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August 2001 Response to Review Comments SSIC #5090.3

Document Title: _o4_P L _ \
(1) Draft Site SpecificEnvironmentalBaselineSurvey Report,IRP Site 1, ExplosiveOrdnanceDisposal

Range, MarineCorpsAir Station,El Toro, Californiaand Draft FederalAgency-to-AgencyProperty
Transfer, EnvironmentalSummaryDocumentfor CertainProperty(Parcel5A2), MarineCorpsAir Station,
El Toro, California

Reviewer: Triss Chesney, Remedial Project Manager, DTSC August 6, 2001
i

Comment i Section/

No. ! Page No. Comment Response '

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. DTSC alsoreviewedthe associatedDraft Bothdocumentshave
Site-Specific Environmental Baseline ' incorporatedrevisionsina
Survey Report,/RP Site 1, Explosive consistentmanner.
Ordnance Disposal Range, Marine Corps
Air Station, El Toro California (SSEBS)
(Earth Tech, July2001) concurrentlywith
the environmentalsummary document.
Please verify that revisionsmade to the
environmentalsummary documentare
consistentwithany revisionsmade to the
SSEBS.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Section 2 The last paragraph includes a list of The approximate locations of
Property structures located on the property, such as these structures have been
Description a building, concrete pad, bunkers and included on Figure 1-2, which was

viewing stands, previously Figure 4-1. As part of
future RI field activities, a survey

Please include these features on Figure 2- will be conducted to include these
2,SitePlan. structures.

2. Section6.4 Regardingthe Subparcel,the last The subparcelhas beendesigned
Classification paragraphstates,"...The resultsof the as Area Type 3 (Areas where
of Parcel5a2 comprehensivesamplingindicatethat no releaseof hazardoussubstances
(Site 1) chemicalsindicativeof a releaseor has occurred,butat

disposalof hazardoussubstancesor concentrationsthatdo notrequire
petroleumproductsoccurred. Accordingly, a removalor remedialaction).
the Subparcelmeets the requirementsfor
designationas Area Type 1."

Accordingto the draft SSEBS, some
dioxins,furans,and explosiveconstituents
were detectedin soilsamples collected
from the Subparcel. As a result,the
Subparcelcannotbe designatedasArea
Type 1that refersto "areas where not
release or disposalof hazardous
substancesor petroleumproductshas
occurred(includingno migrationof these
substanceshas occurred,but at
concentrationsthat do notrequirea
removalor remedialaction.

3. Section7.2 Please specifyhowaccess to the Access from the Subparcelto the
Restrictions remainderof Site 1, outsideof the remainderof Site 1will be

Subparcel identifiedforimmediateFBI use, restrictedby the installationof a
will be restricted, new fence and securitygate,

locateddirectlynorthof the
Subparcel.This informationhas
been addedto Section7.2
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Document Title:

(1) Draft FederalAgency-to-AgencyPropertyTransfer, IRP Site 1, ExplosiveOrdnanceDisposalRange,
MarineCorpsAir Station,El Tom, California

Reviewer: Nico/e G. Moutoux, ProjectManager, USEPA, Region IX Ju/y 24, 2001

Comment Section/
No. Page No. Comment Response

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

t. Page 6-4, Statementof Findingof Environmental The designationhas been revised
Classificationof Suitability:The Navyclassifiesthe to Area Type 3.
Parcel5A2, and subparcelasArea type 1 whichis
Page 10-1, definedas "Areas where no releaseof

disposalof hazardoussubstancesor
petroleumproductshas occurred
(includingno migrationof these
substancesfrom adjacentareas)".
However, as describedinthe Site
Specific EBS, RDX was foundat levels
exceedingPRGs as wellas variousTPH
constituents.It appears thatthisArea
shouldbe moreaccuratelydescribedas
category3.
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Document Title:

(1) Draft Federal Agency-to-AgencyPropertyTransfer, IRP Site 1, ExplosiveOrdnance DisposalRange,
MarineCorpsAir Station,El Toro, California

Reviewer: Gary Simon, Executive Director, MCAS El Toro Local Redevelopment Authority, August 7, 2001
i

Comment i Section/
No. i Page No. Comment Response

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Figure2-2 DON/USMC indicatesthat a 3.3 acre The locationof the subparcelis
area (the subparcel)willbe availablefor shownon Figure2-2 and has
"immediateuse" by DOJ, following been identifiedin the 'Explanation'
transfer,beforecompletionof the notes onthe figure.
CERCLA Processfor Site 1. Could
DON/USMC show the locationof this
subparoelon Figure2-2 of the PTES?

r..................................................T..............................................................................i" '.................................................................................................

2. Figure 2-2 There appears to be a discrepancy Figure 2-2 in Appendix A has
between the Figure2-2 shown in been revised to reflect 3.3 acres.

i Appendix A and the Figure 2-2 shown in
i the body of the PTES. The discrepancy
i is related to the size (3.3 acres vs. 5
i acres) of the subparcel. This
i discrepancy should be corrected.
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