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FUDS Program

» Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS)

FUDS are properties that were formerly owned,
leased, possessed by, or otherwise under the
operational control of the DoD or military prior to

1986.
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Project Objective/Decisions

Objective:
Obtain government acceptance of a Decision Document.
Decisions:
— Implementation of selected responses
Further investigation
Institutional controls
Surface removals
Subsurface removals
No further action

— Recurring Reviews
— DoD maintains continuing responsibility

EOTI

June 2008 Meeting Review

«  Community members expressed a concern about exposure risk on the lake shore during a severe
drought and suggested including warnings as part of drought emergency procedures.

« Taking into consideration the various annual activities and events concurring around Pat Mayse
Lake, the TPP Members concluded that February would be the least intrusive time to conduct field
activities.

« The TPP members concluded that geophysical surveying data for characterization should meet
the basic minimum area requirement of 0.5% (one half of one percent). The geophysical
surveying data requirement for characterization will be calculated as follows: (total acres — Pat
Mayse Lake — Texas National Guard — previously investigated acres = 0.5%) This formula will be
used to determine if enough data exist and/or the amount of additional data required.

«  The TPP members agreed with conducting triplicate MC sampling at 10% of the total
samples. Screening levels will be set at a state base value. If a state base value does not exist,
EPA Region 6 will be used.

«  Community members concluded that Rights of Entry and Funding will be obstacles for conducting
this project.

« The EMS Director and Paris Police Chief will be added to the invitee list.

* The next meeting should be conducted at the Paris Public Library.
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Data Quality Objectives (DQOs)

* DQOs are used to guide decisions and
procedures for collecting, analyzing, and
evaluating results to meet overall project
objectives.

* |dentified using the USEPA’s seven step
DQO development process

EOTI

Munitions and Explosives of Concern
(MEC) Sampling DQOs

1. State the Problem

— Information regarding the potential distribution of MEC at a site is
limited or unavailable.

— The MEC site boundaries are unknown relative to the presence
of MEC at a site.

— The extent and location of field sampling for the identification of
the quantity and distribution of MEC is unknown.

2. Identify the Decision
— Obtain data regarding the presence of MEC at the site.
— Define the site boundaries.
— Define the MEC sectors.

— Define the locations and the area to be covered during field
sampling.
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MEC Sampling DQOs

3. Identify Inputs to the Decision

— Historical information (e.g., interview records, field notes, aerial photos,

maps) regarding potential MEC.

Observations:

+ Visual field MEC confirmation
— Type(s) of MEC
— Location(s) of MEC items
* Proximity to inhabited locations and structures (public roads, recreation
paths, homes, etc.)
» Accessibility of the site

— The Conceptual Site Model (i.e. historical information {interview records,
field notes, aerial photographs, maps}, anticipated MEC type(s),
anticipated MEC distribution, terrain and vegetation, current/proposed
land use, and natural and cultural boundaries.)

— Statistically calculated MEC densities based on historical use of area,
previous MEC investigation and removals, and current field sampling
data.

— Present and/or future land use considerations (i.e., site coverage
needs).

— Statistical analysis tools.

EOTI

MEC Sampling DQOs

4. Define Boundaries of Study
— Established Sectors from the EE/CA will be utilized.
— Limited to the ground surface and near surface.
— Exclusive of areas with thick vegetative cover.
— Time frame for collection.

— Spatial boundary based on geophysical equipment
capabilities for particular MEC types and site
conditions.

— Rights of Entry

EOTI




MEC Sampling DQOs

5. Develop a Decision Rule

— Sampling should be at a recommended minimum survey requirement of 0.5%

— When reconnaissance indicates evidence of MEC use or proximity to areas of
MEC use, field sampling for further characterization of MEC quantities and
distribution will be recommended.

— If 1) historical information and 2) field sampling or statistical predictions indicate
no evidence of MEC in an area, then the area may be reduced to contain only
areas exhibiting evidence of MEC.

— If each sector has an approximately homogeneous MEC density, then the
sectors at the site have been defined.

— If a sector is not homogenous with respect to MEC density, then the sector
boundary must be redefined.

— If a sampling methodology will provide for sampling of a statisticall
representative portion of the site, then it will be implemented to define the
locations and the area to be covered during field sampling.

— If a sampling methodolofgy does not provide for sampling of a statistically
representative portion of the site, it will be revised to do so by sampling design
modification, or it will not be implemented.
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MEC Sampling DQOs

6. Specify Tolerable Limits of Decision Error

— If all the inputs to the decision rule were performed to the
standard of Quality Control/Quality Assurance procedures as
specified in the QAPP and the Work Plan, then the error is

within tolerable limits.

7. Opt|m|ze the Design for Obtaining Data

Each Sector will be prioritized systematically based on the
recommended minimum survey requirement and statistical
probability tools. Transects will be utilized to establish a
contamination boundary and possibly reduce the area of
interest.

EOTI

Munitions Constituents (MC) Sampling DQOs

1. State the Problem:

» Determine whether MC associated with munitions used during
training activities is present in soil at the former Camp Maxey
» Assess concentrations of MC of concern
» Assess potential exposure of receptors to impacted surface soil
» Assess other media (dependent on results of soil sampling)

2. Identify the Decision:

» Determine the types of MC potentially released to the surface
soil as a result of Former Camp Maxey activities

+ Determine the range of MC concentrations in soil samples
across the site

» Estimate the vertical and horizontal extents of MC in surface soil
3. Identify Inputs to the Decision:
 Historical information from previous uses of the site

* Location of MEC and munitions debris identified in previous
investigations at the Former Camp Maxey

» TRRP Protective Concentration Limits (PCLs) for soil
» Screening-level ecological risk assessment (if required)
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MC Sampling DQOs

4. Define the Boundaries of the Study

* Overall Camp Maxey boundary; MRS boundaries

» Multi-incremental surface soil samples
* 10 m by 10 m sampling grid (decision unit)
+ 30 increments collected from top 2 inches of soil

» Decision units based on documentation of previous use

and previous investigations/removals

* MC is expected to be found mainly in the impact areas
* MEC also found in areas outside the impact areas; sample for

5. Develop a Decision Rule

» Compare analytical results to background levels (metals)
and Tier 1 Residential PCLs (metals and explosives)

* If there are exceedances, additional samples will be
collected to delineate the soil to the appropriate PCLs

EOTI

MC Sampling DQOs

6. Specify Tolerable Limits on Decision Errors

+ Two possible decision errors for this project:

Concluding that the suspect medium (soil) within the boundaries of the
study is contaminated when it is really not (Type | error)

. Concluding that the soil within the boundaries of the study is not
contaminated when it really is (Type Il error).

* Type | error is more tolerable; minimize Type Il errors

7. Optimize the Design for Obtaining Data

+  Utilize multi-incremental sampling design to assure
representativeness of sampling

*  Employ judgmental sampling — target areas of known training

* Analyze at method quantitation limits (MQLs) that are equal to or
lower than PCLs to minimize Type Il errors

EOTI




Collection of Ml Sample
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Project Schedule Highlights

+ TPP Meeting 3

 Work Plan Finalized
» Public Meeting 1

» Field MEC / MC Sampling

* RI Report Finalized
» FS Report Finalized
* Public Meeting 2

» Proposed Plan Review

» Decision Document

2008
November 20

2009
February
March
March - August
August
October
November
November
December
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Remember the 3Rs

* Recognize
— Recognize the munition. When you discover a suspicious item or a
possible munition, remember that they can be very dangerous. Do not
touch, kick, throw something or do anything else to disturb the item.
Also, remember that old munitions are sometimes not readily
identifiable, and may appear to be any other metallic or rusty item. Use
caution, leave it alone and do not touch it.

* Retreat
— Retreat from the munition. If you know or suspect that you have found a
possible munition, mark the area with a small item, such as a hat or
pen, and immediately walk away on the same path you came in on. Do
not run.

* Report
— Report the munition and its location. Report the location of the
suspici%l%s1 item immediately to your local law enforcement officials by
dialing .

EOTI




ORDNANCE AND EXPLOSIVE REMEDIATION

105 W. Tennessee Ave. e Oak Ridge, TN 37830
Tel: (865) 220-8668 o Fax: (865) 220-8857

EXPLOSIVE ORDNANCE TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

September 5, 2008 Maxey-004

US Army Engineering & Support Center
ATTN: CEHNC-OE-DC (William Noel)
4820 University Square

Huntsville, AL 35816-1822

RE: TPP Meeting #2, Former Camp Maxey, Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009; Task Order 0010

This Letter Report details the events of the Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study at the Former
Camp Maxey in Lamar County, Texas TPP meeting held at the Paris Public Library in Paris, Texas on
4 September 2008. Participants of the meeting included representatives from the USACE (Huntsville,
Fort Worth District and St. Louis District), Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ), the
City of Paris, and the EOTI Team (see attendance list). This TPP Memorandum describes the purpose and
objectives of the TPP, the meeting attendees, the materials and documentation discussed/reviewed during
the TPP, the list of handouts, other TPP documentation, changes/deletions/modifications to the TPP
material, and discussion items.

An US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) representative was not present at the TPP meeting but
was provided all handouts and briefed through conference calls and emails regarding meeting details.
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality representative attended the meeting via a speaker phone.

The purpose of the TPP meeting was to provide community leaders, state regulators, and other interested
parties/stakeholders an opportunity to develop draft Data Quality Objectives (DQOs).

Attendance List
Name Title Company Phone Fax E-Mail
Shannon Assistant for PDir\I/sell;:) C(r)::glc 903-784- 903-984- pedc@paristexas.
Barrentine Pete Kampfer Corp P 2501 2503 com
. USACE 256-895- Teresa.m.carpente
Teresa Carpenter | Chemist Huntsville 1659 r@usace.army.mil
Clyde P. Crews, . - 903-784- 903-784- ccrews@paristexa
I Deputy Chief Paris Fire Dept. 4870 5340 .20V
. . 865-220- 865-220- .
David Farmer Project Manager | EOTI 3668 8857 dfarmer@eoti.net
USACE - St. 314-331- Randy.fraser@usa
Randy Fraser UXO Safety Louis 8268 ce.army.mil
Eric Kirwan MEC Technical | USACE - Ft. 817-886- Eric.kirwan@us.a
Lead Worth 1673 rmy.mil
. Paris Police 903-737- 903-783- bhundley@pariste
Bob Hundley Asst. Chief Depar. 4110 4710 Xas.gov
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Kevin Kear gi)sgliscélz City City of Paris 32(3);‘784- Ioirtlalvin.Kear@hp.c
Karl Louis Chief of Police | City of Paris 2(2)2-2784- 2(7)?6783- gggis@paristexas
Mike Madl Project Manager | Malcolm Pirnie ;41‘3-2960- Sg;&m- $madl@pirnie.co
Il\)/ﬁssl:irﬂﬁly Library Director | City of Paris 2(5)3_1785_ 223_5784_ I; )I:;Zééljrlrll}I@p arist
Graciela Moore Iljlr;glf(c)tgeologis " Malcolm Pirnie ;‘1‘3-2960- 1;3-7840- ggnoore@pimie.c
William Noel Project Manager | CEHNC-OE-DC %32_3895_ ﬁgég%_ ;?g;ﬁiﬁﬁ‘fl@us
vain | rokr | USACE B0 o0am | il ek
Kathy Rollow Project Manager | EOTI 222;20_ 222;220_ krollow(@eoti.net

Stephen Swint Project Manager %S(')?tEE ~ Fort ?31’2;‘886_ gé?;lrf;l;xiﬁt@us

Materials and Documentation Discussed/Reviewed During TPP
The following documents were discussed during the TPP in order to provide the attendees with a
familiarity of the site and a source of background information:
= Aerial Depictions of the Area Designated for Characterization including
o MEC Probability Density
o Sector Locations
o Ordnance Previously Found on the Site Locations
= Draft Conceptual Site Model

Handouts

The following handouts were distributed to the attendees of the TPP meeting.
= Agenda for TPP (Attachment 1)
= Attendee Sign-In Sheet

The Agenda set the stage for the meeting and was followed as provided. At the conclusion of the TPP

meeting the project schedule was reviewed and copies of the invitee list were made available.

Changes/Deletions/Modifications
No significant changes, deletions, or modifications were suggested upon among parties in attendance.

Discussion Items

Ms. Kathy Rollow, the Project Manager for the EOTI Team, gave the presentation and led the discussions
that arose throughout. The following is a breakdown of the major discussion topics associated with the
Former Camp Maxey:
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Members of the community informed the TPP Team that a water study committee has been
formed to discuss the possibility of increasing the size of Pat Mayse Lake. The decision whether
or not to proceed should be made by the end of the calendar year. It would be five to seven years
before the construction would begin. TPP Member discussed that a change in the shoreline
would change the risk areas and agreed that submitted decisions will include a note regarding the
fact that a change in the location of the shoreline could affect the recommendations. A contour
map of the lake should be available within the month and will be forwarded to the TCEQ.

The following DQOs were presented:
o Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC) Sampling DQOs
1. State the Problem

Information regarding the potential distribution of MEC at a site is
limited or unavailable.

The MEC site boundaries are unknown relative to the presence of MEC
at a site.

The extent and location of field sampling for the identification of the
quantity and distribution of MEC is unknown.

2. Identify the Decision

Obtain data regarding the presence of MEC at the site.

Define the site boundaries.

Define the MEC sectors.

Define the locations and the area to be covered during field sampling.

3. Identify Inputs to the Decision

Historical information (e.g., interview records, field notes, aerial photos,
maps) regarding potential MEC.
Observations:
*  Visual field MEC confirmation
—  Type(s) of MEC
— Location(s) of MEC items
*  Proximity to inhabited locations and structures (public roads,
recreation paths, homes, etc.)
*  Accessibility of the site
The Conceptual Site Model (i.e. historical information {interview
records, field notes, aerial photographs, maps}, anticipated MEC type(s),
anticipated MEC distribution, terrain and vegetation, current/proposed
land use, and natural and cultural boundaries.)
Statistically calculated MEC densities based on historical use of area,
previous MEC investigation and removals, and current field sampling
data.
Present and/or future land use considerations (i.e., site coverage needs).
Statistical analysis tools.

4. Define Boundarles of Study

Established Sectors from the EE/CA will be utilized.

Limited to the ground surface and near surface.

Exclusive of areas with thick vegetative cover.

Time frame for collection.

Spatial boundary based on geophysical equipment capabilities for
particular MEC types and site conditions.

Rights of Entry

5. Develop a Decision Rule

Sampling should be at a recommended minimum survey requirement of
0.5%
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—  When reconnaissance indicates evidence of MEC use or proximity to
areas of MEC use, field sampling for further characterization of MEC
quantities and distribution will be recommended.

— If'1) historical information and 2) field sampling or statistical predictions
indicate no evidence of MEC in an area, then the area may be reduced to
contain only areas exhibiting evidence of MEC.

— If each sector has an approximately homogeneous MEC density, then the
sectors at the site have been defined.

— Ifasector is not homogenous with respect to MEC density, then the
sector boundary must be redefined.

— If a sampling methodology will provide for sampling of a statistically
representative portion of the site, then it will be implemented to define
the locations and the area to be covered during field sampling.

— Ifa sampling methodology does not provide for sampling of a
statistically representative portion of the site, it will be revised to do so
by sampling design modification, or it will not be implemented.

6. Specify Tolerable Limits of Decision Error

— If all the inputs to the decision rule were performed to the standard of
Quality Control/Quality Assurance procedures as specified in the QAPP
and the Work Plan, then the error is within tolerable limits.

7. Optimize the Design for Obtaining Data

— Each Sector will be prioritized systematically based on the recommended
minimum survey requirement and statistical probability tools. Transects
will be utilized to establish a contamination boundary and possibly
reduce the area of interest.

o Munitions Constituents (MC) Sampling DQOs
1. State the Problem:
*  Determine whether MC associated with munitions used during training
activities is present in soil at the former Camp Maxey
*  Assess concentrations of MC of concern
e Assess potential exposure of receptors to impacted surface soil
*  Assess other media (dependent on results of soil sampling)
2. Identify the Decision:

*  Determine the types of MC potentially released to the surface soil as a
result of Former Camp Maxey activities

*  Determine the range of MC concentrations in soil samples across the site

» Estimate the vertical and horizontal extents of MC in surface soil

3. Identify Inputs to the Decision:

* Historical information from previous uses of the site

*  Location of MEC and munitions debris identified in previous
investigations at the Former Camp Maxey

e TRRP Protective Concentration Limits (PCLs) for soil

» Screening-level ecological risk assessment (if required)

4. Define the Boundaries of the Study
e Overall Camp Maxey boundary; MRS boundaries
*  Multi-incremental surface soil samples
* 10 m by 10 m sampling grid (decision unit)
* 30 increments collected from top 2 inches of soil

e Decision units based on documentation of previous use and previous

investigations/removals
*  MC is expected to be found mainly in the impact areas
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* MEC also found in areas outside the impact areas; sample for
MC
5. Develop a Decision Rule
* Compare analytical results to background levels (metals) and Tier 1
Residential PCLs (metals and explosives)
» Ifthere are exceedances, additional samples will be collected to delineate
the soil to the appropriate PCLs
6. Specify Tolerable Limits on Decision Errors
» Two possible decision errors for this project:
*  Concluding that the suspect medium (soil) within the boundaries
of the study is contaminated when it is really not (Type I error)
*  Concluding that the soil within the boundaries of the study is not
contaminated when it really is (Type II error).
* Type I error is more tolerable; minimize Type Il errors
7. Optimize the Design for Obtaining Data
»  Utilize multi-incremental sampling design to assure representativeness of
sampling
*  Employ judgmental sampling — target areas of known training
*  Analyze at method quantitation limits (MQLs) that are equal to or lower
than PCLs to minimize Type Il errors
= The TCEQ suggested that we begin collecting rights of entry as soon as possible.
= The Draft Data Quality Objectives (DQOs) will be sent out to the TPP participants and interested
parties for comment.
=  TCEQ verified that levels are available for the county to be used as background levels for MC.
= 10 meter x 10 meter grids for MC sampling may be too small for a site this size. The decision
unit should fit the area and be placed directly in the center of potential targets.
= A quality assurance laboratory is not necessary when using testing in triplicate.
= Soil samples will not be ground when testing for metals.
= Since the Pat Mayse State Wildlife Management Area falls within the borders of the Former
Camp Maxey, the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department should be included in future meetings.
= The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for 9:00 a.m. November 20, 2008 at the Paris Public
Library.
Sincerely,

Explosive Ordnance Technologies, Inc.

Ll

Kathy Rollow, M.B.A.
Project Manager
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Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study
Former Camp Maxey, Texas

Technical Project Planning Meeting
4 December 2008
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TPP Team

 Team Introductions
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ACRONYMS

 FUDS —Formerly Used Defense Sites

» DoD-Department of Defense

+ DQO -Data Quality Objective

* MC —Munitions Constituent

+ MEC —Munitions and Explosives of Concern:

— Includes

* Unexploded Ordnance (UXO),
* Discarded Military Munitions (DMM), and
* Munitions Constituents (MC)

« TPP —Technical Project Planning

* PWS - Performance Work Statement

EOTI

Project Objective/Decisions

Objective:
Obtain government acceptance of a Decision Document.
Decisions:
— Implementation of selected responses
— Further investigation
Institutional controls
Surface removals

Subsurface removals
— No further action

— Recurring Reviews
— DoD maintains continuing responsibility

EOTI




September 2008 Meeting Review

* Members of the community informed the TPP Team that a water study committee
has been formed to discuss the possibility of increasing the size of Pat Mayse Lake.
The decision whether or not to proceed should be made by the end of the calendar
year. It would be five to seven years before the construction would begin. TPP
Member discussed that a change in the shoreline would change the risk areas and
agreed that submitted decisions will include a note regarding the fact that a change in
the location of the shoreline could affect the recommendations. A contour map of the
lake should be available within the month and will be forwarded to the TCEQ.

+ The TCEQ suggested that we begin collecting rights of entry as soon as possible.

* The Draft Data Quality Objectives (DQOs) were sent out to the TPP participants and
interested parties for comment.

+ TCEQ verified that levels are available for the county to be used as background
levels for MC.

* 10 meter x 10 meter grids for MC sampling may be too small for a site this size. The
decision unit should fit the area and be placed directly in the center of potential
targets.

* A quality assurance laboratory is not necessary when using testing in triplicate.

* Soil samples will not be ground when testing for metals.

+ Since the Pat Mayse State Wildlife Management Area falls within the borders of the
Former Camp Maxey, the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department should be included in
future meetings.

EOTI

Data Quality Objectives (DQOs)

« DQOs are used to guide decisions and
procedures for collecting, analyzing, and
evaluating results to meet overall project
objectives.

EOTI




Munitions and Explosives of Concern
(MEC) Sampling DQOs

1. State the Problem

— Information regarding the potential distribution of MEC at a site is
limited or unavailable.

— The MEC site boundaries are unknown relative to the presence
of MEC at a site.

— The extent and location of field sampling for the identification of
the quantity and distribution of MEC is unknown.
2. Identify the Decision
— Obtain data regarding the presence of MEC at the site.
— Define the site boundaries.
— Define the MEC sectors.

— Define the locations and the area to be covered during field
sampling.

EOTI

MEC Sampling DQOs

3. Identify Inputs to the Decision

— Historical information (e.g., interview records, field notes, aerial photos,
maps) regarding potential MEC.

— Observations:

+ Visual field MEC confirmation
— Type(s) of MEC
— Location(s) of MEC items
» Proximity to inhabited locations and structures (public roads, recreation
paths, homes, etc.)
» Accessibility of the site

— The Conceptual Site Model (i.e. historical information {interview records,
field notes, aerial photographs, maps}, anticipated MEC type(s),
anticipated MEC distribution, terrain and vegetation, current/proposed
land use, and natural and cultural boundaries.)

— Statistically calculated MEC densities based on historical use of area,
previous MEC investigation and removals, and current field sampling
data.

— Present and/or future land use considerations (i.e., site coverage
needs).

— Statistical analysis tools.

EOTI




MEC Sampling DQOs

4. Define Boundaries of Study
— Established Sectors from the EE/CA will be utilized.
— Limited to the ground surface and near surface.
— Exclusive of areas with thick vegetative cover.
— Time frame for collection.

— Spatial boundary based on geophysical equipment
capabilities for particular MEC types and site
conditions.

— Rights of Entry

EOTI

MEC Sampling DQOs

5. Develop a Decision Rule
— Sampling should be in an amount optimal to characterize the site.
« 3 Foot Wide Transects
« 500 foot separation

— When reconnaissance indicates evidence of MEC use or proximity to areas of
MEC use, field sampling for further characterization of MEC quantities and
distribution will be recommended.

— If 1) historical information and 2) field sampling or statistical predictions indicate
no evidence of MEC in an area, then the area may be reduced to contain only
areas exhibiting evidence of MEC.

— If each sector has an approximately homogeneous MEC density, then the
sectors at the site have been defined.

— If a sector is not homogenous with respect to MEC density, then the sector
boundary must be redefined.

— If a sampling methodology will provide for sampling of a statistically
representative portion of the site, then it will be implemented to define the
locations and the area to be covered during field sampling.

— If a sampling methodology does not provide for sampling of a statistically
representative portion of the site, it will be revised to do so by sampling design
modification, or it will not be implemented.

EOTI




Digital Geophysical Mapping (DGM)

« EOTI will perform DGM,
utilizing the Geonics
EM61 MK2 time domain
electromagnetic (TDEM)
system

» Transects 3 feet wide
with a 500 foot
separation.

« Approximately 96 acres.

Parallel Transects -- 96 Acres

EOTI




MEC Sampling DQOs

6. Specify Tolerable Limits of Decision Error

— If all the inputs to the decision rule were performed to the
standard of Quality Control/Quality Assurance procedures as
specified in the QAPP and the Work Plan, then the error is

within tolerable limits.

7. Opt|m|ze the Design for Obtaining Data

Each Sector will be prioritized systematically based on the
recommended minimum survey requirement and statistical
probability tools. Transects will be utilized to establish a
contamination boundary and possibly reduce the area of
interest.

EOTI

Munitions Constituents (MC) Sampling DQOs

1. State the Problem

- Determine whether MC associated with munitions used during training activities is present
in surface soil at the former Camp Maxey

. Assess concentrations of MC of concern
. Assess potential exposure of receptors to impacted surface soil
. Assess other media (dependent on results of surface soil sampling)

2. Identify the Decision

- Determine the types of MC potentially released to the surface soil as a result of former
Camp Maxey activities

- Determine the range of MC concentrations in surface soil samples across the site
- Estimate the spatial extent of MC in surface soil

3. Identify Inputs to the Decision
- Historical information from previous uses of the site

- Location of MEC and munitions debris identified in previous investigations at the former
Camp Maxey

- Location of range structures and other evidence of munitions based on additional MEC
characterization/geophysical investigations to be completed in the field

- TRRP Protective Concentration Levels (PCLs) for soil
- Screening-level ecological risk assessment (if required)

EOTI




MC Sampling DQOs

4. Define the Boundaries of the Study

Overall Camp Maxey boundary; MRS boundaries
Multi-incremental surface soil samples
* 10 meter (m) by 10 m sampling decision unit
— 30 increments collected
30 m by 30 m decision unit
— 70 increments collected
50 m by 50 m decision unit

— 100 increments collected

Increments collected within the top two inches of soil

EOTI

MC Sampling DQOs

4. Define the Boundaries of the Study

Decision units based on documentation of previous use and
previous investigations/removals

« MC is expected to be found in the known impact areas (especially
areas with visible ground scarring or impact craters)
— 50 m by 50 m grids to be used for impact areas

« MC may be present in areas of previous removal actions and
potentially areas outside the impact areas due to migration
Decision units based on the future (2009) MEC sampling in fixed
range locations
30 m by 30 m grids to be used around firing lines
10 m by 10 m grids to be used in target areas
50 m by 50 m grids to be used in down range impact areas

EOTI




MC Sampling DQOs

Firing Point
Target Area / Targets

Downrange Impact areas

~===== D)jrection of Fire

EOTI

MC Sampling DQOs

5. Develop a Decision Rule
—  Compare analytical results to background levels (metals) and TRRP Tier
1 Residential PCLs (metals and explosives)
- If there are exceedances, additional samples will be collected to delineate
the soil to the appropriate assessment levels
—  If vertical delineation is necessary, a more extensive subsurface
investigation will be conducted
6. Specify Tolerable Limits on Decision Errors

—  Two possible decision errors for this project:

. Concluding that the suspect medium (surface soil) within the boundaries of the
study is contaminated when it is really not (Type | error)

. Concluding that the soil within the boundaries of the study is not contaminated
when it really is (Type Il error).

—  Type | error is more tolerable; minimize Type Il errors

EOTI




MC Sampling DQOs

7. Optimize the Design for Obtaining Data

—  Utilize multi-incremental sampling design to assure
representativeness of sampling

—  Employ judgmental sampling — focus decision unit sampling
locations at areas most likely to contain residual MC (firing points,

target areas, impact areas)

— Analyze at method quantitation limits (MQLs) that are equal to or

lower than PCLs to minimize Type Il errors

EOTI

4 December 2008
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Proposed Decision Units
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Munitions Constituents

Target Compound List (TCL) Explosives Target Analyte List (TAL) Metals
USEPA Method 8330B USEPA Method 6010B

1,3,5-TNB Antimony (Sb)
1,3-DNB Copper (Cu)
2,4-DNT Lead (Pb)
2,6-DNT Zinc (Zn)
2-A-4,6-DNT Mercury (Hg)
2, 4, 6 Trinitrotoluene (TNT)

2-NT

3-NT

4-A-2,6-DNT

4-NT

2,4,6-trinitrophenyl-N-methylnitramine (Tetryl)
1,3,5,7-tetranitro-1,3,5,7-tetrazocane (HMX)
3,5-dinitroaniline (3,5-DNA)
Cyclotrimethylenetrinitramine (RDX)
Nitroglycerine (NG)

Pentaerythrite Tetranitrate (PETN)

4 December 2008

EOTI




Project Schedule Highlights

2009

* Work Plan Finalized February

* Public Meeting 1 March

* Field MEC / MC Sampling March — July
2010

* Rl Report Finalized November

* FS Report Finalized January

* Public Meeting 2 February

* Proposed Plan Review February

* Decision Document April

EOTI

Remember the 3Rs

* Recognize
— Recognize the munition. When you discover a suspicious item or a
possible munition, remember that they can be very dangerous. Do not
touch, kick, throw something or do anything else to disturb the item.
Also, remember that old munitions are sometimes not readily
identifiable, and may appear to be any other metallic or rusty item. Use
caution, leave it alone and do not touch it.

e Retreat

— Retreat from the munition. If you know or suspect that you have found a
possible munition, mark the area with a small item, such as a hat or
pen, and immediately walk away on the same path you came in on. Do
not run.

* Report
— Report the munition and its location. Report the location of the

suspicious item immediately to your local law enforcement officials by
dialing 911.

EOTI




ORDNANCE AND EXPLOSIVE REMEDIATION

109 W. Tennessee Ave. @ Oak Ridge, TN 37830
EXPLOSIVE ORDNANCE TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Tel: (865) 220-8668 o Fax: (865) 220-8857

December 6, 2012 Maxey-019

Commander, US Army Engineering & Support Center, Huntsville
Attn: USAESCH-OE-DC, John Cook

4820 University Square

Huntsville, Alabama 35816-1822

RE: Technical Project Planning (TPP) Meeting 4 Memorandum, Remedial
Investigation / Feasibility Study, Former Camp Maxey, Texas

This TPP Memorandum provides a summary of the subject meeting held in Austin, TX on
July 12, 2012. TPP meetings were previously held in Paris (December 2008) Powderly (June
2008) and Paris (September 2008), Texas. Participants of the meeting included
representatives from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) (Huntsville and
Fort Worth District), Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) and the
Explosive Ordnance Technology, Inc. (EOTI) Team (see Exhibit A). This TPP memorandum
describes the purpose and objectives of the meeting, the meeting attendees, and the materials
and documentation discussed/reviewed during the meeting.

The purpose of the TPP meeting was to provide state regulators, and other interested
parties/stakeholders with an understanding of the Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS)
program, an overview of the TPP process, and develop project DQOs. Meeting purpose and
objectives included the following:

Review the current status of the project

e Finalize the Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC) and Munitions Constituents
(MC) DQOs and sampling plan in order to finalize the Work Plan and begin field work.

e Obtain concurrence from the Project Delivery Team (PDT) and stakeholders on the
revised DQOs and data collection approach to fully characterize the nature and extent of
munitions related hazards at the Former Camp Maxey.

Mr. James Daffron, the Project Manager for the EOTI Team, gave the presentation and
led the discussions that arose throughout. The following is a breakdown of the major
discussion topics associated with the Former Camp Maxey:

e Larger grids will be used in low density areas; 100 x 100 ft grids are proposed. All grids
in medium and high density areas will remain at 50 x 50 ft grids.

e The attendees discussed the transect spacing design was revised based on USACE
Models of the area of concern.

e [t was agreed that the team should perform reconnaissance on the Cave and Mine/Booby
Trap Training areas to determine if design transects are necessary.



ORDNANCE AND EXPLOSIVE REMEDIATION

109 W. Tennessee Ave. @ Oak Ridge, TN 37830
EXPLOSIVE ORDNANCE TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Tel: (865) 220-8668 o Fax: (865) 220-8857

The following are included as exhibits to document the discussion that took place during the
TPP meeting.

Exhibit A - List of Attendees
Exhibit B - Meeting Notes

Exhibit C - Meeting Agenda
Exhibit D - Draft Timeline

Exhibit E - Data Quality Objectives
Exhibit F - Transect Design
Exhibit G - Meeting Slides

e 6 o o o o o

Please contact Mr. David Jacobs or myself at (865) 220-8668 if you have any questions or
need any additional information.

Sincerely,

Explosive Ordnance Technologies, Inc.

Jo— 3

Jim Daffron, P.E.
Project Manager



EXHIBIT A

EXHIBIT A
MEETING NOTES

TPP MEETING 4 MEMORANDUM
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY
FORMER CAMP MAXEY, TEXAS

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009 TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
December 2012 A-1 Task Order 0010



Attendance List:

EXHIBIT A

Name

Title

Organization

Phone

John Cook

Project Manager

USACE -Huntsville

256-895-1218

John.T.Cook@usace
.army.mil

Kelly Enriquez

Geophysicist

USACE -Huntsville

256-895-1373

Kelly.D.Enriquez@u
sace.army.mil

Teresa Carpenter

Tech Manager

USACE -Huntsville

256-895-1659

Teresa.M.Carpenter
@usace.army.mil

Jen Mayers

Project Manager

Pirnie/Arcadis

. USACE - Fort Karan.L.Holmes@us
Karan Holmes Project Manager 817-886-1693 .
Worth ace.army.mil
o . USACE - Fort Stephen.E.Kirwan@
Eric Kirwan Geophysicist 817-886-1673 .
Worth usace.army.mil
Jim Daffron Project Manager EOTI 865-220-8668 Jdaffron@eoti.net
. Assistant Project . .
David Jacobs EOTI 865-220-8668 Djacobs@eoti.net
Manager
Jennifer.BuckelsMa
Malcolm

434-390-3273

yers@arcadis-
us.com

Brad.Wilkinson@tce

Brad Wilkinson Project manager TCEQ 512-239-2350
g.texas.gov
. eugene@uxopro.co
Eugene Mikell Consultant UXO Pro, Inc 865-816-3796 m
Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009 TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
December 2012 A-2 Task Order 0010



EXHIBIT B

EXHIBIT B
MEETING NOTES

TPP MEETING 4 MEMORANDUM
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY
FORMER CAMP MAXEY, TEXAS

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009 TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
December 2012 B-3 Task Order 0010



EXHIBIT B

Explosive Ordnance Technologies Inc. (EOTI)
Camp Maxey Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)
Technical Project Planning Meeting Minutes

Location: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) in Austin, Texas
Date: 26 July 2012
Time: 9:00 am
Attendees:
o EOTI: Jim Daffron, David Jacobs

Malcolm Pirnie/ARCADIS: Jen Mayers
Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Ft. Worth: Eric Kirwan,
Karan Holmes

o USACE Huntsville: John Cook, Kelly Enriquez, Teresa Carpenter

o TCEQ: Brad Wilkinson

o Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) Pro: Eugene Mikell

e Jim Daffron (EOTI) led the meeting by presenting the Power Point handouts as well as
generated maps of the Camp Maxey Area with proposed transects.

e The lake is not included within the current scope of work and will be, possibly,
undertaken under another project.

e Underwater surveys were completed in the lake recently and a final report will be coming
out.

o The goal of the survey was to identify obstacles that may impede future
investigations.

o Areas of submerged trees were identified within the western portion of the lake that
would limit use of a towed array; the rest of the lake was fairly clear.

e Eugene Mikell (UXO Pro) mentioned that in a recent Navy project meeting the use of
Visual Sample Plan (VSP) as a characterization tool was discounted(*Note: This comment
was rescinded 21 August 2012).

o Kelly Enriquez (USACE Huntsville) mentioned that Environmental Security
Technology Certification Program (ESTCP) is funding PNNL to develop tools for
characterization in VSP and there is a Navy representative on the ESTCP review
board.

e Eugene Mikell suggested extending transects if Munitions and Explosives of Concern
(MEC) is found near the end of one, It was decided that the step out procedures are to be
added to the MEC Data Quality Objectives (DQOs).

o The Project Delivery Team (PDT) explained the intent was not to dig along transects
but within grids. Grids may be placed along the boundary or transect edges. We have
current step out procedures for if MEC is found along a boundary.

o Eugene requested that the step out procedure be clarified (i.e. step out 50 ft from
MEC item)

e Eugene Mikell proposed a change in the procedure for investigation of saturated grids to
provide a more cost effective investigation. Eugene Mikell stated there is no reason to dig
up 100% of a saturated grid; specify a percentage of anomalies to dig instead. PDT will
decide on the percentage to investigate within each grid, this procedure was decided to be
added to MEC DQOs.

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009 TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
December 2012 B-4 Task Order 0010



EXHIBIT B

Larger grids will be used in low density areas; 100 x 100 ft grids are proposed. All grids
in medium and high density areas will remain at 50 x 50 ft grids.

Transect spacing designed in VSP is typically based on smallest known/suspected
munition item.

o For the west range the spacing is currently based on the 75 millimeter (mm), which
have been found there previously. However this is a suspected mortar range so the
team will consider adjusting spacing based on the 60 mm mortar.

o Eric Kirwan (USACE Ft. Worth) offered a alternate solution of using the larger
transect spacing based on the 75 mm, then evaluate the results and if nothing is found
additional closer space transects can be added to ensure smaller munitions are found.

o If smaller munitions are found while conducting density transects, additional
transects will be added to bound the smaller targets, and this procedure is to be added
to the MEC DQOs.

Within the work plan, justification is needed on the munitions chosen for VSP transect

spacing
o This could be based on what has been found at the area previously vs. all possible
munitions.

An expected Cave area is located on the southwest region of Camp Maxey, Cave areas
may possibly have been used as a training ground with ordnance items. Cave Area is of
interest because locals may explore the possible Cave Areas.

o There is little info known on the caves, such as whether the caves still exist, are they
collapsed, accessible etc.

o It was suggested that perhaps a recon should be done first at the start of the RI field
activities, then adjust the field work approach.

o VSP may not be applicable for this site and it was discussed that based on the
reconnaissance results grids could be placed in areas if any indications of a cave use
is verified.

A Mine/Booby Trap Training Area was utilized at Camp Maxey in the Mid-West Region.

The Mine/Booby Trap Area is of interest because the site may be located near a

developed community.

o VSP may not be applicable here since munitions were placed and there may not be a
pattern

o Suggest recon first at the start of the field work and then revise approach; some areas
may be developed and not worth evaluating (munitions would be anticipated at or
near the surface)

o Suggested that UXO estimator be used to place grids in these areas vs. doing
transects first.

Munitions Constituents (MC) samples may also be collected within high density areas
from previous investigations

Karan Holmes (USACE Ft. Worth) suggested holding a public meeting prior to field
work, around the October timeframe.

The PDT discussed getting in touch with Fish and Wildlife to discuss hunting season and
any limitations.

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009 TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
December 2012 B-5 Task Order 0010



EXHIBIT B

e John Cook (USACE Huntsville) is going to look into any restrictions based on endangered
species in this area
o TCEQ requested to be added into the draft Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP)
e MEC DQO comments:
o Instead of using “multi-purpose land areas” break into East and West Ranges so it
matches the maps.
o Change Geophysical Prove Out (GPO) to Geophysical System Verification (GSV)
o Under performance criteria:
» Clarify the daily checks for horizontal accuracy (for all Global Positioning
System (GPS) units / Model EM-61)
= Add analog since this will be using for laying out transects and surface sweeps
ahead of DGM. Add sensor check daily.
»  Add IVS pass/fail criteria
o Forreal time decisions made in the fiecld, add TCEQ as a reviewer along with the
PDT
e Schedule
o TPP meeting minutes will be prepared and sent out within 2 weeks
o EOTI will begin work plan immediately; the next version will be an updated Draft
Final that will be reviewed concurrently by the PDT, Center of Expertise(CX), and
TCEQ
o Goal is to have the final Work Plan accepted and commence field work in the Fall
2012
o Entire project must be complete by September 2013
o The conflict with the hunting season was brought up during the TPP meeting
= Concerns with Hunting: keeping workers in the field safe, Hunting provides a
large cash flow at Maxey so it is imperative to keep the park open, working
around the hunter schedule may hinder the schedule production
» The PDT decided to contact the Wild Life Services at Camp Maxey to obtain
more details on the hunting season as well as try to work out a schedule of when
field personnel will be able to work with little to no disruption of the hunting
season
e American Burying Beetle, an endangered species, was brought up during the TPP
o John Cook suggested he follow up with the information needed regarding the
American Burying Beetle

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009 TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
December 2012 B-6 Task Order 0010



EXHIBIT C

EXHIBIT C
MEETING AGENDA

TPP MEETING 4 MEMORANDUM
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY
FORMER CAMP MAXEY, TEXAS

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009 TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
December 2012 C-1 Task Order 0010



EXHIBIT C

Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study
Former Camp Maxey, Texas

Technical Project Planning Meeting
July 26, 2012
9:00 am

=  Welcome / Introductions
= Meeting Purpose and Objective
= Site Historical Review
o Key Dates in Site History
o Previous Munitions Responses
o Historical Range Map Review
o Current Land Use Review
=  Project Review
o CERCLA Process
o Project Timeline
o Review of Previous TPP
= Path Forward
o Revised Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC) DQOs
= Analytical Approach
=  Plan for Obtaining Data
o Revised Munitions Constituent (MC) DQOs
= Analytical Approach
=  Plan for Obtaining Data
o Sampling Design
o Field Work — Methods
o Right of Entry Needs
= Questions and Discussion
= MEC Safety Reminder

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009 TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
December 2012 Cc-2 Task Order 0010



EXHIBIT D

EXHIBIT D
DRAFT TIMELINE

TPP MEETING 4 MEMORANDUM
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY
FORMER CAMP MAXEY, TEXAS

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009 TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
December 2012 D-1 Task Order 0010
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EXHIBIT E

EXHIBIT E
DATA QUALITY OBJECTIVES

TPP MEETING 4 MEMORANDUM
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY
FORMER CAMP MAXEY, TEXAS

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009 TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
December 2012 E-1 Task Order 0010



T 40 T 98ed

"8IS U} 10} S|aA8| piezey
D3N 8y} sulwisiep

0} VYH O3\ 8yj ul pasn
aq [[IM S)NsaJ aAIsnu|

"spub Woa

u| paluspl saljewoue
10 uonebisanul
aAIsnAul %001

“iom pjaly 0y Joud
30VSN Aq pamainas aq
1M spub e jo suoieso]

‘seuoe
9'g ‘saloe g'g ‘saioe

€g- sjoesuel} Nod
Buoje uonos)j0o eleQq

‘seale Ajsusp mo| pue

%G1 > S]OBJUOD ON

JgjeW | uiyym
inboeals Ajlewouy NOA

wogz > %86 ‘Buroeds
Juswainsesw aull-buoly NOQA

spub |efonpy-uou |je Joy Buioeds
aul| pauueld je %66 < abelanod
40890 |00} 8belano) WOQJ

(pamojje

sjoasuel) Aysuap 104 WQ|

0} dn Jous 18b1e| M1y SdOA

Jo} Jsjew-gns) sy08Yd Sd9 Alleq

‘uralay paysl|qe}se els}id
YIm ejep esoy} Jo uosLiedwoo
pue uonebiseul oy}

buunp paisyjeb ejep ayjo pue
‘asn pue| ‘DJ W\ Jo Aysusp pue
uoneoo| 8yj uo paseq Apms
Aunqisea ey uy pajejnuLIoy

aq [[Im SUOIOB BAIBUIB) Y

‘seale Ajsuap

MO| pue wnipaw ‘ybly ssasse
0} pasn &(q ||Im uonebisaul
BAISNUI %00 Uim spub NOQa-

"Arepunog SHIN 8y} Je

pa}eoo] ale Jey) 8sn suounw
pajesjusdsuod Ag psjoedul
seale punog o} pawJopad

aq |m sainpasold jno de)g-

"OdN 10 Jus)iXe
|enieds pue uoneoo| 8y} sulep

'$30d
| @Je uonebnsaaul jo
IM pajejaban
Appiyy | ese jeyy seasy  uonebiseau

"UOIJBUILIBJUOD
JO JUB)X® |BOIMBA BY} Bulyep O} pasn aq
M pue Odo 8y} Aq pauiwielep aq [[im
yidep uonosiep juswNisul  WNWIXepy

‘spubysyoesuel WO Aleuonaiosip

ul Bunnsal sainpaoold
o dejs JebbBu} M sauepunoq
SYAN  Buole  psynuept  OJN

:uoneayuap| Aiepunog

‘seale
Ajsuap mo| pue wnipaw ‘ybiy ul
spub jo uonebisanu| aAIsnul %00]  ©

(Buroeds
‘U 0°9Z pue epm Jsjew |) saloe
9'¢c sysesuell NOQ OAISNIUI-UON e

:ealy deu| Aqoogseully

‘seale
Ajsuap mo| pue wnipaw ‘ybiy ul
spub jo uonebisanu| aAIsnUl %00]  ©

(Buioeds
‘U G2y pue opm Jsjew |) saloe
g'9 sjossuell NOQ OAISNIJUI-UON o

'sealy aABD/opEUSID

‘seale
Aysuap mo| pue wnipaw ‘ybiy u

"asn
pue| pue si0ydedal
as Jo Aenung-

‘se||ewoue payiuspl
Jo uonebnsanul
BAISNIUI JO S}NSaY-

‘(esuodsai
juswinusut [e}BIp)
ejep |eaisAydoan)-

*spub pue sjpssuel

sl yjesy
uewny e asod
O3\ J1 sulwieleg-

a)o|dwod

aJe suewny Joy
skemyjed ainsodxa
O3 # dulwIgeQg-

03N

wnipaw ‘ybiy ur spub (Aep %g) saurjeadey o 0} pasn aq |Im synsal Big- | SPUB jo uonebiseAu| eaisniUl %00L  © UIY}IM SUOIBAISSCO 10 JusIXa |eneds
10 shenins WO wJopad siselaurg/aurg e ("wede 'y g |ENSIA JO S)NS9Y- 8y} sulwisleQg-
{s|00} [eonsiie)s Buisn ayidg / punosBsoeg oneis e *O3IN JO uoiedO| By} JO paoeds pue apim 1w |) saioe D3N o
sjoasuel} \NOQ Woly 1881 uoneiqiA e | sanealpul Alqissod se pajenjens €8 -sjoasued) NOJ SAISNIUI-UON NSO- juesaid O3\ | Jueix3 pue _uone
uonnqusip pue Ajisuap }S9] [pUUOSIad e ag ||Im sease Ajewoue Jo adA) pue uoieoO] | ainjeu 8y} | zuaoeleyd
Alewoue aujwiajag :sY08y0 uonouny wayshs WOQ |  Ausuasp ybiy pue ‘Besy ‘an V- :sealy pueT asodind-ini\ Ejep [ealo)sIH- | 8y} aulweyeg- | aulwleleq SHN
Apmssiyy s
suonsanb ajejissadau
S10449 uolIsIPap Kpnjs 1amsue eyl
Bl19)119 3ouewoad ayy aouejdaooe as|e) pue suoljoafal sBuipuly wouy suoisn|ouod sjwi| jeneds | 0} papaau uonew.lojul suonsanb wajqoid
sjoaw jey) ueid ayj} 309j9g | asjey 10} sywi| Ayjiqeqoud Ajoadg Buimeup 1oy o160] ayj dojarag | auap pue uonejndod jabie} ayy Ajoadg pue ejep Ajjuapj Apnis Ajpuap ayj auyeq | uoneuejdx3y
spnduj Juswoye)
ejeq bulureyqo 404 uejd BLI9}IID doUBWLIOLD yoeouddy jeanhleuy sauepunog jnduj uonewoyuj paiinbay sjeoo joefoid EoEEM odba
z10z Aeiny X1 ‘sand Asxey dwe) —sQDA J3N PaIsiney




T 40 T 98ed

‘papasoxs

usaq jou sey anjea Bujusalos
8y} Jey} paswnsse aq ||m y
‘Jo8)ep-Uou e 8}ealpul S)nsal 8y}
pue ‘gqO7 s.Alojeloge| panoidde
8y} Mojaq sI anjeA Bujussios
panoidde ue jey} Juansa ayj uj

‘sishleue 4701 10}

AKiojesoqge| ayy Aq pazAjeueal aq
pinom ajdwes ay} usay) ‘sanjea
d7101 8y sew Og uey) < aJe
s)nsaJ 8y} I ‘sanjeA 4701 8y 0}
paJjedwod aq |m s}nsal sidwes
Y] "pejo9||0d a9 |Im djdwes
a)isodwod uoleuolap 1sod

e ‘uof)ijowap o} pajepljosuod
ale swa)l DI 1y} JuaAs ayj u|

‘Jueixe ysiiqesse o} (,Z1-9)
Bujdwes aoepns-qns jeuonippe
aJsnbal |im eua)lo Bujussios

8y} Jo souepaadxa ul Bupinsas g|

*sjuiod Buuy 8y} je pajos)joo
sojdwes G| 8y} Ul s|ejew J09|9s
10} pazAjeue aq ||im sajdwes

.Sl Aususp

wnipaw/ybiy sy3 Jo jje ul
S|ejow 19919s e pue saAIso|dxs
10} pazAjeue aq ||Im sajdwes

'$.10d @y}
uey} Jamo| Jo 0y lenba

a1e ey TOI 8y} je

azAleue ‘a|qissod uaypy e

‘asn
@oq Jo aAnejuasaidal
ale sajdwes
ainsse 0} seale
Aysusp wnipawyybiy
ul sejdwes g| aziin e
'slols
11 dA} 8ziwuiw 0) pasu
oM ‘a10jaI8Y) ‘9]|qels|o}
alow aJe sioud | adA]

*s| a18y) uaym Aoxey
dwe) jo Aiepunoq SHIN
By} UIYHM UOljeulwejuod

OIN Ou s| 818y}
ey} Buipnjouo) :| edA L

‘suou

s| a1y} uaym Aaxey dwe)

*aqoidoab e Buisn pe}os||0o

aq ||m sajdwes asay] ‘juespenb
yoea wolj pajoa|joo sjdwes
90BLNSYNS SUO YIM ‘sjuespenb
 ojul dn uaxo.q aq [[Im

pub ay) ‘eusilo Bulusalios anoqe
pa3o8)ep s! jun uoisiosp S e §| -

‘uoljeaul|ap [eolHan

auIWIB}EP 0} PSJONPU0D 8]

[m Buydwes [euonippe ‘eusyo
BujusaIos 8A0qge S| pue .9 Mofeq
wayl DN . 0} Jusoelpe pejos||od
s| sjdwes soBuNsSgNS € J-

‘sjelow jobue) Joy pazAjeue
pue pa)o9||09 oq ||IM a|dwes
Sl ue payiuap! aJe syutod Buly |-

*pa}o9||09

sem ajdwes sy} yolym wouy eale
Ayisuap auj jo Jus)xa ay) |enbs
[IIM SUONeUIWEUOD [BJUOZIIOY BU)}
JO JUsIX8 8y *Pe}a8||0d 8q Jou
M sejdwes jno dajs [euonippe
JUSWIUOJIAUS By} 0 Y}jeay uewny
10} ¥sli sejeslpul sjdwes g| ue -

‘seale Ajsusp pejosye

8U} Ul P8199)|09 a4 [|Im sajdwes
90B4INS-qNS [EUOHIPPE ‘BL8)lId
Bujuaaios uodn paalbe ay)

‘so|dwes

80BUNS S| 9Y) Ul BLISIIO

Bulusalos ay) anoqge aq 0} punoy

aJam Jey} s|eaw asoyy Ajuo

1o} pazAjeue aq |im sajdwes

punoiboeq aoepns-qng

asn DI\ Jo uopeoipul Aue aaey

jou se0p Jey) Aiepunog SHIN BU}

UIY}IM UOI}EDO| B Ul UolezZijiqow

Buidwes soepns-gns

8y Bunnp pejoa)|od aq |IM (2}

-9) so|dwes punoiboeq aoeuns

-gns 9)aJ0sIp Q] Uy} ‘paiinbai
aJe sa|dwes aoeuns-qns §| e

“ojeo||duy ul

pajdwes pue ,9-0 Wolj pajos||od

so|dwes SN BOS X BOG o [IIm

sa|dwes "asn goQ Aq pajoedul

uaaq aAeY 0} JOU pauluwlIs}ep

seale U] }ng Alepunog SHIA

BU} UIYIM WOy pajas]jod 8q [[Im
sa|dwes punoibyoeq aoeung e
:punoibxoeg

S)UBWIIOUI OE PUE [I0S

10 sayoul 9-0 ul spub Aysusp
wnipsw/ybly ul pejos|jod S| e
:ealy deu| Aqoog/euly

sjuswialoul 0g pue |10s

10 sayoul 9-0 ul spub Aysusp
wnipsw/ybiy ul pejos|jod gl e
'sealy AR /epeusl)

asn
pue| pue si0ydedal
a)Is Jo Aanng-

JUBLUSS8SSY YSIY-

‘|los

10} (70d) sjenen
uoljeljusduo)
BAI0BJ0Id dHM L

‘pIey ayy

U] SUOI}BAIBSO UO
paseq suopunw
JO @ouUapIne

Jayjo pue syujod
Buny ‘sainjonis
abuel jo uopeso-

e
|ea160j099 ue sasod
O #1 sulwisleQ-

jSU yjeay uewny e
asod D\ #1 sulLLIBIB-

*8}9|dwoo
aJe |eoiBojods/suewny
1o} shkemyjed ainsodxa

OIN § sulwIsieg-

“a)is ay)
SSOIOB Dl 4O JuBIXe
leneds ay} sulwisieg-

*9)Is 9y} ssooe
SUOIJEJJUSOUOD DI JO
abuel ay) aujwisldg-

-Roxep
dwe) Jjawio4
9y} je saniaoe

SN SUOIIUNA| Y)im pajeloosse | Jo Aiepunod SHIN @Y} UIUIM pasoxa synsal [eolA[eue auy j|- 'splb 'safjiAnoe Aexep Buiuiesy Buunp
spub Aysuap wnipaj/ybiH uoljeulweuod HIA Si 818y} SjuswiaJoul 0g pue Jios NOQ Aususp | dwey  Jawio4  Jo asn suounw
ul sajdwes gJ 199)|0D 1ey} Buipnjouod ;| adA 10d 40 seyoul 9-0 ul spub Aysuep wnipawyybiy | Jnsal e se [0S a0euNS | Ylm pajeroosse
lenuapisay | Jal] 4yl pue wnipsw/ybly ul pejos|jod S| e JO suofeosoT- | ay} 0} poseajal O JO JuaX3

*sjulod :309(oud siyy Joy sioue sanjeA punoibyoeq oyoads ajis sjulod Buui4 e Alenusyod oW Jo pue ainjeu | uonezusioeIRYD

Buli4 je ssidwes g| 109)|0D uolsioap s|qissod om] 0} sjnsal |eonAjeue aledwo)- :sealy pue asodind-in ejep |eolo)siH- | sadA} ey} aulwisleg- | 8y} aulwisleQg SHIA
suonsanb Apnys Kpnys siyy
S101J3 UoISI23p aduejdasse Jamsue 0} papasu sajejIssadau
eLI19)119 dduewuopad as|ej pue suoioafai asjey sBuipuly wouy suoisnjouod sjpwi| jenjeds auyap uonewJojul suonsanb jey} wajqouad

ayj sj9awi jey ueld ay} 30313s | Joy sywi| Ayjigeqoud Ayoadg Buimeup 1oy 2160] ay) dojanaqg pue uonejndod jabue} ay} Ayoadg pue ejep Anuapj| Apnys Ayuap) ay} auyyaqg uoneuejdxgy
spnduj uonew.oju| juswoje)s

ejeq bujure}qo 404 uejd BLIB}IID doUBWIOLDY yoeouddy jeanhjeuy sauepunog jnduj padinbay sjeoo ja9foidq wa|qoid odba

z10Z Aey XL ‘sand Asxe\ dwe) —soDA JIN Pasinay




EXHIBIT F

EXHIBIT F
TRANSECT DESIGN

TPP MEETING 4 MEMORANDUM
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY
FORMER CAMP MAXEY, TEXAS

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009 TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
December 2012 F-1 Task Order 0010
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EXHIBIT G

EXHIBIT G
MEETING POWERPOINT SLIDES

TPP MEETING 4 MEMORANDUM
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY
FORMER CAMP MAXEY, TEXAS

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009 TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
December 2012 G-1 Task Order 0010



EXHIBIT G

Technical Project Planning Meeting
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
Camp Maxey, TX

26 JULY 2012

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009 TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
December 2012 G-2 Task Order 0010



Handout

Agenda

= Purpose and Objective
= Historical Review

= Project Review

= Path Forward

= Discussion/Questions
= MEC Safety

EXHIBIT G

&

Introductions

US Army Corps of Engineers
CESWF

Karen Holmis - Pregect Manager

Eric Kinwan - Geophys
Tim Bahannon - OE Satety Speaastint
CEHNC
John Coak, PE— Project Managar
Teresa Carpenter - Technical Lead
kaly Ennque - Geophysicist

Ralph Campbell = Senor Progct Manager

2

Subconiractors

EQTI (Prime)

Jim Cattron, PE -

ILDMG STRONG,

Project Manager

Malcolm Pirnle (Engineering}

Jen Buchles - Project Enginesr

MAEVA (Geophysics)

Reqgulatore/Stakeholders

DURLDMG STRONG,

Acronyms and Definitions

SR lE [i[E[ [ e

HIMLOMG STRONG,

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009
December 2012

G-3

TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
Task Order 0010



EXHIBIT G

Handout

Purpose and Objective

Purpose:
Review the cument status of the project and finalize the
DQOs and sampling plan in order to finalize the Work
Plan and begin field work.

Objective:

Obtain concurrence from the PDT and stakeholders on
the revised DQOs and data collection approach to fully
characterize the nature and extent of munitions related

hazards at the Former Camp Maxey.
&

€ ILDMG STRONG,

Historical Review

Timeking | Major Milestoriss
HigtattaalRangs Map

Curranl Lise Map

1 DUELDMG STRONG,

Camp Maxey Historical Review

= 15 July 1942 — Camp Maxey activated as infantry basic
training camp

October 1944 — Designated as infantry Advanced
Replacement Training Center

1 October 1945 — Camp Maxey was deactivated
1848-1948 USACE issued cerificates of
decontamination which included land use restrictions
1967 — Sanders Creek dammed to form Pat Mayes Lake

(i

(] ML OGS TRONG,

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009
December 2012 G4

TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
Task Order 0010



EXHIBIT G

Handout

Camp Maxey History of Munitions Response
1965-1980 Military EOD Team Dispatched

= 1094 Archive Search Report
= 1967 Time-Critical Removal Action (HFA)
TO-ACRES SUTace SLLENTACE & BY BOTES SUTECE Cearance 1T Fa Mayse Fark
= 1997 Surface and Subsurface Ordnance and
Explosive Survey and Sampling (UXB)
ArpeTICmi 118 SRR — (e plaed hrdLaghon Fonmor Camg Ay
= 2000 Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (Parsons)
= 2000 Non Time-Critical Remaoval Action (UXB)

Approvmenaly 270 sores - 21 UMD podted in Camp areas
= 2005-2006 MNon Time-Critical Remowval Action (Tetra Tech)

I R PO rOUTE SITUCHUS 10 delive: Lo

= 2008 Mon Time-Critical Remowval Action (USAE)
Trarsecrs and grids i the Ean! Range Aee
b}

T ILDMG STRONG,

Camp Maxey Historical Use

- (1]

] DURLDMG STRONG,

Camp Maxey Current Use

(i

] HUROMG STRONG,

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009
December 2012 G-5

TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
Task Order 0010



EXHIBIT G

Handout

Project Review

CERCLARmcess
Projecl Status

Fraview of Pravious TP Mastings

i

10 ILDMG STRONG,

CERCLA Process Review

Frlranary Miamat{ly)
)
o b £
I
- Tt
e et Sl bt Lo -l

el e @1} i
L
Detad L mr @0} %
; i
Tor -l Do CRIY
_hlhl\t
)
i |
1" T DMNG STRONG,
Project Timelineg

iain T T e o Bl e
BEBAT AF M8 0 s Sted by CENNCEY

s 1 Wy "
(e : : :
== me i _“

| ) % T Masteg 20 0200

bt TP et 4 B

s YRR Lt 13 1

L‘ Task Ot dhes Aumard 19 F ol OB
———  NICP-Ea% Range Ama MEG Femeval —

"FUDS Distict P recam endad realignmert of MRS @
3 December 2008 .

12 ML OGS TRONG,

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009
December 2012 G-6
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EXHIBIT G

Handout

Review of Previous TPP

* Three Previous TPP Meetings — held in 2008
(meeting minutes are available for review)
= Resulted in:
» Preliminary CSM
» DQOs
» Sampling Plan
= Sampling Plan
» DGM Transects — 96 acres / 500ft spacing

» MC — Multi-incremental surface scil samples using
various decision unit sizes (10mx10m; 30mx30m;

Someom @

1% ILDMG STRONG,

Geophysical Transect Design
(Based on initial TPF)

L,

1 DURLDMG STRONG,

Path Forward

= Obte:n congtrrences on Data Quality O byeclives
d

15 HURDMG STRONG,

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009
December 2012 G-7

TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
Task Order 0010



EXHIBIT G

Handout

Revised DQOs

Approssh

Do Tl gt T v
canchisions from findings

(TR a7 i Fgh AuA Ry Sy i
i s weabasted oy s Bheicasinatis o oa
[eea o MEC

0wt b ot o st
a3 il el of MEC

[ tep s pcaues il s et pord
asn st By caniania 4 manibans na
et arn b e ML i

0 00 g et 10U s v s et

60 et srvans wigh, madiin s s sty
war
o action s wit o m it i1 P

dnabyrcal Approach  |Pedanmwioe Gritens | Plan for Obtaning toee |
Divlop the lngic for oy [Spaecaty prob bty BTsts far [Satact the pla B s i
ant folse
ACCOplance (ocison sTors
M
O i s i 8tk B i

frarsom DOM pavays o1 gt miigh,
i 1 ke ety s

Data cadactien wnng LM ¥ amanrs 0
iren 80 g, 20 20w
Losimr af oh sy sl b point by
5.5 5 o b v

ki 5 1 1 0 B MEC WA
45 4385 1 U I 1 b P
™

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009 TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
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EXHIBIT G

Handout

Revised DQOs

[t 15 rarvple ety vk e usn paath v
. e shep ol LRI 20

ot mins o s 4t ol daniny

e o whos Bon e mas subeitmd

Wik et i bt 1€ vy b

bctnd s e 3 mei

12 wbsmon sl c coberind adacunt 53
0 0w wrering

L tuta,x0stns Lapten b ot 12

et s s,

13 1 it ot et

et Dt g tut b cotetnd g 3
e

0 oo o Gosmnira Fiats
o e Vo e 1

o v

= Py By
UMt 1 camphin 5 Mgt dubiy
51s it d o bty uts.

Sanpie wi ba Faed T epbstenT ana
| oomct w1 8 wrn g
P

it b e et i 1
1 11 gl sosuried g o
1w g . aendani 41t dssbanind
e e e
e
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EXHIBIT G

Handout

Geophysical Data Collection

Etve Data Gol R3S

* Wil R ey

¥ East Range Ara

> Garerce Riange

¥ Cave Traning Area

" -
: < ko > MneBocty Trap
Trairireg A
n ILDMG STRONG,

Transect Design
(West Range Araa)

¥ 1 wide parallel
tramsects

» 100m spacing (109m on
cenfer)

* Target area 600N dia.

based o higloric TErnm
‘ uze

> Target ares dens
100 anarnaties/a
* Background d
10 anarmaie s/ Acre
»80% chance of
traversing and detecting
tanget areas

- L,

n DUELDMG STRONG,

Transect Design

[East Range Amea)

Desion

> 1m wide paralle|
transecis

* 81m spacing (32m an
center

> Target area 450t dis ~

bazed on higtone 37 mm

use

¥ Target anea density of

100 anomalswiacre
cwground density of

10 anomakesiacne

» 0% chance of

traversng and detectng

- target areas

u HURDMG STRONG,

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009

TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
December 2012 G-10

Task Order 0010



EXHIBIT G

Handout

Transect Design

[Grenade Ranges)

Dsslan

» 1m wAle paraliel
transects

* Grm spacing {10m an
canter)

> Targel area 1600 cha, —
tazed on histonc grenade
usy

» Target area density of
100 anomalesacrs

» Background density of
10 anomalies/acre

» 90% chance of
traversing and det
targatareas

» ILDMG STRONG,

Transect Design

{Cave Trairsng Area)

> 1 wadtie it ailled
transecis

» O spacmg{10mon
canter)

Model Inputs
> Target area 160f dia. —

based an historic grenade

¥ Target area density of
100 anomakes/acrs
» Background dinsity of
10 anpmatiesiacre

~ » 80% chance of
traversng and detecting
targat areas

X DUELDMG STRONG,

Transect Design
{Mine/Booby Trap Training Area)

Desian

» Tm vace parallel
transects

¥ 4m spacing {Smon
Enler)

w Target aren 1200 dia ~

baszed on historic training

minefminedeld uss

> Targeel orea disngity ol 60
"

ground density of

10 anamal

¥ H0% chang

traversing and detecting

tarpetareas @
J.‘ BIBLONG STRONG,

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009 TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey
December 2012 G-11 Task Order 0010



EXHIBIT G

Handout

Field Work

(Geophysical Transects |

= Ciats collected along transscts are analyzed and
igie Vi tigatd i

an
the boundanies of MEC contamination

» Data collected using DGM with an EM-81

+ Transect Spacing - determinad using V5P to ensure
1% chance of defecting & Lirget of » certain 4
waithin the ares

= Four sreas ideritdisd within the MRS,
West RangeArea - 100m fpacing (~65 acres of transects)
EastRangs Area — 81m spacing (=16 acres of transedts)

Grunade Tave Training Area — Sm spacig (-2 28 sond
of transects)

MneBooky Trap Area — 4. fuce (-8 75 sore of

transects)

=

Field Work

(Grids)
+ Gnoz usedto determine the concentration and natire of
MEC in target aneas

+ Otk Enll#ctid using DOM with an EM-G1

+ Gnd location are based an the results af he transect
nvestgation - inchides areas with low, medm. and high

concendrations of MECindic#tors.

» Gind size - S0 by S0/ (larger grds may Be uses in oy
density atens)

+ The grid 3rea is estimated to be 10% of the fransect area.

*Four antas entified within the MRS

oWest RangeArea - |14 gnos (<65 aores of gnds)
~EatRange Area - 29 guds (-1 6 acres of arids)
oGrenade Area - 16 ool (- 1.905 20e3 of anas)

aMine Area ~ 12 0nds (-0 675.acres of grds)

-]

Field Work

{ME Sampling)

» MC zoil sample locabons will be determened based on the gnd infrusive
investigation results

+ Decizion units for neremantal sarmple collection wil be placed within moderats
and high density pfids selected by the POT

= Liscrenonary samples may be collzcied in other aress of inerest, stch 3s finng

paints
= Deos=0n urst size wil match the grd (50 ftx S0 1t)
=30 merements will b2 coliectad for each decision und sample

« 10% of the sampi=swil be colscted in tnphicate
sInitial phase will be surface sod sampling onky

+ Dependent on the rexults of e sudace 500 samphng, subsurtace samples
may bie colfec wertical def

*MC sampling resultsvall be used tn condict a hurman and e cologizal isk
assessmentas part of the R @

: ] BIBLONG STRONG,

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009
December 2012 G-12
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EXHIBIT G

Handout

Potential Munitions Constituents (MC

Target Compound List ! Target Analyte List [TAL) Metals
USEPA Mitho USERA Method 60108
1A% T M AL
15080 amar i
SATRT Capprisnd
28Nt [
FASALNT Miskwih
240 Tewde st (TUTH Ll (P}
2T PRI
0T o
aarnpnt
P

TAR S Pyl N eyt e e
AT bk i |3 STk s (WA
AR Al nan AT DN
Eirdimatymat b K
[y

e

n ILDMG STRONG,

Right of Entry

. Withiwe iontifed &2
= Tk o (M oe pacels {iheowe I
- . ween and oo 1hat
panned tranded 18 crose.

e contidered prendy for

ﬂ:‘ " il
A WA 1T ey 0
b &

v t ) tEeseng ROES

L) i &)

L ; -~ 4/ 00tbe 28 proety piwets
1 :| = e Py cwmer i dita
! A54551000 W) 15 of iy

1) O3 Fac it Map ¢ from
b I Lsenar County Tae
Awserser & Lnw Courly
Mippng Dapweanant
Pt propey ownerstip
nfoemaon b5 avalabin
o Troe Antormalion
Comgant

)

: ) DUELDMG STRONG,

Questions and Discussion

&

n HURDMG STRONG,

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009
December 2012 G-13
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EXHIBIT G

Handout

MEC Safety [ORnc

(&]
IRECOONIEE: nrers Wi o v o simriiivi et
RETREAT: [T s anss g cuaniyimatwssine v
REPORT.  CAON ety oty oot sk s s

hitps:iheww. denlx.osd.m ilportalipag ol pertaliUX DS afety

DD Erwirooments, ety and Ot ations!
Mt Hetwork and betormation Exchangs -

Souee of MEC salfy and et aional matenal

i )

ILDMG STRONG,

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009

December 2012 G-14
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EXHIBIT G

Revised MC DQOs — Camp Maxey FUDS, TX iMay 2012
Do iem Project Goals Required Input Boundaries Analytical Approach Performance Criteria Plan for Oblaining Data
|| starement information -_——_ =
Explanation Define the Tdentify study Identify data and | Specify the target population and Develop the logic for drawing Speclfyurmhllltylimm Tor | Select the plan thal meets the
problemthat | questions: information define spatial limits
necessitates needed to answer acceptance o s
this study study questions
MRS | Determine the -D-we-mme the fypes | -Historical data Multi-Purpose Land Areas; Compare anmynw Tesults to Twa possible decision Coliect IS samples at Firing
Characterzation | nature and potentially «  Fiting Points ste specfic background values | errors for this project: Points.
Extent of MC. mlmsnd o the | -Locations of « IS collected in highimedium and TRRP Tier 1 Residential
associated with | surface soil as a result | highimedium density grids in 0-6 inches of PCL. Type I: concluding that Collect IS samples in
munitions Use | of  Former  Camp | density DGM soil and 30 increments thera is MC contamination | High'Madium density arids
during training | Maxey activities, grids ~If the analytical results exceed within the MRS boundary of | associated with Munitions use.
activities at the Grenade/Cave Areas: the agread upon smnnms Camp Maxey when there is
Former Camp | -Determine the range | -Location of range | » |5 collected in criteria, additional none. Samples will be analyzed for
Maxey. of MC concentrations | structures, firing density grids in 0-6 inches of | samples will be collected in the explosives and a select metals

across the site,
-Determine the spatial
extent of MC across.
the site,

~Determine if MC

peints and other
evidence of
munitions based
on observations in
the field.

-TRRP Protective

soil and 30 increments

Mine/Booby Trap Area:

» IS collected in highimedium
density grids in 0-8 inches of
soil and 30 increments

affected density areas.

- an IS sample indicates risk for
human health or the environment
additional step out samples il
not be collected. The extent of
the horizontal contaminations will

Type Il Concluding that
there is no MC
contamination within the
MRS boundary of Camp
Mazxey when there is.

Type 1 errors are more

in all of the high/medium
density” 1S"

Samples will be analyzed far
select metals in the IS samples
collected at the firing points.

exposura pathways for | Concentration Background: equal the extent of the density | tolerable; therefore, we 1S resulting in exceedance of the
humans/ecological are | Levels (PCL)for |, Sudace background samples | réa from which the sample was | naed to minimiza type |1 screening criteria will require
complete. soil. will be collected from within the | collected. Brrors. additional sub-surface sampling
MRS boundary butin areas + Utlize 1S samplesin | (6127 o establish extert.
-Determine if MC pose | -Risk Assessment SeteTmingd not b5, have baen it firing points are identified an IS highfmedium density
@ human health risk. 'sample will be collected and areas to assure In the event that MEC items are
-Survey of stte e St e somie? | Snalyzad fo target mtal. samplos ara consolidated for demaltion, a
-Determine if MC receptors andland | coliectod from 0-6" and sampled representative of DoD | post detonation composite
poses an ecological | use. in triplicate -If 3 subsurface sample is use, sarmple wil be collacted, The
risk. + I sub-surface samples are collected adjacenttoa MEC item | «  When possible, analyze | sample results will be compared
required, then 10 discrete sub- | D@low 8" and is above screening at the MQL that are to the TCLP values, if the results
surfaca background samples (- | C'iteria, additional sampling will equal fo of lower than | are > than 20 times the TCLP
12°) will be collected during the | b8 conducted to dotermine the FCL's values, then the sample would
sii-stitface samping vertical delineation. be reanalyzed by tha laboratory
mabiization in a location within ) ) for TCLP analysis.
the MRS boundary that does not | ~ ! @ IS decision unit is datected
have any indication of MEC use. | 359Ve screening criteria, the grid In the event that an approved
Sub-suttace background will be broken up into 4 screening value is below the
samples wil be analyzed for quadrarts, with one subsurface approved laboratory's LOD, and
ok thass metals.that wers sample collected from each the results indicate a non-detect,
found to ba above the scroening | Uadrart. Thuse samples will be it will be assumed that the
criteria in the MIS surface collected using a geoprobe. screening value has not been
Pl exceeded
Pagelof1
Revised MEC DQOs — Camp Maxey FUDS, TX May 2012
Dao Problem | Project Goals Required Information | Input Boundaries Analyiical Approach Performance Criteria Plan for Oblaining Data
Statement Inputs.
Explanation | Define the | Identify study Identify data and ‘Specify the target population and define | Develop the logic for drawing | Specify probability limits for faise | Select the plan that meets
problem | questions information needed to | spatial limits conclusions from findings rajactions and faise acceptance | the performance criteria
that answer study decision errors
necessitate questions
s this study
MRS Determine | -Determine the | -Historical data Multi-Purpase Land Areas: ~AlTMD, frag, and high density | DGM syslemruncunn checks: Determine anomaly
Characteriz | the nature | location and type of anomaly areas will be * Personnel T density and distribution
ation’ and Extent | MEC present -csM *  MWonintrusive DGM transects- B3 | evalusted as possibly indicative | «  Vibration Test from DGM transects
of MEC acres (1 meter vide and spaced of the location of MEC. « Static Background / Spike using statistical tools;
-Determine the -Results of visual 344 ft. apart.) = 6 Line/2Line Tests perform DGM surveys of
observations within * 100% intrusive Investigation of grids | -Dig results will be used to + Repeal Lines (2% daily} nrlds in high, medium

spatial extent of
MEC

-Detarmine T MEC
oxposure pathways
for humans are
complete

-Determine f MEC
a human
health risk,

transects and grids.

-Geophysical data
(digital Instrumant
response).

~Resuits of infrusive
investigation of
identified anomalies.

~Survey of site
recaptors and land
use.

in high. medium and low density
areas.

Grenade/Cave Areas:

* MNor-intrusive DGM transects 6.8
acres (1 meter wide and 42.5 ft.
spacing)

100% intrusive Investigation of grids
in high, medium and low density
areas.

Mine/Booby Trap Aroa

* HNon-intrusive DGM transects 36
acres (1 meter wide and 26.0 ft.
e

* 100% intrusive Investigation of grids
in high, medium and low dans
areas.

Boundary Identification:

* MEC identified along MRS
boundaries will frigger step out
procedures resulting in
discretionary DGM transectsigrids.

Maximum instrument detection depth
will be determined by the GPO and will
be used to define the vertical extent of
contamination.

Investigation Areas that are thickly
vegetated will be avoided and all areas
of investigation are limited to availabla
ROE's.

define the location and spatial
extont of MEC.

~Stap out procaduras wil be
parformed to bound areas
impacted by concentrated
munitions use that are located
atthe MRS boundary.

~DGM grids with 100% intrusive
investigation will be used to
assess high, medium and low
density areas.

Alternative actions vill be
formulated in the Feasibility
Study based on the location
and density of MEC, land use,
and other data gathered during
the investigation and
comparison of those data with
onieria established herein.

Daily GPS Checks (sub-metef for
DGPS RTK; larger error up to
10m for density transects
allowed)

DGM Coverage tool check,
caverage > 95% at planned line
spacing for all non-fiducial grids
DGM Along-line measurement
spacing, 8% < 25cm

DGM Anomaly reacquisition
within 1 meter.

No contacts < 15%

and low density areas.
Data collection along
DGM transects -83
actes, 6.8 acres, 3.6
acres.

Locations of all grids will
be reviewed by USACE
prior to field work

100% intrusive
investigation of
anomalies identified in
DGM grids.

Intrusive results will be
used in the MEC HA to
determine the MEC
hazard levels for the site.
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EXHIBIT G

Tezend

Pat Mayse Lake

Grenade
Range

| { National Guar
lastallation

If 1 meled wie Irafisects with & parallel pattem are spaced 9 meters batwesn ansects (10 meters on
h have an 90% chance ing and

Boaby Trap Ares Easi Range Area

If 1 meler wide transects with a parallel pattem 1111 meter wide (82 meters an
centers) aver . 90% chance of & nd cefers) over the entire site, these transects h 0% ch d
detecting any 120 foot diameter (60 f g g @ bivariate 450 foot diameter target area

with acre abiove the of 10 anomalies per | with of les per acre above th af 10 anomalies per
acre. Tris g0 have at (east 95% | acre Th gative rate. |5 0% and fisgge

‘confidence they have derisity greater than background, | y y

Cave and Grenae Area West Range Area

It 1 meter wide transecis with 2 parallel pattern are spaced 100 meters between ransects (101 meters on

Local Roads

extigation Teansects

ormer Installtion Bowndary

Nationa] Guard fustallation

Musition Response Sites (MKS)

ParMayse Lake

Notes
Al trimsects will be inves
fake's shorchine

ated up o the

@,
v

UITM o 15 NAD 83 (Meters)
Dota Provided By
153, Aty Fagoneering & Support Conies, Hunisville AL

1oes o 1
Kilometers
Lacation Meg:

Former Camp Maxey Lamar Coumy, 1

ED
TRANSECT LOCATION
dune 19,2012
FORMER: CAMP MAXFY
LAMAR €0 7%

Prepured For
118 Army Engincering snd Segport Center, i ille

centers) aver | conters) ower the entire s, these vansects have an approximately 90% chance of traversing and
‘detecting any 160 foot diameter (30 foot having & 800 foot diameter (300 foot sar target srea ha biv =
acre y of 10 anomalies pal | with an average density of 100 anomalies per scre above the background density of 10 anomalies per el
sere Tris assumes i 0% and Nlagg least 5% " Bcre: Thia aasumes the Instrumens (5isa negatve fale 5 0% and Aagned windons have 4t kest 95%: o 3 A
confidence they have density greater than background, h y g M 1 Farmer i 3 Do,
| | | i " osngnr ™ faiean2012 0
O T

Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009
December 2012

TPP 4 Meeting Notes — Former Camp Maxey

G-16

Task Order 0010



Jim Daffron

From: Jim Daffron

Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 12:34 PM

To: Cook, John T HNC

Cc: Matt Hughs; David Jacobs; Matt Norris

Subject: RE: MAXEY: Discussion with TCEQ on the WP (UNCLASSIFIED)

Maxey WP RTC -
11 Mar 13 .xIsx

John

TCEQ comments are addressed on the last tab of the attached spreadsheet.

Jim

From: Cook, John T HNC [mailto;John.T.Cook@usace.army.mil]

Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 12:12 PM

To: Otto, Sarah SWF; Brad Wilkinson Texas Commission on Environmental Quality; Jim Daffron; Matt Norris; David
Jacobs; Jennifer Buckels; Bradley, Scott G HNC; Selfridge, Bob J HNC; Campbell, Ralph L HNC '

Subject: MAXEY: Discussion with TCEQ on the WP (UNCLASSIFIED)

When: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 3:30 PM-4:30 PM (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada).

Where: Call-IN: 877-873-8017 Password: 4178870; Security Code, if needed: 4178870

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

Team — | realize this is extremely short notice but, it is believed we need to do this today. Thanks, JTC

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE



2 April 2013, 1430 CT

Camp Maxey Call

Purpose: Review responses to final Work Plan comments
Participants:

John Cook, CEHNC

Ralph Campbell, CEHNC
Teresa Carpenter, CEHNC
Kelly Enriquez, CEHNC
Sarah Otto, CESWF

Brad Wilkinson, TCEQ
David Jacobs, EQOTI

Jim Daffron, EOTI

The team reviewed the three comments that TCEQ had on the Draft-final work plan. EOTI sent draft
responses to comments prior to the meeting and the responses were reviewed during the call, It was
agreed that Table 4.3 would be added to the work plan to provide QC requirements corresponding to
definable features of work. Minor changes to the DQOs were discussed and it was agreed that a revised
Table 3.1 would be sent out for review. The proposed responses comments were acceptable to the
Corps and TCEQ and Brad Wilkinson requested access to the EOTI ftp site where the Final Work Plan
would be pasted. It was agreed that EOT| would provide a link to TCEQ through the USACE.




Jim Daffron

From: Otto, Sarah SWF [Sarah.N.Otto@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Friday, April 05, 2013 10:05 AM

To: Brad Wilkinson

Subject: RE: Camp Maxey

Attachments: Part 1 Maxey Work Plan Final April 2013.pdf
Brad,

I've split it up into two parts to send via email. Let me know if you receive them. Attached
is the first part. :)

-Sarah

————— Original Message-----

From: Brad Wilkinson [mailto:brad.wilkinson@tceg.texas.gov]
Sent: Friday, April @5, 2013 8:43 AM

To: Otto, Sarah SWF

Subject: RE: Camp Maxey

Sarah,

I tried 3 separate times and I was unable to access the document. I did use (maxeyftp) and
pass (eotiftp). Thanks.

Brad

----- Original Message-----

From: Otto, Sarah SWF [mailto:Sarah.N.Otto@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Thursday, April 04, 2013 3:35 PM

To: Brad Wilkinson

Subject: RE: Camp Maxey

Brad,
Were you able to get it working?
-Sarah

----- Original Message-----

From: Brad Wilkinson [mailto:brad.wilkinson@tceq.texas.gov]
Sent: Thursday, April 04, 2013 1:46 PM

To: Otto, Sarah SWF

Subject: RE: Camp Maxey

Sarah,

You did send me a DQO table yesterday and it looks fine. I am still not able to access the
WP with mark ups. Sorry it asked for my ID and Password. Thanks.

Brad

----- Original Message-----

From: Otto, Sarah SWF [mailto:Sarah.N.Otto@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Thursday, April @4, 2013 1:36 PM

To: Brad Wilkinson-

Subject: Camp Maxey




Brad,

Have you had a chance to review the Final Work Plan and the attachment I sent out last week?
Do you have any other questions? John Cook plans on publishing tomorrow, pending any other
comments.

Thank you,

Sarah Otto, EIT, LEED, AP.

Environmental Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Planning, Environmental, and Regulatory Division
Phone: (817) 886-1695
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e N MUNITIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
E . I l 9050 Executive Park Drive, Suite 106 A e Knoxville, TN 37923
Tel: (865) 200-8081 o Fax: (865) 766-5971

March 10, 2014 Maxey-036

Commander, US Army Engineering & Support Center, Huntsville
Attn: USAESCH-OE-DC, Dorothy Richards

4820 University Square

Huntsville, Alabama 35816-1822

RE: Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study, Former Camp Maxey, Texas — Mine and Booby
Trap Training Area Recon Report — Revision 1

1. The Former Camp Maxey Range 64 (RMIS Range ID: KO6TX030501R05) is believed to have
been used for mine and booby trap training between 1942 and 1945. The area identified as Range 64
on historical maps is approximately 36 acres and is located on the east side of the west impact area.
No specific information related to the layout of the training area is available. It is believed that M1
practice mines along with flares, simulators and screening smoke may have been used in the training
area. In accordance with FM 5-31, Land Mines and Booby Traps, 1 November 1943, the normal
density of mines was 1’2 mines per yard of front. Mines were placed in one of four types of belts,
uniform pattern, extended pattern, hasty-mine, or deliberate. It is likely that all four types were
emplaced during training at the Former Camp Maxey. It was common practice to recover practice
mines after training; and therefore it is unlikely complete practice mines field remain on site. It is
more likely that individual mines remain scattered throughout the training area.

2. There is no indication that live mine training ever took place
on Camp Maxey; however it is known that M1 antitank |
practices mines were used. According to TM 9-1940, Land |
Mines, 15 July 1943 these consisted of three parts: empty mine |
body, spider, and fuze. The three parts are shown in Figure 1.
Two types of practice fuzes were used. Dummy fuzes were
completely inert but other fuzes contained a smoke-puff charge
used to simulate detonation. It is possible that practice mines
used at Camp Maxey contained fuzes with smoke-puff charges.
According to The American Arsenal (Hogg, 2001), the smoke-
puff charges contained 60 grains of army black powder
designed to ignite 100 grains of red phosphorous, which
created a loud noise and smoke which escaped through the holes in the side of the practice mine.

Figure 1 — M1 Practice Mine
Components

3. The majority of the former training area lies on three private land parcels. Eight other private
parcels overlap smaller portions of the perimeter of the former training area. In order to investigate
the area, the Corps of Engineers requested rights of entry (ROE) from each property owner with
parcels that contain a portion of the former training area. ROEs were not obtained for large portions
of the central and southern portions of the training site, however access was granted in the northern
portion and along the perimeter. Enclosure 1 shows the location of the former training area as well as
the parcels that now make up the site. Access was granted by owners of the parcels shown in green.
The owner of the parcel shown with the red hatching indicates a parcel which the owner retracted



right of entry and so even though a ROE was initially received, the Government does not have access
to the property.

4. EOTI conducted an instrument-assisted visual inspection of the portion of the former training area
where access was granted on 17 August 2013. EOTI had access to approximately 23.6 % of the
suspected former training area. During the inspection, two UXO Technicians walked a meandering
path through the accessible area using a Minelab metal detector to help visually identify MD or other
indicators of previous mine or booby trap training. The total length of the path (shown in Enclosure
2) was approximately 13263.41 feet. GPS waypoints were recorded at the transect end points and
were used to generate the figure showing the approximate path traveled by the team.

5. EOTI did not locate any MEC, MD or indicators of MEC during the inspection; however, a
property owner showed the team items that were discovered previously on Parcel 110663 (an area
without current authorization to access). The items were identified as M1 practice mines and what
appear to be smoke canisters, both consistent with mine training suspected in the area. Enclosure 3
shows photographs from the site inspection and the MD previously discovered in the area.

6. There is strong historical evidence that mine training was conducted in the area designated as the
Mine and Booby Trap Training Area. There is also strong indication that practice mines and other
MD associated with the training may remain in the area. Mine training, at the time that it was
conducted at Camp Maxey, involved placing practice mines in belts that make up the mine fields.
Practice mines were typically recovered after training but some were not recovered from the site at
Camp Maxey and some likely remain undiscovered. The remaining practice mines are discrete points
that would be difficult to locate with certainty by investigating sample areas with evenly spaced
transects or representative grids in a manner similar to that used to locate potential target areas for
fragmenting munitions used in other areas. The likelihood of discovering individual mines remaining
from the previous training during the RI is also reduced significantly by the lack of access to the
entire central portion of the site.

7. Since available evidence supports the historical training records, it is recommended that the area be
characterized as likely to contain practice mines, smoke canisters and booby trap devices without the
collection of additional data. Alternatives considered during the Feasibility Study would consider the
potential hazards associated with these devises and would include risk reduction alternative that
encompass the entire site.

8. Please let me know if you have any question or need any additional information. Point of contact
for this memo is the undersigned at (865) 200-8081.
Sincerely,

Explosive Ordnance Technologies, Inc.

S EF
Jdmes Y. Daffron, PE
Project Manager

Enclosure: as
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Enclosure 3 — Representative Photographs

Photograph taken during the inspection shows
typical terrain and vegetation in wooded
portions of the site.

Portions of the former training area contain
residential development on privately owned

property.

Concentrations of cultural debris, including
vehicle parts, as shown in this photograph
were discovered during the inspection.

MD items previously discovered by a property
owner indicate previous training in the area,
consistent with historical records. The
photograph shows two M1 practice mines and
two smoke canisters typical of those used
during mine training at Camp Maxey.
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Appendix L

Residential and Commercial/lndustrial Tier 2 ®VSOIL,,, PCL Calculation Summary
Former Camp Maxey Artillery Ranges, Texas

Maximum Tier 1 Tier 1 Calculated
Chemical of Detected Soil YS0iljng YGW,,q Tier 2
Concern Concentration PCL PCL Kd H' pH | ®"Soil,,, PCL
(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/L) (cm3/g) (unitless) (mg/kg)
42 (surface);
Lead 86 (subsurface) 1.5 0.015 597 0.00E+00 | 5.2 90

EQUATION DEFINITION
Tier 2 *"Soiljng = (GW PCL * LDF / Kqy)

where:
Ksw = pb/ (Bys + Kd * pb + H' * 8,)
and where:
H' Henry's Constant, chemical specific, TCEQ Chemical Physical Properties Table, June 2012.
Kd Lead Kd value based on pH of 5.2 and loamy soil taken from TRRP Figure 30 TAC 350.73(f)(1)(A).
LDF Leachate dilution factor, TCEQ default for 30 acre (10).
Ous Volumetric water content of vadose zone soils (0.16 cm3-water/cm3-soil), TCEQ default.
Bas Volumetric air content of vadose zone soils (0.21 cm®-air/cm®-soil), TCEQ default.
Po Soil bulk density (1.67 g/cm3), TCEQ default.
Contract No. W912DY-04-D-0009 L-1 Revision 0

Task Order No. 0010 April 2014
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Institutional Analysis Report

Former Camp Maxey RI/FS

1.1 Purpose of Study

The institutional analysis process is conducted during the Remedial Investigation (RI) phase of a
munitions and explosives of concern (MEC) site evaluation. This Institutional Analysis Report
identifies and analyzes the institutional framework necessary to support the development of
institutional controls (ICs) as an effective response action alternative for the Former Camp
Maxey Artillery Ranges munitions response sites (MRSs). As stated in the United States (U.S.)
Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) Engineer Pamphlet (EP) Establishing and Maintaining
Institutional Controls for Ordnance and Explosives Projects (EP-1110-1-24), the objectives of the
institutional analysis are to:

e illustrate opportunities that exist to implement an IC program at a specific site;
e identify government agencies having jurisdiction over MEC-contaminated lands; and

e assess the appropriateness, capability, and willingness of government agencies to assert
their control over MEC contaminated lands.

The IC program and its site-specific objectives are developed during the Feasibility Study (FS)
phase of the investigation. The establishment of this program is an important component of a
comprehensive risk management strategy for sites containing MEC. The IC program may
consist of a single IC or a combination of control strategies. The program should be developed
consistent with the desires and requirements of the local community and stakeholder interests.
The ultimate product of the IC program is the selection of ICs that are supported locally and
reflect specific goals for the site. The specific IC program for each MRS was developed as part
of the FS report.

1.2 Methodology

This institutional analysis was conducted through the identification of the relevant stakeholders
for the Former Camp Maxey Artillery Ranges (hereafter referred to as Former Camp Maxey).
Subsequently, a qualitative assessment was conducted for USACE and each identified
stakeholder’s capability, interest, and degree of authority to develop, implement, and enforce
potential ICs for the areas of concern. Data to support the qualitative assessment were
compiled from site investigation reports and stakeholder websites, as well as interviews with
stakeholder points of contact, if required.

1.3 Scope of Effort

The scope of this institutional analysis consists of the evaluation of USACE as the lead agency,
and stakeholders including: the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) and local
city / county governments. USACE and the identified stakeholders are governmental agencies
responsible in some way for activities conducted at the Former Camp Maxey.
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Preliminary remediation goals, identified in Section 3 of the RI/FS report, are used to define
remedial action objectives (RAOs), which address: (1) MEC, (2) media of concern, (3) potential
exposure pathways, and (4) remediation goals. The primary RAO is the protection of human
health and the environment from explosive hazards. ICs and land use controls (LUCs) are
important considerations during the evaluation of remediation / removal action goals.

Potential ICs and LUCs considered in the FS for the Former Camp Maxey are identified in the
following section. The development of specific ICs to implement at the eight MRSs at the Former
Camp Maxey was conducted as part of the FS. Although the MRSs do not have an established IC
program at this time, it is noted here that mechanisms currently in place restrict access to the
MRSs and serve as controls. However, these mechanisms are not specific to the explosive hazards
associated with the potential MEC.

1.3.1 Identification of ICs and LUCs for Potential Implementation

ICs are mechanisms that protect property owners and the local community from residual risk on a
property contaminated by MEC. ICs are substantially the same as “land use controls” as defined in
the Department of Defense’s (DoD’s) Interim Policy on LUCs Associated with Environmental
Restoration Activities (31 August 2000). There are three major IC mechanisms/controls: (1) legal
mechanisms, (2) engineering controls, and (3) education controls. ICs were developed in detail for
each of the eight MRSs as part of the FS. A single IC, a mix of ICs, or ICs in conjunction with
removal action will be selected for each of the eight MRSs.

It should be noted that USACE, while the lead agency, has no authority to implement ICs included
in any preferred remedial action. ICs included as part of any preferred remedial alternative must
be implemented by state, county, municipal, or other local governmental authority. USACE does
have the authority to implement LUCs in the form of educational awareness. Potential ICs are as
follows:

1.3.1.1 Legal Mechanisms

Legal mechanisms do not require the physical maintenance that may be necessary for other ICs;
however, they require constant oversight and support in order for them to remain effective. The
following legal mechanisms may be used in conjunction with other controls. The list below is not a
full list of the potential legal mechanisms but the most commonly utilized. Legal mechanisms
would have to be implemented and controlled by local state, city, or county governmental
agencies.

1. Proprietary Controls
a. Easements

i. Gross Easement - A gross easement is one in which the holder, usually a
company or public entity, does not own the land, but has the ability to use
it (e.g., land could be continued to be leased for agricultural purposes or as
a wildlife management area).
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ii. Negative Easement - A negative easement prohibits the use of the land in a
manner that would otherwise be legal (e.g., the owner of a property is
prohibited from developing the property for another use because of the
past use of the site).

iii. Statutory Easement - An easement which restricts the property use to one
that is compatible with a specific scenario (e.g., conservation of the
environment or scenery, or level of munitions clearance). In the particular
case of sites contaminated with MEC, an easement may be enacted that
would restrict the new property owner to land uses that are compatible
with the level of clearance performed during the removal action.
Easements have been used to ensure that the federal government has
access to a site to conduct additional response actions or to perform any
necessary operations and maintenance at a site that is undergoing active
remediation of residual contamination.

b. Restrictive Covenant (also known as a deed restriction)

i. Prohibiting certain types of development, use, or construction
ii. Restricting land use to a limited number of personnel

iii. Restricting purpose for accessing the site

2. Local Government Controls

a.

Zoning Restrictions - The primary method of locally controlling land use is through
the development of zoning ordinances and community master plans. A typical
zoning program geographically divides an area into zones with different regulations
written to apply to each zone. The regulations vary between zones but apply
equally to all properties within a zone. Generic zoning categories include
residential, commercial, and industrial.

Permit Programs - In establishing a permit program, the permitting agency
determines specific conditions which must be met before a certain use or action is
allowed on a property. In the particular case of an MEC-contaminated site, a
permit program can be established that would require a user to conduct MEC
clearance operations prior to excavation or intrusive activities.

1.3.1.2 Engineering Controls

These ICs would limit the public’s access or exposure to the site. Depending on the MRS, the
engineering controls may be used in conjunction with other controls. USACE only has the authority
to implement engineering controls on property that is USACE-owned, which includes the property
around Pat Mayse Lake. However, implementation of engineering controls on private property
cannot be authorized by USACE and would have to be implemented by local city or county
governments.

1. Fencing (Fencing is an often utilized option; however, no remedial alternatives for any of
the MRSs at the Former Camp Maxey utilize fencing.)
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2. Signage - Signs cautioning access to the site and warning of potential MEC at the surface
and subsurface.

1.3.1.3 Educational Controls

The use of educational controls is a good strategy to manage and reduce residual risk because it
makes people aware of and understand the hazards associated with the site so that they will take
the necessary precautions to avoid exposure. The educational controls may be used in
conjunction with other controls. Educational controls are the preferred and most utilized IC at the
Former Camp Maxey. USACE has the authority to implement educational controls for all of Former
Camp Maxey.

1. Formal educational programs

a. Education for USACE and Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) personnel
as well as permitted hunters and campers concerning MEC safety, avoidance, and,
response

2. Public notice

a. Informational meetings regarding site risks for USACE and TPWD employees,
residents, and recreational users

b. Information meetings for surrounding public to discourage trespassing
c. Education on the proper MEC reporting process
i. 3Rs (Recognize, Retreat, and Report)
Examples of Mixed ICs:
e Signage and education programs

e Signage, education programs, and restricting access to a limited number of personnel and
contractors

e Signage, education programs, restricting access to a limited number of personnel and

contractors, and limit access purpose

1.4 Selection Criteria

The USACE and each stakeholder was evaluated for the five elements essential to the
institutional analysis as identified in USACE EP Ordnance and Explosives Response (EP-1110-1-
18):

e Jurisdiction of agency

e Authority exercised by the agency within its jurisdiction
e Mission of the agency

e Capability of the agency

e Desire of the agency to participate in the IC program
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Summaries of the stakeholders’ evaluations are provided in Tables 1 through 4. Agency
acceptance and capability to participate in the IC program are described in Sections 1.5 and 1.6,
respectively.

1.4.1 Jurisdiction of Agency
FUDS eligibility criteria (ER-200-3-1, Section 1-1.6.2 and Chapter 3) state that sites must meet
the following requirements to be included in the FUDS funding program:

e The site must contain one or more releases or threatened releases of a similar response
nature, treated as a discrete entity or consolidated grouping for response purposes.

e The release occurred prior to 17 October 1986.

e The property was transferred from the DoD’s control prior to 17 October 1986.

If the FUDS eligible hazards or CERCLA hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants at a
property do not pose a threat to public health, safety, or the environment, the eligible property
will be closed out. Regulatory concurrence will be sought but is not required for FUDS close-out
(ER-200-3-1, Section 4-7.3).

1.4.2 Authority Exercised by Agency
The second element in the institutional analysis is the degree of authority exercised by the
agency. Several aspects of authority are evaluated (see Tables 1 through 4 below):

e Limits of the agency’s authority
e Origin of the agency’s authority
e Degree of control exercised by the agency

e Whether the agency has enforcement authority

1.4.3 Mission of Agency

The mission of the agency enables the determination of whether that agency can implement,
maintain, monitor, or enforce ICs. Public safety and land use control aspects are often the
primary mission elements necessary to ensure agency agreement in developing and carrying
out an IC program. Each agency’s broad mission and public safety and LUC functions are
described in the tables below.

1.4.4 Capability of Agency

Even if an agency has the jurisdiction, authority, and mission to be involved in an institutional
control program, if it does not have the capability, it cannot be an effective partner. In the case
of local government agencies, the capabilities may be unique and are often a reflection of the
desires of the local community. In some cases, the capabilities of a government or private
agency can be augmented with additional funding in order to implement the additional
requirements of the proposed institutional control program.
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1.4.5 Desire of the Agency to Participate in the IC Program

The desire of a particular government or private agency to participate in an institutional control
program is absolutely critical to its success. If local officials are convinced that participation in
an institutional control program is in their best interests they are more apt to participate. In
some cases, as with the capability of an agency, resources in the form of funding for the
agency’s implementation costs may overcome the initial hesitancy to become involved.
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Table 1: USACE

Origin of Institution

The USACE was established in 1775 by the Continental Congress and operated
intermittently until it was reestablished as a separate entity in 1802. The USACE has
operated continuously since that date, tasked with the design and construction of
both military and civil projects.

Geographic Jurisdiction

The USACE is organized geographically into eight divisions in the United States and 41
subordinate districts throughout the United States, Asia, and Europe. The districts
oversee project offices throughout the world. Divisions and districts are defined by
watershed boundaries, not by states. Site restoration activities at the Former Camp
Maxey are funded by the Fort Worth District and managed by the Huntsville Center.

Basis of Authority

In managing and executing the FUDS program, the USACE conducts projects under
the DERP statute (10 U.S.C. 2701 et seq.), Executive Orders 12580 and 13016, and all
applicable DoD and Army policies (e.g., DoD Management Guidance for the DERP [28
September 2001]).

Limits of Authority

The performance of environmental restoration activities for sites within the FUDS
program at which a release of hazardous substance may have occurred must be
implemented in accordance with the CERCLA (42 U.S.C. § 9601 et seq.) and the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP).

Degree of Control
Exercised

The USACE has authority to propose potential ICs for implementation at FUDS
properties. However, as ICs require a consensus among affected parties (e.g., TCEQ,
TPWD, and private owners), the USACE has no authority over the implementation,
maintenance, and enforcement of ICs on private property. USACE has limited
authority over the implementation of ICs on land around Pat Mayse Lake owned by
the federal government and managed by the State of Texas as a wildlife management
area and state park. USACE may be able to implement public awareness actions for
both public and private property.

Enforcement Authority

The USACE has no enforcement authority of ICs on privately owned property. Any
legal mechanism must be implemented and enforced by state or local governments.

Sunset Provisions

Not applicable to this assessment

Mission of Agency

The USACE mission is divided into five broad areas encompassing water resources,
environment, infrastructure, homeland security, and warfighting. The environmental
mission states: “Focus USACE talents and energy to sustain the environment, to
enable our worldwide missions and secure the future.” This environmental mission is
of primary importance to this project, as the USACE is tasked with addressing
potential MEC and MC contamination on FUDS properties.

Public Safety Function

USACE’s Military Munitions Response Process (EP 1110-1-18) states that the primary
goal of the USACE MMRP is to take such actions as are necessary to ensure protection
of human health, welfare, and the environment from the hazards associated with
MEC and MC.

LUC Function

LUCs can be implemented with other federal entities, when requested.

Financial Capability

Defense Environmental Restoration Account funds are provided for the assessment
and remediation of FUDS properties.

Desire to Participate in
IC Program

The USACE would support the local government’s implementation of ICs in the form
of limited deed restrictions on public property, an educational program, and limited
signage when such controls act to reduce the risk of explosive hazards associated
with interaction with MEC. ICs are evaluated in the FS report, but some type of ICis
likely to be selected as part of or the entire recommended response alternative for
the MRSs at the Former Camp Maxey.

Constraints to
Institutional

The USACE would be responsible for the IC program, but would not have the local
authority to implement, maintain, and enforce the provisions of the ICs on private
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Table 1: USACE

Effectiveness

property. USACE has limited authority over ICs on land around Pat Mayse Lake
owned by the federal government and managed by the State of Texas as a wildlife
management area and state park. Any legal mechanism must be implemented and
enforced by state or local governments.

Source: http://www.usace.army.mil/
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Table 2: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

Origin of Institution

In 1993, the State of Texas legislature combined the Texas Water Commission
(formed in 1962) and the Texas Air Control Board (formed in 1965) into the Texas
Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC) to be the overall environmental
agency for the state. The TNRCC was renamed the TCEQ in 2002.

Geographic Jurisdiction

The TCEQ has approximately 3,000 employees within 16 regional offices, with its
principal headquarters located in Austin, Texas.

Basis of Authority

30 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) 350

Limits of Authority

The TCEQ enforces their authority within the provisions of the rules and regulations
of the Texas Risk Reduction Program, 30 TAC 335, and other applicable regulations.
TCEQ does have the authority to require institutional controls be placed on affected
property depending on the specific circumstances as part of completing a response
action.

Degree of Control
Exercised

The TCEQ has the equivalent regulatory control to that of the USEPA but on the state
level. The TCEQ has the lead regulatory role for the Former Camp Maxey
investigation.

Enforcement Authority

The TCEQ's Office of Compliance and Enforcement can issue notices of violation and
notices of enforcement for sites not in compliance with state regulations. The TCEQ
can also issue orders to compel responsible parties to complete site restoration to
include ICs.

Sunset Provisions

In 2011, a Sunset Advisory Commission voted to recommend that the agency be
continued for 12 years (2023) under House Bill 2694. The current form and
organization of the TCEQ are not expected to change in the future.

Mission of Agency

The TCEQ is the environmental agency for the state and strives to protect the state's
human and natural resources consistent with sustainable economic development. Its
stated mission is to “protect our state's human and natural resources consistent with
sustainable economic development. Our goal is clean air, clean water, and the safe
management of waste.”

Public Safety Function

Other than its overall mission to protect human health and the environment, the
TCEQ has no public safety function.

LUC Function

The TCEQ, in conjunction with the USEPA, would provide regulatory oversight of any
LUCs implemented at the Former Camp Maxey

Financial Capability

The TCEQ has a $379 million operating budget for the 2014 fiscal year (including both
baseline and contingency appropriations). Most of the budget is funded by program
fees ($317 million).

Desire to Participate in
IC Program

The TCEQ’s degree of willingness to participate in the program will be contingent
upon the findings of the Rl and FS reports (extent of remaining MEC, location,
proposed alternatives, etc.).

Constraints to
Institutional
Effectiveness

The TCEQ can enforce ICs, but would not be involved in the implementation or
maintenance of the controls.

Source: http://www.tceq.state.tx.us/
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Table 3: Lamar County

Origin of Institution

Lamar County was formed by the Congress of the Republic of Texas in 1840.

Geographic Jurisdiction

Lamar County is located in northeast Texas adjacent to the Texas-Oklahoma border.
The 2012 estimated population of Lamar County is 49,811. Lamar County has a total
area of 933 square miles with the County Seat located in Paris, Texas.

Basis of Authority

The Texas Constitution (Article 9) allows for the creation and maintenance of counties
and defines county government structure.

Limits of Authority

Texas grants narrow government authority to counties. Counties in Texas have
limited regulatory (ordinance) authority and cannot pass ordinances (local laws with
penalties for violations). Counties in Texas do not have zoning power (except for
limited instances around some reservoirs, military establishments, historic sites and
airports, and in large counties over "communication facility structures": visible
antennas). However, counties can collect a small portion of property tax and spend it
to provide residents with needed services or to employ the power of eminent
domain. Counties do not have "home rule" authority; whatever powers they enjoy
are specifically granted by the State. Lamar County does have the ability to record
property restrictions established by landowners on their own property.

Degree of Control
Exercised

Lamar County has very limited control over properties within its jurisdiction.

Enforcement Authority

Lamar County has limited to no enforcement authority related to ICs on property not
owned and managed by the county.

Sunset Provisions

Not applicable to this assessment.

Mission of County

Texas county services, as defined by the state, include support of public safety and
jails, effective regional transportation, support for the court system, reliable record-
keeping for deeds and public documents, operating elections and certain
environmental, health and human services.

Public Safety Function

Several Lamar County offices have public safety roles; however, there are no
functions currently defined which would provide for the implementation of
maintenance of ICs at the Former Camp Maxey.

LUC Function

There are no known aspects of the Lamar County government to support LUCs at the
Former Camp Maxey.

Financial Capability

There are no known financial capabilities of the Lamar Count government able to
support ICs at the Former Camp Maxey.

Desire to Participate in

The extent to which the Lamar County government is willing and able to support an IC

IC Program program at the Former Camp Maxey is uncertain.
Constraints to The ability of Lamar County to support ICs at the Former Camp Maxey is limited by
Institutional statutory constraints related to Texas county government. Given the information

Effectiveness

available to date, it is unlikely that Lamar County could effectively contribute to a IC
program.

Source: http://www.co.lamar.tx.us/
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Table 3: Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

Origin of Institution In 1895 the legislature created the Fish and Oyster Commission to regulate fishing.
The Game Department was added to the commission in 1907. The State Parks Board
was created as a separate entity in 1923. In the 1930s, projects of the federal Civilian
Conservation Corps added substantially to the state's parklands. In 1951, the term
oyster was dropped from the wildlife agency's name, and in 1963, the State Parks
Board and the Game and Fish Commission were merged to form the TPWD. The
legislature placed authority for managing fish and wildlife resources in all Texas
counties with the TPWD when it passed the Wildlife Conservation Act in 1983.
Previously, commissioners courts had set game and fish laws in many counties, and
other counties had veto power over department regulations.

Geographic Jurisdiction | The TPWD has authority for managing fish and wildlife in all Texas Counties.
Currently, the agency has 11 internal divisions: Wildlife, Coastal Fisheries, Inland
Fisheries, Law Enforcement, State Parks, Infrastructure, Legal, Administrative
Resources, Communications, Human Resources and Information Technology. TPWD
headquarters are located in Austin, TX.

Basis of Authority Wildlife Conservation Act of 1983 and Texas Parks and Wildlife Code

Limits of Authority WILDLIFE - The department may: (1) collect and enforce the payment of all taxes,
licenses, fines, and forfeitures due to the department; (2) inspect all products
required to be taxed by the laws relating to game, fish, oysters, and marine life and
verify the weights and measures of the products; (3) examine on request all streams,
lakes, and ponds for the purpose of stocking with fish best suited to the locations; (4)
manage the propagation and distribution of fish in state fish hatcheries; and (5)
manage the propagation and distribution of birds and game in state reservations.

PARKS AND RECREATIONAL AREAS - Except as otherwise provided by law, the
following are under the department’s control and custody: (1) all recreational and
natural areas designated as state parks; and (2) all historical sites under the
jurisdiction of the department.

Degree of Control TPWD has significant control over parks and wildlife throughout the State.
Exercised

Enforcement Authority The TPWD Law Enforcement Division provides a comprehensive statewide law
enforcement program to protect Texas' wildlife, other natural resources, and the
environment. The Division also provides safe boating and recreational water safety
on public waters by ensuring compliance with applicable state laws and regulations.
Texas Game Wardens are responsible for enforcement of the Parks and Wildlife Code,
all TPWD regulations, the Texas Penal Code and selected statutes and regulations
applicable to clean air and water, hazardous materials and human health. Wardens
fulfill these responsibilities through educating the public about various laws and
regulations, preventing violations by conducting high visibility patrols, and
apprehending and arresting violators. Operation Game Thief provides citizens with a
toll-free number to report poaching and other violations. The Law Enforcement
Division employs about 500 wardens throughout the state and operates 27 field
offices that sell licenses, register boats, and provide the public with local information
across the state.

Sunset Provisions The TPWD is subject to Chapter 325, Government Code (Texas Sunset Act). Unless
continued in existence as provided by that chapter, the department is abolished 1
September 2021.

Mission of Agency To manage and conserve the natural and cultural resources of Texas and to provide

hunting, fishing and outdoor recreation opportunities for the use and enjoyment of
present and future generations.

Public Safety Function Texas Game Wardens have the same authority as a sheriff and are responsible for
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Table 3: Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

enforcement of the Parks and Wildlife Code, all TPWD regulations, the Texas Penal
Code and selected statutes and regulations applicable to clean air and water,
hazardous materials and human health.

LUC Function TPWD supports LUCs as they relate to their mission of managing the natural and
cultural resources of Texas. If LUCs are implemented on property under the
jurisdiction of the TPWD and support their objectives, it is likely the TPWD will agree
to participate in the management of ICs at the Former Camp Maxey.

Financial Capability The Fiscal Year 2013 combined budget for TPWD, which includes operating expenses,
capital projects, grants and employee benefits, totals approximately $357.5 million.
It is likely the TPWD will support ICs on property under their jurisdiction as part of
normal operating procedures as long as costs are not prohibitive.

Desire to Participate in The TPWD currently manages the Pat Mayes Wildlife Management Area in the

IC Program western portion of the Former Camp Maxey. Itis likely that they will support any ICs
in the WMA that coincide with their mission to manage and conserve natural and
cultural resources of Texas.

Constraints to The ability of TPWD to support ICs at the Former Camp Maxey is likely limited by
Institutional additional labor and expenses required for the establishment and enforcement of ICs.
Effectiveness

Source: http://www.tpwd.state.tx.us/
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1.5 Acceptance of Joint Responsibility

This section describes each agency’s desire to participate in an IC program at the Former Camp
Maxey. The USACE supports the implementation of ICs to minimize the explosive safety risk
associated with MEC within the site. The TCEQ generally support IC programs at sites at which
the selected controls reduce the risks to the public and can be monitored and enforced. Any IC
program developed during the FS must meet these requirements for regulatory acceptance.
The TPWD personnel and recreational users of the wildlife management area and state park
(and the landowner, USACE) would be most directly affected by the implementation and
enforcement of ICs. Therefore, the USACE must ensure direct coordination and joint
development of the IC program with the TPWD, as well as TCEQ, so that all parties reach a
consensus for responsibility of the program.

1.6 Technical Capability

All governmental entities engaged with the Former Camp Maxey have the necessary technical
and financial capability to support an IC program. TPWD personnel would likely have a limited
technical capability for implementing the IC program, other than adherence to potential
controls, such as site avoidance and education.

1.7 Intergovernmental Relationships

The degree to which governmental agencies are willing to partner together can impact the
degree of success of an IC program. USACE and TCEQ representatives have been willing in the
past to coordinate efforts for site investigation activities at the Former Camp Maxey, and both
entities would likely be open to partnering for the development and implementation of ICs. It
is anticipated that the TPWD is willing to participate in an IC program so long as its main mission
at the Pat Mayse Wildlife Management Area and Pat Mayse State Park is not impacted. The
TCEQ supports the implementation of IC programs, so long as they protect human health and
the environment and are developed, monitored, and enforced according to the requirements of
the program.

1.8 Stability

Each governmental entity identified as a stakeholder at the Former Camp Maxey has sufficient
administrative, technical, and financial stability necessary to support an IC program. There are
no plans for these entities to close under sunset provisions in the future.

1.9 Funding Sources Recommended for Detailed Analysis

The USACE is funded annually by the federal government and should have sufficient funds to
support an IC program. Likewise, the TCEQ and TPWD are funded annually by the State of
Texas and has sufficient funds to support the program. The ICs most likely to be implemented
at the site (signage, education, easements, and permitting) may require limited initial capital
investments, as well as limited monitoring and enforcement expenditures, but these costs are
likely to be supported via integration into existing activities. For example, TPWD personnel
already enforce such restrictions by preventing unauthorized visitors and trespassers from
entering the property. Therefore, limited additional funding may be required to maintain or
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augment controls. Any private property owners impacted have less financial capability than
these agencies and may be most directly affected by implementation of ICs.

1.10 Recommendations

The analysis provided above has determined that each agency can and will likely support an IC
program that is developed consistent with each stakeholder’s site-specific requirements.
Therefore, pursuit of an IC program is recommended via development of IC alternatives in the
FS phase. As this institutional analysis has been conducted separate of the development of the
specific ICs that could be implemented at the site, the degree to which each agency can and will
support ICs will be refined in the FS.
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This appendix contains quality documentation and other field data in electronic format. Contents of this
appendix include:

1. UXOQCS Daily Inspection Reports
2. UXOQCS Weekly Inspection Reports

3. Quality Control Inspection Reports documenting inspection of specific inspection of brush cutting and
anomaly resolution in grids.

4. Equipment Function Tests for GPS and magnetometers (when used for reacquisition and resolution of
anomalies).

5. Documentation of MDAS certification and transfer for recycling

6. Field Logs — During the majority of the effort personnel operated as one team, however during some
phases personnel were reorganized into two teams. Activity logs for both teams as well as the one
associated with MC sampling are included.

7. Quality documentation addressing corrective action taken and root cause analysis of quality concerns.

Additional Quality Control documentation is included in the Geophysical database included in Appendix
B; in the MC Investigation Data in Appendix C; and in the GIS Database in Appendix H.



