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7a//F,Pc_ PeteWilson
Governor

)epartment of
'oxi¢ $ub_tances Peter 34'. Rooney

7ontral Secretary for
Environmental

!45 West Broadway. Mr. Joseph Joyce Proteaion

Suite350 BRAC Environmental Coordinator "
]ong Beacin, CA
_oso2-444,_ U.S. Marine Corps Air Station. El Toro

P.O. Box 95001
Santa Aaa, California 92709-5001

Dear Mr. Joyce:

COMMENTS ON DRAFT PROPOSED PLAN FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU)-2B
SITES 2 & 17 AND OU-2C SITES 3 & 5, MARINE CORPS AIR STATION
0VICAS)El TORO

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has completed the review
of the above subject document dated September 1997prepared by Bechtel National Inc.
The Proposed Plan (PP) presents the MarineCorp's preferred alternative for landfill sites
2,3, 5, and 17.

DTSC agrees with the Marine Corp's selectionof Alternative 3 for landfill sites 2
and 17. However, although we reco_izc that the selected remedy, i.e., Alternative3, is
protective to human health andthe environment,we have serious concern that this
remedy is not compatible with the draft R_use Plan for future land use as proposed by the
Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA) for landfill sites 3 and 5. We request that a
separate PP be submitted for OU-2C (sites 3 and 5) in order that this issue can be
addressed without musing delay for OU-2B (sites 2 and 17) and because of potential
controversyregarding cleanup for sites 3 and 5.

DTSC encourages the Marine's representatives along with the Base Transition
Coordinator(BTC) to meet with the LKAto explain the PP and to reconcile

environmental priorities with community reuse priorities prior to finalization of remedy ....
selection. The regulatory agencies will bo available to assist and participate in thc
meeting. If the remedy selected is Alternative 3, it is necessary that thc LRAbe aware
that major costs and modification of the ROD would later tx: necessary to change this
decision so as to make the environmental condition of the property suitable for the
proposed muse. If the reuse objectivescannot be achieved due to economic or technical
considerations, this determination should be discussed and clarified with the LRAso that
land use plannerscan revise the Rouse Plan accordingly. The LRA should be aware of
thc consequences of thc remedy selected as it impacts thc futurc reuse plan. The outcome
of the discussions with the LRA should be included in thc PP.
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For additional comments on the PP, please see the enclosed comments. If you
have any questions, please call me at (562) 590-4891.

Sincerely,

Remedial Project Manager
O_ce of Milltary FaciLities
Southern California Operations

Enclosures

cc: Mr. Olean R. Kistner
RemodialProjectManager
U. S, Environmental Protection Agency
RegionIX
Superfuad Division (SFD-8-2)
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, Calif_ 94105 -3901

Mr. Lawrence Vitalc

Remedial Project Manager
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Santa Aaa Region
3737 Main Street, Suite 500
Riverside, California 92501-3339

Mr. Peter Janicki

California Integrated Waste Management Board
8800 Cai Center Drive

Sacrameato, California 95826

Mr. Steven Sharp
County of Orange
Environmental Health Division

Y

Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency
2009 Fast Edinger Avenue
Santa Ava, CaUfornia 92705
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cc: Mr. Tom Mathews

Director of planning
Orange County Eavironmeatal Management
300 N. Flower Strcct, Third Floor
P.O. Box 4048

Santa An,, California 92702-4048

Mr. Tim Lams

Bechtel National, Inc.
401 WestA Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, California 92101-7905

Mr. Gregory F. Hurley, Esq.
Brown, Pistone, Hurley & Van Vlcar
8001 Irvinc Center Drive, Suite 900
Irvine, California 92618-2921

Mr. Andy Piszkia
Rcmexfial Project Manager
Naval Facilities Engincering Comman d
Southwest Division, Code 1831.AP
1220 Pacific Highway
San Diego, California 92132-5187
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_- DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
Comments on

Draft Proposed Plan for Landfill Sites 2, 3, 5, & 17
Marine Corps Air Station-E! Toro

Dated September 1997

The list of comments below werepreparedby Mr. Tayseer Mahmoud, Remedial Project
Manager for Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and Mr. Ronald Okuda,
Environmental Reuse Specialist. We have also attached a memorandum dated
October 23, 1997 from Ms. Marsha Mingay, Public Participation Specialist. The
memorandum provides additional comments on thc document.

General Comment:

Overall, DTSC agreeswith the Marine Corp's selection of Alternative 3 for
Landfill Sites 2 and 17. However, we have serious concern that this remedy is not
compatible with the draft Reuse Plan for future land use as proposed by the Local
Redevelopment Authority (LRA) for landfallsites 3 and 5. We request the submittal of a
separate Proposed Plan (PP) for Sites 3 and 5.

Both the National Oil and HaTardousSubstance Contingency Plan (NCP) and
U.S. EPA's May 25, 1995Directive "Land Use in the CERCLA Remedy Selection
Process" discuss the selection of a remedy based on realistic assumptions regarding future
land uses. As stated in the U.S. EPA memorandum, "... In general,remedial action
objectives should be developed in order to developalternatives that would achieve
cleanup levels associated with the reasonablyanticipated future use over as much of the
site as possible." At MCASE1Toro, the Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA)
approved the Reuse Plan for the installation in December 1996. This Reuse Plan will be
the basis for the land use assumptions DoD will consider during the development of the
Environmental Impact Study. Therefore,this Reuse Plan should be the basis for
determination of "reasonably anticipatedfuture use" during the remedy selection process.
The Reuse Plan specifies that an industrial/commercialcenter is planned at the Site 3
landf'fil,and a golf course at the Site 5 landfill. DTSC does not agree that these future
uses could be accommodated by Alternative 3, a native soil cap at these two landfills.

DTSC requests that the LRA be consultedto reconcile environmental priorities
with community reuse priorities prior to finalization of remedy selection. DTSC also
recommends that the Base Transition Coordinator(BTC) work with the LRA and the
Restoration Advisory Board 0LAB)to ensure that the community is aware of the PP, and
is aware that major costs and modification of the ROD would be necessaryto change this
decision so as to make the environmentalcondition of the property suitable for the
proposed reuse. If the reuse objectives cannot be achieved due to economic or technical
considerations, this determinationshould be discussed and clarified with the LRA so that
land use planners canrevise the Reuse Plan accordingly.

-1-
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Comments Oh'S)raftProPosed Plan
Landfill Sites 2, 3, 5, & J 7
MCAS Ed Toro

Land5tl Site 3

Alternatives 5B or 6B, asphalt caps, would have a better likelihood of supporting
a future light industrial/commercialreuse at Site 3. Also, Alternatives 5 and6 provide
the highest degree of long-term effectivenessbecause they provide the greatest reduction
in rainfall infiltration of aUactivities as mentioned in Section 6.3 of thc FS, Comparative
Analysis of Alternatives. The statement in the PP that Alternative 3 is "easy to modify"
and "allows flexibility for future site use" is misleading. Changes to the remedy would
require a modification of the Record of Decision(ROD). Also, the LRA's request to
modify the remedycould be denied by the Marines and/or the regulatory agencies. Issues
regarding furore liability, cost to modify the cover,and cost to modify the ROD to allow
constructionof a new remedy need to be clarified.

Landfill Site 5
Alternative4D, synthetic flexible membrane liner (FML), appears to be more

appropriate for a furore recreational use scenario,such as the golf course at Site 5. The
FML can be designed to allow irrigation to support vegetation compatible with an
irrigated golf course for Site 5. According to the Section 6.3 of the FS, Comparative
Analysis of Alternatives,alternatives 4C, 4D, SA, 5B, 6A, and/or 6B would provide the
highest degree of long-term effectivenessbecause they would provide the greatest
reduction in rainfall infiltration of the landfills. Also, the FML liners can withstand large
tensile strains.

Alternative 3 requires the installation of a 4-foot-thick layer soil cap on top of the
landfill, making the elevation of the landfill higher than that of the surrounding goff
course. It would be difficult for the LRA to modifyAlternative 3 and make the landfill
site suitablefor reuse az an irrigated golf coursebecau._ of the additional grading and
liners needed; these would make the elevationof the site even higher than that of the
surroundinggolf course. In addition, Section6.4 of the FS states that Alternative 3 under
the irrigation scenariowould notminimi?e potential leaching of the landfill. DTSC
recommends that discussions be held between the BCT and the LRA, which may lead to
a compromise between maintaining the protectivenessof the landfill cover and designing
the landscaping for a golf course scenario.

Specific Comments:

1. Page 4, Identifying Exposure Pathways

Please clarify the statement that constructionof residential housing units at the
landfills is not permitted under California regulations by specifying the regulatory
citations to which you refer. Does this refer to risk assessments? Are you saying
that appropriate cleanup levels must be met to allow for residential use? Does this
refer to institutional controls needed for this site? DTSC agrees that construction

-2-
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Commentson,)raft ProposedPlan
Landfill Sites2, 3, 5, & 17
MCAS El Toro

of residential housing at the landfills is not appropriate becausc of the
requirements for methane gas monitoring, effect of differential settlement,
prohibition of enclosed basements, utilities, pilings, etc.

2. Page 7, Alternative 2 - Institutional Controls and Monitoring

DTSC disagrees with the statement that land use restrictions could be negotiated
at the time the propertyis leased or transferred. How can a portionof the remedy
be negotiated after the ROD issigned?

Institutional controls am used to support thc remedy to assure thc pwtection of
human health or the environment. As such, institutional controls are as vital to
the remedy as any engine,a/ag control or technology. As noted in thc July 25,
1997 "Responsibility for Additional Environmental Cleanup afi_ Transfer of
Real Property" Policy issued by DoD, "...for a remedy that will require
restrictions on future use of thc land, the proposed plan and record of decision
(ROD) or other decision documents must identify the future land use assumption
that was used to develop thc remedy, specific land uso restrictions necessitated by
the selected remedy, and possible mechanisms for implementing and enforcing
those use restrictions."

To state that land use restrictions will be "negotiated" at the time of property
transfer suggests that the effectiveness of the remedy could be compromised at a
later date without disclosure or involvement of tho public and regulatory agencies.
The statement also suggests that land use restrictions may not be evaluated with
the same scrutiny as the en_neering alternatives.

(At the time of transfer of BRAC properties, DTSC requests that the Marines
enter into a Land Use Covenant with DTSC so as to provide DTSC with a
mechanism to enforce deed restrictions after property transfer.)

3. Page 7, Alternative 3 - Preferred Alternative - Single Layer Soil Cap with
Institutional Controls and Monitoring

Alternative 3 appears to limit the redevelopment potential of Sites 3 and 5 as
described in the approved muse plan. The PP states that access to the landfill sites
would be controlled using institutional controls similar to Alternative 2. One of
the institutional controls listed in Alternative 2 would restrict physical access by
use offences and appropriate si_-q. How is this compatible with future land uses
for Sites 3 and 5? A fenced landfill cap constructed of native soil and vegetated
with drought-resistant annual grasses would not be compatible with either
industrial/commercial or recreational (golf) uses.

-3-
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Comments on :Draft Propased Plan
Landfill Sites 2. 3, 5. & 17
MC,AS _ Toro

DTSC also disagrees with the Marines' response to comments on the FS that thc
remedial actions at these two sites will be completed before the reuse is
implemented. In our opinion, the remedial action may not be implemented until
after 1999 when the base is to bo closed and transferred to the LRA. The landfill

cap alternatives for Sites 3 and S should be reevaluated to determlne wheth_ or
not another remedy would pmvi_ a better nexus between the Reuse Plan and the
Cleanup Plan.

4. Page 10, A. Threshold Criteria, Number 2

The statement that Alternative 3 meets all ARARs b not entirely accurate. Please
clarify that Alternative 3 meets all ARARs for Site 5 as long as institutional
controls preventing irrigation am included as a component of the alternative (see
Section 5,2.3.2 page 5-11 of the FS).

5. Page 10, B. Primary Balancing Criteria, Number 3

This section states that Alternative 3 is "easy to modify" and "allows flexibility
for fumm site use". This statement is misleading in that changes to the remedy
would require a modification of the POD. The LRA's request to modify the
remedy may also bo denied by the Marines and/or the regulatory agencies. Issues
regarding future liability, cost to modify the cover, and cost to modify the ROD
to allow construction of a new remedy need to be clarified.

6. Page 10, B. Primary Balancing Criteria, Number 3, Long-Term Effectiveness

The text should include a discussion regarding the long-term effectiveness of
Alternative 4 (FML) for Site 5. Section 6 of thc FS, Comparative Analysis of
Alternatives, states that Alternatives 4C, 4D, 5A, 5B, 6A, and 613provide the
highest degree of long-term effectiveness because they provide the greatest
reduction in rainfall infiltration of all alternatives.

Based on the detailed analysis of alternatives in Section 5.2.3.2 of the FS, the
FML is not subject to desic,cation in semiarid to arid climates and can withstand
large teusfle strains resulting from stretching and settlements. Thus, FML is both
reliable and an adequate option for long-term effectiveness and permanence.
Based on the dOCument's findings, the FML cover would be most compatible with
an irrigated golf course. Also, since this design would bo virtually impermeable
to water infiltration, the FML would greatly minimize any potential
environmental and public health and safety problems related to landfill gas
generation. Because of its longevity and durability, the FML would also reduce
maintenance costs and reduce interruptions in functioning of future facilities such

4-
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Comments onDraft Proposed Plan
Landfill Sites 2, 3, 5, & 17
MC.AS El Toro

as a golf course. Alternative 4D b favored over Alternative 3 for a golf course.

7. Page 11, Chart, ComparativeAnalysis of Alternatives, Item 3, Long-Term
Effectiveness and Performance

The relative performance of Alternative 3 should be less than that of Alternative
4D (FML) for Site 5 (Alternative 4D is best not least). See comment #7 above.
To solve the problemwith thc chart,DTSC requests that a separate column for
Site 5 be provided so as to compare Alternatives 3 & 4.

8. Page 11, Chart, ComparativeAnalysis of Alternatives, Item 4, Reduction of
Toxicity, Mobility etc.

The relative performance of Alternative 3 should be less than that of Alternative
4D (FML) for Site 5 (Alternative4D is best not equal to Alternative 3). See Table
6-4 of the FS. This comment also applies to Altematives 5 and 6 which are rated
better than Alternative 3.

9. Page 11, Chart,Comparative Analysis of Alternatives, Item 3, Long-Term
Effectiveness and Performance

The relative performance of Alternative3 should be less than that of Alternatives
5 or 6 for Site 3 (Alternatives 3, 5, & 6 are not equal). See Section 6.3 of the FS.
To solve the problemwith the chart, you need to provide a separate column for
Site 3 to compare Alternatives 3 & 5, & 6.

10. Page 11, Chart, Comparative Analysisof Alternatives, Item 4, Reduction of
Toxicity, Mobility etc.

The relative performance of Altematve 3 should be less than that of Alternative 6
for Site 3 (Alternative 6 is best not equal to Alternative 3). See Table 64 of the
FS.

11. Page 12, Conceptual Design of Alternative 3

a) The text describingSites 2 and 17states that the remedywould have
institutional controls, including deed restrictions, on development and
groundwater use. Since the transfer of Sites 2 and 17 is intended as a
federal-to-federaltransfer,please clarify how the federal government will
record deed restrictionson the property since no "deed" exists.

-5-
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Commentson:_rafi ProposedPlan
LandfillSites2, 3, 5, & 17
MC,4SEl Toro

b) Thc figures on page 12 appear to only show the footprint of the land611s.
The PP should also ineludc informationrcgaxding the dime.a_ons of thc
landfill covers be_ax_ they will most likely extend beyond the footprim
of the landfills. This will assist the LRA to evaluate the impact of the
landfiUcovers and plan for adjacentuse_.

12. Page 13, Land-Usc Restrictions

Third bullet item: With the knowledgethat the intended fumm uso of Site 5 will
be for recreational purposes such asa golf course, how can restrictingthe planting
and ixrigationof any type of vegetalionbe compatible with this proposed use?

For all sites requiring deed restrictions, tho restrictions should bo appropfiag for
the intended reuse, andshould be specific to that site. The restrictionsshould
state thc length of time for tho restriction,who will monitor the restrictions, and
how thc restrictions will be enforced, especially afterany transfers occur. As
noted in the July 25, 1997DOD Policyre: "Responsibility for Additional
EnvironmentalCleanup after Transferof Real Property"," ...Thc community and
local government should bo involved throughout tho development of those
implementation and enforcementmechanisms."

-6-
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'epartment of M E M 0 R A N D U lyf
axicSubstances
'ontrol Pete Wilton

TO: Tayseer Mahmoud aov_nor
45 We_tBroadway,
;uite350 Remedial Project Manager Pu_ M.Ro_

cng Beach. CH alii __ $ecretar_for

?so24444 FROM: Marsha Nfmgay _,_,vntntdProtte.t/on

Public Participation Speci

DATE: October 23, 1997

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON MCAS EL TORO'S DRAFT PROPOSED

PLAN FOR SITES 2,3,5 AND 17 ¢OUI:( INACTIVE ..
LANDFILLS)

The following comments represent comments from the Public Participation
Branch within the Department of Toxic Substances Control. The above referenced
document was reviewed to ascertain if regulatory requirements were met and
assess it's level of claxity to the public. Please forward the following comments to
the lead agency for consideration and incorporation into the final Proposed Plan.

If'you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at
(562)590-4881.

1. Page 1, first paragraph (and various other places throughout document) --
Define the word "inactive". Since you are describing hazardous waste
sites, this word could have dual meanings (i.e., the wastes are inactive now
versus the landfill no longer receives wastes and therefore is inactive).

2. Page 1, first and second paragraph - Delete the word "also" since it could
be interpreted that you are placing public notification secondary to
requesting comments. A suggestion is made to modify and move the lait
sentence in the first Paragraph to the introduction sentence in the second "...,
paragraph. The sentence would read, "This Proposed Plan notifies the
public of opportunities to comment on these alternatives and provides an
overview ..."

3. Page 1, third paragraph, first sentence -- A suggestion is made to delete
the word "adequately" since it may be misread as the Marine Corps intent
to only adequately protect versus "protect".
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4. Page 1, third paragraph, secx)nd sentence -- Expand the sentence by
i_oluding the word "en_-irorun_ent". This mc_nr_n_ also cont_ins two points
that need further elaboration. One, since the groundwater is already
c_ac)ntarr_inatod at some sites, the phrase, "pre-vent groundwater degradation"
ne_e, ds to be oladrified. Two. the docume_nt later mt_s that the purport of

ellr_inating or reducing in_itration of &ur_ao_ water is to r_du_m lghate

bom o__eu_Ting. T_itimately, the paragraph no_ds to first define !eghat¢
and then sM_z_ how lghate et_gts _he groundwater auld surrounding

l_dfill coils.

5. Page 1, fourth p_uragraph -- Since there is community interest in

oonsolidation of wastes, it is strongly _lvla_i that this paragraph Lnglud_ g

statement that consolidation will o_ur at _Eure_ of thc landfill sites, g

reference to the map on page 12 would be helpful to 15._lly inform the r--_der

of this upeot of the propoa_sd plan.

6. Page 2. all site bnu=kground descriptions -- In the introduction, add
idorr_atiort which states why the iemd agency can only "sLIsp_--_--t" the type_
Of WUte contained x_ithin each landfill. To further educate the reader, state

the process used to suspect theBe typos of wastes (e.g., recaord$, interviews
x_ith former employees).

7. Page 2, Sit_ :2, se_-_nd semtence -- 'l_o dmription of tho landfill is di_cuit

to understnLnd. ']['he phran_e_ "bet_a_e_n tho t-we landfill ar_" Gould Icad tho

reader to Mk, "_vhat two lm_dfil!s?". To clarif_ for the reorder, insert, "see

map on page 3". at the o_d of the sentean_=_.

8. Page 2. Site 3 -- In the beginning of the paragraph, it states, "wastes that

are likely to have ..." a_%d then latter it states, "The site contains concrete

and uphalt pa_is ...". Please clari_ this conflicting information.

9. Paso 2, Landfill Inveksti_ations -- Clarify by olin_nating tho conflicting
irtformation contained _a_ithin the first and second pauragraphs. The first

paragraph states, "Only the soils surrounding the buried landfill materials

were sampled ..." and the second padragraph states, "Subsurface soil
sampling was conducted to determine ..."

10. Page 2 ed 3 -- Pleue state, either under --L_ndfill Investigations" or

"Investigation Results". the depth of the groundwater samples lend the
relationship of this aquifer to the drinking water aquifer.
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1 1. Page 2. second paaragraph, secaond sentence -- Sale the number of soil gu
mple_ which w_re %_.

12. Pa4_e 2, s_oond paragraph, third sentence -- State if ohen_ic_l ofoon_rns

we_ro found out_ide of the l_ndfill perimeter.

13. Page 2. second paragraph, fourth sentenc_ -- To re_esh the re. ader's n_nd.
reugtato tho d_fgnition of. le_u_hate.

l 4. Page 3. _trst partial partq_graph, lut =ntenc4_ -- State what happens to the
rne_t_la a_ekeur they precipitate out or,he W_MgOX- solution.

15. Page 3. first fail plura_graph, third sont_nc_ -- Add information which

c_iaurifie_ the shape of the plume since "downgraadiont'* a_d "regional

groundwater" _ro technical terms and may not have clear meaning to the

resider. The shape c_ouid also be derl_ned by adding it to one of the existing
maps in the :Propo_ Pl_rz.

16. Page 3 ed 4 -- The area beginning with. "%3vvl_en TCE and P__-JEZ dissolve

into gl-oundwatcr, several ..." aund including _L! text up until the ne_ct article,
c4:_ntsLin_ inforlr_ation that is outside of this au-_iole'g heal,ding. It is believed

that this information is important but il misplged, Perhaps a new article

betiding for this material would be beneficial in brinlging tho information to "
the r,,_.o_ der's attention.

17. Page 4. Other Site Conditions. Site 2 -- This first p_cagraph is n_issing
inforn_ation. For example, the summary leaves one to believe that the

remove_d material is still in a staging _rea. (l_Iotc, the game is true for the
des_ription of Site 17). Singe this ia not correct, additional information is
needed.

18. Page 4. Other Site Conditions. Site 2. 3 and 5 -- If correct, please add

information which states that the landfills arc. or _a_ili be. fenced to r_trict

_eess_ This is e_pe_ially important for Site S sinc. o the document provides "
a scenaxio ofa_ individual di_l_ing into the soil.

19. Page 4. Human Health and .... first paragraph, third sentence -- Please

clarify this sentenc_. How can the laws and regulations designed to protect

public health a_d the environment be applied if tho risk to public health i5
not defined?
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20. Page 4. Human Health and .... first paragraph, last _entence -- Delete the
word _Howe_ver )' .

21. Page 4. Huma_ health and .... second p_ragraplnu, lut 8onte_.._ -- To olaaril_
the ifformation, r_ord to re, id. "No e_ologicaLl risk a4_ne_t wu
performe_l ... or pageun_et _md theur_fore does not support v_ildlife habitat.
The _ is uaH_d. U a apg ed ot_ic_a_ _ra for the cleatnup _onnctor at
MCAS ]E_I Toro."

22. Page 5, first full pagr_ph, second sentence -- Add the word "adjacent"
irnmodiately before "i_t_bitat re--ryes".

23. Page 5, first full p_ragraph, !ut _ntence -- Sinco landfill sites sure to be
fen_d, pl_ clarify why children may be playing in the moil. If this wu

con_rv_tive moon,rio de_elopoci t_or the heeLith risk, pleM_ a_ld information
which elirrfinatu the possible misinterpretation.

24. Page 5. C_roundater -- Delete the word, "however".

25. Page 5. E_ologio_l -- Provide additional information. Vv_hat is the risk to
ocolo_ical receptors? Special mention should be made to the California
g_rlatc_tch_r.

26. Pages 6 to 8. Summary of... _lternatives -- Add ifforrn_tion which states;

1) how the &il;_matives ara prote_tive to ecological re_ptors. 2) how

implementation of the reme_liai iu_tion will impa_t the i_r_t_tcher, and 3)

maintenanc_ requited. (2_ote that this lut item v_rill subst_tiato the

staa;em_nt on PaSe 10 which states, "_ltematives 5 and 6 (Slte_ 3 and $)

are also protective of human health and the environm_t, but require more

maintenance to preserve their effectiveness them tho single=layer soil =p.")

27. Page 6, first paragraph, lag sentence -- Reword to read. --Presumptive
remedies oa_n be cleanup _c, tivitie_, control t_hnologie_ or ...".

28. Page 6, second paragraph, last two sentences -- Clarify if the last sentence
provides the r_tion_l for the second to the last sentence. If so, restructure
the sentenc_s to establish this relationship.

29. Page 6, la__t partial paragraph on page -- To cl_ri_/, a41d "(not prcacnl_od in

this Proposexi Plan)" imme_diately aRer "Other technologies".
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30. Page ?. 2tlternative 3 -- The description should also include consolidation
ofwutes _uad loc4_tion amd purponu_ ofrlprap.

!

31. Page 8. I_rosion Control .... first pau'agr_ph -- Add the follo_ving sentence

to the end of this pa_afzfaph. "However. depending upon public comments
r_____._'ve_t, additional work may be pe_Corlr_ed."

32. Page 8; Erosion Control .... 2nd bullet -- Clarify igdebris place_i in "central
loations vvithln eut_h landfill sit_" is expoa_d or coverall.

33. Page 9, a_lternative 5, fiat n_nte_t_ee -- To oorre_ot infor_etion, raord to,

"... _ith either a conGrete pavement cap (alternative 5A) or a crusdled

a_l_regate base_l covered by an uphalt pavement carp (_Iternetive 5]E_)."

34. Page 9. _a_lternative 6. tint se_rate_c4B -- To _orre_t information, reword to.
"Xn Summary. _.lternative 6 ... (pllMstic) ed either a concrete pavement cap
(_ItefnaJLive 6A) or a crMshed Rs4_re_;ete bue covered x_ith an uphalt
pavement cap (_klternative 6B). (Se_ diagram below)"

35. Page 9. diagram for Option 6B -- Xnse_rt. in the diagraa-n, the term "Mphalt
concrete pavement" and em arrow im_ing to the appropriate area.

36. Pase 1 O, Evaluation of the Preferred _akltearnatives, introductory pas_raph -

- _lktqger the fourth sentence, insert the foHo_eing to complete the re_Mlatory
requirements. "Public caomment_ are r_vi_ved _vith the State in order to

deterertine if the alternative r_mal_us the most appropr/ate ten. dial =ties 't
(40 C]/rJE_. Section 300.430 (e)(9)(iii)(O_i)(C)(ii)).

37. Page 10, Primary Balancing Criteria, Number 3. Long Term Effe_tiven--aa

and Perrnanenc_. second paragraph, third _u_d fourth sentences -- Clarify

that these sentences are true for all alternatives and not just Mternative 3.

38. Page 10. Prnm_ Bal_neing Crate_, Numbeor 3. Long Term Effectiveness

and Permanence. n_ond paragraph. _i_kh n_ntence -- Provide idorrnation

which supports the stat_me_nt. '_]Che singl_-iayer soil cap is euy to modii=y

and allows flexibility for _-Lnture site u_". In order to provide equal

irtlCorrnation for all alternatives, for e_h site separately, please state how

the other alternatives compare on the_ra_ characteristics .

39. Page 10, Primary Balancing Criteria, Number 3, Long Term Effectiveness

and Permanence. s_cond paragraph, sixth sentence -- The sentence states
that olay and soil/bentonite barriers are subje_t to drying and or--loin B in
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39. (continued)
semiarid climates. To support this conclusion, add information which
clarifies if this effect will occur when the material is below the ground
surface.

40. Page 11, Modifying Criteria, Number 9, Community Acceptance, second
paragraph -- Substitute "request" to "invitation".

41. Page 11, chart, Item 6, Sites 2 and 17, Alternative 5b - The square is in
black ink versus blue. Please change for consistency.

42. Page 13, Institutional Controls -- Add the word "Proposed" to the title.
The title should read, "Proposed Institutional Control - MCAS E1 Toro
Landfills".

43. Page 13, Land-Use Restrictions, first paragraph - Add the following words
to begin thc first paragraph, "If thc Proposed Plan is adopted as outlined in
this document, the furore landowners or users of...".

44. Page I3, Land-use Restrictions, third bullet -- Add information which
eliminates possible confusion as to why prior approval is needed for
planting and irrigation when part of the Proposed Plan is to vegetate the
landfill-area.

45. Page 13, Site Access Restrictions - To fully address the contents of this
section, re-title the article to, "Site Access Restrictions, Monitoring and
Maintenance".

46. Page 13, Site Access Restrictions - Begin the paragraph with the words,
"The proposed remedial action...".

47. Page 13, Groundwater -- Similar to item 46 above, begin the paragraph
with, "DON proposes that the future landowners and users...".

..._

48. Page 14 and 15, Applicable or Relevant ... - According to US EPA's
Community Relations in Superfund: A Handbook. the proposed plan is to
be written in lay person's terminology. The legal information presented
does not conform to the guidance. Since the Proposed Plan has satisfied
the ARAR component of the nine criteria, (in a similar manner to previous
Proposed Plans, see page l0 ofthis draft) it is suggested that the
information be deleted.

TOTAL P.15


