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Thi s docurment was prepared by Hardi ng Lawson Associates at the direction of the U S. Arny Corps
of Engineers (CCOE) for the sole use of the COE and the signatories of the Federal Facilities
Agreenent, including the Arny, the U S. Environnental Protection Agency, the California

Envi ronnental Protection Agency, including the Department of Toxic Substances Control (formerly,
the Toxi ¢ Substances Control Program of the Departnent of Health Services), and the Regi onal
Water Quality Control Board, Central Coast Region, the only intended beneficiaries of this work.
No other party should rely on the informati on contai ned herein without prior witten consent of
the COE and Arny. This report and the interpretation, conclusions, and recomendati ons
contained within are based on infornation presented in other docunents that are cited in the
text and listed in the references. Therefore, this docunment is subject to the limtations and
qualifications presented in the referenced docunents.



1. 0 DECLARATI ON
1.1 Site Nane and Location

Fort Ord is |ocated near Monterey Bay in northwestern Mnterey County, California, approxinately
80 miles south of San Francisco. The base conprises approxi mately 28,000 acres adjacent to the
cities of Seaside, Sand Gty, 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. Laguns Seca Recreation Area and Toro

Regi onal Park border Fort Ord to the south and sout heast, respectively Land use east of Fort Od
is primarily agricultural.

1.2 Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the No Action Plug-In Record of Decision (ROD) for selected
areas at Fort Ord, California (see Plate 1). The plug-in ROD describes the process for
identifying a No Action site. Site specific docunentation justifying that the no action
criteria has been met will be provided subsequent to this ROD through an Approval Process. This
process is referred to as the "plug-in" process, because the Approval Menoranda plug into the
ROD. This plug-in ROD was prepared in accordance w th Conprehensive Environmental Response,
Conmpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Anendnent and

Reaut hori zation Act (SARA), and, to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous

Subst ances Pol | uti on Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the Adm nistrative

Record for Fort Ord.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the State of California concur
with the No Action site criteria.

1.3 Description of the Sel ected Renedy

A No Action site is a site where renedial action is not necessary to protect human health and
the environnent. No action (i.e., no treatnent, engineering controls, or institutional
controls) would be warranted under the followi ng general sets of circunstances applicable to
sites at Fort Od:

. Wiere the baseline risk assessnent or screening risk evaluation concl uded that
conditions at the site pose no unacceptable risks to human health and the environnent

. Wiere a rel ease involved only substances exenpt fromrenedi al acti on under CERCLA
Section 101 (investigation and/or renediati on may be undertaken pursuant to other state
or federal authority)

. Wiere a previous response action (e.g., interimrenedial action or renoval action)
elimnated existing and potential risks to hunman health and the environnent such that
no further action is necessary.

Al though the No Action sites at Fort Ord do not require treatnment or controls, groundwater
noni toring may be perfornmed as part of basew de nonitoring activities.



1.4 Decl aration Statenent

Because CERCLA hazardous substances wi |l not

remai n onsite above healt h-based | evels,

reviewwill not apply to sites that receive no action approval.

United States Departnent of the Arny

Lewis D. Wal ker Dat e
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Facilities

Arny (Environnment, Safety and
Qccupational Heal th)

la Mettee-MCutchon Dat e
Col onel, U S. Arny

Garri son Commander

Presi dio of Monterey

Gai | Youngbl ood Dat e
Acting BRAC Environnental Coordi nator
Presi di o of Monterey

U S. Environnental Protection Agency

Jul i e Anderson Dat e
Director, Federal Facilities deanup Ofice
U S. Environnental Protection Agency,

Regi on I X

California Environmental Protection Agency

Anthony J. Landis, P.E Dat e
Chi ef of Qperations, Ofice of Mlitary

California Environmental Protection Agency
Departnent of Toxic Substances Control

Roger W Briggs Dat e
Executive Oficer

California Environmental Protection Agency
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Boar d

the 5-year



2.0 DECI SI ON SUMVARY
2.1 Site Description

Fort Ord is |ocated near Monterey Bay in northwestern Monterey County, California

approximately 80 mles south of San Franci sco. The base conprises approxinmately 28,000 acres

adj acent to the cities of Seaside, Sand Cty, Mnterey, 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 beach front fromthe rest of the base. Laguna Seca Recreation Area and
Toro Regional Park border Fort Ord to the south and sout heast, respectively. Land use east of
Fort Ord is primarily agricultural

2.2 Site Hstory

Since its opening in 1917, Fort Od has prinarily served as a training and staging facility for
infantry troops. No permanent inprovenents were made until the |ate 1930s, when administrative
bui | di ngs, barracks, mess halls, tent pads, and a sewage treatnent plant were constructed. From
1947 to 1975, Fort Ord was a basic training center. After 1975, the 7th Infantry Division
(Light) occupied Fort Ot. Light infantry troops are those that performtheir duties w thout
heavy tanks, armor, or artillery. Fort Od was selected for closure in 1991. The majority of
the soldiers were reassigned to other Arny posts in 1993. Al though Arny personnel still operate
the base, no active arny division is currently stationed at Fort Od.

The three maj or devel oped areas within Fort Od are the Main Garrison, the East Garrison, and
Fritzeche Arny Airfield (FAAF). The renai ni ng undevel oped property (approxi mately 20,000 acres)
was used for training activities. The Main Garrison contains comrercial, residential, and
light industrial facilities. It was constructed between 1940 and the 1960s, starting in the
nort hwest corner of the base and expandi ng southward and eastward. During the 1940s and 1950s
there was a small airfield in the central portion of the Main Garrison. This airfield was
deconmi ssi oned when FAAF was conpl eted, and the airfield facilities were redevel oped as notor
pools or for other operations. FAAF, which serves as the general airfield for Fort Od, is in
the northern portion of the base, adjacent to the city of Marina. FAAF was incorporated into
Fort Ord in 1960 and expanded in 1961. The East Garrison occupi es 350 acres on the northeastern
edge of the base and consists of nmilitary and industrial support areas, recreational facilities
and recreational open space.

CGenerally, any chem cals present in soil at potential No Action sites are the result of former
routi ne mai nt enance and support activities on Fort Ord. Such activities include: maintenance
of mlitary vehicles at wash racks, tank storage of chem cals such as waste oil, the use of

oi | /water separators in drainage areas, and pestici de use and storage

2.3 Enforcenent and Regul atory H story

Envi ronnental investigations began at Fort Od in 1984 at FAAF under Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQXCB) cl eanup or abatenent orders 84-92, 86-86, and 86-315. |nvestigations
indi cated the presence of residual organic conpounds fromfire drill burning practices at the
Fire Drill Burn Pit (Operable Unit 1 or QU-1).

The subsequent Renedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for Q)1 was conpleted in 1988
and cl eanup of soil and groundwater begun. A plan describing the cleanup process was presented
to the public in June 1987. |n 1986, under RWXB cl eanup or abatenent orders 86-87, 86-317, and
88-139, further investigations began of the landfill areas (Qperable Unit 2 or QUJ-2), and the
prelimnary site characterization was conpleted in 1988. 1In 1990, Fort Ord was placed on the



U S. Environnmental Protection Agency's (USEPA) National Priorities List (NPL) prinmarily because
National Priorities List (NPL) primarily because of volatile organic conpounds found in
groundwat er beneath QJ-2, and a Federal Facility Agreenent (FFA) under CERCLA Section 120 was
signed by the Arny, USEPA, DISC, and RWXB. The FFA establishes schedul es for comenci ng
remedi al investigations and feasibility studies, and requires conpletion of renedial actions as
began in 1991, and Fort Ot was placed on the Base Realignnment and C osure List (BRAC). The
final Feasibility Study for Q)2 was conpl eted Cctober 1, 1993 and the ROD was signed in August
1994. An InterimAction Plug-1n ROD was signed in March 1994 which allows for excavation and
treatment of shallow contam nated soils. The Draft and Draft Final versions of the Basew de
RI/FS were conpl eted on August 1, 1994 and Decenber 5,1994, respectively.

2.4 Hghlights of Community Participation

On Septenber 15, 1994, the United States Departnent of the Arny (Arny) presented the Proposed
Plan for No Action at Fort Ord to the public for review and comment. The Proposed Pl an

sunmari zes informati on on the No Action process and other docunents in the Adm nistrative Record
for the base. These docunents are available to the public at the follow ng | ocations:

Chanberlain Library,
Bui | di ng 4275 Nort h- Sout h Road,
Presidio of Monterey Annex, California; and

Seasi de Branch Library,
550 Harcourt Avenue, Seaside, California.

The entire admnnistration record is available at 1143 Echo Avenue, Suite F, Seaside,
California.

Comment s on the Proposed Plan were accepted during a 66-day public review and coment period
that began on Septenber 15, 1994 and ended on Novenber 21, 1994. A public neeting was held on
Sept enber 22, 1994, at the Sherwood Hall, Santa Lucia, in Salinas, California. At that tineg,
the public had the opportunity to ask representatives fromthe Arny, US. EPA and Cal EPA
questions and express its concerns about the plan. In addition, witten comments were accepted
during the public conment period. Responses to coments received during the public conmrent
period are included in the Responsiveness Sunmary (Section 3.0), which is part of this No
Action Plug-In ROD.

2.5 Scope and Role of No Action

The No Action ROD will document that any necessary renedial actions under CERCLA have been taken
at sites or that remedial action is not necessary for the two No Action categories described
below. Additionally, a No Action ROD woul d provide a basis for deletion of the property from
the NPL. The scope of the No Action process is to address categories of sites where renedial
action is not necessary to protect human health and the environnent, or CERCLA does not provide
the appropriate authority to take any renedial action at the site. Pl ate 1 identifies 41 areas
on Fort Od where No Action may be inpl enmented.

In 1991, Congress nandated a 3-year conpletion schedule for R /FS docunents for closing BRAC
sites such as Fort Ord (Public Law 102-190). The inpact of Fort Od's closure on the | ocal
econony is one reason to undertake a No Action process in order to facilitate rel ease of
property at Fort Od for redevel opnent. Conversion of Fort Ord property to civilian uses is a
high priority for the local community, the agencies involved, and the Arny. To neet Fort Od's
m ssion of transferring real property as soon as possible, site identification, renedial



investigations, and cleanup at Fort Od are being accelerated. By conpleting and inplenenting
the No Action ROD and elimnating these sites fromthe basewide R /FS, the properties would
becone available for reuse much earlier than the previously schedul ed date.

2.6 Characteristics of a Typical No Action Site

This section describes the characteristics of a no action site but does not identify specific
sites. Site-specific no action decisions will be made through the approval process described in
Section 2.8.

No Action sites at Fort Od fall under two categories
Category 1 Sites

Category 1 sites are already in a protective state and pose no current or potential threat to
human health or the environnent. Fort Ord contains areas where storage and/or rel ease or

di sposal of hazardous substances has occurred and sone | evel of contam nation nay be present;
however, in order to be included as a Category 1 site, the |l evel of contam nation that exists at
a site nust be below the levels required for protection of human health and the environnent.
Exanpl es of Category 1 sites could include sites where a previous response action mtigated the
threat; sites where concentrations are bel ow basew de background | evels, or risk-based cl eanup
levels (e.g., Prelimnary Renedial Goals [PRGs] [Table 1]); and sites at which the threat no

| onger exists because of natural environnental processes.

Category 2 Sites

Category 2 sites are sites where CERCLA does not provide the appropriate authority to take any
renmedi al action except to the extent that the FFA provides for corrective action under the
Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). These sites would include two types (Plate 2):

. Sites that had storage and/or rel ease of contam nants that are excluded fromthe CERCLA
process. Investigation and/or renediation may be undertaken pursuant to other state or
federal authority. For exanple, |eaking underground petrol eum hydrocarbon storage
tanks would fall under the present underground storage tank (UST) programat Fort Od
and woul d be regul ated under state and | ocal agencies (DTSC, RWXB, County of
Mont er ey) .

. Sites where no release to the environment has occurred. An exanple of this type of
site woul d include sites where conpounds, such as asbestos in buildings, has not been
rel eased to the environnment (outdoors). Such sites would be handled on a site-hy-site
basis in accordance with the intended reuse scenario, and/or under other state or
federal authorities.

If a site contains both CERCLA and non- CERCLA regul ated contanminants' it could not be included
as a Category 2 site, but may be a Category 1 site if it satisfies those requirenents

2.7 Summary of Site Risks

The primary rationale for the designation of Category 1 sites is that they do not contain
concentrations of chem cals above PRGs and are therefore protective of human health. 1In

addi tion, an ecol ogi cal assessnent is conducted to ensure protection of the environment. For
Category 2 sites, no rel eases have occurred under CERCLA authority and they are either
protective of human health and the environment or risks associated with any non- CERCLA



subst ances woul d be addressed under separate authority.
2.7.1 Human Heal th Considerations

The overall screening criterion for a No Action Site is an acceptable |evel of protection for
human health and the environnent. This acceptable |evel of protection requires that the
reasonabl e maxi mumri sk of exposure for a person to site-related chemcals results in an
estinmated additional risk of devel oping cancer of |ess than one-in-one mllion, and is wthout
appreci abl e risk of del eterious noncancer health effects. This is in accordance with the

Nati onal Contingency Plan (NCP) and CERCLA gui dance.

Category 1 sites would require docunentation that concentrati ons of contamnants at the site are
bel ow PRGs (Table 1), as set and agreed to by the State and Federal regul atory agenci es. Because
the screening criteria for Category 2 sites are: no release occurred, or contam nants found are
excl uded from CERCLA jurisdiction, these sites would automatically qualify for No Action w thout
further analysis (e.g., conparison to PRGs).

PRGs were devel oped in accordance with the procedures described in the Draft Final Technical
Menorandum Prelimnary Renediation Goals, Fort Ord, California dated June 24, 1994. |In
general, separate PRGs were devel oped for chem cal s based on possi bl e cancer and noncancer
health effects. PRGs based on cancer risk represent chem cal concentrations in soil that m ght
result in estinmated human daily intakes (doses) associated with an estinmated one-in-one mllion
probability that an exposed i ndividual would devel op cancer.

PRGs based on noncancer health effects represent chem cal concentrations considered to result in
estimated hurman daily doses expected to be without appreciable risk of adverse noncarci nogenic
effects (hazard quotient of 1 or less). The lowest PRG for a chemcal will be used to evaluate
the need for further action or investigation at sites containing that chemcal in soil; i.e., if
concentrations of chemcals at a site are bel ow PRGs, no action would need to be taken to
protect human health and the environnent. Chem cal specific PRGs and environnental concentration
data for each site will be used to evaluate that contributions of site chemcals to cumulative
area-related health risks are acceptabl e.

The nethods used to cal cul ate PRGs generally enpl oyed conservative assunpti ons consistent with
EPA and Cal / EPA ri sk-managenent policies for sites with future unrestricted use. Conservative
EPA- devel oped nodel s and EPA default assunptions were used where site-specific infornation was
unavai | abl e, and agency-established toxicity values (reference doses and slope factors) were
used. The PRGs were designed so that uncertainties would tend to cause overestinmation of actual
exposures and toxicity, and thus provide PRGs protective of human heal th.

2.7.2 Protection of G oundwater

In addition, No Action sites will be evaluated for potential inmpact to groundwater. The PRGs for
chem cal s based on human heal th di scussed above will be evaluated to deternine that State and
Federal Maxi mum Cont ami nant Levels in groundwater will not be exceeded.

As discussed in the Techni cal Menorandum

Approach to Evaluating Potential Goundwater Quality Inpacts, dated July 29, 1993, organic
conmpounds in the soil within the unsaturated zone will be eval uated usi ng an USEPA-devel oped
partitioning nass transport nodel (VLEACH). This nodel will use groundwater depth and soil
characteristics specific to a prelimnarily identified No Action site to estimate potenti al
maxi mum groundwat er chemical concentrations for given chemcal soil concentrations. PRGs for
organi ¢ chem cals based on hunan heal th exposures di scussed above will be evaluated using this



nodel to ensure that state and federal prinmary naxi num contam nant |evels (MCLs) in groundwater
wi Il not be exceeded. Pesticide- and netal-contamnated soil will be assessed qualitatively to
determ ne potential inmpacts to groundwater quality.

Concentrations of chemcals bel ow PRGs, such as those found at Category 1 sites, are not
expected to have an inpact on groundwater quality.

2.7.3 Ecol ogi cal Considerations

Prelimnary Hazard Assessments for ecological risk indicate that the majority of the
prelimnarily identified No Action sites do not pose ecol ogi cal risks because the areas are

al ready disturbed (paved). The results of the ecological risk assessnent will be included in

t he Approval Menorandum for each site (Plate 2) to verify that these sites do not pose a risk to
t he environnent .

2.8 Approval Process for No Action

Fol l owi ng this ROD, an Approval Menmorandumw || be prepared for each proposed No Action site to
denmonstrate that the area neets appropriate requirenments and conditions of Category 1 or 2.
Each Approval Menorandumwi ||l be nmade available by the Arny to the public, local and county
agencies, the Restoration Advisory Board, U S EPA and the California Environnental Protection
Agency, including DITSC and RWMXB for review

For Category 1 sites, the Approval Menorandumwi || include:

1) A description of the site and its geologic conditions with reference to appropriate
conpleted site characterization, interimaction confirmati on, and renoval action reports.

2) A map of the site detailing location and any posted chem cal or other pertinent available
data (e.g., groundwater chem stry).

3) A table of site-related chem cal concentrations and their respective PRGs.
4) An evaluation of potential inpacts to groundwater.

5) Results of the ecol ogical risk assessnent.

For Category 2 sites, the Approval Menorandumwi || include:

1) A description of site conditions

2) Datarelated to investigation and/or renedial actions, if applicable (e.g., asbestos
surveys, UST renoval records).

The Approval Menorandumwi |l serve as a decision docunent for the transfer of property, and wll
be prepared prior to the Base Wde Record of Decision. Following a 30-day public review and
comrent period, the Arny will forward the Approval Menorandum public comments, and response to
comrents to the agencies for final review and approval. Agency review of the Approval
Menmorandum wi || be conpleted within 10 working days of its submttal unless extended pursuant to
the FFA. Agency approvals will be confirned in subsequent witten correspondence fromthe
agencies. Agency denial of a No Action Approval Menorandum nay be di sputed pursuant to

Section 12 (D spute Resolution) of the FFA



Wien the Arny receives approval of a No Action site determination, a notice will be placed in a
nmaj or | ocal newspaper. Conpleted and planned No Action site activities will also be described
in newsletters, prepared for |local residents by the Presidio of Mnterey.

2.9 Docunentation of Significant Change

As described in the Responsiveness Summary, the No Action Proposed Plan was rel eased for public
comrent on Septenber 15, 1994, and a public neeting was held on Septenber 22, 1994. This
Proposed Plan identified No Action as the selected remedy for two categories of sites at Fort
Od. At the request of the public, the comment period was extended to Novenber 21, 1994.
Comments col |l ected over the 66-day public review period between Septenber 15, 1994 and Novenber
21, 1994 resulted in a nodification to the Approval Menorandum procedures outlined in the
Proposed Plan. The approval process was anended to allow for a 30-day public review and conmmrent
period on each Approval Menorandum No new category of sites beyond those described in the ROD
and Proposed Pl an have been identified at this tine.



3.0 RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
3.1 Overview

Thi s Responsi veness Summary provides a sunmary of the public comrents and concerns regarding the
No Action Proposed Plan at Fort Od, California

On the basis of the verbal and witten comments received, the Arny's Proposed Plan for No Action
was generally accepted by the public. However, some citizens and/or organizations expressed
concern regarding the | evel of public involverment in the review and approval process for the No
Action sites.

3.2 Background on Community | nvol vement

The Arny has inplenmented a progressive public relations and invol verent program for

environnental activities at Fort Ord. The Advance, published by the Arny, is a newsletter, sent
to the public, that highlights the status of ongoing and pl anned renedial activities at
Restoration Advi sory Board neetings to involve the public in decisions nmade regarding renmedi a
actions. In addition, a toll-free 800 nunber is available for concerned citizens to comrent and
recei ve answers regarding the environnental restoration and transfer of Fort Od property.

The Arny held a public comrent period on the No Action Proposed Plan from Septenber 15, 1994

t hrough Novenber 21, 1994. COver 700 copies of the Proposed Plan were nailed for public review
and comment to interested parties and were placed in the Chanberlain Library, Building 4275,
Nort h- South Road, Presidio of Monterey Annex, California and Seaside Branch Library, 550
Harcourt Avenue, Seaside, California. This Proposed Plan also invited readers to a public
neeting to voice their concerns

The Septenber 22, 1994 public neeting was held to discuss the screening and approval process for
the No Action sites.

No commrents were received fromthe public regarding the proposed No Action process prior to the
publication of the Proposed Plan and the start of the comrent period. Comments received during
the comment period are addressed bel ow.

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

The public comment period on the No Action Proposed Plan was held from Septenber 15, 1994 to
Qctober 15, 1994. A thirty-six day extension of this comrent period, to Novenber 21, 1994, was
granted to the public at their request. Concerns fromthe general public on the proposed No
Action process were raised at the Public Meeting (held on Septenber 22, 1994) regarding the

| evel of public involvenent in the devel opnent and approval of the No Action sites. These
questions and comments were addressed during the public neeting

Four witten letters were received fromthe general public during the public coment period.
One witten letter fromCalifornia Coastal Conm ssion (CCC) regarding specific technica
questions was received during the public comment period. The letter fromthe CCC expressed
concern with the identification of No Action sites in the coastal zone, the criteria for
identifying No Action sites and the review and comrent period for a No Action Approva

menor andum

Comments fromthe |local comunity that were not sufficiently addressed during the public neeting



are summari zed and addressed according to their topics in the follow ng sections of this
docunent. Response to the specific technical issues raised by the state agencies is also
pr esent ed.

3.3.1 Summary and Response to Local Community Concerns
Comments fromthe local community were voiced at the Public Meeting, and are sumari zed and
addressed bel ow. Four witten comments were received fromthe local comunity during the

public coment peri od.

3.3.1.1 Public Comments Regarding Community Relations

Comment:  The public neetings aren't adequately advertised to the general public.

Arny Response: The public neeting was advertised in the Proposed Plan and in the Monterey
Heral d on Septenber 16, 17, and 18th before the schedul ed neeting date. In addition, the public
neeting was advertised in the California on Septenber 16, 17, and 19th.

Comment:  The neetings should be held closer to Fort Ord instead of in Salinas.

Response: In the past, public nmeetings related to the cleanup at Fort Od have been held in
Monterey. At the request of the Restoration Advisory Board and the regul atory agencies to
involve all potential areas that have an interest in the cleanup at Fort Ord, the No Action
public neeting was held in Salinas, which is the county seat for Mnterey County.

3.2 Summary and Response to Witten Specific Technical Questions

One witten comment letter was received during the Public Commrent period fromthe California
Coastal Conmi ssion concerning the identification of No Action sites in the coastal zone, the
criteria for identifying No Action sites and the review and comment period for a No Action
Approval nenorandum

3.3.2.1 Reprint of, and Arny Response to, the Letter Received from California Coastal
Commi ssi on

Staff of the California Coastal Comm ssion has reviewed the Superfund Proposed Plan for
prelimnarily identified No Action (NOFA) sites, and offers the followi ng comments.

NOFA Sites in the Coastal Zone

As expressed in previous comment |letters dated May 13, 1994, July 7,1994, and Cctober 28, 1994,
Commi ssion staff has many concerns regarding the Arny's eval uation of hazardous waste sites in
the coastal zone and their inpacts on coastal resources. W are alarned at the proposed plan's
prelimnary identification of the Beach Stormwater Qutfalls (Site 4) and the Od Village Sewage
Treatnent Plant (Site 1) as sites which require no further action.

At the Septenber 22, 1994 public hearing regarding the NOFA proposed plan, Conmi ssion staff
expressed concerns regarding the prelimnary identification of the stormdrains (Site 4) as a
NOFA site. In response, the Arny clarified that Site 4 was no | onger being considered as a NOFA
site, and that renedial action would be undertaken. Witten clarification of the current status
of Site 4 should be provided.



Commi ssion staff remain concerned that inadequate investigations have been undertaken at Site 1
in order to quantify and eval uate contam nation which nay adversely inpact human health and
environnental resources (please refer to our comments on the draft Renedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study dated Cctober 28, 1994). More thorough investigations and anal yses shoul d be
provided prior to classifying this coastal zone site as requiring No Further Action

NOFA Criteria

The NOFA Proposed Pl an describes NOFA sites as sites where renedial action is not necessary to
protect human health or the environnent (Category 1), or where CERCLA does not provide the
appropriate authority to take renedial action (Category 2). |In order to quality as a Category 1
site, the proposed plan states: "the level of contam nation that exists at a site nust be bel ow
the level required for protection of human health (e.g., Prelimnary Renedi ati on Goal s [ PRGs])
and the environnent" (page 2).

Commi ssion staff is concerned that the criteria for qualifying as a Category 1 NOFA site has not
been adequately identified. The PRGs listed in Figure 3 of the Proposed Plan nay not be
adequate to identify potential threats to human health, due to the fact that a PRG has not been
identified for contam nants such as fecal coliformbacteria, total chromum total polycyclic
aromati c hydrocarbons (PAHs), 4,4'-DDD, e,e'-DDE, and pol ychl orinated bi phenyls (PCBs). The NOFA
process shoul d include renedi ation goals for all chemicals of potential concern detected at each
site and provide conparisons of detected levels with renedi ation goals which are protective of
environnental resources as well as hunman health. As indicated in our comment |etter of Cctober
28, 1994, nmany of the PRGs exceed the Probable Effects Levels (PELs) for sedinent inpacts on
coastal and marine resources (in sone cases by 2 orders of magnitude), and therefore do not
provi de an acceptabl e basis for evaluating potential sedinment inpacts on coastal and narine
resour ces.

NOFA Process

The proposed plan states: "An Approval Menorandumwill be prepared for each proposed No Action
site to denonstrate that the area neets appropriate requirenents and conditions. Each Approva
Menmorandum wi || be submitted by the Arny to the U S. EPA, and the California Environnenta
Protecti on Agency, including DISC and RAMXB for review and approval . . . Agency review wi |l be
conpl eted within 10 working days of its submittal" (page 6).

Commi ssion staff is concerned that the proposed process does not incorporate an acceptable |eve
of public participation. 1In addition to the governmental agencies involved in the disposal and
reuse of Fort Ord, nmenbers of the public and their representatives at the Restoration Advisory
Board (RAB) shoul d have the opportunity to review and comment on a draft Approval Menorandum for
each NOFA site. The Arny should formally respond to submtted comments in a final Approva

Menmor andum for each NOFA site. The proposed review period of 10 days is much too short to allow
for thorough public review, and a m ni num 30 day comment period should be provided.

In addition, the proposed plan states: "Wen the Arny receives approval of a No Action site
determi nation, a notice will be placed in a nmajor |ocal newspaper" (page 6). |In order to allow
for public input into the decision nmaeking process, notice that a site is being considered for No
Further Action should be paced in nore than one In summary, Conmi ssion staff has concerns
regarding the prelimnary identification of coastal zone Site 1 as requiring No Further Action
and request witten clarification regarding the status of Site 4. Conmssion staff is also
concerned that the criteria for qualifying as a Category 1 NOFA site identified by the proposed
pl an does not adequately protect human health and the environment, as Prelimnary Renediation
Goal s are inconplete and do not adequately protect coastal zone resources. Furthernore

Conmmi ssion staff believe that the NOFA proposed plan should be revised in a nmanner which will



nmaxi mze public participation and ensure that public concerns are adequately addressed.

Arny Response to Comments fromthe California Coastal Comni ssion

The Arny has responded to each of the CCC comment letters with additional infornation and
clarification regarding the site characterization of areas within the Coastal zone. The Arny
would like to reiterate that each site considered for No Action under CERCLA will be eval uated
during the approval nenorandum process. |If a site is approved for no action under CERCLA, it
does not preclude the inplenentation of other actions that may be required under federal, state,
and | ocal regul ations.

At the public neeting on Septenber 22, 1994, the Arny indicated that the evaluation of Site 4
(beach stormmater outfalls) is being perforned under the basew de stormwater assessnent. The
results of the basew de evaluation will determine if any renedial action at the outfalls will be
required. However, it does not indicate that remedial action will be undertaken as stated by
CCC.

The Arny has stated in the Proposed Plan that the overall screening criterion for a No Action
site is an acceptable level of protection for human health and the environment. The prelimnary
remedi ati on goals (PRGs) were devel oped on a chem cal specific basis for cancer and non-cancer
health effects. Al chemcals detected at a site will be screened agai nst a chem cal specific
PRG The Proposed Plan states in the footnote to Figure 2 that PRG not listed will be

establ i shed according to the approved procedures as described in the PRG Techni cal Menorandum
dated June 15, 1993. The CCC comment |letter of COctober 28, 1994 was providing comment on the
Draft Basewide RI/FS report and not the No Action Proposed Plan. However, the Arny again

enphasi zes that an ecol ogical risk evaluation will use appropriate screening criteria (such as
Probabl e Effects Level s) where applicable, and be perforned for each No Action site.

The Arny has encouraged public invol verrent and inpl enented several progressive public relations
prograns for environnmental activities at Fort Od. To that end, the Arny will nodify the
approval menorandum process for No Action sites to provide the public with an opportunity for
revi ew and comment on the each Approval Menorandum

The nodi fi ed nenorandum process will consist of the foll ow ng:

For each No Action site, the Arny will submt an Approval Menorandumfor a 30 day public review
and comment period. Followi ng public review and coment, the final Approval Menorandum public
comrents, if any, and response to public comments will be submitted to the USEPA and the
California Environmental Protection Agency, including DISC and RAM)CB. Agency review of the
Approval Menorandumwill be conpleted within 10 worki ng days of submittal unless extended
pursuant to the FFA Agency approvals will be confirned in subsequent witten correspondence
fromthe agencies. Notice of a No Action site determnation will be placed in a ngjor |ocal
newspaper .



TABLE
Table 1. Prelimnary Renediation Coal s
No Action Record of Decision
Fort Od, California
Based on Noncancer Health Effects

Cheni cal Lowest Child Adul t Construction
PRG Resi dent Resi dent Wor ker
Acenapht hene 960 960 4, 600 31, 000
Acet one 220 220 900 8, 200
Aldrin 0.011 0.48 2.3 1.6
Ant hr acene 3300 3300 15000 110000
Ant i mony 27 27 290 57
Arsenic 0.87 20 220 44
Bari um 1000 1, 000 4,700 4,100
Benzo(a) ant hracene 0.15 NA NA NA
Benzo( a) pyrene 0. 015 NA NA NA
Benzo(b) f | uorant hene 0. 15 NA NA NA
Benzo(k) f | uor ant hene 1.5 NA NA NA
Benzo( ghi ) peryl ene 640 640 3100 2100
Beryl lium 0. 39 340 3,700 730
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate 13 320 1, 500 1, 000
Br onof orm 7.6 63 260 2400
But yl benzyl pht hal ate 3200 3200 15000 100000
Cadmi um 8.1 34 370 73
Carbon disul fide 0. 96 0.96 3.9 3.7
Carbon tetrachl oride 0. 025 29 190 750
Chl or dane 0.14 0.97 4.6 3.2
Chl or obenzene 12 12 50 470
Chl or onet hane 0.12 NA NA NA
Chromium I 11l 67000 67000 720000 /al
Chromi um Vi 0.23 7.2 30 38
Chrysene 15 NA NA NA
Cobal t 2000 3700 20000 2000
Copper 2,500 2,500 27,000 5, 300
4,4' - DDD 0.74 NA NA NA
4, 4' - DDE 0.53 NA NA NA
4, 4' - DDT 0.53 8.0 38 26
Di br onochl or onet hane 0.13 22 90 840
Di - n- butyl pht hal ate 1600 1600 7700 52000
1, 3-Di chl orobenzene 330 330 1800 1200
1, 2- Di chl r oet hane 0.074 NA NA NA
Dieldrin 0.011 0. 80 3.8 2.6
Di et hyl pht hal ate 13000 13000 61000 420000
Endosul fan Il (beta) 96 96 460 310
Endosul fan sul fate 96 96 460 310
Et hyl benzene 830 830 3, 700 3, 900
Fl uor ant hene 640 640 3100 21000
Fl uor ene 640 640 3,100 21, 000
gamma- BHC (Li ndane) 0.14 4.8 23 160
Hept achl or 0.031 8.0 38 26
Hept achl or epoxi de 0.014 0.21 1.0 0. 68
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene 0.15 NA NA NA
Lead (a) 240 240 3, 900 460
Mer cury 20 20 210 41
Met hyl ene chl ori de 0.90 260 1100 950
Met hyl ethyl ketone 620 620 2,900 3, 300
2- Met hyl napt hal ene 640 640 3,100 2,100

4- Met hyl - 2- pent anone (M BK) 74 74 400 2800

Based on Carci nogenesi s
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Tabl

e 1. Prelimnary Renediation Coals
No Action Record of Decision
Fort Ord, California

Based on Noncancer Health Effects Base on Carci nogenesi s

Chemi cal Lowest Child Adul t Construction Adul t Construction
PRG Resi dent Resi dent Wor ker Resi dent Wor ker

Napht hal ene 640 640 3,100 2,100 NA NA
Ni ckel 130 1, 400 15, 000 2,900 130 6, 300
PCBs 0. 02 NA NA NA 0. 02 5.8
Pent achl or ophenol 1.5 480 2300 1600 1.5 370
Pet r ol eum Hydr ocar bons (b) 500 (c) (c) (c) 500 120, 000
Phenant hr ene 640 640 3,100 2,100 NA NA
Pyrene 480 480 2,300 16, 000 NA NA
Sel eni um 340 340 3, 600 710 NA NA
Si |l ver 340 340 3, 600 710 NA NA
2,3,7,8-TCDD 1. 20E- 06 NA NA NA 1. 20E- 06 3. 00E- 04
1,1, 2, 2- Tetr achl or oet hane 0.28 NA NA NA 0.28 68
Tetrachl or oet hyl ene 0.16 410 2,700 11, 000 0.16 54
Thal 'ium (as Thal l'ic oxide) 4.7 4.7 50 100 NA NA
Tol uene 190 190 770 3,700 NA NA
1, 2,4-Trichl orobenzene 49 49 210 710 NA NA
1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane 200 200 1100 7600 NA NA
Tri chl or oet hene 1.1 NA NA NA 1.1 270
Vanadi um 470 470 5, 000 1, 000 NA NA
Xyl enes 130 130 520 500 NA NA
Zi nc 20, 000 20, 000 210, 000 42,000 NA NA
* All PRGs are in mlligrans per kilogram and are taken fromthe: Draft Final Technical Menorandum

Prelimnary Renedi ati on Goal s,
Sacramento COE. These PRGs were devel oped according to procedures described in:

Fort Od, California.

CGui del i nes for Superfund, Volunes 1 and 2.

Prepared by the Ofice of Emergency and Renedi al

EPA/ 540/ 1- 89/ 001

(a) Draft Final Basew de Background Soils Investigation.

Sacranment o CCE.

(b) This PRG is based on maxi mum concentrations of

in used notor oil and was devel oped for

avai | abl e.

(c) Calcul ated val ue exceeds 100 percent of soil,
at any soil concentration.

PRG = Prelimnary Renediation Goal.

mg/ kg = MIligrams per kilogram

NA = Not avail abl e.

PLATES

<I MG SRC 0995138>
<I MG SRC 0995138A>

Response,

i ndi vi dual

Dat ed March 15,

Dat ed June 24, 1994.

EPA docunents EPA/ 540/ 1-89/006 and

Prepared by HLA for the

Ri sk Assessnent

1993 Prepared by HLA for the

car ci nogeni ¢ and non-car ci nogeni c constituents
use at petrol eum hydrocarbon sites where SOC anal yses were not

i ndi cati ng noncancer health effects would not be expected



