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December 3,2001

James Shater, Re!nedial Project Manager
U.S. Department \.lfthe Navy
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Northern Division
10 Industrial Highway
Code 1823, Mail Stop 82
Lester, PA 19113-2090

Re: Draft Finul Sediment PRO Development for the Old Fire Fighting Training Area at the
Naval Station Newport, Newpon, RI

Dear Mr. Shafer:

EP:\. re\ iewec the Drat! Final PRGs for Marine Sediment Old Fire Fighting Training Area, dated
l'\t)\ cli.... be:· 9, 200 I. Detailed comments are provided in Attachment A.

i look 1~1! wt-l.rU l\) working with you and the Rhode lsiand Department of Environmental
lv[all[·~cr.I~'nt tlJv,ard the cleanup of Old Fire Fighting 'framing Area. P!ease do not hes::<lte tn

:::Cl1l,lI:t ;}1(' at (6'17) ?.fS-13 85' s~ould, ybu~have'a"ii~' questi~'n:"
t

cc: Paul Kulpa, RIDEM, Providence, RI
Melissa Griffin, NETC, Newport, RI
Cornell Rosiu, USEPA, Boston, MA
Jelmifer Stump, Gannet Fleming, Harrisburg, PA
Ken Finkelstein, NOAA, Boston, MA
Steven Parker. Tetra Tech-NUS, Wilmington, MA
Mary Philcox. ORr, Portsmouth, RI
DaVId Egall', TAG recipient, E::tst Greenwich, RJ
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Toll Free .1-888-372-7341
Internet Address (URL). http://www,epa.gov/reglon1
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ATTACHMENT A

Comment

The second full paragraph within the "STEP 1" section discusses the need to
adjust risks from arsenic in seafood based on the toxicity of the form of arsenic
found in seafood versus the form of arsenic on which the USEPA's cancer slope
factor is based. The text states that the shellfish EPC was multiplied by a factor of
10 to estimate the tissue concentration of bioavailable arsenic. As shown on
Table B-2.1, the Tissue EPe presented for arsenic is 8.55 mg/Kg. This is the
same EPe used in the OFFTA RI, as presented in Table 6-8.32 of the RI.
Therefore, the tissue EPe used in the PRO calculation has not been adjusted. On
the other hand, the cancer risk for arsenic presented in Table 6-8.32 of the RI was
9.74E-5, whereas the cancer risk for arsenic presented in Table B-2.1 is 9.74E-6.
It appears that, rather than adjusting the EPe for arsenic up by a factor of lOin the
PRO calculations, the low bioavailability of arsenic in seafood was accounted for
by adjusting the risk down by ~ factor of 10. The method of adjusting the risk
downward to account for the low bioavailability of arsenic in seafood is
acceptable. However, currently the text does not correctly explain the adjustment
method actually used. The text on page 2-2, which indicates that the original EPe
was adjusted upward by a factor of 10, should be removed. The replacement text
should explain that the cancer risk originally presented in the RI was adjusted
downward by a factor of 10 to account for the low bioavailablity of arsenic in
seafood. This new text should also replace the current "**" footnote on Table
B-2.1. These text corrections will greatly improve the clarity of the arsenic PRO
calculations summarized in Table B-2.1.

Table B-4.1e The PRO for 2-methylnaphlalene is exceeded at station OFF-5 but is not shaded
in Table B-4.1 e to indicate such.


