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 ATTACHMENT 1

TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS:

PHASE 1 FIELD SAMPLING PLAN (FSP) FOR OPERABLE UNIT 4 

OF THE ANNISTON PCB SITE

This technical review was performed to assess consistency with existing U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidelines for conducting ecological risk assessments (ERA) at Superfund sites, as applied to the Anniston PCB site, Anniston, Alabama.  Comments are presented relative to the sections of the text to which they refer. 

Acronym List

· RAO, remedial action objective, is presented in Attachment A but is not included on the list of acronyms in the document.

Executive Summary (ES)

· This ES is devoid of a frank statement that clarifies for a novel reader of site documentation the event or events that necessitated or drove the initiation of the referenced series of investigations.  Given the long period over which Anniston PCB site investigations have been conducted, a clear and succinct statement should be added to the offer a basis for investigations rather than solely referring the reader to a full compliment of historic documents.

Introduction

· See above comment about clarifying the reason for conducting these investigations.

· Background Information: The FSP presents locational information for each characterization area without indication of its relevance to the site, period of use, or activities conducted at that area.  Additionally, details of the surrounding land use should be discussed to account for all potential sources of contamination (residential, industrial, agricultural, recreational, commercial, etc.).  All relevant anthropogenic stressors must be identified.  The authors of the document should consider adding this information.

· Missing Information: The ecological field sampling plan has provided no specific information on site setting and environmental setting, both necessary components of the document.  In addition to available information regarding the status of the project site, the FSP should also contain a discussion of historic and current uses of the site.  Summary statements regarding the surface features, climate, geology and soils, surface water bodies, groundwater sources, and ecology should also be provided. 

· Number of Samples: The FSP provides a detailed description of the samples needed to meet the objectives and scope of the investigation.  A discrepancy in the reported number of samples collected compared with data listed on appendix tables was previously reported and a review of the number of samples was requested.  Clarification of the determination of these totals is still pending.

· “…an assessment of sediment stability is necessary to better understand the potential for sediment in certain areas of the site to be scoured and transported downstream” – “Scouring” as used in the document appears to suggest in situ aggressive rubbing and washing of the medium.  The abrasive nature of this action could effectively dislodge embedded contaminants and possibly increase their distribution in the water column.   If this assessment is to precede transportation of contaminated sediments downstream, the effectiveness of this assessment is in question.  How would the contaminants in sediment that is scoured be contained to avoid extensive contamination to fish and other aquatic organisms? Will concurrent chemical sampling be conducted at the same locations where sediment is “scoured”?

· Incorporation by Reference: An exhaustive explanation of relevant segments of these documents may not be attempted.  However, sufficient technical detail should be included in all appropriate sections of the ecological field sampling plan to ensure clear communication of the rationale for the proposed approach (e.g., selecting terrestrial, wetland, and aquatic systems as well as sample collection and survey methods).  The complete development of the ecological risk assessment (ERA) FSP should permit a sampling team that is not familiar or associated with the site to gather all samples/field data based upon information presented in that FSP.  At a minimum, sections of this document that reference related site documents should provide a concise description of key elements of the referenced document that support the particular section of this text.

Overall Technical Approach

· “These surveys will form the basis of the information needed to identify receptor classes and important guilds (e.g., piscivorous birds)….”

· Guilds – a term more commonly applied to humans rather than animals;

· More than just identifying receptor classes, the wildlife habitat assessment needs to identify keystone species that depend on those habitats for food/habitat.

· Seven-Step DQO Process: The FSP provides guidance for all field work by providing a detailed description of the sampling and data-gathering procedures to be used for the project.  With the technical description of guidelines available for each step of this process, the FSP must also apply the process and identify the specific objective for the investigated site.  In brief sentences,

· State the problem relative to the Anniston PCB site.  Otherwise, it is likely that the focus of the investigation will be ambiguous.

· State the goal of the study for the Anniston PCB site.  Data gaps that must be filled prior to addressing the problem must be identified, and the objectives of future data collection efforts defined.

· List all information inputs relevant to human health and ecological health for this site.

· State specifically what is currently known about the spatial and temporal boundaries of this site.  What are the boundaries of background locations identified for use in the investigation?

· Specify the statistical considerations and intended analytical approach to be used for this site.  What logic statements have been developed to define the conditions that would identify data gaps?  What decision rules exist for addressing adequacy of existing data for performing a credible risk analysis? What decision rules exist to define adequacy of existing sampling stations? Under what conditions will alternative actions be necessary?

· Specify the performance and/or acceptance criteria that will be applied to this site.  Provide a rationale for the selection of each.  

· Specify tolerable limits on decision errors to be used as the basis for establishing the quantity and quality of data needed to support risk management decisions.

· What specific criteria will be applied in order for data to be considered adequate to make credible decisions?

Specify the sampling design for the site as well as specific information for each element of the sampling plan.. 

- Was dredging conducted on any of the creeks, rivers, or lakes in this area, if so then a discussion should be presented in the Site History Section. The discussion should also include sampling of the transported soil, the result of analysis of the soil, and how the excavation and dredging will affect this field investigation sampling model. 

-.Throughout the FSP the document refer to ‘other constituents’; however, the FSP do not present a discussion on ‘Background Samplings’. How are the ‘other constituents’ going to be use or correlated to the Monsanto chemical process? There should be some discussion on background sampling or give some rationality on how ‘other constituents will be use in the risk assessment process. With PCBs it is present or not present.    

· What background locations have been identified to establish a baseline of constituent concentrations from upstream non-Anniston sources?

· The FSP should specify the methods by which the collected data will be analyzed.  The plans should include all food-chain-exposure-model parameters, data reduction techniques, data interpretation, methods, and statistical analyses that will be used.

· All potential applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements and to-be-considered criteria for OU 4 should be presented in the report.

· To the extent that potential field problems can be anticipated, contingency plans also should be specified in the SAP.

Ecological Risk Assessment Work Plan

· “SOPs will be developed for these methods prior to the commencement of the fieldwork”.  All procedures to be used for related fieldwork at this site should be provided with the FSP for review and approval.

· Body Burden Analysis/Fish: Although examples of fish included in various classes are given in the FSP, particular attention is advised when making species selections.  Selection of fish that are most likely to be found in the respective waterbodies should be attempted.

· Aquatic biota samples should be analyzed for constituents detected within the surface water and sediment that are likely to biotransfer and pose risk to ecological receptors.

· Fish background locations must be identified clearly and fish migration patterns should be established.

· Are any threatened and/or endangered species (plant or animal) known or suspected to inhabit the area of the site or areas near to the site? This FSP makes no mention of consideration of these potential ecological receptors.

· Have surrogate species been identified? Resident species used as receptors can be selected from among those most likely to suffer adverse effects from site contaminants or those considered representative of or critical to the ecosystem.

· Habitat Suitability and Population Observations: Are the selected species (listed in the FSP) relevant both to the site and to the region in which the site is located. What is the rationale for selection of herons, egrets, kingfisher, river otter, and mink?

Nature and Extent

· Contingent with the given purpose of Step 1 of the DQO process, add a statement regarding the nature and extent of migration of site-related COPCs for the Anniston PCB site.

· “….the ambient water quality criteria for many of the COPCs are below standard reporting limits; therefore, the use of specialized methods is necessary”.  Identify and elaborate on the specialized methods as well as the criteria for their implementation.  How these methods will be implemented should also be discussed.

· Information Inputs: Measurement and observation of water quality parameters were not identified as inputs to the determination of nature and extent of contamination.  For flowing systems, the following parameters should be measured: width, depth, velocity, temperature, pH, dissolved oxygen, salinity, and turbidity.  For non-flowing systems, measurement of area is taken.  The author should provide a specific rationale for the exclusion of these parameters from the sampling effort. 

· How has photodegradation of PCBs been addressed by this FSP?

Human Health Risk Assessment

· The specific potential exposure route(s), intake, and frequency and duration of exposure for each residential receptor should be mentioned in the text.

· The specific exposure route(s), intake, and frequency and duration of exposure for which recreational receptors will be evaluated should be stated in the text.

· The subsistence fisher scenario and appropriate exposure assumptions should be added to the evaluations.

· The specific commercial and industrial receptors and appropriate exposure assumptions should be defined.

· Relevant agricultural receptors should be defined and their potential routes of exposure identified.

· All exposure scenarios must be relevant and appropriately selected given the surrounding land use (not described in the FSP).

· Receptor selections must be appropriate for the characterization areas designated.

· “Exposure point concentrations [EPCs] may be grouped for specific subunits...”   Please explain what is meant by this statement.  Which will come first: the definition of subunits, or the segregation of EPCs by subunit?  An established protocol for data review and segregation should be detailed in the text to ensure proper data handling and evaluation.

· A detailed discussion of the procedure for screening of chemicals of potential ecological concern (COPEC) should be developed.

· Specify Performance or Acceptance Criteria: “The DQO for the human health risk assessment includes the collection of sufficient chemical, land use, and human use data to develop estimates of current and future risk based on reasonably anticipated assumptions regarding exposure scenarios.” 

· All “assumptions regarding exposure scenarios” to be used in the assessment should be clearly and succinctly described in the text.

· The DQO does not reflect the statistical design of the study, nor the level of significance needed to support and conclusion that might be drawn from the study.

· Specify criteria for determining sampling locations, expected sampling locations.

OU-4 Field Sampling

· Fish samples from background locations should undergo full suite analysis.

· Land Use Survey: “There are several other general land uses, but they constitute only minor spatial area because none of these activities account for more than 5% of the land use (e.g., residential – 2%; commercial/industrial – 4%)”.  Exposure potential must be established irrespective of these landuse percentages.  All sources of contamination must be considered, particularly as it relates to the receptors mentioned above. 

· Fish Consumption Study: “The data will be incorporate into the human health probabilistic risk assessment”.  What is the rationale for this approach? Are probabilistic methods alone intended for application to the entire human health risk assessment? What is the rationale for excluding stochastic risk models from application to these data?  All fish consumption data should be evaluated according to existing Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) national guidance for fish consumption studies.

· Technical Approach: “Use levels are low – approximately 2,000 trips per year”.  One a 365 d/yr schedule, this figure translate into roughly 5.5 trips/day.  By what scale is this characterized as ‘low’?

References

· EPA Fish consumption and sampling guidance documents need to reviewed, implemented, and cited relative to the proposed fish consumption studies.

Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for the Fish Consumption Study

· While the FSP mentions two relevant fish consumption survey documents, authors appear to have given no consideration to existing EPA national guidance for sampling and evaluation of fish tissue data, as well as fish consumption evaluation methods.  This segment of the report must be consistent with EPA guidance.

· The text suggests that the angler’s catch is shared with members of the household.  Yet the angler appears to be the only target population addresses in the body of the text.  Further review of the EPA guidance documents for fish consumption studies is recommended.

· How are sensitive populations addressed in this study? 

· Estimating Average Daily Consumption Rates: What is the basis of the calculations proposed?

· Single trip consumption already takes into account 2 persons eating the fish.  What is the basis for the determinations of the number of meals as proposed in the text?

· How do the assumptions used in these calculations consistent with EPA national guidance?

Tables

· Table 7: Recheck for calculation errors.

Figures

· Figures 6.1- 6.30: It is difficult to distinguish just where the background sampling locations are on each of the maps.  Clearly indicate the location of background sampling stations (on maps) and the number of samples to be collected from these areas (in text).
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