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MarineCorpsProposesExcavationandRecyclingof ContaminatedSoil
The Marine Corps is requesting comments from the pub- Based on the risk to human health and the environment from
lic on alternatives for the remediation (cleanup) of Instal- the types and concentrations of chemicals discovered in the soil
lation Restoration Program Sites 8, 11, and 12 at the during the remedial investigation, the Marine Corps is recom-

Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) E1Toro. mending remedial action at portions of Site 8 (Units 3 and 5),
This Proposed Plan notifies the public of the opportunities to Site 11 (Units 1 and 2), and Site 12 (Unit 3 and the catch basin).

comment on the remedial alternatives, summarizes the results of The Marine Corps' preferred remedy for the units re-
the remedial investigation (including the human health risk as- quiring remediation is excavation of the contaminated soil
sessment), provides a brief overview of the remedial alterna- from each site and recycling the soil as foundation material
rives, and presents the Marine Corps' preferred remedy for Sites for the !andffil caps at two inactive on-Station iandfdls.
8, 11, and 12. A more detailed description of the remedial inves- On-site recycling is feasible because laboratory results from the
tigation and the remedial alternatives can be found in the Draft remedial investigation indicate that the chemicals found in the
Final Remedial Investigation Report and the Draft Final Feasi- contaminated soil at Sites 8, 11, and 12 are not at high enough
bility Study Report, respectively. These reports are part of the levels to classify the soil as a hazardous waste, therefore this
MCAS El Toro Installation Restoration Program Administrative soil is not hazardous. (Any soil discovered during excavation
Record file (see page 13) and are available for public review with hazardous levels of contamination would be properly man-
and comment at the Heritage Park Regional Library in Irvine ifested and transported off-Station to a state-permitted haz-
(see page 15). After all public comments on the Proposed Plan ardous waste disposal facility). After excavation, sampling
have been reviewed and considered, the final remedy for Sites would be conducted to make sure that the excavated areas have
8, 11, and 12 will be selected and documented in the Record of been remediated. Each excavation would then be backfilled with
Decision (ROD). clean fill material. Once Sites 8, ! 1, and 12 have been remediat-

The Marine Corps' remedial objectives are to protect public ed, no land use restrictions or monitoring would be required be-
health and the environment, remediate the sites to levels that cause the contaminated soil would be removed and would no
allow for safe reuse of the property, and expedite property trans- longer present a threat to public health or the environment (see
fer. All applicable federal and state environmental laws and reg- page 7 for a detailed description of the preferred remedy).
ulations are followed to achieve the remedial objectives. No further action is recommended at Site 8 (Units 1, 2, and

Sites 8, 11, and 12 were divided into units based on physical 4), Site 11 (Unit 3), and Site 12 (Units 1, 2, and 4) because of
characteristics and activities performed in each portion of the the low concentrations of contaminants and risks to human
site (see map on page 3). Dividing the sites into units also al- health and the environment are within the range generally con-
lows the Marine Corps to evaluate the remedial alternatives that sidered allowable by the U.S. Environmental Protection
are the most appropriate for each part of the site. Agency (U.S. EPA).

Public Meeting - June 16, 1999 4:30-8:30 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 - June I June 30, 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 30, 1999 to: Mr. Joseph Joyce, Base Realignment and
Closure (BP,AC) Environmental Coordinator, AC/S Environment (IAU), MCAS E1 Toro, P.O. Box 95001, Santa Aha, CA 92709-
5001 or MCAS El Toro, Building 368, Santa Aha, 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 con-
sidered in the final closure decision for these sites.

m
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'- EnvironmentalInvestigationOverview
Site Background reportedly about 5 feet higher than the original surface.

An industrial wastewater treatment plant (Unit 4) was also

Sites 8, 11, and 12 are located in industrialized areas in the present at Site 12 adjacent to the sewage treatment plant. This

southwest quadrant of the Station. None of the sites contain any plant treated waste liquids generated during metal plating oper-
significant ecological habitat, and portions of Sites 8 and 11 are ations. Sludge lines ran from the plant to the sludge drying
covered with asphalt or concrete. The map on page 3 shows the beds. The industrial wastewater treatment plant reportedly oper-
locations of these sites. Definitions of chemical and technical ated for only a brief period in 1945-1946. By 1961, the plant
terms are provided on page 9. had been dismantled. Treatment plant facilities are no longer

Site 8, Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office present at the site. This area is currently a grassy picnic area
(DRMO) Storage Area, is a storage area for containerized liq- and park.
uids, scrap, and salvage material from MCAS E1 Toro and Although not an integral part of the wastewater treatment
MCAF Tustin. The scrap materials stored include mechanical plant operations, an unlined drainage ditch (Unit 3) at Site 12
and electrical components and various types of liquids. The site was visible in aerial photographs dating back to the mid-1940s.
consists of two distinct areas, a main storage yard (Units 1 The ditch conveyed runoff from the wastewater treatment plant

throug h 4) and an old salvage yard (Unit 5). The old salvage and surrounding areas to Bee Canyon Wash. In the late 1950s,

yard was used as a materials storage area from the late 1940s approximately 150 feet of the upstream end of the ditch was eh-
through the 1970s, but by the mid-1980s, it had been elevated closed in a concrete drain pipe and backfilled to the surrounding

and regraded with approximately 5 feet of imported fill material, grade. Other than this, the ditch appears to have remained un-
This area is currently used for vehicle parking, changed since 1946.

The main storage yard has been used as a materials storage
area since the late 1940s and remains operational. Today, the Site Investigations
main storage yard is surrounded by a perimeter fence. One The assessment of the nature and extent of contamination

third of the yard is unpaved (Unit 1) and electrical transform- present at Sites 8, 11, and 12 was based on extensive soil sam-
ers were stored there. Two-thirds of the yard (Unit 2) is paved, pling data collected during the environmental (remedial) inves-
Photographs dating back to 1952 show a refuse pile (Unit 3) tigation. The investigation focused on shallow soil (from 0 to 10
near the center of the main storage yard. The pile was re- feet below ground surface [bgs]) but included soil sampling to
moved and disposed prior to 1991. In December 1993, the top depths of 100 feet bgs. Groundwater sampling was not required
2 feet of soil formerly beneath the refuse pile was excavated because soil sampling showed that contamination was localized

and removed and the area was then paved. Transformer oil in the shallow soil and did not extend to groundwater. The depth
containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) was reportedly to groundwater is approximately 100 feet or more at these sites.
spilled in a specific area (Unit 4) within Unit 1. Each of the three sites was divided into units based on physi-

cal characteristics and activities performed in each portion of
Site 11, Transformer Storage Area, is used for storage of the site. Dividing the sites into units also allowed the Marine

equipment and scrap metal. The site is currently fenced. From Corps to plan actions most appropriate for each part of the site.
approximately 1968 to 1983, between 50 and 75 electrical The diagrams on page 3 show each of the units at Sites 8, 11,
transformers were stored on a concrete pad and on a dirt lot and 12.
(Unit 3) at the site. Reportedly, five transformers leaked and one

spilled transformer oil containing PCBs onto the concrete pad. Investigation Results
The transformer oil was believed to have migrated to the con-

crete pad edge (Unit 1) and flowed onto the unpaved surface of The investigation of Sites 8, 11, and 12 showed low levels of
the storage yard or into an asphalt lined drainage ditch (Unit 2) contaminants present in shallow soil at each site. However, the

adjacent to the concrete pad. In 1983, all transformers were re- highest contamination was generally limited to areas very near
movedand disposedoff-site, the surface, usuallybetween 0 and 4 feet bgs.

Throughout this Proposed Plan, the term background levels

Site 12, Sludge Drying Beds, are situated at the location of (of metals) is used. It refers to the naturally occurring range of
a former sewage wastewater treatment plant. The plant operated metals that are found in the native soil both on and off MCAS
between 1943 and 1972 and was demolished a few years later. El Toro property (in the vicinity of the Station). These back-

The sludge produced at this facility was deposited in two areas ground levels are not the result of Station operations.
(Units 1 and 2) to dry the material (drying beds). The sludge re-
maining in the drying beds was reportedly abandoned in place. Site 8 - Defense Reutillzation and Marketing Office Stor-
Earthen berms surrounding the sludge beds were combined with age Area. Chemicals in soils identified at Site 8, Units 1

imported fill material and graded in place. The final grade was through 5, include volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-
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MCAS El Toro Location Map - Installation Restoration Program Sites 8, 11, and 12
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MCAS EI Torois shown along with the units that comprise Sites 8, 11,and 12.

volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), polynuclear aromatic not pose a threat to groundwater because the depth to ground-

hydrocarbons (PAHs), PCBs, pesticides, petroleum hydro- water is approximately 100 feet or more at this site.
carbons, and naturally occurring metals. These identified chem-

Site 12 - Sludge Drying Beds. Chemicals present at Site 12
icals were present most frequently between depths of 0 to 4 feet in shallow soils throughout Unit 1 include ¥OCs, PAHs, PCBs,

bgs. In addition, the types and concentrations of these chemicals pesticides, herbicides, and petroleum hydrocarbons. Most of
present in shallow soil and deeper subsurface soil (greater than this shallow soil contamination is confined to the upper 5 feet

10 feet bgs) at Site 8 do not pose a threat to groundwater be- bgs interval. VOCs, SVOCs, PAHs, PCBs, pesticides, petroleum

cause the depth to groundwater is approximately 100 feet or hydrocarbons, herbicides, cyanide, and metals above the natu-

more at this site. Most of the PCB-contaminated soil beneath rally occurring background levels were reported in shallow soil

the area of the former rubbish pile was removed prior to eom- throughout Units 2, 3, and 4. At Unit 3, chemicals were present
pletion of the remedial investigation in conjunction with con- at the highest concentrations from 0 to 5 feet bgs. A catch basin

struction activities, in the Unit 3 drainage ditch was also sampled. Results showed

that the basin contained the same chemicals as those present in
Site 11 - Transformer Storage Area. Soil samples at Site

the drainage ditch, but at slightly lower concentrations.
11 were analyzed for PCBs and pesticides. PCBs were present

only at Units 1 and 2 and were generally confined to surface For detailed information on investigation findings, the Draft
soil (0 to 2 feet bgs). Pesticides were reported at Units 1, 2, and Final Remedial Investigation Report for Sites 8, 11, and 12 is

3 and were generally confined in shallow soil to depths of less available for public review and comment (see page 13) or con-

than 3 feet bgs. The PCBs and pesticides present at Site 11 do tact project representatives (see page 15).
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Human Health Risk Assessments
s required by federal law set forth in the 1990 National To manage carcinogenic risk and protect human health, the
Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency U.S. EPA follows the protective risk ranges established by the
Plan, a human health risk assessment was performed National Contingency Plan: greater than one additional cancer

as part of the remedial investigation to determine if environ- case in a population of 10,000 is unacceptable; one additional
mental cleanup or controls are necessary as a result of poten- cancer case in a population of 10,000 to one additional cancer

tial risks to human health. Results from the risk assessment case in a population of 1,000,000 can be generally considered
indicate that action should be taken to mitigate risks at Site 8 allowable; and less than one additional cancer case in a popu-
(Units 3 and 5), Site 11 (Units 1 and 2), and Site 12 (Unit 3). lation of 1,000,000 is allowable.
Under current conditions, risks at the other portions of Sites 8, Noncarcinogenic risks are expressed as a hazard index. The

11, and 12 are within the U.S. EPA generally allowable risk U.S. EPA considers a hazard index of less than 1 as protective
range. No further action is necessary to, be protective of of human health. A hazard index of 1 indicates that the expo-
human health in these areas, sure to the chemicals has limited potential for causing adverse

health effects (e.g., respiratory distress). A site with a hazard

Identifying Exposure Pathways index greater than I does not by itself require remedial action,
but indicates the need to take into account the types of chemi-

To assess the potential human health risks, information on cats, historical activities, and potential toxic effects of the
the types and amounts of chemicals at ground surface and in chemicals of potential concern.
the shallow soil beneath Sites 8, 11, and 12 was collected dur-

ing the remedial investigation. Possible exposure pathways, RiskAssessment Results
which show how people could come in contact with chemi-

cals, were then identified. The risk assessment hypothetically Soil
assumes people are living at a site for a period of 30 years. It

Site 8 - Defense Reutilization and Mar-
was assumed that children and adults could be exposed to
shallow soil (0 to l0 feet bgs) through eating soil (ingestion), keting Office Storage Area. Chemicals pre-

skin (dermal) contact, or breathing (inhalation) of vapors. Pos- sent in soil resulting from Marine Corps'
sible health effects from exposure to chemicals were evaluated activities that contribute to human health risks
and combined with other information to estimate potential are PCBs at Unit 3 and PAHs at Unit 5.

health risks if chemicals remain at the sites. Site 11 - Transformer Storage Area. PCBs identified in soil
contribute to human health risks at Unit 1 and 2.

EstimatingHumanHealthRisks
Site 12 - Sludge Drying Beds. Chemicals that contribute to

Calculated risk levels are an indication of potential risks, and human health risks are PCBs and PAHs at Unit 3.

are not an absolute prediction that risk will occur at a certain
level. Actual human exposures and risks are likely to be much Groundwater
less than those calculated for the risk assessment. The assump- Soil sampling showed that contamination was
tions made during the risk assessment process lead to an overes- localized and did not extend to groundwater at
timation of potential risk and provide a margin of safety to any of these sites. A human health risk assess-

protect public health and the environment, ment was not conducted for groundwater be-
U.S. EPA guidance requires that the Marine Corps look at cause there are no site-specific contaminants in

various ways the public could be exposed to chemicals and the groundwater at Sites 8, 11, and 12.
health risks associated with exposures to the chemicals. Health

risks associated with exposure to and toxicity of chemicals RecommendedAction
were estimated for cancer-causing (carcinogenic) and non-

cancer-causing (noncarcinogenic) effects. The cancer risk is The Marine Corps' recommendations for the specific units at
expressed in terms of the chances of humans contracting can- Sites 8, 11, and 12 are based on the results of the remedial in-
cer as a result of living at the sites and being exposed to the vestigation and the human health risk assessment, and the as-
various chemicals over a period of 30 years. This probability sumption of future residential use of these properties. The

is expressed as the number of additional cancer cases that site-by-site summary on page 5 presents risk assessment results

would occur within a population, and it is calculated assuming and recommended actions for each site unit. A summary of
an individual has an extended exposure to the chemicals. The potential alternatives developed for cleanup at Sites 8, 11, and

term "additional cancer cases" refers to cancer cases that could 12 are presented beginning on page 6. Units at these sites fcc-

occur, in addition to those cases that otherwise occur, in a ommended for Remedial Action are shown in the site diagrams

population not exposed to site chemicals, on pages 8 and 9.
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Site.by. Site Summary: Risk Assessment Results and Recommended Actions
Site/Unit Cancer Noncancer RiskManagement RecommendedActions

Riska Riska Considerations

Site 8

UnitsI and4 2additionalcases 0.79 PCB-contaminatedsoilis presentinvariouslocationsat NoFurtherAction
(Evaluated in100,000 theseunits.Basedonhumanhealthriskfactorscalculated
asonearea) forUnits1and4:concentrationsof PCBsaresignificantly

lessthan10partspermillion(typicalcleanuplevellorPCBs
inaresidentialarea);andthenearestgroundwateris located
145feetbelowgroundsurface(bgs).

Units2and3 4 additionalcases 2.3 AtUnit2,theonlyriskdriverspresentarearsenicand NoFurtherAction
(Evaluated in 100,000 manganese.Nosite-relatedactivitiesinvolveduseof
(asonearea) thesemetals.Arsenicandmanganeseoccurnaturally

innativesoilonandoffMCASElToroproperty.
.......................................

At Unit3, soilbeneaththerefusepileformerlylocatedat ProposedRemedialAction- remove
thisunitwascontaminatedwithPCBs.Duringconstruction remainingPCB-contaminatedsoil
activities,priorto theremedialinvestigation,mostofthe (approx.365cubicyards)
PCB-contaminatedsoilwasremoved.Samplingpedormed
duringtheremedialinvestigationindicatesthatnotallofthe
PCB-contaminatedsoilwasremoved.

Unit5 1additionalcase 1.1 PAH-contaminatedsoilis presentthroughouttheunpaved ProposedRemedialAction- remove
in10,000 portionofthisunit. PAH-contaminatedsoilfromunpaved

area(approx.18,580cubicyards)

)_ Site 11

Unit I 9additionalcases 4.5 Smallvolumeof PCB-contaminatedsoilis presentin ProposedRemedialAction- removeup
in100,000 thislocalizedarea. to sixfeetof soil(approx.133cubic

yards).

Unit2 6additionalcases 0.3 Smallvolumeof PCB-contaminatedsoilispresentin ProposedRemedialAction- removeup
in1,000,000 thislocalizedarea. tosixfeetofsoil(approx.100cubic

yards).
Unit3 3additionalcases 0.017 Boththecancerandnoncancerriskvaluesareallowable. NoFurtherAction

in10,000,000

_- Site 12

Unit1 8additionalcases 4.6b Basedonthefollowingfactorsaremedialactionat UnitI NoFurtherAction
in100,000 isnotappropdate:Conservativenatureofdskassessment

calculations(usingmaximumconcentrationsofchemicals
of potentialconcern[COPC]whenmostoftheCOPCswere
onlyreportedonce);nosite relatedactivitiesinvolvedthe
useofarsenicormanganese;andthefactthatconcentrations
ofPAHs,pesticides,PCBsandmetalsareconfinedtothe
upper5-foot-bgssoilinterval,arenotmobile,anddonot
presenta riskto groundwater.

Units2 and4 3additionalcases 2.1 Thecancerriskvalueiswithintheallowablerange. NoFurtherAction
(Evaluated in100,000 Althoughthenoncancerdskvalueis slightlyabovethe
asonearea) allowablerange,mostofthisriskisassociatedwiththe

metalsmanganeseandarsenic.Nositerelatedactivities
involvedtheuseof arsenicormanganese.Thesemetals
occurnaturallyinnativesoilonandoffMCASElToroproperty.

Unit3 5additionalcases 5.9 Theconcentrationsandtypeof contaminantsaresimilarto ProposedRemedialAction- remove
in100,000 thoseat Site12Unit1;howeverthisunitisadrainageditch contaminatedsoiltopreventmigration

thatconveyssurfacewaterrunoffintoBeeCanyonWash of contaminantsoffsite
approximately50feetupstreamol theStationboundary. (approx.6,165cubicyards).
PCBandPAH-contaminatedsoilinthisunitmaybe
transportedoff-siteandeventuallyoff-Station.

Catchbasin I additionalcase 0.18 Boththecancerandnoncancerriskvaluesarebelowthe NoFurtherAction
in1,000,000 allowablerange.

Notes:

a See"EstimatingHumanHealthRisksonpage4 forexplanationolU.S.EPA'sgenerallyallowablerangeofcance_riskandthehazardindexfornoncancerrisk
b Noncancerriskgenerallyconsideredallowablebecausevalueisassociatedwitha peslicideIhatwasonlypresentin onesample.
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Summary of Site Cleanup Alternatives
he Marine Corps' remedial objective for Site 8, 11, and Material. Contaminated soil that is not hazardous would be

12 is to protect public health and the environment by pre- recycled and used as foundation layer material beneath the
venting exposure to soil and reducing the potential for !andf'fii caps at Installation Restoration Program Site 2,

threats to the environment. For Site 12, an additional remedial Magazine Road Landfill, and Site 17, Communication

objective is to prevent off-site or off-Station migration of conta- Station Landt'fil.
minated surface water or sediment. Five alternatives were devel-

oped to achieve these objectives. Descriptions of the alternatives Alternative I - No Action

are presented below. Key supporting information from the feasi- By law, the No Action alternative is evaluated to provide a
bility study includes: basis from which to develop and evaluate other remedial alter-

· cost comparison estimate of remedial alternatives (page 6). natives. Under the No Action alternative, the Marine Corps
would not implement any cleanup actions and there would be no

· evaluation of the preferred remedy (page 10). change to the existing site conditions.

· comparative analysis of remedial alternatives (page 11).
Alternative 2 - Asphalt Cap or Monolithic Soil

· potential federal and state applicable or relevant appropri- Cap with Vegetative Cover, Plus Restrictive
ate requirements (ARARs) for cleanup at Sites 8, 11, and 12 Covenant
(page 12),

Under Alternative 2, Site 8 (Units 3 and 5) and Site 11 (Units

The Marine Corps' preferred remedy for those units at 1 and 2) would be covered by an asphalt cap. Site 12 (Unit 3)
all three sites that require remediation is Alternative 3, would be covered by a monolithic (single-layer) soil cap with a
Excavation with Recycling of the Excavated Soil as Cover grass cover to prevent erosion. A storm drain would be installed

6



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. Alternative 4 - Excavation with On-Site
The covenant would limit use at the site to industrial activities .Treatment by Soil Washing and Thermal

that are protective of the cap and also allow Marine Corps and Destruction or Excavation with
regulatory personnel access to the site to maintain or inspect Low.Temperature Thermal Desorption

the cap. Underthis alternative,25,343cubicyardsof 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 re-

sult of soil washing, fine-grained material (silt and clay) be-
comes separated from coarse-grained material (sand and

gravel). Soil washing would successfully treat (clean) the
coarse-grained material. However, contaminants would contin-
ue to bind, chemically or physically, to the fine-grained materi-
als. 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-Sta-
tion, state-permitted disposal facility. The washed (clean)
coarse-grained material would be reused to partially backfill the
excavated 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, 25,343 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 par-
tially backfill the excavated areas. This soil would be supple-
mented 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).



Units at Sites 8, 11, and 12 Recommended for Remedial Action

Site 8 - DRMO Storage Yard

Unit 1
EastStorage
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Portionsof
Units 3 and 5
are recommended
forremedialaction.

Site 11 - Transformer Storage Area
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UnitsI and2 are recommendedforremedialaction.
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Site 12- Sludge Drying Beds
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Evaluationof Alternative3--the PreferredRemedy
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. Theprimary balancing criteria are
used to weigh major tradeoff$ among alternatives. Generall_ 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. Thenine 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.

A. Threshold Criteria foundation layer material would reduce the risks to human
health and the environment at Sites 8, 11, and 12 (see page 7

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment - "Recycling of Excavated Soil").
assesses whether a cleanup remedy provides adequate public

health protection and describes how health risks posed by the 5. Short-Term Effectiveness - assesses how well human health
site will be eliminated, reduced, or controlled through treatment, and the environment will be protected from impacts due to con-

engineering controls, or institutional and regulatory controls, struction and implementation of a remedy.
Alternative 1 is not protective of human health and the envi- Alternative 1 does not have any short-term impacts on health

ronment because it does not reduce risk associated with contami- and safety because this alternative involves no action. Alternative 2
nants in shallow soil. Alternative 2 is only protective as long as minimizes short-term impacts because the soils do not need to be

the cap is maintained. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 result in the same displaced. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 involve short-term impacts to
significant reduction of risk because all three alternatives perma- health and safety as a result of potential dust emissions from exca-
nently remove the contaminated soil from the site. vation, treating, and transporting of soils. Of these alternatives in-

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate volving excavation, Alternative 3 has the least impact on health and
Requirements (ARARs) - addresses whether a cleanup remedy safety because it involves only excavation and transport and does
will meet all federal, state, and local environmental statutes or not require treatment of contaminated soil. Alternative 3 also re-
requirements, quires the shortest time to implement.

Alternative 1 does not comply with potential ARARs for 6. Implementability- refers to the technical feasibility (how
Sites 8, 11, and 12. Alternative 3 complies with the potential difficult the alternative is to construct and operate) and admin-

ARARs (see pages 12 and 13). istrative feasibility (coordination with other agencies) of a rem-

B. Primary Balancing Criteria edy. Factors such as availability of materials and services
needed are considered.

3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence - refers to the All of the action alternatives developed for remediation of
ability of a remedy to continue protecting human health and the Sites 8, 11, and 12 use proven, reliable technologies. However,
environment over time after the cleanup action is completed, the alternatives differ significantly in implementability. Altema-

Alternative 1 is not effective in protecting human health and tive 3 involves excavation, hauling of soil, and backfilling the
the environment. Alternative 2 is protective, but only if the as- excavated area with clean imported soil. Alternative 2 is more

phalt caps at Sites 8 and 11 and the soil cap at Site 12 are proper- complex because it requires construction of an asphalt or single-
ly inspected and maintained. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 are effective, layer soil cap which must be designed, built, and maintained for
permanent solutions for contamination at Sites 8, 11, and 12. a period of approximately 30 years. Alternatives 4 and 5 do not

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume - refers to the require maintenance, but do involve using the more complex
degree to which a cleanup alternative uses treatment technolo- technologies of soil washing and/or thermal destruction/thermal
gies to reduce: I) harmful effects to human health and the envi- desorption. In addition, for Alternative 4, a significant amount
ronment (toxicity), 2) the contaminant's ability to move of resources are expected to be expended in the effort to permit
(mobility), and 3) the amount of contamination (volume). a thermal destruction unit at Site 8.

Only Alternatives 4 and 5 reduce the toxicity, mobility,
and/or volume of contaminated soil through treatment. Although 7. Cost - evaluates the estimated capital costs and present

worth in today's dollars required for design and constructionno treatment is involved, Alternative 2 effectively achieves a re-
and long-term operation and maintenance costs of a remedy.duction in mobility of the contaminated soil at each site by pre-

venting wind erosion and minimizing sediment transport in There is no cost associated with Alternative 1. Alternatives 2
surface water runoff through capping, while Alternative 3 effec- and 3 are the least costly of the protective alternatives. Alterna-
tively achieves a reduction in the volume of contaminated soil at tives 4 and 5 are significantly more expensive and do not
each site by removing the soil and recycling it as foundation achieve a higher degree of protection than the preferred remedy
layer material beneath the landfill caps at Sites 2 and 17. Recy- at the sites. Alternatives 4 and 5 do reduce concentrations of
cling of the contaminated soil, that is not hazardous, as landfill contaminants in soil through treatment.
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C. Modifying Criteria 9.CommunityAcceptance- evaluates whether community

8. State Acceptance - reflects whether the State of Califor- concerns are addressed by the remedy and if the community has
an apparent preference for a remedy. Althoughpublic comment

nia's environmentalagencies agree with,oppose, or haveno ob- is an importantpart of thefinal decision, the Marine Corps is
jection to or commenton theMarineCorps'preferredalternative, compelledby law to balancecommunityconcernswith theother

State of California representatives on the MCAS E1 Toro criteria.
Base Realignment and Closure Cleanup Team (including Cali-
fornia EPA's Department of Toxic Substances Control and Re- This Proposed Plan is the Marine Corps' request to the com-
gional Water Quality Control Board) can accept the Marine munity to comment on the remedial alternatives, the preferred

remedy, and the Draft Final Remedial Investigation and Feasi-
Corps'preferredremedy,Alternative3. bilityStudyReports.

Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives

ii q_,ll =11.] f,_! ql'_.l _ iI q :i _lr_,l tl I_,J=lg

¶ 2 !_iliiiliiiiii_i:;iiiii:ii:iiiiii'_ii_'_?]_]_!ii:i!]_ii__i_'::_iii_i_i_:_:i:__ii_ 4 5
?iiii

u.s.EpAcriteria
I OverallProtec- No Yes Yes Yes

tionof Human Doesnotprevent Providesprotectionif _r°i_[:d;:'-_ Providesprotection Providesprotection
Healthandthe exposuretocon- capisnotdisturbed, byremovingand byremovingand
Environment taminatedsoil. i[_i:a_i_i_:o[['i treatingcontaminated treatingcontaminated

soil. soil.

2 Compliancewith N/A Yes _::__::-Y_e:_sil Yes Yes
Applicableor ARARsareonly Complieswithall _:C_qlm'p}i_i__,_wii'_i_ij!:?.i:.: Complieswithall Complieswithall
Relevantand applicablewhen ARARsforthis ;A:_RSJo[_i:s':!:::':i::i": ARARsforthis ARARsforthis
Appropriate remedialactionis alternative. ?_i:i_i_'-_!i:i!i:; i_;ii alternative, alternative.
Requirements taken, i 'i ii ii!!i!ii_iii

3 Long-Term Low Moderate ::_: High High
Effectivenessand Noreductionin risk. Doesnottreatsoil. Permanentlyreduces Permanentlyreduces
Permanence Reducesmobility. ':i!iS_:]:_:bYiii:i_'_°-:]_!]_!g:?i?:ii:_:: risksbyremovingand risksbyremovingand

c6ntami"ndled:_S:oili!i_: treatingcontaminated treatingcontaminated
_-_ii::_jiiiiiii,iiiii!:i:iiiiii!iiiiii]iil;iil soil. soil.

4 Reductionof Low Low i ii [-_:_i;_iii?i:i:iiii[i:_}i:_i!High High
Toxicity,Mobility, Noreductionin Doesnottreatsoil. _:!'_:_'_-_!_:n:_ii_::_i_i:}i!_:!_::_jii!ii!!_i_:!Reducesvolumeand Reducesvolumeby
orVolumethrough toxicity,mobility,or Cappingreduces R_d_!c;_:i::_Oib(_:_!i:]a'i_!:?:toxicityby soilwash- soilwashing.
Treatment volume, mobilityatthesites. 't:_:i__i_i[!e:-_!i'_:_-_iZli:ij:_!_li!n_!_:_ilngandthermal

processes.
5 Short-Term High Moderate iiiiiii?_iii:_!i::iii_:Si:;6i'!ii%i::i!ii_'i_'::iiii ' !__:.__ :_. _:_W_,=_:__ LOW LOW

Effectiveness Noadditionalexpo- Contaminatedsoil is iE_::_'_av_iti_-_fi_m_;-_iii!i_?:!ii Excavation,stock- Excavation,stock-
suretoworkersor notremoved. ?:_:_@i-_6_:_:_":_w_i_:e_!!_i_:_::iiii_i_ii!!_::ipiling,andtreatment piling,andtreatment
public, mayexposeworkers mayexposeworkers

6 Implementability High Moderate :i:iZ::_::Mi°::dlj_i._:'::_?;ili?_!ii?:i Low Low
Noconstruction Cappingusesproven Significanttechnical Significanttechnical
activities, technologies.Institu- i_[:_:__d_:::_:_:_p;_/6_e_::!t!e:_::_!_, andadministrative efforttowashsoil.

tionalcontrolswillre- ii_::n_::(_iog_j:b_i!':R'6_::_ii::_:_!iii_::_':iefforttotreatsoiland Significantadminis-
quireadministrative _i!i!i_:_!ii_ald':imi]ri[_?allowvariousthermal trativeefforttodis-
effort. ::tr_iti:Vbi'_::eff::oK:ili:,i://_iiil units, poseof soil.

ii i! _ i i}i i ii::_,!!!iiii_!

7 TotalCost- Sites None $1,990,000 i :$j2_0_-21_0ii001:0i?iii!!iiii!! $16,150,000 $9,130,000

8 State Acceptance lhe Statecannot The Statecan accept ¥hfi$i:ifij!_gilC§ifilig:(i_::_:Pi!The State canaccept The Statecan accept
acceptthisalternative, thisalternative, i'_ii::i':}_itii:__'_ii_o:r::nAi:q_i_,i_: thisalternative, thisalternative.iii??Jliiiiiii??ii;iiiil !iiiii  iiii!iiiiii! ii!

9 CommunityAcceptance- Thiscriteriawillbeevaluatedfollowingthepubliccommentperiodandaddressedin theRecordof Decision.
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Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
for Cleanupat Sites 8, 11, and 12

he federal ComprehensiveEnvironmentalResponse, Compensation,and LiabilityAct of 1980 (CERCLA) states
thatremedialactionsat sites listedon the NationalPrioritiesListmustmeet federalor state (if morestringent)envi-
ronmentalstandards,requirements,criteria,or limitationsthatare determinedto be legal applicableor relevantand

appropriaterequirements(ARARs).MCAS El Torowas listedon theNational PrioritiesList in 1990. The intentof meeting
ARARs is to selectand implementcleanupor remedialactionsthatareprotectiveof humanhealthand the environmentin
accordancewithregulatoryrequirements.RequirementsofpotentialARARs are dividedinto three categories:

· Chemical-specific - are health-or risk-basednumericalvaluesfor variousenvironmentalmedia, specifiedin federal
orstate statutesor regulations.

· Location-specific- addresses regulationsthat may requireactionsto preserve orprotect aspectsof environmental
orculturalresourcesthatmay be threatenedby remedialactionsto be undertakenat the site.

· Action-specific - are regulationsthat apply to specificactivitiesor technologiesused to rernediatea site, including
designcriteriaandperformancerequirements.

PotentialARARs that willbe met byAlternative3 (preferredremedy)for cleanupand closureat MCAS El ToroInstallation
RestorationProgramSites8, 11,and 12 are describedbelow.Also included(onpage 13) are keystate ToBe Considered
guidelinesthatpertain to recyclingof wastesthat are not hazardous.

Chemical. specific AR/IRs Location.specific ARARs

· Federal - U.S. Environmental Protection · No potential federal or state location-specific ARARs
Agency (U.S. EPA) were identified for Sites 8, 11, and 12.

The preferred remedial action could potentially involve
the generation of hazardous waste (e.g. excavated /iction.specificAR/IRs
contaminated soil) during the construction phase of · Federal - U.S. EPA
the remedial action. Substantive provisions of the
federally authorized (Resource Conservation and Re- The preferred remedial action will involve generation of
covery Act) RCRA program implemented in the state on-site waste. Substantive portions of the federally
of California require that these wastes be character- authorized RCRA program in the state of California for
ized to determine if they are hazardous. Potential fed- on-site waste generation are potentially applicable.
eral ARARs for waste characterization include Title 22 These include Title 22 CCR 66262.10(a) and
CaliforniaCode of Regulations[CCR] 66261.21, 66262.11. The determination of whether waste gener-
66261.22(a)(1), 66261.23, 66261.24(a)(1), and ated during remedial actions is hazardous will be made
666261.100. If based on the above determination, as wastes are excavated. Excavated waste which is
wastes are determined to be RCRA hazardous waste, classified as RCRA hazardous waste will be accumu-
hazardous waste accumulation requirements would lated in accordance with Title 22 CCR 666264.34 and
be applicable, be containerized for storage or transport in compliance

with Title 22 CCR 66264.171-174 and 175(a) and (b).
· State At closure, storage containers will be decontaminated

State of California regulations related to the identifi- in accordance to Title 22 CCR 66264.178. The remedi-
cation of non-RCRA hazardous waste are potentially al action will also comply with clean closure regulations
applicable to the preferred remedial action. These to the extent necessary to protect human health and
regulations include Title 22 CCR 66261.22(a)(3), and the environment in accordance with Title 22 CCR
(4), 66261.24(a)(2) to (a)(8), 66261.1 01, 66264.111.
66261.3(a)(2)(C) or 66261.3(a)(2)(F).

12



. State - South Coast Air Quality Management Guidelines ToBe Considered
District (SCAQMD)

· State - California EPA Department of Toxic
Certain SCAQMD Rules and Regulations are poten- Substances Control (DTSC)
rial state ARARs for air emissions. Fugitive dust emis-
sions are expected for the soil excavation and storage DTSC has published a Management Memo (EO-95-
as part of the remedial action alternatives. The sub- 010-MM) that offers guidelines for recycling materials
stantive provisions of SCAQMD Rules 401 and 403 that are non-RCRA hazardous wastes. The "use con-
may be potential ARARs for these fugitive dust stituting disposal" restriction affects the eligibility of
emissions, 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.
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Cleanupat Sites 8, 11, and12 PlaysKeyRolein RestorationProgram
leanup of Installation Restoration Program (IRP) Sites ther Action for OU-3 Sites 4, 6, 9, 10, 13, 15, 19, 20, 21, 22,

8, 11, and 12 represents one component of the compre- and OU-2A Site 25. After consideration of public comments on
hensive environmental investigation and cleanup pro- the proposed alternatives, Records of Decision that formally

gram underway at MCAS El Toro. Designed to protect public document the remedial actions planned for these sites were is-

health and the environment, the IRP provides a structure for the sued in September 1997. The Remedial Design for the SVE sys-
Marine Corps to identify, investigate, and implement remedies tern at Site 24 was finalized in January 1999. The Interim
for contamination' that resulted from past operations and waste Remedial ActiOn began in March 1999.

disposal activities. This effort is being coordinated with the In May 1998, the Marine Corps issued a Proposed Plan for
scheduled operational closure of the Station in July 1999. closure of inactive landfills at the Station OU-2B (Sites 2 and

Shown below is the IRP process and the current status of Sites 17) and OU-2C (Sites 3 and 5) and established a public corn-
8, 11, and 12. _ ment period. Completion of the ROD for closure of the four

To effectively manage the overall cleanup effort, the Marine landfills is anticipated to occur in 1999. The Marine Corps cur-
Corps organized the IRP sites into Operable units or OUs. rently anticipates issuing the Proposed Plan for VOC groundwa-

ter cleanup at OU-1 and OU-2A in 1999. The Proposed Plan for
· OU-I addresses the TCE contamination in the regional remaining OU-3 sites is expected to be released in 2001.

groundwater that extends 3 miles west of the Station.

· OU-2A includes Site 24, the VOC Source Area, and Site Whatare the ProposedReusesfor
25, the Major Drainage Channels. Sites8,11,and127

· OU-2B (Sites 2 and 17) and OU-2C (Sites 3 and 5) address Reuse planning for MCAS E1 Toro is still in the preliminary
landfill sites that contain a variety of waste materials, stages. The preferred reuse option selected in the December

1996 Community Reuse Plan was a major commercial airport· OU-3 includes the remaining sites at the Station.
with a variety of potential future uses for MCAS El Toro sites.

In 1997, the Marine Corps issued Proposed Plans and estab- According to this plan, Sites 8, 11, and 12 are located within

lished public comment periods for: the Site 24 VOC Source areas designated for industrial use. The proposed reuse in the

Area for soil cleanup using soil vapor extraction technology area of Site 8 is Institutional (Distribution Center). The pro-
(SVE); and for the Marine Corps' recommendation for No Fur- posed reuse in the area of Sites 11 and 12 is Airport Support.

MCASElToroInstallationRestorationProgramProcess- Cleanupat Sites8,11,and12

NPLListing/ Remedial Feasibility Proposed Recordof Remedial Remedial
Federal Investigation Study Plan/ Decision Design Action

Fac#ities (RI) (FS) Public (ROD)/

Agreement Comment Responsiveness
Signed Period Summary

I

- specifications I contractorwill
on U.S.EP^'s sources alternatives portunityto nativeand for the begin the
National andareasof for Sites8, commenton responsesto selected closure
PrioritiesList contamina- 11,and12. the proposed public com- remedywill actions
in Feb.1990. tion, alternative, mentswill be be developed, accordingto

documentedin specifications.
the ROD.
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Where to Get More Information
opies 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 Statio n, Please feel free to contact any of
the following project representatives:

Mr.JosephJoyce Lt.AdrienneDewey
BRAC EnvironmentalCoordinator BRACPublic Affairs Officer

CommandingGeneral MarineCorpsAirBases,
AC/S, Environment (1AU) Western Area (1AS)
MCASElToro MCASE1Toro
P.O.Box95001 P.O.Box95001

Santa Ana, CA 92709-5001 Santa Ana, CA 92709-5001
(949) 726-3470 (949) 726-3853

Mr.AndrewBain Ms.MarshaMingay
Community Involvement Coordinator Public Participation Specialist
SuperfundDivision CaliforniaEPA

U.S.EPA DepartmentofToxicSubstancesControl
75 Hawthorne St. (SFD-3) 5796 Corporate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94105 Cypress, CA 90630
(800) 231-3075 (714) 484-5416
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See Inside
i

PROPOSEOPLAN

for CleanupatThreeShallowSoilSites

· Environmental Investigation Overview

B Human Health Risk Assessments

· Summary of Site Cleanup Alternatives

· Evaluation of the Preferred Remedy

· Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements for Cleanup

· Where to Get More Information

· Opportunities for Community Involvement

Commanding General

Attn: Mr. Joseph Joyce
BRAC Environmental Coordinator

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

P.O. Box 95001

Santa Ana, CA 92709-5001
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CLEAN II Program
Bechtel Job No. 22214

Bechtel Contract No. N68711-92-D-4670
File Code: 02164/0323

1230 Columbia Square IN REPLY REFERENCE: CTO-0155/0471
Suite 400
SanDiego,CA92101

April 14, 1999

Contracting Officer
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Southwest Division

Mr. Richard Selby, Code 02R.RS
Building 127, Room 112
1220 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92132-5190

Subject: Sign-Off Version Final Proposed Plan for Cleanup at Three Shallow Soil Sites,
Operable Unit 3, Sites 8, 11, and 12, DTD June 1999

Dear Mr. Selby:

It is our pleasure to submit the Sign-Off Version Final Proposed Plan for Cleanup at Three
Shallow Soil Sites, Operable Unit 3, Sites 8, 11, and 12 for Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El
Toro, California, prepared under Contract Task Order (CTO) 155 and Contract No. N68711-92-
D-4670. The Sign-Off version of this document has been prepared as the final check for SWDIV
and for approval to print. Items enclosed are 1) Sign-Off Approval Form, 2) Note to Reviewers
and specific pages from the Proposed Plan that show final changes (handwritten) that were
incorporated into the Final Proposed Plan, and 3) the Final Proposed Plan. Dates for the public
comment period (June 1-June 30, 1999) and the public meeting (June 16, 1999) have been
incorporated into the document on page 1. Upon receiving the Sign-Off Approval Form,
CLEAN II will proceed with printing, or if changes are required a new Sign-Off version will be
prepared for approval, if deemed necessary.

We have submitted the appropriate number of copies of this document to individuals listed on the
attached transmittal. If you have any questions or would like further information, please contact

Bob Coleman at (619) 744-3016 or myself at (619) 744-30/980_

/-"/ /

Da/Re J. Tedaldi, Ph.D., P.E.
DJT/sp P_6ject Manager
Enclosures

_ Bechtel National, Inc. Sysmm$_gm._-cons_vc_ss
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Sign-off/Approval Form

Final Proposed Plan - MCAS E1 Toro
OU-3 Sites 8, 11, and 12

This form authorizes CLEAN II to complete, print, and distribute the Final
Proposed Plan. It is anticipated either Andy Piszkin, Lead RPM, Dave DeMars,
RPM, or Joseph Joyce, MCAS E1 Toro BEC will sign and approve.

If there are any changes, please attach those corrections to the Sign-Off Approval
Form. CLEAN II will incorporate those corrections and provide a second Sign-
off, if necessary.

Approved as is.

Approved with corrections (attached to this form).

Name/Signature and Date

NOTE: Sign-off/Approval should befaxed or delivered to CLEANH by COB,
Friday, April 23, 1999. Please fax (619) 687-8787 or deliver to Bob Coleman,
CLEAN II.
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Note to Reviewers:

Attached are the specific pages (1, 2, 3, 6, 7, and 14) from the Proposed Plan that
contain the last round of changes from SWDIV that have been incorporated into
the Sign-Off version. Please note the circled sentence on page 14. Should this
sentence be deleted or should it remain?

These pages have been provided to make it easy to see the incorporation of these
changes.
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