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Ms. Meghan Cassidy 

DEPARTMENT OFTHE NAVY 
NORTHE;RN DIVISION 

NAVAL FACILlTIE;S ENGINEERING COMMAND 

10 INDUSTRIAL HIGHWAY 

MAIL STOP. IrS;1 

LESTER. PA 19113-;1090 

• 
5090 
Code 1823/JMC 

J~W 1 91996 

IN :AEPLYREFER TO 

u.s. Environmental Protection Agency New England Region 
JFK.Federal Building, HAN-CAN 1 
Boston, MA 02203-2211 

Ms. Nancy Beardsley 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
State House Station 17 
Augusta, ME 04333-0017 

SUbj: OFFSHORE HUMAN HEALTH MEDIA PROTECTIONS STANDARDS, 
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, ME 

Dear Ms. Cassidy and Ms. Beardsley: 

Enclosed are the responses to the review comments provided by EPA, 
MEDEP and New Hampshire Fish & Game. Because .of the complex nature 
of this report ,these comments had been provided for your review in 
draft£orm, September 20 , 1995. Based on th:j.s preliminary review no 
changes to the responses were required. We propose that a submittal 
date for the revised document be developed following the RAB 
presentation of this document. 

These comment responses have also been sent to the members of the 
Restoration Advisory Board. If you have any questions on this 
matter please call me at (610) 5~5-0567 extension 117. 

Sincerely, 

~~~-
JAMESM. C~NROY, PE 
LT, CEC, USN 
Remedial Project Manager 
By direction of the Commanding Officer 

Encl: Response to EPA Comments .Of August 8, 1995 
Response to MEDEP Comments of July 2.7, 1995 
Response to NH Fish & Game Comments of August 7, 1995 
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Text Box



cc w/enclosure: 
NOAA (K. Finkelstein) 
us Fish & Wildlife Service (K. Munney) 
ATSDR (L. House) 
ME Dept. of Marine Resources (D. Card) 
NH Fish & Game (J. Nelson) 
NH DPHS-BHRA (J. Dreisig) 
NEHC (C. Grosse) 
PNS (Code 121.10, F. Endyke) 



REVISED DRAFT CHAPTER 2: MEDIA PROTECTION STANDARDS 
FOR 

OFF-SHORE MEDIA BASED ON HUMAN HEAL,.H RISKS 
'(RESPONSES TO R'EGULATORYAGENCY COMMENTS 

'PORTSMOUTH NAVAtSHIPYARb, 'KITTERY; MAINE . ,; .';.' . . _. " "': J " ".',. "-' . '! " ", ~ 

UNITED Sr'ATES ENVlFfONMENiAL PROTEC;rION AGENCY· REGION t COMMENTS 
DATED AlJGlIstS. ";f9~5 ' ,. .",,' , ' ",' " " , 

General Cbrnrrients 

1 . Comment: The 1 x 10-6 risk level is defiried, as the incremental risk, af,lIn, 
individual developing cancer (as defined in the, NCP and in Risk Asse'ssment 
GuidanCE! to,rSuperfund). EPA " do~s not ~valua1~poP,ulation risks, ufl.~er 
CERCl:A B§ tHe, textirid'i.cates tllrough'Qut., Correct t~'xt where neegeci'(rrQted 
oni:>ages2:~iO anq'2-26). " " " ,', "'. ' 

2. 

3. 

Response: 

The definition ()f "cancer level risk", obtalned from the USEPA 1991 dOC;:Yment 
will be ripJac~d with the following defihition, derived from RiskA$ses,sment 
Guidance for Superfund. Volume I. Human Health Evaluation Manual (P'ai-t 'Al. 
EPA/540/1-89/002: . 

"A cancer risk level is defined as the incremental probability of developing 
cancer over a lifetime, asa result of exposure to a potentialcarcinogel1 {i.e., 
incremental or excess individual lifetime cancer risk)". [Relates to MEDEP 
Comroent Number 3.] L/'" . ,.-.: .. ~ ;·''''i :J.' ,-._~ ," : .• 

Co'tnm'eJ1t(, ~,ori'l:e 'EP~ ~eferences citeq ,ill the te>5tare misslhgli~fte~s' for 
publi9a,ii'qps' Wit~ tb.~ sarne data,..for 'example, ~:ee 'EPA (1 9'91) on pagJ'2-1 0, 
2-14,"2-26; EPt\'(19'93i on llage2-1,7.·' ' ' 

Response: . 
-" ". 

The document will be reviewed to insure that citations are complete and, th"t 
letters for publications are included, a~ appropriate, in these citations. : . 

C '_. • _ ;'~__ "._.: _: _.',' _, _._ • (' " ~_ _ _ t " 

Com'ment: . EPA' dQes nQt~E!lieve th~tJhe~ rj$k a$fil~ssfoE!rit ,shQuldi~clucte 
consumpfion of su'rface watfn from thePi~~~faqu~,}~tu~ryj~yst~m ~!li,a PQs$ibie 
route of exposure since the Piscataqua River is a saline water body. . . 

. " " 
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Response: 

The formulas used"for'the calculation of surface wat,er MP5 do ,allow for the 
inclusion of terms to accoumfor flq!).sl~l~ ex,pos~re jo contaminants by 
inhalation, other dietary factors, arid the inge'stion ofc'ontaminated water. The 
calculations used to generate surface water MPS did include a value for water 
consumption (2 liter/day). However, ingestion of seawater was not a 
com~i~Elr~tion for thesecalculatiqns;avi;I-'l:/e QC'Q" w~~ incorporate9 into~h~se 
calculations to reflect' that 'ingestion of" water dio not aqp 'to the iotal 
contaminant dose. However, that ingestion of water was notacon'sideration 
for these calculations is not clear in either the text or Table 2-3. This portion 
of the document will be revised so that this is clear to the reader. [Relates to 
MEDEP Comment Number 16.] 

Specific Comments 
" 

4. Comment: Page' 2-'15: ~or:ne of the referenc,e doses (RfPs) are in:consistent 
witl1'currently 'available values in IRIS. Any updated RfO ,va'lues should be 
inserted into the calculations. 

Response: 

Updated toxicity values will be used as described in MEOEP Comment Numbers 
8 andTS. " , . ' , ' " '" 

. '. ~ 

5. Comment: Page 2-15: The RfO for DDT should be used to calculate a MPS for 
----~' 919~.~,--------~------~--------~--~--------------------------~--------T 

Response: 

Although it wasn't done in the human health risk assessment, the RfO fot DDT 
will be u,~eP to generate surface water and sediment MPS for DOE. It should 
,be rioted that surface water and sedirnentMPS were' calculat~df()Fihis 
contamihant using a cancer slope facto~r.[ReIEi,tes to ME'OEP CO,mment 20.1 , 

,'." .. ., 

6. Comment: Page 2-15, footnote #2: The arithmetic mean of invertebrate BCFs 

17. 

for organic arsenic should be used rather than the geometric mean. ' , 

Response: 
." 

Page 2-15, footnote #2 will be changed to correct this typographi~alerror. The 
footnote will read 8sfollows!"Arithmeticmean ot'itwertebrate SCFsrepoited 
fororgahic fafm of AYs'enic(EPA,1985). ,:"", " " 

Comment: As indicated on page 2-25, "the ability of BCFs to reasonably 
predict the potential bioaccumulation of organic contaminants decreases for 
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contaminants with log Kow values greater than 6.5" . Given this information the 
text should discuss the uncertainties associated with the calculated BCFs for 
PCBs. 

Response: 

Agree with reviewer; a discussion addressing this issue will be added to the 
uncertainty section. [Relates to MEDEP Comment Number 22.1 

8. Comment: In addition to the above comri';lents EPA agrees with, and would like 
c·larification regarding, comments #18, #19, #24, #26 and #29 as stated in the 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection's letter to the Navy dated July 
27, 1995. 

Response: 

See response to MEDEP Comment Numbers 18, 19, 24, 26, and 29. 
I . . 
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STATE OF MAINE DEPARTMENt OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMENTS 
DA TED JUl.v )27'~ .'1995' ", '.' " 

."~ - - -, .,'.:' 

~: ':.' '-:. -:. {- . 

GeneraICo'rr.m~~~;~ , , 
( .. ~ 

.\ ' 

~-, . \' ,-. 

" 1--,' .>-;:. 

1 . CofrHTle'ht:Th~ ",~thodol()gy thatwas tJ'setf in the developrrrent .ofthe dffshore 
Medi~ F'~rpt~~,~i%~.!. S1:ahd8r:ds' (MPS).' is:b~lse(r,on', amodihdltibn '26t' 'the 
me~tlgi:f,'p.lpgy ~i~e~'. in t~~:"~~~1;' ~;9P~RJl~i~t',~n1jtle~:J1.~~~~:~rfi,~rt ';~'ridc~NtOJ 
of'Biocohc.e'ntratable Co~tarhinants ; in' Surface' wate,ts • (1991)", "This 
method'6fogy'fen~~ on ~" ~ack~calcul~ti6H 'dla~Jrfa¢e" wtnet c'bHcent'tatiOn'ibf 

Of;:}}¥-; FJ ,", '," -:";';-.:~J:'>:;ir;';":·':;'··~~._'·L.:< ~ '~-;.j~./~;,~:."':'~'.~:~"'- .. ·.-·~t· :"", .: .. : ··_-::f·:-···:'t'-'.j:-,~r-_{:.-· . .'.': : . .-t:':'~.:~.'< ;" ... 

bioc'oocentratablecbntah,inaht from thecOf'le'ehtrati6n bfebrifamln'antHi biola 
ba;~ii u~drl'thi'huNtari'1~6A~um~tibh6f tblit~mi'nated'.BiBts!th:~ftesliltS'>IW~ri 
acceptable risk level. In general, the proposedMPS are based on assumpt'j'(jns 
~hal rf!i~J,.i,~l ~?~p~erY~~iv~ ;an~IY:~,e.~ anpz Me~· , ~§?~jR~ .a$f3'~p~~~, i~ t~is c,Clse, 
IS thaHD:~re~'f"i~~Sf~n;El~q;~'HpnHff~et~3~1) Wie.~et~]!JleD~S ~P" ~hJch }r~.e,lot.~!,r~;, ; 
exp,9~~,q,~nd Jpe, oYr~rl:y~n9 :~Mijap~ w,~ter· ,Th'~:~',s .. a~l,~~re"1~ty(fonserv~tJYEl., 
ass.Gmptirin.lflsmbre likEi'ly'fHatthesedimenfcolicentratiol'ls ate in equili6Jriurri . 
with ,th~,.sedi~,~n.t'pore w~t:~ff:'~,ut n~t t.h~$u~rari,~' wa~"E{' . "', "~"~ " .. 1 ';'_i ,G " 

A second assumption is that the surface waterfrolTlthe Piscatti'q'Lia estUary 
sy~t.em, YI':~~19rH~'~~, ~~,.~~rm~iJ;l~~a,~e.L~.~~rqet,or'~I~:9P'1~:t~J?~~.~r,eaW~?r,ti~ht" 
als9Q.~ ,;~OJ:lsH!Tl.I,rJ,g th~ sel3.fpod.Thls·as~ug~ptlon.~lgD!flcClrltlv I.p~e.rs the 
prQPp~.edMPS.It"~hou'ld ,p~;hQ~~d~l)atth~·9~igl'tla~lri~l{ci~$e.s;~mehic6~dBcted 
f~<i~;~c:gpt~mihat~;rs~:~:f99:~,~~iai~~,9t; i?JP,IUd,~ t:~is 9(i:r~i,riQw~i~t par~P1~t~(~r~~ 
Pls.c~~~:q~~}:~ a .s~l),\1,~, w,~Jer i)Q2Y ~,~,~~,fQrall I~t~rts aJ:l~,pu,rposes v,vlll ~brbe' 
use:~~~ CI<qrJrklng w~tersoyr~~~:) "f ,,;'" ',! . 

Many of the proposed MPS have little basis in reality. For ;exaM'pl~; 'the 
proposed MPS, for, ars,enic is:based on the theoretically mean values obtained , 
• <.~'::·i};, .··:·.·'·,:f l ,· '<.;.":,:/,!~ ;"'-,:··:"'1· ·:··~F'-. ..:<:·~·'.bi;,~~ ","?~''':.; ·,~i· ~:j:~.,>f.'·<,·:i·~:·'~~~ "L'<: ·,,)'i· .. :~.:..;,} .. :..j.';J"" .. ~~. ";'.{~. t:\;·i·~"L ... , 

In ¥Qr~;,~~rbor",~~,q,.J'~iRr'19,7~~.~rs~nICGwr~C:fl{}~~ "rj:la'lty~,l1ec.~" ~ t~~~mr~. 
data wa~ compaTed With the dat~ from the National Statu~\~ jr~i1d.~ ~r,()~r.~fr 
for Manne· EnVironmental Quality· Report (NOAA, 1988). Although tHe 
cO[lp,ar,i,~9ryJsll~,f [igqr,i:)y:!;,it aJt9,~~"smer,i':~rTlj:ln~~rr.to' put p~r~p~~tiX1'.iry~~ 
the, PIOpo$ed MPS vall.les; NQrml!lh~ed.c:onc,entrCltlons of As from fairly pristine 

'"':.'\·'~i t· .. :'··· ,.!'! ... ,' . ." . : .. " :.'-; ... ":.: : ""!,' ".: .. .';: •. ,. i~,.~ .. ~, .~.;.~~ • : .... ~ ...... ,.~ 'i . .... :-i,. .. <. • :~: .,. ~~. ~.'.,.~;' 

M~.tl'le;~~rbor~,(tv1~p~i~~:,~aY,Jr,jn!?hm~(lsBay,periobscotB~Y,~·~~,Ca~:~~f.aaYl. 
range 'from' 10. 75rhg/kg -19.78 mgJkg,sighlficantly higher th~H 't~at yalu~ 
presented for York Harbor. On the other hand, the MPSpr6'posed 'f6ffhe ' 
conqentration,of cac;tmil,Jm in,$~c;jjrnel1ts is orders of m~gnitudegreat~r than the 
valuesfou'nd,insedinie'nts.(s~rCon1ment below): ,'"',<: '. ;, i·· ,:," ' 

'.1 :'. ,0,',· _.' ..... ~. .;< ',; •. :-'; .. :. __ ~~~\~".~ ~~-; , 

ResRoQse: 
. c I,· 

As noted .initJ~ minutes .. ~f t~eme~ting hel~ i APril'1 t,'1'~~$~:theprlfh~ry 
concerns thatEPA/ME[)EPhacfwHhrespect'totl1~'Oraft Human Health Mj:)s 
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,,.- .~ 

Prol?~~al w~st"at, the M.PS estflblis~ed, ~or bi()1:'!, be tr~rslated, into~PS; for 
sediment and surface water. The preliminary strategy fordevel()pinj;Jsurt~,ce 
water and sediment MPS was discussed March 8, 1995 and agahi, during the 
April 11, 1995 meeting in Boston. At this meeting, HNUS reviewed' 
informatiol1submitted .,to EPA/MEDEP on April 5, which included ,@ Jist,pf , 
contaminants that would be addressed intheMP$ document, the approac'h that 
would be used to develop surface water and sediment MPS, identification of 
forl1)~,I~>~Jh~l ~()uld .. l?e.ps,e~,a'ld a Jis,~ingof input pqr~lTl~t~rs .. ltwas !19ted 
th~c\;t,h~,list qt cpn'~rninan}sQfcQlJce'rn 'and rn~ny of ttiEfinput p~r~,meter~;;w'erf;l 
taken from; the McLaren/Rar(final Hums'., Health Risk Assessm'e'nt REmort for 
6ff-~hore Me~!~ ~ate4:M~Y 1 OJ ';9f}1/TtiEiif~~tlH·ilt'!fji.s'a'pp~p~gh'fQ~~V,eI6pihg 
su~ta9~, W,~,ter .",nd ~~diin~nt MPS ~9yJ,d "'ll.~,,predtca~ed ~m'~'~,,~dop~i~m of., 
cohs,~.r,Y~,liYe ~~~~ivplipns(e.g.,t~,~tcphta~ifl,~mCon(;,~,n!rat,!oris In ~~re Wa~~f' ' 
are equ.~1 tocPncijritratiohs in thewaie'r column) waS also emphasized at this' 

._,.;.:". ~'- > '-'1 !~ - - ._-:!_;'!"~"':"" ..• , .... - ,\'-~- ,."" "". "', " - ". ,p.- r,'~" ," r. .-' 

meetJn9·, 
,~, • , ' .. " L <, - :,}:' " > " 

HN6s'~ r~spohs~tq' eiA/MEPFP cotnm,eJ'ltS(April 17, 1995) (~-emplia~i~ed 
.... .:' :~~.t . -.' l". ;'." . -. .r.:. ,~>,:1 ,'"i'J;~',._ .. ' .. :·. ..: ~r,:./ •.• ;.\..,.'. ':~;'.,t, ':.~'." ;,.~~ ;:. ;' ~ ~> ",.";:.:' ;:: tf'~':':; ~~: " 

th~t to.(:I Mpl,.aren/H~rt,d()cument would serve as thesburce of valu~s used to 
dex~i,oe~;ih~' Hurri~n 'H~altl1"~P~:ar)g, th~t~thi§'Q1~lh\~d:dipgy We~$' bas~~':o'n 
conservative assumptior)~. Howeyer,'"seyeral9f tlie,itpxi¢lty values used ii'ithe 
McLaren/Hart document will be' updated as stated' inttie 'response to MEDEP 
COI:w~.ynt NUrTlb~r £3. 

The ~~rl?q~eof ,the" MP$ dpcLJ,!l1~nt 'Is t6'~r9Uide in10(rhatib6 th~t ~iil'~ic;fin th~ 
dey~lopm~.nt pt r~friedjatstia~~gi~,s for theN,SY ~ortsmQl,ith.A$ slicp','lt does 
not4n~cessarilyrepresentTthe'finarset ofv~lue~; tll'at : will be used"fdr this 
purR6~~:" th~fil'lai s'fH~(:iiOri , of '.~" rehiJa:r~L~!rate,gy '~iYI cOr1sid~X,.'t~~ 
con$ervative assumptions'used in the developnient9fth~e MPS, lJnCertainties" 
associated with parameter selection and 'the fofh1liias used tofcalcdlate Mps, , 
an,~,:~~Cr f,(iteria. 

Ing~~~l6'rj:of~~a~aterwa~":ot 1Ihc:tliq,~9.in t~~,c,41ctjlation of these M,PS v~1ges: 
Th~ ib,gesti9[1of yvatefis, disc4ss~(j in gre'atefd~tail il}the re$pbnse to MEDEP 
Comrnen1 NUmber 1 ~:, " ," " i; 

Data psed t.o.g~nerate backijfo'und conceritratidnSfo~ mereury ,iin~ arsenlcwnl' 
beincJuded in an appendix t,ablein'il1e revi~i6ri ofChapter2.0,<MeanvidOe~r 
gel"le:rated u~it'!g thes~ data will ai"so be inchldedin this 1:abJe [relates to MEOEP 
Comrne,ntN'urTib~r 23].' '" "',," ',; , 

Thecal;c~lation of:'thesediment' MPSfor cadihilNn',.is ba§ed, in part:'Oh the 
average A VS concentrations measljredih' Ports rft6ut h 'Harbor. The formula 
used to generate the sediment MPS for cadmium employed the average 
reported value of AVS to predict how much cadmium could be present in,'these 
sedjm~ots ,and s,till Qot represent, r!sktp, humans. As noted in J~sponse ,to 
M¢Q~,P' C()I11r:nent, Numl;ier 2~,' ~ {$bnvetsio~fact?'r"qf 1 goo' had iriadVertEintly 
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beenin~luded in~he formula u~~q to calculate the ~edimentMPS for capmium. 
RemclVa,!of tl)i~. conversion wilt reduce the. cadmium MPS./ Althc;>ughthese 
formula~ pr~dict a value for a ~edimentMP~/tor cadmium, itgoesl1'tfl~Ces~,a,r,ily 
meanthatthisam9unt of cadmium isactuaHypreserit in these~eqil1}ef)t~; it 
simply indic:ates that cadmium eould' be added to sediments in these 
concentratiol1~ta."d s.till notrepre~enta health risk. Thereis no;r~alrelations.hip 
between the. predicted sedirn.ent MPS(which is based on AVS) and, repor:t;,ed 
background concentrations .. 

Specific CC)mments 
. - " . ~ 

1 . Comment: The SeQiment MPS vah.,IesfcU metals wer.e deriv~d!J~ing a proposed 
methodology whichestimat~$tfl(:i quamiW of met~1 Which will nM~ct. with 
amorphous sulfides (i.e., acid volatile sulfide or AVS) or adsorb to sediment 
organic.carbon [US,EPA,,1993]. ThesuggestedAprmula forsediment:MPS is: 

: -':.~. 

Sediment MP$= AVS + Water MPS ff foe *Koc 

where, 

A VS = acid volatile sulfide 
foe = fraction organic carbon 
Koe = orgcmic carbon partition coefficient 

Howeyer;>this equation is invalid for~ediments which .. contain significant 
quantities of more than one metal Which will react with !A,)(S (i.e./cu, Pb"Cq, 
Zn, and Ni). The sediment MPS that were developed for cadmium are'therefore ' 
invalid. since signifieantcorncentrationsof ;other metalsrmost notably. lead. are 
also present in site sediments. The methodology cannot be-used for two or 
more metals because each of the metals will react with AVS in order of 
increasing solubility. ,For example, lea,d \'\fill reactyyithAVS before·cadI11JlAffi,;, 
thereby reacting withsome or all oftl'leavaJlab!e AVS~. ThereforeJ th~s~ m~t;8l~ 
must ;be.cons~idered as a,. gro,up. Becau~~ of this, the ,se,diment MRS for 
inonganics:needs'tel) be:deveJoped u~inganalternati.ve m.ethodolggy. 

Response: 

It was recognized that the five cationic metals (copper, lead, cadmium, nickel 
andzinc)hsve differing:affinities'fQr AVSl1he:presenc~ Qftwo or more of tl)Aase 
metals in ~edirnents' therefore .alters the, al;r)0l:'n~ofAV$' aMa,ilable~fpr bil"ldi'1l9 
the various, cation.s(EPA;1;9,94). While. this relatiQnship,wc:}$ u,nderstQo..dt,.i~ w.as 
deliberately disregarded inthedeveIQpmeQtof;~, s,edirn,ent MPS,for (),a~miumjn 
thatitw$S felt implemer.ltation of the NlR;S wa$.;' ma.st "practiqableif bf;l~e.d em a 
single contaminant.' However, using the equations listed'below, it 'is pos~ible 
to aCCQ.unt,for the pres.ence of other divalent metals .and generate .iiI. sediment 
MPS for cadmium. 
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The equilibrium models developed by EPA (1994) indicate that metals act in an 
additive fashioriwhen binding to AVS, "That is, each of the five metals: Cu, 
Pb, Cd, Zn, an'dNi will bind to the AVS and. be converted to CuS, PbS, CdS, 
ZnS, and NiSin this sequence; i.e., in the order of increasing solubility" (EPA, 
1994). The term _[SEMj] is the excess SEM for each of the ithmetals. The least 
soluble metal sulfidecq.nsidered'in'EPA (1994) iscQPp~rsulfide.lfthEH:opper 
SEM is less than the AVS (SEMcu < AVS), then all of the copper SEMis 
present as copper sulfide and no additional SEM is present so the _[SEMcu] = 
O .. The remaining AVS is _[AVS] = [AVS] .. [SEMeu]' This computation is 
repeated for the next least soluble metal (Pb). In essence, AVS is "assigned" 
to the metals in the sequence of their solubility products from the lowest to-the 
highest: SEMcu < SEMPb < SEMcd < SEMZn < SEMNj. That is, A VS would be 
complexed firsUo copper,follovved by lead, etc. untilAVS is exhausted. Once 
AVS is depleted, therernaining'rnetals exist as excessSEM. 

Inaccordacnce with EPA guidance (EPA; 194), the following general equation 
takes into account a) the presence of multiple metals and their affinity for AVS 
and b) and the effect of sediment organic carbon on cadmium availability in 
those instances when all AVS has been bound: 

1) MPSCd Sediment = (AVS - SEMcu - SEMpb) + (MPScdwater * 
Kd,OC,i * foe) 

In the event that the available AVS has been exhausted by SEMcu and SEMpb 

(Le., AVS - SEMcu - SEMPb .$. 0), equation 1 is simplified such that only the 
impact of sediment organic carbon on determining the availability of. cadmium 
is considered (EPA, 199'4):' 

2) MPSCd sediment =tMPScd water * Kd pC, j * foe) 

Site!:.spet::ificAVS and SEM data for copper, lead; and cadmium are available. 
These data and either equation 1 or 2 (depending on Whether or not excess 
AVS exist's after accounting for SEMcu and SEMpb), will be used to account for 
the presence ofotherrnetals when calculating s~diment MPS ft>rcadmiumand 
incorporated in the revised report. [Relates to MEDEP Comment Numbers 17 
and 26.] 

2. COrTllnent: There is significant uncertainty in calculating BAFsfrom BCFs, as 
the authorsacknoyvledge. The reportdndicates that this uncertainty' just for 
estirtlatin!li'Kowmay be an order of magAitude; The'parafneters used in the 
calbulations alsO 'introduce uncertainties".' The' :authors should acknowledge. and 
discuss the implications 'of these other's'ourdes of uncertainty. These include:; 

the use of Fundulus BCF as an analog for flounder - These species are quite 
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, .. ",'" ;",',; "', ',! ' ' , 
different phylogenetically,trophically, and in feeding type. As a consequence, 
there may be significant d,itterencesin BCF; , 

Pimephafesis ,a freshwater minnow and, isa PQor'analog for ,flounder in 
esthnating a'BCF." The report should ,addr~S$ the'uncertainty associated with 
the lJseof thisBCF fofflounder;" ' , , 

theuse'cW~O,OO() aSlheBCFfor mercury~ ihe uncel18intieshereincilJde the 
fact that thisBCF was calculated for a small fish at trophic levet 3 (a Source of 
unc,ert~inw in itself) and is used in the report as a BCF for lobster and muss~l; 

" • ." ~ -'-.' .-. • ','" < ' • i . - - . '" {',' -" ." 

The"mOStcon$ervati\lesuHace 'wirier MPS-are for' ar$enic, cadmium, al1d 
mer'cu'ry(tieriyedfror+leaHng mussels) wHich i~'ach haVes'ignificant,uncertainty 
assC)ei~tedwith their caidulatiQO of'a SAF. Sp~dfrcally,theqalculafedBAFftir 
arsenic us~s 'an" ave~ageBCFfoi' 'all invertebrates;' the calculated SAF for 
cadmium uses a BCF from a differentspebies;'s'ndthecalculafionof a mercury 
BAF,usesa sep~'ratelycalc~lated" BCt: for a small' fish. " " 

, . ~ C). . ·t ," ,. • - - • 

) 

The report sh6ulc1analyte'iheeffe'ctof each of t"es~ sourGeSofUhcertainty, 
especially in light of the fact that the calculated'surface water MP$ ar~ often 
less than the Ambient Water Quality Criteria for ingestion by orders of 
magnitudEi. ,," , ,'" , ' 

It is recommended that, given all the sources of uncertainty in this analysis, 
that the Navy measure site specific BAFs for this area. 

Res!)~nse: 

A lifore'iridepth "discussibn ofuncertaitl'ties ;associated' wi,h;the various 
parameters used to generate MPS values will be incorporated h,t6 tfierevlsion 
of C~apter, 2.0~ , W~iI~it, is true that the, MP,S values.a,regenerally rnuch lower 
tharrt(mbleh\' Wate;r,Q~a)"ity' CritE!ria~tiat~adtess e*pOSlJreit9",~bhtaminahtsvia 
ingesljon~'itshoUI,d:be',borhe ,iii mihd tha,'ithes~ ·Valtlesare.c-~Med' on 
conserv~fivEl' ~alues generated in the, human ;healt~ rl~k asse$Smeht p'rodUced 
by McLaren/Hart (1994). When the conservative nature,ofthis a!;s~s~m~th afld 
its ~ittendant uncertainties are added to conservative assumptions and 
uncertaintieScassociated withparamaterizing the models u$ed to develop the 
vari'oiJ$&1P'$,'generati6h'e)f rylPS valde'$less th,~nttif(AWQt is not unex~eeted. : J - . I" ".~." '" ", - " ". -,.- - <' ... ",:' _ ,.'. >' - ~" • -. I ' - ," .-', 

As noted in Chapter 2.0, use of BAFs to predict uptake of chemicals from the 
environment is preferred over the use of BCFs (USEPA, 1993a; 1993b). ith~ajW, , 
thisBA~ is measure~in the fielc,f" pref~rably site-specific, at or near t,hetop of 
tti~o fobabhaiM:' Ii HbWe'v6t fewBAFshave'l1eenmeasured aCcurlitely~ncr'theJr 
application to sites other than the""specificecosystem where they \/vete 
devel9P,edis p,roblematic and subject to ~ncertt!inty" (USEP.A, 1991J. 

~ -. " . ',' ",' ; ,..' -' . '. 



While usin~ site-specificBAFs may be d~sirable, the USEPA (USJ:PA, 1993a; 
1993b) cautions that determining these values iscUfficult and ~ubject to 
uncertainty. As discussed in Chapter 2.0 on page 2-8, "LiSEPA recommends 
that Food Chain Multipliers JFMsLand BCFsbe used to geri~e BAFs for: lo~ganic 
chemic~ls when site~specific BAFsaEe~9,~y~ilable; tQ~,ate,$ite:"~p:~c;:ifJc~AF$ 
have not been calculated for the NSY Portsmouth." Be:C,ause site-,specific field 
measured BAFswere not available at the time that this document was 
pre,p:ared, USEPA re~9l11mended alternaJe prqgedureswere ,",sed(e.g., I3CFs and 
Food Chain Multipliers) to calculate chemical and species-specific BAFs. 

Since this draft document was submitted for ~eview and comment, Nccdsc 
completed the Draft . Fina/Estuarine Ecological Risk. Assessment (July. ,9," 
1 995) . This document/descdbes thedeJlva1:ion/ofsite-spe~iflc bio~ccu~rn,ulation 
factors for several,NSY Portsmo~:th comaniinaJ')l$Qfc'~mcern. $h~::~p~()ific 
BAF,=s generated in 'this d.ocument for lob$t~r and floundel will be lJs~djn MPS 
calculations, whereappropriaie.· No site~specific .BAF or B~C,F \IY~S Qeveloped for 
mu'ssels .. However, site~specific data are~yairable, for both O1uss'ej tissue and 
surface water contaminant concentrations I so that calculation of siie~speclfic 
BCFs may be possibte, at least for some contaminants. [Relates to MEQEP 
COn'ureritN'umber1:g.1 " '... . .... . 

3. Comment: Section 2.3.1. The definition of carcinogenic risk, as it appearsOJ1 
page 2-10 is not technically cOrrect and should be changed. I •• 

Response: 

The definition of "cancer level risk", obtained from the USEPA 1991 document 
will be replaced with the following definition, derived from Risk AsseSSment 
Guidance ,for Superfund. Volume J. Human Health Evaluation Manual (Part A). 
EPA/540/1-~S/Q02: ... .' ". " ' ...., 

"A"barceJ.ri$.~ .Ievei'is defin,~c;las ~he/JncrernentC!I pr,?I;>~~~ili~J ~r d~,,~,IQPing 
cance(oyeralifetiro,e" as a result of eXPQsure to~,p,otential carcinogen (l.e., 
incr~'ml~ntai or e?Ccess ind,lvid,~aJ . lifetime, qancer Ji$kJ~~I, '. tRel~tes' ~o~~PA 
Comment NU(1lpef1 .J . 

4. Comment: Section 2.3.2. some words appearf6be mis$ing from th~seGQn'd 
sentenc~ of the first paragrapho(this section, which appears on page 2-'10. 

Respollse: 

Th~,second $entencein the first p/~ragraph on this page~i11 be.fe-wdttenas 
folipyvs: '.' > • 1 ., . . 

In addition, these MPS will also take into accouht the pofentialhealth 'r'isks' that 
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each of these contaminants may represent to ,humans. ,'. 

5. Gomment: ,Fi9vre 2-2 .. Areference:to theEPA(H~91~),d()cument;fr()m which 
theformula~~ were takenShbuld' b~includedpn,this Figure •.. ,. ,. . ... "., . 

Also, it would be :helpful ·if the non~carcinogenic formula. were adjusted.to omit 
the [(DT +-INl*:WT]term io:the numeratprisince this .term!requdes to zero lin 
all calculations in the gocumeot.: The d,escriptiof1s, of the . formula in 
Section 2.3.Q.1 should als,o reflect this change. 

Response: 

Figure 2-2 will be amended so that it includes a reference to the EPA (1991a) 
document that served as the soufceof the formulae -summarized inthisfigur.e. 

The "term [(DT~ +IN)*WTJ was included for completeness,lnclusion,.of all 
possibhLexposure pathways in the formulas .summarized in Figure 2-:-.2.was 
discussed during the April 11, 1995,rneeting 'between EPA Region I, MEDEP, 
the Navy and HNUS~ However, the reviewer is correct; this term.does reduce 
to zero. If the values listed in Table 2-3 are utilized in all calculations using 
these formulas, no confusion should arise in performing these calcula'tions. 
Therefore-, mOdifications to Figure 2':"2· ;aJe,unnecessarybut .. thetext will be 
modified so tl1at·it:.is, clear that these l,eTms are included for the sake of 
completeness but reduce to zero in thisinst~hce.-. 

6. Comment: Figure'2 .. 2 has eneqLiationfor calculation of sediment MRS from 
'. surface water MPS,ibut.thereis:no;'explartation in ,the text. The:uncertainties 
'associated with' surface . water MPSc;:alculations are' transferred .into.the 
development of sediment MRS using thiS, method;'; In additionj:the'text should 
provide t;Jn explanation and 'justifi.cation for-adding A VS into·thesedimentMpS 
calculation. ,Also, why ·dpes:the equation ;,'onfigure }2.,2 use equilibrium 
partitioning for estimating MPS for sediment inorganics and metals? EP does 
not apply to inorganics and metals (see comment above). 

Respon~e: .' , 

Section 2.4.tdoes.JndicEitethat·. surface <WaterMPS ;'were used to . calculate 
sedll'nentMPS;'a'reference tS'·SeotiOn2.3' ,and;: Figure ,2-2is1 included in this 
section of the document. The inclusion of surface 'water MPS'into formulae 
used to generate sediment MP-SrisJ,ep,eatedlylmentioned threughoutthesection 
of the document that discusses 'methods u(ed to derive s.ediment MPS. The 
uncertainties sections (2.4.2~'·k4 and:2:,2.'2~2A)associatedwith the'gene'tation 
of sedimerit MPS also indic'ates'thJ;lt:the l;.ihcertaintiesiassoCiatedWith the 
development of surface water MPS also apply to the development of sediment 
MPS. 
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Sediment MPS were developl:ld using methods/proceduressummarized in 
"Equilibrium . Partitioning Approach to Predicting Metal. Bioavailability . in 
Sediments antPthe' Derivatiorf'Qf 'Sediment Quality Criteria for Metals". This 
document was a briefing report prepared by the US EPkOfficeof Water and 
Office of Research and Development and submitted to the EPA Science 
Advisory Board in December:, 1994. ,Chapter 2.0 of this EPA document 
discusses the equilibrium partitioning method (EqP) and its. USe in the 
development of sediment quality criteria for nonpolar organic chemicals, noting 
that this method is also utilized in thedevelopment'of sedime'nt quality criteria 
for metals. Much of the remainder of this document provides a summary ofthe 
technical information used to support the use of EqP in the development of 
sediment quality criteria for metals. 

The text will be reviewed and modified, as appropriate, to clarify these issues. 

7. Comment: ' Table 2-3. The units for % lipid shown in this table should be 
represented as a fraction, not as they are shown; . Additionally, the % lipid for 
assessing inorganics will have little, if any impact on the analysis and therefore, 
these values should be repreS',lanted as "1", or not appear at all. . 

Response: ' 

Tissue..,speCific lipid values were expressed as '~% ": in Table 2 .. 3 but were 
converted·to!ftactiohs when calculating MPS. TO'reduce potential confUsion, 
these values will be expressed as fractions in Table '2,,3 [relates to MEDEP 
Comment NumbeJ 9J. Table 2-3 lists "general parameters" used in various MPS 
calculations. It wa.sn't intended .to,be specific forieither. metals'or organics. It 

, is agreed that tissue lipid oontent is unlikely·' to impact tiss.ue;;concentrationsof 
mostinorganics.,Ahis is refleoled.,indirectly':in theKow values summarized. in 

.', Table 2-4. Bec,auseTable 2-3isageneral;table, . modifications to 'this table are 
unnecessary. However, the text wilLbe reviewed and modified to clarify that 
lipidcoritent should have little or no impact on the uptake of metals. 

j 

8. Comment: Toxicity Factors (Table' 2.;;4) 
• There is a new (6/95) arsenic oral CPF -- 1.5 (mg/kg/day)-' 
• There is a new (5/95) methyl mercury oral RfD --0.0001 mg/kg/day 
• EPA Region I has adopted EPA Headquarters Provisional Guidance for 

'. PAH OPFs. The ·B.(alP'numberiscurrently 7.3 (mg/kg/day)-'. The 
adjusted values should be listed in ,the table~ not just explained in the 
text (Se·ction2.3.3.2): , . 

. . Benzo(a)anthracene"' . 0.73 (mg/kgldl:i\l)-' 
Benza(a)pyrene. . '.7;3fmg/kglday)-t . 
ChryseneO.O:073 (mg/kg/day)-' 
Indeno(123cd)pyrene 0.73 (mg/kg/dayt' 



Response: 

These updated toxicity facfors'willbe incorporated into the 'calculations, u'sed 
to generate surface waterhnd'se:dirnent MPS. The values currently present in 
Table';2014 :will be replaced~' wl'th;thEH~~ 'updaie·c'vallles. [Relafest6' MEDEP 
Comment NUmber 24 arid 'EPA'Comfnent~NLiri1ber 4.l' 

9. Comment':'MPSRisl(Calculati6nS.MPS c~lculations werespotJchecked; all 
appe'sr to' nave been 'done correctiy" '~ssUhling: that the % lipid values are 
expressed'asa fraction, rather than 'a~"'~' whole number. ' 

<' '{' I 

Response: 
.~., 

Tissue-specific lipid values were expressed as "%" in Table'2~3 but were 
converted to fractions when 9alculating MPS. To reduce potential co~fusion, 
these values will be expressed as fractions tn"Tatile 2 .. 3. [Relates to MEDEP 
Commerit N,umber 7~li, . . 

10. Comment: Section 2 .. 9;' '[)ue jotHe differences in cherl1;icalcoricelitrations in 
parts of the shellfish, as well as preferences for consuming these parts, MPS 
should be based on an analysis of the meat, tomalley, and whole lobster. 
The'sa calculations should bepresenfea'tdthe project manager such that an 
infornied decision' d'arrbe made 8Sto the ,jcorre-ct" MPS. 

Res'ponse: 

An additional analysis of the impacts that ingestion of tomalley might have on 
MPS value's wilfbe [incorporated into the re\iision of Chapter '2.0'. 'The revised· 
dodtiment'WiW'cafculate'MPS"based "bn'the ihgestionbf lobst~r tissue and' 
·Iobster tissue + tomalley. The percent contribution ottomansy ttftotallobster 
ingested. will b~ ~dpressedi~. the same manner th~t it was;~aJ1dled. in the 
Seaf,ood" 'fhgesiibfi Risk' 'Assessri{ent .... ; produced by ffNUS '(1'994)'. :'n the 
Seafb~~ iiiges~lcin Ris'k Ass~ssme'ht, '~wpicallobsterserviligsi£~-of 0.144 'k'g 
was assuhied ito'C6h"~istof. 83 % "h:Sbstertailrrieat !arid ,17 % to'niaHey, . based on 
info)'iTiati'on' sup~He(f\ byM'eOFARR.· [Relat~s ~tci' M£DEP COrTIffle:nt Number'31 .• ]' 

11. Comment: The State of Maine DEPrequires that cumulative site risks be 
addressed for each receptor as they would be exposed to the media/che'i'nioals 
at the site. Cumulative site risks should be addressed for exposures at this site. 
Asah example, there are 13 cardifio'geJiic comp6unds identified, eacllMPS is 
settf) 1 O·5'c~arciriogeriic risk. ThetotarHsk e'xceedsthe MI:O'EP'tisk limitot1 O· 
5 {c '. , 
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12. 

Response: 

Health ri~!<s a$§ociatedwithcthis facility were addressed In a separate document 
produ,ced' by McLaren/Hart (t994),., , The M~Lar~,niH~rt' hurnanhealtti risk 
asses~ment did~x:amine cumul.ativerisk~ a~$Oeiat~d, wi'thexposure to multiple 
chemicals/media associated with theShipyard~' Thi$h,fonTlationis~ummarized ' 
in sections 5 and 6 of the McLaren/Hart risk assessment. The risk a'ssessment 
has rec,eivedapproyaJ from both EPb-Region tand MEDJ:P. AsnPted,in the 
introductiQn section of Chapter 2.0, the ,primary objective of this documer,t was 
to develop media protectionstandard~S(MPS),foJ surface waterandsediment 
based on human health risk~ identifiedforttie' Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 
Chapter 2.0 used much of the same information contained in the human health 
risk assessment to develop MPS for those chemicals determined to pose a 
health risk to humans. 

It is not clear why 'the comment refere,nqes;$he use.Qf a 1 0~6carcinogenic risk 
to' develop MPS values. A'" 1 0.6 carcinogenic' risk, rattler ethan a',1 0.5 

carcinogenic risk, was used to develop MPS values. ,NOTE: The Navy has 
discussed this issue with MEDEP and it has been resplvet;!. 

, ' ( r. 
ColTlment: p.2-5: (EPA's I~tter to the Navy) Why is it more lij(ely that adults 
rather than children will be subsjstencefishcqn~umers? rhi~,statelTlent s/;1ould 
be referenced. 

Response: 

The fpllowing response was providedbyUSEPA:Segion I: "Best;profEls$,ional 
judg~Cment was use,d,;. It is the belief of EPAR,egionl that ~1'l}lgrel1 would nO,t 
have a diet of 50% mus$,el$." 

13. Comment: p. 2~15,TabJe2-4: Some ofther~ferencedoses (RfDs) attributed 
,to McLaren/Ha~ jlTe, inconsistept witl) , currently BV8ilal;>Iec v~lues,inIR'tS. 
Specifical!y, the Rfpfor c,admium,is O.009HR,IS!2/1/94), rat.l:ler. than 0.00 1, 
and the RfD for' phenylmercurio,,,cetateis o.ooooe URJS,511jaf) rlllther than 
0.00006. '. """, " , 

ResQonse; 
,;, "',' , ' ' ,r. '. , 

These updated toxicity factors will be in~Qrpof;at~d into the. calculations used 
to ,genera.te surface. wat~r.; and. sedim'eht, N,lPSilt . sho,uldbe' qoted that 
methylmercury, rather than phenylmercuric acetate is being evaluated at NSY 
Portsmouth. [Relates to EPA Comment Number 4.] 
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14. Comment: p. 2-10: The last sentence on this page should be reworded to 
indiqate that the listed compounds are not noncarcinogens, rather, that they 
have noncarcinogenic health effects.'Seveial are, in fact, carcinogens. ' , 

"'- -'- ,. . -: '. "." -"', - ," " .' 

Response: 
'.- ,. 

The last sentence on page 2~1'o will'be re~Wbrded to read "as foflows: 

Although a number of the following contaminants exhibit both carcinogenic and 
noncarcinogenic health, effects, this section of the document will generate MPS 
using noncarpinogenic ,endpoints (e.g., RfD v~lues). Contaminants addressed 
in thisseciion in'blud~:!iddrin,cadmiJiTI, p'p-DDT,tlePtac5Ior, h~ptacHlor 
epoxide, hexa'chI6rob~nzene, 'lindane, mercury, and arsenic ('Table 2-1). 
[Relates toMEDEP CommeritNdtnber 25.] , , " , . 

~.' - i.. </ - -. .'"} 

15. Commel'1t:'p!2':11:\f\Il1at is the ratidri~le' beh,indiheeqU,8tions for media 
protebjion 'st~ndards (MP,Sj,formulas'for surfac~ wat~r 'a'O,d' "~ediment?" A 
discJ~:sio~' of thederivatf~n: at these forrhulas is req'uj'red~" (se~ al'so: com'l'nents 
16 and 17) 

Response: 
Sedio;':2'.3." provides s"alScusSioi:l,ofthe ratiotlale'ahp' methpdologi~suseq to 
develop surface water M>PS~nd the cfoeuments that served 'as'tliglsourcefor 
much of the underlying rationale and formulas summarized in this section of !he 
document. Section 2.4.1 provides similar information with respect to the 
develQRm~nt 9f,sedimeI'lt MPS. , Thi~por;tion of the. text willl;>e reviewed apd 
modified, as' necesss'ry,' 'ioclarify this' dlscus~ion. ' , , '" 

" 

16.' Col'I'IH,e'nt:p'.~:1:j":, Ihthe MPSequC!!t'iC!~s,Jt a~~:earstobe unnecessary:ib' 
incIU9~;~ith~rth;~ lattofa"cc:ouQtingfqtJ"%estion of '?liters/~ay 'ofSi:!ay..'ater I'6r ' 
the f~6tor \t6 account,ing for otJler dietary and inhalation ~~posures. \ 

1 , ' • ~ ,L , 

" ~'- ',' '- '- .-- : .' ':.' '.- - • .;, • ,/. '. - _., ,-'" -; .' - - '. - :" • - '. > : - -. '. • ••• :., - '.' -. ' 

The Mrrndlas~$'e:d fprtJle, calculation, 6t.$urface watC~d~PS 'Cio , allow' for., the. 
incllj~ioi(iof terms ,'tci~c,Gountlttir ,p;9~~ibl}!:~;~~~sUr,e. tQ",bpht:~jliihaJ:lts':,;~y' 
inhalation, other dietary factors, ciiid theingestiori of cbntamin~ted '&ater~ The 
calculations used to generate surface water MPS did include a value for wa~er 
consumption (2 liter/day). ,However, ingestion of seawater was' riot '~ 
consic;f~ra,tionfprlh~,,$jl 9~.k;.LtlatiO,'1s;, ~ i'!~,y~ of "Q" wa,sjnQ9rR2r:~t~~in~0 the,~e 
calcMtati,qQ~, l;Q, t~f(~ct ,tllat. j~.9,~st~9;~f 'qf»,at~r ,.~Jd, Jlq~J ;a'd~"YA]t~~' l,?,tal " 
cont:~m!119Pt' ~p~f' f:l,ow~y~r ,·t~J~t,.!tHl~~~iQn ,Qf'~ater"Xas.Jl9t "~.' c9h~idef~ttP'~ i' 
for IH~~:~R~!~~ta~i~Q~ i$,~~~,p.I~,~{fry~~it,neir.t,~~: f~~t,RfT2lQ{~ '~-3·;,tl)i~!,Pq,t1i,o,~, 
of th~i#b~LJme,QJ lwHr b,ereyi~edsq, t~a~,~flis iSClih:i'iJo th~reader. '(Re,!at~$ ~6" 
EPA Comment NUmber 3.] 

~ ";:';':'"1,"-1, .,<:,,:,, .. :;·':'7-_' -: . '.' ~ . _.:' -'. "-;<~ E:~~ ;;', ~,;-:-;. 
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17.: Comment:p. ~-11: rhe implication~ .~nd uses of acid volatile sulfide (AVS) 
analyses require further explanation, including a more detailed discussion ofthe 
limitations of this data. It is unclear how the AVS levels relate to total metal 
concentrations, and the magnitude of fluctuations in AVS levels related to 
seasons, storm events, and dredgina is not described. 

Response: 

It is a,$sumed that therevieweris referring to Sectio~ 2.4.2.2 (page 2:-33) that 
contains a discussion' ()f the relationship between AV5 and dival~nt metals. 
This section of the document will be reviewedandexpapded, as necessary, to 
provide a more detailed discussion of this topic. Sed'ion 2.4.2.2.4 will; also be 
reviewed and the dis9ussjon of the influence that sea~on, dredging and storm 
evenfs willbe"~xpaJ:lded:to provide' a plearerun,derstandingon how tht;lse 
factors influence AVis concentrations. [Relates to MEDEP Comment Number 1.] , .' . " . 

18. Comment: p. 2-14: Does the average % lipid calculated for flounder ,and 
lobster really account for the impacts of size, sex, seC!S,on, condition, etc.? '.If 
so, please explain,. if not, ~his sentence shoul~ be del~'ted. '. 

Resp()nse: 

Agree with r~viewer; this sentence wi!lbedeleted. [Relates to EPA Comment 
Number 8.] . , 

19. Comment: p. 2-14 - 2-15, an~ Table. 2-4: ." ... bioconcentration factors for 
clos~lyrel,ated species '\'Vereused 'in,st~'ad."IThe·flounder aCFfbr 'arseniC is 
approximated'using:8 BCF for arsenic "in'fathead minnows,' $imilarly,BCFs 
for cadmium in fiounder and mussels are":approximated using' 8 \,\thole organism 
value for the common mummichog, and a BCF reported for oys~~rs, 
respectively. Justification for these substitutions should be provided, 
partiqular!ysince l.Iptak~and met,abolisrn of arsenic in freshw~t~r and s.altwC!~er 
fishes h.a.s b~en.S~aaes\ed to JoUo.w ~itf~r~,ntPaihway's (see 1<. Tf~pp's memo, 
included 'in, April 1 fMeet.ing MiriutEi~ (509Q SElr 2478)) .' ,. ',. 

r' "- '. .~, [ .' <5 '. -. , . 

Response: . r -.', 

,,- :' . ~',' .:;. t . _ ", . ': .',. . . . : . " _ :~.. ';. '.' ~ _. _. __ -,,( , _._." . _ '. -. .. 

IdeEllly"sp~cie~'::s~peeifje BCFvalues~ woLllqhave .. been _mployed fqr. aJI three 
spe~ie.~, 9.oi';l~i9~r~~. Uhfortlfna1fi!ly,tt1e riLJnib~r of~p~cle~ ahd'boDtarhi,n~nts:for 

, .,,: Y-'~'~'." ___ ', - _:~ ._ '_' '. '_-'-";,-,1.., '.:' ,--,}l"-l" '_'.C "c', _ ,_-C'": '-r._/>~_.' ~-_ . .':' 

whic.~ .§CF,Y'Iues l1aye ~e,en ,q~,~ntifi~d,. are 'J.ifJ),it~9.. EPAw~~~r~ualitycriteri~ 
, mapu~ls,documentspro(juc:,~cf QY the llS .Fi~I);~!1d Wilcmfe ~ervice,(jat,Elb~se~ 
maint~i1,ed by the'Army COrp of Eriglrleers 'iind EPA (e:~g., IRlst'.'andoth'er 
sources of this type of information were searched to identifyspedies-specific 
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BCF>,(atve~,. When S\:Ipt) value~ ,c,QulJfnot p~.ideJ}tifi~d, BCF v~luesfor 
"sur:~o~ate" ,sp~ci,~s w'er~ V~ed.I't i~ackno\.Yle~.gr~g t6att~e. u~~of~9j: va'lues 
obtain,~d" frc)m. ·~\JrJQgate. sRecies,hitrodu.ces lIn.c~rlainty ,tottie~e 'c.aIC.~latiRns . 
[relat~$J9,ME,g;~p C'orn~eJjf J~WT1ber ~j. Tp,e di~19~u~:~i~n~Q'ilQ~r~in~, ~r~:e hick 
of . ,sR~9y~lS!1~?e,2,itip .. ~C;;F; >' V~·{HeS .. ~i1! .. 111~.,~x~.a:~~>e~:tq ji'1qJg~~; ;info.r'"'/~tip'1 
sumrTI~n~.~;~,!r t,r'~ ~of9rn~n!,;as )fI!1!IJhed'$c::~~Jon 8f ..,nc,rt.mt,y,perJatning to 
the y~e ·9f.al~~r,n~te .BCF'f.~I!Jes.JRelat~~ tQ~f.PA Comli1,em :~".IIT)ber lP 

20. Co";rTi~l'It;p.2~1,5.: TheRfb f~r DbTshc>uJd'6e usedas,a,surrogate for ODE, 
permitting calcula'tlon of Mp$ forthiscpntailii~~ni: ' •. . , .'. . 

21. 

22. 

,'~ " i C b . - , :. ~i: - . . '. ".' '.;. ,,- ~ • 

Respori~e: 
. " - ~. " 

Although it wasn't done in the' human health risk assessment', the R'fDfor [)DT 
will be used·to generate surface water and sediment MPS for DOE. It should 
be nO'ted.thatsurfacewater:and ,sedimentMPS. were calculated for this 

", :._:.~,;~'- ',":/,_~:'" ~'. <. '_~.< ~'-:·'-i .. __ :':-I-:" . ~5"~.t~ _. . ,~,~'- :?, ,·f, .. ··; -:'" '.- _ .. ~.;:",_'. :' . 

contaminant using a qaq9.er, ~IQP,e factpr .. [~eJ9t~~ to i:P,A CPrtlment Numb~r5.J . 
. _. -

f> 

-~".-.,' , ',--".:"-".' ) ;:.~::, ~ ; ,. 

Comment: p. 2-15, footnote #2: Why was the geometric mean (rather than 
the arithmetic mean) of invertebrate BCFs reported for organic arsenic sele,ct~Ql. 

. ,,: ;:: - ;~.~:'" ;'c~ 

Resp~ns.e:. 

f'~ ~,' ,_. ,_," 'c.. ,. '\ __ ' '-. ',e/. .' I_'~~' -;.) '-I,:) _ ,'. 

Page 2t.15, fpotno1e #2wi!!be,.q.t\Cllng,~d, tocprrecuhi~typo!;1raphic9Ierror! ,the 
footnote will read as follows: "Arithmetic mean of iri\l,~rteQratee'Ci=s reported 
for organic formaf Arsenic (EPA, 1985)." . " '> 

C~m~~~!: >p.~:·i~~ ,.2-2.~i T~e~>}QgKow forp,¢~~:jis 6.91.,.a$"ind;iRatedcn1 
TabJe'2~4" On,p.2-25" jt is stated, that "thec.9biJity,.of ,~CE$ to r,eas,onably " .... '.., ".. .. ".,. . ."'; .... .' ..... ....., . 
pre,Q,ict thePQtenti~l~ioaqp.yrp.I,J,!.a~ion, ()for9~ni~,>c.omf,ll)1il"lant~c;feq~~a$e$ .. for 
Corlt·~rninaQts.wlth lo~~~~.val~Els.> 6.5., 'InHght'6f ,tlli,s il1f(irmatioo,; are th,e .. 
calc . .:rrated BCFs fpr PCBs icc~ptable? ". " .' ," . ," ... .. 

,,' '<' < • ", : , 

C. • I', 

Respof1~ce: 

, . -. ~ ~ ... \ '," ... 
As noted on pages 2-14 and 2-25, methods for predicting the bioavailability of 
"superjipOll,hilic" Q~ganic.cQmpolJf1dsR~ve. y,~t to ,pedev~IQPe~. IQth~l.~f'Se of 
inden9;(1'4,~~~d)pyrene J~qW'~~ 1;~?l,!;t6,e ·EPJ\.re.c9mme.nde,~~:~,JT, .. ;v~i~e~ of 
1 OO!,qQ.Q.:w:C!~ .,~mp!p¥e,d iI'lMf'§~afqu,,,~i;9Ds, rath~r. tq'r:I: ,1,.I;~in9d:Ui~,~ow f.()~,tt'lis 
ch~ml~a! to ·d,eNeloR.apr@qicle~BCF. . The l<ow to;; :i~~eng(1.,,2,~~o:(npYf\~rle. 
ce~aJr:lI;y§~ggpsts ~.bat thi~.,~h,~q1iqaJ cal1~E1cate:gQtile~j~~:'b~:i,ijg ~HP~rjipqp~iJic 
anc;l,th.at tile use,ofEPA~$recornmended,BCFQf lQO,QQ.O,.is,appropriqt.e ,in tMis 

. instfJn9'~~ 'H()~~ve~,a$n9i,e~ton ;pag~+-~8:,'; itt i~ >not;'~;~R,~~,;yJ~i;~h~T' thi~ec~ 
value ·unqer, or over;pr~dict~ ,the, bioavallabiJity ~f~his .. ch~miC::AI; . perhap$the 

•• :: . "' . , ,_, _ ...~. , . ,- - - '," t . . ' ,. -', .' . , ' " '. " .. ' - .-__' ,; .,~. .- )~.:, _',.~ " _. 
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physicalstnjpture (e.g.,: large-sii~d molecule) of this chemical is sucnthat it 
doesn't readiIYCroSs"ceHmembr'an~'s.', In, thisin~tlmce, use of ' a aCF of 
1 oo,Ooonniy overpredictitsl)io~~ailability. Inthec'aseof'PCBs (~pw, "= ,6~91), 
a BCF valu~of,.Ocj,OOOc'ollldhave beenl Emlploy~tj, ;r~t~,er tbanUsin;~{the 
formulas'llsted in thelChapter 2 ,Q d6tument to predict aSC't: value. 'liowever, 

',-, - .. ' o. _ '. ' .. ' 0':,'1:- -', ,.- .; •.... '- 'T •• ~~." .", ":":' -," ,. :·.,.,.'.· •• -1,''<..-, " .ft·"·,.,~, .. )-.::;;,,·~- ,-

bec8usePc:Bs are knowntbreCidily bioaecurtllUate,itwas,feltthat extrapolating 
a BCF value fromttie kowwas apprbllriai~ and would be mc)re 'ihdiC"advebf the 
tendency of these compounds to bioaccumulate than would theBCF of 
100,000. Substituting the, predictl;lp. BCF valu~ used in MPS calcylatio!,!s with 
theBCF on 00,000 wOuld re'sultin a'iess conservativ(l.MPS va'lue. As WS$1:he 
case with indeno(1,2,3;.cd)pyreh~:'Use 'bf'thisBOF \faIlle rna{alsotesui{'iNiui 
over or under prediction of PCB bioavailability. The docurnent will be revised, 
as appropriate, to incorporate a tjiscussion of this uncertainty. [Relates to EPA 
Comment N~m~er 7.] " 

23. Comment: p."2-18, Table2~15a,nd following: How wereaver.age 
concentrations' 'o(merbur'y and arsenic inVork Harbor setfimehtscalcLdated? 
Is York Harbor clean enough-to serve as the standard for protecting human 
health for these two contaminants? . 

Response: 

Data used to generate background concentrations for mercury and arsenic will 
be included in an appendix table in the revision of Chapter 2.0. Mean values 
gef>l;e;r~ted' i.J~in.g; tnesedata. will 'also be 'included in '. thi$ tal:>le[r~lates to 
MEDEP' sGener:aICommentf: l 

The York Harbor sampling loc~tipns were believed t9. be outside the area 
, impa'cted by the NSYPortsmouth .. , As rioted in the.revievifer~s Ge'nerElI 
Comments, 'arsenic concent'ratibris were 'Iess/than th6se'reporfedfrorfl f~ir'ly 
pristine Maine harbor~ :(Machias"'Bay,· Fr~nchma'ns Bay; .Peiil'ob'scotBay, alid 
CasBo Bay)' w"hichrahge from 1'0.75 rt1g/kg .. 19. 7Smg/kg. ,However ,although' 
these areas are categorized as "pristine", it does' tibtti'ec'essarily mean that no 
human health effects have been associated with these areas (e.g., natural 
concentrations of As may result in unacceptable tissue concentratioi'l's"ih 
seafood). 

As the reviewer infers'in thiS' comment,aHd specificaliy addresseslnM~DEP 
Comme~'t Number 27,' tl11:fi,ssue of' what constitutesari, "a'cCepta'ble" 
bacJ(~rot.l'nd' :loCatiori " has 'been the subject of m(Jcfi . discussion.' YerlC'Harbor 
was';ehosen'be~'ause'it' i~( not believed to be irripact~cr by::contatriiliant~ 'from 
NSY'P6rts'fTiOuth ;ahcf'66tn suriacewater and iedimentsamples had 'been 
cOllecte'd ari'a a'na'fyzecl'fdi'the'majority oft he contaminants thatwereth~ fbcus 
ofthEfChaptef2:;O'(focl.rrn~nt.lt is (~cbtnmended th~fiheNavy;:' USEPA Region 
I, MEDEP," and ,:H'hllioUrtol1"NUSdiscuss alternailv~rtleans of establishing' 
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"background't for the purpose of identifying appropriate sediment MPSfor 
arsenic and mercury and taserveas a b~sis,()fcomparisonAotothercalculated 
human health MPS. One possible consideration is to explore the use of; "crustal 
ratio" that has been employed in the ecological risk assessment 'to evaluate 
metal enrichmeht· by inorganic" constituents (NCCOSC 1995). However,' 
although this method is appropriate for arsenic, it does not work particularly. 
well for mercury. It is .reoommended that·alternatesources of background 
'concentration data, such as data reported for the Maine harbors, be considered. 

24. Comment:;p;~'2,,27 ~., se.ction2.3.3; 2" third paragraph: The slope tactors for the 
fourPAHs are consistenNNith·EPA Regio'n 1 policy. Hciwevetthe'firstsentence 
of this paragraph should be ,'corrected to read that the slope factor for 
benzo(alpyrene is 7~3 m'g/kg/dayE-1, rather thEm 5.8 mg/kgldayE-h 

Response: 
.!- •• - .... 

These:updated, toxicity ,factors wilt be incorporated into the calculations . used 
to generate surface water and sediment MPS. [Relates to MEDEP Comment 
Number 8.] 

25. Comment: ' p. 2-29,'sectlon 2'04.2: First sentence should 'bereworded~to 
indicate thatthelisted,c6mp()unds are not noncarcinogens,>rather, that they 
have'lnoncarcinogenic health effects. Several are, in fact,carcinogens. 

Response': 

The Jirst sentence in section 2.4.2 will be re-worded tCH.ead iasfollows: 

Although a number' of the following contaminants exhibit both c·atcihogenicand 
noncarcinogenie health effects, this'sectianof the document will ,generate MPS ' 
usingnoncarcinogehic endpoints (e.g., RfD vafues,). Contaminants addressed 
in this',seotioninclude:aldrin, oadmium, i p~;p-DDTi,he'ptachlor~ heptachlor 
epoxide,., ' hexBchloTobenzene'j"lindane, ',mercury, and arsenic (Table 2-1 ). 
[Relates to MEDEP Comment Numbert4.] 

26. Comment: p. 2-32, Table 2-12: The calculated sediment MPS for cadmium is 
5870 mg/kg. The magnitude of this value suggests either an error in 
computations or in the MPS formula. 

Response: 

The formula for this calculation was reviewed and found to contain a 
conversion factor of 1000. Upon review, it was determined that incorporation 
of this value into the formula was not necessary. Elimination of this value 

( 
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decreases the resultant MPS value for cadmium by approximately two orders 
of magnitude. [Relates to MEDEP Comment Number 1 and EPA Comment 
Number 8.] 

27. Comment: p. 2"'50: Why is York, Harbor considered the best site for 
background? This issue has been the focus of extensive discussion, and a 
summary of how York Harbor wasseleeted would be helpful. 

Response: 

The York Harbor sampling locations were believed to be outside the area 
impacted by the NSY,·Portsmouth. As, noted in the reviewer's· General 
Comments, arsenic concentrat10ns were less than thosereported'from fairly' 
pristine Maine harbors (Machias ,Bay, Frenchmans BaY,PenobscotBay, and 
Casco Bay) which range from 10.75 mg/kg - 19.78 mg/kg. However, although 
these areas are categorized as "pristine", it does not necessarily mean thatnQ 
human health effects have been associated with these areas (e.g., natural 
concentrations of As may result in . unacceptable tissue concentrations in 
seafood). 

As the reviewer states, the issue of what constitutes an "acceptable" 
backgroundlocatiorihas been ·the .. subject of much discussion. Yqrk Harbor 
was chosen becausejt js not believed to be impacted by contaminants from 
NSY Portsmouth and both surface water and sediment samples. had been 
collected and analyzed for the majority ofthe contaminants that were the focus 
of the Chapter 2.0 document. It is recommended that the Navy,USEPA~~9ion 
I, MEDEP, and Halliburton NUS discuss alternative means of establishing 
"background"for:.thepurpose of identifying appropriate sediment MPS for 
arsenic and mercury.andto serve as a basis of comparison for other calculated 
human healthMPS; One possible consideration is to explore the use o.f "crustal 
ratio'·" that has ,been employed in thee's,ological risk assessment to evaluate 
metal' enrichment by !inorga"ic oonstituents (NCCOSC 1995). However, 
although this method is'appropriate, for arsenic, it does not work particularly 
well for mercury. It is reoommended that alternate sources '01. background 
concentration data, such as data reported for the Maine harbors; be considered. 
[Relates to MEDEP Comment Number 23.] 

Appendix; TableA~3' 
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28. Comment: Presumably "drywet"should read "dry weight" throughout the 
table. Why are these values presenteq? 

ResP:o~~'e: 

The data presented in Tlible A-3 wereobtainedin~nele9tronic fprmat from 
NCCOSC. Table A-3 was prepared from this file with 'minor m'odification. 
However, because data listed in the column headed "drywet" were not 
employed in the calculations used in Chapter 2.0, they will be eliminated'from 
this table when the document is revised. 

29. CoMrnent:'>Why are themesn Iipidva'lue'spresented for each sampling station? 

Response: 

FJounderand lobsters wer'e collected frOm numerous sampling locations within 
the "estuary. These'samplihg' 'stations weregroupe'd by area (e.g.,' Back' 
Channel, Clark Cove). Mean values were calculated for each area (not sampling 
station) to identify possible differences in lipid content of organisms collected 
from various areas. However, MPS calculations were based on the meah lipid 
values for all organisms (e.g., all lobster) Gollec.ted from th~estuary, rather than 
empldying' area-specific mean 'lipid' values.' In order to redi.ice 'possible 
confusion, ,the 'hiean lipid values calcdlated foreac!1' speci~s collected from 
the;se study areas will be removed from tfiis table; [Relates to EPA Comment 

, Nunibedf] " ';,'" ' 

30. Comment: Since arithmetic means are listed in table 2-3, calculations of means 
should be shown. 

Response: 

.Agree with reviewer; calculations,used to generate arithmetic mean lipid values 
listed in Table 2-3 Will be incorporated into the revised document. 
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31. Comment: Lipid v~lues for lob~t~rs are based on claw/tail tissue 9f1I,Y. 
Additional calculations'of lipid levels and MRS ~hould be provideq which include 
hepatopancreas and claw/tail tissues. (Hepatopancreas lipid levels are nearly 
double the levels in tail/claw tissue, as indicated in table "slipid" from An 
Evaluation of Contaminant Levels Measured in Lobster and Winter Flounder 
Samples Collected. From PortsmO,uthHarborand ReJerence Locations in the 
Gulf of Maine, 509bSer~5Q5/1823/JMC.) '. 

Response: 

Revision of Chapter 2.0 will include MPS calculations that incorporate the 
potentjCilI impact that ingestion of tomall~y might have on ~xposure to chemical 
contarnhiants [relates to MEDEP Comment Number 10]. . ' '. 

32. Comment: Table A-3 indicates that 9 analyses of flounder fillets from unknown 
locations were used to determinelipiq leYelsin flounder,. and 1 0 lobsters from 
unknown locations contributed to'th~ Ijpidlevel determined for lobsters. What 
is the origjnof ihes~ samples? . '. 

Resp~nse: 

All data were obtained from NCCOSC. These samples were coliected fro""the, 
estuary, :but .Iocation' of these particular sampling stations within the\' estuary 
cou'ldnot ~e iQentified.NCCOSCras been C()ntacted and the location of'these 
stations identified. This information will be included in the revision of Chapter 
2.0. 
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STATE OF NEWHAMPSfilREFISH ANb GArJnfDEPARTMENTCON!MENTS . 
DATED AUGUST " 19'95" : ., .•... . , ................ ,', .... '. . " .; .... . 

,~ ~ -

1 . Comment: It is of concern that the general methods used to develop $,vrface, 
water MPS (p.2-6) are fresh water references. Does this mean there aiifnCl 
differences in the " ... processes that determine the movement of chemicals 
betv;!le~n different. envirqnmental C()lTIpartment$, Jeg.surface water f,tnp,. 
biota) .. «" for fresh versus salt water? Since water transfer across living. 
membrane is in part dependent upon the molality of solutes within the aqueous 
phEisesstlovld we not expect ·cti.ffere,ntosmo~ic rjlte$ il1.generalb~t\Nee.o fresh 
and marine waters? Arethepc.talioJ:.wa~er partition co~'Hic.ient(co~rectedfor 
maril'le w~ters? .' ,. . ,. " 

i': 

Response: 

There is noq!Jes~iqli til at the physical ang .t>iolqgicalparameter~cor;u;idered in 
thes.e formulas:' may differ, When moving from. freshwater to . marine 
en"&~mniem!) ... 'Th~extentio w~ic6 salInity and otherattel1d~mt w~terquality 
diff~~nce~~,ou!d irifh,uiulce'these value::; •. i$r1otkpown ,b~tis, ~n ~cknowledged 
data gap. For instance, in a report submitted tothe'Science A'dvisoryBoard 
(USEPA 1994;' "Equilibrium. Partitioning Approach tOPredict'ing' Metal 
Bioavailability in.S.ediments; and .. tbe Derivatio.tl,of. S,edimeot·q,"ul I iWCr,iteriafor 
Meia[s~),ih~ avibor~ req'o'rrirn~hde:dlhat.qrg,~ric p~r*ionjng90etf.ici~nts··be; 
deY,eJoped f9~coppe,r,~~dmiuni,,';zjI;lQ, 'e~d'and~ick~':under !)'larine.condittprllii~ 
Whileth~reviewer rai$:~s,.,a Varid.poinl~ "jtshouldbeborne in inindlf;}~rt t,hi~.is 
an area, of ,a clive inve~ti(;J~#pn: ~nd q~taare limited. ,', '; '. 

OctaJ\ol-wat~r ,p~rtjtiqn'CoeHici.ie.ntsareiabq[alc!)[y measured vaiue$ and. reflect 
a gb~m.iQal's. partitioning . between octanol: (which . serves .. asa~surr(igatefor 
lipi,a~f'~~d,.~ater'.' La~Qr,i)t9ry-grade ~~t~r,i~ ~~e~ i~th'es~'m~a~!Jr~;nents; ( 

• ~ _, ,'- " - • ", .. _ , ~. __ . 'I ._~ . . - -., _ l-. " . -.;. .. ."'; ~ .0', .', ',' • "": •• >,.'.' ,'. " ., , 

mE!~~\'i'rt?men.ts u~iqQ, \lV~,ter c.ollect~pfram f~e~~waterpr fll;ar:ine h;).c;;,~~ion,s).$r:lot 
typically used. The partition coefficient is typiGii!lIy not.adju$tedto accouPt .for 
the p,otential effects, if any, that differences in water quality characteristic" 
mightt;lave an this relationsbip.: 

_K _I ,>-.. - ;."-.. -.; .. 

"'I,: 

A ~~.~t~r;t1.eo~,~c~nCl\yled9i;,?g. ~hat'm~tbqds ' used. to .~e.ri"e . the$e MPS. are 
prirn~rHy<~~$e~ ond,a;lta coll~ct~~,frorn. treshyYiiJte,r ,rathert!ian m,ariqe, $}1st~rns" 
wilJ'b;~ inctY,ded, il) tlJe UnCEJrt'!li'1~yse¢;tio.n, ()f. Cbi!pter2.0. , • 

, <: .. 

\., ; 
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2. Comment: On p. 2-7 there is a statement from the USEPA - Great Lakes 
reference that Spec:iks 011 the det~rrnillation 9f bioaccumuiatipnf~~tors. It says: 
" ... few BAFs have' heen measured accurately and their applic'atl9lJ, tosiies otl1er 
than the specific ecosystem where they were developed is ptoblematic and 
subject to uncertainty." Clearly no sit~-specific BAFs are available for NSY 
Portsmouth. All this argues for the devel()pment of site-specific measured 
accumulation factors and/or concentration factors. 

Response: 

The section of the document' to which the reviewer' is referring reads as 
follows: . . 

"Because the BAF accounts for the uptake of by aquatic organisms of a 
chemical from ail sO'urces, it is used "feferentiaHy over theBCF to predict 
uptake of chemicals from the environment (USEPA, 1993a; 1993b). USEPA 
(1993a; 1993b) has identified three methods for deriving ~AFs: 

1. . ABA'F measured in the fie'ld, preferably site.,.specific, at or near the top 
of the food c;hain. Hovv8vertew BAFshave been measlJr~c:I accurately 

'and'their application to sites oihlar than the spe'c:ificecosysfem' where 
they Were developed is problematIc and subject to' uncertainty (USEPA, 
1 991). Ii ' . , / " 

This portion 9f the OSEPA document isdiscussingfie/dmeasured BAFs and the 
diffitultyin measuring these value's accurately. While using slfe:.specificBAFs 
mayJje de'sirable, the' USEPA (1993~; 1993bl cautions that determining these \ 
values is difflcuft and subject to uncertSinty. AsdiscLlss'Efd in Chapter' 2.0 on 
page 2-8, "USEPA recommends'that Food Chain MUltip'lfers (FMs)snd'BCFs be 
used to derive BAFs for organic chemicals when site-specific BAFs are not 
available; to dElte, 'slte-speclficSAFshave not'been c'alc;ul~tEid for the NSY 
Ports'mou¥n:'11 'Becausesite-spec:ific' field measured BAFsw~ren'ot available at 
the tirnetHaf' this documenf'was prepared, USEPA-recommended alternate 
procedures were used'(e.g., BCF's'and Food Chain MlJltipliets) to calculate 
chemical and speCies'specificBAFs. ' 

Since this draft document was submitted for review andeomment, NCCOSC 
has completed the Draft Final Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment (July 19, 
1995). This docume'ntdescribes the derivation of 'site-specific accurrliJlation 
factors fo'r several NSYPortsmoutti'cbritaminant~ ()fcon~ern/Sife;.speeific ' 
BAFs generated in this dbcumentfoi" lobster and flounder will be used in: MPS 
calculations, where appropriate. No site~specific SAF or BCF has been 
developed for mussels. However, site-specific data are available for both 
mussel tissue and surface water contaminant concentrations so that the 
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3. 

calculation of,site-specific BCFs maybe possible, at least for some 
contaminants. 

Comment: Throughout the report PCBs are unspecified as to their particui~r 
arochlor. Whereas arochlors vary as to their toxicity and carcinogenicity 
shouJdn't th~PCBs b,~furtheri~tentified as tp their degree ofchlorinstion(i.e.,. 
specified as to djscr~tearchloJ$?J ·.,,Qnce done.shouldn'tthe,entire exer.cise of 
developing contaminant specific MPS' be directed at individual arochlors, not 
lumped as PCBs? . 

Response: 

As noted in the response to MEDEP's General Comment, the development of 
MPS was based, in large part, on data used by McLaren/Hart to characterize 
risks to humans. This document only evaluated risks associated with exposure 
to "total PCBs" -not individual arochlors. It is recommended that re-calculating 
risks associated with the individual arochlors be discussed by the Navy, USEPA 
Region I, and MEDEP. Should this discussion indicate recalculation of health 
risks associated with individual arochlors is warranted, these 'Calculations will 
be completed and HNUS will generate MPS values for those arochlors identified 
as representing a potential health risk to humans. . 

'. 

4. Comment: The section 2.3.2.4 Uncertainties seems to add further doubt as to 
the application of referenced fresh water methods to marine waters. On p.2-25 
it mentions unknown methods by which octanol-water partition coefficients 
were generated. We share the authors uncertainty. 

Response: 

The ·i§sue of uncertainty introduced to these calculations as a result of 
measurement error applies not only to Kow values but also to all other 
parameters'used to derive the MPS. However, because Kows values are so 
integral to the calculations used to derive MPS, uncertainties associated with 
this parameter are likely to have broader impacts on these calculations. The 
recent USEPA document, TechnicalBasis forDeriving Sediment Quality Criteria 
for Nonionic Organic Contaminants for the Protection of Benthic Organisms by 
using Equilibrium Partitioning (EPA~822-R~93-011) recommends that Kow values 
generated using the slow stir flask method be used in EqP, in th~t Kows 
generated via this method exhibit the least amount of variability. However, 
identifying the method used to derive Kows is seldom possible; many of the 
databases that report Kow values don't always include the primary source from 
which these data were obtained. 
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5. Comment: Would it be possible to get either the drafters Of this report or 
someone from EPA revise the conclusions to fully present their findings? 

Response: 

The summary section of Chapter 2;0 will bere"iewedand'~xpanded,as . 
necessary, to provide a mote complete summary of the findingsfnthissection 
of the docurnent. . i " i 
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