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These comments are for the Fort Ord administrative record.

(This document has been funded partly or wholly through the use of U.S EPA Technical Assistance Grant Funds.  Its contents do not necessarily reflect the policies, actions or positions of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  The Fort Ord Environmental Justice Network Inc. does not speak for nor represent the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.(
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.

These comments were prepared at the direction of the Fort Ord Environmental Justice Network for the purpose of informing the citizens of the Fort Ord area and to provide official comments to the US Army Corps of Engineers on the technical paper.  This review was conducted by Dr. Peter L. deFur of Environmental Stewardship Concepts. 

Summary 

This technical paper is the report of the Army on the removal of debris, unexploded ordnance and other materials from the area on Fort Ord that was burned in October 2003.  The burned area includes that part which was intentionally burned and that part which burned when the Army contractors lost control of the fire.  The area of the fire was originally used by the Army as a firing range for a number of different weapons, including several sizes of rockets, different types of grenades, rockets, and small arms.  Based on previous investigations, the Army already had reason to believe that these firing range area had unexploded high explosive projectiles, rockets and other ordnance.  Thus, after the fire removed all the vegetation from the firing range areas, the Army determined that the presence of high explosives and other ordnance and debris constituted a threat to health, safety and the environment and took action to remove the debris and unexploded ordnance.

The paper is a straightforward summary of the work that the Army contractors conducted, what they found on the site and how the debris and UXO was disposed.  The paper concludes that the immediate threat from UXO and debris on the surface was effectively handled; the quality control/quality assurance check confirmed that there was no remaining material.  However, the paper also acknowledges that subsurface UXO may remain.

Assessment of the paper
My review of this paper is that the conclusions are correct - the area was cleared of the immediate threat from surface UXO and debris.  I also agree that the threat from subsurface UXO (and possibly other debris) was not addressed in this action and must be part of subsequent actions.

The conclusions indicate that the site is safer, but should not be considered safe from threats.   The paper is silent on debris smaller than 2 inches, and such material still constitutes threats.  The paper needs to add some text on the other debris- what it is or might e, how much might be there, and make reference to how the next step will be handled.

Detonation in place was commonly used here to deal with most of the UXO found during the clearance.  The Army needs to give more details of this, explain the safety precautions that are taken and give the public information on this practice.

Specific Comments
1.1 Purpose

Please provide more information on and details fo the upcoming RI/FS for basewide munitions response.  I suggest a one line statement explaining the RI/FS and a web site reference that gives a more detailed discussion of the specific RI/FS under preparation.  The existing information is not sufficient for the public.

1.2 Site Background

1.2.1 Description

The description and reference to two different acreages is not entirely clear, especially for a non-expert citizen who may not be intimately familiar with this site.  In paragraph 1, I suggest adding some directions, distances and specific names of buildings, neighborhoods, etc., such as Abounded on the west by residences at a distance of 600 feet,@ and AFitch School located XX feet from the site on the north.@
The second paragraph would be clearer if the second sentence referred to the WGBA boundary was  larger than the original range areas by 95 acres.  The information is there, and the justification is sufficient, it just needs something more to make it clear.

1.2.2 History

Please state what specific high explosive items were previously found.

2. Operations

Please state clearly in the opening paragraph that the removal was conducted manually.

2.2.1

Somewhere up front the statement needs to be added that the sweep removed the debris and flagged the UXO without disturbing the suspected UXO, and that it was removed or detonated later.

What about debris smaller than 2 inches?  Is this debris lead , shell casing, or sharp debris?  Is any covered with toxic chemicals?

Paragraph 3 notes that the UXO specialists searched the ranges first in those areas where UXO was considered likely.  How did this take place?  What were the procedures?

2.3 Demolition Operations

This section assumes that detonation in place is a common practice and that the readers will know how this is done to insure the safety of the personnel and the community.  This section needs expansion and explanation, with references to explain how the detonation is done safely.

The section should also give some brief explanation of the reasons why UXO is not safe to move or handle and must be detonated in place.

