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1.0 General Comments
1. The current Baseline Problem Formulation report (Rev. 1, November 2005) is matched for consistency with the Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment (SLERA) and Problem Formulation for Operable Unit 4 for the Anniston PCB Site, Anniston, Alabama (March 2005).  The current report extensively builds on the previously submitted text, incorporating most of the appropriate language and adding new, more detailed clarifications and explanations, where necessary.

2. To the extent possible, the Baseline Problem Formulation report (Rev. 1, November 2005) appears to be both consistent with EPA Region 4 Ecological Risk Assessment Guidelines as well as national and other guidance documents cited in the text.

3. Overall the report was well-developed and a thorough compilation of preliminary data collected and evaluated for the site in steps 1 and 2 of the ERA process. 

2.0 Specific Comments

1. Section 2.2, Page 2-2, Exposure Media Data: Numbers of sediment and soil samples and locations should be verified and corrected where necessary.  Manual comparison of these numbers appears not to match the information presented in the referenced SLERA Tables and section text for the data years cited as being used in the Baseline Formulation Report.  In addition, surface water data from Table 5 is not inclusive of 2001-2002 sampling events.  This table and its listed samples should not be cited as data that were used in the baseline problem formulation as only 1999-2000 data are recorded there.

2. Section 2.3.3, Page 2-4, SLERA Conclusions: Unless a reader has all of the referenced documents at his fingertips, it is difficult to reference dated documents (2002 Consent Decree, EPA 2003 letters) that list chemicals of concern.  A closer look at the current document indicates that these elements are later included in Section 3.1.1 (page 3-2).  It would be helpful to readers if the authors were to insert the location of this information within the text or as an appendix item.     

3. Section 3.1.1, Page 3-1, Refining the Constituents of Potential Concern: Inconsistent with the SLERA (2005), the Baseline Formulation now lists volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile organic compounds, and organophosphate pesticides.  In the prior document, particular emphasis was placed solely on PCBs, mercury, and a selection of metals.  Although there is mention that EPA or others may have requested the addition of these compounds, a brief, specific and explicit statement disclosing the rationale for including these chemicals should be included in the current baseline formulation report, particularly as it relates to past operations of the site. 

4. Section 3.1.2, Pages 3-3 to 3-16: Amendments to the text regarding potential ecological effects has been noted as it now includes aquatic toxicity data for sensitive species.  However, the text routinely states: “For aquatic species including fish, invertebrates, and plants, the reported toxicity for...”.  Benchmarks for plants are lacking in most, if not all, cases.  Moreover, where these values exist, they should be separated by their appropriate category so that only applicable information appears with the text that it references.  

5. Section 3.1.2.5, Page 3-8, Cadmium: The maximum concentration for cadmium was below the ecological screening value (ESV) and cadmium was eliminated as a chemical of potential concern (COPC) during performance of the SLERA.  There is no statement as to the rationale for its re-inclusion in the current report.  This information should be added or cadmium removed if it truly not a chemical of concern for this site.  

6. Section 3.1.2.6, Page 3-8, Chromium: The hazard quotient for chromium was approximately 1.0 for chromium.  As a result, this chemical was eliminated as a COPC during performance of the SLERA.  There is no statement as to the rationale for its re-inclusion in the current report.  This information should be added or cadmium removed if it truly not a chemical of concern for this site.  Also, please clarify whether the ESV used was for hexavalent versus trivalent chromium.  

7. Section 3.1.2.13, Page 3-15, Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs): As previously mentioned, the rationale for including these specific VOCs needs to be included in the current report. 

8. Section 3.1.2.14, Page 3-15, Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs): As previously mentioned, the rationale for including these specific SVOCs needs to be included in the current report. 

9. Section 3.1.2.15, Page 3-16, Organophosphorus Pesticides (OPs): As previously mentioned, the rationale for including these specific OPs needs to be included in the current report. 

10. Section 3.1.3, Pages 3-17 to 3-26, Fate and Transport of COPCs: In general, the referenced sections of text do not address the fate and transport of COPCs in plants.  This information should be added to the current report.

11. Section 3.1.4.1.2, Page 3-28, Areas of Depressed Species Abundance: The text indicates that “it cannot be determined whether the depressed species abundance at these locations is due to natural causes or anthropogenic activity, or simply related to the observational data gathering methods”.  What steps will be taken to identify the responsible stressor, make an accurate and definitive assessment of its impact, and resolve this outstanding issue? Will this be addressed in more advanced stages of the BERA?

12. Section 3.1.4.1.3, Page 3-30, Potential Ecological Receptors: The text states: “Receptors will include aquatic omnivores (ducks), carnivores (herons and egrets), fish specialists (king fisher)….”  Use of the term ‘fish specialists’ is particularly awkward here.  Can this category of receptors be more appropriately identified?

13. Section 3.1.6.1, Page 3-39, Assessment Endpoint: Survival, Growth, or Reproduction of Aquatic Plant Communities: It was previously purported in the SLERA (2005) that exposure to plants, whether aquatic or terrestrial, was not a viable ecological exposure pathway.  The current report adds this section text stating that “the aquatic community will be a key indicator of conditions under evaluation in the BERA for OU-4”.  It is unclear what conditions this information will be used to assess impacts on aquatic plant communities as the plant ingestion pathway is rendered incomplete for VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and OPs and on all available versions of the conceptual site model.  Please state specifically how the information will be used.







