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AMERICAN
INDUSTRIAL
HEALTH
COUNCIL

March 21, 1994

Mr. Harold F. Reheis

Director .
Environmental Protection Division
Georgia Department of Natural Resources
205 Butler Street, S.E.

Suite 1154

Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Dear Mr. Reheis:

The American Industrial Health Council (AIHC) appreciates the opgortunity
to submit comments to the Environmental Protection Division (EPD) of the
Georgia Department of Natural Resources on the draft Corrective Actfen Rule
under the Ceorgia Hazardous Site Response Act, Because the timeframe for
submattfn? these advance comments was brief, AIHC may choose to submit
Rdd}%i?nalgggmments to EPD when the formal public comment period begins on

pr ) .

AIHC is a broad-based industry organization that advocates the use of
sound scientific principles and procedures in the assessment and regulation
of risks of chronfc human health effects and d1rect]¥_re1ated public policy
1ssues. The Council's membership is a diverse coalition of companies and
trade associations, including producers of consumer products, chemicals,
foods, and beverages, high technolo y, pharmaceuticals, petroleum
products, paper products, motor vehicles, aerospace and metals.

AIHC addresses only the generic science or science policy issues that
serve as the foundation for major chronic health and regulatory policies.
AlHC does not act as an advocate for any product or substance, although its
generic positions directly affect the scope and impact of individual
regulatory decisions.

While AIHC supports EPD's goal to establish ¢leanup standards based on
health impact, chemical mobility, and environmental fate, it is important that
the final standards be applied in a manner that considers site-specific
circumstances and limitations. Furthermore, criteria for these standards must
be based on sound science, AIHC urges EPD to reexamine its proposed risk
reduction standards to ensure that Georgia‘s Corrective Action Rule is
grounded in the best available science,

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have questions.

41::26&5>L11an._'f

Nancy G¢~Doerrer
Uepuiy Director

Sincerely,

Enclosures
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Preliminary Commeuts on Georgia's Draft Carrective Action Rule
Proposed Rule 391<3-19

Below ame preliminary conuments focused on the uss of rigk sssesamert in the draft
Carrective Action Rule. Mmﬁnﬂbeexpmdedmandlddedto
during the public comment period.

A!HL suppmu EPD': goal of emblhhi,nc clexmp sundnrds based on health
impact, chemical mobility, and environmental fate. It is important, however,
that the final standads be applied in @ manner that considers site-spevific
circumstances and limitations to the greatest extent possible, including
technical feasibility and practicability.

Setting Different Standards Based on Land Use
Land use is an important concept in any risk assessment and used to evaluate

current and furure exposures. Realistic futare land use scenarios should
provide the basis for selection of conatrolling oxposUTe scenarios/pathways.
Development of cleanup criteria, whether generic or site specific values, should
be based on future 1and use. Deed restrictions, as EPD has proposed, is ome
mechaniam {0 eosure & site's continued land use designation. If g site can meet
the Type 3 or 4 (non-residential use standards), no further action except for 8
decd notice is reasonable; however, the gite should be removed from the HSI
and not remain a Class [V site. If there is no adverse rigk to human health o¢
ths caviroament based on site-specific conditions, including land yse, then
removal from ths HS] is wasranted,

Sources of Toxicity Datg ATHC would like to propose that facilities rely on (1)

- standard toxicological databases such as the Integreted Risk Information
Systenu (IRIS) snd the Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST);
aod (2) curvent, peer reviewed toxicologicel studies. The reliance on databases
alone is questionable. Firs, the carcinogenicity assassment and reference
doses coutained in IRIS are often not based on the most current information
and are not subject to peer review. Second, there is no external peer review of
the methodologies used to derive the carcinogenicity assessments and reference
doses. Finally, the expression of uncertzinty inherent in the data included in
IRIS is not sufficient.

AIHC notes that EPA bas recently acknowledged thess limitations and
concems regarding IRIS and recognized that toxicalogical information other
than that in [RIS may appropriately be considered under Superfund. (OSWER
Dir. 9285.7-16, Dec. 21, 1993).
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AIHC vormmends EPD for recognizing that the slope factors sad refecence
doses reflect an absorptien factor of 1. Acmal absarption factors based on the
specific form of the regulsted substance should be incarporated into the risk
equations for all risk redustion standards and not ozly Type 2 and 4 as
proposed,

Lse of & Size-Specifi Risk Asseasment - Although Type 2, and 4 (and 5) allow
8 Geparture from EPA "standard”® exposure factors, there is egsentiallyno
provision in this rule for s site-specific risk assessment . A site-spesific risk
mcmznthﬂsmnchmoud:mjnubﬁnggiventheoppommitytoldjmt
exposure factors. AIHC strongly urges the EPD to revise the language in the
Type 2 sud ¢ cleanup goals from site specific exposurs factors to site-specific
risk assessment.

thite-spniﬁeﬁskmmmumhﬂomdmumomm
factors and aseumptions, all risk assessments have standard features (i.e.,
methodology) in common. The elerents of & risk assessment inglude: hazard
identification , toxicity asscssment, exposure assessment and risk
cheracterization (i.e., risk quantification sad uncertainty analyses). Notably, a
cmwemtdemﬁahmmlywﬁhblehﬂwmdmm
asscssment such as the use of: probabilistic exposure assumption methods, fate
and transport modeling; biosvailability, pharmocokinetics; ete.

The risk reduction standards alsc need to eddress the concept of "risk
maaagement”, i.e., what does the risk estimate(s) actually mean in the overail
remedial strategy, considering all factors. '

detting Target Risk snd Hezard Index Levels Section 319-3-19-.07 (10)
defines the cumulstive target risks for carcinogens and hazard indices for
sysemic carcinogens. This language should apply to the Type 1 through §
standards. Setting the level for oleanup goals at 10E-06 for Types 14
standards is conmrary to current Superfund guidance.

‘The reiiance upon & 10E-06 or 10E-05 risk target level for establishment of
cleanup levels is contrary to current policy on risk assessment. In the 1990
National Contingeacy Plan, EPA rejected the 10E-06 risk target for
carcinogens in favor of a risk range berween 10E-04 and 10E-06. EPA
guidance (OSWER Dir. 5355.0-30, April 22, 1991) further clarifies the EPA's
scneral policy on risk levels as foliows: '

: 1§:58 2026531683~ 404 851 577838 4
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For ites where the cumulative sits risk to an individual based on reagomable
meximum exposars for both current and future land use is loss than 10E-04,
sction generally is not warranted......Records of Decision for remedial
actions taken at sites posing risks with the 10E-04 and 10E-06 risk range
must explain wity remedial action is warrented.

g i Rl LMY S UURSEI YREYE EaDOSUre MActon
The use of single-point, highly conservative exposure fictors to assess potential
iniakes is not reflective of sound science; nor is it consistent with state-of-the.
art exposure evaluations. Defult point estimate exposure factors create a
worst-case scenarnio that is more extreme than any reasonsble maximum
exposure intended. The proposed standards should fecognize that an upper.
bound rigk estimate is not a likely maxtmum estimate. AIHC recoramends that
appropeiste distributions of all relevant exposure factors be combined in the
best scientific manner to determine specific combinations of percentile
concentration values, (s.g., 50th, 50th, or 95th percentile). Probabilistic
determinations, "Monte Carlo” simulations, for example, can provide this type
of analysis. |

Use of the RAGS, Part B Equgtions AIHC requests that EPD give some more
thought to the use of these equations in setting risk redustion standards, ATHC
has spesific concerns with the equations for residential versas gog-residential

- %oils and the combination of more than one exposure psthway (e.g., inhalstion
and ingestion) iato one equation. Notably, EPD has chosen to apply RAGS
equations 6 and 7 (combining inhalation and ingestion pathways) to residential
scenarios which were originally intended for commercial/industrial standards,
The RAGS equations 4 and § for residential soils look only at ingestion as the
plansible exposure routs. Also, EPA has proposed modifications to the RAGS,
Past B 1991 equatious in the Draft Sail Screening Level Guidance (September,
1993). AIHC wouid like to consider the technical merit of these modifications
a8 well as examine other risk equations in place of those equations refirenced
in RAGS.

Lise of Tab! . 3.) The reliance upon
applicable, relevant, or appropriste requirem ARARSs) such as maximum
contaminant levels (MCLs) for setting ground water medium-specific
concentrations is insppropriste. MCLs are calculated maximum levels of
contaminants for receptors that directly ingest water. However, groundwater
must travel through the subsurface before contact with receptors and may be
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() Bublic Participation - From a risk cemmunication saandpoint, it is essentia!
that the results of any compliance repost or risk assessment be presented clearly
andinphinhngu::{dmwi:hlmfwcomcﬁwmmbmdon
set criteria. This approach would serve to ease public fear rather than arouse it.
Thepublicahouldandnaadambeinvnlvadin&epmeu. However, the
deﬁmninuﬁonofwheﬂ:ermmdhﬁonisnmuybmdnnhmnhedthor
mﬁmnmmlimpum:houldnﬂbeleﬂfhrapubﬂcmuﬂnghmarm
whete participants may not have all the facts or may be misinformed.

39131007 Rigk Reduction Staadard

(6) Criterig for Tvpe 1 Standards

AIHC is suonglyoppmdmmelppnthMpointofmpﬁancafm
sromdwmbemd”anpdnumthwebmaﬂ'ectedbytherelm'mdfor
soil "all points above the water wble that have been affected by the release.”
Tbiupprouhgivanomsideuﬁontommmorpoﬂmﬁdﬂmmremmor
exposure pathways. ?ohnofmpﬁmummhemmhedtobcpmmﬁw
ofhmhedﬂ:ndﬁemmmnﬁn;mmconskhudmaite conditions

and receptors.

(b) Lxiteria for groundwater. The requircment stating that, "if more than one
ngﬂccmpmdizmhmwwmmumt
exceed 10 mg/L." is aot bused on good science. First, how to sum the
groundweter concentrations is not addressed in the draft rule. A site could
have negligible and discrets areas of groundwater contamination thar when
smadmutmeouldexmdmm&utmmudvmeﬁ&.
Second, regardless of how the 10 mg/L is totaled, it is not based on s rizk

approach.

(¢) Criteria for soil. |

(1)(ii) Reword. *Demonstration through use of an spproved analytical
leaching procedure, such a3 the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure,
SW-846 Method 1311 or other method spproved by the EPD....”
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As stated in response to setticg the points of complisnce for the -
Type 1 standards, ATHC is strongly opposed to the approach taken that the
point of compliance for groundwater be set at "all points that have been
affected by the release” and for soil "all points above the water table that have
been affected by the release.” Points of compliance must be established to be
protective of buman health and the enviroament taking into considerstion site
conditions and receptors,

However, AIHC commends EPD cn recognizing the importance of setting soil
cleanup goals that are protective of groundwater cleanup goals and suggests
rewording the point of compliance for soils is as follows:

(¢X1)" ....... at the point of exposure defined as the point st which
groundwater could reasonably be used as s drinking water source, -
coasidering aquifer and land use."

(cX(3) same comment as 6(c)(3) sbove on target risk.

(8) Criteria for Type 3 Standards

(dX1) The 1,000 ppm sum of volatilization (soil-to-air) standard is not based
ou good science. Henry's Law provides the air-water interfacial concentration
which in 0o way is meant to represent ambient air concentraticns, Mechanisms
such us diffusion, dispersion snd advection have been igoored.

(9} Criteria for Tvpe 4 Stgndards

Cotenia for groundwater. Additional sentence after "Within tha property....
Alternatively, It must be demoastrated that Type 1 standards will not be
excoeded st the property boundary through: fate and transport modeling,
source control or source removal , or some combination thereof.”

(10) General Congiderations of Type § Standards
(b) Ground Water - EPD's conceptual approach to Type 3 ground water
considerations is not based on the principles of risk asscssment. The
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requirement sader section (h)(1) that, "olexaup levels shall be achicved

: ﬁe;ime;lfoomminntedmmdm...' should be deleted.
Also "as long as vertical migration is eliminated” may be an impossibility -~
especially in fractured bedrock.

Regarding section (h)(2), sven if contaminated groundwater is bydraulicaily
mﬁd»amﬂwmagﬁfuamﬁuwﬂumdfwﬁnﬁngmm,
the sctual impact to potential receptors must be considered as part of the risk
asscssment process. This effort could be achizved through data collection, fate
and swnsport modeling or & combination of each. '



