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February 6, 1998

Mr. Joseph Joyce
BRAC Environmental Co_t_
AC/S Environmem (1AU)
MCAS _ Toro
P.O. Box 5001
Sama Ana, CA _5_1

Re: EPA EVALUA_ON OF MCAS EL TORO RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FINAL PHASE II FEA_TY STUDY REPORT FOR OU-3A, MCAS
EL TORO, CA, AND EPA EXSTENSION REQUEST

Dear Mr. Joyce:

T_s le_er com_ns EPA's ev_uafion of MCAS E1Toro's responses _ our commems on the

l l _ _ amdOCumem_questing_nCedumilMa_habove,9,as1998welltoaSsubmitCommemsEPA,sOn_m_ng_eFe_ibil_commemsSmdyhsdL(relatingInmo_addNon,mI
" / ARARs). T_s _qu_t _ made pu_ua_ m Section 9.2(g) of _e Federal Facfl_ Agreemem.

_0_ TO COMMEN_

1. Executive Summary, Response to Specific Comment 3. Please expand the response to
state that Table ES-2 is now Table 1-4 in Section 1, page 1-23.

2. Attachment A, Response to Specific Comment 5. The text did not include fuel,
dec_icity, and water usage or communityacceptability. Please refer Other the text or the
response as appropriate.

3. Att_hment A, Respon_ _ Spedfic Comme_ 7. Si_e de_ation r_es am _g_y
vad_k and d_ende_ on site-_c cond_om l_e _b_n_b_ cond_ons,
_mp_am_, m_rob_l popCOrn, cowemr_m of mrg_ and other comaminants, _e
_ecific phases #o_, wa_r, _0 p_m, e_., Ne_e profide a de_ikd description of how
• e _gradafion _tes _sted _ t_s _o_e we_ mea_d or obtained. Also, ex_icitly
cite _e s_dy(ie_ used as a basis _r _is _ome. To en_ _n_n_ation changes we_
not due _ sampb he__ity, t_ re_s of _plica_ analyses shoed have been
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February 6, 1998

Mr. Joseph Joyce
BRAe Environmental Coordinator
AC/S Environment (IAU)
MCAS El Toro
P.O. Box 5001
Santa Ana, CA ~2709-5001

Re: EPA EVALUATION OF MCAS EL TORO RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FINAL PHASE II FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT FOR OU-3A, MCAS
ELTORO, CA, AND EPA EXSTENSION REQUEST

Dear Mr. Joyce:

This letter contains EPA's evaluation of MCAS EI Toro's responses to our comments on the
document referenced above, as well as conunents on the Feasibilty Study itself. In addition, I
am requesting until March 9, 1998 to submit EPA's remaining comments (relating mostly to
ARARs). This request is made pursuant to Section 9.2(g) of the Federal Facilities Agreement.·

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

1. Executive Summary, Response to Specific Comment 3. Please expand the response to
state that Table ES-2 is now Table 1-4 in Section 1, page 1-23.

2. Attachment A, Response to Specific Comment 5. The text did not include fuel,
electricity, aJid water usage or community acceptability. Please refer either the text or the
response as appropriate.

3. Attachment A, Response to Specific Comment 7. Since degradation rates are highly
variable and dependent on site-specific conditions like aerobic/anaerobic conditions,
temperature, microbial population, concentrations of target and other contaminants, the
specific phases (soil, water, air) present, etc., please provide a detailed description of how
the degradation rates listed in this response were measured or obtained. Also, explicitly
cite the study(ies) used as a basis for this response. To ensure concentration changes were
not due to sample heterogeneity, the results of replicate analyses should have been
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__ _/ i_d _ _e sm_ c_d. Gener_ly, _gh _emr_m of PAHs are toxic the orga_sms,
• -/ a_ stud,s _e do_ on water with _w _emrat_m; _e rela_ co_en_atiom _ t_ softat

_ Toro and _e media/co_ent_tio_ used_ the s_dy shoed be _1_ _mpared and
desc_bed.

4. AttachmentA, R_pon_ _ SpecificComment30. The_on_ _nc_ _e response
to Commem 15 of Att_hrnem A. Comme_ 15 defls with ano_er concern and is not
appropfia__ _e discussion.Amoreappropriate_nce wou_ be m _r to Commem
21 of Attachme_ A. Pleasedad_ or revue as n_s_y.

5. Attachment B, Respon_ to Specific Comment 4. The _ _d not inc_de _d,
dectfi_, and wa_r usageor commufi_ _cep_b_. Hease rear _ e_her the _xt or
the responseas appropriate.

6. Attachment C, Response Spedfic Comment 1. Please expand the response_ the
comment. The informationcRedappea__ be _r general infiRrat_nof _e MCAS El
Toro a_a andmaybe appropria__r thisspecificlocation.However,s_ce _e d_age
dish col_c_ and concentratessurfice runoff, it is morelike_ _at samra_d conditions
willefist for longerperiodsof time_ _e drainageditchso infiltrationat this location_
morel_e_. The_nce cited(< 5_ch_ea0 mayrake_cfl variationsof infil_ation
into consolation, but _is _ not _flec_d _ _e response. :

" -_ 7, AttachmentC, Responseto Spedfic Comment8. The responseshou_ _so state that
".._ _ add_on _ _e _s_nce _ _ac_ng of _e COPCsat thes_e, kr_n wo_d o_y be

necessary_ offsetexcessevapo_anspk_n. From a groundwatervolumeperspective,
totMinfiltrationshouldbe mi_mal.

8. A_achment C, Responseto SpedficComment22. Theresponsere_rences the response
to Comment15, AttachmentC. There is no responsenumber15 for AttachmentC.

NEW COMMENTS

1. Leac_n_Sdu_fi_ Testing. In t_ $_u_n of _terna_e 3 _ each .Attachment
_e_ns A3.2.1.3, B3.3, andC3.3), it is s_ted _at s_p_ of _e softs wou_ be
perform_ todemonstratethatamly_ conee_rat_nsdo notexceed_ charac_rig_
_achi_ procedure_CLP), s_fl_ _es_ _t conce_r_n _TL_, a_ _M
_es_ 1_ concen_on _TLC) reg_ato_ _vels, so _at t_ soilsco_d be used as
covermater_ at an on-_n land_l. It was notc_ _ the _cumem or _on_ to
Co_e_ 6, DTSC,which_rences _ _ _r _s s_, if _ere _s _en spedfic _sfi_
to confi_ _e assumption_at _e _esho_ concen_ons w_ not be exceeded. T_s _
a cr_ po_ _ _e evasion andsde_on of_medial actionA_rn_e 3 _r _e t_ee
areas. Hease co_ ff _s _ng has beendone or is p_ed.
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'" \ included in the study cited. Generally, high concentrations of PAHs are toxic to the organisms,
) and studies are done on water with low concentrations; the relative concentrations in the soil at

EI Toro and the media/concentrations used in the study should be carefully compared and
described.

4. Attachment A, Response to Specific Comment 30. The response references the response
to Comment 15 of Attachment A. Comment 15 deals with another concern and is not
appropriate to the discussion. A more appropriate reference would be to refer to Comment
21 of Attachment A. Please clarify or revise as necessary.

5. Attachment B, Response to Specific Comment 4. The text did not include fuel,
electricity, and water usage or community acceptability. Please refer to either the text or
the response as appropriate.

6. Attachment C, Response Specific Comment 1. Please expand the response to the
comment. The information cited appears to be for general infiltration of the MCAS El
Toro area and may be appropriate for this specific location. However, since the drainage
ditch collects and concentrates surface runoff, it is more likely that saturated conditions
will exist for longer periods of time in the drainage ditch so infiltration at this location is
more likely. The reference cited « 5 inches/year) may take local variations of infiltration
into consideration, but this is not reflected in the response.

) 7. Attachment C, Response to Specific Comment 8. The response should also state that
in addition to the resistance to leaching of the copes at the site, irrigation would only be
necessary to offset excess evapotranspiration. From a groundwater volume perspective,
total infiltration should be minimal.

\
)

8. Attachment C, Response to Specific Comment 22. The response references the response
to Comment 15, Attachment C. There is no response number 15 for Attachment C.

NEW COMMENTS

1. Leaching/Solubility Testing. In the discussion of Alternative 3 in each Attachment
(Sections A3.2.1.3, B3.3, and C3.3), it is stated that sampling of the soils would be
performed to demonstrate that analyte concentrations do not exceed toxicity characteristic
leaching procedure (TCLP), solubility threshold limit concentration (STLC), and total
threshold limit concentration (TTLC) regulatory levels, so that the soils could be used as
cover material at an on-Station landfill. It was not clear in the document or Response to
Comment 6, DTSC, which references the RI for this site, if there bas been specific testing
to confirm the assumption that the threshold concentrations will not be exceeded. This is
a critical point in the evaluation and selection of remedial action Alternative 3 for the three
areas. Please confirm if this testing has been done or is plaIUled.
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"_ _ 2. Landfill Disp_M Op_ons. Section 2.4.2 _mliminary Eva_afion of TechnoMgies and
/ Selection _ Rep_sen_tive Process Option) discusseswhy bob o_Stat_n and off-S_fion

Class III landfills we_ dimpled as _M options (wh_h we_ _r e_her _g_mo_
or p_cticM cornered. Hease expand on _ese _me_s, _pe_M_ _r on_tation
_fl, _c_ wi_o_ _eatme_, _e two Mnd_l opt_m _en_d _ this FS are: 1)
d_posM Ma _ass I l_d_l, w_ has be most s_ngem offingand _sign _quirements;
or _ use as pa_ of _e cover of an o_site C_ss HI landfill, w_ _ a much Msss_nge_
use. The _propda_ of these two _nd_lMg optiom wouM not appear to be
constant to _e generM pubic wi_out add_on expM_fion.

If you have any questiom, please feel free to contact me at (415) 744-2210.

_e_ R. _smer
Reme_al P_ect Mana_r
_deral Fa_lk_s CManupB_n_

cc: Gregory Hufl_, _ Co-ChMr
Tayseer Ma_oud, DTSC
A_ P_n, SWDIV

_ Law_nce Vi_le, RWQCB
._ /
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Landfill Disposal Options. Section 2.4.2 (Preliminary Evaluation of Technologies and
Selection of Representative Process Options) discusses why both on-Station and off-Station
Class III landfills were eliminated as disposal options (which were for either regulatory
or practical concerns). Please expand on these concerns, especially for on-Station
disposal, because without treatment, the two landfill options presented in this FS are: 1)
disposal in a Class I landfill, which has the most stringent citing and design requirements;
or 2) use as part of the cover of an on-site Class HI landfill, which is a much less stringent
use. The appropriateness of these two landfilling options would not appear to be
consistent to the general public without addition explanation.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (415) 744-2210.

Sincerely,

~~k~
Glenn R. Kistner
Remedial Project Manager
Federal Facilities Cleanup Branch

cc: Gregory Hurley, RAB Co~Chair

Tayseer Mahmoud, DTSC
Andy Piskin, SWDIV
Lawrence Vitale, RWQCB

'.; .. ) 2. 
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