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Comments prepared for the Fort Ord Administrative record

These comments were prepared at the request of the Fort Ord Environmental Justice Network (FOEJN) to provide technical comment to the Army and summarize the report on ecological risks from contaminants in the small arms ranges on Fort Ord for the community. FOEJN represents the affected community in the greater Fort Ord area in the clean up of contamination and ordnance related waste.

Mention of any trade name or commercial product or company does not constitute endorsement by any individual or party that prepared or sponsored this report.

Report Summary
This report describes the work that will be done by Army contractors to estimate harm to plants and animals in the habitat areas of the Multi-Range Areas of Fort Ord.  These range areas are designated small arms ranges and are located near Seaside.  The purpose of this report is to describe the methods that the Army contractors will use, including any sampling soil, plants, animals, etc., what chemicals will be measured, and how the information will be used to estimate harm to wildlife in those areas.

The ecological risk assessment will focus on three metals, lead, copper and antimony.  The contamination from organic chemicals such as oil, and explosives will be done separately. The risks will be estimated for plants, reptiles, mammals, birds, and invertebrates.  The work will involve collecting soil samples, measuring the metals, collecting plants and animals, and collecting information on the condition of the habitat in the areas.  Once the data are collected, the contractors will calculate chemical concentrations throughout the areas and will use published information to predict the risks to wildlife.  They will compare the estimated exposures at Fort Ord to the exposures known to cause toxic effects in wildlife.
After the data are collected, the Army contractors will then consider how serious the risks are and what the options are for correcting, remediating or cleaning up the areas to protect the wildlife.

General Evalutation:

The basic ecological risk assessment is similar to other such assessments done by federal agencies for protecting wildlife from toxic chemicals.  The plan is to measure chemical levels in the soil, estimate how much is in or might get to various species, then compare that number to the literature values for toxicity to the species of interest.
This risk assessment is not elaborate, but by the same token it does not include combinations of risks, cumulative risks or how the wildlife are already affected by conditions at Fort Ord, if at all.
The risk assessment should include combinations of chemicals, as appropriate, and not by adding the risks, but by adding the chemical exposures or adding the effects.  Either can be done by investigating the mechanism of action and the target organ(s) for the three metals.  Most metals affect the nervous systems and kidneys (or other excretory systems) of animals- this is a good place to start with combinations of effects.

The other point that needs addressing is how animals and plants respond to these chemicals under the stressed conditions of Fort Ord.


There is no good scientific reason to separate the assessments for metals and organic chemicals.  In fact, there are both practical and scientific reasons to combine the two and assess risks form all chemicals at once.  Almost all ecological risk assessments combine all chemicals when conducting such site risk assessments. 

Specific Comments:

Introduction 
Has the Army considered adding titanium tetrachloride and beryllium to the list of metals? Section 2.3 on page 8 in fact refers to beryllium as one of the site contaminants and previous work revealed the presence of titanium tetrachloride in mortar shells recovered from the range areas.

Section 3.4 Assessment and Measurement Endpoints
The most recent ecological risk assessment guidelines from EPA has abandon the terms of measurement and assessment endpoints, though that is not a critical issue. But the risk assessment should not use the hypothesis testing approach for this effort. Risk assessment is a predictive tool, not an hypothesis testing tool, as described in the peer review literature.  There is no null hypothesis, simply a generation of an estimate of risk.  There is no situation that presents no risk.  And I would argue that at a site that is known to be contaminated, the researchers should always presume that the contamination will cause harm unless otherwise demonstrated with real data.

Section 4.2 Habitat Sampling

The samples of animals should not be combined in cases where the animals are different trophic levels or feeding guilds.  This is true for invertebrates and vertebrates.
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