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(;.rySimon Mr. Dean Gould ...............................................................:..........................................................................................................
nx_c_,t_v,_j)i,._._,t,,, BRAC Enviromnental Coordinator

M(:AS_I_,r,, MCAS E1Toro
L,,_:,,I_.,J_aol,.,_t P.O. Box 51718

,_ulh,,rity h'vine, CA 92619-1718

Dear Dean:

--_,n........._-_u_,._¢...v..'mal_._.,._x_._.,.,.._.-_.;_"_a............. "V_hnieal Mel]_orandumtitled "Re-Evaluation of
Risk, IRP Sites 8, 11 and ]2, MCAS El Toro, California". In it, _heNavy recalculates
excess cancer risks and non-cancer health impacts based on additional sampling
performed in some areas of JRP Sites 8, l l and 12. And, as a result, the Navy
proposes no further action for these 1RP sites.

The LRA disagrees with the Navy's no further action recommendation for IRP S_tes
8, 11 and 12. The attael_ed memorm_dum fi'om our consultant, Geosyntec
Consultants, ]nc., outlines our concerns regarding the Navy's tecbafical approach and
the no further action recommendation. l"
Thmakyou for the opportunity to comment. Should you have mayquestions, ])lease
feel free to call Polin Modanlou of my staffat (714) 262-0423.

Sincerely,

-__il_ _''_ 2 ....
aon, Exccufive Director

El Toro Local Redevclopment Authority

Enclosure

cc: Triss Chesney, DTSC
Nicole Moutoux, USEPA
Patricia Harmon, RWQCB
Steve Sharp, HCA

10Civic Ct.,nterPlazn
S ev.otid Iqoor

S{mlat,m.l,Ciflirorniu
92701-4062

TeL' (714) 834-3000

F,qx,' 014) g34-6120 __---_ I.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Polin Modanlou, MCAS El Tore Local Redevelopment Authority

FROM: Michael Reardon, GcoSynte¢ Consult._nt._..................................................................................................

Bertrand Palmer, Ph,D., P.E., GeoSyJ_tec Consultants

DATE: 11 October 2001

SUBJECT: Preliminary Review

Draft Re-Evaluation of Risk, IRP Sites 8t 11, and 12

Marine Co/'ps Air Station, El Tore

Orange Comity, California

IJl It " r _llll ........ I -- _[[lll

INTRODUCTION ..

In May t999, flac Department of the Navy/United States Marine Corps

(DONAJSMC) issued the "Proposed Plan tbr Clean-up at Three Shallow Soil Sites

(Sites 8, l l, and 12)" (Pr_p0sed Plan) at Marine Corps Aft" Station (MCAS) El Tore.

The Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA) provided comments to DON/USMC on the

Proposed Plan in a memorandum dated 6 June 1999. DON/USMC responded to the

LRA comments on the Proposed Plm_ in a Responsiveness Summary (RS) transmitted

by letter dated 20 July 1999 from Mr. Thurman Herronimus of Bechtel lo Mr. Richard

Selby, Contracting Officer, Naval Facilities Engineering Comrnand, Southwest
Division.

PrTor to _ssuance o__-l'_,-T)ONA:tS-MC--4ssued_l_e_Drat_.ecorx.L_of __

Decision (ROD) for Operable Ulait 3A, Sites 8, 11, and 12 (Draft ROD), dated June

I999. GeoSyntcc Consultants (GcoSyntec) reviewed the Draft ROD and RS and the

LRA provided comments on the ROD and R.S in a memorandum dated 12 August 1999,
• Following receipt of the comments, DON/USMC issued a Response to Age_acy

conmaents dated September 1999 and simultaneously issued a draft Final tLOD for Site

11 only (Site 11 Draft ROD), The LtLA provided comments on the draft Final ROD in a

letter dated 29 September 1999.
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Re-Evaluation of Risk, Sites 8, ] 1, and 12
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"Remedial Action Strategy, Installation Restoration Program Site 11, MCAS El Toro,

California" (Site 11 TM). ]'he Site 11 TM contained inconsistencies with the Draft

ROD issued for Site l l, specifically with respect to the targeted human health risk

levels stated in the Draft ROD and the proposed clean-up goals (concentrations). The
LRA issued a letter dated February 2000 to DON discussing these inconsistencies. To

date, DON does not appear to have responded to this letter.

However, in August 2001, EarthTeeh issued a Technical Memorandum

titled, "Re-Evaluation of Risk, IRP Sites 8, 11, 12, MCAS E1 Toro, California" (Risk

Re-Evaluation TM) on behalf of DON/USMC. This Risk Re-evaluation TM contains

results of additional smnpling performed in some areas of Sites 8, 11, and 12 _nd

recalculates excess cancer risk and non-cancer laealth impacts (H_ard Index) for both
residential and industrial scenarios. Tl_e revised risk and Hazard Ndex calculations

considered results of recent sampling and updated exposure and toxicity factors. In this

Risk Re-Evaluation TM, EarthTcch proposes no further action for Sites 8, 11, and 12.

GeoSyntec has performed a preliminary review of the Risk Re-Evaluation

TM, The purpose of this mmnorm_dum is to present OeoSyntec's preliminary questions

and concerns regarding the technical approach and conclusions reached in the Risk Re-
Evaluation TM.

BACKGROUND

This section presents a summary of intbrmation regarding Sites 8, 11, and

12. This infom'mtion is based on data gencraIed by DON.

Site 8, flae Defense Reutilization mad Marketing Office (DRMO) Storage

Area, is a storage area for containerized liquids, scrap, and salvage material from MCAS

El Tom and Marine Corps Air Facility (MCAF) Tustin. Transformer oil containing

polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) was reportedly spilled in a specific area of Site 8.

NOU152001_8:01 7147266586 PAGE.B5
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SiteII,TransformerStorageArea,Wa._us-eti-£orstoi-age-oi_equ]p-mei:i{-a-nd...........................................................

scrap metal Electrical trm_sformers were stored at lhesile. In 1983, all transfonr_crs

were removed from Site I 1 and disposed of off-site.

Site 12, Sludge Drying Beds, is situated at the location of a fomaer sewage

wastewater treatment plant. The sludge produced at this facility was deposited in two

areas to dry the material (drying beds), The sludge remaining in the drying beds was

reportedly abandoned in place. Eadhcn benns surrounding the sludge beds _mre

combined with imported fill material and graded in place. The area is currently a gra_y

l)icnic area and park.

DISCUSSION

GeoSyntec generally disag_ves with the no-further-action recommendation

proposed by EarlhTech for Sites 8, 11, and 12. In addition, and more specifically,

GeoSyntec has a number of preliminary questions and issues with the work and

conclusions presented in the Risk Re-Evaluation TM. Obtaining a response to these

questions will help the LRA in planning the reuse of MCAS E1 Toro. The following is a

description o£ the preliminary issues mad questions identified thus far by GeoSyniec.

]s_ue/C0_eern No. }

In the Proposed Plan, DON/USMC committed to perform remediation work,

ineluding_.eontami_nated soil excavation and disposal, at Sites 8, 11, and 12. "I'his

remedial approach was presented to the public and regulatory agcneie._.-7_a_-ditq_a,

DON/USMC specifically commitled to perfoma remedial activities at Site 11 lo reduce

em_eer risk to a level of Jess thm_ 1 × I fro This _pproaeh was accepted and approved by

the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) signatories. The Risk Re-Evaluation TM _ow

indicates that DON/USMC proposes no fmihor action at Sites8, l l, and 12.

DON/USCM should explain the rationale used to support this chmage of position.

NO(J 15 2(3_I _EI:I32 914726B586 PAGE.86
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Issue/Concern No. 2 ...........................................................................................................

In the Proposed Plan, DONAJSMC presented risk assessment results and

recommended action based on a residential exposure scenario (see Proposed Plal_ at
Pages 4 and 5). EarthTeeh's recommendations for no-further-action are based on all

industrial exposure scenario (see Risk Re-Evaluation TM at pages4-1 and 4-2).

Considering that there has been no chmlge in site conditions or base re-use plal_ since

the. Proposed Plan was issued, DON/USMC should explain this change in approach for

humma health risk data analysis.

Issue/Concern No, 3

In the Proposed Plan, DON/USMC commits to perform remediation work at

Unit 3 of Site 12. One of the rationales driving DON/USMC to remcdiate Unit 3 of

Site 12 is: "The concentrations and type of comaminants are similar to those at Site 12

Unit l; however this unit is a drainage ditch that conveys ._'urface water runoff into Bee

Canyon Wash approximately 50feet upstream qf the Station boundary. PCB and PAH-

contaminated soil in this unit may be transported off-site and eventually off-station."

(see Proposed Plan at page 5),

Even considering the risk re-evaluation performed by Em'thTeeh, it appears

that DON/USMC rationale is to perform remediation at Unit 3 of Site 12 is still vail&

. -... Thus, DON/USMC should perform remediation aI Site 12.

ISSUe/Concern No. 4

EarthTech states that file risk re-evaluation incorporates updated exposure

factors and toxicity factors. EarthTeeh should provide a detailed comparison between

the old m_d the updated factors in order to facilitate review of the Risk Re-Evattlation
TM.

For example, cxposure time seems to have been decreased from

350 days/year to 100 days/year for the adalt resident (see, for example, Risk Re-

NO_JlS 2881 88:82 7147266586 PAGE.87
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Evaluation TM at page C-2). DON/USMCsfio{ii_Ji_['ovidea -deia-i|ed '_pIai_-_ifi6i_fo_..........................................
this and other modifications.

Issue/Coneert__.No-

Some of the risk calculations presented by EarthTech do not seem to agree

with what would be expected considering available preliminary remediation goals

(PRGs) numbers establlsbed by United States Environmental Protection Agency

(USEPA) Region 9. For example, ResidentiaJ PRG for Aroclu_ _uu v,_., caac_:r .....

of I × 10-6) is 220 Fg/kg,

Thus, one would expect that with an Exposure Point Concentration (EPC) of

1,200 gg/kg, the cancer risk due to Aroclor 1260 would be greater than 1 × 10"6;yet the

calculated risk is 5 x 10"7, a risk lower than 1 x 104' (see Risk Re-Evaluation TM at

page C-I 8). EaN1Tech needs to explain this apparenl discrepancy.

l ssue/Co_cern No, 6

In Section 3.2.3 (page 3-2) of the Risk Re-Evaluation "I'M, EarthTech states,

"The risk reevaluation resulted in a fi_rther reduction of the cancer and nortcuncer risk

for the residential scenario. '17wre was a marginal increase in the-cancer and
noncaneer risk," however..."

One_sentencesays_tbe risk i_ lower while the next sentence says it is higher.

EarthTeeh needs to clarify these statements.

Issue/_m_eern N.o, 7

If DON/USMC procecds with the no-_rther-action alternative for Sites 8,
11, and 12, then DON/IJSMC should re-draft and re-circulate a Proposed Plan and

ROD.

NOU 15 2881 08:83 7147266586 PAGE.08
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8

]11Section 4.2,5 (page 4-2) of the Risk Re-Evaluation TM, the re-evalua.ted

cancer risk for residential scenario is said to equal 1.1 x 104. This number contradicls
the nunaber given in page 3-9 (Section 3.3.3) and Table C-33. EarthTech needs to
revise the document to coxvect this inconsistency.

_lss._t'.'ortcern No. 9

]n some instances (for example, see Risk Re-Evaluation TM at page 4-2),
EarthTech argues that by rernoving the highest concentration of a given chemical from
the computation of the average concentration used in risk assessment, the calotllated risk
becomes acceptable. This rationale is valid only if the soil containing the high
concentration is also removed from the site through remediation. Since DON/USMC
hasnot proposed to do so, lhJs approach to risk assessmentis unsupportable.

Isstze/Concern No. l0

In many cases, DON attributes a significant part of both cancea- and non-
cancer risk to arsenic and/or manganese. DON states that arsenic mad manganese are
related to natural conditions, occur naturally in native soils on the MCAS El Toro
property, and that these chcm_icals are not associated with site-related activities.
However, DON/USMC has not evaluated whether arsenic and mangaale._edetected in
-the-tM-evanlamiiS._.re_ss_oNatedwith site activities. As arsenic is a component of metal
alloys and rodenticides, and manganese is a component of many pain_Tv_'_es7-, and
hardeners, these chemicals could originate from activities perlbnned at MCAS E1Tore.
Thus, DONAJSMC needs to determine with appropriate sampling whether or not the

arsenic and magnesium de.tectcd at these sites arc in fact naturally-occurring.

]£sue/Coneern No. 11

As part of Geogyntee's review of the Draft ROD for Sites 8, I J, and 12, a
concern regarding radioactivity was presented. In May of 1999, DON/USMC issued a

NOU 15 28l_1 08:t_3
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document titled, "Draft Historical RadiologJeal Assessmenil Mari;'_eCoq:_s-Aif-S_atiSi'_....................................................
]21Tore" (Draft Ht-_¢), The Draft lIRA identifies areas at MCAS El Tore potentially

impacted by radiologioal matelials, including Sites 8 and 12. By letter dated June 21,
1999 m_clrepeated in the comments on the Draft ROD, the LRA submitted to
DON/TJSMC comments and questions prepared by GooSyntec concerning the Draft
HRA. DON responded to these questions concerning radioactivity in the September
1999 Response to Agency Comments document, It was stated by DON that circe the
HRA is completed DON intends to conduct further radiologica] investigations as
recommended in the HRA, and that these inv_stigati0ns will _d ]2. ...... .
Have these investigations been conducted? If so, what were the findings? A
recommendation of no further aet.iol_at these sites carmot be given until the potential
radiologieal issues have bccn addressed.

_t_sue/Concer_,N0. J2.

Additional sm33plingresults for several sites are included in file Risk Re-
Evaluation TM. Additional sampli_ag was perfouued at:

• Site 8 - Ur_it5;

• Site 11 - Unit 2; and
• Site "12- Unit 3,

The results of this additional sampl!ng did not ehauge the Exposure Point
C6-_ efftr_ iorrs_EgC)4-hatwere-used -in4hc--reaLised_rJsk_calaulations, w_ith the exception
of Unit 2 of Site I1, Due to detections of Aroclor 1260 at concentrations up to
9,000 ug/kg at a sample depth of 1.5 feet below ground surface (bgs), the EPC used in
the risk calculations was chauged from 0.179 to 1.2 mg/kg. Despite the one order of
magnitude iucreasc in the EPC, the cancer Jisk calculated in the Risk Re-Evaluation TM
is lower than the cancer risk presej_ted in the Proposed Plan. Could EarthTech further
explain this decrease in cancer risk?

NOU5.52081 08:04 714'7266586 Pc_G_la
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_sueLConcern No. 13

Upon review of the additional sampling data, it appears that no samples were

collected from shallow (0-1 ft bgs) depths. The shallowest sample,_ collected fi'om Sims

8 and 11 were at a depth of 1,5 ft bgs, while thc first samp}e was collected at 5 tt bgs at

Site 12. Given that: (i) contaminants were likely introduced to the sites from surficial

releases; (ii)PCBs are relatively immobile in soils; and Off)the potential for human

c'c':.tac_,or-exD_o,qure is greatest at the surface, characterization efforts should have

included shallow (0-1 ft bgs) samples.

Is._ue/Coneern No. 14

Considering that DON/USMC has discharged chemicals at discrete points

during operations at MCAS E1 Toro, DON/USMC should have sampled at locations that

were known discharge points (directed sampling), in addition to randomly selected

locations. While random sampling is the correct approach for determining overall

concentrations at a site, directed sampling is specifically required to characterize known

discharge or disposal locations. This is sigaaificant to risk managers who want to know

not only _he risks over an entire area, but also whether certain locations ("hotspots")

present a specific risk issue. ]'he risk estimates_ used by DON/USMC are based on

average (specifically, the 95% upper confidence limits of the mean) concentrations

determined at raadomly selected sampling locations. The inability of DON/USNIC to

identify localized areas (due to the lack of sampling) with potentially much higher

cor_centratimas-(-as-st_ggested-by_heir_identi_fication o-f specific disposal locations) is a

substantial limitation with regard to detemaining actual human health risk a_l:/e

appropriateness of future ]and uses at particular locations on a given IRP site.

In addition, DON/USMC should havc further sampled areas of the site where

significant chemical concentrations (i.e., Aroclor concentrations of 9,000/.tg/kg) were

found to be present,

NOU I5 2001 08:04
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.......... o........................................ ..................................................................................................................... i .................................

lssuetConcern No, 15 ............._..................................................................................................

GeoSyntec previously identified the concrete and asphalt paved surlhees at

Sites 8, 11, and 12 as areas ofconeem in comments prepared for the Draft ROD. In the

DON September 1999 response to comments on the Draft ROD, it was stated (Page 2),

"Site 11 is partially paved. Pavement was nol sampled at this site. Although the

pavement at Site J l was not sampled, it is part of lhe area that is planned to be
_e d ,7_r_rl n remedial that site. Pavement at Sites 8 and 12 will be...... _ _ action at

addressed in the Draft Final ROD for those sites.' ase on - isk--

calculations performed by DON/USMC, Site 11 is now being recommended for no
further action; therefore, the pavement will net be removed. Where asphalt, concrete, or

_other paving materials will remain at Sites 8, 11, and 12, DON/USMC needs to discuss

sampling that will be undertaken to ensure that such materials are not contaminated and

will not pose a threat to human health or the environment. A recommendation for no

further action at these sites cannot be given until tl_e condition of the pavement and
concrete has been evaluated.

NOUi5 20_i 08:85
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