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Re: Compilation of Navy Comments on the Initial Release (Red 
Cover) Public Health Assessment dated January 21, 1993 for 
Naval Education and Training Center (NETC) Newport, R.I. 

Dear Mr West: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the initial release "Public 
Health Assessmentw for NETC Newport, Rhode Island. Our comments 
are provided in enclosures (1) and (2). 

Should you have any questions or concerns in regard to the 
enclosures, please do not hesitate to call me at (215) 595-0567. 

Sincerely, 

F. A. La Greca 
Remedial Project Manager 
By direction of the Commanding officer 

Copy to: 
NETC Newport, Code 40E 
NEHC Norfolk, Ms S. Muschett 

(1) Northern Division review of Public Health Assessment for NETC 
Newport, RI. CERCLIS NO. RI6170085470 Initial Release 

(2) Navy Environmental Health Center review of Public Health 
Assessment for NETC Newport, RI. CERCLIS NO. RI6170085470 
Initial Release 
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5 MAR 1993 

NORTHERN DIVISION REVIEW OF PUBLIC HEALTH ASSESSMENT FOR 
NEWPORT NAVAL EDUCATION/TRAINING CENTER 
MIDDLETOWN, NEWPORT COUNTY, RHODE ISLAND 

CERCLIS NO. RI6170085470 
INITIAL RELEASE 

General Comment: 

1. All reference to the Melville North Landfill site should be 
deleted from this document. Melville North Landfill is not and 
never was part of Newport Naval Education Training Center, Rhode 
Island NPL listing (CERLIS NO. RI6170085470) as demonstrated and 
agreed upon by attorneys during the Federal Facilities Agreement 
negotiations. The Federal Facilities Agreement became effective 
July 8, 1992 and copies are available if desired. The landfill was 
sold to the State of Rhode Island prior to NETC becoming NPL. It 
was also shown that Melville North Landfill is not part of or 
within NETC boundaries. The Parcel of property on which Melville 
North landfill is located is owned by a private company known as 
Melville Marine Industries. 

2. A few examples of sections that requires deletion are: 
Table of Contents......... 

ON-SITE CONTAMINATION 
Melville North Landfill ........ Page 28 

OFF-SITE CONTAMINATION 
Melville North landfill ........ Page 44 

List of Tables........... 
Table 8. Maximum Contaminant Concentration ...... Page 30 ...... Table 9. Maximum Contaminant Concentration Page 32 ...... Table 10. Maximum contaminant concentration Page 33 ...... Table 11. Maximum Contaminant Concentration Page 34 ...... Table 18. Maximum Contaminant Concentration Page 45 

3. A great deal of investigatory work at Tank Farm 5 has been 
accomplished at NETC (related to tank closure) but this information 
has not been used or referenced in the ATSDR report. 

4. Summary: Nine lines down, the correct name for the "naval 
facilityn1 is llNewport naval complexm1 

Eleven lines down, replace the word "accepted tonm 
with Implaced onw. 



Summary : 

5. Page 6: 

6. Page 7: 

7. Page 9: 

8. Page 10: 

9. Page 11: 

10. Page 11: 

Last paragraph, first page, reference to Melville 
North Landfill in this paragraph should be deleted 
per comment #I, however with respect to the last 
sentence it is unreasonable to assume that the 
contaminated groundwater at Melville North Landfill 
would ever be used as drinking water for the 
following reasons: (a) There are currently no 
drinking water wells in the area (including 
Melville Marine Industries which is located near 
the site) and (b) The water is either saline or 
would become saline with any appreciable pumping as 
would occur if the site were developed into a 
Marina. (Note: Salinity distribution measurements 
will be taken during the Phase I1 Remedial 
Investigation). 

Last paragraph, two lines down, insert the word 
NprogramM after (NACIP). 

First paragraph, first line, replace the word 
"accepted1* with "placed onN. 

Second paragraph, the statement, "Tank bottom 
sludge was disposed directly onto the 
ground .....p robably covered the entire tank farmn 
is unsupported. Extensive sampling by TRC 
consultants has not yet located any sludge disposal 
areas. In addition, it is incorrect to state that 
sludge covered the entire tank farm at one time, 
not only for the above reason, but historical 
information suggests that sludge was probably 
disposed into broad shallow pits and covered with 
clean soil rather than being spread on the surface 
as ATSDR suggested. 

Paragraphs 4 & 5, should be deleted as mention in 
comment #I, however with respect to paragraph 5 
please clarify the statement, **Areas covered with 
oil and oil sludge were observed throughout the 
site.** What percentage of the site was covered 
with oil and oil sludge ? How was it determined 
that the areas ATSDR observed were contaminated 
with oil/sludge and not some other substance 
resembling oil? 

First paragraph, last sentence, two underground 
storage tanks were being closed (tanks 53 & 56), 
not just one as is mentioned by ATSDR. 

Fourth paragraph, first sentence mentions "NETC is 
the only active federal military installation in 
the Narragansett Bay area." however Naval 
Construction Battalion Center (CBC) Davisville is 
partially active and rrrt the Harragansett Bay area. 



Page 12: Second paragraph, first two sentences, the first 
two sentences should be combined to read, "Curr nt 
land use at the Old Fire Fighting Training area on 
Coaster's Harbor Island includes a Child Car 
Center, picnic area, playground, baseball field and 
related military support sexvices. 

Page 18: Table 1, delete from table 1 all references to site 
02 Melville North Landfill investigations as per 
comment #l. 

Page 56: Fourth paragraph, using 7 days/week as the exposure 
frequency is unrealistic for Coaster Harbor Island. 
The winter season is very cold especially at the 
Old Fire Fighting Training Area which is directly 
adjacent to Narragansett Bay. This site is cold, 
windy and undesirable for anyone to be outside in 
the fields during winter months. In addition, what 
about total days where the ground is covered with 
snow or ice acting as a protective cap. 

Page 80: Item 1, line 4, NETC routinely places clean soils 
on the play areas about twice a year. 

Page 80: Item 2, as part of the Phase I1 RI/FS 
investigations the Navy at ATSDR request will be 
collecting additional surface soil sample 
(approximately twelve) specifically from the 0 to 3 
inch depth and analyzing for inorganics, PCBs and 
PAHs in the areas where the children are allowed to 
play 

A new child care facility will be under 
construction this year at a new location on base. 
The Navy plans to move the children to the new 
building as soon as the construction is completed. 
The expected completion date is the summer of 1993. 

Page 80: Item 4, Shellfish and mussel sampling might be 
warranted on the coastline areas of Tank Farms 4 
and 5 if: 

(a) A known release of petroleum product has 
occurred from the tank farms and that release 
has reached the bay either overland or through 
the groundwater or 

(b) There is reason to believe that the brooks 
draining into the bay have provided a pathway 
for significant petroleum contamination to 
enter the bay. 

There are no recorded events from which **Ag* may 
have occurred. Item lIBu at present does not appear 



to be significant source of contamination to the 
bay either. More sediment will be sampled, 
however, to support an ecological risk assessment 
for NETC. If these samples indicate significant 
contamination (most likely from BNA1s) then the 
Navy will sample mussels and clams on the adjacent 
shoreline. 

17. Page 80: Item 8, the word wpersonnelw is misspelled. 

18. Page 83: Item 4, It is my understanding that NETCIS Ms 
Marino has forwarded a revised NETC Master Plan. 

19, Page 83: Item 6, correct punctuation on the authors names 
and add the word I1and1I between "Education1@ and 
"Training1@. 

20. Page 84: Item 12, the correct title is David Choppy, RIDEM 
Director of Water Resources. 

21. Figure 3: It is impossible to distinguish between polluted 
areas, seasonally closed areas, and conditional 
areas. In addition, this map needs to be labelled 
indicating site locations, 



83/85/93 89: 20 NEHC-06 ENUIRONNENTRL PROGRRNS 801 

DEPARTMENT OF THE N A W  
NAVY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH CENTER 

2610 WALMER AVENUE 
NORFOLK. VIRGINIA 23513-2617 

5090 
Ser 621 . 0989 

Fmm: Commanding Officer, Navy Bnvfronmental HeaIth Center 
To: Commander, Naval Education and Training Center, Newport, R1( 02841-5000 

Subj: COMMENTS ON THE3 AGENCY FOR 1DXIC SUBSTANCE AND DISEASB 
KEGW1XY PUBLIC HEiALTH .ASSESSMENT FOR NEWPORT NAVAL 
E D U C A T I O N I ' ~ N 0  CENTER, MIDDtBTON, NBWPORT COUNTY, 
RHODE ISLAND, LNITIAL RBLBASB (RED COVER) 

Ref: (a) Our leWr 3090 S G ~  06/0545 of 1 Feb 93 

I3ncl: (1) Modical Review of Public Health Assessment for Newport Naval 
BducationITraining Center, Middleton, Newport County, Rhode Island, Initial 
Release (Red Cover) 

1. As requested during reference (a), medical review of the document entitled "Public 
Health Assessment for Newport Naval MucationlTrafning Center, Middleton, Newyort 
County, Rhode Island, @&hl Release)" has bew comple~d. Our comments and 
~.lecommendations a n  provided in enc1os.m (1). 

2. The technical point of contact for is notcd in tbc wdoswm. W e  n;s avsilabh 
to dhcuss the enclosed information by telephone with you and, if necessary, with you and 
your wntractor. If you require additional assistance, please coodhde wlth h.1~. *lie& 
Muschett, M.TUd, In&dhtion Rostomt4on P r o m  Support bepartment at (804) 444- 
7575 or DSN 564-7575, extension 430. 

OPTIONAL FORM 09 (?-SO) 

F A X  T R A N S M I T T A L  l u a p o ~ s  L /a 
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MEDICAL REVIEW OF PUBLIC WEALTH ASSESSMENT FOR 
NEWPORT NAVAL XDVCATION/TRAINI~S~ CEbTT&R 

MIDDI&TOWN, NEWPORT COWTY,  REODE ISbADTD 
INITIAL RELEASE (RED COVER) 

1, The document entitled uPublic Health Asseaament for Newport 
Naval Education/Training Center, Middletown, Newport County, 
Rhode Islandw (Initial Release) prepared by the U,S. Department 
of Health and Human services, public Health Service, Agency for 
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), and dated March 8, 
1993, was provided to Navy Environmental Health Center 
(NAVENVIRHLTHCEN) for review on 29 llanuary 1993. Our review 
coarmente and r-acomnclationrr axe yr-ovided below. 

2. The information and methodology in the public health 
aseessment (PHA) is generally coneistenc with the ATSDR Public 
Health Assessment Guidaace Mmual, March 1992 (PHA manual) . 
However, one ncomparieon valueu used, an "RfDCU (defined as a 
IfReference Dose Concentrationn) is not described in the PHA 
manual. The RfDC comparison value significantly affects the PHA 
outcome/conclusions. The RfDC values are more conservative than 
health protective values recommended by the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), oeten by more than an order of 
way A A ~  UC~ULUU~ t ~ U U O  0 ~ 1 ~ c a I ~ L . . 1 5 ~ ~ ' - ~ e e d l l x  b r f  ve+Aae 
various R f D C s  should be provided and contrasted to other health 
protective standarde to ehow the degree of difference between 
them. 

3. We concur with the ATSDR conclusion, stated in the nSummary" 
eection (page 4 ) ,  that the Naval Education Training Center, 
Newport, Rhode Ieland (NETC Newport) is of i~detenUi~te public 
healch hazard." Data collected to dace do not conclusively 
support any other determination. We do not concur with the ATSDR 
concluaio~a, stated in the fourth paragraph of the erne section, 
that "Completed pathways of past, present, and future exposure to 
contaminated surface soil have been identified at the Old ~ i r e  
Fighting Training Area." The Bata Boes not support the 
conclusion of a completed surface eoil pathway, With the data 
collected to date, such a conclusion is premature. Our comments 
addressing this issue anB the few discrepancies noted in the 
report are presented below. 

4 .  The technical point of contact for t h i s  review of the public 
health assessment (PHA) f~ MS. AnSrea Lunsford, Head, Health Risk 
Assessment Department, Environmental Programs Directorate, 
NAVENVIRHLTHCEN, who M Y  be contacted at: (804) 444-757,s or DSN 
564-7575, extension 402. 

Enclosure (1) 



03/05/93 89: 21 NEHC-06 ENUIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS 083 

1. Page 15, nEnvironmental contamination and Other Hazar~le,~ 
Section A (Introduction) , paragraph 2 

a, A liet of acronyma/abbreviati0118 includes HRfDC = 
Reference Dose Concentration." The last sentence of the next 
paragraph states that "The reference dose concentration (RfDC) is 
a medium-specific concentration corresponding to the RfD." HOW 
the RfDC corresponds to the RfD l a  not explained anywhere in the 
text, 

b. The PHA manual (March 1992) doe6 not include a 
definition for RPDCa, an explanation of their derivation, or a 
discussion of the uncertainty associated with their derivation. 
The EPA guiaance manual entitled Human Health Evaluation Manual, 
Part B : Development of  flisk-based Preliminary Remediation Goal 61 
(OSWER Directive 9285. 7-OIB, December 13, 1991) provides 
equations and recommended default assumptions to develop 
"pr liminary remediation goale" (PRGs)  . Recently, New Jersey, 
Texas, and EPA Region 10 have applied PRG equations to develop 
numeric cleanup standards. The RfDCe appear to utilize the same 
equations, our calculatione indicate that ATSDR used the baeic 
PRG equations, but substituted ninfantn body weight and ltpica 
childn daily eoil consumption parameters with reslults more chan 
an order of magnitude higher than PRGB. 

c. PRGs (and apparently, the RfDC values) are derived by 
using chroaia RED values, which are applicable to lifetime 
exposure durations (i.e., 30 year durations) and then applying 
alternative assumptions (such as child body weight and ingestion 
rates) to back-calculate the contaminant concentration in the 
soil, water, air, etc. for a lo4 r i sk .  The uncertainty in this 
proc as is significant, especially if applying chronic RfD values 
to expoeure ecenarioe with eignifican~ly shorter exposure 
durations. The alternative assumptione used to derive UchildN 
and "pica childM REDCs are related to body weight and ingestion 
rate parameters without adjuetrnent for the period of exposure. 

~ecomrnendation: sxplain the derivation of RfDC values, 
present the calculatione and assumptions used in deriving the 
individual RFDCa in the PHA, and c¶iscuas the uncertainty 
associated with them. 



2. Page 15, *Environmental Contamination and Other Ha~arda,~ 
Section A (Introduction), paragraphs 3 and 4 

a. Paragraph (3) indicates that; a variety of uconypari~on 
valuesn are used by ATSDR, including environmental media 
evaluation guides (EMEGS), cancer risk evaluation guiaes (CRIEGS), 
EPA1s maximum contaminant levele (MCLs), EPAvs lifetime health 
advisories (LTHAs) , EPA, a oral reference Boses (RfDs) , and RfDCs. 
Paragraph (4) notee body weight and ingestion rate assumptions. 
The assumptions do not apply to MCLs, LTHA6, and RFDs. 

b. The body weight assumption for a Mchilclw is given as 10 
kilogram (kg). This value is not consistent with either the PHA 
manual, Appendix D or the EPA guidance document Risk Aaaeesment 
Gufc?ance for Superfund, Volume I, Human Healch Evaluation Manual; 
Part A, (December 1989), (RAGS manual). Both documents reference 
16 kg for calculating intake values for children (ages 1-6 
years). Both documents recommend 10 kg ae the default body 
weight for infants. Use of an infant body weight to derive a 
soil ingestion risk for a child ia not appropriate (i.e., infants 
are not found on playgrounds ingesting soil) and yields an 
unrealistically conservative risk estimate and low soil reference 
concentration. 

c. Soil ingestion rates of 200 milligram per day (mg/day) 
Cor a child and 100 rng/day for: an adult are given. These values 
eva- Lax t w - a u a l ~  h w ~ u ~ e - ,  t e h e s w d a - a o b ~  aaith 
default value8 in the PHA manual. The PHA manual (Appendix D, 
pag D-5) uses soil ingestion rates of 50-100 mg/day for a child 
(non-pica child) and 50 mg/day for an adult. 

a. Change paragraph (4) to clarify use of body weight and 
ingestion tate aseumptiona to derive comparison values. 

b. Use a body weight value of 16 kg to calculate the 
exposure doses for children. 

c. Provide rationale for using a soil ingestion rate value 
different from the default value in the PHA manual. Where ATSDR 
guidance is not tollowed, provide a reference (e.g., EPA, etc.). 

3. Page 16, nEnvironmental Contamination and Other Hazards," 
Section A (Introduction), paragraph 8 

Gomment: This paragraph states that ATSDR reviewed Toxic 
Release Inventory (TRI) data for air contaminants and determined 
no air release impact. The rationale to make this "no impactu 
determination is not explained. Contaminants listed on the TRI 



included copper, nickel and chromium. All three of these 
chemicals are listed by ATSDR as contaminant8 ox concern at: NETC 
Newport. The dietance and location an air contaminant travels 
depends on a variety of parameters which should be evaluated to 
make a determination of impact. 

-: Justify the atatement made regarding TRI 
air concentrations not impacting the baee. 

4. Page 21, Table 2 (nMaximum Contaminant Concentrations in on- 
8% te Bubwrf aec 6oi-l Ccr.ri&cu, F-&ms-Mghclng 'PraAning Area*)  , and 
page 32, Table 9 (Waximuas Contaminant Concentration in On-Site 
Surface Soil Samples, Melville North L a n d f i l l n )  

-: Beginning with T a b l e  2, the abbreviation "N/AV is 
eometimet-used ic tho mpamparioon VaZucUolumn. The Zegcnd  on 
these tables indieatem that the abbreviation means wc~parison 
valuee not available." However, this abbreviation is used 
inconaiotcatly in thc tablee; it is not clear that it has the 
same meaning throughout the document;. For example, both Table 2 
and Table 9 list chromium aa one of the corltaminants detected i n  
surface soil samples (collected at the Fire Fighting Training 
Area (FFT area) and the Melville North Lancif511, respectively). 
However, Table 2 provides a numerical comparieon value (10 ppm) 
for chromium while Table 9 indicates "N/Avr for a chromium 
comparison value. We do not €lee how a comparison value can be 
available for chromium in surface soil at the FFT area but not at 
the Melville North Landfill. 

Recomtn+~tion: Ensure that conaietent comparieon values 
are used for contaminants of concern. ClariCy the meaning ot 
"N/An as used in this document. 

5. Page 22, Table 3 (Maximum Contaminant Concentrations in On- 
site Surface soil Samples, 018 Fire Fighting Training Area) 

_Camm%nt;: Table 3 liets zinc as a contaminant of concern; 
however, neither Table 3 nor the "Public Health Irnplicacions - 
Firs Fighting Training Arean section provide any comparison 
valuee for zinc. 

tion: Provide a comparieon value for zinc on 
Tabl  3 or diecum the value i n  textual format. 



6. Page 26, Section B (On-site Contamination), subsection 
entitled "McAllister Point Landfill (Surface Soil)t1 and page 27, 
Table 6 (WIaxirnum Contaminant Concentrations in On-site Surface 
Soil Samples, McAllieter Point Landfilln); page 19, Section B 
(On-site Contamination), subsection entitled UOld Fire Fighting 
Training Arean and page 21 Table 2 (nMaxhum Contarninant 
Concentrations in On-site Subsurface 8011 Samples, Fire Fighting 
Training Arean) 

a. In the Section B discuesion concerning McAllister Point 
Landfill, the colleotion of two off-site eurface soil samples for 
Target Analyte List (TAL) metals analysis is mentioned. In the 
Section C discuseion of McAllister Point Landfill the te%t states 
that off-site surface eoil samples "did not exceed comparison 
valuesm; however, the background eoil result8 are not presented 
in either the t e x t  or tablee. 

b. The PHA manual indicates that if site-specific 
background values are not; available, state, regional, or national 
background levelec m y  be ueed for comparison purposes. 

c. Such comparisons are useful so that the public may pul; 
empling results in perspective with natural eoil concentratione, 
particularly for the pica child. For example, Table 6 lists the 
manganese comparison value derived for the pica child as 200 
part8 per million (ppm). Table 5.2 ("Mean Concentratione...of 
Sol.1~ i n  the Coterminous United States") of the PHA XtIanUal. lists 
th range of manganese concentrations in Eastern United States 
( U . S . )  soils as c2 to 7000 p w r  with the arithmetic mean for 
manganese being giveu as 640 ppm. The arithmetic mean is 
therefore significantly above the concentratlong detected on- 
site. 

Recornendeation: Di~lcuse background soil concentration data 
and compare to on-site data. 

7. Page 29, Section B (On-site Contamination), subsection 
entitled wMelville North Landfill (Subeurface Soil)," paragraph 
3, and pago 3 0 ,  Tablc 8 (nMaximum Coa~cuninant Concentrations in 
On-site Subaurface Soil Samples, Melville North Landfilln) 

Comment: This paragraph sLalee "Peeticides and PCBs... were 
detected at levels above comparison valuee." Neither the text 
nor Table 8 provide information concerning the epecific 
peeticides detected or the comparison values. While the two 
types of PCBs detectea are listed on Table 8, the detected 
pesticides are not. 

m e n d a t i o n :  State which pesticides were detected at 
levels above comparison values alra ae~ermine wnetner or not they 
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ehould be listed on Table 8 .  

0 .  Page 49, Section A (Completed Exposure Pathways) and page 22, 
Table 3 (Maximum contaminant Concentrations in  On-site SurEace 
Soil Samples, Old Fire Fighting Training Area) 

Camme-: The first paragraph of Section A states "A 
completed expoaure pathway (surface eo i l )  was identified at the 
Old Fire Fighting Training A r e a . V n  the eubsection entitled 
nSurface Soil Pathwayw the text states that the contaminants of 
concern in the aurface soil include metals (cadmium, copper, 
arsenic, lead, vanadium, zinc, antimony, manganese, and 
chromium), P W , . a n d  PCBa. We question the exietence of a 
compl ted exposure pathway. The discussion below addreeaea the 
contaminants of concern in the FPT area: 

a, Metals - As discusaed below, specific metal 
concentrations of concern were measured at locations other than 
the child care facility. For all contaminants except antimony, 
th m asured concentrations are lesa than the arithmetic mean 
concentration for Eastern United States (U,S,) eoile. The 
concentration observed for antimony at the FFT area is well 
within the normal concenttation range for antimony in Eastern 
U.S. eoils. 

(1) cadmium - Cadmium waa detected in only one of six 
surface so i l  samples (I.@., in sample SS-04). Cadmium was not 
detected at SS-02 (the sampling sice in the playground area3-W 
at any of the other four sampling sites. The compariaon value 
listed on Table 3 is 0.4 ppm and the reference listed is lfEMEQ, 
pica childom The text acknowledges the concentration detected at 
this one site (0.94 ppm) is only of concern for pica children. 

(2)  - Copper was observed in all surface soil 
samples collected at the six sampling locatione. Results range 
from 11.2 to 44.3 ppm. However, no comparison value is provided 
on Table 3. The text indicatea chat the highest concentration 
found ie of concern for pica children. Concentrations of copper 
in Eastern U.S. soils range from 4 to 700 ppm. The arithmetic 
average is 22 ppm. The concentration measured at SS-02 is 11.2 
ppm, a value significantly below the arithmetic average for 
Eastern U.S. soils. 

(3) hrsenic - Areenic concentrations ranged from 
1 to 8.3 ppm. Thc concentrrcrtioa n;lccrourod at 38-02 io "3.1. J", 
indicating an estimated value. The comparison value ie "0.6 ppmu 
with the reference source for this value being shown as "RFDC 
pica cl~ild.~ Concentrations of arsenic in Eastern U.S. 8011s 
range from c0.1 to 73 ppm. The arithmetic average is 7.4 ppm, 
which is above the concentration measurea at the SS-02 location. 
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PAHs. The  contamination measured at ss-06 is highly likely to be 
attributable to the presence of auphalt. in the an11 sample. 

b. 11% a e p k r a l L  m & i d a l ; - P W 4 t l  cr~e L l y h t l y  bound. 'I'nus, rAn 
levels fcuand in soil aamples containing asphalt may be 
r e p ~ . o ~ e n t a t s h .  o£ tho ohc~~bcwlo  in t S a ~ ~ r r y g & = ,  bue not 
reproaentativa of p e t o n t i a 1 ~ o n C a m L ~ t ) i e n  5s tha soil ar af 
contamination that will be'transported. 

a Bcoidce aephalt, the presence of PAHs in eoil Is ofLeu 
associated with contaminatioii-by-etrolamt producte, Whic2-e 
ixldicai'&- by &airring au6 dors .  Tne Ri reporc4page 3 -321 
statee nNo visible signs of contamination (e.g., odors, staining) 
were observed in any of the surface soil.samples collected from 
the Old Fire Fighting Training Area site." 

d, The ahoreline sample may have had a significant fraction 
of bay sediments already known to be polluted (from aources other 
than NETC). The RI report states "The sediments In the Bay are 
coutamlaer~ed with heavy metals, nyarocarDons and sewage sludge." 
A survey conducted by EPA (EPA 1975) ... found 7048 milligram per 
liter (mg/ l )  manganese, 2351 mg/l zinc, 559  mg/l iron, 55 mg/l 
lead, 46 mg/l nickel, 44 mg/l copper, and less than 1 mg/l 
cadmiumBt (page 3 - 6) . Although the levels of tlhydrocarbonw 
contamination are not stated, it is clear that bay sediments have 
elevated contaminant levels, Thus, the sample taken from the 
shoreline i a  likely not representative of most of the site's 
surface eo i l .  

e. At the FFT area, one discreet surface soil 8ample Wa8 
collected from each of the Eollowing areas: child care center, 
playground, baseball field, large soil mound in the center of the 
a i t e ,  soil mound at the western end of the site, shoreline and 
pavilion/park area. The RI indicates that for PAHs, the 
concentrations found in the samples other than S S - 0 6  are an ord r 
of magnitude lower than the t%mcimum concentrationst1 used to 
assess public health risks. This is not addressed in the initial 
release document. 

f. The RI report states that the child care recipient6 are 
"not normally exposec¶" to che shoreline. Apparently the children 
at the day care center are generally restricted to the building 
or to the fenced playground area adjacent to the building. This 
being the cam, the expoeure pathway is not complete for children 
or adults who are not exposed to the shoreline. 

a. Discuse the presence of asphalt pieces in eurface soil 
sample SS-06 and the potential impact asphalt may have on PAH 
results . 
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b. Discues the other five PAH surface soil sample results, 
particularly the results for the eample collected at the child 
care facility. Evaluate repreaentativenees of SS-06 for 
exposures at che child care facility. Discuss the concentrations 
obse~ved in the samples taken at locations nwhere the children 
play. I' 

c .  Consider using representative surface soil sarnplee 
(e.g., eamplea other than Sample SS-06) for eite characterization 
of expoeure . 
11. Page 66, "Public Health Implications," Section A 
(~oxicologic Evaluation), subsection entitled "Old   ire Fighting 
Training Area (Site 09)," subsection entitled "Manganesen 

e: The text etates that "Dermal exposure is not 
coneidered to be of health concern except for the SCMnO, ... form... 
which ia corro~ive.~ The text does not elaborate on expectations 
for fincling the KMnOI form at the site. Potaeeium permanganate 
is rarely, if ever, found in a natural state. 

ndatioq: Discuee the likelihood of finding KMn04 at 
this site or Belete th is  statement from the text in this section. 

12. Page 67, "Public Health Irnplications,~ Section A 
(~oxicologic Evaluation), subsection entitled "Old Fire Fighting 
Training Area (Site 09), s~b~ection entitled llPolycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbonsu 

Comments: 

a. Paragraph four states 'IBenzo-a-pyrene is considexed to 
be one of the most carcinogenic forms of PAHs. The potential for 
cancer-related health effecte has been evaluated assuming that 
the total P A H ~  detected at che Old Fire Fighting Training Area 
are exclueively benzo(a)pyrene." A more realistic approach is to 
eeparate PAHs into two fractions, i.e., cancer-related PAHs and 
non-cancer related P A W ,  and determine the potential for cancer- 
related health effects from the total cancer-related PAHs. This 
method was used for determining expoeures to the same pathway 
(i.e., incidental ingestion to soil) at the Melville North 
Landfill (see page 73) . 

b. Even the assumption that all "carcinogenic PAHsn (which 
include both "known' and human carcinogens) have the 
same toxicity as benzo-(a)-pyrene is highly conservative. 
Recently (February 1992) EPA Region IV adopted a toxicity 
equivalency factor (TEF) methodology for carcinogenic PAHs based 
on each compounds' relative potency (relative to the potency of 
beuzo(a)pyrene). The potency factors vary from 0.01 to 0.1. 
This methodology was adopted in recognition of the fact: that 
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application of the toxicity of 
"potentially carcinogenicu PAH 
conservative, TEF methodology 
Region 10 (August 1992). 

benzo- (a) -pyrene to all 
fracciona may be unreali~tically 
has also been adopted by EPA 

a. Uae the carcinogenic fraction of PAHs to determine the 
canc r-related health rieke for children and pica children to 
P A H ~  by incidental ingeetion of eoil at the FFT area. 

b. Addrees the uncertainty involved with the uae of the 
toxicity value of benzo-(a)-pyrene to calculate the riek from 
ocher potentially carcinogenic fracciona of J?AHs. 

c. Consider adopting TEF methodology to addrees health risk 
associated with the carcinogenic fraction of PAW. 

13. Page 67, nl?ubll~ Health Implications,' Section A 
(~oxicologic Evaluation), eubeection entitled "Old Fire Fighting 
Training Area (Site Og), subsection entitled nZinc,lg paragraph 2 

Comment: For the other contaminants of concern ( e g g . ,  
copper and lead) the text hae mentioned whether the contaminant 
i~ a carcinogen, suspected carcinogen, or has not been classified 
as a carcinogen. In this paragraph addressing zinc, the 
etatement is made that n...adverse noncancer health effects are 
not expected from current expoeure;" however, the potential 
carcinogenic effects of zinc are not addressed. 

-: State the carcinogenic clasaitication ot 
z i n c .  

14. Page 80, 88Recomendations 

e n :  Recommenclation #6  scates "Remediate Melville North 
Landfill before it is developed into a marina." Based on 
information disclosed in the ATSDR/NETC Newport pre-red cover 
draft site visit (16 to 18 November, 1992) our understanding is 
chat the Melville North Landfill is no longer considered parc of 
the NETC Newport National Prioritiee Liet (NPL) listing (CERCLIS 
No. RI6170085470). NETC Newport environmental staff explained 
that this was agreed upon 8uring the Federal Facility Agreement 
(which was negotiated between the Department of Defense, the EPA, 
and the State of Rhode Island). 

Re: ATSDR ~hould specify the party or partfee 
who are recommended to remediate Melville North  andf fill prior ro 
developing the eite into a marina. 


