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1. 0 DECLARATI ON
1.1 Site Nane and Location

Fort Ord is |located near Monterey Bay in northwestern Monterey County, California, approximtely 80 mles
south of San Franci sco. The base conprises approxinately 28,000 acres adjacent to the cities of Seaside,
Sand City, Mnterey, and Del Rey Caks to the south and Marina to the north. The Southern Pacific Railroad and
H ghway 1 pass through the western portion of Fort Od, separating the beach front fromthe rest of the base.
Laguna Seca Recreation Area and Toro Regional Park border Fort Ord to the south and southeast, respectively.
Land use east of Fort Odis prinarily agricultural.

1.2 Basi s and Purpose

This Record of Decision (ROD) addresses the following sites investigated under the Basew de Remnedi al
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Programat Fort Ord: Renedial Investigation (RI) Sites 2 and 12, 16
and 17, 31, and 39 (Plate 1); surface water outfalls OF-1 through -14, OF-16 through -30, OF-32 and -33; and
two additional sites, Sites 25 and 33. Surface water outfalls O 15, -34, and -35 are not addressed in this
ROD, but are addressed separately in the InterimAction (1A) ROD (HLA 1994a). This ROD does not address

i ssues pertaining to Site 3 (Beach Trainfire Ranges), Mnterey Bay, or ordnance and explosives (CE). A
separate ROD for Site 3, the Beach Trainfire Ranges, is being prepared because ecological risks at Site 3 are
still being evaluated. CE at Fort Od will be addressed in a separate process.

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial actions for soil and groundwater at the R and ot her
sites. The renedi es were selected in accordance wi th the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA), as anmended by the Superfund Amendnment and Reaut horization Act (SARA), and, to the
extent practicable, the National Ol and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision
is based on the Adm nistrative Record for Fort Ord.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Environnmental Protection Agency
(Cal / EPA), which includes the

California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Central Coast Region (RMXB) and other State agencies,
concur with the Arny's sel ected renedies.

1.3 Site Assessnent

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances at the R and other sites, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response actions selected in this ROD, may present a current or future threat to public
health, welfare, or the environnent.

1.4 Description of the Renmedies

The selected renmedial alternatives described in this ROD address current or potential significant risks to
human health and the environnent posed by Sites 2 and 12, 16 and 17, 31, 39; surface water outfalls O--1
through -14, -16 through -30, O-32, and -33; and Sites 25 and 33 at Fort Od, California as described in the
Basewi de Remedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) (HLA 1995a). Chenicals of potential concern (COPCs)
and their respective cleanup levels in soil and groundwater at the R sites are sunmarized in Table 1.

The existing boundaries of the main landfill area at the Qperable Unit 2 (QU 2) landfill will be designated
as a Corrective Action Managenent Unit (CAMJ), which will allow renedi ati on waste to be placed there and used
as a foundation layer without triggering certain regulations pertaining to disposal of waste. Soil renedies
for the Rl Sites utilize the CAMJ for placenent of excavated soil and/or debris fromrenedial actions at the
sites. The soil and debris will be managed at the CAMJ, incorporated within the landfill cover soils
(foundation layer), and capped as part of the landfill.



The following is a description of the selected renedies for each site

Sites 2 and 12

I Excavation of soil containing total petrol eum hydrocarbons (TPH) and construction debris. Pl acenent
of debris and contaminated soil at the QU 2 landfill.

1 Extraction and treatnent of groundwater containing volatile organic conpounds (VOCs) by granul ar
activated carbon (GAC), and disposal of treated water by (1) reuse aboveground, or (2) injection or
infiltration of treated water back into the aquifer

1 A deed restriction will be placed on the property prohibiting drilling of water wells or use or access
to groundwater affected by site contam nants.

I Institutional controls prohibiting residential use (such as deed restrictions) will be required unless
a post renediation risk evaluation indicates the contam nant residual |evels are appropriate for
unlimted use

Sites 16 and 17

1 Excavation of soil containing TPH and construction debris. Placenment of debris and soil at the QU 2
landfill.

1 A deed restriction will be placed on the property prohibiting drilling of water wells or use or access
to groundwater affected by contam nants.

1 Institutional controls prohibiting residential use (such as deed restrictions) will be

1 required unless a post renediation risk evaluation indicates the contani nant residual |evels are
appropriate for unlimted use

Site 31

Excavation of soil containing | ead and incinerator debris. Placenent of debris and soil at the QU 2
landfill.

Institutional controls prohibiting residential use (such as deed restrictions) will be
required unl ess a post renediation risk evaluation indicates the contam nant residual levels are

appropriate for unlimted use

Site 39

Excavation of soil containing TPH cyclotrinmethylene trinitram ne (RDX), and beryllium and pl acenent
at the QU 2 landfill.

Excavati on and segregation of spent ammunition fromsoil containing residual |ead. Recycling of spent
ammuni tion and fragments at a netals refinery, and placement of |ead-containing soil at the QU 2
landfill.

Institutional controls prohibiting residential use (such as deed restrictions) will be required unless
a post remediation risk evaluation indicates the contam nant residual |evels are appropriate for
unlimted use

Surface Water Qutfalls

No further action for the surface water outfalls, O-1 through OF 14, -16 through -30
-32, and -33 based on a screening risk eval uation



1 Surface water outfall OF31 is addressed as part of the Sites 2 and 12 renedial alternative.

Sites 25 and 33

1 No further action for Site 25 based on a site-specific risk assessment.

Institutional controls prohibiting residential use (such as deed restrictions) will be required unless
a post renmediation risk evaluation indicates the contam nant residual |evels are appropriate for
unlimted use.

A deed restriction for other than residential type use based on a screening risk evaluation for Site
33.

1.5 Statutory Deternination

The sel ected renmedi es are protective of hunan health and the environnent, conply with federal and state
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenments for these actions, and are cost effective. The renedies
are intended to fully address the statutory nandate for permanence and treatnment to the maxi num extent
practicable for the Rl sites, surface water outfalls, and Sites 25 and 33. These remnedies utilize permanent
solutions and alternative treatnent or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi mum extent practicable, and
satisfy the statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or

vol ume as a principal elenent.

<I M5 SRC 97033A>
2.0 DECI SI ON SUMVARY
2.1 Site Description

Fort Od is |located near Monterey Bay in northwestern Monterey County, California, approximtely 80 mles
south of San Francisco. The base conprises approxinately 28,000 acres adjacent to the cities of Seaside,
Sand City, Munterey, and Del Rey Qaks to the south and Marina to the north. The Southern Pacific Railroad and
H ghway 1 pass through the western portion of Fort Ord, separating the beachfront fromthe rest of the base.
Laguna Seca Recreation Area and Toro Regi onal Park border Fort Ord to the south and sout heast, respectively.
Land use east of Fort Odis prinarily agricultural.

2.2 Site History

Since its opening in 1917, Fort Ord has prinarily served as a training and staging facility for infantry
troops. No pernmanent inprovenents were nmade until the |late 1930s, when admi ni strative buil dings, barracks,
ness halls, tent pads, and a sewage treatnment plant were constructed. In the 1940s, nmjor construction of the
Main Garrison was performed. From 1947 to 1975, Fort Ord was a basic training center. After 1975, the 7th
Infantry Division (Light) was assigned to Fort Od. Light infantry troops are those that performtheir duties
wi t hout heavy tanks, armor, or artillery. In 1991, Fort Od was selected for closure. In 1993, the majority
of the soldiers were reassigned to other Arny posts. Fort Od officially closed in Septenber 1994. Although
Arny personnel still operate the base, no active arny division is currently stationed there.

2.3 Enforcenent and Regul atory History

Envi ronnental investigations began at Fort Od in 1984 at Fritzsche Arny Airfield (FAAF) under Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWXB) cl eanup or abatenent orders 84-92, 86-86, and 86-315. Investigations indicated
the presence of residual organic compounds fromfire drill burning practices at the Fire Drill Burn Pit
(Operable Unit 1 or QU 1). The subsequent Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (R/FS) for QU 1 was

conpl eted in 1988, and cl eanup of soil and groundwater began under RANXB cl eanup or abatenent orders 86-87,
86-317, and 88-139. In 1986, further investigations began at the Fort Od landfill (QU 2) and the prelimnary



site characterization was conpleted in 1988, In 1990, Fort Ord was placed on the EPA's National Priorities
List (NPL) prinmarily because of volatile organic conpounds (VQOCs) found in groundwater beneath QU 2.

A Federal Facility Agreenent (FFA) was signed by the Arny, EPA, Cal/EPA s Departnent of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC, formerly the Toxic Substances Control Program of the Departnent of Health Services or DHS),
and RWXB. The FFA established schedul es for performng remedial investigations and feasibility studies and
requires that renedial actions be conpleted as expeditiously as possible. In 1991, the basew de R /FS began
for Sites 2 and 12, 16 and 17, 31, and 39, as well as other sites, and Fort Ord was pl aced on the Base

Real i gnnent and d osure (BRAC) |ist.

The final draft of the Basewide RI/FS was subnitted in Cctober 1995. A Proposed Pl an summari zi ng renedi al
actions planned for these sites, the surface water outfalls, and Sites 25 and 33 was submitted for public
review and comment on May 7, 1996 (HLA, 1996a). A separate Proposed Plan for Rl Site 3 was submitted on May
7, 1996, because finalization of an environnental cleanup |level was still being performed and would require
separate schedul i ng (HLA, 1996b).

2.4 H ghlights of Comunity Participation

On May 7, 1996, the Arny presented the Proposed Plan for the Rl Sites, surface water outfalls, and Sites 25
and 33 at Fort Ord to the public for review and comrent (HLA 1996a). The Proposed Pl an presented the
preferred alternatives for each site and summari zed information in the Basewi de RI/FS and ot her docunents in
the Admi nistrative Record. These docunments are available to the public at the follow ng | ocations:

Chanberl ain Library, Building 4275, North-South Road, Presidio of Mnterey Annex (formerly Fort Od),
California, and Seaside Branch Library, 550 Harcourt Avenue, Seaside, California. The Adm nistrative Record
is available at Building 4463, G gling Road, Presidio of Monterey Annex (formerly Fort Od), California,
Monday through Friday from9:00 aam to 3:00 p.m

Comrent s on the Proposed Plan were accepted during a 60-day public revi ew and-coment period that began on
May 7 and ended on July 8, 1996. A public nmeeting was held on May 18, 1996, at the Enbassy Suites Hotel in
Seaside, California. At that time, the public had the opportunity to ask the Arnmy questions and express
concerns about the plan. In addition, witten comrents were accepted during the public comrent period.
Responses to comments received during the public comrent period are included in the Responsiveness Summary
presented in Section 3.0 of this docunment. Any significant changes to the Proposed Plan are included in
Section 2.17.

2.5 Scope and Rol e of Response Actions

This ROD addresses planned renedial actions for Rl Sites 2 and 12, 16 and 17, 31, 39, surface water outfalls
O--1 through -14, -16 through -30, -32, and -33, and Sites 25 and 33, as described in the basew de RI/FS and
the Site Anal ytical Report (HLA, 1995a, 1995b). The pl anned renedial actions for these sites will be final
renmedies for protection of hunan health and the environnent.



2.6 Summary of Site Risks

Potential human health risks and environmental inpacts were evaluated in the Human Health R sk Assessnent and
Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessment, respectively (HLA 1995a). The Hunan Health R sk Assessment for each site
eval uated the following potential risks associated with exposure to chenicals of potential concern

I Potential adverse noncancer health risks were evaluated using the EPA's hazard index quotient. The
EPA' s threshold | evel of concern for noncancer effects is a hazard index greater than 1

Potential cancer health risks were evaluated using EPA and other toxicity values. The Nationa
Contingency Plan (NCP) states that the point of departure for acceptable cancer risks is 1 x 10 -6, or
a lin 1,000,000 chance that an individual exposed under the scenario eval uated woul d devel op cancer.
Risks in the range of 1 x 10 -6 to 1 X 10 -4 (a 1 in 10,000 chance of devel opi ng cancer) shoul d be
eval uated on a case by case basis.

Bl ood-1 ead | evel s were eval ul ated using blood | ead | evel nodelling procedures. The EPA's threshold

bl ood-1 ead | evel of concern is a level greater than 10 mcrograns per deciliter (lg/dL), on the basis
of a study by the Centers of D sease Control and Prevention (CDC). Children's exposures to |ead that
results in blood-lead | evels greater than 10 Ig/dL may produce neurotoxicity. Applying this level to
adult receptors such as construction workers is conservative and heal th-protective, because threshold
| evel s suggested for adult receptors are higher. Threshol ds suggested for workers range from25 to 50
Ig/dL, for hematol ogi cal and cardi ovascul ar endpoints (CDC, 1991; ATSDR 1993). Therefore, the

bl ood-lead | evel of concern of 10 Ig/dl is protective of both children and adults.

The Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent for each site evaluated potential adverse health effects of chemcals of
potential concern on plant and ani nal speci es whose habitats are known to occur at the sites.

2.7 Remedi al Action (ojectives

The remedi al action objectives for the sites are to reduce risks to hunman health and the environment and
conply with federal and state applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs). In addition
renmedi ati on of sites containing sensitive, threatened, or endangered species will be perforned i n accordance
with the Habitat Managenment Plan (HW) (COE, 1994).



2.8 Sites 2 and 12

2.8.1 Sites 2 and 12: Site H story

Site 2: The Main Garrison Sewage Treatment Plant (MSSTP) was the primary sewage treatnent facility for
Fort Ord, serving the majority of the housing areas and the main industrial areas fromthe |late 1930s
until May 1990 when it was deconm ssioned. During operation, effluent fromthe MSSTP was di scharged
under permt to a stormdrain that enptied onto | ndi anhead Beach during |ow tide and di scharged to
Mont erey Bay during high tide

Site 12: Site 12 is conprised of four areas as described below (Plate 2):

. Lower Meadow. This area was used for disposal of waste naterial such as scrap nmetal, oil, and
batteries generated by the Departnent of Logistics (DOL). The depth of fill material is
reportedly up to 30 feet. The area al so appears to contain road construction waste. The Lower
Meadow recei ves runoff fromthe DOL Autonotive Yard. Several pipes appear to di scharge runoff
to the Lower Meadow, however, it is uncertain if these pipes were designed as drainage |ines.

. DOL Autonotive Yard. This area includes several buildings, two wash racks, and a paint shop at
Bui | ding 2726. The former buried nmuffler used to contain exhaust fromengine testing at Wash
Rack 2723 may al so have been used for liquid waste storage at Building 2719. Activities at the
DOL Autonotive Yard included transm ssion repair, degreasing, engine testing, steam cleaning
and washi ng vehicles, and petrol eunfoil/lubricant storage

. Canni bali zation Yard. This area was used from 1964 until 1994 to di sassenbl e ol d equi pnent,
primarily deconmmi ssioned mlitary vehicles. Used notor oil was collected in pans and
transferred to 55-gallon drunms for storage. Qther activities included draining/renoving
gasol i ne (Il eaded and unl eaded), diesel fuel, brake fluid, asbestos-containing brake shoes and
linings, antifreeze/coolants, lead and acid frombatteries, lubricating greases, and
transm ssion fluids. One oil/water separator at the northeast corner of the yard collects
surface runoff fromthe area and has been in use since 1988.

. Southern Pacific Railroad [SPRR) Spur. This area consists of the right-of-way along a portion
of a railroad spur that extends northward fromthe SPRR track west of H ghway 1 and curves east
t hrough an industrial conplex. Hydrocarbons nay have been sprayed in this area for dust
control

2.8.2 Sites 2 and 12: Site Characteristics

No significant continuing source areas were identified at any of the Site 2 and 12 areas. The nobst comon
contam nants are netals, organi c conpounds, and TPH. The results of the renedial investigation indicate the
foll ow ng:

Soi

I At Site 2, the prinmary chem cals of potential concern detected in soil were | ow concentrations of
organi ¢ conpounds and netal s.

1 At Site 12, construction debris was landfilled in the Lower Meadow, and TPH was detected in the sane
area. In addition, TPH was detected in three other areas: the DO.L Mi ntenance Yard, the
Canni bal i zati on Yard, and the SPRR Spur in between these two areas.



G oundwat er

The Upper 180-foot aquifer and the Lower 180-foot aquifer are present beneath Sites 2 and 12. These
180-f oot aquifers are sand and gravel aquifers present in the Salinas Valley. The Upper 180-f oot

aqui fer is unconfined, while the Lower 180-foot aquifer is confined. Depth to groundwater in the Upper
180-foot aquifer is approxinmately 40 to 80 feet bel ow ground surface (bgs) and flows to the sout hwest,
towards the Pacific Ccean. G oundwater in the Lower 180-foot aquifer flows east towards the Salinas
Val | ey.

Results of the remedial investigation indicate that dissolved VOCs have been detected in the Upper
180-f oot aquifer that exceed their respective maxi mum contami nant |evels (MZLs). VOCs have not been
detected at concentrations above MCLs in the Lower 180-foot aquifer. The primary chenical of concern
in groundwater is trichloroethene (TCE), a solvent. Qther simlar conmpounds were al so detected. A
sandy silt layer dividing the two aquifers appears to have linited vertical mgration of dissolved
VCCs.

2.8.3 Sites 2 and 12: Summary of Site R sks

Human Health Risks. Chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) in soil and groundwater were identified on the
basis of their concentrations, frequency of detection, and effects on human health. COPCs for this site
include nmetals in soil at Sites 2 and 12, organic conmpounds in soil at Site 12, and netals and organic
conmpounds (including TCE) in groundwater at Site 12. On the basis of the future uses proposed for the sites,
the Human Health Ri sk Assessnent evaluated risks to future onsite workers at Site 2 and future residents at
Site 12. The onsite worker scenario for Site 2 is nore conservative than a scenario involving state park
open space use

Site risks are summari zed as foll ows:

Site 2

1 No adverse health effects are anticipated fromexposure to COPCs. The hazard index cal culated was 0.1
and the total cancer risk was 3 x 10 -6, of which 2 x 10 -6 was due to background concentrations of
netals such as arsenic in soil. The incremental cancer risk associated with site contamnants was 1 X
10 -6

Site 12

Based on the risk assessment and bl ood | ead | evel nodelling, no adverse cancer or bl ood-|ead | eve
effects are anticipated fromexposures to COPCs in soil or groundwater; however, potential noncancer
ef fects exceeded the EPA' s threshold | evel of concern

The maxi mum hazard i ndex was 1.9, of which 1.2 was due to potential exposure to threshold |evel of
concern. The total maxi mumcancer risk was 6 x 10 -5, of which 3 x 10 -5 and 1 x 10 -5 were due to
potential exposure to site contam nants in groundwater and soil, respectively. The total risk due to
background netal s concentrations was 2 x 10 -5; therefore the incremental cancer risk associated with
site contam nants was 4 x 10 -5. Based on blood | ead | evel nodelling, the maxi num bl ood-|ead |eve

cal cul ated was 7.64 ng/dL

For a future onsite worker at Site 2, no unacceptable risks are antici pated. The maxi num noncancer hazard
index for Site 12 is above the EPA's threshol d | evel of concern. Cancer risk estimates for a future resident
at Site 12 are within EPA's target risk range, and nodelled blood | ead | evels are bel ow the EPA s threshol d

| evel of concern

Ecol ogi cal Inpacts. The Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent identified | ead as the only environnental COPCs for soi
at Sites 2 and 12. The health of two special status species (black and silvery legless lizards) and the food
base (e.g., mce) for predators such as raptors and foxes were eval uat ed



I No unacceptabl e adverse effects on |izards are expected because usable habitat at the two sites is
limted. Site 2 consists of |arge sewage treatnent plant structures, and nost of Site 12 is paved
Ecol ogi cal inpacts were eval uated by collecting plants and ani mal s and neasuring chenica
concentrations in tissues. Tissue concentrations in prey were not likely to produce adverse effects in
ani mal popul ations. Tissue concentrations in plants also did not indicate the surroundi ng habitat
woul d be adversely affected.

2.8.4 Sites 2 and 12: Renedial Action (ojectives

Proposed Reuse: The initial proposed reuse plan for Site 2 includes outdoor and indoor aquaculture facilities
for raising fish and shellfish, with additional research facilities to support oceanographic studies.

Addi tional reuse plans for Site 2 include an open space area. Reuse planned for Site 12 includes a centra
busi ness district, light industrial areas, a high-tech business park, a transit center, retail businesses,
nmedi um to high-density residential areas, and a school

Renmedi al Action (bjectives:

I No unacceptabl e human health risks are associated with direct exposure to soil; however, a renedial
action objective for protection of groundwater is to renediate TPHin soil to a concentrati on of 500
mlligrans per kilogram (nmg/kg) or |less (HLA 1994b).

Human health risks are associated with potential exposure to groundwater; therefore, the renedial
action objective for groundwater at Sites 2 and 12 is to renedi ate the Upper 180-foot aquifer to MCLs
and for sone constituents nore stringent levels, for the detected VOCs (See Table 1). The anal ysis
used in identifying these levels was the sane as the analysis used at QU 2 for obtaining aquifer

cl eanup | evel s

Renoval of debris is a renedial action objective because contaninated soil may be interm xed with the
debris

To effectively evaluate remedial alternatives, Sites 2 and 12 were divided into four renedial units
consi sting of one groundwater renmedial unit and three soil renmedial units (Plate 2). Soil Renedial Unit 1 is
the Lower Meadow Di sposal Area, which contains approxi mately 16,000 cubic yards of concrete rubble and other

construction debris mxed with limted volunes of TPH affected soil. Soil Rermedial Unit 2, the Qutfall Area,
recei ves surface runoff and stormdrainage flow fromsurface water outfall OF 31 and several other storm
drai ns, and consists of approximately 2,800 cubic yards of soil containing unknown diesel -1i ke chenicals.

Soil Renedial Unit 3 is the Cannibalization Yard Area, and consists of approximately 1,000 cubic yards of
shal | ow soi|l containing TPH

The remedi al action objectives based on the risk assessnents for Sites 2 and 12 are protective under the
proposed reuse, i.e., onsite workers at Site 2 and residents at Site 12. At Site 2, since there are no
unaccept abl e risks associated with soil, no soil renediation is necessary. At Site 12, the soil and debris
that present unacceptable risks will be renediated to cleanup levels identified in Table 1. In addition, a
post-renedi ati on human health risk evaluation for soil at Sites 2 and 12 will be conducted. If this

eval uation shows that the soils at Sites 2 and 12 are safe for any use, then deed restrictions will not be
necessary. |If deed restrictions are determned to be necessary, the appropriate restrictions will be attached
to the deed. The restriction will limt reuse and notify the potential owner of any residual contanination
Drilling of water wells or use or access to the groundwater affected by the contam nants at Sites 2 and 12
however, will continue to be restricted by deed until the groundwater cleanup |evels are achi eved



2.8.5 Sites 2 and 12: Description of Aternatives

The following four renedial alternatives were evaluated in the Sites 2 and 12 Feasibility Study. For each
alternative, both capital and annual operations and maintenance (0% costs were estimated. For alternatives
requiring extended long term Q&M the net present value (NPV) of the noney that would be spent over 30 years
for &M was al so estimated.

Alternative 1

Capital Cost: $0
Annual Q&M Cost : $119, 000
30 Year O8M NPV: $1, 838, 000

I No action other than groundwater and surface water outfall nonitoring. The no action alternative is
required to be considered under CERCLA to provide a baseline for comparison to the other proposed
al ternatives.

Assunmes | ong-term nonitoring programfor existing groundwater wells and two surface water outfalls.
Alternative 2
Capital Cost: $1, 278, 000

Annual O8M Cost : $495, 000
30 Year O8M NPV: $8, 900, 000

Extraction of groundwater containing VOCs above cleanup goals (See Table 1) and di scharge of untreated
groundwater to a publicly owned treatment works (POTW.

Deed restriction on groundwater use.

Cappi ng and surface water controls for soil at the Lower Meadow Disposal and Qutfall Areas, which
woul d prevent |eaching of chenicals to groundwater.

Excavation of approxi mately 1,000 cubic yards (cy) of shallow soil containing
concentrations of TPH above the cleanup | evel of 500 milligrans per kil ogram
(rmg/ kg) (See Table 1) fromthe Cannibalization Yard, and placenent at the QU 2 |landfill.

Al ternative 3
Capital Cost: $2, 160, 000 - $2, 713, 000

Annual Q&M Cost : $338, 000 - $386, 000
30 Year OSM NPV: $7, 359, 000 - $8, 656, 000

G oundwat er extraction and treatment by granul ar activated carbon.

Di sposal of treated groundwater by: (1) reuse aboveground, or (2) injection or infiltration of
treated water back into the aquifer.

Deed restriction on groundwater use.

Cappi ng of debris and selective excavati on of approxinmately 1,600 cubic yards of soil containing TPH
concentrations above the cleanup goal of 500 ng/kg (See Table 1) fromthe Lower Meadow Di sposal Area
and placenment at the QU 2 landfill.

Excavati on of approxi mately 3,800 cubic yards of soil containing TPH concentrations above the cl eanup
goal of 500 ng/kg (See Table 1) fromthe Qutfall Area and Cannibalization Yard, and placenent at the
QJ 2 landfill.



Al ternative 4

Capita
Annua
30 Year

2.9

2.9.

Cost : $2, 689, 000 - $3, 242, 000
&M Cost : $326, 000 - $375, 000
&M NPV: $7,711, 000 - $9, 009, 000

G oundwat er extraction, treatnent, and di sposal as described for Alternative 3
Deed restriction on groundwater use.

Excavati on of approxi mately 16,000 cubic yards of soil and debris containing TPH concentrati ons above
the cl eanup goal of 500 ng/kg (See Table 1) fromthe Lower Meadow D sposal Area, and pl acenment at the
QJ 2 landfill.

Excavati on of approxi mately 3,800 cubic yards of soil containing TPH concentrations above the cl eanup
goal of 500 ng/ kg (See Table 1) fromthe Qutfall Area and Cannibalization Yard, and placenent at the
QU 2 landfill.

Sites 16 and 17
Sites 16 and 17:. Site H story

Site 16: Site 16 is conprised of three areas as descri bed bel ow (Pl ate 3)

. The DOL Mai ntenance Yard. This area has been used as a heavy equi pnent nmintenance facility
since the 1950s when the site was originally devel oped. Six buildings and structures encl osed
within a fenced area are identified by nunber and current or previous use as follows:

. Bui | di ng 4900, the main mai ntenance yard building, is used primarily for vehicle repairs.
Operations in Building 4900 included small arns weapons repair, a weapons bl uing process, spray
pai nting, and general vehicle repairs. A forner 1,500-gallon diesel underground storage tank
(UST) near Building 4900 was renoved in March 1992

. Bui l ding 4901 is used for storage of unused notor oil
. Bui I ding 4902 is a wash rack. An oil/water separator is adjacent to the wash rack

. Bui | di ng 4903 contains a di esel -powered steam cl eaner. A 200-gal | on aboveground di esel fue
tank adjacent to the building provided fuel to the steamcl eaner by gravity feed

. Bui | di ng 4904 was the forner paint shop
. Bui | di ng 4905 is used for storage of nonhazardous materials.

. Pete's Pond and Pete's Pond Extension. These areas have remai ned open space areas since
devel opnent of the surrounding areas. Based on an aerial photograph review, these areas were
used for refuse dunping sonetinme during the |late 1940s and early 1950s

Site 17: Site 17 is conprised of three areas as described bel ow

. 1400 Bl ock Motor Pool Conplex. This area, which includes Buildings 1476 through 1495, was
constructed in about 1977. Since 1977, the notor pool operated at this |location until the troop
relocation in 1993. The facility was used to service notor vehicles bottles, netal, and one
55-gallon drum including |ight and heavy trucks and other arny vehicles. Materials that were
stored at the 1400 Bl ock Motor Pool Conplex include lubricating oils, brake fluid, coolants,
cl eani ng solvents, diesel, and gasoline. These materials are stored in fourteen USTs at the



1400 Bl ock Motor Pool Conplex and were renoved as part of the USTs programat Fort Ord. Eight
ot her USTs have been renoved fromSite 17. The Site 17 D sposal Area has been used as a
parking area and contains a washrack and grease rack. Based on Aerial photographs it appears
that material was buried extensively in this area between the late 1940s and early 1950s.

. Storage Buildings on Fourth Avenue. These buildings were built in the 1940s for storage of
various materials. For exanple, corrosive chemcals were stored in Buildings 1431 and 1435.
Bui | di ng 1442 previously housed an incinerator for waste generated fromthe first Fort Od
Hospital constructed in the 1940s. This buil ding now houses an autocl ave used to sterilize
nedi cal debris fromthe onbase Hays Hospital which was constructed in 1969.

. Di sposal Area. This area was used extensively to dispose of debris at Fort Ord; however, there
are no known sources of information on site history related to disposal.

2.9.2 Sites 16 and 17: Site Characteristics
Results of the R indicate the follow ng:
Soi |

1 DOL Maintenance Yard: The prinmary chenicals of potential concern detected in near-surface soil sanples
were dioxins and |light and heavy TPH, such as diesel (TPHd).

Pete's Pond Extension: Incinerated debris and nedical debris dating to the 1950s was landfilled in
Pete's Pond Extension. O her detected debris included ordnance, glass bottles, nmetal, and one
55-gallon drum Chemicals detected in soil sanples included netals, organic conpounds, TPH, and
di oxi ns.

Pete's Pond: Debris was detected in several areas of Pete's Pond. Total oil and grease (TOG,
pesticides, nmetals, and dioxins were detected in soil sanples fromPete's Pond.

Site 17 Disposal Area: Incinerated and unincinerated debris fromas early as 1935 was detected at the
Site 17 Disposal Area. Unknown diesel-like chemcals and nmotor oil, netals, and dioxins were detected
in soil sanples fromthe D sposal Area.

Site 17 Gther Areas: TPH as diesel, silver, and copper were detected once each in soil sanples from
other areas at Site 17.

G oundwat er

Two groundwater aquifers were investigated as part of the Sites 16 and 17 field investigation: the uppernost
A-aqui fer and the underlying Upper 180-foot aquifer. O ganic chem cals have been detected in groundwater
sanples fromnonitoring wells at Sites 16 and 17. Chemcals detected include PCE, TCE, and carbon
tetrachloride. The R concluded that organic chenicals are related to the migration of chemicals fromthe QU
2 landfill, which is being addressed separately under the QU 2 ROD.

2.9.3 Sites 16 and 17: Summary of Site Risks
Human Health Ri sks. The COPCs identified for soil at Sites 16 and 17 are netals, dioxins, and volatile
organi ¢ conpounds (VQCs). The COPCs for groundwater at the sites are organic conpounds and antinony. On the

basis of the proposed future reuse of the sites, the Human Health Ri sk Assessnent eval uated risks to:

1 Student/faculty artist at the Site 17 Disposal Area, with additional exposure at Pete's Pond and
Pete's Pond Extension.

I Wility worker at Pete's Pond and Pete's Pond Extension.



1 Construction worker at the Site 17 D sposal Area and the DOL Mai ntenance Yard.
1 Commercial worker at the DOL Mai ntenance Yard.
Site risks are sununarized as foll ows:

1 The maxi mum hazard i ndex cal culated was 1, which is equal to the threshold | evel of concern. The
maxi numtotal cancer risks were 9 x 10 -7, 7 x 10 -8, 1 X 10 -6, and 1 X 10 -5, for the
student/faculty artist, utility worker, construction worker at the Site 17 D sposal Area, and
commerci al worker, respectively. Risks due to background concentrations were 2 x 10 -7, 5 x 10 -8, 6
x 10 -7, and 2 x 10 -5, respectively. The increnental cancer risks associated with site contami nants
were 7 x 10 -7, 2 x 10 -8, 4 X 10 -7, and 8 x 10 -6, respectively.

1 Based on blood I ead | evel nodelling, maxi num bl ood-1ead |evels calculated were 4.73, 4.50, and 4.31

ng/dL for the student/faculty resident artist, utility worker, and construction worker at the Site 17
Di sposal Area, respectively, which are below the threshold | evel of concern.

The results of the Hunman Health Ri sk Assessnent indicate that no adverse health effects fromexposure to the
COPCs at the sites are anticipated for any of the potential site users eval uated.

Ecol ogi cal Inpacts. The food base for predators, the health of the legless lizard, and the central
nmaritime chaparral habitat were evaluated in the Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent (ERA). Ecol ogical inpacts
were eval uated by collecting plants and ani nal s and neasuring chemical concentrations in tissues.

Ti ssue concentrations in prey were not likely to produce adverse effects in aninal popul ations. Tissue
concentrations in plants also did not indicate the surrounding habitat woul d be adversely affected.

2.9.4 Sites 16 and 17: Renedial Action bjectives

Proposed Reuse: Parts of Site 16 are proposed for public agency corporation yards for the Gty of Marina, the
County of Monterey, and the Monterey-Salinas Transit District. Site 17 has been designated as part of the
site for the new Monterey Bay canpus of the Califoma State University. Existing structures are to be used
for student/faculty artists, |ecture/laboratory spaces, and university admnistrative offices. In addition,
the parcel will provide sites for new facilities, including additional residence halls, a permanent library
bui |l di ng, and a science center.

Rermedi al Action Obiectives:
1 No unacceptable hunan health risks are associated with direct exposure to soil; however, a renedi al

action objective for protection of groundwater is to renediate TPHin soil to a concentrati on of 500
ng/ kg or | ess (HLA 1994b).

Renmoval of debris is a remedial action objective because contam nation in soil may be interm xed with
the debris.

To effectively evaluate remedial altematives, Sites 16 and 17 were divided into renedial units. A groundwater
remedi al unit was not devel oped because the chem cal conpounds detected in groundwater beneath the sites are
associated with the QU 2 contam nant plune; therefore, the groundwater will be captured and treated as part
of the QU 2 renedi ati on program

Two soil renedial units were identified (Plate 3). Soil Renmedial Unit 1 consists of approximately 1,100 cubic
yards of TPHinpacted soil at the DOL Maintenance Yard, and Soil Rermedial Unit 2, consists of approximtely
67,000 cubic yards of medical and niscellaneous debris and associated inpacted soil fromPete's Pond, Pete's
Pond Extension, and the Site 17 D sposal Area. Approxinmately 3,600 cubic yards of soil and debris is from
Pete's Pond and Pete's Pond Extension. The renaining soil and debris is fromthe Site 17 D sposal Area.



The remedi al action objectives based on the risk assessments for Sites 16 and 17 are protective under the

proposed reuse, i.e., student/faculty and workers. At Sites 16 and 17, the soil and debris that present
unacceptable risks will be remediated to cleanup levels identified in Table 1. In addition, a
post-renedi ati on human health risk evaluation for soil at Sites 16 and 17 will be conducted. If this

eval uation shows that the soils at Sites 16 and 17 are safe for any use, then deed restrictions will not be
necessary. if deed restrictions are determned to be necessary, the appropriate restriction will be attached
to the deed. The restrictions will Ilimt reuse and notify the potential owner of any residual contam nation.
The groundwater will be treated as part of the QU 2 plune. Drilling of water wells or use or access to the
groundwat er affected by the contam nants at Sites 16 and 17 will continue to be restricted by deed until the
groundwat er cl eanup | evel s are achieved.

2.9.5 Sites 16 and 17: Description of Aternatives
The follow ng four renedial alternatives were evaluated in the FS

Alternative 1

Capi tal Cost: $20, 600
Annual 0 & M Cost: $49, 200
30 Year Q&M NPV: $774, 000

I No action would be taken at the site except continued groundwater nonitoring. The no action
alternative is required to be considered under CERCLA as a basis for conparison to other alternatives.

Al ternative 2

Capital Cost: $1, 175, 200
Annual O8M Cost : $53, 400
30 Year O%M NPV: $1, 804, 000

1 Construction of a cap over the areas containing debris and TPH affected soil to linit contact and
prevent surface water infiltration. Deed restrictions would be required.

Al ternative 3

Capital Cost: $1, 211, 100
Annual O8M Cost : $38, 200
30 Year O%M NPV: $1, 604, 000

Excavation of soil and debris fromPete's Pond and Pete's Pond Extension.

Consol idation of debris fromPete's Pond and Pete's Pond Extension into the Site 17 Di sposal Area, and
pl acenent of an inperneable cover |ayer material and 1-foot-thick |ayer of clean soil.

1 Placenent of TPH affected soil at the QU 2 landfill, or treatnent at the FOSTA, with onsite reuse.
Alternative 4

Capital Cost: $5, 158, 000
Annual QO8M Cost : $0
30 Year O8%M NPV: $5, 158, 000

I Excavation of soil and debris containing concentrations of TPH above the cl eanup goal of 500 ng/kg
fromPete's Pond, Pete's Pond Extension, and the Site 17 Di sposal Area (see Table 1).



I Placenent of soil and debris fromthese areas at the QU 2 landfill as part of the foundation |ayer
nmat eri al

1 Placenent of TPH affected soil at the QU 2 landfill.

2.10 Site 31

2.10.1 Site 31: Site Hstory

Site 31, the Forner Dunp Site, was used for debris disposal in the 1940s and 1950s (Plate 4). A 500-ton
incinerator was reportedly located at the top of the ravine at Site 31 within the area now occupi ed by the
Leader shi p Reaction Training Conpound (LRTC). On the basis of interviews with Fort Ord personnel and field
observations, nost of the refuse observed on and within the ravine slope appears to date fromthe 1940s and
1950s. Refuse was wholly or partially incinerated and dunped over the northern slope of the ravine, The
incinerator was renoved and dunpi ng ceased, and the LRTC was constructed and used as an obstacl e training
course. The site is currently not in use

2.10.2 Site 31: Site Characteristics

Results of the Rl indicate that the main source of contamnation is incinerated debris and ash from burned
refuse. Surface and subsurface incinerated and unincinerated debris at the site consists of glass, netal
coal, wood, concrete and asphalt, brick and clay tile, and ash. Chenicals detected in soil sanples at the
site include TPH as di esel, polynucl ear aromati c hydrocarbon (PAHs), di benzofuran, pesticides, dioxins, and
sone netals including | ead. The chemicals appear to be related to the debris.

Because chem cals detected within soil at the site are relatively i mobile and because groundwater is deep
groundwater quality was not investigated at this site. However, potential inpacts to groundwater from COPCs
in soil at this site were evaluated using a | eaching nodel, and significant inpacts were not anticipated
2.10.3 Site 31: Summary of Site Risks

Human Health Risks. Metals, pesticides, dioxins, and PAHs were identified in the Human Health Ri sk Assessnent
as COPCs. On the basis of proposed future reuse of the site, the Human Health R sk Assessnent eval uated risks

to a nearby resident trespasser

Site risks are summari zed as foll ows:

The maxi mum hazard i ndex cal cul ated was 0.02; and the total maxi numcancer risk was 8 x 10 -7 for the
near by resident trespasser, of which 4 x 10 -7 was due to background concentrati ons of metals. The
increnental risk associated with site contam nants was 4 x 10 -7. These |levels are bel ow | evel s of
concern

Based on bl ood | ead | evel nodelling, the maxi mum bl ood-|ead | evel cal culated was 16.10 ng/dL for the
near by resident trespasser, which is above the threshold | evel of concern

The Human Health Ri sk Assessnent cal cul ated an estinated cancer risk to the child trespasser to be bel ow
EPA' s target risk range. The noncancer hazard index is below the EPA's threshold | evel of concern. However, a
maxi mum bl ood-| ead | evel of 16.1 Ig/dL was calculated in the | ead exposure eval uation, which is above the
EPA' s threshol d | evel of concern. Adverse health effects fromlead exposure could be associated with the
site, and renedi ati on based on these potential human health effects may be required. A health-based | evel of
concern for lead in soil of 1,860 nilligranms per kilogram (ng/kg) was devel oped. At this concentration

bl ood-l ead | evel s woul d not be expected to exceed the 10 Ig/dL threshold | evel

Ecol ogi cal Inmpacts. The food base (e.g., mice) for predators and the health of the silvery legless lizard
were eval uated in the Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessment. Ecol ogical inpacts were evaluated by collecting plants and
ani mal s and neasuring chenical concentrations in tissues. Tissue concentrations in prey were not likely to



produce adverse effects in aninmal populations. Tissue concentrations in plants also did not indicate the
surroundi ng habitat woul d be adversely affected.

G oundwater: The potential inpact to groundwater from detected organic chemcals was evaluated in the R

usi ng VLEACH nodel i ng on sel ected organi c chem cals or groups of chemcals. Wth the exception of the TPHd
surrogat e dodecane, the results of the nodeling indicated that these chem cals would not |each to groundwater
over a 100-year period if left in place at maxi mum detected site concentrations. The nodeling indicated that
dodecane might leach to groundwater in 49 years and estimated a naxi num concentration i n groundwater of |ess
than 0.01 Ig/l in 100 years; this is not considered to represent a significant inpact to groundwater.

2.10.4 Site 31: Renedial Action bjectives

Proposed Reuse: Precise future plans for Site 31 are unknown. Site 31 has been included within a 200-acre
parcel slated to beconme the Monterey Agricultural Center, which will include facilities for agricultural
production, storage, cooling, packaging, and distribution and approxi mately 250 housing units for famlies
and farmworkers. The area not devel oped within the parcel is to be set aside as open space/ habitat. The
steep nature of Site 31 and its natural habitats suggest that part will be set aside as open space.

Renedi al Action Qbjectives:

1 The renedial action objective for lead in soil is to renove soil containing |ead intermxed with
debri s above the heal th-based | evel of concern of 1,860 nmg/kg |ead in surface soil developed in the
Basel i ne Human Health Ri sk Assessment (HLA 1995a).

On the basis of the heal th-based cleanup | evel for |ead devel oped in the Human Health R sk Assessment, a
single soil renedial unit was defined on the north slope of Site 31 (Plate 4). 1t consists of approxi mately
350 cubic yards of debris and soil. The renainder of the debris and soil at the site has not been shown to
pose a human health risk or risk to the environment and woul d be very difficult to remove because of steep
sl opes and overhead powerlines. Also, there is potential for substantial damage to natural habitat areas if
total debris renmoval is perfornmed. The renaining debris is not proposed for renediation.

The remedi al action objectives based on the risk assessnent for Site 31 are protective under the proposed
reuse, i.e., a child trespasser. Soil and debris associated with unacceptable risks will be remediated to
cleanup levels identified in Table 1. A post-remedi ation human health risk evaluation will be conducted. I|f
this evaluation shows that the soils at Site 31 are safe for any use, then deed restrictions will not be
necessary. if deed restrictions are determned to be necessary, the appropriate restrictions will be attached
to the deed. The restriction will limt reuse and notify the potential owner of any residual contanination.
Additionally, a post-remedi ation ecol ogical evaluation for Site 31 will be conducted. If this evaluation
indicates that the residual |evels of chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) are protective of the ecol ogi cal
receptors at Site 31, the remedial action will be deened conplete. |If not, further actions nay be necessary

2.10.5 Site 31: Description of Alternatives

The followi ng four renedial alternatives were evaluated in the FS.
Alternative 1

Capital Cost: $0

Annual O&M Cost : $0

30 Year Q&M NPV: $0

I No action would be taken at the site. The no action alternative is required to be considered under
CERCLA as a basis for conparison to other alternatives.



Alternative 2

Capital Cost: $320. 000
Annual O8M Cost : $0
30 Year Q&M NPV: $320, 000

Excavati on and segregati on of approxinately 350 cubic yards of soil and debris containing | ead above
the heal th-based | evel of concern of 1,860 ng/kg (see Table 1).

Pl acement of soil and debris at the QU 2 landfill as part of the foundation |ayer-

Deed restrictions.

Al ternative 3

Capital Cost: $410, 000
Annual O8M Cost : $2, 100
30 Year Q&M NPV: $445, 000

1 Excavation of approximately 350 cubic yards of soil and debris containing | ead above the heal t h-based
| evel of concern of 1,860 ng/kg (see Table 1), and consolidation onsite. The consolidated soil and
debris would be capped to limt potential direct human exposure to the waste materials and water
infiltration and to limt offsite migration of debris and | ead-containing soil. Deed restrictions
woul d be required.

Alternative 4

Capi tal Cost: $335, 000
Annual O8M Cost : $0
30 Year Q&M NPV: $335, 000

Excavati on of approxi mately 350 cubic yards of soil and debris containing | ead above the heal t h- based
| evel of concern of 1,860 ny/kg.

Ofsite transportation and disposal at a Qass | landfill facility.

Deed restriction.
2.11 Site 39
2.11.1 Site 39: Site History

The Inland Ranges were reportedly used since the early 1900s for ordnance training exercises, including
onshore naval gunfire (Plate 5). Over the years, various types of ordnance have been used or found in the
I nl and Ranges, including hand grenades, nortars, rockets, mines, artillery rounds, and snall arms rounds.
Some training activities using petrol eum hydrocarbons were al so conducted. The 2.36-inch Rocket Range was
used as an antitank rocket (bazooka) range during and shortly after World War |l. Both range areas are

i nactive because of the Fort Od closure.

2.11.2 Site 39: Site Characteristics
Soi |
Results of the R indicate that expl osive compounds, organic conmpounds, and the nmetals |ead and berylliumare

present in shallow soil above background concentrations in |localized areas. Metals and TPH were detected in
shal  ow soil adjacent to or within three trenches used for fire and snoke denonstrations.



Spent ammunition found at the small arns ranges consists of bullets, black powder rifle balls, and | ead shot.
Lead is the primary chem cal of concern in soil. Localized areas have nore than 10 percent of the surface
area covered with spent ammunition. In general, ordnance used at the site includes snmall arns ammunition
grenades, rockets, nortars, artillery rounds, mnes, and bonbs. H gh densities of ordnance and expl osives
occur near targets.

G oundwat er

Antinony and nitrate were detected at concentrations consistent with background (naturally occurring)
concentrations in wells at Site 39 installed as part of the basew de groundwater nonitoring program

2.11.3 Site 39: Summary of Site Risks

Human Health Ri sks. The chenicals of potential concern identified for soil are expl osive conpounds such as

cyclotrimethylene trinitramne (RDX), semvolatile organic conpounds, and netals. G oundwater chem cals of
potential concern are netals and nitrate. On the basis of the proposed future reuse of the site, risks to a

habi t at nanagenent worker and a nearby resident were evaluated in the Human Health R sk Assessnent.

Site risks are summari zed as fol |l ows:

The maxi mum hazard i ndexes cal cul ated were 1 and 0.004, and the total maxi mum cancer risks were 8 x 10
-5 and 3 x 10 -6 for the onsite habitat managenent worker and offsite resident, respectively. The

ri sks associated with background were 6 x 10 -6 and 5 X 10 -7 , and the incremental risks associ ated
with site contamnants were 7 x 10 -5 and 3 x 10 -6, respectively. The hazard index of 1 is at the
threshol d | evel of concern

Based on bl ood | ead | evel nodelling, the maxi mum bl ood-|ead | evels cal cul ated were 5.13 and 3.93 ng/dL
for the onsite habitat nanagenent worker and offsite child resident, respectively. These |levels are
bel ow t he threshol d | evel of concern

The results of the Human Health Ri sk Assessnent indicate that the hazard i ndex for noncancer-causi ng
chemcals is not above the EPA's threshold | evel of concern. Cancer risks are within the EPA's target risk
range, and cal cul ated bl ood-1ead | evels are bel ow the EPA threshold bl ood-lead | evel of 10 Ig/dL. However,
the heal th-based | evel of concern for lead in soil of 1,860 ng/kg will also be used for Site 39 in areas in
the Small Arns Ranges where the surface distribution of spent ammunition is greater than 10 percent. These
areas are simlar to those at Site 3 where the heal th-based | evel of concern roughly correlates to areas
where nore than 10 percent of the surface is covered by spent ammunition

Ecol ogi cal Inpacts. The silvery legless lizard, the food base (e.g., mce) for predators such as foxes and
raptors, mourning doves and their young, and the central maritine chaparral habitat were in the Ecol ogical

Ri sk Assessnment. Ecol ogical inpacts were evaluated by collecting plants and ani nals and neasuring chemni ca
concentrations in tissues. Tissue concentrations in prey were not likely to produce adverse effects in animal
popul ations. Tissue concentrations in plants also did not indicate the surroundi ng habitat woul d be
adversely affected.

2.11.4 Site 39: Renedial Action (bjectives

Proposed Reuse: The proposed reuse of nost of the Inland Ranges will be as a Natural Resource Managenent Area
and public access will be restricted. The Range 35 area will be used as a peace officer training area. Areas
al ong the south boundary of the Inland Ranges (and Fort Od) are proposed for several uses, including city
and county parks, a school expansion and rel ocation of H ghway 68

Renedi al Action Objectives:
I No unacceptabl e human health risks are associated with direct exposure to soil, however, a renedia

action objective for protection of groundwater is to renediate TPH in soil to a concentrati on of 500
my/ kg or |ess.



The remedi al action objective for |ead, RDX, and berylliumin soil is to renove soil containing these
chem cal s above the heal th-based | evel of concern and risk-based target cleanup respectively (HLA
1995a) .

Renmoval of spent ammunition is a renedial action objective because it is a source of lead in soil.

To effectively evaluate renmedial alternatives Site 39 was divided into two soil renedial units (Plate 5).
Soil Renedial Unit 1 consists of approximately 420 cubic yards of soil with detectable concentrations of the
expl osi ve compound RDX and TPH above the target cleanup |evels in Ranges 40A and 33 and the Expl osive
Ordnance Target Area. Soil Remedial Unit 2 consists of approximately 4,100 cubic yards of soil contai ning

I ead and beryl|ium above the health based | evels of concern in the Snall Arns Ranges and the Expl osive

O dnance Target Area.

The remedi al action objectives based on the risk assessnment for Site 39 are protective under the proposed
reuse, i.e., a nearby resident trespasser. Soil and debris associated with unacceptable risks will be
renmediated to cleanup levels identified in Table 1. A post-renediation human health risk evaluation will be
conducted, This evaluation may show that the soils at Site 39 are safe for any use, however, deed
restrictions will continue to be necessary because ordnance and expl osives (OE) have not been addressed at
the site. The appropriate restriction will be attached to the deed which will linit reuse and notify the
potential owner of any residual contarnination, including CE. Additionally, a post-remedi ation ecol ogi cal
evaluation for Site 39 will be conducted. If this evaluation indicates that the residual |evels of the
chem cal s of potential concern (COPCs) are protective of the ecological receptors at Site 39, the renedial
actions will be deenmed conplete. If not, further actions will be necessary.

2.11.5 Site 39: Description of Alternatives

The followi ng four renedial alternatives were evaluated in the FS.
Alternative 1

Capi tal Cost: $0

O8&M Cost : $0

30 Year Q&M NPV: $0

I No action would be taken at the site except continued groundwater nonitoring. The no action
alternative is required to be considered under CERCLA as a basis for conparison to other alternatives.

Al ternative 2

Capital Cost: $92, 000
Annual O8M Cost : $2, 000
30 Year O%M NPV: $122, 000

1 Institutional controls including: (1) construction of a perinmeter fence to restrict and conpletely
encl ose the renedial units at Site 39, (2) posting of warning placards at appropriate intervals al ong
the fence, and (3) land use (deed) restrictions placed on the property for future devel opnent.

Alternative 3

Capital Cost: $1, 184, 000
&M Cost : $0

30 Year Q&M NPV: $1, 184, 000

1 Excavation of approximately 4,520 cubic yards of soil.

Soi |l containing TPH and RDX above the cl eanup goal and heal t h-based | evel of concern of 500 and 0.5



ny/ kg, respectively (see Table 1), would be placed at the QU 2 landfill.

Soi | containing | ead and beryl|ium concentrations above the health-based | evels of concern of 1,860
and 2.8 ng/ kg, respectively (see Table 1), would be placed in the QU 2 landfill.

1 Deed restrictions until remaining CE is renoved.
A ternative 4
Capi tal Cost: $1, 293, 000

O&M Cost : $0
30 Year O&M NPV: $1, 293, 000

Excavati on of approxi mately 4,520 cubic yards of soil.

Soi |l containing TPH and RDX above the cl eanup goal and heal t h-based | evel of concern of 500 and 0.5
ny/ kg, respectively, would be placed at the QU 2 landfill.

Soi | containing | ead and beryl|ium above the heal th-based | evel s of concern of 1,860 and 2.8 ny/kg,
respectively, would be transported offsite and disposed at a ass | landfill facility, and spent
ammuni tion woul d be screened and recycl ed,

Deed restrictions until renaining CE is renoved.
2.12 Surface Water CQutfalls
2.12.1 Surface Water Otfalls: Site Hstory

The Basew de Surface Water Qutfall Investigation (SWJ) evaluated contamination within and adjacent to thirty
five outfalls and nmanhol es. The outfalls at Fort Ord are part of a surface water drai nage system made up of
aboveground natural and engi neered drai nages that discharge to or receive discharge fromthe subsurface storm
drain system Wter in the drainage systemnay have cone in contact with areas of known historical chem cal
usage. The surface water outfalls OF-1 through -14, -16 through -30, -32, and -33 are included in this ROD
because they were investigated as part of the Basew de RUFS.

2.12.2 Surface Water Qutfalls: Site Characteristics

Results of the SWO indicated soil and sediment near or in the surface water outfalls contained the follow ng
contaminants: TPH, organic chem cals, pesticides, |ead, cadm um and pol ychl orinated bi phenyls (PCBs).

2.12.3 Surface Water Qutfalls: Summary of Site R sks

COPCs in soil and sedinment fromthe surface water outfalls were evaluated in a Human Heal th Screening R sk
Assessnment (SRE). Based on the SRE, soil and sedinent from O 15, -34, and -35 should be renoved for the
protection of human health. These areas will be excavated and handl ed under the Interim Action Program (HLA,
1993). No further action is required for the other outfalls investigated.

2.12. 4 Surface Water CQutfalls: Renedial Action Cbjectives

There are no renedi al action objectives for the surface water outfalls OF-1 through -14, -16 through -30,

-32, and -33 because the SREs indicated there are no unacceptable risks to hunman health and the environnent
associated with the presence of chemicals at nost of the outfalls. Surface water outfalls OF 15, -34, and -35
are not addressed in this ROD, but will Action (IA) ROD (HLA 1994a).



2.13 Sites 25 and 33
2.13.1 Sites 25 and 33: Site Hstory

Site 25: This is an 11-acre, unpaved field in the Main Garrison used from 1950 to 1972 to store
deconmi ssi oned equi prrent, including transforners containing PCBs. It was later used for mlitary training and
vehi cl e parki ng

Site 33: This is the golf course nmintenance area consisting of a pesticide mxing area, an unpaved surface
drai nage area, and a forner pesticide storage area. The golf course was established in the early 1950s, and
pesticides and herbici des were used regularly since operations began.

2.13.2 Sites 25 and 33: Site Characteristics

Site 25: PCBs and pesticides were detected at Site 25 in shallow soil. The netals cadm um nercury, and zinc
were detected at concentrati ons above background (naturally occurring) concentrations

Site 33: Pesticides, herbicides, and netals were detected in soil at concentrations below prelimnary
remedi ation goals (PRGs) set for reuse of this site.

2.13.3 Sites 25 and 33: Summary of Site Risks

Site 25: The Hunman Health Ri sk Assessnment for soil at Site 25 eval uated exposure of a construction worker and
resident to COPCs. Based on the assessnent, adverse health effects are not expected, and no further action
is required at the site. A quantitative Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent was perforned. Ecol ogical inpacts were
eval uated by collecting plants and ani nal s and nmeasuring chem cal concentrations in tissues. Tissue
concentrations in prey were not likely to produce adverse effects in the animal popul ations. Tissue
concentrations in plants also did not indicate the surrounding habitat woul d be adversely affected.

Site 33: The Hunan Health Ri sk Assessnment for soil at Site 33 eval uated exposure of a golf course mai ntenance
worker to COPCs. Based on the assessment, adverse health effects are not expected for the proposed reuse. A
quantitative Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent was performed. Ecol ogical inpacts were evaluated by collecting plants
and ani mal s and neasuring chemcal concentrations in tissues. Tissue concentrations in prey were not likely
to produce adverse effects in aninmal popul ations. Tissue concentrations in plants also did not indicate the
surroundi ng habitat woul d be adversely affected

2.134 Sites 25 and 33: Renedial Action bjectives

There are no remedi al action objectives for Site 25 because the risk assessnment indicated there are no
unaccept abl e risks to hunman health and the environment associated with the presence of chemicals at this
site. The renedial action objective for Site 33 is to maintain restrictions on the deed to the property for
other than residential type use

2.14 Summary of Alternatives Conparison

Nine criteria established by CERCLA were used to evaluate the alternatives in the detailed analysis step for
each of the Rl sites. The nine criteria enconpass statutory requirenments and include other technical
econonic, and practical factors that assist in conparing the overall feasibility and acceptability of the
cleanup alternatives. The nine criteria are sumari zed as foll ows:

Overal |l Protection of Human Health and the Environnment. Addresses whether or not a renedy provides adequate
protection and describes how ri sks posed through each exposure route are elimnated, reduced, or controlled
through treatnent, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs). Addresses whether or not a
remedy will neet all of the ARARs or provide grounds for invoking a waiver of the requirenments



Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence. Refers to the nagnitude of residual risk and the ability of a renmedy
to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment after cleanup goals have been net.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume Through Treatnent. Eval uates the anticipated perfornance of the
treatment technol ogi es that may be enpl oyed in a renedy.

Short-Term Ef fecti veness. Refers to the speed with which the renedy achi eves protection, as well as the
remedy's potential to create adverse inpacts on human health and the environnment that may result during the
construction and inpl enmentation period

Inmpl emrentability. Refers to the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy, including the
availability of materials and services needed to inplement the selected sol ution

Cost. Evaluates capital and operating and mai ntenance costs for each alternative by perforning present-worth
cost anal yses

State Acceptance. Indicates whether, based on its review of the RINS reports and Proposed Plan, the state
concurs with, opposes, or has no comment on each alternative.

Community Acceptance. Assesses general public response to the Proposed Plan following a review of the public
comrents received on the RI/FS reports and the Proposed Plan during the public coment period and open
community meeting(s).

The sel ected renedy nust nmeet the first two of the nine CERCLA screening criteria described above: protection
of human health and the environment as well as conpliance with ARARs. The next five criteria are prinarily
bal ancing criteria used for conparison with other renedial action alternatives. The final two criteria, state
and comunity acceptance, are used to address the concerns of state agencies and surroundi ng conmuniti es.

The renedi al alternatives di scussed above were eval uated on the basis of these criteria in the FS sunmaries
of these evaluations for each of the sites.

2.15 The Sel ect ed Renedies

Each alternative for the R sites was assessed agai nst the nine EPA evaluation criteria described in Tables 2
through 5. Using the results of this assessnent, the Arny conpared the alternatives and selected a preferred
alternative for each site. The SREs for surface water outfalls OF-1 through -14, -16 through -30, -32, and
-33 indicated no further action is required for these areas. The risk evaluation for Site 25 indicated no
further action was required at this site. The renedy for Site 33 will be a deed restriction on the property
for nonresidential use

2.15.1 Sites 2 and 12: Sel ected Renedy

Alternative 4 was selected as the remedy in accordance with the EPA's nine evaluation criteria described in
Tabl e 2, because it provides the greatest degree of protection for the environnent, renoves any potenti al
unknown risks associated with debris, conplies with ARARs, is effective in the short and long term is cost
effective, and is readily inplenmentable

Alternative 4 met the first two screening criteria and was judged to be superior in the follow ng three
bal ancing criteria:

Long-term effecti veness and per manence

Reduction of toxicity, nmobility, and volume of chem cals

Short-term effectiveness

The U.S. EPA and the State of California (Cal/EPA or DISC and RAMXB) concur with the selection of Alternative



4. Community acceptance is discussed in the responsiveness summary (Section 3.0). Details regarding soil and
groundwat er renedi al actions under the selected alternative are presented in Section 2.8.

2.15.2 Sites 16 and 17; Sel ected Remedy
Alternative 4 is the selected remedy based on the assessnent in the FS and as summarized in Table 3.
Alternative 4 met the first two screening criteria and was judged to be superior in the follow ng bal anci ng
criteria:

1 Long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence

1 Reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume of chem cals

1 Short-termeffectiveness

In addition, this alternative elimnates any potential unknown risk associated with the debris at the sites,
and provides foundation |ayer material for the QU 2 landfill. The increased cost associated with conplete
removal of the debris will be partly offset by reuse of the material at the QU 2 landfill. Reuse will result
in a cost savings on the material needed for the foundation |ayer.

The State of California (Cal/EPA DTSC and RAMXB) concurs with the selection of Alternative 4. Community
acceptance is discussed in the responsiveness summary (Section 3.0). Details regarding soil renedial actions
under the selected alternative are presented in Section 2.9.

2.15.3 Site 31: Sel ected Renedy

Alternative 2 is the selected remedy based on the assessnent in the FS and as summarized in Table 4.
Alternative 2 met the first two screening criteria and was judged to be superior in the foll owi ng bal ancing
criteria:

1 Long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence

! Reduction of toxicity, nobility, and volume of chenicals

1 Short-termeffectiveness

In addition, this alternative elininates any potential unknown risk associated with the debris at the site,
and provides foundation |ayer material for the QU 2 landfill.

The U.S. EPA and the State of California (Cal/EPA or DISC and RAMXB) concur with the selection of Alternative
2. Community acceptance is discussed in the responsiveness sumary (Section 3.0). Details regarding soil
remedi al actions under the selected alternative are presented in Section 2.10.
2.15.4 Site 39: Selected Renmedy
Alternative 3 is the selected remedy based on the assessnent in the FS and as summarized in Table 5.
Alternative 3 met the first two screening criteria and was judged to be superior in the follow ng bal anci ng
criteria:

1 Long-termeffectiveness and permanence

I Reduction of toxicity, nmobility, and volume of chem cals

1 Short-termeffectiveness

In addition, this alternative elimnates any potential unknown risk associated with spent anmunition and
expl osi ve conmpounds at the site and provides foundation |ayer naterial for the QU 2 landfill.



The U.S. EPA and the State of California (Cal/EPA or DITSC and RAMXCB) concur with the selection of Alternative
3. Comunity acceptance is discussed in the responsiveness sumuary (Section 3.0). Details regarding soil
remedi al actions under the selected altemative are presented in Section 2.11.

2.15.5 Surface Water Qutfalls: Selected Renedy

No further action is required for surface water outfalls OF1 through -14, -16 through -30, -32, and -33.
2.15.6 Sites 25 and 33: Sel ected Renedy

The selected renedy for Site 25 based on the risk assessment is no action. The selected renmedy for Site 33 is
a deed restriction with reuse restricted to other than residential type use.

2.16 Statutory Deterninations
2.16.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

The sel ected remedi es provi de the greatest degree of protection for hunan health and the environnent.
I npl erent ati on of the sel ected renedies include:

Renoval of contam nated soil from areas where concentrations of chem cals exceed the health-based
l evel s of concern or cleanup |levels and placenent in an engineered |landfill.

Renoval of debris fromseveral different areas of potential contact and consolidation in one |ocation
in aclosed landfill with an engineered landfill cap.

Recycling of the source of netals contamnation, i.e., spent ammunition.
2.16.2 Conpl i ance with ARARS

The sel ected remedies conply with ARARs. ARARs are "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate" requirenents
that the Arny is required to conply with. The categories of ARARs are: action-specific, chem cal-specific,
and | ocation-specific. Action-, chemcal-, and | ocation-specific ARARs for the selected alternatives for each
site are presented in Appendix A In addition to conplying with ARARs, the Arny has the discretion to

consi der gui dance and health advi sories as "to-be-considered" (TBC) requirenents. Those TBCs that the Arny
sel ects becone perfornmance standards that nust be conplied wth.

2.16.3 Cost Effectiveness

The sel ected remedies are cost-effective solutions for reducing risks to human health and the environment.
Costs associated with the surface water outfalls are addressed under the InterimAction Program (HLA 1994b).
The estimated costs of the selected renmedies are as foll ows:

Sites 2 and 12:

Capital Cost: $2, 689, 000 - 3, 242, 000
Annual O&M Cost : $326, 000 - $375, 000

30 Year O%M NPV: $7, 711, 000 - 9, 009, 000
Sites 16 and 17:

Capi tal Cost: $5, 158, 000
Annual O8M Cost : $0
30 Year Q&M NPV $5, 158, 000



Site 31

Capi tal Cost: $320, 000
Annual O&M Cost : $0
30 Year O&M NPV: $320, 000

Site 39
Capital Cost: $1, 184, 000
&M Cost : $0

30 Year O&M NPV: $1, 184, 000

Costs for these alternatives are generally lower than the treatnent alternatives and comrensurate with the
hi gher | evel of protection of human health and the environnent provided relative to the no action
al ternative.

2.16. 4 Uilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es or Resource Recovery
Technol ogi es

The sel ected renmedi es use permanent solutions, alternative treatment technol ogi es, and resource recovery
t echnol ogi es to the maxi num extent practicable

1 Placenent of soil and debris at the QU 2 landfill is an innovative, cost-effective waste managenent

approach, and significantly reduces the need for additional resources such as backfill material for
construction of the foundation |ayer for capping and closure of the existing landfill.

Recycling of spent ammunition is a permanent solution and resource recovery technol ogy that provides
beneficial reuse of the netals present in spent anmunition

2.16.5 Preference for Treatnent as a Principal El enent

The sel ected renedies satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element in addressing the
human health and environnmental threats posed by the Rl sites to the extent possible. The sel ected renedi es
elimnate the sources of contamnation to soil and groundwater, and reduce the nobility of the chenicals in
soi|l through placenment under an engineered landfill cap. In addition, the renmedi es separate and recycle the
netals in spent ammunition, and reuse soil and debris as foundation | ayer material for the cap at the QU 2
landfill.

Treatnent of soil will not be perfornmed because an equally protective alternative is avail able through
pl acenent at the QU 2 landfill.

2.17 Docunent ati on of Significant Changes

As described in the Responsiveness Summary (Section 3.0), the Proposed Plan for the Rl Sites was rel eased for
public comrent on May 7, 1996, and a public neeting was held on May 18, 1996. This Proposed Pl an identified
preferred renedial alternatives for Sites 2 and 12, 16 and 17, 31, 39, the surface water outfalls, and Sites
25 and 33. A change to the preferred alternative for Site 33 described in the Proposed Plan (no further
action) was made. This change includes the institutional control of a deed restriction for other than
residential type use of the property at the Site 33 Golf Course

Comrent s col |l ected over the 60-day public review period between May 7 and July 8, 1996 did not necessitate
any significant changes to the conclusions or procedures outlined in the Basewide RI/FS and R Sites Proposed
Pl an.



3. 0 RESPONS| VENESS SUMVARY

3.1 Overvi ew

At the tine of the public review period for the Arny's Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study and Proposed
Plan for the Rl and other sites, the Arny identified preferred renedial alternatives for each site. The

preferred renedial alternative consist of the follow ng

Sites 2 and 12

Excavation of soil containing TPH and construction debris. Placenent of debris and soil at the QU 2
landfill.

Extraction and treatnment of groundwater containing VOCs by granul ar activated carbon and di sposal of
treated water by one of the follow ng nethods: (1) aboveground reuse, or (2) injection or infiltration
of treated water back into the aquifer

Deed restrictions on groundwater and a post renediation risk assessnent to assess the need for
institutional controls

Sites 16 and 17

Excavation of soil containing TPH and construction debris. Placenent of debris and soil at the QU 2
landfill.

Deed restrictions on groundwater and a post renediation risk assessnent to assess the need for
institutional controls

Site 31

1 Excavation of soil containing | ead and incinerator debris. Placenment of debris and soil at the QU 2
landfill.

1 A post renmediation risk assessnent to assess the need for institutional controls.

Site 39

Excavati on of soil containing TPH and expl osi ve resi due conpounds, and placenent at the QU 2 |andfill.

Excavati on and segregation of spent ammunition fromsoil containing residual |ead. Recycling of spent
ammuni tion and fragments and pl acenent of |ead-containing soil at the QU 2 landfill.

I A post renmediation risk assessnment to assess the need for institutional controls.
Sites 25 and 33

I No further action for Site 25 based on a site-specific risk assessnent. A deed restriction on Site 33
based on a screening risk eval uation

Surface Water Qutfalls

I No further action at surface water outfalls; OF1 through -14, -16 through -30, -32, and -33.



Sunmmary of Public Comments

On the basis of the witten and verbal coments received, the Arny's Proposed Pl an was generally accepted by
the public. However, several citizens expressed concerns regarding the follow ng issues:

1 The handling of CE at the Rl sites, as well as the physical hazards associated with spent ammunition
and CE and inplenentati on of institutional controls.

Long-termnonitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of planned renedial actions.

Concerns regarding the capacity and design of the CAMJ at the QU 2 landfill.

The role of the state in officially comenting on the RI/FS and Proposed Plan regarding the California
Envi ronnental Quality Act (CEQA) and other state ARARs.

Anendnent of the QU 2 Rod to address the QU 2 landfill's designation as a CAMJ to recei ve excavated
soil fromthe R sites.

3.2 Background on Community | nvol venent

In 1991, Fort Od was added to the BRAC List. The economic inpact of Fort Ord's inmminent closure has created
much community interest relative to the potential econonic reuse of portions of Fort Od. Specifically, the
Rl and other sites are under consideration for reuse for residential, commercial, and business devel opnent by
the Fort Od Reuse Authority (FORA).

Focused community invol verent regarding the Rl and other sites has nost recently involved the public review
of the Arny's Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan for the Rl sites (HLA, 1995a,
1996a). A 30-day public coment period began May 7, 1996 and was extended to 60 days at the request of the
public, closing on July 8, 1996. A public neeting was held on May 18, 1996 to present the Arny's Proposed
Plan to the public describing the CAMJ and pl anned renedi al actions at the Rl and other sites.

Thi's responsi veness sunmary responds to witten coments received during the public comrent period as well as
oral comments expressed during the public neeting.

3.3 Summary of Comments Received During the Public Conmment Period and Departnent of the Arny Responses

Comrents rai sed during the Rl Sites Proposed Plan public comrent period are summarized bel ow. The coments
received fromthe comrent period are categorized by rel evant topics.

3.3.1 Techni cal Questions/ Concerns Regardi ng Renedial A ternatives

1 In general, the public accepted the proposed renedial alternatives. Several interested parties were
concerned about how institutional controls, renoval of OE, and physical hazards associated with spent
ammuni tion and CE woul d be handl ed under the renedial alternatives.

Department of the Arny's Response: Institutional controls such as access restrictions described in the
renmedi al alternatives for each of the sites will be inplemented in conjunction with | and use scenari os
dictated by the FORA Reuse Plan (FORA, 1994). CE, spent ammunition and any associ ated potential physical
hazards are not regul ated under CERCLA and wi ||l be addressed under a separate action. A post-renediation risk
assessnent will be conducted to evaluate the degree of cleanup and devel op specific deed restrictions, if
necessary. The post-renediation risk assessment may show that the sites are safe for any use and deed
restrictions are not necessary,

I In general, several citizens expressed concern over how long-termnonitoring for groundwater treatment
effectiveness and saltwater intrusion at Sites 2 and 12 woul d be i npl ement ed.



Departnent of the Arny's Response: In order to evaluate the Iong-termeffectiveness and potential for
saltwater intrusion at Sites 2 and 12, up to 30 years of groundwater nonitoring with a five year review
period is part of the selected cleanup alternative. In addition, treated water may be injected into the
aqui fer to control saltwater intrusion.

1 Interested parties expressed concern about the CAMJ, specific concerns were as foll ows:

e« Acitizen stated "I have concerns that the QU 2 landfill CAMJ may not be able to accommodate
all the soil planned for disposal at the QU 2 site. How accurate are the projections about the
amount of soil needed as the foundation layer for the cap, and the armount of soil planned for
removal to the QU 2 landfill CAMJ?"

Department of the Arny Response: |f excess materials are generated, the landfill cover grades can be nodified
inthe field to accommodate all the soil and docunmented as as-built conditions. The Design Analysis (HLA,
1995) allows for flexibility in the final waste volunme wi thout affecting the efficiency or effectiveness of

t he desi gn.

1 Acitizen expressed concern about the design of the landfill, including the liner, the prevention of
| eakage to the surrounding soil, and the integrity of the landfill "structure."
Department of the Arny Response: The QU 2 landfill cover systemwas devel oped in the QU 2 feasibility study

(Reredi al Investigations/Feasibility Study, Site 2 Landfills, Fort Od, California, Danes & More, Decenber
18, 1992) and recommended in the RCD (Final Record of Decision, Operable Unit 2, Fort Od Landfills, Fort
Od, California, US Arny, June 22, 1994). Design details are presented in the Design Analysis (Draft Final
Design Analysis, Fort Od QU 2 Landfill Final dosure, Harding Lawson Associ ates, Decenber 5, 1995),

Speci fications (Specification No. 9705, Fort Od QUJ 2 Landfill Final dosure, Fort Od, California, Harding
Lawson Associates, July 5, 1995), the dosure Plan (Final dosure and Postcl osure M ntenance Plan, Ford Od
QU 2 Landfill Final Cosure, Fort Ord, California, Harding Lawson Associ ates, Decenber 5, 1995), and the
Design Drawings (Fort Od QU 2 Landfill Final Cosure, Cctober 20, 1995).

The Landfill cover will consist of a foundation |ayer to support the upper |ayers of the cover, a liner, and
a vegetative layer to protect the liner and support the growh of native vegetation. The purpose of the |iner
istomnimze the infiltration of stormmvater into the refuse. The cover will be constructed in accordance
with California Code of Regulations Title 23, Division 3, Chapter 15, which contains landfill closure

requi renents.

1 Acitizen expressed concern about the mxing of wastes in the CAMJ, specifically: interactions of
organi c and inorganic chemstries, shifting earth, water encroachments, solubilities, pH of the soil
and the CAMJ contents, and their reactions with the liner and UXO The citizen al so expressed concern

about the conposition of "source excavations."

Departnent of the Arny's Response: The liner will not be in contact with the wastes. A technical menorandum
addressing these issues is in preparation and will becone part of the public record. The landfill cover

desi gn has taken into account seisnmicity in the Monterey area and the potential for both short-term and
long-termsettl ement of the waste nass. The cover systemw || reduce infiltration of water into the wastes.
Avai l abl e information on the conposition of materials to be excavated and placed in the CAMJ is presented in
the Final RI/FS (HLA, 1995).

3.3.2 Cost s/ Fundi ng | ssues

Several citizens expressed concern that the cost estinmates for remedi ation of the sites did not

include costs associated with renoval of CE

Department of the Arny's Response: CE will be addressed under a separate action; therefore, costs were
included for CE clearance in excavation areas only.



3.3.3 Enf or cenent

Several citizens expressed concern that the DISC s official comments had not addressed CEQA, and the
list of ARARs should include California Gvil Code d3479 regarding residual contanination creating a
public nuisance. Another citizen said they woul d accept the renedial alternatives outlined in the
Proposed Plan if; (1) the DISC and Califom a Fish and Gane officially concurred, and (2) the RAB Vater
Conmittee's concerns regarding the Surface Water Qutfall Investigation were addressed.

Departnent of the Arny's Response: The Califomia Environnental Quality Act (CEQMN is a set of procedures to
be followed by the State in its exercise of discretionary approval authority. Wth the exception of Public
Resour ces Code section 21002, CEQA is conprised of procedural, as opposed to substantive, requirenents.

Al though the State is not exercising its discretionary approval authority in the context of this ROD, it
woul d be required to follow Public Resources Code section 21002, which sets out the State's policy in

sel ecti ng between or anong alternative renedies, in any case where it does exercise such authority. The
Congress intended that the federal |ead agency follow all State substantive requirenents that are nore
stringent than federal requirenents. The Arny and EPA concl ude that Public Resources Code section 21002 is
not an applicable requirement. The parties to the ROD believe that Public Resources Code section 21002 has
been conplied with.

The State's alleged failure to conply with Public Resources Code section 21101 does not affect the validity
of the Arnmys actions, since it is the State, and not the federal governnent, that is obligated to undertake a
certain action under this State law. The intent of section 21101 is to ensure that the State give the same

ki nd of consideration to a federal project that it would give to a State project. To the extent that the
information contenplated by section 21101 has al ready been provided by the State to the Arny in the course of
this cleanup, there is no need for the State to repeat it inits official coments.

The DTSC and California Fish and Game concur with the Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent (ERA) for Sites 16 and 17.
The DTSC agrees with the Arny that Site 25 requires no further action as stated in the Proposed Plan, and
Site 33 will be deed restricted for other than residential type uses. Comments fromthe regul atory agencies
on these sites are being addressed in the draft final versions of the Site Characterization reports.

3.3.4 Remai ni ng Concer ns

1 Several citizens expressed concern that the Proposed Plan could not be approved until the QU 2 ROD was
anmended to address designation of the landfill as a CAMJ for soil excavated fromthe R sites, as well
as consolidation of soil fromArea A

Department of the Arny's Response: A ROD anmendnent is required when the scope, perfornmance, or cost of a
remedy fundanental |y changes. Use of excavated soil fromthe R sites and Area A as foundation |ayer nmateri al
inthe QU 2 landfill and its designation as a CAMJ does not fundanentally change the remedy selected in the
QU 2 ROD, therefore, a ROD anmendnent is not necessary. These nodifications to the QU 2 RCD were addressed in:
(1) an Explanation of Significant Differences, Area A, Operable Unit 2 Landfill (August, 1996), (2) a

Remedi ati on Waste Consol i dation Fact Sheet (Cctober, 1996), and (3) an Explanation of Significant D fferences
(ESD) Consolidation of Renediation Waste at a Corrective Action Managenent Unit (CAMJ), Qperable Unit 2
Landfill (Novenber, 1996).

In addition, a public nmeeting was held on Cctober 29, 1996 regardi ng waste consolidation in the CAMJ, and
public comrents were accepted from Cctober 8 through Novenber 8, 1996.

I One citizen suggested it would be useful to overlay the Rl sites on a |l and use or reuse plan map for
the FORA jurisdiction.

Department of the Arny's Response: FORA has this type of nap avail able for public review Reuse plans have
been finalized and were considered in the Proposed Plan and ROD.
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TABLES

Table |. Chemicals of Concern and Renedi ati on Goal s

Record of Deci sion

Renedi al Investigation Sites

Fort Od, California

Chem cal of Concern

Site 2/12

TPH

1, 2- D chl or oet hane

1, 3-Di chl or opr opene a
ci s-1, 2-D chl or oet hene
Chl orof orm

Tet rachl or oet hene

Tri chl or oet hene

1. 1- Di chl or oet hene

Vi nyl Chloride

Di schar ge
Soil deanup Aquifer Limt for
Level Cl eanup Level Federal MCL  State MCL Treated Water

Medi a (my/ kg) (1g/l) (1g/l) (1g/l) LO 3
Soi | 500’ -- -- -- --
G oundwat er -- 0.5 5.0 0.5 0.5
G oundwat er -- 0.5 -- 0.5 0.5
G oundwat er -- 6.0 70 6.0 0.5
G oundwat er -- 2.0 100 100 0.5
G oundwat er -- 3.0 5.0 5.0 0.5
G oundwat er -- 5.0 5.0 5.0 0.5
G oundwat er -- 6.0 7.0 6.0 0.5
G oundwat er -- 0.1 2.0 0.5 0.1

Soi | 500 1 -- -- -- --
Soi | 1,860 2 -- -- -- --
Soi | 500 1 -- -- -- --
Soi | 1,860 2 -- -- -- --
Soi | 0.5 2 -- -- -- --
Soi | 2.8 2 -- -- -- --

Di scharge to areas overlying the contam nated groundwater plume need only neet aquifer cleanup |evels.
I limts are |laboratory detection linits

Site 16/ 17

TPH

Site 31

Lead

Site 39

TPH

Lead

RDX

Beryllium

a (total).

1 (HLA, 1994b).
2 (HLA, 1995a).
3

A

ng/ kg mlligrans per kil ogram

MCL Maxi mum Cont am nant Level

1g/1| m crograns per liter.

TPH Total Petrol eum Hydrocar bons.
RDX Cyclotrinet hyl enetrinitram ne.



Table 2. Summary of Renedi al

Rl Sites Record of Decision

Fort Od, California

EPA Evaluation Criteria

Alternative

Alternative 1
No Action

Alternative 2
G oundwat er: Extraction
and POTW D schar ge
Soi | : Cappi ng and Deed
Restrictions for SRUs 1
and 2. Excavati on.
Pl acenent at OU2 Landfill
for SRU3

Short-Term
Ef f ecti veness

Not effective

Effective

Al ternatives Evaluation -

Long- Term
Ef f ecti veness

Not effective

Effective

Sites 2 and 12

Reducti on of Toxicity,

Mobility, and I nmpl erentability Conpliance
Volume (T, M V) with
Through Treat nent ARARs
No active reduction of Easy to No
T, M or V for i mpl enent
groundwat er or soil
G oundwat er: | npl enrent abl e Yes
Reduction of T,M and Capping requires
\% deed restrictions
Soi |l : Reduction of M and nai nt enance

t hr ough cappi ng.

Overall Protection of
Humman Heal th and the
Envi r onnent

Not protective

Protective

Regul at ory Agency and
Communi ty NPV
Accept ance Cost

Li kel y not acceptable $1,838.00
0

To be determ ned $8, 900. 00
0



Table 2. Summary of Renedi al
Rl Sites Record of Decision
Fort Od, California

Al ternatives Evaluation - Sites 2 and 12

EPA Evaluation Criteria

Reducti on of
Toxicity, Mbility,
and Volune (T, M V)
Thr ough Treat ment

Alternative Short-Term

Ef f ecti veness

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness

Al ternative 3
QG oundwat er :
Extraction,

Ef fective Ef fective G oundwat er :

Reduction of T, M

Tr eat nent and V
Reuse, or Soil: Reduction of M
I njection and pl acenent at
Soi | : Cappi ng, QR landfill for
Deed Restrictions SRUs 2 and 3.
for SRU 1.

Excavati on and
Pl acenent at
Q2 Landfill for
SRUs 2 and 3.

Inmpl emrentability

I npl errent abl e

Conpl i ance
with ARARs

Yes

Overal |
Human Heal th and
t he Environnent

Protective

Prot ection of

Regul at ory Agency
and Community
Accept ance

To be determ ned

NPV
Cost

$7, 359, 000 -
$8, 656, 000



Table 2. Summary of Renedial Aternatives Evaluation - Sites 2 and 12
Rl Sites Record of Decision
Fort Ord, California

EPA Evaluation Criteria

Reducti on of
Alternative Short-Term Long- Term Ef f ecti veness Toxicity, Mbility,
Ef f ecti veness and Volunme (T, M V)

Through Treat nent
Al ternative 4

QG oundwat er : Effective Ef fective G oundwat er :
Extraction, Reduction of T, M
Tr eat nent and V
Reuse, or Soi | : Reduction of
I njection M

Soi | : Excavation

and Pl acenent at
QJ 2 Landfill for
SRUs 1, 2, and 3.

ARARs Appl i cabl e of relevant and appropriate requirenents
NPV Net Present Val ue
SRU Soi | Renedial Unit

I npl emrentability

I npl errent abl e

Conpl i ance
with ARARs

Yes

Overal |l Protection of
Humman Heal th and
t he Environnent

Protective

Regul at ory Agency
and Community
Accept ance

To be determ ned

NPV
Cost

$7, 711, 000 -
$9, 009, 000



Table 3. Summary of Renedi al
Rl Sites Record of Decision
Fort Od, California

EPA Evaluation Criteria

Short - Ter
Ef fectiven

Alternative

Alternative 1
No Action

(G oundwat er
Moni t ori ng)

Effective

Alternative 2

Cappi ng of SRUs Ef fective

Al ternative 3
Excavati on,
Onsite Treat nent
at FOSTA, and
Reuse or
Pl acenent at
QU 2 Landfill for
SRUs | and 2.
Consol i dati on of
Debris into
Site 17 Di sposal
Ar ea.

Effective

Alternative 4
Excavati ons and
Pl acenent at
QU 2 Landfill for

Effective

SRUs.
ARARs
NPV Net Present Val ue
SRU Soi |l Renedial Unit

Anernati ves Eval uation -

m Long- Term Ef f ecti veness
ess
Not effective
Effective
Ef fective
Effective

Sites 16 and 17

Reducti on of

Toxicity, Mbility,
and Volume (T, M

V) Through
Tr eat ment

No active reduction

of T, M and V

Reduces M but not T

or V

Reduces T, M and V

of soil

Reduces M but not T

or V.

Applicabl e or relevant and appropriate requirenments

I npl ementability

Easy to
i mpl errent

| npl ement abl e

| npl errent abl e

| npl ement abl e

Conpl i ance
with ARARs

Yes

Yes

Yes

Overall Protection
of Human Heal th
and t he
Envi r onnent

Not protective

Protective of
groundwat er and
human heal th

Protective of
gr oundwat er and
hunman heal th

Protective of
groundwat er and
human heal th

Regul at ory Agency

and Community NPV
Accept ance Cost
Li kel y not $774, 000
Accept abl e

To be determ ned $1, 804, 000

To be determined $1,604, 000

To be determned $5, 158, 000



Table 4. Summary of Renedi al
Rl Sites Record of Decision
Fort Od, California

EPA Evaluation Criteria

Short-Term
Ef f ecti veness

Alternative

Al ternative 1

No Action Not effective

Excavati on and Effective
Pl acenent at the

QU2 Landfill

Al ternative 3
Excavati on and
Consolidation in
an Onsite Waste
Managenent
Unit, Deed
Restrictions

Ef fective

Alternative 4

Excavati on and
Ofsite D sposal

at a Landfill

Ef fective

ARARs

NPV Not Present Val ue

Al ternatives Evaluation -

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness

Not effective

Effective

Ef fecti ve; however,

contam nants above

TCLs woul d renain
onsite

Ef fective

Applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents

Site

31

Reduction of Toxicity,
Mobility, and Vol une (T,
M V) Through Treat nent

No active reduction of T.
M or V

Reduction of M but not T
or V

Reduction of H, but
or V

not T

Reduction of M but
or V

not T

Inmpl erentability  Conpliance
wth ARARs
Easy to inpl emrent No
| npl enent abl e Yes
| npl errent abl e Requi res

desi gnation of
onsite waste
managenent
uni t

I npl enent abl e Yes

Overal |l Protection
of Human Health
and t he
Envi r onnment

Not protective

Protective

Protective

Protective

Regul at ory Agency
and Comunity
Accepti nce

Li kel y not
accept abl e

To be determ ned

To be determ ned

To be determ ned

NPV
Cost

$0

$320, 000

$445, 000

$335, 000



Table 5. Summary of Renedial Aternatives Evaluation - Site 39
Rl Sites Record of Decision
Fort Ord, California

EPA Evaluation Criteria

Reduction of Toxicity, Overall Protection of Regulatory Agency and
Alternative Short-Term Long- Term Mobility, and I npl ementability Conpl i ance Human Heal th and the Communi ty NPV
Ef f ecti veness Ef f ecti veness Volure (T, M V) w th ARARs Envi r onment Accept ance Cost

Through Tr eat nent
Al ternative 1

No Action Not effective Not effective No active reduction of Easy to No Not protective Li kel y not acceptabl e $0
T, M or V i mpl ement
Alternative 2
Institutional Ef fective Not effective No active reduction of Easy to No Protective Li kel y not acceptable  $122, 000
Control s T, M or V i mpl ement
Al ternative 3
Excavati on and Ef fective Ef fective Reduction of M but Easy to Yes Protective Li kel y acceptabl e $1, 184, 000
Pl acement at the not T or V i mpl ement
QU 2 Landfill

Alternative 4

Excavati on and Ef fective Ef fective Reduction of M but Easy to Yes Protective Li kel y acceptabl e $1, 293, 000
Ofsite D sposal not T or V i mpl ement

at a Landfill
ARARs Applicabl e or relevant and appropriate requirenents

NPV Net Present Val ue
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APPENDI X A
APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPRCOPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS (ARARs) FOR THE SELECTED ALTERNATI VES

The promnul gated standards descri bed bel ow are chenical -, |ocation-, and action-specific ARARs for the
selected alternatives at Sites 2 and 12, 16 and 17, 31, and 39. ARARs are not presented for the surface water
outfalls or Sites 25 and 33, because they are designated InterimAction and No Action Sites, respectively,
for which criteria and ARARs were presented in previous docunments (HLA, 1993, 1994).

The standards described bel ow are "applicable" or "rel evant and appropriate" for soil and groundwater
remedi ati on. These standards are designed to be protective of hunman health and the environnment and to be
technically achievable with existing anal ytical and treatnment technol ogies.

Al.0 ARARS FOR SITES 2 AND 12
Al. 1 Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARS

VQOCs regul ated by the state and federal governnent are known to be present in soil and groundwater at Sites 2
and 12. The follow ng chem cal -specific ARARs for soil and groundwater renedi ati on have been pronul gated for
chem cals of concern at this site.

I Waste O assification and Managenent, Title 23 CCR, Division 3, Chapter 15, Article 2

Excavated soil at Sites 2 and 12 would be classified as a designated waste if sanples indicate the soil

cont ai ns nonhazardous | evels of chemicals that may potentially degrade waters of the State. Excavated soil
fromSites 2 and 12, which is exenpt fromthese requirenents, will be placed at the QU 2 landfill. Chapter 15
will apply to waste placed at the QU 2 landfill.

1 Water Quality Control Plan, Central Coast Regi on, 1994

Portions of the Central Coast Region Water Quality Control Plan are ARARs. The Water Quality Control Pl an
cl assifies groundwater based on beneficial uses. Goundwater at Sites 2 and 12 is considered a potenti al
drinking water source. The Water Quality Control Plan establishes water quality standards including
beneficial use designations, water quality objectives to protect these uses, and inplenentation prograns to
neet the objectives.

I National Primary Drinking Water Standards, Title 40 Code of Federal Regul ations (CFR), Part 141,

Chemi cal -speci fic drinking water standards which contain maxi num contam nant |evels (MZLs), have been

promul gat ed under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). Drinking water goals (MCLGs) al so have been pronul gat ed
under the SDWA. MCLGs above zero are considered chem cal -specific ARARs under the NCP (40 CFR
300.430[e]l[2][i]l[B]). Wen MCLGs are equal to zero, the MCL is considered to be a chem cal -specific ARAR
instead of the MCLG (40 CFR 300.430[e][2][i][C]). Table 1 lists national primary drinking water standards
(MCL) for chemicals detected in groundwater during the RI. Wth the exceptions of chloroform

tetrachl oroet hene, and vinyl chloride, MCLs are the cleanup levels for chenicals of concern in the
groundwater at Sites 2 and 12.

1 State Prinmary Drinking Water Standards, California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 22, Chapter 15.
California primary drinking water standards establish enforceable limts for chemcals that qualities of
drinking water; however, only those state requirenents that are nore stringent than federal standards are

ARARs and in this case relevant and appropriate. These requirenents (state M s) are summarized in Table 1.

1 Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs), Title 22 CCR Chapter 16

LDRs prohibit |and disposal of specified untreated hazardous wastes and provi des special requirenents for



handl i ng such wastes. If listed or characteristic hazardous waste exists in carbon treatnent vessels used for
groundwater treatment, LDRs will apply to their disposition. However, carbon vessels wll be regenerated
offsite as part of a comercial process that is an industry standard for carbon vessel disposition.

There are no promul gated chem cal -specific requirenents applicable to soil at Sites 2 and 12.
Al. 2 Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs

Environnental |y sensitive | ocations have been identified within Site 2 by investigations perforned during the
Rl and Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent. Certain endangered plant and ani mal species are present at the site. The
following ARARs are potentially applicable to inplenentation of the groundwater renedy at Site 2.

1 Endangered Species Act, Title 16, United States Code 1531 et seq., as promulgated by Title 50, CFR
Part 402, Section 7

The Endangered Species Act requires that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by a Federal agency
nust ensure that it is not likely to jeopardi ze the continued exi stence of any endangered species, or result
in the destruction or adverse nodification of habitat of such species which is determned to be critical.
Fort Ord has consulted with the Fish and Wldlife Service in accordance with the Endangered Species Act. The
Habi t at Managenent Pl an (HW) addresses the management during base cl osure and cl eanup.

I Mgratory Bird Treaty Act, 16 U. S. C, Section 703, et seq.

The Mgratory Bird Treaty Act protects certain mgratory birds and their nests or eggs. The HW for Fort Od
addresses actions to be taken and will be inplenented in conjunction with groundwater renediation.

I National Archaeol ogical and H storic Preservation Act, 16, U S . C, Section 469 et seq., and 36 CFR
Part 65

This Act provides for protection of any historically significant artifacts that may be unearthed during
remedi ation activities. Appropriate actions will be taken if any artifacts are unearthed.

1 Coastal Zone Managenent Act, 16 U S.C. Section 1456 et seq., and California Coastal Act of 1976

These Acts require that activities conducted in the coastal zone (west of H ghway 1) be conpleted in a nanner
consistent with the state's coastal zone managenment plan. Site 2 is within this zone, therefore the
requirenents of that plan apply to inplenentation of the groundwater renedy.

Al. 3 Acti on- Speci fic ARARs

Action-specific requirenents apply to inplenentation of renedial activities such as excavati on and soi l
handl i ng, groundwater treatnent, and discharge.

I Mnterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD), Regulations Il and X, and Nati onal
Primary and Secondary Air Quality Standards, 40 CFR Part 150.

These regul ati ons and standards establish requirenents for sources of air pollution, and the appropriate

| evel of air abatement technology to be applied for specific chemcals that may be generated as toxic air
contami nants. The renedial action nust neet the substantive requirenents of these regulations. During
excavation and soil handling, appropriate nmeasures such as dust suppression nmust be inplemented to neet these
requi renents.

1 Standards Applicable to Generators of Hazardous Waste, Title 22 California Code of Regul ati ons (CCR)
Chapter 12.

These standards are applicable if hazardous waste is generated at the Site. The substantive portions of this
regulation will apply and be conplied wth.



1 State Water Resources Control Board, Resolution No. 88-63

Resol ution No. 88-63 specifies that all ground and surface water is an existing or potential source of
drinking water unless total dissolved solids (TDS) are greater than 3,000 parts per mllion (ppm, the well
yield is less than 200 gall ons per day froma single well, or the groundwater is unreasonable to treat using
best nanagenent practices or best econom cally achievable treatnent practices. Under this resolution, the
upper aquifer at Sites 2 and 12 is a potential drinking source.

1 State Water Resources Control Board, Resolution No. 92-49

Resol ution 92-49 establishes policies and procedures for the investigation, cleanup, and abatenent of waste.
In accordance with these requirenents, cleanup |levels nust be set at background levels, or if background
level s are not technologically or economcally feasible, then at the | owest |evels that are achievable. The
Arny conpl eted an econom ¢ and technical feasibility analysis pursuant to 92-49 and has determ ned that
cleanup to the MCLs is reasonable and satisfies this requirenment. The soil cleanup levels identified in this
ROD are protective of groundwater quality and conply with Resol uti on 92-49.

I State Water Resources Control Board, Resolution No. 68-16
Resol ution No. 68-16 establishes goals for the naintenance of existing groundwater quality. It also requires
best practical control technology for discharges to high quality water. Discharge |evels were chosen for

Sites 2 and 12 considering site-specific conditions, including the contanminants to be di scharged and the
desi gnat ed beneficial uses of the receiving water, avail able treatnment technol ogies, and cost.

1 Federal Safe Drinking Water Act, 40 CFR and California Toxic Injection Wll Act, California Health
and Safety Code Section 25159. 24

40 CFR Part 144 and the California Toxic Injection Wll Act prohibit injection of contaninated water into or
above a drinking water formation. Injection of treated groundwater into the source aquifer for the purpose of
aqui fer cleanup is exenpted. For Sites 2 and 12, treated groundwater rmay be injected to the aquifer provided
i njected groundwat er does not contain chem cal concentrations above at or bel ow cleanup levels (Table 1).
A2.0 ARARS FOR SITES 16 AND 17

A2.1 Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARs

The fol |l owi ng chemi cal -specific ARARs for soil cleanup have been promul gated for chemicals of concern at
these sites.

I Waste dassification and Managenent, Title 23 CCR, Division 3, Chapter 15, Article 2
Excavated soil at Sites 16 and 17 woul d be classified as a designated waste if sanples indicate the soil
cont ai ns nonhazardous | evels of chenmicals that may potentially degrade waters of the State. Excavated soil
fromSites 16 and 17, which is exenpt fromthese requirenments, will be placed at the QU 2 landfill. Chapter
15 will apply to waste placed at the QU 2 landfill.
A2. 2 Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs
No | ocation-specific ARARs have been identified for these sites.

A2.3 Acti on- Speci fi c ARARs

Action-specific requirements apply to inplenmentation of soil renmedial activities such as excavation and soil
handl! i ng.



I Mnterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, Regulations Il and X, and National Prinmary and
Secondary Air Quality Standards, 40 CFR Part 150.

These regul ati ons and standards establish requirenents for sources of air pollution, and the appropriate
l evel of air abatement technology to be applied for specific chemcals that may be generated as toxic air
contami nants. During excavation and soil handling, appropriate neasures such as dust suppression rnust be
inmpl enented to neet these requirenents.

1 State Water Resources Control Board, Resolution No. 92-49

Resol ution 92-49 establishes policies and procedures for the investigation, cleanup, and abatenent of waste.
In accordance with these requirenents, cleanup |levels nust be set at background levels, or if background
level s are not technologically or economcally feasible, then at the | owest |evels that are achievable. The
Arny conpl eted an econom ¢ and technical feasibility analysis pursuant to Resolution No. 92-49 and has
deternmined that cleanup to the MCLs is reasonable and satisfies this requirement. The soil cleanup |evels
identified in this ROD are protective of groundwater quality and conply with Resolution No. 92-49

1 Medical Waste Managenent Act, California Health and Safety Code, Division 4, Chapter 6 and | nfectious
Waste, Title 22 CCR, Article 13.

These regul ations cover the handling, treatnment, and disposal of medical and infectious wastes. Medical waste
was found at Site 16 and 17 during the RI. Medical wastes and infectious wastes encountered during excavation
activities nmust be handled in accordance with these regul ati ons.

A3.0 ARARS FOR SITE 31
A3. 1 Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARs

Chem cal s such as lead that are regulated by the state and federal governnent at hazardous |evels are known
to be present at Site 31. The followi ng chem cal -specific ARARs for soil cleanup have been promnul gated for
chem cal s of concern at this site.

1 ldentification and Listing of Hazardous Waste, Title 22, California Code of Regul ations (CCR),
Division 4.5, Chapter 11.

Excavat ed | ead and DDE/ DDT-containing soil at Site 31 would be classified as a characteristic hazardous waste
under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

(RCRA) if sanples indicate the soil contains hazardous | evels of these chemicals. Excavated soil fromSite
31, which is exenpt fromthese requirements, will be placed at the QU 2 landfill.

I Waste dassification and Managenent, Title 23 CCR, Division 3, Chapter 15, Article 2

Excavated soil at Site 31 would be classified as a designated waste if sanples indicate the soil contains
nonhazardous | evel s of chenicals that nmay potentially degrade waters of the State. Excavated soil fromSite
31, which is exenpt fromthese requirements, will be placed at the QU 2 landfill. Chapter 15 will apply to
waste placed at the QU 2 landfill,

A3.2 Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs

Site 31 contains species categorized as California Species of Special Concern, or as rare in California and
el sewhere by the California Native Plant Society. The followi ng ARARs are potentially applicable to soil
remedi ation at Site 31.

Endangered Species Act, Title 16, United States Code 1531 et seq., as promulgated by Title 50, CFR Part 402,
and the California Endangered Species Act, California Fish and Game Code, Section 2050 et seq.



The Endangered Species Acts require action to conserve endangered species and critical habitats upon which
endanger ed speci es depend. The HWP for Fort Ord addresses actions to be taken and will be inplenmented in
conjunction with soil renediation.

I Mgratory Bird Treaty Act, 16 U S. C., Section 703, et seq.

The Mgratory Bird Treaty Act protects certain mgratory birds and their nests or eggs. The HW for Fort Od
addresses actions to be taken and will be inplenmented in conjunction with soil renediation. Regulations
(CCR), Division 4.5, Chapter 11.

I National Archaeol ogical and H storic Preservation Act, 16, U S . C, Section 469 et seq., and 36 CFR
Part 65

This Act provides for protection of any historically significant artifacts that nay be unearthed during
remedi ation activities. Appropriate actions will be taken if any artifacts are unearthed.

1 The parties to this ROD do not agree whether California Fish and Gane Code Section 3005(a) is an ARAR
for Site 31. The State's position is that Fish and Gane Code Section 3005(a) is an applicable
requirenent for the protection of birds and nmammals at Site 31. The Arny does not agree that Fish and
Gane Code Section 3005(a) is an applicable requirement for the protection of birds and mammals at Site
31. The State, however, has decided not to dispute this decision because the Arny will conduct a
post-renedi ati on ecol ogi cal evaluation for Site 31. If the Parties to this ROD agree that the
post-renedi ati on ecol ogi cal evaluation indicate that the residual |evels of chemicals of potential
concern (COPCs) are protective of the ecol ogical receptors at Site 31, the remedial actions at Site 31
will be deemed conplete. If the post-renediation ecol ogi cal evaluation indicates that residual |evels
are not protective of ecological receptors at Site 31, further actions may be necessary.

A3.3 Acti on- Speci fic ARARs

Action-specific requirenents apply to inplenentation of soil renedial activities such as excavation and soil

handl i ng. The followi ng action-specific requirenents are potentially applicable to the soil renedy at Site
31:

1 Mnterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, Regulations Il and X, and National Primary and
Secondary Air Quality Standards, 40 CFR Part 150

These regul ati ons and standards establish requirenents for sources of air pollution, and the appropriate
| evel of air abatement technology to be applied for specific chemcals that may be generated as toxic air
contam nants. During excavation and soil handling, appropriate neasures such as dust suppression nust be
inmplenented to neet these requirements.

A4 0 ARARS FOR SI TE 39
Ad. 1 Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARS

Chem cals such as lead that are regulated by the state and federal governnent at hazardous |evels are known
to be present at Site 39. The follow ng chem cal -specific ARARs for soil cleanup have been pronul gated for
chem cals of concern at this site.

1 ldentification and Listing of Hazardous Waste, Title 22 CCR Division 4.5, Chapter 11 Excavated soil
containing lead, RDX, and berylliumat Site 39 would be classified as a characteristic hazardous waste
under RCRA if sanples indicate the soil contains hazardous |evels of these chem cals. Excavated soil
fromSite 39, which is exenpt fromthese treatment requirenents, will be placed at the QU 2 landfill.

Waste O assification and Managenent, Title 23 CCR, Division 3, Chapter 15, Article 2

Excavated soil at Site 39 would be classified as a designated waste if sanples indicate the soil contains



nonhazardous | evels of chemicals that nay potentially degrade waters of the State. Excavated soil fromSite
39, which is exenpt fromthese requirenments, will be placed at the QU 2 landfill. Chapter 15 will apply to
waste placed at the QU 2 landfill.

A4 2 Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs

Site 39 is a critical habitat for endangered species and contai ns endangered plant and ani mal species. The
following ARARs are potentially applicable to soil renediation at Site 39.

1 Endangered Species Act, Title 16, United States Code 1531 et seq., as promulgated by Title 50, CFR
Part 402 and the California Endangered Species Act, California Fish and Game Code, Section 2050 et
seq.

The Endangered Species Acts require action to conserve endangered species and critical habitats upon which
endanger ed speci es depend. The HW for Fort Ord addresses actions to be taken and will be inplenmented in
conjunction with soil renediation.

1 Mgratory Bird Treaty Act, 16 U S. C., Section 703, et seq.

The Mgratory Bird Treaty Act protects certain nigratory birds and their nests or eggs. The HW for Fort Od
addresses actions to be taken and will be inplenmented in conjunction with soil renediation.

I National Archaeol ogical and Hi storic Preservation Act, 16, U S C., Section 469 et seq., and 36 CFR
Part 65

This Act provides for protection of any historically significant artifacts that nay be unearthed during
remedi ation activities. Appropriate actions will be taken if any artifacts are unearthed.

1 The parties to this ROD do not agree whether California Fish and Gane Code Section 3005(a) is an ARAR
for Site 39. The State's position is that Fish and Gane Code Section 3005(a) is an applicable
requirenent for the protection of birds and manmals at Site 39. The Arny does not agree that Fish and
Ganme Code Section 3005(a) is an applicable requirement for the protection of birds and mammals at Site
39. The State, however, has decided not to dispute this decision because the Arny will conduct a
post-renedi ati on ecol ogi cal evaluation for Site 39. If the Parties to this ROD agree that the
post-renedi ati on ecol ogi cal evaluation indicates that the residual |evels of chemcals of potential
concern (COPCs) are protective of the ecol ogical receptors at Site 39, the remedial actions at Site 39
will be deemed conplete. If the post-renediation ecol ogi cal evaluation indicates that residual |evels
are not protective of ecological receptors at Site 39, further actions may be necessary.

A4. 3 Acti on- Speci fic ARARs

Action-specific requirenents apply to inplenentation of soil renedial activities such as excavation and soil
handl i ng. The followi ng action-specific requirenents are potentially applicable to the soil renedy at Site
39:

I Mnterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, Regulations Il and X, and National Primary and
Secondary Air Quality Standards, 40 CFR Part 150

These regul ati ons and standards establish requirenents for sources of air pollution, and the appropriate
| evel of air abatement technology to be applied for specific chemcals that nmay be generated as toxic air
contam nants. During excavation and soil handling, appropriate inplenented to neet these requirenents.



APPENDI X B
COVMMIUNI TY RELATI ONS ACTI VI TI ES

APPENDI X B
COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS ACTI VI TI ES

The followi ng activities have been conducted as part of the Arny's public relations and information transfer
efforts regarding environnental restoration activities at Fort Ord. Presentations, briefings, and/or tours
were given to the foll ow ng groups or organi zations, or the foll owi ng meetings.

Activity

1996

January 19. Tour of clean-up activities for Congressman Sam Farr and staff

January 20. Orientation and tour for new Restorati on Advisory Board (RAB) menbers

January 25. RAB neeting: Sites 16 and 17

February 22. RAB neeting: Site 31

March 28. RAB neeting: R sites

April 25. RAB neeting: R sites

May 1. Superfund Roundtabl e for RAB nenbers and general public

May 6. Presentation to Cal. State Univ. at Monterey Bay Environmental Chem stry O ass

May 8, 12, 17. Monterey County Herald Notice: Fort Od public neeting

May 18. Proposed Plan public meeting

May 23. Tour of clean-up activities for menbers of Fort Ord Reuse Authority

May 23. RAB neeting: R sites

June 3-5. Monterey County Herald Notice: Extension of Comrent Period for the Fort Od Proposed Pl ans
June 10. Trai ning on DO EPA Cui dance for RAB nenbers

June 11. Presentation to Kiwanis dub on Ordnance and Expl osi ve Waste |ssues

1995

January 26. RAB neeting: R sites

February 23. RAB neeting: R sites

February 24. Presentation to National Cceanographic and At nospheric Association

March 23. RAB neeting: Rl sites

April 27. RAB neeting: R sites

May 9. Presentation of QUL and Superfund to Univ. of Calif. at Santa Cruz extension class



May 24. Superfund briefing to Fort Ord Reuse Authority staff

May 25. RAB neeting: R sites

May 30. Community Qutreach Conmittee of the RAB public workshop

June 13. Beach wal k with "Coastwal k"

June 22. RAB neeting: R sites

July 13. Presentation to Univ. of Calif. at Santa CGruz "Career Sem nar"

July 26. RAB neeting: RI/FS report

August 22-27. Infornmation Booth at Monterey County Fair

August 24. RAB neeting: R sites

Septenber 7. Community Qutreach Committee of the RAB public neeting in Seaside
Cctober 3. Public meeting on QU1

Cctober 14. Informati on Booth at Marina Birthday Cel ebration

Cctober 21. Comunity Qutreach Committee of the RAB public neeting in Salinas
Cctober 26. RAB neeting: Sites 2 and 12

Cct ober 28. Community Qutreach Committee of the RAB public meeting in Marina
Novenber 9. Presentation to League of Wmen Voters

Novenber 27. Seaside Community Forum with Congressman Farr

Novenber 30. RAB neeting: R Sites

1994

February 7. RAB/ Technical Review Conmittee (TRC) meeting: R /FS

May 11. RAB/ 7RC neeting: RI/FS

Cct ober 20. RABL77?C neeting: R/ FS



