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CLEAN II Prouram

Bechtel Contract No. N68711-92-D-_670

z01 West A Street File Code: 0222
Su,te 1000

San D,ego, C,z _a21C_-7905 IN REPLY REFERENCE: CTO-0079/0370

March iS, 1997

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Southwest Division

Mr. Richard Selby, Code 57CS.RS (O)

Building 128

1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego. CA 92132-5187

Subject: Response to Comments Documents _Navv, U.S. EPA [2]. ,md DTSC !. Draft

Phase II Remedial Investigation Report Operable Unit 3A Sites

Dear Mr. Selby:

It is our plea_sure to submit these copies of the four Response to Comments documents for the

Draft Phase II Remedial Investigation Report Operable Unit 3A Sites. MCAS E1 Toro,

California. prepared under Contract Task Order {CTO') 0079 and Contract No. N68711-92-D-

4670. These documents are being transmitted concurrent with submittal of the Draft Final Phase

II Remedial Investigation Report Operable Unit 3,-XSites {Volumes I through liB.

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 me at {6191 687-8804.

Sincereiv,

//

Crai_ L. Carlisle

Project Manager

(TLC,:,D

Enclosures: Response to Comments, Draft Phase ii Remedial Investigation Report Operable
Unit 3A Sites - Nav'_ _Virmnia Garelick)

Response to Comments. Draft Phase II Remedial Investigation Report Operable
Unit 3A Sites - U.S. EPA iGlenn R. Kistnert

Response to Comments. Draft Phase ti Remedial Investigation Report Operable
Unit 3A Sites - U.S. EPA IJeffrey XI. Paull)

Response to Comments. Draft Phase II Remedial Investigation Report Operable

Unit 3A Sites - DTSC (Tayseer Mahmoud)

:. '_**_.Bechtei Hational, Inc. _,,_:_.-__,a_,_ c_,,_:;_:o_

3,'17/97. ! 25 PM. _p s:_cto79_,transmit',transrtc.doc



RESPONSE TO CO_!MENTS

DRA I,'7' I'll:IS/,,' !1 REMEI)!AL INVESTIGA 770N RI,iI'ORT
OPERA BLE UNIT 3A

MCAN EL TORO, _ILIFORNIA

Originator: Virginia Gareliek CLEAN I! Program
Navy Contract No. N68-711-92-D-4670

To: BernieI,indsey CTO-0079

Navy File Code: 0222

Date: 0 ! Jannary 1997

(;ENER, tL COM,IIENI'S . ,"' ) f ' ·RI_,_P( A 5E,S TO GENERA L COMMENTS

a. The snhject document addresses 14 IR sites comprising ()U-3 at RESI_'()NSE ti: Thc Oil 3A RI team is pleased thai the Navy has al>l)rovcd

/MCAS El Toro. The objective of a Remedial Investigation (RI) is to ami has provided their comtnc/lts on the O[I-3A Draft RI rel)OlT

collect sufficient data to adequately characterize a site and to
determine whether further remedial action is warranted. The Navy and oilier rewew conllllellts have been i[lcorporaled into the leddme

stl'ke-oul' version _d' Ibc Draft Final RI report,
reports adequately followed U.S. FPA guidancc for preparation of
RI reports.

h, With the exceptinn of three sites, NFRAI' was recommended. This RESP()NSE h: At the 6 trebruary 1997 BCT Meeting, the I)TSC agreed to
conclnsi(m was generally based on 11l-5 residential risk. I,ast year, No Furtller Action recmnmendations based on the residential scenario for Sites

Mr' Scandura nf DTSC menti°ned that the State nfCalil'nrnia had 4, 6, 9, 10, 11 (Unil 3), 12 (Units 1,2, and 4), 13, 15, 16 (Unit 3), 19, 20, 21,

"tentatively decided to require deed restrictimls on sites that posed a and 22.
residential risk of greater than 10-6." !tas the State issued its risk

pnlicy? I1' so, how will the State's policy affect the ch)sure of these
sites':

c. Regarding the data validation reports for the ()l]-3A sites, I noted RESPONSE c: "R"/lagged data within these 30 delivery groups represents

that nearly 30 sample delivery groups were Ilaggcd "R". This means only a small fraction of the data within each delivery group. The "R" flagged

that the associated mm-detected results are not useable h}r any data is primarily associated with non-detect antimony resuhs. As slated in

purpose. This is not acceptahle. (Please see comments on Appendix Appendix I (PARRC) the data (()IJ-3A) met the completeness criteria of

J for details.) greater than 95% for all decision data.

d. As mentioned earlier, most o1' the sites discussed in this report were RESPONSE d: Seclions 6.4.3 through 6.5 will be revised to minimize the usc
recommended for NFRAP; however, the statements tn support these of caveats

conclusions were riddled with "caveats". Reconnnend paring down
the discussion in sections 6.4.3 - 6.5 (qualifiers, uncertainly analysis,
data evaluation).

e. 'the document failed to mention the MCAS El Toro community RESPONSE e: Section 3 of the Main Body of the Draft Final RI report will be

Reuse Plan thal was developed in August 1996. Add a paragraph on revised to present a discussion of the Community Reuse Plan that will include

I)agc 3-22 to discuss the community Reuse Plan an(I the proposed a figure and table addressing the land rise implications on thc ()11 ?,A sites, hi

land use for the ()II-3A sites. Also, reeommelld addinl_ a paragraph addition, site-specific information on the Communit), Reuse Plan will also be

tll 1197, 2 I0 I'M, sl, _\_ it, ]')\[CSl*,JnSC',,lll,t L,\na, 5.% _, ,, dm Page J



RESPONSE TO ('OMMENTS

DRA 1"7'/'l/AS/;' !! REMEI)!AI, INI/ESTIGA TiON REPORT
OPERA BLE UNIT 3A

MCAS EL TORO, (._,ILIFORNIA

Originator: VirginiaGarelick CLEANII Program

Navy Contract No. N68-711-92-D-4670
CTO-0079

To: Bernie I,indsey File Code: 0222
Navy

Date: Ol January 1997

(;ENERA L COMMENTS RESPONSES TO GENERA L (;OMMENTS

a. Tile st.I)jecl docun)enl addresses 14 IR sites conlprising ()U-3 at RESP()NSE a: q hc ()Il 3A RI team is pleased thai the Navy has al)proved

MCAS El Toro. The objective of a Remedial Investigation (RI) is to and has provided their comments on the Otl-3A Draft RI report.

collect sufficient data tit adequately characterize a site and to kiavy and other review comments have been incorporated into the "red-liae
determine whether further remedial action is warranted. The

strike-out" version of the Draft Final RI report.
reports adequately followed U.S. EPA guidance for preparation ol'

RI reports.

h. With the exception o1' three sites, NFRAP was recommended. This RESPONSE b: At thc 6 February 1997 BCT Meeting, the DTSC agreed to

conclusion was generally hased on 10-5 residential risk. !,ast year, No Further Action recommendations based on the residential scenario for Sites
Mr. Scandura of DTSC mentioned that the State nfCalifornia had 4,6,9, 10, 11 (Unit 3), 12 ({lnits I, 2, and 4), 13, 15, 16 (l_lnit 3), 19,20,21,

"tentatively decided to reqnire deed restrictions on sites that posed a and 22.
residential risk of greater than 10-6." !tas the State issued its risk

I)olicy? I1' so, how will thc State's policy affect the closure of these
sites?

c. Regarding the data validation reports for lite ()tl-3A sites, I noted RESPONSE c: "R" flagged data within these 30 delivery groups represents

that nearly 30 sample delivery groups were Ilagged "R". This means only a small fraction of the data within each delivery group. The "R" flagged
that the associated non-detected results are not useable for any data is primarily associated with non4etect antimony results. As stated in

pt, rpose. This is not acccptahle. (Please see comments on Appendix Appendix I (PARRC) the data (()U-3A) met the completeness criteria of

J for details.) greaterthan95%foralldecisiondata.

d. As mentioned earlier, most of the sites discussed in this repnrt were RESPONSE d: Sections 6.4.3 through 6.5 will be revised to minimize the use
recommended fi)r NFRAP; however, thc statements to supl)ort these of "caveats".

eoqch;sions were riddled with "caveats". Recommend paring down
the discussion in sections 6.4.3 - 6.5 (qualifiers, uncertainly analysis,
data evaluation).

e. The document failed to mention the MCAS El Toro community RESPONSE e: Section 3 of the Main Body of the Draft Final RI report will be

Reuse l'lan that was developed in Angust 1996. Add a paragraph on revised to present a discussion of the Community Reuse Plan that will inclnde

ilagc 3-22 to discuss the comnnmity Reuse I'hm and the I)ropnsed a figure and table addressing the hind use implicatio,ts on the Oil 3A situs. In
land use for the ()IJ-3A sites. Als{}, recommend adding a paragraph addition, site-specific information on the Conmnmity Reuse Plan will also Itc

tll 1191, 2: lO PM. sp s \..,/'/\E_ sl,.,lsc\iI.l_t L_\[ta.y\._' tL .I,>_ Page I



RESPONSE TO ('OMMENTS

DRAFT P!!ASE !! REMEDL4L INVESTIGA'IION REPORT

OPERABLE UNIT 3A

MCA S EL TORO, CA LIFORNIA

Originator: Virginia (;arelick CI,EAN II Progranl
Navy Contract No. N68-711-92-1)-4670

CT()-0079

To: Bernie l,in(Isey File Code: (}222
Navy

Date: l) I J an nary i 997

for each of the site descriptions to indicate the phmned site reuse, provided in Section I. I. l of Attachments A (Site 4) and ti (Site 13) and in
Section 1.2.1 of Attachments B through G (Sites 6, 8, 9, 10. 1 I, and 12) and I

through N (Sites 15, 16, 19, 20, 21, and 22).

f. Add a discussion in Section 7 to discuss "risk management". Explain RESPONSE f: A discussion of risk management will be provided in Section

the NCP provision regarding acceptable risk range and how this 66 of the Main Body of the Draft Final RI report. A discussion of risk

relates to the OU-3A sites. Additionally, provide a hrief discussion management is al.so provided in Ihe Section 7 of the site specific attachments.

regarding risk management in each of the ()II-3A site descriptions.

g. It's not clear what happened to the remainder of the OU-3 sites. RESPONSE g: Table I-I in the Main Body of the Draft I:inal RI report will
Revise 'Fable I-I. Explain which sites have been deferred lo Ihe he revised to include the information requested.

petroleum program, which have been addressed in removal actions,

and which sites have heen deferre(I h} ()U-3B. Additionally, provide

the rationale h_r deferring sites to ()U-3B. Finally, per !.ynn

!!ornecker's request, please clarify whether Units 2 and 3 of Site 2(}
and Unit 4 of Site 19 have heen deferred to the petroleum program.

h. Include groundwater gradient information on Figures 2-1 for each of RESPONSE h: A foot,lote indicating the groundwater gradient will be added

the site-specilic reports, to Figures 2-2, '4-2. and 4- 13 of Attachment J (Site 16). The local groundwater

gradient valne will also be incorporated into the discussion of hydrogeology
(Section 3.4) for Site 16.

At the remaining sites, tile identified contamination is limited to the shallow

soil interval and groimdwater conditions are not a filctor m assessing the ,iced

f,>r t'urther action and consequently this information will not be added to the

other OU-3A Sile Figures 2-1 ill the Draft Final Ri repolt.

i. Add a section in Chapter 4 to discuss the background study that was RESPONSE i: Section 4 iii the 1)raft Final RI report will be revised to include

conducted al El Toro. Provide a tahlc of background values, thc inlormation requested.

SPE('IFIC ('OMMENT'S RESPONSES TO S!'E('IFIC COMMENTS

a. ExecutiveSummary a. ExecutiveSummary

(i} Page ES-9, second oaraeraph. Clarify the hfilowing sentence "the RESPONSE a(i): These sections will be revised to indicate where storm drain

storm sewer systems and engineered surface drainages are present

:_/J 7/4) 7, 2 l0 I'M. *,1) x Kh>/q\lC_po[tsc\tillll _,a\ltaX y\',g Ii doc Page 2



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
DRAFT I'!IASE II REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT

OPERABLE UNIT 3A

MCAS EL TORO, CALIFORNIA

Originator: VirginiaGarelick CLEANI!Program
Nnvy Contract No. N68-711-92-I)-4670

CT()-0079
To: Bernie !,imlsey File Code: 0222

Navy

Date: l) I ,Ian{,airy !997

near a majority of the ()U-3A sites; however, they are nut present inlets are present within the site boundaries.
within thc bounllary of most (If the sites." (Same comment apl)lies to
page 5-2 and 5-3).

(ii) Page ES-! 1_second paragraph. The rationale for grouping site units RESPONSE a(ii): All example will be provided on this page in the Draft
is not clear. Provide an example to illustrate this. Final RI report.

h. Chal)ter I - Introduction

(ii Fillure I-3. Add removal actions to the chart. RESI'()NSE h(i): I,lcnltwal Actitms will be added ti) this figure ill thc Draft
I,inal RI report.

{ii) Tahle 1-1. Delete h)otnotes that state "Phase I! R!/FS sampling will RESPONSE b(ii): These fi)otnmes will deleted in the Draft Final RI report.
be completed at a later {late."

(ii) T:d)le I-2. Title should read "IRP ()U-3A Site Characteristics." RESPONSE b(iii): l'he title will be changed in the Draft Final RI report.

e. Chal)ter 3 - Physical Characteristics or MCAS El Toro

(ii Page 3-22, second paragraph. }¥1entiou historical usage o1'herhicides RESPONSE c(i): This page will be revised to include the information
ami pesticides, requested.

e. Chapter 4 - Nature and Extent of Contamination

(ii Page 4-1. Provide a tahle that summarizes the nature and extent of RESP()NSE e(i): The conditions unique to each site, including nature and
contamination at the OU-3A sites, extent of contamination, are presented in the site-specific attachments.

Because the ()[I-3A sites represent areas that not only have diverse histories
itnd types of contamination, but are also situated in widely scaUered locations
throughout MCAS El Toro, it was )hOStefficient lo ewdt,ate each site on the
I>asisof ils individual characteristics and conditions, t Ising that approach, Ihe
I>urposeof tile main seclion ()1'the report was to present only general
backgrot, nd inlbrtnatiml thai was applicable to all of the ()tJ-3A sites.
Therefi)re, a table that summarizes the nature and extent of contamination at
the OU 3A sites will not be provided.

!il I/9/. 210 I'M, _p ..,. tt*79\wsl_mse\,irpt {a',,_a, y\, g ,i doc Page 3



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
lIRA I,'T !'IIA SE !1 REMI£DIA L IN VESTIGA 7'ION REI'ORT

OPERABLE UNIT 3A

M(5%S EL TORO, CALIFORNIA

Originator: VirginiaGarelick CLEANi! Program
Navy ContractNo.N68-711-92-D-4670

(71'O-0079
To: Bc,'nie IAmlsey File Code: 0222

Navy

Date: 01 January 1997

f. Chapter 5 - Fate and Transport

ti) Provide a tahle that stmunarizes timegroundwater sampling results at RESP()NSE f(i): ()nc of tile primary goals of thc OU-3A Draft RI Repoit was
thc ()II-3A sites, to l'ocus attention on the factors important to arriving al a decision on the need

l',.)rfurther actioll ill each ()II 3A site {}rarea of concern within a site. With thc

exception of Site 16, Iht Phase I and I'hase [l investigation results indicale that
the impacts of historic site activities are essentially confined lo the interwfi
between 0 and l0 feet bgs. With the exception of Site 16, contaminants in soil
at Ihe OU-3A sites do not pose a threat to groundwater. Therefore,
gro,ndwater sampling results will not be included for any of the OU-3A sites
except Site 16 in the Drafl Final RI report.

g. Chapter 6 - Ihmmn Health Risk Assessment

(i) Page 6-29_ first parallral)h. State the hackgrmmd levels liw arsenic RESPONSE g(i): This information is already included on page 6-28. Per
anti manganese. General Comment i on page 2 of this document, additional information

pertaining to background levels will be provided in Section 4 of the Main
Body of the Draft Final RI report.

(ii) Page 6-14_ Noncancer ttealth El'feets. Expand the second paragraph. RESPONSE g(ii): An Ill value of 1.0 indicates that lifetinie exposure has
Explain the significance of a hazard index that ix greater than 1. I'_miled potential tv cause an adverse effect in sensitive poptdations. A value
What hazard index level (range?) would typically necessitate exceeding 1.0 docs nol by itself lequire remedial action. Vahtes exceeding 1.0
remedial action? are generallyevaluatedon a sitespecificbasis takingintoaccount typesof

contaminants, historical activities, and systematic effects of COPCs. A section
cn risk management (Section 6.6) providing this infi)rmation will be added to
the Main Body of the Draft Final RI report.

h. Chal_ter 7 - Conclusions and Recomnlendations

(i) This section is incomplete. Recommend providing a brief overview RESPONSE h(i): Section 7.0 will be expanded tv include this infi)]mation.
of the findings. Explain that, on thc basis of the human health risk
assessment, only three sites are recommended for a feasibility study
whereas for the other sites, no further action is recommended. Add
recommended RA()s for Sites 12, 16, and 21.

&/I//{iT. 2 1o I'M. _1' · \, Io79\,esp,,,_,e\mpI In\nax y'., _: [t do_ Page 4



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

DRAFT !'!L_ SE !1 REMEDIAL IN VESTIGA TION REl'ORT
Ot'ERABLE UNIT 3A

MCA S El. TORO, ('A !,IFORNIA

Originator: Virginia{;arelick CLEAN11Program

Navy Contract No. N68-711-92-1)-4670
CTO-0079

To: Bernie !,indscy File Code: 0222
Navy

Date: 01 January 1997

i. Chapter 8 - Reference

ti) Add tile hallowing rel'crences: RESPONSE h(i): These references will be added to Section 8 of tile Main
MCAS El Toro Community Reuse Plan, dated August 1996 Body of the Draft Final RI report.

Technical Memorandum, Background ami Reference Levels,
dated October 1996.

j. Attachment C - Site 8 - I)RMO Storage Yard RESPONSE j(i): This intbrmation is presented in Section 6.4.1.1 on page

(i) I w.'ls surprised thai lead was nol ti risk driver given that it exceeded C6 26 of' file Draft ()11 3A RI Repolt. The blood lead concentrations were

hackground hy nearly I()0 times. Provide a hricl'explanation (page cidculated using thc (_;tl EI'A pharmocokinetic mt>del for the tlnit 1 and 4 area

C6-14) why lead is not a prohlen; at Ihis site. of concern under thc industrial scenario. The estimated concentrations of lead
i_ blood did not exceed (he 10 iug/dL threshold wdue. A silnilar calculation

was nt_t performed under Ihe residential scenario because the 95-percent IICI,

fi,r lead was an order of magnitude h)wer than the Cai-EPA residential PRG
l'_r lead (the most conservative value). For the reasons stated above Icad was
n,_t considered a risk driver.

(ii) Unit I (East Storage Yard) and Unit 4 (PCB Spill Area) were RESPONSE j(ii): Site 8 [lnits I and 4 were combined into one area of

combined for risk purposes. Explain the rationale for this. (The potential concern fo:r the evaluation of nature and extent (Section 4) and risk

justification presented on page C6-1 is not adequate, e.g., that "the (Section 6) based on the fi)llowing criteria: commou historical activities (dm
dis[rtl)etlon of contaminants in shallow soil is continuous across the storage of electrical panels); location of the site units relative to each other

boundaries between Units I and 4".) (Site 8 [.Init 4 is contained within [Init 1), the nature and magnitude of the
chemical contaminants at contiguous units (both units contain PCBs iii

shallow soil), and tile physiographic characteristics of the various units (both

unit:_ arc level, unpaved, unvegetated, and within the fenced storage yard). In

lilt Draft Final ()U 3A RI Report, Section 4.3 of this attachment (where
subject of combining mills is introduced) has been revised to include the

if_fi)rmalion presented in dris comment response. In addition, the discussion on

plge C6- I has been revised to direct the reader it) the Section 4.3 explanation.

k. Attachment E - Site 10 - Petroleum Disposal Area

ti) Page E4-2_ second paragraph. Edit this paragraph. It's not clear RESPONSE k(i): Section 4.2 in the Draft Final RI report will be revised to

why the groundwater results were omitted I'rom this document, clarify why groundwater results were omitted.

3/I 7/_._7,2 I0 I'M, _p s:_ t{_7_/\resl_mse\_irpl _aXn:,xy\__ II &_t Page 5



RESPONSE 7'0 c OMMENTS

DRA !,'T i'!!ASE 1I REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT

OPERABLE UNIT 3A

MESAS EL TORO, CALIFORNIA

Originator: VirginiaGarelick CLEAN!! Program
Navy ContractNo.N68-711-92-1)-4670

CTO-0079

To: Bernie l,indscy File Code: 0222
Navy

Date: 01 January 1997

(ii) Page E4-29_ first paragraph. Clarify why soil samples were not RESPONSE k(ii): Section 4.3.1.2 in the, Draft Final RI report will be revised

analyzed t'or Vt)Cs during tile Phase II Itl. to clarify why Phase 11soil samples were not analyzed l_r VOCs.

p. Altachmenl (; - Sile 12 - Sludge I)r?ing Beds

ti) The industrial risk is higher than Ihe residenlial risk for IJnit 3. RI_;Si'()NS!£ p ti): /'he cxplan:mon is presented in Sectit)ll 0.4.5 t)ll page (;6

Explain this. 2'). At Unit 3, exposure to the COPCs under the industrial scenario is based on
their maximum reported concentrations within the 0 to 2 l;eet bgs interval

because of the small number of data points. Many of analytes identified as risk

d:ivers at Ilnil 3 are reported at their highest concentrations in this 0 to 2 feet
b.¢s interval. !/ecause the residential scenario incorporates a larger number of

s(dl samples (0 to 1() feet bgs), exposure to many COPCs is based on the 95-

p,'rcent upper confidence limit (UCL) rmher than the maximum concentration.

As _mexample, thc exposure point concentration for Al't)ch}r 1254 is 2.5
n_g/kg (maximum c_mcentrlltion) trader the industrial scenario and 0.048

rog/kg (95 percent IICI,) under the residential sceJmrio.

(ii) The juslificalion h)r NFRAP for Unit I needs work. (The cancer risk RESPONSE p(ii): The cancer risks for both of these units are within the

fi}r Unit 1 is nearly the same as I.Jnil 3 which has been recommended acceptable ranges as slated in the NCP (10 -4 to 10 _), however, Unit 3 (drainage
fi}r further action.) dilch) was recommended for further action to mitigate thc threat to surface

v,ater in Bee Canyon Wash.

q. Attachment K - Site 19 - Aircraft Expeditionary Refueling Site

ti) Report shouhl mention that clean fill was placed tm Unil 2 (in the RFSPONSE q(i): Section 1.2.2 of Attachment K of the Draft Final RI report
course of a "removal aclion" to reduce human health risk). _ ill be expanded to include this information.

s. Appendix A - Field Change Notices

(i) Some of tile Iield change notice request fi}tins were inconlplele. For RESPONSE s(i): These issues will be resolved in the Draft Final RI report.

draft final rclmrl please ensure th;il all fi)rills contain authorization
signatures. Also nole(! lhat sonic of the authorization signatures

bore dales I)efilre change request was sul)mitted.

:_I17t97, 2 10 I'M, sp s%.lo7g\lt-sptmsc\riq_t_;lhl,lvy\vg H dot Page 6



RESPONSE TO {.OMMENTS

DRA l:T !'!!ASE !1 REMEDL4L INVESTIGATiON REPORT

O!'ERA BLE UNIT 3A

MCAS El, TORO, CALIFORNIA

Originator: VirginiaGarelick CI,EAN!!Program

Navy Contract No. N68-711-92-D-4670
CTO-0079

To: Bernie I,indsey File Code: 0222
Navy

Date: OI January 1997

t. Appendix B - Survey I)ata

(i) ! noted there are inconsistencies with tile information presented in RESPONSE t(i): A leview of tile data presented in Appendices B and E

this al}pcudix and Ai)l)cndix E (Soil Boring I,ogs}. !n uther words, identified missing and or extra coordinate listings for soil borings at Sites 6, 8,

there should he a horing/well coordinate flit each horing/well that I(), 12, and 15 in Appendix B. A revised listing of the Phase II sampling

was drilled. For Site 12, for example, Appendix Il lists 34 hlcation coordinates will be included iii the i)raft Final RI report

courdinales, whereas Appendix E in(licates there shouhl he 36

coordinates. Please explain this discrepancy. I noted similar

prohlems with the inlhlrmalion related to Sites 6, 9, 10, 1 I, 15, 16, 19,
and 211.

u. Appendix D - Background and Reference !,evcls

(i) Include date of report in fmltnote. RESPONSE u(i): The date of the reports will be included fi_r these tables in

the I)rafi Final RI report.

v. Appendix E - Soil Boring Logs

(i) Include reference for Figure F- I. RESP{)NSE v(i): There is no specific reference for the symbols in this figure.
'),'he',symbols shown iii this table are those that were used in all of the OU-3A

site boring logs.

w. Appendix J - Data Validation Reports

iii The following Saml)le I)elivcry (;roups (SI)(;s) contained "R" I_I_SP()NSE w(i): ('tmnncnt noted. See General (?omment c.

qualified data:
55717 56119 56750 57494

55720 5635(I 56787 581159
55796 56409 568(16 58817

558 ! I 56499 5684 ! 55874

56663 57177 56(148 66727
57277 56048A 56740 573(17

57472

The "R" qualiliers were assigned because acceptance criteria was

often exceeded with respect to the following: (I) technical holding

UI?i_I1, 2 lu I'M. _l' _ ',, _-1L_'m"P",_'¢'_,*" Pt L,_n ,, >', _J ,_ J,,¢ Page 7
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To: Bernie l.indsey File Code: 0222
Navy

Dale: 01 January 1997

limes exceeded; (2) baseline rise on PID detected on both columns (3)

percent recoveries outside QC limits; (4) componnd quantitation and

CRQI,S; (5) matrix spike analysis (% R); (6) laboratory conlrnl
samples, lield blanks; (7) surrogate recovery (% R).

x. Appendix M - Immunoassa¥ Protocol Sensitivities to PAHs and
PCBs

(il Please provide the test kit sensitivity and assay protocol for the RESPONSE x(i): This information will be provided in the Draft Final RI

ENSYS PA H PIS Soil Test. report.

U17tgT, 21(1 PM, ,i, _ \_l,,79ktcsl_,,,,_c'_,,q,( ;a'm,w_',,g Eid,,_ Page 8
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U.S. ElLa, Contract No. N68-711-92-D-4670

To: ,Joseph ,Ioyce, BRAC Environmental Coordinator CI'O-0079
MCAS H Toro File Code: 11222

Date: 21 January 1997

('0:I!MENTS RESPONSES TO COMMI'.'NTS

I. Executive Summar¥_ p. ES-20, paragraph 2. The extent of RESPONSE I: The nature and extent of contalnination at all of the OU-3A

contamination has not been fully defined at sites 8, 9, I1, and 16, and .sites has been defined. Phase II Tier I sampling was implemented in
fi_rther action at these sites to resolve the data gaps should be accordance with the approved Work Plan and Field Sampling Plan for the
recomnlemled, remedial investigation at the O[1-3A sites. Phase II Tier 1 sampling results

'&,erepresented and recommendations for additional work (Tier 2 or Tier 3
sampling) were made to the IICT. At that time, decisions were made
concerning the h)calions for additional sampling if deemed necessary. Results
,ff additional sampling were also presented to thc BCT. Phase !I salnpling
activities were considered complete when the BCT agreed that the nature and
extent o[' contaminali{m at each site had been defined.

2. !eigure I-2. Several ofthc sites listed in Talfie I-! are not included on IIESP{)NSE 2: The purpose of Figure I-2 is to identify only the sites
this figure. I'lcase revise lilt Iigure to inch,de Iht missing sites (1,7 and ,iddressctl in this RI (i.e., die ()Il .IA sites). The figulc title will be revised lo
14), or add a statement Io the tigure explaining u hy they arc nfissing. "M(TAS 1£1Toro ()Il 3A Site IA;CiItit)I1Map." Alth¢mgll Table [ I identifies

fil of the OU-3 sites, information m thc table indicates that several of these
,tiles are not addressed in the OU-3A RI ("None" noted under the column - Site

Units Addressed in This Report). These correspond to the text of Section 1.1
which identifies Sites I, 7, and 14 as OU-3B sites.

3. Section 1.2.2.2, p. 1-14. The infiwnmtinn included in this section was RESi'(}NSE 3: TIh¢ Drafl Final Ri Report will incorporate more current
based on 1991 data. Please update it so that the infi}rnlalion is more information.
current.

4. Section 5. I. I. 1_p. 5-2. Entrained soil may also be deposited as sediment RESPONSE 4: Several of tile OIJ-3A sites include storm drain catch basins
in storm drain sumps and basins. Imlicate il' investigation/analysis of th;_t were sampled (Sites 4, 6, 12, 20, and 21 ) and the analytical data are
this potential contaminant "sink" was performed, presented in the site-_pecil'ic attachments (Attachments A, B, G, L, and M

respectively). Seclion 5.1.2.3 will be revised to identify these five sites.

5. Secthnl 5.1.2.3, I)-5-3. Expand Ibc discussion of catch basins and storm RESP()NSE 5: This section will be expanded to identify Ibc types of
drain sumps to indicate that elevated concentrations of potential contaminants reported in the catch basra sediment samples.

_llllgl, 2 It)I'M, _p_, \_mT',%c',p,m,,C\ml_t!a\cpa\_k ndt,t J"age I
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cunlaminanLs were present in some h)calinns.

6. Table 5-1. It would be heli)l'ul to have a column imlicating thc number RESPONSE 6: A column indicating the total number of sample analyses for

of samples analyzed or thc frequency ofdetcctinn In put thc numl)er of each analyle will bc added to fable 5-1. [n addition, a table providing similar
detections in perspective. Also, this lable does not include analyles mfornmtion for groundwater al Site 16 will be generated. Although Phase I

detecte(I in groundwater. Please provi(le a table thai presents similar _,rtamdwaler data were collected at the remaining O11 3A sites, the Phase I and

inl'ornmtio,I for grmm(hvater, t>lmse11investigatHms have shown lhal these sites are not sources of
.grotmdwaler contammatio[k Thel'eh)rc, only the Site 16 groundwater

analytical data ale ;iddrcssed in this RI.

7. Table 5-2. il would be helpfid to cite or reference sources for individual RESP()NSE 7: Table 5-2 will be revised to cite the sources for

physicochemical values presented since literature v;dues often vary by physiochemical values. A table (similar to Table 5 2) for metals will also be

several orders el' nmgnitude. Also, please include literature values of the generated and included m the Draft Final RI Report.

soil-water partilinn coefficients (Kd) fi}r metals of concern al the facility.

8. Section 5.2.1.1, p. 5-14_ paragraph 3. The fractional organic carbon RESPONSE 8: The senlcnce will be rephrased to clearly indicate that only

content ([,,) is a property of the soil, not the given organic chemical, lhe K,_ value is chclnical specific.
Please revise the second sentence in this paragraph.

9. Section 5.2.1.2, p. 5-15, paragraph 1. It should be noted that the half-life RESPONSE 9: The source of the half-lite values (ttoward ct al. 1991.

limes presented in Table 5-2 which are obtained from riehl sludies flandbook o/"Em'irom,etltal Degradation Rates and Mackay et al. Ill,strated

include loss due to factors in addition lo I}indegradation (e.g., lltlllt//lO,gk q[Phy¥i,:'_tl-('hcmical Properties ami Em,ironmental Fait' [}_r

volatilization, leaching, el(.) and may overestimate bindcgradalinn rates. Organit' ('hct;Jif'a[._) specifically state thai the half-life wdues are h)r thc

degrad;llion process only (oblailled frolll laboratory sludies) and do nol

consider transportation processes (volatilization, adsorption, etc.).

10. Sectiun 5.2.1.2, p. 5-15, paragraph 2. Indicate thai biodegradatinn rates RESI'()NSE 10: Thc lexl will be revised to inch,dc this information.
are also influenced by nutrient concentrations and difti,sion rates of
contaminants.

I I. Section 5.2.1.2_ Semiw_latile Orllanic Cnml)ounds , p. 5-16. An RESPONSE 1 I: The paragraph comparing PAlls lo VI)Cs will be removed
interprctation is made that the wider distribution o1' PAll compounds l'rt>ln the ])raft Final RI I(cpolI.

conq)ared to VOCs is due to their greater persistence. The distribution
may also reflect the prevalence of petroleum products used at the

facility. In general, petroleum fuels (with the exception of gasoline and

ltl l/q/ Z 10 I'M _1_s kl,,/{)_,tc,p,,ca,c\*lq,t ;,t\,-I_.,\!_k ;; [I,,, ]);.IGC 2
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JP-4) contain I'cw (ir no targeted VOCs.

12. Section 5.2.2_ p. 5-17. !t would be usel'ul to expand the section lo discuss RESPONSE 12: A statement will be added to lhis section indicating that,

the metal species used or produced at the facility. For example, it' metal with the exceplion ill' the incoming waste stream at Site 12 (Sludge I)rying

plating was conducted any metals released wnuhl initially be present as Beds and former WWTP site), insoluble forms of metals would likely be

highly suluble species while, if sources were metals fabrication, presem at the OU-3A sites.
sandblasting, or painting, metals would likely be present as relatively
insoluble elenlental or oxide fi}rms.

13. Section 5.2.2, p. 5-17, paragraph 4. It is unclear how "well drained RESPONSE 13: The "well drained soils" is a qualitative generalization used

soils" provide conditions tbat render most metals imumhile. It is in the Soil Conservation Service and Forest Service soil survey report fi)r

recognized Ihat alkaline enroll;ions tend lo retard metals ndgralion Orange County. (if more i]nportance to tile issue of mobility is that tile neutral

though there are signilicaut exceptions, notahly arsenic, selenium, It) alkaline nalulc of I]le soils, thc low annual rainfall ( 122 inches), and the
thallium, and manganese. It should also lie nole(I Ihal thc concentration low net infiltl'atioll (less than 5 inches per yea[-) at MCAS El Toro render lilt)st

ut'clay minerals, iron and manganese oxides, .'dunlinosilicates and soil of the metals present at the OU3A sites imlnobile. This paragraph will be

organic matter strongly intlnence metals mohility, revised to discuss these factors and the qualitative soil survey statelnent will be
re lno ved.

GENERA L COMM!_NTS ON A TI;%('!IMENTS RESt'ONSES TO GENERA l. COMMENTS ON A TIA ('!IMENTS

I. Please discuss whether liehl screening resnlls and Iixcd laboratory RESP()NSE I: A discussion of the comparability {il' the im]nunoassay field

results were comparahle. If not, discuss tile potential impact on each screening and fixed laboratory results lBr PAIls and PCBs was presented in

investigation. Section 2.4.1.2 of the main body of the Draft RI Report. A discussion of the
comparability of the mobile laboratory field screening and fixed laboratory
results fi_[ VOCs and TPIt will be inchlded in the section cited above in the

Draft Final P,I Repolt.

2. Section 4 of each attachment: Given tile conunon occurrence of variable RESP()NSE 2: All of Ihe soil analytical data collected dtu'ing the Phase I and

(letecii{m limils I'_)rsonic analytes (see si)collie cmn[hen;si, the procedure I'hasc Il invcstigalions for each mca of concern al all ()II 3A silcs arc

of only reporting hits in the data talfies flit each site (a generally presented in Appendix I 1. The data presented in the Section 4 tables of each

acceptable practice) could allow potentially high concentrations of some attachment l'epresent all of the results (detects and non-detects) for every
analytes to be unreported. If a particular analysis results in "non- analyte that was identified in at least one of the specified samples. The "non-

detects" with higher detection limits, the detection limit should he detect" values (both Iow and high detection limits) included in these tables are
included in the table or noted in a fimtnote, identified by tile qt,alifier "U", which is footnoted in each table, and the value

_/1/P_t. 2ltl I'M. sll _ 't[I,,/'_\lcll, Jn,&lUlll _a_cll,/_k H d,,t ])age 3
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associated with each "U" is the detection limit t_r tile analyte in that sample.

Although elewUed detection limits introduce some uncertainty into tile nature

and extent evaluation, lhcy do not aulonmtically imply the presence of analytcs

al high concentrations.

3. The GuidanceJbr Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility RESP¢)NSE 3: Thc only intent of these figures was exactly as suggested, to
Studies Under CERCLA (U.S. EPA, 1988) clearly emphasizes the need to provide a qualitative view of' the classes of analytes identified in soil samples
delineate both the horizontal and vertical extent of contamination, in and the h)catJons of these samples at each ()tJ-3A site. Stlbsequenl figures and

each attachment of the El Toro ri, color-coded maps are included tile text discussions provide quantitative information on the concentrations and

which show the types of contamination found at each sampling location, distribution of specific analytes al each site or area of concern.
This is helpful h_r showing the general horizontal extent of

contamination, hut vertical prnliles or cross-sections are needed to show

the vertical extent of contamination, in addition, the color-coded maps

(c.g. Figure 4-2 in Attachment C) only show amdyte detections, which

can he deceptive because of the highly variahle detcctinn limits for some

analytes. Also, the maps are completely qualitative in nature; the

reader is given no sense ax to the actual concentrations of COl'Cs in the

soil. Contour maps shuwi,lg the concenlralions of Ct)PCs nfight he
more helphll.

4. Units used lo present analytical results for TRPIt (diesel and gasoline): RESPONSE 4: With the exception of Sites 4 and 13 (which were only
both p ,W'kgand mg,/kg are used. Please be consistent and use the same sampled during th,: Phase I RI), all of the figures and text discussions

units in the text, ligures, and tahles, pertaining to TP!I and TRPH data itl each site-specific attachment are
presented in consi:stent units (i.e., mg/kg). While the Phase I TRPtl data were

provided to CI.EAN I1 in rog/kg units, the TPtl data were provided m lug/kg

units. Both are presented without alteration in the Section 4 tables of each

attachment (and in Apl_endix l l). The Phase I1 TP}t data were reported in

rog/kg units and a['e presented in the same units in the attachment tables and
Appendix lt.

5. The Fate and Transport sections are too general. Please discuss specific RESPONSE 5: The intention of this section was to provide sufficient

compounds and metals present at each site rather than providing information on tile risk drivers at the site to support a recommendation lot

general characteristics ol'analytical classes as agronp. Volatiles and action (remedial or no further action). Specific info,'mation on mo!)ilily and

WI 1/t_7. 2 10 PM. _1' n_, toT0ktcsl,t,nnc\_i[j,t ;,ACl)a\_k [_ ,I,,_ Page 4
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metals tend Iii lie [)resented generically when they slmuhl he discussed persistence of selected organic compounds (risk drivers) was presented in

on all analyle specilic hasis, tabular titan. Comparable information on the metals that were risk drivers was
m)t presented. The main metal risk drivers were arsenic, beryllium, and

manganese. Concentrations of these metals at the OU-3A sites, although
sometimes above MCAS El Toro calculated background levels, are believed to

Eepresent natural variation in soil at the station rather than contamination
_elated lo historic sitle activities. I[owever, the Fate and Transport section of

cach atlachment will he expanded ti) provide additional information, primarily

ill tabular l'orm, on Ibc specific metals identified as risk drivers ill each site.

6. Ill the fate and Ir;msport discussions, provide concentration ranges I,IESI)()NSE 6: The Draft [:Jnal RI Report will incltmde file concentration
when it is stated that "l)ue to Iow concentrations, ... (a chemical class) langes as requested.
will not lie addressed."

7. Thc prescntatinn of potential ranges of organics adsorhcd (Tahles 5-1) ix RESPONSE 7: The values should be consistent as suggested. Table 5- I in
a good concept. There is, however, an inconsistency when tables from each attachmenl will be reviewed to eliminate any inconsistencies identified.

dilTcrent attachments are compared. The "percent sorhed" values for

many C()I'Cs ill Tahle 5-1 are mit consistent with values rel)orle(I at

other sites even Ihuugh the high and !ow T()C values are identical.

The origin of the range of values fbr fraction of organic carbon ([,,,) used The maximum and minimum values presented ill these tables represent the

at each of the sites to estimate the percent of thc Ct)(;!' that is snrbed limits of organic carbon concentrations reported in soil samples collected at the

onto tile soil isn't rel'erenccd, hlcally, sitc-sl)ecilic data should he used MCAS El Toro ()U ?,A sites and as such, provide upi)er and lower boumt

fi)r the f,,,.seine, especially if site soils dillYr significantly I'rom those estimates of 1},_values. The Table 5-I footnotes referencing these values will
referenced in tile literature, be revised Io chtrify I]lal the source o[' these values are soil analytical data t'roln

Ibc ()lJ 3A sites itl Mt'AS El Tt,-o rather than literature values.

A simplilied calculation for the percent of the CtH'(_ surbed onto soil is 'Fhe title of Table 5 I in each site-specific attachment will be revised in the
used. There are many factors present in the subsurface which are not {)U-3A Draft Final RI Report Il) indicate that the data are "Estimates of

included in this approach. Other important factors are the rate at Mobility and Persi_,.lence for Selected ()rganic Compounds al Site .... "
which contaminants were introduced into the soil and the limited

number of surface sites in thc soil nnto which a compound can he

sorbed. The text should state thai thc calculations presented in Table 5-
I arc only gross estimations.

Ul7/,.,2:._i_,_._l,__.,,,7,,',.,:.E,,,,,._.X,,u,,_,,,._.,_,_k.,.i,,_ Page 5
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II would be beneficial Itl expand this presentation for the organics See response to comment No. 5 on previous page.

presenl and to also present similar talmlalions for inorganics of concern

using the range of literature wdnes fi}r soil-water partition coefficients
(Kd).

8. In a(hlressing surface water (and sc(!iment) transport through storm RESP()NSE 8: The information requested in this comment is included in the
drains I'or each site, discuss whelhcr storm drain sediment from sumps rite-specific fate alld transport sections (Section 5.3) of each attachment where

or catch hasins was analyzed and il' concentrations indicated that this lt)plicable.

was a pathway.

SPECIFIU COMMENTS ON A 7'7;4C!IMEN7'S RES!'ONSES TO S!'ECIFIC COMMENTS ON A TTAC!iMENTS

A 7'7_._( 'tl311'NT B ._T7:4 ('IIMENT B

I. Figure 2-1. Thc circle with triangle symbols in Iht A()C204 area are not RF;SI'()NSE I: Ibc symbols in question represent sampling locations

delined in the legend. I'lcase include this symbol in Iht legend. I1'these .tssociatcd with thc RCRA Facilities Assessment (RFA) conducted at MCAS
are sanqlle Iocatim_s, tire results shouhl hc summarized iQ tire text. El 'l'om. The data arc not presented in the sile-specific attachment because

they do not meet ('I_;R(,I,A data quality standards and because the sampling
locations are outside the area investigated al Site 6. To avoid confusion, the

sample locations will be removed from this figure.

2. I,ead was detected at a concentration 2 orders of magnitude above the RESPONSE 2: In accordance with the approved Risk Assessment Work Plan,

background level for Icad in sample 06 GNI. The hlnod borne lead thc discussion in Sectitm 6.4.1.2 of this attachment indicates that a blood-borne

calculation wax not done to evaluate whether this is a potential hazard, lead calculation was not perlormed lk)r Units 1 through 3 because the 95-

Evaluate whether future use of this site couhl result in exposure lo lead percent [ ICI_ fi)r lead ( 111rog/kg) was well below the CaI-I_PA residential PR(}

iQ shallow soils and consider calculaling the hlood lead level from I'm lead (I 30 rog/kg), suggesting a negligible risk tk)r lead. The lead

exposure Ill site soil. If lead is hmnd to present unacceptable risk, action concentration cited represents a single sm'face soil sample. The intent of the
may be necessary, risk assessment was Io estimate the risk associated with the entire area of

concern rather than a single point within that area.

A 7'751 CII/TIENT (' 4/'7_'t C!IMENT C

I. A review of the 1992 aerial photograph shows that there is debris or RFSPONSE 1: As clarified at the February 6, 1997 BCT meeting, this

dnnns piled in the southeast corner of the West Storage Yard and comment refers lo the 1952 aerial photograph presented in Attachment C as

drums or other containers in the northeast corner of the East Storage Fi_ure 1-2. The 1952 photograph shows a small structure (building, shed, or

_/I//9_', 2_o I'M, ,1' _ X,,,,/'J\,C,l*,,n,,'x,mp_ L,Wl,a\;k ri d,_, l'age 6
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Yard. Neither of these areas has been sampled. A review of analytical storage bin) at both locations mentioned. Tile southeast comer of the West

resulls from the nearest borings revealed that there were detections of Storage Yard was sampled (boring 08B205 in Figure 2-1 ) during the Phase II

PAlls :md P('lls; lifts suggests that there cra,Id I}e contanfinalion in investigation. The docmnented history of the DRMO Storage Yard indicates

Ihcse areas. This ix a data ga I) IInll should bc invcstigated, that storage aclivities to.k place lhroughotl( the entire yard at various limes
chuing its 50-year opeiational history. No infi_rmation (with the exception of

tilt.; former refi_se pile II ]nil 3] and a single PCB spill [Unit 4]) suggest that one

part of the yard is illOl'C likely to be contaminaled lhan any other part. The

BCT previously agreed that the localions sampled during the Phase I and

Phase II investigalions provide sufficient data to characterize conditions ill this
site.

2. Table 4-6, p. C4-27. Some detection limits fiw Aroclor 12611are elevated RESPONSE 2: This observation is correct, i towever, non-detect data

and vary from 34 pg/kg to 4511gg/kg. This may have resulted in some resulting from elevated detection limits do not automatically imply false

t_lse negative results, negative results for Ar{_clor 1260. In relation to Table 4-6 and the evaluation
{>I'nature and extent within Units I and 4 at Site 8, elevated detection limits do

m_t tilter the stated conclusion that Aroclor 1254 and 126{) are present

Ihrot]gh.tJt the area encompassed by these two units.

3. Figure C-4-3. In the old sah'age yard (Unit 5), there ix a large area in RESP(INSE 3: I:ieM screening results and Phase 11 fixed laborait>ry data
the northwest corner ot' Ibc unit where no soil samlfies were taken. The presented in Figure 4 3 sugges! that PA!Is are present throughout [Init 5

soil samples bounding this area ((18115116,0811505) had high (borings 1)8B501, 08 B502, 08 B505, and 08 B506). The summary of nature and

concentrations of PAHs. This suggests that Ibe area of imlmcted soils exten! (Section 4.3.3.3) also stales that PAHs are present throughout [Init 5.

may be much greater. Since this area has not been sampled, the Unit 5 is being recommended by the Navy fi)r fiu'ther action in the Draft Final
horizontal extent of contamination has not been established. RI Report based on tlmesc data.

4. Table 4-9_ p. C4-39 and Table 4-14, p. C4-57. Some detection limits fi>r RESP()NSE 4: This observation is correct. Itowever non-detect data
An)clnr 12611 are elevated; detection linfils vary l'rom 34 pg/kg to 680 _-esulting fi om elevated detection limits dc>m}t automatically imply fi.dsc

pg/kg. This nmy have resulted in some I'alsc negative results, negative results for PCBs.

5. l.ead wax detected at more than 100 time the background at location RESPONSE 5: BIo,d lead concentrations were calculated using the Cai-EPA
08_ST3, which is located in the unpaved Unit I. This area should either pharmocokinetic model for the Unit 1 and 4 area of concern under the

I)e considered for a hot Sl)Ol remowd, or a hloo(l Ica(I calculation should _ndustrial scenario (Section 6.4 I. 1, p. C6-26). The estimated concentrations

I)e comi)leted, of lead in blood did not exceed lhe 10 gg/dl, threshold value. A similar

,-alculation was nol performed under the residential scenario because the 95-

_;1 If)t, 2 II) PM Sl,_ \,l,,;9'UC,l,,,n,c\tiEpt_a\cp,s\vk ti d,,c Page 7
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percent UCL for lead was an order of magnitnde lower than the Cai-EPA
residential PRG liar lead.

6. Section 7.2.1_ p. C7-9. This site should he recommended for further RESPONSE 6: The three areas of concern at Site 8, Units 1 and 4, Units 2

investigation, to fill in the data gaps, anti then should he evahmted in a and 3, and [Init 5, arc being recommended for ftu-ther action by tile Navy in the
fcasihility study (due to an EI_CR of Ix I0'4). Draft Final RI Rcporl.

A TTA CtiMENT D ,I ?_1;4Ci!MENT D

1. Section 1.2.1, p.. I)1-4, l)arasraDh !. The site outlines and the location of R!,;SP()NSE !: The site I)oundary as drawn on Figure 1-2 (1968 aerial

the east pit on the 1968 aerial photograph do not match the site photograph) will be repositioned. Thc burn pit identified in tiffs figure is the

bound:wy and pit location shown on Figure 2-1. This is evident when east pit at Site 9 as. suggested in the comment. The lighter colored ['cctangular

the relative pusilion of the east pit on the 1968 aerial photograph is area to lhe east in thc 1968 photograph is located within the Site 10 boundary,

compared 1o the fixed position of tile two reserwfirs (large tanks) and is not a Site 9 burn pit, and is not a feature associated Site 9. The discussion

the Taxiway T-5 extension. The western edge of the east pit is actually presented in Draft RI report will be revised. The boundaries oF the two burn

al)out 80 or 90 feet east suutheast of lite aircraft nmtting houndary and pits identified in Figure 2 I were delinealed prior to thc Phase I investigation

the north edge is about 110 feet south southeast of the edge of the in a cooperative ct'fort of the Navy, its contractors, U.S. EPA, and 1)TSC.

taxiway. This places the east pit in Site Ilk in au arealhat waxnot Designation of thc Site 9 boundaries was based upon histo]'ical site

investigated. This areashouldheinvestigatcd;samplesshould he information and the results of the historical ae}'ial photograph survey
analyzed for the Site 9 investigation parameters (i,icluding dioxins), and condt,cted by [I.S. !-PA in November 1991. Both of thc bum pits associated

PCBs d)ecause o1'lite i)ossihility that waste till was used}, with Site 9 tlave hccn sampled and characterized.

Fhc lectangul:u' illCa identified within the bt>mtdaries of Site 1() on tile 1968

aclial photograph is not believed to he related to the fire-traiuing activities
:onductcd at Site 9. Whether this rectangular area represents staining,

vegetative cover, a MltlCtlil'e, Ol' SOtlle other l_;.lltil'e CalUlOl be delerlllined ['FOIl]

Ihe photograph. It is not observed on aerial photographs reviewed for years
before or after 1968 and was not identified as a featt, re of concern in the ll.S.

EPA or SAIC aeri;ll i)holograt)h surveys. No historical inlk)rmation suggests
Ihal this location has special significance in relation to the remainder of Site

I 0. While this specific location was not sampled as part of the RI conducted at
Site 10, data collected during the two phases of investigation at Site 10 were

deemed sufficient by the BCT to characterize the impact of the historic

activities conducted lhrot_ghout the area comprising this site.

:,/I 7/9 l. 2 I0 PKI, sI, _ \d_,79%.sp,,nsc\_i[p_ k6cpa\_k _i d_,c Page 8
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Tile area investigated as the eastern pi4 was actually the western pit on See response to first part of this comment.

the 1968 aerial photogral)h. If there lire other aerial photogralfils , they

should be reevahmted to ascertain whether 4here were any other burn

areas. Note thai the western test pits were outside the boundary of the
1968 burn areas. The text shouhl be revised to rellect 4his.

2. From the location of samples where dioxins were detected, it appears RESPONSE 2: Tire direction of surface water flow at Site 9 is addressed in

that dioxin contain{nat{mi may have migrated oll'-si4e via surface water Section 3.1 (Sm'face Features) and Section 5.1.3 (Potential Migration

pathways. Please discuss the direction of surface water flow in this Pathways). Both discussions indicate that surface water is a potential
drainage area and ewlluate _hether dioxins may have been 4ransl)orted migration pathway at Site 9. The sample analytical results and the risk

oil's{ir, assessment analysis suggest that fuFtller discussion of dioxins (beyond that
already presented in the Draft RI Report) is not necessary because dioxins are
not risk drivers at Site 9.

()rte dioxin (l,2,3,-1,6,7,8,9-octachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin I()CI)I)]) was reported

in tuffy three of the 36 samples analyzed for dioxins at Site 9. the highest

reported concentration was less than half the PRG value, and the reported
concenlrations decrease by a factor of about 3.5 times in a downstrealn

direction. Because OCI)D was only reported in three samples, the maximum
concentration was used as the exposure point concentration (EPC) for

est{mat{rig risk (a very conservative approach). '['lie resultant residential and
industrial risk estimates were both ]0 -?.

3. Please explain why contamination was fimn(I outside the boundary of RESP()NSE 3: As illuslrated in Figure 2-1, san;piing location 09B 109 is

the I)urn pits (e.g., 4191114)9is south and ri I) slope from the burn pits.) located within the boundary of the area designated its ;tie West Burn Pit on the
basis of the U.S. EPA aerial photographic survey.

4. Section 7.2.1, p. I)%8. This site shouhl be recommended fiJr hie;her RESI'()NSE 4: Site 9. including the east burn pit location, has been

action unless the investigation of thc eastern burn lilt will be done ;is characterized and athlili_mal investigation is unnecessary. Evah,ation of nature
part of thc Site itl investigation, ami eXlCltt and results of tile human-health risk assessment suggest that ilo

fu,ther action is necessary at Site 9. This no further action recommendation

was affirmed by the regulatory agencies at the February 6, 1997, BCT meeting

which addressed ()U 3A Draft RI Report comment resolution.

t/17/97, 2 10 I'M. _1' s \, t_,]'1\rc_t,.. w\m la L,\. pa\gk .. d,,_ Page 9
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ATTACt!MENTE iiTTAC!IMENTE

I. Given llmt _asie oil was routinely nsed for dnst suppression at Site 10, RESPONSE 1: The Phase Il investigation at Site l0 was performed in

PCB analyses shouhl have been performed for shallow samples collected accordance with the approved Work Plan and Field Sampling Plan. The Phase

frmn all I'hase II SUmlffing locations in Ilnils I ami 2, however, I'CII I sitml_ling results v_erc one of tile factors used to focus the direction of the

analyses _'ere only do,}e for Il)ur locations in unit i and I'our locations in Phase I1 field investigation described iii tile Work Plan and Field Sampling

Il,ill 22. I'lease explain. Plan. Because no I'CBs we,'e identified in any of Ihe 28 Phase I soil sanlples
collected al Site IlL the Phase 11sanlplcs were not analyzed for I_CBs.

A TTA C!!MENI' I; A TTA Ct!MENT F

I. Seclions 1.3.2 and 1.3.3_ p. FI-4. Please discuss _vhelher fucnsed RESP()NSE I: Smnples were collected at the location of the stained area
sampling was done in the stained areas idenlified from aerial (Phase !1soil boring I 1B303 on Figure 2- 1) cited in Sections 1.3.2 and 1.3.3

photograllhs, summarizing resnlts of the U.S. EPA and SAIC aerial photographic surveys
pertinent to Site 1I. The text in Section 2.2.3, which describes the soil

sampling activities conducted in Unit 3 ill Site I I, will be expanded to indicate

that boring I 1B303 is sitt,ated in that area.

2. Section 4. The presence of PCBs, which were normally added to oil RESPONSE 2: The soil sampling activities conducted at Site I 1 (including

strongly suggests that analyses fi}r PAlls ami TP!I-d should also have tile types of samples analyses) were pe] formed in accordance with the

been done. The omission of these analyses shouhl Ibc identilled as a data apl)roved Work Plan and Field Sampling Phm. Tile Phase I and Phase il Tier

gap. If PAlls are titan{l, il is likely lhal tile EI,CR numbers for Ibis site I sampling results were reviewed by the BCT and additional sampling (Tier 2)

wonhl bc higher, was conducted to better characterize the site conditions. Following review of
all the Phase I and Phase I1 sample data, the BCq' concluded that the nature

and extent of conlammalion had been satisfactorily delinealed at Site I 1.

3. The vertical extent of !'CB contamination has not been delined. !n the RFSPONSE 3: Boring location ! 1B202 was drilled immediately adjacent to

Phase ! soil sample, I I !)!)1, taken from 4 feet bgs, Aroclor 1260 was tile location of I I DDI for the specific purpose of further delineating the

detected at 3,580 lag/kg. No samples were taken below lhis depth at this vertical extent of PCBs. Samples were collected at fi)ur intervals between 0
location. The samples taken at the surface and tit 2' bgs at location and 10 feet bgs. As indicated in the Draft RI Report, PCBs were not identified

I I !)D) were below detection levels. This situ:lliml underscores the tat a detection limil of _<40 pg/kg) m the two samples collected below 4 feet

potenlial I'_wliquid contaminants to migrate (hmnward through the bgs. The text in Sections 2.2.2 and 4.3.2.3 of Attachment F will be revised to
unsaturated zone, resulting in higher concentrations of PCBs at depth, clarify the intent of' sampling at I 1B202 and to address the results in relation to
!f the w_!ume and rate of introduclhm o1'PCBs lo the soil exceeds the boring I I DD1.

,/LJ,',)7.2:1,_m, .j,. ,,.,,,,,a,.._.........x..., _.,xq..,,,sk,,d,,_ Page 10
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sorption capacity of tide soil, PCBs will eontim,e to migrate downward

or horizontally along Iow i)ermeahility layers.

4. Figure 5-1 is ambiguo,s. Il appears that tide ditch shown in the figure is RESPONSE 4: A icvised figure will be included iii the Draft Final RI Report.
in the wrong location. The conceptual cross-section should show the

compass heading of the section. The In,tidings should be labeled.

5. Section 7.2.1_ p. F7-8. There are data gaps, specilically, the vertical RESPONSE 5: Thc nature and extent of contamination at this site has been

extent of PCBs near location ! I DDI and whether PAHs are present in defined (see responses to comment Nos. I through 3 above). At the February

the soil. 'Fidis Kite should he recommended for fi_rthcr investigation. It' 6, 1997, BC'F meeting, the Navy indic;lied thai a recommendation lk)r fnrlher

I'AIIs arc limnd, the FI,CR will likely exceed 10'4; il' so, tide site shonhl action at Site 1 I l inils I and 2 ;viii he included in Ibc l)raft Final RI Report.
be recommended ti)r the FS.

A TTA C!!A lENT G A TTA C!IMEN?' G

i. The variahility ol' detection limits for PCBs ,nay indicate that the extent RESPONSE I: qbe presence of elevated detection limils for several saml)les

of eonta,ninatio,i has not heen completely delined. If the detection limit does not alter the conclusion, presented in the summaries of nature and extent
liDr a imrticnlar sample is much higher than normal, it wouhl be more h>r Site 12 Unit I (Section 4.3.1.3), Units 2 and 4 (Section 4.3.2.3) and ti,fit 3

accurate hJ report it as "less than (the detection limit)," not as N!). (Section 4.3.3.3), tidal P('Bs are present in shallow soil throttghout each of
dlese areas of contel ii. For the two P(?Bs (Aroclors 1254 and 1260) identified
in soil at Site 12, deleclion limils are included iii the Section 4 data tables.

These results, as wilh all non delecl values, arc dcsignaled by the qtutlificr "[1"

and a nLnneric value representing thc detection limit for the analysis of each

sample so qualified.

2. Please explain why Units I, 2, and 4 ;ire not reconnnended fi_r further RESP()NSE 2: I lnils 1, 2, and 4 were recomlnendcd for no l'urthcr action

action. Consider whether Unit 3 cod,hi be reconlaminated hy rmmll' hccause evaltmtion cji' Ihe analytical data. the risk esliniates, and the risk
I'rom tide other Kites and whether this contamination could then be drivers for each of these areas of concern suggest lhat lite three traits do not

transported o11'site. pose an unaccephddc risk to human health.

The excess upper bo(md life-lime cancer risk for Units 1, 2, and 4 are within

the acceptable range as stated in the NCP (between 10 -4 and 10 ¢')under both
the residential and industrial scenarios Although the hazard indices exceeded

unity at both areas of concern, the exposure point concentrations (EPCs) £or

lh¢ organic risk drivers contributing to tt_¢ I it's were based upon the maximum

_i17/91, 2 It) PM, ,p _ \_;o,'o\Jesi,,,n,c',Jtq,t k,\,pa\izk _, d,,, Page I I
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reported concentration (a very conservative approach). The EPCs l'_r the

inorganic risk drivers contributing to the [ll's (manganese and arsenic) were

less than or only slightly above their respective MCAS El Toro backgrtmnd
concentrations established to assess nature and extent of metals contamination

in soil. In addition, systemic toxicity effects attributed to each of these metals
were also less than, tinily.

At the February 6, 1997, BCT meeting, the regulatory agencies agreed that no
further action recommendations Ibr [Jnil 1 and IJnits 2 and 4 were acceptable

because the cance_ risk estimates were within the acceptable range and the 111

values probably overestimale the risk at these two areas of concern.

[ Init 3 is recommended for ft.rther aclion because of the potential threat il

poses IlL)sin-face WklIcr ill Bee Canyon Wash. The potenlial for transport ol'

conlalninants inlt) l lnil 3 by stnTace runoff fi'om Units 1, 2, and 4 is judged lo

be mini]hal I)ased on the Iow annual rainklll; the relatively flat, slable glound

surface conditions p_esent at [Jnits 1, 2, and 4; and the relatively h)w
concenlrl.ilions of conlalllinal)IS.

A TTA CItMENT !t A TTA Ct!MENT H

I. Tahle 4-2. The reported concentration of arsenic ill saml)le 13SA3 (2' RESP()NSE I: The value is correct az reported. An explanation for the

bgs) was "undetected" al 276 rog/kg. This apl)ears 1o be a elevated detection limit is not provided in Ihe Phase I R1 Technical

typogral)hical error. Please eorreel or explain. Memol-andtm).

A ?_£4 ('t!MENT I A TTA CHMENT !

I. l,ead was detected at elevated concentralions in suri'ace and subsurface RESPONSE 1: Evahlation of the analytical results for metals indicates that

soil (as much as 360 times background). Other metals were also reported concentrations greater than two times background are confined to the

detecle(I al more titan 5 times background. I'lease evahmte and discuss shallow soil interwil between 0 and 5 feet bgs. This limited vertical
whether Ihcse metals could leach In groundwaler, or, in the case of distribulion, Ihe Iow nel infiltration rate, and the neutral to alkaline ifil _1' the

surface samples, whether soil with elevated metal content could erode soil suggest that metals in shalh)w soil at Site 15 do not pose a threat lo

and I)e transported offsile, groundwater. Or'f-site transport of metals in surface soil is also considered

unlikely due to thc Iow annual rainfall total, the flat ground surface conditions,

and the absence of' an established draina_,e pattern extendin_ off-site. The

tit 7/';7. 2 l0 I'M. sI, _\, h,7_hc_ I....... '\riqq _.xq,.,X_,k,i ,1,,,- P',lge 12



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

DRAFT !'!iASE 11 REMEDIAl. INVESTIGATiON REPORT
FOR OPERABLE UNIT 3A

,I/CAS EL TORO, CAI. IFORNIA

()riginalor: (;lenn R. Kistner, Pro. ieel Manager CI.EAN 11 Program
tLS. I!'I'A Contract No. N68-711-92-D-4670

CT()-0079

To: .Joseph .loyce, IIRAC I,'uvironnlental Coordinator File Code: 0222
MCAS El T(}ro

Date: 21 ,la,luary 1997

narrow (-2 feet wide), shallow (<6 inches deep) ditch located in Unit 2

lerminates on-site and infrequent surface flow along tile ditch ponds iu thc

:;oulhwest end of Unit 2. The discussion presented in Section 5.3 of this

attachment indicates Ihal infiltration is not considered a viable pathway and

that tile impact of stn'face-waler transport is considered Imv for tile reasons
:itatcd above.

A.TT;.t C/IA lEA r'TJ ,%'I'TA C!!MENT J

i. Section 1.2. I, I). J I-4 anti FiLture 2- I. The pits shown on Figure 2- ! do RESF)ONSE I: Thc extent of contamination at Site 16 has been characterized

not match the pits visible nn the 19811 and 1996 aerial photogral)hs .md all three of thc former burn pits al the site, as well as lhe pit perimeter area,
(Figures I-2 and I-3). 1'he main lire lighting pit ()n Figure 2-1 is in have been sampled. Following review of thc Phase I and Phase Il sample

al)proximately tile correct location, hut is much smaller than the main results, the BCT agreed that the extent of contamination had been defined

pit on tile 1980 aerial photograph. The 19811photograph also shows sufficiently to make decisions on the need for further action.

large stained areas where fuels and olher liquids Ilowed away from the &s stated in Section 1.2.1 of this attachlnent, the Site 16 boundaries were

main I)urn pit. The two other pits visible on tile 1996 aerial photograph determined by consensus among the Navy and the regulatory agencies prior lo

are in very dillYrent locations than shown on Figure 2-1; samples were initiation of the Phase I RI. These boundaries were based upon a review of
not collected in the smaller pit areas shown on Ihese photugraphs. This

historical records and results of the aerial photographic survey condt,cted by
means that the extent of contaminatiun in soil has not heen dctined at

U.S. EPA. The boundaries were reaffirmed by the subsequent SAIC aerial

Site 16. Please reduce or enlarge air photos to the same scale, overlay 911otographic survey. The main fire-fighting pit is shown in tile 1980 and 1996
them (hy matching lixed fi:atures like thc ruiD.vay, taxiways, and feature

lerial photographs, Figures l-2 and 1-3 respectively. The other two Site 16

399) over the site ma i) ami trace tile actual Iocalio,ms of the historic hum 9its, tile residual lluids [)it and the hand-held fire-training pit are not shown on
pits and stained areas. Then ewduatc whether these areas have heen either of these photographs. As stated in Section 1.2.2 of this attachment, the

investigated and design a sampling program to address tile resulting wo other strt,cmres shown in the 1996 aerial [)holograph are tile current,

data gaps. This ix iml)orlant because a remedial acli(m, ifdone using .:oncrete-lined fire-fighting pits which remain in use al MCAS El Toro and are
current data, would likely not result in cleanup of all allkcted areas.

,lol part of IRP Silt: 16. These pits are ,_ot addressed as t)art of tile ()[J-3A RI.
adlhough m)t part t}t' Sire 16. they are identified in Figure 2-I (structure Nos.
550 and 851 )lor completeness.

2. Section 3-4, I). J4-45, last Imral!rai)h. 1'he h)eal gr(mndwater gradient RESP()NSE 2: Thc text of Section 3.4 will be revised for the Draft Final RI
and fl(m, direction can not be establishe(I from the three existing wells. Report to indicate Ihat the regional direction of groundwater flow in tile area of

The wells are h)caled roughly along a straight line, making triangulation Site 16 is west northwest. The following sentence will also be revised to

(ff llow dlreelion very inaccurate. Thc text should he chan_ed to reflect indicate that ewfiualion of data from the three Site 16 wells only suggest.s' thal

_/,,,,/. 2 ,. ,,x_.'t, ,'........',,,,,.......',,,,i,,',',,J,.<,,_,, ,,., Page 13
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this, relying mort: ht:avily on regional grnnmlwatt:r infurmation fi}r the local flow direction is consistent with the regional trend. The estimated

discussions on groundwater flow directions at the site. Note that local flow direction derived from measurements taken iii the three wells

according In the Groundwater Elevation Map hi' MCAS El Toro (between approximately N50°W and N60%V) agrees quite well with the

(Figure 3-5, Main Rt:port} groun(!watt:r Ih)w is to the wt:st northwest in direction of flow shown m Figure 3-5 (in the main body of the report) fi_r the
the Site 16area. Site 16area(approximatelyN55°W).

3. Tal)lt: 4-6, p. dl4-45. Tht: dt:teclion limits for Vi )Cs :ire {luitt: high (31}tH} RESI'()NSE 3: Thc elevated detection limits corresponding to the "NI)"

pg/kg); significant contamination could be I)rcsent. When rt:sults It:ss notations m Figure 4 4 are presented in Table 4-6. The intent of Figure 4-4 is

than Iht: detecti(}n limits are transpnsed to the figures showing extent of to focus attention on the VOC analytes actually identified in the soil samples.

conlamination (}n figures, analytical et:suits art: rel)rest:nte{i as "ND." Although elevated detection limits introduce a component of uncertainty into

The figures shouhl instt:ad sh()w results of"< I(lelectinn limitr'. F()r 1t1{2evahiation pro,:css (an uncertainty that was considered during ttle Site 16
examl)le, il' Iht: (lelecti(}n limit for henzt:ne was 3,000 tig/kg, the result on assessmen0, they do not alter thc reported "non-detecl" result nor do they

the ligurt:s shonhl be reportt:{l as "< 3(}(}(}/ag/kg". AItt:rnately, the NI)s imply that a specific analyte was presenl but not identified in the sample. At

sh(ml¢l he I'(mlm)tt:d and thc t:lt:vatt:d dell:etlon limits should he specified. Site 16, the elewltcd (.leteclioll limits associated witll some sample results do

not change the stal:cd conclusion that 1.hlitS 1 and 2 have been impacted by
VOCs. PAIts. and pclroleum hydrocarbons or that further action is
recommended fi_r Sile 16.

4. Section 4.4.3, p. J4-101_ first paragraph. Based on Ihe fact that the wells RESPONSE 4: As indicated in response to Attachment J comment Nc) 2, thc
are in a straight line and the resulting uncertainty in iht: groundwater local groundwater flow direction estimated fiom the Site 16 wells is consistent

flow directi(}n, it is unclear whether monitoring well 16 DBMW81 is with the west northwest regional groundwater flow direction. A downgradient

truly downgradit:nt hi' the hurn pits. Wilhout inslalling a new llow direction toward well 16 DGMW81 is supported by the groundwater

n.milo,'ing well lo more accurately t:stahlish the local groundwater flow analytical results lm hyd,'opunch samples collected from sampling locations

dirt:orion al Site 16, it is inappropriate lo nlake slatt:nlents regarding the 16B 107, 16B 1()8, 16B 109, and 16B206. These data indicate that groundwater

(h_wngradient t:xtent of contaminati(m in groundwaler. It is likely that contamination ori_.inating beneath the main burn pit is migrating downgradient

since main report Figure 3-5 shows gronnllwater Ilm_r Io Iht: wt:st in a west northwest direction toward well 16_I)GMW8 I. that V()C
norlhwt:st, that groundwater conlamination w(mhl I)e fimnd west concentrations in grotmdwater appear to decline rapidly in a downgradicnt

northwt:sl of the main hum pit. direction, and that VOCs were not identified in groundwater at well

16_DGMW81. All of these factors support the hypothesis that the
downgradient extent of contamination is likely limited.

5. Fir, ute 5-3, p. J5-12. This figure is missing the arrow that represents the RESPONSE 5: The missing arrow on this figure was identified and thc figure

major transfi}rmation of cis i,2-DCE; cis i,2-DCE is primarily was revised following release of the OU-3A Draft R! Report. The revised

:_/l //91 2:Ill PM. sp _ \_l,,7_JCSl_,,n,chJlp(;,,_cl_a\gk _i d_w Page 14
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MC'AS El, TORO, CALIFORNIA

Originator: Glenn R. Kislner, Projecl Manager CLEAN Ii Program
iI.S. EPA Cuntract No. N68-711-92-D-4670

'Fo: ,Ioscpil Joyce, BRAC Environmental Coordinator CT()-0079
MCAS El Toro File Code: 0222

Date: 21 Jalmuary 1997

transformed lo vinyl chh)ride (the 1,2-1)CA Iransfi)rnl is only a minor figure will be inchJded in the Draft Final RI Report.
pathss'ay).

6. The I)Qt)s have not heen met I)ecause tile exleqt of contamination in soil RESPONSE 6: See responses to conill)eats I lhrough 4 above. The soil alld
and groun(!waler has not been established. Thc soil investigation did groundwater analytical data were reviewed by the BCT. Field investigation
not cover the lesser burn pits shown in the 1996 aerial photo, nor did it activities at Site 16 only ceased when the BCT agreed that the nature and
include the slained area west of the main pit shown in Ihe 1980 aerial extent of soil and groundwater conlammation had been defined sufficiently Io
photograph. The analytical results support tile fact that there is a data make decisions on thc need fin' further action.
gap associated with tile haml-held training and residual fluids pits
becat;se there were no significant deteclions in the areas that were
investigated; this should be contrasted with the fad that V()Cs and
petrolemn-related analytes were dctected in the soil tYom main pit area.

The extent of groundwater contamination has likely not been (lelined
because ti)ere were no wells west northwest of the main pit.

A'i'FA('tl,l IEN 7'N ATTACt!MENT N

1. I;iRnre 4-3, p. N4-17. !'hase I sampling location 22 2FB3 exhibited high RESPONSE I: Boring location 22B201 was drilled immediately adjacent lo

levels o1'petroleum hydrocarllmls in Iht soil in the deepest samllle the location of 22 I:B3 fin' the express purpose of t'urthcr delineating thc
analyzed (from 4 lYet bgs). The location of Phase II samllle 22B201 vertical extent of l)clroleunl hydrocarbons. Samples were collected at lluce
al)pears lo bare heen chosen to define the vertical extent of inlervals between 0 and 10 feet below the 2-foot thick concrete apron. As
contamination noted at 22 2FB3 (which was Iocaled al)pruximately 18 indicated on page N4-19 iii the Draft RI Report, petroleum hydrocarbons were
feel to the east), but only trace amounts of petroleum hydrocarbon al 2- not reported in the 9 to 10 foot sample. Figure 4-3 will be revised to include
3.5 feet and 6-7 feet bgs were detected. It apl)ears likely that Phase II the dala from this sample, which does not presently appear on the figure. Site
sampling may have missed the area of soil contamination detected in the 22 figures will also be revised to more accurately reflect the proximity of
Phase I sampling program. This suggests Ihat lhe extent ol' boring locations 22_2FB3 and 22B201. Discussions in Sections 2 and 4 of
contamination in shalh)w soil has not been (Icli,)e(I. ilence, it ix this attachment thai perlain Itl this sampling location will also be expanded to
uncertain whether deeper soils have h,een imllaclcd Ihe 22_2FB3 area. reflect the pa,pose aiR] positioning of boring 22B201.
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CTO-0079

To: Glenn Kismet,RemedialProjectManager FileCode: 0222
U.S. EPA

Date: 16 Jan uary 1997

GENERA !, COMMENT'S RESPONSES TO GENERAL COMMENTS

'File methods and i)r()cedures used to estimate the human health risks at IIESPONSE: As the BCT agreed at the 6 February 1997 Meeting, the Navy

each IRP site tire consistent with U.S. EPA risk assessment guidance, will recommend OU-3A Sites 4, 6, 9, 10, I 1 (Unit 31, 12 (Units I, 2, and 4),
Relevant exposure i)athways ;ire c(}nsidered, exposure :_ssumptions are 13, 15, 16 (Unit 31, 19, 20, 21 and 22 for No Fro'thee Action based on thc

plausible, an(l appropriate loxicity values and exposure faclorsareuse(Ito residential receptor in the l)raft Final RI. ()U 3ASites8, II (Units I and2),

estimate risks. I{an(h)n] checks verified thai exl)osure point 12 (I hilt 31, and 16 (IJnits I, 2, and grotmdwater) will be recolnmended l'()r
concentrations, excess cancer risks, and hazard indices are correctly Further Action based (m the residential receptor. Ahhough No Further Action

calculated. The extensive use of graphical inf(irmation, including plots, under CERCLA is being recommended, the Site 21 attachment (Attachment

color diagrams, anti bar charts, greatly enhances Ihe interpretatilm of M) will also include a recommendation fi_r removal of sediment in the caleb

data. basra (asa routineStalionmaintenanceactivity)Io reduceor eliminatethe

The excess cancer risks were estinmted to he at (ir hehm' I x I1).4 I'nr all potential fi)[' tt-anspo[1 uff-site. In addition, discussions will be added to

potential rccel)tors , at all sites. With the excepti(m of ;in excess cancer risk Sections 6 and 7 of thc site specific altachments of the l)raft Final RI report to
of 1.8 x 10 .4 estimated for the residential scenario fiw the catch basin at explain lhe significance ot_tile }lazard Indices I'or tire areas of concern at the

Site 2 I, principally due to PA Hs, and for which h.rther action is sites being recommended for No Further Action, especially in association with

recommended, these health risks are within the acceptable risk range (10 -(' the non cancer risk drivers arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, manganese, MC'PA,

to 111'41,as stated in the NCP, where regulatory and risk management and MCPP. The additional discussion will also provide tile rationale for a No
opti(ms include lire m} further action alternalive. Further Action recommendation.

The cmnulative hazard indices exceeded a value or I al almost all sites,

including IRP Sties 4, 6, 8, 9, ltl, 1 I, 12, 13, 15, 16, 211, 21, and 22 for tire
residential chihl scenario, and IRP Sites I I and 12 I'or tile industrial

worker scenario. T!_ese noncancer hazard indices appear to be driven

primarily by manganese, MCPP, PCIls, triehh)rocthylcne, and to a lesser
extent arsenic and cadmium.

Hazard indices which significantly exceed a value of i generally require
some form of remediation; however, fnrthcr action is recommended in the

RI for only three nf these sites - Unit 3 at Site 12, Uni! I at Site 21, and for

groundwater at Site 16, and it is unclear whether further action is being
recommended to address cancer risks, or noneancer health effects at these
sites.
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Regional Toxicologist,U.S.EPA Contract No. N68-711-92-1)-4670
CT()-0079

To: Glenn Kistner, Remedial I'roject Manager File Code: 0222
U.S. EPA

Date: I 6 January 1997

!n general, the specilic ratiunale (e.g., COPC concenlraliun not

signilicanlly above background, effect-specific hazard indices less lhan I
for not considering the I'urther action alternalivc for these sites is not

made explicit in the Conclusions seclion of the report (AItachments A-N).

Additional inl'ormation is therefi}re necessary, lo provide justification for
ttie no I'urtlner action recommendation at the remaining IRP sites.

We Imvc idcnlified several specific technical and human health risk
assessment-related issues, explained in more detail helow, for which wc

are requesting ad{lilional inl'ormation, or l*urlhcr clarification, either in

the RI lit*port, o in linc form ol'a writlen rcslmnsc from Iht Navy.

.s;I'ECiI,'I(' ('O/IlMI£N'!*S RESI'ONSES TO SI'I_C!I;IC (_OMMI£NTS

Human !lealth Risk Assessmenh Summary of Rcsulls_ Vol. 1__6.4.3_ p. 6- RESPONSE: As stated in the Draft RI report, although concentrations t_f

29: The RI Report slates that arsenic is the primary cancer-risk driver, arsenic and manganese reported in soil at the OU-3A sites sometimes exceed

and manganese is lhe primary noneancer-risk driver for most of the areas MCAS El Toro calculated background levels, they are believed to represent

of' imteulial concern at line OU-3A sites, hul Ihal Ilncrc wax no documenlcd KIttH'al variation in soil tit the slation rather than contamination related Io
use or these two metals at lhese sites. The RI Ihen draws line h}llowing historic site activities. The Fate and Transport section of each site-spccilic
conclusion: ;_ttachmentinthe DraFtFinal RI report will be expanded to provide additional

"Il appears unlikely that some unknown activily comlucled at iaformation on mobility and persistence, primarily in tabular form, on thc

these areas was responsible fi}r the reported concentrations specific metals identified as risk drivers tit each site.

(above background) of arsenic and manganese in soil. Rather, Also see line response to the General Comment on page I of this document.
the reported concenlrations probably reflecl local, hut natural,

variations in the actual background levels for Ihese metals that
exceed the hackgronnd level calculated G_r MCAS El Toro."

We agree it is unlikely lhat some unknown activity conducted al these
areas was responsible for the reported concentrations (above background)

o1' arsenic ami manganese in soil, Imwever, there are a number of known
activities that coul<l have. Water treatment facilities, p,nrlicularly sludge

drying beds, sucln as those at site 12, are known to concentrate metals

normally presenl in water, including arsenic and manganese. These
metals would alE{} he expccled lo cnncentrale in areas where lhere is

_/I /l'J/. 2:12 I'M, ,p _\, tt,/_JhCSl_n_c\ttq)t _,_ pa',II* xl doc Page 2
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CT()-0(179

To: Glenn Kistner, Remedial Project Manager File Code: 0222
U.S. EI'A

Date: 16 .lannary 1997

sediment movement, such as catch hasins, also present at site 12. Arsenic
may also lie introduced into the soil through activities such as coal

hurning, and, as noted in the RI Report, through thc use of arsenical

pesticides.

Manganese, which is alloyed with metals to impart hardness (e.g., alloyed
with iron in the manufacture of steel), can be introduced into the

environment through the disposal of ferrous metals, and their suhsequent

oxidation, and weathering. Manganese above hackgrmmd level in soil at

site 20 (ttobby Shop) could be duc to thc disposal and suhsequent

weathering of metals containing manganese.

Manganese may also lie present in Iow concentrations in metal-

c_mtaminated Iluids, including waste oils. Virgin diesel fuel contains 0.29-

6.2 ppm manganese (and 0.012-0.13 ppm arsenic) hy weight, j and
concentrations in waste diesel fuel would obviously be expected to he
higher.

This may explain the presence of elevated manganese levels at Site 13 (()il

Change Area), Site 15 (Suspended Fuel Tank Area), Site 16 (Crash Crew

Pit), Site 19 (Aircraft Expeditionary Refueling Site), Site 21 (Materials

Management Group), and Site 22 (Tactical Air Fuel Dispensing System).

Regardless of the source of the arsenic and manganese tit Ihese sites, there

appears to lie elevated levels of these metals which significantly contribute

to noncancer risks above acceptable hazard indices at several sites, and

this will need to lie addressed hy the RI.

Site 4_ Attachment A_ _6. Human Health Risk Asscssment_ and §7. RESPONSE: See the response lo the General Comment on page I of tiffs
Conclusions and Recommendations: In the Conclusions section, it is document.

stated that "IT]he chemicals identified in soil at Site 4 do not pose an
imminent risk to human health or the environment ..." !!owcver, there

I

Thc IIl_lilllltlioll Rcsloraliml Pt_>g[mn Toxict}l_gy Guide, ilcallh _,lltl S_ilcly Rcscarcll Division, ()ak Ridge National L_tb{}ral{)ly (July 19_9)

vi 7/,9/. 2 12 I'M _l>s _lo7't\Jc_i_,,n_c\rHpt _;,_-t,;_Xii>,i d,,c Page 3
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CT()-01}79

To: Glenn Kistner, Remedial Project Manager File Code: 11222
U.S. EPA

Date: 16 January 1997

appears to be no discussion, or adequate explanation in the conclusions for
dismissing the mmcancer hazard ahove a hazard index (HI) of unity (1.4}
calculated fi}r the on-site resident at Unit I.

it is important to note that even when COl'Cs are segregated by specific

noncancer effect, and separate hazard indices (HI) were derived specific to

each effect group, several of thc effect-specific H Is exceeded unity,

indicating the potential for systemic toxicity. The effect-specific ttls
estinmted fiw Site 4 are: gastrointestinal effects (I.13), hematoh_gical

effects (I.05), neurotuxicity effects (!.37), rcprodnctivc effects (!.27), and

respiratory effects (I.37).

Based on the information presented in the RI, which indicates the

potential h)r systemic toxicity to the on-site resident, we do nut agree with
the conclusion that no remedial action is required to address contaminants
at Site 4.

Site 6, Attachment B, §6. Human Health Risk Assessment, and §7. RESPONSE: See tile response to the General Comment on page I of this
Conclusions and Recommendations: No adequate exl)lanation is docun_cnl

presented for dismissing the uoncancer hazar(I in(lex of I.I, and 1.4
calculated h}r the industrial worker, an(I on-site rcs{dent at Units !, 2, and

3, respectively. Based on the inh)rmation presented in the RI, indicating

the potential h_r systemic toxicity to the industrial worker, and on-site

resident, and for similar reasons to those stated ahove, we do not agree

with the conclusion that no remedial action is reqnire(I lu address
contaminants at Sitc 6.

Site 8_ Attachment C, §6. Human Health Risk Assessmenh and §7. RESPONSE: See thc response lo the General Comment on page I of this
Conclusions and Recommendations: No adequate explanation is document.

presented fi}r dismissing the noncancer hazard index of 1. I, and 2.3
calculated h_r the on-site resident at Unit 5, and at Units 2 and 3,

respectively. Based on the information presented in the RI, indicating the

potential for systemic toxicity to the on-site resident, we do not agree with
the conclusion that no remedial action is required to address contaminants
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Dale: 16January 1997

at Site 8.

Site 9t Attachment 1)_,_6. ttuman Health Risk Assessmenh and §7. RESPONSE: See the response to the General C¢)mment on page I of this
Conclusions and Recommendations: No adequate explanation is document.
presented for dismissing the nuneancer hazard index of 1.4 calculated h_r
the on-site resident. Based on the inh)rmalion presenled in the RI,
indicating the potential fi)r systemic toxicity to the un-site resident, we do
not agree with the conclusion that no remedial aclion is required to
address contaminants at Site 9.

Site 10, Altachment Et §6. Human Health Risk Assessmenh and §7. RESPONSE: See the response to the General Comment on page 1 or' this
Conclusions and Recommendations: No adequate explanation is document.
presenled for dismissing the noncaneer h:lzard index of 1.2 calcnlaled for
thc on-sile resident at Units I, 2, and 3, and 2.2 calculaled for the on-site

resident at Unit 4. Based on the inh}rmation presented in Ihe RI,
indicating the potential for systemic toxicity to Ihe on-site resident, we do

not agree with the conclusion that no remedial action is required to
address contaminants at Site 9.

Site I !_ Attachment F_ §6. Human Health Risk Assessmenh and §7. RESPONSE: Units I and 2 at this site will be recommended for further action
Conelushms and Recommendations: No adequate explanation is m Ihe Draft Final RI report.
presented fi)r dismissing the noncancer hazard index of I.I calculated h)r

Sce the rcsponsc tn, the General Conullent on page I of this d()cumcnt.the on-site industrial worker, or the hazard index of 4.5 calculated for the

on-site resident, holh at Unit 1. Based on the inl'ormation presented in the
RI, indicating the potential h)r systemic toxicity to the on-site resident,
and industrial worker, we do not agree with the conclusion that no
remedial action is required to address contaminanls al Site 1I.

Site 12_Attachment .(;t _6. tluman .Health Risk Assessment_ and §7. RES!)()NSE: Comment noted.
Conclusions and Recommendations: Recommended actions for Site 12

include reducing exposure to contaminated soil from Ihe drainage ditch
(Unit 3), and reduce the likelihood of contaminated soil from this area

being transported off-site. This recommended action ix appropriate, and
will serve to reduce potential exposures to on-site industrial worker, and
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the on-site resident at [Init 3, fi_r whom noncancer hazard indices of 2.3,
and 5.9 were calculated.

!towever, neb remedial actions were recommended for Unit I, where a .x,I the February 6, 1997, BCT meeting, the regulatory agencies agreed that no
value of 4.6 was calculated fi_r the noncancer hazard index for on-site further action recolmnendations for I_nit I anti [hilts 2 and 4 were acceptable

residents, or fi;r Units 2 and 4, where an !il value of 2.1 was calculated for because the cancer risk estimates are within the acceptable range and the Ill

on-site residents. These hazard index values are approximately equal in '/ah,es probably overestimate the risk at these two areas of'concern. Unit 3 is
magnitude to those calculated h_r [Init 3. The rationale h}r recommending recommended for further action because of the potential threat ii poses to

remedial actions for Unit 3, but not for Units I, 2 and 4 is thereh_re :;ut face water in Bce Canyon Wash. The potential for transport of

unclear, and requires further explanation and just[lira[ion, contaminants into Ihfit 3 by surface runolT from Units 1, 2, and 4 is judged to
be minimal based tm thc Iow ;mn[mi rainfall, the relatively flat, stable ground

:;urface conditions present at lhfits 1,2. and 4, and the relatively h)w
concentrations of contaminants.

Site 13, Attachment H, §6. Human Health Risk Assessmenh and §7. RESPONSE: See the response to the General Comment on page I of this

Conclusions and Recommendations: No adequate explanation is document.

presented for dismissing the nnncancer hazard index of 1.1 calculated for

the on-site resident, although no effect-specific Ii! exceeds a value of 1. If

this is the basis for the conclusion that no remedial action is requirc(I to
address contaminants at Site 15, this rationale needs tn be made more

explicit in the Conclusions.

Site 15_ Attachment I_ §6. Human Health Risk Assessmen h and ,q7. RESPONSE: See the response to the General Comment on page I of this
Conclusions and Recommendations: A noncanccr hazard index of !.1 document.

calculated for the on-site resident, although no effect-specific H! exceeds a
value of I. If this is the basis fibr the conclusion thai no remedial action is

required to address contaminants at Site 15, this ralimnde needs tn be
made more explicit in the Conclusions.

Site 16_ Attachment J, _6. ttuman tlealth Risk Assessment_ and ,_7. RESPONSE: The recommendation for No Further Action at Unit 3 is based
Conclusions and Recommendations: Remedial actions are recommended on thc concentrations of chemicals in shallow soil (0 to 10 feet bgs).

at Site 16, for Units I and 2, to reduce V()C concentrations in the vadose Groundwater beneath Site 16 (inchiding [Init 3) was addressed in the risk

zone and minimize degradation of the shallow aquifer, although potential assessment as a separate area of concern.

human cancer risks and noncancer hazards associated with exposures at
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these Units were within acceptable ranges. However, no I'urther action is See the response to the General Comment on page 1 of dfis document.
recommended fi}r )Init 3, where a mmcancer hazard index of 1.3 was

calculated fi)r the on-site resident, driven primarily by TC1£ in

groundwater. The basis fi}r this apparent contradiction requires l'urther

explanation.

Site 19_ Attachment K_ ,q6. Human Health Risk Assessmen h and §7. RESPONSE: Conlmcnt noted.

Conclusions and Recommendations: We are in agreement wilh the no

further action recommendation for Site 19, hascd upon cancer risks (3.6 x
10 -_ to 1.3 x 10-'_) and noncanccr hazards (0.1}36 to 0.95 to the on-site

resident and industrial worker, that are within accept:lhle ranges.

Site 20, Attachment I_, ,_6. Human Health Risk Assessment, and ,q7. RESPONSE: Sec thc response to the General Comment on page 1 of this
Conclusions and Recommendations: No adequate explanation is document.

presented t'or dismissing the noncancer hazard index of i.3 calculated !'or
the on-site resident al [lull I, or the hazard index of i.2 calculated h)r the
on-site resident at the catch basin. Unil 4 cancer risks and hazard indices

are within Ihe acceptable range, if the ahscnce ol' an effect-specific H!

exceeding unit is the basis fi)r the conclusion that no remedial action is

required to address contaminants at Site 20, Ibis rationale needs to be

made more explicit. Based on the infnrmation presented in the RI,

indicating the i)otential h)r systemic toxicity to tile on-site resident, we do

not agree with the conclusion that no remedial action is required to
address contaminants at Site 20.

Site 21_ Attachment M_ ,q6. !tuman Health Risk Assessment, and §7. IIESPONSE: See lhe response to the General Comment on page I of this
Conclusions and Recommendations: Remedial actions are recommended document.

at Site 21, lo reduce exposure to contaminated sediment in the catch basin,
although potential human cancer risks and noncancer hazards associated

with exposures at the catch basin were wilhin aeceptahle ranges.

!!owever, no I'urther action is recommended fi}r Unit I, where a noncancer

hazard index of 2.0 was calculated for the nn-site resident, driven by

manganese, arsenic, and the herbicide MCP[ ) in snil. The hasis for this
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apparent contradiction requires further cxplanalinn.

Site 22_ Altachmcnt N v§6. Human !!eallh Risk Assessment_ and ,_7. RESI_ONSE: The hazard index for an on-sile resident at lint! I is 0.52 as

Conclusions and Recommendations: There appears to be a typographic presented in Table 6 5 of the I)raft R1 report. The ItI oiled in Seclion 7 of

transposition error in the hazard index calculated for the on-site resident Altachment N will be revised in the l)ral'l Final RI report.
at [Init I. In Table 6-5 a value of 0.52 is presented, while in the

Ainu, see the response Io the General Comment <m page 1 of this doctmlenl.
Conclusions and Recmnmendations Section (p. N7-5}, an tll value of 5.2 is

cited. Additionally, no adequate explanation is presented h_r dismissing
the noncancer hazard index of 1.2 calculated for the on-site resident at

Unit 2, as a basis for consideration of the Further action alternative.

!f the absence of an efl'ect-specilic Hi exceeding unity, m' the relationship See the response 1o lite General ('omment on page 1 of this document.

of manganese and aluminum concentrations to background, is the basis

for the conclusion thai no remedial action is required to address
contaminants al Site 22, this rationale needs to he n{ade more explicit.

Based on thc infiwmation presented itl Iht RI, indiealing the potential for
systemic toxicity to Ihe on-site resident, we do not agree with the

conclusion that no remedial aclion is required to address contaminants al
Site 22.

CONCLUSION RESPONSETOCONCLUSION

The Draft Remedial Investigation Report for {)IJ-3A generally meets is RESPONSE: See thc response to thc General Comment on page I of this

objective of collecting sufficient data to determine the nature and extent of document.

contamination, and for appropriately characterizing human health risk.

Appropriate recommendations were made with respect to the evaluation

of potential human cancer risk, however, additimml inh)rmation is

re{inired to SUl)l)ort the no I'urther action decisi{m at IRI' Sties where the
noncanccr hazard index indicated lite potential f{;r syslcmic toxicity,

hcfore we can issue approval of the R! report.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

DR4 i.'T I'!IASE !! REMEDIAL IN VESTIGA ?'ION REPORT
FOR OPERA BI. Ii I/NIT - .lA

,IICAS ICLT(IRO, ('ALI!:ORNIA

Originator: TaysecrMahmnud CLEANII Program
DTSC ContractNo.N68-711-92-D-4670

CT()-0079

To: .Josel)h Joyce, BRAC Environmental Coordinator File Code: 0222
MCAS FI Toro

Date: 21}November 1996

COMMENTS RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

I. Executive Summary, Tahle ES-2, !luman-llealtll Risk Assessmenh RI_SPONSE I: The risk scenarios prescntcd in she RI were those included in

Future Uses and Complete Pathways - In Tahle ES-2 the risk the approved risk assessment work phm and associated addendum fi)r Ibc

management decisions seem tn correspond in nearly every ease lo remedial investigation for she OtL3A sites. The risk scenarios as presensed
protection of the future industrial worker al an excess cancer risk and associated risks calculated in the RI repors accurately retn'esenS the risk to

IE-04 ami a Hazard Index (HI) !.4}. Some sites are likely to see fillure an industrial worker (0-2 feet bgs) and an on-site resident [0- 10 feet bgs). An
construction, in which case mmresidenlial receptors could be exposed estimation of risk so a construction worker (based on a percentage of she risk

to cuntaminants deeper than 2 ft below ground surface (bgs). {)ur lo a resident) will be provided in thc RI report. The recommendations shat

concern arises from the differing suites o1' contaminants and exposure will be presented in updated Table ES 2 and site specific attachments of the

puint concentrations used to calculale risk I'or lire worker (0-2 fl bgs) I)rali Final RI are based on she residential hind use scenario (m_ss

ami the resident 10-10 fl bgs). Although il is true that the estimates of conservative scemu'i{0. As the BCT agreed as the 6 February 1997 meeting,

risk and hazard fi}r the future resident are higher than ttmse fi_r a the Navy will recommend O[I-3A Sites 4, 6, 9, 10. I I ([hfis 3). 12 (Units 1, 2,

typical conslrucliml worker scenario, we fear that a decision fi_r no and 4), 13, 15, 16 (t/nit 3), 19, 20, 21 and 22 for No Further Action and ()[ J-

further aclion al a given site might not he protective of a future 3A Sites 8, I 1 (llniss I and 2), 12 (Unit 3), and 16 ([lniss I, 2. and

cunstruction worker. The Navy slmuld address lifts concern, either groundwaser) for Fursher Action based on she residential receptor in Draft

generically or on a site-by-site hasis. Final RI.

2. Section 1.1_ Purpose o1' Rel)ort _Figure I-2 - The lille of the figure RESI]'()NSI£ 2: The lille of I:igure 1--2 will be ¢orrecSed in site Draf[ Final RI
should be changed lo OU-3A Site !_ocation Map. Rcp()rs.

3. Section I. I_ Purl)ose o1' Repor h 2nd i}aragral)h_ page I-I - Please I{ESP()NSE 3: The Iolal number of IRP sites will be corlecsed s() 24 m the
verify the number of IRP sites at MCAS El Toro. ()U-I has (}ne site; Draft Final RI Repolt.
()U-2A has two sites; O!1-211 has two sites; O[1-2C has two sites; and

()U-3 has seventeen sites. Thus, the total number of sites is 24.

4. Section 1. I_ Purpose of Repor h Tahle I-I - Thc tahle lists Units ! and RESPONSE 4: The sable will be corrected in the Draft Final RI Report. Site

2 of Site I, Explosive Ordinance Disposal Range, as heing addressed 1 (F.xplosive Ordnance Disposal Range) is not addressed in this RI report.
Site 4 (Ferrocene Spill Area) consists of Units I and 2.in this report though this site behmgs lo ¢)U-3B. Also, no units are

listed fi_r Site 4, Ferrocene Spill Area. Please correct the table or
change the title lo clarify that the tahle lists sites investigated during
the Phase ii RI.

3tl 7/97, 2 [4 I'M, _1> s ',,Io/u',_c_l_msc\_irpt3aXdts_\nn u dot i)agc I



RESPONSE TO ('OMMENTS

DRAFT !'IIASE !I REMEDIAL INVESTIGATiON REPORT
FOR OPERABLI f t/NIT- 3A

MCAS EL TORO, CALIFORNIA

Originator: Tayseer Mahmoud CI_EAN II Program
IYrsc Contract No. N68-71 i-92-1)-467(I

CT()-111179
To: ,l,,scl)h ,loyce, BRAC I£nviromnental Coordinator File Code: 0222

MCAS El Toro

Date: 211Novenlber 1996

5. Scope of tile OU-3A Investigation t Table 1-2 - Please delete OU-3B RESPONSE 5: The table will be corrected in the Draft Final RI Report. Site
Site 14, Battery Acid Disposal Area, from thc table. 14 (Battery Disposal Area) is not addressed in this RI report.

6. Attachment il t Site 6t Drop Tank Drainage Area No. I RESPONSE 6: The section will be con-cc{ed in the Draft Final RI repolt.
I'he correct value t'o,- a, on-site industrial worker at Units I, 2, and 3 is O. I I.

Section 7.1.4 t Human-Health Risk Assessment, pare B7-2 - The ltl for
an on-site industrial worker at Units 1, 2, and 3 listed as 1.1 is a

typographical error. The correct value is 0.11.

Tal)le 7-1, i)age B7-6 - The risk assessment values entered this iai)lc l'able 7-1 will be corrected in the Draft Final RI Report. The values for life
does not agree xsilh Ihe ealeulate(I values iF) Section 6. residential scenario presented (m Table 6-5 in Seclion 6 of tile Drafl RI report

illC COITCCI.The lisk ti} a rcsidcnl is 1.91'; 05/2.01_ 05. Thc wtlucs I'ol

industrial scenario [lave bccll revised for life Draft Final RI report. Thc risk to
an industrial worker is 1.1E-5/I.3E-5 for cancer at Units 1,2, and 3. Tables

6 4 and 7-1 of Attachment B will be revised ill the Draft Final RI report

7. Attachment Ct Site 8, Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office RESPONSE 7: There are no maps showing the exact location of where life

Storage Area - Figures depicting Site 8 should show the boundaries of soil was removed. As stated irt Section 4.1 and presented irt Table 2.2 thc

the area (including depth) where the soil was inadvertently removed area where soil was removed is believed to have encompassed the entire ;uea

during the construction of the asphalt pad built in 1994. The of Unit 3 to a depth of 2 feet bgs. As stated mttle Draft RI report, soil dala

construction of the asphalt pad occurred between the Phase ! and from tile 0 and 2 fi)o{ bgs samples fi'om borings 08 RE1.08 RE2, and

Phase ! I remedial investigation. By showing the boundaries, the 08_RE3, were not used to estimate tile nature and extent or {'or use in life

reviewer would be aware of soil boring data that may be invalid due calculation of human health risk. In addition, Ihese data arc not presented oil
to soilremoval, anyof tilefiguresmAttachn)entC.

Tal)ie ES-2 and Table 6-5 indicale the residenti:d scenario ttl at Units These lanes are Collect. All lIFe data used to calcuhlle these values arc

2 and 3 is higher than Units I and 4, yet the analytical data show presented in the Ai)pcndices I! and K. Exposure point concentrations (I!PC)

higher contaminant concentrations at Units 1 and 4. i1' this is not an for areas of concern were calculated by one of two methods. For areas of
error please include, on appropriate figures and tall, les, evidence to concern where an analyle was reported as a detect in less than four samples

support these conclusions. !f this is an error, please cross-check thc ti/t: n)aximum concenlration was used as the EPC. If an analyte was detected
analytical data al each unit (for till sties) will) thc analytical data used in four or more samples thc 95 percent upper confidence limit (lICit) of' the
iF} the risk assessment to ensure these data properly correspond, reported sample values was used as the EPC unless it exceeds the highest

measured value. Use of the maximum analyte concentration for the EPC is the

most conservative approach for estimating risk. Both of these methods were

_/I UL:/, 21.1 I'M. _p s \. t. 7_^,C_l,,,n.c\.irl,t:_a\dls&lm ,, .h,_ I_age 2



RESPONSE T{_,, OMMENTS

lIRA FT !'!IASE II REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT

FOR OPERABLE UNIT- .lA

MCAS EL TORO, ('ALIFORNIA

Originator: Tayseer Mahmuud CI,EAN !1 Program
DTSC ContractNo.N68-711-92-D-4670

CTO-0079
To: .Iosel)h Joyce, BIIAC Environmenlal ('oor(linator File Code: 0222

MCAS El Toro

Date: 21t November 1996

discussed at the 6 February 1997 BCT Meeting attended by the Ei:'A and

I)TSC toxicologists.

For the reasons staled above, exposure under the residential scenario at Units
2 and 3 used the Illaxinlunl detected values of Aroclor 1248, 1254. and 1260

as the appropriale estimator for the EPC. These three colnponnds account for

60 percenl of the I11 at [Inils 2 and 3. For Units I and 4 the t_l'Cs for Aroclor
1248, 1254, and 1260 were the calculated 95 percenl !.lCl_s. I lse of thc 95

percent UCl.s for Ihese compounds resulted in lower residential risk estimates
al 1 lnits I and 4 than at [Jnits 2 and 3.

Please provide any additional data showing that the remedial The Navy will rcc,)mmend further action fi)r this area of concern (tJnits 1 and

investigation identified the PCB "hot spot" at Unit 4. Soil sample 4) in the Draft Final RI based on the presence of PCBs in shallow soil.
location 08B404 indicates ()racular 12611 three times higher than the

PRG, yet the surrounding soil was not further sampled.

8. Attachment !, Site 15_ Suspended Fl,el Tank Area, Sectio n 1.2.1. I)age RESP()NSE 8: q'he signed Petroleuni Exclusion document will be included
11-2 - The text states that Unit 1 was excluded from the IRP based on in the I)raft Final RI: report as Appendix O.

petroleum exclusion under CERCIA. Please attach a copy of the
decision document tn demonstrate that the BCT has agreed to the
exclusion.

Section 7.1.1_ Physical Charaeteristics_ page 17-!: The statement that Section 7.1.1 will be corrected in the [)raft Final RI 1o indicate that Site 15 is

Site 15 is h)cated in the northeast qua(Iranl of MCAS El Toro is not located in thc northwest quadrant of MCAS El Toro.
accurate. The correct location is northwest

9. Attachment k, Site 19_ Aircraft Expeditionary Refuelinll Site_ Section RESPONSE 9: The signed Petroleum Exclusion document will be included

1.2.1_ page KI-2 - The text states that Units I and 4 were excluded in the Draft Final RI: report as Appendix O. Table ES-2 will be corrected to
from the IRP based on petroleum exclusion tm(It'r (;I£RCI_A. Please eliminate reference Io Unit 4 in the Draft Final RI.

attach a COl)y of the decision document lo (icmonstrate thai the BCT
has agreed to the exclusion. Also, i)lease exl)luin N_lly tJnil 4 is
included iii Table ES-2.
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To: .Ioseph Joyce, BRAC Environmental Coordinator File Code: 0222

MCAS El Toro

Date: 20 November 1996

10. Attachment L_Site 20_ Hobby Shop, Section 1.2.1, page LI-4 - Please RESPONSE 10: The signed Petroleum Exclusion document will be included
attach a copy of the decision document to demonstrate that the BCT in the Draft Final 111:report as Appendix O.
has agreed to the exclusion of Units 2 and 3.

11. Attachment !,_ Site 211_ttobby Simp, Section 6, Human-Health Risk RESPONSE 1 !: The discrepancy results from the comparison with two
Assessment - We find a discrepancy in estimations of excess cancer different backgrounds. As discussed in the 6 February 1997 BCT Meeting,
risk fi>r future residents at Unit I. Table 1_6-5estinmles this risk at two different background levels are used in the RI, one for tile nature and

1.5E-05, driven by arsenic. However, Figure IA-3 shows that arsenic extent of contamination and another fi_r the risk assessment. The background
values h}r soils in Unit I fall within the range o1'ami)tent used in the nalure and extent is based on the 95th percentile whereas thc

concentrations at all depths in both Phase I and !'hase II background used in the calculation of the background risk is based on lite 95-
investigations. Tahle KI-46 in Appendix K agrees with Figure L4-3 percent UCL. Comparing these two values is not appropriate. Section 4 in
and shows that arsenic is not selected }ts a C()I'C for Unit i. In the main body of thc l)raft Final RI report will be revised to include a

addition, Tal)le KVI-196 shows arsenic as a C()PC h}r resident discussion of the two lypes of t_ackgrotmd.

children htr Unit 1. Please explain this discrepancy or correct any It should be noted that Table KI-46 shows arsenic selected ;ts a COI)C for

errors. Unit1,hence,theriskfi'omexposuretoarsenicwasquantifiedforresident
receptors as shown in 'Fables KV1-196. Thus, there are no discrepancies
between the table presenting the selected COPCs and the tables which present
the risk fi'om exposure to these (?OPCs.

Cancer risk and non-cancer hazard for hflure industrial workers at ('omment on thc signilicancc of cancer risk and tiazilld index al risk t lllit 4 is
Ilnit I are <IE-(17 and <0.10, respectively, while excess cancer risks re>ted.
for Unit 4 anti the catch basin fall in thc range of 2E-06 to 6E-06,
driven hy his(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (Tahlcs 1.6-4, L6-5). Non-cancer
hazard is not significant for either receptor group at Unit 4 or for
industrial workers at (Init 4. The cunmlative I!1 for future residents

at the catch basin is 1.2, but all individual Ioxic endpoints show
hazard indices <1.0 (Table L6-6).

12. Attachment Mt Site 21, Materials Management Group - This section is RESPONSE 12: These figures were inadvertently left out of this copy. We
missing Figures !-I, 1-2, and 3-1. will insure that all figures are present in all copies of the Draft Final RI.

13. Attachment N_Site 22_ Tactical Air Fuel Dispensing System, Section 6_ RESPONSE 13: See response to Comment 11. Tables 4-2 and 4-5 present
Human-Health Risk Assessment - Arsenic is selected as a COPC fi>r the 95th percentile of the background ambient values. Selection of on-site

t/I ,/')/, 2 14 I'M _1' _ "l""Ll\_csl_'n'c\Htl't ;,t",dt,,\m, ,_ ,I,,, [)klgC 4
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To: Joseph .Ioyce, BRAC Environmental ('oor(linator File Code: I}222
MCAS El Toro

Date: 21)Noveniber 1996

Unit I and [Init 2 (Appendix K, Tables KI53-55), although no metal COPCs for the risk assessment was determined by statistically
detected values fell higher than the 95th percentile of ambient values comparing on-site concentrations with background concentrations (95th

(Table N4-5). l'his is apparently an error, leading to overestimation percentile), ri'he statistical approach was based on a comparison of maxmnml
of excess cancer risk for both resi(!ential and industrial uses. Please detected on-site concentrations to the 95th percentile of the background data

explain or correct, and use of the Wilcoxon Rank Sum test and the Quantile test to analyze Ihe
hypothesis that on-site concentrations are less than or equal to background

concentrations. The results of this process are presented in Appendix D.

Application of the statistical approach described above identifies arsenic as a
C()I_C for Unit I and Unit 2, hence, risks at this units are not overestimated

I)y inclusion of arsenic in the risk calculations.

Even il' arsenic were removed as a CtIPC, excess cancer risks htr Unit Comment on the significance or' cancer risk and hazard index itt risk Unit 1

I would still fall in the range of IE-05 to 2E-05 I'or both the future and I Init 2 is noted.
resident and future industrial worker. If arsenic is not a CO!'C at

Unit 2, then cancer risks are not significant. The cumulative HI is

>1.0 only file the future resident at Unit 2, lint no single luxic endpoint
shows a !tl >1.0 (Table N6-6). Therefitre, no mm-cancer hazards at

Unit 2 are not significant. Cumulative H! via inhalation of' dust at

Unit I is six orders of magnitude greater fiJr the future resident

compared with the future worker (Table N6-5). This was due to
barium being a COPC in soils in Unit I and manganese soils in Unit 2
fiJr future residents {0-10 fl bgs) but not I'or workers (0-2 ft bgs),
which accounts h_r 99+% of the difference (Tables KV-! 15, KV-117,

KVI-233, KVI-244).
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