STATE OF CALIFORNIA — ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

M0S0-C00 Bl

PETE WILSON. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

Region 4
2 ast Broadway, Suite 425
L. Jdeach. CA 90802-4444

(3101 £310 290-1868

June 2. 1995

Mr . Joseph Jovce

Base Environmental Coordinator

Environment and Satety

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro
P.O. Box 95001

Santa Ana. California 92709-3001

Dear Mr. Jovce:
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TRANSMITTAL OF REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD COMMENTS ON
THE FINAL ADDENDUM TO THE PHASE II DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION WORK

PLAN, MARINE CORPS AIR STATION EL TORO

T MNoamartmant A Thavie
l Liv U\VP 1l ll\rll\- L LU Uil L R R

Substances Control (DTSC) received the enclosed Regional Water

“aUSTL ANy

Quality Control Board. Santa Ana Region comments on the above mentioned document. These
comments should be addressed in the Draft Final Phase IT Remedial Inv estigation Work Plan. In
addition, the concurrance sheets which were developed for the Removal Action recommended portions
of sites 7. 8. 12, 15. and 19 are also enclosed. Furthermore. the State’s position on the No Further
[nvestigation recommendation portions of sites 7. 8. 20 and 22 is also enclosed.

We look forward to working with vou on this project. If you have any questions, please call me

at (3101 390-4919.

/‘&muerely /\

/J:;\/I m

AmsoclaT/Hazardous SubstanCOs Scientist

Base Closure Unit

Office of Military Facilities

Enclosures

ce: Ms. Bonnie Arthur
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

Hazardous Waste Management Division, H-9-2
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco. California 94105
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Ms. Lynn Hornecker

Remdial Project Manager

Department of the Navy

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Environmental Division

1220 Pacific Highway, Room 18

San Diego, California 92132-5181

Mr. Lawrence Vitale

Remedial Project Manager

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
2010 Iowa Avenue, Suite 100

Riverside, California 92507-2409

Mr. David Cowser

BECHTEL National Inc.

401 W. A Street, Suite 1000

San Diego, California 92101-7905



State of California

Memorandum

To: Mr. Juan Jimenez Date: May 24, 1995
Department of Toxic Substances Control
245 West Broadway, Suite 350
Long Beach, CA 90802-4444

From: CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD - SANTA ANA REGION
2010 IOWA AVENUE, SUITE 100, RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA 92507-2409
Telephone: CALNET 632-4130 Public (909) 782-4130

Suhkxi: CCMMENTS FOR PHASE II DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION WORK PLAN
FOR MARINE CORPS AIR STATION EL TORO

GENERAL COMMENTS

hecalice
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n g repetit
of the use of the DQO format for every site Also, the presentation of
ase I detected constituents, constituents which ex :ceeded RBCs or MCLS,
and COPCs in a narrative form, all in separate locations, is difficul
to follow. Statements sometimes are contradictory or unclear. Narrative
descriptions and figures do not always agree. Sites are divided into
strata for sampling purposes, but they are also called units. It would
be clearer if they were Jjust called units.

D

N
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Table 3-1 lists detected compounds by site; in the individual site work
descriptions, however, COPCs are listed by media. Shallow soil COPCs
mrght be different from subsurface COPCs, which might also be different
from upgradient and downgradlcnt COPCs for groundwater. It is difficult
to tell whether the same analyses will be performed for all media at a
particular site. It seems to me that it makes sense to look for the
same COPCs in every media at a particular site, even 1if they weren't
detected in all media in Phase I.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Site 1 Explosive Ordnance Disposal Range

Groundwater

1. P. A-27 (Appendix A). 8Still in wuse. During Phase I, two
downgradient wells were installed. Low metals were detected, not
much else in groundwater. Based on the hypothesized groundwater
flow direction, it appears that one of the downgradient wells,
01 DGMWS57, may not be picking up anything. Three more wells are
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proposed for Phase II, two upgradient and one in the center of the
site. There is no explanation for putting the well in between the
two halves of the site. We suggest putting in two downgradient
wells on the southwest side of the site and not putting the well in
the middle of the site as they propose. =

2. P. A-29. Well boring, sampling and design: Why will samples be
collected every feet but only analyzed every 10 feet? 30 foot
sCreens are proposed: 20 feet below water table and 10 feet above;
PVC casing and staifiless steel screens. Slot size and filter pack
size determinations are not mentioned will they be based on
previous determinations?

Site 2 Magazine Road Landfill

Unit 3: Groundwater Plume

1. P. B-36¢ (Appendix B). Well 02 DGMW59 is not shown on Figure B-6;
also missing is Map B-3 which is referenced on p. B-37 (may be
referring to Figure B-2, which shows well locations).

2. On p. B-37 reference is made to a water table well, but its
location is not shown.

3. No vadose zone monitoring is proposed because contaminants have
already migrated tc groundwater. However, you may need to monitor
the vadose zone at some point depending on the results of
groundwater monitoring. We have several landfills with permanent
soil pore-gas probes.

4. Wells will be resampled that did nct show TCEL durinc the last
monitoring round, to assess horizontal extent of the plume. A
decision on additional wells will be made after results are
obtained. Subseguent proposed work appears adeguate.

Site 3 Original Landfill

Unit 1: Landfill

1. No new monitoring wells are propcsed; groundwater flow direction
shown is to the northwest--this is quite different from the flow

irection at Sites 1 and 2, and needs %o be confirmed.

Site 4 Ferrocene Spill Area

As 1n Site 3, groundwater flow direction to NW-may not be well

characterized.
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PHASE I1I

1.

Fig. D-2 (Site Plan) does not show locations of monitoring wells or
where the deep soil sample was taken. Also, the proposed number of
Phase II soil samples shown on Fig. D-2 1is not consistent with
numbers listed in Table D-2. Also, samples from the stained area
will not be analyzed for TFH

(See generad comment about COPCs).

Phase 1II proposes nb groundwater monitoring. Will these wells be
sampled for another site? If not, or even if they ar they should
be sampled for TFH.

P. D-7. States that groundwater was only analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs,
etc., in Phase I; does not include TFH in- the list; however, the
list of detected compounds for two of the wells included TFHE-gas
and TFH-diesel, but the third well did not. It is difficult to tell
if the analysis was performed for that well or not. Because 0f the
format of the workplan and the inconsistencies, it is difficult to
determine what analyses were performed.

Site 7 Drop Tank Drainage Area No. 2

Unit 3 (New East Pavement Edge): Same as Unit 1, 1t is already know
ther= is contamination along the pavement edge {(lead and SVOCs); why do

more

sampling there?

Site 8 DRMO Storage Yard

o]

Site

1.

lae]

E-7. The listed fielcd a
scil sampling for Unit {S
show shallow soil samples

Phase I do not include any
) o ure H-2 and Table E-2
taken at three locahlons.

":\J

P. H-27. Workplan states that only samples taken at 0 and Z feet
bgs will be analvzed for PCBs. However, according to Table E-Z,
all samples are to be analyzed for PCBS. There should be a

footnote on the table to clarify that.

Fig. E-Z. The number of samples taken in Unit l durlﬁg Phase I was
g, at only three locations, wnich seems small considering the size
of the azrea. Please provide the rationzal for recommending NEFRAP
its not stated and a clear justification was not given.

9 Crash Crew Pit No. 1

P. I-Z. The workplan states that one cowngradient well was

d, but it 1s not shown on Fig. I-1, nor is the number of
given until later in the text
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[Re]

during Phase I, 4 soil samples

. P. I-2. The workplan states that
1stent with Table I-1, which lists 2

were collected; this is inconsi
samples for Phase I.

3. P. I-8. The statement is made that petroleum hydrocarbons detected
at site 9 do not appear to pose a threat to groundwater; however,
poth the on-site well (09 DEMW45 and 09 DGMW75) show TFH-gasoline.

4. In reference to the above comment, since no groundwater monitoring

is propocsed and these wells ar=s part of the pase-wide VOC
investigation, will thev be sampied for petroleum nvdrocarbens as
~well as VOCs~?

5. P, I-24. Since the pits were originally 3 to 4 feet deep and ars
now filled in, 1t might be Dbetter to take more samples in the
interval from 2 to 5 feet rather than right at the surface or at 10
Teet

Site 10 Petroleum Disposal Area
1. P. J-5. States that s0il samples were taken from six locations in
Units 1 and 2. The locations are not marked on Fig. J-2, and the

e ke

numbers do not agree with Table J-1 on P. J-235.

te 11 Transformer Storage Area

"

ed as COPCs
11 Sampling

. P. K-16. Fuel and petroleum hydroccarbons are 1lis
for the site, but are not listed in Table K-2, S
and Analysis.

O("r

2. Tig. K-2 shows the drainage ditch ending at the edge of
Bldg. 369. Could PCBs have moved Zurther off the site? No
sampling is proposed beyond the edge of the building.

3. vestigation also lcok for PCRs,

Will the gfoundwa er plume
T co

in
at least in wells that uld be impacted?

Site 12 Sludge Drying Beds

o

t

Q
\

1. No mention is made of groundwater sampling. Will this si
ve part of the VOC plume investigation? y

Site 13 0il Change Area

[

This site is not part of the groundwater plume
investigation. Will there be any groundwater monitoring,
since none 1s included as part ¢f Phase 117
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Site

1.

Site

Site

)

Site

14 Battery Acid Disposal Area

P. N-25. ©No mention of groundwater until Tier 3 of the
sampling, and then only if subsurface sampling or modeling
suggest potential for impact. Groundwater in this area is
already contaminated, so it should be sampled as part of
some investigation (this area 1is not part of the VOC source
investigation) .

15 Suspended Fuel Tanks

P. 0-6. TRPH in shallow soil was detected at 23,000 mg/kg.
Is this below RBCs?

P. 0-23. Benzene exceeded MCLs in groundwater, but will not
be sampled as part of Tier 1. 1If it is believed that this
is part of a plume from another site, it was not mentioned.
Rather, the statement was made that groundwater will be
investigated if soil data indicate potential impacts to
groundwater are possible.

16 Crash Crew Pit No. 2

P. P-9. States that no COPCs exceed RBCs in shallow soil.
Is there an RRC for diesel? (75,000 seems extreamly high.)
P. P-ii. According to Step 7, one deep boring will be

drilled in the area of boring 16AB213, where contamination
was found to 60 feet bgs; however, there is no mention of a
boring in the Tier 1 activities. Since it is known that
contamination is below 10 feet in at least one location, why
doesn't Tier 1 include more subsurface sampling?

17 - Communication Station Landfill

Fig. Q-2. Downgradient well 17 DGMW82 1is located right where
the landfill curves to the west; if groundwater flow
direction is to the west northwest as shown on Fig. Q-2, it
is possible that the well is not intercepting groundwater
from the site.

Fig. Q-2. We could not locate 7 shallow soil sampling
locations.

P. Q-21, Step 5, No. 8. States that if it is determined by
actual sampling that COPCs extend to the water table, then
groundwater beneath the site will be investigated. On Fig.
Q-2, p. ©-5, the locations of two more proposed wells are
given. This is misleading, given the statement above.
Also, Title 23, Chapter 15 requires groundwater and vadose
zone monitoring of landfills.

1995
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Site

o

(R}

W)

Site

o

Soil

Fig. Q-2, p. ©@-5. The location of well New 2 may not be
optimal for picking up contamination from the landfill.
Could it be moved to the northeast?

The plan proposes vadose zone monitoring below the landfill
only if groundwater has not been impacted. (Slant borings,
cased to collect leachate/gas.) Rgain, Chapter 15 requires

vadose zone monitoring.

19 Aircraft Expeditionary Refueling

P. R-2."Northwest stained area" should read, "northeast stained
1]

P. R-4. Page is missing.

P. R-27. Additional soil sampling roposed; no groundwater
monitoring until Tier 3, and then only if iImpacted soill 1is not
limited te¢ the vadose zone or vadese zone modeling suggests a
potential for migration. We believe groundwater should be sampled
on a regular basis during the investigation, to give a more
complete picture of gradients, flow direction and contaminant
loads.

p
y

24 VOC Source Area

There are six abandoned water wells identified. Have the s5ix wells
been properly abandoned? If the wells have not beenproperly clcsed
they may be contributing te groundwater contamination by creating
conduits from the surface to the groundwater.

ig. W-2. It is difficult to distinguish between the colors on the
igure for 50 to 500 ug/L TCE and greater than 500 ug/L TCE.

f——h hj

ig. W-2 and Map W-11. Neither map shows soil gas survey points.

Ir]

Gas Sampling

[

Fig. W-2 and Map W-11. The groundwater TCT hot spot and the s0il
gas TCE hot spot are in different areas. (What are the thoughts on
this?) Very 1ittle soil gas sampling is Dfoposed in the area of the
groundwater hot spot. Is this because little was found in the
original survey? The sampling points for tne original survey are
not shown on either of these maps. /

Groundwater

4
i
4 .

[N

Map W-12. ©Not sure why New 5 1s needed where it is. Also, how
well is plume defined to the northwest and at the southern edge?
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bsurface Stratigraphy

1. P. W-53. Plan does not specify type cf geophysical logging.

Site 25 Drainages

Fig. X-1.
1. Figure dces not show Phase I sampling points. Are Phase I
sampiing polnts identical”

A

If vou have any questions please call me at (9209)
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Lawrence Vitale
DcD Section



As agreed by the Base Closure Team (BCT) during the meeting of April 24 and 25, 1995. this letter has
been prepared to address the status of specific units at four Operable Unit (OU)-3 sites at MCAS El Toro
that have been recommended for a “*No Further Action at this time” designation as proposed in the Revised
Dratt Work Plan for the Phase I RI/FS. With approval of this interim designation. the recommended units
will not be invesugated as part of the Phase II RI/FS. However. site specific baseline risk assessments
covernng all of the units comprising each site will be conducted during the Phase II RI/FS to confirm that
the aforementioned recommendations were appropriate. Information utilized to make a *“No further Action
at this umne”” recommendation for the units listed beiow has been obtained from the following documents
produced for MCAS E! Toro:

¢  Phase I RI Technical Memorandum:

s EPA Aenal Photograph Survey:

o SAIC Aenal Photograph Survey:

s  Soil-Gas Surveyv Report: and

¢ Draft and Revised Draft Work Plans for the Phase II RUFS.

Councurrence with the recommendation of “No Further Action at this time™ for the units identified beiow
are designated by nitializing either agree or disagree on the line below the unit. If vou disagree please
brieflv note the reason(s) on the lines below each unit. To formalize this letter please date and sign vour
name on the bottom-most line. and print vour name and title below vour signature.

Site 7 (Drop Tank Drainage Area No. 1) - Unit 2 (Old East Pavement Edge):
Agree for “No Further Action at this ume™ (initials)
Disagree for “No Further Action at this ume™: - {initials)

Reason__q4Q . ke /m:4//1 Zf’b‘—/ (1291

Site 8 (Defense Reutlizauon and Marketing Office S[orage Yard) (DRMO) - Unit 2 {West Storage Yard):

Agree for “No Further Action at this time” anitials)
Disagree ror “No Further Action at thls ume’: g (mmalq)
Reason:_£.& At 1998
Site 20 (Hobby Shopi - Unit 1 (East Drainage Dncn :
Agree tor “No Further Action at this time™: (1mtials)
Disagree for *“No Further Acuon at this tme™ @( imtiais) W
Reason:_gue o owen I jog71 4
— '
Site 22 Tacucal Awr Fueling Dispensing Svstem: {TAFDS) - Unut 2 (Eastern Area)
Agree for “No Further Action at this time™: (ininials)
Disagree for “No Further Action at this ume”™: %_(imtials) [ E ( )
Reason gud e  puugu, 25957 (G9 T e
//{f | T
~__ Ui /\/{M(,uag’ J Wene 2

gm_mf 4 Uhpas Sy

Title
Ot -~ EFHF
Affiliation
e~1~95

Date



