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Marine Corps Proposes Soil Vapor Extraction for
Cleanup of Contaminated S0il at Site 24

he Marine Corps is requesting comments from the public This Proposed Plan and the corresponding public comment peri-
on the cleanup alternatives for contaminated soil at Instal- od comply with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
lation Restoration Program Site 24 at Marine Corps Air Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA).

Station (MCAS) E1 Toro. This Proposed P/an also _iotifies the The reraediM (cleanup) action objective at Site 24 is to
public of opportunities to comment on these alternatives. A protect human health and the environment by reducing con-

future proposed plan will address the groundwater under Site 24 centrations of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in the soil
as well as the regional groundwater west of the Station. to prevent or minimize further impact to groundwater. VOCs

This Proposed Plan provides an overview of the environmen- comprise a category of chemicals, mainly solvents, formerly

tal investigation results presented in the Draft Final Remedial used for aircraft maintenance at the Station. The soil cleanup
Investigation Report prepared by the Marine Corps. The plan will significantly reduce the movement of VOCs from Site
also summarizes the Feasibility Study report that gives the re- 24. The Marine Corps' preferred alternative for cleanup of
sults of the evaluation of possible soil cleanup alternatives for soil contamination at Site 24 calls for the construction, oper-

the site. It presents the Marine Corps' preferred cleanup alter- arian, and maintenance of a soil vapor extraction (SVE) sys-
native that is based on the U.S. Environmental Protection tern to remove TCE and other VOCs from the soil. This soil

Agency's presumptive remedy approach. This approach is used cleanup is estimated to take 2 to 4 years to complete and
to help guide the process of identifying a proven method for would be conducted entirely on site without excavating cont-
soil cleanup that protects public health and the environment, aminated soil.

OpportunitiesforCommunityInvolvement
Public Meeting: Thursday,May15,19974:30-8:30p.m.

IrvineCityHall,ConferenceandTrainingCenter,OneCivicCenterPlaza,
Harvard Avenue at Alton Parkway, Irvine

You are invited to attend a community meeting regarding the Proposed Plan for contaminated soil cleanup
at Site 24, Volatile Organic Compound Source Area, also known as Operable Unit 2A. At the meeting, Marine
Corps representatives will provide information on the investigation and cleanup alternatives evaluated and
discuss the preferred cleanup alternative. You Will have the opportunity to ask questions and comment on the
alternatives.

PublicReviewandCommentPeriod:April30- May30, 1997

We encourageyou to commenton the alternativesand site-relateddocumentsduringthe 30-day p_JbJio

comment period. Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the community meeting, or you can mail
written commentspostmarkedno later than May 30, 1997 to: JosephJoyce, Base Realignmentand
Closure(BRAC) EnvironmentalCoordinator,AC/S Environment(1AU), MCAS El Toro, EO. Box 95001,
Santa Ana, CA 92709-5001. Comments may also be faxed to (714) 726-6586.



Investigation Summary
Site Background

Historical activities at MCAS El Tore include more than 40

yearsof aircraftand vehiclemaintenanceusing solventslike
trichloroethene (also called TCE) and similar chemicals classi-
fied as volatile organic compounds (VOCs). At some of the
maintenance locations, use of these solvents resulted in the con-

tamination of soil and groundwater.
Site 24 encompasses approximately 200 acres. It is located

in the southwest quadrant of the Station and underlies two large
aircraft hangars (Buildings 296 and 297). Aircraft maintenance
performed at the site involved the use of industrial solvents for
degreasing parts, paint stripping, and aircraft washing. Solvents,
mostly TCE, were formerly used at Buildings 296 and 297. The
precise origin, nature, and use of TCE released at the site (for ex-
ample, unused and discarded, spent, mixed or diluted, etc.) and
the specific circumstances and quantities of individual releases
are unknown. TCE was used in aircraft maintenance activities,

and releases of TCE or materials containing TCE were incidental
to those activities. Solvents containing TCE are no longer used at
the Station.

ImpactofSolventsonSoilandGroundwater
The Marine Corps estimates that approximately 6,000 from the soil at Site 24 into the shallow groundwater and then to

pounds of TCE are in the soil beneath Buildings 296 and 297. the regional groundwater.
Other VOCs, perchloroethene (PCE), carbon tetrachloride, 1,1- The contaminated soil beneath Buildings 296 and 297 has
dichloroethene (1,1-DCE), and Freon 113, were also found in been determined to be the ongoing source of the 10w-level re-
the soil but in smaller amounts. Similarly, PCE, 1,1-DCE, and gional VOC groundwater contamination that forms a plume ex-
carbon tetrachloride are present in the groundwater but at much tending about 3 miles west of the Station. A plume is defined as
lower concentrations than TCE. These solvents have migrated a single area of groundwater contamination extending

from a distinct source. Figure 1 to the left shows the
location of Site 24 and the concentrations of TCE in

_% the shallowgroundwaterand the deepergroundwater
/_%_ (referred to as the principal aquifer). An aquifer is an

underground, water-bearing layer in rock, gravel, or
sand that will yield a quantity of water. Figure 2 on
page 3 shows the link established between the VOC-
contaminated soil and groundwater at Site 24.

The principal aquifer beneath the site is not affect-

f, / ed. However, the principal aquifer west of the Station
boundary has low-level TCE contamination as shown
in the map. The TCE in groundwater that originates

TCECo.centrationsln from Site 24 is gradually diluted as it moves farther
Regional Groundwater:

away and into the deeper, principal aquifer. Other
_----?B°_o,Sp_p°rbi,io,Ippb/* VOCs were also found in the groundwater, but only
::i Above5 ppb(shallowgroundwateraquifer) I! within the plume.

Rangesfrom above5 ppb to 50 ppb

(principalaquifer) Potentialrisksto humanhealthfromexposureto
Boundaries: N

Regio,,alg,oundwatermvestigationarea ] VOCs present at Site 24 were also evaluated. The
levels of VOCs in the soil are very low, thus the risk----- MOASElToro

..... v0c_0,,t_0_ to human health from exposure to this soil is also
*Note: For most of the TeE-contaminated plume, water qualityis better than the low. For more information on potential health risks,federalandslatedrJnkJJ;gwaterstandardthatallowsupto 5 ppbof TOE.

see page 3.
Figure1 SiteMap



Human Health Risk Assessment
uman health and ecological risk assessments are used to risk is expressed in terms of the chance of humans contracting can-
determine if environmental cleanup is necessary at a cer as a result of being exposed to VOCs from the site for 30 years.
site. The decision to conduct a site cleanup is based To manage carciongenic risk and protect public health, the U.S.

upon the presence of materials that could potentially affect Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has set a protective
human health or the environment. At Site 24, a human health risk level not to exceed the range at one person in a population of
risk assessment was performed. Because no wildlife is present ten thousand to oneperson in one million.
in this operational area of the Station, an ecological risk assess- The risk assessment concluded that the chance of contracting
mentwas not conducted, cancer over a 30-yearperiod from exposure toVOCs in the soil

To assess the potential human health risk, information on the at Site 24 is approximately five chances in one billion. This is
types and amounts of chemicals in the soil and groundwater be- well below the U.S. EPA range for protection of public health
neath the site was collected during the environmental investiga- for carcinogens. Concentrations of VOCs in soil are not high
tion. The next step identified possible exposure pathways, which enough to cause noncarcinogenic effects in workers or possible
show how people could come into contact with these chemicals, future residents.
Possible exposure pathways examined for VOC-contaminated Although the risk from exposure to soil was very low, cont-
soil were inhalation of VOC vapors, ingestion of soil, and contact aminated soil is an ongoing source of groundwater contamina-
with skin. For the purposes of evaluating risk from exposure to tion. The risk presented by exposure to VOCs in groundwater
groundwater, potential exposure to VOCs from using water for to a possible future resident of the property is on the order of
drinking and bathing was evaluated even though this water is not one chance in one thousand. The results also showed that
used for these purposes. The risk assessment also assumes peG- under the same scenario, VOC concentrations are high enough
ple are either living or working at the site over a period of 30 to potentially cause noncarcinogenic effects to the future resi-
years. Finally, the possible health effects from these exposures to dent. These risks are considered high only if the groundwater
each chemical were evaluated and combined with other informa- from the contaminated aquifer does not undergo any treatment
tion from the site to estimate potential health risks, and is used for drinking and bathing. Groundwater at the site is

The health risks associated with exposure and toxicity of not currently used for domestic or agricultural purposes. Exist-
chemicals were estimated for cancer-causing (carcinogenic)and ing wells installed at Site 24 are only used to monitor site

noncancer-causing (noncarcinogenic) effects. The carcinogenic conditions.
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Figure2 $ubsurfaceContaminationshowsthe solvent-contaminatedsoil in the VOCSourceAreabeneathSite24 thatservesas the source
of contaminationin the shallowgroundwater.Thiscontaminationformsaplumeof low-levelTOE-contaminatedgroundwaterthatextendsintothe
principalaquiferapproximately3 milesfromMCASEl Tore.Noneof thegroundwateris usedfordrinkingwaterpurposes.

3



Summary of Remedial Alternatives
he Marine Corps' evaluation of remedial alternatives was 280 feet. Influence refers to the area around an SVE well where
guided by the U.S. EPA's experience at VOC-contaminat- air flow was induced and solvents were extracted. Additional
ed sites around the country. The Feasibility Study process one-day tests conducted on other SVE wells confirmed that

involved applying the U.S. EPA's presumptive remedy ap- many of these wells had a similar influence. The pilot test data
proach, which uses past experiences to accelerate the evaluation proved that SVE was successfully demonstrated at Site 24 on a
and selection of cleanup alternatives. The VOC presumptive pilot test basis.
remedy approach meets the Marine Corps' objective of protect-

ing human health and the environment by reducing VOC con- FeasibilityStudyResults
centrations in the soil to assure that the soil at the site does not

continue to contribute to the low-level regional groundwater The Feasibility Study process evaluated two alternatives for
contamination. The approach also allows the Marine Corps to addressing VOC-contaminated soil at Site 24. A "No Action" al-
minimize the identification and screening of a large number of ternative was considered as well as soil vapor extraction. De-
remedial technologies and focus on those technologies that have scriptions of the alternatives are numbered as they appear in the
already proven to be the most effective. Draft Final Feasibility Study Report. The Marine Corps' pre-

The presumptive remedy selected for detailed evaluation in ferred alternative is Alternative 2, Soil Vapor Extraction.
the Feasibility Study was soil vapor extraction (SVE), U.S.
EPA's primary presumptive remedy for cleanup of VOC-conta- Alternative1: NoAction
minatedsoils. By law,the No Actionalternativemustbe consideredas a

baseline against which other alternatives are compared. Under
SoilVaporExtractionPilot Tests the No Action alternative, no activities would be initiated to

Pilot tests were conducted to evaluate the efficiency of using clean up the soil at Site 24. Actual or threatened releases of haz-
SVE to remove VOCs at Site 24. The first pilot test, conducted ardous substances from the site, if not addressed by the pre-
for 84 days, removed approximately 485 pounds of TCE, 76 ferred alternative, may present a current or potential threat to
pounds of 1,I-DCE and 63 pounds of Freon 113 from one ex- public health or the environment. With no action, VOCs in the
traction well. Removal of 485 pounds of TCE represents an 8 soil would continue to contaminate the shallow groundwater.
percent reduction of total estimated mass of TCE in the soil. The levels of VOCs in groundwater would continue to exceed
The "influence" of the well was estimated to be approximately those allowed by federal drinking water standards.

Presumptive Remedy Approach

What are presumptive remedies? What is SVE?

Presumptiveremediesarecleanuptechnologiespreferredbythe SVEis a relativelysimpleprocessthatphysicallyseparateschem-
U.S.EPA.Theyareusedfor sitesthathavesimilarcharacteristicssuch icalsfrom the soil. It removesVOCsandsomesemivolatileorganic
as the typesof contaminants,disposalpracticesused,orsimilarenvi- compoundsfromsoil beneaththe groundsurfacein the unsaturated
ronmentalimpacts.Presumptiveremediesareexpectedto beusedat zone-the soil belowthe surfacethat is locatedabovethe watertable.
allappropriatesitesexceptwhenunusualsite-specificcircumstances A vacuumis appliedto a networkof undergroundextractionwells,
occur.The primarypresumptiveremedysuggestedbythe U.S.EPAfor and chemicals,in the formof vapor or gas,are pulledto the surface.
VOC-contaminated sites is soil vapor extraction (SVE) because it pro- Sometimes, in addition to the extraction wells, air injection wells are
rides effectivetreatmentinplaceat arelativelylowcost.Incaseswhere installedto increasethe air flowand acceleratethe removalrateof
SVE will not work or site characteristics are not as favorable for using the vapors.
this technology, other presumptive remedies are thermal desorption and
incineration. Where has this technology been used?

SVE systems have been widely used to clean up VOCs at numer-
Which presumptive remedy is best suited for Site 24?

ous sitesand militaryinstallationsaroundthe country.Someof these
Pilottests conductedat the sitehave demonstratedthat SVEis include:NortonAir ForceBasein SanBernardino,California;Fairchild

technically feasible and poses a minimum risk to public health and Air Force Base in Washington; and the Defense General Supply Cen-
the environment.Thermaldesorptionandincinerationwereeliminated ter in Virginia.
from consideration because they are more costly and require that
contaminated soils be excavated prior to treatment.
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This would cause the potential future cleanup of groundwater to The estimated cost to implement an SVE system at Site 24 is
be more costly and time-consuming. There are no direct costs $4.9 million. A cost summary is presented on page 6.
associated with Alternative 1.

Although groundwater monitoring is not a part of Altema- Site24 Soil CleanupGoals
tive 1, sampling and analysis of groundwater would be
performed to assess any potential long-term impacts to ground- The remedial (cleanup)actionobjective at Site 24 is to reduce
water at the Station and in the regional groundwater beyond the VOC concentrations in the soil to prevent or minimize further
Station'sboundaries, impact to the shallow groundwater.To achieve this objective,

cleanup goals for the soil were established to reflect VOC con-

Alternative2: SoilVaporExtraction- centrations in the soil that will not contaminate groundwaterabove the federal and state drinking water standards. These
PreferredAlternative standards are called maximum contaminant levels or MCLs.

With Alternative 2, VOCs are removed from soil using soil Cleanup goals for Site 24 VOC-contaminated soil are de-
vapor extraction (SVE), the U.S. EPA presumptive remedy, a fined as threshold soil vapor concentrations. Concentrations
relatively simple process that physically separates VOCs from above the threshold levels reflect soil conditions that have the
the soil. SVE systems are best suited to VOCs that have a ten- potential to contaminate groundwater above the MCLs. Cleanup
dency to volatilize, or evaporate easily, such as solvents. As the of the soil will continue until concentrations of VOC vapors are
name suggests, SVE extracts chemicals from the soil in the below the threshold levels. These threshold concentrations for
vapor form. By applying a vacuum to a network of SVE wells, soil are calculated based on site- and chemical-specific factors
VOCs are pulled to the surface as a vapor. This vapor is passed presented in the Draft Final Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
through an activated carbon filter to trap the VOCs before the Study Reports. The only VOCs in soil that impact groundwater
air is discharged to the atmosphere. When the activated carbon above MCLs are TCE and PCE. Cleanup of soil using the SVE
filters become saturated with VOCs, the carbon is returned to process is specifically targeted for subsurface soil within the

the manufacturer where it is regenerated and the VOCs are de- boundaries of Site 24 that contain TCE and PCE. Other VOCs
stroyed. By removing VOCs from the soil, further groundwater found in the soil will be removed along with TCE and PCE. The
contamination is prevented or minimized, thereby reducing the highest vapor concentrations detected during the environmental
time required for groundwater cleanup. A diagram illustrating investigation for VOCs in soil that impact groundwater are:
the SVE process is shown in Figure 3. 6,120 gg/L (micrograms per liter) for TCE; and 192 pg/L for

The preferred alternative includes the following: PCE. Corresponding threshold vapor concentrations or cleanup
• constructing, operating, and maintaining an SVE system goals for these VOCs are: 27 pg/L for TCE; and 69 pg/L for

to removeTCE and otherVOCs from the soil; PCE.

• performing monitoring throughout the predicted 2 to 4 The cleanup goals for soil are established to meet MCLs
yearsof cleanup; or groundwatercleanup goals at the point of compliancefor

• treating VOC-contaminated soil vapors with activated car- groundwater cleanup. The point of compliance, which is
ben filters to meet air quality standards prior to discharge to the shown in Figure 2 on page 3, is located to the west of Site
atmosphere;and 24 betweenthe siteand Stationboundaries.

• sampling to confirm SVE treatment effectiveness.

Cleanair

toatmisphere
Soilvapor Transport

extractionwells VOC-contaminated Vapor-phasegranular-
underbuildings vaporsarepulled off-gas activated

fromsoilviasoil treatment carbon
Building Building vaporextraction Blower bygranular- offsitefor

297 296 wells System activated regenerationcarbonGround Surface

-- VOC-ContaminatedSoils

Legend
VaporFlow/

Groundwater Piping
OtherProcesses

Figure 3 Soil vapor extraction process shows the Marine Corps'preferred alternative that removes and treats
solvents from beneath Buildings 297 and 296 at Site 24.
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Cleanup Plays Principal Role in Restoration Program
leanup of contaminated soil at Site 24 represents a key for OU-1 and OU-2A groundwater will be held in late 1997.
component of the comprehensive environmental investi- Proposed Plans for OU-2B and OU-2C (landfills) will be re-
gation and cleanup program underway at MCAS E1 leased in December 1997, and the first group for OU-3 (soils)

Torn. Designed to protect public health and the environment, in June 1997.

the Installation Restoration Program (IRP) provides a structure
for the Marine Corps to identify, investigate, and clean up in-

dustrial solvents, metals, and a variety of chemicals that result- Soi| Vapor Extraction System
ed from past operations that at one time were acceptable Cost Estimate Summarypractices. This effort is being coordinated with the scheduled

operational closure of the Station in July 1999. Figure 4 shows CostCategory Costs
the IRP process and the current status of Site 24.

MCAS E1Torn was added to the U.S. EPA's National Priori- Capital Cost $1.1 million
ties List of hazardous waste sites in 1990 due to the presence of
VOCs that are present in the regional groundwater. VOCs have Includes design and construction of the soil vapor extraction

moved underground beyond the Station boundary. To effectively system and includes the activated carbon filters to trapvolatile
manage the overall cleanup effort, the Marine Corps organized the organic compounds fordisposal (approximately 1year).
IRP sites into Operable Units or CUE. OU-1 addresses the low-
level TCE contamination in the regional groundwater that origi- Operation and Maintenance (O&M) $2.5 million

nates at the Station and extends 3 miles west. OU-2A includes Coststo runthesystem,performallmaintenance,andregener-
Sites 24 and 25 (Major Drainage Channels). Both sites were ate activatedcarbon(2-4years).
thought to be potential source areas of regional groundwater con-

tamination. The environmental investigation for OU-2A deter- Monitoring $1.3 millionmined that Site 24 is the source of the VOC contamination.

Contaminated groundwater beneath Site 24 will be addressed to- Involves gauging the system's performance and using soil vapor
gether with the groundwater contamination that extends off-Sta- sampling to measure system effectiveness and cleanup progress
tion. OU-2B and OU-2C address landfill sites that contain a duringO&M(2-3years).

variety of waste materials. OU-3 includes the remaining sites
around the Station with surface soil contamination. Total - EstimatedPresent-WorthCost $4,9 million

Proposed Plans for each of these operable units will be pre- Coversall costs to completethisprojectandincludesa20
sented to the public for review and comment. After c0nsidera- percentcontingencybecausetheexactnumberandlocationsof

tion of public comments on the proposed alternatives, Records SVEwellswillbedeterminedduringtheremedialdesignphaseof
of Decision that formally document the remedial actions theproject(2-4years).
planned for these sites will be issued. All public comments

will be addressed in the Responsiveness Summary section of Detailed information on soil cleanup cost estimates is presented
the Records of Decision. The Marine Corps currently antici- in the DraftFinalFeasibilityStudyReportfor Site24.
pates that the public comment period for the Proposed Plans

Figure4 MCASEl Tore- InstallationRestorationProgramProcess
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firstdiscoveredin )lacedon U,S. sleanupoptionsfor opportunityto | willdocumentthe I tionsfortheselect- torwillbeginthe |

commentonthe I selectedcleanup edremedywittbe cleanupaccordingI
1985. National areasofcontami- contamination,proposedalterna-II option(s)forthe tospecifications.
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Evaluation of the Preferred Remedy
Eachalternativeconsideredby the MarineCorpshas undergonea detailedevaluationand analysis,using a
process developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. The cleanup remedy selected for a site must meet
all nine evaluation criteria, or standards. Thenine criteria are defined belowand areaccompaniedby the key points
from the evaluation of Alternative 2, Soil Vapor Extraction, the Marine Corps'preferred alternative presented in the
Draft Final Feasibility Study Report. The preferred alternative already meets eight of the nine criteria. The ninth,
CommunityAcceptance,will be determinedafter the close of the public commentperiod.

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and • Potential air emissions are easily controlled through acti-
the Environment - assesses whether a cleanup remedy rated carbon adsoprtion.
provides adequate public health protection and describes how • Short time frame to achieve cleanup.
health risks posed by the site will be eliminated, reduced, or • Effective for treating waste under buildings and atactive
controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or institu- industrial or military facilities.
tional and regulatory controls.

6, Implementability - refers to the technical feasibility• SVEprovides both short-term and long-termprotection by
reducing the concentration of VOCs in soil and preventing (how difficult the alternative is to construct and operate) and ad-
further groundwater contamination, ministrative feasibility (coordination with other agencies) of a

remedy. Factors such as availability of materials and services
2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant needed are also considered.

and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) - ad- • Few administrative difficulties; technology is readily
dresses whether a cleanup remedy will meet all federal, state, available.

and local environmental statutes or requirements. • Successful pilot tests demonstrate feasibility.
• Waste is removed in place through limited construction and • Installing and operating extraction wells requires fewer

no excavation;few impacts to the environment are likely, engineering controls than do other technologies (for"ex-
• Emission controls are needed to ensure compliance with ample, excavation and incineration).

air quality standards. • Requires soil vapor sampling to determine when cleanup

3. Long.term Effectiveness and Permanence - is achieved.

refers to the ability of a remedy to continue protecting human 7. Cost - evaluates the estimated capital costs and present-
health and the environment over time after the cleanup action is worth costs in today's dollars required for design, construction,
completed, andlong-termoperationandmaintenancecostsof aremedy.

• Proven to be an effective technique for removing VOCs • $4.9 million, includes capital costs and costs for opera-
from soil, thereby eliminating the contamination source, tion, maintenance, and monitoring (see chart on page 6).

• Requires some treatment of residual wastes (used carbon,
filters, or water containing VOCs) generally through re- 8. State Acceptance - reflects whether the State of
generation or disposal. California's environmental agencies agree with, oppose, or have

• Removes VOCs in soil to levels that will prevent exceedance no objection to or comment on the Marine Corps' preferred al-
of drinking water standards in shallow groundwater, tern•rive.

• State of California representatives on the MCAS E1Toro
4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Base Realignment and Closure Cleanup Team (including

of Contaminants Through Treatment - refers to the Cal-EPA 's Department of Toxic Substances Control and
degree to which a cleanup alternative uses treatment technolo- the Regional Water Quality Control Board), concur with
gies to reduce (1) harmful effects to human health and the envi- the Marine Corps'preferred alternative.
ronment (toxicity), (2) the contaminant's ability to move
(mobility), and (3) the amount of contamination (volume). 9. Community Acceptance - evaluates whether

• Significantly reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume through community concerns are addressed by the remedy and if the
treatment, community has a preference for a remedy. This Proposed Plan

• Removal and treatment of VOCs produces few waste by- is the Marine Corps' request to the community to comment on
products, the proposed alternatives. Although public comment is an im-

portant part of the final decision, the Marine Corps is compelled
5. Short-term Effectiveness - assesses how well by law to balance community concerns with all previously men-

human health and the environment will be protected during the tioned criteria.

the period of time needed to complete construction and imple- • MCAS E1Toro community-based Restoration Advisory
ment a remedy. Board has had the opportunity to review and comment on

• Does notpresent substantive risks to onsite workers or the Draft Feasibility Study Report.
community; potential for some dust generation during • Proposed Plan and Draft Final Feasibility Study Report
well installation, currently available for public comment.
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Where to Get More Information
Copies of Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study Reports, other key documents, and additional information relating to environ-
mental cleanup activities at MCAS E1 Toro are available for public review at this information repository: Heritage Park Regional
Library, 14361 Yale Avenue, Irvine, California 92714; (714) 551-7151 (please call for current operating hours).

The Marine Corps encourages community involvement in the decision-making process of the environmental restoration program at
MCAS E1 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 1st Lt. Matthew Morgan Mr. Andrew Bain Ms. Marsha Mingay
BRAC Environmental Coord. BRAC Public Affairs Officer Comm. Involvement Coord. Public Participation Specialist

Commanding General Marine CorpsAir Bases, Superfund Division Cal-EPA
AC/S, Environment (1AU) Western Area (1AS) U.S. EPA Department of Toxic
MCASEl Toro MCASEl Toro 75 HawthorneSt. (H-I-l) SubstancesControl
EO. Box 95001 EO. Box 95001 San Francisco, CA 94105 245 West Broadway, Suite 350
Santa Ana, CA 92709-5001 Santa Aria, CA 92709-5001 (800) 231-3075 Long Beach, CA 90802-4444
(714)726-3470 (714)726-3853 (310)590-4881

Commanding General

Attn: Mr. Joseph Joyce
BRAC Environmental Coordinator

AC/S, Environment (1AU)
MCAS E1 Toro

EO. Box 95001

Santa Ana, CA 92709-5001

Official Business

Penalty for Private Use,
$300

HELPUS STOPWASTEFULDUPLICATEMAILINGS

If you receive duplicates of this fact sheet, please send us the labels.
Besureto indicatewhich is thecorrect labeland we'llupdateour
records. Thank you for your time and cooperation.
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