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OUR EQUIPMENT FACSIMILE NUMBER 

Xerox 7033 (214) 665-6660 

COMMENTS: 

steve, 

Enclosed are the comments from EPA's risk assessment review 
and my draft letter suspending the RFI for the sewer system. 
We plan to conduct our site visit on June 20-21. Talk to you 
later. 

Lowell 

Copies to: 
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UNITED STATES ENVInONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
AEGION6 

144~ ROSS AVENI.If. ~illll t- t~IXI 

l>l\u. AS u:x ... s t!>:./02 vn 

June 1., 1995 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: 

FROM: 

TO: 

THRU: 

IIoll oman A.i.t· F'orcP. Bas~, New M'P.x.ico Risk As;.e!>t;mcnt 

Steven ~~h.I.P..r:s ~ 
RCRZ\. Risk As!>CSsment. Tealu (6H-PA) 

D~vid Nellegh, Chier 
New Mexico/Fedcr<'!l .l!'ucllit.te:;; SecL.i.on (6H-PN) 

Anwld Onrlarza, Ch. ·ier JD 
Admini straL.ivc and 'I'edlllical Secl..ion (6H-PA) 

In accordance w.ith the memo dated May 19, 1995 from T.owell 
.Seal..on, the R i : . .;J~ 1\.ssessmenl. Team has prepo.r:ed our drafl commenln on 
major dcfj ci P-nc.ies and incompJ.ct<:mess for the Holloman AF13, New 
Mexj co Risk A::;::;cssment. 'T'h0. rtppr.op.t·.iate documents for Holloman A~'B 

have been reviewed ;md the ro Llowing comments are t.H·dng presented 
for your consideration. 

We are prcpan-:ci to part.ici.pate in a confeL·cnce C<lll during the 
week of June ~- 9 Lo di ::;c.:n!Js Lhe:::e commcr1 L::: with th1:1 R(tse and UH) i r 
c:onlructor..s. Also we an~ ant.i.c:.i.paUncJ il .si I.e visit cow;isting oi 
Lhe 1-'rtc.:.ility Manager and · !.he appropr.iute Risk A!>.scssmenl. Team 
membH.t·s durinq l:hc week ot June 17.-Hi. 

COMMENTS ON VOLUMBS I AND II OF THE PHASE I RCRA FACILITY 
INVESTIGATION REPORT (Decembe~ 1993) 

The following r.ouuucnts adcin~ss issue!; concerning risk a~;!;essroent: 
for the 4!:1 SWMUs covered in UH~ above documents. 

GENERAL COMM.I!:NTS 

Selection of Chemicals of Potential ConCQrn/Action Levels 

1) The dec.i.~ion txee p:resenl.cd in Flf::Jurc Cl-1 in Volume J I; 
Al.l.achrnenl . Cl p:re.sP.nts a mP.l.hod for :;electing chem ical :; of 
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cone,:P.LTl based on t·csidenl.i<:tl risk l.o humans. A :'>.im.ilar tree 
fu.r selection uf c:hemico .l::; of c:onccnt b<'iS~d on ecological r .i::;k 
was nul: fo1.md. It is not appr·orri ate l.o usc the l.i~t screened 
Lor hum.;m .r:.i.:;k when as:;essinq the=: effects on Uw cnvi roruneut. 

2) TablP. B-1 in Volume .1 1, page B- 2 prE'!~;ents two diiicrent l.lppP.r 
l.olcrance limits ( UTL' s) for Antimony and Thalli urn. Th.i.::: 
sugqe:.-;1.:; confidence .interval:; may have he€n t.:<:~Jculn.t:ed without 
u:::in9 uun-detec:ts, thcn~hy arllfi ci.ally .i.nc:rcasi ng Lhe UTL for· 
the b~~ ckqround anal yte. One-ha I r of the de I.P.ction I i m.i t 
should bP. ~ubstitui.P.d for each non-detect .in calculal.lun of 
the UTL. If thi~> method w('lr-> used j_t is important l.o 110te thai. 
the detection 1 imi I. ot the an~llytical mel..hod used can have Cl 

si qn i.flcant efrP.c:l. u11 the final backqround UTJ,. '!'he higher 
the detec:tion ., imi. t, Lhe qrealer the c:hanc~ fnr an 
ar:ti ficially hi qh har.kg-round t.f'T'L. It is then~fore impoL·tant 
to utili7.e analytical melhods wh.i.ch provide Lhc lowest 
practical detection limit. As au exarnple, arsenic c:ould be 
analyzed to a much lower deL~~ction l imiL than tha.L pL·ovided by 
~;W6010 (i .P.. by atomic ab~;uLjJtion). Th.i.::; Js imporlant in t:hu.l 
the a.rscn.i.c Ul'l, in TabJe B-1 i:::. above what would be~ con.s.idcred 
r1 human ri sk-bat;Cd ar-:t ion level and may be ave r:P.stimated. 
Also, the calculations of U'J.'I,'s as a reasonable level lor 
reroedial..ion seems appropriate, however., Lhe UTL's should not 
be u!;ed to screP.n out chemicals of pol.eutial conceL·u (COPC). 

3) Many of Lhe action lcvc.ls which a.tc missing in 'T'able A-1 can 
he found in EPA Sui 1 ScreenlrHJ Guidrtnce (EPl\/540/R-94/Hrl). 
An oral cancer· slope racLor of ·1. 8 mg/kg/day cun be used ror· 
arsen.i.c. 

IJ) All Lhc action lP.Ilcls l i si..P.d in Table A-1 ;..uc l)Um<'ln health 
ba::;cd. 'l'hesc lew:~ 1 :3 may or may not be rel.t::.:unable es L.i.Inatc:=; of 
levels i.n media at or below which cor.r:cctive nr.Lion is likely 
t .o he necessary when ceo) oqi c:al L·.i.:::.;k concerns arc foctored ln. 

~>) Many of l.hP. chemica I~ of concern are reported al. values below 
the del.~~ction limi.t.. The delec:l.lon limit !.;huuld be le:>!i Lha.n 
the action level foL· all chemical::; of c:oncern. On png~ Cl-21 
it i:-; 5tu.Lc<J thrtt. uncem.;orf!d measun:)ments are bctt.0.r than 
proxy r.onr.eni.L·iitions. 'l'hl~ may be l.rue; but the goal of the 
ri r->k at;sessmenl., at thi::; point, should he to produec a 
conservative estimnl.e; and, therP.lore, a proxy concentxal.lon 
cau be used. 

6) In attachmenl C5 of IJolwue n page C.':i··1 it is stated t.hctl. 
Reqi nn l II L·lsk numbeL·~ wj 11 he u~cd to sr.reen out chem.iccils 
of potential concern. Tht~ action h!vcls li~->l .. ed in th.L~; 
~;~t.:tion hy whicl1 chem.i.cals of pol.entia l conc:enl were select eel 
arP. all off by a tact·.or uf ten. They appenr Lo have been 
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cal culalcd based on a ha7.ard index ul 1 i n::;tead of the hazard 
index referenced which i[;; 0.1. It is nol appropriate Lo usc 
a hazard index of 1 Lo ~;cr·c:~0.n oaL chemicals of potcnt.i a.L 
conce nt. Jl.. new I i.!; L of chemical~; of pot. en t.lal concern tor 
human health r·i.!;k shotl)d be generated u ::; i ny a hazard i.ndex of 
0.1. 

Ecological Risk 

7 l The ov(~rA ll procedure pre sen Led for condl.Jcl.lnc,:J" ccol.oqi cal .clsk 
asscssmenl.~ is too n(H'L'oW for some SWMU 1 s. BLack-tailed 
iackrabbits are Lhe only ecological pathway evaluated. This 
would be appropriate if herbivore::; wen~ the only ecologjcal 
pal.hway; howevP.r, lu ::;~veral inslances, yon have carnivoren 
(e.g. wolveA, cougars), birds (e.g. falcons, eagles), and lish 
(c. q. pupfl!3h} . 'l'he:~P. pathways need to be addn~sscd. 
Chem.ic:als can have toxici t.i es Lhat dj.ffer .Ln orders of 
ri1aynitude bel.weeu species, P.~;J .. H:~cially between trophic levels. 
r.;xample~; of this can be sc~en in m~tal tox .i city differences 
hel..wccn fi .sh and mammals or cltlu.tlnated pe5tlclde toxicity 
c.illferencP.::; bcLW'(~en birds and other. specle~. It: is nul, 
hc1wever, r:·c!.;_iS()n<'lhle Lo c..kv<:~ l np .=i sepa.r:atc :risk analysis for 
P.ve.ry species pL·escnt. It i :; important to address all species 
group.s lo.t' each sit.~ whE:?n:: those pal..hways arc relevant. 1 t i ::> 
U1P.n::forc recommended that, n I. a minimum, l...he species qroup~; 
listed above {i. c. bi ni!;, c:arni vores, and llsb l be added to 
the evnluallun in P.ach .t:·lsk assessmcnl where the palh cxi st.s. 
'fhls si tu,~tion ls most approprlal~ at si t-.P.s whlch have sur· [ac~! 
water as p~n· L uf their expo!mrc pat.hwi'ly. 

8} T l. ls not approp.r·lu.tc to i qno .n~ ~mrface wal...er: ingest jon a:; un 
exposure pathway to orq;ml~;rus. If only t.1 small po t:'L.iou ul an 
orqaul::;m::; cl .i.et i..::; composed of walcr ingesti.on Lhcn cj tc this 
and t.tdju:.=:t the exposure app.r·op.r· l<.~tely.. A small C~m cnmt. of 
poison r..=in klll as qujckly <1:'> a large amount depending on the 
chemi.r.als present and the duration of the exposun!. 

( 9} When evaluati nq l.he risk to t.hP. pupfish, sur rae~ water sampl~~; 
we:t:·c col 1ecl.ed. TlH~re i~:; no information on when t.hey wc.t·c 
colJect.P.d and whether the .r·ivcr w,=1s ln a dry or wet slag1.:.>. 'l'o 
be <...:()nsnrvnt.i ve surface w(lt..e.r· ~i..Uupl es should be co 11 er.ted when 
water levels are lowe~t to qive a wo:t:st case ::;ceuario. Also, 
llsh accumulate toxi canl.s through ways other t .h(m direct 
passaqe ol water over: the qi lls (i.e .. through incJCstion, 
tlpl.akc from sedimcnL) • 'l'hP.::;e pa. thways do aol C~.ppe~1 r t:o be 
addres::;ed. 

(1 0) Il: sta.t.es lu the 199? Radian risk docmncnt. Ul(ll. acute wal..eL· 
qua lil..y crj t.er i a will be u:.;ed in cleve 1 opme:nt of eco.Loylcal 
quotient.:; when chronic water gucility cri l. e L·ia were nol. 
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available. When tlevelopi nq ecoloylca.L quotients i L ·is not. 
app1:·opri atE~ Lo u:::;e acute daLa unl(~ .:;s it is · corrected using an 
ac1.1te Lo chronic ratlo or oth0.r simi Ln· process. 

Other Areas of Concern 

(.ll) It sound!~ like Lake III.JcP.n> could be a !.;ink tor much of Llw 
conl.amlna.Llun located on Lhe ba::;e, has i..tnyone evaluated this? 

(12) Tt is not. clear what fish, amphibians, benl.hic inveJ~tebraLes 
or ot.heL· organisms ll vc in the a rroyo!l. These cot1ld all be 
potential pa Lhways for accumu.l.aLion up the rood chain. Hy 
def:l nit. ion, arroyos should not supper. I.. any fish life gl ven 
t.ha I. Lhey dry up !:-!Very ycd r· ; however, slnce the endangered 
puptish was li3Lcd to exi.st in one of these bodle!l of water il 
can be as::.;umcd ~hat it ls not an arroyo. It is also w1clcar 
.i.l groundwater· .l!:-!aehes into Lhe :mrface water r.md if so which 
of the arroyos receive a water supply from the ground waler. 

(13) On paqe C:l-3'1 ot Volume .ll iL ::.;La.Les an <'llphu lr..:vul of 0.20 ls 
used for cumpari :3on of buck<Jt"Ound to si Le samp 1 e data. There 
is nolhin9 in the 9uldancc dor:11ment. that they ci L.ed (USE Pi\.' s 
RCRA Groundwater Mollltorinq Guidance) which indicates an alpha 
of 0. ?.0 i :~ appropriate. T I. appears an a J.pha of 0. 0.!> should be 
used lor thjs comparlsun. 

11) 1\.ll risk-based L:r.: iqqer. crilcrla :in 'l'ahle 3-1 u:r.e a fnclor: of 
ten high for use J.n ::.;crecning ol chemi Cells of potentj a 1 
c:onc~rn. 

15) Tn ol:hcr EPA. req i.oa.s TRPH tri qqer criteria are u~mally between 
50 and 1 00 my/ k:g in soil , much lower l:han the propo!;ed New 
Mex ·i co ~;Lalldctrd of 1000 mg/bJ. The lower remediation l eve ls 
arc bl.Wcd on risk wlJ i ch i:=; pr imaL·i l y dc!termined by henzene 
conc0.ntrAt. i.on:s. For ~.>WMU' ~; in which benzene is found above 
risk-ba:sed trigger c L·ltc.ria (c.q. SWMU 123), it i~:; Lecornmended 
t .. haL TRPH should bt~ remedial:.ed duwn to 100 my/kg levels. 

Comments for Individual SWMU's 

The following comments are b~•s.cd nn claLa p.ruvided and do not take 
i nt.o account chemicals of potenLial concern which may have been 
inappropriately screened out by the misuse of Keglot1 III's risk­
ha~;ed numbers (Sec comment: 6 above). 

16) SWMU' s 119 a.nd /. ::;hould nuL ·pose~ risk Lu human heallh or t:h.e 
enviL·onln<:~nt based on .sample re!Jults. The only concern could 
be whethe.r: the samp I .i.ny- ::.;cheroe wott.ld have det.ecl.ed a leak [rom 
the pipe bel.wecH the wr1:;lc oi 1 tank and the oll/water 
t-;cpar a to.(·. 
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SWMU :1 ~ should nut pose a r .i:>k to human heal t.h or· Lhu 
environment ba::;cd on sample re.sull;:;. However, it .i.:..; rwt clear 
why no ::;oi 1 samples wen:! co 1 1 cct.ed be Lween 'J ;::md 6 fP.P. t. byl 
wh.i.ch would seem t.o be the most J..ikely to be cont.a.m.i.naLed 
given the depl:h of the oi 1/wat.er ~; cparator. 

18) 1\.t SWMU 17 lead concentration;.; are libovc the ri.:;k-bat.:cd 
tri qqe.r. cL·.i.LeL·L.i, however, given the restll t.::; of Lhu other 
inorganic ao;.1lyscs, the add.i.L.ivu hazard index iuL· the si.te 
should be lP.::::.s t.han 1, indicating no further action .1s 
nece.s.snry. IL is not clear nl Lh.i.t> site why .soil surnplcs were 
rwt collected near~r to the oil/waL~r Heparator. 

·19) ~;WMU's 21 and?.?. :;hould uul pose a 1·:i.sk to human health or the 
environment bn:Jcd on ::;ample results. SWMU 1?.3 r!xceeds rl!;k·· 
based Ld ggc·r r.ri ter .i.a foL· benzene .;lnd l, l-dld1loroethene. 
Given the toxic;.i.t.y of benzene, it i.:; r~eornrucnded that 'T'RPII be 
remedi. al.~d. down to 100 mq/kg al. Lhis SWMU. Also nol.e that the 
can: .i.uogenic risks esl..imc:ll.ed for the· future r·.i.sk tor the near· 
site worker s~~nar.it> exceed s the lE-06 accuplable risk level 
for A nnd ll carc.i.no~ren ::; dP-:1c:ribcd .in .Subpart S guidance. 

20) SWMU • s 1 ?.~> nnd 32 should not pose u L·isk to human he<Il Lh or 
t.hP. env.i.L·umncnt based on :>ample rcsul ts. Ani'l!yL.i.cal resuJ ts 
:tor the sludqe sample collected in BWMU 125 were not prov.ided 
in l .. he L·~port and, thererc.n·e, eou!d not be evo.lual.eti. 

21) SWMU 1?.6 should nol pose <~ risk Lo hwn<.Hl hcalt-.h or· l..he 
envi ronmenl. l.>u~;ed on samp I e n~sult::.;. r.:xtenl.. oi TRPH 
conl.amination should be del.ennined and remedi.<Il.ed for SWMU 36. 

22) SWMU'.s .J9, 1"2."/, and 13~ w·i.ll r·equlrc further invP.~;I.lyation to 
qt.ta.ul.i.fy L.Lsks. 13P.nzenc:: l e vel::; o.J· e ;;•bovP. ri:>k bt.-t::>lxt tri qqer 
cri tc1:ia in several of the sa.mplP.s and, Lhurcforc, remediaL.i.ou 
of TRPII to 100 mq/kq :oho1Ilci be: considered. t.t .i.~.; ~;Lt.tted that 
groundwa l.er: l~; not expected t.o r:~ach Lake Hol J oman oL· the 
:·;ewayc: Lagoons. Ha.s a fal.e <..md transport model be~n used to 
substant. i a l.:e Lh.i!; conclusion·? 

23) ~:iWMU• t> 40 and 1.2(( should nol pose a risk to human health or 
t.hP. envlroruucnt based on ::;runple results. r:xt.P.nl. of TRPH 
con lamination shou lei l.>e determined and r~m~dlated for SWMU 
J:-iR. 

24) A.l. ~>WMU'::.; ~4 <mel~~ the ri..s.Y.::.; a.::;::;oci<:1ted with Lhc future neil.r 
:..;.i.l:c workP.r scenc.u·.i.o <.1r<:~ qn~a.ter Uwn the 1 r:-06 level~ lor 
Cl .~:'>::> A and B carcinogP.n;.; dP-~c:r:ibccl in ~:;ubpaEL S Guidance. 
AL;o, it should be confirmed thai.. TRPII contamination Ita~, been 
cleaned up ul SWMU S4. 
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~5) !:)WMU 56 st10uld not po~;e a risk l.o human health or the 
environment hased on ~e:unpJ c resul. t:-;. 

7.6) SWMU 63 should not. pose a risk l.o lunnan health cH· l.he 
environment. based on ::::ample L·c~ults. Concl u::::ion:; for th .i.s 
:;i Le state tha L TRPIT le:~vcls were no L exceP.ded; howeve.r, L.hey 
were not mea~Hln:::d. It shou 1 d he confit:mcd that there .i:; !lu 
rer1son lo mea.sure TRI-'II's at Lhi::; :::.i.te. 

2 "/) 1\rsenic concenl.ralions at the S1Jrf(lce iu SWMU 71 exceed ri:;k-· 
based t..t·igger criteria. Due l..o low risk assoc.i.a Led with other 
inor9anics at. t:he ~;ile, overall ri.sk t.o hwn<:ms should be in 
lhe ;u:ceptable ranqe. H.isk-based trigger cr.iterir.1 for· metals 
uud al!UCI tic rec:eptor in Lo::st River due to Bur la.t.:e runoff 
should be eva.luulec..i i:.lt thi~ SWM.U. 

2!:3) SWMU 1 s 78 and 91 .should not pose n risk to human health or t.he 
env irmunent based on sample .cesul t s. 

2~~) .At SWMlJ 121 UH.~rc uucs not appear to be a :ci::ik to human healLh 
or Lhe environment:; however, U18 S~tmplinq wa.:.=; only Lo <1 depth 
of 4 i nc:hes. C.i. ven Lhat hiqh levels oi vola Lilc orqan i cs wen~ 
fo11nci in the sludge snmp.le, il. may be more appropL·iatc to 
analyze a subsur f(lce ~;ampl(~ to assess the release history. 

:10) r..:xLenl ot TRPH conLt=!.mlnalion ::;huuld be determined ctnd 
rcmedia.ted at SWM.\J 136. 

31) In SWMU 1:.5 ccoloqjcal ri.sk was not adequateLy addressed. 
Exposure pat.hwr1ys should be determined along with r.isk-ba:>ed 
t.r iggeL· values for poss i.ble ecological receptors. ~)orne ot the 
organophospho ru~> and organochlorine pP.s L.ic.i.dc::; li steel ,:n:e 
toxic to uqual.i.c llfc and bi.rd:> ilt leveL.: below the delecl.i.ot1 
limits ol Lhc analyti.ca.l melhod~ used. 

32) In SWMU l~J6 ecological risk was nol: adequately addr·e~;~;f!d. 
1-~co I oqical risk-based tri qqeL· ntuubcrs should be developed and 
compan,:!d with contam ·i nal.ion levels. Additive L·it;k should also 
l.>e a.udressed. 

33) SWMU 1 64 i!:; deilued as a pond. 1 L l.s llot clear why only 
j<H:krabbits were evc3lu;1l.~d if water exist.~; ln this pond, or 
why i nqesLion uf water by iackL·abbits was not c:onsidercd.. The 
importance of l .. h i :; pond to ceo l oq ·i cal receptors ot.her l.han Ute 
"j ackrt..t.bbil t~houl <..l be ev,J.luu.tcd aJ o!HJ wi t:h how o[lcn ;j lHJ how 
loncJ the pond holds W<.ltcr. 

34) AL AOC-U it seem:~ water must exi ~~1. .Y~?ar-round or l.he white 
sands pupf i~.;h <~ould not su rv i vP.. If this is Lhe case, both 
t:he walec and sedimenl ::_;~uu.plcs ::;hould ha V8 been analyzed. I L 
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.it. .is not tllc case, a soi 1 sample :;hould have been collected 
aL the lowe::;t point in the bns.in (.i.e. Llw L:l.St place to hold 
wat.P.r in the !>eason); was it? 7\1 so, ri sk-hased trig9er levels 
for ecological :rcccptor.s have not been P.;.;l.abl.i!;hecl; therefore, 
it is not pos::J i b I e Lo ;1~->~>ess <c~colol;rical risk. What is Lhe 
poss i b i L.i.l. y o1 r::Jn>Hndwatcr leachin~r into the sur fan~ waLel:: at 
Lh.i~; si tc? 

35) Results from Lho Ph;_u:;e TT invcst:i.gation at SWMU's 118, L!2, 
and l\OC-1\. recommend thai.. only 'l'RPII t.>e remcdiatcd. Both PCH's 
and heptachlor cpoxidc were detected at c:onc:enl.cal.iotw 
exe,~cding risk-based tri qqer· I eve!:;. Assumptions of risk­
based calculaLlous io.r: this area should be defi nP.d so l.he .r·lsk 
due Lo Uu . .:t•c twu chemic,1ls Gan be evnluatt:.:d. JUso, .il appears 
Ol\/O.C at thi:=: :=:ite is quesllonabl8. Over ?.0 chemicals were 
fonnrl <3nd not. conli.t:mcd and several bJ anks were highly 
conl.aminat<:'~d. Ecological ri. sk s for· fu l..u re .land us~~ were not 
adequately addres::;ed. Many of the contaminates present. nre 
exLrerne.ly l.ox.ic to bird life. 

36) The Phase TT i nve:>tigution aL ~>WMU' t ; 129 and 178 do not 
address risk lo lH..JL"!Oe!:;. C:i.vcn th,~t this lor:r~t:ion is now a 
hor~;e !:; tul..>le and horses wo1.1l cl have !.he qreal.e!J L exposure time 
to cont.ami nanl.s, l.h.i~; palhway should be a.ssessed. AJ.so, 
because drn..in~; Lend to clog and water, suitable for· .iuc,:restion, 
may accumulate around them, dr<:~ in L·eplac<-:mcul with non-lead 
drains should he ~onsidered. 

:n) In the phase 11 investiqa.t .ion al. SWMIJ':; HiS, 177, 179, and 10.1 
elevated l eve ·l s of TCE weL·e lOlmd in the groundwater. The 
grotmd \-JC:ll.eL· ap.pears to be only 2 to 3 feel.. bql .in this area 
awJ tlows toward the I.o.st. rziver Ba!;ln. It :::.:hould be described 
why TCJ;; contilminution wlll noL L"e8Ch or 1 ec1ch into th<::: Losl 
H.iver Bas.in. It j_:::; ,Jlso uncll~a.r whether Lhe ecol<_HJJcal 
a::>sessmcnt was adequately add rP.s:.;eci. Questions or concerns 
j.nclude; 1) whaL l..ilne of year were surface wa.l..er· st.unples 
collected ( i . c under WP.t. or dL·y concl.i tions) ; 2) secli ment. 
samp 1 es ::;hould have been coJ l ected to a~:;!;e!;s Inc tal 
conl.amlnallou; :J) bi:r:d and carnivnrP. pathway$ we.r:c not 
add.n .. ~s:::ed; and 1) TCb: and i Ls de<J r:ada Lion p:rodu~t:s do not 
nppP.i'lr l.o have l>~cn considered as p;::~thway:.; l.o LosL River Basin 
ccologj.cal receptors. 
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COMMENTS ON HOLLOMAN RISK ASSESSMEN'l'S: SEWAGE LAGOONS AND LAKES 

INVESTIGATION (December 1993) 

'fhe US EPA ha:::; revi cwed the above r!::' i'eL·!::'ru.::ed document along 
w i l .. h t.he SE~vcral appendj c:es a;:;::;oc.i.a l.ed with the risk assessmen 1.. l"o .r: 
the Ditch and l.ake~; Holloman and Stinky. II. appears these risk 
a sses~~menL!i arc not complete, as the r:e aLe ~H~vcral references to 
in-progress stud i e!.;. Conll!tents listed bt3low shou 1 d he c:onsldeJ:cd 
when determining La.5k5 uece~sar-y for p:roiec:t. c:nmplet.ion. Revlew of 
risk assessmenlt; for Pond.s A through t~ and sewa~1e LJq·oons wi l.l he 
reviewed when final as~:H~:3srnenl.:-; have been completed. ~:PA would ln~ 
h.;~ppy to rev lew any workplan compi 1 ed t.o complete the risk 
n:.;:-;es~;mcnt of the above water hodles. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1) The USF.PA propo!:>ed Subpart 3 corrective ac:: Llon rule (55 
Fed~!t·al Register 30026, 7.7 .July 1990) doe~; iillow for a cancer 
r:isk between 10-4 and 10 b. Thh: is to take into c::onsideral.ion 
a) cwnulative ettects and b) pre:;;enl. <1nd ful:ure land use of 
Lhc ~ile. However, it does nol provlde fur a blanket 
disroi ssa 1 of a .review of Lhe chemlcals of concern that produce 
these value:>. 

a) The Di t..ch has a eance.r· risk of 7x10"6 due almost enl.ln~ly 
trom Heptachlor epoxide. 

h) Lakes Ilolloma:n and Stinky both have cancer: L"l!;Jl.s of. 
lxlO !i. The chemicals of conc:ern ;u·e ;u·!.;enic, Heptachlor 
and two PCK;:; (TlxC13 ;m<i PnCI3). Each of the chemicals ha:3 
a. r:lsk above 10 <>. Special concern mus t r; e gl ven l.o the 
PCBs detected at Lhese :.; i.l .. e:;. 

2) The whole que::::t:i on of the~ organic lead found ln Lake Ilollum;.:m 
needs further st.nrly. Where did ll. come irom? There is no 
lead in the Pond!; or: Lhe Ditch. Regardless of its origin, t.he 
I eve!!; an~ of concern (hi9hest nonca rc i noqen.i.c: haL.<l.t·d quotient 
~ 7.A7). 

RISK ASSESSM~:NT ~01{ 'l'HE DITCH 

:3) Section 9. 2 Idenl:il:ication of Chcmi ca 1 s of Po Len l.lc-11 Ctmcer-n -
Wet·c the Act.i on Levels calculaled fOl' an BT "" ·1 or Hl - 0 .1'? 
When u~;lng the risk-ba.sed screening mel.hodology tiuggestcd by 
Region TTT, t.he 111 !>hould b~..: ::.;cl ot. l e~:s th.:m 0.1 so thal 
a.c:c:umulution of ::.:ever-a 1 chcm1cal:=; will not add up Lo 9reett.nr 
th;_:tn ·uniry .. 
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4) 

5) 

6) 

·- tl-::J5 ;:}:ltlt'M Keg ti Naz waste 

Fi qure 9-1. Reasonab 1 e maxi mum <:;u·cluoyculc Risk - Current 
H.ecrcal.iolla.J Scenario. 'fhcrc appci..t.!.'S to bctwedge of the p.i8 
wh .ieh is not labeled Uw.t h~1.:; an npparent. vn.lue oi 2.46~l;. 

What.. i :.; m.i!;sinq? Of more concern .i.~> l.llE: tact that 77.. fl\~ or 
l.he Total Risk is due l..o PCI3:;. Even though the Tol..<-1 l R.i.:.;k i~·; 
only 7xJ.o-•;, Lhc occurrence of the PCB~.; does warrant further 
investigation. 

\Jv'::.~ 
Secl.ion 9. '/ Ecoloqi ca 1 Assessment. - .N.I~e. Lht.' same c.hemi c:a l s 
used in the 1-:co-ri sk as ln l.he Human risk"? Many chemical~; 
have di f ren~nl. Loxici tics for wildlife than for humaus. Birds 
<-1re .much more susceptible l..o ceL·t:ain pesticides than man. 
Heptachlor. epoxide ls such a pestlcide. A sep<-1.r:-r.ll.e COPC list 
::;hould be determined for eco-ri.sk. 

l•i gu re 9-!:>. Ecological Conceptual j 7.a t ion Mode 1 foL· the Ditch. 
There is a r.~ptor in the model. However, there is no 

discuss.ion as Lo how they fit into the system or how Lhey will 
be pcotectcd. What does the rap\..or P.al.? Only ducks? What 
al>oul lhe j ackrahbi t? There i:s no mcnllou of thi ::; ~"lnimal 

here; howevP.r, .i.l. 1.~~ llle only animal in the SWMU ecolog.ical 
risk i'l.sses~;menl. Do the rabbj.ts not come down l.o Lhe Ditch? 

lUSK ASS~:SSMENT FOR LAKE HOLLOMl\N 

'I) Section ·10./. ldeJll..if.icuLloll ol Chemicals of Potenti<-11 Concern 
- Were Lhc 1\cllon Lcvo l s calculated for an Hl = l o.r III - 0. 1? 
s~)C comment 3} ohovP.. 

fl) 'l'ab Le 10-3 Exposure Point Concentra I. ion~; for· LiikC Holloman -
There arc sever a 1 new chemical~>, mostly pesticides found .i.n 
the T.rlkes bul not in the Pone!::: or the Dll.ch, e.(.:J., Kcpuuc. 
Where d.id Lhcy come from? Si nee the :>ourc~ due:.; not appc:Jr to 
l.1c:: the Base wastewaler lrealme!lt .~:y:::tem, i :::; the source 
ter.mi nated ot:' ;u·e l.hcy still bcinq used·:' 

9) Section 10.6.11 Cur·.n~llt Off-Site Recreational Scencu·lo- 1\dult 
Chronic 1~xposu1:e - Tile chemi.ca 1 s of concern for: carcinogenJ c 
ri.sk arc a.n:>cnic, Heptach 1 or. c'lnd Lwo PCDs (IIxCB and PnCH) . 
Each ol the chcmi.cals has a rlsk above 1 0 b. SpP.r:ir!l concern 
must be given Lo the PCBS detected al Lhe sllc. 

10) Section 10. 6. t1 Cur rem t Aqr i cuI tuL·al Clu·onic 1\.dul t and <:h.ild 
RL:.ik - TJ1ere is qr.ea l. co!l<..!C::lTt atH:>l.lt the orgn.n.ic lead lcvcJ s 
(111-123 and 2~rt, l .. e.-?pect:i.vely} . Whal .i.~:; Lhc source? 'l'her~ 

dOC!S not appear lo b8 ~tny ·1 eod, much less organic...: .Le<.HJ, in thf~ 
Poncb. What is proposed l..o r·eruovc:: or reduce it·~ 

!.>ecl..i.on 10.7 Ecoloqic:al A:;:;e!3~mcnt S c~e S) a hove abo ul 
chemicals of concern tor ceo-risk_ 
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12) Figure 10.9 r:cological ConcP.pl.ua I i 7.ation Model for: T.a ke 
Ho 11 Olllcl.Il - ~;ee 6) above c~buul r:dplon;. A 1 so there is a 
concern nbout. the ::.;ludge on the bottom ot Lhc: lu.kc, e:>peci c111 y 
ncar th<= DlLc h. Wh.;:~t. is the c hem.ici1l r.ompo~i t-i em? Whal .is 
bei nq rn~oposcd for the c: l.ean - tJr> of this mal.er.i.al ·? 

13 J 'l'here appears to be a d.i.:;;c::repancy betwc(m Table 9-6 and Table 
10- 6. In tl1e Ditch Uwn~ .i. ~; a .3?. to .10 ratio bet.weP.n l..he F.Q 

of Mergansers and fish; however:, ln Lu.ke Holloman, Lhc ratio 
is .29 to 3.1. Whnt. is C:CI\lsinq thC' .increa.se .i.n fish r.tsk or: 
der.rease in Mcrgan!;eL· L·lsk'? 'l'his is e-Sl?eciully perplexinq in 
relation l .. o the marked inc:r:ea:>e in risk for the he.r-blvorous 
Mallards. 

lUSK 1\SSF.SSMF.NT FOR Ll\Kl:.: S'l'lNKY 

14) Section 11.2 Identification of Chemlcals of Potential ConceL·n 
-Were the 1\.ction Level:; calculated for an III= 1 or HT- 0.1 ·: 
See J) i1hove. 

15) Tab 1 e 11 :0: Polentii1ll y Comp 1 clc Currcnt/Fut.ure 1-:xposu1.e 
Pnthways: r.a ke Hollomun AFB, New Mexico - The L1ble appears to 
l>P. giving pathways selecled for evaluation for Luke SLlnky; 
however, Inget;Llon of soi.l is not to bP. evi.ll uated. Lake 
Slinky is dry for hali of l.he year and this would a.l.l.ow mo-re 
than enough opportunity tor wind Lo be entrained and compri::;c 
a signlflcanl expo.su:r:e pothway. Tlll!; paLhway should be 
evaluated. 

16) !5ecti.on 11.1.3 Evulual.lon of 1-:~posure Point!;/RouLe:~ - What:. is 
"hydraul .i.c::all y downgradicnt" of Lake :;t inky'? Is there rUlwlf 
from the- Lal-:e ? 

·17) Table 11-.J Exposure Po i nt Collccnlrallon;, for !.ake Stinky ·· 
There arc ~~c vt~ral new r.hemi r.r1l ~, mostly pes Licides found in 
l.he T.akes but not in the Poncls or the Ditch, ~.y., Kepone. 
See 8) above. 

18) ~iec l. .. i C.HI 11 • 7 Ecological A:~sessment 

chemical::; of concern fot· ccu rlsk. 
Sec .':1) above abou 1.. 

·19) Section 11.7.1 Bac:kgr.ound - In the lasl paragr.aph there is 
mcnllon of snowy plovers, avocels, hlack-necked stilt~ and 
killdeer nesting on the lake. With the hig·h t>e!;Llc.icies, 
e::;pcc lally .l:'Cl3!;, w~re there any studi~s on l.he effects ot 
these chemicals on nesting? 1\re these chemicels cau::;lng egg 
shell p:r:oi>lem!;? Dent.h or dc~ fonr1.i. Ly of the young? 
Repr-oductive problems in U1P. nex L qenerations? 
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7.0 Figure 
Stinky. 

11-5. Ecoloyic:2l Conccptuo.liza t ion Model for I .a ke 
There is a raplur in the model. ~ee 6) above. 

CONCLUSION~; 

21} fjec:Lion 1 3 .2. 2 Unc erl .. ainties 1\.~;~; oc.i.al..ed wi t h th e Eco logical 
1\.sses:Hnen L - .1. f t11c bioaccumulation tar: l..ors in binb .i.::> not 
used, ::;ubsl:itnte actuctl dala. Otherwise, U!H~ Lhe l ttcrature 
da l:<i and cxplv..in Lhe unccr.tainL.i.cu. ~;everal place~ :in this 
docurnenL i1 duck tissuu v.nillysif; :=:Indy i!3 referenr.cd. Tia:.. Lhe 
:; Ludy been cumplel":ed":' Is thu dal.a .=JVo ilablc? When con EPl\ 
expect Ute study data? 

Should you hnve any quut.'L.i.orw, please contact. Steven Ehlc :c; al. 
66!.)-8312. 

CC: 1.owell Seaton 
Mike Mor-ton, Team Coor:d.i nator 
Jeff Yurk 
Maria M.;i rt i.n c z 




