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1 General 
Comment 

Comment: 
 
The Draft Group 3 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan, 
Interim Action Ranges, Military Operations in Urban Terrain, Laguna Seca 
Parking, and Del Rey Oaks/Monterey Munitions Response Areas, Former 
Fort Ord, California dated February 27, 2009 (hereinafter referred to as the 
Draft Group 3 RI/FS WP), contains Section 3.0, Initial Evaluation. Review of 
the subsections of this section reveals that the total number of MEC items 
recovered in their respective Munitions Response Areas (MRAs) does not 
coincide with the number of items assigned a hazard classification in that 
MRA. While there is likely a logical reason for what appears to be a 
discrepancy, that reason is not stated in the narrative. Please revise the 
subsections of Section 3.0 where this disparity occurs to include an 
explanation for the differences. 
 
Response: 
 
Discrepancies in the total number of MEC items and the number of items 
assigned a hazard classification were noted in Section 3.1 (Interim Action 
Ranges MRA) and Section 3.2 (MOUT Site MRA). Sections 3.1 and 3.2 have 
been revised as follows:  

Section 3.1: 

• 10,1657 UXO items 

• 84 DMM items 

• 125 Insufficient Data (ISD) items (could not be classified as 
UXO, DMM, or MD) 

• 196,996 pounds of MD 

Of the 10,374013 MEC items and 27 pyrotechnic mixtures recovered 
from the MRA (which includes ISD items, as defined in the SEDR) 
that were assigned hazard classifications, 3 items had a hazard 
classification of 0 (inert munitions item that will cause no injury), 
8,7610 items and 27 pyrotechnic mixtures 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), 120 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), and 1,130 items 



Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan FORA ESCA RP 
  
 

Response to Comments 
Draft Group 3 Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study Work Plan, dated February 27, 2009 

Review Comments provided by Judy Huang of EPA, dated April 24, 2009 
 

Page H-2 rtc-rpt-G3 RIFS WP-09595.doc:LMT 

No. 
Comment 

Type / Report 
Section 

Comment/Response 

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 (3337 MEC items) were not assigned 
hazard classification values due to insufficient information.  

Section 3.2: 

Of the 1112 MEC items recovered from the MRA that were assigned 
hazard classifications, 1 item had a hazard classification of 0 (inert 
munitions item that will cause no injury), 99 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), 5 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), and 
7 items had a hazard classification of 3 (MEC that will kill an 
individual if detonated by an individual’s activities).  

2 General 
Comment 

Comment: 
 
There are a number of instances where numbered Munitions Response Sites 
(MRSs) are mentioned in the discussion of the MRAs included in the Draft 
Group 3 RI/FS WP. The locations of these MRSs are not provided in related 
figures found in the Figures section. Please revise the noted figures to include 
the identity and the boundaries of each MRS mentioned in the narratives 
associated with each specific MRA. 
 
Response: 
 
Figures have been added to the report that show the MRS locations for each 
MRA. 

1 Specific 
Comment, 
Glossary, Page 
ix 

Comment: 
 
The definition of the term “Material Potentially Presenting an Explosive 
Hazard (MPPEH)” does not coincide with that found in Department of 
Defense Ammunition and Explosives Safety Standards (DoD 6055.09-STD, 
February 29, 2008 with Change 1, March 24, 2009). That definition reads as 
follows: 
 

MPPEH: Material that, prior to determination of its explosives safety 
status, potentially contains explosives or munitions (e.g., munitions 
containers and packaging material; munitions debris remaining after 
munitions use, demilitarization, or disposal; and range-related debris); 
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or potentially contains a high enough concentration of explosives such 
that the material presents an explosive hazard (e.g., equipment, drainage 
systems, holding tanks, piping, or ventilation ducts that were associated 
with munitions production, demilitarization, or disposal operations). 
Excluded from MPPEH are munitions with DoD’s established 
munitions management system and other hazardous items that my 
present explosion hazard (e.g., gasoline cans, compressed gas cylinders) 
that are not munitions and are not intended for use as munitions.  

 
The original definition has been modified somewhat by the insertion of the 
phrase “prior to determination of its explosives safety status.” This was done 
to accommodate two new definitions found in DoD 6055.09-STD that read 
as follows: 
 

Material Documented as Safe (MDAS): MPPEH that has been 
assessed and documented as not presenting an explosive hazard and for 
which the chain of custody has been established and maintained. This 
material is no longer considered to be MPPEH.  
 
Material Documented as an Explosive Hazard (MDEH): MPPEH 
that cannot be documented as MDAS, that has been assessed and 
documented as to the maximum explosive hazards the material is 
known or suspected to present, and for which the chain of custody as 
been established and maintained. This material is no longer considered 
to be MPPEH.  

 
Please revise the definition of MPPEH to read consistent with the official 
definition found in DoD 6055.09-STD. Also, please take note of the two 
additional definitions that will likely be used in the future actions 
documenting the status of items initially classified as MPPEH. 
 
Response: 
 
The definition has been revised to be consistent with the official definition 
found in DOD 6055.09-STD. The definitions for the terms MDAS and 
MDEH have been added to the glossary. 



Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan FORA ESCA RP 
  
 

Response to Comments 
Draft Group 3 Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study Work Plan, dated February 27, 2009 

Review Comments provided by Judy Huang of EPA, dated April 24, 2009 
 

Page H-4 rtc-rpt-G3 RIFS WP-09595.doc:LMT 

No. 
Comment 

Type / Report 
Section 

Comment/Response 

2 Specific 
Comment, 
Section 2.1.1, 
Interim Action 
Ranges MRA, 
Page 2-3 

Comment: 
 
The sixth bullet on this page reads “Analog removal to depth at 1,261 100-
foot by 100-foot grids from December 2003 to July 2005 (Parsons 2007).” 
This bullet does not specify the portion of the MRA (i.e., which range or 
ranges) where the 1,261 grids were located. Please revise the cited bullet to 
provide the missing information noted above. 
 
Response: 
The 16th bullet after the third paragraph of Section 2.1.1 has been revised as 
follows: 
 

• Analog removal to depth at 1,2651 100-foot by 100-foot grids on 
271.8 acres of Ranges 43-48 from December 2003 to July 2005, and 
analog removal to depth at 10 100-foot by 100-foot grids on 2.3 
acres of Ranges 43-48 from May 2005 to October 2005 following the 
completion of sifting operations (Parsons 2007) 

3 Specific 
Comment, 
Section 2.1.3, 
Laguna Seca 
Parking MRA, 
Page 2-5 

Comment: 
 
The last paragraph on this page states that, “It was reported that six 100-foot 
by 100-foot grids were omitted from the removal action at MRS-14A because 
of accessibility issues (i.e., steep grade, heavy brush, or deep ravine; USA 
2001b).” As there are two removal actions listed in the MRS-14A subsection 
that precede the cited paragraph, it is unclear as to which removal the six 
grids were associated. Please revise the noted paragraph to include the 
identity of the removal (or removals) that omitted the six grids. 
 
Response: 
 
In response to this comment, and to the Army comment number 10, the 
second to last paragraph of Section 2.1.3 has been revised as follows: 
 

“It was reported that six 100-foot by 100-foot grids were omitted from the 
removal action conducted from June 1997 to April 1998 at MRS-14A 
because of accessibility issues (i.e., steep grade, heavy brush, or deep 
ravine; USA 2001ba).”  

4 Specific 
Comment, 
Section 3.2, 
MOUT Site 
MRA 
Evaluation, 

Comment: 
 
The last sentence on page 3-3, which extends onto page 3-4, contains a 
statement that reads, “…and high concentrations of subcaliber artillery 
simulators were encountered…” It is unclear as to what exactly is meant by 
the phrase “subcaliber artillery simulators.” Please revise the cited section to 
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Page 3-3 and 
3-4 

include the correct nomenclature of the noted items. 
 
Response: 
 
The third sentence of the second to last paragraph of Section 3.2 has been 
revised as follows: “MEC consistent with use as a troop maneuver area were 
encountered east of Barloy Canyon Road, as expected, and high 
concentrations of subcaliber artillery simulators practice projectiles were 
encountered west east of the southern end of Barloy Canyon Road.” 
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1 p.2-11, Section 
2.3.1 Current 
Land Use. 

Comment: 
 
This section should describe the current land use at the Laguna Seca Parking 
MRA. 
 
Response: 
 
The following text has been added to Section 2.3.1 to describe the current 
land use of the Laguna Seca Parking MRA: 
 
“The Group 3 MRAs currently consist of mostly undeveloped open space, 
with the exception of paved roadways, such as Barloy Canyon Road and 
South Boundary Road, and the mock city located on the MOUT Site MRA 
that is currently used for tactical training of military, federal, and local law 
enforcement agencies. The current uses for the Laguna Seca Parking MRA 
are associated with Laguna Seca Raceway events. These include parking, 
staging, and event-related roadway access along Barloy Canyon Road and 
South Boundary Road. In addition, there are residual structures that 
supported training activities at the Interim Action Ranges MRA. Most of 
these residual structures have been abandoned.”  

2 P.2-12, Section 
2.3.2 Future 
Land Use. 

Comment: 
 
The majority of the Interim Action Ranges MRA is within the Natural 
Resource Management Area (NRMA). Several portions of the Group 3 
MRAs contain Borderland Interface areas that require specific land 
management measures. The current and future habitat protection and 
management requirements are documented in Installation-wide Multispecies 
Habitat Management Plan for Fort Ord dated April 1997 (HMP; 
Administrative Record #BW-1787). Therefore this section should identify 
the HMP as the source of future reuse information for portions of the Group 
3 MRAs where habitat management requirements apply.   Furthermore, we 
understand that Fort Ord reuse Authority is leading an effort to develop a 
Habitat Conservation Plan for Fort Ord, which would further clarify the 
intended future activities in the habitat reserve areas. If relevant information 
is available, it should be included in this section. 
 
Response: 
 
Section 2.3.2 has been revised as follows: 
 
“The Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan, adopted by FORA on June 13, 1997, serves 
as a general development plan for the former base (FORA 1997). Future land 
uses for the Group 3 MRAs include: nonresidential development, including 
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infrastructure improvements and a roadway easement for a future bypass of 
Highway 68, borderland interface, and habitat reserve. The mock city located 
on the MOUT Site MRA is expected to continue being used as a tactical 
training area for law enforcement agencies.  

Special circumstances apply at the Group 3 MRAs for the following types 
of reuse areas: (1) habitat reserve areas, and (2) borderlands between 
habitat reserve areas and development areas. The Installation-Wide 
Multispecies Habitat Management Plan for Former Fort Ord, California 
(HMP; USACE 1997) and modifications to the HMP provided in the 
Assessment, East Garrison—Parker Flats Land Use Modifications, Fort 
Ord, California (Zander 2002) present the boundaries of habitat reserve 
and development areas and describe land use, conservation, management, 
and habitat monitoring requirements for target species within the Group 3 
MRAs. The HMP for former Fort Ord was prepared in accordance with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Biological Opinion and 
establishes the guidelines for the conservation and management of wildlife 
and plant species and habitats that largely depend on former Fort Ord land 
for survival (USACE 1997).  

More detailed information on the future land uses of the Group 3 MRAs has 
been documented in the SEDR as CSMs. The CSMs for the Interim Action 
Ranges, MOUT Site, Laguna Seca Parking, and DRO/Monterey MRAs from 
the SEDR are provided as Appendices A, B, C, and D, respectively, of this 
work plan.” 

3 Section 2.2 
Physical 
Setting. 

Comment: 
 
Information regarding the presence of special status species and their habitat, 
HMP land use designations (e.g. NRMA, Borderland Interface), and 
associated habitat management requirements should be described under this 
section. 
 
Response: 
 
Information regarding special status species, their habitat, HMP land use 
designations, and the habitat management requirements has been added to 
Sections 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.3, and 2.2.4. 
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4 p.3-1, Section 
3.1 Interim 
Action MRA 
Evaluation. 

Comment: 
 
The first paragraph includes this sentence: “The Army’s removal actions 
were completed over a majority of the footprint of the MRA, except for 
approximately 227 acres designated by the Army as SCAs (special case 
areas) or non-completed areas.”  Please note that the approximately 227 
acres of SCAs and non-completed areas are distributed throughout the 
footprint of the munitions response site (MRS) Ranges-43-48, not 
necessarily within the Interim Action Ranges MRA. In addition, this work 
was conducted as an interim remedial action in accordance with Record of 
Decision, Interim Action For OE at Ranges 43-48, Range 30A, and Site OE-
16, September 2002 (Interim Action ROD; Administrative Record #OE-
0414). Please consider modifying the sentence to avoid potential confusion 
by some readers. 
 
Response: 
The first paragraph of Section 3.1 has been modified as follows: 
 
“The documented historical use of the Interim Action Ranges MRA was as a 
weapons and troop training area, and it contained the firing points for Ranges 
43, 44, 45, 46, and 47 (Appendix A). Previous work in the Interim Action 
Ranges MRA conducted by the Army included grid sampling, OE support 
for the establishment of trails and fuel breaks, limited surface removal, a 
surface TCRA, OE support for a prescribed burn, and surface and subsurface 
removal actions conducted as part of the interim remedial action in 
accordance with the Interim Action ROD for Ranges 43-48, Range 30A, 
and Site OE-16 (Army 2002). The Army’s removal actions were completed 
over a majority of the footprint of the MRA, except for approximately 227 44 
acres within the MRA designated by the Army as SCAs or non-completed 
areas (Parsons 2007). Subsurface removal was not completed in the SCAs 
and non-completed areas for a variety of reasons, including high 
concentrations of debris/anomalies. The remaining risks present at the 
Interim Action Ranges, including the SCAs, will be evaluated as part of the 
Group 3 RI/FS. It is anticipated that SCAs and non-completed areas would 
contain types of MEC similar to those found in the adjacent areas.”  

5 p.3-1, Section 
3.1 Interim 
Action Ranges 
MRA 
Evaluation. 

Comment: 
 
Additionally, this work plan should recognize that the Interim Action Ranges 
MRA holds a different regulatory status than other portions of the Group 3 
MRAs, in that an interim remedy has been selected on the basis of the 
Interim Action ROD. This information is highly relevant for the process for 
planning the eventual site closeout for this MRA. 
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Response: 
 
The first paragraph of Section 3.1 has been modified as follows: 
 
“The documented historical use of the Interim Action Ranges MRA was as a 
weapons and troop training area, and it contained the firing points for Ranges 
43, 44, 45, 46, and 47 (Appendix A). Previous work in the Interim Action 
Ranges MRA conducted by the Army included grid sampling, OE support 
for the establishment of trails and fuel breaks, limited surface removal, a 
surface TCRA, OE support for a prescribed burn, and surface and subsurface 
removal actions conducted as part of the interim remedial action in 
accordance with the Interim Action ROD for Ranges 43-48, Range 30A, 
and Site OE-16 (Army 2002). The Army’s removal actions were completed 
over a majority of the footprint of the MRA, except for approximately 227 
44 acres within the MRA designated by the Army as SCAs or non-completed 
areas (Parsons 2007). Subsurface removal was not completed in the SCAs 
and non-completed areas for a variety of reasons, including high 
concentrations of debris/anomalies. In accordance with the Interim Action 
ROD, the remaining risks present at the Interim Action Ranges, including 
the SCAs, will be evaluated as part of the Group 3 RI/FS. It is anticipated 
that SCAs and non-completed areas would contain types of MEC similar to 
those found in the adjacent areas.”  

6 p.3-2, Section 
3.1 Interim 
Action Ranges 
MRA 
Evaluation. 

Comment: 
 
Second to the last paragraph suggests that the Army’s Military Munitions 
Response Program (MMRP) database might not include information 
concerning subsurface munitions and explosives of concern (MEC) that were 
recovered during the Range 45 scraping and sifting operations. All MEC 
items recovered during the sifting operations at Range 45 are reported in 
Final MRS-Ranges 43-48 Interim Action Technical Information Paper dated 
January 26, 2007 (Administrative Record #OE-0590L), and information 
about these items are available in the MMRP database. 
 
Response: 
 
The second to last paragraph of Section 3.1 has been revised as follows: 

“The MMRP database indicates that the majority of the MEC removed from 
the Interim Action Ranges MRA was located on the surface.; hHowever, 
these data may not include subsurface MEC removed during the Range 45 
scraping and sifting operations. the nature of the scraping and sifting 
operations was such that it was not possible to track the depth of the MEC 
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items recovered. Therefore, a depth may not have been recorded in the 
database for the MEC items removed during the Range 45 scraping and 
sifting operations.” 

7 p.4-7, Section 
4.7.1 Initial 
Identification 
of Potential 
Applicable or 
Relevant and 
Appropriate 
Requirements 
(ARARs). 

Comment: 
 
Please note that the Interim Action ROD identified the ARARs that relate to 
the interim remedial action that was selected for MRS-Ranges 43-48, 
including the Interim Action Ranges MRA. 
 
Response: 
 
The following information has been added to the second sentence of Section 
4.7.1: 
 
“The list of potential ARARs was based on existing/previous Army decisions 
regarding munitions response actions (MACTEC 2007; Harding ESE 
2002a; Army 2002).”  

8 p.4-10. Section 
4.9.3 
Implementation 
of Community 
Relations 
Activities. 

Comment: 
 
• First bullet, we recommend referencing the new Environmental Services 

Cooperative Agreement (ESCA) Remediation Program (RP) website 
fora-esca-rp.com. 

• Second bullet, there is no regulatory requirement for “hearings” under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) or the National Contingency Plan (NCP) 
concerning the Group 3 MR RI/FS. The term used in the NCP is “public 
meeting” and should be used instead of “community workshops and 
hearings” to avoid potential confusion. 

• Fifth bullet, fact sheets developed by FORA ESCA RP are not posted on 
the Army’s cleanup website, www.fortordcleanup.com. Our website 
provides a hyperlink to the FORA ESCA RP website at fora-esca-
rp.com. 

 
Response: 
 
• The new ESCA RP website address has been referenced. 

• The second bullet has been modified as follows: “Hold public meetings 
community workshops and hearings as necessary to satisfy regulatory 
requirements.” 

• The fifth bullet has been modified as follows: “Publish fact sheets 
distributed by direct mail to local residents, community leaders, minority 
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community organizations, and those who have requested to be on the 
CIOP mailing list. Fact sheets will also be provided at community 
involvement activities and 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. on the Fort Ord Cleanup website, and at 
community involvement activities.” 

9 Table 1 
Potential 
ARARs. 

Comment: 
 
a. p.1, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), 40CFR 

Parts 122, 123 and 125 and p.3 Porter Cologne Water Quality Control 
Act, California Water Code, Division 7, Section 13200.  Please refer to 
comments by the Army and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
concerning the same item in Draft Final Group 2 RI/FS Work Plan by 
the ESCA RP Team dated February 16, 2009. 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. Please refer to 
comments by the Army concerning the same item in Draft Final Group 2 
RI/FS Work Plan by the ESCA RP Team dated February 16, 2009. 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 Group 3 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 
alternative for these MRAs, please revise the remarks. Please re-examine 
the remarks and make appropriate updates to the document. 
 

c. p.4, California Clean Air Act, Health and Safety Code Section 41701. 
Please refer to comments by the Army concerning the same item in Draft 
Final Group 2 RI/FS Work Plan by the ESCA RP Team dated February 
16, 2009. The “Remarks” include statements that imply that prescribed 
burning is being considered as part of possible remedial alternative(s) for 
the Group 3 MRAs. If this is the case, evaluation of vegetation clearance 
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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 
alternative 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. Please refer to comments by the Army 
concerning the same item in Draft Final Group 2 RI/FS Work Plan by 
the ESCA RP Team dated February 16, 2009. 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: 
 
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”. The following text has been added to 
the remarks section: “Under the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (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. 

However, if additional MEC remediation is considered as an alternative 
for any portion of the Group 3 MRAs, a component of that alternative 
could involve vegetation cutting/removal. Please see the response to 
comment c below. 

 
c.   If additional MEC remediation is considered as an alternative for all or 

any portion of the Group 3 MRAs, a component of that alternative could 
involve vegetation cutting/removal. Because areas within the Group 3 
MRAs contain large expanses of maritime chaparral and are located 
within habitat reserve areas, the type of vegetation removal (with 
consideration given to the aerial extent of the proposed MEC 
remediation) will require evaluation. The aerial extent of the MEC 
remediation can not be determined until the Remedial Investigation and 
Risk Assessment are complete. Because of the uncertainty concerning 
the aerial extent of the MEC remediation, the potential for conducting 
prescribed burning may exist and the California Clean Air Act, Health 
and Safety Code Section 41701 should remain in the list of potential 
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ARARs. In response to this comment, the following text has been added 
to Section 5.9.2.1 Development of Alternatives: 

 
“For any alternative proposed that includes additional MEC 
remediation, sufficient detail and analysis of the impacts that 
activities associated with the additional MEC remediation (such as 
extent of vegetation removal, excavation depths, etc) will have on 
flora, fauna, cultural resources, and air quality will be considered. 
Because additional MEC remediation requires the use of geophysical 
sensing devices that need to be swept over the ground surface, dense 
vegetation may inhibit this process and vegetation cutting or removal 
would likely be a component of any additional MEC remediation 
alternative. A range of vegetation clearance methods that are 
potentially applicable at the former Fort Ord were described and 
evaluated in the Evaluation of Vegetation Clearance Methods 
Technical Memorandum, Ordnance and Explosives Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study, Former Fort Ord, California 
(“Vegetation Clearance Technical Memorandum”; Harding ESE 
2002b). Table 12 of the Vegetation Clearance Technical 
Memorandum presents a matrix of vegetation clearance methods that 
should be retained for further consideration for the range of 
different plant communities (or types of vegetation) found at the 
former Fort Ord. The results of the Vegetation Clearance Technical 
Memorandum would be used when considering any alternatives that 
involve additional MEC remediation. If additional MEC remediation 
is a component of the selected remedy, a specific work plan outlining 
planned vegetation clearance methods and detailed MEC detection and 
removal methodologies would be prepared and made available for 
regulatory agency and public review, in accordance with the AOC.” 

d.   p.4, The remarks have been deleted. As part of the FS, an evaluation of 
the remedial options and the impact on these ARARs will be conducted. 

10 Detail/Minor 
Comment. 
References. 

Comment: 
 
Document references that are identified in the body of the work plan do not 
appear to be consistent with the intended documents listed in Section 7 
References. For example, on p.2-3, sifting operations at Range 45 (conducted 
by Parsons in 2005) is identified, but reference identifies a 2001 document 
by another contractor. Please review all document references to identify the 
correct document in each instance.  
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Response: 
 
The noted discrepancy between the reference and the document text has been 
revised as follows: 
 

• “Range 45 Sifting and Sorting Operations – sifting and sorting in 14-
acre area to a depth of 2 feet and Range 45 pad deconstruction from 
May to October 2005 (Parsons 2007)(USA 2001h)” 

 
Additional errors were corrected throughout the document, as follows: 
 

• Section 2.1.1, the fourth to last bullet: “Range 45 Analog Removal 
and Digital Geophysical Mapping – Range 45 scraped areas at eight 
100-foot by 100-foot grids from October to November 2005 (USA 
2001g Parsons 2007)” 

 
• Section 2.1.3, the second to last paragraph: “It was reported that six 

100-foot by 100-foot grids were omitted from the removal action 
conducted from June 1997 to April 1998 at MRS-14A because of 
accessibility issues (i.e., steep grade, heavy brush, or deep ravine; 
USA 2001ba).  

11 Detail/Minor 
Comment. p.2-
9, Section 2.2.2 
Physical 
Setting, MOUT 
Site MRA. 

Comment: 
 
Second to the last paragraph equates 800 feet to approximately 500 meters. 
Please check the conversion as this appears to be erroneous. 
 
Response: 
 
The sixth paragraph of Section 2.2.2 has been revised as follows: 

“A number of aquatic features (i.e., vernal pools, ponds) are located within 
800 feet (approximately 500 less than 300 meters) of the MOUT training 
area and the southern end of Barloy Canyon Road.” 
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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 3 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 3 MRAs. The results will be documented in 
the Group 3 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 3 RI/FS Work Plan FORA ESCA RP 
  
 

Response to Comments 
Draft Group 3 Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study Work Plan, dated February 27, 2009 
Review Comments provided by Lance Houston of the Fort Ord Community Advisory Group 

(FOCAG), dated March 28, 2009 
 

Page H-18 rtc-rpt-G3 RIFS WP-09595.doc:LMT 

No. 
Comment 

Type / Report 
Section 

Comment/Response 

2 General Comment: 
 
The Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan, Interim Action Ranges and other parcels are 
some of the most highly contaminated areas at former Fort Ord. The FORA 
ESCA RP is based in large part on the creation of a data set based on 
sampling and removals to a depth of 4 feet. The MMRP is assuming no 
UXO/OEW will be found below 4 feet. However, it appears deep penetrating 
UXO/OEW is not being looked for. 
 
From early on in the Superfund cleanup of UXO/OEW, the use of quantified 
science has been absent. The Enron/Arthur Anderson creative accounting 
style of data collection and manipulation is detrimental to human health and 
safety and is not in the communities best interest. If protection of human 
health and safety is the goal, a scientific approach to UXO/OEW cleanup 
requires the inclusion of all potential exposure scenarios to explosive and 
residual contamination, and that all aspects of munitions use be quantified. 
To date, UXO/OEW investigations and removal have been limited to the 
explosive hazard and soil sampling for a few constituents arbitrarily chose 
by DOD. CalEPA (DTSC) and US EPA are concurring with this absurd 
approach. 
 
Another dangerous approach to Ordnance and Explosives Site assessments 
has been, lack of evidence of OE through Archives Searches and Site Walks 
is sufficient to conclude OE and training devices were not used at suspected 
training areas. This rational defies common sense. To date, several training 
areas previously unidentified as UXO/OEW sites, have proven to be highly 
contaminated with munitions and training devices. Unresolved issues with 
the Fort Ord MMRP approach exist: 
 
 
a) The Army kept extremely poor records. Why isn’t a precautionary 

approach being taken when it comes to potential training areas? (assume 
it is UXO/OEW contaminated unless proven otherwise rather than 
assuming it was not used for training based on Archive Search Records 
and Site Walks) Never assume Fort Ord land is safe. 

b) Identifying past range use is critical. It is understood range 
reconfigurations where a common practice. Site 39 historical maps show 
ranges over tops of ranges, the extent of which is unknown. If wanting to 
know the extent of range and training areas uses is a goal, compiling a 
list of all known and suspected munitions and training device 
constituents and extensive site soil sampling would be very helpful. Is 
there a list of all constituents associated with munitions and training 
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devices used at the former Fort Ord? If not, why not? 
c) It is understood a common practice was to cover over former training 

ranges with earth, out of sight out of mind. Is there a cleanup document 
that discusses in detail the practice of covering over old ranges and 
training areas? If not, why not? 

d) It was a common practice to bury OE/OEW. Is there a cleanup document 
that discusses in detail the practice of burying OE/OEW? If not, why 
not? 

e) The MMRP does not appear to be looking for deeply buried munitions. 
Why isn’t the MMRP looking for UXO/OEW deeper than 4 feet? 

f) OE/OEW is likely deeply buried in ranges and training areas. The 
approach the MMRP has taken with OE/OEW is, don’t look, don’t find. 
Superfund cleanup as the FOCAG understands it, is a program intended 
to identify and remove hazardous waste and substances to the greatest 
extent possible. If OE/OEW and training devices aren’t being looked for, 
they surely won’t be found. Is the MMRP doing a cleanup to the greatest 
extent possible? If not, why not? 

g) Former uses at Site 39 have been omitted from the record, aerial 
bombing runs were carried out in the MRA. Why has this significant 
historical use been omitted from the record? What is the penetration 
depth of a 100, 250, and 500 lb bomb? Is there a cleanup document that 
discusses in detail these types munitions and their use at former Fort 
Ord? If not, why not? 

h) It is understood large amounts of Practice and HE munitions were used 
to train troops the extent of which is unknown. How many troops are 
estimated to have trained at Ranges 43-48? Any estimates? If not, why 
not? 

i) It is understood burning off ranges to remove old munitions was a 
common practice. The extent of munitions constituents and 
contamination is unknown. A site were UXO/OEW has been discovered 
may have been cleared of munitions annually for many years. A ranges 
used in this manner would likely have significant COCs on-site. Where is 
the list of known ranges that had this done? Is there a cleanup document 
that discusses in detail this potential health and safety issue? If not, why 
not? 

j) The significant hazards of Practice munitions have not been addressed. It 
is well documented Practice munitions were extensively used in the 
training of troops. The FOCAG has discovered these munitions contain 
highly toxic substances. The FOCAG is unaware of a cleanup document 
or report that discusses in detail Practice munitions and their constituents. 
If a document exists addressing practice munitions and their constituents 
please forward a copy to the FOCAG. 
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k) The FOCAG has discovered a map showing the Interim Action Ranges. 
Range 44 is identified as a LT antiarmor WP Range. The 1993 ASR 
indicates White Phosphorous munitions use occurred at Site 39. Is Range 
44 a White Phosphorous Range? Is there a cleanup document that 
discusses in detail these types munitions and where they were used at 
Fort Ord? If not, why not? 

l) It is understood incendiary, armor piercing munitions were used at Site 
39. Have armor piercing munitions such as Depleted Uranium been 
discovered at Site 39? Is Depleted Uranium being looked for? Is there a 
cleanup document that discusses in detail these types munitions and their 
use at former Fort Ord? If not, why not? Could you please send the 
FOCAG a copy of the full scale map that map 1 was generated from? 

m) Range 43 is identified as a 81 mm and 4.2 in mortar range. Is the MMRP 
looking beyond 4 feet for deep penetrating ordnance? If not, why not? 
Could you please send the FOCAG a hard copy and a CD of the full 
scale map that Map1 was generated from? 

 
The 1993 ASR states Range 48 has ordnance at 10 feet and the Impact Area 
of which the entire IA Ranges are located, has munitions at 7-10 feet. 
According to listed ordnance used at 43-48, Penetration depths should not 
exceed 4.1 ft.. A couple of possibilities: 1) these ranges were covered over to 
reduce hazards from past OE uses, or 2) Ranges 43-48 are a impact area 
from old artillery ranges located in the North and Eastern portion of Fort 
Ord, perhaps old Camp Ord. Historical records indicate early Fort Ord was a 
Artillery training facility. Regardless, there is a high likelihood, explosives 
and residual hazards remain unaddressed with the IA and adjacent ranges. 
When will the Army begin a RI/FS that targets artillery OEW? 
 
n) Have there been any excavations to investigate whether OE is found at 

10 ft in the IA Ranges? If not, why not? Is the era and size of munitions 
fired from the artillery ranges in map 3 known? Have the firing points 
and impact areas been looked for and located? If not, why not? 

o) 4.2 in and 4 in Stokes mortars are identified as being used and found in 
the IA Ranges. In addition, Liven projectiles have been found nearby. It 
is understood these types WWI mortars and munitions have been found 
to contain titanium tetrachloride, a CWM. Is there a cleanup document 
that discusses in detail these types munitions and their use at former Fort 
Ord? If not, why not? 

p) Why aren’t the regulators asking and getting answers to these 
fundamental questions? Its not to late to get it right. 
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Response: 
 
a) Subsurface MEC removals have been conducted in the majority of the 
Group 3 MRAs. A detailed evaluation of the historical site uses, the 
historical boundaries of MRSs, the adequacy of previous removal actions 
including removal action depth, the data collected within the Group 3 MRA 
footprints, and the completeness of the dataset will be conducted in 
accordance with the procedures described in the Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan. 
The results of this evaluation will be documented in the Draft Group 3 RI/FS 
Report and made available to the public.  

b) The scope of the Group 3 RIFS and this work plan 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 similar 
comments 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). 

c - n) Please see response to FOCAG comment 2a. The results of FORA’s 
preliminary review of the Group 3 MRAs and a summary of the expected 
training and munitions used were provided in the Summary of Existing Data 
Report (SEDR; Administrative Record No. ESCA-0130).  

o) Please see response to FOCAG comment 2b. 

p) FORA coordinates activities with the Army and the regulatory agencies.  
3 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 
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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 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 3 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 has responded to similar 
comments received from FOCAG. Please refer to the Army’s November 17, 
2008 response letter (Administrative Record ESCA-0126) and July 9, 2009 
response letter (Administrative Record BW-2508). 
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4 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.  

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. 

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. 
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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 
detection range have been found in the Group 3 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? It 

is understood better overall detection equipment exists. Why isn’t it 
being used?  

f) Does the EM61-MK2 detect metallic anomaly’s as well or better than the 
GA-52CX or the MK 26? 

g) It is understood the Forester Ferex MK 26 ordnance locater is used by 
U.S. Military EOD forces. This magnetometer detects deep penetrating 
ordnance well beyond the capacity of the 52CX. Is the MK 26 being used 
at Fort Ord? If not, why not? 

h) 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? 

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

j) 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 3 MRAs will be evaluated as part of the Group 3 
RI/FS, and the results of this evaluation will be documented in the 
subsequent Draft Group 3 RI/FS Report. Responses to your specific 
comments are provided below. 
 
a) FORA utilizes the best available and appropriate detection technology and 
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methods for munitions detection and response.  

b) The adequacy of prior removal actions, including the depth of clearance 
will be evaluated and results will be presented in the Group 3 RI/FS Report. 
The Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan does not include a plan for field data 
collection as part of the Remedial Investigation.     

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

e) Please see response to 4d. 

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. Please see 
response to 4d.  

g) Please see response to 4d. 

h) 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. 

i) Please see response to 4d. 

j) Please see response to 4b. 
5 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 
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discovered 2 ft. below ground near 4500 motor pool during ordnance and 
removal activities at Site OE-13B. 

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 
subsequent OEW removal.  

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) Early Fort Ord cleanup documents state CWM were thought not to have 
been used at Fort Ord. we now know that these training devices were 
used to train troops at Fort Ord the extent of which is unknown. Is there a 
cleanup document that discusses in detail these types training devices? If 
not, why not? 

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

protected from potential exposure to these chemical agents? 
d) Why haven’t these incidents been included in all training area 

documents? 
e) 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? 

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

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

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

i) Are there plans to cap (earth fill), military training areas rather than 
remediate them of UXO/OEW and military constituents? It is evident 
through limited sampling throughout training sites, most stringent efforts 
are not being made to find UXO/OEW. 
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Response: 
 
a - g) 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 3 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, 
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). 
 
h) 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).  
 
i) The FORA ESCA RP has no current plan to cap a munitions response site. 

6 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 uses 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. 

c) Why has the SEDR, MMRP, and FORA ESCA RP databases failed to 
include all OEW items discovered within the Group 3 RI/FS 

 
It appears the Administrative Record is 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 
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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. 

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

e) Are the officials aware of what’s happening? 
f) Is this acceptable to the officials and the regulators? 
g) When someone gets blown up or sick, who will be liable? 
h) Is this in the best interest of the taxpayers? 
i) 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. 

j) 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 - c) The SEDR presented the results of FORA’s preliminary review of the 
data for the Group 3 MRAs available in the Army’s administrative record. A 
detailed evaluation of the historical site uses, the historical boundaries of 
MRSs, the adequacy of previous removal actions including removal action 
depth, the data collected within the Group 3 MRA footprints, and the 
completeness of the dataset will be conducted in accordance with the 
procedures described in the Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan. The results of this 
evaluation will be documented in the Draft Group 3 RI/FS Report and made 
available to the public.  

d - f) The regulatory agencies are aware that a more detailed analysis of the 
completeness of the dataset and the data quality will be conducted as part of 
the Group 3 RI/FS.  

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

i - j) Fort Ord property transfer deeds include deed notices. The 
environmental condition of the Group 3 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.  

7 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 3 RI/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 
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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 
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 
FORA ESCA RP officials and the Regulators? 

h) Is there a public notification and input process of how the database(s) 
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 Group 3 parcels has been lost. Which 
Regulatory Agency is responsible for oversight that will ensure the 
historical facts of each parcel are preserved? 

k) It is understood small arms are considered hazardous waste. 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? 

l) It is understood small arms tracer ammunition was used for troop 
training. Is there a cleanup document that discusses in detail these types 
munitions and their use at former Fort Ord? If not, why not? 

 
Response: 
 
The SEDR presented the results of FORA’s preliminary review of the data 
available for the Group 3 MRAs. A detailed evaluation of the historical site 
uses, the historical boundaries of MRSs, the adequacy of previous removal 
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actions including removal action depth, the data collected within the Group 3 
MRA footprints, and the completeness of the dataset will be conducted in 
accordance with the procedures described in the Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan. 
The results of this evaluation will be documented in the Draft Group 3 RI/FS 
Report and made available to the public.  

a - h) The Fort Ord MMRP Database is maintained by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (USACE). The Army responded to similar comments 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 Army responds to questions pertaining to operations and 
maintenance of the Fort Ord MMRP Database. The MEC-related data 
generated by the FORA ESCA RP Team will be submitted to the Fort Ord 
MMRP database.   

i - j) The Regulatory agencies agreed to the definition changes, and the 
changes are documented. The FORA ESCA RP Team is required to share 
data with the regulatory agencies.  

k - l) 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. Based upon the ESCA RP Team’s preliminary 
review of the data presented in the SEDR and the Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan, 
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it is not anticipated that non-metallic landmines were used in the Group 3 
MRAs. The Group 3 RI/FS will evaluate munition types expected in the 
Group 3 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 3 RI/FS Report 
and made available for public review.  

8 General Comment: 
 
Additional comments and questions  

The Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan states: Section 3.1, IA Ranges 43-48  
The MMRP database indicates that the majority of the MEC removed from 
the Interim Action Ranges were located on the surface; however, these data 
may not include subsurface MEC removed during the Range 45 scraping and 
sifting operations.  

The record shows large quantities of UXO/OEW discovered are subsurface 

a)  Subsurface OEW is being diminished. To discover such high quantities 
of penetrating ordnance on the surface is all the better reason to look 
harder and deeper for OEW. As with the Group 2 RI/FS comments, is the 
FORA ESCA RP, SEDR, and MMRP database commingling a good 
idea? “data may not include subsurface MEC”. Who is interpreting the 
MMRP data. Is this type data collection in the taxpayers best interest? Do 
the Officials and Regulators concur? 

b) According to Sec. 3.1, 10,165 UXO items and 196,996 pounds of MD 
have been discovered, This is a much larger quantity than we were aware 
of. Would you please forward to the CAG a complete list of the UXO 
items with dates found, depths, and the grid location information. 
Additionally, please forward a list of the AR document numbers were the 
10,165 UXO items are found. Is there a document that describes the type 
munitions the 196,996 pounds of MD came from? If so, please provide 
the AR document number. If not, why not? 

 
Response: 
 
The second to last paragraph of Section 3.1 has been revised as follows: 

a) “The MMRP database indicates that the majority of the MEC removed 
from the Interim Action Ranges MRA was located on the surface.; 
hHowever, these data may not include subsurface MEC removed during the 
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Range 45 scraping and sifting operations.the nature of the scraping and 
sifting operations was such that it was not possible to track the depth of the 
MEC items recovered. Therefore, a depth may not have been recorded in 
the database for the MEC items removed during the Range 45 scraping 
and sifting operations.” 

b) A more detailed analysis of the completeness of the dataset and the data 
quality will be conducted as part of the Group 3 RI/FS and the results will be 
documented in the Group 3 RI/FS Report.  
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1 Section 2.3.1, 
Page2-11 

Comment: 
 
Is DRO/Monterey MRA open to recreational users? What is the difference 
between a recreational user and a trespasser? The use of the word 
“reportedly” in the second paragraph implies that FORA is not certain 
whether or not the property is being used for hiking and mountain biking but 
suspects it is happening. If the public is not permitted to use DRO/Monterey 
MRA yet, then FORA needs to enact some sort of land use controls to ensure 
that the public use is prohibited until development and transfer occurs. 
 
Response: 
 
Access corridors are the only approved public use areas through the ESCA 
parcels to access trails within the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM’s) 
trail network. Trail markers have been installed to indicate approved access 
corridors. Public use may be restricted along the access corridors if 
remediation work on the ESCA parcels requires the implementation of an 
exclusion zone. Recreational users in restricted areas are now considered 
trespassers.  

If trespassers are encountered by the FORA ESCA RP Team, the trespassers 
will be stopped before entering an exclusion zone and directed to the nearest 
approved access corridor. Information on the ESCA RP and approved access 
points will be provided, if requested. Should trespassers not promptly return 
to an approved access corridor, the ESCA RP Team will record the incident 
and report it to FORA. Local authorities will be notified, as necessary. 

2  Comment: 
 
We reiterate our emphasis on establishing community relations in both 
English and Spanish. The greater Fort Ord area is heavily populated with 
community members of Hispanic descent and in order to truly reach out, 
FORA must ensure that all community members have access to information 
about remediation activities. The Community Relations Approach and 
Implementation of Community Relations Activities (page 4-10) do not 
contain any mention of Spanish-speaking community members. The RI/FS 
should be revised to include the plans to reach this subpopulation.  
 
Response: 
 
FORA provides Spanish translations upon request. A Spanish language 
introduction is provided on the FORA ESCA RP Hotline. Spanish speaking 
citizens can talk directly with a member of the FORA staff fluent in Spanish. 
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FORA is currently working on providing information for Spanish speakers on 
the FORA ESCA RP website. FORA also works directly with the League of 
United Latin American Citizens who serve the Spanish speaking population 
along the Monterey Bay Peninsula. 

3 Figure 6, Del 
Rey 
Oaks/Monterey 
MRA 

Comment: 
 
Figure 6, Del Rey Oaks/Monterey MRA, depicts only one Entry Forbidden 
sign, located on S. Boundary Road, throughout the entire site. There should 
be another Entry Forbidden sign at the gate also depicted on the figure. For 
the safety of neighborhood patrons, additional signs should be placed along 
the MRA border that directly abuts the developed area and the parking lot 
located between S. Boundary Road and Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (shown 
on the same figure). Given higher public traffic in this area, the public should 
be made aware of the boundary and signaled not to enter Fort Ord property 
that still poses a human health risk. 
 
Response: 
 
The gates shown on Figure 6 provide access to former Fort Ord property 
owned by the City of Del Rey Oaks. FORA will not place signs on access 
gates to property that is not part of the ESCA. A fence currently exists 
between the developed area and the parking lot located between South 
Boundary Road and Canyon Del Rey Oaks Boulevard signaling that the area 
should not be entered. 
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1 Specific 
Comment, 
Page 2-3, 
Bullet 11 

Comment: 
 
Page 2-3, bullet 11 indicates that subsurface removal was not completed. 
Obviously subsurface removal in this area has to be completed and the FS 
will have to take this incomplete work into account. Please add methods and 
approach for ensuring the debris, MEC, MD, etc. from the area(s) indicated 
are sufficiently characterized so that the risks to human health can be 
understood and addressed in the FS. 
 
Response: 
 
The Group 3 RI/FS report will evaluate the adequacy of previous removal 
actions including the lateral extent and depth of the removal actions. The 
purpose of the Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan is to document that the available 
data are of sufficient quantity to characterize the Group 3 MRAs, as presented 
in Section 3.0 (Initial Evaluation) of the work plan, and that it is appropriate 
to proceed to an RI/FS report. The results of this evaluation will be 
documented in the Group 3 RI/FS report and made available to the public. 
The results of the detailed evaluation will be used to make a recommendation 
on what further activities, if any, are required in the Group 3 MRAs. 

2 Specific 
Comment, 
Page 2-5, 
Section 2.1.3 

Comment: 
 
Page 2-5, section 2.1.3 indicates under MRS 14A that there was a 1 foot 
removal action from 384 grids. Why was removal not completed to 4 feet, as 
in other areas? 
 
Response: 
 
USA’s After Action Report (Fort Ord Administrative Record No. OE-0296C) 
describes the results of the removal action within MRS-14A (located outside 
the boundary of the former impact area). As stated in the After Action Report, 
MRS-14A was identified as a natural resource management area (i.e., low-
intensity use). The Land Disposal Site Plan of 1994 (Fort Ord Administrative 
Record No. OE-0142) stated that remediation to a depth of 1 foot was 
required in land parcels to be used as nature preserves or other low-intensity 
uses, such as those planned for MRS-14A.  

3 Specific 
Comment, 
Page 2-6, 
Section 2.1.3 

Comment: 
 
Page 2-6, section 2.1.3, MRS 47, the RI/FS states that removal action was not 
carried out on 6 grids of 100 x 100 feet because of terrain difficulties. This is 
not a sufficient cause for ceasing investigations. Will the public be barred 
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from this area? Is it certain that this area will never be used by humans? 
FORA and its contractors cannot guarantee the usage patterns of Group 3. 
Clearly, the RI/FS will have to address this problem and investigate the 
nature of what was identified there in order to ensure safety for future land 
usage. 
 
Response: 
 
The purpose of the Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan is to document that the 
available data are of sufficient quantity to characterize the Group 3 MRAs, as 
presented in Section 3.0 (Initial Evaluation) of the Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan, 
and that it is appropriate to proceed to an RI/FS report. As part of the Group 3 
RI/FS report, a detailed evaluation of the historical site uses, the historical 
boundaries of munitions response sites (MRSs), the adequacy of previous 
removal actions including removal action boundaries and depth, the data 
collected within the Group 3 MRA footprints, and the completeness of the 
dataset will be conducted. The results of this evaluation will be documented 
in the Group 3 RI/FS report and made available to the public. The results of 
the detailed evaluation will be used to make a recommendation on what 
further activities, if any, are required in the Group 3 MRAs. 

4 Specific 
Comment, 
Page 3-2, 
Section 3.1 

Comment: 
 
Page 3-2, section 3.1, next to last paragraph of the page indicates that the 
information on depth may not have been complete. It is not clear how the 
RI/FS will deal with this type of incomplete information. 
 
Response: 
 
The data were collected during the scraping, sifting, and sorting operations. It 
is known that the data were collected in the top 2 feet of soil. The RI will 
evaluate the usability of the data for the completion of the risk assessment 
and FS, considering the absence of depth information.  

5 Specific 
Comment, 
Page 4-1, 
Section 4.1 

Comment: 
 
Page 4-1, section 4.1 states that the Army has conducted field investigations 
and removals, the data are in the SEDR and no further field work is planned. 
As indicated above, this conclusion may be premature because the Army’s 
information is incomplete or cannot be verified. 
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Response: 
 
To clarify, the section does not indicate that no further fieldwork will be 
conducted in the Group 3 MRAs. This section states that the initial evaluation 
conducted as part of the SEDR concluded that additional data collection prior 
to beginning the RI/FS was not required. The Group 3 RI/FS will evaluate a 
range of applicable remedial alternatives for the Group 3 MRAs including 
additional MEC remediation. 

6 Specific 
Comment, 
Page 5-1, 
Section 5.3 

Comment: 
 
Page 5-1, section 5.3 repeats the statement that no further field work is 
planned and FORA needs to prepare for the finding that its incomplete 
information does not permit adequate analysis. 
 
Response: 
 
See the response to Specific Comment 5 above. 

7 Specific 
Comment, 
Page 5-5, 
Section 5.9.2.1 

Comment: 
 
Page 5-5, Section 5.9.2.1 In developing alternatives in the FS, the work plan 
should anticipate that clearing vegetation will be conducted manually, not 
with burning. Also, the alternatives need to anticipate the public’s input and 
concerns and prioritize community health and quality of life. 
 
Response: 
 
The Group 3 MRAs contain habitat reserve areas. Burning is retained as a 
vegetation removal component of any wide-scale remedial action evaluated 
as part of the Group 3 RI/FS that may impact the sensitive plant communities 
found in the habitat reserve areas of the Group 3 MRAs. The Group 3 RI/FS 
Work Plan describes the procedures that will be used to complete the Group 3 
RI/FS report. A detailed analysis of the Group 3 MRAs will be conducted as 
part of the RI/FS.  
 
As described in the Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan, the FS will be conducted in 
accordance with the nine CERCLA evaluation criteria, which include 
consideration of the overall protection of human health and the environment 
and the state and community acceptance of an alternative. 
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1 General Comment: 
 
FORA ESCA RP responses to the Draft Group 3 RI/FS are laughable in that 
they are deficient and lack substantive content. 
 
Response: 
 
FOCAG comments provided on the Draft Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan that 
were specific to the document were addressed in the response to comments 
presented in the draft final version dated July 20, 2009. The purpose of the 
Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan is to document that the available data are of 
sufficient quantity to characterize the Group 3 MRAs, as presented in Section 
3.0 (Initial Evaluation) of the work plan, and that it is appropriate to proceed 
to an RI/FS report.  
 
A detailed evaluation of the historical site uses, the historical boundaries of 
designated MRSs, the types of known or suspected munitions used, the 
adequacy of previous removal actions including removal action depth, the 
data collected, and the completeness of the datasets for the Group 3 MRAs 
will be conducted as part of the RI/FS report in accordance with the 
procedures described in this work plan. This evaluation will be supported 
with maps detailing historical information, such as ranges and range safety 
fans, and the distribution of MEC found during previous investigations and 
removal actions. The Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan further states that a data 
quality review will be performed as part of the RI/FS report to evaluate the 
usability of the data for the purposes of a risk assessment and a FS in 
accordance with the procedures described in this work plan.  
 
The results of these evaluations will be documented in the Group 3 RI/FS 
report. The public will have the opportunity to provide comments on the 
Group 3 RI/FS report that are specific to MEC characterization, MEC 
remediation, and MEC explosive hazards.  
 
The FORA ESCA RP addresses MEC explosives hazards. Soil and 
groundwater issues related to munitions constituents are considered an Army-
retained condition and will continue to be addressed by the Army. Comments 
related to residual chemical contamination from munitions constituents 
should be directed to the Army.  



Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan FORA ESCA RP 
 
 

Response to Comments 
Draft Final Group 3 Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study Work Plan, dated July 20, 2009 
Review Comments provided by Lance Houston of the Fort Ord Community Advisory Group, 

dated August 20, 2009 
 

Page H-42 rtc-rpt-G3_RIFS_WP-09595.doc:LMT 

No. 
Comment 

Type / Report 
Section 

Comment/Response 

2 General Comment: 
 
Most of the RP responses avoid or evade the FOCAG questions by referring 
to previous RP response letters that do not directly answer the questions and 
or refer to cleanup documents of which due to their deficiencies, the 
outstanding questions were asked. At best, parts of some of the questions are 
answered but overall leave the questions unanswered. 
 
Response: 
 
See response to General Comment 1 above.  

3 General Comment: 
 
Requested materials (maps and UXO/OEW data), essential to commenting on 
the Draft Final Group 3 RI/FS Study Work Plan was not received by the 
FOCAG nor were we notified of the requested materials availability. 
 
Response: 
 
The information sources used to prepare the Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan, 
including the Fort Ord Administrative Record numbers for information 
sources contained on the administrative record, are provided in Section 7.0 of 
the Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan. The Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan is consistent 
with EPA guidance for conducting remedial investigations and feasibility 
studies. A detailed evaluation of previous removal actions including the data 
collected and the completeness of the datasets for the Group 3 MRAs will be 
conducted as part of the RI/FS report in accordance with the procedures 
described in this work plan. This evaluation will be supported with maps 
detailing historical information, such as ranges and range safety fans, and the 
distribution of MEC found during previous investigations and removal 
actions. The results of these evaluations will be documented in the Group 3 
RI/FS report, which will be provided to the public for review.  
 

4 General Comment: 
 
The MEC and Ordnance Constituents questions and concerns raised by the 
FOCAG are inseparable in that Superfund cleanup of OEW as a whole is the 
issue at hand. The fact that DoD, BRAC, FORA, and the ESCA RP land 
disposal/transfers are primarily based on explosive hazards and omit the 
Ordnance Constituents hazards. FORA land planning is being carried out 
without addressing the equally if not a greater remaining hazard of Ordnance 
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Constituents. Unfortunately, the Land Disposal Site Plan 1994 (LDSP), 
OE-0142, that defines explosive hazard cleanup requirements under the 
Department of Defense Standard 6055.9. fails to specifically address 
Ordnance Constituents. However, The LDSP states; “… remediation of areas 
containing OEW waste.” “ …95% of all OEW will be removed…”. It is the 
CAG’s understanding that Ordnance Constituents are considered Ordnance 
and Explosives Waste (OEW). OEW Constituents should be addressed 
parallel with FORA Land Planning, Remediation and fully resolved prior to 
transfer, development and habitation by the public. 
 
Response: 
 
As indicated in responses to similar comments submitted by the FOCAG, 
investigation of potential hazardous and toxic wastes (HTW) issues 
(identified as “ordnance constituent hazards” in the FOCAG’s letter dated 
August 20, 2009) other than explosive hazards associated with MEC have 
been, and will continue to be conducted by the Army, as required, 
documented, and approved by the regulatory agencies. The status of the 
Army’s HTW investigations within the Group 3 MRAs was described in the 
Finding of Suitability for Early Transfer for the ESCA parcels (Fort Ord 
Administrative Record No. FOSET-004J). 

5 General Comment: 
 
The FOCAG has come across a 2007 DoD Munitions, Time Critical Removal 
Action carried out in New Jersey, Surf City and Ship Button public beaches. 
The document raises additional significant questions with the Fort Ord 
munitions detection equipment and adequacy of MEC detection and removal 
under the Fort Ord RP.  
 
The document refers to a GPO study and concludes as follows; The study 
concluded that Digital Geophysical Mapping (DGM) using an EM-61 towed 
array was capable of consistently detecting 34 of 36 GPO seed items buried at 
depths from 0 to 36 inches below the ground surface for a 94.4% detection 
rate. The Schonstedt Magnetometer detected 20 of 30 GPO seed items to 
depths of 18 inches below the ground surface a 66.3% detection rate. The 
Forester Mk 26 Magnetometer detected all GPO seed items buried at 36 
inches below the ground surface a 100% detection rate.  
 
The document refers to detection of 37 mm projectiles of which the 
Schonstedt has a very poor detection capability. 
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Response: 
 
As documented in the Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan, the initial evaluation of 
previous munitions response actions within the Group 3 MRAs indicated that 
the existing data are of sufficient quality to characterize the MRAs. 
Additional field data are not required to be collected to complete the remedial 
investigation portion of the Group 3 RI/FS report. Therefore, an evaluation of 
the Foerster equipment is not applicable to this document.  
 
When fieldwork is appropriate, FORA and the ESCA RP Team will use the 
best available and appropriate detection technology for conducting 
investigations at the former Fort Ord, which will be documented in sampling 
and analysis plans and made available to the public for review.  



FORA ESCA RP Group 3 RI/FS Work Plan 
 
 

Response to Comments 
Draft Final Group 3 Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study Work Plan, dated July 20, 2009 

Follow-Up Review Comments provided by Lance Houston of the Fort Ord Community Advisory 
Group, dated September 29, 2009 

 

rtc-rpt-G3_RIFS_WP-09595.doc:LMT Page H-45 

No. 
Comment 

Type / Report 
Section 

Comment/Response 

1 General Comment: 
 
The Forester MK26 magnetometer appears to be a superior magnetometer for 
detecting ordnance. What is the justification for not include the Forester 
MK26 magnetometer in Fort Ord OE Detection Studies and OE Sampling 
and Removal Actions? 
 
Response: 
 
Please see response to FOCAG’s General Comment 5 above.  
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1 General Comment: 
 
In this Draft Final Document the public is asked to respond to FORA, and yet the 
U.S. Army in your Draft is addressing responses to concerns. It is reiterated that 
FORA is addressing the threat of unexploded ordnance. However, the Army is 
responsible for residual chemical contamination of the surface and subsurface. 
The clean up is being piecemealed. What is the timeline for clean up of residual 
chemical contamination? Some of the dirtiest and most dangerous property is 
being transferred, or proposed for transfer, for public uses based on records of 
decision involving inadequate land use controls. I believe modification of clean up 
standards and procedures is being done outside the knowledge of the community. 
Certainly the Federal Facilities Agreement was modified.  
 
Response: 
 
The Army is responsible for setting the schedule for the remediation of residual 
chemical contamination (i.e., munitions constituents) at the former Fort Ord. 
Comments related to the schedule for remediation of residual chemical 
contamination should be directed to the Army.  
 
As stated in Section 4.9 of this work plan, FORA provides the community with 
information pertaining to the ESCA remediation program in the form of 
newsletters, fact sheets, public comment meetings, public presentations, 
workshops, and smaller group meetings. FORA also provides the community with 
the opportunity to review and comment on technical program documents as 
required under the EPA Superfund guidance so that the community is 
knowledgeable on the specifics of the ESCA remediation program.     

2 General Comment: 
 
Once again, the amendments to the Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) required 
in order to try to implement the Finding of Suitability for Early Transfer (FOSET) 
and this Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement (ESCA) are illegal 
because the amendments vest FORA with the authority, indeed the obligation, to 
carry out the remediation at the parcels covered by the ESCA and FOSET. This 
contravenes the Superfund Statute, which requires that an interagency agreement 
call for performance of necessary remediation by the U.S. Department or Agency 
(the Army) responsible for the contamination at the facility. 
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Response: 
 
The FOCAG raised a similar issue in the position paper dated January 31, 2008 
(Fort Ord Administrative Record No. ESCA-0044). FORA prepared a response to 
that position paper in a letter to the FOCAG dated March 6, 2008, which is 
available on the administrative record (Fort Ord Administrative Record No. 
ESCA-0058). The second paragraph entitled “Federal Facilities Agreement” on 
page 2 of the letter provides FORA’s response to this issue. 

 






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































