January 12, 2007

Econo Energy Consultants, Inc.

2138 harmony lakes Cir.

Lithonia, Ga. 30058

Solutia, Inc.

Mr. Craig R. Branchfield,

Manager, Remedial Projects

702 Clydesdale Avenue

Anniston, Alabama 36201-5328

Re: Review Comments of the FINAL PATHWAYS ANALYSIS REPORT ANNISTON PCB SITE OPERABLE UNIT 3 BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT ANNISTON, ALABAMA
Dear Mr. Branchfield

Please fine enclosed the review comments from Econo Energy Consultants, Inc. (Econo) on the above referenced document under the Consent Degree (CD) Technical Advisor Grant (TAG).

Econo’s review comments are organized with the general Comments presented first. The General Comments discuss the overall adequacy of the document, noting any extension repetition and deficiencies that recur throughout the review document. Please note the following:

The Specific Comments, on the other hand, follow the General Comments and discuss specific deficiencies in the order of appearance in the reviewed document.

If you have any question on Econo’s review, Please contact me Bertrand Thomas. 

Sincerely,

Econo Energy Consultants, Inc.

Bertrand Thomas, PG

Principal

TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS FOR:

FINAL PATHWAYS ANALYSIS REPORT

ANNISTON PCB SITE OPERABLE UNIT 3

BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT

ANNISTON, ALABAMA

Submitted by

EconoEnergy Incorporated

Lithonia, Georgia

January 12, 2007

Comment 1:

Section 1, Introduction, Page 1-1: “….based on soil as the primary medium of exposure”.

Section 3.2.2, Future Receptors, On-site Residents, Page 3-3: “For this risk assessment, exposure to adults and young children (0 to 6 years) will be examined as the most conservative potential exposure pathways”.

Based upon statements referenced above and since the young child and adolescent receptors are more likely than adults to contact contaminated soils, consideration should be give to the inclusion of the onsite adolescent resident in this segment of the human health evaluations.

Comment 2:
Section 1.2, PAR Contents, Page 1-3: “Appendix A provides a list of the samples included in the risk assessment and figures showing the locations of those samples”.
For the subset of samples selected for analysis in this baseline risk assessment, sampling dates should be included within the tables to clearly represent the historic nature of the sampling effort from which the samples were derived.
Comment 3:
Section 3, Human Exposure Pathways, Page 3-1: “Potential human exposure pathways for the site are defined based on current and potential future land uses of the site”.

Section 3.1, Identification of Exposure Pathways, Page 3-1: “Contamination in OU-3 is linked to releases associated with past manufacturing and waste disposal processes…Refer to Figure 3-1 for the conceptual site model”.  

The above two statements excerpted from the text appear to contradict each other.  Previous site investigations have already established that past environmental releases from the Anniston facility have resulted in both onsite and offsite contamination of environmental media.  However, as no past exposure pathways are discussed or included in the conceptual model presented in Table 3-1, the emphasis on past release of contaminants in Section 3-1 from the facility into the environment may be somewhat confusing to readers.  In order to ensure transparency in the pathway selection process, please insert language into the body of the text that clearly describes the appropriate rationale for exclusion of past exposure scenarios and the preference for current/future exposure scenarios shown in Table 3-1. 
Comment 4:

Section 3.2, Characterization of Potentially Exposed Populations: “Coldwater Spring is the primary water source for the cities of Anniston, Fort McClellan, Anniston Ordinance Depot, and other municipalities and communities within Calhoun County”.

The report should include statements relative to the direction of groundwater flow at and around the facility and as it pertains to the referenced potable water source.  Given the apparent inconsistencies of previous reports in enumerating the presence of wells within proximity to the site, clearly establish the presence or absence of a potential for impact on these water sources relative to the site.
Comment 5:

Section 3.2.1, Current/Future Receptors, Trespassers, Page 3-2:  Specify the trespasser age (“Adolescent”) here as this is the first place in the text where this receptor is introduced.

Comment 6:

Section 3.3, Summary of Exposure Pathways, Page 3-3:  The authors are encouraged to include within the body of the text an explanation of the methods used for segregation of the data set to provide meaningful clarification of the temporal nature of exposure pathway selections.
Comment 7:

Section 4.1, Data Evaluation and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern, Subsurface Soil, Page 4-1: “At two locations, SSR-20 and SSR-22, the samples were analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons only.  For this reason, the results are not included in this evaluation”.

Although the referenced samples did not undergo full-suite analysis, the stated rationale is inadequate to justify exclusion of these data.  Samples SSR-20 and SSR-22 should be reincluded in the data set.

Section 4.1, Data Evaluation and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern, Subsurface Soil, Page 4-1: “Subsurface soil samples were collected from varying depth intervals ranging from 0.25 to 0.5 feet bgs to 19 to 21 feet bgs.  (The deepest interval will not be evaluated in this assessment ….”.

Inadequate justification for exclusion of the ‘19 to 21 feet bgs’ samples is given.  At a minimum, these samples should be evaluated qualitatively as they relate to the potential for groundwater contamination.
Comment 8:

Section 4.1, Data Evaluation and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern, Groundwater, Page 4-2: “Duplicate samples collected for QA/QC purposes are not used in the risk assessment data set”.
As a measure of conservatism and to ensure use of most (if not all) of the site-specific data collected, the higher of the two concentrations or the average concentration of the duplicate samples may be used in the risk assessment data set.

Comment 9:

Section 4.1, Data Evaluation and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern, Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern, Page 4-2: “The nutrients calcium, magnesium, potassium, and sodium were not selected as COPCs because the potential toxicities of these materials are significant lower than other inorganics detected at the site and more data are available with respect to identifying dietary intake rather than toxicity”.

The above explanation for exclusion of essential elements from the analysis should be revisited and rewritten.  It is generally customary to exclude essential elements from further analysis only after comparison of environmental concentrations with dietary requirement levels.  Exclusion is typically supported by the fact that, for most essential elements, the concentrations required to produce toxicity are usually significantly higher that those found in the environment.  This assumption is quantitatively tested and these elements are not simply ignored.  Exclusion of essential elements is therefore an outcome based on the merit of innate toxicity of the specific element and not on the toxicity of other inorganic chemicals detected at the site. 

Comment 10:

Section 4.2, Exposure Pathway Variables, Last Line, Page 4-3: “Title”. 
It is uncertain what this text refers to.  Please review.

Comment 11:

Sections 4.2.1, Operations Area Site Worker Exposure Assumptions, Page 4-4; Sections 4.2.2, Construction Worker Exposure Assumptions, Page 4-4; Sections 4.2.3, Trespasser Exposure Assumptions, Page 4-5; Sections 4.2.4, O&M Worker Exposure Assumptions, Page 4-6: 

Given the extensive investigations that have historically been conducted at this site, are the no site-specific data that can replace the use of default exposure assumptions?  Has any attempt been made to verify from existing site surveys the actual vegetative cover, wind velocity, etc.?

Comment 12:

Table 5-1, Non-Cancer Toxicity data, Oral/Dermal: 

Table 5-2, Non-Cancer Toxicity data, Inhalation: 

Table 5-3, Cancer Toxicity data, Oral/Dermal: 

Table 5-4, Cancer Toxicity data, Inhalation: 

A suitable explanation for the table notation ‘Pending’ needs to be added as a footnote to the table.  Missing toxicity information needs to be inserted into the table or else an appropriate justification provided for its absence.

Comment 13:

Section 5.3, Toxicological Assessment, Page 5-4: “Note that he congener data is not included in the summary tables in Appendix B”.
All data and toxicity factors used in the assessment, whether qualitatively or quantitatively evaluated, should be presented in this baseline risk assessment report.  Please add the appropriate table to the Appendix B.

Comment 14:
Section 5.3, Toxicological Assessment, Page 5-4: “ Mercuric chloride toxicity values have been applied to mercury”.

It is important to delineate which surrogate values have been applied to chemicals in particular media.  For instance, while it may be appropriate to apply the toxicity value for mercuric chloride to groundwater data, the application of this same value would be less appropriate for soil, particularly since methyl mercury is more likely to be prevalent in soil than water.  Given the above statement, it is unclear whether or how environmental fate and transport data were coupled with the selection of appropriate toxicity values.  Further elaboration in the text is required. 

Comment 15:

The baseline risk assessment usually comes complete with the risk characterization included.  This report neither includes the risk characterization nor does it allude to it presentation under separate cover.  Appropriate language needs to be inserted to signify continuity of efforts and to indicate the intended location of the products of the risk assessment.
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