Toro RAB Subcommittee Chair
Number Comments Responses
1b How were the COCs chosen, or selected? Soil at Sites 7 and 14 was analyzed for a broad range of chemicals based

on the historical use of these sites as a drop tank drainage area and a
battery acid disposal area, respectively. Based on the historical use, soil
at both sites was analyzed at a fixed-base laboratory during the remedial
investigation (RI) for volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile
organic compounds (SVOCs), total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), total
recoverable petroleum hydrocarbons (TRPH), polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs), pesticides/polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs),
target analyte list (TAL) metals, and total organic carbon. Some soil
samples from Site 7 were also screened in the field for VOCs, TPH, and
PAHs. All of these chemical analyses were established in the RI Work
Plan, which was reviewed and approved by the regulatory agencies.

Based on the results of these analyses, several analytes were identified as
chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) at the sites. Selection of COPCs
included in each risk assessment was a multistep process. First, all
chemicals that were identified in at least one sample were selected as
COPCs. Then inorganic nutrients (calcium, magnesium, potassium, and
sodium) known to be trace elements were eliminated as COPCs. Finally,
a statistical comparison was performed and metals that were identified at
background levels through the statistical comparison were also
eliminated as COPCs. )

1c

In regards to my earlier questions with COCs — This is not a question.

My concern is not for sins of commission; it’s for sins of omission. And
the concern is whether there have been species that have been neglected,
for one reason or another. I’m quite confident that your risk assessment
is correctly done, soundly done, by standard methods, particularly
because they indicate that the manganese and the arsenic are drivers.

And my concern is there may be other things that, for reasons I don’t
completely understand why, are not included as potential contaminants of
concern, and the methods that were used to say what’s there and what
was not there.

As noted in this response to Comment 1b, soil at Site 7 was analyzed for
a broad range of chemicals, including VOCs, SVOCs, TPH, TRPH,
PAHSs, pesticides/PCBs, TAL metals, and total organic carbon. The
DON is confident that the analyses that were performed were sufficient
to identify any chemicals of concern likely to be present.

Chlorinated solvents in particular would have been identified and
reported, if present, as part of the various VOC analytical methods
used during the RI. These methods, identified in the final RI Report
for Sites 7 and 14, included the U.S. EPA CLP OLM 01.5 and
Methods 8010/8020 and §021B.
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Comments by:

Dr. Charles Bennett, MCAS EIl Toro RAB Subcommiﬂee Chair

Number

Comments

Responses

Specifically, my concern is in the analysis at Site 7, at Unit 4 and at
Unit 1, was adequate testing done to determine the presence of other
potential contaminants of concern?

These would include, obviously, the chlorinated solvents that could have
been in those areas. There were small amounts of samples that showed
these things present. And they — I do not know whether they were put
into the computation for the risk assessment or not.

So, that is my comment.

All chlorinated solvents reported in soil samples were included in the risk
assessment.

SVOCs, PAHs, and pesticides/PCBs were also included. As the response
to Comment 1a indicates, the petroleum hydrocarbons are addressed on
the basis of the individual constituents (e.g., VOCs and PAHs) that make
up each hydrocarbon mixture.

1d

I’'m looking at specifically Unit 1 of Site 7. And the analysis on Table 4-2
of the RI/FS - or, appears to be RI/FS, regarding TRPH analysis. TRPH
is total recoverable hydrocarbons. And there were values on the surface
of the drainage ditch of TRPH over 3,000 parts per million.

Now, what that indicates is that petroleum hydrocarbons went down the
drainage ditch. And Don is absolutely right, the drainage ditch feeds into
the Agua Chinon. So what the data shows, there are high hydrocarbons
that could lead from Site 7 to Site 25, the drainage ditch.

But I'm supporting his position in that regard. Really, that’s just a
comment on the data at hand.

Unit 1 at Site 7 is the North Pavement Edge. As noted, TRPH was
reported at Unit 1 in surface soil at concentrations over 3,000 parts per
million (equivalent to the mg/kg units used in the RI). However, no
TRPH concentrations “over 3,000 parts per million” were reported for
any samples collected along the drainage ditch. (Unit 4, rather than
Unit 1, is the drainage ditch at Site 7.) At Unit 4, TRPH was identified
only in a single sample at a reported concentration of 206 parts per
million. Because TRPH was reported in the drainage ditch in only one
sample at a relatively low concentration, the DON concluded that TRPH
migration is not occuiring from Site 7 to Site 25.

1e

This public meeting is a step forward from the previous public meeting.
It’s allowed a degree of interaction that is an improvement on the past
ones.

The Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Cleanup Team (BCT)
modified the format of this meeting from a display type of meeting to a
more interactive meeting in response to comments from the public. The
BCT appreciates the number of comments that were received from the
public as a result of the format change and hopes for increased public
participation at future public meetings.
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Comments by: Mr. Jerry Werner, MCAS EIl Toro RAB Member
Number Comments Responses
2a Question is — There’s another obvious method of ingestion. And this The exposure pathways evaluated in the risk assessment are considered

would be from a vegetable garden, where the contaminants would get
into the food supply that a person would have. Has that been considered
in the risk assessment?

to be the primary/most likely pathways of exposure. Minor or secondary
pathways often cannot be accurately estimated from available data and
were not included in the exposure calculations. The contribution of these
secondary routes to the overall risk is not likely to be significant. Plant
uptake exposures, in particular, were addressed in the RI Report on pages
06-57 and P6-33. But they were not included in the risk assessment
calculation because of the large degree of uncertainty associated with this
pathway and the fact that the primary exposure pathways were already
addressed. The decision to not address plant uptake was discussed with
DTSC toxicologist John Christopher who agreed with the DON’s
approach. A discussion of the rationale follows.

Bioconcentration factors used to estimate aboveground and belowground
plant uptake of COPCs could potentially overestimate the COPC
concentration in plant tissues, thus overestimating the resultant risk. The
bioconcentration factors for aboveground and belowground plants
assume that a plant raised on chemically contaminated soil will absorb
COPCs through its roots, and COPCs then become distributed throughout
the body of the plant. However, few data exist concerning
bioconcentration of COPCs, and equations used to estimate
bioconcentration of COPCs in plants are based on two small data sets
that may not accurately represent actual bioconcentration in home
gardens. Algorithms relating chemical uptake by plants to the log K.,
(octanol-water partitioning coefficient) of each compound have been
developed. However, these algorithms may overestimate actual COPC
concentrations in plant tissues because they do not take biotransformation
and/or chemical elimination into account. Consequently, uncertainty
does exist and could result in the overestimation of risk.

2b

For the record, are you contemplating any land-use controls over the
restrictions of the use of property?

No land-use controls are required for Sites 7 and 14 as a result of site-
related contamination. Although shallow groundwater underlying these
sites is contaminated by VOCs, including trichloroethene, carbon
tetrachloride, and tetrachloroethene at Site 7 and trichloroethene and
carbon tetrachloride at Site 14, remedial investigations have shown that
the contamination present in groundwater does not originate from Sites 7
or 14 but lies within the Site 24, Volatile Organic Compound Source
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Area, groundwater plume. Groundwater cleanup, including use
restrictions that prohibit drilling of wells and/or extraction of
groundwater and allow access for groundwater monitoring and
maintenance of equipment associated with groundwater remediation, will
be addressed in the Proposed Plan and Record of Decision (ROD) for
Sites 18 and 24. If such controls are necessary, the DON will work with
the future owners of the property to minimize the impact of the controls
on future land development.

2¢

With respect to the issue of the Record of Decision that goes along with a
no further action, is that sort of the last step that needs to be taken before
property transfer, or are there some additional steps beyond the Record of
Decision?

There are several additional steps beyond the no further action ROD
when property is being transferred. First, a Finding of Suitability for
Transfer (FOST) is prepared to document the conclusion that real
property made available through the BRAC process is environmentally
suitable for transfer by deed under Section 120(h) of CERCLA.. The
FOST is reviewed by the regulatory agencies, revised as appropriate on
the basis of review comments, and then signed by the DON. The
regulatory agencies and the public are notified of the intent to sign a
FOST at least 30 days prior to transfer of the property. Once the FOST
has been signed, the DON conducts negotiations with the transferee to
convey the property by deed.

2d

One last one, I think.

What is the correlation between the chemical levels in the soil and the
concentration plugged?

I assume the ultimate question will tell the effect on the mortality is
related to the concentration as measured in the blood sample.

Is there — What’s the correlation?

The exposure-point concentration (EPC) (i.e., the concentration plugged
into the risk assessment) is the concentration of a chemical in the
contaminated medium (e.g., soil). Under reasonable maximum exposure
conditions, U.S. EPA specifies using the 95 percent upper confidence
limit (UCL) of the averaged measured chemical concentrations (i.e., “the
chemical levels in the soil”). Under certain conditions, the maximum
reported concentration in soil for selected chemicals is used as the EPC
rather than the 95 percent UCL. The maximum concentration is used
when 1) the 95 percent UCL of a chemical exceeds its highest measured
concentration and 2) the chemical is infrequently detected.

As discussed in the risk assessment for each site, lead is the only
chemical that is evaluated in relation to the concentration measured in
blood. That evaluation is performed using the Cal-EPA pharmacokinetic
model (Lead Risk Assessment Spreadsheet), and the lead concentration
in blood is compared to the acceptable concentration of 10 pg/dL.
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All other chemicals are evaluated on the basis of toxicological effects
they are capable of producing in humans. Based on the toxicological
effects, chemicals fall into two categories: those that could potentially
cause cancer (carcinogens) and those that cause other types of health
effects, e.g., liver damage (noncarcinogens). Carcinogenic risks are
measured in terms of probability of contracting cancer. A cancer risk
probability of 1 x 10" means that the estimated increase in an individual
normal or baseline cancer risk is no greater than one in a million for a
lifetime of exposure and may be considerably less.

Noncarcinogenic risks are measured in terms of a hazard index (HI). An
HI value of 1 indicates that lifetime exposure has a limited potential for
causing an adverse effect in sensitive populations.
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3a

Well, I've got a comment to make, just a clarification.
Let me read this, if I might. Now, this is from the Proposed Plan.
Now, please note this — I’'m quoting on page 6, in the footnote:

“QOver half of the risk associated with the hazard index at Site 7, Unit 1 is
attributed to manganese and arsenic” —

Not just manganese, but “and arsenic.”
Maybe it’s a misprint, or something. But that’s what I read in here.

And, by the way, I disagree. I think — If I may say this, I think Chuck
Bennett and I both disagree that we do not concur that they are naturally
occurring. I imagine they are naturally occurring. But we think there is a
— There has been additional contamination over and above and beyond
what is naturally occurring in the soil sampling.

Anyway, it says:

Toro property, and are not associated with past site activities.”

1 think we have to disagree with that, respectfully. Ibelieve we do have
some evidence — and I believe you do, too — that they are more — that
they are not just — Well, see: We don’t know precisely know the disposal
effect.

I’ve talked to employees on the base, on the former base. And they told
me that they disposed of all kinds of things in these landfills. And I’m
talking specifically about Site 7 and all the other sites.

There are many chemicals disposed of. And these employees — I can
name you names — that — Millard Jackson. He was the — worked in the
physical plant. Remember that name. He told me where the — As you
probably heard this before, Dean, forgive me. There was — If you
remember, they would have the annual IG inspections. They would bury
a lot of chemicals and other items. Because if they did — If they had them
during the inspection, that means that they wouldn’t — Let’s say it’s half
full, a half-full barrel of arsenic, let’s say, for instance. Then, they would
have to dispose of that, or else they wouldn’t get it the next time around.
There are annual appropriations.

Background concentrations for metals and reference levels for herbicides
and pesticides at MCAS El Toro were evaluated in 1996. The results of
this evaluation were presented in a technical memorandum issued in
October of that year. The memorandum notes that two sets of data were
used to evaluate the background concentrations of metals in soil. The
first set of data was collected from 11 soil sample locations in the
foothills above MCAS El Toro. The second set of background metal
data was compiled from a series of soil borings that were completed
upgradient from the Installation Restoration Program (IRP) sites. These
locations were selected because they reflect areas that are not
contaminated by activities that may have taken place at a particular IRP
site. The methodology and results of the background evaluation were
reviewed by the BCT.

Soil samples collected at Site 7 were compared with background for the
full suite of metals addressed in the RI Report. In the case of arsenic
cited in this comment, the soil sample data for Site 7 clearly support the
conclusion that the concentrations reflect natural background conditions.
Approximately 98 percent (121 of 124 samples) contained arsenic at
concentrations less than the MCAS El Toro statistically derived
background value (95 UCL). The remaining 2 percent (three samples)
are slightly above the background. It should be noted that the
statistically derived background value was not the highest concentration
reported during background sampling. Hence, the background sample
data set includes some arsenic concentrations that are also greater than
the 95 UCL. Such conditions are indicative of the variation present in
nature. At Site 14, also included in this Proposed Plan, 100 percent of
the arsenic concentrations in soil were less than the MCAS El Toro
background 95 UCL.

In the RI Report for each site, the DON has acknowledged that pesticides
and herbicides containing arsenic compounds could potentially have been
used for agricultural or pest-control purposes prior to construction and
expansion of MCAS El Toro, or for weed control and insect or animal
abatement in industrial areas on the station. However, as discussed in the
previous paragraph, the sample results do not support the presence of
arsenic contamination at either site.
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That’s the problem, you see. So what I’'m saying tonight, just before
maybe a week or two before the actual IG inspection, they would go —
every year, they would do this. Millard Jackson was on this base for
many years. Now, you know it and I know it. That happened.

The DON, in conjunction with the regulatory agencies, conducted
interviews of current and former employees to support the identification
of sites and historical practices that may have contributed to soil and/or
groundwater contamination at MCAS El Toro. None of the information
obtained during these interviews indicated or implied that packaged

or drummed “chemicals and other items™ might have been buried at
Site 7 or 14,

3b

In regards to the arsenic that was utilized on citrus orchards and fields —
Well, see: We have to have farmers. And as you know, this base wasn’t
built till 1943. Now, maybe, perhaps — I don’t know how long we’ve had
—Now, here’s a good question: How long have we had tenant farmers on
the base; since 1943, when the base was built?

And how long has arsenic, how long was arsenic utilized for agricultural
uses?

Now, the thing is, here’s a great way for SWDIV to get off the hook.
And it may be Irvine Company in particular; maybe they’re culpable.
T’ve said this for years, you know, that — Dean, and others in this
room — The Irvine Company could be liable on this, could be guilty.

And also, your tenant farmers, if they’ve used arsenic agriculturally,
then, by God, this could be a contributing factor. Then, SWDIV is not
culpable, unless you did not monitor your tenant farmers in their
insecticides, fungicides, herbicides that they put down.

Maybe the Department of Navy is culpable. You know — I mean, you
have to consider somebody’s got to be culpable.

Thank you.

As the discussion in the second and third paragraphs of the previous
response indicate, the sample results for Sites 7 and 14 indicate that
arsenic concentrations in soil are comparable to or less than the MCAS
El Toro background. As discussed in the response to Comment 3a, the
areas where the background samples were taken were on- and off-station
in areas that were not impacted by site activities. Since the
concentrations at Sites 7 and 14 are comparable to background, the soil
data do not suggest that elevated arsenic is present at either Site 7 or 14
as a result of past site operations or activities.
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3¢ Chuck Bennett just pointed out to me, a minute ago, that in regards to Site 7, Unit 4 (Drainage Ditch) was identified specifically to assess

Site 7 — evidently Unit 4, the drainage ditch; the Unit 1, the north
pavement; Unit 3, the old — new east pavement edge; Unit 4 — Unit 5, the
open dirt area — and, in particular, the Unit 4, drainage ditch — all dumped
into the Agua Chinon Wash.

Now, the thing is, I believe — It is my opinion that there are contaminants
in that wash. Now, the thing is, of course, there have been many rains
since. And the chances are — What I'm referring to is the Upper Newport
Bay. All of this contamination will ultimately end up in Upper Newport
Bay. Ultimately, it’s a fact.

I say that the Navy has an obligation to examine — In fact, I think I told
you, Dean, earlier, that I have a hydrographic survey of Upper Newport
Bay provided to me by the county that I would like to know if you have.
And if you do — If you have that survey, I won’t — But do you have it?
Would you like to see it?

What I’'m referring to — What I°d like to do is have the Department of the
Navy do some samplings of the soils, of the sludge in Upper Newport
Bay. And, hopefully, it’s still there. Of course, there’s been a lot of tidal
action — my, God — over the years.

What I’m saying is ultimately, the point-source contamination eventually
will end up in Upper Newport Bay, from the Marine Corps Station El
Toro, from Site 7 and other sites. The Borrego Canyon one, I know.

What I'm saying is I believe — and maybe I’'m a lone voice here. But
think that the Upper Newport Bay needs to be sampled. Because
ultimately — You know what I’m referring to, the City of Irvine.

potential surface runoff from other areas of Site 7 toward Agua Chinon
Wash. However, the RI data indicate that only low levels of
contaminants were identified in soil at Unit 4. As discussed in the
response to Comment 1d, these results support the conclusion that
contaminants in soil at adjacent Site 7 units are not mobile and that Site
7, Unit 4 is not a conduit for movement of contaminants into Agua
Chinon Wash.

There are four major drainage channels that flow through or are adjacent
to the station. These channels are Agua Chinon Wash, Bee Canyon
Wash, Borrego Canyon Wash, and Marshburn Channel. These drainage
channels pass through MCAS El Toro, where they collect surface
drainage from the hills and runoff generated from extensive paved
surfaces on the station. The channels drain to San Diego Creek, which
ultimately discharges to Upper Newport Bay.

The drainage channels were once thought to be a potential source of
regionai VOC groundwater contamination in the irvine Groundwater
Subbasin and were, therefore, investigated as part of the Phase I and
Phase Il remedial investigations. These investigations concluded that the
channels (designated Site 25) were not a source of contamination, and no
action was recommended for the channels. Site 25 was included in the
no further action Proposed Plan for 11 sites that was reviewed by the
public in 1997. The no further action ROD was signed in September
1997. ‘

Because no significant contamination was found in the four drainage
channels, the DON does not consider it necessary or appropriate to
conduct further sampling off station.

3d

You held us up on the Q-and-A part. During the dog-and-pony show,
you couldn’t do Q and A. You know you said that. Ladies and
gentlemen, you know how I feel about this. Triss, you know how I feel,
perhaps.

What I'm referring to specifically, if we can ask questions during the
presentation, then it jogs our memory. We can make notes. Then, if we

The public was asked to withhold questions about Sites 7 and 14 until
after the Navy’s presentation in order to assure that all questions could be
recorded by the court reporter present at the meeting, compiled into a
responsiveness summary, and responded to formally in the ROD. The
public is welcome to make notes during the presentations and use these
notes as the basis of questions in order to ensure that all comments and
concerns are addressed in the most efficient manner possible.
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hold the questions until after the dog-and-pony show is over, then I
forget to ask.
I do apologize to the reporter. I probably forgot some of the questions I
was going to ask and, thereby, make a statement in those questions.
3e Having to do with my — she said — quote — migration is very limited.

And in regards to Site 14, I believe —
Didn’t you say the battery acid?

And I would be very concerned. I would like to see — I would like to see
more proof that that might — that there hasn’t been some vertical or
horizontal migration in regards to that. ‘

Now, Content is saying there’s very limited.
But what does “very limited” mean?
You didn’t say. So maybe Content could clarify,

What does “very limited” mean; 100 feet, 1,000 feet, 10,000 feet,
30,000 feet?

1 mean, the question is what is “very limited.”

And so, that really doesn’t — If you’ll forgive me, Content, I'd sure like
to have a clarification.

“Very limited” refers to the fact that contamination at Site 14 is limited
to shallow soil (i.e., soil that extends from the surface to a depth of

10 feet). The RI Report concluded that contamination was essentially
limited to the upper 2 feet of that 10-foot shallow-soil interval.

With regard to horizontal migration, a finding of “very limited” extent
for soil contamination was based on a series of physical and chemical
factors, including review of historical documents and aerial photographs,
discussions with station personnel regarding the types of activities
conducted at Site 14, the physical characteristics of the site, the chemical
characteristics of the shallow soil, and the analytical results for the soil
samples collected during the RI. Historical information indicates that
waste disposal activities at this site were limited to the area immediately
adjacent to the edge of the asphalt pavement along the southwest side of
Building 245. The topography of the site also imposes some physical
constraints on the site because the drainage ditch is the low point for the
area adjacent to the pavement edge. Wastes disposed at the edge of the
pavement could potentially move southward to the bottom of the
drainage ditch but then only laterally along the ditch toward the catch
basin. As shown on Figures 4-3 and 4-4 in Attachment P of the Site 7/14
RI Report, only trace to low concentrations of contaminants are present
in soil along the pavement edge and the drainage ditch. In addition, as
the figures illustrate, samples collected very close to each other did not
show similar concentrations of analytes, That is, for example, some
samples contained low concentrations of PAHs while adjacent samples or
samples taken at a slightly greater depth contained no PAHs above
detection limits. This indicates that any contamination that is present is
limited in extent.
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On the specific issue of battery acid, the soil at Site 14 is moderately
alkaline and calcareous. These conditions in the near-surface soil
horizons would effectively neutralize the battery acid disposed at this site
between 1977 and 1983. The natural ability of the soil to effectively
neutralize acid wastes disposed at the site is also evidenced in the
condition of vegetation observed during numerous visual inspections.
The grass that covers the site does not exhibit any evidence of stress that
would result were acidic soil conditions present.

3f

Content said one thing, by the way. I have a quote from her in regards to
factors considered when making the risk management decision. And
maybe this goes to Dr. Temeshy, also, regarding planned future uses —
quote — potential — The potential residential risk scenarios will be
implemented. And 1 think that — In other words, if — I guess, the question
is if we’re going to have — if the risk assessment is going to be all over
the base or, in particular, these particular sites will be for the dirt-eating
kid.

Is that what you’re referr
correct?

ing to? Is that what you’re attesting to? Is that

The risk assessments for Sites 7 and 14 were performed using a
residential scenario. This scenario assumed that a resident is present

at the site from age 0 to age 30 (6 years as a child and 24 years as an
adult). The resident is exposed to contaminants in soil through ingestion,
dermal contact, and inhalation. In the case of a child, it is assumed that
the child consumes 200 milligrams of dirt per day for 6 years (age 0 to
age 6.) This same assumption would be made at all MCAS El Toro sites
that were evaluated under a residential risk assessment scenario.

3g

I had one here regarding Site 7, Unit 4, two additional cases of one
million under cancer risk residential scenario. It looks like — There’s a
statement here:

“The only risk driver present is one PAH, benzo(a)pyrene.
Benzo(a)pyrene is present in low concentrations and is not mobile.”

I don’t -1 don’t know how you can come to the conclusion that it’s not
mobile.

I mean, it’s assumed to nonmobile. It is stationary. It cannot —Is
precipitation going to cause mobility, downgrading? Is it going to cause
a horizontal? Is it going to hydraulic horizontally?

These are important questions.

PAHs are discussed in the fate and transport portion of the RI Report for
Sites 7 and 14 as follows.

PAHs are the predominant class of SVOCs reported at Site 7, perhaps
because they are most persistent in the environment. As a chemical
group, PAHs have low water solubility and a high affinity for sorption
to organic matter (high K, [organic carbon-to-water partitioning
coefficient]), characteristics that limit the potential for leaching
through soil as a transport process and cause the chemicals to be
relatively immobile.

Because PAHs do not tend to dissolve in water and do tend to sorb to
soil, they do not tend to migrate downward in soil as a result of

leaching during infiltration of precipitation or horizontally across the
site in surface runoff.
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Comments Received During Public Meeting Held 25 October 2000

Comments by: Ms. Marcia Rudolph, MCAS El Toro RAB Member
Number Comments Responses
4a Okay. Marsha Rudolph. With regard to the first comment, the cancer and noncancer risks are

Couple things:

No. 1, the two hazard index — cancer risk and noncancer risk, and
hypothetical residential use, and all, that it would be nice if the two tables
would compute together. I'm trying to find a relationship. I’'m not.
Maybe I’'m looking at the wrong thing.

No. 2, I note that in the notes to index, noncancer risk for Site 14 — or,
basically, for both of them, I guess, it states that manganese and arsenic
are attributed to being naturally occurring metals in soil on and off base.

Where was the assessment done off base?
I thought the Navy didn’t do any assessments off base.

And the third point: On your on-site exposure risk table, it says that the
contaminants in the soil did not extend to groundwater.

Is that specific to this site, or is that a general observation?

If it’s a general observation — Excuse me?

I think — Whatever.

discussed separately and shown in separate tables because these risks are
not directly related. Human-health risk assessments are performed for
two types of risks: risks associated with acquiring cancer and risks
associated with other types of health effects such as liver damage. A
chemical that is known to cause noncancer effects (noncarinogen) may
not cause cancer in a human. Examples associated with Sites 7 and 14
include some metals, such as mercury; VOCs, such as 1,1,1-trichloro-
ethane; SVOCs/PAHs, such as fluoranthene; and pesticides, such as
endosulfan sulfate. These chemicals are not known to cause cancer, but
they can produce noncancer effects in humans. Alternatively, the PAH
compound benzo(a)pyrene can simultaneously cause cancer and
noncancer effects in humans. Therefore, both cancer and noncancer risks
are calculated separately for benzo(a)pyrene.

With regard to the second comment, manganese and arsenic are common
components of the minerals, soil, and rocks that constitute the earth. As
such, they are typically identified when soil samples are analyzed for
metals. They are considered naturally occurring at Sites 7 and 14
because the concentrations that were present in soil at both sites were
comparable to the concentrations of these metals present throughout the
station (i.e., the concentrations were at background) and because there
are no known site-related activities that would cause the concentrations
of these chemicals to be elevated above natural background levels.

As discussed in the response to Comment 3a (from Mr. Don Zweifel),
background samples were collected from soil sample locations in the
foothills north and east of MCAS El Toro and from sample locations
upgradient of the IRP sites. It is not typically DoD’s policy to sample off-
base, but such a decision is made occasionally on a site-by-site basis. In this
case, the DON elected to collect background samples off-station in
undeveloped areas in the foothills because these areas had not been
impacted by either on- or off-station operations.

Finally, the statement that contaminants in the soil do not extend to
groundwater is specific to Sites 7 and 14 and is based on the results of
site-specific sampling, which showed that contamination present at these
sites does not extend below 10 feet below the ground surface.
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Comments Received During Public Meeting Held 25 October 2000

Comments by: Ms. Marcia Rudolph, MCAS El Toro RAB Member
Number Comments Responses
4b One more. Then — When I’'m looking at the overmap that was given, sort | As noted previously in the response to Comment 3¢ (from Mr. Don

of risk management. I’m looking at Site 7. And it states — Since I didn’t
have the document, and I just — it’s not an intelligent question.

It mentions a drainage ditch.

Is this drainage ditch one that would be connected to one of the washes
that was Site 25, no further action? Or is there a relationship between
those?

I mean, I see drainage, I think — Then, we think of solvent studies. But
I won’t even go there.

But I’'m concerned about drainage ditch. And is this close to
Agua Chinon?

I mean, it seems consistent that you can have no further action in
drainage ditch and no further action here.

Is that where this is, or am I seeing it in the wrong place?

Zweifel), Unit 4 at Site 7 is a drainage ditch that could potentially receive
surface runoff from other areas of Site 7 and potentially convey such
runoff to Agua Chinon Wash. Agua Chinon Wash is approximately
1,100 feet south of Site 7, Unit 4.

The RI data indicated that only low levels of contaminants were
identified in soil at Unit 4. In addition, as shown in Figures 4-3 and 4-4
of Attachment O of the Site 7/14 RI Report, samples collected very close
to each other at Unit 4 did not show similar concentrations of analytes.
That is, for example, some samples contained low concentrations of
PAHs while adjacent samples contained no PAHs above detection limits.
These results supported the RI conclusion that contaminants in soil at
Site 7 were not mobile and that Unit 4 was not a conduit for movement of
contaminants into Agua Chinon Wash.

The no further action recommendation for Site 7 (including Unit 4) was
based on the low contaminant concentrations present, their limited
horizontal and vertical extent, and their lack of mobility. Also, as noted
in this comment, the finding of no action for Site 7 is consistent with the
no action ROD signed in September 1997 for 11 sites that included Site
25 (Agua Chinon Wash, Bee Canyon Wash, Borrego Canyon Wash, and
Marshburn Channel).

4c

It was unclear — Perhaps, this is something you will actually answer —
what will happen to these questions.

Are we going to get some kind of a document that will tell us the
answers, or are you just going to have the court reporter list all the
questions?

I think a lot of us, because we live in California, are used to the CEQA

process, where those answers are put someplace and they’re required to
be there. 4

Will we see these answers before the document is RODed?

The questions that were raised at the public meeting were recorded by a
court reporter. These questions were then copied from the transcript into
this Responsiveness Summary format. This Responsiveness Summary is
the means by which the Navy is providing responses to each question
presented.

The Responsiveness Summary will be submitted to the BCT and the
Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) for review under separate cover
from the draft ROD for Sites 7 and 14. Once the responses have been
reviewed, comments will be incorporated as appropriate, and the
Responsiveness Summary will be made part of the draft final ROD. The
ROD will be placed in the Administrative Record for MCAS El Toro.
This record is available at the station. A duplicate file is also maintained

at Southwest Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command in San
Diego.
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Comments Received During Public Meeting Held 25 October 2000

Comments by: Ms. Marcia Rudolph, MCAS El Toro RAB Member

Number Comments Responses

Since the individuals who made comments at the public meeting are
members of the RAB, they will have the opportunity to review the
responses at the draft stage before the ROD is finalized. In addition,
once the Responsiveness Summary has been reviewed by the BCT and
the RAB and their comments have been incorporated, a copy will be
mailed to all individuals who submitted comments.
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Comments Received During Public Meeting Held 25 October 2000

Comments by: Myr. Michael Brown, Consultant to City of Irvine
Number Comments Responses
5a Couple questions: Please see the response to Comment 3a (from Mr. Don Zweifel) for a

One, what about, in particular, the arsenic issue?
And where is the comparison with the off-site concentrations of arsenic?
Are those, in particular, agricultural sites?

Arsenic was used very commonly prior to World War II as a pesticide,
particularly in this area, particularly in citrus use — orchards.

Also, given that you do have risks greater than one in a million, does that
trigger a Prop 65 warning?

And would that require the Navy to extend a warning to — upon transfer,
under Prop 657

discussion of how the background concentrations for metals were
developed and where the on- and off-station samples used for this
evaluation were collected. The final Technical Memorandum,
Background and Reference Levels, Remedial Investigations, Marine
Corps Air Station El Toro, California (BNI 1996) includes a map
illustrating the locations of all soil samples used for the metals
background analysis. As the cited comment indicates, off-station
samples were collected in foothill areas north and northeast of MCAS
El Toro. One on-station sample and a duplicate were collected
upgradient of Site 5 adjacent to the agricultural area on the east side of
Perimeter Road. The reported arsenic concentrations for these samples
were 1.5 and 1.9 mg/kg, well below the calculated MCAS El Toro
background for arsenic of 6.86 mg/kg.

In the RI Report for each site, the DON has acknowledged that pesticides
and herbicides containing arsenic compounds could potentially have been
used for agricultural or pest-control purposes prior to construction and
expansion of MCAS El Toro or for weed control and insect or animal
abatement in industrial areas on the station. However, as discussed in the
response to Comment 3a, the sample results do not support the presence
of arsenic contamination at either Site 7 or 14,

The DON has performed a thorough evaluation of the Safe Drinking
Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986 (Proposition 65) and the
regulations implementing it (California Code of Regulations [CCR],
Title 22, Section [§] 12000 et seq.) and has determined that the statute is
not directly applicable to the federal government. The definition of
covered “person” in California Health and Safety Code § 25249.11(a)
does not include governmental entities, including the federal government.
See also the definition of “person in the course of doing business™ at
California Health and Safety Code § 25249.11(b).
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Comments Received During Public Meeting Held 25 October 2000

Responses

On the issue of whether a risk greater than one in a million triggers a
Proposition 65 warning, CCR Title 22, § 12703(b) states: “For
chemicals assessed in accordance with this section, the risk level which
represents no significant risk shall be one which is calculated to result in
one excess case of cancer in an exposed population of 100,000, assuming
lifetime exposure at the level in question . ...” Although the DON will
not be issuing a Proposition 65 warning upon property transfer, the deed
will contain a hazardous substances notification, identifying hazardous
substances that were stored for 1 year or more, known to have been
released or disposed on the property.

Comments by: Mr. Michael Brown, Consultant to City of Irvine
Number Comments
5b One more, just the issue of lead at Site 14. And there’s one significant

hit along — a little over 900 milligrams — or kilograms, and whether or
not that is a significant level —

It’s Table 4.2 for Site 14.
Appendix B.

And in the context of lead — Lead, in particular, is over background in
Jjust about every sample taken. So even whether or not above the action
level, it appears that there’s certainly extensive lead contamination at that
site.

And again, we were very curious, listening to the presentation, that it was
not considered to be a risk driver, and particularly in the hazard index.

Again, lead, being a reproductive toxin, under normal circumstances,
would trigger a Prop 65 waming.

So I'm not clear why this isn’t a significant issue on your risk
assessment. :

As the comment correctly notes, the reported concentrations of lead in
surface soil samples (0 foot) and some samples collected at a depth of
2 feet at Site 14 exceeded the MCAS El Toro background concentration
for lead. This was recognized in the RI Report and is addressed in the
risk assessment for Site 14 {Section 6 in Attachment P of the RI Report).

The risk for lead is assessed differently from the cancer and noncancer
risks developed for other chemicals. While risks for other chemicals are
based on whether they potentially cause cancer or other types of health
effects (e.g., liver damage), lead is evaluated in relationship to the
concentration measured in blood. The evaluation process is as follows.

Like all chemicals evaluated in the risk assessment, an EPC for lead was
calculated. U.S. EPA specifies using the 95 percent UCL of the average
measured chemical concentrations. In lieu of the 95 percent UCL, the
maximum reported concentration is used as the EPC if 1) the 95 percent
UCL exceeds the highest reported lead concentration or 2) there are
fewer than four reported concentrations (those greater than the detection
limit). For the residential scenario (resident child and adult), shallow-soil
concentrations were used to derive an EPC. For the industrial scenario
(industrial workers), surface-soil concentrations were used to derive an
EPC. However, for both scenarios, the maximum reported concentration
of 923 mg/kg was ultimately used as the EPC because of the exceptions
identified above.
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Comments Received During Public Meeting Held 25 October 2000

Comments by: Mr. Michael Brown, Consultant to City of Irvine

Number Comments

Responses

The surface- and shallow-soil EPCs for lead are then compared to
established preliminary remediation goals (PRGs). For residential land
use (shallow soil), the concentration of lead was compared with the
residential Cal-EPA PRG of 130 mg/kg rather than the U.S. EPA PRG of
400 mg/kg because the California PRG was lower and more stringent.
For industrial land use (surface soil), the EPC was compared with the
corresponding industrial U.S. EPA PRG of 1,000 mg/kg. If the EPC
exceeds the PRG for any scenario, the California pharmacokinetic model
is utilized to estimate the lead concentration in blood.

For Site 14 data, only the residential scenario EPC exceeded the
applicable PRG. For this scenario, the California pharmacokinetic model
was utilized to estimate the lead concentration in blood for a resident
child and adult. The estimated levels of lead in the blood of a resident
adult did not exceed the benchmark of 10 pg/dL established by U.S.
EPA. For a resident child, this threshold was exceeded at the 90th, 95th,
98th, and 99th percentiles, indicating a potential for adverse health
effects from exposure. However, these results were based on use of the
maximum reported concentration, which was more than twice as high as
the next highest reported concentration. Assuming long-term contact
with the maximum concentration is a very conservative approach that
results in overestimates of exposure and risk.

As noted in the response to the previous comment, the DON has
determined that Proposition 65 requirements are not applicable to
this site.

Reference:

Bechtel National, Inc. 1996. Final Technical Memorandum, Background and Reference Levels,

Remedial Investigations, Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, California

04/17/01 2:27 PM im \sdos0010\sandiego\word_processing\reportsiclean ii\cto164\red\sites 7 and 14\draft final\respsum_rab.doc

page 17




April 2001

This page left blank intentionally

04/17/01 4:18 PM tm I:word_processing\reportsiclean iicto164\rodisites 7 and 14\draft final\respsum,_rab.doc page 18

-

( ( (



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
SUBMITTED TO COURT REPORTER
DURING PUBLIC MEETING



(

(

April 2001

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION - EL TORO, CALIFORNIA
PROPOSED PLAN, OPERABLE UNIT 3B, NO FURTHER ACTION SITES 7 AND 14

Comments Submitted to Court Reporter During Public Meeting Held 25 October 2000

Comments by:

Ms. Marcia Rudolph, MCAS El Toro RAB Member

Number

Comments

Responses

1

The Navy has categorically refused to do off-site background testing of
radionuclides. Yet, in the summary on Sites 7 and 14, as I've seen
tonight, the comment was made relative to arsenic and manganese, that
these are natural based upon off-site numbers. The genesis of those
numbers is not given.

I believe it is incumbent upon the Navy to provide the source for their
opinion that the arsenic and manganese, as seen in the numbers that they
generated for Site 7 and 14, are indeed consistent with those mimbers off-
site, especially giving a map showing location of those off-site sources
that they are using for their reference points.

I continue to be suspicious of the location of Site 7 in relation to the
Agua Chinon Wash, and the fact that the Navy has — had decided in
1997, on a no further action for that site, along with the other two washes
that come off the base.

1 continue to believe that a reexamination of Site 25 at the washes is
prudent in light of TMDL and the issues of contamination runoff from
MCAS El Toro.

(This concludes the comments submitted to reporter.)

Background concentrations for metals and reference levels for herbicides
and pesticides at MCAS El Toro were evaluated in October 1996. The
results of this evaluation were presented in a Technical Memorandum
issued in October of that year. A copy of the Technical Memorandum
can be found in the Administrative Record for MCAS El Toro (Record
No. 001710). The memorandum notes that two sets of data were used to
evaluate metal backgrounds in soil. The first set of data was collected
from 11 soil sample locations in the foothills above MCAS El Toro. The
second set of background metal data was compiled from a series of soil
borings that were completed upgradient of the Installation Restoration
Program (IRP) sites. These locations were selected because they reflect
areas that are not contaminated by activities that may have taken place at
a particular IRP site. A figure depicting the locations of the background
samples was presented on page 1-11 of the Technical Memorandum.

As noted in the response to Comment 3c, Site 7, Unit 4 (Drainage Ditch)
was identified specifically to assess potential surface runoff from other
areas of Site 7 toward Agua Chinon Wash. However, the Ri data
indicate that only low levels of contaminants were identified in soil at
Unit 4. These results support the conclusion that contaminants in soil at
adjacent Site 7 units are not mobile and that Site 7 Unit 4 is not a conduit
for movement of contaminants into Agua Chinon Wash.

Further, as noted in the response to Comment 3c, there are four major
drainage channels that flow through or are adjacent to the station. These
channels are Agua Chinon Wash, Bee Canyon Wash, Borrego Canyon
Wash, and Marshburn Channel. These drainage channels pass through
MCAS El Toro, where they collect surface drainage from the hills and
runoff generated from extensive paved surfaces on the station.

The drainage channels were once thought to be a source of regional
volatile organic compound groundwater contamination in the Irvine
Groundwater Subbasin and were, therefore, investigated as part of the
Phase 1 and Phase II remedial investigations. These investigations,
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Comments by:

Ms. Marcia Rudolph, MCAS El Toro RAB Member

Number

Comments

Responses

conducted using work plans approved by the Base Realignment and
Closure Cleanup Team, concluded that the channels were not a source of
contamination. As a result, the drainage channels (designated as Site 25)
were included in a no-action record of decision that was signed in
September 1997.

Please see the responses to Comments 3¢ and 4b in this Responsiveness
Summary for discussion of Site 7 in relation to Agua Chinon Wash.

With regard to the issue of reexamining Site 25, the DON has no plans to
conduct further evaluations of the four washes. This decision is
supported by the regulatory agencies. At the 27 September 2000
Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) meeting in response to a question
from Dr. Bennett, Mr. John Broderick (MCAS El Toro, California
Regional Water Quality Control Board [RWQCB] Remedial Project
Manager ) indicated he was personally involved early in the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act investigation at MCAS El Toro. At that time, the RWQCB believed
that Agua Chinon Wash would be very contaminated, based on
discharges from work areas at MCAS El Toro in the area including and
adjacent to Site 7 (i.e., the area of the two large hangars). Because
RWQCB expected to find contamination, they “worked over the DON’s
shoulders,” reviewing and approving the work plan for the investigation
and reviewing the investigation results. However, in contrast to the
RWQCB expectations, significant contamination was not identified in
the washes. Therefore, the RWQCB agrees with the recommendation for
no further action because the investigation was done under agency
oversight.

MCAS El Toro currently has a National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit for stormwater contributions to surface water
flow in the four washes. The analytical data collected in conjunction
with this NPDES permit are reviewed by RWQCB. RWQCB has not
expressed concern about total maximum daily load in the washes at
MCAS El Toro. If they do so in the future, the DON would be pleased to
meet with RWQCB to address any concerns.
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FACT SHEET "UPDATE OF THE
ENVIRONMENTAL INVESTIGATIONS AT
MCAS EL TORO"

Classification

ADMIN RECORD

" 'SCHEDULE EXTENSION REQUEST DRAFT ~ ADMINRECORD

~ ADMINRECORD

Keywords

ou

TECH/GUID DOC.

'PUB. PARTICIPAT

PUBNOT

bibliographic citations are considered to be part of this AR but may not be cited separately in the index.

~

(

Location
Sites Box No.
ou 2 SOUTHWEST
ou 3 DIVISION
NONE
ou2 "SOUTHWEST
ou3 DIVISION
NONE
00001  SOUTHWEST
00002 DIVISION
00003 NONE
00004
00005
00006
00007
00008
00009
00010
00011
00012
00013
00014
00015
00016
00017
00019
00020
00021
00022
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UIC No. /Rec. .._.

Doc. Controi No.  Prc. Date Author Affil.

Record Type Record Date  Author

Contr/Guid. No.  CTO No. Recipient Affil.

Approx. # Pages  EPA Cat. # Recipient -m————— Subject —————- Classification Keywords

M60050/ 001545  07-10-1996 SOUTHWEST LETTER WRITTEN FROM THE NAVY TO ADMIN RECORD FFA
12-29-1994 DiIvis! DTSC REQUESTING AN EXTENSION TO ou

LTR 00080 J. PAWLISCH FFA SCHEDULE FOR OPERABLE UNIT (OU)

NONE 011 DTSC REGION IV 2AND 3 DATED 12/29/94

0004 J. SCANDURA

M60050 / 000934  08-07-1995  MCASEL TORO  APRIL 27, 1995 RAB MEETING MINUTES ~ ADMINRECORD ~ MTGMINS
04-11-1995 J. JOYCE AND REVISED MEETING MINUTES FROM RAB

LTR NONE RAB MEMBERS MARCH 30,1995 RAB MEETING TECH/GUID DOC.

NONE 10.4

0026

Wednesday, August 09, 2000 This Administrative Record (AR) Index includes references to documents which cite bibliography sources. These

bibliographic citations are considered to be part of this AR but may not be cited separately in the index.

Location

Sites Box No.

00002
00003
00004
00005
00006
00007
00008
00009
00010
00011
00012
00013
00014
00015
00016
00017
00019
00020
00021
00022
00024
00025
ou2

ous3

“eo00a

00007
00011
00013
00014
00019
00020

OouU 1

PIERCE LEAHY
80462365

PIERCE LEAHY
80462347
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UIC No. / Rec. No.

Doc. Control No.
Record Type

Contr./Guid. No.
Approx. # Pages

M60050 / 001570

MEMO
NONE
0004

M60050 / 000985

MISC
NONE
0008

MB0050/ 001311

LTR
NONE
0002

M60050 / 000966

MM
NONE
0016

Prc. Date
Record Date
CTO No.
EPA Cat. #

07-11-1996

06-19-1995
NONE
02.4

10-04-1995
07-01-1995
NONE
10.4

Author Affil.
Author
Recipient Affil.
Recipient

DTS

J. CHRISTOPHER
DTSC REGION 1V
J. JIMENEZ

ENGINEERING

COMMUNITY
MEMBER

——-——— Subject

DRAFT MEMORANDUM TRANSMITTIN
COMMENTS ON ENGINEERING
EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS (EE/CA)
COMPLETEDFOR OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 3

SITES

" FACT SHEET NO. 3 (WITH MAILING LIST)

Classification

~ ADMIN RECORD

ADMIN RECORD

INFO
REPOSITORY

03-14-1996

07-07-1995

00059
02.7

' 08-29-1995

07-27-1995
NONE
10.4

Wednesday, August 09, 2000

AMERICAN
ENVIROT

E. COHN GARY
MCAS EL TORO
J. JOYCE

RAB MEMBERS

RAB MEMBER REVIEW COMMENTS ON
DRAFT EE/CA DOCUMENTS FOR SITES 7,
11, 13, 14, 19, AND 20

JULY 27, 1995 RAB MEETING MINUTES

ADMIN RECORD

ADMIN RECORD
INFO
REPOSITORY

Keywords

COMMENTS
EE/CA

EE/CA
PUB. PARTICIPAT
PUBNOT

' COMMENTS

EE/CA
RAB

" MTG MINS

PUB. PARTICIPAT

This Administrative Record (AR) Index includes references to documents which cite bibliography sources. These
bibliographic citations are considered to be part of this AR but may not be cited separately in the index.

(

Sites

00004

00007
00011
00013
00014
00019
00020
ou3s

© 00004

00007
00011
00013
00014
00019
00020

00007
00011
00013
00014
00019
00020

00002
00003
00005
00017
00024
00025
ou 2
ouU3

Location
Box No.
© PIERCE LEAHY
80462365

‘SOUTHWEST
DIVISION
NONE

PIERCE LEAHY
80462353
"PIERCE LEAHY

80462347
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UIC No. /Rec. No.

Doc. Control No.  Prc. Date Author Affil.
Record Type Record Date  Author
Contr./Guid. No. CTO No. Recipient Affil. Location
Approx. # Pages  EPA Cat. # Recipient - Subject ———— — Classification Keywords Sites Box No.
M60050/ 000970  08-29-1995 MCAS EL TORO JULY 27, 1995 RAB MEETING MINUTES ADMIN RECORD MTG MINS 00002 PIERCE LEAHY
07-27-1995 INFO PUB. PARTICIPAT 00003 80462347
MM NONE REPOSITORY 00005
NONE 10.4 00017
0019 00024
00025
ou 2
ou 3
Wednesday, August 09, 2000 This Administrative Record (AR} Index includes references to documents which cite bibliography sources. These Page 7 of 47

bibliographic citations are considered to be part of this AR but may not be cited separately in the index.



UIC No. / Rec. No.

Doc. Control No.  Prc. Date Author Affil.

Record Type Record Date Author

Contr./Guid. No. CTO No. Recipient Affil. Location
Approx. # Pages  EPA Cat. # Recipient wr——-———— Subject — - — — Classification Keywords Sites Box No.

MB0050 / 001067  12-11-1995 MCAS EL TORO JULY 27, 1995 RAB MEETING MINUTES ADMIN RECORD MTG MINS 00001 PIERCE LEAHY
07-27-1995 INFO PUB. PARTICIPAT 00002 80462364

MM NONE RAB MEMBERS REPOSITORY RAB 00003

NONE 10.4 00004

0007 » ‘ 00005
00006
00007
00008
00009
00010
00011
00012
00013
00014
00015
00016
00017
00018
00019
00020
00021
00022
00024
00025
ou 1
ou 2
OU 2A
ou 28
ou 2¢
ou 3

Wednesday, August 09, 2000 This Administrative Record (AR) Index includes references to documents which cite bibliography sources. These Page 8 of 47
bibliographic citations are considered to be part of this AR but may not be cited separately in the index.
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UIC No. / Rec. No.

Doc. Control No. Prc. Date
Record Type ~  Record Date
Contr./Guid. No.  CTO No.
Approx. # Pages  EPA Cat. #

M60050 / 000984  10-04-1995

08-31-1995
MISC NONE
NONE 10.4

0008

Wednesday, August 09, 2000

Author Affil.

Author

Recipient Affil.

Recipient -———-——— Subject - —e--—-—— Classification

JACOBS

ENGINEERING INEO

REPOSITORY
COMMUNITY
MEMBER

This Administrative Record (AR) Index includes references to documents which cite bibliography sources. These

" AUGUST 31, 1995 RAB MEETING MINUTES ~ ADMIN RECORD

Keywords

MTG MINS
PUB. PARTICIPAT

bibliographic citations are considered to be part of this AR but may not be cited separately in the index.

Location
Sites Box No.
00004 SOUTHWEST
00007 DIVISION
00011 NONE
00013
00014
00019
00020
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UIC No. [ Rec. No.
Doc. Control No. Prc. Date

Record Type Record Date

Contr./Guid. No.  CTO No.
Approx. # Pages EPA Cat. #

M60050/ 001068  12-11-1995

08-31-1995
MM NONE
NONE 10.4

0009

Wednesday, August 09, 2000

Author Affil.
Author
Recipient Affil.

Recipient -——————— . Subject ——--——— Classification Keywords
' MCASELTORO

MINUTES ADMIN RECORD

(PARTIALLY PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL PUB. PARTICIPAT
RAB MEMBERS CONFIDENTIAL) DOC RAB

This Administrative Record (AR) Index includes references to documents which cite bibliography sources. These
bibliographic citations are considered to be part of this AR but may not be cited separately in the index.

'

L

Location

Sites Box No.

00002
00003
00004
00005
00006
00007
00008
00009
00010
00011
00012
00013
00014
00015
00016
00017
00018
00019
00020
00021
00022
00024
00025
Ou1

ouz2

OU 2A
ou 2B
ou2C

ou3

PIERCE LEAHY
80462364
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UIC No. / Ree. No.

Doc. Controt No.  Pre. Date
Record Type ~ Record Date
Contr./Guid. No.  CTO No.
Approx. # Pages EPA Cat. #

MB0050 / 001069  12-11-1995

08-31-1995
MISC NONE
NONE 10.4

0009

Wednesday, August 09, 2000

* MCAS EL TORO

Author Affil.
Author
Recipient Affil.
Recipient

- Subje¢t —————— Classification

RAB MEMBERS

This Administrative Record (AR) Index includes references to documents which cite bibliography sources. These

RAB MAILING LIST (PARTIALLY

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL) CONFIDENTIAL
pocC

ADMIN RECORD

Keywords

MAILING LST
RAB

bibliographic citations are considered to be part of this AR but may not be cited separately in the index.

Location

Sites Box No.

00002
00003
00004
00005
00006
00007
00008
00009
00010
00011
00012
00013
00014
00015
00016
00017
00018
00019
00020
00021
00022
00024
00025
ouU 1

ou2

OU 2A
ou 2B
ou2c

ou3

' PIERCE LEAHY
80462364
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UIC No. / Rec. No.

Doc. Control No.
Record Type

Contr./Guid. No.
Approx. # Pages

M60050 / 000986

MISC
NONE
0008

M60050 / 000987

MISC
NONE
0008

Pre. Date
Record Date
CTO No.
EPA Cat. #

10-04-1995
09-01-1985
NONE

104

10-04-1995

09-01-1995
NONE
10.4

Wednesday, August 09, 2000

(

Author Affil.
Author
Recipient Affil.
Recipient

" JACOBS

ENGINEERING

COMMUNITY
MEMBER

JACOBS
ENGINEERING

COMMUNITY
MEMBER

—-—————-——— Subject ~—— ———— Classification

" FACT SHEET NO. 4 (WITH MAILING LIST)  ADMIN RECORD

PUBLIC NOTICE ANNOUNCING
AVAILABILITY FOR PUBLIC REVIEW OF
EE/CA FOR SITE 4,7,11,13,14,19, & 20

This Administrative Record (AR) Index includes references to documents which cite bibliography sources. These

ADMIN RECORD

Keywords

" EE/CA

PUB. PARTICIPAT
PUBNOT

PUB. PARTICIPAT

bibliographic citations are considered to be part of this AR but may not be cited separately in the index.

'

(

00020

Page 12 of 47

Location
Sites Box No.
00004 SOUTHWEST
00007 DIVISION
00011 NONE
00013
00014
00019
00020
00004  SOUTHWEST
00007 DIVISION
00011 NONE
00013
00014
00019



(

e

UIC No. / Rec. No.
Doc. Control No.
Record Type
Contr./Guid. No.
Approx. # Pages

M60050 / 001055

LTR
NONE
0001

Prc. Date
Record Date
CTO No.
EPA Cat. #

12-11-1995
09-05-1995
NONE

10.1

Wednesday, August 09, 2000

Author Affil.
Author
Recipient Affil.
Recipient

BROWN,PISTONE,

HU
G.F. HURLEY

SOUTHWEST
DIVISION

J. JOYCE

U Subject - Classification

' REQUEST FOR APPLICATION FOR |
MEMBERSHIP [N THE MCAS EL TORO RAB

'ADMINRECORD

This Administrative Record (AR) Index includes references to documents which cite bibliography sources. These

RAB

Keywords

bibliographic citations are considered to be part of this AR but may not be cited separately in the index.

Location
Box No.

* PIERCE LEAHY

80462364
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UIC No. / Rec. No.
Doc. Control No.
Record Type
Contr./Guid. No.
Approx. # Pages

MB0050 / 001056

LTR
NONE
0002

Pre. Date
Record Date
CTO No.
EPA Cat. #

12-11-1985

09-12-1995
NONE
02.7

Wednesday, August 09, 2000

(

Author Affil.
Author
Recipient Affil.
Recipient

- ————— Subject

CITY OF IRVINE

P. HERSH

SOUTHWEST
DIVISION

J. JOYCE

This Administrative Record (AR) Index includes references to documents which cite bibliography sources. These

CONCERNS WITH COMMENTS DISCUSSED ADMIN RECORD

AT THE RAB MEETING ON AUGUST 31,
1995 REGARDING THE EE/CA FOR SITES

4,7, 11,13,14,19, & 20

Classification

Keywords

' COMMENTS
RAB

bibliographic citations are considered to be part of this AR but may not be cited separately in the index.

(

Sites

00004

00007
00011
00013
00014
00019
00020

ou3

Location
Box No.

* PIERCE LEAHY

80462364
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UIC No. /Rec. .. ..

Doc. Control No.
Record Type

Contr./Guid. No.
Approx. # Pages

MB0050 / 001057
LTR

N68711-92-D-4670
0008

Prc. Date
Record Date
CTO No.
EPA Cat. #

12-11-1995
09-14-1995
00063

10.3

Wednesday, August 09, 2000

BECHTEL

Author Affil.
Author
Recipient Affil.

Recipient -——————— Subject —————— Classification

DRAFT AGENDA AND PUBLICE NOTICE ~ ADMIN RECORD
NATIONAL SEPTEMBER 28, 1995 WITH RAB MAILING CONFIDENTIAL
D.K. COWSER LIST (DOCUMENT MADE DISCLOSABLE) DOC

SOUTHWEST
DIVISION

L. NUZUM

This Administrative Record (AR) Index includes references to documents which cite bibliography sources. These

Keywords

© MAILING LST

PUB. PARTICIPAT
RAB

bibliographic citations are considered to be part of this AR but may not be cited separately in the index.

\\

Location

Sites Box No.

00001

00002
00003
00004
00005
00006
00007
00008
00009
00010
00011
00012
00013
00014
00015
00016
00017
00018
00019
00020
00021
00022
00024
00025
ou1

ou2

OuU 2A
OuU 2B
ou2C
ou3

PIERCE LEAHY
80462364
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UIC No. / Rec. ivo.

Doc. Controi No.
Record Type

Contr./Guid. No.
Approx. # Pages

MB0050 / 001062

MM
NONE
0012

Prc. Date
Record Date
CTO No.
EPA Cat. #

1211-1995

09-28-1995
NONE
10.4

Wednesday, August 09, 2000

MCAS EL TORO

Author Affil.
Author

Recipient Affil.

Recipient

COMMUNITY
MEMBER

This Administrative Rebord (AR) Index includes references to documents which cite bibliography sources. These

Subject -

SEPTEMBER 28, 1995 RAB MEETING
MINUTES WITH ATTENDANCELIST
(PARTIACLLY PRIVELEGED AND
CONFIDENTIAL) :

Classification

ADMIN RECORD

CONFIDENTIAL
DOC

INFO
REPOSITORY

Keywords

PUB. PARTICIPAT
RAB

bibliographic citations are considered to be part of this AR but may not be cited separately in the index.

(

Sites

00001
00002
00003
00004
00005
00006
00007
00008
00009
00010
00011
00012
00013
00014
00015
00016
00017
00018
00019
00020
00021
00022
00024
00025
ou 1

ou2

OU 2A
ou 2B
ou2C
ou3

Location
Box No.

 PIERCE LEAHY

80462364
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UIC No. / Rec. No.
Doc. Control No.
Record Type
Contr./Guid. No.
Approx. # Pages

M60050 / 001065
MISC

NONE
0004

M60050 / 001328

MISC
NONE
0001

Prc. Date
Record Date
CTO No.
EPA Cat. #

12-11-1985

10-01-1995
NONE
10.6

03-18-1996
10-11-1995
00063
10.3

Wednesday, August 09, 2000

Author Affil.
Author
Recipient Affil.
Recipient

“m—————  Subject

'MCAS EL TORO

COMMUNITY
MEMBER

BECHTEL ~

NATIONAL

MCAS EL TORO

FACT SHEET NO. 4 "UPDATEON ADMIN RECORD
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION

PROGRAM AT MCAS EL TORO"

PUBLIC NOTICE ANNOUNCING EXTENSION  ADMIN RECORD

OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD FOR EE/CA
FOR SITES 4,7, 11, 13, 14, 1S AND 20

This Administrative Record (AR) Index includes references to documents which cite bibliography sources. These

Classification

Keywords

PUBNOT

" EE/CA

PUBNOT

bibliographic citations are considered to be part of this AR but may not be cited separately in the index.

00020

Sites

" 00004

00007
00011
00013
00014
00019
00020
ous

00007
00011
00013
00014
00019

00004

Location
Box No.

PIERCE LEAHY
80462364

PIERCE LEAHY
80462353
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UIC No. / Rec. No.

Doc. Control No. Prc. Date
Record Type Record Date
Contr./Guid. No. CTO No.
Approx. # Pages

EPA Cat. #

MB0050/ 001070 12-11-1995

10-12-1995
MISC NONE
NONE 10.4
0008

Wednesday, August 09, 2000

(

* MCAS EL TORO

Author Affil.
Author
Recipient Affil.
Recipient

Subject

Classification

26, 1995 AND RAB MAILING LIST
(PARTIALLY PRIVILEGED AND
CONFIDENTIAL)

J. JOYCE
RAB MEMBERS

NOTICE OF RAB MEETING FOR OCTOBER

This Administrative Record (AR) Index includes references to documents which cite bibliography sources. These
bibliographic citations are considered to be part of this AR but may not be cited separately in the index.

(

" ADMIN RECORD

CONFIDENTIAL
DOC

INFO
REPOSITORY

Keywords

PUBNOT
RAB

© PUB. PARTICIPAT

Sites

00001

00002
00003
00004
00005
00006
00007
00008
00009
00010
00011
00012
00013
00014
00015
00016
00017
00018
00019
00020
00021
00022
00024
00025
OuU1

ouz

OuU 2A
ouzB
Oou 2C

Ou3

Location

PIERCE LEAHY

Box No.

80462364
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(

UIC No. / Rec. No.

Doc. Control No.
Record Type

Contr./Guid. No.
Approx. # Pages

M60050 / 001428

MISC
NONE
0004

M60050 / 001391

MISC
NONE
0003

M60050 / 001200

LTR
NONE
0005

Prc. Date
Record Date
CTO No.
EPA Cat. #

04-03-1996

10-18-1995
00063
10.0

03-20-1996
11-17-1995
NONE
10.6

' 01-23-1996

12-04-1995
NONE
05.4

Wednesday, August 03, 2000

Author Affil.
Author
Recipient Affil.
Recipient
VARIOUS
NEWSPAPE

PUBLIC

' MCASELTORO

B. BARTELT

BECHTEL
NATIONAL

A. SCHWARTZ

J. JOYCE

EPA SAN
FRANCISC

F. FELTER

This Administrative Record (AR) Index includes references to documents which cite bibliography sources. These

-——w————— Subject Classification

PUBLIC NOTICE ANNOUNCING PUBLIC
C