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M_ Da_en Newton
BRAC EnvironmentM Coordinmor

Base Realignment and CMsure
7040 Trabuco Road
Irvine, CMifornia 92618 .-

RE: Commem on _e D_fl Ph_e II Reme_M Mve_igation (RI) Repo_ _stallmion
Res_rafion Prog_m 0R-P) Sffe 1, Former ExplosNe Ordnance D_posM (EOD) Range,
Former Marine Co_s Air Staten (MCAS) El Toro, CMi_m_

DearM_ New,n:

The EPA has _fiewed _e subje_ documem. We p_sem in the attachment a numb_ of

_o)_ commentS_evafiousOnrisk_easse_me_sdra_RI Repot__andDUetoexpedRetO_e natu_ddNeqOfsOmeof_e draRCOmme_SfinN--subm_tal,_pa_ic_a_we wouldthOseon
_commend _ a meet_g or convince call be a_anged to _u_ _ese corniness prior to
deINe_ of_e Navy's response to corniness and _e revised DraR F_N RI Repot.

Oneissue of concern resuNng _om our _v_w and touched on _ our comme_s is _e
IRP S_e 1pe_hlo_ p_me and Rsrelationsh_ _ the d_e_ns at IRP Site 2. An evNu_n
of the d_a c_c_d _r both si_s would_ca_ _ _e percNora_ d_ecfions _ mo_ng
wells m Sffe2 are pa_ of_e Site 1 phme bring eva_med _ this RI Repot. The Navy shoed
in_ude _e Site 2 groun_w_er quality d_a _ de_rmining _e _te and _anspo_ of_e
pe_hlora_ _ume ori#nating _ S_e 1, as this #ume shodd be addressed in its entire_ and not
wi_ _e comext of_e _dividuM IRP sites.

If you should have any questions, pMase _d flee to contact me at 415-972-3349.

S_cere_

Reme_N P_e_ Manager
-\ _ _ and Sit_ C_an_ Branch
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

24 August 2005

Mr. Darren Newton
BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Base Realignment and Closure
7040 Trabuco Road .
Irvine, California 92618

RE: Comment on the Draft Phase II Remedial Investigation (RI) Report, Installatioll
Restoration Program (lRP) Site 1, Former Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) Range,
Fonner Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Taro, California

Dear Mr. Newton:

The EPA has reviewed the subject document. We present in the attachment a number of
comments on the draft RI Report. Due to the nature of some comments -- in particular, those on
the various risk assessments -- and to expedite delivery of the draft final submittal, we would
recommend that a meeting or conference call be arranged to discuss these comments prior to
delivery ofthe Navy's response to comments and the revised Draft Final RI Report.

One issue of concern resulting from our review and touched on in our comments is the
IRP Site 1 perchlQrate plume and its relationship to the detections at IRP Site 2. An evaluation
of the data collected for both sites would indicate that the perchlorate detections in monitoring
wells at Site 2 are part of the Site 1 plume being evaluated in this RI Report. The Navy should
include the Site 2 ground-water quality data in detennining the fate and transport of the
perchlorate plume originating at Site 1, as this plume should he addressed in its entirety and not
within the context of the individual IRP sites. .

If you should have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 415-972-3349.

Sincerely,

(2;k; (\;\ i__

RichMuza ~
Remedial Project Manager
Federal Facility and Site Cleanup Branch
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_ _ COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PHASE II RI REPORT FOR IRP SITE 1,
! EOD RANGE, FORMER MCAS EL TORO, CALIFORNIA

1. GENERAL - Them _e humerus commems prodded be_w _garding inco_e_ _tions _
tab_s and figu_s wi_ _e _ of_e Draft RI Repo_. It is _commended _at a._orough e_t
of_e draft tint ve_ion be performed pri_r _ submittal to _e agencies _r _eir _ew.

2. Execut_e Summary, Page fii -'_he _cafion of_e boreh_e B-1 is likdy to be _e o_y
_cation where _ co_am_ion e_ends up to _e dep_ of 20 _et bgs." Wh_ _ this

: condus_n based on? If no _h_ borings had dete_tions of co_am_ants with de,h, _cn _ is "
_commended _ this supposing data be memioned here.

3. Execufive.Summar_ Page fii - '_ is likely _at bo_h_e B-1 is _e o_y _cation whom low
conccntrat_ns of ex_ofives andpew_or_e e_st up to _e de_h of 35 _ bgs." Whatis t_s
conclufion based on? If no o_ bofin_ had deletions ofcontam_an_ wi& dep_, _en it _
_commendcd thatthis supposing d_a be mem_ned here.

4. Executive Summar_ Page ix - "Cumulative_cmc_fl cancerrisks_r _turc offs_€
_fide_s po_ntifl_ wiling ne_ S_e 1 arenecessarily kss due to _oundw_ mi_ng and
p_entifl _odegmdation." What is meantby this _eme_? As presen_d in this co_cxL _e
_eme_ does not ful_ explainthe cause andeffe_ described. It is _commended that _her
clarificationbe p_v_ed.

5. Executive Summary, _ Under 3 does _e co_am_ation extend 10Page question beyond
_et bgs - memion is made of_e one _cm_n "whichis Hke_ _ be the o_y Mcafionwhe_
contamination has affected deep_ soft'\ What is t_s conOu_on based on? If no o_er borings
had detections of comaminants with depth, then ff is _commended thM this supposing dma be
memioned h_e. .

6. Executive Summar_ Page xi -- Under que_on 5 -- _ s_-w__noff an exp_e
p_hway- an answ_ of"yes" is _ven '_ased on obse_ations made dur_g _e wi_ 200_
2005 season'. Howeve_ within a number of discussions _ Section 5 - Comarninam Fate and
Tran_o_ - this p_hway _r mi_ation is _s_edRed due to the lack of deletions of
co_am_a_s at _vds of _n_m _ this mesa. Which position is _e Navy suppofl_g
_rding s_fac_water mnoff_ a p_e_i_ expo_m pa_way? It h _commended that _ese
• screpand_ be ad_essed.

% Execut_e Summar_ Page fii -- Once ag_n, me_on is made of_e one _c_on c_ed in
Comme_ 3 above "_ is 1_ _ be _e o_y _c_n whe_ co_am_afion h_ a_ed _ep
soft". _at is t_s conc_fion based on? _no o_ borings _d d_e_s __N_ _d
p__e wffh de,h, _en ff is _commended _ t_s s__ d_a be mentionedhere.

8. Section 1_ Page 1-8 to 1-17 - There appe_s to be some con_Mon _n _e text oft_s
_cdon _ga_Mg _e mM_. _ble 1-2is _d _ _e text hem wh_e it should be _ng to
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PHASE II RI REPORT FOR IRP SITE 1,
EOD RANGE, FORMER MCAS EL TORO, CALIFORNIA

1. GENERAL - There are numerous comments provided below regarding incorrect citations to
tables and figures within the text of the Draft RI Report. It is recommended that a thorough edit
of the draft final version be performed priC?r to submittal to the agencies for their review.

2. Executive Summary, Page vii - "The location of the borehole B-1 is likely to be the only
location where this contamination extends up to the depth of20 feet bgs." What is this
conclusion based on? Ifno other borings had detections of contaminants with depth) then it is
recommended that this supporting data be mentioned here.

3. Executive Summary, Page vii --:- "It is likely that borehole B-1 is the only location where low
concentrations of explosives and perchlorate exist up to the depth of 35 feet bgs." What is this
conclusion based on? Ifno other borings had detections ofcontaminants with depth, then it is
recommended that this supporting data be mentioned here.

4. Executive Summary, Page ix - "Cumulative incremental cancer risks for future offsite
residents potentially residing near Site 1 are necessarily less due to groundwater mixing and
potential biodegradation." What is meant by this statement? As presented in this context, the
statement does not fully explain the cause and effect described. It is recommended that further
clarification be provided.

5. Executive Summary, Page xi -- Under question 3 - does the contamination extend beyond 10
feet bgs - mention is made of the one location "which is likely to be the only location where
contamination has affected deeper soil". What is this conclusion based on? If no other borings
had detections of contaminants with depth, then it is recommended that this supporting data be
mentioned here.

6. Executive Summary, Page xi -- Under question 5 -- is surface-water runoff an exposure
pathway - an answer of"yes" is given "based on observations made during the winter 2004­
2005 season". However, within a number ofdiscussions in Section 5 - Contaminant Fate and
Transport - this pathway for migration is discredited due to the lack ofdetections of
contaminants at levels of concern In this media. Which position is the Navy supporting
regarding surface-water runoffas a potential exposure pathway? It is recommended that these
discrepancies be addressed.

7. Executive Summary, Page xii -- Once again, mention is made of the one location cited in
Comment 3 above "which is likely to be the only location where contamination has affected d.eep
soil". What is this conclusion based on? Ifno other borings had detections of explosives and
perchlorate with depth, then it is recommended that this supporting data be mentioned here.

8. Section 1.4, Page 1-8 to 1-17 - There appears to be some confusion within the text of this
section regarding the tables. Table 1-2 is cited in the text here where it should be referring to



Table 1-1 and later in the text a non-exis_nt Table 1-3 _ mentionedin_ead of Table I-2. It is
_ recommended th_ these _tations be co_e_ed. ___.

_ Section 2.1, Page 2-1 - The last _ement on the page _c_es thin a listing of Field Change
Requestswill follow, however, no items areprodded. It_ recommended thin this om_on be
addressed. ..

10. Section 2.2.4, Page 2-25 - Except for the general descriptions provided in the texLno
locations are given for the surface-water samples colMctedduring the.Tier III-C investigation_
In this section aHother d_cus_ons of sampling approach for the various media include figures
with sample locations depicted. R is recommended that a figure be included that shows the
locations of the surface-water samples.

11. Section 32.1, Page 3-1 - Figure 3-3 is _ted in the firstparagraph to identify the four
stratig_aphicunits represen_d in the study arem Howeve_ as one continues with the geology
discussio_ ff appears th_ Figure 3-1 should have been refe=ed to here in the _xt as this figure
has the four s_atigraphic units being described highlighted. It _ recommended that this
discrepancy be addre_e&

12. Section 3_, Gener_ - This section is to cover the Mtehydrogeology. HoweveL in the
l_er pages the discussion goes into a thorough fate and _anspo_ anMy_s for perchlor_e, citing
Figure 4-7 in many places. Us_g the perchlora_ resuks (Figure 4-7) to augment the d_cus_on
of the ground-water flow re#me would be of value here but the full fate and _anspo_ ev_umion .....
is to be provided in a liner section (Section 5) of the RI Repo_ aRer the presentmion of the• _

_, fullanNyfiCMfateanddata_anspo_resul_discuss_n(Section4).for perchlor_eltis recommended_groundthatth_w_e_Sectionbe edited to not include a .......

13. Figures 3-11 & 3-12 - It is recommended that the ground-wa_r eMvationsused to prepare
these wa_v_ble maps be provided on the figures.

14. Section 3_3, Page 3-14 -Figure 3-12, the ground-wmer equipo_ntiM map from March
2005, is 6ted in the fir_ full paragraph on th_ page. However, the discusMoninvolves depth to
bedrock and the slope within the bedrock surface. It seems th_ the figure thin should be refe_ed
to here is Figure 3-10. It _ recommended th_ this discrepancy be addressed.

15.Section 3.3._ Page 3-36 - The _scus_on here regarding _e sampI_g for the Riverside
fairy shrimp is confus_ Are the _s_ profided b_ed on work _ 1998 or is this _rmation
based on the find_gs of the 2005 sampling? It is _commended th_ this _screpancy be
addre_e&

1_ Section 33_, Page 3-36 - Once again, the discuss_n here regarding the sampling for the
Rive_ide fairy shrimp is confusing. The resul_ and fin_ngs in the 2005 sampling should be
presented. _ _ recommended th_ th_ discrepancy be addresse_
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Table 1-1 and later in the text a non-existent Table 1-3 is mentioned instead ofTable 1-2. It is
recommended that these citations be corrected.

9. Section 2.1, Page 2-1- The last statement on the page indicates that a listing ofField Change
Requests will follow, however, no items are provided. It is recommended that this omission be
addressed.

1O. Section 2.2.4, Page 2-25 - Except for the general descriptions provided in the text, no
locations are given for the surface-water samples collected during the.Tier III-C investigations.
In this section all other discussions of sampling approach for the various media include figures
with sample locations depicted. It is recommended that a figure be included that shows the
locations of the surface-water samples.

11. Section 3.2.1, Page 3-1 - Figure 3-3 is cited in the first paragraph to identify the four
stratigraphic units represented in the studyarea. However, as one continues with the geology
discussion, it appears that Figure 3-1 should have been referred to here in the text as this figure
has the four stratigraphic units being described highlighted. It is recommended that this
discrepancy be addressed.

12. Section 3.2.3, General- This section is to cover the site hydrogeology. However, in the
later pages the discussion goes into a thorough fate and transport analysis for perchlorate, citing
Figure 4-7 in many places. Using the perchlorate results (Figure 4-7) to augment the discussion
of the ground-water flow regime would be of value here but the full fate and transport evaluation
is to be provided in a later section (Section 5) of the RI Report after the presentation of the
analytical data results (Section 4). It is recommended that this section be editted to not include a
full fate and transport discussion for perchlorate in ground water.

13. Figures 3-11 & 3-12 - It is recommended that the ground-water elevations used to prepare
these water-table maps be provided on the figures.

14. Section 3.2.3, Page 3-14 - Figure 3-12,the ground-water equipotential map from March
2005, is cited in the first full paragraph on this page. However, the discussion involves depth to
bedrock and the slope within the bedrock surface. It seems that the figure that should be referred
to here is Figure 3-10. It is recommended that this discrepancy be addressed. '

15. Section 3.3.2, Page 3-36 - The discussion here regarding the sampling for the Riverside
fairy shrimp is confusing. Are the results provided based on work in 1998 or is this information
based on the findings of the 2005 sampling? It is recommended that this discrepancy be
addressed.

16. Section 3.3.3, Page 3-36 - Once again, the discussion here regarding the sampling for the
Riverside fairy shrimp is confusing. The results and findings in the 2005 sampling should be
presented. It is recommended that this discrepancy be addressed.
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\ 1%Section _3_.L Page 4-16 _-Butanone was d_e_ed...(Table 4-15)." The c_afion here of
Tab_ 4-15 is inco_e_ as Table4-15 pro_des resultsfromthe TierII soil sampling. It is

- _/ recommendedth_ this€_or be co_e_ed.

l& Section _ Page 4-51 - "Twenty fix s_l samples and three duplexes...(TaMe 4-12)"
The c_afion of Tab_ 4-12 in th_ _ement _ inco_e_ as Tab_ 4-12 provides resuRs from the
Tier I s_l sampl_ The eo_eet red.nee here is Table 4-15. It is recommended that this e_or
be co_ected. •

19. Table 4-29 - Th_ tab_ presents an an_y_s ofd_ec_d m_s for the Tier IILC
investigatiom HoweveB no discussion of the Tier III-C effo_s is provided anywhere within
Sec_on 4. It is recommended th_ this om_on be co=e_e_

2E Section4_2._ Page4-68: Risrecommendedthatmentionbemadehere to the factthat
thereareno pre_minaryremedi_iongo_s (PRG_ for thehydrocarbonsthatwere d_e_ed _
Site I.

21. Section 4.3_, Page 4-68 - R is recommendedthat mentionbe made here to the fa_ that
the industfi_ PRG for_3,7,8-TCDD was exceededin one soil sample_om SRe I.

22. Section 4A.7, Page 4-82 & Tab_s 4-31, 4-32, & 4-33 -"Concen_ions ofmo_ m_fls
were _ss thanbackgroundvflue_..." .No backgroundm_fls d_a arcprovidedin anyof the
re,fenced _bles of sedimentsamplingdata. It is recommendedthat_er the background

_ m_fls vfluc_be addedto one of the tab_s or re_rence be madeto anotherlocationwhere this
) informationis presentedin the RI Repo_.

_ _/

23. Section 4.5.1, Page 4-101 & Table 4-36 - "Therefore,basedon the resul_ of confirmation
samplingconduced in February 2002 and samplingconducWdin June2002, it canbe con_uded
the-no or negligible VOC contamination.exists_ Site 1." Whi_ no _scernab_ TCEplume has
been demon_r_ed _ S_e 1, a reviewof the d_a indic_es th_ the d_ccfions ofTCE cxcee_ng
the MCL occu_ed in January2002 samplingandthe confirmationsamplingresultingin non-
deletions was conduced in February 2002. Howeve_ noneof the monitoringwells thathadthe
ofig_fl dcWctionsof concernweresampkd in the June2002 monitoringroun_ Lookingfu_her
at the d_ _ is apparentthatno ground-watersampleswerecollected _om monitoringwe_s
locked downgradientof 01-MW207 in any of the samplingroundsc_ed above. If it is
de,trained th_ TCEd_a do not definitivelysuppo_ the re_renced _atemcnL then addifion_
samplingand anflys_ forTCEmay bc necessary. It _ recommendedth_ the issue of TCE
detectionsin the January2002 sampi_g be fu_her clarified_ the _xt based on the concerns
raisedabove as this d_a kads to potentifl issues withinthe humanheath risk assessment.

24. Section 4.5.5, Page 4-105 - "In the 1998 investigation(Column 1 of TabI_4-42),.." The
re,fenced table is inco_ect and shouldbc Table4-41. It is recommendedth_ this e_or be
co_ecte_
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17. Section 4.3.2.1, Page 4-16 -H2-Butanone was detected...(Table 4-15)." The citation here of
Table 4-15 is incorrect as Table 4-15 provides results from the Tier II soil sampling. It is
recommended that this error be corrected.

18. Section 4.3.2.6, Page 4-51 - "Twenty six soil samples and three duplicates... (Table 4-12)."
The citation of Table 4-12 in this statement is incorrect as Table 4-12 provides results from the
Tier I soil sampling. The correct reference here is Table 4-15. It is recommended that this error
be corrected. .

19. Table 4-29 - This table presents an analysis ofdetected metals for the Tier III-C
investigation. However, no discussion of the Tier III-C efforts is provided anywhere within
Section 4. It is recommended that this omission be corrected.

20. Section 4.3.2.9, Page 4-68 :- It is recommended that mention be made here to the fact that
there are no preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) for the hydrocarbons that were detected at
Site L .

21. Section 4.3.2.9, Page 4-68 -It is recommended that mention be made here to the fact that
the industrial PRG for 2,3,7,8-TCDD was exceeded in one soil sample from Site 1.

22. Section 4.4.7, Page 4-82 & Tables 4-31, 4-32, & 4-33 - "Concentrations ofmost metals
were less than background values, ..." .No background metals data are provided in any of the
referenced tables of sediment sampling data. It is recommended that either the background
metals values·be added to one of the tables or reference be made to another location where this
information is presented in the RI Report.

23. Section 4.5.1, Page 4-101 & Table 4-36 - "Therefore, based on the results ofconfirmation
sampling conducted in February 2002 and sampling conducted in June 2002, it can be concluded
that-no or negligible VOC contamination.exists at Site I." While no discernable TCE plume has
been demonstrated at Site 1, a review of the data indicates that the detections ofTCE exceeding
the MCL occurred in January 2002 sampling and the confirmation sampling resulting in non­
detections was conducted in February 2002. However, none of the monitoring wells that had the
original detections ofconcern were sampled in the June 2002 monitoring round. Looking further
at the data, it is apparent that no ground-water samples were collected from monitoring wells
located downgradient of 01-MW207 in any of the sampling rounds cited above. If it is
determined that TCE data do not definitively support the referenced statement, then additional
sampling and analysis for TCE may be necessary. It is recommended that the issue ofTCE
detections in the January 2002 sampling be further clarified in the text based on the concerns
raised above as this data leads to potential issues within the human health risk assessment.

24. Section 4.5.5, Page 4-105 - "In the 1998 investigation (Column 1 of Table 4-42), ..." The
referenced table is incorrect and should be Table 4-41. It is recommended that this error be
corrected.



25. Section &_% Page 4-116 - "T_ 4-42 p_ms a _mma_ _r m_s __ during
\_ _ese __ _." The m_nced ta_e is _co_e_and shoed be T_le 4-43, It is ._
_ ___ _ _s e_or _ __

26. Section &5._ _age 4-116 & Table _.- "M_s' th_ exeee_d MCLs..." No maximum
comamina_ levds _CL_ am profided in _e text or on T_ 4-43 _r _e m_s. It is
recommended _at d_er MCLs _r ma_s be added to the t_s or m_mnce be made _
ano_er _c_n where _is __on is pre_nted _ _e _ Repo_

2_ Section 4.5._ Page 4-117 -"The metals detected in these samp_s _c_de...(Tab_ 4-43)."
The da_ m_ed to in _h _scu_n appears to be p_ed on Table 4-36 and _e frequency
of d_ections summary is presented on Table 4-44. It is recommended that this e_or be
co_e_ed.

28. Section 4.5_, Page 4-117 - A _scusfion of_e resuRs_anfl_es _r gene_l _e_w as
pa_ of_e S_ion_ _oundw_er Sam_g is profided here; howev_ none of _e d_a is

' p_v_ed in a t_le nor is a re_rence _ven _r the source of_is data. It is recommended _at
_er _e background vflues be added to one of _e t_s or _mnce be made to another
lotion where _s __on is prese_ _ _e _ _po_

29. Section 4._ Page _117 -_e.ms_s _d condufions _ _nuclide _ve_g_ons is
Vofided he_ howeve_ none of _e d_a _ p_ded _ a _e nor is a _rence _ven _r _e
souse of_ __on. R _ recommended_s om_fion be addressed.

30. Section 4_, Generfl - Hem and _rougho_ Se subsections _e res_ of sur_ce-w_
/ _mpl_g _ S_e 1 are _u_e_ _ a _mb_ of_e_ _u_ns Ta_e 4-44 is _d, while in

_on 4._ Table 4-41 is cited. HoweveL the ana_cfl d_a for surface w_ _e included on
TAle 4-45. It is _commended th_ _ese e_ors be co_eete&

31. Figure 4-7 - The text _scu_es a perchlorate concen_ation of 75 mg/l while the figure
pro_des a concen_afion of 7.5 mg/l. It is recommended that this e_or be co_ected.

3L Section 5.1_, Page 5-2 - "Ad_tion_ly, limited historical information sugge_s th_ rocket
motors or JATO uni_ were disposed at S_e I." Wh_ was the ultim_e _te of such m_efi_s as
_sul_ of the geophys_ inveaig_ions at the _te do not suggest the presence of such o_e_s?
It is recommended _ t_s issue be further clarified in.the text.

33. Section 5.1.2.1, General - Due to the phys_M prope_ies ofpereh_rat_ it has been shown at
other _s where _s use was hi_ofical _ time _ little or no source area contamin_ion rem_n_
It has been a number of years s_ce activities th_ word have led to the _ase ofperchlor_e at
IRP Si_ 1were _rminated and soil samp_ng ind_ed th_ low _vels per_ _ sde_ed
locations. Howeve_ perehlora_ _ still present _ relative_ _gh contentions in a number of
moni_fing wells _ the '_o_nfi_ perchlor_e source are_' depi_ed on Figure 5-2. What
mecha_sm(_ wo_d _ad to the levels ofperc_or_e present in ground water in t_s area yea_
after the his_fic_ activities by the Marines th_ led to perchlora_ re_ases to the environment

\. were _rm_ed? Secondly, what con_fion_) Word allow for _e exi_enee of the extens_e
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25. Section 4.5.7, Page 4-116 - "Table 4-42 presents a summary for metals analyses during
these sampling rounds." The referenced table is incorrect and should be Table 4-43. It is
recommended that this error be corrected.

26. Section 4.5.7, Page 4-116 & Table 4-43.- "Metals that exceeded MCLs..... No maximum
contaminant levels (MCLs) are provided in the text or on Table 4-43 for the metals. It is
recommended that either MCLs for metals be added to the tables or reference be made to
another location where this information is presented in the Rl Report.

27. Section 4.5.7, Page 4-117 - "The metals detected in these samples include...(Table 4-43)."
The data referred to in this discussion appears to be presented on Table 4-36 and the frequency
ofdetections summary is presented on Table 4-44. It is recommended that this error be
corrected.

28. Section 4.5.8, Page 4-117 - A discussion of the results ofanalyses for general chemistry as
part of the Stationwide Groundwater Sampling is provided here; however, none of the data is
provided in a table nor is a reference given for the source of this data. It is recommended that
either the background values be added to one of the tables or reference be made to another
location where this information is presented in the RI Report.

29. Section 4.5.9, Page 4-117 - The,results and conclusions of radionuclide investigations is
provided here; however, none of the data is provided in a table nor is a reference given for the
source of this information. It is recommended that this omission be addressed.

30. Section 4.6, General- Here and throughout the subsections the results, of surface-water
sampling at Site 1 are discussed. In a number of these discussions Table 4-44 is cited, while in
Section 4.6.8, Table 4-41 is cited. However, the analytical data for surface water are included on
Table 4-45. It is recommended that these errors be corrected.

31. Figure 4-7 - The text discusses a perchlorate concentration of75 mg/l while the figure
provides a concentration of 7.5 mg/1. It is recommended that this error be corrected.

32. Section 5.1.2, Page 5-2 - "Additionally, limited historical information suggests that rocket
motors or JATO units were disposed at Site 1." What was the ultimate fate ofsuch materials as
results of the geophysical investigations at the site do not suggest the presence ofsuch objects?
It is recommended that this issue be further clarified in the text.

33. Section 5.1.2.1, General- Due to the physical properties ofperchlorate, it has been shown at
other sites where its use was historical in time that little or no source area contamination remains.
It has been a number ofyears since activities that would have led to the release of perchlorate at
IRP Site I were terminated and soil sampling indicated that low levels persist at selected
locations. However, perchlorate is still present at relatively high concentrations in a number of
monitoring wells in the "potential perchlorate source area" depicted on Figure 5-2. What
mechanism(s) would lead to the l~vels of perchlorate present in ground water in this area years
after the historical activities by the Marines that led to perchlorate releases to the environment
were terminated? Secondly, what condition(s) would allow for the existence of the extensive
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\ perchlorate phme th_ has been deline_ed downgradient from this area? It _ recommended that
i po_nti_ hydrogeologic_ scenarios th_ suppo_ these _sues be fu_her discussed in the text.

34. Section 5.1A, General _ An evaluation of the ground-water qu_ity d_a presented here
coupled with the g_ound-water qu_ity data presented in the "Dra_ Technic_ Memorandum,
Aq_fer Test, IRP Site 2, Magazine Road LandfilF' (November 2004) sugge_s that the source of
theperehlorate present in ground w_er _ SRe2 is the result of contaminant migration _om Si_
1. Howeveq no compilation of the d_a _om the fidd investigations for Si_s I and 2 are
provided in the RI. It is recommended that an addition_ subsection be added to address the
pe_hlor_e de_ns at Si_ 2 with respe_ to contaminant migration in the aquifer between
S_es 1 and 2 and that a figure be devdoped to show the full extent of the perchlorate
contarninafion in ground water at SRes 1 and 2.

3_ Section _1.4.1, Page 5-6 - "The piezom_ers 01-PZ01 and01-PZ11, and bo_ho_ 01-
HPAI0..." The _tation of 01-PZ01in this _eme_ _ _co=e_ andshoed be 01-PZ10. It is
_commended th_ this e_or be co_ec_d.

36_Section 6.5 & Section 6._ Gener_ (MCL Exceedance_ -- The 6sk _mem does not
p_se_ a _on of the MCL_an_s forbis(2-ethylhexyl_hth_ate _d n_e _
gr_ndwate_ It is recommen_d th_ _s _rm_ be a_ed to the risk_me_.

3%Section 6,5 & Section 6.6, GenerM (A_en_ Issue_ -- In the eu_ent dra_ excess li_fime
cancer risks due to exposureto a_e_c am evMua_du_ng onlyEPA _ _C_o It is the

. p_icy of Re,on 9 to _co_e C_ifom_ EPA (Cal/EPA)_ci_ va_ into risk _me_s

' 9_ Nconse_ativeSup_Nnd 0e., p_c_sRes_r any co_aminan_Ngher fisk_ thanWhe_eo_e_on_ngthe CN/EPA vNue NEPAto.cRyvNues.SigN_cant_{Inm°rethisco_e_,
'Ngnificantly" is functionN_ de_ned _ g_er than _fol_) TNs pNicy is _fle_ed _ _e
ReNon 9 PRG tables by inco_oration ofa "CN-mo_fieff' PRG vNue _r the appmpri_e
con_minams. Acco_N_ the Cagmod_ed PROs _.2E-2 m_kg _r _Nden_N soiN and
_ IE-3 u_l _r d_nMng wme_ and CN/EPA mMcityvMues_1 canc_ _ope _cmr {SFo} of
9.5 [mg/kg-_ "1and _hMation slope _c_r .{SFi}of 12 [m_k_d] -_)_r arsenic shodd be
inco_o_d _ the screening and _te-specific risk a_smen_ _r Si_ 1. Additionallly, since
b_kg_und _se_c conce_fions in w_m soih and _ound w_ are o_en s_ficantly
grea_r _an _e_ _fidenti_ PRG _vd_ a _u_n of how sit_rela_d _c conce_rations
comp_e to b_kg_und levels shoed _so be _c_ded.. _ wo_d be ap_opriate wi_ _
_uss_n to p_ s_l_ed risk v_ues both w_h and wi_o_ the contfib_ion of
b_kg_und arsenic. Fh_ly, _r _se_c _ _ound water _ wo_d _so be app_pd_e to _u_
concen_ns obse_ed _ _ound w_er _ S_e 1_ the con_xt of_e MCL _r _n_. It is
_commended th_ these issues _r _c be addressed in _e &aR fin_ _po_

3& Section 6.5 & Section _ G_e_l __ _su_) -- For ri_ _mem p__
_ox_s and _rans are not s_e _es _t _er a s_te _ _y _d congeners, many of
which share a common mecha_sm of _x_ _d ca_o_ci_, _R _th va_g p_en_.
The cu_ent dra_ risk _me_ inhe_ mak_ the _u_n that o_y one of the
_o_n congeners _und _ the si_ -- 2__o_d__in _,3_TCD_ --

_- _ c__ _ cancer _s_ _i_ _u_fi_ _ present in the _sk _me_ _ v_e of the _ct
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perchlorate plume that has been delineated downgradient from this area? It is recommended that
potential hydrogeological scenarios that support these issues be further discussed in the text.

34. Section 5.1.4, General- An evaluation of the ground-water quality data presented here
coupled with the ground-water quality data presented in the "Draft Technical Memorandum,
Aquifer Test, IRP Site 2, Magazine Road Landfill" (November 2004) suggests that the source of
the perchlorate present in ground water at Site 2 is the result of contaminant migration from Site
I. However, no compilation of the data from the field investigations for Sites I and 2 are
provided in the RI. It is recommended that an additional subsection be added to address the
perchlorate detections at Site 2 with respect to contaminant migration in the aquifer between
Sites 1 and 2 and that a figure be developed to show the full extent of the perchlorate
contamination in ground water at Sites 1 and 2.

35. Section 5.1.4.1, Page 5·6 - "The piezometers Ol-PZOI and Ol-PZll, and borehole 01­
HPAlO..." The citation ofOI-PZOI in this statement is incorrect and should be Ol-PZIO. It is
recommended that this error be corrected.

36. Section 6.5 & Section 6.6, General (MeL Exceedances) -- The risk assessment does not
present a discussion of the MCL exceedances for bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate and nitrate in
groundwater. It is recommended that this information be added to the risk assessment.

37. Section 6!S & Section 6.6, General (Arsenic Issues) -- In the current draft, excess lifetime
cancer risks due to exposure to arsenic are evaluated using only EPA toxicity factors. It is the
policy ofRegion 9 to incorporate California EPA (CaI/EPA) toxicity values into risk assessments
at Superfund sites for any contaminants where the Cal/EPA value is significantly more
conservative (ie., predicts higher risks) than corresponding EPA toxicity values. (In this context,
"significantly" is functionally defined as greater than 4-fold.) This policy is reflected in the
Region 9 PRO tables by incorporation of a "Cal-modified" PRO value for the appropriate
contaminants. Accordingly, the CalMmodified PROs (6.2E-2 mg/kg for residential soils and
7.lE-3 ug/I for drinking water) and Cal/EPA toxicity values (oral cancer slope factor {SFo} of
9.5 [mg/kg-dr l and inhalation slope factor {SFi} of 12 [mg/kg-dr l

) for arsenic should be
incorporated into the screening and site-specific risk assessments for Site 1. Additionallly, since
background arsenic concentrations in western soils and ground water are often significantly
greater than their residential PRG levels, a discussion of how site-related arsenic concentrations
compare to background levels should also be included. It would be appropriate within that
discussion to present site-related risk values both with and without the contribution of
background arsenic. Finally, for arsenic in ground water it would also be appropriate to discuss
concentrations observed in ground water at Site 1in the context of the MCL for arsenic. It is
recommended that these issues for arsenic be addressed in the draft final report.

38. Section 6.5 & Section 6.6, General (Dioxins Issues) -- For risk assessment purposes,
dioxins and furans are not single analytes but rather a suite of closely related congeners, many of
which share a common mechanism of toxicity and carcinogenicity, albeit with varying potencies.
The current draft risk assessment inherently makes the assumption that only one of the
dioxin/furan congeners found at the site -- 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzodioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD)-­
contributes to cancer risk; this assumption is present in the risk assessment by virtue of the fact



Mat o_y the 2,3,7,8-TCDD concen_ations are compared to risk-based screening _vds. This
I assumption is unreasonab_ and runs counmr to the risk assessment guidance and _andard of _._...i__

. / practice for both EPA and C_/EPA. It is _so counter to the p_icy of the World Health
Organ_ation (WHO) and the consensus of the glob_ scientific community. Regarding
asse_ment of risks from the fuHspe_rum ofdiox_-like compound_ the s_ndard of practice for
Superfund risk assessment is to c_c_e a 2_,_8-TCDD_q_v_ent concentration using the
WHO Toxicity Equiv_ence (TEQ) Fa_o_, as endorsed by EPA, and to use this "TEQ
concentratioff' when assessingrisks or making comparisons to the _o_n PRG. This approach
should be incorporated into the screen_g and s_e-specific risk asse_ments for Site 1.
Fo_un_d_ the approach used in the cu_ent dra_ document does not m_erially affe_ the
conc_ons of the risk screening process. Dio_n/furan congeners other than 23,7,8-TCDD
made a _g_ficant contr_ufion to the over_l _oxin TEQ concen_ation in a number of surface
soil samp_s _g., in some samples 23,7,8-TCDD accounted for _ss than 10%of the to_l _o_n
exposure point concentration as de_rmined by the TEQ concentration). Howeve_ even _k_g
the ad_fion_ congeners into con_deration via MeTEQ concen_ation, there was only a _n_e
soil sample 0e., 01-T33, Tab_ G-9) which exh_ed a TEQ concentration (23.7 ng/kg) gre_er
_an the residenti_ s_l PRG of 3.9 ng/kg used for risk scree_ng at the s_e; since th_ was a
subsur_ce sampl_ it is not expe_ed to in_c_e a po_nti_ly _gnificant excess cancer risk. It _
recommended that these issues be addressed for _ox_s _ _fising the RI Repoa.

39. Sec_on 6,5, Gener_ _ead Issues) -- In _co_ance _M Me_on 9 pd_y on C_PA
_d_ v_ues (see Comment 37 _ov_, _e _e_ngassessment _r _ad at S_e 1shoed be
based on the C_-mo_fied PRG v_ue of 150 m_kg _r __ e_osu_s, instead of the.EPA
v_ue of 400 mg&g. It wo_d be appropriate to no_ M_ Mesur_ce soil e_osure p_nt

"\
i concen_ion _P_ _r kad at the _te o_y m_g_ exceeds _e C_-mo_fied PRG and Mat

./ the _oun_w_er EPC _ _bw the MCL of 15u_. It is recommended th_ t_s issue _r kad be ....
addressed _ Me risk _se_ment.

40. Section 6.5 & Section 6_, Gener_ (Naphth_ene Issues) -- In accordancewith Me Region
9 polly on CM/EPAtoxicity values _ee Comment37 above, the seree_ng and _te-specifie
risk asse_mentS for naphth_ene at S_e 1 shouldbe basedon Me C_-mo_fied PRGs (I_ mg/kg
forre_denfi_ so_s and4.2 mg/kg for _dustri_ s_l_, wh_h incorporateC_/EPA's
de_rm_ation thatnaphth_ene is a carc_ogem Also, _ the risk chara_efiz_ion _scus_o_ _
wouldbe appropri_e to_scuss the very low frequencyof detectionobservedfor naphth_ene at
S_e 1. R is recommendedth_ these _sues be addressedfornapthalenein the draft fin_ repot.

41. Section 6.5 & Section _ Gener_ (TCE hsue_ -- _ is noted _ the cu_ent d_fl _ _e
TCE_e_y v_ues _vd_ by EPA _ 2001, whichhave _en refiewed andsupposed by the
Science Ad_so_ Board, are still consideredpro_on_ and are scheduled _r _er
_d_en_nt peer renew. It should _so be noted th_ CM_PA's Office of Env_nmen_ Health
Haza_ A_sment has developed cancer _ope _s _r use _ _ses_ng risks _m TCE
e_osur_ RaMer _an choose _een Me two sets _tox_ty v_ue_ fi_ man_ers wo_d be
be_r __ by see_g a ra_e __ cancer risks _c_iated usi_ both _e pro_on_
EPA v_ues _d Me cu_ent C_PA va_. _l_ve_ _gh TCE concenWafionswere observed
in groun_w_er sam_g _fing Me_l_s _able 4_5) and _ concentrations were
o_e_ed ag_n d_ing._er I sam_ng early in 2001 (T_ 4-36). Sampling _ _tween _ese

I
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"that only the 2,3,7,8-TCDD concentrations are compared to risk-based screening levels. This
assumption is unreasonable and runs counter to the risk assessment guidance and standard of
practice for both EPA and CallEPA. It is also counter to the policy of the World Health
Organization (WHO) and the consensus of the global scientific community. Regarding
assessment of risks from the full spectrum ofdioxin-like compounds, the standard ofpractice for
Superfund risk assessment is to calculate a 2,3,7,8-TCDD-equivalent concentration using the
WHO Toxicity Equivalence (TEQ) Factors, as endorsed by EPA, and to use this "TEQ
concentration" when assessingrisks or making comparisons to the dioxin PRO. This approach
should be incorporated into the screening and site-specific risk assessments for Site 1.
Fortunately, the approach used in the current draft document does not materially affect the
conclusions of the risk screening process. Dioxin/furan congeners other than 2,3,7,8-TcnD
made a significant contribution to the overall dioxin TEQ concentration in a number of surface
soil samples (eg., in some samples 2,3,7,8-TCDD accounted for less than 10% of the total dioxin
exposure point concentration as determined by the TEQ concentration). However, even taking
the additional congeners into consideration via the TEQ concentration, there was only a single
soil sample (ie., 01-T33, Table 0-9) which exhibited a TEQ concentration (23.7 ng/kg) greater
than the residential soil PRO of3.9 nglkg used for risk screening at the site; since this was a
subsurface sample, it is not expected to indicate a potentially significant excess cancer risk. It is
recommended that these issues be addressed for dioxins in revising the RI Report.

39. Section 6.5, General (Lead Issues) -- In accordance with the Region 9 policy on Cal/EPA
toxicity values (see Comment 37 above), the screening assessment for lead at Site 1 should be
based on the Cal-modified PRO value of 150 mg/kg for residential exposures, instead of the EPA
value of 400 mg/kg. It would be appropriate to note that the surface soil exposure point
concentration (EPC) for lead at the site only marginally exceeds the Cal-modified PRO and that
the ground-water EPC is below the MCL of 15 ug/I. It is recommended that this issue for lead be
addressed in the risk assessment.

40. Section 6.5 & Section 6.6, General (Naphthalene Issues) -- In accordance with the Region
9 policy on CallEPA toxicity values (see Comment 37 above), the screening and site-specific
risk assessments for naphthalene at Site 1 should be based on the Cal-modified PROs (1.7 mg/kg
for residential soils and 4.2 mg/kg for industrial soils), which incorporate Cal/EPA's
determination that naphthalene is a carcinogen. Also, in the risk characterization discussion, it
would be appropriate to discuss the very low frequency ofdetection observed for naphthalene at
Site 1. It is recommended that these issues be addressed for napthalene in the draft final report.

41. Section 6.5 & Section 6.6, General (TeE Issues) -- It is noted in the current draft that the
TCE toxicity values developed by EPA in 2001, which have been reviewed and supported by the
Science Advisory Board, are still considered provisional and are scheduled for further
independent peer review. It shQuld also be noted that Cal/EPA's Office ofEnvironmental Health
Hazard Assessment has developed cancer slope factors for use in assessing risks from TCE
exposure. Rather than choose between the two sets of toxicity values, risk managers would be
better informed by seeing a range ofpotential cancer risks calculated using both the provisional
EPA values arid the current CallEPA values. Relatively high TCE concentrations were observed
in ground~water sampling during the mid-1990's (Table 4-35) and similar concentrations were
observed again during Tier I sampling early in 2001 (Table 4-36). Sampling in between these -'



_ pefio_ and aflerw_ _d not dete_ TC_ however, _lative_ few samp_s w_e anMyzed _r
_ TCE _ _e_ tim_. _ appears _ _e TCE _ _oun#water fi_ation might dese_e some

/ add_cnfl _vestigafion m clad_ _e extent ofTCE con_m_ation _ ground w_ and W
develo_ accura_ _oun_wmercon_ntration dram (SeeCommem23 above) Since the
pr_en_ ofTCE w_ demons_a_d _ two early wun_ of samplin_ TCE concentrations from
subsequent._mpling shofl_ conspire wi_ Supeffund risk _mem gu_an_ and _e
_andard ofpr_fice, be _sumed to equfl one-h_fthe app_pd_e reaction limit. Thus TCE, at
• _e _v_ _o_d be _co_ed imo_e _ _dend_ _enario _r _e _te-_ific fis_
b_ed ev_uafion. _ ad_fio_ _e fi_ asse_me_ _o_d p_ a disc_sion of _e MCL
exceedances obse_ed _r TCE _ ground w_er du_ng the _ifi_ _m_g even_ R is
_commended _ _ese issues _garding TCE be addressed in _ng _e RI Repo_.

42. Section 6.6, GenerM -- The inififl fis_ba_d s_een_g evfluafion in the cu_ent drag is
performed ufing PRGs developed _ _s_s _fidentifl exp_u_ this _ appropriate and
co_istem wi_ EPA and Cal/EPA p_icy and g_dance. HoweveL _e mow detaikd sit_e_fic
risk-based eva_ conducted on _ose co_am_ants _m_ng _om _e PRG _men_
confid_ed o_y construction workeL _e_L and range o_c_ exp_ure scenarios; K
spedficfl_ _d n__otaddress risks _r any po_ntifl _re refidenfiMexp_u_s on _e fit_ Due
to _e e_wme population p_e and rapid_ appwdating wal est_e v_u_ _ _is _ea, Ris
rea_nable _ _me _ t_s property co_d evenm_ be con_de_d _r _ _s_enfi_
development. _ _is respect the cu_ent &aR itsdfnot_ _ '_onfinued urbanization has
b_ught hous_g developme_s _ within on_hMfmi_ _ _e northea_ of_e sit_" Themes, a
_ re_denfi_ exp_u_ scenario should be included _ _e sR_speofic risk-based evflu_m

,\ Confis_ with CMi_m_ wm_ pd_y and Sup_fund fi_ _me_ _andard of_fi_ and
I gu_anc_ _e of ground w_ as a po_ntiM _ture souse of &inking w_er sho_d be _c_ded

- / in _e futu_ _fidentiM s_nafio risk _ssment. Altemativel_ s_ce this property is a _rm_
EOD Rang_ if Depa_me_ ofDe_n_ (DoD) _g_ations _ policy p_h_R _ _s_e_ial
devdopme_ _is condK_n shodd be _u_ed within _e risk _me_ and DoD _ould
_sum _ _e Vop_ lan&use _ri_ns _e _ _e _ _eve_ €ons_ion _r _m_
_fidential devdopme_ (see Comme_ 46 be_w). It is _commended _ _e issues be
addressed in a _fised risk _mem.

43. Section 6.6, GencrM (PercMor_e _sueO -- The perehlorate groun_w_er phme extends
downgradient beyond _e boundaries of _ 1 to impact oth_ areas of MCAg E1 Tore _ee
Comment 34 above). The risk eva_M_n should _uss _e posfiMH_ _r 'Mff-sit_' impa_s
and #ve some con_deration to po_ial risks c_ed by them, R _ _commended _ _is issue
be addressed _ _e Dra_ FinM RI Repo_.

44. _o n 6_ Page 6-36 -- _is __e risk eva_ion ma_s _e _sumpfion _at a
___fl_ _'s e_e d_on is 3 ye_s _r _e _on_ ma_mum expo_m
(_E) __ _d 1_ _r _e c_l _d_cy _o_ _) __ By u_ng _e
exposure dumt_n va_, _e risk _me_ _em_y _m_ _ MCAS E1T_o is _e o_y
_n__ p_e_ _t a _c__ _r __ _ _ _ _; _is
_u_n is unpoetic. GNen _e _ p_ ofp_fioufly __ed land in Sou_em
C_i_m_ and the _cent e_s by __ _d government agencies _ _dev_op

_ ___ _e_e% it would be more reasonable to _sume _ __il_
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periods and afterwards did not detect TeE, however, relatively few samples were analyzed for
TeE at these times. It appears that the TCE in ground-water situation might deserve some
additional investigation to clarify the extent ofTCE contamination in ground water and to
develop accurate groUnd-water concentration data. (See Comment 23 above.) Since the
presence ofTCE was demonstrated in two early rounds of sampling, TCE concentrations from
subsequent sampling should, consistent with Superfund risk assessment guidance and the
standard ofpractice, be assumed to equal one-half the appropriate detection limits. Thus TCE, at
these levels, should be incorporated into the future residential scenario for the site-specific risk­
based evaluation. In addition, the risk assessment should present a discussion of the MeL
exceedances observed for TCE in ground water during the initial sampling event. It is
recommended that these issues regarding TeE be addressed in revising the RI Report.

42. Section 6.6, General -- The initial risk-based screening evaluation in the current draft is
performed using PROs developed to assess residential exposures; this is appropriate and
consistent with EPA and Cal/EPA policy and guidance. However, the more detailed site-specific
risk-based evaluation, conducted on those contaminants remaining from the PRG screening,
considered only construction worker, trespasser, and range officer exposure scenarios; it
specifically did not address risks for any potential future residential exposures on the site. Due
to the extreme population pressure and rapidly appreciating real estate value's in this area, it is
reasonable to assume that this property could eventually be con'sidered for future residential
development. In this respect the current draft itselfnotes that "continued urbanization has
brought housing developments to within one-halfmileto the northeast of the site." Therefore, a
future residential exposure scenario, should be included in the site-specific risk-based evaluation.
Consistent with California water policy and Superfund risk assessment standard of practice and
guidance, use ofground water as a potential future source ofdrinking water should be included
in the future residential scenario risk assessment. 'Alternatively, since this property is a former
EOD Range, if Department ofDefense (DoD) regulations or policy prohibit future residential
development this condition should be discussed within the risk assessment and DoD should
assure that the proper land-use restrictions are in place to prevent consideration for future
residential development (see Comment 46 below). It is recommended that these issues be
addr,essed in a revised risk assessment.

43. Section 6.6, General (Perchlorate Issues) -- The perchlorate ground-water plume extends
downgradient beyond the boundaries of Site 1 to impact other areas ofMCAS El Toro(see
Comment 34 above). The risk evaluation should discuss the possibility for "off-site" impacts
and give some consideration to potential risks created by them; It is recommended that this issue
be addressed in the Draft Final RI Report.

44. Section 6.6.2, Page 6-36 -- This site-specific risk evaluation makes the assumption that a
construction/utility worker's exposure duration is 3 years for the reasonable maximum exposure
(RME) scenario and I year for the central tendency exposure (CTE) scenario. By using these
exposure duration values, the risk assessment inherently assumes that MCAS E1 Toro is the only
contaminated property that a construction/utility worker receptor will ever work on; this
assumption is unrealistic. Given the general paucity ofpreviously undeveloped land in Southern
California and the recent emphasis by municipalities and government agencies to redevelop

\ brownfields-type properties, it "'ould be more reasonable to assume that construction/utility
i
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wo_s mutindy eneount_ contaminated gope_. There_re, _ o_ _ _n_a_ a soil PRG
_; w_ch ac_eves a gNen targ_ risk _vd over a _tructio_utili_ workers career R wo_d be __...-

- -/ m_e ap_opri_e _ _me _ 50% (RME) _ 25% (CT_ of_ ca_ _voN_ wok _
co_am_ed pmpe_es. Ov_ a 25ffe_ working c_ee_ _e co_e_on_ng exp_um dumtio_
would be 12.5 ye_s (RME) and 6.25 years (CT_. R is _commended that _ese issues be
addressed _ a _fi_d risk _me_.

4_ Section 7 & Append_ H, Gen_ - The Scwe_ng Ecdo_c_ _ As_me_ _)
and B_d_e Eco_c_ _ A_sme_ _E_) p_sen_d _ __x H and _mm_ed _
the ma_ doeume_ text _pe_ to be responsive to _e _ __ made bY_e agen_ _
2003 _ _ew_g the "Dm_ SE_; Phase II _, I_ SRe 1, EOD Rang_ Foyer MCAS El
Tor_' _ebm_ 2003_ EPA a_ees _ _e N_fs conclusions th_ p_e_fl risk does exist to
_a on site. Howeveg as noted _ _e comme_s made on _is _aff SE_ by D_ _gina
Donoho_ _mia __ of Fish and Game - O_ce of S_ Prevention _d Response
d_ed 11 Augu_ 2005, some of_e me_ods used to assess _e risk were not _ose sugge_ed in
her comme_s of 4 June 2005 on _e Febm_ 2003 dm_ c_d _ove. EPA concurs _th her
v_e_ comme_s and _on_y _commends th_ the N_y make _e changes that she sugges_ _
a _on of _e SE_.

46. Section 8.0, Gener_ -- h _a_ng _e __g __ _la_d to Se_on 8 --
M_o_ _d E__ of C_m _ A_sme_ _ Rw_ _d _t I_ S_ 1 _ n_
meet _e _ DoD cfi_fia _r an EOD Pmfic_ncy R_ge, where m_s o_._an b_e
e_sN_ am __n_. Accord_g to the _ p_h of Section 8, the EOD
Range is to be _ns_ _ ano_ _de_ agency and _H __ to be used in _e same

_ m_ _ _ h_ pmv_ b_n used. T_s _am_r w_ _e_r_ be _n_ _r _e
-. / pm_s_ _"_ 12 _ _ _e_ C__d _ Am__, E__s _

CM_cM A_s - ofDoD _5L%STD -- D_ent _Defense Amm_ _d _#oMv_
Sa_ Standardd' __ 5,200_. Se_n C12.3.2.5 oft_s _an_ roads as _llows:
'_d use land _s m_ be m_d w_ other _derM _s _ compm_M u_ of
co_am_a_d _ prope_y such as wi_ _g_, sa_y zones _r _der_ pow_ _dl_e_ or
_h_ pu_ n_ _q_fing _ _c_ _r pe_onnd _ofi_d _ _e DoD __
con_me& These land _ans_ sh_ _du_ M1_s_cfio_ and pm_Mfions _e_ use of
• e _M _e_ _ ensure _d_e pr_e_Mn ofbo_ _e_ __ and _e generM
p_ie." As 'hppmpfiMe p_e_o_ _ _e DoD is defined _ DoD _5_ _
_p_ _ _ca_ _ _e _#_N_ m_y _d _anfi_dim_e __s of DoD 6055.9-
STDm_ commue._ app_ _ _ prope_y aff_ gans_ Section 1.3 __x E --
M_i_ and E__s of Con_m _ge _M_ - _ _ '_a_ing _r EOD _d
demd_on __s has been conducted _ Site 1_nce 1952_ 1995y'. Renew of
_m_ C -- M_o_ and E_MsN_ _ C_m __ R_d_ - _ A_x E
_veMs that mun_ons __s _re _und on_ _is _ove_ _s _at ffagmem
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workers routinely encounter contaminated properties. Therefore, in order to generate a soil PRG
which achieves a given target risk level over a construction/utility worker's career it would be
more appropriate to assume that 50% (RME) to 25% (CTE) of that career involves work at
contaminated properties. Over a 25-year working career, the corresponding exposure durations
would be 12.5 years (RME) and 6.25 years (CTE). It is recommended that these issues be
addressed in a revised risk assessment.

45. Section 7 & Appendix H, General -- The Screening Ecological Risk Assessment (SERA)
and Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment (BERA) presented in Appendix H and summarized in
the main document text appear to be responsive to the major comments made by the agencies in
2003 in reviewing the "Draft SERA; Phase II RI, IRP Site 1, EOD Range, Fonner MCAS El
Toro" (February 2003). EPA agrees with the Navy's conclusions that potential risk does exist to
biota on site. However, as noted in the comments made on this draft SERA by Dr. Regina
Donohoe, California Department ofFish and Game - Office of Spill Prevention and Response
dated 11 August 2005, some of the methods used to assess the risk were not those suggested in
her comments of4 June 2005 on the February 2003 draft cited above. EPA concurs with her
present comments and strongly recommends that the Navy make the changes that she suggests in
a revision ofthe SERA.

46. Section 8.0, General -- In reading the supporting documents related to Section 8 -­
Munitions and Explosives of Concern Risk Assessment -- it was noted that IRP Site 1 does not
meet the current DoD criteria for an EOD Proficiency Range, where munitions otherthan bare
explosives are detonated/functioned. According to the first paragraph of Section 8, the EOD
Range is to be transferred to another federal agency and will continue to be used in the same
manner as it has previously been used. This transfer would, therefore, be conducted under the
provisions of "Chapter 12 -- Real Property Contaminated with Ammunition, Explosives or
Chemical Agents -- ofDoD 6055.9-STD -- Department ofDefense Ammunition and Explosives
Safety Standards" (October 5, 2004). Section CI2.3.2.5 of this standard reads as follows:
"Limited use land transfers may be arranged with other federal agencies for compatible use of
contaminated real property such as wildlife refuges, safety zones for federal power facilities, or
other purposes not requiring entry except for personnel authorized by the DoD component
concerned. These land transfers shall include all restrictions and prohibitions concerning use of
the real property to ensure appropriate protection of both operating personnel and the general
public." As "appropriate protection" within the DoD is defined in DoD 6055.9-STD, this
appears to indicate that the explosives safety and quantity/distance provisions ofDoD 6055.9­
STD will continue to apply to the property after transfer. Section 1.3 ofAppendix E -­
Munitions and Explosives ofConcem Range Evaluation -- states that "training for EOD and
demolition of munitions has been conducted at Site I since 1952 (BNI 1995)". Review of
Attachment C -- Munitions and Explosives ofConcern Investigation Results - of Appendix E
reveals that munitions fragments were found on-site. This discovery confirms that fragment
producing munitions items other than bare charges have been used or disposed ofon the EOD
Range. Paragraph C9.8.4.3.4 -- BOD Proficiency Training Ranges -- ofDoD 6055.9-STD states
the following in subparagraph C9.8.4.3.4.3: "EOD proficiency trainingranges used with other
than bare charges or non-fragment producing items shall meet the requirements of subparagraph
C9.8.4.1". That subparagraph contains the following requirement for separating nonessential
personnel from intentional detonations which may produce fragments: "The distance detennined
from the equation d =328WI

/
3 but not less than 1,250 ft". This would require the installation

8

.....~...



_ . boundary m be a minimum of 1,250 _ from any de_n_n on the range _M produces
_ _agmems _ ensure MM any off-baR _dividuMs Mor near _e boundary were protected as

/ nonessential personn_. As _e no_hw_tern boundary of_e installation and _e currem
no_hwestern boundary of Me EOD range and its buffer _ma _e the same, ff is obvious from a
m_ew of Figure 1-2 of Appendix E _m _e required separation _stance cann_ be m_ _r any
off-baR _dN_uMs _ clo_ proximi_ _ Me _d boundary _nces. The mquiremems no_d
above shoed be unde_tood by all inv_ved _ _e _ans_r of the EOD Range and the _ce_g
agency shoed be aw_e _at compensatory measures are necessary m preclude undue risk to off-
b_e pe_onnd during range opermions involving Rems which may produce fragments. In
ad_fio_ Mere is a sHg_ po_ntial Mm munitions ffems may have been 6e_ed 0e., Mckom_
from _e "demMition ofmun_on_ activ_ no_d _ Section 1.3 ofAppen_x E. Some of these
Mckoms may have landed off_e _stallation and _is potenfiM hazard shoed also be adduced.
It is _commended th_ _e Navy adders these issucs as ap_ied to Me _ans_r and _ture uses of
IRP Si_ 1 _ _e Draft FinM RI Repo_

4% Section 8.0, GenerM - The sta_mem is made a number of times _ Section 8 _at the
muMfions and explosives of concern (MEC) items recovered on _e EOD Range are unfuzed
(low sensitifi_). W_le _is appe_s to be co,eeL this does not necessafi_ mean _ all of the
MEC po_nfiMly p_sent and unrecovered on _e EOD Range _ unfuzed an_ theism, of low
senfififi_. T_s is of concern becau_ of the presence ofa numb_ of the ffems n_ed _
ARechmem C -- Munitions and Ex_os_es of C0ncern Investigation ResM_ - of Appcnd_ E
wh_h seems _ _cme _ _e range was used _ des_oy unserviceable&azardous mu_fions _
wall as to condua EOD profic_ncy _ainin& T_s acfivhy co_d have _suRed in fuzed

\ mu_fions _mM_ng on _e EOD Range. In ad_tio_ wi_ _e continued use of the range _r _e
same general purpose by ano_ ag¢nc_ the probab_ _ fuzed MEC is presem can o_y

" / incmas_ u_ess periodic de_ance _ unde_aken by As new _nan_. Whim _is p_emiM does
not.require a revision of the risk asse_ment, ff shoed be communicated _ MI future users of_e
EOD Rang_ unMss it can be defi_five_ timed _M no de_ru_ion ofunserviceable&azardous
mu_fions with fuzes wa_w_ be done on _e EOD Range.. _ is _commended _at _e Navy
add_ these issues as ap#_d to future uses of IRP Site 1 _ m_ng _e RI Repot.

4& Section &l, Pa_ _1 -- _nce is made hem to %.._o _mm _ri_ _ _m_.7
As _€ _ '_a_ddg_' _ _ a _e _d 0e., _e_M_ _s_ _ fi_ _e _lmed
w_pon one t_, a 40mm cagfidge wo_d inc_de _e pfimeL _e_, __ _,
p_e_ fu_, and fille_ Rapp_ _oma _dew ofAR_hmem C ofAppen_x E _ _e i_m
of con_m shoed be describedas_o 40mmc_fi_e "case_'w_ _m_ R is _commended
• _ _e _ be m_s_ _ _ _ _c_

49. Section 8.1, Page 8-1 _ R is _ed _ _ "MD is ine_ _onh_a_o_) and does not pose
a _ ds_. This m_ n_ be av_ _fi_.__ on _e nonexp_sNe _hy_c_ and
chemiC) cha_c_dsfi_ of _e mu_fions deb6s _D). This s_ce _u_ bet_r _s the
_l_e hazed of MD if _ were _fi_d _ mad: "MD is _e_ _onen_g_i_ and does not pose
_ e__s _y _' R is _comm_d _ _e _ _ mfi_d _ _ _s __

50. Section 8.1, Pa_ _1 - "The _n_fi_ of_e _pes ofMEC mco_md is low _nfu_ _d
-L _e _#oM_ fill_ _ in small _a_s 0ess than 0.5_o_d _). The hazard score, based
;

q

\ . boundary to be a minimum of 1,250 feet from any detonation on the range that produces
fragments to ensure that any off-base individuals at or near the boundary were protected as

j nonessential personnel. As the northwestern boundary of the installation and the current
northwestern boundary ofthe EOD range and its buffer ~rea are the same, it is obvious from a
review ofFigure 1-2 ofAppendix E that the required separation distance cannot be met for any
off-base individuals in close proximity to the cited boundary fences. The requirements noted
above should be understood by all involved in the transfer of the EOD Range and the receiving
agency should be aware that compensatory measures are necessary to preclude undue risk to off­
base personnel during range operations involving items which may produce fragments. In
addition, there is a slight potential that munitions items may have been ejected (ie., kickouts)
from the "demolition of munitions" activities noted in Section 1.3 ofAppendix E. Some of these
kickouts may have landed off the installation and this potential hazard should also be addressed.
It is recommended that the Navy address these issues as applied to the transfer and future uses of
IRP Site 1 in the Draft Final RI Report.

47. Section 8.0, General-- The statement is made a number of times in Section 8 that the
munitions and explosives of concern (MEC) items recovered on the EOD Range are unfuzed
(low sensitivity). While this appears to be correct, this does not necessarily mean that all of the
MEC potentially present and unrecovered on the EOD Range is unfuzed and, therefore, of low
sensitivity. This is of concern because of the presence of a number of the items noted in
Attachment C -- Munitions and Explosives ofConcern Investigation Results - ofAppendix E
which seems to indicate that the range was used to destroy unserviceablelhazardous munitions as
well as to conduct EOD proficiency training. This activity could have resulted in fuzed
munitions remaining on the EOD Range. In addition, with the continued use of the range for the
same general purpose by another agency, the probability that fuzed MEC is present can only
increase, unless periodic clearance is undertaken by its new tenants. While this potential does
not require a revision of the risk assessment, it should be communicated to all future users of the
EOD Range, unless it can be definitively stated that no destruction ofunserviceablelhazardous
munitions with fuzes was/will be done on the EOD Range. It is recommended that the Navy
address these issues as applied to future uses of IRP Site 1 in revising the RI Report.

48. Section 8.1, Page 8-1 -- Reference is made here to "...two 40mm cartridges with primer..."
As the tenn "cartridge" refers to a complete round (ie., everything necessary to fire the related
weapon one time), a 40mm cartridge would include the primer, propellant, cartridge case,
projectile, fuze, and filler. It appears from·a review of Attachment C ofAppendix E that the item
of concern should be described as two 40mm cartridge "cases" with primer. It is recommended
that the text be revised to correct this discrepancy.

49. Section 8.1, Page 8-1 -- It is stated here that HMD is inert (nonhazardous) and does not pose
a safety risk". This may not be a valid assumption depending on the nonexplosive (physical and
chemical) characteristics of the munitions debris (MD). This sentence would better express the
relative hazard ofMD ifit were revised to read: "MD is inert (nonenergetic) and does not pose
an explosives safety risk." It is recommended that the text be revised to correct this discrepancy.

50. Section 8.1, Page 8-1 -- "The sensitivity ofthe types ofMEC recovered is low (unfuzed) and
the explosive fillers were in small quantities (less than D.5-pound each). The hazard score, based
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on the explosives safety risk tool (Attachment E ofAppendix 'E), is 5 on a scale of 1 to 5 (lowest
to highest):' This is somewhat confusing as the statement emphasizes the low sensitivity and the
small amount ofexplosive fillers but then states that the hazard score IS the highest achievable.
This would be better understood if the last sentence were changed to read: "However, the hazard
score, based on the explosives safety risk tool (Attachment E of Appendix E), is 5 on a scale of 1
to 5 (lowest to highest). This is due to the presence of a Class/Division 1.1 explosives (mass
explosion)." It is recommended that the text be revised to either clarify the current statement or
to correct the language as recommended.

51. Section 8.2, Page 8-2 -- Reference is made here to the presence ofcartridges by the
qualifying statement that reads " ...(Le., 20mm and 40mm cartridges)..." As the term "cartridge"
refers to a complete round (ie., everything necessary to fire the related weapon one time), 20mm
and 40mm cartridges would include the primer,propellant, cartridge case, projectile, fuze, and
filler. It appears from a review of Attachment C ofAppendix E that the items should be
described as 20mm and 40mm expended cartridge "cases", "It is recommended that the text be
revised to correct this discrepancy.

52. Section 8.3, Page 8-3 - It is stated that "MD is inert (nonhazardous) and does not pose a
safety risk". This may not be a valid assumption depending on the nonexplosive characteristics
of the MD. This sentence would better express the relative hazard ofMD ifit were revised to
read: "MD is inert (nonenergetic) and does not pose an explosives safety risk." It is
recommended that the text be revised to correct this discrepancy.

53.-Section 8.4, Page 8·4·· The frequency ofentry into the Range Perimeter (Outside the Fence)
area is described as "occasional (2 to 8 entries per month)". This is the same entry rate as the
EOD Range itself, which has a fence to prevent or discourage entry along its perimeter. The
EOD Range is also inside the installation fence as well on the east and south which further deters
off-installation entry. The close proximity of what may be a major highway on the northeast
boundary of the EOD Range would appear to provide easy access to that portion of the range
perimeter outside of the range and installation fences (ie., up to 1,250 feet from the point of
detonation). This area is where a potential residual hazard from kickouts and a potential
continuing hazard from the similar use ofmunitions items by the new landowner/user may exist.
It is recommended that the analysis of the frequency ofentry be reviewed to determine either if it
is appropriately estimated at 2 to 8 entries a month or if the estimate should be increased due to
the potential for access to the hazard area in the north and western off-base quadrants. It is
recommended that the Navy address these issues ina revising the RI Report.

54. Section 9.1.1.2, Page 9-2 - "It is likely that borehole B-1 is the only location where low
concentrations of explosives and perchlorate exist up to the depth of 35 feet bgs." what is this
conclusion based on? Ifno other borings had detections of explosives and perchlorate with
depth, then it is recommended that this supporting data be mentioned here.

55~ Section 9.1.2.3, Page 9-4 - "Cumulative incremental cancer risks for future offsite residents
potentially residing near Site 1 are less due to groundwater mixing and potential biodegradation,"
What is meant by this statement? As presented in this context, the statement does not fully
explain the cause and effect described. It is recommended that further clarification be provided.
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56. Section 9.1.2.5, Page 9-5 - The citations for the tables in this summary are incorrect. The
tables that should be referenced are Table 9-1 and Table 9-2. It is recommended that this error
be corrected.

57. Section 9.2, Page 9-10 - Under question 3,.... does the contamination extend beyond 10 feet
bgs - mention is made of the one location cited in Comment 54 above "which is likely to be the
only location where contamination has affected deeper soil". What is this conclusion based on?
If no other borings had detections of explosives and perchlorate with depth, then it is
recommended that this supporting data be mentioned here.

58. Section 9.2, Page 9-10 - Under question 5 -- is surface-water runoff an exposure pathway­
an answer of "yes" is given "based on observations made during the winter 2004-2005 season".
However, with~n a number ofdiscussions in Section 5 - Contaminant Fate and Transport - this
pathway for migration is discredited due to the lack ofdetections of contaminants at levels of
concern in this media. Which position is the Navy supporting regarding surface-water runoff as
a potential exposure pathway? It is recommended that these discrepancies be addressed.

59. Section 9.2.1, Page 9-11- Once again, mention is made of the one location cited in
Comment 54 above "which is likely to he the only location where contamination has affected
deeper soil". What is this conclusion based on? Ifno other borings had detections ofexplosives
and perchlorate with depth, then it is recommended that this supporting data be mentioned here.

60. Appendix E, Figure 2-1, Figure 2-3, & Figure 2-5 -- Each ofthese figures has a box in the
legend with solid lines making up all four sides of the box. The description of these boxes is
similar on each of the figures and each reads as follows: "I-acre grid selected for intrusive
investigation of all anomalies within grid (only grids shown with solid lines required to be
intrusively sampled for MEC)" [Figure 2-1]; "I-acre grid selected for intrusive investigation of
all anomalies within grid (only grids shown with solid lines were intrusively sampled for MEC)"
[Figure 2-3]; and "I-acre grid selected for intrusive investigation of all anomalies within grid
(only grids shown with solid lineswere intrusively sampled for MEC)" [Figure 2-5]. Careful
inspection of the three figures reveals: I) no grid on Figure 2-1 with all sides constructed ofsolid
lines, 2) what appears to be five grids on Figure 2-3 with all sides constructed of solid lines, and
3) only one grid which has all four sides constructed of solid lines on Figure 2-5. It is
recommended that the figures be reviewed and revised as necessary to consistently display the
correct number of intrusively sampled grids.

61. Appendix E, Attachment A, Page 8 -- Photograph II-OE and OE Scrap has a 3-inch naval
projectile which is incorrectly labeled as a 3-inch naval round. Since it does not have a cartridge
case attached, it cannot by definition be a 3-inch round. It is recommended that this erroneous
labeling be corrected. .

62. Appendix E, Attachment C,Page 1 of 3 -- In Table C-I, the line labeled PHO15 describes
the item as a "40mm casing (BOFERS)". The correct term is "Bofors". It is recommended that
this erroneous labeling be corrected.
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