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Onondaga L ake Site
L ake Bottom Subsite: Sediment Consolidation Area
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August 2010

The US Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA'sinam health risk assessment looked at the poteisa
posed by the management and dewatering of lakensadlithat will take place at Wastebed 13. Two paén
exposure scenarios were evaluated in the assessiitenffirst scenario that was evaluated was exgosur
contaminants by air as a result of chemicals Vdatg from the dredged sediment and from the wdtaiming
from the geotextile tubes. The second exposureasierthat was assessed was an unlikely hypothetical
situation that assumes a significant failure of §egliment Consolidation Area (SCA). In this latteenario,
sediment is released and individuals would come ddastebed 13 and contact the sediments on orthear
SCA dally for a 45 day period until the sedimentlsaned up and the affected area is repaired.reAllting
estimated risks were within levels identified byARs acceptable. The finding of acceptable riskreges
when applying health protective assumptions suggést the plans for the sediment consolidatioa and not
result in unacceptable risks for the surroundingpicminity.

The table below provides answers in response tttemriand oral questions recently raised by the ipubl
regarding EPA’s human health risk assessment peeifor the engineered SCA on Wastebed 13 which wil
receive sediments dredged from Onondaga Lake.améeers were prepared by EPA in consultation welwvN
York State Department of Environmental Conserva(iliYSDEC) and the New York State Department of
Health (NYSDOH).

It should be noted that the questions, commentsr@sgbnses provided below are those that relagetdiror
indirectly to the human health risk assessmentis lbcument does not address other questions ancheots
which were raised that are unrelated to the humealthn risk assessment. Many of these questions and
comments were responded to via e-mail and/or atitie 8, 2010 public meeting on the human heabh ri
assessment at the New York State Fairgrounds. 8bthe questions raised at the meeting were rsporeded

to due to time constraints. The non-human he@thassessment-related questions and comments wieich

not responded to, will be addressed separately.



Frequently Asked Questions (FAQS)

H

uman Health Risk Assessment
Onondaga L ake Site

L ake Bottom Subsite: Sediment Consolidation Area

Camillus, NY

Questions/Comments

Responses

1. Since EPA has decided there is
health risk from this sediment, wh
not just leave it where it is?

b The June 2010 human health risk assessmenthudo&ed at potential
yhealth impacts to people who live near the facilithich will contain
sediments removed from the lake, determined tHateallting risk and
hazard estimates were within the range or belowitendentified by EPA a
acceptable. That, however, should not be integedreio mean tha
contaminated sediments are not currently causingrad effects when the
are left in the lake. As noted in the Frequentskéd Questions (FAQs
Onondaga Lake Dredging Project Sediment Consctidafirea (SCA) at
Wastebed 13, response # 1
http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/regions_pdf/scafag.petfological and huma
health risk assessments conducted previously itedicthat contaminant
associated with the lake sediments resulted insriglich exceede
threshold levels to the ecological community anteptally to people whg
eat fish caught from the lake. The remedy for Qlaga Lake include
dredging to remove a portion of the contaminatetinsent from the bottom
of the lake and to enable the isolation (througppaag) of the remaining
contaminated sediments that exceed the cleanupriarinoted in the
Onondaga Lake Bottom Subsite Record of Decisiond8yg so, human
and the environment will be protected from the aamhants that ar
currently present in sediments.
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2. Are EPA's standards fq
acceptable risk always correct?
no, what are some examples?

pr2. There is no "correct” cancer risk range or noncamegard threshold
[The acceptable excess cancer risk range of betarezm ten-thousand ar
one in one-million, and the "hazard index" of 1 efhrelates to potentia
adverse effects to the human population from syisteioxicants, are
established under Superfund regulations, spedyfitae National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency PlanP{N&t 40 CFR
300.430(e)(2)(A). These criteria for acceptablek rare applied at a
Superfund sites. The Human Health Risk Assessiiwnthe Sedimen
Consolidation Area was conducted in accordance thghNCP, Superfun
policy and guidance.

A

3. Will the sediment core data us
to support the human health ri
assessment (HHRA) be ma
publically available?

ed. Much of the data used to support the SCA HHRAliisady available a
skhe document repositories located in the Syracusae. alf anyone woulg
déke access to the full data set used to supp@tHHRA, he or she ma

contact Bob Nunes at nunes.robert@epaayaat 212-637-4254.

4, Are the levels of volatilg
contaminants used to evalud
reasonable maximum inhalatiq
exposures (RME) based on absol
concentrations or are they additi

above background levels?

> 4. In accordance with EPA guidance, human headthassessments do n
iteake into account background levels of contaminarmaseline monitoring
rof volatile organic compounds (VOCs) will be conthet prior to and
uthiring operations of the SCA. Contaminants thaly roa present ir
vbackground air can be considered in developingrbaitoring and Healt}
and Safety plans for the project.
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Questions/Comments

5. Which of the expected pollutan
to be dredged can become airbo
during the piping and drying of th
geotextile tubes and how will that |
prevented?

Responses
t$. Table 2-2 in Appendix B and Tables 2, 4, 5 ama Bppendix E identify
rribe contaminants which were detected in the winthél tests. Thes

econtaminants may become airborne during screemdgdawatering of thg
velredged material, although as noted in Responsesné6#14, the use ¢
wind tunnel tests as a measure of what might betesinfrom geotextile
tubes is conservative since emissions from gedgextbes are expected
be significantly less than emissions from an opgobn. If these chemica
are categorized as volatile and have been assigrnedicity value, they
were quantitatively evaluated under the air patheesnario. In addition
contaminants which were not detected in the winthél tests but whicl

pathway scenario if they were categorized as Velatd have an assigné
toxicity value. A total of 27 contaminants met #igove criteria and wer
guantitatively evaluated for inhalation risks inetthuman health ris
assessment (see Table 3-2 in Appendix B). To as#irair concentration
in residential neighborhoods, the risk assessm&snaed that all of theg
contaminants would be simultaneously present atrtagimum allowable

to estimate air concentrations in the residentbahmunity. Even with this
very health-protective assumption, estimated risét bazard levels in th
residential community were within acceptable ranges

In addition, the project is being designed to mimienthe potential fo
emissions from the operations (hydraulic dredgingidad of mechanica
dredging, active dewatering of the sediments imkt#asettling basins, th
housing of treatment equipment inside buildings,)etLimits in air will be
established at the monitoring points that are wobé exceeded by th
operations and the monitoring will be performedaltow for additional
controls to be enacted prior to those limits bemegched €.g., when
concentrations might hit “action” or “control” lelgewhich will be set a
concentrations less than the work zone perimetercerdrations). |If
conditions warrant, work will be shut down befoney aemissions woulg
reach the permissible exposure limits.

were detected in sediment were also quantitatieegluated under the ajr

concentrations at the work zone perimeter and aseair dispersion mode
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6. What wastebed design was all
the wind tunnel testing conducté
under?

d@. The wind tunnel tests, which were performed ryran earlier desig
2¢bhase (see Onondaga Lake Phase | PDI Wind TuniséhgeReport, date
March 2006 and revised June 2008; Onondaga Lake Piidse 1l & Il
Odorant Characterization and Analysis Summary Reptated Februar
2008; and OL PDI: Phase Ill Addendum 7 Summary Repgdar Emissions
and Odors in Appendix K of the Onondaga Lake PDadehlll Data
Summary Report, dated September 2009), were ptymeaanducted tq
identify contaminants which might be emitted duriogerations from &
dewatering system that uses an open lagoon. Exmeriwith geotextile
tubes from other applications indicate that emissiand odors would b
expected to be significantly less than what mightemitted from an ope
lagoon. Therefore, use of wind tunnel results éip hidentify potential
volatile contaminants is a health-protective assionp
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7. On page 7 of the HHRA i
section “Potential for
Overestimation within  Exposur

n7. The uncertainty section of the HHRA discussesuanstances undg
which estimated risks might be overestimated oreuvestimated. With
crespect to the hypothetical scenario which estithateks attributable tg
ingestion or dermal contact with contaminated sedimit is more likely|

ar
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Questions/Comments

Responses

Scenarios” it IS state
“Consequently, the assumg
potential for exposure to sedimer
is hypothetical and ma
overestimate risks”. Does
answer to a hypothetical questi
always overstate the outcome or
there a possibility that it ma
understate the outcome as well?

tr%

dthat these risks are overestimated than underdstingnce this scenari
s@ssumes that there is a release of sediments frerBCA resulting from
ifailure of the containment system, and that peoptld come ontd
Wastebed 13 and would be in direct contact with rfleased sedimer
yeveryday for a period of 45 days before a resp@w®n to address d

itigate the release was completed.
DN
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8. The HHRA states that, “Durin
remedy implementation, [
monitored air concentration

indicate a trend towards chemica §

08. The equipment and analytical methods which tbdlused to measu

ffwork zone perimeter air concentrations will haveedgon levels below

Lriteria specified in the air quality monitoringapk to be developed. Tt
! pecific types of instruments and analytical meshimdbe employed will b
alspecified in the plans.

reaching this maximum annu
average concentration for |a
sustained period of time, rigk

managers can modify site operatig
to reduce these concentrations
that the actual risks are much low
than those estimated here.” Hq
does the sensitivity level of th
detectors that will be used compa
to the perimeter air levels in th
work zone area assumed in {
HHRA?
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9. Section 6.4.7 in the HHRA stat
that, “The air concentrations used
a starting point in deriving offsite a
estimates are all assumed to be
lower of either the Division of Aif
Resources (DAR)-1 number or t
industrial Regional Screening Leve
(RSLs) after adjustment for a 5-ye
exposure duration for all chemicg
identified in the sediments
volatile.” Why were the air
concentrations used as a start
point in deriving offsite air estimate
modified for some contaminants b
not for othersé€.g.; chlorobenzene)?

e

g

£§. EPA evaluates exposure to carcinogenic chemitalsed on af
asnderstanding that each exposure throughout thatidaor adds to thg
rpotential for incidence of cancer when averaged avdetime. Therefore

years to account for the period of time the SCAl Wi in operation
n&loncarcinogenic chemicals, which include chlorolesiez are evaluate
lsinder a different toxicological assumption: eaclposxre is a disting
ascenario. Therefore, the duration of the exposuret part of the overa
I®valuation and no adjustment is needed.

S
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thiee air concentrations used in this HHRA are appatgly adjusted to 5
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10. Why were PCBs nd
guantitatively evaluated in th
HHRA air inhalation pathway?

t10. The types of PCBs found in the lake are higitiiorinated and hav
ehigh molecular weight and would be less likely thatilize, particularly at
the concentrations present at this site. The geecancentration of PCB
in Onondaga Lake sediment to be dredged is 0.58rains per kilograrm
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Questions/Comments

Responses

(mg/kg) and the maximum concentration is 23 mg/Kgy contrast, the
average PCB concentration in the Hudson River semtinvhich is being
dredged is more than 100 times greater than theged>CB concentratior
in Onondaga Lake sediment. Other “PCB” sites (&mpiston site, AL)
have even higher PCB levels. Based on the abaysiane PCBs were n(¢
detected in the wind tunnel tests, volatile emissiof PCBs from the SCi
are not expected to contribute significantly tdcris

11. Are PCBs volatile? Will ai
criteria for PCBs at the work zon
perimeter be included in the si
monitoring plans? If so, what wou
be the levels of PCBs required at {

work zone perimeter to meet DAR:1

and EPA RSL guidelines? Wh
detection methods exist that c
accurately detect PCBs to the AG
levels provided?

r 11. Certain PCBs are considered volatile. Howedae, to the low levels @
&°CBs in the sediments that will be dredged (theames concentration g
t&CBs in the sediments is less than the level ofglkgnappropriate fo
dresidential land use), the absence of PCBs in thd tunnel samples, an
the wet sediments that will be handled at the SICi&, not anticipated tha

h§*|r monitoring plans will include monitoring for BS.

at
an
5C

12. The Phase | PDI wind tunn
report prepared by  Servig
Engineering Group March 2006 al
later revised June 2008 states
section 2.6.5 “PCBs were n
analyzed in the sediment or sluf
samples due to a sampling error.
shown in Tables 15 and 17, PC
were analyzed in the SMU 1 ai
SMU 7 air samples for the 104
Mixed test runs and were n
detected.” Does this statems
provide evidence of PCBs in th
wind tunnel samples? If one canrj
prove the concentrations of PCBs
the wind tunnel samples, how c
one claim that the PCBs were n
detected volatilizing?

ell2. Although PCBs were not analyzed for in sedinsambples collected fg
dhe wind tunnel tests due to sampling error, PCBsewdetected in othe
hgediment samples collected during baseline samjplirdose proximity to
}pe wind tunnel test sampling points. Based osdlsamples, it is believe
Jthat PCBs were present in the sediment used fawitid tunnel testing.
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13. The document “Onondaga La|
Pre-Design Investigation: Phase
Addendum 7 Summary Report, A
Emissions and Odors” by Honeywg
April 2009 states “Initial Phase |
bench tests were conduct
following a NYSDEC-approve(

ké3. Although the Phase IIl wind tunnel tests weraifled so as to lowe
|[the detection limits relative to the Phase | teis,Phase | tests results g
iistill considered to be valid. The Phase | detectimits ranged betwee
aIP'16 to 1.4 micrograms per cubic meter.

I
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work plan (O’Brien & Gere 2008
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Questions/Comments

Responses

and utilizing a modified version @
the wind tunnel used for Phase
bench tests. Preliminary test resu
indicated that the volumetric flow ¢
air through the modified Phase
wind tunnel resulted in excessi
sediment emission dilution ar
thereby insufficient wind tunne
emission detection limits. Therefor|
to essentially lower its detectig
limit, the wind tunnel was
redesigned.” Do the findings of th
Phase Il study invalidate findings
the Phase | study? What was
value of the insufficient detectio
limit for PCBs in the Phase | study!

14. In the same Phase Ill study it
stated “Phase Il Addendum 7 P
Design  Investigation  activitie
conducted for
consisted of bench testing sedimg
samples from key areas within t
Lake to evaluate potential 4
emissions and odors from tf
management of dredged materis
specifically through the use of
settling basin (as was Phase I)....
conjunction with discussion wit
NYSDEC, consideration of th
settling basin dewatering approal
was recently discontinued in fav
of the geotextile tubes dewateril
option due to various uncertainti
associated with the use of t
settling basin dewatering optio
This decision was reached before
bench testing was complete
therefore, bench testing ws
discontinued before all testing h:
been conducted.” Does th
discontinuation after the move

Onondaga Lal an

i44. The decision to discontinue the wind tunneiste®es not invalidate th
ewind tunnel test results.
sdetermined that geotextile tubes would be usedewater the dredge
aterial. The testing results obtained from thendwitunnel testing
conducted on the lagoon sediment dewatering meth@dot being used t
Erétstimate chemical emission rates from the geotetilbes. However, base
'®n experience with geotextile tubes from other i@pfibns, emissions an
ifodors would be expected to be significantly lessittvhat might be emitte
rérom an open lagoon. Therefore, use of wind tumeslilts from the ope
\Igagoon testing is considered to be a health-prieecinethod to helg
jdentify potential volatile contaminants that mag lkemitted from the
eotextile tubes. In addition, the HHRA was alsmsswvative in that i
included chemicals in the quantitative evaluatioent tare identified by EPA
as volatile and which have toxicity values, evethdy were not detected
Ethe wind tunnel tests.
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Questions/Comments

Responses

wind tunnel findings with regards {
the current Wastebed 13 sedimg
consolidation approach?

(0]
pnt

15. PCBs are a major contaminant
the Hudson River. The Hudsd
River project like the Onondaga la

project have focused on PQ
pathways through fish ingestid
only. Has the EPA read th

following two articles regarding
volatility and inhalation of PCBs i
the Hudson Valley?
http://www.clearwater.org/news/p

cbs.html

http://gcpages.gc.cuny.edu/CBNS/p
cbs/watershed rpt .pdf

What is the EPA response to the

articles? What is the relevance

these articles to the Onondaga La

clean-up project including dispos
of sediment in Wastebed 13? C
the EPA in good
completely ignore the risk of PC
volatilization and inhalation in an

around Wastebed 13? Has the
HHRA for Wastebed 13 adequateg
PC

addressed the risks of
volatilization and inhalation?

consciend

ib5. EPA has read the referenced articles and cadgae situation at th
rHudson River to the SCA and Onondaga Lake. EPActesely reviewed
@nd carefully evaluated PCB data that characterizessediments to b

redged and placed in the SCA. The average caadent of PCBs in

hese sediments is less than the concentratiowadie@ under New York
"State soil cleanup objective and EPA guidancedsidential land use. THh
5% upperbound confidence limit of the average eatration only slightly
J exceeds this residential land use concentratiofhe (95% upperboun
nconfidence limit is a statistic that representoaservative estimate of th
» average, and represents a 95% level of confiddvatethe true average wi
not exceed this concentration.) The concentratiohsPCBs in the
sediments that will be dredged in Onondaga Lakeoeders of magnitud
lower than the levels found in the Hudson Riverirsedts being dredge
there. Based on these lines of evidence and d¢aefiluation of the datg
EPA concludes that volatilization of PCBs is notnsidered to be
significant contributor to air concentrations ag¢ SICA.
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16. The activity proposed for th

SCA differs from most in that th
potential air emissions have t
potential to vary wildly, dependin

on the weather for extended perig
of time. For example, Camillus hasvater treatment plant. The amount of evaporatiomffluids will therefore
in the past experienced long periq

of sunny weather with little to n

rain. The amount of evaporatic

from fluids leaving the geotextil

tubes will be very much more g

sunny summer days compared

overcast fall days. The HHRA deg

€l6. The SCA liquids management system includegtiieel drainage layel
epumps, sumps and risers designed to handle themmte design flows
n&Vater which drains out through the geotextile tubvé@simmediately pass
gthrough the gravel drainage layer which will be,am@rage, 24 inches thig
dsnd will be conveyed to sumps on the SCA and sulesgly pumped to th

D

dsot be expected to be significantly affected by tiweaconditions. Whilg
pemissions will vary during the course of the yeae tb weather fluctuation
rand other factors, the air releases from the sitéoes closely monitored an
ekept within the long-term and short term risk-bageatelines in order t(
rprevent any adverse health effects.
to

Is

= n

in averages and provides

no
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Questions/Comments

Responses

information on what the healf
impacts might be if there is 4§
extended period of exposure at ma
times the average. EPA shou
address those questions.

h
n
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17. Many questions have been as
about the combined effects of t
various contaminants. EPA redug
allowable exposure limits by 90% |
account for that but there is 1
justification provided. EPA shoul
address those concerns in a m
specific fashion.

dd. The process used to screen chemicals for indlue the quantitative
n&IHRA includes a comparison of the maximum detectedcentration of
esach chemical to a risk-based concentration, dleikat:
chttp://www.epa.gov/reg3hwmd/risk/human/rb-
\@oncentration_table/Generic_Tables/pdf/master_Isle taun MAY2010.pd
df
pilehe risk-based concentrations are developed torenat exposure t
concentrations at or below the risk-based conceotrawould not
contribute significantly to the cumulative risk. h@refore, chemicals tha
are present at levels that do not exceed theseentrations can be exclude
from further evaluation.

When screening carcinogenic chemicals, values fribm table are
established at the more protective end of the aabkprisk range. Risk
based concentrations for chemicals that are nomcagyenic and may
induce systemic health effects, such as impadtsetdiver or kidney, are s¢
at the acceptable Hazard Quotient of 1. It is wstded that not al
chemicals act on the same target organ. Howeweasrder to account fo
exposure to multiple chemicals that may impactdhmme target organ, th
risk-based screening concentration is lowered ligctor of 10 to ensur
that chemicals are not prematurely discounted fthen quantitative risk
assessment and to ensure that their combined effdicbe included if
multiple chemicals are present that act on the sanget organ.
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18. The World Health Organizatiq
(WHO) has concluded that “In re
life, exposure to mixtures @
chemicals occurs with additive
synergistic, or antagonistic effects
Consideration should be given to t
interrelationships  between  tf
various air pollutants. Why wet
synergistic effects not considere
Are we that far behind othg
industrial nations?

nl8. Chemicals which are in a mixture may interaca isynergistic manne
aimeaning that their combined effects would be greti@n the sum of the
findividual effects. Chemicals in a mixture mayuailsteract in antagonisti
eway, meaning that their combined effects would &ss [than the sum ¢
their individual effects. In a human health rislsessment, EPA’s standa
happroach (as was done for the SCA HHRA) is to asstinait the effects g
n@ll chemicals in a mixtures are additive. This rappgh has been pee

ereviewed by toxicological experts across the courénd has bee
dihcorporated into Superfund risk assessments amiside documents
rrnationwide.

19. The HHRA appears to be bas
on dispersion modeling performe
by Parsons several years ago. Th
is no statement that EPA has eith
crosschecked that modeling

detail, or rerun the model to see
they arrived at comparable results.

€. The AERMOD dispersion model used to supportHRHRA was run
rdvith the most recent version of the model softwanel the model wa
ereviewed by both NYSDEC and EPA. NYSDEC reviewee todel input
nend output files, and performed independent moaleliations to check th

ifletermined that the dispersion factor was apprtgp@ad EPA concurre
with NYSDEC's assessment.

imppropriateness of the dispersion factor genetaydtie model. NYSDEQ

20. The HHRA identifies significan
risks to those who might enter t
site and become exposed to f

t20. All risk estimates resulting in exposure dueditect contact with
nsediments are within acceptable levels. The assyogential for exposur
he also hypothetical so risks are likely to be egéimated. Nevertheless, t

4]

Aug€r10



Questions/Comments

Responses

sediments. This information
critical in requiring access limitatio
and 24/7 security.

SSCA area is planned to be closely managed and ana&at. Information o
nsite access and security will be outlined in thite Siecurity and Communit
Health and Safety Plan which will be developed ad pf the final desigr
for the project.

N
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21. The HHRA did not involve
thorough testing of the existin
wastebed (Wastebed 13) on whi
the proposed SCA will sit (i.e. wh
weren't hundreds or thousands
deep core samples taken frg
Wastebed 13 and analyzed to Ig
for toxic hot spots, etc.), but rath
focused on the SCA itself and t
pumping and dumping of sedime
to the SCA. The existing wasteb
has toxic substances contained ir
by its classification as a Class
Hazardous Waste Site by t
NYSDEC. The Wastebed 13 al
currently leaches into th
environment as it is not lined and
may contain similar toxic substanc
to that of the Onondaga Lal
sediment that will be pumped to t
SCA. How can the SCA b
constructed on a  wasteb
(Wastebed 13) if its contents ha
not been thoroughly tested? T
proposed SCA will be lined an
monitored to protect th
environment, but if there are simil
toxic substances in Wastebed
already, which is not lined, what wi
be done to stop and prevent t
leaching of toxic substances in
groundwater, air, soil  fron
Wastebed 13?7 By building the SC
on top of a wastebed before knowi
the precise contents of th
Wastebed, aren't you riskin
taxpayer money down the roa
because it is possible that years fr
now it may be determined th
Wastebed 13 is leaching tox
substances into the environme
which are a hazard to human heg
and that the entire wastebed W
then need to be remediated, wh
means that the SCA will need to

e

2 21. As noted in the Frequently Asked Questions (EA@nondaga Lak
gDredging Project Sediment Consolidation Area (SGA)Wastebed 13
chesponses # 11 and 21
yhttp://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/regions_pdf/scafaqg. pdf
daVastebed 13 contains relatively low concentratiohsvolatile organic
rmompounds, phenols and metals such as mercury tan@lass 3 statu
olndicates that the site does not pose a signififanetat to human health ¢
ethe environment. Geotechnical testing conductedMastebed 13 whicl
n@rovided information on potential settlement ratad geotechnical stabilit
nindicate that the SCA can be safely constructed aeperated on th
etlVastebed. The levels of hazardous substancesntdyrie Wastebed 13
were not taken into account in the HHRA because Mnels of
8ontaminants in the wastebed are generally lowy Ashease of material
nérom Wastebed 13 would not be expected to resulsks or hazards whic
sevould be greater than those estimated as a rebulirect contact with
edredged material. Any potential leaching of contamts currently in
itWastebed 13 will be addressed as part of the fsie program to b
eBnplemented for the Wastebeds 9-15 site.
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Questions/Comments

Responses

constructed on the wastebed)?

22. The impact of airborne dust frg
the SCA construction and operati
reaching receptors was n
addressed. This issue has beef
public concern in the past ai
should be addressed.

n22. At the request of community members and eleotédials, the SCA
DHHRA evaluated risks associated with potential expes to materia
otredged from the lake. This material will primgribe wet and will be
ncanveyed and managed in a manner which is not &geo produce
n@irborne dust. Consequently, potential risks tdane dust were ng
evaluated in the SCA HHRA. Air quality monitoringvhich includes
monitoring for airborne dust, and procedures taisnshat dust generatig
is prevented and controlled (e.g., using a waterkito wet site roadways,
application of dust-suppressing road materials onsxway$, are being
included in the Community Health and Safety Plagisidp developed for th
project. A draft Community Health and Safety Plan2010 constructior
was recently made available for public review aodnment and can b
found athttp://www.dec.ny.gov/chemical/37558.html

4]

23. What is a photoionizatio
detector? What chemicals can
detect? Are photoionizatio
detectors  suitable for fixe
monitoring environments? What a
the recommended maintenance &
calibration procedures fq
photoionization detectors? Was
failure of the perimeter detecto
considered in the HHRA ris
assessment?

4

n23. A photoionization detector, or PID, is an ingtent which is used t
Ineasure airborne concentrations of volatile orgawmimpounds and othe
ngases. PIDs are typically portable models whiehused to obtain period
dreadings and may be used on the project to assesgliance with short
réerm €.g.; 1-hour) exposure criteria. Maintenance andocafion of PIDs
vdll be done in accordance with equipment manu&sher equipment an
rsampling methods will be used to assess compliamitle long-term
axposure criteriag(g.; annual) such as the NYSDEC DAR-1 criteria &
r€PA RSLs cited in the SCA HHRA. Sampling and atiedy methods to bg¢
kutilized to assess compliance with long-term catevill be specified in site
monitoring plans to be developed.

and

N4

24. The HHRA does not indica
whether any of the airborn
contaminants are a causative ag
for allergies, asthma, emphysema,
similar diseases. These issues ar¢
significant concern to nearh
residences and should be address

e24. The toxicity values applied in the risk assemsmepresent effects d
ethe most sensitive endpoints (such as the targgtnothat is affected b
eexposure to the lowest dose of a chemical) andstdges (such as childre
ar women of child-bearing age, who may be more eptdae to certain
> lofalth effects than the general population), anduh provide a health
yprotective means to evaluate risks. PotentialtheHfects that are factorgd
ethto toxicity values include allergies, asthma, @ygema, and similar
health effects.

5 <35

25. What are the potential risks
State Fairgrounds workers a
attendees?

t@5. Potential exposures to Fairgrounds workersadtahdees is expected
nthe significantly less that that of a resident sithegr frequency and duratig
of exposure is much lower. Also, due to the distametween thg
Fairgrounds and the residential receptor boundatye(line shown or
Figure 3 in Appendix A), there would likely be greradilution than the
dispersion factor of 4.5 which represents the mummamount of dilution td
the air leaving the work zone perimeter as it timt@the nearest residenti
areas. Since all resulting risk estimates and rdaadices for resident
were within levels identified by EPA as acceptalppetential risks tg
Fairgrounds workers and attendees would also denngicceptable levels.

26. What are the potential risks
school bus operators and passen
that pass within 200 feet next to t
SCA everyday?

t@6. Since operators and passengers on school waséd be in the vicinity
jafsthe SCA relatively infrequently and for only éfiperiods of time, the
nevould not be exposed at frequencies and duratidnishwwould result in
chronic or subchronic health effects. Facilitynpdiance with short-tern
exposure criteria will ensure that individuals wiay be in the vicinity of
th

the SCA will not be exposed to levels which mayseaany adverse heal
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effects.

27. Since many of the chemicals
the SCA are flammable, has a
type of combustion risk been looks
at?

i27. Combustion potential is not included in the HXR However, the
nphysical properties of the chemicals and the sedisnerere reviewed a
2bart of the design of the SCA. Combustion of cloaisiin the sediments
not expected due to the nature of the chemicals sauliment, and loy
concentrations of chemicals in sediment.

28. What are the 38 chemicals frg
which potential exposures and ris
resulting from a hypothetical failur
of the SCA containment system a
direct contact with  expose
sediments were calculated? Wi
are the 27 volatile chemicals fro

which potential exposures and ris
resulting air emissions  wel
calculated?

8. The 38 chemicals which factored into estimatekls from expose
ksediments can be found on Table 3-1 in Apperiliof the SCA HHRA.
eThe 27 chemicals which factored into estimatedsrigia the air inhalatior
ndathway can be found on Table 3-2 in AppenBirof the SCA HHRA.
dThese tables are available at

natttp://www.epa.gov/region02/superfund/npl/onondakelhhrs_appe

fl:hdix b.pdf
s

e

29. What is the additive effect if yg
assume a person came Of
Wastebed 13 and was in physi
contact for 45 consecutive days w
contaminated sediment released 4
result of a failure of the SCi
containment system, and live
within the airborne radius discuss
in the HHRA?

ntsuggested in the comment — 45 days of consecutip®sere to the
cedediments and daily exposure to the airborne cantnts during operatio
tlof the SCA — can be estimated by summing the fisks the two separat
isseenarios. These risks are within EPA’s acceptigvels, and no advers
\health effects would be anticipated. In additibrshould again be note
rdhat these scenarios include several health-pregeassumptions, includin
edaily exposure to the highest airborne concentnatiand requiring a
individual to breech several engineering controishsas a fence and ber,
to access the SCA in order to be exposed to thensets.

30. The possibility of failure wal
considered, with possible release
sediments on site. Why is there
exposure scenario for resids
exposures to airborne VOC
released from sediments in the ev
of a failure?

s30. Exposures to airborne VOCs resulting from &faiof the SCA werg
ofot evaluated in the HHRA since these exposuresidvoe of relatively
nshort duration and would not be expected to resulsks or hazards great
nthan those estimated for the air inhalation pathfeayhe five-year duratior
fthat was assumed in the HHRA.
ent

u29. Any potential risk to a person who might beasex under the scenari

n

=

er

N

31. The estimated risks for th
inhalation pathway were based on
assumed exposure period of 5 yes
What would the risks be if th
dredging project were to take pla
over 25 years?

1e31. If the HHRA assumed that the duration of thexdding project would b
azb years as opposed to 5 years, cancer risks asmmcwith the air
aighalation pathway would be 5 times higher than twias estimated in th
eSCA HHRA or 2 x 10 for adults, adolescents and children. This wd
cetill be within the acceptable risk range. Duehow EPA assessg
noncarcinogenic health effects, hazard indices,ciwhevaluate potentig
health risks based on each exposure rather thantbgeduration of thg
exposure, would not change even if the dredgingeprowere to be
extended for any period of time. Therefore, evethé& dredging projec
were extended to 25 years, all estimated candes ard noncancer haza
indices would still be within EPA’s acceptable Isvand no adverse heal
effects would be expected.

In addition, it should be noted that, in the SCA RN the air
concentrations modeled in the residential areasbas=d on work zon

(D

rd
th

(4

perimeter concentrations that reflect the maximumual

average
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concentrations for all chemicals and it's highlylikely that every volatile
chemical would be present at that concentrationafane year period a@
time to result in that exposure scenario. For teisson and because
other health protective assumptions incorporatéad ihe risk assessmer
the estimated risks and hazards from the air itiloalgpathway are likely ta
be overestimated. In addition, air monitoring Wwid conducted prior to an
during operations and the results will be regulaglyaluated to asses
compliance with air criteria during the operatirfgape of the project.

It is also worth noting that it is extremely unlikeéhat the dredging projeg
will take place over 25 years. In compliance witle Consent Decre
issued for this Lake cleanup effort, the dredgind aediment dewaterin

under no circumstances will site operations bensdbbto continue unabatg
if monitoring results indicate that emissions arespnt at levels which ma
be harmful to site workers or to residents in tiie@inding community. Ir
the event that air concentrations approach or extmeg-term criteria for @
sustained period, engineering controls or othergative measures woul
be implemented to reduce air concentrations totha &elow acceptabl
levels. In the event that these measures areficignt, dredging operation

that workers and the community are fully protected.

32. Why were risks due to 1-pheny
1-(4-methylphenyl)-ethane and
phenyl-1-(2,4-dimethylphenyl)-
ethane (PTE and PXE, respective
not included in the evaluation?

I32. PTE and PXE were not quantitatively evaluatedhe SCA HHRA
1since these compounds are “tentatively identifiechgounds” (TICs). Ag
noted in the SCA HHRA, the presence nor concentnalievels of TICS
[yyannot be reported with certainty and they typycadlb not contribute
significantly to the overall risk or hazard at &esiThere is also limite
information about the toxicity of PTE and PXE. PX¥Ea synthetic fluid
which was used with other fluids to manufacturesBXT, a viscous typs
of insulating oil used in capacitor banks. EdX®lis not listed as a RCRA4
hazardous waste and none of its components arerdoasasubstance
under Superfund. Edisol XT and its componentschegacterized by a loy
vapor pressure and low solubility in water whichnimize the possiblé
transport mechanisms in the environment. In aglditthe components ¢
Edisol XT are considered to be relatively innocuand are not likely to b
toxic, especially under the potential exposure ages considered in thi
HHRA. EPA was not able to locate any toxicity imf@ation on PTE, bu
because its chemical structure is similar to tHa®XE, its toxicity is alsg

operations are being designed to be completedunyfears. Furthermore

will cease and will not restart until correctivetians are taken to ensur

—h

e
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expected to be similar.
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