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GENERA!· COMMENTS

NOTE: sets of responses are provided Thefi_t set was issued itt regard toTwo below.

C( )M MENT I: I)efinition of Strata I the Draft WorkPlatt, dated November 199.t, attd prepared by Navy (/LEA N I. The
]second set }*'asissued itt regard to the Revised Draft Work !'lan, dated March 1995, atul

We do not feel that the strata have been adequately defined for a stratified IPrepared by Navy CLEAN !!.
randomiized sampling plan. Although an analysis of Phase I data is presenled which
purports to estimate Ihe coefficient of variation wilhin strata, ue do no! think such RESPONSE 1: Draft Work Iqan
an estimate is possible, given the very small number of samples collected within any
stratum in Phase !. Without this coefficient of variation, values fi)r the minimum Strata were previously dclincd ;ts,l)a[l of the I'has,c I W'olk Plan. Strata boundaries were

detectahle relative difference (MI)RD) cannot be validly calculated and the statistical then modified Ii>Ih)wi,t2the review of hish)rJcal aerial phoh)graphs, and strata botmdmics
basis for the sampling plan fi)r Phase Ii must I)e called into question, were documented in the Phase I Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) Amendment. Bolh the

Phase I Work Plan and SAP wele reviewed and al)proved by the regulatoly agencies,.

Statistical methodology used li)r dclining the number of samples to be taken in Phase Changes, lo the strala boundaries that were neccs,s,ary based on the results o(the Phase [ RI
I1 is questionable, possibly invalid, or the results of additional historical aerial photograph review have been documented in thc

Data Quality Objectives (DQOs) document. I iowever, only live stlata boundmies, wcfc
modified. It is entirely possible that certain individual strata boundaries, should be
redefined. These should be identified by DTS(, and, il' necess,aD,, the s,trata in questiolt will
be redefined. I Iowever, based on previous agency concun'enee with strata definitions, the
large amount of w,olk that has been accomplished, and the results of the data to this, point, it
is inappropriate to issue a blanket condemnation of all strata definitions.

The coefficient of vmiance (CV) was not calculated sepmately tbr each stratum. Radlel, the
statistical distribution of sample-specific risks from all Phase 1shallow soil data was, used Io
calculate the CV, using a statistical technique called Analysis of Variance. Thus, the
number of samples collected within each individual slratum did nol affect the selection of
file CV. The MI)RD was noircalculated fi'om the CV. MDRD is a design variable, selected
fi)r each slraltllli ba_ed on the risk calculated from Phase 1 dala for that stratum.

A discussion of the statistical approach used in the l)Q()s is presented in (?haplcr 4 o1'thc
Work Plan and in the Introduction to the DQO document. This approach utilizes slandard
statistical methodology and follows U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) DQOs
and risk assessment guidance. Based on this DTSC comment, there is clearly confusion

regardin_ the actual statistical methodology employed for MCAS E1Toro. It is unhir to
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state that the statistical approach is questionable and possibly invalid when the approach is
so clearly misunderstood. In addition, DTSC was apprised of the statistical approach in
writing three months before the DQO document was released, and never expressed
disapproval.

RESPONSE l: Revised Draft Work Plan

The assumption of homogeneity is not a basis for the development of the Revised Draft
Work Plan. The Work Plan and the Field Sampling Plan use sampling units. These
sampling units were created based on the site and strata boundaries defined during the
Phase I RI/FS process. Each sampling unit (unit) of a site is to be sampled by an
optimized sampling design which will satisfy the Phase !l objectives for that site.
Appendices A through X of the Work Plan discuss the rationale and DQOs for each
site.

COMMENT 2. Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs) RESPONSE 2: Draft Work Plan

COl'Cs are only partially identified as of the preparation of thc document, it is Chemicals detected for tile first time during Phase 11will become COPCs. In any RI there
entirely possible that chemicals in an analytical class will be detected in Phase I! is a possibility that new chemicals may be found in the late stages of the investigation. One
which were not detected in Phase !. if this occurs, these newly detected chemicals of the benefits of a statistically-based sampling methodology is that statistical probabilities
alsobecomeCOPCs. maybecalculatedfor thelikelihoodthatchemicalsand theirconcentrationshavebeer;

detected.

The locations of the boundaries of the strata are highly questionable. A large
number of areas which seem to represent contamination have not yet been sampled Again, the boundaries of the strata have been established for a long time. Most of the areas
and it is not at all clear, in the document as written, that these areas will be sampled that DTSC is referring to have nothing to do with the existing strata. Rather, they are
in Phase il. We do not feel that the Phase il work plan as written will be adequate to additional potential sites identified on historical aerial photographs that usually have
identify COl'Cs and estimate their concentrations, nothing to do with RI site activities, but may lie adjacent to the R! sites. According to

EPA's guidance, "...[s]strata should be defined so that physical samples within a stratum ,are
more similar [emphasis added] to each other than samples from other strata." As such, a
stratum must be tailored to an individual release location, cover a restricted geographical
area, and include a set of potential contaminants that matches the release in question. If

other potential release locations are identified, decision makers have the option of adding
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additional strata to the RI site, establishing a new RI site, or investigating the area in

question oulside the CERCLA program (e.g., trader RCRA). It is inappropriate to expand

strahnn boundaries to include potential releases or migration pathways that have ilothing to
do with the stratum in question.

R!;SPONSE 2: Revised Draft Work Plan

(?hcmicals _)1'l'otcntial (.'oncctn ((_()l'Cs) a_e presented in the Revised l)raft Wolk l'lan

in Section 3, the Appendices with the DQOs, the Field Sampling Plan (FSI'), and in Ibc
Qualily Assurance Prc[ject Plan (QAPP). Analytical methods proposed ir} ll_e t)hase 11

RI/FS detect not only the COP{2s, but also other compounds in entire chemical families.

Additional chemicals detected during the Phase Ii investigation will be evalualed fi,r
risk and remedial alternatives.

As stated above, some of tt_c sampling units have been changed due to inclusion of new
infi)rmation since the Draft Work Plan was issued. These unit botmdaries have been

discussed and agreed upon during extensive meetings hekt with the Navy and its

consnltanis and representatives of regulatory agencies. The Field Sampling Plan

explicitly outlines how these areas will be sampled to determine the COPCs present and
to eslimale their concentrations.

CI)MMENT 3: Optimization of the Sampling Strategy RESP()NSE 3: l)ral't Work Plan

Step seven ol' the DQ() development process requires the optimization of the On the contrary, lield screening sampling was incorporated into the design at 13 of lhe 24

sampling stralegy, given the avaihble resources. The proposed sampling strategy sites precisely in order to optimize the sampling strategy. Field screening is utilized at strata

will Ilol adequately characterize the nature and extent of coulaminalinn, primarily where the calculaled risk based on Phase I salnples exceeded 5 X 10 s These are SIIT,I_iltttat

because riehl analysis is not fully integrated into the nptimization process. In many are considered most likely to require eventual cleanul). At dmso sUata, il is iml_Ottanl to
cases, the document indicates that field antllysis will be used only to define the refine the ex/ertl of contaminalJon Jrt order to snpp(m eventual cleanup. Al strata wilh IcsscJ
houn(!aries (ff lite strata, degrees of calct]lated risk based on Phase I samples, the Navy has decided that it is wollh

investing in additional l.evel 3 samples to support risk assessment, ami evaluate whether

Another cost-ell'eel}ye field analysis technique that we believe slmuld be incorporated cleanup is necessary. Statistical methodology will be used to evaluate the likelihood lha(

into the characterization strategy is immunoassay methods, especially to enhance the calculated risk levels represent the actual risk levels at the site. A key question that the
additional samples will answer is whether cleanup is necessary. If a site appears to require
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initial screening of some sites. Apparently, immunoassays were not considered cleanup after the Phase II RI, then additional "extent" samples may be collected during the
because some immunoassay detection limits are above risk-based concentrations Remedial Design phase if necessary to support tile cleanup.
(RBCs). This view does not consider the overall effect on false negatives and false

positives, as required hy the DQO process. A technique with detection limits above a Field screening sampling as an initial characterization approach was introduced by the
RBC may still prodnee lower levels of false negatives if it allows the collection of regulatory agencies too late in the DQO process to be included in the RI design for Phase
more measurements. Despite the assumptions of the document, contamination is II. It implies that the Phase I RI was inadequate to provide an initial assessment of whether
generally non-homogeneous. Techniques such as TD/GC/MS and immunoassays can contaminants were present at the stratum. The Phase I RI, one of the largest and most
produce lower levels of false negatives because they can produce lower levels of false expensive Rls in CERCLA history, was designed with the full collaboration and approval
negatives because they can produce more measurements than CLP protocols for the of the regulatory agencies. It utilized statistical methodology at regulatory agency urging
sameresources, thatallowedan initialstatisticalevaluationof thelikelihoodthatcontaminantswere

present. Until very late in the DQO process, all members of the team (agencies, Navy,

For each site, include a rationale for the selection of field and laboratory methods consultants) agreed that lumber field screening should be used to evaluate extent of
based on specific information for that site. contamination, not presence of contamination. Again, regulatory agency comments should

be focused on individual strata where shortcomings are perceived, not on a blanket

condemnation of the entire approach. Finally, funding is limited. It is not feasible to re-
characterize all sites at MCAS El Toro during the Phase !I RI.

hnmunoassay methods have merit, but again, they were proposed too late in the DQO
process to be incorporated into the design. As described above, initial screening is
inappropriate and unnecessary for the Phase I1RI. They may have a use defining stratum
boundaries at sites where known contaminants have been found that pose risk. However,
detection levels are one or more orders of magnitude above the RBC, and during the DQO

process all parties agreed that RBCs would be the trigger for cleanup decisions. Regulatory
agencies have repeatedly been requested to agree in advance that they would be willing to
base cleanup decisions on the results of immunoassay methods, but have been unwilling to
commit to this. Thus, the resulting data would not be cost-effective.

As stated in the DQO document and in meetings, contamination is non-homogeneous.
According to EPA's lnterbn Final Guidance on bnplementing the Dam Quality Objectives
Processfi_r Superfimd (September 1993), "...[s]trata should be defined so that physical
samples within a stratum are more similar [emphasis added] to each other than samples
from other strata. Sampling depth, concentration level, previous cleanup attempts,
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conlonnding contaminants can be used as Ihe basis l_)r creating strata." The Navy believes
it has, through historical data, aerial photographs, Phase 1results, and elnployee interviews,
adequately met the intent of Step 4 of the DQO process (l)efine the Study Boundaries).
EPA's guidance never intended to place the impossible burden of finding perfectly
"homogeneous" strata in an inherently heten)geneous environment. Strata definition is
meant lo be accomplished with available data; the uncertainties are handled when the

decision-makers mtive at acceptable decision errors. It bears repeating that the stratum
approach to investigating the sites was initially proposed by the regulatory agencies, not the
Navy.

The rationale for selection of field and laboratory methods was agreed to by the agencies
during DQO meetings, and is stated clearly in Chapter 4 of the Work })lan and in the
introduction lo the DQO document. The rationale is risk-based and statistically-driven, and
is too complex to repeat at each site. The point was to develop roles ,'mdapply them
consistently at each site without repeating them over and over again (see DTSC comment #
11 on redundancy).

RESPONSE 3: Revised Draft Work Plan

Refer to Appendices A through X of the Revised i)raft Work Plan for discussion of
site-specific sampling plans and analytical methods. The DQOs are based on the seven
step process and are intended to optimize the sampling strategy (Step 7). Field
screening analytical methods are emphasized (e.g., immunoassay, portable gas
chromatographs, mobile laboratories) to provide rapid turnaround during field
investigations. Ten percent of positive field-screened samples and five percent of non-
detect fieldscreen samples will be submitted to a CI.I' laboratory for confirmation of
results (Section 4 of the Work Plan). The consequences of fialse positive and false
negative decision errors are documented in Section 4 of tim Work Phm.

C()MMENT 4: Shallow/Subsurface Soil Boundary RESPONSE 4: Draft Work Plan

The cutoff del)th of 1()feet fi_rsampling shallow soils is appropriate, tlowever, for This would be appropriate il' the regulatory agencies would agree in advance that only
purposes of risk assessment, it must be remembered that some chemicals migrate surface data were needed at a particular site and be willing to commit to a decision based
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only very slowly in soils and thus are found exclusively in the most surficial layers, only on the surficial data. During discussions at DQO meetings, it was agreed that risk
PCBs and dioxins may be expected to behave in this manner in some shallow soils, must be evaluated in surface soil all the way to the 10-foot cutoff. DTSC says that PCBs
!)TSC feels it would be a waste of money to generate data in Phase !! with a very and dioxins may be expected to be found exclusively in the most surficial layers in some
large number of "non-detects". Therefore, we recommend that those situations be shallow soils. Again, identifying file appropriate places where this is true and agreeing lo
identitied where inclusion of deeper samples will serve only to dilute estimates of abide by the results in advance would allow this approach to be followed.
exposure concentrations based on surface soils. For instance, if concentration data
decrease by an order of magnitude with depth to 10 feet, it would be appropriate to RESPONSE 4: Revised Draft Work Plan
use only the most surficial sample in estimating an exposure point concentration.

The Revised Draft Work Plan recognizes that some constituents such as PCBs have a
very low mobility and may be concentrated or confined to the uppermost soil horizon.
For this reason, collection of samples at sites where such Iow mobility constituents may
be present has been proposed for depths of 0, 2, and 4 (or 5) feet. Samples may also be
collected at 10 feet depth if other, more mobile contaminants are also being evaluated,
however, samples from all depths down to ! 0 feet may not be analyzed for all COPCs.
Samples would be field screened beginning at the surface and working downward until
the results become NDs. The fixed-base laboratory would follow a similar procedure,
so that 4 (or 5) and 10 foot samples are only analyzed if the sample interval above is
contaminated. This approach should help to limit the number of ND analyses and
insure that concentration estimates developed for risk purposes are not unduly affected
by numerous.

COMMENT 5: Draft Work Plan Characterization/Investigation Strategies RESPONSE 5: Draft Work Plan

Explosive Ordnance Disposal (E()D) Range and Landfill Sites The Navy is aware that these sites may ultimately require land use/deed restrictions and
states the fact in the DQO document.

The characterization/investigation strategies as proposed in the document will most
likely result in land use/deed restrictions for some sites, e.g., Site 1 (EOD Range) and Stratigraphic Investigations
landfill sites. Capping of landfill sites may result in mitigation of potential soil
exposure pathways, however, such sites may still be restricted from such reuses such The proposed boreholes and well logs will not define the vertical and horizontal
as residential development, for example. While the use of institutional controls such characteristics of the unconsolidated material and soil types. Most sites have minimal
as land use/deed restrictions may be an appropriate approach due to such existing stratigraphic information, and the document proposes very few additional soil

considerations as cost and feasibility and may be consistent with U.S. EPA draft borings at the intermediate depths of the vadose zone (between 10 feet below ground
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guidance (see Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal i,andfill Sites, surface (bgs) and the water table). To estimate the fitture impact of contamination to
SelJtemher 1993), the Navy should he cognizant of thc implicit ramifications of groundwater fi'om thc vadose zone, the soil matrix (and gas phase) must hc evaluated.
agency approval of the "linal" characterizalion/invesligation strategies as presented Although some sites have good surfitce or near su! fitce coverage, most do not ]lave
in lhedocumenl, sufficientdeepborings.Basedonexistingandproposedsoildata, it is notpossibleatmany

sites to define the lateral and vertical stratigraphic relationships, extent of soil
contamination, and thc point of original waste discharge. Please reevaluate the need fi)i-
addilional (Iccp soil borings advanced within the vicinity of tile waste discharge areas.
These data will lend to a better understanding of the contamination and therefi)re fimne
impact to groumtwater.

RESP()NSE5: Revised Draft Work Plan

The Navy is aware of [cstrictions and ramifications of land usc dccd restrictions and
implemenlation of presumptive remedies.

C()MMENT 6: Correction for Wells with Constant Speed Pumps RESPONSE 6: Draft Work Plan

The Iinal work plan should inclmle a correction for wells xvilh cmlslant sl}etd pumps l)ata [toni conslalll spec0 pllln[)s did not aflect the design strategy at any OII 2 or ()11 3
(see DTSC letter dated August 27, 1993); a proposal hw the correction should be site. Constant speed pumps were installed in only a fL'Wwells and these were located in
submitted to the El Toro Team fi)r review and approval. All groundwater sampling OU- l wells. !t shouk_ not be necessary lo include a "correction" in ttlc Work Plan. No
should he perhwmed with pumps capable of !ow flows. Phase I1RI monitoring well will be constructed with a constant speed pump.

RESP()NSE 6: Revised Draft Work Plan

Phase 11RI nlonitofJtig wells will not be equipped with constant speed pumps.

(?()MMENT 7: ARua Chinon Wash RESP()NSE 7: Draft Work Plan

The work plan should inclmle a proposal to characterize the extent of the petroleum The removal action at Agua Chinon Wash will be performed as a separate activity fi-omtht:
hydrocarbon contamination at Agua Chinon Wash (see joint U.S. EPA, DTSC, and Phase II RI, as described in the DQO document.
RWQCB letter dated November 1, 1993) in preparation for the requested removal
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action, if additional characterization and/or a removal action is not implemented RESPONSE 7: Revised Draft Work Plan
prior lo the Phase I! RI field effort.

A proposal to determine nature and horizontal and vertical extent at Site 25 is presented
in Appendix X of the Phase I Revised Draft Work Plan and in Attachment X in the
Field Sampling Plan.

COMMENT8: Groundwater FlowDirection RESPONSE8: Draft Work Plan

Groundwater flow direction as indicated in site plan views of Appendix A of the Groundwater contamination contours are sometimes at variance with the regional
Draft Work Plan is at times inconsistent with groundwater contamination groundwater flow direction, and are the subject of ongoing investigation. Possible
contouring presented in the Draft Work Plan and Technical Memorandum, dated explanations include the presence of subsurface permeable zones (e.g., buried stream
May 7, 1993. For example, the groundwater flow directions in Appendix A of the channels), historic pumping pattems in the basin, or even possible multiple contmninant
Draft Work Plan for Sites 3/4, 13, 14, and 15 are inconsistent with the Draft Work sources at some locations. The groundwater direction arrow at each site is labeled
Plan (e.g., see Figure 2-15) and Technical Memorandum contouring of the northern "approximate regional groundwater flow direction". Additional monitoring wells at sites
and soutbern benzene plumes. As another example, the groundwater flow direction with observed groundwater contamination that are proposed for Phase II should allow an
for Site 16 as indicated in Appendix A is inconsistent with the proposed placement of improved understanding of local variations in contaminant distribution from the regional
the new downgradient wells, flow direction.

Site 16 is considered a potential source for petroleum hydrocarbon contamination, based on
Please address this comment in Section 2.4.6.3 (Groundwater Flow) and in each

Phase I RI vadose zone soil samples. There is a known plume of petroleum hydrocarbon
applicable site-specific section in Appendix A, including reevaluation of groundwater contaminants to the south in the Site 13 area. A monitoring well has been placed between
monitoring and/or extracthm well placement, these sites to evahmte whether the contaminants are migrating along a buried stream

channel, as was the case at the Tank 398 area. This well was not mistakenly placed cross-

gradient from Site 16.

RESPONSE 8: Revised Draft Work Plan

The well proposed for installation between Sites 13 and 16 will not be installed. The
proposed well is not hydraulically upgradient of Site 13 nor downgradient of Site 16.
Groundwater contamination observed beneath Site 13 appears to be associated with the
adjacent Tank Farm No. 2. While fuel contamination of soils at Site 16 has been
identified to a depth of about 52 feet, no data collected to date suggests that fuels in the
soil at 52 feet have impacted groundwater.
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C()MMIENT 9: Field Screening RESPONSE 9: Draft Work Plan

Section 4.13 (Statistical Basis for the Phase !l i)esign), on page 4-120, states that Ten percent of positive field-screen samples and five percent of non-detect field-screen

"Following the field screening sampling, ... l.evel 3 samples will then be randomly sampling will be randomly selected for confinnation analyses at a CI.P laboratory (Section
allocated within thc revised (if the stratum is revised) stratum boundaries." 4 of the Revised Draft Work Plan).

The C!,1' samples shnuhl not he located rauthnnly hut used as cmfiirnmtory samples lx2vel 3 samples were alh)cated randomly within a stmtunl st>that statistical conchtsions
fi)r thc T!)/GC/MS field screening samples, i.e., co-located. The CI,P samples should could be drawn The purpose of field screening sampling was then to assist in the possible
be selected tu confirm the range of results from the Ti)/GC/MS field screening, both re-definition of str,:Ltumboundaries prior to the collection o£l_evel 3 samples. Again, the
detected and non-detected. Several potential CL[' samples should be held pending statistically-based approach was originally mandated by the regulatory agencies. To discard
the field screening results. The short "turn-around times" h)r field screening results the approach at this late stage is was(efifi of time and money.
should preclude the exceedance of the C!,l' sample holding times.

RESP()NSE 9: Revised Draft Work Phm

Ten percent of positive/1cid screen samples and five percent of non-detect field-screen
sampling will be randomly selected for confirmation analyses at a CI,P laboratory
(Section 4 of the Revised Draft Work Plan).

C()MMENT 10: Field Screenim, Rel_orts RESPONSE It): Draft Work Plan

!)TSC proposes that to maximize the effectiveness of the field screening techniques If the tealn, at this late stage, now believes that "initial characterization" is required at the
with short result "turn-around times", El Toro Team meetings should be held on- sites throngh field screening, then meetings should be held during the field effort.
hase during the Phase i! R! field effort to discuss the field screening results after the
initial characterization for each such site is completed. Using such an approach, RESPONSE 10: Revised [)raft Work Plan

consensus on whether a site is adequately characterized can be reached. This should
not present a delay in the field effort since sampling teams would normally move As discussed in the meeting of October 28, 1994, it was agreed that periodic meetings,
onto the next site anyway, and if initial field screening results did indicate additional or meeting at critical moments or milestones during the investigation, are desired to
characterization to determine extent is necessary hased on team consensus, the infi)rm the BRAC Cleanup Team of results.

samplin, g team(s) could return to the affected site at a later date during the field
effort.

!
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COMMENT I I: Elimination of Redundancy RESPONSE 11a: Draft Work Plan

a) Information presented in tile Phase II RI documents should appear only once. At the first DQOs meeting it was agreed that tile DQO document would be attached to the
DTSC reviewers have noted significant redundancy, e.g., the "Introduction to Work Plan as an appendix, but that it would be a "stand-alone" document so that field
DQOs" in Appendix A contains a significant reiteration of information provided in personnel could carry it along with them without the Work Plan. Therefore, essential
Volume 1. Section 4.0 (Rationale for Sampling Locations) of the Draft SAP and infimnation in the Work Plan had to be sumnlarized in the DQO document.
Section 1.0 (Project Description) of the Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan also
reiterate information provided in Appendix A. Redundancy should be eliminated. RESPONSE !la: Revised Draft Work Plan

!qease note that some of the following DTSC comments, specific to a single issue, Every effort has been made to reduce redundancy in all of the Phase 11project plans.
refer to several sections of the Phase !1 RI documents that require change or
clarification due to the multiple appearance of the information, it is preferred that
all redundancy be eliminated rather than making changes for a single issue more
than once.

b) Please als{}note that the RBCs in Tables 4-3 through 4-7 in Volume I are RESPONSE ! lb: Draft Work Plan
inconsistent with those in Tables A-3a through A-3d in Appendix A; please delete the
incorrectversion. AveryfewRBCsinthe DQOdocumentwererevisedto reflectcommentsreceivedfrom

EPA and DTSC late in the DQO process. These changes were inadvertently omitted from
the table in the Work Plan, which should be updated.

RESPONSE ! Ib: Revised Draft Work Plan

RBCs have been incorporated into the Phase Ii Revised Draft RI/FS Work Plan.
Updated RBCs however, will be computed after data is compiled for the Phase II work
as discussed in the Phase Il Risk Assessment Work Plan.

c) in Appendix A, please combine the applicable sections under "Problem RESPONSE I lc: Draft Work Plan
Definition" and Phase 11 Remedial Investigation Design". These sections are often
confusing, especially for sites with numerous strata, because incomplete information These sections should be revised or combined to remove the redundancy.
is presented under "Prohlem Definition" and then additional information is
presented under "Phase i! Remedial Investigation Design". The combined sections

should remove redundancy resulting in a vast improvement.
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March 31. 1995 RI/SP()NSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMF_NTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan

Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El Toro Calilbrnia

Originalor: Joe Zarnoch, Depmtment of Toxic Substances Control
Regkm 4, !_ong Beach, California

Dale: 17 [)ecember 1903

RESPONSE ! lc: Revised Draft Work Plan

The DQOs presented m Appendices A through X in the plan include Step I - "Slate the
Problem" which defines tile problem(s) associated with each site.

('()MMENT 12: Screening of Organic !.aboratory Contamimmts RESI't)NSE 12: !)rail Work Plan

It does not appear that trace detections of organics listed as C()i'Cs have been Trace detections of ou.,anics wele screened against laboratory method and trip blank
screened against laboratory method or trip hlank concentrations; please make all concentrations acc, rating to EPA guidance. All tables and diagrams include screened data.

necessary changes, including changes to plan view diagrams. This work wits described in meetings and in tile Phase I RI Technical Memorandunl but is

perhaps not dt)cumented comtiletcly cra)ugh in thc I)Q() document. Thc !)Q()s

i'lease descrihe how trace detections of organics will be screened against laboratory introduction should be expanded to include the specific infimnation lequested here.
metlmd or trip blank concentrations. The documents should indicate the approach

used, e.g., an averaged blank concenlration was subtracted from sample RESP()NSE 12: Revised Draft Work !'lan

concentrations. Iqease specify which blanks were used (e.g., laboratory method

ami/or trip blanks) and why. Labolatory blanks, field blanks and trip blanks will all be analyzed simuhaneously with
the samples submitted. If any trace elements are present in these blanks, notations ,,viii

be made by the laboratory. These sample notations may then be averaged and/or sub-

tracted out of the sample results. The procedures regarding laboratory method blanks,

trip blanks, and field blanks are discussed in Seclkms 5.1.2, 5.2, and 5.3 (if the QAPP.

C()MMENT 13: Compliance with Solid Waste Assessment Test (SWAT) RESP(}NSE 13: I)raft Work Plan
Requirements

Air SWAT requirements were previonsly fillfilled at each of the landfills and are reported in

Thc document should include a new sccti.n discussing both federal and state Solht Wa.¥wAir Oualio' Asse,vsment Test Repro;t, U.S. M(5]S El Tort; (Strata Technoh;q, ies'

guidelines/requirements fi}r landfill sites. We arc aware that there tire some hw., Octot_er 1990}. As stated in the [)QO document, the purpose of lhe soil gas

differences in approach between U.S. EPA's framework h}r a presumptive remedy investigation at tile landfills during Phase !I was not to satisfy SWAT requirements, which

(see i'resumptive Remedy for CERCI.A Municilml I,antlfill Sites, September 1993) have already been satisfied, but to provide updated infbnnation regarding potential volatiles
and state requirements, in the landfills and to possibly locate VOC sources that could be remediated sep,'u-ately from

the remainder of the landfill. Groundwater SWAT requirements are being met as part of the
This section should indicate the SWATs (apparently air only and not groundwater) CERCLA investigation, and a separate investigation is not necessary.
that have been perh}rmed for each of the landfill sites at MCAS El Toro. Please also

provide a summary of the results.
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March 31, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULA _oRY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase I1RI/FS at MCAS El Toro Cahifi,rnia

Originator: Joe Z,'u-noch,Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

Date: 17December 1993

State law requires testing at all active and some inactive landfills for specified toxic In order to prevent redundancy, the Air SWAT results were not reprinted in the DQO
eontaminanls in the landfill gas, the air immediately above the surface of the landfill, document. Data from the Air SWAT comprise a four-volume set and DTSC is referred to
ambient air adjacent to the site, and underground gas migrating beyond the landfill this material.
perimeter. To comply with the requirements for air testing, the Air Resources Board
and a committee of the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association- RESPONSE 13: Revised Draft Work Plan

Technical Review Group (CAPC¢)A-TRG) developed gas testing guidelines for
landfill sites. Air analysis is required h)r methane, oxygen, nitrogen, carbon dioxide, Federal, Stale, and I.ocal guidelines/requirements, as appropriale, have been incorporated
and len specified contaminants: vinyl chloride, benzene, ethylene dichloride, into the Data Quality Objectives for the landfill sites. A new section has been added to the
methylene chloride, tetracbloroethene (PCE), carbon tetrachloride, !,I,!- Data Quality Objectives for the landfill sites summarizing the results of the Air SWAT.
trichloroethane (methyl chloroform), trichloroethene (TCE) and clfioroform. Please
also see the list of twenty two primary target compounds by the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Los Angeles Region) in Work Plan Requirements for
Active Soil Gas Investigation, Well Investigation Program (WIP). Please consider
these constituents fi}r the soil gas survey.

The new section should discuss a review of applicable requirements, how the

requirements _'ill be satisfied, and if not, rationale for the alternative approach.

C()MMENT 14: Aerial Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR) RESPONSE 14: Draft Work Plan

Please consider the use of aerial GPR to assist in delineating landfill boundaries, I,andfill boundaries have been evaluated with geophysics and analysis of historical aerial

_'hen applicable, photographs. During the Phase II RI, boundaries will be further evaluated with geophysics,
soil gas, and excavation at areas of remaining uncertainty. If this evaluation is unsuccessful,
then perhaps aerial GPR may be employed.

RESPONSE 14: Revised Draft Work Plan

During project planning meetings, the suitability of GPR as a technique for landfill
boundary definition was discussed on several occasions. Each discussion generally
concluded that GPR would probably not be a successful tool for landfill boundary
delineation. Further, use of GPR during the Phase I RI at several landfill sites met with
largely negative results. For these reasons, the Phase II Revised Draft Work Plan does

not propose to use GPR for landfill boundary delineation.
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March 3 I, 1995 'RI!SPt)NSF. TO REGUI_ATORY AflF_NCY COMMENTS
of

Revised DraJ2 Work Plan

Phase I1 RI/FS at MCAS El 7bro Cali/brnia

()riginamr: Joe Zamoch, l)eparlmcnl of Toxic Substances Conuol

Region 4, l,ong Beach, California
I)ale: 17 I)eccmbc|' 1993

COMMENT 15: Collection of Soil Samples for Volatile Organic Compound (VOC} RESPONSE 15: I)raft Work Plan
A nalysJ5

The appropriale place tbr this discussion is the Sampling and Analysis Plan. !towever, it is

The document should evaluate and recommend techniques to minimize the loss of agreed that dry-ice or methanol preservation would be superior. During the recent Soil Gas
VOCs from soil samples. Investigation. an evaluation was made of methanol preservation versus standard

preservation. Results indicate that methanol preservation, which requires slightly higher
There is evidence that preserving VOC soil samples hy freezing _ilh dry-ice is detection limits, obscured trace levels of VOC contaminants, but provided belier dala when

superior lo preserving by cooling lo 4" C. tile concentrations of VO('s were al higher levels

There is also e_idence that V()C soil samples preserved in methanol during the field RESP()NSE 15: Revised Draft Work !'hm

sampling and cooled to 4° is superior to simply preserving by e(mling to 4". However_
the methanol used for preservation must be absolutely pure in order to avoid Because the methanol method can raise the detecliou limit for Vt)Cs and the RBC for

introducing volatile contaminants. A field blank is also required (see Environ. Sci. TCE is so Iow, methanol preservation will not be used l_r Phase 1I RI/FS sampling
Technol., 1990, 24, 1387-1392). activities.

COMMENT 16: Figur_ Indicating Chemicals of Potential Concern in Shallow Soil_ RESPONSE 16: Draft Work Plan
Snrfiiee Water Runoff and Sediment

As descrihed in tile Work Phm and I)QO document, and agreed by the regulatory agencies
Each site-specific figure (plan view diagram) in Appendix A (e.g., Figure A I-2) in position papers and meetings, TFi t-gas and TI:I I-diesel were of interest in shallow soil

should indicate al/C{)PCs, including pelroleum hydrocarbon COPCs (TFH-gasoline only insofitr as Ihey had the potential to migrate to groundwater. Constituents of these fuels.

and T!ql-diesel). COl'Cs fi_r site upgradient areas and catch basins, if applicable, such as benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes, are of concern for risk assessment in
shouhl also he indicated. I'le_tse indicate the sampling depths from Phase I, e.g., shallow soil. To include TFlt-gas and diesel as COPCs in shallow soil would have

fi)lhmring thc sample location identification in the boxes listing the COl'Cs, include essentially constituted "double-counting" for risk purposes. Therefore, TFll-gas and diesel

the sampling depths {e.g., "{0,2,& 4')" could be used to designate Ihat samples were are included in the figt, res only it' they occur at concentralions flint exceed I_eaking

collected al 0, 2, and 4 feel I)gs in Phase 1). Also in the boxes listing the Ct)PCs, Underground Fuel Tank (I Mt:T) guidelines.
separate organics from inorganics and indicate cnncentration units fi}r each. Please

thoroughly review each site in Appendix A and make all necessary changes. Sampling depths are included in these figures. Only the 01Bot depth was included in
Figure A 1-2 because only sudhce soil samples were collected at that depth at Site I during
the Phase I RI. Concentration units ,'ue described in the legend tkw each figt,rc.
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March 3 I, 199., RESPONSE TO REGUL^. oRY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase 1IRI/FS at MCAS El 7_;ro Cal_fi_rnia

Originator: Joe Zamoch, l)epartment of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

l)ate: 17December1993

RESPONSE 16: Revised Draft Work Plan

To avoid considerable duplication of data, the Revised Work Plan does not include
figures or tables which reproduce tile Phase 1 RI sample analytical results again.
Rather, the Phase 1 Rl sample locations are identified by their designations and the
legend for each sample type includes references to the specific tables in previous studies
where the data can be found.

COMMENT 17: Figures Indicating Chemicals of Potential Concern in Subsurface RESPONSE 17: Draft Work Plan
Soil and Groundwater

Since subsurface soil COPCs include all detected inorganic compounds (because a

Each site-specific figure in Appendix A (e.g., Figure Al.3) should indicate all COPCs, background level for these compounds in subsurface soil could not be attained during file
including the following: DQO process), all detected inorganics may not be placed on the figures--they would be too

crowded. At present, the figures contain all substances evaluated through VLEACtt
a) inorganic subsurface soil COPCs also detected in groundwater at concentrations modeling to have the potential to migrate to groundwater in subsurface soil, as well as all
exceeding Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) substances in groundwater that exceed Primary MCl.s (including inorganics). The figures

could be mo&lied to meet the criteria listed in notes "a" through "e" above, but of course it
b) petroleum hydrocarlmns in both subsurface soil and groundwater will require a great deal of additional work.

c) detected organic constituents in subsurface soil and groundwater (footnote RESPONSE 17: Revised Draft Work Plan
constituents in groundwater exceeding MCLs)

See response to comment #16 above.
d) inorganic constituents as well as gross alpha/beta in groundwater exceeding
either primary or secondary MCLs (use different footnotes to distinguish those
constituents that exceed primary vs. secondary MCLs), and

e) general chemistry results exceeding applicable regulatory criteria.

COMMENT 18: Phase ! Remedial Investigation (RI) Results RESPONSE 18: Draft Work Plan

Each of these site-specific sections in Appendix A should indicate the All groundwater and surface water samples collected during the Phase 1 Ri were analyzed
sampling/analysis metbods used in Phase I, e.g., indicate if samples were analyzed for for the complete Target Compound List and Target Analyte List. Soil and sediment
VOCs_pesticides_PCBs_metals_etc. sampleswere usuallyanalyzed for these compounds as well. However, some soil samples
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Nlalch 3 I, 19[)5 RESPf)NSL: TO REG[ILATOR Y At:I. x_, _ .......
of

Revised Draft Wotk _sla,'
Pha.veII RI/FS at M(515 El 7'o,-o t 'rd!,:?;r,_ra

()riginator: Joc Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Subslances Control
Region 4, lxmg Beach, Calitk_mia

I)atc: 17 December Iq93

were analyzed tk,ra subset {Jl'these compounds, and some samples were given special
analyses. The I)Q() document should be revised to include site-specific information cm
Phase ! analyses.

RESPt}NSE 18: Revised Draft Work Plan

Itl an cf fort to climinalc redundancy, the Phase I Remedial Investigation Resulls were
not included in thc Revised Draft Work Plan Appendices. For this data, the agencies
are referred Io thc Phase I Technical Memorandum or other appropriate documents.

C()MMENT 19: Chemicals lo be Investigated During Phase Il

The following comments address sections entitled "Chemicals To Be Investigated
During Phase !1" in site-specific sections nfAppendix A (e.g., Section Al.7).

·'1) Statemenls Concerning Risks RESPONSE 19a: Draft Work Plan

As a lirst paragraph to these sectinns, please include the fidlowing statement (in bold Such a statement could be iuchtded in the text. I towcvcr, the roles regarding chemicals to
letlers): "The statements in bolh this section and subsequent sections (such as those be investigated during Phase II were devcloped during the !)QO process with agency
entitled "Potential Remedial Actions and Associated Data Needs") concerning collaboration, and are stated ill Chapter 4 of the Work Plan and in the Introduction It) the
human he'dth and ecological risks are estimated based on I'hase I R! results." DQO document. Suggesting that this staten/ent be printed m bold letters implies that the

Phase I data are soJnehow lacking in quality. Again, an extensive amount of data were
collected during the Phase 1 RI with agency participation and approval of the pi;tuning
process. Data were collected in such a manner that statistical confidence limits may he
placed on the results. Statements of risk were based on statistical calculations using
standard procedures.

RESPONSE 19a: Revised Draft Work Plan

Thc Revised Dr;fit Work Plan inchzdes statements indicating that the work phm scope is
based upon tile Phase I RI results and upon these comments.

It) Evaluation of Lead in ShaUow Soil as a Chemical to be Investigated During
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March 31, 199., RESPONSE TO REGULz-...)RY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase 1IRI/FS at MCAS El 7bro Cali/ornia

Originalor: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, l.ong Beach, ('alilornia

Dale: 17December 1993

!'hase I! RESPONSE 19b: Draft Work Plan

In several instances, these sections fail to identify that lead exceeded human health Lead and other metals were screened against RBCs only after being screened against
RBCs. It appears that the constituent is listed in the appropriate tables indicating background levels of metals in the vicinity of MCAS El Toro. The calculation of
chemicals detected in Phase I that exceeded human health screening criteria (for background, as well as the decision to screen metals against background, were
shallow soil), however, the text does not always state so. Please thoroughly review accomplished with agency participation and approval. Thus, it is possible that some lead
each applica!fie sile in Appendix A and make all necessary changes, concentrations may have been found that exceed RBCs, but were not included because they

do not exceed naturally4_ccurring background concentrations of lead.

We note the U.S. EPA's lead uptake and biokinetic (UBK) model was used in RBCs were developed with the collaboration and approval of DTSC risk assessors. It is lale
calculating the RBC for lead o1500 rog/kg in soil in a residential setting. This value to suggest changing the method of calculating the lead RBC. Finally, RBCs were
is about twofold higher than the value that would have been produced using developed for a residential setting, again with agency approval.
LEADSPREAD, the model recommended by DTSC. We find 500 mg/kg to be

reasonably protective of health. However, the Navy will find thai the UBK model is RESPONSE 19h: Revised Draft Work Plan
not usefid fiw determining safe levels of exposure for adults in the occupational
setting. We urge the Navy to use LEADSPREAD for estimating the adverse health Concentrations of lead can be calculated by I_EADSPREAI). l lowever, in order to
effectsof leadin adults, determineactualconcentration(solublefraction)of leaddue to contaminationby

hazardous materials, background levels of lead in the soil will be determined. After this
is performed, RBCs will be determined. Discussion of establishing background
concentrations, limits of uncertainty - levels of acceptable risk, and risk assessments are
provided in Section 4 of the Work Plan.

c) IAIFT Regulatory limits RESPONSE 19c: Draft Work Plan

LUFF values and the TFlt concentrations that exceed these values are provided in Table A-
Please provide ali necessary information, including actual values, to show whether 4. However, these exceedances could also be reprinted on a site by site basis if DTSC
detected TFH concentrations are below or above regulatory limits. desires.

RESPONSE 19c: Revised Draft Work Plan

LUFT guidelines will be used when site-specific petroleum hydrocarbons may impact
groundwater following the Phase Il fieldwork.

1
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of

Revised Draft Work Plan
I'hase 11RI/FS at MCAS El 7bro ()tli/br',i,

Originator: Joe Zarnoch, Dcpartnlent of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

1)mc: 17l)ecember 1993

d) Evaluation of Groundwater General Chemistry Results RESPONSE 19(5: IF)raft Work Plan

These sections should evaluate groundwater general chemistry results, include an General chemistry values and gross alpha/beta that exceed regulatory criteria are shown in
evaluation of general chemistry results exceeding regulatory criteria (e.g., chloride, Section 3 of each site specific section, as well as in Tables I and 2.
sulfate, nitrate, total dissolved solids (TDS) or gross alpha/beta exceeding MCLs) and
compare downgradieut to upgra(lient coneenlrations. RESPONSE 19d: Revised Draft Work Plan

See response m comment #16 above regarding duplication of Phase I P,I data.

C()MMENT 21): Evaluation of Groundwater Remedial Technoh)gies RESPONSE 20: !)raft Work Plan

Each applicahle site-specilic groundwater remedial technologies section in The Desalter l)[(>jectand other remedial responses to groundwater contamination am being
Appendix A should evaluate whether constituents of concern would present remedial evaluated in the OU I Feasibility Study. ttowever, it is agreed that the Work Plan should
difficulties for the proposed Desalter Project. Moreover, based on site-speeific identify constituents of concern that may present remedial difficulties for the Desalter
groundwater contamination profiles (e.g., the depth of groundwater contamination), Project.
evaluate whether or not the Desalter Project, as proposed, would he effective in
remediating groundwater contamination. For example, consider the distance to and RESPONSE 251: Revised Draft Work Plan
a screened interval of the nearest Desalter Project extraction wells.

With the exceptions of Site 2 - The Magazine Road I_andfill, and Site 24 - VOC Source
Area, a review of data collected during the Phase 1 RI for the remaining OU-2 sites and
the OU 3 sites does not indicate that groundwater appears to be impacted as a result of
historic activities conducted at these sites. Groundwater contamination that has been

identified beneath many of the sites associated with the regional VOC groundwater
contamination or leaking IJSTs.

Ct)MMENT 21: Tables Indicating a Summary of Samples and Analytical RESPONSE 21: I)raft Work Plan
Parameters fi}r Phase Il RI

Tables and GIS figures are directly printed from the database. Tables and figures will be
After changes have been finalized, please thorougldy review these tables for reviewed again before the Final Work Plan is prepared. If discrepancies were observed,
consistency with the text and figures. Discrepancies were noted in the draft specific references would assist in this review.
document.
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Mazch 3 I, 19_,., .RESPONSE TO REGUL__ .JRY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El Toro California

Originator: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, i.ong Beach, California

Dale: 17December 1993

RESPONSE 21: Revised Draft Work Plan

All tables and figures included in the Revised Draft Work Plan have been reviewed in
an effort to eliminate mistakes.

COMMENT 22: Clarification of Sample/Analysis Methods RESPONSE 22: Draft Work Plan

For all sites in Appendix A, please clearly indicate the sample/analysis method. The The text sections will tie reviewed and clarified where appropriate. The figures do not list
numerous terms used in the document are confusing; these include "samples for fur- all of the analyses that will be performed on samples, whether for "CLP" samples or
ther characterizing risk," "laboratory samples," Level 3 laboratory samples," "TD/GC/MS field screening samples". This would overload the figures. The reader should
laboratory analysis, .... field-screening samples," and "survey-level samples." Please be able to refer to the Iexl and tables for specifics on the analyses that will lie pegormed.
thoroughly review sections entitled "Problem Definition" and Phase il Remedial
Investigation Design" and make all necessary changes. We recommend using the As DTSC is aware, the field screening methodology had not been finalized at the time the
term "CLP Samples" for Level 3 or 4 samples and "TD/GC/MS field screening DQO document was submitted The field screening methodology proposed by the agencies
samples" whenappropriate, neartheendof theDQOprocesshad not yet receivedfederalor stateapproval. DTSC

agreed that the methodology needed fi_rtherevaluation, ,'mdthat an amendment to the

Please note that site maps showing locations for field screening, both in Appendix A Quality Assurance Project Plan would be prepared after the evaluation was complete.
and the Draft SAP, do not provide a key for the type of field screening to be per-
formedat eachlocation. RESPONSE22: RevisedDraftWorkPlan

For the DQO documents appearing in the Appendices of the Work Plan and the
Attachments of the FSP, the Navy has made efforts to clearly define sample types and
analysis methods associated with each sample. All site maps showing locations for any
type of sampling should provide a key illustrating which type of sampling or analyses
will be performed.

C()MMENT 23: Analysis for Metals {Non-CLPSamples) RESPONSE 23: Draft Work Plan

In each site-specific section of Appendix A when metals characterization (non-CLP) See the response to No. 22, above.
is specified, please clearly indicate the type of sampling/analysis method. Please
thoroughly review each applicable section and make all necessary changes.
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OrJp.iu:llc,r: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances ConlroT
Region 4, l.ong Beach, Califi)rnia

Date: 17December 1993

RESPONSE 23: Revised Draft Work Plan

Refer 1o Appendices A Ihrough X of this plan.

COMMENT 24: Protocols and Quality Control for Soil Gas, TI)/GC/MS Field RESPONSE 24: Draft Work Plan
Screening, X-Ray Fluorescence and Dioxin/Furan Sampling/Analysis Methods

See the response to No. 22. above. Soil gas and dioxin/furan protocols will be added to the
Please nmke all necessary changes lo provide a complete description, including QAPP and SAP.
protocols and quality control in the Draft SAP and Draft Quality Assurance Project
Plan (QAPP), respectively, for soil gas, TD/GC/MS field screening and X-Ray RESPONSE 24: Revised Draft Work Plan
fluorescence sampling/analysis proposed in the document as well as for dioxin/furan
sampli,lg/analysis as requested in these comments. A description including protocols and quality control for Soil Gas, TD/GC/MS Field

Screening, and X-Ray Fluorescence are provided in Section 2.2 of the QAPP.
Dioxins/Furans are covered under EPA Method 8280 as illustrated in 'fable 9 1 in the

QAPP.

(?{)hlMEN'F 25: New Groundwater Monitoring/Extraction Wells RESPONSE 25: i)raft Work Plan

The document contains unsubstantiated technical statements and lacks the 'Ibc information requested here has been previously published in file Phase 1RI Technical
conceptual understanding of the hydrogeology, both regionally and site-,;pecific, that Memorandum and fills sevenfi volumes. It is hard to believe that DTSC, who expressed a
is essential for a sound environmental assessment. At some sites it is nearly concern about redtmdancy in Comment No. 11, above, would seriously request that this
impossiible to evaluate the proposed placement of additional monitoring wells data be repeated in the DQO document. Also, it is important to remember that the DQO
hecause there is often not enough groundwater information to determine document only addresses OIJ-2 and OU-3 sites. OU-1, the Regional Groundwater
groundwater flow direction and rates. Well placement is often proposed either too Investigation, is n_>_taddressed in this document. Additional monitoring wells are proposed
far geographically form the source or in some cases cross-gradient when defined as a at some individual sites at areas where there are perceived infommtion gaps. t lowever, it is
up-gradient or downgradient monitoring well. unfair to state that the design lacks a conceptual understanding of hydrogeology without

being more specific. No extraction wells were proposed at any site. In some places, tile
All technical statements must be substantiated with adequate supporting data. In statement was made that a given monitoring well may eventually serve as an extraction well
the case of groundwater flow, at a minimum, the following information nmst be based on the information gained during Phase II. ttowever, that evaluation will be made in
provided: well location, well logs, well construction data (see additional comments file future after more data are available. A monitoring well will not be used fi)r extraction
helow), water levels, hydrographs, location of immping wells, location of recharge unless it is judged by Ihe entire team to be suilable fi,' this purpose.

and discharge areas, and locations of groundwater barriers. Locations h)r
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March 31, 19u.. RESPONSE TO REGULk.. ORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase Il RI/FS at MCAS El Toro CahZfi>rnia

Originator: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

I)ate: 17 l)ecember 1993

upgradient and downgradient monitoring wells for a specific site cannot be proposed Well construction procedures and drilling methods are provided in the SAP, and do not
until groundwater flow beneath that site is understood and documented with need to be repeated in tile DQO document. It is impossible to predict in advance exactly
substantive technical data. We suggest using cost-efficient techniques such as Cone where each new well will be screened, because of the heterogeneity of the geology al
Penetration Testing (CPT) or Hydropunch lo collect groundwater samples (e.g., MCAS E1Toro. Shallow monitoring wells, for example, are screened across the uppermost
BAT samples) for plume delineation, and/or perhaps the relatively simple installa- permeable unit encountered in the saturated zone. The location of this unit is unknown until
lion of piezometers, to aid in the evaluation of the hydrology before the installation of each individual borehole is drilled
cosily nlonitoring and extraction wells that nmy be improperly located.

Finally, methods such as CVI' or I lydropunch are not feasible al MCAS F.IToro because of

Without additional inhwmation, it is not appropriate to propose extraction well the great depth to the water table Installation of piezometers is not significantly more cost-
locations at this time of the investigation. The hydrology has not been properly eval- effective in this situation, where tile drilling costs filr outweigh the cost of well materials.
uated, and in the case of Site 2, the VOC groundwater plume has not been laterally
or vertically characterized. If the extraction wells are improperly placed it is pos- RESPONSE 25: Revised Draft Work Plan
sible to spread the plume into uncontaminated areas. There simply is not enough
direct evidence to properly place an extraction well. When deciding the h)cation of a monitoring well, Phase II work will review available

information and will use various technologies to aid in the decision making. The

if you still feel that the proposal of extraction wells at this lime is justifiable, please information and technologies as well as proposed monitoring well locations were
note that efficient extraction wells usually have much longer screened intervals than discussed at length in meetings hosted by the Navy including the regulatory agencies.
monitoring wells, and sometimes are designed with a larger casing diameter. The The proposed locations of monitoring wells and the rationale behind the proposals are
document implies that monitoring wells and extraction wells will be designed provided in the Appendices of this plan.
identically. Indicate the similarities and differences between the two types of wells.
Provide rationale if identical construction is proposed for both the monitoring and
extraction wells.

In each site-specific section of Appendix A when new groundwater monitoring
and/or extraction wells are proposed, please provide a table for well construction
details, including drilling method, depth of well, casing diameter and material, screen
diameter (with slot size) and material, screen interval, length of drop pipe, make and
model of pump to be installed and purpose of well (e.g., monitoring or extraction or
both). !n addition, for each applicable site, indicate if downhole geophysics will be
performed and used to determine well screen depths. !n an appropriate section of
the document, please also include a master table providing this information for all
wells.
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In the text of each site*specific section of Appendix A, please provide a rationale for
the proposed drilling method.

C{)MFXlENT 26: Soil (;as Investigation RESPONSE 26: I)ral't Work Plan

It is our understanding that the soil gas survey work plan will be available for The Soil Gas Survey Work Plan is a separate document. At the time of this response, the
regulatory review. The work plan at a nfinimum should include the following: Work Phm has received I)TSC approval. Additional soil gas surveys will be performed at

selected RI sites during the Phase 11Ri. The conduct of these surveys will be specified in

a) a Station-wide nmp showing boundaries of all areas included in the soil gas the revised Work Plan li)r Ol I-2 and ()Il 3 and will undergo DTSC review.

survey, as well as maps indicating the locations of the industrial waste sewer line and
slorm drain systems in the southwestern quadrant of the Station that discharge into RESI'()NSE 26: Revised Draft Work Pl:m
Aqua Chinon and Bee Canyon Washes;

A draft copy of the soil gas investigation report was distributed on 09/06/94. All

b) site-specilic nmps showing proposed probe locations and depths, include comments and direction from the regulating agencies were taken into account for this
proposedand existingmonitoringwellsand borings; plan.

c) rationale hw probe locations and depths at each site;

d) a list of constituents of concern for each site and rationale for their selection based
on considerations such as site history and previously demonstrated soil and/or

groundwater contamination;

e) a delailed explanation of probe installation;

f) a figure showing typical probe installation construction (include both borehole
and driven probe installation);

g) a ddailed explanation of the vapor sample collection protocol, include proposed
holding times of the sample from collection to analysis;

h) a figure showing the system design h_r the collection of vapor samples;
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Date: 17December 1993

i) a detailed explanation of on-site mobile laboratory analytical procedures;

j) a quality assuranceJquality control package with detailed guidelines, including
protocols for both in-the-field vapor sample collection and laboratnry vapor sample
analysis; and

k) a detailed explanation on how the data will be presented, such as site-specific
concentration contour maps, stationwide contour maps if applicable, complete
original sampling results, and summary tables of selected constituents. (Please note
that complete information must be reported so that conclusions can be evaluated.)

Any identified areas at MCAS El Toro that may have pntenfially heen impacted by
chlorinated solvents and/or petroleum hydrocarbons should be subject to a soil gas
survey. The survey should not be limited only to the southwestern quadrant of the
station and landfills, nor should the soil gas data points be limited to a grid pattern

with predetermined specified depths of 10 to 20 feet bgs (non-landfill areas). Probe
locations should be concentrated in areas of waste discharge and demonstrated soil
and groundwater contamination. Generally, grid density should be tighter in the
"hot spots" and decrease as soil gas results decrease. In areas of potential
contamination, with no apparent point source and with little or no confirmed soil
contamination, a grid pattern is appropriate. Multi-depth sampling locations should
be in areas with known soil contamination and where prior soil gas sampling efforts
have detected relatively high levels of constituents of concern. On-site, real time
analysis of vapor samples is required to allow for field modification of the sampling
plan based upon test results.

A comprehensive soil gas survey in conjunction with companion soil matrix samples
will determine the variation and extent of soil condemnation. Soil matrix samples
generally cannot be used to confirm soil gas results. The combination of both sets of
data will assist in characterizing the distribution of soil contamination.

1
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When designing a soil gas survey, the objectives of the investigation are not only to
identify areas of discharge but also to establish patterns of vapor distribution for the
design of a possihle vapor extraction system (VES). If, while conducting the soil gas
survey, it is determined that an area can be adequately remediated using a VES,

consider installing multi-depth, semi-permanent vapor probes. Note, the delineation
of a vapor plume and thc iuslallation of a monitoring network can be completed
during the same phase.

C()MMENT27: VI,EACHModel RESPONSE27: DraftWorkPlan

,_?t&temgJ_,_m'utnecers ':_m_,'us'_'_'itc',l,'ochre:mitre,ti,'tirl_i;hzdit?m'mt&l'e_im%,_-,,rt T,_Juhm6'h,c [bl_3,' Wc_c'¢s¢:,,'Mc'mv>&0hug'w_t:,'pclrte_eme&'e,b)qf.,m'_Jel,'_o;ted_i,;tbe?til_'?
identilied as being conservative in the document, preliminary estimates of the total sampling strategies for the Phase I! RI and select chemicals G_rfurther investigation. It
contaminant mass within the vadose zone may be underestimated. Studies have would be appropriate to run the VI_EACI t analysis again after the Phase !l RI is complete,
shown lthat in geologic and climatic environments similar to the MCAS El Toro and data not only from the soil gas surveys but also from the additional soil sampling are
Area, VOC mass tends to concentrate within the vapor phase. !fa discrepancy exists available. The decision to use another model fi)r inorganics should be made at that time.
hetween the contaminant ma_ estimate based on soil matrix samples and soil gas Meanwhile, the extensive network of monitoring wells rind the ongoing groundwater
concenlratinns, it is likely the VLEACH model will underestimate the mass of monitoring proposed in the Groundwater Monitoring Plan will ,allow monitoring of
eonlaminate leaching to groundwater. Therefore it is suggested that after the soil gas contaminants that are potentially leaching to the groundwater.
survey ;,iscompleted, VLEACH is again applied using soil gas concentrations instead
of soil matrix concentrations, if soil gas results are greater. !lefiJre chmJsing an input RESPONSE 27: Revised Draft Work Phm
concentration value, evaluate all soil matrix and soil vapor dala, and explain the
ralinnale for input choice. A variety of computer models have been proposed. The appropriate model will be

selected on its merit and the objectives of the site.

Consider using another model for inorganics. If additional modeling is conducted as part of the Phase 11RI/FS, several models such
as SESOII. may be used. Refer to Section 4 of this plan.

C()MMENT 28: Tentatively Identified Compounds (TICs) RESPONSE 28: Draft Work Plan

For all applicable sites in Appendix A, please identify and discuss TICs; evaluate TICs were evaluated at the end of the Phase I RI. No TICs were identified that affect the
whether or not the identified TICs will affect the characterization strategies for characterization strategies for Phase 1I. A section should be added to the DQO Introduction
Phase!1. thatsummarizestheTlCanalysis.
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Phase II RI/FS at 11,,vAS El Toro Cal!fornia

Originator: Joe Zm noch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

l)ale: 17December 19q3

RESPONSE 28: Revised Draft Work Plan

No TICs were identified during the Phase 1 RI that would affect tile characterization
strategies proposed in the Revised Draft Phase II RI/FS Work Plan.

COMMENT 29: Use of EPA Method 8310 for Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons RESPONSE 29: Draft Work Plan
(PAHs)

Agreed. _lttis decisi,m should be confirmed by the entire planning team.

If PAlls are identified or suspected as COPCs in a stratum, EPA Method 8310
should be used for analysis. Properly used, this method should have detection limits RESPONSE 29: Revised Draft Work l'lan

for carcinogenic PAlls lower than the defined RBC. Ifa broader spectrum of As stated in Section 2.2.1.3 of the QAPP, a possible fixed-based laboratory analyses to
SVOCs is needed, then EPA Method 8270 would be the method of choice. In any be used in the Phase II RI/FS is tfigh-performance liquid chromatography. This
case, please provide rationale for the choice of PAH/SVOC analytical techniques, instrument is similar to GC methodology in nature, but uses a liquid as a carrier during

the analytical process whereas GC uses a gas. The methods using ttPLC include EPA
8310. EPA Method 8310 can be used to determine the presence of polyaromatic

hydrocarbons at sites with low RBCs specifically in the solid and liquid phases. EPA
Method 8310 will be used for this purpose if it is determined that EPA Method 8270
can not result in detection levels corresponding with low RBCs.

COMMENT 30: Analysis for Organolead at Petroleum Hydrocarbon Contami- RESPONSE 30: Draft Work Plan
nated Sites

The team should evaluate the potential addition of organolead analyses. It would have been

()rganolead compounds could he COPCs at sites where petroleum hydrocarbon helpful if DTSC proposed these analyses during the DQO process.
contamination is identified or suspected. For each such site, include an analysis for
organolead compounds or present adequate justification as to why it is not needed. RESPONSE 30: Revised Draft Work Plan
Because of the difficulty and expense with the organolead method, a phased
approach could be used to limit the number of organolead analyses needed. Soil sample analyses for organolead for the initial tier of sampling at the OU-3 sites.
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COMMENT 31: Matrix Interferences RESPONSE 31: Draft Work Plan

All amdytical results fi}r each site should be reviewed and, when necessary, evaluated Analytical results will be reviewed for possible matrix interl;erence. Responses to site-
for matrix interferences in the site-specific sections of Appendix A. Our Site-Specific specific instances described above will be made at the appropriate location. If DTSC feels
comments indicate several instances where it appears petroleum hydrocarbon that COPC were eliminated due to matrix interference, it should identify specific examples
contaminalion interfered (elevating detectiun limits) with other results, such as those RESPONSE 31: Revised Draft Work Plan
fi_r PAlls. A failure to properly evaluate analytical interferences could result in an

underestimation of human health and/or ecological risk. Measures will be taken during sample analyses to account for and minimize the adverse
impacts of matrix interference problems. The goal will be to provide the lowest
detection limits that can reasonably be obtained.

COMMENT 32: Round Two Groundwater Data and Quarterly Groundwater RESPONSE 32: Draft Work Plan
Monitoring

The results of the second round of groundwater results had not been validated at the time
The document should integrate round two groundwater results, the DQO document was completed. However, unvalidated results were considered in the

Phase II design. Results ,are now available and could be incorporated into the revised Work
All existing monitoring wells should be sampled quarterly so that a statistically valid

Plan where appropriate.
data set can be complied and a better understanding of site specific and Station-wide
water quality can be achieved. Also, water levels measurements should be collected

Monthly water level measurements are being collected at MCAS El Toro. An ongoing
monthly. An approach fi_r a water quality sample and analysis program may he to
collect water samples during the first week of February, June, August, and groundwater monitoring plan has been proposed and is currently being reviewed by
Noveml)er, and submit the quarterly reports no later than six weeks after collection, regulatory agencies. A groundwater quality and level report has also been prepared that

summarizes all existing data. This report has been provided to the regulatory agencies.Monthly water level measurements should be included in the water quality reports.
This monthly ganging should be done during the same week of each month for all RESPONSE 32: Revised Draft Work Plan
monitoring wells. These data should be included together with past data as a

running summary, in a tabular format, as well as reference point elevations, depths Monthly groundwater level measurements and quarterly sample analyses will beto water, water surface elevations, and dates of collection. All future groundwater
monitoring wells should be added into the monitoring program as they are installed, performed at all MCAS El Toro wells under the Quarterly Groundwater Monitoring
After one year of quarterly monitoring reports, data should be evaluattal, and if Program which should commence in 1995.
appropriate, the sample schedule reduced.
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COMMENT 33: Map of Above Ground Tanks and Undereround Storage Tanks RESPONSE 33: Draft Work Plan
(lISTs)

Information regarding tank latins and USTs associated with RI sites has been included.
The document should include a map displaying the following: 1) an outline of !towever, potential petroleum contamination not associated with RI sites is being addressed
MCAS EL Toro, 2) the location of all RI sites, 3) the location of all tank farms and separately and is outside the scope of the RI. A database of all tank farms and tanks has
tanks {both above ground and below ground) containing petroleum hydrocarbons, been compiled as part of base closure activities.
including fuels, 4) the location of monitoring wells, and 5) contours of the
groundwater plumes potentially associated with the USTs. RESPONSE 33: Revised Draft Work Plan

A figure such as thc one described includes information that is not applicable to the RI/FS.
Figure !-3 illustrates MCAS El Toro roads, buildings, borders, and IR Program Sites.

COMMENT 34: Holding Times RESPONSE 34: Draft Work Plan

Please identify all Phase i sample results for which the holding times were exceeded. Phase I results have undergone data validation. _llaeMCAS El Toro data base contains data
validation flags assigned to sample data. Any sample which may have exceeded holding
time was flagged with an "R". No samples which may have exceeded holding times were
used to make decisions.

RESPONSE 34: Revised Draft Work Plan

Not applicable to this plan.

C{)MMENT 35: Employee Interviews RESPONSE 35: Draft Work Plan

Please make another attempt to schedule interviews with current and/or former [hnpk)yee interviews have been conducted since this comment was received. Where
MCAS EL Toro employees; the information from interviews may be useful in the information gained in these interviews have an impact on the RI, the sampling strategies
determination of sampling strategies for Phase II. shouldhe modifiedappropriately.

RESPONSE 35: Revised Draft Work Plan

Several formal and in[ormal interviews have occurred with employees of MCAS El

Toro. The last effort to formally interviewed employees occurred in July 1994. Active
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and retired personnel from the Fuel Operations Division and Facility Management
Department (currently the Installations Department) were interviewed regarding several
topics. Information from this interview was distributed to all associated agencies and is
discussed in Section 2.2.3 of the Revised Draft Work ['lan. The information provided
by these interviews, just as all other previous information, was reviewed and considered
when developing the Project Plans.

CI.EAN II Program
Originator: JoeZarnoch,DepartmentofToxicSubstancesComrol BechtelJob No.22214

Region4,LongBeach,Calilbmia ContractNo.N6871!-92-D-4670
Date: 17December1993 CTO-059

File Code: 0202

SITE-SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Please note that the following Site-Specific Comments refer to sections in Appendix
A (Volumes II and liD, however, Section 4.0 (Rationale For Sampling Locations) of
the Draft SAP as well as other portions of the document are also affected. Please
make applicable changes to the Draft SAP based on these comments, however, as
stated previously, DTSC would prefer that the redundant infi)rmation presented in
Section 4.11of the Draft SAP be eliminated.

Site i - ExplosiveOrdnance !)isposal (Et)D) Range RESPONSEla: Draft Work Plan

C()MrMENT i: A!. I.1 Setting and History As described in the Phase i RITechnicalMemorandum,the third (upgradient)well
scheduled for construction at Site I could not be constructed because of file shallow depth

a) I)escribe how groundwater flow was determined with two wells present at the to bedrock and lack of groundwater. Therefore, the third well was constructed just east of
site. SiteI inthemainportionof BorregoCanyon.Thesethreewellsallowedtriangulationand

detemfination of the l,roundwater flow direction.

RESPONSE la: Revised Draft Work Plan

As part of the Phase I[ Ri for this site, three new monitoring wells will be constructed on
site. These wells will monitored in conjunction with the two wells constructed during
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the Phase ! RI to assess groundwater conditions upgradient, downgradient, as well as
directly beneath the sile. The two wells that were constructed in the Phase I RI are
located south of Site I in an apparent downgradient groundwater flow direction. Two of
the new wells will be located in the northern portion (upgradient) of the Site I and the
other will be an intermediate well located in the middle of the Site I between the 4 other

wells. These wells will allow for filll coverage of groundwater conditions at Site I while
the site is still active.

b) In the last sentence of the first paragraph, add fuels to the suspected RESPONSE i b: Ih'aft Work Plan
contaminants. Burning was conducted in pits and/or trenches at the EOD Range
and fitels were used for ignition purposes. Fuels should be added.

RESPONSE ih: Revised Draft Work Plan

As part of the Phase II RI for this site, fuels will be considered a suspected contaminant.

c) l)emilitarization of nmnitions is performed at Site I. Currently, the "pink water" RESPONSE lc: Draft Work Plan
washout is not discharged to soil. Add a discussion of this issue and include both

current and past demilitarization practices. "Pink water" is a waste containing A brief discussion of demilitarization of munitions should be added.
degradation product of trinitrotoluene (TNT); TNT is an animal carcinogen, as are
itshyproducts. RESPONSElc: RevisedDraftWorkPlan

A brief discussion of munitions disposal is contained in Appendix A (Step ! - State the
Problem) of the DQO of the Phase II Work Plan. This Appendix also includes a
description of non-military uses of the site.

C()MMENT2:A!.l.2 Strata RESPONSE2a: DraftWorkPlan

a) Change the last sentence of the first paragraph to read "According to employee There is no indication that die stressed vegetation has anything to do with the release of FS
interviews, however, the FS smoke was apparently burned in the northern portion of Smoke (which occurred in 1982). In fact, other employee interviews have contradicted this
the site in an area currently exhibiting stressed veeetation [underline denotes information.

change."
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RESP()NSE 2a: Revised Draft Work Plan

h) Change the first sentence of the second paragraph to read "()ne statistical
stratum was established for the entire EOD Range in the Phase ! R! [underline Site I is routinely disked to remove vegetation in disposal areas as a fire safety
denotes change] because it was believed that surface soil samples collected randomly precaution.
from any location within the EOD Range would have an equal probability of
containing potential contamination_ however_ areas such as the FS smoke area or RESPONSE 2h: Draft Work Plan
known detonation pits were not sampled in the Phase i RI."

If the team believes that there is sufficient information to establish a separate stratum for the
Make o_her necessary changes to the paragraph, hut delete the last two sentences FS Smoke area, this should be done. However, employee interviews have conflicted
concerning the FS smoke. DTSC has visited this site a couple of limes in the last few regarding the Ioc,ltion of tile FS smoke area. Recall that, because the EOD Range is an
months, in a visit on November 8, 1993, I)TSC observed an area of stressed active site, complete characterization cannot take place until the site goes inactive and all
vegetation just north of the current detonation pits; the EOD Range employee buried ordnance may be located and removed. In tile interim, groundwater monitoring will
confirmed that it was the location of the FS smoke disposal. Furthermore, the area is continue. The Navy has agreed on the need for land use restrictions until this complete
consistent with the FS smoke area identified in the Draft Site Sampling and Analysis characterizmion occurs.

l'!an, dated September 10, 1990. Therefore, DTSC strongly disputes that the precise
h>cation of the FS smoke area is unknown. Also, because of the stressed vegetation, RESPONSE 2h: Revised Draft Work Plan
I)TSC believes the statement "In any case, over the years the FS smoke will have
degraded through contact with water" may not be sufficiently substantiated, if For the Phase I1 RI, Site I has been divided into 2 sampling units due to tile different
chlorosulfonic acid is being dismissed as a COPC because it has a short half-life, disposal activities that have been conducted most recently at the site. The Northern
please present supporting information. EOD Range (Unit 1) where recently most the military disposal has taken place and the

Southern EOD Range (Unit 2) where recently Orange County Sheriffs Department and
federal agencies' disposal has taken place.

C()MMENT3: A1.4.2SAICSurvey RESPONSE3: DraflWorkPlan

Add tile following statement to this section: Sites of potential concern identified in This language may be added, with slight modification: "Sites of potential concem
the SAIC Report include [list the site numbers as identified in the SAIC Report, dated identified itttile vicinity q/'Site I in the SAIC Report...". I Iowever, it should be
August 2, 1993, and include 116, 254, 444, and 4721." remembered that these sites, which include stains and trenches, are features of normal EOD

Operations that may be expected to shill constantly about the site over time. For this
reason, it is inappropriate to establish separate strata for the features that just happened to be
captured in one "snapshot" of time

3/28/95 I: \14,1il_OR1S\('I'O59XWI )RKPI ANkRI_SIN'OMMq[_('I'I IXK! 29



March3I, I! RESPONSETOREGUI RY AGENCYCOMMENI'S
of

Revised Draft WorkPlan
Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El Toro Calil%rtzia

()riginamr: Joe Zm-noch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

l)alc: 17December 1993

RESPONSE 3: Revised Draft Work Plan

Discussion of tile SAIC results and its influence on tile Phase II work is discussed in

Appendix A of this platt.

COMMENT 4: A 1.6 Conceptual Site Model RESPONSE 4: !)rail Work Plan

Later in Section A 1.9.2. (Subsurface soil), it is stated that explosive materials possibly Agreed.
present in subsurface soils pose a possible danger to receptors, yet this section and
Figure A1.5do not address this; please make all necessary changes. RESPONSE 4: Revised Draft Work Plan

A discussion of a possible danger to receptors from unexploded ordnances is included
in Appendix A Conceptual Site Model for the Revised Draft Work Plan.

COMMENT 5:Al.9.1 and Al.10.1 Shallow Soil RESPONSE 5a: Draft Work Plan

a) Iln(ler "Statement of Risk," change the second paragraph to read: All available inl_)rmation indicates that the mode of operation at the site is to excavate a
trench, explode the ordnance, fill the trench, and excavate another trench. Based on

"Site I is an active ordnance site where explosive devices continue to be detonated, interviews, and because of tile limited area at the site, there is an equal probability that
There tire undocumented, anecdotal reports that radioactive materials have been ordnance may have been disposed at _ location at the site. Targeting samples
buried al the site. l,imited Phase ! R! soil sample locations were assigned randomly; judgmentally at trench locations shown on historical aerial photographs violates the
based on aerial photograph results_ samples were not in areas_ including the FS statistical basis of the smnpling that the agencies urged the Navy to adopt. On the other
smoke area, that may have a more likely probability of exhibiting contamination, hand, the presumed FS Smoke area may be set aside as a separate stratum if the entire team
Risks at the EOD Range may also include unexploded ordnance buried at the site." agrees.

RESPONSE 5a: Revised Draft Work Plan

The FS smoke area like the rest of Site I has had munitions disposal activities
conducted on it for over 40 years. This area is no more likely to exhibit contamination
then any other portion of Unit 1, especially since the exact location of this area is
unknown. The plan proposes sampling over Site 1 once munitions and explosives

disposal activities cease (Appendix 4).
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b) Under Sampling Strategy," change the paragraph to read: RESPONSE 5b: Draft Work Plan

"No furlher investigation is proposed for Phase Il, however Phase l R! samples were See the response to comment No. 5 tbr Site I, above.
located randomly and not within trenches_ pits or stains identified in aerial
photographs. Site I is recommended for additional investigation during MCAS El RESPONSE 5h: Revised Draft Work Plan
Toro base closure, once explosive ordnance activities have been discontinued, to
filrther ,characterize human and ecological risks as well !asl risks posed by the The investigative activities for Site I during the Phase 11RI will consist of the
possible presence of explosive materials." construction of 3 additional monitoring wells at the site. For more details please see

Appendix A of the Revised [)raft Work Phm
Any hlrthcr investigation nmst include analysis for explosives and their degradation
products. Additionally, geophysical methods, such as magnetometry, should be used
to locate huried metal.

c) IJndcr "Stratum i," state that "No further investigation is proposed in the RESPONSE 5c: !)raf! Work Plan
Phase !1 RI."

Agreed.

RESPONSE 5c: Revised Draft Work Plan

Refer to Appendix A of this plan.

d) Under "Rationale," delete the first sentence "There are no human health or RESPONSE 5d: Draft Work Plan
ecological risk criteria exceedances."

Disagree. llfis statement is tree. Deleting this sentence implies that the sampling strategy
at Site 1, developed with the concurrence of the agencies, was somehow incorrect.

RESPONSE 5d: Revised Draft Work Plan

The Revised Draft Work Plan includes a provision for sampling to assess ecological
and human health risks.
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COMMENT 6: A1.9.3and A1.10.3 Groundwater RESPONSE6a: Draft Work Plan

a) Under "Sampling Strategy," please clarify how the sampling of existing As described in the Work PI= itl Chapter 4, in the Introduction to the DQO document, and
downgradient wells for metals and general chemistry will support the characteriza- discussed at many meetings, ali wells at MCAS El Toro were proposed for additional
lion of hackground levels for groundwater at the station, metals and general chemistry characterization as part of the ongoing eftbrt to evaluate the

geochemical groundwater facilities in the area and ultimately agree on concentration levels
that constitute background.

RESPONSE 6:1: Roised Draft Work Plan

A inonitoring well network will be set up as part of thc Phase 11RI at Site I. This
network will include two monitoring wells located hydraulically upgradient from Site 1.
These wells will provide background groundwater conditions for Site 1.

b) Under "Sampling Strategy," change the third sentence to read "Sample for RESPONSE 61): !)ratl Work Plan
VOCs to monitor the possible presence of toluene and other fuel constituents, which
may indicate degradation of groundwater as a result of site activities." Agreed. Toluene was included here because it is a constituent of explosives.

RESPONSE 6b: Revised Draft Work Plan

This plan includes analysis for TFI! by EPA Method 8015 and for BTEX by EPA
Method 8020 in groundwater for the wells at Site I.

c) Add explosives (EPA Method 8330A or comparable method), TFH-gasoline and RESPONSE 6c: Draft Work Plan
TFH-dieselto groundwateranalyses. Agreed.

RESPONSE 0c: Revised Draft Work Plan

Explosive compounds and their breakdown products will be evaluated using EPA
Method 8330A as recommended.
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L'evt_e,_1;'r_fi '_"olk Phm
Phas'e If l¢//Fg _!' MCA,SEl ?oro ,'Tahi/,,'lu_,

(h git_;m,l: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances (._ot_[_ol
Region 4, I.ong Beach. California

Dale: 17December 1993

COMMENT 7: A1.10.2 Subsurface Soil RESPONSE 7: Draft Work Plan

Change the first sentence to read "No further investigation is prolmsed in the Agreed.
Phase I! RI."

RESPONSE 7: Revised Draft Work Plan

A monitoring well network will be set up as part of the Phase !I RI at Site I.

srI'E 2:- MAGAZINE ROA1) I,ANDFILL

C()MMENTI: A2.4.2SAICSurvey RESPONSE1: DraftWorkPlan

Add the I'ollowing sentence to the end of the paragraph: "Sites of potential concern The phrase "in the vicinity oJ'Site 2" should be added to the sentence following the word
identified in the SAIC Report include [list the site numbers as identified in the SAIC "concern". Site 455 was a bermed area located about 6()0 feet north of the landfill. If does
Report and include 219, 263, and 455L" Please evaluate site 455 identified in a 1981 not appear to have been rela_edto the landfill.

photograph.
RESP()NSE I: Revised Draft Work Plan

The area to be included in the lield investigations incorporates anomalies identified in both
the SAP amendmenl, and the SAIC Report that were in the proximity of the landfill,
employee interviews, Phase I RI data, and previous surface geophysical surveys. Refer to
the Revised Draft Work Plan Appendix B for further details.

COMMENT 2:A2.5 Site and Stratum Boundaries for Phase 1I R! RESPONSE 2: Draft Work Plan

Include that the recommendation to expand Stratum I to include Ihe southern 'Itle newly added southern portion of Stratum I is not based on visual observation. DTSC

portion of former Stratum 2 is also based on visual observation of !andfi!!ed is mistakenly referring to erosion observed on the southern edge of the main portion of the
material, i.e., as a result of former recent erosion, it was evident that this area was landfill.
also used as a landfill.

RESPONSE 2: Revised Draft Work Plan

The study area fi,r Site 2 Unit I (landfill area) incorporated both previously identified
Stratum boundaries.
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Revised F _WorkPlan

Phase II RI/TS at, S El Toro Cal(fornia

()riginator: Joc Zarnoch, Dcpamnent of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

Dale: 17December 1993

C()MMENT 3:A2.7 Chenficals To lie Investigated During Phase !! RESPONSE 3a: I)raft Work Plan

a) In the first paragraph, add the following statement: "Although TCE and gross Agreed.
alpha/beta were detected in upgradient groundwater, the concentrations did not
exceed primary MCLs; however, the TCE and gross alpha did exceed primary
MC!,s in downgradient groundwater."

b) Also in the first paragraph, add iron to the group of constituents that exceeded RESPONSE 3h: Draft Work Plan
secondary MC!,s. Also make the necessary change to Table A2-3b.

Agreed.

RESPONSE 3a: Revised Draft Work Plan

TCE and radronuclidcs will be evaluated.

RESPONSE 3h: Revised Draft Work Plan

lhe Revised Draft Work Plan proposes to analyze samples for compounds detected in the
Phase 1and estimate the risks following the Phase Il RI.

c) Change the last sentence of the fourth paragraph to read "No clagses of RESPONSE 3c: Draft Work Plan
compounds were judged to have the potential to reach the groundwater, however,
Phase ! results indicate that Site 2 is releasing VOCs to groundwater." Agreed.

RESPONSE 3c: Revised Draft Work Plan

This comment is specific lo the Draft Work Plan.

d) A2.8.1ShallowSoil RESPONSE3d: DraftWorkPlan

Under "Remedial Technologies," please include rerouting and/or lining of washes. Agreed.
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March 3 I. 1995 k:l£SPt.)NSE TO REGULATOR Y A(3ENC Y Ct_)_,1MEN'I'.S
ot'

Revised Dry,fl Work Plan
t'have II RI/b'S c!tMCAS El Tot(, ('ul(/_)rni(l

Originalor: Joe Zarnoch, l)epartment of Toxic Substances ('onlml
Region 4, Long Beach,California

Da(c: [7 December 1993

RESPONSE 3d: Revised Draft Work Plan

Rerouting and/or lining of washes will be included as possible renledial alternatives.

COMMENT 4:A2.8.2 Subsurface Soil RESI)ONSE 4a: I)raft Work Plan

a) After the first sentence of the first paragraph, change the rest of the paragraph to Agreed
read:

RESPONSE 4a: Revised Draft Work Plan

"Based on !)hase i results, no contaminants were detected in subsurface soils at levels

that pose a threat to groun(!water; however, these results are taken from only one The landfill unit will be evaluated for "hot spots" using a soil gas sampling program on
deep boring drilled at the site, No potential remedial technologies and associated a grid. See I)QO Appendix B of the Revised Draft Work Plan for the decision criteria
data needs were evaluated for sul)surface soil for Site 2, however Ihese needs will be to performing additional investigations and possible remedial technologies.
reevaluated after reviewing the results of the soil gas survey proposed fi)r the site.
Installation of a cap al Site 2 should mitigate the mobility of the MCPP."

I)) Change the second and third sentence of the second paragraph to rea(i: RESPONSE 4b: Draft Work Plan

Agreed.
"This threat will be addressed by the soil gas survey proposed h)r Site 2 and by
landfill closure designed to contain the wastes and limit or prevent percolation of RESPONSE 4b: Revised Draft Work Plan
water through the wastes. In-situ technologies to address subsurface landfill wastes
will be reevaluated after reviewing the results of the soil gas survey." Discussion of field activities (including a soil gas survey) and possible closure technologies

(including capping) are discussed in Appendix B of the plan.

COMM[ENT 5:A2.8.5 Sediment RESP()NSE 5: Draft Work Plan

During the DQO process it was agreed that TRPI t would not be considered a COPC during
This section should address tile relatively significant detection of TR!'H at 0.2_EF2 the Phase Il RI because: (1) TRPtt is used primarily as a survey tool that measures mainly
(4 feet bgs and at a concentration of 4,555 ppm). heavy pelroleum hydrocarbons that are relatively immobile; (2) there are ri()health-based

standards for TRPil; (3) TFll-gasoline, TFit-diesel, BTEX, and PAil compounds were also
analyzed, and these compounds provide a better indication of human-health risk and
potential impact to groundwater. Section A2.8.5 could mention the presence of TRPi 1, but

should not have to address possible remedial actions or list data needs for the Phase Il RI.
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of
Revised I' WorkPlan

Phase II RI/FS at f_. .S El Toro Calli_rnia

Originator: Joe Zarnoch, Depamnent of Toxic Substances Conmfi
Region 4, Long Beach, California

Date: 17Decemher 1993

RESPONSE 5: Revised Draft Work Plan

TRPll is included as ti C()PC to be investigated during t_hase II field activities.

a} Please provide an enlarged figure of Stratum 2 and indicate aerial photograph RESPONSE 6a: Draft Work Plan
anomalies identified by U.S. EPA (see Plate 4 of the Sampling and Analysis Plan
(SAP) Amendment, dated August 26, 1992) and SAIC (see SAIC Report). Judgmental Capping such a large area would be very expensive, much more expensive than the
sampling should be located within the identified anomalies or the anomalies should sampling strategy described in this section. The initial investigative strategy for Stratum I
be designated as new strata. Please make all necessary changes to applicable includes defining the landfill boundaries. If this activity indicates that the landfill does
sul)scqnent sections, actually extend over Stratum 2, then capping wotfld be a viable option. It is recommended

that a statement be added that landfill boundary evaluation be performed first. If it is found
that the boundary encompasses Stratmn 2, then capping be considered in lieu of further
sampling.

RESPONSE 6a: Revised [)raft Work Plan

Stratum 2 (stained area) has been incorporated in the field investigations for the landfill
unit.

b) Judgmental samples will lead to biases statistical inferences, however, the bias RESPONSE 6b: Draft Work Plan
will tend toward the upper portion of the distribution of concentrations. This bias is
in the health-protective direction and is entirely acceptable. The approach will be As DTSC is aware, until now the regulatory agencies have urged that a sampling strategy be
based on the best available information (such as aerial photography analyses) and employed that allows statistical inferences to be made. Judgmental samples will do more
sampling locations will be targeted in areas that have the highest probability of than lead to biases m the statistical inferences--they will make it impossible to make any
exhibiting contamination, statistical inferences at all. Stratum 2 is a new area, not previously evaluated during the

Phase I RI. If the MCAS El Toro team agrees that a judgmental strategy should be pursued
here, then this should be done.

RESPONSE 6b: Revised Draft Work Plan

Stratum 2 (stained area) has been incorporated in the field investigations for the landfill unit.
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tt_vi_,',;,_l)r_fi VVorkPhm
,rf ,_,vml,e It _,,_ ct' MCA3 i_l 'toro _"a/(/_,'m_

Or girlalor: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances C(mlr(,71
Region 4, Long Beach, California

Date: 17 December 1993

COMMENT 7:A2.9.2 and A2.10.3 Subsurface Soil RESPONSE 7: Draft Work Plan

The.se seclions only address subsurface soil fi_rStratum I; ple:lse make all necessary If Stratmn 2 is found Io lie within the boundaries of Stratmn I, then no changes will be
changes, necessary. If surface soil (0 - 10 feet bgs) is tot]nd to contain contamination, then some

subsurface ch_u'acterizationmay be necessary. It is suggested that language be added to
allow for this possibilify.

RESPONSE 7: Revised Draft Work Plan

Stratum 2 (stained areal has been incorporated in the field investigations for the landlill
unit.

COMMENT 8:A2.10.1 Preliminary Investigation RESPONSE8: Draft Work Plan

Include the soil gas survey grid spacing (in feet) based on a total ol'72 samples. The grid spacing is 100 feet. This language should be added.

RESPONSE 8: Revised Draft Work Plan

The grid spacing fi_rthe soil gas survey is 100 feet.

C()MMENT9:A2.10.4 Groundwater RESPONSE9a: DraftWork Plan

a) This section is confusing and can be improved by indicating the number of each Agreed.
new well in the text (should he consistent with the well number in Figure A2-6b).

RESPONSE 9a: Revised Draft Work Plan

A discussion of each newly proposed well has been included.

b) Under "Rationale," change the last sentence to read "Because no VOCs were RESPONSE 9b: Draft Work Plan
detected in .u.pgradient wells [underline denotes change] in the second ground [sic] of
groundwatersampling...." Agreed.
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March 3 I, 19 .RI_SPONSE TO REGUL. RY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase !I RI/FS at MCAS El Toro Califi_rnia

Originator: Joe Zamoch, Department of Toxic Substances Conmfi
Region 4, Long Beach, California

Date: 17 December 1993

RESPONSE 9b: Revised Draft Work Plan

To contkm file second round of groundwater sampling, existing wells will be sampled prior
to installing new wells.

SITE 3/4 -ORIGINAl, !_ANI)FILL AND FERROCENE SPII_L AREA

C()MMENT !: A3/4.1.1 l'hase I R! Site 3 RESPONSE la: Draft Work Plan

a) The second paragraph states that Site 3 consisted of six separate pits and 'lhe six pits and trenches that are located within Site 3/4 boundaries fi)r the most part
trenches. Please change this statement since it appears lhat the landfill actually correspond with the trenches that were located during geophysical surveys. In any case all
consisted of more than six disposal areas, of these features are located within the revised stratum boundaries (see Figure A3/46a).

Landfill boundaries will be evaluated during Phase II through a combination of geophysics,

At some point in this DQO section fi_r Site 3/4, perhaps fi)r a section discussing newly trenching, and soil gas. DTSC will have an opportunity to comment on the landfill
defined houndaries, provide an enlarged (drawn to scale) figure indicating the boundaries that are determined after these efforts are completed. Some of the other pits,
location of all pits, trenches and anomalies identified in aerial pholographs, geophys- trenches and stained areas listed above are all located well outside the Stratum 1
ical sur_ cys, etc. The figure should include: boundaries. For example, debris ,andstaining observed in the fi_rn_erMotor Pool and near

Tank Farm 5 are n_o_tpart of Site 3/4. In some cases, these were evaluated during the RCRA

i) the t_'o 1952 excavations east of Aqua Chinon that were probahly used as landfills Facility Assessment. If DTSC still has concerns about these areas, they shoukl be addressed
and po._ible stained areas west of the wash (identified in a 1952 photograph; see during MCAS E! Toro closure, not as part of the RI.
Plate 5 of Ihe SAP Amendment);

'Ire addition of a figure would be interesting, but expensive and ultimately unnecessary

ii) the two possible trenches in the southwestern portion of the site and west of the since Phase Il activities should refine the landfill boundaries in a far better manner than the
wash (observed in a 1963 photograph; see Plate 5 of the SAP Amendment); interpretation of small-scale historical aerial photographs.

iii) the northwest-southeast oriented trench in the northern portion of the site that RESPONSE la: Revised Draft Work Plan
apparently contained liquid in its northern part and refuse in the southern part
(observed in a 1946 photograph; see Section A3/4.4.2 [SAIC Survey] and 15 in the The area to be included in die field investigations incorporates anomalies identified in both
SAIl:/ Report); the SAP amendment, and the SA1C Report that were in the proximity of the landfill,

employee interviews, Phase l R! data, and previous surface geophysical surveys. Please
refer to the Revised Draft Work Plan Appendix C for fimher details.
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March 31, 199:_ 'RESPONSIi TO REGUL: _,l ORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft WorkPlan
Phase 1IRI/FS at MCAS El Toro CcdtJbrnia

Originalor: Joe Zamoch, Deparlment of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, l_ong Beach, Calilbrnia

Date: 17December 1993

iv) the 91H)-foot-long east-west oriented trench in the eastern portion of the site that
extended through and apparently beyond the boundaries of Site 4 (ohserved in a
1946 pholograph; see Section A3/4.4.4 [SAIC Survey] and 18 in the SAIC Report);

v) the Irench ohserved in a 1958 photography that apparently was located outside
existing site boundaries (this trench should be evaluated even though landfill
activities allegedly ceased in 1955); see Section A3/4.4.2 (SAIC Sun'ey) and 89 in the
SAIC Report;

vi) Ihe three lk}rmer disposal pits as indicated by the geophysical surve) in the
northern portion of the site and west of the wash (see Plate 5 of Ihe SAP
Amenchnent);

vii) the smaller h_rmer potential area of Imried waste indicated hy the geophysical
survey in an area east of the wash (see the text of the SAP Amendment, however this
area was no! indicated in Plate 5 of the SAP Amendment);

viii} stains in the northwestern portion of the site (observed in 1952 and 1970 photo-
graphs: see Plate 5 on the SAP Amendment);

ix) disturbed ground with possible staining west of the was observed in a 1980
photograph;

x) the locations of the buried wastes that were uncovered during the construction of
Iluilding 746 and a nearby parking/office area.

xi) thc location of the two trenches in the area of Solid Waste Management
UniffArea of Concern (SWMU/AOC) 300 where digging was halted for a water
supply line in October 1992 due to the presence of a strong petroleum odor;
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March31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft WorkPlan
I'hase II R1/FS at MCAS El Toro Cahithrnia

Originator: Joe Zamoch, Depamnent of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, l.ong Beach, California

Dale: 17 l)ecembcr 1993

xii) the piles of debris and mounded material that existed north of the Motor Pool
area and heavy staining observed in the Motor Pool area west of the landfill area (see
the SA 1'Amendment; and

xiii) the mounded materials on the northeast and soutbeast sides of Tank Farm 5
(observed in a 1971 photograph; see 197 in the SAIC Report).

The text should discuss the relationship of these areas with the original information
in the Draft Final Sampling and Analysis Plan, dated February 28, 1991, which
indicated three trenches, two l-acre disposal pits, and a 4-acre disposal pit located in
a slightly different configuration.

This inl'ormation will be essential for delineating landfill boumlaries and targeting
the soil gas survey and trenching (if conducted).

h) Please indicate the location of abandoned well 24-4247 in figures. Also, please RESPONSE lb: Draft Work Plan

change the wording in paragraph 3 concerning this well - it is not likely that an
abandonedwellcouldbesampledanyway. Agreed.

RESPONSE lb: Revised Draft Work Plan

Abandoned Well 24-4247 could not be found during the RFA field investigations, and
therefore its location has not been added to the Site Layout.

c. Please indicate the locations of SWMUs/AOCs 194 and 300 in Figure A3-1a; RESPONSE lc: Draft Work Plan
indicate the location of SWMU/AOC 300 in Figures A314-6a and A3/4-6B.

SWM U/AOCs 194 and 3()0 should be included in Figure A3-la. ttowever, SWMU/AOC
300 should not be included in Figures A3/4-6a and A3/4-6b because these figures show the
revised Site and Stratum boundaries for the Phase II RI, and SWMU/AOC 300 has been

incorporated init) Stratum 1.
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March 31, 199__ 'RESI>()NSE 'FO REGUL/x, oRY AGENCY C()MMENFS
of

Revised Draft Work l'hzn
Phase H RI/FS at MCAS El Toro Calif,,mia

()ligimllor: Joe Zarnoch, Department of_Ik)xic Substances Control
Region 4, IJong Beach, C:_lif'omia

l)atc: 17 December 1993

RESPONSE lc: Revised Draft Work Plan

Refer to the Phase II Revised l)raft Work Plan Appendix C for filrther details.

d) As slated above, please indicate (in Figures A3-1b, A3/4-6a and A3/4-6b) the RESPONSE hi: Draft Work Plan
location of the two trenches in the area of SWMU/AOC 300 where digging was
hailed for a water stlpply fine in October 1992 due lo the presence ora strong See the response abo_c. SWMU/AOC 300 issthe area where digging was halted fi_ra watel
petrolenm odor. supply line. The SWMtl/AOC was created after that incident took place.

RESPONSE Id: Revised Draft Work Plan

SWMU/AOC 300 (solvent spill) has been identified as a separate Unit in the Phase II
Revised Draft Work Plan. The boundaries of the units investigations are based on
employee interviews, RFA investigations and the Draft Work Plan.

e) Indicate how the location of SWMU/AOC 194 was identified. RESPONSE 1e: Draft Work Plan

As the fimrth paragraph indicates, SWMU/AOC 194 was identified during the RCRA
Facility Assessment. If DTSC wants more information on the records search that led to the
discovery of this fi_cility,this may be added here.

RESPONSE le: Revised Draft Work Plan

The location of SWM U/AOC 194 was identified during the RFA.

COMMENT 2:A3/4.1.2 Phase I RI Sile 4 RESPONSE 2a: Draft Work Plan

a) In the first sentence of the first paragraph, change the reference to "Figure A-I" Agreed.
to "Figure A4-1."

RESPONSE 2a: Revised Draft Work Plan

This comment is addressed specifically to a CLEAN I document.
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March 31. 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase il RI/FS at MCAS El Toro CaliJbrnia

Originalor: Joe Zamoch, Department of Toxic Substances Conlrol
Region 4, Long Beach, California

l)mc: 17 December1993

b) Include the location of the (former?) 500-gallon ferrocene tank in all applicable RESPONSE 2b: Draft Work Plan
figures.

The tank is no longer present, and its previous location is unknown. Due to its small size, it
is possible that it was portable.

RESPONSE 2b: Revised Draft Work Plan

The tank's location is unknown and is not illustrated.

COMMENT 3:A3/4.3 Chemicals of Potential Concern RESPONSE 3: Draft Work Plan

Chloromethane is listed as a detected VOC in groundwater at Site 3, but does not Figure A3-3 only shows chemicals detected in groundwater that exceed MCLs.
appear in Figure A3-3; please make the necessary changes. Chloromeflmne was only detected in one sample from one well at a concenlration of 3

pg/L. This compound has no established regulatory standard.

RESPONSE 3: Revised Draft Work Plan

Figures do not illustrale concentrations. Summaries of COPCs and concentrations is
provided in Appendix C of the plan.

C()MMENT 4:A3/4.3.2 Subsurface Soil RESPONSE 4: Draft Work Plan

Provide a figure showing the subsurface soil COPCs for SWMU/AOC 300. Agreed.

RESPONSE 4: Revised Draft Work Plan

COl'Cs and their concentrations ,aresummarized in Appendix C of the plan.
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March 31, 1993 RF_SPONSE 'FO REGULA _oRY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase 1IRI/FS at MCAS El 7bro Califi_rnia

Originalor: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Conlrol
Region 4, Long Beach, California

I)ale: 17 Decemher 1993

COMMENT 5:A3/4.4.2 SAIC Survey RESPONSE 5: Draft Work Plan

Add thc following statement to the end of this section: "Sites of potential concern Add fi_ephrase "itt the vMnity oJSite 3/4". Note that each of these teatures is located within
identified in the SAIC Report include ltist the site numbers as identified in the SAIC the landfill boundaries except for sites 56 and 197, which are located outside Site 3 and
Reportand inchtde 15, 16, 18, 56, 89, and 1971. have nothing to do with Site 3. Site 56 consists of stained soil unrelated to the landfill,

while sile 197 consists of mounded material associated with a nearby fuel farm.

RESPONSE 5: Revised Draft Work Plan

The area It) be included m the tield investigations incorporates anomalies identified in both
tile SAP amendment, and tile SAIC Report that were in tile proximity of the landfill,
emph)yee interviews, Phase I R! data, and previous surface geophysical surveys. Refer to
the Revised Draft Work Plan Appendix C for ftnther details.

C()MMi?NT 6:A3/4.6 Conccl)tnal Site Model RESPONSE 6: Draft Work Plan

*l'hissectim} and Figure A3/4-4 should be changed to indicate potential infiltration of Agreed.
surface water runoff via the unlined section of Agua Chinon Wash running through
Site 3/4. This recharge could potentially enhance the migration of subsurface
contaminanls in the landfill.

RESPONSE 6: Revised Draft Work Plan

Refer lo the Phase II Revised Draft Work Plan Appendix C tot further details.

COMMENT 7:A3/4.7 Chemicals to be investigated During Phase il RESPONSE 7a: Draft Work Plan

a) Add the following statement concerning the location uf shallow soil samples for Surface soil samples located anywhere above the landlill would not be located "within"
former Site 3 (if it is true based on the new figure which will indicate identified pits, identified pit or trench disposal areas. DTSC should realize that surface soil samples were
trenchcs, and other anonmlies): collected at a depth of 0 6 inches, and in all cases represent cover material.

"ttowever, surface soil samples located west of Agua Chinon Wash were not within

identified pit or trench disposal areas. The two surface samples east of the wash
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March 31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMF.NTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plat1
Phase 1IRI/FS at MCAS El I?;ro Calii;,'nia

Originator: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

Date: 17 December 1993

were possibly located in fill material overlying landfill disposal areas (based on RESPONSE 7a: Revised Draft Work Plan
excavated areas observed in a 1952 photograph)."

This comment has been incorporated in the Revised Draft Work Plan. Refer to the Phase Il
Revised Draft Work Plan Appendix C for further details.

b) This section should indicate if chemicals detected in subsurface soils exceeded RESPONSE 7h: l),'aft Work Plan

screening criteria; if so, please make all necessary changes, including the addition of
tahles. Evaluate the results for subsurface soil at SWMU/AOC 31}0. A statement should be added that no chemical was detected in subsurface soil that exceeded

screening criteria in either Site 3/4 or SWMU/AOC 300. Additional subsurface
characterization by drilling within the landfill is not advisable because of the potential that a
borehole would provide a conduit for contaminants to migrate to the groundwater.

RESPONSE 7h: Revised Draft Work Plan

Appendix C discusses all COPCs to be evaluated in the Phase Il RUFS.

c) This section should indicate if chemicals detected in dry wash sediment exceeded RESPONSE 7c: Draft Work Plan

screening criteria; if so, please make all necessary changes, including the addition of
a table. Astatementshouldbeaddedthatnohumanhealthorecologicalcriteriawereexceededin

samples collected fiom dry wash sediment.

RESPONSE 7c: Revised Draft Work Plan

Additional sediment samples will be collected and evaluated to establish whether
exceedances occur.

d) This section should sununarize the constituents or at least the chemical classes of RESPONSE 7d: Draft Work Plan
the constituents that exceeded screening criteria. The results should be summarized Agreed. See the responses above. This section needs to be expanded in the Site 3/4
for shallow soil, subsurface soil (VLEACH and petroleum hydrocarbon results), subappendix.
groundwater, surface water runoff and dry wash sediment. This information should
not be presented in the following section, Section A3/4.8 (Potential Remedial Actions
Associated Data Needs). Please move the applicable information into this section,

make all necessary changes and add all requested information.
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March 3 I, 1993 RESPONSE TO REGULA, ORY AGENCY C()MN1ENTS
of

Revised Draft WorkPlan
Phase 11RI/FS at MCAS El 7bro Cali/'ornia

Originator: Joe Zamoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, Califi)rnia

Dale: 17December 1993

RESPONSE 7d: Revised Draft Work Plan

'Ibc plan proposes to conlinue assessment of COPCs from the Phase I RI.

e) This section should discuss that although gross alpha and beta were apparently RESPONSE 7e: I)rall Work Plan
detected in upgradient groundwater, the concentrations were not above regulatory
criteria.. In downgradient groundwater, gross alpha was detected above regulatory Agreed,
criteria.

RES!'f)NSE 7e: Revised Draft Work Plan

Additional investigations will filrlher evaluate gross alpha and gross beta.

C()MMtlC,NT 8:A3/4.8.1 Shallow Soil RESPONSE 8a: Dr:fit Work Plan

a) This section shonhl I)e changed based on Comment 7d above. Agreed.

RESPONSE 8a: Revised Draft Work Plan

See Response 7d.

b) Please indicate that the concentration of TFH-diesel al the surface of the RESP()NSE 8h: Draft Work Plan

Drainage Ditch was 16,400 ppm.
Agreed.

RESPONSE 8b: Revised Draft Work Plan

Reported in Appendix C in Step I.

c) Under "Remedial Technologies," add diverting and/or lining Agua Chinon Wash RESPONSE 8c: l)r:fft Work Plan
in the vicinity of Site 3.

Agreed.
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March 31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft WorkPlan
Phase I1RI/FS at MCAS El Toro Calih,rm'a

Originator: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

I)atc: 17December 1993

RESPONSE 8c: Revised Draft Work Plan

Rerouting and/or lining of washes will be included as possible remedial alternatives.

d) Under "Remedial Technologies," clarify the statement "Only one surface soil RESPONSE 8d: Draft Work Plan
sample exceeded the screening criteria for two chemicals."

The statement should be expanded to indicate flint the two chemicals were dieldrin and
benzo(a)pyrene, and were found in the Drainage Ditch at Site 4.

RESI'()NSE 8d: Revised Draft Work I'hm

The plan docs not propose additional surface samples because a Presumptive Remedy of
capping is proposed.

C()MMENT 9:A3/4.8.2 Subsnrface Soil RESPONSE 9: Draft Work Plan

This section should he changed based on Comment 7d above. When the discussion See the response to Comment 7d above. The deep borings completed at Sites 3 and 4 were
of subsurface soil results is moved under Section A3/4.7 (Chemicals To Be purposefifily drilled immediately adjacent to but not within interpreted disposal sites. The

Investigated During Phase il), indicate that for both former Sites 3 and 4, only one Navy originally objected to drilling deep borings so close to possible contamination sites,
deep boring was completed at each site and located in areas estimated to be outside because of the potential that the boreholes may provide conduits for contaminant migration
of landfill disposal areas (if this is in fact true based on the new figure which will to the groundwater. However, DTSC insisted that these deep borings be completed at these
indicate identified pits, trenches, and other anomalies), include a discussion of the locations. Fortunately, no contaminants were found that exceeded LUFF or VLEACtt

deep boring results for SWMU/AOC 300. As stated in Comment 7d above, also guidelines. The potential that the landfill may release contaminants to the groundwater
discuss VI,EACH and petroleum hydrocarbon results for subsurface soil. should be evaluated in ongoing monitoring at downgradient monitoring wells.

A discussion of SWM U/AOC 300 sample results from the RFA is provided in Table A3-If.
No criteria were exceeded, and the text should state this fact.

RESPONSE 9: Revised Draft Work Plan

This section was substantially revised in the Phase II Revised Drali Work Plan. Discussion

of this specific item in this level of detail was not included.
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March 31. 199., 'RF,SP()NSE TO REGUL/,. JRY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase 1IRI/TS at MCAS El 7bro Calil%rnia

Originator: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, Calilbmia

l)atc: 17December 1993

COMMENT 10:A314.8.3 Groundwater RESPONSE 10a: Draft Work Plan

a) Thb; section should be clmnged based on Comment 7d above. When the See the response to 7,1above.
discussion of groundwater results is moved under Section A3/4.7 (Chemicals To Be
!nvt_tigated During Phase Ilk make all necessary changes based on the following RESPONSE 10a: Revised Draft Work Plan
comments:

See response to 9 above.

h) Include that the MCI, fi}r benzene, and antimony was exceeded (at Site 4). RESPONSE 10b: l)raft Work I'hm

Agreed. tlowever, please note that the only occurrence of benzene was fimnd in a sample
collected from the tlpgradient well. The concentration (3 pg/l.) exceeded the Califimfia
MCI.. but not tile I;ederal MCI..

RESPONSE 10b: Revised Draft Work Plan

These comments have been incorporated into the Revised Draft Work Plan.

c) The site evaluation of Phase ! R! groundwater data is inadequate. Evaluate the RESPONSE 10c: Draft Work Plan

fi}llowing: The groundwater discussion may be expanded, t Iowever, tile discussion is much more
complete in the Technical Memor,'mdum, and will be more complete in the R! Report.

i_ tile presence of benzene (3 ppi)) in well 04_UGMW63; Please note that the petroleum hydrocarbons described above are not likely to have

originated at Site 3/4. For one thing, cluster well 18 BGMW01 is clearly not downgradient
ii) the presence of petroleum hydrocarbons, including TFH-gasoline (769 ppb) and of Site 3/4. l;or another, well 04_UGMW63 is upgradient of Site 4. The groundwater flow
TFH-diesel (78 ppb) in well 04_DBMW40. direction is indicated on site figures. As DTSC is well aware from previous discussions,

these compounds most likely originated at Tank Farm 5 or 6, not Site 3/4 (in spite of the
III) the presence of the following contanfinants in cluster well 18_BGMW01 which presence of diesel in tile drainage ditch). These tank titans should be investigated; however,
may be located downgradient of Site 3/4: they are not pan of Site 3/4 ,and are not part of the RI. It is inappropriate to include detailed

infommfion of each UST at the t,'mk farms in the DQ() document. A removal action is

,, TFII-gasoline (1,080 ppb) in the well screened at 205-245 feet hgs pl,'mned for the drainage ditch. Continued evaluation through monitoring of wells at tile site
is advisable.
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March31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase H RI/FS at MCAS El Toro Califi_rnia

Originator: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, CalitYmia

I),:11¢: 17 December 1993

· TFH-diesel (!,840 ppb) in the same well screened at 205-245 feet bgs Groundwater at well 04_UGMW63 does not lie under water table conditions. The Phase 1
SAP directed field personnel to screen monitoring wells across the uppermost permeable

· benzene (270 pph) in the same well screened at 205-245 feel hgs unit encountered within the saturated zone. This is the unJl in which dissolved
contaminants are most likely to migrate, not clays that happen to lie at the groundwater

· cadmium in wellsscreened at 242-262 and 330-350 feet bgs piezometricsurface

· TFII-diesel (2,260 pph) in a well screened at 466-486 feet bgs RESPONSE 10c: Revised Draft Work Plan

Please evaluate the meaning of these results; consider if we see the same contaminant The Revised Work Plans have been designed to incorporate both Federal and State
profiles in Round 2 data. The evaluation should consider all possible source areas, requirements for air, soil gas, and groundwater sampling. A section has been added that
including Site 3_4, as well as other potential sources such as Tank Farms 5 and 6. summarizes Air SWAT results.
Please also see Conlment 13e below.

These comments have been incorporated in Appendix C of the Revised Draft Work Plan.

In the evaluation, please als{)address the fidlowing two concerns:

· The water table may have been above the screen interval of well 04 UGMW63
during sampling (sce Figure B4-2 in the Technical Memorandum); the well pump is
positioned near the bottom of the screen. Itigher concentrations of benzene at the
water table may be present.

· Is the petroleum hydrocarbon contamination in well 04_DBMW40 possibly
related to Tanker Farms 5 and/or 6 or is possibly due to the handling of fuels/fuel
wastes al or near Site 4? TFH-diesel was detected in a surface soil sample at
Stratam 2 at a concentration of 16,400 rog/kg, in addition to discussing this concern
in the text, include a discussion of all potential sources and groundwater flow
direction.

I'lease also indicate the location of Fuel Farms 5 and 6 in figures shown site hound-
aries and well h}eations; the figure should indicate the number and h)cation of the
specific USTs within these two tank farms, in the text, provide the capacity and
current as well as historic contents of each UST. Indicate if the USTs have been

integrity tested, and if so, in what year(s) and the results.

~
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March 3 I, 1993 'RI';S!)ONSE TO REGULA _tORYAGENCY C()MMF, NTS
of

Revised Draft WorkPlan
t>haxeI1 RI/FS at MCAS El 7_ro Calijornia

Originator: J_e Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, l_ong Beach, Califi)rnia

I);itc: 17December 1993

COMMENT I 1:A3/4.9.1 and A3.10.2 Shallow Soil RESPONSE I la{i): Draft Work Plan

a) St___ratunl2 (Drainage Ditch} Since this comment was made, the Navy (with DTSC concurrence) has decided to designate
the Drainage Ditch for a removal action. Sampling to evaluate the extent of contamination

i) Phase I results indicate that the contamination at Stratum 2 is possible confined to will be a part of this action.
the upper 2 feet of soil; consider that samples could be initially collected at 0 and
2 feet hgs. S:mlples at deeper depths, such as 5 and 10 feet, may not be necessary RESI'()NSE I la(i): Revised Draft Work Plan
unless significant contamination is identified at 2 feet. Immunoassay techniques can
be used to initially screen the stratum for semivolatile organic compounds [SVOCs], The unit (Unit 2) has been designated for tin ly removal, l lowever in the event that the
pesticides and TEll-diesel. early removal action is rejected three samples will be collected from this Unit in Phase

I1 RI.

Indicate the proposed number of Phase II samples for this stratum.

ii) Please make all necessary changes when Section A3/4.9.1 and A3.10.2 are RESPONSE 1la(ii): Draft Work Plan
merged. Section A3.10.2 apparently implies that CLP samples will be collected and
analyzed for SV()Cs, pesticides/PCBs, TFH-gasoline and TFH-diesel. However, Section A3.102 is the correct version. Section A3/4.9.1 was inadvertently not corrected.
Section A3/4.9.1. implies that field screening samples will be collected for TFH-diesel However, see the response above--this stratum is planned for a removal action, so that the
and that samples would not be collected fi)r TFll-gasoline. !)ue to these sampling strategy is now a moot point. Finally, while Sections 9 and 10 need to be revised,
inconsistencies, we are unable to ascertain what sampling strategies are actually it is not clear that they should be merged, in violation of DQO guidelines.
heing proposed. Please make all necessary changes in the text and tables, such as the
taldes providing a summary of samples and analytical parameters for the Phase !! RESPONSE I la(ii): Revised Draft Work Plan
RI. Moreover, due to the inconsistencies in sample proposals li}r Site 3/4, we reserve

the right to make additional changes to the sampling approach at a later date (e.g., Sites 3 and 4 are addressed separately in Appendices C and D in the Revised Draft
during review of a Phase !1 SAP Amendment) once the strategies are clarified. Work Plan. Sampling strategies are applied in the above referenced appendices.

h) SWMU/AOC 194 (Former Incinerator) RESPONSE I lb(i): Draft Work Plan

i} I lmller "1 !ylmthesis," change the beginning of the paragraph to read: This statement may he added, but the phrase "relatively significant" should he deleted.
However, the VOCs were found during the RCRA Facility Assessment, not the RI.

"Elevated levels of VOCs were !Bund in the shallow soil at SWMU/AOC 194. In
fach this was one of the few locations in the Phase ! RI where relatively significant
concentrations of chlorinated VOCs were detected in soils_ PCE was detected at a
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March31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft WorkPlan
Phase 11RI/FS at MCAS El 7;,ro Calitbrma

Originator: Joe Z,'u-noch,I)epartment of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

l)ale: 17December 1993

concentration of 130 ppb in a soil sample collected at 2 feet bgs [underline denotes RESPONSE 1lb(i): Revised Draft Work Plan
change]."

VOCs are listed as soil COPCs in Unit 4 (SMWU/AOCI941 at Site 3. Refer to Appendix C
in the Revised Draft Work Plan.

ii) Under "Sampling Strategy," indicate that samples will also be located based on RESPONSE 1lb(iii: Drafl Work Plan
soil gas survey results. Consider using field screening techniques to characterize
extent away from the former incinerator location. A statement that samples will be based on soil gas results is already present (see the second

sentence). It is agreed that field screening samples may be collected to characterize extent
away from the former incinerator location.

RESPONSE 1!h(ii): Revised Draft Work Plan

The comment has been incorporated into the text.

iii) in this section within Section A3.10.2, please clarify the last sentence of the first RESPONSE 1i b(iii): Draft Work Plan

paragraph which states "SVOCs will be analyzed for at this location only at depths
of 0, 5 and 10 feet bgs." If this statement refers to the sampling strategy for the This section should be clarified

upper soil zone, it is not necessary because samples are to be collected only at 0, 5
and 10 feet bgs anyway. Or does this refer to the deep boring described in the RESPONSE 1lb(iii): Revised Draft Work Plan

previous sentence? if it does refer to the deep boring, prior corresponding Sec-
tion A3/4.9.2 (Subsurface Soil) and the following Section, Section A3/4.10.3 This comment has been incorporated into the text.

(Subsurface Soil) indicate analyses for only VOCs, herbicides and fuel
hydrocarbons; please make all necessary changes.

COMMENT 12:A3/4.9.2 Subsurface Soil RESPONSE 12a: Draft Work Plan

a) The wording of this section needs improvement. Define the problem at Stratum 1 The wording may be improved, ttowever, no deep borings are proposed at Site 3, Site 4, or
first (include the deep borings at former Site 3 and at former Stratum 1 of former SWMU/AOC 300. The only deep boring will be completed at SWMU/AOC 194. The
Site 4, then address subsurface soil at SWMU/AOC 300, followed by a discussion of existing text states this fact and provides rationale.
SWMU/AOC 194.
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March 31, 19 ' RF.SPONSF. TO REGUI .... ORY AGENCY ('OMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase 11RI/FS at MCAS El 7bro California

Originlator: Joe Zamoch, Depamnent of Toxic Substances Control
P,egion 4, I.ong Beach, (?alifi)mia

Dale: 17December 1993

RESPONSE 12a: Revised Draft Work Plan

No deep borings are proposed.

b) Under "Sampling Strategw. ," add a statement that soil gas survey r_;ults will be RESPONSE 12b: Draft Work Plan
used in determining the "most contaminated" areas for the deep boring.

'Ibis was stated in the previous discussion of the soil gas strategy, but could be restated here.

RESPONSE 12b: Revised Draft Work Plan

This comment has been incorporated into the text.

c) Under "Sampling Strategy," delete the statement "... drilling through landfill RESPONSE 12c: Draft Work Phm
debris is hazardous ..."; this is really not the most appropriate reason for not
completinga deep boring. Thisisjust onemasonamongseveralnotto drill throughthe landfill. Itowever,it is

definitely a good reason

RESPONSE 12c: Revised Draft Work Plan

The comment is not applicable to this plan.

COMMENT 13:A3/4.9.3 Groundwater RESPONSE 13a: Draft Work Plan

a) tinder "Statement of Problem," again, the evaluation of groundwater is Again, see the response to Comment 10c above.
inadequate; please see Comment 10c above.

RESPONSE 13a: Revised Draft Work Plan

Not applicable to this phm

l
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Mmch 5 l, '99;_ RI'iI'JI'i)NSI; '10 t,'_L_GI_JLAIORY A(JF.NCY COMM I-NTS
of

Revised Dn_fi Bgrk Phm
t'hase 11RI/FS ar MCAS El lbro ('al4/brni_

Originate4: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Conlrol
Region 4, Long Beach, California

l)ate: 17December 1993

b) Please consider the following for well placements at Site 3/4: RESPONSE 13b: Draft Work Plan

i) a cluster well placed near wells 04_DGMW66, 04 DBMW40 or 04 DGMW63 See tim response to General Comment 8 and 10c above. The investigation of possible
may be more appropriate. Please see General Comment 8 concerning groundwater petroleum releases from the tank farms is outside Ihe scope of the RI. The existing wells are
flow direction inconsistencies. TFH-gasoline and TFH-diesel were detected in well adequate to evaluate releases from Site 4. Also, the groundwater flow direction has been
{14I)BMW40 and benzene was detected in well 04 UGMW63; and properly characterized.

ii) whelher the benzene found in 04 UGMW63 is from Tank Farm 5 or 6. RESPONSE 13b: Revised Draft Work Plan

The tank farms and no! the landfill appears Io be the source of tirol and benzene
contamination.

c) Indicate the number of each new well in the text and please be consistent with the RESPONSE 13c: Draft Work Plan
well numbering in the figures.

_Ilae well numbering appears to be consistent. The number of each well should be indicated
in the text, but in Section 10 (Investigation Design), not Section 9 (Problem Statement).

RESPONSE 13c: Revised Draft Work Plan

No wells are proposed.

d) Please indicate the location of well 04_DGMW66 in Figures A3/4-6a and A3/4-6b. RESPONSE 13d: !)raft Work Plan

Agreed.

RESPONSE 13d: Revised Draft Work Plan

Not applicable to this plan.

I
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Mmch 3 I, 19V_, ' RF,SP()NSE TO REGULh, ORY AGF, NCY COMMFNTS
of

Revised Draft Work Phln

Phase I1 RI/FS at MCAS El Toro Cali/brnia

(higinato_: Joe Zarnoch, Depamnent of Toxic Substances Conlrol

Region 4, Long Beach, Califi_rnia
Date: 17 l)ecember 1903

e) Please indicate if any of the proposed wells would also be groundwater extraction RESPONSE 13e: Draft Work Plan

wells, and if not, please explain why. Please consider and evaluate whether it would
be feasible to design a groundwater monitoring/extraction strategy to After cailler crilicism that monitoring wells at Site 2 may be considered fi_r eventual

monitor/remediate groundwater (contamination) from both Site 314 and other extraction, it is st,prising that I)TSC is proposing that here. Relatively Iow concentrations

possible sources in the immediate areas such as Tank Farms 5 and/or 6. of contaminants were observed in samples collected ft-om monitoring wells installed during
Phase I at Sites 3/4 that potentially originate fi'om Sites 3/4. Petroleum hydrocarbon

contamination observed in samples l¥om Site 4 monitoring wells appears likely to originate

outside of Sites 3 or 4. Additional evaluation is necessary to design a remedial strategy for
releases al either Ihe Original I_andfill or the tank farlns.

RESPONSE 13e: Revised Drafl Work Plan

No extraction well is pmp{_sed

C()MMENT 14:A3/4.10.1.1 Soil (;as RESPONSE 14a(i): Draft Work Plan

a) Stralmn I (i,andfill Area} The stalcmcnt should read "V(X's and methtme".

i) Corrtu:t the stalement "Cnllect soil gas samples fi_r VOCs ..." since addilional non-VOC RESPONSE 14a(i): Revised Draft Work Plan
cnnstituents will also be analyzed.

The comment has tx_en incorpon_led into the text.

ii) The location of soil gas sampling points should also be contingent on the location of RESPONSE 14a(ii): Draft Work Plan
identified pits, trenches and other anomalies shown in a new figure (requested in an above
comment). Whetherornota newfigureisprepared,it isagreedthatthesoilgasgridshouldbedensermareas

where former trenches, etc., have been identified.

RISSPONSE 14alii}: Revised Draft Work Plan

Soil gas samples will be collected tm a 2tX)-loot on center grid. Refer to the Phase Il Revised Drali
Work PI;m Appendix C lbr further delails,

I
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March 3I, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El Toro CahTornia

Originator: Joe Zamoch, Dep,'u-tment of Toxic Substances Control

Region 4, l.ong Beach, California
Date: 17 December 1993

b) SWMU/AOC 194 {Former Incinerator} RESPONSE 14b: Draft Work Plan

indicale in the text the numl)er of soil gas sampling points; in Figure A3/4-6c, the number Agreed Please note Ihal SWMU/AOC. 194 is a very small site
proposed is six.

RESPONSE 14b: Revised Draft Work Plan

Soil gas sl.nplcs will Ix' collected on a 10-fixeron center grid at SWMII/AOC 194 (or six samples)

I :?_/
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March 3 _, 19,_ RESPONSE TO REGUL,q,. ,d,Y AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Phm

Phase H RI/FS at MCAS El Toro. California

Originator: Joe Zamoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

I),,c: 17!)cccmbcr 1993

Site 5 - Perimeter Road l,andfill

('()M _,1ENT I: AS. I. I Setting and Ilistory RESPONSE 1: l)raft Work Plan

This section should describe the current use of the site as a storage area for contaminated soil it is agreed that tt_csecti.n should mention that Phase I R[ soil waste is stored in "btuTitos" at this site
placed in "burritos"; please describe the type and origin of the contaminated soil. There is no "hazardous" soil at the site; all soil are classified as "designated" according to 23 CCR

25221a111]. The text should not include a complete inventory of tile SlX_cificorigin of [t_esoil in e_,h
"hurrito", hut should brietly describe the origins of the soil (drill cuttings, etc.).

R!_!'ONSE !: Re_ist_l Draft Work I'lan

Discussion of the "htlnil.s" ami their general origin l_asIx'eh i,cluded

COMMENT 2:A5.4.2 SAIC Survey

a) We do not necessarily agree with the conclusions in this section and the following section, RESPONSE 2a: Draft Work Plan
Section A5.5 (Site and Stratum Boundaries for Phase !! RI). We feel that the information

presenled in the SAIC Report warrants additional investigation of areas possibly related to the The SAIC Report stated that site 416 appeared to be a lficility under construction. This w_tsmerely
landfill This section disnfisses an iml_mndment surrounded by berms and containing open repeated in the text. The other two areas listed above are outside ttle Site 5 boundaries and do not
trenches as observed in a 1979 photograph as a possible construction site. llowever, we are appear to be related to the landfill. Site 161, for example, described in the repofl as "disturbed ground
unaware of any building or other similar such constructed unit being I_'ated at that area. and a possible impoundment filled with an unidentified liquid", was revealed in a field inspection to be

nothing more that a drainage ditch hx:ated several hundred feet l?om the landfill.

We recommend tile use of geophysics, including I_sihly GPR or aerial GPR, in suspected
dLspo_d areas identified in the $AIC Report and the following areas identified in the SAP RESPONSE 2a: Revised Draft Work Plan
Amendment bot excluded from investigation in l'hase !:

The area to Ix' included in the field investigations incorporates anomalies identified in both the SAP
i) a large tract of dislurl)ed ground h_'altxl southwest of the landfill observed in a 1980 amendment, m_clthe SAIC Relx_rt that were in the proximity of the landfill, employee interviews,
aerial photograph; Phase I RI data, and pn_vious surface geophysical surveys. Refer to the Revised Draft Work Plan

ii) dLsturbed ground and a possible impoundment filled with an unidentified liquid Appendix E fi)r filrther details.
hM:atednorthwest of the landfill; and

iii) a ix_,;ible iml_.mdmenL located wt.'st of the impoundment dt_cribed in ii above,
observed in 1986.

Please provide a figure, e.g., a plan vie,wdiagram showing the anomalies identified in the $AIC
Report and those mentioned above.
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March 31, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGUI,ATORY AGENCY COMMENTS

of

Revised Draft Work Platt
Phase 11RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

Originalor: Joe Zamoch, l)epartment of Toxic Substances Control

Region 4, Long Beach, Calilomia
I)ate: 17 December 1993

b) Add the following statement to this section: "Sites of potential concern identified in the RESPONSE 2b: Draft Work Plan
SAIC Report include [list the site numbers as identified in the SAIC Report and include 161, 413,
and 416]." The phrase "ittthe vicitti(v(_Site 5" should be inserted after the word "concern".

RESPONSE 2b: Revised Draft Work Plan

'File area lo be included in the field investigations incorporates anomalies identilied in both the SAP
amendment, and the SAIC Rcporl that were in the proximity of the landfill, employee interviews,
Phase I RI data, and previous surface geophysical surveys. Refer to the Revised Draft Work Plan
Appendix E fi)r l:urlher details.

COMMENT 3:A5.6 Conceptual Site Model RESPONSE 3: Draft Work Plan

This section and Figure A54 should address contaminated soil stored at the site. Figure A5..4 The soil stored at tile site is all derived from the Phase I RI. Section A5.6 should describe the soil, as
does indicate Phase ! waste.,, but please address the "burritos" if they were derived from mentioned in Comment 5- l, _lx)ve.
another origin.

RF,SIN)NSE 3: Revised Draft Work Plan

Discussion of the "bumtos" and their general origin has been included in the Revised Draft Work Plan.

COMMENT 4:A5.7 Chemicals To lie Investigated During Phase Il

a} Did ahmfinum actually exceed the secondary MCL? Our infonuation indicates that the RESPONSE 4a: Draft Work Plan
MCL for aluminum is 1,01)0ppb; if this is correct, please make all necessary changes for this
site and the entire document. 1,000 ppb is the C',difomia Primary MCL for aluminum. The federal secondary MCL lbr aluminum is

50 ppb, as indicated in the text.

RESPONSE 4a: RevLsed Draft Work Plan

The text is correct in the Revised Draft Work Plan.

b) The second paragraph briefly discusses the source of detected TCE, PCE and benzene in RESPONSE 4b: Draft Work !'lan
groundwater. Please briefly discuss Round 2 data and indicate if the results support an
npgradient source. Round II data do not change the conclusion, but it is agreed that this additional language may be placed

in the text.
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March 31, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Phln
Phase 1I RI/FS at MCAS El 7bro, Calijornia

Originator: Joe Zamoch, l)epartment of Toxic Substances Control

Reoion 4, lxmg Beach, Califimfia
l);lie: 17 l)ccembe_ 1993

RESP()NSE 4h: Revised Draft Work Pl:m

The results of the second round of groundwater sampling confirming a potential upgradient source has
beet] incorporated ill tile d_:ument.

e) The l:tst sentence ofthe fourth paragraph states that "Nocla,qses ofcoml_mmts were RF_qPONSE 4c: l)rart Work Plan
judged to have the polenlial to reach the groundwater." However, vadose zone samples were
collected from only one deep boring which was located outside of the actual landfill boundary. The deep boring was located within three li2etof the edge of the landlill. Samples collected from this
The Initial Assessment Stud}'(MS), dated May 1986, indicates that supplies with an expired boring were appropfiale fi)r tile evaluation of chemicals migrating from the landfill to the groundwater.
shelr !ire _ere disposed or tit Site 5 from 1955 through file early 1970s; some of these A statement that landfill wastes may pose a threat to groundwater may be appropriate, but it is also tree
supplies/wastes may have included liquid ehenficals. Please add a statement that indicates that there is very little evidence to dale that the landfill is impacting groundwater quality.
landfill wt[qtes may I_e a threat In groundwater.

RF_qPONSE 4e: Revised Draft Work Plan

Additional sampling itl Iht vadose zone (_ssess leakage) has been incorporated into tile document.

d) !'lerkqeadd a diseu,_4on or Round 1 groundwater results from the cluster wells at RF_SPONSE 411: Draft Work Plan
18JI(;MW02; this well is located downgradient of the landfill. Also consider Round 2 resulLs,
as well a,s ,'illTI)S results. This well may nr may not bc downgradient Imm the kmdfill. In any c_Lse,il is agreed that a discussion

of gr_lundwater rcsulls lmm this well may be added.

RESPONSE 4d: Revised Draft Work Plan

Well 18_BGMW02 discussion should be included in OU-I RI. See DQO Appendix E of the
Revised Draft Work Phm file a discussion on the gr(mndwater investigations proposed file this
hmdfill site.

C()MMENT 5:A5.8 Potential Remedial Actions and Associated Data Needs RF_qPONSE 5: Draft Work Plan

(}tie or the suhsections should ad(Ire_s remedial actions for contaminated soil stored at the site. This soil will be disposed separately from lite landfill, ,'mdshould not be addressed here.

RESPONSE 5: Revised Draft Work Plan

Discussion lbr potenlial remedial actions for tile Phase I IDW has been incorlx_rated into the d{_'ument.

f
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March 3I, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan

Phase H RI/FS al MCAS El Toro. California

()riginalor: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

I):/le: 17 December 1903

('()MMENT 6:A5.8.2 Subsurface Soil RF_gPONSE 6: Draft Work Plan

Change the last sentence to read: "ln-silu technologies to address subsurface landfill wastes Agreed
will be reevaluated after reviewing tile resulLs of the soil gas survey proposed for Site 5."

RFSPONSE 6: Revised Draft Work Plan

Discussion of subsurface contamination/remediafion has been incorporated into the document.

COMMENT 7:A5.10 Phase II Remedial Investigation Design

a) This seclion stat_ that soil gas samples for VOCs will be collected at ltl and 20 feet bgs. Yet RFLqPONSE 7a: Draf! Work Plan
Tahle A5-6 indicates the smnpling depths will be 5 feet bgs; please make all necessary changes.

Agreed. The correct deplh is 5 Ibet bgs. The text should be m(Milied.

RF__iP()NSE 7a: Revised 1)tall Work Plan

Soil gas samples will Ix.-collected al depths of 15 liter within the limits of refuse, and at depths of 10,
25 and 40 ti:ct outside thc boundary of the landfill. Soil gas samples will also be collected in the
vadosc zone. The text h:ts been m(xlified lo state this.

b) This section indicates soil gas will be conducted at 13 locations, yet Figure A5-6 and Table RF_qPONSE 7b: Draft Work Plan
A5-6 indicate 7 locations, please make all necessary changes.

Agreed. The correct numl_-r is 7 locations.

RF_q;PONSE 7b: Revised Draft Work Plan

Due to the revised landlill investigation area and sample collection rationale the number and location
of the soil gas samples has been substantially. Refer to the Revised Draft Work Plan, Appendix E for a
dclailed discussion.

C) Once again, due to inconsistencies in sampling proposals, we reserve the right to make RF,qPONSE 7c: Draft Work Plan
additional changes to the sampling approach at a later date (e.g., during the review of the
Phase II SAP Amendment) once the strategies are clarified. Undersl(xvd.

L2_/q_ F:\REI'(W, lY;_{_'I()Sq\W()RKI'I AN_RI 5I'C(}M\Y, FIq 2 I)_}C 58



March 3I, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan

Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

Originalor: Joe Zamoclt, Department of Toxic Substances Control

Region 4, Long Beach, California
1)ale: 17 l)ecember 1093

RESI_)NSE 7c: Revised Draft Work Plan

Comment noted

d) We recommend the i[se of GPR or other geophysical techniques lo further characterize the RF_%PONSE: 7d: Draft Work Plan
limdfill boundaries, especi,'dly in areas identified as anomalies in the SAIC Report and SAP
Amendment (see Comment 2a above). Instead of a one-row grid for the soil gas survey at Site The existing landlill boundaries have been very well characlerized by GPR during the Air SWAT
5, we recommend that additional soil g,'lksmmplinlR locations be contingent on the geophysical investigation, :md by Electromagnetic (EM) ground conductivity during the Phase i RI. EM
results, measurements were collected at 5-fi_)l intervals on east-west lines crossing the landfill at 50-£oot

intervals. These investigations have corroborated the landlill boundaries observed on historical
photographs, anti are coasistent with each other. Addition'cdgeophysical work should only be
conducled il the M('AS: Iii 'l'.m 10am agree lo include olher areas as part of this site.

RF_qPONSE 7d: Revised Draft Work Plan

Revisions incorl_rale Ix'rtl}rating surface geophysics prior to the soil gas survey for the reasons slated
in Ibc COlllfllOnJ.

e) tJnder "Rationale," please delete the last sentence. We disagree that the landffdl RF_SPONSE: 7e: Draft Work Plan
boundaries have been sufficiently delineated and that a one-row grid of soil gas .samples is
adequate. See the response at, we. The landfill boundaries have been very well delineated, and are so narrow that

a one-row grid inside the landfill ix appropriate.

RF_qPONSE 7e: Revised Draft Work Plan

Agreed. See rasp(rose aNwe.

SITE 6 -I)R()P TANK DRAINAGE AREA N(). I

('()MMENT I: A6.1.1 Selling and Ilisto_

a) The 5;,41'Amendtnent states that two vertical tanks were observed in a 1952 aeri',d RF_SPONSE la: Draft Work Plan
photogral)h. Where were the tanks located and what were the content,s? Please make all
necessary changes, including changes Io figures and possihle changes to characterization The two tanks were only visible on the 1952 photograph, mid were not present on a 1955 photograph.
strategies. There is no evidence that the tanks ever leaked, or that spills t(_k place. Il should not be necessmy lo

spend time on these tanks.
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March 3I, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan

Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

()riginator: Joe Z,'unoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

Date: 17 December 1993

RF_qPONSE la: Revised Draft Work Plan

Previous investigations have not found evidence thai these tanks are a concern. Thus, these tanks
have not been addressed itl this plan.

b) We disagree with tile conclusions concerning SWMU/AOC 204. The document states that RESPONSE lb: Draft Work Plan
the area _ill not be included iu the Phase Il RI because it Lqa curbed concrete pad and wash

_,aler was colleeled in a sump. IIowever, we believe that fuel wash out potentially drained nnto It is agreed that Stratum 2 should be expanded to include this area even though activities in this area are
the gras,qy area _est of tile concrete pad. Evidence supporting this hypothesis can be found in not necessarily rclak'd Id Silt' 6 activities. Ficld screening sampling would be a gt×_d way to do this.
the SAP Amendment (see Plate 10) which iudicales that liquid was observed flowing from the

concrete pad in aerial photographs from 197{Iand 1980. Please note that the SAP Amendment RESPONSE Ih: Re_ [sealDraft Work Plan
indicates that the flows ended in a stained area that was persistent in 1970, 1980, and 1981 (see

laler comments eoneerafing this stained area urhich WaS not sampled in tile Phase ! Ri). During tile RFA ti)r MCAS El Toro, a concrete pad (vehicle wash rack) located north of Site 6
was investigated as SWMU/AOC 204. The drainage area leading away from the concrete pad

Please add the area west of the concrete pad and towartLs Stratum 2 ltl Stratum 2 or create a area has been included for the Phase I1 RI as part of Unit 2. Please see Data Quality Objectives
new stratum. Please make all necessary changes, including figures, !mmunoassay and/or the Appendix F of the Revised Draft Work Plan and Attachment F of the Field Sampling Plan fi_r
TD/GC/MS field screening lechniques can be used lo iuilially characterize this area (.seelater further details.
eOllllllen_s}.

c) Indicate tile inaxinlnnl TRI'!! concentration detected (4582 ppm} at SWMU/A()C 204. RESPONSE lc: Draft Work Plan

See the mstmmse to c'ommenl#6 for Site 2, alcove.

RF_qPONSE lc: Revised Draft Work Plan

Refer to Ap_ndix F ol the Revised Draft Work Plan for a summary of COPCs and their
C( }ncelltrilli[/ns.

d) Plea.se review the SAP Amendment and include a discussion of the possible stained area, RESPONSE l d: l)rafl Work Plan
located approximately 251}feet west of Site 6, that was evident in a 1986 photograph. Is thts the
same area identified in the SAIC Report as potenlial sites 125 and 183 (in photograph from The "[x)ssible stained area" described by DTSC cannot be located, ttowever, site 125 is an area of wet
1961 and 1968, respectively) on the east side of the taxiway south of Site 6? Irrespective of soil adjacent to the taxiway, while site 183 consists of several stains that may or may not overlap Site
whether the arexs are the same, the areas identified as potential sites 125 and 183 in the SAIC 6. This site will he investigated using field screening methods, and the site boundaries enlarged ,_s
Report sho,dd be, as reconunended in the SAIC Report, added to the Phase 11RI; a decision on necessary b_tsed on tile results.
the stained area identified in the SAP Amendment (if not the same area) is pending additional
information.



March 31. 1005 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, Cali_)rnia

Originalor: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control

Region 4, Lxmg Beach, California
l):tlc: 1? I)ecember 1903

Plea.se add potential sites 125 mid 183 in tile SAIC Report to Stratmn 3 or create a new RF.qpIr)NSE Id: Revised Draft Work Plan
slratmn. Please indicate these areas in a figure(s) and make all necessary changes, including
changes m strata and characterization strategies. Immunoassay and/or the TD/GC/MS field Both tile stained area and the triangular-shaped impoundment area near Site 6 will be invesligaled
screeninlR lechniques can be used to initially characterize this area (see later comments), during the Phase !1 RI as part of Llnit 3. See Data Quality Objectives Appendix F of the Revised

Draft Work Plan for ftndler details,

e) Inchlde the Iriaugnlar-shaped impomldmeut-like area, located west of Site 6, in a stratum RESPONSE le: Draft Work Plan
f.r Site' 6 (Ims_sihle;ts a part of Stratum 3 or create a new stralum). This area was identified in
a 1991 aerial photograph (see SA1'A.tettdmettt) and based on recent site visits appears lo he a This area should n/2tbe added lo Stratum 3, because no inli_rmation exists lo indicate the possible
fi_rmer fuel storage area, I_,.sible for engine tests conducted in the area. Please obtain all activities al the re'ca arc related Io those at Stratum 3; to do so would violate the original stratum
available inE_rmafion about this area and make all necessary changes, including changes to definition. Il would be N_ssible to create a new stratum. However, if investigation is required at tilts
figures, strata, and characterization strategies, hnnmnoas,say and/or the TD/GC/MS field area, il should be conducled outside the CERCLA program.
screening techniques can be used to initially characterize this area (see Inter comments).

RF_qPONSE le: Revised Draft Work Plan

Please see respon'_c 1o (1.

(7OMMEN'I' 2:A6.3 RF_qPONSE 2: l)rafl Work Plan

Prnvi(le n fi_lre showing tile C()PCs for SWMI I/AeC 204. Agreed.

RESPONSE 2: Revised Draft Work Phm

Reler to Appendix F ()f Itlc Revised [)raft Work Plan for a summary of COPCs and their
Cl incenl ralit IllS.

(,()MMENT 3:A6.4.1 EPA Survey RF_qPONSE 3: l)rafl Work Plan

Ple.'t_eirnake all necessary changes I)ltsed oH Conm_ent I above. See thc-response Io Comment No. I aNwe.

RESPONSE 3: Revised Draft Work Plan

See the resNmse to ('ommc]lt No. I above.
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March 31, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS

of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase I1 RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

Originator: Joe Zamoch. Depamnent of Toxic Substances Control

Region 4, Ixmg Beach. Califi_rnia
l)ale: 17 1)ecember I SO3

( 'OMMEN!' 4:A6.4.2 SAIC Survey RF_qPONSE 4a: Draft Work Plan

tm)Please make all nec(_qary chalices basor] on COlllnlent I above. Sec file response to ('olD}qlelll No. ] above

RESPONSE 4a: RevistM Draft Work Plan

See Ibc response to ('ommenl No. 1 above.

b) Add the hallowing statement to this section: "Sites of potential concern identified in the RF_SPONSE 4b: Draft Work Plan
SAIC Report include [list the site numbers as identified in the SAIC Report and include 124,

125, and 1831." Insert the phrase "in the vicinity qfSite 6" after the word "concern".

RF,SPONSE 4b: Revised Drafl Work Plan

Nol applicable to this plan,

('()MMENT 5:A6.5 Site and Stralnm Boundaries RESPONSE 5: Draft Work Plan

!'tease make all nect_mry changes based on Connnent I above. See the response fo Comment No l, ahwe

RESPONSE 5: Revised Draft Work Plan

Sec the rcsi_mse lo Comment No. 1 aNwe.

¢_{}MMENT 6:A6.7 Chemicals to be Investigated During Phase !! RF_qPONSE 6a: Draft Work Plan

a_ Change the second ,_ntence of the first paragraph to read "Lead {at concentrations up to Agreed.
1,410 ppm) exceeded RBCs in shallow .,;oilat Stratnm 3."

RESPONSE 6a: Revised Draft Work Plan

No! applicable to this plan.

b) I)iqcu.ts the detection of TRIq i (at a concentration of 1,041 ppm) at the upgradient location; RESPONSE 6h: Draft Work Plan
indicale potential sources h;r the result.

See the response to Site 2, comment #6.
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March 31, 199., RESPONSI_ TO REGULAh _., Y AGENCY COMMENTS

of

Revised Draft Work Plan

Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, Califi)rnia

Originator: Joe Zamoch, Depamnent of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

Date: 17 I)eccmbcr 1993

RESPONSE 6h: Revised Draft Work Plan

The location of Ihe rel;_mnccd sample is thc middle o1'an asphalt paved parking lot southeast ol
Site 6. This sample and the analytical result have nothing to do with the drainage of drop tanks
which fi)rmerly occurred at Site 6. Being a surlicial sample, it was most likely collected direclly
benealh Ihe pavement of the parking lot. Asphalt binder incorpt)rates petroleum producls which
may gradually leach out rolo the underlying soil, so detection of TRPlt in soil directly beneath
asphalt would not be unusual. TRPH was not identified in the 2-foot and 5-fi)ot depth samples
from the same location, at an instrument detection limit of 20 ppm.

c) The Technical Memorandum indicated that phenol in groundwater al Sile 6 also exceeded RI_qIq)NSE 6c: I)raft Work I'hm
regulatory criteria. Yet the text in this section does not discuss results fur phenol; please make

all necessary changes, including Table A6-3b. Table A6_lc lists phenol as exceeding criteria. Yel this was inadvertently omitled Imm the text and
fi-omTable A6-3b. This should be corrected.

RESI_i)NSE 6c: Revist_l Draft Work Plan

Phenol will be included in the list of COPCs presented in thc Revised Drali Work Plan and will
be identified in the discussion of groundwater presented as part of the background seclion fi_r Sile
6 I)QO, which is included in Appendix F to the Revised Draft Work Plan.

d} Also in the second i)aragraph, change tile fourth _ntence to read "Although no individual RFXSI'_)NSE 6(1: Draft Work Plan
chemical exceeds 1 for cancer risk) ]underlines denote change], the chemical class contributing

mosttotthecancerriskisSVOCs." Agreed.

RESPONSE 6<1: Revised Draft Work Plan

Not applicable 1_)this plan.

e) We disagree with the statements made in paragraph 3. Shallow soils at Site 6 should be RESPONSE 6e: Draft Work Plan
investig,'lted for TFH-gasoline and TFll-diesel based on the site history. Please make all
nec_sary changes, including Table A6-5. Shallow soil at Strata I and 3 should be imalyzcd for TFH gasoline and TFlt-diesel now that the

stratum I_mndaries have been enlmged.

RESPONSE 6e: Revised Draft Work Plan
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' March 31, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGUI.ATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan

Phase 11RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, Calijbrnia

()riginalor: Joe Zamoch, Department of Toxic Subslances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

I)atc: 17 December 1993

The Phase 11RI/FS will analyze soil samples collected in Units 2 and 3 for TFH EPA Method
8015m See Data Quality Objectives Appendix F of the Revised Draft Work Plan fi_r further
details.

Ct)MMENT 7:A6.9 Problem Definition

a) Stratum 2 (Drainage) RESPONSE 7a: [)raft Work Plan

We disagree with the l)roposal for no additional sampling because areas of possible disposal See reslxmse # 1 lbr Site (_,above. It is agreed that Stratum I should be enlarged to include this
activity have not been investigated. In a figure(s), indicate the stained area that was persistent additional area It is also agreed that field screening samples are a go_Mway to define the bound_wies
in 1970, 1980, and 1981 (see SA P Amendment, including Plate 10. of the stratum. !h>wever, it is recommended that Level 3 or 4 samples be placed randomly within the

revised stratum h)undaries, so that statistical conclusions may be drawn. The depth of samples may be

I'lease prolu_se a sampling strategy to include the flowing liquid area and other areas within determined by the MCAS El Toro team. The errors in Table A6 6 should be corrected after the
the fi_rmer Stratum 2, including the persistent stain area (which was not sampled in Phase 1). sampling strategy is linalized
hnmunoassay and/or the TI)/GC_/MS field screening techniques can be used to analyze for
TFll-gasoline, TFll-dk.'sel, and PAlls. Propose a field screening sampling/analysis method for RESIX)NSE 7a: Revised Draft Work Plan
metals at Stratum 2.

Please ,sec comments A6 1 1b, d, and e ale)ye.

If proposed, initial imnmnoassay samples can be located at 0.1-0.5 feet bgs. If the
inlmmmassay results are negative in the expanded areas (i.e., new areas not previously
characterized in Phase ! and added for Phase !I), then no additional TD/GCJMS field

screening sampling is required, if the immunoassay results are positive, use the TD/GC/MS
filed screening method to further characterize extent, if needed; TD/GC/MS analyses should
include Vt)Cs and PAlls.

To further characterize the hmnan rLsk **'itl/Level 3 or 4 data and if needtM, to confirm the
TD/GC/MS results with Level 3 or 4 data, please propose at least one CLP sample location in
each of the following areas: 1) the flowing liquid area of SWMU/AOC 21M,2) the persistent
slain area, and 3) another location placed in Stratum 2. Consider collecting two CLP samples
form each of the three locations, at 0.1 and 2 feet bgs, unless TD/GCJMS field screening results
indicate that deeper samples are needed. Analyze CI,P samples for TF!!-ga.rafline, TFlt-diesel,
VOCs, SVOCs, and metals.

Please make all necessary changes to the text as well as figures and tables. Please note that
Table A6-6 contains errors based on the sampling strate_ that is proposed in the document.
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March 31, 19% RI';SPf)NSE TO REGULA1 .... Y AGENCY C()MMIi'NTS
of

Revised Draft Work Phm

Phase 1! RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, Califi.'nia

()riginalc, r: Joe Zarnoch, Dep_utment of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, l.ong Beach. California

Date: 17 December 1993

b) Stratum 3 (Storage Area) RESPONSE 7b: Draft Work Plan

lqease revise Slralmn 3 boundari_ or create new strata based on Comments Id and le above. Sec the resF_mSeIo Comment No. 7 lor Stratum 2, at'_)vc. Also note the Navy's _sili,n on why thc
!n a ill.,rare(s)showing tile revised or newly created stratum boundaries, indicate potential sites lriangular-shaped imp, tmdmenl sh(ulld not be added to Site 6
125 and 183 recommended for filrther investigation in the SAIC Report and the triangular-
shaped impoundmeut-like area. Also con[sider the stained area identified in the SAP RF_qP()NSE 7b: Revised Draft Work Plan
Amendment from a 1986 pllotograph (see Comment Id above).

Plea_sesee comments A6 lb. d. and c al_)vc.
hmmmoassay and/or the TI)/GC/MS field screening teclmiqnes can be used to analyze for
TFll-gasoline, TF!!-diesel, and PAHs. Propose a field screening sampling/analysis method at
Stratum 3.

if pr{q)(_seYl,initial inmmnoa._say samples can be located at 0.1-0.5 feet bgs. If the
immunoassay results are negative in the expanded areas (i.e., new areas not previously
characlerized in Phase I and added to Pb&se Ilk then no additional TI)/GC/MS field screening
sampling Lsrequired. If the immunoassay results are positive, use the TD/GCffMS field
screening method to further characterize extent, if needed; TD/GC/MS analyses should include
V(}(,s and PAlls.

To furlher characterize the humaii risk _ith Level 3 or 4 data and if needed, to confirm the
TI)/(;C/MS results with Level 3 or 4 data, please propose at least two CLP sample location in
each of the h)llowing areas: 1) potential sites 125 and 183 (from the SAIC Report), 2) the
triangular-shaped impoundment-like area, and 3_ two locations placed in other areas of
Stnllum 3. Consider collecting two CLP samples from each of the three locations, at 0.1 and 2
feet bgs, unless deeper samples are needed. Analyze CI.P .samples for TFIl-gasoline, TFH-
diesel, VOCs, SVOCs, and metals.

Please make all nect_sary clmug¢_ to the tt_t as well tis Iigures and tabh._.

SITE 7- DROP TANK I)RAINA(gE AREA NO. 2

COMMENT I: A7.1.1 Setting and tlislory

a) lit addition to Figure A7-I, please provide an expanded overview site map to include the RESPONSE la: Draft Work Plan
location of well 07 DGMW9I.

Agreed.
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March 31, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Platt

Phase 11RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, Califi,rnia

Originator: Joe Zamoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control

Region 4, Long Beach, California
Date: 17 December 1993

RESPONSE la: Revised Draft Work Plan

The well designated 07_IX;MW91 is not included on the Site 7 maps presented m the Revised Drali
Work Plan or on maps or figures in associated documents prepared by the Navy. The subject well is
located approximately 1(-,IX)feet northwest of Site 7, just outside the westem boundary lbr Unit 3 of
Site 10. The Navy believes that despite its designation, this well is h)cated to far from Site 7 to b,_a
representative monitoring well lor that site. hnpacts from the VOC source areas around Buildings 296
and 297, Site 8, and Site l0 all impact the intervening area between Site 7 and this well. One
suggestion is rennml-,cring of the well, fifllowed by its designation as a downgradien! well lor Sile 10.

b) Please describe the abandoned well to the nortlffnortheast of Site 7. Describe its use and RESPONSE lh: Draft Work Plan
when and how it was abandoned; indicate the location of the well in a figure.

A description of this well and the inlormation known about the well is included in the DQO text lot
Site 24. !n addition, the hx:ation of the well is shown in a Site 24 figure. This well is not a part of
Site 7.

RES!_INSE Ih: Revised Draft Work Plan

It is believed that lifts comment refers to abandoned well No. 1, located west northwest of Site 7

rather than north northeast as indicated in the comment. As stated in the response, thc
information requested in the comment is summarized in the Site 24 DQO, prescnlcd in Section
A24 of Appendix A to thc Draft Work Plan. At this time, thc well is not identified in Site. 7
figures or maps included in the Revised Drall Work Plan for the fifth)wing reasons. The well is
located approximately 4(X)fcc! beyond the limits of Site 7 and was no! associalcd with historic
operations at Site 7 based upon available information. Further, it was connected by pipeline to a
water reservoir located near Site 9. Because the well was used as a water supply source fi_r
MCAS El Toro, it is ','eD' unlikely that downhole waste disposal of any kind would be allowed at
this location.

COMMENT 2:A7.1.2 Strata RESPONSE 2: Draft Work Plan

The document stales that two hazardous waste storage areas, SWMUs/AOCs 71 and 72, are The texl should be mtxtilied to read that the SWMUs/AOCs lie within Strata I and 3. Stratum 3 will
within Strata 1 and 2 and will be investigated as an integral part of these strata. Please clarify be investigated during thc Ph:tse II RI. The storage areas should be shown in figures.
this statement since Stratum 2 is not recommended for further investigation and the
characterization strategies for Stratum I do not address these storage areas. Please make all
necessary changes. Indicate the storage areas in figures, including Figure A7-6.
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March 31, 199b RESPONSE TO REGULA'I b,. Y AGENCY C()M MF.NTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan

Phase I1 RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, Califi,'nia

Originalor: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, l.ong Beach, Calilbrnia

Dale: 17 December 1993

RESPONSE 2: Revised Draft Work Plan

As indicated ill tile response lo this same question from tile U.S. L:PA, tile two SWMUs will be
incorporated into the proposed Phase II RI investigations for Units I and 3 (not Unit 2 as stated itl
the comment) at Site 7. Investigation of SWMU/AOCs 71 and 72 is discussed in the site specific
DQO for Site 7, presented as Appendix G to the Revised Draft Work Plan.

'the investigatitms will consist o1'an inilial RCRA slyle site inspection. Il' no evidence of leaks or
stains, or cracked concrete (il- present) are observed, no further investigation will be conducled.
Collection of samples will only lake place il-historic or ongoing releases of chemicals are
determined to have occurred.

C¢}MMENT 3:A7.4.1 EPA Survey RESI_)NSE 3: Draft Work Plan

This section stales thai "On tile 1970 pbolograph, nine [underline athledfi,r emphasis] probable The "probable" storage tanks were only visible on thc 1970 photograph. They are ttx_ small to be
vertical tanks ...are seen on the grassy area northeast of Building 295." Yet a review of the identified or c{mnted wilh the naked eye, so we mt,st rely on the EPA interpretation. There is no
SAP Amendment indicates that "...a [underline added for emphasis] probable vertical tank..." indication that rcle}_sesever occurred at the tanks. The tanks are contained within the txmndaries of
was situated on the grassy area northeast of Building 295. Please make all necessary Stratum 1, and this stratum is prolx}sed filr investigation during Phase Il by field screening sampling.
corrections. The sampling program may be expanded lo include Ileld screening Ior 1't'1t diesel and TFll-gas_line.

Our comments on the Technical Memorandum questioned the contents of this tank, yet no RESPONSE 3: Revised Draft Work Plan

additional information is provided in the document. Please discu_ the contents of the tank,
and if necessary, make changes lo the characterization strategies. Indicated the location of the The "probable tanks" _m_contained within thc boundaries of Unit 1. No record of these "probable
tank(s) in a figure(s), tanks" is available nor any information on the contents or ally releases. TFH was not detected

during the Phase I RI iii Stratum 1. If the concern over these "probable tanks" is so great
additional analyses liar I'FH may be added, however, because of the lack of any hard evidence and
lhe nature of the information no additional sampling locations are being proposed fi_r the Phase !1
RI.

C't}MMENT 4:A7.4.2 SAIC SURVEY RESPONSE 4: Draft Work Plan

Add tile hfihmiug statement lo this section: "Sites of potential concern identified in the $AIC Add thc phrase "m t/w vicini(v oJSite 7" atler thc word "concern". The soil gas survey is described
Report iuclnde [list the site numbers as identified in the SAIC Report and include 49, 131, 13& elsewhere in thc text fi}rthis site, but may be added again here. Thc text also mentions that Ibc area
247, 406, 407, and 507]." around Site 7 is pan of Site 24, the VOC Source Area. The entire area will be evaluated for [m_ssible

contributions to the VOC contamination in regional groundwater. The soil gas survey will include the

drainage areas. Texl may be added that describes the investigation that will accompany base closure.
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March 3I, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Phm

Phase 11RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, Califi>rnia

Originator: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

!)ate: 17 December 1993

Please indicate that areas identified with flowing liquids, especially the drainage ditch areas RESPONSE 4: Revised Draft Work Plan
contributing to Agua Chinon Wash, will be inveqligated with the soll gas survey proposal for

Site 24. The sampling and description of the units in Site 7 are discussed in Apvendix G of this plan.

Plettse indicate that the storage areas identified in the SAIC Report that are outside of the Site ?
boundaries will be investigated in the Base Closure Plan.

C()MMENT 5:A7.7 Chemicals to be Investigated Dr,ring Phase Il RF_SPONSESa: Draft Work Plan

a) This section stat_ that lead in shallow soils at Stratum 5 exceeded ecological criteria, Agreed
however, it appears that the text should also state that lead exceeded the RBC as well. Lead

RESPONSE 5a: Revised Draft Work Plan
was detected at the surface of 07_GNI at a concentration of 931 ppm. This detection of lead is
listed in Table A7-3a as exceeding human health screening criteria. Plea.se make all necessary
changes, l.ead is included as both a COPC and a site specilic COPC that will be evaluated during the Phase

1I RI at Site 7. The background information in the site specific DQO for Site 7, presented as
Appendix G lo the Revised Draft Work Plan prepared by the Navy cites the detection of lead at
931 ppm and indicates it exceeded the RBC.

b) This section should discuss the TFll-diesel detected in well 07 DBMW70 at a concentration RESPONSE 5b: l)raft Work Plan
of 2,66(! ppb.

Agreed.

RES!_INSE 5b: Revised Draft Work Plan

The presence of TFll-diesel in groundwater at the subject well is noted in the Site 7 DQO,
presented as Appendix G to the Phase II RI/FS Revised Draft Work Plan prepared by the Navy. A
review of groundwater quality data from the second round of sampling at this well, conducted on
June 29, 1993, suggests the possibility that the reported result for the sample cited in this
comment may have been erroneous. TFH-diesel was not identified, at an instrument detection
limit of 211ppb, in the second round groundwater sample collected from the subject well on June
29, 1993. With only two rounds of sampling it is not yet possible to make a conclusive statement
regarding the reported result for the initial sampling round. However, substantial indirect data
suggests that the concentration reported for the first round of sampling was not valid. First, mine
of the existing data collected at Site 7 suggests that aircraft drop tank drainage activities have
contributed to a groundwater problem at the subject well. Further, historic records and emph)yee
interviews do not provide any information pointing to a potential source upgradient from Site 7.
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March 31. 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan

Phase 1I RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, Califi_rnia

Originator: Joe Zarnoch, I)ep,-u-tment of Toxic Substances Control

Region 4, Long Beach, Califi_mia
Date: 17 l)ecember I!)()3

c) Tiffs section should discuss tile Pha.qe I TRIql result,;: RF_;I'ONSE 5c: Drafl Work Plan

Stratum I Sec Ibc response 1oComment #6 Ibc Site 2. As previ_usly mentioned, DTSC has concurred lhal
TRPIt resulls w.uld m_tbe used during the DQO process.

TRPII was detected at a concentration of 942 ppm at the surface of 07_STI. TRPH was
detected at a concentration of 3,329 ppm at the surface of Il7 ST2. TRPI! was detected at a
concenlration of 3,188 ppm at the surface of Il7 ST3. RESPONSE 5c: Revised Draft Work Plan

Stratnm 5 The Phase II RI/FS has not planned any TRPH analysis liar Site 7.

TRPli _sas detected at concentrations of 32,091 attd l,(Xl7 ppm at the surface and 2 feet bgs,
respectively, at 07 GNI. TRPII was detected at concentrations of 4,074 and 983 ppm at the
surface and 2 feel bgs. TRPII was detected at a concentration of 2,222 ppm at the surface of
07_(;N3.

d) This section should discuss that Site 7 is one of the few locations where TCE was actually RESPONSE Sd: Draft Work Plan
found in snbsnrf:tce soil. Please add lite fi)lloxving to an applicable section of Site 24:

The soil samples £rom well t)7_DGMW 71 are considered to be m(>reindicative of TCE in
"The I Ill and 12(} foot depth soil samples of well {}7_DGMW 71 had TCE concentrations of 74 groundwater than TCE in soil. rFhere£ore, the fact that this was ()ne of the few locations where TCE
and 27 ppb, respectively. Tbe 1II} h_4)tdepth san,pie was 4 feet al)ore the water 'lablel these was found in subsurface soil docs not add any insighl. The Site 24 write-up does include discussion .f
%_erethc onl) tx_o soil s:nnlfies collecltal .'d Ihis hw'.ttiofW' the rcstfits ,f die RFA i[ivcsfigafi()f].

An al)l)lic:,ble section of Site 24 sl,ould also identify borings and deptlts (including eoneentra- RESPONSE 5d: Revised Draft Work Plan
tiofts) Nshere T(?E Nsas found itt this area during RCRA Facility A_sc_m,ent (RFA)

investigalion. The issue nl TCE in soil samples collected during drilling {)fSite 7 well 07 DGMW71 is
discussed in the site specific DQO for Site 24. presented in Appendix W to the Revised Draft
Work Plan. The Navy agrees with the comment that the cited soil sample TCE concentrations are
more rellective of groundwater conditions than soil conditions because one sample was taken in
thc "smear 7one' within which groundwater levels fluctuate and the second sample was taken at
the water table. Thc Site 24 DQO also discuss the RFA investigation data including borings and
samples where TCF was detected.

C( )MMI_:NT 6:A7.8.2 Subsurface Soil RF_qI_)NSE 6: Draft Work Plan

Tilts section shouhl address the detection of TFI !-diesel in groundwater at well 07_DBMW70 The hypothesis is believed to be doubtful, considering the fact that the tank was present 25 years ag-, if
at a con[cenlration of 2,6611ppb. il seems there is a potential npgradient subsurface _il source it was present al all. See the response to comment #5 fi)r Sile 7, al_)ve.
for thLs contamination. Couhl this I)e related to the probable former tank located to the
norlhe.._st of Building 295?



March 31, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATOR l( AGENCY COMMF. NTS

of

Revised Draft Work Plan

Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El lbro, CaliJornia

(}ri einator: Joe Zarnoch, l)epanment of Toxic Substances Control

Region 4. Long Beach, California
I )ate: I7 I)ccember 1t)93

RI_qI'(}NSE 6: Re,ised l)rafi Work Plan

See response to commenl 5b. The Navy als() agrees with the response doubting the likelihood (d
the hypothesis a possible h)rmer tank norlheast of Building 295 was the source of TFtl in
groundwater. Any hypolhesis regarding a source is doubtful because as the response to comment
5b suggests, the reporled deteclion of TFIt itl groundwater at well (17_DGMW70 itself is
doubtfnl. The clamor ow'r this one sample result, which will most likely be classified as ail
anolnaly when more data become available, points up the need to base any suppositions or
coilclusJons on mt)re lhau a sin_2le piece of data.

('()MMF. Nrl' 7:A7.9.1 Shalhlw Soil RF_SPONSE 7a: Draft Work Plan

a} Stratum I (North l)avemeill Edge) Seethe resDmsetoComment#3 forSite 7,above. Characterizationof the lo(mcr storagetankssite is
unnecessary, ttowever, it is agreed that Stratum I should be characterized by field screening methods

Phase I results indicate that the soil surficial contamination at Stratum I is p_ssibly confined to for pelroleum hydr(_'arbons
the _est cud of tile stratum. (?(lntalninatillU is apl)arently localized. Cot(sider remediation
without hi((her investigation, however, TFi!4Jiesel was detected in well 07_DBMW at a RF_;PONSE 7a: Revised I)raft Work Plan
concentration of 2,660 ppb. Pha_ II sampling and aimlysis must identify the ,source of the

IL_dr(_'arb(l)lS in l_rounthvaler. Unit I at Sile 7 has been designated for early removal action. If the early removal action is rejected
2 soil samples will be c(/llecled lmm the shallow soil in the unit. Please see Appendix G of the

If further surficial soil investigation Lsundertaken, then consider that samples could be initially Phase Il Revised l)rafi Work Plan for sampling details
collected at I).l and 2 feel bgs. Samples at deeper depths, such as 5 and l0 feet, may not be
twce_gary unless signifie:lnt eontanlhlation is idenlified at 2 G'vC As noted iii comments 5b and 6, the prcsence of TFlt-dicsel in groundwater at well 07_DGMW7t)

is most likely an anomaly and no TFtt is actually present in groundwater beneath the site as lhe
hnnanlo_t_y tcx'hniqut_ c:m he used to initially screen tim stratum for PAlls; TI)IGC/MS/ soil, soil gas, and tile sec,nd round groundwater analytical data suggesl.
field screening saml)h_ can then he hn'ated in areas with a positive immunoas,say result. CLP
samples collected at 5 and l0 feet nmy not he uecessary; base the required rumpling depths on
the TI)/(;(VMS field screenillg rt_ultq.

At a mininmm si)me imnmuoas,say, and preferably some TD/GC/MS field screening samples,
should be located ill tile area of the former hmk which was s|tualed on the gra._sy area
nortlleast of !hdhlhlg 295.

I'le:tse lnake all neet_sary changes to tile text. figures, and tables.
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March 31, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Platt

Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, Cali_)rnia

()riginator: Joe Zarnoch, Dep:u-tment of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long [leach, California

l)ale: 17 I)ecember 19t13

h) Stratum 3 (New East Pavement Edge) RESPONSE 7h(i): 1)raft Work Plan

Stratum 3 has als{_been prop{/sed R}r field screening sampling. As with Stratum 1, the sampling may
include petroleum hydrocarbons (even though Phase I samples provided no indication that petroleum
hydrocarbons pose a [isk t_ human health or groundwater :ti this stratum).

i) Make all necessaD' changes based on the comments from Stratum 1above. RESPONSE 7b(i): Revised Draft Work Plan

The proposed field screening for {/nit 3 during thc Phase II RI will include PAHs with
immunoassay kits and TF[I (EPA Method 8015m) and VOCs (EPA Method 8010) analysis by
on-site mobile laboratory. See Appendix G of the Phase II Revised Draft Work Plan and
Attachmcnt G to thc Draft Field Sampling Plan for details.

ii) Provide a figm'e of Stratum 3 indicatiug aerial photograph anomalies identified by II_L RESPONSE 8b(ii): Draft Work Plan
EPA (see Plate I 1of the SAP Amendment). Locate at lea.st one of the TD/GC,/MS field

screening samples within the three empty dormant areas (probably used for fuel bladders); Field screcning samples should adequately characteri×e the entire stratum. The density of thc grid
plea_ note that these areas were not sampled ils Phase 1. should be agreed to by tile entire tc_un. It is not necessary to provide a new figure. This would be

redundant. In addition, groundwater sampling has provided no indication that this area has contributed
to petroleum C(_lltalninatJonill groundwater.

RESPONSE 8h(ii): Revised Draft Work Plan

The proposed Phase II RI sinnpling locations for Site 7 Unit 3 are presented on the maps that have
been included in both the [)raft Field Sampling Plan Attachment G and the Work Plan Appendix
G. These maps are intended to illustrate the type of sampling strategy proposed for the unit. Such
considerations as a randomly selected starting points, underground utilities/pipelines, or overhead
obstacles could result in adjustments to sampling locations. The actual locations sampled in tile
field will be accurately recorded by field personnel.

c) Stratum 5 (()pen Dirt Area) RF_PONSE 7c: Draft Work Plan

Explain v,'hy tile TD/GC/MS field screening method was not proposed for this stratum. Risk calculated on shallow soil samples collected during Phase I did not exceed thc criteria for field
Additional sampling at depths deeper than 2 feet may not be required if significant screening sampling stated in the DQO document: namely, 5 X 10'5. The risk that was calculated was
contaminatiou is not found at the 2 foot depth, based almost entirely on a single detection of bcnzo(a)pyrenc.



March 3 I, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATOIx _ AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Platt

Phase H RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

Originator: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control

Region 4, Long Beach, California
l)ale: 17 1)ecember 1993

RESPONSE 7c: Revised Draft Work Plan

The proposed initial sampling strategy for Unit 5 at Site 7 will consist of two stratified random
sampling locations I'or the purpose of estimating risk. The proposed field screening for Unit 5
during the Phase !l RI will include PAHs with immunoassay kits and TFH (EPA Method 8015m)
and VOCs (EPA Method 8010) analysis by on-site mobile laboratory. See Appendix G of the
Revised Draft Work Plan arid Attachment G to the Draft Field Sampling Plan for details.

COMMENT 8:A7.9.3 Groundwa{er RESIN)NSE 8: Draft Work Plan

Well 07 DBMWT0 should al_) be analyzed for SVOCs, TFH-gasoline, and TFH-dlesel. Only TFtt-diesel has been detected in two rounds of groundwater samples. However, given the DTSC
concern for the !x_ssible presence of petroleum hydrocarl_)ns, these compounds should be added to the
Phase Il analyses.

RFSPONSE 8: Revised Draft Work Plan

Groundwater monitoring will not be conducted as part of this Phase Il RFFS effort on OU-2 and
OU-3 unless sile contaminants are discovered that may have reached groundwaler.

COMM!qNT 9: A7.11} !'h,'tqeII Remedial Investigation Design RESPONSE 9: Draft Work Plan

Revise this _etion based on the above eommenLs. See the comments ab{we. Modifications will be made as necessary.

RESPONSE 9: Revised Draft Work Plan

See comments above.

SITE 8 - I)RM(} STORAGE YARD

COMMENT 1:A8.1.1 Setting !!Lstory

a) For clarity, change the first sentence of the second paragraph to read: "As shown in Figure RESPONSE la: Draft Work Plan
A8-1, the site has two primary areas of concern: the Old Salvage Yard (near Building 800) and
the current storage yard consisting of both a west and east section." Agreed.
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March 31. 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan

Phase 1I RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, Calijbn_ia

()rieinalor: Joe Zarnoch, l)epmtment of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach. California

DaW: 17 I )ccember 1(;03

I)) Stratum 3 {New East Pavement Edge) RESPONSE 71)(I): 1)raft Work Plan

Stratum 3 has also been pn_posed for field screening s:unpling. As with Stratum 1, the sampling may
include petroleum hydrocarbons (even though Phase I samples provided no indication that petroleum
hydrocarbons pose a risk lo human heaIlh or groundwater al this stratum).

i) Make all nt_-essary ehanlles basell Oli tile comnsenls from Stralum I above. RESPONSE 7h(i): Revised Draft Work Plan

'Fhe proposed field screening for Unit 3 during the Phase Il RI will include PAHs with
immunoassay kits and TFII (EPA Method 8015m) and VOCs (EPA Method 8010) analysis by
on-site mobile laboratory. See Appendix G of lhe Phase 11 Revised Draft Work Plan and
Attachmenl G It) the Dial! Field Sampling Plan for details.

ii) Provide a fi_z.ure _f SlratulU 3 indicating aerial photogrilpll anomalies identified by U.S. RF_%PONSE ur(ii): Draft Work Plan
EPA (see !'late I I of the SA!' Amendment). Lin'ate at least one of the TD/GC/MS field

screening samples within the three eh)ply dormant areas (probably used h)r Fuel bladders); Field screening s:unplcs should adequalely characterize the entire stratum. The density of the grid
please note that ti,ese area.$ were not san)pled in Phase !. should be agreed to by die entire team. It is not necessary to provide a new figure. This would be

redundtmt. In addition, groundwater sampling has provided no indication that this area has contribuled
lo petroleum CO[llamilmlionill groundwater.

RF_qPONSE 8b(ii): Revised Draft Work Plan

The proposed Phase Il RI sampling locations fi_rSite 7 Unit 3 are presented on the maps that have
been included in both the Draft Field Sampling Plan Attachment G and the Work Plan Appendix
G. These maps are intended to illustrate thc type of sampling strategy proposed fi)r the unit. Such
considerations as a randomly selected starting points, underground utilities/pipelines, or overhead
obstacles could result in adjustments to sampling locations. The actual locations sampled in the
field will be accurately rec.rded by field personnel.

c) Stratum 5 (Open Dirt Area) RF,qPONSE %: Draft Work Plan

Explain v, lly tile T!)/GIVMS field screening method was not prnlx)sed for this stratum. Risk c-,dculatcd on shallow soil samples collected during Phase [ did not exceed the criteria for field
Additimud sampling at depths deeper than 2 feet may not be required if significant screening sampling stated in the DQO document: namely, 5 X 10 5. The risk that was calculated was
contamination is nol hmml at the 2 fo_}tdeplh, based almost entirely on a single detection of benzo(a)p_mene.

7_
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March 31, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan

Phase 1I RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, Califi_rnia

Originator: Joe Zarnoch, Depamnent of Toxic Substances Control

Region 4, Long Beach. California
Date: 17 December 1993

h) Indicale tile three drum slorage area.q (SWMUMAOCs llgl, 105, and 106) in figures, RFSPONSE 2b: Draft Work Plan
ineluding Figure A8-6.

Agreed.
RF_qPONSE 2b: Revised Drall Work Plan

lhe three SWMU/AOCs were located within the fenced boundary of thc current storage yard.
Because their actual locations within thc yard have not been documented, it is not possible to
include their locations on ligures and maps presented in the Revised Draft Work Plan. Further,
these drum storage areas were not isolated from or substantially different than the general storage
practices which tm}k place in the yard.

('()MMENT 3:A8.3.3 (;ronndwater RESPONSE 3: Draft Work Plan

Please inchide the _ronn(Iwater (_()PCs h}r the t,pgradient location in Figure A8-3. Agreed.

RESPONSE 3: Revised Draft Work Plan

Not applicable to this thK'tlmenl.

('()MMF. NT 4:A8.4.1 la.PA S(irve¥ RFqP()NSE 4: Draft *Work Plan

This section as v, ritlen is confnsi,lg; change the l)aragraph to read: l)isagree. DTSC is confusing Stratum 2 (West Sit)rage Yard) with the entire current DRMO storage
yard, which lies Io Iht west of the original yard, or Stratum 5 (Old Salvage Yard). The refuse pile was

"The EPA photograph survey first nnted staining and refuse piles within Stratum 2 (West *alwaysin the same place on each figure. Stains were concentrated in Stratum I (East Storage Yard).
Storage Yard) on tile 1952 photograph. Throughout the years, rehlse piles were seen mostly in t lowever, recommended changes regarding the drams and Stratum 5 should be made.
tile central portion of Stratum 2, specifically the area designated a.s Stratum 3 (Refuse Pile).

Staiqs were noted all over Stratum 2, but were concentrated in the eastern portion of this RESPONSE 4: Revised Draft Work Plan
stratum. NmnerotLs drum.s were identified in [add applicable stratum or strata] on the 1970

photograph, and probably in 1991 as well. Stains were ob_rved in Stratum 5 {Old Salvage The Revised Draft Work Plan has not confirmed the EPA Survey results.
Yardi on 1965 and 1970 photographs..."

COMMENT 5:A8.4.2 SAIC Survey

RF_SPONSE Sa: Draft Work !'lan
·'si Please re_iew site 5(}in the SAIC Report. It appears that storage was conducted at the

present location of Building 3(d}; it appe-trs that this could be a former l_}rlion of the DRMO This possible storage area was tentatively klentified on a 1946 photograph Unless other evidence
Storage Yard. Please addreqs this in the document; include whether or not a military indicates that a release took place (e.g., groundwater evidence), it should not be necessary to investigate
construction invt_tlgation/report was conducted/prepared for Building 364). Records, this area.
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blarch 31, 1005 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan

Phase 1I RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

Orighmlor: Joe Zam_lch, Depamnent of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Ixmg Beach. California

l)ale: 17December 1()()3

RESPONSE la: Revised Draft Work Plan

Not applicable to thi_ plan.

hi For clarily, change the third paragraph to read: RF_%PONSE lb: l)rafl Work Plan

"la 198-1,several gallons of PCB oil were spilled in the current Storage Yard...Refuse pil_; in Il'adding the word "cum-al' will help. Ihen this should be done.
the _x_t portion of the current Storage Yard and the ()Id Slorage Yard are evident in the slte
aerial photographs since 1952." RF_;PONSE lb: Revised Draft Work Plan

Nol applicable m thi_ plan.

c) I'rm ide an enlarged figure of the ea.stern portion of the current Storage Yard and indicate RF_%PONSE lc: Draft Work Plan
tile area where soil _as excavated. Accordhlg to tile/itS, several cubic )ards (about 10,000
poun_ts) of PCP, confaminated soil adjacent to ramp 633 was excavated. Please also indicate An enlarged figtue showing tile ramp would be helpful. Il is unknown where the soil originated that
ramp 633 and Phase ! sampling I_'ations in Ihe figure, l'lease explain trow the excavated area was used to fill the excavated area. It is doubtful that soil lmm Stratum I was scralx-d into this area,
was filled _,_ithsoil. Wqs _}il from Stratum I scraped into the excavated area? it appears from bccanse thai v,ould necc_siiale re-grading The strata should not be combined.
tile Phase I results that Strata ! mid 4 can he combined into a single stratum.

RI_k%PONSE lc: Revised l)r_rt Work Plan

Not included in this plan. If warranted, an enlarged figure will be provided after sampling and analyses
lire completed Iht lhe Pha_e Il RI/FS.

t,t)MMI?.NI ' 2:A8.1.2 Strata RF_%PONSE 2a: Draft Work Plan

a) For clarity, chan_e tile second paragraph to rend (note the first sentence Il,ts boen deleted): Agreed In other word_. Ihe tirol senlence will be deleted.

"lleavy and continual staining was observed in the East Storage Yard throughout the RF_%PONSE 2a: Revised Draft Work Plan
photographic record. In the West Storage Yard, however, slains were...No lnfornmtion was
av.'dlable regarding i)_zs.,_il)leconlaminanl release._ in either portion of the current Storage Yard Nol applicable to this document.
(except Ibr tile !'CB Spill Area w'hich has heen designated as a separate stratum). Therefore, it
was decided to divide tile correut Storage Yard into two strata on the ha.sisor the photographic
record: E_tst Storage Yard and *,VestStorage Yard."
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March 31, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan

Phase I1 RI/FS at MCAS El lbro, California

Originator: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

l)ate: 17 December 1993

RESPONSE 5e: Revised Draft Work Plan

Figure 1-3 {ff this plan has all buildings numbered.

0 Add tile following statement to this section: "Sites of potential concern identified in the RESPONSE 5f: Draft Work Plan
SAIC Report include [list the site numbers as identified in the SAIC Repart and include 50, 132,

! 37, 180, and 461 ]." Add the phrase "in the vicinin' of Siw 8" after tile word "concern".

Please make all necessary changes to this section based on the above comments. Plea.sedearly
indicale the correct slratum in the text.

RESPONSE 5f: Revised Draft Work Plan

Nol applicable to this documenl.

('()MMENT 6:A8.5 Site and Stratum P,oundaries for Phase l! RI RESPONSE 6: Draft Work Plan

Plea.se make all neces._ary changes based on Con,ment 5 above. See tile response to Comment No. 5, above.

RESPONSE 6: Revised Draft Work Plan

See thc response to Comments under No. 5 above.

('OMMENT 7:A8.7 Chenfieals to be Investigated During Phase Il RF_CPONSE 7a: Dr'aa Work Plan

a) Lead also exceeded RBCs in Stratum 1; plea.se make the necessary change in the texL Agreed.

RF.qPONSE 7a: Revised Drall Work Plan

Appendix ti to the Revised Draft Work Plan prepared by the Navy identifies lead as exceeding the
RBC.

b) Lead also exceede{! RB('s in Stratum 3; ple,'[se make the necessary change in the text. RF_SPONSE 7b: Draft Work Plan

Agreed.



March 31, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS

of

Revia'ed Draft Work Plan

Phase I1 RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, Califi;rnia

Orighml_lr: Joe Zamoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control

Region 4, Long Beach, Califi_rnia
l)ale: {7 1)ecember 10q3

includin![, plan diagrams, for Mt'AS El Toro should he reviewed. Please make all necessary RESPONSE 5a: Revised Draft Work Plan
chang(_.

This plan thins Klolinclude Ihiq area, based on the above response.

i
h} Ill a t_gnre(sk indicate the location of the slain identilied as site !32 in the SAIC Report. RESPONSE 5b: Drafl Work Plan

This stain is not part of Silo 8 and should no! be included on a figure.

RF_qPONSE 5h: Revised Draft Work Plan

This plan does not include lifts area, based on the above response.

e) Pie:me re}iew site 137 in the SAIC Report. Two stained areas are identified; one of them Lq RF_%PI)NSE 5c: Draft Work Plan
outside the current Site 8 boundaries (plea._ indicate the location of lh[q stain in a Iigure).

Please make all necessaD' chartres, including chang_ to characterization strategies. The stain that lies outside Site 8 should be addressed separately from the CERCLA progrmn. The
other slain lies wilhin Iht ()Id Salvage Yard No change in strategy is necessary t_cause of this 25-
year old stain.

RF_qPONSE 5c: Rcvis_xl Draft Work Plan

This plan does not include lifts area, based on the above response.

d) Please review site 181}in tile SAIC Report. !n figures, please indicate the location of the two RF_qPONSE Sd: Draft Work Plan
upgradienl stained area.s. Make all neeexsarv cl]anges, including changes to characterization

strategies. W,'_sthe upgradient Phase 1_mmpling location (08_UGS) with detected The only portion of Site 180 thai lies within the DRMO area is referred to as "probable wet soil". No
concentration of 512 ppm TRPtl within one of Ihese stained area.q? change m strategy is necc_qary tx-cause of this tentatively identified 1968 feature.

RF_$PONSE $d: Revised Draft Work Plan

The sampling design is m_lchmlged, based on the above response.

e) Please identify the Im'ations of Buildings 1749 and 748 in figures. Site 461 in the SAIC RF_qPONSE Se: Draft l,Vork Plan
Report imlicales a slab! adjacent to Ihese buildings; the photograph is not provided in the SAle

Repart. These buildings and li_'amrcsare clcarly oulsidc the bound_mes of Site 8.
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March 3I, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan

Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

(}riginator: Joe Zarnoch, l)epmlment of Toxic Substances Control

Region 4, Long Beach, (?alifi)rnia
1)ale: 17 I)ccemher 1993

Invest/gated l)uring Phase I!) it is stated that based on LUFF guidelines, TI'ii-diesel in shallow RESPONSE 8: Revised l)raft Work Plan
soils at Stratum 4 nm)' pose a threat to groundwater. Please clarify this apparent discrepancy

and make all nec_sary changes. Based upon Phase 1RI data and results of the Site 24 Soil Gas Sur_,ey, TFH-diesel does not
appear to pose a threat lo groundwater at this site.

COMMENT 9:A8.9.1 Shallow Soil

a) Stratum ! (East Storage Yard? RF_qPONSE 9a: Draft Work Plan

Phase I results indicate that the contamination at Stratum 1 ts possibly confined to the upper DISC has earlier agreed that the depth to which a human health risk asmssment must be performed is
soil layers; consider that samples could be initially collected at 0.1 and 2 feet bgs. Samples at 10 loci. In fact, DISC was instrumental in having this depth lowered from 8 feet, as originally
deeper depths, such as 5 and I0 fee[ may not be necessary unless significant contamination is proposed by the Navy. In order [or sampling to be eliminated at the 5- and lO-foot depths, DTSC
identified at 2 feel lmmunoassay techniques can be used to initially screen the stratum for should provide assurance that it will accept the results of a risk assessment prepared on shallow (less
PCBs; TC/G(TMS field screening samples can then he located in areas with a positive than 5 lite{)samples, and Ix' willing to proceed to a ROD on this h_sis.
immuno:t,_sav result.

As DTSC has agreed, Iht t_pc of lield screening sampling that will be perlormed, as well as Quality
Please indicate the field screening metl,_l that will be used to analyze for lead. Assurance procedures, will be specified in an amendment to the QAPP. Regulatory agencies need to
Characterization of lead should include delinealin_ the extent of conlamination at 08_ST3. pr{reed with certification of the methods, so that the Navy may have some assurance that, after having

agreed to collect immunoassay and TC/GC/MS samples, the results of the analyses will be acceptable
CLP samples collected at 5 and Il} feet may not be necessary; base the required sampling Io the agencies.
depths on thc TI)/GC/MS field screening results.

Il' a feld screening stralegy is adopted for this site, then the extent of the "hotspot" at 08_ST3 may be
an option. Otherwise, the goal of the sampling should be to evaluate the overall risk posed by the
entire stra_tlm.

RF,SPONSE 9a: Revised Draft Work Plan

The Revised Draft Work Plan has incorporated the above comments. In addition, Unit I at Site 7
in the Phase II RI, soil samples will he collected at 0.2, 4, and 10 feet bgs at 6 areal systematic
randmn sample locati,ns based on a grid with spacing of 150 x 200 feet. All soil samples will he
field screened fi_rPAlls and PCBs with immunoassay kits (EPA Method 4035 and 4(120). In
addition, these samples will also be analyzed by a mobile laboratory for VOCs (EPA Method
8(}10). Please see Appendix tt or the Revised Draft Work Plan.
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March 31, 1q95 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY C()MMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan

Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

(hi?!nab)r: Joe 7,amtech, Department of Toxic Substances Conm)l

Region 4, Long Beach. Cai!fi)mia
Date: 17 [)cccmhcr 1093

RESPONSE 71): Revised Draft Work Plan

This comment may m) longer t_e applicable because Unit (Stratum) 3 was handled as an early
removal action by thc Navy in mid-1994 and no longer exists at Site 8. The Revised Draft Work
Phm proposes sampling fi_r PCBs of this un!! to conl_rm resulls of the removal action and
esl!male risk.

cl This section shoukl dlscu_q tile Phase I TRPI! results: RF_PONSE 7c' l)ra[I Work Plan

IIpllradi_mt TRPI[ is m)! being ewtluated as part of the DQO process. See the response to comment #6 for Site 2.

TRP!I _,,'tsdetected at a concentration of 512 ppm at the surface of IIS_UGS. RF_qPONSE 7c: Revised Draft Work Plan

Slramn!I TRPHisnota COP(;in_heRevisedDraftWorkPlan. TFtt-gasolineanddieselwillbeevaluated
rather than TRPIt.

TRPII _as detected at a concentration of 665 ppm at the surface nY418ST!. TRPH was
detected at a concentration of 7,7341ppiu Itt the surface of 08_ST3. TRI'II was detected at a
conceatration of 2,144 ppm at the surface of 08 STDB; deeper saiuples al this location were
no! collected in Ph,'tseI.

Strahm! 3

TRPI! was detected at concentrations of 1,661 and 891 ppm at the surface and at 2 feet bgs,
respectively, at 08 RE1. TRPII was detected at concentrations of 1,84)6and 1_14 ppm at the
surface of 08 RE2 and 08 REa, respectively.

Stral,rn 4

TRPII _as detecltxl at a coneenlralion of 6,4N11ppm at the surface of 08_PCB 1. TRPH was
detected at a concentration of 5,094 ppm at the surface of08_PCB2. TRPI! wa_qdetected at a
corn-eh!ration of 1,209ppm al the surface of 08 PCB3.

('{)TMMIrNT 8:A8.8.2 Surface Soil RF,qPONSE 8: Draft Work Plan

This section slates no conlmuilmnLs _ere found in suhsurface soils at ('oneentratio_[s and Agreed.
depths that threaten migration to groundwater; yet earlier in Section A8.7 (Chemicals to be
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March 31, 1995 RESPI _': ',l'; TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase Il RI/FS at MCAS E1 Toro, Califi_rnia

()riginator: Joe Zm'noch, Department of Toxic Subst,'mces Control

Region 4, Long Beach, Califi_mia
, l)ale: 17 I)ecemher I0_;3

Imlicale lilt' del)Ihs of lite TII/GC/MS field sereening methods. There is no need to add SVOCs or metals to the analyses. These chemical classes did not meet the
criteria for selecting chemicals for further investigation, as agreed to previously by DTSC (see the

Add SVOCs and metals to the analyses for the CLP _mples. Phase ! results indicate that the Inmxluction to the DQO document, Section A.68).
eontanlination at Stratum 4 is possible confined to the upper soil layers to about 2 to possibly 4

feet bgs; ple,'z_ereview the prolapsed CLP _mple depths, but consider the former excavation RESPONSE 9d: Revised Draft Work Plan
depth.

PCBs are the COPCs at this stratum. Please see Data Quality Objectives Appendix H of the
Revised Draft Work Plan for further details of the proposed sampling plan for this Unit.

e) Stratnm 5 RESPONSE %: Draft Work Plan

Provide a figure of Stratum 5 indicating aerial photograph anomalies identified by U.S. EPA The 25-ftx_t Ixlrings were randomly located within Stratum 5. DTSC has previously agreed that
(see Plate 12of the SAP Amendment) and SAIC (see site 132 identified in the SAIC Report). isolated anomalies shown on photographs taken nearly 40 years ago do not necessarily represent the
I)iscu._s the results of the three deep borings in this stratmn, e.g., which borings were located risk posed by this stratum. DTSC previously agreed, in lact insisted, that a stratified random sampling
within identified anonmlieq? Other questions that should be addressed include when was the approach should be lollowed al this stratum. DTSC also approved the Phase I sampling design for this
Old Storage Yard covered with fill material ami was storage conducted after it was covered stratum, including the locations of the Phase I borings. Under the procedures agreed to by tile team,
_}illl fill nmterial? This infnrmation is important in nraking an informed decision for this thai slratum should not Ix' investigated further.
stratum. The Phase I investigation for this stratum consisted of three deep borings with
samples collected at 5, 10, 15, 20, and 25 feet, but surface soil samples were not collected in RF_qPONSE 9e: Revised Draft Work Plan
!'hase I. The eo,tanfination at other strata in Site 8 appears to be limited to the upper soil

layers. Please propose a strategy based on the above comments to characterize surficlal soils See Data Quality Objectives Appendix H of the Revised Draft Work Plan for further details of the
fi_rPCBsandmetals, proposedsamplingplanforthisUnit.

Please make all neces.sary chauges to the text mswell as figures and tables.

SIIE 9 - CRAStl CREW PIT Nt). 1

('()MMENT I: A9.4.2 SAIC Survey

a) Please review site 248 in the SAIC Report - it indicates that seven possible vertical tanks RESPONSE la: Draft Work Plan
were located near the west and south sides of Building 435 (Crash Crew). Is it possible that
these tanks may have held waste fuels, oils, solvents, and fire fighting foam for the burn pit? It is possible that these tanks contained the materials described. The method by which flanmmhle
Or were the flammable liquids delivered to the burn pit by another method, e.g., by tracks? liquids were delivered to the pits is unknown. In any case, the tanks are not pan of Site 9. ff DTSC is

concemed about possible releases it should pursue these concerns outside of the CERCLA pro_,_.
Groundwater dala do not indicate Ihe presence of a major _tmrce of petroleum hydnxrarbong in lifts
area.
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March 31. 1SS5 RESP()NSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY C()MMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Phm

Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

()ri?inator: Joe Zarnoch, l)ep_utment of Toxic Substances Control

Region 4, Long Beach, Califi_mia
l)ale: 17 I)ece,nher 1003

h) Stratmn 2 (West Storage Yard) RF_qPONSE 91): l)rall _,Vork l'lan

Provide a figure of Stratum 2 indicating aerial pbotograph anomalies identified by U.S. EPA Sec the resF_mse to General Comment #3. DTSC is suggesting here that the sampling design thai they
(se{,!'late 12of the SAI' AmendmentL previously required tile Navy to adopt (i.e., slralified random sampling), he now discontinued and

replaced by judgmental sampling.

hnnlunot[ssay techniques could he used to analyze for PCBs in the identified anomalous areas
(plea.se nnte that these anonmlous areas were not sampled in Phase I) al 0.1-I}.5 feet bgs. If the RF_%PONSE 9h: Revised Draft Work Plan
immuuo:_ssay results arc negative, then nu additional TD/G(3tMS field screening sampling Ls
requirt_ fi_r the anom:duns areas. If the inmmnoas,say results are positive, use the TD/GCJMS Based on Phase I RI results and data obtained from soil gas survey, No Further Response Action
field _,reening method to further characlerize extent, if needed; TD/GC/MS analyses should Planned (NFRAP) is recommended at this unit. See Data Quality Objectives Appendix H of the
include PAlls :md Pt'lis. Revised Draft Work Plan.

l'rnpose '1field screening sanlplin_analysls melhnd for metals.

To further characterize the human risk with Level 3 or 4 data and if needed, to confirm the

TI)/GC/MS results with l,evel 3 or 4 data, ple,_se propose at lenst three CLP sample locations
in the anomalous areas of Stratum 2. Collect two samples from each of the three locations, at

0.1 and 2 feet bgs, nnless deeper samples are needed. Analyze for SVI)Cs, pestleides/PCBs,
and melals.

c) Stratum 3 (RehJse Pilel RF_qiP()NSE 9c: Draft Work Plan

Stratum 3 is cnntaminaled. Field screening meth(_ls should be used to delineate the extent of Stratum 3 has already heen subjected to a removal action. Field screening meth(vds may now be used
coatan_ination, i.e., tile volmne of soil to be remediated, to ev;l]uale whether all the contaminated soil has been removed.

RESPONSE 9c: Revised Draft Work Plan

See response to Comment 7b. }towever, field screening methods do not detect PCBs at the levels
of RI]Cs.

d) Stratuln 4 (I'C!i Spill Area) RF_qPONSE 9d: Draft Work Plan

Indicate the i)roposed sampling locations fi)r this Stratum in the figure requested in Comment [fan enl_rged figure is prepared for this porlion of the site, then the grid sampling proposed fi)r Sll;.lltun
1¢above, i.e., an enlarged figure of the eastern portion of the current Storage Yard indicating 4 could he shown on the figure. It is agreed that the sample depths should he specified, so that fill
the area s_here soil _as excavated, materi_flis not characterized. As fill as the t(}taldepth of sampling is concerned, see the response Io

The saml)liug strategy should indicate the extent and (lepth of the exca_alion so that proposed C<)mment _) [(_rSile 8, above
samplt_ are not located in fill material.

C;;
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March 31, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan

Phase H RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

Originator: Joe Zamoch, Depmtment of Toxic Subst,'mces Control

Region 4, Long Beach, Califimlia
I)ate: 17 December 1993

RESPONSE 3: Revised Draft Work Plan

The soil gas survey completed in June 1994, did include Site 9 and results influencing Site 9 smnpling
are discussed in Appendix I cfi'Ihe Revised Dr',fit Work Plan.

('()MMENT 4:A9.9.3 (;ronndwater RF_qPONSE 4: Draft Work Plan

Cmtsider changing file hypothesis to "Site 9 does not appear to be contributing to groundwater Agreed, although tiffs weakens the hylx_thesis somewhat.
contanfination; the actual source nmy be upgradient."

RKqPONSE 4: Revised Draft Work Plan

Not applicable to Ihis document.
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March 31, 1905 RESI'_, 'qE TO RFGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Platt

Phase 11RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, Cal_mlia

()liginamr: Joe Zamoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, CaliRmlia

I)atc: I7 I)ecembcr1003

RF_$PONSE la: Revised Dral'l Work Plan

Flammable liquids were delivered Itl lhe site by lank trucks prior to each training exercise.

b) Add the h,lhming st_ltemenl 1o tiffs section: "Sites of potential concern identified in the RF_qPONSE lb: Draft Work Plan
SAIC Report include [list the site mnnbers ,as identified in the SAIC Report and include 167,

182, !114,248. and 486]." Add the phrase "in the vifhfftvO!Site 9' after the word "c_mcem".

RESIn)NSF. Ill: Revistxl Drall Work Plan

Not applicable lo this document.

('()IMMIISNT 2:A9.9.1 Shallow Soll RF_qPONSE 2: I)raft Work Plan

The (Iocument cemcludt_ Ihat no hlrther invcstigalion of shallow soils is netxled. !!owever, this Results of soil samples, bolh shallow zmd deep, and of groundwater samples, provide no indication that
conclusion is qnt, lionable beta,[se il is bastxl on three surface only samples which may have Site 9 poses either a risk It}hunum health or to groundwater. It is true that the dioxin sample may have
heen located in fill material (see Section A9.1.2). It lqtrue that one 25-fia)t boring was be_encollected ttx_deep. lh}wever. DTSC first says that surl_tce soil samples results may be
complcl_xl i_,Ihe easl pit Iwhich included samples al 5 and !II feet bgs} and a deep boring was questionable because samples may have been collected in fill material, and then asks for dioxin
completed in the uest pti (which included samples at 5 and 10 feet). The dioxin rumple at 20 ,analysis in surlicial still. Il'dioxin samples are truly necded at this site, then they should he taken at a
fl'et bgs was targeted I_M)deep. Moreover, none of Ihe Phase ! soil samplt_ were located in the depth of ah(mt 5 leer, near tile fi_nner surlhce of tile pit.
areas uhere liquids x_'ere relmrtedly flowing, i.e., near the northern edge of the pits. Propose a
sampling strategy fi)r shallow .soil al Site 9 addressing these concerns (inch,de analysis for If contamination has not been found within or beneath the pit areas, it docs not appear likely to be
dioxin_furans in surficial soils), tound in the flowing liquid areas either. However, additional sampling in this area should be

accomplishedduring PhaseIl.

RF_qPONSE 2: Revised Draft Work Plan

See Data Quality Objectives Appendix I of the Revised Draft Work Plan for further details of the
proposed sampling plan fi_r this Unit.

('{)MMF. NT 3:A9.9.2 Suhsurfi,ce Soil RESI_)NSE 3: Drafl Work Plan

Please add that Iht soil gas investigalion h)r Site 24 _ill also include Site 9. Agreed.

J



March 31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft WorkPlan
Phase H RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

Originator: Joe Zamoch, l)epartment of Toxic Subst,'mces Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

1)ale: 17 l)eccmber I{)93

RESPONSE la: Revised Draft Work Plan

In the Phase II RI as part of Unit 4 of Site 10, two borings will be located adjacent to
Building 1589. The borings will be sampled at 0, 5, and 10 feet bgs. Soil samples will
be field screened for PA}ts using immunoassay kits analyzed for TAL Metals by a on-
site mobile laboratory. See Data Quality Objectives Appendix J of the Revised Draft
Work Plan and for further details of the proposed sampling plan for this Unit.

b) Please describe tile abandoned well at Site 10. Describe its use and when and RESPONSE lb: Draft Work Plan
how it was abandoned: indicate the location of the well in a figure.

All available information on this well (there is not much) is provided in the DQO text for
Site 24 (Potential VOC Source Area).

RESPONSE lb: Revised Draft Work Plan

Abandoned well No. 2 was apparently connected to a water reservoir by the same
buried pipeline connecting abandoned well No. 1 (located west of Site 7) to the
reservoir. Because these reservoirs provided water for operations at the base, it is very
unlikely that the well was used for any type of waste disposal activity, particularly the
type of activity which resulted in Site 10. Because all six abandoned wells have been
identified and discussed as part of Site 24, abandoned well No. 2 is not identified in
relationship to Site 10.

(?OMM!_NT 2:Al0.4.1 EPA Survey

a) Discuss the trenches that were observed in the western portion of the site in a RESPONSE 2a: Draft Work Plan
1952 aerial photograph; indicate the locations of the trenches in a figure(s). What
types of wastes were likely disposed of in the trenches? Is it likely that paint wastes lhe features ,arereferred to as "possible trenches", it is definitely not clear that any material
from the former !teary Duty Maintenance Building were disposed of in the was disposed in this ,area, much less paint wastes from Building 1589, located about 300
trenches? feetaway.These"possibletrenches"arelocatedwelloutsidetheSite 10boundaryand

should not be identified on a figure.
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March 31. 1905 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase I1RI/FS at MC_4SEl Toro, Calij_,rtlia

()t iginator: Joc Zal noch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
P,egion 4, Long Beach, (?alifomia

I)ate: 17December1903

SITE 10-- I'ETR()I.EITM !)ISPOSA!. AREA

C()MMI_NT !: Al0.1.1 Setting and History

a) Embellish tile description of Site 10 with the follnwing information (in a later RESPONSE la: Draft Work Plan
section, '_.$reare requesting that Site 10 he expanded hased on this information):

This information should not be added to ttle description of Site 10, because Site 10 should

· Near Site Iii, the former Ileavy Duty Maintenance Shop was located in not be expanded to include Building 1589. The building was investigated during the

Building 1589 [indicate Building 1589 in a figure(s)l. Apparently two RCRA Facility Investigation. Additional investigation should be conducted under RCRA,
portable 500-gallon tanks were stored in Building 1589 and used Io collect or under base closure activities, but not under the CERCLA program. Additionally, even
waste oils and solvents. When the portable tanks were filled, they were though Building 1589 may have been the source of a portion of the materials that were
lifted onto a truck, a spray bar was attached, and the tank contents were released at Site 10, it was not tile only source. In any case, Site 10 is where the release
sprayed onto the ground for dust control. Tiffs disposal occurred over a actually occurred, and should be the focus of the current investigation. Finally, all of Site
period of approximately 13 years with an estimated maximum volume of 10 and Building 1589 will be included in the newly created Site 24 (Potential VOC Source
52,th'H)galhms (Brnwn and Caldwell, 1986). Area), and will be investigated both during the soil gas survey and during Phase II as

necessary. If Building 1589 is found to be a potential VOC source area, it will be included
in the RI and investigaled as Site 24.

· Various cleaning solvents were used in parts dip tanks in the former tteavy Duty
Maintenance Shop. From 1952 through the mid-1960s, this solvent was used to
wash the cement decks once per weekend and the lube racks daily; these solvem
w)lumes are estimated, respectively, at 144 and 240 gallons per year (Brown and
Caldwell, 1986). 'Hie solvents were then washed into storm drains [please provide

an expanded figure to indicate the location of the cement decks and lube racksl.

· The tbrmer !leavy Duty Maintenance Shop also contained a waterfall paint booth;
sludges t¥om the paint booth were drained onto the ground (Brown and Caldwell,
1986) [please indicate the location of the paint booth area in a figure(s)].



March31. 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

(h igina/or: Joe Zamoch, l)eparlment of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, Califi)mia

I)ale: 17 I)ecember1993

RESPONSE 3h: Revised Draft Work Plan

Not applicable m this document.

; )MMENT 4: A 10.5 Site and Slralum Boundaries for Phase 11RI RESPONSE 4: Draft Work Plan

Expand Site 10 to include the hJrmer Heavy Duty Maintenance Shop at Building See the response lo Comment #1 for Site 10, above.
1589. Rationale fiw this request includes that this location was the source of waste
oils and solvents applied at Site 10 for dust control. Moreover, the solvent fraction of RESPONSE 4: Revised Draft Work Plan
tile liquids applied for dust control as well as the part dip tank solvents used for
uashing cement surfaces may have contributed to groundwater contamination at the See response to comment A 10 1.1.
site; idenlilied as such, the soil gas investigation conducted for Site 24 can include
this area, including possible sample points along storm drains that may have carried
solvents from cement washing operations at Ihe former tteavy Duty Maintenance
Buihlin_.

COMMENT 5:Al0.9 Problem !)efinition and Al0.10 Phase !I Remedial RESPONSE 5: !)raft Work Plan

Iovesligation Design
See the response to General Comment #3. If the team decides to use judgmentally-placed

Stratum 1 (Aircraft Matting Area) field screening samples, then ilnmunoassays may be a good choice. DTSC has not
provided the Navy any assurance it would abide by the results, agree that the method is

!nnnunoassays and/or the TI)/(;C/MS field screening method can be used to screen acceptable, and that O and 2 foot samples are adequate for both characterization and risk
the stralunl fi_rPA lis. if inmmnoassays are proposed, locate several intmunoaxsay assessment.
samples xvithin the dark material area identified in 1965 and 1970 (see Plate 7 of the
SAP Amendment) at 0.1-0.5 feet bgs. Locate CLP samples in areas with a positive RESPONSE 5: Revised Draft Work Plan
imnmnoassay result, if the immunoassay results are negative, locate the CLP sample
Iocathms randomly, except locate at least one of the CLP sample locations in the This plan has proposed sampling for this area at Site 10 for the Phase II RI. See Data
dark material area and al least one near 10_GNI. Consider locating the CLP Quality Objectives Appendix J of the Revised Draft Work Plan for further details of

samples at 0 and 2 feet bgs, unless deeper samples are needed, the proposed sampling plan for this Unit.

Make all necessary changes, including figures and tables.
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RESPONSE 2a: Revised Draft Work Plan

The above response has been incorporated in this plan.

b) Locale lite dark material identified in 1965 and 1970 (see Plate 7 of the,gAP RESPONSE 2h: Draft Work Plan
Amendment) in a figure(s} ol' Stratum 1.

"Dark" material was identified once, in 1965. "Material" was located in 1970. Otherwise,

these "features" were not observed on rmy photograph. Including them on the site figure
would imply greater significance than they deserve.

RESPONSE 2h: Revised Draft Work Plan

The above response has been incorporated in this plan.

C¢)MM ENT 3: A 1I).4.2 SA lC Survey

ti) Please review site 142 in the SAIC Report, Extremely dark stains are visible in the RESP()NSE 3a: Draft Work Plan
southern portion of Site 10; the stain areas extend south of the current Site 10
boundaries. Consider extending the boundaries of Stratum 2 to the south. The stains appear to barely extend beyond the bound,'u-y,if at all. This area and the concrete

apron will be investigated during the soil gas survey. Additional investigation shouJd wait
for the results of this survey.

RESPONSE 3a: Revised Draft Work Plan

This plan has added this area to Site 10 for the Phase Il RI as Unit 3. Please see Dam
Quality Objectives Appendix J of the Revised Draft Work Plan and for further details of
the proposed sampling plan for this Unit.

b) Add thc hdhm lng statement to this section: "Sites of potential concern that are RESPONSE 3h: Draft Work Plan
identified in the SAIC Report include [list the site numbers as identified in the SAIC
Report and include 42, 44, and 2481." Insert the phrase "inthe t'iciniO'_fSite 10" after the word "concern".
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RESPONSE lc: Revised Draft Work Plan

The proposed Phase II RI sampling strategy for Unit 3 will be sufficient to address this
issue. If asphalt is encountered at the deepest proposed sampling depth a sample will
collected below the asphalt.

C()MMENT2:A11.1.2Strata RESPONSE2: DraftWorkPlan

This section states that "Transformer oil...was believed lo have migrated to the edge Samples were collected both along file perimeter of the pad and in the interior of the pad.

of the [concrete] pad, and discharged onto the unlined surface of the storage yard...it The current DQO design calls for additional field screening sampling along the perimeter of
was believed that surface soll samples collected at any location on the pad perimeter the pad and in the storage yard during Phase 11on order to better evaluate the extent of
umdd have an equal chance of containing PCBs." Based on observations made contamination. This field screening s,'m_plingwas specified because it was felt highly
during a Kite visit, the sample locations were cored through the pad concrete, probable that the Navy would have to remediate this site, and so field screening sampling
l'referably, the samples should have been located off the edge of the concrete pad. would be used to determine the extent of contamination for remediation purposes.

RESPONSE 2: Revised Draft Work Plan

The above response has been incorporated in this plan.

COMMENT 3: Al 1.4.1 EPA Survey

a) Indicate the location of the possible vertical tank in a figure(s); please note that RESPONSE 3a: Draft Work Plan

apparently the same tank _sas identified by the SAIC Survey. Please identify the
contents of the former lank and make all necessary changes to characterization It is agreed that the contents of the vertical tank should be identified, if that is possible.

strategies, including analytical parameters. However, unless there is some indication that releases may have occurred, the Navy
questions the use of limiled resources on "possible" releases.

RESPONSE 3a: Revised Draft Work Plan

The above response has been incorporated in this plan.
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SITE I I -TRANSFORMER ST()RA(iE AREA

COMMF, NT !: A!I.!.I Setting and History

a) A UST is located at Site ! 1.just outside the east fence line. Tile UST may have RESPONSE la: Draft Work Plan
been used to store PCB fluids. Please add a description of the UST to this section
and indicate its location in a figure(s). Research should be conducted on the possible contents of this UST. The fieldwork

described above also sounds reasonable.

Moreover, during the I'!uLse 11Ri fieldwork, collect a sample (wipe sample, if
necessary) from the UST and :malyze fiw !'CBs. If the re,suits indicate that PCB RESPONSE la: Revised Draft Work Plan
fluids were stored in the UST, please remove the UST as part of the Phase I! RI

fieldwork in accordance with all applicable requirements, including collection ,toll Sampling the contents of this tank has been included as part of the Data Quality
sample requirements below the UST. Please make all necessary changes. Objectives Appendix K of the Revised Draft Work Plan for filrther details of the

proposed sampling plan fi_r this Unit.

h) Add a description of the PCB spill (approximately 50 gallons) that occurred on RESPONSE lb: Draft Work Plan
September 29, 1982 when a transformer fell off a truck between Buildings 369 and
335 (please indicate the location of this spill and Building 335 in a figure(s). Describe This spill, while possibly requiring further investigation, is outside the boundary of Site 11.
the spill clean-up procedures; indicate if confirmation rumpling was performed. The MCAS El Toro team as a whole should decide how to address sites such as this one
I)escrihe other PCB spills in the vicinity of Site 11. Make all nece._sary changes, that may need fi_rther altention. It may be expected that this issue will come up repeatedly

during the closure of MCAS El Toro. It h,zsbeen the opinion of the Navy that these sites
should be addressed outside of the CERC!_A process whenever possible.

RESPONSE lb: Revised Draft Work Plan

The above response has been incorporated in this plan.

c) I_ooking at lhe slorage yard from the east (near the UST), it appears that fill RESPONSE lc: Draft Work Plan
material and several layers of _sphalt may exist below the current storage yard
gravel surface. Please address this concern in this section, consider how this might If a sample location is found to be covered with asphalt, then the surface soil sample should
affect sampling strategies (if true), and make all necessary changes, be collected immediately beneath the asphalt.
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)ard and not limiled to the concrete pad. bloreover, releases could have occurred contamination. Then, after the horizontal and vertical extent of contamination has been
from the vertical tank and there may also be a more likely probability in detecting characterized, Level Ill samples may be randomly allocated within the contaminated ,areas.
contamination in tile stained area (identified in the 1965 aerial photograph). We

prefer a combination of these approaches. Therefore, consider using immunoassays RESPONSE 4a: Revised Draft Work Plan
lo initially screen the rest of the storage yard for PCBs and PAHs; locate some of the
innnunoassay samples within the area of the possible vertical tank and the stained This plan has added this area to Site 11 for the Phase 1I RI as Unit 3. Please see Data
area. The TD/GC/MS field screening method can be used to further characterize Quality Objectives Appendix K of the Revised Draft Work Plan for further details of
extenl, if needed, in areas _vith a posilive imnumoassay result, the proposed sampling plan for this Unit

If l)roposed, locale immunoassay samples at 0.1-0.5 feet bgs; locate T!)/GC_IS and
CLP samples al 0.1, 2, and 4 feet bgs, but consider the pns.sible several layers of fill at
the site.

Ii) Stratum 2 (Drainage Ditch) RESPONSE 4b: Draft Work Plan

Change the field screening sampling depths to 0.1, 2, and 5 feet bgs. CLP samples Field screening samples by immunoassay methods may be collected at progressive depths
should be located based on the TI)/GC/MS field screening results; it does not appear until the extent of contamination has been evaluated. CLP samples should be randomly

thai san]pies at 10 flint hgs will be necess-_ry, allocated within this area.

RESPONSE 4b: Revised Draft Work Plan

In the Phase II RI soil samples will be collected at 0, 2, and 4 feet below the bgs in

sampling locations at Unit 2. All samples will be field screened and verified by CLP
analyses. See Data Quality Objectives Appendix K of the Revised Draft Work Plan for
fimher details of the proposed sampling plan for this Unit.

SITE 12 - SLUDGE DRYING BE!)S

COMMENT l: AI2.1.I Setting and Histor_

a) The document dismisses the two fiwmer impoundments located southeast of RESPONSE Ia: l)rafl Work Plan

Stratum 2 (East Sludge Drying lleds); these uniLs were apparently identified in aerial
photographs from 1945, 1965, and 1970 (see Plate 13 of tile SAP Amendment). This Since this commeut has been written, the MCAS El Toro team has agreed that all of Site 12,
is within thc ,same area that the SAIC Report identified an impoundment and six including each of the three strata and two additional areas of concern (former Wastewater
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b) lu a figure(s), indicate tile location of the stained area observed at the center of RESPONSE 3b: Draft Work Plan
Site I I in a 1965 aerial photograph.

Agreed. This area, which is the low area just north of the pad where standing water may be
found after rain storms, will be investigated further during the Phase Il RI.

RESPONSE 3b: Revised Draft Work Plan

This area will be investigated as pan of Unit 3 of Site I I in the Phase il RI. See Data
Quality Objectives Appendix K of the Revised Draft Work Plan for fi_rther details of
the proposed sampling plan for this Unit.

c) Add tile fi_lhming statement lo this section: "Sites of potential concern identified RESPONSE 3c: Draft Work Plan
in the SAIC Report include lllsl the site numbers as identified in the SAIC Report and
include 51)6and 5501." Add tile phrase "in thc vk'inio' qfSite I l" after tile word "concern".

RESPONSE 3c: Revised Draft Work Plan

Not applicable Io this document.

COMMEN!' 4: A 1!.9 Problem Definition and A ! 1.10 Phase !l Remedial

Investigation Design

a) Stralum I (Concrete Pad and Surrounding Area) RESPONSE 4a: l)raft Work Plan

Move the bmr sample locations through the concrete pad to the immediate area The original site was only the area where PCB spills had occurred, and a drainage ditch
adjacent to the pad (off the edge of the pad). Use the TD/GC_!S field screening leading away from the site. The I)QO document expanded the site to include an additional
metlu_l at these four locations as well as the filled-in circle locations as shown in area of potential drainage away from the spill site. DTSC is now suggesting that the site be

Figure A 11-6. expanded to include the entire fenced-in storage area, on the potential that transformers Inay
have been stored somewhere else in the enclosure, or that PCBs ma_yhave been released

Consider eliminating the hollo_v circle sample locations as shown in Figure Al 1-6. somewhere else. If the MCAS E1Toro team agrees with this approach, then it is suggesled
The sampling strategy as proposed in the document assumes PCB contamination that imnmnoassay analysis for PCBs will be sufficient as a field-screening approach. The
migrated away I'rom the concrete pad; this is an important consideration, Another entire site may be sampled along a grid, with tighter sample spacing near the concrete pad.
approach uould be Io assume that !'CB releases could have occurred anywhere in The depth of samples may be 0.1-0.5 feet bgs, as suggested by DTSC. The areas identified
the storage yard, i.e., units containing PCB fluids were stored throughout the storage as containing PCBs may be further sampled by immunoassay methods to evaluate depth of
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c) I'CBs were detected ill Stratum 3 (!)rainage Ditch). The document should RESPONSE lc: Draft Work Plan
include a discussil}n of SWMU/AOC 7 (PCB Transformer Storage Area) and the

location of this area should be identified on a site map(s). !s it possible that PCB SWMU/AOC 7 lies outside Site 12 boundaries. It is actually downgradient from Site 12,
releases from SWMU/AOC 7 c{)ntributed to the presence of PCBs in the Drainage ,andis unlikely to have contributed to the PCBs in the ditch. Finally, this area was sampled
Ditch? I)TSC's commenLs c(mcerning SWMU/AOC 7 in the Draft RFA Report are during the RFA. and no PCBs were detected.
repeated below:

RESPONSE lc: Revised Draft Work Plan

"The !h'e!iminary Rt'view/Visual Site Inspection (PR/VSI) Report states that one

transformer, located near the center of tile storage area, leaked oil from a valve onto Currently, SWMU/AOC 7 (PCB Trmlsfonner Storage Area) will be further investigated
Ihe unpaved soil. The boring location as indicated in Figure 5 of Appendix B, while by the Confirmation Sampling Investigation for Final Approval of the RCRA Facility
h)caled near or within a slain area, is apparently not near tile center of the storage Assessment.
area. Was the release from the transformer valve investigated.'? What is the origin of
the stain indicated in Figure 5? Please indicate the extent of the stain in Figure 5 and
the Iocalhm and extent of the leaked oil near the center of the storage area."

DTSC finds lhc resp(mse to these commenLs in the Final RFA Report to be
unsatisfactory. 'File i_sue of whether SWMU/AOC 7 possibly contributed to the PCB
contaminati(}n {ff tile Drainage Ditch should he addressed. Please make all necessary
changes.

COMMENT 2: A 12.2 Phase ! Remedial Investigation (RI) and RFA Results RESPONSE 2: Draft Work Plan

Please review the descriplion of RFA activities at SWMU/AOC 90 and make all Agree. Two samples (2 mid 5-foot depth) each were collected from 9 soil borings (for a
necessary changes, total of 18 shallow soil samples) distributed in a grid across the former WWTP

(SWMU/AOC 90) during the RFA.

RESPONSE 2: Revised Draft Work Plan

A discussion of the RFA sampling activities and analytical results are included in the
site specific DQO for Site 12, presented as Appendix L to the Revised Draft Work Plan.
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verlic:d tanks. Please provide a history of the tank contents. All available Treatmenl Plaul [WWTPI mid Industrial Wastewaler Treatment Plant [IWWTP]) should be
infornmliml, e.g., aerial photogr:lphs and MCAS El Toro records/plans, should be evaluated by field screening and soil gas sampling. The two impoundments ,and vertical
reviewed; Ihere appears lo be sufficient evidence to warrant adding this area to an tmlks are located between Stratum 2 and the former WWTP. Sample locations should
existing or new stratum. Please make all necessary changes, extend across the entire site on a grid, to include all of the fi_rmerWWTP and Stratum 2, as

well as the impoundment areas mentioned in this comment. Analyses should be broad
enough to provide a good initial characterization of the entire ,area,,'mdshould include at a
minimum the classes of compounds detected during the Phase I RI; namely, PA}Is,
pesticides, PCBs, ,'mdmetals. Planners should also consider adding petroleum
hydrocarbons to this list. Volatiles, including BTEX, will be evaluated by soil gas samples.
Confinnation ,'mdl,evel I11smnples may be collected at areas identified during the field
screening sampling. If this comprehensive sampling progrmn is followed, then it will not
be necessary to provide a history of tank contents, which will be very difficult to
accomplish.

RESPf)NSE la: Revised Draft Work Plan

The location of thc two former impoundments will be sampled as part of Unit 2 in the
Phase !I RI. In addition, Site 12 has been expanded to include SWMU/AOC 90 former
waslewater treatment plant(WWTP) and the former location of the industrial
wastewater treatmenl plant (IWWTP). They will be sampled as Unit 4. See Data
Quality Objectives Appendix L of the Revised Draft Work Plan for further details of the
proposed sampling plan fi)r this Unit.

h) Please provide construction details for the sludge drying beds, including depth. RESPONSE 1b: Draft Work Plan
This type o1' information may be obtained from reviewing MCAS El Toro
records/plans. Availableevidence(BlownandCaldwe!l,1986)indicatesthatthesludgewasplacedon the

ground within benned impoundments. Proper sampling for a raJlge of contaminants will
eliminale the need f{)r fiud_er research.

RESPONSE lb: Revised Draft Work Plan

The sampling design and analysis are presented in Appendix L of the Revised Draft
Work Plan.
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C()MMENT4: A12.4.2SAICSurvey RESPONSE4: Draft Work Plan

Add the fifilowing statement to tills section: "Sites of potential concern identified in Insert the phrase "i, the vMnitv of Site 12" after the word "concern".
tile SAIC Report include [list the site numbers as identified in the SAIC Report and
include 85, 90, and 129]." RESPONSE 4: Revised Draft Work Plan

Not applicable to this plan.

COMMENT 5: A 12.7 Chemicals to be Investigated DurinR Phase i!

a) Add analyses for metals and cyanide for all strata and areas of investigation at RESPONSE 5a: Draft Work Plan
Site 12: make all necessary changes in all applicable sections of the text and tables.

Metals are already included for analysis in all strata and areas of investigation at Site 12
during Phase Il. They are listed in the text and in each table. Cyanide was detected at very
Iow levels in a few samples collected from Strata 2 and 3, and not at concentrations high
enough to exceed ritecriteria for selection for further investigation that the MCAS El Toro
team agreed would be followed in the Phase Il design. It is not recommended that
additional samples be taken for cyanide analyses in Strata I, 2, or 3. ttowever, because

cyanide was not analyzed in samples collected from the fonner WWTP, and the former
IWTP has not been characterized yet, the teton may consider analyzing for cyanide in

samples collected in Ihese areas.

RESPONSE Sa: Revised l)rall Work Plan

All Units in Site 12 Phase II RI sampled will include analyses for metals and cyanide.
Please see Data Quality Objectives Appendix L of the Revised Draft Work Plan for
further details of the proposed sampling plan for this Site.

b) This section doe,$not discu_ the chemical classes that will be investigated at RESPONSE 5h: Draft Work Plan
SWMU/AOC 90; please make the necessary changes.

Agreed. Please see Table AI2.5 for the list of chemical classes.
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('()MMENT 3: A 12.3 Chemicals of Potential Concern

a) Provide ligurcs indicating tile locations and concentrations of COl'Cs for RESPONSE 3a: Draft Work Plan
SWM U/A{)C 90 (sh,dlow soil) and Boring 265B ! (shallow soil and subsm'face soil).

The locations, concentrations, and depths of COPCs are provided in Figure A12-2D.

RESPONSE 3a: Revised Draft Work lqan

The COPCs and their concentrations have been summarized in this plan. Locations of
SWMU/AOC 90 and borings are illustrated in Appendix L of the Revised Draft Work
Plan.

b) it appears that the PCB CO!'C results for 12_DI)X are missing in Figure Al2- RESPONSE 3h: l)raft Work Plan
2c; please make all necessary changes.

P(;Bs were not detected itt lite samples collected at 12 DDX.

RESPONSE 3h: Revised Draft Work Plan

See l)rafi Wink Plan Response to this comment.

e) Apparently TFI!-diescl was fi)und at SWMU/AOC 90 tapto 830 ppm; please RES!'ONSE 3c: l)raft Work Plan
make thc necessary changes to the COPCs under SWMU/AOC 90 in Section A12.3.1
(Shallow Soil). TFH-diesel does not appear in the database for any samples collected from SWMU/AOC

q0.

RESPONSE 3c: Revised Draft Work Plan

The above response is applicable to this plan.
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!lowever, tile threat to groundwater of the tar-like substance is unknown. The Revised
Draft Work Plan includes provision for analysis of TFtt-gasoline and diesel of deeper
subsurface soil to assess potential impact to groundwater.

C()MMIV,NT 7:A12.9.1 and Al2.10.1 Shallow Soil RESPONSE 7: Draft Work Plan

Stratum 3 (Drainage Ditch) The DQOdocumentspecifiedfield-screeningsamplesfor thecompoundslistedabove,but
did not specify the method (agencies agreed that this would be accomplished in a QAPP

Consider using inmnmoassays to initially screen the Drainage Dilch rather than the Addendum following further evaluation of the methodology), lmmunoassay methods seem

proposed approach; PAils, PCBs and/or pesticides could be used as indicator appropriate, ttowever, after the stratum boundaries have been refined, some deeper
compounds. If proposed, locate immunoassay samples at 0.1-0.5 feet bgs. The samples should be collected for risk assessment purposes, unless the agencies are willing to
TD/(;C/MS field screening method can be used to further characterize extent, if abide by the results of samples collected less than 4 feet deep.
needed, in areas with a positive inmmnoassay result. Phase ! results indicate that the
contamination at Stratum 3 is po_ihly confined to the upper 4 feet of soil; RESPONSE 7: Revised Draft Work Plan
TD/GC/MS field screening or CLP samples at deeper depths may not be necessary
unless significant contamination ix identified at 4 feet. hnmunoassay will be used for field screen PAils. Pesticides/PCBs will be analyzed by

CLP laboratories so results can be compared to RBCs. See Data Quality Objectives

Indicate the percentage of the estimated risk ratio for metals that is due to lead. Appendix L of the Phase II Revised Draft Work Plan for further details of the proposed
sampling plan for Site 12

C(}MMENT8:A12.9.3 and A12.10.3Groundwater RESPONSE 8: Draft Work Plan

Co,npared to the sen,i-upgradient well 12 UGMW31 and well 18_PSI, well As discussed in the DQO document, based on current understanding of the groundwater
12_DBMW48 near the center of Stratum I does exhibit slightly higher flow direction, a large portion of Site 12, including the newly added WWTP and IWWTP

concentrations of ['CE in lhe same permeable zone (based on both round one and sites, do not have downgradient groundwater coverage. In addition, the new monitoring
two results except for 18_PSI which was not sampled in round one). TCE does not well is needed to monitor the impacts of nearby Desalter extraction well IDP-3.
exhihit the same trend. With the additional information from round two results, it

does not seem likely that Site 12 is a contributor to chlorinated VOC plume. The new upgradient well i__indicated, on Figure A I2-6b.
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RESPONSE 5h: Revised Draft Work Plan

Site-specific (?OPCs are discussed in Appendix I, of this plan

c) This secthm should discuss the significant Phase ! TRPH results, including the RESPONSE 5c: Draft Work Plan
I'olhm in}2,:

As stated before (see comments in previous sections ,'mdthe DQO introduction), TRPlt risk

Upgradlent Area was evaluated by TFll-gasoline, TFH-diesel, PAll, and BTEX analyses. This approach
was agreed to by the DTSC toxicologist

TRP!I uns delecled at a concentration of 6,770 ppm at the surfilce of 12_UGS.
RESPONSE 5c: Revised Draft Work Plan

Stratum 3
Ihe Phase I RI analylical results for TRPII are included in tile Appendix L to the R!/FS

TR!'!I u'a_ delecled al a cmlcenlralion of42,529 ppm at 12 DDX. Revised l)rafl Work Phm.

Please provide possible explanations fi_r these results and evaluate potential impacts The location of sample 12_UGS suggests that the TRPtt reported in this sample
on further characterization strategies, probably represents leaching of petroleum hydrocarbons (used to make asphalt binder

material) into the soil underlying pavement at that location. Like other sample locations
where this phenomenon was observed, TRPt] was not identified in the sample collected
at 2 feel depth.

For sample 12DDX from Stratum 3 Draft Work Plan (Section AI2.8.1) states that this
was a surface sample judgmentally-placed where a tar-like substance was observed
within the drainage ditch.

C{)MMENT6: A12.8.2SubsurfaceSoil RESPONSE6: Draft WorkPlan

This sectiml stales m_coulaminants were fimnd in subsurface soils at concentrations This section is discussing subsuffa_cesoil. The Stratum 3 results were discussed under

and depths that threaten migration to groundw:lter; yet earlier in Section A12.7 shallow soil.
(Chenficals to he Investigated During !'hase Il) it is stated that based on LUFF

guidelines, petroleum hydrocarbons in Stratum 3 may pose a threat to groundwater. RESPONSE 6: Revised Draft Work Plan
Please clarify tills apparent discrepancy and make all necessary changes.

The issue relates to the lesulls of a surficial sample judgmentally placed in a tar-like
substance observed iu the drainage ditch at this site. The DQO for Site 12, presented as

Appendix L to the Revised Draft Work Plan, discuss sampling of the tar-like substance.
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March 31, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATOt',Y AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase H RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

Originator: Joe Z,'mtoch, DeparlJnent of Toxic Subst,'mces Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

l)ate: 17December1993

RESPONSE la: Revised Draft Work Plan

Tank Farm No. 2, although located immediately adjacent to Site 13, is not a part of Site
13 and was not associated with drainage of waste heavy equipment engine and/or
transmission oil onto thc ground. Whether any of the tanks may or may not have
contained waste oil at some point in the past, or whether they were leak tested in 1990
is not pertinent to surface soil impacted by waste oil within the confines of Site 13.
Former fl,el storage areas with multiple USTs such as Tank Farm No. 2 are designated
htr investigation and rcmediation under a separate UST program that will be conducted

by the Navy at MCAS F.I Toro. While Phase I RI groundwater data suggests that some
of these tanks have leaked fuels, leaking USTs are not associated with the activities that
led to the deft.trion of Site 13.

b) In figures (inchlding Figure A 13-6a), please indicate the locations of RESPONSE 1h: Draft Work Plan
SWMU_A()Cs 67, 217, and 218.

This is not shown in this plan.

RESPONSE II): Revised Draft Work Plan

The location of SWMU 67, a covered former drum storage area, is shown in figures and

maps for Site 13. According to the RFA, SWMU 67 has a curbed, concrete pad in good
condition without evidence of cracking. There is no observable evidence nor were any

reports located which suggest historic leaks or releases associated with this SWMU. As
such, investigation of the SWMU itself is not included as part of the proposed Site 13
investigation, ttowever, because the concrete pad is surrounded by native soil which
may have been adversely affected by oil change activities, soil surrounding this SWMU
will be sampled as part of the Site 13 investigations. The other two SWMUs, Nos. 217
and 218 are a [IST and an oil/water separator. These are not identified specifically in
the figures and maps because they will be investigated under a Navy UST program
rather than the Phase Il RI/FS. However, these two SWMUs are located within the
boundaries of Unit I and because areal systematic sampling using a grid has been
proposed for this site, sampling of soils adjacent to these structures will occur.
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March31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase H RI/FS at MCAS El 7bro, California

()figinatol_: Joe Zamoch, Depatlment of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

I)ate: 17l)ecetnber 1003

We recommend Ilnlt additional well installations as Site 12 be on a contingent basis, RESPONSE 8: Revised Draft Work Plan

i.e., justification of additional wells should be supported by other needs or
information such as monitoring requirements, soil gas survey results, or Phase !l Groundwater monitoring wells at Site 12 will be constructed on an as needed basis.
investigation results. For example, the James M. Montgomery (JMM) Report MCAS Wells will only be constructed if it appears that the site is contributing to groundwater
El 7bro Off-Station Remedial Investigation Final Work Plan, dated March 1990, contamination. Please see Data Quality Objectives Appendix L of the Revised Draft
suggests Ihat, rased on a soil gas investigation, shallow PCE soil contamination may Work Plan for further details of the proposed sampling plan for this Site.
exist e.'lst of and immediately adjacent to Bee Canyon Wash. New soil gas survey
results may indicate lire need fi)r a true duwngradient well as Site 12.

Please note that the proposed new npgradient well is apparently not indicated in
figures.

SITE 13 -.{)11, C!!ANGE AREA

CI)MMENT I: Al3.1.1 Selllu R and tlistory

a) The second paragraph states "Underground storage tanks (USTs) al Tank Farm RESPONSE Ia: Draft Work Plan
No. 2 ma,_ [underline addedJbr emphasis] eontain waste oil and JP5 fuel." Definitive
information on the contents of these tanks, both past and present, should be available Tank Farm No. 2 is !lot part of Site 13. It is agreed that the text should be modified to
and should be indicated in the document, reflect die actual contents of the t,'mks. This is of interest to the regional groundwater

investigation. However, detailed investigation of the tank farm is outside the scope of the

Please note that later in Secthm A 13.9.3 (Groundwater) the document states that No. RI.
2 fuel oil :isalso stored .'d the tank farm. Please make all necessary changes,

includinll those fiw consistency. The MCAS El Toro team has agreed that removal actions will be peffomled at both strata at
Site 13. Therefore, no further investigation will be necessary for characterization purposes.

Please indicate if all the USTs at Tank Farm 2 were leak tested in !990 and include I towever, field screening smnples may be collected to confirm that all the contmninants

all test results, indicate the capacity or each UST. have been removed. Field screening should include PAHs (the only class of compounds to
exceed screening criteria based on Phase I RI samples); ,'md may include fuel hydrocarbons
and metals, based on site history.

Groundwater monitoring wells proposed in d_e DQO document should be installed, as these
will help define the regional extent of the benzene plume in the area, and help to monitor
the Desalter Project.
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March31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

Originator: Joe Zarnoch, l)epartment of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, Califomia

Date: 17 l)ecember 1003

b) Please evaluate the Phase i elevated detection limit (276) ppm for arsenic in the 2 RESPONSE 3b: l)raft Work Plan
fi)ot soil sample at 13 SA3. Tile evaluation should consider whether arsenic may
actually be present in Stratum 1 at concentrations exceeding the RBC or the 99th Agree. ttowever, this soil will be subject to removal.
percentile of the distribution of background values; this could affect whether
analysis for metals should be added (note that only analysis for SVOCs is proposed). RESPONSE 3b: Revised Draft Work Plan
Please make all necessary changes.

Same response to comment 3a. Although all units at Site 13 are designated for early
removal action, the Revised Draft Work Plan specifies that samples will be collected for
metals if this site should revert to R!/FS status from removal action.

e) This section should discuss the significant Phase 1 TRPH results, including the RESPONSE 3c: [)raft Work Plan
f'ollo_inl_:

Regulatory agencies, inch]ding DTSC, agreed that TRPH would not be considered during
Upgradient Area the DQO process

TRP!! was detected at a concentration of 936 ppm at the surface of 13_UGS. RESPONSE 3c: Revised Draft Work Plan

StratumI TheTRPItresultsarediscussedinthe DQOforSite 13,(AppendixMto theRevised
Draft Work Planl. As is the case for several other upgradient surficial samples,

TRP!t was detected al a concentration of !,605 ppm at 5 feet hgs and 13_DBMW49. 13UGS was collected beneath the pavement of a parking lot. Some leaching into tile
underlying soil of petroleum hydrocarbons that comprise asphalt binder material would
not be unexpected. TRPtl was not identified in the sample at 2 feet depth. The
presence of TRPtI in the surficial soil may be due to asphalt paving materials. As for
the surficial and 5 foot depth samples at 13_DBMW49, the TRPH mostly likely
resulted from the long term drainage of oil and associated lubricants from the heavy
equipment serviced in the area that encompasses the sample location.
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March31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase H RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, CaliJornia

()riginalor: Joe Zamoch, l)epartment of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, Calitbrnia

I)ale: 17 I)ecember 1093

('()M_IF, NT 2:A13.4.2 Survey

a) !n Figures (including Figure A 13-6a), please indicate the locations of Buildings RESPONSE 2a: Draft Work Plan
1505 ami 244 and the possible vertical lank (near the northwestern corner of

Building 15115)noted in lite 1971 aerial photograph. Building 242 is not pmi of the site. The locations of Buildings 244 and 1505 are uncertain.
All other features identified by SA1C are located within Stratum 1, and will be subject to

The document shouhl indicate lite contenLs of the former vertical tank. The SAIC removal.

Report indicates that there was a stain on the northerly side of the tank area. Make
all necessary ch-rages to charqcterization strategies. RESPONSE 2a: Revised Draft Work Plan

The above response is applicable to this plan.

b) Add the fi_lloaing statement to this section: "Sites of potential concern RESPONSE 2b: Draft Work Plan
identified in the SAIC Report include [list the site numhers as identified in the SAIC
Report 'md include 170, 205, and 4621." Insert the phrase "in the vicinityof Site 13" after tbe word "concern".

RESPONSE 2b: Revised Draft Work Plan

Not applicable to this plan.

(?()MMENT 3: A 13.7 Chemicals to be Investigated During Phase !I

a) Plea_e evaluate the Phase I elevated detection limits (20,000 ppb) for PAHs in the RESPONSE 3a: Draft Work Plan
surface soil sample at 13_SA2.

Agree. 110wever, Ihis soil will be subject to removal.

RESPONSE 3a: Revised Draft Work Plan

The reason for the elevated PAtt detection limit cannot be given in the Revised Draft
Work Plan. Tentatively, this site has been designated for a removal action.



March3I, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase I1RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

Originator: Joe Zarnoch, l)epartment of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

Date: 17 I)ccember 1903

It is likely ti;al tile benzene (7311ppb) and TFtl-gasoline (I,690 ppb) observed in Monitoring well "New 2" is mistakenly placed on Figures A!3-6a and b. "New 2" should
upgradient or cross-gradient well 13_UGMW32 is attributed to UST 240-A, be located approximately 200 feet north of "New I", west of file northern portion of Tank
especially if inhwmation corroborates that this UST may have had a release. Fatal No. 2. This corrected placement shoukl partially address DTSC's comment. "New 3"
Itowever, please note that well 13_DGMW78, located downgradient or semi- may be moved a little to the north in order to better evaluate possible contributions from
downgradient from Tank Farm 2 also had benzene (110 ppb) as well as the TFH- Building 240. Itowever, "New 4" should stay where it is currently proposed because it
dit.'sel (436 pph). Please evaluate the likelihood that Tank Farm 2 may also have serves the dual purpose of monitoring the performance of the Desalter system.
contributed to the petroleum hydrocarbons in groundwater, especially if No. 2 fuel
oil or ,IP-4 u as stored at the tank farm. RESPONSE 5a: Revised Draft Work Plan

Reconsider thc necessity and placement of wells for this site based on this and The presence of fuel hydrocarbons in groundwater beneath Site 13 is noted in the DQO fi)r
additional new inh}rmation. Note that newly proposed wells 3 and 4 may not be Site 13, (Appendix M to the Revised Draft Work Plan). However, neither the Aero Club at

downgradient of UST-240 A or Tank Farm 2; however, new well 1 or a well just to Building 240 nor USTs (240-A or 797) located near that building appear to be associated
the north of new well I should be installed to help evaluate the source of the with historic heavy equipment oil changing operations at Site 13. Further, possible leakage

Rrnundwater contamination, of the tanks is to be addressed under the MCAS El Toro UST investigations.

'lhe Phase 1 RI data suggests that contamination resulting from historic oil change activities
is limited to the upper 5-10 feet of soil within both units at this site. _Ihe Revised Draft
Work Plan does not include construction of the new wells that were proposed in the Phase
!I RI/FS Draft Work l'lan.

b) Please evaluate if metals (aluminum, cadmium, and manganese) detected in RESPONSE 5h: Draft Work Plan

downgradient well 13_I}GMW78 are indicative of a release(s) from Tank Farm 2
andh}r Site 13. Manganese, used in the manufacture of alloys (including of It is believed that these occurrences all have natural causes. A complete treatment will be
aluminmn), was detected in all three wells at Site 13, but at approximately an provided in the OD 1 RI Report.

eighteenfold concentration in downgradient well 13_DGMW78.
RESPONSE 5b: Revised Draft Work Plan

Metals appear to be naturally occurring. Following the Phase II RI, risk and remedial
analyses will be completed.
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March 31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase It RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, Califi_rnia

Originator: Joe Zamoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, Califi_rnia

1):lie: 17 l)eccmbcr 1003

('()hlMENT4:AI3.9.1 and Al3.10.1 Shallow Soil

a) Stratum 1 (AreaSoutheastnfTank Farm) RESPONSE4a: !)rail WorkPlan

Instead of using randomly located samples, please consider at least one judgmental 'Ibis stratum will be subject to removal. Smnpling (preferably field screening) will only be
sample located in tile area of the vertical tank and perhaps another located near required to evaluate the success of tile removal.
SWMU_'A()Cs 217 and 218.

RESPONSE 4a: Revised Draft Work Plan

The Draft Work Plan response to this comment is applicable.

h) Strahnn 2 (AreaSouth,,est ofTank Farm) RESPONSE4h: DraftWork Phm

Based on !'late 14 of the SAP Amendment, apparently only one stained area in This stratum will be subject to removal. S,'unpling (preferably field screening) will only be
Stratum 2 _as sa,upled in Phase I. hlstead o1'using randomly located samples, required Io evaluate die success of the removal.

please consider using judgmental samples located in stained areas. Plea.se indicate
the stained areas in Slratum 2 in Figure A 13-6a. RESPONSE 4h: Revised Draft Work Plan

The Draft Work Plan response to this comment is applicable.

C()MMENI' 5:AI3.9.3 and A13.10.3 Groundwater

a) !'lease updale the combined section to indicate that apparently an 8,000 gallon RESPONSE Sa: Draft Work Plan
UST (UST 240-A) containing aviation gasoline existed near Building 240 (Aero
Club); it was abandoned or replaced in 1985 with a 10,000 gallon UST (UST 797). Building 240 and Tank Fann 2 are not part of Site 13. ttowever, the groundwater
Please provide as much information about these two USTs as is possible, for contmnination in the mea is cemqinly of interest to the RI as part of the regional

example: I) indicate if the two USTs were leak tested and if so, in what years, 2) if groundwater contamination, and because a Desalter extraction well lies just to the west of
ancillary piping for Ihe USTs _as also leak tested, 3) the reason for abandonment or Site 13. The proposed monitoring wells were included with Site 13 because there w,xsno

replacemenl of UST 240-A was removed, and if so, in what year, the observed other logical place m put them, since Site 18 (Regional Groundwater Investigation) will not
condition of hoth thc UST and soil beneath it, and soil analysis results if available, be given a Phase 1I RI. The MCAS El Toro teton may consider creating a new RI site
Indicate the location of the two USTs in a figure(s). Discuss any additional USTs (Benzene source area), just as Site 24 was created to address the source of the VOC
located in the area of Site 13 that may potentially impact groundwater with benzene, contamination in the southwest quarter. Alternatively, the team may decide to expand Site
TFll-gas,line, and/or TF!!-diesel if a release occurred. 13 to include the benzene source zea. In any case, it must be recognized that the benzene

source area investigation is not currently pm1of Site 13.
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March3I, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATOKr AGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft WorkPlan

Phase H RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

Originator: Joe Zamoch, l)epamnent of Toxic Substances Control
Regi(m 4, I.ong Beach. Califi_rnia

I):lie: 17 I )ecember 1903

b) Please review sites 143, 169, and 505 ill the SAIC Report. Probable excavations RESPONSE 2b: Draft Work Plan
are indicated near Site 14; a possible expansion of the site is recommended to include
tht_e areas. Evahmte Il}ese sites in the text: please make all neccxsary changes, These sites may be mentioned in the text. ttowever, expansion of Site 14 is not warranted

at this time. During removal activities, if contamination is found to extend beyond the
present stratum boundaries, then is should be remediated along with the rest of the site.
l lowever, areas not contiguous with the current site should be evaluated separately.

RESPONSE 2b: Revised Draft Work Plan

The above response is applicable to this plan.

c) Please review site 481 in the SAIC Report (see Comment Iahove). RESPONSE 2e: Draft Work Plan

See the response to Comment #1 above.

RESPONSE 2c: Re¥ised Draft Work Plan

See the response to Comment #1 above.

d) Please review site 526 in the SAIC Report. Evaluate this site in the text; please RESPONSE 2d: Draft Work Plan

make all necessary changes.
This site, an "open storage ,'trea",lies well to the west of Site 14 and does not require
investigalion (particularly under CERCLA).

RESPONSE 2{!: Revised Draft Work Plan

The above response is applicable to this plan.

e) Add the following statement to this section: "Sites of potential concern identified RESPONSE 2e: Draft Work Plan
in the SAIC Report include [list the site numbers as identified in the SAIC Report and
inclnde 3 I, 80, 143, 169, 275, 481,505, and 5261." Insert the phrase "inthe viciniO'of Site 14" after the word "concern".



March31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El lbro, CaliJbrnia

(h-iginalor: Joe Zarnoch, I)epamnent of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, l,ong Beach. ('alifomia

I)alc: 171)ecember1093

SITE 14- IIATTERY ACID I)!SP()SAL AREA

c()r_IMENF 1:Al4.1.1 Stetting and History RESPONSE 1: Draft Work Plan

This section states that "In a 1970 aerial photograph, an unidentified liquid appears Phase I RI results appear to corroborate the Brown and Caldwell (1986) report, in the sense
to have po,lded around Buihling 243, located north of the site, and Ilowed past the that releases have occurred on mid adjacent to the paved area south of Building 245. The
western portion of the site." Could lifts have been a likely disposal area? The MCAS E1Toro team has designated this entire area, including both Strata 1 and 2, for
current Site 14 is located behind the hwmer heavy equipment maintenance shop. removal. Therefore. no further RI sampling will be necessary. Additional field screening

The shop doors are located on the Building 243 side of Building 245. !s it likely that sampling during the removal action may help evaluate whether all contaminants have been
all or most wastes wcre carried behind the building rather than just dumped directly remediated. Building 243, and the north side of Building 245, are not part of the site.

nuLside the shop doors, perhaps in an unpaved area towards Building 243? Or is it Rather than add them to Site 14, the team should consider addressing them under base
possible thai suri_lce runoff from Building 245 drained towards Building i?,,437 closure activities, or RCRA.
Please note that the SAIC Report identified a posslble stain on the northwesterly side
of Buihling 243 (see site 481 in the SAIC Report). RESPONSE I: Revised Draft Work Plan

A removal action is proposed for this site. ttowever, the Revised Draft Work Plan does
include sampling of both units if the removal action is considered not an appropriate
response action.

C()N1MENT 2:A14.4.2 SAIC Survey

al In a figurels), indicate the location of former Building 246 (use dashed lines). RESPONSE 2a: Draft Work Plan

There is no need to show the location of this building, since there is no information to
indicate the building is related m Site 14 activities.

RESPONSE 2a: Revised Draft Work Plan

The above response is applicable to this plan.

f
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March31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATO,,, AGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase 1I RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

Originator: Joe Z:u-noch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, Califi_mia

[)ate: 17l)ecemher1903

d) This section should discuss tile Phase ! 'FRPil resulls: RESPONSE 3d: Draft Work Plan

Stratum I TRPII was not evaluated during the DQO process, as per agreement with the regulatory
agencies.

TR!'II was detected at a concentration of 1,367 ppm at the surface of 14_GN5.
RESPONSE 3d: Revised Draft Work Plan

Stratum 2

While the comment is only applicable to a specific section in the Draft Work Plan, the
1RP!I _as detecled al a concenlr:dion of 96{1ppm at the surface of 14_DD6. TRPt! results from the Phase 1 RI are included in the discussion of DQO for Site 14,

presented as Appendix N to the Revised Draft Work Plan.
Catch Basin

TI{I'll was detected at a concentration of 7,364 ppm.

COMMENT 4:A!4.9.1 'md Al4.10.1 Shallow Soil

a) Add analysis for soil pti at both strata. RESPONSE 4a: Draft Work Plan

llae site will be subject lo a removal action. Soil pH may be a part of confirmation
sampling.

RESPONSE 4a: Revised Draft Work Plan

Soil pti analysis is part of the Site 14 sampling.

b) Phase ! results indicate that the contamination at Strata l and 2 is possibly RESPONSE 4b: Draft Work Plan

confined to the upper soil layers. Phase I results for PAHs and metals in shallow
soils suggest Strata ! and 2 might be combined. During removal, a strategy must be devised for confirmation sampling that will derme the

vertical extent of contamination in order to limit the volume of soil subject to remediation.

Consider that the TD/GC/MS samples could he initially collected at 0.1 and 2 feet
bgs. Samples at deeper depths, such as 5 and 10 feet, may not be necessary; base the RESPONSE 4b: Revised Draft Work Plan
required sampling depths on the TD/GC/MS field screening results.

Appendix N of the plan samples are to be taken at 0, 2, 5, and l0 feet bgs and field
screened for PAl Is by immunoassay and metals in a mobile laboratory.
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March3 I. 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMF.NTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plate
Phase I1 RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, Calijbrnia

Originator: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Subst,'mces Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

Date: 17 l)ecember 1993

RESPONSE 2e: Revised Draft Work Plan

Not applicable lo this plan.

COMMllrNT 3: A 14.7 Chemicals to be !nvestil_ated Durin_ Phase l!

a) it appears that lead also exceeded RBCs for shallow soil in Stratum 1; please RESPONSE 3a: Drqft Work Plan
make all necessary changes, including the text and Tables 14-3a and A 14-4.

Agreed. This runs! have been a mislake.

RESPONSE 3a: Revised Draft Work Plan

This comment has been incorporated in to Appendix N of this plan.

h) !qease check that the Total Metals Stratum Noncancer Risk Ratio in Table Al4- RESPONSE 3b: Draft Work Plan
4 for Stratum 2 includes lead; make all necessary changes.

Agreed. See comment above.

RESPONSE 3b: Revised Draft Work Plan

Not applicable to this plan.

c) The third paragrapb stat_ that "Metals will also be investigated in Stratum 2 RESPONSE 3c: Draft Work Plan
[sic];" Stratum I was intended, however, please add analysis for metals to both
strata. Agreed.

RESPONSE 3c: Revised Draft Work Plan

The Revised Draft Work Plan includes provision for metals analyses at Site 14. In this
plan, the two Phase I RI/FS strata have been combined into a single investigative unit
that inchldes the pavement edge, the drainage ditch and the zone between these two
areas.
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March31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATOKf AGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft WorkPlan
Phase H RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

()riginator: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Subst,'mces Control
Region 4, l_mg Beach, California

Date: 17 l)ccembcr 1993

b) Evaluate whether tile screen length of irrigation well 18 TLC055 near Site 14 RESPONSE 5b: Draft Work Plan
could actually provide a condult for deeper aquifer contamination.

Agreed. Well construction data and results of well 18 TIC055 will be evaluated in greater
detail.

RESPONSE 5b: Revised [)raft Work Plan

Well 18_TIC055 is screened over a depth interval of 300 to 496 feet depth. As such,
pumping of nearby wells screened in deeper parts of the aquifer could induce a local
downward gradient that would allow contaminants in a shallower horizon to migrate
downward into deeper zones. However, pumping of 18_TIC055 would limit its potential as
a conduit.

SITE 15 - SUSPENI)F!) FILE!, TANKS

COMMENT 1: A I5. I.! Setting and Histor;' RESPONSE 1: Draft Work Plan

Indicate the h)cation of SWMU/A()C 31 in figures. Agreed. !towever, there has been no evidence of release taking place at this SWMU, ;md
lhe site aclivities (dram storage) are not related to Site 15 activilies {diesel fuel leakage).

Since these comments were received, regulatory agencies and the Navy have agreed that the
single stratum at Site 15 will be subject to a removal action. Further characterization in

Phase II is unnecessary, ltowever, field screening sampling ,'tspart of the removal action
may be appropriate to evaluate the extent of contamination (although little contamination
was found during Phase I) for removal, and confirm that remediafion was a success after
removal.

RESPONSE I: Revised Draft Work Plan

The location of SWMU 31 is included in the smaller subarea of Unit I at Site 15, so
separate designation is not necessary. Further, while additional sampling at this
location has been proposed as part of the Revised Draft Work Plan, no historical
evidence or documentation has been found which indicates that a release of any type
ever occurred at this SWMU.
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March31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Phm
Phase 11RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, Califi)rnia

O_iginaror: Joe Zamoch, Dcpm/ment of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, Califimlia

I)ale: 17 [)ecetnt_cl 1003

C()M MEN!' 5: A 14.9.3 and 14.10.3 Groundwater

a) Site 14 couhl be a potential cnntributor tn the carbon tetracbh)ride detected in RESPONSE 5a: Draft Work Plan
groundwater up to 19 ppb (up to 26 ppi) based on round two results); the round one

result was apl)arently lite highest deteetinn for carbon tetrae!fioride on the Station. Because of occurrences o£carbon tetrachlorJde in upgradient wells, it appears most likely
that groundwater beneath Site 14 is part of a larger phnne with sources upgradient of Site

Other evidence that indicates that Site 14 could be a potential contributor to the 14. 1lowever, this site may be a parti_ contributor. In any case, die present DQO
carbon telraehh)ri(!e detected in grmmdwaler includes: document ,andapproved groundwater monitoring scheme requires ongoing monitoring fi>r

VOCs, including carbon tetrachlofide, at Site 14.

· wells semi-upgradient to Site 14 at Site 13 did not exhibit the pn_ence of
c:lrl)on letrachloride, at least not above regulatory levels: RESPONSE 5a: Revised Draft Work Plan

· the concentration of carbon tetraehloride is similar or slightly decreased in 'Hie distribution ot' cmbon tetrachloride on a larger, basewide scale such as that presented in
semi-do_vngradient _¥ell 18 SW135; and Figure 4-1 I of the Draft Operable Unit ! Remedial Investigation Report (Jacobs

Engineering 1994) indicates the presence of,an npgradient source in the vicinity of Bldgs.

· nlelhylene chh}ride and other solvents a,_sociated ,a'ith paints are potential 296 and 297.
contaminants. The disposal of I)aint wastes in the area of Site 14 indicates
that painling occurred in Ihe vicinity and likely degreaslng activilies Sile 14 is also not a source of the petroletnn hydrocarbons detected in groundwater al well
occurred prior to painting. Sohenls were likely used at Building 245 at Site 18 DW350. First, the records do not identify this site in any context relating to fuels.
14 since it was the heavy duty nmintenance shop. Carbon tetraehloride Further. the well in question is slightly upgradient to cross-gradient from Site 14 based upon
u ould be a potential confaminanl at Site 14. the current understmlding of groundwater flow patterns, but not downgradient or senti-

downgradient as suggested.

Site 14 also has petroleum hydrocarbon contanfination in groundwater -
do_'ngradient or semi-downgradient well 18_DW350 with a screened interval of
310-350 feet bgs did exhibit 943 ppb TFH-diesel (430 ppb based {in round two
results).

We do not necessarily agree with the conclusions for groundwater at Site 14.
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March 31, 1905 RESPONSETO REGULATOr<Y AGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Platt
Phase H RI/FS at MCAS El 7bro, California

()riginalor: Joe Zmnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

l)ate: 17Dccemher1903

Please c_aluate tile results ol' tile three horings completed at SWMU/AOC 273 and
indicate if they were located in the waste oil disposal area. While soil samples from
the three borings were analyzed for TRP!I and VOCs, analyses for TFH, SVOCs,
!'C!Is, and metals were not perfilrmed.

Please make all necessary changes to the site houndaries and characterization
Etrategies.

CtlMrMENT 4: A 15.7 Chemicals lo be Investigated During Phase !l

a) Please evahmte proballle hydrocarhon interference that resulted in high detection RESPONSE 4a: Draft Work Plan
limits h}r PAHs in al least one sample.

Since the site will be subject to a removal action, this activity is probably unnecessary at this
time.

RESPONSE 4a: Revised Draft Work Plan

The Phase II QAPP discusses quality assurance procedures and how interferences are
addressed.

b) This section shouhl discuss the significant Phase 1 TRPH results, including the RESPONSE 4h: Draft Work Plan
fidhm lng:

TRPIt was not evaluated during file DQO process, as per regulatory agency (including

Upgradient Area DTSC) agreement. Risk, and threat to groundwater, were evaluated based on TFH-
gasoline, TI:! 1 diesel, PAl t, and BTEX analyses.

TRP! ! !.vasdetected at a concentrathm of 3,751 ppm at tile surface of 15UGS.
RESPONSE 4b: Revised Draft Work Plan

Stratuna I
I)iscussion of TRPII results are included in the DQO for Site 15, presented as Appendix

TRPIt was detected at a concentration of 1,233 ppm at the surface of 15 _GN1. The O to the Revised Draft Work Plan. Boring 15_GN I is not an upgradient boring. As the
SAP Amendment states that a 1991 photograph indicates the presence of debris and figures and maps of this site indicate, it is located within the confines of the stained
stains north of I',uilding 29. _,V_stills upgradient boring located withln the stain areas designated as Unit I in the Revised Draft Work Plan. The most plausible
areas? Provide an explanation h_r tile elevated TRPH level, explanation for elevated TRPtt in the surficial sample is residual petroleum

hydrocarbons remaining from the documented leakage of diesel fuel at this location.
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March 3 I, 1995 RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase H RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

Originalor: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

l)ale: 17December 1903

C()Mr_I!,',NT 2: A 15.4.2 SAIC Survey

a) Inchlde a discuxsion of tile 1973 aerial photograph relevant to Site 15 (see site 232 RESPONSE 2a: Dr:fit Work Plan
in the SAIC Report).

These stains lay west ,:)fBuilding 31, and are not pan of Site 15.

RESPONSE 2a: Revised Draft Work Plan

This area is used for storage of camouflage-painted military hardware (.enclosed
equipment trailers, trailer and portable generators) and tarp-covered machine
parts/eqt, ipment on pallets. Such staining is not evident today

h) Add the folh)wing statement to this section: "Sites of potential concern RESPONSE 21): Draft Work Plan
identified in the SAIC Report include [list the site numbers as identified in the SAIC
Report and inchlde 26, 27, 28, 32, 77, 232, 273, 274, and 548]." Inset1 the phrase "inthe vicinity of Site/5" after the word "concern".

RESI)ONSE 21): Revised Draft Work Plan

Not apt)licable to this plan.

Ct)N!51ENT 3: A 15.5 Site and Stratum Boundaries fi)r Phase ! ! R! RESPONSE 3: !)ral't Work Plan

Substantial evidence indicates that the currently defined boundaries for Site 15 do Once again, these buildings may require further investigation, but not under the RI. The
not adequately address potential petroleum hydrocarhon contamination in the area buildings and their activities do not appear to be related to Site 15 activities. DTSC's
of Buihlings 27, 29, and 31. concerns about possible health risk at these areas should be addressed during the base

closure process, or as prat of the RCRA program, but not as part of CERCLA.

A heavy duty maintenance shop was located in Building 31 prior to moving to
Bt, ihling 245 at Site 14 il) 1977. The lAS states that waste oil was drained onto the RESPONSE 3: Revised Draft Work Plan
ground hehind Building 3 ! until !983. The SAIC Report identifi_ open storage
areas with possible drums and stains in the area of Site 151the SAIC Report also This plan has added the area of SWMU/AOC 273 and the drainage ditch to Site 15 for
recommends an expansion of Site 15 to include some of these areas, the Phase Il RI as Unit 2. Please see Data Quality Objectives Appendix O of the

Revised Draft Work Plan for further details of the proposed sampling plan for this I.lnil.

)
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March31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase H RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

()riginator: Joe Zamoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

l)atc: 17December1993

RESPONSE la: Revised Draft Work Plan

Tile locations of the secondary pit and the extinguisher training pit are identified in the
Site Plan Map for Site 16 included in both the Data Quality Objectives Appendix P of
tire Revised Draft Work Plan.

b) Describe how fuel was/is supplied to the former and current burn pits; describe RESPONSE lb: Draft Work Plan
and indicate the location of all former and current tanks, both above ground and
undergromul, used to store fuel for both the former and current burn pits. Since these comments were received, regulatory agencies and the Navy have agreed that

Stratum 1 and 2, which include the former pits and disturbed ground around the pits, will be
investigated by soil gas survey and by field screening soil samples. This, together with
other investigations proposed in the DQO document (two deep borings, two additional
monitoring wells, etc.) should be adequate to evaluate the site.

The current, aclive pits are outside the scope of the CERCLA investigation. Similarly,
SWMU/AOCs 288, 289, and 290, which are active underground storage tanks, are
monitored under a separate, compliance progr,'un at the Station.

RESPONSE lb: Revised Draft Work Plan

No fuels are stored in tanks at the site. Flammable liquids used for fire training
exercises were delivered to the site by a tanker track.

c) Indicate that the current burn pits will potentially be investigated under the Ba_e RESPONSE lc: Draft Work Plan
Closure Plan.

Agreed.

RESPONSE lc: Revised Draft Work Plan

A statement has been included in the DQO for Site 16, presented as Appendix P to the
Revised Draft Work Phm, indicating that the current crash crew pits will be evaluated
under tile Base Closure Plan.
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March3 I, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft WorkPlan
Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

()riginalor: Joe Zarnoch, l)epartment of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, l,ong Beach. C'_difimlia

I )ate: 17 I)ccembe_ 1993

TRI'II N_asdetected al a concenlration of' 2,694 ppm at tile surface of 15_GN3. Another potential source is leakage of motor oil or transmission fluid onto the ground
from automobiles that have parked at this location since tile suspended fuel tanks were

TRI'II was detected at a concentration or 23,034 ppm at the surl'ace of I_5 I)BS. removed.

TRPll was detected at a concentration of 1,377 ppm :it 5 feet bgs at 15 DBMW51.

COMMENT 5: A 15.9.2 and Al5.10.2 Subsurface Soil and A15.9.3 and A15.10.3 RESPONSE 5: Draft Work Plan
(;rounth_ aler

See the OU- l RI Report for a complete discussion of the petroleum hydrocarbon
We do not necessarily agree with the conclusions for subsurface soil and contamination in groundwater in this area, and note that TFH-diesel occurrences may not
gronndw,fler al Site 15. only signify the presence of diesel, but may also signify the presence of JP-5 ,'mdFuel Oil

No. 2. Groundwater beneath Site 15 appears to be part of a larger plume of fuel
The conclusions for suhsurface soil are based on only one boring sampled at depths contamination, but Site 15 itself is downgradient from the likely sources and does not
greater limn5 feet. appearto becontributingto thecontamination.Althoughonlyonedeepboringwas

completed in Site 15, this was sufficient when one considers that the site is only about 625
The document hypothesizes that Site 15 is not contributing to groundwater square feet in size. A total of 8 soil samples were collected at or below 10 feet bgs (the
contamination. However, 120 ppb benzene and 3.370 ppb TFtl-diesel were detected subsurface soil cutoff point). These samples did not provide any evidence that Site 15
in well 15_DBMW51. The concentration of TFH-die. sel detected in an upgradient contribuled to regional groundwater contamination.
will to Site 15, i.e., well 13 DGMW78, was considerably less (436 ppb). Please note
that the concentrations of benzene detected in the two wells are similar, i.e., the RESPONSE 5: Revised Draft Work Plan

concentration of benzene detected in 13_I)GMW78 was 110 ppi). The work plan, as
writlen, will not idenlify the source of the TF!t-diesel in well 15_!)BMW15. The above response is applicable to this plan.

SITE 16 - CRASll CREW PIT N¢). 2

(;()MMENT !: A 16.1.1 Setting and History

a} Fi_2;ures,inchnllng Figures A !6-6a and A 16-6b, should indicate the locations o1' RESPONSE !a: Draft Work Plan
the liwmer secondary pit, the drain line from the main pit to the secondary pit, the
former fire exlinguisher training pit, the current burn pits, and SWMU.qAOCs 288, Agreed· The secondary pit, drain line, and former fire extinguisher training pit were left off
289, and 2911. of the figures because they ,are no longer visible at Site 16. However, their former location

sbould be marked on the figures.
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March31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATOKf AGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft WorkPlan

Phase 1IRI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

Originalor: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

Dale: 17 December 1003

TRl'll was detected at a concentrathm of 17,486 ppm at Ire surface of 18 GN3. RESPONSE 3: Revised Draft Work Plan

Stratmn 2 The TRPIt. TFlt-gasoline, and TFtt diesel restdts, inch]ding those for deep boring
16_AB213 are discussed as part of the DQO for Site 16, presented as Appendix P to the

TR!'It was detected at concentrations 8,404, 6,956, and 17,190 ppm at 0, 2, and 4 feet Revised [)raft Work Plan. Further, the Revised Draft Work Plan proposes to analyze
hgs, respeclively, alt 16 PTI. samples for TFHgasoline and -diesel as well as BTEX in both shallow soils and deeper

soils. Because it is evident that deeper soils are impacted at this site, new deep borings
TRI'tl was detected at 7,636, 28,859, and 18,933 ppm at 0, 2, and 4 feet bgs, will be drilled to assess the horizontal and vertical extent of fuel contamination in the
resl)eclively, at 16 !"1'2. subsurface.

TRI'!! u'as detecled al 2,844, 23366, and 39,101 ppm at 0, 2, and 4 feet bgs at
16 !'T3.

{_{)MMENT 4:Al6.9.1 :md A 16.10.1 Shallow Coil RESPONSE 4: !)rafl Work Plan

Add analyses for dioxin_furans in surficial soils at Strata I and 2 - locate samples in Dioxin/furan samples were collected during the Phase I RI at depths of 0-6 inches, 18-24
the secondary pit aud the fire-extinguisher Iraining pit below fill. inches, and 4 feel beneath the bottom of the main pit. No dioxi,',:/furans were detected,

even though the main pit was where ignition and fire-training exercises actually took place.
Due to the expense of these smnples and the unlikelihood of finding dioxin/furan

contamination, it does not seem to be necessary to collect more samples during Phase !1.

RESPONSE 4: Revised Draft Work Plan

During the Phase II RI selected soil samples will be analyzed for dioxins and
dibenzofurans. Please see Data Quality Objectives Appendix P of the Revised Draft
Work Plan for further details of the proposed sampling plan for this Site 16.

COMMENT 5: A 16.9.2 and A16.10.2 Subsurface Soil

a) Are the proposed samples CI.P samples? Please make the necessary changes. RESPONSE Sa: Draft Work Plan

All deep boring samples are CLP samples, because of the expense of their collection. It
should not be necessmy to explicitly state this fact for each site for subsurface soil samples.
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March 31, 1995 RESPONSE 'FO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Phm
Phase I1RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

Origin;uor: Joe Zarnoch, l)epamnent of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, Califimfia

Dale: 17l)ecember 1993

COMh lENT 2: A 16.4.2 SAIC Survey RESPONSE 2a: Ih'aft Work Plan

a) !'lease evaluate sites 71 and 87 in the SAIC Report. Site 71, a "graded area" in 1952, and site 87, construction activity in 1958, are not relev`mu
to the RI

RESPONSE 2a: Revised Draft Work Plan

The above response is applicable to this plan.

b) Please see sites 171,259, 276, and 418 in the SAIC Report. What were the RESPONSE 2h: Draft Work Plan
contents of all the identified vertical tanks?

These sites, all veUical tm_ks located hundreds of feet away from Site 16, should not be
evaluated under the R! program.

RESPONSE 2h: Revised Draft Work Plan

Based on a field review of this site, what is being called a vertical tank in all of these
photographs is an aircraft control tower that is still present today.

c) Add the following statement lo this section: "Sites of potential concern identified RESPONSE 2e: Draft Work Plan
in the SAIC Report include ]list the site numbers as identified in the SAIC Report and
include 71, 87, 171,259, 276, 318, and 418]." Insert the phrase "in the viciniO' of Site 16" after the word "concern".

RESPONSE 2c: Revised Draft Work Plan

Not applicable to this plan.

COMMENT 3:A16.7 Chemicals to be Investigated During Phase II RESPONSE 3: Draft Work Plan

(;enerally discuss and evaluate the Phase 1 TFH-gasoline and TFH-diesel results, qbe discussion of Phase I TFlt-gasoline ,midTFlt-diesel results may be expanded, but file
includiag the results for deep boring 16_AB213. This section should include and bottom line is that the present discussion concludes that the pits leaked, ,'mdthat the fuel
discuss tile significance of the Phase ! TRP!t results, including the following: hydrocarbons present in the soil column pose a threat to groundwater quality. As

previously mentioned, TRPIt was not addressed during the DQO process. Regulatory
StratumI agenciesagreedwiththisstrategy.
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March31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATOr\f AGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Work Plan, Draft Field Sampling Plan and QualiD' Assurance Project Plan
Phase 1IRI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

()riginator: Joe Zarnoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

Date: 17 l)ecember 1903

SITE 17 - (?()MMIIN!('ATI()N STATION !,ANDFILL

('()MMENT1:AI7.4.2 SAICSurvey RESPONSEI: DraftWorkPlan

Add the fullowing statement to this section: "Sites of potential concern identified in Insert the phrase "in tire ricinity of Site 17" after the word "concern".
the SAIC Report include [list the site numbers as identified in the SAIC Report and
include192,315,and 3981." RESPONSEI: RevisedDraftWorkPlan

The area to be included in the field investigations incorporates anomalies identified in both
tire SAP amendment, and the SAIC Report that were in the proximity of the landfill,
employee interviews, Phase I RI data, and previous surface geophysical surveys. Please
refer to the Revised I)raf! Work Plan Appendix C for further details.

('()MMENT 2:AI7.7 Chemicals to be Investigated Durinl_ Phase I! RESPONSE 2: Draft Work Plan

Indicate that TRPI! was detected at a concentration of 1,831 ppm at the surface of TRPI I was not part of the DQO process, as previously agreed to by DTSC.
17SA I.

RESPONSE 2: Revised Draft Work Plan

TRPtt is included as a (7()PC to be investigated during Phase Il field activities.

COMMENT 3:AI7.9.1 and A17.10.2 Shallow Soll and A17.9.2 and AI7.10.3
Subsurface Soil

RESPONSE 3a: Draft Work Plan

Stralum 2 (Stained Area)
Agreed.

a) Please note that other figures delineating Stratum 2 are inconsistent with Figure
A 17-6; app:_rently Figure A 17-6 is the correct figure. Please make all necessary RESPONSE 3a' Revised Draft Work Plan
changes.

Figure Q2 in this plan ilhistrates the sampling locations.

I
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March31. 1005 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Draft Work Plan
Phase 11RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, CaliJornia

()riginalor: Joe Zamoch, DeN_ment of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, California

Date: 17December 1993

RESPONSE Sa: Revised Draft Work Plan

This plan proposes field screening of all samples, with selected samples sent off base
for fixed-hase CI,P analyses.

b) Please indicate lhul the secondary pit cnn also be Iocaled by lhe drain line. RESPONSE 5b: Draft Work Plan

Agreed.

RESPONSE 5b: Revised Draft Work Plan

This drain line is mentioned in the DQO for Site 16, presented as Appendix P to the
t'hase I! RI/FS Revised Draft Work Plan. In addition, figures and maps for Site 16
included in the Revised Draft Work Plan and the Revised Draft SAP illustrate the

locations of the secondary pit (the residual fluids pit) and the third pit used for fire
training with hand held equipment.

C()MI_II;.NT 6: A16.9.3 ami A 16.10.3 Groundwater RESPONSE 6: Draft Work Plan

Please indicate that a former and/or current aviation gasoline UST(s) located near The UST mentioned here may be contributing to the benzene contamination, ttowever, the
tile Aero CIn!_ could also be contributing to the benzene contamination, monitoring well in question (located midway between Sites 16 and 13) will still be valuable

in monitoring drawdown from the Desalter extraction system. If it is tree that the entire

()ne of the two newly proposed wells may not be necessary, benzene plume is downgradient from the Aero Club, then drawdown in this well will
indicate that the plume has been completely captured by the Desalter system. If the plume
is being contributed to by Site 16, then the well should reveal this fact.

RESPONSE 6: Revised Draft Work Plan

The fomler ,'md/orcurrent lIST(s) located near the Aero Club may be contributing to tile
benzene plume idenlified in the vicinity of Site 13 mid Tank Farm No. 2, but (they) are
approximately a half mile west of Site 16 in an oblique direction (roughly 45 ©to that tile
local groundwater flow) ,'uldfllese UST(s) have no relationship to the historic training
activities conducted at Site 16. As a result, the Aero Club UST(s) is(are) not discussed in
relation to Site 16. Neither of the wells is considered necessar7 at this time·
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March31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULAI_ _f AGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised WorkPlan. Draft Field Sampling Plan and Quality Assuratzce Project Plan
Phase 1I RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

(h iginalor: Joe Zarnoch, Depamnent of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Lxmg Beach, Califimlia

l)ale: I7 December 1993

year(s) and thc results. Indicate tile location of the tank farm (and individual tanks)
ill fi_f.ures.

h) SWM U/A()C 21)is dismissed based on a recommendation of No Further Action RESPONSE 1b: Draft Work Plan

in the Dra.l? RFA Report. Itowever, in our comments on the Draft RI_5tReport, we

indicated that SMWU/AOC 10 could be potentially conlaminated with petroleum If SWMU/AOC 20 is considered to be a problem by DTSC based on the RCRA Facility
hydrocarbons; TFit-diesel was found ,'Ita cnncentration of 463 ppm at 5 feet bgs, but Assessment, then the appropriate place to address it is under the RCRA program. These
deeper samples were not collected. Please make all necessary changes. Indicate the other sites should be addressed under other programs such as RCRA, base closure, Station
locations of SWMU_AOCs 20 and 107 in figures, compliance activities.

RESPONSE lb: Revised Draft Work Plan

This area has been designated Unit 4 at Site 19 and a single judgmentally placed boring will
be used to collect confirmation samples.

C()IMlXlENT 2: A 19.3 Chemicals of Potential Concern RESPONSE 2a: Draft Work Plan

a) In Figure A 19-2c, the COPCs for 19 AB218 are shown for 19 2FBI. The COPCs Agreed,
fi_r l0 2Ii'BI are not shown. Please make all necessary changes.

RESPONSE 2a: Revised Draft Work Plan

('()PCs for Site 19 are included in the Revised Draft Work Plan.

h) Add well 19 DGMW86 to Figure A 19-3. It appears that manganese, selenium, RESPONSE 2b: Draft Work Plan
and aluminum are ndssing as COPCs in groundwater for some of the wells in Figure
AI9-3; please make all necessary changes. Well 19_DGMW86was left off of the figurebecause it was noton the path of the cross

section. However, this well may be added. Mang,'mese and aluminum are missing on the
figure because concentrations in groundwater exceed only secondary MCLs, as stated on
the legend for the figure. Selenium was inadvertently left off of the results for Well
19_DGMW85, and should be added.
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March31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised WorkPlan, Draft Field Sampling Plan and Quality Assurance Project Plan
Phase I1RI/leS at MCAS El Toro, California

Originator: Joe Zarnoch, Depmlment of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Long Beach, Calilbmia

I)ate: 17l)ecember199t

h) Consider that it may be unnecessary to collect soil samples or drill a deep boring RESPONSE 31): Draft Work Plan
if Slratum 2 will be capped in addition to the landfill proper under a containment

approach mEthe presumptive remedy (see Presumptive Remedyfor CERCLA Agreed. Since these conunents were received, regulatory agencies ,'mdthe Navy have
Municipal Landfill Sites, U.S. EPA, September 1993). agreed that Stratum 2 will be eliminated a,s a separate area of investigation, and merged with

Stratum I (the landfill). Therefore, the ultimate remedy imposed on the landfill will include
Stratum 2.

RESPONSE 31): Revised [)raft Work Plan

This comment has been included in the Revised Draft Work Plan Appendix Q. Stratum
2 (Stained Area) has been included in the field investigations for the landfill unit.

COMMF, NT 4: A 17.9.3 and A 17.10.4 Groundwater RESPONSE 4: Draft Work Plan

The installation of new well 3 should be contingent on the analysis resulLs for the Section Al 7.10.4 states that the location of "New 3" will be contingent on the groundwater
other three dn,_ ngratlient wells at this site. flow direction after it has been refined by the installation of rite other wells. In other words,

the strategy is to locate the well directly downgradient from the landfill to allow long-term
monitoring of potential releases. If DTSC is st,ggesting that analyses should be used to
locate the well, Jt is agreed that analyses could be a pm1 of the decision. If DTSC is
suggesting that the well may not be needed, then this is also agreed, but the decision will be
contingent on both Ihe analyses results and the groundwater flow direction.

RESPONSE 4: Revised Draft Work Plan

This comment has been incorporated in the discussion of the proposed groundwater
monitoring well layout contained in the Revised Draft Work Plan.

Site 19- Aircraft Expeditionary Refueling (ACER) Site RESPONSE la: Draft Work Plan

These USTs are not part of the CERCLA program or Site 19, and being monitored under a
COMMENT I: A 19.1.1 Setting and History separate program at MCAS El Toro.

a} This sccthm shouhl describe the hlel farm (Tank Farm 101?) located at Site 19. RESPONSE la: Revised Draft Work Plan

Indicate the number of USTs, the capacity of each UST, and the current as well as
historic contents. Indicate if the USTs have been integrity tested, and if so, in what The above response is applicable to this plan.

[ t/3
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March31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Work Plan, Draft Field Sampling Plan and Quality Assurance Project Plan
Phase I1 RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

Originalor: Joe Zamoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, Lollg Beach, Califimlia

Dale: 17 l)ecember l()93

RESPONSE 2h: Revised Draft Work Plan

The specified metals are included as COPCs in the Revised Draft Work Plan.

(_OMMENT 3: A 19.4.1 EPA Survey RESP()NSE 3: Drnfl Work Plan

In figures, indicate the locations of Buildings 404 and 414. These building numbers were taken from previous repons, and appear to be incorrect. The
correct building numbers are currently shown on the figures.

RESPONSE 3: Revised Draft Work Plan

Con-ect Building numbers are shown on Figure 1-3 of this plan.

(?()MMENT 4: A 19.4.2 SAIC Survey RESPONSE 4a: !)raft Work Plan

a) identity the contents of the vertical rank observed in the 1967 and 1973 aerial Please see the response 1oComment 1.b fi)r Site 19 above. The vertical tank is outside site
photngr:iphs. This section indicates that the rank is Building 608; please explain, boundaries. In addition, there is rio evidence that a release ever took place from the tank.
Indicate the location of the tank in figures and make ali nece_sar3' changes, including
changes to characterization strategies. RESPONSE 4a: Revised Draft Work Plan

The above response is applicable to this plan.

b) Add the following statement to this section: "Sites of potential concern RESPONSE 4b: Draft Work Plan
identified in the SAIC Report include [list the site numbers ms identified in the SAIC
Report and include 166, 184, 200, 253, 328, 365, 489, and 5331." Insert the phrase "in fiw _'icinio' of Siw 19" after the word "concern".

RESPONSE 4b: Revised Draft Work Plan

Not applicable to this phm.

I
,, _h x /
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areas of the drainage ditch formerly "stained black with oil" are no longer visible at tile
site and vegetation growing in the ditch exhibits signs distress. Therefore, these
formerly stained areas are not delineated on the figures for Site 20. Data from the Phase
I R! sample locations, combined with data from sample locations proposed in the
Revised Draft Work Plan, will provide coverage of the drainage ditch including these
formerly stained areas.

COM MENT 2:A20.3 Chemicals of Polenlial Concern RESPONSE 2a: Draft Work Plan

a) Provide a figure indicating the COPCs for the four SWMUs/AOCs. Agreed.

RESPONSE 2a: Revised Draft Work Plan

SWMU 156, the 600-gallon waste oil UST is not being investigated as part of the
R1/FS, it will be addressed by the Navy under a separate UST program. COPCs for the
stained soil (Unit 3) overlying the UST are identified in the Revised Draft Work Plan.

COPCs for the remaining SWMUs, which are all located within the boundaries of Unit
4, are those identified for Unit 4 in the Revised Draft Work Plan. Separate lists for ttle
SWMUs are not provided because the SWMUs are not being investigated individually.

b) it appears that manganese is mi._ing as a COPC in groumlwater fi}rsome of the RESPONSE 2b: l)raft Work Plan
wells in Figure A20-3; please make all necessary changes.

As stated in the legend to the figure, only compounds that exceeded primary MCLs are
listed on the figures.

RESPONSE 2b: Revised Draft Work Plan

'llle above response is applicable to this plan.

COMMENT3:A20.4.2 SAICSurvey RESPONSE3: Draft Work Plan

Add the fi_llowing statement to this section: "Sites of potential concern identified in Insert the phrase "in the vicinity of Site 20" after the word "concern".
the SAIC Report inchlde [list the site numbers as identified in the SAIC Report]."
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C()MMENT 5:A!9.9.1 and Al9.10.1 Shallow Soil RESPONSE 5: !)raft Work Plan

Stratum ! Since these comments were received, the regulalory agencies ,'mdthe Navy have agreed that
Stralum 1 will be investigated further during the Phase II RI with a soil gas survey and the

In figures, indicate the locations of all fuel bladder revetmenLs, including those collection of the field screening soil samples. Immunoassay sanlples for PAHs would be a
identified in 1965 and 1970 aerial photngraphs, good idea, as the Phase I results indicatethat PAlls constitute the risk in shallow soilat tile

stratum. Once the extent of contamination is confirmed, then CLP samples may be taken
Inmmn.assay and/or Ihe TI)/(;C/MS riehl screening teclmiqncs can be used to on a random basis within the revised stratum boundaries for risk assessment, and to allow
analyze f_r PAlls. I1'proposed, initial inmmnoassay samples can be located 0.1-0.5 statistical conclusions to be made.
feel bgs. If the immunoassay resulls are negalive, then T!)/GC/MS field screening is
not necessary. !f the immunoa_say results are positive, use the TI)IGC/MS field RESPONSE 5: Revised Draft Work Plan
screening method to fitrther characterize extent, if needed; TD/GC/MS analyses
shonhl include IDAlis. Appendix R of this plan explains the rationale of sampling and analysis for this site.

'Fo characterize the human risk ,,vilh Level 3 or 4 data and, if needed, to confirm the

TD/f;C/MS resulls _¥ith !,ertl 3 or 4 data, please propose the CLI' samples in former
fi_elhladder revetment areas. Most of Ihe l'hase I surface/near surface soil samples
were collected at 0 and 2 feel bgs. CLP samples at 10 feet bgs may not be necessary,
hm_ev,rr, I'h;ise ! results doe indicate PAll contamination at a depth to at least 2 feel

Site 20 - I!obbv Shop RES!'ONSE 1: Draft Work Plan

Agreed. Since these comments were received, the regulatory agencies and the Navy have
t't}MMI,;NT 1:A20.1.1 Selling and tlislnry agreed that Stratum 4 ((_'ourtyard and Front Slope) will be further investigated during Phase

!I by a soil gas survey and the collection of field screening soil samples. The oil/water
!n figures, indicate the locations of the following: 1) the 600 gallon waste oil UST sep,'u-atorsand SWMU/AOCs are all in this stratum, and will be covered in the
{SWMU/A()C 156) and the three oil/water separators, 2) areas "stained black with investigation. The "stained" areas are in Strata 2 (South Drainage Ditch) and 3 (Stained
oil" (perhaps use slmding), and 3) SWMUs/AOCs 157, 158, and 159. Please also Area). These areas will be subject to a removal action. The UST is being monitored under
indicatepaved vs.unpaved areas, a separateUSTcomplianceprogramatMCASE1Toro.

RESP()NSE !: Revised Draft Work Plan

The locations of the 600-gallon waste oil UST, the oil/water separators, and the drum
storage SWMU/AOCs are indicated on figures for Site 20 included in the Revised I)rafi

Work Plan. The paved entry driveway and courtyard area are also designated. The
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cnnlamination in this case, was detected at 20_SAI at concentrations of 12,572, RESPONSE 5b: Revised Draft Work Plan

2,861, and 2,963 ppm at 0, 22, amt 4 feet bgs, respectively.
Although sampling strategies for Units 2 and 3 at Site 20 is presented in the Revised

The current ,vasle oil collection system at the tlobby Shop should be evaluated and Draft Work Plan, both units have already been designated for early removal action.

redesigned, if necessary, to preclude further releases. The waste oil UST should be ttandling of the waste oil UST will be addressed by the Navy under a separate UST
removed, if necessary, program, not as part of this RI/FS.

c) Stratum 4 RESPONSE 5c: Draft Work Plan

The sampling strate_' for this stratum fails to consider the detection of lead up to See the response to comment g4 for Site 20, above. The lead sample was collected in a
900 ppm. Samples should be analyzed fi)r metals and SVOCs. catch basin. This stratum will be analyzed further using soil gas and field screening soil

samples. The field screening analyses should include lead (possibly by X-Ray
fluorescence). PAl Is were not found to be a problem during Phase l, although fuel
hydrocarbons were detected above LUFF limits. The team should collect samples for TFil-
gasoline and TFlt-diesel, and should evaluate whether to collect field-screening samples for
PAl Is (possibly by immunoassay).

RESPONSE 5c: Revised Draft Work Plan

The DQO for Site 20. presented as Appendix S to the Revised Draft Work Plan, include

provision for sampling and analysis of metals and PAl-Is as wells as PCBs, TFH-
gasoline and -diesel plus volatile organic compounds (VOCs) at Unit 4. Further, the
presence of lead at a concentration exceeding the RBC at the catch basin is also
discussed in the I)Q()

Site 21 - Materials Management Group_ Building 320 RESPONSE I: Draft Work Plan

COMMENT l: A21.I.1 Setting and History Considering the fact that nocontaminants were found to pose a threat to health or to
groundwater quality during Phase I, and that no known releases have occurred at Site 21, it

The lAS indicates that chemical supply drums were also stored next to a parking lot seems unnecessary to add a stratum from a former drum storage area located .across the
across the street from Building 320. Consider adding this area as a stratum, street, where no releases are known to have occurred, to an existing CERCLA site.
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RESPONSE 1: Revised Draft Work Plan

The above response is applicable to this plan.

C()MMENT 2:A21.4.2 SAIC Survey RESPONSE 2: Draft Work Plan

Add the following statement to this section: "Sites of potential concern identified in Insert tile phrase "in the vicinity of Site 21" after the word "concern".
the SA1C Report include [list the site numbers as identified in the SAIC Report]."

RESPONSE 2: Revised Draft Work Plan

Not applicable lo this plan.

COMMENT 3:A21.7 Chemicals to be Investigated Durin_ Phase !! RESPONSE 3: Draft Work Plan

Evaluate the detection of TRPH at a concentration of 2,556 ppm in the Phase I TRPt ! was not evalualed during the DQO process, as agreed by the teton.

upgradient surface soil sample at 21 UGS.
RESPONSE 3: Revised Draft Work Plan

The TRP!t was detected in a surficial sample collected beneath the asphalt pavement of

a parking lot across the street from Site 21. 3'he TRPtl most likely represents natural
leaching of hydrocarbons to soil from the asphalt binder material which is composed to
petroleum hydrocarbons. As a result, it does not appear to be associated with historic
Site 21 activities.

C()MMENT4:A21.9.2 SubsurfaceSoil RESPONSE4: Draft WorkPlan

Please evahmte the l'hase I boring log for 21_DGMW90; visible contamination was lhe only vadose zone samples that were collected mid analyzed in downgradient wells
noted at 30 and 80 feet hgs. Apparently the 30 foot depth sample was not analyzed, during Phase I were taken within 30 feet of the water table. Other samples were not

specified in the SAP. The 80-foot sample in this well was one of these s,'unples,and only
trace levels of medloxychlor mid TFH-gasoline were found, in addition, the groundwater

samples collected fi'om this'well have contained very Iow levels of contam' s, and none
that appear to related to releases from Site 21.
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RESPONSE 4: Revised Draft Work Plan

The above response is applicable to this plan.

Site22 - TacticalAir Fuel DispensingSystem RESPONSE1: Draft Work Plan

(,t)MMENT I: A22.1 Setting and History Adding this infbmmtion to the text would be unnecessary unless DTSC intends that this
area should be added lo Sile 22. if so, then the entire MCAS El Toro team should

Include the fulluwing information as well as information on other fuel spills in the participate in the decision, ltJe area described above is about 300 feet west of the current
area of Site 22; nmke all necessary changes to strata definition and characterization site boundaries. These spills all took place 15 years ago, ,andthat fuels have likely
strategies: biodegradedtoa pointthattheyno longerposea risk. It isrecommendedthatthisarea,if

addressed at all, be addressed outside the CERCLA program.
,, (In April 18, 1978, appruxinmtely 2,700 to 4,0(}0 gallons of JP-5 was released from
a ruptured fuel bladder east of Building 369. The fuel flowed across a fuel truck RESPONSE I: Revised Draft Work Plan
unloading area, across a parking lot on the east side of Building 369, and into the
storm drain located at the southeast corner of Building 369. The fuel on the parking These documented releases in Unit I were discussed and evaluated as part of the DQO
lot _vas x,ashed into the storm drain tirol leads to Bee Canyon Wash. fi)r Site 22, presented in Appendix U to the Revised Draft Work Plan. The Soil Gas

Survey results did not identify TFH or BTEX in soil gas samples collected from

· {)n March 23, 1979, an unsl}eeified volume of J!'-5 was released fi'om a ruptured throughout the impacted area located south southwest of Unit I. These data, and
fuel bladder and in transferring fitel from one bladder to another, a valve was interview commeuts describing collection of petroleum hydrocarbons in Bee Canyon
inadvertently left open resulting in an additional release of fuel. Fuel on the parking Wash, suggest that most of the identified filel releases flowed into the storm sewer
area next to Building 369 was washed into the storm drain leading to Bee Canyon system and then into Bee Canyon Wash rather than soaking through pavement into the
Wash. underlyingsoilssouthsouthwestof[Init1.

Additional sampling in this area will be conducted as part of the Site 24 VOC Source
· ()n April 13, 1979, approximately one to several thousand gallons of JP-5 spilled Investigation. These additional data will be assessed along with the existing soil gas
out of a TAF!)S fuel bladder and "liquefied" the asphalt in the parking lot by survey data.
Building 369. The JP-5 also entered the storm drain at Building 369 and flowed into
Bee Canyon Wash.

COMMENT 2:A22.4 Surveys of Historical Aerial Photographs RESPONSE 2: Draft Work Plan

Indicate lhat the trenches observed in the 1952 aerial photograph will be evaluated Stratum I of Site 10 (Aircraft Matting Area) and Stratum I of Site 22 (Western Area) will
as part ofSite 10. beevaluatedduringthe PhaseIlRIbyfieldscreeningsoilsamples.Inaddition,thearea

will be included in the Site 24 soil gas survey. These smnples should also serve to evaluate
__ any risk remaining from the 43-year-old trench.
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RESPONSE 3: Revised Draft Work Plan

Not applicable to this plan.

('()MMENT 4:A20.7 Chemicals to be Investigated !)uring Phase !I RESPONSE 4: Draft Work Plan

Indicate that Icad did exceed the RBC al Stratum 4; please make all necessary Lead exceeded the RBC in a sample collected from the catch bxsin that is located in Slralu|n
changes, inclndinR tahles. 4, but not irtany Stratum 4 shallow soil samples. As a catch basin sample, it was not

inch]ded in the statistical calculations that the shallow soil samples were, and thus should
not be included in the tables, ttowever, the lead occurrence is certainly noteworthy and
should be mentioned in lite text.

RESPONSE 4: Revised Draft Work Plan

Lead is identified as exceeding the RBC at Unit 4 in the DQO discussion for Site 20,
presented as part of Appendix S to the Revised Draft Work Plan.

C()MMENT 5:A20.9.1 and A20.10.1Shallow Soil RESPONSE5a: Draft Work Plan

a) Stratum2 AgreedAsmentionedabove,tiffsstratumisplannedforremovalaction.

The document shin,Id evahmte the reason for the elevated detection limits (up to RESPONSE Sa: Revised Draft Work Plan

22,0tl0 pph) fi_r PAlls in the surfilce soil samples at 20DD5 and 20 DD6. The
interference svas prohably due to high concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons; Matrix interference, in this case from petroleum hydrocarbons, is the most likely cause
please discuss the TRP!t delected in surface soil samples at 20DD5 (7,046 ppm) and
21} DD6 (84,590 ppml. 1'he risk estimates, as presented for Stratum 2, are probably

not truly representative. Consider remediation rather than additional
characterizJltiou fi_r Stratum 2.

h) Stratum 3 RESPONSE 51): Dr'fit Work Plan

Stratum 3 is omtanenaled. Rather than further defining risk, propose a sampling Agreed. Please note that this stratum is planned for a removal action.

strategy ttmt uill delineate thc extent of the contamination or if the extent can be de-
termined, consider remediation. Please note that TRPH_ most likely indicating oil
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shallow soil located beneath 14-inches of high-strength concrete aircraft apron. While

No Further Response Action Planned is recommended for the area (Unit 2) based upon
evaluation of all the soil and soil gas data evaluated to date, additional sampling in the
immediate area of Site 22, Unit 2, will take place as part of the proposed scopes of work
for Sites 10 and 24.

(?()MM!r, NT 5:A22.10 Phase I! Remedial Investigation Design RESPONSE 5: Draft Work Plan

Strata 1 and 2 Phase I soil samples were located within fomler revetment areas. The stains were observed
to have migrated from place to place within the revetment areas on various historical

Generally, l'hase I soil samples were not located in stained areas identified in aerial photographs; therefore, samples collected within the boundaries of the revetments were
photographs nor in former fuel bladder revetment areas. In addition, Phase I soil considered to have a greater probability of being more similar than samples collected
samples were apparently not located ahmg the former road, east of Stratum 2, outside the stratum. The fomler road east of Stratum 2 was not part of the site, and still is
observed with stains from a 1052 aerial photograph. Conclusions drawn from not. Field screening may be suitable for Stratum 1 (Western Area), where there is no
limited !'hase I inhwmation is questionahle, hnmunoassay and/or TD/GC/MS pavement, ttowever, it is definitely not suited for Stratum 2 (Eastern Area), which lies
methods with CI,P confirmation could he used to further characterize both strata, under the tarmac, and where calculated risk on Phase I samples was almost nonexistent.

RESPONSE 5: Revised Draft Work Plan

No Further Response Action Planned is proposed for Unit 2. At Unit I, samples have
and/or will be collected from the former tirol bladder revetment areas.

The issue of a road east of Unit 2 has not been raised previously and despite staining,
would seem to have little in common with Site 22. The addition of such a road to Site

10, where waste oils were spread for dust control, would seem more appropriate. In
either case, road stains that are now over 40 years old and if still present, under 14-
inches of concrete, would seem to be a non-issue.

Site 24 - !'otential VOC Source Area and Site 25 - Maior Drainages RESPONSE: Draft Work Plan

These sites willbe evaluated in the soil gas survey work plan. Agreed.

RESPONSE: Revised Draft Work Plan

Portions of these sites were investigated during a soil gas survey. The results and influences

on the Phase II work are discussed in Appendix W of this plan.
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I)RAFT SAMI'I,IN(; AND ANAI,¥SIS PLAN NOTE: 7he fi;llowing comments were prepared b)' Navy CLEAN II to provide ]

The Draft SAP contains information lhat is not referred to in the rest of the information on the Phase II RI/FS Draft Field Sampling Plan. I
dncument, inferring that the Draft SAP was not completely tailored h}r this
particular work plan Any information included in the Draft SAP that is not
applicable to the rest of the documen! should be omitted. There are numerous
secthms that have no relevance to the proposed investigation; these include, but
are not limited to, sections on packer installation, video logging, and procedures
for mulliple-port well installathm. The Draft SAP and the rest of the document
must be reconciled so that they are consistent with one another.

C()MMENT I: Section 4.3 Quality Control RESPONSE 1: Draft Field Sampling Plan

For gronmh_rater samples, we reemumend lite use of field hlanks as a check on The Draft Field Sampling Plan will include provision tot collection of a blank intended
atnbient airhorne conlaminalion htr those wells located at or near tarmacs with to provide data on ambient airborne contamination when groundwater samples will be

signillcan! jet traffic during sampling. Field blanks should consist of purified collected from wells located adjacent to runways, taxiways, etc. with significant jet
water that is taken into the field (during sampling and at the specific well traffic.
location} and transferred from lite water container In the individual sample vial
{s).

COMMENT 2. Section 4.3.1 Field Duplicate Samples

a) Please explain lite second sentence "For soil samples, duplicate samples will be RESPONSE 2a: Draft Field Sampling Plan
collected by splitting samples, provided that sufficient sample volume can be
collected". See comments below. Section4.4.1 in the Draft Field SamplingPlan indicates that owing to the

heterogeneity of soil samples, duplicate samples will be prepared by the laboratory.
Soil samples will be: submitted to the laboratory in 2-inch by 6-inch stainless steel
sleeves.

b) It does not appear thai a bailer will be used to collect water samples in Phase RESPONSE 2b: Draft Field Sampling Plan
Il, however, it is included in the discussion. If used, please indicate that volatile

organlc attalysis (V()A) hollies will be filled with waler from the same bailer Groundwater samples proposed in the Draft Field Sampling Plan will not be collected
volume, usingbailersandnodiscussionofbailersamplingproceduresis included.
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C()MMENT 3. Section 4.3.2 rinsates and Equipment Blanks RESPONSE 3: Draft Field Sampling Plan

Please indicate that all preservatives used in the field will be included in the As specified in Section 4.4.2 of the Draft Field Sampling Plan, all preservatives used in
rinsale :md equipment blanks, the field will be includedin the equipmentrinsate blanks submitted to the laboratory.

C()Mr_IENT 4. 4.3.3 Trip Blanks RESPONSE 4: Draft Field Sampling Plan

A trip blank should be included in each cooler shipped to the laboratory to As specified in Section 4.4.3 of the Draft Field Sampling Plan, one trip blank will be
account for any contamination which may occur from handling, included in each cooler shipped lo the laboratory whenever the samples include

analyses for VOCs.

(?{)Mr_IENT 5. Table 5-0 Sample Containers_ Preservatives and Holdinl_ Times

a) Indicate that water samples for ammonia will be cooled to 4°C and that the RESPONSE 5a: Draft Field Sampling Plan
holding time is < 28 days. indicate that water samples for nitrate/nitrite will be

cooled to 4°C and that the holding time is < 48 hours. Table 9-4 in the QAPP indicates that groundwater and surface water samples for
analysis of ammonia will be cooled lo 4 C and the holding time is 28 days.

As Table 9-4 in the QAPP indicates, groundwater and surface water samples h)r
analysis of nitrate/nitrite wi[l be cooled lo 4_C and the holding time is 28 days. The
issue of holding tilne is apparently a point of confusion and is based upon the method
used for analysis of niuate/nitrite. For the a£orementioned QAPP, nitrate/nitrite is

proposed as a single analysis using EPA Test Method 353.2, which specifies a 28-day
holding period, if the nitrate and nitrite analyses were performed separately using
other EPA analytical methods, the allowable maximum holding time is then only 48
hours as suggested in this comment.

b) Indicate that polyethylene containers will be provided with polypropylene RESPONSE 5b: Draft Field Sampling Plan
closures. !mlicate that glass containers ( except VOA vials) will be provided with
Teflon-lined closures. The QAPP indicates that all sample containers will be provided by the laboratory

which will follow the prescribed CLP Sample Bottle Repository Program procedures.
Further, it states that all glass containers (except VOAs) will be provided with Teflon-
lined closures. Stating that a polyethylene bottle will be provided with a
polypropylene cap is a statement of the obvious and is unnecessary. Polypropylene
caps are standard fi)r polyethylene bottles.
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COMMENT 6. Section 6.0 Field Methods and Procedures

a) in an appropriate section, please indicate that: 1) regulatory representatives RESPONSE 6a: Draft Field Sampling Plan
will be notified at least two weeks in advance of the date for the initiation of

fleldwork and 2) base passes will be issued in advance to regulatory The issues raised here have been addressed during meetings held over the last several
representatives fi_r the duration of the fieldwork, months. First, advance regulatory agency notification of project activities, whether

they are meetings or field operations is already in place as a standard procedure. And
once the Phase II RI/FS actually commences, regular memoranda and meetings will he

held as fiequently as twice monthly to discuss project status and summarize planned
upcoming activities. Second, the base passes and vehicle permits must be obtained by
each agency or subcontractor; individual written requests to obtain long-term vehicle
passes and/,or base access badges are needed.

h) !n tin appropriate section, indicate that soil samples will be discrete samples RESPONSE 6b: Draft Field Sampling Plan
and nol composite samples, except for immunoassay samples. If immunoassay
techniques are used, collect composite samples h)r immunoassay analysis from All proposed soil samples designated for collection in the Draft Field Sampling Plan,
0.1 to 0.5 feet bgs. includingimmunoassaysamples,willbe discretesamplesand notcompositesamples,

based upon the assumption that a 2-inch by 6-inch stainless steel sleeve represents a
discrete sample interval (ie.. 0-0.5 feet or 5_5.5 feet).

COMMENT 7. Section 6 2.4.3 Procedure - Downhole Geophysical and Video RESPONSE 7: Draft Field Sampling Plan

Loewi n.g
Section 6.8.1 of tile Draft Field Sampling Plan describes the proposed borehole

Please indicate that at a mininmm, the following borehole geophysical methods geophysical methods, which are spontaneous potential, induction logging, natural

shall be used: spontaneous potential, guard resistivity, natural gamma and gamma, and caliper. These correspond to the methods specified in the comment, with
caliper, inductionloggingruninplaceofconventionalresistivitylogging.

C(}MMENT 8. 6.2.5 Surface-Water Quality Sampling

a) it is;stated that surface water samples will be collected when there is adequate RESPONSE 8a: Draft Field Sampling Plan
stream tlnw. Explain the definition of "adequate stream flow". How much
water nmst be flowing befure a sample is collected? Indicate that sampling will This comment is {)lily applicable to text in the Phase 1I Draft Field Sampling Plan. The
occur during a "first storm" event, if possible, section covering surface water sampling states that surface water samples will be

collected when there is stream flow. A minimum flow rate is not specified because

1
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samples will be collected if any flow is observed. Samples will be collected during a
"first storm" event, if possible.

h) Although it is understood that ephemeral and intermittent streams require RESPONSE 8b: Draft Field Sampling Plan
special consideration because of rapid changing stage, discharge, concentration
and loads, san}pies should) if possihle, he collected using a standard multi- The section covering surface water sampling procedures in the Phase Il Draft Field
vertical, depth-integrated method to obtain the most representative sample. Sampling Plan states that a multi-vertical, depth integrated sampling method will be
Single-vertical, dip, and other types of point sampling methods are not used where feasible and as appropriate. Exceptions Io Iris sampling procedure would
recommended except during extreme flow conditions, include peak or near peak storm flow and Iow flow conditions. During very high flows

(storm peak or nero peak conditions), when turbulent flow conditions and high
velocities are likely to occur, it may not be feasible physically or appropriate from a
health and safety viewpoint to conduct sampling as specified. Under such conditions,
the field personnel perfi)rming the work will use their professional judgment to
implement a sampling approach that reflects the flow conditions within the constraims
of any safety limitations. When surface water cross-section depths are less than one
foot (i.e., during Iow-tlow conditions), the dip sampling method will be used. Further,
when the surface water cross-section width is also less than one foot, a single vertical
sampling location will be considered representative and therefore acceptable.

c) Il is recmnmended that a churn splitter be used to subsample a composite RESPONSE 8c: Draft Field Sampling Plan
sample. Organic samples should not be composited in a plastic churn splitter
because of possible contamimflion from or adsorption to the plastic. Although it When a multi-vertical, depth integrated sampling method is used for surface water
umy not be possible to decontamhmte collection containers in the field because of sampling at MCAS El Toro, the sample water will be composited in a chum splitter,
adverse weather conditions it is still possible to thoroughly rinse containers with then distributed to individual sample containers as appropriate. VOC samples will not
sample water or use disposable containers or the actual sample container, be composited because mixing in the churn splitter could lead to volatilization of

constituents. Sampling equipment such as collection bottles or the chum splitter will
be decontaminated in the field between sampling locations using the wash and rinse
method described in the Draft Field Sampling Plan. If field conditions are such that
decontaminated sampling equipment does not completely dry during the interval
between samples, the equipment will be rinsed with sample water from the next
location before sample collection begins there.
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d) This section stales that "Dedicated supplies will be stored at the fie.Id RESPONSE 8d: Draft Field Sampling Plan
administration office and will not be used for other sampling efforts". Does this
include field instruments such as pH and specific conductance meters? If not, Specific pit and conductivity meters will not be dedicated solely to surface water
will these meters be readily available and will there be sufficient personnel to sampling. Field calibration is a standard protocol at all surface or groundwater
calihrate all riehl meters at the sampling site? sampling locations and will be performed as part of tile setup procedure in preparation

for sample collection. As Section 6.5 in the Draft Field Sampling Plan indicates,
collection of surface water samples, owing to the intermittent nature and short duration
of runoff events, will take priority over other activities (i.e., "other work will stop
during the period of sampling.") so the necessary pH and conductivity monitoring
instruments and personnel to collect the samples will always be available.

(,()MMENr 9: Section 6.3 Soil Sampling and Drilling and Subsections

a) Use a decontaminated shovel to clear the surface soil sample location to 0. I RESPONSE 9a: Draft Field Sampling Plan
feet hgs and instead of using a trowel to collect the sample, use a coring sampler
with a non-plastic liner to collect an undisturbed soil sample. This method can Surficial samples will be collected using a drill rig mounted modified California
he used fi)r all surface soil sample types, including VOCs. A plastic liner may be sampler or a hand held core sampler equipped with a 2-inch by 6-inch sleeve.
used il' the sample is not analyzed h)r organics. Describe how the liner will be Stainless steel sleeves will be used for sample collection. A trowel will only be used if
sealed for sample storage and transport. !f recovery is a problem, use the the condition of the surficial soil is such that it cannot be retained in the stainless steel
proposed method. After the surface soil sample-has been collected, a trowel can sleeve (i.e., such as loose, dry sand).
he used to collecl enough soil within or below the coring sampler depth for a
field delernfinatlon of headspace vapor. Please make all necessary changes in
Section 6.3.4.3 (Procedure Sampling witha ttand Auger).

h) Although it is acceptable lo collect soil samples at predetermined depths, in RESPONSE 9b: Draft Field Sampling Plan
addition, surface/suhsurface samples should also be collected where VOC field
monitoring devises register possible contaminathm and subsurface samples The Phase Il l)raft Field Sampling Plan proposes sampling both at 5-foot intervals and
should he collected at changes in lithology, in some cases continuous soil coring. While field VOC monitoring will be conducted,

once the augers have penetrated below about 5 feet depth, reliable VOC field readings
will only be obtainable when subsurface soil samples are recovered. Whether the
sampling is continuous coring or 5-foot spaced drive samples, recover will only be at
5-foot intervals. While field VOC monitoring of a 5-foot core would allow
determination of depth specific VOC concentrations (and therefore delineation of
contaminated intervals, exposure of the soil to obtain the VOC readings and handling

1
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of tile soil core to extract a sample for laboratory analysis would probably result in a
significant loss of VOCs from tile sample. Such losses would certainly represent a
much higher percentage of the actual undisturbed sample concentration than any losses
from samples collected and sealed in 2-inch by 6-inch stainless steel sleeves. As with
many decisions, collection of drive samples at 5-foot intervals represents the best
comprise between complete lithologic characterization and/or a complete field VOC
monitoring profile versus obtaining representative sample analytical results.

While some continuous coring will be conducted during the Phase II RI/FS field

investigations, most samples will be collected at 5-foot intervals during auger drilling.
Using this standard method, defining the specific depths at which lithologic changes
occur may not always be possible based on the 1.5 feet samples recovered from every 5
foot interval. In many cases, it may depend instead upon the auger drilling rig
operator's ability to sense a change in drilling conditions. In discussions with the
regulatory agency representatives between July and October 1994, a proposal was put
forward to conduct a preliminary stratigraphic investigation in an attempt to define
subsurface changes in lithology beneath each site and to possibly correlate this
infi)rmation across MCAS El Toro. The investigation as proposed would have
involved drilling and geophysical logging of a series of mud rotary boreholes (the mud
rotary method necessary for the subsequent geophysical logging), performing a series
of cone penetrometer test borings, and correlating these data with that collected
previously during the Phase I RI. The result of such an investigation provides advance
knowledge of the depths where lithologic changes occurred, providing the ability to
tailor the Phase Il RI/FS soil sampling program to better document subsurface
conditions and to target intervals where contamination would likely be observed.

c) The draft SAP stales that the modified California or split-spoon sampler will RESPONSE 9c: Draft Field Sampling Plan

be fitted with up to six iudlvidual sleeves. Indicate the length of the sampler that Draft Field Sampling Plan addressing hollow-stem auger, air-rotary, and mud-rotary
will be used as well as lite diameter of lite sleeves, drilling methods will state that 24-inch long modified California or split-spoon
Please indicate that at least a 2 foot sampler (with four sleeves) will be used to samplers, equipped with four 2-inch diameter by 6-inch long stainless steel sleeves will
collect soil samples when hollow-stem auger, air-assisted or mud rotary drilling be used for collecticm of soil samples during borehole drilling. However, if it becomes
metlmds are used (please make the necessary changes to Secthm 6.3.6.3 impossible to drive the sampler a full 24-inches, the field geologist may elect to allow
(Procedure - IMud-Rotary). Indicate that the next-to-the-deepest sleeve will be the driller to use the shorter 18-inch modified California sampler. The Plan specifies
used fi)r VOC analysis, when applicable, that the bottom sleeve is to be used for field screening (portable instruments and/or
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mobile laboratoD, I and lithoh)gy. The next-to-the-deepest sleeve will be used for VOC
and other laboratory analyses, while the third from the bottom sleeve will be used for
lithologic description. The top sleeve, which often contains sloughed material, will
also be examined for lilhology.

d) The document proposes nmd rotary drilling for the installation of monitoring RESPONSE 9d: Draft Field Sampling Plan
wells. The prohlems associated with mud rotary drilled boreholes for the
purpose of environmental groundwater monitoring can often outweigh the While Draft Field Sampling Plan includes provision to use the mud rotary drilling
benefits. If elevated concentrations of contamination are encountered, the method for selected boreholes, they would be drilled using the mud rotary method to

drilling fluid nmy bec(mm contaminated, if this occurs, contamination can be maintain stability of the open borehole and to provide a suitable drilling fluid for
transported throughout the entire section of the borehole, in addition, large running downhole geophysical logs. The ability to geophysically log selected
amounts of drilling fluids would have to be properly disposed. Monitoring wells boreholes is the prinmry reason for selection of this drilling method. These boreholes
constructed in mud rotary drilled boreholes can also be difficult to develop are not proposed for conversion to groundwater monitoring wells. The Plan proposes
properly. If a monitoring well is converted into an extraction well, proper well to use hollow-stern auger and/or air-rotary drilling methods at locations were
devehqunent can lie a significant factor to the efficiency of an extraction well. groundwater wells are to be installed. However, if these drilling methods prove

ineffective at some sites owing to potential problems such as heaving sands, it could

In addiition, it is often not possihle to identify depth to groundwater using a mud become necessary to use the less-satisfactory mud rotary method
rotary rig _hile drilling the borehole. Il ix recommended to implement either
holh)w-slem auger or air drilling techniques fi)r as ninny monitoring wells as
possihle. The I)raft SAP indicates that hollow-stem augers have been used for
holes aKdeep as 180 feet bgs. Although it is acknowledged that depth to
groundwater can be depicted using borehole geophysical logs, it is preferred to
continuously core the horehole using one of the above recommended drilling
methods. If collecting continuous cores is not feasible, then it is strongly
recommended to collect drive samples at a minimum of every ten feet, at obvious

litholot,y changes, and at least one at the screened interval. Collecting soil
samples will supplement the limited stratigraphlc data, aid in later modeling
efforts, and provide valuable information to evaluate the hydrogeology beneath
the Station.

e) A screen slot size of 0.02 inch and #3 Monterey sand may not always be the RESPONSE 9e: Draft Field Sampling Plan

appropriate choice for a monitoring well filter pack. An on-site sieve analysis
should he performed l)rior to well installation and before choosing a slot/filter Use of on-site sieve analysis for determining well screen slot size and filter pack

pack size. gradation is incorporated.
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f) Provide detailed figures showing tile co,instruction of a typical auger, air RESP()NSE gl: Revised Draft Work Plan
drilled, and nmd rotary drilled nmnitoring well.

Construction details of a typical monitoring well proposed for installation under tile
[)raft Fiekl Sampling Phm are presented in Section 6.

g) Pro,,ide a figure showing all methods that may be used for surface completing RESPONSE 9g: Draft Field Sampling Plan
of well heads.

The Plan in Section 6 presents details for above ground and below ground (flush-
grade) well completion methods.

h) The proposal for u'ell annular concrete grout seals (with an nptional 5 percent RESPONSE Oh: Draft Field Sampling Plan
bentonite additive} from the lop of the bentonite transition seal to land surface is
not acceptable, il is strongly recommended to use a pure bentonite grout for the The use of a bentonite seal to ground surface rather than a cement grout seal is not
entire seal (top of filter pack to land surface). Concrete seals have a tenancy to acceptable to the Navy, particularly where the well will be installed through asphalt or
shrink and crack, possibly creating a conduit to the water table, concrete roadways and aircraft parking aprons or taxiways. Such completions will not

provide the necessary slrtlctural support for the traffic box and/or well casing, which
could result in a well casing failure or worse, damage to an aircraft, if a plane were to
nm over such a well completion. While cement grout may shrink and crack,

particularly at the surface or in the shallow subsurface, it is difficult to visualize ttle
propagation of a continuous crack or fracture through cement grout extending from
ground surface to the waler table. Confined at depth and under pressure (from the
weight of the overlying cement grout), the grout sets in a more consistent manner that
largely precludes development of the cracks or fractures commonly observed at ground
surface.

COMMENT 10. Section 6.4.11.3 Procedure - Field Filtration of Groundwater RESPONSE 10: Draft Field Sampling Plan

Samples
The Draft Field Sampling Plan proposes to collect groundwater samples for both total

Groundwater should be sampled and analyzed for total (unfiltered) and (unfiltered) and dissolved (filtered) metals. The proposed pre-washing procedure for
dissolved (lillered) metals, the sample fillers will be incorporated if manufacturer's guidelines ,are not available.

Precautions will be taken to minimize turbidity during groundwater sampling events.

For liltered samples, indicale that ttDemanufacturer's guidelines for the discard These precautions will include maintenance of low pumping rates during purging and
volume for the type of filter to be used _ill be followed. Indicate that if sampling as well as monitoring for turbidity throughout.
manufacturer's guidelines are not available, the filter will be pre-washed with

3/2;q/'_5 F X,REI '1_R1'4_('I I }st>\_,_,( }R KPI XN\RI;gP¢ '( )MBS.[{ '14 IX :,(' 135



March31, 1995 RESPONSETO REGULATORYAGENCYCOMMENTS
of

Revised Work Plan. Draft Field Sampling Plan and Quality Assurance Project Plan
Phase II RI/FS at MCAS El Toro, California

Originator: Joe Zamoch, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4, [xmg Beach. California

I)ate: 17l)ecember Iq93

disli!led water and a volume of groundwater equal to two times the capacity of

the filtering device must be passed through the filter and discarded before
samples are collected.

For unfiltered samples, indicate that extra precautions will be taken to minimize
sample turbidity, including the use of very Iow-flow pumps for purging and
sampling. Turbidity should be carefully monitored and reported along with the
sample results. !f necessary, filtered particles can then be analyzed by electron
microscopy and/or x-ray spectroscopy to further aid in the evaluation of whether
or not the particles are actually mobile in the aquifer.

i
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C,[!.!!:()RNI,.[ RI,X;IONAL WATER Q{tALITY CONTROl, It()ARD

General Comment: RESPONSE: Revised Draft Work Plan

The _ork plans tire designed to take the results of the Phase ! investigation and The basis for the Revised Draft Work Plan included the Phase I RI data, RCRA

apply thc resultant risk (or apl)ropriate £actor) to determine the level and media Facility Assessment. Soil Gas Survey, aerial photographs, and employee interviews.
fi_r Phase II effort at individual sites. Our problem with application of a health [:our sampling designs are proposed which will allow flexibility in determining
based risk approach al this site is that tile principle demonstrated threat is to an sampling location, depending on site conditions.
environmental receptor: groundwater. Il' you apply the Phase I data using the
Marine (_orpLs/Navy's nm(leling (or approacli), it will not predict or explain the
gr(mnduater V()(' plume as presenlly defined. Therefore, sources of the plume
and possible other signilicant soil contamination, at depth associated with
varinus sites arc yet undiscovered. We are not certain and do not basically agree
wlth tile applicatiml that the resultant risk and Phase ! data should be such
integral factors in determining sampling locations (or depth) for the Phase II
iuvestigalJon.

Draft Work Plan Specific Comments:

4.9.2.3 Considerations on Physical tests and Vadose Zone Modeling RESPONSE: Revised Draft Work Plan

Model boundary parameter sensitivity requires extensive known Soil samples will be analyzed for additional geotechnical parameters such as
data/inh_rmation to base engineering/modeling assumptions on to predict site permeability and grain-size distribution at sites where modeling may be used.
characteristics through modeling, lhis normally requires an extensive data
gathering effi}rt in order to input proper model boundary parameters. The
Phase I Remedial Investigation data was collected prior to the proposal of using
vadose zone modeling to predict site conditions Phase Il does nut propose to
collect data fi_r nlodeling specifically necessary for the establishment of proper
model Imundary parameters.
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4.10.2.3BoundaryConditions RESPONSE:RevisedDraftWork Plan

Gas Exchange Between the Lowest Cell and the Groundwater The exchange between vapor phase and dissolved is dependent on several factors,
including the I lenry's Constant and solubility. In general, most VOCs, such as TCE,

We disagree with your assumption that the water table is impervlous to gaseous will transfer more readily from groundwater to soil gas.
diffusion. It is commonly held the opposite is true, VOCs move from
groundwater into the unsaturated soils and/or from the unsaturated soils into the

groundwater. As an example we understand that a groundwater VOC plume
has been mapped at a Superfund site in Arizona using tbis phenomenon and
near surface gas collection sampling.

4.10.2.4 VI,EACH Assumptions RESPONSE: Revlsed Draft Work Plan

Preh, rred Pathways to Flow Continuous borings, downhole geophysical logging, and CPT sampling will be
conducted to develop a more refined understanding of strategraphic controls on

It is known that preferred flow pathways exist in soils and that under MCAS El contain migration. These strategraphic controls will be incorporated as appropriate
Toro soils in the unsaturated zone are not homogeneous; therefore, assuming in computer modeling. Current data does not indicate that free product exists in
these facts are not true, would not appear to us to be a reasonable approach, groundwater. Investigations in the Phase II RI were developed to assess this situation.

Presence of Free Product

We strongly disagree with the assumption that no free product exists. Based on
the compounds of interest, the size of the groundwater contaminant plume, and
the fact that the Phase 1 drilling failed to identified the source of the
groundwater plume (except Site 2), we can not agree with the assumption or the
statement of Phase I supporting your assumption that no free product exists.

4.10.2..5 Input Parameters (reference: 4.10.4.5 Surface Recharge) RESPONSE: Revised Draft Work Plan

The surface recharge rate appears to us as perhaps the most critical input Local changes to surface recharge will be estimated, especially where irrigation (e.g.,
parameter, in your limited discussion on the estimation of this value, which you golf course) or stream flow [nay alter recharge. In areas open to the environment and
vary frmn site to site, only annual rainfall is identified as the source of recharge, do not receive additional surface water (e.g., grasslands between or surrounding
We believe that depending on where you are on the station, surface recharge is runways), rainfall will be the only estimated recharge to be used.
affected by other sources in addilion to annual rainfall, such as: watering

/
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grasses and plants to maintain landscaping, watering for dust suppression,
irrigation to support agricultural operations (on and off base), and proximity to
intermittent streams which often contain surface flows not resulting form
rainfall which provide recharge, if this input parameter is one of the most
sensitive, then reasonable data input is necessary, not an estimated recharge
hased mdy on one possible component; annual rainfall.

l)raf! Sampling and Analysis Plan (SA P} Specific Comments:

4.2 Sampling and Analysis Plan bv Site RESPONSE: Draft Field Sampling Plan

The Remedial Project Manages (RPM) agreed when the Phase I work plans were The plan includes a discussion of sampling activities for each site in the plan

approved that the first phase of investigation 'aras not sufficient to determine no attachments. These attachments include previous sampling locations with references to
further action at any site. Therefore) we expected the Phase I investigation where the supporting information can be found. Most sites are proposed for additional
would be used as a guide for the i'hase !1 investigation in economic and strategic sampling to either characterize risk or develop more information on extent. However,
placement of additional sampling. I.ater modification of the rationale several sites have been designated for removal actions and the Phase II R!/FS may not
determined including the RPMs into a site by site development of the work plan be implemented at those sites.
using data quality objecth'es to have emtsensus as the plans were developed. In
fact, 'ae have had several lengthy meetings in which various issues were settled,
except only 2 sites were actually discussed for Phase II sampling. Although this
SAP contains various compunents we believe are reasonable objectives and

approaelws, it also contains numerous sites in which strata will not have further
investigation because you believe the Phase ! investigation provided sufficient
characterizatiun. We are not convinced that sufficient borings or other

appropriate investigative techniques have been completed at all sites for
remedial design or to characterized the nature and extent of contamination,
especially for deeper soils at numerous of lite sites (example Site 6), which have
no further sampling proposed in this-SAP. Therefore, we can not concur that
the SAP will complete the investigation necessary to support remedial decisions
and complete characterize the nature and extent of contamination.

!'roccdurally we are surprised that site maps are not located within each site
discussion. Additionally, we bclieve that maps which summarize the previous

investigations data, followed bymaps showing locations for_proposed work
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wouhl be useful within site discussions in visualizing the approach and whether
completion of objectives will he achieved

4.2.24.2 Phase 11 Remedial Investlgathm Design Groundwater RESPONSE: Draft Field Sampling Plan

No borings arc proposed for stratigraphic investigation or for enhancement of Additional stratigraphic investigations ,are proposed, especially at Site 24. These
your understanding of the aquifer and relationships of water bearing zones to investigations include mud rotary borings logged by downhole geophysical methods,
one another. Is your understanding of this system sufficient to warrant no CPT borings, and continuous cored hollow-stem auger borings.
additional investigation?

6.4.8 Pump and Packer Installation RESPONSE: Draft Field Sampling Plan

If submersible electric motor driven pumps are installed as dedicated or used for Many wells have dedicated constant rate pumps. Flow from these wells will be
purging only, we prefer the use of variable speed pump so that moderate Iow controlled by a discharge valve at the surface. If air-entrapment occurs, bailing may be
purging rates and very Iow sampling rates can be used when sampling for used to sample. Variable speed pumps will be used to purge and sample from other
parameters which are sensitive to purring rates, wells.

6.4.10.3Procedure - Groundwater Sampling RESPONSE: Draft Field Sampling Plan

No discussion of purging rates is included. We feel this is appropriate and Purging is discussed in Section 6.4. l0 of this plan.

should be an important component of the sampling plan. Several parameters
commonly tested for are sensitive to purging rates and sampling rates. Rates
must be considered to enable you to collect representative samples for the
parameters _,ddch are sensitive.
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Southwest Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command

1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92131-5187

Attention: Jason Ashman, RPM

Code 1831.JA

Subject: Response to Comments, Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP)

Phase II Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study,
MCAS E1 Toro California, CTO-059

Dear Mr. Ashman:

Enclosed are three (3) copies of the Response to Comments made on the Draft Quality Assurance

Project Plan (QAPP), Phase II RI/FS, MCAS E1 Toro California, prepared for CTO-059 under
Contract No. N68711-92-D-4670.

We have submitted the appropriate number of copies of this plan to individuals on the attached
transmittal. This document was prepared to respond to comments on the Draft Quality

Assurance Project Plan. The Final Quality Assurance Project Plan incorporates these responses,

as appropriate, and is being delivered at the same time as the Response to Comments document

but each will be delivered with separate transmittals.

If you have any questions, please contact Timothy Laths at (619) 687-8848, or me at
(619) 687-8802.

Very truly yours,

David K. Cowser

Project Manager

DC/sp

Attachment: Response to Comments, Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) for CTO-059

_Bechtel National, lac. S_s_ms_O,n_rs-Co_sfructors

N/IP')5 ,_:44 AM sp x u. Lo_9_plan_lapp_lran II'. dl_'



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP)

MCAS El Toro, California

Originator: Lisa Hanusiak, Chemist CLEAN II Program
Quality Assurance Management Section (P-3-2) Contract No. N68-711-92-D-4670

To: Bonnie Arthur, Remedial Project Manager CTO-0059
Navy Section (H-9-2) File Code: 0210

Date: May 5, 1995

MAJOR CONCERNS RESPONSES TO MAJOR CONCERNS

IA. Section 3.2.1.2, Field Screening. Detection limits should be specified RESPONSE IA: Comments incorporated into Appendix A of QAPP in Table
for the various field screening instrumentation/techniques (e.g., A- I. Field Screening devices will only be used if PRGs can be met for
portable gas chromatograph, portable scintillometer, x-ray residential land use. A diagram has been added (Figure 3-1) to Section 3 to
fluorescence, immunoassay test kits) discussed in Section 3.2.1.2 of the describe field screening and CLP confirmation protocol.
QAPjP. It is further recommended that these detection limits be
discussed in relation to the limits for on-site mobile laboratory and
fixed-based laboratory analyses and the applicable regulatory limits.

lB. It is unclear whether the analytical scheme described in Section RESPONSE 1B: The field screening scheme is site-specific and is discussed
3.2.1.2 will be applied to all or to only a fraction of the planned in WP/DQO for each site. An overview of field screening scheme can be seen
analyses for the proposed investigation. The discussion in Section in Figure 3- I. A statement has been added to Section 3.2.1.2 referencing the
3.2.1.2 should be expanded to specify the field screening techniques specific DQOs for each site in WP.
that will be used for each analytical parameter. If field screening will
not be performed for certain analytical parameters and samples will
be submitted directly to an on-site mobile laboratory or a fixed-based
laboratory, these parameters should be specified in the QAPjP.

112. The text in Section 3.2.1.2 states that 5% of samples determined to be RESPONSE lC: Random selection of samples for CLP confirmation will be
free of contamination by preliminary field screening will be submitted used as described in WP and has been incorporated in QAPP in Section
to an on-site mobile laboratory for analysis, and that 10% of the 3.2.1.4 The actual number of samples submitted to fixed-based laboratory for
samples with positive results and 5% of samples determined to be free CLP confirmation has been determined as of the meeting on June 6 and has
of contamination by mobile laboratory analyses will be submitted to a been incorporated into Table 3-2 in QAPP.
fixed-based laboratory. The QAPjP should state how the samples
submitted for mobile laboratory and fixed-based laboratory analyses
will be selected.

2A. Table 3-2, Quality Assurance Objectives; Appendix B, Table B-I l RESPONSE 2A: CLEAN ii contract lab QA manual limits have been added
Project Required Detection Limit. Precision and accuracy goals to Table B- 1 for methods that do not provide these parameters within the
should be added to Table 3-2 of the QAPjP for the following method.
analytical parameters:

· total petroleum hydrocarbons [TPH] (SW8015M; aqueous/solid Additionally, hexavalent chromium will be analyzed by EPA Method 7196 to
samples) satisfy lower PRG levels.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP)

MCAS E! Toro, California

Originator: Lisa Hanusiak, Chemist CLEAN I! Program
Quality Assurance Management Section (P-3-2) Contract No. N68-71 i-92-D-4670

To: Bonnie Arthur, Remedial Project Manager CTO-0059
Navy Section (H-9-2) File Code: 0210

Dale: May 5, 1995

3. Appendix B, Table B-l, Project Required Detection Limits. The RESPONSE 3: (See next page)

analytical methods specified f,_, -;_.veral of the chemicals of potential The detection limits listed are those within the specific methods. The CLEAN
concern (COPC) do not provid_ _ufficient sensitivity to detect these II laboratory, will provide the lowest possible detection limits with the best
chemicals at concentrations below the risk-based concentrations technology and methods available to satisfy the residential PRGs.
(RBCs) specified in Table B-I of the QAPjP. This issue is a concern
for the following analytes: carbon tetrachloride, chloroform,
dibromochloromethane, 1,2-dichioroethane, !,2-dichloropropane, and
1,2,2-tetrachloroethane (SW8010); vinyl chloride (SW8240);
heptachlor epoxide (SW8080); n-nitrosodipropylamine (SW8270);
and arsenic and beryllium (SW6010).

in order to reliably quantitate these analytes at concentrations less A statement was added to Section 3.2. i regarding a low level standard to be
than RBCs, it may be necessary to use alternative methods or to analyzed by the laboratory to demonstrate these Iow analyte RBCs/PRGs can
modify the specified methods. For example, for SW-846 Method 8010 be reached.
analyses, it may be sufficient to analyze a Iow level standard daily to

demonstrate the ability of the laboratory to detect these analytes at
the RBCs.

For the analysis of arsenic and beryllium, the use of an atomic ICP-MS will be used for analysis of arsenic, antimony beryllium, and thallium

absorption spectroscopic method, rather than the specified inductively to satisfy the PRGs.
coupled plasma (ICP) emission spectroscopic method, may be
necessary.

All method modifications and alternative methods should be specified No method modifications are necessary; but if for some reason it becomes
in the QAPjP. necessary, appropriate regulatory concurrence will be obtained. The

alternative methods that may be used have been included into Section 3.

,1. Section 6.3_ Laboratory Quality Control Checks. The discussion of RESPONSE 4: This section is generic because the CLEAN Il contract
laboratory quality control (QC) checks in Section 6.3 of the QAPjP laboratory QA manual is required to address these issues and to comply with
should be expanded considerably. This is particularly important for NFESC 20.2-047B requirements. The QA manual then gets reviewed and
procedures not covered under any of the Contract Laboratory approved by the Navy. A more detailed presentation was added to Section 6
Program (CLP) Statement of Work (SOW) documents. The for guidance purposes.

,r/27/95 1:36 PM TWL s:_to59'ko_ans'_qapp_rcSgS.doc Page 3



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP)

MCAS E1 Toro, California

Originator: Lisa Hanusiak, Chemist CLEAN I! Program
Quality Assurance Management Section (P-3-2) Contract No. N68-711-92-D-4670

To: Bonnie Arthur, Remedial Project Manager CTO-0059
Navy Section (H-9-2) File Code: 0210

Date: May 5, 1995

* it is not necessary to collect 4 liters of aqueous sample for both SVOC
and pesticide/PCB analyses (8 liters total) or for explosive analyses. It
is sufficient to collect a total of 4 liters of aqueous sample for both
SVOC and pesticide/PCB analyses. For explosive analyses following
SW-846 8330, a 5 milliliter sample is required; a volume significantly
smaller than 4 liters is necessary.

· Samples for total recoverable petroleum hydrocarbon (TRPH)
analyses should be analyzed within 28 days.

· Soil samples for PCDD/PCDF analyses should be collected in an 8
ounce wide mouth glass jar.

2. Section 6.1.1_ Field Analytical Quality Control Procedures_ RESPONSE 2: As per the recent decision by the BCT, one soil duplicate
Duplicates. The text in Section 6.1.1 of the QAPjP states that the sample will be collected per site and will be analyzed for the same analysis as
laboratory will prepare duplicate soil samples, rather than duplicates samples, excluding the landfill sites.
being collected in the field. It is recommended that duplicates be
prepared in the field, from a single core, and submitted "blind" to the
laboratory. The analysis of field duplicate soil samples will provide
additional information regarding the variability of contaminant
concentrations.

It should be noted that field duplicate analyses cannot be used as a Accuracy was incorrectly defined here and has been eliminated from the
means for assessing laboratory accuracy. Accuracy can be statement.
determined only if the true concentration of a target analyte is known.

3. Section 7.2_ Data Validation and Verification. The text in Section 7.2 RESPONSE 3: 100% of data attained from field-base laboratory will be
of the QAPjP states that 10% of the data generated will be validated, validated and has been corrected in Section 7.2.
!t is recommended that the QAPjP indicate how the 10% of the data
slated for validation will be selected.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP)

MCAS E! Toro, California

Originator: Lisatlanusiak,chemist..... cLEANII Program
Quality Assurance Management Section (P-3-2) Contract No. N68-711-92-D-4670

To: BOnnieArthur,RemedialProjectManager CTO-0059
NavySection(H-9-2) FileCode:0210

Date: May 5, 1995

Pages 2-1, 3-3. The CLEAN Organization text and flow chart (Figure 2-1) RESPONSE: Correction made to Section 2.1.
do not include the Laboratory Coordinator. The coordinator is
responsible for the execution and oversight of ali laboratory work and
therefore should he included in this section.

Page 2-2. The acronym BEC represents Base Realignment and Closure RESPONSE: Correction made to Section 2.2.
(BRAC) Environmental Coordinator, not Base Environmental
Coordinator. The acronym BCP represents Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC) Cleanup Plan, not Base Closure Plan.

Page 2-2. Section 2.3 should include a description of the role and RESPONSE: A description of Navy RTM was incorporated into Section 2.3.
authority of the Navy Remedial Technology Manager (RTM).

Page 3-3. 1st para., 2nd sentence. "... lowest possible detection limit of RESPONSE: A revisk)n of Section 3.2. l has been made to clarify.
accurate precision will be implemented." is the intent to state accurate
precision (sic)? Please clarify.

Page 3-3. The descriptions and definitions under Field Measurements are RESPONSE: A handheld FID and PID will be used for field measurements to
not consistent with the descriptions elsewhere within this document and observe methane or organic compounds level and for qualitative field
the Work Plan. For example, 2nd para. describes FID and PID screening for VOCs, TPH.
instrument use as field measurements. However, on the following page
these units are described as field screening devices.

Page 3-4. See previous comment. In addition, there are two definitions RESPONSE: Corrections incorporated throughout QAPP with additional
used interchangeably: !) preliminary field screening and 2) on-site tables incorporated into Section 3 and Appendix A to clarify the field
mobile laboratory or field-based laboratory. Later, the definitions change screening schemes.
to qualitative and quantitative. Please use consistent terminology
throughout and clarify what methods and analyses fall under each type.

Page 3-4. 3rd full para. The QAPP should include a detailed discussion of RESPONSE: Confirmation is described in W/P but will incorporate into
how confirmation would be measured. This information is only briefly QAPP in Section 3.2.1.4.
discussed in the Work Plan.

=,
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP)

MCAS El Toro, California

Originator: LisaHanusiak,Chemist cLEAN.I1Program
Quality Assurance Management Section (P-3-2) Contract No. N68-711-92-D-4670

To: Bonnie Arthur, Remedial Project Manager CTO-0059
Navy Section (H-9-2) File Code: 0210

£Date: May 5, 1995

Page 6-1. Section 6.1.2. Last sentence. Trip blanks cannot be used "... to RESPONSE: Correction made to Section 6.1.2.
detect any problems caused by sample handling and shipment." Suggest
revision as follows, "Trip blanks will be used to detect contamination
i,ltroduced during sample handling and shipment."

Page 6-2. 1st, 2nd, and 3rd paragraphs. The discussion of preservatives RESPONSE: Preservative lots are QC checked by the CLEAN Il laboratory
used in the field should be clarified. Clarify that all preservatives used prior to their addition to sample containers for the required methods.
will be included in the blanks; however, a separate blank for each class of
analyses will be used. Thus, an HCI blank would be supplied for the
VOCs and an H2SO4 blank would be supplied for TRPH.

Page 6-6. SOP 15 is listed on page 6-4. The summary of SOP 15 is absent RESPONSE: SOP is deleted.
and should be provided.

Page 7-2. The discussion related to precision and accuracy should not RESPONSE: Correction made to Section 7.3 with bullets #3 and 04 deleted.
include the 3rd and 4th bullet items. Blanks are not used in the Blanks are discussed in Section 6.

assessment of precision and accuracy. They are however, an integral part
of the QA/QC program.

Page 7-2. Section 7.3. The 2nd bullet item should include the words "... RESPONSE: Correction made in Section 7.3.
matrix spike..." between "... results from laboratory [insert]
duplicates,"

Page 7-2. Replace the first sentence as follows, "Accuracy and precision of RESPONSE: Correction made in Section 7.3.
analytical techniques will be assessed through MS and MSD samples
(respectively) prepared by the laboratory from field samples."

Page A I-2. 1st para. The current investigatory approach proposes to use RESPONSE: XRF has been deleted and ICP will be used by the on-site
residential risk values only. Therefore, it appears that XRF will not be mobile laboratory. An ICP description was added to Appendix A.
suitable and would not be used at all. Is this correct?
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP)

MCAS El Toro, California

Originator: Lisa Hanusiak, Chemist CLEAN !! Program
Quality Assurance Management Section (P-3-2) Contract No. N68-711-92-D-4670

To: Bonnie Arthur, Remedial Project Manager CTO-0059
Navy Section (H-9-2) File Code: 0210

Date: May 5, 1995

Page Al-6. For the discussion of TTLC and STLC delete the 1st sentence. RESPONSE: The suggestions have been incorporated into Appendix A.
This sentence is incorrect in that it presupposes that hazardous
constituents are leaching into groundwater and TTLC does not provide
indications of leachability potential, only STLC can be used for that

purpose. Suggestion for the combination of sentences 2 and 3 is, "The
soluble threshold leaehate concentration measurement determines those
mineral_metals that are soluble under the Waste Extraction Test

conditions and simulates the leaching process that can occur in a landfill."

Table B-I. Page B-10. Analysis of chromium hexavalent by SMI7 3500 is RESPONSE: Corrected. However, the CLEAN 1I Contract Laboratory to
a colorimetrie procedure not by ICP. SM 3500 does not specify a perform this analysis uses SW 846 Method 7196 with detection limits as:
detection limit and it is unclear where the 500 mg/Ig and 500 mg/L 0.2 mg/kg for soils and 0.02 mg/L for waters.
detection limits were obtained. These detection limits are above the CAL-

modified PRG of 200 rog/kg and 160 mg/L. EPA 218.6 analysis of
chromium hexavalent by ion chromatography can achieve a detection
limit of 0.3 mg/L. EPA 218.5 analysis of chromlum hexavalent by GFAA
can achieve a detection limit of 2 mg/L.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP)

MCAS E! Toro, California

Originator: Juan M. Jimenez CLEAN Il Program

Department of Toxic Substances Control Contract No. N68-711-92-D-4670

To: Joseph Joyce CTO-0059
U.S. Marine Corps Air Station - El Toro File Code: 0210

Date: May 5, 1995

SPECIFICCOMMENTS RESPONSESTOSPECIFICCOMMENTS

Page 3-3, para i, lines 1-4. The DTSC requests that the Navy utilize the RESPONSE: See Response No. 4.
high-performance liquid chromatography (HPLC) method (U.S. EPA
Method 8310) whenever Polynuclear Aromatics !!ydrocarbons are the
C()PC. There is approximately a two order of magnitude difference in the
detection limit as compared to the CLP gas chromatography/mass

spectroscopy (GC/MS). See General Comment No. 4.

Page 3-3, para I. What are the requirements set up by the RBCs to RESPONSE: The statement has been corrected to address PRGs.
achieve the specified limits? This particular sentence could use some
clarification.

Page 3-2, para I, lines 10-11. The reference to Table 3-1 in this paragraph RESPONSE: Table B-1 is the appropriate table to reference and has been
iis incorrect. Table 3-1, on page 3-4, delineates Tolerance Limits for Field changed in this paragraph.
Measurements. Please revise the reference and include such a table.

Page 3-4, para 4, line 5. How will the percentage of samples submitted to RESPONSE: The percentage of samples submitted to fixed-based laboratory
the fixed based laboratory vary? Specify the criteria which will be used has been predetermined (June 6th meeting) and all decisions made regarding
.such that the individual in the field can make the decision, this issue have been incorporated into Section 3 and Appendix A.

Page 3-8, Table 3-2. Acceptance limits for the relative percent difference RESPONSE: CLEAN II laboratory QA manual limits have been added for
and percent recovery for the following parameters should be provided: these parameters as the methods do not include these parameters.

Aqueous Samples:

TPtl (8015M), PCBs screening (4020), Gross Alpha/Gross Beta (9310, Additionally, PCB screening will not be included in field screening scheme

'Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen (353.3), Total Phosphate (365.2), Total Cyanide due to the method's inability to satisfy residential PRG levels.
(335.2), and Total Organic Carbon (415.1).

Solid Samples:

IPH (8015M), Chromium Hexavalent (SMI7-3500D), Total Cyanide
(335.1/335.2), Total Phosphate (365.2) and Total Organic Carbon (9060).

=
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP)

MCAS El 1_ro, California

Originator: Juan M. Jimenez ........ CLEAN Il Program
Departmentof ToxicSubstancesControl Contract No.N68-711-92-D-4670

To: JosephJoyce CTO-0059
U.S. Marine Corps Air Station - El Toro File Code: 0210

Date: May 5, 1995

The appropriate method to obtain the proposed detection limit listed for
antimony, arsenic, beryllium, and thallium in water is ICP-MS (200.8).
ICP-MS has the lower detection limit for these metals as compared to ICP
and GFAA.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP)

MCAS El Toro, California

Originator: Nars Ancog (Code 1852.NA) cLEA N I! Program
Southwest Division Contract No. N68-7 ! 1-92-D-4670

To: Jason Ashman CTO-0059
SouthwestDivision FileCode:0210

Date: March 20, 1995

e.. Section 3.2.1.3_ Fixed-Based Laboratory Analysis: Specify the 1988 RESPONSE e: Delection limits are not listed by parameters in the NEESA
NEESA document where recommended detection limits for each document (see Response A); however, CLP methods are provided. Methods

parameter is listed, were chosen based on detection limits that would satisfy RBCs/I:'RGs for the
chemical of potential concern at MCAS El Toro.

f. Section 7.2, Data Verification and Validation: There are different RESPONSE f. Data validation for non CLP methods will follow the Level D
levels of data validation. While data generated from CLP methods requirements
are automatically validated at level D, non CLP methods are not.
Please specify the level of data validation proposed for non CLP
methods.

g. Appendix A - Laboratory Analytical Methods: RESPONSE g (i): Portable gas chromatograph will be equipped with either a

(i) Portable Gas Chromatograph: A portable GC equipped with only a FID, PID or an ECD (or a combination) for TPH, aromatic and halogenated
PID to screen TPH is not recommended. Low levels of TPH can easily compounds, respectively. An accidental deletion was done regards to this.

be missed. Recommend employing a portable GC with dual detectors
consisting of PID for cyclic or aromatic compounds and FID for the
presence of TPH.

(ii) Thermal Descorption GC/MS: TD GC/MS is not recommended for RESPONSE g (ii): TD GC/MS was one of several options considered for
quantifying PCBs because of its very high detection limits. Please PCB screening with detection limits at 100 ppb. However, if the field
explore other options, screening devices cannot satisfy the residential PRGs for certain COPCs then,

all samples will be submitted directly to the fixed-based laboratory for analysis
by the appropriate CLP analytical methods.

(iii) Fixed-Based Laboratory Analysis: Level D can either be an analytical RESPONSE g (iii): Level D will be applied to both analytical quality control
quality control level or a level of data validation. Please clarify, level and the data validation since MCAS El Toro is an NPL site.
Additionally, not all analyses employ CLP methods. Will NFESC
level D data packages still be used? if not, specify.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

FINAL QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLA N

MC;4S EL TORO, CALIFORNIA

Originator: Bonnie Arthur, Remedial Project Manager CLEAN II Program
US EPA Contract No. N68-711-92-D-4670

To: Joseph Joyce, BRAC Environmental Coordinator CTO-0059/000255
MCAS El Toro File Code: 0306

Date: 5 September 1995
t

MAJORCONCERNS RESPONSESTOMAJORCONCERNS

1. Comment #2A: Precision and accuracy objectives in terms of RPD RESPONSE 1: Precision and accuracy objectives for hexavalent chromium is
and percent recovery were included for all analytes with the listed under Solid Samples in 'Fable 3-3.
exception of hexavalent chromium.

2. Comment//4: This item was partially addressed. Section 6.3 has RESPONSE 2: As discussed in the BCT meeting, April 24, 1995, the actual
been expanded to discuss a number of laboratory QC checks; laboratory assigned to perform the analytical work had not been selected prior
however, the discussion is of a general nature, and many laboratory to the generation of the CTO-0059 QAPP. These issues are addressed in the

QC checks, such as surrogate spiking and laboratory control samples individual CLEAN Il Contract Laboratory QA manuals which are reviewed
are not addressed. Additionally, the response to this comment refers and evaluated. CLEAN I1 is currently working with the laboratories to
to "[al laboratory specific QA manual" for this information. As soon standardize many of these QA objectives so it can be incorporated in fimlre
as the laboratories have been identified, the laboratory QA manuals QAPPs.
should be evaluated in terms of project quality assurance objectives.

OTHERCONCERNS RESPONSESTOOTHERCONCERNS

3. Comment//4: This item was not satisfactorily addressed. The RESPONSE 3: Due to the complexity of multiple sites, variety of media to be
response to this comment indicates that the topics cited in EPA's sampled, and efforts to reduce redundancy of the 7 plans prepared for the
comment are discussed in the Work Plan, Field Sampling Plan, Data Phase II RI/FS, references were made to the sections of the various plans
Management Plan and Quality Control Management Plan. EPA which provide detailed discussion of these issues. Brief summaries of these

guidance requires that these topics be addressed in the QAPP. Since are presented in the QAPP (which is permissible). Rationale fi_r selection of
these topics are addressed in other documents, it is permissible to analytical parameters is discussed in detail in the WP and FSP because of the
provide a brief summary of these topics in the QAPP. It is important multiple site work plan Reconciliation of results is discussed in Section 75 of
that a rationale for the choice of analytical parameters be included in the QAPP.
the QAPP. EPA guidance also requires that a discussion is included
concerning reconciliation of results obtained from the project with
DQOs.

ENCLOSUREA RESPONSESTOENCLOSUREA

1. Table 4-2, Sample Containers, Preservatives, and Holding Times for RESPONSE 1: This has been corrected and the field team have been advised
lnorganics; Samples collected for sulfate analysis should not be of this discrepancy. Sample analysis is correctly coordinated with the CI.EAN
preserved with acid, especially sulfuric. Sulfate should not be Il Contract Laboratory. A Field Change Request has been submitted to address
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

FINAL QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN
MCAS EL TORO, CALIFORNIA

Originator: Bonnie Arthur, Remedial Project Manager CLEAN ii Program
US EPA Contract No. N68-7 ! 1-92-D-4670

To: Joseph Joyce, BRAC Environmental Coordinator CTO-0059/000255
MCASElToro FileCode:0306

Date: 5 September 1995

analyzed from the same container as chemical oxygen demand this,error.
(COD).

2. Appendix A: Laboratory Analytical Methods. Ail analyses planned RESPONSE 2: Appendix A was designed to highlight the various analytical
for the project should be discussed in the relevant sections of the methods that may be used by three different CTOs in the field, ltaving the
QAPjP. A number of laboratory analytical methods are discussed in methods listed in the appendix was a recommendation of the BCT to eliminate

Appendix A that are not addressed in the appropriate sections of the confusion when trying to determine what each CTO would actually be using.
QAPjP.

3. Methods Field Screening. This section indicates that some metals RESPONSE 3: At the date of issue, ISE was a consideration, however, field
may be analyzed utilizing ion-selective electrodes (ISE). ISE is not screening of metals has since been abandoned. All metal samples will be sent
addressed in Section 3.2.1.2, Field Screening, of the QAPjP or directly to the CLEAN Il Contract Laboratory for analysis using CLP
included in Table A-I, Field Screening Instruments and Sensitivity methodology.
Levels. if 1SE will be utilized, these areas of the QAPjP should

incorporate the appropriate information including QA objectives.

4. Mineralogical and Grain-Size Analyses. This section states that RESPONSE 4: For screening purposes, the Phase I RI background
background concentrations for metals at MCAS El Toro must be concentrations will be used. The BCT has requested additional discussion to
established; however, Section 6.2, Field Quality Control Checks, consider more comprehensive background concentrations using the Phase II RI
indicates that no background samples are envisioned in this sampling data. The use of mineralogical analyses will be discussed ill this background
effort. This discrepancy should be clarified. This section also states effort.
that mineralogical analysis using X-ray diffraction, differential
thermal analysis and petrographic techniques will be used. These
analytical techniques are not addressed in other sections of the
QAPjP. it is recommended that this section he expanded to discuss
specific details such as the number of samples required for these
analyses.

5. Table B-I, Project Required Detection Limits by Method. it is RESPONSE 5: This was an error and it has been corrected to CLEAN I1
unclear how the proposed detection limits for metals in soil were Contract Laboratory Detection Limits of 260 lag/kg for soil and 1.3 lag/I, for

established. For example, Table B-i specifies a 7 lag/L detection limit water.
for chromium in water, and a 7 lag/kg detection limit in soil. If one
gram of soil sample is digested into a final volume of 100 mL, the
resultant detection limit equivalent to the response of a 7 lag/L water

sample is 0.7 I_g/g, or 700 ug/kg. The detection limits specifies for
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metals in soil should be proportionally consistent with achievable
detection limits in water.

6. The 5 pg/L detection limit specified for sulfate by EPA Method 375.4 RESPONSE 6: The CLEAN II Contract Laboratory Detection Limits are as
is significantly lower than the one mg/L minimum detectable limit follows: 5 rog/kg for soil and 5 mg/L for water. The table is in error
stated in the method. !f this detection limit is necessary, a rationale
should be provided and the method modification necessary to achieve
the detection limit discussed.
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