DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
ENGINEERING FIELD ACTIVITY, NORTHEAST
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
10 INDUSTRIAL HIGHWAY
MAIL STOP, #82
LESTER, PA 19113-2090 iN REPLY REFER TO

5090

" EV21/MD
2416 August 2002

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

Subj: FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER (FOST), FOR ZONING
SUBPARCELS B1l-W-1, INST-1, O0S-A-1, 0S-C~1 and 2, O0OS-R-1
THROUGH 5, OS-W-1 AND 2, SPUD-1 THROUGH 7, SR-R, SR-W-1,
AND SSE (486.75 total acres), AT THE FORMER NAVAL AIR
STATION (NAS) SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MASSACHUSETTS

Ref: (a) South Weymouth NAS Reuse Plan and South Shore Tri-Town
Development Corporation Enabling Legislation ("The
Reuse Plan"), as approved by the towns of Abington,
Rockland, and Weymouth in Mar 98 and as enabled by the
Governor on 14 Aug 98.

(b) Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act
(CERFA) Determination Report, NAS South Weymouth,
Massachusetts of 28 Mar 97.

(c) Final Basewide Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS)
Phase I, NAS South Weymouth, Massachusetts of
18 Nov 96.

(d) Phase I EBS Report Errata of 10 Nov 97.

(e) BRAC Cleanup Plan (BCP), NAS South Weymouth,
Massachusetts of Aug 98.

Encl: (1) Environmental Baseline Survey to Transfer (EBST)

(2) Environmental Covenants, Conditions, Reservations,
and Restrictions
Summary of Installation Restoration (IR) Program Sites
Summary of Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) Sites
Summary of EBS Review Item Areas (RIAs)
Responsiveness Summary Addressing Comments on the
Draft FOST for 22 Subparcels
(7) Solid Waste Inventory for the FOST

o U bW

1. I have reviewed the Environmental Baseline Survey to
Transfer (EBST), enclosure (1), for the 22 zoning subparcels
that are the subject of this FOST and are designated as Bl-W-1,
INST-1, 0S-A-1, 0S-C-1 and 2, 0OS-R-1 through 5, 0S-W-1 and 2,
SPUD-1 through 7, SR-R, SR-W-1, and SSE at the former Naval Air
Station (NAS) South Weymouth, Massachusetts. The properties are



proposed to be transferred fromthe Navy to the South Shore

Tri-Town Devel opnment Cor poration (SSTTDC)
subparcels of this FOST and their

foll ows:

The subj ect

pl anned redevel opnent are as

TABLE 1 — SUMVARY OF ZONI NG SUBPARCELS | NCLUDED IN THI S FOST

Zoni ng
Subpar cel st

Townshi p

Bui | di ngs/ Structures
wi thin the Subparcel

Pl anned
Reuse?

Area
(acres)?®

Bl-W1

Weynout h

None

Commer ci al

7.00

I NST-1

Weynout h

Bui | di ng 31 (Bachel or
Oficers Quarters
[BOQ)

Bui | di ng 46 (Garage)
Bui | di ng 49 (Transient
VIP Quarters)

I nstitutional

9.21

cS5-A1

Abi ngt on

Buil ding 146 (New Air
Traffic Control Tower)

Open Space

30. 66

cs-CG1

Weynout h

Bui | di ng 24

(Di spensary)

Bui |l di ng 25 (Di spensary
Gar age)

Bui | di ng 52 (Magazi ne-
H gh Expl osi ve)
Bui | di ng 92 (Magazi ne—
I nert)

Bui | di ng 93 (Magazi ne—
Smal |  Arns)

Bui | di ng 94 (Magazi ne—
Pyr ot echni cs)

Bui | ding 98 (Boiler
House)

Buil ding 133 (Main Gate
Security)

Bui | di ng 141 (Housi ng
Referral Ofice)

Open Space

132. 53

c5-C 2

Weynout h

Tenni s courts

Open Space

1.51

5-R1

Rockl and

None

Open Space

5.53

5-R-2

Rockl and

None

Open Space

7.49

C5-R-3

Rockl and

None

Open Space

26. 90

C5-R-4

Rockl and

None

Open Space

5.63

C5-R-5

Rockl and

None

Open Space

80. 36

cS-Wi1

Weynout h

Bui | ding 32 (MAR Youth
Center)

Bui | di ng 85 (Punp
House—-\Wat er Suppl y)

Bui | di ng 133A (Main
Gat e-Security)

Open Space

23.01

oS5-W 2

Weynout h

None

Open Space

21.43




w N

Zoni ng Bui | di ngs/ Structures Pl anned Area
Subpar cel s* | Townshi p wi thin the Subparcel Reuse? (acres)?®
SPUD- 1 Weynout h | Bui | di ng 97 (Chapel) Speci al 10. 24

Buil ding 113 (Field Pl anned Use
House Head) District®
Bui | di ng 121
(Recreation Center)
Bui | di ng 122
(Conference Center)
Bui | di ng 145 (Covered
Pavi | i on)
SPUD- 2 Weynout h | None Speci al 1.51
Pl anned Use
District*
SPUD- 3 Rockl and | None Speci al 16. 79
Pl anned Use
District*
SPUD- 4 Rockl and | None Speci al 34. 34
Pl anned Use
District*
SPUD- 5 Abi ngt on | None Speci al 7.44
Pl anned Use
District*
SPUD- 6 Rockl and | None Speci al 51. 38
Pl anned Use
District*
SPUD- 7 Rockl and | None Speci al 3.73
Pl anned Use
District*
SR-R Rockl and | None Seni or 6. 87
resi denti al
SR-W1 Weynout h | None Seni or 1.34
resi denti al
SSE Rockl and | None Not part of 1.85
r edevel oprent
zoni ng

. The subparcel acronyns are defined as follows: A = Abington,

B = Business, C = Cear Zone, INST = Institutional, OS = Open
Space, R = Rockland, SPUD = Special Planned Use District,

SR = Senior Residential, SSE = Spruce Street Extension, and
W = Weynout h.

As approved in the Reuse Plan, reference (a).

. Approximate areas (to be surveyed as part of the property

transfer process).

As outlined in reference (a) and Exhibit E of SSTTDC s Zoni ng
and Land Use Bylaws, the followi ng uses that are permtted in
SPUD areas include: Medical, Recreational, Business, Research
and Devel opnent, Commercial, Industrial, Transportation,

War ehouse/ Di stri buti on, Communi cations and Uilities, and
Public Infrastructure. For nore detail refer to Exhibit E and
the list of nonconform ng building uses as outlined in the

30 Jun 99 letter issued by Nutter, MC ennen & Fish, LLP



Under the Reuse Plan guiding devel opnent, reference (a), 647 of
the 1,450 acres of |and at NAS South Weynouth are planned for
new devel opnent. This includes 174 acres for business Research
and Devel opnent (R&D), 230 acres for retail, 10 acres for

Route 18 retail, 35 acres for senior housing, approximtely

8 acres for institutional purposes, and approxi mately 190 acres
for a golf course. The remaining property is planned for
wet | ands, recreation, parks, public roadways, and U S. Coast
GQuard housing/facility. The Reuse Plan evaluated | and uses and
recreation facilities for the open space |and, and outlined the
i npl ementation programfor their creation. The proposed reuse
of the properties considered in this FOST is consistent with the
recommended Reuse Plan. The conditions within the subparcels of
this FOST will not have adverse effects on human health or the
envi ronnent under the proposed reuse.

2. The Community Environnental Response Facilitation Act
(CERFA) Determ nation Report, NAS South Weynouth, Massachusetts,
reference (b), was issued on 28 Mar 97 by the BRAC C eanup Team
(BCT) to identify "CERFA-uncontam nated" parcels, which are
suitable for transfer by deed. Reference (b) identified the
fol |l ow ng CERFA-uncontam nated areas [i.e., CERFA Environnenta
Condi tion of Property (ECP) category 1] within the subject
subparcel s of this FOST: Shea Menorial Drive, the runways, the
Main Gate area (Buildings 133/ 133A), portions of the Recreation
Conpl ex (Pavilion area, South Ballfield, area north of

Bui |l ding 121), and Buildings 85, 92, 93, 94, and 141.

Encl osure (1) summarizes the CERFA ECP categories for the

subj ect subparcels of this FOST.

3. The fornmer NAS South Weynouth is listed on the U S.
Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) National Priorities List
(NPL). However, references (b), (c), and (e) and

encl osure (3) docunent that no Departnent of Defense (DoD)

| R Program sites have been or are currently located within the
subj ect subparcels of this FOST. Also, no active sites under
the MCP are currently located within the subject subparcels. As
described in enclosure (4), Response Action Qutcones (RAGCs) have
been conpleted at the three closed MCP sites |ocated within the
FOST subparcels. Activity and Use Limtations (AULs) have been
i npl emented at two of these MCP sites [described in

enclosures (1) and (2)]. There are no identified inpacts to the
subj ect subparcels fromthe IR Programsites or the remaining
active MCP sites at NAS Sout h Weynout h.



4. References (c) and (d) docunent the results of the

envi ronment al baseline survey conpleted at the fornmer NAS South
Weynout h, Massachusetts. The baseline survey was performed in
accordance with the DoD Policy on the Environnental Review
Process to Reach a Finding of Suitability to Transfer of

9 Sep 93 and the Menorandum of Under st andi ng Bet ween t he USEPA
and the DoD of 4 May 94. References (c) and (d) docunent the
hi story of NAS South Weynmouth and identify the current
environmental conditions and the potential constraints for
transfer of land and/or structures. References (c) and (d)

i ncorporate information from previous environnental studies;

vi sual inspections of property and buildings; information on
hazar dous substance and petrol eum product nanagenent practices;
descriptions of off-base properties; reviews of maps, plans, and
aerial photographs; interviews with current and fornmer NAS Sout h
Weynout h personnel ; and records, correspondence, reports and
other information avail able from NAS Sout h Weynout h, Northern
Di vision, and the Massachusetts Departnent of Environnental
Protection (MADEP). References (c) and (d) al so sunmari ze the
results of the radon, asbestos, and | ead-based paint (LBP)
surveys conpleted by the Navy and the status of the identified
former and current aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) and

under ground storage tanks (USTs).

5. As summarized in enclosures (1) and (5), sixteen EBS Rl As
are located within the subparcels of this FOST. The Navy has
recei ved regul atory concurrence on final No Further Action (NFA)
decisions for all of these RIAs. There are no identified inpacts
to the subject subparcels of this FOST fromthe EBS RI As | ocated
in other areas at NAS Sout h Weynout h.

6. Enclosure (1) summarizes the informati on on existing

envi ronnental conditions at the subject subparcels. Additional
i nformation on surrounding properties is available in
reference (c). |In Table 1 of enclosure (1), each building is
categorized with respect to its history and use, indicating
whet her hazardous materials or petrol eum products were stored
for one year or nore, or were known to have been rel eased,
treated, or disposed. The CERFA ECP categories are based on
criteria for hazardous substance noti ce.



7. In accordance with the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) for
the NAS South Weymouth NPL site, this document, including
enclosures (1) through (5), shall be made a part of any transfer
documents or future leases entered into with any other party for
the subject subparcels. References (a) through (e) are
available at the Caretaker Site Office (CSO) Information
Repository located at the former NAS South Weymouth. Upon
closure of the CSO, references (a) through (e) shall be
available upon request from the Navy’s Engineering Field
Activity Northeast, Naval Facilities Engineering Command located
in Lester, Pennsylvania. The property transfer document (s) and
any future lease(s) shall guarantee a right of access by the
Navy and regulatory agencies to conduct environmental studies
and investigations and to carry out environmental responses as
necessary on these or adjacent properties.

8. I hereby find that the buildings and property at NAS South
Weymouth listed in Table 1 of this FOST are suitable to transfer
under the terms and conditions of this FOST and are consistent
with and for the proposed uses. The record of information
before me, which was compiled after diligent inquiry, supports
the conclusion that these properties can be used pursuant to the
proposed transfer, with the specified use restrictions and
conditions in this FOST, with no unacceptable risks to human
health or the environment, and without interference from or to
the ongoing environmental restoration process. The EPA and
MADEP have reviewed this FOST, references (b} through (e), and
enclosures (1) through (7). Their comments on this FOST and its
enclosures have been incorporated or otherwise addressed.
Although no written concurrence was received from MADEP, all
their comments have been appropriately addressed to protect
human health and the environment. Public Notice of the Navy’s
intent to sign this FOST was provided in the Boston Globe and
the Patriot Ledger on 31 Mar 0l1. References {(c) and (d) shall
be incorporated into the Quit Claim Deed by reference, this FOST
and its enclosures shall be included in and made part of this
deed, and these documents shall be required to be included as
part of any future property transfer(s) or lease(s) entered with
any other party.

\\:X@\, ol
Date R. B. RAINES
Captain, CEC, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Engineering Field Activity, Northeast




ENVI RONVENTAL BASELI NE SURVEY TO TRANSFER ( EBST)
SUBPARCELS B1-W1, INST-1, OS-A-1, OSC1 AND 2, OS-R-1
THROUGH 5, OS-W1 AND 2, SPUD-1 THROUGH 7, SRR SR-W1, AND SSE
(486.75 TOTAL ACRES),

AT THE FORMER NAVAL Al R STATI ON, SOUTH VWEYMOUTH, MASSACHUSETTS

| nt roducti on

Thi s Environnmental Baseline Survey to Transfer (EBST) sunmari zes
the existing environnental conditions at the subject zoning
subparcel s at the fornmer Naval Air Station (NAS) South Weynout h,
Massachusetts. The EBST categorizes the history of use,
storage, or release of hazardous materials or petrol eum
products, in accordance with the Departnent of Defense (DoD)
Policy on the Environnmental Review Process to Reach a Finding of
Suitability to Transfer of 9 Sep 93 (“DoD Policy”).

Descriptions of the locations to be transferred are sunmari zed
in Table 1 of the Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) to
whi ch this EBST is attached.

As summarized in Table 1 of the FOST Menorandum this EBST

eval uates the existing condition of the and at NAS South
Weynout h consi sting of the follow ng Real Estate Zoning
Subparcels: Bl-W1, INST-1, CS-A-1l, CS5-C1 and 2, OSR1
through 5, OS-W1 and 2, SPUD-1 through 7, SRR, SR-W1, and SSE
(486.75 total acres).

The Environnental Baseline Survey (EBS) Phase | Report of

18 Nov 96, the Phase | EBS Report Errata of 10 Nov 97, and the
EBS Phase Il Sanpling Work Plan of 13 COct 98, which are

i ncorporated herein by reference, were prepared in accordance
with the DoD Policy and are the source docunents for this EBST.
The Basewi de EBS reports describe in nore detail the site

hi story, the results of record searches, the avail able

i nformation regardi ng use, storage or release of hazardous
subst ances or petrol eum products and the anal ysis of aeri al
phot ographs. The EBST eval uates potential inpacts from existing
envi ronnental conditions such as EBS Review Item Areas (Rl As),
Under ground Storage Tank (UST) and Aboveground Storage Tank
(AST) sites, and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
storage facilities on the subject subparcels of this EBST.

Encl osure (1) Page 1 of 38



The follow ng figures are included to show | ocations of the
parcel s, buildings, UST/AST areas, and EBS RIAs within the
subj ect subparcel s:

Figure 1 Main Base Location Map

Figure 2 Subparcels included in this FOST

Figure 3 Subparcel Bl-W1

Figure 4 Subparcel |INST-1

Figure 5 Subparcels OS-A-1 and SPUD- 5

Figure 6 Subparcel OS-C 1

Figure 7 Subparcels OS-C-2, SPUD-1, SPUD-2, and SR-W1
Figure 8 Subparcels OS-R-1 and SPUD- 3

Figure 9 Subparcels OS-R- 2, OS5-R-4, and SPUD-4

Figure 10 Subparcels OS-R- 3 and SRR

Figure 11 Subparcels OS-R- 5, SPUD-6, SPUD-7, and SSE
Figure 12 Subparcel OS-W1

Fi gure 13 Subparcel OS- W 2.

Table 1 of this EBST sunmarizes the history, past environnental
activities, and current conditions for the subject zoning
subparcel s and each building within the parcel. Table 1 is the
basis for determ ning the hazardous substance notification
required by the DoD Policy. The follow ng docunents |ocated in
the Caretaker Site Ofice (CSO at NAS South Wynouth serve as
the basis for the information contained in Table 1

Pol ychl ori nat ed Bi phenyls (PCB)-Free Activity Report, NAS
Sout h Weynout h of 4 Jan 95.

Asbest os, Lead Paint, and Radon Policies at BRAC
Properties, Ofice of the Under Secretary of Defense of
12 Jan 95.

Rel ease Notification and Renedi al Action Qutconme (RAO
Statenment for South Weynouth Naval Air Station, Shea
Menorial Drive, Weynmouth, MA, RTN 3-13673, ENSR of

14 Jun 96.

Fi nal Basew de EBS Phase | by Stone & Webster Environnental
Technol ogy & Services of 18 Nov 96.

Communi ty Environnmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA)

Det erm nation Report, NAS South Weynouth, Massachusetts by
t he Departnent of the Navy of 28 Mar 97

Encl osure (1) Page 2 of 38



Phase | EBS Report Errata by Stone & Webster Environnent al
Technol ogy & Services of 10 Nov 97.

Lead Renedi ation Survey by Dewberry & Davis of 97

Rel ease Abat enent Measure Conpl eti on and RAO Supporting
Docunent ati on Report, Naval Exchange Site, NAS South
Weynout h, RTN 3-13316 by Brown & Root Environnental of
Jul 98.

Sout h Weynout h NAS Reuse Pl an and South Shore Tri-Town
Devel opnent Corporation Enabling Legislation ("the Reuse

Pl an"), as approved by the towns of Abington, Rockland, and
Weynouth in Mar 98 and as enabl ed by the Governor on

14 Aug 98.

BRAC O eanup Plan (BCP) by the BRAC C eanup Team and
EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy of Oct 96 (revised
Aug 98).

Fi nal Basew de EBS Phase |l Sanpling Wrk Plan by Stone and
Webst er Environnental Technol ogy & Services of 13 Oct 98.

CGeophysi cal I nvestigation, South Weynouth NAS by Geophysics
GPR International of 10 Dec 98.

Renoval Action Report for Building 32 AST Renoval by Foster
Weel er Environnental Corporation of 7 Jan 99.

Renoval Action Report for Building 24, NAS Sout h Wynout h,
Sout h Weynout h, MA by Foster Weel er Environnental
Corporation of Jan 99.

FOSL for the Wite Street Gate Parcel and Associ at ed
Par ki ng Area (Building #32) at the Fornmer Naval Air Station
Sout h Weynout h, MA of 22 Sep 99.

Finding of Suitability to Lease (FOSL) for the South Shore
Tri-Town Devel opnment Corporation, Building #141 and

Associ ated Parking Area at the Fornmer Naval Air Station
Sout h Weynout h, MA of 30 Sep 99.

RAO Report for NAS South Weynmouth, MA, Bachelor Oficers

Quarters (BOQ Site (RTNs 3 10239 and 3-10469) by ENSR of
13 Cct 99.

Encl osure (1) Page 3 of 38



Draft Open Space and Recreation Plan, NAS South Weynouth by
Dayl or Consulting Goup of 19 Nov 99.

LBP Policy for D sposal and Residential Real Property, DoD
Menmor andum of 7 Jan 00.

Bui | di ng 46 Asbest os Abatenent, NAS Sout h Weynouth, MA by
Foster \Weel er Environnental Corporation of 7 Feb 00.

| mredi at e Response Action Conpl etion and Response Action
Qut cone (RAO) Report, Building 24 Site (RTN 3-15379) by
Tetra Tech NUS of May O00.

Safety and Health Assessnent, Buildings 24 and 25 by
Appl i ed Environnental of Jul O00.

Finding of Suitability to Lease (FOSL), Building 24
(Di spensary) and Building 98 (Boiler House) of 22 Sep 00.

Potential | medi ate Hazards (PIH) Survey and Materials
Updat e for Asbestos and Lead-Based Paint (LBP), NAS South
Weynout h, Massachusetts by Dewberry & Davis of Aug 01

Letter to M. David Chaffin, Massachusetts Departnment of
Environnental Protection (MADEP), from M. Al exander
Haring, Navy EFANE, re: “Status and Plans for Solid Waste
Debris Areas within the Navy's FOST at the NAS South
Weynout h” of 19 Cct OL1.

No Further Action List, Environnental Baseline Survey,
Effective 18 Jan 02, as signed by the Navy (1 Feb 02),
Envi ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region | (1 Feb 02)
and MADEP (20 Feb 02).

Fi nal Renoval Action Report, RIAs 95A, 56, 7A, 36, 55C,
96A, Del uge Tank, and BBQ Pit/Incinerator Area, Foster
Weel er Environnental Corporation of 23 Jan 02.

Fi nal Phase Il EBS Deci si on Docunent for RIA 7B, Househol d
Debri s Near Fenceline — South, Stone & Wbster
Envi ronnment al Technol ogy & Services of 31 Jan 02.

Draft Phase || EBS Addendum Deci si on Document for Rl A 52,

North Ballfield, Stone & Wbster Environnental Technol ogy &
Services of 25 Mar 02.

Encl osure (1) Page 4 of 38



Fi nal Phase |1 EBS Decision Docunent for RIAs 42, 46, and
51, EA Engineering, Science, and Technol ogy of 11 Apr 02.

Envi ronnental Condition of Property

The foll owm ng seven CERFA Environnental Condition of Property
(ECP) categories are based on criteria for hazardous substance
notice established in DoD Policy:

1. Areas Were No Rel ease or Disposal (Including Mgration) Has
Cccurred

2. Areas Were Only Rel ease or Disposal of Petrol eum Products
Has QOccurred

3. Areas Were Rel ease, D sposal, and/or Mgration Has
Cccurred, but Require No Renedial Action

4. Areas Wiere Rel ease, Disposal, and/or Mgration Has
Cccurred, and Al Renedi al Actions Have Been Taken

5. Areas Were Rel ease, D sposal, and/or Mgration Has
Cccurred and Action is Underway, but Al Required Renedi al
Actions Have Not Yet Been Taken

6. Areas Were Rel ease, Disposal, and/or Mgration Has
Cccurred, but Required Response Actions Have Not Yet Been
| mpl enent ed

7. Uneval uated Areas or Areas Requiring Additional Evaluation.

ECP categories were first designated during the Phase | EBS of
18 Nov 96, the CERFA Determ nation Report of 28 Mar 97, and the
BRAC O eanup Plans of Oct 96 (revised Aug 98). Since that tine,
t he Navy has obtai ned additional infornation about the
conditions at NAS South Weynouth from several environnenta

i nvestigations under the Installation Restoration (IR) Program
t he Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) program and the EBS
prograns. This EBST summari zes the current environnental status
of the subject subparcels; therefore, this EBST provides the
Navy's revised ECP categories for the property contained wthin
t he subject subparcels. The ECP categories cited in this EBST
supercede the ECP categories for these areas as identified in

t he Phase | EBS, CERFA Determ nation Report, and the BRAC

Cl eanup Pl an.

Table 1 of this EBST sunmari zes the relevant infornmation for the
ECP determ nations for each subject subparcel and al so provides
additional details such as subparcel history, buildings, and
property use. Further descriptions of the subject subparcels
and the environnmental sites (IR Program MCP, and EBS) within
and nearby these subject subparcels are provided below. The

Encl osure (1) Page 5 of 38



figures included with this EBST and the descriptions bel ow
provi de a general depiction of the subparcel boundaries. As
part of the pending property transfer process, the Navy wl|l
conplete a survey legal description to accurately delineate the
extent of the property being transferred.

Subparcel Bl-W1

As shown in Figure 3, Subparcel Bl-W1 includes approximtely
7.00 acres in the northwest portion of the base. This subparcel
has been zoned for business reuse as described in the Zoni ng and
Land- Use Byl aws, NAS, South Weynouth, 24 March 1998. Currently,
t he subparcel consists of forested open space and wetl ands al ong
t he base fenceline. There are no buildings or structures within
this subparcel. The northern and western boundaries of the
subparcel extend to the Navy' s property line, which may or may
not be equivalent to the current base fenceline (i.e., it is
likely that the current fenceline is set back a few feet from
the actual property line). The subparcel does not include
French Stream (20 ft setback on both banks of the stream

No IR Programsites, MCP RTNs, or EBS RIAs are | ocated within
this subparcel

The followng sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel

RIA 62 (French Streanm) — This subparcel is set back 20 ft from
French Stream The Navy believes this buffer zone to be
adequate given that inpacts at RIA 62, if any, are limted to
the imediate vicinity of the streamitself.

EBS RIA 53 (Forner Radio Transmitter Building) - As sunmarized
in enclosure (5), the conditions at RIA 53 are unlikely to
adversely inpact this subparcel because it is hydrologically
cross-gradient (i.e., potentially inpacted groundwater or
surface water fromthe area of RIA 53 flows northwest and does
not enter Subparcel Bl-W1 to the sout hwest).

Subparcel | NST-1

As shown in Figure 4, Subparcel INST-1 includes approximtely
9.21 acres in the northern portion of the base. The subparcel
contains Buildings 31 (BOQ, 46 (Garage), and 49 (Transient VIP
Housi ng), and the associ ated grounds and parking areas. The
eastern edge of the subparcel is designated at the west edge of
Shea Menorial Drive. The renmaining boundary of the subparce
mat ches the zoning for institutional reuse.

Encl osure (1) Page 6 of 38



Envi ronmental sites |ocated within Subparcel INST-1 include MCP
RTN 3- 10239 and 3-10469 (BOQ Fuel O Releases) and RI A 45 (BOQ
Fuel Ol Release to a Floor Drain). As sunmarized in Table 1
encl osure (4), and enclosure (5), work has been conpl eted at
these sites; therefore, they do not affect the transfer of
Subparcel | NST-1.

The following site is located within 200 ft of this subparcel
MCP RTN 3-13673 (Shea Menorial Drive spill) - As summarized in
encl osure (4), the Navy has closed this RTN with a RAQ
Therefore, former RTN 3-13673 does not affect the transfer of
Subparcel | NST-1.

Subparcel OS-A-1

As shown in Figure 5, Subparcel OS-A-1 includes approximtely
30.66 acres along the southwest fenceline of the base. The
subparcel has been zoned for reuse as open space. Currently,

t he subparcel consists of forested open space, wetl ands, and
Bui l ding 146 (New Air Traffic Control Tower). The eastern
boundary of the southern portion of OS-A-1 has a 20 ft setback
fromthe edge of French Stream The eastern boundary of the
northern portion of Subparcel OS-A-1 abuts the adjacent SPUD
zoning area. The western boundary of the subparcel extends to
the Navy’'s property line, which may or may not be equivalent to
the current base fenceline (i.e., it is likely that the current
fenceline is set back a few feet fromthe actual property line).
The northern boundary of the subparcel runs al ong the Wynout h-
Abi ngton town |line and abuts the adjacent SPUD zoni ng area.

No current or former IR Programsites, MCP sites, or EBS Rl As
are |l ocated within Subparcel OS-A-1.

The following sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel
IR Site 5 (Tile Leach Field) — OS-A-1 is set back 75 ft from
Site 5 and across French Stream As summarized in
encl osure (3), the Navy’'s investigations are ongoi ng at
IR Site 5. However, no inpacts to subparcel OS-A-1 are
anticipated fromIR Site 5 because chem cals of concern (CQOCs)
fromthat site are unlikely to be transported across French
Stream
MCP RTN 4-13224 (old tower) — OS-A-1 is set back over 140 ft
fromRTN 4-13224. As summarized in enclosure (4), the Navy
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has filed a RAO and cl osed MCP RTN 4-13224; therefore, it does

not affect the transfer of subparcel OGS A-1.

EBS RIA 4A (Air Traffic Control [ATC] abandoned septic
system)- OS-A-1 is set back 100 ft fromR A 4A. The Navy
believes this buffer zone to be adequate to support the
ongoi ng investigation and to be protective of users of

subparcel OS-A-1 because the concerns at RIA 4A are |imted to

manganese concentrations in groundwat er above benchmarks
(l'ikely due to background conditions) and | ow arsenic

concentrations in soil (not likely to mgrate to subparcel OS-

A-1). The Navy’'s ongoing investigation of RIA 4A is
addressing the wetl ands west of the septic nound and

groundwater directly under the nmound. While there may be sone

moundi ng and local flowto the wetland at this |location, flow

appears to be predomnantly to the southeast. This portion of

OS-A-1is predomnantly wetland. Based on the |ocations and
| evel s of anal ytes detected, the extended buffer zone is
sufficient to address concerns about the potential inpacts to
oS- A- 1.

RIA 4B (ATC waste disposal) — OS-A-1 is set back 100 ft from
RIA 4B. The Navy believes this buffer zone from

subparcel OS-A-1 to be adequate given that, as summari zed in
encl osure (5), the COC exceedences at RI A 4B were associ at ed
wi th ecol ogi cal benchmarks from sedi nent and surface water
sanpl es.

RIA 62 (French Streanm) — This subparcel is set back 20 ft from

French Stream The Navy believes this buffer zone to be
adequate given that inpacts at RIA 62, if any, are limted to
the imediate vicinity of the streamitself.

Subparcel OS-C- 1

As shown in Figure 6, Subparcel OS-C-1 includes approxi mately
132.53 acres in the northern portion of the base. The subparcel
is zoned for reuse as open space. Currently, the subparcel
contains a | arge anount of open space and wetlands in addition
to nost of the North Ballfield area and Buil dings 24, 25, 52,
92, 93, 94, 98, 133, and 141. Much of the northern and eastern
boundary of the subparcel is designated at the edge of

Shea Menorial Drive. The subparcel does not include

French Stream (20 ft setback on both banks of the stream

No IR Programsites are located in this subparcel. The
foll owng MCP and EBS sites are |ocated within Subparcel OS-C1
MCP RTN 3-15379 (Building 24 Site), EBS RIA 43 (fill pipe at
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Building 24), EBS RIA 44 (soot in Building 98), EBS RIA 51
(under ground asbestos-lined pipes), EBS RIA 52 (netal cans north
of North Ballfield), and EBS RIA 98 (PCB rel ease from forner
transforner). As summarized in Table 1, enclosure (4), and

encl osure (5), the required actions have been, or will soon be,
conpleted at these sites; therefore, they will not adversely
affect the transfer of Subparcel OS-C-1 at the tinme of transfer.

The followng sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel

IR Program Site 7 (Sewage Treatnent Plant) — As summari zed in
encl osure (3), the Navy believes that the presence of this
nearby site does not adversely affect the transfer of
Subparcel OS-C-1 given that the majority of the subparcel is
upgradient of Site 7 (i.e., groundwater fromSite 7 will not
enter the subparcel). A portion of OS-C1 that is
downgr adi ent (southwest) of Site 7 is |ocated over 200 ft
away. Goundwater risks at Site 7 pertain to arsenic under

t he hypothetical future resident and recreational reuse
scenari os. However, the area is zoned for open space reuse,
not residential reuse. Al so, recreational reuse of
groundwater in this area is unlikely because this area is not
within a potentially productive aquifer zone nor is it
currently targeted by SSTTDC for water supply developnment. In
addition, five of the six nmonitoring wells on the downgradi ent
side of Site 7 did not have detected levels of arsenic in
groundwater. In the sixth well, arsenic (5.7 ug/L) only
slightly exceeded the Safe Drinking Water Act Maxi mum
Cont ami nant Level (MCL) of 5 ug/L. Therefore, the 200 ft
buffer zone is believed to be protective of future users of
subparcel OS-C 1.

MCP RTN 3-10239 (BOQ fuel oil releases) — As summari zed in
encl osure (4), the Navy has filed a RAO and cl osed this RTN
MCP RTN 3-13673 (Shea Menorial Drive spill) — As summarized in
encl osure (4), the Navy has filed a RAO and cl osed this RTN
MCP RTN 3-10858 (Fuel Farm — There are no inpacts to
subparcel OS-C 1 because, as summarized in enclosure (4), the
Navy conpleted the required work and filed a final RAO in

Feb 02 to close this site.

EBS RIA 2B (runway/taxiway north of 17-35) — No inpacts to
Subparcel OS-C1 fromR A 2B are antici pated because OS5-C-1 is
| ocat ed upgradi ent and because NFA is anticipated for RIA 2B.
EBS RIA 25 (Fuel Farm) — As summarized in enclosure (5), NFA
is required for this RIA. See also MCP RTN 3-10858 above.
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EBS RIA 45 (BOQ oil in floor drain) - As summarized in

encl osure (5), no inpacts to this subparcel are identified
because NFA is required for this R A

EBS RIA 53 (forner radio transmtter) - No inpacts to
Subparcel OS-C-1 fromRIA 53 are anticipated because OS-C 1 is
| ocated upgradient. The Navy believes that the 100 ft buffer
around the east and south sides of RIA 53 are adequate to
support the ongoing investigation of RIA 53. No inpacts from
RI A 53 have been identified in CS C 1.

EBS RI A 55B (debris area north of Trotter Road) — As

summari zed in enclosure (5), no inpacts fromRI A 55 are
anticipated for this subparcel given that RI A 55B pertains to
potential soil inpacts fromsurficial debris. The majority of
Subparcel OS-C-1 is |located over 200 ft away from RI A 55B

EBS RI A 55C (debris area north of Trotter Road) - As

summari zed in enclosure (5), no inpacts fromRI A 55C are
anticipated for this subparcel given that RIA 55C pertains to
surficial debris that is located 70 ft away fromthis

subpar cel

EBS RIA 62 (French Strean) - This subparcel is set back 20 ft
from French Stream The Navy believes this buffer zone to be
adequate given that inpacts at RIA 62, if any, are limted to
the imediate vicinity of the streamitself.

EBS RIA 97 (fire departnment spill response records) — As
summari zed in enclosure (5), NFAis required for this R A

Subparcel OS-C-2 — Tennis Courts

As shown in Figure 7, Subparcel OS-C-2 includes approxi mtely
1.51 acres in the north/central portion of the base. The
subparcel is zoned for reuse as open space. The subparcel only
contains tennis courts associated with the recreational conplex
and the wooded area behind the tennis courts. A portion of
Bui l ding 121 (recreational conplex) is located in this subparcel
(building is described under Subparcel SPUD-1). The western
boundary is defined by the east edge of Houghton Road. The
northern and eastern boundaries of this subparcel abut the

adj acent SPUD zoni ng parcel

No IR Programsites, MCP RTNs, or EBS RIAs are located in this
subpar cel

The followng sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel

MCP RTN 3-10858 (Fuel Farm — There are no inpacts for
Subparcel OS-C- 2 because, as summarized in enclosure (4),
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conpleted the required work and filed a final RAOiIin Feb 02 to
close this site.

RTN 3- 13673 (Shea Menorial Drive spill) — No identified

i npacts for Subparcel OS-C-2 because, as sunmarized in

encl osure (4), the Navy has filed a RAO and cl osed this RTN
RTN 3- 16598E (jet fuel pipeline) — No identified inpacts for
Subparcel OS-C- 2 because, as summarized in enclosure (4), the
Navy has filed a RAO and cl osed the pipeline portion of this
RTN.

EBS RI A 24 (ordnance shop) - No identified inpacts for
Subparcel 0OS-C- 2 because, as summarized in enclosure (5),
NFA is required for this R A

EBS RIA 25 (Fuel Farm) — As summarized in enclosure (5), NFA
is required for this RIA. See also MCP RTN 3-10858 above.

EBS RIA 26 (jet fuel separator house) - As sunmarized in
enclosure (5), NFAis required for this RIA. See also MCP RTN
3-10858 above.

EBS RIA 30B (spills off of Hangar 2 apron) — See

encl osure (5). Although investigations are is ongoing at

RI A 30B, potential inpacts to the subparcel are unlikely
because OS-C-2 is | ocated upgradient of this area.

EBS RI A 42 (buried asbestos pipes) — No identified inpacts for
Subparcel OS-C 2 because, as summarized in enclosure (5), NFA
is required for R A 42.

EBS RIA 46 (all eged buried asbestos tiles) — No identified

i npacts for Subparcel OS-C- 2 because, as sunmarized in

encl osure (5), NFA is required for RI A 46.

Subparcel OS-R-1

As shown in Figure 8, Subparcel OS-R-1 includes approximtely
5.53 acres located along the northern fenceline of the eastern
extensi on of the base. The subparcel is zoned for reuse as open
space. Currently, the subparcel is conprised of forested open
space and wetlands. No buildings are |ocated within this
subparcel . The eastern boundary of the subparcel is set at the
wet | and edge for Ad Swanp River. The north boundary of the
subparcel extends to the Navy's property line, which may or may
not be equivalent to the current base fenceline (i.e., it is
likely that the current fenceline is set back a few feet from

t he actual property line).

No IR Program MCP RTNs, or EBS RIAs are |located within this
subpar cel
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The following sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel
EBS RI A 2A (east of runway 8-26) — As summarized in
encl osure (5), the Navy has conpleted a final NFA Decision
Docunment; therefore, this former RI A does not affect the
transfer of subparcel OS-R-1
RIA 104 (A d Swanp River) — As sunmarized in enclosure (5), no
i npacts to subparcel OS-R-1 are anticipated fromthis R A
because potential inpacts associated with RIA 104, if any,
are limted to the imedi ate area of the river.

Subparcel OS-R-2

As shown in Figure 9, Subparcel OS-R-2 includes approxi mately
7.49 acres along the north fenceline of the eastern extension of
the base. The subparcel is zoned for reuse as open space.
Currently, the subparcel consists of forested open space and
wetl ands. No buildings are |located within this subparcel.

The western boundary of the subparcel is set at the wetland edge
for Ad Swanp River. The northern boundary of the subparce
extends to the Navy' s property line, which may or may not be
equivalent to the current base fenceline (i.e., it is likely
that the current fenceline is set back a few feet fromthe
actual property line).

No IR Program MCP RTNs, or EBS RIAs are |located within this
subpar cel

The followng sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel
IR Program Site 3 (Small Landfill) — No potential inpacts to
Subparcel OS-R-2 have been identified because, as sumari zed
in enclosure (3), the Navy conpleted a final Record of
Decision for “No Action with G oundwater Mnitoring” for the
Smal | Landfill under the Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conmpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). As stated in the
Navy’ s ROD, and signed by EPA Region |, no cleanup action is
necessary at the Small Landfill under CERCLA to ensure
protection of human health and the environnment. The Navy may
still need to close Site 3 under the Massachusetts | andfill
program however, the Navy anticipates that the buffer zone
around the Small Landfill is sufficient for such activities.
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Subparcel OS-R-3

As shown in Figure 10, Subparcel OS-R-3 includes approxi mately
26.90 acres along the eastern fenceline of the base. The
subparcel is zoned for reuse as open space. Currently, the
subparcel consists of forested open space and wetlands. No

buil dings are located within this subparcel. Subparcel OS-R-3
does not include a stream (20 ft setback on both sides of the
strean) that exits a culvert |ocated west of Union Street
(streamflows east to Ad Swanp River). The eastern boundary of
t he subparcel extends to the Navy' s property line, which may or
may not be equivalent to the current base fenceline (i.e., it is
likely that the current fenceline is set back a few feet from
the actual property line). The northernnost boundary of the
subparcel abuts the adjacent SPUD zoni ng area.

No IR Program MCP RTNs, or EBS RIAs are |located within this
subpar cel

The followng sites are located within 200 ft of this subparce
[site summaries are presented in enclosure (5)]:
EBS RI A 2C (suspected overuse of herbicides for runway
l[ighting) — No inpacts are identified for Subparcel OS-R- 3
because NFA is likely to be required for this R A
EBS RIA 8 (remmants of building foundation) — No potenti al
inpacts fromRIA 8 are anticipated due to the distance from
subparcel OS-R-3 (over 100 ft away).
EBS RIA 9A (final disposition of former Building 61) — No
potential inpacts have been identified fromR A 9A due to the
di stance from subparcel OS-R-3 (over 180 ft away) and because
NFA is likely to be required for this R A based on recent
dat a.
EBS RIA 9B (final disposition of former Building 62) — No
potential inpacts have been identified fromR A 9B due to the
di stance from subparcel OS-R-3 (over 140 ft away).
EBS RI A 109 (detection at background |ocation BG 07) — No
i npacts are anticipated for Subparcel OS-R-3 because
groundwater at RIA 109 flows away fromthis subparcel

Subparcel OS-R-4

As shown in Figure 9, Subparcel OS-R-4 includes approximtely
5.63 acres along the fenceline at the end of the eastern
extensi on of the base. The subparcel is zoned for reuse as open
space. Currently, the subparcel consists of forested open space
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and wetl ands. No buildings are |ocated within this subparcel.
The western boundary of the subparcel is set at the wetland edge
for Ad Swanp River. The eastern and sout hern boundaries of the
subparcel extend to the Navy' s property line, which may or may
not be equivalent to the current base fenceline (i.e., it is
likely that the current fenceline is set back a few feet from

t he actual property line).

No IR Program MCP RTNs, or EBS RIAs are |ocated within, or
within 200 ft of, this subparcel

Subparcel OS-R-5

As shown in Figure 11, Subparcel OS-R-5 includes approxi mately
80.36 acres in the southern portion of the base. The subparcel
is zoned for reuse as open space. Currently, the subparcel
consists of forested open space, wetlands, and the Tw n Ponds.
No buildings are located within this subparcel. The subparce
does not include French Stream (20 ft setback on both banks of
the stream). The eastern and southern boundaries of the
subparcel extend to the Navy's property line, which may or nmay
not be equivalent to the current base fenceline (i.e., it is
likely that the current fenceline is set back a few feet from
t he actual property line).

No IR Programor MCP RTNs are |l ocated within this subparcel.

EBS RIAs 7A and 7B (both associated wth debris along the
fenceline) are located within this subparcel. As described in
encl osure (5), the Navy has conpleted a final NFA Decision
Docunment for RIA 7B and a draft NFA Deci si on Docunent for

RIA 7A. EPA and MADEP have agreed with the NFA proposal and the
Navy is working to conplete a final NFA Decision Docunent for
RIA 7A prior to the transfer of the property.

The followng sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel

EBS RIA 6 (East Street gate area) — No inpacts to Subparcel
OS-R-5 because, as summarized in enclosure (5), NFAis
required for this RIA

EBS RIA 62 (French Strean) - No potential inpacts to this
subparcel have been identified because, as summarized in
encl osure (5); inpacts associated with RIA 62, if any, are
l[imted to the imediate area of the stream

EBS RIA 102 (East Street gate area transformer) — No inpacts
to Subparcel OS-R-5 because, as summari zed in enclosure (5),
NFA is required for this R A
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EBS RI A 105 (fornmer pads near Taxiway C) — No inpacts to
Subparcel OS-R-5 because, as summarized in enclosure (5),
it islikely that NFAis required for this R A

Subparcel OS-W1

As shown in Figure 12, Subparcel OS-W1 includes approxi mately
23.01 acres along the northern fenceline of the base. The
subparcel is zoned for reuse as open space. Currently, the
subparcel consists of forested open space, wetlands, as well as
Bui | di ngs 32, 85, and 133A. The subparcel includes a portion of
Shea Menorial Drive. The northern boundary of the subparcel
extends to the Navy' s property line, which may or may not be
equi valent to the current base fenceline (i.e., it is likely
that the current fenceline is set back a few feet fromthe
actual property line). The eastern boundary of the subparcel
abuts the property that was already transferred to the U. S.
Coast Guard as a housing area (see the U S. Coast CGuard G vil
Engi neering Unit Boundary Plan, District #1, South Wynout h,
Massachusetts, Fam |y Housing C vil Boundary Survey, PSN 32-
P7084, Drawi ng Nunmber P000824).

No IR Programsites, MCP RTNs, or EBS RIAs are | ocated within
this subparcel

The followng sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel

EBS RIA 51 (buried asbestos-lined pipe) — As sumarized in
encl osure (5), there are no inpacts to Subparcel OS-W1
because NFA is required for this R A

EBS RIA 53 (former radio transmtter) — As summarized in

encl osure (5), there are no identified inpacts to Subparcel
OS-W1 fromR A 53. Goundwater at RIA 53 flows northwest,
which is away fromthe majority of Subparcel OS-W1. A snall
stream separates Rl A 53 and Subparcel OS-W1. The portion of
Subparcel OS-W1 that is northwest of RIA 53 only contains
Shea Menorial Drive. The 180 ft buffer zone between RI A 53
and the west end of Subparcel OS-W1 is believed to be
adequate to support the Navy’'s ongoing investigation of RIA 53
and to pose no hazards to users of Shea Menorial Drive.

EBS RIA 98 ("Mass 6 Site") — As summarized in enclosure (5),
there are no inpacts to Subparcel OS-W1 because NFA is
required for this RIA
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Subparcel OS-W?2

As shown in Figure 13, Subparcel OS-W2 includes approxi mately
21.43 acres of forested open space and wetl ands | ocated in the
nort heast portion of the base. No buildings are located within
this subparcel. The subparcel is zoned for reuse as open space.
The eastern boundary of the subparcel extends to the Navy’'s
property line, which may or may not be equivalent to the current
base fenceline (i.e., it is likely that the current fenceline is
set back a few feet fromthe actual property line). The

nort hern boundary of the subparcel matches the southern extent
of the property already transferred to the U S. Coast CGuard as a
housi ng area (see the U S. Coast Guard G vil Engineering Unit
Boundary Plan, District #1, South Weynouth, Massachusetts,

Fam |y Housing Cvil Boundary Survey, PSN 32-P7084, Draw ng
Nunmber P000824).

No IR Programsites, MCP RTNs, or EBS RIAs are | ocated within
this subparcel

The followng sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel

MCP RTN 3-15289 (swi nm ng pool) — As sunmarized in
encl osure (4), there are no inpacts to this subparcel because
the Navy has filed a RAO and closed this RTN

EBS RIA 35 (pistol range) — As summari zed in enclosure (5),
there are no inpacts to this subparcel because RIA 35 has been
addressed through a renoval action and will be closed under
CERCLA.

EBS RI A 39A (East Mat non-stai ned pavenent) — As summarized in
encl osure (5), there are no identified inpacts for this
subparcel because potential inpacts are |[imted to the East

Mat area and the avail able data indicate that NFAis likely to
be required for this RIA

EBS RI A 39B (East Mat construction debris area) — As

summari zed in enclosure (5), no inpacts to this subparcel are
identified because potential inpacts at RIA 39B pertain to
soi|l beneath the East Mat pavenent (unlikely to mgrate north
to Subparcel OS-W?2).

EBS RI A 39C (East Mat groundwater) — As sunmarized in

encl osure (5), no inpacts to this subparcel are identified
because it is upgradient of this R A

EBS RIA 39H (East Mat material in catch basins) — As

summari zed in enclosure (5), no inpacts to this subparcel are
identified because no RCRA-hazardous substances were
identified at this RIA and NFAis likely to be required.
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EBS RIA 49 (swinm ng pool) — As summarized in enclosure (5),
there are no inpacts to this subparcel because NFA is required
for this R A

EBS RIA 50 (child care center) — As summari zed in

encl osure (5), there are no inpacts to this subparcel because
NFA is anticipated for this R A

EBS RIA 60 (East Mat drainage ditch) — As summarized in

encl osure (5), there are no identified hazards for this
subparcel because this RIAis |located nore than 100 ft away
and its potential inpacts are unlikely to extend beyond the
drai nage ditch itself.

EBS RI A 92 (hobby shop) — As summari zed in enclosure (5),

no inpacts to this subparcel are identified because renova
actions have already been conpleted at this RIA  Final
resolution with regulatory requirenents is pending preparation
of a Deci sion Docunent.

EBS RI A 108 (detection at background | ocation BG 05) — As
summari zed in enclosure (5), this is a new RIA for which

i nvestigations are pending. However, no inpacts to this
subparcel have been identified and the Navy believes that the
buffer zone is adequate to support the RIA work (BG 05 itself
is located over 120 ft from Subparcel OS-W2).

Subparcel SPUD-1 — Recreation Center, Pavilion, and South
Ballfield

As shown in Figure 7, Subparcel SPUD- 1 includes approximtely
10.24 acres in the north/central portion of the base. The reuse
zoni ng of the subparcel is "Special Planned Use District
(SPUD).” Currently, much of the subparcel is associated with
the Recreational Conplex that is |leased to SSTTDC (Pavilion
area, South Ballfield, nost of Building 121, the associ ated
parking area, a portion of the North Ballfield, and a portion of
the property on the east side of the tennis courts). The
subparcel al so contains Buildings 97 (Chapel), 113 (Field House
Head), and 122 (Conference Center/former Bowing Alley). The
eastern boundary of the subparcel is designated at the western
edge of Shea Menorial Drive. The northern boundary of the
subparcel is defined by the extent of the SPUD zoni ng.

No IR Programsites are |ocated wwthin this subparcel. EBS

RI A 48 (Navy Exchange [NEX] Filling Station UST Leak Detection
Failure) and RIA 91 (Unreported Incidental Spills/Drips fromthe
Former NEX Filling Station) are |located within this subparce

and were handl ed under the MCP program as RTN 3-13316 (“NEX
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Site”). As summarized in enclosures (4) and (5), the Navy has
conpleted restoration work at this area and filed a RAO for
RTN 3-13316. NFA is required for RIA 48, RIA 91, and RTN 3-
13316. This property is therefore suitable for transfer.

The followng sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel
IR Program Site 7 (Sewage Treatnent Pl ant)
MCP RTN 3-10858 (Fuel Farm — There are no inpacts to this
subpar cel because, as summarized in enclosure (4), the Navy
has conpleted the required work and filed a final RAOInNn
Feb 02 to close this site.
MCP RTN 3-13673 (Shea Menorial Drive spill) — As summarized in
encl osure (4), no inpacts to this subparcel are identified
because the Navy has filed a RAO and closed this RTN
MCP RTN 3-15289 (swimm ng pool) — As sunmarized in
encl osure (4), no inpacts to this subparcel are identified
because the Navy has filed a RAO and closed this RTN
MCP RTN 3-15379 (Dispensary) - As sunmarized in enclosure (4),
no inpacts to this subparcel are identified because the Navy
has filed a RAO and cl osed this RTN
MCP RTN 3-16598E (jet fuel pipeline) - As summarized in
encl osure (4), no inpacts to this subparcel are identified
because the Navy has filed a RAO and closed the RTN for the
pi pel i ne.
EBS RIA 25 (Fuel Farm — As sunmarized in enclosure (5), NFA
is required for this RIA. See also MCP RTN 3-10858 above.
EBS RIA 26 (jet fuel separator house) - As sunmarized in
enclosure (5), NFAis required for this RIA. See also MCP
RTN 3- 10858 above.
EBS RI A 42 (buried asbestos-lined pipes) - As sunmarized in
encl osure (5), no inpacts to this subparcel are identified
because NFA is required for this RIA
EBS RIA 43 (Building 24 fill pipe) - As sumarized in
encl osure (5), no inpacts to this subparcel are identified
because NFA is required for this RIA
EBS RIA 44 (Building 98 soot) - As sunmarized in
encl osure (5), no inpacts to this subparcel are identified
because NFA is required for this RIA
EBS RI A 46 (suspected buried asbestos shingles) - As
summari zed in enclosure (5), no inpacts to this subparcel are
identified because NFA is required for this R A
EBS RIA 47 (hydraulic lifts in Building 102) — As sumari zed
in enclosure (5), no inpacts to Subparcel SPUD-1 are
identified because NFA is likely to be required for this R A
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EBS RIA 49 (swinm ng pool) — As summarized in enclosure (5),
there are no inpacts to this subparcel because NFA is required
for this R A

EBS RIA 50 (child care center) — As summari zed in

encl osure (5), there are no inpacts to this subparcel because
NFA is anticipated for this R A

EBS RI A 78C (undocunented renoval of UST No. 24) - As

summari zed in enclosure (5), no inpacts to Subparcel SPUD 1
are identified because NFA is likely to be required for

RIA 78C.

Subparcel SPUD-2 — Open Field

As shown in Figure 7, Subparcel SPUD 2 includes approximtely
1.51 acres in the north/central portion of the base. The reuse
zoni ng of the subparcel is "Special Planned Use District.”
Currently, the subparcel is conprised of an open field
associated wth the Recreational Conplex that is |eased to
SSTTDC. There are no buildings within this subparcel.

No IR Programsites or MCP RTNs are | ocated within this
subparcel. EBS RI A 42 (subsurface asbestos-lined pipes) is

| ocated within SPUD-2. As sunmarized in enclosure (5), the Navy
has conpleted a final NFA Decision Docunent for RIA 42

(regul atory concurrence anticipated for May 02). d ause 8(g) of
enclosure (2) includes a restriction on excavations in this

ar ea.

The followng sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel
MCP RTN 3-13673 (Shea Menorial Drive spill) — As summari zed in
encl osure (4), no inpacts to this subparcel are identified
because the Navy has filed a RAO and closed this RTN
MCP RTN 3-15829 (Building 115 barracks) — As summari zed in
encl osure (4), no inpacts to Subparcel SPUD-2 are identified
because the Navy has filed a RAO and closed this RTN
EBS RI A 46 (suspected buried asbestos shingles) — As
summari zed in enclosure (5), no inpacts to Subparcel SPUD 2
are identified because NFA is required for this R A
EBS RIA 90 (pipes protruding fromground) - As summarized in
encl osure (5), no inpacts to Subparcel SPUD-2 are identified
because NFA is required for this R A
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Subpar cel SPUD- 3

As shown in Figure 8, Subparcel SPUD- 3 includes approxi mately
16.79 acres in the central portion of the eastern extension of

t he base. The reuse zoning of the subparcel is "Special Planned
Use District.” Currently, the subparcel is conprised of open
space (fields, forest, and wetlands). The sout heastern corner
of the subparcel is set at the wetland edge for A d Swanp River.
No buildings are |l ocated within the subparcel.

No IR Programsites, MCP RTNs, or EBS RIAs are | ocated within
this subparcel

The following sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel
IR Program Site 2 (Rubble D sposal Area) — As sunmmarized in
encl osure (3), no inpacts to Subparcel SPUD-3 are identified
because the concerns at Site 2 are primarily regardi ng buried
construction debris. Low concentrations of inorganic
constituents in groundwater are not anticipated to inpact the
subpar cel
EBS RI A 2A (east of Runway 8-26) - As summarized in
encl osure (5), the Navy has conpleted a final NFA Decision
Docunent; therefore, this former RI A does not affect the
transfer of Subparcel SPUD 3.

EBS RIA 85 (alleged second fire fighting training area) — As
summari zed in enclosure (5), no inpacts to Subparcel SPUD 3
are identified because NFA is required for this R A

EBS RI A 95A (Building 101 PCBs) — As sunmmarized in

encl osure (5), no inpacts to Subparcel SPUD-3 are identified
because sanple results at this RIA did not exceed benchmark
criteria.

EBS RIA 104 (O d Swanp River) - No potential inpacts to
Subparcel SPUD-3 have been identified because, as sumari zed
in enclosure (5), inpacts associated with RIA 104, if any, are
likely to be limted to the imedi ate area of the river.
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Subpar cel SPUD- 4

As shown in Figure 9, Subparcel SPUD-4 includes approxi mately
34.34 acres located at the end of the eastern extension of the
base. The reuse zoning of the subparcel is "Special Planned Use
District.” Currently, the subparcel is conprised of forested
open space and wetlands. The central western boundary of the
subparcel is set at the wetland edge for O d Swanp R ver. No
buil dings are |located within the subparcel.

No IR Programsites, MCP RTNs, or EBS RIAs are | ocated within
this subparcel

The followng sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel

IR Program Site 3 (Small Landfill) - No potential inpacts to
Subparcel SPUD-4 have been identified because, as sumari zed
in enclosure (3), the Navy has conpleted a final Record of
Decision for “No Action with G oundwater Monitoring” for the
Smal | Landfill under CERCLA. As stated in the Navy’'s ROD, and
signed by EPA Region I, no cleanup action is necessary at the
Smal | Landfill under CERCLA to ensure protection of human
health and the environnent. The Navy may still need to cl ose
Site 3 under the Massachusetts landfill program however, the
Navy anticipates that the buffer zone around the Snmal

Landfill is sufficient for such activities. Subparcel SPUD 4
is located hydrol ogically upgradient of Site 3.

EBS RIA 104 (O d Swanp River) - No potential inpacts to
Subparcel SPUD-4 have been identified because, as sumari zed
in enclosure (5), inpacts associated with RIA 104, if any, are
limted to the imediate area of the river.

Subpar cel SPUD- 5

As shown in Figure 5, Subparcel SPUD-5 includes approximtely
7.44 acres at the west end of Runway 8-26. The reuse zoning of

t he subparcel is "Special Planned Use District.” The subparcel
is conprised nostly of open space and sone forested space. No
buil dings are located within the subparcel. The northern

boundary of the subparcel runs along the Wynout h/ Abi ngt on
townline (a portion to the east extends further north along the
SPUD) OS-W zoning line). The western and southern boundari es
abut the adjacent OS-A zoning area.

No IR Programsites, MCP RTNs, or EBS RIAs are | ocated within
this subparcel
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The followng sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel

EBS RI A 2C (suspected overuse of herbicides for runway
lighting) — As summarized in enclosure (5), no inpacts to
Subparcel SPUD-5 have been identified because NFA is likely to
be required for this RIA

EBS RI A 2E (runway/taxiway) - As sunmarized in enclosure (5),
no inmpacts to Subparcel SPUD-5 have been identified because
the RIAis |ocated over 90 ft away and recent sanpling

i nformati on suggest that NFAis likely to be required.

Subpar cel SPUD- 6

As shown in Figure 11, Subparcel SPUD-6 includes approxi mately
51. 38 acres in the southern portion of the runway triangle. The
reuse zoning of the subparcel is "Special Planned Use District.”
Currently, the subparcel is conprised of open space and portions
of Runway 17-35 and Taxiway C. The eastern boundary of SPUD- 6
follows along a dirt road. No buildings are |located wthin the
subpar cel

No IR Programsites, MCP RTNs, or EBS RIAs are | ocated within
this subparcel

The followng sites are located within 200 ft of this subparce
[site summaries are presented in enclosure (5)]:
EBS RI A 1A (runway/taxiway optical lighting system) — No
i npacts to Subparcel SPUD-6 are identified because NFA is
anticipated for this R A

EBS RI A 2C (suspected overuse of herbicides for runway
lighting) — No inpacts to Subparcel SPUD-6 are identified
because NFA is likely to be required for this R A

EBS RI A 2D (sparse vegetation south of Runway 17-35) — No

i npacts to Subparcel SPUD-6 are identified because potenti al

i npacts would be limted to the grass-covered area outside of
the runway triangl e and because recent sanpling data indicate
that NFA is likely to be required.

EBS RIA 62 (French Strean) — No inpacts to Subparcel SPUD- 6
are identified because inpacts associated wwth RIA 62, if any,
are limted to the imedi ate area of the stream

EBS RIA 101 (East Street gate area, possible disposal of
runway |ighting) — No inpacts to Subparcel SPUD-6 are
identified because this RIA is |ocated over 100 ft away from
this subparcel
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EBS RI A 102 (East Street gate area, PCB transforner) — No

i npacts to Subparcel SPUD-6 are identified because NFA is
required for this RIA

EBS RI A 105 (fornmer pads near taxiway) — No inpacts to
Subparcel SPUD-6 are identified because NFA is likely to be
required for this RIA

Subpar cel SPUD- 7

As shown in Figure 11, Subparcel SPUD-7 includes approxi mately
3.73 acres |l ocated east of Taxiway C in the southern portion of
t he base. The reuse zoning of the subparcel is "Special Planned
Use District.” The subparcel is conprised of wooded open space.
The western boundary of SPUD-7 is |ocated 20 ft fromthe edge of
the tributary to French Stream No buildings are |located within
t he subparcel

No IR Programsites, MCP RTNs, or EBS RIAs are | ocated within
this subparcel

The following sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel
EBS RIA 62 (French Strean) — As summarized in enclosure (5),
no inpacts to Subparcel SPUD-7 are identified because inpacts
associated wwth RIA 62, if any, are limted to the i medi ate
area of the stream

Subparcel SR-R

As shown in Figure 10, Subparcel SR-R includes approxi mately
6.87 acres in the southeast portion of the base. The reuse

zoning of the subparcel is "Senior Residential.” Currently, the
subparcel is conprised of open space and wetlands. No buil di ngs
are | ocated within the subparcel. The eastern and southern

boundari es of the subparcel extend to the Navy’'s property |ine,
whi ch may or may not be equivalent to the current base fenceline
(i1.e., it is likely that the current fenceline is set back a few
feet fromthe actual property line). The northern and western
boundari es of the subparcel abut the adjacent OS-R zoning

par cel

No IR Program sites, MCP RTNs, or EBS RIAs are |located in, or
within 200 ft of, this subparcel
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Subparcel SR-W1 — Open Field

As shown in Figure 7, Subparcel SR-W1 includes approximtely
1.34 acres in the north/central portion of the base. The reuse
zoning of the subparcel is "Senior Residential.” Currently, the
subparcel is conprised of an open field, a parking lot, and a
basketbal |l court. No buildings are |ocated within the

subpar cel

No current or former IR Programsites or MCP RTNs are | ocated

within this subparcel. Only the following EBS RIA is | ocated

within this subparcel
EBS RIA 46 (alleged buried asbestos tiles) — As summari zed in
encl osure (5), only a small portion of this RRAis located in
Subparcel SR-W1. The Navy has issued a final NFA Decision
Docunent (regul atory concurrence anticipated for May 02) for
this RI A because no hazards were associated with the smal
anount of debris present (no | arge subsurface di sposals of ACM
were found). Therefore, this property is suitable to
transfer.

The followng sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel

MCP RTN 3-13673 (Shea Menorial Drive spill) — As summari zed in
encl osure (4), no inpacts to Subparcel SR-W1 have been
identified because the Navy has filed a RAO and cl osed this
RTN.

MCP RTN 3-15289 (swimm ng pool) — As sunmarized in

encl osure (4), no inpacts to Subparcel SR-W1 have been
identified because the Navy has filed a RAO and cl osed this
RTN.

EBS RI A 42(buried asbestos pipes) - As summari zed in

encl osure (5), no inpacts to Subparcel SR-W1 have been
identified because NFA is required for this R A

EBS RIA 49 (swinm ng pool) - As summarized in enclosure (5),
no inmpacts to Subparcel SR-W1 have been identified because
NFA is required for this R A

EBS RI A 90 (pipes protruding fromground) - As sumrarized in
encl osure (5), no inpacts to Subparcel SR-W1 have been
identified because NFA is required for this R A

Subparcel SSE - Spruce Street EXxtension

As shown in Figure 11, Subparcel SSE includes approxi mately
1.85 acres at the southernnost portion of the base. This
subparcel is not part of the Towns’ Reuse Plan and therefore has
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not been zoned for reuse. This subparcel is separated fromthe
remai nder of the main base by Spruce Street, a public access
road i n Rockl and/ Abi ngton. Currently, the subparcel is
conprised of open space and forest. There are no buil dings
currently on this subparcel. The subparcel does not include
French Stream (20 ft setback from both sides of the strean

No IR Programsites, MCP sites, or EBS RIAs are |located in
subparcel SSE.

The only site within 200 ft of this subparcel is RIA 62

(French Stream). As summarized in enclosure (5), no inpacts to
this subparcel fromR A 62 have been identified because inpacts
associated wwth RIA 62, if any, are likely to be |limted to the
i mredi ate area of the stream

The foll ow ng sections discuss current status of various
envi ronnent al / conpl i ance i ssues within the subject subparcels of
this EBST, as indicated in Table 1:

Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) Sites

As previously stated, the following former MCP sites are | ocated
wi thin the subject subparcels:

RTN 3-10239/ 3-10469 (BOQ Fuel Q) in Subparcel INST-1
RTN 3-13316 (NEX Filling Station) in Subparcel SPUD 1
RTN 3- 15379 (Building 24 Site) in Subparcel CS-C1

As summari zed in enclosure (4), the Navy has conpleted the
required work and filed RAGs to close these RTNs. Therefore,
the I ocations of these forner RTNs are suitable to transfer. As
previously described in this EBST and as sunmari zed in

encl osure (4), former and current MCP sites in the vicinity of

t he FOST subparcel s do not adversely inpact the transfer of the
FOST subparcel s.

The RAGCs for the Building 24 site and the BOQ site included
Activity and Use Limtations (AULs) to address residual
petrol euminpacted soil beneath the buildings foundations.

The AUL for RTN 3-15379 applies to 204 +/- SF around

Building 98 (Figure 6) for the petroleuminpacted soil beneath
t he buil ding foundation. Volatile petrol eum hydrocarbons (VPH)
and extractabl e petrol eum hydrocarbons (EPH) concentrations
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were detected above the applicable MCP Method 1 standards
(S-3/GW¥2 and S-3/GWM3) in one sanple fromisol ated soi
(beneath the Building 98 footprint). However, cal cul ated
Exposure Poi nt Concentrations for soil were below the
applicable MCP Method 1 standards (S-1/GM2, S-1/GW 3,
S-3/GWM2, and S-3/GW3), subject to the AUL. G oundwater
sanple results were bel ow the applicable MCP Met hod 1
standards (GW2 and GW3). The AUL does not prevent future
use or redevel opnent of the property; however, it does inpose
requi renents for maintaining the Building 98 foundation or for
soil managenent if a reuse option would disturb residual
petrol euminpacted soil beneath the building foundation
(i.e., soil 3 to 15 ft bel ow ground surface).

The AUL for RTN 3-10239/3-10469 applies to 7,269 +/- SF
beneath a portion of the Building 31 foundation (Figure 4).
Subsequent to the UST/soil renoval, confirmatory soil sanples
fromthe excavation area were reported to contain petrol eum
concentrations in excess of the applicable MCP Method 1
standards. Additional soil excavation was not possible
because of the building s foundation. No separate-phase
petrol eum or petrol eumrel ated conpounds were detected in
groundwat er sanples. Soil vapors did not exceed DEP risk
gui dance action levels. The AUL does not prevent future
redevel opnent of the property; however, it does inpose

requi renents for soil managenent if a reuse option would
potentially disturb residual petroleuminpacted soil beneath
the buil ding foundation.

Restrictions associated with these AULs are presented in
clause 8(b) and cl ause 8(c) of enclosure (2).

EBS Revi ew |Item Areas

Based on the Basew de EBS Phase | Report, various EBS RI As have
been identified at the Main Base of NAS South Weynouth [see
enclosure (3)]. As previously stated the followi ng current and
former RIAs are located within, or partially within, the subject
subparcel s of this EBST:

EBS RIA 7A (debris near fenceline) in Subparcel OS-R-5

EBS RIA 7B (debris near fenceline) in Subparcel OS-R-5

EBS RI A 42 (underground asbestos pipes) in Subparcel SPUD 2
EBS RIA 43 (Building 24 fill pipe) in Subparcel OS-C 1

EBS RIA 44 (soot in Building 98) in Subparcel OS-C1
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EBS RI A 45 (BOQ petrol eun) in Subparcel |NST-1

EBS RI A 46 (suspected buried asbestos shingles at barracks) in
Subparcel SR-W1

EBS RI A 48 (NEX UST) in Subparcel SPUD 1

EBS RI A 51 (underground asbestos pipes) in Subparcel OCS-C 1
EBS RIA 52 (unidentified netal cans) in Subparcel OS-C 1

EBS RIA 91 (NEX unreported spills) in Subparcel SPUD 1

EBS RIA 98 (“Mass 6 Site”) in Subparcel OCS C 1.

As summari zed in enclosure (5), the Navy has conpleted the
requi red work and cl osure docunentation for these RIAs within

t he FOST subparcels. Therefore, the property within these Rl As
is suitable to transfer pending regulatory concurrence on

cl osure docunentation. The property within the boundaries of
the above RIAs will not be transferred until the Navy has

conpl eted final NFA Decision Docunents for that RIA. No

deci sion docunents will be prepared for EBS RIAs that were
transferred to other prograns or were deened to require NFA
during the early stages of the EBS program

The followi ng generalized EBS RIAs al so apply to portions of the
subparcels within this FOST:

EBS RIA 76 (basew de solid waste) — As summari zed later in
this EBST and in enclosure (5), the presence of solid waste
does not prohibit a FOST. Notification of solid waste debris
areas within the FOST subparcels is provided in enclosure (7).
The Navy resolved solid waste issues with MADEP separately
fromthis FOST. See Enclosure (la) of this EBST.

EBS RIA 77 (basewi de USTs, |eak tests not perforned) — As
summari zed in enclosure (5), NFAis required for this RIA
because the Navy has renoved the USTs fromthe main base
except at Building 133. As noted in Table 1 of this EBST, the
UST at Buil ding 133 has passed several of these tests.

EBS RIA 79 (basew de asbestos) — As summari zed in

enclosure (5), this RIA is being handl ed on a case-by-case
basis and NFA is required under the EBS program The types
and quantities of ACMs within the buildings of the FOST
subparcels are presented in this EBST. The conditions of
these ACMs are summarized in Table 1 of this EBST. As noted
above, three ACMrelated RIAs (42, 46, 51) within the FOST
subparcels require NFA. Restrictions to mtigate the
identified potential ACMrel ated hazards wthin the FOST
subparcel s are presented under clause (8) of enclosure (2).
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EBS RI A 80 (basewi de LBP) — As sunmari zed in enclosure (5),
this RIA is being handled on a case-by-case basis and NFA is
requi red under the EBS program The paint conditions for the
buil dings within the FOST subparcels are summarized in this
EBST. Restrictions to mtigate the identified potential LBP-
related hazards within the FOST subparcels are presented under
cl ause (8) of enclosure (2).

O her EBS RIAs that are in the vicinity of the FOST subparcels
are described earlier in this EBST and in enclosure (5). No
adverse inpacts to the FOST subparcels have been identified with
respect to nearby EBS RI As.

Pol ychl ori nat ed Bi phenyl s

As docunented in the PCB-Free Activity Report of 4 Jan 95, NAS
Sout h Weynout h has been “PCB-free” (PCB concentrations |ess than
50 parts per mllion) for electrical and hydraulic equi pnent
since 31 Dec 94. Prior to that, since the pronulgation of the
Toxi ¢ Substances Control Act (TSCA, 40 CFR 761) in 1976, NAS
Sout h Weynmout h Envi ronnent al / Publ i ¢ Wor ks Depart nment personnel
have conducted periodic inspections of PCB-containing equipnent
at the Base. To confirmthat the equi pnent at the base is
currently PCB-free, the Navy has tested transforners and
capacitors and has also verified wth the manufacturers that the
hydraulic systens do not contain PCBs.

Circa 1994/1995, the Navy conpleted a programto renove/repl ace
bal | asts containing PCBs at NAS South Weynouth. The renoved
bal |l asts were sent for offsite recycling. No PCB-containing
bal |l asts remain at NAS Sout h Weynout h.

Bui | dings 24 contains a transformer roomin one of its
basenents. However, no PCB contam nation has been identified in
this area and no PCB-related restrictions or EBS RI As have been
identified for Building 24. As noted above, transforners at

NAS Sout h Weynouth are currently PCB-free.

No remai ni ng PCB contam nati on has been identified within the
subj ect subparcels of this EBST. Renedial actions at RI A 98
(release froma fornmer PCB transformer in subparcel OS-C- 1) have
been conpl eted and the Navy, EPA, and MADEP have agreed that NFA
IS required.
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Asbest os

The PIH Survey of Aug Ol reported the current types, quantities,
and conditions of ACMs in the buildings at the main base of NAS
Sout h Weynmouth. The conditions of the ACMs in the buil dings
included in this FOST are summarized in Table 1 of this EBST.
The types and quantities of ACMS and presunmed ACMs in the

buil dings included in this FOST are as foll ows:

Building 24 (OS-C-1) — ldentified ACMs are associated with the
fire door on the basenent stairwell, 12"x12” black floor tile
and mastic in room235 (30 SF), 9"x9” black floor tile and
associ ated nmastic on basenent stairwell (24 SF), 9"x9” bl ack
and linme floor tile and mastic throughout (under carpet and
[inoleum) (7,358 SF), 9"x9” tan floor tile and mastic in
treatment room adj acent and north of basenent stairs and west
wi ng hallway near exit (1,285 SF), 12"x12” light gray floor
tile and mastic in room 229 (193 SF), and the tan |inol eum and
mastic in roons 234, 303, and 304 (2,153 SF). Presuned ACMs

i nclude the gray |eveling conmpound possibly throughout the
bui | di ng (unknown quantity), white | eveling conmpound possibly
t hroughout the building (unknown quantity), the fire safe in
room 113, and the carpet mastic throughout nost areas

(11,903 SF).

Building 25 (0OS-C-1) — ACMs are associated with the transite
panels in the storage area (175 SF), the exterior transite
shingles (152 SF), and the roof tar (50 SF). Presunmed ACMs

i nclude the bl ue square-patterned vinyl sheet in the bathroom
facility (10 SF).

Building 31 (INST-1) — ACMs are associated wth the 9"x9"

bl ack floor tile and mastic in the first and second fl oor
hal | ways, the second floor bar, and the room south of room 234
(5,368 SF); the 9"x9" tan floor tile with brown and white
streaks and mastic in roons 140, 143-146, 148, 150, 152-154,
223, 228, 232-238, 240-243, 245-248, 250-252, and famly
service (5,543 SF); the 9"x9" brown floor tile and mastic in
the first floor coatroom (70 SF); the 9"x9" green floor tile
and mastic in the first floor kitchen storage area (486 SF);
the 9"x9" gray floor tile and mastic in roons 109, 111
115-118, 121-123, 125, 129, 203, 204, 206, 207, 209, 213-215,
218-220, 225, 227, the front desk, billeting officer, and card
supervi sor areas (4,703 SF); the red vinyl sheet and mastic in
the pool room (392 SF); and the transite shingles in the
kitchen exit and attic (292 SF). Presuned ACMs include the
9"x9" tan floor tile and mastic in roons 107, 113, 114, 119,
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120, 127, 201, 202, 205, 211, 216, 217, 221, 222, 229, 230,
LPO, and the second floor center hall storage room (3,252 SF);
the 12"x12" tan floor tile with white and brown streaks and
mastic in the entrance to the first floor north | obby

bat hroom the second fl oor bar bat hroons, and the food
preparation area south of the second floor bar (300 SF); the
12" x12" beige floor tile with white speckles and mastic in the
first floor bar (84 SF); the 12"x12" gray floor tiles and
mastic in the first floor dining room(1,215 SF); the carpet
masti c throughout the building in nost areas (21,873 SF); the
gray asphalt shingles of the main roof (20,750 SF); the felt
of the main roof (20,750 SF); and the built-up roofing
material of the first floor bar roof (1,320 SF). The Phase |
EBS of 18 Nov 96 noted that a basenent boiler was | oosely
wrapped in plastic and had asbestos warning | abels; however,
the boiler insulation is no | onger present.

Building 32 (OS-W1) - Presuned ACMs are associated with the
2’ x4’ dot serpentine acoustical tile in the southeast
classroons (376 SF); 2’'x4’ dot gauge acoustical tile

t hroughout the building (996 SF), 12”"x12” tan floor tile and
masti c throughout the buil ding except the nmechanical room
(1,325 SF); 12"x12” tan floor tile with nottles and mastic in
t he mechani cal room (53 SF); gypsum board throughout the

buil ding (2,920 SF); joint conpound throughout the building
(300 SF); 4" brown vinyl baseboard and mastic throughout the
bui | di ng except the nechanical room (364 |inear feet [LF]);
brown/ bl ack asphalt roof shingles (1,755 SF); and the roof
felt (1,755 SF).

Building 46 (INST-1) - Presuned ACMs include the transite
panel in the south end bay (24 SF) and the roof felt

(3,300 SF).

Building 49 (INST-1) — ACMs include 560 cubic feet (CF) of
asbestos-containing soil in the craw space (see Table 1). The
remai ni ng presunmed ACMs include the tan pebble vinyl sheet in
the bathroomfacility (90 SF), the white square pattern vinyl
sheet in the kitchen (416 SF), and the blue and brown ornate
pattern vinyl sheet in the kitchen (416 SF).

Building 52 (OS-C-1) has presuned ACMin the roof vent tar

(4 SF).

Building 85 (OS-W1) was reported to have ACM associated with
the caul king of the south center w ndow.

Bui l dings 92, 93, and 94 (0OS-C-1) have ACM associated with the
roofing tar (1,531 SF for each buil ding).

Building 97 (SPUD-1) - ACMs include pipe fittings in the
crawl space (see Table 1) and the 9"x9" gray floor tile and
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mastic in the bal cony, sanctuary, and offices (4,300 SF).
Presumed ACMs include the 12"x12" brown floor tile and mastic
in the bathroomfacility (21 SF), the carpet mastic throughout
the building in nost areas (13,952 SF), and the roof felt
(5,000 SF).

Building 98 (0S-C-1) — ACMs include the wi ndow caul ki ng on the
east and west side wi ndows, the built-up roofing (224 SF), and
the flue insulation for the exhaust stack of the boiler house
(4 LF).

Building 113 (OS-C-1) was presuned to have ACM associated with
the roofing material (144 SF).

Bui Il ding 121 (SPUD-1) was reported to contain ACMs associ at ed
with the flashing conpound al ong the roof perineter

(2,500 SF). Presunmed ACMs include the rubber floor mastic in
t he exercise room (253 SF) and the carpet nmastic in the ganme
room control, and offices (1,400 SF).

Bui l ding 122 (SPUD-1) was reported to contain ACMs associ at ed
with the stone colored Iinoleumof the bathroomfacilities and
“dry storage” room (713 SF); the tar of the roof perineter
(100 SF); and the roof felt (6,100 SF). Presumed ACMs incl ude
the 2’ x4’ acoustical tile with rough texture in the pin
setting room (740 SF); carpet mastic in the concourse

(4,320 SF); 12"x12” light beige floor tile with tan streaks
and mastic in the concourse and near the vestibule (177 SF);

4” brown vinyl baseboard and mastic in the neeting area and
kitchen (326 LF); and 3" gray vinyl baseboard and mastic in
the “dry storage” area (55 LF).

Building 133 (OS-C-1) is presuned to have ACM associated with
carpet mastic in the offices (744 SF); the 4” bl ack baseboard
and mastic in the interrogation room (31 LF); the mrror
mastic in the old section center head (3 SF); the plaster on
the ceiling of cells 1 and 2 (98 SF); the 12"x12” vinyl floor
tiles in the guards area; and sone of the materials in the
fire proof safes.

Buil ding 133A (OS-W1) is presuned to have ACM associated with
roofing felt (384 SF).

Bui Il ding 141 — No ACMs present.
Bui l ding 145 — No ACMs present.
Bui l ding 146 — No ACMs present.

No buildings are | ocated within subparcels B1-W1, OCS-A-1, OS-
C2, O5R1 through 5, SPUD-1, SPUD-4 through 7, SR-W1, SR-R
and SSE.
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DoD policy on asbestos at BRAC properties of 12 Jan 95 states
that ACM shall be renediated prior to property disposal only if
it is of atype and condition that is not in conpliance with
applicable | aws, regul ations, and standards, or if it poses a
threat to human health at the tinme of transfer of the property
(i.e., it is friable, accessible, and danaged [ FAD]). Because
none of the identified ACMw thin the subject subparcels has
been identified as FAD (see Table 1), the Navy is not required
to conduct asbestos abatenents. Subsequent to this FOST but
prior to transfer, the Navy wll inplenent the DoD policy
regarding ACMin accordance with a witten statenment of facility
specific utilization or non-utilization as provided by the Local
Reuse Authority (i.e., the SSTTDC). A copy of the DoD policy on
asbestos is presented in the BRAC C eanup Plan of Aug 98.

As previously described in this EBST and in enclosure (5), NFA
is required for the three ACMrelated EBS RIAs | ocated w thin,
or partially wthin, the FOST subparcels (i.e., EBS R As 42, 46,
and 51).

The possibility remains for the presence of undi scovered ACMVs
associated wth underground utilities at NAS South Weynouth. As
part of the property transfer, NAS South Weynouth w Il provide
utility maps of the base property.

Lead- Based Pai nt

The PIH Survey and Materials Update for Asbestos and LBP Report
of Aug 01 docunented the current paint conditions for the
bui l di ngs at the main base of NAS South Weynouth. Table 1
summari zes the paint conditions for the buildings included in
this FOST.

No residential reuse is planned for the buildings within the
subj ect subparcels. |In accordance with the DoD Policy on LBP at
BRAC Properties of 12 Jan 95, |ead abatenent is not required for
bui |l di ngs that are schedul ed for non-residential use. However,
if the grantee decides to nodify the planned reuse such that a
building in this FOST woul d be reused for residential purposes
or for purposes that include the presence of children under the
age of 6 years, then the grantee shall assess potential LBP
hazards for such uses and, prior to occupancy, shall conplete
any required abatenments or engineering controls in accordance

wi th applicable Federal, State, and |ocal regulations [see

cl ause 8(h) of enclosure(2)].
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Lead in Drinking Water Fountai ns

As docunented in the BCP of Aug 98, the Base Environnent al
Ofice completed a testing of lead in drinking water at

NAS Sout h Weynmouth from Jul to Sep 92. This included al

44 drinking water fountains at the main base, testing at

25 basewide priority areas, and testing at 259 housing water
taps. O the 44 basew de drinking water fountains, only two

| ocations (Buildings 11 and 121) had sanples with reported | ead
concentrations above the action level (at that tine) of

35 mcrograns of lead per liter of water (ug/L). Building 11 is
not |located within this FOST. Building 121 is located in
subparcel SPUD-1. The elevated |ead concentrations in those two
dri nking water fountains was believed to be due to | ead sol der
used in old pipes. The Navy decomm ssioned and repl aced t hose
two fountains. The current action level for lead in drinking
water is 15 ug/L. The 1992 sanple results for the remaining
water fountains in the buildings contained within this FOST
(concentrations ranging from “bel ow nethod detection limt” to

6 ug/L) do not exceed the current action |level of 15 ug/L.
Therefore, NFA is required by the Navy to address lead in

dri nki ng wat er fountains.

Aboveground Storage Tanks and Under ground Storage Tanks (UST)

The foll owm ng USTs and ASTs are currently, or were fornerly,
| ocated within the subject subparcels of this EBST:

Buil ding 32 (Youth Center) in subparcel OS-W1 was fornerly
heated by No. 2 fuel oil stored in a bernmed 275-gall on AST

| ocated to the southeast of the building. As docunented in

t he Renoval Action Report of Jan 99, the AST was renoved on

19 Jun 98. The return and feed lines were detached fromthe
boiler, rinsed, and disposed with the AST. No signs of spills
or staining were observed. A new berned, 275-gallon AST was
installed after renoval of the old AST was conpl et ed.

Bui l ding 24 (Fornmer Dispensary) in subparcel OS-C 1 was
formerly heated by No. 2 fuel oil stored in a 2,000-gallon UST
(No. 10) | ocated between Building 98 and Building 24. The
Navy renoved the UST and approxi mately 100 CY of soil on

12 Aug 97. The Navy has inplenmented an AUL to address

petrol euminpacted soil beneath Building 98 associated with
this former UST [see clause 8(b) of enclosure (2)].

Building 31 (BOQ in subparcel INST-1 was fornerly heated by
No. 2 fuel oil that was stored in a 3,000-gallon UST (No. 11)
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| ocated north of the building below a small courtyard. The
UST was installed in 1959 and was renoved in Aug 97 under the
MCP due to the presence of soil inpacted by fuel oil spills.
As summari zed in enclosure (4) and cl ause 8(c) of

encl osure (2), an AUL has been established for 7,269 +/- SF
beneath a portion of the Building 31 foundation to address
resi dual concentrations of petroleumrel ated conpounds in
soil .

Buil ding 49 (Transient VIP Housing) in subparcel |INST-1 was
formerly heated by No. 2 fuel oil that was stored in a
550-gallon UST (No. 13). The Navy has renoved the UST and
replaced it with a 330-gal |l on, berned, double-walled AST for
No. 2 fuel oil.

Bui l ding 141 (SSTTDC O fice) in subparcel OS-C1 is heated by
fuel oil stored in a 275-gallon AST | ocated indoors on the
south side of the building. There is no history of spills or
rel eases fromthis AST and the AST is in conpliance with
appl i cabl e environnental |aws and regul ati ons.

Bui l ding 146 (New Tower) in subparcel OS-A-1 has an acti ve,
doubl e-wal | ed, 3, 000-gallon AST containing No. 2 fuel oil.
There is no history of spills or releases fromthis AST.

Buil ding 133 (Main Gate Security) in subparcel OS-C-1 has been
heated by two separate oil boilers since 1986. The fuel oi
for the boilers is stored in a 550-gallon, fiberglass UST
(UST#35) | ocated south of the building. The UST passed tracer
tests conducted in 1993, 1994, and 1995 (no nore recent tests
conducted). The tests were conducted by Tracer Research

Cor poration under contract nunmber N62472-90-D-1298. The UST
nmeets the 40 CFR 280 requirenents of Dec 98. There is no
history of spills or |eaks associated with this UST.

Bui l ding 102 (Former NEX) had three gasoline USTs (two at

6, 000-gal | ons and one at 10, 000-gallons) for a vehicle filling
station. The Navy renoved these USTs along with sone
petrol eumi npacted soil under the MCP
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Radon

The BRAC d eanup Pl an docunented the DoD s voluntary approach to
sanpling and docunenting potential radon exposure at NAS South
Weynouth. I n 1989, the Navy conpleted a radon screening at the
Mai n Base, Squantum Gardens, and Naval Terrace. The results

i ndi cated that none of the facilities or housing units at these
| ocati ons had radon | evels above the EPA's advisory action |evel
of 4 picocuries per liter (pC/L). Zoning subparcels Bl-W1,
0S5-C2, OSR1 through 5, OS-W3, SPUD-2 and SPUD-4 t hrough 7,
SR-R, and SR-W1 do not contain buildings; therefore, a radon
screeni ng was not conducted in those areas.

Radi ol ogi cal Materials

As stated in the BRAC O eanup Plan, there is no docunentation
i ndicating the presence of radioactive materials at NAS South
Weynout h. Past operations at NAS South Weynmouth may have

i ncl uded use of sone |ow | evel radioactive materials

(e.g., maintenance of |um nescent aircraft/vehicle dials) in
areas outside of the subparcels that are part of this FOST
(e.g., in the hangars). The BCT has investigated possible
radi ol ogical materials usage with the Radiol ogical Affairs
Support O fice (RASO. RASO found no evidence of radiol ogica
materials in the hangars at NAS South Weynout h

Several x-ray machines were formerly present in Building 24.

The Navy has noved the x-ray nmachines out of Building 24 and the
FOST subparcels. As a voluntary, precautionary neasure, the
Navy conpleted a screening of radiation levels in Building 24.
As docunented in the Safety and Health Assessnent of Jul 00,

radi ati on nmeasurenents did not exceed background concentrations
at any of the sanpling locations. Therefore, NFA is required.

Pesti ci des

No information is avail able regarding the specific past use of
pesticides within the FOST subparcels. The Phase | EBS of

18 Nov 96 docunents that NAS South Weynout h devel oped a Pest
Managenment Plan which is part of the Natural Resources
Managenent Plan of 30 Sep 87 (updated during 1992). A sunmary
of the pesticide/herbicidel/ pest managenent requirenments is
presented in Table 5-16 of the Phase | EBS. No additional
records of pesticide use prior to 1987 have been found (al though
activity personnel confirnmed that pesticides were used at

NAS Sout h Weynmouth prior to 1987). The Phase | EBS states that
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no itens of concern were cited by EPA during their 8 Aug 93
Pesticide Use Investigation for the pesticide storage and use at
NAS Sout h Weynout h. Al t hough residual concentrations of

pesti ci des/ herbicides may be present in soil resulting fromthe
past applications as part of upkeep of NAS Sout h Weynouth, no
pesti ci de/ herbicide-rel ated EBS RI As have been identified
within, or have inpacted, the subject subparcels of this FOST.

Medi cal Wast es

Buil ding 24 (Di spensary) was fornmerly used as nedical facility.
The Phase | EBS of 18 Nov 96 reported that several of the

exam nation roonms contai ned bi ohazard waste contai ners and

i nfecti ous waste boxes. A biohazard sign currently remains on

t he door of the laboratory room The Phase | EBS al so
identified several boxes of used immunization needles in
Bui l ding 25 (Di spensary Garage). The boxes of used needles in
Bui | di ng 25 have been renobved. However, as docunented in the
Safety and Health Assessnent of Jul 00, no bionedi cal hazards or
waste materials are currently present in Buildings 24 or 25. No
sharp containers, used disposabl e nedical products, soiled

| aundry, or biohazard waste bags are present.

Buil ding 24 also included a dental clinic. As a precautionary
measure, the Navy conpleted a voluntary screening of the air in
the dental area for potential nercury vapors. As docunented in
the Safety and Health Assessnent of Jul 00, no nercury vapors
were detected at any of the sanpling |ocations. NFAis
required.

No other areas within the subject subparcels are associated with
potential nedical wastes.

Solid Waste

As stated in DoD BRAC gui dance (Fast Track to FOST of Fall 96),
the FOST is a determination that the subject property is
environmental ly suitable for transfer by deed under

Section 120(h) of CERCLA. CERCLA Section 120(h) requires that
notice be given, both in deed and contracts for sale, of the
storage, release, or disposal of hazardous substances. As such
t he FOST docunents that the subject property is suitable for
transfer because no hazardous substances are known to have been
rel eased or di sposed of on the property or because the

requi renents of CERCLA Section 120(h)(3) have been net for the

property.
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Solid waste is not regul ated under CERCLA Section 120(h). DoD
BRAC gui dance for FOSTs states that, in sone cases, it may be
required that certain hazards not regul ated under CERCLA be

di scl osed, according to the policies of the particular DoD
conponent (i.e., Navy), and that restrictions on use related to
t hose hazards be stated in the deed of transfer. Such

di scl osures and restrictions should be described in the FOST.
Non- CERCLA hazards can include issues such as solid waste,
petrol eum products, and safety concerns.

Therefore, the presence of solid waste in the subject subparcels
does not preclude the FOST provided that notification and any
necessary restrictions are included in the FOST docunent.

Encl osure (7) of this FOST summari zes the types, quantities,

| ocations, and current status (present/renoved) of solid waste
within the FOST subparcels.

Separately fromthe FOST, the Navy coordinated with the State
DEP managenent officials and the redevel opnent authority (i.e.,
the SSTTDC) regarding the status of the solid waste debris areas
with respect to the pending property transfer. The Navy’'s
inventory of solid waste debris within the FOST subparcels, and
the plan to address that inventory, were presented to MADEP in
the Navy’'s letter of 19 Cct O1.

Noti ce of CERCLA Hazardous Substances

In accordance with CERCLA Section 120(h)(1), 40 CFR 373, notice
is required when a hazardous substance has been stored for one
year or nore and applies only when the substances are or have
been stored in quantities greater than or equal to

1,000 kil ograns or the substance’s reportable quantity,

whi chever is greater. There are no records or know edge t hat
hazardous materials, |listed under 40 CFR 261. 30 as acutely
hazardous waste, were stored for one year or nore, in excess of
1 kilogram Notice is also required when hazardous substances
are or have been stored, rel eased, or disposed of in quantities
greater than or equal to the substance’s CERCLA-reportable
quantity. Hazardous substances and petrol eum products fornmerly
used, released, or disposed of in the subject subparcels are
listed in Table 2. Limted information was avail able on

hi storical quantities of substances and | ength of storage. It

i s unknown whet her the quantities of hazardous substances
present within the subject subparcels were sufficient to warrant
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CERCLA notice; therefore, notice of hazardous substances under
CERCLA 120(h) (1) is provided in Table 3 based on avail abl e
i nf ormati on.
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SUBPARCELS B1- W1,

| NST-1,

SR-R, SR-W1, AND SSE (486.75 TOTAL ACRES),

TABLE 1
CSs- A- 1,

SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS
CS-C1 AND 2, O5-R-1 THROUGH 5, OS-W1 AND 2, SPUD-1 THROUGH 7,
SOQUTH WEYMOUTH, NA

Sui tabl e
Zoni ng to ECP
Subparcel | Buildings | Transfer? Hi story Cat egory Exi sting Environnental Conditions
ZONI NG PARCEL 1
B-1W1 None Yes Thi s subparcel was used as 1 As docunented in the Basew de EBS
open space (forested) al ong Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no
the base perineter. hazar dous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been
rel eased or disposed of on the
property.
As noted in the EBST, general surface
debris (solid waste) in this subparcel
i s being addressed separately fromthe
FOST [see al so enclosure (7)].
ZONI NG PARCEL 2
I NST- 1 31 Yes, Bui I ding 31 (Bachel ors 2 RIA 45 (BOQ Ol Release to Floor Drain)
gi ven Oficers Quarters - BOQ was — As summarized in enclosure (5), No
restric- built in the 1940s as a 3- Further Action (NFA) is required for
tions story building used for the RI A 45 under the EBS program because
outlined |short-termoccupancy by the rel ease was addressed under the MCP
in mlitary personnel. The BOQ program (RTN 3- 10469 — see bel ow).
cl ause 8 was oper at eq like a hotel and Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP)
of had a capacity of 92 people. Rel ease Tracking Nunbers (RTNs) 3-10239
enclosure | It contains a restaurant/bar and RTN 3-10469 (BOQ Fuel Q1 Spills) —
(2) and two separate basements. As summarized in enclosure (4), the

Navy has cl osed these RTNs through a
conbi ned, dass A-3 RAO. As outlined
in clause 8(c) of enclosure (2), an
Activity and Use Limtation (AUL) was
filed for 7,269 +/- SF |ocated beneath
the portion of the building footing
(see Figure 4) to address residual
petroleumin the subsurface soil.

The Potential |mediate Hazard (PIH)
Survey of Sep 99 reported |ocalized
fungal growth and airborne fungal
spores in several areas of the building
(basenent in particular). Although the
fungal hazards were not reported to be
severe, they may pose a hazard to

Encl osure (1),

Table 1
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TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI Tl ONS ( Conti nued)

Sui tabl e
Zoni ng to ECP
Subparcel | Buildings | Transfer? Hi story Cat egory Exi sting Environnental Conditions

sensitive individuals. Therefore, the
Pl H Survey reconmmrended that disposable
respirators be worn in the basenent.
The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported water
| eaks in the basenment and that

di sposabl e foot coverings are
reconmended in the basenent due to
extensive nmold growmh. This hazard is
addressed in clause 8(f) of

encl osure (2).

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
asbest os-contai ning materials (ACWMs)
remain in good condition and no
restrictions were identified. The
Phase | EBS of 18 Nov 96 reported a
basenment boiler wapped in plastic had
an asbestos warning | abel; however, the
boiler insulation is no |onger present.

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
smal | amounts of peeling paint are
present on the ceilings and walls in
several areas. Paint was al so observed
on the floor in the kitchen and on the
wooden steps |eading to the basement.

A dust wi pe sanple fromthe floor in
the building did not contain | ead above
the OSHA threshold concentration of

200 ng/ SF. M nor anounts of peeling
paint are present on the building s
exterior. No restrictions were
identified. A previous version of the
PIH Survey (Nov 99) reported that |ead
dust was present on the floor in the

ki tchen and on the wooden steps | eading
to the basenent. Because Building 31
wi Il not be used for residential
purposes in the future, NFA is required
by the Navy for this | ead dust.

However, see clause 8(a) of enclosure
(2) for requirenents regarding
potential lead dust in this area.
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TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)
Sui t abl e
Zoni ng to ECP
Subparcel | Buildings | Transfer? Hi story Cat egory Exi sting Environnental Conditions
I NST- 1 46 Yes Bui |l ding 46 (Garage) was used 1 M nor staining due to vehicle parking
by BOQ occupants to park their is present on the intact concrete
vehicles. The garage is a fl oor
one-story, 3,336 square foot As docunented in the Building 46
(SF) wood structure built in Asbest os Abatenment of 7 Feb 00, the
the 1940s. It is unheated and Navy renoved damaged asbestos during
is open to the outside. The Dec 99. The abatement included
garage is currently only used approxi mately 3,400 SF of anpbsite
for the one vehicle of the insul ation that was within the void
current Building 49 resident. space of the walls of the southern bay
of the garage. The renoved ACMs were
handl ed and transported to an approved,
offsite landfill for disposal in
accordance with regulations. NFA is
required. The PIH Survey of Aug 01
reported that the remai ni ng presuned
ACMs are non-friable and no
restrictions were identified.
The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
smal | amounts of peeling paint are
present in the interior and on the
exterior walls; however, no hazards or
restrictions were identified.
I NST- 1 49 Yes, Bui | di ng 49 (Transient 1 Bui | di ng 49 was fornerly heated by
gi ven Housi ng/ VIP Quarters) is a No. 2 fuel oil stored in a 550-gal UST
restric- singl e-1evel, wood-frane (No. 13). The Navy renoved the UST and
tions structure consisting of two 2- replaced it with a 330-gal, bernmed,
outlined bedroom units that were used doubl e-wal | ed AST for No. 2 fuel oil.
In for the high-ranking guests The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
cl ause 8 and visitors of the base. The the presumed ACMs are in good
of units are currently used by condi tion; however, 560 cubic feet (CF)
encl osure | the Navy for the tenporary of soil in the building s craw space

(2)

housi ng of one CSO st aff
nmenber .

contai ns asbestos debris, which is a
hazard for use of the craw space. In
accordance with DoD policy, the Navy
wi Il not abate this asbestos because
the crawl space is not readily

accessi ble. The PIH Survey desi gnhat ed
arestriction that, if the craw space
must be entered, then protective

Encl osure (1),
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Transfer?
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clothing and respirators are required
and that access to the craw space
shoul d be controlled and the space
shoul d be pl acarded as cont ai ni ng
asbestos fibers. O ause 8(d) of

encl osure (2) includes a restriction to
address this hazard in the craw space.
The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
interior paint remains in good
condition. A small anmount of exterior
paint is peeling; however, no hazards
or restrictions were identified.

I NST-1

Yes

The remai nder of the INST-1
property not included with the
above buil di ng descri ptions
was used as open space
(forested).

No hazardous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been

rel eased or disposed of on the

remai nder of the INST-1 property.

As noted in the EBST, general surface
debris (solid waste) in this subparcel
i s being addressed separately fromthe
FOST [see al so enclosure (7)].

ZONI NG PARCEL

w

cS5-A1

146

Yes

Construction of Building 146
(New Tower) began in

1993/ 1994. However,
construction was stopped when
t he base cl osure was
announced. The structure
remai ns i nconpl ete and unused
al t hough el ectrical power is

still supplied to the

buil ding. A large energency
generator is present next to
the buil ding. The remaining

property of this subparcel
used as open space.

was

[

No hazardous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been

rel eased or disposed of on the
property.

Bui | di ng 146 has an active, doubl e-
wal | ed, 3,000-gal, No. 2 fuel oi
Aboveground Storage Tank (AST) that is
nostly enpty (68 gal remain due to draw
down suction limtations). There is no
history of spills or releases. The
septic system which connects to a

| each field behind the old tower, was
unused and has been decomm ssi oned by

t he Navy.

No ACMs and no | ead- based paint (LBP)
are present due to recent date of
constructi on.

Encl osure (1),

Table 1

Page 4




TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)
Sui tabl e
Zoni ng to ECP
Subparcel | Buildings | Transfer? Hi story Cat egory Exi sting Environnental Conditions
oS- A1 -- Yes The remai nder of the CS-A-1 1 As documented in the Basew de EBS
property not included with the Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no
above building description was hazar dous substances or petrol eum
used as open space (forested) products are known to have been
al ong the base perineter. rel eased or di sposed of on the
property.
As noted in the EBST, general surface
debris (solid waste) in this subparcel
i s being addressed separately fromthe
FOST [see al so enclosure (7)].
ZONI NG PARCEL 4
cs-CG1 24 Yes Buil ding 24 (Dispensary) is an |2 As summarized in enclosure (5), the
11,903 SF, 1-story, wood- Navy has proposed NFA for RIA 43
franmed buil di ng constructed (Building 24 Fill Pipe).
between 1943-45.  Building 24 As summarized in enclosure (4), the

was formerly heated by an oil -
fired boiler (in Building 98)
but currently uses natural
gas. Building 24 was used for
nmedi cal, office, and classroom
space until base closure in
1997. Past nedical staffing
was based out of the Bureau of
Medi ci ne Headquarters in
Goton, CT. Building 24

i ncl uded exam nati on/ cast
roons for emergency
treatnments, a | aboratory

speci men col l ection room a
photo | ab, treatnent/

exam nati on roons, and denta

| abs. The building al so has
two separate basenents (one
contai ned a battery roomthat
provi ded energency |ighting).
Bui | di ng 24 was unoccupi ed

si nce base closure in 1997
until 2001 when it was | eased
to SSTTDC and subl eased to the
CHARMS (Massapoag) school
CHARMS renovat ed Buil di ng 24

Navy has mitigated a petrol eumrel ease
froma former UST behind Buil ding 24
(RTN 3-15379). The RTN was cl osed with
a RAO

The Safety and Health Assessnent of
Jul 00 docunents that no renaining
bi ohazards or waste materials are

present (e.g., nedical chem cals,
sharps contai ners, used di sposabl e
medi cal products, soiled |aundry, or

bi ohazard wast e bags).

The Navy has previously renoved the

| ead-acid batteries (emergency power)
fromthe battery storage area in the
basenent. As docunented in the Renoval
Action Report of Jan 99, the Navy has
cl eaned out residual |ead that was on
the walls and floors. |In Jul-Aug 98,
steel shelving and the door were
renoved (tested and di sposed at an
offsite facility) and then the walls
and fl oors were pressure washed and
rinsed clean. Confirmatory w pe
sanples of the walls and fl oor

i ndi cated that the cl eanup goal of

Encl osure (1),
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TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI Tl ONS ( Conti nued)

Sui tabl e
Zoni ng to ECP
Subparcel | Buildings | Transfer? Hi story Cat egory Exi sting Environnental Conditions

for use as an educati onal 0.2 ng/ SF (| ead) had been achi eved.
center for 25 students, ages . The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
13-19, to provide special nost previously identified ACMs are in
acadeni ¢ and pre-vocational fair condition. In small areas, the
training. ACM flooring materials are damaged but
are not considered a PIH No
restrictions were identified.

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
smal | amounts of peeling paint are
present on the building s ceilings,

wal I's, and floors. A dust w pe sanple
collected fromthe first floor did not
contain | ead above the OSHA t hreshold

concentration of 200 ng/SF. A smal
anmount of the building s exterior paint
is peeling. No restrictions were
identified.

Previously reported PIHs (i.e., paint
on the basenent stairs, fungal growh
in the basenent transfornmer room ACM
inthe first floor punp room were
abat ed during the sublessee's

renovati ons.

During Cct 01, the Navy excavated a
concrete structure and the surroundi ng
debris (brick, nortar, ash, etc.) in

t he woods behi nd Buil ding 24. As
docunmented in the Final Renopval Action
Report, RIAs 95A, 56, 7A, 36, 55C, 96A,
Del uge Tank, and BBQ Pit/ I ncinerator
Area of 23 Jan 02, the results of
confirmatory anal yses did not exceed
applicabl e soil standards; therefore,
NFA is required

0cs-CG1 25 Yes Bui lding 25 (former Dispensary |1 - No hazardous substances or petrol eum
garage) is approximately 1,500 products are known to have been

SF and is a single-story, rel eased or di sposed of on the

masonry structure with a property.

concrete slab foundation. The - As docunented in the Safety and Health
bui I ding has two large, roll- Assessnent for Buildings 24 and 25 of

Encl osure (1), Table 1 Page 6




TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)
Sui tabl e
Zoni ng to ECP

Subparcel | Buildings | Transfer? Hi story Cat egory Exi sting Environnental Conditions
up overhead garage doors. The Jul 00, biohazard materials (as |isted
buil ding was formerly used to in the Phase | EBS) have been renoved
park and to perform al t hough warning signs are stil
mai nt enance on the Di spensary post ed.
anbul ances. Later, the The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
bui I ding was used for office approxi mately 4 SF of nold was present
space and to store nedical on the west wall.
supplies. Currently, the The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
bui I 'ding is unoccupied but ACMs remain in good condition and no
sone equi pment (boxes, restrictions were identified.
gogrugggtnngliogs}eﬁ;{hcsnside The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
tﬂe Euildin ' interior paint remains in good

9. condition. A dust w pe sanple collected
fromthe floor did not contain |ead
above the OSHA threshol d concentration
of 200 ng/ SF. A small anopunt of the
buil ding’ s exterior paint is peeling.
No restrictions were identified.

&C1 52 Yes Bui I ding 52 (H gh Expl osive 1 As docunented in the Phase | EBS of
Magazine) is an unheated, 140 18 Nov 96, no hazardous substances or
SF under ground concrete bunker petrol eum products are known to have
that was fornmerly used for the been rel eased or di sposed of on the
storage of Signal Underwater property.

Sound Bonmbs. Base maps from The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that

1945 and 1955 list it as a the building is in good condition

fuse and detonator magazi ne. i ncl udi ng the presuned ACM and pai nt ed

Maps from 1970, 1978, and 1993 surfaces. No restrictions were

list it as the high explosive identified in the PIH Survey.

magazi ne. The bu!ldlng 'S The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that

cuargntly unocguglgd, enﬁty, Bui |l ding 52 has a painted door that is

ﬁﬂ kI? surrogPhe Iy E 3 a'? in good condition. The remainder of

n ence w a locked gate. the structure is not painted. No

hazards or restrictions were
identified.

Gs-CG1 92 Yes Bui | di ng 92 (Magazi ne-1Inert) 1 No hazardous substances or petrol eum
i's an unheated, 1,388 SF products are known to have been
concrete bl ock structure that rel eased or disposed of on the
was used to store training property. As docunented in the CERFA
bonbs and enpty casings from report of 28 Mar 97, Building 92 was
smal | arms.  Building 92 has desi gnated as “CERFA 1 cl ean”

Encl osure (1), Table 1
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Subpar cel Bui | di ngs | Transfer? H story Cat egory Exi sting Environmental Conditions
a seal ant-covered, concrete The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
floor, and no floor drains. ACMs remain in fair condition; however,
Water and electric utilities no hazards or restrictions were
have been di sconnect ed. i dentifi ed.

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
smal | amounts of peeling paint are
present on the floors. A dust w pe
sanmple fromthe interior floor did not
contain | ead above the COSHA t hreshold
concentration of 200 ng/SF. A
significant amount of the exterior
pai nt is peeling; however, no hazards
or restrictions were identified.

Gs-CG1 93 Yes Bui | di ng 93 (Magazi ne- Snal | 1 No hazardous substances or petrol eum
Arms) is an unheated 1,388 SF products are known to have been
concrete block structure that rel eased or disposed of on the
was used to store small arms property. As docunented in the CERFA
anmuni tion. Building 93 has a Report of 28 Mar 97, Building 93 was
seal ant -covered concrete fl oor desi gnated as “CERFA 1 clean”.
and no floor drains. Wat er The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
and electric utilities have ACMs remain in fair condition; however,
been di sconnect ed. no hazards or restrictions were

i dentifi ed.
The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
interior paint is in good condition. A
dust w pe sanple fromthe interior
floor did not contain | ead above the
OSHA t hreshol d concentration of
200 ng/ SF. A significant anmount of the
exterior paint is peeling; however, no
hazards or restrictions were
i dentifi ed.

Gs-CG1 94 Yes Bui | di ng 94 (Magazi ne- 1 No hazardous substances or

Pyrot echnics) is an unheated,
1,388 SF concrete bl ock
structure that was used to
store pyrotechni c devices such
as snoke grenades, signha

pet rol eum
products are known to have been

rel eased or disposed of on the
property. As docunented in the CERFA
report of 28 Mar 97, Building 94 was
designated as “CERFA 1 cl ean”.

flares, decoy flares, and The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
l'ocation nmarkers. Building 94 ACMs remain in fair condition; however,
Encl osure (1), Table 1 Page 8
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Sui t abl e
Zoni ng to ECP
Subparcel | Buildings | Transfer? Hi story Cat egory Exi sting Environnental Conditions

has a seal ant-covered, no hazards or restrictions were

concrete floor and no floor identified.

drains. Wter and electric . The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that

utilities have been significant anounts of peeling paint

di sconnect ed. are present on the floors. A dust wipe
sanmple fromthe interior floor did not
contain | ead above the OSHA t hreshol d
concentration of 200 ng/SF. A smal
anmount of the exterior paint is
peel i ng; however, no hazards or
restrictions were identified.

os-CG1 98 Yes Buil ding 98 (former Dispensary |2 . As summarized in enclosure (5), the

Boi l er House) is a 195 SF Navy has proposed NFA for RIA 44 (soot

masonry building with a in Building 98).

concrete floor that was . As summarized in enclosure (4), the

constructed circa 1943-1945. Navy mitigated a petrol eumrel ease from

Since that time, access to the former UST between Buil dings 24 and

Bui 1 ding 98 was controlled by 98 (MCP RTN 3-15379). The Navy filed a

the NAS South Veymouth Public Response Action Qutcome (RAO in May 00

Wrks Department. Building 98 and closed the RTN. An AUL was filed

contains the fuel oil-fired to address residual petrol eum beneath

furnace that was fornerly used the foundation of Building 98 [see

to heat Building 24. No. 2 cl ause (8) of enclosure (2)].

fuel oil for the boiler was
stored in a 2,000-gal UST (No.
10) |l ocated between the
parking | ot and Buil di ng 24.
In Nov 98, the Navy
retrofitted the boiler and
connected it to a natural gas
l[ine so it can continue to
provi de heat to Building 24.
Building 98 is currently

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported ACMs
in fair condition; however, no hazards
or restrictions were identified.

The PIH Survey of Jun 00 reported that
| ead dust is present on the floor
However, since that tinme, the | essee of
Bui | di ng 98 has conduct ed renovati ons
and the revised PIH Survey of Aug 01
reported that a dust w pe sanple from

| eased to the SSTTDC and the floor did not contain | ead above
subl eased to the CHARMVE the OSHA threshol d concentration of
('vhssapoag) SChOOI . 200 rTg/ SF The PI H SUrVey Of Aug 01

reported that significant quantities of
peeling paint are present on the walls
and floors and the building s exterior
paint is in good condition; however, no
restrictions/hazards were identified.

Encl osure (1), Table 1 Page 9
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Sui t abl e
Zoni ng to ECP
Subparcel | Buildings | Transfer? Hi story Cat egory Exi sting Environnental Conditions
cs-CG1 133 Yes Bui l ding 133 (Main Gate 1 No hazardous substances or petrol eum

Security) was constructed in
1986 when the main entrance to
the NAS was nmoved from Wite
St. to Main St. Prior to 1986,
the parcel was a lightly
wooded area. An extension to
Bui | di ng 133 was constructed
in 1991/1992, nmeking it 2,556
SF in total. The building has
no basenent but does have
attic space. From 1986-1995,
Bui | di ng 133 was used as the
NAS Police Dept Ofices.

St orage of spent and live
smal | -arms anmuni tion
cartridges, pepper spray, and
gun cl eani ng and nmai nt enance
chemicals were stored inside a
3' x3'x3" weapons | ocker and
were renmoved on or before 30
Sep 97. From 1995 to 1999,
the main gate area has been
sporadically occupied for use
as office space by Navy
contractors. The boilers and
associ ated fuel oil UST remain
active. Donmestic wastewater is
connected to the Massachusetts
Wat er Resources Authority
(MARA) system A FOSL was
conpl eted for Building 133 and
it is currently subleased to

t he Weynmouth Police Dept.

products are known to have been

rel eased or disposed of on the
property. As docunented in the CERFA
report of 28 Mar 97, Building 133 was
designated as “CERFA 1 cl ean”.

Since 1986, the fuel oil for the
boil ers at Building 133 has been stored
in a 550-gal, fiberglass UST (UST #35)

| ocated south of the buil ding. The
UST passed tracer tests conducted in
1993, 1994, and 1995 (no nore recent
tests conducted). The tests were
conducted by Tracer Research

Cor porati on under contract numnber
N62472-90-D-1298. The UST neets the
40 CFR 280 requirenments of Dec 98. The
UST is still active and there is no
history of spills or leaks. The

fl ammabl es | ockers noted in the Phase
EBS have been renoved.

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that

ACMs renmain fair condition; however, no
hazards or restrictions were
identified. The 12-in. by 12-in. vinyl

floor tiles in the guards area are
begi nning to show wear. Fireproof
safes, that are presuned to contain
ACMs, were reported to be in good
condi ti on.

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
interior and exterior paints remain in
good condition. A dust w pe sanple from
the floor did not contain | ead above
the OSHA threshold concentration of

200 ng/ SF. The buil di ng was
constructed in 1986 (after the ban on
LBP in 1978) and is, therefore,

unlikely to contain LBP. No
restrictions were identified.

Encl osure (1),
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Gs-CG1 141 Yes Bui l ding 141 (Housing Referral |1 No hazardous substances or petrol eum

O fice) and the associ at ed
parking area are currently
| eased to the SSTTDC. From

1945-1950s, the area consisted
of a dog kennel and car et aker
of fice. These buildings were

denolished in the | ate 1950s.
Fromthe late 1950s until

1988, the area was a vacant

| ot that was used as a
training area by the
Massachusetts National Guard.
Construction of Building 141
for Navy use as the Housing
Referral O fice conmenced in
1988. In 1996, the Local
Reuse Authority, currently
known as the SSTTDC, noved
into the building under a

| ease agreenment. The FOSL for
the SSTTDC | ease was conpl et ed
on 30 Sep 99. Building 141 is
a 2,827 SF, wood-franed
bui | di ng. An unnunber ed,

| ocked shed | ocated next to
Buil ding 141 is used for

m scel | aneous equi prent

storage (boxes, computer
equi prent, an air conditioner
etc.).

products are known to have been

rel eased or disposed of on the
property. As docunented in the CERFA
report of 28 Mar 97, Building 141 was
designated as “CERFA 1 cl ean”.

Fuel oil for heating Building 141 is
stored in an indoor, 275-gal AST.
There is no history of spills or

rel eases fromthis AST and the AST is
in conpliance with applicable
environnental |aws and regul ati ons.
No ACMs and no LBP are present due to
the recent date of construction

Encl osure (1),
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os-CG1 - - Yes, The renmai nder of the CS-C 1 4, As docunented in the CERFA report of
pendi ng property not included with the | pending 28 Mar 97, the veteran nenorial park
final NFA | above buil di ng descriptions com and Shea Menorial Drive were designated
Deci si on was used as open space pl etion “CERFA 1 clean”.
Docunments | (forested) and as the clear of work As sunmarized in enclosure (5), the
or NFA zone for the north end of at Navy has recommended NFA for RIA 51
regul - Runway 17-35. A veteran RIA 52 (under ground asbest os-1ined pipe east
atory merorial park is |ocated west of Building 141) and will soon issue a
agr ee- of Building 141. 05 C1 also final NFA Decision Docunment. See
nments for contains nost of the North restriction under clause 8(g) of
Rl As 51, Ballfield | ocated west of encl osure (2).
gg' and Hought on Road. As sunmmari zed in enclosure (5), the
Navy will issue a final NFA Decision
Docurment for RIA 52 (netals cans north
of the North Ballfield) prior to the
transfer of the property within this
Rl A
As sunmmari zed in enclosure (5), the
Navy has conpl eted renedi ati on work at
RIA 98 (“Mass 6 Site” |ocated west of
Bui |l di ng 141). The Navy, EPA, and
MADEP agree that NFA is required.
As noted in the EBST, general surface
debris (solid waste) in this subparcel
i s being addressed separately fromthe
FOST [see al so enclosure (7)].
os-CG2 None Yes This area contains a small 1 As docunented in the Basew de EBS

wooded area and a tennis court
that is part of the Recreation
Conpl ex.

Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no

hazar dous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been

rel eased or disposed of on the
property. As docunented in the CERFA
report of 28 Mar 97, the wooded area
behi nd the tennis courts was desi gnat ed
as “CERFA 1 clean”.

As noted in the EBST, general surface
debris (solid waste) in this subparcel
i s being addressed separately fromthe
FOST [see al so enclosure (7)].

ZONI NG PARCEL 5

Encl osure (1),
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5-R1

None

Yes

Thi s subparcel was used as
open space (forested) al ong
t he base perineter.

1

As docunented in the Basew de EBS
Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no

hazar dous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been

rel eased or disposed of on the
property.

As noted in the EBST, general surface
debris (solid waste) in this subparcel
i s being addressed separately fromthe
FOST [see al so enclosure (7)].

5-R2

None

Yes

Thi s subparcel was used as
open space (forested) al ong
t he base perineter.

As docunented in the Basew de EBS
Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no

hazar dous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been

rel eased or disposed of on the
property.

As noted in the EBST, general surface
debris (solid waste) in this subparcel
i s being addressed separately fromthe
FOST [see al so enclosure (7)].

C5-R-3

None

Yes

Thi s subparcel was used as
open space (forested) al ong
t he base perineter.

As docunented in the Basew de EBS
Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no

hazar dous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been

rel eased or disposed of on the
property.

As noted in the EBST, general surface
debris (solid waste) in this subparcel
i s being addressed separately fromthe
FOST [see al so enclosure (7)].

OS5 R4

None

Yes

Thi s subparcel was used as
open space (forested) al ong
t he base perineter.

As docunented in the Basew de EBS
Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no

hazar dous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been

rel eased or disposed of on the
property.

As noted in the EBST, general surface
debris (solid waste) in this subparcel
i s being addressed separately fromthe
FOST [see al so enclosure (7)].

Encl osure (1),
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5-R-5 None Yes, Thi s subparcel was used as 3, As noted in the EBST, general surface
pendi ng open space (forested) al ong pendi ng debris (solid waste) in this subparce
final NFA | the base perineter. final i s being addressed separately fromthe
Deci si on NFA FOST [see al so enclosure (7)].
Docunent Deci si on EBS RIAs 7A and 7B pertain to househol d
for Docunent debris | ocated al ong the fenceline of
RIA 7A for 0S-R-5. As sunmarized in
RIA 7A encl osure (5), the Navy conpleted a
final NFA Decision Docunent for RIA 7B
in Jan 02 and a draft NFA Deci sion
Docunent for RIA 7A in Jul 01. EPA and
MADEP have agreed to the NFA
deci si on/ recommendati on and t he Navy
will finalize the Decision Docunent for
RIA 7A prior to transfer of that
property.
ZONI NG PARCEL 6
s-W1 32 Yes The MAR Youth Center is a 1 No hazardous substances or petrol eum
1,398 SF, single-story, wood- products are known to have been
framed structure built in the rel eased or disposed on the property.
1940s (no basenent). This

bui | di ng was used as the

guar dhouse for the Wiite St
entrance until Jul 87
(concrete foundation of the
former guard shack is stil
present adjacent to Building
32). From 1987-1995, the
bui | di ng was used as a youth
care center for recreationa
activities for children ages
6-18. The buil di ng was
unoccupi ed from 1995-1999. A
FOSL was conpl eted for
Bui |l ding 32 and the associ at ed
parki ng area on 10 Sep 99 and
currently the building is used
by the CHARMS (Massapoag)
school for special - needs
teenagers. CHARMS plans to
nove to Buil ding 24.

The buil ding was heated with No. 2 fue

oil, which was stored in a berned 275-
gal AST, located to the southeast of
the building. The AST was renoved on

19 Jun 98 and no signs of spills or

stai ning around the tank were observed.
A new, berned, 275-gal AST was
installed after renoval of the old AST
was conpl eted. Asbestos is presuned to
be present in some construction
materials of this building; however, no
FAD asbestos has been identified.

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
ACMs remain in good condition and no
restrictions were identified.

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
interior paint remains in good
condition. Exterior windowsills are
beginning to peel. No restrictions
were identified.

Encl osure (1),
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TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)
Sui tabl e
Zoni ng to ECP
Subparcel | Buildings | Transfer? Hi story Cat egory Exi sting Environnental Conditions
s Wi 85 Yes The Punp House contains the 1 No hazardous substances or petrol eum
wat er supply booster punps products are known to have been
used to punp water to the rel eased or di sposed of on the
water tower as required. The property. As docunented in the CERFA
punmp is located in a pit report of 28 Mar 97, Building 85 was
beneat h the buil ding (confined desi gnated as “CERFA 1 cl ean”
space), and the valve pit Aut hori zed access by trained personne
(unnunbered) is in an only due to a "confined space"
under ground vaul t condition within the building. No
approximately 75 ft east of envi ronnental concerns were identified
the MAR Youth Center. The for this building. NFA is required.
frggrkbuggtﬂafh: gﬁﬂgrﬁéﬁse The PI H Sgrvgy of_Aug Ol_rgported t hat
and the vault are |ocked and ACMs remain in falr_condltlon; however ,
. ! ) no hazards or restrictions were
access is controlled by Public i dentified
Wirks. The Navy currently )
mai ntains the building' s Th? P!H Survey of Apg 01 reported_tha;
interior tenperature using a Bui | di ng 85_— Interior paint remains in
space heater in order to good cond!tlon._ A ﬁoderatg aﬁnunt of
protect the equi pment inside. Lgehgxteglor paint 1s peellng, however,
During the Phase | EBS, no . zards or restrictions were
records or indications of Identified.
chemi cal or fuel storage
di sposal or spills were
identified.
oS-Wi1 133A Yes Building 133A is a small guard 1 No hazardous substances or petrol eum
shack associated with the Miin products are known to have been
Gate security (see discussion rel eased or di sposed of on the
of Building 133 above). The property. As docunented in the CERFA
building is currently unused. report of 28 Mar 97, Building 133A was
designated “CERFA 1 cl ean”.
The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
ACMs remain in good condition and no
restrictions were identified.

Encl osure (1),

Table 1
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TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)
Sui tabl e
Zoni ng to ECP
Subparcel | Buildings | Transfer? Hi story Cat egory Exi sting Environnental Conditions
The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
i ncreasing quantities of peeling paint
were reported for the building s walls.
However, the buil ding was constructed
in 1986 (after the ban on LBP in 1978)
and is, therefore, unlikely to contain
LBP. The exterior paint remains in
good condition. No restrictions were
identified.
oS- W1 -- Yes The remai nder of the CS-W1 1 As documented in the Basew de EBS
property not included with the Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no
above buil ding descriptions hazar dous substances or petrol eum
was used as open space products are known to have been
(forested) along the base rel eased or disposed of on the
perineter. property.
As noted in the EBST, general surface
debris (solid waste) in this subparcel
i s being addressed separately fromthe
FOST [see al so encl osure (7)].
oS- W2 None Yes Thi s subparcel was used as 1 As docurmented in the Basewi de EBS
open space (forested) al ong Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no
the base perineter. hazar dous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been
rel eased or disposed of on the
property.
As noted in the EBST, general surface
debris (solid waste) in this subparcel
i s being addressed separately fromthe
FOST [see al so enclosure (7)].
ZONI NG PARCEL 7
SPUD- 1 97 Yes, Bui l ding 97 (Chapel) is a 1 As docunented in the CERFA report of
gi ven 5,044 SF, single story, wood- 28 Mar 97, Building 97 and its
restric- framed building that was noved surroundi ng grounds were designated
tions toits current |location “CERFA 1 cl ean”
outlined between the [ate 1960s and the The Chapel was fornerly heated by
In early 1970s.  The buil di ng station steamvia steam pi pes that
cl ause 8 was built in the [ate 1930s at entered through the unfinished
of Qis Air Force Base |located in craw space beneath the building. The
encl osure | Bourne, MA (Massachusetts

Encl osure (1),

Table 1

(2)

Mlitary Reservation). An

PIH Survey of Aug 01 identified that
t he craw space contai ns damaged ACM

Page 16




TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)
Sui tabl e
Zoni ng to ECP
Subparcel | Buildings | Transfer? Hi story Cat egory Exi sting Environnental Conditions
annex was built on the [pipefittings on 2”7 and 4” fibergl ass
west si de of the chapel in 1989 lines (191 total) and associ ated
and was used as an energency asbest os-contai ning debris (6 SF)].
conmuni cati ons center for the Therefore, the PIH Survey recomended
Pl ymout h Nucl ear Power Pl ant the restriction that the craw space
until the m d-1990s. The shoul d be pl acarded as cont ai ni ng
chapel is currently not used asbestos fibers and that the craw space
and is in fair condition. shoul d not be entered except by
aut hori zed personnel donning protective
clothing and respirators. C ause 8 of
encl osure (2) includes a restriction to
address this hazard. Remnaining ACMs
were reported to be in fair condition
al t hough no additional hazards or
restrictions were identified.
The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
interior paint is in good condition. A
dust wi pe sanple fromthe floor did not
contain | ead above the OSHA t hreshold
concentration of 200 ng/SF. A
significant amount of the exterior
pai nt is peeling; however, no hazards
or restrictions were identified.
SPUD- 1 113 Yes, Bui | di ng 113 (Fi el d House 1 As docunented in the CERFA report of
gi ven Head) is a 152 SF concrete 28 Mar 97, Building 113 and its
restricti bl ock building constructed in surroundi ng grounds were designated as
ons 1970 that is unheated and “CERFA 1 cl ean”
outlined |consists of a men's and a The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
In wonen' s section. There are no ACMs remain in good condition and no
cl ause 8 floor drains. This area is restrictions were identified.
of part of the |eased Recreation The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
encl osure | Conpl ex.

(2)

significant quantities of peeling paint
are present on the ceilings, walls,
floors. A dust wi pe sample fromthe
interior floor indicated that |ead dust
is present above the OSHA threshold
concentration of 200 nmg/ SF; therefore,
the PIH Survey reconmends t hat
protective foot coverings be worn
inside the building. Respirators are

and

Encl osure (1),

Table 1

Page 17




TABLE 1

SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)

Zoni ng
Subpar cel

Bui | di ngs

Sui t abl e
to
Transfer?

H story

ECP
Cat egory

Exi sting Environmental Conditions

required for activities that may
significantly disturb the | ead dust
(e.g., renovation), unless the new
bui | di ng owner cleans out the | ead dust
in accordance with applicable federal
state, and | ocal procedures. Buil ding
113 is currently | ocked and unused. If
Buil ding 113 is reopened for use, then
a warni ng sign about the |ead dust nust
be placed on the entrances to the
bui | di ng unl ess the dust has been

cl eaned up. See cl ause 8(a) of

encl osure (2). In accordance with the
Navy policy menorandum of 7 Jan 00, the
Navy is not required to abate | ead dust
in Building 113 because it will not be
used for residential purposes and will
not be a child-occupied facility. The
exterior paint of Building 113 is in
good condition.

SPUD- 1

121

Yes

Bui |l di ng 121 (Recreation
Center) is 15,567 SF and was
built between 1978 and 1982 in
the [ ocation of the old Navy
Exchange Buil di ng t hat had
burned down and was
denol i shed. This area is part
of the | eased Recreation

Conpl ex. The buil di ng
cont ai ns i ndoor basket bal
courts, racquetball courts,
wei ght-1ifting areas, and

| ocker roons. There is no
basenent .

No hazardous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been

rel eased or disposed of on the
property.

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
ACMs remain in fair condition; however,
no hazards or restrictions were
identified.

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
smal |l quantities of peeling paint are
present on a duct in the gymarea as
well as on the floor and a water tank
in the boiler room A dust w pe sanple
fromthe floor did not contain | ead
above the OSHA t hreshol d concentration
of 200 ng/ SF. Exterior paint is in good
condition. No hazards or restrictions
were identified.

SPUD- 1

122

Yes

The 6,307 SF Building 122 was
built between 1978 and 1982 in

No hazardous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been

Encl osure (1),

Table 1
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TABLE 1

SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)

Zoni ng
Subpar cel

Bui | di ngs

Sui t abl e
to
Transfer?

H story

ECP
Cat egory

Exi sting Environmental Conditions

the | ocation of the previous
Navy Exchange Buil di ng ( NEX),
whi ch burned down and was
denol i shed. Building 122
currently contains a seating
area and a kitchen. The

buil ding fornerly contained a
si x-1ane bowl ing area that was
renoved in 1997 foll ow ng base
closure. Building 122 is a
one-story, masonry structure
with a built-up roof. The
bui | di ng steam heati ng system
(previously supplied by the
base steam heati ng

di stribution system) was
converted to natural gas on 9
Nov 98. Building 122 has been
used as a conference center

si nce base closure in 1997.
Buil ding 122 is currently

| eased to SSTTDC and subl eased
to the Massachusetts Crimnal
Justice Training Council for
meeti ngs, office, and

cl assroom use.

rel eased or disposed of on the

property.

The Phase | EBS of 18 Nov 96 indi cated
t hat general purpose cleaners,
solvents, |lane stripper, shoe solvent,
old rags, and spray buff solution for
the alley lanes were stored. Public
wor ks drawi ngs show a 4 ft by 4 ft by

5 ft drywell in the pin setting room
and floor drains in the kitchen and
bat hroons of the bowing alley. The
drywell is |located where the steam and
return-water pipes enter Building 122
(simlar to other buildings). The
drywell is for capturing any water

| eaks fromthose pipes and any | eaks
that occur during mai ntenance of those
pi pes. Any water captured discharges
to the ground via the gravel base of
the drywell. The water in the pipes is
froma potable water supply. No floor
drai ns discharge to the drywell (floor
drains are connected to the sanitary
sewer systen) and the drywell was not
used for the disposal of hazardous
subst ances or petrol eum products.
stored cl eaners and sol vents for
bow i ng al |l ey have been renpved.
The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
ACMs remain in fair condition; however,
no hazards or restrictions were
identified.

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
interior and exterior paints remain
intact and in good condition. A dust
wi pe sanple fromthe floor did not
contain | ead above the OSHA t hreshold
concentration of 200 ng/ SF. No
restrictions were identified.

The
t he

Encl osure (1),

Table 1
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TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)
Sui tabl e
Zoni ng to ECP
Subparcel | Buildings | Transfer? Hi story Cat egory Exi sting Environnental Conditions
SPUD- 1 145 Yes Bui | ding 145 (Covered 1 No hazardous substances or petrol eum
Pavilion) is a 2,642 SF products are known to have been
out side picnic area located in rel eased or disposed of on the
a wooded area. It was property. As docunented in the CERFA
constructed in 1990. A fire report of 28 Mar 97, the covered
pit here is used for pavi lion and its surrounding grounds
bar becues. This area is were designated as “CERFA 1 clean”
part of the |eased Recreation No ACMs and no LBP are present due to
Conpl ex. the recent date of construction
SPUD- 1 -- Yes The renmai nder of the SPUD 1 1 No hazar dous substances are known to
property not included with the have been rel eased or di sposed of on
above buil di ng descri ptions the property.
was used as recreation space As summarized in enclosures (4) and
(South Ballfield) or forested (5), the Navy has conpleted restoration
open space. The current work for EBS RIA 48 (NEX Filling
parking area north of Building Station UST Leak Detection Failure),
122 was a former NEX gasoline EBS RIA 91 (Unreported Incidental
filling station (renoved). Spills/Drips fromthe Former NEX
SPUD-1 contains a small Filling Station), and MCP RTN 3- 13316
portion of the North Ballfield (NEX Site). NFA is required.
located west of Houghton Road. As docunented in the CERFA report of
28 Mar 97, the South Ballfield, the
par ki ng area of Buildings 121 and 122,
and the grounds between those buil di ngs
and Houghton Road were designhated as
“CERFA 1 cl ean”.
As noted in the EBST, general surface
debris (solid waste) in this subparcel
i s being addressed separately fromthe
FOST [see al so enclosure (7)].
SPUD- 2 None Yes Thi s subparcel (open field) is |1 As docunented in the Basew de EBS
the location of the denolished Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no
barracks, Building 18. This hazar dous substances or petrol eum
subparcel is currently part of products are known to have been
the Recreation Conpl ex. rel eased or di sposed of on the
property.
As sunmmarized in enclosure (5), the
Navy will be conpleting a final NFA
Deci si on Docunent for RIA 42 (buried
asbestos pipe) in Apr 02 (prior to the

Encl osure (1),

Table 1
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TABLE 1

SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)

Zoni ng
Subpar cel

Bui | di ngs

Sui t abl e

Transfer?

to

H story

ECP
Cat egory

Exi sting Environmental Conditions

transfer of subparcel SPUD 2).

SPUD- 3

None

Yes

Thi s
open
zone

subparcel was used as
space (forested and cl ear
east of Runway 8-26).

1

As docunented in the Basew de EBS
Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no

hazar dous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been

rel eased or disposed of on the
property.

As noted in the EBST, general surface
debris (solid waste) in this subparcel
i s being addressed separately fromthe
FOST [see al so enclosure (7)].

SPUD- 4

None

Yes

Thi s
open

subparcel was used as
space (forested).

As docunented in the Basew de EBS
Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no

hazar dous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been

rel eased or disposed of on the
property.

As noted in the EBST, general surface
debris (solid waste) in this subparcel
i s being addressed separately fromthe
FOST [see al so enclosure (7)].

SPUD- 5

None

Yes

Thi s
open
zone

subparcel was used as
space (forested and cl ear
west of Runway 8-26).

As docunented in the Basew de EBS
Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no

hazar dous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been

rel eased or disposed of on the
property.

As noted in the EBST, general surface
debris (solid waste) in this subparcel
i s being addressed separately fromthe
FOST [see al so enclosure (7)].

SPUD- 6

None

Yes

Thi s
open

triangle.

subparcel was used as
space wi thin the runway
Al so includes a

portion of the runways.

As docunented in the Basew de EBS Phase
I Report of 18 Nov 96, no hazardous
subst ances or petrol eum products are
known to have been rel eased or di sposed
of on the property.

As docunented in the CERFA report of

28 Mar 97, the runway and taxiway were
desi gnated “CERFA-1 cl ean”.

SPUD- 7

None

Yes

Thi s

subparcel was used as

As docunented in the Basew de EBS

Encl osure (1),

Table 1
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TABLE 1

SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)

Zoni ng
Subpar cel

Bui | di ngs

Sui t abl e

Transfer?

to

ECP

H story Cat egory

Exi sting Environmental Conditions

open space (forested).

Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no
hazar dous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been
rel eased or disposed of on the

property.

ZONI NG PARCEL

oo

SR-R

None

Yes

[

Thi s subparcel was used as
open space (forested) al ong
t he base perineter.

As docunented in the Basew de EBS
Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no

hazar dous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been

rel eased or disposed of on the
property.

As noted in the EBST, general surface
debris (solid waste) in this subparcel
i s being addressed separately fromthe
FOST [see al so enclosure (7)].

ZONI NG PARCEL 9

SR-W1

None

Yes

Thi s subparcel is an open 1
field that is part of the
Recreati on Conpl ex.

As docunented in the Basew de

EBS Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no
hazar dous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been

rel eased or disposed of on the
property.

EBS RI A 46 (suspected buried asbestos
shingl es at Barracks) — As sunmari zed
in enclosure (5), only a portion of
this RIAis located in the subparcel
NFA has been proposed because no
hazards were associated with the smal
anmount of debris present (no |arge
subsurface di sposals of ACM were
found) .

SPRUCE STREET EXTENSI ON

Spr uce
Street
Ext ensi on

None

Yes

Thi s subparcel is separated 1
fromthe main base by the
public road (Spruce Street).
This property was obtai ned by
the Navy nuch later than the
rest of the main base. Wen
of fered for sale by the forner

No hazardous substances or petrol eum
products are known to have been

rel eased or disposed of on the
property. As docunented in the CERFA
report of 28 Mar 97, this property was
designated as “CERFA 1 cl ean”.

As noted in the EBST, general surface

Encl osure (1),

Table 1
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TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)
Sui tabl e
Zoni ng to ECP
Subparcel | Buildings | Transfer? Hi story Cat egory Exi sting Environnental Conditions
owner, the Navy purchased this debris (solid waste) in this subparce

property in order to increase
t he anount of clear zone south
of Runway 17-35. Upon
obt ai ni ng the | and, the Navy
renoved the vegetation and a
smal | residential hone

t her ei n. The property is
currently overgrown and
remai ns unused ot her than a
30-ft wide utility easenent
for the Brockton Edison
Conpany.

i s being addressed separately fromthe

FOST [see al so enclosure (7)].

Encl osure (1),

Table 1
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TABLE 2 HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND PETROLEUM PRODUCTS STORED,

RELEASED, OR DI SPCSED

Dat e( s) CERCLA
Subst ance St ored, St or ed, 120(h) (1)
Subpar cel Bui | di ng Rel eased, or Quantity Rel eased, or Report abl e?
(1) Nunber Descri ption Di sposed (gal I ons) Di sposed (2)
| NST- 1 31 Bachel or No. 2 fuel oil Stored 3, 000 1959 to Aug 97 | No
Oficers (stored and two (rempved)
Quarters reported rel eases | Rel eases of
under gr ound bot h addressed approx. 1,700
storage tank under the MCP) and 35
(UST) gal | ons
(cl eaned)
I NST-1 49 Transient VIP No. 2 fuel oil 550 Unknown No
Quarters UST (stored) (removed)
I NST-1 49 Transient VIP No. 2 fuel oil 330 Unknown No
Quarters AST (stored) (present)
os-A 1 146 Bui |l ding has an | No. 2 fuel oil 3,000 1996 to No
i nacti ve, (stored) (currently pr esent
doubl e wal I ed only
fuel oil above- 68 gal | ons)
ground storage
tank (AST)
cs-CG1 133 UST No. 35 No. 2 fuel oil 550 1986 to No
| ocated south (stored) pr esent
of this
bui | di ng
cs-CG1 141 | ndoor AST No. 2 fuel oil 275 1989 to No
(stored) pr esent
os-CG1 24/ 98 Former UST for No. 2 fuel oil Stored - UST installed No
Di spensary and (stored and 2,000 circa 1945 and
associ at ed reported rel ease renoved on
Boi | er House addr essed under Rel eased - 12 Aug 97.
t he MCP) approx. 50
(cl eaned)
Encl osure (1), Table 2 Page 1 of 3




Dat e( s) CERCLA
Subst ance St or ed, St or ed, 120(h) (1)
Subpar cel Bui | di ng Rel eased, or Quantity Rel eased, or Report abl e?
(1) Nunber Descri ption Di sposed (gal I ons) Di sposed (2)
cs-CG1 24 For mer Labor at ory Unknown Unknown Unknown
Di spensary chemi cal s (rempved)
(stored)
X-ray fixer, Unknown Unknown No
devel oper (removed)
(stored)
Silver Nitrate Unknown Unknown Yes
sticks (stored) (removed)
Hydr ogen peroxi de | Unknown Unknown No
(stored) (rempved)
M1 d drugs Unknown Unknown No
(stored) (removed)
Wt - cel | 60 batteries Unknown No
batteries (removed)
(stored)
Gasoline (stored Unknown Unknown No
i n gas cans) (removed)
cs-CG1 25 Gar age Used needl es from | Unknown Unknown No
i muni zat i ons (several (removed)
(stored in boxes) | boxes)
os-CG1 Fl anmabl es | Fl ammabl es Benzoi n al cohol Unknown Unknown No
| ocker | ocker on (stored) (renmoved)
out si de of concrete pad Pai nts (stored) Unknown Unknown No
Bui | di ng and within (removed)
25 fenced area M neral spirits Unknown Unknown No
(stored) (removed)
os-Wil 32 Ber med AST No. 2 fuel oil 275 First AST No
repl aci ng (stored) r enoved
previ ous 275- 19 Jun 98.
gal l on AST New AST
installed in
1999.
Encl osure (1), Table 2 Page 2 of 3




Dat e( s) CERCLA
Subst ance St or ed, St or ed, 120(h) (1)
Subpar cel Bui | di ng Rel eased, or Quantity Rel eased, or Report abl e?
(1) Nunber Descri ption Di sposed (gal I ons) Di sposed (2)
SPUD- 1 122 Conf er ence Ceneral purpose Unknown Stored from Unknown
Center/ Former cl eaners (stored) appr ox.
Bowl i ng All ey 1978/ 1982 to
1997.
Sol vents (stored) | Unknown (see above) Unknown
Lane stri pper Unknown (see above) Unknown
(stored)
Shoe sol vent Unknown (see above) Unknown
(stored)
Spray buff Unknown (see above) Unknown
sol ution (stored)
SPUD- 1 Sout h of Navy Exchange Gasol i ne USTs 6, 000 Stored from No
102 (former filling | (stored and 1955 to 1997
station in reported rel ease 6, 000 Stored from No
current parking | addressed under 1955 to 1997
| ot area) t he MCP) 10, 000 Stored from No
1955 to 1997
Not e: The hazardous substances, quantities, and dates listed in this notice are based on the avail able

i nformati on and docunent ati on.

(1)

(2)

Encl osure (1),

The subparcel acronyns are defined as foll ows:
INST = Institutional

OGS = Open Space (A = Abington, C = Cear Zone,
SPUD = Speci al Planned Use District.

R = Rockl and, W= Weynout h)

Determ nati on made from 40 CFR 302, Table 302.4 “List of Hazardous Substances and Reportable
Quantities.”

Table 2 Page 3 of 3



TABLE 3 NOTI CE OF CERCLA HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES

CERCLA
RCRA Report abl e Quantity
Locati on Subst ance CAS Regul atory Hazar dous Quantity St ored
( Subparcel) St ored Nunber Synonym Wast e Nunber | bs (kg) (kg) Date(s) Stored
Bl dg 24 Silver 7761888 NA NA 1 (0.454) Unknown Unknown
(C5-CG1) Nitrate
Bl dg 24 Lab Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown
(C5-CG1) chemi cal s
Bl dg 122 Cener al Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Bui | di ng constructed
(SPUD-1) pur pose bet ween 1978-1982.
cl eaners Bowl i ng all ey renoved
after 1997.
Bl dg 122 Sol vent s Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown See above Bldg 122
(SPUD- 1)
Bl dg 122 Lane Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown See above Bl dg 122
(SPUD-1) stri pper
Bl dg 122 Shoe Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown See above Bldg 122
(SPUD-1) sol vent
Bl dg 122 Spr ay Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown See above Bldg 122
(SPUD- 1) buf f
sol ution
NOTES:

The information contained in this notice is required under the authority of

section 120(h) of the Conprehensive Environnental Response,
42 U. S.C. section 9620(h).

" Super fund")

The hazardous subst ances,
i nformati on and docunentation (including interviews with enpl oyees).

materials stored or used on the property over the period of operation

NA - Not avail abl e.

** - | ndicates that

Encl osure (1),

Table 3

guantities,

no Reportable Quantity is assigned.

Liability,

regul ati ons pronul gat ed under

may not

and Conpensation Act (CERCLA or

and dates listed in this notice are based on the avail abl e
This |ist

represent al
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ENVI RONVENTAL COVENANTS,
CONDI TI ONS, RESERVATI ONS, and RESTRI CTI ONS
ZONI NG SUBPARCELS B1-W1, INST-1, OS-A-1, OS-C1 AND 2, OS-R-1
THROUGH 5, OS-W1 AND 2, SPUD-1 THROUGH 7, SRR SR-W1, AND SSE
(486. 75 TOTAL ACRES),
AT THE FORMER NAVAL Al R STATI O\,
SOUTH VEYMOUTH, MASSACHUSETTS

1. Notice of Environnental Condition: Information concerning the

envi ronnent al condition of Zoning Subparcels B1-W1, INST-1, CS-A-1, G5 C1
and 2, O5-R 1 through 5, CG&-W1 and 2, SPUD-1 through 7, SRRR, SR-W1, and
SSE ("t he subject subparcels") is contained in the follow ng docunents:

(a) Final Basew de Environnental Baseline Survey (EBS) Phase | of 18 Nov 96,
by Stone & Webster Environnental Technol ogy & Servi ces.

(b) Final Basew de EBS Phase Il Sanpling Wrk Plan of 13 Cct 98, by Stone and
Webst er Environmental Technol ogy & Servi ces.

(c) BRAC deanup Plan (BCP) of Aug 98, by the BRAC O eanup Team and
EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy.

(d) Potential |Inmrediate Hazards (PIH) Survey and Materials Update for
Asbest os and Lead-Based Paint (LBP), NAS South Weynout h, Massachusetts of
Aug 01, by Dewberry & Davis.

(e) Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) Determ nation
Report, NAS South Weynouth, Massachusetts of 28 Mar 97, by the Departnent of
t he Navy.

(f) PCB-Free Activity Report, NAS South Weynouth, Massachusetts of 4 Jan 95.

(g) Open Space and Recreation Plan, NAS South Weynouth of Jan 98, by the
Dayl or Consulting Goup for the South-Shore Tri-Town Devel opnent Corporation.

(h) Final Phase Il EBS Decision Docunent for RIAs 42, 46, and 51,
EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy of 11 Apr 02.

(i) No Further Action List, Environmental Baseline Survey, Effective
18 Jan 02, as signed by the Navy (1 Feb 02), EPA Region | (1 Feb 02) and
MADEP (20 Feb 02).

(j) Federal Facility Agreenment for South Weynouth Naval Air Station, National
Priorities List Site of 7 Dec 99 (effective as of 7 Apr 00).

(k) Response Action Qutcone (RAO and Activity and Use Linmtation (AUL) for
Billeting (Bachelor) Oficers Quarters (BOQ Site [Mssachusetts Contingency
Plan (MCP) Rel ease Tracki ng Numbers (RTNs) 3-10239 and 3-10469] of 13 Cct 99
by ENSR.

(1) Final Renoval Action Report, RIAs 95A, 56, 7A, 36, 55C, 96A, Del uge Tank,

and BBQ Pit/Incinerator Area, Foster Wheel er Environnmental Corporation of
23 Jan 02.
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These docunents are incorporated herein by reference.

2. Covenant required by Title 42, United States Code at section

9620(h) (3)(B): In accordance with the requirenments and limtations contained
in Title 42, United States Code at section 9620(h)(3)(B), the GRANTOR hereby
warrants that-

(a) all renedial action necessary to protect human health and the
environnent with respect to any hazardous substances remaining on the subject
subparcel s has been taken, and

(b) any additional renedial action found to be necessary after delivery
of this Quit O aimDeed shall be conducted by the GRANTOR

3. Reservation of Access by Title 42 United States Code at the section
9620(h) (3)(O:

(a) The Grantor reserves a perpetual easenent over and through and a right
of access to the subject subparcels to perform any additional environnenta

i nspection, investigation, nonitoring, sanpling, testing, remedial action
corrective action or other action (hereinafter collectively “Response
Actions”) that are either (1) required by the United States Environnmenta
Protection Agency ("EPA"); (2) required by the Massachusetts Departnent of
Envi ronnental Protection ("MADEP'); (3) necessary to respond to a cl aimby
Grantee; or (4) necessary for the Grantor to fulfill its environnenta
responsi bilities under applicable Iaw. This easenent and right of access
shal |l be binding on the G antee, its successors and assigns, and shall run
with the land. This reservation includes the right to access and use
utilities on the subject subparcels at reasonable cost to the United States.

(b) In exercising this right of access, except in case of inm nent
endangernment to human health or the environnent, the Grantor shall give the
Grantee, or the then record owner, reasonable prior witten notice of
Response Actions to be taken in or on the subject subparcels and shall use
reasonabl e means, wi thout significant additional cost to the Grantor, to
avoid and/or minimze interference with the use of the subject subparcels.

(c) Subject to the provisions of this O ause 3 (Access) and except as

ot herwi se provided for by applicable law, including, without limtation
Section 330 of the National Defense Authorization Act of 1993, as anended,
which rights are expressly reserved by the parties hereunder, the G antee,
the then record owner, and any other person shall have no clai mor cause of
action against the Grantor or any officer, agent, enployee or contractor of
the Gantor for interference with the use of the subject subparcels based
upon Response Actions taken under this Clause 3 (Access). The G antor shal
not incur liability for any additional Response Action found to be necessary
after the date of this conveyance unless the Grantee, its successor or
assign, is able to denonstrate that such rel ease or such newy di scovered
hazar dous substance was due to the Grantor's activities, ownership, use or
occupation of the Transfer Parcel, or the activities of an officer, agent,
enpl oyee or contractor of the G antor

(d) Al'l subsequent transfer, |eases, or other conveyances of the subject
subparcel s shall be made expressly subject to this easenent. Upon a
determ nation by the United States that all renedial action under the
Conpr ehensi ve Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) and the Federal Facility Agreenent (FFA) for the South Weynouth
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Naval Air Station (SOAEY NAS) National Priorities List (NPL) site is
conpleted at the SOMNEY NAS NPL site, the Grantor shall execute and record a
rel ease of easenent.

(e) Not hi ng in any docunent relating to or affecting the transfer or |ease
of any of the subject subparcels shall limt or otherw se affect EPA' s or
MADEFP' s rights of access and entry to and over any and all portions of the
subj ect subparcel s under applicable |aw for purposes including but not
l[limted to: (1) conducting oversight activities, including but not limted to
i nvestigations (such as drillings, test-pitting, borings and data and/or
record conpilation), sanpling, testing, nonitoring, verification of data or
informati on submtted to EPA or MADEP, and/or site inspections, in order to
moni tor the effectiveness of renedial actions, response actions and
corrective actions and/or the protectiveness of any renmedy which is required
by (i) any record of decision ("ROD') (and any anmendnents thereto) that was
approved by the Grantor and EPA and issued by the Grantor pursuant to CERCLA
or the SOAEY NAS FFA (and any nodifications thereto) before or after the date
of conveyance, or (ii) any decision docunent that was, approved by MADEP and
i ssued by the Grantor under applicable state | aw before or after the date of
conveyance; (2) performng five-year reviews as required by applicable |aw
and (3) taking response actions.

Encl osure (1) of the FOST includes figures showing site |locations and the
subj ect subparcel s.

4. GRANTOR Indemification as required by United States Public Law 102-484
section 330:

(a) Pursuant to Section 330 of P.L. 102-484, as anended, and subject to
t he provisions contai ned herein, the GRANTOR shall hold harm ess, defend and
indemify, in full, the GRANTEE; and person or entity that acquires ownership
or control fromthe GRANTEE; or any successor, assignee, transferee or |ender
of the GRANTEE, (collectively and individually "Indemitee(s)"), from and
agai nst any suit, claim demand, adm nistrative or judicial action
liability, judgement, cost or fee, arising out of any claimfor persona
injury or property damage (including death, illness, |oss or damage to
property or economc loss) that results from or is in any manner predicated
upon, the release or threatened rel ease of any hazardous substance,
pol I utant, contam nant, petrol eum or petrol eumderivative fromor on the
subj ect subparcels, as a result of Departnment of Defense (DoD) activities at
t he subj ect subparcels.

(b) 1In any case in which the GRANTOR determines that it may be
required to indemify an Indemitee(s) for any suit, claim denand,
adm nistrative or judicial action, liability, judgenent, cost or fee arising
out of any claimfor personal injury or property danage, the GRANTOR may
settle or defend on behal f of that Indemitee(s), the claimfor persona
injury or property damage

(c) If any Indemitee(s) does not allow the GRANTOR to settle or
defend the claim such Indemitee(s) will not be afforded i ndemification
with respect to that claim

(d) The GRANTOR will not indemify the I ndemitee(s) unless such
I ndemmi t ee(s):

(1) Notifies the GRANTOR in witing within 90 days after such an
i ndemi fication claimaccrues. |If Indemitee(s) is served with a conpl ai nt
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or witten notice of a claimby federal, state, or local regul ators,
Indemitee(s) will provide the GRANTOR with a copy of such docunent no | ater
than 15 days follow ng service of the conplaint. A claimfor indemification
accrues when the Indemitee(s) receives witten notice of any suit, claim
demand, administrative or judicial action, liability, judgenent, cost or
other fee, which relates to personal injury or property damage, that the

I ndemmi t ee(s) knows or may be deened reasonably to have known, nay have been
caused or contributed to by DoD activities. The Indemitee(s)' right to

i ndemi fication shall not expire due to late notice unless the GRANTOR s
ability to defend or to settle is materially and adversely affected,

(2) Furnishes the GRANTOR copi es of pertinent papers the
I ndemmi t ee(s) receives;

(3) Furnishes, to the extent it is in the possession or control
of I ndemmitee(s), evidence or proof of any claim |oss, or damage covered
herein; and

(4) Provides, upon witten request of the GRANTOR, reasonable
access to the records and personnel of the Indemitee(s) for purposes of
defending or settling the claimor clains.

(e) The GRANTOR will not indemify an Indemitee(s) to the extent such
I ndemmi t ee(s) caused or contributed to any rel ease or threatened rel ease of
any hazardous substance, pollutant, contanm nant, petrol eum or petrol eum
derivative fromor on the subject subparcels. The GRANTOR is entitled to
contribution fromlndemitee(s) to the extent the GRANTOR shows that such
I ndemrmi t ee(s) caused or contributed to any rel ease. However, the
availability of contribution shall not affect the requirenment of the GRANTOR
to defend an I ndemitee(s), unless such Indemitee(s) is solely responsible
for the release or threatened release giving rise to the claimfor indemity,
in which case the GRANTOR' s duty to defend will not exist as to that claim

(f) For purposes contained herein, the follow ng terns have the
meani ngs i ndi cated bel ow

(1) “release,” “threatened rel ease,” “hazardous substance,”
“pol lutant,” “contam nant,” “renoval,” “renedial action,” and “response” have
t he meani ngs gi ven such terns under the Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) (42 USC 9601 et seq.) and U. S
Envi ronnental Protection Agency (EPA) regul ations inplenenti ng CERCLA

(2) “DoD activities” nmeans the DoD s construction, installation
pl acenent, operation, maintenance, use, m suse, abandonment of or failure to
mai ntai n the buil di ngs and equi prent and | and at the subject subparcels; or
failure to satisfy any otherwi se legally applicable obligation to investigate
or remedi ate any environnmental conditions existing at the subject subparcels.
“DoD activities” does not nean the release or threatened rel ease is caused or
contributed to by the Indemitee(s).

(3) “Action.arising out of any claimfor property danage”
i ncludes, but is not limted to, any judicial, admnistrative or private cost
recovery proceedi ng brought against an Indemitee(s) (a) for response costs
ari sing under CERCLA, (b) for costs incurred to enjoin or abate the presence
or migration of contam nation fromor on the subject subparcels under the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (42 USC 6901 et seq.), or
(c) for costs incurred to conply with the requirenents of sinmlar federal or
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state |laws and regul ations (or the laws of any political subdivision of the
state) which arise fromenvironmental conditions at the subject subparcels.

(4) “Environnental condition(s)” neans any hazardous substance,
pol I utant or contam nant, including hazardous waste or hazardous constituent,
petrol eum or petrol eum derivative di sposed of, released or existing in
envi ronnent al nedia such as soil, subsurface soil, air, groundwater, surface
wat er, or subsurface geol ogical formations at concentrations above background
| evel s.

(5) A release or threatened rel ease which an I ndemitee “caused
or contributed to” excludes actions by an I ndemitee that uncover
environnental conditions arising fromDoD activities, including but not
limted to testing of the subject subparcels, the excavation of soil, and the
demolition of structures, and efforts to properly address an environnmenta
condition arising fromDoD activities; provided, however, that (a) the
Indemmitee’s actions are in accordance with applicable federal, state, and
local laws, (b) the Indemitee’s notifies the GRANTOR i n accordance with the
notification provisions contained herein, and (c) the Indemitee’ s actions
are not negligent.

5. Presence of Lead-Based Paint (LBP): The GRANTEE covenants and agrees, on
behal f of itself, its successors and assigns, that it will conply with al
federal, state, and local laws relating to LBP in its use and occupancy of

t he subj ect subparcels (including denolition and di sposal of existing

i nprovenents). The GRANTEE shall hold harm ess and i ndemify the GRANTOR
fromand agai nst any and all |oss, judgenent, clains, demands, expenses, or
damages of whatever nature or kind which mght arise or be nade against the
GRANTOR as a result of LBP having been present on the subject subparcels
herei n descri bed. |Inprovenents on the subject subparcels were constructed
prior to 1978 and, as with all such inprovenents, a LBP hazard may be
present. In Aug 01, the Navy conpleted the update of the Potential |nmrediate
Hazards (PIH) Survey and Materials Update for Asbestos and LBP at NAS Sout h
Weynout h, Massachusetts.

6. Presence of Asbestos: The GRANTEE, its successors and assigns, are
hereby warned and do acknow edge that certain portions of the inprovenents on
t he subparcels subject to this Quit CaimDeed are thought to contain
asbestos-containing materials (ACMs). The GRANTEE, by acceptance of this
Quit O aimDeed, covenants and agrees, for itself, its successors and
assigns, that in its use and occupancy of the subject subparcels (including
denmolition and di sposal of existing inprovenents) it will conply with al
federal, state, and local laws relating to asbestos and that the GRANTOR
assunes no liability for damages for personal injury, illness, disability or
death to the GRANTEE, or to GRANTEE s successors, assigns, enployees,

i nvitees, or any other person, including nenbers of the general public,
arising fromor incident to the purchase, transportation, renoval, handling,
use, disposition, or other activity causing or leading to contact of any kind
what soever wi th asbestos on the subject subparcels, whether the GRANTEE, its
successors or assigns, has properly warned or failed to properly warn the

i ndi vidual (s) injured. Section 101-47.304-13 of the Federal Property
Managenent Regul ati ons, made a part hereof, contains conplete warnings and
responsibilities relating to ACMs.

7. Presence of Historic Fill Muterial: The GRANTEE, its successors and
assigns are hereby warned and do acknow edge that certain portions of the
subparcel s subject to this Quit CaimDeed are underlain by fill materi al
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resulting fromthe historic devel opnment of the NAS South Weynouth. The fil
materi al may contain rocks, boulders, and ot her non-hazardous debris such as
ash (generated fromcontroll ed burn/vegetation reduction during |and clearing
operations) asphalt, brick, and/or concrete materials. The GRANTEE, by
acceptance of this Quit C aimDeed, covenants and agrees, for itself, its
successors and assigns, that in its use and occupancy of the subject
subparcel s, including excavations, will conmply with all federal, state, and
local laws relating to the constituents of the historic fill material and
that the GRANTOR assunes no liability for damages for personal injury,
illness, disability or death to the GRANTEE, or to GRANTEE S successors,
assigns, enployees, invitees, or any other person, including nmenbers of the
general public, arising fromor incident to the purchase, transportation
renoval , handling, use, disposition, or other activity causing or leading to
contact of any kind whatsoever with the historic fill material on the subject
subparcel s, whether the GRANTEE, its successors or assigns, has properly
warned or failed to properly warn the individual (s) injured.

8. M scellaneous Site Specific d auses:

(a) As docunented in the PIH Survey of Jun 00, |ead dust has been
identified on the floor of Building 113 and the floor of the kitchen and
baserment of Building 31. The update of the PIH Survey in Aug 01 al so
reported the presence of lead dust in Building 113 but did not detect

el evated | ead concentrations in a dust wi pe sanple fromthe fl oor of
Building 31. However, it is unclear whether the sanples in Building 31 were
collected at the sanme |ocation; therefore, this clause still applies to both
bui | di ngs. Because Buildings 31 and 113 will not be used for residential
purposes, NFA is required by the Navy to address |ead dust. However,
protective footgear is recommended inside Building 113 and the affected areas
of Building 31, and respirators are required for any activities that may
significantly disturb the |lead dust (e.g., renovation workers). This

requi renent can be waived if the G antee (or its successors) cleans up the

| ead dust in accordance with federal, state, and |ocal requirenents for the
safety of workers and other personnel entering the building. Buildings 31
and 113 are currently | ocked and unused. |f the buildings are reopened for
use, and the lead dust is not cleaned up, then the G antee (or its
successors) must place warning signs on the entrances to the buil dings that

i ndi cate the presence of |ead dust.

(b) In accordance with the MCP (310 CMVMR 40.0000), an AUL has been
i npl enented for petroleuminpacted soil in an area of 204 +/- sf beneath
Building 98 [see Figure 6 in enclosure (1) of the FOST]. The AUL Opi nion
provides that a condition of No Significant Risk to health, safety, public
wel fare, or the environnent exists for any foreseeable period of tinme so |ong
as any of the followi ng activities and uses occur on the Portion of the
Property:
(1) Activities and uses consistent with residential, comerci al
and/ or industrial activities so long as they do not involve the
di sturbance of the boiler building foundation that would render
the soils underlying the building froma depth of 3 to 15 ft
bel ow ground surface (bgs) accessible to anyone who nay access
the AUL area.
(ii) If the boiler building is renoved, soil beneath the boiler
buil ding footprint froma depth of 3 to 15 ft bgs nmust not be
di sturbed and i nmmedi ately follow ng the renoval of the building,
the former footprint of the building nust be replaced with
anot her inpervious surface such as another building slab or
paverment such at the soils beneath the former buil ding footprint
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from3 to 15 ft bgs remain inaccessible to those who nay access
the AUL area.

(iii) Excavation activities in soils under the footprint of the boiler
bui |l di ng provided that soils are nanaged under a Soil Managenent
Pl an prepared under the supervision of a Licensed Site
Pr of essi onal (LSP)

(iv) Such other activities or uses which, in the Qpinion of a LSP
shall present no greater risk of harmto health, safety, public
wel fare or the environment than activities and uses set forth in
t hi s paragraph.

(v) Such other activities or uses not identified bel ow as bei ng
Activities and Uses Inconsistent with the AUL.

Activities and Uses inconsistent with the objectives of the AUL and which, if
i npl enented within the AUL area, may result in a significant risk of harmto
health, safety, public welfare or the environment or in a substantial hazard
are as follows:

(1) Changes or destruction of the floor or foundation of the boiler
bui | di ng whi ch woul d render the soil beneath the boiler building
froma depth of 3 to 15 ft bgs accessi ble (except as described
above for supervised excavation or foundation replacenent).

oligation and/or conditions to be undertaken and/or maintained at the AUL
area to maintain a condition of No Significant Risk as set forth in the AUL
pi nion shall include the foll ow ng:

(1) The boiler building' s foundation within the AUL area shall be
mai ntai ned in good repair so as to render the underlying soil at
a depth of 3 to 15 ft bgs inaccessible.

(ii) 1f excavation of soil within the AUL area beneath the boiler
buil ding footprint is to occur, any potentially contam nated soi
and debris renmoved fromthe excavati on nmust be managed in
accordance with a Soil Managenent Plan and Health and Safety Pl an
prepared under the supervision of an LSP. At a mninmm the Soi
Managenent Pl an must (a) detail the procedures for preventing the
i naccessible soils frombeing otherwise utilized in a manner that
would result in their use as surface or subsurface soils;

(b) include an exposure assessnment to identify the need for
personal protective neasures; (c) describe the stockpile storage
met hods to be utilized in order to prevent accidental exposure to
t he excavated soils; and (d) contain procedures that will be
utilized to limt access to the excavation soils and the
excavation area by site workers and others (i.e., residents,
abutters, children, or accidental trespassers) not covered by the
Soi | Managenent Pl an.
Any proposed changes in activities and uses within the AUL area whi ch may
result in higher levels of exposure to oil and/or hazardous material than
currently exist shall be evaluated by a LSP who shall render an opinion in
accordance with 310 CVR 40.1080 et seq. As to whether the proposed changes
will present a significant risk of harmto health, safety, public welfare or
the environnent. Any and all requirenents set forth in the Opinion to neet
the objective of the AUL shall be satisfied before any such activity or use
i s comrenced.

(c) In accordance with the MCP (310 CMVMR 40.0000), an AUL has been

i npl enented for residual petroleuminpacted soil in an area of 7,269 +/- sf
beneath a portion of the Building 31 foundation [see Figure 4 in

encl osure (1) of the FOST]. The AUL does not prevent future redevel opnent of
the property; however, it does inpose requirenents for soil managenent if a
reuse option would potentially disturb residual petrol euminpacted soi
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beneat h the buil di ng foundation. The AUL Qpinion provides that a condition
of No Significant Risk to health, safety, public welfare, or the environnent
exi sts for any foreseeable period of time so long as any of the foll ow ng
activities and uses occur on the Portion of the Property:

(1) Activities and uses consistent with the residential, conmercial
and/or industrial activities which do not involve the disturbance
of soil beneath the building foundation at depths greater than
7 ft bgs which would render the underlying soil accessible;

(ii) Wility work or other construction activity which could involve
excavation of soil at depths of less than 7 ft.

(iii) Excavation of soil fromdepths greater than 7 ft with a soi
managenent plan designed to reduce public access to soil and, on
conpl etion of excavation activities, to cover excavated
subsurface soil (soil at a depth of greater than 7 ft bgs) with
at lease 7 ft of soil which originated fromdepths of less than 7
ft or clean fill.

(iv) Such other activities or uses which, in the Qpinion of a LSP
shal |l present no greater risk of harmto health, safety, public
wel fare, or the environnent.

The following activities and uses are inconsistent with the objectives of the
AUL for Building 31 and may result in a significant risk of harmto health,
safety, public welfare, or the environment or in a substantial hazard:

(1) Changes to, or destruction of, the floors or foundations of the
bui I di ng whi ch woul d render underlying soil accessible (except as
descri bed bel ow or supervised excavation).

(ii) Excavation of soil from beneath the building footprint at depths
greater than 7 ft, unless it is perforned under the supervision
of individuals who are qualified to manage i npacted soil in
accordance with applicable regul ations and policies that may be
in effect, so as to limt human exposure potenti al

ol igations and/or conditions to be undertaken and/or maintained within the

AUL area to maintain a condition of No Significant R sk shall include the
fol | owi ng:
(1) The building's foundation within the AUL shall be nmaintained in
good repair so as to render the underlying soil inaccessible.

(ii) If excavation of soil within the AUL beneath the buil ding
footprint at depths greater than 7 ft is to occur, any potenti al
contami nated soil and debris renoved fromthe excavation wll be
managed i n accordance with soil managenent and health and safety
pl ans prepared by a qualified individual who has reviewed the
project file and will follow applicable regul ations and
guidelines that may be in effect, so as to limt human exposure
potenti al

Any proposed changes in activities and uses within the AUL area whi ch may
result in higher levels of exposure to oil and/or hazardous material than
currently exist shall be evaluated by an LSP who shall render an Qpinion in
accordance with 310 CVR 40.1080 et seq. As to whether the proposed changes
will present a significant risk of harmto health, safety, public welfare or
the environnent. Any and all requirenents set forth in the Opinion to neet
the objective of the AUL shall be satisfied before any such activity or use
i s comrenced.

(d) Due to the presence of damaged ACMs, access to the crawl spaces of
Bui |l di ng 49 (Transient VIP Housing) and Building 97 (Chapel) shall be
restricted to authorized and trai ned personnel wearing protective clothing
and respirators. This restriction can be waived provided that the identified
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damaged ACMs are properly abated and di sposed of in accordance with federal
state, and | ocal asbestos regul ations.

(e) Access to Building 98 (forner Boiler House), the two basenents of

Buil ding 24 (former Dispensary), and the first floor punp room of Building 24
shall be restricted (warning signs and | ocked doors) to maintenance workers
or other authorized personnel, as designated by the Grantee. This
restriction can be waived provided the recently conpleted or future
renovations satisfactorily mtigate the relevant concerns in the basenents
and first floor punp room as outlined in enclosure (1).

(f) Due to the indoor air hazard (fungal growh and spores) and excessive
nmold growth identified in the basenment of Building 31 (BOQ, users of
Bui l ding 31 shall don protective clothing and respirators when inside the
buil ding. This requirenent can be waived if the G antee abates the nold and
fungus-rel ated i ndoor air hazard.

(9) Due to the presence of subsurface infrastructure that may contain
asbestos (e.g., asbestos-lined pipes), the Gantee shall not conduct
excavation in such areas (e.g., EBS RIA 42, EBS RIA 51, or as indicated by
utility maps provided by the Navy) except in accordance with an approved
Heal th and Safety Plan or under the supervision of trained personnel using
proper Personal Protective Equi pmrent and procedures in accordance with | ocal
state, and federal regulations.

(h) The G antee shall assess any potential LBP hazards for buil dings, which
are to be reused for residential purposes, or for purposes that include the
presence of children under the age of 6 years. Any required abatenent or

engi neering controls shall be conpleted by the Grantee in accordance with
applicable federal, state, and | ocal regul ations.

(1) So long as the Navy is conducting environnental investigations in other
areas at NAS South Weynouth, the Grantee shall notify the Navy regardi ng any
pl anned installation of a groundwater extraction well(s) within any of the
FOST subparcel s.

(j) A D500 ft radius clear zone (safety easenent) surroundi ng the Federa
Aviation Adm nistration’s (FAA s) Termni nal Doppler Wather Radar (TDWR) on
the East Mat south of Subparcel OS-W?2 shall be maintained at the el evation
of the top landing of the tower and above (75 ft above ground | evel).

(k) A 2,000 ft radius clear zone (operational easenent) shall be maintained
at the elevation of the top I anding of the tower and above (75 ft above
ground level). This clear zone shall be between the true bearing of 225°
proceeding in a north arc through 000° nmmintaining a 2,000 ft radius, to 045°
True, fromthe TDWR antenna. The TDWR Antenna location is 42° 09.

END
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Not e:

potenti al

Thi s

SUMVARY OF | NSTALLATI ON RESTORATION (I R) PROGRAM SI TES AT THE
FORMER NAVAL Al R STATI ON (NAS) SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MASSACHUSETTS

is alist of al
NAS Sout h Weynout h.
i npacts to or

Suitability to Transfer
FOST subparcel s.

t he Feder al

( FOST) .

| R Program Sites being addressed at the forner

This summary tabl e indicates whether any of these areas have
restrictions for the subparcels included in this Finding of
None of these IR Programsites are contained within the

Appr oxi nat e Pot ent i al
IR Di stance to I mpacts to Restriction
Program Near est FOST FOST for this
Site Descri ption Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
1 West gat e 1,230 ft Past di sposal Ongoi ng Phase Il Renedi al | None None. Dr aft
Landfi || north of of domestic and |lnvestigation (R) and identified. V\r ni ng Fi na
SPUD- 5 potentially Feasibility Study (FS). signs are Phase |
ot her wastes i n-pl ace Rl of 17
from the base. to Feb 01 and
di scourage |Draft FS
tres- of
passi ng. 19 Mar O1.
2 Rubbl e 25 ft Past di sposal Conpl eted Phase 11 RI. None None. Fi na
Di sposal sout h of of building No el evat ed identified. V\r ni ng Phase |
Area SPUD- 3 debris. concentrations in Local i zed signs are Rl of
groundwater. Ongoing FS |debris and i n-pl ace 15 Dec 00
to address the buried i npacts to to and Draft
debris as well as PCBs soi | . di scourage | FS of
detected in soil. tres- 15 Dec 00.
passi ng.
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Appr oxi nat e Pot ent i al
IR Di stance to I mpacts to Restriction
Program Near est FOST FOST for this
Site Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
3 Smal | 50 ft Past di sposal Conpl eted Phase Il R and | None None. Fi nal
Landfi || nor t hwest of concrete Proposed Pl an. No identified. V\r ni ng Pr oposed
of SPUD-4 rubble and tree |identified unacceptable No CERCLA signs are Pl an of
and 65 ft st unps. risks to human health or ri sks from i n-pl ace Apr 01.
sout heast the environment in soil concentr a- to
of OS-R-2 or groundwater from tions di scour age
chemi cal s of concern associ at ed tres-
associated with the Small |with the passi ng
Landfill. Pl anning No [andfill. until
Further Action (NFA) wth property
groundwat er nonitoring. is trans-
Monitoring is included to ferred.
verify that the one
detected concentration of
thal liumin groundwater
(associated with a slight
potential non-cancer
human health risk) is not
associated with the site.
The site may still need
to be cl osed under the
State’s solid waste
landfill program
4 Fire 210 ft Past burni ng Conpl eted Phase Il RI. No | None None. Fi nal
Fi ghting north of and unacceptable risks to identified. V\r ni ng Phase 11
Trai ni ng SPUD- 6 ext i ngui shi ng human health or the signs are Rl of
Area of waste oils envi ronnent were found. i n-pl ace 04 Apr 01.
and fuels. Pendi ng Proposed Pl an. to
di scour age
tres-
passi ng.
Encl osure (3) Page 2 of 4




Appr oxi nat e Pot ent i al
IR Di stance to I mpacts to Restriction
Program Near est FOST FOST for this
Site Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
5 Tile Leach |75 ft east Past di sposal Ongoi ng Phase Il RI. None None. Dr aft
Field of OS-A-1 of sanitary identified. V\r ni ng Fi nal
(1 ocat ed sewage fromthe signs are Phase 11
acr oss forner Hangar 2 i n-pl ace Rl Report
French (Bui l di ng 59) to of 29 Mar
Stream whi ch may have di scourage | O1l.
cont ai ned tres-
pet rol eum passi ng.
products and/ or
battery acid
wast e.
6 For ner See See encl osure NFA under the See See See
Fuel Farm encl osure (4). Conpr ehensi ve encl osure encl osure encl osure
(4). Envi r onnent al (4). (4). (4).
Responsi bility,
Conpensati on, and
Liability Act (CERCLA) or
the Navy’s IR Program
Moved to Massachusetts
Conti ngency Pl an (MCP)
and under ground storage
tank (UST) prograns.
7 For mer s-CG1lis Chemi cal s may Ongoi ng Phase Il RI. None None. Dr aft
Sewage 25 ft away | have been identified. V\r ni ng Fi nal
Tr eat ment on the di sposed of to signs are Phase 11
Pl ant upgr adi ent sewage system i n-pl ace Rl of
si de and to 9 Mar O1.
200 ft di scour age
away on tres-
t he down- passi ng.
gr adi ent
si de.
Encl osure (3) Page 3 of 4




Appr oxi nat e Pot ent i al
IR Di stance to I mpacts to Restriction
Program Near est FOST FOST for this
Site Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
8 Abandoned 450 ft Past storage of | Ongoing Phase Il RI. None None. Dr aft
Bl adder sout h of AVGAS for hot identified. V\r ni ng Fi nal
Tank Fuel cs-CG1 refueling signs are Phase 11
St or age operations. i n-pl ace Rl of
Ar ea to 19 Apr O1.
di scour age
tres-
passi ng.
9 Bui | di ng SPUD-2 is For mer not or Navy currently conducting | None None. Pendi ng
81 330 ft pool . Bedrock pilot study of In Situ identified. V\r ni ng pi | ot
away on gr oundwat er Chemical Oxidation for si gns and st udy
t he i npacted with groundwat er. Navy pl ans fenci ng report.
upgr adi ent chl ori nat ed toinitiate an R under are in-
si de and sol vents. CERCLA. pl ace to
SPUD-5 is Former RIA-28 pr event
3,100 ft and MCP Rel ease tres-
away on Tracki ng passi ng.
t he down- Nunbers (RTNs)
gr adi ent 3-10628 and
si de. 3-11622. Mved
to IR Program
in Spring 1999.
TBD | Hangar 2 To be Former MCP RTN EPA has nomi nated this as | None None. MADEP
(Bui I di ng determ ned | 3-18110. an Area of Concern (ACC). |identified. V\r ni ng letter of
82) (may be Identified Currently being addressed signs are 7 Apr 00.
300 ft chl ori nat ed under the EBS/ VRA i n-pl ace
sout hwest vol atile program Navy renoved to
of C5-C 2) organi c floor drain system di scour age
conpounds (awai ting cl osure tres-
(VQCs) in report). Navy plans to passi ng.
gr oundwat er initiate a Rl under
above action CERCLA.
| evel s. Floor
drains fail ed.
Encl osure (3) Page 4 of 4
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SUMVARY OF MASSACHUSETTS CONTI NGENCY PLAN (MCP) SITES AT THE MAIN BASE OF

Not e:

This is a list of all

the current and forner
summary tabl e indicates whether any of these areas have potenti al

MCP sites at NAS Sout h Weynout h.

FORMER NAVAL Al R STATI ON (NAS) SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MASSACHUSETTS

Thi s

i npacts to or

restrictions for the subparcels included in this Finding of Suitability to Transfer

(FOST). No active MCP sites are contained within the FOST subparcel s.
MCP
Rel ease Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Tracki ng Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Nurber Near est FOST FOST for this
(RTN) Descri ption Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel ? FOST? Ref er ences
3- 10239 BOQ Wthin Two past fuel Ol osed [ Response None None AUL of
(incl. (Bui I di ng subpar cel oil spills Action CQutcone identified 14 Sep 99
3-10469) | 31) | NST-1 (1,700 and 35 (RAO), Activity and
gal | ons) Use Limtation G ass A-3
associated with (AUL) filed]. A RAO of
fuel oil 3, 000-gal |l on UST 13 COct 99.

under gr ound
storage tank
(UST).

and approxi mately
100 cubic yards
(CY) of soil were
renoved in Aug 97.
AUL addr esses

resi dual petrol eum
7 to 9 ft beneath a
portion of the
bui | di ng foundati on
[ see clause 8(c) of
encl osure (2)].

Soi | vapors do not
exceed MADEP s ri sk
action levels for

i ndoor air hazards.
No groundwat er

i mpacts.

Encl osure (4)
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MCP
Rel ease Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Tracki ng Di stance to | npacts to Restriction
Nurnber Near est FOST FOST for this
(RTN) Descri ption Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel ? FOST? Ref er ences
3-10628 Building 81 | 330 ft south | Fornmer notor No further action None None MADEP
and (upgradi ent) | pool and UST (NFA) under the MCP |identified letter of
3-11622 of SPUD- 2. cont ai ni ng waste | program The 30 Mar 99.
oil and waste rel ease i s being
3,100 ft per chl or oet hene addr essed under the
north (down- | (PCE). Bedrock Installation
gradi ent) of | groundwater Restoration (IR
SPUD- 5. i npacted with Program (Site 9).
chl ori nat ed See enclosure (3).
sol vent s.
3-10739 TACAN 1, 015 ft Pot ent i al C osed (RAOfiled). | None None Cass B-1
Qutfall north of petrol eum I nvestigation found |identified RAO of
SPUD- 6 rel ease to base no i npact. Aug 97.
st or nwat er
dr ai nage system
3-10858 For mer Fuel 25 ft west Jet fuel and Ongoi ng Phase |V None None Pendi ng
Far m of SPUD-1 avi ati on gas and RAO activities. |identified. RAO
rel eases. Anti ci pat ed Area is pl anned
conpletion in fenced and for
Dec 01. Tanks and war ni ng Dec O1.
soi | renoved. signs are
Excavati on of swale |in-place.
conpl eted. Awaiting | No
addi ti onal data gr oundwat er
review. Additional |hazards
soil to be renoved fromthis
near east side of GW 2/ GV 3
the site. ar ea.
Potential AUL.
Encl osure (4) Page 2 of 8




MCP
Rel ease Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Tracki ng Di stance to | npacts to Restriction
Nurnber Near est FOST FOST for this
(RTN) Descri ption Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel ? FOST? Ref er ences
3- 13157 Steam Plant | 830 ft south | No. 6 fuel under | O osed (RAO and AUL | None None Cass A-2
(Bui I di ng of SPUD-2 sout heast filed). identified RAO and
8) portion of AUL of
bui | di ng. 15 Sep 00.
3- 13316 Navy Wthin For mer gasoline C osed (RAOfiled). | None None Cass A-2
Exchange SPUD- 1 filling station. | Renmoved the filling |identified RAO of
(NEX) , punps, the three 15 Jul 98.
(Bui I di ng USTs, and i npacted
102) soil. Soil and
groundwat er neet
MCP st andar ds.
3-13673 Shea Abut s SPUD- Rel ease of C osed (RAOfiled). | None None Cass A-1
Menori al 1, SPUD 2, approxi mately Absorbent materi al identified RAO of
Drive spill cs-CG 1, G5 41 gal | ons of used to clean up 14 Jun 96.
G2, SRRW1, | hydraulic oil oil on the same day
and | NST-1 from street as the rel ease.
sweeper on Absorbent materi al
18 Apr 96. was drumed and
properly di sposed
of. No catch
basi ns were
af f ect ed.
3- 14180 Gas Station | 700 ft Gover nrent C osed (RAOfiled). | None None Cass B-1
and (Bui I di ng sout heast of |vehicle fuel USTs and i npacted identified and A-1
3- 15516 116) SPUD- 2 station. soi | renoved. RAGCs of
11 Jul 97
and
Jul 98.
3- 14646 Tanks 9A 400 ft south | Rel ease of Cl osed (RAOfiled). | None None Cass A-2
and 9B of SPUD-2 gasol i ne. USTs and i npacted identified RAO of
(Bui | di ngs soi | renoved. Cct 97.
11 and 15)
Encl osure (4) Page 3 of 8




MCP
Rel ease Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Tracki ng Di stance to | npacts to Restriction
Nurnber Near est FOST FOST for this
(RTN) Descri ption Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel ? FOST? Ref er ences
3-14804 Quarters A 275 ft east Rel ease of No. 2 |Closed (RAOfiled). | None None Cass A-2
of I NST-1 Fuel Q1. UST and i npact ed identified RAO of
soi | renoved. Jan 98.
3- 15289 Swi mmi ng 40 ft west Swi mmi ng pool . C osed (RAOfiled). | None None Cass A-2
Pool of OS-W2 | mpacts from UST and i npact ed identified RAO of
(Bui I di ng donmestic heating | soil renoved in Aug 98.
105) oi l. Feb 98.
3- 15342 G ound 1,100 ft Rel ease of No. 2 |Closed (RAOfiled). | None None Cass A-2
El ectr. sout h of Fuel Q1. UST and i npact ed identified RAO of
(Bui I di ng cs-CG1 soi | renoved. Dec 97.
78)
3- 15350 Supply UST 730 ft No. 2 fuel oil C osed (RAOfiled). | None None | mredi at e
and (Bui I di ng sout heast of |spill. UST and i npact ed identified Response
3-10316 14) SPUD- 2 soi | renoved. Acti on
(I'RA)
Conpl eti on
and C ass
A-2 RAO of
May 98.
Encl osure (4) Page 4 of 8




MCP
Rel ease Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Tracki ng Di stance to | npacts to Restriction
Nurnber Near est FOST FOST for this
(RTN) Descri ption Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel ? FOST? Ref er ences
3- 15379 Di spensary Wthin OS-C | Petrol eum O osed (RAO and AUL | None None | RA
(Bui | di ngs 1 i npacted soi l filed). UST and identified Conpl eti on
24 and 98) beneat h Buil ding | 100 CY of soil were and d ass
98 from No. 2 renmoved on A-3 RAO of
fuel oil UST 12 Aug 97. No 3 May 00.
(estimated i npacts to
50 gal l on groundwat er were
rel ease likely identified. AUL
from m nor filed to address
overfills, |loose |residual petroleum
fittings, or beneat h Buil di ng 98
weakened seans [ see cl ause 8(b) of
of the aged tank | enclosure (2)].
and fittings).
3- 15816 Quarters F 280 ft east Rel ease of No. 2 |Closed (RAOfiled). | None None Cass A-2
of INST-1 Fuel Ol. identified RAO of
Nov 99.
3- 15822 Quarters B 220 ft Rel ease of No. 2 |Closed (RAOfiled). | None None Cass A-1
sout heast of | Fuel GI. identified RAO of
os-Wi1 Feb 98.
3-15823 Quarters G 280 ft east Rel ease of No. 2 |Closed (RAOfiled). | None None Cass A-2
of INST-1 Fuel Ol. identified RAO of
Feb 98.
3- 15829 Bar r acks 100 ft east | mpacts from C osed (RAOfiled). | None None Cass A-2
(Bui I di ng of SPUD-2 donmestic heating | UST renoved. identified RAO of
115) oi l. Feb 98.
Encl osure (4) Page 5 of 8




MCP

Rel ease Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Tracki ng Di stance to | npacts to Restriction
Nurnber Near est FOST FOST for this
(RTN) Descri ption Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel ? FOST? Ref er ences
3-16598E | Jet Fuel 160 ft west Rel eases from C osed (RAOfiled). | None None | RA
Pi pel i ne of OS-C2 j et fuel Renoved 4,200 ft of |identified Conpl eti on
Site pi pel i ne. pi pel i ne and Report and
(pi pel i ne) 1, 000 CY of Parti al
i npacted soil from RAO of
the area. Achieved 12 Cct 99.
condi tion of “No
Significant Risk.”
3-16598W | Jet Fuel 1,350 ft Rel eases from Ongoi ng Phase |V None None Pendi ng.
Pi pel i ne south of OS- | holding tank activities (see identified
Site C 1 and area (Buil di ngs Cct 01 RAB neeting
(Hol di ng 1,880 ft 80 and 100). m nutes). Tank and
Tank Area) north of vadose zone soi
SPUD- 5 removed. Further

assessnent is
required for
petrol eum i npact ed
gr oundwat er
(exceeding GW1

st andar ds)

ext endi ng several
hundred feet to the
sout heast. Renedy
sel ection pl anned
for Dec 0O1.

C oseout pl anned
for Dec 02.

Encl osure (4)
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MCP
Rel ease Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Tracki ng Di stance to | npacts to Restriction
Nurnber Near est FOST FOST for this
(RTN) Descri ption Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel ? FOST? Ref er ences
3-17527 Fl oor 675 ft Rel ease of O osed (RAO and AUL | None None G ass A-3
Dr ai ns, sout heast of | petrol eum filed). AUL identified RAO and
Bui |l ding 14 | SPUD- 2 products. addr esses resi dual AUL of
petroleumin soil 3 Aug 00.
beneath the
bui | di ng.
3-18110 Hangar 2 290 ft Identified Li kel y NFA under None None MADEP
(Bui I di ng sout hwest of | chlorinated VOC |the Massachusetts identified letter of
82) cs-CG 2 i n groundwat er Cont i ngency Pl an 7 Apr 00.
above action (MCP). EPA has
| evel s. Floor nom nated this as
drains fail ed. an Area of Concern
(ACC). Currently
bei ng addressed
under the EBS/ VRA
program Navy
renoved floor drain
system (awaiting
cl osure report).
3-18964 Hangar 1 1,150 ft Rel ease of C osed (RAOfiled). | None None RAM
Nort h sout h of hydraulic oil. Hydraulic lift and identified Conpl eti on
Lean-to SPUD- 2 i npact ed soi l and d ass
renoved. A-2 RAO of
31 Cct 00.
Encl osure (4) Page 7 of 8




MCP
Rel ease Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Tracki ng Di stance to | npacts to Restriction
Nurnber Near est FOST FOST for this
(RTN) Descri ption Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel ? FOST? Ref er ences
3- 19064 Avi ati on 1, 000 ft Three forner Proposed cl osure None None Draft RAM
Gasol i ne sout hwest of | AVGAS USTs. (draft RAO filed). identified Conpl eti on
( AVGAS) SPUD- 2 Phase | Initial / RAO
USTs, Site Investigation Report of
For mer and Tier 16 May O1.
Locati on of Cl assification
Bui | di ngs conpl eted on
34, 35, 36 14 Nov 00. Renoved
and 37 i npacted soil in
Cct/ Nov 00.
Pendi ng regul atory
concurrence.
3-2621 Basew de Basewi de Ceneral RTN that | Active until None None Pendi ng.
NPL is part of basewi de MCP identified
basewi de MCP cl oseout .
prograns. Not
associ ated with
a particul ar
rel ease.
4-13224 ad Tower 140 ft south | No. 2 fuel oil C osed (RAOfiled). | None None Cass A-1
(Bui I di ng of OS-A-1 rel ease. UST and i npact ed identified RAO of
77) soi | renoved. 8 Dec 97.
Encl osure (4) Page 8 of 8




SUMVARY OF ENVI RONMVENTAL BASELI NE SURVEY (EBS) REVI EW I TEM AREAS (Rl As) FOR THE
FORMER NAVAL Al R STATI ON (NAS) SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MASSACHUSETTS

Not e:

This is a list of all
tabl e indi cates whether any of these areas have potenti al
included in this Finding of Suitability to Transfer

the EBS Rl As bei ng addressed at the fornmer

i npacts to or
(FCsT).

NAS Sout h Weynout h.

This summary

restrictions for the subparcels

Few of these RIAs are contained within FOST

subparcels. Sites within 200 ft of a FOST subparcel are |abeled as “adjacent”.
Appr oxi mat e
Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FOST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref erences
RIA 1A | Runway/ ( ADJACENT) Possi bl e pol y- Phase Il EBS. PCB None None Fi nal
Taxi way 300 ft chl ori nat ed equi prent has been identified; d oseout
Area nort heast bi phenyl s renoved as a Various | PCBs are Report .
Opt i cal of OS-R-3 (PCBs) in two Renoval Action (VRA). | generally
Li ghti ng and 140 ft QLS vaul ts Water in vaults was non- nmobi | e Draft NFA
System west of (toward east punped out and in soil or Deci si on
(QLS) SPUD- 6 end of runway sedi ment was sanpl ed. | ground Docunent
vaul ts 8- 26 and Only trace PCBs wat er . of Dec 01.
toward south det ected (bel ow human
end of runway heal t h benchmarks) .
17-35). Vaul ts have been
back-filled. Navy
prepared No Furt her
Action (NFA) Decision
Docunent .
RIA 1B | Runway/ 700 ft east Possi bl e PCBs New RI A, Not None None Pendi ng
Taxi way of SPUD-5 intw OS addr essed under identified;
Area QLS and vaults (toward | Phase Il EBS. Navy PCBs are
vaul ts 1, 000 ft north end of pl ans to punp out general |y
sout h of runway 17-35 wat er and test non- nmobi | e
os-CG1 and at west sediment. Concrete in soil or
end of runway to be tested if ground
8- 26) . staining is wat er .
apparent .

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

conduct ed under the
Massachusetts

Conti ngency Pl an
(MCP) in Jan 02 to
address polycyclic
aromatic

hydr ocar bons ( PAHs)
and lead in soil.
NFA anti ci pat ed.

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 2A | Runway/ ( ADJACENT) Potenti al past NFA.  No human None None Fi nal NFA
Taxi way 55 ft south |releases of heal th or ecol ogi cal identified Deci si on
Area - East of OS-R-1 pet rol eum benchmar ks were Docunent
of 8-26 products from exceeded. of
aircraft 10 Aug O1.
operations.
RIA 2B | Runway/ ( ADJACENT) Potenti al past Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
Taxi way 175 ft rel eases of EBS. NFA is identified Deci si on
Area - sout h of pet rol eum antici pated because Docunent
North of cs-CG1 products from no human heal th or of
17-35 aircraft ecol ogi cal ri sk- 1 Feb 00.
operations. based benchmar ks
wer e exceeded by the Fi nal Work
exi sting sanpling Pl an of
data. Resanpled in 6 Feb O1.
May/Jun 01. Limted
Renoval Action (LRA)

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 2C | Runway/ ( ADJACENT) Spar se Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
Taxi way Vari ous veget ati on EBS. Initial identified Deci si on
Area - | ocati ons bet ween her bi ci de sanpl es Docunent
Runway out si de of t axi ways and exceeded benchnarks. of
Li ghti ng FOST runways. Navy initially 13 Jul 00
subparcel s Suspect ed recomended Human
over - use of Heal t h Ri sk Deci si on
her bi ci des. Assessnment (HHRA); Docurnent
however , to be
concentrations were finalized
consistent with as NFA.

background | evel s
and nor mal
application
procedures for

her bi ci des.
Addi ti onal sanples
col lected in Jan 02
at the request of
regul ators. NFA
anti ci pat ed.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 2D | Runway/ ( ADJACENT) Spar se Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
Taxi way Abut s the veget ati on EBS. PAHs in identified Deci si on
Area - south end bet ween gr oundwat er exceeded Docunent
Sout h of of SPUD- 6 t axi ways and benchmar ks. Navy of
17-35 runways. proposed NFA under 17 Nov 00.
EBS. Re-sanpled in
May/ Jun 01 to Fi nal Work
confirm petrol eum Pl an of
data. Additional 6 Feb O1.
groundwat er sanpl i ng
required. Deci si on
Docunent
Addendum
of Mar 02.
RIA 2E | Runway/ ( ADJACENT) Potenti al past Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
Taxi way 90 ft east rel eases of EBS. Re-sanpling identified Deci si on
Area - West of SPUD-5 pet rol eum data from May/Jun 01 Docunent
of 8-26 products from indicate that NFA is of
aircraft likely. Pending 01 Jan 01.

operations.

revi sed Deci si on
Docunent .

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e
Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 3 Suspect ed 1,070 ft Pile of NFA under EBS. None None Dr aft
TACAN nort hwest rubble, soil, Conpr ehensi ve identified Acti on
Di sposal of SPUD- 6 and net al Envi r onnent al Menor andum
Area debris. Responsi bility, of Jul 01.
Conpensati on, and
Liability Act Dr aft
(CERCLA) renpval Deci si on
action conpleted in Docurnent
Sep 01. d oseout of Apr 01.
report pendi ng.
Proposed Pl an for NFA Li st
NFA and Record of effective
Deci sion (ROD) are 18 Jan 02.
ant i ci pat ed.
RIA 4A | Air Traffic | (ADJACENT) Al leged liquid | Ongoing Phase |1 None None Dr aft
Cont r ol 100 ft from |and solid EBS. Manganese identified Deci si on
(ATC) Area os-A 1 wast e exceeds groundwat er Docunent
- abandoned di sposal ; benchmark. Low of
septic abandoned arsenic in soil. Re- 17 May O1.
system septic system sanmpled in Aug 0O1.
I nactive Navy plans to Work Pl an
di esel above- resanple in Spring of
ground storage | 2002 and may conduct 28 Jul 01.
tank (AST). Renoval Action
dependi ng on the
results.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 4B | ATC Area — ( ADJACENT) Al l eged Liquid | Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Pendi ng
Wast e 100 ft from | and solid EBS. Exceedences of identified revi sed
di sposal os-A 1 wast e ecol ogi cal benchmark Deci si on
di sposal ; i n sedi nent and Docurent .
abandoned surface water. Re-
septic system sanmpled in Aug 0O1. Work Pl an
of
28 Jul 01.
RIA 5 GCA St and 250 ft east | Sparse Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
of OS-A-1 vegetation in EBS. Navy plans to identified Deci si on
and around GCA |resanple to address (RFA 5 and Docurnent
stand. Cracks concerns about French of Jul O1.
i n pavenent. fornmer floor drain St r eam not
system and French i ncluded in
Stream Pendi ng FOST sub-
wor k pl an. parcel s.)
RIA 6 East Street ( ADJACENT) Bl ack dry soil NFA. Sanples were None None Fi na
Gate Sparse | Abuts and consistent with identified Deci si on
Veget ati on 5-R-5 construction backgr ound Docurnent
debri s near concentrations of
cl ear zone. and/or did not 9 Jan 02.
exceed risk
threshol ds. Debris
no | onger present in
Cct/Nov 01 site
wal ks.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FOST FOST for this

EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences

RIA 7A | Househol d W TH N Pot ent i al Proposed NFA. No None Dr aft
Debri s Near S-R-5 rel eases threats to human identified Deci si on
Fencel i ne associ at ed health or the Documnment
Nort h w th debris. envi ronment were of Jul O01.

identified from

sanmples. The U. S Fi nal

Envi r onnent al Renoval
Prot ecti on Agency Action
(EPA) agrees with Report of
NFA. Massachusetts 23 Jan 02.
Depart nment of

Envi r onnent al Fi nal

Prot ecti on ( MADEP) Deci si on
concurs pendi ng Docurnent
revi sed Deci sion O 29 May
Docunent. Renobved 02.

druns and cans from

soi|l surface (no

VOCs detected during

screening).

RIA 7B Househol d W THI N Pot ent i al NFA. Trace None None Fi nal NFA
Debri s Near S-R-5 rel eases concentrations of identified Deci si on
Fencel i ne associ at ed mercury (0.2 ng/kg) Docurnent
Sout h w th debris. detected in surface of

soil did not exceed 31 Jan 02.
t he human heal th

benchmar k

(20 nmg/kg). Sanple

concentrations were
wi t hi n background
| evel s.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e
Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 8 Woning St. ( ADJACENT) Remmant s of Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Pendi ng
Area 100 ft Bui | ding 70 EBS. Site wal kover |identified Deci si on
sout h of denolition. pl anned to eval uate Docurent .
5-R-3 Bui | di ng adequacy of sanple
housed | ocations. Re-
el ectronics sanmpled in Aug O1.
for radar, Pendi ng dat a
equi prent eval uati on.
renoved prior
to burn.

RIA 9A | Building 61 | (ADJACENT) Fi nal Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
180 ft west | disposition of EBS. NFA is likely identified Deci si on
of OS-R-3 Bui | di ng 61 based on re-sanpling Docunent

(associ at ed data from of Apr 02
wi th May/ Jun 01.
Bui | di ng 70).

RIA 9B | Building 62 | (ADJACENT) Fi nal Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Pendi ng
140 ft west | disposition of EBS. Resanpled in identified Deci si on
of OS-R-3 Bui | di ng 62 May/ Jun 01. Pendi ng Docurnent

(associ at ed dat a eval uati on.
with
Bui | di ng 70).
RIA 10A | Spills off 1,450 ft Potenti al past Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
edge of sout h of rel eases of EBS. Reconmended identified Deci si on
Hangar 1 SPUD- 2 pet rol eum addi ti onal sanpling. Docurnent
apron (on products from of
grassy aircraft 17 Aug 00.
ar ea) operations.
Wrk Plan
of
18 Cct 01

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 10B | Hangar 1 - 1,500 ft Potenti al past Proposed NFA because | None None Dr aft
Spills on sout h of rel eases of human heal t h identified Deci si on
apron SPUD- 2 pet rol eum benchmar ks were not Docunent
products from exceeded. Revised of
aircraft Deci si on Docunent 1 Feb 00.
operations. pendi ng revi sed
dat a.
RI' A 10C | Hangar 1 1,200 ft Fl oor drains New RI A. Phase |1 None None Pendi ng.
Lean-t os sout h of i nside north EBS investigation is |identified
SPUD- 2 and sout h pendi ng.
| ean-to of
Hangar 1.
RIA 11 Hangar 1 1,250 ft I nadvert ent Proposed NFA because | None None Phase
Agueous sout h of rel eases of AFFF is identified EBS of
Fire SPUD- 2 AFFF into non- hazar dous. 18 Nov 96;
Fi ghting hangar Pendi ng resol ution Fi na
Foam ( AFFF) wi t h MADEP. Phase 11
Wrk Plan
Screeni ng
Matri x,
Tabl e 2-2.
RIA 12 Hangar 1 - 1,200 ft St ai ni ng on Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
St ai ni ng sout h of cracked EBS. Likely NFA identified Deci si on
bet ween SPUD- 2 asphalt (GSE Pendi ng revi sed Docunent
north and Area between Deci si on Docunent . of
sout h the North 3 Cct 01
"l ean-to" Lean-To and
(buil di ng South Lean-to

ext ensi ons)

at eastern end
of first
| evel )

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 13 Soi | al ong 920 ft St ai ned soi | NFA. CERCLA renoval None None Dr aft
Rai | r oad sout h of al ong forner action done in identified Acti on
Tracks near | SPUD- 2 rail road Sep 01 to address Menor andum
Suppl y | oadi ng and PAHs in soil. of Jul 01.
War ehouse unl oadi ng C oseout pendi ng
ar ea. final C oseout Draf t
Report, Proposed Deci si on
Pl an, and ROD. Docunent
of Cct 00.
NFA Li st
effective
18 Jan 02.
RIA 14 | Water Tower | 950 ft St ai ni ng Proposed NFA under None None Dr aft
sout h of bet ween EBS. Conduct ed identified Deci si on
SPUD- 2 Hot t ensphere CERCLA Human Heal th Docunent
and Vater Ri sk Assessnent of
Tower . For mer (HHRA). RIA 14 to 11 Apr 00
drum st orage be cl osed under (combi ned
ar ea. CERCLA. with
RIA 13).
Draft HHRA
of
27 Sep 01.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e
Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 15 | Water Tower | 1,060 ft Possi bl e | ead NFA under EBS. None None Renoval
sout h of paint in soil Conpl eted Ti ne identified Acti on
SPUD- 2 (pai nt chips Critical Renoval Report of
from Acti on under CERCLA. 16 Aug 00.
sandbl asti ng Addi ti onal soi
of tower) renoved in Feb 02. NFA Li st
Cl oseout with effective
Proposed Pl an and 18 Jan 02.
ROD requi red.
RIA 16 Sewage Lift 990 ft Sewage system Phase 1l EBS. Navy None None Dr aft
Station sout hwest equal i zati on proposed NFA based identified Deci si on
of SPUD-2 t ank. on backgr ound Docunent
| evel s. The Navy of
renoved and sanpl ed 24 Aug 00.
the sludge in the
tank. Conducted a Pendi ng
ti ghtness test of cl osure
the tank. Tank report and
cl osed in accordance revi sed
wi th regul ations. Deci si on
Docunent .
RIA 17 Boi | er 830 ft No NFA. Addressed and None None NFA Li st
House sout h of docunent ati on cl osed under MCP identified effective
(Bui I di ng SPUD- 2 of cl eanup of Rel ease Tracki ng No. 18 Jan 02.
8) 550-gal I on (RTN) 3-13157. See
spill. encl osure (4).
RIA 18 Boi | er 830 ft Abandoned NFA.  Addressed and None None NFA Li st
House sout h of 15, 000- gal | on cl osed under MCP RTN |identified effective
(Bui I di ng SPUD- 2 steel tank. 3-13157. See 18 Jan 02.
8) encl osure (4).

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e
Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 19 Trans- 460 ft Abandoned NFA.  Addressed and None None NFA Li st
portation sout h of 2,000 gallon cl osed under MCP identified effective
Gar age SPUD- 2 under gr ound RTN 3-14646. See 18 Jan 02.
(Bui I di ng st orage tanks encl osure (4).
15) (USTs) No. 9A
and 9B filled
with sand.
RIA 20 Tr ans- 470 ft Appr oxi mat e NFA. Spills were None None NFA Li st
portation sout h of 20-gal l on managed per Spill identified effective
Gar age SPUD- 2 hydraulic oil Pol | ut ant 18 Jan 02.
(Bui I di ng spill. Cont ai nnment and
15) Count er neasur es
(SPCC) PI an.
RIA 21 Tr ans- 440 ft No record of Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Pendi ng
portation sout h of renoval of EBS. Hydraulic lift identified wor k pl an
Gar age SPUD- 2 hydraulic pits renoved in
(Bui I di ng lifts. Aug 92. Navy to
15) assess avail able
data to see if
concerns have been
addr essed under
MCP/ VRA pr ogr ans.
RIA 22 Vehi cl e 700 ft No vegetati on. NFA. Area was found | None None NFA Li st
Mai nt enance | south of Rust - col or ed to be vegetated identified effective
(Bui I di ng SPUD- 2 soi | . during the re- 18 Jan 02.
14) i nspecti on.
RIA 23 | Vehicle 700 ft Destination of NFA.  Addressed and None None NFA Li st
Mai nt enance | south of fl oor drains cl osed under MCP RTN |identified effective
(Bui I di ng SPUD- 2 unknown. 3-17527. See 18 Jan 02.
14) encl osure (4).

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 24 Ordnance ( ADJACENT) Presence of Proposed NFA. VRA None None Dr aft
Shop 30 ft west oi I /wat er conpl eted. Fl oor identified Deci si on
(Bui I di ng of OS-C2 separ at or drain system pi pi ng Docunent
50) connected to was renoved, of
| each field. pressure washed, and 2 Cct 01
di sposed. The
oi | /water separat or
manhol e was enpti ed
and cl eaned. Pipe
penetrations were
seal ed with grout
and the manhol e was
backfilled with
clean fill to grade.
Anal yti cal data show
that arsenic, iron
and manganese are at
| evel s consi st ent
wi t h background
condi tions. Next
step to resolve
regul at or commrents.
RIA 25 Fuel Tank ( ADJACENT) QI /water NFA. Addressed and None None NFA Li st
Far m 25 ft west separ at or . cl osed under MCP RTN |identified effective
of SPUD 1 3-10858. See 18 Jan 02.
(across encl osure (4).
r oadway)

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 26 Jet Fuel ( ADJACENT) Fl oor drain NFA. Addressed and See See NFA Li st
Separ at or 190 ft west | destinations cl osed under MCP RTN | encl osure encl osure effective
House of SPUD-1 unknown. 3-10858. Buil di ng (4). (4). 18 Jan 02.
and soil renoval
resol ved floor drain
i ssue. See encl osure
(4).
R A 27 Marine Air 400 ft St ai ni ng on NFA under EBS. See See NFA Li st
Reserve sout h of concrete pad. Moved to MCP RTN 3- encl osure encl osure effective
Trai ni ng SPUD- 2 10628. MCP site (3). (3). 18 Jan 02.
Bui | di ng transferred to
(Bui I di ng CERCLA (now
81) Installation
Restoration [IR]
Site 9). See
encl osure (3).
RI A 28 Marine Air 325 ft Unpl ugged NFA under EBS. See See NFA Li st
Reserve sout h of floor drain Addressed as MCP RTN | encl osure encl osure effective
Trai ni ng SPUD- 2 destination 3-10628. Confirned (3). (3). 18 Jan 02.
Bui | di ng unknown. that floor drains
(Bui I di ng connected to
81) sanitary sewer. MP
site transferred to
CERCLA (now IR
Site 9). See
encl osure (3).
RIA 29 Wash Rack 425 ft Wash Rack NFA. Phase | EBS of None None NFA Li st
(Facility sout heast di versi on 18 Nov 96 determined |identified effective
126) of SPUD-2 val ve was that the required 18 Jan 02.

i noperative
Mai nt enance
| ssue.

mai nt enance (repair)
was conpl et ed.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e
Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this

EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences

RI A 30A | Hangar 2 - 560 ft Spills on Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
Spills on sout hwest aprons EBS. Benzene in identified Deci si on
apron of OS-C2 surroundi ng groundwat er exceeds Docunent

hangar benchmarks. Future of
st eps under 25 Aug 00.
di scussion (may be
handl ed under IR
Programas Site 10 —
see enclosure [3]).

RI A 30B | Hangar 2 - ( ADJACENT) Spills on Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
Spills off 100 ft aprons EBS. Cadmi um identified Deci si on
edge of sout hwest surroundi ng chrom um and PCBs Docunent
apron of OS-C2 hangar . in soil. PAHs and of

PCBs in ditch 7 Mar 00.
sedi ment. | ncluded

in TACAN out f al

CERCLA renoval

action. Future

st eps under

di scussion (may be

handl ed under IR

Programas Site 10 —

see enclosure [3]).

R A 31 Fire 300 ft west | Acid staining NFA. Phase | EBS of | None None NFA Li st
Protection of OS-C2 and pitting 18 Nov 96 determined |identified effective
Punp House beneat h that it was only 18 Jan 02.
at Fuel battery rack. m nor pitting on
Far m ot herwi se good

concrete.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
R A 32 Non- Potable | 300 ft west | 400,000-gallon | Navy sanpled to None None Phase
\Wat er of C5-C2 UST used to confirm NFA. identified EBS of
Suppl y store water Pendi ng results. 18 Nov 96.
for NAS fire
protection
system
RIA 33 | AIMD 725 ft Conpl i ance Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
Bui | di ng sout hwest | ssue EBS/ VRA. VRA identified Deci si on
Shops of SPUD-2 addr essed by renoved fl oor Docunent
(Bui I di ng Base Cl osure. drains. Soil and of Nov 01
117) concrete rubble

remai n on the
bui | di ng fl oor.

| evel s of PAHSs,
VOCs, and di oxin
detected in soi
beneath the
bui | di ng. Coal | ayer
renai ns beneath the
buil di ng. Further
work in associ ated
with RIAs 82 and 88.
Wrk plan in

pr ogr ess.

Low

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e
Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 34 Mar i ne Hot 1,200 ft Large area of Proposed NFA because | None None Dr aft
Ref uel er sout hwest spar se chemi cal s detected identified Deci si on
Area of SPUD-2 veget ati on. were within Docunent
background | evel s. of
However, Navy may 11 Aug 00
conduct additi onal
groundwat er sanpl i ng
to confirm NFA
Wrk plan in
pr ogress.
RIA 35 Pi st ol ( ADJACENT) Possi bl e | ead NFA under EBS. None None Renoval
Range 190 ft west |from small Pi st ol range renoval identified Acti on
of OS-W2 ar s action, testing, and d oseout
amuni tion soi|l renoval s have Report .
rounds at been conpleted. To
hi storic be cl osed under NFA Li st
pi stol range. CERCLA. effective
Confirmati on work 18 Jan 02.
may be required.
Pendi ng Proposed
Plan for NFA and
ROD.
RI A 36 Trai ni ng 325 ft Partially Phase |1 EBS. None None Pendi ng
Mat eri al sout hwest buri ed drum Pl anni ng NFA because |identified Deci si on
St or age of OS-W2 and netal in a |only detected trace Docurent .
Bl dg. Area pit west of PCB at benchmark
t he pistol | evel . Re-sanpled in Fi na
range. Aug 01 to confirm Renoval
NFA.  Renoval of Action
drum and scrap netal Report of
(no VOCs detected 23 Jan 02.
during screening).

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this

EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences

R A 37 Couri er 920 ft Formerly part Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
Station sout heast of East Mat. EBS. PCBs detected identified Deci si on

of SPUD-2 in soil above Docunent
benchmark. Re- of
sanmpled in 30 Jun 00.
May/ Jun 01; Pendi ng
currently eval uating revi sed
data (NFA Deci si on
antici pated) . Docurent .

RI A 38 For mer 1, 000 ft For mer NFA. Addressed and None None NFA Li st
Location of | southwest | ocation of cl osed under MCP RTN |identified effective
Bui | di ngs of SPUD-2 three | arge 3-19064. See 18 Jan 02.
34, 35, 36 partially encl osure (4).
and 37 covered USTs

and punp
house.

RI A 39A | East WMat - ( ADJACENT) Sanpl ed at Navy proposed NFA None None Dr aft
Non-stained |75 ft south | clean Arsenic in identified Deci si on
pavemnent of OS-W2 | ocations as a | subsurface soil Docurnent

baseline to exceeded benchmark of
conpar e ot her but not background. 11 Apr 00.

East Mhat
ar eas.

Pendi ng revi sed
Deci si on Docunent .

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 39B | East Mat — ( ADJACENT) PAHs in Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
Const ruc- 160 ft gr oundwat er EBS. Further identified Deci si on
tion Debris | south of exceeded Phase | eval uations or Docunent
Area os-W2 Il EBS human action may be of
health risk requi red. Pendi ng 11 Apr 00.
benchmar ks. revi sed Deci sion
El evat ed Docunent .
chrom um and
vanadi umin
Soi | .
RI' A 39C | East WMat - ( ADJACENT) Spills and Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
G oundwater | 200 ft hazar dous EBS. Lead, identified Deci si on
sout h of wast e storage. al um num and Docunent
os-W2 benzo(a) pyrene in of
gr oundwat er exceed 11 Apr 00.
benchmar ks. Navy may
propose further Revi si on
sampling or a HHRA pl anned
G oundwat er appears for
to fl ow sout heast Apr 02.

and sout hwest from
this area
(groundwat er divi de
appears to be
present).

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 39D | East Mat — 380 ft Napht hal ene Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
JP-8 AST sout hwest was detected EBS. Navy may identified Deci si on
of C5-W2 in one conduct additi onal Docunent
subsurface sanmpl ing and a HHRA. of
soi|l sanmple Possi bl e LRA. 11 Apr 00.
above the
human heal th Revi si on
risk pl anned
benchmar k. for
Apr 02.
RI A 39E | East Mat — 345 ft Lead, Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
Long- Term sout h of chrom um and EBS. Navy may identified Deci si on
St or age os-W2 arsenic in conduct additi onal Docunent
Area gr oundwat er sanmpl ing and a HHRA. of
exceed Phase Pendi ng revi sed 8 Aug 00.
1 EBS human Deci si on Docunent .
heal t h
benchmar ks and
backgr ound
val ues.
RI A 39F | East Mat — 400 ft Arseni c and Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
Near Catch sout h of berylliumin EBS. Navy may identified Deci si on
Basi ns oS- W2 subsur f ace conduct additi onal Docunent
soi| exceed sanmpl ing and a HHRA. of
Phase 11 EBS Pendi ng revi sed 2 Aug 00.

Human Heal t h
Benchmar ks and
backgr ound

val ues.

Deci si on Docunent .

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this

EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences

RI A 39G | East Mat — 320 ft PAHs in soil Navy may conduct None None Pendi ng
St ai ned sout h of exceed Phase addi ti onal identified Deci si on
Pavenent oS- W2 1 EBS human eval uations and a Docunent .

heal th and HHRA.
ecol ogi cal

risk

benchmar ks.

RI' A 39H | East Mat - ( ADJACENT) Sanpl ed catch Material is non- None None Pendi ng
Material in |75 ft south |basins in a hazar dous as per identified renova
catch of OS-W2 pro-active TCLP anal ysi s. docunent a-
basi ns effort to Material to be tion

screen the renoved as part of

material for catch basin

di sposal . mai nt enance. NFA
after renoval (no
Deci si on Docunent
required).

RIA 40 |Aircraft 1,100 ft A 55-gal lon NFA. Phase | EBS of | None None NFA Li st
Wash-rack sout hwest drum was 18 Nov 96 determined |identified effective
(Facility of OS-W2 | abel ed that the 18 Jan 02.
226) "transforner manuf act ur er

oil.” docunents that oi
is "PCB-free." Drum
was renoved.

RIA 41 Aircraft 1,430 ft Abandoned Proposed NFA. Navy None None C oseout
Wash-rack sout hwest 6, 000- gal | on renoved UST in 1996 identified Report for
(Facility of OS-W2 UST. and no rel ease of UST and
226) petrol eum was AST

identified. Pending Renoval s
resol uti on of MADEP of Mar O1.

conment s.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 42 Subsur f ace W TH N Buri ed NFA. The pipes are None No Fi na
asbest os- subpar cel asbestos-lined |inaccessible (no identified excavation Deci si on
i ned pipes | SPUD- 2 pi pes | ocat ed hazard for users of of soil Docunent
sout hwest of the property). Pipe except as for EBS
Bui | di ng 20 | ocation was appr oved; R As 42,
(transient i nvestigated during see cl ause 46, and 51
housi ng) . t he Geophysi cal 8(g) of of
Building 20 is |Investigation of encl osure 11 Apr 02.
not within 10 Dec 98. BRAC (2). (pendi ng
SPUD- 2. C eanup Team ( BCT) con-
agrees to | eave currence)
subsurface utilities
i n-pl ace.
RI A 43 Di spensary W TH N An NFA. Phase | EBS of | None None NFA Li st
Fill Pipe subpar cel uni dentified 18 Nov 96 determined |identified effective
(Bui I di ng cs-CG1 fill pipe was that the renote fill 18 Jan 02
24) t hought to be pi pe on the east

connected to a
possi bl e
abandoned UST.

side of the building
was determ ned to be
associated with an
UST renoved on the
west side of the
bui | di ng that was
addr essed under MCP
RTN 3- 15379 [see
encl osure (4)].
associ at ed pi pi ng
was renoved.

The
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
R A 44 Di spensary W TH N Soot on fl oor, NFA. Phase | EBS of | None None NFA Li st
Bui | di ng subpar cel ceiling, and 18 Nov 96 determined |identified effective
Boi | er os-CG1 walls in that the 18 Jan 02
(Bui I di ng Bui | di ng 98 mal f uncti oni ng
98) due to boiler. boi |l er was addressed
as a nmai nt enance
i ssue (boiler was
repaired and the
soot was cl eaned
up) .
Rl A 45 BOQ W THI N Gl into floor NFA. Addressed and None None NFA Li st
(Bui I di ng subpar cel drai ns. cl osed under MCP RTN |identified effective
31) | NST-1 3-10469. See 18 Jan 02.
encl osure (4).
RI A 46 Bar r acks PARTI ALLY Report ed NFA based on None None Fi na
W TH N presence of geophysi cal survey identified Deci si on
subpar cel buri ed pall et and exploratory Docunent
SR-W1 of asbestos excavation. No for EBS
shi ngl es. pal l et was found; no Rl As 42,
asbest os shingl es 46, and 51
are exposed at the of
surface. Only small, 11 Apr 02.
scattered anounts of (pendi ng
shi ngl es were found con-
and no | arge currence)

di sposal pile. No
hazard associ at ed
with their presence
in the subsurface.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
R A 47 Navy ( ADJACENT) Hydraulic Navy to propose NFA None None Pendi ng
Exchange Abut s lifts under because the identified Deci si on
Filling subpar cel the floor of hydraulic lifts were Docunent
Station SPUD- 1 Bui | di ng 102 renoved as part of a based on
and oil/wat er VRA. Ongoi ng final r enoval
separ at or . dat a eval uati ons. cl oseout
report of
Nov O01.
Rl A 48 Navy W TH N UST | eak NFA. Addressed and None None NFA Li st
Exchange subpar cel det ection cl osed under MCP RTN |identified effective
Filling SPUD- 1 test failure. 3-13316. See 18 Jan 02.
Station encl osure (4).
R A 49 Swi mmi ng ( ADJACENT) Di schar ge of NFA. Phase | EBS of | None None NFA Li st
Pool 55 ft north |chlorinated 18 Nov 96 determined |identified effective
of pool water. that this conpliance 18 Jan 02.
subpar cel i ssue was handl ed
SR-W1 with the

Massachusetts Water
Resources Authority
( MARA) .

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RI A 50 Child Care ( ADJACENT) Possi bl e LBP Proposed NFA during None None Phase
Cent er Abut s in soil from Phase | EBS because identified EBS of
(Bui I di ng subpar cel Hobby Shop’ s | ead concentrations 18 Nov 96;
128) os-W2 peel i ng paint. did not exceed Fi na
regul atory standards Phase |
(Lead Renedi ation Work Pl an
Survey of 97 and Screeni ng
Lead in Soil Sanple Matri X,
Results of Jun 97.) Tabl e 2-2.
Recent resol ution of
regul atory conments.
To be added to next
EBS NFA Ii st.
R A 51 Housi ng W TH N Asbestos-1ined | NFA. Pipe location None No Fi nal
Ref err al subpar cel pi pe found was i nvestigated Identified excavation Deci si on
Ofice cs-CG1 during 1995 during the of soil Docunent
(Bui I di ng excavation CGeophysi cal except as for EBS
141) work for the I nvestigation of appr oved; Rl As 42,
sewage |ine 10 Dec 98. As it was see cl ause 46, and 51
connection to part of the utility 8(g) of of
a tenporary infrastructure, the encl osure 11 Apr 02.
trailer west under ground pi pe was (2). (pendi ng
of not part of a con-
Bui | di ng 141. di sposal action and currence)
does not pose a

known or suspected
threat to human
health or the
environnent inits
current condition

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this

EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences

RI A 52 Nort h W TH N Uni denti fied Ongoi ng Phase |1 None Dr aft
Ballfield subpar cel enpty net al EBS. Navy initially |identified Deci si on
Area cs-CG1 cans on ground | proposed NFA because Docurnent

surf ace. no risks were of

identified from 21 Jun 00

initial sanples.

Resanpl ed Revi sed

groundwat er in Deci si on

Aug 01. Likely NFA Docurnent
Addendum
i ssued
Mar 02.
Fi nal
Deci si on
Docunent
of 6 June
02.

RI A 53 For mer ( ADJACENT) Al | eged Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Pendi ng
Radi o 50 ft from di sposal area. EBS. Metals and PAHs |identified Deci si on
Transmitter | OS-C1 in soil and Docunent
Bui | di ng sedi ment. Anal yte
Area exceedence in

surface waters.
Ongoi ng dat a
eval uati on.
Possi bl e risk
assessment or
renoval action.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 54 | Area South 1,500 ft Punp house and | NFA under EBS. None None NFA Li st
of Trotter sout h of pi pel i ne. Bei ng addr essed identified effective
Road os-CG1 under the MCP 18 Jan 02.
program (RTN 3-
16598). See
encl osure (4). Punp
house and pi peline
have been renoved.
RI A 55A | Area North 725 ft Ant ennas and Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Deci si on
of Trotter sout hwest t he supporting | EBS. Chrom um identified Docunent
Road - of O5-C1 copper cabl es. copper, PAHs, and of Jan 01.
Ant enna pesticides in
Field surface soil above Wrk Plan
benchmar ks and of Feb O1.
backgr ound.
Resanpl ed in
May/ Jun 01;
currently eval uating
data. HHRA and ERA
reconmended.
RIA 55B | Area North ( ADJACENT) Pot ent i al Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
of Trotter 190 ft rel eases EBS. Anti nony, identified Deci si on
Road - sout hwest associ at ed chrom um nercury, Docurnent
Debris area |of OS-C1 with solid and pestici des of Jan 01.

wast e di sposed
over a large
heavi | y wooded
ar ea.

exceedi ng benchmar ks
and background.
Resanpl ed in

May/ Jun 01;

currently eval uating
data. HHRA and ERA
are bei ng prepared.
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Appr oxi mat e
Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RI A 55C | Area North ( ADJACENT) Pot ent i al Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Pendi ng.
of Trotter 70 ft south |rel eases EBS. Navy sanpl ed identified
Road - of O5-C1 associ at ed in Aug 01; awaiting
Debris area with solid data validation
wast e di sposed
in a heavily
wooded ar ea.
Rl A 56 Smal | 1, 050 ft Di scharges to Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Pendi ng
Hangar sout h of a drywell. The | EBS. The Navy may identified Deci si on
cs-CG1 hangar was recomend NFA Docurnent
primarily used | because exceedences (combi ned
for personal of benchmarks are wi th
pl anes. bel ow backgr ound. RI A 78D)
Renoval action for
two floor drains and Fi na
pi ping on 23 Cct 01 Renoval
(no exceedences in Acti on
confirmatory Report of
sanpl es). 23 Jan 02.
RI A 57 U. S. Coast 1,700 ft Concer ns about NFA under EBS. None None NFA Li st
Quard sout h of use of waste Phase || EBS data identified effective
(USCG Buoy | 0s-CG1 oi I on USCG i ncorporated into 18 Jan 02
Depot facility. USCG s renedi al
Facility i nvestigation (Rl). Fi nal USCG
Sedi nent sout h of Rl Report
facility to be of Feb 01.
addr essed by USCG

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RI A 58 USCG Buoy 1,700 ft Concer ns about NFA under EBS. RIA None None NFA Li st
Depot sout h of facility addressed by USCG s identified effective
Facility cs-CG1 septic system Rl under CERCLA; NFA 18 Jan 02
for septic system
under RI. Fi nal USCG
Rl report
of Feb O1.
RI A 59 USCG Buoy 1,700 ft Report of “Haz | NFA under EBS None None NFA Li st
Depot sout h of Wast e” because the report identified effective
Facility cs-CG1 cont ai ner. was erroneous (no 18 Jan 02
such cont ai ner
exi sted). Addressed Fi nal USCG
under USCG s CERCLA Rl report
RI . of Feb O1.
RI A 60 East Mat ( ADJACENT) Di scol ored Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Pendi ng.
Dr ai nage 75 ft south |water and EBS. Detected sone identified
Ditch of OS-W2 solid waste anal yt es above
identified in ecol ogi cal
dr ai nage benchmarks. Re-
di tch. sanmpled in Jan 00.
Navy preparing ERA
R A 61 TACAN Ditch | 950 ft Di scol ored Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Pendi ng
north of water in EBS. Navy identified Acti on
SPUD- 6 dr ai nage prepari ng a CERCLA Meno-
di tch. Action Menorandum randum

for renpval of PAH

and PCB in sedinent.

Encl osure (5)

Page 29 of 46




Appr oxi mat e
Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
R A 62 French ( ADJACENT) Past rel eases To be determ ned. None None Pendi ng
Stream 20 ft from entered the Navy will be identified. Deci si on
Bl1-W1, OS- |southern conducting a Pot ent i al Docurent .
A-l, G5 C portion of the | watershed ecol ogical i npacts are
1, OS-R5, stream on base |risk assessment. unlikely to
SPUD-7, and | property. ext end
SSE. beyond t he
i nmredi at e
stream
ar ea.
RI A 63 Squant um Gardens (not |ocated at the main base; not applicable to this FOST). NFA as of 18 Jan 02.
R A 64 Squant um Gardens (not |ocated at the main base; not applicable to this FOST). NFA as of 18 Jan 02.
RI A 65 Squant um Gardens (not |ocated at the main base; not applicable to this FOST). NFA as of 18 Jan 02.
Rl A 66 Naval Terrace (not |ocated at the main base; not applicable to this FOST). NFA as of 18 Jan 02.
R A 67 Nomans Land Island (not |ocated at the main base; not applicable to this FOST). NFA as of 18 Jan 02.
RI A 68 Nomans Land Island (not |ocated at the main base; not applicable to this FOST). NFA as of 18 Jan 02.
R A 69 Nomans Land Island (not |ocated at the main base; not applicable to this FOST). NFA as of 18 Jan 02.
RIA 70 Nomans Land Island (not |ocated at the main base; not applicable to this FOST). NFA as of 18 Jan 02.
RIA71 Nomans Land Island (not |ocated at the main base; not applicable to this FOST). NFA as of 18 Jan 02.
RIA 72 Nomans Land Island (not |ocated at the main base; not applicable to this FOST). NFA as of 18 Jan 02.
RIA 73 Nomans Land Island (not |ocated at the main base; not applicable to this FOST). NFA as of 18 Jan 02.
RIA 74 Nomans Land Island (not |ocated at the main base; not applicable to this FOST). NFA as of 18 Jan 02.
RIA 75 Nomans Land Island (not |ocated at the main base; not applicable to this FOST). NFA as of 18 Jan 02.
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 76 Basewi de W TH N Areas of solid | Proposed NFA under None None Phase |
Solid Waste wast e and/ or EBS. | ndi vi dual identified. EBS of
Vari ous debris. areas to be Solid waste 18 Nov 96
ar eas addressed on a case- |is not a Tabl e 10-
identified by-case basis as FOST 3; Final
basewi de necessary to support ( CERCLA) Phase |
(i ncludi ng property transfers. i ssue. Work Pl an
in various See enclosure (7). Screeni ng
FOST Mat ri x,
subpar cel s) RI A 76A addresses Tabl e 2-2.

solid waste | ocat ed
within the
subparcels of this
FOST.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this

EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences

RIA 77 Basewi de ( ADJACENT) Leak Test not NFA. USTs addressed None None NFA as of
USTs - Leak | Various per f or med under Base C osure identified 18 Jan 02.
Test not | ocati ons within past 12 | Program Navy has
per f or med identified mont hs for UST | renmoved all USTs at

basewi de Nos. 18 (Fuel t he Base except at
(some Farm, 19 Bui | di ng 133.
wi thin (Fuel Farm, Tracer tests
200 ft of 21 (Building per f or med.
FOST 84), 29
subpar cel s) (Bui I di ng

103), 30

(Bui I di ng

105), 34

(Bui I di ng

116), and 43

(Building 8).

See Table 10-4

of the Phase |

EBS of 18 Nov

96.

RI A 78A | Basew de 550 ft UST survey of NFA. No anal yte None None Fi na
USTs - sout hwest Mar 97 exceedences were identified Deci si on
Renoval not of SPUD-2 provi ded no det ect ed. Docurnent
docunent ed confirmation of
- UsST of proper 9 Jan 02.
No. 12 at cl osure.

Bui | di ng 41

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RI A 78B | Basew de 550 ft UST survey of Navy to propose NFA None None Pendi ng
USTs - sout h of Mar 97 because sanpl e identified revi sed
Renoval not SPUD- 2 provi ded no results are within Deci si on
docunent ed confirmation background | evel s. Docurent .
- UST #44 of proper
at Buil ding cl osure.
140
RI A 78C | Basew de ( ADJACENT) Undocunent ed Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Pendi ng
USTs - Abut s renmoval of UST | EBS. Additional identified Deci si on
Renoval not SPUD- 1 No. 24 at groundwat er and soi | Docurent .
docunent ed Bui | di ng 102. sanples collected in
- UST Jan 02 to confirm
No. 24 at that NFA is
Bui | di ng requi red. Pendi ng
102 results.
RI' A 78D | Basew de 1,100 ft Undocunent ed Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Pendi ng
USTs - sout h of renoval of EBS. Navy to identified Deci si on
Rermoval not os-CG1 AST. Tank reconmend NFA. Docunent
docunent ed survey of (combi ned
- AST near Mar 97 with
Bui | di ng provi ded no Rl A 56).
111 confirmation

of proper
cl osure.

Encl osure (5)

Page 33 of 46




Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RI A 78E | Basew de 1, 300 ft UST survey of Conduct ed sanpl i ng None None Pendi ng
USTs - sout h of Mar 97 and ground- identified Deci si on
Renoval not cs-CG1 provi ded no penetrating radar Docunent
docunent ed confirmation survey. No analyte
- UsST of proper exceedences were
No. 28A and cl osure. detected. Resanpled
No. 28B for methyl-tertiary-
near butyl - et her ( MIBE)
Bui | di ngs in Feb 02.
110 and
110A
RIA 79 Basewi de (WTH'N) Presence of NFA under EBS. See EBST. See item 8 NFA Li st
Asbest os Vari ous asbest os- Ongoi ng eval uati ons of effective
| ocati ons cont ai ni ng and abatenents for encl osure 18 Jan 02.
basewi de mat eri al s. i ndi vidual | ocations (2).
as necessary in
accordance with
Depart nment of
Def ense (DoD)
policy.
RI A 80 Basewi de (WTH'N) Presence of NFA under EBS. See EBST. See item 8 NFA Li st
Lead- Based Vari ous LBP. Ongoi ng eval uati ons of effective
Pai nt (LBP) | ocati ons and abatenents for encl osure 18 Jan 02.
basew de i ndi vi dual | ocations (2).
as necessary in
accordance wi th DoD
policy.
R A 81 Nomans Land Island (not | ocated at the main base; not applicable to this FOST). NFA as of 18 Jan 02.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
R A 82 Power House | 850 ft St or age of Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
sout h of coal and coal EBS. PAHs detected identified Deci si on
SPUD- 2 ash. above benchmarks in Docunent
soil. Possible HHRA of
under CERCLA. Navy 22 Mar 00.
may conduct
addi ti onal sampling
along with RIAs 33
and 88.
RI A 83 Hazar dous 650 ft RCRA C osure. Proposed NFA under None None Fi na
Wast e sout h of Phase | EBS. Final identified Phase 11
St or age SPUD- 2 <90 Day Hazardous Work Pl an
Area Wast e Accunul ati on Screeni ng
Assessment Report Matri X,
(Cct 00) issued to Tabl e 2-2.
EPA and MADEP f or
review. Next action Fi nal <90
to be determ ned. Day
Hazar dous
Wast e
Accumul a-
tion Area
Assessnent
Report of
Cct 00.
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Appr oxi mat e
Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 84 | Area North 1,100 ft Septic system Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Deci si on
of Trotter sout hwest Exceedences in | EBS. Sanpled in identified Docurnent
Road of O5-C1 sedi rent and Aug 01. Pendi ng of
surface water. data eval uati on. 19 mwar O1.
Wrk Plan
of
27 Jul 01.
RIA 85 | Areas East ( ADJACENT) Pot ent i al NFA. Phase | EBS of None None NFA Li st
of For ner Abut s second fire 18 Nov 96 indicated identified effective
Runway 8-26 | subparcel fighting that the Fire 18 Jan 02.
SPUD- 3 trai ni ng area. Depart ment confirnmed
that there was no
second fire fighting
trai ni ng area.
RIA 86 | Vehicle 700 ft Pot ent i al NFA. Addressed and None None NFA Li st
Mai nt enance | sout heast unr eported cl osed under MCP RTN |identified effective
and Gas of SPUD-2 spill. 3-15516. See 18 Jan 02.
I sl and encl osure (4).
Rl A 87 Naval Terrace (not |ocated at the main base; not applicable to this FOST). NFA as of 18 Jan 02.
RIA 88 | AIMD 925 ft Al |l eged waste Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
(Bui I di ng sout h of oi | disposal . EBS. Conpl eted identified Deci si on
117) SPUD- 2 renoval action. Docurnent
Fur t her of
i nvestigation is 19 Cct O1.
required along with
Rl As 33 and 82.
Wrk Plan in
progr ess.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e
Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
Rl A 89 Couri er 1,025 ft Septic system NFA under EBS. None None NFA Li st
Station sout heast cl osure. Conpl i ance i ssue. identified effective
of SPUD-2 Navy sanpl ed, punped 18 Jan 02.
out, and backfilled
the septic systemin Dr aft
Jun 99. Cl oseout
Report for
Septic
Syst em of
15 Jul 99.
RI A 90 Tr ansi ent ( ADJACENT) Pi pes NFA. Phase | EBS of | None None NFA Li st
Housi ng Abut s pr ot r udi ng 18 Nov 96 confirnmed identified effective
SPUD- 2 from ground that the pipes were 18 Jan 02.
(located 4 to sewage drai npi pes
6 ft away from | connected to MARA
t he east and Oiginally connected
west sites of to cesspool that was
Bui | di ng 20). renoved in 1992.
R A 91 Navy W TH N Unr eport ed, NFA. Addressed and None None NFA Li st
Exchange subpar cel i nci dent al cl osed under MCP RTN |identified effective
Filling SPUD- 1 drips/spills 3-13316. See 18 Jan 02.
Station fromthe encl osure (4).
former filling
stati on.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e
Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RI A 92 Hobby Shop ( ADJACENT) Equi prent pit VRA conpl eted inside | None None Pendi ng
(Bui I di ng 15 ft south | and potenti al Building 95 in identified VRA
95) of OS-W2 spills Jun 98 to renpve the Deci si on
hydraulic lifts and Docunent .
Extract abl e
Pet r ol eum
Hydr ocar bon ( EPH) -
i npacted soil as an
MCP Limted Renoval
Acti on.
RI A 93 MADEP Vari ous MADEP NFA under the EBS None None EBS
Ener gency | ocati ons Ener gency pr ogr am because identified Phase
Response response spills were cl osed Report
spills spills. out or transferred Errata of
to the MCP. To be 10 Nov 97,
resol ved wi th MADEP. Tabl e 5-
19.
RIA 94 | Area South 1,450 ft Fuel pipeline. NFA under EBS. None None NFA Li st
of Trotter sout h of Addressed with identified effective
Road cs-CG1 Rl A 54 under MCP RTN 18 Jan 02.
3-16598. See
encl osure (4). Punp
house and pi peline
have been renoved.
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RI A 95A | Former PCB ( ADJACENT) Past PCB Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Dr aft
Transformer | 100 ft from | storage near EBS. Investigation identified Deci si on
(Bui I di ng SPUD- 3 drai ns and of potential PCB Docunent
101) drywel | . rel eases through the of
VRA program 6 Apr 00.
Sanpl es of concrete
fromthe building s Pendi ng
fl oor had no PCBs fl oor
above benchmarks. drain
In Cct 01, Navy cl oseout
closed floor drain report.
and confirned that
drywel | was
underneat h.  Soi |
sanmpl es fromdrywel |
did not contain
el evated COC
concentrations.
RI A 95B | PCB 1,350 ft PCB testing Phase Il EBS and None None Pendi ng
St orage/ Use | north of recommended by | Time-Critical identified C oseout
Bui |l ding 74 | SPUD- 6 EPA and MADEP. Renoval Action Report .
conmpleted. CGtric

acid used to extract
PCBs from concrete.
Sanpl i ng confirned
PCBs successfully
renoved.
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RI A 95C | PCB 260 ft For mer PCB- Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Pendi ng
St or age/ Use | sout hwest cont ai ni ng EBS. In Fall 01, the |identified d oseout
Buil ding 16 | of SPUD-2 transforners Navy conpleted a Report .
i n basenent. renoval action to
cl ose the floor
drai ns and docunent
their discharge to
t he storm water
system Likely NFA
pendi ng eval uati on
of confirmatory
sanpl es which were
col | ect ed.
RI A 96A | TACAN - Jet 1,500 ft Recomended by | Ongoi ng Phase 11 None None Pendi ng
Engi ne Test north of EPA and MADEP EBS. Re-sanpled in identified Deci si on
Stand NW SPUD- 6 based on Aug 01; awaiting Docurent .
experi ence at data val i dation.
ot her bases. Li kely NFA. Test pit Fi na
excavat ed on Renoval
16 Cct 02 identified Action
no stained soil or Report of
VOC (screening). 23 Jan 02.
RI' A 96B | TACAN - Jet 800 ft Recomended by | NFA. Sanple results | None None Fi nal NFA
Engi ne Test north of EPA and MADEP were representative identified Deci si on
Stand SE SPUD- 6 based on of background Docurnent
experi ence at condi tions. of
ot her bases. 5 Mar 02.
(pendi ng
MADEP
approval)
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RI A 97 Fire Vari ous Past Fire NFA. Phase | EBS of | None None NFA Li st
Depart nment Depart nment 18 Nov 96 used this identified effective
spill Responses. as a tenporary RIA 18 Jan 02.
response nunber used to track
records fromthe Phase | to
the Phase Il EBS
(used to specify
sanmpling at R As 2A,
2B, 2D, 2E, 10A, and
30B) .
RIA 98 |"Mass 6 W THI N PCB spi |l | NFA.  Phase | EBS of | None No NFA Li st
Site" (the subpar cel associ at ed 18 Nov 96 i ndicated identified residenti al effective
f or mer os-CG1 with forner that the transforner | and reuse 18 Jan 02.
Marine Air t ransf or ner had been renoved and (non-issue
Cont r ol (when the area |that confirmatory as the area
Squadr on was formerly soi|l sanple results i s zoned
Facility) used as i ndi cated that PCBs for open
training area remaining in soil space).
for the (up to 1.8 ng/kg)
Massachusetts wer e bel ow t he EPA
Nat i onal and the MADEP action
Quard). | evel s for
i ndustrial |and-use

(25 and 10 ny/ kg,
respectively) as
wel | as the MCP
Method 1 S-1/GW 1
criterion of

2.0 ny/ kg.
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Appr oxi mat e
Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
R A 99 Hangar 1 1,250 ft Radi ol ogi cal Proposed NFA. Navy None None Pendi ng
Radi o- sout h of survey screened for radium identified cl earance
| ogi cal SPUD- 2 use. letter
Sur vey from
Radi o-
| ogi cal
Affairs
Suppor t
Ofice
( RASO) .
RIA 100 | East Street 300 ft west Possi bl e NFA under EBS; noved | None None Draf t
Gate Area of OS-R-5 di sposal of to CERCLA program identified Deci si on
coal silos and | Various netals and Docunent
ash. benzo(a) pyrene in of Apr 01.
surface soil above
background and Acti on
ecol ogi cal Menor andum
benchmar ks. Navy of Jul 01.
conduct ed CERCLA
removal action in NFA Li st
Sep 01. dosure effective
pendi ng Proposed 18 Jan 02.
Pl an and ROD.
RIA 101 | East Street ( ADJACENT) Possi bl e Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Pendi ng
Gate Area 110 ft di sposal site EBS. Analyte identified Deci si on
sout hwest of forner exceedences in Docunent .
of SPUD- 6 r unway sedi ment. Surface
I'ighting. wat er and sedi nment
re-sanpled in Aug 01
to support possible
ERA. Pending data
eval uati on.
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 102 | East Street ( ADJACENT) PCB Proposed NFA during None None Fi na
Gate Area 160 ft Transf or mer. t he Phase | EBS. identified Phase 11
sout h of Handl ed t hrough base Work Pl an
SPUD- 6 cl osure and the Screeni ng
Toxi ¢ Subst ances Matri x;
Control Act (TSCA). EBS Phase
To be added to next | Errata
EBS NFA |ist. Report of
10 Nov 97.
RI' A 103 | USCG Buoy 1,700 ft Battery NFA under EBS. None None NFA Li st
Depot sout h of St or age area. Addr essed by USCG identified effective
Facility os-CG1 RI . 18 Jan 02.
Fi nal USCG
Rl report
of Feb O1.
RIA 104 | A d Swanp ( ADJACENT) Past spills To be determ ned. None None Pendi ng
Ri ver 170 ft east into stream Navy will be identified. Wt er shed
of OS-R-1; conducting a Pot ent i al Eval uati on
80 ft east wat er shed ecol ogi cal i npacts are Report .
from SPUD- ri sk assessment. unlikely to
3; 70 ft extend
west of beyond
SPUD- 4; i mredi at e
stream
ar ea.
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this

EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences

RI A 105 | Runway/ ( ADJACENT) In old aerial Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Pendi ng
Taxi way 100 ft east phot ogr aphs, EBS. NFA identified Deci si on
Area of SPUD- 6 two pads (now antici pated based on Docurent .

gone) are Mar 02 wal k- over and
vi si bl e near test excavati on.

Taxi way C on

the east side

of the stream

(potentially

former

bui | di ngs) .

RIA 106 | Fire House 1,150 ft Pot ent i al Ongoi ng Phase |1 None None Renoval
(Bui I di ng sout h of pet rol eum EBS. VRA conpl et ed identified Acti on
96) SPUD- 2 hydr ocar bons for floor drains in Report of

and antifreeze | May 00. Confirmatory Mar 01
in floor drain |sanple results did
system not exceed MCP RCS-1 Deci si on
criteria. Likely Docurnent
NFA. of Nov 01
Pendi ng
final
Response
to
Comment s
and
Deci si on
Docunent .
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Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RI' A 107 | Hangar 2 - 275 ft Spills on Phase Il EBS and See See See
Spills on sout hwest runway apron. VRA. Conduct ed encl osure encl osure encl osure
apron of OS-C2 testing along drain (3). (3). (3)
system Planned to
be handl ed under IR
Program Site 10 -
see encl osure (3).
RI A 108 | Background ( ADJACENT) Sanpl e results | New RIA Phase || None None Fi nal
sanpl e Abut s exceedi ng EBS investigation is |identified Sunmmary
| ocation os-W2 benchmar ks at pendi ng. Navy (only | ow Report of
BG 05 "background” preparing Wrk Plan. |concentra- Backgr ound
sanpl e tion Dat a
| ocati on. detected in Sunmmary
Locati on was BG 05 whi ch Statistics
also found to is over of Feb 00.
have been a 120 ft from
former Naval near est
Reservist’s subpar cel )

bi vouac site.

Encl osure (5)

Page 45 of 46




Appr oxi mat e

Di stance to Pot ent i al
Near est | mpacts to Restriction
FCST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description Subpar cel Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RI A 109 | Background ( ADJACENT) Det ecti ons of New RI A Li kely NFA None None Fi nal
sanpl e 120 ft east |fuel-related under EBS as it wll identified; Sunmmary
| ocation of OS-R-3 conpounds at a | be addressed under gr oundwat er Report of
BG- 07 "backgr ound” the MCP program does not Backgr ound
sanpl e MCP RTN not vyet flowinto a Dat a
| ocati on. assi gned. FOST Sunmmary
Locati on was subpar cel Statistics
also found to of Feb 00.

have been near
a former gas
station (from
before the
Navy obt ai ned
t he property).
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DRAFT FI NDI NG OF SUI TABI LI TY TO TRANSFER FOR 22 SUBPARCELS
NAVAL Al R STATI ON SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MASSACHUSETTS

TABLE OF CONTENTS

[Nt roduCt i ON . .. 2
Navy Ceneral Responses .. ......... ..., 5
U.S. Environnental Protection Agency Comments............... 12
MADEP CommMeNt S . . . ... 45
SSTTDC ComMMENL S . . . e e e e 71
Addi tional Specific Public Comments ......................... 94
Addi tional Changes to the FOST........ ... .. .. .. .. .. . ... 121
Phot ographs . . ... .. 123
| NTRODUCTI ON

The foll owm ng Navy responses pertain to comments that were
received on the draft Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST)
for 22 Subparcels of Mar 01. The 22 subparcels are | ocated at
the former Naval Air Station (NAS) South Weynouth
Massachusetts. The follow ng cooments were received during the
public comment period held from2 Apr 01 to 8 Jun 01 and
thereafter (conplete copies of the comments are attached at the
end of this Responsiveness Sunmary):

Letter fromDave W I not, Abington resident, to
Tom Papoul i as, Navy Caretaker Site Ofice (CSO, re: FOST,
of 10 May Ol.

Letter from Leslie Ml yneaux, South Shore Tri-Town
Devel opment Cor poration (SSTTDC) Advisory Committee, to
Tom Papoul i as, Navy CSO, re: FOST, of 13 May Ol.

Letter fromKen Goff, SSTTDC, to Tom Papoul i as, Navy CSQO,
re: Comments on Draft FOST, of 17 May O01.

Letter from Mary Parsons, Rockland Board of Sel ectman, to
Tom Papoul i as, Navy CSO, re: FOST and Environnental
Basel ine Survey to Transfer (EBST), of 17 May O01.

Mar k- ups from Stu Chi pman, Restoration Advi sory Board (RAB)
Menmber, to Tom Papoulias Navy CSO, re: FOST, of 18 May OLl.

Letter from Mary Byram Hi nghamresident, to Tom Papouli as,
Navy CSO, re: Comments on Draft FOST, of 18 May Ol.

Letter from David Labadie, Weynouth resident, to
Tom Papoul i as, Navy CSO, re: Reuse Plan, of 29 May O0Ol.
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Letter from Janmes Geddes, Weynouth resident, to Navy, re:
Comments, Questions, and Protests on the FOST, of
29 May O01.

Letter from Dave WInot, Abington resident, to
Tom Papoul i as, Navy CSO, re: Further Comments on FOST, of
23 May O01.

Letter from Donal d Cann, Rockland Open Space Committee, to
Tom Papoul i as, Navy CSO, re: Extension of public comment
period, of 31 May O01.

Letter fromBeth Sortin, Abington resident, to Captain J. W
Zorica, Navy Engineering Field Activity Northeast (EFANE),
re: FOST, of 3 Jun 01.

Letter fromBetty G bbons, H nghamresident, to
Tom Papoul i as, Navy CSO, re: FOST, of 5 Jun O1.

Letter from Carol e Mooney, Rockland Board of Selectnman, to
Tom Papoul i as, Navy CSO, re: Comments on Draft FOST, of
6 Jun 01.

Letter fromMark Primack, The WI dl ands Trust of

Sout heast ern Massachusetts, to Tom Papoul i as, Navy CSQO,
re: Conservation Restrictions on OQpen Space Parcels, of
7 Jun 01.

Letter from Donal d Cann, Rockl and Open Space Committ ee,
to Tom Papoulias, Navy CSO re: Coments on Draft FOST, of
7 Jun 01.

Letter fromBrian Reid, Plynouth resident, to
Tom Papoul i as, Navy CSO, re: FOST, of 7 Jun O1.

Email from Mary Byram Hi nghamresident, to Tom Papouli as,
Navy CSO, re: FOST, of 8 Jun 01.

Letter from Anne Mal ewi cz, Massachusetts Departnent of
Envi ronmental Protection (MADEP), to

M chel e D Geanbeardi no, Navy EFANE, re: Comments on the
draft FOST, of 8 Jun OLl.

Letter fromDave W I not, Abington resident, to

Tom Papoul i as, Navy CSO, re: Further Comments on FOST, of
11 Jun O1.
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Letter from Mary Sanderson, U.S. Environnental Protection
Agency (EPA) Region |, to Mchele D Geanbeardi no, Navy
EFANE, re: Review of Draft FOST, of 13 Jun 01.

Letter fromDave W I not, Abington resident, to
Tom Papoul i as, Navy CSO, re: Further comments on FOST,
of 13 Jun O1.

Letter fromDave W I not, Abington resident, to
Tom Papoul i as, Navy CSO, re: Further comments on FOST,
of 14 Jun 01.

Letter from Kenneth Goff, SSTTDC, to Tom Papoulias, Navy
CSO, re: Addendumto previous comments on the FOST, of
3 Jul O01.

Letter from Mary Sanderson, U S. EPA Region I, to

M chel e D Gregori o (D Geanbeardi no), Navy EFANE, re: Review
of Navy’'s Responsi veness Summary Addressi ng Comments on
Draft FOST for 22 Subparcels of 10 Sep 01.

Letter from Donal d Cann, Rockland Open Space Committee, to

Tom Papoul i as, Navy CSO, re: Additional coments on Draft
FOST of 11 Sep 01.
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NAVY GENERAL RESPONSES

A | arge nunmber of comrents were received from stakehol ders and
interested parties, as can be seen fromthe list of coments in
the introduction. 1In the interest of brevity and clarity, the
Navy provides the foll ow ng general responses to address the
nost conmonly expressed issues. After these general responses,
t he Navy provides individual responses to regulator and ot her
speci fic coments.

1. Reuse Pl an%:Several public comments were received regarding
the intended reuse of the base property. WMany coments
i ndi cated that the FOST subparcels could not be considered
suitable for a particular reuse until an updated Reuse Pl an
is prepared. Sone coments stated that a nmaj or conponent
of the existing Reuse Plan, the MIIls Corporation’s retai
mal |, has been cancelled. Sone comrents al so stated that
portions of the existing Reuse Plan can not be inplenented
because sone of the areas planned for devel opnent are
| ocated within newy delineated wetl and areas.

Response: The existing Reuse Pl an was approved by the

| ocal towns and the State in 1998 and is still in effect.
Nei t her the cancelled mall project nor the |latest wetl and
delineation affects the suitability to transfer the FOST
subparcel s.

The docunent entitled the South Weynouth Naval Air Station
Reuse Pl an and South Shore Tri-Town Devel opnment Cor poration
Enabl i ng Legi slation, (Reuse Plan) was finalized on

27 Jan 98 by the Naval Air Station Planning Committee
(NASPC). The NASPC was fornmed by Executive Order 378 of
1995 by the Governor of Massachusetts and represented

| ocal, state, and federal interests in the redevel opnent of
t he base. The Reuse Plan was devel oped with extensive
public participation and was approved by the Towns of

Abi ngt on, Rockl and, and Weynouth, the Massachusetts State
Legi sl ature, and the Governor of Massachusetts.

Al though the MIIs Corporation plan was cancell ed, the
retail mall was not a contingent part of the Reuse Pl an.
The Zoning and Land Use By-Laws for the Naval Air Station
Sout h Weynout h (approved 24 Mar 98 by the towns of
Weynout h, Abi ngton, and Rockl and) established the zoning
desi gnation "Special Planned Use District" (SPUD) that
allows for office, research and devel opnent, or retail use.
The mall project was an all owed reuse under that zoning
desi gnation. Although the mall has been cancelled, the
SPUD desi gnation stands. The FOST eval uated the property

Encl osure (6) Page 5 of 123



with respect to the general zoning, not with respect to the
specific mall project.

The Navy acknow edges that portions of the Reuse Plan may
not be inplenented in accordance with the zoni ng based on
the results of the recently conpl eted wetl ands survey by
SSTTDC (e.g., sone planned senior housing areas are in what
has recently been delineated as wetlands). However, | ack
of devel opnent within a particular zoned area does not
affect the suitability to transfer the property.

In accordance with Departnent of Defense (DoD) policies
(e.g., Fast Track to FOST: A Quide to Determning if
Property is Environnentally Suitable to Transfer of

Fall 96), the primary goal of the FOST is to docunent the
conclusion that real property nmade avail abl e through the
Base Real i gnnent and Cl osure (BRAC) process is
environmental ly suitable for transfer by deed under
Section 120(h) of the Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conmpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). Under CERCLA,
potential risks from hazardous substances are eval uat ed

Wi th respect to human health and the environnent. The
Navy’'s environnmental investigations within the subject
subparcel s are outlined in the FOST. The Navy finds that
t he subject subparcels are suitable for transfer for the
approved zoni ng designations. Actual redevel opnent of the
transferred property is the responsibility of the Local
Redevel opnent Authority (the SSTTDC)

2. Property Transfer3Several public coments stated that the
property is currently not ready for transfer or should not
be transferred to the SSTTDC.

Response: No actual property transfers to the SSTTDC wi | |
take place until after the Navy conpletes a National
Environnmental Protection Act (NEPA) Record of Decision
(ROD). As outlined in the FOST, the Navy’' s environnental
i nvestigations and restorations within the subject
subparcel s have either been conpleted or will soon be
conpleted prior to property transfer. The Navy has the
m ssion and obligation to transfer the NAS South Weynout h
property to the local- and State-approved redevel opnent
agency (i.e., the SSTTDC). By Act of the Massachusetts
State Legislature, the SSTTDC has the responsibility to
acquire and devel op the base property.

The FOST is not a property transfer docunment. The FOST is
one step toward that goal in that it is a technical and
adm nistrative determnation that the current environnenta

Encl osure (6) Page 6 of 123



4.

conditions within the designated areas (subparcels) pose no
hazards to human health or the environnment due to the past
or present presence/use of CERCLA hazardous substances and
are therefore suitable for transfer

Chapter 301 of the Massachusetts Acts of 1998 authori zed

t he establishnment of the SSTTDC for the redevel opnent of
base property. The Board of Directors for the SSTTDC
consists of representatives from Abi ngton, Rockl and, and
Weynout h. Therefore, the Navy recogni zes the SSTTDC as the
| ocal - and St ate-approved recipient of the remaining
property at NAS South Weynouth. |In accordance wth BRAC,
the Navy’s m ssion at NAS South Weynmouth is to return the
base property back to the communities for economc

redevel opnent and beneficial reuse as soon as possible.

Navy and SSTTDC Cooperati on¥%Several comments were received
regardi ng the Navy's cooperation with the SSTTDC and t he
per cei ved SSTTDC control over the Navy's property.

Response: The Navy is the current property owner for al
land at the former NAS South Weynouth except for the
approxi mate 57 acres previously transferred to other

federal agencies (e.g., U S. Coast Guard, U S. Federal

Avi ation Adm nistration). The SSTTDC is the |ocal- and

st at e- approved redevel opnent authority. In addition, over
110 acres of the Navy’'s property have al ready been | eased
to SSTTDC for various subl eased uses (e.g., recreation,
police training, etc.) under a Master Lease Agreenent.
Therefore, cooperation between the Navy and SSTTDC i s
necessary and appropriate on any other issues that may
affect property transfer and redevel opnment (e.g., public
access, contractor activities). The Navy and SSTTDC have a
Joi nt Managenent/ Access Agreenent. A copy of the access
policy is available fromthe Navy CSO (Buil ding 11) and the
SSTTDC of fice (Building 141).

As docunented by the 1998 Reuse Pl an (Enabling
Legislation), the SSTTDC is the | ocal - and State-desi gnated
reci pient of the remaining base property. In effect, the
SSTTDC represents the | ocal communities’ interests for the
redevel opnent of the base. Public concerns over the
actions or plans of the SSTTDC should be directed to the
SSTTDC. The Navy’'s m ssion at the former NAS South
Weynouth is to return the property to the local conmmunities
in accordance with the approved Reuse Pl an.

Public Process%Several comments were received regarding a
percei ved | ack of public input in the FOST process.
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Response: As part of the FOST process, the Navy
coordinates with, and gives serious consideration to,

regul atory and public input, as evidenced by the | engthy
period between issuing the draft FOST (Mar 01) and signing
the final version (Apr 02). The interests of the public
are represented and protected by nmultiple nmeans under the
FOST process. The EPA and the MADEP represent the public in
the sense that it is their role and duty to oversee the
Navy’ s assessnments and enforce promul gated federal and
state laws and regul ations. The SSTTDC, which al so

provi ded i nput on the FOST, represents the public’s
interest in the redevel opnent of the base property. The
Navy al so held nonthly RAB neetings, which are open to al
citizens, where issues such as the FOST were di scussed
anong the Navy, regul atory agencies, SSTTDC, and public
citizens. The Navy al so maintains several public
information repositories where recent docunents pertaining
to environnental investigations at NAS South Weynouth can
be revi ened.

The nost direct way for the public to provide input on the
FOST docunent was through the public coment period which
was initially held from2 Apr 01 through 2 May 01 and then
was extended three times by the Navy to a final date

8 Jun 01 based on public requests. 1In fact, the Navy has
continued to accept public coments on the FOST, even after
that date. As docunented in this Responsiveness Summary,

t he Navy has made several nodifications to the FOST based
on reqgul atory and public comments.

After all public input has been solicited and eval uated
however, the FOST ultimately is a Navy determ nation of the
condition of its own property primarily with respect to the
use, storage, or release of CERCLA hazardous substances.

5. Public Access to Property% Several coments were received
regarding the public's desire to walk the property for a
"first-hand" | ook and/or to allow for independent
scientific evaluations of the conditions at the base.

Response¥The base is still federal property. It is Navy
policy to require escorted access to nost areas. This is
al so in accordance with the Navy/ SSTTDC Joi nt Managenent
Agreenent (available for review at the Navy CSO

Bui l ding 11, and the SSTTDC of fice, Building 141 on Shea
Menorial Drive). Unrestricted access to the base property
woul d potentially present liabilities for visitor safety
and for Navy property/facilities/equipnent.
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Simlar to the public, the Navy al so provi des regul ar
escorted access for the EPA and MADEP personnel that work
on base property. The EPA and MADEP directly represent the
public’'s interests on matters of enforcing federal and
State environnental |aws and regul ations. SSTTDC, which
was formed with |local and state approval, also represents
the comunities interest in the redevel opnent of the

property.

Wth respect to the request for independent scientific
evaluations, it should be noted that the Navy’'s

envi ronnental investigations at NAS South Weynouth are open
to public review At this time, the former NAS South
Weynouth is listed on the National Priorities List (NPL)
and the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP); therefore,
the Navy must focus its resources on conpleting its

envi ronnent al investigations under the regul atory

supervi sion of the EPA and MADEP. The Navy’s environnent al
i nvestigations are conducted by environnental professionals
and experts. The EPA's and MADEP s experts provide careful
scrutiny of the Navy’'s procedures, actions, and concl usions
at the environnental sites. The SSTTDC is al so conducti ng
its own investigations in support of the redevel opnent plan
(e.g., wetlands delineation, aquifer tests, vernal pool
identification). Any comments about the SSTTDC s work can
be directed to SSTTDC.

However, the Navy has conducted several, and continues to
offer to the public, guided tours of any areas of concern
on the base. The enclosures to the FOST Menorandum
summari ze the necessary information the Navy is using to
eval uate whether its property subparcels are suitable for
transfer wwth respect to CERCLA. The referenced
investigation reports are available for public review at
the Navy CSO and at the Information Repositories at the
Abi ngt on, H ngham Rockl and, and Weynouth |i brari es.

Furthernmore, the Navy has recently conpl eted suppl enent al
vi sual site inspections of the FOST subparcels wth MADEP
and EPA personnel. The basew de property was previously
eval uated during the Phase | Environnental Baseline Survey
(EBS) during which the EPA and MADEP participated in

mul tiple inspections of the Navy property and operations.
The purpose of the recent site wal ks was to provide a
current visual inspection and confirmation of previous
observations. MADEP and EPA comments fromthese site wal ks
are included in this Responsiveness Sunmary along with
their coments on the FOST docunent. The site wal ks
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covered the subparcels using 100 ft transects during the
mont hs of Nov 00 through May 01. As a result of the recent
site wal ks, the locations of various solid waste areas have
been recorded and sone areas are being re-eval uated for
possi bl e further investigations.

6. Sol id Wast e¥% Several comments were received questioning the
types and extent of solid waste debris present in various
| ocati ons across the base. Mdst comments indicated that
the debris should be renoved by the Navy prior to any
property transfer in order to protect the environnent, for
safety reasons, or for housekeeping reasons. It was al so
requested that the Navy clarify their solid waste program
for NAS Sout h Weynout h.

Response¥As stated in DoD BRAC gui dance (Fast Track to FOST
of Fall 96), the FOST is a determ nation that the subject
property is environnentally suitable for transfer by deed
under Section 120(h) of CERCLA. CERCLA Section 120(h)
requires that notice be given, both in deed and contracts
for sale, of the storage, rel ease, or disposal of hazardous
subst ances. As such, the FOST docunents that the subject
property is suitable for transfer because (1) no hazardous
subst ances are known to have been rel eased or di sposed of
on the property or (2) the requirenents of CERCLA

Section 120(h)(3) have been net for the property.

Solid waste is not regul ated under CERCLA Section 120(h).
DoD BRAC gui dance for FOSTs states that, in sonme cases, it
may be required that certain hazards not regul ated under
CERCLA be discl osed, according to the policies of the
particul ar DoD conponent (i.e., Navy), and that
restrictions on use related to those hazards be stated in
the deed of transfer. Such disclosures and restrictions
shoul d be described in the FOST. Non-CERCLA hazards can

i ncl ude i ssues such as solid waste, petroleum products, and
safety concerns.

Therefore, the presence of solid waste in the subject
subparcel s does not preclude the FOST provided that
notification and any necessary restrictions are included in
t he FOST docunent. The FOST docunent has been nodified to
expand on and clarify the descriptions and | ocati ons of
solid waste in the subject subparcels.

Separately fromthe FOST, the Navy has coordinated with the

State solid waste managenent officials (via MADEP) and the
redevel opnent authority (i.e., the SSTTDC) regarding the
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status of the solid waste debris areas with respect to the
pendi ng property transfer.

The Navy’s solid waste program at NAS Sout h Weynout h
consists of the followi ng steps: (1) develop an inventory
of debris areas and (2) evaluate each area on a case-by-
case basis and conduct further investigations and/or
removal s as needed. The Navy has al ready devel oped a |i st
of solid waste debris areas through the EBS program and
general housekeeping activities. The Navy has al so
recently conpleted visual site inspections of the FOST
subparcels in conjunction with EPA and MADEP to verify
property conditions (sone additional debris was identified
and added to the inventory). This information is included
in enclosure (7) of the FOST. The Navy’'s plan to address
t hese debris areas was presented to MADEP in a letter dated
19 Cct O1.

It is also noted in the FOST that, as part of genera
housekeeping activities, the Navy has already renoved solid
waste debris frommany areas. Enclosure (7) of the FOST

i ndi cat es which debris has al ready been renoved.
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EPA’ S GENERAL COVMENTS

1. EPA commented on the Navy's "Interi m Responsiveness Sunmary
Addressing Comments on the Draft Finding of Suitability to
Transfer for 26 Subparcels at the Fornmer Naval Air Station
Sout h Weynout h, Massachusetts" dated Novenber 1, 2000
(i.e., the original version of the Draft FOST) in a letter
to the Navy dated Decenber 1, 2000. The Navy has not
responded to all of EPA s Decenber 1, 2000 comrents; as a
result, EPA considers the unaddressed comments unresol ved.
For case of reference, the comments at issue are repeated
bel ow.

Page 3. Navy Response No. 1 Extent of Subparcel
Boundari es: The Navy has interpreted EPA's comments
on the draft FOST as addressing "the entire Main
Base." On the contrary, EPA has not stated that "the
present uncertainties" regarding the proposed
subparcel boundaries should render the entire Main
Base "unFOSTable." Rather, it is EPA s view that
significant uncertainty necessarily exists with regard
to the boundaries of those particul ar subparcel s that
are adjacent to "environnental sites" (e.g., Phase |
EBS Review Item Areas (RIAs)/Site Screening Areas)
where investigations are not yet conplete.

The Navy believes that including a conservative buffer
zone (e.g., 20, 50 or 100 feet) between the currently
under st ood environnental site boundaries and the
boundaries of the 26 FOST subparcel s provides an
appropriate factor of safety" to account for
uncertainties in the environnental site boundari es.

G ven that, as the Navy acknow edges, there remain
"uncertainties in the environnental site boundaries,"”
EPA believes that it is not prudent to propose a
buffer zone of a specific nmeasure w thout first
docunenting for each subparcel that there is no
unacceptabl e risk to human health and the environnent
at or fromthe subparcel. At a mninum the Navy
shoul d explain the scientific basis for its derivation
of these buffer zones, and its conclusion that such
buffer zones provide “an appropriate factor of
safety.” Wat does this termnean and what is the
statutory/regulatory basis for it? Its use is

specul ative, and it should be quantified.

Response: The extents of the Installation Restoration (IR
Program sites and MCP sites have been well-defined through
those prograns. Mst of the IR Programsite investigations
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are well into, or have conpleted, the Phase Il Rl process.
The boundary of the remaining active MCP site (Jet Fuel

Pi pel ine Hol ding Tank Area) is well defined through the
extensive work already conpleted in that area. None of the
IR Program sites or the active MCP sites is located within
t he subparcels of this FOST.

The Navy’s Phase | EBS of 18 Nov 96 docunents the results
of the basew de study to identify the other Rl As at

NAS Sout h Weynmouth. As of Jan 02, 55 of the EBS Rl As were
given final designation for No Further Action (NFA) wth
concurrence by EPA and MADEP in Feb 02. O the 16 EBS Rl As
| ocated within the FOST subparcels, 10 have received final
concurrence on NFA since the draft FOST was issued. NFA
has been proposed for the remaining 6 RIAs and fi nal

regul atory concurrence is anticipated to be received soon.
O the remaining EBS RIAs at the base (outside of the FOST
subparcel s), the Navy has proposed NFA for sonme and is
continuing work at others. Before the transfer of any
subparcel containing an EBS RIA, the Navy will conplete
final Decision Docunents and/or reach NFA agreenents with
EPA and MADEP on the RIAs | ocated within that FOST
subparcel. Through the IR MCP, and EBS prograns, the Navy
has denonstrated that the subparcels of this FOST are
suitable for transfer given that no past rel eases of

hazar dous substances or petrol eum products have occurred or
that the required investigations or renmedial actions wl|
be conpleted prior to transfer.

The extent of adjacent sites are based on the best
avai | abl e knowl edge. The degree of know edge for each RI A
vari es depending on the anmount of work conpleted to date.
The FOST process is a determ nation based on the avail abl e
information (e.g., sanpling data, know edge of past
operational practices, etc.). In each case, professional
judgenent is used to evaluate what a suitable buffer zone
woul d be between a subparcel to be transferred and an

adj acent area of ongoing investigation. The FOST process
requi res judgenent of the known conditions. The transfer
docunents will contain provisions to allow the Navy to
return and mtigate any potential undi scovered unacceptable
risks.

Where there is uncertainty or greater potential risks, the
Navy has proposed | arger buffer zones. For exanple, no
FOST subparcels are | ocated adjacent to the downgradi ent
side of IR ProgramSite 9. Simlarly, as stated in
Response to MADEP EBST Comment No. 1 on Subparcel OS-R-3,
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t he Navy has renoved the portion of OS-R-3 fromthis FOST
that is downgradi ent of the yet-to-be-investigated RI A 109.

The Navy’s ongoi ng investigations have provided sufficient
information to allow for a determ nation of a buffer zone
around adj acent environnental sites. The Navy has sel ected
buffer zones of 100 ft around many of the adjacent sites as
a conservative distance to allow for the ongoing
investigations. As part of the FOST process, the adjacent
sites were eval uated on a case-by-case basis. Mich | arger
buffer zones were used around sone sites where there are
nmore concerns regarding the inpacts to groundwater

(e.g., downgradient of IR Sites 7 and 9). |In sone cases,
smal | er buffer zones were deened suitable such as around
sites with localized inpacts to surface soil that are
unlikely to mgrate to surrounding areas. The 20 ft buffer
zone around French Stream was based on the concl usion that
any potential inpacts would be Iimted to surface water and
sedinment in the immediate vicinity of the stream As
described in the Response to EPA's General Comrent No. 6, a
| arger buffer zone was included around O d Swanp River

EPA appears to acknow edge t he adequacy of the Navy’s
buffer zones around sites of hydrogeol ogic concern in their
General Comment No. 7 which states “The representations of
the potential inpact of adjacent sites on the subparcels
under consideration are generally accurate and objective;
i.e., the subparcels either are not directly downgradi ent
of any CERCLA or EBS RIA site, or are downgradi ent of sites
with few contam nants that would likely be nobile to
groundwat er.”

The EBST descriptions of adjacent sites has been expanded
to clarify the rational for the specified buffer zones.

Page 19. Navy Response to Comment No. 8, 1st paragraph:
"The Navy plans to issue a No Further Action Proposed
Plan in Jan 00. Shouldn't this be "Jan 017?"

Response: Yes, the intended date was Jan 01. The final
Proposed Plan for the Small Landfill was actually issued
during Apr 01. However, the FOST has been nodified to cite
the recently conpleted ROD for the Small Landfill of

Mar 02.

2. The FOST is presented as a draft; however, the associated
cover letter fromthe Navy (dated 30 March 200l) indicates
that this is the "Final Draft" version. Please clarify.
In addition, the Navy's cover letter states that EPA' s and
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MADEF' s "comments have been incorporated or otherw se
addressed.” On the contrary, EPA's previous conments have
not been incorporated or otherw se addressed in this
revised version of the original Draft FOST. Several
significant issues, as detailed in this comment letter,
need to be resol ved before EPA can concur on this Draft
FOST.

Response: Coment noted. The FOST of 30 Mar 01 was the
first version reviewed by the public and therefore was
called a “draft”. The cover letter’s reference to the FOST
as a “draft final” was indicative that this is the second
version issued to EPA and MADEP for review. The
distinction is semantics. The Navy's obligation is to
issue a draft for a public comrent period, prepare a
Responsi veness Summary that addresses public and regul atory
coments, and then issue the final FOST.

The statenent that “...[EPA and MADEP] conments have been

i ncorporated or otherw se addressed” presented in Item 8 of
the FOST Menorandumis a standard statenent that appears in
a final FOST. Therefore, this | anguage was included in the
draft FOST for review. This Responsiveness Sunmary

descri bes how the Navy is addressing regulatory coments on
the FOST. Future draft FOSTs (and simlar) will indicate
that the regulatory review i s ongoing.

3. As requested by EPA in its comments on the original Draft
FOST, the Navy has conpiled sunmary tabl es of al
Installation Restoration (IR), Mssachusetts Conti ngency
Plan (MCP), and environnmental Baseline Survey (EBS)
sites/areas and identified the status of each site/area.
These tabl es have been provided in the FOST as Encl osures
(3), (4), and (5). The tables indicate that, for many of
these sites/areas, investigations are ongoing or further
assessnment i s necessary. This reinforces the primary
comments that EPA made in its May 22, 2000 letter to the
Navy:

EPA is concerned that certain of the subparcels, which it
has not concurred are "uncontam nated"” under the Conmunity
Envi ronmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA), are

adj acent to or overlap Areas of Concern (AOC) where a
Renedi al Investigation (RI) has not yet been conpl eted
under the Conprehensive Environnental Response Conpensation
and Liability Act (CERCLA). It is premature to define
property boundaries for the transfer of a parcel that has
not been identified as CERFA-uncontam nated and that
over |l aps, borders on, or is in close proximty to an ACC,
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for which the Navy has not yet conpleted the CERCLA R and
determ ned the full extent of the contam nation

(e.g., groundwater contam nation). Wthout this
informati on, the Navy cannot guarantee that it can draw
property boundaries that would allow the transfer of such a
parcel (or portion of a parcel) w thout a CERCLA Section
120(h) (C) covenant deferral. This is because any real
property that contains CERCLA contam nation may not be
transferred fromfederal governnment ownership except
through the early transfer process established under CERCLA
Section 120(h) (C).

The Agency is also concerned that certain of the
subparcels, which it has not concurred are "uncont am nat ed"
under CERFA, are adjacent to or overlap Site Screening
Areas (SSAs) (i.e., Phase Il EBS Review Item Areas (RIAs))
where the Navy has not yet docunented whet her further
action is necessary. It is premature for the Navy to

defi ne boundaries for these subparcels before it docunents
the results of its investigations at the SSAs/RI As that are
adj acent to or near them The Navy has not determ ned

ei ther whether these SSAs/RIAs, will require no further
action, or action under CERCLA or the MCP or what the
extent of any contam nation may be.

Wil e the Navy has conducted additional assessnents/

i nvestigations at several areas/sites and has submtted
additional reports since the original Draft FOST and EPA' s
May 22, 2000 conment letter, the status tables in the Draft
FOST indicate that work is still ongoing at several of the
EBS, MCP, and IR sites/areas, and that many of the reports,
RAGCs, and deci sion docunents are still pending or in the
process of regulatory review coment resolution. 1In
addition, it is inportant to note that nost of the decision
docunents issued will require further field investigation
under the CERCLA program Gven this, EPA's coments from
its May 2000 letter stand and nust be resol ved.

Response: See Response to EPA General Comment No. 1.

The Navy acknow edges that investigations are ongoi ng at
several sites. However, the FOST subparcels are conprised
of property that either contains no AOC, or EBS RI As that
have been determ ned to require NFA, or EBS RIAs that,
based on review of analytical results, are soon to be
conpl eted as NFA by the Navy prior to transfer to the
SSTTDC. FOST subparcels are set back fromactive sites
(buffer zones).
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4. The Menorandum for the Record states that: "there are no
identified inpacts” to the Draft FOST subparcels fromthe
| R Program sites, the remaining active MCP sites or the EBS
RIAs. The selection of the word "identified" nakes this an
accurate statenent since sone investigations are ongoing,
and it is not possible to identify potential inpacts with
any certainty at sone sites at this tinme. However, it is
not clear that the Navy has nade reasonable efforts to
identify inpacts to these subparcels by the mgration of
potentially contam nated groundwater onto the subparcels
from upgradi ent source areas or to evaluate potentially
cont am nat ed groundwater discharging to French Stream or
the Ad Swanp River as a whol e.

Response: The Navy has denonstrated nore than reasonabl e
efforts to investigate the identified IR Program MCP, and
EBS sites at NAS South Weynouth. |In addition to these
basewi de prograns, the Navy al so recently conpl eted
redundant site wal ks of the FOST property with the EPA and
MADEP to verify previous observations. The Navy has set
back the FOST subparcels fromareas requiring further
investigation and will include covenants in the transfer
docunents that will allow the Navy to return and address
any undi scover ed/ expanded AOC. The Navy will conduct a
wat er shed ecol ogi cal risk assessnent for French Stream and
add Swanp River; however, these water bodies and their
stream banks are not included in this FOST.

5. The Navy nust ensure that the subparcels to be transferred,
as well as other accessible areas (e.g., French Stream and
the Ad Swanp River), do not pose any unacceptable risk to
receptors under the intended reuse scenario (e.g., open
space, industrial, etc.) or any potential future reuse
scenario (e.g., residential). Risks to receptors may be
prevented through effective |l egal neans (i.e., deed
restrictions). Al potential future reuses that woul d pose
potential risks to receptors should be restricted by such
| egal nmeans unl ess the transferee conducts additional
investigations to provide information to the contrary, or
i npl enents the necessary renedi al neasures.

Response: The zoni ng has al ready been established/ approved
by the towns. The Navy is conducting the FOST with respect
to the approved zoning provided by the towns to which the
SSTTDC is required to inplenment. Mich of the property in
this FOST contains no environnental sites and is therefore
suitable for unrestricted use and unlimted exposure.

Cl ause (8) of enclosure (2) addresses conditions that may
affect the all owed uses under the approved zoning.
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EPA Fol | ow-up Comment from 10 Sep 01l: The Navy has
redrawn certain FOST subparcel boundaries and

al together omtted Subparcel OS-A-2. As a result,
based on currently available information, the property
now addressed by the FOST does not contain any CERCLA
site that poses an unacceptable risk to human health
or the environnent, any active Massachusetts

Conti ngency Plan (MCP) site, or any Review |Item Area
(RIA) that will beconme a CERLCA or MCP site.

Nonet hel ess, sone of the FOST subparcels still overlap
with or are adjacent to such environnental sites of
concern. Furthernmore, EPA is still concerned about

t he inmpact of adjacent or upgradi ent environnental
sites on certain of the subparcels. For those
reasons, EPA bel ow has requested additional
restrictions on certain subparcels, such as access
restrictions to control potential exposure to French's
Streamand A d Swanp R ver at points adjacent to
subparcel s proposed for transfer.

Response: Comment noted. See other responses for
nore details.

6. From an ecol ogi cal standpoint, a watershed ecol ogical risk
assessnent has been proposed to determ ne inpacts to
wat erways at South Weynouth. EPA does not know when this
study will be conpleted. The transfer of FOST subparcels
t hat abut or include French Stream and the A d Swanp R ver
is premature until the watershed ecol ogical risk assessnent
is conplete. These include: B-1W1, OS-A-1, 0S-A-2,
0S-CG1, OSR1, SR 2, OS-R3, O5R4, SPUD-4 and OS-R-5.

Response: The Navy has commenced the wat ershed ecol ogi cal
analysis. Also, the Navy’'s plan for closing RIA 62 (French
Strean) and RIA 104 (A d Swanp River) is still under
consideration. Therefore, the FOST includes a 20 ft buffer
zone away fromthe banks of French Stream and a | arger
buffer around A d Swanp Ri ver that includes the surrounding
wetl and area (likely floodplain of the river; whereas
French Streamis well-confined by its steep banks).
Potential inpacts to French Streamand O d Swanp R ver are
likely to be limted to the imediate vicinity of the
streanfriver (e.g., surface water or sedinent deposition).
Therefore, the Navy believes these buffer zones to be
sufficient for transfer of the abutting subparcels and to
support the Navy's watershed anal ysis and resol uti on of

RI As 62 and 104.
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EPA Fol |l ow-up Comment from 10 Sep 01: EPA s comment
referred to the fact that the watershed ecol ogi ca

ri sk assessnment mght affect the suitability for
transfer of subparcels that abut or include French's
Streamand A d Swanp R ver. The Navy’s response
regarding the buffer zone is adequate relative to

ecol ogi cal concerns; however, EPA questions the
accuracy of the response that “the northern portion of
French's Stream t hrough subparcels B-1W1 and CS-C1
is suitable for transfer because potential inpacts are
| ocated further downstreant. Such a determ nation

wi |l depend on results of surface water and sedi nent
sanpling in the wetland area south of RIA 53, and this
sanpling has not yet been conpl et ed.

Pl ease review the hydrol ogic rel ationshi p between the
wet | and and French’s Stream If it is determ ned that
this streamis fed by the wetland, this section of
French’s Stream cannot be assumed clean until the
wetland is determned to be clean. Simlarly, please
confirmthe location of the wetland relative to the
western section of Subparcel OS-C 1. It seens likely
that the wetland extends into the subparcel. Until
the Navy determnes that this wetland is not inpacted
by RIA 53, transfer of the western section of
Subparcel OS-C-1 is premature.

Response: This coment pertains to the draft
response. As stated in the nodified response above,
French Stream (including the portions in Subparcels
Bl1-W1 and OS-C- 1) has been renoved fromthe FOST.

However, there is no channel that directly connects
the drai nage ditch and wetl ands in the northwest
corner of the base to French Stream RI A 53 (fornmer
radio transmtter building) is virtually surrounded by
wet areas (sone that are currently dry). The site
pl us buffer zone is approximately 400 ft from French
Stream Investigations are ongoing at RIA 53. However
the previous data did not show highly el evated
concentrations of chem cals of concern (COCs) that
woul d be transported great distances w thout
significant dilution or attenuation. Arsenic in soi
was detected at a concentration consistent with
background | evels. Furthernore, nost of the flow of
French Streamin this area is attributed to fl ow
comng onto the base fromoffsite, wth sonme basefl ow
fromthe discharge of groundwater |ocally. The

"Mobe 1" groundwater data at RIA 53 do not show i npact
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fromRI A 53. These validated data will not be
published in a formal Decision Docunent in tinme to
support this FOST; however, they can be provided to
the regulators for reviewif it will help themresolve
concerns about the FOST.

As evidenced by visual inspections and SSTTDC s recent
wet | and delineation, the wetland area around RI A 53
does extend into subparcel OS-C-1. However, the Navy
does not have evidence indicating that R A 53 has

i npacted the wetl and beyond the currently mapped
extent of RIA 53 and the buffer zone. Evaluation of
sanpling data fromR A 53 is ongoing. However, it is
unlikely that the | ow concentrations of COCs detected
in surface water and sedi nent sanples from R A 53
woul d i npact French Stream At its closest, French
Streamis |ocated over 400 ft fromR A 53 and the | and
in between is wetland, and as noted there is no direct
channel to French Stream G ven the | ow
concentrations of COCs in surface water and sedi nent
at RIA 53, the likely mnor surface water flow through
the wetland area, and the attenuating properties of
wetlands (i.e., wetlands serve as a buffer mtigating
potential COC transport), it is highly unlikely that
COCs would mgrate in significant quantities and
adversely inpact the stream

EPA acknow edges that the buffer zone around French
Streamis adequate for ecological concerns. The
buffer zone is al so adequate for human heal th concerns
given that no residential devel opment will occur
around French Streamin this area due to the presence
of wetlands and the zoning of the surrounding parcels
for open space and busi ness use. Potential human
exposure routes would be limted to trespassers and
recreational users and potential exposures to COCs
under such scenarios would be far lower than for a
conservative residential scenario that is considered
in Phase Il EBS eval uations.

Therefore, the FOST can proceed as-is in the area of
RIA 53. If in the future, the extent of the problem
is found to be greater than currently understood, then
t he Navy can coordinate with SSTTDC to expand the

i nvestigation of RIA 53. The | anguage of the FOST

al ready contains provisions that allow the Navy access
to transferred property to conduct any required
environmental investigations (to be included in
pendi ng property transfer docunents).
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7. The Draft FOST has been reviewed with regard to potenti al
hydr ol ogi cal inpacts to the subparcels designated for
transfer. |In particular, the setting of each subparcel
relative to CERCLA sites and EBS RI A sites was consi dered.
The representations of the potential inpact of adjacent
sites on the subparcel s under consideration are generally
accurate and objective; i.e., the subparcels either are not
directly downgradi ent of any CERCLA or EBS RIA site, or are
downgr adi ent of sites with few contam nants that woul d
likely be nmobile to groundwater.

A possi bl e exception is subparcel SPUD-6, which |ies
“Wthin the east/south portion of the runway triangle."
Thi s subparcel is downgradient of the Fire Fighting

Trai ning Area (FFTA) and appears to contain at |east a
portion of the surface drainage associated with the TACAN
Qutfall. These sites have been the subject of ongoing

di scussions regardi ng possible inpacts to the wetl and
within SPUD-6; this wetland appears to receive both
groundwat er di scharge fromthe direction of the FFTA and
surface water fromthe TACAN Qutfall system

Response: Due to the ongoing investigation of the TACAN
area, the northern section of SPUD-6 has been renoved from
the FOST. The southern portion of SPUD-6, which is not
downgr adi ent of the FFTA and does not contain the wetlands
within the runway triangle, has been retained in the FOST.

8. The Navy proposes a general 20-foot set back for those
portions of French Streamand the A d Swanp River that are
adj acent to the boundaries of Draft FOST subparcels. EPA
assunes that the Navy has proposed this setback as a
protective neasure to avoid potentially contam nated
sedi nents and/or surface water; however, the scientific
basis of the proposed setback is not provided, and it is
not clear that access to French Streamor the A d Swanmp
River will be restricted in any way. In sum the
protectiveness of the 20-foot setback cannot be eval uated
at this tine.

Response: Potentially inpacted surface water and deposited
sedinment would be imted to the imediate vicinity of the
wat er bodi es sinply by the nechanics of stream fl ow and
sedi nent deposition. Gven the seasonal changes in flow
for Ad Swanp River and the surrounding wetland area, the
buffer zone around the river has been increased to include
t he surrounding wetlands (the likely floodplain). The
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20 ft buffer for French Streamis sufficient as that stream
is well-confined by its steep banks.

French Stream (south of the east-west runway) and A d Swanp
Ri ver (fenceline to fenceline) are not included in the FOST
and therefore will not be part of a subsequent transfer of
t he FOST subparcels. Those portions of French Stream and
Ad Swanmp River will remain Navy property for now,
therefore, the SSTTDC w Il not be allowed to redevel op

t hose areas yet and the Navy wll not allow unescorted
access by any non- Navy personnel to those areas.

Resolution of RIA 62 (French Stream) and RIA 104 (A d Swanp
River) is still necessary and nay be predicated on the
results of the pending watershed study. However, to date,
no other restrictions appear to be necessary for the
protection of human health and the environnent.

EPA Fol | ow- up Comment from 10 Sep 01: The Navy’s
response clarifies that French's Streamand A d Swanp
Ri ver are not part of any FOST subparcel; however, it
still appears that the water bodies are adjacent to
FOST subparcels. It is unclear that a 20-foot setback
al one woul d prevent access to French's Stream and A d
Swanp River. Please clarify whether additional |and
use controls, such as fencing or sign postings, wll
be inplenented to prevent access to these water bodies
from FOST subparcel users/occupants. Additional
measur es beyond establishing a 20-foot buffer to
prevent access to these water bodies should be

enpl oyed to reduce potential risks to future FOST
subpar cel users/occupants.

Response: The Navy will be responsible to maintain
the security of land that is tenporarily retained by
the Navy so that environnental investigations can be
conpleted. The Navy wll coordinate with SSTTDC to
eval uate the security needs for property containing
French Streamand A d Swanp River with respect to the
future | ong-term devel opnment of the transferred
property. Currently, there is no need for fencing or
war ni ng signs along the streamor river because there
is little access to those areas of the base. |If
during the redevel opnment of adjacent areas, there is
an unacceptabl e potential for people to enter these
areas, then the Navy wll, at that tine, consider the
appropriate specific access control neasures.

See the above response regarding the buffer zone
around A d Swanp River
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9. In recent wal kovers for the Draft FOST, EPA personnel noted
the presence of solid waste at many of the wal kover sites.
The solid waste was nainly concrete with rebar, small netal
buckets, braided netal cables, old building foundations and
househol d trash (e.g., plastic bottles, Styrofoam cups,
pl astic bags, etc.). The Navy was aware of this waste in
nmost cases. There were al so sone isol ated 55-gal druns,
but all were enpty and corroded to the point that no
mar ki ngs were evi dent.

Response: See the Navy's General Response No. 6 regarding
the Navy’'s policy on solid waste debris at NAS Sout h
Weynouth. Since no specific debris areas are noted in this
coment, please see the Navy’'s responses to EPA/ MADEP s
specific coments regardi ng individual debris areas.

10. The area in acres of each subparcel as provided in Table 1
of the Menorandum for the Record and the table on Page 1 of
encl osure are not consistent with the text descriptions for

each subparcel. The correct acreage should be identified
for each subparcel and used consistently throughout the
Draft FOST.

Response: Coment noted. The FOST has been corrected.

11. The col or coding schene on Figures 3 through 15 of the
Draft FOST should be reviewed and corrected as necessary.
FOST subparcels are shown in green (Figure 3) and then
yellow (e.g, Figure 4); however, the colors in the | egend
do not change. In addition, it is initially difficult to
di scern the boundaries between subparcels on certain
figures (e.g., subparcels OS-R-5 and SPUD-7 on Figure 12).

Response: The yellow highlighting was intended to visually
identify the particular FOST subparcel (s) that was the

subj ect of each figure fromthe other surroundi ng FOST
parcels. Col or-codi ng has been made consistent. The
boundari es between subparcels are now nore clearly
demar cat ed.

12. The BOQ Building 31, is interchangeably referred to as the
Billeting Oficers Quarters and the Bachelors Oficers
Quarters throughout the Draft FOST. It is believed that
the latter is correct, but this should be confirnmed and the
references throughout the Draft FOST should be corrected
accordingly.

Response: The FOST has been nodified to refer to
Building 31 only as the Bachelor Oficers Quarters.
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EPA'S COMVENTS ON THE MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

1

Pages 2 to 3 of 5, Table 1 (also Page 1 of EBST). The
acronymdefinition list (provided in the footnotes) should
be expanded to include "B" and "SR "

Response: Comment noted. The referenced acronyns used in
t he subparcel designations have been clarified in the text.

Page 4 of 5, Item5. Before the transfer of any subparcel
covered by the Draft FOST may occur, the Navy nust submt,
and EPA and MADEP nust approve, the final decision
docunents for every RIA that is |located within a subparce
covered by the Draft FOST.

Response: Comment noted. Before the transfer of any
property containing an EBS RIA, the Navy wll conplete
final Decision Docunents and/or reach NFA agreenents with
EPA and MADEP for that RIA. No Decision Docunents will be
prepared for RIAs that were transferred to other prograns
or deened to require NFA during the early stages of the EBS
program As of Feb 02, the Navy, EPA, and MADEP have
agreed on NFA for 10 of the 16 RIAs | ocated within the FOST
subparcels. The Navy is currently working with EPA and
MADEP t oward reaching final NFA Decision Docunents or NFA
agreenents as soon as possible for the remaining 6 EBS Rl As
contained within the FOST subparcels.

Page 4 of 5, Item7. Please revise the 1° sentence to read
"I'n accordance with the Federal Facility Agreenent for the
NAS Sout h Weynouth NPL site, this docunent, including

encl osures (1) through (5)...

Response: Conment noted. The text has been nodified as
request ed.

Page 5 of 5, Item8, 2nd sentence. Please insert "or to"
after "without interference fron and “the ongoi ng
environmental restoration process.”

Response: Comment noted. The text has been nodified as
request ed.

Page 5 of 5, Item 8, last sentence. Enclosure (2) - the
Envi ronmental Covenants, Conditions, Reservations, and
Restrictions - nust also be included in and made part of
the transfer deed(s) for the Draft FOST subparcels.
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Response: Comment noted. The text has been changed
accordi ngly.

EPA"S COMVENTS ON THE EBST

6.

Page 4 of 34. This list cites to NFA deci sion docunents
for EBS RIAs 42, 46 and 51. Before the transfer of any
subparcel covered by the Draft FOST may occur, the Navy
must submt, and EPA and MADEP nust approve, the final
deci sion docunents for every RIAthat is located within a
subparcel covered by the Draft FOST.

Response: Before the transfer of any subparcel containing
an EBS RIA, the Navy will conplete final Decision Docunents
and/ or reach NFA agreenents with EPA and MADEP on the RI As
| ocated within that FOST subparcel. No Decision Docunents
will be prepared for RIAs that were transferred to other
prograns or deenmed to require NFA during the early stages
of the EBS program The Navy issued a final Decision
Docunment for RIAs 42, 46, and 51 in Apr 02. Wth the 30-
day review period, the Navy anticipates receiving

regul atory concurrence in May 02.

Subparcel B-1W1, Page 7 of 34, Bullet 2. The Navy states
that "The conditions at RIA-53 are unlikely to adversely

i npact subparcel B-1W1 because it is hydrologically
cross-gradient (i.e., potentially inpacted groundwater or
surface water fromthe area of RI A-53 does not enter
subparcel B-1W1)”. However, Figure 10 of the "Focused

G oundwater Flow Direction Study" (dated July 13, 2000)
shows that groundwater flows to the south/southwest in the
direction of the northernnost portion of B-1W1. In

addi tion, CERCLA investigations are ongoing at Rl A-53
(Draft Work Pl an dated February 19, 2001). Additional
information is needed before EPA can concur that there is
no i npact to subparcel B-1W1 from Rl A-53.

Response: Subparcel B-1W1 is |ocated over 125 ft away
fromRI A 53. The nost recent groundwater flow information
fromthe EBS program (fromthe 18 Jun 01 sanpling event)

i ndi cates that groundwater flow is separated fromthe
subparcel by a lowlying wetland area and that groundwater
di scharges to the streamnorth and west of RI A 53.
Therefore, the statenent that “The conditions at RIA-53 are
unlikely to adversely inpact subparcel B-1W1 because it is
hydrol ogically cross-gradient (i.e., potentially inpacted
groundwat er or surface water fromthe area of Rl A-53 does
not enter subparcel B-1W1)” is correct.
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EPA Fol |l ow-up Comment from 10 Sep 01: EPA’ s comment
referred to the potential influence of RIA 53 on
Subparcel B-1W1. The Navy's response notes that
groundwater flow fromRI A 53 is separated fromthe
subparcel by a lowlying wetland area, and therefore,
conditions at RIA 53 are unlikely to adversely inpact
subparcel B-1W1. The location of the wetland areas
south of RIA 53, which is not yet characterized
relative to B-1W1, is not indicated on Figure 3.

Pl ease confirmthat the subparcel does not contain
part of this wetl and.

Response: As evidenced by visual inspections and
SSTTDC s recent wetland delineations, a |arge portion
of Subparcel Bl-W1 does contain wetlands. However,
see Response to EPA General Comment No. 6 above.

| npacts from R A 53 have not been identified in
Subparcel B-1W1. Although investigations are ongoing
at RIA 53, it is unlikely that the conditions at

RIA 53 woul d adversely affect B-1W1 given the
presence of the lowlying wetland in between the two
areas, which would attenuate potential COC m gration.
In addition, the majority of B-1W1l is al so separated
by RIA 53 by Cal nan Road and French Streamitself.

8. Subparcel INST-1, Page 7 of 34, Bullet 1. Page 184 of the
Phase | EBS states that an old and abandoned furnace of
Bui Il ding 31 was visually observed to be "wapped |oosely in
plastic wth asbestos warning |abels attached to the

outside.” darify whether this asbestos has been renoved.
If not, the FOST should clearly state the presence of this
condition. In addition, the text of this bullet states

that two fuel oil spills (total 1,735 gal) were addressed
under the MCP by renoving the underground storage tank
(UST) and inpacted soil. An AUL has been inplenented for
resi dual petroleumin the subsurface soil beneath a portion
of the footing of the building. However, it is unclear
whet her the groundwater was al so contam nated. Carify the
status of the groundwater and the potential inpacts to the
proposed reuse of this subparcel. Also, Release Tracking
Nunber (RTN) 3-10469 is not depicted on Figure 4.

Response: The EBST has been clarified to indicate that the
boiler insulation is no | onger present. The EBST has been
nodi fied to indicate that the Aug 01 update of the PIH
Survey for NAS South Weynouth reported that asbestos-
containing materials (ACMs) in Building 31 remain in good
condi tion.
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A C ass A-3 RAO has been conpleted for the BOQ Site which

i ncludes RTNs 3-10239 and 3-10469. As stated in the RAO
report of 13 Oct 99, groundwater sanples were collected and
no separate phase petrol eumor petrol eumrel ated conpounds
were detected in groundwater sanples fromthe nonitoring
wells. The RAO report also states that soil vapor sanples
frombeneath the floor of the building did not exceed DEP s
risk action levels with regards to potential indoor air
hazards fromvolatilization of residual petrol eum products.
The EBST and EBST figures have been clarified accordingly.

9. Subparcel INST-1, Page 7 of 34, Bullet 2. This bullet
states that the SSTTDC plans to denolish Building 31 as
part of the base redevel opnment; however, the plans of the
SSTTDC do not ensure that the action (i.e., denolition)
wi |l take place. The Environnmental Covenants, Conditions,
Reservations, and Restrictions (Enclosure 2) should
i npl enent access restrictions and personal protective
measures for entry until such tinme as the building is
denol i shed (or renedial nmeasures if the building is not
denol i shed) because of the presence of fungus in Building
31, which may pose an indoor air hazard. Also, please
insert "not" between 'will,"” and "pose" in the second
sent ence.

Response: A covenant/restriction has been added to

encl osure (2) that requires the use of PPE in Building 31
unl ess the building is denolished or the indoor air hazard
is mtigated by the grantee.

Al so, the referenced text has been correct to state that
“This condition will not pose a hazard to future users...”.

10. Subparcel INST-1, Page 7 of 34, Bullet 3. This bullet
shoul d be expanded to explain that the Environnental
Covenants, Conditions, Reservations, and Restrictions
(Enclosure 2) identifies the presence of damaged asbestos
in the crawl space of Building 49 and i nposes access
restrictions (clause 8(d)).

Response: Comment noted. The text has been changed
accordi ngly.

11. Subparcel INST-1, Page 7 of 34. This subparcel contains
Bui |l ding 31, which, according to clause 8(a) of the
Envi ronmental Covenants, Conditions, Renovations, and
Restrictions (Enclosure 2), has |l ead dust on the floor of
the kitchen and the basenment. The presence of |ead dust in
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13.

14.

15.

Bui Il ding 31 should be identified in the description of
subparcel | NST-1.

Response: Comment noted. The text has been nodified
accordingly.

Subparcel OS-A-2, Page 8 of 34. The ECP category is
incorrectly listed as 1. Table 1 of Enclosure 1 (Page 2
of 15) states the ECP category is "[c]lurrently 5, but wll
be 4 after renmoval action."” The ECP category should be
corrected accordingly.

Response: Due to the required additional work at R A 100,
subparcel OS-A-2 has been renpoved fromthe FOST. The

Envi ronmental Condition of Property (ECP) category for
OS-A-2 will be re-evaluated at a |l ater date.

Subparcel OS-A-2, Page 9 of 34, Bullet 1. Prior to EPA
concurrence on the transfer of this subparcel, the renoval
action must he conpleted and all required docunentation
finalized.

Response: Due to the required additional work at RI A 100,
subparcel OS-A-2 has been renoved fromthe FOST.

Subparcel OS-A-2, Page 9 of 34, Bullet 2. Unlike
subparcel OS-A-1, subparcel OS-A-2 does not have a
proposed 20-foot setback from French Stream \Wile EPA
has not yet agreed that a 20-foot set back is appropriate
or sufficient in any location, it is unclear why the
Navy's approach is different for subparcel OGS A-2.

Response: Due to the required additional work at
RI' A 100, subparcel OS-A-2 has been renoved fromthe FOST.

Subparcel OS-C-1, Page 9 of 34. Behind Building 24

(Di spensary), an area was di scovered that could have been
an incinerator for the disposal of nedical waste. The Navy
was supposed to review site maps and hi storical photographs
to determne what was in this area. The area was small,

but there appeared to be a vehicle access road behind the
Di spensary that led up to a concrete base (approxi mately

10 feet by 10 feet) in the area. There were several pieces
of coal house brick in the area, and it appeared that there
had been burning there. Again, given the proximty to the
D spensary, the area could have been used to burn nedi cal
waste, but it is not possible to tell what kind of
structure was there. |If there was burning in the area,
there is a possibility of dioxins in the nedia in the area.
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At a mninmum the Navy nust conplete its research into the
hi story of the area.

Response: Records reviews and inspections did not reveal
the structure’s purpose or past use. Therefore, during the
week of 15 Oct 01, the Navy renoved the concrete structure
and the surrounding debris (e.g., brick, nortar, ash,
etc.). The Navy also collected confirmatory soil sanples
for TCL-organics, TAL-inorganics, and dioxin analyses to
confirmthat NFA is required prior to the transfer of this
area. As docunented in the Final Renobval Action Report,

Rl As 95A, 56, 7A, 36, 55C, 96A, Deluge Tank, and BBQ
Pit/Incinerator Area of 23 Jan 02, the results of
confirmatory anal yses did not exceed applicable soi
standards; therefore, NFA is required.

EPA Fol | ow-up Comrent from 10 Sep 01: The Navy’s response
menti oned that fencing may be used to limt access to the
potential burn area behind the dispensary. EPA would
support fencing and posting the area as off-limts in order
to reduce potential access to this area.

Response: This conmment refers to the Navy’'s draft Response
to Conment No. 15 of 24 Sep 01. As noted above, the
Response to Comment No. 15 has been nodified in Iight of
the Navy’s recent renoval of the structure/debris and the
results of the confirmatory sanpl es.

Subparcel OS-C-1, Page 9 of 34, Bullet 3. Before the
transfer of any subparcel covered by the Draft FOST may
occur, the Navy nust submt, and EPA and MADEP nust

approve, the final decision docunents for every RIA that is
| ocated within a subparcel covered by the Draft FOST.

Response: Comment noted. Before the transfer of any
subparcel containing an EBS RIA, the Navy will conplete
final Decision Docunents an/or reach NFA agreenents with
EPA and MADEP on the RIAs |ocated within that FOST
subparcel. No Decision Docunents will be prepared for Rl As
that were transferred to other prograns or deened to
require NFA during the early stages of the EBS program As
of Feb 02, the Navy, EPA, and MADEP have agreed on NFA for
10 of the 16 RIAs |ocated within the FOST subparcels. The
Navy is currently working with EPA and MADEP toward
reachi ng final NFA Decision Docunents or NFA agreenents as
soon as possible for the remaining 6 EBS Rl As cont ai ned
within the FOST subparcels.
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18.

19.

Subparcel OS-C-1, Page 9 of 34, Bullet 4. The reference to
Building 25 in the first sentence of this paragraph should
be corrected to Buil ding 98.

Response: Comment noted. The text has been corrected as
request ed.

Subparcel OS-C-1, Page 10 of 34, Bullet 3. Wth respect to
Rl A-51 (asbestos-lined pipe), the Environnmental Covenants,
Condi ti ons, Reservations, and Restrictions (Enclosure 2)
must be nodified to include an AUL, to prevent potenti al
future excavation in this area. Enclosure (5) notes that
"No excavation of soil is permtted," but this nust be
enforceabl e by | egal neans.

Response: Coment noted. In addition to RIA 51, it is
likely that other areas of the subsurface infrastructure at
NAS Sout h Weynout h include asbestos-I|ined pipes.

A restriction has been added to encl osure (2) that

di sal l ows excavation of such areas except in accordance

wi th an approved Health and Safety Plan or under the
supervi sion of trained personnel using proper personal
protective equi pnent (PPE) and procedures in accordance
with federal, state, and local regulations. The Navy w |
provi de SSTTDC with the avail able maps of the
infrastructure at NAS South Weynouth as part of the
property transfer process.

Subparcel OS-C-1, Page 11 of 34, Bullet 2. The Draft Final
Phase Il Renedial Investigation Report for the Sewage
Treatment Plant (dated March 2001) states in Section 8.0,
that potential risks posed under a hypothetical future site
use (i.e., onsite resident and recreational child) are in
excess of EPA's acceptable risk range. The chem cals
contributing nost to these potential human health risk
exceedances include arsenic in groundwater. It is not

cl ear that exposure to groundwater al one would exceed
acceptable risk criteria, however, the Navy should eval uate
whet her the portion of subparcel OS-C-1 that is |ocated
downgr adi ent of the Sewage Treatnent Pl ant could
potentially be affected. |If so, appropriate restrictions
shoul d be placed in this area to prevent groundwater
exposure through future residential or recreational |and
use.

Response: The Navy will be conducting a Feasibility Study
to devel op and evaluate renedial alternatives for the
former Sewage Treatnent Plant (IR Program Site 7). The
FOST currently includes a 200 ft buffer zone on the
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downgradi ent side of Site 7. The Navy believes this buffer
zone is sufficient for the protection of human health in
OS-C1 with respect to Site 7 given that arsenic in
groundwat er was only detected in one of the downgradient
wells fromSite 7 (M¥57D2) at a concentration (5.7 ug/L)
that only slightly exceeded the drinking water MCL

(5 ug/L). Arsenic concentrations were non-detect in the

ot her downgradient wells fromSite 7 (MM57, MM57D, MM 64,
MV 64D, MM 64D2). G ven that the subparcel is downgradient
of Site 7 is zoned for open space reuse (and not
residential use), the identified unacceptable risk scenario
for future residents is not an issue. Recreational use of
groundwater in this area is unlikely because this area is
not in a potentially productive aquifer nor is it targeted
by SSTTDC for water supply devel opnent.

Subparcel OS-C- 2, Page 12 of 34, last Bullet. Before the
transfer of any subparcel covered by the Draft FOST may
occur, the Navy nust submt, and EPA and MADEP nust

approve, the final decision docunents for every RIA that is
| ocated within a subparcel covered by the Draft FOST.

Response: Conmment noted. Before the transfer of any
subparcel containing an EBS RIA, the Navy will conplete
final Decision Docunents and/or reach NFA agreenents with
EPA and MADEP on the RIAs |ocated within that FOST
subparcel . No Decision Docunents will be prepared for Rl As
that were transferred to other prograns or deened to
require NFA during the early stages of the EBS program As
of Feb 02, the Navy, EPA, and MADEP have agreed on NFA for
10 of the 16 RIAs |ocated within the FOST subparcels. The
Navy is currently working with EPA and MADEP t oward
reachi ng final NFA Decision Docunents or NFA agreenents as
soon as possible for the remaining 6 EBS Rl As cont ai ned
within the FOST subparcels.

Subparcel OS-R-1, Page 12 of 34, Bullet 1. This subparce
is zoned for reuse as Business R and D and not open space
(see 1998 Reuse Pl an).

Response: Disagree. As shown on the “Land Use Pl an”

(15 Jan 98) and the “Proposed Zoning Map” (20 Jan 98)
presented in the Reuse Plan of 27 Jan 98, the property of
subparcel OS-R-1 (i.e., the strip of land along the north
fenceline of the eastern extension that is west of Add
Swanp River) is zoned for open space. Subparcel SPUD 3,
which is also depicted on the sanme figure (Figure 9) as
subparcel OS-R-1, is indicated as a “business” area on the
“Land Use Pl an” nap.
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22. Subparcel OS-R-3, Page 13 of 34, Bullet 3. The FOST states
that no inpacts are expected fromR A 2C to this subparcel
The Navy recomrendati on was for further action under CERCLA
at RRA 2C. Until action at RIA 2C is conplete, transfer of
OS-R-3 is premature.

Response: See Response to MADEP's EBST Comment No. 1 on
Subparcel OS-R-3. The Navy has renoved the portion of
OS-R-3 fromthe FOST that is downgradi ent of R As 1A, 2C,
and 109.

EPA Fol |l ow-up Comment from 10 Sep 01: EPA’ s comment
noted that transfer of Subparcel OS-R-3 is prenmature
until action at RIA 2C is conplete. The Navy’'s
response states that the portion of OS-R-3 east of a
line 100 feet west of Union Road has been renpved from
t he subparcel because this section is downgradi ent of
RIAs 1, 2C, and 109. It should be noted, however,
that the western section of RIA 2C renai ns upgr adi ent
of the northern part of OS-R-3 (Figure 11). Pl ease
reconsi der the potential effects of this portion of
RI A 2C on Subparcel OS-R-3 before transferring that
subparcel (and include | anguage regarding these
potential effects of the lack thereof in the FOST).

In addition, while the remaining area of OS-R- 3 may be
upgradient of RIAs 1 and 109 and the eastern section
of RIA 2C from a surface flow perspective, it is not
upgradient relative to groundwater flow. Especially
for RIA 109, which has yet to be investigated, the
groundwat er inpacts of the RIA (or the |ack thereof)
shoul d be determ ned before any property adjacent to
the RIA is deened suitable for transfer.

Response: The Navy anticipates that NFA is required
for RIA 2C and the FOST has been revised to include a
120 ft buffer fromRI A 109 (detections at background
sanple location BG07). The buffer is even greater
for RIA 1A (potential polychlorinated bi phenyls [ PCBs]
in former OLS vaults). Therefore, Subparcel OS-R-3 is
suitable to transfer as per the revisions described in
t he Responsi veness Sunmary.

RIA 2C was designated in order to address the
suspected over-use of herbicides around the runway
lighting. Conpleted sanpling at RIA 2C i ndi cated that
the anal yte concentrations were consistent with
background | evel s and nornmal herbicide applications;
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24.

therefore, the Navy believes that NFA is required.

The Navy agreed to conduct an additional round of
sanpling at RIA 2Cto confirmthat NFA is required.
Prelimnary data fromthat additional sanpling support
that NFA is |ikely.

The potential COCs at RIA 1 are PCBs, which are
generally non-nobile in soil or groundwater;

therefore, the over-300 ft buffer zone is adequate.
Furthernore, the Navy proposes NFA for RI A 1A because
t he Navy has al ready renoved the PCB equi pnment, punped
the water out of the vaults, and detected PCBs at

| evel s | ower than benchmarks in the sanples of the
vault sedinment. The Navy has backfilled the vaults.

Eval uati ons of groundwater flow in the area of RIA 109
are ongoi ng; however, groundwater flow at this area is
believed to be in the direction of dd Swanp R ver (to
the east). Therefore, the retained portion of OS-R-3

in the FOST (to the west) is not anticipated to be

i npacted by the conditions at RIA 109 and is suitable

for transfer.

Subparcel OS-R-3, Page 13 of 34. Bullet 3. The FOST
argues that no inpacts to OS-R-3 are expected from Rl As 8,
9A, and 9B due to the distance (greater than 100 feet) from
t he subparcel. This buffer distance may be in question, as
noted el sewhere in this review. EBS investigations at
these RIAs are ongoing, and if the buffer distance is
altered, the potential inpacts of these RIAs on OS-R- 3
shoul d be revisited.

Response: See Response to EPA CGeneral Comment Nos. 1
and 3. Note that the current buffer zones between OS-R-3
and RIAs 8, 9A and 9B are 100 ft, 180 ft, and 140 ft,
respectively.

Subparcel OS-R-5, Page 14 of 34. Bullet 3. EPA has not
yet received Decision Docunents for RIAs 7A and 7B. Before
the transfer of any subparcel covered by the Draft FOST may
occur, the Navy nust submt, and EPA and MADEP nust

approve, the final decision docunents for every RIA that is
| ocated within a subparcel covered by the Draft FOST.

Response: A final NFA Decision Docunent was conpleted for
RIA 7B on 31 Jan 02. The Navy will conplete a final NFA
Deci si on Docunent for RIA 7A prior to the transfer of that
site area. The Navy provided a draft NFA Deci sion Docunent
for RIA 7A on Jul 01. EPA has indicated their agreenent
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26.

with the NFA decision for RIA 7A in their letter of

15 Aug 01. MADEP has verbally agreed. The final NFA
Deci si on Docunent will be finalized to include the report
docunenting the renoval of solid waste at this |ocation.

EPA Fol |l ow-up Comment from 10 Sep 01: EPA s coments
stated that before the transfer of Subparcels OS-R-5
and SPUD-2 may occur, the Navy nmust submt, and EPA
and MADEP nust approve, a final decision docunent for
each RIA located within these subparcels. The Navy’'s
responses indicated that the Navy intends to submt
final decision docunents “and/or reach NFA agreenents
with EPA and MADEP” on these RIAs. Please note that
EPA wants to see final decision docunents, not just
reach NFA agreenents, for the RIAs |ocated within
Subparcel s OS-R-5 and SPUD- 2.

Response: This comrent pertains to the draft Response
to EPA Coment No. 24 of 24 Sept 01. The above
Response has been nodified as requested.

Subparcel SPUD-1, Page 16 of 34, Bullet 3. The information
inthis bullet is incorrect. According to Enclosure 1
Tabl e 2, Hazardous Substances and Petrol eum Products
Stored, Released, or Disposed (last entry on Page 4 of 4)
and Encl osure 5, RI A 48 (Navy Exchange UST |l eak) is |ocated
within SPUD-1. Figure 8 shows RIA 48 as 3-13316. This
release site location is located within SPUD 1; therefore,
the ECP category for SPUD-1 should be corrected to be 2
(not 1, as shown). The text should discuss this rel ease.

Response: Comrent noted. The text has been clarified
accordingly. As stated in the |ast bullet describing SPUD
1, and in enclosure (4), the Navy has conpleted the MCP

i nvestigation at the Navy Exchange (NEX) RTN 3-13316] which
al so addressed RIA 48. A Cass A-2 RAO[310 CWR
40.1036(2)] for this site was issued on 15 Jul 98. No AUL
was required. Therefore, NFAis required for RIA 48 (EPA
and MADEP agreenent on the NFA decision in Jan/Feb 02).

Subparcel SPUD-1, Page 16 of 34. Bullet 5. Due to the
presence of |ead dust, the Navy recommends that protective
footgear be worn inside Building 113 unless the lead is
removed by the new building owner. |In addition to
protective footgear, protective clothing and respirators
shoul d be worn. QGccupancy restrictions should be placed on
this building until the |lead source and | ead dust is
contained or renoved in accordance with applicable |aws and
regul ati ons.
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Response: The EBST text and clause 8(a) in enclosure (2)
have been nodified to require that protective
footwear/clothing are required for users of Building 113
and that respirators are required for any activity that may
significantly disturb the | ead dust (e.g., renovation

wor kers) unless the | ead dust is cleaned up in accordance
with federal, state, and local regulations. Building 113
is currently | ocked/ secured by the Navy in order to prevent
contact with the lead dust. Therefore, clause 8(a) in
enclosure (2) requires that, if the building is opened for
use, then a warning sign about the dust from | ead-based
pai nt must be put on the entrances to Building 113 unl ess
the | ead dust is cleaned up.

Building 113 is the fornmer field house head (nmen’s/wonen’s
roons). The Navy has decomm ssioned the septic system and
secured (1l ocked) the doors. The building has been unused
for several years. It is the Navy's understanding that
this building may be denolished as part of the base
redevel opnent .

Subparcel SPUD-2, Page 17 of 34. Before the transfer of any
subparcel covered by the Draft FOST may occur, the Navy
must submt, and EPA and MADEP nust approve, the final
deci si on docunents for every RIA that is |located within a
subparcel covered by the Draft FOST.

Response: Comment noted. SPUD-2 contains RI A 42. The Navy
i ssued a final Decision Docunent for RIAs 42, 46, and 51 in
Apr 02. Wth the 30-day review period, the Navy

antici pates receiving regulatory concurrence in May 02.

In general, before the transfer of any subparcel contai ning
an EBS RIA, the Navy will conplete final Decision Docunents
and/ or reach NFA agreenents with EPA and MADEP on the RI As
| ocated within that FOST subparcel. Decision Docunents are
not being prepared for each RIA listed in the EBS program
No Deci sion Docunments will be prepared for RIAs that were
transferred to other prograns or deened to require NFA
during the early stages of the EBS program As of Feb 02,

t he Navy, EPA, and MADEP have agreed on NFA for 10 of the
16 RIAs | ocated within the FOST subparcels. The Navy is
currently working with EPA and MADEP toward reaching final
NFA Deci si on Docunents or NFA agreenents as soon as
possible for the remaining 6 EBS RIAs contained wthin the
FOST subparcel s.
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EPA Fol | owup Comment of 10 Sep 01: EPA' s comments
stated that before the transfer of Subparcels OS-R-5
and SPUD-2 may occur, the Navy nmust submt, and EPA
and MADEP nust approve, a final decision docunent for
each RIA located within these subparcels. The Navy’'s
responses indicated that the Navy intends to submt
final decision docunents “and/or reach NFA agreenents
with EPA and MADEP” on these RIAs. Please note that
EPA wants to see final decision docunents, not just
reach NFA agreenents, for the RIAs |ocated within
Subparcel s OS-R-5 and SPUD- 2.

Response: This comrent pertains to the draft Response
to EPA Comrent No. 27 of 24 Sept 01. The above
Response has been nodified as requested.

Subparcel SPUD-2, Page 17 of 34. The text indicates that
no buildings are present within subparcel SPUD 2; however,
Encl osure (5) states that Building 20 (transient housing)
is located within SPUD-2. 1In addition, the text fails to
address the presence of RIA 42, which is prom nently shown
i n subparcel SPUD-2 on Figure 8. RIA-42 consists of buried
asbestos-1ined pipes |ocated southwest of Building 20. The
text associated wth subparcel SPUD-2 should be revised
accordingly, and AULs should be inplenented to prevent the
potential future excavation of soil which may expose the
asbest os-1ined pi pes.

Response: A discussion of RIA 42 has been added to the
EBST section descri bi ng subparcel SPUD-2. However, no
bui |l dings are present in subparcel SPUD-2. As shown in
Figure 8, Building 20 is |ocated adjacent to SPUD 2.

Encl osure (5) indicates that RIA 42 pertains to the buried
asbestos-lined pipes in SPUD-2 that are | ocated sout hwest
of Building 20. The description of RIA 42 in enclosure (5)
has been clarified to indicate that Building 20 is not

| ocated within SPUD-2. Wth regards to excavation
restrictions, an excavation restriction has been added to
the property (see Response to EPA EBST Conment No. 18). The
Navy issued a final Decision Docunent for RIAs 42, 46, and
51 in Apr 02. Wth the 30-day review period, the Navy
antici pates receiving regulatory concurrence in May 02.

Subparcel SPUD-2, Page 17 of 34, Bullet 2. The reference
to Figure 7 should be corrected to Figure 8.

Response: Coment noted. The text has been corrected.
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32.

Encl osure (6)

Subparcel SPUD-3, Page 17 of 34, Bullet 1. Regarding the
proposed 20-foot setback fromthe A d Swanp R ver, Figure 9
shows a small northeastern portion of subparcel SPUD 3 that
crosses over the Add Swanp River. This figure should be
corrected if necessary.

Response: Comment noted. The eastern border of Subparcel
SPUD- 3 has been corrected to end at the buffer zone west of
Ad Swanmp River. As described in the Response to EPA
General Comment No. 6, the buffer zone has been extended to
t he edge of the wetl ands.

Subparcel SPUD-3, Page 18 of 34, Bullet 1. The reference to
Figure 6 should be corrected to Figure 9. Also, the
reference to “no other buildings" being |ocated in this
subparcel is not clear because the previous bullet

i ndi cated that no buildings were located within this
subparcel. The text should be corrected or nodified as
necessary.

Response: Conmment noted. The reference to Figure 6 has
been corrected and the word “other” has been del et ed.

Subparcel SPUD-6, Page 19 of 34, Bullet 4: The fourth
bull et states that “no inpacts fromnearby sites has [sic]
been identified for the subparcel." However, one potenti al
i npact has been identified, that being discharge of
reduci ng groundwater to the wetland to the sout hwest of the
FFTA (see EPA's letter dated April 5, 2001). Review of the
information collected in the Phase Il R for the FFTA
suggested that degradation of historic fuel rel eases from
the FFTA may have contributed to reducing conditions of in
groundwater flow ng to the southwest. Reductive

di ssolution of iron oxyhydroxide coatings on aquifer
materials may rel ease sorbed inorganics, including
manganese, whi ch was shown to be el evated in groundwat er
beneat h and downgradi ent of the FFTA. Upon discharge to
surface water and exposure to the oxidizing conditions
there, the iron and nanganese precipitate again as oxides,
and accunmul ated in the wetland sedi nent, as evidenced by
the iron staining observed. Furthernore, the TACAN CQutf al
and associ ated drai nage pass through the SPUD-6 parcel, and
a sedinment renoval is being considered for this drainage.
The FOST does not acknow edge these possible inpacts from
adj acent areas.

Response: See Response to EPA General Comment No. 7.
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Pol ychl ori nat ed Bi phenyls. Pages 20 and 21 of 34. Pl ease
clarify whether all potentially PCB-containing fluorescent
Iight ballasts have been renoved fromall buildings within
the 22 subparcels covered by this Draft FOST.

Response: Circa 1994/1995, the Navy conpleted a programto
remove/ repl ace ball asts containing PCBs at NAS South
Weynout h. The ball asts were sent to O ean Harbors
Environnental Services, Inc. for recycling. The text has
been nodified to indicate that no PCB-containing ballasts
are present.

Lead- Based Paint (LBP) in Residential Buildings, Page 29 of
34. As stated, DoD policy does not require | ead abat enent
for buildings that are schedul ed for non-residential use.
However, it nust be ensured that buildings containing |ead
paint are not transferred in the future for residential
occupancy in a manner that conflicts wth applicable state
and federal |aws and regul ations. The presence of lead in

t hese buil di ngs shoul d be docunented and restrictions
shoul d be placed on any future uses that may pose a risk to
occupants.

Response: Comment noted. A restriction has been added to
cl ause 8 of enclosure (2) that requires the grantee to
assess any potential hazards associated with LBP in any of
the buildings included in the FOST that will be reused for
residential purposes or for purposes that include children
under the age of 6 years.

Pesticides, Page 33 of 34: This section mnimzes the
potential inpact of pesticides on the subject parcels,
mentioning that “[nJo information is available,” "no
records of pesticide use prior to 1987 have been found,"
and "no pesticide/ herbicide-related EBS RI As have been
identified." Wile these observations are true, it m ght
al so be noted that pesticide application appears to have
been ubiquitous at the facility, and that residual |evels
of pesticides have been found at nmany sites that have
exceeded screening thresholds. Thus, while it may

be unlikely that any of the subparcels designated for
transfer have been subject to inproper disposal of
pesticides, they have al nost certainly received routine
application of pesticides, and residuals are likely to be
present in present-day soils.

Response: The referenced section also indicates the
pesti ci de/ her bi ci de/ pest managenent practices since 1987
are avail able for review in Table 5-16 of the Phase | EBS
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(pp. 90-92 of that docunent). Plus, the FOST indicates
that the Navy acknow edges the use of pesticides at NAS
South Weynouth prior to 1987. The |ast sentence of this
section has been nodified to state “Although residual
concentrations of pesticides/herbicides may be present in
soil resulting fromthe past applications as part of upkeep
of NAS Sout h Weynout h, no pesticide/ herbicide-related EBS
Rl As have been identified within, or have inpacted, the
subj ect subparcels of this FOST.”

EPA'S COMMENTS ON ENCLOSURE ( 2)

36.

37.

Page 2 of 8, Clause 3. What is neant by "reasonabl e and
appropriate rights of access"? CERCLA Section 120(h)(3)
does not qualify the right to access in this way.

Response: The cl ause provides access for the Navy to
transferred property to conduct renedi al actions or
corrective actions, as necessary. The remainder of Item 3
clarifies that:

“The right of access described herein shall include the
right to conduct tests, investigations, and surveys,
i ncl udi ng, where necessary, drilling, test-pitting, boring,

and other simlar activities. Such rights shall also
include the right to conduct, operate, nmaintain or
undertake any other response or renedial action as required
or necessary including, but not limted to, nonitoring
wells, punping wells, and treatnment facilities. The
CRANTEE agrees to conply with activities of the GRANTOR in
furtherance of these covenants and will take no action to
interfere with future necessary renedial and investigative
actions of the GRANTOR  Any such entry, including such
activities, responses or renedial actions, shall be
coordinated with the GRANTEE or its successors and assigns,
and shall be perforned in a manner which mnimzes (a) any
damage to any structures on the subject subparcels and

(b) any disruptions of the use and enjoynent of the subject
subparcel s.”

Page 2 of 8, O ause 3. EPA suggests use of the follow ng
| anguage in place of existing Cl ause 3:

3. A The Grantor reserves a perpetual easenent over and
through and a right of access to the subject
subparcel s to performany additional environnmental
i nspection, investigation, nonitoring, sanpling,
testing, renedial action, corrective action or other
action (hereinafter collectively "Response Actions')
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that are either (1) required by the United States
Envi ronmental Protection Agency ("EPA"); (2) required
by the Massachusetts Departnent of Environnental
Protection ("MADEP"); (3) necessary to respond to a
claimby Gantee; or (4) necessary for the Gantor to
fulfill its environnmental responsibilities under
applicable law. This easenent and right of access
shall be binding on the Gantee, its successors and
assigns, and shall run with the land. This reservation
includes the right to access and use utilities on the
subj ect subparcels at reasonable cost to the United
St at es.

B. In exercising this right of access, except in case
of i mm nent endangerment to human health or the
environnent, the Grantor shall give the G antee, or
the then record owner, reasonable prior witten notice
of Response Actions to be taken in or on the subject
subparcel s and shall use reasonabl e neans, w thout
significant additional cost to the Gantor, to avoid
and/or mnimze interference with the use of the

subj ect subparcel s.

C. Subject to the provisions of this C ause 3 (Access)
and except as otherw se provided for by applicable
law, including, without Iimtation, Section 330 of the
Nat i onal Defense Authorization Act of 1993, as
amended, which rights are expressly reserved by the
parties hereunder, the G antee, the then record owner,
and any ot her person shall have no claimor cause of
action against the Gantor or any officer, agent,

enpl oyee or contractor of the Grantor for interference
with the use of the subject subparcels based upon
Response Actions taken under this C ause 3 (Access).
The Grantor shall not incur liability for any
addi ti onal Response Action found to be necessary after
the date of this conveyance unless the Gantee, its
successor or assign, is able to denpnstrate that such
rel ease or such newy discovered hazardous substance
was due to the Grantor's activities, ownership, use or
occupation of the Transfer Parcel, or the activities
of an officer, agent, enployee or contractor of the
Grantor.

D. Al subsequent transfer, |eases, or other
conveyances of the subject subparcels shall be made
expressly subject to this easenent. Upon a

determ nation by the United States, that all renedial
action under CERCLA and the Federal Facility Agreenent
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38.

(FFA) for the South Weynouth Naval Air Station (SONEY
NAS) National Priorities List (NPL) site is conpleted
at the SOAEY NAS NPL site, the Grantor shall execute
and record a rel ease of easenent.

E. Nothing in any docunent relating to or affecting
the transfer or | ease of any of the subject subparcels
shall limt or otherwi se affect EPA's or MADEP s
rights of access and entry to and over any and al
portions of the subject subparcels under applicable

| aw for purposes including but not limted to: (a)
conducting oversight activities, including but not
limted to investigations (such as drillings, test-
pitting, borings and data and/or record conpil ation),
sanpling, testing, nonitoring, verification of data or
information submtted to EPA or MADEP, and/or site

i nspections, in order to nonitor the effectiveness of
remedi al actions, response actions and corrective
actions and/or the protectiveness of any renedy which
is required by (i) any record of decision ("ROD') (and
any anmendnments thereto) that was approved by the
Grantor and EPA and issued by the Grantor pursuant to
CERCLA or the SOAEY NAS FFA (and any nodifications
thereto) before or after the date of conveyance, or
(i1) any decision docunent that was, approved by MADEP
and issued by the Gantor under applicable state | aw
before or after the date of conveyance; (b) performng
five-year reviews as required by applicable | aw, and
(c) taking response actions.

Response: Comment noted. The text has been changed as
request ed.

Page 5 of 8, Clause 7. This clause indicates the Navy's
determnation that the historic fill material at the Site
"presents no unacceptable risk in its present state and if

| eft undi sturbed"” (enphasis added). This is significant. By
what neans did the Navy nake this determ nation (e.g., the
EBS process, the RI process)? Does this nean that there
w Il be an unacceptable risk to human health or the

environnent if the fill material is disturbed? Wat
institutional controls does the Navy plan to inplenment to
ensure that the fill material will be "left undisturbed"?

Thi s clause shoul d descri be and provide a nmeans for
i npl enmenti ng, maintaining and enforcing such controls.

Response: The Navy has conpl eted an extensive basew de
study of the conditions across NAS South Weynouth as part
of the EBS program Al known AOC are currently being
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39.

addressed under the IR, MCP, EBS, or solid waste prograns.
This standard/tenpl ate clause is an acknow edgenent and
notification that much of the [and of NAS South Weynouth
was reworked during its construction and, therefore, fil
material is present in many areas. However, the basew de

i nvestigations at NAS South Weynouth have not identified
any environnental concerns for these fill areas. Item 7 of
encl osure (2) has been rewitten in the Final FOST to be
specific for the conditions at NAS South Weynouth as
fol |l ows:

“7. Presence of Historic Fill Material: The GRANTEE, its
successors and assigns are hereby warned and do acknow edge
that certain portions of the subparcels subject to this

Quit CaimDeed are underlain by fill material resulting
fromthe historic devel opnent of the NAS South Weynout h.
The fill material may contain rocks, boul ders, and ot her

non- hazardous debris such as ash (generated fromcontrolled
burn/vegetation reduction during | and clearing operations)
asphalt, brick, and/or concrete materials. The GRANTEE, by
acceptance of this Quit C aimDeed, covenants and agrees,
for itself, its successors and assigns, that in its use and
occupancy of the subject subparcels, including excavations,
will conmply with all federal, state, and |ocal |aws

relating to the constituents of the historic fill materi al
and that the GRANTOR assunes no liability for damages for
personal injury, illness, disability or death to the

CGRANTEE, or to CGRANTEE S successors, assigns, enployees,
invitees, or any other person, including nmenbers of the
general public, arising fromor incident to the purchase,
transportation, renoval, handling, use, disposition, or
other activity causing or leading to contact of any kind
what soever with the historic fill material on the subject
subparcel s, whether the GRANTEE, its successors or assigns,
has properly warned or failed to properly warn the

i ndi vidual (s) injured.”

The follow ng | anguage shoul d be included in Enclosure (2)
to address use restrictions that should be inplenented to
ensure that base cleanup efforts will not be inpaired or

| eopar di zed:

The Grantee agrees on behalf of itself and its successors
and assigns that except as provided herein, no activity
shal | be undertaken on the subject subparcels that m ght

i npede, interfere with, disrupt or otherw se negatively

I npact any response action, or jeopardize the
protectiveness of any remedy, or interfere with any EPA or
MADEP oversi ght activity, at the SOAEY NAS NPL site unless
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40.

the Grantee or such successor or assign proposing to
undertake such activity first obtains witten approval from
the Grantor, EPA and MADEP. Such prohibited activities

shall include but not be limted to:

a) surface application of water that could inpact the
m gration of any contam nated groundwater underlying the
subj ect subparcel s.

b) any di sturbance of the surface or subsurface of the
subj ect subparcels in any manner, including but not
l[imted to construction, filling, drilling, excavation or
change of topography, that mght interfere wth,
negatively inpact, or restrict access for any ongoi ng
response action at the SOAEY NPL NPL site:

c) any di sturbance of the surface or subsurface of the | and
in any manner, including but not imted to construction,
filling, drilling, excavation, or change of topography,
that mght interfere with, negatively inpact, or
j eopardi ze the protectiveness of any renedy at the SONEY
NAS NPL site; and

d) any activity that mght result in disturbance of the
nmobi |'i zati on and/or transport of any hazardous substance,
hazar dous waste, petrol eum product or derivative or any
ot her contam nant existing on or emanating from any of
t he subject subparcels as of the date of conveyance.

Response: The proposed | anguage i nposes too nmany
unnecessary restrictions on the property. The Navy has
conpleted, or will conplete prior to transfer, the
mtigation of environnental inpacts identified on the

subj ect subparcels under the MCP and EBS prograns. No IR
Program sites are | ocated within the subject subparcels of
this FOST. As shown in Response to EPA' s EBST Comrent
No. 37, the Navy has agreed to include the recomended

| anguage pertaining to a perpetual easenent to perform any
required future environnental investigations. Therefore,
the additional |anguage in this comment (No. 39) has not
been added to encl osure (2).

Page 5 of 8, Causes 8(a) and 8(f). Protective footwear
alone is not sufficiently protective for the presence of
| ead dust. These causes should be nodified to include
protective clothing and respirators.

Response: See Response to EPA's EBST Comment No. 34.
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EPA' S COWENTS ON ENCLOSURE ( 4)

41.

42.

Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) Sites at the Main Base
of NAS Sout h Weynouth. The status colum of this table
generally (wth the exception of MCP RTNs 3-13316 and 3-
15379) lacks any comrent on the status of the groundwater
at these petroleumrel ease sites. The colum shoul d be
expanded to clarify, in all cases, whether the groundwater
at these locations neets MCP standards, and whether the
groundwat er at any downgradi ent FOST subparcels may be

i npact ed.

Response: Enclosure (4) indicates whether each MCP site
has been conpl eted under an RAO. A conpleted O ass A or

Cl ass B RAO ensures that inpacted nedia have been
addressed. Enclosure (4) has been nodified to indicate the
cl asses of the conpleted RAGs. Enclosure (4) has al so been
nmodified to include the status of groundwater data at the
remai ni ng active MCP site.

EPA has not received decision docunents for a nunber of
these RIAs. Also, a nunber of the Navy's decisions are
under di scussion by the Navy, EPA and MADEP; e.g., R A 2C
- further action under CERCLA; RIA 2D - further action
under CERCLA; RIA 10A - resanpling to occur: RIA 34 -
resanplingto occur.

Response: Enclosure (4) pertains to MCP sites; therefore,
it is assuned that this comrent refers to enclosure (5)
(EBS RIA summary table).

As previously stated, before the transfer of any subparcel
containing an EBS RIA, the Navy will conplete final
Deci si on Docunents and/or reach NFA agreenments with EPA and
MADEP on the RIAs | ocated within that FOST subparcel. No
Deci si on Docunents will be prepared for RIAs that were
transferred to other prograns or deened to require NFA
during the early stages of the EBS program As of Feb 02,

t he Navy, EPA, and MADEP have agreed on NFA for 10 of the
16 RIAs | ocated within the FOST subparcels. The Navy is
currently working with EPA and MADEP toward reaching final
NFA Deci si on Docunents or NFA agreenents as soon as
possible for the remaining 6 EBS RIAs contained wthin the
FOST subparcel s.

RIAs 2C, 2D, 10A, and 34 are not |ocated within the FOST
subparcel s. The Navy has included buffer zones in between
ongoi ng investigation sites and FOST subparcel s as needed.
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MADEP' S GENERAL COVMENTS

1. Areas that may be suitable for solid waste consolidation
shoul d not be transferred until a deci sion about
consolidating solid waste on base property has been
reached. The Departnent is currently reviewing the Navy's
eval uati on.

Response: This coment will be of consideration during the
ongoing landfill consolidation evaluations and property
transfer process. As summarized in the Navy' s General
Response No. 2, the FOST is not the final property transfer
docunent. For purposes of this FOST, areas that nay be
suitable for a consolidation site can still be considered
suitable for transfer.

MADEP' S COMVENTS ON THE MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

1. Item 5: The Departnent understands that the Navy intends
to conplete required remedial work at the Review |Item Areas
(RIAs) located within the FOST parcels prior to transfer.
However, the Departnent cannot concur on the suitability of
transfer of any subparcel that includes an RI A that
requires additional investigation or renediation. On this
basis, the follow ng subparcels (as defined in EBST
Figures 2 through 15) are not suitable for transfer because
they contain at | east one active RIA. B-1W1 (R A 55),
0S-C 1 (RIAs 53 and 55), OS-A-2 (RIA 100), OS-R-5 (RIAs 7A
and 7B), and SPUD-6 (RIA 2D and a recently identified site
screening area).

Response: RIAs 53 and 55 are not located within the

subj ect FOST subparcels. The Navy di sagrees with the
MADEP' s interpretation of the extent of RIA 55 (see
Response to MADEP EBSL Comment No. 1 on subparcel B-1W1).

Due to the ongoing work related to RIA 100, subparcel OCS-A-
2 has been renoved fromthis FOST.

The Navy has conpleted a final NFA Decision Docunent for
RIA 7B (dated 31 Jan 02). The Navy will conplete a NFA
Deci si on Docunent for RIA 7A prior to transfer. A Draft
NFA Deci si on Docunment for RIA 7A was issued on Jul Ol.

SPUD- 6 has been redrawn to exclude R A 2D

(1.e., approximately 0.25 acres have been renpoved from
SPUD-6). No buffer zone is required because the runways
have been determned to be CERFA-1 clean and RIA 2D
pertains to the adjacent grass-covered area.
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See Response to EPA's General Comment No. 7 regarding the
identified site screening area in the northern end of
subparcel SPUD- 6.

MADEP' S COMVENTS ON THE EBSL

Subparcel B-1W1

1. As defined in Figure 3, this subparcel is not suitable for
transfer because it includes part of RIA 55 (defined in
Figure 6-21 in the EBS Phase | report), which is currently
under investigation.

Response: Disagree. Figure 6-21 of the Phase | EBS report
defines RIA 55 as the buried/rusted druns north of Trotter
Road. As shown in the figures for the Draft Decision
Docunents for Rl As 55A and 55B of Jan 01 and the FOST
figures, the debris areas of these RIAs do not extend into
subparcel B-1W1. The nore recently established R A 55C,
as shown in the EBST figures also does not extend into
subparcel B-1W1.

2. A "weed killer" container was observed on the "Perineter
Road Asphalt Pile" (Figure 3) during the April 4, 2001
visual site inspection (VSI), indicating that the area may
be a disposal site. Consequently, the potential for a
rel ease of oil and hazardous material (OHM to the
surroundi ng area shoul d be assessed, and, if a release is
confirmed, appropriate renedial action should be conducted
prior to transfer. In addition, construction and
denolition (C&D) debris in this area should be addressed in
accordance with 310 CVR 19.000 prior to transfer.

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. This is
a sinple solid waste issue and the enpty contai ner was
added to the Navy' s inventory of general solid waste debris
at the base (see Navy’'s 19 Cct 01 letter to MADEP)

However, there was no evidence of a release of a hazardous
substance to the environnent, and as shown in recent photos
[ see Photos 1 and 2 at end of enclosure (6)], there is
evidence to the contrary. Lush vegetation was observed in
the area of the discarded weed killer container. The Navy
does not recommend sanpling for this item As noted in
encl osure (7), the Navy has renoved the enpty container.

3. Scattered solid waste that poses a safety hazard, observed
near the southwest corner of this subparcel during the
April 4, 2001 VSI (e.g., exposed rebar), should be renoved
prior to transfer.
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Response: See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6.

4. Abandoned barbed wire in the vicinity of the base perineter
fenceline should be renoved prior to transfer (safety
hazard) .

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. As noted
in enclosure (7), the Navy has conducted a renoval of
abandoned coils of barbed wire around the base.

Subparcel | NST-1

1. Bui | di ng 31:

- The EBS Phase | report (p. 184) indicates that
transforners were |l ocated in the basenent of Building 31.
Consequently, the potential presence of PCBs in the
basenment should be assessed, and, if a release to the
environnent is confirmed, appropriate renedial action
shoul d be conducted prior to transfer.

Response: As stated in the PCB section of the EBST, the
EBS RI As for PCBs at NAS South Weynmouth do not include the
former transfornmers that were in the basenent of

Building 31. No staining fromthe transfornmers was noted
in the Phase | EBS of 18 Nov 96. Also, a re-inspection
conducted in Nov 01 [see Photo 3 at end of enclosure (6)]
confirmed that no oil staining is present on the floor.
Therefore, NFA is required.

The i ndoor air hazard caused by fungus and | ead dust on
the kitchen floor and basenent steps (Novenber 1999 PIH
survey report) should be addressed (health hazard).

Response: See Response to EPA's EBST Comment No. 9.
Restrictions have been added to clause 8 of enclosure (2)
to address the indoor air hazard and the previously
detected | ead dust in Building 31.

2. Building 46: The debris pile | ocated northwest of the
buil ding (p. 184, EBS Phase | report) should be renoved
(housekeepi ng) .

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6.

3. Building 49: Prior to transfer, M. John Macauley with the
Bureau of Waste Prevention (978-661-7633) should be
contacted to determ ne requirenents for managenent of the
asbestos in the crawl space.
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Response: In accordance with DoD policy, the Navy is
responsible to abate ACMs that are “friable, accessible,
and damaged” (FAD). However, the asbestos in the

crawl space of Building 49 is not currently accessible. The
crawl space is not part of the common living area of
Building 49 and is currently boarded up with
asbestos-warni ng signs in-place. Therefore, the Navy wl|
not conduct an abatenent at this location at this tinme and
t he FOST provides notification for the grantee of the
condition of ACMat this |ocation. Subsequent to this FOST
but prior to transfer, the Navy will inplenent the DoD
policy regarding ACMin accordance with a witten statenent
of facility specific utilization or non-utilization as
provi ded by the Local Reuse Authority (i.e., the SSTTDC)

Any onsite septic systens that have been or will be
abandoned shoul d be deconmm ssioned in accordance with

310 CM 15.354 (e.g., the EBST indicates that the SSTTDC has
listed Building 31 for denolition).

Response: No septic systens are present in |NST-1.

Subparcel OS-A-1

1

The utility vault | ocated adjacent to the west side of the
| ower access road near the northeast corner of this
subparcel should be assessed to determine if it contains
OHM and, if OHMis present, appropriate renedial action
shoul d be conpleted prior to transfer.

Response: This utility vault was not identified as a RIA
during the basew de EBS program Based on this coment,
the Navy further inspected the vault in Nov 01. The
transforner was installed between 1988 and 1995 as shown on
NAVFAC draw ng 2119871, E-10, 23 of 48 "Repair El ectrical
Systent project # 88-C-0301, 1995 as-built. It is an

Atl antic Power Systens Transfornmer SN #CF0907001 with

107 gallons of oil and no PCB at tine of manufacture as
stated on identification plate. As shown in Photos 4, 5,
and 6 at the end of enclosure (6), there is no visual

evi dence of a release around the transforner.

The foll owm ng C&D debris should be reused, recycled, or
properly disposed in accordance with 310 CVR 19. 000 pri or
to transfer:

The "smal |l pile of concrete"” |ocated adjacent to the
base perineter fenceline (Figure 5).
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Denolition debris (concrete and |unber) |ocated near the
nort heast corner of the subparcel (Novenber 29, 2000
VSl).

Response: As clarified with MADEP during Sep 01, the snal
pile of concrete is not |ocated along the fenceline, but is
part of the referenced denolition debris |ocated near the
nort heast corner of the subparcel. The debris area noted
on Figure 5 of the draft EBST is the |ocation of

m scel | aneous (roadside-like) litter noted during recent
site wal ks. The locations of solid waste debris have been
clarified [see enclosure (7)]. See also the Navy’'s General
Response No. 6.

3. Abandoned barbed wire in the vicinity of the base perineter
fenceline should be renoved prior to transfer (safety
hazard) .

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. As noted
in enclosure (7), the Navy has conpleted a renoval of
abandoned coils of barbed wire around the base.

Subparcel OS-A-2

1. As defined in Figure 6, this subparcel is not suitable for
transfer because it includes RIA 100, which is currently
under investigation.

Response: Due to the required additional work at RI A 100,
subparcel OS-A-2 has been renoved fromthe FOST.

2. C&D debris (SWF3-9, SWF3-10, and SWF3-11 in Figure 6)
shoul d be reused, recycled, or disposed in accordance with
310 CVR 19.000 prior to transfer.

Response: Due to the required additional work at R A 100,
subparcel 0OS-A-2 has been renoved fromthe FOST.

3. Abandoned barbed wire in the vicinity of the base perineter
fenceline should be renoved prior to transfer (safety
hazard) .

Response: Due to the required additional work at R A 100,
subparcel OS-A-2 has been renoved fromthe FOST.

4. Ext ensi ve surficial donmestic debris |ocated adjacent to the

south fenceline (May 3, 2001 VSI) should be renoved
housekeepi ng) .
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Response: Due to the required additional work at R A 100,
subparcel OS-A-2 has been renoved fromthe FOST.

Subparcel OS-C 1

1. As defined in Figure 7, this subparcel is not suitable for
transfer because it includes RIA 52, part of RI A 53
(it ncluding the nmetal debris dunp and forner antenna
clearing | ocated east of Building 133), and part of
RI A 55, which are currently under investigation.

Response: The FOST figure indicates that RIA 53 (forner
radio transmtter building area) is outside of subparce
0OS-C- 1. See Response to EPA' s EBST Comment No. 7
regardi ng RI A 53.

The Navy w Il conplete the final NFA Decision Docunent for
RIA 52 (north ballfield area) prior to transfer of the
property. As noted in enclosure (5), the Navy conpl eted
addi tional sanpling at RIA 52, anticipates NFA, and issued
a revised Decision Docunent addendum for regulatory revi ew
in Mar 02.

As shown in the Draft Decision Docunents for RI A 55A and
55B of Jan 01 and the FOST figures, RIA 55 (areas north of
Trotter Road) is not located within subparcel OS-C1 (see
Response to MADEP EBSL Comment No. 1 on subparcel B-1W1).
Therefore, it is appropriate to include subparcel CS-C1
in this FOST.

2. Bui | di ng 24:

- The EBS Phase | report (p. 181) indicates that 60 wet
cell batteries were located in one of the basenents.
Consequently, the potential for releases fromthe
batteries to the building interior and floor drains
shoul d be assessed, and, if a release to the environnent
is confirmed, appropriate renmedial actions should be
conducted prior to transfer.

Response: No releases fromthe wet cell batteries were
identified during the Phase | EBS of 18 Nov 96. The Navy
has since renoved the wet-cell batteries from Buil ding 24.
As docunented in the Renoval Action Report of Jan 99, the
Navy has cl eaned out residual lead in the battery storage
area (see Table 1 of the EBST). Therefore, NFA is
required.

Lead dust on the basenent floor (Novenmber 1999 PIH survey
report) should be addressed (health hazard).
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Response: See Response to EPA's EBST Comment No. 34.

(bservations during the May 18, 2001 VSI (a concrete pad,
scattered rounded brick, and ash) suggest that an
abandoned incinerator may be present west of Buil ding 24.
Consequently, the potential for a rel ease of hazardous
material to the surrounding area shoul d be assessed, and,
if arelease is confirned, appropriate renedial action
shoul d be conducted prior to transfer.

Response: The Navy has renoved this structure and debris
and determ ned that NFA is required. See Response to EPA' s
EBST Comment No. 15.

X-ray equi pnent shoul d be renoved and properly di sposed
prior to transfer (refer to August 2000 Draft FOST).

Response: The x-ray equi pnent has been renoved from
Building 24 and is being relocated. The x-ray equipnment is
no longer within the subparcels of this FOST.

Rebar protruding froml arge concrete bl ocks near the
south parking lot (p. 181, Phase | Report) should be
renmoved (safety hazard).

Response: See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6.

Any associ ated onsite septic system should be
deconm ssi oned in accordance with 310 CVR 15.354 if it
was or will be abandoned (conpliance).

Response: Building 24 never had a septic system

3. Bui | di ng 25: Abandoned equi pnent should be renpved from
the interior of the building (housekeeping).

Response: The Navy has conpl eted two surveys of

Bui l ding 25 by an industrial hygienist (Safety and Heal th
Assessnent for Buildings 24 and 25 of Jul 00; and an
undocunent ed i nspection on 10 Jul 01). No hazards were
identified for the remaining equi pment/materials in
Building 25 (e.g., no biohazards, sharps containers, used
medi cal products, soiled laundry, or filled trash
containers are present). Therefore, the equi pment wll
not be renoved and wll instead be included in the
transfer of Building 25.
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4. bservations during the April 4, 2001 VSI indicate that the
"Perimeter Road Asphalt Pile," identified on
Subparcel B-1W1 (Figure 7), extends southeastward onto
Subparcel OS-C-1. As noted previously, a "weed killer"
cont ai ner was observed on the Perineter Road Asphalt Pile
during the VSI indicating that the area may be a di sposal
site. Consequently, the potential for a release of OHMto
the surroundi ng area should be assessed, and, if a rel ease
is confirmed, appropriate renmedial action should be
conducted prior to transfer. |In addition, C& debris in
this area should be addressed in accordance with
310 CWVR 19.000 prior to transfer.

Response: See the Navy's General Response No. 6 regarding
solid waste. Al so see the Response to MADEP' s EBSL Comment
No. 2 regarding the weed killer container.

5. Uility vaults | ocated east of RIA 53 adjacent to
Perimeter Road should be assessed to determine if they
contain OHM and, if OHMis present, to determ ne and
conduct appropriate renedial action prior to transfer.

Response: A release fromthese utility vaults was not
identified during the Phase | EBS. NFA is required.

6. The drum carcass | ocated near the northwest corner of
RI A 53 (Novenber 20, 2000 VSI) should be assessed to
determine if it contains OHM and, if OHMis present, to
determ ne and conduct appropriate renmedial action prior to
transfer.

Response: Simlar to Response to MADEP' s Bl-W1 Conment
No. 2, this is a sinple solid waste issue and the enpty
cont ai ner has been added to the Navy’'s inventory of general
solid waste debris at the base. See the Navy's Ceneral
Response No. 6. During the recent visual site inspection,
there were no visual signs of release of a hazardous
substance to the environnent (i.e., no stressed vegetation,
no staining). Therefore, the Navy does not recommend
sanpling for this item As noted in enclosure (7), the
enpty drum carcass has been renoved.

7. The foll ow ng C&D debris should be reused, recycled, or
properly di sposed with 310 CVR 19. 000 prior to transfer:

Asphalt, brick, and concrete |ocated adjacent to the
sout hwest fence bordering the north baseball field (Muy
18, 2001 vsl).

Concrete and brick | ocated on a nmound between the south
baseball field and Building 24 (May 18, 2001 VSI).
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10.

11.

An asphalt pile |located adjacent to the west side of the
access road connecting Shea Menorial Drive to Buil dings
92, 93, and 94 (Novenber 20, 2000 VSI).

Response: See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6.

RIA 98 (Mass 6 PCB Spill Site): The FOST does not cite the
primary records that docunent the renoval activities
reported in the EBS Phase | Errata (p. 51).

Response: The FOST cites the EBS Errata Report of

10 Nov 97, which states that NFA is required for R A 98.
Addi ti onal docunentation has been nade avail able at the
CSO. The EBST and enclosure (5) indicate that, as of
Jan/ Feb 02, the Navy, EPA, and MADEP agreed that NFA is
required for RI A 98.

| nformati on concerning the activities conducted in the
former Marine training area |ocated south of Building 141
shoul d be obtained and reviewed to assess whether or not a
di sposal site is present in the area. |In particular, the
use(s) of the asphalt and concrete pad areas, the soi
piles in these areas, and the berned area |ocated to the
east shoul d be assessed.

Response: This area was eval uated during the Basew de
Phase | EBS of 18 Nov 96 (as part of “Zone D’ in Section
6.4 of the EBS). No EBS RIAs were identified for this
area. Therefore, NFA is required.

| nfformati on concerning the past presence of six nagazines
in the open area l|located west of Building 52 should be
obtained and reviewed to determine if a disposal site may
be present in the area.

Response: This area was eval uated during the Basew de
Phase | EBS of 18 Nov 96 (see Section 6.1.2.3 of the EBS).
The EBS states that “records review, visual surveys, and
site interviews did not identify any occurrence of spills
or disposal at this location.” No EBS RIAs were identified
for this area. Therefore, NFAis required for the forner
magazi nes.

Rebar protruding fromthe ground adjacent to the
western-nost pad in the Marine training area should be
removed (safety hazard).

Response: See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6.
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12. Scrap wod should be renmoved from the wvicinity of
Bui | ding 113 (housekeepi ng).

Response: See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6. As
indicated in enclosure (7), this location is actually in
subparcel SPUD-1, not GS-C 1

Subparcel OS-R-1

1. C&D debris in two areas located on the east side of this
subparcel (SWF1-9 and SWF1-10 through 13, Figure 9) should
be reused, recycled, or properly disposed in accordance
with 310 CVR 19.000 prior to transfer.

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6

2. Abandoned barbed wire in the vicinity of the base perineter
fencel ine should be renoved prior to transfer (safety
hazard) .

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. As noted
in enclosure (7), the Navy has conpleted a renoval of
abandoned coils of barbed wire around the base.

Subparcel OS-R-2

1. As defined in Figure 10, this subparcel is not suitable for
transfer because it may include a portion of the Small
Landfill IR site, which is currently under investigation.

In particular, the groundwater sanpling that will be
conducted to determ ne whether the site extends onto
subparcel OS-R-2 has not been conpleted, and one of the

i nvol ved nonitoring wells (MM25) is apparently | ocated on
this subparcel. In addition, the figure indicates that the
known waste burial area extends to within |ess than

100 feet of the subparcel boundary. Thus, the portion of
t he subparcel |ocated closest to the Small Landfill could
be involved in the renmedy that will be inplenented to

cl oseout the site (e.g., access for excavation, landfill
cap area, and stormwater control structures).

Response: In Mar 02, the Navy and Region | EPA signed a
RCD whi ch sel ected No Action under CERCLA (w th groundwater
monitoring) for the site. No unacceptable risks to human
health or the environnment are associated with soil or
groundwater at the Small Landfill. G oundwater nonitoring
is included to verify that the one detected concentration
of thalliumin groundwater (associated with a slight
potenti al non-cancer human health risk) is not associ ated
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with the Small Landfill. The Navy acknow edges that the

site may still require closure under the State's solid
waste landfill program However, the Navy anticipates that
the existing FOST buffer zone around the Small Landfill is

sufficient for such activities.

In addition to stunps, the solid waste area |ocated near
the east end of this parcel (SW1-1, Figure 10) contains
C&D debris (asphalt concrete, and lunber) and donestic
debris (March 29, 2001 VSI) that should be reused,
recycled, or property disposed in accordance with 310 CMR
19. 000 prior to transfer.

Response: See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6.

To prevent a release of OHMto the environnment, abandoned
prinmer containers |ocated near the west end of the
perinmeter fence (March 29, 2001 VSI) should be renoved and
properly di sposed as soon as possi bl e (housekeeping).

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. As noted
in enclosure (7), the Navy has renoved the priner cans.

Abandoned barbed wire in the vicinity of the base perineter
fenceline should be renoved prior to transfer (safety
hazard) .

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. As noted
in enclosure (7), the Navy has conpl eted a renoval of
abandoned barbed wire coils around the base.

A steel cable | ocated near the west end of the base
perineter fence and a vehicle exhaust pipe |ocated adjacent
to the north fence road (March 29, 2001 VSI) should be
removed (housekeepi ng).

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6 and
encl osure (7).

Subparcel OS-R-3

As defined in Figure 11, this subparcel is not suitable for
transfer because it:

I ncludes a former gasoline station site, |ocated adjacent
to the west side of Union Street (April 5 2001 VSI), that
has not been assessed.

Response: The extent of RIA 109 depicted in the EBST
figures has been redrawn based upon the | ocation of the
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background well and the forner gas station. Due to the
Navy’' s ongoi ng i nvestigation of RIA 109, Subparcel OS-R- 3
has been redrawn to exclude that site. The portion of
Subparcel OS-R-3 to the east of Union Street (extending
east to A d Swanp R ver), which is downgradient of RIA 109,
al so has been renoved fromthe FOST.

I ncludes a ditch, |ocated west of Union Street, which has
not been assessed and may have received di scharges from
catch basins on the East Mat (April 2001 VSI).

Response: The Navy is considering whether further sanpling
is warranted in this area. Therefore, as noted above, this
area has been renoved fromthe FOST.

2. The open rock-lined well |ocated northwest of the
Union Street cul -de-sec (April 5, 2001 VSI) shoul d be
secured prior to transfer (safety hazard).

Response: The Navy will | ocate and secure this opening
prior to transfer.

3. The two netal debris areas (SW1-14, Figure 11, and an area
identified during the April 4, 2001 VSI) should be renoved
(safety hazard).

Response: As clarified with MADEP during Sep 01, these are
actually the sanme debris area, not two separate ones.
Figure 11 of the draft EBST indicated SW1-14 in the wong
| ocation. The | ocation of SW1-14 has been corrected [see
enclosure (7)]. As described above, this portion of
subparcel 0OS-R-3 has been renpoved fromthe FOST.

4. Abandoned barbed wire in the vicinity of the base perineter
fenceline should be renoved prior to transfer (safety
hazard) .

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. As noted
in enclosure (7), the Navy has conpleted a renoval of
abandoned barbed wire coils around the base.

5. Di scarded netal debris | ocated adjacent to the east base
perinmeter fence (March 1, 2001 VSI) should be renoved
(housekeepi ng) .

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. As noted
in enclosure (7), the Navy has renoved this debris.
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Subparcel OS-R-5

1

As defined in Figure 12, this subparcel is not suitable for
transfer because it:

I ncl udes RIAs 7A and 7B, which are currently under
i nvesti gati on.

Response: The FOST and its encl osures have been updated to
indicate that the Navy issued a final NFA Decision Docunent
for RIA 7B (31 Jan 02). The Navy issued a draft NFA
Deci si on Docunent for RIA 7A in Jul 01. Before the
transfer of the property containing RIA 7A, the Navy w ||
conplete the final NFA Decision Docunent for that site. To
date, the EPA has agreed with the NFA decision in their
letter of 15 Aug 01 and MADEP has verbal |y agreed.

Is not isolated fromR A 6 by a buffer zone.

Response: The FOST and its encl osures have been updated to
indicate that the Navy issued a final NFA Decision Docunent
for RIA 6 (sparse vegetation near East Street Gate) in

Jan 02. Therefore, no buffer zone is required.

Uility boxes on the runway approach |ight stands and
approach light vaults contain power isolation transforners
t hat shoul d be assessed for the presence of PCBs prior to
transfer. If PCBs are confirmed to be present, additional
assessnent may be required to determ ne whet her PCBs have
been rel eased to the environnent.

Response: As docunmented in the PCB-Free Activity Report of
4 Jan 95, NAS South Weynouth has been “PCB-free” (PCB
concentrations less than 50 parts per mllion) for

el ectrical and hydraulic equipnment since 31 Dec 94. Prior
to that, since the pronulgation of the Toxic Substances
Control Act (TSCA, 40 CFR 761) in 1976, NAS South Weynouth
Envi ronnmental / Public Wrks Departnment personnel have
conducted periodic inspections of PCB-containing equi pnment
at the Base. It is the Navy' s understanding that these
runway |ighting power isolation transforners are “solid”
electrical units (i.e., wring only with no liquid
coolant). Therefore, no PCBs woul d have been present.
Finally, the Navy has | ocated docunentation (available for
review at the CSO) indicating that the runway’ s power
isolation transforners were replaced in 1995 when the
base’s transfornmers were mai ntai ned as PCB-free.

Abandoned approach lights, utility boxes, transfornmers, and
stands shoul d be renpoved prior to transfer and the vaults
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shoul d be secured prior to transfer (safety and
housekeepi ng) .

Response: The EBST has been nodified to indicate the
presence of this equipnent, which will be transferred to
the SSTTDC as-is. The Navy will not renove the
infrastructure of NAS South Weynouth for the property
transfer. |In accordance with BRAC, the Navy will address
unacceptabl e risks to human health or the environnent
associ ated wth hazardous substances or hazardous wastes.
However, these itens of infrastructure do not pose such
risks.

Threaded rod and rebar in concrete |ocated in the west
central portion this subparcel (Decenber 13, 2000 VSI)
shoul d be renoved prior to transfer (safety hazard).

Response: See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6.

Abandoned barbed wire in the vicinity of the base perineter
fenceline should be renoved prior to transfer (safety
hazard) .

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. As noted
in enclosure (7), the Navy has conpl eted a renoval of
abandoned barbed wire coils around the base.

The solid waste identified on this subparcel (Figure 12)
and the coaxial antenna cabl e | ocated near the northeast
corner of this subparcel (May 7, 2001 VSI) shoul d be
removed (housekeepi ng).

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. As noted
in enclosure (7), many of the solid waste itens in the
subparcel have al ready been renoved.

Fence posts and buckets |ocated north of RIA 7A and west of
RIA 7B (May 7, 2001 VSI) shoul d be renoved (housekeeping).

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. As noted
in enclosure (7), many of the solid waste itens in the
subparcel have al ready been renoved.

Subparcel OS-W1

1

The foll owm ng areas should be assessed to determne if they
contain OHM and, if OHMis present, to determ ne and
conduct appropriate renedial action (including surficial
debris renmoval) prior to transfer
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Aut onoti ve mai ntenance and repair debris (e.g., oi
filters, oil and break fluid containers, transm ssion
parts) discarded adjacent to the parking lot |ocated
nort hwest of Building 32 (March 23, 2001 VSI).

Response: The debris northwest of Building 32 consists
nostly of litter thrown over the fence fromthe adjacent
parking lot. The contents of the enpty containers were not
used or disposed of at this location (they were |ikely used
in the parking |l ot as part of autonotive upkeep/repair).

No visual signs of petrol eum stains were observed during
the 23 Mar 01 sitewal k. Therefore, as agreed during the
29 Aug 01 neeting with MADEP, no assessnent is required

ot her than | ooking for visual indications of a petrol eum
rel ease as the Navy renoves the litter/debris as part of
CSO housekeeping activities. As noted in enclosure (7),

t he Navy has conpl eted the renoval of this debris.

A yell ow drum fragnent | ocated east of Building 32
(March 23, 2001 VvSI).

Response: During the 23 Mar 01 site wal k, no

st ai ni ng/ sheen, chem cal / petrol eum odors, or stressed
vegetati on was observed. Therefore, no further
investigation is required and the Navy has included this
drum fragnent on the solid waste inventory [see the Navy’'s
Ceneral Response No. 6 and enclosure (7) of this FOST]. As
noted in enclosure (7), the Navy has renoved this drum
fragnment .

2. C&D debris | ocated adjacent to the north base perineter
fenceline (pieces of gray-painted concrete and autonotive
debris, March 23, 2001 VSI) and debris located in the east
central portion of this subparcel (tires and an autonotive
gas tank, Mar 23, 2001 VSI) should be reused, recycled, or
di sposed in accordance with 31 CVR 19.000 prior to
transfer.

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. As noted
in enclosure (7), the Navy has renoved nmuch of this debris.

3. To prevent a release of OHMto the environnment, two snall
(~1 quart) bottles that appear to contain waste oi
(April 23, 2001 VSI), |ocated near north base perineter
fenceline, should be renoved (housekeeping).

Response: Comment noted. These bottles appear to have been
t hrown over the fence onto Navy property. However, in
order to prevent a new release to the environnent, the Navy
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has renoved the bottles that appear to contain waste oil.
See encl osure (7).

4. Abandoned barbed wire in the vicinity of the base perineter
fenceline should be renoved, prior to transfer (safety
hazard) .

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. As noted
in enclosure (7), the Navy has conpleted a renoval of
abandoned barbed wire coils around the base.

Subparcel OS-W?2

1. The followi ng C& debris should be reused, recycled, or
properly disposed in accordance with 310 CVR 19. 000 pri or
to transfer:

Two asphalt, brick, and concrete piles (Figure 14).
Asphalt, brick, concrete, netal, and fence debris |ocated
near Buildings 128, 95, 114, and 127 (March 23, 2001
VSl).

Concrete, tinber, and glass |ocated south of Building 127
(March 23, 2001 VvsSI).

Aroll of roofing felt |ocated near the southeast corner
of this parcel (March 23, 2001 VSI).

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6 and
encl osure (7).

2. Drunms containing investigation-derived waste, |ocated near
the road intersection in the center of this subparce
(March 23, 2001 VSI), should be renoved and properly
di sposed in accordance with the associated work plan prior
to transfer.

Response: Comment noted. The Navy has renoved the
i nvestigation-derived waste at this |ocation.

3. The pipe identified in Figure 14 (SW2-9) should be renoved
prior to transfer (safety hazard).

Response: See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6.

4. Abandoned barbed wire in the vicinity of the base perineter
fenceline should be renoved prior to transfer (safety
hazard) .

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. As noted
in enclosure (7), the Navy has conpl eted a renoval of
abandoned barbed wire coils around the base.
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5. As defined in Figure 14, this subparcel does not extend to
t he east base perineter fenceline. An additional VSI may
be required if the boundary of this subparcel is extended
to the east fenceline.

Response: The text has been clarified to state that the
FOST subparcel extends to the east property line (each of

t he FOST subparcel s around the perineter of the base extend
to the property line). The maps have been
clarified/corrected as feasible fromthe avail able

el ectronic information. As part of the property transfer
process, the Navy will conplete survey | egal descriptions
of the property being transferred. It is likely that the
fenceline in this area is set back a few feet fromthe
actual property line. However, the area imedi ately beyond
the fenceline was readily visible during the conpleted site
wal k with MADEP. As noted in General Response No. 6, the
Navy is addressing the debris in Subparcel OS-W?2
separately fromthe FOST. Therefore, as agreed during the
29 Aug 01 neeting with MADEP, another site walk is
unnecessary.

Subpar cel SPUD- 1

1. As defined in Figure 8, this subparcel is not suitable for
transfer because it:

I ncl udes RIA 78C (UST No. 24), which is an active R A

s not isolated fromRI A 47 (hydraulic lift in
Bui l ding 102), which is an active upgradi ent R A

Response: Since the draft FOST, it was determ ned that the
investigation area for RIA 78C (undocunented renoval of UST
at Building 102) extended into subparcel SPUD-1. Because

i nvestigations are ongoing at RIA 78C, the area contai ning
this RIA has been renoved fromthis FOST. No inpacts to
the remai nder of subparcel SPUD-1 have been identified, or
are anticipated, fromRI A 78C because recently collected
soil and groundwater data indicate that NFAis likely to be
required.

The Navy is conpleting final data evaluations to confirm
that NFA is required for RIA 47 (hydraulic lifts in
Bui | ding 102). However, as noted above for RIA 78C and as
indicated in EBST Figure 7, the portion of subparcel SPUD 1
nearest to RIA 47 has been renoved fromthe FOST. 1In
addition to the likely NFA recommendation for RIAs 47 and
78C, groundwater flows to the west in this area; therefore,
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no i npacts to subparcel SPUD-1 are anticipated fromRI As 47
or 78C.

Building 97: Prior to transfer, M. John Macauley with the
Bureau of Waste Prevention (978-661-7633) should be
contacted to determ ne requirenents for managenent of the
asbestos in the crawl space.

Response: In accordance with DoD policy, the Navy w ||
abate FAD ACMs prior to transfer. However, the asbestos in
the crawl space of Building 97 is currently not accessi bl e,
particularly given restriction clause 8(d) in enclosure (2)
of the FOST which requires that only authorized and
trai ni ng personnel wearing PPE enter the craw space unl ess
the grantee conpl ete an asbestos abatenent in accordance
with federal, state, and local regulations. Therefore, the
Navy will not conduct an abatenent at this location at this
time. The FOST provides notification for the G antee of
the condition of ACMat this |ocation. Subsequent to this
FOST but prior to transfer, the Navy will inplenent the DoD
policy regarding ACMin accordance with a witten statenent
of facility specific utilization or non-utilization as
provi ded by the Local Reuse Authority (i.e., the SSTTDC)

Bui | ding 113:
Lead dust inside the building should be addressed
(heal th hazard).

Response: See Response to EPA’'s EBST Comment No. 26.

Scrap wood should be renoved fromthe vicinity of
Bui | ding 113 (housekeepi ng).

Response: See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6.

Subpar cel SPUD- 3

1

Qobservations during the March 1, 2001 VSI indicate

el ectrical conponents, including power isolation
transforners, are buried in the vicinity of Building 101.
In addition, an active seep was observed on Subparcel SPUD
3 approximately 120 feet east of Building 101 (adjacent to
the nearby ditch). Consequently, the potential for a

rel ease of OHMin the area surroundi ng, Building 101

i ncludi ng the seep, should be assessed, and, if a rel ease
is confirmed on Subparcel SPUD- 3, appropriate renedial
action should be conducted prior to transfer. In addition,
C&D debris in this area should be addressed in accordance
with 310 CVR 19.000 prior to transfer.
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Response: Building 101 is not included in this FOST. The
Navy is investigating the potential rel ease of PCBs from
the storage of electrical equipnment under EBS RI A 95A

t hrough the Various Renoval Action program (ongoi ng).

Due to the ongoing investigation of this area, the buffer
zone around Building 101 has been expanded to include the
drai nage ditch between Building 101 and O d Swanp Ri ver
(i.e., the area downstream of the Buil ding/seep |ocation).

See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6 regarding C&D debris.

2. C&D debris located on the north side of this subparcel
SWF1- 10 through 13, Figure 9) should be reused, recycl ed,
or properly disposed in accordance with 310 CVR 19. 000
prior to transfer.

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6.

3. Uility boxes on the runway approach light vaults
apparently contain power isolation transfornmers that should
be assessed for the presence of PCBs prior to transfer. If
PCBs are confirnmed, additional assessnment may be required
to determ ne whet her PCBs have been released to the
envi ronnent .

Response: Disagree. See Response to MADEP EBST
Comrent No. 2 on subparcel OS-R-5.

4. The abandoned approach lights, utility boxes, transforners,
and stands shoul d be renoved, and the approach |ight vaults
shoul d be secured prior to transfer (safety and
housekeepi ng) .

Response: Di sagr ee. See Response to MADEP EBST Comment
No. 3 on subparcel OS-R-5.

5. The abandoned aircraft ceiling detector equiprment should be
removed prior to transfer (safety hazard).

Response: In accordance with BRAC, the Navy will not be
removing infrastructure or equi pnment as part of the
property transfer process. Unless there is a docunented
rel ease of hazardous substances to the environnent
associated with the equi pnent (no such rel ease was
identified during the Phase | EBS and no visual evidence of
a release was noted during the recent site wal ks), such
equi prent will be included in the transfer of property to
SSTTDC.
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Surficial solid waste | ocated adjacent to Add Swanp R ver
(a tire and sonobuoy tube) should be renoved prior to
transfer (housekeeping).

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. As noted
in enclosure (7), the tire and sonar buoy tube has been
renoved

Subpar cel SPUD- 4

1

Uility boxes on the runway approach |Iight stands contain
power isolation transformers that should be assessed for
the presence of PCBs prior to transfer. |If PCBs are
confirmed, additional assessnent may be required to

det erm ne whet her PCBs have been released to the

envi ronment .

Response: Disagree. See Response to MADEP EBST Comment
No. 2 on subparcel OS-R-5.

The abandoned approach lights, utility boxes, transforners,
and stands should be renoved prior to transfer (safety and
housekeepi ng) .

Response: Disagree. See Response to MADEP EBST Comment
No. 3 on subparcel OS-R-5.

C&D debris in the two areas | ocated on the east side of
this subparcel (SWF1-2, Figure 10) shoul d be reused,
recycled, or properly disposed in accordance with

310 CVR 19.000 prior to transfer.

Response: See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6.

Abandoned barbed wire in the vicinity of the base perineter
fenceline should be renoved prior to transfer (safety
hazard) .

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. As noted
in enclosure (7), the Navy has conpleted a renoval of
abandoned barbed wire coils around the base.

The cut-off, concrete-encased fence posts observed outside
the east perinmeter fenceline (March 29, 2001 VSI) should be
recovered and properly disposed (safety hazard).

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6.
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SWF1-7 (5-gallon drum) and a nearby steel cable (March 29,
2001 VSI) shoul d be renoved (housekeepi ng).

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. Note
that, as stated in the FOST, the Navy has already renoved
SWF1-7.

Subpar cel SPUD- 5

1

C&D debris (asphalt and concrete) piled in the woods al ong
t he sout hern boundary of this subparcel (May 3, 2001 VSI)
shoul d be reused, recycled, or properly disposed in
accordance with 310 CVR 19.000 prior to transfer.

Response: See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6.

Subpar cel SPUD- 6

1

As defined in Figure 15, this subparcel is not suitable for
transfer because it:

I ncl udes part of RIA 2D, which is currently under
i nvesti gati on.

Response: Subparcel SPUD-6 has been redrawn to excl ude
RIA 2D (i.e., approximately 0.25 acres of SPUD-6 renoved
fromFOST). No buffer zone is required; the runways have
been determ ned to be CERFA-1 clean and RIA 2D pertains to
t he adj acent grass-covered area.

I ncludes a new site screening area, recently identified
by EPA (April 5, 2001 letter), located in the ditch west
of the FFTA site.

Response: See Response to EPA General Comment No. 7.

The antifreeze vault associated with the aircraft arresting
system |ocated adjacent to runway 17-35 (April 5, 2001
VSI, should be assessed to determne if it contains OHM
and, if OHMis present, appropriate renmedi al action should
be conpleted prior to transfer.

Response: The vault itself was not filled with antifreeze.
The vault was the concrete foundation for a seal ed housing
(containing antifreeze) for the arresting gear clutch
mechani sm The Navy has renoved the arresting-gear housing
with residual antifreeze and properly disposed of it off-
site. The concrete vault holding the arresting-gear
housi ng (cl utch/brake nechani sm was punped free of |iquid,
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i nspected for cracks and | eaks (there were none) and
backfilled to grade.

Uility vaults and wells associated with runway and taxi way
[ights contain power isolation transfornmers that should be
assessed for the presence of PCBs prior to transfer. |If
PCBs are confirned, additional assessnment nmay be required
to determ ne whether or not PCBs have been released to the
envi ronnent .

Response: Disagree. See Response to MADEP EBST Coment
No. 2 on subparcel OS-R-5.

Abandoned runway and taxiway |lighting transforners should
be renoved prior to transfer and the runway and taxiway
light vaults and wells should be secured prior to transfer
(safety and housekeepi ng).

Response: Disagree. See Response to MADEP EBST Comment
No. 3 on subparcel OS-R-5.

The abandoned electrical utilities associated with
previously renoved wi nd speed- and direction-nonitoring
equi pnent (May 3, 2001 VSI) should be renpved prior to
transfer (safety hazard).

Response: The Navy will not be renoving infrastructure or
equi pnent as part of the property transfer process. Unless
there is a docunented rel ease of hazardous substances to

t he environnent associated with the equi pnent (no such

rel ease was identified during the Phase | EBS), such

equi prent will be included in the transfer of property to
SSTTDC.

The steel aircraft arresting cable |ocated adjacent to the
west side of Taxiway C (April 5, 2001 VSI) should be
removed (housekeepi ng).

Response: The portion of the runway triangle that includes
this location is no longer included in the FOST (see
Response to EPA's Ceneral Comment No. 7). Al so, see the
Navy’ s General Response No. 6.

Subpar cel SPUD- 7

1

Exposed rebar on the east bank of French Stream
(Decenber 13, 2000 VSI) should be renoved prior to transfer
(safety hazard).
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Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6.

2. Surficial steel cable (Decenber 13, 2000 VSI) should be
removed (housekeepi ng).

Response: See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6.

Subparcel SR-R

1. Abandoned barbed wire in the vicinity of the base perineter
fenceline and an exposed steel rod (guy w re anchor?)
| ocat ed near the southern boundary of this subparce
(March 1, 2001 VSI) should be renoved prior to transfer
(safety hazards).

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. As noted
in enclosure (7), the Navy has conpleted a renoval of
abandoned barbed wire coils around the base. The Navy has
al so renoved the exposed steel rod.

2. Fence debris near the Oregon Street gate and drai nage
pi pes, |ocated near the south side of this subparce
(March 1, 2001 VSI) should be renoved (housekeeping).

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6 and
encl osure (7).

PCBs

1. As noted in preceding sections, power isolation
transforners were observed on subparcels OS-R- 5, SPUD 3,
SPUD- 4, and SPUD-6. These transforners shoul d be assessed
for the presence of PCBs prior to transfer. If PCBs are
confirmed to be present, the transformers should be renoved
and properly disposed, and additional assessnment nmay be
required to determ ne whet her PCBs have been rel eased to
t he environnent.

Response: See the Response to MADEP's Comment No. 2 on
subparcel 0OS-R-5.

2. Pl ease include a citation supporting the assertion that "no
PCB contam nation has been identified in the Building 24
basenent.”

Response: The FOST has been nodified to state that, in
addition to the PCB-Free Activity Report surveys

(see above) no PCB-related reviewitens were identified for
the Buil ding 24 basenent during the Phase | EBS.
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EBS Revi ew |Item Areas

1

Subparcel s containing the followng RIAs will not be
suitable for transfer until associ ated deci si on docunents
and foll owup response actions are conpleted: RIAs 2D, 7A
7B, 52, 53, 55, 76, and 100.

Response: Before the transfer of any subparcel containing
an EBS RIA, the Navy will conplete final Decision Docunents
and/ or reach NFA agreenents with EPA and MADEP on the Rl As
| ocated within that FOST subparcel. Wth respect to this
coment, this pertains to RIAs 7A, 7B, and 52. The FOST and
its encl osures have been updated to indicate that the Navy
has conpleted a final NFA Decision Docunent for RIA 7B

(31 Jan 02). RIAs 2D, 53, and 55 are not |located in a FOST
subparcel. See the Navy' s General Response No. 6 regarding
RIA 76. As previously stated in the Responses to EPA and
MADEP comments, subparcel OS-A-2 has been renoved fromthe
FOST, due to the required additional work at R A 100.

Above-ground Storage Tanks (ASTs) and USTs

1

This section indicates that UST No. 13, a 550-gallon UST,
was renoved fromBuilding 49. However, Table 1 indicates
that UST No. 13 is an active 350-gallon tank. Please
clarify.

Response: Table 1 has been corrected to indicate that UST
No. 13 was a 550-gallon tank that has been renoved, as
docunented in the BRAC C eanup Pl an of Aug 98. A
330-gallon AST was installed as a replacenent to store
heating oil for Building 49.

Radi ol ogi cal WMaterials

1. The x-ray equi pnent in Building 24 should be renoved and
properly disposed (refer to August 2000 draft FOST).
Response: The x-ray equi pnent has been renoved and
rel ocated outside of the subparcels of this FOST.

Fi gures

1. Figure 3: Subparcel B-1W1 should be highlighted in

yel | ow.

Response: See Response to EPA's General Comrent No. 11
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Figure 7: Subparcel OS-C- 1 should be highlighted in
yel | ow, subparcel B-1W1 should not be highlighted.

Response: See Response to EPA's General Comrent No. 11

Figure 9: The label for the larger solid waste area shoul d
be corrected to identify SW1-10, 11, 12, and 13.

Response: Conment noted. The figure depicting these
debris areas [now presented in enclosure (7)] has been
changed as request ed.

Table 1

1

Pl ease include a title.

Response: Comment noted. Table 1 has been naned “ Summary
of the H story and Environnental Condition of Property”.

The Departnent cannot concur with the assignnment of ECP
Category 1 (and the inplicit assunption of suitability for
transfer) to any subparcel that has not been addressed as
descri bed herein.

Response: See the Responses to the Specific Comments for
each subparcel regarding the suitability to transfer. Sone
subparcel s have been renoved or nodified in the FOST in
order to maintain a suitable ECP category for transfer

MADEP’ S COMMVENTS ON ENCLOSURE ( 2)

1

Item 8 (m scel |l aneous site-specific causes):
Cl auses (e) and (f), which are apparently intended to
m nim ze | essee/ subl essee exposures to conditions in
Bui | dings 24 and 98, are not appropriate because the
FOST is intended to support a permanent transfer of
property, rather than a tenporary |ease of property. To
ensure that the property is suitable for transfer at the
tinme of transfer, the Navy should correct these
conditions prior to transfer.

Response: C auses 8(e) and 8(f) have been nodified to
support the FOST. The fungal growth in the basenent of
Bui l ding 24 has been mtigated by the current subl essee.

Cl ause 8(e) of enclosure (2) restricts access to the first
floor punp roomin Building 24. As stated in the Response
to EPA's EBST Comment No. 34, clause 8(h) of enclosure (2)
requires the grantee to assess any potential hazards
associated wwth LBP in any of the buildings included in the

Encl osure (6) Page 69 of 123



FOST that wll be reused for residential purposes or for
pur poses that include children under the age of 6 years.

A cl ause shoul d be added to explicitly identify Rl As 42,
46, and 51, as containing buried asbestos pipe. In
addition, prior to transfer, M. John Macauley with the
Bureau of Waste Prevention (978-661-7633) should be
contacted to determ ne requirenents for managenent of

t he asbestos buried at these RIAS.

Response: C ause 8(g) of enclosure (2) specifically
identifies RIAs 42 and 51. Buried asbestos pipe was not
identified at RIA 46. As summarized in enclosure (5), NFA
is required for R A 46.
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SSTTDC S GENERAL COMMVENTS FROM 17 MAY 01

1

While no Installation Restoration (CERCLA) or active MCP
sites are |ocated inside the FOST subparcels, and there are
no "identified inpacts to the subject sub-parcels of this
FOST fromthe IR programsites or the remaining active MCP
sites at NAS South Weynout h," there are outstandi ng
guestions regardi ng downgradi ent inpacts fromcertain
sites, including the Environnmental Baseline Survey (EBS)
Review Item Areas (RIAs). The term "set back a sufficient
di stance fromthe remai ning active EBS RIAs" as is used on
page 16 of 34, in the discussion on sub-parcel OS-W2, does
not include the definition of "sufficient distance."

Response: See Responses to EPA's CGeneral Comment Nos. 1
and 3.

Wi | e SSTTDC under stands that the parcels to be transferred
shall be transferred in an uncontam nated state according
to the Cormmunity Environnental Response Facilitation Act
(CERFA), areas of unconsolidated solid waste, that may be
consi dered an Open Dunp or Dunping G ound (under 310 CMR
19.014) still exist on site, and have not yet been
addressed with regard to the Commonweal th's Solid Waste
Regul ati ons.

Response: See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6.

There are 12 Review Item Areas (RIAs) |l ocated within the
sub-parcels of this FOST. The Navy has proposed No Further
Action (NFA) for these sites, and anticipates that "all
required work will be conpleted prior to the transfer of
the property.” Three points have not yet been addressed:

a. The regul ators have not concurred on the NFAs for
t hese sites.

b. There are no work plans nor tinetables for the
"required work" included in the FOST docunent.

C. RIAs that wll be addressed as mai ntenance issues
(e.g., RIA 39H) do not have work plans or schedul es

at t ached.

Response: Before the transfer of any subparcel containing
an EBS RIA, the Navy will conplete final Decision Docunents
and/ or reach NFA agreenents with EPA and MADEP on the

RI A(s) located within that FOST subparcel. No Deci sion
Docunments will be prepared for RIAs that were transferred
to other prograns or deened to require NFA during the early
stages of the EBS program As of Feb 02, the Navy, EPA, and
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MADEP have agreed on NFA for 10 of the 16 Rl As | ocated

wi thin the FOST subparcels. The Navy is currently working
wi th EPA and MADEP toward reaching final NFA Decision
Docunments or NFA agreenents as soon as possible for the
remai ning 6 EBS RI As contained within the FOST subparcels.

Work plans and tinetables for conpleting EBS RIAs are not
required to be included in the FOST. The FOST docunent is
a determ nation based on the existing condition of the
property and al so identifies what remains to be done (or
what restrictions are required) prior to transfer.

However, the Navy can di scuss schedules and priorities for
the RIAs with SSTTDC at anyti ne.

4. There appears to be a difference in the nunber of acres of
the FOST sub-parcels fromthe text to Table 1. Wat is the
exact nunber of acres, 607 or 625?

Response: Comment noted. The acreages cited in the FOST
have been revised.

5. The inclusion of solid waste in the FOST sub-parcels in an
"eval uation under the solid waste programprior to property
transfer” does not address a final resolution of solid
waste on the FOST sub-parcels. Exactly, what is the Navy's
Solid Waste Program and how does Section 7 of the
Envi ronment Covenants, Historical Fill, relate to the Solid
Waste Progran? At a mninmum the Solid Waste Program needs
to be defined and identified debris needs to be conpletely
characterized.

Response: See the Navy's General Response No. 6 regarding
the Navy’'s solid waste program at NAS Sout h Weynouth. See
Response to EPA's EBST Comment No. 38 regarding historic
fill at NAS Sout h Weynout h.

The solid waste debris areas/itens identified within the
FOST subparcel s have been descri bed and located in

encl osure (7) of the FOST. An inventory of the solid waste
debris within the FOST subparcels was generated fromthe
Navy’'s previous work under the solid waste program and from
the recent site walks with MADEP and EPA that were al so
occasionally attended by SSTTDC personnel. As noted in

encl osure (7), the Navy has already renoved many of the
solid waste debris itens.

6. Figures do not reflect details found in the text. As an
exanpl e, Figures 9 and 10 do not show 20-foot set back from
the Ad Swanp River, and Figure 10 does not show the
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75 foot Rockl and Open Space Parcel continuing both east and
west of the location of SW1-4, 5, and 6.

Response: Coment noted. The figures have been revised to
show the 20-ft setback of FOST subparcels from French
Stream As noted in the Response to EPA CGeneral Conment

No. 6, a larger buffer zone has been included for Ad Swanp
River. The figures have also been revised to indicate the
75-ft wdth of the Rockland Open Space parcel along the
sout heast fenceline of the eastern property extension of

t he base.

Figures do not reflect the entire parcels; e.g., Figure 9
and the SPUD-3 subparcel. Figure color-coding is not
consistent. Figures require town boundari es.

Response: Comment noted. The EBST figures have been
nodi fied to fit entire subparcels, use consistent

col or-codi ng (see Response to EPA's CGeneral Conment
No. 11), and to include town boundaries.

There is no reuse zoning that is "Special Use Designation”
as is found on page 17 of 34, in the discussion on sub-
parcel SPUD-2. The designation is Special Planned Use
District.

Response: Coment noted. The definition of “SPUD in the
FOST has been revised.

The energency communi cations center for Plynmouth Nucl ear
Power Plant is not in current use (Page 12/15, Table 1).

Response: Coment noted. The FOST has been nodified to
indicate that the emergency comuni cati ons center has not
been used since the m d-1990s.

SSTTDC S COVMENTS ON THE MEMORANDUM FROM 17 MAY 01

1

Pages 2 and 3 - Table 1. Several of the subparcel acreages
noted in the |ast columm of Table 1 do not natch those
acreages listed in the text portion of enclosure 1. In
particul ar, subparcels OSA-1, CS5C2, OS-R 3, OS5 R4,
SPUD-1 through 4, SPUD-6, and SR-W1 contain acreages that
do not match. The total acreage for the FOST subparcels is
approxi mately 625 acres (versus 607.7 from Table 1 figures)
based upon the nunbers listed in the text of enclosure 1.

Response: Comment noted. The acreages cited in the FOST
have been revised.
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SSTTDC S COVMENTS ON THE EBST FROM 17 MAY 01

1

Pages 1 and 2 - Table 1. See comment #1 for the Menorandum
for the Record.

Response: Comment noted. The acreages cited in the FOST
have been revised.

Page 7, Subparcel B-1W1, second bullet. SSTTDC di sagrees
that the "conditions at RIA-53 are unlikely to adversely

i npact subparcel B-1W1 because ... potentially inpacted
groundwat er or surface water fromthe area of Rl A-53 does
not enter subparcel B-1W1."

Based upon Figure 1 of the Draft Phase Il Decision Docunent
for RIA-53 (January 11, 2001) groundwater flows south at

Rl A-53. Based upon the groundwater el evation contours at
the site, the flow may have a slight westerly conponent

too. Since a data gap in groundwater flow direction between
Rl A-53 and subparcels B-1W1 and OS-C-1 exists, there is a
potential for contamnants fromRI A-53 to inpact each of

t hese parcels. The SSTTDC concurs with the EPA on this
matter. As stated in the EPA's coments of March 7, 2001
pertaining to the Navy's Draft Work Plan for R A-53 (dated
Feb 19, 2001) the EPA has the follow ng concerns pertaining
to Rl A-53:

A data gap in the sanpling coverage of ground water
downgradi ent fromRIA-53 still exists - VOCs may have
been transported to ground water.

At | east 3 productive downgradient wells should be
installed if the Navy wants to use data for a Human
Heal th Ri sk Assessnent.

At the conclusion of the investigation data nmust exi st
to support a Human Health Ri sk Assessnent and an
Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent.

The Navy shoul d assess the extent of contam nation
into the wetlands at the south edge of the site and
the work plan should include sanpling in this area.

Response: The Navy conducted further investigation of

RI A 53 during the 2001 Phase Il EBS nobilization No. 1
(“Mobe 1" which began in May 01) and “Mbe 2" (Aug 01).
During Mobe 1, two additional wells were installed and the
pi ezoneters and wells were re-surveyed. G oundwater flow
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S5a.

on 16 Jun 01 was shown to be to the north and west, toward
the streamthat flows west and south. To the south, the
site is surrounded by wetland. VOCs were not reported at

el evated concentrations in soil or groundwater. Metals,
PAHs, and petrol eum products have been detected although
evi dence of a major release has not been found. The Navy’'s
i nvestigation continues at RIA 53; however, the current
data do not suggest that the site chem cals of concern
(COCs) woul d inmpact subparcels OS-C-1 or Bl1-W1. Data wl
be adequate to support a Human Heal th Ri sk Assessnent
(HHRA) and an ecol ogical risk assessnent. Additional
surface water and sedi nent sanples are planned. The new
data for RIA 53 were discussed at the 13 Dec 01 Restoration
Advi sory Board (RAB) neeting.

Page 7, Subparcel B-1W1, last bullet. How will the Navy
eval uate the surficial debris (asphalt pile along perineter
road) ? What types of sanpling will occur? What is the
Navy's estimated tinme frame for addressing/renoving this
area of solid waste.

Response: See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6.

P. 8, Subparcel OS-A-1, fourth bullet. This itemstates
that the surface debris is north of building 134. Pl ease
show buil ding 134 on Figure 5 and list this building nunber
under the first bullet for this subparcel. Al so on

Figure 5, please show the | ocation where the general
househol d trash is along the fenceline/property line. \Wat
is the approxi mate quantity of household trash al ong the
fenceline? Has the Navy received correspondence fromthe
regul ators stating that No Further Action for the surface
debris within this subparcel is acceptable?

Response: Comment noted. Building 134 has been | abel ed on
the EBST figure for subparcel OS-A-1. However,

Building 134 is not listed in the first bulleted
description of subparcel OS-A-1 because it is not |ocated
wi thin the subparcel (the wooded area to the north of
Building 134 is within the subparcel). Solid waste debris
areas have been described and | ocated in enclosure (7) of
the FOST. See also the Navy' s General Response No. 6.

Page 8, Subparcel OS-A-1, last bullet. The Navy states
that the only site within 200" of this subparcel is R A-62
(French Stream). Based upon referring to Figure 5 and
supporting data in enclosures 3, 4, and 5; the foll ow ng
sites are also located within 200" of this subparcel and a
di scussion of each site should be included here: R A-4a,
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5b.

5c.

RI A-4b, MCP site 3-13224, and IR site #5 (Tile Leach
Field). It also appears that a portion of RIA-4a is

| ocated on the subparcel. Please revise Figure 5 to show
otherwise or nention that RIA-4a is partially on the
subpar cel

Response: R A 4A, RIA 4B, MCP RTN 4-13224, and IR Site 5
have been added to the description of sites within 200 ft
of subparcel OS-A-1. Enclosure (5) has been revised to
state that RIA 4B is |l ocated over 130 ft away from
Subparcel GOS-A-1.

Due to the ongoing work at RI A 4A, Subparcel OS-A-1 has
been redrawn to include a 100 ft buffer zone around R A 4A
The Navy believes this buffer zone to be adequate to
support the ongoing investigation and to be protective of
users of subparcel OS-A-1 because the concerns at R A 4A
are limted to manganese concentrations in groundwater
above benchmarks (likely due to background conditions) and
| ow arsenic concentrations in soil (not likely to mgrate
to Subparcel OS-A-1).

The Navy’s further investigation of RIA 4A will address the
wet | ands west of the septic nound and groundwater directly
under the mound. Wile there may be sonme noundi ng and
local flowto the wetland at this |ocation, flow appears to
be predom nantly to the southeast. This portion of
Subparcel OS-A-1 is predomnantly wetland. Based on the

| ocations and | evels of analytes detected, the extended
buffer zone is sufficient to address concerns about the
potential inpacts to Subparcel OGS A-1.

Shoul d a | arger buffer zone (currently 20°) between this
subparcel and Rl A-62, French Stream be used until the
regul ators are convinced that the extent of RIA-62 is
[imted to the imediate vicinity of the stream

itsel f-based upon future Phase Il EBS sanple results?

Response: The concern at RIA 62 pertains to past rel eases
to the streamthat may have adversely affected surface

wat er and sedi nent quality. Both environmental nedia are
limted to the immedi ate stream area; therefore, the Navy
believes the 20 ft buffer zone to be sufficient for
transfer of the abutting subparcels and to support the
Navy’ s wat ershed anal ysis and resolution of R A 62.

SSTTDC understands that the Navy plans to re-sanple Rl A-4b
in July of 2001. SSTTDC | ooks forward to new sanple
results and hopes that enough data will be available to
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determne if RIA-4b poses any risk to human health or the
environment. |If the Navy does not collect another round of
wat er el evations at and near the site during the upcom ng
sanpling round to determne if the direction of ground-

wat er flow changes throughout the year. Previous ground-
wat er sanpling occurred in the nonths of Decenber (1998)
and January (1999). A southwesterly groundwater flow
direction fromRI A-4b could bring | ead contam nation into
subparcel 0S-A-1.

Response: G oundwater investigated as part of RIA 4B is
not likely to inpact subparcel OS-A-1. The sanpl e that
contained 1 part per billion of |ead above the “at the tap”
drinking water standard was taken on the opposite side of
French Streamfroma well that is downgradient of the Tile
Leach Field (IR ProgramSite 5). The well wll be
re-sanpled to verify the reported lead level. Lead

(al though sonetines present in soil at elevated
concentrations) has not been seen to mgrate in groundwater
at NAS Sout h Weynout h.

6. Page 8, Subparcel OS-A-2. This subparcel is designated ECP
category 1 here; however, Table 1 of enclosure 1 lists this
subparcel as ECP category 5. Please clarify.

Response: Due to the required additional work at RI A 100,
Subparcel OS-A-2 has been renoved fromthe FOST. The ECP
category will be re-evaluated at a | ater date.

7. Page 9, Subparcel OS-A-2, first bullet. Wat is the Navy's
estimated tine frame for additional sanpling, performng
the renoval action and subsequent closure of RIA-100 within
this subparcel. Please note that a di scussion of potenti al
vernal pools at and near RI A-100 should be part of future
work plans, etc. for RIA-100 (per EPA comrents of March 27
2001 on the Navy's Draft Decision Docunent for RIA-100
dated February 27, 2001).

Response: Due to the required additional work at RI A 100,
Subparcel OS-A-2 has been renpoved fromthe FOST. The
schedule for RIA 100 will be discussed separately fromthis
FOST.

8. Page 9, Subparcel OS-A-2, second bullet. See comment 5b.

Response: Due to the required additional work at R A 100,
Subparcel OS-A-2 has been renoved fromthe FOST.
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10.

11.

Page 9, Subparcel OS-A-2, last bullet. Wat is the

approxi mate volune of surficial debris located within this
subparcel ? What is the next step for these areas of debris
under the NAS solid waste progranf

Response: Due to the required additional work at RI A 100,
Subparcel OS-A-2 has been renoved fromthe FOST. The work
for RIA 100 will be discussed separately fromthis FOST.

Page 9, Subparcel OS-C-1. The text does not nention the
areas of solid waste in the northwest section of this
subparcel. Please nention these areas. Wat is the
approxi mate volune of surficial debris in this subparcel
and what is the next step for these areas of debris under
the NAS solid waste progran?

Response: The debris areas have been descri bed and | ocated
in enclosure (7). See the Navy's Ceneral Response No. 6.

Page 9, Subparcel OS-C-1, third bullet. Wat is the Navy's
estimated tine frame for closure of these RIA' s? This
subparcel is located within the first section of the NAS
that is schedul ed for devel opnent; therefore the SSTTDC is
especially concerned with closure of these RIAs. Has the
Navy re-sanpled the ground water at RIA-52? |If the
groundwat er was not re-sanpled in April 2001, please revise
the table in enclosure 5 with the anticipated sanpling
tinme.

Response: Conment noted. The Navy is prioritizing
environmental investigations in the northwest quadrant of

t he base due to the SSTTDC s schedul e for the Phase |

devel opnent. The status of the environnental sites
presented in the Menorandum EBST, and enclosures (3), (4),
and (5) have been updated for the final FOST.

The well at RIA 52 (north ballfield area) was dry during
the Spring 2001 sanpling event. The Navy has since
installed and sanpled a new well. The Navy issued a
revi sed Deci si on Docunent addendumin Mar 02 and

antici pates receiving concurrence on NFA soon.

As of Jan 02, EBS RIA 43 (Building 24 fill pipes), R A 44
(Building 98 soot), and RIA 98 (“Mass 6” site) were given
final designation for NFA with concurrence by EPA and MADEP
in Feb 02. The Navy issued a final NFA Decision Docunent
for RIA 51 (Building 141 asbestos-lined pipes) in Apr 02
and with the 30-day review period, is anticipating

regul atory concurrence in May 02.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

Page 9, Subparcel OS-C-1, last bullet. See comrent 2
pertaining to potential inpacts to this subparcel fromRIA-
53.

Response: See Response to SSTTDC Comrent No. 2.

Page 12, Subparcel OS-C-2, last bullet. The text notes
that RI A-30B has additional work to be conpl eted under
the MCP program Should not this sentence state that
wor k under the EBS programis forth-comng for R A-30B?
Pl ease | abel RI A-30B on Figure 8.

Response: Coment noted. The sentence has been revised to
state “Although investigations are is ongoing at R A 30B,
potential inpacts to the subparcel are unlikely because OS-
C-2 is located upgradient of this area.”

RI A 30B has been | abel ed on the EBST figure for OS-C 2.

It is likely that RIAs 30A and 30B will be addressed under
the IR program for Hangar 2.

Page 12, Subparcel OS-R-1, first bullet. The eastern
boundary of this subparcel is not clearly marked on
Figure 9.

Response: The figure for subparcel OS-R-1 has been
nodi fied to clearly demarcate the eastern boundary of the
subparcel set back fromdd Swanp River

Page 12, Subparcel OS-R-1, third bullet. Are the

regul ators satisfied that any potential inpacts
associated wwth RIA-104 are likely to be limted to the

i mredi ate area of the river? What additional sanpling is
pl anned for RI A-104, and has this work been di scussed
with regulators yet?

Response: The concern at RIA 104 pertains to past rel eases
to the streamthat may have adversely affected surface

wat er and sedi nent quality. Both environmental nedia are
limted to the i nmedi ate stream area; however, as descri bed
in the Response to EPA's General Comment No. 6, the buffer
zone around A d Swanp River has been increased to include
the abutting wetland area. The Navy’' s investigation of

RIA 104 is currently on-hold due to the prioritization of
ot her EBS RI As.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Page 12, Subparcel OS-R-1, last bullet. See comment #9.

Response: The solid waste debris areas have been descri bed
and | ocated in enclosure (7). See the Navy’'s General
Response No. 6.

Page 12, Subparcel OS-R-2, first bullet. The western
boundary of this subparcel is not clearly marked on
Fi gure 10.

Response: Comment noted. The EBST figure for subparcel
OS-R-2 has been nodified to clearly indicate the western
boundary of the subparcel set back fromdd Swanp River

Page 12, Subparcel OS-R-2, third bullet. See conment
#15.

Response: See Response to SSTTDC Comment No. 15.

Page 13, Subparcel OS-R-2, last bullet. See comment #9.

Response: The solid waste debris areas have been descri bed
and | ocated in enclosure (7). See the Navy’'s General
Response No. 6.

Page 13, Subparcel OS-R-3, first bullet. The subparcel
boundary along the A d Swanp River is not clearly marked on
Figure 11.

Response: See Response to MADEP' s EBST Comment No. 1 on
subparcel OS-R-3. The eastern boundary of subparcel OS-R-3
has been noved to the west of Union Street. The EBST
figure for subparcel OS-R-3 has been nodified accordingly.

Page 13, Subparcel OS-R-3, third bullet. Add RIA-104 as
one of those sites within 200 ft of this subparcel. See
comment 15 pertaining to references for RIA-104.

Response: RIA 104 is no longer wwthin 200 ft of the
redrawn subparcel OS-R-3. See Response to MADEP' s EBST
Comrent No. 1 on subparcel OS-R-3.

Page 13, Subparcel OS-R-3, last bullet. See comment #9.

Response: The solid waste debris areas have been descri bed
and | ocated in enclosure (7). See the Navy’'s GCeneral
Response No. 6.
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23a. Page 13, Subparcel OS-R-4, first bullet. The western
boundary of this subparcel is not clear in Figure 10.
It appears that the A d Swanp River is part of the
subpar cel

Response: Comment noted. The EBST figure for subparcel
OS-R-4 has been nodified to indicate that the western
boundary of the subparcel is set back fromdd Swanp River

23b. Page 13, Subparcel OS-R-4, first bullet. Does this
subparcel include the far eastern sliver of property at
the NAS? Should not the southwestern portion of this
sliver (west of SWF-1, 4, 5, and 6) nerge into CS-R-4
simlar to the NAS zoni ng map?

Response: The revised extent of Subparcel OS-R-4 includes
the 75 ft wdth of the Rockland Open Space zoned parcel

al ong the south and east fenceline at the end of the
eastern property extension of NAS South Wynouth. The
figure for OS-R-4 has been clarified.

24a. Page 14, Subparcel OS-R-4, third bullet. To what extent
has the northeast rubble disposal area been sanpl ed?
Does this area of debris contain simlar materials, as
those found at IR site #2 - are there concerns rel ating
to PCBs?

Response: The Navy conpleted a final Phase Il R for the
Rubbl e Di sposal Area in Dec 00. The RI, which docunents
the extent of sanpling conpleted at the site, is available
for review at the CSO library. As shown in the EBST
figures, the solid waste debris area called the “northeast
rubbl e di sposal area” (SW 1-8) is not included in a FOST
subparcel and is set back several hundred feet fromthe
revi sed subparcel OS-R-4 boundary.

24b. Page 14, Subparcel OS-R-4, third bullet. See comment #15
for Rl A-104 di scussion.

Response: See Response to SSTTDC Comment No. 15.

25. Page 14, Subparcel OS-R-4, last bullet. See comrent #9.

Response: The solid waste debris areas have been descri bed
and | ocated in enclosure (7). See the Navy’'s General
Response No. 6.
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32a.

Page 14, Subparcel OS-R-5, first bullet. Please show
cl earer subparcel boundary lines along French Stream -
Figure 12.

Response: Comrent noted. The EBST figure for subparcel
OS-R-5 has been clarified to show the boundary of OS-R-5 at
the 20-ft setback from French Stream

Page 14, Subparcel OS-R-5, third bullet. How |ong does
the Navy feel that it wll take to close out RIA-7b?
Have | ocations for additional sanpling been chosen?

Response: As summari zed in enclosure (5), the Navy
conpleted a final NFA Decision Docunent for RIA 7B
(househol d debris along fenceline) in Jan 02.

Page 14, Subparcel OS-R-5, fourth bullet. See comrent
#5b.

Response: See Response to SSTTDC Conment No. 5b

Page 14, Subparcel OS-R-5, last bullet. See comment #9.

Response: The solid waste debris areas have been descri bed
and | ocated in enclosure (7). See the Navy’'s General
Response No. 6.

Page 15, Subparcel OS-W1, first bullet. Add building
133A to the list of buildings |ocated on this subparcel.

Response: Comment noted. Building 133A has been added to
the list of buildings present in subparcel OS-W1.

Page 15, Subparcel OS-W2. It appears that a portion of
RIA-50 is located in this subparcel. Please revise
Figure 14 if RIA-50 is outside of this subparcel

Response: The investigation at RIA 50 (possible LBP in
soil at Building 128) was limted to soil around the day
care center and not to the wooded area that is part of
Subparcel OS-W2. The figure has been corrected. As
summari zed in enclosure (5), the Navy anticipates that NFA
is required for R A 50.

Page 16, Subparcel OS-W?2. Regulators discovered nore
solid waste (foundations, etc.) debris during a recent
wal kt hrough within this subparcel. Please show these
ot her areas of debris on Figure 14.
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Response: Debris areas have been | abel ed on enclosure (7)
maps. See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6. The Navy wl|
not renove foundations fromstructures that pre-date the
devel opnent of the base.

32b. Page 16, Subparcel OS-W2. The SSTTDC i s concerned about
an area of household debris located within a berm al ong
t he sout heastern corner of this subparcel. SSTTDC
suggests that this area be investigated nore fully and
possi bly sanpl ed pendi ng regul ator opi ni on.

Response: The household debris in this area is the result
of trespassers onto NAS South Weynout h property. The
debris generally consists of beverage bottles and

m scel l aneous litter. Oher debris in this area that my
be related to past Navy operations (i.e., the roll of
roofing felt identified by MADEP in their EBST comments on
OS-W2) are non-hazardous. See the Navy’'s General Response
No. 6. The Navy is addressing solid waste debris
separately fromthe FOST. As noted in enclosure (7), the
Navy has renoved the trespass litter

33. Page 16, Subparcel OS-W2, third bullet. Please add Rl A-
92 to the list of those sites that are within 200" of
this subparcel. Have there been recent discussions with
the regul ators pertaining to any additional sanpling
and/ or renmoval actions at Rl A-92?

Response: Comrent noted. RIA 92 (Hobby Shop) has been
added to the list of sites located wthin 200 ft of
Subparcel OS-W2. There have not been recent discussions
with the regulators pertaining to RIA 92. The Navy
currently anticipates preparing a Various Renoval Action
(VRA) Deci sion Docunent.

34. Page 16, Subparcel OS-W?2, last bullet. See comment #9.

Response: The solid waste debris areas identified in this
subpar cel have been described and | ocated in enclosure (7).
See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6.

35a. Page 16, Subparcel SPUD-1, first bullet. Please adjust
Figure 8 to show a cl earer boundary line around this
subparcel. The boundary line is not visible near RIA-
78cC.

Response: Comment noted. The boundary of SPUD-1 has been
clarified in the EBST figures. The area containing EBS

Encl osure (6) Page 83 of 123



RI A 78C (undocunented renoval of UST at Building 102) has
been renoved fromthe FOST.

35b. Page 16, Subparcel SPUD-1, first bullet. Please add
buil ding 122 to the list of buildings within this
subparcel. SSTTDC is concerned that the Navy has not
sanpled the drywell located within the former pin setting
room of building 122. The MADEP considers this drywell
to be a shallow injection well that requires closure
prior to property transfer (MADEP comrents to Draft FOSL
for building 122). Gven the potential for greases or
oils to be present in this roomduring the operational
years of the facility, SSTTDC suggests that the drywell
be sanpled to ensure that no significant risk is present
her e.

Response: Building 122 has been added to the list of
bui |l di ngs present within subparcel SPUD-1. Descriptions
of Building 122 are already provided in the text and
Table 1 of the EBST.

The Navy, EPA, and MADEP previously inspected the drywell
and verbally agreed that NFA was required.

36. Page 17, Subparcel SPUD-1, last bullet. Please revise
this paragraph to state that MCP site 3-13316 (NEX) is
| ocated within the subparcel. Please revise for Rl A 78c
if it is partially located within the subparcel

Response: Conment noted. The text has been nodified
accordingly. The area containing EBS RIA 78C (undocunent ed
removal of UST at Building 102) has been renoved fromthe
FOST.

37a. Page 17, Subparcel SPUD-2. The Navy should nention that
RIA-42 is located within this subparcel, and di scuss
current status in the text.

Response: Comment noted. The text has been nodified
accordingly. The Navy issued a final NFA Decision Docunent
for RIA 42 (subsurface asbestos-lined pipes) in Apr 02 and
antici pates regulatory concurrence in May 02.

37b. Page 17, Subparcel SPUD-2. Please revise Figure 8 - the
boundary line for this subparcel is not visible near RIA-
90. If RIA-90 is outside of this parcel, please draw the
boundary |ine adjacent to the site.
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38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43a.

Response: Comment noted. The boundary of SPUD- 2 has been
clarified in the EBST figures and with respect to RIA 90
(pi pes protruding fromthe ground around Buil ding 20).

RIA 90 and Building 20 are not |ocated in subparcel SPUD 2.
As summari zed in enclosure (5), the Navy, EPA, and MADEP
agreed in Jan/Feb 02 that NFA is required for R A 90.

Page 17, Subparcel SPUD-3. Please add a paragraph to
di scuss the solid waste | ocated on the subparcel (north-
central portion of subparcel). See comment #9 too.

Response: The solid waste debris areas have been descri bed
and | ocated in enclosure (7). See the Navy’'s General
Response No. 6.

Page 17, Subparcel SPUD-3, first bullet. The southeastern
corner of the subparcel boundary is not clearly shown.

Pl ease re-scale Figure 9 to show the entire subparcel and
t hi cken the boundary lines adjacent to Od Swanp R ver to
show that the streamis not part of the subparcel

Response: Comment noted. The boundary of SPUD 3 has been
clarified in the EBST figures.

Page 17, Subparcel SPUD- 3, |ast bullet. See comment #15
pertaining to the RI A-104 di scussion.

Response: See Response to SSTTDC Comment No. 15.

Page 17, Subparcel SPUD-4, third bullet. See conmment #15
pertaining to the RI A-104 di scussion.

Response: See Response to SSTTDC Comment No. 15.

Page 19, Subparcel SPUD-4, |ast bullet. See comment #9.

Response: The solid waste debris areas have been descri bed
and | ocated in enclosure (7). See the Navy’'s General
Response No. 6.

Page 19, Subparcel SPUD-6. Please add a paragraph

di scussing those sites that are located within 200" of this
subparcel. Also nention that RIA-2d is |ocated within the
subparcel - or revise Figure 15 to show boundary |ine

adj acent to RIA-2d. Has the Navy schedul ed the additional
sanpling for RIA-2d? Please revise the table in

encl osure 5 accordingly (if not sanpled in April 2001).
Based upon previous coments, are the regul ators confi dent
that the Navy has sufficiently determ ned the ground-water
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flow to have a nostly southern conponent, therefore
elimnating the SPUD-6 subparcel from being a potenti al
receptor?

Response: Coment noted. A paragraph has been added to
describe the environnental sites |ocated within 200 ft of
SPUD-6. RIA 2D is an adjacent site of SPUD-6 because

RIA 2D pertains to the grass-covered area adjacent to the
runway. The map has been revised to show RIA 2D as

adj acent. RIA 2D was resanpled in May 01. The status
reported for the EBS RIAs has been updated for the final
FOST. The groundwater flow direction at this |ocation based
on data fromthree, well-triangulated nonitoring wells is
clearly to the south, away from SPUD- 6.

43b. Page 19, Subparcel SPUD-6. The SSTTDC i s concerned that
the Navy has not adequately investigated the wetl ands
| ocat ed downgradi ent (southwest) of the Fire Fighting
Training Area (IR site #4). The regul ators have stated
concerns pertaining to COPC mgration fromthe adjacent
taxiway and/or the nearby Fire Fighting Training Area (see
EPA comments dated March 7, 2001 on the Draft Final Phase
Il RI for the FFTA). Depending on future sanpling results,
this area, southwest of the FFTA could becone another R A
under the EBS program while work at the FFTA conti nues
separately.

Response: See Response to EPA General Comment No. 7.

44a. Page 19, Subparcel SPUD-7, first bullet. Please revise
Figure 12 to show a cl ear western boundary adjacent to
French Stream See comment #5b pertaining to potenti al
i npacts from Rl A- 62.

Response: See Response to SSTTDC Conment No. 5b

44b. Page 19, Subparcel SPUD-7, first bullet. Please nention
the stone piles that were found within this subparcel.
Is this a large area of debris, and does the Navy
anticipate any future activities associated wth these
pil es?

Response: Stone piles are not an environnmental concern. No
past rel eases of hazardous substances or petrol eum products
are suspect ed.

45, Page 20, Subparcel SR-R last bullet. Please plot the
surficial debris nmentioned here on Figure 11. See
comment #9 too.
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Response: The solid waste debris areas have been
described and |l ocated in enclosure (7). See the Navy's
Ceneral Response No. 6.

46. Page 20, Subparcel SR-W1, first bullet. Please nention
that this subparcel includes the parking |ot behind
buil ding 75 and the adjacent basketball court. According
to Figure 8, RIA-46 is partially located within this
subparcel. Please nention this in the text or revise
Figure 8 to show RI A-46 next to the subparcel. Please add
a paragraph to discuss those sites that are within 200" of
t he subparcel, and di scuss accordingly.

Response: Comment noted. The first bulleted description
of SRRW1 has been nodified to state that the subparce

i ncl udes the parking |lot behind Building 75 and the

adj acent basketball court. A paragraph has been added to
describe the environnmental sites |ocated within 200 ft

of SR-W1. The investigation area for EBS RI A 46
(suspected buried ACM at Building 75) slightly overl aps
subparcel SR-W1; however, the Navy issued a final NFA
Deci si on Docunent for RIA 46 in Apr 02 and is anticipating
regul atory concurrence in May 02.

47. Page 23, Asbestos, seventh bullet. |Is the w ndow caul ki ng
menti oned here considered to be friable, accessible, and
damaged? |If so (i.e., per the 2001 PIH survey), please
revise this itemto state that the Navy will performthe
necessary abatenment of this ACMprior to property transfer.

Response: The current condition of ACMs, as identified
fromthe Aug 01 update of the PIH Survey, is summarized in
Table 1 of enclosure (1). Subsequent to this FOST but prior
to transfer, the Navy will inplenment the DoD policy
regarding ACMs in accordance with a witten statenent of
facility-specific utilization or non-utilization as

provi ded by SSTTDC.

48. Page 24, Asbestos, tenth bullet. Should the 2001 PIH
survey determ ne that the w ndow caul ki ng or flue
insulation at building 98 is friable, accessible, and
damaged, please revise this itemto state that the Navy
wi |l performthe necessary abatement of the ACMprior to
property transfer.

Response: See Response to SSTTDC s EBSL Comment No. 47.
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49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

Page 25, Asbestos. Please add RIA-46 to the list of RIAs
associ ated with ACM

Response: EBS RI A 46 (suspected buried ACM at

Bui l ding 75) has been added to the list of RIAs associ ated
with ACM because the investigation area for RIA 46 did
slightly overlap the SR-W1 subparcel. However, the Navy
i ssued a final NFA Decision Docunent for RIA 46 in Apr 02
and antici pates regulatory concurrence in May 02.

Pages 25-27, EBS Review Item Areas Table. RIAs 2d, 4a, 46,
50, and 90 should be added to this table - they appear to
be partially |ocated within FOST subparcels. Please revise
the respective figures if these RIAs are not |located within
a FOST subparcel

Response: Except as noted for EBS RIA 46 in the above

Response to SSTTDC Comment Nos. 46 and 49, these RIAs are
not |located within the FOST subparcels. See Responses to
SSTTDC s Comments Nos. 43a, 5a, 31, and 37b, respectively.

Page 28, MCP Sites Table. Please add a fifth colum for
the subparcel |ocations for the MCP sites |isted here.

Response: Comment noted. The referenced MCP summary table
has been nodified to match the format of the EBS sunmary
tabl e on the previous page of the EBST. Subparcel

| ocati ons have been added.

Page 31, ASTs and USTs, third bullet. Mention the AUL for
bui I ding 31 here too.

Response: Comment noted. The AUL for Building 31 has been
noted in this section. The AUL is already described in
encl osure (2).

Table 1, Page 12, Subparcel OS-W2. This row states that
SWF2-9 has been renpoved. Please note this on Figure 14 if
it has been renoved, or delete this note fromTable 1

Response: Coment noted. The note has been renoved from
Table 1. SW2-9 (pipe) will be handled in accordance with
the solid waste program See the Navy’'s General Response
No. 6.

Table 1, Page 15, Subparcel SR-R Pl ease add a note
stating that surficial debris is present within this
subparcel (as noted on p. 20 of enclosure 1), or disregard
this cooment if p. 20 is incorrect.
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55.

56.

Response: See the Navy' s Ceneral Response No. 6 regarding
solid waste. Enclosure (7) indicates that various pieces
of debris are located in the subparcel. The debris
identified fromthe recent site wal ks includes a tire,
sections of barbed wire, fence material, and rebar. The
debris al so includes m scellaneous litter that appears to
have been thrown over the fence onto Navy property. No
rel eases of hazardous substances are suspected. As noted
in enclosure (7), much of this debris has been renoved.

Tabl e 2, Pages 2-4. Please carry over the table headi ngs
for ease of reference.

Response: Col umm headi ngs have been included on each page
of the table.

Figures 1-15. Please add a | egend box to all figures for
t he yell ow parcel designations. The color coding in nost
figures is anbi guous and needs clarification. Sonme of the
open space zones are not properly represented.

Response: See Response to EPA's General Comrent No. 11
The open space zones have been revised in the figures.

SSTTDC S COMMENTS ON ENCLOSURE (2) FROM 17 MAY 01

1

Page 2, item2a. For the record, the SSTTDC notes that the
Navy is not in conpliance with this covenant at this tine.

Response: Covenant 2(a) states that the Navy warrants that
“all remedi al action necessary to protect human health and
the environment with respect to any hazardous substances
remai ni ng on the subject subparcels has been taken.” The
Navy is not out of conpliance with this covenant because
encl osure (2) has not yet been nade part of a property
transfer docunent. As stated in Item7 of the FOST

Menmor andum encl osure (2) wll be included as part of
property transfer docunments (at which tine the covenants,
conditions, reservations, and restrictions becone
effective). As previously stated, before the transfer of
any subparcel containing an EBS RIA, the Navy wll conplete
final Decision Docunents and/or reach NFA agreenents with
EPA and MADEP on the RIA(s) located within that FOST
subparcel . No Decision Docunents will be prepared for Rl As
that were transferred to other prograns or deened to
require NFA during the early stages of the EBS program As
of Feb 02, the Navy, EPA, and MADEP have agreed on NFA for
10 of the 16 RIAs |ocated within the FOST subparcels. The
Navy is currently working with EPA and MADEP t oward
reachi ng final NFA Decision Docunents or NFA agreenents as
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3a.

3b.

soon as possible for the remaining 6 EBS Rl As cont ai ned
within the FOST subparcels.

No IR Program sites or ongoing MCP investigations are
| ocated within the FOST subparcels. See the Navy' s Ceneral
Response No. 6 regarding solid waste debris areas.

Page 2, item 3, last sentence. Should this sentence
refer to Figures 1 through 15 instead of 1 through 6?

Response: The text has been nodified to state “Attached
hereto are figures showng site |location and the subject
zoni ng subparcel s.”

Page 5, item7. This section states that "the historic
fill material presents no unacceptable risk inits
present state and if left undisturbed.” Please provide
nore detail pertaining to the specific locations of this
fill material within the subparcels that "may contain

el evated concentrations of netals and..SVOCS. "

Response: See Response to EPA Specific Comment No. 38.

Page 5, item 7. Renoval of surficial solid waste debris
under the NAS solid waste program nay uncover/expose areas
of this historic fill material that has not been previously
i nvesti gated/ sanpl ed by the Navy. How will the Navy
address this issue during closure of these solid wastes
sites in preparation of property transfer?

Response: See Response to EPA Specific Comment No. 38.
Historic fill will not be investigated/ sanpled by the
Navy unless there is a specific indication of a potenti al
past rel ease of hazardous substances or hazardous wastes
to the environnent.

SSTTDC' S COMMENTS ON ENCLOSURE (3) FROM 17 MAY 01

1

Pl ease update the | ast columm to docunent the nost recent
docunents for each IR site; i.e., the Draft Feasibility
Study for the West Gate Landfill.

Response: The status of each site in enclosures (3),
(4), and (5) have been updated for the final FOST.

SSTTDC' S COVMENTS FROM 3 JUL 01

1

The Navy shoul d note that they have not adequately drawn
t he zoni ng boundary lines on the figures in the FOST.
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Pl ease revi ew the zoni ng boundaries that the SSTTDC nust
adhere to, and revise the FOST docunent accordingly. In
particular, note that figures 2, 7 and 8 have inaccurately
depi cted the zoni ng boundary for the SPUD- 1 subparce
(northern and southern boundaries). | have encl osed a copy
of the SSTTDC s wetl| ands resource area delineation and | and
zoni ng map superinposed onto the existing site base map for
your quick reference (figure 1). This information should be
on electronic nedia previously supplied by SSTTDC to the
Navy. SSTTDC can supply the Navy with the zoni ng map
overlay should it assist you with the final version of the
unencunbered FOST or future FOSTs.

Response: The boundaries of the FOST subparcel s have been
clarified in the EBST figures. Subsequent to the FOST, the
Navy wi ||l conplete survey | egal descriptions of property to
be transferred to SSTTDC.

2. Pl ease note that this FOST does not fully enconpass the two
parcels within the northwest quadrant of the base that are
pl anned to be devel oped during our first stage of
redevel opnent, SR-Wand SPUD (see parcels outlined in
yellow on figure 1). Qur first stage of devel opnent is
schedul ed to occur in 2003. SSTTDC notes that an MCP site,

t he Fuel Farm (SPUD) and outstanding issues pertaining to
unconsol i dated solid waste (SR-W have hi ndered these two
parcels frombeing a part of this unencunbered FOST.

Response: The Navy is aware that the SSTTDC s Phase |

devel opnent is planned for the northwest quadrant of the
base (the property north of Trotter Road and waste of Shea
Menorial Drive). The Navy is prioritizing the remaining
environnental sites within the northwest quadrant and is
working to transfer property as soon as possible.
Docunent ati on supporting the transfer of the remaining
property within the northwest quadrant of the base is being
prepared under separate cover. As sunmarized in

encl osure (4), the Navy has closed the MCP Fuel Farmsite
with the filing of a final C ass A-2 Response Action
Qutcone (RAO in Feb 02.

3. SSTTDC urges the Navy to conmence work on a second FOST
that will include all remaining land | ocated within the SR-
W and SPUD/ nort hwest parcels as well as the other parcels
(nostly OS-C) that nake up the bal ance of the northwest
guadrant of the base. The northwest quadrant of the base
essentially consists of that land that is |ocated south and
west of Shea Menorial Drive and bounded by the southern
extent of the OS-C parcel (outlined in red on figure 1).
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At this time the SSTTDC has had several discussions with
i nterested devel opers who are ready to continue

negoti ations regarding the initial build in the northwest
guadr ant .

SSTTDC sees two problens that nust be addressed by the Navy
in order to expedite a FOST that would include the entire
nort hwest quadrant.

1. Navy, regulators and SSTTDC resol ve the outstandi ng
i ssues pertaining to the unconsolidated solid waste
debris at the base.

2. Closure of the Fuel Farm MCP Site w thout a
mandatory Activity and Use Limtation inposed on the
par cel

Response: As summari zed in enclosure (4), the Navy has
conpleted work at the Fuel Farm MCP site and filed a final
Cass A-2 RAOin Feb 02. On 25 Jan 02, the Navy issued a
new draft FOST for additional areas in the northwest
guadrant of the base that are needed for SSTTDC s Phase |
devel opnent (including the area of the fornmer Fuel Farm.
The Navy is currently working to resolve comments that were
recei ved during the public coment period and plans to
finalize that FOST as soon as possible. The Navy w ||
address the suitability to transfer the remaining areas in
t he northwest quadrant under separate cover (pending).

4. SSTTDC is concerned with the amounts of solid waste debris
and historical fill located within nost of the parcels at
t he base. Many of the FOST comments that were issued by the
regul ators and the public pertained to this issue. A
deci si on docunent or simlar report should be issued by the
Navy that discusses (locations, conpositions, approximate
guantities, sanpling information, etc.) all of those areas
cont ai ni ng unconsol idated solid waste debris. This report
shoul d assist all technical reviewers (regulators, SSTTDC,
public, etc.) in crafting an action plan (or no action, if
the case may be) for each area of debris at the base. The
response actions, if any, that are outlined in the action
pl an shoul d not delay the SSTTDC s redevel opnment schedul e
in the northwest quadrant or elseware [sic], unless a
significant threat to human health and/or the environnment
was di scovered at a particular location (through additional
sanpling, etc.). SSTTDC shoul d expect to be able to take
title of the northwest quadrant w thout any outstanding
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i ssues pertaining to the unconsolidated solid waste debris
on the site.

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6.

Encl osure (7) has been included to the FOST as notification
of the presence, descriptions, |ocations, and status of the
solid waste debris found within the FOST subparcels. The
Navy acknowl edges SSTTDC s concerns regardi ng solid waste;
however, the Navy in accordance with its BRAC m ssion, wl|
continue to concentrate efforts on environnental
investigations and restorations related to rel eases of
hazar dous substances or materials that may pose risks to
human health or the environnment. As noted in

encl osure (7), the Navy has already renoved many of the
itens of debris. The Navy is continuing to coordinate with
the State regarding the presence of debris.

5. Currently the Navy has until My 19, 2002 to issue their
Tier Il Response Action Qutconme (RAO Report for the Fuel
Farm site. SSTTDC understands that additional remediation
is required, and that the renedi ati on should be occurring
within the next few nonths. The Fuel Farm site conprises
al nost half of the SPUD parcel in the northwest quadrant.
In order for SSTTDC to use all avail able resources in the
site design stage for successful construction up to
300, 000 SF of office space in this parcel, there cannot be
an Activity and Use Limtation inposed upon the parcel.
SSTTDC urges the Navy to expedite remaining renedi ation at
t he Fuel Farm and subsequent docunents necessary for proper
closure of this particular MCP site.

Response: The Fuel Farmis not part of this FOST. The
Navy has di scussed and wll continue to discuss the scope
of a FOST for additional property in the northwest quadrant
wi th SSTTDC, EPA, and MADEP separately fromthis

Responsi veness Summary. However, as sunmarized in

encl osure (4), the Navy has since conpleted work at the
Fuel Farm MCP site and filed a final Cass A-2 RAOin

Feb 02.
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ADDI T1 ONAL SPECI FI C PUBLI C COMVENTS

Public coments received on the draft FOST are attached to this
Responsi veness Summary. Simlar comments that were received
fromthe public are grouped and responded to in the “Navy’s
CGeneral Responses” section at the beginning of this

Responsi veness Summary. Those general comment/responses are not
repeated here. Also, comments that did not pertain to the FOST
are not addressed in this Responsiveness Sunmary. The Navy’s
responses to the remaining specific public coments on the FOST
are as foll ow

COMVENTS FROM DAVE W LMOT (10 May 01, 23 May 01 and 5 Jun 01,
11 Jun 01, 13 Jun 01, and 14 Jun 01)

1. M. WIinot's letter of 10 May 01 raised the concern that
“followi ng this conveyance, the Navy wll|l be renoved from
l[iabilities regarding the property, and SSTTDC and its
sponsoring communities will be left with environnental
situations that should have been at |east, in part,
remedi ated by the Navy.” Simlarly, M. WIlnot's letter of
5 Jun 01 raised the concern that the covenants woul d renove
the Navy’'s responsibility/liability for the historic fil
material at the base which may contain el evated
concentrations of nmetals and SVOCs. Finally, M. WIlnot’'s
letters of 11 Jun 01, 13 Jun 01, and 14 Jun 01 rai sed
addi tional concerns that “Rapid Transfer” would renove the
Navy’ s responsibility/liability for conducting
remedi ati ons.

Response: The FOST does not transfer the property; it is
one step toward that goal. Except for the close-out of a
few EBS RI As (see the “EBS Review Item Areas” section of
the EBST), the property evaluated in this FOST does not
contain environnental sites that require further

remedi ation. Prior to transfer, the Navy will reach NFA
agreenents with EPA and MADEP for the few EBS sites on the

property.

For the base in general, in accordance with the signed FFA
with EPA, the Navy is legally required to conplete the
investigations at the identified sites covered under the
NPL (i.e., IR Programsites and EBS RIAs that nove into
CERCLA). The Navy is also legally required by
Massachusetts law to conplete the investigations at the
identified MCP sites. After property transfer, the Navy
Wl continue to be responsible for any currently

undi scovered environnental sites that are attributable to
the Navy’ s past operations; for exanple, if future work on
the property reveals the presence of an underground fuel
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tank of which the Navy is currently unaware. Conversely,
the Navy wll not be responsible for rel eases of hazardous
subst ances or petrol eum products that are caused by the
SSTTDC or future tenants/property owners.

See the Responses to EPA Specific Conment No. 38 regarding
the presence of historic fill material.

Early Transfer of base property is only one of several
transfer options being considered by the Navy and SSTTDC.
Even with Early Transfer, there remains a | egal
responsibility for the Navy and/or the new property owner
to ensure conpletion of the required environnental

i nvestigations/restorations. The 14 Jun 01 RAB neeting
m nutes include additional information about the Early
Transfer process.

2. M. WIlnmt's letters of 10 May 01 and 23 May 01 comment ed
that the Navy should be held responsible for the
remedi ation of the significant inpacts to French Stream
resulting frompast mlitary use of the base. The letter
al so asked for clarification of the Navy's responsibility
for the restoration of French Streamand A d Swanp Ri ver.

Response: French Stream and A d Swanp Ri ver have been
identified as Rl As under the EBS program at NAS South
Weynouth (RIAs 62 and 104, respectively) and as Site
Screeni ng Areas under the FFA signed by the Navy and

EPA Region |I. Therefore, the Navy is responsible for
restoration of these areas through the CERCLA process if
restoration is deened to be necessary to protect human
health or the environment. The property containing RIA 62
(French Strean) and RIA 104 (O d Swanp River) have been
renmoved fromthis FOST. Prior to the transfer of the
property containing RIAs 62 and 104, the Navy will reach
concurrence with EPA and MADEP on these RIAs.

The Navy w Il be conpiling a Basew de Wit ershed Assessnent
report that will include a description of French Stream and
add Swanp River, as well as the associ ated wat ersheds and
dr ai nage channels. Existing observations of physical

condi tions, aquatic ecological habitat, and chem stry data
wll be conpiled. Key information anticipated will include
Target Conpound List (TCL) and Target Analyte List (TAL)
paraneters (i.e., organic/inorganic), as well as Total
Organic Carbon (TOC), Dissolved Oxygen (DO), Biological
Oxygen Demand (BOD), and ot her physical, chem cal,

bi ol ogi cal, and toxicol ogi cal data available fromthe

Phase | and Il RI prograns. Avail able surface water and
sedi ment data fromthe Navy's MCP and EBS prograns w | |
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al so be incorporated to the extent possible, where
avai l able. Tables and figures will present conparisons of
upstream and downstream condi ti ons across the base, for
both the French Stream and O d Swanp Ri ver wat ersheds.

Text will supplenment the tables and figures, presenting
conclusions relative to sedinent and surface water quality,
potential onsite and offsite contributions, and background
conditions. Alimted field assessnent will be perforned
to view recent observations of iron flocculate, and confirm
previ ous observations of the general stream and river
conditions. Flow nmeasurenents recorded earlier in the
programw || al so be presented. No new fl ow neasurenents
and no additional sanpling will be necessary.

3. M. WIinot's letter of 10 May 01 conmented that “Frenches
Stream a perennial streamrunning from uplands in Abington
and Weynout h, through the base property and on southeast to
the North River, has been seriously conprom sed by Navy
activity. The historical flow, and water quality of this
stream has becone one of the nost polluted and lifeless
wat erways i n sout heastern Massachusetts. A recent
Macrol nverti brate Survey of the North and South River
Wat er sheds was conducted in 1998 (SaintQurs). Using
W senhoff's 1982 Biotic |Index Methods to Eval uate Water
Quality in Streans, it was discovered that Frenches Stream
bel ow t he base had ‘one of the | owest Benthic Habitat and
Biotic Index ratings in the entire North R ver Watershed' .”

Response: The Navy has | ocated and reviewed the referenced
docunent fromthe follow ng internet address

http://omega. cc. unb. edu/ ~conne/ fred/ t hesi s/thesi sl. htm

The information presented in this student’s thesis cannot
and, in fact, does not nmake such cl ai ns about the
conditions of French Stream due to the presence of

NAS Sout h Weynout h.

The author’s final conclusion about French Stream states
the foll ow ng:

"A single-site conparison between the four stream
segnents suggests that the section of French Stream at
North Ave in Rockland has | ow diversity and abundance
of macroinvertebrate organisns. This could possibly be
due to upstream sources of contam nation which is
negatively affecting water quality. This streamis
intersected by four road crossings, and drains the
deconm ssi oned Weynouth Naval Air Station, which has
been declared a superfund area. The riverbed at sone
poi nt had been channelized, thus negatively affecting
the benthic diversity as well. The sanpling site is
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j ust bel ow t he Rockl and Town Forest, a 20 acre parcel
i mredi ately downstream fromthe NAS. Sanples taken
upstream fromthe base, along wth nore downstream
sanpl es, woul d be needed for an accurate conparison."”

No data are provided to support the specul ati ons of
upstream sources of contam nation (no chem cal data were
coll ected or evaluated) or negative inpacts to the stream
resulting fromchannelized segnent of the streamon the
base. As acknow edged by the author in the above quote,
nmore sanples would be required to nake any accurate
assessnents regarding the base. The Navy has identified
the followi ng additional data gaps fromthe referenced
docunent :

Sanpling occurred in the nonth of July (which the author
acknow edges) which is not the preferred tine to conduct
a benthic assessnent. Spring is a nore appropriate tine
for such as sanpling program because many speci es have
not energed yet and are late instars (lifestage) which
are nore readily identified.

French Streamis located in the coastal plain of
Massachusetts. Therefore, there are newer nethods
publ i shed by EPA which are nore appropriate for this
eco-region (i.e., EPA's 1997 “Field and Laboratory

Met hods for Macroinvertebrates and Habitat Assessnent of
Low G adient Streans”, Md-Atlantic Coastal Streans

[ MACS] Wor kgroup, Environnmental Services Division
Regi on 3, Wheeling, W).

Only one |l ocation was sanpl ed downstream of NAS South
Weynouth. Mre |locations are necessary to arrive at a
sui tably accurate assessnent of biological conditions in
the stream

No | ocations of French Stream were sanpl ed upstream of
NAS Sout h Weynouth. Therefore, the study can nmake no
concl usi ons whether the water quality was better before
entering NAS Sout h Weynout h.

No detail ed habitat assessnment was conducted at the
sanpling location for French Stream Habitat degradation
can be a mmjor cause of biological inpairnment.

Al t hough the aut hor discusses a reasonably good sanpling
approach in his research plan, the sanpling was conducted
with a hand held strainer, which is not an approved
sanpling nmethod. Usually a dip net or kick net are used
whi ch sanple a |larger area and are nore likely to collect
nmore individuals and nore inportantly, nore species. The
MACS net hod referenced above recommends the collection of
20 sweeps/sanples using a dip net.
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Only five or six sanples were collected at each | ocati on,
which is not adequate effort for this type of study (and
type of sanple collection gear).

Organisns were identified to famly |evel. Al though

i npai rment (noderate to severe only) can be detected at
this level, a genus/species |evel taxonony would yield
nmore information about tol erance val ues of taxa and
result in a nore accurate assessnment of biol ogical
condi ti on.

The Hi |l senhoff Biotic Index, although a wi dely accepted
met hod used in many studies, is actually nost useful to
eval uate organic enrichnent effects (e.g., sewage).
There is sonme question concerning the effectiveness of
this Index in discerning inpacts from other causes such
as fromchemcal effects. No bioassessnent should be
based on one netric alone. A multi-metric approach woul d
yield nore informati on about comrunity structure and
possi bl e inpairnment. Various netrics/nmethods are
avai l able from which the nost appropriate can be sel ected
to suit the site-specific conditions.

The | ow nunbers of organisns and | ow taxa richness
reported in the docunent is an indication of inpairnent;
however, further investigation is needed to determ ne
definitively the extent and cause (nore sanpling
stations, habitat assessnent, identify point source

di scharges, nore rigorous sanpling nethod, etc.).

4. M. WIinot's letter of 23 May 01 questioned whether the
overgrown hillock, which appears to contain sone debris,
| ocat ed near the base control tower is a Navy landfill.

Response: There is no known landfill in this area of the
base. It is assuned that the hillock in question refers to
the area inmmedi ately behind the old tower. This area is
not a disposal site. 1In conjunction with the construction
of the new tower, the Navy had started to construct a
communi cations tower behind the old tower. The concrete
footing was put in-place and then all construction on the
new tower and the conmuni cations tower was cancelled. The
concrete footing of the planned conmunications tower is
still in-place and this area is now partially overgrown.

5. M. Wilnmt’'s letter of 23 May 01 questi oned how t he SSTTDC
can plan use the French Stream aquifer as a potable water
source when the public health risk assessnents cite high
| evel s of arsenic, thallium and |ead in groundwater.

Response: This issue does not pertain to the FOST of the
subj ect subparcels. However, the SSTTDC has been
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conducting aquifer tests (e.g., yield and water quality)
for their planned new source supply well. See the m nutes
fromthe 13 Apr 00 RAB neeting regardi ng Massachusetts’
wat er supply source approval process. The State has
rigorous and protective requirenents for approving a new
wat er supply source.

The Navy is responsi ble for addressing groundwater inpacts
at its known sites for COC concentrations that exceed
regul atory or risk thresholds.

6. M. Wilnmt’'s letter of 23 May 01 questioned why the Navy is
not investigating high concentrations detected in sanples
collected close to the base perineter during the study of
background conditions. The letter al so questioned why the
Navy has not investigated property outside the base
perimeter given these data results and given that there is
reason to believe that Navy activity has occurred there.
The letter raised the concern that the Public Health
Assessnent for NAS South Weynmouth by the Center for Disease
Control (CDC) does not have any offsite sanpling data for
t hat eval uation

Response: Hi gh concentrations of COCs were not detected in
peri neter background sanples. However, at two interior
(not perinmeter) l|locations of the base which were originally
targeted as background | ocations, further research

i ndi cated that past Navy operations may have affected soi

at these two |ocations. The Navy designated these

| ocations as EBS RIAs 108 and 109. See al so the Final
Summary Report of Background Data Summary Statistics for
NAS Sout h Weynout h of Feb 00.

7. M. Wilnmt’'s letters of 23 May 01, 11 Jun 01, and 13 Jun 01
claimthere to be a real possibility that the |ong-term
public exposure to contam nation (specifically, nmetals) in
the French Strean Thonpsons Pond area due to Navy
activities has resulted in himand other people in the
Abi ngton area (and potentially the Rockland area)
contracting Multiple Sclerosis (or potentially a
m sdi agnosi s of poi soning from heavy netal s).

Response: As described in the EBST and encl osures (4) and
(5), the current and fornmer environnmental investigation
areas within the FOST subparcel s and have not been found to
have had any inpact on Thonpson’ s Pond.

The Navy is addressing the known sites at NAS South
Weynout h that could potentially cause unacceptable risks to
human health or the environnment due to past operations at
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NAS Sout h Weynouth. The Navy will conduct offsite sanpling
if arelease froma Navy site is found to be mgrating onto
of f - base property; however, to date, such m gration has not
been identified.

The Massachusetts Departnment of Public Health Bureau of

Envi ronnmental Health Assessnent and the Agency for Toxic
Subst ances and Di sease Registry (ATSDR) shoul d be contacted
for information and support regardi ng concerns about public
health effects.

8. M. WIinot's letter of 23 May 01 and 5 Jun 01 state that
t he Navy has contam nated Thonpson’s Pond.

Response: As described in the EBST and encl osures (4) and
(5), the current and former sites within the FOST
subparcel s have not inpacted Thonpson’'s Pond.

Specifically, the environnental investigations have been,
or soon will be, conpleted for sites wthin the FOST
subparcels. Furthernore, the extensive investigations by
t he Navy, EPA, and MADEP of the environnmental conditions at
other sites at the base, and of the basew de conditions in
general, have not identified any offsite chem cal inpacts
to Thonpson's Pond resulting from past Navy operations.
Current hydrol ogi cal data indicate that surface water from
Thonmpson’s Pond fl ows onto base property; therefore, it is
unlikely that the conditions at the base could have had an
i npact on the pond.

9. M. WIinot's letters of 11 Jun 01 and 13 Jun 01 comment ed
that there are data gaps (e.g., insufficient nunber of soi
sanpl es, adequacy of database to support human health ri sk
assessnments) in the Navy's investigations as reported in
the Phase | Rl report. M. WInot questioned whether the
groundwat er inpacts identified in the R were renedi at ed,
why the Navy has not conducted soil testing in the
sout hwest portion of the base, and why no surface water
sanpl es were coll ected between the West Gate Landfill and
the |l ocation where French Stream | eaves the base.

Response: None of the sites investigated as part of the
Phase I RI are included in this FOST.

The Navy has conpleted, or is conducting, additional

i nvestigations to address data gaps in separate Phase Il R

reports for each IR Programsite and as part of the ongoing
MCP work and the Phase Il EBS work for the EBS RIAs. These
docunents are available for review at the CSO library. 1In

particular, the Phase Il R for the Wst Gate Landfill and

the Phase Il R for the Tile Leach Field describe the
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10.

11.

results of soil, groundwater, surface water, and sedi nent
sanples fromthe IR Programsites in the southwest portion
of the base. Additional soil sanpling results fromthis
region of the base are available fromthe investigations of
EBS RIAs 1, 2E, 4A, 4B, 5, 6, 100, and 101. The Navy is
conducted additional sanpling in this region of the base
during Aug/ Sep 01 as part of the EBS program

To date, except for an ongoing test application of an
in-situ oxidation technology at IR Program Site 9
(Building 81), no groundwater renedi ati on has been
conducted at the IR Programsites. The Navy has recently
conpl eted Phase Il Rl reports for the IR Program sites and,
where a renmedi al action may be necessary to be protective
of human health and the environnment, the Navy is preparing
Feasibility Study reports to devel op and eval uate the
remedi al alternatives. This process is in accordance with
the federal CERCLA | aws and the DoD IR Program

M. WIlnmt’'s letters of 11 Jun 01 and 13 Jun 01 questi oned
why the Navy is not imedi ately addressing the sout hwest
portion of the base, which could be the nbst contam nated
portion of the base given the geol ogy, hydrology, and the
| ocations of the West Gate Landfill, Fuel Farm Tile Leach
Field, and Sewage Treatnent Plan sites at the base.

Response: As described in the EBST and encl osure (5), the
sites within the FOST subparcels (only EBS RIAs) require
NFA and, therefore, have not affected the southwest portion
of the base.

The Navy is addressing the known extents of the sites on a
case- by-case basis. The Navy currently is conpleting
Phase Il Rl reports for the West Gate Landfill, Tile Leach
Field, and the Sewage Treatnent Plant under the IR Program
The Navy al so has conpleted the required work at the Fuel
Farm MCP site and filed a final Cass A-2 RAOin Feb 02.
See the Response to M. WInot’'s Cooment No. 3 regarding
the Navy’s investigation of French Stream The Navy’'s
prioritization of the investigations at NAS Sout h Weynouth
is based on several factors (e.g., potential risks,
avai l abl e resources, etc.) and is coordinated with EPA,
MADEP, and SSTTDC.

M. WIilnmt's letter of 11 Jun 01 questioned whet her the
Phase I RI's designation of the base as an “urban area”
means that |ess stringent cleanup standards woul d be used.

Response: None of the sites evaluated in the Phase | Rl is
included in this FOST. However, the Phase Il Rl reports

Encl osure (6) Page 101 of 123



12.

13.

14.

15.

for the IR Programsites include Human Health Ri sk
Assessnents and Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnents that eval uate
potential receptors under several reuse scenari os,

i ncluding residential scenarios as well as
commercial/industrial scenarios. The final selected
remedi al action for each IR Programsite will be presented
in a ROD for each site. To date only a ROD for the Small
Landfill has been conpleted. Although specific cleanup
goal s can vary depending on site conditions and the pl anned
reuse, the final renmedies will be designed to mtigate
unaccept abl e ri sks as necessary, in accordance wth CERCLA

M. WIilnmt’'s letter of 13 Jun 01 requested that the Navy
provide an online G S-style tool that would help the public
understand the environnental conditions and status of the
base.

Response: Since May 01, the Navy has provided such a
service to the public regarding the environnental status of
NAS Sout h Weynouth. The website address is

htt p: // Weynout hNAS. eaest. com

M. WIlnmt's letter of 14 Jun 01 requested information
regardi ng the toxicology study of fish in French Stream and
t he toxicology study on frogs, mce, and earthworns

(di scussed at a previous RAB that el evated concentrations
of PCBs were detected).

Response: The ecol ogical risk assessnents in the R
reports for the individual IR Programsites contain the
avail abl e informati on. However, neither French Stream
(RIA 62) nor the IR Programsites are included in this
FOST.

M. WIilnmt's letter of 14 Jun 01 asked whet her the Navy
woul d be able to devel op a public docunent that gives ful
di scl osure of contam nants in |layman’'s terns.

Response: The Navy wi ||l prepare Proposed Plans for each IR
Programsite. To date, only a Proposed Plan for the Smal
Landfill has been conpleted. The Proposed Pl ans are

desi gned to be conci se yet conprehensive and under st andabl e
for a public audience. The Proposed Pl ans sumrari ze the
key information and conclusions for each IR Programsite.

M. WIilnmt's letter of 14 Jun 01 indicated that, despite
the current fencing around the perineter of the base, child
trespassers are likely to have been in contact with

contam nants at the base because there are several breaks
in the perineter fence.
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Response: This conment pertains to base security in
general and not to the conditions of the FOST subparcels.
No IR Programsites are |located within the FOST subparcel s.
The Navy’s MCP investigations/renedi ati ons have been
conpleted with the FOST subparcels. The subparcels of this
FOST contain only a few EBS RIAs for which the Navy has
reached, or will soon reach NFA agreenents with EPA and
MADEP.

The Navy wi Il be responsible for controlling access to base
property that is not yet transferred. The Navy w || decide
on a case-by-case basis whether fencing is warranted for
the Navy’s remaining sites to ensure a proper |evel of
protection for human safety/health that is consistent with
the redevel opnent in adjacent areas (e.g., new fencing was
installed around IR Program Site 9 due to the ongoing pil ot
study work). The Navy has already installed warning signs
regardi ng the ongoi ng environnental investigations in
several key |l ocations.

COMMENTS FROM LESLI E MOLYNEAUX (13 May 01)

1

Leslie Ml yneaux’s conments pertained to solid waste in the
FOST subparcels. The comments specifically questioned
denolition and landfill deposits, the asphalt pile in
B-1W1, concrete and household trash in OS-A-1; coal ash
and asphalt/brick/concrete debris and RIA 100 in CS-A-2,
RIA 7B in OS-R-5, surface debris in G5-R- 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5,
OS-W2, SPUD-4, and SR-Rs.

Response: See the Navy's General Response No. 6. The Navy
has already renoved a corroded 55-gallon drum

m scel | aneous netal debris, barbed wire, and | unber from
RIA 7B. As noted in enclosure (7), the Navy has already
renmoved many of the itens of debris around the base.

Due to the required additional work at RI A 100, Subparcel
OS- A-2 has been renoved fromthe FOST.

Landfill deposits (i.e., Small Landfill, West Gate
Landfill, Rubble D sposal Area) at NAS South Weynouth are
not included in this FOST.

COVMENTS FROM MARY PARSONS (17 May 01)

1

Ms. Parsons indicated concern regardi ng how t he subparcels
will be transferred to the SSTTDC and what woul d happen if
the SSTTDC should fail. M. Parsons comented that the
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Econom c Devel opnent Conveyance has not been rel eased for
public review.

Response: |If for some reason the SSTTDC were not in the
position to accept the property fromthe Navy (this is not
anticipated), then the property would be offered to the

i ndi vi dual towns.

The SSTTDC has issued the draft EDC to the Navy.

2. Ms. Parsons commented that the SSTTDC is not properly
working with the public or the town boards and comm ttees.

Response: SSTTDC represents the public in the

redevel opnent of the property; therefore, public concerns
about the SSTTDC s actions and policies should be directed
to the SSTTDC. See also the Navy' s General Response No. 3.

3. Ms. Parsons commented that the FOST figures do not clearly
di stingui sh between “QOpen Space” and “SPUD’ areas. The
| etter questioned where the remai ni ng Open Space areas are
| ocated that are not part of the FOST. The letter stated
that Figure 2 FOST gives the appearance that all the open
space is being transferred, when it is not.

Response: Subparcel names in the FOST indicate whether the
subparcel is zoned for “QOpen Space” or “SPUD’ (e.g., O5-R1
or SPUD-1, where “0OS” is the acronymfor Open Space).
Exhibit A of the approved Reuse Pl an indicates where the
remai ni ng Open Space zoned areas are |ocated. A conparison
of the zoning map with Figure 2 of the FOST shows that not
al | -open space areas are included in this FOST.

4. Ms. Parsons |etter stated/ questioned “Figure 12, Subparcels
OS-R-5 and SPUD -7 |located in Rockland, RIA 7b may need an
ecol ogical or human health risk assessnent for nostly
househol d waste. Pl ease explain what is being done to
remedy this situation and how close is the nonitoring well
in that area to RIA 7b and how effective is that nonitoring
well. I'n what nmediumwas the nercury detected? The
approximate location of RIA 7b is directly behi nd hones on
Spruce St./ Salem St. in Rockland. When will the ecol ogi cal
and human health risk assessnent be conpl ete?”

Response: Only trace concentrations of nmercury

(0.18 ng/ kg, and 0.2 ng/kg in a duplicate sanple) were
detected in surface soil. These trace concentrations did
not exceed the benchmark (20 ng/kg) that was derived from
the MCP S-1/GWM1 standard that is protective of human
health. On 31 Jan 02, the Navy issued a final NFA Decision
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Docunent for RIA 7B because sanpl e concentrations were

wi t hi n background | evels and do not pose a threat to human
health or the environnment. The docunent is available for
review at the CSO |ibrary.

5. Ms. Parsons commented that subparcel OS-R-5 is pock-marked
wi th concrete, riprap, steel cable and stone piles and
questioned whether this area would be fenced off fromthe
abutting nei ghbors’ backyards.

Response: There are currently no plans to install fencing
around these areas. See the Navy' s CGeneral Response No. 6
and encl osure (7) regarding such debris areas.

6. Ms. Parsons comented that RIA 100 is in the vicinity of
the East St. gate in Abington and questi oned what the Navy
woul d do in that area.

Response: Due to the Navy’'s ongoi ng investigation of

RI A 100, subparcel OS-A-2 has been renoved fromthis FOST.
The Navy is currently planning to conduct a renoval action
for COCs in soil at R A 100.

COMMENTS FROM STU CHI PMAN (18 May 01)

1. See attached mark-ups from M. Chi pman.

Response: These editorial comrents have been incorporated
into the FOST.

COVMENTS FROM MARY BYRAM (18 May 01, 8 Jun 01)

1. Ms. Byramis letter of 18 May 01 commented that the wetl and,
wildlife, and habitat studies, as ordered by the State
Secretary of Environnental Affairs in his certificate on
the ENF, nust be conpleted before any determ nati on can be
made that the property is appropriately cleaned up and
suitable for transfer.

Response: See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 1.

The wetland, wildlife, and habitat eval uations nust be
conpl eted before the SSTTDC devel opnent but not prior to

t he FOST supporting property transfer. These studies are

a simlar part of the evaluation that nust be presented in
the Navy’s Environnental |npact Statenent (EI'S) and for the
SSTTDC s Environnental |npact Report (EIR). The referenced
studi es are conducted in preparation for the property

devel opment. The FOST is the Navy’'s determ nation that the
subj ect subparcels are suitable for transfer with respect
to CERCLA (i.e., the identified environnental sites and
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conditions are suitable to support the planned reuse).

The Navy’s investigations under CERCLA eval uate the
potential risks fromthe environnental sites to both human
and ecol ogi cal receptors. The Navy' s EI'S and NEPA ROD nust
be conpleted prior to property transfer, but not prior to

t he FOST.

2. Ms. Byramis letter of 18 May 01 commented that, despite the
Navy's prom se to cone back and cl eanup any contam nati on
they are responsible for at a |ater date, the Navy nust
clean up all contam nation or debris before the land is
transferred because future funding i s not guaranteed.

Response: The Navy is addressing the identified
environmental sites (i.e., IR Prograns, MCP, and EBS Rl As).
See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6 regarding solid waste
debris. It will be the Navy' s legal responsibility to
return to NAS South Weynouth should any currently

undi scovered environnental inpacts associated with past
Navy operations be identified in the future. 1In

coordi nation wth EPA and MADEP oversight, the Navy has
conpl eted basew de surveys (e.g., the EBS) to identify the
areas requiring further investigation or renediation.

3. Ms. Byramis letter of 18 May 01 requested an additional 2
week extension of the public coment period.

Response: The Navy repeatedly extended the public comment
period for a total of five additional weeks to 8 Jun Ol.

COMMENTS FROM DAVI D LABADI E (29 May 01)

1. M. Labadie’s coments pertained to the Reuse Plan and
recomended the use of 8 acres for institutional (honeless)
and veterans housi ng purposes.

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 1. Please
contact SSTTDC with any questions about the redevel opnent
to be conpleted in accordance with the approved Reuse Pl an.

COWENTS FROM JAVES GEDDES (29 May 01)

1. M . Geddes commented that the Navy should not transfer any
property until there is guaranteed, |egal docunentation
avai lable to the public that ensures full conpliance with
all federal and state | aws under BRAC95 installations and
rel ated policies/guidances (e.g., the enacted Reuse Pl an,
the DoD s Base Reuse and | npl enmentati on Manual, the
McKi nney Honel ess Assi stance Act, the Base C osure
Communi ty Redevel opnent and Honel ess Assi stance Act of
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1994, Massachusetts CGeneral Law [M3] Chapter 40B [“anti -
snob law’]). M. Ceddes expressed concern over the
findi ngs/ proposals of the FOST with respect to the Reuse

Pl an. M. Geddes comrented that there are oversights
pertaining to Honel ess Assistance, Institutional Uses,

Af f ordabl e Housing, as well as environnental suitability as
relating to these | aws.

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Responses Nos. 1 and 2.
This FOST does not transfer the property. The FOST

i ncorporates by reference the approved Reuse Plan. The
comment pertains to the Reuse Plan itself and the SSTTDC s
pl ans for redevel opnent; however, the comment does not
pertain to the Navy's FOST which is a finding of
suitability, wth respect to the environnmental conditions
under CERCLA, to transfer the property for the approved
reuses. The FOST specifies any requirenents and
restrictions for the property that are necessary with
respect to the reuse.

2. M. Geddes commented that there is little to no assurance
of Honel ess provisions for Veterans w thin subparcel |NST-
1. M. Geddes commented that the identified hazardous
materials in INST-1 would need to be addressed with respect
to the potential for reuse of the buildings in that
subparcel for children as part of a Honeless Fam |y, or
attendi ng educational or religious related functions as
allowed by the Institutional zoning.

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Responses Nos. 1 and 2.
The comment pertains to the Reuse Plan and the SSTTDC s
redevel opnent plans and not the FOST. Note that page 14 of
the 1998 Reuse Plan states that Building 31 (located in
subparcel INST-1) is one of the four facilities identified
by honel ess service providers for potential reuse in their
prograns. The Reuse Plan also states that the SSTTDC w | |
work with the Weynouth Housing Authority to identify
addi ti onal honel ess service opportunities within the

property.

3. M . Geddes commented that the zoning and by-laws from which
the SSTTDC wi Il inplenment the Reuse Plan omt a | arge
portion of the area’s resident’s needs by zoni ng-out and
skirting Massachusetts General Law (M3) Chapter 40B
(“anti-snob law') as that |law pertains to the
state-mandated 10% of a community’s housing stock to be
“affordable”. There is a |limted anount of proposed
housi ng (approximately 2% of the total acreage) being zoned
as Senior Housing. M. CGeddes commented that neither the
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Reuse Pl an nor its governing docunents known as the Zoning
and By-Laws have any legal reference to Ma 40B.

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 1. The FOST
is the Navy's determnation that the property is suitable
for transfer for the approved reuse. Comments on the
approved Reuse Plan need to be directed to the SSTTDC and

| ocal comunities.

M . Geddes questioned whether the existing Reuse Plan and
Zoni ng By-Laws are being revised as the property plans are
changed for other proposed/intended uses. If so, then
property zoned for housing should be recovered from ot her
areas so that their initially provided for percentages are
retained. For exanple, if land is determ ned to be not
devel opabl e due to the presence of wetlands, then those

| ost acres should be recovered fromother areas of the
base.

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 1. The FOST
is the Navy' s determ nation that the property is suitable
for transfer for the approved reuse. Coments on the
approved Reuse Plan should be directed to the SSTTDC and

| ocal comunities.

M. Geddes commented that the omtting of many federal and
state |l aws renders the FOST inaccurate and unenforceabl e.
A new FOST woul d be required with respect to a revised
Reuse Pl an and Zoni ng By-Laws for NAS South Weynouth

property.

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 1. The
exi sting Reuse Plan has been approved and there is no
revisi on underway.

COMMVENTS FROM DONALD CANN (31 May 01, 7 Jun 01, 11 Sep 01)

1

M. Cann’s letter of 31 May Ol requested that the Navy
extend the public comment period an additional 8 weeks or
until the Fall 01 to facilitate public inspections of the

property.

Response: The Navy responded to this comrent in a letter
to M. Cann on 19 Jun 01. The letter indicated that the
Navy had extended the end of the public conment period from
2 My 01 to 8 Jun 01 (i.e., over 5 weeks) and that public
coments woul d continue to be accepted after that date.

The Navy, MADEP, and EPA have al ready conpl eted inspections
of the base property. The Navy has held, and continues to
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offer, public tours of base property upon requests. See
the Navy’s Ceneral Response Nos. 4 and 5.

2. M. Cann's letter of 7 Jun 01 stated that there was
insufficient time to conduct an escorted tour of RIA 100
and provided comments wthin the designated comment peri od.

Response: Due to the Navy’'s ongoing investigations of
RI' A 100, subparcel OS-A-2 has been renoved fromthe FOST.

3. M. Cann’s letter of 7 Jun 01 raised concerns about the
status of the Navy’'s records of past operations and waste
di sposals. M. Cann questioned the adequacy of the reports
used for the FOST evaluation if such records have been | ost
or never exi sted.

Response: It is acknow edged that historic records are

i nconpl ete; however, the Navy has conducted due diligence
with nore than just the available records. The Navy’s
Phase | EBS of 18 Nov 96 eval uated the basew de conditions
and identified RIAs based not only on a thorough revi ew of
the avail able records, but al so through exam nation of

hi storic aerial photographs, plans, and draw ngs;
interviews with fornmer base enpl oyees; and vi sual

i nspections of basewi de property. The Navy is al so
conducting EBS Phase Il investigations at over one hundred
RIAs identified during the Phase | EBS (see enclosure [5]).
Many of the investigations at these Phase Il RIAs include
the direct sanpling of environnental nedia (e.g., soil,
groundwater) to further understanding of site conditions.

After property transfer, the Navy will remain responsible
for returning to NAS South Weynouth to address any
currently undi scovered environnental concerns that are
associated with the Navy’' s past operations.

4. M. Cann’s letter of 7 Jun 01 stated that all possible
testing and renedi ati on should be conpleted prior to
transfer, particularly for the presence of heavy netals and
ot her toxins upgradi ent of the proposed transfer sites
(many of which are in Rockland Open Space)

Response: The subparcels in this FOST include the portions
of the base property that, in accordance with CERCLA and
the MCP, have not had adverse environnmental inpacts from
past Navy operations (or property that the Navy where the
Navy has conpl eted the necessary restorations/mtigations).
These cl ean subparcels are deened to be suitable to
transfer to SSTTDC to support the planned redevel opnent and
beneficial/econom c reuse by the communities. As described
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in the FOST, the subparcels have been drawn with sufficient
set back from upgradient sites that are currently being

i nvestigated such that there is no anticipated hazards for
users of the transferred property. The Navy will conplete
the required investigations at the remaining sites at

NAS Sout h Weynout h and FOST/transfer those areas at a | ater
dat e.

5. M. Cann’s letter of 7 Jun 01 stated that “It is hard to
under st and how t he Navy coul d propose that No Furt her
Action is necessary to deal with the conditions docunmented
in the FOST and that diligent inquiry preceded the report
which finds that there are no unacceptable risks to human
health or the environnment with the foll ow ng:

The report on the data collected at French's Stream has
not been witten and it is not known when it will be.

Response: See the Response to M. WIlnot’'s Coment No. 2.
French Streamis not included in this FOST.

RIA 100 is within OS-A-2 and renoval is planned but has
not occurred. This area is now covered with dense
foliage obstructing the view of nmaterials on the parcel.

Response: Due to the Navy’'s ongoing investigations of
RI' A 100, subparcel OS-A-2 has been renoved fromthe FOST.

Cl eanup of various properties in G5-C-1 has not been
conpl eted and sone have been left to | essees to conplete.
Who is nmonitoring the | essees’ handling of cleanup?

Response: Prior to transfer, the Navy will reach NFA
agreenents wth EPA and MADEP prior for the few EBS sites
in subparcel OS-C-1. No IR Program or ongoi ng MCP sites
are | ocated within subparcel OS-C-1. See the Navy’'s
Ceneral Response No. 6 regarding solid waste debris.

OS-R-1is just 20 ft fromthe A d Swanp R ver which
contains netal culverts and is an orange color. The FOST
asserts that no inpacts to OS-R-1 fromthese sites has
(sic) been identified because NFA has been proposed for
RI A 2A and any potential inpacts associated with RIA 104
are likely to be limted to the i medi ate area of the
river. Howwll it be determned that it definitely is
l[imted to the area of the river? 1s 20 ft not within
the vicinity of the river? How and when will the debris
in the area be addressed?
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Response: Metal culverts are not an environnental hazard
under CERCLA. See the Response to M. WInot’'s Comrent
No. 2 regarding the Navy's investigations for Ad Swanp
River. See also the Response to EPA' s General Comrent

No. 6 regarding the increased set back of the FOST
subparcels fromAdd Swanp River. See the Navy’'s Ceneral
Response No. 6 regarding solid waste debris.

OS-R-2 is also just 20 ft fromthe Swanp River and the
Smal | Landfill is within 200 ft of the parcel. Wat is
the condition of the sedinent of the Swanp R ver? Does
it flowinto the parcel? Wat elenents fromthe |andfil
m ght flow to the parcel ?

Response: See the Response to M. WInot’'s Comrent No. 2
regarding the Navy’'s investigations of AQd Swanp River.

The FOST/ EBST has been clarified to indicate that A d Swanmp
River is not part of subparcel OS-R-2. See also the
Response to EPA's General Comment No. 6 regarding the

i ncreased set back of the FOST subparcels fromdd Swanp

Ri ver.

G oundwat er beneath the Small Landfill does flow toward
subparcel OS-R- 2. As docunented in the Final ROD of

Mar 02, the Navy and EPA have agreed on “No Action with
G oundwater Mnitoring” for the Small Landfill. The one-
year of groundwater nonitoring has been proposed to

eval uate the potential existence and seasonal variability
of thalliumin groundwater at the site. Thallium was
detected in only one groundwater sanple fromthe site and
is not likely to be related to the Small Landfill. More
i nformati on about the sanpling program eval uations, and
conclusions of the Navy's investigations at the Small
Landfill area available for review at the CSO library in
the final Phase Il R report and ROD

OS-R-3is also 20 ft fromthe Swanp River and within

200 ft of various problemsites. Wile no inpacts may be
expected fromR A 1 and 2C, what guarantee is there that
there will be none? Wen and how will the "general
surface debris be addressed?" O what, exactly, does it
consi st?

Response: See the Response to EPA' s General Comment No. 6
regardi ng the increased set back of the FOST subparcels
fromdd Swanp River.

As stated in the Response to MADEP' s EBST Comment No. 1 on
OS-R-3, the subparcel has been redrawn to exclude the
downgr adi ent and adj acent areas to R A 1.
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The Navy’s previous sanpling data at RIA 2C i ndi cated that
t he detected concentrations of herbicides are consistent
wi t h background concentrations and normal applications of
herbi ci des. The Navy will be conducting an additi onal
sanpling round to confirmthat NFAis required for RIA 2C
EPA Region | and MADEP are overseeing the Navy’'s

i nvestigations to ensure that they satisfy federal and
state requirenents.

See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6 regarding solid
waste. Further descriptions of the types and | ocations of
solid waste debris in the FOST subparcels have been added
to the FOST [see enclosure (7)].

OS-R-4 is also 20 ft fromthe Swanp River. Does the
river flowonto this parcel? Wile "the extent of RIA
104 is believed (enphasis added) to be limted to the
area of the river, what is "the area of the river" if not
20 ft? What is the "general debris” that is in this area
and how and when will be it be "addressed?" Information
is that there used to be a gas station on this parcel and
t hat benzene was detected in downgradient wells. Has
this been re-tested?

Response: The FOST has been clarified to state/indicate
that Od Swanp River is not part of OS-R-4. See the
Response to M. Wl not’'s Conment No. 2 regarding the Navy’s
investigations for Add Swanp River. See also the Response
to EPA General Conment No. 6 regarding the increased set
back of the FOST subparcels fromdd Swanp River

See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6 regarding solid
waste. Further descriptions of the types and | ocations of
solid waste debris in the FOST subparcels have been added
to the FOST (see enclosure [7]).

The former gas station is believed to be in the area to be
addressed as RIA 109, which is not part of Subparcel OS-R-4
or any other subparcel of this FOST. The Navy’'s

i nvestigation of RIA 109 is ongoi ng.

OS-R-5is just 20 ft fromFrench's Stream the contents
of which have not been reported. Wat additional

i nvestigations/work is being done at RIA 7B and when wi ||
it be done? Wiat is defined as the "imediate vicinity"
of RIA 62? Exactly what is the "general surface debris"”
and how and when will it be addressed?
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Response: See the Response to M. WInot’'s Comrent No. 2
regardi ng the Navy’'s investigations of French Stream

See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response No. 6 regarding solid
waste. Further descriptions of the types and | ocations of
solid waste debris in the FOST subparcels have been added
to the FOST [see enclosure (7)].

In Jan 02, the Navy conpleted a final NFA Decision Docunent
for RIA 7B (househol d debris along fenceline) which is
avail able for review at the CSO |ibrary.

SPUD-3 is 20 ft fromthe Swanp River. Does the river
flow onto the property and what are the contents of the
sedinment of the river? How many wells are nonitoring the
quality of water on the parcel and how often are they
tested? This parcel is within 200 ft of nultiple R As.

Response: The FOST has been clarified to state/indicate
that Od Swanp River is not part of SPUD-3. See the
Response to M. Wl nmot’s Conment No. 2 regarding the Navy’s
investigations for Ad Swanp River. See also the Response
to EPA's General Comment No. 6 regarding the increased set
back of the FOST subparcels fromdd Swanp River

| nformation regardi ng the nunber of wells/sanples and
sanpling results in this area are avail able for review at
the CSO library in the Phase Il Rl report for the Rubble
Di sposal Area (an adjacent area to SPUD 3).

As described in the EBST and encl osure (5), no inpacts have
been identified to SPUD-3 fromthe RIAs within 200 ft.

SPUD-4 is within 20 ft of the A d Swanp R ver and within
200 ft of the Small Landfill, a rubble disposal area.
How does water flowin this parcel and does it flow from
the RI A areas?

Response: G oundwater in this area flows toward A d Swanp
River. Detailed information regardi ng the groundwater fl ow
regime in the area of the Small Landfill is presented in
the final Phase Il RI of Dec 00 for that site. The report
is avail able for review at the CSO library.

No EBS RIAs are |ocated in subparcel SPUD 4.

SPUD-6. Wiat is the exact acreage of this parcel?
Because no inpacts from nearby sites have been
identified, does this nean there are none? Wat
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i nvestigation has occurred? Wo is responsible to the
Grantee if problens are identified after the FOST?

Response: The acreage of SPUD-6 is specified in the FOST
and EBST. The Navy is addressing the known IR Program
sites, MCP sites, and EBS RIAs at NAS Sout h Weynouth. None
of these sites is located within SPUD-6. The Navy has
conducted a basew de Phase | EBS that included the property
of SPUD-6. The Navy al so has extensive investigations at
nearby sites such as the Fire Fighting Training Area and
the Tactical Air Navigation (TACAN) area. These docunents
are available for review at the CSO After the FOST, the
Navy is still the responsible property owner. After
property transfer, the Navy will still be responsible to
return to address any currently undi scovered environnent al
sites that are associated wth past Navy operations.

SR-R has been determned to be wetlands. How is the FOST
coordinated with the Reuse plan when the plan cannot be
effected as originally conceived? Has the Navy conpl eted
an Environnental |npact Statenent acknow edgi ng the uses
for the properties under the Reuse Plan? What wi |l occur
if habitats and other factors require changes in the

pl an?

Response: See the Navy's General Response No. 1 regarding
the presence of wetlands and the Reuse Plan. The Navy’'s
El S i s ongoi ng.

On Figure 2 show ng FOST subparcels, there is a gap
between SR-R and OS-R-5. What is the flow of water
across the area between those parcels that is not part of
the FOST? What are the features of the non-incl uded
parcel that are of concern for the abutting parcel s?

Response: The gap between subparcels SRR and OS-R-5 is
due to the Navy’' s ongoing investigation of RIA 8 (forner
Building 70) and RI A 105 (potential former buildings near
Taxiway C). The subparcels are | ocated over 100 ft away
fromthese sites and no hazards have been identified for
users of subparcels SRR or CS-R5 fromRI As 8 or 105.

Are there conpleted maps of stormdrains on the base and
are drains in non-FOST areas connected to FOST parcel s?

Response: Maps of the stormdrains for NAS South Weynouth
are available in the CSO |library. |In sone areas, drains
from outside the subparcels of this FOST are connected to
areas within the subparcels of this FOST.
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VWhat are the risks associated with the renoval of runways
and the effect this m ght have on the wetlands? WII
wat er cease to flow to those areas?

Response: Inpacts resulting fromthe redevel opnent will be
evaluated in the SSTTDC s EIR

VWhere are the areas of "historic fill" and has it been
t est ed?

Response: Unless part of the IR Program MCP, or EBS
program historic fill has not been tested. See also the
Response to EPA' s Specific EBST Coment No. 38.

Wth respect to buildings and surroundi ng soil that
contains asbestos, lead, etc., renoval should be done by
the entity that is responsible for its installation.

Response: The Navy's policies for ACMs and LBP are
described in the EBST.

If the Gantee has a claimarising from DoD activities,
what are its renedies? How w |l contribution be
determ ned? Under what law? |If the properties are
transferred to the Grantee who conducts activities in
connection with the Reuse plan and uncovers hazar dous
substances that ought to have been found prior to
transfer, what are its renedi es?

Response: After property transfer, the Navy wll still be
responsible to return to address any currently undi scovered
rel eases of hazardous substances or petrol eum products that

are associated wth the Navy' s past operations. In such
cases, the Grantee should contact the Navy EFANE, EPA
Region |, and MADEP. Rel eases of petrol eum products are

typically handl ed under the MCP. Rel eases of other
hazar dous substances nay be handl ed under CERCLA.

6. In Subparcel OS-R-3 there is a streamrunning in an
easterly direction beginning froma culvert just northwest
of the end of Union Street in Rockland and running into
Swanp R ver. A 1953 drainage map at the Caretaker’s Site
Ofice indicates that the stormdrains on the eastern half
of the East Mat are the only source of discharge to this
culvert. Can you indicate what contam nates [sic] it may
contain fromthe East Mat? WII the culvert and the steam
and any connected wetl| ands be tested for any contam nates
[sic]?
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Response: See the Navy’'s Response to MADEP s EBSL Comment
No. 1 on OS-R-3.

WI1l the fencing debris |ocated outside the perineter fence
al ong the southern portion of SPUD-4 be renoved?

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 6. Solid
waste debris is being addressed separately fromthe FOST.

In the two acre parcel south of Spruce Street, wll there
be any testing for contamnates [sic]? WII any solid
wastes |l ocated in these two parcels be renoved prior to the
transfer of the property?

Response: No sanpling is planned for the Spruce Street
Extension area as there are no suspected past rel eases of
hazar dous substances or petrol eum products in that area.
However, see the Response to M. WIlnot’s Comment No. 2
regardi ng French Stream See the Navy’'s Ceneral Response
No. 6 regarding solid waste. See enclosure (7) for an
inventory of the debris identified in this area.

COVMENTS FROM BETH SORTIN (3 Jun 01)

1

Ms. Sortin commented that there is no detailed plan for the
cl eanup of NAS South Weynouth and rai sed the concern that
the Navy's only obligation is to clean up the CERCLA Sites.

Response: The BRAC C eanup Team consisting of the Navy,
EPA Region |, and MADEP | ast updated the BRAC O eanup Pl an
for NAS South Weynouth in Aug 98. The Navy acknow edges
its responsibilities for the sites being addressed under
CERCLA, the MCP, and the Navy’'s EBS program

Under BRAC, the Federal Legislature voted to close

NAS Sout h Weynouth. Under BRAC, the DoD (Navy) is
obligated to conpl ete any required environnental
restorations and transfer the property. At this tinme, the
former NAS South Weynouth is listed on the federal NPL
Environnental investigations for sites on the NPL are
addressed under the |l aws of CERCLA wth the oversight of
the EPA. The Navy’'s programto address CERCLA sites is
under the IR Program The status of ongoing investigations
at IR Programsites is sunmarized in enclosure (3). At
this time, NAS South Weynmouth is also listed on the MCP
under the oversight of MADEP. Enclosure (4) details the
status of ongoing and conpl eted investigations/restorations
at MCP sites. Under BRAC, the Navy al so conpleted a
basew de (fenceline to fenceline) EBS from which over 100
Rl As have been identified for the Navy to address.
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Encl osure (5) summari zes the status of each EBS RIA sone
of which are to be addressed under CERCLA. The Navy and
EPA have signed a FFA that outlines the procedures and
responsibilities for environnmental investigations at

NAS Sout h Weynout h under CERCLA.

No IR Programor active MCP sites are |ocated on the FOST
subparcel s. The Navy, EPA, and MADEP have reached NFA
agreenents for nost of the EBS RIAs |ocated wthin the FOST
subparcels. Only a few remaining EBS RIAs are | ocated on

t he subparcel of this FOST. Before the transfer of the
property containing an RIA the Navy, the Navy will reach a
NFA agreenent with EPA and MADEP on the RIA(S).

2. Ms. Sortin comented that a five-year wildlife assessnent
needs to be conpleted, a final report on Spotted Turtles
has not been issued, and no vernal pool certifications have
been conducted. |In addition, Ms. Sortin’s previous
requests for Entonol ogi cal and Bot ani cal studi es have not
been conduct ed.

Response: The Navy has conducted a spotted turtle study.
The SSTTDC is currently conducting a vernal pool study.
Wldlife assessnent information will be included in the
Navy’s EI'S and the SSTTDC s EIR, which are docunents that
Wl be used to support the base redevel opnent (as opposed
to the FOST, which is used to support the property
transfer). However, the detailed entonol ogi cal and

bot ani cal studies requested by the cormment are typically
not required.

COMMENTS FROM BETTY G BBONS (5 Jun 01)

1. See attached letter.

Response: Ms. G bbons’ comments are addressed by the
Navy’ s CGeneral Responses Nos. 1, 3, and 4.

COMMENTS FROM CARCLE MOONEY (6 Jun 01)

1. Ms. Mooney commented that the Navy' s renmedi ati on of the
Rockl and property nust be acceptable to the Rockl and Board
of Health and that renedial actions nust be well underway
or conpleted prior to transfer.

Response: The Navy is the | ead agency for the

envi ronment al investigations at NAS South Weynouth. The
Navy coordi nates these investigations with the EPA Regi on
and MADEP, which have the role to verify that the Navy is
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conpleting these investigations in accordance with federal,
state, and |ocal | aws.

The only environnmental investigation remaining to be
conpleted in the FOST subparcels within Rockland is EBS
RIA 7A (area of household debris along the fenceline). The
Navy conpl eted a draft NFA Deci sion Docunents for RIA 7A in
Jul 01 and has received EPA (letter of 15 Aug 01) and MADEP
(verbal) concurrence. Before the transfer of the property
containing RIA 7A, the Navy will issue a final NFA Decision
Docunent to close that site. See the Navy' s GCeneral
Response No. 6 regarding solid waste debris areas.

Ms. Mooney commented that rubble disposal, landfill, and
ot her sites adjacent to the FOST subparcel s pose
unaccept abl e safety hazards for recreational reuse of open
space.

Response: These areas are not |ocated on the FOST
subparcel s that are planned for transfer at this tine.

No i npacts to the FOST subparcels have been identified for
t he adj acent areas. Areas that are not yet transferred

W ll remain under the ownership of the Navy and the
SSTTDC public will not be allowed to use it for
recreational use. See also the Navy’'s CGeneral Response
No. 6 regardi ng safety hazards associated with debris.

COVMENTS FROM MARK PRI MACK (7 Jun 01)

1

M. Primack conveyed the WIldlands Trust O Sout heastern
Massachusetts support for the designation of permanent
conservation restrictions upon property proposed for
transfer to the SSTTDC so that open spaces becone a
significant portion of the reuse plan.

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 1. No
conservation restrictions are required by the Navy. The
approved Reuse Plan of Jan 98 specifies that 758 acres of
the 1,450 acres at the base are for “Open Space/ Recreation”
reuse. The plan also indicates that 400 of these 758 acres
are wetlands that woul d be preserved as natural habitat
areas. It is the Navy’'s understanding that the SSTTDC has
i ncreased the total areas designated as wetl ands based on
the results of their recent wetlands delineation project.

COVMENTS FROM BRI AN REID (7 Jun 01)

1

M. Reid coomented that the transfer of the property shoul d
be del ayed because the first step should be to evaluate the
site-wi de environnental conditions, limtations
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(e.g., wetlands, habitat, rare/significant species), reuse
pl ans, and infrastructure needs (e.g., Route 3 connector
road). M. Reid cormmented that a pieceneal conveyance wl|
result in an unpl anned approach to the redevel opnent.

Response: See the Navy’'s Ceneral Responses Nos. 1 and 2.
The Navy’s goal is to render the entire base suitable for
transfer as soon as possible (this FOST docunents which
portions of the base are deened to be suitable for transfer
at this tinme) and then proceed with the transfer to SSTTDC
as soon as they are ready to accept the property and ot her
requi red transfer docunents (e.g., NEPA ROD) have been
conpleted. The SSTTDC wi || conduct the redevel opnent in
accordance wth the Reuse Plan which has outlined the
guiding plan for all property at the main base. Public
concerns about the specifics of the SSTTDC s redevel opnent
of the base should be directed toward the SSTTDC.

2. M. Reid commented that there is no wildlife or resource
studi es avail able to evaluate the significance of
subparcel s designated for reuse as open space.

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 1. The
wetl and, wildlife, and habitat studies nust be conpl eted
before the SSTTDC devel opnent but not prior to the FOST.
These studies are conpleted as part of the Navy’'s EI S and
the SSTTDC' s EIR. The FOST is the Navy' s determ nation
that the subject subparcels are suitable for transfer with
respect to CERCLA (i.e., no unacceptable risks to human
health or the environnment resulting fromrel eases of
hazardous substances). The Navy’s investigations under
CERCLA eval uate the potential risks fromthe investigations
sites to both human and ecol ogi cal receptors.

3. M. Reid stated that “the Navy bears a certain | evel of
responsibility to go beyond the m ni mum requirenent of
envi ronnent al hazard cl eanup, and participate in sone of
the site restoration. Granted the site cannot be brought
back to anything even closely resenbling its original
condi ti on, however restoration of degraded wetl ands and
wat erways such as French’s Stream for exanple, would go a
| ong ways towards flood renedi ati on downstream self-
remedi ati on of any contam nants not yet detected,
st or mnvat er managenent and wetland mtigation needed for any
subsequent redevel opnent of the larger site, habitat
i nprovenent, and nost inportantly would boost the public’s
confidence in the service and its accountability.”

Response: The Navy w ||l conduct environnmental
i nvestigations and restorations, as required, for the
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conditions at the base associated with past Navy operations
in accordance with federal, state, and |ocal

| aws/ regul ati ons. BRAC funds are not available to support

i nprovenent or redevel opment activities.

To date, the Navy has not identified significant
degradation of French Stream however, the Navy is
mtigating problens identified at the TACAN outfall which
di scharges to French Stream See the Response to

M. WInot's Comment No. 2 regarding the status of RIA 62
(French Stream.

4. M. Reid reconmmended that the Navy has not recently
conducted a 5-year update of the natural resources
managenent plan. M. Reid comrented that, prior to
transfer, the Navy should conmt to a basew de eval uation
of natural resources, including the proposed connector road
to Route 3, or require that such be perfornmed by any party
to whom | ands are to be conveyed.

Response: The Navy’'s natural resources nmanagenent plans
pertain to active facilities. Because NAS South Weynout h
has been closed and will be transferred, evaluations of
potential inpacts to natural resources resulting fromthe
future redevel opnent are the responsibility of the SSTTDC
and wil|l be addressed as part of their EIR

5. M. Reid recommended that, prior to transfer, the Navy
desi gnates a pernmanent conservation restriction upon
parcel s conveyed for public benefit prior to conveyance to
SSTTDC. Conservation restrictions should run to the towns,
the state, or a private non-profit conservation
organi zati on, and woul d ensure that the public benefit
conveyance wll remain in the public trust.

Response: See the Navy’'s CGeneral Response No. 1. The
Reuse Pl an has been approved by the communities and State.
Open space areas are included in the zoning. Conservation
restrictions are not required by the Navy for the transfer
of the property.
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ADDI TI ONAL CHANGES TO THE FOST

The follow ng additional revisions were nmade to the FOST based
on further Navy reviews of the available informati on and are not
based on comments received on the draft FOST:

1. Bui Il ding 52 (fornmer Hi gh Expl osives Magazi ne) has been
added to the discussion of Subparcel OS-C-1. This snal
bunker was m stakenly omtted fromthe draft FOST.

No environnmental concerns were identified for Building 52
fromthe Phase | EBS of 18 Nov 96, the PIH Survey of

Aug 01, or the recent site walks. The building is
currently enpty. Therefore, Building 52 is deened to be
suitable for transfer.

2. The EBST section on lead in drinking water fountains
di scusses the Navy’'s 1992 sanpling event. The text has
been revised to indicate that the action | evel eval uated at
the tinme of the sanpling event was 35 ug/L, not 15 ug/L.
However, the sanple results for the remaining water
fountains in the buildings contained within this FOST
(concentration ranging from “bel ow net hod detection limt”
to 6 ug/L) do not exceed the current action |evel of
15 ug/ L.

3. The FOST has been clarified to state/indicate that the FOST
subparcel s that are | ocated around the perineter of the
base extend to the Navy' s property line (which typically
extends a few feet beyond the current base fenceline).

4. The Navy property south of Spruce Street has been separated
from Subparcel OS-R-5 and made into its own FOST subparcel
(desi gnat ed Subparcel SSE) because it is not part of the
open space zoned for the SSTTDC s redevel opnent as outli ned
in the Reuse Plan. The portion of the Spruce Street
Ext ensi on property that is just a Navy easenent has al so
been renoved fromthe FOST. The extent of the Navy’'s
property on the Spruce Street Extension has been corrected.

5. The map for Subparcel OS-W2 has been clarified to indicate
that RIA 50 (Child Care Center) is |ocated outside
(abutting) the subparcel. The investigation for RIA 50 was
conducted for soil around Building 128, and not wthin the
wooded area that is included in Subparcel OS-W2.

6. Subparcel B-1W1 has been renaned to B1-W1 in order to
better match the Reuse Plan designation for that zoning
parcel area.
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10.

11.

The mapped extents of EBS RIAs 46 (Barracks) and 109
(Background sanpl e | ocation BG 07) have been clarified in
the EBST figures (the draft EBST figures depicted
generalized extents for these RIAs). RIA 46 partially
overl aps subparcel SR-W1. R A 109 is outside of, but
within 200 ft of, a FOST subparcel. The extent of R A 109
was corrected to include the | ocation of the forner gas
station (west of Union Street) and the |ocation of the
background wel |l (east of Union Street). RIA 46 was
corrected to indicate the areas of the conpleted
geophysi cal survey and excavati ons.

The sout heast and north boundaries of Subparcels OS-W1 and
OS-W 2 have been corrected. These renoved portions of the
subparcel s were already transferred as part of the USCG
Housi ng Area.

The common boundary between subparcels OS-C 1 and SPUD- 1
has been corrected to better match the actual zoning
designation. As a result, Building 113 (Field House Head)
is now | ocated in Subparcel OS-C- 1 rather than SPUD-1

The perineter fenceline depicted in the EBST figures has
been nodified to nore accurately represent its |ocation.

I n support of the pending property transfer process, the
Navy is currently working to devel op survey | egal
descriptions of the base property |line which may be a few
feet outside of the existing fenceline in sone areas. As
stated in the FOST/EBST, the subparcels along the fenceline
extend to the property |line.

Encl osure (7) (solid waste inventory) has been updated.
Many debris areas have been renoved since the draft FOST.
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Enclosure (7) - Solid Waste | nventory for the FOST for 22 Subparcels

Subparcel Description Approx CY Alias Status Notes DEP Comment
B-1W-1 asphalt, concrete, metal 100 Perimeter Rd Asphalt present -- 0S-C-1 #4, 21 Feb
Pile 02

B-1W-1 barbed wire coil 0 - to be removed - 21 Feb 02

B-1W-1 canister (for weed killer, empty) 0 -- REMOVED no indication of a release B-1W-1 #2, OS-C-1
#4

B-1W-1 concrete w/ rebar 10 -- present -- 21 Feb 02

B-1W-1 drum (55-gallon, empty) 0.1 -- to be removed  possible makeshift BBQ 21 Feb 02

B-1W-1 litter (roadside) 1 -- present bridge area; non-Navy B-1W-1 #3

B1-wW-1 concrete w/ rebar 20 -- present -- --

B1-wW-1 litter (roadside) 0 -- present non-Navy --

INST-1 ABC 3 - present - 21 Feb 02

INST-1 concrete, wood, debris 4 -- present -- INST-1 #2, 21 Feb
02

INST-1 tarp 0.2 - REMOVED - -

OS-A-1 barbed wire coil 0 - REMOVED - OS-A-1#3

0S-A-1 bucket (5-gal, empty), oil filter 0 -- REMOVED -- --

OS-A-1 car tire, oil filter 0.1 - REMOVED - -

0S-A-1 concrete, lumber 2 -- present -- OS-A-1#1, 21 Feb
02

0S-A-1 litter (side of RR track) 0.2 -- present non-Navy --

0S-A-1 litter-trespass (bottles, etc.) 1 -- present non-Navy --

Thursday, August 15, 2002
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Subparcel  Description Approx CY Alias Status Notes DEP Comment
0S-C-1 ABC, rebar, pipe, tiles, tarp 80 -- REMOVED -- 0OS-C-1#2 #6, 21
NON-ABC Feb 02

0S-C-1 asphalt 5 -- present -- 0OS-C-1 #6, 21 Feb
02

0S-C-1 canister (empty) 0 -- REMOVED no indication of a release --

0S-C-1 canister (empty) 0 -- REMOVED no indication of a release --

0S-C-1 canisters (empty) 0.1 -- REMOVED RIA 52 ongoing 0S-C-1#1

0S-C-1 concrete block (3 ft long) 0.1 -- present -- 21 Feb 02

0S-C-1 concrete vault w/ elec cond 2 -- present no hazards identified --

0S-C-1 concrete vault w/ elec cond 2 -- present no hazards identified --

0S-C-1 hose (garden) 0 -- to be removed  -- letter of 3/1/02

0S-C-1 metal (vehicle track) 0.1 -- to be removed  -- 21 Feb 02

0S-C-1 metal (vehicle track) 0.1 -- to be removed  -- 21 Feb 02

0S-C-1 metal debris 5 - REMOVED - OS-C-1#1

0S-C-1 rebar (18"), elec conduit (4") 0.1 -- present protruding from ground 0S-C-1#8

0S-C-1 sm. mound w/ battery casing 10 -- present -- --

0S-C-1 tiles, ash at concrete slab 2 -- REMOVED removed debris & slab; sample results ok 0S-C-1#2

0S-C-1 wood (railroad ties) 0.5 -- present -- 21 Feb 02

0S-C-2 asphalt 2 -- present -- 21 Feb 02

0S-C-2 metal rail (15 ft long) 0.2 -- to be removed  -- --

0S-R-1 asphalt 2 SWF1-09 present -- OS-R-1 #1, 21 Feb
02

OS-R-1, ABC, metal & domestic debris 3 SWF1-10-13 REMOVED - OSR1#1,SPUD3#2,

SPUD3 NON-ABC 21 Feb 02
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Subparcel  Description Approx CY Alias Status Notes DEP Comment
0OS-R-2 C&D, stumps 5 SWF1-01 REMOVED removal on-hold due to box turtle OS-R-2 #2
C&D
0OS-R-2 car exhaust pipe 0 -- REMOVED -- OS-R-2 #5
OS-R-3 barbed wire coil 0 - REMOVED - OS-R-3 #2
0OS-R-3 concrete fence post 0.1 -- present -- 21 Feb 02
0OS-R-3 metal cookware, pails, glass bottle 3 -- REMOVED similar to debris at RIA 52 OS-R-3 #5
OS-R-3 metal debris, barbed wire coil 2 - REMOVED - OS-R-3 #1, #2
0OS-R-3 pipe (drainage) 1 -- to be removed  -- SR-R #27?, 21 Feb
02
OS-R-4 car tires, canisters, metal debris 0 SWF1-04-06, Tire REMOVED - -
Alley
OS-R-4 drum(32-gal),bucket(5-gal)(empty) 0 SWF1-03 REMOVED -- --
0OS-R-5 asphalt 2 -- present -- 21 Feb 02
0OS-R-5 asphalt, arresting gear 1 -- REMOVED near SWF2-14 21 Feb 02
NON-ABC
OS-R-5 barbed wire coil 0 - REMOVED - OS-R-5 #4
0OS-R-5 buckets (5-gal, empty), misc debris 0 SWF3-02 REMOVED -- --
0OS-R-5 canisters(1gal), buckets,fenceposts 2 -- REMOVED at location of EBS RIA 7A OS-R-5 #1, #6
OS-R-5 car door 0 SWF2-10 REMOVED - -
OS-R-5 coaxial antenna cable 0.1 - could not locate -- OS-R-5#5
OS-R-5 concrete 1 - present - OS-R-5 #3,#5, 21
Feb 02
0OS-R-5 drum (35-gallon, empty, partial) 0.1 -- REMOVED -- --
0OS-R-5 drum (55-gallon, empty), metal 0 SWF2-11 REMOVED at location of former EBS RIA 7B --

Thursday, August 15, 2002
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Subparcel  Description Approx CY Alias Status Notes DEP Comment
0OS-R-5 drum (55-gallon, empty, partial) 0.1 -- REMOVED -- --
0OS-R-5 drum (empty, crushed) 0.1 -- REMOVED -- --
0OS-R-5 fencing material 0 SWF2-12 REMOVED -- OS-R-5 #6
0OS-R-5 foundation, firepit, fencing 3 -- present non-Navy structure --
0OS-R-5 litter 1 -- present non-Navy --
0OS-R-5 litter, concrete foundation 0 SWF3-03, 04 REMOVED foundation may be from ice house --
NON-ABC
0OS-R-5 pipe 0.1 -- present -- --
0OS-R-5 sonor buoy tube 0.1 -- REMOVED -- --
0OS-R-5 sonor buoy tubes 0 SWF2-13 REMOVED -- --
0OS-R-5 sonor buoy tubes 0 SWF2-14 REMOVED -- --
OS-R-5 steel cable 0.1 - REMOVED - OSR5#5(SPUD7#27?
), 21Feb02
0OS-R-5 steel cable, riprap 0.1 -- REMOVED -- OS-R-5 #5, 21 Feb
02
OS-R-5 TV sets (2) 0.3 - REMOVED - -
OS-W-1 bucket 0 - REMOVED - -
0OS-Ww-1 canister (for auto oil, empty) 0 -- REMOVED no indication of a release OS-W-1 #1
0OS-Ww-1 car gas tank 0.2 -- REMOVED no indication of a release OS-W-1 #2
0OS-Ww-1 car tires (2), card table (1) 0.3 -- REMOVED -- OS-W-1 #2
0OS-Ww-1 car tune-up debris 0.1 -- REMOVED -- OS-W-1 #1
0OS-Ww-1 car tune-up debris 0.1 -- REMOVED -- OS-W-1 #1
0OS-Ww-1 car tune-up debris, domestic litter 0.1 -- REMOVED non-Navy; waste oil contained in bottles OS-W-1 #2, #3
DEBRIS

Thursday, August 15, 2002
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Subparcel  Description Approx CY Alias Status Notes DEP Comment
0S-Ww-1 concrete rubble 6 -- present appears to be painted gray OS-W-1#2, 21 Feb
02
0S-Ww-1 drum (35-gallon, empty, partial) 0.1 -- REMOVED -- OS-W-1 #1
0S-Ww-1 foundation 5 -- present non-Navy structure --
OS-W-1 kitchen sink 0.4 - REMOVED - -
0S-Ww-1 litter 1 -- present -- --
0S-Ww-1 misc. debris (wood, ropes, litter) 1 -- REMOVED treehouse-like debris --
0S-Ww-1 yard waste, bucket (5-gal for tar) 2 -- present -- OS-W-1 #2
OS-W-2 ABC 2 SWF2-07 present - 21 Feb 02
OS-W-2 ABC 3 - present - 21 Feb 02
OS-W-2 ABC 5 SWF2-06 present - OS-W-2 #1, 21 Feb
02
0S-W-2 concrete, metal debris 7 -- present berm in wooded area 0OS-W-2 #1
0S-W-2 foundation 30 SWF2-08 present non-Navy structure --
0S-W-2 foundation (brick, concrete, metal) 15 -- present non-Navy structure --
0S-W-2 foundation (stone, brick, concrete) 15 -- present non-Navy structure --
0S-W-2 litter-trespass (bottles, etc.) 0.1 -- REMOVED non-Navy trespass litter --
NON-ABC
0OS-W-2 metal debris 2 - REMOVED - -
0S-W-2 pipe (4" steel) 0.1 SWF2-09 present -- OS-W-2 #3
0OS-W-2 roofing felt roll 0.1 -- could not locate - 0OS-W-2 #1
0OS-W-2 wood, metal, concrete 2 -- present -- 21 Feb 02
0OS-W-2 yard waste 5 -- present non-Navy (from USCG Housing) --
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Subparcel  Description Approx CY Alias Status Notes DEP Comment
Spruce St Ext ABC 2 - present - 21 Feb 02
Spruce St Ext  asphalt shingles 1 -- to be removed  -- --
Spruce St Ext metal 0.1 -- to be removed  -- --
Spruce St Ext metal 0.1 -- to be removed  -- --
Spruce St Ext metal, windows 3 -- to be removed  -- --
Spruce St Ext metal, wood posts 0.2 -- to be removed  -- --
Spruce St Ext tire 0.1 -- to be removed  -- --
Spruce St Ext tire 0.1 -- to be removed  -- --
SPUD-1 wood (one pallet, two 2"x8'x8") 1 -- present -- OSC1#12,SPUD1#3
,21 Feb 02
SPUD-3 microwell (broken) 0 -- present -- --
SPUD-3 misc. debris 0.1 -- present -- --
SPUD-4 ABC 20 SWF1-02 present within berms SPUD-4 #3, 21 Feb
02
SPUD-4 car tire 0.2 - REMOVED - SPUD-3 #6
SPUD-4 drum (5-gallon, empty), steel cable 0 SWF1-07 REMOVED -- SPUD-4 #6
SPUD-5 C&D 5 - REMOVED - SPUD-5 #1
SR-R barbed wire coil 0 - REMOVED - SR-R #1
SR-R car tire 0.1 - REMOVED - -
SR-R litter, fence debris, rebar 2 - REMOVED - SR-R #2
REBAR
SR-R metal rod 0 - REMOVED possible guy wire base SR-R #1
various barbed wire coils 1 -- REMOVED unrecorded locations along perimeter fence  various
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Subparcel  Description Approx CY Alias Status Notes DEP Comment

A = Abington ABC = asphalt/brick/concrete B = business C = clear zone CD = construction and demolition CY = cubic yards
DEP = Department of Environmental Protection NFA = no further action OS = open space R = Rockland RIA = Review Item Area
SPUD = special planned use district SR = senior residential  SWF = solid waste file W = Weymouth
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