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Public Meeting – May 26, 1999 4:30-7:30 p.m.
Irvine City Hall, Conference and Training Center, One Civic Center Plaza, Harvard at Alton Parkway, Irvine

You are invited to attend a public meeting to discuss the information presented in this Proposed Plan regarding the cleanup at In-
stallation Restoration Program Sites 8, 11, and 12, at MCAS El Toro. Marine Corps representatives will provide visual displays
and information on the environmental investigations and the closure alternatives evaluated. You will have the opportunity to ask
questions and formally comment on the alternatives.

Public Comment Period – May 8-June 7, 1999
We encourage you to comment on this Proposed Plan and site-related documents during the 30-day public comment period. You
may submit written comments by mail postmarked no later than June 7, 1999to: Mr. Joseph Joyce, Base Realignment and Clo-
sure (BRAC) Environmental Coordinator, AC/S Environment (IAU), MCAS El Toro, P.O. Box 95001, Santa Ana, CA 92709-5001
or MCAS El Toro, Building 368, Santa Ana, CA 92709-5001 (for overnight delivery service). Comments may also be faxed to
(949) 726-6586. Public comments received during this period, or in person at the public meeting mentioned above, will be consid-
ered in the final closure decision for these sites.

The Marine Corps is requesting comments from the public
on alternatives for the remediation (cleanup) of Installa-
tion Restoration Program Sites 8, 11, and 12 at the

Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro.
This Proposed Plan notifies the public of the opportunities to

comment on the remedial alternatives, summarizes the results of
the remedial investigation (including the human health risk as-
sessment), provides a brief overview of the remedial alterna-
tives, and presents the Marine Corps' preferred remedy for Sites
8, 11, and 12. A more detailed description of the remedial inves-
tigation and the remedial alternatives can be found in the Draft
Final Remedial Investigation Report and the Draft Final Feasi-
bility Study Report, respectively. These reports are part of the
MCAS El Toro Installation Restoration Program Administrative
Record file (see page 13) and are available for public review
and comment at the Heritage Park Regional Library in Irvine
(see page 15). After all public comments on the Proposed Plan
have been reviewed and considered, the final remedy for Sites
8, 11, and 12 will be selected and documented in the Record of
Decision (ROD).

The Marine Corps’ remedial objectives are to protect public
health and the environment, remediate the sites to levels that
allow for safe reuse of the property, and expedite property trans-
fer. All applicable federal and state environmental laws and reg-
ulations are followed to achieve the remedial objectives.

Sites 8, 11, and 12 were divided into units based on physical
characteristics and activities performed in each portion of the
site (see map on page 3). Dividing the sites into units also al-
lows the Marine Corps to evaluate the remedial alternatives that
are the most appropriate for each part of the site.

Based on the risk to human health and the environment from
the types and concentrations of chemicals discovered in the soil
during the remedial investigation, the Marine Corps is recom-
mending remedial action at portions of Site 8 (Units 3 and 5),
Site 11 (Units 1 and 2), and Site 12 (Unit 3 and the catch basin).

The Marine Corps’ preferred remedy for the units requir-
ing remediation is excavation of the contaminated soil from
each site and recycling the soil as foundation material for the
landfill caps at two inactive on-Station landfills.

On-site recycling is feasible because laboratory results from the
remedial investigation indicate that the chemicals found in the
contaminated soil at Sites 8, 11, and 12 are not at high enough
levels to classify the soil as a hazardous waste, therefore this soil
is not hazardous. (Any soil discovered during excavation with
hazardous levels of contamination would be properly manifested
and transported off-Station to a state-permitted hazardous waste
disposal facility). After excavation, sampling would be conduct-
ed to make sure that the excavated areas have been remediated.
Each excavation would then be backfilled with clean fill material
as appropriate. Once Sites 8, 11, and 12 have been remediated,
no land use restrictions or monitoring would be required because
the contaminated soil would be removed and would no longer
present a threat to public health or the environment (see page 7
for a detailed description of the preferred remedy).

No further action is recommended at Site 8 (Units 1, 2, and
4), Site 11 (Unit 3), and Site 12 (Units 1, 2, and 4) because of
the low concentrations of contaminants and risks to human
health and the environment are within the range generally con-
sidered allowable by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (U.S. EPA).
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Environmental Investigation Overview
Site Background

Sites 8, 11, and 12 are located in industrialized areas in the
southwest quadrant of the Station. None of the sites contain any
significant ecological habitat, and portions of Sites 8 and 11 are
covered with asphalt or concrete. The map on page 3 shows the
locations of these sites. Definitions of chemical and technical
terms are provided on page 9.

Site 8, Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office
(DRMO) Storage Area, is a storage area for containerized liq-
uids, scrap, and salvage material from MCAS El Toro and
MCAF Tustin. The scrap materials stored include mechanical
and electrical components and various types of liquids. The site
consists of two distinct areas, a main storage yard (Units 1
through 4) and an old salvage yard (Unit 5). The old salvage
yard was used as a materials storage area from the late 1940s
through the 1970s, but by the mid-1980s, it had been elevated
and regraded with approximately 5 feet of imported fill material.
This area is currently used for vehicle parking.

The main storage yard has been used as a materials storage
area since the late 1940s and remains operational. Today, the
main storage yard is surrounded by a perimeter fence. One
third of the yard is unpaved (Unit 1) and electrical transform-
ers were stored there. Two-thirds of the yard (Unit 2) is paved.
Photographs dating back to 1952 show a refuse pile (Unit 3)
near the center of the main storage yard. The pile was re-
moved and disposed prior to 1991. In December 1993, the top
2 feet of soil formerly beneath the refuse pile was excavated
and removed and the area was then paved. Transformer oil
containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) was reportedly
spilled in a specific area (Unit 4) within Unit 1.

Site 11, Transformer Storage Area,is used for storage of
equipment and scrap metal. The site is currently fenced. From
approximately 1968 to 1983, between 50 and 75 electrical
transformers were stored on a concrete pad and on a dirt lot
(Unit 3) at the site. Reportedly, five transformers leaked and one
spilled transformer oil containing PCBs onto the concrete pad.
The transformer oil was believed to have migrated to the con-
crete pad edge (Unit 1) and flowed onto the unpaved surface of
the storage yard or into an asphalt lined drainage ditch (Unit 2)
adjacent to the concrete pad. In 1983, all transformers were re-
moved and disposed off-site.

Site 12, Sludge Drying Beds,are situated at the location of
a former sewage wastewater treatment plant. The plant operated
between 1943 and 1972 and was demolished a few years later.
The sludge produced at this facility was deposited in two areas
(Units 1 and 2) to dry the material (drying beds). The sludge re-
maining in the drying beds was reportedly abandoned in place.
Earthen berms surrounding the sludge beds were combined with
imported fill material and graded in place. The final grade was

reportedly about 5 feet higher than the original surface.
An industrial wastewater treatment plant (Unit 4) was also

present at Site 12 adjacent to the sewage treatment plant. This
plant treated waste liquids generated during metal plating oper-
ations. Sludge lines ran from the plant to the sludge drying
beds. The industrial wastewater treatment plant reportedly oper-
ated for only a brief period in 1945-1946. By 1961, the plant
had been dismantled. Treatment plant facilities are no longer
present at the site.  This area is currently a grassy picnic area
and park.

Although not an integral part of the wastewater treatment
plant operations, an unlined drainage ditch (Unit 3) at Site 12
was visible in aerial photographs dating back to the mid-1940s.
The ditch conveyed runoff from the wastewater treatment plant
and surrounding areas to Bee Canyon Wash. In the late 1950s,
approximately 150 feet of the upstream end of the ditch was en-
closed in a concrete drain pipe and backfilled to the surrounding
grade. Other than this, the ditch appears to have remained un-
changed since 1946.

Site Investigations
The assessment of the nature and extent of contamination

present at Sites 8, 11, and 12 was based on extensive soil sam-
pling data collected during the environmental (remedial) inves-
tigation. The investigation focused on shallow soil (from 0 to 10
feet below ground surface [bgs]) but included soil sampling to
depths of 100 feet bgs. Groundwater sampling was not required
because soil sampling showed that contamination was localized
in the shallow soil and did not extend to groundwater. The depth
to groundwater is approximately 100 feet or more at these sites.

Each of the three sites was divided into units based on physi-
cal characteristics and activities performed in each portion of
the site. Dividing the sites into units also allowed the Marine
Corps to plan actions most appropriate for each part of the site.
The diagrams on page 3 show each of the units at Sites 8, 11,
and 12.

Investigation Results
The investigation of Sites 8, 11, and 12 showed low levels of

contaminants present in shallow soil at each site. However, the
highest contamination was generally limited to areas very near
the surface, usually between 0 and 4 feet bgs. 

Throughout this Proposed Plan, the term background levels
(of metals) is used. It refers to the naturally occurring range of
metals that are found in the native soil both on and off MCAS
El Toro property (in the vicinity of the Station). These back-
ground levels are not the result of Station operations. 

Site 8 – Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office Stor-
age Area. Chemicals in soils identified at Site 8, Units 1
through 5, include volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-
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volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs), PCBs, pesticides, petroleum hydro-
carbons, and naturally occurring metals. These identified chem-
icals were present most frequently between depths of 0 to 4 feet
bgs. In addition, the types and concentrations of these chemicals
present in shallow soil and deeper subsurface soil (greater than
10 feet bgs) at Site 8 do not pose a threat to groundwater be-
cause the depth to groundwater is approximately 100 feet or
more at this site. Most of the PCB-contaminated soil beneath
the area of the former rubbish pile was removed prior to com-
pletion of the remedial investigation in conjunction with con-
struction activities.

Site 11 – Transformer Storage Area.Soil samples at Site
11 were analyzed for PCBs and pesticides. PCBs were present
only at Units 1 and 2 and were generally confined to surface
soil (0 to 2 feet bgs). Pesticides were reported at Units 1, 2, and
3 and were generally confined in shallow soil to depths of less
than 3 feet bgs. The PCBs and pesticides present at Site 11 do

not pose a threat to groundwater because the depth to ground-
water is approximately 100 feet or more at this site.

Site 12 – Sludge Drying Beds. Chemicals present at Site 12
in shallow soils throughout Unit 1 include VOCs, PAHs, PCBs,
pesticides, herbicides, and petroleum hydrocarbons. Most of
this shallow soil contamination is confined to the upper 5 feet
bgs interval. VOCs, SVOCs, PAHs, PCBs, pesticides, petroleum
hydrocarbons, herbicides, cyanide, and metals above the natu-
rally occurring background levels were reported in shallow soil
throughout Units 2, 3, and 4. At Unit 3, chemicals were present
at the highest concentrations from 0 to 5 feet bgs. A catch basin
in the Unit 3 drainage ditch was also sampled. Results showed
that the basin contained the same chemicals as those present in
the drainage ditch, but at slightly lower concentrations.

For detailed information on investigation findings, the Draft
Final Remedial Investigation Report for Sites 8, 11, and 12 is
available for public review and comment (see page 13) or con-
tact project representatives (see page 15).
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Human Health Risk Assessments

As required by federal law set forth in the 1990 National
Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan, a human health risk assessment was performed

as part of the remedial investigation to determine if environ-
mental cleanup or controls are necessary as a result of poten-
tial risks to human health. Results from the risk assessment
indicate that action should be taken to mitigate risks at Site 8
(Units 3 and 5), Site 11 (Units 1 and 2), and Site 12 (Unit 3).
Under current conditions, risks at the other portions of Sites 8,
11, and 12 are within the U.S. EPA generally allowable risk
range. No further action is necessary to be protective of
human health in these areas.

Identifying Exposure Pathways

To assess the potential human health risks, information on
the types and amounts of chemicals at ground surface and in
the shallow soil beneath Sites 8, 11, and 12 was collected dur-
ing the remedial investigation. Possible exposure pathways,
which show how people could come in contact with chemi-
cals, were then identified. The risk assessment hypothetically
assumes people are living at a site for a period of 30 years. It
was assumed that children and adults could be exposed to
shallow soil (0 to 10 feet bgs) through eating soil (ingestion),
skin (dermal) contact, or breathing (inhalation) of vapors. Pos-
sible health effects from exposure to chemicals were evaluated
and combined with other information to estimate potential
health risks if chemicals remain at the sites.

Estimating Human Health Risks

Calculated risk levels are an indication of potential risks, and
are not an absolute prediction that risk will occur at a certain
level. Actual human exposures and risks are likely to be much
less than those calculated for the risk assessment. The assump-
tions made during the risk assessment process lead to an overes-
timation of potential risk and provide a margin of safety to
protect public health and the environment.

U.S. EPA guidance requires that the Marine Corps look at
various ways the public could be exposed to chemicals and the
health risks associated with exposures to the chemicals. Health
risks associated with exposure to and toxicity of chemicals
were estimated for cancer-causing (carcinogenic) and non-
cancer-causing (noncarcinogenic) effects. The cancer risk is
expressed in terms of the chances of humans contracting can-
cer as a result of living at the sites and being exposed to the
various chemicals over a period of 30 years. This probability
is expressed as the number of additional cancer cases that
would occur within a population, and it is calculated assuming
an individual has an extended exposure to the chemicals. The
term "additional cancer cases" refers to cancer cases that could
occur, in addition to those cases that otherwise occur, in a
population not exposed to site chemicals.

To manage carcinogenic risk and protect human health, the
U.S. EPA follows the protective risk ranges established by the
National Contingency Plan: greater than one additional cancer
case in a population of 10,000 is unacceptable; one additional
cancer case in a population of 10,000 to one additional cancer
case in a population of 1,000,000 can be generally considered
allowable; and less than one additional cancer case in a popu-
lation of 1,000,000 is allowable.

Noncarcinogenic risks are expressed as a hazard index. The
U.S. EPA considers a hazard index of less than 1 as protective
of human health. A hazard index of 1 indicates that the expo-
sure to the chemicals has limited potential for causing adverse
health effects (e.g., respiratory distress). A site with a hazard
index greater than 1 does not by itself require remedial action,
but indicates the need to take into account the types of chemi-
cals, historical activities, and potential toxic effects of the
chemicals of potential concern.

Risk Assessment Results

Soil

Site 8 – Defense Reutilization and Mar-
keting Office Storage Area. Chemicals pre-
sent in soil resulting from Marine Corps’
activities that contribute to human health risks
are PCBs at Unit 3 and PAHs at Unit 5.

Site 11 – Transformer Storage Area. PCBs identified in soil
contribute to human health risks at Unit 1 and 2.

Site 12 – Sludge Drying Beds. Chemicals that contribute to
human health risks are PCBs and PAHs at Unit 3.

Groundwater

Soil sampling showed that contamination was
localized and did not extend to groundwater at
any of these sites. A human health risk assess-
ment was not conducted for groundwater be-
cause there are no site-specific contaminants in
groundwater at Sites 8, 11, and 12. 

Recommended Action
The Marine Corps’ recommendations for the specific units at

Sites 8, 11, and 12 are based on the results of the remedial in-
vestigation and the human health risk assessment, and the as-
sumption of future residential use of these properties. The
site-by-site summary on page 5 presents risk assessment results
and recommended actions for each site unit. A summary of
potential alternatives developed for cleanup at Sites 8, 11, and
12 are presented beginning on page 6. Units at these sites rec-
ommended for Remedial Action are shown in the site diagrams
on pages 8 and 9.
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Site-by-Site Summary:  Risk Assessment Results and Recommended Actions
Site/Unit Cancer Noncancer Risk Management Recommended Actions

Risk a Risk a Considerations

➤ Site 8
Units 1 and 4 2 additional cases 0.79 PCB-contaminated soil is present in various locations at No Further Action
(Evaluated in 100,000 these units. Based on human health risk factors calculated
as one area) for Units 1 and 4: concentrations of PCBs are significantly

less than 10 parts per million (typical cleanup level for PCBs
in a residential area); and the nearest groundwater is located
145 feet below ground surface (bgs).

Units 2 and 3 4 additional cases 2.3 At Unit 2, the only risk drivers present are arsenic and No Further Action
(Evaluated in 100,000 manganese. No site-related activities involved use of
(as one area) these metals. Arsenic and manganese occur naturally

in native soil on and off MCAS El Toro property.
---------------------------------------

At Unit 3, soil beneath the refuse pile formerly located at Proposed Remedial Action – remove 
this unit was contaminated with PCBs. During construction remaining PCB-contaminated soil
activities, prior to the remedial investigation, most of the (approx. 365 cubic yards)
PCB-contaminated soil was removed. Sampling performed 
during the remedial investigation indicates that not all of the
PCB-contaminated soil was removed.

Unit 5 1 additional case 1.1 PAH-contaminated soil is present throughout the unpaved Proposed Remedial Action – remove
in 10,000 portion of this unit. PAH-contaminated soil from unpaved

area (approx. 18,580 cubic yards)

➤ Site 11
Unit 1 9 additional cases 4.5 Small volume of PCB-contaminated soil is present in Proposed Remedial Action – remove up

in 100,000 this localized area. to six feet of soil (approx. 133 cubic
yards).

Unit 2 6 additional cases 0.3 Small volume of PCB-contaminated soil is present in Proposed Remedial Action – remove up
in 1,000,000 this localized area. to six feet of soil (approx. 100 cubic

yards).

Unit 3 3 additional cases 0.017 Both the cancer and noncancer risk values are allowable. No Further Action
in 10,000,000

➤ Site 12
Unit 1 8 additional cases 4.6b Based on the following factors a remedial action at Unit 1 No Further Action

in 100,000 is not appropriate: Conservative nature of risk assessment
calculations (using maximum concentrations of chemicals
of potential concern [COPC] when most of the COPCs were 
only reported once); no site related activities involved the
use of arsenic or manganese; and the fact that concentrations
of PAHs, pesticides, PCBs and metals are confined to the
upper 5-foot-bgs soil interval, are not mobile, and do not
present a risk to groundwater.

Units 2 and 4 3 additional cases 2.1 The cancer risk value is within the allowable range. No Further Action
(Evaluated in 100,000 Although the noncancer risk value is slightly above the  
as one area) allowable range, most of this risk is associated with the 

metals manganese and arsenic. No site related activities  
involved the use of arsenic or manganese. These metals  
occur naturally in native soil on and off MCAS El Toro property.

Unit 3 5 additional cases 5.9 The concentrations and type of contaminants are similar to Proposed Remedial Action – remove
in 100,000 those at Site 12 Unit 1; however this unit is a drainage ditch contaminated soil to prevent migration

that conveys surface water runoff into Bee Canyon Wash of contaminants offsite 
approximately 50 feet upstream of the Station boundary. (approx. 6,165 cubic yards).
PCB and PAH-contaminated soil in this unit may be 
transported off-site and eventually off-Station.

Catch basin 1 additional case 0.18 Both the cancer and noncancer risk values are below the No Further Action
in 1,000,000 allowable range.

Notes:
a  See "Estimating Human Health Risks on page 4 for explanation of U.S. EPA's generally allowable range of cancer risk and the hazard index for noncancer risk.
b  Noncancer risk generally considered allowable because value is associated with a pesticide that was only present in one sample.



The Marine Corps’ remedial objective for Site 8, 11, and
12 is to protect public health and the environment by pre-
venting exposure to soil and reducing the potential for

threats to the environment. For Site 12, an additional remedial
objective is to prevent off-site or off-Station migration of conta-
minated surface water or sediment. Five alternatives were devel-
oped to achieve these objectives. Descriptions of the alternatives
are presented below. Key supporting information from the feasi-
bility study includes:

■ cost comparison estimate of remedial alternatives (page 6).

■ evaluation of the preferred remedy (page 10).

■ comparative analysis of remedial alternatives (page 11).

■ potential federal and state applicable or relevant appropri-
ate requirements (ARARs) for cleanup at Sites 8, 11, and 12
(page 12).

The Marine Corps' preferred remedy for those units at
all three sites that require remediation is Alternative 3,
Excavation with Recycling of the Excavated Soil as Cover

Material. Contaminated soil that is not hazardous would be
recycled and used as foundation layer material beneath the
landfill caps at Installation Restoration Program Site 2,
Magazine Road Landfill, and Site 17, Communication
Station Landfill.

Alternative 1 – No Action

By law, the No Action alternative is evaluated to provide a
basis from which to develop and evaluate other remedial alter-
natives. Under the No Action alternative, the Marine Corps 
would not implement any cleanup actions and there would be no
change to the existing site conditions.

Alternative 2 – Asphalt Cap or Monolithic Soil
Cap with Vegetative Cover, Plus Restrictive
Covenant

Under Alternative 2, Site 8 (Units 3 and 5) and Site 11 (Units
1 and 2) would be covered by an asphalt cap. Site 12 (Unit 3)
would be covered by a monolithic (single-layer) soil cap with a
grass cover to prevent erosion. A storm drain would be installed

Summary of Site Cleanup Alternatives

MCAS El Toro Remedial Alternatives Cost Estimate Comparison
(For Comparison Purposes Only)

Remedial Alternatives Evaluated Estimated Cost in $ Millions
Site 8 Site 11 Site 12

(Units 3 and 5) (Units 1 and 2) (Unit 3)

Alternative 1
No Action 0 0 0

Alternative 2
Capping and Restrictive Covenant 1.58 0.06 0.35

*Alternative 3— Preferred Remedy 
for Sites 8, 11, and 12
Excavation and Recycling 1.20 0.07 0.75

Alternative 4
Excavation, Soil Washing, and 
Thermal Destruction 8.64 0.43 7.08

Alternative 5
Excavation, Soil Washing, and 
Off-Station Disposal 6.28 0.13 2.72

*Alternative 3 includes excavation of contaminated soil and hauling the soil to Site 2 and/or Site 17, sampling to en-
sure that human-health risks have been reduced to allowable levels, and backfilling the excavated area with clean
soil. There are no maintenance costs associated with this alternative. (The Marine Corps may choose to dispose
contaminated soil at an appropriate off-Station disposal facility.)

6
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beneath the Site 12 cap to allow surface water to be conveyed
across the site without eroding the cap or coming in contact
with contaminated soil. The asphalt and soil caps would reduce
human health risks by preventing exposure to contaminated
soil. A restrictive covenant (deed restrictions or lease condi-
tions) would be placed on the property at all three sites. The
covenant would prohibit future owners from performing activi-
ties such as subsurface excavation that could damage the cap.
The covenant would limit use at the site to industrial activities
that are protective of the cap and also allow Marine Corps and
regulatory personnel access to the site to maintain or inspect
the cap.

Alternative 3 – Preferred Remedy – Excavation
with Recycling of the Excavated Soil as 
Cover Material)

Under this alternative, an estimated 25,000 cubic yards of
contaminated soil from Sites 8, 11, and 12 would be excavated
for use as foundation layer material for on-Station landfills.
Once the soil has been excavated, soil sampling would be per-
formed to confirm that all of the contaminated soil that could
cause an unacceptable risk to human health has been removed.
Upon completion of the removal operations, the excavated
areas would be backfilled using clean, compacted fill material
as appropriate. Restrictive covenants and monitoring would
not be necessary because contamination would be removed
from the sites. 

Upon completion of remedial activities, the backfilled soil
at Site 12 would be graded to facilitate proper drainage of the
surrounding area.

Recycling of Excavated Soil. The Marine Corps is current-
ly taking action to cap and close four inactive landfills at the
Station. Alternative 3, the preferred remedy, for Sites 8, 11,
and 12, would recycle all the contaminated soil excavated
from these sites that is not hazardous. Based on remedial in-
vestigation results, hazardous levels of contaminants are not
expected to be present. However, if hazardous wastes are iden-
tified during excavation they would be disposed off-Station at
a state-permitted hazardous waste disposal facility. Soil that is
not hazardous would then be used as part of the foundation
layer beneath the landfill caps at Installation Restoration Pro-
gram Site 2, Magazine Road Landfill, and Site 17, Communi-
cation Station Landfill. Recycling of this soil as landfill
foundation layer material would be done during construction
of the caps. This procedure would eliminate the long-term
risks to human health and the environment at Sites 8, 11, and
12. No exposure pathway to the recycled soil by people or ani-
mals and wildlife would exist after the landfill is capped. (The
Marine Corps may choose to dispose contaminated soil at an
appropriate off-Station disposal facility.)

Alternative 4 – Excavation with On-Site
Treatment by Soil Washing and Thermal
Destruction or Excavation with 
Low-Temperature Thermal Desorption

Under this alternative, an estimated 25,000 cubic yards of
contaminated soil from Sites 8, 11, and 12 would be excavated
and treated to remove contaminants. At Site 8 (Unit 3), the
contaminated soil would be treated with an on-site soil washing
system. As a result of soil washing, fine-grained material (silt
and clay) becomes separated from coarse-grained material (sand
and gravel). Soil washing would successfully treat (clean) the
coarse-grained material. However, contaminants would continue
to bind, chemically or physically, to the fine-grained materials.
Therefore, additional treatment for the fine-grained material is
required. The fine-grained material would be further treated on-
site with a mobile thermal destruction unit that destroys organic
contaminants (mainly PCBs). After thermal destruction, the
residual material (ash) would be transported to an off-Station,
state-permitted disposal facility. The washed (clean) coarse-
grained material would be reused to partially backfill the ex-
cavated areas. This soil would be supplemented with clean fill
material. Soil from Sites 11 and 12 would also be hauled to Site
8 for treatment. The cleaned coarse-grained material would be
hauled back to Sites 11 and 12 and reused to partially backfill
the excavated areas.

Contaminants in the soil at Site 8 (Unit 5) are PAHs. The ex-
cavated soil would be treated on-site using low-temperature
thermal desorption (a less costly treatment method that thermal
destruction), followed by thermal oxidation (afterburning). This
two-step process separates the PAHs from the soils and destroys
them. The treated soil, which is then clean, would be reused to
backfill the excavated area at Unit 5.

Alternative 5 – Excavation, On-Site Soil Washing,
and Off-Station Disposal at a Class I Landfill

Under Alternative 5, an estimated 25,000 cubic yards of
contaminated soil from Sites 8, 11, and 12 would be
excavated and treated with an on-site soil-washing system to
separate the fine-grained soil from the coarser material. The
finer material would then be transported to an off-Station
disposal facility. The treated (clean) coarser material would
be reused to partially backfill the excavated areas. This soil
would be supplemented with clean fill material.

➤ Diagrams that show areas recommended for remedial
action are on pages 8 and 9.

➤ For more information on the remedial action
alternatives for Sites 8, 11 and 12 consult the Draft
Final Feasibility Study Report (see page 13) or contact
project representatives (see page 15).
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■ VOCs (volatile organic compounds) make up a general category
of organic (carbon-containing) compounds that evaporate easily
at room temperature. They are commonly used for machinery
and parts degreasing, paint stripping, and other industrial oper-
ations. At MCAS El Toro, historical activities have included more
than 40 years of aircraft maintenance that used industrial sol-
vents, like trichloroethene (TCE), that are categorized as VOCs.
Within the category of VOCs, there are possible cancer-causing
compounds.

■ SVOCs (semivolatile organic compounds), another general cat-
egory of organic compounds, evaporate at a slower rate than
VOCs. There are suspected cancer-causing compounds within
the category of SVOCs.

■ PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls) are a specific class or group
of SVOCs and are suspected as cancer-causing compounds.
They were commonly contained in transformer oil up to the late
1970s. At MCAS El Toro, several areas were used to store
transformers.

■ Petroleum hydrocarbons are chemical components of fuels.
The individual compounds (e.g., VOCs, SVOCs) that make up
petroleum hydrocarbons are evaluated for potential health ef-
fects. Petroleum hydrocarbon compounds are managed outside
the CERCLA program.

■ PAHs (polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons) are a specific class
or group of SVOCs, and some are suspected as cancer-causing
compounds. They are commonly associated with fuels and
waste oil. At MCAS El Toro, historical activities included spray-
ing waste oil on the ground surface to control dust.

■ Metals found at the sites include aluminum, arsenic, beryllium,
and manganese. Arsenic and beryllium are known to cause
cancer. Aluminum and manganese are noncancer causing
chemicals that can affect the nervous system (aluminum and
manganese) and the respiratory system (manganese).
Aluminum, arsenic, beryllium, and manganese naturally occur in
the soils native to areas on and off MCAS El Toro property.

■ Pesticides and herbicides were used to control insects and
vegetation. Depending on the specific chemicals used for this
purpose, they could be cancer-causing or noncancer causing.

■ Thermal destruction is a treatment method that uses high heat
(up to 2000 degrees Fahrenheit) to destroy organic compounds
(VOCs, PCBs).

■ Thermal desorption is a proven technology that uses relatively
low temperatures (about 500 to 700 degrees Fahrenheit) to
vaporize and thermally eliminate PAHs.

Definitions of Chemical and Technical Terms

Unit 3 is 
recommended for 
remedial action.
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A. Threshold Criteria

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment –
assesses whether a cleanup remedy provides adequate public
health protection and describes how health risks posed by the
site will be eliminated, reduced, or controlled through treatment,
engineering controls, or institutional and regulatory controls.

Alternative 1 is not protective of human health and the envi-
ronment because it does not reduce risk associated with contami-
nants in shallow soil. Alternative 2 is only protective as long as
the cap is maintained. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 result in the same
significant reduction of risk because all three alternatives perma-
nently remove the contaminated soil from the site. 

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARs) – addresses whether a cleanup remedy
will meet all federal, state, and local environmental statutes or
requirements.

Alternative 1 does not comply with potential ARARs for
Sites 8, 11, and 12. Alternative 3 complies with the potential
ARARs (see pages 12 and 13).

B. Primary Balancing Criteria

3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence – refers to the
ability of a remedy to continue protecting human health and the
environment over time after the cleanup action is completed.

Alternative 1 is not effective in protecting human health and
the environment. Alternative 2 is protective, but only if the as-
phalt caps at Sites 8 and 11 and the soil cap at Site 12 are proper-
ly inspected and maintained. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 are effective,
permanent solutions for contamination at Sites 8, 11, and 12.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume – refers to the
degree to which a cleanup alternative uses treatment technolo-
gies to reduce: 1) harmful effects to human health and the envi-
ronment (toxicity), 2) the contaminant's ability to move
(mobility), and 3) the amount of contamination (volume).

Only Alternatives 4 and 5 reduce the toxicity, mobility,
and/or volume of contaminated soil through treatment.  Although
no treatment is involved, Alternative 2 effectively achieves a re-
duction in mobility of the contaminated soil at each site by pre-
venting wind erosion and minimizing sediment transport in
surface water runoff through capping, while Alternative 3 effec-
tively achieves a reduction in the volume of contaminated soil at
each site by removing the soil and recycling it as foundation
layer material beneath the landfill caps at Sites 2 and 17.  Recy-
cling of the contaminated soil, that is not hazardous, as landfill

foundation layer material would reduce the risks to human
health and the environment at Sites 8, 11, and 12 (see page 7
“Recycling of Excavated Soil”).

5. Short-Term Effectiveness – assesses how well human health
and the environment will be protected from impacts due to con-
struction and implementation of a remedy.

Alternative 1 does not have any short-term impacts on health
and safety because this alternative involves no action. Alternative 2
minimizes short-term impacts because the soils do not need to be
displaced. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 involve short-term impacts to
health and safety as a result of potential dust emissions from exca-
vation, treating, and transporting of soils. Of these alternatives in-
volving excavation, Alternative 3 has the least impact on health and
safety because it involves only excavation and transport and does
not require treatment of contaminated soil. Alternative 3 also re-
quires the shortest time to implement.

6. Implementability – refers to the technical feasibility (how
difficult the alternative is to construct and operate) and admin-
istrative feasibility (coordination with other agencies) of a rem-
edy. Factors such as availability of materials and services
needed are considered.

All of the action alternatives developed for remediation of
Sites 8, 11, and 12 use proven, reliable technologies. However,
the alternatives differ significantly in implementability. Alterna-
tive 3 involves excavation, hauling of soil, and backfilling the
excavated area with clean imported soil. Alternative 2 is more
complex because it requires construction of an asphalt or single-
layer soil cap which must be designed, built, and maintained for
a period of approximately 30 years. Alternatives 4 and 5 do not
require maintenance, but do involve using the more complex
technologies of soil washing and/or thermal destruction/thermal
desorption. In addition, for Alternative 4, a significant amount
of resources are expected to be expended in the effort to permit
a thermal destruction unit at Site 8.

7. Cost – evaluates the estimated capital costs and present
worth in today's dollars required for design and construction
and long-term operation and maintenance costs of a remedy.

There is no cost associated with Alternative 1. Alternatives 2
and 3 are the least costly of the protective alternatives. Alterna-
tives 4 and 5 are significantly more expensive and do not
achieve a higher degree of protection than the preferred remedy
at the sites. Alternatives 4 and 5 do reduce concentrations of
contaminants in soil through treatment.

Evaluation of Alternative 3—the Preferred Remedy
Each alternative has undergone detailed evaluation and analysis, using evaluation criteria developed by the U.S. EPA.The
nine criteria are categorized into three groups: threshold criteria, primary balancing criteria, and modifying criteria.The
threshold criteria must be satisfied in order for an alternative to be eligible for selection.The primary balancing criteria ar e
used to weigh major tradeoffs among alternatives. Generally, the modifying criteria are taken into account after public com-
ment is received on the Proposed Plan and reviewed with the various State regulatory agencies to determine if the preferred
alternative remains as the most appropriate remedial action.The nine criteria are defined below and are accompanied by the
key points from the evaluation of the five alternatives with emphasis on Alternative 3, the preferred remedy. A chart that
summarizes evaluation of the five alternatives is shown on page 11.
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C. Modifying Criteria

8. State Acceptance – reflects whether the State of Califor-
nia's environmental agencies agree with, oppose, or have no ob-
jection to or comment on the Marine Corps' preferred alternative.

State of California representatives on the MCAS El Toro
Base Realignment and Closure Cleanup Team (including Cali-
fornia EPA’s Department of Toxic Substances Control and Re-
gional Water Quality Control Board) can accept the Marine
Corps’ preferred remedy, Alternative 3.

9. Community Acceptance – evaluates whether community
concerns are addressed by the remedy and if the community has
an apparent preference for a remedy. Although public comment
is an important part of the final decision, the Marine Corps is
compelled by law to balance community concerns with the other
criteria.

This Proposed Plan is the Marine Corps’ request to the com-
munity to comment on the remedial alternatives, the preferred
remedy, and the Draft Final Remedial Investigation and Feasi-
bility Study Reports.

1 Overall Protec-
tion of Human 
Health and the
Environment

No
Does not prevent
exposure to con-
taminated soil.

Yes
Provides protection if
cap is not disturbed.

Yes
Provides protection
by removing con-
taminated soil.

Yes
Provides protection
by removing and
treating contaminated
soil.

Yes
Provides protection
by removing and
treating contaminated
soil.

2 Compliance with
Applicable or
Relevant and
Appropriate
Requirements

N/A
ARARs are only
applicable when
remedial action is
taken.

Yes
Complies with all
ARARs for this 
alternative.

Yes
Complies with all
ARARs for this 
alternative.

Yes
Complies with all
ARARs for this 
alternative.

Yes
Complies with all
ARARs for this 
alternative.

3 Long-Term
Effectiveness and
Permanence

Low
No reduction in risk.

Moderate
Does not treat soil.
Reduces mobility.

High
Permanently reduces
risks by removing
contaminated soil.

High
Permanently reduces
risks by removing and
treating contaminated
soil.

High
Permanently reduces
risks by removing and
treating contaminated
soil.

4 Reduction of
Toxicity, Mobility,
or Volume through
Treatment

Low
No reduction in
toxicity, mobility, or
volume.

Low
Does not treat soil.
Capping reduces
mobility at the sites.

Low
Does not treat soil.
Reduces volume at
the sites by recycling
soil at landfills.

High
Reduces volume and
toxicity by soil wash-
ing and thermal
processes.

High
Reduces volume by
soil washing.

5 Short-Term
Effectiveness

High
No additional expo-
sure to workers or
public.

Moderate
Contaminated soil is
not removed.

Low
Excavation may
expose workers to
contaminants.

Low
Excavation, stock-
piling, and treatment
may expose workers
to contaminants.

Low
Excavation, stock-
piling, and treatment
may expose workers
to contaminants.

6 Implementability High
No construction
activities.

Moderate
Capping uses proven
technologies. Institu-
tional controls will re-
quire administrative
effort.

Moderate
Excavation and haul-
ing use proven tech-
nologies. Recycling
will require adminis-
trative effort.

Low
Significant technical
and administrative
effort to treat soil and
allow various thermal
units.

Low
Significant technical
effort to wash soil.
Significant adminis-
trative effort to dis-
pose of soil.

7 Total Cost – Sites
8, 11, and 12

None $1,990,000 $2,020,000 $16,150,000 $9,130,000

8 State Acceptance The State cannot
accept this alternative.

The State can accept
this alternative.

The State can accept
this alternative.

The State can accept
this alternative.

The State can accept
this alternative.

9 Community Acceptance – This criteria will be evaluated following the public comment period and addressed in the Record of Decision.

U.S. EPA Criteria

1 2 3
Preferred
Remedy

4 5

Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives

R E M E D I A L A LT E R N AT I V E S
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Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements 
for Cleanup at Sites 8, 11, and 12

The federal Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) states
that remedial actions at sites listed on the National Priorities List must meet federal or state (if more stringent) envi-
ronmental standards, requirements, criteria, or limitations that are determined to be legal applicable or relevant and

appropriate requirements (ARARs). MCAS El Toro was listed on the National Priorities List in 1990. The intent of meeting
ARARs is to select and implement cleanup or remedial actions that are protective of human health and the environment in
accordance with regulatory requirements. Requirements of potential ARARs are divided into three categories:

■ Chemical-specific – are health- or risk-based numerical values for various environmental media, specified in federal
or state statutes or regulations.

■ Location-specific – addresses regulations that may require actions to preserve or protect aspects of environmental
or cultural resources that may be threatened by remedial actions to be undertaken at the site.

■ Action-specific – are regulations that apply to specific activities or technologies used to remediate a site, including
design criteria and performance requirements.

Potential ARARs that will be met by Alternative 3 (preferred remedy) for cleanup and closure at MCAS El Toro Installation
Restoration Program Sites 8, 11, and 12 are described below. Also included (on page 13) are key state To Be Considered
guidelines that pertain to recycling of wastes that are not hazardous.

Chemical-specific ARARs
■ Federal – U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency (U.S. EPA)

The preferred remedial action could potentially involve
the generation of hazardous waste (e.g. excavated
contaminated soil) during the construction phase of
the remedial action. Substantive provisions of the
federally authorized (Resource Conservation and Re-
covery Act) RCRA program implemented in the state
of California require that these wastes be character-
ized to determine if they are hazardous. Potential fed-
eral ARARs for waste characterization include Title 22
California Code of Regulations [CCR] 66261.21,
66261.22(a)(1), 66261.23, 66261.24(a)(1), and
666261.100. If based on the above determination,
wastes are determined to be RCRA hazardous waste,
hazardous waste accumulation requirements would
be applicable.

■ State

State of California regulations related to the identifi-
cation of non-RCRA hazardous waste are potentially
applicable to the preferred remedial action. These
regulations include Title 22 CCR 66261.22(a)(3), and
(4), 66261.24(a)(2) to (a)(8), 66261.101,
66261.3(a)(2)(C) or 66261.3(a)(2)(F).

Location-specific ARARs
■ No potential federal or state location-specific ARARs

were identified for Sites 8, 11, and 12.

Action-specific ARARs
■ Federal – U.S. EPA

The preferred remedial action will involve generation of
on-site waste. Substantive portions of the federally
authorized RCRA program in the state of California for
on-site waste generation are potentially applicable.
These include Title 22 CCR 66262.10(a) and
66262.11. The determination of whether waste gener-
ated during remedial actions is hazardous will be made
as wastes are excavated. Excavated waste which is
classified as RCRA hazardous waste will be accumu-
lated in accordance with Title 22 CCR 666264.34 and
be containerized for storage or transport in compliance
with Title 22 CCR 66264.171-174 and 175(a) and (b).
At closure, storage containers will be decontaminated
in accordance to Title 22 CCR 66264.178. The remedi-
al action will also comply with clean closure regulations
to the extent necessary to protect human health and
the environment in accordance with Title 22 CCR
66264.111.
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■ State – South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD)

Certain SCAQMD Rules and Regulations are poten-
tial state ARARs for air emissions. Fugitive dust emis-
sions are expected for the soil excavation and storage
as part of the remedial action alternatives. The sub-
stantive provisions of SCAQMD Rules 401 and 403
may be potential ARARs for these fugitive dust
emissions.

Guidelines To Be Considered
■ State – California EPA Department of Toxic

Substances Control (DTSC)

DTSC has published a Management Memo (EO-95-
010-MM) that offers guidelines for recycling materials
that are non-RCRA hazardous wastes. The “use con-
stituting disposal” restriction affects the eligibility of
recyclable materials for the exclusions and exemp-
tions provided under Health and Safety Code
25143.2. These guidelines are To Be Considered for
on-Station use of contaminated soil as landfill cover
material.

Internet Connection
Environmental Web Sites

For access to information on MCAS El Toro
(Restoration Advisory Board meeting minutes, 
proposed plans, and fact sheets), check out the
Southwest Division Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command Web Site at:

www.efdswest.navfac.navy.mil/pages/envrnmtl.htm

Other environmental web sites include:

Dept. of Defense Environmental Web Site

www.dtic.mil/environdad/envbrac.html

U.S. EPA Superfund Web Site

www.epa.gov/superfund/index.htm

Reports Available for 
Review and Comment

The collection of reports and documents
used by the Marine Corps in the selection
of cleanup or environmental management

alternatives is the Administrative Record (AR).
A site-specific AR file has been compiled for
Sites 8, 11, and 12 discussed in this Proposed
Plan. It includes the Phase I Remedial Investi-
gation Draft Technical Memorandum (May
1993); the Draft Final Phase II Remedial Investi-
gation Report for all three sites (June 1997);
and the Draft Final Phase II Feasibility Study
for all three sites (January 1998); the Technical
Memorandum on Risk Management Considera-
tions for OU-3A Sites 8, 11, and 12 (November
1998); and the Revised Cost Estimates for the
OU-3A Proposed Plan - Site 8 (Unit 3, Alterna-
tives 2 through 5), Sites 11 and 12 (Alternative 4)
(February 1999).

The Remedial Investigation and Feasibility
Study Reports, other relevant documents that
pertain to these sites, and a complete index of
all MCAS El Toro documents are housed in the
Information Repository at the Heritage Park
Regional Library, 14361 Yale Avenue in Irvine,
(949) 551-7151.

The complete collection of documents listed in
the AR index is also available for review at
MCAS El Toro.To schedule a time to review
documents at the Station during the public
comment period, contact Joseph Joyce at
(949) 726-3470 or 726-2840.
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Cleanup of Installation Restoration Program (IRP) Sites
8, 11, and 12 represents one component of the compre-
hensive environmental investigation and cleanup pro-

gram underway at MCAS El Toro. Designed to protect public
health and the environment, the IRP provides a structure for the
Marine Corps to identify, investigate, and implement remedies
for contamination that resulted from past operations and waste
disposal activities. This effort is being coordinated with the
scheduled operational closure of the Station in July 1999.
Shown below is the IRP process and the current status of Sites
8, 11, and 12.

To effectively manage the overall cleanup effort, the Marine
Corps organized the IRP sites into Operable Units or OUs.

■ OU-1 addresses the TCE contamination in the regional
groundwater that extends 3 miles west of the Station.

■ OU-2A includes Site 24, the VOC Source Area, and Site
25, the Major Drainage Channels.

■ OU-2B (Sites 2 and 17) and OU-2C (Sites 3 and 5) address
landfill sites that contain a variety of waste materials.

■ OU-3 includes the remaining sites at the Station.

In 1997, the Marine Corps issued Proposed Plans and estab-
lished public comment periods for: the Site 24 VOC Source
Area for soil cleanup using soil vapor extraction technology
(SVE); and for the Marine Corps' recommendation for No Fur-

ther Action for OU-3 Sites 4, 6, 9, 10, 13, 15, 19, 20, 21, 22,
and OU-2A Site 25. After consideration of public comments on
the proposed alternatives, Records of Decision that formally
document the remedial actions planned for these sites were is-
sued in September 1997. The Remedial Design for the SVE sys-
tem at Site 24 was finalized in January 1999. The Interim
Remedial Action began in March 1999.

In May 1998, the Marine Corps issued a Proposed Plan for
closure of inactive landfills at the Station OU-2B (Sites 2 and
17) and OU-2C (Sites 3 and 5) and established a public com-
ment period. Completion of the ROD for closure of the four
landfills is anticipated to occur in 1999. The Marine Corps cur-
rently anticipates issuing the Proposed Plan for VOC groundwa-
ter cleanup at OU-1 and OU-2A in 1999. The Proposed Plan for
remaining OU-3 sites is expected to be released in 2001.

What are the Proposed Reuses for 
Sites 8, 11, and 12?

Reuse planning for MCAS El Toro is still in the preliminary
stages. The preferred reuse option selected in the December
1996 Community Reuse Plan was a major commercial airport
with a variety of potential future uses for MCAS El Toro sites.
According to this plan, Sites 8, 11, and 12 are located within
areas designated for industrial use. The proposed reuse in the
area of Site 8 is Institutional (Distribution Center). The pro-
posed reuse in the area of Sites 11 and 12 is Airport Support.

Cleanup at Sites 8, 11, and 12 Plays Key Role in Restoration Program

NPL Listing/
Federal 

Facilities
Agreement

Signed

Remedial
Investigation

(RI)

Feasibility
Study
(FS)

Proposed
Plan/

Public
Comment

Period

Record of
Decision
(ROD)/

Responsiveness
Summary

Remedial
Design

Remedial
Action

MCAS El Toro Installation Restoration Program Process – Cleanup at Sites 8, 11, and 12

COMPLETED WE ARE HERE TO BE DONE

The Station
was placed
on U.S. EPA’s
National
Priorities List
in Feb. 1990.

The RI
identified the
sources 
and areas of
contamina-
tion.

The FS identi-
fied closure
alternatives
for Sites 8,
11, and 12.

The public
has the op-
portunity to
comment on 
the proposed
alternative.

The selected
closure alter-
native and
responses to
public com-
ments will be
documented in
the ROD.

Detailed
specifications
for the
selected
remedy will
be developed.

A qualified
contractor will
begin the
closure
actions
according to
specifications.

➤ ➤
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Where to Get More Information

Copies of Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Studies Reports, including the human health risk assessments and other key
documents relating to environmental activities at MCAS El Toro, are available for public review at this Information Reposito-
ry: Heritage Park Regional Library, 14361 Yale Avenue, Irvine, California 92714; (949) 551-7151. Current hours of opera-

tion: Monday – Thursday 10 a.m. to 9 p.m.; Friday – Saturday 10 a.m. to 5 p.m.; and Sunday 12 p.m. to 5 p.m.

The Marine Corps encourages community involvement in the decision-making process of the environmental restoration program at
MCAS El Toro. If you have any questions or concerns about environmental activities at the Station, please feel free to contact any of
the following project representatives:

Mr. Joseph Joyce Captain Adrienne Dewey
BRAC Environmental Coordinator BRAC Public Affairs Officer
Commanding Officer Marine Corps Air Bases,
AC/S, Environment (1AU) Western Area (1AS)
MCAS El Toro MCAS El Toro
P.O. Box 95001 P.O. Box 95001
Santa Ana, CA 92709-5001 Santa Ana, CA 92709-5001
(949) 726-3470 (949) 726-3853

Mr. Andrew Bain Ms. Marsha Mingay
Community Involvement Coordinator Public Participation Specialist
Superfund Division California EPA
U.S. EPA Department of Toxic Substances Control
75 Hawthorne St. (SFD-3) 5796 Corporate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94105 Cypress, CA 90630
(800) 231-3075 (714) 484-5416

MAILING LIST COUPON
If you would like to be on the mailing list to receive information about environmental restoration activities at MCAS El Toro,
please complete the coupon below and mail to: Commanding Officer, AC/S, Environment, (1AU), Attn: Mr. Joseph Joyce,
IRP Department, MCAS El Toro, P.O. Box 95001, Santa Ana, CA 92709-5001.

❐ Add me to the MCAS El Toro Installation Restoration Program mailing list.

❐ Send me information on Restoration Advisory Board membership.

Name

Street

City State Zip Code

Affiliation (optional) Telephone



Commanding Officer
Attn: Mr. Joseph Joyce
BRAC Environmental Coordinator
AC/S, Environment (1AU)
MCAS El Toro
P.O. Box 95001
Santa Ana, CA 92709-5001

Official Business
Penalty for Private Use,
$300

Printed on Recycled Paper

HELP US STOP WASTEFUL 
DUPLICATE MAILINGS

If you receive duplicates of this fact
sheet, please send us the labels. Be
sure to indicate which is the correct
label and we’ll update our records.
Thank you for your time and
cooperation.
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■ Summary of Site Cleanup Alternatives

■ Evaluation of the Preferred Remedy

■ Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements for Cleanup
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