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Materials/Handouts Include:

• *RAB Meeting Agenda/Public Notice - 5/28/03 RAB meeting - 63rdmeeting.
• *Meeting Minutes from the March 26, 2003 RAB Meeting - 62 "dMeeting.
• *Public Notice - Explanation of Significant Differences to the Record of Decision for IRP Site 11.
• MCAS E1 Toro RAB Meeting Schedule, Full RAB and RAB Subcommittee (July 2003-July 2004).
• MCAS E1 Toro RAB Mission Statement and Operating Procedures.
• RAB Membership Application- MCAS E1 Toro RAB.
• MCAS E1Toro Installation Restoration Program - Mailing List Coupon.
• MCAS E1Toro - BRAC Cleanup Team Members and Key Project Representatives and Administrative Record

File and Information Repository Locations and Contacts.
• MCAS El Toro Installation Restoration Program Status Update - two-page handout.
• Internet Access - Environmental Web Sites.

• One-Page Glossary of Technical Terms.
• Environmental Compliance Program Documentation Update (28 May 2003).
• Irvine Ranch Water District Memorandum from Steve Malloy - Irvine Desalter Project Update.
• Department of Navy - Policy for Conducting Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and

Liability Act (CERCLA) Statutory Five-Year Reviews, November 2001.
• Department of Defense - Institutional Controls, Spring 1997.
• Department of Defense - A Guide to Establishing Institutional Controls at Closing Military Installations,

February 1998.

• Department of Defense - Memorandum - Responsibility for Additional Environmental Cleanup after Transfer
of Real Property, 1997.

• Department of Defense - Management Guidance for the Defense Environmental Restoration Program,
September 2001 & DoD Guidance on Improving Public Involvement in Environmental Cleanup at Closing
Bases, December 1997.

• U.S. EPA Fact Sheet - A Citizen's Guide to Natural Attenuation, October 1996.
• Brochure - Commonly Asked questions Regarding the Use of Natural Attenuation for Chlorinated Solvent

Spills at Federal Facilities (Brochure developed through a partnership ofU.S. EPA, Air Force, Army, Navy, and
Coast Guard).

• U.S. EPA Fact Sheet - Checking Up on Superfund Sites: The Five-Year Review, June 2001.
• U.S. EPA Fact Sheet - Perchlorate Update, March 2002.
• Presentation - MCAS E1Toro RAB Meeting, May 28, 2003, Site 11 Transformer Storage Area - Explanation

of Significant Differences, presented by Karnig Oharmessian, SWDIV Remedial Project Manager.
• Presentation - MCAS E1 Toro RAB Meeting, May 28, 2003, IRP Site 1 Perchlorate Investigation Update,

presented by Gordon Brown, SWDIV Remedial Project Manager.

• Presentation - MCAS Et Toro RAB Meeting, May 28, 2003, Update on Property Transfer Support Documents,
presented by Andy Piszkin, MCAS E1Toro BEC/RAB Co-Chair, SWDIV.

* Mailed to all RAB meeting mailer recipients on 5/19/03.

RABBIND 2003.
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Agency Comments and Letters - U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)

• U.S. EPA, Comments - Draft Technical Memorandum, Groundwater Modeling, Operable Units 1 and 2A,
Former MCAS E1Toro, dated January, 2003 - To: F. Andrew Piszkin, BEC, MCAS E1Toro; From: Nicole
Moutoux, Remedial Project Manager, U.S. EPA (letter dated February 25, 2003).

• U.S. EPA, Comments - Pilot Testing Documents, OU-1 and OU-2A Groundwater Remedy submitted by Irvine
Ranch Water District, dated February, 2003 - To: F. Andrew Piszkin, BEC, MCAS E1 Toro; From: Nicole
Moutoux, Remedial Project Manager, U.S. EPA (letter dated February 25, 2003).

• U.S. EPA, Comments - Draft Work Plan, Pre-Design Investigation for Shallow Groundwater Unit Remedy,
IRP Site 24, MCAS E1Toro, dated February 28, 2003 - To: F. Andrew Piszkin, BEC, MCAS El Toro; From:
Nicole Moutoux, Remedial Project Manager, U.S. EPA (letter dated April 3, 2003).

• U.S. EPA, Comments - Draft Environmental Baseline Survey (February 7, 2003), Technical Information
package of Potential Release Locations Investigation Results (March 20, 2003), and Technical Sheets for
Runways and Pesticide Mixing Area (April 3, 2003), Former MCAS El Toro - To: F. Andrew Piszkin, BEC,
MCAS E1 Toro; From: Nicole Moutoux, Remedial Project Manager, U.S. EPA (letter dated April 11, 2003).

• U.S. EPA, Concerns - IRP Site 2 Aquifer Test, MCAS E1Toro - To: F. Andrew Piszkin, BEC, MCAS E1 Toro;
From: Nicole Moutoux, Remedial Project Manager, U.S. EPA (letter dated May 15, 2003).

• U.S. EPA, Comments - Draft Final Environmental Baseline Survey, dated April 2003, Former MCAS E1 Toro -
To: F. Andrew Piszkin, BEC, MCAS E1 Toro; From: Nicole Moutoux, Remedial Project Manager, U.S. EPA
(letter dated May 20, 2003).

Agency Comments and Letters - California Environmental Protection Agency (CaI-EPA)

• No Items Submitted

California Regional Water Quality, Control Board (RWQCB)_ Santa Ana Region

• No Items Submitted _,J

RAB Subcommittee Handouts and Letters (generally provided by Marcia Rudolph, MCAS E1
Toro RAB Subcommittee Chair)

• No Items Submitted

Additional Information Submitted - 5/28/03 RAB Meeting

• No Items Submitted

RABBIND 2003.
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MCAS El Toro May 28, 2003
Restoration Advisory Board 6:30- 9:00 p.m.

_._ Irvine City Hall 63rdRAB Meeting
Conference and Training Center

One Civic Center Plaza, Irvine RAB Subcommittee Meeting
5:00-6:00 p.m., Room L-104

AGENDA

RAB members that are unable to attend please call either Andy Piszkin, Marine Corps/Navy RAB Co-Chair
at (949) 726-5398 or (619) 532-0784 -or- Bob Woodings, RAB Community Co-Chair at (949) 461-3481.

Question and Answer (Q&A) Ground Rules
• Q&A follows individual presentations; time designated for presentations includes Q&A time.
• "Open Q&A" session (environmental topics) is at the end of the New Business segment.
• After adjournment, Marine Corps/Navy representatives are available to answer more questions.

Welcome/Introductions/Aqenda Review (6:30-6:40) Andy Piszkin
Marine CorpsNavy RAB Co-Chair

Old Business (6:40-7:05)

Approval of 3/26/03 Minutes (6:40-6:45) Bob Woodings
RAB Community Co-Chair

Announcements/Review of Action Items (6:45-6:55) Andy Piszkin & Bob Woodings

Subcommittee Meeting Report (6:55-7:05) Marcia Rudolph
RAB Subcommittee Chair

New Business (7:05-8:55)

Regulatory Agency Comment Update (7:05-7:20) Nicole Rafat John
Moutoux Abbasi Broderick
U.S. EPA CaI-EPA RWQCB

DTSC

Site 11, Transformer Storage Yard - Explanation of Significant Karnig Ohannessian
Differences (7:20-7:45) SWDIV

- Site 1, Explosives Ordnance Disposal Range- Interim Gordon Brown
Removal Action (7:45-8:10) SWDIV

BREAK- 10 minutes

Update on Property Transfer Support Documents (8:20-8:45) Andy Piszkin Kyle Olewnik
SWDIV SWDIV

Open Q&A (Environmental Topics) (8:45-8:55) Andy Piszkin

Meeting Summary & Closing (8:55-9:00) Andy Piszkin & Bob Woodings

\_.._ Meeting Evaluation & Topic Suggestions for Future Meetings

agendas/agen5-28-O3.doc



-PUBLIC NOTICE-

FORMER MARINE CORPS AIR STATION EL TORO

INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM (IRP)

Explanation of Significant Differences
to the Record of Decision for IRP Site 11

The Department of the Navy has issued for public review an Explanation of Significant
Differences(ESD) to the Record of Decision (ROD) for IRP Site 11,Transformer Storage
Area. The ESD is a short documentthat describes minor changesto the Site 11 cleanup
plan. The Site 11ROD, whichformallydescribedthe Navy'scleanup plan,was concurredon
by the U.S. EPA and Cal/EPA's Departmentof ToxicSubstancesControl and the Regional
Water QualityControlBoardin September 1999. The ESD presentsthe resultsof post-ROD
activitiesand a reevaluationof riskto human healththat wasconductedinAugust2001.

Site 11 consistsof three units: Unit 1, a concretepad (30 by 30 feet) and an adjacent3-foot
wide strip of ground; Unit 2, an asphalt-lined drainage ditch; and Unit 3, the unpaved
remainderof the storageyard. The soilreportedlybecame contaminatedwhen six of the 50
to 75 electricaltransformersstored there from approximately1968 to 1983 leaked or spilled
polychlorinatedbiphenyls(PCBs) onto a concretepadand a dirt lot at the site. PCBs are a
componentof the oil used in transformers to control heat that is generated during the

_ transmissionof electricity. PCB contaminationis primarilyconfinedto the top 2 feet of the
soil. PCB-contaminatedsoilposes an unacceptableriskto humanhealth. Under the Navy's
cleanup plan, PCB-contaminatedsoilwould be excavated and disposed of off-stationfrom
Units 1 and2. No furthercleanupactionis necessaryat Unit3.

As described in the ESD, the reevaluationof riskto humanhealth was necessary to reflect
the currentand updatedU.S. EPA exposure factorsand toxicityindicesfor PCBs and results
of additionalsoilsamplingand analysis conductedafter the Remedial Investigation.Results
of the reevaluationshowedthat risks were lower but still required remediation. Changes
presented in the ESD do not fundamentallyalter the overallcleanup approach and do not
appreciablychange the scope, performance,or cost of cleanupat Site 11. The significant
differenceinthe cleanupplan isthat cleanupwillbe basedon updatedPCB exposure factors
and toxicitycriteria. The cleanupplan will continueto allow for residentialreuse as it did in
the ROD. The ESD includesa brief summary of the cleanup plan presented in the ROD, a
descriptionof the change,andan explanationof why the Navy is makingthischange.

The ESD will be a featured topic at the next MCAS El Toro RestorationAdvisory Board
Meeting (see below). The ESD isavailable for publicreviewat the followinglocation:

MCAS El Toro Information Repository
Heritage Park Regional Library

14361 Yale Avenue, Irvine, California
(949) 551-7151 (call for current hours).



Restoration Advisory Board Meeting
63rdMeeting _-_

Wednesday, May 28, 2003
6:30 - 9:00 p.m,

Irvine City Hall
Conference and Training Center

One Civic Center Plaza, Irvine

The Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) is composed of concerned citizens and government
representatives involved in the environmental cleanup program at MCAS El Toro since 1994.
Communityparticipationand input is importantandappreciated.This meetingwill featurethe
following activities and presentations specific to MCAS El Toro:

• Site 11, Transformer Storage Yard - Explanation of Significant Differences

• Site 1, Explosives Ordnance Disposal Range -Interim Removal Action

• Update on the Property Transfer Support Documents

Formoreinformationaboutthis meetingandthe InstallationRestorationProgramat MCASEl _,_j
Toro, please contact:

Mr. Andy Piszkin
BRACEnvironmental Coordinator

7040TrabucoRoad,Irvine,CA 92618
(949)726-5398or (619)532-0784



MARINE CORPS AIR STATION EL TORO

RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING

March 26, 2003 - 62nd Meeting

MEETING MINUTES

The 62ndRestorationAdvisory Board (RAB) meeting for Marine CorpsAir Station (MCAS) E1Toro
was held Wednesday, March 26, 2003 at the Irvine City Hall. The meeting began at 6:33 p.m.
These minutes summarizethe discussions andpresentations from the RAB meeting.

WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS, AGENDA REVIEW

Mr. Andy Piszkin, BRAC EnvironmentalCoordinator (BEC) for MCAS E1Toro and Marine Corps
RAB Co-Chair, asked Ms. Marcia Rudolph, RAB Subcommittee Chair, to lead the Pledge of
Allegiance. This was followed by self-introductions from all in attendance andMr. Piszkin reviewed
the meeting agenda.

OLD BUSINESS

Review and Approval of the January 29, 2003 RAB Meeting Minutes

_ y Mr. Bob Woodings, RAB Community Co-Chair, asked for any changes or comments prior to the
approval of the January 29, 2003 RAB meeting minutes. The RAB Meeting Minutes were approved
without amendment.

Mr. Woodings stated that he received calls from two RAB members, Mr. Greg Hurley and Mr. Jerry
Wemer, informing him that they would be unable to attend tonight's meeting.

Announcements

• Mr. Piszkin stated that in response to RAB Subcommittee concerns, the Navy has provided
handouts this evening covering the status of fuel lines and Tank Farm 555. He explained that
most of the fuel lines have been tested, cleaned out using inert gas, and filled with slurry.

• Mr. Piszkin stated that there has been a recent change in RAB membership. Mr. Richard
Bell left the Irvine Ranch Water District (IRWD) to work for the Municipal Water District of
Orange County. Mr. Steve Malloy will take his place as a representative of IRWD.

• The next RAB meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, May 28, 2003, with the RAB
Subcommittee meeting prior to the RAB meeting. Mr. Piszkin said that a handout is
available on the information table with the dates of the RAB meetings through September
2003.

• Mr. Piszkin stated that there is a new mailing address for the MCAS E1Toro BRAC program
and all the relevant handouts now list the new address.

Meeting Minutes 3/26/03 MCAS El Toro RAB Meeting
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• The Navy has no new information on the RAB role. Mr. Piszkin explained that this issue is
still being discussed internally at the policy level.

• Mr. Piszkin explained that Mr. Don Zweifel, RAB member, had asked for a sample of

landfill liner, and that he is still working on obtaining that sample,

• The RAB site visit is tentatively scheduled for May 3, 2003 at around 10:00 a.m. The Navy
will provide more information as plans are finalized. Mr. Piszkin explained that the site visit

will focus on the Site 2 aquifer test and the IRWD pilot test that will be taking place near the
hangars.

• Mr. Piszkin stated that the Community Relations Fact Sheet, which contains a survey, would
be issued a few weeks before the site visit. In addition, the first Finding of Suitability to
Transfer (FOST) would be issued for public comment a few days before the site visit.

• Mr. Piszkin stated that the RAB Subcommittee had expressed concerns regarding Alton

Parkway construction. After a meeting last week with the County of Orange, the Site 2

landfill cap construction is expected to be completed before roadway construction begins.
Therefore, there should not be any impact to the Alton Parkway project. The technical
design was part of the discussion and all parties appear to be comfortable with project
coordination.

RAB Subcommittee Meeting Report, Ms. Marcia Rudolph, RAB Subcommittee Chair

Ms. Rudolph reviewed the key points discussed at the RAB Subcommittee meeting.

• Cal/EPA, Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) budget - The subcommittee has ,.,.. _
concerns that DTSC funding for MCAS E1 Toro may be redirected to other projects. If that

happens, what impact would that have on the Installation Restoration Program.

• Land Transfer Indemnification - Ms. Rudolph explained that the RAB Subcommittee has

concerns with how the Navy will be handling indemnification for buyers of former Station
property, as land transfers become imminent.

• Perchlorate issue - Ms. Rudolph stated that perchlorate has become both a state and national

issue. She asked that the Navy have the same speaker (Kevin Mayer, U.S. EPA) back in the
future with any updates on toxicity information as it becomes available. She added that the

subcommittee would also like information on perchlorate migration from Site 1 to Site 2.

• Irvine Solvent Study - Ms. Rudolph said that the RAB Subcommittee assumes that the

solvent study is covered in the Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) presentation scheduled

for tonight. She explained that she received a letter from the City of Irvine indicating
satisfaction with how the Navy responded to the solvent study.

• EBS - Ms. Rudolph indicated that she received the EBS in the mail. She stated that there are

excellent maps in the EBS and recommended that, at future RAB meetings, those maps be
posted on the sidewalls of the room for reference.

• Fed-to-Fed Transfer- There is concern about how the Navy will be handling the federal

agency-to-federal agency (fed-to-fed) transfer and where funding for any associated cleanup
will come from. Ms. Rudolph explained that the RAB Subcommittee would like to know if

",_RW* j
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there is less pressure to complete that cleanup because it is a fed-to-fed transfer, rather than a
,,_,_ transfer for sites that will be developed in the future.

• Petroleum Sites - Ms. Rudolph explained that the RAB Subcommittee is interested in how

liability for the small petroleum-impacted sites would be handled after transfer.

Discussion

Mr. Piszkin stated that he provided a presentation on the Navy's "comeback policy," which

covers indemnification, at the last RAB meeting. There are also handouts summarizing the

Navy's comeback policy.

Mr. Piszkin explained that there is a Defense and State Memorandum of Agreement (DSMOA)
that fully funds DTSC and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) activities related to

environmental oversight of MCAS E1 Toro, so there has not been a reduction in the level of
oversight or effectiveness from the agencies. The U.S. EPA is funded directly through the

Department of Defense (DoD).

NEW BUSINESS

• Regulatory Agency Comment Update

Nicole Moutoux_ Project Manaeer, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Region
ix

Ms. Moutoux said that the U.S. EPA does not have any letters available on the information table this

evening. She explained copies ofU.S. EPA correspondence are sent to Marcia Rudolph and Bob

Woodings. Copies can also be provided at the RAB meeting. The RAB has indicated a preference
for copies ofU.S. EPA correspondence being available at the RAB meetings.

Ms. Moutoux indicated that she is working on the review of the EBS and the Potential Release

Location (PRL) Specification Sheets. The specification sheets cover the results from sampling

conducted at 20 sites that are being incorporated into the EBS. She stated that she is also reviewing
a Groundwater Modeling Technical Memorandum for Sites 18 and 24. The technical memorandum

was prepared in support of the remedial design (RD) for treatment of the Volatile Organic
Compound (VOC) plumes in groundwater at Sites 18 and 24. It is a very thorough technical

memorandum; U.S. EPA only needs clarification on a few issues. The pilot test document for Sites
18 and 24 for the Irvine Desalter Project (IDP) is also currently being reviewed. The only issue with

that document is handling of discharge of treated groundwater from the pilot test.

Discussion
Mr. Zweifel asked if Ms. Moutoux is familiar with the letter that California Department of Health

Services (DHS) sent in response to the MCAS Tustin RAB letter regarding an actionable release

level for radiological surveys. He said that it is great accomplishment that the RAB can do
something powerful. Ms. Moutoux responded that she is aware of the situation, but is not familiar

with the letter. She added that it looks like the MCAS E1 Toro Radiological Release Report would

not be delayed any longer. She stated that RABs are effective and that the regulators take RAB

correspondence seriously.

Meeting Minutes 3/26/03 MCAS El Toro RAB Meeting
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Mr. Piszkin stated that the MCAS Tustin RAB letter had a positive impact on the process. MCAS E1

Toro is now on track to have the Radiological Release Report submitted by Spring 2004. He added

that is a difficult issue for DHS due to legal issues currently being addressed at the state level. The "'_
Navy's Radiological Affairs Support Office representatives are in town and attended today's MCAS

E1 Toro BCT meeting, but were unavailable for the RAB meeting.

* Groundwater Monitoring - Latest Results, Marc Smits_ Remedial Proiect Manager,
Southwest Division (SWDIV) Naval Facilities Engineering Command

Mr. Stairs stated that in 2002, the Navy completed Rounds 15 and 16 of the MCAS E1 Toro routine

groundwater monitoring program. In addition, the fieldwork for Round 17 was recently completed

during March 2003.

Mr. Smits said that the groundwater monitoring program was established in 1992 as part of the
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) conducted for the entire Station. The program is

intended to provide data to evaluate groundwater contamination trends and groundwater conditions
over time at various locations throughout the Station. Groundwater conditions, including water

level, flow direction, and impacts on the shallow and principal aquifers are documented. He

explained that water level data that includes the effect agricultural wells have on water levels, is used
to analyze trends in the groundwater flow direction. All of the data is used to develop a

hydrogeological evaluation of the groundwater conditions at MCAS El Toro.

Mr. Smits stated that the current groundwater monitoring program involves collecting data at eight
sites:

• Site 1- former explosive ordnance range "_-._J

• Site 16 - former firefighter training pit

• Sites 2,3,5, and 17 - former landfill sites
• Sites 18 and 24 - VOC sites

All of these sites are either landfill sights that require ongoing monitoring for potential
contamination, or sites where groundwater contamination has been previously detected. He

explained that the groundwater monitoring program is intended to supplement the site-specific

investigations being conducted.

In Round 15, samples were collected from 94 monitoring wells and ports. Mr. Smits explained that

these samples were tested for VOCs, which is the main contaminant of concern throughout MCAS

E1 Toro. For Round 16, samples were collected from 97 monitoring wells and ports, and tested for
VOCs, radionuclides, metals, perchlorate and for general groundwater chemistry. Groundwater

levels were also measured at all wells and ports sampled during both rounds.

Mr. Smits provided a figure depicting field activities to collect groundwater samples. He explained

that equipment is used to measure water levels, and to check water quality parameters like pH,

temperature, and dissolved oxygen. This figure shows a conventional sampling technique, where a
pump is lowered into the well, and three well casings of groundwater are initially pumped out before

collecting samples. He stated that this removes any stagnant water that has collected in the well and
ensures that the samples are representative of the aquifer near the well.

Meeting Minutes 3/26/03 MCAS El Toro RAB Meeting
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Mr. Smits explained that Westbay_ Port Sampling (a proprietary sampling configuration) uses a 2 to

_._ 3-inch diameter probe. Westbay Ports are off-base wells that vary from depths of 500 to 1,000 feet
and allow for multi-depth sampling. The probe is lowered into the port and samples are collected at

various vertical depths down to 1,000 feet. This data provides a vertical profile of the conditions

around that port, and provides data on conditions in the principal aquifer.

Mr. Smits stated that the data from Rounds 15 and 16 is generally consistent with data from previous

monitoring rounds. The groundwater level data supports the historical trend of a northwest to west-
northwesterly direction for groundwater flow. In the off-site wells and ports there tends to be more

variation in the groundwater levels than from the on-site wells. The most obvious contributor to
these variations is off-site agricultural wells.

Mr. Smits stated that groundwater contaminant concentrations at all of these sites had some minor

changes in the range of 20 to 50 parts per billion or ppb. These changes are not significant and

support that the concentrations are relatively consistent over time. Data for the Sites 18 and 24
plumes indicates that configuration of the dilute TCE plume has not significantly changed between
Rounds 15 and 16. The data on the additional analytes in the Round 16 samples are consistent with

past monitoring rounds, so concentrations are not increasing and there are no new sources. He

explained that consistent groundwater monitoring data is preferred when making decisions on a

permanent remedy.

Mr. Smits said that there were several recommendations made in the groundwater monitoring report.

The first is to use bollards (metal or concrete posts) to prevent the gigantic mowers from damaging

the flush mounted monitoring wells. A second recommendation was to integrate the sampling for

_-'_ the IR sites with sampling required for the remaining petroleum sites. He explained that a third
recommendation is to evaluate sites on a site-specific basis, rather than Station-wide. There are two
reasons to move to a site-specific evaluation. First, the program is at the stage where several sites

have Records of Decision (RODs) and are now in the remedial design stage. Therefore, the sites
need to be evaluated individually to determine if the remedy is effective. In addition, with the

upcoming land transfer, there is no longer a need for a Station-wide monitoring program that covers

property that has been determined to be environmentally available for transfer.

Discussion

Mr. Zweifel asked if recent precipitation had caused any plume migration. Mr. Smits stated that the

Round 17 data, which was collected in March 2003, would need to be evaluated to determine the

impact precipitation had on the water levels, concentrations, and contaminant migration. He added
that the Navy collects samples at the same time as the Orange County Water District (OCWD), so
there is some comparability between the data.

Ms. Rudolph asked where the three additional wells sampled for Round 16 are located. Mr. Smits

responded that the Navy evaluates the need for additional wells before each monitoring round. For
Round 16, three wells were added to Site 24 to provide more data on conditions at that site. He
added that Round 16 was an annual monitoring round that included the larger suite of analytes. The

additional analytes are not as significant as VOC contamination because that is the main contaminant
of concern being monitored for groundwater cleanup remedies at MCAS E1 Toro.

Meeting Minutes 3/26/03 MCAS El Toro RAB Meeting
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Mr. Zweifel asked why there is no statistical data in the presentation. Mr. Smits replied that the

statistical data is included in the appendices of the Groundwater Monitoring Report. At Mr. ,,,_s
Zweifel's request, he offered to provide a copy of the report.

Mr. Zweifel stated that he has serious concerns about perchlorate. Mr. Stairs responded that there is

a table in the report that covers perchlorate, and that table will be provided to Mr. Zweifel after the

meeting. He added that perchlorate sampling is focused on Sites 1 and 2. Mr. Piszkin explained that
Site 1, due to past explosive ordnance disposal training operations, is a source ofperchlorate

contamination in groundwater. An aquifer test that involves extracting and treating perchlorate-
contaminated groundwater is being conducted at Site 2. Mr. Roy Herndon, RAB member

representing the OCWD, stated that the OCWD started testing for perchlorate in 1997 or 1998. Ms.
Rudolph explained that the late Mr. Joe Farber, former RAB member, brought the perchlorate issue
to the RAB's attention.

Mr. Piszkin explained that this presentation focuses on the fact that groundwater conditions have

been generally stable through the 11 years of the monitoring program. The Navy is not trying to hide
anything by not including statistical information in the presentation. All the data is available in the

report which can be found at both E1 Toro and the Heritage Park regional library. In addition, the
Navy and the water districts are working together on design issues for cleaning up VOCs in

groundwater both on- and off-Station.

• Groundwater Remediation: Modeling & Design Update_ lrvine Desalter Proiect and

VOC Source Area_ Karnig Ohannessian_ Remedial Project Manager_ SWDIV Naval

Facilities Engineering Command ---,,'

Mr. Ohannessian stated there are several activities taking place concurrently. The IRWD is working
on the IDP, which has a CERCLA component to address the VOC plume. In support of the

Remedial Design (R.D) for the IDP, the Navy has completed modeling activities, and is preparing for

a pre-design investigation in support of the 30% Design Submittal. He said that the IRWD is about
to start a 90-day pilot test in the shallow groundwater unit (SGU) in the VOC source area. The data

from the pilot test will be used to refine the design parameters for water sources at the SGU and
principal aquifer. In addition, the test is also evaluating the performance of treatment equipment,

specifically, reverse osmosis membranes for desalting and air strippers for removing VOCs. The

pilot test also includes an off-Station area where the principal aquifer is impacted by VOCs. He
explained that the soil in the source area became contaminated with VOCs that leached into the

SGU, and then the contamination migrated vertically into the principal aquifer.

Mr. Ohannessian presented a map and pointed out the two areas where the pilot tests will take place.
Mr. Fred Meier, RAB member, asked about the contour lines on the map. Mr. Ohannessian

explained that those are water elevation contours. Ms. Rudolph asked if street names could be added

to the map. Mr. Ohannessian responded that the street names are there, but the smaller size for the

slide makes them difficult to read. He explained that a larger version of this map is included in the
ROD for Sites 18 and 24.

Mr. Ohannessian stated that groundwater modeling has been performed to support the remedial

design. The modeling attempted to simulate groundwater flow and dissolved TCE transport to ,_,
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determine what extraction strategies would work best. Different well placements and pumping

,, _ strategies were modeled to determine what strategy would best meet the remedial action objectives
(RAOs), both in the SGU and the principal aquifer.

Mr. Ohannessian explained that the main focus of the RAOs is to reduce the TCE concentration in

the plumes to the cleanup goals and prevent concentrations of VOCs above cleanup levels from

migrating to the principal aquifer. The emphasis is on mass removal and achieving hydraulic
control. He stated that data gathered over the last 10 years was used to determine if the model could

accurately predict the groundwater flow that was actually measured. After some adjustments, the

groundwater model was able to predict fairly closely what actually occurred.

Mr. Ohannessian stated that a number of simulations were attempted focusing on TCE transport in

groundwater. One simulation looked at what would happen if pumping took place only at the
Station boundary to prevent contamination from migrating. Another simulation at the other extreme

looked at pumping only from the VOC source area, focusing on removing the highest levels of
contamination. The other simulations looked at strategies between these two extremes. Most of the

simulations allowed contamination either to migrate off-Station or downward into the principal

aquifer. The model continued to be adjusted until a hybrid extraction strategy worked. He explained
that this strategy requires a total of 39 wells, 30 placed in the source area and 9 along the Station
boundary. This well placement keeps contamination flowing to the wells to be extracted and

provides hydraulic containment of the plume.

Mr. Ohannessian said that with the modeling complete, the next step is to start pre-design

investigation fieldwork to confirm the modeling predictions. Pump tests will be conducted in areas
",-,_ where this testing has not previously occurred and in areas where additional information is needed.

He explained that the Navy would need to determine the vertical distribution of the TCE plume so
that well screens in the pumps can be properly placed to extract the contaminated groundwater.

Mr. Ohannessian explained that the current plume flow shifts laterally in one area before continuing
in its natural westerly direction. The cause of this lateral shift appears to be influenced or created by

pumping fi'om agricultural well 18-TIC55. This agricultural well is also responsible for pulling
contamination into the deeper aquifer upgradient from the main body of the plume.

Mr. Ohannessian stated that the pre-design investigation objectives are to:

• Delineate the current TCE plume distribution in the SGU.

• Evaluate TCE plume distribution in the Intermediate Zone.

• Assess the effect of well 18 TIC55 on the VOC plume downward migration.

• Evaluate sustainable extraction rates of the proposed SGU wells.

• Assess TCE mass removal enhancement in the saturated zone using Soil Vapor Extraction
(SVE).

• Design the siting of the underground conveyance piping network to avoid crossing utility lines.

Mr. Ohannessian explained that the Navy is focusing on gathering more data on conditions down the

centerline of the plume and at the Station boundary. He presented a figure that depicted the known
vertical extent of the TCE plume and on it were question marks that indicate where more

information is needed. Data from the latest groundwater monitoring rounds shows that very low

concentrations of TCE (below cleanup goals) are reaching the principal aquifer. That data was
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analyzed and a preliminary determination is that agricultural well 18_TIC55 is the main contributor
for TCE reaching the principal aquifer at that SGU location. Additional sampling is required to

"-,_,=,eJ

precisely determine and confirm exactly what factors are contributing to contamination reaching the
principal aquifer. In addition, the Navy is working with The Irvine Company (TIC), who owns well
18-TIC 55, to determine options to address this vertical plume migration.

Mr. Ohannesion explained that pre-design investigation data collection would occur this summer in
three phases.
• Phase I

- Groundwater elevation monitoring.
- Groundwater sampling of existing monitoring wells. Most of the existing wells are part of

the groundwater monitoring program, but sampling will also be done from some existing
wells that are not part of the program. This will provide more data for use in the RD.

• Phase II

- Evaluate the data collected in Phase I, update the plume distribution, and revise placement of
new monitoring and extraction wells.

- Installation of new monitoring and extration wells.
- Step drawdown and constant rate extraction tests.
- Mass removal enhancement via SVE.

• Phase III

- Evaluate data collected during Phase II and update the placement of SGU extraction wells.
- Update the conveyance piping network and begin siting activities.

Mr. Ohannessian explained that the Pre-Design Investigation then moves into the field investigation
scope which involves: '_,-_J
• Aquifer tests to estimate extraction rates and aquifer characteristics.

- Conduct step drawdown tests and 72-hour constant rate extraction test at each well.
- Conduct step drawdown at existing wells to verify well efficiency.

• Use of Passive Diffusion Bag samplers for plume delineation. This is a foot long sampler bag
that provides analysis of water samples from discreet locations within the same well.
- Provides depth-specific VOC concentration distribution to aid in the design and screening of

extraction and monitoring wells.
• Groundwater treatment enhancement using SVE in contaminant hot spots.
• Collect data with regard to utilities and below ground obstructions that would influence the

design of conveyance and ancillary system.
- Geophysics
- Trenching to confirm utility depths
- Collect geotechnical data from areas where extensive trenching will be performed.

Mr. Ohannessian stated that there are different fine-grained lenses in these areas and the pre-design
investigation would help determine exactly where contamination is located so that the wells and well
screens can be properly placed.

He added that trenching is being considered as part of the design to minimize crossing any of the
utilities, which would minimize any impact to reuse and redevelopment of the property. There was a
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meeting this week to discuss the location of power sources. He indicated that utilities are only one

, of a number of issues that are part of this pre-design investigation.

Mr. Ohannessian provided the implementation schedule for the SGU. Tlie Remedial Design Work
Plan (30% Design) is scheduled for submittal in April 2003. The Final Remedial Design Work Plan
is scheduled for September 2004, with the 90% Design Submittal in April 2004. The Remedial
Action Construction for the SGU is scheduled to take place from September 2004 to June 2005. The
schedule is similar for the CERCLA component of the IDP. The Remedial Design Work Plan (30%
Design) is scheduled for submittal in May 2003. The Final Remedial Design Work Plan is scheduled
for October 2004 with the 90% Design Submittal in June 2004. Remedial Action and construction
for the CERCLA component of the IDP is scheduled for September 2004 to June 2006.

Discussion
Mr. Zweifel stated that the Navy is only evaluating the situation with the 18_TIC55 well, and a legal
ruling is needed to stop The Irvine Company from pumping immediately. Mr. Piszkin responded
that well 18 TIC 55 was installed in the late 1920s before MCAS E1Toro existed and there are real
estate issues that make dealing with this issue an ongoing process. Mr. Zweifel said that a RAB
letter or a letter specifically from him could be sent. Mr. Piszkin replied that a RAB letter is not
necessary because the Navy is in the process of dealing with this issue.

Mr. Meier said that SVE has previously been performed at MCAS E1 Toro. He asked if the
equipment is still available. Mr. Ohannessian responded that the equipment, which is designed to
treat a large area, is still available. However, the present activities involve much smaller areas where
contamination is trapped, so new equipment designed to treat smaller areas will be used. He added

"--_ that the Navy feels comfortable with lowering the water table because this was done during pilot
testing a few years ago. Therefore, data is available on how long it takes to depress the water table
by a specific level to enhance SVE. He added that the water table can be lowered by 15 to 20 feet
fairly quickly.

Mr. Zweifel stated that he has concerns with drawdown that causes depletion of the principal aquifer.
Mr. Ohannessian responded that the SGU, which is not used as a water resource, is where the Navy
will be lowering the water table. Mr. Zweifel added that the SGU eventually replenishes the
principal aquifer. Mr. Ohannessian replied that under the ROD, the contaminated groundwater has
to be cleaned up using a pump and treat system. This pump and treat technology was chosen as the
best technology for cleanup for these sites after many years of evaluation and investigation. He
added that pump and treat technology is coupled with source removal of the soil (which has already
taken place) to eliminate a source of continued groundwater contamination.

Mr. Zweifel stated that according to the implementation schedule, in April 2003, there would be a
Final Groundwater Modeling Technical Memorandum, a Remedial Design Work Plan (30% Design),
a Draft Construction Quality Control/Assurance Plan and a Draft Contingency Plan. He asked for a
presentation on all these report at the next RAB meeting.

Ms. Kim Foreman, DTSC Public Participation Specialist, stated that there may be meeting attendees
that are unfamiliar with the many acronyms that are being used during presentations at tonight's
meeting. She said at the first instance each acronym is stated or presented in the slides it needs to be

,,,,_ spelled out in the presentations. Mr. Zweifel added that many of the handout figures are illegible.
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Mr. Ohannessian responded that the figures were originally much larger plotted figures used in the
reports, and are difficult to read after their size is reduced for use as a slide. Mr. Piszkin supported

Ms. Rudolph's suggestion of posting the original larger figures to the sidewalls of the meeting room,

and that will be done at future RAB meetings.

Mr. Lee Saunders, Navy SWDW Public Affairs Officer, suggested that those interested in a more

detailed technical presentation could have a thorough technical briefing at the RAB Subcommittee

meeting, with a more general presentation at the RAB meeting.

• Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) Briefing and Update on Status of Proper .ty

Transfer, Kyle Olewnik, Remedial Project Manager, SWDIV Naval Facilities

E.ngineering Command

Mr. Piszkin stated that Ms. Olewnik and Earth Tech, the Navy's contractor, have completed a lot of
work on the EBS. The Draft EBS is currently under review by the regulatory agencies. The Draft

EBS was also provided to Ms. Rudolph and Mr. Woodings. He added that maps from the document
have been posted on the walls for reference. Ms. Olewnik explained that tonight's presentation is a
status update of the progress since the Fall 2002 EBS presentation.

Ms. Olewnik explained that the Navy has been collecting data and documenting the current status of
MCAS E1Toro for the EBS. The EBS has documented all the existing environmental data to date
for the IR sites and the numerous locations of concern (LOCs). This is very comprehensive effort

such that the information obtained and evaluated can support a FOST where property is documented

as clean and suitable for transfer. ,,_,_

Ms. Olewnik explained that for the EBS, the Navy has completed a review of all the existing
environmental data, and conducted some additional interviews. Visual site inspections of all the

buildings that were not inspected in 1995 due to ongoing Station operations were also completed.
Over 700 buildings were inspected and 76 were identified as being potential release locations

(PRLs). She explained that these buildings would not become LOCs unless contamination is found

above the threshold limit that would require action. The Navy is doing further investigation of the
76 buildings and 23 were established as priority due to location in areas that are otherwise clean and

ready for transfer in the FOST. A work plan was prepared and field sampling conducted for the

priority PRLs. She explained that all the information on these 23 PRLs is included in Appendix F of
the EBS.

Ms. Olewnik stated that for each building, a one-page (11" x 17") technical specification sheet was

developed that includes background information, sampling locations, a summary of the data analysis,
and a risk screening assessment. She explained that the specification sheets are not included in this

presentation because they become illegible when shrunk down for slides.

Ms. Olewnik explained the way the Navy identified PRLs for further evaluation. PRLs were

identified from past use where hazardous materials were used and stored, such as photo labs or

dental clinics. A building was identified as a PRL if the Navy found documentation that a spill or
release had occurred. PRLs were also identified if stains were observed during the visual site

inspections. Specification sheets were developed and provided to the regulators who worked with
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the Navy to develop a sampling strategy for each PRL. She stated that a few specification sheets
have not yet received regulator concurrence. Of the 23 priority PRLs, 21 are buildings. The two
remaining PRLs are the runways and an agricultural nursery area used for pesticide mixing.

Ms. Olewnik stated that she would present the summaries of a few of the building PRLs as an
overview of the data. The handout contains the summaries of all 21 building PRLs. The data on the
runways and the pesticide area are not yet available. Additional information on the 21 buildings is
included in Appendix F of the EBS. She noted that the majority of the buildings had no samples
above residential preliminary remediation goals (PRGs), which are the most stringent PRGs.

The first building the Navy investigated was PRL 46, which is located north of the VOC plume and
west of the runways. This building was used as a photo lab, printing plant, and for reprographics.
Seven samples were collected in drain and sink areas where contamination was most likely to be
found. Samples were analyzed for VOCs, semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), cyanide, metals, and pH. PRL 46 had only one elevated sample with
a PAH detected at 72 _tg/kg (micrograms per kilogram). This is only slightly above the PRG of 62
t.tg/kg,so the recommendation is for no further action (NFA).

PRL 130 is a building located in the northeast quadrant of the Station that was used for painting and
vehicle maintenance. Ms. Olewnik stated that this building was identified as a PRL due to some
staining on the ground surface identified during visual site inspections. Five soil samples were
collected near sewer lines and in the storage areas. Samples were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, total
petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), and metals. None of the samples exceeded the PRGs, so the
recommendation is for NFA.

Ms. Olewnik explained that PRL 439 was used as a hospital and dental clinic. Ten samples were
collected from the soil and sink drains and were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, cyanide, metals, and
pH. There were some slightly elevated metals in the soil based on background variance. However,
levels did not exceed PRGs. For this PRL the recommendation is for NFA. She stated that there

were a few buildings with one or two slightly elevated metal samples similar to PRL 439, but
nothing exceeded residential PRGs. The elevated metals are likely due to natural variation, as there
was no clear pattern indicating a large metals release.

Ms. Olewnik stated that these 76 PRLs are in addition to the 895 LOCs identified throughout MCAS
E1 Toro. NFA has been recommended for 21 of the priority PRLs, and recommendations for NFA on
the remaining 2 priority PRLs will be forwarded to the regulators. The are 53 PRLs remaining, most
of them located in the southwest quadrant where property transfer is not scheduled to take place for a
few years, so those are not considered a priority at this time.

Schedule

Ms. Olewnik stated that the Draft EBS was submitted for review on February 7, 2003. The Draft
Final EBS is scheduled for submittal on April 28, 2003, at the same time as the Draft FOST. The
Navy wanted to have the EBS fully reviewed before the Draft FOST was submitted because the
FOST is dependent on the EBS. The EBS and FOST are both scheduled to be finalized by the end of
June 2003. She added that the Navy is asking the regulators to expedite the review of these
documents, and they have been very cooperative in keeping up with this schedule.
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Discussion

Mr. Zweifel asked how deep were the soil samples collected from the PRLs. Ms. Olewnik explained

that soil samples were collected at various depths down to 3 feet. Ms. Olewnik clarified that the "J

Navy looked for the worst-case scenario; if contamination was not found at 3 feet, then it would not

be present at deeper levels.

Mr. Chris Crompton, RAB member representing County of Orange, Environmental Management

Agency, asked if work was done looking at absorption of chemicals by building materials such as
wood. Ms. Olewnik responded that most of the buildings have concrete slabs and do not contain

much wood. If a stain was observed, the slab was cored through into the soil for sampling to ensure

that the soil was not impacted. However, any possible contamination absorbed into the concrete has
not been considered a release into the environment. She added that they did sample some material

within drains, so if there was some sediment present it was sampled. If the sediment had elevated

concentrations, then it was treated and disposed of properly. Mr. Crompton asked if there is another
part of the program that is assessing the buildings for asbestos and lead. Ms. Olewnik replied that
there are other parts of the E1 Toro environmental program that handle those issues.

Mr. Peter Hersh, RAB member, asked when the data on the runways would be available. Ms.

Olewnik stated that the data on the two remaining PRLs would be available by the next RAB

meeting. She added that the data from the agricultural area (nursery) showed no samples above
PRGs. For the runways, 1 out of 11 samples had slightly elevated PAHs, but there is no evidence of

a release. Therefore, both of these PRLs are being recommended for NFA. Mr. Hersh asked if the
runways would be transferred with the upcoming FOST. Ms. Olewnik replied thatthey would be

included in the FOST as long as the regulators concur with the recommendation for NFA.

Otherwise, the property would be "carved out". _,_../

Mr. Hersh asked if any of the PRLs were identified based on the Irvine Solvent Study. Ms. Olewnik

responded that Building 307 was the focus of the solvent study. Building 307 was investigated 2 or 3

years ago and is fully addressed in the EBS. Therefore, there was no need for further investigation
based on the solvent study.

Mr. Zweifel stated that there are 895 LOCs, and he is concerned that the Navy is recommending
NFA on 753 LOCs. Ms. Olewnik replied that those 895 LOCs are all the LOCs for MCAS El Toro

since restoration activities began. This includes Underground Storage Tanks (USTs), Aboveground

Storage Tanks (ASTs), Temporary Accumulation Areas (TAAs), PCB transformers, everything that
has ever been identified as a likely environmental concern. Additionally, even though those 753

LOCs are being recommended for NFA, it does not mean that no action was ever taken. Either the

LOC was investigated sufficiently to determine that no release occurred, a release below levels that
warrants action occurred, or remedial action has been completed. Concurrence from the regulators

has been received on all 753 LOCs. She explained that there are 142 LOCs currently under review

by the regulators where action has been completed and that have been recommended for NFA. The

regulators are also reviewing data obtained that pertains to the remaining PRLs. The regulators will
determine if they concur with the NFA recommendation. She stated that it would take until 2006 or

2007 to address the remaining 146 LOCs. Mr. Piszkin added that the BRAC Business Plan

summarizes the entire cleanup program, including LOCs that are not part of the Installation
Restoration Program.
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Mr. Zwiefel asked when the evaluation of the runways PRL took place. Ms. Olewnik replied that

_._ samples were collected in February and March 2003. Mr. Zweifel asked if those were core samples
and how thick they were. Ms. Olewnik responded that core samples were collected from the runway
extensions and those were 18-inches thick. A total of 11 samples were collected along the edges of

the runways and beneath the extensions. This sampling is in addition to sampling conducted in 1996
for a PAH anthropogenic study. Mr. Zweifel asked if the runways are constructed with reinforced

concrete. Mr. Crispin Wanyoike, EarthTech, Inc., replied that the runways are composed of asphalt
and reinforced concrete.

Mr. Hersh asked if the runway sampling included core samples in areas other than the extensions.
Ms. Olewnik replied that core samples were not collected from the other runway areas, because it

was assumed that the original runway was installed on agricultural land prior to any military

operations. Ms. Olewnik replied that oil was applied to the runways for dust suppression and weed
abatement, so the samples from the edges of the runways were tested for PCB and TPH

contamination. The Navy collected samples at evenly spaced intervals along the runways to
determine if there was any accumulation of PCBs. Samples were also collected in the jet blasts areas

where PAHs from jet blasts might have accumulated. Mr. Hersh stated that there is a lot of concrete
in that area in addition to the runways, and asked if samples were collected underneath the RV

parking area. Ms. Olewnik responded that samples were not collected underneath the RV parking
area. The Navy used a strategy to keep the sampling to the runways and the extensions where
contamination is most likely to be found. The jet blast areas in particular are the most likely areas to
find contamination from aircraft activities, and there were no sample results above the PRGs. She

added that any areas that had evidence such as staining that suggests a release may have occurred

were sampled.

Mr. Zweifel stated that according to his recollection, back in 1991, a company was contracted to

spray waste oil around the perimeter fence of the Station. He asked if there was any definitive
evidence of this activity. Ms. Olewnik replied that based on visual site inspections, a thorough

records and data review, and personnel interviews, the area around the perimeter fence was not
considered likely for contamination.

Mr. Zweifel asked for an update on the EBS at the next RAB meeting. Ms. Olewnik responded that
a full presentation on the EBS was provided in fall 2002, and this presentation covers all the activity

that has been completed since then. There will not be any new activity to report at the next RAB

meeting.

Mr. Zweifel asked if the EBS has any information on aerial photo anomalies (APHO). Mr. Piszkin
stated that information on the APHOs in included in the EBS. He added that U.S. EPA performed

the first APHO analysis for MCAS E1 Toro, and the Navy supplemented that with additional analysis

a few years later. The APHO analysis was used extensively to determine sampling locations. In
addition, the GeoSyntec report used the APHO analysis to recommend sampling under the runway

extensions because the Marine Corps may have parked aircraft in those areas before the extensions
were installed.

Mr. Piszkin explained that there were three major reasons to update the EBS. First, the Station had

ceased active operations, so there are a lot of areas that are now accessible. Second, the GeoSyntec

report suggested that the Navy had not found all possible contamination. Third, the Irvine Solvent
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Study lead to further assessment of Building 307 and the EBS served as a basis for response to that
Solvent Study. All of the issues identified in the GeoSyntec report and the Solvent Study are

addressed in the updated EBS. The regulators have reviewed the EBS and have provided some

initial comments on improvement to the EBS, and the Navy looks forward to submitting the Draft
Final EBS in April 2003.

• Open Q & A -- Environmental Topics

Mr. Zweifel stated that after talking to Mr. Piszkin at the break, he would hold off on writing a letter

to The Irvine Company regarding well 18_TIC55. The Navy will be discussing the issue with The
Irvine Company on Friday, April 4, 2003.

Mr. Zweifel asked if reuse of a pipeline to carry untreated groundwater from the SGU to the central

treatment plant is being considered. Mr. Piszkin responded that reuse of that pipeline is included in
the IRWD and OCWD design and they are performing a hydrostatic test on the pipeline

MEETING EVALUATION AND FUTURE TOPICS

Meeting evaluation by RAB members:

RAB members liked the presentations, and indicated that Mr. Piszkin did a wonderful job handling
questions.

Suggestions for future presentation topics include:

• Update on Radiological issues

• Update on program budget for regulators

• Explanation of the Fed-to-fed transfer and cleanup priority
• Update on issues with TPH and property transfers

• Update on Sites 1 and 2 Perchlorate conditions

• Update on the runways
• Summary of Round 17 of the Groundwater Monitoring Program

CLOSING ANNOUNCEMENTS/FUTURE MEETING DATES

Upcoming Public Meeting, RAB Meeting_ and Subcommittee Meeting

The next RAB meeting will be held from 6:30 to 9 p.m., May 28, 2003 in the regular meeting
location, Irvine City Hall, Conference and Training Center (CTC), One Civic Center Plaza, Irvine. A
RAB Subcommittee meeting will be held from 5 to 6 p.m., the same evening in Room L-104 at
Irvine City Hall.

Recent RAB Subcommittee Meetings

The most recent RAB Subcommittee meeting was held Wednesday, March 26, 2003, in Room L-
104, Irvine City Hall, before tonight's RAB meeting.

MeetingMinutes3/26/03MCASEl ToroRABMeeting
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RAB Meeting Adjournment - March 26, 2003 Meeting

_" The 62"d meeting of the MCAS El Toro Restoration Advisory Board was adjourned at 8:54 p.m.

See below for list of meeting handouts.

Materials/Handouts Include:

• *RAB Meeting Agenda/Public Notice - 3/26/03 RAB meeting - 62ndMeeting.
• *Meeting Minutes from the January 29, 2003 RAB Meeting - 61_tMeeting.
• *MCAS E1Toro RAB Subcommittee Meeting Minutes, December 4, 2002 meeting.
• MCAS E1Toro RAB Meeting Schedule, Full RAB and RAB Subcommittee (Sept. 2002 - July 2003).
• MCAS E1Toro RAB Mission Statement and Operating Procedures.

• RAB Membership Application - MCAS E1 Toro RAB.
• MCAS E1Toro Installation Restoration Program- Mailing List Coupon.
• MCAS E1Toro Restoration Advisory Board - Membership Roster (revised December 2002).
• MCAS E1Toro Marine Corps/Navy RAB Co-Chair (address, telephone, fax, e-mail).
• MCAS E1 Toro - BRAC Cleanup Team Members and Key Project Representatives and Administrative Record

File and Information Repository Locations and Contacts.
• Intemet Access - Environmental Web Sites.

• One-Page Glossary of Technical Terms.
• Environmental Compliance Program Documentation Update (21 March 2003).
• Irvine Ranch Water District Memorandum from Steve Malloy - Update of Current MCAS E1 Toro Activities.
• MCAS El Toro Base Realignment and Closure Business Plan, Introduction Section, March 2002.
• Department of Navy - Policy for Conducting Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and

Liability Act (CERCLA) Statutory Five-Year Reviews, November 2001.
• Department of Defense - Institutional Controls, Spring 1997.
• Department of Defense - A Guide to Establishing Institutional Controls at Closing Military Installations,

February 1998.
• Department of Defense - Memorandum - Responsibility for Additional Environmental Cleanup after Transfer of

Real Property, 1997.
• Department of Defense - Management Guidance for the Defense Environmental Restoration Program,

September 2001 & DoD Guidance on Improving Public Involvement in Environmental Cleanup at Closing
Bases, December 1997.

• U.S. EPA Fact Sheet - A Citizen's Guide to Natural Attenuation, October 1996.
• Brochure - Commonly Asked questions Regarding the Use of Natural Attenuation for Chlorinated Solvent

Spills at Federal Facilities (Brochure developed through a partnership of U.S. EPA, Air Force, Army, Navy, and
Coast Guard).

• U.S. EPA Fact Sheet - Checking Up on Superfund Sites: The Five-Year Review, June 2001.
• U.S. EPA Fact Sheet- Perchlorate Update, March 2002.

• Update on Former Tank Farm 555 and JP5 Pipelines at Former MCAS E1 Toro.
• Presentation - MCAS El Toro RAB Meeting, March 26, 2003, Groundwater Monitoring Program Update,

presented by Marc Smits, SWDIV Remedial Project Manager.
• Presentation - MCAS E1Toro RAB Meeting, March 26, 2003, Groundwater Remediation Update, IDP,

Modeling, Design and Schedule, IRP Sites 18 and 24, presented by Kamig Ohannessian, SWDIV Remedial
Project Manager.

• Presentation - MCAS E1Toro RAB Meeting, March 26, 2003, Stationwide Environmental Baseline Survey

(EBS) Update, presented by Kyle Olewnik, SWDIV Remedial Project Manager.

* Mailed to all RAB meeting mailer recipients on 3/I8/03.
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.Agency Comments and Letters - U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)

• No Items Submitted ,_._J'

Agency Comments and Letters - California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal-EPA)

• No Items Submitted

California Regional Water Quality. Control Board (RWQCB)_ Santa Ana Region

[] No Items Submitted

RAB Subcommittee Handouts and Letters (generally provided by Marcia Rudolph, MCAS El
Toro RAB Subcommittee Chair)

• Meeting Minutes from the 12/4/02 MCAS E1Toro RAB Subcommittee Meeting and Attendees List.

Additional Information Submitted -3/26/03 RAB Meetin_

• No Items Submitted

Copies of all past RAB meeting minutes and handouts are available at the MCAS El Toro Information Repository,
located at the Heritage Park Regional Library in Irvine. The address is 14361 Yale Avenue, Irvine; the telephone
number is (949) 551-7151. Library hours are Monday through Thursday, 10 am to 9 p.m.; Friday and Saturday, 10
am to 5p.m.; Sunday 12p.m. to 5p.m.

Intern et Sites _..--J

Navy and Marine Corps Internet Access
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Southwest Division, Environmental Web Sites
(includes RAB meeting minutes):

www.efdsw.navfac.nav¥.mil/environmental/envhome.htm

www'efdsw'n avfac'naw'mil/envir°nmental/EIT°r°'htm

Department of Defense- Environmental Cleanup Home Page Web Site:

http://www.dtic.mil/envirodod/

U.S. EPA:

www.epa.gov (this is the hornepage)

www.epa.gov/superfund (site for Superfund)

www.epa.gov/ncea (site for National Center for Environmental Assessment)

www.epa.gov/federalregister (site for Federal Register Environmental Documents)

Cal/EPA:

www.calepa.ca.gov (this is the homepage)

www.dtsc.ca.gov (site for Department of Toxic Substances Control)

www.swrcb.ca.gov/ (site for Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board)
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MCAS E_ :ORO (
New Attendees RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING
will be added

to the MCAS March 26, 2003

E! Toro NON-RAB MEMBER SIGN-IN SHEET
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MCAS El Toro -- Meeting Schedule

Restoration Advisory Board (RAB)

Full NAB and RAB Subcommittee Meetings

July 2003- July 2004

RAB Meetings: The Conference and Training Center (CTC) at Irvine City Hall is being
reserved for RAB meetings (full RAB) on the last Wednesday of the month, dates are listed
below. Time: 6:30 - 9:00 p.m.

RAB Subcommittee Meetings: Subcommittee meetings will now be on the SAME
DAY as the full RAB meeting from 5 to 6:00 p.m. in a smaller room. The preferred room is by the
Council Chambers, Room L-104. General Meeting Time: 5:00 - 6:00 p.m. (Room is
available from 4:30 to 6:30 p.m.)

RAB and RAB Meeting Room Subcommittee
_-._ Subcommittee Conference and Meeting Room-

Meeting Dates Training Center Room L-104
(CTC) 5:00 6:00p.m.
6:30- 9:00 p.m.

July30,2003 CTC RoomL-104
September24, 2003 CTC RoomL-104
*Dec.3,2003 CTC RoomL-104

January28,2004 CTC RoomL-104
March31,2004 CTC RoomL-104

May26,2004 CTC RoomL-104
July28,2004 CTC RoomL-104

* Traditionally when Thanksgiving falls on the last week of November, the RAB
meeting has been held the first week of December. (In Nov. 2003, the last
Wednesday of the month is the day before Thanksgiving.)

rabmisckE1ToroRAB Schedule2003 -04.doe
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i MARINECORPSAIRSTATIONEL TORO

_'_ Installation Restoration Program
Restoration Advisory Board Mission Statement and Operating Procedures

This "Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) E! Toro, Installation Restoration Program,
Restoration Advisory Board (RAB), Mission Statement and Operating Procedures,"
replaces the Revised Version dated January 31, 1996. This revised document contains a
new section on the RAIl Subcommittee, which replaces the old section. The new section is
based on modifications made and approved by a majority vote of the RAB members
present at the April 21, 1999 RAIl meeting with further refinements made at the May 26,
1999 RAB meeting. Modifications incorporated resulted in revising the subcommittee
Structure so there is now only one RAB subcommittee. (Note: the original Mission
Statement document was dated and signed on February 28, 1995.)

The Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) mission statement and operating procedures, herein
referred to as "the mission statement and operating procedures", is entered into by the following
parties; U. S. Marine Corps (USMC); U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Region
9; California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), Region 4; and the RAB. Marine
Corps Air Station (MCAS) E1 Toro has developed a Community Relations Plan (CRP) which
outlines the community involvement program. The RAB supplements the community
involvement effort. A copy of the CPP is available at the information repository located at the
Heritage Park Regional Library, 14361 Yale Avenue, Irvine, CA 92714.

I. Missiou Statement of the RAB

a. The mission of the RAB is to promote community awareness and obtain timely
constructive community review and comment on proposed environmental restoration actions to
accelerate the cleanup and property transfer of MCAS E1 Toro. The RAB serves as a forum for

the presentation of comments and recommendationsto USMC, Remedial Project Managers
(RPMS) of USEPA, and DTSC.

II. Basis and Authority for this Mission Statement and Operating Procedures

a. This mission statement and these operating procedures are consistent with the
Department of Defense (DoD), USEPA Restoration Advisory Board Implementation Guidelines
of September 27, 1994, and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended by the Superfund Amendment and
Reauthorization Act (SARA) of I986, particularly Sections 120 (a), 120 (f), 121 (f), and 10
U.S.C. 2705, enacted by Section 211 of SARA, and September 9, 1993, DoD policy letter
entitled, "Fast Track Cleanup at Closing Installations".

M:/rabmisc/RAB approved7-28-99 Mission Statement.doe
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III. Operating Procedures

A. Membership "-_

1. All RAB members must reside in or serve communities within Orange County.

2. Members shall serve without compensation. All expenses incidental to travel and

review inputs shall be borne by the respective members or their organization.

3. If a member fails to attend two consecutive meetings without contacting the RAB, or
at least one of the RAB co-chairs, or fulfill member responsibilities including involvement in a
subcommittee, the RAB co-chairs may ask the member to resign.

4. Members unable to continue to fully participate shall submit their resignation in
writing to either of the RAB co-chairs.

5. Total membership in the RAB shall not exceed 50 members.

6. Applications for RAB membership vacancies shall take place as such vacancies occur.
Applications will be reviewed and approved by the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC),
Environmental Coordinator (BEC), USEPA, and DTSC along with consultation with the RAB
community co-chair. Candidates will be notified of their selection in a timely manner.

7. Each RAB community member is considered equal whatever their position in the _-'J
community, and has equal rights and responsibilities.

RAB Membership Responsibilities

a. Actively participate in a subcommittee and review, evaluate, and comment on
technical documents and other material related to installation cleanup, all assigned tasks are to be

completed within the designated deadline date.

b. Attend all RAB meetings.

c. Report to organized groups to which they may belong or represent, and to serve as a
mediator for information to and from the community.

d. Serve in a voluntary capacity.

B. RAB Structure

1. The RAB shall be co-chaired by the MCAS E1 Toro BEC, and a community co-chair
member. The BEC shall preside over the orderly administration of membership business.

M:/rabmisc/RAB approved7-28-99 Mission Statement.doe
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2. A community co-chair will be selected by a majority vote of the RAB community
members in attendance. Elected officials and government agency staff members of any legally

_,_,._ constituted MCAS E1Toro reuse groups are excluded from holding the community co-chair
position. The community co-chair will be selected annually on the anniversary of the effective
date of the agreement.

Community Co-Chair Responsibilities

a. Assure those community issues and concerns related to the environmental
restoration/cleanup program are brought to the table.

b. Assist the USMC in assuring that technical information is communicated in
understandable terms.

c. Coordinate with the BEC to prepare and distribute an agenda prior to each RAB
meeting, and for the review and distribution of meeting minutes.

d. Assist subcommittees in coordinating and establishing meeting times/locations.

e. The community co-chair maybe replaced by a majority vote of the RAB community
members present at the meeting in which a vote is undertaken.

3. The RAB shall meet quarterly. More frequent meetings may be held if deemed
_,,_ necessary by the RAB co-chairs. The BEC will facilitate in the arrangement of the meetings and

notify members of the time and location.

4. Agenda items will be compiled by the RAB co-chairs. Suggested topics should be
given to the BEC or community co-chair no later than two (2) weeks prior to the meeting. The
BEC shall be responsible for providing written notification to all RAB members of the upcoming
agenda and supporting documents, at least two (2) weeks prior to the date, time, and place of
scheduled RAB meeting.

5. The BEC shall be responsible for recording and distribution of meeting minutes.
Also, the BEC shall collect a written list of attendees at each meeting, which will be incorporated
into the meeting minutes. For quarterly meetings, the minutes will be distributed 30 days prior to
the following meeting. For more frequent meetings, the minutes will be distributed as soon as
possible.

6. A copy of the RAB meeting minutes will be sent to all RAB members. Supporting
documents will be available for public review in the information repository and other repositories
as identified.

7. RAB members will be asked to review and comment on various environmental

restoration documents. Written comments may be submitted individually by a member, or by the
RAB as a whole. Written comments will be submitted to the community co-chair on the subject
documents within the schedule as provided for regulatory agency comments. The eommurtity
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co-chair will consolidate comments from RAB members and provide all comments received to ""
the BEC. The BEC will ensure that a written response is provided to the RAB in a timely

manner. _..._
RAIl Subcommittee

8. On April 21, 1999, the RAB concurred that only one subcommittee is necessary to
provide a concentrated focus on environmental cleanup issues. Therefore, the existing relevant
subcommittees envisioned in the original "Mission Statement and Operating Procedures" dated
February 28, 1995, have been dissolved, and incorporated into one subcommittee.

a. Membership on the subcommittee will be comprised of volunteers from the RAB, or
may be selected by the BEC and the community co-chair.

b. The regular bimonthly RAB subcommittee meeting will continue to be scheduled for
the last Wednesday of the month alternating with the regular meeting of the full RAB held at
Irvine City Hall, Conference and Training Center, Irvine, California.

e. The subcommittee will set their own agendas and meetings and will be open to the

public. The subcommittee chair will notify the BEC and community co-chair of all meeting
times and places including additional subcommittee meetings other than the regularly scheduled
bimonthly subcommittee meeting.

d. The subcommittee will elect a chair. The subcommittee membership may dismiss a
subcommittee chair by a majority vote. Subcommittee chair removal is determined at the
meeting where removal is addressed by majority vote of the RAB members present.

e. Membership on the subcommittee will include the RAB community co-chair.

f. Subcommittee status will be reviewed annually, in May, to determine if changes are
needed or the continued existence is required.

g. The RAB subcommittee may establish ad hoc subcommittees for specific issues and
purposes that would focus efforts on a short-term basis.

h. The subcommittee may request the participation, involvement, and advice of

regulatory agency members.

9. MCAS E1 Toro has established an information repository for public documents

relating to restoration activities at MCAS E1 Toro. The repository is located at the Heritage Park
Regional Library, 14361 Yale Avenue, Irvine, CA 92714. RAB members, as well as the general
public, are authorized access to any documents, studies or information, which have been placed
in the repository or distributed at RAB meetings. The community co-chair will be provided one
(1) copy of all draft documents. The subcommittee will be provided up to seven (7) copies of
draft documents.

M:/rabmisc/RAB approved7-28-99 Mission Statement.doe
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IV. Effective Date and Amendments

a. The effective date of this mission statement and operating procedures shall be the date
that the last signatory signs this mission statement and operating procedures.

b. This mission statement and operating procedures may be amended by a majority vote
of the RAB members present. Amendments must be consistent with the MCAS El Toro Federal
Facility Agreement (FFA), and the statues stated in Part 11 of the mission statement and
operating procedures, (Basis and Authority for this Mission Statement and Operating
Procedures).

V. Terms and Conditions

a. The terms and conditions of this RAB mission statement and operating procedures,
and DONs endorsement thereof, shall not be construed to create any legally enforceable rights,
claims or remedies against DON or commitments or obligations on the part of DON, and shall be
construed in a manner that is consistent with CERCLA, 10 U.S.C. Section 2705, and 40 CFR
Part 300.

VI. Termination

a. This mission statement and operating procedures will be terminated upon completion
of requirements as stated in the FFA. However, after implementation of the final remedial
design, it may be terminated earlier upon a majority vote of the RAB membership.

VII. Signatories to the Membership Mission Statement and Operating Procedures

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we have set our hand this day of 1995.

MCAS E1 Toro BRAC Environmental Coordinator

RAB Community Co-Chair

___,_ U.S. Environmental Protection Agency RPM

M:/rabmise/RAB approved 7-28-99 Mission Statement.doe
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California Department of Toxic Substances Control RPM

The original "Mission Statement and Operating Procedures", dated February 28, 1995, is
on file at Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro, Environment and Safety. It was
signed by Mr. Joseph Joyee, Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC), Environmental
Coordinator (BEC), Ms. Marcia Rudolph, Restoration Advisory Board (RAB), Community
Co-chair, Ms. Bonnie Arthur, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Remedial Project
Manager, and Mr. Juan Jimenez, Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC),
Remedial Project Manager.

Shown below is an excerpt from the original "Mission Statement and Operating
Procedures", dated February 28, 1995 with signatures of the above-mentioned individuals.
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MEMBERSHIP APPLICATION

RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION EL TORO

Conditions for Membership:

Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) members are expected to serve a two-year term and attend
all RAB meetings or designate an alternate. The alternate must be jointly approved by the
Department of Defense and Community Co-Chairpersons. Members who miss three or more
consecutive meetings may be asked to resign. Duties and responsibilities will include reviewing
and commenting on technical documents and activities associated with the environmental
restoration at the former Marine Corps Air Station E1 Toro. Members will be expected to be
available to community members and groups to facilitate the exchange of information and/or
concerns between the community and the RAB.

RAB membership priority will be given to local residents that are impacted/affected by the
closure of the installation. The number of RAB members may be limited.

NAME:

ADDRESS:

Street Apt# City Zip

PHONE:( ). ( ). Fax:( ),

GROUP AFFILIATION:

1. Briefly state why you would like to be considered for membership on the Restoration
Advisory Board (RAB)

"_" (Continuedonbackside)



2. What has been your experience working as a member of a diverse group with common
goals?

3. Please indicate if you are interested in being considered for the Community
Co-Chairperson position on the RAB by checking the box below:

r--] Yes, I would like to be considered.

4. Are you willing to serve a 2-year term as a member of this RAB?

r-] Yes, I am willing to serve a 2-year term as a member of this RAB.

5. By submitting this signed application, you are aware of the time commitment which this
appointment will require for you.

6. By submitting this signed application, you willingly agree to work cooperatively with
other members of the committee to ensure efficient use of time for addressing community
issues related to environmental restoration of the facility.

i

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT: The personal information requested on this form is being '-_-_
collected in order to determine interest in and qualification for membership on the Restoration
Advisory Board. The information will be reviewed by a selection panel and will be retained in a
file at BRAC Environmental Coordinator's Office at MCAS El Toro. The information will not
be disseminated. Providing information on this form is voluntary.

ApplicantSignature Date

Please return your completed application to:

Andy Piszkin
BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Base Realignment & Closure,Environmental Division
MCAS E1 Toro
7040 Trabuco Road

Irvine, CA 92618

FAX - (949) 726-6586



MCAS El Toro

Installation Restoration Program

MAILING LIST REQUEST COUPON

If you would like to be on the mailing list to receive information about
environmental restoration activities at MCAS El Toro, please complete
the coupon below. You may mail or fax it, or use the e-mail option. If
you chose to send you mailing list request via e-mail, please include the
information requested in the coupon.

Base Realignment and Closure
Attn: Ms. Marge Flesch
7040 Trabuco Road
Irvine, CA 92618

FAX - (949) 726-6586

E-mail - fleschmm@efdsw.navfac.navy.mil

[] Add me to the MCAS ElToro InstallationRestorationProgram
mailing list.

[] Send me informationon RestorationAdvisoryBoardmembership.

Name

Street

City State ZipCode

Affiliation (optional)

Telephone

r



CMCAS El Toro Installaff Restoration Program
BRAC Cleanup Team (BCT) Members* and Key Project Representatives

Lead Agency Federal Representatives State Representatives

Mr. AndyPiszkin* Ms.NicoleMoutoux* Mr. RafatAbbasi*
BRAC Environmental Coordinator Project Manager Project Manager, Cal/EPA Dept. of Toxic
Base Realignment and Closure U.S. EPA Region IX Substances Control (DTSC)
Environmental Division 75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-H-8) 5796 Corporate Avenue
MCAS El Toro San Francisco, CA 94105 Cypress, CA 90630
7040 Trabuco Road (415) 972-3012 (714) 484-5449
Irvine, CA 92618 moutoux.nicole@epamail,epa.gov rabbasi@dtsc.ca.gov
(949) 726-5398 or (619) 532-0784
piszkinfa_efdsw.navfae.navy.mil Ms. Viola Cooper Mr. John Broderiek*

Community Involvement Coordinator Project Manger, Cal/EPA Regional Water
* * * Superfund Division Quality Control Board (RWQCB)

75HawthorneStreet(SFD-3) 3737MainStreet,Suite500
For More Information san Francisco, CA 94105 Riverside, CA 92501-3338

U.S.EPA,RegionIX (909)782-4494
Administrative Record (AR): the collection (415) 972-3243 or (800) 231-3075 jbroderic@rb8.swrcb.ca.gov
of reports and documents used in the selection cooper.viola@epamail.epa.gov
of cleanup or environmental management Mr. Tim Chauvel

alternatives. Anyone is welcome to review AR Public Participation Specialist, Cal/EPA
filedocumentsatMCASE1Toro,BRAC Dept.of ToxicSubstancesControl(DTSC)
Office, N. 7th Street, Building 83. To schedule 5796 Corporate Avenue
an appointment call Ms. Marge Fleseh at Restoration Advisory Board Cypress, CA 90630
(949) 726-5398, Monday-Thursday, 7:00
a.m. to 3:00 p.m. Point-of-Contacts (714) 484-5487tchauvel@dtsc.ca, gov

Information Repository. fiR): copies of reports, Mr. Bob Woodings
documents and other environmental information RAB Community Co-Chair
are availablefor public review. (949)461-3481

Heritage Park Regional Library
14361 Yale Avenue, Irvine, CA Ms. Marcia Rudolph

(949) 551-7151 RAB SubcommitteeChair
Monday-Thursday- 10 am-9 pm (949) 830-9816
Friday-Saturday - 10 am-5 pm Revised - May 2003

Sunday- 12 pro-5 pm







Interne{-Access _
Environmental Web Sites

Southwest Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command Web Site:

http ://www.efdsw.navfac.navy.mil/environmental/envhome.htm

Department of Defense- Environmental Web Page:

http ://www.dtic.mil/envirodod/

U.S. EPA:

www.epa.gov (homepage)

www.epa.gov/superfund/(Superfund)

www.epa.gov/ncea (National Center for Environmental Assessment)

www.epa.gov/federalregister (Federal Register Environmental Documents)

Cal/EPA:

www.calepa.ca.gov (homepage)

www.dtsc.ca.gov (Department of Toxic Substances Control)

www.swrcb.ca.gov/ (Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board)



Glossary of Technical Terms
AirSkipping:AtreatmenttechnologythattransformsVOCsin Nitrates:Compoundscontainingnitrogenwhichdissolvein
groundwatertogasforremovalandtreatment, waterandmayhaveharmfuleffectsonhumansandanimals.
Aquifer:Aparticularzoneor layerofrockor soilbelowthe Nitratesarecommonlyusedinfertilizers.
earth'ssurfacethroughwhichgroundwatermovesinsufficient OperableUnit(OU):Termforeachofa numberofseparateac-
quantitytoserveasa sourceofwater, tivitiesundertakenas partofa Superfundsitecleanup.

CleanupGoals:Chemicalconcentrationlevelsthatarethegoals Plume:Athree-dimensionalzonewithinthegroundwateraquifer
of the remedial action. Once the cleanup goals have been containing contaminants that generally move in the direction of,
achieved, the remedy is considered protective of human health and with, groundwater flow.

andtheenvironment. PrincipalAquiler:Themain(regional)water-bearingaquiferin
ComprehensiveEnvironmentalResponse,Compensation,and thevicinityofMCASElToro.
LiabilityAct(CERCLA):CommonlyknownastheSuperfund.
ThislawauthorizesEPAto respondtopasthazardouswaste Rebound:Thetendencyofsoilgasconcentrationsto increase
problemsthatmayendangerpublichealthandtheenvironment, afterSVEisturnedoff.
CERCLAwasauthorizedandamendedbytheSuperfundAmend- RecordofDecision(ROD):Apublicdocumentthatexplains
rnentsandReauthorizationActof1986(SARA). whatcleanupalternativewillbeusedataspecificNPLsite.The
DomesticUse:Useofwaterfordrinking,cooking,andbathing. RODisbasedoninformationandtechnicalanalysisgenerated

duringtheremedialinvestigation/feasibilitystudyandconsidera-
Downgradient:Groundwaterthatisdownstreamofanareaof tionofpubliccommentsandcommunityconcerns.

soilorgroundwatercontamination. RemedialAction(RA):Theactualconstructionorimplementa-
ExtractionWells:Wellsusedtopumpgroundwatertothesur- tionphasethatfollowstheremedialdesignof theselected
facefor treatmentor for use. cleanupalternativeat a Superfundsite.

FeasibilityStudy(FS): Ananalysisof cleanupor remedialalter- RemedialDesign(RD):Thedesign.oftheselectedcleanupal-
natives to evaluate their effectiveness and to enable selection of a ternative for a Superfund site.
preferred alternative.

RemedialInvestigation(RI): Oneof thetwo majorstudiesthat
FederalFacilityAgreement:A voluntaryagreemententeredinto mustbecompletedbeforea decisioncanbemadeabouthowto
bytheNavy,U.S.EPA,andCaI-EPA(DepartmentofToxicSub- cleanupaSuperfundsite.(TheFSisthesecondmajorstudy.)

, stancesControl(DTSC),andtheCaliforniaRegionalWaterQuail- TheRI isdesignedto determinethenatureandextentofcontam-
_"_ tyControlBoard(RWQCB))establishinganoverallframework

forhowtheinvestigationandcleanupofMCASElToroisto be inationatthesite.
conducted. ShallowGroundwaterUnit:Theshallowestwater-bearingzone

beneathMCASElToro.
Groundwaler:Undergroundwaterthatfillsporesinsoilor open-
ingsinrocks. SoilGas:Gasfoundinsoilporespace.Incontaminatedareas,
Infiltration:Processbywhichdissolvedchemicalconstituents soilgasmayincludeVOCs.
arecarriedbywaterthrouohthesoil. SoilVaporExlraction(SVE):Aprocesswherebycontaminated

soilgasisbroughttothesurfacefortreatment.IntermediateZone:Agenerallylowpermeabilitylayerthatsepa-
ratesthatshallowgroundwaterunitfromtheprincipalaquiferat Trichloroelhene(TCE):Avolatileorganiccompoundthat has
MCASElToro. beenwidelyusedasan industrialsolvent.TCEisacolorless,
MaximumContaminantLevels(MCLs):Themaximumpermis- odorlessliquidthat,wheninhaledoringestedinlargeamounts,
siblelevelofacontaminantinwaterdeliveredtoanyuserofa cancauseirritationofthenose,throat,andeyes,nausea,blurry
publicwatersystem.MCLsareenforceablestandards, vision,ordermatitis.EPAhasclassifiedTOEasa "probable

humancarcinogen."MaximumContaminantLevelGoal:Anon-enforceableconcen-
trationofa drinking-watercontaminant,setata levelatwhichno TotalDissolvedSolids(TDS):Usedto reflectsalinityofground-
knownadverseeffectsonhumanhealthoccur, water.

MonitoredNaturalAttenuation:Referstotheroutinesampling Upgradient:Groundwaterthatisupstreamofanareaofsoilor
andtestingofgroundwatertoassessthecleanupeffectiveness groundwatercontamination.
ofnaturalattenuationprocesses. VolatileOrganicCompound(VOC):An organic(carboncontain-
MonitoringWell:Wellsdrilledatspecificlocationseitheronor ing)compoundthatevaporatesreadilyat roomtemperature.
neara hazardouswastesite,forthepurposeofdeterminingdi- VOCsarecommonlyusedindrycleaning,metalplating,and
rectionofgroundwaterflow,typesandconcentrationsofconta- machinerydegreasingoperations.

rninantspresent,orverticalorhorizontalextentofcontamination. WaterQualityStandards:State-adoptedandU.S.EPA-approved
NaturalAttenuation:Theprocessbywhicha compoundis re- ambientstandardsforwaterbodies.Thestandardscovertheuse
ducedinconcentrationovertime,throughadsorption,degrada- of thewaterbodyandthewaterqualitycriteriawhichmustbe

_ _ lion,dilution,and/ortransformation, metto protectthedesignateduseoruses.



FILE:complianceupdateformO30528.doc

Environmental Confirmation/Compliance Program Documentation Update
Former Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro

28 May 2003

Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs): Underground Storage Tank (UST) Sites, Resource

Conservation and Recovery Act Facility Assessment (RFA) Sites, and other Locations of Concern

Recent Regulatory Submittals

Site Identification Date of Submittal Title of Submittal and Lead Regulatory Oversight

Agency
TAA 673 23 May 2003 Closure Report - DTSC

UST 30 21 May 2003 Closure Report - OrangeCounty Health Care Agency

TAA606 15May2003 ClosureReport- DTSC

TAA289 2 April2003 Responsetocomments- DTSC

TAA441 28March2003 Responseto comments- DTSC

Groundwater Data 21 March 2003 Summary - RWQCB
Summary
TAA 800 21 March 2003 Addendum for Summary Report - DTSC

TAA 779 , 7 February 2003 Addendum for Summary Report - DTSC
_ i

AST 386A & AST 386B 31 January 2003 Documentation -DTS_ , _,_ _. ,

UST 800G 28 January 2003 InformationPackage ,DTSCi : _ • " "

\--'_ Sump at Building 47 23 January 2003 : " Information Package - DTSC.: , -

Sumpat Building392 17 January2003 InformationPackage - DTSC ,_.

TAA 900 10 January 2003 Summary Report - DTSC "

TAA651A 10January2003 ClosureReport- DTSC

TAA 770 10 January 2003 Closure Report - DTSC

UST 392D 26 December 2002 Site AssessmentAddendum - RWQCB

UST 761BLOWS 761A 26 December 2002 Site Assessment - RWQCB

•DTSC - Department of Toxic Substances Control
RWQCB - Regional Water Quality Control Board
TAA - Temporary Accumulation Area
OWS - Oil/Water Separator
AST - Aboveground Storage Tank
LIST- Underground Storage Tank



IRVINE RANCH WATER DISTRICT

MEMORANDUM

TO: MCAS El Toro, Base Closure Team DATE: May 28, 2003

FROM: Steve Malloy FILE NO.: BCT Update 5-28-03

SUBJECT: Irvine Desalter Project Update

Well Sites
• IRWD negotiating with Irvine Unified School District for Wells ET-2 & 77.
• Meeting with IUSD Board this weed; site lease approval anticipated June 3, 2003.

Well Drilling
• Copies of ET-2 plans & spex sent to BCT as non-FFA deliverable on May 9, 2003.
• Beylik is the apparent low bidder for Wells ET-2 ($827,000).
• GAC treatment of all well development water to capture TCE.
• Public meetings being planned.
• Well drilling to begin June 23, 2003; end Sept. 12, 2003.
• Screen placement decision - Who would like to be involved?

,,_._ Pipelines
• Proposed alignments documented in 30% Design submittal.

Central Treatment Plant Site
• Proceeding with the site adjacent to the post office.
• Getting Irvine Company entry permit to do geotechnical investigations.

Regional Brine Line
• Preparing feasibility study to divert brine to OCSD's ocean outfall in Huntington Beach.
• Also studying using SOCWA's ocean outfall atAliso Beach, south Laguna.
• Need 20' wide easement along southern boundary of base for brine line.

Pilot Testing
• ET-1 started on Apr. 3, 2003.
• 77.5% recovery worked well; goal is 80%.
• Low TCE rejection by membrane.
• SGU started on Apr. 23, 2003.
• 72.5% recovery worked OK (goal is 75%); some possible membrane fouling.
• Medium TCE rejection by membrane; complete TCE removal through air stripper.

Permits
• Starting NPDES permit application for Santa Ana RWQCB.
• Meeting June 4 with San Diego RWQCB for brine discharge to SOCWA outfall.

Uematsu/wrp/idp/donfoct update, 5-28-03.doc



FFA Deliverables to BCT
• Response to DON/Earth Tech comments on the draft 30% design submittal being prepared. ,.,_
• Draft 30% Design submittal from IRWD sent to BCT on May 16, 2003 (one week early):

- Draft 30% Design
- Draft 30% Attachments (Hydrology/Well Design, SGU Cost Analysis, Pilot Testing Protocol,

Pilot Equipment Specifications, Site Health and Safety Plan, SGU Water Quality, & Raw
Potable Water Pipeline Alignment Memo)

- Draft Remedial Design/Remedial Action Work Plan.
- Draft CQA]QC Plan.
- Draft Contingency Plan.

• BCT comments due to IRWD by July 15, 2003

Deliverables from DON
• Draft SGU 30% Design submittal from DON to IRWD on May 5, 2003
• IRWD comments due to DON by June 3, 2003

Uematsu/wrp/idp/don/bct update, 5-28-03.doc
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"" _ DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS

2000 NAVY PENTAGON

WASHINGTON, 0. C. 20350-2000
IN REPLY REFER TO

5090

Set N453D/IU595697

...... NOV292001 .......
|

[ From: Chief of Naval Operations

To: Distribution

Subj: POLICY FOR CONDUCTING COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL
RESPONSE, COMPENSATION, AND LIABILITY ACT (CERCLA)

STATUTORY FIVE-YEAR REVIEWS, NOVEMBER 2001

Ref: (a) Navy/Marine Corps Installation Restoration Manual

(Feb 97)

Encl: (I) Navy/Marine Corps Policy for Conducting Comprehensive

Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA) Statutory Five-year Reviews, November,
2001

i. Enclosure (i) establishes procedures for conducting five-year
reviews, facilitates consistency of five-year reviews across the

Navy/Marine Corps, clarifies current policy, and delineates roles
and responsibilities of various entities in conducting or

supporting five-year reviews.

2. The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and

Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments

and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), requires that remedial

actions resulting in any hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for

unlimited use and unrestricted exposure be reviewed every five

years to assure protection of human health and the environment,

regardless of the National Priorities List (NPL) status of the
site or installation.

3. This policy has been coordinated and concurred with by the

Marine Corps.

4. This policy will be included in the next revision to reference

(a). It will also be available on the N45 website

(http://web.dandp.com/n45/index.html) under Environmental
Restoration/Training, References.



Subj : POLICY FOR CONDUCTING COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL
RESPONSE, COMPENSATION, AND LIABILITY ACT (CERCLA)

STATUTORY FIVE-YEAR REVIEWS

5. Questions or comments concerning this policy should be

directed to Mr. Geoffrey D. Cullison, CNO N453D, 2211 So. Clark

_=:.... St., Arlington, VA 22202-3735, (703) 602-5329 (DSN 332-532_9-_,

cullison "geoffrey@hq" navy" mil" _a:

/ ;;' directinn

Distribution:

CINCPACFLT (N465)

CINCLANTFLT (N4 65)

CMC (LFL)

COMNAVAIRSYSCOM (AIR-8.3)

COMSPAWARSYSCOM (07-1)

COMNAVFACENGCOM (ENV)

COMNAVSEASYSCOM (SEA 00T)

COMNAVREG NE (N8)

COMNAVREG MIDLANT (910)

COMNAVREG SE (N4)

NTC GREAT LAKES IL (N45)
CNET (OS441)
COMNAVRESFOR (N464)

COMNAVREG SW (N4)

COMNAVREG PEARL HARBOR HI (N465)

COMNAVMAR (N45)

COMNAVREG NW (N45)

Copy to:
DASN (E)
LANTNAVFACENGCOM (I8)

PACNAVFACENGCOM (18 )

SOUTHWESTNAVFACENGCOM (18)

SOUTHNAVFACENGCOM (18)

ENGFLDACT CHESAPEAKE (18)

ENGFLDACTNE (18)

ENGFLDACTWEST(18)

ENGFLDACTNW (09E)

ENGFLDACT MW (18 }

NFESC (ESC42)
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", _ Navy/Marine Corps Policy for
Conducting Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,

and Liability Act (CERCLA) Statutory Five-year Reviews
November 2001

Ref" EPA Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance, June 2001, EPA 540-R-01-007,
OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P, §1.3.1

I
1. Statutory requirements:

z
, a. The statutory requirement for five-year review was added to CERCLA as part

of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA). A five-year
review is required when both of the following conditions are met, whether the site is on
the National Priorities List (NPL) or not:

1) Upon completion of the remedial actions at a site, hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants will remain above levels that allow for unlimited
use and unrestricted exposure. For example, if a site is restricted to industrial use
because hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain above levels that
allowfor unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, five-year reviews must be conducted.

2) The Record of Decision (ROD) or Decision Document (DD) for the site
_ was signed on or after October 17, 1986 (the effective date of SARA).

b. CERCLA §121(c), as amended, states:

ff the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shaft
review such remedial action no less often than each five-years after the initiation
of such remedial action to assure that human health and the environment are
being protected by the remedial action being implemented. In addition, if upon
such review it is the judgment of the President that action is appropriate at such
site in accordance with section [104] or [106], the President shaft take or require
such action. The President shaft report to the Congress a list of facilities for
which such review is required, the results of aft such reviews, and any actions
taken as a result of such reviews.

c. The National Contingency Plan (NCP), 42 U.S.C. § 9621(c), implementing
regulations, 40 C.F.R. Part 300.430(f)(4)(ii), provide:

, If a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants,
or contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use
and unrestricted exposure, the lead agency shaft review such action no less
often than every five years after initiation of the selected remedial action.

NavyMarine Corps Five-year Review Policy 1 November 2001



d. Consistent with Executive Order 12580, the Secretary of Defense is
responsible for ensuring that five-year reviews are conducted at all qualifying
Department of Defense (DoD) cleanup sites. _._,_

e .... EPA classifies five-year review as either "statutory" or "policy" depending on
whether it is required by statute or conducted as a matter of EPA policy. In particular,
EPA views five-year reviews conducted of RoDs issued bef0/:ebctober 17, 1986 as

being conducted as a matter of policy because the five-year review requirement didn't oI
became law until that date. Statutory five-year reviews are required by law and will be
conducted by the Navy/Marine Corps at any site meeting the requirements of the law.
We generally do not conduct policy five-year reviews.

2. Definitions:

a. For purposeof this policy,"site" means a locationon an installation'sproperty
where a hazardous substance has been deposited, stored, disposed,or placed, or has
otherwise come to be located where, upon completion of the remedial action,
hazardous substances,pollutants,or contaminantswill remain at the siteabove levels
that allowfor unlimiteduse and unrestrictedexposure. This includesareas off the
installationwhere contaminationmay have migrated. For purpose of thispolicy,"site"
also means Operable Unit.

b. "Unlimited use" and "unrestricted exposure" mean that there are no restrictions
on the potential use of land or other natural resources, i_

3. Purpose of a five-year review:

a. The purposeof a five-year review is not to reconsiderdecisionsmade during
the selection of the remedy, as specified in the ROD, but to evaluate the
implementationand performance of the selected remedy.

b. Where a site has a remedial action that is still in the Remedial Action-
Construction(RA-C) phase or the Remedial Action-Operations (RA-O) phase, a five-
year review should confirm that immediate threats have been addressed and that the
remedy will be protective when complete.

c. Where a site is in the Long Term Management (LTMgt) phase, the five-year
review should confirm whether the selected remedy remains protective.

d. When the five-year review indicates that the remedy is not performing as '_
designed, the report should recommend actions to improve performance.

%..,J
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• ; 4. NPL status: The continuing presence of hazardous substances, pollutants,or
contaminants above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure under
CERCLA establishes the requirement for a five-year review, not the NPL status of the

....... installation. Reference (a) states that EPA will delete an installation from the NPL when
deletion criteria have been satisfied and that an installation will not be kept on the NPL
solely because it is subject to five-year reviews. If the installation has been deleted or
is in the process of being deleted, the five-year review report should address the status
of any deletion action.

I

!
5. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) response: Five-year reviews
are not required if cleanup of a site is addressed under RCRA corrective action. In
cases where both RCRA and CERCLA authorities are used to address different sites
on an installation, a five-year review is only required for those portions of the installation
being addressed under CERCLA that meet the criteria for five-year reviews. When a
RCRA action is included as a portion of a ROD or DD or other CERCLA decision
document, the RCRA action should be included in the five-year review.

6. Interim remedial action: By itself, an interim remedial action at a site does not start
the clock for a five year review of that site; it is treated like any other remedial action for
the purpose of five-year reviews. An interim remedial action triggers the five-year
review clock if it meets any of the criteria outlined in paragraph 1. above. For instance,
if an alternate water supply is installed but hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remain onsite above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure, a review is required by statute. A subsequent action may then reduce the
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants to levels allowing unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure. Remedial actions are those actions consistent with a permanent
remedy taken instead of, or in addition to, removal action.

7. Five-year review "trigger":

a. In keepingwiththe requirementsof CERCLA §121(c) and the NCP, initiation
of the selected remedial actionthat will result in hazardous substances, pollutants,or
contaminantsremainingat the site above levels that allow for unlimiteduse and
unrestrictedexposureafter the remedial action is complete is the =trigger"that starts the
five-year review clock. For most Navy/Marine Corps sites, this "trigger" is the onsite
mobilizationfor commencementof the RA-C phase.

b. The firstsite on an installationthat triggers the five-year review clocktriggers
the fiveyear reviewclockfor the entire installation,or that portion of the installation
addressedunder the ROD or DD.

NavyMarine Corps Five-year Review Policy 3 November 2001
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c. Where the selected remedy will result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or rib,
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and IM
unrestricted exposure but will not require a RA-C phase, such as monitored natural _,,/
attenuation using existing wells andor institutional controls, the remedy start date is the
ROD or DD signature date and therefore is also the trigger for the five-year review
clock.

8. Five-year review due dates: '_

a. The five-year review report for a site is to be completedand signed withinfive
years of the triggerdate for that site. Subsequent five-year reviews should be signed
no later than five-years after the signaturedate of the previousfive-year review reports.

b. Because the regulatorsdo not have a statutoryrolein the conductof five-year
reviews, itwill be up to Navy/Marine Corpsto enforce the five-year review dates. To
assistthe field in tracking five-year reviewdates, there is a field in NORM that allows
management to track these dates.

9. Results of a five-year review: The results of the five-year review are presented in
a five-year review report.

a. The five-year review report should; A

1) clearly state whether the remedy is or is expected to be protective, .,_,/

2) document any deficiencies identified during the review, and

3) recommend specific actions to ensure that a remedy will be or will
continue to be protective.

b. Where necessary, five-year review reports should include descriptions of
follow-up actions needed to achieve, or to continue to ensure, protectiveness. Along
with these recommendations, the report should list a timetable for performing the
actions and the parties responsible for implementation.

c. If it is determined that cleanup levels or remedial action objectives cannot be
achieved through the remedial, action, the recommendations may suggest the type of
decision process(e.g., ROD or DD, ROD or DD Amendment, Explanation of Significant
Differences (ESD)) needed to evaluate or make changes to the remedy, cleanup levels,
or remedial action objectives. ,_

d. For sites that are still in the RA-O phase (pre-Response complete) where
evaluation and optimization of the remedial action operations are performed routinely,
most information for the five-year review should be readily available.
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/ 10. Review and Signature: Pursuantto the delegationsof authorityin sections2(d)
and 11(g) of ExecutiveOrder 12580, and DoD Instruction4715.7 of 22 April, 1996,
Department of the Navy (DON) isthe approvalauthorityfor CERCLA five-year reviews
conductedat sites under itsjurisdiction,custodyor control.

a. Five-year reviewscompletedwith ER,N or BRAC fundswillbe signed by the
Command!ng Offi99r__o_f.thesUPi_rting EFD/A.

1 b. Five-year reviews completed with installation funds will be signed by the
installation Commanding Officer/Commanding General or a designee of the Regional
Environmental Coordinator.

c. Regulatory agencies have no statutory review authority in five-year reviews
conducted by DON in its Lead Agent authority except where some past DON Federal
Facility Agreements (FFAs) have included five-year review reports as enforceable
primary documents. Future FFAs and Federal Facility-State Remediation Agreements
(FFSRAs) are not to include five-year review reports as either primary or secondary
documents, However, five-year reviews may be submitted to the appropriate regulators
for their review and comment as a matter of partnering.

11. Keeping the community informed:

a. Becausethe five-year review addresses the status and protectivenessof a
.... remedy, itshould be usedto communicatethis informationto the community. If the

RestorationAdvisoryBoard(RAB) is stillactive at the installation,preparationfor and
conductof the five-year reviewshould be an agenda item at each RAB meeting
conductedwhilethe five-year review is underway. Where necessary, additional RAB
meetingsshouldbe heldto ensurethe community is kept up to date on progressand
resultsof the five-yearreview. If the RAB is inactiveor has disbanded, the installation
shalldetermine the most effectiveapproach to informingthe communitybased on the
level of communityinterest. At a minimum, communityinvolvementactivitiesduring the
five-yearreviewshouldincludenotifyingthe community that the five-year review will be
conducted,notifyingthe communitythat the five-year review has been completed, and
providingthe resultsof the reviewto the local site repository.

b. The installationPublicAffairs Officer can recommend appropriatemethods of
communication(e.g., publicnotices,fact sheets) for notifyingthe public.

, c. Upon completionof the five-year review and Five-Year Review Report, a brief
summary of the reportshould be made available to the stakeholders. The summary
should includea short descriptionof the remedial action, any deficiencies,
recommendationsand follow-upactions that are directly related to protectivenessof the
remedy, andthe determination(s)of whether the remedy is or is expected to be
protectiveof humanhealth and the environment. The summary should also provide the
locationof thesite informationrepositoryand/or where a copy of the complete report
can be obtained,and providethe date of the next five-year review or notify the
communitywhenfive-year reviews will no longer be necessary.
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e. Five year reviews are not Administrative Record material and are not to be
included therein. However, the RPM should ensure that the signed five-year review I1_
report is placed in the site information repository.

12. Discontinuing five-year reviews:

a. There is no statutory provision for the discontinuation of statutory reviews.
However, EPA acknowledges in reference (a) that five-year reviews may no longer be
needed when no hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain on site ,_
above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, reference (a),
paragraph 1.2.4. The basis for this finding should be documented in the final Five-Year
Review report. _'

b. If a ROD or DD statesthat a five-year reviewwill be performed, but priorto
conductingthe first reviewthe EFD/EFA determinesthat no review is required,this
findingshould be recordedin a major document subjectto publiccomment, suchas a
Proposed Plan or a Noticeof Intentto Delete.

NavyMarine Corps Five-year Review Policy 6 November 2001
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INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS
What they are and how they are used

WHAT IS AN INSTITUTIONAL USF.S OF _ONAL

CONTROL? CONTROLS_ ENVIROned_

The purpose of this fact sheet is to provide an overview of
Institutional Controls (IC) and how they areused. A

• ICs are used to ensure protection of human health andseparate fact sheet is being developed on establishing and
maintaining ICs as part of an environmental cleanup the environment.

remedy decision. That fact sheet will also be available
on the Department of Defense (DOE))BRAC Environ- • ICs are used to protect ongoing remedial activities

mental homepage at http://www.dtic.mik'envirododl and to ensure viability of the remedy.
envbrac.htmL

• ICs are specifically provided for by the Comprehen-

• ICs have a long history as a tool in property law and sire Environmental Response, Compensation, and

_ ¢ their use in a non-environmental context is quite Liability Act (CERCLA) and the National Contin-
common. An example of an IC in a non-environmental gency Plan (NCP).
context is a prohibition against having a television

reception satellite dish in a planned community. • DoD has used and will use ICs in remedial activities

• An IC is a legal or institutional mechanism that limits during cleanup and as part of a final remedy.

access to or use of property, or warns of a hazard.
An IC can be imposed by the property owner, such as Wvr,zs OF INSTITUTIONAL

use restrictions contained in a deed or by a govern- CONTROLS
ment, such as a zoning restriction.

ICs fall into two categories:

• Governmental

.z,7._7,_:7:N .... consolst,,,1,:_ea'.",---' "-:T.'._:..'._.'.'.'."._
_,, .. ":::_i!_ WHAT_s^
"',"" • _ "'-""- _":i'l

_'''" :':':':':':':"::':'::::!Ii".':i;:i_""":''" UI _._
-_,,,,,,, ,I:...........:.._-!_"• -',.¢ • • • • • • • ,,',,,,,':,'

_. • • • • • • • :""'" :'" :" ":"::::::::"::::.'::::.':_ [] Recreational

..... []......,,....,
_;'-'."::;.'_';:'.S_':':':":": l A proprietarycontrolis

a private contractual

"_/ _._:._, .___,,::_,_,:,_ :_ mechanism contained in



the deed or other document transferring ment, would be unlawful'- for example, allowing

the property, a use that would otherwise be a trespass.

• Proprietary controls involve the placement of • A negative easement prohibits a lawful use of

restrictions on land through the use of easements, land -- for example, creating a restriction on the

covenants, and reversionary interests. Ease- type and amount of development on land.
ments, covenants, and reversionary interests are

nonpossessory interests. Nonpossessory interests What is a Covenant?
give their holders the fight to use or restrict the

use of land, but not to possess it. • A covenant is a promise that certain actions have been

taken, will be taken, or may not be taken.
• State law varies on the application and enforce-

ment of such restrictions. • Covenants can bind subsequent owners of the

land. There are special legal requirements

What is an Easement? needed to bind subsequent owners.

• An easement allows the holder to use the land of • An affirmative covenant is a promise that the
•another, or to restrict the uses of the land. For

owner will do something that the owner might
example, a conservation easement restricts the not otherwise be obligated to do -- for example,
owner to uses that are compatible with conserva- maintaining a fence on the property that sur-
tion of the environment or scenery, rounds a landfill.

Conservation Easement __._

• If the owner violates the easement, the holder • A negative covenant is a promise that an owner will
may bring suit to restrain the owner. not do something that the owner is otherwise free

to do -- for example, restricting the use of ground-
• An easement "appurtenant" provides a specific water on the land.

benefit to a particular piece of land. For example,

allowing a neighbor to walk across your land to
get to the beach. The neighbor's land, the holder What is a Reversionary Interest?
of the easement, benefits by having beach access

through your land. • A reversionary interest places a condition on the
transferee's fight to own and occupy the land. If

• An easement "in gross" benefits an individual or the condition is violated, the property is returned

company. For example, allowing the utility to the original owner or the owner's successors.

company to come on your land to lay a gas line.

The utility company, the holder of the easement, • Each owner in the chain of title must comply
with conditions placed on the property. If abenefits by having use of the land to lay the gas

line. condition is violated the property can revert to the

original owner, even if there have been several

• An affirmative easement allows the holder to use transfers in the chain of title.

another's land in a way that, without the ease-

2
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restrictions can limit access and prohibit distur-

bance of the remedy. Zoning authority does not

exist in every jurisdiction.

• Siting restrictions -- Control land use in areas

subject to natural hazards, such as earthquakes,
fires, or floods. Such restrictions are created

through statutory authority to require that states

implement and enforce certain land use controls as

well through local ordinances.

WHAT IS A GO_AL • Groundwater restrictions---- Specific classification

CONT1ROL7 systems used to protect the quality of or use of
ground water. These

systems operate through

• Governmental controls are restrictions that a state well permitting t'TL

are within the traditional police powers of system. Under them, (_" _ _. j_._
state and local governments to impose and enforce, criteria may be {_(_ ___ ._:.___u"_--._

established that _:_
• Permitprogramsandplanningand mustbe met "_._

zoninglimitsonland useareexamples beforea use
permit or _;:_

What are possible governmental controls? is allowed. __i"!

_ • Zoning_ Use restrictions imposed through the

local zoning or land use planning authority. Such

Examples of the Application of Institutional Controls

Historic Preservation at U.S. Customs House, Boston

n 1987, the Custom House in Boston was deemed excess and the General ServicesAdministration (GSA), through special legislation, sold it to the Boston Redevelopment

Authority. At the time of the sale, the GSA placed an

historic preservation covenant in the deed to protect

the exterior architectural and structural integrity of

the building. The Boston Redevelopment Authority

wanted to resell the Custom House to a developer

that planned to connect it by a skyway to a building

half a block away. When GSA refused to remove the

historic covenant, the deal fell through. Several years

later, the Marriott Corporation proposed a plan to buy the Custom House and create an

urban park between the Marriott at the Wharf and the Custom House. Under the plan,

the building will retain its historic appearance and will be used as one of Marriott's

_ time,share properties.

3
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Examplesof the Application of Institutional Controls

Limiting Subsurface Use at Former Minuteman Missile Silos

-_'_ Tith the end of the Cold War, the Department of Defense announced the retirement of ........
• • the Force Minuteman missile system in North and South Dakota and Missouri. As

allowed by the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, the Air Force, after extensive technical

analysis and public comment, determined that dismantlement of the missile facilities would

be accomplished by imploding the structures, capturing the contamination within the

concrete structures; capping each structure with a combination of three feet of soil and a

thick plastic liner; and contouring the landscape at an additional depth of seven feet above

the facility. The Air Force also determined that CERCLA 120(h) applied to the transfer of

these facilities to non-federal entities. The Air Force and the U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency (EPA) found a sensible approach to address environmental issues, which was

formalized inan agreement between the two agencies. The agreement calls for the GSA in

disposing the property to notify federal and state regulators when the property is transferred;

provide prior notice to and obtain the approval of federal and state regulators for any

construction or other activity, that would affect the underground facility or groundwater

monitoring wells; and place restrictions in the deed of conveyance to prohibit future

property owners from installing water wells or otherwise physically penetrating beneath the

surface of the site below two feet. The Air Force and regulators also were provided with

rights of access. The ICs are in place for the disposal of these missile sites in North and
South Dakota and Missouri. '-_'

Other Sources of Information

1. John Pendergrass, Use of Institutional Controls as Part of a Superfund Remedy: Lessons from Other
Programs, 26 ELR 10219 (March 1996).

2. Report of the Future Land Use Working Group to the Defense Environmental Response Task Force,
Types of Institutional Controls, (May 1996), available on DoD BRAC environmental homepage at
http://www.dtic.mil/envirodod/envbrac.html.

3. Report to the Future Land Use Working Group to the Defense Environmental Response Task Force,

Making Institutional Controls Effective, (September 1996) available on DoD BRAC environmental homepage
at http://www.dtic.mil/envirodod/envbrac.htmL

NOTICE

We welcome and invite your comments on this fact sheet, as we seek ways

to improve the information provided. Please send comments to the following address:

OADUSD (Environmental Cleanup)

Attn: Fast-track Cleanup ,
3400 Defense Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20301-3400.
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A
C ontrols-at Closing Military Installafio ns

About This Guide

This guidesupPlements:thelanduse.matrix-:¢_.elopedunder the Feb_ 1996 "Guideto Assess/ag Reuseand Remedy
Alternatives at Closing MflitaryIustallat/ous-bY helping toensure the CompatibilitYbetween the selected ianduse _d the
selected remedy..The land usematrixis intendedasa too! to build conser_us amongBase KealignmenrandClo.sure_(BRAC)
cleanup tezum_CT_.s)_lo_cz!redevelopmantzU_Ofities(L_), r_tom_on advisory boards(_s), andOther c0mmmity
members, as wellas to i_leatifT_d_resolve:_e¢Omp_re_oration andreuseissues at closinginstallations. _is guide
furthere_l_n-d_e-restrictions_namely instkutional,c0nwo!s(ICs), tl_t may be associated with a restorationand.reuse
alternative.Thisguid¢ isintended,to:, '_

.ICs_are =. facili_e, caxly/inthe proc_ d_cussions amongstakeholders to enhance understanding

meC]l a_ism5 o_I:_.,/.¢:, whatthey areand how they might be used as part of a proposedremedy
alternativein theBRACcleanupprogram;

that protect • act as a planningtool andchecklist to assist stakeholdersi_i comidering'a selected
remedywhichdo_in fact include theme of IC._:;

II provid¢_ework forbuilding cooperation among the stakeho!de_ m the establishment.
andmaintemmcoofI_ ,

publie'from ....... .
Fora particularrestorationand reusealternative, the stakeh01den mayidentify_then_for ICs,

site _ ; LRAwi'll take the environmentalConditionof propertyinto accoun_in
use reswictioiiS_;Wiilbe:incladed-:inthercmedydecbion ....

, selection process: In thisguide_ ICs aremkeu_tobemechanismsthat
protect pubfic from existing_ntamination that:con_ues to bepresent

COntill U_$ to duringthe use of asite. A iiiote d_kidexplahafiOn of ICs is presentedinthe_BRACEnvironmen-

be present _ _ugram£a_Sheet: Ir_fltu_on_, Controls: What They Are and How TheyAre Used (see
"Whereto_ More,"page8),Th_imay beotherICs:aSsociatedwiththe:propertybut notduring die

it_ t:e_ directly_ an environmentalr_onse action/smchas-historicand cultm-alpreservation,
HSe__ accessfor /Or_lOgicadconce_, e.g.,wefl,_i,d wildlifeprot_-tion.

Conflictcanarise _ongstakeh01ders duringthe proce_ of identifying andevaluatingrest.orationm_dre_e alternatives._ A
detaileddiscussionofconflictresolution techaiqu_ ran be found in the July1996 .documentenfitledPartnering Gu_¢_for
Environment_Missionsofth_AirForce.Army.andNavy(see"Where to LearnMore,_page8).Thatguideprovides
techniquesfor fo_ing _d malnm_ an:effeedveproblem-finding, problem_olving team. By applyingthe techniques
describ_ thepanlesinvolvedin_lbhing aadnminmininglCscan identifycommon issuesandmaximizetheeffectiveness
of the took available tO'each. : " " = -

I
......................
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_What Is the Role of Institutional Controls in the Remedy
Selection Process?

. ...ee,..eo,,oo,.-...,,. o.,e*-*

ThepotentialneedforICsb id_cntifiedwhenstakeholdersdcvelopthelandusematrixrecommendedintheBRAC Environ-
mental Program Fact-Shec_::_4Gu!de to dssessing Rewe and Remedy Alternat_ at Closing Military Installations. When
variousrestoration and reuse alternatives are beingdevdoped, the _ queen tObe asked is: • " • .!- _ : _i i

_a_ tn_ alternative requiresome so_ of control orlimiton use ofthe property?

If the answer to that question is "yes," then this guide should be used to evaluate how an IC would be established. Consider-
ing the pros and cons of establishing and maintaining [Cs should be art integral part of the decision-making process in the
selection of a restoration action. When ICs are used, they are a vital part of the remedy and must be maintained to protect
human health and the environment. "lCsare legal mechanisms, such as deed reswictions, and may be coupled with physical
contr61s, such as signs posted at the site or fence.s. The control or notice mechanism will varydepending.on the nature of the
contamination, its location, the targeted land use, the structures located on the site, and the length of time for whichthe use is
restricted.

During remedy Once remedy alternatives; including Its, have been identified, the remedyselection
" " ..... e process'isappliedtOevaluatethealternativeasa whole,.incluc_any[Csinvolved.For

selectw i_......_le;-i_in_'$e_r_eess-i_tl_i_ieNationalcontingencyPlan('NCP)fortheCompre-
mzd_entof "hensiveEnvironmen_Response,Compensation,-andLiabilityAct(CERCLA),theBC'r

._... ,._ willdevelopaproposalonwhichthepublicandregulatoryagencies-willbeinvitedto
spectjtc llmlls comment_ bothin writingand at a public meeting. Aresponse to-those_com.-n-"entswill -..._

placed on future be prepared, and a response action selected. Throughout the remedy selection process,
ld ...... theICs will be_evaluatedin the same manner as all other components of a potentialre erty use shou ...... ..............

. P JP " _ .., _, remedy,as requiredby statuteand Executive Order 12580; Stakeholdersneed_toseriously
be atscussed wttlt.ti_e considerand discuss all-aspects of establishing, maintaining, and fundingICsas partofa

communi_ and the remedy..

LRA so that they Two situations commonly occur in which ICa playan importantrole: (1) to protect the

may be Considered integrityof anengineering control intended tocontaincontemination, reduce its mobility,

in planning reuse of and rain;miTe exposure,such.as a landfill cap;and (2)to limit the expgsure of individualsto residual contamination by limiting the reuse actigities associated with that portion of

BP,A C property, _- _t_fom
The informationcollie'tedduringthe Remedial Investigation:isused to determine if con_on ispresent andre character-
ize the site. Insome.cmes,.remo:ving_dl con_tion.to allow._cted:_us¢_ofproperty.maybe:yery costly, the technol-
ogy may be unavailable,orthe timerequiredto remedlateand wausfer the pro_ may be protu'bitiVeconsidering:the
communiW'Sxeuserequirementsforplannedtenseandtimingof.propertytransfer.

Thepreferredremedy,protectiveofhumanhealthandtheenvironment,sometimesrequiresthatcontaminantsnotbedis-
tin'bed, leaving theminplace. For example, the excavation of landfills caa actually increase theriskto human healthaI)dthe
environment, lethe shortterm, by exposing toxic con_on. One approachto _ducing_e long-termrisk associated with
such contaminationleft inplace is to limit the uses to which thatpropertywill beput. The l_t may be broad_ forexample,
no residential,occupancy--- or it may be specific _ forexample, any activity involving the disturbanceof soil must be
approved in advance-andany excavated soil must be disposed of properly.

During the remedy selection, the natureand extent of the specific limits placed on future'property use should_ discussed
with the communityandthe.LR.Asothatthey may beconsidered in planningreuseof BRAe property. Although the final
details, such as engineeringplans, zoning plans, and certain longer-termICs such as deed restrictions,will not be determined
until the RemedialDesign is developed, the Feasibility Study(FS) should provide as clear a descriptionas possible of th'6
natureof the anticipatedrestrictions. Another imporumtelement of the FS is the anticipated duration of theres_ctipn.. If the

eae e eeee ee _eea_ee_eaeoeeoaa e°e°_ee ° e e • • _e••ee _ _ o e e e e _ e a _ • • • • e • o e _ae eeeoae e_e ee • _oe. ee • e.ee'e _o e e e _ _ e o e
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r_,_on is limitedtoa relativelyshah periodduringthe actual remedlaUon,it wd[have ave_ dlffcrontunpactonrensethan
a re.strict/onthat is anticipatedto lastfor alongerperiodof time. Sucha longer-termrestriction,forexample,mightbe.a :
restriction on groundwateruse until _'catmentor attenuation has reducedcontaminant levels to below health-basedstandards
or a restriction on surfaceuseover a landfill cap.

The.pro-p0S_i-pl-an-0utlinesthe preferredremedial alternativeand summarizesthe otheralternatives consideredin the FS.- The

proposed plan shouldbe writtenin a maancr that can be easily understoodby _¢_public,.>Acl_ _m0f _e resections
associated with the proposedaction should bc included to allow the public to be fully informedaboutthe p/oposed acti0ti +•
and implications of using [Cs if they are a partof that action. The remedyselection processuad_CERCLA andthc Environ,
menta/Protection Agency's(EPA)position on the use of ICs are describedin theNational ContingencyPI_ (NCi/)(40 CFR +_
Part300.430(aX l)(iii)) andits preamble(55 FR8706). Under the NCP,comm_Zc6eptance_isoncofthentne criteria_for
selecting a CERCLAremedy. While community a¢ceptanccis an essential iagrcdicmin m_g thc_l remedyselection, it is
not always possibleto accomplish all the community's goals. It is the Department ofDefe_e+S (DOD)re_6hsibility to make
the fatal remedy selection in accordance with applicable laws and requirementsand to ensure.thatit will beprotc_v¢ of
human health andthe cnv/ronment,as well as-be compat/ble with, to _e extent reasonablypracticable, communityreuse plans.
This final remedyselection is formalized throughthe Record of DeciSion(ROD), whichWillbeCompatiblewith any ICsthat
may be implementedatthesite.

When the Selected Response Includes InstitutionalControls

Form a Team

W)-._,, a selocted respousc includes ICs, the team members (see box) involved in developing the funa'elanduse and evaluaz- -

if. _ respousc shouldwork-togctherto-establish.and maintain.the selected_ICs. Requirements for.establishmentand
maintenance of Its vary_m site tosite and :are,dePendenton the:realpropertyand-environmentalcleanupla_ and regula-
tions ofthatjurisdicti0g' Cooperation, _eroforei is_Sential-to achiecesuccess. That success depends on buiidinga team
that will be effective in using the _ .l.s'avai_le_atthat site and.in thatlocation.

Team members alreadyshouldbe s-part of the process through their participation in groups such as those listed in the box

below. Key members of these e"xistingentities _. ,
developing a plan forthe success of ICs at that site. It is imponant to build : r

of the respouse action and the effective reuse of the land. _::: _ ' . - _"- ::i._>- " : + - ,

BRAC( "_"........_'-" ...... ' ' Identifythe remainingcontamin_on andassocia_ risks

.CommunityStake. old_ O_lud_ _ RAB) " .... l_rovid¢input and recommendationson_,_a_blghh_ and ':
... : ,'.... _,_._ -.."- ._.. ... , : _,:, :
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Establish Cooperation

Such success will be easierto achieve whenthefollowing commitmentsraremade:

• The team makes a commiunemto _e success olios

l The team develops_e s_l_needcd toworktogether well

I Throughoutthe process, all re,ammembersmakea comminnentto open communication

• The teammembersma/nminmutualmLSt,honor, andrespect

• "1"heteam members accept responsibility,makedecisions, takerisks, and resolve issues

• The team makes decisions throughconsensus

• The team develops creative solutionsandapplies them to all problems

• The team maintains agreed-uponprocesses for reso[v/ng disagreemenLsor disputes

l The teamey._luates._progr_sand"recogni___s=s=u_c_.c_s_¢_s......

The Task of the Team

This guide identifies issues that may be re!evant toany numberof response actio.ns. It does no%su_gg_c:h0wto resolve _-J /
specificissues,but offerstoolsthatthereammayfinduseful It is upm the teamestablishingtheICs m developandimple-
menta plan that uses these and other tools andthe resources available to them at that she to create an effeedve remedy.

Checklist ,of Issues and Tools To Be Considered
When Establishing and Maintaining Its
,.°°, o° °. ° oo, °,°°°,.._°..o.o,.°°°,°,°o,,°eo-,-* o- °°-,°°°°o° • ° °

The following

Q. What are th, '_: .: -

What types of reuse ate possible, gi'_n _e environmental conaltionof property and/or theplann_d remedialactivities?
Forexample: :

TYPE(S)OFREU_

Residential

0 Housing 0 Daycare 0 Hospitals " 1:28chooix Q Other

El Commercial:.

El lnduslriai

O Recreation

0 Agricultural M_._/
O Other

...°._._ee_eo**eo.e0°_ea_eoeeeQ._°_ *e''e_oeoee't'e*Q°e°°Q_°''.°°'°*e''''°°°'°°'*°_°''*'°'_°'e°B'e"
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--Wh_t-_¢_-that mustbe restricted7Forexample: ....................... "

SPECIFIC RESTRICTIONS

0 Prohibitionsagainstdrinkingthewater ..... :........ .... : ; • .... ....... : ,

n Prohibitionsagainstuse of'groundwaterfrom existing wells :_" " '

• : I"1Prohibitionsagalns_anyotheruseofthewater(e.g.,L,'Hgation,wateringlivestock,orrecreational. .
.... , uses,including_,fishing)' ...... --<, : ..... . ,.. .

• "ecrionwells " '_]__0__l.....l l"..........; "
CIUseofsoiis

•-C].Prol_'bitionsag_ excavatio_consu'uc_iOr_drilling,ordiSturbanCeofthesoil(e.g.;wellinstallation
thatmayconnectanuncontaminatedaqui_fer_tha Contaminated.aquifer,Ormainta/ninglandfillcap)

ElResectionsgoverningdepthof-excavation
.. _ -=..- ...............

{ElOtherICsnotdirccrJyrelatedtotheenviromnentalrespome

.ElR_cfions preservinghistoricor culturalareas

,,_ 0 Restrictions_tec_g-wildiifeofwe_d__ : .

Q. What are the techniques and tools available to establish and maintain ICs?
. >

TECHNIQUES: METHODSFORACCOMPLISHINGTHEGOALS OFTHE ICs

O.Layering: Layeringmeansthe use of a strategyto combine mutuallyreinforcingcontrols, forexample) a combina-
tion of deed restrictions,physical barriers,andnotice can expand the numberofpaniee .involvedand strengthen

the networkthatmalnmins-the_remedyandprotectshuman heal_ and Tire more people who__c:©n_mn...a_,:_Manytools__c_zm.:..:be_=at._n._e _e and,at .. ..... .

havemethodsavailableto.them,that enhancemaintenance.ofthe remedy, responsible for.an IC,
0 Notice." Providingnotice that::conU-olse_ at asite is essentialto

maintainthose conu-olsandensure._mer s of the,property_i_by that the controls )viii be
them. The morepeoplewhoare awareofand r_eSl_onsibleforanIC, the
easierit is to ensurethatthe controh will be heededand maintained.. heeded and maintaine_

0 Deed Language."Languagein the deed is a good method°fpr°viding notice _d generallywill be an important
pan of any ICplan. The legal insu'mnentand languageused shouldbe tailoredto the req_ents andprocesses
thatarebestsuitedto thejurisdiction. The instrument,which may be separatefrom the deed. may be a covenant
or easementorsome other form of propertyHght;however_,bef0re relying on any such Hght, the legality and

enforceabilityof sucha fight in the jurisdictionmustbe determined. The legal insmnnent shouldprovide a

$



q

A Guideto EstablishingInstitutionalControlsAt ClosingMilitaryInstallations _._-.°.o,°...,°o. ,.,°,...,o.,...o..,,..°°o..,,°o,,.o.°°°,.,o .°

stand.alone explanation of the restrictionsand should cite theportions of"the a_in_u'a_ve record,regulations,
and transferdocuments that arerelevantto establishing the restrictions. Lan_age pro'_ding _6ti_e _ddescfib-
ingtherestrictionsmay alsobeincludedinthetransfer ..............--
documents.

Dependingon state.,law,whichmay va.,7,anddependingontheintent/onsofthepart/es._totheoriginaltransaction
andthirdpartieswho holdaninterestintheland,deedlanguagecanbestntcturedtO:giyeenforcementrightsto

thepreviousownerandtothosethirdpatti_. Deedreactions,implcment_g!Csshouldbesu'ucturedtorun
with the land _ in other words, _0rcm_ _f0t_ d_ite_ch_geSin 6wne_hip;=_'orexampie, by sta_g thatthe
restrictionsbenefit the surroundingpropertyand benefit the general public, or by stating that the parties intend
the ICs to runwith the landand bind futureparties. State lawsvaryand the enforceability of deedrestrictions
should be considered carefullyin structuringdeed language. The more stakeholders that have authorityto
enforceadeedrestriction, ghemoreeffective !itwill be as amethodofcontroL .Inspite of any legal;lirni_ on the
enforceabilityof deed language,_adeedrestriction:is_imponanz:fonnofn0tice.

{3 Recor_ and Communi_ Involvement: Otheravailable methodsofproviding notice include the adminls|xative
recordfor the response action;local records like planning and zoning maps andsubdivision plats; andsimilar
state recordsand registries. Means ofcommtin/ty education such as pub/ic meetings, recurringnotices in---
new_apers, and signs and fences also providenotice.:_

G Federal, state, and local laws and regulations: statuto_aU_0rlcy under CERCLA and the Resource C.onserva-
tion and Recovery Act (E,CI_.A)may provide Federal and state regulatorsdirect legal authoritytoprotecthuman _...._
health and the env/ronment,prevent releases, 0rcon_0[ site acti_ties. S_te and local governmentsmay also play
a role throughalreadyexisting legal _e_0ri_ Orre_iatb_ pro_ such as pe_tting the use 6f l_nd,
monitoringpublic health throughpublic health statutes, authorizing zoning and land use plans;passing ordi-
nances,and acting underestablished statcwid¢ environmental pro_. Such legal avenues can be integrated
into an ICplan and providenotice that activities at the site in question arerestricted.

Q Inspections: Theremay be inspections'of the affected propertyassociated with the selected remedy,generally as
part,of theremedy's operationand maintenance. Even though these _ections may nor beintendedfor the
purposeof monitoringanIC, they mayprovide an opportunityto assess activities at the site.: For example.,an
inspection.ofmonito_gwellsmayalsoprovideanopportun/tytoestablisl_compliancewithantiCrestricting
excavation. _dng _ction routinesessocia).d._withre_atory p.ropamsnot relatedto:thei-emediation
may also protect_he:skeinqu_on. Whilesuch notbe _nfuscd with the ICs thenuelves,
theycanbeused',tO_m,i_<main"tensnceofl_._,Such;e_g programs_be integratedinto.anICplanin
associationwith:6rin addition_to,thestate and local laws andregulations listedabove. The stat_ and Federal
m_b_of_e B_ _give_eappropr/atescion OrbranchOftheenviro_entalregulatoryagencyorother
pertinentagencynoticeofthe_:lCordeedre_ctionb)/addingthe organ_fion's representativeto ,thefindingof
suitabil!ty towansfer distfi_'b_'onlist. In addition=theFederal govenunent is requiredto review aremedy at least
every fiveyears, where cdn_tion remains in pl_, Where_ICsarepartofthe remedy, such reviewsshould
includeverificationthatthe ICsare still inplace andeffective.

._ Remedy-specific environmental inspcct/o_ (generallypartofoperation and maintenance of a remedy)

Inspections to ensurethe in_Of the landfill cap

•G Inspections of the te_ treatment,system
¢

lnspe_bm Of the water treatment-system

n Otherinspections requiredforoperation andmaintenance

._.ooo.o...Joo._,-*-_-_.o._.i.o-*J-_-*-.*-)_--_ :o_'e°'s'_''l**°'°l*°''°°°''°'s'_'_°°°'°e'°*°'e'°°'l'_°°'_°*°°
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Q OtherFederal,state,andlocalgovemmcfitinspectionsnot-directlyre--r_ed_v_Onm_ntal response::_i•

Q Restrictionspreservinghistoricor culturalareas _

- . Q.Restrictions,., _ protecting_wildlife.,or wetlands ...... ...... -, _ -

C1Restrictions governingaccess tothe property(e.g., utilitymaintenance)

Q Resudcti0_ _concemingheaRh • ., , -. . .
._]Resw/¢tionsconcerning building standards

Q Other

resp " " effectiv es$ ofQ. What are the onsibilities to maintain and ensure the en 1Cs? _ ....
• %. . !. • ;:. ., : :

As a network forestablishing an IC is created, iris also appropriate andnecessaryto discuss the associated responsibilities
for maintaining its effectiveness. As previously noted, there are numerous existing statutory frameworks and regulatory .....
programs at the Federal, state, and local levels thatprovide the authority to maintain the integrity of the remedy requirements.
Stakeholders may need to discuss resources that are available'or mightbe neededfor certain ICs. TheyaLso need to discuss

--=hob.long:term !_esponsibflitiesfor IC "unplementafionat the sitewill be coordinatedamongteam members.

r-I Statutoryauthorityto enforceKCRA andCERCLA

Q State andlocal, general or site-specific enforcement authorities that can be applied

Q Property laws I_!Permitting programs

I_ Zoning CIOtherlawsor ordinances

C_Fundingmaintenance of the IC

Q Long-termcoordinationresponsibilities

Q. How is an IC modified Or terminated?

ICs may also be modified orterminatedover time. It is therefore useful to discuss whattimeframes, iflmown, andwhat
"C" " •

procedures may be necessaryfor accomplishing these tasks. Due to the site-specific natureof IC plans, proceduresfor
modifications to ICsmay varydependingon thatplan.

Q Legalstepsto removeor modify enchIC

_l Organizationsthatmay be involved withmodification or termination:

_] Federalgovernment CILocal comx

Q State government Q Landowner

_QS3ate court Q Adjacent landowner

Q Localgovernment I_!Previous landowner .......

.°°O°O.°°°°O°°°.OO000000000QOOO:')**O''°"OOOOOOOte'OO°')OO:O:OQQO=. ' O°O0°QOO_O°Q.°OO °°0000°_°°)'" #000000"°0°



Where to Learn More
,..... ,..,..oooo..e, o...o-oo.o.oo

FurtherinformationonthisandotherBRAC issuescanbe.found.byreading:

"• DoD's Future Land Use Policy: Responsibilityfor tldditional Environmental Cleanup after Transferof
Real Property (July 1997)

• BRAC Environmental Program Fact Sheet: Institutional Controls: What TheyAre andHow Are TheyUsed
(Spring1997)

• BRAC EnvironmentalProgram Fact Sheet: ,4 Guide to Assessing Reuse and Remedy Alternatives at ClosingMilitary
Installations (February 1996)

II Fast Trackto FOST: A Guide to Determining if Property is Environmentally Suitable for Transfer(Fall t 996)
• Partnering Guidefor Environmental Missions oftheAirForce, Army, andNavy (July 1996)

Or bycontacting:
Officeofthe'AssistantDeputyUnderSecremryofDefense
(EnvironmentalCleanup)

Arm: Fast-TrackCleAnup
3400 DefensePentagon
Washington,D.C. 20301-3400

Or by looking on the World Wide Web at:
http..//www.dtic.mil/envirodod/envbrac.html

For additional information about selection of response actions, see the following EPA Office of Solid Wasteand Emergency
Response(OSWER) documents:

• LandUseinCERCLA RemedySelectionProcess,OSWER PublicationNumberPB95-963234_rDZ(June1995)
• RoleoftheBaselineRiskAssessmentinSuperfundRemedySelectionDecisions,OSWER PublicationNumber

9355.0-30(April!99i)
• A GuidetoSelecting SuperfundRemedialActions, OSWERPublicationNumber 9355.0-27FS (April1990)

These areavailableon the WorldWide Webat:
http ..//www.epa.go_ep a/oswer "

The Guide to Establishing Institutional Controls at Closing Military Installations was preparedwi.thinput Rom an inter-
agency workgroupmadeup of representativesof the Office of the Secretaryof Defense, _tbe DoD Components,the U.S. EPA,
theGeneralServicesAdministration,theCaliforniaEPA,theNationalAssociationofAttorneysGeneral,theInternationalCity/
CountyManagementAssociation,theNationalAssociationofInstallationDevelopers,andothers;Thisguideisnotaformal
statement ofDoD poUcy,but is meant to assist in the establishmentand maintenance oflCs atBRAC properties.

i m
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_'_ _. THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE _.

WASHINGTON, D.C. 2030]-3010

_0JJL 25 I.,_7

ACO_JI_YION
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M]_v_OP.ANOUM]=ORASS_STAm"SEC_'TARY OFTHEARMY
(_STALLATIONS.LOOLS'_CSAND_nRO_

ASSISTANTSECRm'ARY OF Tm_NAVY
(INSTAI_ATIONSAND _WIRONMENT)

ASSISTANTSECRm'ARY OFTI-mAIR FORCE
(MA._'POWEP,,RESI_RVEAFI=AmS,XNSTALLATIONSA._rD
]_W]RONM]_Tr)

DEPLrrYUNDERSECRETARYOFDEFENSE
(]_V_ONMENTAL sEcuRrr_

DEPUTYUNDER SECRETARYOFDEFENSE
_US'nUAL AFFA]_ AND _NSTALLA_ONS)

DIRECTOR.DEFENSELOGISTICSAGENCY(]3)

SL_IECT: ResponsibilityforAddidoaalEJ_vh_ameamlCle._up a,'_rTra.,mrcrof RealProperty.

Thepurposeof theattachedpolicyis todescribethecircumstancesunderwhichDoD
wouldperformadditionalcleanuponDoDpropertythatismmsferredbydeedtoanypersonor
entityoutsid=thefederalgovemmenLThis policyis applicableto realpropertyund=rDoD
controlthatis tobetransferredoutsJd=thefederalgovemmcmLandis effectiveimwwI;,t*4y.For

•_,.v propertythatistransferredpursuantto section120(h)(3)(C)of the Comprehensive
EnvironmentalReR)ons¢,CompezLsado¢4andLiabilityAct(CERCLA,42USC9620(h)(3)(C)),
thispolicyappliesaftertheterminationof the deferralperiod.

DoD continuesto becommittedto a remedyse.Jecdonprocess thatprovidesfor fog
protectionof hamanhealthandthe envLmument,evenafterpropertyhasbeeatransferredby
DoD. TheDeputyUnderS_ of Defense(EnvimmnentalSecmity)will issueseparately
any specificguidam:eneededto _ple.mcn[ this policy.Thispolicyshouldbe readto be
compatiblew/thanddoesnotsupersedeotl_rrelatedDoDpolices,andistobeincorporatedin
the nextrevisionof theappropriateDoD _on. Iaskforyoursupportin!mplem_d_g this
policyandworkingwithcommunitiessothattheycanmakeinformeddecisionsin developing
theirrt_velOlmmmp}--,

_lng Ua_rSmet,_/0_I)efeme
(/¢qu_m endllchnol0gy}

Attachment
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Policy on Responsibility for Additional Environmental Cleanup !
|

DoD Policy on Responsibility for Additional Environmental Cleanup _-_
After Transfer of Real Property

Background. This policy is instituted within the framework established by land use planning
practices and land use planning authorities possessed by communities, and the environmental restoration
process established by statute and regulation. The land use planning and environmental restoration
processes - two separate processes - are interdependent. Land use planners need to know the

environmental condition of property in order to make plans for the future use of the land. Similarly,
knowledge of land use plans is needed in order to ensure that environmental restoration efforts are
focused on making the property available when needed by the community and that remedy selection is
compatible with land use. This policy does not supplant either process, but seeks to integrate the two by
emphasizing the need to integrate land use planning assumptions into the cleanup, and to notify the
community of the finality of the cleanup decisions and limited circumstances under which DoD would be
responsible for additional cleanup after transfer.

Cleanup Process. The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA, 42 USC 9601 et seq.) and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan (NCP, 40 CFR 300) establish the requirements and procedures for the cleanup of sites that have been
contaminated by releases of hazardous substances. CERCLA, furthermore, requires that a deed for
federally owned property being transferred outside the government contain a covenant that all remedial
action necessary to protect human health and the environment has been taken, and that the United States
st_ conduct any additional remedial action "found to be necessary" after transfer. Within the

established restoration process, it is DoD's responsibility, in conjunction with regulatory agencies, to
select cleanup levels and remedies that are protective of human health and the environment. The
environmental restoration process also calls for public participation, so that the decisions made by DoE)
and the regulatory agencies have the benefit of community input.

Land Use Assumptions in Cleanup Process. Under the NCP, future land use assumptions are
developed and considered when performing the baseline risk assessment, developing remedial action
alternatives, and selecting a remedy. The NCP permits other-than-residential land use assumptions to be
considered when selecting cleanup levels and remedies, so long as selected remedies are protective of
human health and the environment. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) further amplified
the role of future land use assumptions in the remedy selection process in its May 25, 1995, "Land Use in
the CERCLA Remedy Selection Process" directive (OSWER Directive No. 9355.7-04).

Development of Land Use Plans. By law, the local community has been given principal
responsibility for reuse planning for surplus DoD property being made available at Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC) installations. That reuse planning and implementation authority is vested in the Local
Redevelopment Authority (LRA) described in the DoD Base Reuse Implementation Manual (DoD

4165.56-M). The DoD Base Reuse Implementation Manual calls for the LRA to develop the community
redevelopment plan to reflect the long term needs of the community. A part of the redevelopment plan is
a "land use plan" that identifies the proposed land use for given portions of the surplus DoD property.
The DoD is committed to working with local land use planning authorities, local government officials,
and the public to develop realistic assumptions concerning the future use of property that will be
transferred by DoD. The DoD will act on the expectation that the community land use plan developed by
the LRA reflects the long-range regional needs of the community.
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Use of Land Use Assumptions in the Cleanup Process. DoD environmental restoration efforts for

_._ properties that are to be transferred out of federal control will attempt, to the extent reasonably
practicable, to facilitate the land use and redevelopment needs stated by the community in plans

approved prior to the remedy selection decision. For BRAC properties, the LRA's redevelopment plan,
specifically the land use plan, typically will be the basis for the land use assumptions DoD will consider
during the remedy selection process. For non-BRAC property transfers, DoE) environmental restoration

efforts will be similarly guided by community input on land use, as provided by the local govemment
land use planning agency. In the unlikely event that no community land use plan is available at the time

a remedy selection decision requiring a land use assumption must be made, DoE) will consider a range of
reasonably likely future land uses in the remedy selection process. The existing land use, the current
zoning classification (if zoned by a local government), unique property attributes, and the current land

use of the surrounding area all may serve as useful indicators in determining likely future land uses.

These likely future land uses then may be used for remedy selection decisions which will be made by
DoD (in conjunction with regulatory agencies) in accordance with CERCLA and the NCP.

DoD's expectation is that the community at-large, and in particular the land use planning agency,
will take the environmental condition of the property, planned remedial activities, and technology and
resource constraints into consideration in developing their reuse plan. The February 1996 "Guide to

Assessing Reuse and Remedy Alternatives at Closing Military Installations" provides a useful tool for

considering various possible land uses and remedy alternatives, so that cost and time implications for
both processes can be examined and integrated. Obviously, early development of community consensus

and publication of the land use plan by the LRA or the land planning agency will provide the stability
and focus for DoE) deanup efforts.

Applicable guidelines in EPA's May 25, 1995, "Land Use in the CERCLA Remedy Selection
Process" Directive should be used in developing cleanup decisions using land use assumptions. For a

_,Y remedy that will require restrictions on future use of the 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 the remedy, specific land use restrictions necessitated by the selected remedy, and possible
mechanisms for implementing and enforcing those use restrictions. Examples of implementation and
enforcement mechanisms include deed r_strictions, easements, inspection or monitoring, and zoning. The

community, and local government should be involved throughout the development of those

implementation and enforcement mechanisms. Those mechanisms must also be valid within the
jurisdiction where the property is located.

Enforcement of Land Use Restrictions. The DoE) Component disposal agent will ensure that

transfer documents for real property being transferred out of federal control reflect the use restrictions

and enforcement mechanisms specified in the remedy decision document. The transfer document should
also include a description of the assumed land use used in developing the remedy and the remedy
decision. This information required in the transfer documents should be provided in the environmental

Finding Of Suitability to Transfer (FOb'T) prepared for the transfer. The DoD Component disposal agent

will also ensure that appropriate institutional controls and other implementation and enforcement
mechanisms, appropriate to the jurisdiction where the property is located, are either in-place prior to the
transfer or will be put in place by the transferee as a condition of the transfer. If it becomes evident to the

DoE) Component that a deed restriction or other institutional control is not being followed, the DoE)

Component will attempt to ensure that appropriate actions are taken to enforce the deed restriction.

The DoE) expects the transferee and subsequent owners to abide by restrictions stated in the

transfer documents. The DoD will reserve the right to enforce deed restrictions and other institutional
controls, and the disposal agent will ensure that such language is also included in the transfer documents.
If DoD becomes aware of action or inaction by any future owner that will cause or threaten to cause a
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release or cause the remedy not to perform effectively, DoE) also reserves the right to perform such
additional cleanup necessary to protect human health and the environment and then to recover costs of
such cleanup from that owner under the terms of the transfer document or other authority.

Circumstances Under Which DoD Would Return to do Additional Cleanup. A determination
may be made in the future that the selected remedy is no longer protective of human health and the
environment because the remedy failed to perform as expected, or because an institutional control has
proven to be ineffective, or because there has been a subsequent discovery of additional contamination
attributable to DoD activities. This determination may be made by DoE) as a part of the remedy review
process, or could be a regulatory determination that the remedy has failed to meet remediation objectives.
In these situations, the responsible DoD Component disposing of the surplus property will, consistent

with CERCLA Section 120(h), perform such additional cleanup as is both necessary to remedy the
problem and consistent with the future land use assumptions used to determine the original remedy.
Additionally, after the transfer of property from DOE),applicable regulatory requirements may be revised
to reflect new scientific or health data and the remedy put in place by DoD may be determined to be no
longer protective of human health and the environment. In that circumstance, DoD will likewise,
consistent with CERCLA Section 120(h), return to perform such additional cleanup as would be generally
required by regulatory agencies of any responsible party in a similar situation. Also note that DoD has
the right to seek cost recovery or contribution from other parties for additional cleanup required for
contamination determined not to have resulted from DoD operations.

Circumstance Under Which DoD Would Not Return to do Additional Cleanup. Where additional
remedial action is required only to facilitate a use prohibited by deed restriction or other appropriate
institutional control, DoD will neither perform nor pay for such additional remedial action. It is DoD's
posriCionthat such additional remedial action is not "necessary" within the meaning of CERCLA
Section120(h)(3). Moreover, DoD's obligation to indemnify transferees of closing base property under
Section 330 (of the Fiscal Year 1993 Defense Authorization Act) would not be applicable to any claim "_'_
arising from any use of the property prohibited by an enforceable deed restriction or other appropriate
institutional control.

Changes to Land Use Restrictions after Transfer. Deed restrictions or other institutional controls
put in place to ensure the protectiveness of the remedy may need to be revised if a remedy has performed
as expected and cleanup objectives have been meet. For example, the specified groundwater cleanup
levels have been reached after a period of time. In such a case, the DoD Component disposing of the
surplus property will initiate action to revise the deed restrictions or other institutional controls, as
appropriate.

DoD will also work cooperatively with any transferee of property that is interested in revising or
removing deed restrictions in order to facilitate a broader range of land uses. Before DoD could support
revision or removal, however, the transferee would need to demonstrate to DoD and the regulators,
through additional study and/or remedial action undertaken and paid for by the transferee, that a
broader range of land uses may be undertaken consistent with the continued protection of human health
and the environment. The DoD Component, if appropriate, may require the transferee to provide a
performance bond or other type of financial surety for ensuring the performance of the additional
remedial action. The transferee will need to apply to the DoD Component disposal agent for revision or
removal of deed restrictions or other institutional controls. Effective immediately, the process for
requesting the removal of such restrictions by a transferee should be specified by the disposal agent in the
documents transferring property from DoD.
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Making those revisions or changes will be considered by DoD to be an amendment of the remedy
decision document. Such an amendment will follow the NCP process and require the participation by

_'_ DoD and regulatory agencies, as well as appropriate public input.

Disclosure bv DoD on Using Future Land Use in Remedy Selection. A very important part of this
policy is that the commurdty be informed of DoD's intent to consider land use expectations in the remedy
selection process. At a minimum, disclosure shall be made to the Restoration Advisory Board (or other
similar community group), the LRA (if BRAC) or other local land use planning authority, and regulatory
agencies. The disclosure to the community for a specific site shall dearly communicate the basis for the
decision to consider land use, any institutional controls to be relied upon, and the finality of the remedy
selection decision, including this policy. In addition, any public notification ordinarily made as part of
the environmental restoration process shall include a full disclosure of the assumed land use used in
developing the remedy selected.
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9.8.3.2.3. The unsafe condition was present when the property was transferred from DoD
control;and _J

9.8.3.2.4.No subsequentownerofthepropertyhasmade beneficialuseofthebuildingor
structure.

9.9.The followingactivitiesshallnotbeconductedwiththosefundsrequestedforenvironmental
restorationpurposesthatwereappropriatedtotheER-FUDS account:

9.9.I.InstallationRestoration,MilitaryMunitionsResponse,orBuildingDemolition/DebrisRemoval
programcategoryactivitiesatineligibleproperties.

9.9.2.InstallationRestoration,MilitaryMunitionsResponse,orBuildingDemolition/DebrisRemoval
programcategoryactivitiesforineligibleprojects.

9.9.3.InstallationRestoration,MilitaryMunitionsResponse,orBuildingDemolition/DebrisRemoval
programcategoryactivitiestoaddressreleasesthataresolelyaresultofanactofwar.

9.9.4.Thepaymentofenvironmentalfreesorotherpenaltieswithoutspecificcongressionalapproval
to do so.

9.10. Property or project closeout at a FUDS occurs when all removal or remedial responses am complete
and no subsequent removal or remedial responses are required, or the FUDS was classified as "No Defense
Action Indicated.'" USACE shall consult with ODUSD(I&E), Headquarters Department of the Army,
appropriate federal, state, or tribal regulators, and the local community on FUDS closeouts.

9.11. Restoration Advisory Boards (RABs) at FUDS.

9.11.1. In general, the criteria for determining community interest in establishing a RAB at an
operating installation also apply to FUDS. It is, however, recognized that there may be circumstances
when the establishment of a RAB at a FUDS is impractical, including when:

9.11.1.1. The FUDS property owner objects to the establishment of a RAB; _'_

9.11.1.2. The project duration is so short so as to make RAB establishment infeasible;

9.11.1.3. The property is in a remote location where there is no community nearby; or

9.11.1.4. All major environmental decisions for all properties have already been made.

9.11.2. When a RAB is not established, a memorandum for the record signed by the USACE military
district commander will document the rationale. This memorandum for the record shall be included in
the Administrative Record.

9.12. At a FUDS property, the level of environmental restoration will be consistent with statutory and
• regulatory requirements. It is subject to restrictions placed on land use at the time of transfer from DoD
control and may consider any land uses reasonably anticipated at the time of the remedy selection. DoD
would not anticipate conducting further environmental restoration activities based solely on changes in
land use initiated by current property own.ers that would be inconsistent with the previous remediation
conducted by DoD or land use restrictions attached to the property.

10. COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

10.1. It is DoD policy to involve the local community in the environmental restoration process as early as
possible and to seek continued community involvement throughout the environmental restoration process.

10.2. Each installation or FUDS will develop a Community Relations Plan defming the comprehensive
stakeholder involvement program that will be implemented during the course of environmental restoration
activities. A Community Relations Plan will also address the applicable requirements olEO 12898,
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Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations
(February 11, 1994). The installation shall ensure the scope of, and level of detail contained in, the

"_'_ Community Relations Plan is commensurate with the extent and duration of the environmental restoration
activities. In this assessment, the installation shall ensure the CRP:

10.2.1. Meets the specific requirements for community involvement under the NCP;

10.2.2. Reflects input gained through interviews with a sufficient number of persons to represent the
diversity of the community;

10.2.3. Provides analysis of the impacts of the environmental restoration activities on the community;

10.2.4. Evaluates the degree and nature of community concerns or interest in the restoration activities;

10.2.5. Identifies and considers environmental justice issues (i.e., issues associated with minority and
economically disadvantaged populations) in the community surrounding the installation or FUDS;

10.2.6. Identifies appropriate and required mechanisms for disseminating information to the public
(e.g., local media, public meetings, websites); and

10.2.7. Contains strategies for providing opportunities for community participation in the program.

10.3. Each installation or FUDS shall designate a point of contact (POC) for environmental restoration
activities. The POC shall be identified to the local community through appropriate means (e.g., a
newspaper notice) and will serve as the entry point for community inquiries or comments. Installations
shall also provide the community the name of a POC at the installation's or FUDS °Headquarters
organization.

i0.4. As required byCERCLA and the NCP, each installation or FUDS shall establish an Information .
Repository. The Information Repository provides the public with a single reference source for information
about environmental restoration activities at an installation or FUDS. Because it is intended for use by the
public, the Information Repository shall be at a location near the site, a location that is easily accessible to

"_ the public, and that will make the information available for inspection at times convenient to the public.
The Information Repository shall, at a minimum, include a copy of the Administrative Record (the
documents that form the basis or the selection era response action) for the installation or FUDS as
required under the NCP) 3 The Information Repository may also contain other documents pertinent to the
activities at the installation or FUDS.

10.5. Information on environmental restoration activities shall be made available to the public in a timely
manner using appropriate mechanisms for disseminating information to the public (e.g., local media,
public meetings, websites). Such mechanisms shall be identified in the Community Relations Plan and
used in a consistent manner. Draft Final versions of documents that are considered the equivalent of
primary documents as defined in Federal Facility Agreements (TFAs) or other regulatory inslntments shall
be placed in Information Repositories at the same time that these document are provided to regulatory
agencies for review. The availability of these documents shall be announced to the public, z4

23Somecontentsof thecentrallymaintained Administrative Record need not be included in the Information Repository.
Samplingand testingdata,quality controland quality assurancedocumentation,chain of custody forms, guidance
documentsnot generatedspecifically forthe site, and publiclyavailable technical literaturenot generatedfor the site
areexamplesof thetypes of documents that an installationor FUDS need not include inthe Information Repository_
providedthat the indexto the Administrative Record indicates the location andavailabilityof this information.
Documentsincludedin the confidentialportion of the administrativerecordalso need not be included in the
InformationRepository.

24Wherethereis litigationaddressingenvironmental restorationactivities, Componentlegal staff shall be consultedon
the appropriateor requiredmeans forproviding documents to the otherparty.
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] 0.6. Stakeholders shall be given opportunity for involvement in updating the installation or FUDS
Management Action Plan (MAP) or equivalent, except for updates to elements that inchde government
cost estimates for future procurement actions. _-_"

10.7. Each installation or FUDS shall establish a Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) where there is
sufficient and sustained community interest. ARAB fulfills the requirements of 10 USC §2705(0), which
directs DoD to establish Technical Review Committees (TRC). Where TRCs or similar advisory groups
already exist, the TRC or similar advisory group shall be considered for conversion to a RAB, provided
there is sufficient and sustained interest within the community. Only one RAB or TKC will be recognized
per installation. Where RABs are not formed initially, installations shall rcassess community interest at
least every 24 months. Where the reassessment finds Sufficient and sustained community interest, the
installation or FUDS shall establish a RAB. Where the reassessment does not find sufficient and sustained
community interest in a RAB, the installation or FUDS shall document, in a memorandum for the record,
the procedures followed in the reassessment and the findings of the reasSessmenL Thisdocument shall be
included in the Administrative Record for the installation or FUDS.

10.7.1. The purpose of the RAB is to:

10.7.1.1. Act as a forum for the discussion and exchange of restoration program information
.between agencies and the community.

10.7.1.2. Provide an opportunity for RAB members to review progress and participate in a
dialogue with the installation's decision makers. Installations shall consider the recommendations
provided by the RAB, including advice given that represents the minority view of members.
Because DoD does not intend for Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) requireanents to apply
to ILABs, consensus is not a prerequisite for RAB recommendations. Each individual provides
advice as an individual, not as agroup.

10.7.2. Each RAB shall develop and formally document its operating proc._dures. These procedures
shall include, at a minimum:

10.7.2.1. Clearly defined goals and objectives for the RAB;

10.7.2.2. Attendance requirements;

10.7.2.3. Development and approval procedures for the minutes of RAB meetings;

10.7.2.4. The meeting frequency and location;

10.7.2.5. Rules of Order;

10.7.2.6. The fi-equoncy and procedures for conducting training;

10.7.2.7. Procedures for selecting or replacing co-chairs and selecting, replacing, or adding other
members;

10.7.2.8. Specifics on the size of the RAB membershipand the periods for membership and co-
chair length of service;

10.7.2.9. Methods for resolving disputes;

10.7.2.10. The process for reviewing and responding to public comments on issues being
addressed by the RAB; and

10.7.2.1 I. Procedures for public participation in RAB activities.

10.7.3. In developing these operating procedures, the .gAB must consider and incorporate the
following:
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10.7.3.1. The RAB must be comprised of representatives of the Component, members of the local

_ community, and representatives from EPA, state regulatory agencies, tribal, or local governments,
as appropriate. DoD shall ensure that members reflect the diverse interests within the community.

10.7.3.2. The RAB must be chairedjointly by a representative of the Component andthe local
community. The community co-chair will be selected by the community members serving on the
RAB.

10.7.3.3. ARAB is not subject to the requirements of the FACA; however, all RAB meetings,
correspondence, discussions and proceedings shall be conducted in public, and no member of the
public will be denied access (unless there is cause for concern for the safety of those involved with
the RAB meetings). Documents related to RAB proceedings or communications will be included
in the Information Repository and the Administrative Record.

10.7.3.4. ARAB may only address issues associated with environmental restoration activities
under the DERP. Environmental groups or advisory boards that address issues other than
environmental restoration activities are not RABs. ....

10.7.3.5. Subject to the availability offimds, funds requested for environmental restoration
activities that were appropriated to Components' ER or BRAC accounts or the ER-FUDS account
may be used to provide administrative support to RABs. Such funds shall not be used to support
the activities of environmental groups or advisory boards in addressing issues other than
environmental restoration activities. The activities of the RAB and expenditures of such funds for
administrative expenses shall be reported to ODUSD(I&E), at a minimum, on an annual basis.
Appendix 5 provides examples of eligible and ineligible RAB expenses.

10.7.3.6. Each installation is required to report regularly on the status and impact of the RAB to
the installation's or FUDS' environmental restoration program. The RAB should consider means
to assist the installation with this reporting requirement.

10.7.4. An installation commander may adjourn a RAB when there is no longer a need for a RAB or
when community interest in the RAB declines. In making such a decision, if environmental
restoration activities are not complete, the installation commander shall ensure that the community
involvement program detailed in the Community Relations Plan provides for continued effective
stakeholder input.

10.7.4.1. RAB adjournment shall not be an independent, unilateral evaluation on the part of DoD.
The installation commander shall discuss adjournment with regulators and the community as a
whole before making a final decision.

10.7.4.1.1. /fa decision to adjourn the RAB is made, the rationale for adjournment shall be
formally documented and the community as a whole notified of the decision.

10.7.4.1.2. An installatioli may reestablish an adjourned RAB if there is sufficient and
sustained community interest in doing so and there are environmental restoration activities still
ongoing at the installation.

10.7.4.2. Whore a RAB is adjourned and environmental restoration activities continue, the
installation or FUDS shall reassess community interest at least every 24 months. Where the
reassessment finds sufficient and sustained community interest, the installation or FUDS shall
reestablish a RAB. Where the reassessment does not find sufficient and sustained community
interest in reestablishing the RAB, the installation or FUDS shall document (in amemorandum for
the record) the procedures followed in the reassessment and the findings of the reassessment. This
document shall be included in the Administrative Record for the installation or FUDS.

10.7.5. Although installation commanders are expected to make every reasonable effort to ensure that
a RAB performs its role as efficiently as possible, circumstances may prevent a RAB from operating
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efficientlY or fulfilling its intended purpose. When this occurs, the installation commander will make a

concerted attempt to resolve the issues that impact the RAB's effectiveness. If unsuccessful, the , ,
installation commander may elect to dissolve the RAB. Where an installation commander elects to
dissolve a RAB, the installation commander shall: .

10.7.5.1. Ensure that the comprehensive stakeholder involvement program is providing.sufficient

opportunities for the community to provide input on environmental restoration activities.

10.7.5.2. Notify, through the command chain, the C0mponent's Environmental Deputy Assistant
Secretary (or equivalent) and ODUSD(I&E) of the status of the RAB, the specifics of the
irreconcilable issues, and the intent to dissolve the RAB.

10.7.5.3. In consultation with EPA, state, tribal, or local government representatives, as
appropriate, notify the RAB community co-chair and members in writing of the intent to dissolve
the RAB and the reasons for doing so, and provide RAB members 30 days to respond in writing,

10.7.5.4. Consider RAB member responses, and in consultation with EPA, state, tribal, or local
government representatives, as appropriate, determine the appropriate action.

10.7.5.4.1. If a decision is made to proceed with dissolution,notify the public of the proposal
to dissolve the gAB and provide a 30-day public comment period on the proposal.

10.7.5.4.2. If the dissolved RAB will be reconstituted, provide details to the public of the
process by which that will happen and provide a 30-day public comment period on the
proposal.

10.7.5.5. At the conclusion of the public comment period, review public comments, consult wifla
EPA, state, tribal, or local government representatives, as appropriate, and render a
recommendation.

10.7.5.6. Notify the public of the recommendation, and forward all documentation to the
Component's Environmental Deputy Assistant Secretary (or equivalent) for approval or
disapproval. '

10.7.5.7. The Component's Environmental Deputy Assistant Secretary (or equivalent) shall notify
ODUSD(I&E) of the decision to approve or disapprove the request to dissolve the RAB, and the
rationale for that decision.

10.7.5.8. The installation commander shall notify the public of the approval or disapproval of the
dissolution of a gAB through written notice to the RAB members and through publication of a
notice in a local newspaper of general, cireu.lation.

10.8. Information on the activities of a RAB including, but not limited to, documenting the installation's
efforts to survey community interest in forming a RAB, steps taken to establish a gAB where there is
sustained community interest, how the RAB relates to the overall community involvement program, and

steps taken to adjourn the.RAB, shall be included in the Information Repository. To the extent that RAB
input is considered in a decision regarding response activities, information about the RAB shall be
included in the Administrative Record.

10.9. Technical Assistance for Public Participation (TAPP).

10.9.1. Opportunities for technical assistance through DoD's TAPP program shall be made available
to community members of RABs or TRCs in accordance with 10 USC §2705(e) and the TAPP
regulations found at 32 CFR Part 203. Community members of a RAB may request from an

• installation's commanding officer, or appropriate DoD official, technical assistance from private-sector
sources. (See Appendix 6 for a list of eligible and ineligible TAPP activities.)
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10.9.2. Only community members (not government members) of RABs and TRCs may ask for TAPP
support on behalf of the community members of the RAB. Any request forTAPP must represent the

\_,_, wishes of the majority of the community members of the RABfI'.RC, andthe RABfrRC must certify
this to be trueon the TAPP application (see Appendix 7). The RAB/TRC requesting assistance must
bc recognized by the Component.

10.9.3. TAPP Funding.

10.9.3.1. A TAPP will be funded from the appropriate Component ER or BRAC accounts or the
ER-FUDS account. TAPP is categorized as a program adminis_'ationcost. There is no
guaranteed or automatic TAPP funding allocation per installation and no separate account.

10.9.3.2. TAPP funding may not exceed $100,000 over the life of the restoration program at the
installation. The limit for a single fiscal year is $25,000, or 1percent of the installation's total
projected environmental restoration cost-to-complete, whichever is less.

10.9.3.3. Waivers to the $1'00,000 total and $25,000 annual funding limits maybe approved by
the Component's Environmental Deputy Assistant Secretary (or equivalent). Requests for waivers
arc initiated by the RAB/TRC community members and forwarded by endorsement with
recommendations by the installation commander through the chain-of-command to the
•Component's Environmental Deputy Assistant Secretary (orequivalent).

10.9.4. In the event that a dispute arises concerning the approval of a TAPP request, the RAB/TRC
community members may appeal DoD's decision. Appeals will be considered within the chain-of-
command, and in general, will be resolved at the lowest possible level. The highest level of appeal
will be at the Component's Environmental Deputy Assistant Secretary (or equivalent).

10.9.5. The fact that a community has received Technical Assistance Grants (TAG) or Technical
Outreach Services to Communities (TOSC) from EPA does not preclude them from getting a TAPP
award. These other sources of funds are, however, relevant considerations during the decision process.

_,_ 10.9.6. Each RAB/TRC that receives a TAPP award must submit an annualTAPP Results Report to
the installation. The installation will forward this reportto the installation's Headquarters. This report
will indicate:

10.9.6.1. The amount of TAPP funds obligated by fiscal year.

10.9.6.2. An evaluation for each project concerning whether the TAPP assisted the community in
participating in the restoration program.

11. RELATIONSHIPS WITH OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

11.1. DoD is fully committed to the substantive involvement of EPA, appropriatecurrent and prospective
federal land managers, other appropriate federal agencies, states, and tribes, and the public throughout the
environmental restorationprocess. Components responsible for environmental restoration activities shall
take proactive steps to identify and address issues of concern to all stakeholders, These efforts have the
overall goal of ensuring that decisions regarding environmental restoration activities reflect a broad
spectrum of stakeholder input.

11.2. Pursuantto the delegation of certain Presidential authorities under CERCLA to the Secretary of
Defense (delegated via EO 12580, SuperfundImplementation (January 23, 1986) and EO 13016 Superfund
Amendments (August 28, 1996)), DoD is the lead agency for environmental restoration activities under the
DERP. PerDoD14715.7, the Secretaries of the Military Services have been further delegated these
authorities (subject to the concurrentauthority of the Under Secretmy of Defense, Acquisition,
Technology, and Logistics (USD(AT&L)) and the DUSD(I&E)) to execute the DERP. In the exercise of
this authority andresponsibility, Components shall:
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DOD GUIDANCE ON IMPROVING PUBLIC
_"_ INVOLVEMENT IN ENVIRONMENTAL

CLEANUP AT CLOSING BASES

I. PURPOSE

This guidance implements the President's plan to expedite the closure and reuse of closing military bases. This
guidance directs the Components to involve the community near a closing base in the cleanup program by
making information available, providing opportunities for comment, and establishing and seeking public
participation on a Restoration Advisory Board (RAB).

II. APPLICABILITY AND SCOPE

This guidance applies to all Department of Defense (DoD) bases being closed or realigned pursuant to the Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1988 (P.L. 100-526) (BRAC 88) or the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-510) (BRAC 91, 93 and 95) and where property will be available for transfer to the
community. The policy explains DoD intent in establishment of RABs, fundamental responsibilities of the RAB,
and procedures for the RAB.

III. POLICY

It is DoD policy to:

A. Be open, cooperative and forthright with the public concerning environmental cleanup activities and to
make information on pro_am activities available in a timely manner.

B. Provide opportunities for and encourage public comment on documents and proposed activities and to be
'_ responsive to comments.

C. Establish a RAB at closing and realigning bases where property will be available for transfer to the
community. The RAB will work in partnership with the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Cleanup
Team (BCT) on cleanup issues and related matters. Through the RAB, stakeholders may review pro_ess
and provide input to the decision making process. BRAC installations not transferring property to the
community should follow the same guidelines for establishing RABs as operational bases.

IV. PROCEDURES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

A. PROCEDURES

1. ARAB will be established at each closing and realigning base where property will be available for
transfer to the community. The RAB will:

a. be comprised of DoD Component, United States Environmental Protection Agency ('EPA) and
state representatives and members of the local community;

b. be jointly chaired by a DoD Component representative (the BRAC Environmental Coordinator
[BEC]) and a member of the local community;.

c. meet the requirements of 10 USC Section 2705 (c), Department of Defense Environmental
Restoration Pro_am, which directs DoD to establish Technical Review Committees (TRC). Where'
TRCs or other similar _oups already exist, they shall be expanded or modified to become RABs,
rather than creating a separate committee.
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DoD Base Reuse Implementation Manual

2. The DoD Components will seek to include on the RAB members who effect diverse interests within the
community (e.g. the Local Redevelopment Authority, representatives of citizen, environmental and

public interest groups; local government and individual community members). The membership '",--_
selection process will be conducted in a fair and open manner, ideally by a community selection panel.
The DoD Components should accept the panels nominations unless it determines that the nominees
would not reflect the full range of views within the community.

3. A point-of-contact for cleanup information shall be identified at the installation level (normally the
BEC). A second point-of-contact (e.g., at higher headquarters) to resolve problems in obtaining
information shall also be identified.

4. Information on cleanup activities, such as draft and final technical documents, proposed and final plans,
status reports, etc., will be provided to the RAB and made available to the public in a timely manner.
Public comments will be actively solicited and considered before documents are finalized.

5. Vehicles for disseminating information such as public meetings, bulletins, and central repositories shall
be identified and used consistently.

B. RESPONSIBILITIES

1. The DoD Components shall:

a. Ensure that the policies stated in this memorandum are implemented by their respective
organizations;

b. Ensure that administrative support is available to establish RABs and conduct public outreach;

c. Conduct oversight of public outreach activities.

d. Ensure that:

i. community relations plans are developed or revised to reflect these policies;

ii. RABs are established expeditiously and that their inputs are fully considered in decision
making in the cleanup pro_am; and

iii. installation public affairs staff are involved in public outreach activities of the cleanup
program.

2. The RAB will:

a. act as a forum for discussion and exchange of cleanup information between Government agencies
and the public;

b. conduct regular meetings, open to the public, at convenient times;

c. keep meeting minutes and make them available to the public;

d. develop and maintain a mailing list of names and addresses of stakeholders who wish to receive
information on the cleanup program;

e. review and evaluate documents;

December 1997 F-13



Guidance and Policies on Fast Track Cleanup at Closing Installations

f. identify project requirements;

g. recommend priorities among sites or projects;

h. identify applicable standards and, consistent with Section 121 of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), propose remedies
consistent with planned land use.
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•-,EPA A Citizen's Guide to
...... Natural Attenuation ....

TechnologyInnovationOffice TechnologyFactSheet

What is natural attenuation? Natural attenuation processes may reduce contami-

Natural attenuation makes use of natural processes to nant mass (through destructive processes such asbio-

contain the spread of contamination from chemical degradation and chemical transformations); reduce
spills and reduce the concentration and amount of contaminant concentrations (through simpledilution
pollutants at contaminated sites. Natural attenua- or dispersion); or bind contaminants to soil particles
tion--also referred to as intrinsic remediation, so the contamination does not spread or migrate very

bioattenuation, or intrinsic bioremediation--is an in far (adsorption).

situ treatment method. This means that environmen- Biodegradation, also called bioremediation, is a pro-
tal contaminants are left in place while natural at- cess in which naturally occurring microorganisms
tenuation works on them. Natural attenuation is (yeast, fungi, or bacteria) break down, ordegrade,
often used as one part of a site cleanup that also hazardous substances into less toxic or nontoxic sub-

_"-'_ includes the control or removal of the source of stances. Microorganisms, like humans, eat and digest
the contamination, organic substances for nutrition and energy. (In

How does natural attenuation work? chemical terms, "organic" compounds are those that
contain carbon and hydrogen atoms.) Certain micro-

The processes contributing to natural attenuation are organisms can digest organic substances such as fuels

typically acting at many sites, but at varying rates or solvents that are hazardous to humans. Biodegra-
and degrees of effectiveness, depending on the types dation can occur in the presence of oxygen (aerobic
of contaminants present, and the physical, chemical conditions) or without oxygen (anaerobic condi-
and biological characteristics of the soil and ground tions). In most subsurface environments, both aerobic
water. Natural attenuation processes are often cat-
egorized as destructive or non-destructive. Destruc- and anaerobic biodegradation of contaminants occur.

The microorganisms break down the organic con-
tire processes destroy the contaminant. taminants into harmless products--mainly carbon di-
Non-destructive processes do not destroy the con-

oxide and water in the case of aerobic biodegradation
taminant but cause a reduction in contaminant

(Figure 1). Once the contaminants are degraded, the
concentrations.

J

A Quick Look at Natural Attenuation

• Usesnaturallyoccurringenvironmentalprocessestocleanupsites.

• Is non-invasiveandallowsthesitetobe putto productiveusewhilebeingcleanedup.

• Requirescarefulstudyofsiteconditionsandmonitoringof contaminantlevels.
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• ' like many elaborate mechanical site cleanup tech- Because the ability of natural attenuation to be an ef-

niques, while natural attenuation is working below fective cleanup method depends on a variety of con-
_._ ground, the land surface above ground may continue ditions, the site needs to be well-characterized to

to be used. Natural attenuation can be less costly determine if natural attenuation is occurring or will
than other active engineered treatment options, espe- occur. Sites where the soil contains high levels of

cially those available for ground water, and requires natural organic matter, such as swampy areas or
no energy source or special equipment, former marshlands often provide successful condi-

tions for natural attenuation. Certain geological for-
Will natural attenuation work at every mations such as fractured bedrock aquifers or
site? limestone areas are less likely candidates for natural
To estimate how well natural attenuation will work attenuation because these environments often have a

and how long it will take requires a detailed study of wide variety of soil types that cause unpredictable
the contaminated site. The community and those con- ground water flow and make predicting the move-
ducting the cleanup need to know whether natural at- ment of contamination difficult.
tenuation, or any proposed remedy, will reduce the
contaminant concentrations in the soil and water to Where is natural attenuation being used?

legally acceptable levels within a reasonable time. Natural attenuation is being used to clean up petro-
leum contamination from leaking underground stor-

Natural attenuation may be an acceptable option for age tanks across the country.
sites that have been through some active remediation
which has reduced the concentrations of contami- Within the Superfund program, natural attenuation

nants. However, natural attenuation is not an appro- has been selected as one of the cleanup methods at
priate option at all sites. The rates of natural 73 ground-water-contaminated sites--but is the sole
processes are typically slow. Long-term monitoring treatment option at only six of these sites. Some of
is necessary to demonstrate that contaminant concen- these sites include municipal and industrial land fills,

trations are continually decreasing at a rate sufficient refineries, and recyclers.
to ensure that they will not become a health threat. If

not, more aggressive remedial alternatives should be At the Allied Signal Brake Systems Superfund site in
St. Joseph, Michigan, microorganisms are effectively

considered, removingTCE andotherchlorinatedsolvents from

ground water. Scientists studied the underground
movement of TCE-contaminated ground water from
its origin at the Superfund site to where it entered
Lake Michigan about half a mile away. At the site it-

What Is An Innovative self, they measured TCE concentrations greater than

Treatment Technology? 200,000 micrograms per liter (l.tg/L), but by the time

Treatment technologies are the plume reached the shore of Lake Michigan, the

processes applied to the treatment of TCE was one thousand times less---only 200_tg/L.
hazardous waste or contaminated About 300 feet offshore in Lake Michigan, the con-

materials to permanently alter their centrations were below EPA's allowable levels. EPA
condition through chemical, estimated the plume took about 20 years to movefrom the source of contamination to Lake Michi-
biological, or physical means.

gan--plenty of time for the microorganisms natu-

Innovative treatment techno/ogies are rally present in the ground water to destroy the TCE
those that have been tested, selected without any outside intervention. In fact, microor-
or used for treatment of hazardous ganisms were destroying about 600 pounds of TCE a
waste or contaminated materials but year at no cost to taxpayers. EPA determined that ha-

lack well-documented cost and ture adequately remediated the TCE plume in St.

performance data under a variety of Joseph.
\_,.._ operating conditions.



ForMoreInformation

The publicationslistedbelowcan be orderedfree of chargeby faxingyourrequestto NCEPI at 513-489-8695. If
NCEPI is outof stockof a document,you maybe directedto othersources.Some ofthe documentslistedalsocan
be downloadedfree of chargefromEPA's CleanupInformation(CLU-IN)WorldWide Web site (http://clu-in.com)or
electronic bulletin board (301-589-8366). The CLU-IN helpline numberis 301-589-8368.

Youmay writeto NCEPI at:

National Center forEnvironmentalPublicationsand Information(NCEPI)
P.O. Box42419
Cincinnati, OH 45242

• A Citizen's Guide to Bioremediation,April 1996, EPA 542-F-96-007.

• Symposium on Intnnsic Bioremediation of Ground Water,August1994, EPA 540-R-94-515.

• Bioremediation Research: Producing Low-Cost Tools to Reclaim Environments, September 1995, EPA 540-R-95-
523a.

• "NaturalBioremediationof TCE," Ground Water Currents (newsletter),September1993, EPA 542-N-93-008.

• "InnovativeMeasuresDistinguishNaturalBioattenuationfrom Dilution/Sorption,"Ground Water Currents
(newsletter),December 1992, EPA 542-N-92-006.

• How to Evaluate Alternative Cleanup Technologies for LISTSites, (Chapteron NaturalAttenuation),May 1995,
EPA 510-B-95-007.

• Bioremediation Resource Guide, September 1993, EPA 542-B-93-004. A bibliography of publications and
other sources of Information about bioremediaUontechnologies.

• Engineering Bulletin: in Situ Biodegradation Treatment,April 1994_EPA 540-S-94-502.

• SelectedAIternative and Innovative Treatment Technologies for Corrective Action and Site Remediation: A
Bibliography of EPA Information Sources, January 1995, EPA 542-B-95-001. A bibliography of EPA
publications about innovative treatment technologies.

• WASTECI-PMonograph on Bioremediation, ISBN #1-883767-01-6. Availablefor $49.95 from the American
Academy of EnvironmentalEngineers,130 HolidayCourt,Annapolis,MD 21401. Telephone 410-266-3311.

NOTICE." This fact sheet is intended solely as general guidance and information. It is not intendec_,nor can # be relied upon, to create any tights enforceable by any
party in litigation with the United States. TheAgency also reserves the tight to change this guidance at any time without public notice.
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, The Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence is devel- Can natural attenuation achieve site
oping a comprehensive natural attenuation protocol (Draft Tech-
nical Protocol for Natural Attenuation of Chlorinated Solvents cleanup goals?

, in Groundwater) for chlorinated solvent sites. This document

_'_ describes how this evidence can be collected during site inves- Natural attenuation ma_,be effective in achieving cleanup goals
tigation activities and how it can be interpreted to estimate the at some sites, particularly when these goals are based on site-
contribution of natural attenuation in the remediation process, specific risk reduction. For example, if contaminant migration

is limited to shallow groundwater, and groundwater use can be

controlled, natural attenuation may eventually achieve cleanup

Will natural attenuation be effective on all goals on some sites. However, natural attenuation is more likely
to play a role in cleaning up a portion of a chlorinated site.

chlorinated sites? Natural attenuation is more likely to clean up areas that have

lower levels of contamination. Such areas are normally found
Definitely not. Some chlorinated solvent contamination has outside of highly contaminated source areas, or at sites with
impacted large quantities of groundwater which will be required relatively small source areas.
for some beneficial use. There are risks associated with the

continued migration of these plumes into public drinking water
supplies and some form of engineered remediation is needed
at these sites. On sites where no current risk to public health or
the environment exists, natural attenuation can play an impor-

tant role in reducing future risk if institutional controls (e.g., What are some of the potential advantagesdeed restrictions and zoning ordinances) can be implemented.
Scientists are beginning to observe certain site profiles where and limitations of natural attenuation ?
natural attenuation has a higher probability of being integrated

into the remediation process. These include: Potential Advantages

• Sites where chlorinated solvents are spilled with other I_ Less generation or transfer of wastes.
petroleum compounds (the best biochemical reactions

for degradation are produced). _ Less intrusive and disruptive than engineered methods.

• Sites where thesoil Containshigh levels of natural organic ......

matter, such as swampy areas or former marshlands. _ Can be combined with active remedial measures or
used to remediate a portion of the site.

Sites where shallow (unused) groundwater is separated from

deeper groundwater.by a thick, low-permeability clay layer. I_ Remediation costs may be lower thanwith active
• remediation.

Sites where there is little or no source remaining due to
active remediation.

Potential Limitations
Why are chlorinated solvent spills so

common at federal facilities ? _lm May require more time to achieve cleanup goals and
requires a commitment to long-term monitoring. On

Chlorinated solvents were developed as superior cleaning solu- some sites, long-term monitoring costs can be excessive.
tions for removing grease and carbon buildup from metal parts.

For over 40 years they were widely used by U.S. industry and _ If natural attenuation rates are too slow, the plume
the federal government for a variety of equipment cleaning tasks, could continue to migrate.

Prior to environmental laws restricting their use, these com- _ Incomplete biodegradation can create new, more
pounds were often stored in drums or underground storage tanks toxic contaminants.
and disposed of in the sanitary sewer, in evaporation ponds, or

mixed with fuels and burned. These solvents have created sig- _ Land and groundwater use controls areoften required.nificant groundwater contamination at many federal facilities.

Since 1976, when RCRA was established, the use and disposal

,,..,_, of these solvents have been Carefully regulated and many chlo-
rinated solvents have been replaced with less harmful substi- .
tutes.
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EPA

Checking Up On Superfund Sites:
The Five.Year Review

heU.S.Environmental Duringthereview,EPAstudies
ProtectionAgency(EPA) informationonthesite,including,The Five-Year Review is:

, a regularEPAcheckupona Superfundsite
•that has beencleanedup--but wastewas

• /eftbehind--to makesurethesiteis still

, a wayto makesurethecleanupcontinues
to protectpeopleandthe environment;and

• !a chanceforyouto tell EPAaboutsite
iCOnditionsand anyconcernsyouhave.

conducts regular checkups, the cleanup and the laws that
calledfive-yearreviews,on apply,andinspectsthesiteto
certainSuperfundsites. EPA makesureitcontinuestobesafe.
looksatsiteswherecleanupleft EPAalsoneedsinformationfrom
wastesthatlimitsiteuse. For peoplewhoarefamiliarwiththe
example, EPA will look at a site. As someone living close to
landfilltomakesurethe thesite,youmayknowabout
protectivecoveris notdamaged thingsthatcanhelpthereview
andisworkingproperly.EPA teamdecideif thesiteis still
willalsoreviewsiteswith safe. Herearesomeexamplesof
cleanup activity still in progress things to tell EPA about:

afterfiveyears. • Brokenfences,unusualodors,deadplants,materials
In both cases, EPA checks the site to make sure the leaving the site, or other problems;

cleanup continues to protect people and the environment. • Buildings or land around the site being used in new
The EPA review team conducts the review, asks and ways;
answers questions, and writes a report on the results of
the review. At some sites, other Federal agencies, a State • Any unusual activities at the site, such as dumping,

agency, or an Indian Tribe may do the review, but EPA vandalism, or trespassing; and
stays involved in the process and approves the report. • Ways the cleanup at the site has helped the area.
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• Superfund Today • Five.YearReview •

The Five.Year Review-

Continuing to Protect You and the Environment

Step 1-•Develop Plan

rX_inPlan a five-year review, the site manager forms a review team, which may
elude an EPA Community Involvement Coordinator, scientists, engineers, and

others. The team members decide what they will do at the site and when they will do it.
The Community Involvement Coordinator is the member of the team who works with
your community during the review.

Step 2-•Collectlnformation

he review team members collect information about site cleanup activities. They
alk with people who have been working at the site over the past five years, as well

as local officials, to see if changes in local policy or zoning might affect the original
cleanup plan. The team usually visits the site to see if the cleanup equipment is
working properly, to take new samples, and to review records of activities at the site to
make sure the cleanup is still effective. Finally, the review team may talk to people who
live or work near the site to learn about site activities during the past five years. They
may give you a call or meet with you in person.

Step 3"•andEnsureSafety, AnnounceFindingS,PublishReport

he review team uses the information collected to decide if your community and the
nvironment are still safe from the contaminated material left at the site. If the

cleanup activities are keeping people and the environment safe, the team calls them
"protective." When cleanup goals are not being met, or when problems come up, the
review team will call the cleanup activities "not protective?' When the team finishes the
five-year review, it writes a report about the information that includes background on
the site and cleanup activities, describes the review, and explains the results. The review
team also writes a summary and announces that the review is finished. They tell your
community (via public notices, flyers, etc.) where to find copies of the report and

summary--at a central place called the site repository--for anyone to see.



MARCH 2002

he United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has released its revised draft toxicity assessment,"Perchlorate Environmental Contamination: Toxicological Review and Risk Characterization." When final-

ized, this assessment will be an important update of EPA's health assessment that reflects the state of the

science regarding the health effects of the chemical perchlorate. The preliminary revised human health risk

estimates found in the document are still undergoing review and deliberations both by the external scientific
community and within EPA, and do not represent EPA policy at this stage.

_ Z: i;y̧ ¸ !_i̧:¸_̧;i!__717̧ :>_:: _!!i _ii:i

What is Perchlorate? What are the Preliminary Conclusions
Ferchlorateisbothanatur_yoccurringandman-made of the Draft Toxicity Assessment?
chemical. Most of the perchlorate manufactured in the

United States is used as the primary ingredient of solid The EPA draft assessment concludes that the potential
human health risks of perchlorate exposures includerocket propellant. Wastes from the manufacture and
effects on the developing nervous system and thyroidimproper disposal of perchlorate-containing chemicals
tumors. The draft assessment includes a draft reference

are increasingly being discovered in soil and water.
dose (RfD) that is intended to be protective for both

How Can Perchlorate Affect Human types of effects. It is based on early events that could

Health ? potentially result in these effects, and factors to account

Perchlorate interferes with iodide uptake into the thyroid for sensitive populations, the nature of the effects, and

gland. Because iodide is an essential component of data gaps were used. The draft R_ is 0.00003 milli-
grams per kilogram per day (mg/kg/day). The RfD is

thyroid hormones, perchlorate disrupts how the thyroid defined as an estimate, with uncertainty spanning

functions. In adults, the thyroid helps to regulate perhaps an order of magnitude, of a daily exposure to themetabolism. In children, the thyroid plays a major role
human population (including sensitive subgroups) thatin proper development in addition to metabolism.

Impairment of thyroid function in expectant mothers is likely to be without appreciable risk of adverse effects

may impact the fetus and newborn and result in effects over a lifetime. As with any EPA draft assessment

including changes in behavior, delayed development and document containing a quantitative risk value, that risk

decreased learning capabiliqr. Changes in thyroid value is also draft and should not at that stage be con-

hormone levels may also result in thyroid gland tumors, strued to represent EPA poliq¢. Thus, the draft RfD for

EPA's draft analysis of perchlorate toxicity is that perchlorate is still undergoing science review and delib-
erations both by the external scientific community and

perchlorate's disruption of iodide uptake is the key event
within the Agency.

leading to changes in development or tumor formation.

II I
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The assessment provides a hypotheti- toxicity assessment will be held March Many other perchlorate studies have

cal conversion of the draft RfD to a 5 and 6, 2002 in Sacramento, CA. been completed during the last several
drinking water equivalent level, The purpose of the peer review is to years. A May 2001 summary of 65
assuming factors of 70 kilograms (kg) provide an independent review of the perchlorate treatment studies is

body weight and 2 liters (L) of water scientific information and interpreta- availableonline atwww_ _:
consumption per day. The converted tion used in the document. Once the (click on "Technical Documents" then
draft estimate would be 1 microgram assessment is finalized, the reference look for "Technology Status Reports").

per liter (ug/L) or 1 part per billion dose will be used in EP/Csongoing The summary report was prepared by
(ppb). If the Agency were to make a efforts to address perchlorate prob- the Ground-Water Remediation
determination to regulate perchlorate, lems. EPA'sdraft reference dose Technologies Analysis Center. Most of
the RfD, along with other consider- represents a preliminary estimate of a the projects described in the report are
ations would factor into the final protective health level and is not a bench-scale and pilot-scale demonstra-
value, drinking water standard. In the tions of water treatment technologies,

Does Perchlorate Cause future, EPA may issue a Health although several entries describe full-
Advisory that will provide information scale systems and soil treatment

Cancer? on protective levels for drinking water, methods. Most of the projects
Perchlorate is associated with disrup- This is one step in the process of employ biological treatment methods

tion of thyroid function which can developing a broader response to or ion (anion) exchange technology;
potentially lead to thyroid tumor perchlorate including, for example, although reverse osmosis,
formation. This draft toxicity assess- technical guidance, possible regula' nanofdtration, granular activated
ment accounts for both developmental tions and additional health informa- carbon, and chemical reduction are

and tumor formation effects, tion. A federal drinking water regula- also discussed. Results of federally-
tion for perchlorate, if ultimately funded perchlorate treatment research,

Does My Water Contain developed, could take severalyears, managed by the American Water

Perchlorate? In 1998, perchlorate was placed on Works Association Research Founda-
Confirmed perchlorate releases have EPA'sContaminant Candidate List for tion (AWWARF), are also becoming

occurred in at least 20 states through- consideration for possible regulation, available (see www. awwaff,corn/
out the United States (see Figure 2). In 1999, EPA required drinking water research/spperch.aspL

In EPA Region 9, perchlorate releases monitoring for perchlorate under the IS Perch lorate-
have occurred in California, Arizona, Unregulated Contaminant Monitor-
and Nevada. Perchlorate has also been ing Rule (UCMR). Under the contaminated Water
releasedinto the Colorado River, UCMR, all large public water systems Safe to Drink?
which is a drinking water source for and a representative sample of small EPA'sdraft toxicity assessment is
some areas of the region. Additional public water systems are required to preliminary and thus, it is difficult to
information and maps detailing those monitor for perchlorate over the next make definitive recommendations at
sites are available in Chapter I of the two years to determine whether the this stage. Other factors that influ-

draft of the "Perchlorate Environmen- public is exposed to perchlorate in ence the answer to this question
tal Contamination: Toxicological drinking water nationwide, include how much water is consumed,

Reviewand Risk Characterization." the degree ofperchlorate contamina-
EPA, other federal agencies, states, HOW i$ Perchlorate tion and the health status of the
water suppliers and industry are Removed from Water? consumer.

already actively addressing perchlorate Several types of treatment systems Sensitive populations, like pregnant
contamination through monitoring designed to reduce perchlorate con- women, children and people who have
for perchlorate in drinking water and centrations are operating around the health problems or compromised
surfacewater. The full extent of United States, reducing perchlorate to thyroid conditions, should follow the

perchlorate contamination is not below the 4 ppb reporting level, advice of their health careprovider

known at this time. Biological treatment and ion (anion) regarding the amount and type of
What is Being Done exchange systems are among the liquids, including water that should

technologies that are being used, with be consumed.
a bout Pe rchIorate ? addi al treatment technologies
A_eer review of the draft perchlorate und_evelopment.
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MCAS EL TORO
RAB MEETING

Site 11

Transformer Storage Area

Explanation of Significant Differences

May 28, 2003
Presented By

Karnig Ohannessian - SWDIV

Site 11 Background

• Location and Use
- Located on the northeast side of Building 369 in the southwestern

quadrant of former MCAS E1 Toro.

- Used in the past (~1968 to 1983) as a maintenance and storage yard
for transformers that contained polychlofinated biphenyls (PCBs).

• Selected Remedy in Final Record of Decision (ROD)
(September 1999)
- PCB and pesticide contamination confined in top 4.5 feet of soil.

- Groundwater (~100 ft) not threatened.
- Units 1 and 2 recommended for further action to remove PCB-

contaminated soil (133 cubic yards at Unit 1 and 100 cubic
yards at Unit 2).

- Unit 3 recommended for no further action (no PCBs; low risk).
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Site 11 Basis for Explanation of
Significant Differences (ESD)

• Post ROD
- The ROD documented selection of soil removal at Units 1

and 2 as the site remedy.

- Remedial Action Strategy document issued December 1999

• Realized risk-based cleanup goals could not be achieved.

• Requested use of EPA Region 9 PRGs as cleanup goals.

- Agencies agreed an ESD would be required if the cleanup
goals were changed.

• ESD Contents

- Description of the proposed change to the selected remedy
and explanation of why the Navy is making the change.

Site 11 ESD Purpose

The purpose of the Site 11 ESD is to describe and justify
modifications to the Final ROD (September 1999) by
addressing the following:

1. Changes to the risk based concentrations (RBCs)
presented in the ROD based on a risk reevaluation.

a. Used updated toxicity criteria and slope factors.

b. Incorporated additional soil sampling results.

2. The risk reevaluation showed that site risks were lower

but still above acceptable levels.



Site 11 Risk Reevaluation

• Need for Risk Reevaluation

- Since the Phase II Remedial Investigation (RI) was published,
several exposure factors and toxicity indices for PCBs used to
calculate risk were updated for the current EPA Region 9
Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs).

- Four additional soil samples were collected in May 1999 at depths
of 1.5 feet and 3.5 feet below ground surface and analyzed for
PCBs and pesticides/herbicides.

• PCBs and pesticides/herbicides were detected in the samples.
- Risk reevaluation was conducted in order to incorporate EPA's

new scientific data on exposure factors and toxicity indices and to
incorporate additional field data.

Site 11 Risk Reevaluation

• What Was Different? • What Was Not?

- Exposure factors - Level of protection

- Toxicity indices - Exposure scenarios

- Concentrations - Chemicals

- Methodology

- Receptors

3



Site 11 Risk Reevaluation Summary
ExcessLifetime [

Unit Risk Reevaluation Cancer Risk i ExcessLifetime NoncancerRisk NoncancerRisk
Number Reference (residentialscenario) i CancerRisk Drivers (Hazan;Iindex) Drivers

1 Recordof Decision g0 in1,000,000 i Aroclor1260 (99%) 4.5 Aroclor 1260 (99%)
(September1999) l

............"v" "_._ I _'_'v"" "w'_'°'-_'_';'_-',._"_-_""'"t"'_"_."'_,::",';_._;_"_" ............. 2.'_5"............ Aro_o-'_";2_Oi>-99%)....

(February2003) 1

2 Recordof Decision 6 in 1.000.000 Aroclor1260 (99%) 0.3 __
(September 1999)

....................................................... • ...............................................................................Reevaluationof Risk 5 in 1.000,000 Aroclor1260 (91%) 1.1 Aroclor1260 (99%)

i (February2003) Dietdrin (7%)[ HeptacNor(1%)

1 =
3 i Recordof Decision 3 in 10,000,000 __ 0.0t7 1 __

[ (September1990)
I

Reevaluation of Risk 1 in 10,000.000 [ -- 0.01 --
(February 2003) [

[

Site 11 Risk Reevaluation

• Risk Reevaluation Results

- Updated risk calculations were generally lower than risk
estimates presented in the RI report.

- Therefore, calculated site-specific risk-based concentrations

were higher while stili achieving the same risk reduction.

- Following discussions with regulatory agencies, a decision

to continue to implement the remedial action at Units 1 and
2 was made.

- Evaluation of cleanup at these units will be based on the
residual risk using updated risk parameters.

4



Site 11 Comparison of ROD and ESD

• What is Changed? • What is Unchanged?

- Cleanup goals - Chemicals of concern

- Confirmation sampling - Extent of soil removal

- Soil disposal and backfill

- Cost

- Level of protection

- Regulatory compliance

- Cleanup approach

- Cleanup time

Site 11 Status Update

• Schedule
- ESD

• BCT Review: February- May 2003

• Public notice: May 2003

- Future work

• Remedial Action Work Plan: February 2003 - September
2003

• Remedial Action: September 2003 - December 2003

• Remedial Action Report: March 2004



FORMER MCAS EL TORO
RAB BRIEFING

IRP Site 1

Perehlorate Investigation Update

May 28, 2003

Presented By

Gordon Brown, RPM
SWDIV

5_28/03

SITE 1

Perchlorate Investigation Update

SITE DESCRIPTION/HISTORY

- Approximately 74 acres with the center portion of the site used for EOD
Training

- EOD Training performed at the site for more than 40 years (N1953-1999)

- Munitions used in training activities included:

• Cartridge-actuated devices and ammunition

• FS Smoke (sulfur trioxide chlorosufonie acid)

• Hand grenades, land mines

- Northern EOD Range used by military

- Southern EOD Range used by FBI and Orange County Law Enforcement

- Currently secured by fence/locked gate

5/28/03
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SITE 1

Perchlorate Investigation Update

Removal Action Process

• Determinationof a needfora removalactionby Navy
• RemovalActionOptions

- TimeCritical
• Prepare Action Memorandum (Removal Action Work Plan prepared

concurrently)
• Issue Public Notice

• Implement Removal Action
- Non Time Critical

• Prepare Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis
• Make EE/CA available for a 30 Day Public Comment Period

• Prepare an Action Memorandum (Removal Action Work Plan Prepared
concurrently)

• Implement Removal Action

5/28/03

SITE 1

Perehlorate Investigation Update

Proposed Time Critical Removal Action
Selected for Site 1

• Purpose: Treat Perchlorate in Groundwater in the
Suspected Source Area (Central Portion of Site 1)

• Proposed Method:
Groundwater Extraction and Treatment using a resin system
similar to the IRP Site 2 Treatment System.

- Treated groundwater will be discharged to the surface:

• The discharge location is subject to determination
- Options include upgradient or downgradient of the pumping

wall(s)

5/28/03



SITE 1

Perchlorate Investigation Update

Proposed Schedule
• Action Memorandum and Removal Action Work Plan

- Draft AM and RA WorkPlan: September 2003
- Draft Final AM and RA Work Plan: December 2003

- Public Notice: January-February 2004
- Final AM and RA Work Plan: March 2004

• Removal Action Implementation

- Mobilization &Installation: April - May 2004

- Operation of Perchlorate Treatment System: May 2004

5_8_3
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FORMER MCAS EL TORO
Stationwide EBS

OVERVIEW

° 2002/2003 Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS)

- Objective: To collect data, document the existing

environmental condition of the base, and identify and

confirm locations of environmental concern.

- EBS shall be comprehensive enough to support a Finding

of Suitability to Transfer (FOST)

FORMER MCAS EL TORO

Stationwide FOST

OVERVIEW

• 2003 Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST)

- Objective: To identify property that is environmentally suitable for
transfer

- Includes property of Environmental Condition of Property (ECP)

Types 1 through 4
• ECP Area Type I - Areas where no release ordisposal of hazardous substances orpetroleum productshas occurred

(hlcludiag no migration of these substances from adjacent areas),

, ECP Area "l_pe2 - Areas where only release or disposal of petroleum productg has occurred.

• _CP Area 7')ff¢3 - Areas w_l_e release, disposal, and/o_"n3igTatJanofhazardolls substances haveoccurred, but at
¢oil¢entrationsdlat do notrequire a removalor remedialaction.

• ECP Area Type 4 - Areaswhere release, disposal, and/ormigration of hazardoussubstazlce,shave occurred, and all
renledial actions necessaryto protect humanhealfll and file environmenthave beentaken.
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FORMER MCAS EL TORO

Stationwide FOST

OVERVIEW Continued

• Approximately 84% of the base is environmentally suitable
for transfer.

• Actual amount of property transferred may be slightly less

due to the footprint of "carve-outs" - areas that will not be
transferred due to Navy's ongoing environmental activities.

• Draft FOST in public review until May 28, 2003.

FORMER MCAS EL TORO

Stationwide FOSL

OVERVIEW

• 2003 Finding of Suitability to Lease (FOSL)

- Objective: To identify property that is environmentally
suitable for lease.

- Includes property of ECP Types 5 through 7 (remaining

property not in the FOST).
• ECP Area Type 5 - Areas where release, disposal, and/or migration of hazardous substances have occurred,

removal and/or remedial actions are under way, but all required remedial actions have not yet been

completed,

• ECP Area Type 6 -Areas where release, disposal, and/or migration of hazardous substances have occurred,

but required response actions have not yet been implemented.

• ECPAreaType7-Areasthatarenotevaluatedorthatrequireadditionalevaluation.

5
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FORMER MCAS EL TORO

Stationwide FOSL

OVERVIEW Continued

• Fundamental Lease Conditions

- Operations must not be detrimental to either human occupation
and the environment.

- Operations must not interfere with Navy's on-going or future

environmental investigations and remediation activities.

- Operations must not expose occupants to any existing or
potential environmental concerns.

Locations of Concern

USTeIAST,I OWS,I_"o, i _w_ i M,eL PcB I '"P I P.,s

..............................................TOTAm027__o2 5;.......t J-t;;...... 1_i..............i5_.... 24--!-_i, ................2_--I-_ ....
..........................................................; ............................................................. I......................... t..................................

.....................................................................i......-t..............................................................................................................._ il ,i........................1.....................;c;.-";i-/i_iT;;.......................................................,, 92t " |'g'..............21.....................................,2 ,3 Ii t00...........................1,4'.....................................i 2o

;12;222222-22;i2;2./;2I_.22_2I2_2_._/22;2g_2222_:2]2;2-_222_;2;222I;.222_r2I_---_2_22T_2;-_2222;_2--22-_
In Review (43) 21 t 2 l 2 I 29 / 17 | 2 | 0 i 0 I 0

................................................. '..... _ ....................._ ............................. _ ........... -i-........... _-..........

,n_,o_res,(,,O,_'t'_ 0 l_'I 43 l'I 0 !,, tO'
! ! f f I / i t

Notes: _ The total number of LOCs listed include LOCswithin parcels that have already been transferred; therefore,
the tot number of LOCs addressed in this EBS is lower.

b Includes 3 SWMUs (104,105, & 106) with NFA determinatlons pending results of radlological survey.



_" "_ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

_'_.._ 75 HawthorneStreet
San Franois¢o, CA 94105

February 25, 2003

Mr. F. Andrew Piszkin

BRAC Environmental Coordinator

Base Realignment and Closure

Marine Corps Air Station, E1 Toro
7040 Trabuco Road

Irvine, CA 92618

RE: Draft Technical Memorandum. Groundwater Modelling, Operable Unit 1 and 2A, Former

Marine Corps Air Station, E1Toro, dated January, 2003

Dear Mr. Piszkin:

EPA has reviewed the above-referenced document. The technical memorandum presents
results of groundwater modeling conducted for the TCE plumes at Sites 18 and 24. These

modeling results will be used to support remedial design of the groundwater extraction well field

which is part of the remedy selected in the Record of Decision for these sites.

Overall, the quality of the technical memorandum is high and the model results closely

correlate with measured conditions over the 10-year (January 1991 through December 2001)
transient flow calibration. As acknowledged in the conclusions and recommendations section,

uncertainties exist with regard to flow rates achievable with the proposed extraction wells in both

the shallow and principal aquifer. Some disparity may occur between predicted and achievable

plume contours after remedial actions are underway. However, given the length of time that the

plume has existed as well as the fact that TCE continues to migrate, it is appropriate to begin

extracting TCE mass from groundwater while using data that is collected as part of the

monitoring program to further optimize the system.

If you have any questions, please call me at (415)972-3012.

o

Sincerely,

.,.. ,q /
Nicole Moutouxi _
Project Manager

Federal Facilities Cleanup Branch



cc:TrissChesney,DTSC
John Broderick, RWQCB
Kamig Ohannessian, SWDIV
HerbLevine,EPA '-"
Marcia Rudolph, RAB Subcommittee chair
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EPA comments on Draft Technical Memorandum

._ Groundwater Modeling, OU-1 and OU-2A

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. We appreciate the extensive use of color figures and the detailed presentation of the
particle tracking results in plan view.

2. Evaluating the movement of contaminated groundwater between the shallow aquifer and
the principal aquifer is a key component of the modeling effort. However, it is difficult to
fully comprehend how this occurs without including cross sections. To help illustrate the
vertical model discretization and movement of particles between model layers, please
include the following cross sections: (1) one regional cross section that shows the vertical
profile of the geologic strata at the site, (2) one cross section that shows the model layers
in vertical profile and (3) for each scenario, several cross sections that document the
pathlines of model particles between layers over the duration of the model simulations.
This would help demonstrate how the model discretization incorporates the regional
geologic setting and illustrate how model particles move between model layers.

3. The modeling results do not include an active source term or any provision for the
possibility that multiple pore volumes will likely be required to remediate the aquifers to
site cleanup goals. While this approach is acceptable, given the complexities and
uncertainties in estimating groundwater remediation time flames, the Technical
Memorandum should include some caveats that indicate the high degree of mlcertainty in
the model derived estimates for aquifer restoration.

4. In the past EPA has expressed concern over dewatering the shallow groundwater unit.
Please provide a figure which shows declining water levels due to extraction over time
for the shallow groundwater unit.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Section 2.2.1, Transient Flow Calibration, Page 2-4: The paragraph directly below
Table 2-2 discusses the fact that maps depicting computed heads vs. observed heads were
not presented for the principal aquifer since it is undergoing pumping and the transient
calibration used monthly average pumping rates. It would be highly beneficial to perform
a transient cah'bration of the model domain surrounding one the extraction wells in the
principal aquifer using pumping test data or other detailed observation well data to
demonstrate that the model is cah'brated to instantaneous, transient measurements. This
step could be a way to "verify" the model and increase the credibility of the capture zone
estimates for the principal aquifer.

2. Section 2.2.2, Updated Conditions, Page 2-25: In the paragraph directly below the
dispersivity equation, it is stated that "A horizontal transverse dispersivity of 5 feet (one-

tenth of longitudinal dispersivity) and a vertical dispersivity of 0.5 feet (one-hundredth of



longitudinal dispersivity) were evaluated in the current model with rninhnal effect."
Please describe in more detail what is meant by minimal effect.

3. Section 2.2.3, Model Assumptions, Page 2-26: This discussion of the model _-_--_
assumptions does not include any discussion of aquifer pore volumes. In general, model
derived cleanup estimates usually underestimate aquifer restoration time frames since the
removal of multiple pore volumes of contaminated groundwater is usually required to
remediate an aquifer. Please include a discussion of how multiple flushing cycles may be
requii'ed to remediate the aquifers discussed in this section.

4. Section 3.2, Extraction Scenarios, Pages 3-2 through 3-21: No cross sections
illustrating the movement of particles between layers are included in this section. Please
include particle tracking runs in cross section so the movement of particles between
layers can be demonstrated.

5. Section 3.2, Extraction Scenarios, Pages 3-2 through 3-21: The travel time for the
particle pathlines is not included on the pathline figures. Please provide a "ca[lout" box
or other demarcation that documents the travel time for a few of the particle pathlines on
each particle pathline figure.

6. Section 3.3.1, Modeling Uncertainty Discussion, Page 3-22: This section does not
include any discussion of the uncertainty in model derived aquifer restoration estimates or
solute transport modeling. Please include a detailed discussion in this section that
describes the uncertainty in solute transport modeling and how the model derived aquifer

restoration estimates may underestimate the total remediation time due to the possibility _-_'
that multiple pore volumes may be required to completely flush out the contamination in
the aquifer.

7. Section 4, Conclusions and Recommendations, Page 4-1: It is stated in the third
paragraph that simulation results show that scenario 2 will result in compliance with
RAOs. Please also discuss the amount of time required under scenario 2 to achieve
MCLs and compare this to the discussion in the ROD for sites 18 and 24.
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_; _ " UNITEDSTATESENVIRONMENTALPROTECTIONAGENCY

_.%__ REGIONIX
75HawthorneStreet

San Francisco, CA 94105

February 25, 2003
Mr. F. Andrew Piszkin
BRAC Environmental Coordinator

Base Realignment and Closure
Marine Corps Air Station, E1 Toro
7040 Trabuco Road

Irvine, CA 92618

RE: Pilot Testing Documents, OU1 and OU2A Groundwater Remedy submitted by Irvine Ranch
Water District, dated February, 2003

Dear Mr. Piszkin:

EPA has reviewed the Pilot Testing documents submitted to us by the Irvine Ranch Water
District. These documents contain information about a pilot study to be conducted on three wells
in order help determine how best to design the treatment plant that will be used to treat
groundwater from the principal aquifer as well as water from the Shallow Groundwater Unit.
We are sending our comments to the Navy with a copy to the IRWD because these documents
support an FFA deliverable (RD workplan) and the Navy, as a party to the FFA, is ultimately
responsible for all FFA deliverables.

EPA's major comment on the documents are with respect to the discharge of potentially
high levels of TCE to the municipal sewer system. It may be necessary for IRWD to treat the
additionally treat the Reverse Osmosis concentrate prior to discharge. Our attached comments
address this issue more specifically.

If you have questions, please call me at (415) 972-3012.

Sincerely,

Ni'cole Mouton) " /
Project Manag_
Federal Facilities Cleanup Branch

cc: Steve Malloy, IRWD
John Broderick, RWQCB
Triss Chesney, DTSC
Marcia Rudolph, RAB Subcommittee Chair
Robert Woodings, RAB Co-Chair



Draft Pilot Testing Protocol, Irvine Desalter Project
Marine Corps Air Station E1 Toro, Califorllia

February 2003

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. On page 2, it is stated that the blended water at the Shallow Groundwater Unit (SGU)
pilot site at E1 Toro is not expected to be a characteristic hazardous waste (toxicity) due to
blending of highly contaminated groundwater with less contaminated groundwater.
However, once the groundwater is run through the reverse osmosis (RO) filters, 80% of
the trichloroethylene (TCE) will be concentrated into some fraction of the total
groundwater flow. This concentrate may be characteristically hazardous and would likely
not be appropriate for discharge to a municipal sewer. Please revise the pilot-scale testing
protocol to address the expected quality of the RO filter reject water and provide plans to
test this water for volatile organic compounds (VOC) prior to its discharge to the
municipal sewer.

2. For clarity, please revise the pilot-scale testing protocol to indicate why RO is performed
prior to air stripping instead of vice versa.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Section 2.2, Process Description, Page 14: Condensate may form in the granular
activated carbon (GAC) vessels during the pilot-scale test. Please revise die pilot-scale
testing protocol to address how condensate, if any, will be stored, characterized, and
disposedof.

2. Figure 1: Process Flow Diagram, Page 17: The flow diagram for the treatment unit
indicates that there are two by-pass lines which will allow the direct discharge of treated
or partially-treated water to the municipal sewer. It would seem that at the flow rates
proposed for this pilot-scale test, this untreated or partially-treated water could be
containerized and treated at a later time. If, however, lbr some reason this is not possible,
please provide some assurance that the sewer district has authorized the discharge of the
untreated and partially- treated groundwater to the sewer.

ERRATA

1. Please provide the units for all constituents listed in Table 5.



" _*_'=_" UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

75 Hawthorne Street
__'-'_ _P._'_ SanFrancisco,CA 94105

April 3, 2003

Mr. F. Andrew Piszkin

BRAC Environmental Coordinator

Base Realignment and Closure

Marine Corps Air Station, E1 Toro
7040 Trabuco Road

Irvine, CA 92618

RE: Draft Work Plan, Pre-Design Investigation for Shallow Groundwater Unit Remedy, IRP

Site 24, Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, dated February 28, 2003

Dear Mr. Piszkin:

EPA has reviewed the draft workplan referenced above. We found the Navy's

presentation of the workplan on March 27 informative mid helpful m reviewing and preparing

our comments. In general, we found tile workplan will address the required needs for design of

the ultimate groundwater remedy. We have three areas of concern with regard to the workplan.

First, we are concerned that the proposed locations for observation wells may not be close

enough to the proposed extraction wells in order to accurately observe drawdown. Second, as

discussed at the meeting last week, the plan to use passive diffusion bag sampling (PDB) should

address the potential for vertical migration. And finally, the Field Sampling Plan(FSP)should
provide more specific direction to the field crew to ensure that field activities are carried out in

accordance with the objectives of the FSP. These issues are addressed more thoroughly in the
attached comments.

If you have questions, please call me at (415) 972-3012.

Sincerely,

NicoleMoutou_ ./

Project Manager

Federal Facilities Cleanup Branch
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cc: Kamig Ohatmessian, SWDIV
1o/_ Broderick, RWQCB -v
Triss Chesney, DTSC
Marcia Rudolph, RAB Subcommittee Chair
Robert Woodings, RAB Co-Chair
Herb Levine, EPA
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Comments on the Draft Work Plan, Pre-Design Investigation for Shallow Groundwater
Unit Remedy

_'_ IRP Site 24, Volatile Organic Compounds Source Area
Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, California

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. In many instances, observation wells proposed for aquifer testing are located more than
100 feet away from extraction wells; many are located more than 400 feet away.
According to the Work Plan, the Site 24 aquifer is heterogeneous and extraction rates are
anticipated to range from less than 5 gallons per minute (gpm) to approximately 40 gpm,
and long-term yields are unknown. This illustrates file heterogeneous and potentially low
yielding nature of the aquifer in this area. In addition, as Site 24 is located in an area
where significant agricultural pumping occurs, observation wells should be placed such
that they are within the cone of influence of the extraction well. The extraction well to be
used during the aquifer test should represent the main source of hydraulic influence on the
observation wells so that a measurable and steady decline in groundwater elevations can
be measured in each observation well over the duration of the aquifer test. Considering
these factors, we recormnend the Work Plan be revised to hlclude the following:

a. Provide calculations that estimate the drawdown versus time at each observation

well over the range of anticipated extraction rates for each aquifer test. The

groundwater model recently developed can be used to assist in determining this as
well as assist in locating observation wells (see next comment).

b. Propose the installation of at least two observation wells per aquifer test (one
down gradient and one cross gradient) that are located less than 50 feet from the
extraction well. The proposal to use the observation wells as secondary
measurement points during the aquifer tests appears appropriate. However, due to
the low anticipated yields and heterogeneous nature of the aquifer, many of the
currently proposed observation wells may not show measurable drawdown during
the aquifer tests.

c. Evaluate how regional pumping may influence gromldwater levels during the
aquifer tests and designate a control observation well for each aquifer test located
beyond the anticipated cone of influence of the extraction wen but screened
within the same water bearing unit so _itcan be determined it"regional groundwater
levels are rising, decliniug or stable during the duration of each aquifer test.
Provide a rationale in the Work Plan that evaluates the potential for regional
groundwater pumping during the aquifer tests and the possible impact thi.q may
have on the aquifer test results and how the aquifer test data would be corrected if
groundwater extraction not associated with the aquifer tests impacts the aquifer
test results.



2. The proposal to use pasSive diffusion bag samplers (PDB) to evaluate the vertical profile _
of contamination in select areas seems promising, butis potentially problematic. The
Work Plan for Site 24 should provide detailed and defens_le rationale for the PDB
sampling effort so all stakeholders can understand what and how data will be collected so
that the field crew can implement the data collection effort with minimal ambiguity. For
example, the text on page 3-3 states that "Samplers will be placed at a minimum 10-foot
intervals (with the exception of well 18_TIC55 with intervals of 50-feet) throughout the
entire well screen within .these wells," while the rationale provided on Table 3-2 states
"Use PDB to evaluate the vertical extent of TCE and to confirm previous observations
that suggested that high TCE concentrations were associated with finer grained lithologic
units." If a goal of the PDB sampling effort is to determine if lithology and concentration
can be correlated vertically, it would seem appropriate to place the PDB samplers at
lithology changes rather than at regular intervals. In addition, if the fine-grained zones do
not transmit sufficient water, then the levels of groundwater contamination measured in
the PDB samplers will be more representative of the coarser-grained zones, regardless of
where the samplers are placed. Results of PDB sampling at McClellan Air Force Base
(AFB) have shown that there can be representativeness issues related to contaminant
profiles within screened intervals. To clm-ify the goals, methodology and poss_le
limitations of the PDB sampling effort, please include the following information in the
next submittal of this Work Plan:

a. Provide a statement which clarifies the objectives and goals of PDB sampling.
This should include a discussion about how the data will be used (ie, it will be

used to target monitoring zones/extraction zones). _./

b. Include rationale for selecting the placement depth for each PDB sampler. Specify
how the field crew will install the samplers, how long the samplers will remain in
the well, and how vertical migration of water within the well will be monitored.

c. Include diagrams that illustrate how the PDB samplers will be placed vertically in
each well with respect to known lithologic units. This could include profiles of the
well screens and lithology versus proposed PDB sanlpler depths with an emphasis
on the areas where the highest levels of contamination are expected.

3. A comparison conducted at Mather AFB of prefilled versus samplers filled on site found
that there was less variability with the prefilled PDB sampler. We recommend that the
Navy evaluate the Passive Diffusion Membrane Sampler Pilot Study conducted at Mather
AFB and the Evaluation of Comparability for Passive Diffusion Membrane Sampler
Results conducted at McClellan AFB.

4. The Work Plan does not include any discussion of the methodology for how the proposed
aquifer tests will incorporate the known vertical stratification of the aquifer. Accounting
for vertical stratification during the proposed aquifer tests is important because many of
the proposed extraction wells and observation wells are screened over large intervals that
span multiple fine- and coarse-grained zones. Several of the proposed extraction wells



and observation wells are or will be screened at different depths, and may only partially
penetrate the saturated thickness of the aquifer. The Work Plan acknowledges that the

_ observed groundwater contamination is stratified. Tests in stratified aquifers often require
nested observation wells so the drawdown at different depths in the aquifer can be
measured while maintaining the same horizontal distance from the extraction well.
Without nested wells, the degree of hydraulic connection between water bearing zones
cannot be evaluated. The Work Plan should discuss how the interpretation of the aquifer
tests will account for vertical stratification and how they will be corrected for partially
penetrating wells and/or wells screened in multiple zones.

5. In many instances, the Work Plan and associated appendices do not include enough
specific information to understand what will be done and how the field crew will
specifically implement it. Since this Work Plan also includes the Field Sampling Plan,
this is the only documentation the project team and the field crew will have to ensure the
work is performed properly. The following specific comments address many of the items
that need to be addressed.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Section 3.3, Decision Inputs, Page 3-2: Because agriculttu-al pumping may impact the
aquifer test result, this section should acknowledge that such influences should be one of
the decision inputs for the aquifer tests. Please include the effect of agricultural pumping
as one of the decision inputs and describe how agricultural pumping may affect the
aquifer test results.

2. Section 3.7.1 Aquifer Testing and Contaminant Evaluation, Page 3-3: The Work Plan
does not include detailed figures showing the geometric relationship between each
proposed extraction well and its associated observation wells and how the wells are
oriented in relation to measured groundwater flow directions. Figures to scale, showing
the orientation of the monitoring points for the aquifer tests are very important for
determining if the placement of the observation wells is correct. Each aquifer test should
include observation wells located down gradient and cross gradient of the extraction well
so the anisotropy of the aquifer can be evaluated. Here, or in another section of the Work
Plan, please provide detailed figures for each aquifer test illustrating the orientation of the
extraction well and observation wells with respect to measured groundwater flow
directions.

3. Appendix A, Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan, Section 2.2.3, Aquifer Test, Pages
A-8 through A-10: This section should be revised to include the following: (I) proposed
locations for at least two observation wells (cross gradient and down gradient) that are
located less than 50 feet from the extraction well, (2) how possible precipitation events
will be measured during the aquifer tests, (3) how barometric pressure changes will be
monitored during the aquifer tests, (4) how it will be ensured that a constant groundwater
extraction rate will be maintained during each aquifer test, (5) how and how often the
groundwater extraction flow rate will be measured, (6) how much the groundwater
extraction flow rate can deviate before the test must be restarted, (7) Where control



observation wells are located so regional groundwater fluctuations can be monitored
before, during and after each test, (8) how often manual measurements of groundwater
elevation will be taken, (9) what wells will have pressure transducers installed in them,
(10) how vertical aquifer stratification will be accounted for during the aquifer tests, (11 ) ''-"
detailed figures showing the configuration of the extraction wells and observation wells
for each aquifer test, and (12) how the aquifer tests will monitor and incorporate
agricultural groundwater extraction if it occurs during the aquifer tests.

4. Appendix A, Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan, Section 2.2.4, Groundwater
Enhancement Using SVE, Pages A-10 through A-13: This section does not include
sufficient detail to understand what will be done, or specifically how the field crew will
.h-,-,f,lement it. Please revise the Work Plan to include: (1) how it will be determined when
steady state conditions are aclfieved, (2) how and how often drawdown will be measured,
(3) where a control observation well is located to measure regional fluctuations, (4) how
soil gas samples will be collected, and (5) the locations for all analytical sampling to be
performed.

5, Appendix A, Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan, Section 2.3.2.1, Passive Diffusion
Bag Sampling, Page A-14: Considering the experimental nature of this technology for
vertical profiling of groundwater contamination in wells screened across multiple
stratigraphic zones, the text in this section is not adequate. The Project Procedure for
Passive Diffusion Bag Samplers included in Appendix C provides more general details,
but is still not specific to this project, and contains limited information on exactly how to
perform vertical profiling using PBD sampling. The Work Plan should specifically

document how the PDB sampling will be performed so the field crew knows exactly what ._,.,
to do in the field. In addition to providing detailed field methodology for how this
sampling technique will be used at Site 24, please revise the Work Plan to note the
specific depth each PDB sampler will be placed in the field in relation to stratigraphic
zones, observed contamination and screen length, exactly how the PDB samplers will be
set at each depth, how long the PDB samplers will be left in place, and what procedures
will be used to minimize cross contamination between samples.

In addition, since many of the well screens effectively connect multiple stratigraphic
zones, it is appropriate to evaluate where it is anticipated that the majority of the
groundwater enters the well screen and provide rationale for how this will be factored
into the PDB sampling effort. For example, if the PDB samplers are placed vertically in
the well to target fine-grained zones that may contain contamination, the amount of
groundwater flowing through these fine-grained zones may be minimal relative to the
amount of groundwater flowing through coarser-grained zones located above and below
the PDB sampler. This could bias the sampling effort so the measured concentrations are
more representative of the coarser-grained zones, when the actual goal of the PBD
sampling effort was to determine if contamination is concentrated in the finer-grained
zones. In a second Appendix A titled Technical Notes, a large number of PDB sampling
limitations are noted. The list of limitations includes a discussion of well screens that

transect zones of different hydraulic head. In this section, borehole flow meter testing is
given as a possible way to gain insight into where groundwater is entering the well
screen. However, none of these limitations, or possible remedies, are discussed in the ___r
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" Work Plan. The Work Plan should specifically discuss all possible limitations of this
sampling method in relation to the objectives of the_proposed PDB sampling at Site 24,
and provide a way to evaluate in the field if sample bias is occurring.

6. Appendix A, Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan, Section 2.3.7, Aquifer Test, Pages
A-16 through A-I7: This section lacks key information (e.g., flow rate monitoring,
precipitation monitoring, irrigation well monitoring, control well monitoring). Refer to
previous comments for the type of detailed information that should be included. When the
field crew reads this section there should be no ambiguity regarding specifically when,
how, or what needs to be done during each aquifer test.

7. Appendix A, Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan, Section 2.3.8, Groundwater
Remediation Enhancement Using SVE, Page A-17: The text in this section does not
include enough detail to understand what will be done or specifically how the field crew
will implement it. Please include the following information: (1) where and how often
manual water levels will be collected, (2) how often drawdown will be measured in wells
installed with data transducers, (3) where a control observation well is located to measure
regional fluctuations.



E_'__ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
j_ _lll_fl _ REGION IX

_%_.._j 75Ha wthorne Street
L_,_ . _o _ San Francisco, CA 94105

April 11, 2003

Mr. F. Andrew Piszkin

BRAC Environmental Coordinator

Base Realignment and Closure

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro
7040 Trabuco Road

Irvine, CA 92618

RE: Draft Environmental Baselhle Survey(February 7, 2003), Technical Information Package

of Potential Release Locations Investigation Results(March 20, 2003), and Technical

Sheets for Runways and Pesticide Mixing Area(April 3, 2003), Former MCAS E1 Toro

Dear Mr. Piszkin:

EPA has reviewed the reports referenced above. These reports document the current

environmental condition of the base and will be used to support trmmfer and leasing of base

property. Please note that EPA did not review ilfformation related to Temporary Accumulation
Areas(TAA), RCRA Facility Assessment(RFA) sites, Above Gromld Storage Tanks(AST), or

Underground Storage Tanks(UST). The enclosed comments address our concerns.

If you have any questions, please call me at (415)972-3012.

Sincereiy,

v J
Nicole Moutoux

Project Manager

Federal Facilities Cleanup Branch

Enclosure J

cc: Triss Chesney, DTSC

John Broderick, RWQCB

Kyle Olewnik, SWDIV

Daniel Jung, City of Irvine

Bob Woodings, RAB Co-Chair

Marcia Rudolph, RAB Sub-Colmnittee Chair
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EPA Comments on

Draft Environmental Baseline Survey
MCAS El Toro .___'

April 2003

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. As discussed at the Base Clostu'e Team Meeting, because the current plan for Anomaly
Area 3 is to include it with the cleanup for IRP Sites 3 and 5, please include discussion of
it in the text of the section titled, hlstaUation Restoration Program in Chapter 4.

2. Since the intended reuse is known, the EBS should make some reference to it.

3. Please note whether the NEPA requirement has been COl_k_letedfor the new intended
reuse? There is no reference to it outside of Appendix E which is not included.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Section 2.1.2, Non-Navy Sites, Page 2-4: There is a discrepancy between the text and
Table A-4 in Appendix A. The text on page 2-4 indicates that 7 new Locations of
Concern (LOCs) identified by Geos3mtec will be ftu-ther investigated by the Navy.
However, Table A-4 indicates that there are 8 sites (APHO-G78, TAA-G165, PCB- _-_"
GT129, PCB-GT130, PCB-GT131, RFA-G747, RAILROAD-G, and RUNWAYS,G) to
be investigated during the EBS. Please resolve this discrepancy.

2. Section 2.1.4, Personnel Interviews, Page 2-9: Although the only personnel
interviewed in support of this EBS were current employees in occupied buildings that are
leased (e.g., caretaker, golf course, stables), this information would be helpful in
determining the current-condition of the property. Please in01ude a .set of meeting notes
for the interviews conducted in support of this EBS.

3. Section 3.2.3, Surface Water and Hydrology, Page 3-2: The statement, "Surface
drainage in the vicinity of former MCAS El Toro generally flows southwest, following
the slope of the land" is not supported by a figure. Please include a topographic figure of
the site, or provide topographic information on a figure already included in the EBS.

4. _;ection 4.1.1, Potential Release Locations Identified Dining 2002 EBS, Page 4-1,
second bullet: The text of this bullet indicates that two facilities were assigned an ECP

Area Type of Category 5 due to petroleum products. Shouldn't they be category 2?

5. Section 4.1.2.3, Aerial Photograph Feature/Anomaly Locations of Concern, Page 4-
5: The second paragraph of this section is tmclear. The text hadicates that 500 APHOs
were identified and that, while tile majority of these were associated with Installation •



Restoration Program (IRP) sites, 53 features/ano:nalies could not be associated with an
IRP site and required additional investigation as APHO LOCs. However, the text then
indicates that 68 APHOs have been identified as LOCs and are discussed in tiffs EBS.

"_" Please which sites account for the additional -15LOCs.

6. Section 4.1.2.3, Aerial Photograph Feature/Anomaly Locations of Concern, Page 4-
5: The EBS does not indicate under which program Anomaly Area 3 is being addressed.
This area is identified hi Table 4-4, page 4-82 as 7 APHOs that were newly designated
and recommended for further investigation. The EBS does not address this new
designation until Section 4.1.10 which discusses radioactive materials. Please cross-
reference this information in Section 4.1.2.3 and discuss where and how this newly
designated area will be addressed.(See general comment above)

7. Table 4-4, Aerial Photograph Anomaly Sites, Page 4-78: Several sites recommended
for further investigation have a NFA letter associated with them. For example, APHO 31
is designated as an ECP Area Type of Category 7, yet the table associates a NFA letter
from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) dated 01/17/2001 with this
site. Please clarify this discrepancy.

8. Section 4.1.3.6, Site 8 - DRMO Storage Yard, Page 4-10: There is a discrepancy
between this section and Section 4.1.3.16, Site 19 - Aircraft Expeditionary Refueling
(ACER) Site, on page 4-16. The text on page 4-10 indicates that soil containing
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) was excavated in 1994 and used as fill at IRP 19.
However, the text on page 4-16 indicates that this activity was performed in 1993. Please
resolve this discrepancy.

9. Section 4.1.3.16, Site 19, ACER Site, Page 4-16: It is noted that excavation at site 19
was filled with soil containing PCBs from Site 8. Please note the concentrations of PCBs
contained in the soil used for backfill and whether some type of disclosure to a potential
buyer is necessary. --

10. Section 4.1.4,t, Above-ground Storage Tmak Locations of Concern, Page 4-20: There
is a discrepancy between the text on page 4-20 and Table 4-6, Aboveground Storage
Tanks (AST). The text hldicates that one AST is inactive. However, Table 4-6 indicates
that there are 2 inactive ASTs (ASTs 146 and 862). Please resolve this discrepancy.

11. Section 4.1.4.1, Aboveground Storage Tank Locations of Concern, Page 4-20: There
is information missing from the text regardh:g the contents of ASTs. Table 4-6 indicates
that JP-5 was stored was stored in AST 682, however the text does not include JP-5 as a
substance contained in ASTs. Please include this infomaation in the text of Section
4.1.4.1.

12. Section 4.1.4.1, Aboveground Storage Tank Locations of Concern, Page 4-20: It is
unclear if regulatory concurrence lms been obtained for the ASTs requiring no further
action. The text indicates that for ECP Area Type Categories 2a, 2b, and 3 regulatory
concurrence has been obtained, however, this infommtion is not h:cluded in Table 4-6.



Please provide assurance in Table 4-6 that regulatory concurrence has been obtained for
ASTs requiting NFA.

13. Section 4.1.5.2, Drainage SystenLs, Page 4-24 to 4-26: Intbnnation regarding specific
site practices and the ECP Area Type of Category is missing from this section. The text
describes limits and requirements set forth by the permits under which MCAS El Toro
was operating, but does not describe the actual activities which occurred during the
lifetime of these permits. In addition, neither the Sanitary Sewers nor the Storm Water
Drainage are given an ECP Area Type of Category. Please provide this missing
information in the text of this section or note if it is presented elsewhere in the EBS.

14. Section4.1.5.5, Silver Recovery Unit Locations of Concern, Page 4-27: There is a
discrepancy between the text in this section and Table 4-10, Silver Recovery Units, page
4-139. The text indicates that all Silver Recovery Units (SRUs) were given an ECP Area
Type of Category 7. However, Table 4-10 indicates that the ECP Category for SRU 03A
is 5. Please resolve this discrepancy.

15. Section 4.1.6, Polyehlorinated Biphenyl Locations of Concern, Page 4-28: It is not
clear why transformer ID IRP 8 located at the DRMO Yard was given an ECP Category
of 6. The notes in Table 4-11 on page 4-151 indicate that all required response actions
have not yet been completed, indicating that the ECP Category would be 5. Please clarify.

16. Section 4.1.6, Polychlorinated Biphenyl Locations of Concern, page 4-30: It is not
clear why the site tracked at IRP Site 12 is not included in Table 4-11 or Figure 4-14. The 'x--_/
text indicates that PCBs were detected in soil sanaples taken at the former sludge drying
beds. Please include this site in Table 4-11 and on Figure 4-14.

17. Section 4.2.1.2, Lead Based Paint, Page 4-40: Please change the wording of the second
bullet-to state: "Evaluate the need for interim control abatement, or no action for bare soil

lead concentratt0ns between 400 and 1200ppm ....", not 2000ppm.

MINOR COMMENTS

1. Section 4.1.2.1, RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) Locations of Concern, Page 4-3:
The text references Section 4.1.1.3 for Temporary Accumulation Areas (TAlks), Section
4.1.2 for IRP Sites, Section 4.1.3.2 for Underground Storage Tanks, Section 4.1.4.1 for
Oil-Water Separators, and Section 4.1.5 for PCBs. These section numbers are not correct.
Please revise the text so that it references the conect sectionnumbers, .j

2. Section 4.2.1.1, Asbestos-Containing Material, Page 4-38: The text incorretly
references Table 4-14 for information regarding A.CM surveys. Tiffs informatioli is
provided in Table 4-15. Please correct the text to provide the correct table reference.

3. Section 4.2.1.4, Drinking Water Quality, Page 4-42: The text references Table 4-15 for
information regarding buildings that were regularly sampled. This information is



provided in Table 4-16. Please correct the text.

4. Section 4.2.1.5, Air Quality, Page 4-42: The text references Table 4-16 for information
regarding buildings and their associated permitted emission sources. However, this
information is provided in Table 4-17. Please correct the text.

5. Figure 4-5, Installation Restoration Progrmn Sites: This figure is missing a line
indicating where IRP 25 is located. Please provide tiffs line on this tigure.

6. Appendix A, Summary of Environmental Factors by Facility: The organization and
formatting of this appendix is confusing. Continuous page numbers throughout Appendix
A are not provided, and two different versions of Table A-4 are included. Neither table
contains a complete acronym list in its footnotes. Table A- 1 does not define what is
meant by the letters "R" and 'T' or tile numbers hi parenthesis. Please revise Appendix A
and its tables so that they are formatted with continuous page numbers, only one Table A-
4 is provided, and each table includes a dethfition for each acronym and feature presented
within it.
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EPA Conmlents on

Draft Technical Information Package of Potential Release Locations Investigation Results
and Technical Sheets for Runways and Pesticide Mixing Area

April 2003

GENERAL COMMENTS

Please note that due to the limited number of smnples that were collected at these PRLS
and tile screening nature of this investigation, when results are over PRGs, EPA generally makes
the comment that further investigation should occur or more rationale should be provided.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. PRL 46: EPA holds concurrence with NFA pending reporting of drain sample result.

2. PRL 130: In the background section, it is stated that NFA has been recommended for 3
TAAs. Please note which agency is reviewing this recorpanendation.

3, PRL 133: EPA holds concurrence with NFA pending drain sample results.

4. PIlL 165: EPA holds concurrence pending perchlorate sample results.

5. PRL 347: EPA concurs with Navy's recommendation for NFA for this PRL. "_"

6. PRL 350: EPA concurs with Navy's recommendation for NFA/br this PRL.

7. PRL 376: EPA concurs with Navy's recomlnendation for NFA for this PRL. However
please note that sample area is now on north end of building when in the specification
sheet, it was shown on south end closer to clean out and sewer line. Please reconcile the

figures. ....

8. PRL 392: EPA concurs with Navy's recommendation for NFA for this PRL.

9. PRL 439: EPA holds concurrence with NFA pending drain sample results.

10. PIlL 443: The specification sheet for PRL 443 showed that a sample near tbrmer the
SRU would be collected. No such sample appears to have been collected.

11. PIlL 447: EPA concurs with Navy's recoirunendation for NFA for this PRL.

12. PRL 458: Please show discharge point to sewer from building.

13. PRL 463: In Navy's response to EPA'S comanents on this PRL, Navy indicated they

would show locations of drains. Drains are not shown on the figure ,..._,
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14. PRL 475: EPA concurs with Navy's recormnendation for NFA for this PILL.

t

_'_ 15. PILL 605: Navy's response to EPA's comment oll spec sheet was that relevant sampling
near hazardous waste storage areas would be included but they are not. The
concentration of arsenic at HA-2 must be further investigated. The next closest sample is
over 120 feet away and the concentration significantly exceeds PRGs as well as MCAS E1
Toro background value for arsenic.

16. PRL 606: Navy's response to EPA's comments on the spec sheet for this PRL stated that
previous relevant sampling locations would be shown at hazardous storage shed. These
are not shown and additionally background information reg,'u'ding the shed should be
provided in the text.

17. PRL 625/626: Navy's response to EPA's comments on the spec sheet for this PRL stated
that samples would be collected "from the drainage ditch, at the outfall of the Area Drain
Overflow Pipe" as well as "beneath the grease interceptor". Neither of these samples are
shown on the diagram. Were they collected?

18. PRL 632: EPA concurs with Navy's reco_ranendation for NFA for this PRL.

19. PRL 634: EPA holds concun'ence on tiffs PRL pending drain sample results.

20. PILL 636: EPA concurs with Navy's recommendation for NFA for this PRL.

21. PRL 651: EPA concurs with Navy's recommendation for NFA for this PRL.

22. PRL Runways: EPA is unable to concur with NFA for the entire runway area. Due to
the limited number of sample locations, it is appropriate to further investigate the area
near HA-7 where benzo-a-pyrene was fotmd exceeding PRGs:(See genera!comment
above.)

"-6 - --

23. PRL Pesticide Mixing Area: The concentrations of pesticides found at HA2 should be
included on or with this technical sheet. Although the levels of pesticides decreased from
HA2 to the next closest sample 15 feet away(DP-1), the fact that Dieldren was found
right at the PRG in sample DP-1 taken along with the fact that Dieldren was found at
extremely high levels in HA2 could indicate a fairly small hotspot that was not found
with current sample locations. Please provide more rationale or further sampling to
support NFA.



_ UNITEDSTATESENVIRONMENTALPROTECTIONAGENCY

_ REGIONIX
75 Hawthorne Street

\'_ San Francisco, CA 94105

May 15, 2003

Mr. F. Andrew Piszkin
BRAC Environmental Coordinator

Base Realignment and Closure
Marine Corps Air Station, E1 Toro
7040 Trabuco Road
Irvine, CA 92618

Re: IRP Site 2 Aquifer Test, MCAS E1 Toro

Dear Mr. Piszkin:

The purpose of this letter is communicate EPA's concerns about the data that has been
collected during the IRP Site 2 aquifer test. In looking at the most recent memo provided (dated
April 30, 2003), we continue to have doubts about the usefulness of the data in achieving the
primary goal of the work plan. The goal.stated in the workplan was to "...gather data that will
allow the Navy to select the groundwater remedy for IRP Site 2".

"_'_ The Navy's goal is to collect data to support selection of a remedy and a design. With the
data presented thus far, EPA is not sure how the Navy will have sufficient information to design
a groundwater remedy. Our primary concerns are that the extent of TCE and perchlorate
contamination are not known, and that pumping monitoring wells is not yielding relevant
extraction design data.

Our team is available to discuss this further at the next BCT meeting, either May 28 or
29, if the Navy would like to add Site 2 as an agenda item.

Sincerely,

Nicole Moutoux

Project Manager
Federal Facilities Cleanup Branch

cc: Gordon Brown, SWDIV
John Broderick, RWQCB
Rafat Abbasi, DTSC
Herb Levine, EPA

. DaveMurchison,DTSC



• _ " UNITEDSTATESENVIRONMENTALPROTECTIONAGENCY

\"_'J _t_t _ 75 Hawthorne StreetP_ San Francisco, CA 94105

May 20, 2003

Mr. F. Andrew Piszkin
BRAC Environmental Coordinator

Base Realignment and Closure
Marine Corps Air Station, E1 Toro
7040 Trabuco Road
Irvine, CA 92618

RE: Draft Final Environmental Baseline Survey, dated April 2003, Former MCAS E1Toro,
E1 Toro, CA

Dear Mr. Piszkin:

EPA received the draft final Environmental Baseline Survey on May 5, 2003. The draft
final document reflects revisions made to the document based in part on regulatory comments on
the draft EBS. We find the document to be well-organized and well-written. The enclosed
comments address our remaining concerns.

If you have any questions, please call me at (415)972-3012.

Sincerely,

Nicole Moutot_..)

Project Manager
Federal Facilities Cleanup Branch

Enclosure
cc: Rafat Abbasi, DTSC

John Broderick, RWQCB.
Kyle Olewnik, SWDIV
Daniel Jung, City of Irvine
Bob Woodings, RAB Co-Chair
Marcia Rudolph, RAB Sub-Committee Chair



EPA Comments on

Draft Final Environmental Baseline Survey
MCAS El Toro _'_"

April 2003

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. The discussion on page 4-6 regarding Anomaly Area 3 should include information about
the Removal Site Evaluation as well as include the ECP area type for Anomaly Area 3
within the text. Currently the text refers the reader to Table 4-4 for a discussion of the
APHO sites. The table then states that a "removal site evaluation(RSE) is underway at
Anomaly Area 3" and provides the area type for each APHO. Because documents have
been issued referring specifically to Anomaly Area 3 and not AHPOs 59-65, more
information regarding the RSE should be in the text on page 4-6 and the text should
indicate the area type for the entire anomaly area 3.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Figure 6-1a: There is a discrepancy between the area types shown for APHOs 59-65 on
figure 6-1a and what is in Table 4-4. Table 4-4 shows the APHOs as area type 7 while
the figures shows them as type 5. The figure should be revised to show these APHOs as
area type 7. _,_

2. Appendix E, PRL 46: No figure is provided for this PRL.

3. Appendix E, PRL 130: No figure is provided for this PRL.

4. Appendix 2, Pesticide Mixing Area: No figure is provided for this PRL.
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