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1 General 
Comment 

Comment: 
 
The Draft Group 2 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan, 
California State University at Monterey Bay Off-Campus and County North 
Munitions Response Areas, Former Fort Ord, Monterey, California, dated 
August 1, 2008 (hereinafter referred to as the Draft Group 2 RI/FS WP), 
contains Appendix A, CSUMB Off-Campus MRA Conceptual Site Model 
(CSM). This CSM contains a Table 6.3-2, which lists the types of munitions 
and explosives of concern (MEC) previously recovered from what is now 
identified as the "CSUMB Off-Campus Munitions Response Area (MRA)." 
The table lists a number of items with a hazard classification value of zero 
(0). The definition of this classification is "inert MEC," which was extracted 
from the Final Fort Ord Ordnance and Explosives Risk Assessment Protocol 
and the August 22, 2005, update thereof. There is a nomenclature disclaimer 
found in Table 6.3-2 that notes that any errors in terminology and other listed 
data are a result of misinformation from the data sources. 
 
While it is understood that the nomenclature used by the Military Munitions 
Response Program over the years has changed dramatically, the term "inert 
MEC" is an oxymoron. If an item is inert it cannot be classed as MEC. As a 
result, the potential exists that a significant number of the items listed in 
Table 6.3-2 as MEC are actually munitions debris (MD) instead and represent 
no explosives hazard. The table lists a total of 1,553 items identified as MEC 
recovered from the MRS. However, if the 617 items listed with a hazard 
classification of zero (0) (MD) are subtracted, the total quantity of MEC 
found on the site is lowered to 936, which is a significant reduction 
(approximately 40 percent) in the items representing an explosives hazard 
recovered from the site. 
 
Please review the Draft Group 2 RI/FS WP and ensure that this information is 
presented at an appropriate location therein. In addition, please remove the 
term "inert MEC" from the narrative portion of the document wherever it 
occurs. 
 
Response: 
 
As one of the work plan objectives (identified in Section 4.3), the existing 
data in the Army’s MMRP database will undergo a validation process to 
verify the accuracy of the data, which will include the assigned hazard 
classifications. If it is determined that an item was assigned an incorrect 
hazard classification or should be reclassified as MD, FORA and the ESCA 
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RP Team, in consultation with the Army and the regulatory agencies, will 
revise the table for presentation in the Group 2 Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study report and provide recommendations to the 
Army for updating the information presented in the MMRP database. 
 
The term "inert MEC" was replaced with “inert munitions item” everywhere 
that it occurs in the narrative portions of the work plan. 

2 General 
Comment 

Comment: 
 
There are a number of instances where demolition activities are described and 
the only type of blasting caps listed as being used on the site is "electric 
blasting caps." However, the table cited in General Comment 1 above lists a 
nonelectric blasting cap as having been discovered as MEC on the CSUMB 
Off-Campus MRA. As both types are normally used on sites where 
demolition of explosives is conducted during training, these descriptions 
should omit the term "electric" from the statement unless there is definitive 
evidence that only electric blasting caps were used on the site. Please make 
this change. 
 
Response: 
 
The word “electric” has been deleted from references to “electric blasting 
caps” in Section 3.0 where demolition activities are described. 

1 Specific 
Comment: 
Section 1.3.1, 
Cleanup 
Program 
Under the 
Army, Page 
1-2 

Comment: 
 
This section incorrectly refers to the Central Coast Regional Water Quality 
Control Board as the Monterey Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
Please correct the reference. 
 
Response: 
 
The sentence has been revised as follows: 
 
“To oversee the cleanup of the base, the Army, DTSC, Monterey Bay Central 
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and EPA entered 
into a Federal Facility Agreement (FFA).  

2 Specific 
Comment: 
Section 4.9 
Community 
Involvement, 
First 

Comment: 
 
Please add an additional sentence to state that the Community Involvement 
and Outreach Plan has been approved by EPA in consultation with DTSC. 
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Paragraph, 
Page 4-9 

Response: 
 
The paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
“Community relations activities for Group 2 are intended to keep 
communities informed of MEC-related activities at the former Fort Ord, and 
to help supporting agencies respond to community concerns. Community 
relations activities for the ESCA RP are described in the Community 
Involvement and Outreach Program (CIOP) Plan (ESCA RP Team 2008a). 
The CIOP Plan has been approved by the EPA in consultation with the 
DTSC and is an addendum to the Army’s Community Relations Plan (CRP) 
Update No. 3 (Army 2006).  

3 Specific 
Comment: 
Section 4.9.4 
Roles of State 
and Local 
Authorities, 
Page 4-11 

Comment: 
 
This section states that "State and local government cooperation has included 
regulatory agency involvement through out the ESCA RP. FORA and its 
contractors continue to meet regularly with the regulatory agencies and local 
jurisdictions with respect to the ongoing munitions response activities." In 
addition to State and local agencies, several Federal government agencies are 
also involved in the ESCA remediation program. Please revise the heading of 
the section and the text to reflect this. 
 
Response: 
 
The section has been revised as follows: 
 
4.9.4 Roles of Federal, State, and Local Authorities  

Federal, Sstate, and local government cooperation has included regulatory 
agency involvement throughout the ESCA RP. FORA and its contractors 
continue to meet regularly with the regulatory agencies and local jurisdictions 
with respect to the ongoing munitions response activities. 

4 Specific 
Comment: 
Section 5.6, 
Risk 
Assessment, 
Page 5-2 

Comment: 
 
This section states that, "Risk assessment will be performed for areas of the 
MRAs where MEC hazard is identified. In areas where there is no history of 
military munitions use or where remedial investigation supports the absence 
of unacceptable levels of explosive hazard, risk assessment is not required to 
be performed." It is unclear as to exactly what is meant by the term 
"unacceptable levels of explosive hazard" (i.e., what is deemed to constitute 
an acceptable level of explosive hazard [other than zero]?). Please review 
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Section 5.6 and expand it to better explain the intent of the cited statement. 
 
Response: 
 
The section has been revised as follows: 
 
“Risk assessment will be performed for areas of the MRAs where MEC 
hazard is identified. In areas where there is no history of military munitions 
use or where remedial investigation supports the absence of unacceptable 
levels of explosive hazard (e.g., contiguous areas where no MEC items were 
found and areas consistent with the Army’s Track 0 and Track 1 criteria), 
risk assessment is not required to be performed.  

5 Specific 
Comment: 
Section 5.9.1, 
Task 9 
Remedial 
Alternatives 
Screening, 
Page 5-3 

Comment: 
 
The third paragraph of this section states that, "Numerical cleanup standards 
are not available for munitions response actions. Therefore, the PRGs for 
MEC on the surface and in subsurface soil are developed to address MEC 
using the most appropriate technologies, to ensure protection of the public 
consistent with the proposed end use of the property." It is unclear as to 
exactly what is intended by the phrase "developed to address MEC using the 
most appropriate technologies, to ensure protection of the public consistent 
with the proposed end use of the property." Please expand the cited section to 
better explain what is intended by the quoted phrase. 
 
Response: 
 
The paragraph which includes the cited phrase has been revised as follows: 
 
“Numerical cleanup standards are not available for munitions response 
actions. Therefore, the PRGs for MEC on the surface and in subsurface soil 
are developed to address the detection of MEC using the most appropriate 
technologies, to ensure protection of the public consistent with the proposed 
end use of the property.” 

6 Specific 
Comment: 
Table 1, 
Potential 
Applicable or 
Relevant and 
Appropriate 
Requirements 

Comment: 
 
Since there are wetlands adjacent to this RI/FS Work Plan investigation area, 
there is a potential for on site soil disturbance activity to impact these 
wetlands and the associated upland habitats that are necessary to support the 
function of these wetlands. Please include surface water discharge related 
ARARs such as the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, and 40 CFR 
Parts 122, 123, and 123, as implemented by State Water Resources Control 
Board Order No. 92-08DWQ. 
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(ARARs), 
Page 1 

Response: 
 
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), 40 CFR Parts 122, 123, and 125 
have been added to the list of potential ARARs in Table 1. 
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1 p.2-5, Section 
2.3.2 Future 
Land Use 

Comment: 
 
The paragraph cites equestrian facilities and open space as examples of 
“habitat reserve” land use. Equestrian facilities would not be considered 
consistent with habitat reserve uses. Table 7.4-1 indicates that the horse park 
would be located within parcel E19a.3 which is a future development parcel. 
Please review this information and reclassify equestrian use as other than 
habitat reserve.  
 
Response: 
 
The second sentence of the first paragraph has been revised as follows:  
 
“Future land use categories and uses approved in the Fort Ord Base Reuse 
Plan generally include: residential, such as single-family homes; 
nonresidential, such as educational and institutional facilities, office and 
research parks, light-industrial and business parks, and commercial and retail 
facilities, including roadways and utility corridors; and habitat reserve, such 
as equestrian facilities and open space.”  

2 p.3-2, Section 
3.1 CSUMB 
Off-Campus 
MR Evaluation 

Comment: 
 
The section discusses the munitions items that have been removed from the 
CSUMB Off-Campus MRA. The Fort Ord Military Munitions Response 
Program (MMRP) database is reviewed and updated periodically. Please 
continue to check the latest version of the database for any updates that 
might have been made. 
 
Response: 
 
The version of the MMRP database used during the development of this 
work plan was provided to the ESCA RP Team in May 2008. The ESCA RP 
Team will continue to work closely with the Army to obtain the latest 
version of the MMRP database, as necessary. The latest version of the 
MMRP database will be reviewed to ensure that the most up-to-date 
information is reported during the development of documents. 

3 p.3-3, Section 
3.2 County 
North MRA 
Evaluation 

Comment: 
 
The section discusses the munitions items that have been removed from the 
County North MRA. The Fort Ord MMRP database is reviewed and updated 
periodically. Please continue to check the latest version of the database for 
any updates that might have been made. 
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Response: 
 
The version of the MMRP database used during the development of this 
work plan was provided to the ESCA RP Team in May 2008. The ESCA RP 
Team will continue to work closely with the Army to obtain the latest 
version of the MMRP database, as necessary. The latest version of the 
MMRP database will be reviewed to ensure that the most up-to-date 
information is reported during the development of documents. 

4 p.4-10, Section 
4.9.3 

Comment: 
 
a. Bullet 1. It is indicated “all CSUMB faculty, staff, and students residing in 
campus housing will receive a copy of the newsletter while school is in 
session.” should be reevaluated. Suggestion to instead describe the actions 
that FORA and/or the ESCA RP Team will take to reach out to the CSUMB. 
 
b. Bullet 5. It is indicated that FORA factsheets will be posted on the Army’s 
Fort Ord Cleanup website. Please revise the text to state that a hyperlink to 
factsheets posted on the FORA ESCA website is available on the Army’s 
Fort Ord Cleanup web site www.fortordcleanup.com. 
 
Response: 
 
a. The text in the first bullet has been revised as follows: 
 
• Publish articles in the quarterly newsletter. Newsletters will be mailed to 

all interested parties in adjacent communities. Additional interested 
parties on the FORA ESCA RP mailing list will receive the newsletters. 
The newsletters will also be posted on the FORA ESCA RP website 
(http://www.fora.org) and a link to newsletters will be provided on the 
Army’s Fort Ord Cleanup website 
(http://www.fortordcleanup.com/community/factsheet.asp). FORA will 
work with representatives of CSUMB to ensure they are kept apprised 
of all ESCA-related cleanup activities and have access to relevant 
information about the ESCA RP. Information about the FORA ESCA 
RP website will be made available to representatives of CSUMB 
allowing them to notify their students, staff, and faculty as appropriate. 
Special emphasis will be placed on coordinating with the university 
concerning when field construction work will affect access routes, 
CSUMB cross country trails, and other campus-sponsored activities. 
FORA will also participate in CSUMB outreach activities as 
appropriate.  
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b. The fifth bullet has been revised as follows: 
 
• Publish a fact sheet distributed by direct mail to local residents, 

community leaders, minority community organizations, and those who 
have requested to be on the CIOP mailing list. Fact sheets will also be 
posted on the FORA ESCA RP website, on the Fort Ord Cleanup 
website, and at community involvement activities. A link to the fact 
sheets will also be provided on the Army’s Fort Ord Cleanup website 
(http://www.fortordcleanup.com/community/factsheet.asp). 

5 Table 1 
Potential 
Applicable or 
Relevant and 
Appropriate 
Requirements 
(ARARs) 

Comment: 
 
Please review the “remarks” column so that they address the 
planned/anticipated CERCLA actions for the Group 2 MRAs. 
 
Response: 
 
The ARARs table was provided to show the list of potential ARARs 
considered for the Group 2 RI/FS. These potential ARARs will be further 
evaluated and refined during Task 10, Remedial Alternatives Evaluation. At 
this time, the "Remarks" column has been revised to replace references to the 
Army.  

6  Comment: 
 
Please coordinate any outreach activities targeting the Department of 
Defense (DoD) communities that may be affected by the planned field 
investigation (facilities along Joe Lloyd Way). Our Point of Contact for this 
matter is Melissa Broadston at 831-393-1284. 
 
Response: 
 
Outreach activities targeting the DOD communities will be coordinated with 
Melissa Broadston (or other appropriate BRAC representative). No revisions 
have been made to the text in response to this comment. 

7 Detail/minor 
comment. 
p.1-2, Section 
1.3.1 

Comment: 
 
Please see the Army’s comments to similar text that appeared in Draft 
Summary of Existing Data Report (SEDR), Section 2.2. Suggest updating 
the paragraph to be consistent with the text that is included in the draft final 
version of SEDR. 
 
Response: 
 
The text of this section has been revised to reflect changes incorporated into 
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the SEDR based on review comments provided by the Army. 
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a. Specific 
Comment 

Comment: 
 
We ask that FORA consider opening CSUMB Off-Campus and County 
North MRAs for public access as soon as field work is completed and 
dangers have been removed. Opening the sites while paperwork is completed 
would reduce the time and burden of lost access and allow MEA and other 
users to resume our present public uses more quickly. 
 
Response: 
 
The CSUMB Off-Campus and the County North MRAs are subject to the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) and the Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) filed between 
FORA and the EPA. Pursuant to CERCLA and the AOC, reuse of the MRAs 
for any purposes other than MEC remediation is not allowed until the 
appropriate completion reports have been filed and the EPA, in consultation 
with the DTSC, agree that the site can safely be used for purposes other than 
MEC remediation. 
 
FORA will work with the regulatory agencies with respect to the Marina 
Equestrian Association’s request to gain access to the MRAs as soon as 
possible following the completion of the fieldwork effort and regulatory 
documentation and approval.  

b. Specific 
Comment 

Comment: 
 
We ask that FORA consider designating the PG&E pipeline as a third BLM 
access corridor where it travels across CSUMB Off-Campus and County 
North areas. This would avoid a potentially dangerous mixing of horses and 
other users with vehicle traffic on Inter-Garrison Road. The pipeline is an 
ideal choice because of over 40 years of being excavated, traveled by heavy 
equipment and regularly maintained. It also has a wide set-back from 
vegetation and would eliminate the need for users to travel on Inter-Garrison 
Rd pavement. 
 
Response: 
 
FORA will consult with the regulatory agencies, the Army, and local 
emergency service providers to evaluate the possibility of using the PG&E 
pipeline as an additional access corridor to BLM areas; however, it is 
possible that this request could be denied since the pipeline crosses the 
interior of the MRAs where investigation activities will be occurring from 
September 2010 through September 2011 under the current schedule. FORA 
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will notify representatives of the Marina Equestrian Association under 
separate cover regarding the final decision on this request. 

c. Specific 
Comment 

Comment: 
 
Equestrian use should be added to paragraph 2.3.1 as a daily recreational 
user. 
 
Response: 
 
Equestrian use has been added to paragraph 2.3.1. 

d. Specific 
Comment 

Comment: 
 
Equestrian use should be included, in paragraphs 2.3.1 and 2.3.2 for past, 
current and future land use. 
 
Response: 
 
Equestrian use has been added to paragraphs 2.3.1 and 2.3.2 as past, current, 
and future land users. 

e. Specific 
Comment 

Comment: 
 
We wish to provide testimony that current recreational uses of the Parker 
Flats MRA are not conflicting and all should be accommodated after 
remediation. These daily recreational users are hikers, joggers, bikers, dog 
walkers and horse riders. 
 
Response: 
 
FORA will work with the regulatory agencies with respect to the Marina 
Equestrian Association’s request to gain access to the MRAs as soon as 
possible following the completion of the fieldwork efforts and regulatory 
documentation and approval. In addition, joggers, dog walkers, and horse 
riders have been added to the list of daily recreational users in the Parker 
Flats MRA. 

f. Specific 
Comment 

Comment: 
 
We ask to have the Marina Equestrian Center acknowledged, where 
appropriate, as an historic and future source of users to this area due to its 
close proximity to Parker Flats and its unique connection to the National Park 
Service. 
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Response: 
 
The Marina Equestrian Center will be referenced as a historical and future 
source of users to the area in the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
report to be prepared following the completion of the fieldwork efforts. 
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1. Specific 
Comment, 
Glossary, 
Anomaly 
Avoidance, 
Page vii 

Comment: 
 
“This usually occurs at mixed hazard sites when hazardous, toxic, and 
radioactive waste hazardous, toxic, and radioactive waste investigations must 
occur prior to execution of an MEC removal action.”  
 
This sentence is redundant and needs to be rewritten. 
 
Response: 
 
The sentence for this definition has been revised as follows: 
 
“This usually occurs at mixed hazard sites when hazardous, toxic, and 
radioactive waste hazardous, toxic, and radioactive waste investigations must 
occur prior to execution of an MEC removal action.” 

2. Specific 
Comment, 
Glossary, 
Covenant 
Deferral 
Request, Page 
vii 

Comment: 
 
Delete the word “that” [first sentence]. 
 
Response: 
 
The word “that” has been deleted from the first sentence of the definition. 

3. Specific 
Comment, 
Glossary, 
Exclusion 
Zone, Page viii 

Comment: 
 
Delete the letter “n” [first sentence]. 
 
Response: 
 
The letter “n” has been deleted from the word “an” in the first sentence of the 
definition. 

4. Specific 
Comment, 
Glossary, 
Record of 
Decision, Page 
x 

Comment: 
 
Delete the letter “n” [first sentence]. 
 
Response: 
 
The letter “n” has been deleted from the word “an” in the first sentence of the 
definition. 

5. Specific 
Comment, 
Section 3.1, 
MRS-04C, 
Page 3-1 

Comment: 
 
Fuze for practice hand grenade. Were practice hand grenades found? 
 
Response: 
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Practice hand grenades were not found within the boundaries of MRS-04C. 
However, practice hand grenades were found in MRS-31, which surrounds 
MRS-04C. Therefore, the following bullet item has been added to Section 3.1 
under MRS-31 on Page 3-2: 
 
• Training (practice hand grenade fuzes, practice hand grenades, 

practice rifle grenades, practice mine fuzes, practice mines, practice 
rockets, and simulators) 

6. Specific 
Comment, 
Section 3.1, 
MRS-07, Page 
3-1 

Comment: 
 
Fuze for practice hand grenade. Were practice hand grenades found? 
 
Response: 
 
Practice hand grenades were not found within the boundaries of MRS-07. 
However, practice hand grenades were found in MRS-31, which surrounds 
MRS-07. Therefore, the following bullet item has been added to Section 3.1 
under MRS-31 on Page 3-2: 
 
• Training (practice hand grenade fuzes, practice hand grenades, 

practice rifle grenades, practice mine fuzes, practice mines, practice 
rockets, and simulators) 

7. Specific 
Comment, 
Section 3.1, 
MRS-13C, 
Page 3-1 

Comment: 
 
Fuze for practice hand grenade. Were practice hand grenades found? 
 
Response: 
 
Practice hand grenades were not found within the boundaries of MRS-13C. 
However, practice hand grenades were found in MRS-31, which is located 
immediately to the north of MRS-13C. Therefore, the following bullet item 
has been added to Section 3.1 under MRS-31 on Page 3-2: 
 
• Training (practice hand grenade fuzes, practice hand grenades, 

practice rifle grenades, practice mine fuzes, practice mines, practice 
rockets, and simulators) 

8. Specific 
Comment, 
Section 4.3.2.3, 
First Bullet, 

Comment: 
 
If no evidence of data QA is conducted, then does this mean that a 10% QA 
was or will be performed? 
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Page 4-4  
Response: 
 
The first bullet item of Section 4.3.2.3 relates to a 10 percent quality 
assurance (QA) effort that was performed as part of the evaluation to validate 
data. 
 
No changes have been incorporated into the document based on this 
comment.  

9. Specific 
Comment, 
Section 4.3.2.3, 
Third Bullet, 
Page 4-4 

Comment: 
 
Please expand on Parson’s role in the data base. Did Parson’s review and 
make corrections to the data base generated by the previous contractors or are 
we referring to work by Parson’s? 
 
Response: 
 
Parsons was under contract with the Army to review and correct the database 
(which was generated based on the fieldwork conducted by previous 
contractors) in accordance with an established standard operating procedure, 
as indicated in the second bullet of Section 4.3.2.3. Therefore, the first 
sentence of the second bullet has been revised as follows for clarification: 
 
“Parsons, under contract with the Army, performed a 100 percent QC 
review of the data in the MMRP database previously generated from work 
conducted by prior munitions response contractors.”  
 
The remainder of the second bullet describes Parsons’ role in reviewing and 
correcting the database. 
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No. 
Comment 

Type / Report 
Section 

Comment/Response 

1 Specific 
Comment: 
Table 1, 
Potential 
Applicable or 
Relevant and 
Appropriate 
Requirements 
(ARARs), 
NPDES, Page 
1 

Comment: 
 
Due to a typographical error in EPA’s original comment, wrong section 
of the 40 CFR was cited. The correct citation should be 40 CFR Parts 122, 
123, and 124. 
 
In addition, this particular ARAR should be Location specific not Action 
specific. 
 
Response: 
 
The reference has been changed from “40 CFR Parts 122, 122, and 125” to 
“40 CFR Parts 122, 123, and 124.” The ARAR has been changed from Action 
Specific to Location Specific. 

2 Specific 
Comment: 
Page 6-4 and 
Page 7-4, 
Sections 6.3.2 
and 7.3.2, 
Hazard 
Classification 
Score Tables 

Comment: 
 
Please replace the term “Inert MEC” with “Inert munitions item” per 
Response to EPA Comments (Appendix E). 
 
Response: 
 
Appendices A and B were reproduced directly from the Final Summary of 
Exiting Data Report (SEDR). This change was not requested during the 
review period for the SEDR; therefore changing the final document is not 
recommended. The terminology “Inert Munitions Item” replaces the term 
“Inert MEC” in ESCA RP Team documents produced after the Final SEDR 
and will be used throughout the remainder of the ESCA project.  
 
No changes to the document have been made in response to this comment. 
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1 p.3-2, Section 3.1 
CSUMB Off-
Campus MRA 
Evaluation 

Comment: 
 
The section discusses the munitions items that have been removed from 
the CSUMB Off-Campus MRA. In the large paragraph on p.3-2 it states 
that 506 MEC items and five pyrotechnic mixtures “were not assigned a 
hazard classification value because of insufficient information.” While 
we understand this to be correct, it creates an apparent conflict with 
Table 6.3-2 in Appendix A of this work plan. The table shows almost all 
of the 1,553 listed MEC items have corresponding hazard classification 
codes. Please provide an explanation in Section 3.2 to clarify that the 
hazard classification codes shown in Appendix A, Table 6.3-2, may not 
be consistent with the information in the Fort Ord Military Munitions 
Response Program (MMRP) database and that the information provided 
in Section 3.2 of the work plan is consistent with the database. 
 
Response: 
 
The following text has been added to Section 3.1, Page 3-2: 
 
“Of the 957 MEC items and 10 pyrotechnic mixtures recovered from the 
MRA (which includes insufficient data [ISD] items as defined in the 
SEDR) that were assigned hazard classifications, 23 items had a hazard 
classification of 0 (Inert munitions item that will cause no injury), 758 
items had a hazard classification of 1 (MEC that will cause an injury or, 
in extreme cases, could cause major injury or death to an individual if 
functioned by an individual’s activities), and 171 items had a hazard 
classification of 2 (MEC that will cause major injury or, in extreme 
cases, could cause death to an individual if functioned by an individual’s 
activities). Only 15 items (two antitank rockets, four fragmentation hand 
grenades, and nine smoke rifle grenades that were unknown models or 
contained white phosphorous) had a hazard classification of 3 (MEC that 
will kill an individual if detonated by an individual’s activities). The 
remaining items recovered from the MRA (596 MEC items and five 
pyrotechnic mixtures) were not assigned a hazard classification value 
because of insufficient information. This evaluation is consistent with 
the information presented in the Army’s MMRP database. In the 
SEDR, a default hazard classification value of zero was entered into 
the table if a value was not specified in the Army’s MMRP database 
(Table 6.3.2; ESCA RP Team 2008a). Table 6.3.2, provided in the 
SEDR (and reproduced in Appendix A of this report), contains hazard 
classifications of zero that are not specified for items in the Army’s 
MMRP database. As part of the Group 2 MRA remedial investigation 
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and risk assessment activities, items with unassigned hazard 
classifications in the Army’s MMRP database will be further evaluated 
by the ESCA RP Team and the most conservative hazard classifications 
will be assigned to the items.”  

2 p.3-3, Section 3.2 
County North 
MRA Evaluation 

Comment: 
 
The section discusses the munitions items that have been removed from 
the County North MRA. Similar to the previous comment, please provide 
an explanation to clarify that the hazard classification codes shown in 
Appendix B, Table 7.3-2, may not be consistent with the information in 
the MMRP database and that the information provided in Section 3.3 of 
the work plan is consistent with the database. 
 
Response: 
 
The following text has been added to Section 3.2, Page 3-4: 
 
“Of the 19 MEC items and 1 pyrotechnic mixture recovered from the 
MRA (which includes ISD items as defined in the SEDR), 16 items were 
assigned a hazard classification of 1 (MEC that will cause an injury or, in 
extreme cases, could cause major injury or death to an individual if 
functioned by an individual’s activities) and 2 items were assigned a 
hazard classification of 2 (MEC that will cause major injury or, in 
extreme cases, could cause death to an individual if functioned by an 
individual’s activities). The remaining 2 items were not assigned a 
hazard classification value because of insufficient information. As 
indicated in Appendix B, only one MEC item (smoke pot) was recovered 
below ground surface, which was at a depth of 5 inches. The remaining 
items were reportedly recovered from the ground surface; however, the 
depth information recorded in the Fort Ord MMRP database for the ISD 
items may be inaccurately represented in the database and will be 
evaluated during the RI, as described in Section 4.0 of this work plan. 
This evaluation is consistent with the information presented in the 
Army’s MMRP database. In the SEDR, a default hazard classification 
value of zero was entered into the table summarizing the data if a value 
was not specified in the Army’s MMRP database (Table 7.3.2; ESCA 
RP Team 2008a). Table 7.3.2, provided in the SEDR (and reproduced 
in Appendix B of this report), contains hazard classifications of zero 
that are not specified for items in the Army’s MMRP database. As part 
of the Group 2 MRA remedial investigation and risk assessment 
activities, items with unassigned hazard classifications in the Army’s 
MMRP database will be further evaluated and the most conservative 
hazard classifications will be assigned to the items.”  
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3 p.5-1, Section 5.4 
Sample 
Analysis/Validation 

Comment: 
 
Please note that, in addition to the literature review and removal 
checklists included in Appendix C, reconnaissance and sampling 
checklists are also available to guide an evaluation of a site where 
reconnaissance and/or sampling was conducted. This information is 
available in Draft Final Plan for Evaluation of Previous Work, Ordnance 
and Explosives RI/FS dated September 8, 2000 (OE-283G) (checklists 
were updated, see OE-0466). 
 
Response: 
 
The reconnaissance and sampling checklists have been added to 
Appendix C. 

4 Table 1 Potential 
Applicable or 
Relevant and 
Appropriate 
Requirements 
(ARARs) 

Comment: 
 
a. p.1, National Pollutant  Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), 
40CFR Parts 122, 123 and 125 and p.3 Porter Cologne Water Quality 
Act, California Water Code, Division 7, Section 13200. These items have 
been added to the table in response to a comment by U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). We understand the intent to be to identify 
potential ARARs that relate to the protection of wetlands from possible 
remedial alternative(s) for the CSUMB Off-Campus and the County 
North MRAs. Although the Army does not necessarily disagree with the 
intent, the identification of these specific sections of the Clean Water Act 
and California Water Quality Control Act compel further evaluation. The 
Army will further discuss this item with EPA and the State of California. 
Additionally, the “Remarks” indicate that obtaining NPDES and/or state 
Waste Discharge Requirements (permits) may be required. Please delete 
the remarks since procedural requirements such as obtaining permits do 
not become ARARs for onsite remedial actions. 
 
b. p.2, California Fish and Game Code Section 4800 et seq. The 
“Remarks” include a statement: “In fact, the use of fire to set back plant 
community succession will result in an improvement to wildlife habitat 
that will benefit mountain lions.” This statement implies that prescribed 
burning is being considered as part of possible remedial alternative(s) for 
the CSUMB Off-Campus and the County North MRAs. If this is the 
case, evaluation of vegetation clearance alternatives would be required, 
and the work plan should then address the procedures for such an 
evaluation. If prescribed burning is not being considered to be evaluated 
as a part of any of the possible remedial alternatives for these MRAs, 
please revise the remarks. Please re-examine the remarks and make 
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appropriate updates to the document.  
 
c. p.4, California Clean Air Act, Health and Safety Code Section 41701. 
The “Remarks” include statements that imply that prescribed burning is 
being considered as part of possible remedial alternative(s) for the 
CSUMB Off-Campus and the County North MRAs. If this is the case, 
evaluation of vegetation clearance alternatives would be required, and 
the work plan should then address the procedures for such an evaluation. 
If prescribed burning is not being considered to be evaluated as a part of 
any of the possible remedial alternatives for these MRAs, please revise 
the remarks. Please re-examine the remarks and make appropriate 
updates to the document. 
 
d. p.4, California Fish and Game Code Section 3005, Section 4000 et 
seq., and Title 14, CCR Section 460. The “Remarks” include statements 
that imply that specific remedial alternatives were evaluated as to 
whether or not these regulations were applicable or relevant and 
appropriate. However, no specific remedial alternatives were described 
in this document. Please re-examine and make appropriate revisions to 
the remarks. 
 
Response: 
 
Table 1 identifies an initial list of potential ARARs that may be relevant 
to possible remedial alternatives outlined during the RI/FS. The 
applicability of the ARARs listed in the table will be further evaluated in 
the RI/FS. 
 
a. p.1, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). The 
reference has been changed from “40 CFR Parts 122, 123, and 125” to 
“40 CFR Parts 122, 123, and 124”. 
p.3, The following text has been added to the remarks section: “Under 
CERCLA, procedural requirements such as obtaining a permit while 
conducting MEC investigation/remediation do not apply.”  
 
b. p.2, The remark regarding the use of fire has been deleted from the 
table, as prescribed burning is not being considered for evaluation as part 
of the Group 2 MRA remedial alternatives. 
 
c. p.4, Prescribed burning is not being considered for evaluation as part 
of the Group 2 MRA remedial alternatives. This potential ARAR has 
been deleted. 
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d. p.4, The remarks have been deleted regarding these comments. As part 
of the FS, an evaluation of the remedial options and the impact on these 
ARARs will be conducted. 

5 Appendix D 
Anticipated Project 
Schedule 

Comment: 
 
This schedule appears outdated. Please provide an updated schedule in 
the final version of this document. 
 
Response: 
 
An updated Group 2 Schedule has been provided in Appendix D. 

6 Detail/minor 
comment. p.2-5, 
Section 2.3.2 
Future Land Use 

Comment: 
 
Based on a previous Army Comment the paragraph was modified to 
reclassify the equestrian use as a “nonresidential use” other than habitat 
reserve. Although the updated text is acceptable, please note that it is not 
exactly the same as the text noted in Appendix E in the response to Army 
comment 1. 
 
Response: 
 
In the original response to comments, the text was changed as follows: 
 
“Future land use categories and uses approved in the Fort Ord Base 
Reuse Plan generally include: residential, such as single-family homes; 
nonresidential, such as educational and institutional facilities, office and 
research parks, light-industrial and business parks, and commercial and 
retail facilities, including roadways and utility corridors; and habitat 
reserve, such as equestrian facilities and open space.”  
 
However, the text was modified as follows to address a comment 
received from the Marina Equestrian Association on the draft version of 
the work plan: 
 
“Future land use categories and uses approved in the Fort Ord Base 
Reuse Plan generally include: residential, such as single-family homes; 
nonresidential, such as educational and institutional facilities, office and 
research parks, light-industrial and business parks, and commercial and 
retail facilities, including equestrian facilities, roadways, and utility 
corridors; and habitat reserve, such as equestrian facilities and open 
space. 
 
Given that the Army has reviewed and agreed with the text as it appeared 
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in the Draft Final Group 2 RI/FS Work Plan, no additional changes to the 
text will be made as a result of this comment.  

7 Detail/minor 
comment. p.4-1, 
Section 4.1 
Summary of the 
Approach for 
Group 2 

Comment: 
 
The second paragraph states that the Residential Quality Assurance 
(RQA) Pilot Study will be conducted in the Seaside and the Parker Flats 
MRAs. Please update this section to reflect that a test area within the 
CSUMB Off-Campus MRA was selected in place of the previously 
proposed test area in the Parker Flats MRA. This update would make the 
section consistent with the cited Final Group 1 RI/FS Work Plan, and 
would reduce the potential for confusion by the public. 
 
Response: 
 
The paragraph has been modified as follows: 
 
“Additionally, an RQA Pilot Study will be conducted in the Seaside and 
Parker Flats CSUMB Off-Campus MRAs to assess the potential residual 
risk, if any, posed by undetected MEC, following MEC removal actions, 
in a portion of the areas planned for future residential development. 
Schools are considered by DTSC to be equivalent to residential use. The 
RQA Pilot Study work plan was presented in Volume 2 of the Final 
Group 1 RI/FS Work Plan, which was submitted for the Seaside and 
Parker Flats CSUMB Off-Campus MRAs (ESCA RP Team 2008b). 
Results of the RQA Pilot Study will be incorporated into the Group 2 
RI/FS Report.” 

8 Detail/minor 
comment. p.4-10, 
Section 4.9.3 
Implementation of 
Community 
Relation Activities, 
Bullet 1 

Comment: 
 
In response to previous Army comment, this bullet has been revised. 
However, the updated text is not exactly the same as the text noted in 
Appendix E: the third sentence was modified to read “allCSUMB 
faculty, staff, and students residing in campus housing will receive a 
copy of the newsletter while school is in session” rather than being 
deleted as indicated in Appendix E. 
 
Response: 
 
The first bullet has been modified to be consistent with previous 
responses to the Army’s comments, as follows: 
 
• Publish articles in the quarterly newsletter. Newsletters will be 

mailed to all interested parties in adjacent communities. In addition, 
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CSUMB faculty, staff, and students residing in campus housing will 
receive a copy of the newsletter while school is in session. 
Additional interested parties on the FORA ESCA RP mailing list will 
receive the newsletters. The newsletters will also be posted on the 
FORA ESCA RP website (http://www.fora-esca-rp.com). A 
hyperlink to the newsletters posted on the FORA ESCA RP website 
will also be provided on the Army’s Fort Ord Cleanup website 
(http://www.fortordcleanup.com/community/factsheet.asp). FORA 
will work with representatives of CSUMB to ensure they are kept 
apprised of all ESCA-related cleanup activities and have access to 
relevant information about the ESCA RP. Information about the 
FORA ESCA RP website will be made available to representatives 
of CSUMB allowing them to notify students, staff, and faculty as 
appropriate. Special emphasis will be placed on coordinating with 
the university when field construction work will affect access routes, 
CSUMB cross country trails, and other campus-sponsored activities. 
FORA will also participate in CSUMB outreach activities, as 
appropriate.  
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**Please note: no changes to the Group 2 RI/FS Work Plan were necessary as a result of these 
comments. 

No. 
Comment 

Type / Report 
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Comment/Response 

1 General Comment: 
 
In order to better understand the extent of military training at Former Fort 
Ord, and the potential contamination from training activities, fundamental 
questions need to be answered or at least estimated. 

A story told by a retired sergeant that trained Fort Ord troops: A retired 
sergeant said he trained soldiers to fire 60mm and 81mm mortars in the 
northern and northeastern portions of Site 39. He would take out 400 
soldiers for bivouac maneuvers (multi day outings in the field). When asked 
how many rounds each soldier fired in a day, he estimated each man would 
fire 30 to 60 Mortar rounds. He indicated they were practice mortars. Using 
a median number of 45 mortars multiplied by 400 soldiers, 18,000 mortars 
were fired in a day by a single group of trainees. It is understood practice 
munitions unlike High Explosive (HE) munitions use pyrotechnics for 
identifying were the rounds hit (spotting)."  

Note: at the height of training there where 50,000 soldiers at Fort Ord. 
Estimates are, from 1940-1974 1.5 million troops trained at Fort Ord. 

a) 1.5 million or more troops trained at Fort Ord. How many millions or 
billions of pounds of military munitions were used in the training of 
troops? Any estimates? If not, why not?   

 
Response: 
 
a)  No estimates have been made regarding the total pounds of munitions 

used during the history of Fort Ord. Estimates of this information would 
not be relevant to the Group 2 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
(RI/FS) Work Plan. A detailed analysis of the types of known or 
suspected training will be conducted to better understand the extent of 
military training and munitions use within the Group 2 MRAs. The 
results will be documented in the Group 2 RI/FS Report. The Army 
responded to a similar comment received from FOCAG in a previous 
letter dated August 12, 2008. Please refer to the Army’s November 17, 
2008 response letter (Administrative Record ESCA-0126). 



Group 2 RI/FS Work Plan FORA ESCA RP 
  
 

Response to Comments 
Draft Final Group 2 Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study Work Plan, dated 

February 16, 2009 
Review Comments provided by Lance Houston of the Fort Ord Community Advisory Group 

(FOCAG), dated March 17, 2009 
 
 

Page E-30 AppE-rtc-rpt-G2_RIFS_WP-09595.doc:LMT 

No. 
Comment 

Type / Report 
Section 

Comment/Response 

2 General Comment: 
 
Most military munitions constituents are known or suspected endocrine 
disruptors, carcinogens, mutagens, toxicants, etc. The CAG has compiled a 
list of military munitions constituents found in the types of munitions used at 
Fort Ord. The list includes the potential negative human health impacts that 
may result from exposure to each of the constituents. Former Military 
Training Areas are highly contaminated with hazardous chemicals. If you 
knew of the potential risk, would you want or allow your children to live on 
and play in soil possibly contaminated with the Table 1 and Table 2 
constituents?  
 
a) Has the Fort Ord Cleanup Program prepared a list of Munitions 

Constituents (MC) for all Military Munitions and Training Devices used 
at former Fort Ord. If not, why not? 

b) Of the millions or billions of pounds of military munitions used, how 
many pounds of their constituents were released into the environment? 
Any estimates? If not, why not? 

c) Were did the residual contaminates go? 
d) Could all the contaminates simply disappear? 
e) Does soil analysis of ranges include every known or suspected 

OEW/UXO constituent used at Fort Ord? If not, why not? 
f) Babies and toddlers commonly eat soil and other substances off the 

ground. Has this risk been analyzed? If not, why not? 
g) Have Maximum Residual Levels (MRL’s) been established for the 

constituents in the attached Military Munitions Chemicals of Concern 
Table 1 and Table 2? If not, why not? 

h) If the extent of residual contamination and MRL’s have not been 
established, how can an acceptable level of cleanup be known for 
residual or commercial use? 

i) Is there a screening program in place to monitor for hazardous substances 
at Fort Ord? If not, why not? Will there be a program to monitor 
potential negative health impacts of residents living in homes built on 
former training areas and ranges? If not, why not? 

j) Perchlorate is known to be a widely used constituent in military 
munitions used at Fort Ord. Is there testing being conducted to identify 
the extent of Perchlorate contamination in former training areas and 
ranges? If not, why not? If yes, the remediation documents don’t appear 
to include any discussion or analysis. 

k) Synergism and synergistic effects of chemicals are a significant part of 
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Risk Assessment. I don’t recall seeing any analysis in the Fort Ord Base 
Wide RI/FS addressing synergism. Is synergism covered in any Fort Ord 
Human Health Risk or Environmental Assessments? If not, why not? 

 
Response: 
 
a - k) The scope of this work plan and the Group 2 RI/FS is limited to MEC 
Explosive Hazard. Investigation of potential contamination issues other than 
the explosives hazards associated with MEC at the former Fort Ord will 
continue to be conducted by the Army. The Army responded to a similar 
comment received from FOCAG in a previous letter dated August 12, 2008. 
Please refer to the Army’s November 17, 2008 response letter 
(Administrative Record ESCA-0126). 

3 General Comment: 
 
The parcels have not been adequately cleared of Ordnance and Explosives 
Waste (OEW), Unexploded Ordnance (UXO), or identified the extent of 
Munitions Constituents (MC) contamination. The extent of contamination is 
unknown.  

The Shonstedt models GA-52C and GA-72CV were used for OEW/UXO 
clearance prior to Oct. 1994. The GA-52CX was used thereafter. This raises 
several issues and concerns.  

According to the After Action Report for OEW Sampling and Removal, 
Sites 4C, 7, 8, l3B, 18 were sampled, and a large portion of the CSU 
Footprint was cleared of UXO/OEW to a depth of 3 feet. According to the 
Work Plans (WP), the GA-52C was used for the OEW removal actions.  

Additionally, ordnance capable of penetrating beyond the old GA-52C and 
newer GA-52CX detection range has been found in the CSUMB parcel. 
Because the extent of deep penetration ordnance and deep OEW burial pits 
are unknown, scanning equipment capable of detecting deeply buried 
metallic anomalies should be used. The former Fort Ord areas cleared, 
CSUMB, using the old detection equipment should undergo a full wall to 
wall removal using the newer GA-52CX magnetometer and deploy deep 
scanning metallic detection equipment.
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Thankfully, early in the cleanup process, DOD and the Regulators 
understood the significant threats from Ammunition and Explosives. A few 
quotes:  

"It is necessary to identify and remove ammunition and explosives located 
from the surface to the applicable depth indicated (Commercial/Residential, 
Utility Construction Activity: Clearance depth; 10ft. or excavation depth 
plus 4 feet, whichever is greater).”  

"Chapter 12, DOD 6055-9 STD (1992), DOD Ammunition and Explosives 
Safety Standard; DOD real property known to be contaminated with 
ammunition and explosives that may endanger the general public may not be 
released from DOD custody until the most stringent efforts have been made 
to ensure appropriate protection to the public.”  

"The Presidio of Monterey does not intend to transfer by deed any known or 
suspect ordnance and explosive site on former Fort Ord land, prior to the 
completion of all required OE related actions, We do, however, intend to 
transfer by deed areas that may have been identified on training maps, but 
through the archive search process were not identified as potential ordnance 
sites, i.e, Machine Gun Proficiency Training Areas, Machine Gun Squares, 
and Mortar Squares."  

"Chapter 12 of DOD 6055-9STD requires a cleanup plan be presented to the 
DDESB for leasing, transferring, or disposing of DOD real property when 
ammunition and explosives contamination is known or suspected. The 
DDESB will review the plan for explosives safety considerations. The 
following matrix is to be used to identify the appropriate clearance depth. 
The ability to clear to a given depth will depend on the technology and funds 
available. It is necessary to identify and remove ammunition and explosives 
located from the surface to the applicable depth indicated.  

a) UXO/OEW cleanup efficiencies have not advanced as a result of new 
detection technologies and methods, but rather by changing the rules in 
order to meet development goals. What happened? 

 
Projectiles capable of penetration depths beyond the Shonstedt GA-52CX 
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detection range have been found in the CSUMB and County North parcels. 
There is good reason to be looking beyond the 4 foot removal depths at Fort 
Ord.  

b) To date, what efforts have been made to locate deeply buried ordnance? 
c) Today, what technology is being deployed to locate deep penetrating 

ordnance? 
d) The Schonstedt GA-52CX has been used at Fort Ord for 15 years. Is the 

RP using the best technologies available? 
e) Is the GA-52CX the best hand held OE detection technology available? 
f) Does the EM61-MK2 detect metallic anomaly’s as well or better than the 

GA-52CX? 
g) Which of the following is the UXO/OEW cleanup goal; to locate and 

remove Ordnance and Explosive Waste to the greatest extent possible or 
to the extent it is financially practical? 

h) If finding all UXO/OEW items is a goal, would using detection 
equipment capable of deeper detection capabilities be desired? 

i) Is UXO/OEW in itself, being looked for beyond 4 feet? If not, why not? 
 
Response:  
 
The adequacy of equipment used during previous investigation and removal 
actions within the Group 2 MRAs will be evaluated, and the results will be 
documented in the Group 2 RI/FS Report. Responses to your specific 
comments are provided below. 
 

a) FORA utilizes the best available and appropriate detection 
technology and methods for munitions response.  

 
b) The adequacy of prior removal actions, including the depth of 

clearance will be evaluated and results will be presented in the 
Group 2 RI/FS Report.   

 
c) The technology used to detect deep penetrating munitions is the 

same as that used to detect shallow munitions.   
 

d) FORA utilizes the best available and appropriate detection 
technology and methods for munitions response. Determination of 
the best available and appropriate detection technology is based on 
geology, topography, munitions characteristics, and resource 
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requirements (DOD 6055.09-STD 2008).  
 

e) Determinations of “best” must include an evaluation of site-specific 
conditions. See response to 3d. 
 

f) The EM61-MK2 is a digital geophysical instrument that detects 
ferrous and non-ferrous metal and records data. The GA-52CX is a 
ferrous metal detector that does not record data. Determinations of 
the equipment adequacy must include an evaluation of site-specific 
conditions. See response to 3d.  

 
g) The purpose of the FORA ESCA RP is to complete the munitions 

response to ensure that the land is suitable for reuse. FORA works 
with the Army to achieve this goal with the oversight of the 
regulatory agencies. 

 
h) See response to 3d. 

 
i) The adequacy of the depths at which previous removal actions 

within the Group 2 MRAs were conducted will be evaluated as 
part of the Group 2 RI/FS. The Group 2 RI/FS Work Plan does 
not include a plan for field data collection as part of the 
Remedial Investigation. 

4 General Comment: 
 
Chemical Warfare Materials (CWM) and their use in training areas have not 
been adequately addressed. These types of training devices outside their 
packaging are not detectable with magnetometers.  

On March 10, 1997, 24 ampoules CAIS Chemical Warfare Materials were 
discovered 2 ft. below ground near 4500 motor pool during ordnance and 
removal activities at Site OE-13B (1/3 of which lies in the CSUMB parcel). 
This area is within the Group 2 County parcel and adjacent to the CSUMB 
parcel.

 
 

On April 14, 1994 during the HFA/CSU OE removal, 2 EOD specialists 
were overcome by a Hazardous Material and required medical attention at 
the hospital. Their equipment was confiscated due to concerns of HAZ MAT 
contamination. Hazardous Material monitoring devices were required for all 
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subsequent OEW removal. It should be noted the HAZ MAT incident 
occurred in a site adjacent to OE-4C a Chemical, Biological, Radiological 
(CBR) site. The substance was not disclosed. These significant issues have 
been omitted from the new RP record. Was this a CWM incident?  

The known CWM were unexpectedly found in a Range/Training area that 
was not previously identified as a potential CWM training area. It may have 
been a rare event except it is well documented these CWM are commonly 
found and buried in training areas. According to Fort Ord records, CAIS Sets 
were used at Fort Ord until 1974. The K951 ampoules (also called vials) are 
frequently found in burial sites at old WWII training areas. 

a) How are these incidents resolved? 
b) Army certainly saw this as significant concern. How will the public be 

protected from potential exposure to these chemical agents? 
c) Why haven’t these incidents been included in the CSUMB parcel 

history? 
d) Due to the common practice of discarding these training devices in the 

field, what is the justification for allowing the transfer, reuse, and 
development of training areas and training sites (TS) where these devices 
have been found or many have been used? 

e) Is there a technology that can identify individual glass vials below the 
ground surface? 

f) These CWM materials are contained in glass vials. Has there been any 
discussions of how this hazard should or will be addressed? 

g) How can workers be protected from these types of hazards during 
excavation activities? 

h) Are there plans to cap military training areas rather than remediate them 
of UXO/OEW and military constituents? 

 
Response: 
 
a - f) The FORA ESCA RP activities include performing remaining 
necessary munitions explosive hazard responses in specific portions of the 
former Fort Ord. The scope of this work plan and the Group 2 RI/FS is 
limited to MEC Explosive Hazard. Investigation of potential contamination 
issues other than the explosives hazards associated with MEC at the former 
Fort Ord will continue to be conducted by the Army. The cited incidents 
were described in the “Final Finding of Suitability for Early Transfer, 
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Former Fort Ord, California, Environmental Services Cooperative 
Agreement (ESCA) Parcels, and Non-ESCA Parcels Operable Unit Carbon 
Tetrachloride Plume” (FOSET 5; Administrative Record Number FOSET-
004J). 
 
g) Should a CAIS or potential CWM item be encountered during the FORA 
ESCA RP activities, field personnel will follow Standard Operating 
Procedure (SOP) for Unanticipated Chemical Contamination Conditions to 
protect personnel and report the incident to appropriate agencies. This SOP 
is found in Appendix D of Volume 2 of the Group 1 RI/FS Work Plan 
(Administrative Record No. ESCA-0124).  
 
h) The FORA ESCA RP has no current plan to cap a munitions response 
site.  

5 General Comment: 
 
Critical Administrative Record (AR) documents that contain pertinent site 
specific known or suspected uses, and OEW contamination information have 
been omitted. 

a) Known OE sites have disappeared from the FORA ESCA RP parcels 
historical record. 

b) UXO/OEW discovered during site sampling and removal actions has 
disappeared from the FORA ESCA RP parcels historical record. 

 
The CSUMB Site has several ordnance and explosive (OE) sites within its 
boundaries. The Group 2 RI/FS identifies OE sites OE-4C, OE-7, OE-8, OE-
18, OE-31. A OE site not included within the CSUMB parcel is a OE Site 
referred to as Site 13B or OE-13B, a practice mortar range. In the Annex J 
WP, Site 13B is 63 acres. For unknown and unexplained reasons, Site l3B 
was expanded to 247 acres. Approximately 80 acres, the northern l/3 of OE-
13B extends into the western portion of the CSUMB parcel. OE-l3B has 
simply vanished from the CSUMB parcel OE record.  

Documentation that discusses Site 13B, OEW sampling and removal actions, 
its heavy OEW contamination, and lists of OEW found have been omitted. 
Omitted cleanup documents contain well documented lists of UXO/OEW 
discovered.  
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c) Why has the SEDR, MMRP, and FORA ESCA RP databases failed to 
include all OEW items discovered within the CSUMB parcel? 

d) Why has OE-13B been omitted from the CSUMB record? 
 
The Administrative Record seems to be being manipulated in a way that 
misrepresents important facts. The public, now and in the future, has a right 
to know the full extent of the past military training use of individual parcels, 
and the full historical record of OEW items found within their boundaries. 
To omit or alter any part of this historical information misleads the reader 
into believing the parcel is cleaner and safer than it actually is. By keeping 
the record straight, the public can decide for themselves if they wish to be 
exposed to the potential remaining OEW hazards. Remediation by data 
manipulation will have a disastrous outcome and harm someone. 

e) How has this critical issue slipped by the FORA officials and the 
regulators? 

f) Are the officials aware of what’s happening? 
g) Is this acceptable to the officials and the regulators? 
h) When someone gets blown up or sick, who will be liable? 
i) Is this in the best interest of the taxpayers? 
j) California has strict real estate disclosure laws. How will parcel specific 

OEW information be known and disclosed? 
 
Additionally, these critical documents have not been included in the Fort 
Ord cleanup AR web site until very late in the process. The public has had 
no reasonable way of viewing site specific information. The FORA ESCA 
RP is omitting key documentation that tells a very different story of the 
extent of OEW/UXO contamination in the Training Areas. 

k) What steps will be taken to inform the public and future residents of the 
potential health hazards associated with living over former Training 
Areas? 

 
Response: 
 

a)  As part of the Group 2 MRA RI/FS, the historical boundaries of MRSs 
and the sampling results from MRS-13B will be considered in the RI 
analysis. A portion of MRS-13B (formerly referred to as OE-13B) was 
located within the CSUMB Off-Campus MRA. The northern portion of 
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Site OE-13B (approximately one-third of the site) was subsequently 
included in the Phase III removal action performed by HFA in the CSU 
Footprint and became part of Site OE-31 (Administrative Record No. 
OE-0265C, Page 1-2 and 1-3). Site MRS-13B has not disappeared, but 
the boundaries have been revised: MRS-13B is now fully contained 
within the Parker Flats MRA Phase I area to the south (which has a 
signed ROD prepared by the Army) and the portion that had been 
located in CSUMB is now considered part of MRS-31.  

b)  A detailed evaluation of the data collected within the Group 2 MRA 
footprints and the completeness of the dataset will be conducted. The 
results of this evaluation will be documented in the Group 2 RI/FS 
Report. Although a more detailed analysis of the dataset will be 
conducted as part of the RI/FS, the following issues were identified in 
FOCAG’s analysis of the Administrative Record presented in 
FOCAG’s comment letter that may account for some of the 
discrepancies:   

1. Table 2-5 of the HFA Report (Administrative Record No. OE-0012) 
covers multiple areas and items found during removal actions 
conducted by HFA on the former Fort Ord (the title of the table 
states that it is a “Summary of OEW Located and Disposed of 
During Delivery Order 015”). The items reported in OE-0002 (at 
approximately 44% completion) were included in HFA’s Final 
Report (OE-0012). As a result, FOCAG has double counted the 
items included in OE-0002. Some of the items included on Table 2-
5 were found during the Laguna Seca removal action conducted by 
HFA. 

2. As stated in Attachment 6 of the FOSET 5 (Administrative Record 
No. FOSET-004J), small arms ammunition (SAA; .50 caliber and 
smaller) is not considered MEC for the purposes of the Munitions 
Response Program being conducted for the former Fort Ord. Inert 
items by definition are not considered MEC. These items will not be 
included in the listing of MEC for the Group 2 MRAs, but the 
presence of these items will be considered during the Group 2 RI/FS 
analysis. 
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3. The current CSUMB Off-Campus MRA boundary and the historical 
CSU Footprint differ. Some of the previous removal actions were 
conducted outside of the current CSUMB Off-Campus MRA 
boundaries. Only items specifically related to the CSUMB Off-
Campus MRA are included in the ESCA.  

c) See response to 5b. 

d) See response to 5a. 

e) The Army maintains the Fort Ord Administrative Record. Questions 
pertaining to operations and maintenance of the Administrative Record 
should be directed to the Army.  

f - g) The officials are aware that SAA and inert items were not included 
on the list of MEC items in the SEDR and the Group 2 RI/FS Work 
Plan and that a more detailed analysis of the completeness of the 
dataset and the data quality will be conducted as part of the Group 2 
RI/FS.   

h) As the lead agency under CERCLA, the Army retains ultimate 
responsibility for the cleanup of the former Fort Ord. The purpose of 
the FORA ESCA RP is to ensure that the land is suitable for reuse and 
to minimize the risk of explosive hazard incidents.  

i)  The Army maintains the Fort Ord Administrative Record. Questions 
pertaining to operations and maintenance of the Administrative Record 
should be directed to the Army. A more detailed analysis of the 
completeness of the dataset and the data quality will be conducted as 
part of the Group 2 RI/FS.   

j - k) Fort Ord property transfer deeds include deed notices. The 
environmental condition of the Group 2 MRAs was disclosed in the 
FOSET 5 (Administrative Record Number FOSET-004J), which was 
made available to the regulatory agencies, the public, FORA, and the 
property recipients.  
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6 General Comment: 
 
The Fort Ord Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP) database has 
lost very important AR documentation needed to make accurate and well 
informed decisions by the Regulators and the Public.  

Most training/practice ammunition contains highly toxic, hazardous 
substances. These munitions and their constituents are a significant health 
hazard that remain relatively unaddressed. Many of these practice/inert 
ammunitions have been omitted in the new SEDR database. Withholding 
this information from new cleanup documents deprives the public of 
significant, and critical information. Early in the OE cleanup process, 
ordnance and explosive training range areas were first referred to as “Sites,” 
They then were referred to as "OE" areas, and now "MRS' areas. As 
the changing of acronyms has progressed, so has the omission of old 
site data of UXO/OEW items discovered. Hence a "new" record has 
emerged.  
 
There's a new FORA ESCA RP concoction of data referred to as the 
Summary of Existing Data Report (SEDR). The SEDR which evolved from 
information supplied from the MMRP database is being relied upon to 
support the Group 2 Rl/FS Work Plan. Site Characterizations, Findings, and 
Determinations of safety are being based on the compilation of the new data 
resulting from the omission and manipulation of the old data. This new data 
is resulting in the sites appearing to be relatively benign. This will 
undoubtedly result in a finding of "no further action".  

By creating this fictitious new record, RP parcels are being represented as 
being safer than they really are.  

The MMRP database is not being properly maintained as is evident by the 
omission of large quantities of UXO/OEW discovered in the 3300 acres of 
the FORA ESCA RP documents.  

a) What Agency or Organization is in charge of the Military Munitions 
Database, a critical element of the Fort Ord Superfund cleanup? 

b) Has the administration of the Military Munitions database been 
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privatized? 
c) Is there oversight of the OE/OEW/MEC data that is entered into and/or 

omitted from the database? 
d) What is the protocol for adding, deleting, or changing data in the Military 

Munitions Database? 
e) Who is responsible for maintaining the UXO/OEW/MEC AR and 

ensuring the information is preserved and not tampered with? 
f) Does the database compile all past discovered Ordnance and Explosives 

i.e., OE, OEW, UXO, DMM, MEC, MPPEH, MD, etc. into the same OE 
dataset? 

g) How could such significant historical information be missed by the FOR 
A ESCA RP and the Regulators? 

h) Is there a public notification and input process of how the database will 
be maintained? 

i) Acronyms, synonyms, and descriptions of Ordnance and Explosives 
(OE), Ordnance and Explosive Waste (OEW) have been changed over 
the years. Valuable and critical information is being lost. Coincidentally, 
this appears to correspond with the privatization of For Ord Superfund 
cleanup, the FORA ESCA RP, and the new centralized database. Are the 
Regulators keeping track of the Fort Ord historical Military Munitions 
Database and taking steps to prevent this potential travesty? 

j) Significant OE data for the CSUMB parcel has been lost. Which 
Regulatory Agency is responsible for oversight that will ensure the 
historical facts of each parcel are preserved? 

k) Is the ESCA Cleanup program still required to report types, amounts, and 
locations of all OEW discovered including Small Arms ammunition, 50 
cal. Or less, and practice and inert ordnance? If not, why not? 

 
Response: 
 
a - h) The Fort Ord MMRP Database is maintained by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (USACE). The Army responds to questions pertaining to 
operations and maintenance of the Fort Ord MMRP Database. The Army 
responded to a similar comment received from FOCAG in a previous letter 
dated August 12, 2008. Please refer to the Army’s November 17, 2008 
response letter (Administrative Record ESCA-0126). The MEC-related data 
generated by the FORA ESCA RP Team will be submitted to the Fort Ord 
MMRP database.   

i) Please contact the regulatory agencies for information on how they keep 
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track of historical and current data. The FORA ESCA RP Team is required 
to share data with the regulatory agencies. 

j) The Army maintains the Fort Ord Administrative Record. Questions 
pertaining to operations and maintenance of the Administrative Record 
should be directed to the Army. A more detailed analysis of the 
completeness of the dataset and the data quality will be conducted as part of 
the Group 2 RI/FS.   

k) ESCA RP data will be categorized in a manner that is consistent with the 
Army’s MMRP database. As stated in Attachment 6 of the FOSET 5 
(Administrative Record No. FOSET-004J), small arms ammunition (SAA; 
.50 caliber and smaller) is not considered MEC for the purposes of the 
Munitions Response Program being conducted for the former Fort Ord.  

7 General Comment: 
 
It is understood non-metallic landmines have been found at Fort Ord. 
Discovery of these types of munitions raise the same questions as with the 
CWM issue.  
 
a) How is this issue being addressed? 
b) Is there technology that can identify individual non-metallic ordnance 

below the ground surface? 
c) Is it a good idea to develop areas were CWM and non metallic landmines 

may have been used? 
 
Response: 
 
a - c) The work plan does not include non-metallic land mine detection 
technology discussion. The Group 2 RI/FS will evaluate munition types 
expected in the Group 2 MRAs. The adequacy of the previous removal 
actions, including the type of detection equipment used and munition types 
expected will be evaluated and the results will be documented in the Group 2 
RI/FS Report and made available for public review.  
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8 General Comment: 
 
Additional comments and questions  

The Group 2 RI/FS Sec 3.1 States OEW found:  

MRS-04C  
• Training (practice hand grenade fuze)  

MRS-07  
• Training (practice mines, practice rockets, practice hand grenade 

fuzes, and practice rifle grenades) illiumination (trip flares)  
• Smoke (smoke hand grenades)  
• Riot / Crowd Control (riot hand grenades)  

MRS-08  
• Illumination (illumination signals and trip flares)  

MRS-13C  
• Training (practice projectiles, practice mines, simulators, and practice 

hand grenade fuzes)  
• Illumination (illumination signals, illumination hand grenades, trip 

flares, and parachute projectiles)  
• Smoke (smoke rifle grenades and smoke hand grenades)  
• Demolition (blasting caps and demolition charges)  
• Igniters (electric squibs and hand grenade fuzes) 
• Riot / Crowd Control (riot hand grenade)  

 
MRS-18  
• Training (recoilless training round)  
• Igniters (trip flares and firing devices)  

MRS-31  
• Direct and Indirect Firing (antitank rockets, armor-piercing tracer 

projectiles, and fragmentation hand grenades)  
• Training (practice hand grenade fuzes, practice hand grenades, practice 

rifle grenades, practice mine fuzes, practice mines, practice rockets, and 
simulators)  

• Illumination (illumination signals, illumination hand grenades, trip 
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flares, parachute illumination projectiles, and pyrotechnic mixtures)  
• Smoke (smoke rifle grenades, smoke hand grenades, smoke signals, 

smoke pots, and pyrotechnic smoke mixtures)  
• Demolition (blasting caps and demolition charges)  
• Igniters (firing devices, electric squibs, hand grenade fuzes, practice 

mine activators, mine fuzes, and time fuse igniters)  
• Riot / Crowd Control (riot hand grenades)  
 
Sampling and Removal docs. tell a different story. 

a) Is the AR record different than the MMRP record? 
b) Why such a discrepancy between what the FORA ESCA RP shows and 

what the AR found? 
 
Sec, 3.1 states:  

Only the MEC items from MRS-13C were recovered from depths below 
ground surface (ranging from 1 to 48 inches). The MEC items from MRS-
04C, MRS-07. MRS-08, MRS-18, and MRS-31 were reportedly recovered 
from the ground surface according to the Fort Ord Military Munitions 
Response Program (MMRP) database; however, the depth information may 
be inaccurately represented in the database and will be evaluated during the 
Rl as described in Section 4.0 of this work plan.  

Sampling and Removal docs. tell a different story. 

Note: To date, the1940's-1950's mortar range Site 13B has not been located. 
What lesson should be learned from this story? Range uses and locations are 
unknown.  

Sec. 3.1 states:  

There was no evidence of a mortar impact area associated with the practice 
mortar ranges (MRS-31 and MRS-13C) and no evidence of tear gas or 
chemical agents associated with the CBR training area (MRS-04C) identified 
on historical maps.  
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Sampling and Removal and WP docs tell a different story. 

Note: The HAZ MAT incident that occurred very near the OE-4C site 
remains unresolved. The precautionary approach would be to assume it was 
a CWM incident related to 4C training. Under no circumstance should the 
incident be omitted from the record. Taking into account the 13B CWM 
incident along with the HFA/CSU HAZ MAT incident, the Group 2 RI/FS 
training areas and others are potentially contaminated with CWM training 
devices.  

c) Why has the HAZ MAT incident been omitted from the record? 
 
The initial evaluation of previous munitions response actions within the 
CSUMB Off-Campus MRA indicated that the existing data is of sufficient 
quantity to characterize the MRA. However, these removal actions were 
conducted using analog magnetometers, and requirements for data 
collection were not as detailed at the time of the removal actions as the 
current requirements. Therefore, data quality has been identified as an issue 
that needs to be evaluated as part of the RI. 
 
Removal action docs show record keeping requirements. 
 
d) Are the FORA ESCA RP record keeping requirements more stringent the 

SOW phase 1? If so, why aren’t all the OEW items in the SEDR 
database? 

e) Not all records are in the AR. Where did the missing records go? 
 
Response: 
 
a) A more detailed analysis of the completeness of the dataset and the data 

quality will be conducted as part of the Group 2 RI/FS.  

b) See response to FOCAG Comment 5b.  

c) The Army maintains the Fort Ord Administrative Record. Questions 
pertaining to operations and maintenance of the Administrative Record 
should be directed to the Army. 
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d) See response to FOCAG Comment 5b.  

e) The Army maintains the Fort Ord Administrative Record. Questions 
pertaining to operations and maintenance of the Administrative Record 
should be directed to the Army. 










































































































































































































































































































































