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Description of Modifications/Revisions

Purpose

The purpose of this Document Revision is to revise the Work Plan, Munitions Response for Discarded
Military Munitions at Building 365 and Hanger 860 Munitions Response Areas (MRA) at the former
Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida based on site conditions encountered during the
munitions response (MR) field work completed July 6, 2010 to August 26, 2010. On August 26, 2010,
a 2.75-inch rocket warhead was discovered at an excavation depth of 2 inches below ground surface
within the Hanger 860 MRA. The discovery of this item required the Explosives Safety Submission
(ESS) to be amended to reflect a change in the Munition with the Greatest Fragmentation Distance
(MGFD) for the Hanger 860 MRA from the M56A4 20-mm High Explosive (HE) Round to the M151
and Mk64 2.75-inch Rocket.

The technical approach specified in the Work Plan, Munitions Response for Discarded Military
Munitions at Building 365 and Hanger 860 Munitions Response Areas will be adhered to during the
remainder of the MR scope of work. This Revision provides supplemental details, as included in
Amendment No. 02 of the Explosives Safety Submission.

001

Reasons for

[tem No.

Replace the Explosives Safety Submission, Amendment No. 01, Execution of a Selected Response for
Discarded Military Munitions, Hanger 860 Munitions Response Area (dated February 2010) found in
Appendix C of the Work Plan with the attached Explosives Safety Submission, Amendment No. 02,
Execution of a Selected Response for Discarded Military Munitions, Hanger 860 Munitions Response
Area (dated November 2010).

the Modifications/Revisions:

Description of Modifications/Revisions

001

The ESS was revised to incorporate the change in the MGFD for the Hanger 860 MRA from the
M56A4 20-mm HE Round to the M151 and Mk64 2.75-inch Rocket. Per NOSSAINST 8020.15B,
amendments are required when a change to an approved ESS increases safety risks, identifies
requirements for additional or increased explosives safety controls, or changes an explosive safety
quantity-distance (ESQD) arc.
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1.0 Background

1.1 Project Manager

The responsible U.S. Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Southeast (NAVFAC SE)/
Base Realignment and Closure, Program Management Office, Southeast (BRAC PMO SE)
Project Manager for this project is:

Art Sanford

Remedial Project Manager (RPM)
BRAC PMO SE

(843) 743-2135

(843) 743-2142
Art.sanford@navy.mil

1.2 Munitions Response Site (MRS) Identifier and Description

The 74-acre Hangar 860 Munitions Response Area (H860-MRA) contains both the 20-acre
Hangar 860 MRS -1 (H860-MRS-1) and 54-acre Hangar 860 MRS-2 (H860-MRS-2). H860-
MRS-2 is located west of Hangar 860. Hangar 860 is located on Aerospace Way and north of
Runway 9L-27R on the former Naval Air Station (NAS) Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida.
Figures 1-2 and 1-3 show the MRS location within NAS Cecil Field and Jacksonville, Florida.

H860-MRS-2 is comprised of an initial 12-acre region and a potential 42-acre expansion. If
Munitions or Explosive of Concern (MEC) is recovered on a periphery grid of the initial
12-acre region, the “Selected Response” will continue into a 42-acre expansion region.
“Selected Response” will be performed until no MEC is recovered within one row of
periphery grids in the 42-acre expansion region.

Hangar 860 MRA and Building 365 MRA are located within the compounds of the former
NAS Cecil Field (see Figure 1-3). The purpose of this Explosive Safety Submission (ESS)
Amendment is to update and clarify the Hangar 860 MRA ESS.

The initial 20-acre H860-MRS-1 was released back to Jacksonville Airport Authority (JAA)
from the Navy in a letter dated January 31, 2007 (BRAC PMO SE, 2007).

1.3 Regional Map

A Regional Map of former NAS Cecil Field (Figure 1-1) shows the State of Florida and the
location of the former NAS Cecil Field. Expansion Map for H860-MRA (Figure 1-2) displays
the current H860-MRS-2 along with previous “Selected Response” operation regions.
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1.4 Scope of Munitions Response

NAVFAC SE is responding to Hangar 860 MRA under ESS Revision No. 00, dated February
2006 (see Appendix E for Department of Defense [DoD] Approval Letters). ESS activities are
for a “Selected Response” on Hangar 860 MRA for NAVFAC SE, under Response Action
Contracts No. N62467-01-D-0331, Contract Task Order No. 0029 and No. N62470-08-D-1006,
Task Order No. J]M07. Per Naval Ordnance Safety Security Activity Instruction
(NOSSAINST) 8020.15B (Naval Ordnance Safety and Security Activity [NOSSA], 2008),
amendments are required when a change to an approved ESS increases explosives safety
risks, identifies requirements for additional or increased explosives safety controls, or
changes an explosives safety quantity-distance (ESQD) arc. The ESS Amendment No. 01 was
for a change in ESQD arcs relating to the original ESS for Hangar 860 MRA by 12 acres with
an option to expand up to an additional 42 acres. The removal actions for the primary and
expansion area will achieve a determination of reasonably safe for surface activities to
continue, such as lawn maintenance, walking, and driving light/ medium duty vehicles over
the surface without need for onsite MEC construction support. The purpose of this ESS
Amendment No.02 is to change the Munition with the Greatest Fragmentation Distance
(MGFD) for the Hangar 860 MRA from the M56A4 20-millimeter (mm) High Explosive (HE)
Round to the M151 and Mk64 2.75-inch Rocket. Scope areas affected by this scope of work
are depicted on Figure 1-2.

1.5 History of MEC Use

Building 865 was constructed in 1976 and used as a ready munitions magazine for S3
squadrons. The building is a one-story cinderblock magazine that is divided into 12
individual storage bays. Temporary storage of munitions is reported to have occurred at this
facility. Building 873 was reported as sonobuoy storage (Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. [TtNUS],
1999). Building 873 and 865 are located south and west of H860-MRS-2 within the Hangar
860 MRA

1.6 Previous Studies of Extent of MEC or MPPEH
Contamination

During a visual site survey on Friday, February 4, 2005, for a future construction project
design, members of the Florida Army Reserve National Guard (FLARNG), the tenant
occupying Hangar 860, observed multiple possible MEC items in an open stormwater
drainage ditch located to the southwest of Hangar 860 at the former NAS Cecil Field. The
stormwater ditch had been cleared approximately 1 month earlier. A Florida Air National
Guard (FANG) Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) team responded on February 4, 2005,
recovered one of the possible MEC items, and provided an e-mail summary of the FANG
EOD response to FLARNG. FANG EOD identified the recovered item as a JAU-22/B
cartridge actuated initiator (CAI) with a Net Explosive Weight (NEW) of 0.0116 Ib and rated
as 1.4C hazard division (HD) explosives. It was estimated that approximately one dozen of
the CAls remained in-place at the site following the FANG EOD response.
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FLARNG notified the JAA of the discovery by e-mail on February 4, 2005; and on Tuesday,
February 8, 2005, JAA notified NAVFAC SE. Based on a request from NAVFAC SE,

CH2M HILL Constructors, Inc. (CH2M HILL) visited the site with JAA and FLARNG.
Approximately 12 to 15 CAls were observed during the site visit. One CAI was located
along the slope of the ditch and the others were located at the bottom of the ditch, visible
through standing water. At the request of NAVFAC SE, EOD Mayport responded on
Tuesday, February 22, 2005, to remove the CAls remaining onsite. EOD Mayport removed
22 CAls and identified the CAls as expended.

Applicable site studies and reports include the Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) for
Transfer report, dated August 1999, prepared by TtNUS; Draft Site Specific After-Action
Report, dated July 2006, prepared by USA Environmental, Inc. (USAE); and Project
Completion Letter Report, dated December 2006, prepared by CH2M HILL.

The Draft Site Specific After-Action Report (USAE, 2006) and the Project Completion Letter
Report (CH2M HILL, 2006e) document the “Selected Response” activities completed on the
original H860-MRS-1. A “Selected Response” for H860-MRS-1 work area was completed
during the period of May 22, 2006 to June 29, 2006. The “Selected Response” recovered

482 MEC/MPPEH items, including 76 MEC/MPPEH items within periphery grids
(Appendix E and F). Based on the results of the completed munitions response, the Project
Completion Letter Report (CH2M HILL, 2006e) included the following recommendations:

1. Re-designate the site as an MRA (H860-MRA), comprised of H860-MRS-1 and H860-
MRS-2.

2. Expand the munitions response to include H860-MRS-2 (12 acres) due to the recovery of
76 MEC items within north, west, and south periphery grids of H860-MRS-1.

3. The H860-MRS-1 (20 acres) has received a “Selected Response” for MEC/MPPEH to a
depth of 1-foot below ground surface (bgs).

During the completed “Selected Response” operations on the initial 20-acre H860-MRS-1
work area, 6,013 anomalies were investigated with 482 anomalies identified as MEC/
Material Potentially Presenting an Explosive Hazard (MPPEH), and 15 pounds (Ib) of
Munition Debris (MD) and 5,113 Ib of non-MEC related debris recovered. Appendix E
outlines all recovered MD, MEC, and MPPEH. ]

Appendix F displays the locations of MEC removed on previous “Selected Response”
operations on H860-MRS-1. H860-MRS-2 regions directly correspond to the MEC items
recovered in H860-MRS-1. If MEC items are recovered within H860-MRS-2 initial 12-acre
area, “Selected Response” will be conducted within the additional 42-acre expansion area.

“Selected Response” was halted on August 30, 2010 when a positive identification was
established from a recovered MKk5 2.75-inch HEAT Rocket within H860-MRS-2.

1.7 Justification for NDAI of NFA Decision

Not Applicable
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2.0 Project Dates

2.1 Project Dates

Re-mobilization to H860-MRS-2 is anticipated to begin during the 4t quarter of 2010 with an
estimated project duration of 8 to 12 weeks. Work is temporarily suspended until an ESS
incorporating the M151 and Mk64 2.75-inch Rocket as the new MGFD is approved.
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3.0 Types of MEC and MPPEH

3.1 Types and Quantities of MEC and MPPEH

The type and amount of MEC anticipated to be encountered within the H860-MRS-2
expansion is assumed similar to that recovered within H860-MRS-1 and completed H860-
MRS-2 with the addition of the recently discovered 2.75-inch rocket Mk5 HEAT warhead.
Specific types of MEC suspected are the 2.75-inch rocket Mk5 HEAT warhead, MK19
Impulse Cartridge, JAU-22/B CAI, M56A4 20-mm Projectile, and MK23 Practice Bomb.

3.2 MGFD

Based on the site history and findings of previous munitions response operations at this
MRA, the primary MGFD selected for this operation would have been the 2.75-inch rocket
Mk5 HEAT warhead. However, since there are no fragmentation data for this round, the
selected primary MGFD will be the M151 and Mk64 2.75-inch rocket warheads. There will
be no contingency MGFD.

TABLE 3-1
Primary MGFD
MGED Type Muntions Item MFD-H® (feet) MFD-V® (feet)
Primary M151 and Mk64 2.75-inch 1,348% 1,067%
Rocket

& Department of Defense Explosive Safety Board (DDESB), Fragmentation Data Review Form, Updated
30 September, 2010
Maximum Fragmentation Distance - Horizontal
@ Maximum Fragmentation Distance - Vertical
NOTE: Contingency MGFD are none

If while executing a “selected” munitions response, a MEC item is encountered that has a
greater fragment distance than the selected MGFD, the project manager will: 1) direct all
munitions response personnel to immediately cease operations; and 2) submit an amended
ESS to NOSSA (N53).

3.3 Maximum Credible Event (MCE)

Not Applicable

3.4 Explosive Soil and Contaminated Buildings

The MRA proposes no explosive soil or contaminated building hazards.
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4.0 MEC and MPPEH Migration

Due to the climatic conditions in Florida, the site does not have a frostline and has not
experienced frost heave. MEC and MPPEH migration are not anticipated.
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5.0 Detection Techniques

5.1 Detection Equipment, Method and Standards

Only handheld analog geophysical metal detectors will be used at the site. The CAls found
at the site were historically constructed of both ferrous and non-ferrous metals; therefore, an
all-metals detector, the White’s XLT (or equivalent), will be utilized. The White’s XLT metal
detector is approved by the U.S. Army Engineering Support Center, Huntsville (USAESCH),
Military Munitions Response Program Center of Expertise (MMRP-CX) for use on
munitions response projects. The MMRP-CX program for testing geophysical instruments
meets the substantial requirements of the Navy Hazards of Electromagnetic Radiation to
Ordnance (HERO) Program. A Schonstedt GA-52Cx (or equivalent) may be used to identify
metallic items but will not be used to determine if no metallic items are present. Anomaly
discrimination is not proposed.

All personnel who use the instrument for project operations will be required to demonstrate
proficiency within the Instrument Certification Area (ICA) under observation by an
Unexploded Ordnance Quality Control Specialist (UXOQCS). The ICA will contain 15
flagged and numbered locations. Each flag will be located within or adjacent to ground
cover (grass or shrubs) or other forest litter (e.g., duff, debris) to mimic actual site conditions
that an operator would experience during the intrusive investigation. The ICA will be
located near the Hangar 860 MRA Work Area (Figure 1-2). The ICA at Former Naval Air
Station Cecil Field, Building 365 MRA, Jacksonville, Florida, may be used to validate
employing UXO Technicians to perform intrusive investigation at Hangar 860 MRA. The
ICA will be used to determine whether metallic items are present, 1) on the ground surface
but not visible to the eye (e.g., tall grass or brush) or 2) beneath the mineral soil, can be
detected by the operator. Twelve locations will have items buried below the mineral soil (so
as to not be visible to the operator) to a depth no deeper than 1 foot bgs. The remaining
three locations will not contain items. The items emplaced will be inert 20-mm projectiles (or
surrogate) and CAls (or surrogate). Under observation by the UXOQCS, the instrument
operator will sweep the ICA in the same manner that would be utilized for the MEC
removal operations. The operator will signify to the UXOQCS whether or not an item is
suspected to be present at each flagged location. The results will be recorded by the
UXOQCS.

After the operator has checked each flagged location, the UXOQCS will evaluate the results.
The operator will be considered certified to operate the instrument if:

e 100 percent of the locations with items were correctly identified, AND

e No more than two of the locations that did not have items were identified as having
items present. (This will ensure that an operator does not pass by each location and
identify it as having an item in order to pass automatically.)

In the event that an operator does not pass the certification, the UXOQCS will ensure the
instrument is functioning properly (at the Equipment Check Area [ECA]). The operator will
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be required to train again in the use of the instrument by the unexploded ordnance (UXO)
contractor’s Senior UXO Supervisor (SUXOS) and to reattempt to certify. If an operator fails
the test repeatedly, the UXOQCS will make a determination as to whether it is likely that the
operator is not suited to perform the task required and will inform the SUXOS and Project
Manager that the individual should be used for a different task or removed from the project.

The UXOQCS may change the locations of flags and item locations as needed to ensure that
operators who have passed through the ICA are not able to share information regarding the
locations of items or the numbers of flags where items are located. It will be left to the
discretion of the UXOQCS to determine how often this is required to ensure a valid
certification can be performed.

The UXOQCS will document when an operator is certified with a specific instrument. The
operator will not be required to re-certify unless:

e He/she has left the project and did not return for at least 6 months,

e He/she has had to replace an instrument, for which the operator AND instrument had
been certified previously, or

e The UXOQCS finds cause to re-certify the individual.

5.2 Navigational Equipment, Method and Standards

Final MRA boundary locations will be placed and certified by a Florida Registered
Surveyor. Depending on the level of vegetation removal performed and the location within
the site, positioning of grid identifying stakes will be accomplished through either Real
Time Kinematic (RTK) Differential Global Positioning System (DGPS) or Robotic Total
Station (RTS) methods. The most likely method will be RTK DGPS; however, under some
conditions other methods may be required.

5.2.1 Real Time Kinematic Differential Global Positioning System

RTK DGPS is a differential global positioning system that utilizes satellites to determine the
position of rover antenna placed on the survey instrument and correction data from a base
station set up on a control point to determine the system position. Corrections from the base
station are sent via radio link to the rover receiver. Accuracy of the RTK DGPS system is
sub-centimeter.

5.2.2 Robotic Total Station

RTS is a survey device that uses a survey “gun” setup over a known point that tracks a
prism situated on the survey pole to record its position. The survey gun is initially set up at
a known point and a prism is positioned over another known point so the gun, via laser, can
back sight to locate itself in space. The level of accuracy of the system is similar to RTK
DGPS.

5.3 Equipment Checkout

Geophysical instruments will be checked in an ECA prior to and at the end of each day. Two
items, one inert 20-mm projectile (or surrogate) and an empty CAI (or surrogate) will be
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buried at approximately 1 foot bgs to ensure that these items can be detected to that depth.
See Figure 1-2 for ECA location. Because the only MEC found or anticipated to be found at
the site consists of Discarded Military Munitions (DMM), it is not anticipated that individual
MEC items will be found 1 foot bgs.

Surveyor equipment will be validated on a known or derived benchmark prior to use.
Equipment inspections will be performed on a daily basis to ensure they are in proper
condition for the day’s activities and are compliant with HERO requirements. The
equipment inspection requires daily documentation on an inspection sheet. Radios and
communications equipment will be tested prior to use for functionality.

5.4 Data Collection and Storage

Records of all data, field forms, maps, photographs, and related files are in CH2M HILL’s
Jacksonville, Florida Cecil Field office. Electronic files of final MEC data, maps, Quality
Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) data, and other relevant data are archived on
compact disk (CD). Paper and electronic copies of draft and final reports and submittals
occur as specified in the project work plan.
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6.0 Response Actions

6.1 Response Technique

The following general steps are included:
e Spraying of site for control of heavy mosquito population

¢ Emplacement of a 100-foot by 100-foot grid system tied to a permanent site monument
by a Florida Registered Surveyor

e Removal of vegetation in wooded area of site

e Surface/subsurface removal operation to detect and investigate anomalies potentially
related to MEC

¢ Disposal of MEC/material documented as explosive hazard
e Demilitarization of material documented as safe

Vegetation removal will be accomplished 6 inches above ground surface with gas-powered
string trimmers with saw blade attachments and ditch axes or, where appropriate, using a
tractor equipped with a bush hog mower. If required, tree removal will be performed in
regions where the trees hinder the MEC removal operation. MEC avoidance will be
performed during vegetation removal. Visual observation of the ground surface by UXO
Technicians prior to and during vegetation removal will be instrument-assisted detection
using a White’s XLT all metals detector (or equivalent). The instrument will be used to check
inside heavy vegetation (for example, a thick bush) where it is not possible for the UXO
Technician to visually check the area. UXO Technicians will ensure vegetation reduction
equipment operates a minimum of 6 inches above ground surface and with escort by
qualified UXO personnel.

Following vegetation removal, the MRS will be divided into lanes 5 feet wide marked by
string. A UXO Technician will use the White’s XLT all metals detector (or equivalent) for
searching within the survey lane. When a surface or subsurface anomaly is detected, a UXO
Technician will mark and excavate the anomaly to determine if it presents an MEC hazard.
Once the anomaly is investigated and a metallic item is removed, the anomaly location will
be surveyed again with the White’s XLT all metals detector (or equivalent) to determine if
more metallic items remain. Initial and maximum quantity-distance maps for Hangar 860
are presented in Figures C-1 and C-2, respectively.
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