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APPENDIX J: MINE AND BOOBY TRAP TRAINING AREA RECON REPORT 
MILITARY MUNITIONS RESPONSE PROGRAM 

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY 
 

FORMER CAMP MAXEY 
Paris, Texas 

 



MUNITIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES  
9050 Executive Park Drive, Suite 106 A Knoxville, TN 37923

Tel: (865) 200-8081  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: K06TX030501R05) 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 1½ 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. 

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 

Figure 1  M1 Practice Mine 
Components 



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. 

James 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/Industrial Tier 2 GWSOILIng PCL Calculation Summary  
Former Camp Maxey Artillery Ranges, Texas 

              

Chemical of 
Concern 

Maximum 
Detected Soil 
Concentration 

Tier 1  
GWSoilIng 

PCL 

Tier 1  
GWGWIng 

PCL Kd H' pH 

Calculated  
Tier 2  

GWSoilIng PCL 

  

  (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/L) (cm3/g) (unitless)   (mg/kg) 

                

Lead 
42 (surface);  

86 (subsurface) 
1.5 0.015 597 0.00E+00 5.2 90 

  

                

 

EQUATION DEFINITION 

Tier 2  GWSoilIng = (GW PCL * LDF / Ksw)  
where: 

Ksw ws as) 
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).  

ws Volumetric water content of vadose zone soils (0.16 cm3-water/cm3-soil), TCEQ default. 

as Volumetric air content of vadose zone soils (0.21 cm3-air/cm3-soil), TCEQ default. 

b Soil bulk density (1.67 g/cm3), TCEQ default. 
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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: 

 illustrate opportunities that exist to implement an IC program at a specific site; 

 identify government agencies having jurisdiction over MEC-contaminated lands; and 

 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 

, 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 

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. 

b. 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 

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:  

 Signage and education programs 

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

 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): 

 Jurisdiction of agency 

 Authority exercised by the agency within its jurisdiction 

 Mission of the agency 

 Capability of the agency 

 Desire of the agency to participate in the IC program 
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Summaries of the stakehol 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: 

 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.   

 The release occurred 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): 

 s authority 

  

 Degree of control exercised by the agency 

 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 

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 

 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 Focus USACE talents and energy to sustain the environment, to 

  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 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 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 IC is 
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 ance 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 

sustainable economic development.  Our goal is clean air, clean water, and the safe 
 

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 upon the findings of the RI 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 
IC Program 

The extent to which the Lamar County government is willing and able to support an IC 
program at the Former Camp Maxey is uncertain. 

Constraints to 
Institutional 
Effectiveness 

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

 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 
Exercised 

TPWD has significant control over parks and wildlife throughout the State. 

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 
IC Program 

The TPWD currently manages the Pat Mayes Wildlife Management Area in the 
western portion of the Former Camp Maxey.  It is 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 
Institutional 
Effectiveness 

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

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

-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. 

 


