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

Code EV2/MD

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

Subj: FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER (FOST), FOR SEVEN
ZONING SUBPARCELS DESIGNATED AS INST-2, 0S-C-3, 0S-C-4,
SPUD-8, SPUD-9, SPUD-10, AND THE TROTTER ROAD EXTENSION
(70.05 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) Zoning and Land Use By-Laws for NAS South Weymouth, as
approved by the NAS Planning Committee on 24 Mar 98.

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

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

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

(f) Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Cleanup Plan
(BCP), NAS South Weymouth, Massachusetts of Aug 98.

Encl: (1) Environmental Baseline Survey to Transfer (EBST) for
Seven Zoning Subparcels Designated INST-2, 0S-C-3, 0S-
C-4, SPUD-8, SPUD-9, SPUD-10, and the Trotter Road
Extension (70.05 total acres) at the former NAS South
Weymouth, Massachusetts.

(2) Environmental Covenants, Conditions, Reservations, and
Restrictions for Seven Zoning Subparcels Designated
INST-2, 0S-C-3, 0S-C-4, SPUD-8, SPUD-9, SPUD-10, and
the Trotter Road Extension (70.05 total acres) at the
former NAS South Weymouth, Massachusetts.

(3) Summary of Installation Restoration (IR) Program
Sites.

(4) Summary of Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) Sites.

(5) Summary of EBS Review Item Areas (RIAs).

(6) Summary of Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Areas of
Concern (AOCs).

(7) Responsiveness Summary.

(8) Solid Waste Inventory.
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1. I
Tr ansf er

have revi ewed the Environmenta
(EBST) ,

encl osure (1),

Basel ine Survey to

for the seven zoni ng subparcel s

that are the subject of this Finding of Suitability to Transfer
(FOST) and are designated as INST-2, OS-C- 3, OS-C 4, SPUD 8,

SPUD- 9, SPUD-10, and the Trotter

f or mer

Naval

Road Extension (TRE) at the
Air Station (NAS) South Weynouth, Massachusetts.

The properties are proposed to be transferred fromthe Navy to
the South Shore Tri-Town Devel opnent Corporation (SSTTDC)

summary of the subject subparcels of this FOST and their

redevel opnent by the SSTTDC is as foll ows:

A

pl anned

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

Zoni ng Cur rent
Sub- Bui | di ngs/ Structures Area
parcel s | Township | within the Subparcels Proposed Reuse? (acres)?
| NST- 2 Weynout h | Shea Menorial Drive Roadway 1.15
cs5-CG 3 Weynout h | Shea Menorial Drive Roadway 0.98
cs-CG4 Weynout h | Bui | di ng 90/ 3 Open Space, including 35.00
(avi ation gasoline playing fields in
separ at or) accordance with SSTTDC s
Runway and taxi way current Master Plan

SPUD- 8 Weynout h | Bui | di ng 51 (magazi ne) O fice and research and 8.28
Bui | di ng 99 devel opnent (R&D) use’
(transformer house) i n accordance wth
Bui | di ng 102 ( Navy SSTTDC s current Master
Exchange) Pl an
Portion of Building
103 (di ni ng)

SPUD- 9 Weynout h | Building 17 (reserve O fice and R&D use” in 9.27
center) accordance with SSTTDC s
Bui | di ng 20 (transient current Master Plan
housi ng)
Bui | di ng 75 (barracks)®
Bui | di ng 103 (di ni ng)
Bui | di ng 106
(transformer house)
Bui | di ng 115 (bachel or
enlisted quarters)

SPUD- 10 | Weynout h | Runway and taxi way Ofice and R&D use” in 14. 18
accordance with SSTTDC s
current Master Plan

TRE Weynouth | Trotter Road Roadway 1.19

TOTAL | 70. 05
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NOTES

1. The subparcel acronyns are defined as follows: C = Central
INST = Institutional, OS = Open Space, SPUD = Special Planned Use District
and TRE = Trotter Road Extension

2. As approved in the Reuse and Zoning Plans, references (a) and (b).

3. Approximate areas (a real estate survey will be conpleted as part of the
property transfer process).

4. As outlined in reference (a) and Exhibit E of reference (b), the follow ng
uses that are permitted in SPUD areas include: Medical, Recreational
Busi ness, R&D, Commercial, Industrial, Transportation
War ehouse/ Di stribution, Communications and Uilities, and Public
Infrastructure. For nore detail refer to Exhibit E and the |ist of
nonconform ng building uses as outlined in the 30 Jun 99 letter issued by
Nutter, MO ennen & Fish, LLP.

5. Approximately 0.6 acres of Subparcel SPUD-9, which contains the north end
of Building 75 and the sidewal k east of Shea Menorial Drive, extend into
t he adj acent “SR-W (Senior Residential - Wynouth) zoning parcel. No Navy
environnental sites are |located within that FOST area and it will be the
responsibility of the SSTTDC to ensure that reuse of that area neets the
approved zoning requirenments assigned for the SR-Warea

The proposed reuse of the properties included in this FOST is
consistent with the Reuse and Zoning Pl ans, references (a) and
(b). Environmental conditions on these properties are suitable
for the intended reuses.

2. The Community Environnental Response Facilitation Act
(CERFA) Determ nation Report, NAS South Weynouth, Massachusetts,
reference (c), was issued on 28 Mar 97 by the BRAC Cl eanup Team
(BCT) to identify "CERFA-uncontam nated" parcels, which are
suitable for transfer by deed. The BCT identified the foll ow ng
CERFA- uncont am nated areas (i.e., CERFA Environnental Condition
of Property [ECP] category 1) within the subject subparcels of
this FOST: the runway/taxiways, Shea Menorial Drive, and
Hought on Road. Enclosure (1) summari zes the CERFA ECP
categories for the subject subparcels of this FOST.

3. The former NAS South Weynouth is listed on the

U.S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) National Priorities
List (NPL). However, references (c), (d), and (f) and

encl osure (3) docunent that no current Departnent of Defense
(DoD) Installation Restoration (IR) Programsites are | ocated

wi thin the subject subparcels of this FOST. No current or
former CERCLA AOCs are | ocated within the subject subparcels of
this FOST. No current MCP sites are |located within the FOST
subparcel s, although four former (i.e., closed) MCP sites were

| ocated therein. As described in enclosure (4), the Navy has
conpl eted final Response Action Qutconmes (RAGs) for those four
sites, thereby conpleting the required MCP actions and rendering
those properties suitable for transfer. There are no identified
i npacts to the subject subparcels fromthe IR Program sites,
CERCLA ACCs, or MCP sites located in other areas at NAS South
Weynout h, al though certain restrictions apply, as outlined in
encl osure (2).
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4. References (d) and (e) docunented the results of the
environnental site assessnent conpleted at the fornmer NAS South
Weynout h, Massachusetts. The site assessnent 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 between the EPA and
the DoD of 4 May 94. References (d) and (e) docunented the

hi story of NAS South Weynouth and identified the current
environmental conditions and the potential constraints for
transfer of land and/or structures. References (d) and (e)

i ncorporated 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, the Navy
Engineering Field Activity Northeast (EFANE), and the
Massachusetts Departnent of Environnental Protection ( MADEP)
References (d) and (e) al so sunmari zed 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 underground storage tanks
(USTs) .

5. As summarized in enclosures (1) and (5), various EBS Rl As at
NAS Sout h Weynmouth were | ocated within the subject subparcels of
this FOST. As presented in enclosure (1), No Further Action
(NFA) is required for these RIAs and those properties are
therefore suitable to transfer. As sunmmarized in enclosure (5),
to the best of the Navy’'s know edge, the conditions at nearby
EBS RIAs (i.e., not included in this FOST) have not adversely

i npacted the subject subparcels of this FOST. Investigations
are ongoing at sonme of the nearby Rl As; however, the currently
avai l abl e informati on does not indicate that there are potenti al
i npacts fromthese RIAs outside of their mapped areas, as
depicted in the figures of enclosure (1).

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

envi ronnental conditions at the subject subparcels. Additional
i nformati on on surrounding properties is available in
reference (d). 1In Table 1 of enclosure (1), each building is
categorized with respect to its environnental history and use,
i ndi cati ng whet her hazardous substances and petrol eum products
were stored for one year or nore, or were known to have been
rel eased, treated, or disposed. The overall category for the
seven subparcels in the FOST is Category 4, for areas where

rel ease, disposal, and/or mgration has occurred, and al
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remedi al actions have been taken. Subparcel TRE is Category 1,
areas where no rel ease or disposal has occurred. Subparcels

| NST-2, OS-C-3, SPUD-8, SPUD-9 are Category 2, areas where only
rel ease or disposal of petrol eum products has occurred.

Subparcel SPUD 10 is Category 3, areas where rel ease, disposal
and/or mgration has occurred, but require no renedial action.
Subparcel OS-C-4 is Category 4, areas where rel ease, disposal,
and/or mgration has occurred, and all renedial actions have
been taken. The CERFA ECP categories are based on criteria for
hazar dous substance notice established in CERCLA Section 120
(h)(1), 40 CFR 373. Hazardous substances and petrol eum products
formerly used, rel eased, or disposed of in the subject
subparcels are listed in Table 2 of Enclosure 1. Notice of
hazar dous substances under CERCLA 120(h)(1) is provided in Table
3 of Enclosure (1) based on avail able information.

7. In accordance with the Federal Facility Agreenent (FFA) for
the NAS South Weynouth NPL site, this docunent, including

encl osures (1) through (8), shall be nmade a part of the deed and
any transfer docunents or future | eases entered into with any
other party for the subject subparcels. References (a) through
(f) are available at the Caretaker Site Ofice (CSO Information
Repository |located at the fornmer NAS South Weynouth. Upon
closure of the CSO, references (a) through (f) shall be
avai | abl e upon request fromthe Navy’'s EFANE, Naval Facilities
Engi neeri ng Command | ocated in Lester, Pennsylvania. The
property transfer docunent(s) and any future | ease(s) shal
guarantee a right of access by the Navy and regul atory agenci es
to conduct environnental studies and investigations and to carry
out environnental responses as necessary on these or adjacent
properties.

8. | hereby find that the buildings and property listed in
Table 1 of this FOST are suitable to transfer under the terns
and conditions of this FOST and that the environnental
conditions are suitable for the proposed reuses. The record of
i nformati on before ne, which was conpiled after diligent

i nquiry, 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 environnment, and w t hout
interference fromor to the ongoing environnmental restoration
process at the fornmer NAS South Weynmouth. The EPA and MADEP
have reviewed this FOST, references (c) through (f), and

encl osures (1) through (8). Their comments on this FOST and its
encl osures have been incorporated or otherw se addressed.
Public Notice of the Navy’'s intent to sign this FOST was
provided in the Boston G obe and the Patriot Ledger on
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28 Jan 02. References (d) and (e) 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.

Date R.IB. RAINES
Captain, CEC, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
Engineering Field Activity, Northeast
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
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ENCLOSURE ( 1)
ENVI RONMVENTAL BASELI NE SURVEY TO TRANSFER
FOR SEVEN ZONI NG SUBPARCELS DESI GNATED | NST-2, OS-C-3, OS C 4,
SPUD-8, SPUD-9, SPUD-10, AND THE TROTTER ROAD EXTENSI ON
(70.05 TOTAL ACRES), AT THE FORVER NAVAL Al R STATI ON
SOUTH WEYMOUTH, 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 substances 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 (FOST) of 9 Sep 93 (“DoD Policy”).
Descriptions of the locations to be transferred are sunmari zed
in Table 1 of the FOST to which this EBST is attached.

As summarized in Table 1 of the FOST Menorandum this EBST

eval uates the existing condition of the land at NAS South
Weynout h consi sting of the follow ng Real Estate Zoning
Subparcel s: INST-2, CS-C 3, OS-C-4, SPUD-8, SPUD-9, SPUD- 10, and
the Trotter Road Extension (TRE) (70.05 total acres). As noted
in the FOST Menorandum “INST”, “0OS-C', and “SPUD’ refer to
properties zoned for “institutional”, “open-space” (central
zone), and “special planned use district” reuses.

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 Wrk Plan of 13 COct 98, which are

i ncorporated herein by reference, were prepared in accordance
with the DoD Policy and are sone of the primary source docunents
for this EBST. The Basew de EBS reports describe in nore detai
the site history, 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 aerial

phot ographs. The EBST presents the Navy's eval uation of
potential inpacts fromexisting environnmental conditions such as
EBS Review Item Areas (RI As), Underground Storage Tank (UST) and
Aboveground Storage Tank (AST) sites, and Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) storage facilities on the subject
subparcel s of this EBST.

Encl osure (1) Page 1 of 33



The follow ng figures depict |ocations of the FOST subparcels as
wel | as the buildings, UST/AST areas, and EBS RIAs within the
subj ect subparcel s:

Figure 1 Base Location Mp

Figure 2 Subparcels included in this FOST
Figure 3 Subparcels INST-2 and OS-C- 3
Figure 4 Subparcel OS-C4

Figure 5 Subparcel SPUD- 8

Figure 6 Subparcel SPUD-9

Figure 7 Subparcel SPUD- 10

Figure 8 Trotter Road Extension.

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 of this
EBST is the basis for determ ning the hazardous substance
notification required by the DoD Policy. The follow ng
docunents located in the Caretaker Site Ofice (CSO at

NAS Sout h Weynouth 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 Response Action Qutconme (RAO
Statenent for South Weynouth Naval Air Station,

Shea Menorial Drive, Weynouth, MA, Release Tracking Nunber
(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

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
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RAO Supporting Docunentation Report, Barracks 115 Site by
Brown & Root Environnental of Feb 98.

Sout h Shore Tri-Town Devel opnment Corporation’s (SSTTDC s)
Gover ni ng Docunent as Approved by the Towns of Wynout h,

Abi ngt on, and Rockl and, Zoning and Land Use By-Laws for the
Naval Air Station South Wynouth, approved 24 NMar 98.

Rel ease Abat ement Measure (RAM Conpl etion and RAO
Supporting Docunentation Report, Naval Exchange (NEX) Site
(RTN 3-13316) by Brown & Root Environnental of 15 Jul 98.

Sout h Weynmout h NAS Reuse Pl an and SSTTDC Enabl i ng
Legislation ("the Reuse Plan"), as approved by the Towns of
Abi ngt on, Rockl and, 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 &
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.

| RA Conpl etion Report and Partial RAO Jet Fuel Pipeline of
12 Cct 99.

Lead- Based Paint (LBP) Policy for Disposal and Residenti al
Real Property, DoD Menorandum of 7 Jan 00.

Draft Phase Il EBS Decision Docunent for RIA 55B, Area
North of Trotter Road — Disposal Area by Stone & Webster
Envi ronnment al Technol ogy & Services of Jan 01.

Final U S Coast Guard (USCG |Integrated Support Detachnment
Sout h Weynout h Buoy Depot Renedial Investigation (R)
Report, EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy of Feb 01.

Email from Ms. Jane Connet, EA Engineering, Science, and

Technol ogy, to Ms. Patty Maraj h-Wittenore, EPA and
M. David Chaffin, MADEP, re: Updated Draft Table of EBS
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RI As Requiring No Further Action (NFA) under the EBS of
Aug O1.

Potential | medi ate Hazards (PIH) Survey and Materials
Update for Asbestos and LBP, NAS South Weynout h,
Massachusetts by Dewberry & Davis updated as of Aug O1.

RAO Supporting Docunentation, Fuel Farm Site by Tetra Tech
NUS of Feb 02.

EBS Review Itenms Requiring NFA under the EBS by
EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, effective
18 Jan 02 and signed in Feb 02.

Fi nal NFA Deci sion Docunent for EBS RIAs 42, 46, and 51 by
EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy of Apr 02.

Final Phase Il RI, Sewage Treatnent Plant by Tetra Tech NUS
of Apr 02.

Revi sed Phase |1 EBS Decision Docunent for RIA 2C, Runway
Li ghting by Stone & Webster Environnental Technol ogy &
Services of 23 May 02.

Fi nal C oseout Report for RIA 2B, Runway 17-35,

Suppl enent 4 to Final Work Plan CTO 48, Limted Renoval
Action, CD Submttal No. CTO 48-31, by Foster \Wheel er
Envi ronnmental Corporation of 31 May 02.

Draft Final Phase Il EBS Decision Docunent for RIA 78C,
Undocunment ed UST Renoval — UST No. 24 by Stone & Webster
Envi ronnment al Technol ogy & Services of 12 Jun 02.

Revi sed Phase |1 EBS Decision Docunent for RIA 47, Navy
Exchange by EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy of
Aug 02.

Draft Final Phase Il EBS Decision Docunent for R A 1,
Optical Landing System (CLS) Vaults by EA Engi neering,
Sci ence, and Technol ogy of Sep 02.

Fi nal Engi neering Eval uation and Cost Anal ysis for TACAN
Qutfall Sedi nent Renoval and Storm Sewer System O eani ng,
CD Subm ttal No. CTO 26-10, by Foster Wheel er Environnental
Corporation of 23 Qct 02.
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Response to EPA Conments on the Phase Il EBS Draft Final
Deci si on Docunment for Review Item Area 1, OLS Vaults by
EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy of 1 Nov 02.

Final Stream ined Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent for Rl A 55B by
Stone & Webster Environnental Technol ogy & Services of
26 Nov 02.

Final Stream ined Human Health Ri sk Assessnent (HHRA) for
RI A 55B/ D by EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy of
13 Dec 02.

Response to MADEP Comments on the Revised Phase Il EBS
Deci si on Docunent for RI A 47 by EA Engi neering, Science,
and Technol ogy of Dec 02.

Draft Final Feasibility Study, Sewage Treatnent Plant by
EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy of Dec 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 Where No Rel ease or Disposal (Including Mgration)
Has QOccurred

Areas Wiere Only Rel ease or Di sposal of Petrol eum
Products Has Qccurred

Areas \Were Rel ease, Disposal, and/or M gration Has
Cccurred, but Require No Renedial Action

Areas Were Rel ease, D sposal, and/or Mgration Has
Cccurred, and Al Renedi al Actions Have Been Taken

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

Areas Were Rel ease, D sposal, and/or Mgration Has
Cccurred, but Required Response Actions Have Not Yet Been
| mpl enent ed
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7. Uneval uat ed Areas or Areas Requiring Additional
Eval uat i on.

ECP categories were initially designated during the Phase | EBS
of 18 Nov 96, the CERFA Determ nation Report of 28 Mar 97, and
the BRAC O eanup Plan of Oct 96 (revised Aug 98). Since that
tinme, the Navy has obtained additional information 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 al so provides
the Navy’'s revised ECP categories for the property contai ned

wi thin the subject subparcels. The ECP categories cited in this
FOST and EBST supercede the ECP categories for these areas as
identified in the Phase | EBS, CERFA Determ nation Report, and

t he BRAC C eanup PI an.

Table 1 of this EBST sunmari zes the relevant information 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 environnental investigations wthin and nearby these
subj ect subparcels are provided below. The figures included
with this EBST and the descriptions bel ow provide a general
depiction of the subparcel boundaries. As part of the pending
property transfer process, the Navy will conduct real estate
surveys to accurately delineate the extent of the property to be
transferred and to generate maps and | egal descriptions that

nmeet the requirenents of the Counties’ Registry of Deeds.

Subparcel | NST-2

As shown in Figure 3, subparcel INST-2 is conprised of
approximately 900 ft of Shea Menorial Drive (including sidewalk)
in the northern portion of the Base. The subparcel is
approximately 1.15 acres. This subparcel has been zoned for
institutional reuse as per the Zoning and Land Use By-Laws of

24 Mar 98. The north, east, and south boundaries of the
subparcel are defined by the boundaries of the institutional-
zoned area at NAS Sout h Weynout h. The west boundary is defined
by the west edge of Shea Menorial Drive.

No current or former IR Program sites, CERCLA ACCs, or EBS Rl As
are located within this subparcel. There are no current MCP
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sites within this subparcel. As summarized in enclosure (4),
the Navy has cl eaned up one former MCP site, RTN 3-13673 (Shea
Menorial Drive spill), in this subparcel and filed a final RAQ
thereby closing the site and rendering this area suitable for
transfer.

There are no other IR Programsites, CERCLA AOCs, MCP RTNs, or
EBS RI As nearby (within 200 ft of) subparcel | NST-2.

Therefore, there are no outstanding environnental issues with
t he proposed transfer of this subparcel.

Subparcel 0OS-C- 3

As shown in Figure 3, subparcel OS-C-3 is conprised of
approximately 750 ft of Shea Menorial Drive (and sidewal k) in
the northern portion of the Base. The subparcel is
approximately 0.98 acres. This subparcel has been zoned for
open space reuse as per the Zoning and Land Use By-Laws of

24 Mar 98. The north, east, and south boundaries of the
subparcel are defined by the boundaries of the “0OS-C' (open
space-central) zoned area at NAS South Weynouth. The west
boundary of subparcel OS-C-3 is defined by the west edge of Shea
Menorial Drive.

No current or former IR Program sites, CERCLA ACCs, or EBS Rl As
are located within this subparcel. There are no current MCP
sites within this subparcel. As summarized in enclosure (4),
the Navy has cl eaned up one fornmer MCP site, RTN 3-13673 (Shea
Menorial Drive spill), in this subparcel and filed a final RAQ
thereby closing the site and rendering this area suitable for
transfer.

There are no ongoi ng environnental investigations nearby (wthin
200 ft of) this subparcel. The followng forner sites were
| ocat ed nearby this subparcel

MCP RTN 3-15379 (Building 24 Site) — As summarized in

encl osure (4), the Navy has conpl eted a response action and
filed a final RAO to address a past petrol eumrel ease at
this site. Therefore, fornmer RTN 3-15379 does not affect
the transfer of subparcel OS-C 3.

EBS RIA 43 (Building 24 fill pipe) - As summarized in
encl osure (5), no inpacts to subparcel OS-C-3 are
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identified because the pipe has been renoved and NFA is
required for this RIA

EBS RIA 44 (Building 98 soot) - As sunmarized in

encl osure (5), no inpacts to subparcel OS-C-3 are
identified because the Navy has conpleted the required
mai nt enance for this RIA and NFA is required.

Therefore, there are no outstanding environnental issues with
t he proposed transfer of this subparcel.

Subparcel OS-C- 4

As shown in Figure 4, subparcel OS-C-4 is conprised of

approxi mately 35.00 acres in the northwest portion of the Base.
Thi s subparcel has been zoned for open space reuse as per the
Zoni ng and Land Use By-Laws of 24 Mar 98. Currently, the
eastern portion of the subparcel consists of forested open space
and roads/structures around the Base’'s former “Fuel Farni (an
area fornmerly containing |arge fuel tanks). The western portion
of the subparcel currently contains forested open-space, open
fields (runway nmedian and “clear zone”), and the northern
portion of one of the Base's runways. Building 90/3 (aviation
gasol i ne separator) which was associated with the fornmer Fuel
Farm and the northwest corner of Building 103 (dining facility)
are located in this subparcel. Building 103 is suitable to
transfer as discussed in further detail in the summary of
subparcel SPUD-9. Subparcel OS-C-4 does not include French
Stream (the west boundary of Subparcel OS-C-4 is set back 20 ft
fromthe east bank of French Stream. The southern boundary of
subparcel OS-C-4 in the runway area is defined at the southern
extent of the open space zoned area. As shown in Figure 4,
subparcel OS-C- 4 does not include the stormwvater drainage ditch
al ong the West Side of Hought on Road.

There are no current or former IR Programsites or CERCLA ACCs
Wi thin subparcel OS-C-4. There are no current MCP sites within
subparcel OS-C-4. The followng fornmer MCP sites and
current/former EBS investigations are located within this
subpar cel

MCP RTN 3-16598 (Jet Fuel Pipeline Site) - As sunmarized in
encl osure (4), the Navy has conpl eted the required work
al ong the pipeline located within the subparcel and has

Encl osure (1) Page 8 of 33



filed a final RAO thereby closing the pipeline portion of
the site and rendering that property suitable for transfer.

MCP RTN 3-10858 (Fuel Farm — As summarized in

encl osure (4), the Navy has conpleted the required work at
this site and has filed a final RAO thereby closing the
site and rendering the property suitable for transfer.

Al t hough i sol at ed pockets (point exceedances of MCP

Method 1 S-1 standards) of petroleumrel ated conpounds
remain in site soil, there are no identified hazards for
users of the property under the planned reuse (building and
par ki ng | ot construction) because the Exposure Point
Concentration for soil at the Fuel Farm does not exceed the
MCP Method 1 S-1 standards. Also, one area where there
recently was a detection of an isol ated/ point exceedance of
the GM2 standard subsequently received additional
remedi ati on.

EBS RIA 2B (runway/taxiway north of 17-35) — As sunmari zed
in enclosure (5), the Navy has conpleted a limted renova
action for soil in accordance with the MCP and has issued a
cl oseout report. NFA is required; therefore, this property
is suitable for transfer.

EBS RI A 2C (suspected over-use of herbicides around runway
l[ighting fixtures) — As summarized in enclosure (5), the
detected herbi ci de concentrations were consistent with
background | evel s and normal applications of herbicides.
Therefore, this area is suitable to transfer. The Navy has
i ssued a revised NFA Decision Docunent. The EPA and MADEP
have concurred with the Navy.

EBS RIA 25 (Fuel Farm) — As summarized in enclosure (5),
this RI A has been addressed under the MCP program (see
RTN 3- 10858 above) and NFA is required.

EBS RIA 97 (fire departnent spill response records) - As
summari zed in enclosure (5), this R A does not adversely
affect the transfer of subparcel OS-C4 because RI A 97 was
addressed under other RI A investigations and NFA is
required.

The follow ng current and fornmer sites are | ocated nearhby
(within 200 ft of) this subparcel
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IR Program Site 1 (West Gate Landfill) — As summarized in
encl osure (3), the nearby presence of IR Site 1 does not
adversely affect the transfer of subparcel OS-C 4 because
the concerns at Site 1 pertain to buried debris |ocated
west of French Stream that have not affected property east
of the stream

IR Program Site 7 (Sewage Treatnent Plant) — As sunmari zed
in enclosure (3), the nearby location of Site 7 does not
adversely affect the transfer or use of subparcel OS-C 4
because the Site 7 risks are primarily associated with
surface soil and sedinent at that site itself. The primary
chem cals of concern (COCs) at Site 7 are pesticides, which
are generally imobile and are not anticipated to mgrate
to other areas. The conpleted Phase Il R of Apr 02 did
not indicate the presence of Site 7 COCs in the FOST
property. Human health risks are associated with future
residential and future recreational use of the site itself.
No residential use is planned or allowed under the current
zoning at Site 7 or in the FOST subparcel. Warning signs
are currently in place at Site 7 to discourage access to
the site until the future renedial action has been

conpl eted. However, calculations presented in the final
Phase Il Rl indicated that there are no unacceptable risks
for trespassers onto Site 7. The Phase Il Rl also
indicated that there is a slight human health risk in a
hypot hetical situation where a future resident at Site 7
consuned groundwater from beneath Site 7 (due to the
detection of a | ow concentration of arsenic in one
groundwat er sanple fromthe site). However, the approved
zoning for the Site 7 area, as well as subparcel OS-C 4,

di sall ows future residential use of these areas. Also, the
detected concentration of arsenic did not exceed federal

dri nki ng wat er standards and subparcel OS-C-4 is |ocated
several hundred feet downgradient (southwest) of the Site 7
wel |l in which arsenic was detected; therefore, the
conditions identified at that well are unlikely to affect
subparcel GS-C-4.

| R Program Site 8 (Abandoned Bl adder Tank Fuel Storage
Area) — As summarized in enclosure (3), the nearby presence
of IR Site 8 does not adversely affect the transfer of
subparcel OS-C-4 because no unacceptable risks to human
health or the environnment have been identified and no
remedi al actions are required at Site 8.
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IR Program Site 10 (Hangar 2, Building 82) — As sunmari zed
in enclosure (3), the Navy is conducting an Rl at Site 10
to address volatile organic conmpounds (VOCs) in groundwater
above benchmark criteria. This site now incorporates EBS
RI A 30A, which was associated with potential spills on the
hangar apron. Goundwater in this area flows

sout h/ sout hwest. As such, subparcel OS-C-4 is northwest of
and upgradient of Site 10, and is unlikely to be affected
by this site.

ACC 30B (spills off the edge of the Hangar 2 apron) — As
summari zed in enclosure (6), no adverse inpacts to
subparcel OS-C-4 have been identified to date. Although

i nvestigations are ongoing at AOC 30B, no inpacts to
subparcel OS-C-4 are anticipated because COCs at AOCC 30B
are primarily limted to the sedinent within a drai nage
ditch | ocated outside of the FOST subparcel. Al so, ACC 30B
i s not hydrogeol ogi cally upgradi ent of the subparcel (i.e.,
groundwat er at AOC 30B fl ows south, away from subparcel OS-
C-4). The Navy has included the affected ditch in the
renmoval action/cleanup planned for the Base’s stormater
drai nage system (designated AOC 61 — TACAN Qutfall).

ACC 30B was fornerly designated as EBS Rl A 30B.

ACC 55B (debris areas north of Trotter Road) — This ACC was
formerly designated EBS RIA 55B. As summarized in

encl osure (6), no inpacts to subparcel OS-C 4 have been
identified because AOC 55B is | ocated west of French
Stream outside of the FOST subparcel. Subparcel OS-C4 is
set back 20 ft on the East Side of French Stream
Unaccept abl e hunan health risks have not been identified at
ACC 55B. Low ecological risks were only identified in the
far northwestern portion of ACC 55B. That portion has been
desi gnated as ACC 55D and does not adversely affect
subparcel OS-C-4 because it is |ocated nore than 1,000 ft
away.

MCP RTN 3-13673 (Shea Menorial Drive spill) - As sunmarized
in enclosure (4), no inpacts to subparcel OS-C-4 have been
identified because the Navy has cleaned up this spill and
filed a final RAO thereby closing the site.

EBS RIA 24 (Building 50 oil/water separator) — As
summari zed in enclosure (5), no inpacts to subparcel OS-C 4
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have been identified because the Navy has conpleted a
removal action and further sanpling. The investigation
indicates that NFAis required for this R A

EBS RIA 26 (jet fuel separator house) — As sunmarized in
encl osure (5), this R A has been addressed as part of the
Fuel Farm MCP RTN 3- 10858 (see above) and NFA is required.

EBS RIA 31 (fire protection punp house) — No inpacts to
subparcel OS-C-4 have been identified because, as

summari zed in enclosure (5), no releases to the environnent
were identified and NFA is required for this R A

EBS RI A 32 (non-potable water supply stored in an UST) — As
summari zed in enclosure (5), no inpacts to subparcel OS-C 4
have been identified because NFA is required for R A 32.

EBS RI A 42 (subsurface asbestos-lined pipes) - As

summari zed in enclosure (5), no inpacts to subparcel OS-C 4
have been identified because the pi pes are underground
out si de of the FOST subparcel and NFA is required for this
Rl A

EBS RIA 62 (French Strean) - As summarized in

encl osure (5), no inpacts to subparcel OS-C4 are
identified because inpacts associated with RIA 62, if any,
are limted to the i medi ate area of the stream Subparce
OS-CG4 is set back 20 ft fromthe banks of French Stream

EBS RIA 77 (UST leak tests) — As sunmarized in

encl osure (5), no inpacts to subparcel OS-C 4 have been
identified because USTs have been renpoved or tested and NFA
IS required.

Therefore, with the restrictions specified in clause (8) of
encl osure (2), there are no outstanding environnental issues for
t he proposed transfer of subparcel OS-C 4.

Subpar cel SPUD- 8

As shown in Figure 5, subparcel SPUD 8 includes approxi mtely
8.28 acres in the northern portion of the Base. This subparcel
has been zoned as a “special planned use district” (SPUD) (see
description in the FOST Menorandum as per the Zoning and Land
Use By-Laws of 24 Mar 98. Currently, the subparcel nostly
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consi sts of open space (enclosed by chain-link fence) that was
the location of the former Fuel Farm for NAS Sout h Weynout h.

The subparcel also contains Building 102 (former NEX) which is

| ocated adj acent to the former Fuel Farmand is outside of that
fenced area. The western boundary of subparcel SPUD-8 is
defined by the zoning boundary. The eastern boundary of the
subparcel is defined by the Building 102 area and the east edge
of Houghton Road (excluding the stormwater drainage ditch al ong
the West Side of Houghton Road).

There are no current or former IR Programsites or CERCLA ACCs
w thin subparcel SPUD-8. There are no current MCP sites within
the subparcel. The followng former MCP sites and
current/former EBS investigations are located within this
subpar cel

MCP RTN 3-10858 (Fuel Farm — As summari zed in

encl osure (4), the Navy has conpleted the required work at
this site and has filed a final RAO thereby closing the
site and rendering the property suitable for transfer.

Al t hough i sol at ed pockets (point exceedances of MCP

Method 1 S-1 standards) of petroleumrel ated conpounds
remain in site soil, there are no identified hazards for
users of the property under the planned reuse (building and
par ki ng | ot construction) because the Exposure Point
Concentration for soil at the Fuel Farm does not exceed the
MCP Method 1 S-1 standards. Also, one area where there
recently was a detection of an isol ated/ point exceedance of
the GM2 standard subsequently received additional
remedi ati on.

MCP RTN 3- 13316 (Navy Exchange [NEX] Site) — This forner

site is partially located within the subparcel (south of

Buil ding 102). As sunmarized in enclosure (4), the Navy

has conpl eted cleanup work and filed a final RAQ, thereby
closing the site and rendering the property suitable for

transfer.

EBS RIA 25 (Fuel Farmoil/water separator) — The oil/water
separator was part of the fornmer Fuel Farm As sunmarized
in enclosure (5), this RIA has been addressed as part of
MCP RTN 3-10858 (see above) and NFA is required.

EBS RIA 26 (jet fuel separator house floor drains) — This
separ ator house was part of the fornmer Fuel Farm As

Encl osure (1) Page 13 of 33



summari zed in enclosure (5), this RIA has been addressed as
part of MCP RTN 3-10858 (see above) and NFA is required.

EBS RIA 47 (Building 102 hydraulic lifts) — The hydraulic
lifts were located inside the former garage area of
Bui |l ding 102. As summari zed in enclosure (5), the Navy has
conpl eted a renoval action and further investigations at
this site, and NFA is required.

EBS RIA 48 (NEX filling station UST | eak detection failure)
— This former RIAis partially located within subparce
SPUD-8. As sunmarized in enclosure (5), NFAis required
because this RI A was addressed and cl osed out as part of
the MCP RTN 3-13316 (see above).

EBS RIA 77 (UST | eak tests not performed) — |In subparce
SPUD-8, RIA 77 pertained to UST Nos. 18 and 19 (see
Table 2). As summarized in enclosure (5), the Navy has
conpleted tracer tests and tank renpvals and NFA is
required, thereby rendering this area suitable for
transfer.

EBS RI A 78C (undocunented renoval of UST No. 24 at
Bui l ding 102) — As sunmarized in enclosure (5), the Navy
has coll ected sanples to confirmthat NFA is required and
that this area is suitable to transfer.

EBS RIA 79 (basew de asbestos) — As summari zed in
enclosure (5) and later in this EBST, this RIA is being
handl ed on a case-by-case basis in accordance with DoD
policy as part of the property transfer process. NFA s
requi red under the EBS program

EBS RIA 91 (NEX filling station incidental drips/spills) —
This RIAis partially located within SPUD-8. As sumari zed
in enclosure (5), NFAis required for RIA 91 because it was
addressed and cl osed out as part of MCP RTN 3-13316 (see
above).

The followng sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel

IR Program Site 7 (Sewage Treatnent Plant) — As sunmari zed
in enclosure (3), the nearby presence of Site 7 does not

adversely affect the transfer of subparcel SPUD-8 because
the identified risks at Site 7 pertain to COCs at the site
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itself. Potential human health risks at Site 7 are

associ ated with hypothetical future residential and
recreational reuse scenarios. The nearby SPUD-8 subparcel
is not planned or zoned for residential or recreational
reuse. “No trespassing” signs are posted around Site 7,
al t hough the HHRA for Site 7 found no unacceptable risks
for trespassers. COCs (pesticides) at Site 7 are generally
i mobi | e and subparcel SPUD-8 is hydrogeol ogically cross-
gradient of Site 7. Therefore, subparcel SPUD- 8 is not
anticipated to be inpacted by COCs in soil or groundwater
fromSite 7. The conpleted Phase Il R for Site 7

i ndi cated that COCs have not inpacted adjacent FOST
subparcel s.

MCP RTN 3-16598 (Jet Fuel Pipeline Site) — This forner site
does not adversely affect the transfer of the subparcel
because, as summari zed in enclosure (4), the Navy has

conpl eted cl eanup work al ong the pipeline and finalized an
RAO to close this portion of the site.

EBS RIA 24 (Building 50 oil/water separator) — No inpacts
to subparcel OS-C-4 have been identified because, as
summari zed in enclosure (5), the Navy has conpleted a
removal action and further investigations. The
investigation indicates that NFAis required for this R A

Therefore, with the restrictions specified in clause (8) of
encl osure (2), there are no outstanding environnental issues for
t he proposed transfer of subparcel SPUD- 8.

Subpar cel SPUD- 9

As shown in Figure 6, subparcel SPUD 9 includes approximtely
9.27 acres in the north/central portion of the Base. This
subparcel has been zoned as a SPUD area (see description in the
FOST Menorandum as per the Zoning and Land Use By-Laws of

24 Mar 98. The subparcel consists of various buildings and
their associ ated roads and grounds (see Table 1).

There are no current or former IR Programsites or CERCLA ACCs
Wi thin subparcel SPUD-9. The follow ng former MCP sites and
current/former EBS investigations are located within this
subpar cel
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MCP RTN 3-13673 (Shea Menorial Drive spill) - As sunmarized
in enclosure (4), the Navy has cleaned up the RTN 3-13673
spill and filed a final RAO, thereby closing the site and
rendering this property suitable to transfer.

MCP RTN 3-15829 (Building 115 Site) — As summarized in
encl osure (4), the Navy has conpl eted the required cl eanup
work at this site and has filed a final RAOQ thereby
closing the site and rendering this property suitable to
transfer.

EBS RI A 46 (suspected buried asbestos shingles) — As
summari zed in enclosure (4), no hazards were identified and
NFA is required. Therefore, this area is suitable to
transfer.

EBS RIA 77 (UST | eak tests not performed) — |In subparce
SPUD-9, this pertained to the UST at Building 103 (see
Table 2). As summarized in enclosure (5), the tank has
been renoved and NFA is required; therefore, this area is
suitable for transfer.

EBS RIA 79 (basew de asbestos) — As summari zed in
enclosure (5) and later in this EBST, this RIAis being
handl ed on a case-by-case basis in accordance with DoD
policy as part of the property transfer process. NFA s
requi red under the EBS program

EBS RI A 90 (pipes protruding fromground by Building 20) -
As summari zed in enclosure (4), this R A does not adversely
affect the transfer of subparcel SPUD-9 because the pipes
were determned to be part of the sewer system
infrastructure. NFA is required.

The followng sites are |located nearby (within 200 ft of) this
subpar cel

IR Program Site 9 (Building 81 Site) — As summari zed in
encl osure (3), subparcel SPUD-9 is deened to be suitable to
transfer provided that no groundwater use or extraction is
permtted in the subparcel due to the current conditions at
Site 9. See clause 8(a) of enclosure (2).
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IR Program Site 10 (Hangar 2, Building 82) — As sunmari zed
in enclosure (3), the Navy will be conducting an Rl at

Site 10 to investigate VOCs in groundwater that have been
detected at concentrations above benchmark criteria.

Site 10 now i ncorporates EBS RI A 30A, which was associ at ed
with potential spills on the hangar apron. G oundwater in
this area fl ows south/southwest. As such, subparcel SPUD 9
is east of and hydrogeol ogically side-gradient of Site 10,
and is unlikely to be affected by this site. However, as
stated in clause 8(a) of enclosure (2), no groundwater
extraction shall be permtted in the nearby subparcels
until the Navy has conpleted further investigations at this
site.

MCP RTNs 3-10628 and 3-11622 (Building 81 Site) — As
summari zed in enclosure (4), this site is being addressed
as part of IR Program Site 9 (see above).

MCP RTN 3-14646 (Tanks 9A and 9B) — No inpacts to the
subparcel have been identified because, as summarized in
encl osure (4), the Navy has conpl eted the required cl eanup
work at this site and has filed a final RAQ, thereby
closing the site.

MCP RTN 3-15289 (Building 105 Swi nm ng Pool) — No inpacts
to the subparcel have been identified because, as

summari zed in enclosure (4), the Navy has conpleted the
requi red cleanup work at this site and has filed a final
RAO, thereby closing the site.

MCP RTN 3-18110 (Building 82 Site) — As summari zed in
encl osures (3) and (4), the Navy wll be addressing this
site under IR Program Site 10 (see above).

EBS RIA 19 (Tanks 9A and 9B) — As summarized in
encl osure (5), this RI A has been addressed under MCP
RTN 3- 14646 (see above) and NFA is required.

EBS RIA 20 (Building 15 hydraulic oil spill) — No inpacts
to the subparcel have been identified because, as

summari zed in enclosure (5), the Navy properly managed this
spill and NFA is required.
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EBS RIA 21 (Building 15 hydraulic lifts) — As summarized in
encl osure (5), this RIA (approximately 160 ft away) does
not adversely affect the transfer of subparcel SPUD- 9
because the hydraulic lifts have been renoved and potenti al
i npacts, if any, are likely to be limted to the area
beneath Building 15 itself.

EBS RIA 27 (Building 81 stained concrete) — As sumari zed
in enclosure (5), this RIAis being addressed under
IR Program Site 9 (see above).

EBS RIA 28 (Building 81 floor drain) — As summari zed in
encl osure (5), this RIA is being addressed under IR Program
Site 9 (see above).

EBS RIA 29 (wash rack) — No inpacts to the subparcel have
been identified because, as summari zed in enclosure (5),

t he Navy conpl eted the required nai ntenance and NFA is
required.

ACC 30B (spills off the edge of the Hangar 2 apron) — As
summari zed in enclosure (6), no adverse inpacts to
subparcel SPUD-9 have been identified to date. Although
i nvestigations are ongoing at AOC 30B, no inpacts to the
subparcel are antici pated because COCs at AOC 30B are
primarily limted to the sedinent within a drainage ditch
| ocat ed outside of the FOST subparcel. Also, AOC 30B is
hydr ogeol ogi cal | y si de-gradient of the subparcel (i.e.,
groundwat er at AOC 30B fl ows south away from subparcel
SPUD-9). The Navy has included the affected ditch in the
renmoval action/cleanup planned for the Base’s stormater
drai nage system (desi gnated AOC 61 — TACAN Qutfall).

ACC 30B was fornerly designated as EBS Rl A 30B.

EBS RI A 42 (subsurface asbestos-lined pipes) - As

summari zed in enclosure (5), no inpacts to the subparce
have been identified because the pipes are | ocated

under ground out side of the subparcel and NFA is required.

EBS RIA 49 (swinm ng pool) — No inpacts to the subparce
have been identified because, as summarized in

encl osure (5), the Navy has properly nanaged the di scharge
and NFA is required.
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EBS RIA 50 (child care center) — No inpacts to the
subparcel have been identified because, as summarized in
encl osure (5), no elevated | ead concentrations were
detected in soil sanples and NFA is required.

EBS RI A 78A (undocunmented UST renoval) — No inpacts to the
subparcel have been identified because, as summarized in
encl osure (5), no el evated anal yte concentrati ons were
detected and NFA is required.

EBS RI A 95C (Building 16 PCB storage/use) — No inpacts to
t he subparcel have been identified because, as sumari zed
in enclosure (5), the concern was |ocated in the basenent
of Building 16, the Navy has conpleted a renoval action,
and confirmatory sanpling indicates that NFAis likely to
be required.

EBS RI A 107 (spills on Hangar 2 apron) — As sunmarized in
encl osure (5), no adverse inpacts are identified for the
subpar cel because potential inpacts at RIA 107, if any, are
likely limted to the paved apron and drain system around
Hangar 2 (outside of subparcel SPUD-9). This RIAis being
further investigated as part of IR ProgramSite 10 (see
above).

Therefore, with the restrictions specified in clause (8) of
encl osure (2), there are no outstanding environnental issues for
t he proposed transfer of subparcel SPUD- 9.

Subparcel SPUD- 10

As shown in Figure 7, subparcel SPUD 10 includes approxi mately
14.18 acres in the northwest portion of the Base. This
subparcel has been zoned as a SPUD area (see description in the
FOST Menorandum as per the Zoning and Land Use By-Laws of

24 Mar 98. The subparcel contains a portion of runway 17-35 and
its associ ated taxiway, roads, and open grounds. There are no
bui |l di ngs or structures within this subparcel. The northern
boundary of subparcel SPUD-10 is defined by the zoning
delineation. The subparcel does not include French Stream (the
west boundary of subparcel SPUD-10 is set back 20 ft fromthe
east bank of French Streanm). The eastern boundary of subparce
SPUD- 10 is at the east edge of the taxiway pavenent.
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There are no current or former IR Programsites or CERCLA ACCs
Wi t hin subparcel SPUD-10. The followng fornmer MCP sites and
current/former EBS investigations are located within this
subpar cel

MCP RTN 3-16598 (Jet Fuel Pipeline Site) - As sunmarized in
encl osure (4), the Navy has conpl eted the required work

al ong the pipeline located within the subparcel and has
filed a final RAOQ thereby closing the pipeline portion of
the site and rendering that property suitable for transfer.

EBS RIA 1 (Runway/ Taxi way OLS Vaults) — As sunmarized in
encl osure (5), the Navy has conpl eted investigations at
RIA 1 and obtained regul atory concurrence on NFA.
Therefore, this area is suitable to transfer.

EBS RI A 2C (suspected over-use of herbicides around runway
l[ighting fixtures) — As summarized in enclosure (5), the
detected herbi cide concentrations were consistent with
background | evel s and normal applications of herbicides.
NFA is required. Therefore, this area is suitable to
transfer.

The followng sites are located within 200 ft of this subparcel

IR Program Site 1 (West Gate Landfill) - As summarized in
encl osure (3), the nearby presence of Site 1 does not
adversely affect the transfer of subparcel SPUD- 10 because
the concerns at Site 1 pertain to buried debris |ocated
west of French Stream that have not inpacted the property
east of the stream

| R Program Site 8 (Abandoned Bl adder Tank Fuel Storage
Area) — As summarized in enclosure (3), the nearby presence
of Site 8 does not adversely affect the transfer of
subparcel SPUD- 10 because no unacceptable risks to human
health or the environnment have been identified at Site 8
and No Action is required.

| R Program Site 10 (Hangar 2) — Although Site 10 is |ocated
beyond 200 ft from subparcel SPUD- 10, there are concerns
about potential inpacts to groundwater at this nearby,
upgradient site. As summarized in enclosure (3), the
Navy’'s investigations at Site 10 are ongoi ng; therefore,
sone precautionary restrictions are warranted for subparcel
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SPUD- 10. See cl ause 8(a) of enclosure (2) regarding
restrictions for subparcel SPUD-10 with respect to the
conditions at Site 10.

ACC 30B (spills off the edge of the Hangar 2 apron) — As
summari zed in enclosure (6), no adverse inpacts to
subparcel SPUD-10 have been identified to date. Although
i nvestigations are ongoing at AOC 30B, no inpacts to the
subparcel are antici pated because COCs at AOC 30B are
primarily limted to the sedinent within a drainage ditch
| ocat ed outside of the FOST subparcel. Also, AOC 30B does
not appear to be hydrogeol ogi cal |y upgradi ent of the
subparcel (i.e., groundwater at ACC 30B fl ows south, which
is cross-gradient from subparcel SPUD-10). The Navy has
included the affected ditch in the renoval action/cleanup
pl anned for the Base’'s stormmater drainage system

(desi gnated AOC 61 — TACAN CQutfall). ACC 30B was fornerly
desi gnated as EBS RI A 30B.

MCP RTN 3- 19064 (Aviation Gasoline USTs) — This site does
not adversely affect the transfer of the subparcel because,
as sunmari zed in enclosure (4), the Navy has conpleted the
requi red cleanup work at this site and has filed a final
RAO, thereby closing the site.

EBS RIA 34 (Marine hot refueler area) — As summarized in
encl osure (5), no inpacts to subparcel SPUD- 10 have been
identified because RIA 34 is not upgradient. Also, the
avai |l abl e sanpling data are within background | evel s and
NFA for this RRAis likely. The Navy is eval uating
additional sanpling data to confirmthat NFA is required.

EBS RIA 38 (former |ocation of Buildings 34, 35, 36, and
37) — As summarized in enclosure (5), this R A has been
addressed as part of MCP RTN 3-19064 (see above).

EBS RIA 62 (French Strean) - As summarized in

encl osure (5), no inpacts to subparcel SPUD-10 are
identified because inpacts associated with RIA 62, if any,
are limted to the imedi ate area of the stream Subparce
SPUD-10 is set back 20 ft fromthe stream bank.

Therefore, with the restrictions specified in clause (8) of

encl osure (2), there are no outstanding environnental issues for
t he proposed transfer of subparcel SPUD 10.
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Subparcel TRE

As shown in Figure 8, subparcel TRE includes approxi mately

1.19 acres of roadway |ocated west and outside of the Main Base
fenceline. This subparcel was not included in the zoning
identified in the Reuse Plan, but is nonetheless in a suitable
condition for the Navy to transfer. The subparcel is conprised
of approximately 680 ft of Trotter Road that is |ocated between
Route 18 and the railroad Iine. There are no buildings wthin
this subparcel

There are no current or former IR Programsites, CERCLA ACCs,
MCP sites, or EBS RIAs wthin this subparcel

The only NAS South Weynouth investigation sites nearby (within
200 ft of) this subparcel are the Navy’'s MCP RTN 3- 15342
(Building 78 ground electric) and the USCG I nt egrated Support
Det achnent Buoy Depot site (EBS RIAs 57, 58, 59, and 103). As
summari zed in enclosure (4), the Navy has conpleted the required
cl eanup work and filed a final RAOto close RTN 3-15342. As
summari zed in enclosure (5), the USCG is conducting a CERCLA

i nvestigation at the Buoy Depot (fornmer Navy property that was
transferred to the USCG on 29 Sep 00) that al so addresses EBS
RIAs 57, 58, 59, and 103. The USCG conpleted a final Rl in
Feb 01 for the Buoy Depot and no potential inpacts to the
subparcel TRE area were identified (inpacts at the Buoy Depot
site pertain to soil at that site and a swal e/ wetl and sout h of
that site).

Therefore, there are no outstanding environnental issues with
t he proposed transfer of this subparcel.

Massachusetts Contingency Plan Sites

As previously stated, the following former MCP sites are | ocated
within the FOST subparcels:

RTN 3-10858 (Fuel Farm) in subparcels SPUD-8 and OS-C-4

RTN 3-13673 (Shea Menorial Drive spill) in subparcels
| NST-2, OS-C-3, and SPUD- 9

RTN 3- 15829 (Building 115 Barracks) in subparcel SPUD 9
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RTN 3-16598 (Jet Fuel Pipeline Site) in subparcels OS-C 4
and SPUD- 10.

As summari zed in enclosure (4), the Navy has conpl eted the
required cleanup work and filed final RAGCs for each of these
sites. Therefore, the locations of these RTNs are suitable to
transfer. No Activity and Use Limtations (AULs) were filed
with these RAGs. As previously described in this EBST and as
summari zed in enclosure (4), no other active MCP sites are

| ocated in the vicinity of the FOST subparcels. Oher forner
MCP sites in the vicinity of the FOST subparcel s have not
adversely inpacted those properties.

EBS Revi ew |Item Areas

Pursuant to the Basew de EBS Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96 and
subsequent Navy investigations, various EBS Rl As have been
identified at NAS South Weynouth. The following R As were

| ocated within, or partially within, the subject subparcels of
t hi s EBST:

EBS RIA 1 (runway/taxiway OLS vaults) in subparcel SPUD 10

EBS RI A 2B (runway/taxiway north of 17-35) in subparce
0s-C 4

EBS RI A 2C (herbicides around runway lighting) in
subparcels 0OS-C-4 and SPUD- 10

EBS RIA 25 (Fuel Farmoil/water separator) in subparcels
SPUD-8 and OS-C-4

EBS RIA 26 (jet fuel separator house floor drains) in
subparcel SPUD- 8

EBS RI A 46 (suspected buried asbestos shingles) in
subparcel SPUD- 9

EBS RIA 47 (Building 102 [NEX] hydraulic lifts) in
subparcel SPUD- 8

EBS RIA 77 (UST |l eak tests not perfornmed) which included
tanks located in subparcels SPUD-8 and SPUD- 9
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EBS RI A 78C (undocunented UST renoval) in subparcel SPUD- 8

EBS RI A 90 (pipes protruding fromground) in subparce
SPUD- 9

EBS RIA 97 (fire departnent spill response records) in
subparcel GS-C- 4.

As summari zed in enclosure (5), the Navy has conpl eted the
requi red work and cl osure docunentation for these RIAs. The
Navy al so has obtai ned regul atory concurrence for NFA on these
RIAs. Therefore, the property within these RIAs is suitable to
transfer.

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

EBS RIA 76 (Basew de solid waste) — As summarized later in
this EBST and in enclosure (5), the presence of solid waste
does not preclude a FOST. Notification of solid waste
debris areas wthin the FOST subparcels is provided in
enclosure (8). The Navy is working to resolve solid waste
i ssues with MADEP separately fromthis FOST.

EBS RIA 79 (Basew de asbestos) — As summarized in
enclosure (5), this RIA is being handl ed on a case-by-case
basis in accordance with DoD policy as part of the property
transfer process. NFA is required under the EBS program
The types and quantities of asbestos-containing materials
(ACMB) within the buildings of the FOST subparcels are
presented in this EBST. The conditions of these ACMs are
summari zed in Table 1 of this EBST. Restrictions to
mtigate the identified potential ACMrel ated hazards
within the FOST subparcels are presented under cl ause (8)
of enclosure (2). As noted above, NFA is required for two
ACMrelated RIAs within the FOST subparcel s.

EBS RI A 80 (Basewi de LBP) — As sunmari 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 paint conditions
for the buildings wwthin the FOST subparcels are sumari zed
in this EBST. Restrictions to mtigate the identified
potential LBP-related hazards wthin the FOST subparcels
are presented under clause (8) of enclosure (2).
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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 Weynmout 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

promul gati on of the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)

40 CFR 761, in 1976, NAS South Weynouth Environmental / Public
Wor ks Departnment personnel have conducted periodic inspections
of PCB-contai ning equi pnent 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 with the
manuf acturers 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
ball asts remain at NAS Sout h Weynout h.

No PCB contam nation has been identified within the subject
subparcel s of this EBST.

Asbest os

The PIH Survey of Aug Ol reported the current types, quantities,
and conditions of ACMs in the buildings currently present at the
Mai n Base of NAS South Weynouth. The conditions of the ACMs in
the buildings included in this FOST are summari zed in Table 1 of
this EBST. The types and quantities of ACMS and presuned ACMs
in the buildings included in this FOST are as foll ows:

Building 17 (SPUD-9) — Presunmed ACMs are associated with
the carpet mastic throughout the building in nost areas
(7,396 square feet [SF]); the 12-inch x 12-inch blue floor
tile and mastic in the vestibules and m scel | aneous snal
roons throughout the building (612 SF); and the old floor
tile mastic throughout the building adhering to the
concrete slab (7,405 SF).
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Building 20 (SPUD-9) — ldentified ACMs are associated with
the 12-inch x 12-inch tan floor tile and nastic in the
ki tchen and bat hroom of units A and B (300 SF).

Building 51 (SPUD-8) - ldentified ACMs are associated with
the roof tar (1,300 SF).

Building 75 (SPUD-9) — ldentified ACMs are associated with
the 9-inch x 9-inch black and green floor tile and mastic
in the library hall, first floor bedroons, first floor
ganme-room center stairwell, second floor bedroons, second
fl oor hallway, and the open bay (11,605 SF); the 2-ft x
2-ft black floor tile and mastic in the open bay perineter
(134 SF); and the gray |eveling conpound which is likely
present throughout the building (unknown quantity).
Presumed ACMs are associated with the joint conpound

t hroughout the building (1,511 SF); the carpet mastic

t hroughout the building in nost areas (8,178 SF); and the
built-up roofing material (7,130 SF).

Building 90/3 (0OS-C-4) — No ACMinventory avail abl e.

Building 99 (SPUD-8) — ldentified ACMs are associated with
t he wi ndow caul ki ng of the northeast wi ndow. Presunmed ACMs
are associated with the built-up roofing material (220 SF).

Buil ding 102 (SPUD-8) — Identified ACMs are associated with
the 2-inch to 4-inch cal/mag pipe insulation and fittings
in the garden shop (30 linear feet [LF], 7 each); the
12-inch x 12-inch beige floor tile and mastic in the main
shoppi ng area, exchange offices, and credit union

(8,044 SF); the 12-inch x 12-inch gray speck floor tile and
mastic in the NEX offices (1,247 SF); the 12-inch x 12-inch
charcoal speck floor tile and mastic in the mni-nmart

(338 SF); the 12-inch by 12-inch multi-color speck and
mastic in the second floor |ounge (80 SF); the 12-inch x
12-inch beige floor tile with charcoal streaks and mastic
in the eastern adm nistration office, barber shop and snal
roons north of the barber shop, and the credit union

(952 SF); the roof felt (8,190 SF); and the roof tar

(8,190 SF). Presuned ACMs are associated with the 12-inch
x 12-inch creamfloor tile with tan specks and mastic in

t he uni form shop and storage room off of the main shopping
area (900 SF); the 12-inch x 12-inch coffee floor tile and
mastic in the second floor |ounge (50 SF); the 2-ft x 2-ft
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ceiling tile in the credit union (132 SF); the 4-inch vinyl
baseboard and mastic in the NEX offices, NEX bathroons, and
storage roomoff of the main shopping area (130 LF); the
4-inch brown vinyl baseboard and mastic in the NEX storage
(24 LF); the 4-inch black vinyl baseboard and mastic in the
mai n shoppi ng area, garden shop storage, uniform shop,
eastern adm nistration offices, credit union, and barber
shop (416 LF); the carpet mastic in the NEX nmanager’s
office (320 SF); and the 5 fire safes in the exchange

of fices.

Bui l ding 103 (SPUD-9) — Identified ACMs are associated with
the 127 fittings on the 2- to 4-inch fiberglass lines in

t he nechani cal room and craw space; the 27 fittings on the
6-inch fiberglass lines in the back hallway and craw space;
the 12-inch x 12-inch rust floor tile and mastic in the
dining area (2,810 SF); the plaster walls in the freezer
areas (2,352 SF); and the roof tar (9,800 SF). Presuned
ACMs are associated with the 9-inch x 9-inch blue floor
tiles and mastic in the officer’s dining room (522 SF); the
pl aster ceiling in the food preparation roons (1,329 SF);

t he gypsum board in the officer’s dining room (800 SF); the
joint conmpound in the officer’s dining room (80 SF); the
mastic on foamin the cold roomceiling (323 SF); the
transite panels in the exterior fascia (840 SF); and the
carpet mastic in the officer’s dining roomand the kitchen
office (836 SF).

Bui l ding 106 (SPUD-9) — No ACMs identifi ed.

Buil ding 115 (SPUD-9) — Identified ACMs are associated with
the 12-inch x 12-inch brown floor tiles and nastic in the
entrance to the roons, the first floor |ounge, and the
second floor kitchen (3,336 SF). Presuned ACMs are
associated wth the carpet mastic throughout the building
(11, 136 SF).

DoD Policy on Asbestos at BRAC Properties of 12 Jan 95 states
that ACMs 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
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to conduct asbestos abatenents. Subsequent to this FOST but
prior to transfer, the Navy wll inplenent the DoD policy
regarding ACMin accordance wwth a witten statenent of
facility-specific utilization or non-utilization as provided by
the I ocal reuse authority (i.e., the SSTTDC). A copy of the DoD
policy on asbestos is presented in the BRAC O eanup Pl an of

Aug 98.

The Navy’s EBS investigations have identified one
asbestos-related RIA within the FOST subparcels (RIA 46 —
suspected buried asbestos shingles adjacent to Building 75 in
subparcel SPUD-9). As previously described in this EBST and in
encl osure (5), no such buried debris was found during subsequent
investigations; therefore, NFAis required for R A 46.

The PIH Survey of Aug Ol reported that approximtely 2,035 cubic
feet of soil in the crawl space of Building 103 contains asbestos
debris. As described in clause 8(c) of enclosure (2), the
Grantee shall restrict access to the crawl space so long as this
condi tion remains.

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 I | provide
utility maps of the Base property. Due to the presence of such
underground utilities, any subsurface work perforned by the
Grantee nust be conducted in accordance with an approved health
and safety plan and conducted by trained, properly equipped
personnel. See clause 8(b) of enclosure (2).

Lead- Based Paint in Residential Buildings

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.

As evidenced by the approved zoning (e.g., open space, SPUD) and
| and use (e.g., subparcel INST-2 shall remain a roadway), 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
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or for purposes that include the presence of children under the
age of 6 years, then the G antee 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 regul ations. See

cl ause 8(d) of enclosure (2).

O the buildings in the FOST, only Building 20 (Transient
Housing), Building 75 (Barracks), and Building 115 (Bachel ors
Enlisted Quarters [BEQ ) are potentially suitable for overnight
stays. Building 75 is currently being subl eased for such

pur poses. Based on SSTTDC s letter of 14 Mar 01 to the Navy, it
is the Navy's understanding that the SSTTDC has conpleted a | ead
assessnment for Building 75 and has conpl eted any necessary
abatenents in accordance with federal, state, and | ocal

requi renents prior to occupancy. As stated in clause 8(d) of
enclosure (2), simlar assessnents and potential abatenents
woul d be required for any buildings intended for tenporary

housi ng.

Lead in Drinking Water Fountai ns

As docunented in the BCP of Aug 98, the Base Environnent al

O fice conpleted a testing of lead in drinking water at

NAS Sout h Weynouth fromJul 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. The current federal action level for lead in drinking
water is 15 mcrograns per liter (nmg/L). The 1992 sanple results
for the water fountains in the buildings contained within this
FOST (Building 75 = 14 ng/L, Building 103 = 1 ng/L, and

Bui l ding 15 = bel ow nethod detection |imt) did not exceed the

current action level of 15 ng/L.

Aboveground Storage Tanks and Under ground Storage Tanks

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

The Fuel Tank Farmin subparcel SPUD-8 was conprised of
several storage tanks as foll ows:

- UST No. 17 (structure 79/1) had a capacity of 219, 321 gal
and was used for the storage of jet fuel. It was a steel
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tank installed in 1951, taken out of service in 1992, and
removed in Spring 94.

- UST No. 18 (structure 79/3) had a capacity of 219, 321 gal
and was used for the storage of JP-8 (jet fuel). It was a
steel tank installed in 1951 and renoved in the
early/md 1990s.

- UST No. 19 (structure 79/2) had a capacity of 219,521 gal
and was used for the storage of JP-8 (jet fuel). It was a
steel tank installed in 1951 and renoved in the
early/md 1990s.

- UST No. 22 (structure 90/1) had a capacity of 219, 321 gal
and was used for the storage of aviation gasoline. It was
a steel tank installed in 1953 and renoved in Spring 94.

- UST No. 23 (structure 90/2) had a capacity of 109, 660 gal
and was used for the storage of aviation gasoline. It was
a steel tank installed in 1953 and renoved in Spring 94.

- UST No. 41A (structure 79/5) had a capacity of 550 gal and
was used for the storage of waste JP-5 (jet fuel). It was
a steel tank installed in 1951 and renoved circa 1986-1987.

- UST No 41 B (structure 90/4) had a capacity of 550 gal and
was used for the storage of JP-5 (jet fuel). It was a
steel tank installed in 1951 and renoved circa 1986-1987.

Bui l ding 102 (NEX) in subparcel SPUD-8 had one 550-gal UST
(No. 24) for waste oil. The undocunented renoval of UST

No. 24 in 1994 was addressed under EBS RI A 78C (see

enclosure [5]). The BRAC C eanup Plan of Aug 98 docunents
that three other USTs were associated with Building 102;
however, these tanks were | ocated outside of the subparcels of
this FOST (the tanks were part of the gasoline filling station
associated with the NEX and were addressed as part of MCP

RTN 3-13316).

Buil ding 103 (Dining Facility) in subparcel SPUD-9 fornerly
had one 550-gal UST that was renoved in 1989.

Buil ding 103 (Dining Facility) in subparcel SPUD-9 had one
fi berglass, 2,000-gal heating oil UST (No. 29) that was
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installed in 1989 and renoved in Aug 01. A |leak test was
performed for this UST under EBS RIA 77 (see enclosure [5]).

Bui l ding 115 (BEQ in subparcel SPUD-9 had one steel,
4,000-gal heating oil UST (No. 32) that was installed in 1977
and renoved circa 1997 under MCP RTN 3-15829.

SPUD- 10 cont ai ned one of the Base's aircraft arresting
mechani snms (braki ng systens) al ong the edge of the runway.
The nmechani sm cont ai ned an approxi mate 300-gal reservoir
containing antifreeze (used as a braking fluid). The
mechani sm and antifreeze reservoir have been renoved and no
rel eases of antifreeze were identified. A schematic of the
mechani smis avail able for review on NAVFAC Draw ng

No. 2009981 of 6 Nov 73.

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 U. S. Environnental
Protection Agency’'s (EPA s) advisory action |evel of

4 picocuries per liter (pG/L).

Pesti ci des

Detailed informati on regardi ng the specific past use of
pesticides within the FOST subparcels is not available. The
Phase | EBS of 18 Nov 96 docunents that NAS South Weynouth

devel oped a pest managenent plan which is part of the Natural
Resour ces Managenent Plan of 30 Sep 87 (updated during 1992). A
summary of the pesticide/ herbicide/ pest nanagenent requirenents
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
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 Weynouth. 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, the
only pesticide/ herbicide-related investigation site is EBS
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RI A 2C (suspected overuse of herbicides around runway |ighting).
As summari zed in enclosure (5), NFAis required for RIA 2C

Solid Waste

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
environmental ly suitable for transfer by deed under

Section 120(h) of the Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conmpensation, and Liability Act (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, the FOST docunents that the subject
property is suitable for transfer because no hazardous
substances are known to have been rel eased or disposed of on the
property or because the requirenents of CERCLA Section 120(h)(3)
have been nmet for the property.

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 (8) of this FOST summari zes the types, quantities, and
| ocations of solid waste within the FOST subparcels.

Separately fromthe FOST, the Navy is coordinating with State
solid waste managenent officials and the redevel opnent authority
(i.e., the SSTTDC) regarding the status of the solid waste
debris areas wth respect to the pending property transfer.

Noti ce of CERCLA Hazardous Substances

I n 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
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kil ograns or the substance’ s reportable quantity, whichever is
greater. There are no records or know edge that hazardous
subst ances, 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
historical quantities of substances and | ength of storage. It

i s unknown whether the quantities of hazardous substances
present within the subject subparcels were sufficient to warrant
CERCLA notice; therefore, notice of hazardous substances under
CERCLA 120(h) (1) is provided in Table 3 based on avail abl e

i nformati on.
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TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS
Sui t abl e
Zoni ng to ECP
Subparcel | Buildings | Transfer? H story Cat egory Exi sting Environmental Conditions
| NST- 2 None Yes Thi s subparcel consists of a 2 As docunented in the Community
portion of Shea Memorial Drive Envi ronnent al Response Facilitation Act
and its sidewal k to the east. (CERFA) Report of 28 Mar 97, Shea
Menorial Drive was designated as
“CERFA 1 clean.”
Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP)
Rel ease Tracki ng Nunmber (RTN) 3-13673
(Shea Menorial Drive spill) — As
summari zed in enclosure (4), the Navy
has cl eaned and cl osed this RTN t hrough
a Cass A-1 Response Action Qutcone
(RAO) .
os-CG3 None Yes Thi s subparcel consists of a 2 As docunented in the CERFA report of
portion of Shea Menorial Drive 28 Mar 97, Shea Menorial Drive was
and its sidewal k to the east. desi gnated as “CERFA 1 clean.”
MCP RTN 3-13673 (Shea Menorial Drive
spill) — As sunmarized in
encl osure (4), the Navy has cl eaned and
closed this RTN through a Cass A-1
RAQ.
cs-CG4 90/ 2, Yes, Bui | di ng 90/ 3 (AVi ation 2 Over al | past oper at ions at the Fuel
90/3, and | given Gasol ine [AvGas] Separator Farm had resulted in rel eases of
a portion |restric- House) is a concrete structure petrol eum products into soil and a
of 103 tions that was part of the forner drai nage ditch. As sumarized in
outlined Fuel Tank Farm Structure encl osure (4), these past rel eases were
in clause |90/2 was a |arge underground addr essed under MCP RTN 3- 10858 ( Fuel
8 of storage tank (UST) used to Farm). The Navy conpl eted cl eanup
enclosure |store AvGs. Structure 90/2 actions and filed a final RAOto close
(2) has been renmoved. A portion this site in Feb 02.
of Building 103 is located in
OS- G- 4 (see description under
subpar cel SPUD-9).

Encl osure (1),

Table 1
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TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)
Zoni ng Buil dings | Suitable H story ECP Exi sting Environmental Conditions

Subpar cel to Cat egory
Transfer?

cs-CG 4 None in Yes, The remai nder of subparcel OS 4 As docunented in the CERFA report of

remai nder | gi ven C-4 contains the northern end 28 Mar 97, the runway and taxiway

restric- of the north-south Runway 17- within this subparcel were designated
tions 35 (including taxiway). The as “CERFA 1 cl ean.”
outlined | subparcel also contains a Suspect ed overuse of herbicides around
in clause |portion of the clear zone runway |ighting areas was designated
8 of around the runway/taxiway and Envi ronnmental Basel i ne Survey (EBS)
encl osure |the nmedian therein.

(2)

Review Item Area (RIA) 2C. One of
these areas was |ocated at the north
end of Runway 17-35. As summarized in
encl osure (5), No Further Action (NFA)
is required for RRA 2C

Potential past rel eases of petrol eum
products at the north end of Runway
17-35 was designated EBS RIA 2B. As
summari zed in enclosure (5), the Navy
has conpleted a linmted renoval action
for soil and has issued a cl oseout
report. NFA is required.

EBS RIA 97 (past fire departnent
responses) includes the area at the
north end of Runway 17-35; however, as
summari zed in enclosure (5), NFA is
required for EBS RIA 97 because it was
addressed under other RIAs (i.e.

RIA 2B for the north end of

Runway 17-35).

Encl osure (1),

Table 1
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TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)
Zoni ng Buil dings | Suitable H story ECP Exi sting Environmental Conditions

Subpar cel to Cat egory
Transfer?

SPUD- 8 51 Yes, Bui | di ng 51 (Rocket WMagazi ne) 1 As docunented in the Basew de EBS
gi ven is a l,352 SF, single-story Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no
restric- structure built in the 1940s hazar dous substances or petrol eum
tions and | ocated near the fornmer products are known to have been
outlined Fuel Farm Base maps from rel eased or disposed of on the
in clause | 1945 describe Building 51 as a property.

8 of pyrotechni ¢ magazi ne. The Potential |mediate Hazard (PIH)
encl osure | Subsequent map revisions (1970

(2)

and | ater) describe
Bui |l ding 51 as a rocket

magazi ne. As a rocket
magazi ne, Building 51 was used
for the storage of inert
ordnance, such as rocket

war heads, bonbs, fuses,

notors, and marine | ocation

markers. |t is unheated and
has no floor drains. Ordnance
has been renoved and

Building 51 is currently used
for equi pnent storage by the
Navy’ s Remedi al Action
Contractor (RAC).

Survey of Aug Ol reported that

asbest os-contai ning materials (ACMs)
remain in fair condition.

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
a significant ampunt of the exterior
paint is peeling. The interior is not
painted. A wipe sanple fromthe floor
i nside the building (south end) was
reported to contain 660.2 mcrograns

per square foot (ng/SF) of lead. Since
Building 51 will not be reused for

resi dential purposes, no renedi ati on of
| ead dust is required by the Navy. See
cl ause 8(f) of enclosure (2).

Encl osure (1),

Table 1
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TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)
Zoni ng Buil dings | Suitable H story ECP Exi sting Environmental Conditions
Subpar cel to Cat egory
Transfer?

SPUD- 8 For nmer Yes, Bui | di ngs 79 (Truck Loadi ng 2 Overal | past operations at the Fue
(deno- gi ven Stand), 79/4 (Fuel Separator Farm had resulted in rel eases of
l'i shed restric- House), 79/5 (Fuel Punp petrol eum products into soil and a
Bui I di ngs | tions House), and 90/4 (AvGas Punp drai nage ditch (e.g., see footnote in
79, outlined House) were part of the fornmer Table 2 of the EBST). As sumarized in
79/ 4, in clause Fuel Tank Farm Facilities encl osur e (4)’ t hese past rel eases were
79/'5, and | 8 of 79/'1, 79/2, and 79/ 3 were addressed under MCP RTN 3-10858 (Fuel
90/ 4 enclosure |large jet fuel USTs. Facility

(2)

90/1 was a | arge AvGas UST.
Buil ding 79 was used to
transfer fuel fromthe Fue
Farminto tank trucks.

Buil ding 79/4 was used as a
jet fuel filter house.

Buil ding 79 was denvolished in
Apr 98 as part of the MCP

cl eanup work at the Fuel Farm
Bui |l dings 79/4 and 79/5 were
denol i shed in Cct 97 as part
of the MCP cl eanup work at the
Fuel Farm

Farm. The Navy conpl eted cl eanup
actions and has filed a final RAOtoO
close this site in Feb 02. The surface
wat er drainage ditch fromthis area
lead to an oil/water separator that is
| ocat ed outside of the FOST subparcels
and di scharges water to French Stream
The operation of the catch basin and

oi | /water separator in this area was
designated as EBS RI A 25 because of
concerns about the conpliance of such
an arrangenment. The destination of the
floor drain in Building 79/5 was
designated EBS RIA 26. As sumari zed
in enclosure (5), EBS RIAs 25 and 26
wer e addressed as part of the work
under MCP RTN 3-10858 and NFA is
required.

Encl osure (1),

Table 1
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TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS (Conti nued)
Zoni ng Buil dings | Suitable H story ECP Exi sting Environmental Conditions

Subpar cel to Cat egory
Transfer?

SPUD- 8 99 Yes, Bui | di ng 99 (Transforner 2 Overal | past operations at the Fue
gi ven House) was part of the former Farm had resulted in rel eases of
restric- Fuel Farm Building 99 is a petrol eum products into soil and a
tions 220 SF, one-story structure drai nage ditch. As sunmmarized in
outli ned that was used to house circuit encl osure (4), these past rel eases were
in clause | breakers and is now used for addr essed under MCP RTN 3- 10858 (Fue
8 of equi pment st or age. Farm). However, as docunented in the
encl osure | Building 99 has no floor Basewi de EBS Phase | Report of
(2) drai ns. 18 Nov 96, no hazardous substances or

petrol eum products are known to have
been rel eased or disposed of at
Bui | di ng 99.

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
ACMs remain in fair condition

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
the building’s interior is not painted
and that the exterior paint remains in
good condition.

Encl osure (1),

Table 1
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TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)
Zoni ng Buil dings | Suitable H story ECP Exi sting Environmental Conditions

Subpar cel to Cat egory
Transfer?

SPUD- 8 102 Yes, Bui | ding 102 (Navy Exchange - |2 The disposition of hydraulic lifts in
gi ven NEX) is a one-story nasonry the storeroomnext to the gas station
restric- structure with nmetal roofing office was designated EBS RIA 47. As
tions that was originally built in summari zed in enclosure (5), the Navy
outlined 1963 at 1,250 SF. It received has i ssued a Deci si on Docunent and
in clause |a 4,000-SF addition in 1970, a obt ai ned regul atory concurrence on NFA
8 of 7,080-SF addition in 1976, and for RIA 47
enclosure |finally a 2,000-SF addition in

(2)

1982 for its present size of
14,330 SF. It was formerly
heated by station steam
(currently unheated). The NEX
sold itens regularly found in
departnment stores to mlitary
personnel and al so included a
bar ber shop and an ATM The
sout hwest section was

associ ated with a gasoline
filling station for mlitary
personnel vehicles. Genera
vehi cl e mai ntenance occurred
in the storeroomnext to the
gas station office. The
former | ocation of the filling
station punp islands and USTs
are not |located within this
FOST parcel. The NEX has been
unoccupi ed since Base closure
in 1997.

The undocunented renoval of UST No. 24
at the sout hwest corner of Building 102
was designated RIA 78C. As summari zed
in enclosure (5), the Navy has issued a
Deci si on Docunent and NFA is required
for RIA 78C.

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
ACMs remain in fair condition

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
the interior paint remains in good
condition and only a small anount of
the exterior paint is peeling. A dust
wi pe sanple fromthe floor was reported

to contain <20 ng/ SF of lead (i.e.
non- det ect) .

Encl osure (1),

Table 1
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TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)
Zoni ng Buil dings | Suitable H story ECP Exi sting Environmental Conditions

Subpar cel to Cat egory
Transfer?

SPUD- 9 17 Yes, Buil ding 17 (Naval Reserve 1 As docunmented in the Basew de EBS
gi ven Center) is a 7,492 SF, single- Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no
restric- story, wood-frane building hazar dous substances or petrol eum
tions that was built in the 1940s. products are known to have been
outlined It was originally a galley and rel eased or di sposed of on the
in clause |later housed the Personnel property.

8 of Support Detachment (PSD). It The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
enclosure |was gutted and rebuilt in the presumed ACMs remain in good
(2) Dec 94 (when the PSD was noved condi ti on.
LSSB;I Icglr ngt gzj colgfe?gl If:j'ogg The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
and no f1 gor dr ai ns The a smal |l anount of_ pe_el ing paint is
bui | di ng consi sts o% of fice present on the building s rear
space and was heated b vesti bule and a smal| anmount of
pace ed by . exterior paint is peeling. A dust w pe
station steam Building 17 is sanple fromthe floor in the building
currently leased to the South .
Shore Tri-Town Devel oprent was re_ported to contain <20 ng/ SF of
Cor poration (SSTTDC) and lead (i.e., non-detect).
subl eased to the Massapoag
School for use as an
educati onal center.

SPUD- 9 20 Yes, Bui | di ng 20 (Transi ent 1 During the Phase | EBS of 18 Nov 96,
gi ven Housing) is a 1,200 SF; wood- pi pes protruding fromthe ground
restric- frame duplex built in the out si de each corner of Building 20 were
tions early 1940s. It is heated by designated EBS RIA 90. As sunmari zed
outlined el ectric baseboard heati ng. in enclosure (5), subsequent
in clause |Building 20 is currently being i nvestigation indicated that they are
8 of used as an office. sewage drai npi pes and NFA i s required.
encl osure The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
(2) ACMs remain in good condition.

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
building’s interior and exterior paint
remain in good condition.

Encl osure (1), Table 1 Page 7 of 11




TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)
Zoni ng Buil dings | Suitable H story ECP Exi sting Environmental Conditions

Subpar cel to Cat egory
Transfer?

SPUD- 9 75 Yes, Buil ding 75 (Barracks — former 1 The suspected presence of a buried
gi ven Bachel or Enlisted Quarters) is pal | et of asbestos shingles at the
restric- a 14,575 SF, two-story, south end of Building 75 was desi gnated
tions masonry buil ding that was EBS RIA 46. As summari zed in
outl i ned constructed in 1953 and can encl osure (5), the Navy has finalized a
in clause |accommpdate up to 95 people Deci si on Docunment and NFA is required.
8 of (from Base construction in the The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
encl osure | 1940s to the early 1950s,

(2)

anot her barracks buil di ng was
present at this area and was
denol i shed to make way for
Building 75). In 1984, the
built-up roof of Building 75
was replaced with a rubber
menbrane roof. Building 75
was unused from Base cl osure
in Sep 97 until 2001, when it
was | eased to the SSTTDC and
then subl eased to the
Massachusetts Justice Counci
for tenporary | odging of

trainees. As part of the
subl ease, Building 75
underwent nmj or renovati ons.

ACMs remain in fair condition

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
smal | amounts of peeling paint are
present in the building s ceilings,
walls, floors, and exterior. A dust

wi pe sanple fromthe floor in the
building (first floor hallway) was
reported to contain 123 ng/ SF of | ead.
Past sanples were collected for the

Nov 99 PIH Survey; however, Building 75
has since been renovated and cl eaned.

Encl osure (1),

Table 1
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TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)
Zoni ng Buil dings | Suitable H story ECP Exi sting Environmental Conditions

Subpar cel to Cat egory
Transfer?

SPUD- 9 103 Yes, Buil ding 103 (Dining Facility, 1 As docunented in the Basew de EBS
gi ven or “Galley”) could accormpdate Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no
restric- up to 250 people. Food was hazar dous subst ances/ petrol eum products
tions delivered and prepared here. are known to have been rel eased or
outlined In 1981, an addition was added di sposed of on the property.
in clause |to the west side of the A UST | eak test was addressed under EBS
8 of bui I ding to install a RIA 77. As summarized in enclosure
encl osure | boil er/nechanical room A (5), NFAis required for RIA 77
(2) 550-gal fuel oil UST was

installed outside the building
near the new boiler room As
was done at other facilities
at the Base, the new boiler
was installed in order to
provi de heat to the buil ding
for part of the year so that
the main steam plant at the
Base could be shut down. The
mechani cal room of Buil di ng
103 was enlarged in 1989 in
order to install a larger
boiler. The 550-gal UST was
renoved in 1989 and repl aced
with a 2,000-gal fuel oil UST.
The 2, 000-gal UST was renoved
in Aug O1.

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
ACMs remain in good condition except in
t he basenment nechani cal room where a

| eaki ng pi pe on the south wall caused
some deterioration in adjacent ACM pi pe
i nsulation. The PIH Survey of Aug 01
reported that approximately 2,035 cubic
feet (CF) of soil in the craw space of
Bui | di ng 103 cont ai ns asbestos debris.
Gl ause 8(c) of enclosure (2) includes a
restriction to address this ACM debri s.
The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
noderate anounts of interior paint are
peeling. A wipe sanple fromthe front
entrance contained 69.5 ng/ SF of |ead.
Past sanples (Nov 99) contained 9.9

ng/ SF (food preparation area), 463

ng/ SF (north vestibule), 3,140 ng/ SF
(sout heast corner of the basenment), and

1,130 ng/ SF (al ong east side of
basenment under duct). The building
will not be reused for residential

pur poses; therefore, no renedi ation of
| ead dust is required by the Navy. See
cl ause 8(f) of enclosure (2). Exterior
paint is peeling; however, paint chip
sanpl es indicated that the exterior
paint is not |ead-based.

The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported the
presence of “extrenely el evated funga
concentrations in the building’ s air.”
See cl ause 8(g) of enclosure (2).

Encl osure (1),

Table 1
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TABLE 1 SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)
Zoni ng Buil dings | Suitable H story ECP Exi sting Environmental Conditions
Subpar cel to Cat egory
Transfer?
SPUD- 9 106 Yes, Bui | di ng 106 (Transf or ner 1 As docunented in the Basew de EBS
gi ven House) is a 224 SF, single- Phase | Report of 18 Nov 96, no
restric- story structure. Transforners hazar dous substances or petrol eum
tions with PCBs were probably stored products are known to have been
outlined here at one tinme. At the tine rel eased or di sposed of on the
in clause |of the Phase | EBS of property.
8 of 18 Nov 96, Building 106 was The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
encl osure |used for the storage of fire no ACMs are present.
(2) proFectlfn egecrrlcal The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
?QUIP?EH anB ?Igssroggg h the building’s interior is not painted
urniture. — Bullding as and that the exterior paint remains in
no floor drains. good condi ti on
SPUD- 9 115 Yes, Bui | di ng 115 (Bachel ors 2 As sunmarized in enclosure (4), inpacts
gi ven Enlisted Quarters — BEQ is a froma donestic heating oil UST have
restric- 22,626 SF, three-story been addressed under MCP RTN 3- 15829
tions structure which was built in (final RAO has been filed).
outlined | 1960. The area was forested The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
in clause |prior to its construction. ACMs remain in good condition
8 of Bui | di ng 115 could_hogse up to The PIH Survey of Aug 01 reported that
encl osure | 99 people. The bu!ldlng was pai nted surfaces remain in good
(2) heabg? {ronlfgel ?'!dSt?Led n condition. A dust w pe sanple fromthe
EzildingocaBﬁi|8?n3I1§5 ig floor in the building was reported to
currently | eased to SSTTDC and contain <20 ng/ SF of lead (i.e., non-
subl eased as a rehabilitation detect).
center. The building has
recently undergone renovation
SPUD- 9 None in Yes, The remai nder of this 2 As docunented in the CERFA report of
remai nder | gi ven subparcel contains the 28 Mar 97, Shea Menorial Drive was
restric- bui | di ngs’ associ ated roads desi gnated as “CERFA 1 clean.”
tions and grounds as well as a As sunmmarized in enclosure (4), the
outlined portion of Shea Menori al Navy has cl eaned and cl osed MCP
in clause | Drive. RTN 3-13673 (Shea Menorial Drive spill)
8 of through a dass A-1 RAO
encl osure
(2)

Encl osure (1),

Table 1
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TABLE 1

SUMVARY OF CONDI TI ONS ( Conti nued)

Zoni ng Buil dings | Suitable H story ECP Exi sting Environmental Conditions

Subpar cel to Cat egory
Transfer?

SPUD- 10 None Yes, Thi s subparcel contains a 3 As docunented in the CERFA report of
gi ven portion of the northern | ength 28 Mar 97, the runway and taxiway
restric- of the north-south Runway within this subparcel were designated
tions 17-35 (incl uding taxiway). as “CERFA 1 clean.”
outlined The subparcel also contains a The potential for PCBs in the runway’s
in clause |portion of the clear zone west Optical Landing System (OLS) vaults was
8 of of the runway/taxiway and the designated EBS RIA 1. One of these
encl osure | median therein. vaults was located within SPUD-10. As
(2) summari zed in enclosure (5), NFA is

required for RIA 1.
Suspect ed overuse of herbicides around
runway |ighting areas was desi gnhat ed
EBS RIA 2C. (One of these areas was
| ocated within SPUD-10. As summari zed
in enclosure (5), NFAis required for
Rl A 2C.

TRE None Yes The Trotter Road Extension 1 As docunented in the Basew de EBS

(TRE) is a short section of
Trotter Road owned by the Navy
between the rail line and
Rout e 18.

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. There are no environnental
sites associated with this subparcel.
There is also no ACM or | ead- based
pai nt (LBP) associated with this
subpar cel .

Envi r onnent al

Condition of Property (ECP) Categories:

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

2. Areas Wiere Only Rel ease or Disposal of Petrol eum Products Has Cccurred.

3. Areas Wiere Rel ease, Disposal, and/or Mgration Has Cccurred, but Require No Renedi al Action.

4. Areas Were Rel ease, Disposal, and/or Mgration Has Cccurred, and All Renedial Actions Have Been Taken.

5. Areas Wiere Rel ease, Disposal, 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 Eval uation.

Encl osure (1), Table 1
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TABLE 2 HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE AND PETROLEUM PRODUCTS STORED, RELEASED, OR DI SPOSED

Subpar cel Bui | di ng Descri ption Subst ance St or ed, Quantity Dat e(s) Stored, CERCLA
(a) Nurber Rel eased, or Rel eased, or 120(h) (1)
Di sposed Di sposed Report abl e?
(b)
SPUD- 8 51 Rocket Magazi ne Ordnance (stored) Unknown Circa 1940s to No
1990s
SPUD- 8 79/1 (c) | Fuel Farm UST Jet fuel (JP-5 and 219, 300-gal UST | 1951 to 1992 No
No. 17 JP-8) (stored) (d) (tank removed
Spring 94)
SPUD- 8 79/2 (c) | Fuel Farm UST Jet fuel (JP-5 and 219, 300-gal UST | 1951 to 1997 No
No. 19 JP-8) (stored)
SPUD- 8 79/ 3 (c) | Fuel Farm UST Jet fuel (JP-5 and 219, 300-gal UST | 1951 to 1997 No
No. 18 JP-8) (stored) (d)
SPUD- 8 79/ 4 (c) Fuel Farm Jet Waste JP-8 (stored) 55-gal drum Unknown No
Fuel Separ at or (observation
House noted in Phase
| EBS of
Nov 96)
SPUD- 8 79/5 (c) | Fuel Farm UST Waste JP-5 jet fuel 550-gal UST 1951 to 1986/7 No
No. 41A (stored)
SPUD- 8 90/1 (c) Fuel Farm UST AvGas (stored) 219, 300-gal UST | 1956 to Spring No
No. 22 94
SPUD- 8 90/ 2 (c) Fuel Farm UST AvGas (stored) 107, 660-gal UST | 1956 to Spring No
No. 23 94
SPUD- 8 90/4 (c) | Fuel Farm UST JP-5 jet fuel 550-gal UST 1951 to 1986/7 No
No. 41B (stored)
SPUD- 8 102 NEX (gener al Engine G| (stored) Unknown 1963- 1997 No
nmer chandi se
st ock)
SPUD- 8 102 NEX (gener al Anti-freeze (stored) | Unknown 1963- 1997 No
nmer chandi se
st ock)
SPUD- 8 102 NEX (gener al Br ake and Unknown 1963- 1997 No
nmer chandi se transm ssion fluid
st ock) (stored)
SPUD- 8 102 NEX (gener al W ndshi el d washer Unknown 1963- 1997 No
mer chandi se fluid (stored)
st ock)
Encl osure (1), Table 2 Page 1 of 3




Subpar cel Bui | di ng Descri ption Subst ance St or ed, Quantity Dat e(s) Stored, CERCLA
(a) Nunber Rel eased, or Rel eased, or 120(h) (1)
Di sposed Di sposed Report abl e?
(b)
SPUD- 8 102 NEX UST No. 24 Waste O | (stored) 550-gal UST Crca 1963-1994 No
SPUD- 8 102 NEX Trichl or o- et hane Unknown Crca late Yes
(stored) 1970s/1981- 1997
SPUD- 8 102 NEX Pai nt renover Unknown Crca late Unknown
(stored) 1970s/1981- 1997
SPUD- 8 102 NEX Wast e pai nt renover 55-gal druns Crca late Unknown
(stored) 1970s/1981- 1997
SPUD- 8 102 NEX Waste oil (stored) 55-gal drumns Crca late No
1970s/1981- 1997
SPUD- 8 102 NEX Engi ne oil (stored) Phase | EBS Crca late No
reported "small | 1970s/1981- 1997
anmount s"
SPUD- 8 102 NEX Baki ng soda (stored) | 30-gal druns Crca late No
1970s/1981- 1997
SPUD- 9 103 Dining Facility Heating oil (stored) | 550-gal UST 1981 to 1989 No
UST
SPUD- 9 103 Dining Facility Heating oil (stored) | 2,000-gal UST Jul 89 to No
UST No. 29 Aug 01
SPUD- 9 106 St orage shed PCBs (stored Unknown Unknown Yes
transf orners)
SPUD- 9 115 BEQ UST Heating oil (stored) | 4,000-gal UST Crca 1977 to No
(rel ease addressed (unknown vol une | Dec 97 (unknown
under MCP) of rel ease) dat e of
rel ease)
SPUD- 10 none Aircraft Antifreeze (stored) 300- gal Unknown st art No
arresting gear reservoir until circa
system 1996
NOTES:
(a) Acronyns and abbreviations used in this table are defined as foll ows:
AvGas = Avi ation Gasoline MCP = Massachusetts Contingency Pl an
BEQ = Bachelors Enlisted Quarters NAS = Naval Air Station
CERCLA = Conprehensi ve Environnental Response, NEX = Navy Exchange
Conpensation, and Liability Act PCBs Pol ychl ori nat ed Bi phenyl s

CFR = Code of Federal Regul ations
EBS = Environnent al Baseline Survey
Gl = Gallon

SPUD = Speci al

RTN = Rel ease Tracki ng Nunber
Pl anned Use District
UST = Underground Storage Tank

Encl osure (1), Table 2
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(b) Determ nati on made from 40 CFR 302, Table 302.4 “List of Hazardous Substances and Reportable
Quantities.”

(c) Rel eases of petrol eum products fromthe Fuel Farm (no single source) have been addressed under
MCP RTN 3-10858 (see enclosure [4]). However, the Phase | EBS Report Errata of 10 Nov 97 reported
that reviews of the Fire Departnment Response Records identified 24 spills (fuel, jet fuel, JP-5,
gasoline) at the Fuel Farm between 1968 and 1991. Response tine varied between 13 minutes to 1 hour
and 49 mnutes. Released volunes of materials were reported for eight spills: six spills involving
10-100 gal of fuel, and two spills involving 50 and 100 gal of JP-5.

(d) The Phase | EBS of 18 Nov 96 reported that approxi mately 200,000 gal of JP-8 were used per nonth by
the former NAS Sout h Weynout h.

Not e: The hazardous substances, quantities, and dates listed in this notice are based on the avail abl e
i nformation and docunentation
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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
Bui | di ng Tri chl or o- 79005 1,1, 2- U227 100 (45.4) Unknown Circa late 1970s/1981-
102 in et hane nmet hyl 1997
SPUD- 8 (stored) chl or of orm
Bui | di ng Pai nt Unknown | Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Circa late 1970s/1981-
102 in renmover 1997
SPUD- 8 (stored)
Bui | di ng Wast e Unknown | Unknown Unknown Unknown 55- gal Circa late 1970s/1981-
102 in pai nt drumns 1997
SPUD- 8 renover
(stored)
Bui | di ng PCBs 1336363 | Arocl ors N. A 1 (0.454) Unknown Unknown
106 in (stored
SPUD- 9 trans-
forners)
NOTES:

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

Section 120(h) of CERCLA 42 U.S.C. Section 9620(h).

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

materials stored or

quantities,

used on the property over the period of operation

Acronyns and abbreviations are as foll ow

CERCLA
CAS
Gal
N. A
PCBs
RCRA
SPUD
UusS.C

Conpr ehensi ve Environnent a
Abstract Service

Cheni cal
Gl | ons

Not avail abl e
Pol ychl ori nat ed Bi phenyl s
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Speci al

Uni ted States Code

Pl anned Use District

Response,

Conmpensat i on,

and Liability Act

may not

regul ati ons pronul gat ed under

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

represent al

Encl osure (1),

Table 3
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ENCLOSURE ( 2)

ENVI RONVENTAL COVENANTS, CONDI TI ONS, RESERVATI ONS, AND RESTRI CTI ONS FOR
ZONI NG SUBPARCELS DESI GNATED I NST-2, OS-C-3 AND 4, SPUD-8 THROUGH 10, AND THE
TROTTER ROAD EXTENSI ON (70. 05 TOTAL ACRES), AT THE FORMER NAVAL Al R STATI ON
(NAS),

SOUTH VEYMOUTH, MASSACHUSETTS

1. Notice of Environnental Condition: Information concerning the

envi ronnent al condition of Zoning Subparcels INST-2, OS-C-3 and 4, SPUD- 8
t hrough 10, and the Trotter Road Extension ("the subject subparcels") is
contained in the foll owi ng docunents:

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

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

(c) Rel ease Notification and Response Action Qutcone (RAO Statenment for
Sout h Weynout h Naval Air Station, Shea Menorial Drive, Weynouth, MA
Rel ease Tracki ng Number (RTN) 3-13673, ENSR of 14 Jun 96.

(d) Fi nal Basewi de EBS Phase | by Stone & Webster Environmental Technol ogy
& Services of 18 Nov 96.

(e) Communi ty Environnental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) Determnation
Report, NAS South Weynouth, Massachusetts by the Departnent of the Navy
of 28 Mar 97.

(f) Phase | EBS Report Errata by Stone & Webster Environnental Technol ogy &
Services of 10 Nov 97.

(9) Lead Renedi ati on Survey by Dewberry & Davis of 97.

(h) RAO Supporting Docunentati on Report, Barracks 115 Site by Brown & Root
Envi ronnental of Feb 98.

(1) Sout h Shore Tri-Town Devel opnment Corporation’s (SSTTDC s) Gover ni ng
Docurment as Approved by the Towns of Weynout h, Abington, and Rockl and,
Zoni ng and Land Use By-Laws for the Naval Air Station South Weynout h,
approved 24 Mar 98.

(j) Rel ease Abat enent Measure (RAM Conpl etion and RAO Supporting
Docurent ati on Report, Naval Exchange (NEX) Site (RTN 3-13316) by
Brown & Root Environnental of 15 Jul 98.

(k) Sout h Weynout h NAS Reuse Pl an and SSTTDC 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.

(1) BRAC C eanup Plan (BCP) by the BRAC C eanup Team and EA Engi neeri ng,
Sci ence, and Technol ogy of Oct 96 (revised Aug 98).

(m Fi nal Basewi de EBS Phase Il Sanpling Wrk Plan by Stone & Webster
Envi ronnental Technol ogy & Services of 13 Oct 98.
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(n) Ceophysi cal Investigation, South Weynouth NAS by Geophysics GPR
International of 10 Dec 98.

(o) | RA Conpl etion Report and Partial RAO, Jet Fuel Pipeline of 12 Cct 99.

(p) Lead- Based Paint (LBP) Policy for Disposal and Residential Real
Property, DoD Menorandum of 7 Jan 00.

(q) Draft Phase Il EBS Decision Document for RIA 55B, Area North of Trotter
Road — Di sposal Area by Stone & Webster Environnental Technol ogy &
Services of Jan 01.

(r) Final U S. Coast Guard (USCG |Integrated Support Detachnent South
Weynout h Buoy Depot Remnedi al Investigation (RI) Report, EA Engi neering,
Sci ence, and Technol ogy of Feb 01.

(s) Email from Ms. Jane Connet, EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy, to
Ms. Patty Maraj h-Whittenore, EPA, and M. David Chaffin, MADEP,
re: Updated Draft Table of EBS RIAs Requiring No Further Action (NFA)
under the EBS of Aug 01.

(t) Potential |Imediate Hazards (PIH) Survey and Materials Update for
Asbest os and LBP, NAS South Weynouth, Massachusetts by Dewberry & Davis
updated as of Aug 01.

(u) RAO Supporting Docunentation, Fuel Farm Site by Tetra Tech NUS of
Feb 02.

(v) EBS Revi ew Itens Requiring NFA under the EBS by EA Engi neeri ng,
Sci ence, and Technol ogy, effective 18 Jan 02 and signed in Feb 02.

(w) Fi nal NFA Deci sion Docunent for EBS RIAs 42, 46, and 51 by EA
Engi neeri ng, Science, and Technol ogy of Apr 02.

(x) Final Phase Il R, Sewage Treatnent Plant by Tetra Tech NUS of Apr 02.

(y) Revi sed Phase ||l EBS Deci sion Docunent for RIA 2C, Runway Lighting by
Stone & Webster Environnmental Technol ogy & Services of 23 May 02.

(2) Fi nal O oseout Report for RIA 2B, Runway 17-35, Supplenent 4 to Final
Wrk Plan CTO 48, Linmted Renpval Action, CD Submittal No. CTO 48-31,
by Foster \Weel er Environnmental Corporation of 31 May 02.

(aa) Final Phase Il EBS Decision Docunent for RIA 78C, Undocunented UST
Renoval — UST No. 24 by Stone & Webster Environnental Technol ogy &
Services of 12 Jun 02.

(bb) Revised Phase Il EBS Decision Docunent for RIA 47, Navy Exchange by
EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy of Aug 02.

(cc) Draft Final Phase Il EBS Decision Docunent for RIA 1, Optical Landing

System (COLS) Vaults by EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy of
Sep 02.
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(dd) Final Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis for TACAN Qutf al
Sedi nent Renoval and Storm Sewer System Cl eaning, CD Submittal No.
CTO 26- 10, by Foster Weel er Environmental Corporation of 23 Cct 02.

(ee) Response to EPA Comments on the Phase Il EBS Draft Final Decision
Docurment for Review Item Area 1, OLS Vaults by EA Engi neering, Science
and Technol ogy of 1 Nov 02.

(ff) Final Streamined Ecol ogical R sk Assessnent for R A 55B by Stone &
Webst er Envi ronmental Technol ogy & Services of 26 Nov 02.

(gg) Final Streamined HHRA for RI A 55B by EA Engi neering, Science, and
Technol ogy of 13 Dec 02.

(hh) Response to MADEP Comments on the Revised Phase Il EBS Deci sion
Docurment for RIA 47, Navy Exchange by EA Engi neering, Science, and
Technol ogy of Dec 02.

(ii) Draft Final Feasibility Study, Sewage Treatnent Plant by
EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy of Dec 02.

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) Al 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 renmedial 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 U S. Environnental Protection
Agency ("EPA"); (2) required by the Massachusetts Departnment of Environnenta
Protection ("MADEP"); (3) necessary to respond to a clai mby GRANTEE; or

(4) necessary for the GRANTOR to fulfill its environnental responsibilities
under applicable law. This easement and right of access shall be binding on
the GRANTEE, its successors and assigns, and shall run with the land. This
reservation includes the right to access and use utilities on the subject
subparcel s at reasonable cost to the United States.

(b) In exercising this right of access, except in case of inm nent
endangerment 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.
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(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 GRANTEE
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 GRANTOR for interference with the use of the subject subparcels based
upon Response Actions taken under this Clause 3 (Access). The GRANTOR shal
not incur liability for any additional Response Action found to be necessary
after the date of this conveyance unl ess 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 GRANTOR

(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 Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) and the FFA for the NAS South Weynmouth National Priorities List
(NPL) site is conmpleted at the NAS South Weynouth NPL site, the GRANTOR shal
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
MADEP' 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[imted 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

i nformati on submtted to EPA or MADEP, and/or site inspections, in order

to nonitor 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 NAS South Weynouth FFA (and any nodifications thereto) before or after
the date of conveyance, or (ii) any decision docunment that was, approved by
MADEP and i ssued by the GRANTOR under applicable state | aw before or after

t he date of conveyance; (2) performng five-year reviews as required by
applicable law, and (3) taking response actions.

Encl osure (1) of the Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) includes
figures showing site locations and the subject subparcels.

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

(a) Pursuant to Section 330 of P.L. 102-484, as anended, and subj ect
to the provisions contai ned herein, the GRANTOR shall hold harm ess, defend
and indemify, in full, the GRANTEE, any person or entity that acquires
ownership or control fromthe GRANTEE, or any successor, assignee, transferee
or lender of the GRANTEE, (collectively and individually "Indemitee(s)"),
fromand 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,
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pol | 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 ndemmi fication claimaccrues. |If Indemitee(s) is served with a conpl ai nt
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 ndemmi 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
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(1) “release,” “threatened rel ease,” “hazardous substance,”
“pol lutant,” “contami nant,” “renoval,” “renedial action,” and “response” have
t he nmeani ngs gi ven such terns under CERCLA (42 USC 9601 et seq.) and EPA
regul ati ons i npl enmenti 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 dings 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 release 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, adm nistrative 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 simlar federal or
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 denolition of structures, and efforts to properly address an
environnental condition arising fromDoD activities; provided, however, that
(a) the Indemitee’s actions are in accordance w th applicable federal
state, and local laws, (b) the Indemitee 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 described. |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 |mmediate

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

Encl osure (2) Page 6 of 8



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

resulting fromthe historic devel opnent of the NAS South Weynouth. The fil
material may contain rocks, boulders, and ot her non-hazardous debris such as
ash (generated fromcontroll ed burn/vegetation reduction during |and cl earing
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 its use and occupancy of the subject subparcels,
i ncludi ng excavations, will conply with all federal, state, and local |aws
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,
enpl oyees, invitees, or any other person, including nmenbers of the genera
public, arising fromor incident to the purchase, transportation, renoval,
handl i ng, use, disposition, or other activity causing or |eading to contact
of any ki nd 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) No groundwater extraction/production/supply wells shall be installed or
permtted by the GRANTEE(s) and no access to groundwater shall be permtted
i n Subparcels OS-C 4, SPUD-8, SPUD-9, or SPUD- 10. Construction in SPUD 10
shal | be sl ab-on-grade. Appropriate air nmonitoring for volatile organic
conmpounds (VOCs) is required prior to occupancy of any new construction in
SPUD-10. The Navy is currently evaluating chem cal inpacts to groundwater at
the nearby Building 81 Site (Installation Restoration [IR] ProgramSite 9),
the Building 82 Site (Hangar 2, IR Program Site 10), IR Program Site 7
(Sewage Treatnment Plant), and AOC-30B (spills off the Hangar 2 Apron). The
restriction under this clause is due to the potential, if extraction wells
were to be installed, to draw i npacted groundwater fromthose areas toward
the currently non-inpacted areas of the FOST subparcels. This restriction
can be renoved once the Navy, EPA Region I, and MADEP provide witten
approval that groundwater at Site 9, the Site 10, Site 7, and ACC- 30B poses
no unacceptable risks to human health or the environnent in the FOST
subpar cel s.
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(b) Due to the presence of subsurface infrastructure that may contain
asbestos (e.g., asbestos-lined pipes), the GRANTEE shall not conduct
excavation in such areas (e.g., RIA 46 or as indicated by utility maps

provi ded by the Navy) except in accordance with an approved Health and Safety
Pl an or under the supervision of trained personnel using proper Persona
Protecti ve Equi prent and procedures in accordance with federal, state, and

| ocal regul ations.

(c) Due to the presence of asbestos debris in the soil of the craw space
floor of Building 103 (Dining Facility), the GRANTEE shall restrict access to
the crawl space of Building 103 to authorized and trai ned personnel wearing
protective clothing and respirators. The GRANTEE shall placard and secure
the entrance to the crawl space in order to prevent unauthorized access. This
restriction can be renoved provided that the identified damaged ACMs are
properly abated and di sposed of in accordance with federal, state, and | oca
asbest os regul ati ons.

(d) The GRANTEE shall assess any potential LBP hazards for buildings that are
to be reused for residential purposes (including tenporary residences) or for
pur poses that include the presence of children under the age of 6 years. Any
requi red abatenents or engineering controls shall be conpleted by the GRANTEE
in accordance with applicable federal, state, and | ocal regul ations.

(e) So long as the Navy is conducting environmental investigations in other
areas at the former NAS South Weynout h, the GRANTEE shall notify the Navy
regardi ng any planned installation of a groundwater extraction well(s) within
any of the FOST subparcels. The Navy retains the right to approve or deny
the installation of such a well on a case-by-case basis if there is a
potential to draw groundwater fromthe Navy' s investigation areas.

(f) The past PIH Surveys of Nov 99 and Aug 01 reported that |ead dust was
detected in a wipe sanple fromthe floor of Building 51 - Magazi ne

(660.2 m crograns per square foot [ng/SF]) and in the north vestibule and
basement floors of Building 103 - Dining Facility (463 ng/SF and up to

3,140 ng/ SF, respectively). Because Buildings 51 and 103 will not be used for
residential purposes, NFA is required by the Navy to address |ead dust.
However, protective footgear is reconmended inside the affected areas of
Bui | di ngs 51 and 103 and respirators are required for any activities that may
significantly disturb the |lead dust (e.g., renovation workers). This

requi renent can be rempved if the GRANTEE (or its successors) cleans up the

| ead dust in accordance with federal, state, and |local requirenents for the
safety of workers and other personnel entering the building. |If the building
is reopened for use, and the | ead dust is not cleaned up, then the GRANTEE
(or its successors) nust install warning signs on the entranceways that

i ndi cate the presence of |ead dust within the buil ding.

(g) Due to the indoor air hazard (fungal) identified in Building 103 (D ning
Facility), users of Building 103 shall don protective clothing and

respirators when inside the building. This requirenment can be renoved if the
GRANTEE abat es the fungus hazard wi thin the buil ding.

END

Encl osure (2) Page 8 of 8



Not e:
(within 200 ft of) the subparcels in this Finding of Suitability to Transfer
| R Program Sites are addressed in accordance with the federal
and Liability Act (CERCLA).
i npacts to or

Response,

in this FOST.

SUMVARY OF | NSTALLATI ON RESTORATI ON (I R) PROGRAM SI TES

Conpensati on,
any of these areas have potenti al
As shown in this table,

ENCLOSURE ( 3)

This is a summary of the Navy’'s IR Program Sites within (shaded row or

( FOST) .

there are no ongoing IR Programsite
investigations within the FOST subparcels.

near by

Conpr ehensi ve Environnent al
This summary tabl e indicates whet her
restrictions for the subparcels included

Appr oxi nat e
IR Di stance to Potential Inpacts Restriction
Program Near by FOST to FOST for this
Site Description | Subparcel s Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
1 West Gate 45 ft west | Past di sposal Fi nal i zed Phase 11 None identified. None. Fi na
Landfi || of Special | of donestic Renedi al Investigation |Site 1 is across Phase |
Pl anned and (RI'). Ongoing French Stream Rl of
Use potentially Feasibility Study (FS) from FOST 12 Apr 02
District ot her wastes to devel op renedi al subpar cel s. and Draft
(SPUD) - 10 fromthe Base. alternatives. Wr ni ng si gns Fi nal FS
and Open are in place to of Mar 02.
Space di scour age
Centr al t respassi ng.
(Cs5-0)-4
6 For ner Wthin Jet fuel and No Action under CERCLA | None identifi ed. None. See
Fuel Farm | SPUD-8 and | avi ati on gas or the Navy’s IR encl osur e
cs-CG4 rel eases. Program Addressed (4)
under Massachusetts
Cont i ngency Pl an ( MCP)
and under gr ound
storage tank prograns.
See encl osure (4).
Encl osure (3) Page 1 of 4




Appr oxi nat e
IR Di stance to Potential Inpacts Restriction
Program Near by FOST to FOST for this
Site Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
7 For mer Abut s Potenti al past Conpl eted fi nal None identified. None. Fi nal
Sewage 0S- G4 and | di sposal of Phase Il RI. Ongoi ng Chemi cal s of Phase 11
Tr eat ment 50 ft chemicals into | FS to devel op renedi al concern not Rl of
Pl ant nor t hwest t he sewage alternatives for the found to be 24 Apr 02.
of SPUD-8 t r eat ment protection of human mgrating to
system heal th and the FOST subparcel s. Dr aft
environnent. Human No residential final FS
heal th ri sks use at Site 7 or of Dec 02.
associated with in the adjacent
hypot heti cal future FOST subparcel s.
onsite residents and Vr ni ng si gns
future onsite are in place to
recreational children. di scour age
t respassi ng
(al t hough R
i ndi cated no
unaccept abl e
risks to
trespassers).
8 Abandoned 10 ft from | Past storage Conpl et ed fi nal None identified. None. Fi nal
Bl adder 0S-C-4 and | of aviation Phase Il R and final Phase 11
Tank Fuel 175 ft gasol i ne for “No Action” Proposed Rl of
St or age nort heast hot refueling Pl an. No unaccept abl e 13 Mar 02.
Area of SPUD-10 | operati ons. risks to human health
or the environnent. Fi nal
The Navy is preparing Pr oposed
a No Action Record of Pl an of
Deci si on. Cct 02.
Draft ROD
of Dec 02.
Encl osure (3) Page 2 of 4




Appr oxi nat e
IR Di stance to Potential Inpacts Restriction
Program Near by FOST to FOST for this
Site Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
9 Bui | di ng 20 ft from| Fornmer notor Navy conducted a pil ot None identified No ground- Pendi ng
81 SPUD- 9 pool. Bedrock |study of in situ under current wat er pi | ot
gr oundwat er chem cal oxidation for condi tions. extraction | study
i npacted with groundwat er. Navy Potential hazard |or use report.
chl ori nat ed pl ans to conduct an R i f groundwat er permtted
sol vent s. in accordance with extraction wells |in SPUD-9 Draf t
For mer Revi ew CERCLA. are installed in | pending final Rl
I[tem Area an adj acent conpletion |Wrk Plan
(RIA) 28 and subparcel for of Site 9 of Sep 02.
MCP Rel ease dri nki ng wat er i nvesti ga-
Tracki ng use. Warni ng tions.
Nunbers (RTNs) si gns and See cl ause
3-10628 and fencing are in 8(a) of
3-11622. pl ace to encl osure
Moved to IR di scour age (2).
Programin t respassi ng.
Spring 1999.
Encl osure (3) Page 3 of 4




Appr oxi nat e
IR Di stance to Potential Inpacts Restriction
Program Near by FOST to FOST for this
Site Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
10 Hangar 2 100 ft Identified Former MCP RTN 3-18110 | None identified. No ground- Draft R
(Bui I di ng from chl ori nat ed and previously Potential hazard |water use Work Pl an
82) CS5-CG4 and | vol atile addr essed under the i f groundwat er or of Aug 02.
100 ft organi c Envi ronnental Baseline |extraction wells |extraction
west of conpounds Survey (EBS)/ Vari ous are installed in |[permtted
SPUD- 9 (VQCs) in Renoval Action (VRA) an adj acent in
gr oundwat er progranms. Now includes | subparcels for subparcel s
above action EBS Revi ew Item Areas dri nki ng wat er Cs- G- 4,
| evel s. (RI'As) 30A and 107. use. \arni ng SPUD- 8,
Navy has cl eaned and si gns and SPUD-9, or
renoved floor drain fencing are in SPUD- 10.
system and oil / wat er pl ace to Sl ab on
separator. Navy plans | discourage gr ade
toinitiate an R t respassi ng. construc-
under CERCLA. tion and
air
nmoni t ori ng
for VOC
required
in SPUD 10
as a
precaution
until data
confirmno
hazard for
t he
adj acent
FOST
subpar cel
See cl ause
8(a) of
encl osure
(2).
Encl osure (3) Page 4 of 4




Not e:
(shaded rows) or
to Transfer
potenti al

ENCLOSURE ( 4)
SUMMARY OF MASSACHUSETTS CONTI NGENCY PLAN (MCP) SI TES

This is a summary of the state-listed MCP Rel ease Tracking Nunbers (RTNs) w thin
nearby (wthin 200 ft of) the subparcels in this Finding of Suitability

in this table,

the Navy has conpl eted work at,

subpar cel s) .

(FOST) .
i npacts to or

and cl osed,

t he former

This summary tabl e indicates whether any of these areas have
restrictions for the subparcels included in this FOST.
there are no ongoi ng MCP investigations within the FOST subparcels (i.e.,
MCP sites wthin the FOST

As shown

Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
MCP RTN | Description Subpar cel s Site Concern St at us Subpar cel ? FOST? Ref erences
3-10628 |Building 81 | 20 ft For mer not or The site work has been See See Massachu-
and (down- pool and transferred fromthe encl osure encl osure setts
3-11622 gr adi ent) under gr ound MCP programto the (3). (3). Depart nment
from storage tank Navy’s Installation of
Speci al (UST) Restoration (IR Envi ron-
Pl anned Use | cont ai ni ng Program See summary nment al
Di strict waste oil and |for Site 9 in enclosure Protection
(SPUD) - 9 wast e (3). ( MADEP)
per chl or oet he letter of
ne. Bedrock 30 Mar 99.
gr oundwat er
i npacted with
chl ori nat ed
sol vent s.
Encl osure (4) Page 1 of 6




Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
MCP RTN | Description Subpar cel s Site Concern St at us Subpar cel ? FOST? Ref er ences
3-10858 | For ner Fuel Wt hin Jet fuel and Cl osed (Response Action | None None. Cass A-2
Far m Open Space avi ati on gas Qutcome [RAQ filed identified. RAO of
Centr al rel eases. Feb 02). No Activity No ground- Feb 02.
(Cs-0)-4 and Use Limtation wat er
and SPUD- 8 (AUL) . Approximately hazards from
1,500 tons of this GM
petrol eum i npact ed soil 2/ GW 3 ar ea.
were renmoved during | sol at ed
Spring 94. USTs and pocket s of
pi pi ng were renoved petrol eum
during 1994-1997. rel at ed
| npacted soil fromthe conpounds
site and a drainage remain in
swal e were renoved in site soil;
Fall 01. Conpletion of however, the
Phase |V activities in soi |
Dec 01. An Exposur e
i sol at ed/ poi nt Poi nt
exceedance of the GM2 Concentr a-
standard in one well ti on does
recei ved additi onal not exceed
remedi ati on. S1
st andar ds.
3- 13316 | Navy Partially For mer Closed (RAOfiled). None None. Cass A-2
Exchange Wi thin gasol i ne Renoved the filling identified. RAO of
(NEX) , SPUD- 8 filling punps, the three USTs, 15 Jul 98.
(Bui | di ng st ati on. and approxi mately 3,500
102) CY (1,500 CY inpacted)
of soil in Dec 97.
Soi | and groundwat er
neet MCP standards. No
free product found.
Encl osure (4) Page 2 of 6




Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
MCP RTN | Description Subpar cel s Site Concern St at us Subpar cel ? FOST? Ref er ences
3- 13673 | Shea Wt hin Rel ease of Closed (RAOfiled). None None. Cass A-1
Menor i al Institu- approxi mately | Absorbent material used |identified. RAO of
Drive spill ti onal 41 gal of to clean up oil on the 14 Jun 96.
(I NST) - 2, hydraulic oil same day as the
OS-C- 3, and |from street rel ease. Absor bent
SPUD- 9 sweeper on mat eri al was drummed
18 Apr 96. and properly disposed
of. No catch basins
were affected.
3- 14646 | Tanks 9A 90 ft south | Rel ease of Cl osed (RAOfiled). None None. Cass A-2
and 9B of SPUD-9 gasol i ne. USTs and inpacted soil identified. RAO of
(Bui | di ngs renoved during 17-19 Cct 97.
11 and 15) Dec 96.
3- 15289 | Swi nmi ng 100 ft east | Swi mm ng Cl osed (RAOfiled). None None. G ass A-2
Pool of SPUD-9 pool . UST and i npacted soi l identified. RAO of
(Bui I di ng | mpacts from renoved in Feb 98. Aug 98.
105) donmestic
heating oil.
3-15342 | G ound 190 ft Rel ease of Cl osed (RAOfiled). None None. Cass A-2
El ectr. nort heast No. 2 fuel UST and i npacted soi l identified. RAO of
(Bui I di ng of Trotter oil. renoved during 28-29 Dec 97.
78) Road Jul 97.
Ext ensi on
Encl osure (4) Page 3 of 6




Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
MCP RTN | Description Subpar cel s Site Concern St at us Subpar cel ? FOST? Ref er ences
3- 15379 | Di spensary 145 ft west Petrol eum O osed (RAO and AUL None None. | mredi at e
(Bui | di ngs of OS-C3 i npact ed soi l filed). UST and 100 identified. Response
24 and 98) beneat h cubi c yards (CY) of Acti on
Bui | di ng 98 soil were renmpved on (1 RA)
fromNo. 2 12 Aug 97. No inpacts Conpl eti on
fuel oil UST to groundwater were Report and
(estimated identified. AUL filed G ass A-3
50- gal to address residual RAO of
rel ease petrol eum beneat h 3 May 00.
likely from Bui | di ng 98.
m nor
overfills,
| oose
fittings, or
weakened
seans of the
aged tank and
fittings).
3- 15829 | Barracks Wt hin | npacts from Closed (RAOfiled). None None. Cass A-2
(Bui | di ng SPUD- 9 donmesti c ( No. UST, piping, and identified. RAO of
115) 2) heating approxi mately 85 CY of Feb 98.
oi | i npacted soil renoved
identified in Dec 97.
during UST
renmoval .
Encl osure (4) Page 4 of 6




Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
MCP RTN | Description Subpar cel s Site Concern St at us Subpar cel ? FOST? Ref er ences
3-16598 | Jet Fuel Wt hin Rel eases from | O osed (RAO filed for None None. | RA
Pi pel i ne Cs- G4 and j et fuel t he pipeline portion of |identified. Conpl eti on
Site SPUD- 10 and | pi pel i ne. this RTN). Renoved Report and
(pi peline 50 ft 4,200 ft of pipeline Parti al
portion) sout hwest and 1, 000 CY of RAO of
of SPUD-8 i npacted soil fromthe 12 Oct 99.
area during Mar-My 98.
Achi eved condition of
“No Significant Risk”
for the pipeline. The
ongoi ng addi ti onal
i nvestigati on under
this RTN (jet fuel
pi pel i ne hol di ng tank
area) is |ocated
outsi de of, and does
not affect, the FOST
subpar cel s.
3-18110 | Hangar 2 100 ft west Pet r ol eum The site work has been See See MADEP
(Bui I di ng of SPUD-9 rel ease. transferred fromthe encl osure encl osure letter of
82) Fl oor drain MCP programto the (3). (3). 7 Apr 00.
system Navy’'s IR Program See
failure. summary for Site 10 in
encl osure (3).
3-19064 | Avi ati on Abut s Three forner Cl osed (RAOfiled). None None. Cass A-2
Gasol i ne SPUD- 10 AvGas USTs. MADEP Not i fi cation of identified. RAO of
(AvGas) 10 Dec 99. Phase | 12 Jun O1.
USTs, Initial Site
For mer I nvestigation and Tier
Locati on of Cl assification of
Bui | di ngs 14 Nov 00. RAM
34, 35, 36 conpl eted for the
and 37 renoval of inpacted
soil in Cct/Nov 00.
Encl osure (4) Page 5 of 6




Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
MCP RTN | Description Subpar cel s Site Concern St at us Subpar cel ? FOST? Ref er ences
3-2621 Basew de Basew de Ceneral RTN This adm nistrative None None. Pendi ng.
Nat i onal that is part listing will be active identified.
Priorities of Basew de unti| Basew de MCP Adm ni str a-
Li st MCP progr ans. cl oseout . tive RTN
Not only.
associ at ed
with a
particul ar
rel ease.
Encl osure (4) Page 6 of 6




Not e:

of ) the subparcels in this Finding of Suitability to Transfer
i ndi cates whet her any of these areas have potenti al

This is a summary of the EBS RIAs within (shaded rows) or

ENCLOSURE ( 5)
SUMMARY OF ENVI RONVENTAL BASELI NE SURVEY (EBS) REVI EW | TEM AREAS (RI As)

subparcel s included in this FOST.

i npacts to or

(FOST) .

nearby (wthin 200 ft
This summary table
restrictions for the

Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Di stance to I npacts to | Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA1 Runway/ Partially Pot ent i al No Further Action None None. Dr af t
Taxi way Wi thin rel eases from| (NFA) (regul ators identified. Fi nal NFA
Opt i cal Speci al t ransf ormers concur). Navy has Deci si on
Landi ng Pl anned Use |within the renoved t he Docunent
System District vaul ts. transfornmers and al so of Sep 02.
(QLS) (SPUD) - 10 has cl eaned, sanpl ed
Vaul t s and cl osed the vaults. Response
to EPA
Comment s
of
1 Dec 02.

Encl osure (5)

Page 1 of 16




Appr oxi mat e

Pot ent i al

Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 2B | Runway/ Wt hin Pot ent i al NFA (regul ators None None. Fi na
Taxi way Open Space past rel eases | concur). During the identified. Cl osure
Area - Centr al of petroleum | Phase Il EBS, no human Report (CD
Nort h of (C5-0)-4 products from| health or ecol ogi cal Submi tt al
17- 35 aircraft ri sk- based benchmar ks CTO 48- 31)
oper ati ons. wer e exceeded by the of
exi sting sanpling 31 May 02.
data. In response to
regul atory requests Addendum
for additional to the NFA
sanmpl i ng, the Navy Deci si on
preenpti vely conduct ed Docunent
a soil renoval of Cct 02
(limted renoval
action) during Jan 02
to address | ead and
pol ycyclic aromatic
hydr ocar bons ( PAHs)
that may have been
associ ated wi th fuel
RIA 2C | Runway/ Partially Spar se NFA (regul ators None None. Revi sed
Taxi way Wi thin veget ati on concur). Although identified. Draft NFA
Area - Cs- G4 and bet ween some her bi ci de sanpl es Deci si on
Runway SPUD- 10 t axi ways and | exceeded benchmarks, Docunent
Li ghti ng r unways. t he concentrations of
Suspect ed were consistent with 21 May 02.

over - use of
her bi ci des at
vari ous

| ocati ons.

background | evel s and
normal application
procedures for

her bi ci des. Col | ected
addi ti onal sanpl es as
confirmation.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 19 Tr ans- 140 ft Abandoned NFA (regul ators None None. EBS NFA
portation sout h of 2, 000- gal concur). Addressed identified. letter of
Gar age SPUD- 9 under gr ound and cl osed under The 18 Jan 02
(Bui I di ng storage tanks | Massachusetts
15) (USTs) No. 9A | Contingency Plan ( MCP)
and 9B filled | Rel ease Tracking
wi th sand. Nunber (RTN) 3-14646
See enclosure (4).
RIA 20 | Trans- 160 ft Appr oxi mat e NFA (regul ators None None. Phase
portation sout h of 20- gal concur). Spills were identified. EBS of
Gar age SPUD- 9 hydraulic oil | managed per Spill 18 Nov 96;
(Bui I di ng spill. Pol | ut ant Cont ai nnent Fi na
15) and Count er measur es Phase |
Pl an. Wrk Plan
Screeni ng
Matri x.
EBS NFA
letter of
18 Jan 02.
RIA 21 Tr ans- 160 ft No record of Hydraulic lift pits None None. Pendi ng.
portation sout h of renoval of renoved in Aug 92. identified.
Gar age SPUD- 9 hydraulic Navy conduct ed
(Bui I di ng lifts. addi ti onal sanpling in
15) Fal | 2002.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Pot ent i al

Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 24 Ordnance 50 ft from Presence of Proposed NFA (pending None None. Renova
Shop Cs- G- 4, oi I /wat er regul atory concurrence |identified. Action
(Bui I di ng 130 ft separ at or on deci si on docunent Report of
50) sout h of connected to | and septic system Jan 99.
SPUD- 8 | each field. cl osure report).
Various Renoval Action Draf t
(VRA) conpl et ed. Deci si on
Addi ti onal sanpling Docurnent
conducted in Fall 02 of
to obtain confirmatory 2 Cct 01
sanpl e dat a. (pendi ng
revision).
Septic
system
cl osure
report.
RI A 25 Fuel Tank Wt hin Q| /water NFA (regul ators None None. EBS NFA
Far m SPUD- 8 and separ at or . concur). Addressed as |identified. letter of
partially part of MCP RTN 3- 18 Jan 02.
Wi thin 10858. See encl osure
cs-C 4 (4).
RIA 26 | Jet Fuel Wt hin Fl oor drain NFA (regul ators None None. EBS NFA
Separ at or SPUD- 8 and destinati ons concur). Addressed as |identified. letter of
House 150 ft from | unknown. MCP RTN 3-10858. 18 Jan 02.
cs-CG4 Bui | di ng and soi l

renoval resol ved fl oor
drain i ssue. See
encl osure (4).

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Pot ent i al

Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
R A 27 Marine Air 45 ft south | Staining on NFA (regul ators See See EBS NFA
Reserve of SPUD-9 concrete pad. | concur). Myved to MCP | encl osure encl osure letter of
Trai ni ng RTN 3-10628. MCP site (3). (3). 18 Jan 02.
Bui | di ng transferred to the
(Bui I di ng Conpr ehensi ve
81) Envi r onnent al
Response,
Conpensati on, and
Liability Act (CERCLA)
(now Installation
Restoration [IR]
Site 9). See
encl osure (3).
RI A 28 Marine Air 45 ft south | Unpl ugged NFA (regul ators See See Fi nal
Reserve of SPUD-9 floor drain concur). Addressed as | encl osure encl osure Phase 11
Trai ni ng destination MCP RTN 3-10628. (3). (3). Work Pl an
Bui | di ng unknown. Confirmed that floor Screeni ng
(Bui I di ng drai ns connected to Matri X,
81) sanitary sewer. MP Tabl e 2-2.
site transferred to
CERCLA (now IR EBS NFA
Site 9). See enclosure letter of
(3). 18 Jan 02.
RIA 29 | Wash Rack 160 ft Wash Rack NFA (regul ators None None. Fi nal
(Facility sout h of di versi on concur). The identified. Phase 11
126) SPUD- 9 val ve was mai nt enance (repair) Work Pl an
i noperative was conpl et ed. Screeni ng
mai nt enance Matri x,
i ssue. Tabl e 2-2;
Phase |
EBS Report
Errata of
10 Nov 97.
EBS NFA
letter of
18 Jan 02

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Pot ent i al

Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this

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

RI A 30A | Hangar 2 - 150 ft west | Spills on NFA under EBS See See Dr aft
Spills on of SPUD-9 aprons (regul ator concur). encl osure encl osure Fi nal
apron surroundi ng To be handl ed under IR | (3). (3). See Deci si on

hangar . Program f or Hangar 2. cl ause 8 of Docurnent
Benzene in See enclosure (3). encl osure of

gr oundwat er (2). 31 May 02.
exceeds

benchmar ks.

RI A 30B | Hangar 2 - 40 ft east Spills on NFA under EBS See See Dr aft
Spills off of SPUD- 10 aprons (regul ators concur). encl osure encl osure Deci si on
edge of and Cs-C- 4 surroundi ng Currently being (6). (6). See Docunent
apron and 85 ft hangar . addressed as a CERCLA cl ause 8 of of

nor t hwest Area of Concern (AQCC). encl osure 7 Mar 00.
of SPUD-9 See encl osure (6). (2).

R A 31 Fire 120 ft Acid staining | NFA (regul ators None None. Phase |
Protection | southeast and pitting concur). M nor identified. EBS of
Punp House |of OS-C 4 beneat h pitting on otherw se 18 Nov 96;
at Fuel battery rack. | good concrete. Fi nal
Farm Phase 11

Wrk Plan
Screeni ng
Matri x.
EBS NFA
letter of
18 Jan 02.

R A 32 Non- Potable | 70 ft UST used to Initially proposed None None. Phase |
Wt er sout heast store water NFA. Navy sanpled to identified. EBS of
Suppl y of OS5-C4 for Naval Air | confirm NFA. Data 18 Nov 96.

Station fire |reported in Renoval
protection Action Report. Fi nal
system Pendi ng regul atory Renoval
concurrence. Action
Report of
May 02.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 34 Mar i ne Hot 65 ft Large area of | Proposed NFA (pending None None. Revi sed
Ref uel er sout heast spar se regul atory identified Deci si on
Area of SPUD- 10 veget ati on. concurrence) because (ground- Docurnent
chem cal s detected wat er flows of
were wi thin background | south/ 27 Sep 00.
| evel s. Navy sout hwest
conduct ed addi ti onal and not Wrk Plan
groundwat er sanpl i ng nor t hwest of Jan 02.
to confirm NFA toward the
subparcel ).
RI A 38 For mer Abut s For mer NFA (regul ators None None. Fi nal
Location of | SPUD 10 | ocation of concur). Addressing identified. Phase 11
Bui | di ngs three | arge as MCP RTN 3-19064. Work Pl an
34, 35, 36 partially See enclosure (4). Screeni ng
and 37 covered USTs Matri x,
and punp Tabl e 2-2.
house.
EBS NFA
letter of
18 Jan 02.
RIA 42 Subsurface |15 ft from Buri ed NFA (regul ators None None. Fi nal NFA
asbest os- SPUD- 9 asbest os- concur). The pipes identified. Deci si on
i ned pipes i ned pipes are inaccessible (no Docurnent
| ocat ed hazard for users of for EBS
sout hwest of the property). Pipe Rl As 42,
Bui | di ng 20 | ocation was 46, and 51
(transient i nvestigated during of
housi ng) . t he Geophysi cal 11 Apr 02.
I nvestigation of
10 Dec 98. Base
Real i gnnent and
Q osure (BRAC) d eanup
Team (BCT) agrees to
| eave subsurface
utilities in place.
Encl osure (5) Page 7 of 16




Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RI A 43 Di spensary |90 ft west An NFA (regul ators None None. EBS NFA
Fill Pipe of OS-C3 unidentified |concur). The renote identified. letter of
(Bui I di ng fill pipe was |fill pipe on the east 18 Jan 02.
24) t hought to be | side of the building
connected to | was determ ned to be
a possible associ ated with an UST
abandoned renmoved on the west
UST. side of the building
t hat was addressed
under MCP RTN 3-15379
(see enclosure [4]).
The associ ated pi pi ng
was renoved.
R A 44 Di spensary | 150 ft west | Soot on NFA (regul ators None None. Phase
Bui | di ng of OS-C3 floor, concur). The identified. EBS of
Boi | er ceiling, and mal f uncti oni ng boil er 18 Nov 96;
(Bui I di ng wall's in was addressed as a Fi na
98) Bui | di ng 98 mai nt enance i ssue Phase |
due to (boiler was repaired Work Pl an
boi | er. and the soot was Screeni ng
cl eaned up). Matri X,
Tabl e 2-2.
EBS NFA
letter of
18 Jan 02.

Encl osure (5)

Page 8 of 16




Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RI A 46 Bar r acks Wt hin Report ed NFA (regul ators None Appr oved Fi nal NFA
SPUD- 9 presence of concur). Conducted identified. Heal th and Deci si on
buri ed pal |l et | geophysi cal survey and Safety Plan | Docunent
of asbestos expl oratory required for EBS
shi ngl es. excavation. No pall et for Rl As 42,
was found; no asbestos excavation 46, and 51
shi ngl es are exposed work in of
at the surface. Only this area. 11 Apr 02.
smal |, scattered See cl ause
anmounts of shingles 8(b) of
were found and no encl osure
| arge di sposal pile. (2).
No hazard associ at ed
with their presence in
t he subsurface.
R A 47 Navy Wt hin Hydraulic NFA (regul ators None None. Revi sed
Exchange SPUD- 8 lifts and concur). The identified. Deci si on
(Bui | di ng oi | /wat er hydraulic lifts were Docunent
102) separ at or . renoved as part of a of Aug 02.
VRA and confirmatory
sanpl es had Response
concentrations t o MADEP
consistent with Comment s
background val ues. on the
Fol | ow- up wor k under Revi sed
the EBS confirned that Phase |
NFA is required. EBS
Deci si on
Docunent
of Dec 02.
Rl A 48 Navy Partially UST | eak NFA (regul ators None None. EBS NFA
Exchange Wi thin det ecti on concur). Addressed as |identified. letter of
Filling SPUD- 8 test failure. | part of MCP RTN 3- 18 Jan 02
Station 13316. See encl osure
(4).

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
R A 49 Swi mmi ng 35 ft east Di schar ge of NFA (regul ators None None. Phase
Pool of SPUD-9 chl ori nat ed concur). This identified. EBS of
pool water. conpl i ance i ssue was 18 Nov 96;
handl ed with the Fi nal
Massachusetts Water Phase 11
Resources Authority Work Pl an
( MARA) . Screeni ng
Matri x,
Tabl e 2-2.
EBS NFA
letter of
18 Jan 02.
RI A 50 Child Care | 135 ft east | Possible Proposed NFA (pending None None. Phase
Cent er of SPUD-9 Lead- Based regul atory identified. EBS of
(Bui I di ng Pai nt (LBP) concurrence). Lead 18 Nov 96;
128) in soil from |concentrations did not Fi na
Hobby Shop’ s exceed regul atory Phase |
peel i ng standards (Lead Work Pl an
pai nt . Renedi ati on Survey of Screeni ng
1997 and Lead in Soil Matri x,
Sanpl e Results of Tabl e 2-2.
Jun 97.)
EBS NFA
t abl e of
Aug O1.
RIA 55B | Area North |20 ft west Pot ent i al NFA under EBS None None. Draf t
of Trotter of OS-C4 rel eases (regul ators concur). identified. Deci si on
Road - (across associ at ed Bei ng addressed as a Docurnent
Debris area | French with solid CERCLA Area of Concern of Jan 01
Stream wast e (ACC). See enclosure

di sposed over
a |l arge,
heavi l y
wooded ar ea.

(6).

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Pot ent i al

Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
Rl A 57 U S. Coast 85 ft Concer ns NFA (regul ators None None. EBS NFA
Quard sout heast about use of concur). Phase Il EBS |identified. letter of
(USCG Buoy | of the waste oil on |data incorporated into 18 Jan 02.
Depot Trotter USCG USCG s renedi al
Facility Road facility. i nvestigation (Rl). Fi nal USCG
Ext ensi on Sedi nent sout h of Rl Report
facility to be of Feb 01.
addressed by USCG
RI A 58 USCG Buoy 85 ft Concer ns NFA (regul ators None None. EBS NFA
Depot sout heast about concur). RA identified. letter of
Facility of the facility addressed by USCG s Rl 18 Jan 02.
Trotter septic under CERCLA; NFA for
Road system septic system under Fi nal USCG
Ext ensi on Rl . Rl report
of Feb O1.
RI A 59 USCG Buoy 85 ft Report of NFA (regul ators None None. Phase |
Depot sout heast “Haz Waste” concur). The report identified. EBS of
Facility of the cont ai ner. was erroneous (no such 18 Nov 96;
Trotter cont ai ner existed). Fi nal
Road Addr essed under USCG s Phase 11
Ext ensi on CERCLA RI. Wrk Plan
Screeni ng
Matri x,
Tabl e 2-2.
EBS NFA
letter of
18 Jan 02.
Fi nal USCG
Rl report
of Feb O1.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Pot ent i al

Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
R A 62 French 20 ft west Past rel eases | To be determ ned. None None. Pendi ng.
Stream of OS-C4 entered the Navy will be identified.
and SPUD- 10 | sout hern conducting a watershed | Potenti al
portion of ecol ogi cal risk i npacts are
the stream on | assessnent (ERA). unlikely to
Base extend
property. beyond t he
i mredi at e
stream
ar ea.
RIA 76 Basew de Var i ous Ar eas of Initially proposed NFA | None None. Phase |
Sol i d Waste | areas solid waste under the EBS. identified. EBS of
identified and/ or I nst ead, i ndividual Sol i d waste 18 Nov 96
Basew de debri s. areas are now bei ng is not a Tabl e 10-
(i ncl udi ng addressed on a case- FOST/ 3; Final
within the by-case basis as CERCLA Phase 11
FOST necessary to support i ssue. Work Pl an
subpar cel s) property transfers. Scr eeni ng
See encl osure (8) for Matri X,
solid waste/debris Tabl e 2-2.

items | ocated within
t he subparcels of this
FOST.

Encl osure (5)

Page 12 of 16




Appr oxi mat e Pot ent i al
Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 77 Basew de Wt hin Leak Test not | NFA (regul ators None None. Phase
USTs — Leak | SPUD- 8 per f or med concur). USTs identified. EBS of
Test s (Bui | di ngs wi t hi n past addr essed under Base 18 Nov 96
79/ 2 and 12 months for | Gl osure Program EBS Phase
79/ 3) and UST Nos. 18 recormended NFA for EBS of
SPUD- 9 (Fuel Farm, UST Nos. 29 and 43 18 Nov 96;
(Bui | di ng 19 (Fuel because | ocal by-Iaws Fi na
103) Farm, 21 do not require testing Phase |
(Bui | di ng for tanks of |ess than Work Pl an
84), 29 15 years of age. Navy Scr eeni ng
(Bui | di ng has renoved all USTs Matri X,
103), 30 at the Base except at Tabl e 2-2.
(Bui | di ng Bui | di ng 133. Tracer
150), 34 tests were perforned. Renoval
(Bui | di ng Acti on
116), and 43 Report .
(Bui l ding 8).
See Tabl e 10- EBS NFA
4 of the letter of
Phase | EBS 18 Jan 02.
of 18 Nov 96
RI A 78A | Basew de 190 ft UST survey of | NFA (regul ators None None. Fi na
USTs — sout h of Mar 97 concur). No analyte identified. Revi sion 1
Renoval not | SPUD- 9 provi ded no exceedances were Deci si on
docunent ed confirmati on | detected. Docunent
- UsST of proper of
No. 12 at cl osure. 29 May 02.
Bui | di ng 41
RI A 78C | Basew de Wt hin Undocunent ed NFA (regul ators None None. Fi nal NFA
USTs - SPUD- 8 renoval of concur). G oundwater identified. Deci si on
Renoval not UST No. 24 at | and soil sanples Docunent
docunent ed Buil ding 102 |confirmed that NFA is of
- UST (Navy required. 12 Jun 02.
No. 24 at Exchange) .
Bui | di ng
102

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Pot ent i al

Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RIA 79 Basew de Var i ous Presence of NFA (regul ators See Table 1 | See Fi nal
Asbest os | ocati ons asbest os- concur). Ongoi ng of cl ause 8 of Phase 11
Basew de cont ai ni ng eval uati ons and encl osur e encl osure Work Pl an
mat eri al s. abat ements for (1). (2). Scr eeni ng
i ndi vi dual | ocations Matri x,
as necessary in Tabl e 2-2.
accordance with
Depart ment of Defense EBS NFA
pol i cy. letter of
18 Jan 02.
RI A 80 Basew de Var i ous Presence of NFA (regul ators See Table 1 | See Fi nal
LBP | ocati ons LBP. concur). Ongoi ng of cl ause 8 of Phase 11
Basew de eval uati ons and encl osure encl osure Wrk Pl an
abat ements for (1). (2). Scr eeni ng
i ndi vi dual | ocations Mat ri x,
as necessary in Tabl e 2-2.
accordance with
Depart ment of Defense EBS NFA
pol i cy. letter of
18 Jan 02.
RIA 90 | Transi ent Wt hin Pi pes NFA (regul ators None None. Phase |
Housi ng SPUD- 9 pr ot r udi ng concur). Pipes were identified. EBS of
from ground confirmed as sewage 18 Nov 96;
(l ocat ed drai npi pes that are Fi nal
4-6 ft away connected to the MARA Phase 11
fromthe east | Originally connected Work Pl an
and west to cesspool that was Scr eeni ng
si des of removed in 1992. Mat ri x;
Bui | di ng 20). and EBS
Phase |
Repor t
Errata of
10 Nov 97.
EBS NFA
letter of
18 Jan 02.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Pot ent i al

Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
R A 91 Navy Partially Unr eport ed, NFA (regul ators None None. EBS NFA
Exchange Wi thin i nci dent al concur). Addressed as |identified. letter of
Filling SPUD- 8 drips/spills part of MCP RTN 3- 18 Jan 02.
Station fromthe 13316. See
fornmer encl osure (4).
filling
stati on.
RI A 95C | PCB Abut s For mer PCB- Ongoi ng Phase |1 EBS. None None. Fi nal
St or age/ Use | SPUD- 9 cont ai ni ng In Fall 01, the Navy identified. Renoval
Bui | di ng 16 transforners conpl eted a renoval Acti on
in the action to close the Report (CD
basenent of fl oor drains and Submi ttal
Bui | di ng 16. docunent their No. CTO
di scharge to the 48-28) of
stormnat er system 13 May 02.
Confirmatory sanpl e
results indicate that Draf t
conditions do not pose Deci si on
a hazard. Likely NFA Docurnent
of
8 July 02.
R A 97 Fire Var i ous Past Fire NFA (regul ators None None. Phase |
Depart ment (i ncl udi ng Depart ment concur). This was a identified. EBS of
spi || Wi thin Responses. tenmporary Rl A nunber 18 Nov 96;
response CSs- G 4) used to track fromthe Phase 11
records Phase | to Phase 11 Wrk Pl an
EBS (used to specify Scr eeni ng
sanpling at Rl As 2A, Mat ri x.
2B, 2D, 2E, 10A, and
30B) . EBS NFA
letter of
18 Jan 02.

Encl osure (5)
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Appr oxi mat e

Pot ent i al

Di stance to | mpacts to Restriction
Near by FOST FOST for this
EBS RI A | Description | Subparcels Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
RI A 103 | USCG Buoy 85 ft Battery NFA (regul ators None None. EBS NFA
Depot sout heast storage area. | concur). Addressed by |identified. letter of
Facility of the USCG RI . 18 Jan 02.
Trotter
Road Fi nal USCG
Ext ensi on Rl report
of Feb O1.
RI A 107 | Hangar 2 - 160 ft from | Spills on NFA under the EBS. See See See
Spills on SPUD- 9 runway apron. | Previous Phase Il EBS encl osure encl osure encl osure
apron and VRA work incl uded (3). (3). See (3).
testing along drain cl ause 8 of
system Possible encl osure
sectioning of drain (2)

system for testing.

To be included in
i nvestigation for
Program Site 10.
encl osure (3).

IR
See

Encl osure (5)
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Not e:

Suitability to Transfer
200 ft of) the FOST subparcels.
have potenti al

i npacts to or

ENCLOSURE ( 6)

SUMMARY OF CERCLA AREAS OF CONCERN ( ACCs)

There are no current or fornmer

( FOST) .

Conpr ehensi ve Environnent al

Response,

Conpensati on,
and Liability Act (CERCLA) ACCs | ocated within the subparcels of this Finding of

This table sumari zes the status of AOCs nearby (wthin
This summary tabl e indicates whether any of these areas
restrictions for the subparcels included in this FOST.

Appr oxi nat e
Di stance to Potential Inpacts | Restriction
Near by FOST to FOST for this
ACC | Description Subpar cel s Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
30B | Hangar 2 - | 40 ft east Spills on aprons | The Navy will include ACC None No ground- | Final
Spills off | of SPUD-10 | surrounding 30B in the Tactical Air identified; wat er use EE/ CA of
edge of and CS-C-4 | hangar. Navi gati on (TACAN) Cutfall i npacts are or 23 Cct 02.
apron and 85 ft Det ect ed Renoval Action (designated |(limted to a extraction
nor t hwest cadm um ACC 61, which is |ocated drai nage ditch permtted
of SPUD-9 chrom um and wel | outside of the FOST outsi de of the in
pol ychl ori nat ed area). The Navy prepared FOST subparcel s
bi phenyl s (PCBs) | an Engi neering subpar cel s. Cs- G- 4,
in soil and Eval uati on/ Cost Anal ysi s G oundwat er SPUD- 8,
pol ycyclic (EE/ CA) to support the from ACC 30B SPUD-9, or
aromatic renmoval action. ACC 61 does not flow SPUD- 10.
hydr ocar bons will require a CERCLA toward FOST See cl ause
(PAHs) and PCBs Proposed Pl an and a Record | subparcels 8(a) of
i n sedi nent. of Decision (ROD). under anbi ent encl osure
condi tions. (2).
Encl osure (6) Page 1 of 2




Appr oxi mat e
Di stance to Potential Inpacts | Restriction
Near by FOST to FOST for this
ACC | Description Subpar cel s Site Concern St at us Subpar cel s? FOST? Ref er ences
55B | Debri s 20 ft west Qovi ous solid Formerly investigated None None. Dr aft
area north | of O5-C 4 wast e di sposal under Phase Il EBS. identified, Deci si on
of Trotter | (across over a large Resanpl ed in May/ Jun 01. i npacts are Docurnent
Road French heavi | y wooded Prepared Human Health Risk |[limted to soil of Jan 01.
Stream area. Antinony, | Assessnent (HHRA) and on the opposite
chrom um Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnment |side of French Fi nal
mercury, and (ERA). Results indicated St ream St r eam
pesti ci des no unaccept abl e human i ned ERA
exceedi ng health risk, and | ow of 26
benchmar ks and ecol ogi cal risk. The Nov 02.
backgr ound ecological risk is
levels in soil. associated primarily with Fi nal
the wetland area in the Stream
nort hwest portion of the li ned HHRA
site. That area (over of
1,000 ft away fromthe 13 Dec 02.
FOST subparcel s) was re-
desi gnated as AOC 55D and
wi |l be addressed
separately from AOC 55B.
AOC 55B is likely to
requi re CERCLA Proposed
Pl an and ROD.
Encl osure (6) Page 2 of 2




ENCLOSURE ( 7)

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
ADDRESSI NG COMVENTS ON THE DRAFT FI NDI NG OF
SUl TABI LI TY TO TRANSFER FOR SEVEN ZONI NG SUBPARCELS
DESI GNATED | NST-2, OS-C-3, Os-CG-4, SPUD-8, SPUD-9,
SPUD- 10, AND THE TROTTER ROAD EXTENSI ON (68.9 TOTAL
ACRES) AT THE FORMER NAVAL Al R STATI ON SOUTH WEYMOUTH,
MASSACHUSETTS

Prepared by

EA Engi neering, Science, and Technol ogy
Sout hbor ough Technol ogy Par k
333 Turnpi ke Road (Route 9)
Sout hbor ough, Massachusetts 01772

Prepared for

Depart ment of the Navy
Engi neering Field Activity Northeast
Naval Facilities Engi neering Comrand
10 I ndustrial H ghway, Mail Stop #82
Lester, Pennsylvania 19113-2090

January 2003
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| NTRODUCTI ON

Thi s Responsi veness Summary contains the Departnment of the
Navy’ s responses to coments that were received on the draft
Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) for Seven Zoning
Subparcel s Designated INST-2, OS-C-3 and 4, SPUD 8 through 10,
and the Trotter Road Extension (68.9 total acres) at the Forner
Naval Air Station (NAS) South Weynouth, Mssachusetts (the FOST)
of 25 Jan 02.

The followi ng cooments were received during the public comrent
period that the Navy held from 28 Jan 02 to 26 Feb 02:

Letter to Dave Barney, Navy Caretaker Site Ofice (CSO, from
Anne Mal ewi cz, Massachusetts Departnent of Environnental
Protection (MADEP) Bureau of Waste Site C eanup, re: FOST,
Seven Subparcels (INST-2 et al.), Former NAS South Weynout h,
Rel ease Tracking Nunber (RTN) 3-2621, letter dated 25 Feb 02.

Letter to Dave Barney, Navy CSO, from Kenneth Goff, South
Shore Tri-Town Devel opnent Corporation (SSTTDC), re: SSTTDC
Comments — Draft FOST for Zoning Subparcels INST-2, OS-C 3 and
4, SPUD 8 through 10, and the Trotter Road Extension

(68.9 total acres) at the former NAS Sout h Weynout h,
Massachusetts, letter dated 25 Feb 02.

Letter to Dave Barney, Navy CSO from M ke Bronberg, Rockl and
resident, re: Draft FOST Comments, letter dated 26 Feb 02.

Encl osure (7) Page 2



Letter to Mchele D Gregorio (D Geanbeardi no), Navy
Engineering Field Activity Northeast (EFANE), from Patty

Maraj h-Whittenore, U. S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA)
Region |, re: Review of Draft FOST for Seven Zoni ng Subparcel s
Designated INST-2, OS-C-3 and 4, SPUD-8 through 10, and the
Trotter Road Extension (68.9 total acres), at the former NAS
Sout h Weynout h, Massachusetts, letter dated 27 Feb 02.

The Navy issued a draft Responsiveness Sunmary to the above
comments in Aug 02 for regulatory review. The follow ng
addi tional comments were received on that draft docunent:

Letter to Mchele D Gegorio (D Geanbeardi no), Navy EFANE,
fromPatty Whittenore, EPA Region I, re: Review of Navy’'s
Responses to U S. EPA Conments on the FOST for Seven Zoni ng
Subparcel s Designated INST-2, OS-C-3 and 4, SPUD- 8 through 10,
and the Trotter Road Extension (68.9 Total Acres) at the
Former NAS Sout h Weynouth, Mssachusetts, |letter dated

6 Sep 01 [sic; actual date of 6 Sep 02].

The above coments, and the Navy’s updated responses (Jan 03)
are provi ded herein.
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EPA GENERAL COMMVENTS

1. The Navy states in Item5 of the FOST nenorandum t hat
“Ic]losure of the RIAs |ocated within the FOST subparcels

shall be conpleted prior to transfer of the property.” EPA
accepts this approach on the condition that “closure” of a
Phase Il Environnmental Baseline Survey (EBS) Review Item Area

(RIA) nmeans Navy submttal and regul atory acceptance, prior to
transfer, of a final No Further Action (NFA) decision docunent
for the RIA

Response: The FOST and its encl osures have been updated to
indicate that the Navy and regul at ors have reached agreenent
on the closure of the RIAs |ocated within the FOST subparcels.

2. Wth regard to RIAs that are in close proximty to one or nore
of the subparcels under consideration, Item5 of the FOST
menor andum states that “[t]here are no identified inpacts to
t he subject subparcels of this FOST fromthe renaining Rl As
| ocated in other areas at NAS South Weynouth.” At certain of
the RI As, however, environnental investigations are ongoing,
with the result that the lack of currently identified inpacts
is not a sufficient basis for determning that a subparcel is
suitable for transfer. The RIAs in question are (a) at
0S-C4: RIA 2B, RIA 2C, and RIA 97 and associ ated sites
RIA 24, RIA 30B, and RIA 55B; (b) at SPUD-8: RIA 24, R A 47,
and RIA 78C, (c) at SPUD-9: RIA 30B; and (d) at SPUD- 10:

RIA 2C, RIA 30B, and RIA 34. It is premature for the Navy to
defi ne boundaries for these subparcels before it submts, and
EPA accepts, the results of its investigation at the Rl As that
are adjacent to or near them The Navy has not determ ned

ei ther whether these RIAs will require no further action or
action under the Conprehensive Environnmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) or the Massachusetts
Conti ngency Plan (MCP), or what extent of any contam nation
may be.

Response: After the draft FOST was issued, the Navy has since
conpl eted additional work and has obtai ned regul atory
concurrence on NFA for each of the above cited EBS Rl As which
are located within the FOST subparcels (i.e., RAs 2B, 2C, 47,
78C, and 97). The FOST and its encl osures have been updated
accordingly. The Navy’'s investigations are ongoing at the
remai ning RIAs cited above (i.e., R As 24, 30B, 34, and 55B)
whi ch are outside of, but nearby, the FOST subparcels.

Sufficient information is available regarding the nearby Rl As
to find these areas suitable for transfer. FOST subparce
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boundaries are drawn with consideration for safe-distance
“buffer zones” away from ongoing investigations. Larger
buffer zones are provided where there is nore uncertainty
regardi ng a nearby investigation area.

The last two sentences of Item5 of the FOST Menorandum has
been nodified to read as fol | ows:

As summari zed in enclosure (5), to the best of the Navy’'s
know edge, the conditions at nearby EBS RIAs (i.e., not
included in this FOST) have not adversely inpacted the

subj ect subparcels. |Investigations are ongoi ng at nearby
Rl As; however, the currently avail able information does not
indicate that there are potential inpacts fromthese Rl As
outside of their mapped areas, as depicted in the figures
of enclosure (1).

RI A 55B (debris north of Trotter Road, now designated Area of
Concern [AQC] 55B) is separated from subparcel OS-C-4 and the
ot her FOST subparcels by French Stream  Subparcel OS-C 4

exhi bits none of the debris areas identified as being of
concern at AOC 55B. There is no indication that potenti al
chem cals of concern (COCs) fromdebris areas at AOC 55B, if
present, would have m grated across the streamto inpact
subparcel OS-C-4. Sanples from ACC 55B have not shown inpacts
to groundwater or French Stream Unacceptable risks to human
heal th have not been identified for the site. Low ecol ogical
risks are associated with the wetland in the northwest portion
of ACC 55B (this area is now designated AOCC 55D, which is not

| ocat ed nearby the FOST subparcels). Therefore, AOCC 55B/D
does not adversely affect the FOST.

See bel ow regardi ng the updated responses for RIAs 24, 34, and
30B.

EPA Foll ow- Up Comrent of 6 Sep 02: It is agreed that, in
general, NFA is anticipated for the sites in question;
however, site review is not conplete in all cases:

RIA 24 (O dnance Shop, Building 50): It is noted that NFA
is pending regulator review of the Septic System Report.
RIA 34 (Marine Hot Refueler Area): Until results on the
resanpl ed nmonitoring wells and one surface soil sanple are
reviewed, it is premature to say, “NFAis likely”. The
report should indicate, as has been stated for other sites
(e.g., RRA 2C), that conpletion of a final Decision
Docunment and NFA concurrence with regulators wll precede
transfer of SPUD- 10.
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Response: At RIA 24 (Building 50 oil/water separator), the
Navy has conpl eted a Various Renoval Action to address the

oi | /water separator and its associated piping, floor drains,
etc. Based on the results of confirmatory sanples, the Navy
pl ans NFA for RIA 24 and was working to resolve regul atory
coments and i ssues associated with the septic |each field.
Test pits were excavated and additi onal sanples were collected
in Nov 02. A note has been added to enclosure (5) indicating
that the Navy’'s NFA decision is pending regul atory concurrence
on the septic systemreport and revised Deci si on Docunent.
Pendi ng concurrence does not adversely affect the FOST because
RIA 24 is |located outside of the FOST parcels and no inpacts
to the adjacent FOST parcel have been identified.

The Navy believes that groundwater in the area of RIA 34
(Marine hot refueler area) flows south/southwest, which is
away fromthe SPUD- 10 property to the northwest. The entry
for RIA 34 in Enclosure (5) has been nodified to indicate this
groundwater flow direction. The Navy has al so recently
conducted additional sanpling to confirmthat NFA is
appropriate, as previously recommended. This additional
sanpling round indicated that groundwater at RIA 34 is not a
concern. A prelimnary evaluation of the validated
groundwat er sanple results were non-detect for the target
constituents except for a trace concentration of Extractable
Pet r ol eum Hydr ocar bons (bel ow screening criteria) in one well.
These recent results will be provided for regulatory reviewin
a Decision Docunent. Gven that NFAis likely, the site is
out si de of the FOST subparcel, and the subparcel is not
downgradi ent of the site, RIA 34 does not adversely affect the
FOST.

EPA Fol | ow- Up Coment of 6 Sep 02 (al so applies to EPA
Specific Cooments 3g, 5a, and 6b): The investigation at

RI A 30B (now ACC 30B — Hangar 2 — Spills Of Edge of Apron) is
on-going. The extent of contamnation in all site nmedia has
not been fully evaluated. The site is in fairly close
proximty to OS-C-4, SPUD 9, and SPUD 10. Regarding OS-C- 4,
the Navy has provided a valid argunent against the |ikelihood
of surface flowto the subparcel. Further, given that the
inferred groundwater flowin the area is to the southwest, it
is agreed that any potential contam nated groundwater at

ACC 30B would not be likely to mgrate to the subparcel
Simlarly, surface flowto SPUD 9 is unlikely and it is agreed
that the subparcel is hydrogeol ogically upgradient from 30B
Therefore, suitability of transfer of subparcels O5-C-4 and
SPUD 9 should not be affected by AOCC 30B. The argunent for
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SPUD 10 is not as conpelling, however. Although nost of

SPUD 10 is located nore than 40° away from AOC 30B, EPA' s
concerns for mgration to the nost proxi mal area stands.
Further, as SPUD 10 is i mmedi ately downgradi ent of AOC 30B,
the potential for groundwater inpacts nust be elucidated prior
to property transfer. It is recomended that this issue be

di scussed during the next EBS neeting.

Response: RIA 30B (spills off Hangar 2 apron) is now

desi gnat ed as CERCLA AOC 30B. Based on the avail able
informati on and sanpling data, potential inpacts at AOCC 30B
are limted to the drainage ditch along the apron’s west edge.
The Navy is addressing AOCC 30B as part of the work for ACC 61
(Tactical Air Navigation [ TACAN] Qutfall). Available data

al so indicate that groundwater flow in the AOCC 30B/ IR Program
Site 10 area is predomnantly to the south-southwest, and is
therefore unlikely to flow directly toward subparcel SPUD 10.
Furthernore, no adverse inpacts to groundwater from AOCC 30B
are antici pated because sanpling data indicated that there are
only |l ow concentrations of chemcals in soil, sedinent, and
surface water that are not be expected to significantly affect
groundwat er quality.

However, the Navy concurs that further characterization of
groundwater flow direction is required at IR Program Site 10.
Therefore, as a conservative neasure, clause 8(a) of

encl osure (2) has been nodified to prevent the use of
groundwater in the subparcels southwest and adjacent to

Hangar 2 (IR Program Site 10 and ACC 30B) until the Navy
denonstrates that the conditions at Hangar 2 pose no
unacceptable risks to human health or the environnent in those
subparcels. The restriction would al so require sl ab-on-grade
construction and air nonitoring for volatile organi c conpounds
(VOCs) at new construction sites in subparcel SPUD- 10 to
ensure that groundwater conditions at the adjacent

i nvestigation site pose no unacceptable risk due to

vol atilization of VOCs into buildings. The restriction can be
lifted at such tinme that the characterization of IR Program
Site 10 all ows.

3. The restriction on groundwater extraction that applies to
certain of the subparcels wll |essen potential risk to human
heal t h; however, this restriction does not address the
potential risk of volatilization of VOCs into buildings that
may be erected on a subparcel (e.g., the potential inpacts of
VOC- cont am nat ed groundwater fromthe Building 81 site on
SPUD-9). It is premature for the Navy to define boundaries
for these subparcels before it submts, and EPA accepts, fina
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Renedi al I nvestigation Reports for the Installation
Restoration Program (IR Progran) sites that are adjacent to or
near them The Navy has not determ ned either whether these
sites will require action under CERCLA, or what the extent of
any contam nation may be.

Response: Based on the currently available information for
Site 9 (e.g., as summari zed in the Renedial Investigation Wrk
Pl an of May 02), subparcel SPUD-9 is hydrogeol ogically cross-
gradient fromSite 9 (i.e., inpacted groundwater fromSite 9
is unlikely to mgrate onto subparcel SPUD-9). Also, in the
closest Site 9 nonitoring wells to subparcel SPUD-9, the
detected concentrations were not indicative of potenti al

vol atilization hazards. |In the two closest wells (MWM32S and

MM 33S), approximately 100 ng/L of total chlorinated volatile
organi ¢ conpounds (CVQOCs) were detected in the overburden
groundwat er and only trace concentrations of CVOCs (maxi mnum of
3.8 ng/L) were detected in bedrock groundwater fromthe recent
pil ot study data. Benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and total
xyl ene (BTEX) compounds were non-detect or trace (maxi mum of
2.1 ng/L) in overburden and bedrock groundwater sanples from
these two wells. As a conparison, the MCP GWM2 standards,

whi ch are based on potential risks fromvolatilization from
groundwater to indoor air, cites a criterion of 3,000 ng/L for
one of the CVOCs at Site 9, tetrachl oroethene. Another

typical CVOC, trichloroethene, has a GW¥2 standard of

300 ng/L. Therefore, it does not appear that subparcel SPUD 9
has significant risks fromvolatilization of Site 9 COCs. The
FOST notes that the Navy reserves the right to access
transferred property as needed to support future environnmental
i nvestigations such as those at Site 9.

Due to pending investigations at IR Program Site 10,

clause 8(a) of enclosure (2) includes a requirenent for sl ab-
on-grade construction and air nonitoring for VOCs at new
construction sites in subparcel SPUD 10 to ensure that
groundwat er conditions at the adjacent investigation site pose
no unacceptable risk due to volatilization of VOCs into

buil dings. The restriction can be lifted at such tine that
the characterization of IR Program Site 10 al |l ows.

4. The Navy shoul d provide figures, which clearly show
groundwat er and surface water flow patterns both on and
bet ween each of the subparcels and the IR Programsites, MCP
sites and RIAs. The figures should show surface water
dr ai nage features such as ditches, trenches and any surface
wat er bodi es, and should be at a scale that allows a quick
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determ nati on of whether surface water or groundwater would be
expected to flow fromthe environnental sites onto the
subparcel. In addition, each of the figures in the EBST

depi cting the subparcels show topographi c contours, but these
contours are not |abeled with el evations. Please revise the
figures to include el evations.

Response: The existing figures in enclosure (1) have been
nodi fied to include these details.

5. From Figure 4 of the EBST, it would appear that the Navy
establ i shed the boundaries of OS-C-4 by allowing for a 100’ -
200° buffer zone between the subparcel and the Abandoned
Bl adder Tank Fuel Storage Area (ABTFSA) Site. |If this is the
case, explain why the Navy is allowng for a 100" -200’ buffer
zone between subparcel OS-C-4 and the ABTFSA site, which
showed no unacceptable risks per the Draft Final Phase |
Renedi al Investigation Report, whereas no such buffer zone
exi sts between OS-C-4 and the Sewage Treatnent Plant (STP)
site or the West Gate Landfill site, both of which showed
unaccept abl e human health risks for certain scenari os.

Response: At Site 7 (Sewage Treatnent Plant), the potenti al
human health risks are primarily associated with pesticides in
surface soil/sedinment. Such constituents are generally

i mmobi | e and, as such, would not be anticipated to mgrate
onto a nearby FOST subparcel. Although a slight human heal th
risk was also indicated for a hypothetical future resident
consum ng arsenic in groundwater, there are several mtigating
factors that indicate the adjacent property remains suitable
to transfer:

The final Phase Il Renedial Investigation (Apr 02)
indicates that the risk calculation may be slightly

m sl eading, as the arsenic is nostly attributable to
suspended solids within the groundwater.

The draft final Feasibility Study for Site 7 (Dec 02)

i ndi cated that renediation of arsenic in groundwater is not
war r ant ed.

The approved zoning would not allow for residential use of
either the Site 7 property or the FOST property.

Therefore, the conservative risk assessnent scenario wl|

not occur.

Arsenic was only detected in one Site 7 well (at 5.7 ng/L in
MM 57, which is located at the western tip of Site 7). On

t he downgradi ent (southwest) side of that well, the FOST
subparcel is several hundred feet away.
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The | ocation of the arsenic detection in groundwater is
outside of the Massd S-mapped potentially productive
medi umyield aquifer at Site 7.

G ven that there are no potential high-yield aquifers
around Site 7, there is no planned or anticipated future
use of groundwater at or imediately adjacent to Site 7.

Regarding Site 1 (Wst Gate Landfill), the potential human
health risks are associated with either surface soil (unlikely
to mgrate across French Streamto the FOST subparcels) or
froma hypothetical future resident consum ng groundwater from
the site. This has no bearing on a nearby FOST subparcel,

whi ch cannot be used for residential purposes in accordance
with the approved zoning. Potential ecological risks
identified at Site 1 pertain to COCs in surface soil (unlikely
to mgrate across French Streamto the FOST subparcels).
Therefore, the location of Site 1 does not adversely affect
the FOST of the nearby subparcels.

The Navy, EPA, and MADEP have agreed to the final Proposed
Plan (Oct 02) for No Action at Site 8 (Abandoned Bl adder Tank
Fuel Storage Area). The Navy is currently preparing the

No Action Record of Decision. Therefore, the buffer zone

bet ween subparcel OS-C-4 and Site 8 has been reduced.
Technically, Site 8 poses no unacceptable risks to human
health or the environnment. However, Site 8 is not included in
this FOST because, admnistratively, the Record of Decision
still nust be conpleted for Site 8 before the official closure
of that operable unit.

EPA SPECI FI C COMVENTS ON THE MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

1. Page 3, Item 2. “Conprehensive Environnental Response and
Facilitation Act” should be “Community Environnental Response
Facilitation Act.”

Response: The text has been corrected.

2. Page 4, Item6. “Hazardous materials and petrol eum products”
shoul d be *“hazardous substances and petrol eum products.”

Response: The text has been corrected.

3. Page 4, Item7. The phrase “shall be nmade available” is
confusing, given that Item 8 states that the FOST and its
encl osures shall be included in and made part of the deed, and
shal |l be included in future property transfer or | ease
docunent packages. Required inclusion is different froma
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required offer of access if requested. Please revise Item7
to reflect that the FOST and its enclosures shall be included
in and made a part of the deed, and shall be included in
future property transfer or | ease docunent packages.

Response: Item 7 of the FOST Menorandum has been nodified to
read as foll ows:

In accordance with the Federal Facility Agreenment (FFA) for
the NAS South Weynouth NPL site, this docunent, including
encl osures (1) through (8), shall be nade a part of the
deed and any transfer docunents or future |eases entered
into with any other party for the subject subparcels..

EPA SPECI FI C COMVENTS ON ENCLOSURE (1)

1. Page 1, ¥ 1. *“Hazardous materials or petrol eum products”
shoul d be “hazardous substances or petrol eum products.”

Response: The text has been corrected.

2. Page 5, INST-2. The only site of environmental concern on or
within 200 ft of this subparcel is the former MCP site RTN 3-
13673. According to Table 1 of Enclosure (1), this MCP site
had been cl osed “through a Cass A-1 Response Action Qutcone
(RAO.” As such, there appear to be no issues with the
proposed transfer of this subparcel.

Response: The text has been clarified here, and for other
subparcel s as appropriate, to indicate that there are no

out standi ng environnental issues wth the proposed transfer of
this subparcel

3. Pages 6-9, OS5 C4:

a. According to Page 7, 1% bullet, and Page 2 of the table in
Encl osure (4), the subparcel contains an MCP site (RTN 3-
10858) that has undergone a substantial anmount of
remedi ati on over the past ten years. The Navy has
indicated that a draft RAO is being prepared. The Navy
shoul d confer with the MADEP about the site to ensure it
has been adequately addressed before OS-C-4 is transferred.

Response: The Navy conpleted a final Cass A-2 RAO for the
Fuel Farmsite (RTN 3-10858) in Feb 02. Therefore, the
Navy has net the State’ s requirenents for addressing this
former site prior to transfer. See also the responses to
MADEP s specific coments pertaining to the Fuel Farmsite.
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b. Figure 4 shows the boundary of OS-C-4. A few issues are
unclear: (1) Part of the boundary is dashed, and it is
uncl ear what the neaning of this dashed line is. Please
clarify. (2) The position of MCP Site RTN 3-10858 (al so
identified as RIA 25) is unclear. FromFigures 4 and 5 of
the EBST, it appears that this site is |located within SPUD
8 and not OS-C-4. Please clarify the location of this
site. (3) OS-C4 appears to contain part of Building 103.
According to Page 6 of the EBST, the only building
contained in the subparcel is Building 90/3. Pl ease
clarify this apparent discrepancy.

Response: The dashed lines were intended to indicate where
the environnental sites crossed subparcel boundaries. To
clarify the figures, the dashed |ines have been made solid.

The shape of the site boundary on Figures 4 and 5 show t hat
MCP RTN 3-10858 is located in both subparcels OS-C 4 and
SPUD-8. To clarify, the |abeling on Figures 4 and 5 has
been nodifi ed.

The majority of Building 103 is |ocated in subparcel SPUD 9
and its description was provided along with that subparcel.
To clarify, the text for subparcel OS-C4 has been nodified
to state that a portion of Building 103 is |ocated in that
subparcel. The text also has been nodified to indicate
that the presence of a corner of Building 103 in subparcel
0OS-C-4 does not adversely affect the suitability to
transfer of that subparcel. However, for further details
of Building 103, the reader will be referenced to the text
for subparcel SPUD- 9.

c. RRA2Bis within O5-C4 and requires further investigation.
At this point, it is unclear that groundwater was
adequately addressed as a part of the initial Phase Il EBS
investigation. In addition, netals have not yet been
eval uated, and soil sanples are to be recollected for
organics analysis at an off-site |laboratory. Any
addi tional sanples taken to “confirmthe conditions” at R A
2B nust be shown not to exceed benchmarks, and OCS-C 4
shoul d not be transferred until this R A has been fully
eval uated and there is final regulatory concurrence on an
NFA deci si on.

Response: In Jan 02, the Navy conpleted a Limted Renova

Action at RIA 2B (north end of Runway 17-35) in accordance
with the MCP to address polycyclic aromati c hydrocarbons
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(PAHs) and | ead concentrations in soil. The Navy’'s
Renedi al Action Contractor issued the closure report in
May 02 (see the “CTO 48-21" conpact disk). The Navy has
since obtained regulatory concurrence on NFA for RI A 2B;
therefore, it is suitable to transfer.

d. RRA2Cis within O5-C4 and has outstanding issues with
regard to herbicides. Specifically, an evaluation of the
potential risk associated with suspected historic Pramtol
applications at the site is slated. |If the Navy cannot
denonstrate, based on half-life, estimted applications
concentrations, etc., that Pramtol current concentrations
in soil could not exceed the RBC, further action wll be
required at the site. Therefore, transfer is inappropriate
at this tine.

Response: The Navy issued a revised NFA Deci si on Docunent
for RIA 2C (herbicide use around runway |lighting) in May 02
and has obtai ned regulatory concurrence. Therefore, R A 2C
is suitable to transfer.

e. RIA 97 consists of a nunber of sites that have since been
identified as separate RIAs. Sone of these sites are
| ocated on OS-C-4. The Navy has indicated that it wll
wait for regulatory concurrence on a NFA decision for
RIA 97 prior to transferring OS-C-4. This approach is
accept abl e; however, the status of each RI A generated from
RIA 97 may need to be addressed separately.

Response: RIA 97 (fire departnent spill response records)
was a tenporary RI A designation that has since been
addressed/tracked under specific, separate RIAs. As
docunented in a letter effective 18 Jan 02, the Navy, EPA,
and MADEP have agreed that NFA is required for RIA 97.

f.RIA24 is wwthin 50 ft of OS-C-4. As a result of the
removal action perfornmed to renove the floor drain system
and oil water separator, there do not appear to be any
i npacts to OS-C-4; however, the data in the report were not
validated (or at |east not indicated as such).
Consequently, it is not possible to evaluate the RRAwith a
sufficient degree of certainty. |In addition, Page 3 of the
table in Enclosure (5) indicates that “a drainage ditch
that may have received discharge fromthe oil/water
separator nmay be addressed as part of the renobval action
for the Tacan site, if necessary.” It is unclear where the
drainage ditch is in relation to O5-C-4 and what
information is available regarding potential contam nation
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associ ated with the ditch. Until these issues are
resol ved, OS-C-4 should not be transferred.

Response: As noted in the Response to EPA General Comrent
No. 2, the Navy has conpleted a Various Renobval Action at
RIA 24 and anticipates that NFA is required. Data
validation is unlikely to change the understandi ng of the
conditions at RIA 24 and the NFA recomendati on that
follows. Foster \Weeler chem sts perfornmed data quality
eval uations that net substantive requirenments of the EPA
Tier Il data validation. During the property transfer
process, the Navy will reserve the right to return to the
site to address any currently unidentified environnental
concerns that relate to past Navy activities. The status
of this nearby site should not hold up the transfer of the
near by portion of subparcel OS-C-4 and certainly not the
remai nder of subparcel OS-C-4, the western portion of which
is located up to 2,000 ft away from Rl A 24.

The oil/water separator at Building 50 did not discharge to
a ditch. The cited section in Enclosure (5) has been
corrected. Building 50 floor drains led to the oil/water
separator, which discharged to a septic tank and | each
field, installed in 1978 south/sout heast of the buil ding
(outside of the FOST subparcels). After 1989, the septic
tank was abandoned and the sanitary wastewater from

Buil ding 50 was instead sent to a sanitary sewer force
mai n. The Navy cl eaned out the septic tank in Jun 99.
Addi tional sanpling and test pits were conducted in the
area during Nov 02. The data are expected to confirmthat
NFA is required. There is no identified potential for

i npacts to a FOST subparcel fromthis nearby site.

g. RIA 30B is within 40 ft of OS-C-4. Wile there is no
direct evidence if inpacts to this subparcel, there is
still a fair anpbunt of uncertainty associated with 30B.

The Navy nmust coll ect and anal yze additional soil sanples,
and the list of analytical paraneters needs to be expanded
to include conplete Target Conpound List (TCL) and Target
Anal yte List (TAL) paraneters; the sedinent from a nearby
drai nage ditch had PAH and pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyl (PCB)
concentrations that exceed ecol ogi cal benchnmarks;
groundwat er has not been sufficiently evaluated; and the
Rl A deci si on docunent did not provide a sufficient
description of groundwater flow at the RIA. I n sum
further investigation is necessary, and the transfer of OS-
C-4 should not take place until there is final regul atory
concurrence on an NFA decision. In the alternative, OS-C 4
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shoul d not be transferred until the Navy denonstrates that
the buffer zone between the subparcel and RIA 30B is
adequate given the uncertainties associated with R A 30B.

Response: Figure 4 shows that only a small portion of
subparcel OS-C-4 is near ACC 30B. The 40-ft distance cited
is the distance of the closest points between the subparcel
and AOC 30B. The remai nder of the subparcel is up to
1,450 ft away from AOCC 30B. Therefore, at nost, only a
smal | portion of the subparcel should be questioned with
regards to AOC 30B. AQC 30B is |ocated outside of
subparcel OS-C-4; therefore, EPA s concerns pertain to the
potential mgration of COCs from ACC 30B onto property

wi thin subparcel OS-C-4. There is no indication that the
conditions at ACC 30B have/w || adversely affect subparce
Cs- G- 4.

As shown in Figure 4, the portion of subparcel OS-C 4
that is 40 ft from ACC 30B is | ocated al ong the taxiway.
The taxiway has been designated “CERFA-1 clean” (ECP
Category 1).

The runways and taxi ways are topographically higher than
the surrounding area. Therefore, surface water and soi
from AOCC 30B woul d not be expected to mgrate onto or
across the taxiway and into subparcel CS C 4.

The existing data for AOC 30B do not suggest the presence
of site-related COCs outside of the mapped extent. COCs
were identified within the drainage ditch around the
runway apron (outside of the FOST subparcel).

Due to the types of COCs and their reported | ow
concentrations at AOC 30B, it is unlikely that COCs have
adversely inpacted groundwater.

G oundwat er at AOC 30B fl ows sout h-sout hwest war d.
Therefore, subparcel OS-C4 is hydrogeologically

upgr adi ent/ cross-gradi ent from AOCC 30B and woul d not be
af fected by site groundwater.

The COCs at AOCC 30B are located in the drai nage ditch,
which is part of the planned AOC, 61 (TACAN) renoval
action. Concerns regarding potential inpacts to
subparcel OS-C-4 fromthe conditions at AOC 30B w il be
further mtigated.

Therefore, the conditions at AOC 30B do not change the FOST
for subparcel OS-C 4.

h. RRA 55B is |l ocated close to the western boundary of OGS C 4.
The RIA is undergoing further investigation, and the Navy
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had indicated that it is preparing a human health risk
assessnment (HHRA) and en ecol ogical risk assessnent (Page
12 of the table in Enclosure [5]). Based on the anmount of
uncertainty associated with this RIA and the proximty of
the RIA to the subparcel, the Navy should not transfer this
subparcel until RIA 55B is better understood and

envi ronnment al issues have been resolved to the satisfaction
of the Navy and the EPA

Response: RI A 55B (debris north of Trotter Road) is now
desi gnat ed CERCLA AOC 55B. AQOC 55B is located on the
opposite side of French Streamfromthe subparcel. The
identified solid waste debris that is a suspected source
for AOCC 55B is not present east of French Streamin
subparcel OS-C-4. In addition, sanples from French Stream
in support of the ACC 55B investigation did not indicate
the mgration of COCs onto property w thin subparcel

OS-CG 4. No unacceptable risks to human health have been
identified for the site. Low ecological risks are
associated wth the wetland in the northwest portion of ACC
55B, now desi gnated ACC 55D (and not | ocated nearby the
FOST subparcels). Therefore, AOC 55B does not adversely
affect the FOST. There are no plans to expand the ACC 55B
i nvestigation east of French Stream Therefore, the

west ern edge of subparcel OS-C-4 along French Streamis
suitable to transfer. The remai nder of subparcel OS-C4 is
| ocated up to 2,500 ft away from AOCC 55B and, by extension,
is also unaffected by ACC 55B

i. According to Page 2 of Enclosure (3), OS-C-4 abuts the STP
site. EPA acknow edges that the unacceptable risk to human
health at the STP site is based on exposure scenarios that
are not currently relevant to OS-C- 4, as this subparcel is
not zoned for residential or recreational uses; however,
the potential that contam nated groundwater could mgrate
beneath the subparcel, primarily in the northeastern
section of the subparcel, cannot be rul ed out based on
groundwater flow direction. Please address.

Response: As docunented in the final Phase Il Renedi al

| nvestigation for Site 7, the fornmer STP, potential excess
human health risks associated with groundwater pertained to
a hypothetical future residential scenario in which site
groundwat er was used as a drinking water source. The COC
associated wth the slightly elevated risk was arsenic.
However, as docunented in the final Phase Il Renedi al

| nvestigation of Apr 02, the single detected concentration
of arsenic in groundwater (1 out of 10 sanples) was |ikely
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associated wth suspended solids wthin the groundwater
sanpl e.

The single detected concentration of arsenic (5.7 ng/L) was
not detected in a duplicate sanple. Al so, that detected
concentration is lower than not only the current primry
federal drinking water Maxi mum Contam nant Level (MCL) of

50 ng/ L, but also the pending 10 ng/L MCL to be inplenented
for arsenic in 2006.

Finally, the location of the detected arsenic concentration
is in MM57D, which is located at the western tip of the
mapped extent of Site 7. Goundwater at Site 7 flows

sout hwest; therefore, groundwater at MM57 does not flow
directly onto a FOST subparcel (the FOST subparcel is
several hundred feet downgradient of that well |ocation).

Therefore, the condition of groundwater at Site 7 does not
adversely affect the FOST.

j. O5C4 is 45 ft east of WAL site. The baseline HHRA
performed at the WAL site indicated that the human health
ri sks associated with each exposure scenari o consi dered
exceeded the acceptable regulatory risk range. These risks
were due to arsenic, chromum and di benz(a, h)anthracene in
groundwat er and | ead and PCBs in surface soil. Gven the
risk associated with the WA site, and its proximty to OS
C-4, the Navy shoul d consider the use of physical access
restrictions, such as a fence that extends down the east
side of French Stream between the western boundaries of
subparcels OS-C-4 and SPUD- 10 and the WAL to the north of
the WG south of Trotter Road, and along the western and
sout hern boundaries of the W&, totally surrounding the
Site.

Response: The Navy will be responsible to naintain the
security of land that is tenporarily retained by the Navy
so that environnmental investigations can be conpleted. The
Navy will coordinate wwth SSTTDC to eval uate the security
needs for the West Gate Landfill with respect to the future
devel opment of the abutting transferred property.

Currently, warning signs are in place around the West Gate
Landfill, and there is no need for fencing because there is
no unaut hori zed access to abutting property. |If, during

t he redevel opnent of adjacent areas, there is an
unaccept abl e potential for people to access the Wst Gate
Landfill site, then the Navy will, at that tinme, consider
the appropriate specific access control neasures. The
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pendi ng Record of Decision for the West Gate Landfill w ]l
establish the final remedy to be inplenented for the
protection of human health and the environnent.

k. O5-C-4 is about 100 ft fromthe ABTFSA site. The Draft

Final Phase Il Report for that site shows no unacceptabl e
human health risks associated with the site but ecol ogi cal
issues still remain. Until the Navy issues and accepts the

Fi nal Renedi al Investigation Report for the ABTFSA site
(and in particular until the EPA specifically accepts the
proposed revisions to the sedinent toxicity eval uation),
transfer of this subparcel is premature.

Response: This comment was submtted to the Navy in Feb 02.
The Navy has since finalized the Phase Il Renedi al

I nvestigation for Site 8 (Abandoned Bl adder Tank Fuel
Storage Area) in Mar 02. Therefore, the conditions of this
comment have been sati sfied.

As docunented in the final Renedial |nvestigation, the

ecol ogical risk assessnent only identified m ninma

potential risks to invertebrates within the drai nage
channel |ocated along the south and east sides of the site.
No potential inpacts to other areas have been identified.
The Navy, EPA, and MADEP have agreed to the final No Action
Proposed Plan (Oct 02) for Site 8. Therefore, Site 8 does
not adversely affect the FOST of subparcel OS-C 4.

4. Pages 9-12, SPUD-8

a. RIA 24 is within 200 ft of SPUD-8. As a result of the
removal action perfornmed to renove the floor drain system
and oil/water separator there do not appear to be any
i npacts on SPUD-8; however, the data in the report were not
val idated (or at |east not indicated as such).

Consequently, it is not possible to evaluate the RRA with a
sufficient degree of certainty. |In addition, Page 3 of the
table in Enclosure (5) indicates that “a drainage ditch
that may have received discharge fromthe oil/water
separator nmay be addressed as part of the renobval action
for the Tacan site, if necessary.” It is unclear where the
drainage ditch is in relation to SPUD-8 and what
information is available regarding potential contam nation
associated wth the ditch. Until these issues are

resol ved, SPUD-8 should not be transferred.

Response: See the Response to EPA's General Comrent No. 2
and the Response to EPA's Specific Coment No. 3(f). The

Encl osure (7) Page 18



status of this nearby site does not adversely affect
subparcel SPUD-8. Data validation is unlikely to change

t he understandi ng of the conditions at RIA 24 and the NFA
recommendation that follows. Also, the FOST has been
corrected in that the oil/water separator did not discharge
to a ditch. The Navy will conplete a final closeout report
for the septic system

b. EBS RIA 25 is located with SPUD-8. This RI A has been
transferred to the MCP program (RTN 3-10858). The site is
still active, and the Navy should confer with MADEP to
ensure that it had been adequately addressed before the OS
C-4 considered for transfer.

Response: The Navy conpleted a final Cass A-2 RAO for the
Fuel Farmsite (RTN 3-10858) in Feb 02. Therefore, the
Navy has net the State’s requirenents for addressing this
former site prior to transfer. See also the responses to
MADEP s specific coments pertaining to the Fuel Farmsite.

c. RIA 47, |l ocated on subparcel SPUD-8, is related to
hydraulic lifts that were fornerly used at Building 102.
The lifts were renoved, and the subsurface soil sanples
were coll ected and anal yzed to determ ne whether the lifts
or associ ated pi ping may have | eaked hydraulic fluid. The
deci si on docunent for the site appears to show that the
anal ytical data were not validated. Based on recent
di scussi ons between the Navy, EPA and MADEP, this site is
nmovi ng towards NFA pending validation of the anal yti cal
data collected as part of the Phase Il EBS. The subparcel
shoul d not be transferred until there is final regulatory
concurrence of an NFA deci sion.

Response: The Navy issued a revised NFA Deci si on Docunent
for RIA 47 in Aug 02, additional responses to regul atory
comments in Dec 02, and has obtained regul atory concurrence
on NFA. Therefore, RIA 47 is suitable to transfer.

d. Figure 5 of the EBST shows SPUD-8 and the surroundi ng area.
The line delineating the subparcel is partially dashed. It
is unclear what the dashed line is supposed to represent.
Pl ease clarify.

Response: The dashed lines were intended to indicate where

the environnental sites crossed subparcel boundaries. To
clarify the figures, the dashed |ines have been made solid.
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e. RIA 78C partially overlaps SPUD-8. This RI A consists of an
undocunent ed under ground storage tank (UST) renoval near
Bui |l ding 102. The Navy has proposed adding a soil boring
and nonitoring well to address apparent deficiencies in
sanpl e placenent during the Phase Il EBS investigation at
the site. The Navy should not transfer SPUD-8 until the
investigation at RIA 78C is conplete and there is final
regul atory concurrence of an NFA deci si on.

Response: The Navy conpleted the final NFA Decision Docunent
for RIA 78C in Jun 02 and has obtai ned regul ator
concurrence. Therefore, RIA 78C is suitable to transfer.

f. According to Page 2 of Enclosure (3), the STP site is 50-ft
nort heast of SPUD-8. EPA acknow edges that the
unacceptable risk to human health at the STP site is based
on exposure scenarios that are not currently relevant to
OS-C-4, as this subparcel is not zoned for residential or
recreational uses. EPA also acknow edges that the
subparcel is hydrogeol ogically cross-gradi ent of the STP
Therefore, it appears that IR Program Site 7 should not
restrict transfer of SPUD-8. This is contingent, however,
on necessary access restrictions for the IR Program Site.

Response: The Navy will be responsible to naintain the
security of land that is tenporarily retained by the Navy
so that environnmental investigations can be conpleted. The
Navy will coordinate wwth SSTTDC to eval uate the security
needs for IR Program Site 7 (Sewage Treatnent Plant) with
respect to the future devel opnent of the abutting
transferred property. The final Phase Il Renedi al

| nvestigation for Site 7 indicated that there are no
unacceptabl e risks for trespassers onto Site 7. However,
warning signs are currently in place at Site 7 to prevent

access. |If, during the redevel opnent of adjacent areas,
there i s an unacceptabl e potential for people to access
Site 7, then the Navy wll, at that time, consider the

appropriate specific access control neasures. The pendi ng
Record of Decision for Site 7 will establish the fina
remedy to be inplenented for the protection of human health
and the environnent.

5. Pages 12-15, SPUD-9
a. EBS RIA 30B is about 100 ft fromthe SPUD-9 based on
Figure 6 of the EBST. While there is no direct evidence of

i npacts to this subparcel, there is still a fair anmunt of
uncertainty associated with RIA 30B. The Navy nust coll ect
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and anal yze additional soil sanples, and the list of

anal ytical paranmeters needs to be expanded to include
conplete TCL and TAL paraneters; the sedinent from a near by
dr ai nage ditch had PAH and PCB concentrations that exceed
ecol ogi cal benchnmarks; groundwat er has not been
sufficiently evaluated; and the Rl A decision docunent did
not provide a sufficient description of groundwater flow at

the RIA.  In sum further investigation is necessary, and
the transfer of SPUD-9 should not take place until there is
final regulatory concurrence on an NFA decision. In the

alternative, SPUD-9 should not be transferred until the
Navy denonstrates that the buffer zone between the
subparcel and RI A 30B is adequate given the uncertainties
associated with R A 30B.

Response: Potential COCs in soil or contained within ditch
sedi nent are not expected to mgrate to subparcel SPUD 9
property. Detailed groundwater flow investigations have
been conpleted at nearby IR Program Site 8 ( Abandoned

Bl adder Tank Fuel Storage Area) to the north of AOC 30B and
are ongoing at IR Program Site 9 (Building 81) east of

RIA 30. These two IR Programsites are likely to provide a
good nodel of groundwater flow in the west area of

subparcel SPUD-9 (see Figure 6). Goundwater at Sites 8
and 9 was found to flow south and west/sout hwest,
respectively. Simlarly, groundwater flow at the forner
Fuel Farmsite (RTN 3-10858) was found to fl ow

sout h/ sout hwest. Based on the surrounding fl ow patterns,
subparcel SPUD-9 appears to be upgradi ent of AOC 30B.
Therefore, the uncertainties at AOCC 30B do not adversely

af fect the FOST for subparcel SPUD 9.

b. SPUD-9 is 20 ft fromthe Building 81 Site. The Building 81
site has bedrock groundwater that has been inpacted with
chlorinated solvents. It is premature to define property
boundaries for the transfer of a parcel that has not been
identified as CERFA-uncontam nated and that overl aps,
borders on, or is close proximty to an ACC for which the
Navy has not yet conpleted the CERCLA RI and determ ned the
full extent of the contam nation.

Response: See the Response to EPA General Comment No. 3.

In addition, the inpacts at Site 9 are primarily located in
bedrock groundwater. Therefore, although an HHRA has not
yet been conducted for this site, any potential risks to
human health are likely to be related to consunption of

i npacted groundwater and not to uses of subparcel SPUD 9

al l oned under the zoning. C ause 8(a) of enclosure (2)
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di sal | ows groundwater use in SPUD-9 until Site 9 has been
addressed. Further, subparcel SPUD-9 is |ocated cross-
gradient of the Building 81 site; therefore, groundwater
inpacts at Site 9 are less likely to extend into subparcel
SPUD-9. To date, no groundwater inpacts fromSite 9 have
been detected w thin subparcel SPUD-9. As part of the
property transfer process, the Navy will reserve the right
to access transferred property to conduct investigations or
remedi al actions for Site 9.

6. Pages 15-16, SPUD- 10.

a. RIA 2C partially overlaps SPUD-10. This Rl A has

b.

out standing i ssues with regard to herbici des.

Specifically, an evaluation of the potential risk
associated wth suspected historic Pramtol applications at
the site is slated. |If the Navy cannot denonstrate, based
on half-life, estimated application concentrations, etc.,
that Pramtol current concentrations in soil could not
exceed the RBC, further action will be required at the
site. Therefore, transfer is inappropriate at this tine.

Response: The Navy issued the NFA Decision Docunent for

RI A 2C (herbicide use around runway lighting) in May 02 and
has obtai ned regul atory concurrence. Therefore, RIA 2Cis
suitable to transfer.

According to Page 6 of Enclosure (5), RIA 30Bis 40 ft east
of subparcel SPUD-10. While there is no direct evidence of
i npacts to this subparcel, there is still a fair anmunt of
uncertainty associated with RIA 30B. The Navy nust coll ect
and anal yze additional soil sanples, and the |ist of

anal ytical paraneters needs to be expanded to include
conplete TCL and TAL paraneters; the sedinent from a near by
dr ai nage ditch had PAH and PCB concentrations that exceed
ecol ogi cal benchnmarks; groundwat er has not been
sufficiently evaluated; and the Rl A decision docunent did
not provide a sufficient description of groundwater flow at

the RIA.  In sum further investigation is necessary, and
the transfer of SPUD 10 shoul d not take place until there
is final regulatory concurrence on an NFA decision. 1In the

alternative, SPUD-10 should not be transferred until the
Navy denonstrates that the buffer zone between the
subparcel and RI A 30B is adequate given the uncertainties
associated with R A 30B.

Response: Figure 7 shows that only the eastern portion of
subparcel SPUD- 10 is near ACC 30B. The remai nder of the
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subparcel is up to 1,200 ft away from ACC 30B. Therefore,
at nost, only the eastern portion of the subparcel should
be questioned with regards to AOCC 30B. AOCC 30B is |ocated
out si de of subparcel SPUD-10; therefore, EPA s concerns
pertain to the potential mgration of COCs from ACC 30B
onto property within subparcel SPUD-10. There is no

i ndication that the conditions at AOC 30B have/w ||
adversely affect subparcel SPUD 10.

As shown in Figure 7, the portion of the subparcel that
is near ACC 30B is located along the taxiway. The

t axi way has been designated “CERFA-1 cl ean” (ECP
Category 1).

The runways and taxi ways are topographically higher than
the surrounding area. Therefore, surface water and soi
from ACC 30B woul d not be expected to mgrate onto or
across the taxiway and into subparcel SPUD- 10.

The existing data for AOC 30B do not suggest the presence
of site-related COCs outside of the mapped extent. COCs
were identified within the drainage ditch around the
runway apron (outside of the FOST subparcel).

Due to the types of COCs and their reported | ow
concentrations at AOC 30B, it is unlikely that COCs have
adversely inpacted groundwater.

The COCs at AOCC 30B are located in the drainage ditch
that is planned to be part of ACC 61 (TACAN) renova
action. Concerns regarding potential inpacts to
subparcel SPUD- 10 fromthe conditions at ACC 30B will be
further mtigated.

See the Response to EPA CGeneral Comment No. 2 regarding
potential inpacts to groundwater fromIR Program Site 10.
As noted therein, available information from previous

i nvestigations suggests that groundwater fromthe

ACC 30B/IR Program Site 10 area flows in a south-

sout hwesterly direction. However, the Navy concurs that
further characterization of groundwater flow direction is
required at IR Program Site 10. Therefore, as a
conservative neasure, clause 8(a) of enclosure (2) has been
nodi fied to prevent the use of groundwater in the
subparcel s sout hwest and adj acent to Hangar 2 (IR Program
Site 10 and ACC 30B) until the Navy denonstrates that the
condi tions at Hangar 2 pose no unacceptable risks to human
health or the environnment in those subparcels. The
restriction would al so require slab-on-grade construction
and air nonitoring for VOCs at new construction sites in
subparcel SPUD-10 to ensure that the adjacent site poses no
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unacceptabl e risk due to volatilization of VOCs into
buil dings. The restriction can be lifted at such tine that
the characterization of IR Program Site 10 al |l ows.

c. Page 7 of Enclosure (5) indicates that RIA 34 is 65 ft
sout heast of SPUD-10. The Phase Il EBS investigation at
RIA 34 did not reveal any exceedances of the human heal th
benchmarks. Based on the rejection of sonme groundwater
data (VOCs and EDB), resanpling of the groundwater at this

RI A has been proposed. It is noted that groundwater fl ow
(according to the decision docunent) is to the southeast
away fromthe subparcel. It is unclear, however, how

surface water flows on the RI A and whet her surface water
fl ow coul d i npact subparcel SPUD-10. Further, additional
surface soil sanpling has been proposed in order to nore
fully characterize the site, specifically to determ ne
whet her the ecol ogi cal exceedance of chromumwas |imted
to one sanple location or nore w despread. Therefore,
until the Navy, EPA and MADEP agree to NFA for the site,
based on the results on sanples collected in the nost
recent Work Pl an (Novenber 2001), or until the Navy

provi des data sufficient to rule out the possibility of
contam nant mgration fromR A 34 to SPUD- 10, the property
shoul d not be transferred.

Response: Surface water from R A 34 woul d not be expected
to cross the taxiway and flow onto subparcel SPUD- 10
property. As part of their design, the runways and

t axi ways are topographically higher than the surrounding
| and (surface water runoff control). Simlarly, the

rail road spur that runs through RIA 34 is topographically
hi gher than the surrounding area. Al so, there is a
stormnat er catch basin adjacent to the railroad spur that
further prevents surface water flow onto subparcel SPUD 10.
Finally, the surface cover at RIA 34 contains a | ot of
gravel, which would tend to cause surface water to

percol ate downward, rather than maintain overland fl ow.

d. SPUD-10 is 45 ft east of the WA site. The baseline HHRA
performed at this IR site indicated that the risks
associated with all the human health scenari os consi dered
exceeded the acceptable regulatory risk range. These risks
were due to arsenic, chromum and di benz(a, h)anthracene in
groundwater and | ead and PCBs in surface soil. French’'s
Stream separates the WAL from SPUD- 10, so m gration of
contam nants fromthe WA to SPUD 10 via groundwat er or
surface water flow should not occur. Gven the risks
associated wwth the WA site, and its proximty to SPUD 10,
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however, the Navy shoul d consider the use of physical
access restrictions, such as a fence that extends down the
east side of French Stream between the western boundari es
of subparcels OS-C-4 and SPUD-10 and the WAL to the north
of the WAL south of Trotter Road, and along the western and
sout hern boundaries of the W&, totally surrounding the
Site.

Response: The Navy will be responsible to naintain the
security of land that is tenporarily retained by the Navy
so that environnmental investigations can be conpleted. The
Navy will coordinate wwth SSTTDC to eval uate the security
needs for the West Gate Landfill with respect to the future
devel opnment of the abutting transferred property.

Currently, warning signs are in place around the West Gate
Landfill, and there is no need for fencing because there is
no unaut hori zed access to abutting property. |If, during

t he redevel opnent of adjacent areas, there is an
unaccept abl e potential for people to access the Wst Gate
Landfill site, then the Navy will, at that tinme, consider
the appropriate specific access control neasures. The
pendi ng Record of Decision for the West Gate Landfill w ]l
establish the final remedy to be inplenented for the
protection of human health and the environnent.

e. SPUD-10 is about 175 ft southwest fromthe ABTFSA site.
The Draft Final Phase Il Rl Report for the ABTFSA shows no
unaccept abl e human health risks associated with the site.

Response: Comment noted. The Navy, EPA, and MADEP have
agreed to the No Action Proposed Plan for Site 8 (Abandoned
Bl adder Tank Fuel Storage Area) of COct 02. Therefore,

Site 8 does not adversely affect the transfer of subparcel
SPUD- 10.

7. Page 17, Trotter Road Extension (TRE)

a. TRE i s about 85 feet northwest of the U S. Coast CGuard
(USCG Buoy Depot Site. Primary risks at that site are
associ ated wth manganese in groundwater and |lead in
sedi nent and subsurface soil. Contam nant mgration from
t he Buoy Depot to the TRE is not anticipated as groundwat er
flowis to the southeast, and the lead is in sedinents
downgradi ent of the site. Therefore, assum ng the chain-
link fence surrounding the property remains intact, and
warning signs are in place, the TRE is suitable for
transfer.
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Response: Comment noted. The USCG Buoy Depot remains an
active facility. It is the Navy' s understanding that the
Buoy Depot fenceline will remain in place and that the USCG
wll be inplenmenting a renoval action under CERCLA in 2003.
However, the Navy believes that the Trotter Road Extension
is suitable to transfer inits own right, given that its
future use will remain that of a public roadway that w |
not be inpacted by the conditions at the Buoy Depot, as
acknow edged by EPA. Managenent of risks at the Buoy Depot
is the responsibility of the USCG

EPA SPECI FI C COMVENTS ON ENCLOSURE (2)

1. Item8(a) and (c) refer to “waiving” the restriction once the
Navy, EPA, and MADEP agree that certain requirenments have been
met. The text should refer to “renoving” or “lifting” the
restriction, not “waiving” it. |In addition, and nore
inportant, the text should provide nore detail about how the
restriction would be renoved, e.g., that the Navy, EPA and
MADEP woul d all have to agree in writing.

Response: As requested, the | ast sentences of clauses 8(a) and
8(c) of enclosure (2) have been nodified to indicate that the
restriction can be renoved (rather than waived) once the Navy,
EPA Region |, and MADEP provide witten approval. The term
“wai ved” has been simlarly replaced with the term “renoved”
in the other itens under clause 8.

EPA SPECI FI C COMVENTS ON ENCLOSURES (3), (4), and (5)

1. These enclosures provide information on IR Sites, MCP sites
and RIAs, respectively. The third colum in each of these
tables is | abel ed “Approxi nate Di stance to Nearest FOST
Subparcel .” In actuality, this columm appears to |ist
addi tional FOST subparcels within 200 ft of the environnental
site, not just the nearest. Please correct the heading for
this col um.

Response: The col unm headi ng has been clarified as
“Approxi mate Di stance to Nearby FOST Subparcels.”

2. Enclosure 3, Page 3. It is unclear why the line for Hangar 2
does not identify the FOST subparcels within 200 ft. |Is this
because this site has been nom nated for CERCLA? Pl ease
expl ain and update the table.

Response: At the tinme of the draft FOST, the extent of the
Hangar 2 site had not been determned. Since that tinme, the
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Navy plans to address IR Program Site 10 as the Hangar 2 apron
(itncluding the building and its associated EBS sites) and the
of f-apron area as AOC 30B (fornmer RIA 30B, which will also be
addressed as part of AOC 61 [TACAN CQutfall]). As such, the
foll ow ng text has been added to the third col um of

encl osure (3) for the Hangar 2 (IR Program Site 10) row

100 ft fromOS-CG4 and 100 ft west of SPUD-9

3. Enclosure 5. This enclosure identifies all RIAs that either
overlap or lie within 200 ft of one or nore of the subparcels.
The entries in the status colum are not always clear,
especially wwth regard to whether there has been final
regul atory concurrence in an NFA decision. Please ensure that
this point is clearly indicated for each RIA (i.e., either
“Regul ators Concur with NFA’ or “Regul ators have not yet
Concurred with NFA").

Response: The status columm has been clarified as requested.
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MADEP COMVENTS ON THE MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

1. Page 1: As indicated in the list of enclosures, a solid waste
inventory had not been prepared at the tinme the draft FOST was
submtted. Consequently, the Departnent cannot concur on the
suitability for transfer of the subparcels described in the
draft FOST until the solid waste inventory is submtted and
agreenent is reached on the nmanagenent and di sposal of the
solid waste present on the FOST subparcels.

Response: The Navy issued a solid waste inventory/mtigation
pl an for the FOST subparcels in Aug 02. The inventory/plan
has been included as encl osure (8) of the FOST.

As stated in Departnment of Defense (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
sal e of, storage, release, or disposal of hazardous
substances. As such, the FOST docunents that the subject
property is suitable for transfer because: (1) no hazardous
substances are known to have been rel eased or disposed 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 at ed 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
(1.e., Navy), and that restrictions on use related to those
hazards be stated in the deed of transfer. Such disclosures
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. The FOST
docunent has been nodified to expand on and clarify the
descriptions and | ocations of solid waste in the subject
subparcels. Separately fromthe FOST, the Navy has
coordinated with the State solid waste managenent officials
(MADEP) and the redevel opnent authority (SSTTDC) regarding the
status of the solid waste debris areas with respect to the
pendi ng property transfer.

2. ltem5: The Departnent understands that the Navy intends to
conplete required renedial work at the RIAs |located within the
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FOST parcels prior to transfer. However, the Depart nment
cannot concur on the suitability of transfer of any subparcel
that includes an RIA that requires additional investigation or
remedi ati on. Consequently, the follow ng subparcels are not
suitable for transfer because they contain at | east one active
RIA: CS-C4 (RIAs 2B and 2C), SPUD-8 (RIAs 47 and 78C), SPUD-9
(RIA 46), and SPUD-10 (RIA 20).

Response: As sunmari zed in enclosure (5), the Navy has since
obt ai ned regul atory concurrence on NFA for the cited Rl As and
they are, therefore, suitable to transfer.

MADEP COMVENTS ON THE EBST

Subparcel OS-C- 4

1. As defined in Figure 4, this subparcel is not suitable for
transfer as it includes RIAs 2B and 2C, which are currently
under investigation.

Response: As sunmarized in enclosure (5), the Navy has since
obt ai ned regul atory concurrence on NFA for the cited Rl As and
they are, therefore, suitable to transfer.

2. Transfornmers in subsurface vaults associated with the opti cal
| andi ng system | ocated adjacent to the east and west side of
Runway 17-35, should be assessed for the presence of PCBs. |If
PCBs are confirned to be present, the transfornmers should be
removed prior to transfer. |In addition, further assessnent
may be required to determ ne whether or not PCBs have been
rel eased to the environnent.

Response: The Navy has addressed potential PCBs fromthe

optical |landing systemvaults under EBS RIA 1. Initially,
RIA 1 included two | ocations far outside of the FOST
subparcels. It was nore recently determned that there were

two additional vault |ocations, one of which is contained
wi t hi n subparcel SPUD- 10.

The new i nformati on about EBS RIA 1 in subparcel SPUD-10 has
been added to the FOST. In Apr 02, the Navy punped the water
out of the vault in SPUD- 10 and collected a sanple of this
water, as well as a sanple of what little sedi nent was present
at the bottomof the vault. The transforner in the vault was
non-PCB, as indicated by a | abel on the transfornmer, and
because the transforner was installed circa 1990 (when non- PCB
transforners were used). In Jun 02, the Navy renoved the

el ectrical equipnent (transformer and wiring) and backfilled
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the vault with clean soil. The contractor’s cl oseout report
has been distributed and is excerpted in the NFA decision
docunent. The Navy issued a final NFA Decision Docunent for
RIA 1 in Sep 02 and has obtained regul atory concurrence.
Therefore, RIA 1 is suitable to transfer.

3. Transfornmers in the utility vaults and wells associated with
the runway and taxiway |ights should be assessed for the
presence of PCBs. |If PCBs are confirmed to be present, the
transforners should be renoved prior to transfer. In
addition, further assessnent may be required to determ ne
whet her or not PCBs have been rel eased to the environnent.

Response: The Navy has | ocated docunentation (available for
review at the CSO) that the runway’ s power isolation
transforners were replaced in 1995, which post-dates the PCB-
Free Activity Report (4 Jan 95). The PCB-Free Activity Report
certifies that the transforners, capacitors, and hydraulic
systens at the Base have been tested and do not contain PCBs
exceedi ng a concentration of 50 parts per mllion. The PCB-
Free Activity Report is also available for review at the CSO

4. The follow ng solid waste should be reused, recycled, or
properly disposed in accordance with 310 CVR 19.000 prior to
transfer:

A di scarded concrete runway |ight vault |located in the
woods approxi mately 150 ft west of the north end runway
17- 35.

Fire hose and scrap netal (jet engine blast deflector?)

| ocated approximately 100 ft west of the Fuel Farm swal e.
Debris including fence posts, pipe, an oil boom railroad
rail, a chemcal |ocker, a concrete block, a highway
barrel marker, and renedi ati on equi pnent |ocated in and
near Buil ding 90/ 3.

Response: See Response to MADEP s Menorandum Comment No. 1.

Subpar cel SPUD- 8

1. As defined in Figure 5 this subparcel is not suitable for
transfer because it includes RIAs 47 and 78C, which are
currently under investigation.

Response: As sunmarized in enclosure (5), the Navy has since

obt ai ned regul atory concurrence on NFA for the cited Rl As and
they are, therefore, suitable to transfer.
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2. Building 99: An electrical device imersed in an unknown fluid
was observed in a utility box nounted adjacent to the
sout hwestern wall of Building 99. A label on the inside of
the box included the statenent: “use only NEMA grade 10C
transformer oil.” The fluid should be assessed to determ ne
whet her or not it contains oil or hazardous materials (OHW
and, if so, renoved prior to transfer.

Response: During the inspection by Navy, EPA, and MADEP
personnel, no visual indication of a release fromthis box was
observed (i.e., no cracks in the utility box, no staining on
the ground, no stressed vegetation, no chem cal odors, no
sheens). The Fuel Farm Rectifier, as this item has been

desi gnat ed, was renoved by Foster \Weel er as docunented in the
Fi nal C oseout Report, Supplenent 5 to Final Work Pl an CTO 48
Conmpact Disk Submttal No. CTO 48-32 of 31 May 02.

3. Fuel Farm Area:

| f present, the drywells associated wwth the five Fuel Farm
jet fuel and aviation gasoline USTs (Figure 1-3, Phase IV
Fi nal 1 nspection Report, Conpletion Statenment and C ass A-2
Response Action Qutcone Report, Fuel FarmSite, RTN 3-
10858, dated January 2002) should be closed in accordance
wi th MADEP gui dance http//ww. magnet. st ate. ma. us/ dep/ dws/
files/ws94001. htm.

Response: The drywells were excavated as part of the
removal of the storage tanks.

| ron-staining and sheens were observed in water running
froman active seep observed near the northwest corner of
Building 51 to the Fuel Farm swale. The discharge should
be assessed to determine if it is causing an adverse
ecol ogi cal inpact, and, if so, should be addressed prior to
transfer.

Response: The Navy has conpleted its investigation and
remedi ati on of inpacts related to past Navy activities at
the former Fuel Farm (see the final RAO report of

19 Feb 02).

The observed seep was an upwel | i ng of groundwater and was
not a discharge from Navy infrastructure. It is conmmon for
natural l y-occurring iron in such seeps to precipitate out
of the water, as dissolved iron is oxidized when the
groundwat er cones into contact with air, thereby staining
the ground surface. Such iron staining is not unique to
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the Fuel Farm area, as it has been observed throughout the
Base. The Navy’s upcom ng wat ershed eval uati on program
wll confirmits source (anaerobic groundwater
precipitating iron upon streamentry) and assess potenti al
ecol ogi cal i npacts.

It is the Navy’'s understanding that the SSTTDC plans to
redevel op nost of the fornmer Fuel Farmarea into a | arge
building with its associated grounds and | arge parking | ot
as part of their Stage 1 redevel opnent of the Base.
Therefore, the iron staining/sheen will not adversely

i npact the environnent after the property is transferred.

Remai ni ng under ground fuel pipelines, if any, should be
assessed to determ ne whether or not they are a source or
potential sources of a release of fuel to the environnent.
Any rel ease or potential release that is identified should
be addressed prior to transfer.

Response: There are no docunented fuel pipes renaining at
the former Fuel Farmsite. As docunented in the Phase |V
Renedy | npl enentation Plan of Sep 97, underground piping
was renoved as part of the MCP activities for the Fuel Farm
(Section 1-5, page 1-8, 1° bullet of the Plan). The Navy
conpleted a final RAOiIn Feb 02 for the Fuel Farmsite.

Concentrations of petroleumconstituents in sonme sanpl es
from subsurface soil not subsequently renoved from Area 1,
2, and 3 exceeded MCP Method 1 S-1 standards (Tables 6-1,
6-3, 6-4, 6-6, 6-7, 6-9, and 6-12; Phase |V Final

| nspection Report, Conpletion Statenent and Cl ass A-2
Response Action Qutcone Report, Fuel Farm Site, RTN 3-
10858, dated January 2002), indicating that a potenti al
future risk mght exist if occupants or workers are exposed
to remai ning contam nated soil in a manner not antici pated
by the risk assessnent assunptions (e.g., residential uses
such as gardeni ng).

Response: It is the Navy’'s understanding that, as part of
their Phase | redevel opnent of the Base, the SSTTDC pl ans
to redevel op nost of the fornmer Fuel Farmarea into a | arge
building with its associated grounds and | arge parking | ot.
Furthernore, the approved zoning for the Fuel Farm area
(SPUD) does not allow residential reuse of the area.

The Exposure Point Concentration (EPC) for soil at the Fuel

Far m does not exceed the MCP Method 1 S-1 standards;
therefore, the MCP requirenents are nmet and an Activity and
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Use Limtation was not required for the site. However, as
a notification to the property G antee, the EBST and

Encl osure (4), which wll be made part of the deed al ong
with the rest of the FOST and its encl osures, have been
nodi fied to state that there are isol ated pockets (point
exceedances) of petroleumrel ated conpounds in soil.

Concentrations of petroleumconstituents in groundwater
sanpl es collected fromseveral existingnonitoring wells
exceeded MCP Method 1 GM2 standards (MM¥9, MM21, and

MM 28; Tabl e 6-13; Phase |V Final |Inspection Report,

Compl etion Statenent and C ass A-2 Response Action Qutcone
Report, Fuel Farm Site, RTN 3-10858, dated January 2002),
indicating that a potential future risk to building
occupants mght exist if buildings are constructed in the
vicinity of the wells.

Response: Only one of the wells referenced in the comrent
(MM 28) provides post-renmedi ation data. MM28 is |ocated
in an area where an additional remedi ati on round was
conpleted in 2001 to renove the petroleum source in that
area. There has been no resanpling of that well after the
additional renediation step in 2001; therefore, the current
concentrations are expected to be lower than cited in the
comment. Overall, the Navy has conpleted all MCP
activities at the fornmer Fuel Farm and has conpleted a
final RAOin Feb 02, thereby satisfying the MCP

requi renents and closing the site. As a notification to
the property G antee, the EBST and Encl osure (4), which

wi |l be made part of the deed along wwth the rest of the
FOST and its encl osures, have been nodified to state that
there was an isol ated/ poi nt exceedance of the GM2 standard
in an area that subsequently received additional
remedi ati on.

4. The follow ng solid waste should be reused, recycled, or
properly disposed in accordance with 310 CVR 19.000 prior to
transfer:

Snow fence, plastic pipe, concrete post nmounts, a hazardous
materials | ocker, and renedi ati on equi pnment in and near
Bui | di ng 51.

PVC pi pes stored on the chain-link fence | ocated
approxi mately 100 ft east of Building 51.

Electrical wire protruding fromthe ground near the forner
| ocation of UST 79/ 1.

Response: See Response to MADEP s Menorandum Comment No. 1.
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Subpar cel SPUD- 9

1. As defined in Figure 6, this subparcel is not suitable for
transfer because a final decision docunent has not been
submtted for R A 46

Response: The Navy submtted the final NFA Decision Docunent
for RIA 46 in Apr 02 and has obtained regul atory concurrence.
Therefore, it is suitable to transfer.

2. The indoor air hazard caused by fungus in Building 103 should
be addressed (health hazard).

Response: The potential fungal hazard identified in

Buil ding 103 is addressed in clause 8(g) of enclosure (2).
See al so the Response to MADEP's Comment No. 1 on

encl osure (2).

3. The pile of concrete debris located in the woods approxi mately
100 ft east of Building 20 should be reused, recycled, or
properly disposed of in accordance with 310 CVR 19. 000 pri or
to transfer.

Response: See Response to MADEP s Menorandum Comment No. 1.

Subparcel SPUD- 10

1. As defined in Figure 7, this subparcel is not suitable for
transfer because it includes RIA 2C, which is currently under
i nvesti gati on.

Response: As sunmarized in enclosure (5), the Navy has since
obt ai ned regul atory concurrence on NFA for RIA 2C. Therefore,
it is suitable to transfer.

2. The subsurface aircraft arresting nechani sns, |ocated adjacent
to the east and west sides of Runway 17-35, should be assessed
to determine if the contain OHM and, if OHMis present,
appropriate renedi al action should be conpleted prior to
transfer.

Response: Determ nation of whether such assessnent shoul d be
pursued was part of the Basew de Phase | EBS program No R A
was designated for the aircraft arresting nechanisns at that
time. No new information has been presented to the BCT to
warrant a new investigation (i.e., the presence of the
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arresting nechani sns was known at the tine of the Phase | EBS
and no potential releases of OHVMs have been identified).

Furthernore, the Navy recently renoved the aircraft arresting
mechani snms. At that tinme, there was no visual indication of a
rel ease of hazardous substances or petrol eum conpounds (i.e.,
no observed | eaks and cracks). Further information is

avai lable for reviewin the Final Renoval Action Report, RIAs
109, 95C, 16, Runway Arresting Cear, Various Solid Waste and
Hazardous Materials Renoval s by Foster \Weel er Environnent al
Cor poration of May 02.

3. Transforners in subsurface vaults associated with the optical
| andi ng system |ocated adjacent to the east and west side of
Runway 17-35, should be assessed for the presence of PCBs. |If
PCBs are confirned to be present, the transfornmers should be
removed prior to transfer. |In addition, further assessnent
may be required to determ ne whether or not PCBs have been
rel eased to the environnent.

Response: See the Response to MADEP's EBST Conment No. 2 for
subparcel GS-C-4.

4. Transformers in the utility vaults and wells associated with
the taxiway |lights should be assessed for the presence of
PCBs. |If the presence of PCBs is confirnmed, the transforners
shoul d be renoved prior to transfer. In addition, further
assessnent may be required to determ ne whet her or not PCBs
have been rel eased to the environnent.

Response: See the Response to MADEP's EBST Conment No. 3 for
subparcel GS-C-4.

EBS Review Item Area

1. Subparcels containing the followwng RIAs will not be suitable
for transfer until associated response actions and deci sion
docunents are conpleted: RIAs 2B, 2C, 46, 47, and 78C.

Response: As sunmarized in enclosure (5), the Navy has since
obt ai ned regul atory concurrence on NFA for the cited Rl As and
they are, therefore, suitable to transfer.

2. RIA 76: As indicated on page 19, a solid waste inventory had
not been prepared at the tine the draft FOST was subm tt ed.
Consequently, the Departnment cannot concur on the suitability
for transfer of the subparcels described in the draft FOST
until the solid waste inventory is submtted and agreenent is
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reached on the managenent and di sposal of the solid waste
present on the FOST subparcels.

Response: See the Response to MADEP' s Menorandum Conment
No. 1.

PCBs

1. As noted in a preceding section, an electrical device
apparently imrersed in a cooling fluid was observed in a
utility box nmounted adjacent to the southeastern wall of
Bui | ding 99 (Subparcel SPUD-8). The fluid should be assessed
to determ ne whether or not in contains PCBs and, if so,
renmoved prior to transfer.

Response: See the Response to MADEP' s Conment No. 2 on
subparcel SPUD- 8.

2. As noted in preceding sections, power isolation transformers
wer e observed on subparcels OS-C-4 and SPUD- 10. These
transforners should be assessed for the presence of PCBs.
| f the presence of PCBs is confirned, the transfornmers shoul d
be renoved and properly disposed of prior to transfer. In
addition, further assessnent may be required to determ ne
whet her PCBs have been rel eased to the environnent.

Response: See the Response to MADEP's EBST Conment No. 3 for
subparcel GS-C-4.

Asbest os

1. An asbestos-containing material (ACM inventory for
Bui | ding 90/ 3 shoul d be prepared prior to transfer and
included in the revised FOST.

Response: G ven current information, the FOST has been anended
to indicate that ACMs may be present in Building 90/3. It is

the Navy’s understanding that SSTTDC plans to denolish

Buil ding 90/ 3 as part of their Phase Il B redevel opnent of the
Base. |If that plan is changed in the future, then at the tine
of decision to reuse, the Navy will coordinate with SSTTDC to

i npl ement DoD s BRAC policy on asbestos in buildings.

2. The statenent specifying the post-transfer use of the
bui |l di ngs included in the FOST subparcels shoul d be obtained
and included in the revised FOST to ensure that the eval uation
of the suitability of the buildings for transfer is based on
the intended future use of the buildings. M. John Macaul ey
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with the Bureau of Waste Prevention (978-661-7633) should be
contacted to determ ne requirenents of the asbestos in the
bui | di ngs.

Response: Table 1 of the FOST Menorandum provi des a summary of
t he proposed use for each subparcel. A definitive plan for
the post-transfer use of each building is not avail abl e at
this time, although the reuse will be in accordance with the
zoning all onwances. Wen that is available, the Navy w ||

i npl emrent the DoD BRAC policy for asbestos in buildings.

State requirenents for asbestos in reused or denvolished
buildings will be the responsibility of the property G antee.

ASTs and USTs

1. This section should include brief descriptions of the
antifreeze aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) that were | ocated
with the aircraft arresting equi pnent in subparcel SPUD 10.

Response: The text has been nodified as request ed.

Solid Waste

1. This section indicates that the presence of solid waste on the
FOST subparcel s does not preclude the FOST. However, it is
the Departnent’s general understanding that a fundanenta
pur pose of the BRAC programis to ensure that DoD property is
brought into conpliance with all applicable federal, state and
| ocal environmental |aws prior to transfer. |In particular, it
is the Departnent’s understanding that RIA 76 (basew de solid
waste) was designated to ensure that solid waste on South
Weynout h NAS property woul d be brought into conpliance with
the applicable solid waste regul ati ons. Consequently, the
FOST shoul d ensure that the solid waste in the FOST subparcels
wi |l be addressed in accordance with 310 CVR 19. 000.

Response: See the Response to MADEP' s Menor andum Conmment

No. 1. The FOST docunents suitability with respect to CERCLA
criteria and provides notification of other rel evant

envi ronmental conditions such as solid waste. In addition to
this, the Navy is also working to satisfy the State’'s solid
waste regulations prior to transfer separately fromthe FOST
process.

Fi gures

1. Figure 3:
Al of the MCP sites should be | abel ed.
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The boundary between subparcels INST-2 and OS-C- 3 shoul d be
i dentifi ed.

Response: As noted at the bottomof Figure 3, only sites
within 200 ft of the FOST subparcels are | abeled. The
other MCP sites depicted in Figure 3 have all been cl osed
and do not affect the FOST.

The figure has been nodified to indicate the boundary
bet ween subparcel s I NST-2 and OS-C- 3.

2. Figure 5: Building 51 should be I abel ed.

Response: The figure has been nodified accordingly.

MADEP COMMENTS ON ENCLOSURE (1)

1. Tables 2 and 3

Bui |l ding 99 should be listed in these tables if the
presence of PCBs is confirnmed in the fluid observed in the
utility box nmounted adjacent to the southeastern wall of
the building (refer to Cooment 1 under the PCBs headi ng).

Response: Comment not ed.

Power isolation transforners in subparcels OS-C 4 and SPUD
10 should be listed in these tables if the presence of PCBs
inthe transfornmers is confirnmed (refer to Comment 2 under
t he PCBs headi ng).

Response: See the Response to MADEP' s EBST Conment No. 3
for subparcel OS-C 4.

Aircraft arresting equi pnent in subparcel SPUD- 10 shoul d be
listed in the tables due to the past presence of antifreeze
i n associ ated ASTs and subsurface danpi ng nechani sns.

Response: The antifreeze reservoirs of the arresting gear
mechani sms have been added to the tables, along with the
approxi mate vol unes and dates of use.

MADEP COMMENTS ON ENCLOSURE ( 2)

1

Item 8 (M scellaneous Site Specific O auses): O auses (e)
and (f), which are apparently intended to m nim ze
exposures to | ead dust and fungus in Buildings 51 and 103,
are inappropriate because the FOST is intended to support a
permanent transfer of property. To ensure that the
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property is suitable for transfer at the tine of transfer,
t hese conditions should be corrected prior to transfer.

Response: It is assuned this coment neant to cite cl auses
(f) and (g) of enclosure (2), which pertain to | ead dust
and fungus, whereas clause 8(e) pertains to groundwater
use.

Cl auses (f) and (g) provide notification of potential
hazards and require the Gantee to either take appropriate
precautionary neasures, or to conplete mtigation of the
risks in support of the specific reuse. Therefore, given

t hose permanent requirenents, Buildings 51 and 103 are
suitable for transfer to the G antee. As noted in clause
8(f), DoD policy would only require the Navy to conpl ete

| ead abatenents if the buildings were intended for
residential reuse. The approved zoning uses for

Bui l dings 51 and 103 are non-residential. Finally, |ead
dust and fungus abatenents in these buildings are likely to
be unwarranted because SSTTDC has indicated to the Navy
that these buildings are likely to be denolished in support
of the redevel opnent of the Base.
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SSTTDC GENERAL COMVENTS

1. To date, neither the first FOST (unencunbered) nor this FOST
(#2) show (on a figure) the area northwest of building 32 as
part of a FOST. This nostly paved area is Navy property to
the edge of Wiite Street and although it is beyond the
existing fenceline, it should be transferred to the
Corporation foll ow ng review through one of the first two
FOSTs. This area will be part of the first Stage of property
devel opnent at the Base.

Response: Enclosure (1) (i.e., the EBST) of the first FOST
(final of Aug 02) states the follow ng for subparcel OS-W1
(whi ch contains Building 32):

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 fromthe actual property
[ine).

Although it is not clear fromthe figures presented in that
FOST (which are only drawn to the fenceline due to limtations
on the avail abl e mapped areas), the text indicates that the
parking lot is included in the first FOST.

2. Does the PCB-Free Activity Report of 1995 certify al
transforners at the Base as being PCB-free — i.e. have al
transforners been researched to determ ne the approxi nate age
and type? If not, what wll the Navy' s course of action be to
address the potential PCB-containing transforners that are
still in place (transfornmers noticed during the 29 January
2002 site wal kt hrough attended by representatives of the EPA,
MADEP, the Navy, EA, and the Corporation - transforners are
present in runway |ighting hand holes, netal utility boxes,
etc.).

Response: See the Response to MADEP's Comrent No. 3 on
subparcel G0S-C- 4.

3. Hstorically, who has maintained sewer and water lines in the
Trotter Road Extension subparcel — the Town of Weynouth or the
Navy? The Corporation understands that the MBTA has been
responsi ble for all snow renoval fromRoute 18 to the railroad
tracks and that the USCG has been responsi ble for snow renoval
fromthe tracks to the existing Trotter Road gate east of the
buoy depot.
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Response: Hi storically, the Navy has not maintained the
utilities in that section of Trotter Road. Under a G ant of
Easenent on 20 Aug 97 between the Navy and the MBTA, the MBTA
was given an easenent and right-of-way for the construction,
installation, operation, nmaintenance, repair, and repl acenent
of that 250-ft length of roadway.

4. Pl ease update all text pertaining to the status of the Fuel
Farmsite in the final version of this FOST.

Response: The text has been updat ed.

5. The followi ng cooments were generated fromfield observations
made during the FOST #2 site wal kt hrough of 29 January 2002.
The comments shoul d be addressed prior to FOST signature:

Buildings 51 & 90/3 — Al potentially hazardous material s
(Foster Wheeler or Navy field supplies, containerized soi
sanpl es, gas cans, cleaning agents, etc.) should be renoved
fromthese buildings, the yellow flammabl es | ocker outside
of building 51 and the surroundi ng grounds.

Response: The Navy will renobve containerized soil sanples
and stored hazardous materials (such as “decon” fluids and
cl eaning agents) from Buil dings 51 and 90/3 prior to
transfer.

Building 99 — The nature of the fluid contained in the
transforner box | ocated at the southern exterior of this
bui l di ng should be investigated to determine if it is
hazar dous.

Response: See the Response to MADEP' s Conment No. 2 on
subparcel SPUD- 8.

Fuel Farmsite — The surface water flow resulting fromthe
bl ocked sewer |ine just northwest of building 51 should be
investigated further. There is a noticeable sheen floating
on an iron-rich puddle of water. The origin of the sheen

i s unknown — petrol eum or biological related?

Response: See the Response to MADEP's Comrent No. 3 on
subparcel SPUD- 8.

6. Overall this FOST docunent is well witten. The Corporation
appreciates the Navy's efforts in preparing this and ot her
docunents sinultaneously to support our early devel opnent
goal s.
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Response: Thank you.

SSTTDC COMVENTS ON ENCLOSURE (1)

1

P.3 — Is the docunent EBS Review Itens Requiring NFA under the
EBS by EA, updated January 2002 available at this tinme?

Response: The docunent (“No Further Action List, Environnental
Basel i ne Survey, Effective 18 January 2002”) is available for
review at the CSO |library. The docunent was signed by the
Navy, EPA, and MADEP in Feb 02 and cl oses further

i nvestigations under the EBS program at 55 Rl As.

. P.9 — Should RIA 91 be included here? It appears to be

greater than 200" from subparcel OS-C 4.

Response: Correct. At its closest point, the fornmer Navy
Exchange (NEX) filling station site is approximately 260 ft
away fromthe eastern edge of subparcel OS-C-4. Therefore,
both RIA 48 (NEX filling station | eak detection failure) and
RIA 91 (NEX filling station incidental drips/spills) and their
associated MCP site (RTN 3-13316 — NEX Filling Station) w ||
be renoved fromthe discussion of subparcel OS-C 4.

P.9 — It appears that RIA 77 shoul d be included as one of the
EBS sites wthin 200" of subparcel OS-C 4.

Response: Correct. RIA 77 (UST leak tests) will be added to

t he discussion of sites within 200 ft of subparcel OS-C 4.
However, the Navy, EPA, and MADEP have agreed that NFA is
required for RIA 77 (Navy letter of Jan 02, signed Feb 02).
Therefore, RIA 77 does not adversely affect the FOST of nearby
subparcel GS-C-4.

Figure 3 — Please show where OS-C-3 and I NST-2 neet on Shea
Menorial Drive. Also, the five U S. Coast Guard hones on
Cross Terrace have been renpved.

Response: The figure has been nodifi ed.

Figure 5 — Please | abel building 51 and renove the westernnost
“Hought on Road” | abel .

Response: The figure has been nodifi ed.

Figure 6 — The shed east of building 17 has been renoved.
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Response: The figure has been updat ed.

7. Figure 8 — Pl ease use a nore detail ed base map here (i.e.
aerial photograph) — it is difficult to discern the area being
“FOSTed. ”

Response: The figure has been clarified. As part of the

transfer process, the Navy will prepare a detailed and
accurate survey nmap.

8. All Figures¥Pl ease ensure that the dark subparcel boundary
lines close, either in solid or dashed fornat.

Response: The figures have been nodified to depict conplete
(closed) solid boundary lines for the FOST subparcels.
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PUBLI C COWENTS — M KE BROVBERG OF ROCKLAND, MNA

Note: The follow ng conments are paraphrased fromthe letter
recei ved.

1. The FOST cannot conclude that the environnental conditions are
suitable for the planned reuse because, as evidenced by
vari ous newspaper articles, a pending managenent agreenent by
t he redevel opnent agency with MassDevel opnent will result in
new zoni ng and infrastructure plans for the base. This FOST
for 68.9 acres and the previous draft FOST for 600 acres
(30 Mar 01) should be withdrawn until a fixed reuse plan is
i n-pl ace.

Response: SSTTDC is the current |ocal- and state-approved
recipient for the myjority of the property at the nmain Base of
the former NAS South Weynouth. The Reuse Plan al so has been
approved by the tows and is still in effect.

The Navy is aware that the SSTTDC conducted tal ks in the past
wi th MassDevel opnent for managenent and financi al assistance.
However, as of the date of this final FOST, MassDevel opnent is
not involved with the redevel opnent of NAS South Weynout h, and
SSTTDC has since entered into an exclusive agreenent with
Lennar Partners to be the nmaster devel oper.

In order to change any zoning in the reuse plan, the proponent
(SSTTDC) woul d have to reopen public hearings in Wynouth,

Abi ngt on, and Rockl and, and receive a two-thirds approval vote
by each town. |In accordance with BRAC | aw, the Navy is
required to transfer this closed Base as soon as feasible.
Therefore, the Navy nust proceed with the property transfer
pursuant to the existing reuse and zoni ng pl ans.

| f changes to the reuse plan/zoning occur after transfer, then
the new property owner will be responsible to ensure that the
condi tions neet any new redevel opnent plans. The Navy w ||
remain liable to return and address any currently undi scovered
sources of contam nation that are a result of past Navy
activities.

Therefore, the Navy wll proceed wth the ongoi ng FOSTs.

2. In lieu of a fixed reuse plan, the Navy should clean all the
parcels to a | evel where there would be no identified human
health risks in excess of regulatory guidance, including
hypot hetical future onsite residents (associated with surface
wat er, surface soil, and groundwater) and for hypotheti cal
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future recreational children (associated with surface soil and
surface water).

Response: As explained in the above response, the existing
Reuse Plan is considered final. Changes to the final Reuse
Plan would require a notion by the SSTTDC and two-thirds
approval by each of the three towns.

If a renmedial action is conducted to a |evel such that
commercial/industrial risks are mtigated but residential
risks are not, then the Navy typically includes sonme form of
an “institutional control” that disallows residential reuse of
that site, regardless of the all owed uses under the zoning.
MCP sites are handled simlarly in that Activity and Use
Limtations can be inplenented as institutional controls to
address residual risks. Furthernore, in accordance with
CERCLA, the Navy, EPA Region |, and MADEP wi || conduct 5-year
reviews for each site that has a CERCLA renedi al action which
does not render the site acceptable for unrestricted use and
unlimted exposure. The purpose of 5-year reviews is to
ensure that the renmedi al action remains protective of human
health and the environment in the long-termand wll include
eval uations of any changes in | and use.

3. If the FOSTs are not w thdrawn, then the Navy should w thdraw
fromthe FOST any and all sites (e.g., EBS RIAs 2B and 2C)
Wi thin the subject subparcels where all the work is not
conpl et e.

Response: As described in enclosures (1), (3), (4), and (5),
t he Navy has conpl eted the investigations and obt ai ned

regul atory concurrence on the sites |located within the FOST
subparcel s.

Encl osure (7) Page 45



Enclosure (8) - Solid Waste | nventory for FOST2

Subparcel Description Category Approx CY Alias Proposed Status Notes DEP Comment

0s-C14 air conditioners (2) 1 0.5 -- remove & NFA present stored behind shed --

0s-C14 asphalt 4 1 -- notify & NFA present -- --

0s-C14 bucket (1-gal, empty) 3 0 -- remove & NFA present -- --

0s-C14 bucket (1-gal, empty) 3 0 -- remove & NFA present -- --

0s-C14 concrete block 4 1 -- notify & NFA present molded from 55 gal drum, OS-C-4 #4

possible light stand

0s-C14 concrete block (3 ft) 4 0.1 -- notify & NFA present -- 0S-C-4 #4

0s-C14 metal (blast shield) 1 1 -- remove & NFA present -- 0S-C-4 #4

0s-C14 metal (broken sign) 1 0.1 -- remove & NFA present -- --

0s-C14 metal, concrete (2 fence 1 0.5 -- remove & NFA present fenceposts and concrete 0OS-C-4 #4
posts) base

0s-C14 misc (broken sign) 1 0.2 -- remove & NFA present -- --

0S-C-4 pipe 1 0 - remove & NFA present - -

0s-C14 wood boards 1 4 -- remove & NFA present -- 0S-C-4 #4

0s-C14 yard waste (branches) 1 3 -- notify & NFA present -- --

SPUD-10 metal rail (1 ft) 2 0.1 -- remove & NFA present possible RR tie section --

SPUD-10 rebar (4 ft) 2 0 -- remove & NFA present -- --

SPUD-8 concrete 4 1 -- notify & NFA present -- --

SPUD-8 concrete block (2 ft) 4 0.1 -- notify & NFA present -- SPUD-8 #4

SPUD-8 electrical cable 1 0 -- remove & NFA present -- SPUD-8 #4
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Subparcel Description Category Approx CY Alias Proposed Status Notes DEP Comment

SPUD-8 electrical cable 1 0 -- remove & NFA present -- SPUD-8 #4

SPUD-8 metal debris 1 0.5 -- remove & NFA present -- --

SPUD-8 metal rail (20 ft) 1 0.2 -- remove & NFA present -- --

SPUD-8 misc (PVC pipes, wood, 1 3 -- remove & NFA present -- SPUD-8 #4
fencing)

SPUD-8 plastic sheet 1 0.1 -- remove & NFA present -- --

SPUD-8 plastic sheet 1 1 -- remove & NFA present -- --

SPUD-8 PVC pipes (five 10-20 ft 1 0.5 -- remove & NFA present -- SPUD-8 #4
long)

SPUD-8 PVC pipes (six 2 ftlong) 1 0.2 -- remove & NFA present -- SPUD-8 #4

SPUD-8 rebar 2 0 - remove & NFA present - -

SPUD-8 wood plank 1 0.1 -- remove & NFA present -- SPUD-8 #4

SPUD-8 wood stake 1 0 -- remove & NFA present -- SPUD-8 #4

SPUD-8 yard waste (branches) 1 1 -- notify & NFA present -- --

SPUD-9 concrete 4 0.5 -- notify & NFA present -- SPUD-9 #3

TRE litter (roadside) 1 0.1 -- notify & NFA present bottles, papers, etc.; non- --

Navy litter

ABC = asphalt/brick/concrete C = central zone CY = cubicyards DEP = Department of Environmental Protection NFA = no further
action OS = open space SPUD = special planned use district Category 1 = no chemical or safety hazard Category 2 = potential safety
hazard Category 3 = empty containers Category 4 = ABC

Tuesday, October 22, 2002
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