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Scott-

Attached are DEP review comments on the Revised August 2009 Onsite Risk Assessment for the
Koppers site. Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment. Please call me if you have
any questions.

Kelsey Helton

DEP- Bureau of Waste Cleanup
Hazardous Waste Cleanup Section
Tallahassee, FL

850-245-8969
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Bob Martinez Center
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Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secrelary

December 11, 2009

Mr. Scott Miller

Remedial Project Manager

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 1V, Superfund North Florida Section

61 Forsyth Street, SW

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

RE: Review of August 19, 2009 Revised Evaluation of Potential On-site Human Risks
Associated with Soils and Sediments, Koppers Inc Wood-Treating Facility, Gainesville,
Florida

Dear Scott:

DEP has completed its review of the revised human health risk assessment (HHRA) for
onsite soils and sediments at the Koppers facility Superfund site. Enclosed are comments
from Dr.’s Roberts and Stuchal who have been providing support to DEP throughout the
development of the risk assessment for the site.

We are pleased to see that the HEAST cancer slope factor has been applied in the revised
HHRA. As noted in previous comments, this is consistent with the hierarchy of toxicity
values utilized by DEP in its development of cleanup target levels presented in Chapter
62-777 and the supporting Technical Report. There are other areas within the HHRA,
however, in which significant issues previously raised by DEP have not been addressed,
and which force DEP to conclude that the onsite risk is not accurately represented by the
current probabilistic risk assessment (PRA), and in fact is likely significantly
underestimated. These areas are briefly discussed below.

Risk Management. Fundamental to risk management decisions is the selection of the
acceptable percentile of risk from the risk distribution. Potential risk from the Koppers
site is contributed predominantly by the carcinogenic soil contaminants comprised of
dioxin, arsenic, carcinogenic PAHs and pentachlorophenol. AMEC has used the median
potential excess lifetime cancer risk (PELCR) rather than a higher percentile for
comparison to the DEP risk threshold of 10 to draw conclusions as to the potential risk
posed by each exposure unit as well as by the overall site. Application of the median risk
is not consistent with either the federal RAGS (EPA 2001) or State risk management
practices. The 95" percentile of the risk distribution should be compared to the State
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threshold. An upper percentile risk is the basis for cleanup target levels in Chapter 62-
777, is consistent with the intent of the legislature as reflected in Section 403, Florida
Statute, and is consistent with risk management practices in Florida. Protection based on
50% of the population is not acceptable.

Exposure Units (EU) and Exposure Point Concentrations (EPC). Chapter 62-780 is
silent on the maximum allowable size for an exposure unit which may be used in the
application of risk assessment, when accompanied by restrictive covenants. However, in
order to evaluate the potential risk posed by soil contamination within an EU, there must
be a reasonable expectation of equal and random exposure, samples representative of the
distribution and range in contaminant concentrations, and an adequate number of samples
on which to calculate an EPC. As noted in the enclosed comments, there are several
exposure units where one or more of these criteria have not been met. Specific
recommendations are provided for creating what would appear to be more appropriate
exposure units. Please note that even without the creation of additional EUs, the PRA
currently utilizes EUs for which there are not an adequate number of samples to calculate
an EPC. In an extreme example, there are no actual sample locations in the process area
to support risk calculations for dioxin for that exposure unit. In addition, the PRA only
evaluated the 0-6” soil horizon. Chapter 62-780 requires that the risk be addressed over
the top 2 soil horizon. With the lesser number of soil samples collected over the 6”-2°
soil horizon, it is unlikely that there are a sufficient number of samples in each EU to
support risk evaluation of soil at this depth interval. Use of applicable historic data as
well as additional soil sampling will be necessary to support an acceptable PRA.

Risk parameter distributions used in the PRA. The PRA calculates most of the risk
parameters based on site-specific distributions. While this is allowed conceptually under
Chapter 62-780, some of proposed distributions are not adequately substantiated, are
inappropriately calculated, or reflect use of median or lower percentile values which are
not adequately protective.

Bioavailability and Relative Absorption factors (RAFs). As noted in previous DEP
review comments regarding the proposed alternative RAFs derived from scientific
literature, DEP requires that site-specific data from a suitable in vivo bioavailability study
be obtained in order to modify the default RAP assumption of 1 (or in the case of
arsenic, 0.33). This would be consistent with the approach used in development of
Chapter 62-777 CTLs and would appropriately reflect site-specific circumstances under
which alternative RAFs are considered justified.

Default commercial industrial land use scenario. While acknowledging the HHRA
assumption of current and future land use based on Koppers operations, it is likely that at
some time in the future land use may change, providing the opportunity for site
redevelopment. DEP recommends that a default commercial/industrial land use scenario
be evaluated in the HHRA to determine the difference in potential risk and possible
cleanup scenarios between the current land use assumption and a more generic
commercial scenario. Although the revised HHRA “default” scenario included most of
the appropriate default assumptions, we request that the PRA default scenario also reflect





generic worker exposure duration assumptions, rather than the site-specific assumptions
used (example- 2 hours).

Site-specific soil cleanup target levels. Assuming that the above issues are addressed to
EPA and DEP’s satisfaction in a final approved Risk Assessment, DEP recommends that
site-specific soil cleanup goals be developed. Numeric soil cleanup goals will ensure that
remedial alternatives being considered in the feasibility adequately address the
appropriate areas of the site and that the final selected remedy is comprehensive and
protective. This approach will also allow a more transparent determination of the
adequacy of both the remedial design and final remedy action. The simple and direct
comparison of confirmatory sampling soil data to numeric cleanup goals during the
ongoing remedial action will result in timely and unambiguous field decisions, more
easily evaluated and supported by regulatory agencies.

DEP appreciates the opportunity to comment on the revised HHRA and is optimistic that
the issues identified above and in the enclosed comments will be addressed to both EPA

and DEP satisfaction. We request the opportunity to discuss these comments with EPA
once they have been digested.

Please call me at 850-245-8969 when you are ready to discuss.

Sincerely,

Vol Het A

Kelsey Helton
Bureau of Waste Cleanup

Enclosure

gE: Ligia Mora- Applegate, DEP
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December 11, 2009

Ligia Mora-Applegate

Bureau of Waste Cleanup

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

Re: Revised evaluation of on-site human health risks for Koppers, Inc.

Dear Ms. Mora-Applegate:

At your request we have reviewed the Evaluation of Potential On-Site Human
Health Risks Associated with Soils and Sediments at the Koppers, Inc. Wood-Treating
Facility in Gainesville, Florida. This document was prepared by AMEC Earth &
Environmental and is dated August 19, 2009. The document assesses risk to current
and future workers and trespassers and future construction and utility workers from on-
site soil. The assessment utilizes a probabilistic microexposure event (MEE) model to
calculate site-specific on-site worker risks from carcinogenic COCs (arsenic, BaP-TEQs,
dioxin, and pentachlorophenol). This is a revision to a risk assessment we reviewed
previously. In our review of the previous risk assessment in a letter dated August 21,
2009 we disagreed with several of the exposure distributions as well as selection of the
median risk (as opposed to the 95" percentile) from the risk distribution. In our opinion,
AMEC’s choice of exposure distributions for the MEE model appeared to minimize risks
to current workers at the site. Many of our comments from the August 21, 2009 letter
were not addressed and are repeated here. We have the following comments on the
risk assessment:

1. A significant concern with the risk assessment is that it assumes future use is
identical to current use. The assumption extends not only to the type of
commercial operation (viz., wood treatment facility), but to the worker activity
patterns that occur in specific locations at the site. This effectively precludes use
of the risk assessment for evaluation of any future use of the property other than
a wood treatment facility operated exactly as Koppers uses the site now. The
long-term usefulness of the risk assessment even for this narrow purpose is
questionable. The document Fugitive Dust Modeling, Koppers Inc. Wood-
Treating Facility, Gainesville, Florida (August 17, 2009) states there has been
‘recent rearrangement of work areas in the northwest corner of the facility and
along the western property lines” (page 2). Given the way that the risk
assessment is constructed, changes in use patterns can alter calculated risk —
especially for areas other than the process area. The rearrangement of work
areas referenced in the fugitive dust document has perhaps already invalidated
portions of the risk assessment. Beyond the limited value of the risk assessment
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as a management tool, this approach raises issues regarding the ability to
implement an effective institutional control for this site. If a management
approach is selected based upon this type of risk assessment, an institutional
control that incorporates critical elements, including activity patterns at specific
locations, will be required in order to insure that risks do not change substantially.
This level of detail and monitoring could be onerous to implement.

Chemical concentrations should meet residential SCTLs at the property
boundary unless the adjacent property owners agree to the implementation of an
institutional control. For the western and northwestern property boundaries,
current use is residential and FDEP residential SCTLs must be met at these
boundaries.

The body weight distributions utilized in the MEE model are for males only
because most of the Koppers outdoor workers are male (page 3-14). This has
the effect of producing a somewhat lower risk than would be the case if a
distribution that included weights from both men and women had been used.
The report states that female body weights will be considered if the workforce
were to change and include more women (page ES-6), but this doesn’'t address
the women already on the workforce. Exclusion of female body weights raises
the question whether gender composition of the work force will need to be
another condition of the institutional control for this site. A better solution, in our
opinion, would be to modify the risk assessment to use a more standard body
weight distribution that includes both men and women.

The exposure areas are based on site-specific information. However, they do
not appear to represent areas of equal and random exposure (e.g. 5 acres or
less). We have the following recommendations for amending the exposure areas
based on current site use:

a. The SWWA consists of a wooded area adjacent to an open grassy area.
It appears the grassy area is being used and that exposure is more likely
to occur in that area. This is important because dioxin levels in the open
area are up to 100 times greater than the soil concentrations in the
wooded area. If exposure were more likely in this area, risks would be
increased. We suggest making this area a separate exposure unit.

b. The boiler area (BA) includes the tree line adjacent to NW 23" Avenue. It
appears unlikely that a worker would have the same exposure to the tree
line along the edge of the property as they would to the work area in the
BA. Concentrations in the boiler area are up to 1000 times greater than
the tree line. Including the tree line may have a dilution effect on the BA
concentrations. We recommend removing the tree line from the BA
exposure unit by making it a separate exposure unit.

c. The Fugitive Dust Modeling, Koppers Inc. Wood-Treating Facility,
Gainesville, Florida (August 17, 2009) document suggests that the
northern end of the eastern active area (EAA) is rarely used. If this is
correct, the EAA exposure unit is not appropriately defined and should be
divided into two or more exposure units representative of the frequency of
use.
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11.

The entire site is defined as one exposure unit for current and future utility and
construction workers. Although a utility or construction activity may be equally
likely at any point on the site, it is unlikely that any such event will generate equal
and random exposure over the entire 90-acre site. Use of such a large exposure
unit may underestimate the risk for construction and utility workers involved in
projects occurring over smaller sections of the site that contain higher soil
concentrations. To prevent this, the site could be divided into smaller areas (e.g.
10 acres) to represent exposure units for future construction and utility projects.

The surface soil interval 0.5-2 ft below ground surface (bgs) was not evaluated in
the risk assessment due to historical sampling. The FDEP should be consulted
in determining how to assess risk from this soil interval.

The risk assessment does not address the leachability of contaminants to
groundwater. Leachability CTLs should be met throughout the vadose zone.
FDEP default leachability criteria can be utilized (Chapter 62-777, F.A.C.) or site-
specific criteria may be developed.

Risk from exposure to dioxin in soil in the process area was not calculated from
direct measurements. Instead, the dioxin soil concentrations within the process
area were extrapolated from samples taken in surrounding exposure areas
(SWWA, BA, EAA, and western active area (WAA)). This is problematic because
there is no dioxin data for an entire exposure area. An exposure area needs a
minimum of one sample to estimate a COC concentration in the soil.
Additionally, the historical use of the process area suggests it is likely to have
high dioxin concentrations. Therefore, taking soil samples in this area is
especially important. Without any dioxin concentration data from the process
area, it must be assumed that the entire area exceeds the risk threshold and will
be remediated/managed. We recommend additional data be collected from this
area.

Results from the June 2009 on-site soil sampling of the northern currently
inactive area (NCIA) should be included in this assessment. The NCIA maximum
dioxin concentration (since only three samples were taken) is 92,709 ng/kg (92.7
mg/kg). This value exceeds both the FDEP target risk of 1E-06 and the US EPA
risk range of 1E-04 to 1E-06.

The median potential excess lifetime cancer risk generated by the probabilistic
risk assessment is compared to the FDEP risk threshold of 1E-06. This is
inconsistent with RAGS Volume 3, Part A (US EPA, 2001), which states, “In
human health PRA, a recommended starting point for risk management
decisions regarding the RME is the 95" percentile of the risk distribution”
(Section 7.2.3). In order to meet FDEP's risk threshold, the MEE estimate of risk
should be below 1E-06 at the 95" percentile.

Section 3.4.1 EPCs for Soils states that soil samples from 2006 were
arithmetically averaged over four depth intervals (0-3 in, 3-6 in, 6 in-2 ft, and 2-6
ft bgs) to estimate subsurface soil concentrations. This contradicts the Proposed
Approach to Estimating Potential On-Site Human Health Risks Associated with
Soils and Sediments (AMEC, 2008b), which states a depth-weighted average
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would be used to estimate soil concentrations in the human health risk
assessment. Arithmetic averages do not take into account the different depths
represented by the soil intervals and overrepresent the smaller soil intervals (0-3
in, 3-6 in, and 6 in-2 ft) in the average subsurface soil concentration.

To derive an exposure point concentration, bootstrapping was used to generate a
95% UCL of the spatially weighted average concentration in each exposure area
(page 3-9). The ProUCL Version 4.0 Technical Guide (US EPA, 2007) states
that the bootstrap method should not be used with data sets of less than 10-15
samples (page 25). Based on Figures 3-1 through 3-5, there are not enough
samples to use the bootstrapping procedure to estimate an exposure point
concentration for:

a. The drainage ditch and the northeast grassed area (NEGA) for all COPCs
b. The northwest grassed area (NWGA) for 0-6 inch TCDD-TEQs

The Koppers MEE model utilizes a mean soil ingestion rate of 10 mg/day based
on a recommendation by Dr. Calabrese (2003). The US EPA currently
recommends utilizing 50 mg/day as the most likely or median value (US EPA,
1997, Table 4-23). Based on the current US EPA recommended soil ingestion
rates, the distribution used in the MEE model potentially underestimates
incidental soil ingestion. The median value should be changed to 50 mg/day.

Based on Figure 3-15, the median tenure at Koppers Inc. is listed as 0.4 years
and 70% of Koppers employees are employed for less than a year. The
assessment does not explain how the job tenure data were derived. If the same
individual was employed several times for short durations (e.g., seasonal
employment), these periods of employment should be added for individuals to
reflect cumulative exposure duration to the site. If the data are reflective of
cumulative exposure durations, the job turnover rates are unusually high and
need to be documented.

The evaluation of risk for Koppers workers excluded personnel in management
and other indoor workers. This approach would be acceptable if outdoor workers
are assumed to have higher risks from site contaminants. That is probably not
the case for this site. Cancer risk is proportional to exposure duration. Given the
very short duration of exposure for outdoor workers (see Comment 14, above), it
is likely that the longer exposure duration of management and indoor workers will
lead to higher cancer risks, despite having somewhat lower soil ingestion rates.
This argues that management personnel should be included in the Koppers
worker exposure duration distribution, or that risks for management workers
should be calculated and shown separately.

The skin surface area utilized in the deterministic risk assessment for process
area workers (1,533 cm?) and for on-site workers in other areas (2,373 cm?)
represents the 15" percentile of surface area distribution for both workers (Figure
3-18 and page 3-15). It is unclear why the 15™ percentile was chosen for the
deterministic representation of surface area. Use of this estimate suggests
underestimation of risk from dermal exposure for 85% of Koppers workers. We
recommend utilizing the 50" percentile for the deterministic risk assessment.





17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Additionally, the skin surface areas utilized in the deterministic risk assessment
for Koppers workers, utility workers, and construction workers appear incorrect.
Based upon the body weights used in the risk assessment and the percentage
surface area for body parts (FDEP, 2005), average skin surface areas should be
amended to the following: 1,737 cm? for process area workers (1,533 cm? is used
in the assessment), 2,734 cm? for non-process area workers (2,373 cm? is used),
and 2,574 cm? for construction and utility workers (2,478 cm? is used).

The dermal adherence factor distributions used in the MEE analysis for on-site
Koppers workers underestimate potential soil adherence to skin. Point estimates
of dermal adherence factors for Koppers workers were calculated using a
geometric mean soil adherence by activity and body region (US EPA, 1997,
Table 6-12). These mean soil adherences (0.168 mg/cm? for PA workers and
0.206 mg/cm? for non-PA workers) are used as an upper percentile (90-95" %)
estimate of the dermal adherence factor distribution. This suggests that greater
than 90% of Koppers workers have a soil adherence factor less than the mean.

The deterministic dermal adherence factors (AF) chosen for trespassers (0.145
mg/cm?) and construction workers (0.14 mg/cm?) likely underestimate dermal
adherence for these activities. RAGS Part E (US EPA, 2004) recommends that a
default adherence factor represent the 95" percentile of a central tendency
activity or the 50" percentile of a high-end soil contact activity. For the
trespasser scenario, we recommend utilizing the 50" percentile AF for children
(ages 8-12) playing in wet soil of 0.2 mg/cm?. US EPA (2002) Supplemental
Guidance for Developing Soil Screening Levels for Superfund Sites recommends
a 95" percentile AF for construction workers of 0.3 mg/cm?.

The potential ingestion and dermal exposure fraction of intake from the site is
assumed to be 0.25 for workers in the SWWA, NWGA, and NEGA, and for
trespassers. Our concern with this assumption includes:

a. The reduced fraction of intake for trespassers is due to the short time
duration trespassers are expected on-site. It is unclear how a short
exposure time affects the fraction of exposure from the site. If the only
exposure to soil was from the site on days trespassing is assumed to take
place, the fraction of exposure should be 1. This seems reasonable given
the infrequent exposure of 4-12 d/y assumed for the trespasser.

b. The fraction of intake from the SWWA, NWGA, and NEGA were reduced
because the exposure time in these areas is 2 h/d. If the fraction of
intake from these areas is reduced to 0.25 based on the fraction of the
workday spent in this area, the remainder fraction of intake (0.75) should
originate from another area on the site. As stated in the risk assessment
(Section 5.1.3.1), the risk to workers in the SWWA, NWGA, and NEGA
will look similar to the risk from the active areas where they spend the
majority of their time. This suggests that the risks calculated for the
SWWA, NWGA, and NEGA are reflective of only a small portion of the
total risk to Koppers workers under the current scenario.

The distribution of relative absorption factors (RAFs) utilized in the assessment
was not obtained from site-specific in vivo data. RAFs vary from site to site due
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to soil factors that are still not completely understood. In the absence of site-
specific data, the FDEP default relative bioavailability assumption of 1 should be
used.

The distribution chosen for BaP-TE oral RAFs (Figure 3-23) biases the risk
calculations low for PAHs. The literature summary presented in Relative
Absorption Factors (RAFs) for Oral and Dermal Absorption of Compounds in Soil
Cabot Carbon/Koppers Site (AMEC, 2008) listed oral RAFs ranging from <0.1 to
1. The chosen distribution uses values from the low end of this range with 85%
of the iterations using a value of 0.5 or less. Without site-specific data, the FDEP
default relative bioavailability assumption of 1 should be used.

A normal distribution was generated for arsenic oral RAFs (Figure 3-23) based
on one measurement (page 3-21). It remains unclear how a distribution was
derived from one RAF.

The distribution for TCDD-TEQ RAFs was generated by bootstrapping eight
bioavailability estimates. As stated previously, the ProUCL Version 4.0 Technical
Guide (US EPA, 2007) states that the bootstrap method should not be used with
data sets of less than 10-15 samples (page 25).

The distribution for dermal arsenic RAFs was generated using three dose levels
that were prorated to a typical workday (page 3-22). Dermal exposure to soil is
assumed to occur over a 24-hour period and should not be prorated to an eight-
hour workday. Assuming 24-hour exposure is reasonable because exposure to
soil does not end when an individual leaves the site. Instead, it is retained on the
skin until it is removed by washing or bathing.

The deterministic and MEE model utilized a fixed value of 55% for the TCDD-
TEQ inhalation RAF based on Nessel et al. (1990). After careful review of the
Nessel et al. document, no support could be found for the 55% RAF value. In
fact, the paper concludes, “Although these results illustrate the pulmonary
bioavailability of TCDD from contaminated particles, it cannot be quantified
based on enzyme induction or histopathologic examination alone”. The origin of
the TCDD-TEQ inhalation RAF utilized for the Koppers risk assessment is
unclear. The source of this value should be clearly defined in the risk
assessment.

The toxicity values utilized for the initial runs of the MEE probabilistic assessment
are unclear. Section 4.2 Toxicity Values for the Probabilistic Risk Assessment
(page 4-4) states the CSFs utilized in the initial runs of the MEE are the same as
the ones utilized in the deterministic risk assessment (Tables 4-2 and 4-3).
Section 5.2.3 Summary of PELCRs Estimated by the MEE Analysis states that a
95" percentile of the distribution of possible CSFs was chosen for each COC in
the MEE analysis (page 5-14). However, the deterministic values were not
based on a toxicity distribution (page 4-1). The text in Sections 4.2 and 5.2.3 is
conflicting and therefore confusing. It should be clarified.

In Section 4.0 Toxicity Assessment (page 4-1), the sources utilized for toxicity
values include, in order of priority, US EPA’s Integrated Risk Information System
(IRIS), US EPA’'s Region 6 Human Health Medium-Specific Screening levels,
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and HEAST values listed in US EPA’s Region 6 Human Health Medium-Specific
Screening Levels. These sources differ from those acceptable to the FDEP for
the development of CTLs. FDEP sources, in descending priority, include US
EPA’s IRIS, National Center for Environmental Assessment provisional toxicity
values, HEAST values, and other sources listed in the Technical Report (FDEP,
2005, page 10). Due to differences in sources, we have the following comments
regarding chronic toxicity values:

a. Mercury has an oral RfD in HEAST of 3.0E-04 mg/kg-d. This value
should be added to Table 4-2 and utilized in the risk assessment.

b. Several of the chemicals in Table 4-2 have a gastrointestinal (Gl)
absorption of 0.5 (ATSDR toxicity profiles). The Gl absorption should be
included in route-to-route extrapolation to prevent underestimation of
toxicity from non-oral routes of exposure. Chemicals in Table 4-2 that
have a Gl absorption of 0.5 and their extrapolated inhalation RfDs
include:

* Acenaphthene has an inhalation RfD of 3E-02 mg/kg-d

= Anthracene has an inhalation RfD of 1.5E-01 mg/kg-d

» Fluoranthene and fluorene have inhalation RfDs of 2E-02 mg/kg-d

» Phenanthrene and pyrene have inhalation RfDs of 1.5E-02 mg/kg-
d

c. In Table 4-3, the inhalation slope factor for arsenic is in error (1.2E-06
mg/kg-d™"). It should be 1.5E+01 mg/kg-d™.

d. In Table 4-3, chromium is listed as chromium Ill. To our knowledge, no
speciation was performed on the chromium detected in soil at the
Koppers site. In the absence of speciation data, the more conservative
assumption that all chromium on-site is chromium VI should be used.
Chromium VI has an inhalation slope factor of 4. 1E+01 mg/kg-d™".

Section 3.5.9 Fraction of Intake from the Site assumes all of the potential
ingestion and dermal exposure to soil originates from the site. It states, “a
worker who is in an exposure area for less than the full day will have lower
potential exposures and risks than estimated herein” (page 3-17). The US EPA
considers dermal exposure and incidental ingestion of soil to be on an event
basis per day. Therefore, the entire daily ingestion and dermal dose could
originate from the site regardless of the time exposed.

The drainage ditch should be evaluated as a potential source of downstream
contamination with ecological impacts. In the absence of site-specific toxicity
bioassays, comparison with Sediment Quality Assessment Guidelines TEC and
PEC values would be appropriate.

Throughout the document, deterministic risk assessment is referred to as
“conservative” while the MEE model is referred to as “realistic’. This suggests
that a conservative scenario does not represent a realistic exposure. In a
conservative model, upper percentile and median exposure assumptions are
utiized to calculate a reasonable maximum exposure. Deterministic risk





assessments are intended to represent a wide range of possible realistic
exposures in the absence of site-specific data.

32. The statement on page 6-7, “The [TCDD] deterministic risk assessment uses a
CSF of 3000 (mg/kg-day)™” appears to be in error. Table 4-3 suggests a CSF of
150,000 (mg/kg-day)™" was utilized for TCDD in the deterministic assessment.

33. The respirable particulate concentration (RPM) in Tables 3-4 and 3-5 appear to
be a transcription error. Based on Section 3.5.11 Respirable Particulate
Concentration (page 3-19), the RPM should be 0.0394 mg/m®.

34. The risk assessment does not include risk-based cleanup goals for the site,
presenting instead risk results for one possible remediation scenario. To be a
more flexible management tool for evaluating potential remedial approaches, soll
cleanup goals for each of the chemicals of concern should be calculated
according to RMO Il in Chapter 62,780, F.A.C.

To examine the effect of choice of input distributions and exposure point
concentrations on the probabilistic expression of risk, we developed risk distributions
using Monte Carlo simulation with inputs and concentrations better suited to the
evaluation of risks for this site, in our opinion. Preliminary findings from this analysis
indicate risks at upper percentiles orders of magnitude higher than the risks
characterized in the AMEC report for most scenarios.

Please let us know if you have any questions regarding this review.

Sg:_g’riébwg ,Z‘/i[ i 7

Stephin M. Roberts, Ph.D. Leah D. Stuchal, Ph.D.
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