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Swmmary A
» “The docun itis an assessment of risk consistent w1th EPA guidance and methodology.
As such, the risk-estimates i in thrs document may be used by risk managets to reach a decision
about Site 40, However the document has many-errors in terms’of methodology and '
presentatl on
This risk ass¢ssment i$ based on consumptlon of red drum, Fishing regulatrons in Florlda -
prevent capture of more than.oné red drum per day. - : R

General Comments:

~

Risk Management Statements

executive summary states that subsistence fishing is not a valid scenario fur the site: “Ir Xt

stating these conclusions, the document should present the attendant uncettaintiés‘dnd i pe
decision-makers tu draw their own conclusions: ] )

Anbother example is the last paragraph of the executive summary" Thls paragraph should

" be removed from the document. The document should present the risk estimates and attendant

uncertamt1es Statlng whether the rlsks are acceptable or not places lheNavy s contractor in an

?-.5;.*

contractor and Jthe decision makers at this site should be aware of this issue.
‘Specific Comments:

Page 8. The text at the bottom of the page states that the esttmated fish ingestion rate for -

emeht two sefiténcés .
that Native Amerlcans with ﬁshlng licenses have 50-100% higher fish intake thtds "
than other anglers. If so, why was the}\lp,w end of this range chosen? :

. : IR Y IR S I 0T RS RIATE R S

Table 4. The title of this table indicates that non- carcinogenic effects are being considered
- whereas ilie colninm itie buuoems that carcrnogemc effects are considered. - This
typo should be corrected o

Pagel5.  The Long etal. (1 99 1d not be used for background comparison

: because'it obtalned i ' fnples from the site area. Howeven the
nta n is endemic in coastal areas remains valid. A study
of PCBs in marln ediment in another Gulf coast region could be used for’
comparison. Alternatively, the article, “Tidal creek and salt marsh sediments in
South Carolina coastal estuaries: II. Distribution of organic contamrnants” by
Sanger DM, Holland AF, Scott GI. In Arch Environ Cont, ]
Nov;37(4):458-7 l could be used as a startmg pomt for examinatjon
studies. : . o

Page 13. The statement is made that the maximum concentrat1on in forage fish that was
used to calculate concentrations in trophic level 4 fish was obtained 2 miles away
from the site. The document indicates this should bias the risk estimate to the
high side. Thisis nonsense. Without a discussion of the home ranges of both the




Page 16.

Page 17.

.3

level 3 fish (prey) and the level 4 fish (predators) and a discussion of the spatial

.distribution of contamination in sediment, this statement cannot be supported and

the discussion should be removed from the document. Instead, a single statement
that the maximum detected coticentration in level 3 fish was used as a health-

: protective surrogate for the mean should be substituted.

At the top of the page, the first complete sentence suggests that this assessment is.
done to ascertain the health of the red drum population. This sentence should be -
removed. Thisisahuman health risk assessment for the risk to fish consumers
and not an ecological risk assessment regarding the risk to fish populations.

The statement is made that different food sources of the red drum bioaccumulate
chemicals at different rates than pinfish or killifish. ‘This statement is then used to
suggest that the risk estimates are biased high. There is no data supporting this
statement. It is pure speculation and should either be supported or removed from
the document. :

Appendix A, Page 1. Step 4 indicates more confusion about whether a human health or

ecological risk assessment is being performed. Please see the comment
about text on page 16. '

Appendlx A, Page 4. The factor-of 0 70 in formula 1-2and 0.25 in forrnula 1-3 have unknown)

origins. The units and origins of these factors should be presented




