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< Bi_ AZead MCAS EL TORO MASTER DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM * Courtney C. Wieratooh Manager

Apal 14,1998

Colonel E. J. Rirchie, USMC
Assistant Chief of Swaff

Base Realignment aad Closure
MCAS El Toro

P.O. Box 95001

Santa Anz, CA 92709.5001 -

-~

Dear Colonel Ritchie:

Suff and consulrants from the El Toro Master Development Program look forward to
meeting with your staff on April 22, 1998 to discuss issues related to the Proposed Plan for
closing the inactive landfll sites at MCAS El Toso.

As you know, the Couaty continues 1o have concerns regarding the compadbility of the
remedy for sites 3 and 5 proposed by the Department of Navy/United States Marine Corps
with the anticipated future uses identfied in the Community Reuse Plan adopred by the
Board of Supervisozs. We look forward to worlking with you and relevant eavironmental
agencies to ensure that these sites, following closure, can be used in 2 producdve and

beneficial maaner.

Ia connecton with our efforts to facilitate the 2pproprate remediadon of the landfill sites,
we have been working with our congultzars to understand in demil the remedy in the
Proposed Plan. As Jap Mirttermeier discussed with you, in order to ensuze thar we fully and
accurately understand the proposed remedy, we have enclosed a list of questons regarding
che landfl sives.

These questons are intended to r.larifyvkey concerns that have been ideaufied regarding the
Proposed Plan, and to facilitate our subsequent discussions on this manter. This informadon
will assist me in making appropriate zecommendations to the CEO and to the Boazd of

Supervisors regarding these sites.

My staff looks forwazd to meeting with representauves of DON/USMC on Apnl 22 to
discuss these and any subsequent questions concerning the Proposed Plan for closing the
inacdve landflls on the base.

J
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Thank you for your atteation to this mattex.
Sincerely, )
& wheewret

Courtney L. Wiercioch, Manager
Bl Toro Master Development Progzam

Eanclosure

cc:  Jan Mittermeier, CEO
Candy Haggard, Master Development Program
APR-15-1998 88:43 7148347652 P.@3
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MCASELTORO
INITIAL QUESTIONS REGARDING
DON/USMC PROPOSED PLAN FOR REMEDIATION
LANDFILL SITES 2,3, 5 AND 17

1. Avalable data indicates thar Sites 2 and 3 have mmpacted surface water. (There does not
appear to be data regarding surface water impact, if any, at Sires 5 and 17.) Site 2 Remedial
[avestigation!, p. 4-148; Site 3 Remedial Investigation?, p. 4-153. What is the radonale for
not monitoring surface water quality as 2 part of the final remedy?

2. Lysimeters have been installed in inclined boreholes, on the peritmeter of the landfll sites.
How effective will they be in monitoring leachate? What correctve action (besides
sddidonal sampling) would DON/USMC propose to undertake if leachate is detected at any
of the landfill sites following implementadon of the final remedy?

3. Is Jandfi)l serdlement data svailable for each of the landfill sites? Was it used in the remedy
evaluaton and selecton process?

4, Alremadve 3? in the Draft Final Proposed Plan? involves onsite waste consolidaton. Does
DON/USMC contemplate that any waste will be disposed of offsite in connection with the
is proposed implementation of Alternative 32

5. Alternative 3 involves the use of onsite soils to cxeate the monalithic soil cover. The
proposed onsite borrow location for these souls 1 2 hill located berween Sites 2 and 17. Site
3 Feasibility Study®, p. 4-8.

2) The County understands that ons sample was collected and tested from this borrow
site. Site 3 Feasibility Srudy, p. 4-8. Has DON/USMC collected and tested other
samples from the proposed borrow location?

b) The area in which the proposed borrow site is located provides habitat fora
protected species (the gnatcatcher). Site 2 Remedial Investigedon, p. 1-14; Site 17

! Bechtal National, Inc., "Draft Final Phase Il Remedial Investigation - Site 2, Magazine Road Landfill, MCAS El
Toro,” April 1597 (hereinafter "Site 2 Remedial Investigaton").

2 Bechtel National, In¢., "Draft Final Phase IT Remedial Investigaton - Site 3, Original Landfill, MCAS El Toro,”
April 1997 [heseinafier "Site 3 Remedial Investigadon”).

3 Por al} four 1andfill sites, AlternaGve 3 ganerally involves the following components: (1) installation of 2
monolithic soil cover; (2) implementation of institutional controls to prehibir use of the site and surrounding
propesty, and to prohibit disturbances to the soil cover; and (3) long-tenn site monitoring,

4 *Draft Final Proposed Plan for Closure of Inactive Landfills at Marine Corps Air Station Bl Toro,” March 1998
[hereinafter “Draft Final Proposed Plan"].

S Bechtel National, Inc., "Draft Final Phase II Feasibility Study - Site 3, Original Landfill, MCAS Ei Tero,”
September 1997 [hereinafter “Site 3 Feasibility Study"].
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Remedial InvestigationS, p. 1-14. Daes the existing use of the area impact the
ptoposed excavaton and transfer of soils to the landfill sites?

6. Alternative 3 includes planting of vegetation (grass) on the Jandfill cap. Will the vegetadoa -
remain green during the summertime on the landfll? Does DON/USMC contemplate that
irrigation will be needed to establish the vegetaton? If yes, what amount of irrigation does
DON/USMC contemplate will be needed?

7. Alternative 3 does not include the installation of 2 gas extzaction system, or 2 provision to
install 2 gas estraction system. This proposal appatently is suppaxted by at least two
sampling eveats. Site 3 Remedial Investigation, p. 4-20. Is there other gas sampling data
available for the Jandfill sites? Was gas monitozing conducted in the vadose zone? Was gas
sampling conducted on top of the existing cover?

8. Alrernative 3 does not include monitoring of gas emissions through the proposed cover of
the landfil. What is the ratonale far this proposal?

9 What EPA or DTSC guidance documents ot policies did DON/USMC use to develop its
esumate of costs associated with Altemative 32 How are indirect costs caleulated in the cost
estimate for Alternative 37 What monitoring frequency was used to develop cost estimates
for post-closure monitoring associated with Alternatve 3¢

10. I the Peasibility Smdies for Site 3 and Site 57, DON/USMC states that “[a] preferred
alternadve is not preseated because that selection will be based on risk-management
decisions, which will occur following review of this document by regulatory agencies and the
public.” Site 3 Feasibility Stady, p. 7-1; Site 5 Feasibility Study, p. 7-1.

2) What does DON/USMC mean by “rsk management decisions”?
b) Who does DON/USMC :::xpecr to make such sk management decisions?

¢ What risk management decisions, if any, have been made by DON/USMC for Sites
2,3,5a0d 17?

11.  Pordons of Site 3 presently are capped with asphalt and/or conczete. Site 3 Feasibilicy
Study, p. 47. What does DON/USMC contemplate doing with these capped areas?

2) Does DON/USMC propose to remove the asphalt and/or concrete? If so, how
would the macerials be managed following removal? If s0, does DON/USMC
intend to insmll the monolitkic soil cover over the previously capped postions of Site
32 If so, does the cost estimate for Altemnative 3 inciude the removal and
managemeat of the asphalt and/or concrete?

6 Bechiel National, Inc.. "Draft Final Phase II Ramaedial Investgaton - Site 17, Communication Station Landfill,
MCAS El Toro,” April 1997 [hereinafter "Site 17 Romedial Investigation”].

7 Bechtel National, Inc., "Draft Final Phase I Feasibility Study - Site 5, Perimeter Road Landfill, MCAS El Toro,”
September 1997 (hereinafter “Site 5 Feasibulity Study”).
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1f DON/USMC does not prapose to remove the asphalt aad/or conerete, will the
existing cap be retained as pact of the final cover for-Site 37 If so, are design
specifications available for the existing capped azeas? If so, does DON/USMC
contemplate that such areas eould be used for packing, light load storage ar other
uses?

What is the design rationale for the 2% grade of the monslithic soil cover proposed as parr
of Alternative 37 Sire 3 Feasibility Study, p. 4-7.

DON/USMC indicates that the Agua Chinon wash will not be lined. Site 3 Feasibiliry
Study, p. 4-11. Does DON/USMC believe that infilration of watet from the Aqua Chinon
wash to the landfilled waste will occur? If so, whar impacts, if any, does DON/USMC
anticipate from such infiltration?

DON/USMC indjcates in the Feasibility Study for Site 5 that “[s]everal alternatives will
accommodate heavy irrigation associated with irrigated portions of a typical golf course aad
still allow munimal infiltration invo landfill materials.” Site 5 Feasibility Srudy, p. ES-10.

2) Is Altematve 3 one which would allow for heavy irrigadon of Site 5 in the funuze?

b) Is Alternative 4D one which would allow for heavy irZgadon of Site 5 in the future?

c) Would the analysis of the impact of irrigation on remedial altematives be similax for
Site 3?

DON/USMC indicates that:

A key consideration in identifying and evaluating potensial institutional controls of a semedial action is
planned or anticipated futsire use of the property. According to the Comnnerizy Rauss Plan for MCAS E!
Toro ["CRP"], the preferred redevelopmeng option for the Station is a mayor commeraal girport. This
opiton includes potential fiuty uses for vanous gones of Station Property. Sites 2 and 17 are located in an
area designated os a babisat restrve. Site 3 is located in o Zone designated for commerrial and light
industricl wses. Stte 5 is locared in a ome designated for recreation (golf).

Draft Final Proposed Plan, p. 13.

a)

b)

Whar types of uses does DON/USMC contemplate can occus at each of Sites
3 and 5 if Alternatve 3 (including proposed instimational conerols) is
implemented?

What types of uses does DON/USMC contemplate can occur in the
immediate vicinity of each of Sites 3 and 5 if Alternative 3 (including proposed
Instrutional conuols) is unplu:nented?

Does DON/USMC believe that Altemative 3 would need to be modified in
order to accommodate any of these contemplated uses? If so, which uses
would require modificadon of proposed Altemative 3? Atwhose expense
would such modificatons be undertmken?
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16. DON/USMC indicates that

Future landowners or usirs of Sites 2, 3, 5 and 17 shall bs probibised from conducting the
Sfollowing activities without the prisr approval of DOIN and the Fderal Foaliy
Agreement signatonts. . .

’ performing any activisy (nuch as exeavation or construction) on the landfills or on
adjacent parcels or properties thar will adversely impact the cap and monitoring
Hystems or affect thi drainage and erosion controls dsvaloped for the cap;

Draft Final Proposed Plan, p. 13.

2)  What “adjacent parcels” does DON/USMC inrend to encumber with this and
any othex proposed insdrutonal control(s)? Can DON/USMC identify the
aenal scope of the contemplated instmtional contral(s) on plot plans of each
of Sites 3 and 5? How will the imposition of such prohibitons 2ffect the
ability of the County or other person/entity from developing property adjacent
to Sites 3 and 57 o

b)  Whatis the practcal impact of nor allowing disturbances of monitoring
systems on land uses around the landfills? Can wells ox probe heads be
modified to accommodate vatious land uses azound the landfil?

17.  Whatis the precise Janguage of the proposed insttutional controls that have been or aze
being contemplated by DON/USMC? If such langwage has not been prepared by
DON/USMC foz Sites 2, 3, 5 and 17, can DON/USMC provide 1o the County an
example(s) of specific language used for landfill sites at other closing military installadons?

18.  DON/USMC indicates in the Draft Final Proposed Plan rhat insritudonal controls similar to
Alternatve 3 would be imposed if dther remedial opuoas (e.g., Alrernatives 4, 5, or 6) ware
selected for Sites 2, 3, 5, and/or 17. Draft Final Proposed Plan, pp. 8-9. Does
DON/USMC contemplate say specific change in instimtional conwols should a remedial
opdon other than Altematve 3 be selected for any of the landfill sites?

19. Under what conditons, if any, would DON/USMC contemplate allowing actvities to oceus
at Sites 5 and 5 that would otherwise be prohibited by the proposed institutional conmols?

a) ' What administrative proceduzes, if any, does DON/USMC believe would be
necessary to document the zeview and approval of such actvides by DON/USMC
and other signatories to the relevant Federal Faciliges Agreement?

b) What information, if any, does DON/USMC coatemplate would be required in
ozder to obtain permission to conduct such activites?

20.  IfDON/USMC approved an activity otherwise prohibited by one oz more of the
instirutional controls, would it continue to conduct remediation activides at the sites (e.g.,
ongoing operations and maintenance; monitoring activities; ete)? Would it continue o
easure the adequacy of the implemented remedy to address the identified adverse
eavironmental conditions at the sires?

anafl CAA
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21.  Can DON/USMC provide to the County any examples of landfll sites at closing milirary
installations at which () institutonal coatrols bave been developed and implemented, 2ad
(b) subsequent owness, operatoss oz other users have been given pemmission to conduct
activities otherwisc prohibited by such institutional controls?

22. DON/USMC indicates that Stare of California representatives on the MCAS El Toro Base
Realignment and Closuze Team concur with the Marine Corps’s preferzed remedy. Final
Drafc Proposed Plan at 11. Does this remain DON/USMC's positon? If not, how would
DON/USMC modify its comparative assessment of remedial altemanves set forth in the
Final Draft Proposed Plan? . :

23.  Prior to publication, does DON/USMC intend to assign values to the “community
acceptance” component of the comparatve analysis of remedial alternatives presented in the
Final Draft Proposed Plan? If yes, what values does DON/USMC intend to assien to the
various remedial alrernatves?

londfl C4A
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