| JENVIRONMENT 8 SRFETY ID:7147266586 JUN 2299 7:24 No.003 P .03
A M60050.000048 '
- . o ' MCAS EL TORO

s SSIC # 5090.3

: i ‘% (> 7907‘(71111'.[)! MCAS 2L TORV LOCAL REDEVELOPMEN I' AUTHORITY » Junice 4. Mintermeres, raccninvre rreeyef
é ; Ahead MUAS 11 TORO MASTER DRVELOPMENT FROGKAM « Courinry €. Wrcrvinch, Munager

June 17, 1999

Mr. Joseph Joyce

BRAC Fnvironmental Coordinator

U.S. Marine Corps Air Station - L] Toro
AC/S, Environmental (1AU)

P.O. Box 95001

Santa Ana, California 92709-5001

Dear Mr. Joyce:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the March 15, 1999 Draft Record of

- Decision ROD) for landfill Sites 3 and § prepared by and on behalf of the Department of
‘Navy, U.S. Marine Corps (DON/USMC). Our comments and proposed revisions to
various sections of the Draft ROD are attached for your review and consideration. The
proposced revisions are intended to reflect our understanding of recent discussions between
LRA stafl and DON/USMC. Inclusion of the proposed revisions to the Final Draft ROD
will be necessary in order for the I RA to suppon the selected remediation for landfill Sites 3

and 5. ,

Towever, in light of recent information provided by the DON/USMC concerning Historical
Radiological Assessment dated May 25, 1999, and the Groundwater Monitoring plan dated
June 1999, wc strongly recommend that DON/USMC submit another version of the Draft
ROD so that any ncw information can be taken into consideration in the evaluarion of
selected remcdiation for thesc landfill sites.

Again, thank you for your consideration of our proposed revisions to the Draft ROD. We
Jook forward to working with you on this and other environmental remediation issucs at the

_MCAS E] Toro.

Sincerely,

A’(M A /%ma(
Couzmcy(XViercioch, Manager
MCAS Ll T'oro Master development Program

Auachmem

cc:  Members, Board of Supervisors
Jan Miuermeier, CEOQ
'I'ayscer Mahmoud, DTSC
Glenn Kistner, USEPA
Patricia IHannon, RWQCEB
Peter Janicki, I'WMB
Steve Sharp, LEA
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COMMENTS ON AND PROPOSED REVISIONS TO
THE MARCH 1§, 1999 DRAFT ROD
SITES 3 AND 5§, MCAS TORO

Submitied 3y

The County of Orange Local Redevelopment Authority

Ovutlined helow are the Orange County Loca) Redevelopment Authority's
(“LRA’<") preliminary comments and proposed revisions to the March 15, 1999 Draft ROD for
Sites 3 and 5 (“Draft ROD™) that was preparcd by and on behalf of the Department of Ihc Navy,
U.S. Marines Corps (DON/USMC™). _

A. DECLARATION: DESCRIPTION OF REMEDY

1. Temporary Securily; 3rd bullet

Reference is made 10 the installation of temporary fencing, signs and locks in
advance of the development of the sites. The texXt is unclcar as to the meaning of the term
“devclopment.” With the possible exception of Section 10.4, this issue is not discussed
clsewhere in the Drafl ROD. "the L.RA thereflore rccommends that the ext of this bulleted jtem
be revised as follows:

Prior to 1he installation of the xingle-berrier landfill cups, the
Department of the Navy will install temporary fencing. signs and
locks to restrict access to the sites.

‘The LRA further recommend that the reference to maintenance of a fence in Section 10.4 be
deleted, | |

2. Land-use Roestrictions; 4th bullet

Reference is made in this bulleted item to preventing the use of groundwatcr.
This sestriction is not presenicd elsewhere in the Draft ROD, including in other sections
describing institutional controls associated with the sclected remedy.

o e £08:81 666T~22-Nnr
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In addition, DON jndicates elsewhere in the Draft ROD that the natural
aticnuation of contaminanis in groundwater no tonger is proposcd as a part of the remedy. (Scc,
c.g., Section 11 of the Draft ROD.) This i contrary to DON's findings, as set forth.in the
Feasibility Studies for Sites 3 and 5, and in the Proposed Plan for Sites 3 and 5. See, e.g. Sitc 3
Feasibility Study at 2-4, 2-4R (0 2-53 and Table 3-2; Sitc S Fcasibility Swudy at ES-13, 2-11, 2-30
{0 2-234, 3.5 and Table 3-2; Proposed Plan a1 3. These and related statemcnts give rise to a
number of questions and issucs, include the following:

) Is the proposed land usc restriction still appropriatc? Necessary?
. Do the regulatory agencies concur in DONAISMC’s findings?
o Docs DON/USMC belicve that non-metal inorganic compounds, mctals, and/or

organic compounds (including pezchlorate) and radionuclides originating from the
landiills have impncted groundwater at Sites 3 and/or 5? 1f so, how docs
IDON/USMC intend to remediate such impacts?

. What are the implications of DON/USMC"s decision to revisc the proposed
remedy for Sites 3 and § to climinatc the natura) aticnuation of contaminants in
groundwatcr? '

o Is DON/USMC s determination consistent with the finding that the landfills, in

fact, have affected underlying groundwater (See, e.g., Dralt ROD at 1-6)?

. Ilow docs DON/USMC’s determination affect the scope and content of proposed
institutional controls?

On June 14, 1999, DON/USMC provided the I.RA with a report titled, “Draft
Final CLERCI.A Groundwater Monitoring Plan «- MCAS El T'oro (June 1999).” “The LRA hus
not had adequate time to review (his report, which may warrant the preparation of additional
comments and/or proposed rcvisions 1o the Draft ROD. 1n light of this, the L.RA will analyze
and provide comments on this report to NDON/USMC under scparare cover. The LRA believes
this is appropriatc, given the short timeframe provided for review of this report.

3. Land-usc Restrictions; 5th bullet

For clarity, the LRA rccommends that the fifth bullet in this section be r_cviséd as

follows:
Soil gas and vadose zone will be monitored tv detect any migration
of coniaminants such as landfill gas, gus condensate, or leachate
Srom the landfills.
2

Attschment (final) Drah ROD3AS
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4. Statutory Determinalions

Reference is made here and clsewhere in the 1raft ROD (e.g., Section 10.4) 10
DON/USMC's finding that the excavation and “clean closurc” of the tandfills is precluded due to
the heicrogencity and volume of buried material, and the fact that there are no onsite hot spots
that represent myjor sources of contamination. It is not clear that ¢lean closure of' Sites 3 and S in
foct is statnorily precluded as a remedial alternative. Nonctheless, the ].RA notes that
DON/USMC s decision 10 select Allernative 4d as its preferred remedy for Sites 3 and S
minimizes the nced for the partics to resolve outstanding differences concerning various remedial

alternutives.

B. SLECTION 1: SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

1. Seciion 1.3 -- Sitc Description

Reference is made to existing concrete and asphalt surfaces on portions of Site 3.
There is no discussion in the Draft ROJ) conceming removal of these surfaces in conncetion with
the installation of the selected remedy (Alicrnative 4d). DON/USMC indicates in its response (o
the LRA comments on the Proposed Plan for Sites 3 and S that concrete and asphalt surfaces will
be removed at Sitc 3 in conpection with the construction of the landlill caps. In light of
DON/USMC’s response, the I.RA recommends that the following clarification be provided in the
Draft ROD. The clurification may be included in Section 1.3, Scctions 7.4 and/or 7.4.1, and
Section 9.1 of the Draft ROD.

Prior 10 installation of the landfill cap, DON will remove existing
concrele und asphalr surfaces presently locared at Site 3.

2. Scction 1.5 -- Surface Hydrology

Reference is made 1o the fact that the portion of Aqua Chinon Wash contained
within Site 3 is unlined, that the wash shows evidence of erosion upstream of Site 3 and that if
the wash were W crode cxisting cover xoils, landfill materials could become exposed. (See
Scetions 5.2.1 and 10.1 of the Draft ROD for similar comments.). ‘The LRA understands that
DON/USMC will address the necessary improvements (o Agua Chinon Wash at the design stage
of remedy implementation. As such, the LIRA recommends that the following additional text be
added to the Draft ROD concerning the Agua Chinon Wash. The text may be used in Section
1.5, Sections 7.4, 7.4.1 and/or 7.4.4, and Scctions 9 and/or 9.1.

* The Agua Chinon Waush, which traverses Site 3 will be lined, al a
-minimum, with a low-permeability luyer designed 1o reduce

" Ansehment (finah Drah RODSAS
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infiltration into the sides of landfill and to control crosion. The
low-permeability luyer will be protected from punciure or cracking
and covered with aggregate v control erosion, as needed,
Alternatively, surface water may be conveyed through Site 3
through the grading of the inside of the Aqua Chinun Wush und the
construction of a culvert or a concrele lined open chonnel. The
culvert or open channel would be designed 1o carry a 100-year/24-
hr storm event. With a culvert, soil would be added above the
crown of the culvert until the soil yurface on rop of the wash iy at
the same elevation uy surrounding grade (i.e., (o the sume grade as
cuch of the two landfill celly of Site 3). This desipn would bridsy
the two cells of Site 3 and ereate a single uninterrupted surface
ucrosy Site 3. Installation of uninterrupied liner, drainage and
cover layers may improve the integrity of the landfill cop across
the entire site, and enhance post-remediation reuse of the sife.
Consideration of these additional designs will be undertaken hy
PDON, regulatory agencies and the County of Orange during the
remedial design phuse,

C. SECTION S: SUMMA’RY OF SI'TE CHARACTIRISTICS

In the Draft Historica) Radiological Assessment prepared by the Supervisor of
Shipbuilding, Porismouth, Virginia and dated May 1999 (herenfier the “Draft ] JRA™)
))ONAISMC states, that “[b)ecausc of the type of work undertaken at MCAS El Toro, there is a
low potential for radiologically contaminated arcas.™ Draft 11RA ut 57. Nonctheless, the
DON/USMC recommends in the Draflt HRA that further investigations be conducted at Sitcs 3
and S, including radiological surveys and possibly rudiological sampling. Id. DON/USMC
further rccommends in the Draft HRA that “[i}f nccessary, radiological remedistion should be
performed prior to an impacted area being unconditionally released radiologically for
unrestricted usc.” 1d. The findings and conclusions contained in the Drafl HRA regarding the
potential for radiological contamination at Sites 3 and 5 were not addressed in the Drafl ROD.
‘These findings and conclusions give rise to a number of questions and issucs that we believe the
LRA should discuss with DON/USMC and, possibly, rq,ulato: y agencies. Questions 10 discuss

include the following:

. Do the regulatory agencics concur in Draft HRA’s findings and conclusions
concerniny the polential presence of and risks associated with radjological
contamination at Sitcs 3 and 57

. “What arc the implications of potential radiological contumination at Sites 3 and 5
on the anticipated rcuse of these sites?

Algcnment (fing!) Draht RODY&S |
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. How do the Draft HRA’s findings and conclusions concerning the potential
presence of and risks associated with radiological contamination at Sites 3 and §
afTect the scope and content of the institutiona) cuntrols proposcd for these sites?

Based upon a discussjon of these and related questions with DON/USMC and,
possibly, regulatory agencies, additional comments and/or proposed revisions to the Dralt ROD
may be warranted. At 2 minimum, we recommend that this section be revised to includc the
pertinent information and recommendations contained in the Draft 11RA conceming radiological
contamination at Sitcs 3 and 5.

1. Scction 5 -- Summary of Site Characteristics

Add the following text after the fourth full paragraph on p. 5-1, as a new
paragraph. Similar revisions 1o Scetions 6 (Site Risks), Scetion 7 (Description of Alternatives),
and Scction 9 (Seleued Remedy) of the Dralt ROD may be warranted.

Because of the type of work underiaken at MCAS El Toro, lhcrc is
a low potential for radiologically cuntaminated areas.
Nonetheless, the Phase JI Remedial Investigation, and additional
groundwater swmpling conducted between September 1992 und
April 1997 indicute that radiouctive maierials are present in the
soily and groundwater ut Sites 3 and S at levels that exceed
background,

Therefore, uy recommended in Drafi Historical Rudivlogical
Asxessment prepared by the Supervisor of Shipbuilding,
Portsmouth, Virginia and dated May 1999 (“Draft HRA"), DON
will conduct additional radiological surveys and sumpling at Siles
3 and S (o further delineate the potential prexence of and risks
associated with radiological contamination af these sites. These
additional radiological surveys and sampling will be completed
prior to commencing design and construction of the remedy for
Sites 3 and 5.

If, based on thc results of these addnional surveyv and sampling,
radiological contamination is discovered at Sites 3 and 5 that
presents u risk 1o human health or the environment or that
materially impedey reuse of these sites, DON will 1ake approp) iute
steps 1o fully remediate such contamination,

Attachmeni (Tnsl) Drak RODIBE
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2. Section 5.2.2.3 -- Spil

Add the following text to the appropriate subscction discussing the sampling that
was conducted by DON/USMC al Units 1. 3 and 4 of Site 3:

Suil sumples were collecied from 3 deep bore holes and 10 shallow
bore holes at Site 3. An average of 10 samples was collected from -
the deep bore holes: an average of 4 xamples was collecied from
the shallow hare holes. Sumplex collected were ycreened to
determine whether radiouctive marerial was present and, if
present, whether amount detected was significant. Eight samplex
Jrom the deep bore holes were above background, with the highest
Jour samples at 1.6X background. 13 samplex from the shallow
bare holes were above background, with the highest sumple at
1.6X background,

As appropriate, Fipures 5-3 and 5-4 also should be updated to reflect this
radiological sampling. :

3. Section$5.2.24 -- Groundwaler

Inscrt the following text as a new paragraph between the cxisting 2nd and 3rd
paragraphs of this section:

Analyses for gross alpha and beta particle activity were performed
as part uf Remedial Investigation conducted ot Sile 3.
Groundwater sumples were collected from each of six different
welly locased near Site 3. Results of this sampling indicated that
une downgrudient sample exceeded the siate and federal maxinium
contaminant level (“"MCL ") of 15 pCi/L. for gross alpha in
drinking water. Similarly, groundwuter samples were collected
between September 1992 and October 1997 from various
monitoring wells at the Stution and were analyzed for gross alpha
and belta activity, stromtium-89/90, radium 226/228 and radon. A
total of 38 well sumples were unalyzed at Site 3, with 12 samples
exceeding the state and federal MCI. of 15 pCi/l. for gross alpha.

As appropriate, Iigures 5-5 a)so should be updated to reflect this radiological
sampling.

Alll:hmoﬁl (fina1) Oreh RODJILS
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4, Section 5.3.2.3 -- Soil
Inscrt the following text beiween the 3rd and 4th paragraphs of this scction:

Soil sumples were collected from three 100-foot bore holes und
Jrom one 210-foot bore hole at Site 5. An uverage of 10 samples
were collected from each ]00-fuut bore hole; an 38 sanples were
cullected fram the 210-foot bore hale. Samples collecied were
screened to determine whether radioactive material was present
and, if present, whether umount detecied was significant. Nine
samples from the 100-foor bore hules were above huckground, with
two samples at 1.6X background. Two samples from the 2]()-foot
bore hole were above background, ar 1.2X background :

As appropriate, Figures 5-10 and 5.11 also should bc updated o reflect this
radiological sampling. '

s. Scction 5.3.2.4 -- Groundwuter

Insent the following text us a now paragraph belween the existing 2nd and 3rd
paragraphs of this scction:

Analyses for gross alpha und beta particle activity were performed
as part of Remedial Investigation conducted at Site 5. Thirteen
groundwarer sumples were collected from euach of three different
wells located near Site S. Resulis of this sampling indicated that
one downgradient sample exceeded the stafe and federal MCL of
15 pCi/L for gross alpha in drinking water. Siprilorly,
groundwater semples were collected between September 1992 and
October 1997 from various monitoring wells at the Station and
were analyzed for gross alpha and beta uctivity, strontium-89/90,
radium 226/228 and radon. A total of 29 well sumples were

- analyzed at Site 5, with 14 samplex exceeding the state and federal
MCL of 15 pCU/L for gross alpha. One sample also exceeded the
state and federal MCL of 50 pCi/L for gross beta. bul this-appears
10 be anomaly.- '

As appropriatc, Pigurcs 5-12 also should be updated to reflect this radiological
sampling. '

Allschment (inst) Draft RODIRS
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D. SECTION 6: SUMMARY OF 8J)) RISKS

See Sections A(2) and C(1)-(5) of this attachment for comments concerning
groundwater and quality issues and the potential for radiological contamination at Sites 3 and 5,
respectively. Revisions to (his scetion may be warranted based upon further discussions with
DON/USMC and, possibly, regulatory agencics.

E. SECTION 7: DESCRIPTION 01" ALTERNATIVLS

1. Section 7 (Pape 7-1)

See C(1)-(5) for comments concerning the potential for radiological
contamination at Sitcs 3 and 5. Revisions to this scction may be warranted based upon further
dixcussions with DON/USMC and, possibly, repulatory agencics.

2. Section 7 (Page 7-1)

Reference is made in Section 7 of the Drat ROD to landml ras modeling
perfurmcd by DON/USMC following the close of the public comment period on the Proposed
Plan for Sites 3 and 5. The LRA submitied comments and questions concerning the landfill gas
modcling performed by DON/USMC. To date, the 1.LRA has not received a dctailed rexponsc to
its submittal. ‘I'he I.RA recommends that additional consideration be given 10 the installation (as
part of the landfill caps) of a cost-cfective infrastructure designed to support a gas collection
system. Such a system gencrally would consist of u high-pneumatic permeability layer (gas
collection layer) installed below the FMI.. Perforated pipes would be installed in the gas
collection laycr to collect and route gas to vents installed around the edge of the landfiil. Tn the
alternative, installation of udditional gas monitoring prohes along the perimeter of the landfills
may be nccessary. Consistent with the above, the LRA recommends the addition of the
following text to relevant scetions of the Draft ROD. The text should be included in Sections
7.4, 7.4.1 and/or 7.4.4 and Sections 9 or 9.1.

As deemed uppropriate, or af the request of any of the FI'A
Signatorics, CIWMB, the LEA or the County uf Orange, DON will
review with such entities the possible installution of a cosi=cffective
gas collection and management system ux a part of the landfill cap.
(Such review would occur prior 1o or during the Jeiailed design of
the landfill caps.) At a minimum, such a system would consist of a
network uf interconnected, perforated pipes installed in the
Joundation layer immediately below the FML. The network of
pipes would be designed 1o provide venting points for gas which
may be present below the FML. This nenwork of pipes would be

" Aftachmant (sl Draf ROD3AS
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designed 1o reduce the potential for gas uccumulation below the
FML and (o conirol lateral migration of landfill gas.

3. Section 7 (Page 7-1)

Reference is made 1o the climination of Remedial Action Objectives ("RAOs™)
for groundwalcr. See Section A(2) of this memorandum for comments. Revisions to this section
may be warranted based upan further discussions with DON/LISMC and, possibly, regulatory
agencies.

4, Scction 7.2.1 -« Institutional Controls

As you know, the LRA provided DON/USMC and regulatory agencies with initial
rcvisions to the Draft ROD voncerning the issuc of institutional controls. Ttis our understanding
that DON/USMC generally finds the proposals scoeptable and consisient with DON/USMC
discussions with rcgulatory ugencics. (l'or example, the I.RA understands that DON/USMC
found acceprable deletion of text requiring the develapment of institutional controls for structures
located within 1,000 feet of the landfill perimeter.) Further discussions with DON/USMC is
requircd 10 finalize the proposed text on institutional controls, (For example, the LRA feels that
it important 1o discuss with DON/USMC the effect of the deletion of groundwater clcanup issues
from the reimediation of Sites 3 and S on the development of institutional controls.)

t

In addition, bascd on discussions with DTSC, the I.RA belicves that some
changes 10 our initial revisions are warranted. 'J'o thal cnd, the I.LRA recommends that Section
7.2.1 of the Draft ROD be revised as follows: )

~ Instirutional controls are required 10 maintain the inlegrity of the
lundfill by limiting excavations; minimizing infiltration of surface
waters, preventing lund uses that present unaceeptable risk to
human health due 10 residual contamination; prolecting
monitoring equipment; and preserving access 1o the sites und
ussociated monitoring equipment for the DON and the I'FFA
signatories. Such institutional comrols shall cunsist of lease

_restrictions, deed restrictions, ur other controls mutually agreed 10,

by the I'FA signatories und the County of Orange. The DON shall
notify the Culifornia Integrated Wuste Management 3oard
(CIWMB) and iis designated l.ocal Enforcement Agency (LEA) in
the event of a transfer of Sites 3 and 5. Transferees of Sites 3 and
S will be required 1o notify the LEA in the event of significant lund-
use change at Sites 3 und 3 so that issues related 10 posi-

- remediarion land use at Sitex 3 and 5 are managed appropriately.

Anachmen (fnef) Oraft RODISS
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S. Section 7.2.1.1 -- Land-Use Cuntrol Restrictions

Sce Scetion E(3) for general comments regarding institutional controls. Scction
7.2.1.1 describes institutional controls that would be used in conncction with Alternative 2 and,
possibly, Alternative 3. Since DON/USMC is not proposing the selection of either of these
remedinl alternatives, the LRA does not have comments or pruposed revisions to this section of
the Drafi ROD.

6. Section 7.4 -- Alternative 4

See Scetion E(3) for general comments coneerning regarding institutional
controls, The LRA recommcnds that the fourth sentence of Section 7.4 (ot page 7-8) be revised
as follows:

Institutlonal controls are identical to Alternative 3 for Alternatives
da and 4b. Institwional controls for Aliernatives J¢ and 4d are
similar, but not identical, to those for Alternative 3. Differences in
“the proposed institwiional controls are divcussed helow, in

Section 7.4.5.

7. Scction 7.4.1 -- Alternative 4a, Title 27 Prescriptive Cap

First, the I.RA rccommends that DON/USMU identify the standards pursuant to
which it will evaluate the possible usc of onsile soils for the foundation layer of the landfil) caps.
‘The LRA raised this issue in light DON/USMC’s Proposed Plan for Sites 8, 1] and 12, in which
it has proposed to use contaminated (nonhazardous) soils from the sitcs for a portion of the
foundation layer of the landhills being remediated at Sjtes 2 and 17. The LRA opposes the use of
conaminated soils as a part of the foundation laycr at Sites 3 and §.

Consistent with the notes provided in Scction E(1), the LRA recommends that
revisions be made to the description of the foundation layer 1o include the possible instatlation of
a gas collection system. The L.RA recommends that the following text be addcd to the cnd of the
first bulleted item in Section 7.4.1;

Installation of gax collection and management infrastructure in the
SJoundation layer may prove useful in the future. Such o system
would consist of a network of interconnected, perforated pipes
designed to provide venting points for gas which may be present
belaw the FML. This network of pipes would be dexigned to reduce
the potentiul for gas aceumulation below the FMI. und 10 conirol
lateral migration of lundfill gas. :

10
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As you knaw, the 1.RA has recommended that a drainage layer he installed
to avoid ponding of water un top of the barrier (FML) layer. It is our understanding that
DON/USMC has agreed 10 install 2 drainage layer, und that regulatory agencics generally
cndorse this development. The drainagc layer also may function to protect the barricr layer in the
event shallow excavation activities arc conducled onsite, in accordance with institutional
controls. The LRA therefere recommends that the [ollowing text be added as a new third bullet
10 Section 7.4.7 to reflect these developments. Similar text should be included in Sections 9

and/or 9.1.

Drauinuge layer -- A drainage layer will be pluced above the FMI.
The drainage layer will be designed 10 collect and laterally drain
waler that may accumulate on top of the barrier layer. The
drainuge layer ulso will be designed as a biotic barrier. In
addition, the design and construction of the drainage layer will
take into account the probable conduct of shallow excavation and
revegelation activities, in uccordance with institutional controls.
The drainage layer could be composed, for example, of a 6 inch-
thick gravel layer of sufficiently high hydraulic conductivity to
drain waler laterally. One or more geotextile luyer will be used
between the gravel layer and the FML 1o prosect the FML from
puncture by the gravel,

Finally, the LRA rccommends that the cxisting third bulleted-item
(describing the protective soil layer) be revised to reflect DON/USMC’s current position that 2.5
feet of soils should he installed on the uppermost layer of landfill caps:

Protective soil layer <- A minimum 2.5 feet of clean soil (from
on-site or off-xite locations) on tap uf the drainage layer.
According 1o 27 CCR 21090(a)(3). the prescribed protective soil
layer consists of a minimum [-foot-thick soil cover intended 1o
protect the barrier luyer, control surfuce eroxion, and provide u
medium for vegelation.

8. Section 7.4.5 Institulional Controls for Alternatives 4c and 4d

See Scetion E(3) of this attachment for general comments regarding institutional
controls. ‘The following text would constitute an entirely new section of the Draft ROD. Itis
designed 10 reflect key coneepts for the institutional controls associated with Alternutive 4d. Tt
has been revised since the LRA provxded the initial revisions to DON/U‘IMC for review.

B
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Institutional controls for Aliernatives 4c and 4d generally will
consist of restrictions on futwre land-use, restrictions 1o prosect the
physical remedy, restrictions 1o protect monitoring equipment, und
provisions for site access. The institutional controls for these two
alternatives address such issues us the projected furure uses of the
sites (recreational and open spuce), and the nature of the physical
remedy. Institutional conirols for Alternatives 4c and 4d do not
include u prohibition un the irrigation of or shallow excavation
into the landfill cap. Thix decision reflects anticipated fulure uses
(e.g., recreational und open spuce uses that invelve irrigation,
revegetation, and installation of structures associated with
recreational uses), and the nature of the physical remedy (e.g.,
lundfill capy that include geomembranes, which are effective in
minimizing surface waier infiliration, even under posi-remcdiation
scenarios that involve irrigation).

The institutional contraoly associated with Allcrnmive.v'k and 4d
generally shall provide the following:

. Instinaional controls will recognize that the unticipated post-remediation
uses of the xites will bhe open space or recreational in nature. Any use of
the site that is considered 10 be open space or recreational in nature, or
that would support or be attendant to such uses, shall not be deemed to be
a change in land use and shall not require the prior review and approval
of the LEA or the I'FA signatories. Examples of open space and
recreational uses include, but ure not limited to, irrigated und
nonirriguled open space: open space with benches. tables, pathways,
lighting and other similar structures; golf cowrse and associated spuce;
sports and athletic fields, recreational and play structures; elc.

Institutional controls will prohibil the following post-remediation uses of
the sitex: residential and duy care uses. In addilion, the institutional
controls will provide that a change in land use to one that would not be
considered open space or recreational in nature, or that would nol
support or be attendant 1o such uses, may only be indertaken with the

prior approval of the LEA.

. [Prohibition on the use of groundwater [in the uppermost aquifer[s]
underlying the sitex] as a source of drinking water. ]
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. Limitations on lundscaping. Landscaping uctivities involving the use vf
vegetation having a root depth that iy not reasonubly anticiputed 1o extend
1o xoils located less than one fuor above the drainage luyer shall not
require the prior approval of the FFA Signatories or the LEA.
Landscaping activirics involving the usc of vegetution having a root depth
greater than that specified above shall be undertaken only with the prior
approval of the ).EA. llealth and safety pluns shall be submitted 1o the
LEA for review and comment prior to the initiation of any significant
revegelation programs.

o Limitations on excavations into the lundfill cap. Shallow excavations may
be required to support the post-remediation open space and recreational
uses contemplated for the sites (e.g., ro insiall irrigation systems, shallow
Jootings for park benches or rables, lighting, pathways, new vegetation,
ete.) Shaliow excavations into the uppermost soil cover layer of the cap
(but not the underlying drainuge layer. geomembrane or foundation
luyers) shall not require-the prior upproval of the LEA or the FFA
xignatories. Other excavation activities may be underiaken only with the
prior approval.of the LEA.  Health and safety pluns shall he submitied to
the LEA for review and commeni prior to the initiation of any excuvation
uctiviries.

. Limitations on the addition of soils ta the landfill cap. An udditiondl 2
Jeer of soil may be pluced upon the uppermost layer of the landfill cap
withuowl the prior approval of the LEA or the I'I"A signaiories. Such soil
enhancement activities may be used, for example, to accommodate
vegelation having a root depth greater than that which reasonably could
be accommodated on the 2.5 foot soil luyer or (o accommodale the
installution of utilities or other subsurface features consistent with open
space und recreational use of the xites. More extensive soil enhancement
activities may be conducted only with the prior approval uf the LEA. As
deemed uppropriate, health and safety plans shall be submitted o the [.EA
for review and comment prior (o the initiation of any significani soil
enhancement projects.

o Prohibitions on the removal of or dumage (o security feutures (¢.g., locks
on monitoring wells) or (o monitoring equipment and associuted pipelines
und appurienances. Monituring equipment und associcted pipelines and
appurienances may be relocated with the prior approval of the LEA.
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). SECTION 8: SUMMARY OF TITE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF
ALTLERNATIVES C

In connection with the Proposed Plan, the LRA submitted 10 DON/USMC
comments regarding a number of issucs concerning DON/UISMC's evaluation of various
remedial altcrnatives for Sites 3 and § (e.g., applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements;
long-tcrm effectivencss and permancence; implementability; cost; and protection' of human heaith
and the environment). The LRA is not aware of any new information that would change its
undersianding of these issue, or that would require revision of its comments on the Proposed
Plan. Thc LRA notes that DON/USMC's decision 1o sclect Alternative 4d as its preferred
remedy for Sites 3 and S minimizes the need for the parties to resolve outstanding differences
concerning various remedial altcrnatives. Accordingly, at this time, I.RA chooses not 1o
cominent upon the mattcrs addressed in Scction 8 of the Draft ROD,

G. SECTION 9: SELLCTED REMLDY

l. Scction 9 -- Sclecicd Remedy

See (!(1)-(5) for comments conceming the potential for radieloygical
contamination at Sites 3 and 5. Revisjons 1o this section may be warranted based upon furtber
discussions with DON/USMC and, possibly, regulatory agencies.

2. Scction 9.1 -- Design of Landfill Cap

The LRA recommends that a more detailed description of the finad landfill cap be
provided in Scction 9.1 of the Druft ROD. Proposed revisions to Section 9.1 are set forth below.
In addition. thc LRA recommends that relevant text in Scction 9 be revised to conform to the

revised text of Section 9.1,

During the FS stage, a preliminary design was developed for cach
landfill cap (Figures 7-2 and 7-3). Uhese designs are included in
the IS reports for the lundfill sites. Certain modifications to the
preliminary designs are warranted, in light of the findings und
concluxions reflected in this ROD. In addition, some modifications
I0 the preliminary design may be necessary as a resuli of the
remedial design und construction process. Detailed design
specifications, performance evaluations, and schedule will be
determined during the remedial design phase. Key regulatory
agencies and the County of Orange will be consulted during the
remedial design phase. '
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In preparation for and before installation of the lumdfill cap, uny
asphalt or concrese material present on the londfills will be
removed and disposed of off-site. The sites then will be graded
using clean soils to create positive drainage on the landfills. The
site surfuces will be graded 1o generally blend with and be at the
same ¢levation as surrounding land,

The Agua Chinon Wash, which traverses Site 3 will be lined, ut a
mininium, with a low-permeability layer designed (o reduce
infiliration inio the sides of landfill und control erasion. The [ow-
permeability layer will be protected from punctiere or cracking ancd
covered with aggregale 1o conirol eroyion, as needed. '
Aliernatively, surfuce water may be conveyed through Site 3
through the grading of the inside of the Aquu Chinon Wash and the -
construclion of a culvert or a concrete lined open channel. The
culvert or open chunnel would be designed to carry u 100-year/24-
hr siorm event. With a culvert, soil would be udded above the
crown of the culvert until the soil surface vn 'rap.nf the wash is at
the same elevation as surrounding grade (i.e., 10 the same grade as
each of the two landfill cells of Site 3). This design would bridye
the two cells of Site 3 and creale a single uninterruplted surface
across Site 3. Installation of uninterrupted liner, drainage und
cover luyers may improve the integrity of the landfill cap across

the entire site, and enhance post-remediation reuse of the site.
Consideration of these additional designs will be undertaken hy
DON, regularory agencies and the County of Oruange (the entity fo
which Site 3 is expected to he transferred) during the remedial

design phase. :

The Aliernative 4d cap generally will consist of the following
layers or components;

Foundation layer - 2 fi of clean soil (from on-site or off-site
locations). According 10 Title 27 CCR 21090(u)(1), the preseribed
Joundation will consist of a minimum 2-fi-thick layer of soil aver
the wasle, compacted 1o provide un adequate siructural substrata
Jor successive layers. Consideration will he given to the
installution of gus collection und management systent in the
Joundation layer. Such a system would cansist of a network of
interconnected, perforated pipes designed to provide venting
points fur gas which may be presem below the FML.. This network
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of pipes would be designed 10 reduce the potential for gas
accumulation helow the FML and to control lateral migration of

landfill gas. ’

Barrier layer - Thix luyer is intended to act us a barrier to
infiltration. This layer will be composed of a 40-mil (ur thicker)
FMI. The FMI. will be designed and consiructed in accordance
with-commonly practiced stundards of the industry. Examples of
FMLs include high-denxity polyethylene (HDPE) or low-denxity
polyethytene (LIDPE). The specific membrane material will be
selected during remedial design. After compaction, grading, and
swrfuce preparation of the foundation layer, sheets of FML will be
pPlaced and fusion-welded together, followed by weld testing (o
assure the integrity of welded seams. A layer of geotextile material
with sufficient thickness will be placed wnder and vver the FML 1o
provide addirional protection to the liner against punciure or '
teuring resulting from setilement of or pressure from the

underlying foundation layer or the overlying layer.

Drainage layer -- A druinage layer will be pluced above the FMI..
The druinage layer will be designed 1o collect and laterally drain
water that may accwmulate on tap of the barrier layer. The
drainuge layer also will be designed us u biotic barrier. In
addition, the design and construction of the drainage luyer will
take into accaunt the probable conduct of shallow excavation and
revegelalion activities, in aceordance with institutional controls,
The drainage layer could be composed, for example, of a 6 inch-
thick gravel layer of sufficienily high hydraulic conductivity 1o
drain water luterally, One or more geotextile layer will be used
hesween the gravel layer and the FML to protect the FML from

puncture by the gravel,

Protective soil layer - A minimum 2.5 fi of clean soil (from on-site
or off-vite locations) on top of the drainage layer. According to
Title 27 CCR 21090(u)(3), the prexcribed protective soil layer
consixts of a minimum 1 fl, thick soil cover intended to protect the
barrier layer, control.surface evoxion, and provide a medium for
vegetation. Clean soil for the vegetative layer would he imported
from off-site borrow sources. The cap will be revegetated with
native grasses. or such other vegelation as may be identified based
upon discussions with the County of Orange (the entity to whom
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Sites 3 and 5 are expected 10 be ransferred). The purpose of the
vegetutive layer is to protect the clay layer from crosion,
desiccation and cracking, burrowing animals, traffic, und rools.
Although the regulations require only 1 fi of vegeltative cover, the
vegelative soil cover proposed will have a minimum 1hickness of
2.5 L 1o support the rooting deprth of xelucied vegetation and to
enhance its effectiveness in protecting a barrier layer. Thiy layer
will have a 3 1o 4 percent slope 1o maximize runoff with minimal
swrface erosion,

The cap will be designed und construcied according 1o the
commonly practiced stundards of the indusiry and would require
minimal maintenance, Standard and readily available
consiruction equipment would be used.

3. Scetion 9.2.1 -- Engineering Comrols Protecied By Land-Usc Controls

Consisicnt with our previous comments, the [.LRA recommends that this section be
redrafied as follows: :

The purpiose of the caps far Sites 3 and 5 is ta prevent direct _
contact With, minimize ervsion of. und minimize infiltration inro
the contents of the lundfill, The effectiveness of the cap will he
monilored using groundwaier monitoring wells installed at or near
the downgradient edge of the landfills.

4, Section 9.2.2 -- Land-Usc Control Objectives

Sce Section I¥(3) for comments regarding institutional contrals. The 1.RA
rccommends that the text of Scetion 9.2.2 be revised as follows:

Instinational controls are reguired to maintain the integrity of the
landfill by limiting excavations: minimizing infiltration of surface
waiers; preventing lund uses that present unacceplable risk 1o

~ human health due 1o residual contamination; protecting
moniloring equipment; and preserving uccess to the sites and
associated monitoring equipment for the DON and the FFA
signatories. Such institutional conirols shull consist of lease
restrictions, deed restrictions, or other controls mutually agreed fo
by the FIA signatories and the County of Orunge. The DON shall
notify the CIMWEB and the LEA in the event of a transfer of Sites 3

17

Auacnmaent (finai) Dreh RODJ&S
sP/6T'd ‘ : £1:097T ee6T-22~-NNL



" ENVIRONMENT 8 SAFETY  1D:7147266586 JUN 2299 7:34 No.003 P.oJ

und 5. Transferces of Sites 3 and 5 will be required to notify the
LKA in the event of significant land-use change ul Sites 3 and § so
that issues related 10 post-remediution land use at Sites 3 and 5 wre
managed uppropriately,

s. Section 9.2.3 -- Land-Use Control Restrictions

Sce Section [i(7) for comments regarding institutional controls. The LRA
recommends that the text of Scction 9.2.3 be revised as follows:

The institviional controls associated with Alternutives 4¢ and 4d
generally shull provide the following:

. Institutional controls will recagnize that the anticipated posi-remediation
uses of the sites will be open space or recreationul in nawre. Any use of’
the site that is considered 10 he open space or recreational in nature, or
that would support or be attendunt 1o such uses, shull not be deemed to be
ua thange in land use and shall not requirc the prior review and approval
of the L.EA or the FFA signatories. Examples of open space and
recreational uses include, but are not limited to, irrigated und
nonirriguted open space; vpen spuce with benches, 1ables, pathways,
ligghting and other similar structures; golf course and asvociated space:
sports and athletic fields; recreational und play structures; cle.

Institutional contraols will prohibit the following posi-remediation uses of
the sites! rexidential und day cure uses, In addition, the instindtional
controls will pravide thar a change in lund use 10 one thal would not be
considered open space or recreational in nature, or that would not
support or be attendant 1o such uses, may only be undertaken with the
prior upproval of the LEA.

. [Irohibition on the use of groundwater [in the uppermost aquifer(s]
underlying 1he sites] as u source of drinking water./

. Limitations on landscaping. Luandscaping activitics involving the wse of
vegelation having a root depth thal is not reasonably unticiputed to extend
(v soils located less than one foot above the drainuge layer shall not
require the prior approval of the I'FA Signatorivs or the LEA.
Landscaping activities involving the use of vegetation having a root depth
greater than that specified ubove muy be undertaken only with the prior
upproval of the LEA, Heulih and safety plans shall be submitted to the
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LEA for review und comment privr 1o the initiation of any significans
revegelalion prograniy,

. Limitations on excuvations into the lundfill cap. Shulluw excavations may
be required to support the post-remediation open space and recreational
uses contemplated for the sites (e.g., 1o inytall irrigation systems, shallow
Joutings for park henches or tables, lighting, pathways, new vegetation,
¢ic.) Shallow excavations into the uppermost suil cover layer of the cap
(hut not the underlying drainuge layer, geomembrane or foundation
layers) shall not require the prior approval of the LEA or the FFA
signatories. Other excovation activitics may he underiaken only with the
prior approval of the 1.EA. Health and safety plans shall be submitied 10
the LEA for review und eommenl privr 1o the initiution of any excuvation
activitiey, '

. Limitations on the addition of soils 10 the landfill cup. An additional 2
Jeer of soil may be placed upon the uppermost layer of the landfill cap
withoul the prior upproval of the LEA or the FFA signatories. Such soil
enhancement uctivities may be used, for example, 1o accommodale
vegetation having a root depth greater than that which reasonably could
be accommodated on the 2.5 foo! suil layer or 1o accommodute the
instullation of wtilities or other subsurface feutures consisrent with open
space and recreational uve of the xites. More extenyive soil enhuncement
activities may he conducted only with the prior approval of the LEA. As
decmed uppropriate, health and safety plans shull be submited to the LEA
Sor review and comment prior 10 the initiation of any significani soil
enhancenient projects. '

. Prohibitions on the removal of or damage 10 securily features (e.g.. locks
on monitoring wells) or 10 monitoring equipment and ussocioied pipelines
arid uppurienances, Monitoring equipment and associated pipelines and
appurienances may be relocared with the prior approval of the LEA.

6. Section 9.3 -- Monitoring

a.  Thereference in Section 9.3 10 Scction 7.3.4 of the Draft ROD apprars to-
he incorrect. (1t doesn't exist.) The LRA recommends thut DON/USMC identify and provide an
appropriate cross-reference. (It may be to Section 7.3.3.) |

. ’*
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b. For purposes of clarity, the LRA recommends that the following text be
inscricd as pew second and third paragraphs in Section 9.3 (and any other appropriatc scctions)
of the Draft ROD:

Perimeter soil gas migration monitoring probes will be installed at
Sites 3 and 5 to detect any off-site migration of landfill gayes.

These probey will be designed and installed in uccordance with
Title 27 CCR, Section 20925 and us upproved by the LEA
considering the planned site reuse arownd the landfill. Remedial
design documentation (e.g.. engincering design reports, O&M
manuals) will be submitted 10 DTSC und RWQCB for review in
accordance with the FFA. Soil gas and leachate will be monitored
ul Site 5 using existing lysimetery (Scetion 2.2.2). At Site 3, two
existing lysimeters (031.YS! und 03LYS2) will be abandoned und
replaced by three new lysimeters. The lysimeter probes will be
designed and installed in accordunce with Title 27 CCR,

Section 21160 requirements. At Sites 3 und 5, groundwater
monitoring will be perfornied uxing existing welly as described in
Alternative 2 (Section 2.2.2). The locutions of perimeter soil gas
migration munitoring probes, lysimeters, und monitoring wells for
Sites 3 and 5 are shown on Figures 7-2 and 7.3, respectively.

Monitoring cap integrity und the effectiveness of runoff conirols
and revegelation will iake place quarterly following placement and
dfter major storm evenis until the site stabilizes und complele
revegetation oceurs. Monitoring is necessury because of the
potential for settlement. Setrlement will be monitored by a visual
inspection of the cover system for eracks, eruded areas, surface
irvegularities, and loculized depressians and by surveying existing
und new settlement monuments. The seitlement monuments will be
protected und maintained throughoui the post-closure maintenance
period. Annual mowing will be underiaken for the first five years
1o fucilitate inspection of the eap and surface control featwres.
Mowing will continue for 30 years afier landfill closure,
Alternative monitoring activities that do not involve mowing muy
be used on those portions of Sites 3 and 5 that are developed after
construction of the landfill caps.

c. In the fourth paragraph of this section DON states that if, upon review of

monitoring repurts, contamination is confirmed, regulatory agencies would be notified and a
remedial acuon program would be preparcd and submitted. The LRA recommends that this text
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be revised 10 clarify that these are DON/ISMC's responsibilities. The LRA recommends the
following revision to 1he sceond scntence of the fwurth paragraph of this section:

If contamination iy confirmed, DON immediately would notify U.S.
LPA, RWQCR. CIWMB, DISC, LIA, and the current property
owner(s). In addition, DON promptly would prepare and submit a
remedial uction progran (o these entities.

H. SECTION 11: DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGLS

Sce Section A(2) for comments and guestions concerning the groundwater
component of the selected remedy. :

In the sccond paragraph of this scction should the reference 10 “natural
precipitation” actually be to “naturs! attenuation™? :
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