APPENDIX A

AGENCY COMMENTS TO DRAFT EBS
AND RESPONSES




Note:

Response to USEPA Comments (June 3, 1994)
Draft Environmental Bassline Survey
Fritzsche Army Alrfield (FAAF) Parcel

Fort Ord, California

Please refer to the above-referenced comments (Appendix A) for the complete text

of the abbreviated comments listed below.

General Comments

Comment 1:

Response 1:

Comment 2:

Response 2:

Comment 3:

Response 3:

J37214-H
January 25, 1993

Categories of Property to be Transferred:

A map (Plate 9) has been included in Version 2 of the FAAF EBS identifying the
areas of Phase I that are being transferred under CERCLA §120(h)(3) and
§120(h)(4) respectively. Plate 9 shows the following information supporting
transfer of Phase I of FAAF:

FAAF Parcel Boundary

Phase I

Property Transferable now under CERCLA §120(h)(4)
Property Transferable now under CERCLA §120(h)(3)
Property Not Transferable now (NPL or OEW sites)

The information on Plate 9 is sufficient to identify the authority under which
areas of Phase I are being transferred.

The Draft EBS does not discuss the use of pesticides:

After being placed on the NPL, basewide investigations were undertaken to assess
areas on the installation where above normal pesticide use occurred. Areas of
above-normal pesticide use identified in the basewide investigation are being
investigated under the NPL program, including both documentation review and
field sampling. There are three areas that are being investigated for possible
above normal pesticide use. These include Site 15, Site 24, and Site 33. None of
these sites is located within the FAAF Parcel and they are not being proposed for
transfer at this time. The EBS has been revised to reflect this information.

NPL Site Terminology:

The use of the terms 'NPL site' and 'Non-NPL site' has been a common practice for
several years and are used to distinguish sites for which an investigation is being
conducted under CERCLA from those areas being investigated under separate
programs, such as those in the underground storage tanks program. Three types
of NPL sites, RI/FS sites, Interim Action Sites, and No Action Sites, have been
identified in coordination with the regulatory agencies. Because these terms,
including the use of the NPL site terminology, have been in common use for some
time and help distinguish the various investigative activities being conducted at
Fort Ord, no changes to the document are warranted.

Harding Lawson Associates A-1




Specific omments

Comment 4:

Response 4:

Comment 5:

Response 5:

Comment 6:

Response 6:

Comment 7:

Response 7:

Comment 8:

Response 8:

Comment 9:

Response 9:

Comment 10:

Response 10:

Comment 11:

Response 11:

137214-H

January 25, 19935

Page 13 (also pp. vii, 15, 20, Table 10), References to NPL Sites:

See response to General Comment 3 above.

Page 17, EBS Guidance:

The most recent guidance received from the Department of Defense is dated
June 1, 1994, and was received after the preparation of the draft EBS for FAAF.
This most recent guidance was reviewed and used when preparing the Version 2
EBS for FAAF.

Page 23, Reference to 6 NPL Sites:

See response to General Comment 3 above.

"Page 27, Asbestos Surveys:

Asbestos surveys have now been completed for 43 structures on the FAAF parcel,
which represents all habitable buildings on the parcel. The structures not
surveyed previously may have included facilities such as flagpoles and loading
docks that are not habitable buildings, but were assigned structure numbers.

Page 31, Summary of Lead-Based Paint Management Program:

Because housing structures are not present on the FAAF parcel, sampling of
defective lead-based paint surfaces was not necessary. The suspected presence of
LBP in 26 non-housing buildings on the FAAF parcel is based on their date of
construction (1978 or pre-1978). The exteriors of buildings were not surveyed for
LBP.

Page 35, Decommissioning of Buildings

Seven buildings on the FAAF parcel were surveyed and sampled for radioactive
materials. No radiological health hazards were identified and the seven buildings
were recommended for radiological decommissioning.

Page 41, Spills of waste oil onto fuel pods:

There are no motor pocl areas on the FAAF parcel and there are no reported
spills of waste oil involving the transfer of waste oil into fuel pods used as
temporary ASTs.

Page 43, UST Program

The UST program status for the 11 known tanks at the FAAF parcel has been
updated for Version 2 of the EBS. Two ASTs have been identified on the FAAF

parcel and their status is reported. The FOST reflects the known status of the
tanks.
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Comment 12:

Response 12:

Comment 13:

Response 13:

Comment 14:

Response 14:

Comment 15:

Response 15:

Comment 16:

Response 16:

Comment 17:

Response 17:

Comment 18:

Response 18:

Comment 19:

Response 19:

Comment 20:

Ja7214-H
January 25, 1995

Page 44, SWMUs Program

The 1993 update on SWMUs presented in the FAAF EBS is the most current
information available. No evidence of environmental release was present at any
of the six SWMUs present at FAAF.

Pages 48 and 49, CERFA Report and Agency Concurrence

The Version 2 EBS has been revised to include reference to maps from the final
CERFA Report, and shows the areas where EPA concurred on the identification of
CERFA-uncontaminated parcels.

Page 49, Reference to CERCLA §120(h)(3)

Uncontaminated property is to be transferred under CERCLA §120(h)(4) not (3).
Also, see response to General Comment 1 above.

Page 50, CERFA with Qualifiers Parcels

The CERFA with (Qualifiers category was developed by the Department of the
Army for the CERFA Program as one of four categories. The CERFA report is
considered the base report for all EBS-related activities, and parcel-specific EBSs
incorporate information from the final CERFA FAAF report. Plate 9 presents the
requested information on which portions of the parcel are transferable under
CERCLA §120(h)(3) or (4).

Page 50, CERCLA §120(h)(3) vs. §120(h)(4)

See response to General Comment 1 above. The text of the EBS has been revised
to reflect current DoD gnidance and to clarify under which section of CERCLA
property transfers will take place.

Page 52 and Table 9, No Further Action

The term "no further action" has been changed to "no action." A note has been
added to Table 9 indicating that categories of NPL sites may change as additional
information becomes available.

Page 52, 53, 56, NPL Sites

See response to General Comment 3 above.

Page 60, Asbestos Surveys

The text will be changed to reflect that 43 buildings have been surveyed for

asbestos. See response to Comment 7 above.

Page 61, CERFA Parcels
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Response 20:

Comment 21:

Response 21:

Comment 22&23:

Response 22823:

Comment 24:

Response 24:

The Version 2 EBS reflects the information from the final CERFA report.

Page 61, SWMUs Program

The Department of the Army is investigating all SWMUs at Fort Ord for inclusion
in the basewide RI/FS report under RCRA/CERCLA interface requirements. No
additional SWMUs have been identified, nor does the Army expect to find
additional SWMUs as a result of the investigation.

Page 62, NPL Sites

See response to General Comment 3 above.

Page 62, Health-Related Conditions

The specific health-related environmental conditions known to exist on the FAAF
parcel are presented in the EBS. Evaluation of the possible exposure pathways
and health risks to individuals working in or occupying buildings associated with
these conditions is beyond the scope of the EBS.

This concludes the written responses to USEPA comments on the draft EBS for the FAAF parcel.

J37214-H
January 25, 1995
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Note:

Response to DTSC Comments (June &, 1994)
Environmental Bassline Survey
Fritzsche Army Alrfield (FAAF) Parcel
Fort Ord, California

Please refer to the above-referenced comments for the text of the comments and
questions responded to below.

General Comments

Comment 1:

Response 1:

Comment 2:

Response 2:

Comment 3:

Response 3:

J37214-H
January 25, 1995

Phase 1 Property Boundaries, FOST:

FAAF Phase 1 parcel boundaries were not defined at the time the draft EBS was
issued in March 1994. Information in the EBS was used to define the FAAF
Phase I area. The Version 2 EBS contains a map showing the boundaries of the
Phase I area and the legal description of the property. The FOST also contains a
map of the FAAF Phase I area.

Existing Environmental Conditions and Use Restrictions:

The EBS addresses the requested environmental issues either directly or in
conjunction with discussions on basewide restoration programs. Use restrictions
for portions of reuse parcels will be delineated in the transfer documents (e.g.,
deeds) per DoD guidance and in accordance with CERCLA §120(h)(3).

Outstanding Survey Results:

The EBS for FAAF presents information available at the time the EBS was
prepared and represents a snap-shot of the environmental conditions, based on
those available data and in accordance of DoD guidance for preparing EBSs. At
the time the draft EBS for FAAF was prepared, asbestos surveys had been
completed for most of the non-housing buildings. Plate 4 of the EBS for FAAF
showed building-specific information about asbestos, including (1) the location of
buildings for which asbestos surveys had been completed and the condition of
the asbestos in those buildings and (2) the location of buildings for which
asbestos surveys had not been completed as of the time the draft report was
issued. The Department of the Army, through the Sacramento District COE, has
conducted additional asbestos surveys for buildings not previously surveyed.
Results of those surveys will be made available for review to new property owners
upon completion. The Version 2 EBS will include the most current information
available.

Lead-based paint surveys are currently underway at Fort Ord. Information from
these surveys will be made available through the EBS process or will be made
available for potential property recipient review. However, when definitive
lead-based paint survey information was not available, our approach was to
conservatively estimate the likelihood of the presence of lead-based paint based
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on building construction information. Buildings constructed in or prior to 1978
were assumed to contain lead-based paint.

Radon surveys have been recently completed and no radon levels above
4 picocuries/liter were observed in buildings on the FAAF parcel.

Radiological surveys of seven buildings within the FAAF parcel have been
completed and results are included in the Version 2 EBS.

In general, individual Memoranda of Agreements between the Army and potential
property holders will include use restrictions that allow no occupation of the
buildings until final survey results are available or appropriate corrective actions
have been taken.

Specific Comments

Comment 4:

Response 4:

Comment 5:

Response 5:

Comment 6:

Response 6:

Comment 7:

Response 7:

J37214-H
January 25, 1995

Page vii, Executive Summary

Current DoD FOST guidance dated June 1, 1994, states that the regulatory
agencies will be provided an opportunity to review draft FOSTs prior to their
being signed by the Department of the Army (DA). DoD guidance states that the
Army will include the agencies in the process and will also notify them of the
Army's intention to sign a FOST. In accordance with that guidance, unresolved
comments from the agencies will be appended to the FOST.

Page 7, Section 1.6, Limitations

In accordance with DoD guidance, an EBS is prepared prior to property transfer.
The purpose of an EBS is to document the existing environmental conditions of
the property and to provide for informed the DA decisions on the suitability of
the property for transfer consistent with the requirements of CERCLA §120(h). In
addition, the EBS aids in the Army's preparation of deed covenants, if required.
The EBS was not prepared to directly support any other purpose beyond DA
decision making. The EBS is placed in information repositories making it
available for public review prior to property transfer. In addition, the Army is
required to publish a Notice of Intent to sign a FOST that announces where a
public 30-day review period may be conducted.

Page 15, Section 2.6, Historical Uses on Property Adjacent to Parcel

Site investigation activities at adjacent NPL Sites 27 and 35 have been completed.
Field observations and chemical analysis of samples collected at the sites suggest
that subsurface soil and groundwater have not been significantly impacted by site
activities. Sites 27 and 35 are considered No Action sites. The EBS has been
meodified to reflect their status.

Page 15, Section 2.6, Historical Uses on Property Adjacent to Parcel and Page 586,
Potential Impacts from Adjoining Properties

Soil remediation at OU1 is completed and groundwater remediation is ongoing.
The groundwater chemical plume at OU1 does not extend onto the FAFF parcel
and is not expected to do so in the future. Additional information is presented in
the draft final OU1 Remediation Confirmation Study (May 3, 1994).
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Comment 8:

Response 8:

Comment 9:

Response 9:

Comment 10:

Response 10:

Comment 11:

Response 11:

Comment 12:

Response 12:

Comment 13:

Response 13:

J37214-H
January 25, 1995

Page 17, Section 3.0, Approach to Conducting EBSs

These sections provide a discussion of the procedures for conducting an EBS and
FOST and are appropriate in this section rather than in an appendix. No changes
to the report are necessary.

Page 18, Section 3.1, Records Search

The Army's approach in preparing the EBS for FAAF was to review all available
information, including inspection reports from federal, state, and local
governments, to provide a snapshot of existing environmental conditions on the
parcel. For example, Monterey County records were reviewed to identify USTs
for which the county had granted closure.

Page 37, Section 4.6, PCB Management Program

All transformers at Fort Ord with between 50 and 500 ppm PCBs have been
removed and replaced with non-PCB transformers. According to Army records,
there are no transformers with PCB levels greater than 50 ppm remaining at

Fort Ord or FAAF. No reported releases of PCBs are known to have occurred on
the FAAF parcel. Specific lists of transformers on the FAAF parcel and their PCB
levels are not available, Visual inspection of transformers at FAAF was not
performed as part of the EBS.

Page 41, Section 4.7.1 and Page 43, Section 4.7.2, Petroleum Storage Tank
Management Program

The 90-gallon diesel AST present on the FAAF parcel is double walled, but not
contained by a berm. According to Army records no release from this AST has
occurred. Another AST is present at the FAA radar facility in the north end of
the FAAF parcel. This AST is double-contained and no release are known to
have occurred.

Page 44, Section 4.8, SWMU Management Program

Spill reports documenting specific releases over the last 2 or 3 years are internal
Army documents that could not be retrieved from the files for review at the time
of EBS preparation because of changes in DEH/ENRD facility, personnel, and
office locations. However, according to the Army, no "reportable-quantity” spilis
occwrred that would have regional notification of regulatory agencies. The
reference in the draft EBS to "California-regulated” spills was meant to be
synonymous with "reportable-quantity" spills; "California-regulated” has been
deleted for clarity.

Page 47, Section 4.8.2, SWMU Program Status and EBS results
The 1988 SWMU evaluation was updated in 1993; the resulis of the update are
included in the Version 2 EBS. No evidence of environmental releases are known

to have occurred from any of the six SWMUs present at FAAF. Table 7 has been
modified to reflect the current in active status of the SWMUs.
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Comment 14:

Response 14:

Comment 15:

Response 15:

Comment 16:

Response 16:

Comment 17:

Response 17:

Comment 18:

Response 18:

Comment 19:

Response 19:

Comment 20:

Response 20:

Comment 21:

Response 21:

J37214-H
January 25, 1995

Page 50, Section 4.9.1.2, CERFA Program Status:
The final CERFA report was issued on April 1, 1994. Regulatory agencies (DTSC
and USEPA) have provided concurrence or commented on the final CERFA

report. Portions of the FAAF parcel for which the EPA has granted concurrence
with the CERFA report are noted on Plate 8 of the Version 2 EBS.

Page 51, Section 4.9.2.1, Summary of RI/FS Program

The text has been modified to acknowledge that the functions originally
performed by the DHS are now performed by the DTSC. The Federal Facilities
Agreement was signed by the DHS, the predecessor of the DTSC.

Page 53, Section 4.9.2.2, second paragraph:

The word "gas" has been clarified in the text to mean "gasoline."

Pages 53-54, Section 3.8.2.2, RI/FS Program Status and EBS results

The EBS text has been revised to indicate that the Interim Action Record of
Decision (IAROD) was signed in March 1994, and that interim actions at

one location in NPL Site 34 will be undertaken in 1995. This location (wash rack
516) is not on the FAAF parcel.

Page 53, Section 4.9.2.2, RIFS Program Status and EBS Results and Table 9
A footnote has been added to Table 9 indicating that categories of NPL sites may
change as additional information becomes available.

Page 61, Section 5.0 Findings and Conclusions, SWMUs

There are six inactive SWMUs on the FAAF parcel. They are listed in Table 7
and their locations are shown on Plate 6. Please see response to comment 13.

Page 61, Section 5.0 Findings and Conclusions, Radiological Surveys

Radiological surveys and sampling at seven buildings at the FAAF have been
completed. No radiological health hazards were identified and the buildings were
recommended for radiological decommissioning.

Page 61, Section 5.0 Findings and Conclusions, USTs

Monterey County Department of Health concluded that the four former USTs
previously located in the FAAF parcel for which closure has been granted contain
"no significant soil contamination and no further action is required at this time."
Six additional USTs on the FAAF parcel are to be removed in the future and a
work plan has been prepared. No removals are scheduled at this time.
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Comment 22:

Response 22:

Comment 23:

Response 23:

Comment 24:

Response 24:

Comment 25:

Response 25:

Page 62, Section 5.0 Findings and Conclusions, CERFA Parcels

The CERFA parcels as presented in the final CERFA report are presented on

Plate 8 of the Version 2 EBS. Agency concurrence on CERFA parcels is also
indicated. The areas of FAAF that the Army believes are suitable for transfer
under CERCLA §120 (h)(3) or (4} are shown on Plate 9. The NPL sites are shown
as not being transferrable at this time.

Table 4, Buildings with Planned Radiological Decommissioning
Table 4 has been moedified to include a list of the objects stored in the buildings

surveyed, and the radioactive isotopes typically contained in those objects. More
detailed information can be found in the referenced radiation survey reports.

Table 7, SWMUs
Available information regarding the status of SWMUs is included in the text and

in Table 7. A footnote listing typical contents of the motorpocl container storage
areas has been added to Table 7.

Plate 5, OU1 Boundary
The OU1 chemical plume does not extend beneath the revised FAAF parcel

boundary. Further information on the plume is presented in the Draft Final
OU1 Remediation Confirmation Study (May 3, 1994).

This concludes the written responses to DTSC comments on the draft EBS for FAAF.

J37214-H
January 25, 1995
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Response to DHS Comments (April 21, 1994)
Draft Environmental Baseline Survey
Fritzsche Army Airfield (FAAF) Parcel

Fort Ord, California

Note: Please refer to the above-referenced comments for the text of the comments and
questions responded to below.

Copument 1: Radiological Survey Results

Response 1: The radiological survey program is outlined in the EBS for FAAF. The full details
of what materials were used and where they were used or stored is beyond the
scope of the EBS. However, Table 4 has been modified to include a list of the
objects stored in the building surveyed and the radioactive isotopes typically
contained in those objects. The seven buildings at FAAF were surveyed and
sampled in early 1994. No radiological health hazards were identified and the
buildings were recommended for radiological decommissioning and release for
unrestricted use. Because the final results of these and other environmental
surveys are presented in the EBS, the actual survey reports are not included.
Copies of the reports are available from the Army upon request.

Comment 2: Radiological Survey Results

Response 2: See above.

This concludes the written responses to DHS comments on the draft EBS for the FAAF parcel.
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m ; UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
%, & REGION IX

‘L prenY”
- 75 Hawthorne Stireet

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

June 3, 1994

Ms. Gail Youngblood, Department of the Army
H.Q., U.S. Army Garrison

Attn: AFZW-DPW-ENR (Youngblood)

Fort Ord, CA 93941

Re: EBS for Universitv of Californie Santa Cruz (UCSC) Parcel

EBS for Fritzsche Arxmy Airfield Parcel

Dear Ms. Youngblood:

EPA received the draft Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS)
for the Fritzsche Army Airfield Parcel on March 14, 1994 and the
University of California Santa Cruz (UCSC) Parcel on March 24,
1894. We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on
these documents.

These documents were provided to our office without a cover
letter indicating Notice of Intent to Sign a FOST or FOSL. No
specific review period was indicated. It is our understanding
from your office that no FOST ox FOSL notification accompanied
the Draft EBS documants because these parcels have not yet been
designated for lease or transfer.

We submit the following comments on the Draft EBSs. Our
meeting with Army representatives and contractors on May 11
covered a few of our more general concerns about the Army’s
parcel-specific EBSs. The following comments reflect that
discussion and provide comments on specific documents.

I. E for iversity of Caljifornia Sant ruz (UCS Parcel
GENERAL COMMENTS
Categories of Property to be Transferred --

Transfer of property at federal facilities requires the
demonstration that either all necessary remedial action has been
taken [CERCLA §120(h)}(2)] or the parcel can be identified as
"uncontaminated" [CERCLA §120(h)(4)3}. The identification by the
Army and the concurrence by U.S. EPA on CERFA 120(h)(4) is
complete. The Army need only present such parcels, bBY
description in the text and designation on maps, as 120(h) (4)
parcels and the review process for the FOST will be streamlined.
All other parcels must then satisfy the requirements of 120(h) (3)
that all necessary remedial action has been taken. The EBS for

Priied an Recycled Foprs
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this parcel must describe and designate these areas foxr which
120(h) (3} should be satisfied.

Pesticides --

The Drarft EBS for UCSC does not discuss the use of pesticides on
the FAAF parcel and how this may impact the 120(h} (3)
determination. In our concurrence on the CERFA Report for Fort
Ord, EP2& acknowledged that the Army identified as uncontaminated
parcels where pesticides and herbicides containing hazardous
substances may have been applied. :0ur concurrence letter
recommended that the Army provide positive - -confirmation that
residual levels, if any, do not pose a threat to human bealth or
the environment. This recommendation applies to the review of
120(h) (3} parcels as well. We would be glad to work with you to
determine any steps necessary to evaluate any pesticide or
herbicide residual levels at this parcel.

NPL Site Terminology ~-

The term "NPL site or "Nan-NPL site" is used consistently in the
text in reference to certain activity being undertaken, e.qg.,
interim action, no action, RI/FS5 investigations. The use of
these terms is confusing to the extent that tbey imply that Fort
0rd consists of both NPL and non~NPL sites, when in fact the
entire base is listed on the NPL. Please replace these
‘references to "NPL sites" with a more accurate term, such as
"cites which are being investigated as part of the CERCLA RI/FS

at Fort Ord".

SPRCIFIC COMMENTS

P. 3 "The EBS addresses ... certain substances neot regulated
under CERCLA, such as petroleum products, asbestos, and lead-
bzsed paint in structures." 1In certain instances, CERCLA

requlates each of these substances.

P. 7 "Limitations": The Draft EBS designates the Army Corps of
Engineers as the only intended beneficiary of the draft deocument.
We note that the final EBS should not include such a limitation,
in that the finpal EBS is intended to be a publicly-available
document for the purpose of facilitating reuse.

p. 14 Please revise references to the NPL; see general comments.

p. 15 8ites under investigation as part of the RI/FS program:
how might any of these sites affect finding of suitability for

ucsc?

p. 18 &Approach to Conducting Environmental Baseline Surveys:
This section discusses a2 number of ongoing environmental programs
at Fort Ord which may lead to the development of new information
in the future. Of specific concern to EPA is the investigation
for additional SWMUs. EPZ expects that information regarding
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SWMUs will be finalized priecr to submission of the FOST.

p. 23 Procedures for management of hazardous materials and waste
should include information about application of pesticides. See
general comment ahove.

P. 23 Revise reference to NPL sites. [See genheral comments.]

p. 23-24, 28 Since not all asbestos survey information will be
completed prior to the completion of the EBS, it is advisable
that the final EBS indicate which:areas were not surveyed at the
date of publication, and when and where this final survey
information will be made available to EPA and the public. In
EPA’s view, the presence of these materials sbould be disclosed
to the public and to potential future users of the property.

P. 24 Revise reference to "({a]lpproximately 11 NPL sites". [See
general comments. ]

p. 38 “So—called 3.5-inch Rocket Site": It is unclear to EPA
what the Army’s intentions are for further investigation at the
site. On first evaluation, the site appears not to be an issue,
in that it was never mentioned in the Army’s CERFA report (it was
found in an area that was identified as uncontaminated and EPA
concurred with this decision), and information in the UC Santa
Cruz EBS identifies the area as a place where one 3.5-inch rocket
was recovered approximately fifteen years ago. However, if the
Army judges this area toc be of sufficient concern that further
ordnance surveys are to be conducted at this site, then the Army
should notify EPA of its plans for investigation, and EPA and the
2rmy can discuss how to handle this area given that it already
has been classified as a 120(h) (4) parcel. Please update our
office with any plans for investigation in this area.

p. 44 Table 5 indicates that the County has not granted claosure
to one of the tanks and no reason is provided. Please explain
why closure is not complete, and if possible provide an estimated
date for closure. In addition, one of the 14 tanks slated for
removal will be removed under a separate program; please provide
an explanation.

p- 51 Please update the discussion of the CERFA process by
providing information concerning EPA concurrence. Also, please
revise Plate 7 reflecting only those parcels upon which EPA
concurred as to 120(h) (4) reguirements.

p. 51~-52 2as noted in the comments to the Draft CERFA Report, EPA
does not agree with the use of the “"CERFA with Qualifiers™
category. As stated in the General Comments above, EPA believes
that it will streamline the process at the FOST stage if the EBS
simply identifies whether a parcel will be transferred under-
120(h) (3} or (h)(4).

p. 54 Revise reference to NPL site. [See geénerzl comment]
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p. 55 1Interim Action sites: Sites proposed for interim action
should be completed and the reguisite confirmation reports signed
before these areas can be traznsferred. It is premature to
consider them suitable for transfer at this date.

p. 55 Table 9 and references to Table 9: Sites in the No Action

and Interim Action category are not final until a2 decision
document is in-place. Thus, the heading *"category® might be

changed to "expected or proposed category".

p. 56 Since the OU 1 confirmatien study is under review, and a
ROD has not yet been completed, it is premature to ceonsidexr this
area sultable for transfer at this date.

p. 56 We recommend that lead-based paint surveys be made
accessible to EPA and the public when completed.

P. 57 We recommend that radiological testing surveys be made
accessible to EPA and the public when completed.

p. 58 "Eight NPL sites™: please revise reference per general
comment.

p. 64 Please revise reference to NPL sites per general comment.

P- 64 Regarding Interim Action sites (please spell out the
acronym), the Interim Action ROD was finalized in March 1984.

p. 65 DPlease revise reference to NPL sites per general comment.

TY. BS for itzzche hirfield (FAAF) Parcel

p. 13 (also, pp. vii, 15, 20, Table 10) "Three NPL sites™:
please revise reference per general comment, e€.g., “"Three sites
are being investigated as part of the Superfund or CERCLA RI/FS

at Fort Ord ... these sites are:".

P. 17 Draft EBS guidance identified in first paragraph 1s not
Army guidance, and as of this date it is no longer the most

current guidance.

P. 23 "g NPL sites" and subsequent references in final
paragraph: please revise reference per general comment.

p. 27 The EBS states that 37 of the 39 buildings within the FAAF
parcel have been surveyed for asbestos containing material (ACBM}
as part of the asbestos management program at Fort Ord. Wwhy
didn‘t the Army survey all buildings?

p. 31 Sumnary of Lead-Based Paint Managemeni Program: The text
notes that "walkthroughs of all the housing units" will involve
sampling defective surfaces. No housing areas exist on the FARF
parcel. Does the aArmy plan to conduct walk-throughs and sanpling
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of buildings types other than housing areas? Since lead-based
paint has been identified in exterior surfaces of buildings, will
defective surfaces on the éxterior surfaces of the buildings also
be sampled?

(p. 35 == are any of the bulldings for decommissioning located on
the FAAF parcel?]

r. 41 Spills of waste oil onto fuel puds: did any of these
spills occur on the FAAF parcel?

p. 43 "Although the tanks within the FAAF parcel are currently
slated for removal, changes in UST program objectives may change
priorities in tank removals:" When the Army issues a FOST for
the FAAF parcel, it should be prepared to present an accurate
report of the UST program status objectives for the parcel.

p. 44 The text seems to imply that the base should have more
information available about hazardous materials and waste
management. If so, this information should be obtained and
included in the final EBS.

p- 48, 49 The EBS discusses CERFA issues which need to be
updated, e.g. "this sectlion discusses the CERFZ program ... and
the preliminary findings of the draft Fort Ord CERFA Report" [the
report is final]; "Discussions are ongoing among EPA, DoD, and
State regarding the vehicle for such concurrence" [concurrence
was via letter); Plate 7 presents CER¥A parcels proposed by the
Army, but EPA did not concur on all proposed parcels.

p. 49 The last sentence in section 4.9.1.2 incorrectly
references 120(h) (3) in connection with uncontaminated property;
the correct reference is 120(h) (4).

P. 50 M"CERFZ with Qualifiers" parcels: As noted in the comments
to the Draft CERFZ Report, EPA does not agree with the use of the
YCERFA with Qualifiers” category. EPA belleves that is will
streamline the process at the FOST stage if the EBS simply
identifies whether a parcel will be transferred under 120(h) (3)

or (h)(4).

p. 50 In the context of the discussion of CERFA parcels, the
Army states that “the areas identified as CERFA parcels within
the FAAF parcel meet requirements undex CERCLA 120(h) (3).% The
correct citation is 120(h) (4). If this was not a typoegraphical
error and the Army intended (h) (3), then it seems that the Army
nay be trying to present 120(h) (4) CERFA parcels as a subsel of
120(h) (3) parcels or for some other reason trying to establish
that CERFA parcels "meet requirements under CERCLA 120(h) (3)."
These two provisions should not be integrated because they
contain different standards and require different analysis. More
importantly, as transfer mechanisms, they require different types
of covenants. EPa has already concurred on CERFA parcels and
these are ready for transfer. The Army must now present the
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remaining parcels and show that these satisfy the requirements of
120(h) (3) in arder Lo transfer.

This section alsc states: "According to EPA, no other
decision decuments are necessary to provide a covenant in the
deed warranting that necessary remedial action has been taken for
these CERFZ parcels, in accordance with CERCLA 120(h) (3)."

Again, for the first part of this sentence to be true {("no other
decision documents are necessary"), the previous sentence must
refer to (h)(4) parcels, not (h)(3). In addition, the second
part of this sentence is inaccurate because the covenant reguired
for an (h) (4) transfer does not contain language regarding
"necessary remedial action has been taken" because the property
has already been 1dentified as uncontaminated. The (h) (4)
covenant covers only response actions found to be necessary after
the date of transfer, i.e., possible future, but not present,

contamination.

This section also states, "As noted above, a focus of the
CERFA& program is the identification of uncontaminated property,
but CERFA does not directly support property transfer. The CERFA
repoxrt does provide information, however, that supports the
parcel-specific EBS currently in preparation at Fort Ord." While
the CERFZ 120(h) (4) identification is not sufficient for transfer
(the Army should complete a Finding of Suitability for Transfer
of these parcels which specifically delineates the parcels to be
transferred), the CERFA identification does support transier.

p. 52, Table 9: The term “no further action" should be replaced
with "no action" for consistency with other documents, e.g., No

Action ROD. The heading "category" should read “proposed
category" because the decisions for no action sites and interim

action sites have not been finalized.

p. 52 "41 Ft Ord NPL sites®: please revise reference per general
comment.

p. 53 "Three NPL sites" and subseguent references in Iirst
paragraph: please revise reference per general comment.

D. 56 U"NPL sites": please revise reference per general comment.

p. 60 The bullet section describing findings for asbestos
surveys should note that 37 out of a total of 39 structures on
the FAAF parcel have been surveyed for asbestos.

p. 61 Update information on CERFA parcels.

p. 61 21l SWMUs were recommended for ne further actien, yet the
army will be conducting a RCRA RFA/RFI egquivalent progran
addressing the SWMUs at Fort Ord. Please explain the purpose of
the RCRA RFA/RFI in this situation. Will these SWMUs be re-
evaluated, and does the Army exXpect to find additional SWMUs?
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€2 “Several NPL sitec" and subseguent references in all four
Se reference per general comment.

aragraphs: please revise
. 62 "On the basis of available information, the regquirenents of
ERCLE 120(h) (3) appear to have been met, outside of the NPL
ites." Regarding "NPL sites', see general comnent.

p. 62 "Several health-related conditions ... exist or are
suspected to exist on the FAAF parcel and could pose a health
risk to workers or occupants of structures." Does the reference
to workers indicate individuals who are constructing areas for
new use after property transfer,’ or long-term use of the area?
What health-related environmental conditions apply to occupants
of structures —-- asbestos, lead~based paint, and radon only, or
other kinds of conditicns addressed under the IRP program? It

would be helpful to be more specific.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this EBES. If
you have any guestions about these comments, please contact me at
Baseé Closure Specialist, at

(415) 744-2387, ar Deirdre Nurre,
(415} 744-2466.

Sincerely,

/ﬁ§2421%;2h'<2§2¢¢¢_

#r:John Chesnutt
Remedial Project Manager
Federal Facilities Cleanup Office

cc: Ms. Mary Rose Cassa, CA DTSC Reg 2
Mr. David Eisen, CRWQCER Central Coast Reg
Barvey Don Jones, US Army COE, Sacramento

o
-
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FRIE WILSON Gavernos

June 6, 1954

— Mr. Joe Cochran
BR:(C Envirenmental Coordinator (REC)
Commander, U.S. Army Garrison and Fort Ord
_ Attention: AFZW-DPW-ENR
Fort Ord, Califeornia 93941-5000

Degr Mr. Cochran:

Thank you for the opportunity te review the Environmental
Baseline Survey (EBS) for the Fritzsche Rrmy Alrfield (FrATF)
— Parcel dated March 11, 1954.

Comments Irom the Regional Water Qualiity Control Board are
— incorporated into our response below. Comments from the
Department of Health Services, Environmental Management Branch
are attached.

GENERAL COMMENTS:

We understand that the FAAF parcel may not be transferred in
its entivety. Therefore, we expect to see a parcel-specific
EBS/Finding of Suitabilitv to Transfer (FOST) which provides the

. . = _— . '
specific propexty boundaries and 2 legal description of the
—_ PYOPEYEY tO be transierred.

Please include in the prospective parcel-specifie FOST &l
existing envirenmental conditions which pose constrazintes in the
use of the parcel. Also, please list the specific use
restrictions as they relate to the environmental constraints
present at the parcel or adjacent property. At z minimum,
- constraints associated with the feollowing areas should be
addressed in the FOST: asbestos; polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB);
lead-based paint; raden; hazardous substznces stored, released or

— disposed; tank storage; pesticides; biomedical wastes; unexploded
ordnance; relationship of transferred site to the Installation
Restoration Program sites.

- The EBS stateées that building surveys for asbestos, radon and
radiclogical decommissioning are not all complete. These surveys
must be completed before anv propertv is considered suitable for

—_ transfer. Please clariiv.

%
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS:

Page VII, Executive Summarv. Please modify Che text to state
that regulatory agencies have the opportunity to review and
comment on the EES/FOST and that any unresolved comments are
attached to the FOST.

Page 7, Section 1.6., Limitations. The text states that the
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers Sacramente District is
the only intended beneficiary of the draft document. The Army
should make the final version of the document available to the
publiic to facilirtate the reuse of the installalion.

Page 15, Section 2.6., Historical Usges on Property Adjacent to

Parcel. Please modify the sentence, "Activities within the Army
Reserve Motor Pool are reporxtedly ongeoing™ to ciearly indicate

W kinds cf activity are cccurring f(e.g., Site

ch.:.~ cteérization, etc.).

Page 15, Section 2.6., Historical Uses on Property Adjacent to
Parcel, and page 56, Potential Impacts from Adjoining Properties.
Please provide specific information on current remediation
activities for the Operable Unit (QU) 1 groundwatey plume
including information on the migration of the plume and its
potential impact on the FAAF parcel.

Page 17, Section *.0. 2pproach to Conducting Environmental
Baseline Surveys. This section could be included as an appendix
Lo the EES.

Page 18, Section 3.1., Records Search. Flease state whether
existing county, state and federxal inspections reports were
reviewed. Review of such documents should be accomplished if any
exist and relevant findings reported in the EBS.

Page 37, Polychlorinated Eiphenyls Management Program. Please
clarify whether any PCE transformers are located on the FAAF
parcel. If so, plezse specify the status of the transformers
(¢.g. in-service) and PCB concentration. &also, please include
the resulcts of visual inspections performed for the purposes of
preparing the EBS.

Pag=z 41, Section 4.7.1.; Pags 43, Secticn 4.7.2. The condition
©f the above-ground sterage tanks (AST) should b2 determined and
presented in the EBS. Also, please provide information regarding
any potential envirconmental impacts to FAAF parcel, regulatorv
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Mr. Joe Cochran
June 6, 1994
Page Three

status (i.g., permits) and future plans for removal. The
condition, and regulatory status of the AST currently located on

. the FAAF parcel should be determined and reported in the EBS.

Page 44, Section 4.8. The text states that "Spill reports....arc
not currently available for review." These are Army documents So
it is unclear why they are unavailable fox review. Please
clarify. Also, please define the term "California-regulated™
spills?

Page 47, Program Status and EBS Results. The text states "None
of these SWMUs had evidence of an environmental release according
to the IFR and none required further action (AZHA, 1988)."

Please clarify whether visual inspections of these units have
been conducted since the last assessment in 1988 to determine
whether there have been recent environmental releases.

Page 50, Section 4.9.1.2, Program Status and EBS Results. The
text states "Plate 7 showe a number of areas within the FAAF
parcel that have been categorized as uncontaminated or Community
Environmentzl Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) Parcels, as
defined by CERFA." Please revise maps to ldentify the CERFA
parcel determinations with which the regulatory agencies
concurred.

Page 51, Section 4.9.2.1., Summary of RI/FS Program: The
description of the Federazl Facilities Agreement (FFA) should note
that the functions originally performed by Department of ‘Hezlth
Services (DHS) are now performed by Department of Toxic
Substances Contrel Board (DTsC).

Page 53, Sectien 4.5.2.2., 2nd paragraph, Program Statue and EBS
Results. Please use the word "gasoline" instead of "gas" to
avoid confusion with soil gas.

Pages 53-54, Section 4.9.2.2., Program Status and EBS Results.
The text regarding the Interim Action Record of Decision (IAROD)
should indicate that the IARCD was signed on March 15, 1954.
Please discuss how this signed IAROD relates to the actions
planned for Site 34,

Page 53, Section 4.9.2.2., Program Status and EBS Results and
page 1 of 1, Table 9, Basewide NPL Site Summary. Please note
that the categories listed are for planning purposes only and
that the regulatory agencies have not formally approved the
actions listed under the "Category" column.
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Fage Four

Pg.61, Section 5.0, Findings and Conclusions. The text states
that eix former or existing Solid Waste Management Unit (SWMUs)
are located on the FAAF parcel. The number of SWMUs currently
located con the parcel should be cenfirmed ané identified on the
map and in the text.

Page €1, Section 5.0., Findings and Conclusions. The EBS states
that "Radiological decommissioning is expected to be conducted
for seven buildings in the FAAF parcel® and that "groundwater and
alr samples for radiclogical testing are being collected at
locations within or near the FARF parcel." We expect the
decommissioning and testing will be completed and the results
reported in the final EBS/FCST before a transfer takes place.

Page €1, Section 5.0., Findings and Conclucsions. The EBS states
that the county has granted closure to three ot the nine USTe on
the FAAF parcel. Please clarify whether these were "clean”
closure certifications by the county. Also, the text states th=
remaining six USTs arxe slated for removal. Please clarify
whether these have been investigated for contaminaticn. Alsc,
please specify what time frame is expected for tank remeovals.

Page 62, Section £5.0., Findings and Conclusions. Please spécify
whether the 300 acres designated as CERFZ on the FARF parcel
received regulatory concurrence. It would be helpful if ths
CERFA zreas were clearly delineated on the parcel map.

Page 62. The EBS concluded that the entire Fritzsche parcel
could not currently be transferred by deed because the
Comprehensive Environmentzl Response, Compensation, and Liability.
Act (CERCLA) Section 120(h) (3}, has not been satisfied. However,
the EBSE concluded that "the requirements of CERCLA Section

120{(h) {3), appear to have been met on the FAAF parcel, outside of

the NPL sites." Please identify on the map, the arez ocutside of
the National Priorities List (NPL} Sites which the Army believes
does meet the requirements of 120 (h) (3). Please note that

regulatory agencies must agree that these areas meet the
requirements of 120 (h) (3).

Taple 4. Buildings wilh Planned Radiological Decommissioning. Wwe
recommend that the Army include a column in Table 4 which shows
the radicactive materiels used in each building. In addition,
please include in the text & discussion of current and formey
activities conducted in these buildings.

Table 7. Please specify whether these SWMUs are active or
inactive and include waste tvpe and dates of operation.
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Mr. Joe Cachran
June 6, 1994
Page Five

Plgte 5. This map reflects the boundaries of the OU 1 plume
which appears to extend beneath a small portion of the FAAF

parcel. Please specify the data used to delincate the boundary
for the OU 1 plume.

If you would like to discuss these comments any further,
please do not hesitate to call me at (916) 255-2023.

Sincerely,

C:::>¥ﬁ§§§§;;ﬁig;rry" 42;£4ff3;7
Environmental Assessment! and

Reuse Specialist

cc: Ms, Dejrdre Nurre
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, California 94105

Mr. John Chestnutt

U.S. Envircenmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, California 54105

Mr. Rufus Howell

Department of Health Services
Environmental Management Branch
601 North 7th Street

Sacramentce, California 94234-7320

Mx, Harvey Jones

Department of the Army

Corps of Engineers

Sacramento District

1325 J Streel

Sacramento, Califcecrnia $5814-2922

Mr. Stephen Farley

Harding Lawson Associates

Engineering and Environmental Services
105 Digital Drive

P.0. Box €107

Novato, Czlifornia 545438
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1ate of Colifornia Department of Heolth Soervices

Memorandum

Dete : April 21, 1994
5 : John Adams, Chief
DOD/DOE Unit

— Division of Clean Water Programs
State Water Resources Contrel Board
2014 T Street, Suite 130
P.0. Box 8944212
Sacramento, CA 94244-2120

om : Environmental Management Branch
Drinking wWater and Envircnmental
— Management Division
P.0. Box 942732
Sacramento, CA 54234-7320

ubject : Comments on Draft Environmental Baseline Survev for Fritzsche Army
Airfield Parcel, Fort Ord, California

- The following comments are provided in support of the Interagency
Agreeumwent betwean the State Water Resources Control Baard and the
Department of Health Services. R

1. The draft report indicates that the radiological survey
program ls being performed in accordance with a memorandum titled
YBase Closure Actions~Radioclogical Surveys; Trip Report of Mr. Jokn
Manfre to Fort Ord, CA 14-16 Sep 93", and lists the major points
included in the memorandum. The memorandum itself is not included
as an attachment to the draft report, howaver, which makes it
- impossibkle to evaluate the program. In addition, the draft repecrt
refers to a memorandum titled "Revised List of Buildings at Fort
Ord Recommended for Radiological Decommissioning”, which identifies
— seven buildings for decommissioning work. The draft report lists
the seven buildings but decesn't include a description o©f the
current and former activities at buildings or the work that needs
to be performed. For example, DHES is aware of radicactive
- materials licenses the Army helé for certain devices used on its
helicopters. How was this material handled or disposed of? Was
this material handled in one of the seven buildings slated for
- decommissioning?

Without mere specific information on how radioclogical hazards were
— identified it is impossible to comment meaningfully on the
radlological cleanup activities at Fort Oxd. DHES requests copies
cf the above mentioned memoranda for review, along with any other
documentation on the process used for identifying parcels where
- radiocactive materials are a concern. These documents should be
appended to the Final Baseline Survey Report.

— 2. The report states that radiclogical decommissioning activities
began in January 1994 anéd will be completed in April xfgk utJyLJa“_
i =2 =N W”“‘PN
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no indication of what had been done to date. Since these
activities should be completed in the near future, DHS reguests a
copy of the report on decomrissioning activities in order teo
pvaluate their effectiveness. Again, this document should be
appended to the Final Baseline Survey Report.

If you have any gquestions regarding these issues please call me at
(916) 324-7967.

/ /
(:;;ucfiﬁL;Ap;/£;wé£:
Carl Lischeske, P.E.
Senior Sanitary Engineer

cc: Rufus Howell, DHS
Leslie Laudon, SWRCB
David Eisen, RWQCB-Region 3
Jennifer Smith, DTSC




