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Implementability

This alternative is implementable using conventional surface clearance techniques and services and
materials are available. Specially trained personnel are required for the surface clearance. The high level
of vegetation removal and environmental disturbance required for the 100% surface clearance makes
implementing this alternative challenging. !

Cost Estimate (NPV)

Total cost is $2,138,000.

Modifying Regulatory and Community TCEQ does not concur with Alternative 3 as deed restrictions are not included as a LUC (see Section 10.3).
Criteria Acceptance As described in Part 3 of this Decision Document, no comments pertaining to any of the alternatives were
received during the public comment period.

Criteria Alternative 5: 100% Surface and Subsurface Clearance (24 Inches) (Unlimited Use/Unlimited Exposure)
Threshold Overall Protection of Human Health This alternative protects human health and the environment by removing MEC from the ground surface
Criteria and the Environment through and from the subsurface over the entire MRS.

Treatment

Compliance with ARARs This alternative will comply with ARARs by following RCRA Subpart X requirements when consolidating
shots of MEC.

Primary Short-term Effectiveness Offers short-term effectiveness by reducing the potential for human receptor interaction with MEC
Balancing because the risk would be reduced immediately following the MEC clearance. There is an increase in
Criteria short-term risk to workers associated with the surface and subsurface clearances.

Long-term Effectiveness Offers greater long-term effectiveness by removing the source on the ground surface and from the
subsurface; thereby,, reducing the potential for human receptor interaction with MEC at the site. This
alternative is considered permanent and statutory five-year reviews are not required.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Effective at reducing the volume of MEC on the ground surface and from the subsurface.

Volume )

Implementability This alternative is implementable using conventional MEC clearance techniques and services and
materials are available. Specially trained personnel are required for the MEC clearance. The high level of
vegetation removal and environmental disturbance required for the 100% surface and subsurface
clearance makes implementing this alternative challenging.

Cost Estimate (NPV) Total cost is $6,130,000.

Modifying Regulatory and Community In response to the Final RI/FS Report, the State of Texas has stated, “...detection and removal methods are
Criteria Acceptance

not 100-percent effective, therefore TCEQ cannot support unlimited use and unrestricted exposure as
part of a final remedy.” As described in Part 3 of this Decision Document, no comments pertaining to any
of the alternatives were received during the public comment period.
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Table 3: Eastern Range Area C Cost Analysis Table

Alternative Cost!

Alternative 1: No Action No Cost
Alternative 2: Land Use Controls (LUCs) $298,000?
Alternative 3: LUCs; Focused Surface Clearance $849,000?
Alternative 4: LUCs; 100 Percent Surface ' $2,138,000?
Alternative 5: 100 Percent Surface and Subsurface

Clearance (24 inches) (Unlimited $6,130,000

Use/Unrestricted Exposure)

Notes: Cost are NPV
2Alternative 2 and 3 include costs for 30 years of five-year reviews.

10.2 Evaluation Summary
The five alternatives were evaluated in terms of the nine criteria (Table 1 above). Table 2 above
summarizes the evaluation and identifies the most practicable solution for reducing the potential MEC
exposure hazard at the MRS.

Alternative 1 — Alternative 1 must be ruled out for the Eastern Range Area C MRS at Camp Maxey
because it is ineffective. Alternative 1 provides no source reduction or reduction of future risk, and is
therefore the least protective of human health and the environment. Alternative 1 provides no reduction
of source area toxicity, mobility, or volume. Because no actions are required for Alternative 1, it is highly
implementable, could be implemented immediately, and there would be no short-term risks associated
with implementing it.

Alternative 2 — Alternative 2 is protective of human health and the environment and reduces risk
associated with MEC hazards through LUCs. However, this alternative provides no source reduction or any
reduction of source toxicity, mobility, or volume because no MEC would be removed. The LUCs associated
with Alternative 2 are easily implementable and could be implemented immediately. There would be no
short-term risks associated with Alternative 2.

Alternative 3 — Alternative 3 is protective of human health and the environment and reduces risk associated
with MEC hazards through LUCs. A combination of LUCs and a focused MEC surface clearance is effective at
reducing risk of MEC exposure. Both the MEC source and its toxicity, mobility, and volume will be reduced
on the ground surface; however, potential MEC will remain on the surface in areas outside of the surface
clearance footprint and in the subsurface. Itisimplementable, though trained and qualified UXO technicians
and specialized equipment are required; however, these are both available. Implementation of the focused
surface clearance is feasible because the level of environmental disturbance (i.e., vegetation removal)
required is limited because much of the publically frequented and accessible areas are by their nature free
of dense vegetation. Although there are some short-term risks to workers and the environment associated
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with the removal, they would be mitigated by best practices. This' alternative would be implemented
relatively quickly, depending on availability of funding.

Alternative 4 — Alternative 4 is protective of human health and the environment. LUCs, combined with a
surface clearance over the entire MRS (100 percent) are very effective at reducing risk of MEC exposure.
The MEC source and its toxicity, mobility, and volume will be reduced on the ground surface. It is
implementable, though trained and qualified UXO technicians and specialized equipment are required.
Because the MRS is currently undeveloped land used for recreational activities (e.g., hunting),
implementation of the 100 percent surface clearance will be very difficult due to the high level of
environmental disturbance (i.e., vegetation removal) required. Although there are some short-term risks
to workers and the environment associated with the removal, they would be mitigated by best practices.
The estimated costs associated with this alternative are moderate ($2,138,000).

Alternative 5 — Alternative 5 is also protective of human health and the environment relative to the
removal of explosive hazards associated with MEC. A combination of surface and subsurface clearances
throughout the entire MRS (100 percent) is very effective at reducing risk of MEC exposure. The MEC
source and its toxicity, mobility, and volume will be reduced. It is implementable, though trained and
qualified UXO technicians and specialized equipment are required. Although there are some short-term
risks to workers and the environment associated with the removal, they would be mitigated by best
practices. Similar to Alternative 4, the level of environmental disturbance required for this alternative is
extremely high. The estimated costs associated with this alternative are relatively high ($6,130,000) and
TCEQ would not agree with UU/UE. .

10.3 State Acceptance

The TCEQ approves the Decision Document for the Camp Maxey Eastern Range Are C and would like for
the remedial actions describe in the decision document to proceed with the following comment: “Section
10.3 of each of the Decision Documents states that "USACE has no authority to implement legal
instruments at Formerly Used Defense Sites." The TCEQ's position is that the USACE is responsible for
working with the private landowner to ensure notices or restrictions are put on their property (when
required under state regulations). Until USACE can demonstrate that the deed notice filing has been done
as per the TCEQ requirements, we are unable to concur with the project closeout request.” USACE has
no authority to implement legal instruments at FUDS; therefore, since the inclusion of the requested legal
instrument is not implementable it is not included as part of any remedial alternative.

10.4 Community Acceptance

As described in Part 3 of this Decision Document, no comments pertaining to any of the alternatives were
received during the public comment period. After the Decision Document is signed, USACE shall
publish a notice of the availability of the Decision Document in The Paris News and make the Decision
Document available for public inspection and copying at the Paris Public Library, 326 S. Main Street, Paris,
Texas prior to the beginning of any remedial action.
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11 PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTES

As discussed in the prior sections of this Decision Document, potential hazards from MEC were
identified at the Eastern Range Area C MRS. There are no materials constituting principal threats related
to MC at the Eastern Range Area C MRS.

12 SELECTED REMEDY

12.1 Rationale for the Selected Remedy

Based on the comparative analysis, Alternative 3 (LUCs; Focused Surface Clearance) is the selected
remedy for the Eastern Range Area C MRS because it offers an acceptable solution to controlling the
moderate to high MEC risk to human receptors and allows for current use of the property as a publically
accessible recreational area without extensive environmental disturbance. This remedy would involve
the completion of a focused surface clearance, the installation of signs on public property on and
surrounding the Eastern Range Area C MRS, implementation of a public education program, and
establishment of a LTM program.

The completion of the remedial action would result in a significant reduction in hazards associated
with MEC through a focused surface clearance and the use of LUCs and provides benefits over other
alternatives as MEC and munitions debris density is moderate to high and the Alternative 3 can be
implemented relatively quickly without the need for extensive vegetation removal and at a substantially
lower cost. The estimated total cost for Alternative 3 at the Eastern Range Area C MRS is $849,000

12.2 Description of the Selected Remedy

As described above in Section 9.0, the selected remedy is a combination of LUCs and a focused surface
clearance in areas frequqnted by the public for recreational purposes (e.g., trails, dirt roads, and
shorelines) in the Eastern Range Area C MRS. LUCs as part of this alternative include signage, a public 3Rs
educational awareness program, and a LTM program. Because this remedy will not provide UU/UE at the
site, five-year reviews will performed no less often than every five years after the initiation of the remedy
to monitor and review the effectiveness of the alternative.

12.3 Cost Estimate for the Selected Remedy

The information in the cost estimate summary table below (Table 4) is based on the best available
information regarding the anticipated scope of the selected remedy. The total estimated cost for the
selected remedy is $849,000. Changes in this cost estimate are likely to accrue as a result of new
information. Major changes may be documented in the form of a memorandum in the Administrative
Record file, an Explanation of Significant Difference (ESD), or a Decision Document amendment. This is
an order-of-magnitude cost estimate that is expected to be within +50 to -30 percent of the actual
project cost. Cost savings could be realized by having one combined public education program for the
entire former Camp Maxey.
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12.4 Expected Outcomes of the Selected Remedy
Following the implementation of the selected remedy at the Eastern Range Area C MRS, the land uses
at the MRS will remain the same.

There are no socioeconomic or community revitalization impacts anticipated as a result of implementing
the selected remedy, nor are there any significant expected environmental or ecological benefits.

Table 4: Cost Estimate Summary for the Selected Remedy

Alternative 3:

Land Use Controls (Signage, Public Education, and LTM); Focused Surface Clearance

Administrative Actions (Planning [Remedial Design] and Coordination) ! $155,000
Site Preparation, Clearance, and Signage (Mobilization/Demobilization, Land Survey, $334,000
Surface Clearance, Demolition and Scrap Management)! !
LTM, Monitoring, and Five-year Reviews? $135,000
Implementation Costs (e.g., Administrative and Legal, management, reporting, etc.)/? $225,000
Total Estimated Cost $849,000

Notes: !Capital Cost
2present Value of Annual Costs

13 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Based on the information currently available, the selected remedy for the Eastern Range Area C MRS (a
combination of LUCs and a focused surface clearance) is protective of human health and the environment
and satisfies the statutory requirements of CERCLA §121(b) with regards to the former use of the MRS by
the Army and DoD. The selected remedy is cost-effective and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Substantive portions of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Disposal Requirements (40 CFR 264.601, Subpart X) may apply as
an applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement (ARAR) if, as part of a surface or subsurface
clearance, munitions are consolidated for treatment, storage, or disposal.

Because this remedy will not allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure at the MRS, a statutory
review will be conducted no less often than every five years after initiation of remedial action to ensure
that the remedy continues to be protective of human health, safety, and the environment and minimizes
explosive safety hazards.

14 DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES FROM PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE OF
PROPOSED PLAN

The selected remedy described in this Decision Document (a combination of LUCs and a focused surface
clearance) is unchanged from that detailed in the Final Proposed Plan for the Former Camp Maxey (EOTI,
2014b).
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PART 3 - RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

1 Stakeholder Issues and Lead Agency Responses

1.1  Regulatory Concurrence and Comment A

The RI/FS Report for Former Camp Maxey (EOTI, 2014) and Proposed Plan for Former Camp Maxey (EOTI,
2014b) were submitted to TCEQ for review and comment. TCEQ made one comment regarding the general
implementation of LUCs at the Former Camp Maxey. The comment and response are provided below:

Comment: “Land Use Controls: In addition to signage, training, and education, the State of Texas requires
"A legal instrument be placed in the property records which indicates the limitations on or the conditions
governing use of the property which ensures protection of human health and the environment (Texas
Administrative Code §350-4(a)(47) as well as §350.11(Subchapter F)).

The purpose of the controls are to provide permanent notice of actual and/ or potential hazards
associated with the property and to inform potential landowners and users of conditions to ensure
protective property use.

" These legal instruments range from deed notices, restrictive covenants, and equivalent zoning or
government ordinance that would be functionally equivalent to a deed notice. Although the munitions
constituents (MC) may be controlled on site, MEC will never be 100% certain of removal. More is needed
to notify the public of the potential hazards of owning and using the property.” '

Response: “The TAC provisions require that a legal instrument in the form of a deed notice, Voluntary
Cleanup Program Certificate of Completion, or restrictive covenant be placed in the appropriate property
records. Some of the property at this site is under USACE control and we will ensure appropriate LUCs are
in place for that property -these LUCs would not include deed restrictions; but, would be in keeping with
USACE's federal landownership responsibilities. However, other property is in private ownership and
USACE has no authority to place restrictions on that property. TAC 350.111 specifically requires landowner
consent for the requested property restrictions. Moreover, the statute specifically states that, "restrictive
covenants shall be executed only by the landowner". While TCEQ may have the regulatory authority to
override a landowner, USACE does not.

Accordingly, USACE is unable to agree to your request to include TAC §350.11[1] (Subchapter F) in the FS
as a proposed ARAR.”

1.2  Public Comment

The USACE also made the Proposed Plan for the Former Camp Maxey MRSs available for public comment
between 17 June and 17 July 2014. This public comment period was announced through a notice placed
in The Paris News newspaper (Attachment 1). No written comments were received during the public
comment period.

In addition, a public meeting was held on 24 June 2014 at the Holiday Inn Express in Paris, Texas. At the
public meeting, the results of the Rl were summarized, the alternatives considered were described, and
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the alternative preferred by USACE was presented. Three people attended the 24 June 2014 public
meeting, and one question was asked during the presentation. The audio of the meeting was recorded,
and a copy of the transcript is included in the Meeting Summary, which is part of the Administrative
Record at the Paris Public Library, Paris, Texas.

Overview of Oral Questions at 24 June 2014 Public Meeting

Question (Assistant Police Chief): “If the Pat Mayes lake recedes a great amount around the areas that
we are talking about during a drought and exposes more land around the area, are there plans to go in, if
that happens, in the impact area?

Answer: There are no plans at this time for this effort. (But) If there is a need, it would be USACE Ft.
Worth’s call, then there could be a time critical removal action performed to remove munitions that were
possibly uncovered during the drought. A time critical removal action is to be completed within six
months.
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' Bryan W. Shaw, Ph.D., P.E.,, Chairman
. Toby liakcr, Commissioner
Jon Niermaun, Commissioner
Stephanie Bergeron Perdue, Interim Executive Director

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Protecting Texas by Reducing and Preventing Pollution

August 15, 2018

Ms. Suzanne M. Beauchamp, P.E.
FUDS Account Manager
Fort Worth District, Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 17300
" Fort Worth, Texas 76102

Re:  Notice to Proceed with Comment
Comments to Camp Maxey Decision Documents, dated June 25, 2018
Eastern Range A Munitions Response Site
Eastern Range B Munitions Response Site
Eastern Range C Munitions Response Site
Located near Paris, Lamar County, Texas;
TCEQ Facility ID No. T1628; FUDS Project No. KO6TX030501;
CN600918916; RN104662994

Dear Ms. Beauchamp:

The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) has reviewed the above
referenced submittal and associated revised Decision Documents for Munition
Response Sites (MRS) at Camp Maxey. The documents detail Department of Army
selected remedies for the Eastern Range A, Eastern Range B, and Eastern Range C
MRSs. Based on our review, the TCEQ approves the plans outlined in the Decision
Documents and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) response to comments with
some exceptions. Please proceed with the actions outlined in the Deciswn Documents
while noting the comment below:

1. Section 10.3 of each of the Decision Documents states that “USACE has no
authority to implement legal instruments at Formerly Used Defense Sites." The
TCEQ’s position is that the USACE is responsible for working with the private
landowner to ensure notices or restrictions are put on their property (when
required under state regulations). Until USACE can demonstrate that the deed
notice filing has been done as per the TCEQ requirements, we are unable to
concur with the project closeout request.

An original and one copy of future reports should be submitted to the TCEQ

Remediation Division at the letterhead address using mail code number MC-127. An
additional copy should be submitted to the TCEQ Region 5 Office in Tyler.

P.0.Box 13087 * Austin, Texas 78711-3087 * 512-239-1000 '* tceq.texas.gov

How [s our customer service? tceq.texas.gov/customersurvey
printed on reycled paper
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Ms. Suzanne M. Beauchamp, P.E.
Page 2

August 15, 2018

Facility ID No. T1628

Please call me at (512) 239-3150 if you need additional information or wish to discuss
these comments. Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

'y,

Harlow, Project Manager
Team 1, VCP-CA Section
Remediation Division
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

TJH/mdh

cc:  Ms. Michelle Baetz, Waste Section Manager, TCEQ Region 5 Office, Tyler
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. Proof Of Publication

The Paris News * P.O.Box 1078 ¢ Paris, Texas 75461

STATE OF TEXAS

COUNTY OF LAMAR

Before me, the undersigned authority, on this
day personally appearcd Relan Walker known to
me, who being by me duly sworn on her oath
deposes and says that she is the Business
Manager of THE PARIS NEWS, a newspaper
published in Paris, Lamar County, Texas and that
a copy of the within citation was published in
said newspaper THE PARIS NEWS, such
publication being on the following dates:

June 17,2014

and a newspaper copy of this is hereto attached.

',?’Zﬂ/}/}? ////),MM

Relan Walker

STATE OF TEXAS

COUNTY OF LAMAR

Before me, Cindy McGee, a notary public, on this
day personally appeared Relan Walker, known to
me 1o be the person whose name is subscribed to
the foregoing instrument and acknowledged to me
that she exccuted the same for purposes and
consideration therein expreéssed.

Given under my hand and scal of office. .
This_3 7 day of s ue__ ADICIN.

=y 7

)
Cindy McGee

2\ CINDY McGEE
NOTARY PUBLIC
COMBENON LAPRLS!

08-28-2017
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Decision Document Staffing Matrix for Munitions Response Site (MRS)

Titles of the Decision Document: (1) Camp Robinson Area 2; (2) Camp Robinson Area 4; (3) Camp Maxey Range B; and (4) Camp Maxey

Range C.
o - Point of Contact Office Phone :
Organization Staff Activity Nahe Symbol Number Email Address
Project FUDS Program Manager Traci Fambrough PEC-EF (817)886-1485 [Traci.A.Fambrough@usace.army.mil
rojec
Management District Counsel Keith Francis CESWT-0C (918) 669-7364 [Keith.Francis@usace.army.mil
District
Technical/Environmental
MM or CWM Design Center
Design Center/ .
EM CX EM CX (1) Mark Fisher CEHNC-EM (402) 6897-2587 |Mark.J.Fisher@usace.army.mil
USATCES and | USATCES Robin Jett (918) 420-8002 [Robin.E.Jett4.civ@mail.mil
USAPHC | ysaPHC (3)
FUDS Program Manager Suresh R. Kikkeri CESWD-PDM | (469)487-7036 |Suresh.r.kikkeri@usace.army:mil
Division
Counsel Ernest Burford CESWD-CECC | 469-487-7015 |Ernest.a.burford@usace.army.mil
DoD Environmental Team CEMP-CED
HQUSACE
Counsel CECC-E

1. Staffing required for all MMRP and MMRP/CWM projects and for HTRW projects where the total CTC estimate recorded in FUDSMIS for RA-C and RA-O phases, or
the RmA-C or IRA phase for removal actions is greater than $5 million. EM CX POC is the EM CX Independent Technical Review Lead.

2. For MMRP projects, the District shall coordinate DDs with USATCES prior to forwarding of the DD to the Division Commander or HQUSACE for approval. This
coordination is done after EM CX ITR of the DD.
3. USAPHC coordination requirement is satisfied by providing an opportunity for review of human health risk assessments and review of ecological risk assessments
developed during the RI/FS. USAPHC coordination is not required for removal responses.
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