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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT OF 1990 

AND RELATED PROVISIONS 

(Title XXIX of P.L. 101-5 10, approved Nov. 5,1990,lO U.S.C. 2687 note, 
as amended through P.L. 103-337) 

TITLE XXIX - DEFENSE BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

PART A - Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

10 USC 2687 
note. 

10 USC 2687 
note. 

President. 

SEC. 2901. SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSE 
(a) Short Title. -This part may be cited as the "Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Act of 1990". 
(b) Purpose. - The purpose of this part is to provide a fair process that 

will result in the timely closure and realignment of military installations inside 
the United States. 

SEC. 2902. THE COMMISSION 
(a) Establishment. - There is established an independent commission to 

be known as the "Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission". 
(b) Duties. -The Commission shall carry out the duties specified for it in 

this part. 
(c) Appointment. - (l)(A) The Commission shall be composed of eight 

members appointed by the President, by and with the advise and consent of 
the Senate. 

(B) The President shall transmit to the Senate the nominations for 
appointment to the Commission - 

(i) by no later than January 3,199 1, in the case of members of the 
Commission whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of 
the 102nd Congress; 

(ii) by no later than January 25, 1993, in the case of members of the 
Commission whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of 
the 103rd Congress; and 

(iii) by no later than January 3, 1995, in the case of members of the 
Commission whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of 
the 104th Congress. 

(C) If the President does not transmit to Congress the nominations for 
appointment to the Commission on or before the date specified for 1993 in 
clause (ii) of subparagraph (B) or for 1995 in clause (iii) of such 
subparagraph, the process by which military installations may be selected for 
closure or realignment under this part with respect to that year shall be 
terminated. 

(2) In selecting individuals for nominations for appointments to the 
Commission, the President should consult with - 

(A) the Speaker of the House of Representatives concerning the 
appointment of two members; 

(B) the majority leader of the Senate concerning the appointment of 
two members; 
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pay payable for level I11 of the Executive Schedule under section 53 14 of title 
5, United States Code. 

(2) Members shall receive travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of 
subsistence, in accordance with sections 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United 
States Code. 
(h) Director of Staff. - (1) The Commission shall, without regard to 

section 53 1 l(b) of title 5, United States Code, appoint a Director who has not 
served on active duty in the Armed Forces or as a civilian employee of the 
Department of Defense during the one-year period preceding the date of such 
appointment. 

(2) The Director shall be paid at the rate of basic pay payable for level IV of 
the Executive Schedule under section 53 15 of title 5, United States Code. 

(i) Staff. - (1) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), the Director, with the 
approval of the Commission, may appoint and fix the pay of additional 
personnel. 

(2) The Director may make such appointments without regard to the 
provisions of title 5, United States Code, governing appointments in the 
competitive service, and any personnel so appointed may be paid without 
regard to the provisions of chapter 5 1 and subchapter I11 of chapter 53 of that 
title [sections 5101 et seq. and 5331 et seq., respectively, of Title 51 relating to 
classification and General Schedule pay rates, except that an individual so 
appointed may not receive pay in excess of the annual rate of basic pay 
payable for GS-18 of the General Schedule. 

(3)(A) Not more than one-third of the personnel employed by or detailed to 
the Commission may be on detail from the Department of Defense. 

(B)(i) Not more than one-fifth of the professional analysts of the 
Commission staff may be persons detailed fiom the Department of Defense to 
the Commission. 

(ii) No person detailed fiom the Department of Defense to the 
Commission may be assigned as the lead professional analyst with 
respect to a military department or defense agency. 

(C) A person may not be detailed from the Department of Defense to the 
Commission if, within 12 months before the detail is to begin, that person 
participated personally and substantially in any matter within the Department 
of Defense concerning the preparation of recommendations for closures or 
realignments of military installations. 

@) No member of the Armed Forces, and no officer or employee of the 
Department of Defense, may - 

(i) prepare any report concerning the effectiveness, fitness, or 
efficiency of the performance on the staff of the Commission of any 
person detailed from the Department of Defense to that s@, 

(ii) review the preparation of such a report; or 
(iii) approve or disapprove such a report. 

(4) Upon request of the Director, the head of any Federal department or 
agency may detail any of the personnel of that department or agency to the 
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Federal 
Register, 
publication. 

Federal 
Register, 
publication. 

Federal 
Register, 
publication. 

(2) Such plan shall include, without any reference (directly or indirectly) to 
military installations inside the United States that may be closed or realigned 
under such plan - 

(A) a description of the assessment referred to in paragraph (1); 
(B) a description (i) of the anticipated force-structure during and at 

the end of each such period for each military department (with 
specifications of the number and type of units in the active and reserve 
forces of each such department), and (ii) of the units that will need to 
be forward based (with a justification there00 during and at the end of 
each such period; and 

(C) a description of the anticipated implementation of such force- 
structure plan. 

(3) The Secretary shall also transmit a copy of each such force-structure 
plan to the Commission. 

(b) Selection Criteria. - (1) The Secretary shall, by no later than, 
December 3 1, 1990, publish in the Federal Register and transmit to the 
congressional defense committees the criteria proposed to be used by the 
Department of Defense in making recommendations for the closure or 
realignment of military installations inside the United States under this part. 
The Secretary shall provide an opportunity for public comment on the 
proposed criteria for a period of at least 30 days and shall include notice of 
that opportunity in the publication required under the preceding sentence. 

(2)(A) The Secretary shall, by no later than February 15,1991, publish 
in the Federal Register and transmit to the congressional defense committees 
the final criteria to be used in making recommendations for the closure or 
realignment of military installations inside the United States under this part. 
Except as provided in subparagraph (B), such criteria shall be the final criteria 
to be used, along with the force-structure plan referred to in subsection (a), in 
making such recommendations unless disapproved by a joint resolution of 
Congress enacted on or before March 1 5,199 1. 

(B) The Secretary may amend such criteria, but such amendments may not 
become effective until they have been published in the Federal Register, 
opened to public comment for at least 30 days, and then transmitted to the 
congressional defense committees in final form by no later than January 15 of 
the year concerned. Such amended criteria shall be the final criteria to be 
used, along with the force-structure plan referred to in subsection (a), in 
making such recommendations unless disapproved by a joint resolution of 
Congress enacted on or before February 15 of the year concerned. 

(c) DoD Recommendations. - (1) The Secretary may, by no later than 
April 15,1991, March 15,1993 and March 1, 1995, publish in the 
Federal Register and transmit to the congressional defense committees and 
to the Commission a list of the military installations inside the United States 
that the Secretary recommends for closure or realignment on the basis of the 
force-structure plan and the final criteria referred to in subsection (b)(2) that 
are applicable to the year concerned. 
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information. 

Reports. 

which the Secretary of each military department shall prescribe for 
personnel within that military department, or regulations which the 
head of each Defense Agency shall prescribe for personnel within that 
Defense Agency. 

(6) Any information provided to the Commission b y  a person described in 
paragraph (5)(B) shall also be submitted to the Senate and the House of 
Representatives to be made available to the Members of the House concerned 
in accordance with the rules of that House. The information shall be 
submitted to the Senate and the House of Representatives within 24 hours 
after the submission of the information to the Commission. 

(d) Review and Recommendations by the Commission. - (I) After 
receiving the recommendations from the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c) 
for any year, the Commission shall conduct public hearings on the 
recommendations. All testimony before the Commission at apublic hearing 
conducted under this paragraph shall be presented under oath. 

(2)(A) The Commission shall, by no later than July 1 of each year in which 
the Secretary transmits recommendations to it pursuant to subsection (c), 
transmit to the President a report containing the Commission's findings and 
conclusions based on a review and analysis of the recommendations made by 
the Secretary, together with the Commission's recommendations for closures 
and realignments of military installations inside the United States. 

(B) Subject to subparagraph (C), in making its recommendations, the 
Commission may make changes in any of the recommendations made by the 
Secretary if the Commission determines that the Secretary deviated 
substantially from the force-structure plan and final criteria referred to in 
subsection (c)(l) in making recommendations. 

(C) In the case of a change described in subparagraph @) in the 
recommendations made by the Secretary, the Commission may make the 
change only if the Commission - 

(i) makes the determination required by subparagraph (B); 
(ii) determines that the change is consistent with the force-structure 

plan and final criteria referred to in subsection (c)(l); 
(iii) publishes a notice of the proposed change in the Federal 

Register not less than 45 days before transmitting its 
recommendations to the President pursuant to paragraph (2); and 

(iv) conducts public hearings on the proposed change. 
@) Subparagraph (C) shall apply to a change by the Commission in the 

Secretary's recommendations that would - 
(i) add a military installation to the list of military installations 

recommended by the Secretary for closure; 
(ii) add a military installation to the list of military installations 

recommended by the Secretary for realignment; or 
(iii) increase the extent of a realignment of a particular military 

installation recommended by the Secretary. 
(3) The Commission shall explain and justify in its report submitted to the 

President pursuant to paragraph (2) any recommendation made by the 
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10 USC 2687 SEC. 2904. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY 
note. INSTALLATIONS 

(a) In General. - Subject to subsection (b), the Secretary shall - 
(1) close all military installations recommended for closure by the 

Commission in each report transmitted to the Congress by the 
President pursuant to section 2903(e); 

(2) realign all military installations recommended for realignment 
by such Commission in each such report; 

(3) initiate all such closures and realignments no later than two 
years after the date on which the President transmits a report to the 
Congress pursuant to section 2903(e) containing the recommendations 
for such closures or realignments; and 

(4) complete all such closures and realignments no later than the 
end of the six-year period beginning on the date on which the 
President transmits the report pursuant to section 2903(e) containing 
the recommendations for such closures or realignments. 

(b) Congressional Disapproval. - (1) The Secretary may not carry out 
any closure or realignment recommended by the Commission in a report 
transmitted fiom the President pursuant to section 2903(e) if a joint resolution 
is enacted, in accordance with the provisions of section 2908, disapproving 
such recommendations of the Commission before the earlier of - 

(A) the end of the 45-day period beginning on the date on which the 
President transmits such report; or 

(B) the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session during 
which such report is transmitted. 

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1) of this subsection and subsections (a) and 
(c) of section 2908, the days on which either House of Congress is not in 
session because of adjournment of more than three days to a day certain shall 
be excluded in the computation of a period. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2905. IMPLEMENTATION 
note. (a) In General. - (1) In closing or realigning any military installation 

under this part, the Secretary may - 
(A) take such actions as may be necessary to close or realign any 

military installation, including the acquisition of such land, the 
construction of such replacement facilities, the performance of such 
activities, and the conduct of such advance planning and design as 
may be required to transfer functions from a military installation being 
closed or realigned to another military installation, and may use for 
such purpose funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the 
Department of Defense for use in planning and design, minor 
construction, or operation and maintenance; 

(B) provide- 
(i) economic adjustment assistance to any community 

located near a military installation being closed or realigned, 
and 

Community 
action programs. 
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disposal of surplus property under the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949; and 

(ii) all regulations in effect on the date of the enactment of this Act 
governing the conveyance and disposal of property under section 
13(g) of the Surplus Property Act of 1944 [50 U.S.C. App. 1622(g)]. 

(B) The Secretary, after consulting with the Administrator of General 
Services, may issue regulations that are necessary to cany out the delegation 
of authority required by paragraph (1). 

(C) The authority required to be delegated by paragraph (1) to the Secretary 
by the Administrator of General Services shall not include the authority to 
prescribe general policies and methods for utilizing excess property and 
disposing of surplus property. 

(D) The Secretary of Defense may transfer real property or facilities located 
at a military installation to be closed or realigned under this part, with or 
without reimbursement, to a military department or other entity (including a 
nonappropriated fund instrumentality) within the Department of Defense or 
the Coast Guard. 

(E) Before any action may be taken with respect to the disposal of any 
surplus real property or facility located at any military installation to be closed 
or realigned under this part, the Secretary of Defense shall consult with the 
Governor of the State and the heads of the local governments concerned for 
the purpose of considering any plan for the use of such property by the local 
community concerned. 

(3)(A) Not later than 6 months afler the date of approval of the closure of a 
military installation under this part, the Secretary, in consultation with the 
redevelopment authority with respect to the installation, shall - 

(i) inventory the personal property located at the installation; and 
(ii) identrfi the items (or categories of items) of such personal 

property that the Secretary determines to be related to real property 
and anticipates will support the implementation of the redevelopment 
plan with respect to the installation. 

(B) gno  redevelopment authority refered to in subparagraph (A) exists 
with respect to an installation, the Secretary shall consult with - 

0) the local government in whose jurisdiction the installation is 
wholly located; or 

(ii) a local government agency or State government agency 
designated for the purpose of such consultation by the chief executive 
o#cer of the State in which the installation is located. 

(C) (0 Except as provided in subparagraphs (E) and (F), the Secretary may 
not carry out any of the activities referred to in clause (ii) with respect to an 
installation referred to in that clause until the earlier of - 

(I) one week afler the date on which the redevelopment plan for the 
installation is submitted to the Secretary; 

(14 the date on which the redevelopment authority notiJies the 
Secretary that it will not submit such aplan; 
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consideration may include consideration in kind (including goods and 
services), real property and improvements, or such other consideration as the 
Secretary considers appropriate. The Secretary shall determine the estimated 
fair market value of the property to be transferred under this subparagraph 
before carrying out such transfer. 

(I0 The Secretary shall prescribe regulations that set forth 
guidelines for determining the amount, if any, of consideration 
required for a transfer under this paragraph. Such regulations shall 
include a requirement that, in the case of each transfer under this 
paragraph for consideration below the estimated fair market value of 
the property transferreed, the Secretary provide an explanation why the 
transfer is not for the estimated fair market value of the property 
transferred [including an explanation why the transfer cannot be 
carried out in accordance with the authority provided to the Secretary 
pursuant to paragraph (1) or (2)]. 

(ii) The transfer ofproperty under subparagraph (A) shall be without 
consideration in the case of any installation located in a rural area whose 
closure under this part will have a substantial adverse impact (as determined 
by the Secretary) on the economy of the communities in the vicinity of the 
installation and on the prospect for the economic recovery of such 
communitiesfiom such closure. The Secretary shall prescribe in the 
regulations under clause (i)(IJ the manner of determining whether 
communities are eligible for the transfer ofproperty under this clause. 

(iii) In the case of a transfer under subparagraph (A) for consideration 
below the fair market value of the property transferred, the Secretary may 
recoup from the transferee of such property such portion as the Secretary 
determines appropriate of the amount, ifany, by which the sale or lease of 
such property by such transferee exceeds the amount of consideration paid to 
the Secretary for such property by such transferee. The Secretary shall 
prescribe regulations for determining the amount of recoupment under this 
clause. 

(C)(i) The transfer ofpersonal property under subparagraph (A) shall not 
be subject to the provisions of sections 202 and 203 of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 483, 484) ifthe Secretary 
determines that the trans$& of such property is necessary for the eflective 
implementation of a redevelopment plan with respect to the installation at 
which such property is located. 

(ii) The Secretary may, in lieu of the transfer ofproperty referred to in 
subparagraph (A), transfer property similar to such property (including 
property not located at the installation) ifthe Secretary determines that the 
transfer of such similar property is in the interest of the United States. 

(D) The provisions of section 1200) of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 [42 US. C. 9620 (h)l shall 
apply to any transfer of real property under this paragraph. 



(iv) make available with respect to each building andproperty the 
information referred to in section 501 (c)(l)(C) of such Act in accordance with 
such section 501 (c) (I) (C). 

(D) Any buildings and property included in a list published under 
subparagraph (C)(iii) shall be treated as property available for application 
for use to assist the homeless under section 501 (4 of such Act. 

(E) The Secretary of Defense shall make available in accordance with 
section 501 fl of such Act any buildings or property referred to in 
subparagraph (D) for which - 

(i) a written notice of an intent to use such buildings orproperty to assist 
the homeless is received by the Secretary of Health and Human Services in 
accordance with section 501 ( i (2)  of such Act; 
(ii) an application for use of such buildings or property for such purpose is 

submitted to the Secretary of Health and Human Services in accordance with 
section 501 (e)(2) of such Act; and 

(iii) the Secretary of Health and Human Services -- 
(9 completes all actions on the application in accordance with 

section 501 (e)(3) of such Act; and 
(II) approves the application under section 501 (e) of such Act.. 

(F)(i) Subject to clause (ii), a redevelopment authority may express in 
writing an interest in using buildings andproperty referred to in 
subparagraph (D), or use such buildings andproperty, in accordance with 
the redevelopment plan with respect to the installation at which such 
buildings andproperty are located as follows: 

(I) l fno written notice of an intent to use such buildings orproperty 
to assist the homeless is received by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services in accordance with section 501 ( i (2)  of such Act 
during the 60-day period beginning on the date of the publication of 
the buildings and property under subparagraph (C) (iii). 

(II) In the case of buildings andproperty for which such notice is so 
received, ifno completed application for use of the buildings or 
property for such purpose is received by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services in accordance with section 501 (e)(2) of such Act 
during the 90-day period beginning on the date of the receipt of such 
notice. 

(III) In the case of building(s) andproperty for which such 
application is so received, ifthe Secretary of Health and Human 
Services rejects the application under section 501 (e) of such Act. 

(ii) Buildings andproperty shall be available only for the purpose of 
permitting a redevelopment authority to express in writing an interest in the 
use of such buildings andproperty, or to use such buildings andproperty, 
under clause (0 as follows: 

(I) In the case of buildings andproperty referred to in clause (i)(l), 
during the one-year period beginning on the Jrst day aJier the 60-day 
period referred to in that clause. 
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(b) Use of  Funds. - (I) The Secretary may use thefunak in the Account 
only for the purposes described in section 2905 or, afer September 30, 1995, 
for environmental restoration and property management and disposal at 
installations closed or realigned under title 11 of the Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526: 
10 US. C. 2687 note). 

(2) When a decision is made to use funds in the Account to carry out a 
construction project under section 2905(a) and the cost of the project will 
exceed the maximum amount authorized by law for a minor military 
construction project, the Secretary shall notify in writing the congressional 
defense committees of the nature of, and justification for, the project and the 
amount of expenditures for such project. Any such construction project may 
be carried out without regard to section 2802(a) of title 10, United States 
Code. 

(c) Reports. - (l)(A) No later than 60 days after the end of each fiscal 
year in which the Secretary carries out activities under this part, the Secretary 
shall transmit a report to the congressional defense committees of the amount 
and nature of the deposits into, and the expenditures from, the Account during 
such fiscal year and of the amount and nature of other expenditures made 
pursuant to section 2905(a) during such fiscal year. 

(B) The report for ajscal year shall include the following: 
(i) The obligations and expendituresfiom the Account during the 

jscal year, identiJied by subaccount, for each military department and 
Defense Agency. 

(ii) Thejscal year in which appropriations for such expenditures 
were made and thejscal year in which fun& were obligated for such 
expenditures. 

(iii) Each military construction project for which such obligations 
and expenditures were made, identiJied by installation and project 
title. 
(iv) A description and explanation of the extent, ifany, to which 

expendituresfor military construction projects- for theJisca1 year 
dzflered @om proposals for projects and funding levels that were 
included in the justiJication transmitted to Congress under section 
2907(1), or otherwise, for the funding proposals for the Account for 
such fiscal year, including an explanation of - 

(I) any failure to carry out military construction projects 
that were so proposed; and 

( I .  any expenditures for military construction projects that 
were not so proposed 

(2) Unobligated funds which remain in the Account n$er the termination of 
the authority of the Secretary to carry out a closure or realignment under this 
part shall be held in the Account until transferred by law after the 
congressional defense committees receive the report transmitted under 
paragraph (3). 



10 USC 2687 SEC. 2907. REPORTS 
note. As part of the budget request for fiscal year 1993 and for each fiscal year 

thereafter for the Department of Defense, the Secretary shall transmit to the 
congressional defense committees of Congress - 

(1) a schedule of the closure and realignment actions to be carried 
out under this part in the fiscal year for which, the request is made and 
an estimate of the total expenditures required and cost savings to be 
achieved by each such closure and realignment and of the time period 
in which these savings are to be achieved in each case, together with 
the Secretary's assessment of the environmental effects of such 
actions; and 

(2) a description of the military installations, including those under 
construction and those planned for construction, to which functions 
are to be transferred as a result of such closures and realignments, 
together with the Secretary's assessment of the environmental effects 
of such transfers. 

10 USC 2687 
note. 

SEC. 2908. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF 
COMMISSION REPORT 

(a) Terms of the Resolution. -For purposes of section 2904(b), the term 
"joint resolution" means only a joint resolution which is introduced within the 
10-day period beginning on the date on which the President transmits the 
report to the Congress under section 2903(e), and -- 

(1) which does not have a preamble; 
(2) the matter after the resolving clause of which is as follows: 

"That Congress disapproves the recommendations of the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission as submitted by the 
President on " ,  the blank space being filled in with the 
appropriate date; and 

(3) the title of which is as follows: "Joint resolution disapproving 
the recommendations of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission.". 

(b) Referral. -A resolution described in subsection (a) that is introduced 
in the House of Representatives shall be referred to the Committee on Armed 
Services of the House of Representatives. A resolution described in 
subsection (a) introduced in the Senate shall be referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services of the Senate. 

(c) Discharge. - If the committee to which a resolution described in 
subsection (a) is referred has not reported such a resolution (or an identical 
resolution) by the end of the 20-day period beginning on the date on which 
the President transmits the report to the Congress under section 2903(e), such 
committee shall be, at the end of such period, discharged fiom further 
consideration of such resolution, and such resolution shall be placed on the 
appropriate calendar of the House involved. 

(d) Consideration. - (1) On or after the third day after the date on which 
the committee to which such a resolution is referred has reported, or has been 
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(ii) the vote on final passage shall be on the resolution of the 
other House. 

(2) Upon disposition of the resolution received from the other House, it 
shall no longer be in order to consider the resolution that originated in the 
receiving House. 

( f )  Rules of the Senate and House. -This section is enacted by 
Congress - 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of the Senate and House 
of Representatives, respectively, and as such it is deemed a part of the 
rules of each House, respectively, but applicable only with respect to 
the procedure to be followed in that House in the case of a resolution 
described in subsection (a), and it supersedes other rules only to the 
extent that it its inconsistent with such rules; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional right of either House 
to change the rules (so far as relating to the procedure of that House) 
at any time, in the same manner, and to the same extent as in the case 
of any other rule of that House. 

10 USC 2687 
note. 

SEC. 2909. RESTRICTION ON OTHER BASE CLOSURE 
AUTHORITY 

(a) In General. - Except as provided in subsection (c), during the period 
beginning on the date of the enactment of this Act vov.  5,19901 and ending 
on December 3 1,1995, this part shall be the exclusive authority for selecting 
for closure or realignment, or for carrying out any closure or realignment of, a 
military installation inside the United States. 

(b) Restriction. -Except as provided in subsection (c), none of the funds 
available to the Department of Defense may be used, other than under this 
part, during the period specified in subsection (a) -- 

(1) to identifl, through any transmittal to the Congress or through 
any other public announcement or notification, any military 
installation inside the United States as an in.tallation to be closed or 
realigned or as an installation under consideration for closure or 
realignment; or 

(2) to carry out any closure or realignment of a military installation 
inside the United States. 

(c) Exception. -Nothing in this part affects the authority of the Secretary 
to carry out - 

(1) closures and realignments under title I1 of Public Law 100-526; 
and 

(2) closures and realignments to which section 2687 of title 10, 
United States Code, is not applicable, including closures and 
realignments carried out for reasons of national security or a military 
emergency referred to in subsection (c) of such section. 



PART B - Other Provisions Relating to Defense Base Closures and 
Realignments 

10 USC 2687 
note. 

SEC. 2921. CLOSURE OF FOREIGN MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

(a) Sense of Congress. - It is the sense of the Congress that - 
(1) the termination of military operations by the United States at 

military installations outside the United States should be 
accomplished at the discretion of the Secretary of Defense at the 
earliest opportunity; 

(2) in providing for such termination, the Secretary of Defense 
should take steps to ensure that the United States receives, through 
direct payment or otherwise, consideration equal to the fair market 
value of the improvements made by the United States at facilities that 
will be released to host countries; 

(3) the Secretary of Defense, acting through the military component 
commands or the sub-unified commands to the combatant commands, 
should be the lead official in negotiations relating to determining and 
receiving such consideration; and 

(4) the determination of the fair market value of such improvements 
released to host countries in whole or in part by the United States 
should be handled on a facility-by-facility basis. 

(b) Residual Value. - (1) For each installation outside the United States 
at which military operations were being carried out by the United States on 
October 1, 1990, the Secretary of Defense shall transmit, by no later than June 
1, 199 1, an estimate of the fair market value, as of January 1,199 1, of the 
improvements made by the United States at facilities at each such installation. 

(2) For purposes of this section: 
(A) The term "fair market value of the improvements" means the 

value of improvements determined by the Secretary on the basis of 
their highest use. 

(B) The term "improvements" includes new construction of 
facilities and all additions, improvements, modifications, or 
renovations made to existing facilities or to real property, without 
regard to whether they were carried out with appropriated or 
nonappropriated funds. 

(c) Establishment of Special Account. - (1) There is established on the 
books of the Treasury a special account to be known as the "Department of 
Defense Overseas Military Facility Investment Recovery Account". Except 
as provided in subsection (d), amounts paid to the United States, pursuant to 
any treaty, status of forces agreement, or other international agreement to 
which the United States is a party, for the residual value of real property or 
improvements to real property used by civilian or military personnel of the 
Department of Defense shall be deposited into such account. 

(2) Money deposited in the Department of Defense Overseas Military 
Facility Investment Recovery Account shall be available to the Secretary of 
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Account during the preceding fiscal year and proposed uses of funds in the 
special account during the next fiscal year. The report shall include the 
following: 

(1) The amount of each deposit in the account during the preceding 
fiscal year, and the source of the amount. 

(2) The balance in the account at the end of that fiscal year. 
(3) The amounts expended fiom the account by each military 

department during that fiscal year. 
(4) With respect to each military installation for which money was 

deposited in the account as a result of the release of real property or 
improvements of the installation to a host country during that fiscal 
year - 

(A) the total amount of the investment of the United States 
in the installation, expressed in terms of constant dollars of 
that fiscal year; 

(B) the depreciated value (as determined by the Secretary of 
a military department under regulations to be prescribed by the 
Secretary of Defense) of the real property and improvements 
that were released; and 

(C) the explanation of the Secretary for any difference 
between the benefits received by the United States for the real 
property and improvements and the depreciated value (as so 
determined) of that real property and improvements. 

(5) A list identifying all military installations outside the United 
States for which the Secretary proposes to make expenditures fiom the 
Department of Defense Overseas Facility Investment Recovery 
Account under subsection (c)(2)(B) during the next fiscal year and 
specifying the amount of the proposed expenditures for each identified 
military installation. 

(6) A description of the purposes for which the expenditures 
proposed under paragraph (5) will be made and the need for such 
expenditures. 

SEC. 2922. MODIFICATION OF THE CONTENT OF BIANNUAL 
REPORT OF THE COMMISSION ON ALTERNATIVE 
UTILIZATION OF MILITARY FACILITIES 

(a) Uses of Facilities. - Section 28 19(b) of the National Defense 
Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989 (Public Law 1 00-456; 102 Stat. 2 1 19; 1 0 
U.S.C. 2391 note) is amended- 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking out "minimum security facilities for 
nonviolent prisoners" and inserting in lieu thereof "Federal 
confinement or correctional facilities including shock incarceration 
facilities"; 

(2) by striking out "and at the end of paragraph (3); 
(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (5); and 
(4) by inserting after paragraph (3) the following new paragraph (4): 
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(2) There is hereby established an environmental response task force to 
make the findings and recommendations, and to prepare the report, required 
by paragraph (1). The task force shall consist of the following (or their 
designees): 

(A) The Secretary of Defense, who shall be chairman of the task 
force. 

(B) The Attorney General. 
(C) The Administrator of the General Services Administration. 
(D) The Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency. 
(E) The Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army. 
(I?) A representative of a State environmental protection agency, 

appointed by the head of the National Governors Association. 
(G) A representative of a State Attorney general's office, appointed 

by the head of the National Association of Attorney Generals. 
(H) A representative of a public-interest environmental 

organization, appointed by the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2924. COMMUNITY PREFERENCE CONSIDERATION IN 
note. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY 

INSTALLATIONS 
In any process of selecting any military installation inside the United States 

for closure or realignment, the Secretary of Defense shall take such steps as 
are necessary to assure that special consideration and emphasis is given to any 
official statement fiom a unit of general local government adjacent to or 
within a military installation requesting the closure or realignment of such 
installation. 

SEC. 2925. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BASE CLOSURE 
COMMISSION 

(a) Norton Air Force Base. - (1) Consistent with the recommendations 
of the Commission on Base Realignment and Closure, the Secretary of the Air 
Force may not relocate, until after September 30, 1995, any of the functions 
that were being carried out at the ballistics missile office at Norton Air Force 
Base, California, on the date on which the Secretary of Defense transmitted a 
report to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives as described in section 202(a)(l) of Public Law 100-526. 

(2) This subsection shall take effect as of the date on which the report 
referred to in subsection (a) was transmitted to such Committees. 
(b) General Directive. - Consistent with the requirements of section 201 

of Public Law 100-526, the Secretary of Defense shall direct each of the 
Secretaries of the military departments to take all actions necessary to carry 
out the recommendations of the Commission on Base Realignment and 
Closure and to take no action that is inconsistent with such recommendations. 
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authorizations or approvals of the response action by 
appropriate Federal, State, or local agencies. 

(B) To the maximum extent possible, provisions offered by 
single prime contractors to perform all phases of the response 
action, using performance specifications supplied by the 
Secretary of Defense and including any safeguards the 
Secretary deems essential to avoid conflict of interest. 

(4) Evaluate bids on the basis of price and other evaluation criteria. 
(5) Subject to the availability of authorized and appropriated h d s  

to the Department of Defense, make contract awards for response 
action within 120 days after the solicitation of ,proposals pursuant to 
paragraph (3) for the response action, or within 120 days after receipt 
of the necessary authorizations or approvals of the response action by 
appropriate Federal, State, or local agencies, whichever is later. 

(e) Application of Section 120 of CERCLA. -Activities of the model 
program shall be carried out subject to, and in a manner consistent with, 
section 120 (relating to Federal facilities) of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9620). 
(0 Expedited Agreements. - The Secretary shall, with the concurrence of 

the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, assure 
compliance with all applicable Federal statutes and regulations and, in 
addition, take all reasonable and appropriate measures to expedite all 
necessary administrative decisions, agreements, and concurrences. 

(g) Report. - The Secretary of Defense shall include a description of the 
progress made during the preceding fiscal year in implementing and 
accomplishing the goals of this section within the annual report to Congress 
required by section 2706 of title 10, United States Code. 

@) Applicability of Existing Law. -Nothing in this section affects or 
modifies, in any way, the obligations or liability of any person under other 
Federal or State law, including common law, with respect to the disposal or 
release of hazardous substances or pollutants or contaminants as defined 
under section 10 1 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601). 



Section 2687, Title 10, United States Code 

1 2687. Base closures and realignments 
(a) Not withstanding any other provisions of law, no action may be taken to effect or implement- 

(1) the closure of any military installation at which at least 300 civilian personnel are authorized 
to be employed; 

(2) any realignment with respect to any installation referred to in paragraph (1) involving a 
reduction by more than 1,000, or by more than 50 percent, in the number of civilian personnel 
authorized to be employed at such military installation at the time the Secretary of Defense or the 
Secretary of the military department concerned notifies the Congress under subsection (b) of the 
Secretary's plan to close or realign such installation; or 

(3) any construction, conversion, or rehabilitation at any military facility other than a military 
installation referred to in clause (1) or (2) which will or may be required as a result of the 
relocation of civilian personnel to such facility by reason of any closure or realignment to which 
clause (1) or (2) applies, 

unless and until the provisions of subsection (b) are complied with. 
(b) No action described in subsection (a) with respect to the closure of, or a realignment with respect to, 

any military installation referred to in such subsection may be taken unless and until- 
(1) the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the military department concerned notifies the 

Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Representatives, as part of an annual 
request for authorization of appropriations to such Committees, of the proposed closing or 
realignment and submits with the notification an evaluation of the fiscal, local economic, 
budgetary, environmental, strategic, and operational consequences of such closure or realignment; 
and 

(2) a period of 30 legislative days or 60 calendar days, whichever is longer, expires following 
the day on which the notice and evaluation referred to in clause (1) have been submitted to such 
committees, during which period no irrevocable action may be taken to effect or implement the 
decision. 

(c) This section shall not apply to the closure of a military installation, or a realignment with respect to a 
military installation, if the President certifies to the Congress that such closure or realignment must be 
implemented for reasons of national security or a military emergency. 

(d)(l) After the expiration of the period of time provided for in subsection (b)(2) with respect to the 
closure or realignment of a military installation, funds which would otherwise be available to the Secretary 
to effect the closure or realignment of that installation may be used by hi for such purpose. 

(2) Nothing in this section restricts the authority of the Secretary to obtain architectural and engineering 
services under section 2807 of this title. 

(e) In this section: 
(1) The term "military installation" means a base, camp, post, station, yard, center, homeport 

facility for any ship, or other activity under the jurisdiction of the Department of Defense, 
including any leased facility, which is located within any of the several States, the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, or Guam. 
Such term does not include any facility used primarily for civil works, rivers and harbors 
projects, or flood control projects. 

(2) The term "civilian personnel" means direct-hire, permanent civilian employees of the 
Department of Defense. 

(3) The term "realignment" includes any action which both reduces and relocates functions and 
civilian personnel positions, but does not include a reduction in force resulting from workload 
adjustments, reduced personnel or funding levels, skill imbalances, or other similar causes. 

(4) The term "legislative day" means a day on which either House of Congress is in session. 

(As amended Pub.L. 98-525, Title XIV, 5 1405(41), Oct. 19, 1984, 98 Stat. 2624; Pub.L. 99-145, Title XII, $j 
1202(a), Nov. 8, 1985, 99 Stat. 717; Pub.L. 100-180, Div. A, Title XII, § 1231(17), Dec. 4, 1987, 101 Stat. 1161; 
Pub.L. 101-510, Div. A, Title XXIX, 8 291 1, Nov. 5, 1990, 104 Stat. 1819.) 
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Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 
(P.L. 101-510) 

Enacted November 5,1990 
As amended by the National Defense Authorization Acts for Fiscal Years 199211993 
(P.L. 102-31 I), 1993 (P.L. 102-484), 1994 (P.L. 103-1 60), d 1995 (P.L. 103-337), and 
the Base Closure Community Redevelopment and Homeless Assietance Act of 1994 

(P.L. 103-421) . . . . n t s m -  

TITLE XXIX-DEFENSE BASE CLOSURES AND m G N M E N T S  

SEC. 2901. SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSE 

(a) SHORT -.-This part may be cited as the "Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990". 

(b) -s~.-The purpose of this part is to provide a fair process that will result in the 
timely closure and realignment of military installations inside the United States. 

SEC. 2902. THE COMMISSION 

(a) E ~ A B L I s H M E N T . - T ~ ~ ~ ~  is established an independent commission to be known as 
the "Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission". 

(b) --The Commission shall carry out the duties specified for it in this part. 
(c) APPOINTMENT.--(lXA) The Commission shall be composed of eight members appointed 

by the President, by and with the advise and consent of the Senate. 
(B) The President shall transmit to the Senate the nominations for appointment to 

the Commission- 
(i) by no later than January 3,1991, in the case of members of the Commission 

whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of the 102nd Congress; 
(ii) by no later than January 25,1993, in the case of members of the 

Commission whose t e r n  will expire at the end of the h t  session of the 103rd 
Congress; and 

(iii) by no later than January 3,1995, in the case of members of the 
Commission whose terms will expire at the end of the h t  session of the 104th 
Congress. 

(C) If the President does not transmit to Congress the nominations for 
appointment to the Commission on or before the date spedied for 1993 in clause (ii) 
of subparagraph (B) or for 1995 in clause (iii) of such subparagraph, the process by 
which military installations may be selected for closure or realignment under this 
part with respect to that yea. shall be terminated. 

(2) In selecting individuals for noba t ions  for appointments to the Commission, the 
President should consult with- 

(A) the Speaker of the House of Representatives concerning the appoinknent of 
two members; 
(B) the majority leader of the Senate concerning the appointment of two members; 
(C) the minority leader of the House of Representatives concerning the 

appointment of one member; and 
(D) the minoritg leader of the Senate concerning the appointment of one member. 



Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-510), as amended 

(3) At the time the Resident nominates individuals for appointment to the 
Commission for each session of Congress referred to in paragraph (lXB), the President 
shall designate one such individual who shall serve as Chairman of the Commission. 

(d) TERNL(J.41) Except as provided in paragraph (2), each member of the Commission 
shall serve until the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session during which the 
member was appointed to the Commission. 

(2) The Chairman of the Commission shall serve until the confirmation of a successor. 
(e) -GS.---(~) The Commission shall meet only during calendar years 1991,1993, 

and 1995. 
(2XA) Each meeting of the Commission, other than meetings in which classified 

information is to be discussed, shall be open to the public. 
(B) All the proceedings, information, and deliberations of the Commission shall be 

open, upon request, to the following: 
(i) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of the 

Subcommittee on Readiness, Sustainability, and Support of the Committee on 
Armed Services of the Senate, or such other members of the Subcommittee 
designated by such Chairman or ranking minority party member. 

(ii) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of the 
Subcommittee on Military Installations and Facilities of the Committee on 
Armed Services of the House of Representatives, or such other members of the 
Subcommittee designated by such Chairman or ranking minority party member. 

(iii) The Chairmen and ranking minority party members of the Subcommittees 
on Military Construction of the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate and 
of the House of Ftepresentatives, or such other members of the Subcommittees 
designated by such Chairmen or ranking minority party members. 

(0 VACANCIES.-A vacancy in the Commission shall be .filled in the same manner as the 
original appointment, but the individual appointed to fill the vacancy shall serve only for 
the unexpired portion of the term for which the individual's predecessor was appointed. 

(g) PAY AND TRAVEL EXPENSES.---(~XA) Each member, other than the Chairman, shall be 
paid at a rate equal to the daily equivalent of the minimum annual rate of basic pay payable 
for level IV of the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, Uni td  States Code, for 
each day (including travel time) during which the member is engaged in the actual 
performance of duties vested in the Commission. 

(B) The Chairman shall be paid for each day referred to in subparagraph (A) at a 
rate equal to the daily equivalent of the minimum annual rate of basic pay payable 
for level III of the Executive Schedule under section 5314, of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(2) Members shall receive travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of subsistence, m 
accordance with sections 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United States Code. 

(h) DIRECTOR OF  STAFF.^^) The Commission shall, without regard to section 5311(b) of 
title 5, United States Code, appoint a Director who has not served on active duty in the 
Armed Forces or as a civilian employee of the Department of Defense during the one-year 
period preceding the date of such appointment. 

(2) The Director shall be paid at the rate of basic pay payable for level IV of the 
Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, United States Code. 

(i)  STAFF.^^) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), the Director, with the approval of the 
Commission, may appoint and fix the pay of additional persoqnel. 

(2) The Director may make such appointments without regard to the provisions of title 
5, United States Code, governing appointments in the competitive service, and any 
personnel so appointed may be paid without regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and 
subchapter 111 of chapter 53 of that title relating to classification and General Schedule 
pay rates, except that an individual so appointed may not receive pay in excess of the 
annual rate of basic pay payable for GS-18 of the General Schedule. 
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t 

(3XA) Not more than one-third of the personnel employed by or  detailed to the 
Commission may be on detail fiom the Department of Defense. 

(BXi) Not more than one-fifkh of the professional analysts of the Commission staff 
may be persons detailed from the Department of Defense to the Commission. 

(ii) No person detailed &om the Department of Defense to the Commission may 
be assigned as the lead professional analyst with respect to a military 
department or defense agency. 

(C) A person may not be detailed from the Department of Defense to the 
Commission if, within 12 months before the detail is to begin, that person 
participated personally and substantially in any matter within the Department of 
Defense concerning the preparation of recommendations for closures or 
realignments of military installations. 

(Dl No member of the Armed Forces, and no officer or employee of the Department 
of Defense, may- 

(i) prepare any report concerning the effectiveness, fitness, or efficiency of the 
performance on the staff of the Commission of any person detailed &om the 
Department of Defense to that staff; 

(ii) review the preparation of such a report; or 
(iii) approve or disapprove such a report. 

(4) Upon request of the Director, the head of any Federal deparknent or agency may 
detail any of the personnel of that department or agency to the Commission to assist the 
Commission in carrying out its duties under this part. 

(5) The Comptroller General of the United States shall provide assistance, including 
the detailing of employees, to the Commission in accordance with an agreement entered 
into with the Commission. 

(6) The following restrictions relating to the personnel of the Commission shall apply 
during 1992 and 1994: 

(A) There may not be more than 15 persons on the staff at  any one time. 
(B) The staff may perform only such functions as are necessary to prepare for the 

transition to new membership on the Commission in the following yea.. 
(C) No member of the Armed Forces and no employee of the Department of 

Defense may serve on the staff. 
(j) OTaEa AtPlgoRlTY.41) The Commission may procure by contract, to the extent funds 

are available, the temporary or intermittent services of experts or consultants pursuant to 
section 3109 of title 5, United States Code. 

(2) The Commission may lease space and acquire personal property to the extent funds 
are available. 

(k) FUNDING.--.(I) There are authorized to be appropriated to the Commission such funds 
as are necessary to carry out its duties under this part. Such funds shall remain available 
until expended. 

(2) If no funds are appropriated to the Commission by the end of the second session of 
the lOlst Congress, the Secretary of Defense may transfer, for fiscal year 1991, to the 
Commission funds from the Department of Defense Base Closure Account established by 
section 207 of Public Law 100-526. Such funds shall remain available until expended. 

a) -ON.-The Comminsion s h d  terminate on December 31,1995. 
(m) PI~OHIB~TION AGAIN= RESTlUC1WG C O ~ ~ M U ' N I C A T I O N S . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  1034 of title 10, 

United States Code, shall apply with respect to communications with the Commission. 

SEC. 2903. PROCEDURE FOR MAgING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BASE 
CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

(a) FO~~E-STR~CTURE PLAN.-41) AS part of the budget justification documents 
submitted to Congress in support of the budget for the Department of Defense for each of 
the fiscal years 1992,1994, and 1996, the Secretary shall include a force-structure plan for 
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the Armed Forces based on an assessment by the Secretary of the probable threats to the 
national security during the six-year period beginning with the fiscal year for which the 
budget request is made and of the anticipated levels of funding that will be available for 
national defense purposes during such period. 

(2) Such plan shall include, without any reference (directly or indirectly) to military 
installations h i d e  the United States that may be.closed or realigned under such plan- 

(A) a description of the assessment referred to in paragraph (1); 
(B) a description.(i) of the anticipated force structure during and at the end of such 

period for each military department (with specifications of the number and type of 
units in the active and reserve forces of each such department), and (ii) of the units 
that will need to be forward based (with a justification thereof) during and at the 
end of each such period; and 

(C) a description of the anticipated implementation of such force-structure plan. 
(3) The Secretary shall also transmit a copy of each such force-stnidure plan to the 

Commission. 
(b) SELECTION C ~ L I T E R I I L - ~ ~ )  The Secretary shall, by no later than December 31,1990, 

publish in the Fedeml Register and transmit to the congressional defense committees the 
criteria proposed to be used by the Department of Defense in making recommendations for 
the closure or realignment of military installations inside the United States under this part. 
The Secretary shall provide an opportunity for public comment on the proposed criteria for a 
period of at least 30 days and shall include notice of that opportunity in the publication 
required under the preceding sentence. 

(2XA) The Secretary shall, by no later than February 15,1991, publish in the Federal 
Register and transmit to the congressional defense committees the final criteria to be 
used in making recommendations for the closure or realignment of military installations 
inside the United States under this part. Except as provided in subparagraph (B), such 
criteria shall be the final criteria to be used, making such recommendations unless 
disapproved by a joint resolution of Congress enacted on or before March 1991. 

(B) The Secretary may amend such criteria, but such amendments may not 
become effective until they have been published in the Federal Register, opened to 
public comment for at least 30 days, and then transmitted to the congressional 
defense committees in final form by no later than January 15 of the year concerned. 
Such amended criteria shall be the final criteria to be used, along with the force- 
structure plan referred to in subsection (a), in making such recommendations unless 
disapproved by a joint resolution of Congress enacted on or before February 15 of the 
year concerned. 

(c) I)OD ~ 0 ~ ~ ~ 1 0 ~ 8 . ~ 1 )  The Secretary may, by no later than April 15,1991, 
March 15,1993 and March 1,1995, publish in the Federal Register and transmit to the 
congressional defense committees and to the Commission a list of the military installations 
inside the United States that the Secretary recommends for closure or realignment on the 
basis of the force-structure plan and the final criteria referred to in subsection (bX2) that 
are applicable to the year concerned. 

(2) The Secretary shall include, with the list of recommendations published and 
transmitted pursuant to paragraph (11, a summary of the selection process that resulted 
in the recommendation for each installation, including a justification for each 
recommendation. The Secretary shall transmit the matters referred to in the preceding 
sentence not later than 7 days after the date of the transmittal to the congressional 
defense committees and the Comminsion of the list referred to in paragraph (1). 

( 3 W  In considering military installations for closure or realignment, the Secretary I 
shall consider all military installations inside the United States equally without regard 
to whether the installation has been previously considered or proposed for closure or 
realignment by the Department. I 
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(4) In addition to making all information used by the Secretary to prepare the 
recommendations under this subsection available to Congress (including any committee 
or member of Congress), the Secretary shall also make such information available to the 
Commission and the Comptroller General of the United States. 

(5XA) Each person referred to in subparagraph (B), when submitting information to 
the Secretary of Defense or the Commission concerning the closure or realignment of a 
military installation, shall ce* that such information is accurate and complete to the 
best of that person's knowledge and belief. 

(B) Subparagraph (A) applies to the following persons: 
(i) The Secretaries of the military departments. 
(ii) The heads of the Defense Agencies. 
(iii) Each person who is in a position the duties of which include personal and 

substantial involvement in the preparation and submission of information and 
recommendations concerning the closure or realignment of military 
installations, as designated in regulations which the Secretary of Defense shall 
prescribe, regulations which the Secretary of each military department shall 
prescribe for personnel within that military department, or regulations which 
the head of each Defense Agency shall prescribe for personnel within that 
Defense Agency. 

(6) Any information provided to the Commission by a person described in paragraph 
(5XB) shall also be submitted to the Senate and the House erQfRepresentatives to be 1 
made available to the Members of the House concerned in accordance with the rules of 
that House. The information shall be submitted to the Senate and House of 
Representatives within 24 hours after the submission of the information to the 
Commission. 

(d) REVEW AND RECO~NMENDATIONS BY THE CoMMXSSIoN.--(1) After receiving the 
recommendatio~~ fkom the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c) for any year, the 
Commission shall conduct public hearings on the recommendations. All testimony before the 
Commission at a public hearing conducted under this paragraph shall be presented under 
oath. [The preceding sentence shall apply with respect to all public hearings conducted by 
the Defense Base Closure a d  Realignment Commission after November 30,1993.1 

(2XA) The Commission shall, by no later than July 1 of each year in which the 
Secretary transmits recommendations to it pursuant to subsection (c), .transmit to the 
President a report containing the Commission's findings and conclusions based on a 
review and analysis of the recommendations made by the Secretary, together with the 
Commission's recommendations for closures and realignments of military installations 
inside the United States. 
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(B) Subject to subparagraph (C), in making its recommendations, the Commission 
may make changes in any of the recommendations made by the Secretary if the 
Commission determines that the Secretary deviated substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria referred to in subsection (c)(l) in making 
recommendations. 

(C) In the case of a change described in subparagraph (D) in the recommendations 
made by the Secretary, the Commission may make the change only if the 
Commission- 

(i) makes the determination required by subparagraph (B); 
(ii) determines that the change is consistent with the force-structure plan and 

final criteria referred to in subsection (c)(l); 
(iii) publishes a notice of the proposed change in the Fedem1 Register not less 

than 45 days before transmitting its recommendations to the President pursuant 
to paragraph (2); and 

(iv) conducts public hearings on the proposed change. 
(D) Subparagraph (C) shall apply to a change by the Commission in the 

Secretary's recommendations that would- 
(i) add a military installation to  the list of military installations recommended 

by the Secretary for closure; 
(ii) add a military installation to the list of military installations recommended 

by the Secretary for realignment; or 
(iii) increase the extent of a realignment of a particular military installation 

recommended by the Secretary. 
I c m  r c e 'ssion mav not 
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(3) The Commission shall explain and justify in its report submitted to the President 
pursuant to paragraph (2) any recommendation made by the Commission that is 
different from the recommendations made by the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c). 
The Commission shall transmit a copy of such report to the congressional defense 
committees on the same date on which it transmits its recommendations to the 
Resident under paragraph (2). 

(4) After July 1 of each year in which the Commission transmits recommendations to 
the President under this subsection: the Comminsion shall promptly provide, upon 
request, to any Member of Congress infomation used by the Commission in making its 
recommendations. 

(5) The Comptroller General of the United States shall- 
(A) assist the Commission, to the extent requested, in the Commission's review 

and analysis of the recommendations made by the Secretary pursuant to subsection 
(C); and 
(B) by no later than April 15 of each year in which the Secretary makes such 

recommendations, transmit to the Congress and to the Commission a report 
containing a detailed analysis of the Secretary's recommendations and selection 
process. 

(el liFVIEW BY THE  PRESIDENT.--.(^) The Resident shall, by no later than July 15 of each 
year in which the Commission makes recommendations under subsection (d), transmit to 
the Commission and to the Congress a report containing the President's approval or 
disapproval of the Commission's recommendations. 

(2) If the President approves all the recommendations of the Commission, the 
President shall transmit a copy of such recommendations to the Congress, together with 
a certification of such approval. 
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(3) If the Resident disapproves the recommendations of the Commission, in whole or 
in part, the Resident shall transmit to the Commission and the Congress the reasons 
for that disapproval. The Commission shall then transmit to the Resident, by no later 
than August 15 of the year concerned, a revised list of recommendations for the closure 
and realignment of military installations. 

(4) If the Resident approves all of the revised recommendations of the Commission 
transmitted to the President under paragraph (3), the President shall transmit a copy of 
such revised recommendations to the Congress, together with a certification of such 
approval. 

(5) If the President does not transmit to the Congress an approval and certification 
described in paragraph (2) or (4) by September 1 of any year in which the Commission 
has transmitted recommendations to the Resident under this part, the process by which 
military installations may be selected for closure or realignment under this part with 
respect to that year shall be terminated. 

SEC. 2904. CWSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY INSTALLATIONS 

(a) IN G ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ . - - S u b j e c t  to subsection (b), the Secretary shall- 
(1) close all military installations recommended for closure by the Commission in each 

report transmitted to the Congress by the President pursuant to section 2903(e); 
(2) realign all military installations recommended for realignment by such 

Commission in each such report; 
(3) initiate all such closures and realignments no later than two years after the date 

on which the Resident transmits a report to the Congress pursuant to section 2903(e) 
containing the recommendations for such closures or realignments; and 

(4) complete all such closures and realignments no later than the end of the six-year 
period beginning on the date on which the President transmits the report pursuant to 
section 2903(e) containing the recommendations for such closures or realignments. 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL DI~APPRovAc.---(~) The Secretary may not carry out any closure or 
realignment recommended by the Commission in a report transmitted from the Resident 
pursuant to section 2903(e) if a joint resolution is enacted, in accordance with the provisions 
of section 2908: disapproving such recommendations of the Commission before the earlier 
of- 

(A) the end of the 45day period beginning on the date on which the Resident 
transmits such report; or 
(B) the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session during which such report 

is transmitted. 
(2) For purposes of paragraph (1) of this subsection and subsections (a) and (c) of 

section 2908, the days on which either House of Congress is not in session because of 
adjournment of more than three days to a day certain shall be excluded in the 
computation of a period. 

SEC. 2905. IMPLEMENTATION 
(a) IN GENEtUL.41) In closing or realigning any military installation under this part, 

the Secretary may- 
(A) take such actions as may be necessary to close or realign any military 

installation, including the acquisition of such land, the construction of such 
replacement facilities, the performance of such activities, and the conduct of such 

. advance planning and design as may be required to transfer functions from a 
military installation being closed or realigned to another military installation, and 
may use for such purpose funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the 
Department of Defense for use in planning and design, minor mnstruction, or 
operation and maintenance; 
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(B) provide- 
(i) economic adjustment assistance to any community located near a military 

installation being closed or realigned, and 
(ii) community planning assistance to any community located near a military 

installation to which functions will be transferred as a result of the closure or 
realignment of a military installation, if the Secretary of Defense determines 
that the h c i a l  resources available to the community (by grant or otherwise) 
for such purposes are inadequate, and may use for such purposes funds in the 
Account or funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for economic 
adjustment assistance or community planning assistance; 

(C) carry out activities for the purposes of environmental restoration and 
mitigation at  any such installation, and shall use for such purposes funds in the 
Account. [Amendments to this subsection took effect on December 5,1991.1 

(D) provide outplacement assistance to civilian employees employed by the 
Department of Defense at military installations being closed or realigned, and may 
use for such purpose funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the Department 
of Defense for outplacement assistance to employees; and 
(El reimburse other Federal agencies for actions performed at the request of the 

Secretary with respect to any such closure or realignment, and may use for such 
purpose funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the Department of Defense 
and available for such purpose. 

(2) In carrying out any closure or realignment under this part, the Secretary shall 
ensure that environmental restoration of any property made excess to the needs of the 
Department of Defense as a result of such closure or realignment be carried out as soon 
as possible with funds available for such purpose. 

(b) MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSAL OF PROPERTP.-(~) The Administrator of General 
Services shall delegate to the Secretary of Defense, with respect to excess and surplus feel 

real ~ r ~ ~ e r t v .  facilities. and ~ersonal ~ r o ~ e r t v  located at a military 1 
installation closed or realigned under this part- 

(A) the authority of the Administrator to utilize excess property under section 202 
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 483); 
(B) the authority of the Administrator to dispose of surplus property under section 

203 of that Act (40 U.S.C. 484); 
(C) the authority of the Administrator to grant approvals and make 

determinations under section 13(g) of the Surplus Property Act of 1944 (50 U.S.C. 
App. 1622(g)); and 

(Dl the authorits of the Administrator to determine the availability of excess or 
surplus real property for wildlife conservation purposes in accordance with the Act 
of May 19,1948 (16 U.S.C. 667b). 

(2MA) Subject to subparagraph (C) and paragraphs (31, (41, (51, and (6), the Secretary 
of Defense shall exercise the authority delegated to the Secretary pursuant to paragraph 
(1) in accordance with- 

(i) all regulations in effect on the date of the enactment of this Act governing 
the utilization of excess property and the disposal of surplus property under the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949; and 

(ii) all regulations in effect on the date of the enactment of this Act governing 
the conveyance and disposal of property under section 13(g) of the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944 (50 U.S.C. App. 1622(g)). 

(B) The Secretary, after consulting with the Administrator of General Services, 
may issue regulations that are necessary to carry out the delegation of authority 
reqiired by paragraph (1). 
(C) The authority required to be delegated by paragraph (1) to the Secretary by 

the Administrator of General Services shall not include the authority to prescribe 
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general policies and methods for utilizing excess property and disposing of surplus 
property. 
(D) The Secretary of Defense may transfer real property or facilities located at a 

military installation to be closed or realigned under this part, with or without 
reimbursement, to a military department or other entity (including a 
nonappropriated fund instnunentality) within, the Department of Defense or the 
Coast Guard. 
(E) Before any action may be taken with respect to the disposal of any surplus real 

property or facility located at any military installation to be closed or realigned 
under this part, the Secretary of Defense shall consult with the Governor of the 
State and the heads of the local governments concerned for the purpose of 
considering any plan for the use of such property by the local community concerned. 

(3XA) Not later than 6 months after the date of approval of the closure of a military 
installation under this part, the Secretary, in consultation with the redevelopment 
authority with respect to the installation, shall- 

(i) inventory the personal property located at the installation; and 
(ii) identify the items (or categories of items) of such personal property that the 

Secretary determines to be related to real property and anticipates will support 
the implementation of the redevelopment plan with respect to the installation. 

(B) If no redevelopment authority referred to in subparagraph (A) exists with 
respect to an installation, the Secretary shall consult with- 

(i) the local government in whose jurisdiction the installation is wholly located; 
or 

(ii) a local government agency or State government agency designated for the 
purpose of such consultation by the chief executive officer of the State in which 
the installation is located. 

(C)(i) Except as provided in subparagraphs (El and (F), the Secretary may not 
cany out any of the adivities r e f e d  to in clause (ii) with respect to an installation 
referred to in that clause until the earlier of- 

(I) one week after the date on which the redevelopment plan for the 
installation is submitted to the Secretary; 

(11) the date on which the redevelopment authority notifies the Secretary 
that it will not submit such a plan; 

(111) twenty-four months after the date of approval of the closure of the 
installation; or 

(M ninety days before the date of the closure of the installation. 
(ii) The activities referred to in clause (i) are activities relating to the closure of 

an installation to be closed under this part as follows: 
(I) The transfer &om the installation of items of personal property at the 

installation identified in accordance with subparagraph (A). 
(11) The reduction in maintenance and repair of facilities or equipment 

located at the installation below the minimum levels required to support the 
use of such facilities or equipment for nonmilitary purposes. 

(Dl Except as provided in paragraph (41, the Secretary may not transfer items of 
personal property located at an installation to be closed under this part to another 
installation, or dispose of such items, if such items are identified in the 
redevelopment plan for the installation as items essential to the reuse or 
redevelopment of the installation.]e 

evelo- for the mstallabon. the S e c r e w u l t  mth the entity 
m n s i b l e  for developin? the redwelo~ment ~ l a n  to . . identifv the items of personal 
gro~erty located at the installabo~& 

(E) This paragraph shall not apply to any personal property located at an 
installation to be closed under this part if the property- 
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(i) is required for the operation of a unit, function, component, weapon, or 
weapons system at another installation; 

(ii) is uniquely military in character, and is likely to have no civilian use (other 
than use for its material content or as a source of commonly used components); 

(iii) is not required for the reutilization or redevelopment of the installation (as 
jointly determined by the Secretary and the redevelopment authority); 

(iv) is stored at the installation for purposes of distribution (including spare 
parts or stock items); or 

(vXI) meets known requirements of an authorized program of another Federal 
department or agency for which expenditures for similar property would be 
necessary, and (11) is the subject of a written request by the head of the 
department or agency. 

(F) Notwithstanding subparagraphs (CXi) and (Dl, the Secretary may carry out 
any activity referred to in subparagraph (CXii) or (D) if the Secretary determines 
that the carrying out of such activity is in the national security interest of the 
United States. 

(4XA) The Secretary may transfer real property and personal property located at a 
military installation to be closed under this part to the redevelopment authority with 
respect to the installation. 

(BXiXI) Except as provided in clause (ii), the transfer of property under 
subparagraph (A) may be for consideration at or below the estimated fair market 
value of the property transferred or without consideration. Such consideration may 
include consideration in kind (including goods and services), real property and 
improvements, or such other consideration as the Secretary considers appropriate. 
The Secretary shall determine the estimated fair market value of the property t~ be 
transferred under this subparagraph before canying out such transfer. 

(11) The Secretary shall prescribe regulations that set forth guidelines for 
determining the amount, if any, of consideration required for a transfer 
under this paragraph. Such regulations shall include a requirement that, in 
the case of each transfer under this paragraph for consideration below the 
estimated fair market value of the property transferred, the Secretary 
provide an explanation why the transfer is not for the estimated fair market 
value of the property transferred (including an explanation why the transfer 
cannot be carried out in accordance with the authority provided to the 
Secretary pursuant to paragraph (1) or (2)). 

(ii) The transfer of property under subparagraph (A) shall be without 
consideration in the case of any installation located in a rural area whose closure 
under this part will have a substantial adverse impact (as determined by the 
Secretary) on the economy of the communities in the vicinity of the installation 
and on the prospect for the economic recovery of such communities from such 
closure. The Secretary shall prescribe in the regulations under clause MIX) the 
manner of determiningwhether communities are eligible for the transfer of 
property under this clause. 

(iii) In the case of a transfer under subparagraph (A) for consideration below 
the fair market value of the property transferred, the Secretary may recoup from 
the transferee of such property such portion as the Secretary determines 
appropriate of the amount, if any, by which the sale or lease of such property by 
such transferee exceeds the amount of consideration paid to the Secretary for 
such property by such transferee. The Secretary shall prescribe regulations for 
determining the amount of recoupment under this clause. 

(CXU The transfer of personal property under subparagraph (A) shall not be 
subject to the provisions of sections 202 and 203 of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 483,484) if the Secretary determines 
that the transfer of such property is necessary for the effective implementation of a 
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redevelopment plan with respect to the installation at which such property is 
located. 

(ii) The Secretary may, in lieu of the transfer of property referred to in 
subparagraph (A), transfer property similar to such property (including property 
not located at the installation) if the Secretary determines that the transfer of 
such similar property is in the interest of the United States. 

(Dl The provisions of section 120(h) of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9620(h)) shall apply to 
any transfer of real property under this paragraph. 
(El The Secretary may require any additional terms and conditions in connection 

with a transfer under this paragraph as such Secretary considers appropriate to 
protect the interests of the United States. 

(5XA) Except as provided in subparagraph (B), the Secretary shall take such actions 
as the Secretary determines necessary to ensure that final determinations under 
V - a n h  (1) regarding whether another department or agency of the I 
Federal Government has identified a use for any portion of a military installation to be 
closed under this part, or will accept transfer of any portion of such installation, are 
made not later than 6 months after the date of approval of closure of that installation. 

(B) The Secretary may, in consultation with the redevelopment authority with 
respect to an installation, postpone making the final determinations referred to in 
subparagraph (A) with resped to the installation for such period as the Secretary 
determines appropriate if the Secretary determines that such postponement is in the 
best interests of the communities affected by the closure of the installation. 

(6XA) Except as provided in this paragraph, nothing in this section s h d  limit or 
otherwise affect the application of the provisions of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11301 et seq.) to military installations closed under this part. 
& a e l e w L i  For rela ' buil ' - 
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(BXi) Not later than the date on which the Secretary of Defense completes the 
determination under paragraph (5) of the transferability of any portion of an 
installation to be closed under this part, the Secretary shall- 

(I) complete any determinations or surveys necessary to determine 
whether any building or property referred to in clause (ii) is excess property, 
surplus property, or unutilized or underutilized property for the purpose of 
the information referred to in section 501(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 11411(a)); 
and 
(II) submit to the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development 

information on any building or property that is so determined. 
(ii) The buildings and property referred to in clause (i) are any buildings or 

property located at an installation referred to in that clause for which no use is 
identified, or of which no Federal department or agency will accept transfer, 
pursuant to the determination of transferability referred to in that clause. 

(C) Not later than 60 days after the date on which the Secretary of Defense 
submits infomation to the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development under 
subparagraph (BXii), the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development shall- 

(i) identify the buildings and property described in such dormation that are 
suitable for use to assist the homeless; 

(ii) notify the Secretary of Defense of the buildings and property that are so 
identified; 

(iii) publish in the Federal Register a list of the buildings and property that are 
so identified, including with resped to each building or property the information 
referred to in section 50l(cXlXB) of such Act; and 



Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-510), as amended 

(iv) make available with respect to each building and property the information 
referred to in section 50l(cXlXC) of such Act in accordance with such section 
50l(cXlXC). 

(D) Any buildings and property included in a list published under subparagraph 
(CXiii) shall be treated as property available for application for use to assist the 
homeless under section 501(d) of such Act. 
(El The Secretary of Defense shall make available in accordance with section 

501(fl of such Act any buildings or property referred to in subparagraph (Dl for 
which- 

(i) a written notice of a .  intent to use such buildings or property to assist the 
homeless is received by the Secretary of Health and Human Services in 
accordance with section 501(dX2) of such Act; 

(ii) an application for use of such buildings or property for such purpose is 
submitted to the Secretary of Health and Human Services in accordance with 
section 501(eX2) of such Act, and 

(iii) the Secretary of Health and Human Services- 
(I) completes all actions on the application in accordance with section 

501(eX3) of such Act; and 
(11) approves the application under section 501(e) of such Act. 

(FXi) Subject to clause (ii), a redevelopment authority may express in writing an 
interest in using buildings and property referred . . to subparagraph (Dl, gn dbuildinm 
and ~ m ~ e r t v  referred to in sub~aragr r w 
suitable for us si t th o eless e s u b ~ a r  (CL or use such buildings 
(pm~erty,inth withespect to the 
installation a t  which such buildings and property are located as follows: 

(I) If no written notice of an intent to use such buildings or property to 
assist the homeless is received by the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services in accordance with section 501(dX2) of such Act during the 60-day 
period beginning on the date of the publication of the buildings and property 
under subparagraph (CXiii). 

(11) In the case of buildings and property for which such notice is so 
received, if no completed application for use of the buildings or property for 
such purpose is received by the Secretary of Health and Human Services in 
accordance with section 501(eX2) of such Act during the 90-day period 
beginning on the date of the receipt of such notice. 

(111) In the case of buildings and property for which such application is so 
received, if the Secretary of Health and Human Services rejects the 
application under section 501(e) of such Act. 

(ii) Buildings and properly shall be available only for the purpose of permitting 
a redevelopment authority to express in writing an interest in the use of such 
buildings and property, or to use such buildings and property, under clause (i) as 
follows: 

(I) In the case of buildings and property referred to in clause (IXI), during 
the one-year period beginning on the fmt day after tbe 60-day period 
referred to in that clause. 
(II) In the case of buildings and property referred to in clause (i)(II), 

during the one-year period beginning on the first day after the 90-day pen& 
referred to in that clause. 
(III) In the case of buildings and property referred to in clause (i)(III), 

during the one-year period beginning on the date of the rejection of the 
application referred to in that clause. 

(iii) A redevelopment authority shall express an interest in the use of buildings 
and property under this subparagraph by notifying the Secretary of Defense, m 
writing, of such an interest. 
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(GXi) Buildings and property available for a redevelopment authority under 
subparagraph (F) shall not be available for use to assist the homeless under section 
501 of such Act while so available for a redevelopment authority. 

(ii) If a redevelopment authority does not express an interest in the use of 
buildings or property, or commence the use of buildings or property, under 
subparagraph (F) within the applicable time periods specified in clause (ii) of 
such subparagraph, such buildings or property shall be treated as property 
available for use to assist the homeless under section 501(a) of such Act. . , f . . ( 7 ) O a b o n s  o the us 
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(111) balances in an ap~ ro~ r i a t e  manner the needs of the communities in 
the vicinity of the installation for economic redevelopment and other . . 
develo~ment with the needs of the homeless in such commumkes; 

/TV) was developed in consultation with re~resentatives of the homeless 
and the home le s s~s t ance  ~ l a n n i n ~  boar&, ' . .  . y 
the vicinitv of the installation: and 

. resources. and 
assi m s  an n 
assistance Dluposes. 

(ii) It is the sense of Conmss that the Secretarv of Housinn and Urban 
Development shall. in comdetin~ the review of a ~ l a n  under this sub~aramaph, 

e lnto consideratzon & be r ece~h  . .  . 've to the ~redorninant views on the d a n  of 
the comrnuxutzes in the viciniv of the installation covered bv the plan. ... 

. of Housing and Urban De fui) The Secretarv velo~ment mav engage m . . =oh aQons aa u - g  
$he course of a rev1 . . 'ew under clause ( . . i) with a view toward resolvine any 
mlmungm deterrmnahon of the S e c r e t e t  a redevelop& ~ l a n  does not 
meet a rea uirement s e t forth in that clause. The redevelo~ment authoritv may 
modifv the redevelopment plan as a result of such nepotiations and 
consultatxons, 

liv) U ~ o n  com~letion of a review of a redevelopment ~ l a n  under clause (i). the 
Secretary of Ho- Urban Develo~ment shall no* the Secretary of 

e redevelopment a-ed of the d e w a t i o n  of the 
Secretav of H o u s u  and Urban Develo~ment under that clause. 

Lv) If the Secretarv of Housme and Urban Develobment d e t e m e s  as a result 
pf such a review that a redevelo~ment does not meet the reauirements set 
forth in clause (i). a notice under clause (iv) shall include- 

ation of that deterrmnabon: and 
. . 

(II) a statement of the actions that the redevelopment authoritv must . . ertake m order to address that deternabon,  
UMi) Uwn receipt of a notice under sub~aragr-Miv) of a determination that a 

redevelo~ment ~ l a n  does not meet a r e awmen t  set forth in sub~araeraph (HMi). a 
redevelopment authority shall have the o~portunitv tc+ 

U) revise the in order to address the determination: and 
d Urban 

DeveloDment. 

o~ment authoritv receives 

WXi) Not later than 30 davs afte 
. . 

r receivlne a revised redevelo~ment ~ l a n  under 
~h (I). the Secretarv of Housing and Urban Develo~ment shall review the 

r~ determine if the ~ l a n  meets the reauirements se$ forth in 
-~h (HHi), 

d . . oncerned of the 
a -merit under this 

sub~araeraah 
IK) Upon recei~t of a notice under sub~a raz r a~h  (HXvi) or (J)(ii) of the 

determination of the Secretarv of Housing and Urban Development that a 
t re *h v 1  m l a n f r  ' 

s u b ~ a r  w a ~  h (HM i h  ). t e Secretam of Defense shall dismse of the b d d l n e s d  . . 
prooertv located at  the installation that are identidied in the plan as available for use 
to assist the homeless in accordance with the ~rovisions of the dan.  The Secretarv of 
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Defense mav dismse of such buildings or ~ r o ~ e r t v  directlv to the re~resentatives of 
the homeless concerned or to the redeveloament authority concerned. The Secretary 
of Defense shall diswse of the buildings and ~ r o ~ e r t y  under this- 
without consideration. 

SLXi) If the Secretary of Housinc and Urban Develo~ment determines under 
sub~a r tg ra~h  (J) that a revised redevelopment ~ l a n  for an instauation does not 
meet the reauirements set forth in subparama~h (HMi). or if no revised alan is so 
submtted. that Secretarv shall- . . f I r v i w  ) e e the onmal  redeveloament ~ l a n  submitted to that Secretary 

un de r su baa raaa~h  (GI. includine the notice or notices of re~resentatives of 
th . . 

u t sub~aragra~h; 
lause (I). if anv. for 

P f valu tin . . use of bud- or ~ropertv a a e  mstallahon to assist the homeless; 
IIII) request that each such re~resentative submit to that Secretary the 

items described in clause (ii): and 
fM b a s e h  the act- of that Secretarv under subclauses (I) and (IIZ 

and on anv dormahon ob-ed by that Secre tam . as a result of such 

cla i h rn t the 
followine: 

U) A d e s c ~ ~ ~ h o n  o 
. - f the DrQgram of such re~resentative to assist the 

homeless. 
(11) A descn~hon o 

. . f the manner in which the buildines and ~ r o p r t v  that 
th r tiv t p 

(111 a h  c ' ' n  es in order to 'ne th 
aclty of the re~resentative to carrv out the pmgram and t~ 

ensure that the pmgr c 
law and Federal la . . 

environm&.d w aeamst bcnminakon. 
I (r n c w 

and sewer services available in the communities in the vicinity of the 

Housiq and U . . 
liii) The Secretarv of rban Develo~ment shall mhcate to the 

Secretary of Defense and to the re develo~ment authoritv concerned the 
d propertv at an installation under clause ( i X M  to be dis-msed of 

f ' ~ t  of a revisedplan for the 
n under s-h (JZ 

(iv) The Secretary of Defense shall diswse of the buildinn and ~ro-perty at a 

uant to sub~ar- the red we lo^ ment authon 'tv for the inswation shall 
be reswneible for the i m w  ti f o 
redeve lo~In&&n described aa that su-~h for the mstallabon, 

i 
I 
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c* 
to assist the homeless. 

l N ) e n s e  t - 0  mav mstwne or extend anv deadline ~rovided for 
under this ~ a r a p r m h  in the case of an installation covered bv this paraera~h for 
such ~eriod as the Secretarv considers ap~ropriate if the Secretary determines that 
such mstwnement is in the interests of the communities affected bv the closure of 
th S t h  ' 

th e rede v e l o ~  men t a u thoritv concerned and. in the case of deadlines ~rovided for 
e s uu f Housin Urb 

Develo~ment. in consultation with the Secretarv of Housinv and Urban 
Develo~ment, 

F r  _ o  of ' -  LO) o DUTD ses th19 DaraIZraDh. the term "communities in the vicinitv of the 
installation". in the case of an installation. means the communities that constitute 
the ~olitical jurisdictions (other than the State in which the installation is locatedl 
that com~rise the redevelo~ment authoritv for the installation, 

WXA) Subject to subpatagraph (C), the Secretary may contract with local 
governments for the provision of police services, fire protection services, airfield 
operation services, or other community services by such governments at  military 
installations to be closed under this part if the Secretary determines that the provision 
of such services under such contracts is in the best interests of the Department of 
Defense. 

(B) The Secretary may exercise the authority provided under this paragraph 
without regard to the provisions of chapter 146 of title 10, United States Code. 

(C) The Secretary may not exercise the authority under subparagraph (A) with 
respect to an installation earlier than 180 days before the date on which the 
installation is to be closed. 
(D) The Secretary shall include in a contract for services entered into with a local 

government under this paragraph a clause that requires the use of professionals to 
furnish the services to the extent that professionals are available in the area under 
the jurisdiction of such government. 

(c) APPLICABIL~~Y OF NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969.-41) The 
provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) shall 
not apply to the actions of the Resident, the Commission, and, except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the Department of Defense in carrying out this part. 

(2XA) The provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 shall apply to 
actions of the Department of Defense under this part (i) during the process of property 
disposal, and (ii) during the process of relocating functions from a military installation 
being closed or realigned to another military installation after the receiving installation 
has been selected but before the functions are relocated. 

(B) In applying the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 to 
the processes referred to in subparagraph (A), the Secretary of Defense and the 
Secmtary of the military departments concerned shall not have to consider- 

(i) the need for closing or realigning the military installation which has been 
recommended for closure or realignment by the Commission; 

(ii) the need for transferring functions to any military installation which has 
been selected as the receiving installation; or 

(iii) military installations alternative to those recommended or selected. 
(3) A civil action for judicial review, with respect to any requirement of the National 

Environmental Policy Act of 1969 to the extent such Act is applicable under paragraph 
(2), of any act or failure to act by the Department of Defense during the closing, 
realigning, or relocating of functions referred to in clauses (i) and (ii) of paragraph 
(2XA), may not be brought more than 60 days after the date of such a d  or failure to act. 
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(d) WAIV]ER-The Secretary of Defense may close or realign military installations under 
this part without regard to- 

(1) any provision of law restriding the use of funds for closing or realigning military 
installations included in any appropriations or authorization Act; and 

(2) sections 2662 and 2687 of title 10, United States Code. 
(e) TRANSFER AUT~ORFTY IN CONNECTION WITH PAYMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL 

REMEDIATION COSTS.---(1XA) Subject to paragraph (2) of this subsection and section 12003) 
of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9620(h)), the Secretary may enter into an agreement to transfer by deed real 
property or facilities referred to in subparagraph (B) with any person who agrees to perfom 
all environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities 
that are required for the property or facilities under Federal and State laws, administrative 
decisions, agreements (including schedules and milestones), and concurrences. 

(B) The real property and facilities referred to in subparagraph (A) are the real 
property and facilities located at an installation closed or to be closed under this part 
that are available exclusively for the use, or expression of an interest in a use, of a 
redevelopment authority under subsection (bX6XF) during the period provided for 
that use, or expression of interest in use, under that subsection. 

(C) The Secretary may require any additional terms and conditions in connection 
with an agreement authorized by subparagraph (A) as the Secretary considers 
appropriate to protect the interests of the United States. 

(2) A transfer of real property or facilities may be made under paragraph (1) only if 
the Secretary certifies to Congress that- 

(A) the costs of all environmental restoration, waste management, and 
environmental compliance activities to  be paid by the recipient of the property or 
facilities are equal to or greater than the fair market value of the property or 
facilities to be transferred, as determined by the S e c r e w ,  or 

(B) if such costs are lower than the fair market value of the property or facilities, 
the recipient of the property or facilities agrees to pay the difference between the 
fair market value and such costs. 

(3) As part of an agreement under paragraph (11, the Secretary shall disclose to the 
person to whom the property or facilities will be transferred any infomation of the 
Secretary regarding the environmental restoration, waste management, and 
environmental compliance activities described in paragraph (1) that relate to the 
property or facilities. The Secretary shall provide such information before entering into 
the agreement. 

(4) Nothing in this subsection shall be construed to modify, alter, or amend the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9601 et seq.) or the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.). 

(5) Section 330 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (Public 
Law 102-484; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note) shall not apply to any transfer under this subsection 
to persona or entities described in subsection (aX2) of such section 330. 

(6) The Secretary may not enter into an agreement to transfer property or facilities 
under this subsection &r the expiration of the five-year period beginning on the date 
of the enactment of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994. 

SEC. 2906. ACCOUNT 

(a) hi  GENERAL.-^^) There is hereby established on the boob of the Treasury an account 
to be known as the "Department of Defense Base Closure Account 1990" which shall be 
administered by the Secretary as a single account. 

(2) There shall be deposited into the Account  
(A) funds authorized for and appropriated to the Account; 
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(B) any funds that the Secretary may, subject to approval in an appropriation Act, 
transfer to the Account from funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for 
any purpose, except that such funds may be transferred only after the date on which 
the Secretary transmits written notice of, and justification for, such transfer to the 
congressional defense committees; 

(C) except as provided in subsection (d), proceeds received fiom the transfer or 
disposal of any property at  a military installation closed or realigned under this 
part; and 

(D) proceeds received after September 30,1995, fiom the transfer or disposal of 
any property at a militmy installation closed or realigned under title I1 of the 
Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public 
Law 100-526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(b) USE OF FUNDS.--41) The Secretary may use the funds in the Account only for the 
purposes described in section 2905, or, after September 30,1995, for environmental. 
restoration and property management and disposal at installations closed or realigned 
under title I1 of the Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment 
Act (hblic Law 100-526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(2) When a decision is made to use funds in the Account to carry out a construction 
project under section 2905(a) and the cost of the project will exceed the maximum 
amount authorized by law for a minor military construction project, the Secretary shall 
not@ in writing the congressional defense committees of the nature of, and justification 
for, the project and the amount of expenditures for such project. Any such construction 
project may be carried out without regard to section 2802(a) of title 10, United States 
Code. 

(c) I€EPORTS.-~~XA) No later than 60 days aRer the end of each fiscal year in which the 
Secretary carries out activities under this part, the Secretary shall transmit a report to the 
congressional defense committees of the amount and nature of the deposits into, and the 
expenditures from, the Account during such fiscal year and of the amount and nature of 
other expenditures made pursuant to section 2905(a) during such fiscal year. 

(B) The report for a fiscal year shall include the following: 
(i) The obligations and expenditures from the Account during the fiscal year, 

identified by subaccount, for each military department and Defense Agency. 
(ii) The fiscal year in which appropriations for such expenditures were made 

and the fiscal year in which funds were obligated for such expenditures. 
(iii) Each military construction project for which such obligations and 

expenditures were made, identified by installation and project title. 
(iv) A description and explanation of the extent, if any, to which expenditures 

for military construction projects for the fiscal year Mered &om proposals for 
projects and funding levels that were included in the justification transmitted to 
Congress under section 2907(1), or otherwise, for the funding proposals for the 
Account for such fiscal year, including an explanation of- 

(D any failure to carry out military construction projects that were so 
proposed, and 
(11) any expenditures for militaq construction projects that were not so 

proposed. 
(2) Unobligated funds which remain in the Account after the termination of the 

authority of the Secretary to carry out a closure or realignment under this part shall be 
held in the Account until transferred by law &r the congressional defense committees 
receive the report transmitted under paragraph (3). 

(3) No later than 60 days aRer the termination of the authority of the Secretary to 
carry out a closure or realignment under this part, the Secretary shall transmit to the 
congressional defense committees a report containing an accounting of- 
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(A) all the funds deposited into and expended from the Account or otherwise 
expended under this part; and 
(B) any amount remaining in the Account. 

(dl DISPOSAL OR TRANSFER OF COMMISSARY STORES AND PROPERTY PU'F~CHASED WITH 
NONAPPROPRUTED FUNDS.--.(I) If any real property or facility acquired, constructed, or 
improved (in whole or in part) with commissary store funds or nonappropriated funds is 
transferred or disposed of in connection with the closure or realignment of a military 
installation under this part, a portion of the proceeds of the transfer or other disposal of 
property on that installation shall be deposited in the reserve account established under 
section 204(bX4XC) of the Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and 
Realignment Act (10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(2) The amount so deposited shall be equal to the depreciated value of the investment 
made with such funds in the acquisition, construction, or improvement of that particular 
real property or facility. The depreciated value of the investment shall be computed in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

(3) The Secretary may use amounts in the account (in such an aggregate amount as is 
provided in advance in appropriation Acts) for the purpose of acquiring, constructing, 
and improving- 

(A) commissary stores; and 
(B) real property and facilities for nonappropriated fund instrumentalities. 

(4) As used in this subsection: 
(A) The term "commissary store fundsn means funds received from the adjustment 

of, or surcharge on, selling prices at commissary stores fixed under section 2685 of 
title 10, United States Code. 

(B) The tern "nonappropriated funds" means funds received f?om a 
nonappropriated fund instrumentality. 

(C) The term "nonappropriated fund instrumentality" means an instrumentality of 
the United States under the jurisdiction of the Armed Forces (including the Army 
and Air Force Exchange Service, the Navy Resale and Services Support M c e ,  and 
the Marine Corps exchanges) which is conducted for the comfort, pleasure, 
contentment, or physical or mental improvement of members of the Armed Forces. 

(e) ACCOUNT EXCLUSIVE SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR EN~JRONMENTAL ~ ~ E ~ ~ R A T I O N  
PRo~~c~s.-Except for funds deposited into the Account under subsection (a), funds 
appropriated to the Department of Defense may not be used for purposes described in 
section 2905 (aX1XC). The prohibition in this subsection shall expire upon the termination 
of the authority of the Secretary to carry out a closure or realignment under this part. 

SEC. 2907. REPORTS 

As part of the budget request for fiscal year 1993 and for each fiscal year thereafter for the 
Department of Defense, the Secretary shall transmit to the congressional defense 
c o d t t e e s  of Congress- 

(1) a schedule of the closure and realignment actions to be carried out under this part 
in the M year for which the request is made and an estimate of the total expenditures 
required and cost savings to be achieved by each such closure and realignment and of 
the b e  period in which these savings are to be achieved in each case, together with the 
Secretary's assessment of the environmental effects of such actions; and 

(2) a description of the military installations, including those under construction and 
those planned for construction, to which functions are to be traderTed as a result of 
such closures and realignments, together with the Secretary's assessment of the 
environmental effects of such transfers. 
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SEC. 2908. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF COMMISSION REPORT 

(a) TERMs OF TBE RESOLUTION.-For purposes of section 2904(b), the term "joint 
resolution" means only a joint resolution which is introduced within the 10-day period 
beginning on the date on which the Resident transmits the report to the Congress under 
section 2903(e), and- 

(1) which does not have a preamble; 
(2) the matter after the resolving clause of which is as follows: "That Congress 

disapproves the recommendations of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission as submitted by the Resident on ", the blank space being fdled in 
with the appropriate date; and 

(3) the title of which is as follows: "Joint resolution disapproving the recommendations 
of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission.". 

(b) -.-A resolution described in subsection (a) that is introduced in the House of 
Representatives shall be referred to the Committee on Armed Services of the House of 
Representatives. A resolution described in subsection (a) introduced in the Senate shall be 
referred to the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate. 

(c) D~sc~ARG~.-lfthe committee to which a resolution described in subsection (a) is 
referred has not reported such a resolution (or an identical resolution) by the end of the 20- 
day period beginning on the date on which the President transmits the report to the 
Congress under section 2903(e), such committee shall be, at the end of such period, 
discharged h m  further consideration of such resolution, and such resolution shall be placed 
on the appropriate calendar of the House involved. 

(d) CONSIDERATION.-41) On or aRer the third day after the date on which the committee 
to which such a resolution is referred has reported, or has been discharged (under 
subsection (c)) fiom further consideration of, such a resolution, it is in order (even though a 
previous motion to the same effect has been disagreed to) for any Member of the respective 
House to move to proceed to the consideration of the resolution. A member may make the 
motion only on the day after the calendar day on which the Member announces to the House 
concerned the Member's intention to make the motion, except that, in the case of the House 
of Representatives, the motion may be made without such prior announcement if the motion 
is made by direction of the committee to which the resolution was referred. 

The motion is highly privileged in the House of Representatives and is privileged in the 
Senate and is not debatable. The motion is not subject to amendment, or to a motion to 
postpone, or to a motion to proceed to the consideration of other business. A motion to 
reconsider the vote by which the motion is agreed to or disagreed to shall not be in order. If 
a motion to proceed to the consideration of the resolution is agreed to, the respective House 
shall immediately proceed to consideration of the joint resolution without intervening 
motion, order, or other business, and the resolution shall remain the d i s h e d  business of 
the respective House until disposed of. 

(2) Debate on the resolution, and on all debatable motions and appeals in connection 
therewith, shall be limited to not more than 2 hours, which shall be divided equally 
between those favoring and those opposing the resolution. An amendment to the 
resolution is not in order. A motion further to limit debate is in order and not debatable. 
A motion to postpone, or a motion to proceed to the consideration of other business, or a 
motion to recommit the resolution is not in order. A motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the resolution is agreed to or disagreed to is not in order. 

(3) Immediately following the conclusion of the debate on a resolution described in 
subsection (a) and a single quorum call at the conclusion of the debate if requested in 
.accordance with the rules of the appropriate House, the vote on final passage of the 
resolution shall occur. 

(4) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair relating to the application of the rules of 
the Senate or the House of Representatives, as the case may be, to the procedure 
relating to a resolution described in subsection (a) shall be decided without debate. 
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(e) CONSIDERATION BY OTHER HOUSE.---(I) If, before the passage by one House of a 
resolution of that House described in subsection (a), that House receives from the other 
House a resolution described in subsection (a), then the following procedures shall apply: 

(A) The resolution of the other House shall not be referred to a committee and may 
not be considered in the House receiving it except in the case of final passage as 
provided in subparagraph (BXii). 
(B) With respect to a resolution described in subsection (a) of the House receiving 

the resolution- 
(i) the procedure in that House shall be the same as if no resolution had been 

received from the other House; but 
(ii) the vote on final passage shall be on the resolution of the other House. 

(2) Upon disposition of the resolution received from the other House, it shall no longer 
be in order to consider the resolution that originated in the receiving House. 

(0 RULEs OF THE SENATE AND HOUSE.-T~~~ section is enacted by Congress- 
(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of the Senate and House of 

Representatives, respectively, and as such it is deemed a part of the rules of each House, 
respectively, but applicable only with respect to the procedure to be fallowed in that 
House in the case of a resolution desrribed in subsection (a), and it supersedes other 
rules only to the extent that it is inconsistent with such rules; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional right of either House to change the rules 
(so far as relating to the procedure of that House) at  any time, in the same manner, and 
to the same extent as in the case of any other rule of that House. 

SEC. 2909. RESTRICTION ON OTHER BASE CLOSURE AUTHORITY 

(a) G--Except as provided in subsection (c), during the period beginning on 
the date of the enactment of this Act and ending on December 31,1995, this part shall be 
the exclusive authority for selecting for closure or realignment, or for carrying out any 
closure or realignment of, a military installation inside the United States. 

(b) RESTRICTION.-EX~~~~ as provided in subsection (c), none of the funds available to the 
Department of Defense may be used, other than under this part, during the period specified 
in subsection (a)- 

(1) to iden*, through any transmittal to the Congress or through any other public 
announcement or notification, any military installation inside the United States as an 
installation to be closed or realigned or as an installation under consideration for closure 
or realignment; or 

(2) to carry out any closure or realignment of a xnilitary installation inside the United 
States. 

(c) E X ~ ~ ~ . - N o t h i n g  in this part &ects the authority of the Secretary to carry o u t  
(1) closures and realignments under title 11 of Public Law 100-526; and 
(2) closures and realignments to which section 2687 of title 10, United States Code, is 

not applicable, including closures and realignments carried out for reasons of national 
security or a military emergency referred to in subsection (c) of such section. 

SEC. 2910. DEFINITIONS 

As used in this part: 
(1) The term "Account" means the Department of Defense Base Closure Account 1990 

established by section 2906(aX1). 
(2) The term "congressional defense committees" means the Committees on Armed 

Services and the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate and of the House of 
Representqtives. 

(3) The term "Commission" means the Commission established by section 2902. 



Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-5lO), as amended 

(4) The term "military installationn means a base, camp, post, station, yard, center, ' 

bmeport facility for any ship, or other activity under the jurisdiction of the Department 
of Weme,  including any l e d  facility. Such term does not include any facility used 
primarily for civil works, rivers and harbors projects, flood control, or other projects not 
under the primary jurisdiction or control of the Department of Defense. [The preceding 
sentence shall take effect as of November 5,1990, and shall apply as if it had &en 
included in section 2910(4) of the Definae Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 on 
that dute. I 

(5) The term "realig&nentw includes any action which both reduces and relocates 
functions and civilian p e r m e l  positions but does not include a reduction in force 
resulting from workload adjustments, reduced personnel or funding levels, or sldl 
imbalances. 

(6) The term *Secretarf means the Secretary of Defense. 
(7) The term 'Vnited Statesw means the 50 States, the District of Columbia, the 

Commonwealth of h e r b  Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and any 
other commonwealth, temtory, or poeeession of the United States. 

(8) The term #date of approval", with mpect to a closure or realignment of an 
installation, means the date on which the authority of Congrwa to dieapprove a 
recommendation of closure or realignment, as the caae may be, of such installation 
under this part expires. [The date of approval of closure of m y  imtuktion approved for 
c l o s m  befim November 30,1993 shaU be d e e d  to be November 30,1993.1 

(9) The term "redevelopment authority", in the case of an imtdation to be closed 
under this part, means any entity (including an entity established by a State or l d  
government) recognized by the b t x u y  of Defense as the en t ie  responsible fbr 
developing the redevelopment plan with respect to the instahtion 
directing the implementation of such plan.- above - . . 

of PJ, 103-1 6OJ 
(10) The term "redevelopment plan" in the case of an installation to be c l o d  under 

this part, means a plan that- 
(A) is + to by the local redevelopment authorie with respect to the 

installation; and 
(B) provides for the reuse or redevelopment of the real pro- and pemnal 

property of the installation that is available far such mu88 and redevelopment as a 
result ofthe closure of the instahtion. I 

SEC. 8911, -0 AMENDMENT 

Section 2687(eXl) oftitle 10, United Stater, Code, is amended- 
(1) by - %meport facility for any ship," after "center,"; and 
(2) b3r 8kiking out "under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of a military department" 

and in6ertbg in lieu thereof "under the jurisdiction of the Department of Defense, 
including any leased Wty,". 





I 
I 

I 

3 ,  

3 3 3  
0 0 0 
I;r 3 3 

- 

I 

I 1 I I I I 

I I  I 
1 1  

La,  (U a, 
a n a  I 

VI , I 

I  I 

I 

I 

I I I 1 1  

1 I 

I $ I 

, 
.3 



Non-Attainment Issues, By Installation 

Non-Attainment Criteria 
Ft Detrick 

-- 

Ft Huachuca 
~obyhanna Army Dept 
~t Meade 
Ft ~ X o i r  
Detroit Arsenal 

Army 
Army 
Army -- 
Army 
- -- 

Army 
- - - - 

Army 

MD Receive 
- - - 

Receive 
serious nonatt 
- - - - - .- 

[class II att?] 
marginal nonatt -- -- 
nonatt 

-- 

severe - -. 

PA 
MD-- - 
VA 
-- 

MI 

Receive 
R e c e i v e  
- 

Receive 
Receive 

- 

- 

=;ere n o n a t l  

- 

. 

- -  

seriousnona 

.- 

- 

t lead,nltrogen 

- -- 
adds 274 - 

- 

adds 300 - - 

adds 332 
dL1u 21 (1 AISU ~ : t ) r ~ ; l t t  sulfur dioxide 
dtoxtde, suitur d~oxtde Add 154 





O'Hare IAP. ARS 

Onlzuka AFB 
Otls ANGB 
Patrick AFB 
P'jerson AFB 
Pom AFB-- 
Port!andIAPANGS 
Rakdd~.h AFB -- 
ReeseMTL..--- 
R!cke&.~ckerANGB-- 
RoblnsAEB-- 
Rome Lab 
Salt Lake Cltv IAP ANGS 
&stt AFB 
Sdfridae ANGB 
Sevmour Johnson AFB 
Show AFB 
Sheward AFB 
Stewart IAP ANGS 
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Non-Attainment Issues, By Installation 

Non-Attainment Criteria I 

moderate nonatt 

Installation 
Lonn Beach Nav Shi~vard 

Remarks I Service State Action 
Navv CA Close 

(to CranelChina LakelPatuxent River 1 
- . . 

- 

NAWC Indianapolis 
NSWC Louisville 
NSWC White Oak 
NAS S Weymouth 
NAWC Lakehurst 
NAWC. NCCOSC Warminster 

1 relocation to? I 

- - -  - 

Navy IN Close 
Navy KY Close 
Navy MD Close 
Navy MA Close 
Navy NJ Close 
Naw PA Close 

Ito Carderock (nonatt) Conformity ? 
I 

I 
Ito BrunswicWmod nonatt OZ I severe nonat! 
to ~acksonvilleltransit~al OZ 
to S.Diego, Patuxent Rvr. Conform? 
Conformitv? 

severe nonatt 

I"""""""" I I 
~ - - -  

(NHRC San Diego l ~ a w  IcA ( ~ l o s e  
nonatt 

- 

kec i l  Field 

Navy CT Close 
Navy MD Close 
Navy - FL Receive 
Navy CA Redirect 
Navv FL Redirect 

~SNWSC Arlington I~av;  I ~ d ~ e d i r e c t  lto San Diego - Conform? 

I"' i ~ r "  

Iclose 
Ft Dix Army Realign 
Ft Hunter Liggett .- Army CA Realign 

marginal nonatt 
-- 

severe nonati -- 
mod non att 
severe nonatt 
severe nonatt 

 IF^ Hamilton Army 
Army 
Army 
Army 
Army 
Army 
Armv 

Realign 
Receive 
Realign 

 IF^ Monmouth lreceive from bases in same district? 1 
( ~ t  Meade severe nonatt 
Ft Ritchie 
Kelly Support Center 
Price S u ~ ~ o r t  Center 

mod nonatt 
Realign mod nonatt 

- - 

E s e -  
1 Close 

mod nonatt . , 
Selfridge Support Center 
Ft Lee 

mod nonatt 
air status??? Army 

-- 

Army 
-- 

Army 
Army 
Army 

1 ~eal ign 
Realign 
Close 

air status??? 
marginal nonatt 
nonatt (level?) 
serious nonatt 

- 
Realign 
Close 
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Non-Attainment Issues, By Installation 

Non-Attainment Criteria 



Non-Attainment Issues, By Installation 

Non-Attainment Criteria 



Non-Attainment Issues, By Installation 

Non-Attainment Criteria 

Salt Lake City IAP ANGS 
Scott AFB 
Travis AFB 
Tucson IAP, ANGS 
USAFA 
Vandenberg AFB 
Westover ARB 
Wright-Patterson AFB 
Youngstown-Warren MPT A 

AF 
AF 
AF 
AF 
AF 
AF 
AF 
pp 

AF 
AF 

UT 

CA 
AZ 

OH 
OH 

mod nonatt mod nonatt 
mod nonatt 
mod nonatt 

pp 

mod nonatt 

mod nonatt 

A 

mod nonatt 
serious nonatt 
mod nonatt 
marginal nonatt 

mod nonatt 
mod nonatt 



Non-Attainment Issues, By Installation 

Non-Attainment Criteria 





Non-Attainment Issues, By Installation 

Non-Attainment Criteria 

Maintenance area (criteria?) c 



AIR FORCE 1 ' Z� ALL AT IONS 
(NON ATTAINMENT FOR NAAQS) 

i\lolcs. 
* All of New Yo1 k is iri Clzone Nonat:si~mmer:t Area Except for Flattsburg 
* *  Edwards AFH is located in three zir quality ma~zgement districts. Kern County is noted in the table. Mojave Desert has portions in scvelc 
nollattnin~nent for ozone and moderate for particulate matter. The South Coast district is severe for ozone, serious for particulate matter, scsious 
for c a ~  boll ~nor~oxide, and for nitrogen dioxides. 

0"'?7/958:21 AM (CEVC/g:carriIlo:general: air table.doc) 



AIR FORCE, ;iTALLATIONS 
(NON ATTAINMENT FOR NAAQS) 

moder~tc I 
I 

1 
I 

I 

mode~cltc 
I 
1 

- 1 

Boise Air Ter~tl~nal 
Dolling 
l3ucklcy 
Cape Cod 
Carswell 
Castle 
Davis-Monthan 
Dobbins 
Dover 
Edwards ( ~ c e  note) 
Eielson 
I',llsworth 

- -- 

Elmendorf 
Falcon 

NGB 
AFDW 
NGB 
SPC 
A F W S  
BCA 
ACC 
AFRES 
AMC 
AFMC 
PACAF 
ACC 
PACAF 
SPC 

Ada 
Washington 
Arapahoe 
Barnstable 
Tarrant 
Merced 
Pima 
Cobb 
Kent 
Kern 
Fairbanks 
Pennington 
Anchorage 
El Paso 

Boise 
Washington 
Denver 
Bourne 
Fort Worth 
Atwater 
Tuscon 
Ivlarictta 
Dover 
Roshond 
North Pole 
Box Eider 
Anchorclge 
Ellicott 

ID 
UC 
CO 
MA 
TX 
CA 
AZ 
GA 
DE 
CA 
AK 
SD 
AK 
CO 

serious 
transition 
serious 

moderate 
x 

serious 
servere 
serious 

moderate 
moderate 
model ate 

x 

moderate 
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02/27/958:2 1 AM (CEVC/p:carrillo:general: air - table.doc) 



DRAFT 
CLEAN AIR AND THE 1995 BRAC: CONCEPTS AND ISSUES 

INTRODUCTION 

Closure, realignment, and redirect actions which the Department of Defense proposes for 
the 1995 BRAC will affect the air quality of several local communities. The Clean Air Act's 
1990 Amendments produced new air regulations and concepts, and BRAC actions must comply 
with these regulations. 

Air quality concerns will be most significant for bases located in non-attainment areas 
which will receive activities as a result of major redirects or realignments. Many such bases will 
have to perform a conformity determination, and may need to obtain emissions reductions credits 
in order to demonstrate conformity with the Clean Air Act. This memo defines these and other 
key air terms and issues, and may assist Commission members and staff in considering the air 
quality consequences of proposed BRAC actions. 

POTENTIAL IMPACT ON BRAC 

a Significant time and expense needed to quantify and estimate emissions and write conformity 
determination. 

a A base's draft conformity determination could be challenged by the community or the local 
air district. If a conformity determination is litigated, reassignment and move schedules 
could be delayed. 

It may not be possible to make a conformity determination for various reasons (air credits 
might not be available to obtain, it may not be possible to modify the SIP, etc.) If a 
conformity determination cannot be attained, the military redirect cannot proceed unless the 
redirect is downsized or the action is legislatively excluded. 

Potential competition between military and community over air credits in areas where one 
BRAC installation closes and another one receives activities. 

AIR QUALITY TERMS 

Attainment area: A geographic area in which levels of a criteria air pollutant meet the health- 
based primary standard (national ambient air quality standard, or NAAQs) for the pollutant. An 
area may have an acceptable level for one criteria air pollutant, but may have unacceptable levels 
for others. Thus, an area could be both attainment and nonattainment at the same time. 
Attainment areas are defined using the NAAQs set by EPA. 

Non-Attainment area: A geographic area in which levels of a criteria air pollutant does not meet 
the health-based primary standard. 



DRAFT1 page 2 

Maintenance area: An area formerly in nonattainment which has met attainment standards, but 
which needs to maintain these standards for an established number of years to be reclassified as 
an attainment area. 

Criteria Air Pollutants: Common air pollutants regulated by EPA on the basis of criteria 
(information on health andlor environmental effects of pollution). 

State Implementation Plan (SIP): Each state submits to EPA a plan (SIP) designed to attain 
and maintain national air quality standards according to an established schedule. A SIP consists 
of a detailed description of the programs a state will use to carry out its responsibilities under the 
Clean Air Act and a demonstration (using air quality modeling) that the SIP will provide for 
attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards by the Clean Air Act attainment date. 

Conformity: The Clean Air Act prohibits a federal agency from supporting an action unless the 
responsible federal agency determines that the action conforms to the applicable air quality 
implementation plan for the area. Examples of actions supported by the federal government 
might include airport expansion activities, federal construction projects, and review and approval 
cf dredging permits. Conformity to an applicable SIP means that the federal actions: 

will not cause or contribute to new violations of any federal ambient air quality standards; 
will not increase the frequency or severity of any existing violations of federal ambient air 
quality standards; and 
will not delay the timely attainment of federal ambient air quality standards. 

PL conformity determination is required when the total of direct and indirect emissions caused by 
a federal action for any given year of a project in a nonattainment or maintenance area exceed 
specified low-level annual thresholds for the criteria pollutants. 

Offset: A method used in the Clean Air Act to give companies which own or operate major 
sources in non-attainment areas flexibility in meeting overall pollution reduction requirements 
when changing production processes. If the owner or operator of the source wishes to increase 
release of a criteria air pollutant, an offset (a reduction of a somewhat greater amount of the same 
pollutant) must be obtained either at the same plant or by purchasing offsets from another 
company in the same nonattainment area.. 

Emission Reduction Credit (ERC): A type of offset which enables the military (or other 
federal agency) to quantify the direct and indirect emissions associated with the proposed federal 
action as a means of making a conformity determination. Local districts can establish banking 
programs as part of their State Implementation Plans to store qualified emission reduction credits 
(ERCs) for later use in offset trades. These reductions must be real, permanent, quantifiable, 
surplus, and enforceable in order to be banked. Air districts can credit only those reduction that 
go beyond reductions already required in a rule or regulation. Banking programs usually require 



that the source apply for the emission reduction credit within a certain time from the date of 
curtailment or shutdown. 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS FOR BASES RECEIVING ACTIVITIES IN BRAC 95: 

rl receiving base is in a non-attainment area and the military needs to demonstrate that new 
activities can conform to the SIP. How can conformity be demonstrated? 

The military can show conformity one of five ways: 

1) the total of indirect and direct emissions of the action have specifically been identified 
in the applicable SIP. 

2) Complete emission offsets for certain specified pollutants are obtained for all direct 
and indirect emissions associated with the proposed military redirect. 

3) The action meets the areawide or local modeling criteria set forth in the rule for 
certain pollutants and modeling demonstrates that the action will not cause additional violations 
of air quality standards. 

4) Where there is no post-1 990 EPA-approved SIP for a particular area, the 
determination is made that the action will not cause a net increase in total emissions compared 
the appropriate baseline year. 

5) The State agrees to revise its SIP to accommodate the action's emissions. The State 
can agree only if it demonstrates that all other SIP requirements are being implemented, it 
determines that the military redirect has pursued all reasonable mitigation measures, and the 
military has completed all the air quality analysis needed for a conformity determination. 
Thereafter, the State is held accountable to rewrite its SIP for federal approval. 

Is a conformity determination required to be made for a closing base? 

A closure decision does not require conformity analysis. Disposal of property on a closing base 
could require it, however, because the military and reuse groups may each seek offsets or air 
credits which the closure would make available for new uses. 

How can a receiving base obtain offsets or emission reduction credits in order to make a 
conformity determination? 

The military has various options for obtaining offsets: 

1) Gain offsets from within the base by reducing other emission-generating functions; 
2) Obtain offsets or credits from a BRAC 95 closing or realigning base in the same air 

district; 
3) Obtain offsets or credits from prior BRAC realignment or closure in the same air 

district if it can be determined that these credits are still available; 



4) Obtain credits from a market for emissions credits, if such a market exists in the air 
district. 

Bear in mind that the receiving base may be openly competing with reuse or community 
interests for offsets or credits in options 2 and 3. 

Air Issues Impacting Closing, Realigning, and Receiving Bases: 

Monetary Constraints: If air credits or planning offsets are not available for installations which 
will receive activities, the military may need to purchase ERCs in the open market. These credits 
may not be readily available and may be extremely expensive. Application fees are also part of 
the transaction costs. The process of applying for air credits can be costly in quantifying 
emissions, paying application fees, and performing conformity analysis. Prior DoD experience 
indicates that the cost for a major redirect or realignment ranges from $60,000 to $100,000. 
Although air credits or offsets from a closing base in a nonattainment areas are valuable, a base 
commander may be reluctant to spend money from the base's own BRAC cleanup funds to 
secure air credits which will benefit new activities in the community or other military bases in 
the area, but won't benefit the base itself. 

Time Constraints: Completing a conformity determination and the environmental impact 
statement often required when a base receives new military activities can require a year or more. 
The determination must be complete before the new military activities commence. 

Quantifying Emissions: Emissions can be difficult to quantify. A base may not have 
maintained the necessary data that could be used to quantify emissions. Operations may have 
slowed down from previous levels so that it is difficult to accurately measure true emission 
levels, further constraining closing bases from applying for emissions. Air districts may have 
short timelines for applying for credits (for example, 90 days is the limit in California's South 
Coast district). 

Competing demands for credits or planning offsets: Military installations that are remaining 
open or expanding in their local air basin may need credits or planning offsets for conformity 
determinations or for new source permits. The military may seek to apply credits or offsets from 
closing or realigning installations in the same air district to the receiving base, thereby 
demonstrating conformity for their expanding mission. Meanwhile, reuse groups for the closing 
installation may be interested in obtaining air credits or planning offsets to win approval from 
other federal agencies (e.g,, the Federal Aviation Administration) for proposed projects, or as a 
means of attracting business and revitalizing economic activity at closing bases. 
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EPA Questions: 
Bob Pallarino or Mike Prosper: 

What's a precursor to a criteria pollutant? (VOCs, etc.) Are these set out in the law in addition *: 
to the criteria pollutants themselves? Where? 
What's a rnaintenence area? What't the difference between a credit and an offset? && How many conformity determinations have been done nationally? Have they been used more j sf 

J * ,  for large industrial relocations or have they also commonly been used for moves which / 
A ,( 

significant numbers of people? If you're just talking about movement of activities 
air district, does that mean that no conform. determ. need be made? fL) Y'L, h ,  

ci" 

Bob: can you help me think of some kind of a structure or model like a Venn diagram that 
would help me make sense of conformity vis-a-vis 

lw b-~ lnhy mkm A - ~ ~ w w  - r o ~ k c  i l i @  7 
110 air districts always run along geographic air-basin 
political lines (like counties)? Are they always political entities which are formed by the state 
and answer to the state, or is this not always the case? 

Are there instances in which an area can be in non-attainment but there is no functioning market 
for air emissions 
traded but not sold? 

. h e  the concepts 
between these 2 terms? I2 <C-t - 1- + 0 4, L C B ~  1 ~ 4 9  K I %l SIP* 

& silk = J// L&/ 5 ;5&s,,,e p,, d" od. --p< 
Sam Rupe: Castle/Lamoore The baseline that was used to compare reductions to? What was 
the baseline condition here? 1992/93. Why? 
The Castle activities had already ceased, correct? So how were they still available for use? 
In which case, what was the method used to capture credits from a prior year? 
What's to prevent you from taking emissions f&m an action that occurred 10 years ago and using 
that? 
At what point are the offsetslcredits "stale" -- is the military no longer able to salvage credits 
from activities which ceased? 
Is the military under any obligations to recordhuy uplreserve rights on the air credits, even if 
they have no immediate military need? 



Status of Cleanup Actions 

Lowrey AFB 

Status of NFA Decision Documents: EPA approval of these? what do these NFA activities 
represent as far as actions completed in CERCLA? Does this mean an NFA ROD will follow 
closely thereafter or not? 

Is base being cleaned up under RCRA or under CERCLA? 

If it's under RCRA, what are the remaining activities which shall occur under RCRA? 

What is the status of the RFA for the base? It was due in FY 94. What does this mean for the 
future reuselcleanup of Lowrey? 



ATTAINMENT CONCERNS - AIR FORCE 
DRAFT INTERNAL MEMO 311 0195 

Air Force -- Major gains (Approximate increases of 300 or more jobs) at the following bases: 
I don't know which ones are getting additional missions beyond just personnel. I need also to 
create a list which reflects additional flights and stationary sources. 
What kinds of activities within the military are commonly regulated as stationary sources? 

[*means in attainment] 
*Eglin AFB, FLA 
Falcon AFB, CO - El Paso - Mod n/a for CO 

From Onizuka 
Hanscom AFB, Mass - Bedford - Serious nla for OZ 

Some Rome Lab activities 
*Holloman AFB, NM 
*Kelly AFB, TX 
Lackland AFB, TX -- cannot find on either list 

Activities from Kirtland 
*Laughlin AFB, TX 
MacDill AFB, FL - Tampa - mod n/a for OZ 

Activities from Malmstrom 
McClellan AFB, CA -- Sacramento - 

serious n/a  for OZ. moderate n/a for CO. "x" for NO2 and PM10 
kctivitieslflights from NoHighlands .4ir Guard Station. Moffet Federal .4irfield -4i: 

T\ '  - Guard Station. Installation functions from Griffiss h I 

T!~naaIi AFP- ' 
"'L-ance AFT 
Wright-P 
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CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 
'DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330-1000 

___-- 
-- - 

OFFICE Of THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY -- 3 JAN 1995 
MEMORAND'Z. J- 

FROM: SAFfi 

SUBJECT: Mir EG) Meeting 
, r 7 J  

at 1030 hours on 
30 December 1' c & c '.n uvt-/ >>? personnel were in 
attendance: 

The meeting was called to order by Maj Gen Blume. He and Mr. Boatright reviewed the 
current pmcess. Capt Roop, AF/CEV, briefed the estimated Air Quality impacts related to 
several potential force structure beddowns at Beale AFB, using the slides at Atch 1. 

Mr. Schoenecker, AF/CEVP, briefed the economic impact data for Criterion VI, using the 
computer database display, and the slides at Atch 2. The data reflects changes resulting from 
OSD revisions to the model, which now uses Bunau of Economic Analysis for 1993 employment 
figuns. The major result of this change is the inclusion of military personnel in the total 
employment figures, which in most cases results in a lower, but more accurate, percentage impact 
of closure actions. The other change is to use a different civilian multiplier in some cases. 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 



Beale: Scenario 1 
(No KC1 35E On-Station) 

I BCEG Action Conformity Emissions I Status 

I / .Analysis Above 1990 1 
1 I Baseline . I 
1 

Add AFSOC [ 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : ..................................... 

YES 28 NOx G 
0 VOC 

I j Status i 
1 

Add AFSOC 
Add ANG 

i 

.Add AFSOC 

YES 45 NOx I i Y 
0 VOC I 

. . . . . . . . .  , .................................................................................... 

YES : 129NOx , R 

Add AFSOC 
IAdd 128-52H 1 
Add ANG 

1 

YES 146 NOx 1 R 
9 3 v o c  

(Capt Roop/73360/CEVC/30Dec94) 





ECONOMIC AREAS IN 
METROPOLITAN AREAS 

+ BCEG Request it be brought up with OSD Cross-Service 
Group 

++Brought to OSD Working Group for Cross-Service 
Group on Economic Impact on 31 October 

+.+OSD, Army & Navy do not see the feasibility of 
implementing dual systems, even for final closure 
decisions 





F. .  





Beale: Scenario 2 
(With KC1 35E On-Station) ' 

..................... ..._ ............................................................................................................................................. ............ ................................... 

1 BCEG Action Conformity Emissions 1 Status I 
Above 1990 , . I Analysis : 

I Baseline $ 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : ..................................... 

Add AFSOC . :  YES 70 NOx : Y  1 
I 

OVOC 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : .... ..( .......................... . . . . . . .  

YES IAdd AFSOC / 99 NOx i j : Y 
1 Add ANG OVOC 

............................................................................................................... ............................................................. < : ................................... 

1 Add 12 B-52 YES 70 NOx Y f 

I 119VOC / 
i 

1 ...... ................................. ".., ...................-........*...-. ! . .............,..................... ...................................................... 1 ., ............................................. . . - ;  ..-.-v.~.v..v.....,.v...~.. -v 

i ~ d d  12 B - 5 2 ~  . 
I 
1 s Add ANG 
$ 

I 

YES 

(Capt Roopi73360/CEVC/30Dec94) 
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Mr. Schoenecker also briefed an action the BCEG had requested him to address with the 
JCSG involving the use of more localized economic data, rather than large MSAs. After 
discussing this issue, the JCSG declined to incorporate two different economic areas into the 
analysis. The BCEG then reviewed all bases and their economic impact data, and concluded that 
the changes did not alter their evaluations. 

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1200. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the CeChairrnen. 

OPEN ITEMS: Squadron size and number of units White Paper 

Attachments 
1. Air Quality 
2. Economic Data 
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D E P A R T M E N T  O F  T H E  AIR F O R C E  

WASHINGTON DC 20330-1000 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AFBCEG) Meeting 

 he AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAF/MlI, at 1030 hours on 
29 December 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following personnel were in 
attendance: 

a. AF/BCEG members: 

Mr. Boatright, SAFIMII, Co-Chairman 
Maj Gen Blume, AF/RT, Co-Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAFIFM 
Mr. McCall, SAF/MIQ 
Maj Gen McGinty, AFDPP 
Mr. Orr, AFLGM 
Dr. Wolff, AFICE 
Mr. Durante, S AFIAQX 
Mr. Kuhn, SAFIGCN 
Brig Gen Newell, AFIXOO 
Brig Gen Weaver, NGBICF 
Brig Gen Bradley, AF/RE 

b. Other key attendees: 

Col Mayfield, AF/RTR 
Col Walters, AF/PE 
Mr. Mleziva, AFBCWG 
Lt Col Wise, AFICEV 
Capt Roop, AFJCEV 

The meeting was called to order by Mr. Boatright. He addressed several administrative 
items that need some attention. First, he asked the AFIXO representative to work with the 
Recorder to make sure that operational concerns that influenced SECAF guidanceldecisions are 
accurately described in our Minutes. He also discussed the JCSG process clarification just issued 
by OSD (Atch 1). As a result of this clarification, he tasked the BCWG to begin analysis of the 
alternatives identified by the Chairman of the LJCSG which were not derived from the JCSG 
analysis but, instead, from a separate analysis accomplished by her staff. He cautioned the 
BCWG not to respond to similar alternatives identified by the Co-Chairmen of the JCSG-TE until 
a supporting analysis was provided. Finally, he requested that the AFIXO representative provide 
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CLOSE HOLD - BCEG/BCEG STAFF ONLY 

a briefmg to the BCEG on the final force structure that had just recently been issued by the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, since this may affect the analysis accomplished thus far. 

Mr. Orr discussed the recent agreement among the Services to use a common method of 
measuring manpower requirements to support proposed moves of depot workload. Because the 
Air Force method differs from the other Services, the data provided to the other Services must 
be recalculated. The working group members for depot matters are working this issue. 

Lt Col Wise, W Z E V ,  briefed estimated environmental restoration costs at some of the 
candidate bases, using the slide at Atch 2. This information is useful for forecasting the budget 
requirement that will likely be encountered from closing bases. Historically, only the fust year 
funding requirements have been transferred from DERA to the Base Closure Account. As a 
result, there is a draw on other Air Force budget resources to fund the environmental restoration 
at closure bases. It was .noted that Bergstrom is currently funded under the Base Closure 
Account since this was a realignment from an earlier BRAC round. 

Mr. Mleziva, AFDCWG, briefed Lab and Product Center updates, using the slides at 
Atch 3. Some of the figures are not complete, especially those that rely on other service 
information, such as the option to move the Rome Lab operation to Ft Monmouth. It was noted 
that the proposal from the JCSG to move Rome Lab to Ft Monmouth would create a Rome Lab 
organization at Ft Monmouth, rather than absorbing Rome Lab's work into Ft Monmouth. The 
BCEG also discussed which portions of Kirtland would remain after realignment, since some 
significant facilities would remain in cantonment or in stand alone status. 

Capt Roop, AFICEVP, briefed results of Air Quality considerations for some proposed 
moves resulting from closures and realignments, using the slides at Atch 4. The colors represent 
the feasibility of making the proposed move. The BCEG will be called upon to make any final 
determination of the advisability of the move, and the SECAF will determine any closures or 
recommendations using this information. The BCEG requested present alternative moves be 
examined for Air Quality feasibility. 

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1245. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the Co-Chairmen. 

OPEN ITEMS: Squadron size and number of units White Paper 
Beale AFB Air Quality consid~mtions 

Attachments 
1. OSD Policy 
2. Env Costs 
3. Lab update 
4. Air Quality 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE kd 

33QO DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 2030 1-3300 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRET'AFUES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTM- 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDZR SECREI'ARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR. DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OR DEFENSE 
INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPAR- OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, OPERATlONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
'ASSISTANTS TO THe SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTUTION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT 1995 Base Realignments and Clomrrr (BRAC 95) - W f i c r t i o a  of the 
Joint Cross-Service Group Functional Analysis Proctss 

Ihe Deputy Secretary's lanuary 7,1994, rntmoraadum initiating the BRAC 95 prwms 
established the authority for the fundional joint crou-rcrvicc groups to provide c l m  a d  
dignmcnt d t m t i v c s  for Military Department d*. 'This manomdun clorifics t&t po!icy. 

As described in Policy Memorandum Two, the Military Departments will analyze 
hrnativ'ts provided for their consideration by the Joint Cross Service Gmps. Altemativs 
provided by the C h i o n  of the JCSG's should be anal* by the Military Dcpartmcnts 
whtthtr they an, or an not, consensus of all the manbaa of the JCSG. 

Policy M m m d u m  Two also notes tbat the ICSG's will use a lbqu programming 
optimization model as a tool, a "basis 6 r  further anal* and tbc applicatioa of judgmentn. A 
JCSG, its Chair or &Chair, may rtcommcnd for analysis by the M i  Departments . ' 

configurations o k  than those that arc thc result of particxllar runs of the o p t h h i o d  model. 
l%is will allow Military Dcpsrtmcot analysis of the broadest possible range dfintcmrvicing 
dtcmatives within the Dqarbneat's BRAC 95 proas.  

Son= JCSG alttmativts may prove infcuiblc, or the volume of these altunativcs may 
preclude timtIy analysis of each proposal. The Cbahpmon of thc JCSG's may withdraw 
nltmativcs from firolcr analysis, or prioritize rltemativts to ensum that the most signiticarrt 
proposals rccein timely and tho& cost and ftasibllity analysis. 
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Lab & Product Center 
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Purpose 

LJCSG Analysis 
- Approve RL, Rome Updated Decision Data 
- Approve AL, Mesa Updated Decision Data 

AF Tier IIAII Bases 
- Approve SMC Decision Data 
- Approve PL Decision Data 
- Approve Brooks AFB Decision Data 

FOR OPRCUL USE ONLY - BRAC SENSITIVE 

Mleziva 
29 Dec 94 

1 
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Criteria IV & V 
SMC, Los Angeles, CA 

Considerations: 
- Includes FFRDC Costs 
- Includes Expensive Equipment (-$125M) Move Costs 
- Peterson Not Viable - Air Quality 
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Criteria IV & V 
Philips Lab, Kirtland AFB, NM 

Considerations: 
- Quality of Kirtland Facilities 
- MILCON Assumes Modified Construction at Destination 
- Includes Very Expensive Equipment (-5 1.3B) Move Costs 
- Peterson Not Viable - Air Quality 

*Prcviwsly Pmcmd to BCEG 
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Receiver Bases in Nonattainment Area 
for 

Candidate Closures 

G= Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal to 1990 ~ a s e l i e )  

Y= Yellow (BCEG Emissions are Within Reasonable Range of the 1990 Baseline) 

R= Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline) 

Status 

Y 

Y 

G 

G 
G 

R 

L 

(Capt Roop/CEVC/73360/28Dec94) 

. 
Gaining Base 

Beale AFB 

Beale AFB 

Beale AFB 

McClellan AFB 
Hill AFT3 

Edwards AFB 

1 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 
YES 

YES 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel 

Realignment) 
Add 12 B-52 Aircraft 

with 1 184 Personnel 
* KC135E are On-Station 

Add 12 B-52 Aircraft 
with 1184 Personnel 
* KC135E Convert to KC135R 

Add 12 B-52H Aircdt 
with 1 184 Personnel 
* Minus 8 KC 135E 

- 

8 KC 135E Remain f i a c e  
Add 8 KC- 135E Aircraft 

with 570 Personnel 
Add 8 KC- 135E Aircraft 

with 570 Personnel 

R 

Y 

R 

G 

Y 
G 
G 
G 

Emissions 
Above 1990 

Baseline 
70 NO. 
119 VOC 

88 NO, 
0 VOC 

26 NO, 
0 VOC 

N/A 
0 NO, 
0 VOC 
153 NO, 
@ VOC 

McChord AFB 

Beale AFB 

Dover AFB 

MacDill AFB 

Kirtland AFB 
Hanscom AFB 

Hill AFB 
Hill AFB 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 
NO 
NO 
NO 

Add 12 B-52H Aifcraft 
with 1 184 Personnel . 

Add AFSOC 
* KCl35E are On-Station 
Add 14 C-5A Aircraft 

with 958 Personnel 
Add 24 KC-135R Aircraft 

with 1413+ Personnel 
Add 635 Personnel (Scott) 
Add 869 Personnel (Rome) 
Add 1172 Personnel (Kirtland) 
Add 3353 Personnel 
* LAAFB and Kirtland 

114 NO, 
369 VOC 
1328 CO 
70 NO, 
0 VOC 
180 NO, 
82 VOC 
0 NO, 
0 VOC 

180 CO 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 



- n 
'b 2 

I). 

S ((" 
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Sources of Difference 
Recumng Costs 

Prior: $7.2Mlyr Current: $11.9M/yr 

J2auQme 
DUr Cadkt  - ACC D.1. 
- AFMC D.tr 

Validation 
AFICEP validated 
COBRA-internally consistent 
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Criteria IV & V 
Rome Lab, NY to Hanscom AFB, MA 

I-Time ZeYBSteadv - Em 
CostlShnNPYISK)a RQIsavines 

Rome Lab (prior) 133 111 1 loo+ 5 

Rome Lab (current) 78 (15) 8* 11 26 

*Details being c o n f t r d  

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY - BRAC SENSlTIVE 



POR OFFTCUL USE ONLY - BRAC SENSITIVE 

Criteria IV & V 
Philips Lab, Kirtland AFB, NM 

I-Time ZOYRSteedv Esn 
I(;PSt lYEY StateBPIsavings 

To McClellan/Hill* 448 (469) 81 6 1492 
To Peterson AFB TBD 
+SMC toPeterson AFB TBD 

Considerations: 
- Quality of Kirtland Facilities 
- MILCON Assumes Modified Construction at Destination 
- Includes Very Expensive Equipment (-S1.3B) Move Costs 

*Rcviourly Presented to BCUj 
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Criteria IV & V 
Brooks AFB,TX 

I-Time ZOYRSte.dv 5 
5t CIEY StateRQIsavinPs 

To Wright-Patterson AFB* 246 (78) 28 10 438 

Considerations: 
- MILCON Assumes New Construction at WPAFE 
- One Time Unique Cost Assumption Being Reviewed 

Rcviaaly R t M t e d  To BCEG 
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Criteria IV & V 
Armstrong Lab, Mesa, AZ 

l-Time 2aYBStesdv Een 
h . U U D  NPV(SM Staft BQI Sa,ineE 

To Orlando 19.1 15 0.5 100+ 2 
To Luke AFB 18.5 (28) 3.8 4 2 
To Brooks AFB 19.1 (-26) 3.7 4 2 

Considerations: 
- BRAC '91 Orlando Move Decision 
- BRAC '93 NAWC Orlando Closure Decision 
- Aircrew Research Subjects Availability 
- AF OL at Orlando for Joint Matters 
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Criteria IV & V 
SMC, Los Angeles, CA 

I-Time ZOYRStcrdv Een 
rCprt PlIEY s h & u S a , . i n P s  

To McClellan/Hill XX W ZZ AA BB 
To Kirtland* 450 (142) 50 10 325 
To Peterson AFB TBD 
+PL to Peterson AFB TBD 

Considerations: 
- MILCON Assumes New Construction at Destination 
- Includes FFRDC Costs 
- Includes Expensive Equipment (-S125M) Move Costs 
- Kirtland Not Viable - Air Quality 

*Previously Rgented to BCEG 
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BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

Receiver Bases in Nonattainment Area 
for 

Candidate Closure 
4 

G= Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or ~ q u a l  to 1990 Baseline) 
Y= Yellow (BCEG Emissions are Within Reasonable Range of the 1990 Baseline) 
R= Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline) 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
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Criteria IV & V 
Brooks AFB,TX 

To Wright-Patterson AFB* 246 (78) 28 10 438 
To Wright-Patterson AFB 264 (62) 28 11 397 

Considerations: 
- Cntr for Environ Excel Disposition 

*PleviarrtyPrrun(edToBCEO 
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Criteria IV & V 
Rome Lab, NY 

Remain at Rome, NY NIA NIA NIA NIA 0 
Mwe to Hanscom AFB 76 (84) 12 6 64 
Move to Hanscom AFB 64 (98) 12 5 64 

(With PL Reduction) 
Move to Ft Monmouth* TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD 

Transmitted to Army for inputs on 22 Dee 94 
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Criteria IV & V 
Armstrong Lab, Mesa, AZ 

SteadY 
l-Time 2QXB State &IS 

lAwsrin--RQISavings 
Remain at Mesa, AZ N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 

Move to Orlando* 18.1 4.8 O** Never 0 
Move to Luke AFB 15.4 (2.7) 1.4 11 2 
Move to Brooks AFB 16.5 3.9 1.0 22 2 
Move to WPAFB 16.7 2.5 1.2 18 2 
Move to Eglin AFB 14.4 2.4 1.0 19 2 

- BRAC '93 NAWC Mudo Cl- -ion 

- Airmew R d  Subjcua Availability 

* I BRAC '91 Decision -Any Other Decision Requires Redirec 
** I Assumes Orlando Identical to Mesa. AZ 

I '  I 
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Defense Environmental Restoration Account 
Installation Status . 

I Cost-to-Complete 
MAJCOM lBase (F Y96-Comp) 

---- 

- 

- 

$48,600 
$1,193 

$48,116 
$24,912 

$416,528 
NIA 

$2,697 
$1,463 

$61 
$98,92 1 

$642,492 

$64,249 
$22,596 

ACC 1 ~ergstrom 
MTC 1  rooks 
ACC 1 ~llsworth 
AMC l ~ r a n d  Forks 
MTC 1 ~ e l l y  
SPC l ~ o s  Angeles 
ACC 1 ~ i n o t  
SPC - lonizuka 

- 
AFR 1 ~it tsburg h 
AETC l ~ e e s e  . 

# 

1 Total 

Average $/base shown 
Average $/base (w/ouf ALC) 
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Air Issues 
Conformity 
Report of contact: Bob Pallarino (41 5) 744- 12 12 

Contacts: Rose Quiento EPA Region I11 (2 1 5) 597 3 164 
3/9/95 spoke w1Kathleen Henry. This situation falls under the issue of transportation conformity 
analysis. Larry Budney EPA/III (2 15)597-7661. 
Virginia does have a SIP; can be used to base conformity analysis on. 
Norfolk VA (Oceana) is in the Hampton Roads area; of the stages for nonattainment 
(1 marginal, 2 moderate, 3 serious, 4 severe, 5 extreme). Norfolk is in moderate non-attainment 
State of VA DEQ Acting Air Division Dtr John Daniel (804) 762 4007 

Need to call Atlanta region to get their side of the story. 
___-..--- mf- q,, -yCd& , 'I/ % ~ d  (<+, 

/-- 

US EPA Attorneys on c o n f 6 i t y  Mike 5329 and Sarah Schneeberg (703) 
235-5332 -.- ...- 

A Call the TI guy to find out howlwhen determ was made to move bodies to Travis, Lamoore 
(>& - l [A/ 2 

Baseline: Virginia: Is there a SIP in place? It can only be used as a baseline if EPA has 
approved it. 
JVhat is your baseline and how do you apply a future action against it? What part of the SIP 
&Iuse? ( 4 k ~ :  mriYriJ- ~ 9 9 ~  J ( L c / < 5 ~  hl;-r ( M C  ~ ~ i ~ ( ~ +  &&~)rnr^-*r* 

Where EPA has not approved a revision to the relevant SIP attainment or maintenance .~--744~ ) 
demonstration since 1990, the baseline emissions reflect the historical activity levels that 
occurred in the geographic area affected by the proposed Federal action during one of the 
following: & u y y 1 c 4 4  ‘- 

1) 1990calenderyearLp[y~$, r s q r , ~  
2) the calendar year that is the basis for the 
on multiple years, the most representative year,), if a designation is promulgated in 40 
CFR Part 8 1, or 
3) The year of the baseline inventory in the PM-10 applicable SIP. 

In the case of Northern Virginia, which baseline is applicable? 

1 ,  =. & v i j l  + dirr & ~ I I S ~ ~ W  

A conformity determination will be required. When? I understand that a conformity hA H 4kb.l~ 
determination must be made before action takes place. Does this mean that conformity 4 1, inn. ;+.I) 

determination must be in place before the agency makes the decision to move the activities? 
Therefore, does the conformity determination have to be issued before the closure decision can 

l%- 

become final? 
Does the conformity determination deal specifically with the issue of whether a particular 
contaminant is of concern (ozone, carbon monoxide, etc.) or does it not attempt to separate out 
particular types of contaminants? 

d-4' 4 LY~ L/bT\&,-yl. 

rC&rm- I n  h-4 h-$,+r 
",,l,"& -- L k  5 ,  +. <<& 

kk-' t. tc' 7 



How do you work with the SIP in making a conformity determination? Who are the lead people 
(wlin service and to deal wl regulatory agencies) when it comes down to writing a conform 
determ? -4 ~ r ' , f  " i,4-y/i--i40e. 
How much time does it take? How much does it cost? -'' ' 2 

What's the relationship between the conform determ and the EIS for the conform determ? Is it a 
separate EIS from the disposal EIS or not? 
Is it important for us to distinguish this receiving action between transportation and general 

7 conformity, or does it matter? f + L L  h~ g~ hi*( 7 w,  w 3"'' LU . 
Kelationship between GENERAL Conformity and TRANSPORTATION Conformity: 
Are rules for Transportation conformity promulgated yet? 
When we're talking about a military facility, do we consider transportation conformity together 
with general conformity? Or is it an eitherfor thing? 

Re aware: if the base if located in a MAINTENENCE area, they appear to need a conformity - - 

determination just as they do in a nozattainment irea. 

Order for these: 
Base closure 
Formal decisiodagreement to move 
conformity determination 
EIS ROD 1, 

Questions for Virginia Air District: 
1 

Is a SIP in effect? When was it passed? When was it submitted to EPA? Has EPA approved it? 

Alison Lyng: 
What is the status of the conformity determinations for the actions to realign the Navy sites? 
What is the status of the corresponding EIS documents? 
What is the importance of future year emissions? 

Issues: 
Conformity determination -- length of time it takes to write it. 
Not an open-and -shut deal. 

Subpart T (Transportation conformity) 
Subpart W (General Conformity) 
Notes on conformity preamble: 
3 main parts to the rule: 
Applicability 
Procedure 



Analysis 

Applicability: the Rule covers direct and indirect emissions of criteria pollutants or their 
precursors that are caused by a federal action, are reasonably forseeable, and can practicably be 
controlled by the Fed agency through its continuing program responsibility. 
Gen. conformity rule applies to Fed actions except: 

Those covered by transportation conformity rule 
actions with emissions below de minimis levels 
Certain actions which are exempt or presumed to conform 

Procedure: Federal agencies make conformity determinations & subject them to public review. 
Provide public notice. 

Analysis: Examine impact from direct and indirect emissions. Several options are provided to 
satisfy air quality criteria. Fed action req'd to meet SIP req'ts and emission milestones. 
Each federal agency must determine that any actions covered by the rule conform to the 
applicable SIP before the action is taken. 

This conformity rule applies only to non-attainment areas at present. 

CONFORMITY: "[Dlefined in section 176(c) of the Act as conformity to the SIP'S purpose of 
eliminating or reducing the severity and number of violations of the NAAQS and achieveing 
expeditious attainment of such standards, and that such standards will not: 
(1)Cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard in any area, 
(2)Increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any standard in any area, 
(3)Delay timely attainment of any standard or any required interim emission reductions or other 
milestones in any area.. 99 

A federal action must not adversely affect the timely attainment and maintenence of the NAAQs 
or emission reduction progress plans leading to attainment. A new emphasis on reconciling the 
emissions from Federal actions with the SIP, rather than simply providing for the implementation 
of SIP measures. Help protect the integrity of the SIP. 

Indirect Emissions: Inclusive and Exclusive. 
Exclusive: "...and which the agency has and will continue to maintain some authority to control." 

Relocations of personnel at receiving bases due to base closures: these must be considered as 
part of the indirect emissions over which the federal agency has control. 

p. 15 Q & A: 
Using the bubble approach to offset emissions: Are bubbling activities and emissions offsets 
from 2 different activities allowed under the conformity rule if the 2 activities are not occurring 
within the same time frame? 
If you take an increase in activities in a realignment today and then try to appy future planned 
emissions reductions to that as a way to make it conform, you're not following the rules 



correctly. You have to time the actions "in such a way so that there is no increase in emissions at 
any time." But what about taking a cut in 1990 and then recapturing it in 1996? Is this 
acceptable? 

Offsets: (p 21) If you're using offsets for your conformity stuff, the offsets have to be: 
1. Quantifiable 
2 Consistent (with SIP attainment & RFP determination) 
3 Surplus to other reductions already being designed 
4 Enforceable 
5 Permanent 

To: Jim Brubaker 

From: Deirdre Nurre 

RE: Need for Data on Proposed Redirects of 1993 Recommendations -- 
Mirarnar missions to Oceana; Cecil Field missions to Oceana and Atlanta 

Please transmit the following questions to your Navy counterpart when you meet with him or her 
on March 9: 



Where in the Navy's backup data can we find additional information regarding the 
conformity determinations for the two redirects mentioned above? 

Who is the appropriate Navy contact for the air attainment and conformity issues that are 
raised by these two redirects? What's his or her number? 

Thank you. 
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March 21 1995 

To: Commissioners 
David Lyles 
Charlie Smith 
Madeline Creedon 
€e€eamm 
Ben B--B - 

&A Team Leads 

From: Deirdre Nurre, Interagency Environmental Analyst 

Through: Bob Cook, Interagency Team Leader 3 /a 1 

RE: Air Quality Issues Affecting BRAC 95 Recommendations 

Attached is a draft point paper on air quality issues which may assist Commission 
members and staff in considering the air quality consequences of proposed BRAC actions. 
Please note that the paper is in draft and is distributed for the use of Commission members and 
staff only. 

If you need additional information regarding air quality issues, please contact me at 
extension 164. 

Attachment 



DRAFT 
CLEAN AIR AND THE 1995 BRAC: CONCEPTS AND ISSUES 

INTRODUCTION 

Closure, realignment, and redirect actions which the Department of Defense proposes for 
the 1995 BRAC will affect the air quality of several local communities. The Clean Air Act's 
1990 Amendments produced new air regulations and concepts, and BRAC actions must comply 
with these regulations. 

Air quality concerns will be most significant for bases located in non-attainment areas 
which will receive activities as a result of major redirects or realignments. Many such bases will 
have to perform a conformity determination, and may need to obtain emissions reductions credits 
in order to demonstrate conformity with the Clean Air Act. This memo defines these and other 
key air terms and issues, and may assist Commission members and staff in considering the air 
quality consequences of proposed BRAC actions. 

POTENTIAL IMPACT ON BRAC 

Significant time and expense needed to quantify and estimate emissions and write conformity 
determination. 

A base's draft conformity determination could be challenged by the community or the local 
air district. If a conformity determination is litigated, reassignment and move schedules 
could be delayed. 

It may not be possible to make a conformity determination for various reasons (air credits 
might not be available to obtain, it may not be possible to modify the SIP, etc.) If a 
conformity determination cannot be attained, the military redirect cannot proceed unless the 
redirect is downsized or the action is legislatively excluded. 

Potential competition between military and community over air credits in areas where one 
BRAC installation closes and another one receives activities. 

AIR QUALITY TERMS 

Attainment area: A geographic area in which levels of a criteria air pollutant meet the health- 
based primary standard (national ambient air quality standard, or NAAQs) for the pollutant. An 
area may have an acceptable level for one criteria air pollutant, but may have unacceptable levels 
for others. Thus, an area could be both attainment and nonattainment at the same time. 
Atl.ainment areas are defined using the NAAQs set by EPA. 

Non-Attainment area: A geographic area in which levels of a criteria air pollutant does not meet 
the health-based primary standard. 
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Maintenance area: An area formerly in nonattainment which has met attainment standards, but 
which needs to maintain these standards for an established number of years to be reclassified as 
an attainment area. 

Criteria Air Pollutants: Common air pollutants (such as carbon monoxide, ozone) regulated 
by EPA on the basis of criteria (information on health andlor environmental effects of pollution). 

State Implementation Plan (SIP): Each state submits to EPA a plan (SIP) designed to attain 
'and maintain national air quality standards according to an established schedule. A SIP consists 
of a detailed description of the programs a state will use to carry out its responsibilities under the 
Clean Air Act and a demonstration (using air quality modeling) that the SIP will provide for 
attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards by the Clean Air Act attainment date. 

Conformity: The Clean Air Act prohibits a federal agency from supporting an action unless the 
responsible federal agency determines that the action conforms to the applicable air quality 
implementation plan for the area. Examples of actions supported by the federal government 
might include airport expansion activities, federal construction projects, and review and approval 
of dredging permits. Conformity to an applicable SIP means that the federal actions: 

will not cause or contribute to new violations of any federal ambient air quality standards; 
will not increase the frequency or severity of any existing violations of federal ambient air 
quality standards; and 
will not delay the timely attainment of federal ambient air quality standards. 

A conformity determination is required when the total of direct and indirect emissions caused by 
a federal action for any given year of a project in a nonattainment or maintenance area exceed 
specified low-level annual thresholds for the criteria pollutants. 

Offset: A method used in the Clean Air Act to give companies which own or operate major 
sources in non-attainment areas flexibility in meeting overall pollution reduction requirements 
when changing production processes. If the owner or operator of the source wishes to increase 
release of a criteria air pollutant, an offset (a reduction of a somewhat greater amount of the same 
pollutant) must be obtained either at the same plant or by purchasing offsets from another 
company in the same nonattainment area.. 

Emission Reduction Credit (ERC): A type of offset which enables the military (or other 
federal agency) to quantify the direct and indirect emissions associated with the proposed federal 
action as a means of making a conformity determination. Local districts can establish banking 
programs as part of their State Implementation Plans to store qualified emission reduction credits 
(ERCs) for later use in offset trades. These reductions must be real, permanent, quantifiable, 
surplus, and enforceable in order to be banked. Air districts can credit only those reduction that 
go beyond reductions already required in a rule or regulation. Banking programs usually require 



that the source apply for the emission reduction credit within a certain time from the date of 
curtailment or shutdown. 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS FOR BASES RECEIVING ACTIVITIES IN BRAC 95: 

A receiving base is in a non-attainment area and the military needs to demonstrate that new 
activities can conform to the SIP. How can conformity be demonstrated? 

The military can show conformity one of five ways: 

1) the total of indirect and direct emissions of the action have specifically been identified 
in the applicable SIP. 

2) Complete emission offsets for certain specified pollutants are obtained for all direct 
and indirect emissions associated with the proposed military redirect. 

3) The action meets the areawide or local modeling criteria set forth in the rule for 
certain pollutants, and modeling demonstrates that the action will not cause additional violations 
of air quality standards. 

4) Where there is no post-1990 EPA-approved SIP for a particular area, the 
determination is made that the action will not cause a net increase in total emissions compared 
the appropriate baseline year. 

5) The State agrees to revise its SIP to accommodate the action's emissions. The State 
can agree only if it demonstrates that all other SIP requirements are being implemented, it 
determines that the military redirect has pursued all reasonable mitigation measures, and the 
military has completed all the air quality analysis needed for a conformity determination. 
Thereafter, the State is held accountable to rewrite its SIP for federal approval. 

Is a conformity determination required to be made for a closing base? 

A closure decision does not require conformity analysis. Disposal of property on a closing base 
could require it, however, because the military and reuse groups may each seek offsets or air 
credits which the closure would make available for new uses. 

How can a receiving base obtain oflsets or emissi~n reduction credits in order to make a 
coiformity determination? 

The military has various options for obtaining offsets: 

1) Gain offsets from within the base by reducing other emission-generating functions; 
2) Obtain offsets or credits from a BRAC 95 closing or realigning base in the same air 

district; 
3) Obtain offsets or credits from prior BRAC realignment or closure in the same air 

district if it can be determined that these credits are still available; 



4) Obtain credits fi-om a market for emissions credits, if such a market exists in the air 
district. 

Bear in mind that the receiving base may be openly competing with reuse or community 
interests for offsets or credits in options 2 and 3. 

Air Issues Impacting Closing, Realigning, and Receiving Bases: 

.Monetary Constraints: If air credits or planning offsets are not available for installations which 
will receive activities, the military may need to purchase ERCs in the open market. These credits 
may not be readily available and may be extremely expensive. Application fees are also part of 
the transaction costs. The process of applying for air credits can be costly in quantifying 
emissions, paying application fees, and performing conformity analysis. Prior DoD experience 
indicates that the cost for a major redirect or realignment ranges from $60,000 to $100,000. 
Although air credits or offsets from a closing base in a nonattainrnent areas are valuable, a base 
commander may be reluctant to spend money from the base's own BRAC cleanup funds to 
secure air credits which will benefit new activities in the community or other military bases in 
the area, but won't benefit the base itself. 

Time Constraints: Completing a conformity determination and the environmental impact 
statement often required when a base receives new military activities can require a year or more. 
The determination must be complete before the new military activities conmence. 

Quantifying Emissions: Emissions can be difficult to quantify. A base may not have 
maintained the necessary data that could be used to quantify emissions. Operations ma\, have 
slowed down from previous levels so that it is difficult to accurately measure true emission 
!evels, f'urther constraining closing bases from applying for emissions. Air districts may have 
short timelines for applying for credits (for example, 90 days is the limit in California's South 
Coast district). 

Competing demands for credits or planning offsets: Military installations that are remaining 
open or expanding in their local air basin may need credits or planning offsets for conformity 
determinations or for new source permits. The military may seek to apply credits or offsets from 
closing or realigning installations in the same air district to the receiving base, thereby 
demonstrating conformity for their expanding mission. Meanwhile, reuse groups for the closing 
installation may be interested in obtaining air credits or planning offsets to will approval from 
other federal agencies (e.g,, the Federal Aviation Administration) for proposed projects, or as a 
means of attracting business and revitalizing economic activity at closing bases. 
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Why should you be 
concerned about 
air pollution? 
. .. .. . . . -. ..-," ,,..., L ., .-,--,--.--.----*----- 

, ir pc~ll\~tic.)~~ can nukc  yori sick. I t  can 
. cause bilrninp, ryes and nore iald an itclry, 

..:. yv.. irritatvd throat, as well as trouble in 
Lu~~rthin~;. So111e ehemlcals found in pc.~llutect t ~ i f  

inuse cancel., birth dcfccts, brain and ner\pc dnni- 
nl;e and iol~t;-ter~n injury to the lungs nnd brcntl~ 
I I ~ F ,  ~~asm~;:"s. Sc:)rne air pollurnnts arc SO tion, please contact your regio~~id oificc of thc 
dangerous that ;~ccidcntaJ ~.c?lcrases can cause scri- E,r\vlronmcntal P~-c~tec.tio~t Agcl~cy (EPA) or )101rr 
011s i ~ ~ j u r y  or  c - V ~ I I  cleath. state, city, r e ~ i o t ~ i ~ l  or local air po l ln t io~~ control 

Air poIIutii>n c a ~ d a ~ n a l ; ~  the environment. agenc)l. ~ o u ~ l l  find a list nt'sdd~~csses and telc- 
'I'rces, lakes and an~mals  have been liarmcd hy air I.>lii~ni: riumbers of GT'A regional offices ntjd statc 
pollution. A i l  polliltants Iia\rc tl~jnned the ptotec- and othvr irir 1.~ollutioi1 co1111-01 ngc~rcicr; at the enil 

tivc ozone la let abnvc thc Earth; t l ~ i s  105s of 0 ~ 0 1 - I C  of this sumInilr)r. ) 
r:ituId C R U S P  ch,ll\gr:~ i l l  ~ I I C  ~ ~ i \ : i r o n ~ ~ > c ~ ~ l  115 WCII  35 

n1nl.c. skin cnllc(.!r .>11iI cataracts (eye damaljcr) in 
~"'"]'lc.. 

Air pollution can damag(+ property. 11 can dirty 
h t ~ i l d i ~ ~ ~ j s  s~lcl c.)tl\er strucliu.cs. Svmc cc.)nllnoli 
~~c.~llutants t '~l  away stone, darrraging buildings, 
~noni~mcii ts  and statues. 

Ail. lwllution can cnusc hazc., ~.sctucitIg visibility 
i r ~  ~ ~ t i r ) ~ l a I  parks i1111l so~netimes interferi~~g with 
.i\~iation. 

Thc Clcan Air Act wilt iul~prove air quality in the 
I.!~liti<il Stdtes, n good thing far  ye-)ur liec~llli, )rout 
I . ~ I ' o ~ c ~ ( \ ~  a n d  t l i e b  ~ i v i r ~ n ~ ~ i c ~ i t .  Thc 7990 Act' 
could cl~aiigc. the l.rlay you IV~>J.E; or i10 busi~~ess,  
anil i t  could, in solncf ways, change tlic way ~ O L I  

l i \~c. Tlic l99(:) Clean Air Act is 1cngd1)l-about 800 
pal;c!s-lwcause i t  tackles many difficult and coni- 

I I , ~  111\pol.(ant provisic~rrr: of tire 1!J30Clcnn Air Act. 

-1. 



Features of the 1990 Clean Air Act 

The role of the 
federal government 
and the role of the states 

Altliougl\ the '1990 Clean Air Act is a federal law 
cc~vcring t l ~ t  entire country, the stetes do much of 
thc wc)rk tt.1 ( x r ry  OLII 111e Act. For cxarnple, n state 
air  pollution a);trrrc.y llolds s hearing on a permit 
application by a powcar tsr cl~elnical plant or  fines a 
rorllyarly fcrl. violati~lji alr pollutivn lirrlits. 

Ilndcr this l ~ \ . v ,  EFA sets linlits CHI 110w much of 
a j>c>lI~~tat~t ~ ~ 1 1 . 1  be in [lie air anywhere in thc 
Ilnited S1nlc.s. ' I  his ensures that all Amcricatls 
tlave thr. silrrle bC1sii hcaltlr and enviro~\mentol 
protecticurs. TIIC law allows indi\pidual ~tutcrs to 
I \ a v ~  stronger pullulic~~r controls, h i t  states nre not 
allv\ved to I I ~ V C  weakel pollution carltrols than 
those scl for the wholc country. 

, . 1 he law recognixes ttiat i t  rluikss sense for stntcs 
to take the. ~cnd in  carrying out tlie Clenrl Air Act, 
bect~tlsc ~~l l lu t ic r~r  c i ~ ~ i t m l  problems often require 
i I J I I I I ~ I  of loc,~l industries, gcogra- . 73ttcr11t:, CtC. p l~y ,  I I ~ L I ~ ~ I I ~ ,  1 

States have to clc\li.!<ip state irnplenrcrrlation 
plans (Sll's) I l ~ t  c!xplail~ IICUY cac.11 state w7ill d o  i ts  
jc-)b undcl. the Clrtlt.r Ail.  Acl.  A statc i ~ ~ ~ p l c r n e l ~ t t ~ -  
ti or^ plan is n collcc-tion of the rc/;i~lations a state 
will use lo cle;+n up pol lut t~j  areas. T f ~ c  states 
must involve the pul?lic, thro~tgll I~ca~.ings R I K ~  

o ~ > ~ > ~ r t u ~ ~ i t i c s  to C ~ I J ~ \ I I I ~ I I I ,  ~ J I  the development of 
each slate irnpleincnlntio~~ plan. 

Kl'A ~ n u s ~  nppl.ove each SII', and i f  a S11' isn't 
accep(nbk2, EPA can take over enforciilg the Clean 
Air. Act in i h ~ t   stat^. 

'I'hi: L1nilc.d States govcrl?nlent, through EPA, 
assists t l ~ c  states by providing scientific 1.esearc11, 
exyerl stud it.^, e~lgirlce~ing designs 31ld 111oney to 
suly>orl c\c*ilr\ nir 17rogram6, 

Srntr , ~ o l ~ c 1 r t r r r r c r r l s > c ~ r ~ r  h.fccirrc 1,; Virgirrin, tlw ~ovrrrrrrrcrti (q tire 
Dir.Iric1 ojCol~trirltln, nrrii !\re 11.5 t ' r r ~ ~ i r ~ r ~ ~ r r ~ ~ ~ r l c ~ l  I'rnlrc'tiott Agertcy 
ccr-cn rt~orkirrg tctfrtJtcr Ilrr.ouglr rhc O~otri. 'l'rnrlrl?or~ Ct~rrrtrris>iorr to 
rCdrccc srrro$ o1r llrf Enst i'rw.i!. 

Interstate 
air pollution 

Air pollution bflcll travels from its source in one 
state to another statc. 11) many metropolitan ereas, 
peoplc live in onestale and work or shop in an- 
other; air pollution from cars and trucks n ~ d y  
spread throughout the interstate area. Tl~c 19913 
C l e a ~ ~  Air Act provides for  i ~ ~ l r r s t a  te conlmis- 
sions on air polluti~rl corltrol, ~ I I I C ~  are to devclnp 
regional strategies for cleaning up air yollutiorl. 
The 1990 Cloan Air Act includes ot l~cr  pmw- 
sions to reduce intcrstattbair pollution. 

International 
alr pollutldn 

Air pollution rrtuvcs acl.oss national bordt9rs. TIrc 
1990 law cvvcrs pollution that originates in 
Mexico and Canada and cll.ifts into tlrc United 
States and pollution h-urn tllc United Stntcs that 
reaches Canada nnd Mcxico. 



Permits 

~.:)nc o f  r l~e major brcaktl1rougl-t:: in llle 1990 Clean 
Ail* Act i s  a pcrrr~it f'rol;~.an~ fo r  larger sources that 
scleasr pnIlutan(s itrtcj the air.  ' 

Requiring poflutcrs to apply for n perruit is not a 
IICW idca. Al>proxirnntsly 35 states  hn\rc had stntc- 
\ v i d ~  pertni t  p r o g r a m s  for air pc~llution. I'he 
C l c ~ i ~  Water Act rc*clui~.c~ permils ti) rcleasc l.)ollut- 
ants into lakes, ~.i\rers or olher waterways. NOW 
air pollution i s  also going to be mar~agcd by a 
nat ional  perrrlil system. Ui-\Jer the I I ~ W  progra~~l,  
j ~ r m i t s  arc isst~trd b y  states or, when a srnte  fails 
to carry out the Clean Air Act satisfactor'ily, by 
EI"A. The ~xrrnit ir~cludes i r~fornlat io~~ on which 

. --- -,-.- ' A source can be D pcwer platlt, I;+ctnty or arryllling lhbt 
relciiset; poll~~tarrls illto 1 1 1 ~  air. C:nrs, (rucks R I > ~  olhcr 
~noio, vclliclc!h ,Ire r;c,itscer;, A I I ~  c : i ~ ~ ~ s \ ~ ~ i i c r  ~~rc~dnr lh  and 
rnnrhitbcs irscil in i ~ \ d ~ t ~ t r y  can t>c sourccs toil. Sources 
illat stay in nlw pl.3" n rc  rcfc..rrcd 10 A S  slatlo~lary sourccs: 
s~ru~.ccs tl~al ri~ovi. R I . ~ I L I I I ~ ,  like rnl.5 or. p l a r ~ ~ . s ,  LII.C rnllcd 
~ n o b l l c  bOUlre6  

poll\ltants arc belng released, flow r n u c l ~  may be 
selcased, and what kinds of steps [hi. sourcc's 
owncr or operator is taking to rcducc pn l l~~ t io r~ ,  
including plans to monitor (measure) the pollu- 
tion. The permit syste111 is especiially t~sef i~ l  for 
businr?sses sovercid by more than onc par t  of tlie 
law, sincc inlo~.rnatiot-\ about all of a source's dis 
pollut ion will now be in onr place. Tlie pel-mil 
sysletn simplifies and clarifies busincssr.sf obl iga-  

lions for cleaning up ail. pollt~tior~ and, ovcl. time, 
can reduce yapsrwork. For instance, an clectl-ic 
power plant may be covered by the acid min, hax- 
ardous air pollutant and non-attainmet>t (anlog) 
part6 of the Clean Ail. Act; the detailed informa- 
tion required by all these separate sections will bc 
in nnc plilcc-on the permit. 

permit applications and pennittc o1.c available to 
the public; contact your state or. rcgiunal air polltl- 
tion control agency or EPA for informatic~n on 
access 1.0 these documents. 

Businesses seeking perini ts have to yay pernl l t 
ires mucl j  liki, cat. c:)wtlers p a y i n g  for car tcl;istrn- 

tioi~s. Thy 1nonc.y irc~rn the fecs will help p a y  for 
Slate air. p i ~ l l u t i o n  ct-mtrol activities. 



Enforcement 

' 1 ' 11~  1990 CYlear~ Air Act gives importolit IIPW en- 
forccn~ent powers to EI'A. 

I t  i~sed to Ize ver): diificulc for EPA to pert,~lize a 
company I'or vic11.ati1lg Ihc Cle<~n Ail' Act. EPA hnd 
to go to C.C)LII.~ for eve11 ~nitior \rii>latiolls. The 1990 
Inw cnahles 1'I'A to iirw \riolatc)rs, much like a 
yo1ic.c officvr gillin!; traliic tic-kets. Otllrl. j:>arls of 
the 1900 law inc1.e.-isc ~>er~dlrics for \rlolating the 
Act dnd brillp, t h ~  Clean Air Act's cnforcrmenl 
po\vcrs in line lvith olhc:r e~~viro~jmental  lacvh. 

?'he I Y Y O  Clcan Air. Act scts deadlines for EPA, 
states, local go\rernrncn(s and busintrsscs (i) reduce 
air j ~ i > l l u ~ i i ~ ~ i .  'I'lic desdlines in the 1940 Clent~ Air 
Act wi,rqi: c1esi~;lictd to hr  more 1.i:alistic than den& 
lincs in prc\~ious vcr.sions ui Ihc Inw, so i t  is morc 
like1 y that tliesc J~ad l incs  ~vill be nwt. 

Market approaches 
for reducing air pollution; 
econbmic Incentives 

The 1990 Clenn Air Act has many fentllrcs de- 
signed to clean u p  air pc'~IIution as cfliciently a11d 
i~~expensively as possible, letting businesses make 
choiceb O n  the best way to re,\cl\ i?ollutic~n clcnn- 
np goals. These ncw f l r x i t l ~  pt.ograrlis nrc callcd 
n~arke l  or market-bascd aypr.i~,~il~es. ):or in- 
stance., the acid rain clecr~r-ul) pw);rnm offcrs busi- 
nesses choices RS to  how they rcach their. poll~ction 
rctductiot1 gohls and includcs polliction nl lowa~~crs  
that can be tr~ded, bottgl\t aiid sold. 

The 1990 Clean Air Act pl-ovidra econon~ic in- 
centives for clcanlng tiullulinn. For in:~totjcc, 
gasoline refiners can get credits i( tliey produce 
cleaner gasolinc than rc!qui~.ed, and t h y  can use 
tllosc credits when their l;dsolinr doesn't quite 
lllecIt ckan-up rcquircnjent~. 

Public 
particlpatlon 

Pttblir parllclpatiul~ is n very itnportnnt palat of 
Illc. J99O C1c-a11 Air  Act. 'I'hr~ougho~rt thc Act, t l ~ c  
public i s  );illen c)jp~ir.tul>iIies to take port in deter- 
n l in i i i~  I I O M ~  the 1(1w will I>c. c:arried nut. For in- 
~taticc, YI.)LI  call ( f i e  p'rrl in hcaritigs on t11c state 
d 1 ~ 1  l o r ~ l  p la~is  for clcnnint; lip air pollutio~l. You 
cat1 hue ~Jic gc~\fcr.rrmrnt zir s SOIIIT~:':: owllwr 01. 

c)per,?tor tc.1 p,cI a c t i o ~ l  when GI.'A 01% your statc3 11~s 
110t enforced the Act. Y ~ I U  iali request action by  
the st'ltc 01. 131'A against !.iolntoxs. 

Thc ~.t:j)i)r(s requircci by the Act are ptiblic docu- 
ntcnts. A gri:~>t dcal of i~llnrmativn will bc col- 
Iccted on just hvw ~IILICII  pnllutiorl is b c i ~ ~ g  
rclenscd; thcsv monitoring (measuri~ig) data will 
bc. available to thr public. 'l'he 1990 Clean Air  Act 
orclcrctl EI'A to set tq'v ~ l ea~~ ing l ro~r se s  to co~lect 
and g!vc O L I ~  i c ~ l ~ n i ~ a l  intormotion. Typically, 
t l~esc clearingl~~ouses will s c w r  the ]?ublic as well 
as st.ate and otller air pollution contr'ol agcncles. 

See the list nt the end uf t l t i ~  s\lrnun<vy for nrga- 
~\iz,i(ic)ns to contact 1'01. additional it~formntion 
t> l .>~~~ l t  air p o l l u t i ~ ~ >  and t l ~ c  ('lenrl Ai r  Act. 

How Smog Is Formed.. 



Cleaning up air pollution: 
the ._ ___,...,._.._ _ _  .-.... programs . . . . .  _ .  in .. the . ... . . . . ....--.. 1990 ... .-.......... *...% Clean .... - ........-.-.. Air -. .".-..-.... Act .... -..-. ..-.-... . .- .-.--.--.-- 

Stnog and other 
"crlterla" alr pollutat~ts 

A few cornrno~) ail. pcsllutants arc found all over. 
[he Ullited S(atc,s. Tlic:se l?ollutants can injure 
Ilea1tI7, harm the cbnuironnlenl and c a ~ ~ i ?  properly 
c.l,tr)iagr. 

EPA calls thcnt? pollt~tants criteria air pollutants 
I)ecause the agency has regulated thern by first 
developing hcalth-based critel.ia (science-based 
qi~idclines) ah t l ~ c  hasis iut selling permissible 
Icvels. One sct o f  litnits (prirrtary standard) pro- 
tects health; anot11c1- set of limits (secondary sfatl- 
dard) is i n t e ~ ~ d c d  to pcvenr  cnvirvn~~ient i~l  and 
property damage. A geograt?l\ic area that mects 
i)r docs bttlrl. than the prim<~ry stat.rdard is called 
an attainmetrk area; areas that don't rrleet the pri- 
rnary standard arc called nonattainmcnt areas. 

A1thouj:h EPA has bccn rel;\rlating (,riteria air 
pui~u(ant i  sit~cc* the 1970 CAA 14~s  J';assrd, many 
ur\~an areas are classifi~d as ~ ~ u ~ ~ a t t a i ~ ~ t ~ l c ~ l t  for at 
Icii~t Oi i r  claiter.la air l~c,llttlakt. T I  hns bccll e ~ l i -  
rnatrd that about 90 mi l l i v~~  A n ~ c r i c a ~ ~ s  Ijvc in 

Smog 

What M ~ C  typically call stllog is primdrily madc up  
ot ground-level ozone. Oaonc c811 bc gaud 01 bad 
depcndinji cjn where i t  is located. Ozon? in the 
stratosphere high above the Earth pn,tecls h~lrnan 
health and the enviror~menk, but gnpur~d-levcl 
ozone is the rnain harmful ingredient b> smog. 

Ground-level nzor\e i s  produced by the con3bi- 
nation of pollutn~~ts  from many sources, includir~g 
srtlokestnrk5, cars, paints and sol\fents. Whc.1.r a 
car btrrt~s gnsolinc, releasing vxhaust fumes, or a 
painter paints a house, smog-forrr~in~ pcsllutat\ts 
rise i n t o  t h ~  sky. 

C ' f t c ~ ,  wind bloivs smog-fvmmir?g poll~ttnntx 
away f ro~n  their sources. The smog-forming reac- 
trolls take place wl~i le  the pollutants arc being 
blvwn through the air by the wind. Thls explains 
why siljijg is often more sevcre tnilcs away from 
t l ~ c  source crf smog-forming pollutants than i t  is at 
the source. 

j~ i ,naLt~a l~~nct~ i  areas. 



Stttr1,y in 111r s'nri C;or::otrir, CZfrlrl~~r~rrss crlsl 11I'l.o~ A~rgrlrs. All pltcttos ulcrc I n h r  
111 3 \ i , l t l ,  7'f1/7. (y1101ii t~isil~il;/!/. CCII/(V, I i ~ i x ~ .  flo~to~r~: III/CIIS~> 1 ~ 2 ~ .  

Thr s~nog-fo~.~l-rirlfi ~?ollut; \~its  literally c o i ~ k  ill 
the sky, ,itrd i f  ~ t ' s  hot and sunny, srxtijg forms 
Ilmrc cCluily. just as i t  tahcs tintc tv bake a cake, il 
t ~ k e r  till-rc to cook uj? ~1110~-5t?\'~1'8~ l l 0 t 1 1 ~  fro111 
tlic t i l w  ~ m l l u t ~ i n t s  g ~ t  i l - ~ t i t  11 .1~  C~ir urltii the s ~ i i o ~  
se t s  really I ? J ( - / .  

Wcat11c.1. anci gc!c)gral>Iiy d c ~ c r m i n e  \Y hew smog  
gi1c.s .illti how bad it is. \YIlen ternperatur.~ invcr- 
sions occur (warn1 air s t a ) ~ s  I I ~ I '  t IIC j yo~~t l c i  irr- 
styad of rising) and wincis a1.v c.alrii, smog 111a)r 
stay in p l ~ c v :  f(.)l. days at n titile. As traific- a ~ ~ c l  
ol.Iicr sou~'cas ~ d c l  1\\1.)1.i. l~ollutarits 10 the air, the 
stnog gets \%lorst.. 

S i ~ ~ c e  fitnog travels act-c>ss ccn~n ~y and stale lules, 
~vlren a mcl~oj?oiitan are~i  ciwet.s mc-)rcb tharl one. stale 
(tor i~lsta~ice, tlie Ncn) York rncfi-oj>olita~~ area in- 
clud(:s parIsu1 Nr.12~ Jcrscy arlcl ~c~llrrc:chc~ulj, thcir 
gnvernmC~its atid , ~ i r  1>i~llitliu11 c t~nbo l  agencic-s J I I ~ I ~ ~  

coupcrate to solve their ~~roh lc rn .  C;o\ rcr~l~~ic)~~ts  i)rl 

the Fast Ccjast from Maine to \Y~sh i r r~ ton ,  IO.C., will 
have t o  nrark to~;rtlicr. in n multistate ~ffi)rt t o  ry- 
ilucc thc arcn's smog prolzltrri~. 

Here's ho\v tlic- 1900 Clcnn Air Act r e d u c ~ ~ ~ n  pol- 
lutic.m from criteria air pc.tIlutdrrt~, ~nc lud ing  snwg.  

First, EPA and s h l c  governors cnoyeratctl to 
idcr~lify no~la t t a i~ l~ncr l t  .>I.VL~S for  cnch criteria air 
} : ) o l l ~ ~ t a ~ ~ l .  Then, EPA classified the* 
nonattainn~cnt nrcas accordillg tcs how badly pol- 
luted the areas arc!. '1'hcl.c. a rc  f ive classes of 
tiorrattainn~cnl arcas f'or S I I I O ~ ,  rdrigiril; fro111 111ar- 
ginal (relatively P A S ) :  tc.) clt?a~i II~:, q ~ ~ i c h l y )  tc.t CX-  

lrelrre (will Inkc n lot i)f \vi~l.h , j r r l l  ;r long tilrle to 
clcan up). 

7'1ic 1990 Clean Air A(.! uses this ne\v cla.;.;i tlca- 
tiorl system to tailor c l c a n - L I ~  1.t-cl~~trcrncnts to the 
sovet,ity of ti)(. ~)c . ) l l~~t ion and sct r,i!al~stic\ d(.!adlincs 
for ~.eacliing clcnn-up ~ i . ) . 3 l ~  I f  dcadlincs '>re 
inissed, tlie law ollo\vb lllilrc t i l l ) ?  t o  clean uj,, but 
usu,tlly ,I r\onattainmc.nt arca \h,>t I\,)% 1ni5a.d il 
cirari-uj-1 di:dt-llit~r. \ % r i l l  Iiavci tc1 mcacl Ihc stl'icler 
c-lcCl~~-up ~-equirc.rncnts sct lor nlorir pollutcd arcns. 

Not only must no~ \a t t a i~ rmcn \  ai.cns meet cli-acl- 
liner;, states With t ~ c ~ ~ i ; ~ t t n i ~ ~ l i ~ ~ l i t  A T P A S  ~ i ius t  show 
E l ' h  that they arc rnovinj; 011 clcnn-up beioril thc 
dradlil-le-.rniikin~, r e a s o n ~ b l e  further progress. 

States will ustlally do lnvst nC tlw pl,lnrrin~; for 
cleaning uj, ~ r i l e r i ~ i  air  pnll~ltdrlt.4, IISIIIF, the per- 
mit svstem to nlakc s111.c. r.~ower ulalrts. tactvrics 
and i t h e r  pollutiot~ sour ies  m c d  ~ h r i r ~ c l e a n - ~ ~ ~ ~  
gods. 

The cojnpreIicr-rsivc ,~i?~?runcIi to 1-educi11g ir i te-  
ria air  pc)llul'nl.rts taken by thi? 1930 Act covers 
~ n n n y  dilfer.e~it .ii~urcc.s and a \.artety of clean-up 
n\ethnds. Many of r l ~ c :  smog clean-up rcquiw- 
111enls itivnlvc motor \I(-tiirl;.s (cars, trucks, buses). 
Also, ns the pollution gets worse, t>i)ll\~tivn cnn- 
trols arc  required for. ~ rna l l c r  so~tl.ccs. 



Other criteria pollutants: 
carbon monoxlde 
and particulates 

'I'ljc. carbon mor\oxide (CO) and particulate matter 
(PM-10) cli?an-up plans ;+I.(? set up likc the plan for 
slllog, but only tl4tn polli~tinn classes are idci~tiiiid 
lor cac1.1 (instead of tlir five for ozone). Getting 
rid o f  yarl ici~latcs (soots, dusts, sn~oke)  will rc- 
quire pollution contmls or) pcwer plants and re- 
s1rictiOris 011 b111i1lIi.l' SoLll.ces such i\S M't>od ~io\rCY, 
agricultural birrr\in)=, a ~ ~ c i  dust fr'<)~n fields and 
roads. I ~ Y ( : ~ I U S ~  SO I ~ I ~ I I ) ~  Iiornes have woc~dstoves 
anti tireplaces, Illis summary oi thc Clear> Air Acl 
i~lcl~ldcs ;P S ( ? C ~ ~ C ) I I  011 Wood~to\les and firsplaces, 
j>l-vviililjg informatior\ on l \ c > ~ r  tllc Clcan Air Act 
\wi l l  nlfcct lhese h o n ~ e  Ilcatinl; s~fstems.  

Offsets 

What if a coJiipat~y wants to expand or change a 
~?roductic)li p l ~ c . v s ~  OJ. ~ll ier~wise increase its out- 
1 ~ 1 t  o f  '1 critcrja air polluinnt? If an owner or OP- 
el'ntol. cjf a nldjor source wants to  releasv 111~11.1' of a 
critc~.ii\ air' yoilt~tnnt, iw offset (a rcduction of the 
criteric~ ( I ~ I  t~c~llt~t,~nL by an  amount son~et.\~l\nt 
~-;rc,~tcJ' Il.~dn [lie p1nnncl.c.i i~jcrcssc) rn~ist be ob- 
la ined ~o r r~ rwl~c r~ i :  clse, so that perrnj t rcqui1.e- 
111~1llb di'c 1iit?1 and thc n01jijtt,>iri1iic111 area keeps 
~iic~vitrg t o \ v a r ~ j  ~lllainmcnt. The company muut 
also install tight pollution controls. A n  incrcasr in 
;* crilcria air pnllutilrlt can I>c ol'l'sel with n rsduc- 
tiori of t11c j?c>llutarit from some ntlicr stack a1 thc 
same plant 01- a t  another plar~t o\vned by t11r sanie 
or sryrni: other coalpany i f >  the r~ot~attairt~~'ler>t area. 
Since total pollution will continuc to go dolvn, 
trading c~ffsets ~ I I ~ U I I ) ; ;  i-ornlm~~ies is allowed. 'fl~is 
i c  one of tl~c market Rpprciacl\cs to i:lcaning up air 
,.,ollulion in the Clean Air  Act. 

Air pnulfon fn D~nvcr, Culotado, sotricli~~~rs causrz lrary "brown 
clotcd". L7cnwr has also had [~roltlerns with rartk~n rnor1o.x idc 
pL7rIul i(l?l. 

Criteria air pollutants 
in gasollne and 
consumer products 

Volatile organic c o m p o i ~ ~ ~ d s  (V(.)Cs), ilnyorlant 
srnog-fcu.lning cllemicals, are f o u 1 ~ 1  in gasoline 
and many consumer izroill~rts, from hair spray to  
charcoal stnrl-er fluid to plastic popcorn packagi.116. 
This c;ummary includes a sectiorl on Consunier 
Products; see that section for information on how 
flle clean Air Act will affect prtsclucls you use 
every day. Information on cllangcs i r j  gasolirle 
will bc found in the section on Mobile Sourccs. 

Hazardous alr pollutants 

Surxlr air ~>ollulants can catlcc ~ ' . ~ I ~ c c I ,  problems 
wit11 I~d\lit~g ~Jd Id re~ i  slid othcr \'cry serious ill- 
nesses as well as environtner~tol dni~>ncc Air pol- 
lutants Irr jvr kllled prople swiftly w11c;i large 
quantities were relcnscd, the 1984 I clcosc of rnc- 
thy1 isocyk>rlntu at a pe~licide-~ildfl~~fd~(lil~~i~~g plnllt 
i l l  Blloj,nl, InJici, hilled n l ~ ~ v o x i i ~ i a t e l ~  4,000 
people n l ~ d  irljtrrcd niore than 200,000 



EI'A refers to chemicals that cause serious Itealth 
and cnvironmsntnl hazards as hazardous air pol- 
lu tants  (IIArs) or alr toxlcs. 

Air toxics arc I . C I C ' ~ S C C ~  fr(~n1 sources throughoul 
tlic cc:)crntry and Iso~n motor vehicles. For ex- 
ample, ~;;lsolil~c contains toxic chemicals. Gases 
cscalw fr'orn liquld gasoline and forin a vapor in a 
PI-oc:ess c,lllc.d vaporlzatiol~ or evapor.alion. Wl~cn 
you put gas in ycjul- car, you car) often see wavy 
Iir~cs in t l jP  sir a t  the pump nozzle and you can 
smell gasoline; t l int  tclls you gasoline vapors arc in 
111c air. 

\Ylren cars and trucks burn psoline, air toxlcs 
coluc 0111 uf the* tailpipes. ('l'hese air toxlcs arc 
cc~mbusttoi~ products--c-herl~icals that are pro- 
duce~i whcn o substance is burned.) 

Ail- toxics a r e  rt.le,jsi.d Trim> small statiol~nry 
sources, SUCI\ AS dry clea11e1.s end auto pnirtt shops 
Lasgi: S ~ O L ~ O I I ~ I . ~  sources, sucll ,IS chctnical facto- 
ries and inci~teratot.~, also release l iaznrdo~~s ijir 
po l l \~ t a~~ l s .  The 1990 Cleiu~ Air. Act deals more 
strictly wit11 1rtrl;o sources tlian small oncs, but 
E1'A must r.cgulaIe small sources o f  irszardous air 
pollutants a s  well. 

To rrdicce nir toxics ~~ollution, EI'A must first 
idvl~lify the toxic pollutants whosc rclcas~ sho~tld 
be rr:duc:erl. The 1970 Clran Ail- Act gave E15A 
author'it)} tcr list ail- toxics for r~gul i l t i~ t )  and then 
to I-egulntt. tlcr clcv~lriciils. The agency 1istc.d and 
regulnted bi:VCll ~ ~ l l i - ~ l l i ~ i l ~  thmugh lQ9O. The 1390 
Act incl~idc:~ a list of 189 hni..,+~xii,~ts air F ~ ~ l l ~ t a n ~ 6  
selectrd Lly C:onl;l.sss on [he basis uf j~i)ti.r>tiol 
llralth and/or c-nvironmtntnl Ijnzard; EPA tnust 
rcgulatc: these listed ,~ir toxics. The 1990 Act ~ 1 -  
l o ~ f s  GI'A to add new chemicals to thc list as ncc- 

essary. 
To rugt~lati- Itazat.tjous ail- pnllut,tnts, EPA must 

i i l a~ t i ly  calegories of sourccs that release the 189 
chcnlicels listed by Congress ill the 19911 Clcar) Air 
Act. Calsgni'ies could be gnsolinc. service stations, 
electric-al repair shops, coal-b~~rt \ i t~g powc.~. plants, 
cl~ernical ylarits, etc. Tlrr . t i r .  (ctxics ] > ~ ~ o r l u c ~ r s  are 
to bc iden tificd as  rttajor (1arj;c-) or. area (small) 
sources. 

Once lhr. cnti:gosifls or sourcc~ I is t~d,  EPA 
will isst~c r(?gulatiol~s. 111 ac.)tni3 t ases, EIJA may 
heve to sprcil'y c.xac:tly I\c~\v to rcdrlcc: pollutat~t 
~.eIrasrs, but \vlicse\:cs poss~hlt~ c.c.~tnpanics will 
hn\:e flrsibility 10 clioo~e 11o\v tl~cy mccat 1.crquire- 
nlents. Sources are tct usc Maximum Available 
Control 'fechnology (MAC'T) t i t  rcducr ~iol l \~t i l r~t  
rclcnscs; this jr4 R very hi);h I r \ r c . l  ot pi)llutii)n con- 
tml. 

EI'A rnust issue rcy,t~latio~rs tor ~najns soirrccs 
first, and must then i'ssire rcgulat~ons tc? rtlduce 
p0]1t1  tic)^^ f~.c.)tn s~nal l  souuct*s, spt ling priorities for 
~vhich small svt~rccs to tackle first, bnscd ott 1jcxaltl1 
and cn\~it.on~i>c~r\tal hazCll.ds, j.vod\lc-tior\ \tolr~nw, ctc. 



Mobile sources 

If a company wishes to increase 11- r~  arnvunt of 
air toxics cornill~; out of an operaling plant, the 
company may ctloose tu uffbzt t l ~  incr.c:ascs so 
tl~at total h a z a r d ~ ~ ~ s  air pvllutarit releases froln the 
plant do not 60 LIP. Otherwise, they rnny cl~oosc 
to n~stall pollution controls t o  keep pc.)llutdnts at 
thc required Ittvc-I. 

I f  a conipany reduceu i ts  releases c~f n h,>zardons 
air pollutant hy abi)ut 90 percent before EPA regu- 
lates the chemical, the comparly wlll gct extra time 
to fitlish cleaning ul? Ihc ~.crna ining 1 i )  pttrcerlt. 
'This early ~ r d u c l i o ~ l  prog~.arn is expected to resttlt 
in a speedy reduction of thc lcvcls of several im- 
j>or.lanl I~aza~.dous air polluta~its. 

Under the 1990 Clean Air Act, E)'A i s  rcqtlirt?d 
I to study wl~cthcr. and how to r.educe hazardous air 
I 

I pollutants from srrlnll ~ i e ~ ~ i ~ I ) u d i u u i l  p~111t1tc1.1 
I 

such at; auto paint ehops, print s)iops, el\-. The 
agency will also have to look a t  air toxics pol lur io~~ 

I 
t~fter tllc first ri,und "f ~~i.gul;~tic>l~s to wllelllcr' 
thc remaining health hazhrd:, require furllwr regu- 
Inlory aclion. 

Cars, trucks, buses and nt hcr. mobile sources 
rclcasc l a r ~ c  ainot~nts  of l~azardous ~ i r  pollutnnt~ 
like fortnalilel~yde and benzcinc. Clcane~: fuels and 
engines and making sure that pollutiu~t co~itr.ul 

I devices work s l~ould rcduce hazardnus sir pollut- 
ants II.V~I lnobilc sources. 

The Bl\opal tragedy inspired tile 1990 Clean Air 

I Act r ec ju i r r r~~e~~ t  tl~rll f'~i.tolics illId 0tlli . l '  lillsi- 
rjcsscs dc-vclop plnns to prevent accidelrtal re- 
leases of Iiighly toxic clielnicalu. 'I'he Act 
cstablishcs tllc Chcmical Safety Board to investi- 
gate arid report ari nccider~tdl rcleascs of hazard- 
ous air pollutants from industrial plants. The 
Chenlical Safvty Board will opesate like the Na- 

I tionCll ' l ' r a ~ ~ s ~ o s t  i o  Safely Doard (NTSD), which 
I investigates plane and train crashes. 

(cars, trucks, buses, off-road 
vehicles, planes, etc.) 

. ,,.. -*. *-.< 

ach c ~ f  today's cars produccs 60 to 80 pel.ct.nt 
less pollution than cars in the 1960s. h4urc. 
peol>le nl-e usirlg mass transit. I.cadcd 63s  

Is belng phasrd out, resuiting in cirsirrli~tic tlec-1inc.s 
in air- lcvcls of lead, a very toxic ~ I \~ tn i cn I .  

Despite this progress, most types of air pollutiurl 
Iroln mobile sources have not iniprovtd signifi- 
cantly. 

At present. 111 (he United States: 
Motor vehicles .are ~.c~.syu~\siblc lor up lo half of 
the stno&-forming VOCs and nitrogen uxiclos 
(NOx). 

Motor vehicles releasc more than 50 percent of 
the hazardous air pollutants. 

- Motor vchicles release up tc~ 90 yrrccl~t of tItc 

carbon mo~~ox lde  foulid in urban air. 

What went wrong? 
More y c o ~ l e  are drivittg morc cars more milcs 

more trips. In 1.!)70, Amc:rical~s traveled 1 
trillion miles in motc~r vel~icles, and we arc ex- 
pcctcd to drive 4 trillioti lniles c,\ch ycdr by 
2000. 

Many p e o ~ l e  ltvc fsl- from where they \vurh; i r i  

many areas, buses, : lub\~nys  and co~ntnutcr 
tralns are not availablr. Also, rr~ost yeoplc still 
Bt.ivi- to IYOJ h alone, even \v11cn \,dl) pools, 
I IOV (high-occupa~~cy vchiclc) l aws  dnJ ottrer 
alternatives to one-1,crsorr-per-cm cnmmut~r~t ;  
nrc nvnilablc. 

Buses and trucks, which produce a lot of pollu- 
tion, 11ave11't had to clean up their engines and 
exhaust systems as much as cars. 

Auto fuel has ~ ~ C O I I I Q  IIICIIC ~01Jutinl; A\ Ic~ad 
was \>ell\[; ]>l~ased out, gasoline retirlrrs 
chal~gcd gasoline f o ~ n ~ u l a s  to 111;rkc up for oc- 
tene loss, and the chnligcs rnadc gasoline more 
l~kely to release smog-f~rnr in~ V O C  \~dpors i r~to 
thc nir. 
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Alllinugh cilia irnvc lurci pollution con- 
t r ~ l  <Icviccrs s i~~ct i  the 1 OTOs, thc devices 

only had lo work for -W,OOO n~jlcs, 
11-liile a car in llrc Uldted Stnttls is 
t~sually ~11.ivc.11 for I O O , O  tiilJ.cs. 

Tltc 1V30 C'lcuri Air Act takcs n comyre l~e~~s ive  
approscli to rcducinl; polltttion T I X I J ~ I  tnotur vv- 
1iiclr.s. The Act ~zro\+It:s for cleaning ulz Tuill~, 
cars, L ~ L I C ~ S ,  I>~I$cs  illid iithel- mcilii~. vcl~iclvs. A L I ~ O  
irjupccIion p~.ovisions vvcrc included in the 
law to niakc stl1.c cars ilre 1vell main- 
tclir~ecl. The  1990 In\\, itlscl i ~ i c  ludes 
Ir.at>sp~rti>tic>~~ policy changes tI\at 
can help rccjtrcc iiir t~ i ) l lu~io~i .  

Cleaner 
fuels 

I t  will be v ~ r p  difficult to obtain a significant re- 
duction in pollutio~l from motor vet;jcles tu~iless 
fucls arc clcaned ujr. 'rIi(: 1990 Clean Air Act will 
cled~i ~113  fucls. 'l'lrc phasec.~ut uf lcnd Irom gasoline 
w~i l l  bc cc>mpleted b y  Jar>tinry 1, 1996. Dicscl fuel 
refining ttiust b~ i:hii~~ged so that thc fuvls contain 
Icss ~ u l t u r ,  1~11iclj ct:lt-~tt:illutvs to acid rain n t ~ d  
smog. 

Gasoline rclitrcrs ~zi l l  have lo reforlnulatt: gaso- 
Iirw 5vId ill ~ h c  smoijljicst AI.CUS, this gasoline will 
cotitaiti JCSB vvlntile organic corn j> i~u~~ds  (VOCs) 
Y L I C ~ I  RJ bet~z(=tic ( W I I ~ C I I  is also a haza~ 'd i~us  air 

T h r r r  nrc .xvcral klnds of v a p r  I wnvt=t y IIULLILJ. The two ~ C I Z Z ~ C S  111 ttlc 
Ich ~ l r i r -  o( t h r   photog^ eplr at + I w r t  11 vapor rccovcry ~~nzzlcs; t l ~ c  n t ~ ~ z t c  on 
the rlght sldc 1s trot. 

pollutant that causes cancer and aplastic ar;crmia, a 
potentially fatal blood disease). CJthrr polluled 
areas can ask EPA lo illclude Ille~n in the refcmnii- 
latcd gnsollne marketinl; program. In some areas, 
\vitItertirne carbon n~onoxide (CtTl) pollt~tion is 
caused L I ~  pt?i)ple starting thdr  cars. I t r  thesc 
areas, rcilncrs  fill have to sell o x y f ~ ~ e l ,  gasolirre 
with c~xygsn ridded to lnake the fucl burn more 
efficlr~~rly, tIier.eby reducing carbon monoxide 
relensc. 

A11 &CI~t~lllle~ will have tv contain deter- 
gents, which, I3y preventing build-up vf engine 
deposits, keep engines working smootlrly and 
burning fuel cleanly. Low VOC, oxyfuel arid de- 
tergent-jiasolines are already sold in ~.rveral parts 
of the country. 

The 1990 Clean Air Act encourages de\~elopment 
and sole o f  alternative fucls such a5 alcohols, liq- 
uefied pctrolt?~tm gas (LIT) and natuml gat+. 

Gas ~taliotis it, stnoggy ijreas will inslajl vapor 
rsccovery rrozzles otr gas pumps. These 
rroz~Ies cut down on vapor rclcasc nlhen 
yo11 ]wt gas in your car. 

Cleaner 
cars 

The 1990 Clean Air Act recluires cars In lin\le wi- 
der-tlie-hood systems and dashboard warning 
lights that chcck wlictlie~~ pollution control devices 
arc working properly. J'ollulio~l co~ltrol devices 
must work for 100,000 miles, rather than the cur- 
rent 50,000 miles. Autc) niakcrs must build some 
cars t l~nt use cleatl fuels, inc l~~ding  alcohol, a ~ i d  
that release Icss ~?ullutinn from the tailpip? 
throttgh advanced enginc- dcsig11. Elec~ric cars, 
which are low-poll~ution vefiicles, will also bc 
built. Since Celifornra, cspcciaily southern Cali- 
foniia, Iias t l ~ c  \%.orst s i~iog p~.obli-llis, ~nar~ufircttc~.- 
e1.s 1vi11 firtit sell clean fuc.1 cars i t >  a pllot project 
i l l  C'alif(ornia. I3p 1999, at least 5t30,01)0 of tlicsr 
clean fucl cars are to t?e r~'1ar~utnclurci111-I lor sale In 
Califorrjitl each ycar. C)tI~er states cdt~ require that 
cars meeting the California standalxls be sold in 
their states. 

Many companies a ~ l d  govcrnrnen[ agencies have 
flee18 ni cars. Flcct-vw~tvr-s i t 1  verv srno);Ky arcas 
must buy the new clearrer cdrs s t ,~ ; - t in~  ii-clle late 
1990s. 



maintenance (IIM) programs 

IJtjdcr tlie I Y Y O  Cl'leni~ Air Act, auto m~rlufacti~rers 
\ t i i l l  I ~ ~ ~ i l c l  clcanrr' c'al-s, a~rcl cars will ilsc c l ra l~r r  
fitcls. I-Ji)\uever, to l e t  air ]?ol!utiv;l tiowrr drld 
hisep i l  ~ O W I I ,  a Ihjrd l?rop'afll IS rleedecl; vel~icle 
in.spcclion and maintenance (I/M), which makcs 
ellre tsars ~11.e being mai~ltninc!~l ilciey~lately to keep 
p o l l ~ ~ l ~ o n  emissions (releasesj low. 1-IIC 1990 
<:lean Air Act incluclcs vcry specific rcqu~rernents 
I C I ~  i~lspcction aii(1 niifir~tts~larlce progralns. 

13ciorci thcs 1890 Clean Air Act wcnt i r l t ~ : )  effect, 
$c~\'enty Ullitccl Stalcs citics and sevival stales 
already hnd auto emifision inspection programs. 
Tl-tc 19520 law reqrrirr!~ inspccr ion anti n1i3irl tenance 
p r o ~ ; r a ~ t ~ s  111 1 1 1 0 ~ ~ ~  arcas: tc.)rty metropolitan arcns, 
i r~cl i~i l i t~g many in the ~~or.theilutc.~.n U~titcil Stntcs, 
ari+ required to start emission inslxaction atjil 
11 I ~ ~ I I ~ ~ I I A I I C ~  prop,r,>nls, 

SOIYIC ,?ri-as that already hnvc inspcctio~l nrld 
rlraintettance progran-rs arc n:tluired tu enhance 

(improve) their cinission inr;yect~ot~ unaclii~irS alrcl 
pr~ci:ili~r'ir~. Enhanced inspoctio~r and maink-  
n a n w  r i t a ~ t ~ i ~ ~ e s  '11~1 pr~oiedrlres will givc a bttttctr 
meas~ircmc~\t of lhe poll~ilion a c,>r rclcascs \vllen 
i t  is ~.lc~ually being driven, rathsr than just sittin!: 
parked at the i r~sp~ct ion  3tatiol-t. El~l~anccd icrspcc- 
tior, artc.1 n~nir~tcnar~ce yrogranls !nay rcsult in 
clt;an);es in whrrd CATS arc it~spected i t 1  your luciil 
area. Since the irrd~anced emission i~~spi:ctjnn and 
~nai~\ l rnancc machines i11.c oxpctisi\~c, some of t l w  
private s tA t i01 l~  IIOW cotiducting inspcctior~ and 
rnairlter~nr~cc programs nla), not \vatrt tn buy the 
c . ~ d ~ n ~ . ~ i e d  mac l~ i~~e ry .  But the added expense for 
thy ne\w ~i~ac.l\irli:ry will be more t11an m,)dc "17 for 
by ail' pol lu t io~~ leductions: emission irrspectioll 
and n ~ a i ~ ~ l e n a l i c e  programs are expected to I i ~ v c  
a big payoff in xcduclng air  polltition from cars. 

Cleaner trucks 
and buses 

StarStir~j; with madel year 1994, c ~ l g i t ~ i : ~  for new b i ~  
diesel ku tks  will havc to be built (n rcducc par- 
ticulate (d.ust, soot) releases by 90 pcrccnt. I3uses 
tvitl have to reduce particulate i.c4eases c v v n  Illorc 
than 11.ucks. To rrduce p o l l u t i ~ ~ ~ ,  co~njxmicsannd 
&ovcnIlnents that vwn hustls 01' Irucks \.vill n(.cd ti:) 
buy new clean models. Small tnlrks will bcl 
cleaned ilp by recjuirvmcir 11s sir l \ i ldl '  10 tllosi. ICII' 
ca1.s. 

Non-road 
vehicles 

Locc~~nc~lives, co~lsl~-~tclion (:qi~ipmcnt i ~ n d  cvct? 
riding mowers may be rcgulnted under. the 1990 
Clean Air Act. Air. yollutiun i ~ , o ~ n  loco~notives 

be leduced. For the i ~ t l ~ e r  ;rv~t-r'<~,~il vcliii.lc:s, 
13PA must issue rejii~la~ic~ns i f  a study shows that 
c~~nt ro le  \vould help cut pollution. 

Tral~sportatior~ 
policies 

The snloggiest metroyolltan areas w ~ l l  I~a \*c  to 
change their trnllsl>orlntiO~l polic~es to discourage 
unnecessary auto usr,  HIIJ to VIILLIUI,I);(. ~ . l f i (  I C I I I  

commuting (van ~>ools, 1-1(?\) [hi~l-t-oc~c.upancy 
vehicle] lanes, etr.). States carryir~g oul thc 1990 
C'lra11 Air- Act n ~ n y  add surchargca to 1vrki118 fees. 



Acid rain 
' i'ou've probably I~card of "acid rain". But 

! $  )rot1 may not have lleard of acid sno\v, acicl 
i 4 .  fug c.)r r~rist, acid gas and acid dust. All o l  

these "acids" arc related air pollutants, and can 
Il.~rtl\ yours hcalll.~, cause hazy skies a11d dall~age 
t l i ~  crnvjrc.)r~rl~erlt and yoctr property. The 1990 
i l e an  Air Act includcs an i~u-rovative program to 
ri.duii. acid a i r  j:~ollulanls (all refe~.l.ed In here ns 
"acid rain"). 

'['hc acid rairr tha t  has received thy m o s t  nttn\- 
tion is caused ~l-tainly by pollutants from big coal- 
Llurning po\ve1 pliint~ in the Midwcst. Tlicsc 
~ l a n t s  burn hlidwcstcrn nr-ril Ay?l,alacl~ian coal, 
some of \vhii.l~ cor)tair)s a lot of sulfur c o ~ ~ ~ p a r c d  to 
Wester11 cl)i~l. .'r;ulfir~ il-1 coal bitconws sul lu~-  diox- 
iclc (S02 )  wlic.!n cc.lal is butr~eil. Dig power plants 
burn large qu~nt111escd coal, so they rclcasc large 
amounts o i  sulfur dioxide, as well as NC?x (i~ltro- 
gcn ositlcs). T t~ctse are acicl cllemicals, related lo 
two gtri)l\p i l ~ i i l ~ :  SLIL~LII .JC acid and nilric.acid. 

1.Re suli~u- dioxide and nitrogen c.)xidrs released 
from the M ~ c ~ \ Y ~ > ~ c J L - I I  YOWYI. j:~l,31.116 f . 1 ~ ~  l\ig;li inlo 
the nil- and i t v t  c~r r i cd  by wind3 1o~rard the Enst 
Cvast uf t l ~ e  U.S. and Canada. Whcn winds blow 
the acid cl~c.l~~ic,tls inlo ,;lrcas wl-1er.e lhele i s  we1 
w e n t l ~ ~ r ,  tlic acids bt 'co~r~e part o f  t l ~ e  rcrirl, MIUW 

r f .  111 areas wkerc the wca111cr is illy, l l ~ c  acid 
cheniicals Inny fa11 to Earth jn gases or dusts. 

Lakes and ,.;l-rrar~~:, are ~lort~lally sliglltly ililil, 
but acid rail] call makc them very acid. Very acid 
conditions can dainnge pla~it and ariilnal liie. 

Acitl lakes allel s t ~ e ~ i l t ~ s  Ikitvi: b~::eli lzlund iill irver 
tlie country. For instance, lakes in Acndia NH- 
tional Pal'k on Maine's MI. Desert Islal~d have 
been very acidic, dirc to pollntio~i frvni the Mid- 
west and the Cast Coast. Strennis i r ~  hldrylar~d arrcl 
West Virginia, lakes In the Uppcr Peninsula of 
~ i c h i ~ ; a i ,  and lakes and strearns III Ilorlda have 
alsc I  beer^ afft.c:lrd Ly ,rc.iil j11. Jjcavy l'~i115101'1~1~ 
R I I ~  1)1clti11g snow can cause te~r~yc~tnl.y inc1:cnsc:.6 
i r ~  acidity i r ~  1dh.c~  , I I \ ~  s{ri .a~~is  in thc eastern nnd 

western [i~iited States. 7'11ese ~ ~ . I I I ~ J L I I . , I I  y irl~r,cns\:a 
nlay last for ih!ls or G\'i'l3 W C P ~ S .  

Acid rain has damaged trees i l l  tlrc ~rlo~rl\[i~it\s 
of \rern-tor\t arlrl utl-rcr' sli~lcs. 12eJ SI:~I clCe 11-ees at 
l-rigl~ alritudes appeal- t o  be esyeci,llly sei~sitivc. to 
acid rain. The p o l l ~ ~ t a ~ ~ t s  tlrirt cause acid rain can 
make the Air I\hzy ill. f o ~ ~ y ;  Il~is Iias occurred i l l  

the eiistcnl Unitctd States, inclucfir~~ * - L  5 ~111c. II\L>LIJ.I- 

lain areas popillas with v,~catiotri.rs, suclr as  the 
Greot Smokics. 

Acid rain cloes more rl~an cnvil.onrnc~~tal dam- 
age; i t  can dnunngc hcnltli nnd 1~1nlwrfy as \\.ell. 
Acid air ~ . ~ ~ l l u l i o n  has been l l ~ ~ k c d  to hrcattiiri~; 
and lung problerrrs it1 il~ildl.cn '3lId in people \\rho 
have n s th i~~a .  Evcn healthy pei)plc L C I I I  11itvci 111i:il. 
1unl;s dainaged by acld air l?ollutants. Acid air 
pnllutlnn can eat away stone buildings arld s t ~ r t -  
l lCS. 

I.lealtl>, en~~il-onmc:ntaI and ~'rol)crt): damage 
can also occur when sulfur Jioxidt. yulli~les arcas 
close to it$ source. Sulfttr. ~ l i i~x i<l i  jsirllulion has 
bee11 found In towns wliel-I: paper and wooct pulp 
are ~ I . O C B ~ S C J  and i1.1 areas close to some powtr 
plants. The 1990 Clt?an Air Acl's sulfur dioxide 
reduction program will c v ~ i l ~ l l r ~ i \ c r ~ ~  l~cnltl\-l>asi:d 
sulfttr dlnxidc pollution limits alrendy in plt~ct. tu 
~>~.nlecl the p~rblic ~ l n d  the v ~ - t \ . i ~ . v ~ l ~ ~ i ~ n t  f ~ w n  I>otli 
11ri:ri)y '11>6 <lisldt-~t $0\lrit:5 i)l sirlfur dio~idc.  
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'I'lic Act take:, CI Ilew 11~1tiu11widc nl>~>tnacli ($7 

111~- acid rain problcm. Thr law set* LIF (I market- 

I bascd system des ig~~ed  to liliver sullttr' dii>xide 
~sirll~rlinn Ic\felb. Orginning in  the )rear. 2000, nn- 

I 

nuol relcasrs c.)f s11lf11r dioxitlc: will  LIC ,ibo~tt 40 ' # 
I . I ~ I . C ~ ? I I ~  Iir\vcr lhnn II IC  1YdO Ic:\tcl~. Rcducil-rg sul- 
fur dioxide -.t-lc,~scs s h o ~ ~ l d  callse a major rcdiic- 
ticm in acid riain. 

Phesc I of the acid r'iin rcductiixi prrsgrarn goes 
into effect in 1Uc)S. Rig coal-b~rrning l~nilcrs in 1 1 0  
l~vwcr  plar~ts in 21 ~ i h w c s t ,  Al>l?aIii~hia~\, So~rtli- 
eastern and Nortlicastitrn states will 11avc lo 1 % ~ -  

duce releases of suliur diosidc.. In 20i10, Phase I1 
( i f  the acid rain progrant gc:)cs into effecl, I'urllicr 
rcducing thc F I I I F I I ~  hinxitir relense~ f1.0111 tlic L,ig 
coal-burnitlg power plnnrs and covi:ring other HOW Acld'Raln Is Formed ... 
1 1 1  : 1 1 .  T C I ~ R ~  SLI~I 'LII .  dioxici~ C C I C ~ ~ S C S  101. 
the c(>iltltry's powel plants \oil] I>(. ]~<?l-nldl\ently n~rl.nlng fuels rclmsr a i i d  ~~al lutanls .  '1lrcr.c ~>crlltrlant:: nr,. 

carrictl f,lr II~OII) tI)rir srjurcc:; by w i ~ l c i .  Dt.l.,c~)d~tlp, on thc  1imitr.d to the lcvrl r r t  l r y  ti>(! Clean Air Act (or t b .  
,veal her, acid Orll l  il l  

yc,>r 200(:). 1.,3111, snow, 111let or fog) err ill-y f c~r t r r  (.,<Id j; it<i-fi  nl du5ts). 
Red~~r t ions  in s u l f ~ u  Jioxicic rclc,~scr: will Lle 

nbtainvd tl~l.o~igh $1 progr,31n of ctnissin~i (relenue) 
allowances. EPA will issue allowances to j~o\vc+~' fur dioxide releases, using rcncivahl~~ energy 

plants covercd 1.y the:. :*<.id rail\ program; each sources (solar, wind clc.) 01. encot~raginy, c i~r rgv  

a l l o w n ~ \ c ~ ~  is worth onc ton ot sulfur dioxide re- conservation by custutl~cr.~ so tl~al less polver 

leasecl fro111 tlic smokestack. '1'0 obtain redirclions ]Ieeds lo be lzroduccd. 

in sulfur dioxjdc. poll~rtioli, nllo\vancc*s arca set All power plants ~uiidcr thr ncici rain fwogi.n~n 
bcilo\v the current 1cvc.l (.)f s~ilfur dioxide relmsps. will hnve tu il~btall corlli~~uous er~~ission tnonitur- 

Plarits may olily rclciisc: AS rnucli sulfu~dioxidc as inp, syslcrns (CEMS), macliines that keep track of 

tl,Qy ~in\rr'allO\vanc~es. a cx,,cct~ t,:) ,.elease 1x0" much sulflir dioxidc and nitrogen oxides the 
rllc.)rt' SUIILII. dioxide than i t  has ~ l l o w a ~ ~ c c s ,  it has plar~t is ~e le~ts i r~g .  A IscmVer p1;lntfs progmw ir:w 

to gc.1 JnoJ'c' sllu~vdnc'es, prl.hops by buyi~ig then1 mcellng jLs sulf;~. dioxide a t ~ d  11itroge11 oxide limit 

trcm another POMICL. pla~it t h ~ t  113s r ~ d u c e d  its will appear on the plant's permit, \.\pllich ~ l i l l  hc. 

sirlhu dioxide rc!ledses I)t?lo\.zr its ntrmber of HIIoM,- Silcd will) the slate and GPA. 
mces and thrrel'orc has nIlc~\~anc~c.s ti) sell or triidc. To cut down on r~jtrnge~i oxidc polltctii~t~, I<IJA 

Allo\vanccs car1 also be bouglit and sold by will r:eqrrlt'e j>owt.r pic~~lts lo rcd~tcc. [heir nitrogen 

''mi~d]emen", sLlcj, brnkcls, (,,. hy wl,o oxide releases, arid will ~.eclt~ire reductions i r i  ni- 
warits to takc PRI:~ i l l  tliv illli)w~l~i:cls morkcl. Al- trcrgcn oxide releases from new cats. 1Zcducir.rg 

lowances ran be traded and sold natioi~wir.le. nitrogen oxide releases tvill reduce both ncid rnirl 

'Tllerc arc stiff j>cnal~ics tor plant:: which rclcase and smog formation. 
~i iore pollutants than tlicir nlIci\vanc.i:s cover. The fledble rnarkcf-l,asd acid rain re~ltrctiori pro- 

Thc acid rain prtsgrarn p rov id~s  bontrs allow- F;';III" is cx~crled to Lw a 111cxic1 for pollrltinrr t:c>~~ttnl 

a11~es to  po~ve r  plants for (arnc.)116 otlicr things) cfiorh in d ~ e  Ur~Jlcil stales and other co tu~hi i~ .  

instillling clcar~ cnal t e c l ~ n o l o ~ y  that ~.cduccs sul 



Repairing 

, ~ ~ c i c n t i s t s  IIave found  hole^"^ in the ozone 
&*, . layer high nhipve the Earth. Ttle 1YYU Clean 

Air Art frds provisions for fixi~rg the Iioles, J 
b11t rqmirs will take s long time. 

Ozonc i l l  tfic stratos~hcrc, a layer 01 the atrno- 
spherc nine to 31 rtiilcs abc~ve tile Earth, serves as 
a ~votectivc sl~ic>ld, filtering out I~a~:n?tul sun rays, 
iricluding a type of simlight called ultraviolet B. 
Ext>osurc. ti) ultr,~vioIct 15 has been l i ~ ~ k e d  to devel- 
opnlent ol  cntsrsc.ts (eye clnil~agc) arid skin cancer. 

In tht= n.rld-l970s, scic:ntists sugRestc.d that clllo- 
rof luo~~oca~.bob (C:IiCs) could dr.stroy stmto- 
spheric c);sc)ne. CFCs were widely i~scd  tlwn as 
aerosol ~ ? r ~ > ~ w I l a ~ i l ~ ~ ~  C . O I ~ S C I I ~ W  p r u d ~ ~ t ~  SLIC~I  ah\ 
Iii3irspra)rs and di:odora~~ls, and for many usc3s in 
industry. Ilecause of cc>ncerr.r about thr pc?ssible 

.- - - .  .....-- - 

Ozone-destroying chsmicsla 
~ a m e  UB* when U.S. ptoductlon end*. - 
CFCs eo\venrs. ~o105nl -plays ( I ~ I O S I  !.s,rby .bnllbfY 1 .  19% 
~chlofofluoro~ can uson banrt\,tl 11, l!l?Oq). Icamln(l 
carbons) qel-tt:. ~ f i  ~I.AIIIC ~ E ~ I J ~ @ C ~ I ! I P  1 
Carbon ac,lvanls. chemlccrl rn l~lur lh~IuIP,  cerbon J ~ r ~ u b f ~  1. 1938 
tetrschlorlde lelrachl~ridb c~115es cencClr in Rnlmfll9 I 
Methyl ~hloroform v ( ~ l y  wultly.used 60lWl1I. tn nlany Janvsw 1. lBOC 
ll,l,l-trl- wo1l.~4ilr.c nrK( con6unior solvcints. 
chloro*thsns) m r l ~ ~ d ~ n g  nulu l0vb1 end n~e~nlensnrn 

~,toOlct? 

'Iha IWI Uhnn AW ACI mum: n w ~ ~ l u h ~  IOI r r d q  Vnstcd 5tntns t n u l v i ~ ~ t  ($1 c~lorsdortro,~$~ CMWII. 
d pwgm: lift f p d ~ q  up Ik ph,l;t.i)ul SCl&la !I Ih.rl #( M<~'AIY Ih6 dUc$ m fhi!. ItW( 810 

' r - . ~ '  dalhf. fdol*red by EPA m catty 1493 

"hoduclon d Ihh IlCtL Mln In@ nwrr trvrta orinn@c!tnpq rflwl> *4 cd by Janu*q 1. 7WJ P~MdclCn 
vl lhs  oar^ ol 116 H(cC-, w l  crd b j  .lc,t#rry I .  ?OX) 

effects o l  CFCs 011 Il,e ozol~c laycr, in 1978 the U.S. 
~c~vc~rr\n\ent  banned CFCs as p~.opellants in acrosol 
CBIIS. 

Silic~' the ~ I V I . O S ~ J I  lmn, scictttists have becn tncn 
surittg t l ~ c  ozone 1~yc.1.. A Ie~v years 317 ozone 
hc-~le was found c~bc~vc An t~ rc~ i t ,> ,  including the 
area of the Soi~th Pole. T l~ is  holi-, which hils bccn 
zt~?pei\rlng cach year du r i~~p ,  !lie Antarctic wil~ter. 
(our. summer), is bigger. than thc cc)ntinentnl United 
States. More r.i-iently, ozone thinning l~ns  Lcc17 
four-ld 111 the s t~-~rtos~>hc~.c abow tl\c tmrLherl~ h ~ l f  
o i  the U11itvi1 States; (he holr clstends ovcr Canada 

up into the Ardic regions (thc area o l  the 
North Pole). 'Slic hole was first l o u ~ ~ I  ol~ly in \%?in- 
tcr and spring, I>ut 1ncn.c. rccc~~tly hns contii~ucd 
into summer. Betwci-n 1il78 and 1991., t1~r .c  W R Y  0 

4-5 pcl'cen t loss vf c>/.cu1t. i l l  t hc sl~.aLospherc O V C ~  

the Utlitcd States; tlris is n sig~iificant loss of ozone. 
Ozol.re holes hnve nlso been foltnd over. northern 
Europe. 

Whal coulcl a Ihinlwd-out nzo~~c- layer do to 
peo~le's lives? Tficart+ coulcl bc niore skiti cancers 
atid catilracls. Scie~rtisls n1.c Itwkil~g illto possihlc 
harm lo agriculliu.c, and tl~esc is already some tivi- 
dcnre of damage to plallt life 111 Antarctic seas. 

Evidrnce that the o;r,c)ne layer is dwlndllng lcd 93 
nations, inclitdlng (he n i i ~ j ~ ) ~ .  i ld~~sl~. ial ized nations, 
to agree to cooperate in 1.educitlg production a11d 
use of chemicals that destrn!~ the r.,zone layer. As it 
becarne clear that the VZOIIC layer was tltinning 
even more qulckly than first thoiigllt, t11r ctl;rci-- 
lllent WAS revised tc-~ speed u p  the plidsi--out of 
ozo17e-Jestroyinl; chetnicnls. 

I.._ -... . --.. ....- I -.--. .-P 

.' 137,onc holes arr17't like doul;hliul Irinles; t l~ey 'rc  not etrrpty 
bt~JCils i l l  I I I C  6t.y. Uzoi~r hole-: A L . ~  nii1c11 likv t l l e  \VOI.II- 

O L I ~  places /II an oltt svrk ~ r .  sr- rate^. Ihcrc nrc; fill!! t l~ renda  
zuvcr111~ the worn-uial .qr.rd, bill lhc fabric cart be ecr thin 
yoir cnlr pee I.IF;III thmufill i l  



When rlu omnr layrr. i s  rb~rtdjicd, there Is an incrcasc: ;PI 

irannful ra s from the sunrcaclting fhe Orlh. Tkew rnys catt 
ham both Kurnan hcolth nrrd fllc crtaironment. 

Unfort~rnnrely, ir will bc a long time bcforc wc 
sec thc oz,nrlc? layer repaired. Because of the 
~/.orlv-de~trt,yir~g c l ~ e ~ ~ ~ i c d l >  cllrecl~fy ill tlte ~ I C C I ~ C I -  

sphere and those that \Y ill arri\'c ivithil~ the next 
fcrw ycars, uxonir destr.iic.tic.~n will likely continue 
for ailr>thcir t\weilty years. 

'Slw 1990 Clran Air Act srts n sclicdulc for end- 
ill6 produc.tion o f  cheir~icals that clestroy strato- 
syller-ic v~vilc.. C11ct11iii1ls I l ~ n t  ibu$c I ~ I C  ~Yti lb l  

damage will hi! phased out t i~ '~ t .  The phase-out 
schrd;~le can be sprcdc~l up i i  an cnrlirr cnd fn 
productivn c.)f ci;l.onc.-destroying substarlccts is 
11ee~1t.d to ~ r o t e ~ t  tile O L O I I ~ '  1'1yer. Tllc I ' I ~ I C ~  V I I  

this page 011 Oxoiic-dcstroyi~lg rhcmical~ ii~cludes 
"speeded-up" phaw-ou t d~ tt?$ w h l ~ h  were pro- 
p o s d  by E1'A in carly 1993. 

CFCs, HeIt:tns, HCFCa ( I I ~ ~ ~ J . ~ I ~ I I I ~ I I ~ O ~ ~ I ~ O ~ ~ O -  
carbo~-rs)"and o! l~c r  ozone-destroying chelliicals 
were listed LIY C'c'1116ress i t )  the 1990 Clear1 Air Act 
and must bc phased nut. 'rhc Act also I.cls EPA, list 
~tli(tr cf~emicals that destl.oy ozonc. 

El'h Issuc8 allowar~ces lo control msnir f ac t~~r r  
of rller~ii~als being phased c ~ t .  <:nnq?anics c;rn 
.~lst> sell un~tscd allowances Lo collipanies still 
making tlie chetnlcals or can usc 01c allowances, 
withln cerlain limits, to mokc: a different, lens 

ozone-dcsl~~oyjng chetnical iln the pl\ase-out list. 
In sdditfon to recliiiring the. phasing out of pro- 

duc~ lo~ l  of ozone-destrc.)ying cherriict~lu, t t~c Cirtlr~ 
Air Act takw o l l ~ e ~  stells to pl.otrct Ihc ozonc 
la ye^.. The law requircs rccycling of CFCs and 
li~Ltrllr\g of ~zroducls containing ozone-destroyinl:~ing 
il.lcr,~ical~. The 1990 Clean Air Act also cricour- 
ages the devt.loy~ncnt of "ozone-f~,ir-~~dly" SLILSSL~- 
ti~tes for ozone-destroying c.herr~ici~ls. 

CFCs from car air conditioncrs arc tl-rc biggest 
single source of ozone-destroying c1li:niicals. By 
the end of 1603, all car air conditioner systems 
mus~.be serviced using equiprnr-nt tllilt rccyclcs 
CFCs and prevents thcir release into the air. 
Largt-r au(o,..er,vice shops \\rere rcquircd to fitart 
~~s i i ig  this spcclal equil>ment in J F I I I U B ~ Y  1932. 
Only specially-trained and certified repair persons 
will be allo~ved to buy the s~nnll cans of CFCs used 
in servicing auto air cnnditic)ncrs. 

As CFCs and rciatcd rlie~nicalc arc pliasftd out, 

nppllances and i~ldus~rial processes t i ~ n t  t~ow usc 
the cl\ell~icais will change. Por csaniplc, industrial 
and home refrigel-ators \vill be c l i i l~~g t~ l  tv IISV 

refrigerants that dufr't deslt~ity itzorji.. 11) lhc 
meantime, rcfrigcrator srrrvicitig nnd disposal \ + r i l l  
have to be dorliin way:, tll'lt ~i"tl't ZVIC , IS~  CFCS. 
Methyl cl~lorcjfur~n, c~lso cnllcc-l -tricl~lc~ro- 
ethane, which will be phased out by 193(i, is H very 
~videly-used sc>lve~it f o ~ x n c l  ill yro~tuctb s t x c l ~  i ls  

airtvtr~~lL~ilc- Irr<tkcr cli:drters (c,ili:ri .icrlt.i as aer 0.501 

sprays) and spot removers used to tnke Ercnuy 
stains off fabrics. IZeplacing n~ctliyl chl~~rofvrrn in 
workplace and consumer procl~lcts \ w i l l  leacl to 
cl~anges ill many products ntld j>roccssc-s. 

As substitntcs arc drvtrlo~~cxl for. oi:orie-destroy- 
ing substances, before tile cl~v~t~icclls c,rtl Lte pro- 
duced and sold, EPA inus1 dclerminc that thc 
rcplacernc~its will bc snfe for- heillth and tlic. erlvi 
ronment. 

C:onsumer j7roducts ~011tainin~; CFCs and other 
o z ~ ~ ~ ~ ' - d u b t r v y i ~ ~ g  c l - r~~~~ica l s  will I-\nvc lo be l.elot.- 
~nulated; thwe are discuhseJ i r l  tile f'ollo\vir~~ syc- 

Lion UII Cor~stirne~. y roducts. 

....................... 
' 1iCI:Ctj arlrl I i . r l o r l s  a rc  cl\c~l~ic.rl$ ~rluclr likc C1:C's. 

I4CI:C'a m n y  bc st.~mc\vl~nl Ic:.:. lint mlul to (hc oronr; Iayrr  
I h i ~ ~ r  ,lr(. CFCh 



Consumer 
products 

4 air sprays, palnfs, foam plastic ~)roducts 
' p (sech as d i spo~l ) l e  stymioanl coffee 
.. - cups), carburclor and choke spraysall 

an. consunler products  hat may bv rt-hwlatc4 un- 
der the 1990Clcan Air Act T7iese produrls will bv 
rcgulalcd to reduce releases of snivg-forming 
VCX3 anci ozone-destroying chemicals (CFCs and 
related cherntcals). 

By May 1993, ccmsumer producls containing 
CFfs and rclatccl cl~en~icals identifled in the 1990 
Clca11 Air  Art as most damaging to tlic o m n e  
layer have this label: 

, .---..- .. 
WARNING; cui~lalns or manufactured wlt l~  (name of 
ctl~rr~ictll), a subslance which harms public health 
a11d cl~e envll-onnient by destroying ozone In the 
upper atmosphere. 

-- . - --.-- 

All t ) ~ ~ ~ ~ J u c ~ w x ~ n ~ a i ~ ~ i r \ l ;  Icss dent1.11cIivr ozorjc 
destroying ch~n~icals identified in (lie 1990 Act 
tntrst bc labeled by 2015. 

Cor~su~iicts sliould bc. i\w,\rc of product rt\nngcs 
,lnd any safety c>r 1~i:nllJi problrois that niay be 
cal~sc!ii b y  tlic rww ozone-safe foxl~iulstions. Ma- 
terial fiafety data sllcats for tlie products should 
bc read for health and safety inlormativn atid in- 
fgrtnation oti how to use and dispc>sc! of the prod- 
11~1.~ 

l'hc 7990 Clean Air Act orders EIJA to study 
\rOC ~,clrasc.s f rcm consumer pr'oducts and report 
to C:o~igrrss by lc)[l3 c.)rr wl\c;.thc~. thcsc products 
st\o~ild hc ~.c);rllated. I I  thcy are to be regulated, 
EPA is tc) list the consumer products lhal account 
for 3t lilast 80 pcrccnt of VOC wlcases, atld issua 
r ~ g i ~ l a t  ions for- prnduct cntcl;c)~*jes, starting with 
thc wo~.st j~i~lli~ters. Labc4irlg, reyackafiit~g, chemi- 
cal fo~.in~tla cliangcs, fees or othci. jzl'c?cedures niny 
Lw use~l to rcdr~c'i! \rOC rrlcases. 

. ~ -. - 
" I\.Ipcrrlol saicty c1,lt.r : : l r t -~ (h  ,)ti. p ~ o d u c l  s i t k t y  infnr.lr~nlior\ 

~ ~ C L . I P  f,rcp,?l~d 1.7). i ~ ~ n n u f ~ ~ ~ l ~ r ~ r s  A J I ~  merkcters. TJICBC 
SIICC(B can I I P  ol~t.\i~lcd ly wqllrntin): thctr~ from (he 
~ i ~ , ~ ~ > r ~ t n c ( u r c r .  SI.IIIIC s ~ t j ~ t - h ,  ~ u i l l  AF. I I A I . ~ W O W  9 1 0 1 . c ~ ~  n ~ n y  
h ~ v c  r n . ~ ~ c l i n l  >itfr ty i I i ~ t n  shccts or, I ~ n n i I  fr.rr ~,:.oducIs t l ~ y  
scl) 

Home 
woodstoves 

-\/"d" zrrr,dsloves and fit.itplacc in~crt~a I\,IVP 
bccomc very popnlal. in the past 
I wenty year.s. A l ~ l ~ o u ~ l i  t11c.s~ wood- 

biu.11i~it; lieat supl4iel.s are ~.rliltivcly chcap lo ol?- 
cr-ate, t l ~ r y  11dvc some disadvot~tnges, ii~cl[tdit\~; 
t~ullu~i~\); tlrc air. 111 sotnc Areas of t11c cnvntry, 
wjntcrtir~lc ' ~ i i  l>c)Ilulion frc~~n vvoi~d s111oLc ht~a 
t~eco~liu sobad tha t  govcrrrr~icr~t.s 11nw hod to cur- 

tall thc IJS(? of wouilslov~=s and fir~ylaccs ulidet. 
(:ertaltI weather anci yulltlti<~n innditions. 

Wood si~ioke uf\c.rt conlains il lot of partict~lrtee 
( d i ~ ~ t ,  soot) and much higl~i-I, lctvcls of' hatnrdotrs 
air pollutants, includirifi some cancvr-causing 
chcjnicalb, than s~noke from oil- or gas-fired fur- 
naces. Steps to clean up wood sn~oke pollution 
have incli~cled redesigning the burning s)rstern 111 

woodstoves; newer woodstoves put out n\~lch less 
pollution than oldrr ~r~odcls. 

Under the 1990 Act, B1'A has issued guidelines fur 
reducing pullutioi~ from honic \vood-bunling. 
These guidclincs, ~vhich arc: not requirc.ments, i~\cludc 
design illfortnation for Icss-l>olluting stoves and 
fircplaccs. 



How do you know 
the Clean Air Act is working? 

.,..... " 
:. virryone it)  the U n i t c d  States has a 1.01.~ 10 

: i. - -  play to makc the Clean Air Art a success. 
1::. ..... 4 (.?ne ol the mosl impo?.tal?t things Amcrrj- 

calls crjn do i s  to kc-q, trai'k of I I ~ T V  t h c  law is 
\Y orking. 

T1)el.e itre SCVCI.;+~ \41ays y011'11 hc al?li+ t o  tell how 
wr~ll the Clean Air Act  is \vi)rking. 

bl'A, state, re~ronal  and Iocnl i3ir ]?ollutinn con- 
trol aRi!lli?l~?s hhavc [(.) i s s ~ ~ t !  rcgulaLiol~s (rules), give 
o u t  permits, c:~rrorc-i. ttrc Acl against violators and 
do o l l~ r r  t l l i ~ ~ c s  cliscril?cd in the Clcnn Air Act. 

Many g r ~ u p s  wit11 an ililerest in hi)w tlrc C:lcan 
Air Act works are watchittr; I2PA and the other air 
polluljnn contrul ctgc.llcies. Thesc groups i~rclude 
local and ~~a t iona l  business and trade Ol'g~lli~1?- 
t i o ~ ~ u  (~I.OII\ F l a k  as so cia ti^^>^ of dry clenner6 to thc 
Unitecl States Chamber uf Cur~~n~c-~c-r) ,  local icrnl- 
munity c,rgi\ni~~~tiotjs (such RS ncigl~h~,rlrood asso-  
c i a t i ~ ~ ~ s ) ,  iil~il local and nntiotral e~r\.iro~~rncntnl 
and public hei11tI1 ut:f;anizalions (511cf\ ils the Clecrn 
Air Ne~work of the Natlt~.i>l Resoul-ces Defer~sc 
C o ~ ~ n r i l  and t l ~ e  Ar1.1i.rican I.ung A~so~intintr).  I I  



yvcl IwlonF; to one or more ot these groups, thcjr 
bulletins or ~lewslellcrs will keep you infor~ned. 

Newspnpcrs, r a d ~ o  and tclcvisic~n w ~ l l  rclzurt on 
how thc Ac.t is beit~g ca~ric-d out, both nationally 
and in you1 local nrca. 

You can also contact EI'A and your state, re- 
giorral or local air' pi~lli~tio~-t control agencits to 
reccivc infor~nation dircctly on (l'len~~ Air Act ac- 
tivities. 

T l~e  United States Con1;ress rnonitors how fed- 
cral agencies are calar.y jng out Ihc 117 W S .  C'ontact 
yl:,ur CnnF;~.cssio~~al representative nr your Senator 
to get morct itrfirrmation on Congressional hear- 
ings ailif ~.cporls on how EI'A is carrying out the 
(:lean Ail- Act. You can also request reports frorrl 
the Unitecl St arcs Gc.rrrral Accotu~ting c3fflce (ChO), 
the Conb.r~~sfi~o~-tal hlvcstigative agency wluch re- 
views hew L;l.'A carries out the Clean Air Act. 

Statc Icg~slatures re\,ic\v how state agencies 
carry out ;air pollution control laws. Ask )rour 
state reprcscnla tive tor Inore informa tion. 

Ovcr lime, the Clean Air A d  will reducc air 
~wl l~ l t i on  How will you know tliis i s  happening? 

Son~climc.-s reiluced pollutio~l causes changes so 
glrnt yi)u can literally see the clifferencc: the alr Is 
r\iuch'cleat~cr nnd clearer than il ivas! But you can 
only hc suw there has been a permanent change 
Ivr the betttr i f  the i ; o ~ d  air continues for a long 
time--wcc:ks, months or ycars, during cliffelaent 
\vr:,~thcr conditiivrs. 

Monitoring air quality is the best way lo know 
if  l l~r  air is gel t~ng cleaner, because ~l-tonitc,ring 
prodttces numbers that tell how much of a pollut- 
ant is in the air. You can request IPA, state ox 
local monitoring reports that show changes over 
time. For.c.xirnlple, sulfur clicmide levels will drop 
as potve~- p l C ~ i ~ t s , ~ ~ . ~ i l  otlri-r sources arc clcarrcd up. 
'I'llis clcan-1117  ill happcn in stages through the 
\fear 2000, SO ~ l ~ o ~ - t i t o ~ . i n ~  repi)rts will Icll, you how 

IIiv c:led~~up is going. Your cycs, now nrld tl~roat 
rn'ry also detect tlro chsrlge as S I I I C ~ ~ ~ ; ~  areas c1et-111 
up, but r ~ ~ u ~ ~ i t o r i ~ ~ g  ~ R I R  remain the best way to 
dreck on overall irr\prc.,ve~nenl i l l  ' ~ i r  quality over 
tinw. 

Monitoring will bc ~drl'ied out by UI'A, slate and 
regional <tit ,  pollulio~i control nfict~icies, nnd by t l~c  
c-r\vners of i~dividual  sources. Air. l?olluliot~ mvni- 
toring statiuns a1.c sel up all ovcr the country, col 
lectir~g il>fi,~.rnalio~~ on \ ~ , ~ - ~ o L I s  poll~rti~nts. 
Contact EPA, pour slale, regionill or local air pol.- 
lution col~t tr~l  agency, for information n1.r moljitor 
ing prvgsnnls Rnd n~o~i i tor i~rg  reports. 

How will you ~ I \ c > M ~  the Clean Air Act is in>- 
proving the cnvi~.onment? 

Somc e n v i r o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c n l d  impl-ovc.ri>c~rts will be rcln 
tivcly t.~rs)~ lo dctect. I'eople \vl>o live irr tllc cast- 
rrll Uniled States hhould see muclr less 
~unimertitrle I-tase. Also, wc'lt know the oxo~ic 
level 1s ir~crcasint; in 111c 511-atosplicrc because sci- 
entlsfs mpasurr ozone conlczit. What abnut lnkcs 
and strrar~is I.t,~rmed by acid rain and acid ncro 
sols? Wc should see imp~.overnent ,js sullur diox- 
idc and r~ltrogcn oxide. Ic.\~i:ls dccline, resltltirrg in 
decreClr;cd acid rain and acid aesosuls, but wc 
dorl't know exactly ho\v loll); i t  will take to 1.estorc 
lakes a ~ ~ d  strca~ns and wc don't k11o1.v exoctly 
nlhnt Illc lakes a11ci st~<:otns and their inhabitants, 
includirlg fisl~, will be like ~ r h c r ~  n i t  pollution i s  
reduced. 

Wliat will be tl-~c benefits for human Irealth of 
J . ~ ~ L I C ~ ~ O I I S  in air polli~tion? 

Peoplc who nunr live in smoggy t\ri.i>s will have 
less eye, nose slid throclt irrit,>~inn as smog Ievcls 
are rrduced, Reductiot~s in ail- pollution will also 
lead to declines in cot-tcer A I - I ~  c~thcr scrious healttr 
p r o b l c ~ s .  

Kcel' an  eyt. o11 tlrc Clean Air Act; i t  could 
c11atig.e your lifc! 



Glossary 
TIII~ glossnr)~ 11'1s i l c l ~ r i i t i ~ ~ ~ t ~  ((11, te~~I11iir.11 
~ r c ~ t ' t l s  trsctl itr 1I1r (::lznn Air. Act strni- 
trrary. For the r~rost  l u r t ,  tlrv y , l i ~ . i r y  
~ > r o \ ~ i d i . ~  iullt.r c le f i l~r t~nr t \  t11,1r\ I I i o ~ r  
g r t ~ c n  i r i  i hc  slttltrriar.!. ithell. \ V l i i ~ n  ;I 

rvnvd o r  g10111) id ~ o r c l s  i~ pr-inlt.el ttr 
italics \vi t l i i r i  a t l c f i t \ r l ~ t~ t l ,  t l i . t l  tells yo11 
tl\,~t y o ~ r ' l l  ttticl '3 c l ~ ~ l r r ~ r t ~ ( r t ~  t?f I l r ~  ~ v ~ i r c l  or 

)?p7\Jjl o f  \*.l>t.d:. l'I<4'\%'llcl'L' Ill thi: RIossF~~.)'. 

A r i d  rflirt - Art ~ ~ O / l t ~ t / ~ r r  ~ I ~ ~ I I C C L ~  tdaeli 
a r i d  ~ I ~ c l \ \ i c a l ~ i  arc 11r~:irl l loratcd In to l .~ in,  
~ ~ t c ) \ v ,  l@c o r  r~ \ i s I ,  'l'lre " . ~ c i ~ l "  r r ~  a r i i l  ra in  
comes frbrrt sitl iur. crridcs nt td  iriln~,\.t~r/ 
p.vi(fi8b, prc~dt#c l% 01 11irt't\111~ roa1l .~IILI c~tIit:r 
f~rtt ls at-~d f rom ccrlarn r r i d l ~ s t r t , ~ ~  1?1o- 
1,csses. Thv h ~ t l l r t r  orid(??, ,rrid ~rilrogc.!n 
oxide5 arc rclal'd to t w i l  strorij; acids: 
s\rlturic acid s n d  n i t r lc  actti. Wltct\ sulftrr 
di t~r; ide arid n i t rogen nxritcti .IW r r l e a w d  
Iron) ~ m w c r  plan(:. and otl \cr scnrr.t,ts<, 
w i t~d r ;  b l o w  t l i r rn  far I r i r ~ n  l h ~ ~ i r  si111rcc. 
I f  thc.rcii1 chernic-als in this i r i r  .rlr blowrt 
irrtc) Rrras wiic!rc l l l c  wc.,lll\i.r Is wc?t, t l ic 
acids can fal l  t o  Esr th irr tlir rain, m o w ,  
fog or  rnist. In nrcah ~ v l i r r e  thc \\'catIirr i5 
dry, 1111' ar i t l  cl\ctnicals m a y  bccnn~ t *  
irtc.c,~~'t~ratcd ir~tg.) i!tl6th or :-~~I)~.cs. A c i d  
rail\ cr\tr damagt' t l lc  cnvironrl\crrt, l ~ t l n l ~ r i  
healtlr a t id  ~ > r r ~ p r r t v .  

AItrr-rrnl lst~frtcls - 1:uels (lint c,~ri rcplnce 
nr.din,rry gasolint:. A l l c r r ~ a t i \ ~ c  ftrcls m n y  
li,r\'c p a r l i r ~ ~ l a r l y  c lcs i~nhl r  ct icrgy c:ffi- 
C~CI\C)~ n n d  }~o/lrrl;orr r t :ducl i i~rr fcnlurc.$. 
A l trrnati \ lc Itrr4fi i n c l t ~ d r  cnni)vcs.ci-11 
nntura l  \;mi, alcoliol:;, liquc.ficd ~ w l r o l r c ~ n ~  
gss (1-PC.), i\t\d elertr ictty. I Ire 1990 Cicnrr 
Air. Acr C ~ ~ l l I ' ~ l ~ C h  di.\~elol?rncrtI ar id SRIP 
o f  ,\ltcrtiativc fuels. 

A l t t r / r r ~ r r ~ t t t  nrca - A p,c*t)jirdpliic.?rra in 
t v l r i c l ~  I t - \ t i l ~  o l  a crilt.rin o i r  p n l l t ~ t m t  
rtrcct tht? hcaltlr-Llasi-il pr i tnary r;t,~ridard 
( t~a t iona l  atnhirr i t  air. qttalil!f st.ttrda~.d, 01. 
NAAQS) for hhc trollrrlarit At) area may 
Irnvc on ac.ccptahlr Ii.vr1 101 nrw r r i t c r i ~  
air 1?ollul.1111, bt r l  nliry lin!fr ~ t n i r ~ c c y l a b l e  
I ~ V t ~ l s  fol' @~I~cI'H. l'!ltl:,, .?IN At'e.4 <0\11d h! 
but11 nl lair \r i i i r i l  nritl tronntlninmcrr! tl\c 
same t inw.  A t ta inn~cn t  are.?.; arc t l c f t r~ed  
11sing Icderrrl ) - - o l l i r t ~ t ~ l  l imi ts  set h y  KPA. 

Cnrl~orr rrforio.vidr (CO) - A tutlorlcss, 
odi)rlc'ss, poisorrt*us gas, pro<Iuccd b y  
incolnl?ldc> k1urtiIrlg oi r . i rbur~-has~d fucls. 
Includin); g .~x~I i~st . ,  nil .~nd ~vc.rt~d. Cnrbol l  
~nonoxit l i .  IF also yrc'rdrlced frc1111 i r icot~ i -  
pl(!tc c~lllr~~1t6ltcrn (11 1n3rty n , t t i ~ ~ , n l  and 
s)'tiliwlir l ? r i t ~ i i ~ c l s .  For ir~$t,trir?, r i p ~ r c t t c  
s) )~nko c'cil~lnins r~rbut i  luolroxidc. \'\'l\rn 
rnrl,o11 tuon t7x id~  v l s  i n to  tl\c bnrly, t l ~ c  
carl-~oi i  mt)r\oxiiic. comhincs w i f l i  cltctui- 
cals irr tire b lood  ancl ~~( . \~PIJ !s  f11c 1iIi)oil 
trt>rn l > r i r i ~ , i r ~ ~  oh \~p ,~ r i  lo cells, trs+t~i>& .u~cI 
olganri  T l ~ c  tsorly'h p.rr'ts n e ~ d  ox)+r;ctr iov 
rr lvrgy, so I l i~; l l - Icvcl r>iposurc..i l o  r a r l x ) t ~  

~ i ~ o r i i . ) ~ i c l c  CAI\ CAII~P r;er ioi~s IIenIth cit'eccs, 
w i t h  dc.111i porsi l%lc i r o l n  r ~ i a ~ h i v c  c h l ~ ~ -  
sttrcs. S y ~ t l ~ t o r i r s  i~i expos i~ re  to c a r l ) ~ ~ ~ ~  
t~ro l inh idc c,\tr itrclrrdc? vislnn ~>roblcrrts, 
r.c~duccii nlr~,trir.;s, .rl\d j iet irral rct iuct~orr 
irr II\CI~(.~I and p l r ~ s ~ c a l  F{rnctiot\s. (:.nrbw 
ninnr)xiclc ckposur,es n1.e cspcciall)~ 1\61'ti1- 
1111 lo t~c i , t~ lc  t v ;~ l \  l1e~1.1, 1 ~ 1 1 ~  and  cir irr la- 
tory  syslern disvascs. 

C K s  Iclrlonrfluorocar1~on~~- 'Tlrese 
c ' l ~ e t n l r ~ l s  atrd borne rvlatcd clrc~nirc~lr;  
I~avt !  bc~crt IISC~ ill great q~ran(i t ie9 i r \  
i r~d~rb l r y ,  for  rrfvigcrat ion and air c o t ~ d i -  
l io t~ i r r ) ; ,  .avud in consurncr products. CFCF 
n ~ \ d  I l lc i r  rclatlvrs, when rc'lcased in to (Ire 
air, r i h ~  i r l lo  Ill(! $ t f l t t f I~~ r /~c r~ ,  R I n p r  01 l110 

,~t r r \os~l i t? t t?  lii);l\ above !lie I a r t l ~ .  Ln the 
s~ ra~osp l i c rc ,  CFCs and  their ri.1atitrt.s take 
1,arI l r i  chcrrrrcnl r e ~ e l i r ~ n s  wh ich  ri..rull i n  
r r d u i t i o ~ i  o f  t l ic s t r a t o ~ p l ~ e r i r  odt rc  lfiy(>r, 
r v l ~ i c l ~  protects t l w  Enrlh's c;urf~cr. f rom 
I ~ n r l i i f o l  c.ff~--c!s o f  isd iot ion f rom t l ~ c  sun. 
'nit! 1990 Clrnr~ A i r  A c l  Ir\cludes provision5 
for r ~ i i \ r c i n ~ :  relc,rscs (en~issions) arrd 
ellrt1irl~tin(: f i r~ i r rc t ie>r t  a n d  use of thcsc 
n7.onc-dcstr o y i n ~  cI~i:t~rlcaIs. 

C.'lenrr A i r  Art - 7hc orlgit ial  Cl&i)t\ A i r  
A r t  \v:is passi?ci in 1963, brat our nalional 
air t i o l l u l i t~n  ron l rn l  program b f l ~ h l a l l ~  
Daficd o n  the 1970 venion of  (lie law.  Tlw 
1WJO Clr.\r\ A i r  A r t  Amcndnientc arc l l ~ e  
most f i~r-reaching rcv ls ior~s nf t l ~ c  19711 
lnru. In this strnrtnary, we w f c r  lo the 1990 
anrcnd1nc4rits as t l i r  1990 Clear) A i r  Act. 

CIcatt firrls - Imw-~.r<rllution fuel6 thal 
can rt:pl,icc ord inary finsoline. 'rhese dr'f 
r~ l lc r . r r~~l ivr  luc!ls, I l ~ c l u d i n g  gsm;nhol (gaso- 
litw-alrtrhirl tnixturw), t~n tu re l  gas arid 
I.)'(: ( I iquc l lcd ~ w t r o l c u n \  gafi). 

Cortrbrts~iorr - burning. Many inrportnnt 
~>ol l l~ tat l t&,  SLICI~ eq suljirr dio.~iric, rli!ro,yc:it 
tlxi,les, n t id  lrtrlicrtlnles (Phd-10) a1.e ronr-  
L~us t io~>  ~ ~ r t , J i ~ c t s ,  ofterr producta t\f tire 
htrr-ning <,I I'urls such as COP], oi!, gas find 
IVI~IIII. 

~ ~ o i r l i i ~ i r o f ~ p  r!~nlrssion r i r ~ > ~ r i I ~ l ' ~ t l ( :  S!/RhlltB 

(CEMS)- ~nechlncs wh ich  masoure, on a 
cc~ntir i t~t)us b.\srs, riolltctnrrfs re lea f id  b y  0 

.S,~II~II~. Tl ie  19911 Clr(u1 Ai r  At-I requires 
coritirr~rorts ernishion monitorl trg syfitenls 
for ccrtairr lnr ) ;~~ SOII~TCS. 

(:'ortlr.ol fcrltrrrrlr)gy; corrtrnl ntcnsrcres -- 
ccluipntent, ~v-i'cesses o r  ,3ctions u ~ e d  l o  
~.~dtrcc. a i r  po l lu l ion.  The  rx teht  Of}K~l l l r -  
lion rcclt~c(inr l  \*arics anlong tcchnologics 
.rr\ii nieasurcs. In general, cor i lml  tcr l \-  
r ~ o l o g r ~ ~ s  and  tr~car;r~r~eh t l w  d o  the bcsl job 
ol' rc*ducirrg po l lu t i on  w i l l  he rnquircd in 
t h r  ,rrcns tvrtli tlrc w o ~ s t  pol lul iot i .  For 
cs;+lnl>lr, t l ic lie..-/ nreiktbl i~ ccrrrtrc~l Icchnol- 
i!yr/nre~,c~ ninrlnblr~ corrl,ol ~~rcttsurc~s (DACT, 

Crift.t.in n i l  ~ ~ ~ r l l r r f r ~ r r t ~  - ,I jit'otcp of  \!cry 
c ~ - ~ t i ~ n i o r ~  ni l  ~ n l l ~ r l i r r ~ l , ~  r g t r l a t r d  by  EI'A 
UI.I tlac L>a:.i:, t,vrtcrin (infa~trritstiori ~ W I  

l i c i~ l t l r  an<4/t1r ~ I ~ ~ ~ I ~ c ~ I ~ I ~ I ~ ~ I ~ , ~ ~  cl frcts o f  
pol lut ic~n). C r i l c r i ~  air p o l I u ( ~ t i t s  arc 
widt.ly i t i s l ~  ~l)t~tc.cl .\I1 irvcr the country. 

Cririssin~r - rclcasr of }~o I l~ r rs r~ ts  intc) the 
nir- f rom a .roll,-,-I%. \Yc shy sotlrccs c.r~ril 
po l l i t ta t~ ls .  C~JIIIJ~IIIOIIS CI~I~SSII)I~ ~r~otri!orirr$ 
s!/::lcrrrs ((:EMS) arc m a i - l ~ i t ~ c s  ~ v l r i c h  son\c 
large scrurces arv r r q ~ t i r i d  to  iristall, l o  
~ i i a k e  ccit i t i t~\rc~tr;  n ~ e J s \ ~ r r m r n t ? ;  01 poll tr t-  
ant r c l r a s ~ .  

I ~ r ~ o r r r r i t e r r l  -.- Il l? ICCAI r r rc t l r~ l i s  \rsrcl t o  
rnake pol luters obey thc Clt-nrr Air Act. 
Bnforccttrctil rnrthi id6 ir~clctda. citations o i  
~,nllutcl.s for vicrl,$irnns o l  the Id\%' (citn- 
tiotis are n ~ u r l i  l ihp l ~ f i f f i r  tickets), i i n rs  
,\rid e\*err jail terms. EPA .tnd the >tatc 
nnd lo( ill p,over-nrncril~ .\re responn~blc l o r  
rnforectrwl i l  o i  t l ~ c  Clcarr Air- Ac.1, l ~ t  ii 
t l ~ y  dnn'f crrf i~t,cr (hv I.I\v, rrrc~i lbcrt i  \,I 
IIW p u h l i i  cnlr ~111. I:l'i\ v r  t l i i .  starcs to get 
action. (:'itir.t.ns c,~lr d s c ~  51 r r  \.iol.ttitir, 
F(~I~I(-cs, rrpari ( ' r o ~ ~ i  on). .rctiot~ )-.]'A or  
s la l r  o r  11scal govt>rnrt>el\ls Iifivi: t i ~kc t i .  
Reforc t l lc l'lill'i Clc\,it\ Ai l .  Act, al l  e t ~ l o r w -  
nrcn l  action.; l r . i~ i  to bc~ li,lt1dlcd Ihrcbtrgl~ 
l l icco~rr-th. Tl ic l?'JlJ ( . l t p ~ ~ t ~  / ! ; I  A r t  fi,\\lc 
El'A a ~ r t h o r t ~ y  so th,rl, i t ]  sot)ita L-asi.6, EVA 
C R I ~  f i r l ~  v~o la lo rs  r\111110111 j;c~ing to  cotrrt 
fir&(. '1 l ie  I>t#r(wsi. o f  (his rrcrv nlrthorit)@ i s  
In sl?cw"d up \'iolalin); ~ t ~ \ ~ r ~ c c s '  rnnipli,\ti ic 
rvill) tlrc In\&* rcilu~:c cotrrt tirrrc and 
ccrsf. 

i l r t t ~ ~ r d o r t s  ttir pollrrtnrc!' ( I iAPs)  - 
clrernirnls th.11 ~ ~ $ 1 5 1 .  scriotrs 11c.altlr ,31111 
er~\~ i r t r r i r l~ct \ \a l  c4fccts. Heal th  cflccts 
inc ludc carrn:r, L~ i r l l i  drii.rt!,, ~ i c r v o ~ r s  
~y6tet)t  p r - i ~ l ~ l ~ o ~ s  a l i d  clc.1111 d t l c  lo mars- 
sivc ac i i dc r~ ta l  relc.iticl; sttcli as c>ccur.red 
at lhc: pcst icidr ~>l,irrt In l1li11p,1I, I r rd~a.  
I idwr.~ lnt rs  crir 1~1lltttar1t, .Ire rclensrrl 17)' 

si?lrtics s ~ t r l l  db c I \~? i i i i r~ l l  plnnls, d r y  clc..?ti- 
crs, l ~ r i ~ ~ l i t \ g  ~ I R I ~ I ~ ,  .11\c1 l r~n lov  \~clii1?lc5 
(cars, I t  (rcks, h~16i.s. ~ l t -  ) 



Irfs]irt-f l t~ r r  y r d  rrrnirrrrr~nirrr ~ ~ r r r ~ ~ i i r r r  f l/M 
p r ~ f i r a ~ t t )  - AI.IIIB ~ r~ .~ f~c .c l l o t r  p,ogr.>nrs 
an. r rq t~ i t t . r l  i ~ r  ~OIII~. pi1I1t11cd n~.cns. 
'1'Iic.st. ~~~JI-LIIC 111>1vct tits~t:., I~sII~II), s.l*n*t, 
o~icc- a year o r  tu16 c. ~ . v t t ~ y  Iw t t  ycnls, 
cltcck wlrct l icr a t-nl I.; I>c.ln); nidir~t.iirtcd 
1t-1 k r r p  /rt1/11trrti11 i l o \ v ~ i  .111i l  \vlictller 
1~mi5hier11 (~trr i tr i>l  :,y:-lc~~c, ,11c t * ~ i t ~ , k i ~ i $  
t ~ r o p t r l y .  \'chlilc:. r ~ ~ l i l c l i  do nclt PIS.; 
111sprrtlo11 Intrfit I*t. r-cll,~~rc.zI. I\S o i  1992, 
I I I urhnlr .\rc;ts i t \  35 states n l r m d y  I iad I/ 
M ~ t r i ~ g r n n ~ s ,  Iltdev t l ~ c  1990 c-frrrir A i r  
Ar l ,  same c!s)>rt-mlly f c r l l ~ ~ l c ~ l  arc176  ill 
linvc, t o  h;~vc: i.r~hur~[~c*il Ircs~i(~~~llorr airlf rrrolr~- 
fciiorit't3 ~1r1~~;111rrr~, 11sing slm-In1 11incl i l1i~s 
tl\,\l CAI\ tl\cCk lor slli.11 Ih ln ] ;~  ati how 
III~ICII 1rr1lIt1lro1i a r,tr j ~ r o ~ l u c c s  cIuri116 
nct(1nl drl\r11i6 c i r t ~ ~ l i t i i r ~ ~ s .  

I r r r ~ ~ v ~ n I i ~ ~ r t ~ ~ l  Ctlr / ~ o l l r r l i u ~ r  -- Ccit~,1i1i3 

irrld M c x ~ c o ,  t l lc Clnlicd 9ta1es' nelgl~bo,s, 
sfinre thc nlr at o t ~ r  I>nrdnr's. P(r1lrrtrrrir 
~iio\rc.s nrrosti thc ~ i . t ~ l ~ r n i l I  bnrdcrs; l l r ls 
i r t l c r r ~ , ~ l i i ~ r ~ i ~ l  p i ~ l l ~ l t i i ~ ~ ~  i 3 l l  L>I; scr'lolls 
'I'ltc 1990 Clnlrr /?,:I In t - l t rJr~ ~ ~ ~ o v l f i i o n s  
ft.~r t;ibt~ wn etiv4: i*ff&,t I& l i p  I c?ducc p c , l l ~ t t i o ~ ~  I .  
1h8t riri1;tnarc:h In 011r CI~IIII(IY ~1111 ;? l i ec I~  
anothc:r. 

I r~ l c rs tn tc  a i r  pol lr t l iotr - 111 Inany arras, 
IIY~I Or II\CI~C  tat^:. st1al'e tlie sflnlc 011'. Wv 
::ny thc8c slatrs 81-P I n  lhc! snnic* nir I u s i n  
d e f ~ n c ~ d  hy jic-ogr,~pIiy .IIILI rvi110 p,+tli.r~\s. 
( ? t l ~ r i ,  ~~ i l ' pn l l~c l~n r r  Inovcs out  o f  t11c stale 
11) \ ~ l \ l c l \  H Is t i r o d r ~ c r d  I i ~ l o  nnotlier ststcc. 
SOI~I~ i?ol l~rtanls, h t r r l ~  06 thc p ~ \ v c r  pI,tnt 
r i>rr~b~chti t i f~ ~ > r t r d ~ l c t *  tl1.11 c.titsc azltl rilhi, 

m;ty tr.ivcl ovc r  z c v c ~ o l  stntc:. 1.11-firr r 
,*lfCcli~tK l1i.nIl11, t l ~ a -  r t * \ , i ~ a ~ ~ ~ > ~ s i c ~ i t  ac-td 
1'ro1wrly. I hc  14YO c.l~.rirr AII Ac l  includes 
n-lilrty pro\)isiolio, sucl i  ns Inlerstntr r o m -  

p,~cts, 10 lrell? statrs w o r k  tttgctttcr tw 
I>rnteit  t l i r  a i r  they slri~ri.. Rc~l[rcl l rg 
tlrlr?rr;tnrt. a i r  p n l l ~ l t i c ~ t ~  Is vcry  I n l j ~ o r l n n l  
h i ~ ~ c c  t ~ r i l ~ t y  A ~ n i . ~ . l c n ~ ~ s  Il\ 'e 8nd w o r k  In 
,?rt:,35 w l ~ r ~ ~  morcl Ihan tint: titdtc is pnrt u f  
a sirigle n i ( * t r c > p o I ~ t a ~ ~  .trc.i. 

hqohi lr  i.ortrCCs - ~ l r i ~ v l n ~ ,  objertn thnr 
~ v l e a s r  ~iollirlirrir; mobi le  strurc'cs IIIC~LI~C 
rarti, tr~lc.ks, bitbcs, plnl\cs, IIY~~I~J, n inro l -  
cycle:: R I \ ~  ~ ; n s o l ~ ~ ~ r - p o w ~ ' r C d  I i l i ~ r \  llli)\4'- 
cvr; Moh i l c  so i l r ics  .\re d l \ - ldcd Inlo t w o  
~;ri~up:;: ~*i>aii \-cl>li.lrs, w h i r l i  Includes 
1:,3rs, I t  11i:ks and ix~sc>, ,111d ~\CIII-~~:I,~~I 

\,c.J~iclc.i;, bul\icl\ Incltrdrs ~raln.;, plnncv; 
.111d I , w n  rnn~vrr -s  

A f c ~ r r l l t ~ r l ~ r ~ q  (11in1il101) - h4casitrc11ir11t i d  
nlr ~~11111~1ir~ri is  rctc.rrtxi I t)  <IS III~~II~I<.~I,~II);. 
EVA, ht.ttv , ~ t r i I  It,cnl d g e l ~ i i r s  I I ICRS~I I (~~~~(>  

IYJ.,C.S slid a ~ r i ~ ~ ~ i l : .  ~f ~ ~ ~ 4 l ~ a t n n i l *  ;I> ~OIII- 

mut i i ty  ai l .  T l ic  1990 Clciirr Air- A r l  1.c- 
clrlilcs ccr h i l t  1et.l;~ l i C t ~ I 1 l l ~ 1 . ~  lcr pcrfc,l-lll 
enhat i r rd  mr in l tor ing ((I p r t~v id i .  nlr n< <.\I. 

1afp l ~ i c t ~ l r c  o f  t l l c i i  ~~LBIIII~,~II~ t"lt-*"e*. 
E ~ t I t ~ t r t ~ i . i l  III~III~I~~I isit; ~II,~;I it lt ih 1-tiny 
Ilit:l~~de kfv!pI11); rccivrch OII rttali-I in!> \l>e41 
17)' t l i ia wrfri,u, t ? c r i ~ ~ i \ i ~  irnI?t:ul;<~~rt$, i t d  

i ~ i>~~ t l l , $ t  i iqt o f  c ~ ~ ~ l r / i t l r i t ~ l i ~  cririssii~~r 111111rilt~r~- 
ills ::Ys/~III~C~?MS) Cf t>nt i~~ucwh c t ~ ~ i s a i v l ~  
ri1oliltol.11i); tiystcnir: w i l l  ~ ~ r r i w ~ ~ e ,  u1.1 a 
~O~I~IIIUI>LI~ l~.isi>, IILVIV rltia<Iq ~ ~ ~ ~ I l t r ~ l r ~ ~ i  In 
1vci11~ I i- lrnari l  ;I~I*., t l t r  air. Tl.0~ 1990 Clc,$rr 
/3/r A(r1 r?clt~lrr.q Flaten t o  nionihbr C~IIIIIIU- 

111ty ~ l r  111 pol lu ted areas to chcch or1 
\vhctl icr t l ic .*tens nr2 1.1r.ilt); ~ l e ; r ~ , e i l  u p  

.tccc~riIl l lg lo s c l l n l ~ r l e ~  eel o l r l  In the Inrv. 

Nilrug<-rr t~~ic/c-.v (NOx) - ir c:tilr./iz rz i r  

~rnllrfmtrr. N1tro);c.n oxidcs arc t t su~ l~ tc i : i ~  
Iron1 burnlng fttcla, inc lu i l i i ig  gh':l.rlil'lt5 
and coitl. N i t r o g c t ~  u x i d e ~  kri-  hrlirrg- 
fcxnicl-::, w.hizli rcnct \ v l t l ~  volnt i lc o r ~ n n i c  
wrn l>n t~nd f i  t o  tol-ni smtig. I\l itrut;r~i 

oxldcti arc ~i1st.1 111.iji)r ~.UIIIYLII~C~I~> i d  *&:Id 
r.ti11. 

N i r ~ ~ i ~ f l r ~ i ~ r ~ ? r r r ~ l  r4rvtr - n t;*:~:v~;~t~~~lri~ nrea 
i t \  w l ~ l c l ~  tile level o f  n cr-itcrrrc nit ~~ t r l l r t t i i r~ l  
Is l r l g l ~ e r  t l inn I ~ F !  le\,el a l lo \ rcd b y  t l ic 
federal t i tnndi~rds. A sittglc pi.~jil.~~>IiIr 
a r m  rn.ry t ~ i t v c  dccc~tlhl l l r  l r v r l ~  id  <,lie 
critcri,i d i ~  ~ 1 ~ d l ~ t m 1 1  \I\I~ t ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ c e j : ~ l a b l c  
levels o f  one or- m o r r  c~thcr  cr i tcr i ,~ air 
i * i ~ l l ~ i ~ a r i t f i ,  thus, a n  arca cnri bc but11 

a l t a i l i ~ i ~ c ~ i t  arid nuno tlsitrmsrjt nt t l ic snnic 
lime. I r  hob. hcen cstirrratcd t l ~ d t  60% of 
An ic r i c .~~ is  l i ve  ill IIUI~I~~~~~II~I IVI~LI  "tens 

f?//srl - n n ~ c l l i t > i I  i t s rd  ill l l t r  '1990 t l t :m~  
Air A l l  10 give c u r ~ r ~ m t t i r >  rrflaicl> n w r l  o r  
upcrnlc Inlgi- (111njor) S~.?IO~PS it-, 

rrarin~rnir~rrcrrrl nrr-ns ncx ib i l i ty  in ~ ~ \ c r t i ~ ~ ~  
overal l  po l lu t ion rcdtrctiurt rctltrir rr1or:r>1$ 
whcrt rlr.tr\gitrg prcrductlon 1-~nreshefi I t  
t l ~ e  owno. or oprrotr>r u f  tttc suurcc 
wltiheh 10 Incrcnsr ~ r l c a r r  v l  n i r  irt.ifo elr- 
~.rc~ll~rlrorl, a l l  1$~1 ( ~ e ~ l u i t i o l r  i d e  fiitmc- 
H'~IAI r,~.enler flmount o f  the salrli. jx.~ll~I- 

ont) must  h e  ub tn i r~c i l  c i t l tc~.nt  Ilt;: same 
pI , i~ i t  u r  by ~ ~ t t i e l ~ o s i ~ ~ ) ;  o(f+t?ts T~.nni an- 
11111t:r iirr).lp(ll.ay. 

S\~,,lt. };nfl,iIll>,~ ~>ll1~~,ll11C% ~lal-t,~,i :.rIlinf; 
,,iyr'ii=ls ill cities w i t h  r n r l ~ t ~ r ,  rnonouidc 
Iwoblcrnr: bcfnre the 1090 Clr*iol A i r  ,4rl 
\s.n> p n ~ " c d .  

O:c>r~c-. n gap rvI1ic11 i:. .I \.ar;vty i s (  

o\jtficn. 'I l-rc ohy&rn I<-autjcl i n  tlic n i r  

consists Iwtr  vwy);cn Atorrle PIIIC~. l o -  
);rllr~r; tltln IR lnolcculnr oxyl;rn i)...qwrc. 
ci,~.~sists l l i ~ c c  x-,&,y~<:t- n t i ~ r ~ ~ +  stitc-h 
~ o ~ c t l i c r  i n to  or) *,v.irrir II~OICCUIC. (ZZLIII~ 
t.?r&?ulfi Iru l '&al~lrc, l t  plodtlcc:; I\?<- >IIAI',, 
s ~ ~ i c l l  yoit  ~ i r v t i c ~  micar a lit;I~ln\iirfi ntrikc, 
I li611 cc~.ncc~nlrat;'>~~:: 4.d nisnnc 6n.s nrc 

f<.~urtd 11) a laycr  o l  Ilrc ntlnosphcrc thr: 
~ l r ~ ~ l i ~ ~ ~ * l ~ r ' r ~ - -  hiKli ~iLvv\~c lltc, ) h n  11, 
S ~ r i ~ l n s p ~ ~ r ~ ~ i i  c,z&- ::)iicld:. Ilrc Earth 
against h a r n i f r ~ l  r n y i  Ir'>ttr the. RLII~, pn l -  
ticrllnrly rilrrnr~iolrl n. 5i1tn~'s n r n i ~ \  con1 
]X'IIC<I~I ih ozr~nc; this 6~o t ( r i d - l r \ .~1  o%;PI~(. 

i s  a ~ t c d i a c t  01 rrnc-ti~>lr* t~ t~!or \ j i  e l i c ~ n i c n l ~  
p r e d u ~ < d  Iry burr r l r~g cool, g o ~ ~ l i t i c  nnd  
,>II>AI. furls, and  chcmi ia l r  tcrund ;ti prod-  

Ozorrr lrnlc - thin I-l.~cc Irk tlte ozoric 
l a y r  Iomtrc! irr tlri. rlrczl,~splrcrc Iiigli nbovr  
the Enrtlr Stratoaplicric o ronc  thinnint; 
1 . 8 ~ ~  Cecn l i nkcd  l o  dcstr~lct iorr o f  streto- 
splicric c ~ m r ~ i c  1.y ( : I ' ( : ' -  nrrd rclntcd c l r c ~ ~ i i .  
i.nlz, 7711- 1910 Cbv,rir A i l  A i l  11.1s 
~ ~ ~ i ~ v l f i i o n s  to V C ~ U C C  and climinnti. oisc31tc=- 
d c s t r ~ ~ y i i i g  c I t c r ~ ~ i t ~ ~ l > '  I P ~ ~ : ~ < I ~ L ~ ~ I ~ ~ > I >   lid 
usc. Ozibnc Ilcrltrs l~nvc.  I ) c c ~ i  found nbovc 
Antarclien nt id nlx,\,r. Cnrindn nnd nor th  
c r l i  )salts nl thc Clnitcd :;talc:;, 3 v  w v l l  ae 
nbovc no~.tI ic l-n E\~rc,~,c 

I ~ n r l ~ c ~ r r l ~ i l t ~ ~ ;  putl;t IJILII~, I ~ I  rlcr (I'M-I@) 
- a rrilc.rir1 nir pnllttlnr~l. I.'nrtict~lntr ~ 1 s t -  
~ c c  it\cludc.s drlst, scwf and other titry l,ltr. 
of sol ld n~ntcrlalr.  tlrnt n r r  r r l s n ~ r d  in to  
and n l u v r  crrol~nd rtr tlrc .lit,. I'nrticulntcn 
nrr produt-cd Lty I I I~I>~ r -o~~rccs,  incl\rd;n,; 

I :~urni l i f i  of dicscl ftlcl: lry t r r l c k ~  ~ t r d  
buscs, ilicini.raticzn I.,( };nrlrajie, ~ n i x i r l ~  
,111ii n i ) f > ~ ~ ~ . c i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i  t-tf (i 11ili7,crb n ~ i d  pcsti-  
rides, I.OJL~ i n n s t r u i t i o ~ ~ ,  indrcstr;el p ro -  
ccssrr. airrh a> $trelt~rnhilry;, 111in1ng 
i.q7i.rdt;ot1it f i f i r lcult i~rnl b i ~ r n i l \ g  ( f ~ c l d  nnci 
sIcis1i bu~.ntng), a n d  i i l~crat ion vf  firipfat.ea 
and w~>c,cl:;tc,\pr*. I 'nrt~r~it lntc t\ollution 
rn r l  ~e t l t r+  +ye, nmc nnd tliront irritot;op 
nt id  othcr I icnlt l i  }>I-ohlrn~:.. 

Ox!ygcttnrc~fjtrcl (oxyfuel) - tipccinl lyipc 
o l  gnsollrie, wiiit-11 burl i f i  rnur'v COIII~I~~-IFI)~ 
thirn rcgul.tr p~sul i t r r r  ill ':~"l<l hlnl.1 i i , l .dl-  
(Ions; n i o r r  conip lc t r  hu r r t i~ rg  rcsulla i r ~  

rcduccd p ruduc t iu~ t  is( cxtrl)(>rr rrrorrn.ridr, a 
rr/lr?r/n nlr ~ r o / l ~ i t n ? ~ l .  I n  sr>rnc p t r t s  I I~ tlti- 
rountry ,  carl3~1r1 ~ ~ ~ u t t i ~ ~ i i l ~  ra-lafdnv I ~ o m  
cnrs stnr till): u l  v ill c<,Id rvc<ollrcr l i iakcs a 
Iniqor rontiibutii,r~ to pc~l lu t lon.  I n  1hc6r 
.treats, pnsu l i~ l c  1cfi11e16 ttlu'.t I I IR~~.C~ 

L I A ~ ~ C I I . ~ ~ ~ L ~  furl$, \vI1it:11 ci,1itai11 a Iiighrt 
oxyr,en rontc l i t  than r rgu ln r  ~ n x , l i r ~ r ~ .  

l'(:ntr/~ -- n tii,cumcnt t l ial  rct:t.mblc,s i+ 

I;ci*l.nhi, lcqui rcd b y  thc C'/i!air ,4ir Ai.1 ft.~r 
big (111ajol-) sc,urrr? of  nlr pol lut ion, s ~ l c l i  

13i,\we1 plalr~s, c l~cni ica l  inctt,r;eri ntrd, 111 
sonic cn::c3, sn\nller I\'.rlli~tera. Llsunlly 
1'+11tiils w i l l  be g i vcn  oir l  by ::tatar., btat i f  

EI'A has dir.apprt,\.r~i Imrt o r  1111 o f  n slntc 
l ~ . ~ r m i l  ~w'>);rnn\, I11'A \VIII givc ou t  the 

pet m i t s  111 tl int alntc. 'Slw 1990 Cla-dil Air 
,'id incli~cit::. r e < . l i ~ i r r ~ ~ i r ~ \ t s  (or ~CI-ni i t  
nl-q>l;r.ntlirri~, i n c l ~ ~ d i t i &  pro~ir-ion:. tor 
~ i i c m b c r s  o i  tl ic p ~ ~ b l i i  t t ~  Ir.3rt;cipetr i n  



stpte end 131-'A rcvicrvs o i  p c r ~ ~ r i t  i\pt*liiR- 
tlc~~ls. l'c'rrt~lts wlll have, 111 one )rlac~., 
~~rrormnllon on  nll the rry,~rlntc>d pc)llul- 
atrts a1 n source. l'~!rniits rriclt~clc 111ft1rrtri3- 
tion o n  rvhiclr pollttt;~r\ts arv L~clny, 
r c l c ~ s c ~ l ,  IICIIV t l ~ u c h  Ore s o ~ r w r  19 nIIo~vt:d 
to rc.lease, and the prcl&ram rlrirr will Lw 
~rhrd  to nicvt pt~llt~ldtrt ~ C I C ~ S C  r rq r~ l r r -  
nwrrts. S'crmlls are I P ~ I I I S P ~  both 11-11. t h ~  
ol,erallon of ~ ~ I n n t s  (oprratin): ycrrnilti) 
and f ~ r r  thc ~ ~ ~ ~ r a l r u c l i u ~ r  uf IWW plants. 
I l ~ c  IY9V ili~clrl /llr Acl Itrtrc~lr~iei! R na- 
tIcriwldc ~ ~ o ' r i ~ l t  6).Srf.m for arr pollution 
\t,,ttri>l. 

r'rrmit frrci - ftscs paid by busirrcsscs 
rclquircd ti- lravc a ~ v ~ r r r l f .  rcrrtrlt fees R I P  

likc tlrc lecs drlvert; pny to re~lntc!r thrlr 
cnts. Tlir rnnncy f1c1n1 pcr~ni t  icca \ . r i l l  
help pay hrr btdlc nil' p ~ l l ~ t t i i ~ l l  COIIII.CI~ 

aclivilil'~. 

Pollrclrorls (pull11Iiu11) - u ~ ~ r z n ~ ~ t t - d  
chcmicals o r  utlrrr ~rrntrrinl> It.~rrt~J in t l~r 
all. Pollutnntp cen liarni hralth, thc crrvi- 
~-onrnt=lrt and prt,pcrty. Mnlly air . - t *ullul- 
a11ts vccur .is y,.->ra e~r vn x ~ r s ,  I P ~ J I  >%'JIJ'W: I 
nf.r very Ilny eoltd )?artlc-lcs: dust, hl~rokc 
or hoot 

I \ ' ~ ~ c ~ n n ~ c l e f r t l ~ t ~ o u l i ~ t c  - spccinlly, 
rcf~ncd p s o l i n c  wit11 10w Icvelp crl arrro$- 
fur n~llrp, tnlr~rilc o,;yefrk rnrrrlm~o~ds ( V X K )  
pnd low' IL'VCIR ~f h~~l r t io res  rlir } ~ ~ l l l t l ~ l l t l ~ .  
I'lrc 1990 Clcnrr All /\cl ~ z ( l ~ l l r e s  sale of 
rzlorl~it~lnted ~Rsollnv In tht. nine smogl;i. 
F.SI aleaK. I < e f o r n ~ ~ I a t ~ . d  ~ a s u l i n c ~ .  ruerc 
solrl ill ac~~r .11  strlugg). .,trn> evrrt I ~ r l v r r  
l11<: 1990 C/l!flt~ All /\<I \VRS  1~355ed. 

Sccorttfrtn~ st~t tr t far~l  - .? ;~olI~cfit~rr I111ilt 
basctl ctji e l ~ \ ~ l r n r ~ ~ n e r i t a \  t.ff~.rrs such eti 
~1artrdi;e 18.1 ~>l i r~>i : l ' l !~ .  liidr~ls, vlsiti~i~lly, PIC .  
%.r.c)ndary 6t;rnclards arc set ior crlrrrln rllr 
~r@'lrlf~lrls. 

Stno& - .i ~ n i s l u r c  of ~~trllr~tnrrtr:, princi- 
11ally ground-lc\~t.l o-vrtr, produred 17). 

cli~mical  reactions In the air ~nvol\ 'ing 
hnlr));-forlni~~): ~ I ~ c l ~ r i c h \ b .  A ~r\n)or por- 
lit111 uf S I I I ~ I V - ~ L I I  I I I C I >  V O I I I ~  f r t . ~ t ~  I~t~rriira~; 

Iwtrvlittnl-lrsfied f i~cls  firrcli as  gasoline. 
Otlier ynrofi-f~>rnit:rs, t ~ ~ l t ~ t l l ~ ~  ~ ~ r , q t ~ r ~ l ~  L'LIIII- 

/n~~trrtls, LIIC IOLIIICI ill p l ~ d i 1 ~ t 3  > I I C I I  a> 
p i 1 1 1 p  attd d i ~ l \ ~ c ~ ~ t f i .  S I Y I ~ I ~  C t i ~ l  Iiar11t 
hcnlth, d a r n a ~ c  t l ~ c  crr\~irc~trrr~r~rt nlrd 
cnutic poor \i!:ihrlit)', hl,ric>r c t ~ ~ ) ;  occur- 

telrcv6 RIP ollen Illrkrd 10 hcavy rnutOr 
\,cIllcle trnff~z, aunslrirrc, high tetr\l>ero. 
cures ,111cl cii1111 wi11da ur I C ~ J I / W I ~ I ~ I I ~ C  
irr~~c?rsic~rr (wea!lrc~ mndltinn In which 
warm alr 1s trapped close to tllc grutttrd 
irrsicod CI( rising). Srnug is vftrrr worse 
.IW.~Y (ILPIII 111~. WLLIW ~ # i  t11e N I ~ ~ o & - ~ o I I ~ ~ -  

lng chrnilcolh, tiinre the chernlcel rc.tt- 
tlons tI1.1t result in srnot; wxur  i l l  tllV 6hy 
rrllilc 1Irr ~ r n c t i ~ r ~  clrr~~ri~.alb arc I > ~ I I I A  
h l o w ~ i  away from their bnurccs by  wi r~J>.  

S ~ ~ r u t  (, -ally l~ lncr  LPJ i,bjWl ~ I C P I I I  nd~icli 
~~oll tr l~ir~ls  arc rclcnscd. A eoulrc cnn hr n 
P U H ~ C ' ~  pldr)l, lnctory, city clennlr~g b ~ r ~ l -  
Iiess, gas ~ I R I I O I I  o r  f ~ ~ . t n .  Cere, trucks and  
othrr  niottlr vehtclrti nre suurcus, cr~td 
ccrnsun~cr t7rudncts a114 ~nncllir\aa used 111 
illdu>tl y Lnll \lr $ilulcab t00. s~urces thnl 
S\RY 111 olre  lace are re f~r red  to ns strrtitrrl- 
nry .wltries; S ~ L I ~ C C . L ~  that move arularril, 
suclr ns cars UF pln~lc-s, are called atoltilc 
bvJ0 it's. 

Sfnfc i r r r~~lo~r~r r ta f io , r  ~ r l a n  (SIP) - n 
dclailr\i J ~ X I  il~li i~tr  id the prvgrsms a 
slille wlll use to cal-I-y out its rrsponsibili- 
tics u ~ r d c ~  tlro C l n r ~  Air Ad.  91i~te inrvle- 
umrr~alii~rr plalifi ate  c~tl let l l~rih of the 
~e(;ulrlllotw uscd by a rlatc lo  rcduco nir 
pollrtltorr, The Clcarl Air Ad requlres that 
EPA .?j'~wovr each Mere irnplernmtntiorr 
plan. Menil>ers o i  tlic public arc gi\.rm 
~ ~ J ~ J O I  li~lrillch (o ~ ~ ~ y n t c  in rcriciv and ? .l'-' nl~prnval of 6Iatc ~mplcmcnktion flhns. 

Stnrfortnry sovrrr - a plncc or  uhjcst 
fro111 !vlrlcli pollrtr~rels nre r d e a ~ e d  n ~ i d  
rvl~lcli dops not rnnve arc~und. Stationary 
sourrvr; includc p i ~ w ~ . r  plnllh, gns *In- 
tluns, incirrcr.rturs, I ~ V I I S ~ P  etc. 

Sttntusplrrrc - pnrl of thc nlr~~i~sp!~ere,  
tlrc gnaca tllnt vr~cir.clr ilre Eurrtlr. Tlie 
stratc~sl>l\?w Is e l ~ y e r  of thc otrnosphcrc 
9-31 nlllyti ahovc the Eartlt. Owrei! i r ~  d ~ c  
f i t~a~osplicrc filters out  hnmful  Bun my*, 
ilrcludlng R type of s1~1111~ht celled 1ellr11- 
r~tolcr R ,  which hob been linked to health 
al,J rlrviror\~iicntal dnmagc. 

Srclfitr dfnxlrlr - a (ritrricc uir puilultctrl. 
Ijultur dioxide is n pns produced by bnl.lr- 
irrg coal, ninst n o t ~ l ~ l y  111 power plants. 
S C I I I I ~  irrd~trlr ial )iroc~66ea, 611~11 ns pro- 
d t ~ i t l o n  nl  yapcl- and slnclting of rnethls. 
pruducc snllirr dlvxlde. Sulfur dloxlde I@ 
cluwiy relnted ~ul Iur lc  acid, a alrnn6 
t ~ i ~ d .  S u l l u ~  dioxitic FIJ  ' I  an important 1 re~lc irr tl\e 111~~1r4rrction n acid rtaii~. 

Tc.m/tcra~ltoc irrorrsiort - wrnt ht-r eorrdi- 
tltin 111nt no uflvr~ nhhitc;btcd rvill1 bcrions 
strrox. 1-1 a tcnrlxraturc inversion, wnrln 
ai, Joz51r't risc bcinusc it 1s trapyrd nr.*r 
t l ~ e  f ir i ,~~t\d by a InyCr cbf haanvy colcict. ,lit 
abovc i t .  I'c~llvtnt~r~ trr  the svnrtn nit, 
csl>rciall)~ nnrnfi nlrd n111og.for111111~, . i l ~ r ~ ~ t i s a l h ,  i~ ic luc l in~  ~t~~luri lc  ov~ctr~ic.'.orrr- 
/ J O I ~ I I ~ ~ ,  arc 1r*ppw4 c1o.r~ to tlrc ground.  
As peaple cnrrtinuc dr~\.lng, nlid sourccs 
(11l1rt. tlrnn oroto~ \,cliiclc:; cont;nrrr It ,  
I C I C ~ S C  6111@~-f@rlllin& ri~lllllr\lltfl it110 ilrr 
air, 111r snicq; li\,sl krcps ficllinfi \vot.rc. 

I1Il~~11iolrr R (UVU) - a  lypc 01 su~iliglrt. 
nit. t~sorrs 111 tlrc s f rn~o~~drc t r ,  high abo\.c 
tllc Earth, (lllcrs out ttltravi<,lrl II ray-I nrid 
Lecp6 Ilwm Ir-nm r,r.*rhitri; llrr Ent,tl\. 
Ultrn\~i~li:t R CX.I>C,AUIP lrns bccn nrrr.ori 
ntcd \vltlr pkin ~nnccl-, cyc cataract:: nrltl 
d s ~ n n g c  to thc cnvironrnent T)\ititritr& nf 
thc o m n c  layer In the stralonpl~crc rcettlts 
in increaeed amount6 of ult~nviolct n 
rcncttln~ tlrc Enrtli. 

\'q~or W~IIVCI-II 110:z1cs - spccinl gns 
ptrtrrp tioeelcr tlint rvill rcdr~cr rclrn:;r o f  
gnsolinc vnpnr Inln thr olr WIIPII penplc 
put fins In tl\clt.cors. Tlicrc arc sc\.crnl 
typce of vnpor rccovcr). nozzlca, oo 
n u ~ a l c s  tltny 1t.10). Jilft-I r1 .11  ~t d i f f r ~  elit r;ah 
>lhtictrr.'i. nit 1990 ntwrt Air Ail ~ c q i ~ i r c s  
i~\stallntlr~n nf vnl..nr rccovr ry nozzles at 

l'ulctfil~: crr~ctnic t:~~rfrpvrrttrl~ (VOCfi) - 
0r);irrrii i.11k11'~lialh d l 1  i01rh111i tlic clc~rrcnt 
carbon (C), urgnl~ir cl~r~rricnls 1rt .1-  tlte 
b;rsic cl~rrrlicnl> 1~1ir11d 11.1 Ilvir.tr; tI1ilig6 and 
i r u  ~ , ~ c d u c t s  ~ictr\,cd Irutn living lhing,, 
ALICII as coal, t~ctrirlctrn~ . I ~ J  ri4i1ird 1 ~ 1 r o -  
Icunr prcrdii<'t.j hlatry of tlic orfinluc 
clii~rrli.ala w e  usc din ~ i o t  O C C L I ~  in Naturc, 
but rucrc sy~ithcsi tcd by c h e n ~ i s t ~  in 
l i ih~rafur i~a .  l*'i~litt/lc~ ~ l ~ r * ~ t i c e l ,  jn~dr>t .e  
I I I ~ / I ~ ~ I ~  I andily, at tnoln trinilicr a t u ~  c orid 
nnrrnol o t~nospl ic~  IC ptesr.nrc, v.ipcrrr 
escape easily f r c u ~ ~  vvlntilc liquicl c l l r ~ ~ l i -  
cnls. Volntllr organic rlrrrnlcela lnrludc. 
gasoline, It\duatrial rlicnricnlr, eucli ne 
ber17~1re, sol\.cn~u ulrclr 11s tolucr~c nnd 
xyI~-nc, it~rtl t ~ ~ l ~ , ~ ~ l ~ l c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ I ~ y l r r ~ r  ( ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ l i r -  
roe t l \y le~i~ ,  Ille prlncIl7nl dry cleaning 
solvent). Many rwlntilc u r ~ n n i c  chcrnitnlb 
arc 0160 Irl1zn1~dol(:. nil /~c~lIutn~rl::, for ,:&- 

ample, bcmcnc cnusr-8 cnrrccr 



The Common Air pollutants (Criteria Air Pollutants) 
Name Source llealth Effects . Envitonmontel Effects Property Danlega 

,ground. Chcmlia, reditan Cvllill,,trl.:, \I('(..; ,IIIII t,rc:allrinu ~foblems, foduced lung funcl~ori. ozone can d.anagc. plitnlr; aw [ jdn~ag~s l u ~ ~ t l ,  

levol o2one IS lhr N@I. ,1:,1lin14. rrrrla(cs ryos. s l t~f fv icosc, reduced lreos, srl)(q can I:aiJss fab~rcs, clc 
I/l~lii,l[~l rttStsldnce 10 Colds aljd other ~nfeclr~ns. n?ap ~oduwcl vis~t)lli\y 

:.pnljl:l U[I irqcng of lung l~ssuc CWnponenl ol 

----- 
V O C ~  d(4 rc~ea:;~i Ifro~rr ~IIII~IIN~ h11'1 In dd l l~on 10 ozorie (smog) ellecls. r11any In add~l~on c,~o,-,b (slncq) 
l g s l l , ~ ,  , , , 11,11111,1~ I I, VoCs ~ 3 ~ 5 6  SCIIOUS healfh pr6t)Icmts effoc~s, SOII~C VOCY SUCI, a.: 
SOlve,lls, wlnls orlhll 1 1 1 , ~ ~ 1 ~ 1 ~ ~ : ~  s ~ h  as C ~ ~ I C ~ I  and 6 t h ~  eltccls for~rraldnhvtle ar~d ethylclnc 
ij:,ed AI w~r t :  or JI ~IORIC) I",+I:: ill\' {If1 miry harm plan15 

-, _..---- ----__ 
Nitrogen , , 1,1,11, , , . I  I Illnu darriaqe, rltnessos 01 breathing ptlss@qes lrllrogelr dloxrde lu acid acrosols can eat 
D lo~ ldg (one 01 Cars are an irn~trlaltl SOlrrl't> No' and lungs iresp~ralorv ~ystemt inyrediont ol acid rairl (3rd awe <(one u s d  on 

the NQxJ, 8eroi0l~l. w l k h  u811 dan~ag~   bull^^^&, sta[(sr. 
Srrq-forming !roes b11d lakes. Ac~d aerosols r~i~~nurnen[s, ole. 

can redwe rli:ibi,iltly. chsmiwl 

- -- 
Lrbon Monoxide bummg of gasdllla, \+,*\I 11.1(1,1.11 \).I 8 I ".'I '"dr.es ab'llcy of b'wd lo brrng Oxygen to 

(COI ~)ody cell.; end tissues, cells and tlssues 
011, elc ncrod oxvuen to work Carbon monoxide niav 

be ph~lic~arly trazardous lo people who have 
I~eefl or circulalory (blood vassal) problems 

maple who have dams~ed luws or 
b rcs lh r~~  p3S:.I(CJAfi 

- -- 
?8rticultJt0 hurlllng ol -1. d1o5~l .v'd ,bll*<ll IIII'I~+ !rose and Ihroal rrritalion, lung darnago. parltculares are 1110 1113111 il~~1c,5, soots, smokes 
Mattar (0~.101, Irfius(rml da,l(s, di7r,~lr~l~,.r. l i ~ ; , ~ t \ ~ ~ ~ i ~ .  I)IIJIII~I!I l i r ~ l l ~ ~ ~ ( ~ ~ ,  early de@lh sol~rce 61 haze that and dusts can dirty 
(dust, srrr~).~, 011 II&!s!: LIII~WI\I I~I.~L?~' taduces v~sibil~ly and discolo1 struc~ucos 
~001) and other propeny. 

includr~rg r:lolhes and 
Iurnilure 

,-.-.I -- 
sUlur ~i~~~~~ lunl,, of I , , , I I : I  bredlllin(j ~roblenlS, may CatJSo Permbfienl SO? a an ~ r Q r ~ d ~ e r ~ l  In ac~d acid aercrsds can oat 

lrom lhr Ea~prn 0 ~ '  :,kt :t.l1'". darna~e ro lungs lair) laoid aerosols), whrch can awa storre used rn 
~mjug[risl proczssps (lutv' lsf.l.lr'r damilye ,lacs WCI lakes AGIO tx,idnpi, sulues, 

aetosols can also red~~c~: monumonls, elc 
wSiblliCy. 

- . - -  _ ._..- 
Lead leaded ~asollt~rx lm2rry ~.....li,\! .YII~ t \ . l~c l l  ' hraln and ott\el nervous sySt6ni damage, Lehd con l)firm v ~ ~ l d i ~ f ~  

, , I I I I  cl~cldren are al special rlst. Some 

(71;fflufd~l(,r~ &\I l+,irj s:; ',,;c' :\lr!~'ll*':~ 
licad-conle1111ny chenrrcals cailse cancer in 
snanals. [Lead causes d~gesrivs and olhet 
I~cal~lr problems 



Ozone Nonattainment Areas 
EXTREME 
()zone !$\iirdard Ir1u:il be nx?t by 2010 

1.0: An!~nl(:s.SotllI\ (:oasl Ail Basln. (:A 

SEVERE 
()tl,nr: s\a~~dnrd IIIUM be cnol by 2007 

Chl(3go Gdly-l-ake County. IL-IN 
~iot~ston-Galveston-B~dzorla. TX 
M~lwdc~kca-RaClno. WI 
Now Y0rk.N New Jer-Long Is. IJY-NJ-Cl 
$outlleast Ueyjll Modified-k~r Oudl~fy Malritannnce AI(~II. CA 

SEVERE 
()~oltg standard nwsl be 111ul by 2005 

I)~l~rr~~r)re. MD 
~~~l~ade~p~~ra.Wl ln r in~ lo~ l~Tr~ l l \ i~ I I ,  PA-N.)-~-)C.I~D 

!hn D~egn. CA 
Venturil Co. CA 

SERIOUS 
Ozuntc standard musf be met 19' 1999 

Atlanta. GA Portsn1oulh Dover-Roclras~cr. NH 
Balon Rouge, L4 Prnvidnnce (All RII. RI 

Hea~rnonl.t'v'url Artl~ur. Sacramento MG~IO. CA 
Roston-Ldwronr.e-Wolccslel (C MS), IvlA-NH Sen ,loaqum Vallby. CA 

F I F'SSO. TX Spr~llql~eld (Weslcrn MA). MA 

f&ja\c?r ionnccckur W.tbh~r\~lon, DC-MD VA 

MODERATE 
fjzone ~tandard nlubl be mot IJY f'J0v~fnllcr lguG 

Kcwaunee Co. WI ~1~tsbryh-6eevor Vnlley. PA Atisntz Cl1y.N.J 
Kncx & ~nco ln  CUY. ME Porllen?, ME C.hd~l$slon, WV 
LBWISIO~-Auhurrl. MC Relolgh-Durham, NC Charlot~s~Gastci~~ia. NC 

(;cnc1111~11.Halr\I10n. OH-\? Louisville, KY-IN Rearlrng. PA 

(:lcve~end-Akro?.L~~n, (IH Mjti110~~0c CD. WI Richmond. VA 

Dallas.Fo11 WOI th, 1 X Miami-For\ Lat~(irjrdale-W.PalnI Beach. FL Salt Lake City. UT 
Montcrey Bay, CA San Francisco-Bay Area. CA Dayton-SpringI~Bld. OH 
Mtrsl:ogon. MI San\a Barbara.Spnta Maria-LONlpOc. CA Detcoit.Arllr Al'hor. MI 

Grand Ha~~ds.  MI Nashville, TFJ ShQbO\fgbn. W1 
GieelrcJ,~ro.wlr,s(on salern-lllgh l'urr~l. Id. Pa11:~r~burg. Wv St I n~riw. MO-lL 
Hunl1rr(llon.Ashl&1I(1, W - K Y  Pl~oeni);. A 1  Toldo. OH 

MARGINAL 
()zone slnlldbcd must tX 

Albany-SchenecledyTr~% Ny 
~~~~n~ovvrr-RsthletremEaSto~~. 
Alloona. PA 
B~rrrengham. AL 
Bullalo.N~aga~a Falls. NY 
C.art16n. 01 I 
Columbus, OH 
L>c~tr C.0, \FI'\ 
ErJrnonsor~ Co, KY 
Fne. PA 

by 1993 

Essex Co (Wh~lefrbi;~ Mt1.11, Ny 
PA-NJ Evtll\sv~lle, IN 

Greenbne~ CO. WV 
Hgncock &Waldo C O ~ .  ME 
llarlisburg-[.ehanon-hrlisle, PA 
Inrjiannlml~s, IN 
Jeffnrsoti Co. NY 
Jersey CII. II. 
John:,town. PA 
K1jr11 and Oumn Anno's Cos. MD 

Knnuvilln, TN 
Lake Charles, [.A 
Ltrnccrslor. PA 
Lex~ngton-Fayette, KY 
Mancheslcr. NH 
Menjpl,las, TN 
Norfoll.-Vlrglnla Beech-Newport Nriws. VA 

Owensboro. KY 
PcI~~IL?~. KY 
Portland-Vancouver .OR-WA 

Renil, I4V 
Scr3n1~rl-WrIbes-Barre. PA 
Soartle.Taconia, WA 
S~I-I~~II CU. VA (Wh~te Top Mu)) 
South Rond-Elkhan. IN 
Svssnx Co, OE 
Talrlp~.St \Jet~rsl ,urg-C19~~~a(er, 

Walworth Co.WI 



Carbon Monoxide 
Nonattinment Areas 

State Cilylaceb 

Alaskn A n c l ~ o ~ ~ r y ~  81cn 
Fairb<lnl.s North St111 

Arizona l ' l ~ ~ n i x  

Calltornla CI IICU 

Fresno 
Lake Tahoe-South Shorc 
Los A1\go10s SouII\ C.(IRC;I Air Bas~n' 
Mdo31o 
Sailatnellto 
San prey0 
Sat) I-ranc~scoilaklandSan Jose 
Slnci:ton 

Colorado Colordo Sprcrlys 
Denver-Boulder 
ron Collins 
1.0typiont 

Connecticut Hartlord-New Brit~~i~vMiilillituwlr 

t>lrtrlot of Wasliir~ql~rt. D C. 
Colunlbla D C ~ 1 6 3 ,  Mnryl~nd. flrgin~d 

Mouachuseft. Boaton 

Maryland Baltimore 
Weshi~\glon. 0 . C  area-Maryland, DC. V~lg~rlla 

Mlnnesola Dululh 
Mcnrleapolis~SI P R ~  

Montana M~ssoulc 

North nnla~gh-Durham 
Carollna W1nston-Se11:rn 

New Jersey New York Metropolittlr~ ;IIBS - Connect~cut. NHW 
Yorb. New Jerscy 
CH~r~den.Pl~iladolphia. Pcnnsylvanta 

New Mexico Albuqtre1q~6 

Nevada I AS Vogss 
Reno 

New York lJww Yorh n-tetropullcon ere8 Now York, I on9 
Isl"~>d, New Jcrscy. Cnnnoclictll 
Syraclrse 

Ohlo Cleveloitd 

01bgon Gronl':, PII% 
klamath Fells 
Mdlord 
Ptrclla~ld .Vancuuvc~ Woshlrigton 

Pennrylvania Ph~ladelph~a-Cd~r\dCn. lJuw Jersey 

Tennosae Memphis 
Texas El Paso 

Utah Ogdeti 
Ptovo.Oienr 

Vlrglnla Wksl~~nglon, D C, n'leiropohtan oren- 
V~ryn~a, 0 C. Maryland 

Warhlngton Vancouver. Washirlg~ori-Po~tland, Oregorl 
Soallle.1 sconla 
Spotiano 

Particulate (PM-10) 
Nonatttainment Areas 

MODERATE 
Areas rnusl meel PM.10 st~f~fl;lrds by D~cotnber 31. 1094 

Alaska Ancholgo, Junealr 

Aritona Smla C~uz, P~me, Marlcopa. P~nal and G~la ~CIUIII I~~. Yuma 
Paul's Spur. Nogales 

Crllfornls Inyv, San Bornad~no, Korn. Mono. Slan~sbus. Mado~n. 
Rlvors~de (eastern p3rO. San Dor~~ardlno (ydrl) currntles 

Idaho 

llllnolm 

Indiana 
Malne 
Mlohlgrn 

Mlhnasota 

Montane 

Nevbds 
New Mexlu, 

Oh10 

Orwon 

Pennsylvania 
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Background on Air Issues Affecting BRAC 

All nonattainment areas are faced with the challenge of reducing air pollution 
emissions to meet safe air standards established through the Clean Air Act. In California, 
most of the local air agencies in nonattainment areas have already adopted controls on major 
stationary sources, thus completing the first and relatively easier steps of air pollution 
control. Air districts must now meet new requirements set by the 1990 amendments to the 
Clean Air Act, as well as the requirements of the California Clean Air Act. Following are 
explanations of some concepts and terms in air pollution control that are important to base 
closures and a brief discussion of issues that arise from air pollution control requirements. 

Emissions Trading, Offsets. and Air Reduction Credits CERCs) . . 

In order to create greater flexibility in meeting environmental requirements, EPA developed 
a policy to allow air pollution sources to trade emissions (Emissions Trading Policy 
Statement, 51 FR 43814). Emissions trading involves the creation of surplus emission 
reductions through application of advanced control technology, shutdown or curtailment of 
activities and the use of these emission reductions to meet poUution control requirements at 
other sources. 

In nonattainment areas, major new stationary sources and major modifications are subject to 
a preconstruction permit requirement that they secure sufficient surplus emission reductions 
to more than "offset" their emissions. This requirement is designed to allow industrial 
growth in nonattainment areas without interfering with attainment and maintenance of the air 
quality standards. In attainment areas, new sources or modifications that might significantly 
change air quality or contribute to a violation of the national ambient air quality standards 
may need emission offsets. . 
L a d  districts can establish banking programs as part of their State Implementation Plans to 
store qualified emission reduction credits (ERCs) for later use in offset trades. These 
reductions must be real, permanent, quantifiable, surplus, and enforceable in order to be 
banked. Air districts can credit only those reductions that go beyond reductions already 
required in a rule or regulation. Banking programs usually require that the source apply for 
the emission reduction credit within a certain time from the date of curtailment or shutdown. 

Each air district has a schedule of fees. Fees are generally based on the staff time spent 
processing the application and producing a report. Fees for ERC applications can be 
hundreds or thousands of dollars for each air permit held by a facility. Many military bases 
hold more than one hundred permits. The total cost for a closing base to apply for all of it's 
possible ERCs may be quite substantial. Because each district has established their own fee 
schedules and fees can vary greatly from district to district, it is important to consult with the 
local district for specific information. 



Mobile source credits may be used as stationary source offsets or to delay compliance of 
emission reduction requirements. 

Mobile source emission reduction credits are not necessarily valid in perpetuity because the 
life of the unit generating the reduction is finite. The life span of mobile source emission 
reduction credits varies depending upon the type of emission reductions used to generate the 
credit. For example, credits generated from the purchase of lowemission buses can last up 
to 12 years, credits generated from the purchase of Zero Emission Vehicles can last up to 10 
years, and the life of the credits from the accelerated retirement older vehicles can last 3 
years. Credits based on vehicle retrofits will have different lifetimes depending on the 
specifics of the particular case. South Coast AQMD, Sacramento AQMD and San Joaquin 
Unified APCD have adopted mobile source emission reduction credit rules. Bay Area 
AQMD and San Diego County APCD are developing mobile credit rules. Consult with local 
districts concerning availability of programs and rule requirements. 

Conformity 

Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act prohibits a federal agency from supporting an action in 
any area unless the responsible federal agency determines that the action conforms to the 
applicable air quality implementation plan for the area. Examples of actions supported by 
the federal government might include review and approval of dredging permits, federal 
construction projects, airport expansion activities, and private actions taking place on public 
lands. The purpose of conformity is to ensure that federal actions: will not cause or 
contribute to new violations of any federal ambient air quality standards; will not increase the 
frequency or severity of any existing violations of federal ambient air quality standards; and 
will not delay the timely attainment of federal ambient air quality standards. Under EPA's 
general conformity regulation promulgated on 11/30/93, a conformity determination is 
required when the total of direct and indirect emissions in a nonattainment or maintenance 
area caused by a federal action exceed specified de minimis thresholds (based on the CAA's 
major stationary source levels) for the criteria pollutants; 

The general conformity rule exempts certain federal actions from these conformity 
requirements. For example, transfers of real property which are conditioned in leases or 
contracts on the property being cleaned up under Superfund and where the federal agency 
does not retain control over emissions associated with the property under lease are exempt. 
However, realignment of bases is not a separate exemption, and actions associated with 
increasing a base's activities may require conformity determinations. In addition, federal 
agencies that provide approvals or funding for reuse-related activities (such as FAA approval 
or funding of a civil airport) may also have to make oonformity determinations. 

A conformity determination is made by meeting one of the following criteria: the total of 
indirect and direct emissions of the action are specifically identified in the emissions forecast 
in the applicable SIP'S attainment or maintenance demonstration; complete emission offsets 

C k r r  Environmental Commine 



Air Issues Im~actin~ Closiap Bases 

Competing demands for credits or planning offsets: At each closing base, there are 
several possible parties interested in obtaining air credits or planning offsets. Air Quality 
Management Districts or Air Pollution Control Districts are the local or regional agencies 
responsible for regulating air pollution. Air districts may need air credits or planning offsets 
for their community banks to use in "funding" small businesses or public agencies. Air 
districts in nonattainment areas may also plan on using the credits or offsets to show progress 
toward meeting their requirement to attain the air quality standards. 

Reuse groups are interested in obtaining air credits or planning offsets as a means of 
attracting business and revitalizing economic activity at closing bases. Planning offsets may 
also be needed for conformity determinations when the reuse activities require some form of 
federal approval or oversight, such as FAA approval of new airports. 

Closing bases may need ERCs to cover the clean-up work at Installation Restoration Program 
(IRP) sites. An operating unit that is transferring ftom a closing base to another base may 
need ERCs to realign to the new location. 

Military installations that are remaining open or expanding in the same air basin may need 
credits or planning offsets for conformity determinations or for new source permits. In the 
FIP areas (South Coast, Ventura, and Sacramento), military installations may need the credits 
or planning offsets to meet the declining cap on air emissions. 

Once a base is slated for closure, all of the above parties must begin analyzing and 
communicating their need for ERCs and planning offsets within a fairly narrow window of 
time. For example, the reuse group must develop a good planning estimate as early as 
possible so the military can factor this need with those of the IRP sites, realigning bases in 
the air basin, and in FIP areas, bases with a declining cap on emissions. 

Monetary Constraints: If air credits or planning offsets are not available for installations 
remaining open, the military may need to purchase ERCs in the open market. These credits 
may not be readily available and may be extremely expensive. Application fees are also part 
of the transaction cost. The money to apply for and purchase credits will probably come 
from BRAC funds, which are also the source for clean-up. In many air districts, closing 
bases may be asked by the reuse groups to maintain operating permits for operations that 
existed on the base, such as permits for generators, boilers, or paint booths, in order to 
transfer these permits to new owners and operators. The money to pay for maintaining these 
permits would probably come from the operations and maintenance budgets for .the bases, 
which may be declining. The process of applying for air credits can be costly in terms of 
the resources needed to quantify emissions and the application fees. In the face of cleanup 
costs, commanders of closing bases may not believe money should be spent for maintaining 



Air Emisions Checklist for Closing Bases 

1) Initial generd discussion with the local Air District about emissions inventories on the base. 
Discuss the following: 

- Consistent source identification 
- Requirements or methods for compiling inventory 
- Rules for use of credits 
- How to N1 out application form for ERCs 
- Mechanisms for permit transfers to new owners and operators 

2) Brief the Air District on the overall picture at the base; discuss base needs and status 

3) Meet with the reuse group to discuss their needs and military needs for air credits and 
planning offsets. Develop draft list. Discuss planned quantification of emissions on base, 
current DoD policy on air credits, and current legislation. 

The reuse group should begin quantification of their needs for credits and planning offsets, 
using the same methods as the base. The reuse group should also identify sources that need 
direct permit transfer. 

4) Quantify all emissions, both stationary and mobile, at the base through a source survey. 
This survey should include preparation of a detailed list of existing air permits showing 
location, emission factors, and availability for transfer. In quantifying emissions, 
consideration should be given to whether the base can apply for ERCs for these emissions or 
whether they will be needed as planning offsets for conformity determinations. 

5 )  Meetings with the Air District, reuse group, and other military bases in the air basin 
following quantification of emissions. Discuss: . 
- Quantification results 
- Needs for permits, credits, andlor planning offsets 
- Air District mechanisms for transfer of permits, application for credits 

6) Develop draft allocation scheme in consultation with reuse group, air district, and other 
military bases in the air basin. 

7) Receive and review comments from the reuse group, air district, and other military bases. 

8) Finalize allocation scheme and implement: 

- Apply for ERCs 
- Arrange permit transfers 
- Document planning offsets for conformity determinations 



Procedure to Obtain Emission Reduction Credits 
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remaining fees 



Document Separator 



ANALYSIS OF GENERAL COMPLIANCE 

CRITERION 7 

COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE 

DESCRIPTION: "Pursuant to Public Law 101 -5 10, as amended, on May 5,1992, the 
Department of Defense issued guidance with selection criteria for base closure and realignment 
recommendations. This guidance includes Criterion 7, "the ability of both the existing and 
potential receiving communities' infrastructure to support forces, missions and personnel." DoD 
did not provide any specific guidance on how the Services should evaluate this criterion. 

ANALYSIS: General compliance with the community infrastructure criterion is analyzed for 
each service as follows: 

ARMY: The Army assigned all installations into operational categories, quantified their military 
value, and identified possible closure and realignment recommendations. The Army then 
considered Criteria 5 through 8 as a qualitative assessment of the list of recommendations, and as 
a means of assessing their financial and operational feasibility. Criterion 7 was addressed under 
the Operational Requirement called "Quality of Life", the objective of which was to "[plrovide 
soldiers and their families a quality of life designed to attract and retain quality volunteers". 
Community infrastructure indicators included under Quality of Life: community facilities, health 
care support index, and the Army Communities of Excellence Score. Each of these were derived 
from the Army's institutional data. In addition, the Army derived community infrastructure 
information from the Places Rated Almanac. In evaluating its alternatives, the Army examined 
Criterion 7 in considering overall economic impacts in addition to the economic variables 
required by Criterion 6. 

NAVY: Data for the Navy was generated by certified data call responses. Responses were 
designed to address the ability of existing infrastructure in the local community to absorb 
additional Navy personnel and missions. Selected aspects of the Community Infrastructure 
criterion were measured in the Military Value analysis within the "Quality of Life" subelement. 
These factors measured off- and on-base housing, child care availability, commute distance, 
access to education and health care, and crime statistics. Factors were rated and assigned a 
weight within the military value calculation, which was weighted differently according to its 
perceived importance within that installation category. Factors which were not fully measured 
within the "Quality of Life" portion of military value were assessed comprehensively in the data 
calls submitted by the Navy. The data calls contained more comprehensive listings and statistics 
on workforce attributes, spouse employment, education options, and ability of local infrastructure 
to accept growth at various levels. 

The Community Infrastructure criterion influenced the Navy's recommendation on one 
base, NAWC Patuxent River. The Navy BSEC reviewed infrastructure impacts at all sites, and 
determined that NAWC Patuxent River, Maryland, was being stressed by the cumulative effects 



of BRAC recommendations, many of which involved construction of new facilities. 
Accordingly, the Navy selected alternative sites were found. 

AIR FORCE: For its analysis of community infrastructure, the Air Force BCEG developed a 
number of subelements. The BCEG assigned a color-coded rating scale to assist in evaluating 
each base. A "Green" rating meant more desirable for retention, "Red" least desirable, and 
"Yellow" in between. The BCEG also developed grading filters (+ or -) to indicate firther 
distinctions between facilities. Color codes were assigned for each subelement, and were 
averaged out to a single color code which was assigned for Criterion 7. Subelements examined 
included: offbase housing, transportation, crime rate, medical care, education, and off-base 
recreation. 

The Air Force analysis relied on various national, local, and service-specific data sources. 
The Air Force Variable Housing Allowance survey evaluates various cost-related factors for 
individual bases, and is used to derive the variable housing allowance paid to enlisted personnel. 
VHA data was used by the Air Force to assess off-base housing and commute information. It 
should be noted that the objectives of the VHA survey (to measure need for VHA) tend to 
influence survey responders to maximize negative responses. Thus, quality of life data derived 
from the VHA survey may appear to show a negative bias towards community infiastructure. 

DEFENSE AGENCIES: DLA assessed community impact by collecting data in a number of 
areas, including local economic indicators, transportation, utilities, workforce availability, 
housing, education, health care, crime, climate/environment. Questionnaires were completed 
which included a series of detailed questions concerning each of the topics. For each question, 
the answer identified a publicly-available source for the data (Bureau of the Census, U.S 
Department of Commerce, state agencies, local transit authorities, published business directories, 
ancl so on). Findings of the questionnaires were presented to the DLA Executive Group for 
deliberation regarding any significant impacts. The Executive Group concluded that the data did 
not present any indication that would preclude a recommended receiving community from 
absorbing the additional forces, missions, and personnel proposed in the recommended 
realignment scenarios. Community infrastructure was considered adequate for all receiving 
installations. 

CONCLUSION: The services addressed the community infrastructure criteria as required by 
Don guidance for the eight criteria. No substantial deviation from criteria was identified. 



Economic Impact 

Page 11. Question 1: Secretarv Mridnall, how did you assess the impact of your closure - 
and realignment recommendations on existing and potential receiving communities' 

infrastructure? Please elaborate. What factors were considered? 

Answer: As a general rule, AF active installations are located adjacent to communities that 

provide outstanding support. In ra5ng community support, we were faced with the difficult task 

of distinguishing the best of the best. Nevertheless, we approached the evaluation of community 

support in a venv systematic fashion. We adopted essentially the same process and factors for 

BRAC-95 as used for BRAC-93 to evaluate the ability of both the existing and potential 

receiving communities' infrastructure to support forces, mission and people. In evaluating 

Criterion VII, the AF Base Closure Executive Group(BCEG) assessed a number of factors. Nine 

fzctors--referred to a. subelements--were evalua:ed: A\lailability of Housir;.~, Trasp ?r,-rion, 

Shopping, and Recreati~n; Quality of Education and Medical Services; Proximity to Metro 

Area; Likelihood of Obtaining Employment and L ~ v a l  Crime Rates. Questions 25,: 

corresponding grading elements (or goalposts) were developed by the BCEG to assess a 

community's capability to meet AF needs relative to the nine subelements. 'The 3CEG used an 

obje::i\.e, color coded rating scale in order ta quantify spr-.ific data p ~ i n t ~  relzive 7:. the 

, -,%resented the highest capability, yellow less KJ, zr.: TC 2 the establisned c;i:;rion; '':reen" Tcsr  

. - 
lowest. \::eights were assigned and zn overall score wras mathernaticallg der!ve, :: - c.ich 

instali~rion. 0: .ne 43 active t s e s  evaluated, 1 E receix,,ed ratings of G-; 16.-?:'-: : :' 9-1'. The 

o\.e.-~il Criterion 1'11 frades \i Ere considered by the BCEG in the tiering p.-:-::es.;. an: .%.:ere 

re\.,ewed by tie Secretary of t'he Air Force. 



The Community Infrastructure criteria influenced the Navy's recommendation on one base, 
NAWC Patuxent River. (Explain.) 

Air Force: 

Data for Air Force was generated from two primary data sources. One, the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, supplied information on 

The second was a survey {VHA? Spell) This data source was used by the Air Force to measure 
This data source was designed for the purpose of - 

However, certain limitations: incentive to show worst-case scenarios. 

Community Infrastructure 
1 .a. 1. "offbase housing is affordable" <<by whom?>> 

a.2. "Units available for families 
"Units avail. for singles" 
"5.3% of off-base housing was rated as unsuitable in latest VHA survey" 
Median monthly cost of off-base housing based on latest VHA survey 

Transportation systems (including air service & work commute time) 
Off-base public recreation facilities 
Shopping facility 
Local area crime rate 

2. Education 
pupil to teacher ratio 
academic programs 
% students going to college 
off-base education opportunities 

3.  Spousal Employment 
4. Local Medical Care 

# bed 
# physicians 

Rating of above: 7 subcategories were weighted: 
Offbase housing 
Transportation 
Crime rate 
Medical Care 
Education 
Off-base recreation 
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ANALYSIS OF GENERAL COMPLIANCE 

CRITERION 7 

COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE 

DESCRIPTION: Pursuant to public Law 101-510, as amended, on May 5, 
1992, the Department of Defense (DOD) issued guidance with 
selection criteria for the 1993 base closure and realignment 
recommendations. This guidance includes criterion 7, "The ability 
of both the existing and potential receiving communitiesf 
infrastructure to support forces, missions and personnel." 
DOD did not provide any specific guidance on how the Services 
should evaluate this criterion. 

ANALYSIS: General compliance with this criterion is analyzed for 
each Service as follows: 

Army: The Army compiled Installation Assessments for each 
Army installation eligible for closure and realignment. These 
assessments document Community Infrastructure considerations under 
Quality of Life and Expandability. Quality of Life was evaluated 
by ratings for housing and medical care, in addition to a rating 
from the "Places Rated Almanac." Expandability addresses the 
workforce capabilities, and utility capacity. In its decision- 
making process, the Army modified the four Department of Defense 
Military Value Assessment Criteria to five Measures of Merit. 
Expandability and Quality of Life were considered in the Armyf s 
Measures of Merit. The Army's Analyses and Recommendations Report 
(Volume 111) addressed Community Infrastructure issues for existing 
and receiving installations for each recommended action. 

Navy : The Navy compiled information on community 
infrastructure for each installation eligible for closure and 
realignment. Infrastructure factors surveyed included housing 
availability, education, public utilities, public transportation, 
health care and recreational facilities. Data was collected on 
each installation to assess the impact of ~ersonne~increases on 
these infrastructure factors. An analysis of criterion 7 impacts 
was done for installations that were recommended for closure or 
realignment after the review of the ~ilitary Value criteria 
(Criteria 1 through 4). In some cases the Navy concluded that 
receiving installations require expansion of, or improvements to, 
infrastructure at receiving installations. The Navyfs Analyses and 
Recommendations Report (Volume IV) notes when community 
infrastructure impacts exist due to a relocation. 

Air Force: The Air Force completed base-specific 
questionnaires with Community Infrastructure information for each 
Air Force installation eligible for closure or realignment. The 
Air Force's Analyses and Recommendations Report (Volume V) rated 
existing and potential receiving facilities on the community 



infrastructure factors of housing, transportation, recreational 
facilities, crime rate, education, health care, spousal employment, 
shopping facilities, and distance to metropolitan centers. 

Defense ~qencies: Two Defense ~gencies are impacted by BRAC- 
93; the Defense Information Systems Agency, and the Defense 
Logistics Agency. The Defense Information Systems Agency has 
concluded that their consolidation will not have significant 
community infrastructure impacts as it involves relatively small 
tenants located within the perimeter of existing military bases, 
not the bases themselves. The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) 
completed installation-specific questionnaires that address 
community infrastructure. DLA took an approach similar to the 
Army, in that they modified the four DOD Selection Criteria to four 
DLA Measures of Merit. Some of the factors included in Criteria 7 
(Quality of Life, Expandability) were considered in the DLA 
Measures of Merit. These Measures of Merit were used to recommend 
closure and realignment actions. Criterion 7 was not specifically 
addressed in the impact analyses. These impact analyses include a 
heading of 19DOD Selection Criteria 6-8, but primarily focus on the 
environmental impact, Criterion 8. 

CONCLUSION: - 

There was little direction given to the Services by DOD on how 
to evaluate Community Infrastructure. The services took varied 
approaches to take this criterion into account. Each of the 
services evaluated Community Infrastructure in their decision- 
malting process, and therefore generally comp1i.ed with the 
requirement to consider this Criterion. 
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ANALYSIS OF SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 
CRITERION 7 

COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE 

DESCRIPTION: The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the 
Department of Defense Servicesf consideration of community 
infrastructure in their recommendations of specific installations 
for closing and realignment. The data on community infrastructure 
used by the Services in their installation-specific conclusions 
were evaluated. The methodologies used to consider community 
infrastructure were evaluated for consistency within each Service. 
A determination was made on whether the Services complied with 
Department of Defense (DOD) policy guidance issued pursuant to 
Public Law 101-510, as amended. Based on the analysis on how the 
Services considered community infrastructure, recommendations were 
made on whether a specific installation's status pursuant to BRAC- 
93 could be revised. 

The Services took varied approaches to evaluating this 
criterion. Criterion 7 is given in DODfs May 5, 1992 policy 
guidance as, "The ability of both the existing and potential 
receiving communities' infrastructure to support forces, mission 
and personnel." No specific guidance was provided on how the 
Services should evaluate this criterion. 

The specific compliance analysis is broken down by Service. 
The following steps were taken in this analysis: 

1. Installation-specific data (compiled in base 
questionnaires or data calls) were reviewed and compared to the 
Servicesf conclusions on community infrastructure in the 
Recommendations and Analyses Reports (Volumes 111-VI). 

2. The methodologies used by each Service were evaluated and 
determinations were made on whether this criterion was applied 
consistently within each Service, and whether it-was evaluated 
pursuant to DODfs direction. 

3. Any discrepancies pursuant to the first two steps were 
considered in recommending whether a specific installation's status 
pursuant to BRAC-93 could change. 

After evaluating each Service, recommendations for 
improvements to the community infrastructure evaluation process for 
BRAC-95 are presented. 

ANALYSIS 

ARMY 

1. Data Evaluation 



The Army's process for ranking the value of specific 
installations involved evaluating five "Measures of Merit.I1 The 
Measures of Merit were derived from DODfs four Military Value 
Assessment Criteria. The Measures of Merit incorporate community 
infrastructure factors, specifically expandability and quality of 
life. These community infrastructure data are included in the 
Army's Installation Assessments. These assessments documented 
community infrastructure by providing ratings from the IIPlaces 
Rated AlmanacI1, evaluating factors such as off -base housing status, 
public transportation availability, and health care and education 
opportunities. The Army's Volume I11 report includes a discussion 
of community infrastructure in the wRecommendations and 
Justificationw section for each recommended action. This text on 
community infrastructure is identical for each action. The Army's 
canned text mentions that community infrastructure impacts have 
been considered, and will be addressed. Specific information on 
how any impacts will be addressed has not been documented. Because 
this Volume I11 discussion is all-encompassing, it is not 
inconsistent with the data compiled on specific bases in the 
Installation Assessments. 

Since the Army includes the same exact text for each 
recommended action in its Volume I11 discussion of community 
infrastructure, the Army is clearly internally consistent in this 
document. The Installation Assessments consistently address 
community infrastructure issues in a thorough manner, but do not 
consistently use the same factors to gauge community 
infrastructure. For example, in many cases the "Places Rated 
Almanacw ratings are noted, in others (e.g. Fort Belvoir, Fort 
Leonard Wood) they are not. Similarly public transportation 
availability is documented in the majority of cases, but is not 
universally noted (e.g. not given for Fort Huachuca). 

Since the Army utilized community infrastructure factors in it 
installation selection process, the Army is in compliance with DOD 
guidance for considering this criterion. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

There are no recommended changes to any specific basef s status 
due to the Army's evaluation of criterion 7 .  

NAVY 

1. Data Evaluation 

The Navy compiled community infrastructure information via 
data calls from specific installations eligible for closure or 
realignment. Community infrastructure factors surveyed include 
housing availability, education, public utilities, public 



transportation, health care, and recreational facilities. The 
data calls rated impacts from hypothetical personnel increases of 
20%, 50%, and 100% on these infrastructure factors. The Navy's 
Volume IV report noted whether community infrastructure impacts 
would result from specific recommended closure or realignment 
actions. The only two actions noted in Volume IV as having any 
significant community infrastructure impacts at receiving bases are 
the recommended closure of NAS Cecil Field, FL, with relocation of 
assets to MCAS Cherry Point, NC, and the recommended realignment of 
missions at NSB New London, CT, to NSB Kings Bay, GA. 

The Volume IV Report's conclusions about community 
infrastructure impacts for these two recommended receiving 
installations accurately reflect the data call results. The Cherry 
Point data call notes that a 20% increase in personnel would result 
in impacts to local public schools, which would require investment 
to expand schools. In Volume IV, the Navy documented that in FY-96 
and FY-97 costs for additional school classrooms in two local 
communities would results in costs of $36.56~. Similarly, in the 
case of recommended moves to Kings Bay, the data call notes that 
increases in personnel will require investments to expand schools 
and roads. In Volume IV, total costs for these community 
infrastructure improvements are estimated at $46M. 

The Volume IV report also notes community infrastructure 
impacts for the recommended closure of Naval Air Station, Meridian, 
MS, with relocation to Naval Air Station, Kingsville, TX. These 
impacts are described as increased noise, requiring adoption of 
noise abatement procedures. These should be considered under 
environmental impacts, rather than community infrastructure. In 
fact, the Navy includes a discussion on these noise impacts under 
the environmental attribute of Land Use and Airspace Implications. 

The specific compliance review also included selected 
recommended actions for which the Navy concluded that no 
significant community infrastructure impacts will occur. In these 
cases, the Navyfs Volume IV accurately reflects the information 
compiled in specific installation data calls. 

The Navyfs approach for evaluating community infrastructure 
impacts was consistently applied across the Service. The Navy has 
complied with DODfs direction to consider this criterion in its 
process. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

There are no recommended changes to any specific basef s status 
due to the Navy's evaluation of criterion 7. 

AIR FORCE 



1. Data Evaluation 

The Air Force collected specific information on the current 
status of community infrastructure in base questionnaires. These 
questionnaires collected information on a wide range of community 
factors such as housing, transportation, and recreational 
facilities. The data in the questionnaires was translated into 
ratings (red, yellow, green) and compiled in the Air Forcefs Volume 
V report. Questionnaires for realigning and receiving bases were 
reviewed, and it was found that the Volume V report accurately 
translated the questionnaire data. 

The Air Forcefs approach consistently evaluated the current 
status of community infrastructure, both across the Service as a 
whole, and across their various flying and operations categories. 

The Air Force's Volume V report summarizes community 
infrastructure ratings for all installations, which demonstrates 
that community infrastructure was considered in recommendations for 
closure and realignment. Therefore, the Air Force is in compliance 
with the general direction given by DOD on this criterion. 
However, as a result of the approach used by the Air Force, there 
is no documentation showing that the Air Force considered impacts 
from specific recommended actions on community infrastructure. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

There are no recommended changes to any specific basefs status 
due to the ~ i r  Force's evaluation of criterion 7. 

DEFENSE AGENCIES - Of the Defense Agencies impacted by BRAC- 
93, only the Defense Logistics Agency is being considered for major 
closures or realignments with potential community infrastructure 
impacts. - 

1. Data Evaluation 

The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) used an approach similar to 
the Army, in that they revised DODfs four Military Selection 
Criteria to establish four DLA Measures of Merit in order to rank 
their installations and determine which to recommend for closure 
and realignment. These four DLA Measures of Merit include 
consideration of quality of life, a community infrastructure 
factor, under Mission Suitability. DLAfs use of quality of life 
included consideration of how the communities surrounding the 
installations supported DLAfs mission. DLAfs Detailed Analysis 
Report (part of Volume VI) documented that points were assigned for 
quality of life in the installation ranking process. Another of 
DLAfs four Measures of Merit, Expandability, focused more on 
installation infrastructure (e.g., Is there space to expand?) than 



on community infrastructure. Limited (relative to the other 
Services) information on community infrastructure was received 
through installation-specific questionnaires. The questionnaire 
data were not carried through to DLAfs Detailed Analysis Report 
under the specific discussions of criterion 7. This report 
contains an impact analysis on each specific recommended action 
which has a section entitled "DOD Selection Criteria 6-8.11 
However, this section does not include an analysis of Criterion 7. 

DLAfs consideration of community infrastructure did not appear 
consistent between installations, as specific installations 
provided different degrees of detail on community infrastructure in 
responses to the questionnaires. 

Since DLA documented their use of community infrastructure in 
their Measures of Merit (especially under Mission Suitability), 
they have complied with DODfs direction to consider this criterion 
in the installation selection process. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

There are no recommended changes to any specific base's status 
due to DLAfs evaluation of Criterion 7. 

RECOMMENDED CHANGE FOR BRAC-95 

Specific direction should be provided to the Services on what 
should be evaluated pursuant to this criterion. Specific community 
infrastructure factors should be given, with a description of how 
each one should be evaluated. The direction should include a 
requirement for an impact analysis from each specific recommended 
action. Those services that did conduct such impact analyses have 
much more meaningful evaluations of community infrastructure. 
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ANALY818 OF SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 
CRITERION 7 

COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE 

DESCRIPTION: The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the 
Department of Defense Services' consideration of community 
infrastructure in their recommendations of specific installations 
for closing and realignment. The data on community infrastructure 
used by the Services in their installation-specific conclusions 
were evaluated. The methodologies used to consider community 
infrastructure were evaluated for consistency within each Service. 
A determination was made on whether the Services complied with 
Department of Defense (DOD) policy guidance issued pursuant to 
Public Law 101-510, as amended. Based on the analysis on how the 
Services considered community infrastructure, recommendations were 
made on whether a specific installation's status pursuant to BRAC- 
93 could be revised. 

The Services took varied approaches to evaluating this 
criterion. Criterion 7 is given in DODfs May 5, 1992 policy 
guidance as, "The ability of both the existing and potential 
receiving communities' infrastructure to support forces, mission 
and personnel." No specific guidance was provided on how the 
Services should evaluate this criterion. 

The specific compliance analysis is broken down by Service. 
The following steps were taken in this analysis: 

1. Installation-specific data (compiled in base 
questionnaires or data calls) were reviewed and compared to the 
Services' conclusions on community infrastructure in the 
Recommendations and Analyses Reports (Volumes 111-VI). 

2 .  The methodologies used by each Service were evaluated and 
determinations were made on whether this criterion was applied 
consistently within each Service, and whether it was evaluated 
pursuant to DOD's direction. 

3. Any discrepancies pursuant to the first two steps were 
considered in recommending whether a specific installation's status 
pursuant to BRAC-93 could change. 

After evaluating each Service, recommendations for 
improvements to the community infrastructure evaluation process for 
BRAC-95 are presented. 

ARMY 

1. Data Evaluation 



The Army's process for ranking the value of specific 
installations involved evaluating five "Measures of Merit." The 
Measures of Merit were derived from DODfs four Military Value 
Assessment criteria. The Measures of Merit incorporate community 
infrastructure factors, specifically expandability and quality of 
life. These community infrastructure data are included in the 
Army's Installation Assessments. These assessments documented 
community infrastructure by providing ratings from the @@Places 
Rated Almanac1*, evaluating factors such as off -base housing status, 
public transportation availability, and health care and education 
opportunities. The Army's Volume I11 report includes a discussion 
of community infrastructure in the *@Recommendations and 
JustificationM section for each recommended action. This text on 
community infrastructure is identical for each action. The Army's 
canned text mentions that community infrastructure impacts have 
been considered, and will be addressed. Specific information on 
how any impacts will be addressed has not been documented. Because 
this Volume I11 discussion is all-encompassing, it is not 
inconsistent with the data compiled on specific bases in the 
~nstallation Assessments. 

Since the Army includes the same exact text for each 
recommended action in its Volume I11 discussion of community 
infrastructure, the Army is clearly internally consistent in this 
d.ocument . The Installation Assessments consistently address 
community infrastructure issues in a thorough manner, but do not 
consistently use the same factors to gauge community 
infrastructure. For example, in many cases the "Places Rated 
Almanac1* ratings are noted, in others (e.g. Fort Belvoir, Fort 
Leonard Wood) they are not. Similarly public transportation 
a.vailability is documented in the majority of cases, but is not 
universally noted ( e - g .  not given for Fort Huachuca) . 

Since the Army utilized community infrastructure factors in it 
installation selection process, the Army is in compliance with DOD 
guidance for considering this criterion. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

There are no recommended changes to any specific base's status 
due to the Army's evaluation of criterion 7. 

NAVY 

1. Data Evaluation 

The Navy compiled community infrastructure information via 
data calls from specific installations eligible for closure or 
realignment. Community infrastructure factors surveyed include 
housing availability, education, public utilities, public 



transportation, health care, and recreational facilities. The 
data calls rated impacts from hypothetical personnel increases of 
20%, 50%, and 100% on these infrastructure factors. The Navy's 
Volume IV report noted whether community infrastructure impacts 
would result from specific recommended closure or realignment 
actions. The only two actions noted in Volume IV as having any 
significant community infrastructure impacts at receiving bases are 
the recommended closure of NAS Cecil Field, FL, with relocation of 
assets to MCAS Cherry Point, NC, and the recommended realignment of 
missions at NSB New London, CT, to NSB Kings Bay, GA. 

The Volume IV Report's conclusions about community 
infrastructure impacts for these two recommended receiving 
installations accurately reflect the data call results. The Cherry 
Point data call notes that a 20% increase in personnel would result 
in impacts to local public schools, which would require investment 
to expand schools. In Volume IV, the Navy documented that in FY-96 
and FY-97 costs for additional school classrooms in two local 
communities would results in costs of $36.56M. Similarly, in the 
case of recommended moves to Kings Bay, the data call notes that 
increases in personnel will require investments to expand schools 
and roads. In Volume IV, total costs for these community 
infrastructure improvements are estimated at $46M. 

The Volume IV report also notes community infrastructure 
impacts for the recommended closure of Naval Air Station, ~eridian, 
MS, with relocation to Naval Air Station, ~ingsville, TX. These 
impacts are described as increased noise, requiring adoption of 
noise abatement procedures. These should be considered under 
environmental impacts, rather than community infrastructure. In 
fact, the Navy includes a discussion on these noise impacts under 
the environmental attribute of Land Use and Airspace Implications. 

The specific compliance review also included selected 
recommended actions for which the Navy concluded that no 
significant community infrastructure impacts will occur. In these 
cases, the Navy's Volume IV accurately reflects the information 
compiled in specific installation data calls. 

The Navy's approach for evaluating community infrastructure 
impacts was consistently applied across the Service. The Navy has 
complied with DOD's direction to consider this criterion in its 
process. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

There are no recommended changes to any specific basef s status 
due to the Navy's evaluation of Criterion 7. 

AIR FORCE 



1. Data Evaluation 

The Air Force collected specific information on the current 
status of community infrastructure in base questionnaires. These 
questionnaires collected information on a wide range of community 
factors such as housing, transportation, and recreational 
facilities. The data in the questionnaires was translated into 
ratings (red, yellow, green) and compiled in the Air Forcers Volume 
V report. Questionnaires for realigning and receiving bases were 
reviewed, and it was found that the Volume V report accurately 
translated the questionnaire data. 

The Air Force's approach consistently evaluated the current 
status of community infrastructure, both across the Service as a 
whole, and across their various flying and operations categories. 

The Air Force's Volume V report summarizes community 
infrastructure ratings for all installations, which demonstrates 
that community infrastructure was considered in recommendations for 
closure and realignment. Therefore, the Air Force is in compliance 
with the general direction given by DOD on this criterion. 
However, as a result of the approach used by the Air Force, there 
is no documentation showing that the Air Force considered impacts 
from specific recommended actions on community infrastructure. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

There are no recommended changes to any specific base's status 
due to the ~ i r  Force's evaluation of criterion 7. 

DEFENSE AGENCIES - Of the Defense Agencies impacted by BRAC- 
93, only the Defense Logistics Agency is being considered for major 
closures or realignments with potential community infrastructure 
impacts. 

1. Data Evaluation 

The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) used an approach similar to 
the Army, in that they revised DOD's four Military Selection 
Criteria to establish four DLA Measures of Merit in order to rank 
their installations and determine which to recommend for closure 
and realignment. These four DLA Measures of Merit include 
consideration of quality of life, a community infrastructure 
factor, under Mission Suitability. DLA8s use of quality of life 
included consideration of how the communities surrounding the 
installations supported DLA's mission. DLA's Detailed Analysis 
Report (part of Volume VI) documented that points were assigned for 
quality of life in the installation ranking process. Another of 
DLArs four Measures of Merit, Expandability, focused more on 
installation infrastructure (e.g., Is there space to expand?) than 



on community infrastructure. Limited (relative to the other 
Services) information on community infrastructure was received 
through installation-specific questionnaires. The questionnaire 
data were not carried through to DLAts Detailed Analysis Report 
under the specific discussions of criterion 7. This report 
contains an impact analysis on each specific recommended action 
which has a section entitled "DOD Selection Criteria 6-8." 
However, this section does not include an analysis of Criterion 7. 

DLA's consideration of community infrastructure did not appear 
consistent between installations, as specific installations 
provided different degrees of detail on community infrastructure in 
responses to the questionnaires. 

Since DLA documented their use of community infrastructure in 
their Measures of Merit (especially under Mission Suitability), 
they have complied with DODts direction to consider this criterion 
in the installation selection process. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

There are no recommended changes to any specific base's status 
due to DLA's evaluation of Criterion 7. 

RECOMMENDED CHANGE FOR BRAC-95 

Specific direction should be provided to the Services on what 
should be evaluated pursuant to this Criterion. Specific community 
infrastructure factors should be given, with a description of how 
each one should be evaluated. The direction should include a 
requirement for an impact analysis from each specific recommended 
action. Those Services that did conduct such impact analyses have 
much more meaningful evaluations of community infrastructure. 
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ANALYSIS OF SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 
CRITERION 7 

COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE 

DESCRIPTION: The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the 
Department of Defense Servicesf consideration of community 
infrastructure in their recommendations of specific installations 
for closing and realignment. The data on community infrastructure 
used by the Services in their installation-specific conclusions 
were evaluated. The methodologies used to consider community 
infrastructure were evaluated for consistency within each Service. 
A determination was made on whether the Services complied with 
Department of Defense (DOD) policy guidance issued pursuant to 
Public Law 101-510, as amended. Based on the analysis on how the 
Services considered community infrastructure, recommendations were 
made on whether a specific installationfs status pursuant to BRAC- 
93 could be revised. 

The Services took varied approaches to evaluating this 
criterion. Criterion 7 is given in DODfs May 5, 1992 policy 
guidance as, "The ability of both the existing and potential 
receiving communitiesf infrastructure to support forces, mission 
and per~onnel.~~ No specific guidance was provided on how the 
Services should svaluate this criterion. 

The specific compliance analysis is broken down by Service. 
The following steps were taken in this analysis: 

1. Installation-specific data (compiled in base 
questionnaires or data calls) were reviewed and compared to the 
Servicesf conclcsi~ns on community infrastructure in the 
Recommendations and An:.lyses Reports (L-olumes 111-VZ). 

2. The me-,hodologies used by each Service were evaluated and 
determinations were made on whether this criterion was applied 
consistently witsin each Service, and whether it was evaluated 
pursuant to DOD's Cirection. 

3. Any discrepancies pursuant to the first two steps were 
considered in recommending whether a specific installationfs status 
pursuant to BRAC-93 could change. 

After evaluating each Service, recommendations for 
improvements to the community ir-frastructure evaluation process for 
BRAC-95 are presented. 

ARMY 

1. Data Evaluation 



The Army's process for ranking the value of specific 
installations involved evaluating five "Measures of ~erit.lI The 
Keasures of Merit were derived from DODfs four Military Value 
Assessment Criteria. The Measures of Merit incorporate community 
infrastructure factors, specifically expandability and quality of 
life. These community infrastructure data are included in the 
Army's Installation Assessments. These assessments documented 
community infrastructure by providing ratings from the "Places 
Rated Almanacl1, evaluating factors such as off-base housing status, 
public transportation availability, and health care and education 
opportunities. The Army's Volume I11 report includes a discussion 
of community infrastructure in the HRecommendations and 
Ju~tification~~ section for each recommended action. This text on 
community infrastructure is identical for each action. The Army's 
canned text mentions that community infrastructure impacts have 
been considered, and will be addressed. Specific information on 
how any impacts will be addressed has not been documented. Because 
this Volume I11 discussion is all-encompassing, it is not 
inconsistent with the data compiled on specific bases in the 
Installation Assessments. 

Since the Army includes the same exact text for each 
recommended action in its Volume I11 discussion of community 
infrastructure, the Army is clearly internally consistent in this 
document. The Installation Assessments consistently address 
community infrastructure issues in a thorough manner, but do not 
consistently use the same factors to gauge csmmunity 
infrastructure. For example, in many cases the "Pi~lces Rated 
Almanacl1 ratings are noted, in others (e-g. Fort Belvoir, Fort 
Leonard Wood) they are not. Similarly public transportation 
availability is documented in the majority of cases, but is not 
universally noted (e.g. not given for Fort Huachuca). 

Since the Army utilized community infrastructure factors in it 
installation selection process, the Army is in compliance with DOD 
guidance for considering this criterion. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

There are no recommended changes to any specific base's status 
due to the Army's evaluation of criterion 7. 

NAVY 

1. Data Evaluation 

The Navy compiled community infrastructure information via 
data calls from specific installations eligible for closure or 
realignment. Community infrastructure factors surveyed include 
housing availability, education, public utilities, public 



transportation, health care, and recreational facilities. The 
data calls rated impacts from hypothetical personnel increases of 
20%, 5 0 % ,  and 100% on these infrastructure factors. The Navyls 
Volume IV report noted whether community infrastructure impacts 
would result from specific recommended closure or realignment 
actions. The only two actions noted in Volume IV as having any 
significant community infrastructure impacts at receiving bases are 
the recommended closure of NAS Cecil Field, FL, with relocation of 
assets to MCAS Cherry Point, NC, and the recommended realignment of 
missions at NSB New London, CT, to NSB Kings Bay, GA. 

The Volume IV Report's conclusions about community 
infrastructure impacts for these two recommended receiving 
installations accurately reflect the data call results. The Cherry 
Point data call notes that a 20% increase in personnel would result 
in impacts to local public schools, which would require investment 
to expand schools. In Volume IV, the Navy documented that in FY-96 
and FY-97 costs for additional school classrooms in two local 
communities would results in costs of 536.56M. similarly, in the 
case of recommended moves to Kings Bay, the data call notes that 
increases in personnel will require investments to expand schools 
and roads. In Volume IV, total costs for these community 
infrastructure improvements are estimated at $46M. 

The Volume IV report also notes community infrastructure 
impacts for the recommended closure of Naval~ir station, ~eridian, 
MS, with relocation to Naval Air station, Kingsville, TX. These 
impacts are described as increased noise, requiring adoption of 
noise abatement procedures. These should be considered under 
environmental impacts, rather than community infrastructure. In 
fact, the Navy includes a discussion on these noise impacts under 
the environmental attribute of Land Use and Airspace ~mplications. 

The specific compliance review also included selected 
recommended actions for which the Navy conc luded  that no 
significant community infrastructure impacts will occur. In these 
cases, the Navy's Volume IV accurately reflects the information 
compiled in specific installation data calls. 

The Navy's approach for evaluating community infrastructure 
impacts was consistently applied across the Service. The Navy has 
complied with DODfs direction to consider this criterion in its 
process. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

There are no recommended changes to any specific base's status 
due to the Navy's evaluation of Criterion 7. 

AIR FORCE 



1. Data Evaluation 

The Air Force collected specific information on the current 
status of community infrastructure in base questionnaires. These 
questionnaires collected information on a wide range of community 
factors such as housing, transportation, and recreational 
facilities. The data in the questionnaires was translated into 
ratings (red, yellow, green) and compiled in the Air Force's Volume 
V report. Questionnaires for realigning and receiving bases were 
reviewed, and it was found that the Volume V report accurately 
translated the questionnaire data. 

The Air Force's approach consistently evaluated the current 
status of community infrastructure, both across the Service as a 
whole, and across their various flying and operations categories. 

The Air Force's Volume V report summarizes community 
infrastructure ratings for all installations, which demonstrates 
that community infrastructure was considered in recommendations for 
closure and realignment. Therefore, the Air Force is in compliance 
with the general direction given by DOD on this criterion. 
However, as a result of the approach used by the Air Force, there 
is no documentation showing that the Air Force considered impacts 
from specific recommended actions on community infrastructure. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

There are no recomssnded changes to any specific base's status 
due to the ALr Forcers valuation c.f criterion 7. 

DEFENSE AGENCIES - Of the Defense Agencies im~acted by BRAC- 
93, only t h e  Defense Logistics Agency is being considered for major 
closures or realignments with potential community infrastructure 
inpacts . 

1. Data Evaluation 

The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) used an approach similar to 
the Army, in that they revised DOD1s four Military Selection 
Criteria to establish four DLA Measures of Merit in order to rank 
their installations and determine which to recommend for closure 
and realignment. These four DLA Measures of Merit include 
consideration of quality of life, a community infrastructure 
factor, under Mission Suitability. DLA1s use of quality of life 
included consideration of how the communities surrounding the 
installations supported DLA's mission. DLA's Detailed Analysis 
Report (part of Volume VI) documented that points were assigned for 
quality of life in the installation ranking process. Another of 
DL4's four Measures of Merit, Expandability, focused more on 
installation infrastructure (e.g., Is there space to expand?) than 



on community infrastructure. Limited (relative to the other 
Services) information on community infrastructure was received 
through installation-specific questionnaires. The questionnaire 
data were not carried through to DLAfs Detailed Analysis Report 
under the specific discussions of criterion 7. This report 
contains an impact analysis on each specific recommended action 
which has a section entitled l8DOD Selection Criteria 6-8." 
However, this section does not include an analysis of criterion 7. 

DLA1s consideration of community infrastructure did not appear 
consistent between installations, as specific installations 
provided different degrees of detail on community infrastructure in 
responses to the questionnaires. 

Since DLA documented their use of community infrastructure in 
their Measures of Merit (especially under Mission Suitability), 
they have complied with DODfs direction to consider this criterion 
in the installation selection process. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

There are no recommended changes to any specific basef s status 
due to DLAfs evaluation of Criterion 7. 

RECOMMENDED CHANGE FOR B M C - 9 5  - 
Specific direction should be provided to the Services on what 

should be evaluated pursuant to this Criterion. Specific cornzunity 
infrastructure factors should be given, with a description of how 
each one should be evaluated. The direction sh3~lld include a 
requirement for an impact analysis from each specific reccr:mended 
action. Those Services that did conduct such impact analyses have 
much more meaningful evaluations of community infrastructure. 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Kirtland AFB - AFNIC 
Section VII 

1. Community Infrastructure 

Describe the off-base housing situation. 

VII.l.A.l Off-base housing is athrdable 

VII.l.A.2 Units are available for families 

VII.l.A.2 Units are available I'or single members. 

VII.l.A.3 5.5 Percent of off-base housing was rated as unsuitable in the latest VIIA survey 

VII.l.A.4 Median monthly cost of off-base housing based on latest VIlA survey: $742 

Describe the transportation systems. 

VII.l.B.1 The base is sewed by REGULARLY SCHEDULED, public transportation. The following services are available: 

Sun -Tran of Albuquerque 

v11.1,~.2 Distance to the nearest municipal airport with scheduled, commercial air traffic: 4 miles 

VII.l.B.2 Airport name: Albuquerque International Airport 

VII.l.B.3 Number of commercial air carriers available at the airport: 9 

VII.l.B.4 Average round trip commuting time to work: 50 minutes 

Off-base public recreation facilities: 

[cut ONLY THE NEAREST -- facility for each subcategory. 

Faclllty Subcategory Type Name of Nearest Facillty Dlsb~rce to: Drlve Time 

VII.l.C.1 SwImmln O' 

v11.l.c.2 Movie 'heater Four Hills Movies 
7 

~11.1.c.3 Publlc golf course 1 . 05 Mln. Puerlo del Sol Golf Course - -- 

VII.l.C.4 Bowling lane Leisure Bowl 

v11.1 .C.S Boating Cochlti Lake - - 
VII.l.C.6 Eh9 lsleta Lake -- 

VII.l.C.7 Rio Grande Zoo 

VII.l.C.8 Aquarium Sea World 

~11.1.c.9 Family theme park The Beach Water Park - - -- - Hrs. 20 MG.' 
- 

~11.1.c.10 Professional sports Albuquerque Dule Stadium Hrs. 10 - Min. 

~11.1.c.11 Collegiate sports 'l%iversity of New Mexico Hrs. 1 2  Mln. 
_ _ _ _ _ _  ___ __ __ __ -A___ 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Kirtland AFB - AFMC 
Coronado State Park and Monuments 
Cochiti Lake 
Sandia Peak 

VII.l.D Nearest Shopping facility (two major anchor stores plus snluller retail outlets): 

Winrock and Coronado Malls 10 min (2 Miles) 

VII.1.E Nearest Metropolitan center (population in excess of 100,000): 

Downtown, Albuquerque NM 30 min (6 Miles) 

Local area crime rate: 

VII.l.F.l Violent crime rate (per 100,000) in the local area: (Note: The most current anrlual FBI Statistics Report used as llie 
source document. Violent crime is defined as the sum of homicide, rape, robbery, felony assault, and simple assault.) 119b 

VII.l.F.2 Property crime rate (per 100,000) in the local area: (Note: The most current annual FBI Statistics Kcpr t  used as the 
source document. Property crime is defined as the sun1 of auto theft, burglary, theft, and arson.) 6360 

2. Education 

VII.2.A The highest maximum allowed pupil to teacher classroonl ratio, based on grades K - 12 and using local area ratios: 24 lo 1 

VII.2.B Local high schools offer a four-year English program. 

VII.2.B Loc al high schools offer a four-year Math program. 

VII.2.B Local high schools offer four-year Foreign Language programs. 

VII.2.C Local high schools offer an Honors program. 

VII.2.D 45.0 percent of high school students go on to either a two- or four-year college 

V11.2.E There are opportunities for off-base education within 25 miles of the base. 

VII.2.E.1 Opportunities for off-base VOCATIONAWECEINICAL TRAINING provided by the following inslitutions: 

Albuquerque Technical-Vocational Institution 

VI1.2.E.2 Opportunities for off-base UNDERGRADUATE COLLEGE provided by the following institutions: 

University of New Mexico & College of Santa Fe 

VI1.2.E.3 Opportunities for off-base GRADUATE COLLEGE provided by the followi~lg institutions: 

University of New Mexico & College of Santa Fe 

3. Spousal Employment 

- - - - - - - 
15-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED V11.53 
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VII.3.A 91.0 p r l ~ r r ~ t  uf spouses are able to find employment (within 3 months) in the local community. 

VII.3.B 86.0 percent of spouses find enrployment cornmenst~rate with job skills, work experience, and education. 

VII3.C 6.6 percent unemployment in the local area (Department of Lahor Statistics) 

VII.3.D 5.8 percentage rate of job growth in the locd area (Depwtmemrt of 1,abar Stastics) 

4. Local Medical Care 

VII.4.A Current ratio of active, non-federal physicians in the community: 3.0 physiciandl000 people 

VII.4.B Current ratio of hospital beds in the community: 5.0 beds11 000 people 

- - - - -- -- 

15-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED V11.55 



Habitat Preservation and the Endangered Species Act 

The Federal Endangered Species Act 

In 1973, Congress recognized that many species of fish, wildlife, and plants 
in the United States had been rendered extinct or were in danger of extinction as 
a consequence of economic growth and development without adequate conser- 
vation. Congress declared that these species were of aesthetic, ecological, educa- 
tional, historic, recreational, and scientific value. The Federal Endangered Spe- 
cies .4ct (FESA) was therefore enacted to conserve ecosystems upon which en- 
dangered and threatened species depend, to provide a conservation program for 
such species, and to achieve the purposes of international treaties and conven- 
tions. 

FESA has four major provisions designed to carry out the stated purposes. It: 

1. establishes a procedure for the listing of endangered or threatened species; 

2. requires Federal agencies to engage in a consultation process with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or the National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), when federally authorized activities may affect listed spe- 
cies; 

3. prohibits the "take" of listed species (including not only direct mortality of 
the listed species, but also "harass and harm," which has been interpreted by 
the USFWS to include significant modification or degradation of habitat 
upon which individuals or populations rely for continued viability); and 

4. provides for the incidental take of threatened or endangered species. 

FESA also requires the designation of "critical habitat," the specific geographic 
area the species occupies at the time of listing, as well as areas outside its present 
distribution that are essential for conserving the species. FESA protects critical 
habitat from destruction or adverse modification which appreciably diminishes 
critical habitat value for both survival and recovery of the listed species. Thus, 
FESA places special emphasis on critical habitat, requiring special protection 
md/ot mitigation for adverse impacts that may potentially occur. In some cases, 
Federal projects may even be stopped or redesigned if the effects upon critical 
bbitat cannot be mitigated. 

California Endangered Species Act 

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) was patterned after FESA, 
many of the same provisions. California state policy is "to conserve, 
tore and enhance endangered and threatened species and their habi- 

e listing process under CESA places species determinations with the 
Game Commission. State agencies arc required to consult with the 

ment of Fish and Game (DFG) to ensure that any action authorized, 
or carried out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any 
cies. CESA also contains a prohibition against the "taken of listed spe- 
le there is no specific designation of critical habitat in CESA, state 

Rbnnm y L \ e  C,lilrrrov-. Mil;*--, 0,- 
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Chvter 5 agencies are directed to avoid adversely impacting habitat essential to the con 
Reconciling Natural ued survival of listed species. 

and Cultural 
Resources Protection 

with Base State and Federal Regulatory Scheme 
Redevelopment 

(USFWS) and DFG have policies and positions which are specific to fish and 
wildlife habitat protection. Both agencies have broad responsibilities for protect- 
ing and managing fish and wildlife resources under their jurisdiction, with the 
MBTA providing overlapping responsibilities for hunting and fishing reg&- 
tions in California. 

Both the DFG and U S F W  review and comment on projects that may im- 
pact habitat under NEPA and CEQA. While their comments are only advisory 
to the lead agency, they often carry considerable weight, coming as they do from 
the state and federal wildlife agencies. In some cases, an endangered species may 
be affected; if so, projects cannot be legally carried out until the DFG issues an 
endangered species management authorization pursuant to CESA and an inci- 
dental take is authorized under FESA. 

The USFWS plays a role similar to the DFG at the federal level, providing 
comments for projects subject to NEPA and establishing policies. The USFWS 
also plays a major advisory role in implementing the Army Corps of Engineers' 
Section 404 permitting process. The USFWS consults regularly with the DFG 
on these permits to coordinate comments on wetlands issues and other wildlife 
concerns. In addition, through its reports under the Fish and Wildlife Coordina- 
tion Act (FWCA), the USFWS advises Federal agencies on potential fish and 
wildlife impacts of proposed projects. 

The newest tools affecting endangered species are the multi-species Habitat 
Conservation Plans under CESA and the NCCP program. Both processes de- 
velop broad-based programs to manage large habitat areas containing declining 
species so that they can be protected before listing is required under CESA or 
FESA. The USFWS has endorsed the State's program and is proposing a special 
rule under FESA allowing the take of gnatcatchers by those participating in an 
approved NCCP. These processes can be applied to other areas of California, 
potentially eliminating the need to develop mitigation strategies on a project-by- 
project basis. This multi-species approach, pioneered by California, represents 
the greatest hope in preserving the biodiversity of California and preventing un- 
necessary environmental "train wrecks." It is an approach that may be particu- 
larly relevant for military base reuse plans. The Tak Force trecommends that 
local m e  entities identz8 the pmsence ofplant and animal  habitat^, wet- 
l a d ,  and historic and archeological s* ear& in their planning process 
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and incorporate special consideratiom f ir  these factors into their planning, Chapter 5 

including mitigation where necessary. Once these areas of special interest are Reconciling Natural 
identified, a comprehensive habitat conservation plan may be an appropriate and Cultural 

Resources Protection means of addressing resource conservation on a base-wide rather than parcel-by- 
wiL Bue 

parcel approach. Redevelopment 

I Potential Implications for Base Reuse 

Base reuse in California has potentially major implications for fish and wild- 
life resources, particularly endangered and threatened species. Because Califor- 
nia has 335 endangered, threatened or rare plants and animals (see Tables 5-2 A 
and 5-3), former military bases may be a unique opportunity to provide habitat comprehensive 
for many of those species. There are large tracts of base lands that have seen little habitat 

d or no use, and have fbnctioned as buffers or de facto wildlife reserves. Due to conservation 
limited public access on these lands, they may be in better condition than other 
privately owned lands nearby. Wildlife on the fringe of urban areas often reside 

Table 5-2 

Endangered,Threatened or Rare Plants and Candidates (1  1193) 

California Fedeml 

Endangered 127 44 
Threatened 19 3 
Rare 68 NA 
CandidateIProposed Endangered I 43 
Candidate/Proposed Threatened I I S  

Total number of plant species listed: 2 19 
Total number of plant species candidate/proposed: 60 

S o u m  Depammt of Fish and Game. Natunl Dimity Database 

Table 5-3 

Endangered,Threatened or Rare Animals and Candidates (I 1193) 

California Federul 

Endangered 44 57 
Threatened 29 27 
CandidatelProposed Endangered I 9 
Candidate/ProposedThreatened I 0 

Total number of animal species listed: 1 16 
Total number of animal species candidate/proposed: I I 

Sourcc Department of Fish a d  Game. Natunl Diversity Database 

Montcrey County and Mather Air Force Base in Sacramento 
examples of wildlife habitats that support listed species. Fort 
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and habitats on their lands. 

that have federal or state listed or candidate species known to occur on or nql 
them as of December 10, 1993. This is not necessarily a comprehensive -a- 
Militq bases are typically not acccssible to nonmilitary personnel and are &*- :/r 
fore poorly surveyed for biological resources. It is likely that these bases, $-t++ 
possibly orhers, actually contain greater numbers of rare species than are w- i 
rently documented. 

Table 5-4 

Threatened or Endangered Species on Military Bases 

Bose Number of Species 

Fort Ord, Marinatseaside 17 
Presidio, San Francisco 13 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard.Alameda 
El Toro Marine Corps Air Station, lrvine 4 
Naval Air Station, Moffett Field, Santa Clara 4 
Naval Training Center. San Diego 4 
George Air Force Base,Victorville 
Long Beach Naval Station. Long Beach 2 
Mather Air Force Base, Sacramento 2 
Norton Air Force Base, San Bernardino 2 
Naval Air Station,Alameda I 

Source: Department of Fish & Game. Natural D iven iv  Dara Base I 
A complete inventory of biological resources is first necessary to identify 

those species currently present. Areas with the most sensitive resources, such as 
wetlands and endangered species, should be considered for protecting important 
habitat. A multi-species habitat conservation planning process could be initiated 
to develop plans which satisfy development needs of the region while presewing 
important wildlife d u e s .  

Bases closures must also deal with known and potential toxic sites that have 
both acute and chronic effects on wildlife resources. Toxic cleanup plans should 
include measures for protecting fish and wildlife resources, both during and afier 
cleanup. Early consultation with the DFG should be encouraged to resolve sig- 
nificant issues early in the process. 

88 Report of the California Military Base ReuseTask Force 





Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 06/06/94 

National Park Service (NPS) 

Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement 
( OSM 1 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(mas 1 

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 

-- Natural Resource 
Truatee ccordinativn 
if natural resources 
under jurisdiction may 
be at risk from 
releases of hazardous 
substances 
-- Consultat ion under 
ARARs 

-- Nothing anticipated 
in California 

-- Natural Resource 
Trustee coordination 
if natural resources 
under jurisdiction may 
be at risk from 
releases of hazardous 
substances 
-- Consultat ion under 
ARARs 

-- May offer 
technology and 
expert iae to 
facilitate cleanup 

-- NEPA cooperator 
and/or reviewer if 
interests and/or 
resources are affected 
by proposed action 

-- Nothing anticipated 
in California 

-- NEPA cooperator 
and/or reviewer if 
interests and/or 
resources are affected 
by proposed action 

-- NEPA reviewer if 
interests are affected 
by proposed action 

-- May apply to acquire 
property through federal 
surplus program -- May advise and 
support public benefit 
conveyance applications 

-- May apply to acquire 
property through federal 
surplus program 
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EDITORLALS 

i Give cooperation a chance I 
A new endangered species suit filed 

in U.S. District Court here to protect the 
San Pedro River actually may render a sad 
disservice. It threatens one of Arizona's 
few encouraging landscapes where direct, 
face-to-face dealings between parties in 
conflict appears likely to ease a pressing 
environmental crisis. 

Already in Sierra Vista, a diverse 
group of p o w e f i  local interests is well 
on its way to pulling together a genuine 
management regime to slow the terrible 
over-sucking of the river basin's water 
supply. Home-grown, non-bureaucratic 
and compelled by a shared sense of place, 
this conclave represents an actual instance 
of a divided community corning together 
to thrash out responsible solutions. 

Yet now comes an ill-timed suit that 
will not .+id the process of managing water 
consumption in the San Pedro basin and 
could well hurt it. - -  

N e d  in part by Robin Silver, head of' 
the Phoeniy-b- ;~~  F ~ u ~ . w c s t  Center fur 
Biological Diversity, the new suit charges 
that the Army and Fort Huachuca have il- 
legally endangered bald eagles, peregrine. 
falcons and bats in plotting substantid 
growth at the fort. Essentially, the suit 
asks a federal .court to order the post to 
comply with the Endangered Species Act 
by consulting other agencies about the ef- 
fects of its actions on the species. Which 
sounds fine. 

The problem with this is that it 
achieves rather little at potentially great 
e.upense. For one thing, though the fort 
has been imprudent in the past, it now 
participates fully in the valley's so-called 
Water Isslles Group. A ~ k i r ~ f i  it to "con- 

suit" would accomplish little new. 

Likewise, by initiating a legalistic, 
adversarial federal proceeding in distant 

{ 
d 

i 

- Aid yes,' many times lawsuits do rep- 

courts, the Endangered Species suit could I' 

well antagonize parties who are now coop- , 
erating and substitute for voluntary, home- 

1 grown problem-solving the mandated, top- , 
down adjudications of a remote, bureau- 
cratic government. 

To be fair, Silver deserves credit for . 
an earlier suit he filed to protect the San '; 
Pedro, which clearly prompted the current 
round of local negotiations. 

resent the authentic last best chance to 
force ch'mge, as they did in the Pacific 
Northwest, where they f m d y  compelled 
the U.S. Forest Service to slow down the 
clear cutting and follow the law in the old- 
growth forests. 

However, lawsuits and the Endan- 
gered Species Act have their limits: as at 
the present moment. W~th y ~ d  fs;+h + - l k  
on the San Pedro underway, now does not 
seem the time for new suit., which could 
divide people. postpone action and harden 
positions. Rather, now seems the time for 
talk, for trades, for the slow growth of 
trust and neighborliness. 

And so Silver ought to hold his fue 
on the lawsuits, for now at least. 

i.- 
i. 
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If cooperation works, further litiga- 
tion might impair the real power of local 
people and local processes to foster the 
innovative ideas and enthusiastic coopera- 
tion on complex issues necessary to save 
a river. 

If it f&, well, by alJ means, Silver 
can sue again and again. 

I 
; 

, 
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.HUACHUCA AUDUBON SOCIETY 
POST OFFICE B O X  63 SIERRA VISTA, ARIZONA 85636 

December 1 3,1994 

Mr. Alan Dixon 
Committee Chairman, 
Base Realignment and Closure Committee 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon; 

I/Huachuca Audubon Society of Sierra Vista, Arizona will send a delegation to 
Washington, D.C. on January 3rd through January 6th. 

The purpose of the visit is to educate responsible officials about the serious 
environmental threat to the San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area that will 
result from any expansion of Fort Huachuca, Arizona. 

Huachuca Audubon and other environmental organizations in this area 
believe it would be a mistake for the ~epartmeht of the Army to expand the mission 
of Fort Huachuca without having all the facts, particularly the environmental 
consequences of such action. 

We would appreciate the opportunity for our representatives, Dr. William 
Branan, Director of National Audubon Research Ranch and Mr.  Jim Horton, 
President of Huachuca Audubon Society, to meet with you and discuss our 
concerns. 

We can meet at your convenience any time Tuesday, January 3, through 
Friday, January 6. Twenty minutes of your time should be sufficient. 

Yours Truly; 

signed 

Jim Horton 
President, Huachuca Audubon 
Phone: 602-378-2460 

11 M R  A1 A'. . 



aHUACHUCA AUDUBON SOCIETY 
POST OFFICE BOX 63 SIERRA VISTA, ARIZONA 85636 

December 13, 1994 

Mr. David Lyles 
Executive Director, 
Base Realignment and Closure Committee 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

Dear Mr. Lyles; 

Huachuca Audubon Society of Sierra Vista, Arizona will send a delegation to 
Washington, D.C. on January 3rd through January 6th. 

The purpose of the visit is to educate responsible officials about the serious 
environmental threat to the San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area that will 
result from any expansion of Fort Huachuca, Arizona. 

Huachuca Audubon and other environpental organizations in this area 
believe it would be a mistake for the Department of the Army to expand the mission 
of Fort Huachuca without having all the facts, particularly the environmental 
consequences of such action. 

We would appreciate the opportunity for our representatives, Dr. William 
Branan, Director of National Audubon Research Ranch and Mr. Jim Horton, 
President of Huachuca Audubon Society, to meet with you and discuss our 
concerns. 

We can meet at your convenience any time Tuesday, January 3, through 
Friday, January 6. Twenty minutes of your time should be sufficient. 

Yours Truly; 

signed 

Jim Horton 
President, Huachuca Audubon 
Phone: 602-378-2460 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
13 South 15th Avenue, Phoenix, Arimor 85007 

Tclcpham (602) 542-1557 
F a  (602) 554-3383 

September 2 9 ,  1993 

william P. Sull ivsn 
Martinez & Curtl6, P.C. 
2712 North 7th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85006-1003 

RITA P. M O N  
DLrrcr 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

Thla letter is the Departmentre response to y w r  July 19, 1993 
and August 10, 1993 letters regarding water supply adequacy for 
the Sierra Vieta area. You exprealsed an opinion that  the 
Department appeared to be inconsistent in ita policy in Sierxa 
Vieta when compared to other area@ o f  the state, 

In a lettex to you dated July 2 9 ,  1993, I indicated that we 
believe we have had s consietent policy statewide but because of 
the recent Arizona Supreme Court decision, we would revieit the 
matter as it relates to the Sierra V i a t a  area. 

The Department has reevaluated the situation regarding the legal 
availability of grounCwater eupplies in the Upper Sag Pedro 
basin. This reevalugtion has led us to conclude that the  clcud 
of uncertainty regarding the right8 of groundwater pumpera in the 
basin hae been l i f t e 3  sufficiently to allow a finding that water 
augplies f o r  future subdivisions are legally available, 

In 1984, when the Department first expressed uncertainty about 
the lesal availability of groundwakeg in the San Pedro basin, the 
situation war different. Pumping for agricultural purpose8 wae 
continuing adjacent to che river and there were plane f o r  large 
acale development in the area. Today, most of the agricultural 
ueeo have been retired and the  focue of develogmenc appears to be 
concentrated in the Sierra Vieta/Ft. Huachuca area. 

Current groundwater modeling studios indicate that with continued 
pumpins at the current rate of withdrawal for 100 years, the cone 
o f  degreseion i n  the groundwater aquifer will not directly or 
appreciably a f f e c t  :he $an Pedro River, while the criteria to 
interpret the recent Arizona Supreme Court decision is nct i n  
place, we currently believe that groundwater ~wnped in the Sierra 
Vinta/Pt. Huachuca area i s  not appropriable aurface water. . .._. , -- . . .> 8 a '  I.,: 1 . , .  .,. . 



KIRTLAND AFB POINT PAPER 

Mod nonatt for CO 
3 years no emission violation for CO >> petition for maintenence status. 

97% of emissions come from vehicles. 

Air Force methods: 
-r 

40% of the capacity criteria is air quality. 

@,.-p.+ l ~ l p - * 7 - - ~ d / W  

Reasons why air quality seems to be a non-player: ~ $ 1  LW i e .  LR m- 
I', +,fivl13 H 4 $, S - m t o ,  

e Army estimated that Military Value would be the same for Kirtland whether or not air quality 
was factored in. 

The LA AFB could never have been closed & moved to Kirtland because the labs do not 
duplicate functions. 

Questions for Kirtland: 

What is the so-called emissions growth budget? 9; J L-P/Iy, r4/ /c~v?LL-~J; 
4 4 ?flu. 

What is it based on? 

Does Albequerque air district claim that the existence of such a budget eliminates the need for a 
conformity analysis? 



ATTAINMENT ( o 7 o 

GREEN = Attainment for Ozone AND Carbon Monoxide AND Particulate Matter 10 

YELLOW = Maintenance OR Nonattainment at Marginal OR Moderate levels for 
Ozone OR Carbon Monoxide OR Particulate Matter 10 

RED = Nonattainment at  Serious OR Severe OR Extreme for Ozone OR Carbon 
Monoxide OR Particulate Matter 10 

GREEN= No Restrictions 

YELLOW = Nature of special actions impacting operations with weighted score L: 40 for 
one special action, 1 3 0  for two actions, 1 20 for three actions, or  lower score 

RED = Restrictions for onfoff base activities due to air  quality considerations AND 
requirement for implementation of emission reductions. Nature of special actions 
impacting operations with weighted score 1 50 for one action, 2 40 for two actions, 
2 30 for three actions 

GREEN = Ozone AND Carbon Monoxide in Attainment 

YELLOW = Ozone OR Carbon Monoxide is Maintenance OR Nonattainment a t  Marginal 
AND No Quantitative limits on Carbon Monoxide 

OR 
Ozone in Nonattainment at  2 Moderate AND Total Volatile Organic - 
- ~ o m ~ o u n d s  1 10% AND Total ~ i t rogen  oxides 2 20% 

RED = Ozone OR Carbon Monoxide is in Nonattainment at  Moderate OR Serious OR 
Severe OR Extreme OR have quantitative limits on Carbon Monoxide OR Total 
Volatile Organic Compounds < 10% OR Total Nitrogen Oxides < 20% 
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CLEAN AIR ACT IMPACTS 

RESULTS 
Beale #I Can add 24 

B-52H 

Dover 

Can add 24 

Can't add 14. 

PROBLEMS 

NOx > budget 



CLEAN AIR ACT IMPACTS 

M E  RESULTS BLEMS 
Edwards #I Can't add 8 NOx & VOC > 

KC-1 35E budget 
Edwards #2 Can't add 12 NOx > budget 

KC-I 35R 
Hill Can't add 8 NOx > budget 

KC-1 35R 
Kirtland 

Luke 

Difficult to add 635 CO > budaet 
V - 

people(no aircraft) 
1 

Can't add aircraft CO > budget 
2/6/94 



CLEAN AIR ACT IMPACTS 

BASE RESULTS OBLEMS 
MacDill Can't add 12 NOx >budget 

KC-135R without 
district aid 

March #I Can add 14 C-5 Stationary 
and 8 KC-135E sources future 

& FIP 
March #2 Can't add AFSOC CO & VOC > 

to #I budget 
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CLEAN AIR ACT IMPACTS 

McConnell 

Mt Home 

New Orleans 

Robins 

Shaw 

Tyndall 

Moody 

Minot 

Offutt 

Seymour- Johnson 

Tinker 

Whiteman 
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'DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-1000 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRCTARI 
0 9 h:S! 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD b ~ & ,  +mf+f, wp 
1 

.A 

FROM: SAF/MII h7 - 
SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AF/BCEG) Meeting 

The AFDCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, S A F M I ,  at 1030 hours on 
15 December 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following personnel were in 

- attendance: 

a. AFBCEG members: 

Mr. Boatright, S A F M I ,  Co-Chairman 
Maj Gen Blume, AFIRT, Co-Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAFIFM 
Mr. McCall, SAFMIQ 
Maj Gen Heflebower, A F P E  
Mr. Orr, AFLGM 
Dr. Wolff, AFICE 
Mr. Kuhn, SAFIGCN 
Brig Gen Newell, AF/XOO 
Brig Gen Weaver, NGBICF 
Brig Gen Bradley, AFIRE 

b. Other key attendees: 

Col Mayfield, AFRTR 
Col Kraus, SAF/AQX 
Mr. Kelly, AFJDPP 
Maj Niezgoda, AF/SCXX 
Maj Richardson, AFRTR 

The meeting was called to order by Mr. Boatright. On December 14, 1994, the 
SECAF received a briefing on the work and alternatives of the Medical JCSG. It was noted 
that the development of these alternatives was largely premature since closure and realignment 
decisions in the 1995 BRAC process would affect the assumptions on which this study was 
based. There was also a concern that TRICARE and other consolidation plans be taken into 
account in the analysis, and that reductions in facilities should avoid being part of the BRAC 

-- process if possible, since the mandated actions could not be reversed without future 
congressional action. The SECAF approved forwarding these concerns to the Medical JCSG. 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEG/BCEG STAFF ONLY 
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Large Aircraft options were then reviewed by the SECAF. The need for a Special - 
/ 

Operations Wine; be- was accommodated by ensuring that each multiple closure allowed 
beddown room for the Special Ops force structure at one or more of the preferred western 
U.S. sites. The impact on options due to air quality considerations was discussed, limiting 
beddown options. The CSAF objected to the Minot closure option which placed bombers at 
Fairchild, in that it broke up tanker consolidations. Consolidating complimentary mobility 
,assets under a single commander increases flexibility and responsiveness in supporting a wide 
range of mobility requirements. The wings are organized to enhance readiness, planning, and 
coordination while offering increased training effectiveness, reduced overhead costs, and an 
integrated, cohesive mobility mission mind set. As a single source of refueling assets, 
response time is reduced during TACC tasking of short notice, no-plan, or no-notice global air 
mobility missions. The location of the Fairchild tanker w n g  is also ideally suited for the 
SIOP mission because it optimizes flight time to objective areas. Beale AFB was considered 
a better receiver for B-52 aircraft should Minot AFB be closed. FinaIly, the closure of Beale 
AFB raised considerable concern because of the unique, specialized mission, its relatively 
high cost, and its considerable potential as a Special Operations Wing beddown site. 

Closure of Scott AFB raised several concerns. The movement of the headquarters 
commands located at Scott AFB would cause considerable disruption to missions continuing 
to operate at high operational tempo. The mobility control functions performed by Scott AFB 
would be unable to accommodate this disruption. Moreover, no significant reduction of 
infrastructure or operational benefit would be gained. 

The CSAF objected to the closure of Grand Forks, since this would break up another 
consolidated tanker force, with the considerations as noted above regarding movement into 
Fairchild. Malmstrom was noted as having superior missile capabilities, but low cost to close 
and a limited airfield capability and flexibility. Closure of the airfield alone was directed to 
be examined. 

The Ellsworth closure was examined. CSAF suggested that the command-dedicated 
aircraft located at Robins which support the unified command headquarters located at MacDill 
be rn'2ved to MacDill in the event the Air Force retains this as an active aifield. A question 
then arose as to moving the C-130 aircraft from Dyess to Little Rock with the C-130 
schoolhouse then being moved to Altus, to reduce the aircraft loading at Dyess. The loading 
and ops tempo of Dyess with an Ellsworth closure would put Dyess to about maximum 
capacity without the C-130 moves. COBRA results were examined for all reviewed moves. 

At the completion of the review, the SECAF discontinued further analysis of a closure 
of Scott AFB because of the operational concerns previously raised. Also, because of the 
concerns raised about the closure of Beale AFB and since the base was a middle tier base, its 
closure would not continue to be analyzed at this time. The following options were to receive 
further analysis: 
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I ( of the AGE or require emission offsets? 

CHECK 

(d) IF 
YES 

1. 

z 
3. 

CHECK 

(*IF 
so 

Does the state or local. air quality regulatory agency regulate or 
conditionally exempt the operation of poaable internal combustion engine 
(ICE) equipment, to include aerospace ground equipment? 
Roes the regulatory agency require permits for AGE or portable ICE? 
Does the regulatory agency require the base to limit the hours of operation 

4. 

Block 2. 

I ! equipment used to sipport these activities? ! . I 

I. 

2 
3. 
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Does the state or local air quality regulatory agency regulate or 
conditionally exempt small activities or engines used for idhstructure 
maintenance (i.e., sewer cleaning, wood chipping, road repait, etc.)? 
Does the agency limit the hours of these activities? 
Does the agency require periodic fuel analysis or emission testing of 
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I Does the state or local air quality regulatory agency prohibit the use of I I 
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Does the state or local air qualib regulatory agency prohibitopen 
budopen detonation (OBIOD) or training? 
Does the state or local air quality regdatory agency regulate or 
conditiorurlly exempt OBIOD operations or training? 
Does the agency limit the number of detonations to keep the exemption? 
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1 emergency generators? I I 
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If the state or local air quality regulatory agency regulates or conditionally 
exempts fire training activities that produce smoke, do the agency 
requirements exceed the fire training and/or controlled burn requirements 
for local public fire agencies? 
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1 4. I If the emergency operation of generators exceeds the exemption threshold, / I I 
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Does the agency require emission offsets? 
............. .. ,,".., ..... ". ..,..' . .-.;., .... ........ i .. .;,. . .  , e . . :  ............ ..:. '.! :.: :,....<<.,.;.::,!. ...... ,: ,,--.- . , . .;. . ' . .rv .....I ... :.:...: ..........a .,,.. ........... ,:.r2.r.;:?,:..::.': r I. ....., .:< ....... ;.. 

. . . . . . . . . .  ; 3; : : :  : : : ! .  .;...... ; . . . . . .  ; : : :  ....... . .  : : . . . . .  , : ...... . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  ..ll....., . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . , . . . . . . . . .  ,: : :. .,,, ..;I.. ::"': '.'.! 

Does the state or local air quality regulatory agency regulate or 
conditionally exempt short-term (1 2 months or less) activities (i .e., air 
shows, exercises, construction or emergency actions.)? 
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Does the agency limit the hours of operation for short-term activities ? 
Does the agency requke periodic fuel analysis, emission testing or require 
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1 I lead) exceed the Federal Clean Air Act requirements? I 
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D&s the state or local air @ty regulatory agency have continuous 
emissions moni to~g  (CEM) requirements for any sources at the base 
which exceed the Federal New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) 
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Does the m t e  or local air quality rcgularory agency figdale or conditionally exempt thc opcfauon of 
portable internal cornbusuon engine (I=) equipment. to include aerospace ground equipmcnl? 
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h s  the rqdatary agency rquire the W e  ta mod* thc hours of operation of the AGE7 
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DEIRDRE NURRE -- ACTION ITEMS LIST 3/7/94 

I. Action items which have come out of service hearings: 

Navy: conformity determinations. Call EPA Region 3 and Navy attorney. ,d 'fL\ 
" d i  jk+*h : 0 

Air Force: Costs of environmental restoration A 
Contradictions: Does speeding up cleanup increase costs, or reduce them? Two opinions 

r h i  I kt+ " f on that. Various opinions as to whether environmental cleanup costs were considered in 

r, f-~* costs or closure or not! $ ,,} -yh, , f 4 K- 
+ h / A 4  /?%-&,+,A 

l d7 ' -p .  
DEIRDRE: Find out EXACTLY how bases are cleaned up under DERA, BRAC, both 
funds, or neither fund. Can 1 base be eligible for more than one BRAC source? Or does 
that depend exactly on what bases were closed under what round? 

Is DERA both a compliance and a closure fund? Does it apply to closing and non-closing 
sites? 
What are the opportunities which groups have to appeal for extra funds under DERA, or 
to get supplemental appropriations? 
What are the typical routes that a military service pursues when it needs more cash for 
cleanup? , , - '  4L.5~3- 

i.?/p.'; 
How will closure of AFCEE impact env. cleanup on other sites? 

Length of schedule for cleanup. 

q d  ~ @ ~ - ~ ~ e - ~ ~  f i  @-IT /ji+ 3 h -  yh ,,/pcJ p-. -) 

A m y :  No one asked the basic environmental issues here about fast-track producing extra costs. 
/ Maybe Ed never added my questions. r vh4 t.*'; s-blp 

, 
Y 

1 Ft. Huachuca water supply issues 
2 Ft McClellan permitting issues: 27 5 ' n 4 k ~ ~  h 5 2 c kc @*fa M VI DI , A L ~  w .-' - 
3 "To tell you the truth, we could do this kind of training other ways" ~ u g w a ~  to Yuma transfer 
of activity. What permits are needed? Yuma acceptance of mission: What agency has 
jurisdiction over it? 
4 Ft Monroe UXO issues: "the costs of cleanup was taken into account". What exactly does 
that mean? Conditional closure of McClellan depending upon completion of permit 
requirements: what if permits cannot be obtained prior to closure decision? 
What permits do they need? AirIStationary Source - Subtitle C Subpart X - 

What do their lawyers say that they need? 

Need comfortable working definition of "costs of compliance". 



IS. Conformity analysis: Go through series of questions with EPA Region 111, Navy attorney, 
et. al. 

-? 111. Draft and finalize compliance memos with Criteria & and Criteria 8. 

IV. Questions which fell out of the hearings and which belong in the reuse arena 

Restoration of UXO and its impact on reuse. Does classification of ordnance as haz waste have 
a real impact, when all is said and done? Is there some kind of mechanism that could clean it up 
faster, cheaper, better without calling it CERCLA? 

Conflict between the Army housing issues and the interest which reuse groups have in receiving 
housing for community purposes. Is there any conflict here? do local reuse groups have a 
conflict with the Army in trying to get property for housing purposes? Is there a direct conflict 
or has it been skirted? 

Ask some kind of question about the Presidio. Pesticides on golf courses. Implications of 
putting bases into parkland use, when DO1 et a1 doesn't have money to pay for a park on urban 
properrty in San Francisco. Are there ways to move parkland or natural resource property in to a 
mixed use that would have some kind of profitablility associated with it? Do natural resouce 
uses necessarily have to be a negative? 

Ask the lending institutions about decision documents.. . . .? 

Xerox the GAO paper; send to Kemmerer / 

Return calls: Linda ~ u t s c f j ~ e ~ i o n  I11 EPA /' 



CLOSE HOLD - BCEGfBCEG STAFF ONLY 

Rcaninena and Air FORX In-House capability subelements. First., aviation physiology is just 
one of 19 common support functions included in the Brooks AFB laboratory activity, and the ' priority grades reflect the overall activity. Second, although aviation physiology is important, 
it can be accomplished by other services or by civilian sources. AS a result, although the activity 
is very important, it is not necessarily rtquind to be accomplished within Air Farce resoufcts. 

After discussion, the BCEG approved the grades for the Priority subelement and the 
overall activity and installation scores, as rcflcctad on the slides at Atch 2. The installation 
grades will be used for the functional value portion of the Criterion I grade. 

. .. . . Thet.e being no further to discus~,.-*e-mm~~g'wwGasah-j~urned .at. 2j,-..n- 

BCEG meeting will be at the call of the Co-Qlairmen. 

OPEN ITEMS: Priority subclement packs for Brooks Lab 
Including UPT JCSG product in AF analysis 
Lukt MOA s a n s  
McGuirt ANG assumptions 
Squdrm d o  ud number of units 
Ccmcnct Pcrrocrncl numbers for Criterion VI 
La Angeks AFB closure assumptions 
Huuoom AFB Unique Facilities 
Mud AFB Facility Condition . 

Rome Lab Housing grades 

F. BOATRIGHT 

Attachments 
1. Futun Gmwth @ng 
2. Lab Grades 

DISTRIBUTION: 
SAF/FM 
S AFtGCN 
SAF/AQX 
SAFMIQ 
AF/RT 
AF/CE 
Aw"E 
AFDPP 
AF/XOO 
AFmE 
NG B/CF 
AFLGM 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGiBCEG STAFF ONLY 
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OZONE NONATTAINMENT AREAS 
TRANSITIONAL OR INCOMPLETE DATA AREAS 

Prior Designation Retained by Operation of Law 
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Classifications of Ozone Nonattainment  rea as' 

Extreme (2070)' 

Los Angeles-South Coast Air Basin, CA 
Severe (2007) 

Chicago-Gary-lake County, IL-IN New York-N New Jersey-Long Island,NY-NJ-CT 
Houston-Galveston-Brazoria, TX Southeast Desert Modified Air Quality 
~ilwaukee-~acine, WI Maintenance Area (AQMA), CA 

Severe (2005) 
Baltimore, MD San Diego, CA 
Philadelphia-Wilmington-Trenton,PA-NJ-DE-MD Ventura County, CA 

Serious (1999) 
Atlanta, GA , Portsmouth-Dover-Rochester, NH 
Baton Rouge, LA Providence (All RI), RI 
Beaumont-Port Arthur, TX Sacramento Metro, CA 
Boston-Lawrence-Worcester, MA-NH San Joaquin Valley, CA 
El Paso, TX Springfield (Western MA), MA 
Greater Connecticut Washington, DGMD-VA 

Moderate (1996) 
Ashland, KY (Prev Huntington, WV-Ash.KY) Monterey Bay, CA 
Atlantic City, NJ Muskegon, MI 
CharlotteGastonia, NC Nashville, TN 
Cincinnati-Hamilton, TW Phoenix, AZ 
Cleveland-Akron-Lorai , OH Pittsburgh-Beaver Valley, P+ 
Dallas-Fort Worth, TX Portland, ME 

. . . . =--< - Dayton-Springfield, OH Poughkeepsie, NY (Previously Marginal) 
-.-=-:'-St Detroit-Ann Arbor, MI Reading, PA 

Grand Rapids, MI Richmond, VA 
Kewaunee County, WI Salt Lake City, UT 
Knox & Lincoln Counties, ME San Francisco-Bay Area, CA 
Lewiston-Auburn, ME Santa Barbara-Santa Maria-Lompoc, CA 
Louisville, KY-IN Sheboygan, WI 
Manitowoc County, WI St Louis, MO-IL 
Miami-Fort tauderdale-W. Palm Beach, FL Toledo, OH 

Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY 
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ 
Altoona, PA 
Birmingham, AL 
Buffalo-Niagara Falls, NY 
Canton, OH 
Columbus, OH 
Door County, WI 
Erie, PA 
Essex County (Whiteface Mtn), NY 
Evansville, IN 
Greenbrier County, WV 
Hancock & Waldo Counties, ME 
Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle, PA 
Jefferson County, NY 
Jersey County, IL 
Johnstown, PA 
Kent & Queen Anne's Counties. MD 

Marginal (1 993) 
Lake Charles, LA 
Lancaster, PA 
Lexington-Fayette, KY 
Manchester, NH 
Memphis, TN 
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, VA 
Paducah, KY 
Portland-Vancouver, OR-WA 
Reno, NV 
Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, PA 
Seatt le-Tacoma, WA 
Smyth County, VA (White Top Mtn) 
Sussex County, DE 
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL 
Walworth County, WI 
York, PA 
Youngstown-Warren-Sharon, OH-PA 

'A$ d January 3, 1995 ( l r a m i i i a d  and Incomplete kea Noc Included) bates in parenthesis am when tho omfa rtanderd must be met. b a r  



Not Classified Areas Excluded 





Classified Carbon Monoxide Nonattainment Areas 
Listed by Classification 

As of January 3, 1995 

Serious 
Los Angeles Scuth Coast Air Basin, CA 

Moderate > 12.7 ppm 
Anchorage, AK 
Denver-Boulder, CO 
Fresno, CA 
Las Vegas, NV. 
New York-N. New Jer-Long Is, NY-NJ-CT 
Provo, UT 
Seattle-Tacoma, WA 
Spokane, WA 

Moderate < = 1 2  7 ppm 
Albuquerque, NM 

' Baltimore, MD 
Boston, MA 
Chico, CA 
Colorado Springs, CO 
El Paso, TX 
Fairbanks, AK 
Fort Collins, CO 
Grants Pass, OR 
Hartford-New Britain-Middletown, CT 
Klarnath Falls, OR 
Lake Tahoe South Shore, CA 
Longmont, CO 
Medford, OR 
Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN 
Missoula, MT 
Modesto, CA 
Ogden, UT 
Philadelphia-Camden Co, PA-NJ 
Phoenix, AZ 
Portland-Vancouver, OR-WA 
Raleigh-Durham, NC 
Reno, NV 
Sacramento, CA 
San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose, CA 
San Diego, CA 
Stockton, CA 
Washington, DC-MD-VA 



Not Classified Carbon Monoxide Nonattainment Areas 

As of January 3, 1995 

Prior Designation Retained by Operation of Law 

Listed Alphabetically 

Atlantic City, NJ 
Bakersfield, CA 
Billings, MT 
Boise-Northern Ada Co, ID 
Burlington, NJ 
Charlotte, NC 
Detroit, MI 
East Chicago, IN 
Freehold, NJ 
Great Falls, MT 
Greeley, co 
Indianapolis, IN 
Lake Tahoe Nevada 
Lake Tahoe North Shore, CA 
Lowell, MA 
Manchester, NH 
Morristown, NJ 
Nashua, NH 
New Haven-Meriden-Waterbury, C? 
Penns Grove, NJ 
Perth Arnboy, NJ 
Pittsburgh, PA 
Salem, OR 
Salt Lake City, UT 
Sornerville, NJ 
Springfield, MA 
St Louis, MO 
Toms River, NJ 
Trenton, NJ 
Tucson, AZ 
Waltham, MA 
Worcester, MA 
Yakima, WA 



AREAS DESIGNATED NONATAINMENT FOR SO2 

u 
0 DESIGNATED NONATTAINMENT AREAS FQR 502 Sqlt.1994 





DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMlSSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT. USAF BRAC '95 Depot Information 

The attached data is provided in response to your 22 March request for 
information pertaining to the environmental cleanup costs for the five Air Logistics 
Centers. 

Please refer questions to my point of contact, Lt Col Louise Eckhardt, DSN 
225-4578 

UME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF 

Attachment: 
Table of environmental costs 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE AIR FORCE 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  UNITED S T A T E S  A I R  FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

4 APR 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR AFRT 

FROM: HQ USAFICEP 

SUBJECT: Air Logistic Center (ALC) Environmental Cleanup - AF/RT Coxltrol 
Number 257 

The information requested by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission for cleanup cost to complete and long-term pump and treat efforts at the 
ALCs is attached. 

/ L = p h k  G. HAMMOND MYERS TI1 

Chief,  P lans  and P o l i c F  D i v i s i o n  

Attachments: 
1. ALC Cost to Complete 
2. AFIRT TaskerRouting Sheet 



Air Logistic Centers 
Cleanup Cost To Complete 

rlnstallation 

McClellan AFB, CA 
Robins AFB, GA 
Tlnker AFB, OK 
Kelly AFB, TX 

Expected 
Completion 

FY 

2034 
201 1 
2023 
2023 

Hill AFB, UT 1 2050 

Timing 
FY 

2034 
2000 

* Includes cost of pump and treat systems 

Cost to Complete - 
FY 95 to Complete' 

(SK) 

$ 705,446.00 

Costs 
($K) 

$ 130,661 .OO 
$ 1,512.00 

2050 

-- - - 

Pump & Treat 
Required 

Yes 

$ 110,000.00 

. - - - - 
$ 235,858.00 

$ 71,938.00' Yes 
$ 249,007.00/ Yes 
$ 181,949.00 Yes 

2018 1 $ 36,600.00 

Yes 
2023 $ 95,000.00 



Document Separator 



reality, almost every base that is being closed is being transferred 
to a local community, State, et cetera, with no revenue to the gov- 
ernmen t. 

Mr. COURTER. The way we handled tha t  last  time, and the Com- 
mission will have to make that judgment this time, is just to as- 
sume that  we will get nothing for the sale. There was a lot of talk 
about how much money we would get. 

Our experience the last time, after we examined the history of 
base closure, was that  a lot of that  was exaggerated. Commu- 
nities-special legislation was passed so land that  was used by one 
of the services was given to the community for the homeless, for 
example, or had to be dedicated for parks. 

So, in our assumptions, we just assumed that  there would be no 
profit for the sale. We applied that  assumption in every case except 
for 'ust one where there was a pretty obvious huge market value L to t e land, and we will probably do i t  again this time. 

Senator MCCAIN. Do you think tha t  you could more realistically 
assess the environmenta1 costs this time around? Clearly the envi- 
ronmental costs were way out line as compared with the actual 
costs. 

Mr. COURTER. The way I would probably do it, from having one 
round of experience and also a little bit more time in the private 
sector examining these issues, is that  you take what is estimated 
and multiply i t  by a factor of something greater. I have never seen 
a situation where the Department of Defense or a private contrac- 
tor underestimated the cost of a clean up. Sormally, it is a multiple 
magnitude. a logarithmic magnitude of increase in costs and clean 
up. -%-~d SO, 1 will look a t  i t  with a very 'aundiced eye. If they say 
i t  only costs $1 million, I will assume t h a t  they are off by a lot. 

Senator MCCAKN. Sometimes by as much a s  a factor of 100. 
Mr. COURTER. Tha t  is right; I have seen it. 
Senator McCxm. you know, the overall assumption as  to the 

size of the  defense budget is clearly a moving target. Are you going 
under a set  of assumptions that  will be changea in the course of 
your deliberations, e v e n  President Clinton's new proposals, or will 

ou just go with t%e present set of assumptions, and with the 
$nowledge that  there will be another round in 1995? 

Mr. COURTER. I t  is a decision tha t  the  Commission will make as  
a commission, but my opinion right now would be the latter, tha t  
we a re  going to go by what is or  what was the  force structure pro- 
jections under the former President. If there is a new force struc- 
ture recommendation comin down in March or April or May, tha t  
I a m  convinced that  we wil 4 end up thinking that  i t  is best tha t  
i t  be  left until the 1995 Commission so tha t  process can be worked 
by the Pentagon before the next commission gets it. 

[See questions answered for the record.] 
So, my thinking is that  which we do this ear  is not goin to be 

h. And based on further projections o B reductions in fefense 
: i13ing,  there will be work for the 1995 Commission as well. 

Senator McCxm. Finally, I see that  my time has expired. I un- 
derstand that  there is some consideration of economic impact. I 
think that  is certainly something that  is in the  eye of the beholder, 
and would tend then to concentrate base closing in better-off States 
rather than poorer States. So, I would hope we can get from you 



have-hopefully, eight commissioners that  will be confirmed. We 
had seven last time, so we have one more commissioner and 30 
more days. So, I would like to be able to do that, yes. 

Senator GLENN. That is one that  is so different because in the 
criteria, in effect ou are establishing bases in some areas, maybe, 
instead of disesta g Iishing them. So, it is a whole different thin . 

You look and the criteria they put out have a whole list o f pre- 
ferred and mandatory different features, community characteris- 
tics, ofice space, the child care or the fad i t i e s  for child care and 
so on a t  these piaces. in the same building. The health and fitness 
services. Utilities, maintenance, site features, training, computer 
center, and others may be tossed into this thing also. So, it is a 
whole different set of criteria than ou have dealt with before. 

Mr. COURTER. We are going to Kave to as  well, Senator Glenn, 
have our attorney look a t  that issue, and I a m  sure that  the attor- 
ne for this committee will have something to say about it. 

{enator M c C ~ r n .  Good. We look forward to working with you on 
that. We have some sites that are up for consideration, as do many 
States that  are represented here on this committee. 

Under the environmental restoration, taking that  into account, 
there have been some varied approaches to that  as far a s  taking 
the cost and the time for environmental restoration into account in 
determining the cost effectiveness of prospective base closures and 
realignments. How do you anticipate those costs uill be used in 
these 1993 deliberations? 

Mr. COL-RTER. As much as I mentioned before that  I do not give 
a great deal of credibility to estimates with regard to environ- 
mental clean up because you often do not know the true cost until 
you are  actually underneath the ground, cleaning up ordinance--- 

Senator GLENN. Where will you get your environmental data? 
Where will you get that  from? Who do you rely on on that, because 
tha t  is the key element? 

Mr. COLTTER. We have a good relationship and hope to continue 
that  relationship with other government organizations besides the 
Department of Defense. We are going to have detailees from GAO, 
and from F.4A And we have EPX as  well. So, we will be looking 
at the best information that  those organizations have with regard 
to the  cost of environmental dean up. 

I would like to mention, however, that  from the standpoint of the 
Department of Defense, they will argue that  EPA mandates and 
the law requires that  eventually, a s  long as the money is there, the 
environmental remediation occurs on facilities whether they re- 
main open or whether closed. And so that  is something the  Com- 
mission will take under consideration. 

Senator GLENN. That is correct, but  there might be a whole dif- 
ferent time frame as  to if you are having a base that  is ring to stay there, and one quarter of the base could be sealed off ecause 
i t  h a s  nuclear contamination or whatever. I t  is a whole difTerent 
problem that  can be dealt with over a 20-year period, maybe, tha t  
i s  not dangerous right now. 

On the other hand, if you are dealing with something like one 
of the bases in our nuclear weapons-we have 17 different major 
bases in 11 different states. We got involved in this many years 
ago, and i t  resulted in all the GhO studies and so on. We now 



know that the estimates on that are $160 billion to clean it up over 
a 20 to 30 year period of time. 

Wow, whether you take a base like one of those places that is 
going to be cleaned up eventually, we hope. It does not have to be 
done right now, and you can seal it off and leave it there. If you 
had to insist on, yes, to close that base we have to clean it up right 
now, some of those places would be almost prohibitively expenses. 

So I do not know how you factor that into your deliberations. I 
do not envy you that task. 

Mr. COURTER. It is a difficult thing. I know that Congress either 
has or should weigh in on this particular issue because it seems to 
me that if you have a situation whereas you say you have some nu- 
clear waste in one five acre area of a 175,000 acre base, it is ridicu- 
lous for-if, in fact, it is closed, it is ridiculous to stymie the land 
being used for its highest and best purpose simply because one cor- 
ner of it is polluted. So, we hope that Congress sees fit to allow 
communities to do something with parts of bases. 

Senator GLENN. Just  to follow up on Senator McCain's question, 
do you have any figures on what savin s or what money has come 
back to the government as a result o f t  e base closures or the pro- 
spective base closures so far? 

f 
-4s Senator McCain said, many of these things are used for the 

homeless, or States are picking up the bases or certain land areas, 
as well as local communities. Do we have any figures of what has 
been saved so far? 

Mr. COURTER. Senator, in our report that we filed which was 
adopted by Congress 2 years agc+lM years ago, we had some 
numbers. Whether they were accurate o r  not, I do not know. It was 
about two point some odd billion dollars over a 20-year period. 

But I suppose, number one, i t  depends on how long you measure 
it. If it goes on 100 years, your savin s are huge. And if it is 5 to 
7 years there are no savings because t \ e cost of closure eats up the 
advantages in closing. So, it depends on what time frame you make 
that measure. 
M y  recollection from the last Commission is that the anticipated 

savings from these actions will result in fiscal year 1992 to 1997 
net savings of $2.3 billion after a one-time cost of $4.1 billion. The 
savings from these actions will total $1.5 billion annually after that 
period of time. 

Senator GLENN. You get your payback down the stream some- 
place. 

Mr. COURTER. Yes. I might add, and that is in our executive 
summary that is probably in the main document, I might add that  
the payback period, which is something that motivated us last time 
and that certainly got our attention, is going to be longer and 
longer. The decisions become more difficult and more difficult. And 
whereas, I think, the 1988 thought of payback of 7 years was really 
far in the future, I think the 1993 and 1995 Commission is going 
to say, 35 years is reasonable. 

Senator GLENN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Glenn. 
Senator KE~MPTHORNE. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. 
It  is a pleasure to meet all of you. 



consider the cumulative economic impact. And Assistant Defense 
Secretary David Berteau responded in a letter to me saying, "with 
respect to the issues you raised, first, we agree that cumulative 
economic impact should be considered." 

But I just want to repeat for emphasis that in your criteria list 
it does not say cumulative economic impact. It says economic im- 
pact. We have not had a chance to see what the cumulative eco- 
nomic impact would be until such time as we have had some clos- 
ings. 

And as you know, Chairman Courter, and certainly Mr. Stuart 
knows, having been on the Commission, I did not oppose the clos- 
ing of Pease Air Force Base. So I am certainly not and I do not 
think one could label me as one who is hypocritically protecting the 
pork in his State. 

I want to point out that I define cumulative economic impact as  
being the most onerous when bases within a few miles of each 
other are being closed in a very short period of time. And 1 think 
I heard you loud and clearly on that. 

Let me ask a question that was touched on b Senator Levin. We 
are talking in the current discussions, and I h ope ma be each of 
you could respond to this, about significant defense cutgacks. They 
are dramatic and they are moving very rapidly downward. I under- 
stand that i t  is very clear that you are, based on the answer to 
question three which you all ave, nonpartisan and nonpolitical in 
this, and I have no reason to c % allenge anybody on any of that. 

But what concerns me is whether recommendations that are 
made by the Secretary of Defense for closure, wherever they may 
be, do they substantially deviate from the criteria for closings 
which you have all been tasked to look at? .4nd I think the question 
that I might have for each of you is: If in fact you see that they 
did deviate, and I am not saying they did, but I am saying if so, 
are you prepared to take a base off a list, put another base on a 
list, or whatever? -4re you prepared to look very carefully at  that 
if, in fact, you find they deviated from the task that is outlined 
very clearly for you in the statute? 

I will just start with you, Jim, and then go on. 
Mr. COURTER. I feel strongly about that. Last time we did, and 

this time I hope we do the same thing. That is our responsibility. 
It  is our job. 

Senator SMITH. Thank you. 
Does everybody agree? Does anybod want to comment? 
Mr. SWART. I think the record spe a; s for itself. 
Senator SMITH. I think it is very important, obviously, because 

of the magnitude. I think things that we are looking at. 
Mr. Chairman, I do not have any further questions at this time. 

I mi ht reserve a couple, but a t  this time I will yield. 
I g a n k  you all for your service. 
Chairman NUNN. Let me just ask one question, and then I will 

get to Senator Shelby, who has not had his turn, and to Senator 
Lott. 

Chairman Courter, on the issue of environmental cleanup costs, 
are we going to reach a point where the military services them- 
selves are reluctant to close bases that have major environmental 
problems because of the cost? 



Mr. COURTER. I do not think we are going to reach that problem. 
From the stand oint of the Department of Defense, you know, they 
take the view t 1 a t  cleanup has to occur, whether it stays open or 
whether it is closed. And we all know the reality is they seem to 
tend to i t  faster if i t  is about to be closed. But they have that af- 
firmative obligation. 

From our standpoint, we look a t  it the same way. You know, I 
think it would be a perverted result if what came out of this roc- 
ess was a non-closure when all indications were it should be c P osed 
simply because the base was so tainted. I do not think that should 
be the arantee of a base staying into perpetuity because it is so 
p o l l u t e r  

Chairman N m .  I agree with you completely, but I fear we may 
et that creeping in subjectively without being acknowledged into 

$ecisionmaking. 
Let us assume, for instance, that your payback period 8 years. 

Let us also assume you have X Army Base and they have got a big 
chemical problem. If you close that base you are going to have to 
clean it up and the cost to clean up exceeds all the savings over 
that 8- ear period. What do you do in that situation? Let us as- 

{ sume t a t  the net over even a 10-year period was a cost to the gov- 
ernment to close that base rather than a benefit? 

Mr. COLXTER. I think all factors being equal, you vote to close 
the base. 

Chairman Nupu~. Is there anything in the ,guidelines that pre- 
cludes you from doing that on economic payback? 

Mr. COURTER. One of the criteria, obviously, is your payback. 
And I suppose the numbers could be so preposterous that it wouid 
take, you know, 100 years or 500 years to get any money out of 
closure, does impact on whether you close it or not. There could be 
overriding issues, such as military value. And if it is worthless 
from the standpoint of national securit , you close it anyway. 

But the extreme cost of cleanup un z er that measure could have 
an impact and effect, but in the real world, and I think, Senator 
Nunn, you have seen this as well as I have, no one really can 
measure with a great deal of accuracy and therefore have a great 
deal of confidence in the cost of cleanup in the very beginning. 
Those analyses are hombl wrong. 

I have never seen one d a t  is correct. And they are always more 
costly than you originally anticipate. 

Senator LOTT. Mr. Chairman, could I inteiect a question right 
there because i t  relates to exactly that you are talkin about? 

~ u t  cleanup is a factor you have to consider. ~n 8 suppose you 
are considering in the category where there are five bases, and you 
basically have two competing to be closed. One is basically new, en- 
vironmentally clean, and the other is not. And if they are equal in 
other categories, then you do obviously have to consider environ- 
mental cleanup costs. And I assume that you would be inclined, all 
other things being equal, to opt for the newer, cleaner base, as op- 
posed to an older one that is going to have a tremendous environ- 
mental impact cleanup? 

Mr. COURTER. Well, I am not going to say yes or no to that, be- 
cause it was quite a cleverly worded question. [Laughter.] 

We will do the best we can in those very difficult areas. 



Senator L o n .  And a very generic question. 
Mrs. BYRON. Will the military not have to clean it up  on their 

own, anyhow? 
Mr. COURTER. A very artfully crafted question. 
Senator L o n .  What was that? 
Mrs. BYRON. Will the military not have to clean i t  up on its own, 

an  how? 
Zenator LOTT. There is clearly a cost factor there that  has  to be 

wei hed, certainly. 
c i a i n n a n  NUNN. I t  affeets the time frame of the cleanup. 
Mr. COURTER. It  affects the time frame, and it affects the pay- 

back. And a very modem base tha t  has  no environmental problems 
may be more effective from the standpoint of its value to the mili- 
tary as  well. So i t  impacts on other criteria. 

Chairman NUNN. I hope the Commission will make sure that  we 
do not get into a situation as you review the services' submissions, 
where they are reluctant to close bases because they have environ- 
mental problems, and end up closing bases that do not have envi- 
ronmental problems. That would be the ultimate, as you men- 
tioned, perversity. Also, i t  would just be an incentive for perhaps 
people on the base to make sure they have plenty of environmental 
problems so that  it does not get closed. 

I do not think it is preposterous to think that  may start happen- 
ing. I have heard too many people say we cannot close this base 
because of environmental problems, or we better weigh that. I be- 
lieve that is a real potential danger. 

Senator Shelby. 
Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, I 

welcome you again and all of the people who have helped do a lot 
of the work with y o u  I want to commend y o u  I thought that  in 
1991 the Commission did a good job. 

These are  difficult times, they are  tough jobs. There are  tough 
decisions that  have to be made. 

To some of the new members of the committee, General Johnson, 
Mr. McPherson, Ms. Cox, Captain Bowman and my former col- 
league, Beverly Byron, welcome to the Senate again. 

I t  may have already been asked, is the criteria that  was used be- 
fore by the Department of Defense-I understand they will be 
using this again-to determine the 1993 base closure IisGidentical 
to what they used before, I personally think that  worked out  pretty 
well. 

To me military value, return on investment and impact, includ- 
ing the environmental impact, on both existing and receiving com- 
munities are  the main focus of the criteria. But military value, I 
think, should come first, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. COURTER. I t  does. I t  does come first. 
Senator SHELBY. Do you believe that  this basic criteria that  was 

used should be used again? 
Mr. COURTER. Yes. 
Senator SHELBY. Mr. Chairman, do ou believe that  your experi- 

ence, although concentrated, will he p you again with the new 
members? 

r 
Mr. COURTER. I think that- 



Senator SHELBY. Let me follow up on what Chairman Nunn was 
talking about, the environmental situation. If you had a base tha t  
had deep environmental problems, but you need it to be closed for 
lack of military v a l u ~ .  Would i t  not be a mistake to close not to 
close such a base because it had environmental problems? Because 
most of those environmental problems will get worse and worse 
and worse. 

Mr. COURTER. We went over this. And my opinion is that  tha t  
should not be a deterrent to a closure, simply because i t  has  an en- 
vironmental problem. 

Senator SHELBY. I think you are right. Mr. Chairman, in your 
1991 testimony, you stated and I quote, "we have to have itn-that 
means live agent training, chemical training. "It saves lives to have 
our soldiers have intensive training with live agents." 

I believe that  the 1991 Commission agreed with you that live 
agent training for our troops. Do you still consider live agent chem- 
ical training critical? The Gulf war, I think, indicated tha t  i t  was? 

Mr. COURTER. My feeling really is not changed. I think it is im- 
portant now. I thought it was important then. I might not, knowing 
that  you would have highlighted that  and read it back to me 2 
years later, I perhaps would have phrased it somewhat dif- 
ferently.-[Laughter.] 

But we are going to look a t  what the requirements are with re- 
spect to training and make our own independent judgment. I be- 
lieved then and I believe now that  the burden, frankly, is on 
those-if someone is going to say, i t  is not essential, i t  is not criti- 
cal-the burden is on those individuals to prove to me why. 

Senator SHELBY. Why? 
Mr. COURTER. To prove to me why i t  is not important? 
Senator SHELBY. Tha t  is right. Because I think- 
Mr. COLXTER [continuing!. For them to establish LO me why and 

how times have changed so much. 
Senator SHELBY. My time has expired. 
Chairman NLW. Thank you, Senator Shelby. That gets us to 

Senator Lott. 
Senator LOTT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you, mem- 

bers of the Commission, for what you are  doing to have to do. I t  
i s  a tough job. I think tha t  our Commission last  time, even though 
i t  was a gut-wrenching experience for tha t  Commission and  for all 
of us, I think they did a good job, too. And so I wish you a11 well. 

I t  is kind of like being on the Ethics Committee in the  Senate. 
I t  is a dastardly job, but  somebody has got to do it. And I do think 
that  this is a very distinguished and highly qualified panel to make 
these tough decisions and we are especially pleased to see our col- 
league from formerly in the House serving on this Commission. We 
know she has  a lot of knowledge in this area as  well as the chair- 
man and all of you. 

Having said that-and I felt like you did a good job last time and  
probably-I personally feel like enough of that  has been done. But 
my question-two questions right up front--do you not feel like you 
are better prepared this time because we did wind up keepin you f in place and keeping some staff! You do have computers an you 
do-you should be technically better able to do this and to do i t  



And I am going to make every effort I can, and I believe I can 
do it successfully, to keep the two apart. 

Chairman NUNN. Mr. Stuart, you have been around this track 
once before and one ,Commission member actually resigned from 
the panel last go around because they felt there were too many 
areas where there would have to be recusal. 

Do you have any problems or are  you sensitive to problems that  
others may have? Any suggestions for the Commission based on 
your experience? 

Mr. STUART. Senator Nunn, I really do not think there is an - 
thin in my modest portfolio other than uaker Oats tha t  wou d f 9 f' 
invo ve a potentially serious problem. And t e amount the company 
sells to the military in terms of percentage of the total business is 
really very modest. 

And I-if there is anything that  comes up that  seems to be criti- 
cal, I certainly will recuse myself. 

Chairman NUNN. Mr. Courter, you are  the chairman, are you 

f oing to basically assume responsibility of reminding members and 
iscussing with them areas that  not only might be a conflict, but  

might have the appearance of conflict? 
Mr. COURTER. I think that  is a good idea. I will, and I am sure 

that  counsel will assist me. . h d  we will stay on top of it. The last 
thing we need is some sort of suspicion that  we are not objective. 
I t  would ruin our work product, and we do not want that. 

Chairman NUNN. Based on your past experience, what potential 
areas do you find most difficult in the conflict of interests? 

Mr. C O ~ T E R .  For me or for other commissioners? 
Chairman NUNN. J u s t  for the Commission, not necessarily for 

you, but I would not exclude that, but almost for the Commission 
in general? 

Mr. COURTER. I think- 
Chairman NUNN. What sort of things should they be alerted to 

and should we be alerted to? 
Mr. CO~XTER. What we should be alerted to is landholding, 

homes, real estate near a base tha t  ma  be impacted by a cIosure. 
Obviouriy, when yor vote to close some&ing, the  value of that  par- 
ticular holding is diminished. So that  is something that  oRen peo- 
ple do not look at. The are always looking at what is listed on the  
American or New ~ o r t  State Exchange. But also landholding is 
something tha t  people should look at. 

Also, I think what your counsel should look a t  is, for those of us, 
for example, that  are in the  practice of law, look a t  not only the 
clients that  we represent, but  who pays us. Because although some- 
times i t  is a one to one ratio, sometimes i t  is really not. That is 
another area that  should be scrutinized by your counsel and White 
House counsel and Defense counsel. 

-And then there is the obvious, the  obvious ones. For example, the 
whole environmental area. Everybody recognizes the fact tha t  even 
though the Department of Defense has  a n  affirmative obligation to 
clean everything, those bases that  are  under closure or ordered to 
close will be attended to first. And I think that  led to Sandy 
Trowbridge's proffered decision to step down from the last Commis- 
sion, because he was on the board of directors of Waste Manage- 
ment. So that  is another alert. 



I do not know that we have any Waste Management situations 
here, but there are other companies besides Waste Management in 
that business. So those are three areas that everybody should be 
alerted to. 

And it is not a type of thing, for example, it seems to me that 
if someone stumbles upon an appearance of a conflict of interest 
later on when that subsequent review process takes place, there is 
nothing-there should be no feeling that one is less ethical because 
there is a potential conflict of interest a s  long as it is handled the 
right way. 

And I think that is what you want. That is what the public 
wants. I mentioned before that during this whole process, the press 
and people would stop us and stop me and say, I cannot rule, I can- 
not vote because I am from New Jersey or I was a member of the 
Armed Services Committee. General Duane Cassidy was stationed 
a t  a military base. 

I mentioned it in humor, but it is true. The only way to avoid 
any allegation of a preposterous conflict is to have a panel of 
Frenchmen rather than knericans, tha t  have some familiarity 
with the infrastructure and our national security needs. And so ev- 
erything to a degree is a balance. 

I think we pulled it off last time appropriately and with your 
help, Senator, and your staffs help and our staff, we will do it 
again. 

Chairman NUNN. Well, I appreciate it. I hope each of you will be 
sensitive, because in the final analysis, you will have to be the 
judges and you will know things that no one else knows. You will 
have to make sure that you are clear with your own conscience and 
that you are doing what you think is in the best interest of the 
United States, considering the criteria and the law. 

I am absolutely certain there is not a sin le nominee here who 
wants to serve on the Commission, he or she \ as because some ma- 
neuvering scheme to further feather his or her own nest or to help 
friends and so forth. I know that for a fact. I have no doubt about 
that. 

So really, I am talking about the perception more than I am con- 
flict. I believe all of you want to serve on this Commission because 
you are willing to sacrifice your time, energy, and effort and in 
some cases, you may not know i t  now, but  you may even be sac- 
rificing old friends once you take your position on a lot of different 
areas. 

You are doing it because you feel the need to for the country and 
I am deeply grateful for that. So I really do not believe any of you 
want to serve for any reason other than that. 

The emotions of every base closure affecting communities are 
very broad and people will be looking, in the final analysis, as  to 
whether they believe anybody has tainted the process. That will be 
done not only politically, but it will also be done legally in numer- 
ous legal challen es perhaps to the procedures. 

So I just ask a f 1 of you to be alerted to it and as Chairman Cour- 
ter said, do not feel reluctant to come back to the committee and 
inform us if you have a problem or to inform the chairman if you 
have a problem or to seek help From general counsel. Do not be re- 



luctant to lay those out, because we believe and know that  your 
own integrity is unquestioned or you would not be here today. 

Mr. MCPHERSON. Mr. Chairman, if I could add just one more 
thing. As someone wh9 has  just been reading about the 1991 Com- 
mission activities and  i ts  manner of proceedings, i t  seems to me  
that  this is clearly a case where the public's opportunity to see ev- 
erything that  happened is the best evidence that  the public has  
tha t  there are  no special interests being served. 

All these Commission hearin s, everyone of them, has  been, in 
1991, was open to the public. &ey were on C-Span. I t  is very dif- 
ficult to cut a deal on behalf of a special interest when you have 
got a whole line up of people and a lot of witnesses, when a lot of 
raw emotions are out there in the community. 

You just cannot do it. So, the openness of the process would seem 
to me the best thing, to me, a s  well as the  consciousness of the  
members would seem to be a pretty good protector of the public in- 
terest. 

Chairman NL'NN. That  is a good point. Senator Thurmond, do 
you have other questions? I have just a few. 

Senator THURMOND. 1 have a few. 
Chairman NL'NN. Let me ask just one more and then I will turn  

i t  over to you. 
Mr. Courter, one of the amendments to the Commission's under- 

lying authority requires the data provided to the Commission by 
the Department of Defense be certified as accurate and that  i t  be 
provided within 24 hours to Senate and House of Representatives. 

Have you worked out arrangements with the Defense Depart- 
ment to make sure this is met, or will you work out those arrange- 
ments? 

Mr. COURTER. We broached that  topic with the Secretary of De- 
fense's counselor and special assistant, and they assured us t h a t  
very soon we will be working out some methodology to achieve 
that. 

Chairman NLW. Do you also believe you have achieved the de- 
gree of independence from the Department of Defense in terms of 
staffing and so forth with the new amendments and procedures? 

Mr. COURTER. Yes, we did. Those new amendments were very 
helpful, and the fact tha t  we were in existence last year was help- 
fui as  well. 

Chairman N m .  Good. Senator Thurmond. 
Senator THURMOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Commissioner 

Stuart ,  the  BRAC, B-R-AX, rules do not permit the inclusion of 
environmental clean up  costs in the competition of the economic 
budget impact and savings resulting from an installation closure 
and a realignment. We all know that  these costs may be the most 
expensive part  of the program. 

In your opinion, if all other factors are equal, do you recommend 
closure of an installation with a low or a high estimation of envi- 
ronmental clean up costs? 

Mr. STUART. Senator Thurmond, I believe we discussed tha t  
issue a little bit when you were out of the room. I think the answer 
is, a s  Chairman Courter said so effectively, even though the envi- 
ronmental costs might look horrendous, if the military value has  



ceased to exist we should proceed to bite the bullet and close the  
base despite those environmental costs. 

Senator THURMOND. Captain Bowman, based on your long asso- 
ciation with Naval ,chipyards, especial1 nuclear capable yards, 
would you give us your views on how di f4 icult i t  would be to recon- 
stitute such a facility if the need ever arises? 

Captain BOWMAN. It  would be very difficult. Would you like me 
to elaborate on that? 

Senator THURMOND. A little bit, but not too lon . 
Captain BOWMAN. Clearly, the capabilities o f the Naval ship- 

ards in the nuclear area were built up  over a long period of time. 
$here are special skills, special equipment. They are, in many 
senses, a national treasure. They cannot be built up over a short 
period of time. 

The rigid requirements by the Naval nuclear propulsion program 
make it such that  in order to start with no capability and to 
achieve capabili takes years. I a m  not competent, without further 
study and consu '7 tation with others, to come up with that  number. 
But it is a significant period of time. 

Senator THURMOND. Captain Bowman, I had to step out for a 
while, but I was in the room when Senator Nunn inquired of all 
of you about the situation in the line of questioning he just went 
through. I would like to ask you this. 

You have had an exceptional Navy career, and now a successful 
civilian career. I have not doubt that  your contribution to the Base 
Closure Commission can be valuable. I had some concerns about 
vour past and current associations with the Portsmouth Naval 
$hipyard, and the perception that  this association might influence 
your decisions. 

Since you and vour family live in Kittery, Maine, can you assure 
this committee that  you will make a n  impartial judgment should 
Portsmouth o r  any other Naval shipyard come before the Base Clo- 
sure Commission for closure? 

Captain BOWMAN. Yes, sir. I have already answered that  several 
times, and the answer is the same each time. 

Senator THWRMOND. I was out of the room previously. 
Captain BOWY. Yes, sir, I appreciate that. But the answer is 

I will make an objective, fair, impartial decision. And I feel tha t  I 
can do that. 

Senator THURMOND. Would you describe any current or  past as- 
sociation with the Seacoast Shipyard Association, an organization 
dedicated to the welfare and development of the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard? 

Captain B o w M . ~ .  TO my knowledge, I certainly have not-well, 
I am trying to think now. ,4t some time in the past, I probably ave 
i t  moral support when I was the shipyard commander. Other t 8, a n  
that  I cannot think. I never attended a meeting, never talked to 
them. I have no affiliation with that  group. 

Senator THURMOND. Since your time from the Navy, have you 
ever made public statements in support of the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard? 

Captain  BOW.^. Public statements? No, sir. 
Senator THURMOND. You have not made public statements in 

support of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard? 





Ex-Army secretary may 
join base-closing panel - 
S.F. resident pledges not to favor state installations 
By Herbert A. Sample rr c . (ZcC mits in March is thorough and the hearings of the 
Bee Waahbgton B ~ ~ e a u  commission amplify that data and the commission 

keeps politics out of it . . . I think we can be hopeful 
WASHINGTON - secre- that california will be treated fairly," he said. 

tm of the Army and now a Sari Francisco resident, H, stresse, that there is still a need to eliminate 
is a leading contender to be chosen by President unnecessary installations for a that is un- 
Clinton for the 1995 military base-closure dergoing significant reductions. And Californians 
sion, it was learned Tuesday. should not expect to be exempted despite the "oner- 

Stone, 69, was one of two recommendations recent- ous" hits the state took in previous basedosing 
ly made to Clinton by incoming Senate Majority rounds, hesaid. 
Leader Bob Dole, R-Kan. ‘There are a lot of California bases still open and 

Although Stone lives in California, he d d  in an it's una]ist ic to believe that some California facility 
interview that if named to the pafiel, he would not will not be on the services' list w d  therefore will be 
show any favoritism to the state's military installa- submitted by Perry" to the commission, he  said. 
tions. He also d d  he was not familiar with the con- ~ h ,  recommendations for base closures 
Cams iXIv0lving the p0tentid closure of SaQ9rnento's more ohn than not accepted by the commission, 

- McClellan Air Force Base. he noted. 
Gov. Pete Wilson had lobbied Dole to nominate H, said he is =familiar with issues of particular 

Stone as a California representative. relevance to Mdlellan, which provides 14,000 jobs 
Stone's nomination may have knocked out of con- the sacramento region. B~~ he knows of the fac.li- 

tention retired Air Force Lt. Gen. Robert McCoy of ty from his by secretary days when ~ c ~ l ~ l l ~  
Fair Oaks, who is a former top-ranking officer a t  Mc- shifting electmnics repair work from the 
Clellan. It is unlikely two residents from the same sacramento hy D ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
state would be named to the panel. Stone who was a top official of Sterling Vineyards 

Clinton did not officially announce his nominees in Nap; Valley before mo-g to Washington in even though there was some question as to 1982, gained a lengthy to military issues as whether the deadline for him to submit a list fell on mtary of the Army from lgsg to 1993. nesda~ Or - Or even if he was bound a Before that, he served as undersecretary and as- deadline. sistant secretary of the Army, and with the Agency - A White House aide would only say the president for International Development. 
will unveil his choices "soon." 
. Under the baseelosure law, the rnqjorit?, leaders Wason has demanded the appointment of a Cali- 
inthe Senate and House each suggest two persons to fornian to the baseclosing commission, saying it 
the president for placement on the eightcmember needs someone knowledsable about the state's 'lcey 
comm~ssioir. l-he minority leaders get one rolen in the national defense. One Californian was on 

mendation each. the 1993 commission, Rebecca Cox, wife of Rep. 
Dole's other choice was Wendi Steele, a Texan who Christopher R-NeWPOrt Beach. - 

vas a congressional liaison for the 1991 base-closing Republican Reps. John Doolittle of ~ocklin, Wally 
9 0 d s i o n  a former military affairs aide to U.S. Herger of Marysville and Richard Pombo of Tracy 
Sen. Don Nickles, R-Okla. have been pushing Gingrich to make McCoy one of 

- The recommendations of incoming H~~ Speaker his recommendations. But it is not likely both Stone 
Newt Gingrich, R-Ga., House Democratic leader and McCoy ~ ~ u l d b e  named. 
Richard Gephardt of Missouri or Senate Democratic The confusion over the nomination deadline 
leader Thomas Daschle of South Dakota have not stemmed from a provision in the base-closure law 
been made public. that gave the president until Jan. 3 to nominate the 

In those cases when the law directs congressional commission's members - or the base-closure process 
leaders to recommend individuals to a president for is canceled. 
nomination to a government post, presidents tradi- To get around that section, Clinton quietly sent a 
tionally accept those recommendations. "dummy" list of nominees to the Senate on its last 

Clinton, who has already selected former U.S. Sen. day a t  work early last month. The Senate adjourned 1 
Alan Dixon, D-Ill., to be the panel's chairman, is enti- without taking action, effectively killing those nomi- ' 
tled to one other nomination of his own choice. nations. But a White House aide said Clinton had \" 

Stone said in an interview that he does not yet technically met the Jan. 3 deadline a ~ d  therefore 
know if Clinton will name him. But if he does make could submit his real nominees at a later date. 
~t onto the panel, Stone said he will look at the issues To complicate matters, however, both the House 
from a national perspective and not consider himself and the Senate passed resolutions in late November 
"California's representative." changing the legal deadline from Jan. 3 to today, and 

"If the people on the commission do their job and it was unclear whether Clinton must meet the new 
the data that (Defense Secretary William) Perry sub- deadline. 

.c 
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a result c,f this "bottom up" approach, the mixed waste eatment configuration that w%id result ~4 &ifementa- 
tion of thk draft STPs inciud&inefficiencies and duplication in the number and type of treatment alternatives 
proposed, the report says. To help eliminate these redundancies and provide a bridge betwen; the draft and pro- 
posed STPs, DOE established an Options Analysis Team comprised of site and headquarters representatives to 
identify accommodations necessary to blend the draft STP configuration into a sensible national configwition of 
treatment systems to achieve efficiencies and economies over building multiple facilities at different locations to 
treat similar wastes. 

Five treatment configurations that reflect treatment objectives importaut to DOE and the states were identified: 
(1) Drafi Site Treatment Plan Baseline Configuration- Treatment options DOE proposed to the states in 

their draft STPs. This "bottom up" configuration is to be used as the baseline for developing the remaining three configu- 
ration scenarios to be analyzed. 

(2) Quick Start Configuration- A mixed waste treatment configuration that emphasizes the use of existing 
facilities, including DOE and commercial facilities, and mobile treatment units. 

(3) Centralized Treatment Type Confwration- A regionalized configuration based on the type of mixed 
waste treatment needed and waste volume. This configuration would consolidate a large number of small facilities for 
specific treatment types into a smaller number of facilities located in geographically strategic areas. 

(4) Modified Centralized Treatment Configuration- A revised version of the Centralized Treatment Type 
Configuration. This configuration consolidates facilities for specific treatment types, but minimizes cost and provides a 
least cost reference point. 

(3 Options Analysis Team Proposed Confqration- This mixed waste treatment configuration balances the 
advantages and disadvantages of each of the previous four scenarios, based on six evaluation areas: 

a. Use of existing treatment facilities 
b. Number of new treatment facilities 
c. Volume of waste transported across state lines 
d. Cost 
e. Time required to complete treatment 
f. Opportunities for use of alternative treatment technologies. 
DOE'S next step is to estimate and compare alternative configurations. A source at DOE thinks department manage- 

ment as well as the DOE field Policy Coordination Group will approve a configuration to be released in the proposed 
STPs to the states or EPA for negotiation purposes. 

Environmental contamination is the biggest obstacle to the productive reuse of p r o m  at many closing military 
bases, congressional investigators say in a recent report. The U.S. General Accounting Office finds that property sales 
revenue tiom closing bases will be far less than the Defense Department has estimated. Citing a number of reasons for 
delays in properly transfer, GAO says contamination at many bases will impede redevelopment. 

The report, dated Nov. 1, concludes that 88% of property at closing bases reviewed will be retained by DOD or 
transferred to other federal agencies and state or local jurisdictions at no cost. At bases to be m e d  over to communities, 
transfers in many cases are being held up by environmental contamination, according to GAO. 

"All the closing bases we visited had environmental cleanup that needed to be done, which in many cases is the most 
difficult obstacle to getting property into productive reuse," the report says. 

GAO is currently drafting a report specifically addressing environmental cleanup at closing bases (see 
related story). 

Other reasons GAO cites for delays in base transfer include disagreements between federal agencies, homeless 
providers, American Indian t r i i s  and local entities over reuse plans, and changing laws and regulations designed to 
improve the transfer process. 

The bransfer of property at no cost, federal reuse grants to communities, and delays in the transfer process are reasons 
that revenues tiom closing bases have fallen short of DOD estimates, according to the report. DOD originally projected 
that revenues h m  the sale of military base property would be $4.1 billion; the department in 1994 reduced the estimate 
to $ 1.2 billion. To date, only $69.4 million has been generated, and an additional $22.2 million is expected from pending 
sales, according to GAO. Of this total of nearly $92 million, about $19 million comes from the transfer of h d s  fiom one 
federal agency to another, GAO says. 

Rep. A1 McCandless (R-CA), who requested the GAO report, charges that the promise of big savings from closing 
military installations has not been met. McCandless says that communities surrounding closing bases are burdened by the 
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tran. ;r to other federal agencies as opposed to the private sector. * ' -  * 
"[Ilf the Administration is to meet its stated goals in the base closure process -job creation and deficit 

reduction - it cannot afford to transfer 88% percent of the land at no cost to government or non-profit organiza- 
tions," McCandless says. 

McCandless calls for a review of the base closure process, saying the country cannot afford to have the process turn 
into "a federal property give-away program." McCandless asks, "Is the primary purpose to create jobs and reduce the 
deficit, is it to remove the burden firom DOD of managing unneeded facilities as quickly as possible regardless of the 
costs, or is it some combination?" The congressman says the nation cannot afford "a billion dollar federal property 
giveaway program," and urges the 104th Congress to "vigorously investigate" the issue. 

McCandless, who is retiring, is the ranking minority member of the Government Operations legislation and national 
security subcommittee. 

In response to the GAO report, the Defense Department says revenues fiom land sales have been less than estimated 
for a number of reasons, but that overall the base closure process will yield significant savings vital to the military 
mission. One reason is the diff~culty in selling lands that are in remote locations or "require extensive environmental 
cleanup prior to sale," according to a Pentagon statement. Another contriiuting factor is the presence of federal laws 
requiring that curplus land be made available to other public entities at little or no cost. Despite these circumstances, "the 
department expects to achieve substantial economies from base closures, savings that are critical to the long-term vitality 
of our armed forces," DOD says. 

GAO PROBES ENVIRONMENTAL OBSTACLES TO PROPERTY TRANSFERS AT CLOSING BASES 
Congressional investigators are examining environmental cleanup at closing military bases, in an attempt to identify 

issues that impede the transfer of base property. 
The U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) is expected to release a report on cleanup at closing military bases in 

December. The study comes on the heels of another GAO report that concludes that revenues h n  the sale of base 
property have fallen fk short of DOD expectations. The earlier report says that at many bases environmental contamina- 
tion is the greatest obstacle to turning closed mstallations over to productive reuse (see related story). 

The upcoming report will address the difficulties in cleaning up bases, the impact of contamination on the Defense 
Department's ability to transfer property, the federal government's liabilities from environmental contamhation, and 
DOD's long-term plans for addressing pollution problems at closing bases, according to GAO. 

The report was requested by Rep. George Miller @-CA). Miller became concerned about the impact of contamina- 
tion at closing bases when a facility in his district was closed under the 1993 round of closures, according to a congres- 
sional M e r .  Miller was concerned about the potential for the base to be adequately cleaned up for redevelopment, the 
.staffer says. The congressman asked GAO to look at bases closed under the earlier two rounds to gauge the progress of 
cleanup efforts. 

GAO is currently drafting the report, and expects to release it to requesters in late December, according to a 
GAO source. 

HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD DEBATES RESPONSE TO PROPOSED CLEANUP CHANGES 
Members of the Hanford Advisory Board (HAB) say they are struggling to come to merit on comments the 

group will likely submit to the Department of Energy on proposed changes to the cleanup agreement at the department's 
Hanford, WA hility. Sources say that the group for the most part supports the proposed changes, but charges that DOE 
has failed to budget enough money for the changes. 

DOE m September proposed a new set of cleanup milestones for the triparty agreement m an effort to speed and * 

refocus cleanup efforts along the Columbia River. The changes are expected to save DOE $100 million in cleanup costs 
over the next five years, DOE says. 

The agreement, signed Sept. 30, allows DOE, EPA, and the Washington State Department of ~ c 6 l o ~ ~  to refocus 
Hanfmd dollars on the cleanup of the contamination along the Columbia River, which is adjacent to the site. After almost 
nine months of negotiations, federal and state officials reached agreement on five major issues surrounding Hanford 
cleanup (see Superjtmd Report, Oct 19, p. 1 1). 

A source with the HAB says at the next meeting of the board--Dec. I--the environmental restoration subcommittee 
will submit a fecommendation to the full board for consideration. The source says the first recommendation drafted by the 

," ER subcommi#ee was rejected by the board, which could not agree on how to address its concern over the possible lack 
of funding foi the new milestones. The source says that initially there were concerns over whether or not to address the 
scope of the new milestones without addressing the budget question. 

A draft of that recommendation states that the board "agrees in principle" with the general refocusing of the 
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Oakland 
May Be on 
Base List 
Unconfirmed reports say 
Army wants it closed 

2 //~hr 
By Rick DeNecchio SF: CluPnfele East B w  Bureau 

Pentagon officials gave Deputy 
Defense Secretary John Deutch 
their recommendations for base 
closures yesterday, amid uncon- 
firmed reports that the Oakland 
Army Base is among 40 sites the 
Army wants to abandon or scale 
back 

Deutch heard the Army's sug- 
gestions to close or realign some 40 
sites, a senior official told report- 
ers. The official declined to specify 
which sites were chosen by the Ar- 
my, but said a report by Scripps 
Howard News Service that the list 
included bases, arsenals and train- 
ing areas was "very accurate." --- . 

The recommendations are not 
final and are expected to change 
between now and when the Penta- 
gon reveals its final recommenda- 
. tions by March 1. 

Lee Halterman, general coun- 
sel to Representative Ron Dellums, 
said the secretary of the Army has 
not informed the Oakland con- 
gressman of any decision to recom- 
mend the Oakland base for clo- 
sure. "I'm 100 percent certain that 
if he'd made that decision, we'd 

-- know that," Halterman said. 
With 2,& h i t a r y  and civilian 

workers, the Wyear-old Oakland 
base is one of the two busiest mili- 

- - tary sites remaining in the Bay Ar- 
ea. As a result of military recom- 
mendations approved by an inde- 
pendent commission in 1993, sever- 
al naval sites in Alameda, San 
Francisco and Vallejo will close 

- over the next three years. 

Secretary of Defense William 
Perry has said additional closures 
are necessary because the mili- 
tary's infrastructure has been cut 
less than 20 percent while troop 
cutbacks have been hieher than 30 
percent over the fist- several 
years 

Judy Miller, a base closure aide 
to Governor Wilson, said further 
cuts in ,California are inevitable. 
"It's totally impossible for me to 
think that we'd escape without 
even one on the lit," she said. 

The state has 22 bases large 
enough to have a major economic 
impact in their communities. 
Eight are in Northern California. 
They include the Oakland Army 
Base, Concord Naval Weapons Sta- 
tion, McClellan Air Force Base in 
Sacramento and the Defense Lan- 
guage Institute in Monterey. 

That Army planners would 
make a case to close the Oakland 
base has some logic, experts say, 
because the Army's presence has 
'been much reduced throughout 
the state and because the service is \ shrinking from 18 activwluty divi- 
sions to 10. 
. The Military Traffic Manage- 

ment Command uses Oakland and 
eight leased ports on the Pacific 

- and Gulf coasts and in Alaska, Ha- 
waii and Asia for transporting s u p  
plies and equipment throughout 
an area reaching from the Missis- 
sippi River to the Horn of Africa. 
Officials speculating on the u p  
coming round of base closures said 
it is plausible that the Army may 
try to save money by combining 
sites. 

The task for advocates of Oak- 
land would be to argue that the 
base is a natural for any consolida- 
tion. It is the Army's transports- , 
tion headquarters for half the 
world and a site so busy that near- 
ly all of its 3.5 million square feet 
of space is occupied. 

The lobbying has already be- 
gun. Insisting that no additional 
bases should close in CaUfornia, 
Senator Dianne Feinstein has been 
in touch with all the military ser- 
vice chiefs. W k n  met with Perry 
Wednesday -b seek assurances 
WC-a- 
natedagaixlst bv ' 
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Perry will send his recommen- 
dations to the independent Base 
Closure and Realignment Commis- 
sion, which will hold hearings be- 
fore sending a closure list to Presi- 
dent Clinton on July 1. 

California will lose 22 bases be- 
cause of closures ordered in 1988, 
1991 and 1993, displacing 200,000 
workers and leaving communities 
struggling to convert the sites to 
civilian uses. Because of toxic con- 
tamination and inadequate roads 
and utilities, many sites are likely 
to remain vacant for years. 

I OAKLAND ARMY BASE 

H Type of unit: Military traffic 
management command (transportation); 
under Army jurisdiction and staffed by 
Army, Navy and Air Force personnel. 
Hub for surface transportation of all 
Army material and goods from the 
Mississippi River to the Horn of Africa. 
H Property: 422 acres (98 percent 
occupied); warehouses, family housing 
and office space 

Personnel: 143 military, 2,000 
civilian 

Date of operation: December 
1941 

Cargo tonnage: 3.65 million tons I (fiscal year 1994) 
I I 
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Oakland closure ' 1 
could cost area I 

at least 2.000 iobs 
OckK1*,& *I*S 
By Ben Chamy and Yasniin Arnrrnv 
STAFWRmRS 

OAKLAND - The Oakland Army Base 
is reportedly one of 40 military installa- 
tions nationwide that the Army wants to 
close, a move that could cost the area 
more tM2,000 jobs. 

Oakland officials say the closure, 
which would be years away, could initially 
send 1,934 civilians to unemployment 
lines and result in the transfer or mus- 
tering out of 143 military personnel. 

'We were informed we would not be 
on any list," said a surprised military po- 
liceman at the Oakland Army Base 
'hmday evening, who did not want to be 
identifie+ . - . 

The 'baldand base would be.one of 22 
military ,'ir\stallations ,that already have 
been ordered d&d h ' W o r n i a  and the 
ninth in the hard-hit Bay Are& 

APGer the initial s h d f  city and federal 
- b ~ > * r n W z ' * - m & y  sald 
the base. closure could be positive for 
both the city of Oakland and theBay Area. 

It would free up 422 acres of prime 
real estate on theBay shoreline near the 
Bay Rridge. The parcel is now under the 
control of the Port of Oakland. 

But Port of Oakland spokeswoman 
Lynne Joiner said the port has no plans 
for the site, and is taken aback by news of 
the Army base's possible shutdown. 

'We have no designs on the Army 
(base)," Joiner said. "Fhddy, I think 
we've already got our hands full. 

Joiner was referring to the port's ambi- 
tious plan to lease 400 acres Mlcated by 
the shrinking Naval Supply Center for a 
major railroad terminal. 

MncidentaUyJ on Tuesday the city of 
Oakland approved a Joint Powers Reuse 
Authority, a committee of federal, stat, 
and local officials who will help direct the 
closure of Oak Knoll. _ -- 

According to reports from Washington, 
months of internal debate ended Thursday when 
Secretary of the Army Togo West briefed Deputy 
Secretary of Defense John Deuth about the Army 
recommendations. 

Deuth and his boss, Secretary of Defense Wil- 
liam Pew,  will review the recommendations 
from all the armed services and by March 12 
make their own recommendations to the Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. 

The Navy, Marine Corps and the Air Force 
have separate lists of the facilities they recom- 
mend he closed. The Army's recommendations 
are not final. 

Jeff Young, a spokesman for one of three divi- 
sions operating at the Oakland Army Base, said 
late Thursday the base has not been contacted 
about any possible closures. It was, howevef, an- 
ticipating the release of a list on March 1. 

"Oh Cod, when is it going to stop for Cali- 

fornia, especially the Bay Area?'said OaMand 
Councilmember Ignacio De La Fuente after 
learning of the reported list. 

Oak Knoll Naval Hospital in Oakland and the 
Naval Air Station in Alameda were both slatedsor 
closure during the last round of military closures. 
So far, eight Bay Area bases have either shut 
down or are in the process of closing. 

Three earlier rounds of base cl& resulted 
in 83 bases closed and 104 realigned. Overseas, 
the Army is closing 656 facilities. 

Aside from the Oakland Army Base, some of 
the more notable bases that the Army wants to 
close include Fort W e e ,  Ark, and the Pic- - Arsenal in New Jersey. 

'we're going to jump on this issue," De La 
hente said. "Obviously we're going to work 
Starting tomorrow on this particular issue." 

Area ~~Presentatives will try to fight the clo- 
m e ,  as they did in the case of the Alarneda Naval 
Air Station, said Sandre -n, district di- 
rector for Rep. Ronald DelIums @Oakland) and 
a member of the East Bay Conversion and Re- 
investment Commission. 

The fight to save the Alarneda Naval Air Sta- 
tion focused on its strategic location. Swanson 
said tile commission will have to evaluate the 
Army base to determine what argument it should 
make to keep it open. 

"We'll deal with it," Swanson said. "It's news 
we don't like to receive, but we'll deal with it." 

Downsizing, instead of closing, would be best 
for the Oakland Army Base, Swanson said. 

"Downsizing can be painful," Swanson said. 
"No one wants to see that happen. But it might 
mean an expansion of the Port, and that could be 
a net plus." 

In the short term, however, losing 2,000 jobs 
will be "paintul," Swanson said. "I don't think 
any community can handle that." 

Wire services and sk@ writers Dan Vas- 
qwz and Kathleen Kirhwood contributed to 
this report. 
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Close inspection: Oakland, Fo* 
Hunkr-Liggett are on the hit list- 

- 
News Uaff and Win? Reln>rts @k-.L. 

WASHINGTON - If the Arm3 list with no changes, Pentagon officials want to keep ed between installations that will has its way, the next round 01 The Oakland Army Base, estab- Hunter-Liggett open because it is be closed and those that will pe 
base closings will see the shut- lished in 1941 on 422 acres, has a test site for missile programs. realigned, which usually means down of two California bases - 143 military personnel and 1,934 The Defense Language Institute made smaller, officials said. 
the Oakland A m y  Base and Fort civilians who manage military dodged the base-closing bullet in 
Hunter-Liggett - but Monterey cargo. 1993, when supporters argued Some of the more notable 
County's Defense Language Insti- Halterman called the base an successfully that it would be pro- ties that the wants to 
tute again will be spared. important and versatile transpor- hibitively costly to relocate. With are Fort Chafff% Ark., and 

Scripps Howard News Service tation hub for the military. He 800 instructors and nearly 3,000 tinny in New Jersey. I 
reported that the A m y  is recorn- said it played a large role in Oper- students, the DL1 is the military's Three earlier rounds of base 
mending to Secretary of Defense ation Desert Storm. premier language institute. closings resulted in 83 bases 
William, Perry that the military Fort Hunter-Liggett is ' a Of the 40 sites on the Amy's closed - including Monterey 
close or realign a total of 40 bas- 166,000-acre test facility at Jo- hit list, 15 are small facilities County's Fort Ord - and 164 
es, arsenals, training areas and a Ion, 20 miles southwest of King such as power stations and hous- realigned. Overseas, the Army is 
medical center. City in Monterey County. Some ing areas. The other 26 are divid- closing 666 facilities. 

Although the Army's recom- 
mendation is an important step in 
the base-closing procedure, it is 
far from final. 

"It's got to come out of the 
secretary's office before it's 
meaningful," Lee Halterman, an 
aide to Rep. Ron Dellums, D-Oak- 
land, said Thursday. 

Perry will review the recom- 
mendations from all the branches 
of the armed forces and then, by 
March 1, make his own single list 
of recommendations to the inde- 
pendent Base Closure and Re- 
alignment commission. 

The commission will hold hear- 
ings this summer before recom- 
mending closings to President 
Clinton on July 1. Congress then 
must approve or reject the entire 
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Leaders join in bipartisan bid 
to keep base off closure list 
By Herbert A. sample &t. && 
Bee Washington Bureau 

WASHINGTON - 
civic leaders put on something of a 
new bipartisan political face Fri- 
day in support of McClellan Air 
Force Base, saying they'll need a 

. strong group effort to keep it off a 
base closing list. 

The Department of Defense is 
due to issue i ts  list of recom- 
mended base closures on March 1, 
kicking off a four-month analysis 
by the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. 

That list is being closely held by 
Pentagon officials because of its 
political sensitivity. On Friday, 
Deputy Secretary of Defense John 
Deutch reportedly was briefed by 
the Navy on its closure proposals. 

His boss, Secretary of Defense 
William Perry,, will review recorn- 
mendations from all services in 
the next two weeks. 

Perry was one of the several De- 
fense Department and commis- 
sion officials visited on Thursday 
and Friday by Sacramento offi- 

cials, including Mayor Joe Sernr 
Jr., Board of Supervisors ChsY-' 
man Roger Dickinson and Mccro- 
politan Chamber of Comaerce 
President Roger Niello. 

Joined at 'a press briefing Frk 
day afternoon by two 3ernocratlc 
and two Republican sacramento 
area congressmen. the group re- 
peatedly stressed &hat the 1995 ef- 
fort to retain Wlel lan will be a 
bipartisan one. 

The meetiilg "is the fust time I 
a n  remember a bipartisan gath- 
ering of &he delegation from the 
Sacrwnto  regionn on McClellan, 
said Rep. Vic Fazio, D-West Sap 
ramento, in whose district McClel- 
lan is located. 

"It's particularly gratifying to 
see the kind of bipartisan support 
that is demonstrated by those 
seated around this table," said 
Dickinson, who also represents 
McClellan. 

During the 1993 base closing. 
round, there were some behind- 
the-scenes tensions between Dem- 

ocrats Fazio and Rep. Robert Mat- 
sui of Sacramento and GOP Reps. 
John Doolittle of Rocklin and 
Richard Pombo of Tracy, a1 though 
the four and their staffs privately 
worked together on occasion too. 

"I .think, frankly, there were I 
questions over the last two years 
whether or not everybody partici; 
pated," Matsui said. 'That's why I 
think it was very important that 
we demonstrated it" this year. 

Doolittle, in whose district 
many McClellan workers live, 
said the difference between 1993 
and this year is that Republicans 
now control the Congress "and so 
we're needed." 

"I'm encouraged that things 
have changed because McClellan 

' is important to all of us, Republi- 
can and Democrat," he added. 

Despite the cooperative atmos- 
phere, the Sacramento leaders 
had little to report about how 
tight-lipped Pentagon officials re- 
gard McClellan, although that is 
not an unusual result of lobbying 
trips by local leaders from any 
community worried about a near- 
by base. 

The officials visited included 
Sheila Widnall, secretary of the 
Air Force; James Klugh, assistant 
secretary of defense for logistics, 
and David Lyles, staff director for 
the base closure commission. 

"We basically reaffirmed the 
fact that the same kind of case we 
made in 1993 to save McClellan 
we may have to make all over 
again," said Serna. 



Pentagon Plans 
to Seek Fewer 
Base Closings 

Military: State is likely to be 
spared a devastating blow like 
the one it suffered in 1993, 
Administration officials say. 

- - 

By ART PINE 
TIMES STAFF WRITER - ' /2  7 /95 

WASHINGTON-The Pentagon will 
recommend fewer military bases for shut- 
down in 1995 than it did in the last big 
round of base-closings two years ago, and 
California is likely to escape the heavy 
impact that it suffered in 1993, Clinton 
Administration officials said Thursday. 

The disclosure that this year's round of 
base closings will be smaller was made by 
Defense Secretary William J. Perry. He did 
not say hov: many bases the Pentagon 
ultimately will seek to close. In 1993, 35 
major basts were ordered shut, seven of 
them in Ca!ifornia. 

Perry did not. address the outlook for 
California but some well-placed officials 
suggested that the state is unlikely to be as 
heavily affected, both because it was hit so 
hard in 1993 and because its economy still 
has not bounced back fully. 

Most of the major military installations 
left in California are considered crucial to 
the needs of the services-such as the San 
Diego naval station, which is to become the 
Navy's West Coast hub-or are huge 
training facilities that cannot easily be 
closed. 

Perry's announcement came as a sur- 
prise. Until now, Pentagon officials had 
been hinting that the new round of base 
closings, which will be decided in Septem- 
ber, would be about as large as last year's 
because it is the last of four rounds of 
shutdowns authorized by Congress. 

Administration strategists had been sug- 
gesting that the Pentagon would try to 
close as many bases as it can this year 
because maintaining a large number of 
bases is siphoning money away from 
training, modernization and weapons ac- 
auisition. 

Two years ago, Les Aspin, Perry's 
predecessor as defense secretary, predict- 
ed that this year's round would be "the I 

mother of all base closings." And Perry 
himself said last December that the 1995 
round would be about the size of that in 
1993. 

But Perry said Thursday that this year's 
recommended cutback will be smaller 
because the military services already had 
shut most of the facilities that clearly were 
not needed and because there is not 
enough money to close a large number of 
additional installations. 

The Pentagon expects to spend $15 
billion for environmental cleanup and oth- 
er  initial closing expenses to shut dowh 
about 70 installations ordered closed in 
1988, 1991 and 1993. Once the bases are 
shut, the Ph tagon  will save $4 billion a 
year. 

Perry said Thursday that "in the previ- 
ous three [rounds] we closed all the bases 
that were relatively easy to close. Every- 
thing we do from now i n  is going to be '! 

difficult." 
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Pentagon ChiefBacks Off 
1995 Base-Closing Goal 
Facinestiff Resistance From the Militarv 

By ERIC SCHMITT 
Special 10 me New York Times 

WASHINGTON, Jan. 26 - Facing 
resistance from the military serv- 
ices, Defense Secretary William J. 
Perry today backtracked from a top 
Pentagon goal and said that the 

"in previous rounds we closed those weeks. 
relatively easy ones." He added, Mr. Perry does not make the final 
"Everything from now on will be' decision on base closings, but he has 
more difficult." tremendous influence. By March 1 

Afterward, Mr. Per ry  said he he will submit a list of recommended 
scaled back the Pentagon's original closings to an independent commis- 
goal in recent weeks a f te r  the mili- sion, which can add or subtract 
tary services told him it would be too bases. Under the base closing legis- 
difficult and too costly in the near lation, Congress would have to ap- 
term. prove or reject the panel's decision 

Fewer base closings would also. a s  a whole later this summer. 
send aftershocks through the Perta-  =he ~~f~~~~ secretary gave tie 
gon and 9'hile m81ny first signs of pulling back a month 

be eco-  ago when he told reporters that he 
nomic turmoil. fewer closings would expected the 1995 round of decisions 
also shrink the long-term savings the to be the of [he 1993 
Pent2gon.bad been counting on t o '  round, when 35 major bases were 

1 help pay for  salaries and new ' ordered closed and 27 others r e r e  
I weapons ar ter  the turn of the centu- ' reduced - and in some cases ex- 
rY. panded. 

Three separate corn- But in recent weeks, [he secretar- ' 
missions, which met in 1988.1991 and ier of armed services have told 
1993. decided to close 70 major in- ~ r .  that af ter  the three previ- 
stallalions. It takes five to sir years ous rounds there were no more obvi- 
to shut a haset in the short ,s closings, and their reduced budg- 
term is irer). Mr. said ets could not pay for the cleanup of a 
today that it would cost $15 billion to large number of bases ' . w ~ . ~ ~  down 4 

and 'lean the 70 bases. but to the tough choices, and the question 
by the end the decade Pentagon of how much money we have for 
would save more than $4 billion a closing and cleanup,.. said one senior 
year by doing so. Defense Department official, who 

BY Mr. Perry's own admission, the spoke on condition of anonymity, as 
military is keeping open more bases, did Others in the agency. 
depots, shipyards and laboratories Another official said, a time 
than the shrinking post-cold war mil- I,,hen our is under Consider- 
itary from able pressure, r e  a r e  co~ls[rrined by I training 2nd operations accounts. He the up-front costs of c ~ o s i n g ~ ~  The 
said today that the overall size of the of f i c ia l  said that ei,en fewer 
m i l i t a v  had 33 percent base closings than planned [his gear, 
in the past eight years. but that the [he military ~ ~ o u l d  still reap billions 1 ' number a! installations had shrunk ,! dollars in  savings from 1 by only 20 percent. !he reduced nuniber of bases. 

As recently a s  last fall, lawmakers 
and senior Pentagon officials antici- 
pated even larger long-term savings 
from the closings this year, which 
some officials predicted would be 
larger than the three previous 
rounds combined. 

round-of base closings this year - 

Pentagon officials said today that 
they might ask Congress to approve 
legislation authorizing additional 
base closings in the future, depend- 
ing on the recommendations the 
services submit to Mr. Perry. 

While the Navy accounted for 
most of the base closings in 1993, the 
Army is expected to provide the ma- 
jority of the closings this year. Army 
3fficials had expressed concern 

about closing many of its bases in 
the United States before troops from 
deactivated units in Europe could be 
reassigned to posts stateside. 

"We're taklng very seriousty- the 
goal of tailoring the cold-war infra- 
structure to the post-cold war Army 
3f 495,000 people," said a senior 
Army official. Its strength is now 
zbout 530,000. 

Nonetheless, the Army is not ex- 
pected to recommend closing either 
Fort Carson, Colo., o r  Fort Riley, 
Kan., two large and very expensive 
bases w ~ t h  larger training areas. 

which had been expected be the 
largest of four - would be smaller 
than anticipated. 

In a the United States 
of Mayors1 Mr. Perry 

said that fewer bases would be or- 

But a s  the military services began 
to consider what they would actually 

they dropped hints to Mr. I 
Perry that their original estimates 
were overly ambitious. The services 
a r e  to submit their final recornmen- 

dered closed than in 1993 because dations to Mr. Perry in the next few 







ckndardization O~EPA cost recovery procedures under CERCLA 
107 (a). Regulation recommended by Management Review. 
Contact: Lisa Comer (703-603-9068) 

Status: The proposed rule was published on August 6, 
1992 (56 FR 12826) and public comment ended November 5, 
1992. EPA is reviewing a recent court decision overturning 
the agency's lender liability rule to determine if the cost 
recovery rule will also be threatened. The agency would like 
to promulgate the rule this fall 

LENDER LIABILITY - EPA rule clarifies when secured lenders 
may be held liable for Superfund cleanup costs. Contact: John 
Fogerty (202-260-8865) 

Statns: EPA released a final rule April 24,1992 and it was 
published in the Federal Register April 29. The U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the D.C. Circuit invalidated the rule Feb. 4. and 
on June 14 denied a petitf- n for rehearing. The U.S. did not 
appeal the decision to the Supreme Court. The intervenors 
filed an appeal Oct. 26. The U.S. filed a response on Nov. 
16 and the Chemical Manufacturers Association tiled a 
brief in opposition on Nov. 23. The Michigan AG filed a 
brief in opposition on Nov. 29 (see story this issue). 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST - Agency-wide rule would set out 
new requirements for contractors for reporting potential con- 

flicts of interest. dontak: Calvin M c W h i  (202-260-9165) 
Status: Proposed rule first published in the Federal Regis- 

ter, April 26,1990 and retuned by OMB in June 1990. Tbe 5 a l  
rule was approved by OMB on March 29 and was published ) 
in the F&d Register on April 19. 

REPORTING EXEMPTIONS - The rule, first proposed May 
1983 (48 FR 23552), interprets types of hazardous substance 
releases exempt from CERCLA section 101(10), which de- 
fines "federally permitted" releases. Contact: Hubert Watters 
(703-603-8739) 

Statns: Proposed rule published July 19, 1988 (53 FR 
27268). Public comment closed Oct. 19, 1988. The rule is no 
longer on EPA's list of regalatory activities because it is not 
considered a priority. 

CONTRACT LABORATORIES - The rule describes proce- 
dures for EPA to deal consistently with Contract Laboratory 
Rogram labs under investigation for alleged fiaud. Contact: 
Chuck Sands (703 603-8857) 

Status: Proposed rule was published in May 20,1992 (40 
FR 21576). Agency staff have written a preliminary rule, 
which has been sent to the Assistant Administrator's 
office for review. The agency hopes to release the rule in 
about a month. 
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Federal FaciKties 
ARMY EXCLUSION OF ORDNANCE FROM STUDY SPURS ACTION BY REGULATORS 

Qver the objections of state and federal regulators, the Army has excluded unexploded ordnance fiom a cleanup 
study at a major California base. Regulators prior to the release of the study had warned that they would challenge such a 
mwe. The Army's action triggers a formal dispute resolution process on whether UXO will be handled as a Superfund 
regulated waste at the facility. The outcome of the dispute could set a p d m t  for how unexploded ordnance will be 
regulated at all military sites. 

Army officials Dec. 5 submitted their draft final remedial investigationlfeasibility study (RIBS) for Fort Ord Army 
base, a closed facility, excluding ordnance from the report. EPA and the state Department of Toxic Substances Control 
have repeatedly warned that the exclusion would likely trigger the formal d i s p ~ ~  resc!ution mechanism under the Federal 
Facilities Agreement (FFA) for the base. In response to the Dec. 5 decision a state official says, "We will most likely 
initiate the dispute mechanism at this time." An EPA official echoes the state's position. 

Regulators are awaiting fiuther documents which the h y  says are forthcoming. The documents are expected to 
address UXO, but the issue is that the h y  is dealing with UXO outside of the SuperfUnd process, according to a state 
source. The facility is on the national priorities list. EPA and the state are initiating the process spelled out under the FFA, 
which calls for a 30-day period m which project managers and supervisors attempt to informally resolve the dispute. 
Smce the holidays are approaching, that timaflame may be lengthened, according to the EPA official for Fort Ord. 
However, the official notes that the agency must file a formal complaint atfhe end of that time period if thk matter is not 
resolved, or the draft final RVFS will become final. 

The EPA official says that on the same day the RVFS was published, the Anny sent the agency separate cornspan- 
dence indicating that additional information would be forthcoming. The official says the additional i n f o d o n  will be 

- reviewed before makiig any final decision, but that "ultimately the question is over [who has final authority]," 
-mdicating that EPA may not be willing to compromise if the Army maintains its decision to exclude UXO from the 
Superfund process. 

The dispute stems fhm the Army's interpretation of its authority under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
i 

Compensation & Liability Act (CERCLA) that it has sole responsibility for determining how unexploded ordnance will 
be addressed at its facilities. The state and EPA have adamantly opposed this view. 
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in October, the Army submitted a draft RVFS which failed to address the UXO present at the base. EPA and state 
regulators submitted comments challenging the Amy's exclusion, and warned that a formal dispute resolution would be 

t invoked if the Amy did not respond satisfactorily. If the parties do not resolve their differences in informal discussions, 
the matter gets elevated to increasingly higher levels of management. If the matter is still not resolved after that point, it 
will be referred to the EPA adminimator to make a final d-ation. 

federal -D holds off on oations ~ a ~ e r  

STAKEHOLDER GROUP LIKELY TO ADDRESS FURTHER PRIORITY-SETTING 
Members of a federal facilities stakeholder committee that in 1993 offered recommendations addressing federal 

. , @@* government cleanup issues are planning to reexamine and possibly expand on a priority-setting approach the committee 
3P' proposed to federal agencies for prioritizing cleanup activities when budget cuts occur. A workgroup within the Federal 

(J+C -7 Facilities Environmental Restoration Dialogue Committee (F'FERDC) recently decided to revise an interim report that 
outlines the priority-setting approach and addresses other federal facility cleanup issues. The entire committee is expected 
to hold a meeting in January. 

At the same time, a separate group of federal agency representatives has readjusted its schedule for releasing an 
options paper that is aimed at improving federal agency cleanups and cleanup management, including the offering of 
priority-setting options, according to an administralion source. This some says the White House-led Federal Facilities 
Policy Group-which involves a number of federal agencies with a stake in cleanup and is co-chaired by OMB Director 
*\lice Rivlin and White House OfEce of Environmental Policy D i i o r  Katie McGinty-will release an options paper by 
the beginning of next year. The paper is currently under review by Rivlin and McGinty, and following that examination, 
will be reviewed by the policy group members, according to the adminimation source. This source says development of 
the paper is taking longer than had been expected. The policy group's goals include setting priorities for cleaning up 
federal facilities and improving the cleanup budget. 

I 
Policy group representatives briefed members of the FFERDC at a recent November meeting of the FFERDC 

LQ""? 'Mi?' priority-setting workgroup. According to one FFERDC member, the representatives "didn't tell us much," adding that if 
there is a clear direction as to where the federal policy group is going on priority setting, it was not conveyed in the 

\ $  L' briefing. Another FFERDC member says that he believes the policy group has not made much progress. According to one 

9%. 
a c l m i i o n  source, the options paper will include options on priority setting, improving the budget allocation system, 

6 gtfid and the paper will discuss increasing efficiency and productivity. Another -on source says the paper started out 

,,k. 
, 5  id" as being more than 100 pages and is in the process of being distilled. He says the policy group has attempted to assess the 

.,? f performance data of federal agencies' cleanup programs, md has also examined whether priority setting should be 
, ,k~di+ included in the report. 
'i' + ;$? ., 1"'p3 7'he funding and priority-setting workgroup of the FFERDC met Nov. 17-1 8, while the public participation 

\ 5 
dqJ workgroup met Nov. 21-22. The dialogue committee was originally convened by the Keystone Center and includes 

representatives from federal agencies involved in cleanups, EPA, tribal and state governments and environmental, 
community and labor organizations. 

The priority-setting workgroup of the FFERDC at the meeting decided to revise its interim report released in April 
1W3. However, the entire FFERM: has not yet met to approve that decision. According to FFERDC sources, the 
workgroup in revising the report is interested in addressing the role of local governments and environmental justice 
issues. Either a revised interim report or a final report would likely be ready by the end of 1995, another FFERDC 
member says. Also, the FFERDC expects to receive more information from the interior and agriculture departments on 
their contaminated site investigations, a workgroup source says. 

The priority-setting approach the interim report has set out will likely be considered during the report's reexamina- 
tion and given some fine-tuning, the source says. This source says that he believes there needs to be a greater amount of 
detail on how transfers of money between sites should be done. The dialogue committee's interim report recommends a 
"fair share" approach to distriiuting congressional budget cuts across the board of a federal agency's cleanup program if 
such cuts occur. The recommendations also allow for funds to be &d between facilities if there are some urgent needs 
at certain facilities, and the affected stakeholders have been consulted, according to the source. In addition, if shifting 
finds away h m  a facility would result in an agency's failure to meet certain legal requirements, then the shift is not 
recommended unless agreement is reached with regulators on the missed requirements, the source says. Certain other 
stipulations apply in these situations. 

Meanwhile, the Department of Defense recently issued a memorandum calling for the consideration of the dialogue 
committee's fair share approach to pro-rate congressional reductions in light of a $400 million cut to the fiscal year 1995 
Defense Environmental Restoration Account @ERA). 'lhe department had requested $2.1 8 billion. According to the 
Nov. 1 memo from Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Environmental Security Sherri W. Goodman, "In distributing 
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of process 
. TASK FORCE TO EXAMINE TRANSFER OF BASE PROPERTY TO AMERICAN INDIAN TRIBES 

An interagency task force has been formed to clarify government policy on the transfer of surplus military base 

i closure property to Native American tribes. An organization representing the interests of state and local govern- 
ments is contending that an existing interim federal policy violates President Clinton's program for base closure 
communities and may undermine economic revitalization in those communities. Many of those properties are ' 

undergoing cleanups under Superfimd and are the focus of community task forces working on recommendations for 
future use. 

The task force consists of representatives fium the Defense Department and the Department of the Interior, the latter 
of which has a trust relationship with American Indian nations. A DO1 source says the task force includes high-level 
officials fiom both departments and that the White House is also involved in the discussions. 

At issue is a DO1 interim policy regarding the acquisition of excess andlor surplus DOD base closure property 
by American Indian nations. Various tribes have so far sought property at several base closure sites, including 
some on the Superfund national priorities list--Cecil Field in Florida; Williams Air Force Base (AFB) in Arizona; 
Griffiss and Plattsburgh AFBs in New York; and March AFB in California. The proposed policy was unveiled in 
September by DO1 Assistant Secretary for Indian Affairs Ada Deer. In a Nov. 10 letter to Deer, the National 
Association of Installation Developers @MID) raised concms that the policy was at odds with Clinton's "five- 
point program" for base closure communities. The program is designed to speed the transfer of properties to 
communities for redevelopment. 

NAID is a federally-funded group representing state and local governments, economic development authorities, 
military installation reuse authorities and other entities concerned with the reuse of fonner military properties. 

The president's program is "based upon the premise that the economic revitalization of impacted communities is 
served best by an integrated planning process fostered by the statutory requirement for a single Local Redevelopment 
Authority [LRA]," the NAID letter points out. The group contends that the DO1 policy "may undermine the President's 
program and slow down the economic revitahtion of base closure communities by encouraging Indian tribes to seek to 
a-quire base closure property in advance of, and without coordination with, federally recognized LRAs." 'Ihe letter states 
that tribes should participate in the LRAs xather than allowing DO1 to "exercise a Federal preemptive right to acquire the 
property on behalf of Indian T n i s  in advance of a comprehensive reuse plan." 

The interim DO1 policy states that the department will give strong consideration to tribal requests for the acquisition 
of DOD property if the tribe's current land holdings an within a 25-mile radius of the properties and if the requested 
properties are located in the same state where a majority of the tribe's land holdings are located. Tribal proposals must 
also justify the need for the property and give priority to uses that facilitate health and safety as well as environmental 
justice issues andlor economic development opportunities. 

Sources explain that the Federal Property Act of 1949 gives federal agencies first rights to properly no longer being 
used by another agency. The question being tackled by the task force is how that policy affects DOI's efforts to obtain 
surplus federal property if it is doing so on behalf of a trii. 

A NAlD source says his organization would prefer to have tribes work directly with community reuse commit- 
tees to jointly determine the fate of closing base properties. He says at the sites where that has happened, "mutually 
agreed solutions have been found." For example, he points out that the Gila Tribe in Arizona has agreed to become 
a full-time partner in community efforts to create an airport authority at Williams AFB. But the source says tribes 
have been asked to join community reuse committees at other sites, but have turned down the offers to instead 
pursue the property through D01. 

A DO1 source says the department has its own task force working on a final policy; that group's next meeting 
is in January. She says the policy will provide guidance to DOI's Bureau of Indian Affairs and will have to take 
into consideration environmental justice issues. The source says the matter will have to be resolved at Assistant 
Secretary Deer's level. 

Another DO1 source says that Indian tribes "don't have the political power some of these communities have" and 
adds that "we don't believe things have been going in their favor." He says the issue has been brewing for about a year. 
Tn'bal sources could not be reached for comment. A DOD source saysthe issue is under review and tdat the department's 
general counsel's office is looking into the issue. It is not known when the interagency task force will develop any 
recommendations. 
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Environmental Justice 

p cases over the next year. 
According to the release, the first case mvolves four parcels of property believed to be owned by the same party, at 

/ which community members charge that the sites are being used for illegal dumping and storage of hazardous materials. 
t The second case deals with the alleged illegal operation of a trash transfer station, the release says. Members of the 

community charge that potentially hazardous materials are being dumped at the station, that is near a residential area And 
the third case revolves around a business which is allegedly discarding trash around a site. Members of the community 
have complained of noxious odors and headaches h m  the fumes. 

As cases are referred to the network, a steering commi#ee will make final the detmhation on which cases it can 
accept. Actual members of that committee have not yet been determined, but will be selected h m  the Boston Bar 
Association, Al-ves for Community and the Environment, the Environmental Diversity Forum, the Massachusetts 
Black Lawyers Association, the Massachusetts Public Health Association, the Lawyers Comrniaee for Civil Rights Under 
Law of the Boston Bar Association, the Tellus Institute, the Dudley Street Neighborhood initiative, the Roxbury Neigh- 
borhood Council and the Massach- Department of Environmental Protection and EPA, the press release says. 

FFERDC TO EXPLORE EXPANDED DEFINITION OF ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
A workgroup of the Federal Facilities Environmental Restoration Dialogue Committee (FFERDC) is grappling with 

whether to incorporate economic concerns into their work on environmental justice issues. The workgroup, which held 
meetings Nov. 17-18, focuses on funding and priority setling issues. 

Lenny Siegel, director of the Pacific Studies Center, presented a paper Qning the meeting in which he proposed a - 
b r o m h o n  of enviroiiiii-ital jSfi-cZ:. 

"'Ihough most people think of environmental justice as overcoming the disproportionate concentration of people of 
color around hazardous waste sites, the issue is actually much broader. It melds environmental, social, and economic 
fkam in communities of color and other didvantaged communities. l'bus, solid envixunmental justice policies must sirnub 
newsly adQess the problems of people who have been exposed to envimmental and economic inequity," the paper says 

Siegel used as an example the community smunding the Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard in San Francisco, CA, 
which is listed on the national priorities list. He said local workers and contractors should "receive a significant share of 
cleanup and other closure work," and that "the same demands" are emerging at other Superfimd sites in the south, in 

J 
Alaska, and on Indian lands. L'Unfortunately," Siegel said in the paper, "little of the work has been made available to 
members of the affected communities." 

He offered four reasons for this: (1) Set-asides and other rules requiring minority or local contracting have been 
poorly written and are ''mmiserably" enforced; (2) training programs are not organized or timed to match actual employ- 
ment needs, (3) cleanup work is organid in a sporadic fashion; and (4) most contracts are awarded regionally or 
nationally, minimizing the opportunity for local hiring or contracting with "small, local or disadvantaged" businesses. 

Siege1 said he has developed a program at Hunters Pomt with two objectives that directly relate to the working 
group's mission. First, Siegel says he wants contracting agencies to develop a workplan that predicts contracting and 
employment opportunities so that training and community development institutions can ''promptly" assemble a 
workforce. And second, he wants "multiple tasks" to be timed to provide steady employment, not "peaks and valleys" of 
activities. Sponsored by San Francisco State University's Urban Institute, the project-which is called the California 
Economic Recovery and Environmental Restoration Project-has helped to "facilitate" a meeting on the subject that will 
bring together representatives fiom the Navy, the City and County of San Francisco, educational institutions, and the 
BayviewlHuntm Point neighborhoods. Ideally, Siegel said, the project will assist community-based organizations to 
"recruit, screen, and employ" local help. 

As for the FFERDC, Siegel said it has established an ad hoc committee on contmcthg irsues and is scheduled to meet 
in January. 

Siegel's paper prompted a response fnrm several members of the working group. ~ ~ o _ p e ~ u n s e l  with the 
Texas Attorney General's office, says he dislikes Siegel's attempt to broaden the working group's scope. "This committee 
was created for the purpose of setting priorities at federal facilities cleanup sites. I' ~~ have too 
much -- on our p_lag to wony abautmbority subcontracting or historidy-undem$=es. Those things are 
important, but they are beyond our expertise and simply not relevant to our task!' 

Goodhope said the FFERDC should address issues such as the impact that environmental pollution has on military 
service groups and their families. Historically, he said, service personnel have remained silent about such environmental 
issues for fear of being transferred. He cited one instance where two service members were asked why their wives were 

\ complaining about the facity's condition. ''Needless to say," Goodhope added, "they got their wives to stop." 
Goodhope said the committee should implement some procedures to undermine what he termed a "climate of fear. 

We need to create some sort of whistle blower provisions to encourage people to speak out on these issues," he said 
FFERDC will hold a plenary meethg sometime early next year. 
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Administredhre Improvements 

According to Briggum, the reauthorization bills-which died in Congress in October when House leaders failed to 
reach agreement on a rule that would have governed floor action on the bill-"are clearly not the starting point" for a new 
reform debate. Briggum said that it is still too early to judge how the committee elections will affect where that 
point will be, but added that the strong Republican push to eliminate retroactive liability "will come fast" as the 
new Congress convenes. 

"It's a difficult issue," Briggum said, adding that on one hand Congress has pledged no new taxes, but at the same 
time many believe that l i a b i i  for past actions that were legal at the time is unfair. Many have questioned how Superfuod 
liability would be paid for if retroactive liability were repealed. It is going to be "a challenge for people to figure out [how 
to deal with the] competing goals," she said And several contentious issues that were left unresolved during the last 
debate may serve to slow the process this time mu114 according to Briggum. Those issues may include a debate over 
how natural resources damages should be calculated "It's a huge issue" partly because there is a "large amount of 
potential liability," Briggum said. Other issues include whether to include radioactive materials on the list of hazardous 
materials and state authority issues. 

While a comprehensive reform package remains an urgent goal of the business community, Briggum says that if it 
becomes clear that there is extensive delay, EPA should undertake efforts to refonn the program administratively. But 
both Briggum and Krablin pointed out that amninistrative refom may not aid some groups in seeking relief fktm the 
law, including municipalities, lenders, insurers and small businesses. 

Krablin outlined several administrative reforms that the coalition would like to see implemented. In the area of 
public participation, Krablin said increased early involvement and the establishment of community working groups 
would benefit the Superfund process. In that same vein, enhancing the technical assistance grants program and 
preparing equity studies and pilot projects would aid in increasing public participation. In addressing remedy 
selection, EPA could continue the development of generic or presumptive remedies, issue its long-awaited soil 
trigger levels guidance, expand groundwater technical impracticability waivers, and take into consideration land 
use issues, Krablin said. 

In the area of liability, the agency could increase the use of its settlement tools and pilot alternative dispute resolution 
projects, pilot the reform bills' ability-to-pay provisions, issue guidelines addressing the liability of prospective pmhasers 
and increase the use of mixed-funding, Krablin said. 

- .. . 
D V F T  SOIL SCREENING LEVEL GUIDANCE TO BE RELEASED THIS MONTH \ 

~ k ~ u b i i c  i d o r m m m g  on Dec. 1, EPA announced that its soil screming1evBl (SSL) guidance, which will 
provide site managers with target risk levels for approximately 107 chemical contaminants, will be available for 
public comment Dec. 15. The long-awaited guidance has been held up several times, but is expected to become 
final early next year. 

In 199 1, EPA asked the Office of Emergency and Remedial Response (OERR) to conduct a study to outline options 
for accelerating the rate of cleanups at national priorities list (NPL) sites. 'The study found that the current investigation1 
remedy selection process takes over three years to complete because each site is treated as a separate problem, requiring 
the preparation of site-specific risk assessments, cleanup levels and technical solutions. OERR used the study as the 
catalyst for developing the SSL standards. 

The study proposed that standardizing the remedial planning and remedy selection process would significantly reduce 
the time it takes to start cleanups and would improve consistency in the approach to site mediation. 

The public comment period for the guidance will run through Feb. 15, after which it will be updated and sent to site 
managers around the country, David Cooper, the author of the guidance said ' 

Cooper explained that three pathways have proven to be the most cominon routes of human exposure to contami- 
nants in residential settings: ingestion of soil; inhalation of volatiles and "fugitive" dusts; and the migration of contami- 
nants through soil to an underlying potable aquSer. Cooper said the models and assumptions used to develop the SSLs are 
representative of a "reasonable maximum exposure" in a residential setting. The Superfund program's method of estimat- 
ing the high en4 Cooper said, is to combine an arithmetic average value for site concentration with high-end values for 
intake and duration. The estimates are then compared to chemical-specific toxicity criteria appmved by the agency, such 
as those found in the Integrated Risk Infomation System (IRIS) and Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables 
(HEAST). Cooper also noted that SSLs will not automatically trigger the need for response actions or define "unaccept- 
able" levels of contaminants in the soil. Instead, they are designed to give engineers an analytical tool for determining 
whether a more indepth site evaluation is necessary. 
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Policy .*- A draft of the guidance made available at the meeting provided a sample problem for determining the soil screening 

level number for soil contaminated with cadmium swallowed by a child. 
/ 
I. 

In step one, the problem envisions that a child living near a contaminated site might accidentally swallow small 
amounts of soil--up to the size of one half an aspirin tablet--each day. This, the draft says, is about 200 milligrams (mg) 
of soil per day. Assuming that the child would be present near the site for approximately 350 days a year, the sample 
determines that the child could swallow 70 grams of soil each year. Over a six-year period, this would total 420 grams, or 
.42 kilograms (kg). 

The next step is to detennine how much of each toxin might cause harm to a person. The draft notes that this depends 
on the size of a person's body, which is set at 15 kg, or 33 pounds, for this example. 

The sample problem looks at cadmium, a bluish white metal that often appears in solder and batteries. Lab tests have 
found that for each kilogram a person weighs, a very minute amount of cadmium each day, 0.0005 milligrams, would be 
just enough to cause a harmful effect. For a child weighing 15 kg, the total amount of cadmium necessary to cause an 
effect in one day would be 15 times 0.0005, or 0.0075 milligrams. 

If cadmium were swallowed at this rate for one year, the total yearly amount necessary to cause an effect would be 
2.74 mgs. If cadmium were swallowed at this rate for six years, 16.4 mgs would be just enough to cause harm to the child. 

The example concludes by comparing the amount of toxin necessary to cause an effect with the amount of soil that 
could be swallowed fmm step one. By dividing 16.4 mg by the .42 kg of soil that could be swallowed, the problem finds 
that there must be 39 mg of cadmium p e ~  lkg of soil for the child to be at risk. 

Cooper explained that this was the method used to set risk levels for each of the contaminants studied Cooper said 
the SSL draft guidance will be listed in the Dec. 15 issue of the Federal Register. 

PROPOSALS FOR REGIONAL DELEGATIONS OF AUTHORITY ACCEPTED BY OSWER CHIEF 
The Assistant Administrator for the Office of Solid Waste & Emergency Response (OSWER) has accepted 1 1 

proposed delegations of authority that are designed to ensure that Superfund decisions are W i g  made at "the most 
efficient and effective level." The delegations in the report mainly deal with regional activities. 

The delegations are the product of a Superfund Delegations Workgroup study that was released in November. 
According to Seth Lowe, one of the report's authors, the workgroup believes the proposed delegations will 

streamline the current process and result in a "tremendous" cost savings to the Superfund program. EPA Region I1 
Superfund Branch Chief Ron Borsellino says the regional representatives on the workgroup wanted to give the 
regions greater decision-making powers in order to avoid what he termed "unnecessary, red-tape delays" in the 
cleanup process. According to the report, "Redelegation of authority to lower levels can save time and resources, 
thus increasing program efficiency." 

Some of the delegations accepted by Elliott Laws, OSWER assistant admhismtor, are as follows: 
.. Regional administrators will be able to redelegate to the on-scene coordinators the authority to initiate emer- 

gency removals costing up to $200,000. 
Regional administrators will be able to invoke the emergency waivers (i.e., to spend more than $2 million for 

removals) at sites costing up to $6 million in removal funds subject to a regional allowance ceiling; they will also be able 
to redelegate to division directors. 

Regional a d m i i t o r s  will be able to redelegate to division directors the authority to invoke the consistency 
waiver (i.e., to spend more than $2 million for removals at proposed and final National Priorities List sites). 

Regional -tors may obligate the fund to pay CERCLA claims for reimbursement, including 
preautborizing mixed funding settlements, through the use of a "Claims Delegation Report'' issued by the Assistant 
Adminkbator for OSWER 

Regional -IS are no longer required to pursue headquarters consultation when making imminent 
and substantial endangerment determinations. 

Regional -IS will no longer be required to pursue headquarters consultation when entering into 
administrative orders on consent. 

Ihe remedy delegation report will no longer be required fir federal facility records of decision. 
With the exception of one delegation that would have allowed OSWER to carry out hazardous substance 

research programs, all 11 of the recommended delegations have been approved for implementation by the adminis- 
trator, the report says. 

The workgroup, in the report, claims that its recommendations try to "balance the need for national consistency 
and accountability in the implementation of the Superfund program with the need to increase program efficiency 
and speed." Accordingly, the recommendations try to reduce the amount of effort required to complete a particular 
agency action. "Certainly," the report says, "the implementation of these recommendations will streamline the 
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Lassen sets battle plan 
r possible depot fight 

By J a n e  R r a a o n  Little / / hut nothing will be final until tile last wc(.k and mini-dwelling units 
Dce Concspondcnt I : :  Junc .  that  can be shipped to a military 

SQ Rep. Wally H e r p r ,  R-Ilio OSO, h a s  clial- site. The systems a re  also being 
SUSANVILLE - It's not on any  military Ictiged ttic Army's evaluation criteria and used for humanitarian efforts and 

base closure list yet but officials throughout bcl.ated Army for fkli1ing to recog- were recently sent  to Mississippi 
Lassen County are  campaib.ning to save Si- r1ize the I,asscn County ftlcility a s  the lnost for flood relief, to,Florida during a 
erra  Army Depot a s  if their lives depended cost-effective of its kind. Sierra Army Depot hur r icane  a n d  to Rwanda,  sa id  
on it. operates a t  less than half the average cost Rogers. 

'I'he area's econornic life may depend on of similar facilities, Ile said. The new mission could reduce 
it. ' "Sierra Army Depot is not only a n  impor- some of the  criticism generated 

The base in the high sage desert between tant  local employer, but it is also doing over the  years by the noise and 
Susanville and Reno is the rural county's right by the taxpayc,r. It makes no sense to smoke a t  the  base caused by the 
largest employer, issues its largest payroll close it," Herger said. detonation of old munitions. Sier- 
and is responsible for 37 percent of the Lough, t h e  Lasscn County supervisor ,  ra  Army Depot a:so has been the 
county's personal income. said Army officials used faulty information site of several ( lemonstrat ions 

'The  thought of losing a n  employer of the in their evaluation of Sierra Army Depot's p ro tes t ing  i t s  reported role i n  
magnitude of Sierra Arnmy Depot sends fear ' military importance. s t o r i n g  a n d  s h i p p i n g  n u c l e a r  
into all corners of this community," said 'Their cost-of-operations numbers were weapons. 
Jack  Lensing,  p res iden t  of t h e  Lassen  \wong and their strategic assump- Genera l ly ,  however ,  L a s s e n  
C o u n t  Chamber of Commerce. tions n.cre ivrong," 1,ough said. County residents have welcomed 

Lensing, Susanville Mayor James  C. Jes -  Army officials hnvc not made the base as  a n  ally and partner in  

key and Lassen County Supervisor Lyle L. their evaluation report public and their rural community. 

Lough arc spearheading save-the-base ef- have not commented on the criti- "Army personnel participate in 

f1l1.t- !!int range from a massive citizelis'lct- cisms, said Rogers. our activities. We've always been 
ter-jvriting campaign to lobbying trips to Depot supporters hope to "neu- good neighbors and we want to 
il'ashington, D.C. tralize" the effects of the report, nlake sure they're here for us  to 

The area h a s  already suffered economi- said Jolena Voorhis, a n  assistant continue t h e  relationship," said 
call?. from recent reductions in  the timber to Gov. Pete Wiison working to re- Jeskey, the Susanville mayor. 
industry, said 2eskey. Losing the militaiy tain military bases in California. S i e r r a  A r m y  Depot  s p e n d s  

. . . . base would be "an unbearable b!ow," h e  In addition to data  they consider around $5 million on purchases in  
said. incorrect ,  cr i t ics  of t h e  A r m y  Lassen County,  sa id  Robert K. 

"Iiorthern California has had  a difficult study said it does not recognize a Sonraag, Lassen County cornmu- 
time economically due to our isolation and recent shift in Sierra Army De- ni ty  development  director. If i t  
dependence on . . . natdral  resources. If'e pot's emphasis from munitions to were to close, the  loss of the base's 
aren't  taking any  chances on Sierra Army tactical support systems. 1,300 civilian a n d  military jobs 
Depo;," Jeskey said. "For 50 years, bombs and bul- would affect another 1,950 retail 

The base, widely reported a s  the Army's lets were the name of the game and service jobs - about 30 per- 
largest West Coast depot for nuclear weap- here. It's no longer the main thing cent of the  work force, he  said. 
ons, u7as built in 1942 as an ammunition u7e do," sa id  Rogers, t h e  depot  Sorvaag predicted that  unemploy- 
storage and shipment facility. I t  currentlv spokesman. ment would rocket to over 19 per- 
stores 418 million pounds-of ammunition, The base now stores mobile wa- cent ,  near ly  double t h e  c u r r e n t  
enough to fill nearly 4,000 rail cars stretch- t e r  purif icat ion s y s t e m s ,  fuel  level. 
ing over 36 miles, said LW Rogers, a 
spokesman for t h e  depot, which \s i ts  on  Lough vowed to post t h e  ad- 
96,500 acres east  of Honey Lake. Army ofi- dresses of s ta te  and  federal repre- 
cials will neither confirm nor deny the  pres- s e n t a t i v e s  "on e v e r y  bul let in  
ence of nuclear weapons a t  Sierra Army De- board i n  the  county." H e  hopes to 

pot. generate several thousand hand- 
Mil i tary base  closures  commissions i n  written letters of support for Sier- 

1991 and 1993 ignored Sierra Army Depot. Army Depot, he  said. 
~ u t  late last year a n  internal . b m y  evalua- 
tion i-anked it third among the three West- 
9rn Army bases that  store munitions. If i ts 
munitions storage is relocated, the entire 
base could be closed within six years, Rag- 
ers  said. 

That makes it  a prime target for the next 
base closure list. The initial 1995 list will be 
sent by Defense Secretary L$'illiam Perry to 
the base closure commission on hlarch 1, 
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1995 Military Base Closures: 
'Past the Fat, the Meat-to the Bone' 
By Tom Philp 

Communities in California with mili- As the stakes have risen for the 
tary bases must come up with a "better communities clinging to their military 
mousetrap" as they craft campaigns to bases, so has the sophistication of their 
keep their bases off this year's list of lobbying campaigns. 
facility closures. Representatives of more than 100 

That's the warning from the state's communities with active military bases 
chief strategist, Judy Ann Miller, who have already traveled to the commis- 
warns that potential devastation of the sion's headquarters, in an office building 
local economy should not be the only in Arlington,VA, to begin the homework 
argument to keep the base off what is for their 1995 campaigns. 

- - 

expected to be an extensive list of clo- continued on page 4 

sures. Communities must stress the 
"military value" of the local bases as 
well, she said. BRR Interview: 

"We have to consider all (bases) Alan Dixon 
vulnerable in the state of California," 
Miller said. "We're past the fat. We're 
past the meat. We're to the bone." 

The elaborate process to decide on 
the closures is scheduled to begin in 
earnest this month with the naming of 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. 

Meanwhile, officials in charge of 
each military branch have been coming 
up with their own lists of recommended 
closures. On March 1, Defense Secretary 
William Perry is scheduled to present 
that list to the commission. 

"Everyone is potentially on this list," 
said Wade Nelson, a spokesman for the 
commission. "There is hardly anything 
left that is not a significant military 

New BRAC chair urges greater 
concern for post-closure impact 

By Sigrid Bathen 

A former Cr.S. Senator and Illinois state leg- 

islator, Alan J. Dixon was confirmed by the 

U.S. Senate last October as chairman of the 

installation. Most people would say Defense Base Closure and Realignment 

that the easy ones have been closed in Commission. A member of the Senate Armed 
the first three rounds of this process," Services Conzrnittee and chairman of its 

referring to the closures announced in Subcommittee on Readiness, Preparedness 

1988,1991 and 1993. continued on page 2 
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base means the loss of about 4,000 jobs 
(I The 'Ripple Effect': - people who spend money at the mall. 

The scaling back of March, a f ~ t u r e  in 
the region since 1918, has had a desta- 
bilizing effect on the entire area. 

"The overall downsizing of the 
defense industries had a dramatic 
impact on Moreno Valley," said Art 
Pick, head of the Greater Riverside 
Chambers of Commerce. "The impact 
was more profound because Moreno 
Valley didn't have a stable base to 

When military bases are shut 
down or scaled back, much 
more is lost than soldiers F I N A N C E  & E C O N O M I C S  

by Johr Howard 

When military installations are shut hardly a community in the state will 

down or scaled back - the favored not feel the negative economic im- 
pact," says a grim state Chamber of bureaucratic euphemism is "placed in 

transition" - much more is lost than 
soldiers, weapons or on-base civilian 
jobs. 11 military base is a nexus of eco- 

Commerce report. 
Moreno Valley is a case in point, the 

victim of a double-whammy of base 
nomic activity, sustaining a myriad of realignment and recession. There, the begin with, to the point that our 
local businesses, and the ripple effects 
of closure are felt far beyond the bar- 
racks. "Each closure is different, painful 
in its own way. You learn lessons on a 

ripple effect was dramatic. 
During the 1980s, the western 

Riverside County community near 
March Air Force Base literally exploded 
in population - from 20,000 at the 

unemployment was much higher than 
our neighboring county to the north." 
Dreams of March as the linchpin of a 
stable economy faded. It is typical of 

case-by-case basis. Making the transition the staggering economic impact of a 
base closure on the surrounding region. can be very, very painful," said one 

local official familiar with the closure 
of Fort Ord in Monterey County, Calif. 

To date, those transitions appear to 

beginning of the decade to more than 
120,000 by 1990, the fastest growth 
rate in the United States. But the boom 
was deceiving: About half of all adult 

"They gave away the family jewels 
to finance the mall,'' Pick noted. 

In contrast, the Fort Ord closure 
have been most painful in California: residents commuted out of the area to reflects a happier tale, largely because 

of the natural advantages of Monterey 
County. There, the base - which is 

For decades, the state has taken 21 cents 

il) of every defense dollar. Now, as the 
U.S. retrenches from the Cold War, 
California and other states are feeling 
the pinch. 

jobs, many to defense-industry jobs in 

being closed rather than realigned - 
has been converted to a state university 
campus. It will accept its first class, 600 
to 900 students, in the fall of 1995. Twenty-two bases have been ordered 

closed or realigned in California in five 
years. More cuts will be announced in 
March by the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission, which will 
decide which of the nation's 470 

Businesses near the base were affected 
negatively, but the city of Monterey is 
weathering the storm, partly because 
the region is attracting a professional, 
academic and research contingent 

Orange and Los Angeles counties. 
Then, the recession sent unemploy- 
ment spiraling. Defense industries 
closed, mortgage failures increased 
and retail sales plunged. Economic 
conditions in the sprawling bedroom 
community deteriorated. 

A long-awaited regional mall a mile 
from the the base finally geared up in 
1992 after years of anticipation, but by 
then the recession had taken its toll 
and the hoped-for tax revenues fell far 
short of projections. Too short, in fact, 
to pay the interest on a $13 million 
debt, forcing local authorities to 
scramble for high-interest refinancing. 
The transition of March to a reserve 

remaining military installations - 

including 67 in California - will be 
focused on the base and other military 
institutions that remain, such as the 
Defense Language Institute and the 
Naval Post-Graduate School. Although 
the loss of several thousand personnel 

closed or down-sized. 
More than two-thirds - about 69 

percent - of Defense Department per- 
sonnel cuts nationally have occurred in 
California. Although estimates vary, the 

caused a softening of Monterey's rental 
market, new renters from Salinas, 
Watsonville and other nearby areas impact on the Golden State could total 

about $7 billion in lost personal income 
and entails the loss of the equivalent of 
about 33,000 medium-sized businesses. 
This, on top of a painful recession and 

came into the community to fill the 
gap-former commuters lured by the 
chance to live, as well as work in 
Monterey, which has a permanent 
population of about 32,000. the highest unemployment of any 

major industrial state. 
"When future closures are coupled 

with job losses stemming from the 
already announced based closures, 

"What we're seeing now more than 
anything else is the evolution of a 
number of businesses and new business 

continued on page 7 
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Depot is about to become the new 
corporate and manufacturing head- 
quarters for Packard Bell Electronics. 
(See Case Study below) 

And near Monterey, Fort Ord is on 
its way to becoming the latest mem- 
ber oQhe California State University 
system. Despite the state's ongoing 
budget crisis, Williams is convinced 
that money for CSUIMonterey "is not 
a big question mark. Money was put 
in the budget this year, which was 
unprecedented. Additional campuses 
are absolutely going to be necessary." 

The bases furthest along in the 
reuse process, while fortunate to have 
found major corporate suitors, share 
one thing in common. The planners 
managed to resolve local community 
differences quickly, and move on. 

Where local communities continue 
to struggle to find a consensus, the 
closing bases invariably are not as far 
along in the conversion process. At El 
Toro h4arine Corps Air Station, for 0 example, Orange County has with- 
drawn from a joint powers agency. 
Now this agency and the county may 
make separate bids to the Marines for 
future control of the base. The primary 
dispute is over the future role of the 
base airport. 

And at the former George Air Force 
Base in San Bernardino County, a liti- 
gious struggle among local communities 
over control of the base has stalled 
conversion plans. 

"Litigation is terrible," said Bopf. If 
communities decide to settle their differ- 
ences in court, he added "nobody is 
going to win." 

Meanwhile, all eyes are on 
Washington, where huge political 
changes have made the base closure 
process even more unpredictable. 

If previous closure processes are 
any indication, California and other 
states will soon get the first hints of 

I) what they truly face. 
"There are usually leaks between 

January and March," said Nelson of the 

B R A C  D E V E L O P M E N T S  

closure commission. If the Defense 
Department has recommended closure 
of a local base, "people start to hear 
that in January and February. Or they 
hear rumors." @I 

COIYTACSTS: 

Ben WiUiams Governor's Ofife of 
Planning and &seurch, (91 6) 322-3170 
Bill BBpf, wcut ive  director ofthe 
Inland Valley Economic Ilavelopment 
Authority, (909) 885-4832 

Atan Miller, @j?ce ofMilitay 
Base Retention, (91 6) 323-4446 
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Tom Philp is s staffwriter for the 
Sacramento Bee who has covered 
militaty base closure issues. 

Army Depot-Packard Bell 
Conversion: A Success Story 
By Tom Philp 

In mid-summer of 1994, Sacramento 
officials seemed bold with their goal 
to quickly find enough rent-paying 
business tenants to pay the $1.3 million 
annual maintenance bill for the city's 
one-time Army Depot. Once the site 
of 3,000 solid federal-paying jobs, the 
base, on the 1991 closure list, was 
nearly empty. 

Then the telephone rang. It was the 
kind of nibble that cities dream of. It 
was a major corporation seeking a new 
home - fast. 

By the beginning of September, 
the deal was almost done. Packard 
Bell Electronics, whose Southern 
California headquarters was damaged 
in the 1994 Northridge earthquake, 
was moving to the former Army 
Depot and planned to reuse virtually 
the entire base. Sacramento had pre- 
vailed over a competing bid from 
Utah and also over some Southern 

California communities who courted 
Packard Bell, but who couldn't come 
up with the site or facilities that were 
as ideal as the Army Depot. 

"I don't think that type of success 
story will be the norm," said Ben 
Williams, the director of base reten- 
tion and deputy director of the state 
Office of' Planning and Research. 

However, Sacramento officials say 
other communities can apply many of 
the same techniques that helped to seal 
the deal with Packard Bell. Examples: 
I .  Teamwork with local and regional 
trade groups. The Sacramento Area 
Commerce and Trade Organization 
first sold Packard Bell on the competi- 
tive advantages of the region. "When it 
was time to talk about the specific 
property, that's when (SACTO) handed 
it off to us," said city Economic 
Development Director Bill Farley. 
2. Friendly relations with fellow gov- 
ernmental agencies. Once Packard Bell 
showed interest, city officials quickly 
worked behind the scenes with Army 
officials to deal with other state and 
federal agencies that wanted pieces of 
the base. "The strategy was to first ask 
these other agencies to voluntarily 
withdraw their requests for property, 
which they did,'' said City Councilman 
Darrell Steinberg. 
3. State legislation to provide tax credits 
that would give Sacramento the advan- 
tage over an alternative site in Utah. 
4. And a realistic reuse plan that antic- 
ipated the $19 million in renovation 
expenses, money the city will loan to 
Packard Bell. 

"It is really important for the com- 
munity to have a vision for the reuse and 
to stick to that vision," Steinberg said. @I 

CONTACTS: 

Bill Farley, economic development 
director, City of Sacramento, 
(91 6) 264-7223 
Darrell Steinberg, Sacramento City 
Council, (91 6) 264-7006 
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The 'Ripple Effect' 
contirued from page 4 

activity ramping up to support the uni- 
versity," said Fred Cohn, an assistant to 
the A'Ionterey city manager. "The transi- 
tion is painful, but we've sensed that 
when the evolution is complete we'll be 
healthier than before. But, of course, the 
evolution is painful." 

The closure also reflected a pattern 
emerging throughout the country. 
Those businesses close to the closed 
base suffered the most, particularly 
the limited, mom-and-pop operations 
dependent for their trade on base per- 
sonnel. But the larger companies, espe- 
cially those linked to national chains, 
did better. And those with a regional 
customer - such as major automobile 
dealerships - did best of all. Moreover, 
new residents who live on campus can 
avoid the costly local housing market. 

F I N A N C E  & E C O N O M I C S  

Merced County's Castle Air Force 
Base, too, has taken a pro-active 
approach in its closure. As buildings 
become vacant, a joint powers authority 
with close links to the Washington, 
D.C.-based National Association of 
Installation Developers, markets the 
facilities to attract businesses, hoping 
to supplant an economic base that 
once supported a total of 14,000 base 
personnel and dependents. The goal, 
one Air Force official noted, "is to get 
the facilities leased out before the 
military leaves." 

"The closure of a military base that 
includes a large scale of civilian 

employment leaves a gap in the 
regional economy that must be filled 
with alternate basic employment," 
notes a study by the Real Estate and 
Land IJse Institute of the California 
State University. 

Filling that gap is the whole ball 
game. El 

l C s l  BALLARD SPAHR ANDREWS & INGERSOLL 
mm Philadelphia Baltimore Washington Denver Salt Lake City 

Legal Counsel for Base Redevelopment 

+ Contingency Planning for 1995 Base Closure candidate communities. 
+ Negotiate with the Defense Department for leases, conveyances, and 

caretaker agreements. 
+ Solve environmental liability and pennit problems slowing redevelopment. 

Structure major real property developments at bases. 
+ Design municipal bond issues and project finance arrangements. 
+ A century of experience serving local governments. 

For more information, for copies of our articles, or to arrange a no-fee initial consultation 
with one of our attorneys, please call our coordinator, Raymond T. Swenson, Lt. Colonel, 
USAF (Ret.) in our Salt Lake City office, 801-531 -3024, FAX 801-53 1-3001. 

For information regarding placing an advertisement, please contact Kelly Moore or Chris Hart at (916) 446-1510. 
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Mare Island 
Vallejo officials get high marks 
from base closure experts 
By D,zniel C. Carson 

When two researchers took a hard 
look at the City of Vallejo back in 
1985, they discovered an economy 
dangerously overreliant on its biggest 
civilian employer - the naval shipyard 
at Mare Island. 

"Vallejo has always been and remains 
a one-company town," reported Judy 
Schneider and Wendy Patton. "Its for- 
tunes, features, composition, and 
resources have been tied to production 
at Mare Island shipyard," they warned, 
and the town faced dire consequences 
should it ever be closed. 

Last year, such long-held fears 
about the fate of the 136-year-old base 
in Northern California gave way to the 
harsh new realities of base closure. The 
decision of the U.S. Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission to shutter 

(I Mare Island in April 1996 has left the 
community scrambling to remedy the 
financial and human damage caused 
by the base closure and to find new 
uses for the island (actually a 5,400- 
acre peninsula) that will resuscitate an 
ailing economy. 

After losing a last-ditch lobbying 
fighi to save the base, local officials are 
getting high marks from base closure 
experts and others for moving aggres- 
sively to deal head-on with the social 
problems and economic challenges that 
can result when 7,700 civilian and 1,800 
military jobs disappear. U.S. Secretary 
of L~bor  Robert Reich publicly praised 
those efforts as a model for the nation 
during a recent visit to the base. 

Within 13 months after the decision 
to close Mare Island was finalized, the 
Vallczjo City Council adopted a Reuse 
Plan for the base that is destined to 
become part of the community's 
General Plan. Rather than strive for a 
single new use, the Reuse Plan divides 
the island into 13 sub-areas and calls 

C A S E  S T U D Y  

for a mixture of housing, heavy and 
light industry, and educational uses. 

The headlands at the southern tip 
of the island, with their scenic vistas 
across San Francisco Bay, would be 
added to a nearby regional park, and 
the existing base golf course would be 
expanded and improved. Some of the 
older buildings and drydocks would be 
become part of an historical quarter. 

Some lowland areas would continue 
as a dumping ground for dredge spoils 
- a surprisingly valuable commodity 
to ports which are hard-put to find any- 
place to unload such environmentally 
hazardous materials. 

The plan was fashioned with the help 
of economic and marketing consul- 
tants, but its main impetus came from a 
52-member committee appointed by 
Mayor Tony Intintoli. A city known in 
the past for its warring political factions 
came to a surprisingly easy consensus 
about how best to transform its military 
ugly duckling into a future economic 
golden goose. Only one other base in the 
1993 round of U.S. base closures finished 
that task more quickly. 

With the reuse plan in place, city 
officials have pushed ahead with nego- 
tiations with the Department of 
Defense to assume control of the island, 
first with a master lease and eventually 
through a land transfer. The locations 
and extent of toxic contamination are 
being inventoried so that clean-up can 
begin even before the base is shut down. 

Military equipment and property that 
might be turned to civilian use are also 
being cataloged so that swords can be 
turned into plowshares. 

Plans are afoot to set up a non- 
profit marketing organization to con- 
vince developers and businesses to 
take advantage of the island's harbor 
and railway lines and other assets. The 
city has already kicked off its marketing 
of Mare Island, wining and dining its 
strongest prospects for relocation there 
at an October lunch at the officer's club. 

If it has done well in dealing with 
the real estate issues, the community 
has also taken an innovative approach 
to the social and human fallout. 

With the help of an $8 million grant 
from the U.S. Department of Labor, 
Private Industry Councils from Solano 
and Napa counties have collaborated in 
the establishment of an on-base center 
to train hundreds of shipyard steam- 
fitters, shipwrights, and boilermakers 
for new careers. In addition to learning 
new skills, the center offers counseling, 
job and relocation assistance. 

Thousands of shipyard workers are 
taking advantage of the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Defense's Priority Placement 
Program, which moves them to jobs at 
other defense installations, or electing 
to accept financial incentives for early 
retirement. As a result, two rounds of 
layoffs have been cancelled and base 
officials are hopeful that no more 
than 900 will be laid off in 1996. 

The Solano Economic Development 
Corp. (SEDCORP), a local economic 
development agency, was commis- 
sioned to study which off-base busi- 
nesses and workers will be caught in the 
economic wake as Vallejo's largest local 
payroll evaporates. A task force created 
by the mayor is determining how to 
leverage a $2.3 million federal grant 
and shore up the city's "safety net" of 
social welfare programs that are at risk 
of being overwhelmed with unemployed 
and enlotionally distressed families. 

continued on page 12 
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years ago, has raised $400,000 to try 
9 and save the 50-year-old Army base, 

which Gazette-Telegraph Editor Jon 
Stapleton said pumps $600 million 
into the Colorado Springs economy 
each year, employing 2 1,000. 

Several experts quoted in the series 
urged that communities be thoroughly 
prepiued when attempting to halt a 
base closure. "Time is your enemy," 
said Paul Hirsch, a former BRAC 
Commission staffer. "If you wait until 
next spring, it's already too late." 
Comlnunities like Colorado Springs, 
the series noted, begin months - and 
even years - in advance to develop 
stratec;y, raise money, hire lobbyists 
and travel to Washington D.C. to meet 
with IlRAC staff. 

"The BRAC Commission is not 
your enemy," Capt. Peter Bowman, a 
retired Navy officer and BRAC com- 
missioner, told the Gazette-Telegraph. 
"It can be your best friend - if you 

(I( know how to use it." 

Denver 
DENVER'S LOWRY AFB: 'HAVE 
A CONTINGENCY PLAN' 

On the site of Denver's 1,800-acre, 59- 
year-old Lowry AFB, which was closed 
Sept. 30, 1994, conversion plans are 
well underway. Redevelopment officials 
don't claim an immediate turnaround - 
after all, 12,000 government and civilian 
jobs were lost - but hope eventually 
to generate more than 10,000 jobs on 
the base. 

Thu.i far, an 800-student community 
college campus has been established 
on the grounds, utilizing existing Air 
Force training classrooms. A museum 
has been opened, and base housing is 
being refurbished to attract new tenants 
(100 of the 687 base houses have 
already been rented). The commissary 
has been converted into offices and 
labs for a blood center. Other business 

@ tenants on the base include two private 
schools and the Denver Public Library. 

"We went through a terrible reces- 

N E W S  B R I E F S  

sion in the '80s before the rest of the 
nation did," Bonnie Turner of the 
Denver Office of Economic Development 
told the Sacramento Bee, which sent 
reporter Sam Stanton to Denver to see 
how officials there were handling a 
major base closure. "We've now been 
coming out of that, so the closure is 
actually happening at a time when our 
economy is expanding." 

Lowry's base closure survivors urge 
other communities to plan ahead. 
"There was not a contingency plan in 
place," redevelopment coordinator Jim 
Meadows told The Bee, which tweaked 
Sacramento officials for failing to have 
a contingency plan if McClellan AFB 
is closed. "You're much better off to 
have a contingency plan." 

Stanton, who researched and wrote 
the Christmas Day, Page One Lowry 
piece, observed: "Such talk is heresy in 
the halls of power in Sacramento . . . 
Rather than discuss what might be 
made of McClellan if it falls under the 
ax of the 1995 round of base closings, 
officials in Sacramento are adamant 
that such talk must not be heard, not 
even in whispers." 

Washington D.C. 
GAO SAYS PENTAGON FALLING 
SHORT IN PROPERTY SALES 

The U.S. General Accounting Office 
concluded in a recent report that the 
Pentagon is falling far short of revenue 
projections from the sale of closed 
property. According to the GAO, the 
Department of Defense had hoped to 
gain $4.1 billion from those sales, but 
less than $70 million has been realized. 

"It is taking more and more defense 
dollars now to close bases in the hopes 
of saving money five, six years down- 
stream," a Senate staffer, who was not 

identified, told the Washingion Times 
in a Nov. 30 story. 

Ohio 
GAO URGES GOVERNMENT TO 
RECONSIDER OHIO CLOSURE 

Congressional investigators said last 
month that the government should 
reconsider closing Newark AFB in 
Heath, Ohio. In a copyrighted account 
originally published in the Cleveland 
Plain Dealer, the Associated Press 
reported Dec. 18 that the unusual cir- 
cumstances plaguing the planned pri- 
vatization of Newark should prompt 
officials to reconsider. 

"We believe that the problems being 
faced in implementing this decision are 
of such an unusual nature to warrant 
revisiting planned closure and privatiza- 
tion," said the General Accounting 
Office report. Citing budgetary over- 
runs (the base closure group has settled 
on $62.2 million for the closure budget, 
nearly double the original $31.3 million 
estimate), the GAO also recomputed the 
BRAC estimate of the "payback period" 
in which the savings of closure would 
"cancel out" the costs, saying the pay- 
back period could be 17 to 100 years. 

San Diego 
U.S. MAYORS, CALIFORNIA 
GOVERNOR CONSIDER BASE 
CLOSURES IN CONFERENCES 
In two separate conferences back-to- 
back in San Diego, Calif., last month 
(Dec. 1994), the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors and the Office of California 
Gov. Pete Wilson pondered the impact 
of base closures on their states and 
communities. 

Former U.S. Sen. Alan Dixon, 
recently appointed chairman of the Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission, 
was a featured speaker at the Mayors' 
Conference (see ERR Interview, p. I ), 
while BRAC staffers held forth at Gov. 
Wilson's widely publicized conference, 
"BRAC '95. Holding the Line." 

continued on page 12 
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New - development reincarnates 
closed military bases. , 

DENVER - Through the gray 
mist of a brewing snowfall, the 
outline of the mothballed B-52 is : barely visible. Not far from it, the 
sliced-up fuselage of another war- 
plane rests on the ground. 
, They a re  landmarks in a 

- sprawling expanse of land that re- 
sembles a ghost town, a place 
overrun with flocks of geese and 
crowded with empty, yellow-brick 
buildings that have plywood cov- 
ering the windows and red "X" 
marks taped on the locked doors. 

'That means the building has 
been pickled," George Peck says 
as he leads a visitor on a tour of 
the abandoned two-lane streets of 

- Lowry Air Force Base. 'They've 
cut off the water, flushed out the 
drains and put antifreeze in the 
toilets," 

It is standard procedure in a 
post-(=old War world where base 
closures have crippled the econo- 

f i 

'+ "Denver using 
i : former post 
? 
+ "'as economic 
f 
! springboard 

mies of cities nationwide and elected ofi- 
cials have taken the blame for not plan- 
ning better for such fates. 

,. This military outpost lowered its flags 
and turned out the lights less than three 

-'months ago, taking the last of 12,000 gov- , e 

ernment and civilian jobs from the Den- 
ver area. Barren, windswept acres are 

,:about all you might expect to find here. 
I 1 Except there is more. 

Like a community college campus serv- . r i a  
. mg more than 800 students. And a feder- 
.'ail program with 400 other participants. 
And a new museum, and refurbished base 
housing with new tenants, and a commis- 
sary that is being turned into offlces and 
labs for a regional blood center. 

There is a golf course and classroom 
space and a business office that has man- 
aged to lure new tenants ranging from 
two private schools to the Denver Public 
Library. 

And there are numerous other plans on 
how to use the 1,800 acres that became 
available in the heart of the Denver area 
after the base shut down Sept. 30. 

What you will not find is a flurry of fin- 
ger-pointing over whether the city should 
have been better prepared for the loss of 
the 59-year-old base, because when the 
Pentagoh told officials in 1991 that Lowry 
was closing, local officials hunkered down 
and set about planning what to do with it. 

''There wtis not a contingency plan in 
place," said Jim Meadows, a former home- 
builder who came to Lowry from Bakers- 
field to oversee its redevelopment. "I don't 
think it ever hurts if you have a contin- 
gency plan on what to do. 

'You still have to go through what some 
people have likened as analogous to a 
death in the family. You still have to go 
through the grieving and the anger, and 
then get on with what you're going to do. 

"But, in reality, my personal opinion is 
you're much better off to have a contin- 
gency plan." 

Such talk is Keresy in the halls of power 
in Sacramento, where local officials grim- 
ly muster for yet another battle to save 
McClellan Air Force Base from closure. 

Rather than discuss what might be 
madebf McClellan if it falls under the ax 

srk 7 

of the 1995 round of base closings, of'-, 
cials in Sacramento are adamant that 
such talk must not be heard, not even in 
whispers. 

'lt's not that I have an ostrich-in-the- 
sand mentality," said Tom Eres, presi- 
dent of the city's Chamber of Commerce 
and a leading player in the "Save McClel- 
Ian" effort. W e  believe that, given a level 
playing field, McClellan is virtually an jr- 
replaceable asset to the Department of 
Defense." 

Such talk has been com'mon'since Mc- 
Clellan became a serious target of the 
base-closing gurus in Washington two 
years ago. 

And officials trying to keep McClellan 
and its 14,000 jobs intact are loath to 
even discuss an afterlife for McClellan, 
even despite warnings from such people 
as fbrmer Mayor Anne Rudin, who be- 
lieves the city should be prepared for the 
worst. 

'The reason I don't want to talk about a 
Plan B is because, especially under the 
previous administration, Plan B was al- 
ways Plan A," Sacramento Mayor Joe Ser- 
na Jr. said. 'That's just not something 
that's acceptable to me. 

"It doesn't mean that we're not interest- 
ed in it. That's not where the policy battle 
should be fought. The policy battle is to 
save McClellan." 

The theory that there should be no talk 
of reuse for the base is twofold: 

Some worry that any such talk imme- 
diately gets transmitted to Pentagon ofi- 
cials who are looking for bases to close 
and will take contingency planning as a 
sign that locals are ready to give up the 
fight. * 

rn And others say any word that there is 
planning for the future damages local ef- 
forts to galvanize support for keeping the 
base open. 

"Frankly, to be talking about a plan 
would be sheer speculation and sends the 
wrong signal to the business community," 
Eres said. "It could be a very depressing 
kind of a notion for a number of people 
who may well take the position that if 
we're talking about a plan, then the ball- 
game is over." 

Thc support of the business community 
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Pentagon ChkfBacks Off 
1995 Base-Closing Goal 
Facing Stiff Resistance From the Military 

By ERIC SCHMITT 
Special to The New York Tunes 

' 

WASHINGTON, Jan. 26 - Facing 
resistance from the military serv- 
ices, Defense Secretary William J. 
Perry today backtracked from a top 
Pentagon goal and said that the 
round-of base closings this year - 
yhich had been expected to be the 
largest of four - would be smaller 
than anticipated. 

In a speech to the United States 
Conference of Mayors, Mr. Perry 
said that fewer bases would be or- 
dered closed than in 1993 because 
"in previous rounds we closed those 
relatively easy ones." He added, 
"Everything from now on will be'  
more difficult." 

Afterward, Mr. ~ e r r i  said hk 
scaled back the Pentagon's original 
goal in recent weeks after the mili- 
tary services told him it would be too 
difficult and too costly in the near 
term. 

Fewer base closings would also 
send aftershocks through the P e n a -  
gon and the country. While m m y  
communities would be spared eco-' 
nomic turmoil, fewer closings would 
also shrink the long-term savings the 
Pentagon.had been counting on to 

1 help pay for troop salaries and new ' weapons after the turn of the centu- 
ry. 

Three separate independent com- 
missions, which met in 1988,1991 and 
1993, decided to close 70 major in- 
stallations. It takes five to six years 
to shut a base, which in the short 
term is very costly. Mr. Perry said 
today that i: would cost $15 billion to 
close and clean up the 70 bases, but 
by the end the decade the Pentagon 
would save more than $4 billion a 
year by doing so. 

By Mr. P ~ . r r y ' s  own admission, the 
military is keeping open more bases, 
depots, shipyards and laboratories 

1 
than the shrinking post-cold war mil- 
itary needs, bleeding money from 
training and operations accounts. He 
said today that the overall size of the 
military had dropped by 33 percent 1 .  In the past eight years, but that the 

I number of i?stallatioi~s had shrunk / by only 20 percent. 

As recently a s  last fall, lawmakers 
and senior Pentagon officials antici- 
pated even larger long-term savings 
from the closings this year, which 
some officials predicted would be 
larger than the three previous 
rounds combined. 

But a s  the military services began 
to consider what they would actually 
close, they dropped hints to Mrr I 
Perry that their original estimates 
were overly ambitious. The services 
a re  to submit their final recommen- 
dations to Mr. Perry in the next few 
weeks. 

Mr. Perry does not make the final 
decision on base closings, but he has 
tremendous influence. By March 1 
he will submit a list of recommended 
closings to an independent commis- 
sion, which can add or subtract 
bases. Under the base closing legis- 
lation, Congress would have to ap- 
prove or reject the panel's decision 
as  a whole later this summer. 

The Defense Secretary gave tne 
first signs of pulling back a month 
ago when he told reporters that he 
expected the 1995 round of decisions 
to be "about the size" of the 1993 
round, when 35 major bases were 
ordered closed and 27 others were 
reduced - and in some cases ex- 
panded. 

But in recent weeks, the secretar- ' 
ies of the armed services have told 
Mr. Perry that after the three previ- 
ous rounds there were no more obvi- 
ous closings, and their reduced budg- 
ets could not pay for the cleanup of a 
large number of bases. "We're down 4 
to the tough choices, and the question 
of how much money we have for 
closing and cleanup," said one senior 
Defense Department official, who 
spoke on condition of anonymity, a s  
did others in the agency. 

Another official said. "In a time 
when our budget is under consider- 
able pressure, we a r e  constrained by 
the up-front costs of closing." The 
official said that even with fewer 
base closings than planned this year, 
the military would still reap billions ' 
3f dollars in long-term savings from 
the reduced number of bases. 

Pentagon officials said today that 
they might ask Congress to approve 
legislation authorizing additional 
base closings in the future, depend- 
ing on the recommendations the 
services submit to hlr. Perry. 

While the Navy accounted for 
most of the base closings in 1993, the 
Army is expected to provide the ma- 
jority of the closings this year. Army 
sfficials had expressed concern 

ahout closing many of its bases in 
the United States before troops from 
deactivated units in Europe could be 
reassigned to posts stateside. . 

"We're taking very seriousry- the 
goal of tailoring the cold-war infra- 
structure to the post-cold war Army 
3f 495,000 people," said a senior 
Army official. Its strength is now 
zbout 530,000. 

Nonetheless, the Army is not ex- 
pected to recommend closing either 
Fort Carson, Colo., o r  Fort Riley, 
Kan., two large and very expensive 
bases w ~ t h  larger training areas. 



Getting to first base , 

Although the Navy isn't leaving its ~ a y ' ~ r e a  bases for two . . 
years. what happens in 1995 wiU probably decide whether the in- 'i 
'stauatioons are Suc- 
cessfully converted to 
civilian use. 

That's because 
most of the key plan- 
ning and funding 
commitments will 
have to be made now. 
East Bay leaders 

still must come up 
with reuse plans for 
Oak Knoll Naval Hos- 
pital and Alameda 
Naval Air Station. By Jan. 1,1996, their plans are due to the De- 
partment of Defense. 

Accommodating requests for hokeless housing and coming up 
with ways to use Navy shops as soon as they close are just two of 
the thorny hues  that have to be resolved. 

Political upheaval in Congress already has threatened the plan- 
ning process, with Republicans sharpening their budget-cutting 
knives. 

Conversion funding is one of the top "&ful" programs tar- 
geted by two key Republican Senate Armed Services Committee 
members, who want to roll back conversion funding included in 
the defense budget. - 
f l  Carl Anthonv. 

YJASE CONVERSION chairman of th; ' 

East Bay Conver- 
sion and Reinvest- 

ment Commission; said the East Bay must get funding 
commitments soon for the Alameda Center for Environmental 
Technology and Alameda Science City. Alameda Science City, the 
larger of the two proposals, will require $4.6 million in defense 
planning dollars. 

Anthony is counting on Rep. Ron Dellums, D-Oakland, for help 
in Washington, even though Dellums recently lost his chairman- 
ship of the House Armed Services Committee. "Dellwns has a re- 
cord of not trashing the Republicans when he could have. I think 
he can still get what we need for conversion," said Anthony. 

M writer Kathleen Kir- . : 



'Mr. McClellan' quietly, 
forcefully defends base 
By Steve Gibson c her millibn. 
Bee Sten Writer 'W?r Those who have seen him work say few could do a 

Sacramento Mayor Joe Serna better job. 

Jr. calls him "Mr. McClellan." 0; trips to Washington to discuss McClellan9s fu- 
ture, Eres is "completely a t  ease" talking with mili- 

a Bob president of the Sacra- tary and civilian leaders at the Pentagon, said coun- mento Area Commerce and Trade ty Supervisor Roer Dickin80n. Organization, describes him as  'Tom has an outstanding sense of strategy and tac- 
"an leader" in the ti- and a highly developed sense of diplomacy," 
fight to Ma1* Air Force Diekinson said. 
Base open 

And Gordon Schaber, dean Judy Ann Miller met frequently with Eres and 0th- 

.meritus of M~~~~ Sehml of er Sacramento leaders while serving as assistant 
secretary of the Air Force for installations during the Law, characferizes him as  the lggg,round of base closings. community's "single most effective 

supporter,of McClellan." !'He effectively articulates the case for McClellan," 
They,re all talking about the said Miller, now a special assistant to Gov. Pete Wil- 

same pers011: Tom Eres. s0n.l;; 

Tom who? Of-course, Eres was not aIone in that effort - and 
~ h ~ ~ ~ h  active in Sacramento be in coming months. Serna joined him. So did 

civic affairs for two decades, tw@*Sacramento congressmen, Democrats Vic Fazio 
~h~~~~ ~ i l l i ~ & ~ ~ ~ ~  is hardly a and Bob Matsui. This year, they also will be joined 
household name. by three other area congressmen - Republicans Rich- 

Now completing a stint as presi- ard Pombo, John Doolittle and Wally Herger. Repub- 
dent ,,f the sanamento ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ l i -  lican Assemblywoman Barbara Alby also is working 
tan Chamber of Commerce, the with them. 
50-year-old lawyer usually main- Later this week, the Air Force and other services 
tains a low profile, to will 4 n d  to Defense Secretary William Perry a list of 
work behind the scenes. bases they want closed. If history is any indicator, 

~~t serna and others on the P e r j  will include most of those bases on the list he 
~ ~ ~ l ~ l l ~ ~  m k  force say the base sends to the base-closing panel March 1. 
couldn't have been kept off the In'epril, the commission will start regional hear- 
1993 base-c]osing list without ings-and visits to bases on Peny's ''hit list." 
Eres' expertise. ~ o i h h i n ~  is certain until the final decision is made 

And as this year's Defense Base thelast week of June. 
Closure and Realignment Com- In 1993, McCleIlan was on the Air Force's list of 
mission gears up for another rec~mmended closures. Then-Defense Secretary Les 
round of base closings, Eres is Aspin removed McClellan, but the base-closing panel 
again "point mann in the fight to put itback on. At the last minute, after a furious lob- 
save the Sacramento Air Logistics bfin.1 effort by Eres and the rest of Sacramento's 
Center at McClellan, one of the contlwnt, McClellan was removed from the corn- 
largest industrial employers in m i ~ i ? ~ ' ~  list. 
Northern California with 14,800 Since then, Eres and others have made several 
jobs and an annual payroll of $516 trips to the nation's capitol, meeting with Pentagon 

officials and staff members at the base-closing com- 
mission. 

During the next few days, the initial base ''hit listn 
is expected to be leaked "and people will get very 
anxious," Eres said last week. 

Between now and June, Eres and the rest of Mc- 
Cleilafi's supporters will continue to take their case 
to thed'entagon and the base-closing panel. - 



Community groups in Sacramento will be con 
stantly briefed. 

'The key to this is to always try to keep on tht 
same sheet of music, and try to make everybody pari 
of the process," Eres said. 

Eres' interest in military issues comes naturally 
For the past 29 years, he has been a member of tht 
California Army National Guard. Now a colonel, ht 
devotes part of his time as legal counsel a t  Guarc. 
headquarters. 

The Sacramento native lives in Arden Oaks, is 
married and has four children. He's a graduate of El 
Camino High School, the University of Redlands and 
McGeorge School of Law. 

A lawyer, Eres specializes in business and govern- 
ment transactions. He is a senior partner in Sacra- 
mento with Nossaman,.Guthner, Knox & Elliott, a 

- Los Angeles-based firm with offices in five cities. 
Active on State Bar committees, Eres is a past 

president of the Sacramento County Bar Association. 
He is on the University of the Pacific Board of Re- 
gents and is a director of the Sacramento Make-A- 
Wish Foundation. 

Urbane, droll and self-effacing, Eres is known for 
his motivational and organizational skills. He rarely 
raises his voice. 

Maj. Gen. John F. Phillips, seriior officer at Mc- 
Clellan, calls Eres a "consummate leader and team 
builder. He brings to the table a rare combination of 
knowledge, eloquence and charisma." 

"He is a deceptively laid back person," said one of 
hi friends, advertising executive Jetin Runyon. "But 
he has a tremendous amount of energy and never 
seems to be in a hurry." 

At 6 feet, 5 inches tall and 230 pounds, he cuts an 
imposing figure. Though a Republican, he works 
closely with Democrats Serna, Dickinson, Fazio and 
Matsui. 

"It's a bipartisan effort," Serna said of the fight for 
McCleUan. "Tom gets along well with all of us. The 
important thing here is to save McClellan. A lot of 
stereotypes faU by the wayside when you're working 
side by s;de." 

Runyon says some people want Eres to seek public 
office. As for Eres, he laughs and says, 'That's not 
my style." 

His style, it seems, is to work very hard behind the 
scenes. 
"I know it sounds almost Pollyanna, but I've al- 

ways felt you really can't be a sideliner," Eres said. 
'You may not be successful, but a t  least you can rest 
at night and know that you gave it a shot." 

Army of wildlife volunteir& - : 

M ore than 3,000 voluitee& 
donated 326,000 houp tb 

protecting wildlife, improving 
recreational trails and cleaning 
up campgrounds in Califorpia ip 
1994, the U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management reported. 

The effort to help public 
was valued at about $3.5 million 
and the number of volunt3ei 
hours totaled about 80,000 mb* 
than in 1993, the bureau a d .  - 

One of the highlights'of the 
volunteer efforts included Cache 
Creek, in portions of Yolo, Li&e 
and Colusa counties. More. thab 
400 volunteers gave abod 6,000 
hours to constructing a wildlife 
viewing platform, building &nic 
tables, clearing hiking tr@lk+a 
stabilizing an a r ~ h a e o l ~ d  6 - 
site. -* ;++- - 

% :*- 

Furor over norida cougars 

L AKE CITY, Fla - p e n  one 
of Russell Davis' calves was 

found dead in late Octokr, state 
officials blamed it on barbed 
wire. He insisted it had been at- 
tacked by a Texas cougar. # 

When another calf died a 
month later, Davis says the state 
reluctantly admitted cougars - 
released into the area by the 
state - were the culprits. ' , 

Now Davis and about 250 0th- - 
ers have signed a petition sitying 
their livestock still is being at- 
tacked and they want tha'cats 
taken away. 

State officials released 19 cou- 
gars in north Florida in 1993 to 
determine whether the endan- 
gered Florida panther, which 
they believe once lived in the re- 
gion, could survive there. . 
/ /3 /~  - Bee news services 
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McKinney Reform amendments to the 
Homeless Stewart B. McKinney Home- 
h s i $ t a n C e  less Assistance Act passed the 
Act U.S. Congress in the dosing 

hours of the 103rd Congress. 
Governor v k o n  personally sought the help of 
Senators Dole and Mitchell, and base closure 
communities around the country contacted their 
congression J representatives. Reforming the 
McKinney Act was a key recommendation of the 
Cal'iornia M i l i i  Base Reuse Task Force Report 

The reform measure exempts closing mili- 
tary bases from the McKinney Act and, instead, 
nquires homeless representatives to file their 
applications with the local community. "These 
important decisions that communities are forced 
to make as a mult  of federal defense cuts should 
be determined by local citizens," the Governor 
said. "The community must work together to 
address homeless needs, along with economic 
development and other local priorities--not the 
federal government." 

The amended McKinney Act applies to all fu- 
ture base closures; communities affected by pre- 
vious closu~s may apply to DOD within 60 days 
of enactment to employ the new provisions. Both 
HUD and HHS are directed to halt processing of 
any McKinney transactions for 60 days. Local base 
redevelopment authorities have 9 months to pre- 
pare a reuse plan for the base, which would in- 
dude meeting the needs of the homeless based 
upon the need for homeless assistance in the 
community affected by the base closure. Any 
properties conveyed for the purpose of assisting 
the homeless shall revert to the local reuse w- 
thority at such time as they cease to be used for 
homeless assistance. If HHS has approved a 
homeless application prior to enactment of the 
reformed McKinney Act, the local base redevel- 
opment authority may offer equivalent property 
elsewhere on or off the base, subject to approval 
by HHS. 

Norton The Air Forre has accepted the In- 
All' land Valky Dovdopmcnt AgeKy's 
F-0 (IVDA) bid of $52 million to put- 
Base chase 575 acres at .Norton Air 

Force Base under the ' e c ~  
development convepncew provision in the Ryor 
Amendment, nguiring only the signaturn of the 
Secretary of the Air Force. A negotiated sale 
would have required a d e w  by the U.S. House 
of Representative's Committee on Government 
Operation. IVOA will pay $52 million, the ap- 
praised market value, over 15 yean, without in- 
ter= The Air Force will teceive 40% of the lease 
and deed income from the property, until the $52 
million total is reached. By avoiding a down pay- 
ment, IVDA can focus on improving roads, sew- 
ers, utilities and buildings at the base. IVDA is ne- 
gotiating with Cal-Tai, a group of Taiwanese in- 
vestors, who want to build a $350 million world 
trade center. As part of this project, IVDA is ap- 
plying for designation as an international trade 
zone. 

George The Victor Valley Economic Devel- 
Air opment Authority F D A )  is ne- 
Force gotiating with the Air Force for an 
Base 'economic development convey- 

ance" at George Air Force Base, 
similar to the one negotiated at Norton Air Force 
Base. 

The California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) has approved Southern California 
Edison's request to supply power to, and to bill 
d i d y ,  a church at George Air Force Base whkh 
has been vansferred to a local congregation. The 
CPUC examined the signed agreement between 
the Air Force and the! chud,  and has allowed 
Edison to install a meter at the thud, billing the 
chutrh direcdy, even though Edison does not own 
the distribution line to the church. Every month, 
Edison will adjust the base's energy consumption 
by deducting from it the energy consumption of 

me.... e.*.e*. 

m ~ t i m e i n  
ttn 8m8 of mllitaty 
base dosuras.The 
laqp number of 
base doumwl.borc- 
tories"in~stat8.  
combined with 8 

b d e w n g  
environment, have 
rasulted in new 
mpproachn to the 
complex issues of 
federal property 
transfer and base 
reuse. In order to 
facilitate an ex- 
change of infoma- 
tion, and as a follow- 
up to our "Status of 
Base Reuse Efforts," 
the Ofice of Plan- 
ning and Resevch b 
considering ways to 
develop a cornmuni- 
d o n s  neWork 
among base down 
communities.Any 
ideas you mwld like 
t o d l v s ~ o t h e r r  
in the state,who u e  
k i n g  base elowre 
chaIlenge8,cur be 
indudad in tuture 
new8kttat-s by 
dling Heather 
Wheeler at 
9 16-322-3 170. 
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the church, including a factor to compensate the military, on 
a flat percentage basis, for transformer and line losses. The 
church has signed an "Absolving Service Agreement." in which 
it receives service on a temporary basis. Edison cannot be 
held responsible for discontinuing service, should the military 
take an action which would make service impossible. (CPUC 
Resolution E-3386.9- 15-94) 

Hunters The City and County of San Francisco and the 
Point State Lands Commission (SLC) met recently 

to review conceptual reuse plans for Hunters 
Point as they relate to the State's 'public trust" interests in 
the propeq. They have tentatively concluded that the City's 
draft plans are substantially consistent with protection and 
enhancement of the public trust values in the property. The 
City and SLC staff are optimistic that the City's plans provide 
an opportunity to resolve potential conflicts through ex- 
change, leases for trust purposes, and interim leasing for non- 
trust purposes. Both parties are continuing to work together 
toward an expeditious settlement. A final settlement would 
result in a signed agreement requiring the approval of the 
State Lands Commission. A signed agreement could be sub- 
mitted to the Court for a "confirmatory judgment," in order 
to sati* any titie company requirements. 

In another matter, in 1990. the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) approved an action involving this base. 
Due to the uncertainty of future line configuration at the base, 
PG&E requested a waiver from the CPUC rule requiring un- 
derground construction of electric distribution facilities. The 
CPUC allowed PG&E to build a temporary overhead distri- 
bution system at Hunters Point Naval Shipyard. PG&E agreed 
to install an overhead electric distribution system at a cost of 
$600,00Q. in return for the Navy's I 0-year guarantee of mini- 
mum revenue from Shipyard customers. The contract be- 
tween the Navy and PG&E states that when an underground 
distribution system is eventually constructed, the Navy is 
obligated to pay the costs or to terminate service and pay 
termination charges up to $758,000. (Res. E-3 196 August 8, 
1990) 

Long The McKinney Homeless Act screening pro- 
Beach cess at Long Beach Naval Station has been a 
Naval difficult issue at four of the five parcels that 
Station make up the Naval Station. One of these par- 

cels, the hospital site. together with an adjoin- 
ing city-owned property, had been designated in the City's 
reuse plan as a retail center. A number of large retail firms 
have indicated an interest in this location. The fint McKinney 
screening process for this parcel resulted in no expression of 
interest, but the second McKinney screening resulted in two 

applications from homeless providers. Recently, HHS disap- 
proved both applications. 

At the Savannah/Cabrillo parcel, two hundred housing 
units on 26 acres were previously transferred to HHS for a 
homeless project sponsored by Christian Outreach Appeal 
(COA). However, COA lost its financial backing when it lost 
i ts  partner, the Los Angeles Mission. HHS has now disquali- 
fied COA. 

At the Taper Avenue housing site, Turner Technical Insti- 
tute requested property under the McKinney Act. Subse 
quently, HUD declared two-thirds of the site unsuitable for 
housing due to the proximity of fuel tanks. HHS determined 
that the character of the site had changed, and the applica- 
tion of Turner Technical was no longer valid. 

Naval The Navy has requested I20 acres of the 
Training 5 I0  acres at the Naval Training Center, San 
Center, Diego for military housing construction. A 
San Diego shortage of affordable housing has led the 

Navy to reconsider the largest parcel out- 
side the airport noise confine area suitable for housing. The 
Navy has asked the Reuse Planning Committee for support, 
and will only proceed if the Committee supports the pro- 
posal. 

The first vision workshop for NTC San Diego will occur 
on November 5. This will be the fint time all the ideas and 
visions from the reuse subcommittees are brought together. 
A workshop covering the larger San Diego area has already 
taken place. 

Sacramento Packard Bell Electronics is moving its 

Army headquarters and computer assembly 
Depot operation to the Depot, replacing its 

earthquake-damaged Chatsworth 
plant. Operations at the Depot are scheduled to begin in janu- 
ary 1995. Even though the site has not yet been officially trans- 
ferred from the Army to the city, Sacramento offered the 
firm a 20-year lease for 1.8 million square feet on 2 10 acres. 
The city is confident that the Army will move up its plans for 
transferring the 485-acre depot, initially scheduled for 1997, 
to as early as November I. The city has agreed to lend Packard 
Bell up to $26 million, which will be used to refurbish the 
property and for moving expenses. The firm could add 3,000 
jobs and an $80 million payroll to the area's economy. In ad- 
dition, Packard Bell suppliers and others who will want to be 
near the company are expected to provide 2,500 jobs with 
payrolls of $40-60 million. 

Governor Wilson signed legislation on September 23, 
creating an enterprise zone at the Sacramento Army Depot. 

C O N T I N U E D  . 
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Enterprise zone designation allows hckard Bell to secure up 
to $5 million in tax credi. SB344 (Greene) allow businesses 
opemting within the! zone to q u d i  for tax incentives indud- 
iw 

sales and use tax d i t s  against earned income 
IlO% business expeme deduction for propercy 
five year hiring tax ved'i 
100% net operating loss deduction 
net imenst deduction 

Castle On October 26, nearly sixty different state, fed- 
Ak d, and priMte sectoragenck will join together 
Force at Castle's Community Center to provide infor- 
Base mation on career and educational opportunities 

available to Castle civilian and military employ- 
ees, as well as their family members. There will be group 
pmsentations on educational and career interests, and indi- 
vidual counseling sessions. California CJ4.RE.S. is a program 
specifically designed for all those affected by base closure. 

CEQA At its August 26, 1994 Base Closure 
Guidelines workshop in Sacramento, the Office of 

Planning and Resea~h released CEQA, 
NEPA, and Bote Closun: Redpes fbr Sueamlining Environmental 
Review, an advisory paper examining the parallel requirements 
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) relative to mili- 
tary base closure and reuse. This paper offers suggestions 
about how to pmpare a joint EIS/EIR which will meet the 
requirements of both Acts. In addition, for those situations 
where preparing a joint document is impractical, the paper 
outlines Strategies for local governments to use which take 

f u l l ~ o f t h c e n v i r o n m c m a l w o r l < a l n a d y c o m ~  
by the m i l i  under NEPA Copies of the paper are avail- 
a b l e f m m t h c ~ i e d ~ M d R e s a a n h ,  JWTcMh 
Stnet,  Room I SO, Slaunento, CA 958 14. For mon infor- 
mation, call (9 1 6) 322-3 170. 

DFAS TheDefenseRMnceandAccwntj~Service 
Centers WAS) Mli at Norton Air F o ~  Bast was 

scheduled to open this rnomh with a contin- 
gent of 2540 people. Evenarally, 750 jobs wm ocpected. 
Howew, DOD OD just anmuannounced 'a delay until 1996 b e  
w s e  of umqxaed design and conswction costs." An ad- 
vance team determined that the substantial upgrade corn 
for the DFAS structure at Norton would require a congres- 
sional appropriation. Last May, DOD announced that four 
California military bases, out of twenty bases chosen. had 
been selected as fmre sites for DFAS centen. The Caliior- 
nia sites dected M: Norton Air Force Base, Oakland Naval 
Supply Center, Fort Ord, and a site not yet determined in 
San Diego. 

BRAC Judy Ann Miller, Assistant to the Governor and 
1 995 Director, Office of Military Base Retention in the 

Office of Planning and Research, is developing a 
strategy to support the continuation of cal'iornia's vital mili- 
tary installations, as they face review by the 1995 Base Re- 
alignment and Closure commission. Ms. Miller has spent the 
last ten years in the Pentagon, most recently serving as the 
acting assistant secretary of the Air Force for Manpower, 
Reserve Affairs. Installations and Environment. In the next 
few weeks, Ms. Miller will be contacting California communi- 
ties that have operating bases. 
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Cheating P. on Bpse Closings -ymlc 74nn 
m//B 9(/ . . I - -  s - - 

-.J. Six years ago, in a stroke of political enlighten- 
m n t ,  Congress created a new process for shutting 
urmeeded military bases. It assigned an independ- 
ekt commission the unpleasant business of picking 
tl&ses to close. Congress can overrule the commis- 
sibn's entire list, but has not done so. The concept 
s-+med flawless; the execution less so. 

Three commissions - in 1989,1991 and 1993 - 
have recommended closing more than 100 installa- 
&ns. Various members of Congress have done 

tle for bases in their communities. Some have 
ven gone to court. In the end the commissions' 
indings have been adopted. But that does not mean r 

that all the bases have actually been shut down. 
Business Executives for National Security, 

hich tracks Pentagon programs, has now ana- 
yzed what actually happens after a base is slated 1 
or closing. In most cases, the closing has proceeded i qcording to plan, but in some cases it has been 
wailed - by a change of plans at the Pentagon, or 
J other Government agencies that grabbed the 
and for unnecessary and expensive expansion, al- e, ys with the willing support of local politicians 

o did not want 'bases closed in the first place. 
The most prominent example is the Presidio in 
Francisco. Sixth Army headquarters, based 

&re, was to be transferred to Fort Carson in 1 olorado: instead it is staying put in reduced facili- 
ties and the rest of the base has been made a 
flqtional park. In Texas, closing Carswell Air Force 

Base was going to save more than $156 million by 
1997; instead, according to the report, the Govern- 
ment has spent $200 million rebuilding it for the 
Navy, and $197 million per year to operate it. 

The Pentagon challenges the report's assertion 
that 26 bases that were supposed to be closed 
remain open. But the exact numbers matter less 
than the essential point that the system needs 
tightening to guarantee that closed bases actually 
do shut down. The report says the principal offend- 
ers are military reserve and guard units, and the 
Pentagon's finance and accounting centers, which 
have seized on the availability of free land to create 
new installations for themselves. 

It makes sense to convert redundant military 
installations into bases or offices for other pur- 
poses, so long as the function is necessary. Indeed, 
Federal law gives other government agencies first 
call on these properties. But the business group's 
analysis is persuasive evidence that some bases are 
being kept open just because they are there. It 
recommends amending the law with a specific legal 
definition to make it clear that "closing" means 
closing, not staying open with a new role unless that 
role is fully justified. 

Given Congress's distaste for closing any Fed- 
eral office, it may be hard to get new legislation. 
That is unfortunate, because the leakage under- 
mines a rational, non-political process that is a 
credit to Congress itself. 
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Air Force Base Disposal Objectives 

0 Minimize disposal costs by securing reuse quickly 
- Reduce 0 & M costs 
- Realize profits from sales 

Accommodate the needs of the community 
- Coordinate reuse with community plans 
- Support interim leases 
- Consider no-cost transfers 

Expedite environmental restoration to facilitate property 
transfer 

Sources: Excerpted from former AFBDA/DR testimony to 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, 3/29/93 
and AFBDA Fact Sheet 6R-1,3/1/93 

MITRE 



Community Planning Goals 

Begin reuse planning the moment closure becomes final 
a Form an effective reuse organization; empower a local 

authority 
e Ensure public participation and develop regional 

consensus 
Conceive a reuse plan that is: 
- Comprehensive (covers entire base) 
- Diverse 
- Practical and achievable 

e Work closely with Air Force and other Federal agencies; 
lobby for assistance, not opposition 

Source: Excerpted from Base Closure and Reuse: 24 Case 
Studies, Business Executives for National Security, 
April 1993 

MITRE 









Air Force Base Disposal Process Flow Chart Roadman 
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December 21, 1994 

vE2lo- 

Subject: Response Actions at F~deral Facilities 

TO : Kathleen ~ohhson, Region 9 
Lucy McCrZllis, OSWER 
Bob Carr, OSWER 
Jon Johnston, Region 4 

FROM :  avid Nelelgh, Region 6 

A s  requested in the Federal Facilities ~eadership 
on December 13, 1 have outlined the way ~egion 6 
actions at Federa l  facilities. 

Q ~ a c i l i t ~  on NPL and not  a RERA facility - 
&. All response actions are handled under CERC 
, . 
&acility on NPL and a RCRA facility - 

All response act ions  are handled under CERC , except for 
y ~ , ~  & twlrw1? RCRA regulated units and RCrrA post closu units. The 

uLz-, '4. RCRA units are handled by the appropriate R C M  authority, 
this is normally the State; however, in a few cases it 

3F . hsumcF . - &> may be the Region. 
\,Jf->T !UiY. 
.J Ic,$, It is not always easy to determine which u n i t s  are RCRA. 

We have one facility where a large number of wastewater 
sumps w e r e  included in the  FFA and t h e  State haa 
subsequently determined that some of them should have 
been RCRA nits .  The facility and State are still trying 
to determine which u n i t s  should have been reported as 
RCRA units, when that is done, we will make un i t  by u n i t  

F-\ determinations with the State. 
(31 
L' 
Facility not on the NPL and a RCFtA facility - 

All response actions are handled undtar a RCRA/HsWA permit 

Od or 3008(h) order. 

i 
I In many instances the facility will claim t h a t  they are 

performing the response ac t ions  under CERCLA; however, we 

\ are firm in the determination that t h e  action w i l l  bo 
f----, 

under RCRA 

4 u a c i l i t y  not on NPL and not a RCRA facility - 
The actions a re  handled by the State under their 
authority. 

The level of EPA involvement at these facilities is very 
limited, even if i t  appears that they may someday be 
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added to the NPL. The level of State involvement varies 
greatly depending on t h e  resources available. If it is a 
Department of D e f e n s e  facility they will claim to be 
doing the actions under CERCLA; however, the ac t ion  does 
not normally appear to f u l l y  comply w i t h  the NCP. 

There has been some discussion of the impact of the Rocky 
Mountain Arsenal decision on NPL facilities that have RCRA units. 
We are under the understanding that the unit in question was a RCRA 
post closure unit. We have always expected the states would manage 
these units under RCRA. 

with regard to the  C E R c U  permit exemption f o r  on-site ? j  I 
response actions, ve are of the opinion that this exemption does e " 

not apply to non-NPL facilities. 

If you have any questions please feel free to call me at 
(214)665-6785 or Stan H i t t  at ( 2 1 4 ) 6 6 5 - 6 7 3 5 .  
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I - -  - 
propriation be inadequate i n  any y e a r  to meet the t o t a l  Army 
CERCLA implementation requirements, the DOD shall employ and the 
Army shall follow a  standardized DOD prioritization process which 
allocates t h a t  year's appropriat ions  i n  a manner which maximizes 
the protect ion  of human health and the environment. A standard- 
i z e d  DOD p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  model shall be developed and utilized 
with t h e  assistance of EPA and the states.  

16. EXEMPTIONS 

16-1 The obligation of the Army to comply with the provi- 
sions of this Agreement may be r e l i e v e d  by: 

(a)  A Presidential order of exemption issued pursuant 
t o  t h e  provisions o f  CERCLA s e c t i o n  120(j)(l), 4 2  U-S.C. § bjilLd$ 9620(j)(l), or RCRA section 6001, 4 2  U.S.C. 5 6961; or T@ iN,?ie 

(b) The order of an appropriate cour t .  
16.2 The State agencies r e s e r v e  any statutory r ight  they 

may have to challenge a n y . P r e s i d e n t i a 1  Order relieving the Army . 
of its obligations to comply with t h i s  Agreement. n , 

17. STATUTORY COMPLIANCE/RCRA-CERCLA INTEGRATION ' b - t & d b  
1 7 . 1  The  P a r t i e s  intend to integrate t h e  Army's CERCLA 

response obligations and RCRA corrective action obliqations which 
relate to t h e  r e l e a s e ( s )  of hazardous substances, hazardous \ 
waster,  p o l l u t a n t s  or contaminants covered by t h i s  Agreement i n t o  1 t h i s  comprehensive Agreement. Therefore, the  part ies  intend t h a t  , t  

a c t i v i t i e s  covered by t h i s  Agreement w i l l p i e v e  compliZXG3Zith 
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 9 5  9601 et seq. ;  to s a t l s f y  t h e  c o r r e c t i v e  ac- 
t i o n  requirements of RCRA sect ion 3004(u) and (v), 4 2  U.S.C. 5 
6924(u) and (v), f o r  a RCRA permit ,  and RCRA s e c t i o n  3008(h), 4 2  
U . S . C .  5 6928(h), f o r  inter im status facilities; and to meet or 
exceed all applicable or relevant and appropriate federal and 
State laws and regulations, to the extent required by CERCLA sec- 
tion 121, 4 2  U.S.C. 5 9621. 

17.2 Based upon t h e  foregoing, t h e  Parties intend t h a t  any 
remedial action selected, implemented and completed under this 
Agreement will be protective of human heal th  and t h e  environment 
such that remediation of releases covered by this Agreement shall 
obviate the need for further c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n  under RCFU ( i . e . ,  
no further correc t ive  a c t i o n  s h a l l  be required) .  The Part ies  
agree that with respect to releases of hazardous waste covered by 
t h i s  Agreement, RCRA s h a l l  be considered an applicable or 
relevant and appropriate requirement pursuant to CERCLA section 
121, 4 2  U.S.C.  5 9621. 
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17.3 The Parties recognize that the requirement to obtain 
permits f or  response actions undertaken pursuant to t h i s  Agrae- 
ment shall be as provided for in CERCLA and the NCP. The Parties 
recognize that ongoing activities outside t h e  scope of t h i s  
Agreement at Fort Ord may require  t h e  issuance of permits  under 
federal and State laws. T h i s  Agreement does not affect the re- 
quirements, i f  any, to obtain such permits. However, if a permit 
is issued to the Army for ongoing hazardous waste management ac- 
t i v i t i e s  a t  the Site, the issuing party shall reference and in- 
corporate in a permit condition any appropriate provision, in-  
cluding appropriate schedules (and the provis ion  for extension of 
such schedules), of this Agreement into such permit. The Parties 
intend that any judicial review of any permit condition which 
references t h i s  Agreement shall, to the extent authorized by law, 
only be reviewed under the provisions of CEPCLA. 

18. PROJECT MANAGERS 

18.1 On or before the e f f e c t i v e  date of this Agreement, 
EPA, the Army, DHS and RWQCB s h a l l  each designate a Project 
Manager and an alternate (each hereinafter r e f e r r e d  to as Project 
Manager), for the purpose of overseeing the implementation of 
this Agreement. The Project  Managers s h a l l  be responsible on a 
daily basis for assuring proper implementation of the RI/FS and 
the RD/RA in accordance with the terms of the Agreement. In ad- 
dition to the formal notice provisions set forth in Section 21 
(Notification), to the maximum extent possible, comunica t ions  
among t h e  Army, EPA, DHS and RWQCB on a l l  documents, including 
reports, comments, and other correspondence concerning the ac- 
tivities performed pursuant to t h i s  Agreement, shall be directed 
through the Project Managers. 

18.2 The Army,  EPA, DHS and RWQCB may change their respec- 
tive Project Managers, The other Parties s h a l l  be notified 
orally within five (5) days of t h e  change. written confirmation 
shall follow within seven (7) days o f  t h e  notification- 

18.3 The project Managers shall meet to discuss progress as 
described in subsection 7.5. Although the Army has ultimate 
responsibility for meeting its respective d e a d l i n e s  or schedules, 
the Project Managers shall assist in this effort by consolidating 
the review of primary and secondary documents whenever possible, 
and by scheduling progress meetings t o  review reports, eva luate  
the performance of environmental monitoring at the Site, review 
R I / F s  or RD/RA progress, discuss target dates for elements of the 
R I / F S  to be conducted i n  the  following one hundred and eighty 
(180) days, resolve disputes, and adjust deadlines or schedules. 
At least one week prior to each scheduled progress meeting, the 
Army will provide t o  the other  Par t i e s  a d r a f t  agenda and summary 
of t he  status of the work subject to this Agreement. Unless t h e  



I. NPL Federal ~acilitlea 

A. EPA RCRA -- CERCLA/RCX?A integ-ration aan be addressed in 
PFA. Can also defer to ARARs process because 
EPA has ultimste ramsdy aelection authority 
(see CERCLA section 120 (a) ( 4 )  ) . 

B. State RCRA -- CERCLA 120(a ) (4 )  not applicable- No 
decision by EPA re state authority to bring 
independent enforcement action.l 

C. Nan-RCRA State Law -- applies only through ARARs process. 
CERCLA 120 (a) (4) not applicable- 

11. Non-NPL Federal Facilities 

A. EPA RCRA -- 1 2 0 ( a ) ( 4 )  not applicable. No EPA remedy 
aelection role under CERCLA 120. P i t s  federal 
agency's CERCLA authority under E.0, 12580 
against EPA RCRA authority. EPA has argued 
that  EPA can bring RcRA.enforcement action. 
EPA will not allow federal agency to thwart 
RCRA corrective action by commencing CERCLA 
action. But how to distinguish state RcRA? 
State has stronger argument for independent 
enforcement action based on 120(a)(4). How 
to distinguish e t a t e  RCRA at NPL federal 
facilities? How to distinguish other state 
environmental enforcement actions at NPL 
federa l  facilities? 

8. s tate  RCRA -- CERCLA 120(a ) (4 )  applicable. No decision by 
EPA re state authority to bring independent 
enforcement action. 

C. Nan-RCRA Sta te  t a w  -- CERCLA 12O(a) ( 4 )  applicable. No 
decision by ETA re state authority 
to bring independent enforcement 
action. 

- 

' ~ u t  note that the Tenth Circuit held in JZnited St;l_tes v. QloraQn, 990 EZd 1565 
(10th CL. 19931, tbat a RCRA authorized State muld bring a RCRA enforcement anion 
notwithstanding the pendency of a CERCLA clcanup. 

%ut note tbat mt~rado v, Atmy, 707 F.Supp. 1562 (D. Colo. 1989), held that a 
RCRA authorized state could bring a RCRA enforcement action notwithstanding the 
pendency of a CERCLA cleanup based on, inter alia, CERCLA 120(a)(4). 
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Foreword 

u he Department of Defense (DoD) is pleased to provide the Congress with this report on 
the accomplishments of the Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) for 
Fiscal Year (FY) 1992. The Department's goal is to demonstrate prudent environmental 

stewardship on its lands by cleaning up and restoring them in a timely and fiscally responsible 
manner. We will accomplish this by using innovative approaches and sound business practices 
in an open partnership with the public and the regulatory agencies. 

During the past year, the Department continued its steady progress throughout the DERP, 
completing characterization efforts at an additional number of sites and expanding the number 
of cleanups in progress. The most significant achievements this past year dealt with putting 
management improvements in place to assist in future program execution. These efforts involved: 

Accelerating remediation and transfer of property at installations scheduled for closure 

Developing strategies for accelerating cleanups at all installations. 

DoD is continuing its efforts to accelerate cleanups, particularly at bases scheduled for closure. 
During the past year, we developed and implemented procedures to transfer and reuse property 
at these bases. Since last summer, the Department has been working with the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the State of California to develop procedures for identifying and 
transferring uncontaminated portions of a closed installation. This has resulted in a procedure 
whereby DoD will prepare a Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) document with 
concurrence by EPA and the states. This will assist in the timely transfer of properties to the 
community for beneficial reuse. 

At conferences held in Sacramento, California, and in Boston, Massachusetts, DoD, EPA and 
state representatives developed extensive plans for accelerating the cleanup process. These include 
installation-wide, joint planning efforts to establish cleanup standards on the basis of reasonable 
and anticipated use of property; concurrent review of documents by DoD and regulatory 
authorities; compressed document review schedules and improved contracting procedures. 

During this past year, we have laid a firm groundwork that will assist us in expediting our 
future cleanups. We look forward to working with Congress, the regulators and the public to 
ensure our past waste disposal sites are promptly remediated in a fiscally responsible manner. 

David J. Berteau 
Principal Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Production and Logis tics) 

iii 
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The Defense Environmental 
Restoration Program 

u he Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) was established in 1984 to 
promote and coordinate efforts for the evaluation and cleanup of contamination at 
Department of Defense (DoD) installations. The program currently :includes: 

The Installation Restoration Program (IRP), where potential contamination at DoD 
installations and formerly used properties is investigated and, as necessary, site cleanups 
are conducted; and 

Other Hazardous Waste (OHW) Operations, through which research, development, and 
demonstration programs aimed at improving remediation technology and reducing DoD 
waste generation rates are conducted. 

In addition, a small number of 
Building Demolition and Debris 
Removal (BDDR) projects were 
condrlcted under DERP in fiscal 
year (FY) 1992. These involved 
demolishing and removing unsafe 
buildings and structures at DoD 
installations and formerly used 
properties. 

DERP is managed centrally by 
the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense. Policy direction and 
oversight of DERP is the respon- 
sibility of the Deputy Assistant 
Secre~ary of Defense (Environ- 
ment). The Military Departments 
(Departments of Army, Navy, Air 
Force, and the Defense Logistics 
Agency) are responsible for pro- 
gram implementation. 

The Superfund Amendmenls 
and Reauthorization Act of 1986 
(SARA) provides continuing author- 
ity for the Secretary of Defense to 
carry out this program in consulta- 
tion with the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). Execu- 
tive Order 12580 on Superfund 
Implementation, signed by the 
President on January 23, 1987, 
assigned responsibility to the Secre- 
tary of Defense for carrying out the 
Department's Environmcntal Res- 
toration Program within the overall 
framework of SARA and thc Com- 
prehensive Environmental Re- 
sponse, Compensation, and Liability 
Act of 1980 (CERCLA). Thc 
Defense Appropriations Act pro- 
vides the primary funding for 
DERP. Funding for rcstoration 
work at bases schcdulcd for closurc 
is provided in the Milrtary Con- 
struction Act. 

Cleanup Funding 

Fiscal Year 

Cleanup funding has grown steadily, from $150 
million in FY 1984 to over $2 billion in  FY 1992. 
FY 1992 investments included a supplemental 
appropriation of $610.2 million for accelerating 
cleanup. FY 1991 through FY 1993 investments 
include funds for restoration work at base closure 
and active military installations. 



The Installation 
Restoration Program 

he Installation Restoration Program (IRP) conforms to the requirements of the 
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). EPA 
guidelines are applied in conducting investigation and remediation work in the program. 

The initial stage, a Preliminary 
Assessment or PA, is an inslal- 
lation-wide study to determine i f  
sites are present that may pose 
hazards to public health or the 
environment. Available information 
is collected on the source, nature, 
extent, and magnitude of actual and 
potential hazardous substance 
releases at sites on the installation. 
The next step, a Site Inspection or 
SI, consists of sampling and anal- 
ysis to determine the existence of 
actual site contamination. Infor- 
mation gathered is used to evaluate 
the site and determine the response 
action needed. Uncontaminated sitcs 
do not proceed to later stages of the 
IRP process. 

Contaminated sites are inves- 
tigated fully in the Remedial 
Investigation/Feasi bility Study or 
RIIFS. The RI may include a 
variety of site investigative, sam- 
pling, and analytical activities to 
determine the nature, extent, and 
significance of contamination. The 
focus of the evaluation is determin- 
ing the risk to the general popula- 
tion posed by the contamination. 
Concurrent with these investiga- 
tions, the FS is conducted to eval- 
uate remedial action alternatives for 
the site. 

After agreement is reached with 
appropriate EPA and/or state regu- 
latory authorities on how to clean 
up the site, Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action or RDIRA work 
begins. During this phase, demilcd 
design plans for the cleanup arc 
prepared and implcmentcd. 

A notable exception to this 
sequence involves Removal Actions 
and Interim Remedial Actions 
(IRAs). These actions may be con- 
ducted at any time during the IRP 
to protect public hcalth or control 
contaminant releases LO the environ- 
ment. Such measurcs may include 
providing alternate water supplies to 
local rcsidcnts, rcmoving con- 
centrated sources of contaminants, 
or constructing structures to prcvcnt 
the spread ol' con~~mination. 

Each step in the IRP process is 
thoroughly documented in reporrs 
available to the general public. 
These reports arc r~or~nally made 
available to the public by placing 
them in the Administrative Record 
and/or Information Repository. In 
addition, public mcctings and 
hearings arc also held at various 
times during Lhc cl~xnup process 
to furthcr l'ilcilitatc public 
participation. 

EPA established a Hazard Rank- 
ing System (HRS) for evaluating 
contaminated sites based on the 
potential hazard posed to public 
health and the environment. In 
1991, a revised Hazard Ranking 
System (HRS2) was adopted by 
EPA. The application of this sys- 
tem, using PAIS1 data, generates a 
score for each site evaluated. The 
score is computed based on factors 
such as the amount and toxicity of 
the contaminants present, their 
potential mobility in the environ- 
ment, the availability of pathways 
for human exposure, and the prox- 
imity of population centers to the 
s1tc. 

The NPL is a compilation of 
sites scoring 28.5 or higher under 
HRS. Such sites are first proposed 
for NPL listing. Following a public 
comment period, proposed NPL 
sitcs may be listed final on the 
NPL or may be dcletcd from 
consideration. 



DoD is continuing to cany out 
its policy of assigning highest prior- 
ity to sites that present the greatest 
potential threat to human health and 
the environment. Top priority is 
assigned to: 

Removal of imminent threats 
from past hazardous or toxic 
substances or ordnance and 
explosive waste; 

Interim and stabilization mea- 
sures to prevent sites from deter- 
torating and achieve life cycle 
cost savings; 

RIIFS at sites either listed or 
proposed for the NPL and RDI 
RAs necessary to comply with 
SARA. 

DoD is developing the Defense 
Priority Model (DPM) to assist in 
ranking sites based on relative risk 
to human health and the environ- 
ment. During the RIFS Phase, sites 
can be scored using the model. 
DPhl scores may be considered in 
determining funding priority for 
remedial action. 

About 100 DoD personnel were 
trained in scoring sites with the 
DPM. A support network, including 
a user hotline, is available to assist 
scorers. DoD site managers applied 
the DPM to over 230 sites where 
remedial action was planned for FY 
1992. An analysis of the site scores 
showcd that: 

The most common types of sites 
scored were landfills, spills, and 
surface impoundments. DoD 
used on-post landfills and sur- 
face impoundments for many 
decades as a primary method of 
waste disposal, and now has 
many of these to remediate. Sig- 
nificantly more landfills were 
scored this year than last; fewer 

spill sites were scored. These 
trends may indicate that most 
surface contamination (immedi- 
ate threats) have already been 
cleaned up, and the department 
is now addressing more long- 
term requirements. 

On a scale of 0-100, scores 
ranged from 1-67. Most sites 
scored less than 30, which sug- 
gests that the majority of DoD 
sites do not present great risks. 

Ground water is contaminated at 
most sites (80%) that were 
scored. This may be because 
DoD sites are old; contamination 
has had time to migratc through 
soil to ground water. 

These results give valuable infor- 
mation to DoD managers regarding 
program trends and also identify 
areas for focus, e.g., a need for 
ground water cleanup strategies and 
technologies. 

The Base Closure and Realign- 
ment Acts of 1988 (BRAC 1) and 
1990 (BRAC 2) resultcd in the 
identification of 120 military bases 
scheduled for closure and another 
62 installations schcdulcd for rea- 
lignment. Appendix F of his  report 
identifies those installations schcd- 
uled for closure. Considerable 
investigation and, in ccrtain cases, 
remediation may be rcquircd bcfore 
properties at closed bascs can be 
transferred from DoD or uscd for 
other purposes. 

Congress provided $443.5 mil- 
lion during FY 1992 through the 
DoD Base Closure Account for 
environmental restoration at bases 
scheduled for closure. DoD is 
applying the same remediation 
methodologies and protocols used at 
other IRP sites to cleanup efforts at 
installations scheduled for closure 
or realignment. 

During FY 1992, DoD, in coop- 
eration with EPA and the State of 
California. reached agreement on 
procedures for the transfer of 
uncontarninatcd land by deed at 
closing military installations. Under 
this procedure, DoD, in consultation 
with EPA or the statc, will prepare 
a Finding of Suitability to Transfer 
(FOST) document. The document 
describes thc process necessary to 
identify and document parcels of 
land that are environmenully suit- 
able for transfer. DoD is continuing 
to work with the states and EPA to 
develop procedures for transferring 
contaminated parcels of land. 

In addition to thc cfforts dis- 
cussed abovc, DoD organized two 
conferences, one in Sacramento, 
California during June of 1992, and 
another during September of 1992 
in Boston, Massachusetts to develop 
methods for accelcraling clcanup 
progress at closing mili~ary instal- 
lations. DoD, EPA, and state repre- 
sentatives examined the experiences 
of a nurnbcr of acccleratcd cleanup 
efforts throughout h e  country. 
Some of the proposals showing the 
grcatcst prornise for accelcrating 
progress includc installation-widc 
joint planning cfforts, establishing 
cleanup levcls on the basis of 
existing and reasonably expcctcd 
use of property, concurrent review 
of documents by thc military and 
regulators, usc of interim remedial 
actions, initial.ing the next phase of 
the CERCLA process whilc final 
revicw of the prior project is under- 
way, and inlproving contracting 
proccdwes. 



The Anny is implementing a 
program to consolidate cleanup 
work under a single contract. The 
program, which is called Total 
Environmental Restoration Program 
Contracts (TERCs) would stream- 
line the current process by using a 
single contractor for all work 
needed from the initial study phase 
through the operation and manage- 
ment of the final cleanup. Until 
now, the Army has used separate 
contracts for each project phase. 
The advantage of this new proce- 
dure is that it allows contractors to 
continue working through the tran- 
sitions between contract phases. 

In a related but separate effort, 
the Department of the Air Force has 
contracted with Clean Sites, an 
Alexandria, Virginia-based non- 
profit organization that focuses on 
waste site remediation problems, to 
examine how future land use con- 
siderations can be integrated into 
cleanup decisions at Air Force 
installations. As part of the first 
phase of the project, the Air Force 
developed an information matrix 
that identifies each of the reason- 
able future uses for a site and the 
corresponding levels of cleanup 
required to achieve each use. This 
information could be developed 
early in the site cleanup process and 
expanded to contain technology and 
cost information for achieving idcn- 
tified future uses. The benefits of 
using such an approach could 
include accelerating cleanup and 

reducing the cost of site evaluation, 
improving working relationships 
with regulators, improving com- 
munication with stakeholders, and 
creating uniform expectations for 
site cleanup. The second phase of 
the project will involve imple- 
menting the results of the report at 
two Air Force Bases. The third 
phase, if the project is successful, 
would include working wilh the Air 
Force to develop training and guid- 
ance documents on future land use 
issues for application to other bases. 

In July, 1991, a Mernorandum of 
Undersunding (MO CI) regarding 
environmental restoration and waste 
management in western states was 
signed among thc U.S. Departments 
of Defense, Interior, and Energy, 
EPA, and the Western Governors' 
Association (WGA). Thc purpose of 
the MOU was to promote coopcra- 
tion on expediting waste sitc clean- 
ups and advance the use of new 
technologies. 

Aftcr assessing the alternatives 
available for addressing Federal 
facilities cleanup in thc wcst, the 
WGA and the four fcdcral agencics 
decided at thcir October 7, 1992 
meeting to recommend thc use ol 
pilot projects to test new ~nodcls lor 
community involvcmcnt, regulatory 
streamlining, and the use of Inore 
efficient and effect~vc technologies. 
The tests will be designed to help 
assure financial feasibility, insur- 
ability, and eventual commcrciali~a- 
tion of innovative technologies. 
Pilot projecls are cxpcctctl to bc 
announced in mid 1993 whcn 
agreements have bccn reached and 
sources of funding icjentificd. 

The number of installations 
included in the IRF remained rela- 
tively constant. DoD's initial 
emphasis was to identify industrial 
hcilities with the highest proba- 
bility for contamination. Efforts 
expanded yearly to include instal- 
lations with lower hazard potential. 
'The IRP addrcsses past contamina- 
tion. Sites can be identified and 
cleaned up either under the require- 
ments of SARA or under the 
requirements of the Resource 
Recovery and Conservation Act 
(RCRA). Installation reassessments 
initiated to satisfy SARA require- 
ments as well as RCRA Corrective 
Action efforts continued to locate 
additional smaller sites not pre- 
viously included in thc program. 

IRP site counts increased by six 
percent during FY 1992. This was 
due to the identification of addi- 
tional sites through RCRA inspec- 
tions. At the end of last fiscal year, 
a total of 18,795 sites at 1,800 
ins~llations were includcd in the 
IRP. 

In October of 1992, EPA added 
fivc DoD installations to the NPL. 
They included: 

Andcrsen AFB, Guam 
Pearl Harbor Naval Complex, 
Hawaii 
Yorktown Naval Weapons 
Station, Virginia 
Dahlgren Naval Surface Warfare 
Ccntcr, Virginia 
Dcfcnse Disuibution Region 
Central, Tennessee. 



In addition, Concord Naval 
Weapons Station, California was 
proposed for listing on the NPL. By 
the end of F Y  1992.88 DoD instal- 
lations were final listed on the NPL 
and six were on the proposed list. 
Because EPA has listed two NPL 
locations at each of seven instal- 
lations, 101 DoD installation list- 
ings appear on the NPL. Weldon 
Springs, Missouri and West Vir- 
ginia Ordnance NPL Sites are in the 
FUDS program and are no longer 
carried in the DoD installation 
totals. 

Reimbursement is available 
through a Cooperative Agreement 
(CA) to those states that have a 
signed DSMOA. 

States' reporting requirements 
under CAs are minimal and allow 
them to transfer their oversight 
funding between installations. States 
that have entered the program or 
have expressed interest in partici- 
pating in the program by October 1, 
1992 are eligible for costs incurred 
after October 17, 1986 (the date 
SARA was enacted). Base Realign- 
ment and Closure and Defense 
Logistics Agency Stock Fund instal- 
lations and Formerly Used Defense 
Sites are eligible for reimbursement. 
Formerly Used Defense Sites 
meeting specific criteria are also 
included in the program for 
reimbursement. 

The progress made in FY 1992 
in preparing DSMOA and CAs 
represents a significant achievement 
in enhancing cooperation among 
DoD and state authorities. The 
establishment of Interagency Agree- 
ment (IAG), CA, and DSMOA 
model language and the training of 
DoD and state personnel in their 
development helps provide a 
nationally consistent process for 
effective site cleanup. 

To facilitate active state partici- 
pation in the IRP, DoD reimburses 
the states for technical services up 
to one percent of Defense Environ- 
mental Restoration Account 
(DERA) and BRAC costs. 

The Defense State Memoranda 
of Agreement (DSMOA) not only 
address state agency support at NPL 
sites, but also provide the process 
for work at non-NPL sites. Along 
with non-NPL reimbursement, 
DSMOA provides a process for 
DoD and the states to resolve tech- 
nical disputes before judicial rem- 
edies are sought. The dispute reso- 
lution process is necessary, as most 
non-VPL work does not require any 
formal dispute resolution mecha- 
nism to accomplish cleanups. The 
DSMOA also include provisions 
reflecting the willingness of the 
state to accept DPM as DoD's 
method of establishing remedial 
action priorities among sites in the 
event. of a funding shortfall. 

All states and territories have 
been contacted and encouraged to 
participate in the DSMOA process. 
DoD signed 9 DSMOA in FY 1992, 
bringing the total of signed memo- 
randa to 41. In addition, 9 CAs 
were completed last year, yielding 
a total of 35 agreements. Almost 
$20 million was provided to states 
in EY 1992 under these CAs to 
enhance their participation in the 
IRP process. Appendix D, Table 
D-2 provides state-by-state DSMOA 
status. 

Number of Installations in the IR Program 

86 67 88 89 90 91 92 
Fiical Year 

Number of IRP Sites 

Fiscal Year 



SARA requires that an IAG be 
reached between EPA and DoD 
within 180 days after completion of 
the Record of Decision (ROD) for 
each NPL-listed facility. The ROD, 
a public document explaining which 
cleanup alternatives will be used at 
an installation, marks the official 
completion of the RIIFS. (An 
exception involves interim RODS 

IAG Status at NPL Installations' 

Signed IAGs 

IAGs Near Completion 

0 IAG Negotiations Underway 

( Not Yet Initiated 

*Pre-ROD and Post-ROD lAGs 

sometimes used to document agree- 
ments concerning Interim Response 
Actions.) The completed IAG pro- 
vides a detailed management plan 
for the effective cleanup of the 
facility. 

The early involvement of EPA 
and state authorities in  preparing 
the IAG ensures their concurrence 
and enhances the credibility of the 
course of action taken by DoD. The 
IAG also provides a strong manage- 
ment tool for resolving issues rising 
from overlapping or conflicting 
jurisdictions. 

The Department seeks a coopera- 
tive and collaborative ongoing 
effort with all panics to avoid prob- 
lems late in the process that could 
result in costly delays. The early 
establishment of good working 
relationships also resolves poten- 
tially duplicative and possibly con- 
flicting regulatory rc:quircments 
governing cleanup, such as those 
that occur between CERCLA and 
RCRA. To fully realize these bene- 
fits, we are routinely entering into 
IAGs during the RI/FS phase. 
These "pre-ROD" IAGs, or Fed- 
eral Facilities Agreements (FFAs), 
are amended or attached to the 
agreement as IRP work progresses 
and become the IAG required under 
SARA. 

In 1988, the Department and 
EPA completed negotiation of IAG 
model language for NPL sites. 
Subsequent guidance was issued to 
the Components concerning the 
state role in the IAG process. 
Workshops were held with EPA 
and states to refine site-specific 
language for the agrecmcnts. 
Training sessions for DoD person- 
nel who will ncgotiatc agreements 
also were held. 

The progrcss already made is 
evident from the number of' IAGs 
signed and nearing complction. By 
the end of FY 1991,lAGs had bccn 
signed for 77 DoD installations 
final-listed on the NPL,. By the end 
of FY 1992, this nurribcr grew to 
85. In addition, another four IAGs 
were near complction. 

DoD is participating in a dia- 
logue on improving the cleanup 
process at federal facilities. Central 
issues being discussed are: sharing 
information with exlernal stake- 
holders, increasing federal agency1 
stakeholder consultation during the 
decisionmaking process, and allo- 
cating funds. The dialogue commit- 
tee has endorsed the concept of site 
specific advisory boards similar to 
existing DoD Technical Review 
Committees (TRCs). These boards 
provide advice to installation com- 
manders. DoD has established 
TRCs at almost 200 installations. 
TRCs are typically comprised of 
representatives of DoD, regulatory 
agencies, local interest groups and 
the communi~y near a site. 

Other participants in the dialogue 
are federal agencies with restoration 
responsibilities (DOE, DOI, NOAA, 
NASA), EPA, state agencies and 
environmental interest groups. The 
group has established a committee 
under the Federal Advisory Com- 
mittee Act, with a goal of devel- 
oping consensus recommendations 
for improving stakeholder accep- 
lance and confidence in federal 
dccisionmaking. The Committee 
expccts to issue a repon in 1993. 



Installation Restoration 
Program Status 

uring FY 1992, DoD expanded its efforts to move contaminated sites into the cleanup 
phases of the IRP. Increased emphasis was placed on moving forward with measures that 
stabilize sites, such as removing contaminant sources and halting the further spread of 

ground water plumes, rather than waiting until sites are completely characterized to begin cleanup 
work. This approach, which is consistent with EPA's Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model 
(SACM), is allowing DoD to increase the rate at which human health and environmental risks 
are reduced while minimizing future IRP costs. This bias for action will increase even more in 
FY 1993. 

The end point for IRP is site 
closeout (SC). A closed-out site is 
one where no further actions are 
considered appropriate and no fur- 
ther response action is planned 
(NFRAP). NFRAP is a CERCLA 
term incorporated into the NCP 
final rule in March 1990. The 

primary criteria for NFRAP is a additional remedial activities are 
determination that the site does not warranted. The majority of site 
pose a significant threat to public closeout decisions are for non-NPL 
health or the environment. NFRAP sites. These decisions are made by 
decisions can be made at any point the Components and then coordi- 
in the IRP process, but must be nated with the appropriate regula- 
documented and may be reversed if tory agencies. 
future information reveals that 

Sites Where 
Number of Number of Number of Response is Closed Out 

Component Installations Sites Active Sites Complete (RC)'** Sites (SC) 

Army 1,144 10,603 4,216 6,387 5,944 

Navy* 290 3,258 2,481 777 61 5 

Air Force 332 4,474 3,191 1,283 1,010 

'otal 1,800 18,795 10,158 8,637 7,644 

'Includes Marine Corps. 
**DLA = Defense Logistics Agency. 

"'Response Complete (RC) is equivalent to the term Closed-Out (CO) in last year's report 



Type of Activity 
Interim Actions: Interim Actions: 

Number of Activities Number of Installations 
(Undemray or Cowlete) (Underway or Complete) 

Alternate Water SupplyITreatment 122 6 

Bioremediation 36 31 

Capping 31 18 

Drainage Controls 6 5 

Fence or Other Site Access Control Measures 54 13 

Groundwater Treatment 113 51 

In-Situ Soil Treatment 6 6 

Incineration 63 5 

Long-Term Monitoring 11 9 

Other 94 39 

Soil Vapor Treatment 10 7 

Waste Removal - Drums, Tanks, Bulk Containers 256 109 

Waste Removal - Soils 1 58 88 

Total 960 387 

To better measure the rate at 
which cleanup work is progressing, 
the Department has begun analyzing 
activities at two additional points 
prior to site closeout. New site 
status codes, Response Complete 
(RC) and Remedy in Place (RIP), 
are being used to identify sites 
where cleanup work is far along but 
formal site closeout has not 
occurred. In addition to adding 
these new cleanup codes, DoD 
began separate tracking of the status 
of IRAs during FY 1992. The 
addition of this new information 
(IRAs, RIP and RC) to our tracking 
and reporting systems allows a 
more thorough evaluation of actual 
cleanup progress. The tracking of 
IRAs is consistent with EPA's new 
Superfund Accelerated Cleanup 
Model (S ACM), which emphasizes 
the taking of early actions to reduce 
immediate risks to people and the 
environment. EPA's primary mea- 
sure of success under SACM will 
be substantially reducing or elimi- 

By the end of FY 1992, re- 
sponses were considered complete 
at 46 percent of DoD's sites: site 
closeout had occurred at nearly 
90% all of these sites. Final reme- 
dies were in place at another two 
percent of our sites by the end of 
FY 1992. A total of 10,158 sites 
were considered active at the end of 
the year, that is, they still require 
additional investigation, close out as 
no potential threat, and/or cleanup 
work. 

nating threats to public health and use of innovative technologies such 
the environment within a short, as bioremediation. 

As the table above shows, the 
Components are using a variety of 
technologies for interim remedial 
actions. Of particular note is that 
the Components are promoting the 

specified time frame. Early actions, 
such as LRAs can usually eliminate 
the majority of risk at contaminated 
sites. 

Interim Remedial Action 
(IRA) 

A short-term response action, 
consistent with a permanent 
remedy, but not the entire 
remedy in itself. 

Remedy in Place (RIP) 
The final RA is functioning 
properly and performing as 
designed. 

Response Complete (RC) 
IRP actions are deemed com- 
plete by the DoD and the site 
is not a threat to public 
health or the environment. 

Site Close-Out (SC) 
Response is complete and, if 
required, concurrence has 
been received from regula- 
tory agencies. 

- - 



Number of Sites 
PA" SI" RllFS R D  R A Total 

C U F R C  C U F R C  C U F R C  C U F  C U F R C  RC SC 

DLA 458 1 1 2 455 1 1 1 5 5  71 226 39 14 26 17 264 24 6 221 19 190 75 

Totals 18,165 451 179 5,641 9,628 1,143 757 2,162 1,585 4,200 2,640 545 356 354 3,832 416 309 4,280 289 8,637 7,644 

C = Completed Activity t U = Underway Activity t F = Future Activity + RC = Response Complete + SC = Closeout 
'Inclvdes Marine Corps 
" Occasionallly, new sites are discovered during the SI or RliFS phases. Although formal PA or SI documents may not exisl lor all such siles, the PA and SI phases are 

normally considered complete when equivalent studies are performed in later phases. 

IRAs" 
Number of Shes (Actions) RIP 

C U C 

Army 265(352) 129(133) 2 

Air Fxce 122(122) 54(54) 51 

DLA 55(51) 3(3) 2 

Totals 568(681) 265(279) 62 

= Colnpleted Activity U = Underway Activity 
'Indudes Marine Corps 
"Figures in parenthesis refer to number of activities at a specific site, not the number of sltes 

In prior years, we have not sepa- 
rately reported the number of 
interim and final RAs. Although 
significant, final RAs represent but 
a portion of the cleanup work per- 
formed by DoD. Because completed 
IRAs are consistent with and con- 
tributl: to the final cleanup, an 
understanding of their status allows 
a more balanced evaluation of the 
progrcss of the IRP. 

By the end of FY 1992, 960 
interim RAs had been completed or 
were underway at 387 DoD instal- 
lations. A majority of these actions 
were measures that served to stabi- 
lize conditions and reduce risks. 
Activities such as fencing and pro- 
viding alternate drinking water 
supplies to reduce risks posed by 
sites by eliminating exposure to 
contaminants. Actions such as 
source removal, capping, and pump- 
ing-and-treating of ground water 
serve to stabilize contaminants at a 
site by controlling their migration. 
In keeping with the Department's 
policy of emphasizing cleanup at 
the most contaminated sites, almost 
56 percent of the interim RAs IRP Status by Program Phase 

1 

IRP Status by Program Phase 

COMPUTE 18,::; 
UNDERWAY 
FUTURE 179 

PA 

COMPLETE 9,628 
UNDERWAY 1.143 
FUTURE 757 

COMPLETE 1 r5B5  

UNDERWAY 4,200 

FUTURE 2,640 

COMPLWE 356 
UNDERWAY 354 
FUTURE 3,832 

RD 

COMPLETE 416 
UNDERWAY 309 
FUTURE 4,280 



completed have been at the 94 
Defense installations on or proposed 
for listing on the NPL. 

During FY 1992, the Department 
developed and fielded an improved 
system for tracking IRP activities 
across all Components. This system, 
the Restoration Management Infor- 
mation System (RMIS), rakes 
advantage of advanced relational 
database management systems that 
are available, providing rapid access 
to the detailed information needed 
to manage IRP activities effectively. 
However, even more significant is 
RMIS's ability to track progress 
towards final cleanup as interim 
actions are completed. 

A majority of the cleanup work 
completed to date by DoD has been 
aimed at stabilizing sites that pose 
a risk to human health and the 
environment. This work involves 
Interim Remedial Actions that 
remove or isolate contaminant 
sources and halt or reverse the fur- 
ther spread of contamination. How- 
ever, in the past, the Department 
has not tracked and reported interim 
and final remedial actions separ- 
ately. Using the expanded informa- 
tion fields programmed into RMIS, 
we now have the capability to track 
all IRAs taken at a site and to mea- 
sure progress towards final cleanup 
incrementally. 

In addition, using the flexibility 
inherent in the new system, infor- 
mation fields will be added as 
appropriate to respond to future 
needs. 

The Deparlment condnued Lo 
make progress in the evaluation and 
cleanup of NPL sites in FY 1992. 
Completed PA activities at listed 
NPL insiallations increased from 90 
to 94. The number of RI/FSs com- 
pleted or underway increased from 
90 to 94. Further, the number of 
installations with interim remedial 
actions or RAs completed or under- 
way went from 86 to 91 in FY 
1992. (See the chart on this page.) 

During FY 1992, RODs for at 
least one Operable Unit (OU)* wcrc 
completed at 22 installations. This 
brings to 39 the number of NPL 
installations with signed RODs. 

*An Operable Unit is part of the 
total cleanup response at an installa- 
tion. It can be either a separate 
geographical area of treatment or a 
separate type of treatment in the 
same geographic area. I t  can consist 
of one or more DoD sites at an 
installation. 

The Department of Defense 
emphasizes two-way communica- 
tion between local communities and 
DoD Remedial Project Managers 
(RPMs) responsible for planning 
and implementing site activities. 
Public involvement requirements in 
CERCLAISARA and the NCP are 
followed for each phase of the 
process. 

DoD believes that the earlier the 
public is involved in the process, 
~ h c  sooner their concerns can be 
incorporated into the planning for 
remedial response at an installation. 
Therefore, DoD begins community 
relations as soon as it is determincd 
that the installation will be going 
rhrough a Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS). The 
public involvement effort is com- 
posed of specialized plans, commit- 
tees, information dissemination, and 
meetings which are explained 
bclow. 

0 I 
PAS RWFSs Underway RAsJlRAs Underway 

Completed or Completed or Completed 

Restoration Progress at DoD NPL Installations as of September 30, 1992 



The Technical Review Commit- 
tee (TRC) required by SARA, 
Section 2 1 1, was established for the 
purpose of reviewing and com- 
menting on an installation's cleanup 
activities and remedial actions. The 
TRC offers unique opportunities to 
gather technical input from all 
affected parties, including the pub- 
lic. TRCs are established at all NPL 
sites as early in the process as 
possible. Local authorities and the 
public are encouraged to provide 
representatives with appropriate 
technical backgrounds. Minutes are 
prepared by the Component and 
retained in the administrative 
record. News releases covering 
topics covered and decisions made 
during the meeting are generally 
prepared for distribution. Some 
installations hold public meetings 
following TRCs so that the public 
can be informed of all on-going 
progress and actions. 

A Community Relations Plan, 
is based on community interviews 
and includes a description of the 
installation background, history of 
community involvement, commu- 
nity relations strategies, a schedule 
of community relations activities, 
and a list of contacts (mailing list). 
It is developed and implemented at 
all hTL installations. DoD involves 
Regulatory agencies in the prep- 
aration of this plan wherever 
appropriate. 

Normally, an information 
repository is established at or near 
the site as soon as the installation 
considers the possibility of under- 
taking remedial studies. The reposi- 
tory is available to the public, con- 
tains site-related documents, and 
may contain information that is of 
general interest to the public such 
as newspaper articles, press 
releases, and fact sheets. It is main- 
tained by the installation's com- 
munity relations staff who are also 
responsible for notifying interested 
parties of the existence of the infor- 
mation repository. 

DICLB lBARS'I'OMT 
Installation Restoration 

Program - 
1 Fact Sheer No. l May 1992 

t 
V 

~ h l C t h . . 1 l n c l u d ( ~ O b r l e I  
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The Marine Corps Logistics Base 
Barstow environmental investiga- 
tion and cleanup program. 

The site investigation process. 
potential sources of hazardous 
waste contamination, and current 
field investigation activities.. . How the Installation Restoration I Program works. D . 1 '  p / I Figure 1 

- ' I  
tion and become more involved in 
the ~ i r i n e  Corps Logistics Base 
Barstow environmental investiga- 
tion process. 

MCLB Barstow is the second largest I Site Background 
in the area with a / MCLBBarstowwasestablishedatwhat 

workforceconsistingofapproximately I is now the Nebo Annex in 1942 as a 
500mililary and 2,000 civilian p:non- / staging area for supplies and equip 

I 
Example of a Marine Corps Fact Sheet distributed to the public. 

An administrative record, 
available to the public, is estab- 
lished at or near the installation 
when the remedial investigation 
phase begins. It normally contains 
documents the lead agency relies 
upon when selecting a response 
action and may be in the same 
location as the information 
repository. 

The installation publishes in a 
local newspaper a notice informing 
the public of the availability of the 
RIPS and identifying the preferred 
remedy, other alternatives analyzed, 
community involvement opportuni- 
ties, the name of the agency point 
of contact, and the location where 
the public can review the adminis- 
trative record. 

The public is provided the 
opportunity, during a minimum 30- 
day comment period, for submis- 
sion of oral and written comments 
on the Proposed Plan and RI/FS. A 
public meeting to discuss the pro- 
posed plan should be held during 
the comment period. A proposed 
plan briefly discusses the nature and 
extent of contamination at a site, 

and the cleanup alternatives con- 
sidered, including the preferred 
alternative. 

The Do11 installation normally 
prepares a response to significant 
comments, criticisms, and new data 
submitted in written or oral form 
during the comment period. This 
responsiveness summary is 
attached to the final remedial action 
plan, record of decision, or other 
decision document. 

Additional public input may be 
required after the preparation of the 
responsivent:~~ summary. The DoD 
installation will compare the final 
selected remedy with the alterna- 
tives described in the RIJFS and 
proposed plan to determine if any 
significant changes have occurred. 
If so, these changes are discussed in 
the Record of Decision (ROD). In 
some situations, additional public 
comment must be solicited. The 
final remedial action plan is usually 
published in a major local news- 
paper and made available for public 
inspection. I f  necessary, the Com- 
munity Relations Plan is revised to 
account for needs and concerns 
identified during the remedial 



Public Involvement Points in the CERCLA Response Process 

designlremedial action (RDIRA) 
uhase. A fact sheet and public 

Proposed 
PAIS1 R I F S  Plan ROD RDIRA 

briefing is usually made available 
prior to the initiation of the reme- 
dial action. A sample fact sheet is 
shown on page 11. Information 
provided will include construction 
schedules, traffic pattern changes, 
locations of monitors and plan for 
providing information. The figure 
above shows where public involve- 
ment occurs within the CERCLA 
process. 

The flowing discussions of IRP 
progress among the Components 
showcase the work underway at a 
number of our installations. These 
stories demonstrate the focus on 
reducing potential threat to public 
health and the environment through 
early interim remedial actions. They 
also show how DoD involves the 
community through an active com- 

Additional 
Public Involvement 

As Necessary 

Community Publication Establishment Public 
Interviews1 of Community of Notification 

Establishment Relations Plan1 Administrative 

are attempting to expedite the site 
restoration effort by partnering with 

of Technical Information Record 
Review Repository Public Publication 

Committee Established Comment Period of Final ROD 
and Public or Remedial 
Meeting Action Plan 

Responsiveness 
Summary 

through h e  cleanup phase of the 1 
program. DoD follows EPA Community Relations Guidance for Superfund 



Army IRP Progress 

R he number of sites included in the Army IRP rose slightly to 10,603 in FY 1992. 
IRP activities have been completed and no further response actions are planned at 
6,387 sites, or over 60 percent of the Army sites in the program. 

The Army's Installation Restora- I I 

(DERA and BRAC funds) was 
obligated in FY 1992 for the 
Army's Environmental Restoration 
projects. 

tion and ~ a s e  Closure Environ- 
mental Programs made significant 
progress in Fiscal Year (FY) 1992. 
A~uroximately $385 million 

The Army initiated an effort in 
FY 1992 to review the status of 
installations in the Army restoration 
site inventory. 

Assistant Secretary of the Army, 
(Installations, Logistics & Environment) - 

I 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army, 
(Environment, Safety & Occupational Health) 

I 

I 

Guard Bureau installations with irmy IRP Organintion 
1 

no valid sites; 

The following types of instal- 
lations were deleted from the 
inventory: 

State-owned National Guard 
Bureau installations; 

Government-owned National 

Installations included in the 
FUDS program; and 

Key to IRP Responsibilities: 
0 Policy promulgation 

Program management 

Program implementation 
Technical support 

Installations which are wt~olly 
tenants or other services' 
installations. 

As a result of these dele~ons, the 
number of active Army installations 
decreased from 1,265 in M 1991 
to 1,144 in FY 1992. 

During FY 1992, the number of mental concern. The purpose of the 
sites where RI/FS work is com- action plans was to identify targets 
pleted or underway increased from of opportunity for cleanup actions. 
1,310 to 2,328. Also, of signifi- A program is being implemented by 
cance are the 485 interim remedial the Army in FY 1993 to begin to 
actions/removals and 211 final accelerate interim removal and 
remedial actions that are completed remedial actions at certain sites. 
or underway. 

In FY 1992, the Army prepared 
40 active sites installation action 
plans. The action plans targeted 
high-priority installations and 
included the identification and 
verification of all sites of environ- 



Army Measures of Merit at NPL Installations -- Records of Decision 
Installation1 Description of Contaminant(s) Initial Quantity1 Cleanup 
ROD Tile Remedy of Concern Concentrations Objective Current Status 

Aberdeen Proving G d  No d o n  White 5 Year Relodc 
White Phospho~ous Burid Wosphoms 
Area 

Aberdeen Proving Ground Install new cap. Metals. Organics Metals; 16-24 ppb Prevent Contaminant RD Completed, Cap 
Michaelsville Landfill, surface water Organics; 5-7 pph Migration to GW Construction April 93 
OU #1 controls and gas 

venting system 

Anniston A D  SE industrial area VOCIMetals, Contaminant Operational since 1990, 
Groundwater OU GW treatment system Phenols Migration ControI treats 100,000 gpd (avg) 

Fort Lewis No Action Solvents. Metals TCE: < 1 ug/I Long-Term Monitoring 
Landfill #5 Manganese: 7.8 ugA 

Milan AAP GW pump, treat and Explosives 20,000-28.000 ppb TNT 10 ppb TNT RD 35% complete 
0-Line Ponds. OU X1 reinjection 15,000-20,W ppb RDX 10 ppb RDX Stan construction FY 93 

Umatilla AD Soil remediation by Explosives 6,000 cubic yds. Reduce Source RD Underway 
Washout Lagoons OU cornposting < = 8% TNT TNTIRDX of 5 ppb RA 1st qtr FY 94 

The Army has 34 listings on the 
NPL at 30 Army installations. Two 
installations signed Inter-Agency 
Agreements (IAG) in N 1992. The 
number of Army installations with 
IAGs remained at 29 since Weldon 
Springs (MO) and West Virginia 
Ordnance Works (WV) have been 
transferred to the FUDS program 
and are no longer carried in Army 
installation totals. RIFS activities 
are underway, with some individual 
site completions, at all 30 NPL 
installations. 

Also, in FY 1992, nine Records 
of Decision (ROD) were signed for 
cleanup actions at Army NPL 
installations. Actions agreed to 
include; incineration of con- 
taminated soils at Alabama Army 
Ammunition Plant (AL) and 
Savanna Army Depot Activity (IL), 
bioremediation of soils at Umatilla 
Army Depot (OR) and a ground 
water pump and treat system at 
Milan Army Ammunition Plant 
0-N). 

The Army has devoted con- 
siderable effort to monitoring prog- 
ress at its NPL installations, in 
particular. The table above provides 
examples of measures of merit, 
Records of Decision, used to 
demonstrate progress at Army NPL 
installations. 

The following showcase success 
stories are examples of significant 
Army IRP project activities con- 
ducted in N 1992. These stories 
explain in detail cleanup efforts and 
the progress made in reducing risk 
to human health and the environ- 
ment at two major Army installa- 
tions, Louisiana Army Ammunition 
Plant (LA) and Twin Cities Army 
Ammunition Plant (MN). (Appendix 
B provides additional descriptions 
of installations on the NPL.) 

Twin Cities Army Ammunition 
Plant (TCAAP), Minnesota has 
conducted numerous interim reme- 
dial actions that have significantly 
reduced risk for nearby residents. 
Over 320,000 pounds of volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs) have 
been removed from contaminated 
soils and ground water, and 1,400 
cubic yards of soils contaminated 
with PCBs have been excavated and 
decontaminated. To date, 3.4 billion 
gallons of ground water have been 
successfully treated. 

Background 
The Twin Cities Army Ammuni- 

tion Plant is located in Ramsey 
County, Minnesota, north of the St. 
Paul-Minneapolis metropolitan area. 
It covers about four square miles 
and is bounded on all sides by 
suburbs of the Twin Cities: Shore- 
view to the north and east, Arden 
Hills to the south, and Mounds 
View to the west. 



The plant was built to produce 
small caliber ammunition in support 
of America's armed forces. During 
World War 11, Korea and the Viet- 
nam conflict, TCAAP produced 
16.5 billion rounds of ammunition. 
Currently, most of the plant is still 
in standby status, although two 
major lessees are manufacturing 
ammunition products at the site. 

Ground Water Contamination 
Discovered 

Preliminary investigations con- 
ducted in the early 1980s indicated 
that ground water on or near 
TCAAP was contaminated with 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
from the plant. The contamination 
was first detected in the TCAAPs 
water supply wells, in water supply 
wells serving the nearby Arden 
Manor Trailer Park, and in six 
private wells in New Brighton and 
Arden Hills. However, an expanded 
ground water survey indicated that 
some of the municipal wells 
belonging to the cities of New 
Brighton and St. Anthony, pro- 
viding drinking water for approxi- 
mately 32,000 people, had also 
been contaminated with VOCs. 

The primary contaminant found 
in the ground water was trichloro- 
ethene (TCE), a commonly used 
industrial solvent and suspected 
carcinogen. Because of the level of 
concentration of TCE, EPA placed 
thc New Brighton - Arden Hills 
Area (including TCAAP) on the 
National Priorities List in 1982. 
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Twin Cities AAP Areas of Contamination 

Protection of Public Health municipal water wells until the 
Given Highest Priority 

Interim Remedial Actions (IRAs) 
were immediately taken to ensure 
that people on and off the installa- 
tion had clean drinking water. In 
1983, the Army provided bottled 
water to the six affected individual 
residences until they could be con- 
nected to a municipal water supply. 
In 1988, the Army provided tempo- 
rary granular activated carbon treat- 
ment for the City of New Brighton 

construction of a permanent munici- 
pal water treatment facility, also 
funded by the Army, was com- 
pleted in 1990. The City of St. 
Anthony was also provided with a 
permanenl. granular activated carbon 
municipal water treatment facility 
funded by federal and state dollars. 
The City of St. Anthony facility 
was completed in early 1991. The 
installation map shows the location 
of interim remedial actions and 
potentially contaminated sites at 
TCAAP. 

TCAAP is "a model of what can be accomplished in the 
Supeflund Program." 

Dr. Mark Schmitt 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 



CLEANUP TIMELINE 
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Site Risks Have Been Reduced 
Through Interim Remedial 
Actions 

The overall facility remediation 
plan targets 2002 as the date for all 
source area and plume cleanup 
systems to be in place. While 
studies and work continue toward a 
final remedy at TCAAP, a number 
of IRAs are being taken to reduce 
human health and environmental 
risks to acceptable levels. 

In 1985-1986 about 1,400 cubic 
yards of soil contaminated with 
PCBs were excavated from a 
former burning area. The soils were 
stored, and subsequently decontami- 
nated by incineration in 1989. Once 
their safety was verified, the soils 
were graded into the landscape, 
covered with top-soil, and seeded. 

TGRS PA RI FS & ROD F S &  ROD F S B  ROD 
Started Completed Completed South North On-Post 

Plume Plume Expected 
Completed Expected 

Discovely Placed 
of on NPL 

Contamination 

Current and Past Activity 
0 Future Milestones 

Treated 
PCB-Contaminated 

Soils; Installed 
In-Situ Volatil- 

Also in 1985, layers of clay were 
placed over two sites to keep rain 
and snow from washing more con- 
tamination down into the ground 
water. Then ISV (in-situ volatiliza- 
tion) systems were installed to force 
air and VOCs through the soil and 
remove VOCs. The VOCs were 
captured using granular activated 
carbon filters. Between the two 
sites, 128 air extraction vents and 
associated filtration equipment have 
removed more than 228,000 pounds 
of VOCs since 1986 (see table). 

SiteISystem Description VOC Removal 

SOIL REMEDIATION 

Site D Soil ISV 
Site G Soil ISV 97,500 Ibs. 

Subtotal 228,835 Ibs. 

GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION 

system has keated more than five 
billion gallons of water since then, 
and returned the clean water to a 
site on TCAAP where it reenters 
the ground water. The TGRS is 
designed to prevent migration of 
VOC-contaminated ground water 
beyond the plant's southwest 
boundary. Seventeen wells, twelve 
located along the southwest bound- 
ary and five at contamination 
sources, pump contaminated ground 
water through air smpping towers 
and carbon filters. More than 
90,000 lbs of VOCs have been 
removed using this method to date. 

Site A 
Site I (Building 502) 
Site K (Building 103) 
BGRSf lGRS 
New Brighton 
St. Anthony 
PGRS 

'Through May 1992 
"Through February 1991 
"'Estimated start-up is FY 1993 

Subtotal 94,310 Ibs. 

TOTAL 323,145 Ibs. 

G.W. Treatment 
G.W. Treatment 
G.W. Treatment 
G.W. Treatment 
G.W. Treatment 
G.W. Treatment 
G.W. Treatment 

4 Ibs. 
353 Ibs. 
53 Ibs. 

90,390 Ibs. 
3,400 Ibs.' 

11 0 lbs.** 
0 Ibs.'** 
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Decision Nearing On Future 
and Final Ground Water 
Cleanup Method 

The ground water plume at 
TCA 
into 
pl~lm 
In AI 

AP is geographically divided 
three operable units (south 
e, north plume, and on-post). 
lgust 1992, TCAAP completed 

investigation work on the south 1 
plum 
for c 

e and issued a proposed plan 
:ontaining the contamination, 

removing VOCs from the aquifer, 
and using the treated water to meet 
local 
The 
EP.4, 

municipal water supply needs. 
plan, developed jointly by 

the Minnesota Pollution 
Control Agency, and the Army, 
requires the installation of one or 
more ground water extraction wells, 
monitoring wells, and a water 
remediationltreaunent facility where I 
contaminants would be removed LA'11u'' uaGU 

P A  A D  rvhiki+ l l ra r l  ?t Exposjfions and Public Meetings 
and water would be treated to 
drinking water quality using gran- 
ular activate carbon. The water 
would be provided to the City of 
New Brighton to augment its 
municipal supply. The system is 
expected to operate as a remedia- 
tion system for 50 years or more. 
When remediation is completed, it 
will become part of New Brighton's 
municipal water system for long- 
term use. 

Community Relations Aid In 
Problem Resolution 

An active program to initiate and 
maintain a dialogue with affected 
communities has been in place at 
TCAAP since early May 1987. 
Nineteen fact sheets have been 
prep:ued and distributed to the site 
information repositories. These fact 
shee~s were also presented to 
attendees at five public meetings. 
In addition, more than 25 press 

releases have been distributed to 
major media, local media and con- 
cerned citizens, as well as to local, 
state and federal officials. As 
required by the Federal Facility 
Agreement (FFA), each press 
release and fact sheet is coordinated 
with the EPA and the State of 
Minnesota prior to release. 

Public meetings are a proven 
method of fostering understanding. 
TCAAP, the Minnesota Pollution 
Control Agency (MPCA) and EPA 
have worked together to ensure 
such meetings are conducted at 
critical times in the remediation 
process. To date, five such meetings 
have been held. The first was to 
announce the signing of the FFA. 
Others addressed the boundary 
ground water recovery system, the 
New Brighton granular activated 
carbon treatment facility and other 
subjects. 

At the beginning of a soil incin- 
eration program, a site tour was 
conducted for local citizens to 
explain the process. At the conclu- 
sion of the Remedial Investigation 
in November 1991, a tour of all 
sites on the installation was con- 
ducted for local officials, and was 
repeated in October 1992. A 
TCAAP open house for the general 
public, featuring bus tours and 
environmental displays, was held in 
October 1992. 

An exhibit, dcsigned to be used 
in malls surrounding the TCAAP 
area and at public meetings, has 
been delivered to the installation 
and will br: updated as cleanup 
progresses. 'This method of taking 
visual information into the com- 
munity is expected to further 
strengthen citizen understanding of 
cleanup processes and progress. 
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At Louisiana Army Ammunition 
Plant (LAAP) near Doyline, Louisi- 
ana, the Army has removed and 
treated over 102,000 tons of con- 
taminated soil and 53.6 million 
gallons of contaminated water, 
effectively eliminating any potential 
health threat to on-site workers and 
off-site residents. 

Background 
Louisiana Army Ammunition 

Plant (LAAP), located approxi- 
mately 22 miles east of Shreveport, 
Louisiana, was built in 1942 to 
produce ammunition. An important 
Army munitions facility, LAAP is 
used today to produce and assemble 
a variety of projectiles, mortars and 
mine clearing charges. 

Past operations at numerous 
manufacturing, loading and support 
facilities resulted in the generation 
of explosive and metal contami- 
nated wastes that were disposed of 
at several locations on the installa- 
tion. Seven areas of concern were 
identified for field investigation and 
evaluation. They are shown on the 
installation map. 

Of these seven areas, the site 
that presented the most immediate 
concern was Area P. From the early 
1950s to 1981, Area 1' received 
explosives contaminated wastes. 
Pink water (explosive contaminated 
wastewater) generated from various 
manufacturing lines was disposed of 
in 16 unlined lagoons in this area. 
As a result of ground water contam- 
ination from the lagoons, the instal- 
lation was placed on the National 
Priorities List (NPL) in 1989. 

Interim Response Actions at 
Area P Control Risk 

Even before LAAP was listed on 
the NPL, efforts were taken to 
mitigate the risk posed by Area P 
contaminants. An IRA initiated in 
1987 treated 102,000 tons of con- 
taminated soil and 53.6 million 
gallons of contaminated water in a 
lagoon at Area P. The IRA was 
completed in 1990. In October 
1990, the cleaned-up soils were 
returned to excavated areas and a 
protective cap was installed. 

The Area P cleanup relied upon 
high-temperature incineration to 
treat soil and carbon adsorption for 
remediation of contaminated lagoon 
water. To control the costs and 
risks of cleanup work, all soil and 
water treatment was performed on 
site. Cleanup of the soils was 
accomplished over a 15-month 
period using a mobile incineration 
system. Contaminated lagoon water 
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was treated using a custom- 
designed carbon adsorption system 
that was constructed and operated 
on-site. 

The IRA effectively eliminated 
risks to onsite workers posed by the 
presence of the lagoon contamina- 
tion. Studies completed during FY 
1992 have shown that contarnina- 
tion remaining at other LAAP sites 
poses no risk to off-site or onsite 
populations under current and rea- 
sonably foreseeable future land use. 

Computer Modeling And Risk 
Assessment Lead The Way 

Preliminary ground water inves- 

To evaluate contaminant trans- 
port potential, a lhree-dimensional 
computer ground water flow and 
contaminant uansporl model was 
developed and calibrated for the 
site. Conditions were simulalcd for 
a 100-year period using live year 
increments. The computer simula- 
tions showed that the conlaminated 
ground water in the upper aquifer 
will not cross the boundaries of the 
facility and that none or the munici- 
pal well fields in the area would be 
impacted. 

All seven areas of concern on 
L ~ C  filcility, including Area P, have 
been evaluated under a Feasibility 
Study and associated risk assess- 
ment. With the completion of the 
IRA at Area P, all of the areas of 
concern show no risk under current 
and reasonably foreseeable future 
industrial land use scenarios. A 
Record of Decision is anticipated to 
be signed for the entire installation 
in 1993. At that time, efforts will 
bc taken to remove the installalion 
rrom thc hPL. 

Area P Lagoons After Cleanup 

CLEANUP TIMELINE 

1987 1988 1989 1990 

Area P Incineration NPL IRA Completed Feas~bility ROD 
IRA Begins of Soil and Listing Area P Study1 Expected 

Ground Water Cap Risk 
Treatment Installed Assessment 
Continue Current and Past Activity 
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Formerly Used 
Defense Sites 

he Secretary of the Army is the DoD Executive Agent for implementing DERP at 
Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS). As Executive Agent, the Army is responsible for 
environmental restoration activities under DEW on lands formerly owned or used by any 

DoD Component. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is responsible for executing the 
FUDS program. Investigation and cleanup procedures at formerly used sites are similar to those 
at currently owned installations. However, information concerning the origin of the 
contamination, land  transfer information, and  current ownership must  be evaluated before DoD 
considers a site eligible for restoration. 

The funding allocated to the 
FUDS program in FY 1992 acceler- 
ated the progress of IRP and BDDR 
activities. During FY 1992, 1,116 
PAS were completed and 1,084 new 
PAS were initiated at FUDS. In FY 
1992, continuing and new work for 
sites requiring remediaI/removal 
action was performed for each of 
the following phases: 92 SIs, 93 
RIfFSs, 234 RDs, 154 RAs, and 25 
IRAs. There was also work per- 
formed on 53 BDDR projects. 

A total of 7,344 FUDS with 
potential for inclusion in the pro- 
gram have been identified through 
inventory efforts. The number of 
FUDS increased by 558 over last 
year. Entries that were determined 
to be duplicative were removed 
from the inventory and numerous 

220 BDDR SITES 
270 OEW SITES 

1,310 HTRW SITES 

I I 

Ongoing and Completed Projects 

other sites not previously counted 
were added to the inventory. The 
quality of data in the inventory 
continues to improve. 

By the end of FY 1992, PAS had 
been initiated at 5,233 properties. 
Of these, 1,119 were underway and 
4,114 were complete. During the 
PA phase, an Inventory Project 
Report (INPR) is conducted to 
determine if the property is eligible 
and if any hazards exist. Based on 
the completed PAS, we have deter- 
mined that 2,832 sites are eligible 
and 1,282 are ineligible for the 
FUDS program. Of the eligible 
properties, 1,815 require no further 
action. Each of the other 1,017 
properties require one or more 
remedial/removal projects. 

Work requirements have been 
identified for approximately 1,800 
sites on 1,017 properties. Of the 
identified sites, approximately 1,3 10 
are required to address hazardous, 
toxic, or radioactive waste (HTRW) 
contamination from formerly used 
underground fuel storage tanks, 
landfills, leaking polychlorinated 

biphenyl (PCB) transformers and 
other sources. Approximately 270 
have been identified for the detec- 
tion and removal of ordnance and 
explosive waste (OEW) from for- 
mer target ranges, impact areas or 
storage/disposal areas, and approxi- 
mately 220 have been identified 
that require the removal/demolition 
of unsafe buildings, structures or 
debris (BDDR). 

USACE also represents DoD 
interests at NPL sites where former 
properties are located and where 
DoD may be a Potentially Respon- 
sible Party (PRP). Former proper- 
ties that have passed from DoD 
control may have been contami- 
nated by past DoD operations as 
well as by other owners, making 
DoD one of several PRPs. Ongoing 
USACE efforts will determine the 
allocation, if any, of DoD cleanup 
responsibility. 

Thirteen FUDS are currently 
listed on the NPL. The sites are 
described in Appendix E. West 
Virginia Ordnance Works, a for- 
merly owned site that was being 



In FY 1992, $126.6 million was 
invested in IRP and BDDR activi- 
ties at former sites. The following 
are success stories detailing impor- 
tant work conducted by USACE at 
sites in the FUDS program. 
(Appendix E provides additional 
details for FUDS on the NPL.) 

At the former Walker Air Force 
Base, Roswell, New Mexico, the 
U.S. Army quickly mitigated a 
potential health threat from con- 
taminated ground water providing 
alternate water supplies to affected 
residents. The effort is notable for 
how quickly the interim remedial 
action was implemented. 

which time the base was called the 
Roswell Air Field. Originally con- 
structed as an Army Air Corps 
flight training school, it was used 
by the Air Force as a Strategic Air 
Command (SAC) base. The SAC 
base mission was to support the 6th 
Bombardment Wing, with two 
squadrons of B-52s and two squad- 
rons of KC-135s. It was closed on 
July 1 ,  1967. Currently, the proper- 
ty is owned by the City of Roswell 
and is known as the Roswell Indus- 
trial Air Center (RIAC). It is used 
for conlmercial and military air 
transport, and continues to be an 
active hub for commerce in the 
region. (See the installation map 
below.) 
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Discovery of the Problem 
Residents of Y-0  Acres, a rural 

subdivision south of Roswell, New 
Mexico complained of foul tasting 
water from their wells after a heavy 
rainstorm and local flooding in July 
1991. Personnel from the New 
Mexico Environment Department 
(NMED) sampled and re-sampled 
the wells and confirmed that the 
ground water was contaminated 
with TCE, with concentrations of 
up to 120 parts per billion @pb). 
The regulatory standard for TCE in 
drinking water set by the EPA is 5 
ppb. Families whose wells were 
affected by the contamination were 
told by water resource specialists of 
NMED not to drink, bathe, or wash 
clothes in their household water. 

From information gathered dur- 
ing a site visit, the Albuquerque 
District, Army Corps of Engineers, 
concluded that the contamination 
could possibly be coming from a 
source or sources located on the 
former Walker AFB. Confirmatory 
sampling and analysis verified TCE 
contamination in the drinking water. 
Record searches and site visits 
conducted during September 199 1, 
and examination of historic aerial 
photographs indicated many poten- 
tial sources of contamination at the 
former base. Four landfills, two 
fire training areas, more than 20 

abandoned underground storage 
tanks, and various waste burial sites 
are the major possible sources of 
contamination that are currently 
being investigated. 

Interim Remedial 
Measures by COE 

The Chavez County Board of 
Commissioners formally declared 
an emergency on Sepl.ember 16, 
199 1, and requested assistance from 
the Corps of Engineers. After ana- 
lyzing the situation, the COE made 
recommendations to address the 
immediate problem of ground water 
contamination. Two days after 
declaring an emergency, the COE 
announced that it would provide 
bottled water as an interim measure 
to the approximately 65 residents 
that used the 12 wells. On October 
10, 1991, the residents whose wells 
were affected were told in a public 
meeting that an alternative water 
supply amounting to 50 gallons per 
person per month would be pro- 
vided, until a more permanent sup- 
ply could be established. Bottled 
water delivery from a local vendor 
began the next day, fifteen days 
after the emergency had been 
declared. The measures effectively 
eliminated the risks 1.0 residents' 
health from the TCE-contaminated 
wells. 

More Permanent Measures 
by COE Provide Municipal 
Water Supply 

After COE authorization was 
sought and received, and contrac- 
ting and funding issues were negoti- 
ated, the City of Roswell agreed to 
extend heir municipal water supply 
lines to these residents. The city 
will charge standard city rates for 
the water until the contamination is 
remediated. COE-funded work 
began on November 4, 1991, and 
water line construction was com- 
pleted on November 21, 1991. 

The COE has conducted a cost 
comparison study, calculating the 
difference in cost that is incurred by 
the residents in receiving municipal 
water over what it cost them to 
pump their own. The additional 
cost, estimated at approximately 
S7,000-$8,000 per year for all of 
the residents combined, is currently 
paid to the residents by the COE. 

Investigation of the 
SoillGround Water Problem 

Concurrent with the immediate 
interim remedial action taken to 
protect human health, the COE 
began the process to plan the inves- 
tigation that will ultimately lead to 
the cleanup of the contamination. 
Currently, the COE is planning a 
Remedial Investigation of con- 
taminated ground water and soils at 
the site. The investigation will 
include sampling and chemical 
analysis of soils, soil vapors and 
ground water. Also planned is the 
removal of more than 20 abandoned 
underground storage tanks (USTs), 
the contents of which are unknown, 
but which historically have con- 
~ained fuel, waste oil, solvents or 
waste solvents. 

Construction of 6" Water Supply Lines 



Based on available data, the 
dimensions of the contamination, as 
estimated by the NMED in Decem- 
ber 1991, are about 3,600 feet by 
2,500 feet, extending downgradient 
from thk former Walker Air Force 
Base. The aquifer, located at a 
depth of about 150-160 feet, flows 
in an east to southeast direction, 
from the RIAC towards the Pecos 
River. The areal extent of contami- 
nation that will need to be cleaned 
up has been estimated at about 7.2 
million square feet. 

The possible sources of contami- 
nation that have been identified in 
the preliminary assessment are 
many and varied. More than 20 
USTs have been identified, some of 
which may have been used for 
solvent storage. Often, wash racks 
have historically been sites of dis- 
posal of used solvents directly to 
the soils. Also, a base laundry, 
which also conducted dry cleaning 
operations, burned to the ground 
and was demolished prior to closure 
in 1967. The demolition wastes 

were bulldozed into what were 
previously brine pits, and covered 
over with native soil. 

With the completion of the 
interim measure of supplying a 
clean water source, the COE is 
currently developing plans to locate 
the source of contamination, and to 
remediate it. 

CLEANUP TIMELINE 
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Removal of Booster Adapters near Building 118. 

The U.S. Army removed over 
1 13,000 items of unexploded ord- 
nance and 12,360 pounds of tri- 
nitrotoluene (TNT) from the former 
Raritan Arsenal in Edison, New 
Jersey. This action significantly 
reduced the risk to human health 
and safety in what is now a 
heavily-developed commercial and 
industrial area. This cleanup is 
noteworthy for the technical com- 
plexities of a state-of-the-art opera- 
tion involving the detection, 
removal and detonation of large 
amounts of explosives in a heavily 
developed area. Close communica- 
tion and coordination with Federal, 
State and local authorities, the 
press, and the general public con- 
tributed to the success of this 
project. 

Background 
The former Raritan Arsenal is 

located in a heavily-industrialized 
portion of Middlesex County, New 
Jersey, about 20 miles southwest of 
New York City. The 3,200-acre 
arsenal site is located on the Raritan 
River in the township of Edison, 
which has a population of about 
70,000 people. 

The Army used the arsenal for 
the receipt, storage, shipment and 
decommissioning of ordnance, arms 
and machinery. From its opening in 
1917 during the First World War to 
1963, waste materials, including 
ordnance and chemical agents were 
buried and burned on-site. 

From 1961 to 1963 operations 
were phased out and property was 
transferred to a number of owners. 
Subsequently, heavy commercial 
development occurred within the 
boundaries of the former arsenal. 
The property now contains a large 

industrial park, a hotel-convention 
center, a major EPA facility with 
400 employees, Middlesex County 
College, and a county park. The 
southern part of the installation, 
however, remains largely undevel- 
oped wetlands. Although land was 
cleared of ordnance prior to con- 
struction, the Army identified 17 
ordnance-contaminated sites in 
adjacent, undeveloped areas. (See 
map.) 

In addition to large amounts of 
unexploded ordnance, the types of 
contamination resulting or suspected 
from former arsenal activities 
include explosive residues, chemical 
agents, and contaminants such as 
spent solvents and fuels. The 
ground water beneath the area is 
not used for drinking water pur- 
poses, and there is no indication 
that nearby drinking water supplies 
have been contaminated by former 
arsenal activities. 

- POTENTIKLY CONTAMINATED SITE NOT TO SCALE I 
I.S. Army Corps of Engineers Former Raritan Arsenal Potentially Contaminated Sites 
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Ordnance Removal 
The U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers recovered 1 13,619 items 
of ordnance from the former arsenal 
as of June 1992, and removal is 
stiU occuning (see table at right). 
Ordnance investigation and removal 
activities have taken place at 17 
locations and are expected to con- 
tinue through FY 1997. 

Removal Procedures 
The U.S. Army Corps of En- 

gineers has carefully cleared large 
areas of munitions in a logical 
sequence that protects the health 
ancl safety of those doing the demo- 
lition as well as of the many 
workers and students in the area. 
Often, this has been a complex and 
painstaking task, as many of the 
removals were conducted in close 
proximity to schools or office 
buildings. 

The Corps conducts detection 
and removal in a carefully planned 
seqiience. Work begins with ord- 
nance searching. Crews clear brush, 
locate suspected hot spots, and use 
magnetometers to detect ordnance. 
"Hits" are marked with red 
flagaing. Munitions within one foot 
of the surface are excavated by 
shovel and removed by hand. Muni- 
tions deeper than one foot are 
excavated using search moving 
equipment to remove most of the 
soil. Final removal is accomplished 

UXO, MK I1 Grenades (unfuzed) 

UXO, 37mm projectiles 30,149 I I UXO, MK 11 Booster Adapters I 83,352 1 
I UXO. Grenade Rifle, VB French I 67 1 

UXO, MK 23 Practice Bomb 

UXO, 9.2" Projectile 

( UXO, 75mm Projectile I 21 I 
I UXO, Adaptor Booster I 1 

UXO, 155mm Projectile 

UXO, TNT 
UXO, 20mm Projectile 

UXO, Stokes Mortar Round 1 I 
by hand. Crews excavate to six feet medical surveillance, and personal 
or the ground water table. After protective procedures are also part 
excavation, soils are sifted and of the Health and Safety Plan. As a 
examined and the area is backfilled result of these precautions, no inci- 
after it is determined to be ordnance dents or injuries have occurred 
free. despite the large amount of explo- 

sives recovered. 
The Corps restricts access and 

maintains security in cooperation 
with local police and security ser- 
vices to prevent injury to the public. 
A Health and Safety Plan is strictly 
followed and includes daily safety 
meetings, monthly safety audits, 
and air quality monitoring. Person- 
nel cold stress monitoring, regular 

Site 18A Before Cleanup Site 18A After Cleanup 



Removal Action Eliminates 
Direct Threat to Human 
Health and Wildlife 

In order to eliminate any pos- 
sible direct threat to humans and 
wildlife, the Army removed, during 
June of 1992, over 4,100 gallons of 
hydrocarbons and solvents, 26 55- 
gallon drums, and over 200 cubic 
yards of contaminated soils and 
materials from an abandoned man- 
made pond (Site 18A). The pond is 
on land now owned by EPA, and 
was adjacent to a jogging trail used 
by EPA employees. Analysis of 
samples collected at the site 
revealed concentrations of the car- 
cinogenic chemicals uichloroethy- 
lene, vinyl chloride, and polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) far in 
excess of levels considered safe for 
drinking water. Although the water 
is not used for drinking, the site 
posed a threat of accidental 
exposure to office workers and 
could have contaminated surface 
and ground water. 

The pond has been drained and 
soil removed, and other work is 
continuing at the site to determine 
the presence of any residual con- 
tamination, buried drums or ord- 
nance in the area. The threat to 
human health and the environment 
has been substantially reduced. 

Ongoing Studies and 
Schedule for Final Cleanup 

Work is ongoing to determine 
the extent of any other contarni- 
nation at the former arsenal. This is 
being addressed through a Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study 
(RIIFS), which began in 1991 and 
is scheduled for completion in 
1993. The remedy design study 
(Remedial Design) will begin in 
1993, with final cleanup expected in 
1994 (see timeline on the next 
page). 

News Release 
- - - - -  - - - -  - 

US Army Corps Release Date: 7-27-92 For Immediate Release 
of Engineers 
New York D~str~ct ~ o i t a &  ~ T B G  Bauman (908) 603-9517 

Andrew L. Miller (212) 264-9113 

Technical Review Committee Meeting Scheduled 

NEW YORK -The I'ormer Raritan Arsenal prqject office of the U.S. A m y  Corps of 

Engineers announced that the'rechnical Review Committee meeting forthe Former Raritan Arsenal 

will take place on August 7, 1'992, at 10 a.m. The meeting will be held at the Expo Center, located 

at 97 Sunfield Avenue, in Raritan Center. 

The meeting will review present and future activities concerning the remediation of the 

Former Raritan Arsenal. Thel~ublic information repository is located at the Edison Township Main 

Library, 340 Plainfield Aven~~e ,  Edison, N.J. 

Sample News Release 

Public Communication 
Since the spring of 1990, the 

former Raritan Arsenal has received 
a great deal of attention from the 
media, local citizens, special 
interest groups, and local officials. 
The hazardous waste and ordnance 
work has become a high profile 
project. Awareness has been height- 
ened by the fact that Middlesex 
County has the most hazardous 
waste sites of the 21 counties in 
New Jersey. 

The Army has responded to 
these concerns by providing an on- 
site project manager to deal with 
the public, by maintaining a 
constant flow of information, and 
by implementing activities that 
reach broad audiences within the 
community and address their con- 
cerns. Examples (see sample news 
release above) of such activities 
include distribution of frequenl 
project updates, news releases and 
fact shxts, regular meetings of the 
Technical Review Committee, site 
tours, briefings, and maintenance of 
information repositories and tele- 
phone information lines. 

These community relations activ- 
ities have allowed the Army to be 
responsive to public concerns about 
cleanup activities. For example, 
ordnance detonation activities were 
successfully modified to address 
complaints about noise from demo- 
lition activities on-site near the 
Raritan River. Explosives were laid 
in trenches and covered with two 
feet of sand prior to detonation, and 
noise levels were significantly 
reduced. 



CLEANUP TIMELINE 

Preliminary 
Field Investigation 

Begins 

Preliminary Ordnance RllFS IRA at Installation Final 
Field Removal Start EPA Pond RIIFS complete; Remedial 

Investigation Begins Remedial Design Action 
Ends; 17 Sites Begins 

Identified 
Current and Past Activity 

O Future Milestones 

References 
1. Dames and Moore, "Community Relations Plan for the Former Raritan Arsenal," Prepared for the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers, March 1992. 
2. IT Corporation, "Final Report, Former Raritan Arsenal, Edison, New Jersey," Prepared for the U.S. Army Corps 
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Department of Navy 
IRP Progress 

u he most significant IRP growth among DoD Components in FY 1992 occurred in the 
Department of Navy's program. The number of Navy and Marine Corps sites included 
in the IRP increased from 2,409 to 3,258 including USTs and DERA-eligible RCRA Solid 

Waste Management Units (SWNIUs) identified during RCRA Facility Assessments. Progress in 
IRP activities has occurred mostly in RI/FS completions which almost tripled during FY 1992. 
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Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
(Installations & Environment) 

I 

The Department of the Navy 
continues to make significant prog- 
ress in the Installation Restoration 
Program. The major Navy and 
Marine Corps accomplishments in 

Echelon I I  Commands 

(Environmental Protection, Safety & Commandant of the Marine Corps 

FY 1992 include the initiation of 
new RIIFS work and continued 
progress in cleanup actions. Fund- 
ing received in FY 1992 was 

l 

I 
I 
I 

Key to IRP Responsibilities: 
Poltcy promulgation 

(III Program management 

Program implementation 

'Technical support provided by EFDs 

invested in RIPS activities, increas- 
ing the number of sites where 
RI/FS work was completed from 38 
to 110. RD completions at Depart- 
ment of Navy sites increased from 

I I 
II 

.I .I 

Department of Navy IRP Organization 

9 to 12 during FY 1992 and PA 
work was completed at 2,925 sites 
by the end of the fiscal year. As thc 

The National Contingency Plan 
and protocol developed by the 
Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) for assessing and cleaning up 
sites are followed by the Depart- 
ment of the Navy (DON) as the 
basis for the NavyJMarine Corps 

Environmental Restoration Program. 
As of October 1, the Department of 
the Navy has 23 installations on the 
National Priorities List (NPL) and 
four proposed for listing on the 
NPL. 

DON'S experience in conducting 
studies increases, technical experts 
are able to develop new methods, 
based on that knowledge, to 
expedite the process at installations 
in the early phases of the program. 
This allows flexibility and should 
be reflected in increasing numbers 
of interim remedial actions, 
removals, and remedial actions. 

An important aspect of the 
Department of Navy's process are 
studies of wetlands and estuarine 
and marine environments on or 
adjacent to DON installations. 
These studies include biota and 



sediment sampling in order to deter- 
mine if contaminants are present in 
these environments and to measure 
their impact if they are present. An 
example of such a study conducted 
by the Department of the Navy in 
conjunction with EPA's Narragan- 
sett Laboratory is the Allen Harbor 
Study at NCBC Davisville, an 
installation which is being closed 
under the Base Closure Act. 

Initiatives begun in 1992 include: 

Speeding up the process by 
working on more than one 
phase concurrently rather than 
in sequence. 

Using the partnering concept to 
improve working relationships 
with both regulators and 
contractors. 

Emphasizing teamwork and 
early identification of roles and 
authorities of all team 
members, planning flexible 
workplans and sampling based 
on specific objectives and 
goals. 

Using a non-phased sampling 
and analysis approach. 

Reducing review time by 
re~iewing documents 
concurrently with regulators. 

Using the value engineering 
process to refine the decision 
making process. 

Us~ng new contracting 
procedures. 

In order to streamline site inves- 
tigations and the design of remedia- 
tion projects, the Navy has awarded 
eight CLEAN (Comprehensive 
Long-Term Environmental Action 
Navy) contracts, which provide 
coast-to-coast coverage at all DON 
facilities. These contracts cover 
Preliminary Assessments, Site 
Inspections, Remedial Investiga- 
tions, Feasibility Studies and Reme- 
dial Designs. Remedial Actions are 
covered by eight separate con- 
taminant specific contracts called 

Remedial Action Contracts (RACs). 
When used in conjunction, these 
contracts allow the Navy to rapidly 
respond to contaminated sites as 
well as demonsuatc innovative 
cleanup technologies. 

The Department of Navy signed 
four IAGs covering NPL installa- 
tions in FY 1992. This action brings 
the total number of Navy and 
Marine Corps NPL installations 
covered by IAGs to 22. RI/FS 
activities are underway or com- 
pleted at all NPL facilities and 
removal actions and IRAs were 
completed or were ongoing at 25 of 
the 27 Department of Navy facili- 
ties final-listed or proposed for 
listing on the NPL. 

The Navy has reduced potential 
risk from contaminated ground 
water at Whidbey Island Naval Air 
Station through several interim 
remedial actions, including provi- 
sion of alternate water supplies and 
the construction of a ground water 
extraction and treatment system. In 
addition, the Navy has applied a 
phased RIPS approach to expedite 
cleanup. Tht: approach has resulted 
in significant cost savings and has 
helped streamline IRP activities at 
the installation. 

The following are showcase 
stories detailing significant Depart- 
ment of Navy IRP efforts at 
selected installations. (Appendix B 
provides additional details for 
installations final-listed or proposed 
for listing on the NPL.) 

Background 
Since the. 1940s, operations at 

Whidbey Island Naval Air Station 
(NAS), Washington have generated 
a variety of hazardous wastes which 
were disposed of onsite at a time 
when regulatory requirements had 
not been established. Wastes con- 
sisted primarily of solvents, oily 

WERE I1EU)VEO FOR TREATMENT 
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Removal Actions (Interim Remedial Actions) Areas at Whidbey Island Naval Alr Stat~on. 



Hazardous  ank king system (HRS) I action. I 

sludges, and thinners. An initial 
investigation conducted in 1984 
identified the waste areas 
as potential sources of contamina- 
tion. In 1985, EPA com~leted a 

evaluation at  hidb bey Island NAS 
and nominated the Station's two 
sites, Ault Field and the Seaplane 
Base, for inclusion on the National 

NAS Whidbey's offer to provide city water to residents 
and businesses that are in close proximity to the 
presumed contaminant flow is a positive and proactive 

Joyce E. Bouvouloir, R.S. 
Environmental Health Director 
Island County Health Department 

Priorities List (NPL). In 1990, both 1 
sites were added to the NPL. A 
Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) A~~l icat ion of a Phased 
was signed in 1990 by the Navy, AbbrOach 10 RVFS 
EPA, and Washington State Depart- To help cleanups at 
ment of Ecology. The Navy is con- 
ducting RVFSs to determine the Whidbey Island NAS, the Navy 

nature and extent of soil and ground grouped the 14 contaminated areas 

water contamination and to evaluate (see installation map on previous 

potential remedial alternatives. page) on the two NPL sites into 4 
Operable Units (OUs) based on 
similar characteristics such as type 
of contaminants and pathways (i.e., 

Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, 
Oak Harbor, Washington 

Proposed Plan 
Superfund Interim Remedial Action at Ault Field Area 6 Landfill 
This proposed plan describes an interim action that will 
be taken toreduce the potential hazardfromthe migration 
of a contaminated plume of ground water at the Area 6 
landfill. The interim actlon will conlply with the 
ComprehensiveEnvironmentalResponse. Compensation 
and Liability Act (CEKCLA, commonly known as 
Superfund). The Navy, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), and the Washington 
DepartmentofEcology (Ecology) are seek~ngcomments 
from the public on this proposed plan 

This plan, submitted in accordance with Sect~on 117(a) 
of CERCLA, highlights the ~nterim action ;ilternative 
preferred by the agencies. The actla1 remedy selected 
may be thepreferredaltemative,acombinationofelementr 
from some or all of the alternatives, or another identified 
response action. Comments are being sought on all 
alternatives. The alternative to be used will not be 
selected until the public comment period has ended and 
all comments have been received and considered. 

HOW YOU CAN PARTICIPATE I 

Comments may also be made in person dunrlg the 
PUBLIC MEETING to beheldat7:00pm, Janu;iry 27", 
1992 at the Chief Petry Officers Club, Clover Valley 
Road and Heller Road, Oak Harbor. Please send your 
written comments o r  requests for more information 
to: 

Mr. Howard Thomas 
Public Affairs Officer 
Naval Air Stat~on Whidbey Island 
Oak Habor. Washington 98278-5000 
Phone: (206) 257-2287 

OVERVIEW OF THE PROI'OSE:D PLAN 

Aplumeofcontaminatedground wateris migr;it~ngfrom 
the Naval Air Station's (NAS) landfill located west of 
Highway 20, south of Clover Valley Road and east of 
Goldie Road This area is known as Area 6. This 
proposed interim action is being taken to retard or 
completely stop the spreadof the plume until an overall 
plan can be developed. 

1 I PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: JANUARY 3,1992 through FEBRUARY 3,1992 I I 

You are encouraged to submit written comments on the 
proposed interim remedial action or any of the other 
altemativespresented,dunngthePublicCommentperiod 

I / PUBLIC MEETING: JANUARY 27,1991 I 

In a separateaction, landowners adjacent toor near Area 
6boundariesarebeingofferedhook11pstoOakHarboror 
Navy water sources. 

I i LOCATION: CHIEF PETTY OFFICERS CLUB, CLOVER VALLEY ROAD 
and HELLER ROAD, OAK HARBOR, WASHlh'GTON 

which will be from January 3, 1992 to February 3, 1992. 

I I 

Proposed Plan for lnterim Remedial Action at Ault Field Area 6 Landfill 

soil, ground water). This strategy 
allows each OU to progress inde- 
pendently through the IRP process 
instead of delaying remediation 
activities until agreement on clean- 
up procedures for all sites is 
reached. The remaining 26 areas 
that had little or no contamination 
were isolated and studied separately 
with limited field work to determine 
if any additional investigation was 
needed. This approach resulted in 
significant cost savings by avoiding 
unnecessary RIPS work at uncon- 
taminated areas and has contributed 
to continuous progress by stream- 
lining and prioritizing IRP activities 
based on nature and extent of con- 
tamination as well as threat to pub- 
lic health and environment. 

lnterim Remedial Action for 
Area 6 Landfill 

Since ground water contamina- 
tion was migrating from Area 6 
where one of the landfills is 
located, the Navy proposed interim 
remedial actions (IRAs) to contain 
the spread of contamination until an 
overall remediation plan can be 
developed. Area 6 comprises a 
portion of OU1 at Ault Field. The 
contaminants of concern include 
chlorinated solvents, vinyl chloride, 
and metals, primarily chromium. 
After evaluating several potential 
alternatives, the Navy, working with 
EPA and the Department of Ecol- 
ogy, selected ground water extrac- 
tion and treatment as the interim 
action that would most reduce the 
potential risk to human health and 
the environment, comply with Fed- 
eral and State applicable or relevant 
and appropriate requirements 
(ARARs), and be cost effective. 
The selection of this interim remedy 



is now documented in a Record of 
Decision signed in April 1992 by 
the thiee parties. The IRA includes 
the installation of extraction wells 
to remove ground water from the 
shallow aquifer beneath Area 6, the 
treatment of extracted ground water 
using metal precipitation, and air 
stripping, and the discharge of the 
treated water in the aquifer by 
irrigation or reinjection. It is esti- 
mated that the system will treat 
approximately 200,000 gallons of 
water daily. Implementation of the 
IRA is expected in the beginning of 
FY 1993. 

Potable Water Offered to 
Neighboring Residents 

The initial RI results have indi- 
cated that a plume of contaminated 
ground water is migrating from 
Area 6 toward drinking wells 
1ocatt:d offbase. As a result, the 
Navy contracted with the Washing- 
ton Department of Health to test the 
water in private drinking wells. 
Although no contamination was 
found in the samples collected, the 
Navy coordinated with the EPA, the 
Department of Ecology, the Wash- 
ington Department of Health and 
local agencies to offer alternate 
water supplies to residences located 
adjacent to Area 6. Water agree- 
ments have been subsequently 
signed between the Navy and 
neighboring property owners certi- 
fying that the Navy will connect 
two well owners to the local public 
water system or to the Navy water 
systern, as a preventative measure 
to risks associated with any future 
contamination of the drinking wells. 
The water connections were com- 
pleted during the summer of 1992. 
A baseline risk assessment was con- 
ducted for Area 6 identifying 
ground water as the primary 
medium of concern for potential 
human health effects. Cancer and 
non-cancer health risks from poten- 
tial future use of Area 6 shallow 
ground water are high. 

Environmental Exhibit at Whidbey NAS Air Show 

Removal Action at the public comments and concerns 

Whidbey Island NAS 
Under the underground storage 

tank OJST) program, 17 tanks were 
removed from 14 sites. A total of 
1,984 cubic yards of soils contami- 
nated with petroleum hydrocarbons 
were excavated for treatment. These 
soils are currently stockpiled on-site 
and covered with a 9 mm thick 
permalon cover waiting to be land 
farmed on Navy property. At all of 
the sites where contaminated soil 
was removed for treatment, no 
further remedial action was deter- 
mined to be warranted. In the 
remaining 13 sites, 4 require no 
further action and 9 are being eval- 
uated to determine cleanup 
approach(s). 

Public Involvement in the 
Interim Remedial Action 
Evaluation 

The Navy is continuously 
encouraging the public to become 
involved in issues concerning 
Whidbey Island NAS. First, the 
Navy held a public meeting in 
January 1992 to take comments on 
a proposed IRA plan. The plan 
provided four potential remedial 
alternatives that address ground 
water contamination migrating from 
Area 6 to off-Navy property. The 
Navy responded to comments pre- 
sented by the public and considered 

in making the final decision on the 
appropriate IRA for OU1. Second, 
Whidbey Ni4S has invited public 
representatives as Technical Review 
Committee (TRC) members to rep- 
represent the community interests in 
the area that is impacted or poten- 
tially impacted by response actions 
at Whidbey NAS. Third, Whidbey 
Island NAS developed a compre- 
hensive Community Relations Plan 
that describes a program for com- 
munity involvement in all remedial 
investigations and feasibility stud- 
ies. Fourth, fact sheets are pub- 
lished and distributed by Whidbey 
Island NAS to inform the commu- 
nity about the Navy's program to 
evaluate and clean up the old haz- 
ardous waste (HW) disposal sites. 
Finally, information on contamina- 
tion at Whiclbey Island NAS has 
been made available to the public at 
three informational repositories. 



CLEANUP TIMELINE 

Federal Facility Current and Past Activity 
Agreements signed 0 Future Milestones 

Initial EPA proposed SI SI First Listed 
Investigation Whidbey Island Initiated Completed TRC on NPL 

for NPL Meeting RIIFS 
Listing planning 

begins 

A Technical Review Committee 
(TRC) has been formed to review 
and comment on actions and pro- 
posed actions for suspected contam- 
inated sites that will undergo RIIFS 
activities at Whidbey Island NAS. 
Members of the committee include 
representatives from the installation, 
EPA Region X, Washington Depart- 
ment of Ecology, public representa- 
tives from the involved community, 
and other federal and state represen- 
tatives. Regular meetings are held 
every quarter at Whidbey Island 
NAS with additional meetings 
scheduled when necessary. These 
efforts maintain interaction among 
the involved parties and ensure 
progress in IRP activities at the 
Naval Air Station. 

First quarterly Record of Interim Remedial 
community Decision signed Action for 

update; for Area 6 Area 6 
RIIFS 
begins 

Future Activities 
The Navy is currently consid- 

ering removal actions for portions 
of OUs 2 and 4. Area 4, included in 
OU2, has polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs)-contaminated soil as a result 
of leaks from PCB transformers 
stored in the area in the past. Area 
14, also a portion of OU2, was used 
as a pesticide rinsate disposal area. 
At the Seaplane Base, where five 
contaminated sites were grouped to 
form OU4, storm drains were found 
contaminated as a result of past 
disposal activities. The Navy will 
determine if removal actions such 

as the excavation of the PCB- and 
pesticide-contaminated soil and the 
cleanup of the storm drains will be 
conducted, based on Phase I1 sarnp- 
ling results. The Interim Remedial 
Action planned for Area 6 landfill 
is expected to begin early Fiscal 
Year (FY) 1993. 

Removal of USTs will continue 
and excavation and treatment of soil 
contaminated with petroleum hydro- 
carbons as a result of USTs will be 
conducted in FY 1993. 

References 
1. "UST Removal, Closure, and Assessment Report," January 1992. 
2. "Draft Feasibility Study Report for Whidbey Naval Air Station," June 1992. 
3. "Draft Final Remedial Investigation Report," June 1992. 
4. "Draft Community Relations Plan for Superfund Activities at Whidbey Island NAS," June 1991. 



At Brunswick Naval Air Station, 
the Navy has expedited cleanup 
through the use of focused Feasi- 
bility Studies, and an overlap 
approach whereby proposed plans 
are initiated before the final feasi- 
bility study is completed. These 
approaches can reduce the time 
needed to complete the remedial 
phase by as much as six months. In 
addition, the Navy has signed two 
interim RODS, and thereby mini- 
mized the potential health risk to 
nearby residents. 

Background 
Brunswick Naval Air Station 

WAS) is an active facility sup- 
porting the Navy's antisubmarine 
warfare operations in the Atlantic 
Ocean and Mediterranean Sea. The 
installation's primary mission is to 
operate and maintain P-3 Orion 
aircraft. Early hazardous waste 
investigations at Brunswick NAS 
were conducted under the Navy 
Assessment and Control of Instal- 
lation Pollutants (NACIP) program 
which was later restructured and 
renamzd the Installation Restoration 
(IR) Program to be consistent with 
CERCLA and SARA. 

In 1981, the Chief of Naval 
Operations nominated Brunswick 
NAS to be one of the first Navy 
activities to undergo review of past 
hazardous waste practices under the 
NACIP program. An Initial Assess- 
ment Study (IAS), completed in 
1983, confirmed the presence of 
past disposal or spill sites that con- 
tain hai:ardous wastes. Past disposal 
practices started as far back as the 
1940s when the installation became 
active. The installation was placed 
on the National Priorities List 
(NPL) in 1987. In 1990, the Navy 
entered into a Federal Facility 
Agreement (FFA) with the EPA and 
the Maine Department of Environ- 
mental Protection for the cleanup of 
contamination at Brunswick NAS. 

The Navy is currently investigating 
13 contaminated sites. 

A Navy Approach to Expediting 
IRP Activities 

In order to accelerate the FS/ 
ROD/RD process at Brunswick 
NAS, the Navy completed Focused 
Feasibility Studies (FFS) at Sites 1 
and 3, and Site 8 (see installation 
map below). In this approach, the 
feasibility study is conducted for 
critical sites separately from the 
overall FS to speed up the transition 
of these sites from the study phase 
into the cleanup phase without 
being constrained to a schedule that 
is based on the status of other sites. 

Further, the Navy is using an 
overlap approach to speed up 
actions within the IRP process. This 
involves the initiation of the Pro- 
posed Plan for remediation before 
the final feasibility study is com- 
pleted, and the development of 
remedial design before the Record 
of Decision is finalized. This 
approach can reduce the time 
needed to reach the remedial phase 
by at least six months. In order to 
conduct this process successfully, a 
high level of effort is required by 
all involved parties to participate 
and provide comments early in the 
process and reach an informal 
agreement on future activities plan- 
ned for each phase. Also, this 
requires the Navy to keep the com- 
munity well informed on these 
issues. 
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Two Records of Decision for 
Brunswick NAS 

In June 1992, two interim 
Records of Decision (RODs) were 
completed and signed by the Navy 
and EPA for Brunswick NAS. 
These RODs are aimed at control- 
ling and containing the spread of 
known contamination at several 
sites until all investigations are 
completed and an overall plan is 
developed to remove contamination 
from all sites. This will minimize 
the potential health risk associated 
with migration of contaminant off 
the installation. They are the first 
RODs reached in the air station's 
installation restoration program that 
address former waste sites. The first 
ROD addresses a selected interim 
remedial action (IRA) that provides 
containment of landfill wastes and 
contaminated ground water at Sites 
1 and 3. Based on the proximity of 
Sites 1 and 3, common historical 
land use, and hydrogeologic charac- 
teristics, the two sites are combined 
and addressed as one site in the 
ROD. The two sites operated as 
disposal areas between 1955 and 
1975. Wastes disposed of included 
solvents, paints, pesticides, petro- 
leum products, and oils. The con- 
taminants found include volatile and 
semi-volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs), polynuclear aromatic 
hydrocarbons, pesticides, and inor- 
ganic compounds. The Navy evalu- 
ated a total of six potential remedial 
alternatives addressing the contami- 
nants of concern. The final selected 
remedy includes containment by 
constructing a cap over the landfills 
and a slurry wall around the waste 
to divert clean water away from the 
landfills. Contaminated ground 
water contained by the cap and 
slurry wall will be pumped through 
extraction wells and treated by 
ultraviolet (UV) oxidation to des- 
troy organic compounds. The future 
discharge of the treated water in the 
Brunswick Publicly-Owned Treat- 
ment Works (POTW) is pending 
POTW approval. Ground water 
cleanup levels for contaminants 
have been set at the Maximum 
Contaminant Levels (MCL) (see 
table for cleanup levels). 

Vinyl Chloride 2pglL MCL~ 
Methylene Chloride 5 p& MCL @) 
1.2-Dichloroethylene (cis) 7 0  pg/L M C L ~  
12-Dichloroethylene (wan!;) 100 p g L  MCL'~) 
Chromium (total) 100 p g L  MCL (p)' 
Lead 5 pg/L MCL 

(at source) 
Nickel 100 pg/L MCL (p)' 

ECOLOGICAL 
Leachate Soil/Scdiment 

Mercury 1 mgkg risk-based 

NOTES: ' = The MCL for arsenic is currently 
MCL = Maximum Contaminant Level under review; USEPA 1991a. 
MCL(p) = Proposed Maximum Contaminant Level = MCL (p) is equal to MCLG. 
mgkg = milligrams per kilogram ' = USEPA 1991b. 
pg/L = Micrograms per liter = MEG for Vinyl Chloride is 0.2 pg/L 

The second ROD describes an 
Interim Remedial Action (IRA) for 
the Eastern Plume, to prevent fur- 
ther migration of the plume. The 
Eastern Plume is a result of con- 
tamination at the Acid/Caustic Pit 
(Site 4). the former Fire Training 
Area (Site ll), and the Defense 
Reutilization and Marketing Office 
(DRMO) (Site 13). The principal 
threat associated with the plume is 
the discharge of contaminated water 
into Mere Brook which further 
discharges into the Harpswell Cove 
estuary. Studies conducted by the 
Navy show that without any effort 
to stop the migration of the plume, 
the contamination will reach the 
discharge zone in approximately 
five years. The contaminants of 
concern are primarily volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs). The 
potential threat to human health was 
determined not to be an immediate 
threat because water from the con- 
taminated plume is not currently 
used as a drinking water supply. 
With the implementation of the 
IRA, migration of the qontamination 
into the estuary can be stopped and 
a reduction of contaminant concen- 
trations in the ground water can be 

achieved until a final remedy is 
chosen. The IRA involves the 
installation of extraction wells, the 
treatment of contaminated ground 
water using ultraviolet (UV) light/ 
oxidation, and finally, the discharge 
of the treated water into the Bruns- 
wick POTW. Discharge to the 
POTW has not yet been approved. 

The remedial design (RD) is 
underway for each of the selected 
interim remedial actions described 
in the RODs. The RD field program 
began in April 1992 and consists of 
geotechnical investigation and 
ground water treatability testing. 
Geotechnical activities include 
testing to determine the thickness 
and depth of the clay layer, the 
installation of soil borings to char- 
acterize soils along the slurry wall 
and within the landfill limits, and 
the placement of gas probes in the 
landfill to detect landfill-generated 
gases. Further, a bench-scale ground 
water treatability study was initiated 
in May 1992 to obtain quantitative 
data to determine the appropriate 
design process for treating the con- 
taminated water. 



Public Participates in 
Brunswick NAS Issues 

The Navy is continuously 
keeping the community of Bruns- 
wick informed about remediation 
activities at Brunswick NAS 
through informational meetings, fact 
sheets, press releases, general public 
and Technical Review Committee 
(TRC) meetings. The Navy first 
informed the public about the pres- 
ence of past waste disposal areas at 
the base in 1981 when these areas 
were identified as potential sources 
of contamination. In 1987, the Navy 
established an information reposi- 
tory at the local library for public 
review of site-related documents. In 
1988, the Navy released a Com- 
munity Relations Plan describing a 
program that will address com- 
munity concerns and disseminate 
information to the community. 
Further, the TRC, formed in 1988, 
has served as an important link 
between the Navy, EPA, and the 
State of Maine Department of Envi- 
ronmental Protection, and the pub- 
lic, arid has provided an important 
vehicle for public participation. 
Several informational meetings have 
also been held to discuss RI 
findings and proposed remedial 
plans. Finally, in 1992, the com- 
munity received a Technical Assis- 
tance Grant (TAG) from EPA to 
review and interpret the Navy Pro- 
gram at Brunswick NAS. The Fig- 
ure below shows the significant 
events in the IRP at Brunswick 
NAS. 

Future Activities 
The Navy is planning several 

actions for 1993 at Bmnswick 
NAS. A "non-time-critical" re- 
moval action will be conducted at 
Building 95 where soils have been 
contaminated with pesticides and 
herbicides. This action, by defini- 
tion, is an IRA that can involve 
more than six months planning 
before response actions must begin. 
The chemicals found were used 
between 1955 and 1983 and include 
primarily pesticides. Polynuclear 
aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH), used 
as a liquid carrier in the application 
of pesticides was also found in soils 
in the vicinity of Building 95. An 
Engineering Evaluation and Cost 
Analysis (EEICA) was prepared to 
document the identification and 
evaluation of removal actions in 
support of "non-time-critical" 
removal action. The Navy will 
select and implement one of the 
alternatives proposed in the EEICA 
which will consist of constructing a 
soil cover over the contaminated 
soils to prevent contact by humans 
or ecological receptors, excavating 
the top 2 foot soil layer for off-site 
incineration, or excavating contami- 
nated soil for on-site treatment by 
solvent extraction. The EEICA 
serves as the basis for an Action 
Memorandum which provides the 
written record of the selection of 
the remedial alternative after it is 
approved by the regulatory 
agencies. 

Soil Gas Studies, Site 1 

Other future activities include the 
construction and operation of the 
remedial systems selected for Sites 
1 and 3 and the Eastern Plume. 
Further, the Navy will conduct a 
risk assessment at the completion of 
the ground water remediation. If the 
excess cancer risks are greater than 
a one-in-one-thousand lifetime risk, 
the Navy will implement additional 
remedial aclions. 

In addition, to further accelerate 
the cleanup process, the Navy is 
currently preparing proposed plans 
and remedial designs concurrently 
for Sites 5 ,  6 ,  8, and 9. Remedial 
Action is expexted in 1993. 

CLEANUP TIMELINE 

1981 1983 1987 1988 1990 1991 1992 1993 
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disposal areas completed formed Signed Sites 1 and 3 Current and Past Activity 
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Seven-hundred twenty pounds of 
silver solution were spread over 600 
feet of drainage swales. A study 
conducted in 1991 revealed sedi- 
ment concentrations of silver to be 
as high as 570 ppm. Higher concen- 
trations were adjacent to the build- 

At Moffett Field NAS, EPA, and ing, with decreasing concentrations 
the State of California have formal- at downsueam locations indicating 
ly agreed to a modified schedule 
that will allow cleanup to begin 
more than three years earlier than 
previously planned. The cleanup 
will be expedited organizing the 
existing 19 IRP sites into six oper- 
able units (OUs) with different 
schedules. This will allow individ- 
ual OUs to progress independently 
through the cleanup process, rather 
than delaying remedial activities 
until agreement is reached on clean- 
up base-wide. 

In addition, three source control 
activities are currently being imple- 
mented: a pump and treat system to 
control petroleum hydrocarbons 
migration from several excavated 
leaking tanks; excavation 
mediation of petroleum 

md biore- 
~ydrocar- 

bon-contaminated soil; and the 
January 1993 construction of a b 

The Navy has removed and 
disposed of 954 cubic yards of 
PCB-contaminated soils in an open 
storage area at Naval Supply Cen- 
ter, Pearl City Junction, Hawaii. 
Completion of removal and disposal 
of approximately 26 cubic yards 
remaining is expected by November 
1992. Building 4 and the adjacent 
open storage area were used for 
storage of various supply materials, 
including electrical transformers 
containing PCB oil. The Navy is 
transferring this property to the 
State of Hawaii, and the cleanup is 
being expedited to ensure cleanup 
prior to land transfer. 

pump and treat system 
fuels and chlorinated 
migration from an abanc 
farm and a former drj 

3 control 
solvents 

~ned fuel 
cleaning 

facility. 

a continued migration of silver 
through sediment/surface water flow 
within the drainage system. TCLP 
testing showed that the con- 
taminated sediment was not charac- 
teristically hazardous. A risk assess- 
ment concluded a borderline risk to 
site workers but a significant risk to 
aquatic invertebrates. The Navy, 
with the Maryland Department of 
Environment, selected a remedy 
which would excavate soils1 
sediments exhibiting silver con- 
centrations greater than 10 ppm, 
treat the excavated soil using 
solidification/stabilization tech- 
nology, and provide long-term 
management through incorporation 
of the treated material within an on- 
site expl 
will give 

osic 
the 

In berm. 
Navy an 

This 
al ten 

remedy 
~ative to 

The Navy is using solidification1 
stabilization to treat soils con- 
taminated with silver from past X- 
ray photography activities. 

I cost17 off-site &sposal and possible 
PRP responsibilities. It will also be 
consistent with the construction of 
an explosion berm required for a 
military construction project. 

The silver contamination resulted 
from the discharge of X-ray photo- 
graphic rinse water from Building 
730 at the Naval S~irface Weapons 
Center at Indian Head, Maryland, 
during the period 1953 to 1965. 



Air Force IRP Progress 

n additional Air Force installation, Andersen AFB, Guam, was proposed for the NPL in 
1992. The total number of sites at Air Force installations increased slightly from 4,354 

to 4,474. By the end of FY 1992, IRP activities were complete and no further remedial 
actions were planned at 1,283 Air Force sites, an increase of more than 50 percent over FY 1991 
totals. 

The Air Force has identified its 
cleanup strategy as a "bias for 
action9'-getting out of the study 
stage by closing out the sites posing 
no risk or moving into the cleanup 
phase. This task has been especially I 

challenging because of pressure by 
regulatory agencies to more thor- 
oughlv characterize and studv sites. I 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Environment, Safety and Occupational Health) 

 hi ,&r Force is working aggres- 
sively with EPA and state regula- 
tors to reduce the time and cost cf 
cleanup. 

In addition, in N 1992, the Air 
Force made significant progress in 
five distinct areas: management 
action plans, training, contracting, 
cost estimating and development of 
generic cleanup protocols. 

Management Action Plans - 
(MAP) - The MAP is a sum- 

-- 

mary of the status of the envi- 
ronmental restoration and com- 
pliance programs at each instal- 
lation. In addition, the MAP 
outlines the strategy for imple- 
menting the environmental res- 
toration response actions neces- 
sary to protect human health and 
the environment. The MAP 
guidebook was finalized in May 
1992 and six regional workshops 
were conducted for RPMs and 
State and Federal representatives. 
Draft MAPS are scheduled to be 
completed for all bases by the 
end of December 1992. 

Key to IRP Responsibilities: 
policy promulgation 

Program management - Program implementation 

Technical support 

I 
Air Force IRP Organization 

Training - The Air Force con- 
tinued environmental leaders hi^ 
courses during 1992. By the enh 
of the year, all senior officers in 
all major commands had re- 
ceived training. The Air Force 
offered a variety of other courses 
during FY 1992 (see "Training 
of DoD Personnel in DERP 
Activities" section in this 
report). 

Contracting - The Air Force 
implemented guidance for the 
use of a single contractor for site 
study and assessment. 

Cost Estimating - The first 
phase of a parametric cost esti- 
mating software was completed. 
The software, which is used to 
estimate the cost of all phases of 
cleanup, was distributed and ten 
training classes conducted. 



Generic Cleanup Protocol - The 
Air Force implemented a generic 
protocol for the cleanup of 
petroleum contaminated sites 
using bioventing technology. The 
protocol which has been en- 
dorsed by EPA, will be imple- 
mented at 35 sites at 20 instal- 
lations throughout the country. 

The Air Force's major accom- 
plishments in N 1992 included 
increasing the number of closed-out 
sites and registering significant 
progress in RI/FS and RD/RA 
work. In past years, limited funding 
has restricted the Air Force to ad- 
dressing only contamination at NPL 
installations and a few non-NPL 
installations. The additional funding 

~ 

received in N 1992 allowed the 
Air Force to expand the assessment 
of potential contamination to all Air 
Force installations. 

The number of closed-out sites 
increased from 834 to 1,283 in FY 
1992. The number of sites at which 
RA is complete increased from 150 
to 196 in N 1992. By the end of 
the year, 122 IRAs had been com- 
pleted and 54 were underway. 

During FY 1992, the Air Force 
completed and signed IAGs for 
three NPL installations. This 
brought the total number of Air 
Force NPL installations with signed 
IAGs to 30. RIPS activities are 
underway or complete at all of 
these NPL facilities. Remedial 

CITY OF WREN0 VKLEY 

I 
March AFB Areas of Contamination 

actions and IRAs have occurred at 
all of the 32 Air Force NPL facil- 
ities. RODS were signed at six Air 
Force installations in FY 1992, 
bringing the total number of Air 
Force installations with at least one 
signed ROD to ten. 

The following are examples of 
significant Air Force IRP project 
activities. These studies illustrate 
cleanup progress and community 
relation activities at several installa- 
tions, including an active base, 

March Air Force Base, CA, and a 
closure base, Pease Air Force Base, 
NH. (Appendix B provides addi- 
tional details for installations on the 
NF'L .) 

-- 

Contaminant 

Benzene 
Carbon Tetrachloride 
Trichloroethylene 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Trans-1.2-Dichloroethylene 
Vinyl Chloride 

Solvent-contaminated ground 
water migrating off March Air 
Force Base (AFB), near Riverside, 
California, is being interdicted and 
treated by a pump-and-treat system. 
The system started operation on 
May 22, 1992 and is meeting and 
even exceeding State of California 
maximum contaminant levels for 
organic contaminants in ground 
water. This system will prevent 
migration of ground water contami- 
nants off-base and further contami- 
nation of several drinking water 
wells located adjacent to the instal- 
lation. In addition, March AFB is 
actively identifying other immediate 
threats to public health and the 
environment and taking action to 
reduce those risks. 

*State of Califomia Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). 

Groundwater 
Concentrations 

Detected 

c0.2 - 26.0 
<0.12 - 2.1 
<0.12 - 50.0 
c0.03 - 170.0 
<0.1 - 38.0 
<0.18 - 5.6 

Regulatory 
Limit* 

1 .o 
0.5 
5 .O 
5.0 
10.0 
0.5 



GETS GROUNDWATER TREATMENT AND CONTAMINANT REDUCTION SUMMARY 
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GETS Contaminant Reduction 

Installation Setting and History 
March AFB is located on 7,123 

acres about 60 miles east of down- 
town Los Angeles near Riverside, 
California. Moreno Valley, a city of 
approximately 120,000 people, is 
immediately adjacent to the base 
boundaries on the north and east 
sides of the base. An endangered 
species, the Stephen's kangaroo rat, 
and a sizable population of bur- 
rowing owls (a California species of 
special concern) are protected on 
the base. 

March AFB was originally 
opened in 1918. It was the first 
U.S. Army Air Base established in 
the western United States. Cur- 
rently, March AFB is used pri- 
marily to maintain an effective air- 
to-air refueling operations capabil- 
ity. hlarch AFB was placed on the 
NPL in October 1989; a Federal 
Facility Agreement (FFA) was 
signed in 1990. The FFA divided 
the IRP sites into three operable 
units. 

Ground Water Contamination 
The most probable source of 

contaminated ground water flowing 
off-base is Area 5,  which is located 
on the eastern border of the base 
(see map). Area 5 includes an 
inactive landfill (IRP Site 5), two 
inactive fire training areas (IRP 

Sites 7 and 29), and a main oil/ 
water separator, a system that 
prevents oil from washing into 
drainage channels (IRP Site 9). The 
principal ground water contaminants 
that have been detected are trichlo- 
roethylene (TCE), tetrachloroethy- 
lene (PCE), and trans- 1 -2-dichloro- 
ethylene. Concentrations range from 
170 parts per billion (ppb) of PCE 
and 130 ppb TCE on base, to 15 
ppb TCE in one off-base private 
well. The table on Page 38 shows 
ground water concentrations for 
various contaminants and the regu- 
latory limits that will be used as 
standards for those contaminants. 

lnterim Response Action: 
Provision of Alternate 
Water Supplies 

During an early investigation of 
ground water contamination, the Air 
Force found that contamination 
from adjacent areas had polluted 
one well on base, and had migrated 
off the base and contaminated five 
private drinking water wells. The 
contaminated well on base was 
taken out of service. The base 
began supplying bottled water to 
the off-bast: well owners in 1986. 
The Air Force then contracted with 
the local water company to extend 
its water mains to the homes with 
contaminated wells. 

lnterim Response Action: 
Ground Water Extraction and 
Treatment System (GETS) 

To prevent further migration of 
contaminated ground water off- 
base, the Air Force installed a 
ground water extraction and treat- 
ment system (GETS). GETS con- 
sists of a carbon adsorption treat- 
ment system connected to a series 
of nine wells that are placed like a 
fence along the eastern boundary of 
the installation. One-hundred thou- 
sand gallons of contaminated water 
per day is extracted and pumped 
through the carbon adsorption unit. 
The diagram on this page shows the 



progress of the system in terms of 
the cumulative volume of ground 
water treated over time and the 
effluent contaminant reductions 
achieved for benzene and TCE. The 
diagram on the next page shows 
how the system operates. 

The effluent from the system 
meets or exceeds Federal and Cal- 
ifornia drinking water standards. 
This water is then used to irrigate 
the base golf course, and ultimately 
to recharge the aquifer. 

GETS became fully operational 
May 18, 1992. The U.S. Environ- 
mental Protection Agency (EPA) 
recently commended the base for 
surmounting some start-up problems 
and bringing this project on line 
quickly. 

Other Remedial Activities 
Base-wide investigations have 

revealed 43 potentially-contami- 
nated sites (see map). Where neces- 
sary, the Air Force has conducted 
emergency response actions to 
eliminate immediate threats to base 
personnel and surrounding com- 
munities and to stabilize the site. 
For example, in January 1992, the 
Air Force discovered metal drums 
and construction debris in an old, 
on-base inactive landfill. Heavy 
rains and resulting storm water 
runoff had eroded soil in a drainage 
channel revealing this potentially 

"It is obvious that it was the very good efforts on the 
part of March Air Force Base ... that turned this project 
around and brought the start-up of this facility after 
EPA had expressed concern. I want to thank you for 
your efforts, and I hope that you will pass along the 
words 'vob well done" to those others on your team 
responsible for bringing this project to completion." 

Richard T. Russell, P.E. 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. EPA Region IX 

hazardous material. The Air Force 
acted promptly to warn regulators 
and the public of the potential haz- 
ard, and posted warning signs, put 
up a fence around the site, and took 
samples of the materials and sent 
them to a laboratory for analysis. 
Test results indicate that no immed- 
iate threat existed. However, since 
the materials were located on base 
property, there was a potential for 
contaminant migration as a result of 
continued storm water discharges. 

Analysis of the materials at the 
inactive landfill revealed elevated 
levels of lead and hydrocarbons. 
The Air Force met with Federal, 
state and county regulators to deter- 
mine appropriate actions. The Air 
Force is implementing site stabiliza- 
tion actions which include steps to 
divert and control storm water flow 

such as installation of rock check 
dams, and excavation of 5,000 
cubic yards of soil to form shallow 
impoundments. 

Other interim remedial actions 
were taken in FY 1992 including 
removal of 6,046 gallons of jet fuel 
floating on top of the ground water 
and 34 50,000-gallon tanks and 
associated piping and support 
equipment from the Panero Aircraft 
fueling system (Site 33) along with 
the removal of six 50,000-gallon 
tanks from the Pritchard aircraft 
fueling system (Site 34). 

In addition to these immediate 
removal actions, a schedule for the 
long-term cleanup of the base has 
been developed. A base-wide RIIFS 
is planned for completion in August 
of 1995, a base-wide proposed 
cleanup plan is expected in Septem- 
ber of 1995, and a base-wide 
Record of Decision will be com- 
pleted in March of 1996. The base 
cleanup timeline is shown on the 
next page. 

Air Force will use 
Innovative Technologies to 
Accelerate Cleanup Schedules 

The Air Force is considering the 
use of several innovative cleanup 
technologies. These include soil 
washing and bioventing. In addi- 
tion, the base is proposing to the 
regulatory agencies that sites con- 
taminated with low levels of hydro- 
carbons be cleaned up using low 

~ e n z a n d  ~ a r n i n s ~ i ~ n s  at Old Landfill Site 



temperature thermal incineration in 
lieu of being included in the 
lengthy RUFS process for the base. 
March AFB, in cooperation with the 
regulators, has proposed to acceler- 
ate remedial action at OU3 from 
January 1995 to September 1993. 

The EPA has selected a former 
gasoline pump island in an isolated 
portion of the western side of the 
base as the location for the test of a 
soil washing project. The project is 
part of EPA's Superfund Innovative 
Technology Evaluation (SITE) 
program. The technology will be 
used to treat soil contaminated with 
organic compounds, such as gaso- 
line and diesel fuels. The soil wash- 
ing project is scheduled to start 
during FY 1993. 

Dining the process, contaminated 
soil is excavated and fed into a 
"washer" where a special cleaning 
agent is added and mixed with the 
soil. In addition to cleaning the soil, 

I 1 
Groundwater Extraction and Treatment System 

the cleaner stimulates common soil Another innovative treatment 
microbes that digest the hydrocar- planned for March AFB is bio- 
bons and break them down into venting, which is also used to treat 
harmless substances. Investigations petroleum-contaminated soil. This 
are continuing to locate additional treatment consists of injecting 
sites for cleanup with this oxygen or nutrients into the soil to 
treatment. stimulate the growth of hydrocar- 

bon-eating microbes. The bio- 
venting test is scheduled to begin in 
January 1993 at Site 35a or Site 7. 

CLEANUP TIMELINE 
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Pease Air Force Base is a suc- 
cessful example of how environ- 
mental cleanup and cleanup-related 
compliance activities can be coordi- 
nated so that property disposal and 
reuse goals can be met at a closing 
installation. Key to this coordination 
is comprehensive planning to inte- 
grate cleanup with reuse concerns 
and close cooperation among the 
installation and Federal, state, and 
local authorities. 

Background 
The base is located in a com- 

mercial and residential area, about 
60 miles north of Boston, in coastal 
southeastern New Hampshire. The 
Great Bay, a National Estuarine 
Research Reserve, adjoins the base 
along 6.5 miles of shoreline. This 
area is used for recreation and 
fishing for shellfish. The base 
covers 4,356 acres, of which about 
2,600 acres of the base are forested, 
57 acres are ponds, and approxi- 
mately 800 acres are wetlands. 

degreasing agents, pesticides and 
herbicides, paint thinners and strip- 
pers, and petroleum products (pri- 
marily fuels and lubricating oils). 
Thirty-two hazardous waste sites 
were identified at the beginning of 
the IRP at Pease AFB in 1983. 

In April 1991, the Air Force, 
EPA Region 1, and the NHDES 
signed a Federal Facility Agreement 
(FFA) in which the Air Force 
agreed to undertake, seek adequate 
funding for, fully implement, and 
report on all base environmental 
restoration efforts for 23 areas of 
concern identified under the IRP 
(see map below). In addition, the 
Air Force agreed to further review 
eight additional waste locations and 
to conduct a second base-wide 
PA/SI to ensure all potential waste 
sites were identified. 
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The second PAIS1 was published 
in February 1991. In addition to 23 
areas of concern identified in the 
ongoing IRP, 21 points of interest 
were identified in the PNSI, of 
which seven were designated for no 
further action. Follow-up SIs or RIs 
are being conducted on the remain- 
ing 14 locations. Other locations 
under investigation and/or remedia- 
tion include Buildings 120, 119, 
213, and 215; underground storage 
tanks; and hangar-building 227. 

Closure and Plans for Reuse 
On March 31, 1991, Pease AFB 

became the first major military 
installation to be closed in the 
United States under the Base 
Realignment and Closure Act of 
1988 (Public Law 100-520). The 
key to the reuse of Pease is the 
development over a 20-year period 
of an international airport. Com- 
mercial trade, manufacturing and 
aviation-related activities would be 
developed in adjacent areas. This 
concept also includes the conserva- 
tion of about 1,100 acres of land 
for a National Wildlife Refuge, 
preservation of land for public 
recreation (golf course), and the 
retcntion of land by Air Force for 
use by the Air National Guard. Air 
Force disposal of property at Pease 
may also involve the transfer of 
land parcels to other government 
agencies or private entities for 
related commercial and industrial 
development. 

I I 
Pease Air Force Base IRP Sites 
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Jn compliance with NEPA, the 
Air Force has completed an Envi- 
ronmental Impact Study (EIS) for 
the disposal and reuse of the base. 
During the preparation of the EIS, 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
and the Department of the Interior 
were invited to participate as coop- 
erating Agencies. The DO1 shared 
jurisdiction because of the proposed 
inclusion of part of Pease AFB in 
the National Wildlife Refuge Sys- 
tem while the FAA was invited as 
sponsor of the Pease Development 
Authority (PDA) airport authority. 
The PDA intends to reuse the run- 
way and associated facilities as an 
airport. 

The completion of the EIS 
process led to the signing of a 
Record of Decision (ROD) that 
stated the Air Force's intention 
regarding disposition of the base 
property. The ROD was signed 
August 20, 1991, dividing the base 
into 13 parcels. 

Coordinating the Cleanup 
Process with Reuse 

Federal law (Section 120(h) of 
CERCLA) requires that the Federal 
Government remediate contami- 
nated properties before they can be 
transferred by DoD to private enti- 
ties. Therefore, it has been neces- 
sary to lease contaminated proper- 
ties that have no immediate health 
threat in order to achieve property 
reuse goals. In addition, the Air 
Force has developed a comprehen- 
sive strategy that integrates cleanup 
efforts with property transfer goals 
and requires close coordination with 
other Federal, State and local 
authorities. 

This approach involves the 
grouping of sites into geographic 
zones that consider reuse goals, the 
identification of contaminated ver- 
sus uncontaminated areas, the 
organization of contaminated areas 
into operable units, and the use of 
interim remedial actions. 

In addition, Pease AFB has used 
an Environmental Baseline Survey 
(EBS) to identify portions of prop- 
erty that may or may not be con- 
taminated with hazardous wastes. 
Information obtained from site 
inspections and document reviews 
was used to classify properties into 
one of three categories based on 
contamination present and potential 
for exposure. This information was 
evaluated in deciding the future 
disposition of the properties. 

Operable Unitnone Strategy 
In order to expedite the cleanup 

process at Pease AFB, the U.S. Air 
Force has grouped the IRP sites on 
the installation into Operable Units 
or Zones. Sites are grouped and 
identified by the type of media (e.g. 
ground water, soil) and by geo- 
graphic areas. Each OU or Zone 
has its own set of deadlines for 
RIIFS reports, proposed plans, and 
RODs. This approach allows inves- 
tigations for separate OUs to pro- 
ceed independently, at an accel- 
erated pace, instead of delaying 
progress at those sites until agree- 
ment on cleanup procedures has 
been reached at all sites throughout 
the installation. 

Interim Remedial Actions 
In 1984, an aeration system was 

installed to remove TCE from the 
base water supply. The system was 
successful in reducing TCE concen- 
trations below detectable levels, and 
its operation was discontinued. A 
number of other remedial activities 
have been implemented at Pease: 
three pilot ground water treatment 
systems are currently being oper- 
ated at the base, underground stor- 

age tanks have been excavated and 
removed, buried drums discovered 
during the investigation were exca- 
vated and removed, and soils in the 
vicinity of the tanks and the drums 
have been chemically characterized. 
In cases where the soils have been 
found to be contaminated, they have 
been excavated and removed for 
treatment. Through its ongoing IRP 
activities, the Air Force is 
addressing the contamination as it is 
found at various sites across the 
base. 

Interagency Coordination 
To accomplish an accelerated 

effort, the Air Force has acted in 
partnership and cooperation with 
the State of New Hampshire 
Department of Environmental 
Services (NHDES), EPA Region 1, 
and the Pease Development Author- 
ity (PDA, a state chartered redevel- 
opment authority) to develop plans 
for future base reuse and to imple- 
ment cleanup actions at the base. 
Other state, Federal and local agen- 
cies and the public have been cm- 
cia1 in the planning and assessment 
of alternatives for base dispos~l and 
reuse. This close coordination has 
shortened regulatory review, com- 
pressed cleanup schedules, and 
integrated cleanup with reuse activi- 
ties. For example, the integration of 
zones, leading to the development 
of consolidated RODs, has required 
revamping of' schedules established 
in the Federal Facility Agreement. 
Close comm~lnication between the 
installation and regulators has facili- 
tated this process and eliminated a 
potential sturnbling block for the 
rapid cleanup and turnover of the 
property for beneficial economic 
reuse. 

"One of the most successful decisions at Pease was to 
establish a team on-site consisting of the Disposal Site 
Manager, and a representative of the secretariat's and 
Air Force Base Disposal Agency Pentagon staff." 

Robert Cheney 
National Association of 
Installation Developers 
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In January 1985, Tinker Air 
Force Base became one of the first 
Air Force bases and the first site in 
its EPA region to institute a Tech- 
nical Review Committee. More than 
seven years later, that committee is 
still serving as a primary means of 
cooperation with regulators. 

The Technical Review Commit- 
tee (TRC) is composed of represen- 
tatives from the Oklahoma State 
Department of Health (OSOH), 
EPA's Region VI; and Tinker's 
Environmental Management Direc- 
torate. The Environmental Manage- 
ment member chairs the group. The 
purpose of the TRC is to help com- 
munication between Tinker and 
regulatory agencies. By involving 
all parties in the progress of 
Tinker's Environmental cleanup 
efforts, the TRC provides a coor- 
dinated direction to CERCLA NPL 
and IRP activities. A Technical 

Working Group meets a month 
before the TRC to discuss technical 
issues. 

McClellan AFB implemented 
several innovative treatment pro- 
jects in FY 1992. A soil vapor 
extraction system was installed to 
clean up contaminated soils on the 
northwest edge of the base, and 
several innovative treatability 
studies were initiated, including 
steam injection vacuum extraction 
and soil solidification. 

In addition, an agreement is 
being negotiated with eight private 
companies for a joint industry- 
government program to test and 
evaluate innovative remediation 
technologies at selected sites on the 
base. 

"Both the Technical Review Committee and the 
Technical Working Group have been excellent forums to 
facilitate communication between Tinker and the 
Oklahoma State Department of Health." 

Damon Wingfield 
Oklahoma State 
Department of Health 
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The objective of the proposed 
industry-government joint testing 
program is to produce and exchange 
the much-needed cost and per- 
formance data for a variety of inno- 
vative technologies tested under 
"real-world" conditions. The avail- 
ability of this type of information 
will encourage the development and 
use of environmentally sound, less 
costly solutions to hazardous waste 
problems. McClellan AFB was 
selected to participate in this pro- 
gram because of the wide variety of 
contaminated sites on base and 
because of substantial environ- 
mental management support 
structure. 

On September 24, 1992, EPA 
notified Minneapolis-St. Paul Air 
Force Reserve Base that the status 
of the one NPL site on the installa- 
tion (The Small Arms Range Land- 
fill) is "response complete." This 
means that EPA will be counting 
MSP ARB as "cleaned up" even 
though the Record of Decision 
(ROD) requires two more years of 
ground water monitoring. If there is 
no evidence of increased levels of 
contamination after two years, it is 
expected that EPA will delete the 
site from the NPL. 



Defense Logistics 
Agency IRP Progress 

he Defense Logistics Agency @LA) IRP continued to show steady progress in all 
areas in FY 1992. The number of sites in DLA's program increased slightly in FY 
1992, to 460 sites, while the number of installations remained constant at 34. IRP 

activities have been completed and no further remedial action is planned at 190 sites. 

The increased funding received 
in FY 1992 by DLA was invested 
primarily in RUFS and IRA work. 
As a result, the number of sites at 
which RWS work has been com- 
pleted or is underway increased 
from 210 to 297 last year. This 
represents 88 percent of the total 
number of sites targeted for an 
RI/FS. All four DLA NPL sites had 
an IRA complete or underway by 
the end of FY 1992. Further, PA 
work had been completed at all but 
two of DLA's 460 sites. RA com- 
pletions at DLA sites increased 
from 16 to 24 in FY 1992, an 
increase of 50%. 

PA/SI work has been completed 
and RI/FS activities are underway 
at all four of the DLA installations 
final-listed on the NPL. In addition, 
IRAs have occurred at all of DLA's 
NPL, facilities. 

Director, Defense Logistics Agency 
(D LA- D) 

During 1992, Defense Distribu- 
tion Region Central Tennessee was 
proposed for listing on the NPL. 
This brings to five the number of 
DLA sites on, or proposed for 
listing on, the NPL. No IAGs were 
signed in 1992. 

1 
Defense Logistics Agency IRP Organization 

The following are two showcase 
stories explaining major DLA IRP 
cleanup efforts at two installations 
listed on the NPL. In addition, a 
short success story on DFSC, 
Cameron Station P A )  has been 
included. (Appendix B provides 
additional details for other DLA 
installations on the NPL.) 



Defense Distribution Region 
West (DDRW) Tracy has elimi- 
nated immediate threats to nearby 
residents thmugh a series of interim 
remedial actions. These include the 
provision of alternate water supplies 
to affected residents and rapid 
installation of a pump-and-treat 
system to stop further migration of 
contaminated ground water. The 
State of California has praised 
Tracy for voluntarily expediting its 
ground water protection program. 

Background 
Defense Distribution Region 

West Tracy, CA, is located 1% 

miles southeast of the city of Tracy, 
California, and 60 miles east of San 
Francisco. DDRW Tracy is one of 
seven principal distribution depots 
in the Defense Logistics Agency 
(DLA). The depot functions as a 
storage and distribution facility for 
food, medicines, construction, 
clothing, electrical, industrial, and 
general supplies common to all U.S. 
military services located within the 
western U.S. and throughout the 
Pacific overseas area. In addition to 
handling supplies, DDRW provides 
support functions including preser- 
vation and repackaging, equipment 
modification, inspection and repair 
of materials returned from the field, 
and operates the West Coast Army 
Watercraft Maintenance and Storage 
facility at Rough and Ready Island 
in Stockton. The 448-acre site has 
been used as a depot since 1942 
(See the installation map below). 

Ground Water Contamination 
Trichloroethylene (TCE) and 

perchloroethylene (PCE) were used 
as cleaning solvents in the depot's 
industrial areas until 1976. Prior to 
the early 1970% many wastes such 
as solvents, pesticides, fuels, and 
lubricants were disposed of onsite 
by such practices as burning, dis- 
charge, soil percolation, and burial. 
Identified waste disposal sites 
include bum pits, medical supplies 
burial, embalming fluid dumps, 
construction materials burial, pesti- 
cide waste disposal trenches, lube/ 
oil dumps, battery acid sumps, 
maintenance areas, fuel storage 
tanks, and other locations of haz- 
ardous waste disposal. 

DDRW Tracy was placed on the 
National Priority List (NPL) on 
August 30, 1990, primarily due to 
the contamination of the ground 
water and its migration off-site. As 
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a result of placement on the NPL, 
Tracy entered into a three-party 
Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) 
on June 27, 1991. The agreement 
was between DDRW Tracy, the 
California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB), the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
and the California Department of 
Health Services. 

Previous Studies 
DDRW Tracy's Preliminaq 

Assessment/Site Inspection (PA/SI) 
was completed in 1980. The PA 
identified 32 sites of contamination 
on-depot with strong migration 
potential. Eighteen of the 32 sites 
were closed out as a result of the 
SI. 

DDRW Tracy began sampling a 
series of 14 ground water moni- 
toring wells to determine the quality 
of the water beneath the depot. This 
Depot Hydrogeological Study was 
cornpleted in 1985. The results of 
the sampling indicated that in three 
of the monitoring wells, TCE and 
PCE levels in the uppermost aquifer 
exceeded the state action level of 
five parts per billion (ppb). In an 
attempt to identify the possible 
sources of the contamination and to 
determine if the contamination had 
migrated beyond the depot's prop- 
erty, 12 additional test wells were 
ins~alled including 10 along the 
northern boundary. It was deter- 
mined that contaminated ground 
wafer migrated approximately 2700 
feet off site in a northeasterly direc- 
tion. Two private, off-depot drink- 
ing water wells have been con- 
taminated with VOCs. Figure 1 is a 
plan view of DDRW Tracy with the 
TCE and PCE contamination 
plumes illustrated. 

Residents living in the immediate 
vicinity of the site are aware of 
issues that may affect them. Some 
farmers located closer to DDRW 
Tracy have expressed concern 
regarding PCE and TCE contamina- 
tion of their water and crops. In an 
effort to address these concerns, 
DDRW Tracy has taken water and 
crop samples and had them ana- 

lyzed for PCE and TCE. The results 
indicated that some irrigation water 
is contaminated with PCE and TCE, 
but that there was no crop uptake of 
these contaminants. 

Interim Remedial Actions 
Numerous remedial projects are 

currently underway at DDRW 
Tracy. A Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) began in 
September 1986 for the 14 sites not 
closed out during the PNSI. All 
sites were grouped into one oper- 
able unit with the ground water 
issue being the main focus. This 
has resulted in the application of a 
variety of Interim Remedial Actions 
(IRAs). Below are descriptions of 
the actions already taken by DDRW 
Tracy. 

Due to the known migration of 
the contamination off-site, immed- 
iate action was taken to reduce the 
risk to human exposure. Private 
drinking water wells within a 
1-mile radius were sampled and 
analyzed. As a result of these tests, 
DDRW Tracy is providing bottled 
water to two private residences 
whose wells are close to or within 
the contamination plumes, where 
concentrations of TCE and PCE 
exceeded 5 ppb. 

To prevent further migration of 
the contaminant plumes and to 
intercept the most contaminated 
portion of the ground water, an IRA 
contract was awarded in September 
1989. This effort included the con- 
struction of a ground water with- 
drawal, treatment, and reinjection 
system. The system consists of a 
series of six ground water extrac- 
tion wells, a water transmission 
pipeline, an air stripper to remove 
contaminants from the ground 
water, a carbon adsorption system 
to remove volatilized contaminants 
from the air stream, three reinjec- 
tion wells, and ten monitoring 
wells. The system is capable of 
treating 500 gallons per minute of 
watcr with a maximum influent 
contaminant levei of 500 ppb of 
TCE and PCE to an effluent level 
of 1 ppb 'TCE and PCE. The acti- 
vated carbon adsorption system 
captures all the volatilized TCE and 
PCE with a net result of zero con- 
taminants released through the air 
stream. Construction of the IRA 
was completed in April 1991 with 
installation costs reaching approxi- 
mately $1.7 million and system 
operation began on October 4, 
1991. The system has the capacity 
to be expanded to include an addi- 
tional ten extraction wells and three 
reinjection wells. DDRW Tracy has 



received praise from the California 
RWQCB and the California Depart- 
ment of Toxic Substances Control 
for voluntarily expediting the 
ground water protection program 
and bringing the system on line 
ahead of regulatory requirements. 

Collection and analysis of 
ground water samples from all 
monitoring wells are completed on 
a quarterly basis. In addition, the 
water level at selected wells are 
measured on a monthly basis. This 
data is assisting in the deter- 
mination of the effectiveness of the 
IRA. The full-size treatment system 
is anticipated to be installed within 
the next 2 to 3 years. The extent of 
the full-size system will be based 
on the performance of the IRA. The 
duration for complete restoration 
is estimated to take 20 to 30 years 
at a cost of $1 to $1.5 million 
annually. 

In addition to the contaminated 
upper aquifer, lead-contaminated 
and petroleum-contaminated soil 
was found at the depot during the 
remedial investigation. A total of 
450 cubic yards of suspected lead- 
contaminated soil was removed 
from the Subsistence Warehouse 
Construction Project area. Removal 
and remediation of the petroleum- 
contaminated soil was required. A 
total of 670 cubic yards of petro- 
leum-contaminated soil was 
removed and remediated from the 
Building 201 underground storage 
tank area. The soils were processed 
through a rotary kiln where they 
underwent low temperature desorp- 
tion. The soils were successfully 
treated to nondetect levels of total 
petroleum hydrocarbons. 

Two other projects conducted at 
DDRW Tracy include an abandoned 
well project and point source inves- 
tigation. The abandoned well 
project consists of the proper 
closure of two previously aban- 
doned deep drinking water wells 
located on the depot in the area of 
highest contamination. These were 
of concern due to their capacity to 
potentially provide a conduit for the 

contaminated water to be drawn 
down into the lower aquifer. The 
point source investigation focused 
on clean closure of the depot's 
lined waste ponds. 

Future Work 
The initial RI/FS is being com- 

pleted that addresses only the 
ground water issues. This RI/FS is 
scheduled to be completed by the 
end of fiscal year (FY) 1992. A 
Record of Decision (ROD) which 
also addresses only the ground 
water issues is scheduled for com- 
pletion in FY 1993. 

An installation-wide RIPS will 
then be prepared. This site-wide 
RIPS is scheduled for completion 
by the end of FY 1994. An 
installation-wide ROD will then be 
prepared for completion in FY 
1996. Completion of the site-wide 
ROD will hopefully lead LO an 
approach to clean up the entire 
facility. A cleanup timeline 
demonstrating past cleanup and 
future plans for remediation of the 
facility is shown on the next page. 

Community Relations 
A Community Relations Plan 

(CRP) was originally prepared in 
November 1986. A requirement of 
the FFA established in 1991 was 
for DDRW Tracy to amend the 
1986 CRP to reflect the work at 
Tracy completed through June 
199 1. The purpose of the CRP is to 
involve the community and other 
interested parties in the IRP process 
at DDRW Tracy. This is accom- 
plished by the establishment of 
procedures for the accurate and 
timely release of information to 
interested citizens and public offi- 
cials, and encourage two-way com- 
munication between DDRW Tracy 
and the community. DDRW Tracy 
encourages public involvement and 
monitors community concerns and 
information needs during all IRP 
activities. Numerous community 
relations activities/articles have 
been conducted/published by the 
DDRW Public Affairs Office/ 

Environmental Protection Office 
since 1984. Activities include public 
meetings, press releases and tours 
of the site. 

Local print media coverage of 
DDRW Tracy is handled by the 
Tracy Press and the Western 
Region Roundup (a DDRW publica- 
tion). In addition to these two 
papers, the Public Affairs Office of 
DDRW also keeps the Stockton 
Record, Manteca .Bulletin, and 
Modesto Bee informed of events as 
they are scheduled or occur at 
DDRW Tracy. For actions at 
DDRW Tracy which require the 
publication of public notice 
announcements, the DDRW Envi- 
ronmental Protection Office uses 
the Tracy Press and the Stockton 
Record. These two papers have the 
highest circulation in the potentially 
affected area. All of these news- 
papers have carried articles about 
the ground water monitoring pro- 
gram. Many of these articles con- 
tained excerpts from statements by 
local residents and representatives 
from the RWQCB, the California 
Department of Health Services, and 
the San Joaquin County Health 
District. 

The public's concerns for 
DDRW Tracy were determined by 
public interview. The interviews 
were conducted in May 1991 and 
consisted of mail solicitation, and 
telephone and personal interviews. 
Based on these interviews, the level 
of community concern at DDRW 
Tracy was assessed as medium. 
Evelyn Costa, County Board of 
Supervisors member, was inter- 
viewed during the community inter- 
views. Ms. Costa stated that she did 
not have any current concerns 
regarding the site and felt it was 
being handled properly. In addition, 
she also indicated that she was 
pleased with DDRW Tracy's public 
image and interest in the 
community. 
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The Defense Fuel Supply Center 
(DFSC), Cameron Station (VA) has 
stre2mlined the environmental 
cleanup contracting process. They 
have designed a "generic" SOW 
which can be put into place for 
emergency situations where soil 
and/or surface or ground water have 
been impacted by fuel from a spill 
or leak. The first step will be to 
task the facility contractor to obtain 
bids on interim investigation and 
cleanup measures. This can be 
awarded to the selected A/E firm in 
less than one month. Follow-on 
work to satisfy regulatory require- 
ments can begin within three 
months from the start date. 

This procedure was developed in 
response to an emergency situation 
in 1987, when a leak was dis- 
covered in a 250-mile pipeline 
connecting DFSP Searsport, Maine 
with Loring Air Force Base. The 
generic statement has been 
improved upon and has been used 
for six additional sites where soil 
and ground or surface water was 
threatened by fuel. 

DFSC will use this procedure at 
DFSPs on a permanent basis. Two 
major benefits occur when this in- 
house procedure is used. First, it 
demonstrates to regulatory agencies 
that DFSC is pursuing cleanup of 
soil and ground water in a timely 
fashion. Secondly, it is less curnber- 
some and less costly than using 
conventional contracting methods. 



DoD has been criticized for not 
moving quickly enough to clean up 
contaminated sites. The De~artment 
has been encouraging timely site 
decisions to close out or remediate 
sites. Defense Distribution Depot 
Ogden, Utah is the first Federal 
Facility in EPA Region VIII to 
complete the study phase (RIPS) at 
all sites and to move into final, 
long-term cleanup. The progress is 
a result of several factors, most 
notably a strong working relation- 
ship among key DLA, EPA and 
State personnel. The installation has 
also moved rapidly to eliminate a 
potential threat to human health at 
the installation by taking early 
actions to remove buried chemical 
warfare agents at the site. A public 

Background 
The facility, now known as 

DDOU, was established eight days 
after the beginning of World War 
11. It provided a critical staging 
point for supplies used by allied 
forces in the Pacific theater 
throughout the war, as well as 
during the Korean, Vietnam, and 
Persian Gulf conflicts. As was 
common practice throughout the 
U.S. prior to the adoption of land 
disposal restrictions, unusable mate- 
rials and wastes were buried on 
site. DDOU's current mission 
includes receipt, storage, mainten- 
ance, inventory and issue of non- 

agencies, and federal civilian agen- 
cies. DDOU serves primarily the 
Western United States and the 
Pacific area. 

Contaminants 
Among the wastes buried at 

DDOU were training kits used to 
train U.S. forces on the effects of 
mustard gas (see site map below). 
The kits contained dilute amounts 
of mustard gas that the soldiers 
would rub on their arms, enabling 
them to recognize the poison if they 
were ever exposed during combat. 
In addition, over 1 million pounds 
of mustard gas were stored at 
DDOU during World War 11, but 
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were removed shortly after to Dug- 
way Proving Ground, also in Utah. 
It was primarily because of concern 
over the amount of mustard gas 
potentially present and its mobility 
in the environment that DDOU was 
listed on the NPL in 1987. 

Moving rapidly to address the 
most significant and immediate 
threat to human health at DDOU, 
Dl-A conducted an interim remedial 
action to remove all chemical war- 
fare agents including the mustard 
kits from their burial places by the 
end of 1988. An exhaustive search 
has shown that no other chemical 
warfare agents remain on site. In 
addition, the extensive charac- 
terization and study work that has 
been conducted at DDOU since 
1979 has enabled the facility to 
proceed rapidly to the final cleanup 
stase. Furthermore, in a public 
health assessment dated September 
30, 1992, the Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry 
(ATSDR) has placed DDOU in the 
category of "no apparent health 
hazard." 

Studies Completed 
The U.S. Army and Hazardous 

Materials Agency (USATHAMA) 
records search and subsequent 
investigations identified 44 sites on 
the installation where hazardous 
materials may have been stored, 
treated, or disposed of. Investiga- 
tions have confirmed that no further 
risk to public health exists at 34 of 
these sites, and they have been 
closed-out. Ten sites will be reme- 
diated. These ten sites are grouped 
into four operable units. They are: 

Operable Unit 1: Contains riot 
control agent and white smoke 
containers, and other debris. 
Operable Unit 2: Contamination 
includes rinsate from pesticide 
containers; pesticides have been 
detected in ground water. 
Operable Unit 3: Contained 
chemical agent identification and 
detection kits, unfused red 
smoke and tear gas grenades; all 
chemical .warfare agents were 
removed during an interim reme- 
dial action in 1988. 

Operable Unit 4: Consists of 
open burning pit trenches, an oil 
holdinghurning pit, fluorescent 
tube burial area, sanitary landfill, 
and possible methyl bromide 
cylinderfwater purification tablet 
burial area. (No methyl bromide 
cylinders were discovered during 
the remedial investigation.) 

DDOU is the First Federal 
Facility in EPA Region Vlll to 
Complete All Study Work 

DDOU's restoration program is 
leading the way among Defense 
Department NPL sites. With the 
signing in late FY 1992 of the 
fourth and final ROD required at 
DDOU, it has become the first 
federal facility in EPA Region VIII 
to complete all required study work 
and begin long-term cleanup. Even 
prior to the signing of the last 
ROD, work was well underway to 
cleanup contamination problems. 

The progress registered at 
DDOU is the result of several fac- 
tors, most notably a strong working 
relationship among key DLA, EPA 
and State personnel. This good 
working relationship is evidenced 
by a long history of close coordina- 
tion with regulatory agencies and 
the public. For example, DDOU 

signed the first Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) in Utah for 
cleanup with the State and EPA in 
1986. DDOU also established a 
Technical Review Committee to 
provide for public input and review 
of the study and cleanup of con- 
taminated sites at the installation. 
Early signing of a Federal Facility 
Agreement in 1987 resulted in the 
early identification of, and resolu- 
tion of areas of potential disagree- 
ment. The significant milestones of 
progress at DDOU are shown on 
the cleanup timeline at the end of 
this story. 

Future Cleanup Work Will 
Focus on Ground Water and 
Contaminated Soil 

In addition to the chemical war- 
fare agents mentioned earlier, on- 
site soil and ground water con- 
tamination at DDOU has resulted 
from f i e  training activities, rinsing 
of pesticide containers, and burial 
of tear gas grenades, water purifica- 
tion tablets, and other miscellaneous 
materials. The principal on-site 
chemicals of concern are trichloro- 
ethylene (TCE), and vinyl chloride, 
but pesticides, dioxins, furans, and 
PCBs have also been found. 

Cleanup at Operable Unit 2 
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taminants exceed acceptable levels 
on-site. 

However, this contamination 
currently poses little risk to off-site 
residents, since it occurs in isolated 
areas on-site at relatively low con- 
centrations and it is not currently 
migrating off the installation. 
Furthermore, the shallow ground 
water aquifer on the base is not 
used for drinking water. In order to 
prevent any possible future contact 
with hazardous substances at 
DDOU, however, all ground water 
contamination will be reduced to 
acceptable levels (Federal Maxi- 
mum Contaminant Levels). Anal- 
ysis of data from off-depot ground 
water wells indicate levels of 
contaminants below national drink- 
ing water standards. All private 
wells are safe for human use. (see 
table). 

Field work has already begun at 
the area polluted by rinse water 
used to clean pesticide and herbi- 
cide containers (Operable Unit 2). 
DDOU has installed wells which 
will extract the contaminated 
ground water. The ground water 
will then be pumped through an air 
stripper to remove pollutants, and, 
if necessary, the water will also be 
sent through a carbon absorption 

Analyte 

I I Well Location and Approximate Depth (11) 
Water 

Quality 
standard 

unit. Water purified to below 
drinking water standards (Maximum 
Contaminant Levels) will be 
pumped back into the ground; 
where no standards exist water will 
be treated until the contaminants 
pose less than one in a million 
excess cancer risk. A one in a mil- 
lion excess cancer risk means that 

--- - - 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ugll) 

no individual will have more than a 
one in a million chance of devel- 
oping cancer in their lifetime as a 
result of living or working at or 
near DDOU. 

Contaminated soils will be 
removed off-site and treated. 
Cleanup levels for the pesticides 
bromacil and chlordane will be 1 
mglkg or the lowest concentration 
that can be consistently detected. 
The remedies selected for the other 
OUs are basically the same as for 
OU 1: ground water extraction 

Devries 
(I 4 ft) 

combined with air stripping and if 
necessary, carbon adsorption and 
removal and off-site treatment of 
contaminated soils. Final cleanup is 
expected to begin at Operable Units 
1, 3, and 4 during FY 1993. 

ll luml 
(21 R) 

Hodson 
(I 5 ft) 

Metals (ma/L) 

Manganese 0.23 
Lead 0.05 0.003 

<0.5 cis-) ,2-Dichloroethene 

DDOU Ground Water 
Monitoring Plan to Serve 
as an EPA Model 

The EPA is interested in using a 

d . 7  <0.5 70 

v 

ground water monitoring plan 
dcvcloped by DDOU as a guide for 
othcr facilitics throughout the 
nation. The plan, which is one of 
thc first developed in thc U.S., lays 
out a network of carefully-placed 
wclls that arc used for sampling to 
dctermine if contaminants are being 
effectively removed from ground 
water. Currently thcre arc about 100 
such wclls on the installation. 

Illurn2 
(65 11) 

<0.5 <0.5 

The Depot Environmental Coordinator examines one of the first wells installed at DDOU 
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CLEANUP TIMELINE 

1979 1984 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 

Proposed placed FFA ROD signed ROD Signed F i n a l ' ~ 0 ~  
for NPL on NPL Signed for OU1 (ou4) Signed (OU3) 
Listing 

I a a .  a a a a 

Current and Past Activity 
0 Future Milestones 

Initial 
Preliminary 

Assessment 
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"DDOU is to be commended for its efforts to remediate its 
sites on schedule. No other federal facility in Region Eight 
has reached this milestone." 
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Research, Development, 
and Demonstration1 
Other Hazardous Waste 
Program Progress 

OD is working to identify and develop cost-effective cleanup technologies, efficient and 
cost-effective waste site investigation technologies, and efficient methods to manage 
wastes and prevent pollution at the point of generation. Such efforts include research, 

development, and demonstration of pollution prevention and innovative cleanup technologies. Our 
progress this year in these areas is explained in this section. Efforts in this area are very 
important to DoD's overall cleanup program as they will allow for more cost-effective cleanup. 
Pollution prevention and hazardous waste minimization efforts will avoid the creation of future 
waste sites and pollution problems. In FY 1992, DoD invested approximately $28 million in 
research, development, and demonstration of cleanup and pollution prevention technologies. 

An effort was initiated by the 
Air Force at Eielson AFB, in con- 
junction with the EPA Risk Reduc- 
tion Laboratory (EPA RREL) to 
develop an in-situ, inexpensive 
treatment technology for effectively 
treating hydrocarbon contaminated 
fuel in a sub-Arctic environment. 
Various soil warming methods are 
being tested to determine if warmed 
soil enhances the performance of 
bioventing. 

year-round at the numerous Air 
Force fuel contamination sites in 
the northern U.S. Additionally, 
data illustrating the effectiveness of 
bioventing for remediating hydro- 
carbon contaminated soil and the 
effect of soil warming techniques 
on in-situ biodegradation rates will 
be collected as part of the study. 

This three-year field effort will 
end in the summer of 1994. At that 
time Eielson AFB will decide if the 
bioventing system should be 
expanded to influence the entire 
contaminated site and possibly 
implement bioventing at other base 
sites. 

The Air Force Civil Engineering 
Support Agency (AFCESA) has 
demonstrated the use of Ion Vapor 
Deposited (IVD) aluminum as a 
replacement for cadmium electro- 
plating. During a three-phase, four 
year project, AFCESA evaluated, 
improved, and demonstrated the 
applicability of IVD aluminum as a 
substitute for electroplated cad- 
mium, a toxic metal. 

The anticipated benefit will be a 
low-tech, inexpensive soil clean-up 
technology that could be operated 



AFCESA installed a state-of-the- 
art IVD coater at Warner-Robins 
Air Logistics Center (WR-ALC), 
Robins AFI3, GA. From June 1991- 
July 1992, coating procedures were 
developed for 122 parts which used 
to be cadmium plated. As a result, 
the cadmium plating line at WR- 
ALC has been completely elimi- 
natcd and all other ALCs are 
switching from cadmium-plated 
parts to IVD aluminum. 

IJse of the IVD aluminum pro- 
cess not only eliminated the need 
for using cadmium, but also for 
cyanides and other hazardous mate- 
rials used in the plating baths. In 
addition, processing of parts with 
IVD aluminum is quicker and less 
labor intensive than cadmium elec- 
troplating. The savings which result 
from decreased labor requirements, 
reduced occupational hazards, and 
eliminated ventilation requirements 
and hazardous materials disposal 
are estimated to be between 
$160,000 and $400,000 per ALC. 

The Air Force is using supercrit- 
ical water oxidation to determine 
the chemistry, chemical kinetics, 
and safety of oxidizing explosive 
propellant ingredients in supercrit- 
ical water. Supercritical water oxi- 
dation is a promising technology 
that rapidly and completely oxidizes 
hazardous wastes above the critical 
point of water where gas-like 
mixing and densities are observed. 
A 30-gallon per day bench scale 
reactor has been built, automated 
and tested. The results of the testing 
are being used by a Joint Service 
Program to develop a prototype 
system capable of disposing of 800 
to 4,000 pound rocket motors. The 
system uses liquid nitrogen to 
remove the propellant from the 
motor casing for subsequent dis- 
posal by a supercritical water oxida- 
tion reactor with a 250 pound per 
day yield. The 30 month effort is 

expected to demonstrate the 
environmentally safe disposal of 
three government furnished Minute- 
man I1 3rd stage Class 1 . I  motors. 

A new ground water treatment 
process was demonstrated in a joint 
Air Force-Department of Energy 
(DOE) effort at Tyndall AFB, FL 
this summer at a fuel contamination 
site. The photocatalytic process uses 
sunlight to activate a catalyst flow- 
ing through the contaminated 
ground water. First, the ground 
water is pumped to the surface. A 
powerful oxidant is then released 
from the activated catalyst and the 
organics in the water are destroyed. 
The National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory (NREEL, A DOE labor- 
atory) has been working on the 
process in parabolic trough reactors. 
Preliminary results indicate favor- 
able performance of the new treat- 
ment system, particularly if coupled 
with conventional pretreatment 
procedures. Final analysis, including 
comparisons to other commercial 
and innovative technologies, will be 
completed this winter. This tech- 
nology is aimed at the 1,100 Air 
Force and numerous DOE sites 
contaminated with organics in the 
ground water. Continued develop- 
ment of more active photocatalysts 
is ongoing to bring the costs of this 
solar activated system even lower. 
Estimated availability date for .the 
complete advanced solar reactor 
system is July 1994. 

This joint effort aimed at meet- 
ing Department of Defense and 
Department of Energy needs for 
quicker, more cost-effective 
methods of gathering data for site 
cleanup, resulted in the develop- 
ment of a penetrometer based sys- 
tem which maps areas of subsurface 
contamination. Current hazardous 
waste site assessment practice relies 
on a system of exploratory well 
drilling and sampling and laboratory 
analyses of soil and ground water 
samples to obtain information. The 
cone penetrometer provides a more 
effective means of placing fewer 
monitoring wells to achieve the 
same results obtained utilizing 
exploratory drilling. Penetrometer- 
based investigations have the poten- 
tial of being faster, more cost effec- 
tive, and safer than those involving 
drilling at waste sites. The develop- 
ment of sensors which are capable 
of detecting in-situ explosive and 
chlorinated contamination is cur- 
rently underway and expected to be 
integrated with SCAPS units in FY 
1993. Among some of the sites 
where the penetrometer has been 
successfully demonstrated are 
Savannah River DOE Site, Tyndall 
Air Force Base, Jacksonville Naval 
Air Station, and Ft. Dix, New 
Jersey. 



Cornposting is a biotreatrnent 
technology which has the potential 
to effectively degrade the high 
explosives TNT, RDX, HMX at a 
low cost. Cornposting studies at 
Louisiana Army Ammunition Plant 
have revealed that composting is 
economically feasible and that the 
by-products of cornposting exhibit 
little to no toxicity. The cornposted 
soil can also be used to assist the 
restoration of the contaminated site. 
Current composting R&D efforts 
include a study and a demonstration 
recently completed at Umatilla 
Army Depot Activity (UMDA). 
Test results provided the impetus 
for the use of composting over 
other technologies to remediate 
explosive-contaminated UMDA 
washout lagoons which are cur- 
rently on the National Priorities List 
(NPL). Cost analyses have indicated 
that the full-scale application of 
composting will be possible at a 
cost of approximately $200 per 
cubic yard of contaminated soil 
(approximately a 50 percent savings 
as compared to incineration). 

The Army currently owns a large 
inventory of excess facilities and 
equipment that cannot be disposed 
of due to contamination from chem- 
ical agents and energetic materials. 
The only currently acceptable 
method of decontaminating this 
material has been through the 
expensive process of disassembly 
and incineration. This process is not 
only expensive, but it also destroys 
the intrinsic value of the decon- 
taminated material. The Hot Gas 
Decontamination System provides a 
nondestructive alternative by using 
hot gas to vaporize and thermally 

Hot-gas Decontamination of Explosives-Contaminated Equipment 

destroy explosives contaminants. 
The hot gas concepl. has been 
proven in pilot-scale tests at Corn- 
husker Army Ammunition Plant and 
Hawthorne Army Ammunition Plant 
for explosives contamination. The 
Hot Gas system is currently being 
installed at the Western Area Demil 
Facility (Hawthorne Army Ammu- 
nition Plant) to decontaminate metal 
sea mine casings. The Hot Gas 
Decontamination System provides 
the Army with a mechanism to 
more economically decontaminate 
and dispose of excess property 
formerly used in the processing of 
explosives and chemical weapons. 

As with other materials, STB has 
a finite shelf life. The Army and 
DLA must dispose of approximately 
750,000 pounds of expired STB 
each year. Since STB is a strong 
oxidizer, it must be disposed of as 
a hazardous waste. 

Pine Bluff Arsenal (AR) has 
developed a process to rejuvenate 
expired STB. This process rechlori- 
nates the bleach and removes mois- 
ture, bringing the STB back to its 
original specifications. The savings 
in disposal costs and new STB 
purchases amount to more than $2 
million per year. 

In 1992, Pine Bluff completed its 

the ~ e ~ a & n e n t  of Defense. 
Military units would use Super 

Tropical Bleach (STB) for decon- 
taminating equipment in case of a 
chemical agent attack. For this 
reason, Army units stock STB as 
part of their "basic load" of sup- 
plies for deployment. Army logis- 
ticians and the Defense Logistics 
Agency (DLA) maintain stores of 
STB to augment unit-level supplies 
in case of a conflict. 



The Air Force has su~wr ted  for 
the past three years thk' develop- 
ment of a novel transportable laser 
system. Lasers are extremely 
desirable light sources because the 
light can be launched into the 
optical fiber with high efficiency. 
Unfortunately, most laser systems 
only offer one or a few fixed wave- 
lengths. This system is unique for 
its combination of broad wave- 
length tunability in a field trans- 
portable package. 

In August of 1991, the system 
was transported in a van from 
Fargo, ND, to Oklahoma City, OK 
for 3 small-scale field test. No sig- 
nificant problems were encountered 
over 50 hours of running time. 

This research could lead to 
develo~ment of mnnitnrin~ devicec 

An on-site pilot test of a chem- 
ical dechlorination process con- 
ducted at the Navy Public Works 
Center, Naval Station, Guam, M.I., 
has demonstrated PCB destruction 
from several thousand parts per 
million (ppm) to levels below 2 
ppm. A refined full-scale system is 
planned for operation and site 
cleanup. 

The PCB on-site treatment tech- 
nology used for the pilot test was 
developed by the U.S. EPA Risk 
Reduction Engineering Laboratory 
and the Naval Civil Engineering 
Laboratory (NCEL). The refined 
full-scale system to be used for the 
cleanup is called Base Catalyzed 
Decomposition Process (BCDP). 
The use of this technology offers a 

consumed approximately 360 gal- 
lons of organic solvent and took 
around 15 minutes per gun. During 
the first five months of new washer 
operation, approximately 15 to 20 
paint spray guns were cleaned per 
week. During this time, studies 
show the gun washer consumed a 
total of seven gallons of thinner and . 

required less k a n  five minutes to 
clean each gun. One of the major 
advantages is the filtration and 
reuse of thinner in the gun washer. 

By applying the average haz- 
ardous waste disposal unit cost for 
Hawaii of $38 per gallon and the 
average solvent procurement cost of 
$4 per gallon, the gun washer has 
reduced disposal costs from 
$15,120 to just $300 during the 
five-month evaluation period. Also, 
by applying the typical labor rate 
figure of $45 per hour, the gun 
washer has reduced labor costs 
from $4,050 to $1,350 during the 
same period. Based on a $600 
investment cost, the gun washer 
paid for itself in under one month. 

in-situ real-time collection of data. 
With the support of Tinker GB, 
the laster spectrometer is being 
teamed with cone penetrometer 
technology forming a sophisticated 
site characterization tool. Tinker 
will be conducting a long-term field 
demonstration of the laser spectro- 
scopy system for ground water 
monitoring. System development 
and demonstrations will occur over 
FY 1993-1994. It is anticipated that, 
by the end of FY 1995, such sys- 
tems will obtain EPA acceptance 
for satisfying monitoring require- 
ments at hazardous waste sites. The 
probability of meeting Air Force 
objectives of developing long-term, 
in-sitn ground water monitoring 
techniques that will provide cost 
savings over traditional monitoring 
methods is excellent. 

In October 1991, the Pearl Har- 
bor Naval Shipyard (NAVSHIPYD 
PEARL) spent approximately $600 
to procure a paint spray gun washer 
for evaluation at one of the ship- 
yards's paint shops. The washer has 
worked so well, the paint shop 
requested four more washer units. 

Before the paint shop received 
the washer, paint spray guns were 
cleaned manually. Using this pro- 
cess to clean 15-20 spray guns 

The Army demonstrated two 
prototype unexploded ordnance 
(UXO) detection systems by con- 
ducting a UXO survey at the site 
for the construction of the U.S. 
Navy's Underwater Explosions 
(UNDEX) Test Facility at Aberdeen 
Proving Ground, Maryland. The 
two prototype systems, the Surface- 
Towed Ordnance Locator System 
(STOLS) and the Ground Penetra- 
ting Radar Ordnance Search System 
(RADAR), are designed to detect, 
identify by size and depth, and map 
potential subsurface UXO. The 
STOLS sensor technology is mag- 
netometry-based; whereas, the 
RADAR sensor technology is 
ground penetrating radar. The 
advanced development and demon- 
stration of STOLS and RADAR are 
being managed by the Army as part 



of its technology transfer program 
to develop and demonstrate UXO 
detection and remediation 
technologies. 

The UNDEX Test Facility site 
was a 60-acre ordnance test area 
with known UXO contamination. 
The site had been used as an 
artillery projectile impact area, a 
bombing range, a mine test area, 
and a munition disposal area for 
over 50 years. The UNDEX Test 
Facility site was successfully sw- 
veyed and a report issued which 
detailed over 4,000 subsurface 
anomalies. Of these 4,000 anoma- 
lies, many were live, fuzed, high 
explosive filled bombs and projec- 
tiles. Accurate location, size, and 
depth determinations of the UXO 
by STOLS and RADAR allowed 
explosive ordnanqe disposal tech- 
nicians to safely uncover and dis- 
pose of the UXO. 

This was the first operational 
demonstration and evaluation of 
both systems and the results indi- 
cate that STOLS and RADAR 
outperform current ordnance detec- 
tion technologies in categories of 
speed, accuracy, reliability, depth of 
detection, estimation of size, and 
mapping of UXO locations. Addi- 
tional development and demonstra- 
tions are planned for both systems. 

The Army, as the sole manager 
of munitions, is faced with a 
serious problem of disposing of an 
ever-growing inventory of waste 
energetic material. The current 
disposal methods of incineration 
and open burningfopen detonation 
are becoming increasingly expen- 
sive while also becoming more 
restricted by regulatory require- 
ments. One possible alternative 
technique is the reuse of these 
energetic materials as a supplemen- 
tal fuel for industrial boilers. Initial 
studies have shown that it is feas- 
ible to utilize the energy content 
from explosives in the form of fuel 
supplements. These results were 
obtained in tests, conducted at the 
Hawthorne Army Ammunition 
Plant, which demonstrated explo- 
sives/fuel oil mixtures could be 
safely fired in industrial boilers. 
These tests utilized a state-of-the-art 
pilot scale system for explosives 
solvation and fuel oil blending. The 
pilot system was successful in 
burning the explosives supple- 
mented fuel in a standard boiler 
configuration. Future research and 
testing calls for the development of 
propellant supplemented fuels and 
the determination of full-scale 
design information. In addition, 
systems will be examined to deter- 
mine the possibilities of increasing 
the energetics concentration beyond 
those currently established. 

The Aircraft Intermediate 
Maintenance Division (AIMD) was 
painting ground support equipment 
in two wet filter paint booths at 
Naval Air Station, Barbers Point. 
Spray painting in the paint booths 
created a fine mist of waste paint or 
overspray. The wet filter used a 
water curtain which stripped the 
paint overspray from the air and 
collected the paint in the water 
curtain well. This filtering process 
generated wastewater and waste 
paint sludge. Approximately 5,000 
gallons of wastewater and sludge 
generated annually by the two wet 
filter booths contained a variety of 
paint constituents which required 
disposal as hazardous waste (HW). 

To minimize this waste stream, 
the two paint booths were converted 
from wet to dry filter operation for 
less than a thousand dollars. The 
dry filters minimize this waste 
stream in two ways. First, the spent 
disposable dry filters occupies sig- 
nificantly less volume and is signif- 
icantly lighter than the waste water 
and sludge generated by the water 
curtain. Second, the dry filters need 
only pass the Toxicity Characteris- 
tic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) to 
be exempt from HW disposal 
regulations. 

Each dry filter change generated 
only 220 gallons of HW while each 
wet filter change generated 1,705 
gallons of HW. Replacement filters 
cost only $100 per booth. Although 
the first set of dry filters proved to 
last twice as long as the water 
curtain filters between filter 
changes, cost savings based on 
similar filter change frequencies 
incluhng three filter changes per 
year and a disposal unit cost of $38 
per gallon, the annual disposal cost 
of this waste stream dropped from 
approximately $194,400 to $25,100. 
The economic payback for conver- 
sion was almost immediate. 

Waste Energetics as Supplemental Fuels 
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Training of DoD Personnel 
in DERP Activities 

u he Defense Environmental Restoration Program requires a team effort to complete 
effectively its varied and complicated tasks. This is especially true i n  the IRP portion of 
the program. DoD has implemented training programs so that personnel can effectively 

manage various aspects of the cleanup process. During FY 1992, over 3,700 DoD personnel 
received DERP-related training. The following are examples of courses of instruction provided 
in FY 1992. In the future, the Air Force will be the lead component for DERP training. 

The Directorate of the Army 
Corps of Engineers Training Man- 
agement located at the Huntsville 
Division of the USACE has pro- 
vided DERP training to Army and 
Corps personnel involved with the 
Army IRP and FUDS programs. 
During FY 1992, the Corps trained 
over 1,700 individuals in 68 course 
sessions under the Hazardous/Toxic 
and Radioactive Waste Training 
Program. These courses are 
designed to meet the unique haz- 
ardousltoxic and radioactive waste 
(HTRW) training requirements 
encountered in DERP and to meet 
specific requirements mandated by 
Congress under SARA. 

The HTRW Training Program is 
taught by experts in the environ- 
mental field. Courses include 
Hazardous~Toxic and Radioactive 
Waste Overview, Safety and Health 
for H,azardous Waste Sites, 8-Hour 
Refresher, Implementation of HTW 
Environmental Laws and regula- 
tions on USACE projects. In 

addition, several new courses are 
currently under development for 
implementation in the FY 1993 
training program. These include 
Geotechnical Aspects for HTW 
Sites, Technical Applications of 
Environmental Requirements, and 
Explosive Ordnance Recognition 
and Safety. 

transport modeling in support of the 
IRP. Over 75 individuals, from DA, 
universities and industry attended. 
The two-day workshop included 
presentation of case histories, panel 
discussions, and a tour of the 
Rocky Mountain Arsenal ground 
water treatment system. Workshop 
proceedings will be published in 
early 1993. 

In FY 1992 the Army provided 
a variety of IRP training courses. 
The training included a ground 
water modeling use and needs 
workshop, an Army DERP 
Conference~Workshop, and initia- 
tion of an environmental electronic 
bulletin board. 

The USATHAMA, in con- 
junction with the Waterways 
Experiment Station, and the Direc- 
torate of Military Programs, hosted 
the first ever Army Ground Water 
Modeling Use and Needs Workshop 
in Denver, Colorado. The purpose 
was to define the near-term and 
long-term Army user needs in the 
areas of ground water flow and 

A DERP Conference/Workshop 
entitled "Partners in Restoration" 
was held in Dallas, Texas in April 
1992. This was the first conference 
at which the entire CONUS-based 
active Army environmental restora- 
tion community gathered to com- 
municate the latest in Army policy, 
guidance, and to explain the 
mechanics of the DERP process. 
The focus of presentations was on 
the installation and its role/ 
responsibilities in the DERP. The 
presentations covered both technical 
and financial issues. Four hundred 
Army and regulatory agency 
personnel attcnded. 



The Army Defense Environ- other systems. System equipment training is available and that suf- 
mental Electronic Bulletin Board and user training has been com- ficient resources are applied to 
System (ADEEBBS) is an on-line pleted at 125 Army installations. guarantee the effectiveness of the 
communication system initiated by programs. 
the USATHAMA and developed by 
U.S. Army Construction Engi- The Plan identifies which 
neering Research Laboratory courses are available to meet these 
(USACERL). ADEEBBS is dedi- requirements and/or can be modi- 
cated to the exchange of informa- fied to do so. Opportunities to train 
tion concerning the Army's mis- personnel in-house or use other 
sion. It serves as forum for dis- DoD component and EPA courses 
seminating and sharing information 
on Army cleanup technologies, 
program policy and guidance, regu- 
latory compliance, Legacy, cultural 
and natural resources, meetings, and 
environmental training. Its capabili- 
ties include use as a communica- 
tions platform, an electronic bulletin 
board, a reporting mechanism, an 
information source, and a portal to 

The Navy has created a compre- 
hensive, Navy-wide, environmental 
training plan. The Plan will ensure 
that every person in the Navy can 
obtain the environmental and 
natural resource training needed to 
ensure that their actions comply 
with, protect, and enhance ow 
environment and its laws. The Plan 
will also ensure that appropriate 

Commander's 
Guide to - 

Environmental 
Management 

are being and will be used wherever 
practical. A substantial part of the 
Plan addresses the environmental 
training needs of environmental 
remediation personnel including not 
only compliance-oriented courses 
but also competence in technical 
and regulatory partnering issues. 

The Center for Environmental 
Restoration Education (CERE) at 
the Air Force Institute of Tech- 
nology at Wright-Patterson AFB, 
OH, completed a successful first 
year. CERE's goal is to locate and 
provide Air Force students the best, 
most cost effective education to 
support their DERP related duties. 
Over 2,000 students attended 
courses offered by various agencies 
covering DERP related topics such 
as ground water hydrology, 
CERCLA Legal Issues, Toxicology, 
and Risk Communication. 

Of particular interest has been 
the cooperative efforts between the 
Air Force and other agencies to 
develop two new courses. For 
example, a CERCLA cleanup 
course was developed through 
cooperative efforts of the Air Force 
and the EPA. The team approach 
was designed to foster teamwork 
between Air Force and regulatory 
personnel in remediating federal 
facility hazardous waste sites. 

Training Manual 



The course, which was attended 
by 520 students this year was so 
successful that efforts are now 
underway to expand the course to 
include other DoD Components and 
state regulators. The EPA Deputy 
Assistant Administrator for Federal 
Facilities Enforcement lauded the 
course as a "...step toward estab- 
lishing more effective working 
relationships between EPA and the 
Air Force." 

The Air Force also teamed with 
the Agency for Toxic Substances 
and Disease Registry (ATSDR) to 
develop a Healmisk Assessment 
and Health Risk Communication 
training Course. The course is 
aimed at informing students of the 
roles of ATSDR and healthfrisk 
assessments in the Installation 
Restoration Program cleanup 
process. 

Air Force DERP Training Session 
Defense Environmental Restora- 

tion Account funds were also used 
to sponsor students attending three 
professional continuing education 
courses (two of them offered for the 
first time this year) at the Air Force 
Institute of Technology (AFIT). 

The introductory Installation 
Restoration Program course, which 
has been offered at AFIT since 
1988, continued ro familiarize stu- 
dents with the basic technology, 
law, management, and public affairs 
knowledge required to work in the 
DERP. This year, 259 students, 
with engineering, legal, public 
affairs, and contracting back- 
grounds, attended the course. 

Also, this year, 75 students 
attended a new AFIT course in 
Environmental Restoration Project 
Management, designed to familiar- 
ize students with the methods, 
processes, and techniques of man- 
aging environmental restoration 
projects; and 32 students attended a 
new AFIT course in Environmental 
Restoration Contracting, which 
provided information on how to 
plan, organize, prepare, manage, 
and administer environmental 
restoration contracts. 

to p&form his or her DERP-related DLA personnel new to the 
duties has access to the highest environmental program completed 
quality education available. the 40-hour CERCLA site safety 

and health course. This course 
fulfills OSHA requirements and 
helps assure the safety and health of 
personnel working at hazardous 
waste sites. The course specifically 
addresses CERCLA sites (NPL and 
non-NPL sites) and RCRA sites 
where investigations or cleanup 
operations are underway. In addi- 
tion, DLA personnel who had 
previously completed the 40-hour 
course received the mandatory 8- 
hour refresher training during FY 
1992. 



Pilot Expedited 
Environmental Cleanup 
Program 

enate Appropriations Act 102- 154 directed DoD to establish a Pilot Expedited Environ- 
mental Cleanup Program that includes at least five major projects for each Military 
Department. As stated in the bill, the program is based on the following principles: 

Full compliance with all environmental laws; 

Use of existing authorities (such as CERCLA interim remedial actions) when 
appropriate for substantial cleanups; 

Use of turnkey contracts to cover more than one phase of any cleanup; 

Establishment of special expedited procedures for any required approval of DoD 
actions by other Federal, State and local agencies; and 

Use of competition in contract solicitation and contractor competency and cost in 
contract awards. 

The Departments of the Army, 
the Navy, and the Air Force are 
conducting expedited projects at 
several of their installations. 

The Army's Presidio of San 
Francisco (CA) has implemented 
several expedited efforts. These 
include the use of base closure 
funds to remove leaking under- 
ground storage tanks, the use of 
interim remedial actions and coordi- 
nating with California regulatory 
agencies to shorten document 
review periods from 60 to 30 days. 

At Fort Devens (MA), the Army 
has conducted joint reviews with 
regulators to accelerate the inves- 
tigation process. The Army and 
EPA have jointly implemented steps 
to accelerate removal actions, 
including use of an action memo- 
randum to document these actions, 
an accelerated review period, and 
treating removals as time critical. 

Fort Sheridan (IL) and Fort 
Benjamin Harrison (IN) have 
attempted to initiate pilot projects, 
but have been hampered by dis- 
agreements with regulatory agencies 
in the former case and by funding 
concerns in the latter case. 

At Fort Ord (CA), an Environ- 
mental Restoration Plan has been 
developed to accelerate the cleanup 
of the installation. The installation 
has used existing authorities with 
emphasis on actions and problem 
solving being handled at the lowest 
possible level of authority. The 
installation is also using one engi- 
neering firm to conduct all investi- 
gations and designs for base-wide 
cleanup. This has shortened the 
origina1 procurement schedule by 
12 months. 

The Department of the Navy 
has a number of pilot projects 
throughout the country. 



At. Camp Lejeune Marine 
Corps Base (NC), the installation 
has accelerated the remedial study 
phase through the use of a non- 
phased sampling and analysis 
approach. Under this approach, all 
data are gathered during one instead 
of multiple field events, thereby 
shaving months off of the study 
process. Other expedited procedures 
inclutb use of concurrent Navy/ 
Marine Corps/EPA and State 
reviews of draft contract docu- 
ments, and holding meetings at 
regulators' offices to expedite 
review. Up to six months has been 
saved over normal review times by 
these approaches. 

At Twentynine Palms Marine 
Corps Air Ground Combat 
Center  (CA) ,  expedit ing 
approaches in use include editing of 
draft documents on electronic disk, 
a tiered sampling approach where 
additional sampling is done only as 
needed, and use of large indefinite 
quantity (IQ) contracts to expedite 
contracting procedures. 

Chase Field Naval Air Station 
(TX) has undertaken several 
expediled actions in cooperation 
with regulatory agencies. For 
example, the installation has 
designed its site investigations so 
that they meet both the require- 
ments of RCRA and CERCLA. Use 
of an Environmental Advisory 
Committee is helping shorten 
reviews by regulators, since the 
reviewers sit on the committee and 
(in true Total Quality Management 
fashion) contribute to the review 
long before a report arrives on their 
desks. 

Davisville Naval Construction 
Battalion Center (RI) has used 
turnkey contracts and has over- 
lapped phases of the IRP process to 
save both time and money. A 
specific example of such an overlap 
is starting the design of a landfill 
remedial action before all field data 
are available. 

Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
(CA) is still in the early phase of 
cleanup, and is using value engi- 
neering, analysis and management 
techniques to avoid problems that 
have affected many Federal Facili- 
ties. In addition, a long-term site 
management plan is being created 
that will coordinate the IRP with 
base closure activities. 

Myrtle Beach AFB (SC) is 
establishing a joint management 
team (JMT) at the installation. It is 
composed of representatives of the 
State, EPA, the Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Air Combat Com- 
mand, as well as installation staff. 
The JMT will facilitate coordination 
and communication among all par- 
ties and facilitating site cleanup. 

The Air Force is also con- 
ducting pilot projects at several of 
its installations. Castle AFB (CA) 
has effectively realigned the 
sequencing of RI/FS studies to 
identify contamination in the study 
process and taking early remedial 
measures. Castle AFB has also 
proposed a schedule for remedial 
action that will save 14 months. 
These savings will be achieved by 
overlapping activities where pos- 
sible, and minimizing regulatory 
review cycles for project 
documents. 

The installation is also using a 
turnkey approach to contracting. A 
new contract vehicle, called a Total 
Environmental Restoration Contract 
(TERC) provides one contractor for 
all phases of cleanup, from initial 
investigation to final remediation. 

The use of accelerated interim 
remedial actions and accelerated 
lease actions have expedited clean- 
up at Norton AFB (CA) and per- 
mitted the profitable reuse of Air 
Force facilities by an aircraft manu- 
facturer. 

George AFB (CA) has acceler- 
ated cleanup of two ground water 
contamination plumes by working 
closely with California regulatory 
agencies. In addition, George AFB 
has worked with regulators to use 
innovative technologies such as 
bioremediation and soil venting. 
The use of these technologies will 
result in significant cost savings and 
accelerated cleanup times. 

Mather AFB (CA) has effec- 
tively redefined the RIIFS phase for 
ground water and soil sites to pro- 
duce a more efficient and techni- 
cally sound approach to cleanup 
through the use of focused feasi- 
bility studies. The installation is 
considering reuse objectives in its 
cleanup and accelerating cleanup at 
parcels targeted for early reuse. 



* Project work cannot proceed because of a disagreement. with the state regulators. 
** Project work is being delayed because of funding concerns. 
"X" indicates activity in this category. 
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Program Funding 

uring FY 1992, over 97 percent of the funding provided by Congress through the Environ- 
mental Restoration, Defense (ER,D) Appropriation (more commonly referred to as the 
Defense Environmental Restoration Account (DERA)) was invested in IRP activities. Of 

this, nearly 36 percent, or $560.7 million was used for RD/RA projects at DoD installations. 
RVFS investigation work required almost 42 percent of last year's IRP funds. These funding 
breakouts are for DERA only. Total funding includes $1,562.4 million in FY 1992 appropriated 
funds and $5.4 million recovered through court actions against liable third parties. They do not 
include Base Realignment and Closure Funds. 

FY 1992 DERP Expenditures* 
(Millions of Dollars) 

AIATSDR Costs 
R I F  S $25.OM RIIFS 

8654.5M 1.6% 
RDlRA 

5202.M 
41.7% 

S250.8M 
RDIRA 38% 47% 

9560.7M 

PAISI 
35.8% 

PAlSl 
$70.2M 

Other 
Other $15.9M S68.9M 

4.5% 9257.5M 3% 
16.4% 

13% 

DoD ER,D expenditure $1 567.8M Army Total $538.1 M 

Riff S RDIRA RllFS RDIRA 
$1 7.5M $45.1 M 9 182.4M 

14% 36% 58% 14% 
$42.4M 

PAISI 
$22.1 M Other 

18% Other PAlSl 
$41.5M 

$74.9M 
814.3M 

33% 
24% 

4% 

FUDs Total $126.2M NavyIMarine Corps Total $31 4.OM 

RllFS RDIRA RllFS 
8244.5M 8203.6M 

46% 
97.8M 

38% 22% RDIRA 
S18.8M 

PAISI Other Other 53% 
$1 7.8M 863.W S9.1M 

3% 12% 25% 

Air Force Total $528.9M DLA Total S35.7M 

' Other category includes such items as management, manpower, OHW, BDDR, PRP, etc. 
Numbers may not add up to totals due to rounding. 





Appendix A 
Information Requested by the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act 

This Appendix to the Annual Report provides information requested in Section 120(e)(5) of the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), which applies to all Federal Facilities, and Section 21 1 
of SARA (codified at 10 USC 2706), which pertains to the Defense Environmental Restoration Program. 

Federal Facilities Reporting Requirements 
Section 120(e)(5) of the SARA legislation specifies that each Federal department or agency shall annually 

report on the following items: 

A report on the progress in reaching interagency agreements. 

The specific cost estimates and budgetary proposals involved in each interagency agreement. 

A brief summary of the public comments regarding each proposed interagency agreement. 

A description of the instances in which no agreement was reached. 

A report on progress in conducting investigations and studies under Paragraph (1). [Paragraph (1) 
discusses the timing of RI/FS work at NPL sites]. 

A report on progress in conducting remedial actions. 

A report on progress in conducting remedial actions at facilities which are not listed on the National 
Priorities List. 

In addition, SARA specifies "With respect to instances in which no agreement was reached within the 
required time period, the department, agency, or instrumentality filing the report under this paragraph shall 
include in such report an explanation of the reasons why no agreement was reached. ?'he annual report required 
by this paragraph shall also contain a detailed description on a State-by-State basis of the status of each facility 
subject to this section, including a description of the hazard presented by each facility, plans and schedules for 
initiating and completing response action, enforcement status (where appropriate), and an explanation of any 
postponements or failure to complete response action. Such reports shall also be submitted to the affected 
States." 

Appendix B contains a description of each installation final-listed or proposed for listing on the NPL. Each 
description summarizes the background of the installation, including the types of environmental hazards present, 
the status of IAG negotiations, the status of IRP response actions, and schedules for initiating and completing 
those response actions. The information in Appendix B addresses the requirements of the preceding paragraph. 
Appendix E describes formerly used defense sites (FUDS) that are listed and proposed for listing on the NPL. 
Appendix B, Table B-1, catalogs DoD facilities that are final-listed and proposed for listing on the NPL and 
Appendix E, Table E-1, catalogs FUDS that are final-listed on the NPL. The following paragraphs provide 
detailed responses to the SARA information requirements. 



Progress in Reaching lnteragency Agreements 
During F Y  1992, efforts to complete IAGs were accelerated through diligent work by the Components. These 

IAGs continue to receive a high priority because they establish comprehensive installation-specific arrangements 
for proceeding with DoD's waste cleanup activities. DoD's goal is to have an agreement in place for all 
installations final-listed or proposed for listing on the NPL. Extensive field negotiations took place in FY 1992 
with EPA and state authorities, and resulted in the signing of more agreements. 

The signing of IAGs for 9 installations listed on the NPL in FY 1992 brought the total number of signed 
IAGs to 85. The installations with finalized agreements are shown in Table A-I. West Virginia Ordnance Works 
and Weldon Spring Former Ordnance Works are not included on the table because they have been transferred 
to the FUDS program. The large increase in signed agreements can be attributed to an all-out effort by the 
Components to negotiate agreements. 

lnteragency Agreement Cost Estimates and Budgetary Proposals 
DERP funding is discussed in the body of this report. The estimate for total program funding is based on 

existing budget documentation, including program cost data from the individual DoD Component IRPs, and 
consideration of existing Superfund cost data. Table A-1 lists the installations with signed IAGs along with the 
estimated expenditures to-date and the estimated additional cost to implement each IAG. Total IRP costs 
associated with signed IAGs is $1 1.83 billion ($2.15 billion through N 1992, and $9.68 billion in future costs). 
These costs include past IRP costs along with future budgetary estimates for continued investigation and cleanup 
of the sites at installations where an IAG has been finalized. 

Additional details of past expenditures at all DoD NPL installations are shown in Appendix B, Table B-1 
That table includes additional funding data for IRAs, RAs, and RIFSs. 

Public Comments Regarding Proposed lnteragency Agreements 
As of September 30, 1992, public comments had been received on one of the 9 IAGs completed in N 1992. 

These comments are summarized below. 

Newport Naval Education and Training, Newport, Rhode Island 
Five comments were received from the public concerning the status and management of the cleanup process 

of sites that have not been included in the pre-ROD IAG. The comments were responded to without 
modification required to the IAG. 

Instances Where No Agreement Was Reached 
There are no instances where DoD has failed to reach an agreement within the required time period. 

Remedial lnvestigationlFeasibility Study (RIIFS) Progress 
Section 120(e)(l) of SARA specifies that RIPS work must be initiated at sites within six months of listing 

on the NPL. RIFS work has been started at 94 DoD installations final-listed or proposed for listing on the NPL. 
RI/FS start dates are shown in the Installation Narratives in Appendix B. 



Location 

ARMY 

Through Estimated Additional 
FY 1992 Cost to Implement IAG 

$(K) $(K) 

Aberdeen PG, MD (2)' 

Alabama AAP, AL*' 

Anniston AD, AL 

ARDEC (Picatinny Arsenal), NJ 

Cornhusker AAP, NE 

Fort Devens, MA ** 

Fort Devens, Sudbury Annex, MA 

Fort Dix, NJ 

Fort Lewis, WA (2)' 

Fort Ord, CA ** 

Fort Riley, KS 

Fort Wainwright, AK 

Iowa AAP, IA 

Joliet AAP, IL (2)' 

Lake City AAP, MO 

Lelterkenney AD, PA (2)' 

Lone Star AAP, TX 

Longhorn AAP, TX 

Louisiana AAP, LA 

Milan AAP, TN 

Riverbank AAP, CA 

Rocky Mountain Arsenal, CO 

Sacramento AD, CA*' 

Savanna ADA, IL 

Schofield Barracks, HI 

Tobyhanna AD, PA 

Tooele AD, UT 

Twin Cities AAP, MN 

Umatilla AD, OR 

Army Total 
'Both NPL listings for this installation are covered under one IAG. 
"RRAC installations 



Location 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

1. Albany MCLB, GA 

2. Bangor NSB, WA (2)" 

3. Barstow MCLB, CA 

4. B~nswick NAS, ME 

5. Camp Lejeune MCB, NC 

6. Camp Pendleton MCB, CA 

7. Cecil Field NAS, FL 

8. Davisville, RI** 

9. Earle Naval Weapons Station, NJ 

10. El Toro MCAS, CA 

11. Fridley NIROP, MN 

12. Jacksonville NAS, FL 

13. KeyportNUWC,WA 

14. Lakehurst NAWCAD, NJ 

15. Moffett NAS, CA" 

16. Newport, RI 

17. Pensacola NAS, FL 

18. Sabana Seca, PR 

19. Treasure Island NS - Hunters Point, CA** 

20. Warminster NAWCAD, PA 

21. Whidbey Island NAS, WA (2) 

22. Yuma MCAS, AZ 

Department of Navy Total 

Through 
FY 1992 

$(K) 

Estimated Additional 
Cost to Implement IAG 

$(K) 

AIR FORCE 

1. AFP #4 (General Dynamics), TX 15,129 81,101 

2. Castle AFB, CA** 22,504 63,960 

3. Dover AFB, DE 13,286 34,864 

4. Edwards AFB, CA 39,858 488,420 

'Both NPL listings for this installation are covered under one IAG. 
"BRAC installations 



Location 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Through 
FY 1992 

$(K) 

Estimated Additional 
Cost to Implement IAG 

$(K) 

Eielson AFB, AK 24,336 

Ellsworth AFB, SD 8,521 

Elmendorf AFB, AK 23,227 

Fairchild AFB (4 Waste Areas), WA 13,738 

F.E. Warren AFB, WY 13,696 

George AFB, CA** 

Griffiss AFB, NY 

Hill AFB, UT 32,871 

Homestead AFB, FL 

Loring AFB, ME** 

Luke AFB, AZ 1 3,038 

March AFB, CA 25,948 

Mather AFB, CA** 33,860 

McChord AFB, WA (2). 

McClellan AFB, CA 

Minn.-St. Paul AFRB (Small Arms Range Landfill), MN 2,707 

Mountain Home AFB, ID 

Norton AFB, CA** 

Otis ANGB, MA 

Pease AFB, NH** 

Plattsburgh AFB, NY 17,419 

Robins AFB (Landfill #4/Sludge Lagoon), GA 21,955 

Tinker AFB (Soldier CreekIBuilding 3001), OK 54,012 

Travis AFB, CA 16,093 

Williams AFB, A?* 12,981 

Wright-Patterson AFB, OH 94,904 

Air Force Total 780,646 

'Both NPL listings for this installation are covered under one IAG. 
"BRAC installations 



Location 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

Through Estimated Additional 
FY 1992 Cost to Implement IAG 

$(K) $(K) 

1. Defense General Supply Center Richmond, VA 7,821 6,049 

2. Ogden Defense Depot, UT 11,246 22,344 

3. Sharpe Site, DDRW, CA 17,249 5,324 

4. Tracy Site, DDRW, CA 

DLA Total 

DoD TOTAL 2,148,970 9,676,212 



Remedial Action Progress 
Section 120(e)(2) of SARA requires that on-site remedial action must be initiated within 15 months of 

completion of an RUFS and the issuance of a ROD at an NPL facility. At the end of FY 1992, RD/RA efforts 
were underway at all 8 DoD NPL installations for which RODs had been completed 15 months earlier or more. 
These were: Bangor Naval Submarine Base, Lakehurst Naval Air Station, Castle Air Force Base, Fort Dix, 
Letterkenney Amy Depot, Dover AFB, McChord AFB, and Robbins AFB. In FY 1992, final RODs were 
signed at 22 installations including 7 A n y ,  8 Navy, and 5 Air Force and 2 DLA installations. DoD anticipates 
beginning final RA activities at all 22 of these installations within the required time period. 

By the end of FY 1992, response actions had been undertaken at 91 DoD installations with sites listed or 
proposed for the NPL. This work involves several types of Removal Actions and/or IRAs. Additional 
information on RDEA initiatives at DoD NPL installations is provided in the narratives in Appendix B. 

Remedial Action at Non-NPL Facilities 
Remedial actions have been completed or are underway at 725 DoD sites (including sites at NPL 

installations). At non-NPL facilities, remedial actions had been completed or were underway at 521 sites by the 
end of FY 1992. 

Defense Environmental Restoration Program Reporting Requirements 
Section 21 1 of SARA (10 USC 2706) specifies that the Annual Report to Congress shall include: 

"(1) A statement for each installation under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the number of individual 
facilities at which a hazardous substance has been identified." 

"(2) The status of response actions contemplated or undertaken at each such facility." 

"(3) The specific cost estimates and budgetary proposals involving response actions contemplated or 
undertaken at each such facility." 

"(4) A report on progress on conducting response actions at facilities other than facilities on the National 
Priorities List." 

Appendix C summarizes the information requested in items 1,2, and 4 above. It denotes the number of sites 
undergoing each step of the IRP at any one installation. The response to item 3 above is found in the Program 
Funding section of this report. This year, four new milestones have been added which are the counting of 
interim remedial actions, and the inclusion of remedy-in-place, response complete and site closeout categories. 

Appendix C, Table C-1 provides a detailed listing of IRP status for each installation in the program. For 
each IRP phase listed in Table C-2, five status categories exist: "C," "U," "F," "RC" and "SC." Category 
"C" represents the total number of sites for which that particular study or action has been completed. The "U" 
category denotes the number of sites having that particular study or action underway. The "F" category shows 
the number of sites scheduled to have that studylaction performed in the future. "RC" indicates that DoD 
Component believes the site is closed-out because no further action was required for the site at the completion 
of the particular IRP phase. "Site closeout (SC)" indicates all required regulatory agency approvals have been 
obtained. "Remedy-in-place" means that the final RA is functioning properly and performing as designed. 



Facilities Having Identified Hazardous Substances 
The universe of sites at DoD installations in the IRP is summarized on pages 8 and 9 of this report and 

explained further in Appendix C. Refening to these tables, a PA is a Preliminary Assessment of an installation 
to determine if a site may pose hazards to public health or the environment, and may require further study. An 
SI is a Site Inspection of an installation, which follows a PA and may consist of limited sampling and on-site 
analysis to determine the existence of actual site contamination. The information collected in the SI is used to 
score the site with the HRS to determine whether a site should be placed on the NPL. The RI/FS involves 
quantitative sampling and analysis to identify those sites that are contaminated, the types of contaminants 
present and their levels, and whether the contamination is causing or contributing to any ground or surface water 
pollution. RD is an engineering phase following the ROD in which technical drawings and specifications are 
developed for the subsequent remedial action at a site, RA is the actual construction or implementation phase 
that follows the design of the selected cleanup alternative for a site. 

An RI is required to confirm which sites are actually contaminated, and present a health or environmental 
risk. Because RIs are still underway at many sites, the absolute number of sites with hazardous substances 
cannot be determined. A rough estimate can be made by assuming that all sites with RD/RA scheduled, 
underway at this time or completed have identified hazardous waste that may present a risk. A rough estimate 
of the number of known hazardous waste sites in DoD is 5,005, the sum of RA work completed, underway, 
or planned for the future, as shown on page 9. 

Status of Current or ContemplatedlUndertaken Response Actions 
The number of response actions undertaken at any one installation is indicated by the sum of the numbers 

in the "C" and "U" categories of each response action type listed in the table in Appendix C. Similarly, the 
"F" category under each type of response action indicates the number of contemplated (future) response actions 
for each installation. 

Four-hundred sixteen cleanups (i.e., final remedial actions) have been completed. This includes 159 Army, 
37 Navy, 196 Air Force, and 24 DLA actions at IRP sites. In addition, 960 interim actions have been completed 
or are underway at 387 installations. 

Response Action Cost Estimates and Budgetary Proposals 
In FY 1992, the Congress appropriated $1,568 million for the DEW, of which $1,545 million was targeted 

for the IRP. This includes the supplemental appropriation received in September of 1992. These funds were 
used primarily to expand and accelerate studies and remedial actions at more than 18,795 individual sites. 

Response Action Progress at Non-NPL Facilities 
DoD has continued to make progress during FY 1992 in investigating all sites or facilities on DoD 

installations potentially contaminated with hazardous substances and cleaning up those sites that pose a threat 
to human health and the environment, regardless of whether they are on the NPL. A total of 18,795 sites on 
1,800 military installations are currently included in the IRP. Of the total number of sites, 3,875 are sites 
associated with facilities listed on the NPL. Facilities not listed on the NPL have a total of 14,920 sites in 
various stages of the IRP. RAs are ongoing or completed at 521 sites at non-NPL facilities. 

Appendix B provides data regarding IRP response actions at DoD facilities on the NPL. The listing in 
Appendix C, in addition to providing additional information on NPL sites, provides the status of work at non- 
NPL facilities. 



Appendix B 
DoD NPL Installations 

This Appendix to the Annual Report summarizes information for each DoD installation 
listed and proposed for listing on the NPL as of the end of FY 1992. Table B-1 provides key 
data for the facilities listed on the NPL. Narrative summaries for each DoD installation listed 
on the NPL begins on page B-8. 

As of September 30, 1992, 88 DoD installations were listed and six (Pearl Harbor Naval 
Complex, Concord NWS, Dahlgren NSWC, Yorktown NWS, Defense Distribution Region 
Central, Andersen AFB) were proposed for listing on the NPL. Two separate areas of seven 
of these 94 installations are listed twice on the NPL, bringing the total number of DoD NPL 
listings to 101. Weldon Spring and West Virginia Ordnance Works have been transferred to 
the FUDS program. They are now included in Appendix E. Weldon Spring is no longer carried 
in the DoD installation totals. 

Location of DoD Installations on the NPL 
(Narratives beginning on page B-8 are keyed to map numbers) 



Removal Actionllnterim 
Remedial Action - RIIFS IAG 

Year $(K) Thru $(K) Thru Signing . . 
State HRS Score (Latest) FY 92 FY 92 Status Year Installation 

ARMY 

Aberdeen PG MD 53.57 92 21,160 35,035* FIN 90 '. (Edgewood Area) 

Aberdeen PG MD 31.09 92 5,838 893 FIN 90 
la. (Michaelsville Landfill) 

2. Alabama AA P AL 36.83 91 8,443 1 1 ,106. FIN 90 

Anniston AD 
3. (Southeast Industrial Area) AL 51.91 92 2,471 8,671 FIN 90 

4. ARDEC (Picatinny Arsenal) NJ 42.92 92 8,720 7,947 FIN 91 

5. Cornhusker AAP NE 51.13 92 10,984 8,225 FIN 90 

6. Fort Devens MA 42.24 92 511' 9,728* FIN 91 

Fort Devens 
7. Sudbury Training Annex MA 35.57 

Fort Dix 
8. (Landfill Site) 

Fort Lewis 
9. (Landfill No. 5) 

Fort Lewis 
Logistics Center 

FIN 91 

92 2,769* 3,563* FIN 91 

0 4,557 FIN 90 

FIN 90 

1 0. Fort Ord CA 42.24 92 3,041* 14,318* FIN 90 

11. Fort Riley KS 33.79 92 4,618 3,367 FIN 91 

12. Fort Wainwright AK 42.40 91 550 7,375 FIN 92 

13. Iowa AAP I A 29.73 92 2,142 9,332 FIN 90 

Joliet AAP 
14. (LAP Area) 

Joliet AAP 
14a. (Mfg Area) 

Lake City AAP 
5. (Northwest Lagoon) 

0 3,455 FIN 89 

85 1,496 3,305 FIN 89 

92 12,639 17,523 FIN 89 

'Dollars include BRAC money. 
FIN = Finalired (signed) . IN = Initiated NYI = Not yet initiated (e) = Expected BRAC installations in italics (Continued) 



Installation 

ARMY (Continued) 

Letterkenny AD ' '. (PDO Area) 

Removal Actionllnterim 
Remedial Action RIIFS IAG 

Year $(K) Thru !$(K) Thru Signing 
State HRS Score (Latest) FY 92 FY 92 Status Year 

FIN 89 

Letterkenny AD ' (Southeast Area) PA 34.21 92 2,679 13,043 FIN 89 

17. Lone Star AAP TX 31.85 92 580 5,759 FIN 90 

18. Longhorn AAP TX 39.83 - 0 1,578 FIN 92 

19. Louisiana AAP LA 30.26 92 33,964 4,999 FIN 89 

20. Milan AAP TN 58.15 84 966 6,993 FIN 89 

21. Riverbank AAP CA 63.94 92 5,145 6,553 FIN 90 

Rocky Mountain 
22. Arsenal FIN 89 

23. Sacramento AAP CA 44.46 92 19,253* 8,136 FIN 88 

24. Savanna ADA I L 42.20 92 11,664 4,867 FIN 89 

Schof ield 
25. Barracks 0 1,860 FIN 91 

26. Seneca AD NY 35.52 92 1,239 2,631 IN 93(e) 

27. Tobyhanna AD PA 37.93 92 2,451 3,435 FIN 90 

Tooele AD 
28. (North Area) 92 19,978 24,235 FIN 91 

29. Twin Cities AAP*' MN 59.16 92 14,043 23,943 FIN 87 

Umatilla DA 
30. (Lagoons) OR 31.31 92 316* 19,371* FIN 90 

'Dollars include BRAC money. (Continued) 
"Listed as New BrightonIArden Hills, not as a federal facility. 



Removal Actionllnterirn 
Remedial Action RI/FS IAG 

Year $(K) Thru $(K) Thru Signing 
Installation State HRS Score (Latest) FY 92 FY 92 Status Year 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

1. Albany MCLB GA 44.65 92 1,490 3,820 FIN 91 

2. Bangor NSB WA 55.91 92 included below FIN 90 

Bangor 
2a. Ordnance Disposal WA 30.42 92 580 20,350 FIN 90 

3. Barstow MCLB CA 37.93 92 1,620 10,680 FIN 91 

4. Brunswick NAS ME 43.38 92 1,060 4,360 FIN 89 

Camp Lejeune 
'. MCB NC 33.13 92 1,690 5,720 FIN 91 

Camp 
6. Pendleton MCB CA 33.79 86 7 17,270 FIN 91 

7. Cecil Field NAS FL 31.99 - - 2,060 FIN 91 

8. Concord NWS** CA 50.00 92 5,730 13,560 NYI - 

9. Dahlgren NSWC*** VA 50.03 91 1,330 1,130 NYI 93(e) 

1 0. Davisville NCBC R I 34.52 91 340 1,380 FIN 92 

1 1 . Earle N WS NJ 37.21 92 100 1,180 FIN 91 

12. El Toro MCAS CA 40.83 92 - 24,120 FIN 91 

13. Fridley NlROP MN 30.83 92 4,050 3,440 FIN 91 

14. Jacksonville NAS FL 32.08 92 2,050 5,950 FIN 91 

15. Keyport NUWC WA 32.61 92 50 10,390 FIN 90 

16. Lakehurst NAWCAD NJ 50.53 92 8,200 6,220 FIN 89 

17. Moffett NAS CA 24.49 92 2,730 31,327 FIN 89 

"'Proposed for listing on the NPL. (Continued) 



Removal Actionllnterim 
Remedial Action RIIFS IAG 

Year $(K) Thru $(K) Thru Signing 
Installation State HRS Score (Latest) FY 92 FY 92 Status Year 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

18. New London NSB CT 36.53 91 530 2,130 IN 93(e) 

19. Newport NETC RI 32.25 92 90 2,660 FIN 92 

Pearl Harbor 
20. Naval Complex"' HI 70.82 92 10,210 5,320 NYI - 

21. Pensacola NAS FL 42.40 9 1 3,540 5,850 FIN 91 

22. Sabana Seca NSG PR 34.28 88 10 1,240 FIN 92 

Treasure lsland 
23. NS - Hunters Point Annex CA 48.77 90 3,140 37,959 FIN 90 

24. Warminster NAWCAD PA 57.93 90 70 1,400 FIN 90 

Whidbey Island NAS 
25. (Ault Field) 

Whidbey Island NAS 
25a. (Seaplane Base) 

FIN 

included above FIN 90 

26. Yorktown NWS *** VA 50.00 - - 2,830 NYI 93(e) 

27. Yuma MCAS AZ 32.24 92 590 380 FIN 92 

AIR FORCE 

AFP #4 
(General Dynamics) FIN 

2. AFP PJKS CO 42.93 92 5,168 1,513 IN 93(e) 

3. Andersen AFB *** GU 50.00 92 3,551 9,579 IN 93(e) 

4. Castle AFB CA 37.93 92 1,379 16,604 FIN 89 

5. Dover AFB DE 35.89 92 995 6,425 FIN 89 

6. Edwards AFB CA 33.62 91 5,614 27,215 FIN 90 

(Continued) 



Removal Actionllnterim 
Remedial Action RllFS IAG 

Year $(K) Thru $(K) Thru Signing 
1 nstallation State HRS Score (Latest) FY 92 FY 92 Status Year 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

7. Eielson AFB AK 48.14 92 7,055 14,799 FIN 91 

8. Ellsworth AFB SO 33.62 91 690 7,831 FIN 92 

9. Elmendorf AFB AK 45.91 92 6,102 16,779 FIN 92 

Fairchiid AFB 
lo. (4 Waste Areas) 92 1,978 11,265 FIN 90 

11. F.E. Warren AFB WY 39.23 90 2,027 11,669 FIN 91 

1 2. George AFB CA 33.62 92 12,211 4,167 FIN 90 

13. Griffiss AFB NY 34.20 92 11,844 12,178 FIN 90 

14. Hill AFB UT 49.94 92 8,528 16,275 FIN 91 

15. Homestead AFB FL 42.40 90 722 6,360 FIN 91 

16. Lon'ng AFB ME 34.49 92 4,697 9,563 FIN 91 

17. Luke AFB AZ 37.93 92 1,999 9,392 FIN 90 

18. March AFB CA 31.94 92 9,506 16,351 FIN 

1 9. Mather A FB CA 28.90 92 306 29,084 FIN 89 

McChord AFB (Wash RacW WA 42.24 'O. Treatment Area) 

McChord (American 
Lake Garden Tract) 

92 1,610 7,771 FIN 89 

92 included above FIN 90 

21. McClellan AFB CA 57.93 92 29,107 43,598 FIN 90 

Minneapolis-St. Paul 
22' Reseive Base MN 33.62 92 1,102 1,544 FIN 89 

Mountain Home 
23' AFB ID 57.80 92 65 4,180 FIN 92 

(Continued) 



Removal Actionllnterim 
Remedial Action RIIFS IAG 

Year $(K) Thru $(K) Thru Signing 
Installation State HRS Score (Latest) FY 92 FY 92 Status Year 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

24. Norfon AFB CA 39.65 92 5,585 18,460 FIN 89 

Otis ANG Basel 
25. Camp Edwards MA 45.92 92 4,865 17,107 FIN 91 

26. Pease AFB NH 39.42 92 10,534 42,556 FIN 90 

27. Plattsburgh AFB NY 30.34 92 6,363 11,057 FIN 91 

Robins AFB (Landfill 
28' X4ISludge Lagoon) GA 51.66 92 11,301 '7,323 FIN 89 

Tinker AFB (Soldier 
29. Cree WBuilding 3001) OK 42.24 92 32,534 18,520 FIN 88 

30. Travis AFB CA 29.49 92 2,172 13,940 FIN 90 

31 . Williams AFB AZ 37.93 92 6,582 6,078 FIN 90 

32. Wn ht-Patterson 
AF 8 OH 57.85 92 22,939 64,335 FIN 91 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

1. Defense General Supply 33.85 
Center Richmond 92 507 6,562 FIN 91 

Defense Distribution 
2. Region Central "* TN 58.06 9 1 1,200 2,475 IN 93(e) 

Ogden Defense 
3. Depot UT 45.10 92 81 1 4,859 FIN 89 

Shar e Site, 
4. DDR& CA 42.24 92 6,009 11,010 FIN 89 

Tracy Site, 
5' DDRW CA 37.16 92 3,408 11,121 FIN 91 



Aberdeen Proving Ground 
(Edgewood Area and Michaelsville Landfill) 
Edgewood and Aberdeen, Maryland 

Service: Army 

Size: 72,518 Acres 

HRS Score: 53.57 (Edgewood Area) 
31.09 (Aberdeen Area) 

Base Mission: Develop and test equipment; Provide training 

IAG Status: IAG signed March 1990 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1976; Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: VOCs, semi-volatiles, arsenic, phosphates, PCBs, UXO, explosives, nitrates, 
solvents, petroleum products, pesticides, heavy metals, asbestos, low-level RAD 
waste, chemical surety material and their degradation products 

Funding to Date: $72.7 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The PAIS1 identified eight areas 
of contamination and recommended 
three areas for preliminary survey 
and two for further monitoring. 
Large areas contaminated or poten- 
tially contaminated with UXO, 
chemical munitions, and manufac- 
turing wastes were identified. 
RCRA Facility Assessments (RFAs) 
completed under the RCRA Correc- 
tive Actions Permits in 1990 refined 
PA/SI work and identified 319 
Solid Waste Management Units 
(SWMUs). These SWMUs were 
combined into 13 study areas under 
an IAG that was signed by EPA on 
March 27, 1990. Substantial VOC 
contamination of surface and 
ground water was detected. As a 
result, four drinking water wells 
were removed from service. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility S ~ U ~ ~ ( R I I F S )  

Environmental investigations 
initially pursued under RCRA Cor- 
rective Actions Permits have been 
submitted to EPA as initial docu- 
ments under the IAG. While no 
significant off-base migration has 
been reported from any of the con- 
taminated areas on base, small 
amounts of surface water contami- 
nation (VOCs) have been identified 
in on-post portions of the Chesa- 
peake Bay and on-post tributaries Lo 
the Chesapeake Bay. Resampling 
has confirmed original survey 
findings. The IAG requires that 
initial studies be revised into RIFS 
efforts under CERCLAISARA. A 
total of 23 RI/FS and risk assess- 
ment work plans have been drafted 
and finalized in 1992. Presence of 
explosives and chemical agents 
severely restricts RI/FS actions 
prolonging study time requirements. 
Thirteen ground water and 26 water 
level monitoring wells have been 

installed as part of the RI at the 
Fire Training Area. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Removal actions have been 
completed at 21 SWMUs (including 
eight underground storage tanks). A 
total of 1,200 tons of PCB and 
DDT contaminated soil and con- 
crete was removed and incinerated 
during 1991. In 1992, 799 tons of 
hazardous materials and 116 tons of 
non-hazardous materials were 
removed. Five removal actions were 
completed in 1992. Twenty-eight 
removal actions are scheduled for 
1993. RODS for 0 Field and the 
White Phosphorous Study Area 
were published in 1991. One ROD 
for the Michaelsville Landfill cap 
and cover system was published in 
1992. One remedial design for a 
landfill cap and cover system was 
completed and approved and a 
remedial action contract awarded in 
1992. 



Air Force Plant #4 (General Dynamics) 
Fort Worth, Texas 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Air Force 

602 Acres 

Manufacture aircraft and associated equipment 

Pre-ROD IAG signed August 20, 1990 

PA/SI completed 1984; Placed on NPL 1990; RI/FS scheduled for completion 1992 

Solvents, paint residues, spent process chemicals, PCBs, waste oils and 
fuels, heavy metals, VOCs, cyanide 

$1 5.1 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Air Force Plant #4, owned by 
the government, is operated by 
General Dynamics. Approximately 
13,000 people in the city of White 
Settlement rely on the aquifer 
underlying the base for drinking 
water. Thirty sites were studied and 
identified as potentially con- 
taminated. Ground and surface 
water contaminants include di-, tri-, 
and tetrachloroethylene, ethylben- 
zene, toluene, methylene chloride, 
heavy metals, cyanide, and petro- 
leum products. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RI/FS began in August 1986. 
Confiation/quantification studies 
examined 30 sites and confirmed 
contamination of soil, surface, and 
ground water. Twenty-three sites 
were recommended for additional 
RI/FS study, and one site will 
undergo additional sampling. No 
further action was recommended for 
seven sites. The R I P S  scheduled 
for completion in 1992 was delayed 
in part due to unanticipatcd geo- 
logic complexities and is expected 
to be completed in 1993. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Contaminated soil was excavated 
at four sites in 1986. Wells for the 
city of White Settlement are sam- 
pled quarterly by the Air Force. An 
interim ground water treatment 
system to address contamination 
that originated from two spill sites 
will be on line by April 1993. 
Quarterly monitoring is ongoing. 
Long-term monitoring will begin in 
1994. 



Air Force Plant PJKS 
Waterton, Colorado 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Air Force 

464 Acres 

42.93 

Research and development; Missile assembly; Engine testing 

Initiated and expected to be signed 1993 

PNSI completed 1986; Draft Final RIIFS 1988; Placed on NPL 1989 

Chlorinated organic solvents, fuel, hydrazine 

$1 0.0 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The site is surrounded by a p  
proximately 5,200 acres of land 
owned by Martin Marietta (Denver 
Aerospace). Since 1956, Martin 
Marietta has developed missiles and 
missile components for the Air 
Force at this location. The produc- 
tion, testing, and storage facilities 
are located southeast of, and at a 
lower elevation than, the Air Force 
property. Chlorinated organic sol- 
vents frequently were used to clean 
equipment and piping. Fuels con- 
taining hydrazine were developed, 
purified, and tested in support of 
the Titan 111 missile program. 

The Air Force PAIS1 investi- 
gated potentially contaminated areas 
on the plant, including the Deluge 
Containment Pond, a two-million 
gallon, concrete-lined surface im- 
poundment that receives water 
potentially contaminated with 
hydrazine from rocket engine 
testing; the D-1 landfill, which 
accepted construction debris, house- 
hold wastes, and unspecified chem- 
ical wastes before its closure and 
cover in 1974; and three areas 

within a hydrazine-contaminated 
water and TCE spill zone. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RI/FS began in March 1986. 
Samples taken in 1988 from moni- 
toring wells near the contaminated 
areas detected TCE, 1 , l  ,1-trichloro- 
ethane, and Freon 113. Tests con- 
ducted in 1986 identified TCE and 
cis-1 ,2-dichloroethylene in Brush 
Creek, which flows from the plant 
1.8 stream miles to the South Platte 
River. Hydrazine was also dis- 
covered in soils primarily around 
the old test facilities. The Air Force 
published a draft RI/FS in Decem- 
ber 1988. The U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the 
Colorado Department of Health 
(CDH) have contested the findings 
in the RI/FS. Extensive negotiations 
to resolve the issues have continued 
during 1992 and are nearing final 
resolution. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Seventeen draft final No Further 
Action Decision Documents were 
published and forwarded for EPA's 
and CDH's review and concurrence 
prior to 1992. These documents 
covered the removal and remedia- 
tion of eleven USTs. A facility- 
wide ground water monitoring 
program began in May 1991. The 
program sampled 96 monitoring 
wells and eight surface water sta- 
tions. A study to establish back- 
ground soil quality was completed. 
The contaminant levels which occur 
naturally were identified. A ground 
water exuaction system is currently 
located on Martin Marietta property 
on the West Fork Brush Creek, near 
its confluence with the East Fork. 
This system intercepts contaminants 
migrating in the alluvial ground 
water system of the West Fork of 
Brush Creek. 



Alabama Army Ammunition Plant 
Childersburg, ~ l a b a m a  

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Army 

2,200 Acres 

36.83 

Inactive; Former explosives manufacturing plant (closure installation) 

Pre-ROD IAG signed December 1989; Became effective March 1990 

PAISI completed 1983; RIIFS initiated 1985; Placed on NPL 1987 

Munition-related wastes, heavy metals, nitroaromatic compounds 

$1 9.5 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

A PNSI identified a number of 
sites as potential contaminant 
migration sources, with several 
targeted for an RI/FS. The studies 
identified potential vertical con- 
taminant migration within the aqui- 
fers and surface water contamina- 
tion. A confirmation study delin- 
eated parameters and migration 
patterns for one aquifer and iden- 
tified nitroaromatic compounds in 
onsite soils and in an aquifer ben- 
eath and downgradient from the 
manufacturing areas. 

Additional sites were identified 
in subsequent studies; however, it is 
anticipated that several of these 
sites will not require further action. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RIIFS, begun in September 
1985, is currently ongoing under the 
Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA). 
RIs for Area A soils and Area B 
have been tentatively approved. 
Risk assessments for these areas 
(and an RI for Area A ground 
water) are currently under negotia- 
tion with EPA Region IV. A pro- 
posed plan for additional soil 
removal (and incineration) from 
Area A has received regulatory 
approval. Investigations to date 
have determined that the ground 
water is contaminated with 
nitroaromatic compounds in concen- 
trations above Fcdcral Ambient 
Water Quality Critcria (AWQC). 
Onsite surface water is contami- 
nated with nitroaromatic compounds 
and lead. Migration of contaminants 
at levels exceeding criteria is not 
expected. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Cleanup of Area A, including 
soil excavation and decontamination 
of storage igloos and buildings, was 
comp1etc:d in 1988. Additional 
sampling was conducted in 1991 to 
confirm completion of cleanup at 
Area A following EPA Region IV's 
request. Two additional portions of 
soil have been identified for reme- 
diation as a result of this sampling 
effort. 

A determination has been made 
by the Army to address the stock- 
piled soils from the remediation of 
Area A that are now stored in Area 
B as a separate operable unit (OU). 
An incineration contract was 
awarded in May 1991, allowing the 
option of incinerating the explo- 
sives-contaminated soils located in 
Area B. The Feasibility Study, 
proposed plan, and ROD for this 
OU were finalized in FY 1992. 
Incineration is currently scheduled 
for summer 1993. Approximately 
25,000 cubic yards of soil will be 
incinerated. The two additional 
portions of soil from Area A are 
expected to be remediated during 
this efforl.. 



Albany Marine Corps Logistic Base 
Albany, Georgia 

Service: Navy 

Size: 3,327 Acres 

HRS Score: 44.65 

Base Mission: Supply center; Training center 

IAG Status: Signed July 1991 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1985; Placed on NPL 1989; RI/FS initiated 1989 

C~ntaminant~: Waste oil and fuels, solvents, mineral spirits, PCBs, paints and thinners, 
stripping compounds, DDT, cleaning solutions 

Funding to Date: $5.9 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ and 10, for which no further action A Technical Review Committee 

Site Inspection (PAISI) was recommended. (TRC) has been formed and 
meetings periodically held since 

An Initial Assessment Study 
(IAS), equivalent to a PA, was 
completed in September 1985 and 
identified eight potentially contam- 
inated sites (01-08) at Marine Corps 
Logistics Base Albany (MCLB 
Albany). Six sites (01, 02, 03, 05, 
06, and 07) were recommended for 
Confirmation Studies (CSs). These 
sites include landfills, a storm 
sewer, and a leaking drum storage 
area. Sites 04 and 08 were not 
originally recommended for fuaher 
study, but both were included in the 
IRP later. Site 04 is included in a 
PSC/RI/FS, which began in N 
1992, and is underway. Site 08 is 
slated for a Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) beginning 
in August 1994. 

A CS, equivalent to an SI, was 
completed in May 1987 and 
addressed a total of nine sites. Six 
of the nine sites were recommended 
for confirmation in the IAS. Three 
new sites were added (09, 10, and 
11). Additional work was recom- 
mended for all sites except Sites 07 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The FFA identified 13 potential 
sources of contamination (PSCs) 
requiring an RFI and 11 PSCs 
requiring screening. The PSCs have 
been separated into these categories 
depending on the level of investiga- 
tion previously performed at the 
individual PSCs. The site screening 
PSCs will require initial confirma- 
tion and characterization sampling 
prior to determining if further 
investigation is necessary. An 
RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI), 
completed in September 1989, 
addressed nine sites; all were sites 
included in the FFA. 

An enforceable schedule has 
been prepared as part of the FFA's 
site management plan. Parts of this 
schedule have been superseded by 
an expedited schedule. The 13 sites 
requiring RI/FS have been divided 
into Operable Units (OUs) based on 
the type of waste disposed or 
typical profile of suspected 
contaminants. 

September 1989. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

RD/RA work will commence 
upon completion of the RI/FS activ- 
ities and is expected to consist of 
action such as capping, ground 
water pump and treatment, excava- 
tion and disposal of contaminated 
soil and long-term monitoring 
(LTM). 

An Interim Record of Decision 
(ROD) was signed in August 1992 
for PSC 16, a former transformer 
slation, and PSC 17, a chrome 
plating waste area. The selected 
remedies will consist of excavation 
capping and ground water moni- 
toring. The Interim ROD was 
signed approximately one month 
ahead of the expedited schedule and 
17 months ahead of the enforceable 
schedule. 



Andersen Air Force Base 
Yigo, Guam 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 15,400 Acres 

HRS Score: 50.00 

Base Mission: Provide highest quality peacetime and wartime support - people, equipment, 
facilities to protect global power and reach and protect U.S. interests from our vital 
location. 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG expected to be signed early 1993 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1985; Placed on NPL 1992 

Contaminants: POL, solvents, tars, UXO 

Funding to Date: $1 6.0 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Early PAS identified active and 
abandoned landfills and burial 
trenches referred to as burrow pits, 
fire training areas, and chemical 
storage areas. Many of the 50 sites 
identified in the PAS are above the 
sole source aquifer for the Capitol 
City of Agana, Guam. Due to the 
large population dependent upon the 
high quality limestone karst aquifer, 
preliminary findings recommended 
further action at many of the sites 
originally identified in the PAS. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The active landfill complex at 
Andersen AFB has been under a 
Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act Closure Plan that has 
driven extensive assessment and 
design activities to date. This activ- 
ity is planned to be shifted from 
RCRA oversight to Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compen- 
sation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
oversight upon signing of the Fed- 

eral Facility Agreement. The FFA 
is projected to be signed in early 
1993. 

The landfill complex, along with 
the 39 sites listed in the FFA are 
divided into six operable units 
(OUs) under the FFA. An RI/FS for 
Andersen AFB was initiated in 
1986 but since the initiation of the 
FFA process has been deferred. All 
data generated in the 1986 RI/FS is 
being reviewed for QAJQC con- 
cerns. Acceptable data will be inte- 
grated into new RIFS initiatives 
developed through the FFA process. 

An RI/FS must be conducted for 
each of the OUs. Due to the depth 
of the aquifer, which often exceeds 
400 feet, and h e  complex nature of 
karst geology, the aquifer is not 
well characterized. A major dye 
tracer study will be completed in 
1993 to characterize the aquifer in 
relation to the Andersen AFB land- 
fill complex. This study will drive 
future investigation activities as 
well as risk assessment assumptions 
and ultimately, selection of remedial 
actions. 

Due to the rapid development of 
non-military lands on Guam, 

Andersen AFB has become a 
defacto nature preserve for federally 
listed endangered species. Fedcral 
Endangered Species Act, Section 7 
consultations are required before 
any field activities can be con- 
ducted in endangered species habi- 
tat. Extensive ecological inventories 
will have to be completed to pro- 
vide a baseline for future decision- 
making at the affected IRP sites. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

An interim action is being 
planned for the Andersen AFB 
landfill complex. All other sites are 
bcing evaluated throughout the 
investigation process to determine if 
early actions are appropriate. Cur- 
rently, no other early actions are 
planned. Unless additional sites are 
identified as appropriate for early 
actions, RIIFSs will have to be 
completed before further remedial 
design and remedial action can be 
implcmented at Andersen AFB. 



Anniston Army Depot 
(Southeast Industrial Area) 
Anniston, Alabama 

Service: Army 

Size: 15,245 Acres 

HRS Score: 51.91 

Base Misslon: Maintain combat vehicles and artillery 
equipment 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed June 1990 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1983; Initial RIIFS completed 1989; 
Placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: VOCs, heavy metals, paints, acids, solvents, phenols, 
degreasers, ammunition wastes, oils and greases, fly ash 

Funding to Date: $13.6 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

A PAIS1 identified past disposal 
or spill sites potentially contami- 
nated with hazardous wastes. The 
PAJSI also determined that hazard- 
ous wastes from some sites had 
contaminated the surface water and 
were probably also contaminating 
the ground water. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

RI/FS work confirmed that the 
local ground water is contaminated, 
primarily with VOCs, phenols, and 
metals. Chrome at levels exceeding 
the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit have been detected in 
ground water. Low levels of con- 
taminants have migrated beyond the 
depot boundary. Studies since 1983 
have indicated that contamination 
on the depol originates from four 
main sources: the residual Z-1 
trench area, the Building 114 
dewatering sump, the southern 
landfill area, and the northeast 
industrial area near Building 130. 
Activities in 1992 included follow- 
on RI/FS work resulting from EPA 
and state review of previous work 
under the Federal Facility Agree- 
ment. Investigations were conducted 
at five operable units covering the 
southeast industrial area. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Approximately 62,000 tons of 
contaminated materials at Site Z-1 
were excavated and removed to an 
RCRA disposal facility in 1983. 
Contaminated (VOCs, phenols, 
chromium) ground water from the 
Building 114 dewatering sump is 
treated via chemical filtration, air 
stripping, and carbon filtration of 
VOCs. Expansion of the existing 
system to allow treatment of chrom- 
ium currently is being contracted 
undcr US ACE. 

Interim ground water extraction 
and treatment systems were install- 
ed in arcas of major contamination 
within the Southeast Industrial 
Area, including the Site Z- 1 trench 
area, the landfill, and the northeast 
area near Building 130. A Record 
of Decision (ROD) was signed in 
September 1991 to cover this 
interim remedial action. 



ARDEC (Picatinny Arsenal) 
Rockaway Township, New Jersey 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Army 

6,500 Acres 

42.92 

U.S. Army Armament Research, Development, and Engineering Center (ARDEC) 

Signed July 1991; Effective August 1991; Schedule approved October 1991 

PAISI completed 1987; Placed on NPL 1990 

Heavy metals, VOCs, nitroaromatics and BNAs 

$21 .I million 

Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The PNSI determined that con- The RI/FS concept plan, which 
tamination in ground water, surface reviewed all existing environmental 
water, sediment, and soils is data and prioritized sites based on 
present. their potential impact on public 

health and the environment, was 
finalized in March 1991. Overall, 
160 sites have been identified and 
grouped into three RI phases and 
the Burning Ground RI study. The 
Phase 1 RI addresses six areas 
which include 51 sites. Final plans 
for the Phase 1 RI are due to the 
regulatory agencies in early 1993. A 
contract has been awarded to pre- 
pare the RI plans for thc Phase 2 
sites. These plans are due to the 
regulators in March 1993. Plans for 
the RI of the Burning Ground are 
currently being revised. Implemen- 
tation of these RI activities is 
covered under the IAG with EPA. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

RDX has been detected in off- 
post residential wells and bottled 
water is being supplied. Negotia- 
tions are currently underway to 
extend municipal waterlines to the 
affected residents. During the spring 
of 1992, TCE-contaminated soil 
was removed from the area around 
Buildings 24 and 95 (inactive metal 
shops). Additionally, an IRA to 
pump and treat TCE-contaminated 
ground water near Building 24 was 
implemented in September 1992. 

A removal action was conducted 
at the post farm landfill during the 
summer of 1992. Contaminated 
soils and over 250 drums were 
removed from the landfill. 



Bangor Naval Submarine Base 
Silverdale, Washington 

Service: Navy 

Size: 6,692 Acres 

HRS Score: 30.42 (Site A) 
55.91 (Sub Base Bangor) 

Base Mission: Support for Trident submarines 

IAG Status: IAG signed January 1990 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1983; Site A placed on NPL 1987; RI/FS initiated 1988; Subase 
Bangor and Site F placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: TNT, RDX, picric acid, picramic acid 

Funding to Date: $21.1 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

An Initial Assessment Study 
(equivalent to a PA) was completed 
in June 1983. Of Bangor NSB'S 29 
sites, 11 were recommended for 
further study due to suspected con- 
tamination of ground water and soil. 

A Current Situation Report for 
Site A was completed in April 1988 
and found that surface soil at Site A 
was contaminated with TNT and 
that the bum mounds were contarni- 
nated with RDX. Shallow ground 
water samples were also found to 
contain TNT and RDX. The report 
recommended three Interim Reme- 
dial Actions to isolate and control 
the site, including covering the burn 
mounds, erecting a fence, and aban- 
doning grouting wells. These 
actions were taken. All of the sites 
were recommended to continue to 
an RIJFS. 

On January 29, 1990, the 
Department of the Navy signed a 
Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) 
for Bangor NSB. The FFA grouped 
the 22 sites identified into 7 oper- 
able units. 

Remedial Investigation/ [em: and Phase 111 involves long- 
term treatment of ground water for Feasibility Study (RIIFS) up to years, 

An RI/FS for OU1 was corn- 
pleted in August 1991, and the 
Record of Decision formalizing the 
selected remedy was signed in 
December 1991. The remedy 
involves cleaning the contaminated 
soil using a passive washing system 
for TNT and RDX. Six separate 
RIPS for the remaining Operable 
Units are underway and are 
expected to be completed in 1993 
and 1994. 

A local citizen's group, Over-C, 
has obtained a grant from EPA and 
the State of Washington to oversee 
operations at the Bangor NSB and 
Keyport NUWC installations. 

A Record of Decision for an 
Interim Remedial Action at OU2 
was signed in September 1991 to 
contaln the spread of contaminated 
ground water from Site F. The 
action is expected to begin in early 
1993. The action will involve 
pumping and treating the ground 
water and then reintroducing the 
ground water into the aquifer. The 
first treatment system used will be 
an activated carbon system. This 
system will later be replaced with 
an ultraviolet oxidation system. 

A removal action is currently 
underway at a former disposal site. 
The action involves the removal of 
drums beside and beneath a road- 

Remedial Design1 way embankment. The first phase 
of [he drum removal was completed 

Remedial Action (RD/RA) in thc fall of 1992, with the second 

RD for 0u1 is underway and phas"crge1ed for the spring of 

includes three phases of work for 1093. 
the operable unit. Phae I involves A removal action the 
the consrruction and use of a excwat~on and disposal of buried 

ate basin for removed soil; Phase 11 drums was completed at 

involves the design and implemen- sites in September 1992. 

tation of a leachate treatment sys- 



Barstow Marine Corps Logistics Base (10) 
Barstow, California 

Service: Navy 

Size: 5,687 Acres 

HRS Score: 37.93 

Base Mission: Store and distribute supplies and equipment 

IAG Status: Signed October 1990 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1983; Placed on NPL November 1989; RIIFS initiated in 1990 

Contaminants: Waste fuels, oils, degreasers, solvents, paintslpaint residues, 
pesticides, PCBs 

Funding to Date: $23.0 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

A PA/SI was completed in 1983 
and identified 33 potentially con- 
taminated sites. The SI recom- 
mended that four sites progress into 
the RIFS phase. 

Ground water from the Mojave 
River Basin beneath the Nebo and 
Yermo areas used for both domestic 
and agricultural purposes is con- 
taminated with VOCs. Laboratory 
analyses conducted in November 
1988 indicated VOC contamination 
of the Yermo drinking and ground 
water, at concentrations exceeding 
California drinking water standards. 
An RFA was initiated in 1991 and 
is scheduled for completion in 
1993. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The RI/FS work plan and samp- 
ling and analysis plan were con- 
ditionally agreed to by FFA parties 
in May 1990. These documents 
address 38 potentially contaminated 
sites and include a solid waste 
water quality assessment test of the 

Yermo Landfill. The 38 sites are 
divided into six operable units. An 
FFA was signed in 1990 and estab- 
lishes an RI/FS schedule for all 38 
sites. An investigation of the water 
quality at 17 offsite drinking water 
wells in the adjacent community of 
Yermo was completed in May 
1990. Two wells showed con- 
tamination at trace levels. The 
offsite wells are scheduled for 
continued monitoring during the RI. 
The first TRC meeting was held in 
November 1990. RI/FS field work 
was initiated in 1991 with funding 
provided for the installation of 
monitoring wells, sampling and 
analysis of ground water and soil, 
and preparation of an RWS report 
addressing several Operable Units 
(OUs). 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A removal action involving 
removal of industrial waste sludge 
is planned at the Sludge Waste 
Disposal Area, Yermo (Site 18) and 
the Sludge Storage Area, Yermo 
(Site 29), and is expected to be 
completed in FY 1993. 

An Interim Remedial Action 
involving removal of volatile 
organic compound contamination in 
ground water at the Yermo Annex 
is currently underway. Two acti- 
vated carbon ground water treat- 
ment systems were installed in 
September 1989 and are scheduled 
to operate until 1994 or until it can 
be proved that contamination no 
longer exists. The system has been 
effective in removing volatile 
organic contamination to below 
detectable limits. 

Two Interim Remedial Actions 
are planned for OUs 1 and 2. The 
percolation ponds at the Sanitary 
Sewer Plant will be aerated and a 
filter will be installed to remove 
tetrachloroethylene from water 
before discharge to the ponds if 
sampling indicates concentrations 
above the state action level. In 
addition, a treatment system will be 
installed to remove volatile organic 
contamination from ground water at 
the Yermo Annex and is expected 
to be completed in FY 1998. 



Brunswick Naval Air Station 
Brunswick, Maine 

Service: Navy 

Size: 7,259 Acres 

HRS Score: 43.38 

Base Mission: Provide facilities, services, materials, and aircraft for anti-submarine warfare 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 between EPA and the Navy; Modified in 1990 to 
include the Maine Department of Environmental Protection 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1983; RIIFS initiated 1986; 
Placed on NPL 1987 

Contaminants: Waste oils, contaminated fuels, solvents, acids, paint residues, 
photographic chemicals, pesticideslherbicides, asbestos 

Funding to Date: $5.9 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The Initial Assessment Study 
(IAS), equivalent to a PA, and the 
Confirmation Study (CS), equiva- 
lent to an SI, were completed in 
1983 for Brunswick Naval Air 
Station (Brunswick NAS). Thirteen 
sites were identified as potentially 
contaminated areas and all were 
recommended for further study. 
Another CS was completed in May 
1985 on all 13 sites and 12 of the 
original 13 went for further study in 
a Remedial Investigation @I). 
Contamination of ground and sur- 
face waters was the major concern 
justifying the Remedial Investi- 
gatiofleasibility Study. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The RIPS began in September 
1985 for the twelve sites recom- 
mended for further study by the CS. 
In October 1991, the RI was com- 
pleted for the 12 sites and all 12 
went into the FS phase. In April 
1992, the report of the detailed FS 
was submitted. Site 12 is expected 
to have a Record of Decision 
(ROD) recommending no furlher 
action submitted and final in FY 
1993 to close out the site. Sites 02 
and 07 will proceed with LTM 
which will last into FY 1998 and 
after. The balance of the sites are in 
the process of developing a Rerne- 
dial Design. 

cap over the Sites 1 and 3 (land- 
fills) and a slurry wall around them 
to divert clean water away from the 
sites. Contaminated ground water 
contained by the cap and sluny 
wall will be pumped through 
extraction wells and treated by 
ultraviolet (UV) oxidation to 
destroy organic compounds. The 
second ROD is for Sites 04, 11, and 
13. The action  res scribed by the 
second ROD will be a pump and 
treat with LTM. 

A Non-Time Critical Removal 
Action course is being pursued by 
the Engineering Field Division 
(EFD) to expedite the cleanup at 
Building 95, the Former Pesticide 
Shop. Residuals of the pesticide 
DDT were found to be a contarni- 
nant at this site. RD/RA will be in 

Remedial Design1 FY 1993 with the remediation com- 
plete in FY 1994. LTM will be 

Remedial Action (RDIRA) prescribed and will last into FY 

Two RODS were signed between 1998 or after. 

the EPA and the Department of the 
Navy in June 1992. The first ROD 
is for a final remedy including 
containment by construction of a 



Camp Lejeune Marine Corps Base 
Jacksonville, North Carolina 

Service: Navy 

Size: 151,000 Acres 

HRS Score: 33.13 

Base Misslon: Provide housing, training, logistical, and administrative support for Fleet Marine 
Force Units 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed February 1991 

,4ctlon Dates: PAISI completed 1983; RIIFS initiated 1984; Placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: Waste oils, fuels, solvents, battery acid, lithium batteries, paints, thinners, 
pesticideslherbicides, PCBs 

Funding to Date: $9.9 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation1 on-site, and discharge ofthe treated 

Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) water into the sanitary sewer 
system. 

A PNSI identified 76 past spill 
and disposal sites as potentially 
contaminated with migrating con- 
taminants. Thirty sites were targeted 
for further investigation. Additional 
sites have been discovered. Cur- 
rently, 16 sites are in the PA/SI 
phase. Wastes disposed of in land- 
fills create a potential for soil, 
surface, and ground water contami- 
nation. Surface waters drain from 
the base to the Atlantic Ocean 
through the New River, both of 
which support recreational and 
commercial fishing. Several endan- 
gered species, including the Amer- 
ican Alligator and the RedCockaded 
W~odpecker, inhabit protected areas 
on the base. Ground water is the 
sole source of potable water for the 
base and surrounding communities. 

An accelerated RWS for the 
Hadnot Point Industrial Area is 
expected to be completed in 1992. 
The RIIFS already has identified 
fuel and chlorinated solvents in the 
ground water and the contamination 
source is being investigated. Several 
on-base drinking water supply wells 
have been closed. The information 
available on the majority of the 
remaining 24 sites has been con- 
solidated into an RI interim report 
focused on scoping the remainder 
of the RI/FS requirements. 

The TRC held a meeting in 
February to discuss RIPS docu- 
mentation for the Hadnot Point 
Industrial Area Interim Remedial 
Action is complete. 

On September 23, 1992, the 
Commanding General of Camp 
Lejeune MCB signed an Interim 
Record of Decision for the ueat- 
ment of TCE-contaminated ground 
water at the Hadnot Point Industrial 
Area (Site 78). The Interim Reme- 
dial Action will consist of eight 
extraction wells, two air strippers 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Initiation of RDBA work is 
expected in 1992. A fence was 
installed around the Rifle Range 
Chemical Dump in 1990. 

An interim Record of Decision 
was signed in FY 1992 and the 
design of the pump and treat system 
for Hadnot Industrial Area Interim 
Remedial Action commenced in 
August 1992. 



Camp Pendleton Marine Corps Base (13) 
San ~ i e g o  County, California 

Service: Navy 

Size: 125,000 Acres 

HRS Score: 33.79 

Base Mission: Provide housing, training, logistical, and administrative support for Fleet Marine 
Force Units 

IAG Status: Signed October 1990 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1988; Rl/F S initiated 1989; Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: VOCs, spent oils, fuels, PCBs, pesticides, solvents 

Funding to Date: $23.2 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PNSI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

An Initial Assessment Study 
completed in September 1984, 
identified eight potentially contami- 
nated sites at Camp Pendleton 
MCB. Three sites were found not to 
pose a threat to human health or the 
environment, and no further action 
was recommended. Five sites were 
recommended for further investiga- 
tion. A Confirmation Study, Verifi- 
cation Step Report completed in 
July 1988, addressed Sites 03, 04, 
05, 06, and 08. During the SI field 
program, an additional site, the 41 
Area Stuart Mesa Waste Stabiliza- 
tion Pond (Site 09), was added to 
the SI at the request of the Depart- 
ment of the Navy to meet the 
requirements of the California 
Toxic Pits Control Act. As a result 
of the SI, all six sites were recom- 
mended for further investigation. 

An RIPS began in September 
1989 to investigate the nine original 
sites. RI/FS scoping documents, 
including the RVFS work plan, 
health and safety plan, community 
relations plan, and sampling and 
analysis plan have been developed. 
An FFA was signed by DoD, EPA, 
and the State of California in Octo- 
ber 1990. A TRC has been formed 
and includes members from Camp 
Pendleton MCB; Southwest Divi- 
sion, Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command; California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, San 
Diego Region 9; EPA Region IX; 
California Department of Health 
Services, Toxic Substances Control 
Division; and public representatives. 

RD/RA activities are currently 
planned for completion in FY 1996, 
but removal actions will be con- 
sidered if an imminent threat is 
identified. Interim remedial 
measures were taken in 1986 to 
secure contaminated sites from 
inadvertent entry. 



Castle Air Force Base 
Merced, California 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 2,777 Acres 

HRS Score: 37.93 

Base Mission: Combat crew training for KC-135 Stratotanker and B-52 Stratotanker (Scheduled 
for closure) 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1983; RIIFS initiated 1986; RIIFS scheduled for completion 
December 1994; Placed on NPL 1987; Closure scheduled for September 1995 

Contaminants: Spent solvents, fuels, waste oils, pesticides, cyanide, cadmium 

Funding to Date: $22.5 million 

Preliminary Assessmentl 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

PA/SI work was completed in 
October 1983. The PA/SI consoli- 
dated the investigation of 37 initial- 
ly identified sites into 26 potential 
contamination source areas. These 
areas included landfills, discharge 
areas, chemical disposal pits, fire 
training areas, fuel spill areas, and 
PCB spill areas. The Air Force 
believes that five of the areas (PCB 
spill sites) require no further inves- 
tigation because PCB contamination 
has been removed through appropri- 
ate response actions. 

An RIIFS began in September 
1986 and grouped the remaining 21 
areas into several investigative sites 
plus a TCE plume site. Results 
indicate the shallow ground water 
aquifer beneath and adjacent to the 
base is contaminated with nitrates, 
trace amounts of pesticides, and 
trichloroethylene at levels exceeding 
state and federal drinking water 
standards. 

Ground water investigations 
conducted in 1991 focused on the 
main base sector of Castle. The Air 
Force signed an ROD with EPA 
and the State of California in Au- 
gust 1991 for the cleanup of TCE 
contaminated ground water in the 
main base area. Investigations under 
the pre-ROD IAG now include two 
additional ground water units sched- 
uled for RODS in October 1992 and 
February 1994. Investigations 
scheduled for 1993 include a signif- 
icant effort to characterize the 
extent of the TCE contamination. 

In 1986, the TCE-contaminated 
drinking water supply on-base was 
replaced with a potable well water. 
In 1987, filter systems were 
installed in off-base wells to 
remove TCE contamination. Bottled 
water was supplied to off-base users 
before filter installation. In 1988, 
two deep wells replaced TCE-con- 
taminated water supplies: one for 
the city of Atwater (2,000 gpm) and 
one to meel. on-base needs (2,100 
gpm). These wells are 800 to 900 
feet deep. In 1989, a 1,400-gpm 
granular activated carbon filtration 
system for TCE-contaminated 
ground water was constructed. Two 
RDs were initiated in 1991 for the 
remediation of ground water and 
fuel-contaminated soils. A design 
schedule for the main base ground 
water remediation scheme is being 
finalized under the pre-ROD IAG. 
RAs initiated in 1991 include 
ground water remediation, capping 
inactive production wells, and 
removing abandoned USTs. 



Cecil Field Naval Air Station 
Jacksonville, Florida 

Senrice: Navy 

Size: 20,194 Acres 

HRS Score: 31.99 

Base Mission: Provide facilities, services, and materials for operation and maintenance of 
naval weapons and aircraft 

IAG Status: Signed October 1990 

Action Dates: PA completed 1985; Placed on NPL December 1989; RI/FS field work began 
October 1991 

Contaminants: Heavy metals, petroleum/oil/lubricants, paints, solvents, pesticides, fungicides, 
herbicides, acids, photographic chemicals, paint thinners, blasting grit 

Funding to Date: $3.2 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

An Initial Assessment Study 
(IAS), equivalent to a PA, was 
completed in July 1985 for Cecil 
Field Naval Air Station (NAS) and 
identified 18 potentially contarni- 
nated sites. Ten sites (01-05,07,08, 
11, 16, and 17) were recommended 
for Confirmation Studies (CS). 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

In the FFA, 12 potential sources 
of contamination (PSCs) required 
an RI/FS and 6 PSCs required 
screening. The 12 sites requiring 
RI/FS have been divided into oper- 
able units based on the types of 
wastes disposed or typical profile of 
suspected contaminants. The oper- 
able units are further grouped into 
investigative sets. 

Operable Unit 1 includes PSCs 1 
and 2, both of which are landfills. 
Operable Unit 2 includes PSCs 3,5, 
and 17, all of which are oillsludge 
disposal areas. Operable Unit 3 

includes PSCs 7 and 8, both of 
which are fire training areas. Oper- 
able Unit 4 includes PSC 10, a 
rubble disposal area. Operable Unit 
5 includes PSCs 14 and 15, both of 
which are ordnance disposal areas. 
Operable Unit 6 consists of PSC 
11, a pesticide disposal area. Oper- 
able Unit 7 includes PSC 16, an 
AIMD seepage pit. 

Investigative Set 1 consists of 
Operable Unit 1, 2, and 7 and was 
selected because historically, land- 
fills and unlined disposal pits have 
represented a source of significant 
soil and ground water contamina- 
tion. Investigative Set 2 consists of 
Operable Unit 3, Set 3 of Operable 
Unit 6, Set 4 of Operable Unit 4, 
and Set 5 of Operable Unit 5. The 
RI/FS for Set 1 that includes sites 
PSC 1 and 2, PSC 3, 5, 17, and 
PSC 16 is currently underway with 
an expected completion in 1994. 
The RI/FS for the remaining 
investigative sets is expected to 
commence in the 1997-1998 time- 
frame. 

An RCRA Facility Investigation 
(RFI) was completed in March 

1988 and included 14 sites. Correc- 
tive action studies were recom- 
mended for eight sites and further 
investigations for four sites. No 
further action (NFA) was recom- 
mended for two sites. These sites 
are currently being addressed under 
CERCLA. 

A Technical Review Committee 
(TRC) was formed in 1991. The 
last meeting was held January 30, 
1992. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

RD/RA work will commence 
upon completion of the RIFS activ- 
ities and is expected to consist of 
actions such as capping, ground 
water pump and treat, excavation 
and disposal of contaminated soil, 
and long-term monitoring (LTM). 



Concord Naval Weapons Station 
Concord, California 

Service: Navy 

Size: 13,023 Acres 

HRS Score: 50.00 

Base Mission: Weapons/munitions transhipment and storage facility 

IAG Status: None 

Action Dates: Proposed for NPL listing February 1992 

Contaminants: Metals, VOCs, explosive compounds, pesticides, PCBs 

Funding to Date: $19.7 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

An Initial Assessment Study 
(IAS) conducted in 1984 investi- 
gated over 32 sites of which 25 
sites were identified as significant. 
For the purpose of further investiga- 
tions, the activity was subsequently 
divided into three study areas: Liti- 
gation, Tidal, and Inland Area sites. 
An SI has been completed at the 
Litigation Area sites and Tidal Area 
sites with the Inland Area sites SI 
planned for completion in June 
1993. Seven Litigation Area sites 
and four Tidal Area sites were 
recommended for further investi- 
gation under RI/FS. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RIIFS for the seven Litiga- 
tion Area sites was conducted in 
1986187 to confirm contamination, 
evaluate the potential for migration, 
and determine migration pathways. 
A detailed FS for all sites was 
completed in 1988 with the signing 
of the Record of Decision (ROD) in 
April 1989. Scoping for the Tidal 
Area sites RI will begin in 1992. A 
TRC has been formed and includes 
members from WPNSTA Concord, 
Western Division, EPA Region IX, 
California Fish and Game, U.S. 
Corps of Engineers Waterways 
Experiment Station, and community 
representatives from the City of 
Concord and the town of Clyde. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

As part of the remedial design, 
the seven Litigation Area sites have 
been further divided into Remedial 
Action Sub-sites (RASSs) 1, 2, 3, 
and 4. Remedial design of RASS 1, 
2, and 3 design is planned for com- 
pletion in late 1992 with construc- 
tion to begin in 1993. The RASS 
sites have been found to be contam- 
inated with heavy metals. The res- 
toration portion of the remedial 
action incl~~des restoring and reveg- 
etating wetland areas at the site 
inhabited by two Federally-Listed 
endangered species: Salt Marsh 
Harvest Mouse and California 
Clapper Rail. 



Cornhusker Army Ammunition Plant (17) 

Hall County, Nebraska 

Service: Army 

Size: 11,936 Acres 

HRS Score: 51.13 

Base Mission: Currently standby status 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1980; RIIFS initiated 1981; Placed on NPL 1987 

Contaminants: Munitions-related wastes 

Funding to Date: $19.3 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

An Installation Assessment 
Study (IAS) identified sources of 
contamination and ground water 
contamination by explosive com- 
pounds. The plant is currently in 
standby status and the Army is 
planning to excess it following the 
completion of environmental studies 
required for real estate transactions. 
Preliminary findings from the ex- 
cessing study indicated extensive 
asbestos (mostly non-friable) con- 
tained in the loading line buildings 
and UXO in the burning ground 
area. 

Remedial lnvestigationl 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

A contaminant plume affecting 
more than 500 private wells in Hall 
County and nearby Grand Island 
was detected 3 112 miles off-post. 
An RIPS and a public health eval- 
uation report were submitted to 
regulators in 1986. RDJRA activ- 
ities consisting of an alternate water 
supply and contaminant source 
remediation were recommended. An 
IAG, effective September 4, 1990, 

has been negotiated with EPA and 
the state. 

An RIPS was initiated in 1991. 
Field investigations included geo- 
physics of the burning grounds1 
landfill and sampling of residential 
gardens near the installation. Three 
public meetings were conducted. 
Additional effort funded during 
1991 was completed in 1992 such 
as monitoring well installation and 
investigation of the remaining 
cesspoolslsumps, shop area, old 
laboratory, and ditcheslcreek area. 
All data will be used to evaluale the 
alternatives for soil and ground 
water remediation. The RI report 
was submitted to regula~ory 
agencies in January 1993. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

In 1986, the municipal water 
system was extended to 800 resi- 
dences in Grand Island. A dewatcr- 
ing system also was completed to 
control the high water table. In 
addition, remediation was initiated 
on contaminated soil at 58 cess- 
pools and leaching pits to destroy 
all explosive compounds. Incinera- 
tion operations began in 1987 and 

ended in 1988. During this period, 
approximately 40,000 tons of soil 
were incinerated. The incinerated 
soil was landfilled onsite in accord- 
ance with procedures agreed to by 
the Army and Nebraska. 

As a result of residential samp- 
ling and lower health limits for 
RDX, eight additional residences 
were provided bottled water as a 
time-critical removal action. The 
identification of additional affected 
residents has prompted the develop- 
ment of an Engineering Evaluation/ 
Cost Analysis, which was made 
available for public comment in 
September 1992. A public meeting 
was held on August 27, 1992, 
during which the Army discussed 
the proposed waterline extension 
estimated at a cost of $1.5 million 
for a distance of six miles. The 
decision memorandum for the 
walerline extension was approved in 
June of 1993. The construction is 
expected to begin in July 1993 and 
be completed by December 1993. 



Dahlgren Naval Surface Warfare Center (18) 
~ahlgren, Virginia 

Service: Navy 

Slze: Main Site: 2,677 Acres; Explosive Experimental Area: 1,614 Acres 

HRS Score: 50.00 

Base Mission: Proofs and Tests Department of the Navy Ordnance 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG in negotiation 

Action Dates: Installation Assessment completed in 1984; Draft RI Interim Report issued 
February 1989 and revised July 1991; RIIFS Work Plan issued May 1992; 
Proposed for NPL Listing. 

Contaminants: Cleaning solvents, explosive residues, heavy metals, low-level radioactive 
materials, mercury, PCBs, pesticides 

Funding to Date: $2.7 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Established in 1918, the Dahl- 
pen Naval Surface Warfare Center 
(Dahlgren NSWC), serves as the 
principal Navy research, develop- 
ment, testing, and evaluation facility 
for surface ship weaponry, strategic 
systems, and warfare analysis. 
Dahlgren NS WC comprises two 
areas: the Main Site, which occu- 
pies 2,700 acres, and the Explosive 
Experimental Area (EEA), a testing 
range on an adjacent peninsula 
encompassing 1,600 acres. Hazard- 
ous wastes concerns include explo- 
sives, propellants, electroplating and 
metal treating wastes, degreasers, 
battery acids, mercury, and low- 
level radioactive materials. 

The Initial Assessment, com- 
pleted in 1983, examined over 30 
sites and recommended several for 
further evaluation. Confirmation 
Studies were completed for these 
sites in 1986, and an RIPS was 
recommended for each site 
examined. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

A work plan has been prepared 
for examination of nine sites at 
Dahlgren NSWC. It will be 
reviewed by members of the Dahl- 
gren Technical Review Committee, 
including members from EPA and 
the State of Virginia. Field work is 
projected to begin in Spring, 1993. 
The nine sites to be investigated 
include sites previously examined in 
the Confirmation Study, plus three 
additional sites with known contam- 
ination that were previously unex- 
amined. The remedial activities will 
include evaluation of environmental 
impacts as well as human health. 
The proximity of the base to the 
Chesapeake Bay and the Potomac 
River, coupled with the presence of 
environmentally sensitive areas 
(wetlands) and endangered species 
(bald eagles), make the assessment 
of environmental impacts a priority. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A removal action for low-level 
radioactive material was conducted 
in Summer 1992. Material removed 
was contaminated with depleted 
Uranium (DU), and included soil 
and a cylindrical steel Barbette 
weighing approximately 40 tons. 
The material was transported for 
disposal at a low-level radioactive 
disposal facility in Barnwell, South 
Carolina. 



Davisville Naval Construction 
Battalion Center 
North Kingston, Rhode Island 

Service: Navy 

Size: 1,284 Acres 

HRS Score: 34.52 

Base Mission: Mobilize reserve naval construction battalions; Supply construction equipment 
(Installation scheduled for closure) 

iAG Status: Initiated and expected to be signed 1992 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1984; RIIFS initiated 1988; Placed on NPL November 1989 

Contaminants: PCBs, VOCs, petroleum oilllubricants, pesticides, lead 

Funding to Date: $2.2 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

A Phase I Initial Assessment 
Study (IAS), equivalent to a PA, 
was conducted in September 1984 
at Davisville Naval Construction 
Battalion Center (NCBC) and iden- 
tified 14 potentially contaminated 
sites (01-14). Even though the IAS 
recommended no further action at 
Sites 01-04, 06, 08, 10, 11, and 13, 
these sites were brought back into 
the program in subsequent phases. 
Three sites (05, 07, and 09) were 
recommended for Confirmation 
Studies (CSs). Limited investiga- 
tions were recommended for Sites 
12 and 14. 

A CS, equivalent to an SI, was 
completed in February 1987 and 
addressed 13 of the 14 sites (02-14) 
identified in the IAS. Ten sites (02, 
03, 06, 07, 09, 10-14) were recom- 
mended for further investigation. 
Even though no further action for 
Sites 02, 04, and 05 was recom- 
mended, the sites were brought 
back into the program in subsequent 
phases. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

A Phase I RIIFS began in 1988, 
addressed 10 sites (2, 3, 5-11, and 
13), and was completed in 1992. 

Concurrent with the Phase I 
RI/FS, a Federal Facility Agreemenl 
(FFA) was signed. The FFA iden- 
tified three study areas (SAs) and 
12 Areas of Concern (AOCs). 

A Phase I1 RIPS for 10 of the 
12 AOCs identified in the FFA is 
currently underway with a sched- 
uled completion in 1993. An SA 
screening evaluation equivalent to a 
RI/FS is currently underway for 
Sites 01, 04, and 15 with a sched- 
uled completion in December 1993. 
An FS is currently underway for 
Sites 12 and 14 with a scheduled 
completion in 1993. 

A Technical Review Committee 
(TRC) has been formed and 25 
meetings have been held period- 
ically since April 1988. 

In August 1980, Davisville 
NCBC was issued an RCRA Gener- 
ator Facility Permit that identified 
13 Solid Waste Management Units 

(SWMUs) (nine landfills, two stor- 
age areas, one waste oil tank stor- 
age area and injection well). The 
closure plans for these SWMUs are 
being handled under the RCRA 
Corrective Action Plan (CAP). 
These SWMUs include 10 IR sites 
(02, 03, 06, 07, 08, 09, 10, 11, 13, 
and 15). 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

PCB-contaminated concrete was 
removed at Sites 12 and 14 in 
199 1. An FS is currently underway 
for these sites. RD for a creosote- 
contaminated area was completed in 
1992. Removal is expected in Jan- 
uary 1993 with further additional 
sampling. 

The RD/RA work for all the 
other sites will commence upon 
completion of the RIFS activities 
and is expected to be completed in 
1997 for most sites. 



Defense Distribution Region Central 
(Formerly Memphis ~efense Depot) 
Memphis, Tennessee 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Defense Logistics Agency 

642 Acres 

Store and distribute DoD commodities throughout the south-central United States. 
This includes clothing, food, medical supplies, electronic equipment, petroleum 
products, and industrial chemicals. 

In negotiation 

PAISI completed 1981; RI/FS initiated 1989; First phase of RIIFS completed 1990; 
Follow-on RIIFS in progress; Placed on NPL October 1992 

Volatile organics, semi-volatile organics, heavy metals, pesticides, PCBs 

$3.7 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

A PA/SI was completed by the 
U.S. Army Toxic and Hazardous 
Materials Agency (USATHAMA) 
in 1981. It identified 75 sites with a 
potential for contamination due to 
past hazardous materials practices. 
A majority of these sites were 
located in an area known as Dunn 
Field. All 75 sites have been 
included in the RI/FS investigation. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RI/FS was initiated in April 
1989 and the first phase was com- 
pleted in 1990. It concluded hat 
ground water underlying the 
western portion of DDRC was 
contaminated with organic chemi- 
cals and that a follow-on RIFS  was 
necessary. A follow-on RVFS was 
initiated in 1991 to address data 
gaps and to fully delineate the 
extent of the contaminant plume. 
The installation was placed on the 
NPL in October 1992. Negotiations 
for an IAG have begun. 

Remedial Design/ 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

In 199 1, DDRC initiated an 
interim remedial action (IRA) to 
address the. ground water contami- 
nation in Dunn Field. A pump test 
was conducted to characterize the 
ground water and to evaluate 
pumping and treatment alternatives. 
The IRA is expected to be opera- 
tional by September 1993. Two 
IRA'S were completed previously at 
DDRC, both involving soil removal. 
The entire installation has been 
divided into five operable units with 
the ground water in the Dunn Field 
area as the top priority. 



Defense General Supply Center 
Richmond 
Chesterfield County, Virginia 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

iAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Defense Logistics Agency 

640 Acres 

33.85 

Manage general supplies for Armed Forces 

Final IAG signed 1991 

PAISI completed 1985; RIJFS initiated 1986; Placed on NPL 1987 

Phenols, solvents, paintslpaint residues, corrosives, pesticides/herbicides, 
refrigerants/antifreeze, photographic chemicals, oils 

$7.8 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

PA/SI work revealed 33 poten rial 
past and/or current disposal sites. 
Six sites were recommended for 
further study under an RI/FS. Three 
of the sites are contiguous, with a 
high potential for contaminant 
migration. Both on- and off-base 
water have been contaminated with 
phenols, chloroform, methylene 
chloride, dichlorobenzene, di-, tri- 
and tetrachloroethylene, and 
chromium. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RIPS began in September 
1986, and to date two draft RIs for 
the Area 5010pen Storage Areal 
National Guard Area and the former 
fire training pits and one draft RI 
for former acid neutralization pits 
have been submitted to EPA and 
the Virginia Department of Waste 
Management (VDWM). Comments 
have been received from EPA and 
VDWM and additional field work is 
scheduled for the fist quarter of 
1993 to fill data gaps identified by 
the agencies. The three major areas 
have been subdivided into eight 
operable units. The operable units 
consist of five soil units and three 
ground water and surface water 
units. Two RODs were issued 
during 1992 and a draft interim 
ROD has been prepared for ground 
water remediation. It is anticipated 
that the interim ROD will be issued 
in the second quarter of 1993. The 
remaining focused feasibility studies 
(FFS) are scheduled to be com- 
pleted by August 1993 and RODs 

are scheduled for signing in Feb- 
ruary, April and May 1994. 

Remedial Design/ 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Four IRA'S have been completed 
at DFSC. They involve removal of 
DDT from a drum storage area, 
waste removal from the acid 
neutralization pits, soil removal 
from the gas station, and the supply 
of bottled water to residents. Two 
RODs were issued during 1992. 
The fist ROD selected institutional 
controls for the open storage area. 
The requirements detailed in the 
ROD have been implemented. The 
second ROD for the acid neutraliza- 
tion pit soils selected vapor vacuum 
extraction as the remedial action. A 
contract has been awarded for 
design and construction and a pilot 
plant study will begin in early 1993. 
An interim remedial action contract 
for ground water at the area 
SO/National Guard area OU will be 
awarded in 1993 after the interim 
ROD is issued. 



Dover Air Force Base 
Dover, Delaware 

Service: Air Force 

size: 3,740 Acres 

HRS Score: 35.89 

Base Mission: Air lift services for troops, cargo, and equipment 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed June 1989 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1983; RIIFS initiated 1987; RI/FS scheduled completion 1995; 
Placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: Solvents, paints, waste fuel and oils, VOCs, and plating wastes 

Funding to Date: $13.3 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

By 1990, the initial PA and 
various other sources of information 
identified 23 sites for further reme- 
dial investigation. A facility assess- 
ment and a negotiation of the Inter- 
agency Agreement added 34 sites. 
"Analysis of aerial photos and field 
checks confirmed contamination at 
Site #58, an old engine test cell, 
added in 1992. An area of particu- 
lar concern for Dover is the upper 
aquifer, contaminated with low 
levels of VOCs and heavy metals. 
No contamination in the deeper 
aquifer, which provides drinking 
water to the base and surrounding 
area, has been detected. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RIPS of 12 sites, completed 
in 1986, confirmed that the con- 
centration of VOCs and metals in 
the upper aquifer exceeded Dela- 
ware's drinking water standards at 
several sites. All ground water work 
at Dover will focus on the upper 
aquifer. Selection of actual cleanup 
levels are under negotiation. Con- 
taminant source areas and the extent 
of contaminant migration are being 
investigated in an RI/FS that was 
initiated in August of 1987. The 
base-wide RI/FS work plan was 
negotiated in 1992. Field work will 
begin immediately, pending EPA 
concurrence. Completion of the 
RI/FS is projected in 1995. Two 
Focused Feasibility Studies (FFS) 
were funded in 1992. One FFS 
completed soil remcdiation at a Fire 
Training Area (FTA). Ground water 
contamination as a result of the 
FTA will be addressed in the base- 
wide RI/FS. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

In 1986, a soil removal and 
closure action was conducted at Site 
WP-21 cleaned up the old industrial 
waste basin, a major source of 
ground water contamination. Reme- 
dial actions were conducted to 
comply with state regulatory 
requirements. Solid Waste Disposal 
Area Site LF-24 was remediated 
and closed in 1988. An ROD was 
signed in late 1990 for RA at Site 
FT-03, a f~mner fire training area. 
RD is now complete for this site, 
and remedial action was performed 
in 1992. 



Earle Naval Weapons Station (Site A) 
Colts Neck, New ~ersey  

Service: Navy 

Size: 1 1,134 Acres 

HRS Score: 37.21 

Base Mission: Ammunition, logistics and administrative support for home-ported ships 

IAG Status: Signed February 16, 1991; Effective May 16, 1991 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL August 1990; PNSI completed 1986; RIIFS initiated 1988 

Contaminants: Heavy metals, petroleum/oils/lubricants, organic solvents, degreasers, 
paint residues, corrosive acids 

Funding to Date: $2.5 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

An Initial Assessment Study 
(IAS), equivalent to a PA, was 
completed in February 1983 at 
Earle NWS which identified a total 
of 29 potentially contaminated sites 
(01-29). Eleven of these sites were 
designated for further investigation. 
In 1991, an aerial photographic 
interpretation analysis conducted by 
Environmental Photographic Inter- 
pretation Center (EPIC) for the 
Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) identified 17 additional sites 
(A-Q). In August 1992, no further 
action was recommended for 16 of 
the 17 sites. Site F, the C-50 Round 
House Area, was recommended for 
further work. 

A Confirmation Study (CS), 
equivalent to an SI, was completed 
in December 1986 for 11 sites. The 
CS recommended additional sarnp- 
ling including monitoring wells, soil 
borings, and stream sampling for 
nine sites. No further action was 
recommended for two sites. 

In 1988, the EPA recommended Remedial Design/ 
a site inspection for the remaining 
18 sites identified in the IAS, but Remedial ~ c t i o n  (RDIRA) 
not studied during the CS of 1986. Initiation of RD/RA work at 
A Phase I1 SI is currently underway current RI sites expected in 1994. 
and is expected to be completed by Initiation of RD/RA work at current 
April 1993. Two of the sites are Phase I1 SI sites expected in 1997. 
being addressed under RCRA. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The RIIFS began in 1991 and 
included all 11 sites studies in the 
CS of 1986. EPA Region I1 recom- 
mended inclusion of the two "no 
further action" sites from the CS. 
The RIPS is expected to be com- 
pleted in 1993. An interim draft 
report submitted in March 1992 
indicates remediation for all sites to 
include capping, removal, and/or 
long-term monitoring. 

An RI/FS for Phase I1 SI sites is 
scheduled to start in 1993 and be 
completed in 1995. 

A Technical Review Committee 
(TRC) was formed in 1990 and 
meetings are held periodically. 



Edwards Air Force Base 
Kern County, California 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 470 Square Miles 

MRS Score: 33.62 

Base Mission: Aircraft research and development center 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 

Action Dates: Initial PAISI completed 1982; RIIFS initiated 1986; Placed on NPL 1990; 
Final PAISI initiated in 1990 

Contaminants: Waste oils, solvents, VOCs, petroleum hydrocarbons, rocket fuel, heavy metals 

Funding to Date: $39.9 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ chloroethylene9 and methylene Remedial Design1 
chloride are present in the shallower Site Inspection ground water aquifer underlying the Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

When the pre-ROD IAG was 
signed in 1990, 16 sites and 24 
Potential Release Locations (PRLs) 
were grouped to form 20 IRP areas 
based upon geographic proximity 
and common contamination types 
(identified or suspected). In addi- 
tion, the NASA/Ames-Dryden and 
Jet Propulsion Laboratory (JPL) 
facilities were also designated R P  
areas. After Edwards AFB was 
listed on the National Priorities List 
(NPL), the 20 IRP areas were fur- 
ther consolidated into seven oper- 
able units (OUs). Under the FFA 
terms, the Air Force agreed to 
conduct base-wide Expanded 
Source Investigations/RCRA Facil- 
ity Assessment (ESIBFA) to iden- 
tify additional sites and PRLs on 
the base. The ESIRFA is currently 
underway. To date, 217 new PRLs 
have been identified. 

The MainISouth Base, at the 
western edge of Rogers Dry Lake, 
is used primarily for maintaining 
and refueling aircraft. According to 
a 1987 IRP report, uichloroethy- 
lene, 1 ,Zdichloroethylene, tetra- 

MainISouth Base. Edwards AFB7s 
13,800 employees obtain drinking 
water from deep aquifer water wells 
within three miles of the Main/ 
South Base. 

An installation-wide ESI/RFA is 
ongoing and being conducted for 
operable unit. At the Main Base 
Flightline (OUl), 25 PRLs were 
identified; at South Base (OU2), 
11 1 PRLs were identified; at Phil- 
lips Laboratory, 102 PRLs were 
identified. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

A site-specific RI/FS began in 
August 1986 to determine the type 
and extent of contamination in local 
areas and to identify alternatives for 
remedial action. The sites identified 
at Edwards AFB include drum 
disposal areas, waste disposal pits, 
USTs, a leaking jet fuel pipeline, 
rocket test stands, oxidatiordevapor- 
ation ponds, landfills, fire protection 
training areas, TCE sites, and other 
spill sites. 

In addition to ongoing studies 
and analyses, removal actions have 
been undertaken to reduce or 
control known contamination. Tank 
removal actions were accomplished 
at four sites and a drum removal 
action was performed at Site 1. A 
ground water product recovery 
system was installed in 1987 at Site 
16 to pump petroleum-contaminated 
ground warer into an oil/water 
separator for petroleum product 
recovery. However, the system was 
inactivated within a month of 
startup due to the presence of 
chlorinated solvents in the discharge 
water. The system is currently 
being redesigned and will consist of 
a series of skimmer pumps to 
remove floating product from the 
ground water. In 1991, through a 
joint effort with EPA, heavy metals 
and dioxins (Site 34) underwent soil 
stabilization and polymer sealing. 



Eielson Air Force Base 
Fairbanks North Star Borough, Alaska 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Air Force 

19,790 Acres 

48.14 

Tactical air support to Pacific Air Forces 

Pre-ROD IAG signed May 1991 

PAISI completed 1982; RIIFS initiated 1986; Placed on NPL 1989 

Heavy metals, petroleum/oil/lubricants, VOCs, solvents 

$24.3 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Eielson AFB contains an active 
asbestos landfill and closed, unlined 
landfills that extend into ground 
water, drum storage areas, and 
petroleum spill areas. 

Lead, chromium, nickel, and zinc 
have been found in the soil at the 
drum storage area; trans-1,2- 
dichloroethylene, lead, and benzene 
have been found in shallow onsite 
monitoring wells. An estimated 
9,000 people obtain drinking water 
within three miles of the base. 

A number of new sites have 
entered the PNSI phase under the 
IAG in 1991. In 1992, Eielson had 
64 source areas, 22 were closed 
with "No Further Action" 
documentation. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RIPS  was initiated in Aug- 
ust 1986. Ongoing RI/FS work is 
planned for IRP sites during 1992 
to determine the extent of contami- 
nation on base and to identify alter- 
natives for remedial action under 
the IAG. A management plan for 
sampling was completed for oper- 
able units 3,4, and 5. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Several monitoring wells have 
been converted into static recovery 
wells to remove floating petroleum 
product from ground water. Small 
quantities have been recovered. 
Four USTs were removed in 1990. 

During 1991, IRAs included 
removal and incineration of 10,000 
cubic yards of petroleum, oil, and 
lubricant (POL)-contaminated soils 
spilled from a UST. In 1992, a 
system for removing floating prod- 
uct through vacuum extraction was 
installed. Twenty thousand cubic 
yards of POL-contaminated soil was 
land farmed, 2,500 drums of 
asphaltlcement were removed with 
road bed improvements; in-situ 
bioremediation of POL-contarni- 
nated soils was conducted, and 
trenches to remove floating product 
were installed. 



Ellsworth Air Force Base 
R,apid City, South Dakota 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

.&tion Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Air Force 

4,858 Acres 

33.62 

Long-range bombardment missiles and air refueling 

Pre-ROD IAG signed January 24,1992 

PAISI completed 1985; RltFS initiated 1987; Placed on NPL 1990 

VOCs, metals, solvents, jet fuel 

$8.5 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The base is bordered by open 
land on the north, west, and south 
and by commercial residential areas 
to the east. 

The September 1985 PAISI 
report identified 18 sites with 
potential hazardous waste disposal. 
Five new sites have recently been 
added to the IRP at Ellsworth with 
two undergoing PAISI in 1993. The 
other three sites were identified in 
accordance with the pre-ROD IAG 
s;gned in 1992. The three sites will 
be dealt with under a number of 
smaller sites and will be closed out 
once all contaminated ground water 
on base is proposed for No Further 
Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP). 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The original RI was initiated in 
1987 and completed in 1989. This 
work consisted of drafting decision 
documents recommending NFRAP 
for several sites. The base was 
listed on the NPL in 1990 requiring 
reevaluation of all sites. Further 
characterization and delineation of 
the sites was initiated with award of 
an RIIFS in late 1992 and will 
continue into 1996. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

In 1991, the Badlands Bombing 
Range was fenced and properly 
labelled with warning signs. In 
addition, a temporary water supply 
line was constructed to supply an 
adjoining land-owner with an alter- 
native drinking water supply. A 
remedial action initiated in 1991 to 
remediate a large hanger complex 
(70 hanger complex) continues and 
will be con~pleted in August 1993. 
Seventy-two underground storage 
tanks (USTs) were removed in 1992 
with an additional 400 set for reme- 
dial action in 1993 and 1994. A 
total of 3 3,000 gallons of petroleum 
products, 8,000 cubic yards of 
POL-contaminated soil, and 63,000 
gallons of POL-contaminated 
ground water were removed during 
the 1992 UST removal project. The 
contaminated soil was disposed of 
in an approved off-base land farm 
and the conlaminated ground water 
was treated in an approved facility. 



Elmendorf Air Force Base 
Greater Anchorage Borough, Alaska 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 13,100 Acres 

HRS Score: 45.91 

Base Mission: Headquarters to Alaskan NORAD Region; F-15 Fighter Wing; 
NORAD Region Operations Control Center; Rescue Coordination Center; 
Military Airlift Group flying transports 

IAG Status: Signed in 1992 

Action Dates: Original PAISI completed 1983; RI/FS initiated 1986; Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: VOCs, heavy metals, petroleum/oil/lubricants, solvents, paints 

Funding to Date: $23.2 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

An estimated 121,000 individuals 
reside within three miles of the 
installation, but drinking water for 
these residents is obtained from 
surface supplies located 12 to 30 
miles noflh of the base. Emergency 
backup water supply wells for 
Elmendorf AFB are located within 
three miles of identified contamina- 
tion. 

The original PA/SI identified a 
number of areas which had received 
hazardous wastes, including lead, 
acid batteries, and waste solvents. 
Unlined and unbermed landfills are 
located in sandy and gravelly soils. 
Shop wastes, including solvents and 
paint thinners, were disposed of in 
unlined trenches. At some locations, 
fuel or solvents spilled onto floor 
drains that feed into dry wells. The 
last area investigated was a JP4  
spill site. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RMFS) 

Thirty-three CERCLA source 
areas have been grouped into seven 
operable units for studies to be 
conducted under the Federal Facil- 
ity Agreement. Field work was 
done at OUs l ,2 ,4 ,  and 5 in 1992. 
In 1993, work will be done at OUs 
3,4, and 5, and in 1994, work will 
begin at OUs 6 and 7. In addition, 
27 source areas are being studied 
under a separate state program. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Removal actions begun in 1992 
include remediation of an aban- 
doned asphalt staging area con- 
taining 4,700 drums of asphalt and 
other debris. This work will be 
completed in 1993. The asphalt will 
be used to pave base roads. A 
second project to be done in 1993 
involves the removal of 28 aban- 
doned underground 50,000-gallon 
JP-4 tanks. 

A Record of Decision was 
signed on September 1, 1992 for an 
interim remedial action. In 1992, 
interim remedial action plans were 
designed to remove spilled fuel 
from soil at a four million gallon 
underground storage facility which 
was taken out of service in 1991. 



El Toro Marine Corps Air Station 
Irvine, California 

Service: Navy 

Size: 4,741 Acres 

HRS Score: 40.83 

Base Mission: Major west coast jet fighter facility 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD signed October 1990 

Action Dates: PA completed 1987; RI/FS initiated 1989; Placed on NPL February 1990 

Contaminants: Waste fuels and oils, organic solvents, degreasers, paints, photographic 
chemicals, PCBs, corrosives, refrigerants, pesticides, herbicides, VOCs 

Funding to Date: $25.5 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

An Initial Assessment Study 
(IAS) completed in May 1986 
recommended an SI be performed 
for nine of 17 sites. In response to 
regulatory agency comments during 
September 1986, four sites were 
added to the SI. An SI work plan 
was finalized in August 1988, but 
funding restrictions prevented 
implementation. 

In 1985, the Orange County 
Water District (OCWD) discovered 
TCE in two off-station wells. A 
perimeter investigation was con- 
ducted and documented TCE con- 
tamination up to 90 ppb in shallow 
ground water at the station boun- 
dary, and limited migration of 
contamination off station. OCWD 
completed an off-station ground 
water investigation in 1989 and 
documented the existence of a large 
TCE plume in deep ground water 
within 3 miles of the station. As an 
initial remedial measure, existing 
monitoring wells were retrofitted 
with pumps and a small activated 
carbon treatment plant was con- 
structed. 

The California Water Quality 
Control Board requested that ap- 
proximately 30 additional sites be 
investigated. 

Remedial Investigation/ 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Development of an RIIFS work 
plan began in December 1989 and 
includes 22 sites. Additional RI/FS 
work plans will be generated in 
1993 to incorporate one more site 
and any additional sites identified 
for the RI/FS process through an 
RFA. 

An FFA between the Department 
of the Navy, EPA, and the State of 
California was signed in October 
1990. The TRC members include El 
Toro MCAS; Southwest Division, 
Naval Facilities Engineering Com- 
mand; EPA Region IX; State of 
California Department of Health 
Services; California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board; Orange 
County; Orange County Water Dis- 
trict; Imine Water District; and 
public representatives. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A treatability study was imple- 
mented in 1989 to test the feasi- 
bility of using activated carbon to 
remove volatile organic compounds 
from ground water. Ground water 
was pumped continuously from 
three existing monitoring wells and 
treated using this system. RD/RA 
activities are expected to be initi- 
ated in 1995. 



Fairchild Air Force Base (4 waste Areas) (29) 
Spokane County, Washington 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 4,300 Acres 

HRS Score: 31.98 

Base Mission: Strategic Air Command operations 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1985; RI/FS initiated 1988; Placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: Solvents, fuels, oils, electroplating chemicals, cleaning solutions, corrosives, 
photographic chemicals, paints, thinners, pesticide residues, PCBs, low-level 
radioactive wastes 

Funding to Date: $13.7 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

A well within base boundaries is 
a standby water supply for the 
base's 5,200 employees. Approxi- 
mately 250 private wells serving 
about 12,000 people are within 
three miles of the facility. West 
Medical Lake, Medical Lake, and 
Silver Lake, are located within 
three miles downstream of the base. 
These lakes support wildlife and are 
used for recreational activities. 

A PA/SI identified several waste 
disposal sites at Fairchild AFB and 
one site at the USAF/FAA opera- 
tions at Mica1 Peak. Land-use 
restrictions due to hazardous waste 
contamination are in effect. Four 
waste areas covering 85 acres com- 
prise the NPL site and include 
Building 1034 French drain and dry 
well system; two landfills, one 

northeast of Taxiway 8 and one at 
Craig Road; and the industrial 
waste lagoons. More than 4,000 
drum-equivalents of carbon tetra- 
chloride and other solvents, paint 
wastes, plating sludges containing 
cadmium and lead, and related 
industrial wastes have been dis- 
posed of in the four areas. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RI/FS for Craig Road Land- 
fill began in 1988 and is expected 
to be completed in December 1992. 
An RIPS for additional sites began 
in 1991 and is expected to be com- 
pleted by the end of 1994. These 
sites are industrial waste lagoons, a 
fire training area, and two base 
landfills. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Four USTs were removed during 
1992. A total of 1,600 cubic yards 
of soils contaminated with fuel and 
oils were removed through 1992. A 
pump and treat system was con- 
structed then activated in September 
1992 for the containment of TCE- 
contaminated ground water at the 
Craig Road Landfill. A sewer con- 
nection linking the Fairchild sewage 
system to the Spokane regional 
sewage system is scheduled for 
completion in December 1992. 



F.E. Warren Air Force Base 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 

Sew ice: Air Force 

Size: 5,866 Acres 

HRS Score: 39.23 

Base Mission: Strategic Air Command operations; Strategic Missile Wing; Aerospace 
Rescue and Recovery Squadron 

IAG Status: Signed September 26, 1991 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1985; RIIFS initiated 1991; Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: Lubricating oils, solvents, paints, coal and fly ash, batterieslbattery acid 

Funding to Date: $13.7 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

F.E. Warren AFB is surrounded 
by agricultural, light industry, and 
residential areas. According to tests 
conducted by the U.S. Geological 
Survey beginning in 1987 and fin- 
ished in 1990, trichloroethylene 
(TCE), petroleum hydrocarbons, 
and chloroform above the maximum 
contaminant level (MCL) are pre- 
sent in ground water monitoring 
wells on base. TCE has also been 
detected in Crow and Diamond 
Creeks on base. Yet, TCE has been 
detected beyond the base boundary. 
Twenty contaminated sites have 
been identified on base. These sites 
include a total of approximately 400 
acres of landfills and over 600 acres 
of contaminated ground water. 
Aerial photographs provided by the 
USEPA and from archive records 
are being utilized to assist in the 
delineation and location of the 
many landfills and old firing ranges 
which date back to the late 1800s, 
as well as an abandoned open 
burninglopen detonation area. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The official RI/FS work plan 
coordination started in October 
1991 with actual field work starting 
in January 1992. All previous RI/FS 
data was rejected by EPA as stipu- 
lated in the Interagency Agreement 
between the base and EPA. The 
RI/FS for Operable Unit 4, the Acid 
Dry Wells, was completed with the 
Record of Decision (ROD) and 
signed by the Air Force Wing Com- 
mander and EPA in December 
1992. The field work for the reme- 
dial investigation for Operable Unit 
1 (which consists of one spill site), 
and Operable Unit 5 (which con- 
sists of two fire training areas), has 
been completed. The reports for 
both projects are due in August 
1993. Scoping for remedial investi- 
gation of Operable Unit 3 (which 
consists of six landfills totaling 
approximately 400 acres) was com- 
pleted in late 1992 and the RIJFS 
work will be awarded in December 
1992. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

During 1992, a pump and treat 
system was installed at Spill Site 7, 
a source of TCE-contaminated 
ground water. The system will pre- 
vent additional contamination of 
nearby Diamond Creek. A ROD for 
Operable Unit 4 was No Further 
Remedial Action Planned, with 
continued monitoring to verify that 
elevated sulfates in the soil do not 
leach into the ground water. The 
State of Wyoming and EPA regula- 
tors concurred with this remedial 
alternative. 



Fort Devens 
Fort Devens, Massachusetts 

Service: Army 

Size: 9,416 Acres 

HRS Score: 42.24 

Base Mission: Army Reserve and National Guard personnel training; Army Security 
Agency Training Center and School support (Scheduled for closure) 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed June 1991; Effective November 1991 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1982; RI/FS initiated 1989; Placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: VOCs, petroleum products, battery acid, PCBs, pesticides, herbicides, 
photographic chemicals, medical wastes 

Funding to Date: $10.22 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The initial assessment recom- 
mended that no follow-up studies 
are required and that the Fort 
Devens Sanitary Landfill facility 
Closure Plan should be coordinated 
with the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts. In 1985, Fort Devens 
applied for a RCRA Part B permit 
for its hazardous waste storage 
facility. In the permit process, Fort 
Devens identified 40 SWMUs. A 
master environmental plan (MEP) 
was prepared in 1989. This plan 
identifies and prioritizes all poten- 
tial hazardous waste sites and pro- 
poses appropriate investigative and 
corrective action efforts for each 
site. A detailed SI of the six highest 
priority sites was initiated in 
September 1990 and field work was 
completed in August 1991. A final 
SI report was issued in September 
1992. In the SI report, two sites 
were identified for removal actions 
and one site was identified for no 
further action. A detailed SI for the 
second highest priority sites was 
initiated in September 1991. Field 

work was completed in July 1992. 
The draft SI report is due in March 
1993. A detailed SI for the third 
highest priority sites was initiated in 
February 1992. Field work was 
completed in September 1992. The 
draft SI report is due in May 1993. 
A detailed SI for the fourth highest 
priority sites is scheduled to com- 
mence in FY 1993. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Based upon recommendations in 
the MEP, it was determined that 
study of two landfills should com- 
mence with an RI instead of an SI, 
based upon results from previously 
conducted ground water sampling. 
RI of two landfills was initiated in 
September 1990 and the field effort 
was completed in August 1991. A 
follow-on RI and FS project was 
initiated in September 199 1. A draft 
RI report was received in June 
1992. Based upon the draft RI 
report, more field work is required 
than originally projected in the 
follow-on RI. A modification to 
account for the field work is under 

development. Award and field work 
start-up are anticipated in 1993. An 
RI at three sites in the first SI was 
awarded in July 1992. Field work 
began in September 1992 and is 
expected to be completed in March 
1993. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

RD/RA work will begin after 
completion of RI/FS activities. 
Several removal actions were iden- 
tified from the first priority SI. One 
was completed in 1992 with other 
actions scheduled for early 1993. 



Fort Devens-Sudbury Training Annex (32) 
- 

hdiddlesex County, ~assachusetts 

Sew ice: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Army 

2,301 Acres 

35.57 

Troop training; Geophysics laboratory services; Fish and wildlife management 

Signed June 1991 

PNSI completed 1980; Placed on NPL 1990; RI/FS completion expected 1993 

VOCs, petroleum products, PCBs, pesticides, herbicides 

$5.6 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Sudbury Annex is managed by 
Fort Devens Army Installation, 
located approximately 12 miles to 
the northwest. Prior to 1982, Sud- 
bury Annex was part of the Natick 
Research Development and Engi- 
neering Center (NRDEC). In 1982, 
all but a small housing area was 
excessed to Fort Devens. The PNSI 
recommended a follow-on survey of 
Sudbury Annex to confirm the 
presence or absence of contami- 
nation, and to determine if migra- 
tion had occurred. In 1992, a Mas- 
ter Environmental Plan (MEP) was 
developed which identified poten- 
tially contaminated sites. PNSI 
follow-on work is occurring, and is 
expected to be completed in 1994. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RI was initiated in November 
1986. Three sites were identified as 
contributing to the HRS score. The 
MEP identified additional RWS 
work at five sites. Ongoing RIPS 
work is scheduled for completion in 
1994. RIFS follow-on is scheduled 
to begin in 1993 and be completed 
in 1995. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

RDIRA work will begin after 
completion of each phase of RIIFS 
activities. Removal actions were 
conducted in 1985 for the PCB 
Spill Area and 1986 for the Bwning 
Ground Area. Further investigation 
of the PCB Spill Area is being done 
as a part of the SI and the Bwning 
Ground Area as a part of the RI. 



Fort Dix (Landfill Site) 
Pemberton Township, New Jersey 

Service: Army 

Size: 32,600 Acres 

HRS Score: 37.40 

Base Mission: Army Reserve and National Guard training and combat support 

IAG Status: Effective date September 27, 1991 

Action Dates: RIIFS initiated 1985; Placed on NPL 1987; PNSI completed 1989 

Contaminants: VOCs, heavy metals, petroleum/oiUlubricants, solvents, photographic 
chemicals, pesticides, herbicides, medical wastes 

Funding to Date: $6.3 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

During the PA, the Army iden- 
tified past disposal and/or spill sites 
potentially contaminated with haz- 
ardous waste. The sites were inves- 
tigated further during the SI. 
Ground water was found to be 
contaminated with lead, nickel, 
cadmium, petroleum hydrocarbons 
and VOCs (1.1 ,l  -trichloroethane, 
1,1,2-TCE, and chloroform). Further 
remedial investigation was recom- 
mended to determine the presence, 
magnitude, and extent of 
contamination. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility S~U~~<RIIFS) 

An RIPS was initiated in Sep- 
tember 1985 and indicated that a 
plume of contaminated ground 
water was emanating from the 
southwestern portion of the Fort 
Dix Sanitary Landfill. The contam- 
inants do not appear to be highly 
concentrated. A geophysical field 
investigation suggested that the 
stream and associated surface water 
bodies act as a hydraulic barrier to 
suspected contaminant migration. 
The recommended course of action 
is to cover the lower 50 acres of the 
landfill with a low-permeability cap, 
and to maintain two feet of final 
cover to the remaining uncapped 
portion. A long-term (30-year) 
monitoring program is being imple- 
mented. A phased installation-wide 
RI is currently underway for the 
remaining sites at Ft. Dix requiring 
further environmental evaluation. 
The remedial investigation was 
initiated in September 1989 for 14 
sites, and for the remaining sites in 
June 1992. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A ROD became effective for the 
landfill site on September 24, 199 1. 
The RA consists of regrading a 76- 
acre area (Phase I) and constructing 
a low-permeability cap over a 50- 
acre area (Phase 11). Erosion and 
access control measures will be 
implemented over the entire site, 
The Phase I contract was awarded 
on September 20, 1992. The Phase 
I1 design is underway, and the 
Phase I1 Contract is currently 
scheduled for award in August 
1993. Also, several USTs have 
been removed with other removals 
planned. 



Fort Lewis 
(Landfill #5 and Logistics Center) 
Tacoma and Tillicum, Washington 

Service: Army 

Size: 86,541 Acres 

HRS Score: 33.79 (Landfill) 
35.48 (Logistics Center) 

Base Mission: I Corps Headquarters - plans and executes Pacific, NATO, or other 
contingencies; Troop training; Airfield; Medical Center; Logistics 
for supplies and maintenance. 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed January 1990 

Action Dates: PA completed 1984; Landfill 5 placed on NPL 1987; RI completed October 
1991; ROD signed July 1992; Logistics Center placed on NPL 1989; RIIFS 
completed in May 1990; ROD signed September 1990 

Contaminants: Spent solvents, metal plating wastes, pesticides, PCBs, waste oils and 
fuels, VOCs, asbestos, coal liquefication wastes, polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons, paint, battery electrolytes, metals, paint strippers and thinners 

Funding to Date: $21.5 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ fie ground water contamination Remedial Design1 
moves off-post from the Logistics Site Inspection Center toward the town of Tillicum. Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The PA investigation revealed 
several potentially contaminated 
areas. SIs have been completed at 
Park Marsh Landfill (used previous- 
l y  by the Veterans Administration), 
Landfill 5, and the Logistics Center. 
Preliminary results at Park Marsh 
Landfill detected PCBs and pesti- 
cides in the sediments. Landfill 5 
and the Logistics Center showed 
ground water contamination. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

A R I E  for the Logistics Center 
was completed in May 1990. The 
primary ground water contaminants 
at the Logistics Center are solvents, 
trichloroethylene (TCE) and cis- 1,2- 
dichloroethylene W E ) .  In general, 

An RI was completed at Landfill 
5 in 1991. The primary ground 
water contaminants at Landfill 5 are 
iron, manganese, benzene, TCE and 
vinyl chloride. The human health 
and ecological risk assessments 
were completed in December 199 1. 
The contaminant levels have been 
decreasing since the installation of 
the landfill cap and are predicted to 
continue to decrease to levels that 
do not suggest risks to human 
health and the environment. A "No 
Further Action" ROD was signed 
July 24, 1992. Ground water moni- 
toring will continue. 

Based on the ROD, the cleanup 
plan for the Logistics Center is to 
pump and treat the ground water. 
The RD is conducted in two phases. 
Phase I includes the installation of 
the well fields. Phase I1 includes 
the design and installation of the 
treatment plant, pumps, piping and 
other associated equipment. Phase I 
pilot wells were installed, and 
pumping tests were completed in 
the summer of 1991. Installation of 
the Phase I well field is underway. 
Phase I1 design will follow quickly 
behind with RA scheduled for mid- 
1993. 

The ROD also includes moni- 
toring and soil sampling to ensure 
that all remaining sources of soil 
contamination have been identified 
and characterized. 



Fort Ord 
Marina, California 

Service: Army 

Size: 29,598 Acres 

HRS Score: 42.24 

Base Mission: Home of the 7th Infantry Division (Light) (Base scheduled for closure) 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed July 1990 

Action Dates: PAlSl completed 1990; RIIFS for landfills initiated 1989; Installation-wide 
RIIFS initiated 1990; RDIRA initiated 1988; Placed on NPL 1990 

Contarninants: Petroleum wastes, VOAs 

Funding to Date: $21.3 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

A preliminary hydrogeological 
investigation (PHI) completed in 
1987 identified the sanitary landfills 
as a possible source of contamina- 
tion for the City of Marina's 
backup supply well. This investiga- 
tion determined also that other 
installation supply wells were a 
potential conduit for contamination 
between aquifers. 

PAISIS completed in 1990 identi- 
fied contaminants including petro- 
leum wastes and VOAs. These sites 
include sewage treatment plants, 
motor pools, AAFES Dry Cleaner 
and Gas Station, old DRMO and 
DEH yards, a practice fire drill pit, 
and EOD range areas. In addition, 
the location of numerous under- 
ground storage tanks have been 
identified. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The landfills' RIPS was initiated 
in 1989. Eleven monitoring wells 
were installed to supplement the 13 
PHI wells, and four sets of samples 
have been taken. This site is one of 
two operable units in the IAG. 

During the literature search and 
interview process conducted as part 
of the base-wide RI/FS, several new 
sites were identified. Further inves- 
tigation of these sites was initiated 
in September 1991. During N 
1992, the first round of field work 
was completed and 39 characteri- 
zation reports for the individual 
sites were initiated. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial ~c t ion  (RDIRA) 

A ground waterlsoil treatment 
system at the Fritzche Army Air 
Field has been operating since 
1988. One hundred percent of the 
contaminated soil has been cleaned 
and removed. Ground water treat- 
ment continued during N 1992. 
Ground water at this site should be 
cleaned by approximately 1995. Ten 
installation wells identified as 
conduits for contamination were 
closed in 1990. 



Fort Riley 
Junction City, Kansas 

Service: Army 

Size: 150 Square Miles 

HRS Score: 33.79 

Base Mission: Develop, train and maintain the 1st Infantry Division (Mechanized) 

IAG Status: Docket No. Vll-90-F-0015, signed 28 February 1991 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: Tetrachloroethane, mercury waste, pesticides wastewaters, acetone, methylene 
chloride, carbon tetrachloride 

Funding to Date: $7.9 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The PA focused on past and 
current usage of toxic and hazard- 
ous materials, and their potential to 
migrate off the installation. Fort 
Riley incorporates seven landfills, 
numerous motor pools, burn and 
fire fighting pit areas, hospitals, dry 
cleaning shops, and pesticide stor- 
age and mixing areas. The sanitary 
landfills at Camp Funston and the 
Main Post (cleaning solvents and 
pesticide residues) and the former 
Pesticide Storage Facility are sus- 
pected potential sources of contami- 
nation. Recently, the Impact Zone 
and the former Dry Cleaning Facil- 
ity have been added as potential 
sources. 

The SI at the Dry Cleaning 
Facility has identified soil and 
ground water contamination and the 
field program is continuing with 
additional monitoring well installa- 
tion. An early interim remedial 
action is being planned. Another SI 
began at the active Impact Zone in 
November 1991. This investigation 
is expected to be completed in 
1993. 

An installation-wide site assess- 
ment is reexamining the results of 
previous investigations to identify 
additional areas of potential con- 
tamination and to establish priorities 
for the subsequent investigations. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The RVFS field program was 
initiated in June 1991 to determine 
the nature and extent of contamina- 
tion at the Southwest Funston Land- 
fill and the Pesticide Storage Facil- 
ity. Additional sampling is required 
at both sites. Completion is 
expected in December 1994. 

Remedial Designl 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Thirty-eight abandoned USTs 
and ancillary equipment were 
removed in 1990. Additional UST 
assessment/remediation projects are 
currently underway. Polychlorinated 
biphenyl storage areas were remedi- 
ated in 1990. Additional remedial 
actions will begin after completion 
of the RIIFS. The projected actions 
include stabilization of the Kansas 
River bank at the Southwest Funs- 
ton Landfill, soil removal at the 
Pesticide Storage Facility and the 
pump and treatment system at the 
Dry Cleaning Facility. 



Fort Wainwright 
Fairbanks North star Borough, Alaska 

Service: Army 

Size: 91 7,993 Acres 

HRS Score: 42.4 

Base Mission: Headquarters of the 6th Infantry Division (Light) 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG Signed November 1991 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1983; Placed on NPL 1990; RIIFS initiated 1989 

Contaminants: Petroleum/oil/lubricants, heavy metals, solvents, pesticides, paints 

Funding to Date: $7.9 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

An Army assessment completed 
in 1981 and subsequent facility 
assessments have identified 4 1 
potential source areas in addition to 
numerous potential POL sources at 
Fort Wainwright. Most sites were 
used for past disposal of waste oils 
and solvents. These sites include a 
40-acre landfill where POL, sol- 
vents and paints were disposed; Fire 
Training pits with POL and solvent 
contamination; drum burial sites, a 
chemical agent burial site, leaking 
underground storage tanks that have 
affected the water table; and 
motorpools. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Environmental investigation 
activities including field work and 
compilation of existing data have 
occurred at various sites. These 
sites include the North Post Site, 
the landfill, Nike Sites B and C, 
and an abandoned tank farm. 

A Federal Facility Agreement 
(FFA) has divided Fort Wainwright 
into five operable units. Each oper- 
able unit will have an RI/FS. Pre- 
viously performed and planned 
activities were incorporated into the 
JAG RI/FS efforts. The RI/FS man- 
agement plan for the first two oper- 
able units, the Fairbanks Fuel Ter- 
minal and the landfilllfire burn 
pits/coal storage yard, have been 
completed. The field work will 
commence in the summer of 1993. 
The draft RODS are expected in 
1995. 

Preliminary Source Evaluations 
(PSEs) are currently being con- 
ducted. The object of a PSE is to 
identify potential contaminants and 
the extent of contamination. All 
sources that pose a significant risk 

for contamination will begin a 
RIfFS in 1994 with a final ROD 
expected in 1997. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Past removals of USTs involved 
leaking USTs and associated con- 
tamination. A contract for incinera- 
tion of petroleum-contaminated soil 
is expected to be completed in 
1993. In 1991, a project to remove 
and landfarm contaminated soils 
was awarded. The treatability study 
is underway. A removal action 
recovered over 1,500 drums from 
four areas in September 1992. The 
drums contained petroleum prod- 
ucts, solvents, and paint wastes that 
pose potential ground water con- 
tamination. The removal of sus- 
pected chemical agents located on 
Birch Hill is being planned for the 
future. 

Additional RD/RA work will 
begin after completion of RI/FS 
activities. 



Fridley Naval Industrial Reserve 
Ordnance Plant 
Fridley, Minnesota 

Service: Navy 

Size: 83 Acres 

HRS Score: 30.83 

Base Mission: Design and manufacture advanced weapons systems 

IAG Status: Signed March 1991 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1988; RIIFS initiated 1988; Placed on NPL November 
1989; Record of Decision for ground water remediation September 1990 

Contarninants: Heavy metals, VOCs, petroleum/oiUlubricants 

Funding to Date: $7.5 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Investigations (sampling and 
analyses of ground water) between 
the years 1983 and 1988 identified 
trichloroethylene (TCE) in the 
ground water at Fridley Naval 
Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant 
(NIROP). A PA was completed on 
June 30, 1983 for four sites. (A SI 
was not performed for these sites.) 
Site 04, the Foundry Core Butt 
Disposal, was closed out as a result 
of the PA in 1983. Sites 01-03 are 
being handled as Operable Unit 01 
(OU-01) and were recommended to 
continue in the Installation Restora- 
tion (IR) program. Another site, 
Area C Solid Waste Management 
Unit (SWMU), is physically located 
at Fridley, but is the responsibility 
of the present contractor who is 
tracking and funding the site. 

On November 21, 1987, the 
installation was listed on the 
National Priorities List (NPL) with 
a Hazard Ranking System (HRS) 
Score of 30.83. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

OP-01 completed an RI in July 
1988 for ground water remediation 
only. An FS was completed in 
August 1988 and a Record of Deci- 
sion (ROD) signed on September 
28, 1990. 

A Federal Facility Agreement 
(FFA) between the Department of 
the Navy, Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), and the State of 
Minnesota was signed on March 23, 
1991. 

An RI addressing soils began in 
May 1992 at OU-01 and is 
expected to be complete in Septem- 
ber 1993. The FS is anticipated to 
begin in October 1993 with a com- 
pletion date of June 1994. The 
ROD for the soil remediation is 
expected to be signed in February 
1995. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A Removal Action that was 
initiated in 1983 and completed in 
1984 allowed for the removal and 
disposal of 43 drums and 1,200 
cubic yards of contaminated soil. 
Another Removal Action for the 
disposal of 32 drums and 500 cubic 
yards of contaminated soil was 
performed in 1992. 

The RD for the ground water 
phase was completed in September 
1990. The RA began in September 
1990 with a pump and treat system 
that will last beyond FY 1998. The 
RD for the soils will start in March 
1995 and be completed in Septem- 
ber 1995. The RA is expected to 
begin by November 1996. 



George Air Force Base 
~ic tor i l le ,  California 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 5,347 Acres 

HRS Score: 33.62 

Base Mission: Tactical fighter operations; Train aircraft and maintenance personnel; 
Maintain aircraft and ground support (Scheduled for closure) 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1986; RIIFS initiated 1986; Scheduled for completion 
June 1993; Closure scheduled for December 15, 1992; Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: Petroleum/oiVlubricants, VOCs, heavy metals 

Funding to Date: $41.9 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

During a PA/SI, the Air Force 
identified several potentially con- 
taminated areas. These sites include 
the Waste POL Leach Field, the 
Fire Training Area, the Hazardous 
Waste Storage Yard, the STP Per- 
colation Ponds, the Abandoned 
Waste Fuel Dry Well, the Southeast 
Disposal Area, the Northeast Dis- 
posal Area, and the Indusmal/Storrn 
Drain. These sites were investigated 
further in 1986 and 1988 under the 
IRP. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

RI field studies were conducted 
in 1986 and 1988. Results indicate 
POL, VOC, and heavy metal con- 
tamination of soils in several areas, 
and TCE and radionuclide con- 
tamination of ground water. The 
radioactive materials are believed to 
be naturally occumng within the 
region. Ground water monitoring is 
being conducted to confirm pre- 
vious findings. 

The sites at George AFB have 
been combined into three operable 
units (OU). RIs and FSs for these 
OUs are continuing and are planned 
for completion in mid 1993. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The treatment system for the 
Northeast Disposal Area was con- 
structed in 1990. The RA consists 
of extracting the TCE-contaminated 
ground water and treating it by 
using air stripping. The industrial 
storm drain was cleaned and 
removed in 199 1. Removal of JP-4 
pure product from ground water at 
several locations near the flightline 
commenced March 1992. Removal 
of underground storage tanks and 
surrounding contaminated soils is 
ongoing. 



Griffiss Air Force Base 
Rome, New York 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 5,836 Acres 

HRS Score: 34.20 

Base Mission: Air refueling operations; Long-range bombardment 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed June 14, 1990 

Action Dates: PAIS1 completed 1981; Placed on NPL 1987; RI/FS scheduled for initiation 1991 

Contaminants: VOCs, heavy metals, greases, degreaserslcaustic cleaners, dyes, penetrants, 
solvents 

Funding to Date: $24.0 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The Mohawk River borders the 
base on the west and south. A 
PNSI identified sites containing 
hazardous materials from past dis- 
posal activities. Studies detected 
surface contamination at the Tank 
Farm and potential ground water 
contamination from dry wells and a 
lindane spill. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Confirmation studies began in 
October 1987. Initial studies de- 
tected contaminated ground water in 
a limited area near Landfill 1; PCB- 
contaminated soils at Building 112; 
fuel product contamination of soils 
and ground water at the Tank Farm; 
heavy metal contamination of soils 
in the Battery Disposal Pits; and 
VOC contamination of ground 
water at Landfill 7. 

The RIPS work plan was sub- 
mitted to EPA and the State of New 
York in 199 1. The RI/FS began in 
1991 and is scheduled for comple- 
tion in late 1994. The RI/FS was 
originally slated for completion in 
late 1992, but a year-long dispute 
resolution and the discovery of new 
sites, pushed the completion date 
back. All off-base areas containing 
wells that have been contaminated 
with glycols are proposed for inclu- 
sion in the RI/FS. 

Remedial Designl 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Several interim remedial actions 
are currently underway. In 1985- 
86, contaminated soil was removed 
from several IRP sites. Several 
USTs were removed from the Tank 
Farm and contaminated soil was 
removed from the Battery Acid 
Disposal Pits in 1987. Additional 
USTs were removed in 1988. RAs 
in 1989 included modifications to a 
landfill cap and the removal of 
several USTs. Contaminated soil 
from an area adjacent to an aircraft 
nosedock was removed in late 1990. 

Construction on an off-base 
water distribution facility to replace 
the impacted private domestic wells 
was completed in 1991. Remedial 
actions completed in 1992 include 
the removal of UST and contami- 
nated soil associated with Buildings 
110, 101, and 112. The remedial 
design for landfills #2 and #9 have 
been rescheduled for 1993 to 
explore other remedial alternatives. 



Hill Air Force Base 
Ogden, Utah 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 6,666 Acres 

HRS Score: 49.94 

Base Mission: Logistics for weapons systems 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed April 1991 

Action Dates: PAISI ongoing; RIIFS initiated 1985; Placed on NPL 1987 

Contaminants: VOCs, sulfuric and chromic acids, solvents, petroleum wastes 

Funding to Date: $32.9 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Preliminary Assessments and 
Site Investigations have been com- 
pleted for all 63 of Hill's confirmed 
sites. However, there are presently 
18 areas of concern (AOCs) which 
are being investigated under PA and 
SI. 

The initial PA for Hill AFB was 
completed in 1982. Subsequent SIs 
were conducted in 1984 and 1986- 
87. The U?TR and Little Mountain 
sites were not placed on the NPL. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The RI/FS was initiated in 
March 1985. The seven operable 
units at Hill AFB are in various 
stages of RI/FS study. All operable 
units have contamination of the 
shallow aquifer. To date, the deeper 
drinking water aquifer has not been 
affected. 

An interim remedial action ROD 
for source recovery of the DNAPL 
has been signed for OU 2. 

The RIFS for Operable Unit 5 
began in the summer of 1989. 

Operable Unit 6 has completed 
its site evaluation. The report shows 
no contamination in the on-base soil 
gas. However, TCE contamination 
was observed in off-base field 
drains. 

Operable Unit 7 has begun a 
RCRA monitoring program on the 
Building 220 site. The site evalua- 
tion for the Building 225 chromium 
site is currently under regulatory 
review. 

The RI is complete for the Little 
Mountain sludge beds. A remedial 
design and remedial action were 
completed in FY 1992. The con- 
taminated soils were treated on site. 

Two RODs will be signed in 
1993, one ROD in 1994, and two 
RODs in 1995. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

On-base, Hill AFB has initiated 
several remedial actions. To date, 
6,046 gallons of solvents, 10,000 
gallons of fuel, and 1,700 cubic 
yards of contaminated soil have 
been removed from the environment 
at Hill AFB. Hill AFB capped 70 
acres of landfill, extracted and 
treated contaminated ground water 

from seven wells and two infiltra- 
tion galleries, and installed a mile- 
long slurry wall. More than 50 
million gallons of contaminated 
ground water have been treated. As 
a result of these actions, VOC 
concentrations in off-base seeps 
decreased 99 percent since 1984. 

Two property owners have been 
connected to municipal wells and 
supplied with irrigation water. The 
ROD for interim remedial action at 
Chemical Pit #3 was approved at 
the end of 1991. The IRA, which 
consists of a pump and treat sys- 
tem, is currently being constructed. 

In 1989-90, at a JP-4 spill site, 
soil venting removed 190,000 
pounds of fuel. Two old PCB spill 
sites were excavated and disposed 
of in 1990. 

In 1991, PCBs that were dis- 
covered in the asphalt were treated 
with a chemical known as Capsur. 

In addition, Hill has tested every 
known tank for leaks. Ninety-six 
tanks have been removed and the 
remaining 165 are under 
investigation. 



Homestead Air Force 
Homestead, Florida 

Base 

Sew ice: Air Force 

Size: 2.91 6 Acres 

HRS Score: 42.40 

Base Mission: Air Combat Command; F-16 Fighter Wing; ATC sea-survival school; Tactical 
Control Squadron; Naval Security Group Activity; Aerospace Rescue and 
Recovery Squadron (AFRES) and Fighter Interceptor Group operations 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed February 1991 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1986; RIIFS initiated 1987; Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: Metal plating wastes, VOCs, cyanide 

Funding to Date: $7.1 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The area around Homestead 
AFB is mostly agricultural. Wastes 
have been disposed of onsite since 
the facility opened in 1942. Electro- 
plating operations were conducted 
onsite, and plating wastes contain- 
ing heavy metals and cyanides were 
allegedly disposed of directly on the 
ground. 

The PA/SI identified three major 
areas of concern: the Fire Protection 
Training Area, the Residual Pesti- 
cide Disposal Area, and the Electro- 
plating Disposal Area. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The RIIFS was initiated in 
August 1987 at the Fire Protection 
Training Area (FPTA), Electro- 
plating Waste Disposal Area 
(EWDA), and Residual Pesticide 
Disposal Area. Analytical results 
from the RI showed ground water 
contaminated with VOCs above 
MCLs. Benzene was detected in the 
ground water at concentrations 

which exceed the Florida Primary 
Drinking Water Standard. Ethyl 
ether was detected in high concen- 
trations in the shallow and inter- 
mediate ground water. Its presence 
is attributed to the disposal of 
approximately 5,500 gallons of 
ethyl ether in January 1984 by the 
Federal Drug Enforcement Agency 
and Dade County. 

At the Electroplating Waste 
Disposal Area, cyanide was 
detected above MCLs in one moni- 
toring well. 

From 1977 to 1982, pesticides 
were sprayed or dumped onto the 
Residual Pesticide Disposal Area, 
and chlorine bleach and ammonia 
were applied to accelerate the 
decomposition of the pesticide 
compounds. Analytical results 
showed low levels of organochlo- 
rine insecticides in surface soil 
samples. 

A monitoring plan was received 
from the Florida Department of 
Environmental Regulation O;DER) 
for the BX Service Station. Addi- 
tional RIfFS field work and data 
collection was requested by FDER 
for all sites following their review 

of draft RIPS reports for EWDA 
and FPTA. Additional RI/FS 
investigations, includmg supplemen- 
tal RI and SI work to determine the 
extent of contamination, will begin 
in 1993. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

An IRA was conducted in 1987 
to remove approximately 25 USTs 
from various IRP sites. Consmc- 
tion of a remedial system for Pump- 
house 9 was completed in 1991. 
The system, which is for the 
removal of free product contami- 
nation, is currently undergoing 
design modifications following a 
year of operations. 



lowa Army Ammunition Plant 
Middletown, lowa 

Service: Army 

Size: 19,127 Acres 

HRS Score: 29.73 

Base Mission: Load-assemble-pack a variety of conventional munitions and fusing systems 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 with EPA 

Action Dates: First PAISI completed 1980; Second PAISI initiated 1991; RIIFS initiated 1981; 
Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: VOCs, heavy metals, waste solvents, explosives containing sludges 

Funding to Date: $1 1.5 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Iowa Army Ammunition Plant 
(IAAP) is a government-owned1 
contractor-operated (GOCO) 
facility. Although a PNSI was 
completed in 1980, an updated 
PAJSI was initiated in January 1991 
to further assess the impact on the 
environment of the use, storage, 
treatment, and disposal of toxic and 
hazardous materials and to define 
conditions that may adversely affect 
health and welfare or result in 
environmental degradation. Forty 
siteslareas of concern were iden- 
tified, of which 33 require further 
investigation or action. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RIjFS was initiated in Febru- 
ary 1981, and a contamination 
survey was completed in October 
1982. Explosives contamination was 
found in surface and ground waters 
within the Brush Creek drainage 
system. The former Line 1 Im- 
poundment and the Pinkwater 
Lagoon adjacent to Line 800 were 
identified as sources of contamina- 
tion. It was determined that RDX 
was migrating off-site through 
Brush and Spring Creeks. A follow- 
on environmental survey completed 
in August 1984 assessed further the 
contamination in the Line 1 and 
Line 800 areas. The endangerment 
assessment and FS for Lines 1 and 
800 were completed in July and 
August 1989, respectively. A 
Federal Facilities Compliance 
Agreement (FFA) between the 
Army and EPA was signed in April 
1988. The RI/FS began in July 
1992 to investigate 30 sites, and 
will be completed in October 1993. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Closure of the inert landfill 
Trench 5 was completed in Novem- 
ber 1989. Closure of the Line 6 
gravel filter bed and the drainage 
ditch was completed in August 
1990, Removal, backfill, and 
reseeding of the abandoned coal 
storage yard is planned for 1993. 



Jacksonville Naval Air Station 
Jacksonville, Florida 

Service: Navy 

Size: 3,820 Acres 

HRS Score: 32.08 

Base Mission: This master anti-submarine warfare base maintains and operates facilities and 
provides services and materials to support operations of aviation activities and 
aircraft overhaul. The complex houses a naval aviation depot, a naval supply 
center, and several air squadrons. 

IAG Status: Signed October 1990 

Action Dates: PA completed 1985; Placed on NPL December 1989; RIIFS initiated 1989; 
SI scheduled completion for 1991 

Contaminants: Acids and caustics, cyanide, heavy metals, low-level radioactive radium paint 
wastes, oil, paint, PCBs, pesticides, phenols, radioisotopes, waste solvents 

Funding to Date: $9.3 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 42, and 43 experiencing the RI/FS are planned for Sites 2, 41, and 43 
process. Sites 07, 19, and 33 are for FY 1993. Site Inspection being addressed under Florida Operable Unit 3 consists of Sites 

An Initial Assessment Study 
(IAS), equivalent to a PA, was 
completed in March 1983 for 43 
sites at Jacksonville Naval Air 
Station (NAS). Five sites are 
located on non-contiguous Naval 
Fuel Depot Jacksonville, which 
reduces to 38 the number of Jack- 
sonville NAS sites. Eleven sites 
were recommended for further 
study. Prior to the Confirmation 
Sludy (CS), equivalent to an SI, 
sites were added and combined to 
total 40 potentially contaminated 
sites. 

Jacksonville NAS was placed on 
the National Priorities List (NPL) 
December 12, 1989 with a score of 
3 I .02 and a Federal Facility Agree- 
ment (FFA) was signed on October 
23, 1990. As of October 1, 1992, 
there are 45 IR sites. Reviews of 
the studies to date and assessment 
of each site have resulted in Sites 2, 
3, 4, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 26, 27, 41, 

Administrative Code Section 17- 
770, the petroleum statutes for the 
State of Florida. Sites 01, 05, 06, 
08-10, 16-18, 20-25, 28-32, 34-40, 
44, and 45 are undergoing addi- 
tional investigation under a current 
SI. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Operable Unit 1 consists of Sites 
26 and 27. The RI/FS work plan 
was completed October 1991 and 
implemented in December 1991. 
The OU Record of Decision (ROD) 
is planned for FY 1998. Interim 
ROD is anticipated for floating free 
product in FY 1993. 

Operable Unit 2 consists of Sites 
2, 3,4,41,  42, and 43. The RI/FS 
work plan is scheduled to be final- 
ized January 1993. Operable Unit 
ROD is scheduled for FY 1998. 
Interim RODS and removal actions 

11, 12, 13, 14, and 15. The RIIFS 
work plan is planned for March 
1994. Work. plan implementation is 
anticipated in FY 1994 with OU 
ROD prognimmed in FY 1999. 

Note: RI/FS and RD/RA pro- 
jected completion dates are based 
on funding being available during 
indicated fiscal years. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

OU1 RD is scheduled for FY 
1998 with remedial action being 
started in FY 1999. Removal of 
floating free product is planned for 
August 1993. 

OU2 RI) is scheduled for 
starting RD in FY 1997 and com- 
mencing RA activities in FY 1998. 
A removal action for Sites 2, 41, 
and 43 is planned in August 1993. 

OU3 RD is scheduled for FY 
2000 with the RA in FY 2001. 



Joliet Army Ammunition Plant 
(LAP Area and Manufacturing Area) 
Joliet, Illinois 

Service: Army 

Size: 36 Square Miles 

HRS Score: 35.23 (LAP area) 
32.08 (manufacturing area) 

Base Mission: Manufacture and load-assemble-pack (LAP) explosives and explosive-filled 
munitions 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed June 1989 with EPA and State of Illinois 

Action Dates: PNSl completed 1978; RIIFS initiated 1981; Manufacturing Area placed on 
NPL 1987; LAP Area placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: Munitions-related wastes, VOCs, heavy metals 

Funding to Date: $12.1 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ soil. sediment, surface and ground Remedial Design1 
water. Field work in 1991 identified Site Inspection contamination in 14 of 18 sites in Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Joliet Army Ammunition Plant 
(JAAP), consisting of a Manufac- 
turing Area and a Load-Assemble- 
Pack (LAP) Area, is a government- 
owned/contractor-operated (GOCO) 
facility. Since 1977, the facility has 
been maintained in standby 
condition. 

The PAJSI identified the poten- 
tial presence of TNT, DNT, RDX, 
and tetryl, as well as nitric and 
sulfuric acids, toluene, and various 
heavy metals. Past practices may 
have contaminated ground and sur- 
face waters, sediment, and soil. 

Remedial lnvestigationl 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Fifty-three sites on JAAP were 
targeted for RIPS investigation in 
1991, including 18 sites in the MFG 
Area and 35 sites in the LAP Area. 
Various contaminants, primarily 
explosives, have been identified in 

the MFG Area and 25 of 35 sites in 
the LAP Area. An FS was initiated 
in October 1992 for MFG Area, 
and a Phase I1 RI is under develop- 
ment for 14 sites in the LAP Area. 
A 1991 residential well survey 
around JAAP identified no occur- 
rences of off-site ground water con- 
tamination to offpost wells. A 1993 
study of deer herd tissues taken 
during the shotgun season on JAAP 
will be used to determine if con- 
taminants are being stored in deer 
tissue. Currently, the RI Report for 
both the MFG and LAP Areas, and 
the Baseline Risk Assessment for 
the MFG Area are undergoing EPA 
Region V review. The Ecological 
Risk Assessment Report is being 
written by the Army Environmental 
Hygiene Agency (AEHA) and is 
due in late February 1993. 

In 1985, more than seven million 
gallons of explosives-contaminated 
red water were removed from the 
Red Water Lagoon and transported 
offsite for disposal. Explosives-con- 
taminated sludge and the lagoon 
liner also were removed, and the 
area was capped with clay. 

Two surface impoundments 
(north and south ashpiles) in the 
MFG Area from past incineration of 
explosives will be recapped in 
1993. 

RDlRA work plans will be initi- 
ated for the LAP and MFG Areas 
following the completion of the FS 
for each area. The MFG area FS is 
scheduled for completion in May 
1993 and 10 areas within the LAP 
Area in late 1994. 



Keyport Naval Undersea 
Warfare Center 
Keyport, Washington 

Service: Navy 

Size: 200 Acres 

HRS Score: 32.61 

Base Mission: Originally, testing of torpedos; expanded to include proving, overhaul, and 
issue of torpedos 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed July 1990 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1984; RI/FS initiated 1985; Placed on NPl- October 1989 

Contaminants: Heavy metals (mercury, lead, zinc, chromium, nickel, silver, cadmium), petroleum 
hydrocarbons, chlorinated solvents, otto fuel, pesticides, herbicides 

Funding to Date: $1 1.1 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

A PA/SI identified nine sites as 
potential contaminant migration 
sources. Six sites were identified 
for further study. The study found 
significant concentrations of metals, 
petroleum hydrocarbons, and undif- 
ferentiated halogenated organics in 
seeps and sediment of the marsh 
adiacent to the Keyport Landfill. A 
Landfill Gas Investigation, com- 
pleted in May 1988, identified 
concentrations of methane in sub- 
surface soil in the vicinity of the 
landfill. 

The SI also found low concen- 
tralions of metals in soil and sedi- 
ment of the stream and lagoon 
adjacent to the Keyport Van Meter 
Road Spill. At Liberty Bay, ele- 
vated levels of mercury, lead, and 
zinc were found in sediment, and 
elevated levels of chromium, nickel, 
and zinc were found in shellfish 
tissue. Chrominm levels exceeded 
food criteria for shellfish 
consumption. 

The SI also recommended per- 
forming an Inerim Remedial Action 
for off-shore sediments that 
involved closure of beaches at the 
Base to shellfish harvesting and 
collection of additional shellfish 
tissue samples. The beaches at 
Keyport Naval Undersea Warfare 
Center have been closed to shellfish 
harvesting. 

An SI is currently underway for 
two additional sites and is expected 
to be completed in early 1993. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A removal action was conducted 
at the Keyport Building 72 
Chromate Spill Site in June 1992. 
An underground trench and several 
sumps were excavated, and 
chromium-contaminated soil was 
removed ant1 replaced with clean 
fill. 

Initiation of RD/RA at other 
sites is expected to begin in late 
1993. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RIIFS is currently underway 
for six sites, and is expected to be 
completed in 1993. Marine sarnp- 
ling of water, sediment, and shell- 
fish tissue, as well as land-based 
sampling of soil, soil gas, air, and 
ground water has been included in 
the study. 



Lake City Army Ammunition Plant 
(Northwest Lagoon) 
Independence, Missouri 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Misslon: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Army 

3,955 Acres 

33.62 

Manufacture, store, and test small arms ammunition 

Pre-ROD IAG signed September 1989 

PNSI completed 1979; Placed an NPL 1987; RIIFS initiated 1987 

Oilslgreases, heavy metals, solvents, explosives 

$30.6 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Lake City Army Ammunition 
Plant (LCAAP) has manufactured, 
stored, and tested small arms 
ammunition continuously since 
1941, except for a 5-year period 
following World War 11. Virtually 
all waste treatment and disposal has 
been onsite. LCAAP has relied 
heavily on lagoons, landfills, and 
bum pits for waste disposal. Indus- 
trial operations have generated large 
quantities of potentially hazardous 
waste, including oilsJgreases, sol- 
vents, explosives, and metals. 

The Installation Assessment 
identified numerous waste areas on 
base, but because of a clay layer in 
the soil, no testing was recommend- 
ed. However, a PA/SI identified 73 
waste sites containing more than 
100 individual units. These units 
were later consolidated into 35 
sites. Field testing was conducted at 
seven representative areas and 
ground water contamination (vola- 
tile organics, explosives, and heavy 

metals) was detected at all seven 
areas. An RIPS was recommended 
for the entire site. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RIIFS was initiated in Sep- 
tember 1987, and the study con- 
firmed contamination of the ground 
water above federal and state cri- 
teria beneath the entire site. 
Approximately eight water wells of 
private residents immediately north 
of LCAAP have been monitored 
quarterly since 1987. Low level 
explosive and volatile organic 
contamination have been sporadi- 
cally detected, but levels remain 
below applicable criteria. Ten 
additional off-post wells are sched- 
uled to be installed. A Phase 2 
RI/FS was initiated in 1989 to 
determine the extent of ground 
water contamination and to investi- 
gate source locations. A final RI 
effort is underway to fill in data 
gaps from the previous efforts. The 
RI is scheduled to be completed in 
FY 1994. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Numerous explosive waste 
lagoons at LCAAP have been 
closed since 1986. Air strippers for 
the drinking water supply wells at 
the plant were installed in 1990. 
Permits for air strippers at other 
production wells were received and 
all production wells are now 
operating. 



Lakehurst Naval Air Warfare Center 
Lakehurst, New Jersey 

Sew ice: Navy 

Size: 7,382 Acres 

HRS Score: 50.53 

Base Mission: Develop and test weapons systems and their components 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 with EPA 

hction Dates: PAlSl completed 1983; Placed on NPL 1987; RIIFS initiated 1987; 
RI Phase I1 completed 1990 

Contaminants: Waste oils and fuels, solvents, degreasers, paints, paint residues, 
photographic chemicals, acids, PCBs, pesticides, herbicides, refrigerants 

Funding to Date: $15.1 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The Initial Assessment Study 
([AS), equivalent to a PA, and a 
Confirmation Study (CS), equiva- 
lent to an SI, were completed in 
hlarch 1983 identifying 44 poten- 
tially contaminated sites at Lake- 
hurst Naval Air Warfare Center 
(NAWC). Sites 41 and 43 were 
closed out as not being contarni- 
nated and the remaining 43 sites 
were recommended for further 
study. (An additional site, Site 45 
BOMARC, was added to the list of 
potentially contaminated sites for 
further study. BOMARC was only 
included in the SI and did not have 
a PA performed.) The SI was com- 
pleted in April 1987 and all sites 
were recommended for further 
study in the Remedial Investiga- 
tion/Feasibility Study. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RI was completed for 13 
sites and 3 RODs were signed in 
September 1991. All three of these 
RODs are for a determination of no 
further action (NFA) at any of these 
sites. 

The installation was placed on 
the National Priorities List (NPL) in 
1987 with a Hazard Ranking Sys- 
tem (HRS) Score of 50.53. A Fed- 
eral Facility Agreement (FFA) was 
signed by the Department of the 
Navy on May 25, 1989 and by the 
Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) on October 4, 1989. 

Phase I and I1 RIs have been 
completed for Sites 01-04, 06-14, 
16, 17, 20, 22, 24, 25, 28, 29, 31- 
33, 35-39, and 42 on April 1987 
and July 1990 respectively. The 
Phase 111 RI is currently underway 
for these sites with a Draft Final 
submitted in October 1992. These 
sites are all expected to go to 
Remedial Design starting in FY 
1994. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

RD/RA start and finish dates 
will be scheduled according to 
priority, the media being remedi- 
ated, and the method of remedia- 
tion. 

Two Interim Remedial Actions 
(IRAs) have been completed at 
Lakehurst. One for Sites 10, 16, 
and 17 was completed on June 5, 
1991 and a second for Site 32 was 
completed on May 30, 1992. A 
future IRA is scheduled for FY 
1993 for Si~es 28, 35, 12, 14, 18, 
26, 29, 33, :37,42,44,09, 13, 15, 
36, and 39. All of the IRAs com- 
pleted or scheduled for the future 
involve pump and treat ground 
water remediation. 

RA is scheduled in five stages, 
the first to start in April 1994. 
Subsequent actions will begin in FY 
1995, FY 1996, FY 1997, and FY 
1998. Completion dates are antici- 
pated to be F'Y 1998 or after. 



Letterkenny Army Depot 
(PDO Area and southeast ~ r e a )  
Franklin County and Chambersburg, Pennsylvania 

Service: Army 

Size: 19,511 Acres 

HRS Score: 37.51 (PDO Area) 
34.21 (SE Area) 

Base Mission: Maintain and test tracked vehicles and missiles; Issue chemicals and petroleum; 
Store, demilitarize, and modify ammunition 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed February 1989 with EPA and State of Pennsylvania 

Action Dates: RI/FS initiated 1982; PAISI completed 1983; Southeast area placed on NPL 1987; 
Property Disposal Office Area placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: Petroleum/oil/lubricants, pesticides, solvents, cleaning agents, metal, lead, mercury, 
plating wastes, phenolics, VOCs, painting residues and thinners, explosives 

Funding to Date: $20.3 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 because of the site characteristics. 

Site Inspection (PAISI) Low-temperature thermal stripping (RIIFS) is to be used for soil remediation. 

The initial PAIS1 included identi- 
fication of 14 potentially contami- 
nated sites, all targeted for an 
RI/FS. An additional 46 sites were 
identified during the RI phase. 
Significant contamination of ground 
water by aromatic hydrocarbons and 
volatile chlorinated hydrocarbons 
has been found. Elevated levels of 
contaminants have migrated off- 
base. An SI was updated for 18 
SWMUs during May-July 1990. 
The SI report was submitted to the 
EPA and Pennsylvania in March 
1991 and is now final. The SI 
report recommends further investi- 
gation of eight sites. This work (SI 
follow-on) will be underway by 
May 1993. 

The RIFS was initiated in June 
1982, and confirmed contamination 
of 1 1 areas. Organic contaminants 
have migrated beyond depot boun- 
daries in the southeastern area. 
Additional field work is currently 
being conducted to support the 
RIFS effort. The Property Disposal 
Office (PDO) RI is in the draft 
stage and is due to the regulators 
early 1993. Two additional OUs 
have been added to the PDO. The 
southeastern RI was submitted to 
regulators in November 1992. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

An alternate water system was 
provided in September 1987. An 
ISV system was used to determine 
the ability of the vacuum system to 
treat soils. This testing indicated 
limited potential for the ISV unit 

Ground water treatment also will be 
considered at both NPL sites. 
Ground water treatment at the for- 
mer IWTP lagoon area was initiated 
in June 1989. The interim ground 
water treatment system was 
expanded to nine extraction wells in 
December 1990. Closure was com- 
pleted in November 1992. Approxi- 
mately 26,800 cubic yards of soil 
have been treated (low temperature 
thermal treatment) and removed. A 
design study will commence in 
1993 to address ground water con- 
tamination at Rowe Run Springs. 
The K-Area removal area has been 
delineated (19,729 tons). RA is 
planned for July 1993. 



Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant 
- 

Texarkana, Texas 

Service: Army 

Size: 15,546 Acres 

HRS Score: 31.85 

Base Mission: Load-Assemble-Pack, renovate, and demilitarize ammunition and explosives 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed June 1990 

Action Dates: PAIS1 completed 1978; Placed on NPL 1987; RI/FS initiated 1987 

Contaminants: Munitions-related wastes, heavy metals, petroleum/oil/lubricants 

Funding to Date: $6.3 million 

Preliminary Assessrnentl Remedial Investigation1 The Federal and state regulators 

Site Inspection (PAISI) have completed reviewing the (RIIFS) R, for the 0.A. Additional 
Lone Star AAP is a GOCO plant 

that employs approximately 2,000 
people. Past disposal practices 
included burial of drummed and 
~lndrummed wastes in landfills, 
wells, and cisterns; disposal of 
explosives in a demolition area, 
black powder dump, and burning 
ground; and the discharge of wastes 
to chemical sludge ponds, settling 
pits, unlined pinkwater lagoons, and 
neutralization ponds. Potential 
ground water contaminant migration 
off post could affect approximately 
200 private wells located within 
two miles of the post and used for 
potable water purposes. 

The PA/SI found nitrobodies and 
heavy metals in manufacturing, dis- 
posal, demolition, and lagoon areas 
and determined the contaminants 
could migrate beyond plant bound- 
aries through surface and subsurface 
waters. A follow-on indepth inves- 
tigation was recommended to deter- 
mine if contaminants are migrating 
off-post. 

An RIFS was initiated in Sep- 
tember 1987. A contamination 
survey investigated 17 areas of 
potential contamination. Heavy 
metals and/or explosives were dis- 
covered in the ground and surface 
water and surface soils at several 
sites. Small concentrations of sul- 
fates, chlorides and dieldrin were 
also detected in the ground water. 
Additional investigations conducted 
in 1990 and 1991 have discovered 
the potential for off-site 
contaminant migration. New studies 
to include off site investigation 
were ongoing in 1992 as part of 
RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI). 
The Corrective Measures Study 
(CMS) is scheduled to begin in 
early 1993. 

The pre-ROD IAG was signed in 
September 1990. Only the NPL site, 
the Old Demolition Area (ODA), is 
covered by this agreement. The 
remaining sites have been listed as 
SWMUs. There are 145 SWMUs 
under investigation. 

investigation was recommended. 
The Phase 111 RI was submitted to 
regulators for comment in June of 
1992. The Army has received EPA 
comments imd plans to publish the 
draft final KI in February 1993. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Both Chromic Acid (North G 
Area) and 0-Line (South 0 Area) 
ponds have been closed and are 
being monitored. Leaking under- 
ground fuel tanks at the installation 
gas station have been drained and 
fueling operations have been moved 
to another location. Tank removal 
and soil remediation were com- 
pleted in FY 1992. The Army has 
received permission for several 
SWMUs to bypass the CMS phase 
and go directly into the RA phase. 
Four SWMUs are going directly to 
the RD/RA phase. Two sites are in 
CMS. 



Longhorn Army Ammunition Plant 
Karnack, Texas 

Service: Army 

Size: 8,493 Acres 

HRS Score: 39.83 

Base Mission: Load-Assemble-Pack pyrotechnic and illuminating/signal munitions and solid 
propellant rocket motors 

IAG Status: Signed by the Army, EPA, and Texas Water Commission in October 1991 

Action Dates: PAIS1 completed 1980; Placed on NPL 1990; RIIFS initiation 1991; 
RFA performed 1988; RCRA permit final 1992 

Contaminants: Heavy metals, VOCs, munitions-related wastes, petroleurnloil/lubricants 

Funding to Date: $1.9 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The Longhorn AAP primarily 
produced 246-TNT flake and acid 
for munition production during 
World War 11. Flake production 
ceased and the current mission 
commenced in 1945. 

A PAIS1 recommended conduc- 
ting an environmental survey. A 
contamination survey and follow-up 
studies identified contamination of 
onsite surface and ground water and 
soils emanating from the Active 
Burning GroundfRocket Motor 
Washout Pond Area, the TNT Pro- 
duction Area, the Flashing Area, the 
Landfill (old), TNT burial sites, and 
old Burning Grounds. 

An RFA in 1988 identified many 
of the same sites as SWMUs with a 
potential for release. 

Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A preliminary survey confirmed Capping of the Rocket Motor 
two sources for VOC ground water Washout Pond Area was initiated in 
contamination beneath the Active 1984. The Texas Water Commis- 
Burning Ground and identified a sion certified the pond clean-closed 
third potential source that will in 1986. 
require further investigation. The 
contaminant plume has neither 
moved significantly in the last 30 
years, nor migrated off-post. 

The IAG lists 13 areas that will 
be included in the RI/FS. Investi- 
gations at the site will follow 
CERCLA procedures, but will also 
incorporate RCRA requirements. 
The IAG is being amended to add 
plant-wide sumps as one area based 
on requirements of the RCRA 
permit. 



Loring Air Force Base 
~imestone, Maine 

Sewice: Air Force 

Size: 9,000 Acres 

HRS Score: 34.49 

Base Mission: 8-52 Stratotankers and KC-135 Stratotankers (Scheduled for closure) 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed January 1991 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1984; RIIFS initiated 1986; Scheduled for completion in 
November 1994; Placed on NPL 1990; Closure scheduled for September 30, 1994 

Contaminants: Waste oils, fuels, spent solvents, PCBs, pesticides, heavy metals 

Funding to Date: $14.7 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Historically, wastes have been 
burned or buried in landfills. Sur- 
face water less than three miles 
downstream is used for recreational 
activities and a fresh water wetland 
is 500 feet from Landfill 3. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RIIFS was initiated in 
October 1986 disclosed that moni- 
toring wells on-base were contami- 
nated with methylene chloride, 
TCE, carbon tetrachloride, and 
barium. The wells are on or 
downgradient from several widely 
scattered disposal areas. Two areas 
are old, adjacent gravel pits that 
were used for landfill and cover 
190 acres. Landfill 2 was used for 
disposal of hazardous wastes from 
1956 to 1974, and Landfill 3 saw 
similar use from 1974 to the early 
1980s. In the 0.5-acre Fire Depart- 
ment Training Area, large quantities 
of hazardous materials were dis- 
posed of through landfilling until 
1968. From 1968 to 1974, these 

materials were disposed of by bum- 
ing. The 600-acre flightline area, 
with its industrial shops and main- 
tenance hangars, was a primary 
generator of hazardous waste on- 
base. While some generated wastes 
were disposed of on the ground or 
in storm and sewer drains in the 
area, most wastes were disposed of 
elsewhere. Soils in the flightline 
area also contain significant 
amounts of fuel, oil, and various 
VOCs. According to the 1986 IRP 
report, water in the flightline 
drainage ditch, a 2,500-foot portion 
of a tributary to Greenlaw Creek, is 
contaminated with methylene chlo- 
ride, tetrachloroethylene, 1,l -TCA, 
TCE, and iron. The ditch receives 
storm water discharges from several 
sewers draining the flightline area 
and the nose dock area, both loca- 
tions where fuels were handled. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

An RA was initiated in 1989. 
Remedial actions in 1990 included 
contaminated soil removal and 
treatment and UST removals. 
Remedial Actions for 1993 will 
involve further contaminated soil 
treatment and free product removal. 



Louisiana Army Ammunition Plant 
Doyline, Louisiana 

Service: Army 

Size: 14,974 Acres 

HRS Score: 30.26 

Base Mission: Load-Assemble-Pack operations; Manufacture shell metal parts 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1978; RI/FS initiated 1985; Placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: Oils, grease, degreasers, phosphates, solvents, metal plating sludges, acids, 
flyash, TNT and RDX explosives 

Funding to Date: $39.0 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The Louisiana Army Ammuni- 
tion Plant (LAAP) is owned by the 
government and is operated by the 
Thiokol Cotporation. LAAP cur- 
rently employs 1,680 people. 

The PNSI concluded that the 
explosive loading and disposal areas 
of the plant were heavily contami- 
nated with explosive wastes, pri- 
marily TNT, RDX, and tetryl. In 
addition, sumps and unlined ponds 
in the metal parts production area 
were contaminated with waste from 
plating and fabrication operations. 
No indication of contaminant 
migration off the installation 
through ground or surface waters 
was found. The high potential for 
future migration of the explosive 
contamination, however, resulted in 
a recommendation for a water 
quality monitoring program. 

Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 
The first stage of the RI/FS work 

consisted of a preliminary con- 
tamination survey completed in 
1982. The actual RIPS began in 
1985 with a follow-on RI com- 
pleted in 1987. The investigations 
indicated that no off-post migration 
had occurred. On-post wells, how- 
ever, were contaminated with explo- 
sives, including TNT, RDX, and 
HMX. The contaminated ground 
water had reached the southern 
boundary, so as part of a follow-on 
RI, four wells were installed off the 
southern boundary of the installa- 
tion in 1988. A comprehensive RI 
and Risk Assessment were com- 
pleted in 1992, along with a draft 
FS. Revisions to the FS are 
underway. 

Remedial Action (RDIRA) 
Incineration of explosives-con- 

taminated soil and treatment of 
contaminated surface water in Area 
P began in 1987. The incineration 
of 102,000 tons of soils and the 
treatment of 53.6 million gallons of 
contaminated water was completed 
in September 1990. Closure activi- 
ties and revegetation of the site 
were completed during the fourth 
quarter of 1990. 

A 1989 analysis indicated that 
the explosives-contaminated ground 
water had migrated off the southern 
boundary; however subsequent 
sampling episodes did not indicated 
any contamination. To ensure that 
drinking water sources on and off 
the installation were free of con- 
taminants, two 6-month drinking 
water monitoring programs were 
completed between 1989 and 1991. 
Monitoring of these 16 drinking 
water wells will continue. 



Luke Air Force Base 
Glendale, Arizona 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Air Force 

4,198 Acres 

37.93 

Advanced fighter training 

Pre-ROD IAG signed September 27, 1990 

PAlSl completed 1985; RIIFS initiated 1986; Placed on NPL 1990 

Petroleum/oil/lubricants, VOCs 

$1 3.0 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Luke AFB is located in the 
Sonoran Desert and rests on a broad 
alluvium-filled valley within the 
western portion of the Phoenix 
Basin. The PA/SI conducted in 
1982 identified a number of poten- 
tially contaminated areas, including 
five sites where hazardous wastes 
were disposed. These five sites 
were subsequently investigated in 
1983 and 1986 as part of the IRP. 
Additional sites were later identified 
by the base during a supplemental 
SI. 

Two old fire training sites in 
bermed areas were used to simulate 
aircraft fire by burning POL wastes. 
Soil borings taken from beneath this 
site contained levels of oil and 
grease greater than 100 ppm TPH. 
These findings prompted a pre- 
design treatability study to deter- 
mine the extent of contamination 
and gather the requisite information 
for conducting a soil vapor extrac- 
tion pilot study and the subsequent 
removal action. Three ground water 
monitoring wells were installed, one 
presumed to be upgradient and two 
downgradient. The water table was 
measured at 360 feet below ground 
surface and no significant contami- 
nants were detected. In addition, the 
Waste Treatment Annex Landfill 
was discovered eroding from the 
banks. An inspection of the landfill 
was conducted and stabilization 
action was executed in March 1991. 
1992 finishes up the major RI work 
at Luke AFB with the final RI 
document due November 15, 1992. 

IRAs to date include the removal 
of contaminated soil and USTs at a 
JP-4 fuel storage site. The USTs 
were removed and the area was 
clay-capped and monitoring wells 
installed. In addition, the leaking 
UST at the base service station was 
removed. Another IRA in progress 
is a soil vapor extraction for the 
North Fire Training Area. A treat- 
ability study was completed for this 
site in January 1991. In 1993, a 
multi-site RD/IRA program will 
begin the major contamination 
cleanup process at Luke AFB. 



March Air Force Base 
Riverside, California 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 7,123 Acres 

HRS Score: 31.94 

Base Mission: Aircraft maintenance and repair; Refueling operations; Training activities 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed September 1990 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1984; RI/FS initiated 1986; Placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: VOCs, heavy metals 

Funding to Date: $25.9 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Soils on March AFB are con- 
taminated with organics and metals. 
Primary ground water contaminants 
are TCE and perchloroethylene 
(PCE). March is adjacent to light 
industrial, agricul turd, and residen- 
tial areas and contamination may 
potentially affect an estimated 
60,000 people. 

The Air Force investigated 43 
potentially contaminated sites. The 
sites included three fire training 
areas, seven inactive landfills, 
underground solvent storage tanks, 
an engine test cell, and spills. Sig- 
nificant contamination was found at 
seven of the 43 sites. Three regions 
of ground water contamination 
beneath the base have been 
identified. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

levels of TCE and trans-1,Z- 
dichloroethylene, which exceed 
state drinking water standards and 
was taken out of service. The con- 
tamination has migrated to five 
private drinking water wells and the 
base began supplying bottled water 
to the affected residents in 1986. 
The Air Force then contracted the 
local water company to extend its 
water mains to the homes with 
contaminated wells. Activities will 
continue in the three OUs according 
to the basewide work plan devel- 
oped under the requirements of the 
Pre-ROD IAG. No Further Reme- 
dial Actions Planned RODS for all 
three OUs are expected by 1995. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Cleanup began in 1990 with the 
design of an IRA to extract floating 
petroleum product from the ground 
water table at the Panero Hydrant 
Fueling System. To date, 8,500 

effort was completed in February 
1992. 

The construction of the Ground 
Water Extraction Treatment System 
(GETS) was initiated in 1990. The 
GETS is designed to prevent further 
migration of contaminated ground 
water off-base by using a carbon 
absorption system connected to 
extraction wells along the eastern 
boundary of the installation. Long- 
term operation of the system began 
in 1992. 

Planned RD/RA activities for 
1993 include further treatment of 
contaminated soil and removal of 
petroleum product at Panero, 
designs and remediations at the 
Swimming Pool and Engine Test 
Cell areas and continuation of the 
long-term Ground Water Moni- 
toring Program. 

An RI/FS status report, corn- gallons of JP-4 has been recycled 
pleted in 1991, divided  arch's and sold. In-depth RDRA activities 
sites into three OUs. RI/FS efforts in 1990 included the removal of the 
are presently underway at all three Panero Hydrant Fueling System and 
OUs. On-base Well NO. 1 ( 0 ~ 1 )  the treatment of over 11,000 cubic 
was contaminated with the highest yards of contaminated soil. The 



Mather Air Force Base 
Sacramento, California 

Sewice: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Air Force 

5,934 Acres 

Electronic Warfare Officer Training; Navigator Training (Scheduled for closure) 

Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 with EPA and State of California 

PA completed 1982; RIIFS initiated 1984; Placed on NPL 1989; 
SI completed 1990; Closure scheduled for September 30, 1993 

Solvents, cleaners, VOCs, plating wastes 

$33.9 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Water quality analyses of drink- 
ing water in wells on and near the 
base indicate the presence of TCE 
and other solvents in the shallow 
ground water system. In 1979, 
drinking water contamination was 
first discovered when sampling 
from the production well at the 
Aircraft Control and Warning 
(AC&W) area confirmed the pres- 
ence of TCE. To date, ground water 
contamination has been confirmed 
at the AC&W Site, the 7100 Area 
(southwestern comer of the base), 
and the West Ditch (western border 
of the base). Both the 7100 Area 
and West Ditch are suspected of 
causing off-base contamination. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The IRP at Mather AFB is cur- 
rently being conducted at the 
AC&W Sites, the Group 2 Sites 
and the Group 3 Sites. The RI at 
the AC&W Sites was completed in 
March 1991, with the FS completed 
in July 1991. The FS report recom- 
mended ground water remediation 
at the site. A draft Record of Deci- 
sion (ROD) for the AC&W Sites is 
currently in dispute resolution. 

The RI and the FS included in 
the Group 2 Sites is underway, with 
the draft reports due in late 1992. It 
is anticipated many of these sites 
will not require remediation, but 
extensive ground water contamina- 
tion in three areas of the base will 
likely require ground water removal 
and treatment. 

The RI at the Group 3 Sites has 
begun, with a draft report due in 
early 1993. The sites consist mainly 
of oiywater separators and are 
expected to require limited if any 
remediation. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Bottled water was provided to 
off-base residents in 1986 while 
construction of a water line could 
be completc:d from the base water 
supply to the affected residents. In 
1989, six residences and a 33-unit 
trailer park were connected to a 
local municipal water main. 

While the level of treatment for 
the effluent. from the pump and 
treat system for the TCE-contami- 
nated ground water is in dispute, 
remedial design at the AC&W Site 
is in progress. Once the ROD is 
signed, a site remediation schedule 
will be negotiated and included in 
the pre-ROD IAG. It is expected 
that construction at the site will be 
complete in 1993, with treatment of 
the ground water continuing for at 
least seven years. 

Remedial actions will be 
required at several other sites. 
Schedules for remediation will be 
negotiated iifter the RODS are 
signed. 



McChord Air Force Base 
(Wash RackjTreatment Area-WTA) 
(American Lake Garden Tract-ALGT) 
Tacoma, Washington 

sewice: Air Force 

Size: 4,616 Acres 

HRS Score: WTA - 42.24 
ALGT - 31.94 

Base Mission: Airlift services to troops, cargo, equipment, passengers, and mail 

IAG Status: ALGT signed September 1991; WTA signed September 1992 

Action Dates: PA completed 1982; SI completed 1986; ALGT RIIFS completed 1991 ; WTA RIIFS 
initiated 1990; Two-party Agreement with State signed July 1991 for 29 non-NPL 
sites to confirm NFRAP decision 

Contaminants: ALGT - Chlorinated solvents; WTA - Fuel constituents; Non-NPL - Fuel, hydraulic 
fluid, oils, solvents, paints, acids, pesticides, metals 

Funding to Date: $9.4 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Almost 500,000 gallons of haz- 
ardous substances have been used 
and disposed of on-base. 

The PA identified 62 sites and 
recommended further action at 34 
of them. SIs identified shallow 
aquifer contamination. The base, 
and over 10,000 people within three 
miles of the base, depend upon the 
aquifers for their drinking water. 

The current sites register has 
grown to 65: 29 Model Toxics 
Control Act sites, 4 additional 
NFRAP confirmational sampling 
sites, a total of 3 IRP sites in the 2 
NPL areas, 23 non-NPL NFRAP 
sites, and 6 NPL NFRAP sites. 

The PA/SI for ALGT and WTA 
was completed in 1986. 

The ALGT RIPS was initiated 
in 1987 and completed in 1991. 
Concentrations ranging from non- 
detect to 88 ppb of trichloroethy- 
lene (MCL 5 ppb) migrated in the 
shallow aquifer to the north and 
west into the off-base ALGT. 

The WTA RI/FS was initiated in 
1990 and completed in 1992. The 
FS addressed the removal of 
floating fuel from the shallow water 
table. A ROD to begin removing 
the fuel was signed September 
1992. Sampling indicates the fuel is 
not moving. 

The base agreed to extend the 
Lakewood Water District to ALGT 
in 1986. The hookups to the potable 
water system have been contracted 
out and work will commence in 
1993. Since 1986, some private 
home owners have taken the initia- 
tive to hookup themselves. They are 
being reimbursed as the requests are 
made. In 1992, extraction wells and 
pump tests were conducted. Ground 
water pump and treat activities will 
begin in 1993. 

RD of a 5-year passive fuel 
skimming system for the WTA wiIl 
be completed in 1993 with RA to 
commence thereafter. 



FJlcClellan Air Force Base 
Sacramento, California 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 2,950 Acres 

HRS Score: 57.93 

Base Mission: Logistics for aircraft, missile, space, and electronics programs 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 with EPA and State of California 

Action Dates: initial PA/SI completed 1981; RVFS initiated 1984; Placed on NPL 1987; 
Additional on-going 

Contarninants: Organic solvents, metal plating wastes, caustic cleaners/degreasers, paints, waste 
lubricants, photochemicals, phenols, chloroform, spent acids and bases, 
PCB-contaminated oils 

Funding to Date: $81.3 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

After a 1979 Air Force study 
detected ground water contarnina- 
tion, two on-base and three off-base 
wells were closed. Contamination 
has since been found in a number 
of off-base wells, including a mun- 
icipal well. Approximately 23,000 
people in the area depend on the 
ground water for domestic and 
agricultural use. A PAlSI conducted 
in 1981 identified 46 sites. An 
additional 131 Areas of Concern 
(AW) have been identified, 
bringing the total to 177 sites. A 
PAIS1 for an additional 81 AOCs is 
being conducted. The soil and 
ground water contamination at 
h4cClellan AFB are primarily the 
result of chemical releases from 
disposal of liquid, sludges, and 
solid wastes; discharges and acci- 
dental spills at various industrial 
activities and storage areas; and 
leakage from sumps, underground 
storage tanks, and industrial waste 
lines. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

As a management solution for 
the efficient implementation of the 
RIFS, the sites were grouped into 
11 OUs. A CERCLA work plan 
was developed to implement the 
RIFS at each operable unit. The 
RIPS for the entire base is 
expected to be completed by the 
year 2002. RI work is underway in 
OUs A, B, C, and C-1. In addition 
to soil OUs, basewide ground water 
has been identified as separate OUs. 
Ground water contamination is 
primarily in the shallow aquifer 120 
feet below ground surface, but has 
migrated to 390 feet in depth at 
some locations. An RVFS of ground 
water OUs is underway. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The Air Force provided approxi- 
mately 348 residents with hookups 
to an alternate water source and a 
carbon filtration system has been 
installed for Base Well #18. A 
ground water extraction system has 
been installed and I1 sites have 
been capped in OU D. A ground 
water treatment plant (GWTP) was 
brought on-line in 1987 to treat the 
water. An extraction system was 
installed in OU C and connected to 
the GWTP. In 1991, an expedited 
action was completed near the old 
Building Site 666 to contain a 
ground water plume and prevent 
future degradation of a base water 
supply well located on the south- 
west edge of the base. An addi- 
tional ground water extraction sys- 
tem was installed on the southwest 
edge of the base during 1992. A 
SVE System was installed in 1992. 
Several innovative treatability 
studies have been initiated. 



Milan Army Ammunition Plant 
Milan, ~ennessee 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Army 

22,436 Acres 

58.15 

Load-Assemble-Pack, ship, and demilitarize explosive ordnance 

Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 

PAlSl completed 1978; Placed on NPL 1987; RI/FS initiated 1987 

Munitions-related wastes, heavy metals, organic solvents, paints, thinners, acids 

$8.0 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The Milan Army Ammunition 
Plant (MAAP) is a GOCO facility 
owned by the government and 
operated by Martin Marietta. 
MAAP presently employs 1,600 
people. 

A PAIS1 concluded that the 
demolition areas, wastewater 
lagoons, burning grounds, draining 
ditches, and streams were contami- 
nated with explosive wastes in 
addition to zinc, chromium, iron, 
sulfates, and phosphates. Of 11 
MAAP water supply wells sampled 
in November 1978, explosive con- 
taminants were found in three wells 
near the 0-Line Lagoon area. These 
three wells subsequently were taken 
out of service. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

A two-phase survey completed 
in 1983 concluded that MAAP 
ground and surface waters were 
contaminated with TNT, DNT, and 
RDX. Contamination was moving 
toward the plant boundaries; ground 
and surface waters at the instal- 

lation boundaries contained mercury 
at levels exceeding Federal EPA 
water quality criteria. Ground and 
surface waters within MAAP con- 
tained lead and chromium, but 
migration studies were inconclusive. 
The major sources of contamination 
identified were the 0-Line Lagoons, 
the explosives-burning ground, the 
ammunition destruction area, explo- 
sive load lines, and drainage ditches 
associated with these areas. Sarnp- 
ling and analysis of existing wells 
continue. A formal R I B  process 
for the 0-Line Lagoons was initi- 
ated in 1988. A contract to perform 
an RI at the 0-Line Lagoons, the 
Open Burning Grounds, and 17 
other SWMUs was awarded in 
April 1989 and completed in July 
1991. The RI Report was approved 
in December 1991. RDX was 
detected in the Milan City wells in 
May 1991 at levels below 2 ppb. 
Follow-on RI work began in May 
1992 to determine the source and 
nature of the ground water 
contamination related to the 
northern effluent ditches. 

The December 1991 RI Report 
recommended several sites for no 
further action. Due to health risks, 
it also recommended that an FS be 

conducted on the 0-line Ponds. The 
0-line Ponds were separated into 
two OUs. OU1 is the ground water 
and OU2 is the soils encompassed 
by the ponds. An interim ROD was 
signed in September 1992, imple- 
menting the use of a pump, treat, 
and reinjection system incorporating 
an innovative treatment technology 
(UV oxidation) for the permanent 
destruction of explosives contained 
within ground water. The ROD for 
OU2 is scheduled for mid-1993. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The 0-Line Lagoons were cap- 
ped and seeded with grass in 
December 1984. Additional wells to 
monitor leaching of contaminants 
into ground water have been instal- 
led. Post-closure maintenance of 
grounds and fences continues. RD 
for OU1 will be completed in 1993. 



Minneapolis-St. Paul Air Reserve Base (60) 

(Small Arms Range Landfill) 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 280 Acres 

HRS Score: 33.70 (1 site only, Small Arms Range Landfill) 

Base Mission: Tactical Airlift 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed by the Air Force and EPA Region V November 6, 1989; 
Public comment period completed January 1990 

Action Dates: PA completed 1983; SI completed April 1986; Placed on NPL 1987; RI completed 
July 1990; FS completed June 1991 

Contaminants: Oil/petroleum/lubricants, spent solvents and cleaner's, battery acid, strippers, 
painting wastes (containing metals such as chromium), PCB-contaminated oils, 
chlorinated hydrocarbons 

Funding to Date: $2.7 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The Small Arms Range Landfill 
is located on non-contiguous prop- 
erty two miles from the main base, 
and was the primary solid waste 
disposal site for the base from 1963 
to 1972. The landfill contains pri- 
marily general refuse, but industrial 
waste products may have been 
buried or burned in this landfill. 
These products include paint thin- 
ners and removers, paint, primers, 
lacquers, paint filters containing 
chromium paint residue, and 100 to 
200 gallons of leaded fuel sludge. 
This landfill is approximately three 
acres, and is located within the 100- 
year flood plain of the Minnesota 
River. The Minnesota River last 
flooded it banks in 1965. The 
northern boundary of the Minnesota 
Valley National Wildlife Refuge 
lies 500 feet from the landfill. 
Approximately 64,700 people 
depend on public and private wells 

for drinking water within a 3-mile 
area of the landfill. 

The other sites identified on the 
installation include a landfill, fuel 
spills, sludge burial pits, a hazard- 
ous waste drum storage area, a bat- 
tery shop leaching pit, a UST, and 
a ground water plume of AVGAS 
beneath the Past Fucl Site. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The Proposed Plan for the Small 
Arms Range Landfill was com- 
pleted in August 1991. The public 
meeting for this site was held on 
September 5, 1991. Ground water 
investigation results taken from the 
12 monitoring wells around the site 
detected low concentrations of a 
few compounds. During the first 
round of ground water sampling, 
only TCE was detected above fed- 
eral MCLs in the upgradient well, 
which suggests an off-base source. 
Also detected was thc organic com- 

pound bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, 
which was slightly above the Min- 
nesota Recommended Allowable 
Limit (RAL) in one sample. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The chosen remedial alternative 
for the NPL site is natural attenua- 
tion with ground water and surface 
water monitoring, maintenance of 
the landfill cover, and site access 
restriction. EPA will be counting 
the NPL site as "cleaned up" even 
though the ROD requires two more 
years of ground water monitoring. 



Moffett Naval Air Station 
Sunnyvale, California 

Service: Navy 

Size: 3,919 Acres 

HRS Score: 29.49 

Base Mission: Training for airlpatrol squadrons and antisubmarine warfare; Headquarters for 
Commander Patrol Wings of Pacific Fleet (Scheduled for closure) 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989; Amended in 1990 with EPA and State of California 

Action Dates: PA completed 1984; Placed on NPL 1987; RIIFS initiated 1988; SI completed 1989; 
RI scheduled for completion 1992 

Contaminants: Metal plating wastes, PCBs, waste oil and fuels, painting residues, organic 
solvents, caustics, coolants, pesticides, asbestos, freon, dyes 

Funding to Date: $34.5 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

An Initial Assessment Study 
(equivalent to a PA) was completed 
in April 1984 for both Moffett Field 
Naval Air Station and Naval 
Auxiliary Landing Field Crows 
Landing. A total of 13 sites were 
identified during the IAS, 9 of 
which were located at Moffett 
Field. Of these nine sites (Sites 01- 
09), all but the Golf Course Land- 
fill (Site 02) were recommended for 
further investigation. In December 
1990, the Department of the Navy 
identified an additional 10 sites 
(Sites 10-19) at Moffett Field NAS. 
No PA was conducted; however, 
sampling data from other sources 
were available and no PA or SI was 
deemed necessary. A PA investiga- 
tion is currently underway at all 
buildings at the installation that are 
likely to have generated or handled 
hazardous wastes. 

A PRP site is located just south 
of, but not on, the Moffett Field 
NAS installation. The Department 
of the Navy is not a named PRP or 

a signator on the ROD; however, 
the Navy is bound by the terms of 
the ROD. The PRP examined two 
sites at Moffett Field NAS as 
"inferred sources" of their ground 
water contamination. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Nineteen sites currently are 
being investigated under an RIiFS, 
including nine identified in the 
PAIS1 and 10 additional sites incor- 
porated as a result of a Cease and 
Desist Order to Moffett Field by the 
California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. RIPS work plans 
were finalized in March and April 
1988. The RI has been conducted in 
two phases. Phase I of the RI 
started in May 1988 and Phase I1 
began in November 1989. Upon 
completion of Phase I, sites that 
have been sufficiently characterized 
and require no additional Phase I1 
work will be evaluated so that OU 
RAs can be conducted. 

The site has been divided into 
six operable units to facilitate faster 

cleanup. OU4 has since been 
eliminated. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A removal action to address 
leaking tanks and sumps was initi- 
ated in 1990. The evaluation and 
closure of abandoned wells that 
may be potential conduits for sub- 
surface contamination also were 
initiated in 1990 and completed in 
1992. A pump-and-treat system was 
completed for Site 14 in December 
1992 and is currently in operation. 
A concrete bioremediation pad will 
be completed in January 1993 and 
bioremediation of Site 12 soil will 
begin shortly thereafter. 



Mountain Home Air Force Base 
Mountain Home, Idaho 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 9 Square Miles 

HRS Score: 57.80 

Base Mission: Air Combat Command; 366th Wing, with KC-1 35, F-15C, F-15E, F-16C, 
EF-111, and 6-52 aircraft 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed January 1992 

Action Dates: RIIFS initiated 1985; Placed on NPL 1990; PAIS1 completed 1986 

Contaminants: VOCs, petroleum/oil/lubricants, heavy metals 

Funding to Date: $4.2 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Hazardous materials and wastes 
have been used and generated at 
Mountain Home for aircraft main- 
tenance and industrial operations. 
Prior to 1969, base wastes were 
disposed of by several then- 
accepted methods, including incin- 
eration and landfilling of solid 
wastes, discharge of liquid wastes 
to sanitary sewers, and the use of 
waste oil for road oiling. The area 
around the base is primarily agricul- 
tural, and wells supporting 6,000 
people and land irrigation are three 
miles from hazardous substances on 
base. 

During the PAISI, the Air Force 
identified potentially contaminated 
areas where POL products, solvents, 
and pesticides were disposed. These 
sites subsequently were investigated 
in 1985 and a supplemental SI was 
conducted in 1988 as part of the 
IRP. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

RI field studies were conducted 
in 1985 and 1988. The lagoon 
landfill, where general refuse and 
POL products were disposed of 
between 1952 and 1956, is currently 
the site for the base wastewater 
lagoon. Monitoring wells installed 
near the center of the landfill 
detected lead and cadmium (below 
MCLs) in the ground water. In 
1988, soil, surface, and ground 
water samples were collected and 
analyzed for metals, volatile and 
semi-volatile organics, and total 
petroleum hydrocarbons. Any com- 
pounds detected within these media 
were within MCLs for drinking 
water. To determine whether any 
contaminants have reached the 
interlayers between the lagoon and 
the water table, monitoring wells 
have been installed and sampled. 

Waste oils, fly ash, solvents, jet 
fuel, tank cleaning sludge, and 
possibly 20 drums of DDT were 
placed in trenches within the land- 
fill and burned or covered with fill. 
Soil and ground water samples were 
analyzed for metals, organics, and 

petroleu~n hydrocarbons. Organics 
and petroleum hydrocarbons were 
detected in shallow soil samples, 
but no vertical migration was evi- 
dent in soils or ground water. Addi- 
tional efforts have been made to 
locate and sample additional dis- 
posal trenches, including the DDT 
drums. An FS to evaluate remedial 
action alternatives for the fire 
lraining area will be finalized in 
1993. The USGS is conducting a 
ground water study in support of 
the RIFS to assist with the charac- 
terization of the complex ground 
water system. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The removal action at the low- 
level radioactive waste disposal site 
was initiated in 1992 to reduce the 
threat of contaminant migration. 



New London Submarine Base 
Groton, Connecticut 

Service: Navy 

Size: 547 Acres 

HRS Score: 36.53 

Base Mission: Homeporting submarines; Submarine intermediate maintenance and repairs; 
Submarine training; Submarine medical research 

IAG Status: Initiated and expected to be signed in 1992 

Action Dates: IAS completed 1983; Rl/FS field plan completed 1990: Placed on NPL August 1990 

Contaminants: Pesticides, fuel oil, construction rubble, spent acids, incinerator ash, solvents, 
paints, PCBs 

Funding to Date: $2.9 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The Initial Assessment Study 
(IAS) was completed in 1982. Of 
the 16 potentially contaminated 
sites studied, 3 sites (2, 3, and 6) 
were recommended for funher 
investigation. A Verification Study 
(VS) was completed in December 
1984 for Sites 2, 3, and 6. Addi- 
tional characterization was recom- 
mended for all three sites. An SI 
was completed on seven sites ( l ,4 ,  
7, 8, 14, 15, and 18) in August 
1992. An extended SI was recom- 
mended for Sites 1 and 14 and 
corrective action for Site 18 under 
the UST program. No further action 
is expected for Sites 1 and 14. 
Three additional sites (13B, 13C, 
and 13D) were discovered and 
added to the program. The SI work 
plan for Sites 13B, 13C, and 13D 
has been completed and the field 
work is expected to begin in 1993. 
Potential contaminant migration 
represents a threat to the Thames 
River, a fishing source and recrea- 
tional area. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RI was conducted on four 
sites (2, 3, 6, and 13) and the final 
RI report was completed in August 
1992. A draft RI work plan lo 
perform an extended RI at these 
sites and an initial RI at Sites 4, 7, 
8, and 15 is under review. The FS 
for the eight sites is expected to be 
completed in 1996. The RI/FS for 
the three new sites (Sites 13B, 13C, 
and 13D) is expected to be com- 
pleted in 1997. 

A Technical Review Committee 
(TRC) was formed in 1989 and 
meetings are held periodically. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

RD/RA work will begin upon 
completion of the RI/FS and is 
expected to continue over the next 
several years. 

A removal action was completed 
in 1991 for Site 8 and consisted of 
disposing of 19 gas cylinders. 



Newport Naval Education & Training (64) 

Center 
Newport, Rhode Island 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Navy 

1,400 Acres 

32.25 

Logistics support; Training center 

Pre-ROD IAG signed in March 23, 1992; effective date July 8, 1992 

PAISI completed 1984; RI/FS initiated 1988; Placed on NPL November 
1989; RI  Phase I completed 1992 

Paints, oils, spent acids, solvents, PCB-contaminated soil 

$3.3 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PNSI) 

Migration of contaminants pose 
a potential threat to the underlying 
aquifer. Surface drainage and 
ground water from potentially con- 
taminated sites flow directly into 
the Narragansett Bay. Such poten- 
tial contamination could adversely 
affect shellfish harvested for human 
consumption. 

A PNSI identified 18 potentially 
contaminated sites. Nine sites 
exhibited sufficient evidence to 
warrant further studies. 

In November 1989, Newport 
NETC was listed on the National 
Priorities List (NPL) with a score of 
32.25. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Twenty-two TRC meetings have 
been held since April 1988. In July 
1990, the community relations plan 
was issued for Newport NETC. 
Field work for the RIPS Phase I 
work plan was completed in 
November 1990. The draft RI 
report was completed in November 
1991 and is undergoing TRC 
review. 

The three party (Navy, EPA, and 
RIDEM) Federal Facilities Agree- 
ment (FFA) was signed March 23, 
1992 and became effective after 
public review on July 8, 1992. The 
FFA determined that 10 sites were 
under the Navy's IR program and 8 
sites belong under FUDS program. 
Currently, four sites are included in 
the RI Phase I1 work plan, six are 
included in the SASE work plan per 
the FFA, and one of the FUDS 
(Melville North Landfill) is under- 
going RI Phase I1 work plan finali- 
zation. The Navy is continuing with 
its lead agency role at Melville 
North Landfill. Draft SASE work 

plan completed July 1992. Draft RI 
Phase I1 work plan completed Octo- 
ber 1992. Draft Phase I1 RI work 
plan for Melville North Landfill 
completed October 1992. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Final Record of Decision (ROD) 
for an Interim Remedial Action 
(IRA) at Tanks 53 and 56 at Tank 
Farm Five, Newpon NETC, RI was 
completed and signed on September 
29, 1992. Remedial Design was 
negotiated and design began in 
November 1992. Oily soil piles 
Removal Action (RA) at Melville 
North Landfill is expected to begin 
January 1992. 



Norton Air Force Base 
San Bernardino, California 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 2,003 Acres 

HRS Score: 39.65 

Base Mission: C-141 Airlift (Scheduled for closure) 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 

Action Dates: PAIS1 completed 1982; RIIFS initiated 1986; Scheduled for completion 
November 1993; Placed on NPL 1987; Closure scheduled for March 1994 

Contaminants: Waste oils and fuels, solvents, paint strippers and residues, refrigerants, acidic 
plating solutions, metal plating residue 

Funding to Date: $25.8 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PNSI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A PNSI identified several sites 
of potential contaminant migration. 
Sites targeted for an RIPS included 
two landfills, six discharge areas, 
four chemical pits, a fire training 
area, a fuel spill area, a PCB spill 
area, a chemical spill area, two 
waste storage areas, an UST area, 
and a low-level radioactive waste 
burial site. After additional study, 
two more sites were identified in 
1987. 

Initial investigations found that 
soils at several sites were con- 
taminated with solvents, fuel deriva- 
tives, and metals. An IAG between 
the installation and the regulatory 
community was signed as required 
by CERCLA. Deadlines for meeting 
critical milestones toward final 
remediation have been established 
and coordinated with EPA and the 
state. An RIFS effort is underway 
to characterize all sites, with 
completion scheduled for December 
1993. In addition, a comprehensive 
RIPS work plan (strategy plan) has 
been developed. A draft RIFS 
work plan was submitted to EPA 
and the state for review prior to 
finalization in 1990. A compre- 
hensive ground water plan also was 
provided. 

Installation of a ground water 
pump-and-treat system is planned to 
remediate TCE contamination in the 
central portion of Norton AFB and 
prevent further TCE migration. In 
1989, a total of 26 USTs were 
removed. Removal of underground 
storage tanks and surrounding con- 
taminated soils continues. 



Ogden Defense Depot 
Ogden, Utah 

Service: Defense Logistics Agency 

Size: 1 ,I 39 Acres 

HRS Score: 45.1 0 

Base Mission: Electronic equipment, industrial construction equipment, textiles, package 
petroleum, and industriaVcommercial chemicals distribution 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1980; Placed on NPL 1987; Ri/FS completed 1991; ROD OU 
#2 signed 1990; ROD OU #1, #3, #4 signed 1992; RA pump/treat/air strip started 
1992; RD OU #I, #3, #4 initiated 1992 

Contaminants: Solvents, paintlpaint residues, petroleurn/oiVlubricants, insecticides, chemical 
warfare agents (mustard and phosgene gas training kits), methyl bromide, metal 
plating wastes/sludges, PCB-transformer oils, degreasers, acids and bases, 
sand-blast residues 

Funding to Date: $1 1.2 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

A PA/SI identified 44 sites as 
potential contaminant migration 
sources. The PA/SI has been com- 
pleted for all 44 sites. Twenty-two 
were studied further under the 
RI/FS. These 22 sites were divided 
into four Operable Units (OUs) and 
nine contamination study areas. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RIFS was initiated in Sep- 
tember 1987 when ground water 
monitoring wells were installed and 
soil borings were taken at 17 loca- 
tions. Sampling of soil and ground 
water has confirmed concentrations 
of benzene, TCE, vinyl chloride, 
trans- 1,2-DCE, cis- 1,2-DCE, methy- 
lene chloride, chlordane, zinc, cad- 
mium, barium, toluene, tetrachloro- 
ethene, and chromium above the 
established federal MCLs. Ground 
water contamination has been lim- 
ited to the shallow aquifer because 
of the current geological conditions 
at the site. The FFA identifies four 
OUs. RIPS reports were completed 
for all OUs during 1991 and con- 
tamination site study areas. All 22 
sites have completed the RIPS 
phase. A11 RODS have been 
approved during 1992. Five private 
wells of nearby land owners were 
tested for contamination during 

1992. All wells meet national 
drinking water standards. A public 
health assessment completed in 
1992 concluded that Ogden poses 
no apparent public health hazard. 

Remedial Design/ 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Vials af mustard agents and 
irritant grenades were removed 
from disposal pits in June 1988. 
During 1992, contaminated soil at 
OU2 was removed to ground water 
level and incinerated. RA action 
pump, treal, and air strip began at 
OU2 during 1992. RDs are 
expected to be completed by June 
1993 for the other OUs. RA con- 
struction is expected to be ongoing 
by September 1993. 



Otis Air National Guard Basel 
Camp Edwards 
Falmouth, Massachusetts 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 22,000 Acres 

HRS Score: 45.92 

Base Mission: Provide Army and Air National Guard training, East Coast Air Defense, and 
Coast Guard Air/Sea Rescue 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed July 1991 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: Waste solvents, emulsifiers, penetrants, photographic chemicals, VOCs 

Funding to Date: $23.5 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ ling the 1.0 ponds since July 1991. Remedial Design1 
All sampling results to date have Site Inspection (PPJSI) demons,ted that the water is safe Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A PA completed in December 
1986 by the Air National Guard 
(ANG) identified 73 areas of con- 
cern (AOCs). Nineteen AOCs have 
been determined to require no 
further action and have had Deci- 
sion Documents issued. Four AOCs 
are undergoing additional investi- 
gation. Since the conclusion of the 
PA, four additional AOCs have 
been identified and are in various 
stages of the investigative process. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

In 1992, 14 RI/FSs were under- 
way. One area of concern is the 
southeast region where four ground 
water plumes of contamination 
emanate from the base. Some pri- 
vate wells showed contamination 
and have since been placed on town 
water. This area is just upgradient 
from two recreational ponds. Due to 
public concerns over the safety of 
the ponds, the NGB has been samp- 

for swimming. Fish sampling con- 
ducted in May 1992 by the Massa- 
chusetts Department of Environ- 
mental Protection showed no con- 
tamination. Sediment sampling 
conducted by the NGB has also 
showed no contamination. The first 
phase of the comprehensive testing 
of both ponds begins in October 
1992 with fish sampling. In addition 
to the work to be conducted in the 
ponds, full delineation of the 
ground water plumes in that area is 
set to begin in November 1992. 

Recent investigations to identify 
and evaluate sump structures have 
been accomplished. Over 200 sump 
structures were characterized during 
late 1991 and the first two quarters 
of 1992. Several are likely 
candidates for future remediation. 

The National Guard Base (NGB) 
conducted a "time-critical" 
removal action of four sump struc- 
tures in 1990. Contaminated liquids 
and sediments were removed and 
sealed in metal drums for eventual 
disposition through the Defense 
Reutilization and Marketing Office. 

An additional cleanup project 
involves pumping and treating 
contaminated ground water from a 
ground water plume which is 
presently located in the Crane 
Wildlife Management area of 
Falmouth. This project will protect 
downgradient public and private 
water supplies. The ground water 
treaunent is scheduled for five years 
while an upgradient plume is fully 
identified and a decision is made on 
remediating that plume. The CS-4 
plume containment project was the 
first federal facility ROD between 
DoD and EPA Region I. 



Pearl Harbor Naval Complex 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 

Service: Navy 

Size: 6,300 Acres 

HRS Score: 70.82 

Base Mlsslon: Serve as area commander in coordinating resources to provide facilities, 
services, and materials in support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet 

IAG Status: IAG not yet initiated 

Action Dates: PA completed 1983; RIIFS initiated 1991; Listed on the NPL October 1992 

Contaminants: Waste oils, pesticides, heavy metals, PCBs, solvents 

Funding to Date: $19.2 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

A PA conducted in 1983 identi- 
fied 31 potential sources of hazard- 
ous substances. Since then, addi- 
tional sources have been identified. 
The Complex currently has 22 sites 
requiring further action. Most sites 
are located close to Pearl Harbor 
shoreline waters. Some sites are 
located near drinking water wells 
and wetlands. The potential exists 
for migration of contaminants to 
receptors or resources of concern. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The proposed listing of Pearl 
Harbor Naval Complex on the NPL 
was based on the aggregate scoring 
of six sites within the area: Pearl 
City Peninsula Landfill, Former 
Gyro Shop, PCB Disposal Storm 
Drain at Building 68, Pickling Shop 
Waste Disposal, Makalapa Pesticide 
Rinseate Pit, and Aiea Launciry 
Shop. All sites are not contiguous. 
The activities affected by the pro- 
posed NPL action include Shipyard 

Pearl Harbor, Public Works Center 
Pearl Harbor, Submarine Base Pearl 
Harbor, Naval Station Pearl Harbor, 
Naval Supply Center Pearl Harbor, 
and Inactive Ships Detachment 
Pearl Harbor. 

A RIPS was initiated in Septem- 
ber 1991 at some of the higher 
priority sites. Other sites will be 
investigated as funds become avail- 
able and requirements are negoti- 
ated with EPA and the State. Inte- 
gration of RCRA and underground 
storage tank requirements with the 
NPL action is anticipated. Operable 
units will probably be established to 
manage the investigation and clean- 
ups. A Technical Review Commit- 
tee has been established and con- 
vened to review actions a1 thc sites. 
A regional community relations 
plan has been completed. The Navy 
anticipates that an FFA will be 
initiated in 1992. More details 
concerning the implications of the 
NPL action will be established 
during FFA negotiations. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

While the RI/FS is in progress, 
removal actions will be undertaken 
when appropriate to expedite the 
cleanups. In 1992, two removal 
actions were implemented. Approx- 
imately 954 cubic yards of PCB 
contaminated soils were excavated 
and disposed of at an open storage 
area. Approximately 250 gallons of 
free-floating fuel product were 
recovered from the ground water in 
a 45-day period pilot study. Plans 
and specifications for another 
removal action were completed in 
1992 and will be awarded in early 
FY 93. This removal action will 
include the excavation and disposal 
of solvent-contaminated soil. Init- 
iation of IID/RA at some sites is 
expected in 1994. 



Pease Air Force Base 
Portsmouth/Newington, New Hampshire 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 4,365 Acres 

HRS Score: 39.42 

Base Mission: Aircraft maintenance (scheduled for closure) 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1991 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1986; RI/FS initiated 1987; Scheduled for completion 
September 1993; Placed on NPL April 1991 ; Closed March 31, 1991 

Contaminants: Organic solvents, pesticides, paint strippers, petroleum products 

Funding to Date: $52.9 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The area around Pease AFB is 
commercial/residential. The base 
abuts a tidal estuary called Great 
Bay that leads to Little Bay three 
miles downstream. This is used for 
both shellfishing and recreational 
activities. Both coastal and fresh 
water wetlands are along surface 
water migration pathways from the 
base. An estimated 9,000 people 
obtain drinking water from public 
and private wells within three miles 
of the base. 

A PA conducted in 1986 iden- 
tified 18 potentially contaminated 
sites including 7 landfills, 2 fir 
training areas, and 9 liquid waste 
disposal areas. A second PA, con- 
ducted in 1990 to satisfy IAG 
requirements, identified 13 addi- 
tional potentially contaminated sites 
out of 14 studied. One of these 
sties, Landfill 3, showed no 
evidence of contamination. Cur- 
rently, there is a total of 42 
potentially contaminated sites 
identified. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RIFS was initiated in Sep- 
tember 1987. Traces of heptachlor 
and lindane were found in surface 
waters that drain one of the land- 
fills. Lead and zinc were found in 
sediments of three major drainage 
ditches, 

Additional RIFS work is cur- 
rently underway. The RIFS for all 
sites will be completed by the end 
of 1993. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

In 1984, an aeration system was 
installed lo remove TCE from the 
base water supply. The system had 
been discontinued since TCE is no 
longer detectable. 

Removal of EOD items such as 
spout flares and starter cartridges 
was completed in 1991. Soil 
removal actions were accomplished 
at three sites including the fire 
training pit. A drum removal was 
acco~nplished at another site. 

Three pilot ground water treat- 
men1 plants have been placed on 
the base to recover and treat known 
contaminated ground water. The 
first plant began operations in 
August 1990. A second plant 
became operational in February 
1991 and a third plant was put into 
operation in March 1992. 



Pensacola Naval Air Station 
Pensacola, Florida 

Service: Navy 

Slze: 5,874 Acres 

HRS Score: 42.40 

Base Mission: Flight training (Fixed-wing and rotary) (NADEP, formerly NARF) 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed October 1990 

Action Dates: PA completed 1983; RI/FS initiated 1988; Placed on NPL 1990; SI scheduled 
for completion 1992 

Contaminants: Ammonia, asbestos, cyanide, heavy metals (cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, 
nickel, silver, zinc), paints, PCBs, pesticides, phenols, plating wastes, solvents 
(chlorinated and non-chlorinated) 

Funding to Date: $1 1.7 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

An Initial Assessment Study 
(IAS), equivalent to a PA, for 
Naval Air Station Pensacola (NAS 
Pensacola) was completed in June 
1983 for 29 sites. Sites 01, 11, 17, 
21, 22, 27, and 29 were recom- 
mended for further study. A State/ 
Department of the Navy meeting on 
17 November 1983 added Sites 30- 
34 and recommended additional 
study at Sites 01, 02, 03, 09, 11, 
15, 17, 19, 21-23, 26, 27, and 30- 
33. A Verification Study (phase of 
the Confirmation Study (CS)) was 
completed for Sites 01, 02, 03, 09, 
11, 15, 17, 19, 22, 23, 26, 27, and 
30-34 on 26 July 1984. The Verifi- 
cation Study proposed work at Sites 
01, 11, 15, 26, 27, and 31-34. A 
subsequent Characterization (Phase 
111) Study was completed on 16 
December 1985 which studied Sites 
01, 11, 15, 19,26,27,and31-34. 

NAS Pensacola entered the 
National Priorities List (NPL) on 3 1 
December 1989 with a score of 
42.4. The Federal Facility Agree- 

ment (FFA) was signed on 23 Octo- 
ber 1990 and addresses addilional 
sites which have been added to the 
list of potentially contaminated 
areas at this installation. The FFA 
includes Sites 01-18,22,24-36, and 
38-42. An independent SI is cur- 
rently being performed for Sites 40, 
41, and 42, Bayou Grande Area, 
NASP Wetlands Area, and the 
Pensacola Bay Area. Sites 19-21, 
23, and 37 are slated for future 
screening under the UST program. 
All other sites are expected to be in 
Record of Decision (ROD) status 
between July 1995 and September 
1996. 

appears to be conducive for con- 
taminant migration through the soil 
and overland during periods of high 
rainfall. Migration of contaminants 
could impact shellfishing waters, 
and the benthic and intertidal areas. 

A Technical Review Committee 
(TRC) was established and met in 
July 1991 to discuss the interim 
data reports on the first 10 sites. A 
TRC meeting was held in January 
1992 LO discuss the remaining Phase 
I draft work plans. Another TRC 
Mee~ing was held in September 
1992 to discuss progress and the 
scoping of the three water sites. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Sites 01-18, 22, 24-36, and 39- 
42 are currently in the RI/FS Phase 
which began in December 1988 and 
is expected to be complete in the 
FY 93EY 94 timeframe. Remedia- 
tion is expected to be recommended 
for most of these sites. Due to the 
existing hydrogeology, the area 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

An Interim ROD is expected in 
the near future for Sites 32, 33, and 
35 to continue the pump and treat 
action that began in January 1987 
for ground water contamination. 



Plattsburgh Air Force Base 
Plattsburgh, ~ e w  York 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 4,795 Acres (3,440 acres are federally owned, and 
1,430 acres are registered as easement tracks) 

HRS Score: 30.34 

Base Mission: The 380 ARW provides worldwide air refueling with KD-135AIQ aircraft and 
serves as host to tanker task force operations. The wing supports rapid 
force deployment to regional conflicts, and participates in multiservice 
special operations. It provides mobility support for contingency plans and 
supports the Single Integrated Operational Plan 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD signed July 1991 

Action Dates: Original PNSI completed 1986; Supplemental PA initiated in 1992; SI for 
original PA was completed in 1989; RIIFS initiated in 1987 for 4 sites, 
RI/FS for remaining sites to begin in 1993; Placed on NPL 1990 

Contarninants: Organic solvents, pesticides, fuel, Polychlorinated Biphenols (PCBs) 

Funding to Date: $17.4 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection ( P M I )  

PA activities were initiated in 
April 1984. An IRP Phase I 
Records Search identified potential 
disposallspill areas at Plattsburgh 
AFB. An SI was initiated in 1987 
for 13 sites determined to require 
further action. The results of this 
study were published in the 1989 SI 
report. Through discoveries during 
the SI and various other sources, all 
of Plattsburgh's 25 sites were iden- 
tified by 1990. 

As a condition of the pre-ROD 
IAG, a Supplemental PA was ac- 
complished in 1992. No other sites 
that would require investigation 
were identified. The Supplemental 
PA report will be finalized in 1993. 

Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

RI/FS activities, initiated in RD/RA activities for 1992 
1991, are progressing at 14 sites. included the design and award of 
RIs for six sites will be initiated in two landfill closure projects. RODS 
1993. for the landfill projects were signed 

September 1992 by Plattsburgh 
AFB and EPA. Removal action 
projects have been designed in- 
house and awarded for 2 tank 
closures, a solvent-contaminated 
soil cleanup, and an old small arms 
range lead-contaminated soil 
cleanup. In addition, construction 
for the Fire Training Area free- 
product recovery facility is in 
progress. 



Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant 
Riverbank, California 

Service: Army 

Size: 172 Acres 

HRS Score: 63.94 

Base Mission: Grenade and projectile steel cartridge casings manufacture 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed April 1990 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1980; RIIFS initiated 1981; Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: Cyanide, zinc, chromium wastes 

Funding to Date: $12.3 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The Riverbank Army Ammuni- 
tion Plant (RBAAP) is a GOCO 
facility currently employing 
approximately 150 persons. Past 
operations have contaminated the 
sround water beneath the plant with 
~cyanide and chromium wastes and 
the off-post potable water supply 
used by approximately 70 residents. 

A PAIS1 identified potentially 
contaminated sites, including the 
IWTP, an abandoned landfill, and 
four evaporation/percolation (E/P) 
ponds located 1.5 miles north of the 
plant near the Stanislaus River. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Chromium contamination has 
been traced to past operation of the 
IWTP. The abandoned landfill is 
the source of cyanide contaminants. 
Both chromium and cyanide have 
entered the ground water aquifers 
beneath the plant. Their migration 
off-post affects the potable domestic 
water supply. Sampling domestic 
supply wells off-post is conducted 
quarterly. The E/P ponds contain 

zinc concentrations above California 
limits for surface impoundments. 
The RI report was conditionally 
approved in August 1991 pending 
completion of additional sampling 
at the landfill and IWTP off-load 
area. The additional sampling was 
conducted during August and Sep- 
tember 1991 and documented in an 
RI Report addendum in January 
1992 that was approved in February 
1992. FS efforts were initiated in 
November 1991 and are currently 
entering the dispute resolution 
process. California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board is disputing 
a no action alternative at the former 
landfill proposed by the Army 
based on data which show the land- 
fill spills no longer pose a threat to 
human health or the environment. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

In response to finding chromium 
contamination above state limits, 
off-post domestic supply wells at 
five residences were replaced with 
deeper wells. Construction of an 
interim ground water treatment 
system was completed in December 
1990 and was placed under 24-hour 

operation in September 1991. The 
system is achieving a 99 percent 
removal of hexavalent chromium 
and cyanide. 

Remedial measures initially 
scheduled for 1991 to reduce the 
zinc concentrations in the E/P 
ponds have been delayed. The 
recommended alternative use of the 
zinc-rich sediments as an agricul- 
tural soil amendment was deter- 
mined to be nonexecutable because 
the sediments would have to be 
regulated as a hazardous waste. 
Other alternatives are being evalu- 
ated for implementation in 1993. 
An Action Memorandum for instal- 
lation of a waterline to off-post 
residences was approved in Septem- 
ber 199 1. Waterline installation was 
completed in October 1992 pro- 
viding residents with a permanent 
source of safe drinking water. 



Robins Air Force Base 
(Landfill #4ISludge Lagoon) 
Houston County, Georgia 

Service: Air Force 

Size:. 8,855 Acres 

HRS Score: 51.66 

Base Mission: Aircraft logistics 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed July 1989 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1982; RIIFS initiated 1986; Placed on NPL 1987 

Contaminants: VOCs, paint strippers and thinners, paints, solvents, phosphoric and chromic 
acids, oils, cyanide, carbon remover 

Funding to Date: $22.0 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Georgia EPD during survey work tamination was detected at three 

Site Inspection (PAISI) for the Part B Permit. sites. Further investigation of the 
sources of chlorinated VOC con- 

Robins AFB is located in the 
Coastal Plain of Georgia and in- 
cludes a 1,200-acre wetland. Units 
of the highly permeable Cretaceous 
Aquifer lie beneath the base. Al- 
though the water supplies for the 
Base and City of Warner Robins 
are derived horn this aquifer, the 
ground water flow and contaminant 
migration appear to be in an east- 
erly direction, away from all wells 
and the city. Trichloroethylene and 
tetrachloroethylene have been 
detected in ground water. Thirty- 
three sites on base may contain 
hazardous waste from past disposal 
activities. 

Ground water contamination with 
a high potential for contaminant 
migration was detected at three 
sites. Two areas covering 465 acres 
comprise the NPL site: Landfill #4, 
and an adjacent sludge lagoon, 
which contains phenols and metal 
plating wastes. Additional sites have 
been added since 1986 through 
identification by the Base and the 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RI/FS was initiated in Sep- 
tember 1986. The sites have been 
grouped into eight zones. In 
Zone 1, contamination of ground 
and surface water and sediments by 
organic solvents and metals was 
confirmed. In Zone 2, ground and 
surface water contamination was 
detected. In Zone 3, high levels of 
petroleum products, TOX, and 
BTEX were found. In Zone 4, 
ground water contamination by 
TOX and BTEX was detected. In 
Zone 5, solvents were Sound. No 
significant contamination was 
detected in Zone 6. In Zone 7, 
TCE, petroleum hydrocarbons, and 
lead were found. Zone 8 had one 
soil sample test positive for PCBs. 

Another RI/FS began in 1988 to 
address sites which include con- 
struction debris landfills, ground 
water contamination areas, and 
several disposal areas. No con- 

tamination in the ground water and 
soil needs to be addressed. 

Remedial Designl 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Several USTs were removed and 
water supply wells were replaced in 
1987. Removal of pesticide contam- 
inated soil in Zone 2 was accom- 
plished in 1992. The remedial 
designs for Zones 3 and 5 are being 
accomplished with corrective ac- 
tions scheduled to begin in 1993. 
The RD for the NPL site Zone 1 
began in June 1991. A total of 18 
sites were closed during 1991. 

An IRP master plan was 
approved for Robins AFB for 1988 
through -1992. The plan is a work 
document to consider contaminant 
sources, migration, and the develop- 
ment of remedial alternatives. The 
Management Action Plan (MAP) 
was initiated in 1992 and is 
expected to be completed by 
December 30, 1992. 



Rocky Mountain Arsenal 
ÿ dams-county, Colorado 

Service: Army 

Size: 17,228 Acres 

HRS Score: 58.15 

Base Mission: Decontamination and cleanup of teal estate, facilities, and equipment 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG Federal Facilities Agreement established 1989 

Action Dates: RIIFS initiated 1984; PAIS1 completed 1985; Placed on NPL 1987 

Contaminants: Pesticides; breakdown products from mustard gas and nerve agents; mercury; 
lead; arsenic; organic and inorganic chlorides; hydroxides and fluorides; 
diisopropyimethylphosphonate dichloropentadiene; dibromochloropropane; 
solvents; acids; methyl isobutylketone; sulfur bearing organic and 
inorganic compounds 

Funding to Date: $510.9 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The Army completed a material 
contamination survey in August 
1973 and an installation assessment 
in March 1977. These studies iden- 
tified 19 areas potentially contarni- 
nated with heavy metals, chemical 
agents, incendiaries, and industrial 
wastes. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The cleanup program at Rocky 
Mountain Arsenal (RMA) is divided 
into two operable units (OUs), on- 
post and off-post. In FY 1992, the 
Final on-post OU RI Summary 
Report was completed (November 
1992). The FS for the On-post 
Operable Unit is underway and 
scheduled for completion in 1993. 
The first component of the on-post 
FS, the Development and Screening 
of Alternatives, was published in 
August 1992. 

The Final RI for off-post OU 
was finalized in 1989 with an 
addendum completed in January 
1992. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Twenty-six Interim Response 
Actions (IRA) have been initiated at 
RMA to contain and/or treat con- 
tamination sources, reduce the 
extent of contaminant migration and 
decrease the cost of the final reme- 
diation. Completed actions include 
the removal of approximately 10.5 
million gallons of liquid and 
500,000 cubic yards of contami- 
nated soil from the Basin F area of 
RMA with the liquids being placed 
in three tanks and a pond, and the 
soil being placed in a wastepile; 
improvements to the North and 
Northwest Boundary Ground Water 
Treatment Systems; and two new 
ground water intercept and treat- 
ment systems located north of the 
former Basin F site and in the 
Basin A Neck area. Over one bil- 

lion gallons of contaminated ground 
water are treated annually by the 
ground water treatment systems on 
RMA. 

In FY 1992, work on a new 
ground water intercept and treat- 
ment system located north of RMA 
was initiated and is on schedule for 
start up in late 1992. The modifica- 
tion of the Irondale intercept and 
treatment system to capture contam- 
inated ground water at the Rail 
Yard and Motor Pool areas was 
completed. The IRA for Basin F 
liquid also progressed rapid1 y, with 
the final design and construction of 
the Submerged Quench Incinerator 
completed in October 1992 and 
stan up operations scheduled to 
begin by January 1993. The 
CERCLA wastewater treatment 
facility was completed in July 1992, 
and has commenced system start up 
and check out. Finally, demolition 
of the Hydrazine Blending and 
Storage Facility was also complete. 

In 1992, legislation was passed 
which will convert RMA into a 
wildlife refuge after cleanup. 



Sabana Seca Naval Security 
Group Activity 
Sabana Seca, Puerto Rico 

Service: Navy 

Size: 2,252 Acres 

HRS Score: 34.28 

Base Mission: Operation of High Frequency Direction Finding Facility 

IAG Status: Signed March 19, 1992 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1988 for Sites 4 ,  6 and 7; PAISI initiated 1991 for sites 1 ,  2 
and 3; RIIFS initiated 1988 for sites 4,  6 and 7; Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: Pesticides, herbicides, paints, oils, solvents, PCBs 

Funding to Date: $1.3 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Past disposal methods in landfills 
created the potential for soil and 
ground water contamination. 
Ground water is the potable water 
supply for the base. Spillage of 
herbicides and pesticides, and the 
rinsing of application equipment, 
have contaminated the areas adja- 
cent to the pesticide shop. 

A PA identified seven potentially 
contaminated sites. Originally, only 
two sites, the former pesticide shop 
(Site 6) and the leachate ponding 
area (Site 7), were recommended 
for an SI. The source of the leach- 
ate at Site 7 is the municipal land- 
fill adjacent to the Station bound- 
ary. The pistol range disposal area's 
(Site 4) proximity to Site 7, and 
recent information on Bunker 607 
disposal area (Site 2) mandated that 
an SI be conducted at these two 
areas. As a precautionary measure, 
SIs shall be conducted at the South 
and North Stone Road Disposal 
Areas (Sites 1 and 3). Since 
Wenger Road Disposal Area (Site 

5) was cleaned up in 1984, no 
further studies will be required. The 
PUS1 has been completed for Sites 
4, 6, and 7. The PAIS1 for Sites 1, 
2 and 3 is expected to be completed 
in 1994. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Sample analyses indicate that 
soils are contaminated at Site 6, the 
Former Pest Control Shop, but no 
ground water contamination has 
been detected at this site. Analyses 
also indicate that soils and ground 
water are contaminated at Site 7. 
The leachate contamination at Site 
7 originates at an offsite source (the 
municipal landfill). However, ils 
inclusion in the scope of the RIFS 
is a precautionary measure to pro- 
tect the base water supply and base 
personnel. The Navy will continue 
to pursue legal avenues with regard 
to the migration of contamination 
onto the Station. An FS is currently 
being prepared for Site 7 and IRAs 
are being considercd. Addilional 
rounds of sampling for Sites 4, 6, 

and 7 are expected to be conducted 
during 1991-2 to complete the RI 
and begin the FS. Depending upon 
the results from the SI at Sites 1, 2 
and 3, any one or all sites may be 
recommended for RIFS work 
cfforts. 

A TRC held its first meeting in 
January 1989. Several meetings 
were held during 1990 when the 
documentation for Site 6 had been 
completed. Several meetings will be 
held throughout the life of this 
project. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

In 1988, the Navy installed a 
fence around the Former Pest Con- 
trol Shop (Site 6) and covered the 
site with 6 inches of soil to prevent 
human exposure to spilled pes- 
ticides. RD/RA work will begin 
after completion of RIIFS activities. 
An interim RA is planned for Site 
7. 



Sacramento Army Depot 
Sacramento, California 

Service: Army 

Size: 485 Acres 

HRS Score: 44.46 

Base Mission: Depot for electronics materials; Manufacture parts (Scheduled for closure) 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1988 with EPA and State of California 

Action Dates: PAIS1 completed 1979; OUIRIIFS initiated 1984; Placed on NPL 1987 

Contaminants: Waste oil and grease, solvents; metal plating wastes; wastewaters 
containing caustics, cyanide, metals 

Funding to Date: $27.4 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The 1979 PNSI identified sev- 
eral industrial areas and spillldis- 
posal sites as potential sources of 
contaminant migration. A follow-on 
investigation conducted under the 
operable unit (OU) RIIFS addressed 
these potential sources of 
contamination. 

An enhanced PA was subse- 
quently conducted to determine all 
environmental issues that need to be 
addressed for Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) 199 1. The assess- 
ment included records reviews, 
evaluation of ongoing environmen- 
d studies, and a site visit. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Several OUs at SAAD have been 
identified that may require response 
actions. Four of the OUs were 
recommended for Feasibility 
Studies with the other OUs to be 
addressed in an overall site FS. The 
on-going ground water monitoring 
program has detected contamination 
both on and off site, primarily low 

levels of TCE. Metals have also 
been found in the Old Morrison 
Creek sediments near the Oxidation 
Lagoons. Sampling and analysis of 
soil under a 1,000-gallon UST, 
known as Tank 2 OU, indicate that 
VOCs, PAHs and pesticides exist in 
the area. There are also several 
areas that were identified in the 
original PA/SI that do not warrant 
further action. A No-Action ROD 
for these areas will be included in 
the site-wide ROD expected to be 
drafted in FY 93. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The SAAD ROD for the south 
post ground water contamination 
was signed in September 1989. 
SAAD constructed a ground water 
well extraction system and an ultra- 
violet light hydrogen peroxide 
(UVPeroxidation) treatment plant 
which began operations in Novem- 
ber 1989. The action is intended to 
prevent ground water contamination 
from migrating beyond SAAD 
boundaries and to treat organic 
solvent contaminated ground water 
under the former bum pits. The 

plant has successfully treated over 
110 million gallons to date. 

The ROD addressing soil con- 
tamination for the Tank 2 OU was 
signed by the Army in October 
199 1 and by EPA IX and California 
in December 1991. SAAD has 
awarded a contract to design and 
construct a soil vapor extraction 
treatment system equipped with air 
pollution controls to remediate 
organic solvent soil contamination. 

A remedial action contract was 
awarded September 1991 to design 
and construct a treatment system to 
remove heavy metals contamination 
from the former oxidation lagoons. 
SAAD has awarded a soil washing 
treatment !system to extract the 
inorganics from the soils. A ROD 
for the oxidation lagoon operable 
unit was signed in September 1992. 
A ROD for the Burn Pits Operable 
Unit has been prepared. The 
remediation of this site includes soil 
ventilation and solidification. 



Savanna Army Depot Activity - - 

Savanna, Illinois 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Army 

13,062 Acres 

42.20 

Depot for munitions and explosives; Manufacture and store chemicals 

Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 with EPA and State of Illinois 

PAISI completed 1979; RIIFS initiated 1980; Placed on NPL 1989 

Munitions-related wastes 

$1 6.6 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Three potable water sources near 
Savanna Army Depot and the 
shallow aquifer five meters below 
may be contaminated. Lagoons 
adjacent to the Mississippi River 
also could contaminate these 
drinking water sources. Surface 
contamination could affect the large 
wintering population of bald eagles. 
The PAIS1 initially identified 59 
potentially contaminated sites and 
these sites later were consolidated 
into 45 sites. Local munitions- 
related contamination was detected 
in sediments of the TNT washout- 
area leaching-pond, and in ground 
water on base. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The RI/FS, initiated in Septem- 
ber 1980, identified and confirmed 
the extent and concentration of 
ground water and soil contamina- 
tion in the lagoon sediment. The 
lagoons leached TNT and other 
chemicals to the ground water. 
Sampling of selected ground and 
surface water sites in 1988 deter- 
mined the extent of contarninanl 
migration. The IAG-mandated RI 
commenced in October 1989. The 
May 1990 site characterizarion 
summary increased the number of 
potentially contaminated sites to 72. 
Environmental sampling at 26 sites 
recommended by EPA and Illinois 
EPA commenced in 1990. 

Additional investigatory effort 
was required under the RI in 1991 
by the regulatory agencies. Sam- 
pling was conducted at the majority 
of sites during March through Sep- 
tember 1992. Sampling at the 
remaining sites will commence in 
the Spring of 1993. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A ROD for incineration of TNT- 
contaminated lagoon soils was 
approved in March 1992. An incin- 
eration uial bum was successfully 
completed in October 1992. Inciner- 
ation of contaminated soils was 
initiated in November 1992 and is 
scheduled for completion in 
February 1993. 



Schofield Barracks 
Oahu, Hawaii 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Army 

17,725 Acres 

28.90 

Home for Army's Oahu Island mobile defense 

Pre-ROD IAG signed in September 1991 with EPA and Hawaii 

PAISI completed 1984; Placed on NPL 1990 

Organic solvents 

$2.0 million 

Preliminary Assessment, 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A PA was conducted in 1984. 
Pesticide storage, burning ground, 
washrack activities, and paint filter 
disposal activities were cited as 
possible sources that could con- 
taminate the municipal landfill. No 
evidence of ground water con- 
tamination was found at the time of 
the PA. 

In April 1985, the Army 
informed the Hawaii Department of 
Health that high levels (30 ppb) of 
TCE contaminated wells supplying 
chinking water to 25,000 people at 
Schofield Barracks. The federal 
MCL for TCE is 5 ppb. 

A PA/SI and initial RI scoping 
effort was initiated during June 
1991-March 1992 for OU1, OU2, 
and OU4 to detail efforts required 
to locate the TCE source and to 
gather data needed to support 
remedial actions at the installation. 

A PA was initiated for OU3 sites 
in 1992 to screen out areas requir- 
ing no further investigation and to 
scope follow-on investigations at 
those sites which were considered 
potential problem areas. 

In September 1986, the Army 
began removing TCE from con- 
taminated wells on base to ensure 
safe drinking water. This interim 
response action will be modified as 
required, based upon findings of the 
upcoming RI/FS. 

An FFA was negotiated among 
the Army, EPA, and Hawaii in 
1991, with Army and EPA signa- 
ture in September 1991. Hawaii 
signature should be obtained by the 
end of 1992. 

RIPS planning efforts were 
conducted in 1992, including prep- 
aration of the R I P S  Work Plan 
(approved November 1992) and 
Sampling and Analysis Plans for 
OU1, OU2, OU3, and OU4. Field 
work is scheduled to begin in Jan- 
uary 1993. 

RD/RA. work will begin after 
completion of RIFS activities. 

Currently, ground water treat- 
ment is performed in place with 
granulated activated carbon (GAC) 
for removal of TCE from ground 
water for the drinking water supply 
at Schofield Barracks. 

Army initiatives include expe- 
dited remediation at OU3 sites 
through an "investigation-by-exca- 
vation" approach to place emphasis 
on remediation rather than on 
investigation. 

The Army has also proposed to 
focus OU2 investigations on collec- 
tion of daui to support a point-of- 
use treatment alternative which 
would ensure investigations are 
streamlined to support remedial 
action. 



Seneca Army Depot 
Romulus, New York 

Service: Army 

Size: 10,587 Acres 

HRS Score: 35.52 

Base Mission: Receive, store, distribute, maintain, and demilitarize conventional 
ammunition, explosives, and special weapons 

IAG Status: Initiated and expected to be signed in 1993 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1989; RI/FS scoping initiated 1990; Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: Chlorinated organic solvents, heavy metals 

Funding to Date: $4.1 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The PAIS1 at Seneca Army 
Depot identified the potential for 
ground water contamination in the 
area of the ash landfill and for soil 
contamination at the open burning/ 
open detonation (OB/OD) ground. 
Chlorinated organic solvents from 
the landfill have been detected in 
ground water on-post and in 
seasonal surface seeps off-post. 
Occupants of a farmhouse near the 
field where the seeps occur may be 
receptors. No private wells are 
affected. 

An additional assessment was 
conducted at 71 SWMUs. Of these, 
27 sites require additional investi- 
gation and are scheduled for inves- 
tigation in 1992 and 1993. 

Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

RIES scoping activities began in RD/RA is anticipated to begin in 
1990 for the landfills and for the 1993. Actual initiation is dependant 
OB ground. The work plans for upon regulatory and public consid- 
both projects were approvcd in erations throughout the process. 
October 1991 and field work was 
completed in January 1992. The 
Preliminary Site Characterization 
Summary Reports arc ~lndergoing 
regulatory review. The second 
phase of the investigation will 
include additional field work. 

The IAG has been signed by the 
Army and is awaiting regulatory 
signature. The first Technical 
Review Committee meeting was 
held in July 1992. 



Sharpe Site, Defense Distribution 
Region West (formerly Sharpe Army Depot) 
Lathrop, California 

Service: Defense Logistics Agency 

Size: 720 Acres 

HRS Score: 42.24 

Base Mission: Depot for general supplies 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 with EPA and State of California 

Action Dates: PA completed 1980; SI completed 1983; RIIFS initiated 1984; Placed on NPL 
1987; Signed FFA agreement March 1989; Ground water RIIFS completed 1991; 
Ground water proposed remedial action plan (GRAP) completed January 1992; 
Draft ground water ROD completed April 1992 

Contaminants: VOCs 

Funding to Date: $1 7.2 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigationl Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The PA indicated existence of 
contamination from past practices. 
The primary ground water contarni- 
nant in some areas is trichloroethy- 
lene (TCE), and in other areas, 
tetrachloroethene. Contamination 
was identified in the north and 
south areas encircled by a railroad 
turnaround and called balloon areas. 
Solvent waste, mostly TCE-contam- 
inated soil and ground water, was 
found in the area. The PA recom- 
mended that a preliminary survey 
be conducted of north and south 
balloon areas, and along the western 
houndry of the installation. 

The RIPS was initiated in July 
1984. The primary contaminant in 
ground water and soil is trichloro- 
ethene. Approximately 24,000 cubic 
yards of TCE-contaminated soil are 
present. TCE levels of up to 20,000 
ug/L have been detected. The State 
of California and Federal maximum 
contaminant level (MCL) for TCE 
is 5 ugh. The RI indicates the TCE 
plume has migrated off the facility. 
Other contaminants, found to a 
lesser extent and mostly only in the 
soil, were lead, pesticides, PCBs, 
and petroleum hydrocarbons. 

As of October 1992, as part of 
PA/SI and RIPS, Sharpe has 
installed 211 monitoring wells on 
and off the installation. Four of 
these wells have been permanently 
closed with the approval of the 
regulatory agencies. The remaining 
are sampled and tested at least once 
per quarter for volatile organics. 

Two interim ground water treat- 
ment systems (air stripping tech- 
nology) have been installed to pre- 
vent the migration of TCE. The 
first system went into full operation 
in March 1987, and the second in 
October 1990. 

Between 1985 and 1991, 51 
abandoned underground storage 
tanks were removed to eradicate the 
source of potential discharge into 
the environment. 

To date, approximately 775 
cubic yards of contaminated soils 
were removed and several pilot 
tests and treatability studies have 
been conducted. 

Removal of nine more USTs and 
the remediation of sites contam- 
inated by USTs are expected to 
begin in 1993. DDRW is expecting 
to have a draft final ROD in place 
by April 1994. 



Tinker Air Force Base 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Air Force 

5,001 Acres 

42.24 

Worldwide repair depot for aircraft, weapons, and engines 

Pre-ROD IAG signed 1988 

Original PNSI completed 1982; RIIFS initiated 1983; Placed on NPL 1987 

Organic solvents, heavy metals 

$54.0 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The base is within the North 
Canadian River Drainage Basin and 
drains into Soldier, Crutcho and 
Kuhlman Creeks. It overlays the 
Garber-Wellington Aquifer. Soldier 
Creek and Building 3001 make up 
the NPL site. Two Soldier Creek 
tributaries carry storm and treated 
indusmal wastes from Building 
3001. The main contaminants are 
organic solvents TCE and 1,2- 
Dichloroethene previously used for 
degreasing and aircraft mainten- 
ance, and heavy metals (hexavalent 
chromium) previously used in 
plating operations. 

To date, three drinking water 
wells and Pit Q-51 within or adja- 
cent to Building 3001 have been 
taken out of service and plugged. 
The contamination plume covers 
220 acres (all within the base 
boundary) under Building 3001 and 
the upper aquifer zones (which are 
not used for drinking water produc- 
tion). The base and 75,000 people 
in Midwest City draw water from 
the lower aquifer. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The RI/FS phase commenced in 
September 1983 and has been com- 
pleted on three wells, Landfill 3, 
North Fuel Tank Area (NPL site), 
Pit Q-51 (NPL site), abandoned pits 
at the Industrial Waste Treatment 
Plant (IWTP), Fire Training Area 2, 
and Building 3001. Field investiga- 
tions have been completed at Land- 
fills 1-4, Landfill 6, Fire Training 
Area 1, Supernatant Pond, and 
Industrial Waste Pit 2, Building 
3001, and two radioactive waste 
dump sites. Investigations are 
underway at the IWTP, Industrial 
Waste Pit 1, Southwest Tank Area, 
Area A Refueling Station, 3700 
Fuel Yard, four fuel sites, three 
radioactive waste dump sites, 
Crutcho Creek, Kuhlman Creek, 
and the Soldier Creek NPL site. 

No off-base contaminant migra- 
tion has been confirmed to date. A 
pre-ROD IAG covering the NPL 
site was signed December 1988. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The ROD for Building 3001, 
North Tank Area operable unit, and 
Pit Q-51 operable unit was signed 
in 1990. Pit Q-51 was cleaned and 
plugged in September 1990. The 
design efforts for the recommended 
B3001 ground water recovery and 
treatment system was completed in 
August 1991. 

Landfills 1 and 5 have been 
capped and the Landfill 6 cap was 
repaired. Landfill 3 is presently 
near completion on the capping 
action. 

Documentation recommending 
no further action has been com- 
pleted for three wells, Pit Q-51, 
Fire Training Areas 2 and 4, 
Facility 1123, three of the five 
radioactive waste disposal sites, and 
the industrial waste pits. 

Future RA work will include the 
removal of radioactive waste and 
the use of innovative solidification/ 
stabilization techniques at the super- 
natant pond. 



Tobyhanna Army Depot 
Tobyhanna, Pennsylvania 

Service: Army 

Size: 1,293 Acres 

HRS Score: 37.93 

Base Mission: Logistics for communications/electronics equipment; Largest 
communications/electronics overhaul facility in Army 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed September 1990 

fiction Dates: PAISI completed 1980; RIJFS initiated 1987; Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: VOCs, heavy metals 

Funding to Date: $6.0 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The PAIS1 was completed in The RIPS,  initiated in July 
1980 and updated in 1988. These 1987, addressed VOC contamina- 
initial studies confirmed that there tion in the southeast comer of the 
was VOC contamination of both depot. Two source areas have been 
on-post and off-post wells. confirmed with one only a few 

hundred feet from affected off-post 
wells. The preferred response mea- 
sures under the FS are passive 
volatilization for contaminated soils 
(tilling soils within a specially con- 
structed building); pumping and 
treating ground water; and provid- 
ing an alternate water source to 
affected residents. 

As a result of the IAG, a Phase 
I RI is being performed at 11 addi- 
tional sites. The field investigation 
was performed in the 4th quarter 
FY 1992. The Phase I RI is sched- 
uled to be completed in December 
1993. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The Army provided bottled 
water for 26 residences and one 
business from March 1987 through 
June 1991 at which time a waterline 
extension from the Depot to the 
affected residents was completed. 

A treatability study has been 
conducted for the passive soil vola- 
tilization technology. The study 
concluded that soil treatment could 
be conducted more effectively 
inside an engineered bubble rather 
than tilling the soils inside a build- 
ing. Remedial design for soil clean- 
up is expected to start in the fall of 
1993. 



Tooele Army Depot (North Area) 
Tooele County, Utah 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: Store and sup uild and repair locomotives, 
wheeled vehic 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 0; RIIFS initiated 1987 

Contaminants: aint primers, cleaning, plating and 

Funding to Date: $44.5 million 

Preliminary Assessmentl 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Historic disposal practices con- 
sisted of discharging wastes to 
evaporation or percolation ponds, 
detonation and burning, and burial 
at the demilitarization range. Conse- 
quently, ground water was threat- 
ened by contaminant migration 
from the waste sites; plant and 
animal life in the area also could be 
affected. 

The December 1988 PAL31 iden- 
tified potential ground water con- 
taminant migration. Five sites pre- 
sented a significant threat to public 
health and the environment, inclu- 
ding explosives found in the ground 
water beneath the TNT Washout 
Pond. Ground water is contaminated 
with volatiles at the Industrial 
Waste Lagoon (IWL). 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An environmental survey in 1982 
indicated that TCE from the IWL 
was migrating to the northern boun- 
dary on-post. An RI addendum re- 
port in 1989 concluded that a plume 
of ground water contamination con- 
taining TCE from the IWL extends 
off-post approximately 2,500 feet. 
A site-wide RI/FS was initiated in 
September 1987. Additional ground 
water contamination was detected at 
the Sanitary Landfill and the TNT 
Washout Pond. These results were 
published in December 1990. 

A Corrective Action Permit was 
issued by the state in January 1991 
and addressed 29 SWMUs. RFI 
investigative studies have been 
conducted at 20 SWMUs and 
studies on the additional 9 are 
scheduled for early 1993. The first 
RFI report is scheduled to be avail- 
able in early 1993. An FFA 
between the Army, State, and EPA 
was signed in September 1991. An 
RI/FS addressing 17 sites was initi- 
ated in late 1991. Field inves- 
tigations were completed in 1992 

and the draft RI report is scheduled 
to be submitted to the regulators in 
March 1993. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The IWL was granted interim 
status under RCRA in 1985. This 
required installation of monitoring 
wells, but the previously document- 
ed evidence of ground water con- 
tamination caused TEAD to enter 
into a Consent Decree with the 
State of Utah. As a result, a ground 
water quality assessment was con- 
ducted. The Consent Decree also 
required TEAD to cease discharging 
wastewater into the IWL and to 
close the lagoon. Closure (capping) 
of the lagoon was completed in 
1989 and construction of a ground 
water pump and treat system (air 
stripping) was initiated in 199 1. The 
system is scheduled for operation in 
December 1993. 



Tracy Site, Defense Distribution 
~ e g i o n  West (formerly Tracy Defense Depot) 
Tracy, California 

Service: Defense Logistics Agency 

Size: 448 Acres 

HRS Score: 37.1 6 

Base Mission: Store and distribute food, medical, electronic, and industrial/construction 
equipment; and textiles for Armed Forces in the western U.S. and Pacific 

IAG Status: Signed 1991 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1982; RIJFS initiated 1986; Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: Heavy metals, petroleum/oil/lubricants, VOCs, TCE, PCE 

Funding to Date: $15.1 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

A PNSI identified 32 sites of 
contamination on-depot with strong 
contamination migration potential. 
All 32 sites will be included in the 
RIPS investigations. The upper 
ground water aquifer, both on- and 
off-depot, is contaminated with both 
TCE and PCE beyond federal safety 
standard limits. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RIIFS began in September 
1986 on 32 sites. In addition to the 
contaminated upper aquifer, the soil 
on depot is likewise contaminated. 
Following the signing of a Federal 
Facility Agreement in 1991, a 
second RI/FS was initiated. The 
first RI/F!3 has been redefined as 
OU1 and focuses on the ground 
water contamination emanating 
from the northern half of the depot. 

The second RIPS has been 
designated the Comprehensive Site- 
Wide RI/FS and will focus on con- 
tamination throughout the depot to 
include an additional 33 solid waste 
management units (SWMUs), infor- 
mation from 113 monitoring wells, 
100+ soil borings, and more than 
200 soil vapor probes. These 
SWMUs have been combined into 
three additional sites bringing the 
total to 35. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

An IRA contract, awarded in 
September 1989, led to the con- 
struction of an air stripper to 
remove volatile organic compound 
(VOC) contaminants in the ground 
water. The stripper was installed 
during the third quarter of 1991. 
Five extraction wells, three injection 
wells, and 10 additional monitoring 
wells were installed as part of this 
project. 

Bottled drinking water is being 
provided to two off-depot resi- 
dences, whose domestic wells have 
been contaminated by VOCs. This 
action was taken in the first quarter 
of 1992 when laboratory tests 
revealed trichloroethene, carbon 
tetrachloride, and trace amounts of 
chloroform in the wells. 

Two on-depot improperly aban- 
doned water supply wells were 
located, investigated, and properly 
abandoned. During the location 
effort, one undocumented under- 
ground gasoline storage tank was 
located, inspected, and properly 
removed and disposed of. This 
effort took. place during the third 
and fourth quarters of 1992. 

A removal action involving 49 
buried drums and 450 cubic yards 
of contaminated soil took place 
during 1992. All drums were 
inspected and properly disposed of. 
Contamina1:ed soil receiving further 
evaluation is expected to be appro- 
priately disposed of prior to second 
quarter 1993. 



Travis Air Force Base 
Solano County, California 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Air Force 

5.025 Acres 

Gateway to the Pacific, providing strategic airlift services for troops, cargo, 
and equipment: west coast terminals for aeromedical evacuation 

Pre-ROD IAG signed September 1990 

PAISI completed 1985; RIIFS initiated 1986; Placed on NPL 1990 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs), heavy metals, Polynuclear Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAH) 

$1 6.1 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The area around Travis AFB is 
primarily agricultural. Industrial 
operations on base include aircraft 
and automotive servicing, above 
and below ground fuel storage and 
distribution, and facility main- 
tenance and repair. 

A PA/SI identified several sites 
potentially contributing to contami- 
nation due to past operations and 
disposal practices. These sites 
include old landfills, a closed sew- 
age treatment plant, fire fighting 
training areas, disposal pits, spill 
areas, and the storm drainage sys- 
tem. VOCs present in the storm 
sewer system, particularly TCE, 
could possibly reach Union Creek. 
Up to 29 additional areas of con- 
cern investigated in 1992 may be 
added to the Travis IRP, among 
these is the Point Arena Air Force 
Station. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An R I M  is underway to deter- 
mine the type and extent of con- 
tamination and to identify altema- 
tives for remedial action. Two 
additional sites were added to the 
investigation in 1991: the Cyanide 
Disposal Pit, where approximately 
250 pounds of cyanide were buried, 
probably in 1967; and the Grazing 
Management Units, where a 
swelling affliction has been 
observed in horses. Preliminary 
analysis indicates that fine-grained 
alluvial sediments of very low 
permeability exist beneath the base. 
Localized buried sand and gravel 
channels represent likely pathways 
for contaminant migration. The 
ground water at Travis AFB con- 
tains naturally elevated concentra- 
tions of several metals and common 
anions. The contaminants detected 
in the ground water include VOCs 
and metals. Metals and PAHs were 
detected in the surface water, sedi- 
ments of the storm sewers, and 
Union Creek. RI/FS activities in 
1992 determined the extent of con- 

tamination at 18 sites and identified 
7 distinct TCE plumes. In addition, 
in-depth studies were conducted at 
over 120 buildings on base to deter- 
mine if past operations had contrib- 
uted to base wide contamination. 
Completion of the RIPS is 
expected in 1993. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Twenty-seven underground 
storage tanks were removed from 
various IRP sites at Travis AEB in 
1986. The design of an IRA was 
initiated in 1991 to investigate, 
intercept and clean up floating fuel 
products in the ground water table 
from two BX gas stations. The 
engineer evaluation/cost analysis for 
the project was completed in 1992. 
Additional RD/RA activities will be 
determined by a ROD anticipated 
for early 1994. 



Treasure Island Naval Station- 
Hunters Point Annex 
San Francisco, California 

Service: Department of the Navy 

Size: 965 Acres 

HRS Score: 48.77 

Base Mission: Support Pacific Fleet (Scheduled for closure) 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 

Action Dates: RIIFS initiated 1987; Placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: Paints, solvents, fuels, acids, bases, heavy metals, PCBs, asbestos, phenols, 
polyarornatic hydrocarbons, VOCs 

Funding to Date: $42.0 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PNSI) 

Formerly the Hunters Point 
Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point 
Annex was established in 1869 as 
the first dry dock on the Pacific 
Coast. The Navy purchased the 
installation in 1939 and leased it to 
Bethlehem Steel Company. The 
Navy operated Hunters Point Annex 
as a shipbuilding and repair facility 
from 1941 until 1976. Triple A 
Machine Shop then leased the facil- 
ity from 1976 to 1986 and sub- 
leased numerous buildings to pri- 
vate tenants. Testing in 1987 
detected benzene, PCBs, toluene, 
and phenols in onsite ground water. 
A bottling company draws ground 
water from a spring approximately 
one mile from Hunters Point 
Annex. Offshore sediments contain 
elevated levels of heavy metals and 
P4Hs. Area surface waters are used 
for recreational activities, comrner- 
cia1 navigation, and fishing. 

To date, the RVFS has included 
26 sites. Site inspection will be 
conducted for an additional 38 sites. 
Four removal actions are planned 
for 1993, including site treatment, 
decontamination, and waste 
removal. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

A TRC was formed in 1988 and 
members include representatives 
from COMNAVBASE San Francis- 
co; Treasure Island Naval Station; 
Western Division, Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command; California 
Department of Toxic Substances 
Control, California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board; Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District; 
EPA Region IX; the City and 
County of San Francisco; NOAA; 
Department of Interior, and a public 
representative appointed by the 
Mayor of San Francisco. 

Future RI/FS at Hunters Point 
will be conducted by geographic 
panels. Interim Remedial Actions 
will be implemented for the existing 
Operable Units. Completion of 
RIPS work for all sites is expected 
in 1996. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A removal action was imple- 
mented in 1986 to clean up PCBs. 
Removal of asbestos was under- 
taken and completed in 1990. 
RD/RA work will begin after com- 
pletion of RI/FS activities. 



Twin Cities Army Ammunition Plant 
New Brighton, ~ innesota 

Service: Army 

Size: 2,560 Acres 

HRS Score: 59.16 

Base Mission: Small arms and projectile casing manufacture 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1987 with €PA and State of Minnesota 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1988; RI completed 1991; FS initiated 1991; Placed on 
NPL 1982 

Contaminants: VOCs, heavy metals, solvents, acids and caustics, fuels, cleaners, paints, 
explosives 

Funding to Date: $39.6 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Sources located on the Twin 
Cities Army Ammunition Plant 
(TCAAP) have contaminated 
ground water primarily with VOCs. 
The contamination affects water 
supplies for the cities of New 
Brighton and St. Anthony, located 
2.5 and 4.5 miles downgradient, 
respectively. The PA/SI verified the 
presence of 14 potentially con- 
taminated sites. Concurrent field 
investigations conducted since 1981 
verified three major sources of 
regional ground water contamina- 
tion. Site D is a former series of 
earthen impoundments used for 
industrial waste disposal. Site G is 
a former landfill used for building 
and industrial waste disposal. Site I 
(Building 502) is the area where 
industrial operations introduced 
VOCs to the ground water system. 
Two other sites have contributed to 
perched ground water contamina- 
tion. These sites consist of Site A, 
a former disposal area for industrial 
waste, and Site K (Building 103), 
where industrial operations intro- 

duced VOCs to the ground water 
system. The remaining 14 sites 
have not contributed significantly to 
ground water contamination at 
TCAAP. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Alliant Tech Systems, Inc., 
formerly Honeywell, Inc., an in- 
dustrial tenant of TCAAP, and the 
Department of the Army have in- 
stalled approximately 300 moni- 
toring wells both on and off the 
plant to define the magnitude and 
extent of ground water contamina- 
tion. The FFA requires the DA to 
complete an RI on TCAAP and 
requires EPA to conduct an investi- 
gation of off-plant areas. These ef- 
forts were completed in 1991. The 
FS was initiated by the Army in 
August 1991. The FS is divided 
into three operable units: off- 
TCAAP north plume (OUI), on- 
TCAAP ground water and several 
areas (OU2), and off-TCAAP south 
plume (OU3). A ROD for the OU3 
final remedy was signed in Septem- 
ber 1992. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A regional ground water treat- 
ment system has been installed to 
extract and treat ground water, 
prevent contaminant migration 
beyond plant boundaries, and con- 
tain highly contaminated ground 
water within the plant interior. 

Additional efforts to preclude 
ground water contamination include 
installation of two ISV systems at 
Sites D and G ,  ground water treat- 
ment at Site I, incineration of con- 
taminated soils, and provision of 
contaminated soil storage facilities. 
Efforts also are being conducted at 
Sites A and K to prevent contami- 
nation from migrating within the 
perched ground water system. 

To address contamination beyond 
the plant boundaries, the Army 
provided granular activated carbon 
municipal water treatment facilities 
to the cities of New Brighton and 
St. Anthony. 

Approximately 3.7 billion gal- 
lons of contaminated ground water 
have been treated and over 100 tons 
of contaminants removed. 



Umatilla Army Depot 
Hermiston, Oregon 

Service: Army 

Size: 19,729 Acres 

HRS Score: 31.31 

Base Mission: Ammunition storage 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed October 1989 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1980; Placed on NPL 1987; RIIFS initiated 1989 

Contaminants: Metals, red fuming nitric acid, pesticides, RDX, nitrates, TNT, TNB, HMX, 
DNT isomers 

Funding to Date: $20.7 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The PNSI identified and tar- 
geted several major contaminant 
sources for RI/FS work. These 
areas contained explosive wastes 
and UXO. Ground water under the 
washout lagoons was contaminated 
with cyclonite (RDX), nitrates, 
TNT, TNB, HMX, and DNT. An 
enhanced PA in support of base 
closure activities was prepared con- 
currently with the RIPS work plan 
under the IAG. The enhanced PA 
was submitted in April 1990. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

A Phase I RI determined the 
washout lagoons had contaminated 
the alluvial aquifer with TNT, 
RDX, HMX, TNB, DNT, and 
nitrates. In addition, the shallow 
basalt aquifer contained very trace 
quantities (approximately 1 ppb) of 
explosives. Several SWMUs, 
including the deactivation furnace, 
active and inactive landfills, the am- 
munition demolition area, and sev- 
eral septic tanks, showed various 
industrial and explosive contarn- 
inants. A Phase I1 RI was initiated 
in August 1989. Work being con- 
ducted under the IAG covers 55 
sites; 22 in the ammunition demoli- 
tion area. RI field work was initi- 
ated in May 1990 and the RI was 
completed in August 1992. Feasi- 
bility studies for four operable units 
are ongoing. Field work for asbes- 
tos and radon assessments in sup- 
port of the base closure mission 
was initiated in 1990. 

A supplemental RIPS contract 
addressing remaining sites was 
awarded in September 1991. The 
need for a contract modification 

delayed the field work, which was 
well underway in September 1992. 
Another contract modification, to 
further investigate the complex 
ground water contamination, was 
awarded in September 1992. No 
Action proposed plans for the land- 
fills operable units were finalized in 
FY 1992. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

An expedited RI/FS was con- 
ducted for the washout lagoons 
leading to a ROD in September 
1992 that selected the innovative 
technology of composting. Stabil- 
ization of lead-contaminated soil at 
the deactivation furnace is the sub- 
ject of a draft ROD prepared in FY 
1992. 



Warminster Naval Air Warfare 
Center Aircraft Division 
Warminster Township, Pennsylvania 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

Navy 

921 Acres 

Research and development for naval aircraft systems, antisubmarine 
warfare systems, and software 

Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 

PAISI completed 1981; Proposed for NPL 1986; RIfFS initiated 1988 

VOCs, metal plating wastes, painting residues, PCB-contaminated waste 
oils, fuels, solvents, asphalt, coolants 

$1 .5 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

An Initial Assessment Study 
(IAS), equivalent to a PA, and a 
Confirmation Study (CS), equiva- 
lent to an SI, for Warminster Naval 
Air Warfare Center (NAWC) were 
completed in June 1985, identifying 
nine sites as potentially contami- 
nated. After the CS, Site 09 was 
closed out as not being contami- 
nated. The other eight sites were 
recommended for further study 
under a Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIFS). Contami- 
nation from heavy metals and sol- 
vents of local drinking water wells 
and gfound water was the primary 
concern for these sites. 

A Technical Review Committee 
was formed in April 1988. 
Meetings are held every six to eight 
weeks or as necessary to attend to 
the current business. An administra- 
tive record was established at the 
same time. The Community Rela- 
tions Plan was completed in FY 

1990 and is updated on an "as 
required" basis. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Phase I RI was completed in 
January 1991. Phase I1 RI began in 
October 1991 for Sites 01-08 and is 
expected to be completed in FY 
1993. All eight sites are being 
assessed under an FS concurrently 
with the RI Phase 11. The FS should 
be completed also in FY 1993. At 
this time, it is expected that Site 07 
may be closed out and Sites 04 and 
08 may only be recommended for 
long-term monitoring (LTM). 

The installation was proposed for 
the National Priorities List (NPL) in 
1986 with a Hazard Ranking Sys- 
tem (HRS) Score of 57.93. A Pre- 
Record of Decision (ROD) was 
signed on October 4, 1989. A Fed- 
eral Facility Agreement (FFA) was 
signed between the Department of 
the Navy and Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency (EPA) on Septem- 
ber 20, 1990. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

RD should start in FY 1993 for 
Sites 01-03, 05, and 06 with an 
expected completion date of FY 
1994. The RA will follow in FY 
1995 with an anticipated completion 
in FY 1996. LTM will probably be 
recommended for these sites 
pushing the site closeout into FY 
1998 and after. 



\Nhidbey Island Naval Air Station 
(Ault Field & Sea Plane Base) 
Whidbey Island, Washington 

Sew ice: Navy 

Size: 7,000 Acres 

HRS Score: 47.58 (Ault Field) 
39.64 (Sea Plane Base) 

Base Mission: Training and operations center for bomber squads; Center for USN and 
USMC Reserve training in the Pacific Northwest 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed September 1990 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1984; Placed on NPL 1990; RIIFS initiated 1988 

Contaminants: VOCs, petroleum/oil/lubricants 

Funding to Date: $1 7.4 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Whidbey Island Naval Air Sta- 
tion occupies four separate areas on 
Whidbey Island: Ault Field north of 
Oak Harbor; Seaplane Base east of 
Oak Harbor; the Outlying Field 
near Coupeville; and Lake Hancock 
Target Range. 

An Initial Assessment Study 
(equivalent to a PA) completed in 
September 1984 identified 51 pas 
spill and/or disposal sites. Of the 5 1 
total sites, 35 were recommended 
for further study or mitigating 
actions, and 16 were recommended 
for no further action. The sites 
recommended for further action 
potentially involve soil, ground 
water, sediment, and shellfish con- 
Lamination. The 16 sites were 
recommended for no further action 
because no migration or exposure 
pathways were found or insignifi- 
c'mt contaminant concentrations 
were detected. 

In February 1990, Whidbey 
Island Naval Air Station was listed 
on the National Priorities List. The 
Federal Facility Agreement for 
areas including Seaplane Base and 
Ault Field was signed by the 
Department of the Navy on October 
17, 1990. The FFA grouped indi- 
vidual areas as sites into four oper- 
able units. In addition, the FFA also 
specified that a number of areas 
undergo more extensive sampling 
programs, as extended SIs, for 
potential inclusion in a RWS. 

All of the RIFS effort for OUs 
1-4 are expected to be completed in 
1993. The RWS for OU1 is antici- 
pated to recommend capping of the 
landfill. The recommendations for 
OU2 and OU3 are yet not known. 
The RI/FS for OU4 is anticipated to 
recommend fencing combined with 
long-term monitoring. 

On April 28, 1992, the Depart- 
ment of the Navy signed an Interim 
ROD with EPA Region X and the 
State of Washington for an Interim 
Remedial Action (IRA) at OU1. 
The IRA will address the primary 
risk posed to the public by control- 
ling the spread of a contaminated 
plume of ground water. The IRA 
will extract and treat ground water 
using air stripping to halt advance- 
ment of the plume. Treated water 
will be reirljected into the aquifer 
from which it was drawn. The IRA 
is expected to be completed in late 
1993. 

Efforts are underway to address 
contamination of public water sup- 
plies by connecting 13 private resi- 
dences or systems to either the City 
of Oak Harbor's or the Navy's 
water main. To date, two residences 
and a mobile home park have been 
connected to the public water 
supply. 



Williams Air Force Base 
Chandler, Arizona 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 4,127 Acres 

HRS Score: 37.93 

Base Mission: Pilot training; Aircraft and ground equipment maintenance (Scheduled for closure) 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 

Action Dates: PAlSl completed 1984; RI/FS initiated 1986; Scheduled for completion December 
1994; Placed on NPL November 1989; Scheduled for closure September 1993 

Contaminants: Waste solvents, fuels and lubricants, heavy metals 

Funding to Date: $13.0 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Irrigated farmland and desert 
surround Williams AFB. Past dis- 
posal practices have contaminated 
soils with heavy metals and ground 
water with petroleum products. The 
Air Force has completed an initial 
assessment and the potentially con- 
taminated areas include a past fire 
protection training area, drainage 
systems, and landfill and spill areas. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

A work plan has been developed 
for an RIIFS to determine the type 
and extent of contamination and to 
identify alternatives for remedial 
action. Field investigations are 
underway. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The Southwest Draining System 
was remediated in 1988 by 
installing a soil cement and con- 
crete cap on the upper 350 feet of 
the ditch. This action was agreed to 
by State of Arizona regulatory 
officials. 

Monitoring wells approximately 
350 feet deep have been installed at 
the liquid fuels storage area to 
determine the extent of vertical 
migration of leaked fuel. Shallow 
wells approximately 250 feet deep 
have been installed to plot the 
extent of this plume. Pump tests 
have been conducted to gather data 
needed for remedial design of a 
proposed pump and treat facility. 
Continuous fuel recovery has been 
started. 

A storage tank was removed 
during 1991 from the electroplating 
shop. Removal of drums was also 
completed during that year at the 
pesticide burial area. 

Two operable units (OU) have 
been established. OU2 is the former 
liquid fuel storage area and is the 
first to be considered. OU1 is the 
final remedy for the remediation of 
all sites. Two Proposed Plans and 
two RODS will be prepared. 

A draft of the ROD for OU2 
was issued July 1992 and for OU1 
by September 1993. The RD for 
OU2 is expected April of 1994 and 
RA April 1995. RD for OU1 
expected November 1994 and RA 
November 1995. 

The Draft Remedial Investigation 
Report for OU2 was published in 
1991. The Draft Feasibility Study 
and the Draft Proposed Plan have 
been submitted for regulatory 
review. A pilot study/demonstration 
project is underway at OU2. Two 
horizontal wells and a large diame- 
ter well will be compared to deter- 
mine the efficiency of jet fuel 
removal from the shallow water 
table. 



Wright-Patterson Air Force Base 
~ayton ,  Ohio 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 831 1 Acres 

HRS Score: 57.85 

Base Mission: Headquarters to Air Force Materiel Command, Aeronautical Systems Center 
and Air Force Institute of Technology; Medical Center 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed March 1991 

Action Dates: RIIFS initiated 1989; Placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: Waste oil and fuels, acids, plating wastes, solvents, pesticides, batteries, 
radioactive wastes 

Funding to Date: $94.9 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PNSI) 

Past Air Force activities in 
support of operational missions 
have created 63 unlined waste dis- 
posal areas throughout the base. 
including landfills, spill sites, fire 
training areas, and coal storage 
piles. As a result, contamination of 
Dayton and the base for drinking 
water has occurred. 

Known sites were rated in 1982 
during the first phase of the IRP. 
Twenty-four sites located on the 
base contained hazardous material. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The RIFS contract was awarded 
in November 1989. The RI/FS for 
all sites is currently scheduled to be 
completed in 1998. Landfills 8 and 
10 have been the highest concern 
due to their proximity to the Wood- 
land Hills residential area. Both 
landfills were a trench and cover 
operation for disposal of general 
refuse and chemical wastes. Ground 
water in the vicinity of Landfill 8 is 

contaminated with benzene and 
trichloroethylene (TCE). Landfill 10 
is contaminated with volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs). How- 
ever, complications have arisen with 
landfill subsidence, gas generation 
and venting, and seepage of leach- 
ate. The RWS for these sites is 
scheduled for completion by April 
1993. A focused RI/FS for Source 
Control was initiated in January 
1992. The base began four addi- 
tional RI/FS projects at the next 
highest priority operable units in 
1992. Also in 1992 a Basewide 
Monitoring Program was initiated. 
In June 1987, a hydrogeological 
assessment of the strata underlying 
the base was initiated to gain an 
understanding of ground water 
movement and the direction of 
contaminant migration. The com- 
pleted study provides a technical 
foundation for future base-wide IRP 
activities. Regional ground water 
flows in a southwesterly direction 
toward the City of Dayton's drink- 
ing water well fields. The existence 
of permeable soils in the area exac- 
erbates this concern. The IAG with 
the USEPA Region V was signed 

on March 21, 1991. The base is 
under an Administrative Order of 
Consent (February 1988) which 
specifies site RI and cleanup 
processes. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Drinking water from base wells 
is being treated for VOC contami- 
nation. In 1991, the base initiated a 
Removal Action along the base 
boundary 1.0 intercept and treat 
ground water found to be con- 
taminated with TCE flowing in the 
direction of' the City of Dayton's 
well fields. The permanent system 
became fully operational in 1992. 
Phase I to investigateldesign the 
removal of the source of fuel con- 
tamination in the area of Spill Sites 
2 and 3 was initiated in May 1992. 
The construction of a dual pump 
product recovery and ground water 
treatment system will follow in 
early 1993. 



Yorktown Naval Weapons Station 
Yorktown, Virginia 

Service: Department of the Navy 

Size: 10.624 Acres 

HRS Score: 50 .OO 

Base Mission: To provide logistic, technical, and material support to the Fleet; maintain and 
operate an explosive ordnance outloading facility and provide homeport services 

IAG Status: FFA initiated and expected to be signed 1993 

Action Dates: PA completed 1984; SI finalized 1991 ; RIIFS initiated 1991 ; Placed on NPL 1992 

Contaminants: Asbestos, waste oil, batteries, paint thinners, degreaserslvarnishes, solvents, 
explosives, PCBs, acids, heavy metals 

Funding to Date: $3.3 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PA/SI) 

All of the Installation Restoration 
sites being investigated are located 
adjacent to, or hydrologically con- 
nected to, surface water bodies that 
are tributaries to the York River. 
This estuarine system is commer- 
cially and environmentally signifi- 
cant for fisheries production. As a 
result, the environmental studies at 
the Yorktown Naval Weapons Sta- 
tion are designed to define the 
impacts to this ecosystem, and to 
define the risks to human health 
associated with contact with the 
water bodies and consumption of 
aquatic life supported by these 
waters. 

An Initial Assessment Study or 
PA was completed in July 1984. A 
total of 19 potentially contaminated 
sites was identified. Fifteen of these 
sites were the subject of an SI 
conducted from 1989 to 1991. 

Additional RI efforts were 
recommended for 14 of the 15 sites 
under confirmation studies. A new 
site, Site 21, was discovered in 
November 1990 which contained 

batteries and drums. This site was 
recommended for inclusion in the 
RIPS. During the summer of 1992, 
EPIC photograph interpretation and 
site explorations revealed several 
additional previously unknown sites. 
Future SIs are planned for these 
sites if warranted. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

In anticipation of NPL status, the 
Navy began a proactive community 
relations program in July 1991. 
Documents prepared for public 
affair's use were a Community 
Relations Plan, color information 
brochures, a slide show, and photo 
albums for the Navy, the regulators, 
and for the information repositories. 
The Yorktown Naval Weapons 
Station's Public Affairs Officer has 
established an outstanding report 
with the community and has experi- 
enced very little public concern. 

The RI field work for 16 sites 
began in April 1992. The sixteen 
sites consisted of the 14 sites origi- 
nally recommended for additional 
studies, one additional site that, 

after further review, required addi- 
tional studies, plus the new Site 21. 
Upon completion of round one of 
the RI, sites will either be separated 
into operable units (OUs) for addi- 
tional RI effort, moved into the FS 
phase, or recommended for no 
further action. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Documents are being prepared in 
1992 for a removal action at three 
sites. This action will rid the sites 
of surficial contamination, thus 
mitigating the migration of addi- 
tional contaminants into the 
environment. The removal action 
will be conducted in 1993. Two 
other removal action work plans are 
scheduled to be started in 1993. For 
the OUs, RD/RA work will begin 
after completion of the RVFS. 



Yuma Marine Corps Air Station 
Yuma, Arizona 

Service: Navy 

Size: 3,000 Acres 

HRS Score: 32.24 

Base Mission: Tactical aircrew combat training 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1992 

Action Dates: PA completed 1985; SI completed December 1990; RI/FS initiated 1990; 
Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: VOCs, waste fuels, oils, degreasers, solvents, paints, PCBs, pesticides, 
herbicides, photographic chemicals 

Funding to Date: $2.9 million 

Preliminary Assessmentl 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Ground water is a potable water 
source for Yuma Marine Corps Air 
Station (MCAS), the City of Yuma, 
and for industrial and agricultural 
purposes. Past disposal practices 
contaminated soils and ground 
water. A PAISI identified 12 poten- 
tially contaminated sites, and 
recommended that two sites be 
studied further to confirm contamin- 
ation. 

The confirmation study for these 
two sites was completed in early 
1988. In response to a State of 
Arizona request made in July 1988, 
11 of the original 12 IAS sites and 
two additional sites were investi- 
gated further as a part of an SI 
completed in December 1990. To 
date, 18 sites have been identified. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

A TRC has been formed and the 
first meeting was held in April 
1990. Members include representa- 
tives from the City of Yuma; the 
Arizona Department of Environ- 
mental Quality; EPA Region IX; 
Yuma MCAS; Southwest Division, 
Naval Facilities Engineering Com- 
mand; and the public. Development 
of the RIIFS work plan began in 
November 1990. 

Yuma MCAS was listed on the 
NPL in February 1990. Sub- 
sequently, EPA assigned a separate 
remedial project manager for the 
base. FFA negotiations with EPA 
and the State of Arizona were initi- 
ated and completed in 1990. The 
FFA was signed by all parties in 
January 1992. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Although no RD/RA activities 
were conducted in 1992, removal 
actions will be considered if an 
imminent threat is identified during 
the RIPS. RD/RA activities are 
planned for four sites in 1993. 





Appendix C 
Status of IRP Installations 

This Appendix to the Annual Report includes three tables that summarize the status of 
activities at all DoD installations included in the IRP by the end of FY 1991. 

Table C-1 summarizes IRP site status by state, DoD component (Army, Navy, Air Force, 
and Defense Logistics Agency), and installation. Table C-2 provides a status summary by DoD 
component. 

The status abbreviations used in this Appendix are as follows: 

C - Number of sites for which a particular study or action has been completed 

U - Number of sites with a particular study or action underway 

F - Number of sites scheduled to have a study or action performed in the future 

IRA - Number of sites with an interim remedial action complete or underway; numbers 
of actions are given in parenthesis 

RC - Number of sites where IRP actions are deemed complete and the site is not a 
threat to health or the environment. 

RIP - Number of sites where the final RA is functioning properly and performing as 
designed. 

SC - Number of sites where the response is complete and if required, concurrence has 
been received from regulatory agencies. 

Installation status is designated as follows: 

Italicized - The installation is listed on the NPL 

- The installation has a signed IAG 

+ - The installation is proposed for listing on the NPL. 

- The installation is scheduled for closure. 

It should be noted that the installation site counts in Appendix C will not necessarily sum to equal the 
total number of sites in the first column on the left of the table. This is due to the fact that, at larger, 
more complex installations, various sites on the installation can be in different phases of the program 
at. the same time. 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RI/FS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 f 2 2 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY 

AFRC Birmingham 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

AFRC Cullman 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  
- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

AFRC Gadsden 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

Alabama AAP 1 36 36 0  0  0 3 6  0  0  0  5 3 1  0  0  9(9) l(1) 4 3 2 9  4  0 3 2  2 0  2 0  

Anniston Army Depot 44 44 0  0  0  29 15 0  0  0  29 1 0  7(12) 0 7 0 7 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0  

Coosa River Storage 
Annex (Anniston) 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Fort McClellan 60 60 0  0 4 3  0 1 7  0  0  0  0  7 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 4 3  

Fort Rucker 105 105 0  0  0  105 0  0  67 26 13 0  13 0  0  0  12 13 0  0  26 0  0  80 80 

Phosphate Dev Works 27 2 7 0 0 0 2 6 0 0 2 6 1 0 0 0  0  0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 6 2 5  

Redstone Arsenal 158 158 0  0 0 1 5 8  0  0  68 0  23 67 0  0  0  0 1 0  0  0  0 1 0  0  0 6 8  68 
- - - - -  

USARC Abbev~lle 4  4 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Ann~ston 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Beltl~ne 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

USARC B~nnlngham 01 14 1 4 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 1 4 1 4  

USARC B~rm~ngham 02 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Cropwell (ASF 155) 9 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Dothan 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C 1 2 - - - - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Elba 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Enterprise 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Foley 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Fort Rucker 
(ASF 157) 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Fort Rucker 
(ECS 143) 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

USARC Gadsden 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  
- - 

US ARC Holt 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 
-- 

USARC Huntsville 
(Patton Rd) 11 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  

USARC Jasper 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Lincoln (Talladega) 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Marion, AL 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Mobile (Wright) 12 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2  
-- -- 

USARC Montgomery 
(Moniac) 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

USARC Montgomery 
(Screws) 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Opelika 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sltes 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) & 2 & F RC RIP RC SC - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC OPP 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Sheffield 5  5 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Troy 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Tuscaloosa 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Tuskegee 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

ARMY TOTALS 581 581 0  0  191 355 32 2  161 33 96 75 13 16(21) l(1) 11 26 49 4  0  81 2  0 367 364 

AIR FORCE 

Birmingham MAPT 13 1 3 0 0 7 6 0 0 1 1 4 0 0  0  0 1 4 0 0 1 4 0 0 8 8  

Dannelly Field ANGB 9  9 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Gunter AFB 7  7 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0  

Hall AGS 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

Martin Gadsden 3  3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Maxwell AFB 28 28 0  0  0 2 2  1 0  0 1 5  1 1  5  0 0 6 2 2 6 3 1 4 0 9 9  

Montgomery AGS 2  0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 63 61 2 0 8 4 1 3 0 1 1 6 7 2 5  0 0  7 6 3 6 5 6 4 0 1 8 1 7  

ALABAMA TOTALS 644 642 2  0  199 396 35 2  162 49 103 77 18 16(21) l(1) 18 32 52 10 5  87 6  0  385 381 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) & A 5 C 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY 

Fort Greely 
-- - - -- -- - - - - 

Forl Richardson 34 34 0  0  0 3 3  1 0  0  0  3 2 7  0  3(4) 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0  

Fort Wainwright 58 58 0  0  14 22 20 1 4  1  3  12 0  17(20) 2(2) 3  0  0  10 2  0  7 0  25 0  

Gerstle River Test Site 5  5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 125 125 0  0 14 87 22 1  4  1  6  52 0  21(26) 2(2) 4  0 1 10 3  3  7 0  25 0 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

FLTSURSPTCMD DET 1 
Amchitka 5 4 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 5 0 4 ( 4 )  0 0 0 4 0 0 5 0 0 0 0  

Narl Point Barrow 13 1 3 0 0 5 8 0 0 2 0 6 0 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 7 7  

NAS Adak 69 69 0  0  10 23 7  1  13 0  8  7 0  4(5) 6(6) 0  0  14 2  0  19 2  0  25 0  

NOSC Special Areas - 
Cape Pr. Wales 3  3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0  0  0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0  

NOSC Special Areas - 
St. Lawrence 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 3 ( 3 )  0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0  

NOSC Special Areas - 
Tin City 1  l O O O O l O O O O l O  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVYTOTALS 95 94 0 1  15 35 11 5  15 0  14 20 0 12(13) 6(6) 0 0 32 2  0  38 2  0 32 7 

(Continued) 
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Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C JJ- +_ C J.J- +_ RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Galena Airport 10 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  
- -- 

Gold King Creek RRS 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Granite Mountain RRS 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Indian Mountain Research 3  1 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

Indian Mountain 
Research Site 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

- - -- - - - - 

Kalakaret Creek RRS 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

King Salmon A~rport 22 22 0  0  0  22 0  0  0  0  22 0  0  3(3) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Kotzebue LRRS 12 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 2  0  0 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 2 2  

Kulis ANGB 2  2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  

Murphy Dome LRRS 8  8 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 0  0  0 0 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0  

Naknek Recreation Camp 1 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
- - - - - 

Nikolsk~ RRS 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

North River RRS 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Ocean Cape RRS 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  

Pillar Mountain RRS 2  0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Port Heiden RRS 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  0  0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

Shemya AFB 48 33 15 0  0  33 15 0  0  15 2  0  0  2(2) 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Total Number  of Si tes 
# of P A  S I  RIIFS IRA  RD R A Total  
Si tes C U F R C  C U F R C  C U F R C  C(ACTl U(ACT) 2 JJ- 2 JJ- F R C  RIP R C  SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Smugglers Cove RRS 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  

Sparrevohn AFS 9  9 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Tatalina LRRS 13 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  

Tin City LRRS 12 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 7 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

Unalakaleet RRS 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  0  

West Nome Tank Farm 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 442 411 32 5 6  382 48 3  68 120 134 12 19 1414) 4(4) 11 20 43 14 15 43 7  0  101 64 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DFSP Anchorage 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

DFSP Fairbanks 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

DFSP Whittier 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0  0  0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0  

ALASKA TOTALS 666 634 32 6  35 508 81 9 87 121 158 84 19 47(53) 12(12) 15 20 80 26 18 88 16 0 158 71 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 JJ- C F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY 

Forl Huachuca 56 56 0  0  0 5 6  0  0 2 7  6 2 2  1 0  0  0  0 6 2 0  0  0 2 5  0  0 2 7  27 

Navajo Army Depot H 55 55 0  0  0 5 5  0  0 1 1  0  1 4 0  0  0  l(1) 0 0  0  0  0 2  0  0 1 1  11 
- - 

USARC Douglas 

USARC Phoenix 13 1 3 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 3  

USARC Phoenix 02 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 
- - 

USARC Tucson 

Yuma Proving Ground 41 41 0  0  0 4 0  1 0 3 2  0 3 2 0  0  l(2) 0 0  0  2  1 1  2  0 3 4 3 4  
-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - 

ARMY TOTALS 171 171 0  0  1 9 1 5 1  1 0  70 6  26 43 0  0  2(3) 0  6  20 2  1 28 2  0  91 91 

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

MCAS Yuma 19 1 9 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 1 8 1 0  0  0 0 0 1 8 0 0 1 9 0 0 0 0  
- - -- 

Naval Observatory 
Station Flagstaff 2  2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

NCCOSC Sentinel 4  4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0  0  0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 25 2 5 0 0 0 1 4 4 1 0 0 1 8 5 0  0  0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE 

Air Force Plant 44 13 13 0  0  0 1 3  0  0  0  4  6  0  0  1(1) 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 

- - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C 1 5 2 - 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

AIO AFS 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
- - 

Alcoa AGS 

Davis Monthan AFB 46 44 0  2  1 4 3  0  2 2 3 1 3  1 4  0  0  0 1 2 1  3 5 8 4 5 0 2 9 2 9  

Goldwater Range 41 41 0  0 2 1  0  0 1 0  0  0  0 1 0  0  0  0  0  0 1 0  0  0 1 0  0  0 2 1  21 

Luke AFB 31 3 2 0 0 4 2 4 0 1 3 3 2 8 0  0  l(1) 2 0 1 2  2  2 9  1 0  8  0  

Phoen~xMumboldt 
Radar 8 t e  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

- - - -~ -- - - 

Sky Harbor AGS 6 6 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 5 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Tucson IAPT 8  2 0 6 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0  0  0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  

Williams A FB 13 13 0  0  0 1 3  0  0  1 7  4  0  4  3(3) 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 5 0  
- - - - - -- - - - - - - - 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 161 152 0  8  27 95 6 13 27 29 18 22 4  3(3) l(1) 16 2  25 8  14 23 6  2  64 50 

ARIZONA TOTALS 357 348 0  8 46 260 11 14 97 35 62 70 4  3(3) 3(4) 16 8  67 10 15 74 8  2  155 141 

ARMY 

AFRC North Little Rock (Pike) 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

Fort Chaffee 40 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 8 6 0 3 5  0  4(4) 0 0  1 8  0 2  8 0 3 1  19 

Pine Bluff Arsenal 72 72 0  0 1 8 5 1  0  0 1 7 3 1  0  0  1 0  0  30 0  0  35 0  1  35 0  71 71 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIIFS IRA R D R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 2 RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Arkadelphia 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Blytheville 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Camden 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

USARC Conway 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

USARC El Dorado (02) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC El Dorado (Garrett) 5 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  
- -- -- - - -- - 

USARC Fayettev~lle 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Fort Chaffee (1368) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Fort Chaffee (241) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 
-- - pp pp - - - - - 

USARC Fort Chaffee (2465) 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Fort Chaffee 
(NCO Academy) 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Fort Smith 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Harrison 9  9 0 0 8 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Hot Springs 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Jonesboro 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  
- - 

USARC L~nle Rock (ASF 19) 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RlffS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 F 2 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Little Rock (Finkbeiner) 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Little Rock (Terry) 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Nashville, AR 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Pine Bluff 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Russellville 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Texarkana 01 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
- 

USARC Texarkana 02 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC West Memphis 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

ARMY TOTALS 228 228 0  0  133 91 0  1 35 37 0  3 6 0  4(4) 30 0  1 43 0  3  43 0  217 205 

AIR FORCE 

Eaker AFB # 12 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 8 0 0  0  0 0 1 8 0 0 8 0 0 1 1  

Fort Smith MAP 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

Little Rock AFB 25 2 5 0 0 0 2 5 0 0 4 3 0 0 0  0  0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 5 5  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 38 3 8 0 0 1 3 5 0 0 5 5 8 0 2  0  0 1 1 8 1 0 8 1 0 7 6  

ARKANSAS TOTALS 266 266 0  0 1 3 4 1 2 6  0  1 4 0  42 8  3  6 0 4(4) 31 1 9 44 0  11 44 0  224 211 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 x 2 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY 

AFRC Concord 7  7 0 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

AFRC Fresno 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

AFRC Los Alamitos (ASF 28A) 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

Camp Roberts 48 4 8 0 0 0 4 8 0 0 0 0 0 2 9 0  0  0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0  

Fort Hunter Liggett 24 2 4 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 2 0 1 0  0  0 1 0 4 0 1 4 0 0 0 0  

Folt Irwin 

Fort Ord H 42 42 0  0  0  41 0  0  0  1 41 0  0  l(2) 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 4 1  0 0 0  0  

H.F. Radio Receiver, 
Santa Rosa 3  3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Hamilton Army Air Field w 19 1 9 0 0 1 1 8 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 6 0 1 1 6 0 0 2  2  

Oakland A n y  Base 7  7 0 0 0 7 0 0 5 0 2 0 0 2 ( 2 )  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

Presidio of Monterey 12 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 9 0 0 2 0  0  0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 9 0  

- - -- - -- - -- - 

Rlo V~sta RES Tralnlng Area 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Wverbank AAP 11 11 0  0  0 1 1  0  0  0  5  6  0  0  2(2) 0 1 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0  

Sacramento AD . 15 1 5 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0  0  0 5 2 0 3 3 1 2 1 2 0  

SAT COM 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Sierra A n y  Depot 35 35 0  0  0 3 5  0  0 1 6  0 1 1  8  0  0  0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 1 6 1 6  
- -- - - -- 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA R D R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C 1 & 2 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Bakersfield 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Bell (AMSA 15) 22 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2  
--- - - -- - - - 

USARC Camp Pendleton 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Chico 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

I USARC Clovis 1 ~ o o ~ o o o o o o o ~  o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  
-- -- -- - 

USARC El Monte 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Fort Ord (AMSA 14) 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Long Beach 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Los Alamitos 
(ECS 16) 

USARC Los Angeles 01 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Los Angeles 02 4 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  
- -- - 

USARC Modesto 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Mountarn V~ew 9 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  
-- 

USARC Norco 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Pasadena, CA 5 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 G 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC San Bernardino 
(AMSA 1%) 

(Continued) 



ARMY (Continued) 

USARC San Diego 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC San Jose (AMSA 12) 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  
- - -- -- - - 

USARC San Pablo 12 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2  

USARC Santa Ana 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Santa Barbara 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  
- --- - 

USARC Santa Rosa 5 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Stanton 
(Garden Grove) 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

-- - - -- - - - -- - 

USARC Sunnyvale 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Upland 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Vallejo 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Van Nuys 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

Van Nuys Maintenance Shop 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
-- - -- 

ARMY TOTALS 497 497 0  0  194 296 0  6  36 14 122 79 0  7(9) 3(4) 8  5  63 4  5  70 2  1 232 216 

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

CBC Port Hueneme 25 25 0  0  3  7 1 3  0  5  0  1 1 3  0 2(2) 2(7) 0 1 1 4  1 0 1 5  1 0  9  9  

Chollas Heights Radio 
Transmitter 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 JJ- -F- 2 JJ- F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

DoD Housing Faality, Novato 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

FASOTRAGRUPACDET 
Warner Springs 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

FASWTC PAC San Diego 3  1 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0  

FCTC PAC San Diego 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

MCAGCC 29 Palms 30 29 1 0  0 1 6  0 1 2  0  0  0 2 8  0  0  0 0 0 2 8 0 0 2 8 0 0 0 0  

MCAS 13 Tom 24 24 0  0  0  0 0  0  0  0 2 3  1 0  5(7) l(1) 0 0 2 3  0  0 2 4  0  0  0  0  

MCAS Tustin W 16 16 0  0  5  1 10 0  0  1 0  10 0  2(2) 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 5 5  

MCB Camp Pendleton 51 50 1 0  0  6  1 0  0  0  38 6  0  2(2) 0 0 0 4 3 0 1 4 5 0 0 0 0  

MCLB Barsfow 40 39 0  1 0  11 0  0  0  0  38 0  0  2(2) l(1) 0  0  38 2  0 3 8  1 0  1 1  

MCMWTC Bridgeport 10 10 0  0  0 1 0  0  0  0  0  !i 3  0  2(2) 0 0 0 8 1 0 9 0 0 0 0  

1 MCRD San Diego 3  3 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1  
- ppp - - - - -- -- - - - 

MCRTC Pm R~vera 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  o o o o 0 o 1 o o o o  

NAF El Centro 17 1 6 1 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 1 4 0  0  3(3) 0  0 1 3  0  0 1 4  0  0  0  0  
-- - - - - - - -  - - - - -  -- - 

NALF Crows Landrng 7  7 0 0 1 6 0 0 1 0 0 4 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 4 1 0 4 1 0 3 3  

-- - - - - -- - - - -- - 

NAS Alameda 24 2 3 1 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0  

NAS Lernoore 17 17 0  0  0  14 0  0  0  0  2 15 0  l(1) 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) A J- 2 A F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

NAS Miramar 16 1 6 0 0 5 5 6 0 0 1 4 6 0  0  0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 5 5  

NAS Moffett Field 28 27 1 0  0 1 1  5  0  2  0 1 9  1 0  5(9) 2(3) 0 0 1 9  0  0 2 0  0  0  2 0  

NAS Moffett Field 
Outlying Areas 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

NAS North Island 13 1 2 1 0 1 5 5 0 1 0 5 6 0  0  42) 0 0 1 0  0  0 1 1  0  0  2  2  

NAVFAC Centewille Beach 3 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0  0 1 ( 1 ) 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

NAVFAC Point Sur 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

NAVHOSP Long Beach 1  0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

NAVHOSP San Diego 2  1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

NAVMEDCOMNWREG 
Oakland 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

NAVPETRES No. 1 Tupman 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

NAVPHIBASE Coronado 6 5 1 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 6 0  0  0 0 0 5 0 0 6 0 0 0 0  

NAWS Ch~na Lake 46 45 1 0 2 5 1 7  0  0  5  0 1 3  1 0  0  l(2) 0  0  13 0  0  14 0  0  30 30 

NAWS Po~nt Mugu 13 1 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 8 0 0  0  0 1 0 8 0 2 8 0 0 3 3  

NCCOSC San D~ego 11 1 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 6 0  0  0 0 0 5 0 0 6 0 0 0 0  

NCEL Port Hueneme 3  3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
- 

NCS San Diego 1  0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIES IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 L 2 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

NCS Stockton 6  5 0 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 6 0  0 1 ( 1 ) 0 0 5 0 0 6 0 0 0 0  

NESEC San Diego 2  1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1  
pp pppp - - 

NlROP Pomona 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

NlROP Sunnyvale 16 1 6 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 8 4 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

NOSC Morris Dam 
Facility, Azusa 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

NPGS Monterey 3  2 0 1 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 ( 2 )  0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 1  

NRTF Dixon 4  4 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 1 0  0  0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0  
- - - 

NS Long Beach 10 8 2 0 1 0 8 0 0 0 0 8 0  0  0 0 0 7 0 0 8 0 0 1  1 

NS Long Beach 
San Pedro Housing 4  4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0  0  0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0  

NS San Diego 13 1 3 0 0 2 5 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  l(1) 0 0 1 0  0  0 1 1  0  0  2  2  

NS TI. Hunter's 
Point Annex 65 64 0  1 0  9 2  0  0  0 1 1 5 1  0  7(8) l(1) 0 0 6 2  0  0 6 2  0  0  0  0  
p- -- - - - 

NS Treasure Island 28 28 0  0  0 2 5  1 0  2  0 2 3  0  0  2(2) l(3) 0 0 2 3  0  1 2 4  0  0  2 2 

NSB San Diego 5  5 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 3 0  0  0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0  

NSC Detachment Long Beach 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

NSC Oakland 18 17 0  1 0  8  0  0  0  0  0 1 8  0  l(1) 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 1 8  0 0 0  0  

NSC Oakland, 
Alameda Annex 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIIFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 1 2 JJ- F RC RIP RC SC - -  C U  - - - - - -  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

NSC Oakland, Fuel 
Depot, Richmond 4  3 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 4 0  0  0 0 0 3 0 0 4 0 0 0 0  

NSC San Diego 8  7 0 1 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 3 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0  

NSGA Skaggs Island 8  5 2 1 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0  0 3 ( 3 ) 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 4 4  

NSY Long Beach 8  8 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 8 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 7 0 0 8 0 0 0 0  

NSY Mare Island 26 2 5 0 1  0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 5 0 0  0  2(3) 0 0 2 4  0  0 2 6  0  0  0  0  

NTC San Diego 4  3 0 1 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 2 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 2  
- -- - - -- 

NTTC San Franc~sco 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

NUWES SOCAL DET 
San D~ego 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

NWS Concord + 31 30 1 0  7 1 2 1 0  0  1 7  0 1 6  0  0  0 7 0 1 5 0 0 2 3 0 0 8 0  

NWS Seal Beach 71 70 1  0  0  4  38 1  0  0  0  43 0  l(6) 0 0 0 4 3 0 0 4 3 0 0 0 0  

NWS Seal Beach 
Corona Detachment 1  1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

NWS Seal Beach 
Fallbrook Annex 10 1 0 0 0 0 1 5 4 0 0 0 9 0  0  0 0 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0  

OLF Imperial Beach 7  7 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 5 0  0  0 0 0 4 0 0 5 0 0 0 0  
- --- - 

PWC San Diego 1  0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

PWC San Francisco 1  0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

Salton Sea Test Range 24 0 2 3  1 0  0 0 2 4  0 0 0 2 4  0  0  0 0 0 2 4 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 0  

(Continued) 
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Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA R D R A Total 

F C U F RC RIP RC SC 1 2 1  - - - - - - - -  

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Key Largo Beacon Annex 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  
- - 

Los Angeles AFB 38 38 0  0  0 3 7  0  0  0 2 2  2  0  0  0  2 ( 2 ) 1 9 0  0  8 1 1 0  0  0  0  0  

March AFB 43 43 0  0  0  41 0  0  4  4 32 0  3  4(4) 0 0 0 2 8 0 1 2 8 0 1 7 0  

Mafher AFB H 69 69 0  0  0  63 0  0  0  26 5  0  7  l(1) 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 7 0  

McCIeIIan AFB a 177 177 0  0  . O  174 3  0  10 20 143 0  1 9(9) 0 1 3  4 0 1 3  3  0 1 2  8 2 3  1  

Mill Valley Radar Site 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
- - 

Mt. D~sappo~ntrnent 
Rad~o Relay Stat~on 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

MI. Laguna AFS 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

North Highlands ANGB 2  0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Norfon AFB rn 22 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 2 3 0 0  0 1 ( 1 ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

Onizuka AFB 5  5 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  
- - - -- - 

Ontario IAP 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Paso Robles Radar S~te 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Point Arena AFS 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

San Pedro Hill Radar Site 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Sepulveda ANGB 2  0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Travis AFB 27 2 8 0 0 1 2 7 0 0 2 0 4 0 0  0 2 ( 2 ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

(Continued) 
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Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 K +_ 2 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

Bennett ARNG Training Site 9  9 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 9 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Fitzsimmons Army 
Medical Center 25 2 5 0 0 0 2 5 0 0 0 0 0 2 5 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Fort Carson 57 57 0  0  0  57 0  0  21 6  11 17 1 5(5) 5(5) 5  0  1 1  4  1 1 0  23 23 

Pueblo Depot Activity 56 5 6 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 5 6 0 0  0  0 0 0 5 6 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

-- - 

USARC Aurora 01 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Aurora 02 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Commerce City 
(AMSA 22) 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Denver 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Fort Carson 
(ECS 42) 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Fort Collins 
(AMSA 21G) 11 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  

- 

USARC Pueblo 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

ARMY TOTALS 395 395 0  0  39 324 0  0  21 6  285 42 1 20(22) 14(14) 5  0  198 1  4 142 1 0 62 62 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 

- - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C -U- C - 

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

NAVPETRES Anvil 
Points Facility 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  0 

AIR FORCE 

Air Force Plant PJKS 44 44 0 0 0 4 4  0 0 4 4 0  0 0 9 1 2 ( 1 2 )  l(1) 5 2  4 5 2 3  4 0 1 7  0 

Buckley ANGB 9 9 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 9 0 0 0  0 0 7 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  
- - 

Cheyenne Mountam AFB 1 l 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

Greely AGS 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Lowry AFB w 16 1 6 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3  0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 4 4  
- - 

Peterson AFB 9 9 0 0 2 7 0 0 0 7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USAF Academy 12 1 2 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 3 2 5 0 1  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 92 91 1 0 5 85 0 0 7 68 5 0 2 0 1 2 ( 1 2 )  l(1) 12 5 4 6 2 5 5 0 37 20 

COLORADO TOTALS 488 487 1 0 45 409 0 0 28 74 290 42 21 32(34) 15(15) 17 5 202 7 6 147 6 0 100 83 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 1 2 - - - - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC 

- -- -- 

ARMY 

Famil Housin 
~ancKester, C? 25 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 3  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

Family Housing 
Milford, CT 17 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 2  

-- - 

Famll Housln 
New intaln, C? 57 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

Family Housing 
Portland, CT 36 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 2  

Family Housing 
Shelton, CT 74 6  6 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 0 0 5 2 ( 2 )  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 6 6  

Family Housing 
Westport, CT 73 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 3  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

Housing Area 
Ansonia, CT 04 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 1  0  0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 3 3  

Housing Area 
East W~ndsor, CT 08 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

Housin Area 
~airfiel!, CT 65 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1  0  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 2  

Housing Area 
Middletown, CT 48 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 3  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

Housing Area Orange, CT 15 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 3 3  

Housin Area 
~lainvilk, CT 67 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RlffS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

Stratford Army 
Engine Plant 

1 USARC Bridgeport 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  
- -- - -- -- - - - - - -- 

USARC Danbury 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC East W~ndsor 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

I USARC Fairfield 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - 

USARC Hartford 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC M~ddleton 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

I USARC Milford 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  
- - - - - - - - - 

USARC New Haven 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Waterbury 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Windsor Locks 
(AMSA 72'2) 11 1 1 0 0 8 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

- -  - - - - 

ARMY TOTALS 106 106 0  0  60 43 0  3  0  34 9  0  26 3(3) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 7 0 9 3 9 3  

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

NSB New London 26 24 1 1 0  10 3 5  0  2  11 10 0  l(1) 0 0 0 1 9 1 2 2 2 1 0 1  0  

NUSC East Lyme 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

1 NUSC New London 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 1 2 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

NAVY (Continued) 

NWlRP Bloomfield 7  7 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 7 0  0  0 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0  

DEPAHTMENT OF 
NAVYTOTALS 35 33 1  1  1  11 10 5  1  2  11 17 0  l(1) 0 0 0 2 6 1 2 2 9 1 0 3 2  

AIR FORCE 

Bradley ANG 

Orange AGS 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 3 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

CONNECTICUT TOTALS 144 141 2 1  61 56 10 8 1  36 22 17 26 4(4) 0  0 0 2 6  9  2 2 9  8 0 9 6  95 

ARMY 

USARC Dover 

USARC Lewes 5  5 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Seaford 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Wilmington. DE 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

ARMY TOTALS 16 1 6 0 0 1 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 3  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
- - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACl2 C J- F C - - 

-- -- --- - - - - - -  

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

NAVRESFAC Lewes 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

DEPARTMENTOF 
NAVYTOTALS 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

AIR FORCE 

Dover AFB 58 58 0  0  0 5 8  0  0 2 3  5  6  0  0  2(2) 4(4) 5 0  0  6  0 0  6  0 2 9  0  
- -- - - - - -- - - - -  

Greater W~lrn~ngton APT 
(DE ANG) 6  6 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 1 4 0 0  0  0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1  1  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 64 64 0  0  1 6 3  0  0 2 3  6 1 0  0  0  2(2) 4(4) 6 0  0  6  1 0  6  0 3 0  1  
-- - - - - - 

DELAWARE TOTALS 81 81 0  0  15 63 0  3  23 6  10 0  0  2(2) 4(4) 6  0  0  6  1 0  6  0  44 15 

- -  - -  - 

ARMY 

Fort McNair 7  7 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 7 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
- - - - - - - - - - 

Walter Reed Army 
Med~cal Center 3  3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 10 1 0 0 0 0 7 0 3 0 0 0 7 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

COMNAVDIST Washinnton 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

I 
- - - 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIIFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C x & C 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - - - -  - -  - - - - -  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

NAVSECSTA Washington DC 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  

NRL Washington 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

NS Anacostia 4 3 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVYTOTALS 7 6 1 0 2 2 2 0 0 1 0 2 0 2 ( 2 )  0 0 0 3 1 0 3 0 0 2 2  

AIR FORCE 

Bolling AFB 6 6 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 1 5 0 0 1 ( 1 ) 1 ( 1 ) 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 6 6 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 1 5 0 0 1 ( 1 ) 1 ( 1 ) 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
TOTALS 23 2 2 1  0 2 1 4  3  3 0 2 5  9 0  3(3)1(1) 1 0 3 1  1 3 0 0 2  2  

ARMY 

AFRC Daytona Beach 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

Aviation Supply Facility, 49-A 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

Cape St. George w 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Coral Gables 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

(Continued) 



USARC Fort Lauderdale 
(NININGER) 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Gainesville (1 300) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Gainesville (Layton) 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Jacksonville (Burpee) 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Jacksonville (Milam) 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Jacksonville (Phillips) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Kissimmee 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Lakeland 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Melbourne 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Miami (AMSA 47G) 4  4 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Milton 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Ocala 5 5 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Orlando (ASF 49) 10 1 0 0 0 8 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Orlando 
(ECS McCoy Annex) 13 1 3 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 3  

USARC Orlando (McCoy 03) 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Orlando 
(Orange County) 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA R D R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C J- I_ C F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Palatka (AMSA 55W) 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Panama City 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Pensacola 3  3 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Perry 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Port Charlotte 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC St. Petersburg 
(AMSA 51 M) 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

- -- -ppp 

USARC St. Petersburg 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Taft 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Tallahassee 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  
- - - - - - - - - - 

USARC Tampa 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC West Palm Beach 
(Babcock) 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC West Palm Beach 
(Gun Club) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

ARMY TOTALS 134 134 0  0 1 2 7  2  0  5  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 0  0  0 1 2 9 1 2 9  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RlffS IRA RD A A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 C JJ- F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - -- 

- 

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

CSC Panama City 15 1 5 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 6 6  

NAS Cecil Field 27 2 0 5 2 6 1 3 0 0 0 0 6 1 5 0  0  0 0 0 1 3 0 0 2 1 0 0 6 0  

NAS Jacksonville 54 45 8 1 0  14 31 0  1 0  10 43 0  2(2) 0 0 0 4 4 1 2 5 3 0 0 1  0  

NAS Key West 21 1 0 1 0 1  1 9  0 0 1  7 1 1 1  1 0  0 0 0 7 0 0 1 8 0 0 3 3  

I NAS Pensacda 61 4 5 1 4  2  0 3 4  1 0  0  0 3 5 2 2  0  0  3(3) 2  0  38 0  1 5 3  0  0  0  0  
-- - 

NAS Richmond 

NAS Whiting Field 27 2 3 4 0 1 1 7 0 0 0 1 1 7 5 0  0  l(1) 0 0 1 8  0  0 2 2  0  0  1 1  

NRL UWS REF Det Orlando 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

NSC Jacksonville 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

NSC Pensacola 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

HSGA Homestead 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

NSWC DET Ft Lauderdale 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

NTC Orlando 14 1 1 1 2 4 6 0 0 2 1 0 7 1 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 4 1 0 7 1 0 7 7  

NTTC Pensacola 4  4 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 3 0  0 1 ( 1 ) 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0  

NUSC Ft  Lauderdale 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

NUSC West Palm Beach 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

1 (Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIIFS IRA RD R  A  Total 

- - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC S C  Sites C  U F RC C  U F RC C  U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 1 2 - 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

Outlying Landing Field Barin 11 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 2 0 0 7 2 0  0  0 0 0 9 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

DEPARTMENTOF 
NAVYTOTALS 272 207 50 15 22 96 32 5  5  9  95 131 1  3(3) 5(5) 0  0  138 1  1 2 3 0  1  0  29 22 

AIR FORCE 

Avon Park Air Force Range 20 1 2 1 7 5 6 1 7 1 3 0 8 2  0  0 0 0 6 0 0 7 0 0 8 8  

Cape Canaveral AFS 10 10 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0 9 0 0 4(4) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
- - - - - - 

Cross C~ty Radar S~te 1  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Cudjoe Key AFS 1  1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Eglin AFB 39 39 0  0  6  21 18 0  3  4  18 0  0  3(3) 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 9 9  
- 

Ft. Lonesome Beacon Annex 1  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Homestead AFB 26 26 0  0  0 2 5  0  0  0  6  0  7  0  l(1) 0 2 0 5 1 0 5 0 1 0 0  

Hurlburl AFB 11 11 0  0  0 1 1  0  0  0  0 1 1  0  0  0  0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0  

Jacksonville CAMM FAC ANX 1  1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Jacksonville IAPT 10 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0  0  0 0 0 8 0 1 8 0 0 0 0  
- -  - -- 

MacDdl AFB 44 36 3  6  6  30 3  6 0  13 2  10 8  l(1) 0 3 0 6 2 1 9 0 2 1 4 1 4  

Patrick AFB 20 16 4  0  0 1 6  4  0  1 3 1 3  0  2  2(2) l(1) 0 0  0  1 0 0  0  0  4  4 

Richmond AFS 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIIFS IRA RD R A Total 

- - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT)U(ACT) 2 Jl- I 2 - - 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Tyndall AFB 36 3 5 1  0 5 3 0 1  0 1 7 1  9 0 0  0 0 0 1 4 0 1 4 0 0 2 2 2 2  

Whitehouse Radar Site 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 222 199 9 13 22 163 27 13 22 30 70 25 12 l l(11) l(1) 5 1 40 4 4 44 1 4 57 57 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DFSP Lynn Haven 1 l O O O l O O O O l O O  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  
-- - -- - -  -- - - - -  - - 

DFSP Tampa 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 1  0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 1  1 

FLORIDA TOTALS 630 542 59 28 171 263 59 23 29 40 166 156 13 14(14) 6(6) 5 1 180 5 5 276 2 4 215 208 

ARMY 

AFRC Waycross 

Fort Benning 39 39 0 0 0 36 0 3 8 18 6 5 18 2(2) 0 0 1  1 0 0 3 0 0 2 6  4 

Fort Gillem 10 10 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Fort Gordon 32 3 2 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 2 0 0 1 4 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

Fort McPherson 9 9 0 0 0 8 1 0 3 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACjl C 1 2 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

Fort Stewart 84 8 4 0 0 0 6 1 6 8 0 1 1 3 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Hunter Army Airfield 10 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 7 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0  

USARC Athens 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Augusta 02 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Carrollton 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Chamblee 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Columbus 
(Macon Road) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

- - - -- - 

USARC Columbus 
(Mdtown Dnve) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Dobbins AFB 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Dublin 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC East Point Atlanta 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Forest Park 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Fort Valley 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  
- -- - - -- - 

USARC Ga~nesv~lle 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Macon 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  
- - - - -- --- - - - -- - 

USARC Rome 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Savannah 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

(Continued) 
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Total Number of Sites 
;Y of PA SI Riffs IRA RD R A Total 
Sltes C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACQ 5 K I_ C K F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

NAS Agana 2  0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  
- - - - 

NAVCAMS WESTPAC Guam 11 1 1 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 7 7  

NAVMAG Guam 6 5 1 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 3 3  

NAVREGDENCEN Guam 1  1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

NAVSHIPREPFAC Guam 5  5 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 3 3  

NPPSO Guam 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

NS Guam 18 1 8 0 0 1 2 6 0 0 2 0 4 1 0  0  0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 1 4 1 4  

NSD Guam 4  4 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 3  

PWC Guam 5  5 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 ( 2 )  0 0 0 2 0 1 3 0 0 1 1  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVYTOTALS 53 49 1  3  28 13 2  2  3  o 10 7 o 1(2) 0 0 0 i ~ o i n o o ~ r 3 i  

AIR FORCE 

Andersen AFB 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

GUAM TOTALS 103 49 1  3  28 13 2  2  3  o 10 7  o 1(2) 0 0 0 1 5 0 i n  0 0 3 1 3 1  

(Continued) 
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Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RI/FS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 1 - - - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

FLTRNGGRA Pearl Harbor 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

INACTSHIPDET Pearl Harbor 4 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  0  

Kahoulawe Projects 17 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 1 7 0  0  0 0 0 1 7 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 0  

MCAS Kaneohe Bay 21 2 1 0 0 1 4 5 1 0 3 0 0 2 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 1 7 1 7  
- - - - - - - -- 

NAS Barbers Point 10 9 0 1 6 3 0 0 2 0 1 1 Q 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 8 8  

NAVENPVNTMEDU 
No. 6 Pearl Harbor 2  2 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0  

NAVMAG Lualualei 7  7 0 0 3 3 1 0 2 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

NCTAMS EASTPAC 18 17 0  1 1 0  6  0  0  2  0 4  1 0  l(1) 0 0 0 4 0 0 5 0 1 1 2 1 2  

NS Pearl Harbor 4 10 9 1 0 1 4 1 0 1 0 1 4 0 1 ( 1 ) 1 ( 2 ) 0 0 4 1 0 7 1 0 3 0  

NSB Pearl Harbor 4 7  7 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 5 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 2 0  

NSC Pearl Harbor 4 12 1 2 0 1 5 5 1 0 3 0 3 1 0  0  0 0 0 3 0 0 4 0 0 8 0  
- -- - - - -  - - - - - - 

NSY Pearl Harbor 4 19 1 9 0 0 7 5 0 0 3 0 9 0 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 2 0 0 9 0 0 1 0  0  

PMRF Bark~ng Sands 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0  0  0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0  

PWC Pearl Harbor 4 13 13 0  0  0  2  1 0  0  0 1 0  0 0  l(1) l(1) 0 0  2  1 0 1 0  0  0  0  0  

Waiawa Shaft Pearl City 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  0  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIIFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U  F  R C  C  U F  RC C U  F  RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 K 5 Jl- F RC RIP RC S C  - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

Waikane Valley Impact 
Area Kaneohe 1  1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

DEPARTMENTOF 
NAVYTOTALS 149 129 18 2  53 40 6  18 18 0  38 29 0  5(5) 2(3) 1  0  42 2  1 68 1  0 72 46 

AIR FORCE 

Bellows AFS 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

Hickam AFB 21 3 2 1 0 6 2 6 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0  0  2(2) 0 0 1 2  0  0 1 1  0  0  6  6  

Hickam POL 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Johnston Atoll 9  9 0 0 0 9 0 0 3 1 3 0 1  0 1 ( 1 ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4  4  

Kaala AFS 8  8 0 0 0 8 0 0 2 3 0 0 0  0  0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 2  
pp - - 

Kaena Point Station 1  1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

Kokee AFS 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2  2  

Maui Satellite 
Tracking Station 13 1 3 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 3  

Palehua Solar Orbs 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  
-p-p - - - - - 

Punamano AFS 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

Wheeler AAF 9  8 1 0 0 8 1 0 4 0 4 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 4  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 81 79 2 0 1 6 6 3  1 0 1 7  4 2 4  0  1 0 3(3) 3 0 1 3  3  0 1 6  0  0 3 4  34 

HAWAII TOTALS 397 319 75 3  88 174 29 29 83 5  89 35 1 6(6) 7(8] 6  0 67 5  2 96 1 0  173 126 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 1 2 - - - - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC 

ARMY 

AFRC Idaho Fallls 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Boise (AMSA 3) 12 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2  

USARC Coeur D'Alene 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Rexburg 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Twin Falls 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

ARMY TOTALS 38 3 8 0 0 3 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 8 3 8  

AIR FORCE 

Gowen Field, Boise ANG 14 1 4 0 0 1 1 3 0 0 0 0 4 0 0  0  0 2 0 4 2 0 4 0 0 1  0  
- - --- 

Mountarn Home AFB • 29 29 0  0  2  27 0  0  3  4  19 0  0  l(1) 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 1 4 0 0 5  0  

Saylor Creek 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 46 46 0  0  3  43 0  0  3  4  23 0  0  l(1) 0 2 0 1 8 2 0 1 8 0 0 6  0  

IDAHO TOTALS 84 84 0  0  41 43 0  0  3 4  23 0  0  l(1) 0  2 0 1 8  2  0 1 8  0  0 4 4  38 

ARMY 

AFRC Joliet (McDonough) 4 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIF S IRA RD A A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C 2 C F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

- - - - -  - - - - - -- pp 

ARMY (Continued) 

AFRC Waukegan 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

Charles Melvin Price 
Support Center 31 31 0  0  0 3 1  0  0  0  0  0 3 1  0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

- 

Fort Shendan H 26 2 6 0 0 0 2 4 0 1  0 0 1 8 0 0  0  0 0 1 1 7 0 0 1  0  0 0  0  

Housing Area Addison, IL 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 4  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

I Housing Area Worth, IL 5  5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 5  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  
- -  - - - - 

Joke1 AAP 53 53 0  0  0  53 0  0  0  0  53 0  0  3(3) 0 3 0 2 3 0 0 2 6 0 0 0 0  

Rock Island Arsenal 31 3 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 5 0 3 1 0  0  0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 2 6 2 6  

1 Savanna Depot Activic 72 7 2 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 9 0 4 0 0 0  0  0  0  2  55 1 2  55 1 0  33 33 

USARC Arlington Heights 6  6 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Aurora (Sullivan Rd) 5  5 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

1 USARC Belleville 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
- - - - - -- - - - - 

USARC Bloorn~ngton 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Canton. IL 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Centralia 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Chicago 
(Bryn Mawr Ave.) 8  8 0 0 6 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Chicago (Gibson) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

USARC Chicago (Kedzie Ave.) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

1 (Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C L -F- C 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 
USARCChicago(O'HareField)13 13 0  0  13 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 3  

- -- - 

USARC Chicago (Pulash) 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Danville 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

USARC Decatur 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC East St. Louis 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Fairfield. IL 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Fort Sheridan (82) 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

USARC Fort Sheridan 
(AMSA 47) 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

USARC Fort Sheridan 
(N. Shore) 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Galesburg 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Glenview (ASF 26) 16 16 0  0  16 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 1 6  
- -- - 

USARC Harvey 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Homewood 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Joliet (Railroad) 4  4 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
- -  - - - - 

USARC Kankakee 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Marion. IL 5 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C 1 C JJ- F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - 7 -- 

ARMY (Continued) 
USARC Orland Park 
(AMSA 45) 21 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0  

USARC Peoria (AMSA 48) 11 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

USARC Peoria (Northmore) 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Peru 
(Veterans Memorial) 

I USARC Quincy 5 5 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Rockford (15th Ave.) 2  2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Rockford 
(Arthur Avenue) 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Rockford (First) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Scott AFB (ASF 44) 24 2 4 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 2 4  

USARC Springfield, IL 4  4 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Urbana 7 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Wood River 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

ARMY TOTALS 482 482 0  0  247 217 0  14 34 9  114 32 9  3(3) 0  3  3  96 2  3  83 2  0  292 292 

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

Libertyville Nike Site 8  8 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RI/FS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 JJ- 2 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

NAVY (Continued) 

NAS Glenview 9 9 0 0 0 9 0 0 3 0 0 6 0  0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 3 3  

NTC Great Lakes 14 1 4 0 0 0 8 6 0 8 0 0 6 0  0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 8 8  

PWC Great Lakes 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1  0 

DEPARTMENTOF 
NAVYTOTALS 32 32 0 0 0 24 6 0 11 0 7 12 0 2(2) 0 0 0 19 1 0 19 1 0 12 11 

AIR FORCE 
Capital MAPT 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Chanute AFB 32 32 0 0 0 3 0  0 0 3 1 6 1 0  0 8 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 1 5 1 5  

Greater Peoria APT 6 6 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

O'Hare Air Force Reserve 14 14 0 0 0 14 0 0 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2  2 0 2 0 1 2 1 2  

Scott AFB 8 8 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 7 0 0 0  0 0 1 6 0 1 6 1 1 0 1 1  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 62 62 0 0 2 56 2 0 13 26 12 0 9 0 0 5 6 0 7 8 1  7 0 3 1 3 1  
- -- 

ILLINOIS TOTALS 576 576 0 0 249 297 8 14 58 35 133 44 18 5(5) 0 8 9 115 10 11 103 10 0 335 334 

-- - - - -- 

ARMY 

AFRC Bloom~ngton 4 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of P A  SI RllFS IRA  R D R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 2 2 F RC RIP RC SC - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

ARMY (Continued) 

1 AFRC Evansville 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

Fort Benjamin Harrison. 50 50 0  0  0  50 0  0  0  14 27 0  0  0  0 1 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Indiana AAP 62 62 0 0  6 5 2  0  0 3 1  2  4 1 5  2  0  0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 4 0 1 0  

Newport Arm 
Ammunition {Ian, 16 1 6 0 0 1 5 0 1 2 5 2 5 2  0  0 0 0 9 0 0 7 0 0 5 5  

USARC Edinburg 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Ft. Benjamin 
Harrison (McGee) 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

USARC Ft. Wayne (Gillespie) 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Gary 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Indianapolis 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Jeffersonville 18 1 8 0 0 1 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 4  

USARC Lafayette, IN 8  8 0 0 6 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Lake Station 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC North Judson 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Peru (Grissom AFB) 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Richmond 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

1 USARC Rushville 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

I 
--- 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA R D R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACQ 2 JJ- JJ- F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Sconsburg 9  9 0 0 8 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC South Bend 
(AMSA 39) 12 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2  

USARC Terre Haute 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

ARMY TOTALS 354 354 0  0  123 199 0  8  84 21 83 20 4  0  0  1 0  40 2  1 7  1  0  212 131 

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

NAC Indianapolis 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

NMCRC Galy 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

NWSC Crane 33 3 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1  1 

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 36 3 6 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 4  

AIR FORCE 

Fort Wayne Municipal 4  4 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 1 3 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Grissom AFB 10 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 9 0 0  0  0 0 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 1  0  

Hulman Regional Airport 6  6 0 0 0 2 4 0 1 0 4 1 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1  1 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 20 2 0 0 0 0 1 3 7 0 2 1 1 6 1 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 1  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 

- - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 C - 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DNSC Newhaven 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  0  0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  0  0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0  

INDIANA TOTALS 411 411 0  0  127 213 7  8  86 23 99 21 4  l(1) 0  2 0  50 3  2 17 2 0 2 1 9  136 

ARMY 

AFRC Dubuque 

AFRC Waterloo 5  5 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  
-- - -- - - -- - 

Fort Des Mo~nes 11 11 0 0 0 1 1  0 0 0 0 1 1  0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Iowa Army 
Ammunition Plant 40 40 0  0  0  40 0  0  7  1 32 0  0  2(2) 0 0 2 3 1 0 0 3 3 0 0 7 0  

USARC Ames 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Cedar Rapids 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  
- - - - - -- - - 

USARC Cherokee 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Creston 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Davenport 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  
-- - - - - - -- - - - 

USARC Decorah 7  7 0 0 5 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
PA 

- -- 

# of SI RIFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C & 1 F RC RIP RC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

- -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Des Moines 
(636411 39) 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Des Moines (ASF 60) 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Des Moines 
(Bldg. 100) 12 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2  

USARC Fort Dodge 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Garner, IA 6 6 0 0 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5  5 

USARC Iowa City 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 
- 

USARC Middletown 8  0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  
- - 

USARC MI. Pleasant 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Muscatine 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Otturnwa 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Pocahontas 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Sac City 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Sioux City 13 1 3 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 3  

USARC Washington 
(AMSA 30) 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Washington. IA 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

ARMY TOTALS 177 177 0  0  120 51 0 6 7  1 43 0 0  2(2) 0 0  2 31 0  0  33 0  0  127 120 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of P A  SI RllFS IRA R D  R A Total 
Sites C U F R C  C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C 1 I C 1 F R C  RIP R C  SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

AIR FORCE 

Des Moines MAPT 5 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 4 0 0 0  0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0  

Sioux City MAPT 4 4 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 3 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 9 9 0 0 0 6 3 0 0 4 3 0 0  0 0 0 4 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0  
- - -- -- - 

IOWA TOTALS 186 186 0 0 1 2 0  57 3 6 7 5 46 0 0 2(2) 0 0 6 31 0 6 33 0 0 1 2 7  120 

p- -- -- 

ARMY 

AFRC Hutchinson 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

AFRC Topeka (Menninger) 4 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

Fort Leavenworth 58 58 0 0 2 0 3 2  0 1 1 7  0 7 1 0  7(7) 4(4) 2 1  1 7  1 1  6 0 4 3 4 0  

Fort Riley 48 41 7 0 0 28 20 0 7 0 6 28 0 l(1) 0 3 0 4 3 0 4 3 0 1 0  0 

Kansas AAP 38 3 8 0 0 0 3 5 0 0 7 0 3 1 0 0  0 1 ( 1 ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

Sunflower AAP 50 5 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

USARC Arkansas City 3 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
p-p- p- - 

USARC Baxter Springs 3 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Dodge City 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  
- 

USARC El Dorado 3 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
-- 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RI/FS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) & 1 2 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Emporia 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Fort Riley (ECS 33) 11 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  

USARC Ft. Leavenworth 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Ft. Riley (1695) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Ft. Riley (1968) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Garden City 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Great Bend 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  
- -- - - 

USARC Hays 5  5 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Independence 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Kansas City 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Lawrence 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Lenexa 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Manhattan 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Norton 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Olathe (ASF 37) 12 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2  

USARC Osage Cily 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Osawatomie 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C JJ- 2 RC RIP RC g- - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Parsons 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Pinsburg 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Salina 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Scon City 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

USARC Sunflower 
Outdoor Training 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Topeka (AMSA 39) 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

USARC Wellington 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
- - - -- - - - - -- - - -- 

USARC W~ch~ta (Wallace) 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

ARMY TOTALS 312 305 7  0 1 3 7 1 4 5  20 2  31 0  74 29 0  B(8) 5(5) 5  1 5  10 1 5  9 0 1 7 7  164 

AIR FORCE 

Forbes Field ANGB 11 1 1 0 0 3 7 0 0 0 7 0 0 7  0  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

McConnell AFB 27 2 5 2 0 0 2 5 2 0 8 3 2 6 3  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 1 1  

Smoky Hill ANGB 5  5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 43 41 2  0  3 3 2  2  0  8 1 0  2  6 1 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 2 1 2 1  



Total Number o f  Si tes 
:rl of P A  SI RllFS IRA R D  R A Total 
Sites C U F R C  C U F R C  C U F R C  C(ACT) U(ACT) & JJ- I_ 2 F R C  RIP , R C  SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DlPEF Atchison 3 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 1 0 0 0  O ' l ( 1 )  1 0  0 1 0 0  1 0  3 3 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 3 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 1 0 0 0  O ' l ( 1 )  1 0  0 1 0 0  1 0  3 3 

- - -- 

KANSAS TOTALS 358 349 9 0 140 180 22 2 41 11 76 35 10 B(8) 6(6) 6 1 7 11 2 7 10 0 2Ol 198 

ARMY 

AFRC Hopkinsville 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

AFRC Lexington 7 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

BlueGrassFacility-LBAD 55 55 0 0 0 52 0 3 36 6 0 9 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 4 2  

Fort Campbell 37 37 0 0 7 2 9 1 6 0 1 3 0 0  0 l(1) 0 0 3 1  0 0 3 1  0 0 6 6 

Fort Knox 26 24 2 0 0 2 4  2 0 1 1  1 1 0  3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2  

LexingtonFacility-LBAD1 52 52 0 0 0 52 0 0 0 0 52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

USARC Bardstown 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

USARC Beattyville 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Berea 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 
- - 

USARC Bowl~ng Green 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Fort Knox (ECS 63) 9 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIIFS IRA RD R A Tatal 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACQ & A C JJ- F RC RIP RC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Georgetown 1 l 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  
- - - - --- -- pp -- - - - - - - - 

USARC Hardinsburg 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Lebanon 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Lexington (Barrow) 12 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2  

USARC Lexington 
(Blue Grass) 

USARC Louisville 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Louisville 
(Bowman Hanger 7) 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Louisville (Century) 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Louisville (Major) 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  
- 

USARC Mad~sonvflle 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Maysville 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Owensboro 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Paducah 01 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  O O O O O O O O O I I  

USARC Paducah 02 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Pikeville 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

ARMY TOTALS 255 253 2 0 85 135 31 4  53 7  63 42 7  0 l(1) 0 0 31 0 0 31 0 0 145 145 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 2 C F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

NOS Louisville 6  6 0 0 3 3 0 0 2 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 5 5  

DEPARTMENTOF 
NAVY TOTALS 6  6 0 0 3 3 0 0 2 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 5 5  

AIR FORCE 

Standiford Field ANGB 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

KENUCKY TOTALS 262 260 2 0 88 138 32 4 55 7 64 43 7 0 l(1) 0 0 32 0 0 32 0 0 1 5 0  150 

ARMY 

Fort Polk 

Louisiana AAP 7  7 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 1 ( 3 )  0 0 0 7 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

Milita Ocean Terminal, 
New &leans. 12 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 5 0 0 4 0 0 1  1 

Peason Ridge 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

USARC Alexandria. LA 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Baton Rouge (North) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

USARC Baton Rouge (Roberts) 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

(Continued) 



ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Baton Rouge (Saurage) 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  
- -  - - - - - - -- - - 

USARC Baton Rouge 03 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

USARC Bossier City 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Ft. Polk (8610) 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Ft. Polk (ECS 17) 6 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Hammond 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  
pp-p - - - - - 

USARC Houma 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Lafayette 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Lake Charles 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  
- 

USARC Monroe 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC New Orleans 
(Diamond) 

USARC New Orleans (Fleming) 7 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Shreveport 02 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Slidell 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

ARMY TOTALS 112 112 0  0  70 31 0  1 1 3  1 2 0  7 0  2(4) 0 0 0 1 5 0  0 9 0 0 8 3 8 3  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
iY of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 1 C 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

NAS New Orleans 17 1 5 2 0 4 1 1 0 0 4 0 7 2 0  0  0 0 0 7 0 0 9 0 0 8 8  
- - -- 

NSA New Orleans 9  6 3 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 4 3 0  0  0 0 0 4 0 1 7 0 0 2 2  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVYTOTALS 26 21 5  0  5 1 3  0  0  5  0 1 1  5  0  0  0  0 0 1 1  0  1 1 6  0  0 1 0 1 0  

AIR FORCE 
Barksdale AFB 33 33 0  0  0 3 2  0 0  0 2 0  4 9 2 0  0  0  0 0 1 2  0 0 1 2  0  0 2 0  20 

England AFB I 43 42 1 0 1 5 2 6  1 0 2 0  2  2  2  1 0  0 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 3 6 3 6  
- -- - - 

Harnmond AGS 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Jackson Barracks 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Lake Charles AFS 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
- - - - - - -- - -- - - -- 

Sl~dell BCN 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 80 77 3  0  15 60 1 0  20 22 6  11 21 0  0  0  0 1 5  0  0 1 4  0  0 5 6  56 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DNSC Baton Rouge 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

LOUISIANA TOTALS 219 211 8  0  90 105 1 1 38 23 38 23 21 2(4) 0  0 0  42 0  1 39 0  0  149 149 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 5 2 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY 

USARC Auburn 
- - -  - 

USARC Bangor 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Br~dgton 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Dexter 7  7 0 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Saco 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

ARMY TOTALS 33 3 3 0 0 3 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 3 2  

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

NAS Brunswick 19 1 7 2  0  0 1 4  2  0 2 1 1  1 4  0  0  0 0 9 3 0 1 1 6 0 0 2 0  

NAVCOMMU Cutler 3  3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0  0  0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - 

NSGA Corea 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

NSGA Wlnter Harbor 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

NSY Portsmouth 14 14 0  0 0 2 0 0  0  0  2 1 1  0  l(1) 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 3 1 0 1 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVYTOTALS 38 36 2  0 2  16 5 0  2  11 3  18 0 l(1) 0 0 9 8 1 1 3 2 1 0 5 2  

AIR FORCE 

Bangor ANGB 2  2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Bucks Harbor Radar Site 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

I 
- - 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 

- - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) f: & - - 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (Continued) 
Loring AFB a 42 4 2 0 0 0 3 3 9 0 7 9 8 1 7 6  0  3(3) 0  5  21 0  0  26 0  0  13 0 

South Portland 1  l 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 46 46 0  0  1  34 11 0  7  9  10 17 6  3(3) 0  0 5 2 1  0  0 2 6  0  0 1 4  0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DFSP Casco Bay 1 l 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 ~ 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

DFSP Searsport 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  0  0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 1 1 0  0 0 1 0 2 1 0 2 1 0 1 1  

MAINE TOTALS 120 118 2  0  35 53 16 1  9  21 14 36 6  4(4) 0  1  14 31 2  1  60 2  0  52 35 

ARMY 

Aberdeen Proving Gmund 79 79 0  0  0  79 0  0  0  1 2 9  48 1  ll(13) 8(9) 0  2 17 1 5 1 3  0  0  1  0  

Blossom Point Field 
Test Activity 26 26 0  0  0 1 5  0 0  0 2 6  0  0 2 6  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 6 2 6  

Fort Detrick 41 41 0  0  0 4 1  0 0 3 2  0  0  7 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 3 2  

Fort George G. Meade 73 73 0  0  0 7 3  0  0  3  0 2 7 4 1  0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) & JJ- 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

Fort Holabird 
Crimes Record Center 9  9 0 0 0 9 0 0 5 4 0 0 3  0  0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 8 0  

Fort Ritchie 3  3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Gaithersburg Res Facility 19 19 0  0  0  19 0  0  16 0  0  0  0  l(1) 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 6 1 6  

I Harry Diamond Labs (Adelphi) 39 39 0  0  0  39 0  0  39 0  0  0  0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 9 3 9  
-- - - --- - 

Phoenix MII. Res. 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 0  0  0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 0 2 2  

USARC Annapolis 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Baltimore (Jecelin) 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Baltimore (Sheridan) 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Baltimore (Turner) 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Camp Springs 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  
--- - 

USARC Cumberland 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Curtis Bay (AMSA 83) 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Curtis Bay (Brandt) 3 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Frederick (Flair) 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Gaithersburg 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Greenspring 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

USARC Hagerstown (ASF 11 1) 5 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

1 (Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIIFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C & & & F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Hagerstown 
(Tagg-Zirkle) 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Riverdale 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Rockvllle 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Westminster 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  O O O O O O O O O ~ I  

ARMY TOTALS 374 374 0  0  81 279 0  3  95 33 56 96 30 12(14) 8(9) 6  4 17 3  11 13 2  0  208 196 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

Bloodsworth Arch~pelago 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  

CHESDIVNFEC (NSF Thunonti 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

DTRESCEN Annapol~s 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

DTRESCEN Annapolis Bay 
Head Annex 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

DTRESCEN Bethesda 9  9 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 9 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0  

NAF Washington 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

NAS Patuxent River 34 32 2  0  0  29 0  1 2 0  0  11 3 0  3(3) l(1) 0  0  10 1 0 1 3  1 0  21 21 

NAVCOMMU Cheltenham 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

NAVEODTECHCEN 
Indian Head 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

NAVMEDCOM NATCAPREG 
Bethesda 7 7 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0  0  0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 1  1  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIIFS IRA AD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) & 1 & A F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

- -  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

NAVRECCEN Solomons 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 2 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 1  

NESEA St. lnigoes 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

NRL Chesapeake 
Bay Detachment 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

NRL Waldorl 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

NRL Washington, 
Pomonkey Test Range 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

NRTF Annapolis 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

NS Annapolis 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

NSWC Indian Head 47 47 0  0 2 8  4 1 5  0  1 1  0 1 5  0  0  15(15) 0  0  16 0  0  16 0  0  29 27 
- 

NSWC White Oak 15 1 5 0 0 7 7 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 7 7  

NTC Bainbridge 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

NTlC Suitland 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

U.S. Naval Academy 6 6 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 3  

NAVYTOTALS 154 152 2 0 61 56 25 1 26 4 20 39 0 6(6) 16(16) 0 0 54 1 0 60 1 0 88 86 

AIR FORCE 

Andrews AFB 19 1 9 0 0 0 1 8 0 0 0 1 3 1  0 0  0  l(1) 0  12 1 1 1 4  1 1  0  1 1  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C F C U F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- - - - ----- 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Martin State ANG 15 1 3 2 0 3 1 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 1  0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 3  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 34 32 2  0  3 2 8  2  0  0 1 3 1 1  1 0  0  l(1) 0 1 2  2  1 1 4 2  1 0  4  4  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DNSC Curlis Bay 1  1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 1  1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

MARYLAND TOTALS 563 559 4  0  145 364 27 4  121 50 87 137 30 18(20) 25(26) 6  17 73 5  25 76 4 0 300 286 

ARMY 

AFRC Chicopee 8 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

Family Housing Hull. MA 36 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 3  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

Family Housing 
Namant, MA 17 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

Fort Devens 69 69 0  0  2  4  31 32 0  0  7  47 0  l(1) 0 0 0 5 2 0 0 5 2 0 0 2 0  

Hingham Annex 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA R D R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 L C 2 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

Housin Area 
~ e d f o r t  MA 85 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

Hous~ng Area 
Beverly, MA 15 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

Housing Area 
Burlington, MA 84 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

Housing Area 
Randolph, MA 55 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

Housing Area 
Swansea, MA 29 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 1  0  0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 3 3  

Housin Area 
~opsfiefd. MA 05 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 4  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

Hous~ng Area 
Wakefield, MA 03 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

Natick RBD B ENGR Center 10 7 0 3 0 4 0 1 2 0 2 1 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 0 4 0  

US Army Materials 
Technology Lab 25 25 0  0  0 1 7  0  0  0  0 2 5  0  0  0  8(8) 0 0 1 7  0  0 0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Attleboro 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Brockton (AMSA 66) 11 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  

USARC Pittsfield 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Roslindale 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Taunton 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RI/FS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 2 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Worcester 8  8 0 0 5 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

ARMY TOTALS 258 255 0  3  55 50 80 59 2  21 39 112 19 22(24) 8(8) 0  0  138 4 0  120 4  0  80 74 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

NAS South Weymouth 8  8 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 6 2 0  0  0 0 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0  

NlROP Pinsfield 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

NRC Quincy 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

NSY Boston 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

NWlRP Bedford 2  2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  0 2 ( 2 ) 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

DEPARTMENTOF 
NAVYTOTALS 13 1 2 1 0 2 8 0 0 0 0 8 3 0  0  2(2) 0 0 1 0  0  0 1 1  0  0  2  2 

AIR FORCE 

AFP No. 28 Everett' 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  0  

AFP No. 29 Lynn' 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  0  

Barnes Municipal Airport 7  7 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 6 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

Hansmmb AFB 22 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 1 5 2 0 7  0  0 5 1 0 6 2 0 4 3 1 1 1 1  

North Truro AFS 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
-- - - - - - -- 

OIn ANGB 77 7 7 0  0 2 0 5 5  0  0 7 4 3 6  0  0  0  0  4 7 2 9  2 2 2 9  0  0 2 7  0  

'These ~nstallat~ons were transferred to the FUDS Program and will not be carned as Air Force lnstallatlons In future reports. (Continued) 
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Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) & 1 & Jl- F RC RIP RC SC -- - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Battle Creek 
(AMSA 42) 10 1 0 0 0 8 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Bay City 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Detroit 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Flint 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Fraser 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Grand Rapids 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC lnkster 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Jackson 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Kalamazoo 4  4 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
-- - - -  -- - - 

USARC Lans~n 
(AMSA I. S U h )  4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Livonia (AMSA 40) 9 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Muskegon (AMSA 43) 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Muksegon (Parslow) 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

USARC Southfield 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Traverse City 
(AMSA 34) 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

ARMY TOTALS 137 137 0  0  93 38 0  6 5  11 0  21 1 0  0 0 0 0 9 2 0 0 0 9 9 9 9  

(Continued) 



Tatal Nr~rnber nf Sites . - . - - . . . - - . - . - . - - - 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C JJ- F RC RIP RC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

AIR FORCE 

Calumet AFS 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Empire Radar Site 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
-- - - - - - - - 

K l Sawyer AFB 24 2 4 0 0 0 1 9 0 5 3 6 6 8 1  0  0 1 4 1 4 1 0 1 8 1 0 5 5  

Phelps Coll~ns A~rport 17 1 7 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 8 0 0  0  0 0 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0  

Port Austln Radar S~te 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Selfridge ANGB 14 1 4 0 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 8 0 1 7 0 0 2 2  

WK Kellogg Regional ANGB 6  6 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0  0  0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 3 3  

Wurtsmith AFB w 36 3 7 0 0 0 3 4 0 0 0 8 1 0 0  0  0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 100 100 0  0  5  82 0  5  3  14 30 8  1 0  0 2 4 3 4  2  1 3 7  1 0 1 0 1 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DFSP Escanaba 1 l 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 1 l 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

MICHIGAN TOTALS 238 238 0 0 98 121 0 11 8 25 31 29 2 0 0 2 4 35 11 3 38 1 0 109 109 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 JJ- 5 2 2 F RC RIP RC SC .- - - -- - -- - - -- 

ARMY 

AFRC Rochester 

AFRC St. Cloud 3 3 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 
- - - - - - - - - 

Twin Clbes AAP 19 19 0 0 0 1 9  0 0 0 1 1 8  0 0 7 ( 1 0 )  l(1) 2 6  1 1  0 8  0 1 0  0 

USARC Brarnerd 3 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Bufialo 6 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Cambridge 5 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  
-- 

USARC Cannon Falls 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Duluth 5 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Faribault (Beebe) 8 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Fergus Falls 6 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Fort Snelling 
(AMSA 22) 35 3 5 0 0 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 5 3 5  

USARC LeSueur 2 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Mankato 11 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  

USARC Marshall 5 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC New Prague 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Paynesville 4 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC South 
International Falls 9 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RlFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACn & 1 -F- & 1 F RC RIP RC 
7 - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARCStJoseph(AMSA23) 10 10 0 0 9 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Wabasha 10 1 0 0 0 8 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

1 USARC Walker 4 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  
pp- - -- - - - - 

USARC Willmar 8 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Winona 4 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Winthrop 8 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Worthington 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

ARMY TOTALS 178 178 0 0 151 19 0 8 0 1 18 0 0 7(10) 1(1) 2 6 1 1 0 8 0 1 151 151 

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

ASTROGRPDET Bravo 1 ~ 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

NlROP Fridley 4 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0  0 3 ( 7 ) 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 3 1 0  
- - - - - - - 

NlROP St Paul 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 7 7 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 3 2 0  0 3 ( 7 ) 0 0 5 0 3 2 0 3 2 1  

AIR FORCE 

Duluth ANGB 25 2 5 0 0 6 1 6 3 0 5 0 5 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  

Duluth IAPT 4 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 3 1 ( 1 ) 1 ( 1 ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIIFS IRA R D R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 F 2 F RC RIP RC - - -- - -- - - -- 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Minn/St Paul IA PT 2  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Minneapolis St Paul 13 1 3 2 0 1 1 1 2 0 4 4 1 2 0  0  0 0 1 2 3 2 2 2 0 7 7  
- - - 

Nashwauk AFS 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 45 43 2  0  7 3 2  5 0  9 8  6  2  3  l(1) l(1) 0 1  2  3  4 2  2  0 2 1 2 1  

MINNESOTA TOTALS 730 228 2  0 1 6 0  53 5  8  9 9 27 4 311(18) 2(2) 2  7  8 4 7 1 2  2  4 1 7 4  173 

ARMY 

AFRC Jackson 

Mississippi AAP 44 4 6 0 0 0 0 4 4 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

USARC Brookhaven 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Greenville, MS 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARCGreenwood (AMSA 144)13 13 0  0  13 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 1 3 1 3  
-- - p-p 

USARC Gulfport (Hickey) 4  4 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Hattiesburg 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Jackson (Scott) 11 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  

USARC Jackson (Terry Road) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

(Continued) 



- - - - - - - - - - - - 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Laurel 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Lyon (Clarksdale) 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Meridian 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Natchez 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Pascagoula 02 3  3 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Starkville 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Tupelo 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Vicksburg 01 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  
- 

USARC V~cksburg 03 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  
-- - - - 

USARC Vicksburg 04 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

ARMY TOTALS 135 135 0  0  87 0  4  44 0  0  0  0  0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 7 8 7  

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

I CBC Gulfport 10 1 0 0 0 1 8 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 7 1 0 7 1 0 3 3  
- 

NAS Meridian 5 5 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 4 0  0  0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVYTOTALS 15 1 5 0 0 1 8 5 0 1 0 7 4 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 3 3  



Total Number of Sites 
#f of PA SI RIPS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 1 2 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

AIR FORCE 

Allen C. Thompson 5  5 0 0 0 4 1 0 2 0 1 2 0  0  0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 2 2  

Columbus AFB 27 27 0  0  0  27 0  0  10 13 1 0  4  3(3) 0 1 0 0 8 1 2 8 0 2 2 2 2  

Gulfporl MPT ANG PER 3  3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Keesler AFB 22 15 7  0 0 1 5  7 0 1 1 0 3  1 0  0  0 0 0 1 1  0 0 8 0 0 1  1  

Key Field ANGB 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 67 60 7  0  0  46 21 0  13 23 18 3  4  3(3) 0  1 0 1 4  8 1 1 3  8 0 2 5  25 

MISSISSIPPI TOTALS 217 210 7 0  88 54 30 44 14 23 25 7  4  4(4) 0  1 0  24 9 1 23 9  0  115 115 

ARMY 

Fort Leonard Wood 53 53 0  0  0  49 0  0  39 0  2  0  0  3(3) 0 0 0 1 5 1 7 4 0 4 3 4 1  

Gateway AAP 10 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

Housin Area St. Louis 
SPT CQR. MO 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 4  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

-- - -- - --- -- 

Lake Cify AAP a 35 35 0  0  0  35 0  0  0  0  35 0  0  7(7) 0 0 0 3 5 0 0 3 5 0 0 0 0  

St. Louis AAP 7  7 0 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 0 2 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

St. Louis Ordnance Plant 17 1 7 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
-- - 

USARC Bethany 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RMFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) & & 2 2 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 
USARC Cape Griardeau 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Columbia 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Farmington 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Fort Leonard 
Wood (1 350) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Fort Leonard 
Wood (ECS 66) 11 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  

USARC Hannibal 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Independence, MO 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Jefferson City 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Joplin 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC K~rksville 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Kirksville 
(Grim-Smith) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Malyville 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Poplar Bluff 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Richards Gebaur 5 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  
- -- 

USARC Rolla 
- -  - - 

USARC Sprlngf~eld 16 1 6 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 1 6  

USARC St Charles 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

(Continued) 



ARMY (Continued) 

USARCStLouis(AMSA55) 19 19 0  0  19 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 9 1 9  

USARC St Louis (Hampton) 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC S t  Joseph 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC St Louis 03 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Washington 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

ARMY TOTALS 230 230 0 0  104 117 0 5 49 4 37 2 4 1q10) o o o 36 5 1 4 2  4 0 1 6 1  159 
-- - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - - - 

NPRO St. LOUIS 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  0  

DEPARTMENTOF 
NAVYTOTALS 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

AIR FORCE 

Jefferson ANGB 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

Lambert IAPT 3  3 0 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

Richards Gebaur AFR W 9 9 0 0 0 9 0 0 3 5 0 0 2 3 ( 3 )  0 0 1 0 2 1 0 2 0 7 7  

Rosecrans Memorial Airport 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0  

Whiteman AFB 25 2 5 0 0 0 2 5 0 0 4 6 5 9 5  0  l(1) 1  0  12 1 1  10 1 0  10 10 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 43 43 0  0  0  42 1 0  9  15 6  9  7  3(3) l(1) 1 1 16 3  3  14 3 0 19 19 

MISSOURI TOTALS 274 274 0  0  105 159 1 5  58 19 43 11 11 13(13) l(1) 1 1 52 8  4  56 7  0  181 179 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT)U(ACT) C 2 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY 

Fort Missoula 6  6 0 0 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 5 0 0 3 0 3 3  

NG Limestone Hills 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

USARC Billings 
(AMSA 5-G) 

- 

USARC Bozeman 1 l 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Butte 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Great Falls 5 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Helena 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Helena (ECS 6) 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

USARC Kalispell 8  8 0 0 6 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

ARMY TOTALS 52 5 2 0 0 4 3 6 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 5 0 0 3 0 4 6 4 6  

AIR FORCE 

Great Falls IAPT 8  8 0 0 0 4 4 0 4 0 4 0 0  0  0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 4  

Havre Radar Bomb Site 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  O ~ O O O O O O O O O  

Kalispell AFS 21 79 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  
-- 

Malmstrom AFB 
- - - - - - - - - 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 31 31 0  0  0 2 7  4  0 1 3  2 1 3  0 1 0  0  0 4 1 0  0  2 1 0  0  0 1 4  14 

MNTANA TOTALS 83 83 0  0 4 3 3 3  4  3 1 3  2 1 3  0  1 0  0 0 4 1 0 5 2 1 0  3 0 6 0 6 0  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIIFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACQ 2 x & 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY 

Cornhusker AAP e 65 65 0  0  0  65 0  0  0  31 34 0  0  59(17) 58(58) 1 58 5  0  0  7 0  0  0  0  

USARC Columbus 2  2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Fairbu~y 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Fremont 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Grand Island 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Hastings 3 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Kearney 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Lincoln 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  
- - - - - -- 

USARC McCook 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Meade (WET) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC North Plane 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  
- - 

USARC North Plane 
(AMSA 36) 11 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

USARC Omaha (Ft. Omaha) 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Omaha 
(Woolworth St.) 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Plattsmouth 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Syracuse 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RI/FS IRA RD R A Total 

- - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT)U(ACT) 2 1 - 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Wymore 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  
- - - - - - - - - -- 

ARMY TOTALS 115 115 0  0  48 65 0  2  0  31 34 0  0 5 9 ( 1 1 7 ) 5 8 ( 5 8 )  1 5 8  5  0  0  7  0  0  48 48 

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

NMCRC Omaha 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

NRC Lincoln 2  2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVYTOTALS 3 3 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 1  1  

AIR FORCE 

Lincoln ANG 13 1 3 0 0 0 8 1 0 0 0 1 6 0  0  0 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0  

Offutt AFB 22 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 5 2 0  0  0 1 0 5 0 2 3 0 0 0 0  
- - 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 35 3 5 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 2 6 8 0  0  0 1 0 1 1 0 2 9 0 0 0  0  

NEBRASKA TOTALS 153 153 0  0  49 95 3 2  0  33 40 10 0  59(117) 58(58) 2  58 18 0  2  18 0  0  49 49 

ARMY 

AFRC Las Vegas 11 1 1 0 0 9 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIFS IRA RD R A Total 

- - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 Jl- _I 2 - - 

ARMY (Continued) 

Hawthorne AAP 119 119 0  0  0  78 0  41 0  0  0  78 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 130 130 0  0  9  78 0  43 0  0  0  78 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

NAS Fallon 29 27 0  2  0  27 0  0  6  0  21 0  0  2(2) 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 2 1 0 0 6 6  

DEPARTMENTOF 
NAVYTOTALS 29 27 0  2  0  27 0 0  6  0  21 0  0  2(2) 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 2 1 0 0 6 6  

AIR FORCE 

Indian Springs 13 7 6 0 0 6 6 0 3 3 0 0 3  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

Nellis AFB 44 44 0  0  0  34 0  8  21 5  1 0  2  l(1) 2(2) 0  1 1 1  0  2  1 0  0  23 23 

Reno Cannon IAPT 14 1 1 0 3 4 7 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

Tonopah l l R  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 88 65 6  3  4 50 6  8  27 9 1 0  5  l(1) 2(2) 0  1 1 1  0  2  1 0  0  36 36 

NEVADA TOTALS 247 222 6  5  13 155 6  51 33 9  22 78 5  3(3) 2(2) 0  1 32 0  3  22 0  0  51 51 

(Continued) 
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ARMY 

AFRC Red Bank (Monmouth) 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

ARDEC(PicatinnyAlsenal)@160 160 0  0  0  160 0  0  0  0  153 7  0  0  l(1) 2 0 8 5  0  1 8 6  0  0  0  0  

Brittin USARC 3  3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Fort Dix 29 29 0  0  1 2 7  0  0  0  5 2 2  0  4  l(1) 0 0 8 8 0 0 1 5 0 0 5 0  

Fort Momouth 9  9 0 0 0 5 0 4 0 0 0 5 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Housing Area Clementon. NJ 3 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 1  0  0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 3 3  

Housin Area Franklin 
Lakes, \J 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 3  0  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 4 4  

Housing Area Holmdel, NJ 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Housing Area Livingston, NJ 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 4 4  
-- 

Housing Area Old Bridge, NJ 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Military Ocean 
Terminal, Bayonne 35 3 5 0 0 0 3 5 0 0 2 4 4 7 0 4  0  4(4) 0  0  7  0  0  7  0  0  28 28 

Pedricktown Support Facility 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Storck USARC. Northfield 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

Stlyker USARC, Trenton 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Caven Point 13 1 3 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 3  

USARC Edison (Kiimer) 14 1 4 0 0 1 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 3  
- --- -- -- - 

USARAC Edison (Weigel) 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Lodi 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA R D R A Total 

- - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT)U(ACT) 2 1 I & - - - 

ARMY (Continued) 
USARC Mount Freedom 6 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

ARMY TOTALS 309 309 0 0 49 246 0 13 24 28 182 12 14 l(1) !i(5) 2 8 100 7 1 1 0 8  5 0 92 87 

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

NAEC Lakehutst 45 43 0 1 0 43 0 0 4 11 31 2 6 8(8) 0 0 0 3 5  2 0 3 8  2 4 1 2  0 

NAPC Trenton 11 1 1 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 1 9 1 0  0 0 0 0 9 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0  
- 

NWS Earle Colts Neck 53 46 7 0 0 10 15 1 0 0 11 23 0 3(3) 7(7) 0 0 27 1 1 3 4  1 0 1 0 

DEPARTMENTOF 
NAVYTOTALS 110 102 7 1 0 62 15 1 4 12 51 26 6 l l(11) 7(7) 0 0 71 3 2 82 3 4 13 0 

AIR FORCE 

Atlantic City Airport 6 6 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0  0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 2 2  

Coyle ANG Training 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Gibbsboro AFS 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

McGuire AFB 23 2 3 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 6 1 0 0 1  0 1 ( 1 ) 0 0 0 0 3 4 0 0 7 7  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 32 3 0 2 0 2 2 8 0 0 6 1 4 0 1  0 1 ( 1 ) 0 0 4 0 4 8 0 0 9 9  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
P of PA SI RllFS IRA R D R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACQ 1 C 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DNSC Sorne~ille 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

DEFENSE LOGlSrrCS 
AGENCY TOTALS 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

NEW JERSEY TOTALS 452 442 9  1 51 337 15 14 35 41 237 39 21 12(12) 13(13) 2  8  175 10 7  198 8  4  115 96 

ARMY 

Fort Wingate. 18 1 8 0 0 0 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

USARC Albuquerque 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  
- - -- - 

USARC Albuquerque (Jenkrns) 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Artes~a 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Roswell 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Sante Fe 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Silver City 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

White Sands Missile Range 63 63 0  0  0  63 0  0  16 0  35 11 0  2(2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 1 6  

ARMY TOTALS 105 105 0  0  23 81 0  1 16 0  35 19 0  2(2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 9 3 9  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIIFS IRA R D R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 C F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

-- p- -- p~-~ 

AIR FORCE 

Air Force Plant 83' 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  0  

Cannon AFB 31 2 5 0 6 2 2 2 0 6 6 9 0 7 0  0  0 1 2 9 1 2 8 0 0 8 8  

Holloman AFB 

Kirtland AFB 55 5 5 0 0 0 5 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 0  0 1 ( 1 ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 145 137 1 7 6  118 2  13 20 12 28 10 0  0  4(4) 3  2  40 2 3  37 0  0  26 25 
- - - - - -- - - - 

NEW MEXICO TOTALS 250 242 1 7  29 199 2  14 36 12 63 29 0 2(2) 4(4) 3 2  40 2  3 37 0 0  65 64 

ARMY 

AFRC Albany 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

AFRC Ft. Wadsworth 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

AFRC Horseheads 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

Fort Drum 43 40 2  1 0  37 2  2  16 6 12 2  3  2(2) l(1) 5 2  5 3  0  9  2  0  21 18 

Fort Hamilton 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

Fort Tilden 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
pppp  - - 

Fort Totten 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

Housing Area Dryhill, NY 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 3  0  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 4 4  

Housing Area Manhattan 
Beach, NY 3 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 3 3  
-p - - 

'This installation was transferred to the FUDS Program and will not be carried as an Air Force installation in future reports. (Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACn(ACT1 2 1 & - - - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC 

ARMY (Continued) 

Housin Area 
~ o c k y  L int ,  NY 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 4  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

Housin Area 
Spring \alley, NY 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 3  0  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 4 4  

Housing Area Tappan. NY 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 4  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

NMCRC Fort Schuyler 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Roosevelt USARC, Hempstead 2 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

Seneca AD 57 36 19 2 22 3 10 19 0  0  3 1 0  0  0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 2 2 0  

Stewart Arm Sub 
post (USMA~P) 8  8 0 0 0 8 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 1 ( 1 ) 2 ( 2 ) 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USA Bellmore 
Maintenance Facility 7  7 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

USARC Arnherst 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Amityville 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  
-- 

USARC AMSA 9 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Batavia 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Bronx (Patterson) 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  
- - 

USARC Bronx (Yonkers) 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Bullv~lle 11 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

USARC Canandaigua 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  
- - - - - -- 

USARC Canton 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

(Continued) 



Tota l  Number of Sites 
# of PA S I  RllFS IRA R D R A Tota l  
S i tes  C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C 2 1 RC RIP RC SC_ - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 
USARC Corning 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

1 USARC Gerry 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  
-- --- - --- - 

USARC Glen Falls 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC lthaca 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Little Falls 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Liverpool 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

USARC Malone 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Massena 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Massena 
(ECS-1 Subshop A) 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

USARC Newark 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 f  

USARC Newburgh (ASF 10) 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 O o 0 o o o o o o 5 s  

USARC Newburgh (Dupont) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Newburgh (Stewart Field) 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Ogdensburg 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
O of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C 1 & JJ- F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Olean 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  
-- - - - - - -- - - - 

USARC Orangeburg, NY 18 1 8 0 0 1 7 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 1 7  

USARC Oswego 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Penn Yan 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
-- - - -- - - 

USARC Plattsburg 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Poughkeepsle 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Queens 7  7 0 0 5 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Rocky Point 7 7 0 0 5 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Schenectady (AMSA 8) 11 11 0  0  11 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  

USARC Schenectady (Bradt) 11 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0  0 0  0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  
- -- -- - - - - - -- 

USARC Syracuse (ASF 6) 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Tappan 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Tonawanda 5 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  
- -- -- - -- - 

USARC Utlca 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Watertown 11 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  

USARC Wayland 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Webster (AMSA 7G) 12 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2  

Watewliet Arsenal 13 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 7 0 0 2 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  
-- - 

West Polnt M~litary Academy 24 2 3 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 6 0 1 5 0 0  0  0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 

- - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) & I_ & - 

ARMY (Continued) 

Youngstown Trarn~ng 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 497 473 21 3  336 108 12 35 38 25 30 5  19 3(3) 3(3) 6  4  9  6  0 13 5  0 398 373 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

NlROP Rochester 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

MNCRC Floyd Bennett Field 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

NMCRC Fort Schuyler 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

NS New York 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

NS New York Stapleton 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  0  

NS New York Staten kland 5  5 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0  

NUSC Fishers Island 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

NWlRP Bethpage 3  3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0  0  0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0  
- - -- -- - - - 

NWlRP Calverton 12 9 3 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 7 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVYTOTALS 26 23 3  0 4 12 2 0 o o 3 12 0 l ( 1 )  o 0 0 8 0 o 1 6 o o 4 3  

AIR FORCE 

Air Force Plant 38 9  9 0 0 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  
- - - -- --- - - 

k r  Force Plant 59 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 3 ( 3 )  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0  

Gabreski Airport 11 8 0 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of P A  S I  Rl lFS IRA R D  R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 1 2 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - -  - - - -  - - - -  -- 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Grifks AFB 52 52 0  1 0  51 0  1  1  22 18 10 11 0  2(2) 1  4  31 1  3  34 0  0  12 0  
- - - 

Hancodc Field MCC 10 15 1 5 0 0 7 7 1 0 7 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 4  

Lockport Camm Facility Annex 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

N~agara Falls ANGB 3  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Niagara Falls IAPT 14 1 2 1 0 0 1 2 1 0 2 4 5 0 1  0  0 1 0 2 1 3 2 1 0 4 4  

Plattsburgh AFB 25 2 5 0 0 0 2 1 3 1 4 1 1 4 6 0  0  l(1) 1 0 2 0  1 3 1 6  1 0  5 0  
- 

R~verhead City Radar S~te 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Roslyn ANGB 4  0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Schenectady A~rport 4  4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  

Stewart IAPT 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  0  0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

Utica Radar Site 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 146 133 5  4  7 1 1 3  13 2  23 31 48 16 12 3(3) 3(3) 3  6  53 3  11 54 2  3  44 27 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DFSP Verona 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

DNSC Scotia 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

NEW YORK TOTALS 671 631 29 7  347 235 27 37 61 56 83 33 31 7(7) q6) 9 10 72 9 11 85 7 3  446 403 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) & & F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY 

AFRC Asheboro 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  11 

AFRC Greensboro (Rives) 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

Fort Bragg 38 38 0  0  0 3 8  0  0  8 0 1 4 1 6  0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

Military Ocean Terminal, 
Sunny Point 18 1 8 0 0 0 1 8 0 0 9 2 7 0 0  0  0 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0  

Tarheel Army Missile Plant 28 2 8 0 0 0 2 8 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 4 2 4  

USARC Albemarle 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Asheville 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Brevard 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Charlotte 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Concord 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Durham 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Durham 02 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Fort Bragg 7 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Garner 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Graham 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Greensboro 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
- - - - - - - 

USARC Greenvilie 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Hickory 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

(Continued) 



-- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC High Point 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Kinston 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Lum berton 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Morehead City 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Raleigh 01 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Rocky Mount 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Salisbury 3 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Wilmington 4  4 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Wilmington 
(AMSA 126-G) 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Winston-Salem (King) 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Winston-Salem 01 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

ARMY TOTALS 163 163 0  0  78 84 0  1 4 0  2  21 16 0  0  0  2  0  0  2 1 1  2  0 1 2 0 1 2 0  

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

MCAS Cherty Point 65 65 0  0  1 1 1  0  0  0  4  31 2  0  l(1) 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 6 0 0 1  0  

MCBCampLaleune. 106 88 7  11 49 0  10 7 0  0  12 35 0  2(2) 0  0 0 2 8  0  3 4 7  0  0 4 9  0  

NADEP Cheny Point 5  5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0  0  0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0  

DEPARTMENTOF 
NAVYTOTALS 176 158 7 11 50 11 10 7 0  4  48 37 0  3(3) 0 0 0 4 3 0 3 8 8 0 0 5 0  0  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 

- - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 JJ- I_ C - - 

AIR FORCE 

Badin AGS 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

CharlotteDouglas IAPT 3  3 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  
- 

Ft. Fisher AFS 

Pope AFB 11 11 0  0  0 1 1  0  0  2  4  0 4  0  l(1) l(1) 0 0 6  0  1 4  0 1  2  2  

SeymourJohnson AFB 19 1 9 0 0 1 1 7 0 0 1 1 5 0 1 4  0  0 0 2 7 0 3 6 0 0 6 6  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 35 34 0  1 3 0  1 0  3 1 9  0  7  4  l(1) l(1) 0 2 1 5  0  4 1 2  0  1 8  8  

NORTH CAROLINA 
TOTALS 374 355 8  11 129 125 11 8  43 25 69 60 4  4(4) l(1) 2  2  58 2  8 1 0 1  2  1 1 7 8  128 

ARMY 

Stanley R. M~ckelson, 
SC, MISR4, RSLS 2  2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  

USARC Bismarck 
(AMSA 23) 16 1 6 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 1 6  

USARC Fargo 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Grand Forks 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

ARMY TOTALS 



Total Number o f  Sites 
# o f  PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A  Total 
Sites C  U F RC C  U F RC C  U F RC C(ACT) U(ACl2 2 C F RC RIP RC -S& - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

AIR FORCE 

Finley AFS Z 29 1  1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Grand Forks AFB 6  7 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 3 0 1 3 0 0 1  1  
- -- 

Hector F~eld ANGB 11 1 1 0 0 6 1 4 0 0 0 4 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

Minot AFB 11 1 1 0 0 0 9 0 0 2 7 0 0 1  0  0 5 2 1 3 2 3 3 0 6 6  

Watford City Radar Site 1  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 30 3 0 0 0 6 1 8 4 0 2 9 6 1  2 1 ( 1 )  0 5 2 4 3 3 6 3 0 1 3 1 3  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DFSP Grand Forks 1  1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 1  1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

NORTH DAKOTA TOTALS 63 63 0 0  36 20 4  1  2 9  7  1  2  l(1) 0 5 2 5 5 3 7 3 0 4 3 4 3  

ARMY 

Lima Army Tank Plant 16 1 6 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
-- - - -- - 

Ravenna AAP 31 31 0  0  0 3 1  0  0  9 0  0 1 9  0  0  0 0 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 1 1 1 0  

USARC Akron (Schaffner) 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Akron (Woodford) 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

(Continued) 



ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Bella~re 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC 8 an 
(AMSA 72x SUB 1) 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Cadiz 8  8 0 0 7 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Canton 01 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Cincinnati (Morrow) 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Columbus (300) 4  4 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Columbus 
(AMSA 56) 11 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  

1 USARC Columbus (ASF 33) 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  
-- - 

USARC Columbus (Wh~tehall) 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Dayton 9  9 0 0 6 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Dayton (DESC) 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
---- - 

USARC Delaware 7 7 0 0 5 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARG Fremont, OH 3 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

US ARC Jarnestown 4 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Kenton 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Kings Mills 
(AMSA 59) 11 1 1 0 0 7 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Lima 
(AMSA 58 SUB 1) 11 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

(Continued) 





Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIIFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F R C  C U F R C  C U F R C  QACT) U(ACT) C 1 C 1 F R C  RIP R C  S C  - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

NWlRP Toledo 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

DEPARTMENTOF 
NAVYTOTALS 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

AIR FORCE 

Air Force Plant 36 33 33 0  0  0 3 1  2  0  3  6 1 9  0  0  0  0 4 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 7 7  

Air Force Plant 85 9  9 0 0 0 9 0 0 4 1 4 0 0  0  0 1 3 0 1 1 0 1 0 5 5  

Blue Ash ANG 2  0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Camp Perry ANGB 2  2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

Mansfield Lahm Airport 8  8 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 8 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Newark AFB 10 1 0 0 0 1 9 0 0 8 0 1 0 0  0  0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 9 9  

Rickenbacker ANGB . 33 33 0  0  5 1 2 1 6  0  6  1 1 6  0  0  0  0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  

Springfield-Beckley ANGB 6  6 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Toledo Express Airport 9  9 0 0 0 2 7 0 2 0 6 1 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 2  

Wright-Patterson AFB 65 65 0 0 8 54 8 0  17 4 34 0 1  4(4) 0 2 1 0 2 1 0 0 1 2 6  0  

Youngstown Municipal 5 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 2 1 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 2  
- -- - - -- - - - - -- - - - 

Zaneswlle AGS 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 183 181 2  0  15 123 50 0  42 13 97 1 1 4(4) 0 8 4 1  7 7 0 5 1 6 3 3 6  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIIFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 JJ- & JJ- F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

-- 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DCSC Columbus 25 2 4 0 1 0 2 4 0 1 1 8 5 0 1 0  0  0 3 2 1 3 1 2 2 0 2 0 2 0  

DESC Dayton 6  6 0 0 0 6 0 0 5 1 0 0 0  0  0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 5 3  

DFSP Cinannati 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 32 3 1 0 1 0 3 1  0 1 2 4 6 0 1 0  0  0 2 3 1 3 1 3 2 0 2 6 2 4  

OHIO TOTALS 484 481 2  1 222 201 50 16 75 19 97 37 1 4(4) 0  11 7 2  12 9  3  9  1 3 0 7  217 

ARMY 

AFRC Broken Arrow 
(AMSA 20) 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  

AFRC Midwest City 8 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

Fort Sill 44 44 0  0  0 4 3  1 0 2 8  0  0 1 6  0  0  0  0 0 1 3  0  0 1 3  0  0 2 8  28 

McAlester AAP 43 4 3 0 0 0 4 3 0 0 3 4 0 0 9 0  0  0 0 0 9  0 0 9 0 0 3 4 3 4  

USARC Ada 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  
-- - - - - 

USARC Antlers 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Ardmore 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  
- 

USARC Chickasha 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Clinton 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Duncan 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIIFS IRA R D R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) +_ 2 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Durant 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Enid 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Fort Sill (ECS 65) 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Guymon 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Lawton 1 l 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC McAlester 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Mlam~ 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Muskogee 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Norman 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
-- -- 

USARC Norman 02 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Oklahoma City 
(50th Street) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Oklahoma 
City (Krowse) 

USARC Oklahoma 
Citv (Perez) 

-- - 

USARC Okmulgee 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Ponca City 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Shawnee 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Stigler 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACQ C & -F- 2 & F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Stillwater 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Tulsa (Reese) 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Tulsa 02 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

ARMY TOTALS 192 192 0  0 1 0 5  86 1 0  62 0  0  25 0  0  0  0  0  22 0 0  22 0  0 1 6 7  167 

AIR FORCE 
Air Force Plant 3 14 1 4 0 0 0 1 3 1 0 0 6 7 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0  

Altus AFB 11 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 8 0 2  0  0 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 2 2  

Tinker AFB 36 36 0 0 3 3 3  0  0  3  8 1 7  0  3  4(4) 2(2) 1 1  0 3  1 0  1 1 1 0  9  

Tulsa IAPT 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0  

Vance AFB 21 1 9 2 0 0 1 9 2 0 1 9 1 0 5  0  l(1) 0 0  0  4  0 0  4  0 1 0 1 0  

Will Rogers World 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 84 82 2  0  4  76 4  0  4  25 33 0  10 4(4) 3(3) 1 1 7  7  1 10 5  1 23 21 

OKLAHOMA TOTALS 276 274 2  0  109 162 5  0  66 25 33 25 10 4(4) 3(3) 1 1 29 7  1 32 5  1 190 188 

ARMY 

AFRC Coos Bay 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

AFRC Roseburg 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

(Continued) 
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Total Number of Sites 
t of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 JJ- I_ 2 - - - - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Salen Radar Site 1  1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 36 3 6 0 0 1 1 2 3 1 0 7 6 4 0 0  0  0 0 0 1  0 2 0 0 0 1 8 1 8  

OREGON TOTALS 188 188 0  0  4 6 1 3 9  1 1 4 6  6  80 0  0  0  0 0 0 7 7 0 2 7 6 0 0 9 2 5 3  

ARMY 

AFRC Beaver Falls 6 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

AFRC Bellefonte 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

AFRC Erie 
- - -- - ppp 

AFRC Folsom 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

AFRC Philadelphia 06 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

C.E. Kelly Support Facility 5 5 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

Carlisle Barracks 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 3  

Family Housing Pittsburgh 43 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

Fort lndiantown Gap 6  6 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 5 5  

Hays AAP 5 5 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 4 0  

Housing Area 
Coraopolis PI-71. PA 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RlFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 )- F 2 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

Housing Area 
Coraopolis PI-72, PA 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

Housing Area 
Dorseyville PI-03. PA 

Housing Area 
Elizabeth PI-42, PA 3 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 3  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

Housin Area 
~inleyvile, PA 52 

Housing Area 
Herminle PI-37, PA 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

Housin Area 
Irwin PI-36, PA 

Housing Area 
Monroeville PI-25, PA 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

Housing Area 
Rural Ridge. PA 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 3  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

Letterkenny Army Depot 78 78 0  0  1 6 8  5 2  12 14 40 8  7  l(1) 0  3 2 4 1  3  0 4 3  2  0 2 2 1 0  
- 

Manor Launch Site 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

Scranton Army 
Ammunition Plant 14 14 0  0  4 10 0  0  10 0  0  0  0  l(1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4  0  

Tacony Warehouse w 13 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

Tobyhanna AD @ 65 65 0  0  0 6 4  1 0  0  0 2 7 3 8  0  l(1) 2(3) 0 0  2  0  0 2  0 0  0  0  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
#f of PA St RlFS IRA R D R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C C F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Altoona 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Ashley 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Belle Vernon 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Bethlehem 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Bloomsburg 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Bristol 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Brookville 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Brownsville, PA 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Buler 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Center Square 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Chambersburg 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Chester 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Clarion 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Clearfield 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Downingtown 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  
- - - -  - -- -- 

USARC Du Bo~s 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Edgemont 17 1 7 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 1 7  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 1 & 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Erie 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Farrell 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Fran Win 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Germantown 11 1 1 0 0 9 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Getiysburg 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Greencastle 
(AMSA 1 13) 15 1 5 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 1 5  

- 

USARC Greensburg 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Greensburg 
(AMSA 104) 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

1 USARC Harrisburg 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  
- - - --- 

USARC Hazelton 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Horsham 01 9  9 0 0 8 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Horsham 02 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Huntingdon 6 6 0 0 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Indiana 4  4 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Johnston 01 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  
- 

USARC Johnston 02 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

I 
-p - -  -- 

(Continued) 



ARMY (Continued) 
USARC Kane 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Kittanning 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Lancaster 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Lewsiburg 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  
- 

USARC Lewlstown 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Lock Haven 9 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Marcus Hook 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Meadville 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

USARC New Casle 
(AMSA 1 10) 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC New Cumberland 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC New Kensington 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
- - - - -- - - 

USARC Norr~stown 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC North Park 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Northeast Philadelphia 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
-- - - - - - -- - 

USARC 011 C~ly 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Pittsburgh 01 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Pinsburgh 02 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

(Continued) 



ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Pittsburgh 03 4  4 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Punxsutawney 
(AMSA 106) 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Quakertown 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Ranshaw 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Reading 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Schuylkill Haven 14 1 4 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 4  

USARC Suanton 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC St. Mary's 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

I 
ppp -- - 

USARC State College 6  6 0 0 4 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Stockertown 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  
-- - - 

USARC Tobyhanna 8 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Uniontown 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Washington, PA 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
pp- - -- 

USARC Wllkes-Barre 18 1 8 0 0 1 7 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 1 7  

USARC Wllkes-Barre 
(AMSA 32G) 17 1 7 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 1 7  

USARC Williamsport 6  6 0 0 4 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllF S IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 J- 5 2 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Willow Grove 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Willow Grove 
(ASF 28) 8 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Willow Grove (Wurts) 19 1 9 0 0 1 8 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 8 1 8  
- -- 

USARC York 4 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

ARMY TOTALS 645 645 0 0 436 182 6 16 25 35 80 46 28 3(3) 2(3) 3 2 56 6 0 48 5 0 494 464 

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 
MCRC Wyoming PA 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

NADC Wanninster 10 1 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 1 0 8 0 0  0 0 0 0 8 0 0 9 0 0 1  0 

NAS Willow Grove 11 11 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 5 0 4 0 0 l(1) 0 0 0 5 1 0 4 0 0 5 5  
- 

NASO Ph~ladelph~a 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

NAVHOSP Philadelphia H 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

NSY Philadelphia H 17 15 1 1  3 1 2  0 0 0 4 8 1 0  l(1) 0 0 0 8 0 4 9 0 0 3 3  
-- - 

SPCC Mechanicsburg 11 1 1 0 0 1 8 1 0 4 0 3 1 0 1 ( 3 )  0 0 2 3 0 0 5 0 0 5 5  

DEPARTMENTOF 
NAVYTOTALS 53 49 3 1 6 39 1 2 10 4 23 4 0 3(5) 0 0 2 2 6  1 4 2 9  0 0 1 6  15 

-- 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RI/FS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 C F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

AIR FORCE 

Fort lndiantown Gap ANGB 3  0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Greater Pittsburgh ANGB 6  6 0 0 0 5 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 ( 1 )  0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

Olmsted Field 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  
-- - 

P~ttsburgh IAPT 6  6 0 0 0 6 0 0 4 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 4  

State College ANG 2  0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Wlllow Grove AFR 7  7 1 0 0 5 1 0 3 3 0 0 2  0  0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 5 5  
- - -- - - - - - - 

Wlllow Grove ANG 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 26 20 6  0  1 16 6  0  10 4  1 0  2  l(1) 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 3 1 2  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DDRE New Cumberland 45 45 0  0  0  45 0  0  0  9  11 25 035(36) l(1) 5 0  39 6  0 3 9  6  0  6  6  

DPSC Philadelphia 16 16 0  0  0  16 0  0  14 0  2  0  0  2(2) 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 1 4  0 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 61 61 0 0 0 61 0 0 14 9 13 25 0 37(38) l(1) 5 0 41 6 0 41 6 0 20 6  

PENNSYLVANIA TOTALS 785 775 9  1 443 298 13 18 59 52 117 75 30 44(47) 3(4) 10 4 123 13 6  118 11 0  543 497 

- - - - - - - 

ARMY 

Camp Santiago 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACl2 2 1 2 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

Fort Allen 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Fort Buchanan 24 2 4 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 1 6 1 1  0 1  0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 9 1 8  
- - - - -- - - 

ARMY TOTALS 31 31 0 0 0 2 5 0 6 1 6 1 1  0 1  0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 9 1 8  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

NRTF kabella 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

NS Roosevelt Roads 22 22 0 0 2 16 1 0 4 0 13 0 0 3(3) 0 0 0 1 3 3 0 1 3 3 0 9 9  

NSGA Sabana Seca 7 7 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 3 3 0 3 ( 4 )  0 0 0 6 1 0 6 1 0 1 0  

Supship San Juan 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 3 3  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 33 33 0 0 3 19 4 0 4 0 16 3 0 6(7) 0 0 0 19 7 0 19 7 0 14 13 

AIR FORCE 

Muniz ANG 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

Puerto Rico IAPT 10 1 0 0 0 0 2 5 0 0 0 5 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  

Punta Salinas ANGB 3 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0  0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 14 1 4 0 0 1 5 5 0 0 0 8 0 0  0 0 0 0 3 0 3 3 0 0 1 0  

(Continued) 

PUERTO RlCO TOTALS 78 78 0 0 4 49 9 6 20 1 25 3 1 6(7) 0 0 0 2 2  9 3 2 2  9 0 3 4  31 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C Jl- -F- C F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY 

AFRC Providence (Hopkins) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

tlousing Area Davisville, RI 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1  

Housing Area Smithfield, RI 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 3 3  

USARC Bristol, RI 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Cranston 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Fort 
Nathaniel Greene 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Lincoln 
(AMSA 68G) 13 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

USARC Providence 
(Harwwd) 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Warwick 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

ARMY TOTALS 37 3 7 0 0 2 0 4 1 3 0 0 4 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 4 2 4  

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 
AFRC Providence 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

CBC Davkville rn 17 16 1 0  0 1 4  0  0  0  7  7 0  0  2(2) l(1) 0 0 1 3  0  0 1 4  0  0  0 0  

NAS Charleslown 1 l 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

NAS Ouonset Point 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA R D R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 & F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

-- - - - - - - -p - 

NAVY (Continued) 

NETC Newpwt 20 1 8 2 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 1 1 9 0  0  0 0 0 1 8 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  

DEPARTMENTOF 
NAVYTOTALS 40 37 3  0  3  20 0  0  0  7  18 9  0  2(2) l(1) 0  0  31 0  0 3 4  0  0  3  3 

AIR FORCE 

Coventry AGS 1  0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

North Smithfield 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Quonset St. Airport 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 3  1 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DFSP Melville 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

RHODE ISLAND TOTALS 82 74 5 0  24 26 13 0  0  11 18 11 2  2(2) l(1) 0  0  33 2  0  36 2  0  28 27 

ARMY 

Fort Jackson 37 35 1 1  4 1 4 1 6  3 7 0 6  8  0  0  0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 1 1 1 0  

(Continued) 



ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Aiken 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Anderson 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

USARC Charleston 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Clemson 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Columb~a 
(Forest Dnve) 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Columbia 02 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Florence 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Fort Jackson 
(ECS 124-G) 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Fort Jackson 
(Lee Rd.) 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Fort Jackson 
(McWhorter) 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

US ARC Greenville 01 
(Mahon) 12 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0  0 0  0  0  0 0  0  0 1 2 1 2  

USARC Greenville 02 
(Ku kows ki) 12 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0  0 0  0  0  0 0  0  0 1 2 1 2  

USARC Myrtle Beach 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Orangeburg 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Rock H~ll 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA R D R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 2 J- & 2 F RC RIP RC SC -- - - -- - - -- - - -- 

DEPARTMENT OF ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Spartanburg 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
- 

USARC York. SC 10 1 0 0 0 8 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

ARMY TOTALS 132 130 1 1 97 14 16 5  7  0 6  8  0  0  0  0 0  4  0  0 4  0  0 1 0 4 1 0 3  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

FLEMINEWARTRACEN 
Charleston 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

MCAS Beaufort 46 41 0  5 1 0 1 3  0  0  0  0 3 1 6  0  0  0  0  0  11 0  0  17 0  0  10 10 
- 

MCRD Parr~s Island 24 24 0  0 1 0  8 1 0  1 0  2  9 0  l(1) 0 0 0 6 1 0 1 2 1  0 1 2 1 2  

NAVBASE Charleston 36 36 0  0  9  0  0  0  0  0 1 8  9  0  4(4) 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 7 0 0 9 9  

NAVRESCEN Charleston 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  
- 

NSC Charleston 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0  
-- -- -- - - - --- - - 

NWS Charleston 57 3 7 1 7  3  0  2  0  0  0  0 1 3 1 5  0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 2 8 0 0 0 0  

DEPARTMENTOF 
NAVYTOTALS 174 138 28 8  29 23 1 0 1 0  36 60 0 5(5) 0  0  0  17 1 0  95 1 0  31 31 

AIR FORCE 

Charleston AFB 41 41 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 0  0  l(1) 0 2 0  0  0 2 1 0  0  0  3  3  
- -  

Jedburg Radar Site 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Total Number af Sites . - . - - . . . - - . - . - . - - - 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA R D R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F R C  C(ACT) U(ACT) C 1 I_ 2 A F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - -- 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Mdntire ANGB 12 1 2 0 0 4 8 0 0 0 0 8 0 0  0 0 0 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 4 4  

Myrtle Beach AFB SO 44 0 6 3 17 0 6 1 1 11 9 0 l(1) 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 1 4 0 0 4 4  

Shaw AFB 31 24 0 7 0 16 0 7 2 4 6 14 0 2(2) 0 2 1 1 7 2 0 1 6 0 0 2  2 
- -- -- 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 135 121 0 13 7 82 0 13 6 25 25 23 0 3(3) l(1) 2 21 39 2 2l 38 0 0 13 13 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DFSP Charleston 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

-- - - 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
TOTALS 442 390 29 22 133 120 17 18 14 26 67 91 0 8(8) l(1) 2 22 60 3 22 137 1 0 148 147 

ARMY 
USARC Aberdeen 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Sioux Falls 8 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

ARMY TOTALS 16 1 6 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 1 6  

AIR FORCE 

Elkworfh AFB 23 2 2 0 1 0 1 8 0 1 0 7 3 1 0  0 0 5 0 5 4 1 5 0 0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) (ACT)  2 A -F- C F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Joe Foss Field ANGB 11 1 1 0 0 5 6 0 0 4 2 0 0 0  0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 9 9  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 34 3 3 0 1 5 2 4 0 1 4 9 3 1 0  0 0 7 0 5 4 3 5 0 2 9 9  

SOUTH DAKOTA TOTALS 50 4 9 0 1 2 1 2 4 0 1 4 9 3 1 0  0 0 7 0 5 6 1 5 0 2 2 5 2 5  

ARMY 

AFRC Johnson City 6 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

Holston AAP 30 30 0 0 3 2 7  0 0 0 1 1 2 5  1 l(1) l(1) 0 0  1 0  0 1  0 0 4  0 

Milan Army 
Ammunition Plant 22 22 0 0 0 2 2  0 0 0 2 2 0  0 0 l(1) l(1) 0 2 1 8  0 0 1 9  0 0 0 0 

USARC Chattanooga 4 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Chattanooga 
(Guerb') 3 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Greeneville 5 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Knoxville 6 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  
-- 

USARC Lyell (AFRC) 3 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Memphis 01 7 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Memphis 02 3 3 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA R D R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACl2 & 1 & - - - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Nashville 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Oak Ridge 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  
- - 

Volunteer AAP 17 1 7 0 0 0 1 0 7 0 6 0 4 0 0  0  0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 6 6  

ARMY TOTALS Ill 111 0  0  43 59 7  2  6  3  25 25 1 2(2) 2(2) 0  2  23 0  0 2 4  0  0  50 46 

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

NAS Memphis 67 3 5 2 6  6 2 1  0  0  0  0  0  0 4 6  0  0  0  0 0 0 0 0 4 5  0 0 2 1 2 1  

NAVMARCORESCEN Knoxville 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

NWlRP Bristol 9  9 0 0 4 0 5 0 0 0 0 5 0  0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 4 4  

DEPAATMENT OF 
NAVYTOTALS 77 4 5 2 6  6 2 5  0  5  0  0  0  1 5 1  0  0  0  0 0  6 0 0 5 1  0  0 2 5 2 5  

AIR FORCE 

Arnold AFB 24 24 0 0  0 2 3  1 0  0  4 1 9  0  3  3(3) 2(2) 0 3  0 0 1 0  0  0  3  3  

Lovell Field 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

McGhee Tyson Airport 13 1 0 3 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 7 3 0  0  0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 1 1  

Memphis IAPT 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIIFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACl2 2 JJ- 2 JJ- F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Nashville ANGB 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 40 36 4  0  1 2 6 1 2  0  0  4 2 7  3  3  3(3) 2(2) 0 3  3  0  1 3  0  0  4  4  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DDMT Memphis + 75 75 0  0  0 7 5  0  0  6  0 7 5  0  0  2(2) l(1) 0 0 7 4  0  0 7 4  0  0  6 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 75 75 0  0  0 7 5  0  0  6 0 7 5  0  0  2(2) t ( l )  0 0 7 4  0  0 7 4  0  0  6 0  

TENNESSEE TOTALS 303 267 30 6 69 160 24 2 12 7 128 79 4 7(7) 5(5) 0 5 106 0 1 152 0 0 85 75 

ARMY 

AFRC Austin (Camp Mabry) 15 1 5 0 0 1 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2  

AFRC Corpus Christi 
(AMSA 7) 

AFRC Mesquite 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

AFRC Midland 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

Camp Bullis 7 7 0 0 0 6 0 1 4 0 1 2 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

Canyon Lake Recreation Area 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

Fort Bliss 44 4 4 0 0 0 4 4 0 0 2 3 6 7 8 5  0  0 0 0 6 0 0 7 0 0 2 8 2 8  

Fort Hood 66 66 0  0  0  66 0  0 42 0  0  24 0  l(1) 0 0 0 1  1 0 1 0 0 4 2 2 5  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIIFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 1 2 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

Fort Sam Houston 24 24 0  0  0 2 4  0  0 1 4  0  4  3  0  3(3) 5(5) 0 0  0  0  0 0  0  0 1 4 1 4  

Fuels and Lubricant 
Research Lab 2  2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Lone Star AAP 60 60 0  0  0  59 0  0  14 11 33 2  4  l(1) 0 5 0 2 9 3 0 3 0 3 0 2 1 1 6  

Longhorn AAP 55 55 0  0  36 18 0  0  4  0  13 1 0  2(3) 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 1 2 0 0 4 0  0  

Red River Army Depot 31 31 0  0  1 3 0  0  0 1 3  0  6 9 0  l(1) l(1) 1 1  1 0  1 0  0  0 1 4 1 3  

USA Houston Armed 
Forces Center 

USARC Abilene 14 1 4 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 4  

USARC Alice 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 
-- - 

USARC Amarillo 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Amarillo 02 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Arlington 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Austin 02 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  
- - - - -  

USARC Aushn 03 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Bay City. TX 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Beaumont (AMSA 6) 14 14 0  0  14 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 4  

USARC Brownsville 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
t of PA SI RIIFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACQ 2 x 2 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Bryan (Moore) 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Bryan 02 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Conroe (ASF 62) 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Corpus Christi 
(Memorial) 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Dallas 01 (Muchert) 5 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Dallas 02 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Dallas 03 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Denton 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC El Paso 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Fort Bliss (AMSA 12) 12 12 0  0  12 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2  
- -- - - -- -- 

USARC Fort Bllss 
(Blggs F~eld Pet) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC FOR Worth (HOT) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Fort Worth 02 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  
-- - -- -- - - 

USARC Fort Worth 
(AMSA 5, SUB 2) 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Grand Prairie 
(ASF 13) 11 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites . - 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C JJ- 2 JJ- F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Harlingen 
(AMSA 7, SUB 1) 

USARC Houston 02 
(AMSA 4) 11 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  

-- - 

USARC Huntsville 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Laredo 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Lubbock 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
-- - --- - - 

USARC Lubbock (AMSA 1 1 ) 12 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2  

USARC Lubbock 
(Hospital TNG) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 
-- 

USARC McAllen 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC North Fort Hood 
(ESC 64) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Paris 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Pasadena 4  4 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Port Arthur 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  
- 

USARC Rio Grande City 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC San Antonio 
(Boswell) 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5  

USARC San Antonio 
(Callaghan) 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIFS IRA R D R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) & F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC San Marcos 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Seagoville 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Sinton 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Texarkana 
(AMSA 5 SUB 4) 

USARC Tyler 4  4 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Victorla 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Waco 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Waco (AMSA 8) 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Wichita Falls 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

ARMY TOTALS 568 568 0  0  310 247 0  9  114 17 64 49 9  9(10) 6(6) 6  1 51 4  1 50 3  0  436 373 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

NAS Chase Field H 6  6 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 6 0  0  0 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0  
-- 

NAS Corpus Chr~st~ 21 1 5 0 6 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 9 0  0  0 0 0 3 0 0 9 0 0 1 2 1 2  

NAS Dallas 72 5 9 0 1 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 8 0  0  0 0 0 7 0 0 2 0 0 0 4  4  

NAS K~ngsv~lle 36 2 7 6 3 1  6 5 0 0 0 1 4 2 1  0  0  0 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 5 0 0 1  1 

(Cont~nued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RIFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC - C L - -  F RCC(ACT)U(ACT) C  JL z 2 - U ----- F RC RIP RC SC 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

NAVMARCORESCEN Lubbock 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

NWlRP Dallas 7  7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0  

1 NWlRP McGregor 33 3 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 8 0 0 9 0 0 0 0  

DEPARTMENTOF 
NAVYTOTALS 176 147 7  22 17 8  14 0  0  0  24 111 0  l(1) 0  0 0 3 5  0  1 8 6  0  0 1 7  17 

AIR FORCE 

Air Force Plant 4 30 29 1 0  0  29 1 0  4 23 1 0  1 l(1) 0 5 1 7 0 4 1 0 0 3 2 8  0  

Bergstrom AFB W 30 3 0 0 0 0 2 8 0 1 1 8 2 9 0 0  0  0 1 0 5 0 1 5 0 0 1 8 1 8  

Brooks AFB 11 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 8  0  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 8 8  

Canwell AFB W 18 1 7 0 1 0 9 0 0 5 9 0 4 1  0  0 5 0 7 3 0 8 3 0 9 9  

Dyess AFB 43 41 2  0  0 4 0  2  0  0 2 2 1 5  2 5  0  0 1 1 6 1 5 1  0 3 0 0 0 5  5  

1 Ellington ANGB 4 4 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
---- -- 

Garland ANGB 2 l l O O l l O O l O O O  0  0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  
--- -- - -- - -- - 

Goodfellow AFB 5  5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 4 1 0 4 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

Kelly AFB 51 51 0  0  0  50 0  0  1 9  5  0  2  2(2) 6(6) 1 0  0  3  1 0  1 7  4  3  

La Porte ANGB 2  0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

Lackland AFB 24 24 0  0  0 2 4  0  0  1 2 0  0  0 1 6  0  0 2 0 0 3 3 1  2 0 1 9 1 9  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
P of PA SI RllFS IRA R D R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 K C 2 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

- -  

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Laughl~n AFB 13 13 0 0  0 1 3  0 0 2 1 1  0 0 9 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 3 1 3  

Nederland AGS 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  
-- 

Randolph AFB 21 21 0 0 0 20 0 0 7 11 1 0 8 2(2) 0 3 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 5 1 5  

Reese AFB 13 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 4  0 0 4 0 0 4 1 0 4 2 1 0 1 0  

Sheppard AFB 18 1 8 0 0 0 1 8 0 0 7 9 0 0 5  0 0 3 0 0 4 1 0 4 0 1 6 1 6  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 286 278 7 1 2 262 7 1 48 140 36 6 63 6(6) 6(6) 27 33 27 26 22 45 19 11 132 123 

TEXAS TOTALS 1030 993 14 23 329 517 21 10 162 157 124 166 72 16(17) 12(12) 33 34 113 30 24 181 22 11 585 513 

ARMY 

DugwayProvingGround 169 169 0 0 0 26 140 3 0 4 21 143 4 38(38) 0 0 0 1 6 4  0 0 1 6 2  0 0 4 4 

Fort Douglas 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0  0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Green River Test Site 12 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2  

Tooele AD, North Area 46 4 6 0 0 0 4 6 0 0 1 1 4 4 0 0  0 0 1 0 4 4 0 1 4 4 0 0 1 0  

Tooele AD, South Area 28 28 0 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 28 0 0 l(1) 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0  
-- - 

USARC Logan 8 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Ogden 9 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

(Continued) 
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Total  Number o f  Sites 
# of PA SI RMS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C C F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Salt Lake City IAPT 7  7 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 7 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 83 81 2  0  3  62 17 0  16 15 19 0  5  l(1) 2(2) 8  3  0  6  5 0  5 2  29 20 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DDOU Ogden 44 44 0  0  0 4 4  0  0 2 1 2 2  0  1 6  2(2) 0  6 4  7  3  2 1 2  3  1 3 0 2 9  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 44 44 0 0 0 44 0 0 21 22 0 1 6 2(2) 0 6 4  7 3 2 1 2  3 1 3 0 2 9  

UTAH TOTALS 457 454 2  1 64 219 157 3  50 42 125 145 15 42(42) 2(2) 15 7 239 9  8 240 8 3  137 126 

ARMY 

Ethan Allen Firing Range 11 1 1 0 0 8 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  

USARC Chester, VT 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Montpelier 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Rutland (Courcelle) 6  6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Winooski 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

ARMY TOTALS 28 2 8 0 0 2 5 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 8 2 8  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 JJ- f & JJ- F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

AIR FORCE 

Burl~ngton IAPT 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

VERMONT TOTALS 30 3 0 0 0 2 5 5 0 0 3 0 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 8 2 8  

ARMY 

AFRC Lynchburg 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

Arlington Hall Station 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Cameron Station . 8  8 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 8 0 0  0  0 0 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0  

Defense Mapptng 
Agency - Herndon 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0  0  0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

Fort A.P. Hill 19 19 0  0  5 1 4  0  0  6 1 1  3  0  5(8) 0 3 0 0 3 1 0 3 0 1 4 1 3  

Fort Belvoir 59 59 0  0  0 1 7  0 4 2  0  1 0 1 6  0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Fort Eustis 23 2 3 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 9 4 4 5 0  0  0 1 2 3 0 0 6 0 0 1 0 1 0  

Fort Lee 31 31 0  0  10 11 0  10 5 0  1 6  0  2(2) 0 0 0 8 1  0 1 0 1  0 1 6 1 5  

Fort Monroe 3  3 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Fort Myer 6 6 0 0 1 3 2 0 1 0 3 1 0  0  0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 2  
- - 

Fort Story 11 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 2 1 0 5 0  0 0 2 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 2 1  

Houslng Area Manassas, VA 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1  0  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1  1 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RI/FS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACQ C L f C JJ- F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

Housing Area Nike 
Norfolk, VA 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 1  0  0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 3 3  

Housing Area 
Woodbridge, VA 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1  

NG Byrd Field 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Radford AAP 37 3 7 0 0 0 3 7 0 0 0 7 3 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 3 7 0 0 3 7 0 0 0  0  

USARC Abingdon 5 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Alexandria 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Alexandria 
(Jones Point) 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Charlottesville 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Chesterfield 
(AMSA 90) 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Chincoteague 
(Wallops Is.) 5  5 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Christiansburg 
(AMSA 89) 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Churchland 
(Portsmouth) 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Covington 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Culpeper 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 
-- 

USARC Galax 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Hampton 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  
9 
A 
IU (Continued) 
4 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RI/FS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) C J- C F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Hampton 
(Marcella Road) 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Martinsville 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

US ARC Norfolk 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Radford (New River) 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Richmond 
(Dewishian) 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Richmond 01 
(Monteith) 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Richmond, VA 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Salem, VA 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Springfield 
(AMSA 91 ) 

USARC Warsaw 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Waynesboro 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

Vint Hill Farms Station 4  4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 3 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

-- -- - -- 

ARMY TOTALS 327 326 0  1 121 146 3  57 31 22 50 39 2  7(10) 0  7  8 60 7  6 63 7  0  161 158 

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

AFEXTA Camp Peary, 
Williamsburg 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

Arlington Service Center 1  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  

COMNAVBASE Norfolk 46 33 7  6  0  19 0  6  11 9  4  17 0  l(2) 6(6) 1  0  13 2  3  30 2  0  13 13 

COMNAVFACENGCOM 
Alexandria 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

FCTC Dam Neck 6  6 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  0 2 ( 2 ) 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

Headquarters Battalion, 
Arlington 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 ( 1 )  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1  1 
- -- - -  - - - - - 

LANTNAVFACENGCOM 
Norfolk 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

MCCDC Ouantico 22 22 0  0 1 1  7  2  0 0  0 7 2  0  3(3) 0 0 0 9 1  0 9 1  0 1 2 1 2  

NADEP Norfolk 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

NAS Norfolk 1  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

NAS Oceana 37 3 5 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 9 0 2 4 4  0  2(2) 0 0  0  0  0 1 2  0  0  6  6  

NAVHOSP Portsmouth 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1  

NAVPHIBASE Little Creek 22 1 9 3 0 6 9 2 0 3 2 7 4 0  0  0 0 0 8 0 0 1 3 0 0 9 9  

NAVRADSTA Driver 8  8 0 0 5 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0  0 1 ( 3 ) 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 5 5  

NFDINSC Craney Island 16 1 5 1 0 5 5 0 0 0 2 4 2 1  0  0 0 0 6 0 0 1 1 0 0 6 6  

NMCRC Roanoke 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

NS Norfolk 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

NSC Cheatham Annex 
Williamsburg 12 1 2 0 0 0 9 3 0 8 1 0 3 0  0  0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 8 8  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 1 +_ C F RC RIP RC -S& - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

NSC Yorktown Fuels Division 21 2 1 0 0 0 1 9 0 0 1 8 1  1 0 0  0 0 0 0 1  0 0 2 0 0 1 8 1 8  

NSGA Nwest Chesapeake 5 1 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 1  

NSWC Dahlgren 38 3 8 0 0 2 7 6 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  0 2(2) 0 0 8 0 0 10 0 0 27 27 

NSY (Norfolk) Portsmouth 24 22 2 0 1 1  8 0 0 1 2  7 2 0 2(2) 2(2) 0 0  7 0 0 1 1  0 0 1 2 1 2  

NWS St. Julien's Creek 
Annex, Norfolk 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

PWC Norfolk 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

WPNSTA Yorktown 4 20 2 0 0 0 3 1 7 0 0 0 0 1 6 1 0  0 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 1 7 0 0 3 3  

DEPARTMENTOF 
NAVYTOTALS 290 265 15 10 78 110 7 6 42 26 61 60 5 7(8) 15(17) 1 0 78 4 3 129 4 0 129 129 

AIR FORCE 

Byrd ANGB 6 6 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 3 0  0 0 0 0 3 0 1 2 0 0 0 0  

Langley AFB 47 43 0 4 0 35 0 5 6 9 1 1 0  1 5(5) 0 7 0 9 7 1 9 0 0 7 7  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 53 49 0 4 0 37 0 8 6 9 1 1 3  1 5(5) 0 7 0 1 2 7 2 1 1 0 0 7  7 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
R of PA SI RIIFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) & 1 & Jl- F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - -- - - -- 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DGSC R~chrnond 28 28 0  0  0  28 0  0  1 1 3  10 4  8  4(5) 0 3 0 7 5 0 6 3 0 1 2 1 2  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 28 28 0  0  0  28 0  0  1 1 3  10 4  8  4(5) 0 3 0 7 5 0 6 3 0 1 2 1 2  

- - -- 

VIRGINIA TOTALS 698 668 15 15 199 321 10 71 80 70 122 116 16 23(28) 15(17) 18 8  157 23 11 209 14 0  309 306 

ARMY 
Wake kland Airfield 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

WAKE ISLAND TOTALS 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

ARMY 

AFRC Bellingham 7  7 0 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

AFRC Bellingharn (Stevens) 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

AFRC Ellensburg 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

AFRC Port Orchard 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

(Continued) 



ARMY (Continued) 

AFRC Tacoma 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

AFRC Yakima 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

Camp Bonneville 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

For7 Lewis a 47 47 0  0 3 0  9  0  7  0  2  6 1 1  2(3) 0 0 4 2 1 4 0 1  0 3 2  0  

Housing Area Midway, VA 3  3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 2  0  0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 3 3  

Housing Area 
Younns Lake, WA 

Ruston Way Property 5  5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

USARC Bothell 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

US ARC Clarkston 1 ~ 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Everett 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Fort Lawton 
(AMSA 7) 13 1 3 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 3  

USARC Kennewick 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Longview 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Moses Lake 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

USARC Pasm 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Redmond 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Spokane 12 1 2 0 0 9 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) _+ & 2 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Treniwood (AMSA 8) 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  
-- -- - - -- 

USARC Turnwater 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Walla Walla 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

USARC Wenatchee 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Yakima (Pendlton) 8  8 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

Vancouver Barracks 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

Yakima Firing Center 50 5 0 0 0 2 5 0 2 5 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 5 2 5  

ARMY TOTALS 204 204 0  0 1 4 2  20 25 15 0  8  6 6 5  2(3) 0  0 4  2  3 4  0  3  0 1 5 0 1 1 8  

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

Jackson Park Housing. 
Bremerton 4  4 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 1 0  0 1 ( 1 ) 0 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 0 0  

NAS Whidbey Island 55 54 1 0  0 4 0  0  0  0  0 1 5 2 5  0  0  3(4) 0  0  38 1  1 4 0  0  0  0  0  

NAVHOSP Brernerton 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  
- -- - -- -- --- 

NAVRADSTNTNI~ Creek 9  9 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 8 8  

NS Puget Sound 11 9 0 2 0 1 7 0 1 0 1 5 0  0  0 0 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 1 1  

NSB Bangor a 39 30 0  0  14 21 0  0  3  1 2 0  1 0  2(2) l(1) 0  1 2 0  0  1 2 1  0  0  17 0  

NSC Puget Sound 
Bremerton 2  2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  0  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1  1  

(Continued) 
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Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 

- - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 +_ 2 - 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Seattle ANGB 2  0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

Spokane ANGB 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  
-- 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 109 100 9  0  1 7 6  9  13 33 3  10 6 0  3(3) 2(2) 0  0  6 1  5  6  0  1 3 4  23 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DFSP Mukilteo 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 2  2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  0  0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  

WASHINGTON TOTALS 479 465 12 2  174 188 47 28 41 15 77 52 5  ll(12) 7(8) 2  5  105 6 14 110 4 1  224 162 

- - 

ARMY 

AFRC Morgantown 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

AFRC South Charleston 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

AFRC South Charleston 
(AMSA 107) 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Beaver 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Bluef~eld 5  5 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Clarksburg 3  3 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

(Continued) 



ARMY (Continued) 

USARC East Rainelle 4  4 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Elkins 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Fairrnont 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Grafton 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Grantsv~lle 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Huntington 3  3 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Jane Lew 1 ~ 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Lewisburg, WV 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Martinsburg 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC New Martinsville 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Parkersburg 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Parkersburg 
(AMSA 1 14) 5 5 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Ridev 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Rornney 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Valley Grove 
(AMSA 109) 

-- - 

USARC Weirton 3  3 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACQ 2 1 2 1 F RC RIP RC SC - - - -- - - -- - - -- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Wheeling 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

ARMY TOTALS 87 8 7 0 0 8 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 8 0  

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

ABL Mineral County 12 1 2 0 0 2 7 0 0 0 6 4 0 0  0  0 0 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 2 2  

NAVRADSTAW 
Sugar Grove 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 13 1 3 0 0 3 7 0 0 0 6 4 0 0  0  0 0 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 3 3  

AIR FORCE 

EWVRA Shepherd 
Field ANGB 4  4 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 2  

Yeager ANGB 5  4 1 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 9  8 1 0 2 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 2  

WEST VIRGINIA TOTALS 109 108 1  0  85 12 1  7 0  6 5  0  0  0  0 0 0 8 0 1 8 0 0 8 5 8 5  

ARMY 

Badger Army 
Ammunition Plant 28 28 0  0 1 5 1 3  0  0  1 0 1 2  0  0  0  0 0 1 4 0 0 5 0 0 1 6 1 6  

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 

- - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT)U(ACQ C 2 - 

ARMY (Continued) 

Fort McCoy 11 11 0  0  0 1 1  0  0  0  1 1 0  0  0  l(1) l(1) 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  0  0  

Housing Area 
Sun Prairie, WI 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Appleton 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Beaver Dam 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Beloit 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

USARC Chippewa Falls 5  5 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  
-- -- -- - - 

USARC De Pere (AMSA 51) 9  9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9  

USARC Dodgeville 5  5 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Eau Claire (AMSA 52) 8  8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  

USARC Eau Claire (Keith) 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Ellsworth 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Fond du Lac 2 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Green Bay 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  

USARC Green Bay 
(Buchanan Street) 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Hurley 
(AMSA 52 SUB 1) 8 8 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  

USARC Ladysmith 7 7 0 0 5 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  
- - -  -- -- 

USARC Madison (AMSA 50) 13 1 3 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 3  

(Continued) 



ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Madison (O%onnell) 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Madison (Park St.) 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Manitowoc 8 8 0 0 7 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

USARC Menasha 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Milwaukee 
(AMSA 49) 11 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1  

USARC Milwaukee (Logan) 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Milwaukee 
(Silver Spring) 16 16 0  0 1 3  0  0  2  0  0  1 0  0  l(2) 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 1 3  

USARC Onalaska 
(AMSA 53) 6  6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6  

USARC Onalaska 
(Industrial Road) 12 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2  

US ARC Oshkosh 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  
- - - - -  

USARC Pewaukee 3 3 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 

USARC Rac~ne 3  3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

USARC Sheboygan 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  
- - 

USARC Sparla 
(Fort McCoy 240) 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  1  

USARC Sparta 
(Ft. McCoy ECS 67) 

(Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA R D R A Total 
- - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) 2 J- +_ 2 - 

--- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Wausau 4  4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4  

ARMY TOTALS 218 218 0  0 1 6 9  25 0  17 1  2  23 0  1  2(3) l(1) 0  1  4  0  0  5 0  0 1 7 1  155 

AIR FORCE 

General Mitchell AFB 

General Mitchell ANGB 8  8 0 0 7 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8  
-- -- - - 

Hardwood Range* 1  1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  

Truax Field ANGB 7  7 0 0 3 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3  

Volk Field ANGB 17 1 7 0 0 1 3 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 1  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 4  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 37 37 0  0 2 4 1 1  2  0  5  2  6 0  1  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 9  
-- -- -- - 

WISCONSIN TOTALS 255 255 0  0 1 9 3  36 2  17 6  4  29 0  2  2(3) l(1) 0  1 4  0  0  5  0  0 2 0 1  184 

ARMY 

AFRC Sheridan 5  5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5  

USARC Cheyenne 2  2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2  
- - -- 

ARMY TOTALS 7  7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7  

'This is a satellite facility at Volk Field, WI, and will be induded in the Volk Field site status in future reports. (Continued) 



Total Number of Sites 
# of PA SI RllFS IRA RD R A Total 
Sites C U F RC C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT)U(ACT) 2 1 I_ 2 - - - - -- - - -- - - -- U F RC RIP RC SC 

AIR FORCE 

Cheyenne MAPT 6  6 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 4 0 0  0  0 1 5 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 0  

Francis E. Warren AFB 20 2 0 0 0 0 1 9 0 0 0 1 1 2 5 0  0  2(2) 1 0 1 2  0  0 1 2  0  0  0  0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 26 2 6 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 2 1 6 5 0  0  2(2) 2 5 1 2  0  2 1 6  0  0  0  0  

WYOMING TOTALS 33 3 3 0 0 7 2 4 0 0 0 2 1 6 5 0  0  2(2) 2 5 1 2  0  2 1 6  0  0  7  7  





Appendix D 
State Status 

This Appendix to the Annual Report provides state-by-state information regarding NPL, 
DSMOA, and IAG status. For the states, the following information is given: 

Number of installations and sites in the IRP 

IRP site status 

DSMOA and CA status 

Number of NPL-listed DoD installations 

Number of NPL installations covered by a signed IAG 

Number of installations covered by a DSMOA (for states with a signed DSMOA) 

FY 1992 funding provided to the state under the DSMOA. 

States with signed DSMOAs 



Draft 
Notice DSMOA Comments C A 
a Info a Forms State 

'State has not pursued DSMOA. 
CA = Cooperative Agreement. 



Draft 
Notice DSMOA Comments C A 
8 Info B Forms State from Final DoD State Application Comments Final CA CA 

State Sent Sent Response State DSMOA Signature Signature Received Given Subrnined Awarded 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina -i I , , TI, 
North Dakota' ' Ohio 0 

South Carolina I 

I 1 I 

I 

I 
I 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

I 

---------I 

1 

1 Vermont 

Utah' I 

Virginia 
I 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

Washington, DC 

Puerto Rim 

,Amer. Samoa 

Guam 

\'irgin Islands' 

~~ , I 
Marianas 1 i I 

'State has not pursued DSMOA. 
CA = Cooperative Agreement 

I 

I I 

I i I 
I 
I 



State 

NPL Installations DSMOA Status 

IRP Covered by a Installations covered $(K) Awarded 
Installations Total Signed IAG by a DSMOA during FY 1992 

Alabama 44 2 2 11 - 

Alaska 54 3 3 **98 1,827 

Arizona 20 3 3 13 - 

Arkansas 3 1 0 0 - 

California 151 19 18 101 9,290 

Colorado 22 2 1 - - 

Connecticut 29 1 0 - - 

Delaware 7 1 1 2 206 

District of Columbia 7 0 0 - - 

Florida 70 4 4 15 900 

Georgia 32 2 2 13 - 

Guam 11 1 0 9 - 

Hawaii 42 2 * 1 26 134 

Idaho 8 1 1 2 - 
Illinois 56 2 2 **I6 83 

Indiana 28 0 0 8 799 

Iowa 27 1 1 - - 

Kansas 39 1 1 5 167 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 31 1 1 10 52 1 

Maine 16 2 2 5 70 

Maryland 50 1 1 14 - 

Massachusetts 35 3 3 10 1,433 

Michigan 
- -  - -  

Midway Island 1 0 0 - 

Minnesota 32 3 3 4 - 

Missouri 36 1 1 **8 - 
'Includes Pearl Harbor Naval Complex proposed for the NPL. 
"Includes Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS). 



State 

NPL Installations DSMOA Status 

I RP Covered by a Installations covered $(K) Awarded 
Installations Total Signed IAG hy a DSMOA during FY 1992 

Montana 13 0 0 - - 

Nebraska 21 1 1 4 146 

Nevada 7 0 0 5 503 

New Hampshire 8 1 1 - - 

New Jersey 28 4 4 8 1,139 

New Mexico 13 0 0 8 399 

New York 90 3 2 18 - 

North Carolina 37 1 1 1 - 

North Dakota 10 0 0 - 

Ohio 54 1 1 - - 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 110 3 3 - - 
Puerto Rico 10 1 0 

Rhode Island 19 

South Carolina 3 1 0 0 11 - 
South Dakota 4 1 0 2 327 

Tennessee 22 2 1 - - 

Texas 88 3 3 26 - 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Wake Island 1 0 0 - - 
Washington 5 1 6 6 - - 

West Virginia 27 0 0 3 295 

Wisconsin 39 0 0 3 - 

Wyoming 4 1 1 2 174 

TOTAL 1,800 94 85 525 19,046 





Appendix E 
Formerly Used Defense Sites on the NPL 

This Appendix to the Annual Report provides summary information for each FUDS listed 
on the NPL as of the end of FY 1992. Key data are provided in Table E-1. 

Site 

1. Fisher-Calo, LaPorte 

2. Hastings Ground Water Contamination, Hastings 

3. Malta Rocket Fuel Area, Malta 

4. Marathon Battery Corporation, Cold Spring 

5. National Presto Industries, Eau Claire 

6. Nebraska Ordnance Plant (Former), Mead 

7. New Hanover County Airport Burn Pit, Wilmington 

8. Olmstead Air Force Base, Middletown 

9. Ordnance Works Disposal Areas, Morgantown 

10. Phoenix-Goodyear Airport, Goodyear 

11. Sangarno Electric DumpICrab Orchard 
National Wildlife Refuge (DOI), Carterville 

12. Weldon Spring Ordnance Works, St. Charles County, 

13. West Virginia Ordnance Works, Point Pleasant 

State 

IN 

N I: 

N'/ 

NV 

WI 

N E! 

N C; 

PA 

W\I 

AZ 

WV' 

HRS Score 

52.05 



Fis her-Calo 
LaPorte, Indiana 

Service: Department of War 

Size: 443 Acres 

HRS Score: 52.05 

Base Mission: Ordnance plant 

IAG Status: Not Applicable 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL September 1983; RI completed May 1989; 
FS completed April 1990; ROD signed August 1990 

Contaminants: Organic solvents, PCBs, inorganics, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons 

DOD Funding to Date: $316,385 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The former Kingsbury Ordnance 
Plant (KOP), constructed for DoD, 
was used for explosives manu- 
facturing and loading operations, 
and storage and demilitarization 
of explosives. Later, it was man- 
aged by the U.S. Rubber Company, 
then purchased by the Kingsbury 
Industrial Development Manage- 
ment Corp. and the State of Indiana 
Department of Parks and Recrea- 
tion (Fish and Wildlife Division) 
from the General Services 
Administration. 

The contamination is believed to 
stem from the activities of the 
Fisher-Calo Chemical and Solvents 
Corp. (FCC), which was involved 
in the packaging, storage, and dis- 
tribution of industrial chemicals as 
well as the reclamation of waste 
paint and metal finishing solvents. 

The primary exposure pathway is 
through the ground water. Water 
wells in the vicinity are at risk due 
to the migration of the contaminant 
plumes. 

DoD received notices from EPA 
in regard to the Fisher-Calo Super- 

fund Site. The initial concern was 
based on the asbestos siding used 
to construct the buildings. Partici- 
pation in negotiations with the 
PRPs will be dictated by the results 
of the PRP consultant's expanded 
sampling/analysis and quality assur- 
ance of the explosives results from 
splits taken by USACE, Omaha 
District. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RI was completed in May 
1989, and an FS was completed in 
April 1990, both performed by EPA 
contractors. 

Surface soils are contaminated 
with solvents, inorganics, and 
PCBs, while ground water contami- 
nation include VOCs. Surface water 
samples show the presence of inor- 
ganic~, and sediment samples con- 
tain primarily PCBs. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The ROD was signed on August 
7, 1990. The ROD includes excava- 
tion and incineration of soils con- 

taining semi-volatiles and PCBs, 
and soil flushing or soil vapor 
extraction for VOC contaminated 
soils, Incinerator ash testing is to be 
performed to determine the disposal 
location of the ash. Ground water 
extraction, treatment, reinjection, 
and monitoring, as well as develop- 
ment of an asbestos handling pro- 
gram, are planned. Removal of 
drums, tanks, and containers also 
will be performed. 

The PRPs have submitted a work 
plan for RD which is currently 
under review by EPA. The 
approved work plan will establish 
the schedule for activities. There 
has not been any conclusive infor- 
mation showing significant DoD 
contaminant contribution. Addi- 
tional investigative work is planned, 
which will include: soil and ground 
water sampling, archive literature 
search, interviews, and chemical 
engineering review of the expected 
wastes from the plant processes. 
Settlement negotiations are pending 
completion of site history and oper- 
ations investigation. 



Hastings Ground Water Contamination (2) 
Hastings, Nebraska 

Service: Navy 

Size: 2.600 Acres 

HRS Score: 42.24 

Base Mission: Ammunition production, loading, and storage 

IAG Status: Not Applicable 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 1986; ROD signed 1990 

Contaminants: Explosive compounds, VOCs and metals in ground water and soils, 
semi-volatiles (PAHs) in soils 

DOD Funding to Date: $1 6.4 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The 48,753-acre Blaine Naval 
Ammunition Depot (NAD) was 
placed on the NPL in 1986 as one 
of seven subsites of the Hastings 
Ground Water Contamination Site. 
The facility was decommissioned 
between 1958 and 1966 and por- 
tions of the property transferred to 
the Nebraska National Guard, the 
Department of Agriculture and the 
Air Force or sold to private parties. 
The northwest portion of the former 
NAD, contains a community college 
and the Hastings East ~ndustial 
Park subsite (HEIP). The HEIP 
subsite contains much of the area 
where munitions production oc- 
curred. Other subsites have been 
identified at the former NAD and 
are under investigation. They are 
the former Bomb & Mine Complex, 
the Naval Yard Dump, the Explo- 
sives Disposal Area (Burn Pits), 
and the Southeast Detonation area. 
A PA/SI was not conducted at this 
site. However, EPA divided the 
former NAD into townships and 
contracted for PAS for each town- 
ship under the Alternative Remedial 

Contract Strategy (ARCS) program. 
Those PAS involved little sampling 
and, under the terms of an IAG 
expected to be executed in the near 
future, the USACE Kansas City 
District will revisit the question of 
whether contamination exists at 
those areas. The USACE Huntsville 
Division conducted ordnance PAS 
and some clearance operations for 
explosive ordnance contamination 
and UXO in 1990 and 1991. 

Remedial investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

During the HEIP RI, two phases 
of field work were conducted which 
involved the installation and samp- 
ling of monitoring wells, surface 
water, soils, sanitary sewers, and 
catch basins, borehole geophysical 
surveys, soil borings, and an arn- 
bient air quality survey. The RI 
data were used to prepare a baseline 
risk assessment, which concluded 
that "an unacceptable level of risk 
may be associated with human 
activities at this site." Soil and 
ground water are contaminated with 
explosive compounds, metals and 
semi-volatile organic compounds. 

Five Operable Units (OU) have 
been designated by EPA at the 
former NAD. Three OUs are asso- 
ciated with the HEIP subsite and 
are: surface soil (OU4), ground 
water (OU14) and vadose zone 
(OU8:). Another OU covers three 
subsites located in the southeast 
portion of the former NAD (OUI 6), 
and one OU covers the rest of the 
f0rme.r NAD (OU15). An RWS 
was completed for OU4 in August 
1990. RI/FS reports are in progress 
for OIJs 8, 14 and 16. A ROD was 
signed for OU4 in September 1990. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

RD for OU4 is in progress and 
is scheduled for completion in 
1993. 'The estimated cost of OU4 is 
$20 million. Based on the results of 
the OU16 RI/FS, contaminated 
surface soils from other areas of the 
former NAD may be included in 
the HEIP RA project. A RA was 
completed in late 1990 at the Naval 
Yard Dump which is included in 
OU16. This RA project targetcd 
surface debris and exposed drums. 



Malta Rocket Fuel Area 
Malta, New York 

Service: Army and Air Force 

Size: 196.36 Acres 

HRS Score: 33.62 

Base Mission: Research and Development 

IAG Status: Participation Agreement signed 1990 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 1987; PAJSI completed 1989 

Contaminants: Carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, PCBs, trichloroethylene, boron 

DOD Funding to Date: $791,052 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The Malta Rocket Fuel Area was 
established by the A n y  in 1945 
and used for rocket engine and 
exotic rocket fuels testing. This site 
was a GOCO facility. General 
Electric was the contractor that 
operated the facility from 1945 to 
1964 for the federal government. At 
that time, the property was con- 
veyed to the New York State 
Atomic and Space Development 
Authority. Hazardous substances 
were found in drinking water, sur- 
face water, septic tank liquid, and 
sludge, and in containers located 
on-site. An Early Warning Moni- 
toring System has been installed 
upgradient from several public 
wells, which are located downgrad- 
ient from the site. 

Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

EPA has issued a unilateral order Not identified yet. 
to all non-federal PRPs for the 
purpose of conducting an RI/FS. 
EPA has approved the RI work 
plan. Field work began in October 
1991 and was completed in June 
1992. A draft RI report was sub- 
mitted for PRP review in October 
1992. 

USACE, on behalf of DoD, 
successfully negotiated a sidebar 
agreement with the other PRPs, 
obligating DoD to 37 percent of the 
cost of the RIPS. 



Marathon Battery Corporation 
Cold Spring, New York 

Service: Army 

Size: 820 Acres 

HRS Score: 30.27 

Base Misslon: Production of Nickel-Cadmium Batteries 

IAG Status: Not Applicable 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 1981; Area I ROD signed September 1986; Area I1 ROD 
signed September 1988; Area Ill ROD signed September 1989 

Contaminants: Cadmium, nickel, cobalt, pesticides, VOCs, baselneutral extractable 
compounds 

DOD Funding to Date: $6.412 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The Marathon Battery site was 
constructed in 1952 for the U.S. 
Army Signal Corps for the produc- 
tion of nickel-cadmium batteries. In 
November 1980, Merchandise 
Dynamics, Inc. purchased the facil- 
ity for a book storage and distri- 
bution facility. Marathon Battery 
Co.; Gould, Inc.: and Merchandise 
Dynamics, Inc. have been named as 
PRPs along with the Army. The 
area where high concentrations of 
metals were found in the soils is 
used by local residents for fishing, 
crabbing, boating, and nature 
observation. 

Between November 1972 and 
July 1973, dredging was conducted 
in East Foundry Cove. The dredge 
spoils were de-watered and buried 
in a clay-lined underground vault 
on the plant property. Studies 
conducted from 1976 to 1980 by 
New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation 
(NYSDEC), EPA, and New York 
University indicated, however, that 

East Foundry Cove was still 
contaminated. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The site consists of three distinct 
areas. The State of New York and 
the EPA, with input from the PRPs, 
have conducted an RI/FS for all 
areas and issued RODS. EPA issued 
an Administrative Order to the 
PRPs on March 26, 1989 for the 
building decontamination, consisting 
of power washing and vacuuming 
for cadmium, dust removal, book 
cleaning, and disposal. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The selected remedy for Areas I 
and I11 is hydraulic dredging, sedi- 
ment thickening, fixation, and off- 
site disposal. The no action (mon- 
itoring) alternative was selected for 
Constitution Marsh. 

The selected remedy for Area I1 
consists of building decontarni- 
nationlsoil excavation/fixation/ 
enhanced volatilizationloff-site dis- 

posal for the soils and building dust 
component. The vault cleanup 
include sediment excavation/ 
chemical fixationloff-site disposal. 
The no action alternative selected 
for the ground water requires no 
active cleanup effort, but does 
require monitoring, public educa- 
tion, and maintenance. 

Building decontamination is 
being implemented by Marathon 
under an Administrative Order. The 
remedial action for Areas I, I1 and 
I11 will be implemented by Gould 
under the final Consent Decree 
currently under review by DoD. A 
final settlement has been negotiated 
by Omaha District with EPA, DOS, 
and the other PRPs. The final con- 
sent decree covers final liability of 
the DoD at the site. The Army and 
Marathon Battery have signed a 
partial Consent Decree for Area 11. 
Gould Inc. did not. 



National Presto Industries (NPI) 
(Ordnance Plant No. 2) 
Eau Claire, Wisconsin 

Service: Army 

Size: 320 Acres 

HRS Score: 43.7 

Base Mission: Ordnance Manufacture 

JAG Status: Consent Decree Order Signed 1986 

Action Dates: RI/FS and RDIRA by NPI are still in progress; ROD from EPA may be issued 
by end of FY 1993. USACE awarded PRP support contract in September 1992 

Contaminants: Trichloroethylene, tetrachloroethylene and other contaminants 

DO0 Funding to Date: $5.56 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PNSI) 

EPA and Wisconsin Department 
of Natural Resources conducted 
ground water studies in 1981 to 
1985 in the general area west of the 
NPI site, extending into the NPI 
site area. Contamination was dis- 
covered. The NPI site was placed 
on the NPL in May 1986. Wastes 
from NPI activities were disposed 
of in pits and lagoons on the site; it 
is alleged that during the period of 
U.S. ownership, wastes were dis- 
posed of in the sanitary sewer and 
dry wells on the site. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The RIPS conducted by NPI 
under a 1986 consent order with 
EPA is not yet complete. The work 
so far has identified five source 
areas and four plumes of ground 
water contamination. EPA ordered 
an on-site ground water treatment 
system for part of plumes and the 
air stripper is under construction. 
No action has yet been taken on 
source areas. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

In March 1991, EPA issued a 
unilateral order to construct a 
drinking water system in an 
affected area of the Town of Hallie, 
and in July 1992, EPA ordered the 
construction of a ground water 
treatment system. 

Construction of the drinking 
water supply system has been com- 
pleted and it is nearly ready to be 
turned over to the Town of Hallie. 
In September 1992, the Omaha 
District awarded a PRP investi- 
gation contract to research historical 
activities and site technical infor- 
mation to assist in the evaluation of 
DoD liability. 



Nebraska Ordnance Plant (Former) 
Mead, Nebraska 

Service: Army 

Size: 17,214 Acres 

HRS Score: 31.94 

Base Mission: The former Ordnance Plant produced 100- to 12,000-pound aerial bombs 
during World War II and the Korean Conflict; Currently used as an Agricultural 
Research Station for University of Nebraska 

IAG Status: Signed September 1991 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 1990; RI/FS initiated 1989 

Contaminants: Explosives, volatiles, PCBs 

DOD Funding to Date: $9.44 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The DoD property was trans- 
ferred to various groups and indi- 
viduals in 1962. The major owners 
are currently the University of 
Nebraska and the Nebraska Nation- 
al Guard. The major portions of the 
former Nebraska Ordnance Site 
investigated included four bomb 
loading lines, a demolition area, a 
burning ground, a crystallizing 
plant, a bomb booster area, and 
various support buildings. Explosive 
residues were found in the soils 
adjacent to three bomb load lines 
and two explosives compounds 
were identified in a ground water 
sample taken near load line No. 2. 
TCE was found in three ground 
water monitoring wells. A treatment 
system was provided to two farni- 
lies in the vicinity due to contami- 
nation found in their private wells. 

Additional soil and ground water Preliminary activities on RD/RA 
samples have been taken to deter- have begun; however, the major 
mine the extent of contamination. portion will be conducted after the 
Initial sampling results have in- completion of the RIPS activities. 
dicated that two major plumes of 
contamination exist. Additional 
exploration will be conducted to 
clearly define the plume boundaries. 
A TRC has been formed and 
includes representatives from the 
EPA, Nebraska Department of 
Environmental Control, Nebraska 
Department of Health, Lincoln 
Water System, Natural Resource 
District, University of Nebraska, 
and USACE. 



New Hanover County Airport Burn Pit (7) 
Wilmington, North Carolina 

Service: Army and Air Force 

Size: 4 Acres 

HRS Score: 39.39 

Base Mission: World War II Bomber Command and Vietnam Era Aerospace 
Defense Command Airfield 

IAG Status: PRP agreement signed 1990 (removal action) 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 1989; PAISI completed 1987 

Contaminants: Heavy metals, semi-volatiles, VOCs 

DOD Funding to Date: $158,445 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The site had several fire training 
stations, which consisted of a main 
bum pit, an above-ground fuel 
storage tank, a fire smoke house, 
one railroad tanker car, and a 
number of old automobiles used for 
fire training. The PA/SI was con- 
ducted by the State of North Caro- 
lina. Contaminated fuels were found 
in the 10,000-gallon above ground 
fuel storage tank, which is connect- 
ed to the various fire training sta- 
tions. DoD, New Hanover County, 
Cape Fear Technical Institute Foun- 
dation (Community College), and 
the city of Wilmington, North Caro- 
lina have been identified as PRPs. 
Past practices involved placing 
crude oil recovered from spills and 
storage tank waste bottoms into the 
bum pit, igniting the contents, then 
extinguishing the fire. DoD con- 
veyed the property to New Hanover 
County in 1977. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

EPA completed the RI in August 
1991 and provided a copy of the 
draft RI report to the PRPs for 
comments. EPA finalized the RI/FS 
in 1992, culminating in a ROD 
signed September 29, 1992. 

The non-federal PRPs have 
signed a Consent Order issued by 
EPA for the removal of surface 
contamination in and around the 
main bum pit, which poses a threat 
to human health and the environ- 
ment. This removal action was 
completed in November 1990. 
USACE successfully negotiated a 
sidebar agreement with the other 
PRPs to provide 25 percent of the 
cost for the removal action. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

EPA has indicated that PRPs 
will have the opportunity to conduct 
the RD/RA if the PRPs can agree 
on a negotiated percentage of 
responsibility. EPA is scheduled to 
send RD/RA special notice letters 
to the PRPs in early 1993. 



Olmsted Air Force Base 
Middletown, Dauphin County, Pennsylvania 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 1,034 Acres 

HRS Score: 45 .OO 

Base Mission: Basic training, airfield, ordnance storage depot, aircraft repair and testing 
facility 

IAG Status: Not Applicable 

Action Dates: Drinking water well study in September 1983; tlydrogeologic study in May 
1984; Placed on the NPL June 1, 1988; Interim ROD dated December 30, 
1987 and construction of a water treatment facility; PRP search in 1988; RI 
completed in August 1990; Interim ROD prepared December 1980; ESD 
prepared 1992. 

Contaminants: Organic solvents, inorganics, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH), and 
heavy metals 

DOD Funding to Date: $24.32 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

From 1898 through 1966, the 
United States Government as an 
Army and Air Force facility used 
the site as a basic training facility, 
an airfield, an ordnance storage 
depot, and aircraft repair and testing 
facility. The current owners are: the 
Pennsylvania Department of Trans- 
portation (PENNDOT) as the 
Harrisburg International Airport, 
Terex Trailer Corp., Harry Myhre, 
Inc., Dauphin County Industrial 
Development Agency, Donald and 
Carol Dell, Pennsylvania Railroad 
Company, Bethlehem Steel Corp., 
and the Borough of Middletown. 

The contamination is believed to 
stem from site activities from 1898 
through the present. The Army and 
Air Force as the past owners may 
have been major contributors to the 
site contamination as well as 
PENNDOT and the other current 
owners. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

In 1988, EPA issued a contract 
for an extensive study of the site as 
well as a PRP search. The RWS 
was completed in August 1990, 
both performed by EPA contractors. 
During the RI/FS, the site was 
separated into five Operable Units 
(OUs): 1) Middletown Area - 
ground water contaminated with 
VOCs, 2) Industrial Area - soils 
contarnninated with VOCs and 
metals, 3) Fire Training Pit Area - 
soils contaminated with PAHs and 
lead, 4) North Base Landfill Area - 
ground water contaminated with 
PAHs and metals, and 5) Meade 
Heights Area - surface water con- 
taminated with PAHs, VOCs, and 
metals. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

After the discovery of VOCs in 
drinking water, EPA ordered the 
shutdclwn of six to ten wells and 
the in:stallation of an air stripping 
system. This remedy, which was 
funded by the Air Force, was docu- 
mented in a 1987 interim ROD. 

A second Interim ROD was 
signed in December 1990 requiring 
1) continued operation of the 
drinking water treatment system, 2) 
a hydrogeologic investigation, 3) 
monitoring of wells, and 4) restric- 
tions on permitting of new wells. 

The project is currently in the 
Remedial Design (RD) phase to 
remediate 15 underground storage 
tanks, X aboveground storage tank, 
approximately 1 1,200 linear feet of 
underground liquid fueling lines, 15 
transformers, and 4 oil-filled 
switches. 



Ordnance Works Disposal Areas 
Morgantown, West Virginia 

Service: Department of War 

Size: 825 Acres 

HRS Score: 35.62 

Base Mission: Ordnance Plant 

IAG Status: Not Applicable 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL June 6, 1986; RI/FS for OU 1 was completed January 1988; 
Second (revised) ROD for OU 1 was signed September 29, 1989; the RIIFS 
for OU 2 was started in August 1990 

Contaminants: PCBs, inorganics, carcinogenic polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, arsenic, 
mercury 

DOD Funding to Date: $273,000 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The ordnance plant was built by 
DuPont in 1940 to produce hexa- 
mine from ammonia and methanol 
using coal as a raw material. The 
plant expanded throughout World 
War I1 producing coke, crude tar, 
ammonia, formaldehyde, light oils, 
higher alcohols, and heavy water. 
The plant is separated into two 
OUs. OU1 consists of an old land- 
fill, a scraped area which was a 
shallow disposal area, two former 
lagoons (which have been exca- 
vated), and a former drum staging 
area. OU2 covers the remainder of 
the plant with emphasis on the 
process areas. 

The site was sold to Morgan- 
town Community Association and 
ownership was subsequently trans- 
ferred to Morgantown Ordnance 
Works, Inc. in 1962. Prior to the 
sale of the plant, DoD had leased 
the plant to several operators. 

EPA has issued Consent Orders 
on OU1 and OU2. DoD was not 
named in the orders, but has offered 

a percentage proposal to the other 
PRPs. The proposal is based on 
DoD's investigation of the site 
history. The funding for the RIPS 
being performed by Radian Corpor- 
ation on OU2 was negotiated 
among the active PRPs, with DoD 
contributing 30.24 percent of the 
RIPS cost. Du Pont, also at 30.24 
percent, will act as the lead. In 
addition to financial participation, 
the Army, through the Corps of 
Engineers, provides technical sup- 
port to the technical committee 
which consists of Du Pont, Olin, 
Tenneco, and the Army. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The RVFS for OU2 is underway. 
Work plans have been submitted to 
EPA and are awaiting comments. 
The RWS for OU1 was contracted 
by EPA and was completed in 
January 1988. 

The RI/FS for OU1 developed 
risk-based cleanup levels for 
arsenic, PAHs, PCBs, and mercury. 
All test pits located in the landfill 

area showed arsenic and PAHs 
above cleanup levels, with higher 
concentrations in the upper portions 
of the landfill. Mercury was 
detected in a water-filled trench in 
the open alley way splitting the 
main process building. This is part 
of the processing area of OU2. The 
OU2 RI work plan will be sub- 
mitted to EPA in December 1992. 
Field work is expected to begin in 
the spring of 1993. To reduce cost, 
field studies for OU2 will be coor- 
dinated with General Electric's 
RCRA studies. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The second (revised) ROD for 
OU1 prescribes bioremediation and 
stabilization with containment. 
Inorganic hot spots will be exca- 
vated and stabilized and the organic 
soils will be excavated and treated 
in a bioremediation bed. An alter- 
nate remedy of soil washing is 
provided in the amended ROD in 
case biorernediation is not feasible. 



Phoenix-Goodyear Airport 
(formerly Litchfield Park NAF) 
Goodyear, Arizona 

Service: Navy 

Size: 750 Acres 

HRS Score: 45.91 

Base Mission: Acceptance, modification, presetvation, depreservation, and storage of 
Naval aircraft 

IAG Status: Not Applicable 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 1983; OU RIIFS and ROD completed 1987; RIIFS and ROD 
for the Final Remedy completed 1989 

Contaminants: Trichloroethylene 

DOD Funding to Date: $8.891 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Ground water is found at depths Remedial Design1 
of 50 to 60 feet below the surface, Site inspection with the shallowest water-bearing Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The southern portion of the site 
includes the Loral facility (formerly 
Goodyear Aerospace) and the 
Phoenix-Goodyear Municipal Air- 
port (formerly Litchfield Park Naval 
Air Field). From 1941 to 1987, 
Goodyear owned and operated an 
industrial manufacturing/assembly 
facility for manufacturing parts and 
modifying and assembling aircraft. 
Maintenance operations included 
vapor degreasing operations using 
TCE, plane washing, application of 
spraylat, and installation of kits. 
Goodyear, Loral, the city of 
Phoenix, and DoD have all been 
identified as PRPs. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

sediment defined as Subunit A. 
This aquifer is separated by a clay 
rich unit, Subunit B, from a deeper 
aquifer, Subunit C. Subunit C is a 
primary source for drinking water. 
Subunit A is contaminated by a 
7,000-foot long plume extending 
southwestward from the developed 
portion of the site. This plume is 
estimated to contain 6,500 pounds 
of TCE. Subunit C has TCE con- 
tamination also. Soil contamination 
has been found in borings drilled on 
both former Goodyear and former 
Navy property. Contamination may 
largely be the result of waste gener- 
ated at the Goodyear facility and 
disposed in storm sewers that ulti- 
mately drain to the former Navy 
property. 

A ROD was approved in Sep- 
tember 1987 for the Section 16 OU 
which addressed VOC-contaminated 
ground water in Subunit A. EPA 
selectc:d extraction, air stripping, 
and reinjection as the preferred 
remedy. Phase I of the OU is cur- 
rently operating. 

A second phase will address the 
highest concentration portion of the 
Subunit A plume. Phase I1 pump 
and treat system is constructed. 
Operations for the entire OU are 
anticipated by January 1993. 

A R.OD completed in September 
1989 for the final remedy addresses 
the vadose zone and Subunits B/C 
ground water contamination for the 
entire site. The remedy consists of 
soil vapor extraction. 

DoD has fulfilled its financial 
EPA completed RI/FS work in 

1989. Contaminants found in soil 
and ground water include organic 
compounds. 

obligation with a payment of $6.1 
million in FY 1992. 



Sangamo Electric DumpICrab Orchard (11) 
~ational Wildlife Refuge (DOI) 
Carterville, Illinois 

Service: Department of War 

Size: 43,000 Acres 

HRS Score: 43.70 

Base Mission: Ordnance manufacturing and loading 

IAG Status: Not Applicable 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 1987; RODS signed for OU1 and OU2 1990; 
RIJFS initiated 1990 for OU3; PRPs investigation initiated September 1990 

Contaminants: Organic solvents, inorganics, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, munition 
residues, heavy metals, PCBs 

DOD Funding to Date: $2.20 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The Illinois Ordnance Plant 
(IOP) located on the eastern portion 
of the U.S. Department of Interior's 
(DOI) Crab Orchard National 
Wildlife Refuge (CONWR) was 
operational from 1942 to 1945. The 
IOP served as a manufacturing/ 
loading site for high-explosive 
shells, bombs, and other com- 
ponents. The site was proposed for 
inclusion to the NPL in 1984, and 
listed in 1987. Thirty-three areas 
have been identified for site investi- 
gation and have been divided into 
four OUs. 

The PA at the Refuge was com- 
pleted by USACE in 1988 and lim- 
ited to areas formerly associated 
with the IOP. The SI, which 
focused on 14 sites, was completed 
in April 1988. Results did not indi- 
cate widespread contamination. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RIFS has been completed 
for both the Metals OU and the 
PCB OU and RODs for both OUs 
have been issued. USACE awarded 
an RI conuact to study the presence 
and magnitude of contamination at 
OU3. Field work performed in 
April and May 1991 included 
installation of monitoring wells, soil 
borings, sediment sampling, and 
excavation of magnetic anomalies. 

Additional remedial work may 
be require,d for all or part of the 
fourth OU. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The Omaha District awarded a 
contract on behalf of the DO1 for a 
treatability studylremedial design 
for the Metals OU. This study is 
scheduled for completion in 1992. 
Work is proceeding with the 
RD/RA for the PCB OU. Further 
action for the Explosives/ Munitions 
OU and the Miscellaneous OU are 
pending completion of remaining 
RIPS activities. The USACE 
Chicago District awarded two con- 
tracts in FY 1992 for the demolition 
of surface munition bunkers. The 
bunkers were demolished in FY 
1992 and an additional contract for 
the demolition of more unsafe 
buildings is scheduled for 1993. 



Weldon Spring Chemical Plant 
St. Charles count< Missouri 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

Army 

230 acres 

Formerly used in support of the Ordnance Works Production Area, 
then transferred to AEC for processing uranium and thorium 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Pre-ROD IAG signed 1992 

PAISI completed 1975; RI/FS-EIS began 1989; Quarry listed on NPL 1987; 
Chemical plant listed on NPL 1989; Entire site listed on NPL February 1990; 
RIIFS-EIS schedule completion May 1993 

Contaminants: 

Funding to Date: 

TNT, DNT, lead, thorium, uranium, PCB, asbestos 

$52.4 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The chemical plant is located on 
an area that was originally part of 
several TNT production lines. The 
National Lead Company of Ohio 
was contracted by the Atomic 
Energy Commission (AEC) to 
perform environmental monitoring 
and maintenance of the raffinate 
pits and the quarry. In 1981, 
Bechtel National, Inc., assumed 
management responsibility from 
National Lead Company of Ohio 
under contract to DOE. In 1984, 
DOE was directed by the Office of 
Management and Budget to assume 
custody and accountability for the 
chemical plant from the Army; and 
a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) between the Army and 
DOE for remedial action costs was 
reached in 1985. The site is cw- 
rently under the control of DOE. 

In 1987, DOE issued a draft 
environmental impact statement 
(EIS) to assess alternatives for Iong- 
term management of contaminated 
materials associated with remedial 
action at the site. 

The Weldon Spring chemical 
plant has been divided into four 
separate OUs: quarry bulk waste, 
chemical plantlraffinate pits, quarry 
follow-on (residuals), and site 
ground water. The ROD quarry 
bulk waste removal was signed by 
EPA and DOE in 1990 and 1991, 
respectively. The FS is underway 
for the chemical plant/raffinate pits. 
Upon completing the FS, the pre- 
ferred alternative will be selected. 
The ROD for waste disposal and 
long-term cleanup is scheduled for 
May 1993. 

Remedial investigations for the 
quarry follow-on began in 1992. 

The following removal actions 
were initiated in 1992. Various 
actions have been conducted for the 
project to mitigate actual or poten- 
tial releases of radioactive or chem- 
ical contaminants into the environ- 
ment and to eliminate health and 
safety threats to on-site personnel. 
A number of small-scope expedited 
response actions have been docu- 
mented in focused engineering 
evaluationlcost analysis (EEICA) 
report:;. 

Several actions are underway in 
support of the quarry bulk waste 
remov,al effort including the reloca- 
tion of Highway 94, the construc- 
tion of the quarry haul road, the 
erection of the elevated water 
tower, the construction of the 
quarry temporary storage area 
(TSA), and the design of the quarry 
bulk waste removal action. 

Quany bulk waste removal is 
scheduled to begin in 1993. 



Weldon Spring Ordnance Works 
St. Charles county, Missouri 

Service: Army 

Size: Ordnance Works: 15,577 Acres; Training Area: 1,655 Acres 

HRS Score: 30.26 

Base Mission: Formerly used in support of the Ordnance Works Production Area 
(Bunkers, Mechanical Shop, and Housing) 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990; Effective August 1991 

Action Dates: PAlSl completed 1977; Listed on NPL 1990; RIIFS for Training Area 
completed 1990; Rl for Ordnance Works completed 1991 

Contaminants: TNT, DNT, lead 

DOD Funding to Date: $9.4 million 

Preliminary Assessmenu 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The Weldon Spring Ordnance 
Works is composed of two major 
components: the active portion, 
Weldon Spring Training Area 
(WSTA), and the inactive portion, 
Weldon Spring Ordnance Works 
(WSOW). Initial field investigations 
were conducted to determine the 
nature and extent of contamination 
at WSOW and WSTA. The U.S. 
Toxic and Hazardous Materials 
Agency (USATHAMA) conducted 
an environment assessment of 
WSTA. It was determined that the 
underground wastewater pipelines 
and several surficial locations 
remained contaminated from explo- 
sives manufacturing. Data collected 
indicated that the potential hazards 
at the WSTA included contarnina- 
tion from explosives, radioactive 
materials, asbestos, DDT, sulfur, 
and sodium compounds. An area 
containing radiological material in 
WSTA was identified, marked, and 
fenced. USATHAMA identified 
several hazards on-site including 
partially destroyed buildings, aban- 

doned cisterns, underground water- Remedial Desianl 
filled tanks and refuse from TNT 
manufacturing and military training Remedial ~ c t i k  (RDIRA) 
exercises. NO explosives contamina- RD/RA activities will begin after 
tion was found in the sediment or the RODS are signed for the site 
surface water samples. OUs. It is anticipated that design 

procurement will begin no later 
Remedial Investigation1 than 1995. 

Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 
During the RI on the active 

portion of the site, over 5,000 soil 
samples were analyzed for TNT. 

Niuoaromatics and volatile 
organics were detected in the 
ground water, nitroaromatics and 
lead were detected in the surface 
soil, and nitroaromatics were 
detected in the wooden pipeline. 
The draft RI Report was completed 
in June 1989. A draft FS was sub- 
mitted in July 1990. A draft Risk 
Assessment was submitted October 
1990. The RI Report was finalized 
along with the Risk Assessment for 
both sites in 1992. The FS report 
for both sites will be finalized by 
Summer 1993. 



West Virginia Ordnance Works 
Point Pleasant, West Virginia 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Misslon: 

Army 

8,323 Acres 

Established in 1942 and produced TNT from toluene for the World War I I  
war effort; Deactivated in 1946 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

First OU IAG signed 1987; Second OU IAG signed 1989 

PAIS1 completed 1982; Placed on NPL 1984; RItFS initiated 1984. 
ROD for OU1 signed 1987; ROD for OU2 signed 1988; 
Omaha District assigned RD for Second OU cleanup in November 1989; 
Transition to FUDS Program October 1991 

Contarninants: 

Funding to Date: 

Nitroaromatic residues 

$1 9.54 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The West Virginia Ordnance 
Works (WVOW) was a TNT manu- 
facturing plant until production 
closeout in 1946. In 1949, 3,408 
acres were deeded to the West 
Virginia State Conservation Com- 
mission and became the McClintic 
State Wildlife Station (MSWS). In 
May 1981, red water seepage was 
observed adjacent to Pond 13 in 
MSWS. The pond was located near 
the former TNT wastewater trunk 
sewerlines and pumping station. 
Studies by the West Virginia 
Department of Natural Resources 
and EPA contractors in 1981 and 
1982 showed 2,4-TNT, 2,6-TNT, 
2,4,6-TNT, and phenol present in 
the ground water. A 1984 archives 
search of WVOW concluded that, 
based upon contaminant sources 
and the hydrogeologic setting of 
WVOW, the potential existed for 
contamination migration through 
surface and ground water pathways. 

The RI, completed in 1985, 
determined that major contaminant 
source areas were soils in the TNT 
manufacturing area, underground 
process lines, and soils in a burning 
grounds area. The deep aquifer 
under the manufacturing area and 
the ground water in the burning 
grounds area were not contaminat- 
ed. Activities were divided into two 
OUs. OU1 includes the manufac- 
turing area, burning grounds area, 
and industrial sewer lines. OU2 
includes the acids area/yellow water 
reservoir, red water reservoirs, and 
Pond 131Wet Well site. An FS for 
OU1 was completed in 1986 and 
for OU2 in 1988. The ROD for 
OU2 called for capping two red 
water ponds, Pond 13, and the 
yellow water reservoir, and building 
two ponds on the MSWS, pumping 
and treating related ground water, 
and purchasing an industrial park at 
the acids areafyellow water reser- 
voir for incorporation into MSWS. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Field work for OU1 was con- 
ducted in 1988 and consisted of 
excavation and flaming of industrial 
sewerlines and flaming the surface 
of the burning ground. A 2-foot soil 
cap was then placed over contarni- 
nated soils at the TNT manufac- 
turing and burning grounds area. 

Construction for capping the two 
red water ponds began in 1991. The 
borrow area from which capping 
materii~l was removed will be con- 
verted to an 11.5-acre wetlands. 
The RCRA caps for the red and 
yellow water ponds are completed 
with long-term ground water moni- 
toring yet to be implemented. 
Design of the ground water pump 
and treat system for OU2 will be 
completed in June 1993. 

Negotiations with the State of 
West Virginia to replace wetland 
acreage at the former Pond 16 are 
ongoing. 





Appendix F 
Base Closures 

This Appendix to the Annual Report provides a list of military installations included in the 
Base Realignment and Closures Program (BRAC). Under this program, a total of 120 
installations were identified for closure through two rounds of assessments, BRAC 88 and 
BRAC 91. BRAC 88 covered 86 installations while BRAC 91 covered 34 installations. The 
information presented in this Appendix was obtained from two documents: Base Realignments 
and Closures, Report of the Defense Secretary's Commission (December 1988), and Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, Report to the President (1991). 



NPL Installations are listed in italics. 

BRAC 88 

Department of the Army 

Fort Douglas, UT 
Cameron Station, VA 
Presidio of San Francisco, CA 
Coosa River Annex, AL 
Navajo Depot Activity, AZ 
Fort Wingate, NM 
Nike Site Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 
Lexington Depot, KY 
Pontiac Storage Facility, MI 
Alabama Ammunition Plant, AL 
New Orleans Military Ocean Terminal, LA 
Fort Sheridan, IL 
Army Material Technology Laboratory, MA 
Tacony Warehouse, PA 
Hamilton Army Airfield, CA 
Jefferson Proving Ground, IN 
Nike Philadelphia, NJ 
Nike Kansas City, MO 
Cape St. George, FL 
Kapalama Military Reservation, HI 
Stand-Alone Housing Installations (52 sites) 
Miscellaneous Properties (4 sites) 
Total: 76 

Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN 
Fort Devens, MA 
Fort Ord, CA 
Sacramento Army Depot, CA 
Harry Diamond Lab Woodbridge 

Research Facility, VA 
Total: 5 

Department of the Navy 

Naval Station New York, NY 
Naval Hospital Philadelphia, PA 
Naval Station Galveston, TX 
Naval Station San Francisco (Hunters Point), CA 
Naval Station Lake Charles, LA 
Total: 5 

Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, RI 
Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station 

Treasure Island, CA 
Integrated Combat Systems Test Facility 

San Diego, CA 
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA 
Naval Air Station Chase Field, TX 
Naval Air Station Moffett Field, CA 
Naval Station Long Beach, CA 
Naval Station Philadelphia, PA 
Naval Station Puget Sound, Sand Point, WA 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center 

San Diego, CA 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center 

Vallejo, CA 
NMWEA Yorktown, VA 
Naval Ocean Systems Center Det Kaneohe, HI 
Naval Space Systems Activity Los Angeles, CA 
NWEF Albuquerque, NM 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, PA 
Total: 16 



Chanute Air Force Base, IL 
George Air Force Base, CA 
Mather Air Force Base, CA Castle Air Force Base, CA 
Norton Air Force Base, CA Eaker Air Force Base, AR 
Pease Air Force Base, NH England Air Force Base, LA 

Grissom Air Force Base, IN 
Loring Air Force Base, M E  
Lowry Air Force Base, CO 
Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, SC 
Richards-Gebaur Air R1:serve Station, MO 
Rickenbacker Air Guard Base, OH 
Williams Air Force Base, AZ 
Wurtsmith Air Force Bixse, MI 

I 

NPL Installations are listed in italics. 



AAP 
ABL 
AD 
ADA 
AEC 
AEDC 
AFB 
AFCESA 
AFD W 
AFIT 
AFRB 
AFRC 
AFRTA 
AFS 
AGS 
AIMD 
AMSA 
ANG 
AOC 
ARDEC 
ASF 
ASTROGRPDET 
ATSDR 
AWQC 
BDDR 
BRAC 
CA 
CB 
CBC 
CERCLA 
CERE 
CFC 
CHESDIVNFEC 
CHESNAVFACENGCOM 
COE 
COMNAVDIST 
cows 
DA 
DCE 
DDRE 
DDTC 
DER 
DERA 
DERP 
DEWLINE 
DFSP 
DGSC 
DIPEF 
DLA 
DNSC 

Army Ammunition Plant 
Allegheny Ballistics Lab 
Army Depot 
Army Depot Activity 
Atomic Energy Commission 
Arnold Engineering Development Center 
Air Force Base 
Air Force Civil Engineering Support Agency 
Air Force District of Washington 
Air Force Institute of Technology 
Air Force Reserve Base 
Air Force Reserve Center 
Armed Forces Reserve Training Area 
Air Force Station 
Aerospace Generation Squadron 
Aircraft Intermediate Maintenance Department 
Army Maintenance Support Activity 
Air National Guard 
Area of Concern 
Armament Research, Development, and Engineering Center 
Aviation Support Facility 
Astronautics Group Detachment 
Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease Registry 
Ambient Water Quality Criteria 
Building Demolition and Debris Removal 
Base Closure and Realignment Acts 
Cooperative Agreement 
Construction Battalion 
Construction Battalion Center 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 
Center for Environmental Restoration Education 
Chlorofluorocarbon 
Chesapeake Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Chesapeake Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Headquarters Naval District 
Continental United States 
Department of the Army 
Dichloroethylene 
Defense Depot Region East 
Defense Depot Tracy California (now known as Defense Depot Region West-Tracy) 
Department of Environmental Resources 
Defense Environmental Restoration Account 
Defense Environmental Restoration Program 
Defense Early Warning Line 
Defense Fuel Supply Point 
Defense General Supply Center 
Defense Industrial Plant Equipment Facility 
Defense Logistics Agency 
Defense National Stockpile Center 



DoD 
DOE 
DO1 
DPM 
DRMO 
DSMOA 
DTRESCEN 
ECS 
EEICA 
ED' 
EOD 
EP A 
ERADCOM 
FASOTRAGRUPACDET 
FAS WTC 
FCTC 
FFA 
FFS 
FLTRGGRA 
FLTSURSPTCMD DET 
FOST 
FS 
FUDS 
FY 
G AC 
GOCO 
GPM 
GWTP 
HAZMIN 
HRS 
HRS2 
HSWWA 
HTR W 
HTW 
I AG 
IAP 
IAS 
INACTSHIPDET 
IQ 
IRA 
IRM 
IRP 
IRTCG 
ISV 
IVD 
JMT 
LBAD 
MAP 
MCAGCC 
MCAS 

Department of Defense 
Department of Energy 
Department of the Interior 
Defense Priority Model 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office 
Defense and State Memorandum of Agreement 
David Taylor Research Center 
Equipment Concentration Site 
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis 
Evaporation/percolation 
Explosives Ordnance Disposal 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Electronics Research and Development Command 
Fleet Aviation Specialized Operational Training Group 
Fleet Antisubmarine Warfare Training Center 
Fleet Combat Training Center 
Federal Facilities Agreement 
Focused Feasibility Study 
Fleet Training Group 
Fleet Surveillance Support Command Detachment 
Finding of Suitability to Transfer 
Feasibility Study 
Formerly Used Defense Sites 
Fiscal Year 
Granulated Activated Carbon 
Government OwnedIConuactor Operator 
Gallons per Minute 
Ground Water Treatment Plant 
Hazardous Waste Minimization 
Hazard Ranking System 
Revised Hazard Ranking System 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments 
Hazardous, Toxic or Radioactive Waste 
Hazardous or Toxic Waste 
Interagency Agreement 
International Airport 
Installation Assessment Study 
Inactive Ship Maintenance Facility Detachment 
Indefinite Quantity 
Interim Remedial Action 
Interim Remedial Measure 
Installation Restoration Program 
Installation Restoration Technology Coordinating Group 
In-situ Volatilization 
Ion Vapor Deposited 
Joint Management Team 
Lexington-Bluegrass Army Depot 
Municipal Airport 
Marine Corps Air-Ground Combat Center 
Marine Corps Air Station 



MCB 
MCCDC 
MCL 
MCLB 
MCMWTC 
MCRTC 
MEK 
MEP 
MOU 
MPC A 
NAC 
NADC 
NADEP 
NAEC 
NAF 
NALF 
NAPC 
NAS 
NASA 
NAVCAMS 
NAVENPVNTMEDU 
NAVEODTECHCEN 
NAVFAC 
NAVHOSP 
NAVMAG 
NAVMARCORESCEN 
NAVMEDCOMNWREG 
NAVPETOFF 
NAVPETRES 
NAVPHIBASE 
NAVRADSTA 
NAVRECCEN 
NAVREGDENCEN 
NAVRESFAC 
NAVRESMAINTRAFAC 
NAVSCSCOL 
NAVSECSTA 
NAVSHIPREPFAC 
NCO 
NCP 
NCS 
NCTAMS 
NESEC 
NETC 
NFD 
NFR AP 
NG 
NGB 
NIROP 
NMCRC 

Marine Corps Base 
Marine Corps Combat Development Center 
Maximum Contaminant Level 
Marine Corps Logistic Base 
Marine Corps Mountain Warfare Training Center 
Marine Corps Reserve Training Center 
Methyl Ethyl Ketone 
Master Environmental Plan 
Memorandum of Understanding 
Minnesota Pollution Conuol Agency 
Naval Avionics Center 
Naval Air Development Center 
Naval Aviation Depot 
Naval Air Engineering Center 
Naval Air Facility 
Naval Auxiliary Landing Field 
Naval Air Propulsion Center 
Naval Air Station 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
Naval Communication Area Master Station 
Navy Environmental and Preventive Medicine Unit 
Naval Explosive Ordnance Disposal Technology Center 
Naval Facilities 
Naval Hospital 
Naval Magazine 
Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Center 
Naval Medical Command, Northwest Region 
Navy Petroleum Office 
Naval Petroleum Reserve 
Naval Amphibious Base 
Navy Radio Station 
Naval Recreation Center 
Naval Regional Dental Center 
Naval Reserve Facility 
Naval Reserve Maintenance Training Facility 
Navy Supply Corps School 
Naval Security Station 
Naval Ship Repair Facility 
Non-Commissioned Officer 
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan 
Naval Communication Station 
Naval Computer and Telecommunication Area Master Station 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center 
Naval Education & Training Center 
Navy Fuel Depot 
No Further Response Action is Planned 
National Guard 
National Guard Bureau 
Naval Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant 
Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Center 



NMED 
NOAA 
NOS 
NOSC 
NPDES 
NPGS 
NPL 
NPPS 
NPPSO 
NPRO 
NRC 
NRL 
NRL UWS REF DET 
NRTF 
NS 
NSA 
NSB 
NSC 
NSD 
NSGA 
NSWC 
NS Y 
NTC 
NTIC 
NUWES 
NUSC 
NWC 
N W S  
NWIRP 
OBS 
OEW 
OLF 
OHW 
OMB 
OMS 
ou 
PA 
PACAF 
PAH 
PCB 
PCE 
PDO 
PHI 
PMRF 
PMTC 
POL 
PPB 
PPM 
PRP 
PS E 
PWC 

New Mexico Environment Department 
National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration 
Naval Ordnance Station 
Naval Ocean Systems Center 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Naval Post Graduate School 
National Priorities List 
Navy Publishing and Printing Service 
Navy Publishing and Printing Service Office 
Naval Plant Representative Office 
Naval Reserve Center 
Naval Research Laboratory 
Naval Research Lab Underwater Sound Reference Detachment 
Naval Radio Transmitting Facility 
Naval Station 
Naval Support Activity 
Naval Submarine Base 
Naval Supply Center 
Naval Supply Depot 
Naval Security Group Activity 
Naval Surface Warfare Center 
Naval Shipyard 
Naval Training Center 
Naval Technical Intelligence Center 
Naval Undersea Warfare Engineering Station 
Naval Underwater Systems Center 
Naval Weapons Center 
Naval Weapons Station 
Naval Weapons Industrial Reserve Plant 
Observatory 
Ordnance and Explosive Waste 
Outlying Landing Field 
Other Hazardous Waste 
Office of Management and Budget 
Organizational Maintenance Squadron 
Operable Unit 
Preliminary Assessment 
Pacific Air Force 
Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbon 
Polychlorinated Biphenyl 
Perchloroethylene 
Property Disposal Office 
Preliminary Hydrogeological Investigation 
Pacific Missile Range Facility 
Pacific Missile Test Center 
Petroleum, Oil, and Lubricants 
Parts per Billion 
Parts per Million 
Potentially Responsible Party 
Preliminary Source Evaluation 
Public Works Center 



RA 
RADAR 
RADC 
RC 
RCRA 
RD 
RD&D 
RES TRNG 
RFA 
RFI 
RI 
RIAC 
RIP 
RMIS 
ROD 
RPM 
RR 
RRS 
SAC 
SACM 
SARA 
SAT COM 
SC 
SDWA 
SFG RSL 
S I 
SIMA 
SPCC 
STB 
STOLS 
SUPSHIP 
SWMU 
SWNAVFACENGCOM 
TC A 
TCE 
TCLP 
TNT 
TRC 
UMDA 
UNDEX 
US ACE 
US ARC 
US ATHAMA 
USGS 
USMAWP 
UST 
UXO 
voc 
WGA 
WR 
WR-ALC 

Remedial Action 
Ground Penetrating Radar Ordnance Locator System 
Radioactive Disposal Committee 
Response Complete 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 
Remedial Design 
Research, Development and Demonstration 
Reserve Training 
RCRA Facility Assessment 
Remedial Feasibility Investigation (RCRA Facility Investigation) 
Remedial Investigation 
Roswell Industrial Air Center 
Remedy in Place 
Restoration Management Information System 
Record of Decision 
Remedial Project Manager 
Rapid Response 
Radar Remote Site 
Strategic Air Command 
Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
Satellite Communication 
Site Close-out 
Safe Drinking Water Act 
Safeguard Remote Sprint Launch 
Site Inspection 
Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activity 
Ships Pans Control Center 
Super Tropical Bleach 
Surface-Towed Ordnance Locator System 
Supervisor of Shipbuilding Conversion and Repair 
Solid Waste Management Unit 
Southwest Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Trichloroethane 
Trichloroethene 
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 
Trinitrotoluene 
Technical Review Committee 
Umatilla Army Depot Activity 
Underwater Explosion 
Unitcd States Army Corps of Engineers 
Unitcd States Army Reserve Center 
Unitcd States Army Toxic and Hazardous Materials Agency 
U.S. Geological Survey 
United States Military Academy, West Point 
Underground Storage Tank 
Unexploded Ordnance 
Volatile Organic Compound 
Western Governors' Association 
Warner-Robbins 
Warner-Robbins Air Logistics Center 
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