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Mr. Benjamin Gregson
Impact Area Groundwater Sty

Dear Mr. Gregson.
On July 27, 2001 I wrote to concerning perchlorate in groundwater at Camp Edwards on the
Massachusetts Military Rescffation. In that letter, I identified 1.5 ppb as the appropriate level for
NGB to use “for future cleanfip technology and altemative evaluations.” On October 4, 2001,
you responded to my letter,

that NGB would “continue
EPA Method 314 and associ ;
intent of my July 27 letter a

se a 4-18 ppb range for remedial decision making, along with
d reporting limits.” The purpose of this lettcr is to clarify the
i to thereby resolve the issues contained in your October 4 letter.

ging a series of Feasibility Studies for contaminated areas in Camp
Rdwards pursuant to an ordegissued by EPA under the Safe Drinking Water Act. That order,
which requires compliance wWith the substantive requiremhents on the Massachusetts Contingency
Plan, compels the NGB to diivelop a range of alternatives including, at a minimum, an
altemnative that throughout ti§ entire plume reduces the contaminant concentrations to
background conditions and 4§ alternative that throughout the entire plume reduces the
contaminant concentrations §§f levels “that meet or exceed all MCLs, Health Advisories,
DWELS, other relevant stalffards and a cumulative 10° excess cancer risk.” (emphasis added).
Evaluation of cleanup to bagground concentrations is an express requirement of the order and of
the Massachuseus Contingeffy Plan. In addition, the NGB is required to develop alternatives
that meet the site specific refjediation levels within different restoration time periods utilizing
one or more different techndfpgies.

As you know, NGB is cond i

Following the development ;":"'f' these alternatives, the NGB is required to evaluate them according
to nine specified criteria, in@ihiding the alternatives’ ability to protect human health and the
environment. In short, the f§sibility studies must develop and then evaluate a variety of |

remedial alternatives that ag eve cleanup goals with different technologies and under different

time frames.
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The purpose of my July 27 leflr was to provide NGB with a perchlorate level that it could use as
a relevant standard in develofiing and evaluating the variety of remedial alternatives required by
the order. As you know, perdiforate has emerged as a contaminant of significant concern at
Camp Edwards, and no MC ealth Advisory or DWEL currently exists for the compound.
NGB needs to use some levellor purposes of developing and evaluating altermatives. A final
decision about the appropriatfiicleanup level for perchlorate will be made at the time that the
decision document for a specilic Area of Contamination is issucd by the Agency. We
contemplate that the first sucfidecision document will be issued in the spring or summer of 2002
and will address groundwateg@ontamination at Demolition Area 1. That decision will also
incorporate the most current flinking on perchlorate including any decisions that come out of the
ongoing external peer reviewfirocess coordinated by the National Center for Environmental
Assessment. In the interim, fowever, it is necessary for NGB to move forward with evaluations
that consider a perchiorate stiikdard that is based on current agency guidance and protective
assumptions. 1 ‘

The 1.5 ppb cleanup level foll
assumptions. As you know ¢
matter that has had a somew}§
established by the National (i

erchlorate reflects both current agency guidance and protective

e development of a national perchlorute standard is an evolving

it complicated history. A provisional reference dose was

inter for Environmental Assessment in 1992 that recommended use
of a 1x10-4 to 5x10-4 range J§r a reference dose. This range was reviewed and affirmed in 1995,
A second revision was conteflipiated in 1999 but was not finalized because of ongoing research
on the topic. The current ag@iicy guidance, embodied in the June 18, 1999 memorandum Inzerim
Assessment Guidance for Pefbhlorate from Norine Noonan (o the Regional Administrators,
states:

alyses and data are to be considered, we can predict that the
e@itoxicology benchmarks are likely to change. The new estimates

will refiect ggfater accuracy and may be either higher or lower than the
harmonized Wnchmark proposed in the February 1999 document (.0009 mg/kg-
day). Theref@e ORD recommends that Agency risk assessors and risk managers
continue 10

R the standing provisional RfD range of 0.0001 to 0.0005 mg/kg-day
Prinued uncertainty with respect to the impact of the pending data
§in the final estimate.... (emphasis in original)

provides guidance to EPA Regions concerning Agency activities
ghlorate.... The guidance is designed to implement national policy on

In addition to recommendi kithe continued use of 2 0.0001 to 0.0005 mg/kg-day reference dose

for perchlorate, the extant afggncy guidance suggests that exposure assumptions could be applied
to the reference dose to deviiop sitc specific cleanup levels. In the example given in the

K values for adult exposure yield cleanup levels from 4 to 18 ppb.

aquifer. We believe this is

|
8

v/e obed {WY.E:6 20-02-AON 262181621914 ‘NOID3Y Qv3T 45 - |+ NOID3Y :Ag juss



K develop method detection limits for perchlorate below the 1.5 ppb
el and to incorporate that level into its ongoing feasibility study

el for perchlorate will be decided at the time of the issuance of the
flect any changes in EPA policy at that time.

It is thus necessary for NGB
relevant standard analytical
analyses. The final cleanup
decision document and will

If you have any questions, pl se do not hesitate to call me at (617) 918-1358.

Sincerely,

Todd J. Borci / i

Office of Site Remediation a§ii Restoration .

cc: James Woolford/EP A&}
Craig Hooks/EPA H@¥
Len Pinaud/MA DEI}
M. Jasinski/EPA  E
1. Dolan/EPA
D. Moyer/EPA g
B. Walsh-Rogalski
M. Adams/EPA
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