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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL FIIROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. :~0460 
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M!. Kur: Kratz 
I 1j i·ectoi )[Environmental Cleanup 
( •i hce o I the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Installations and Environment) 
{a{tpartn · :nt ofDefense 
3 ;J !>O De i ense Pentagon 
\tl.shin1: on, DC 20301-3400 

J i e: EPA Comments on the revised Draft DoD Interim Guidance on Perchlorate 
Sampling and Analysis 

1' lis letter provides comments on the revised drc::ft DoD Jruerim Guidance on Petchlon :'.::· 
S ~l.!"lplin,; and Analysis that was e-mailed to me on August 19, 2002. Thank you for the 
o ) i•ortur. ty to submit comments. While the revised dro=Jt guidance is somewhat improved ove1 
tl.~ i previ 11us version, there are still significant changes EPA believes need to be made. 

f. positive change from the previous version is that the revised guidance now speaks 
n de ge11 ~rically to perchlorate as opposed to just ammonium perchlorate. We suggest that sor1 ,~:~ 
e: .:: imple ; be providt:d so that the Components, the regul!ators and the public understand clearly 
v. bitt cor : .titutes a "reasonable basis to suspect the poter1tial presence of perchlorate in the 
eJJ\!ironnl :nt." The most obvious is rocket testing, but perchlorate has also been linked with hit h 
e: :1 ilosiv. ~ and training artillery, smoke devices, pyrotechnics, and flares. Many different 
n~ 1J11itior: in each of the above categories contain some :form of perchlorate. 

11 .e draft DoD guidance states that there is an ab::ence of a federal or state regulatory 
dJ .·1er, w l.ich is not the case. The guidance should explidtly recognize that, depending on a site 
SI ,;: dfic ! tuation, the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) and/or the Comprehensive 
E: ~' •ironr: ental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and/or the Resource 
C )JI.Serv,· ion and Recovery Act (RCRA) are among the~ federal environmental statutes that 
cc '13d be I rought to bear on a given situation. Should circumstances warrant such action, EPA 
w I . cxer•: :se one or more of these authorities to address :my threats to 11wnan health or the 
er y ironrr · :nt from perchlorate contamination. 
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·: he draft guidance fails to note that some states have issued their own advisory levels 1 1 ~~ 
~ 1!i·chloJ1.te which should be followed by federal. state ~1gencies or any private party involved j1. 
t :Lr I evaJ: ation and cleanup of perchlorate conta.tnination. Moreover. some states have set their 
1 ::'iels lc · ver than the EPA provisional action level issuE~d in 1999 (e.g., New Mexico and 
~ ·( !Lssad 1lSetts have advisory levels set at 1 ppb). 

: ~ · he DoD guidance should explicitly recognize that EPA has established a provisional 
r ;::fer~nc: dose for perchlorate. The .. Interim Assessmem Guidance for Perchlorate .. issued by 

·· · · I .I 1A 's ( 1 ffice or Research and Development (ORD) on June 18, 1999 states that its guidance t1 
I I lA ris:: assessors and risk managers is to utilize a Refi::rence Dose (RID) range of 0.0001 
nii/kg/d: y to 0.0005 mg/kg/day for perchlorate-related assessment activities. The ORD 
~ uldanc': further states that •• ... by applying the standard default body weight (70 kg) and watet 
c :) ltSUinJ ~:ion level (2 L/day), the resulting provisional dcanup levels or action levels would 
r u ige frtl n 4-1 g parts per billion (ppb ) ... " for adults. L~:~vels for "at-risk" populations (infants, 
c h lldren. pregnant women, elderly or sick individuals) should typically be lower. Notably, 
c) ilSideJ t .tion of more recent studies in 2000 and 2001 have resulted in a draft Rfd that js lowe:t 
tilt in the 1 :oncentration of the 1999 guidance1• 

'· our guidance places a burden on EPA and/or tll1e states to provide a method to improv ~ 
co :the sc. npling method for perchlorate. (see paragraph .. d") This is not appropriate. 
( c !mme1 · ;ial laboratories, if requested, can modify Metl:.nd 3 14.0 to obtain lower Reporting 
L ::Jiaits v' thout a IO$S of Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC). Such alterations should 
b ;: done 1 nder the scrutiny of the DoD Component and the appropriate regulator. This was 
r~~'1ently 1lone at Massachusetts Military Reservation. A,1; this Installation, the National Guard 
E t: l~eau (! ~GB) requested two commercial laboratories tl) achieve Reporting Limits of 1.0 ug/L 
u;:ibg M: thod 314.0. The laboratories quickly achieved. the lower Reporting Limit (and lower 
?\ ldthod I )etection Limits of0.35 and 0.43 ug/L), using :;teps which were overseen and 
a :l]!•rovetl by EPA and NGB contractor QA Chemists. lin addition, Method 314.0 can identify 
lo\lrer le- ·::Is of perchlorate without the presence of"fah:e positives" if the calibration standard i :: 
1< 1' f'ered : nd the samples are purified prior to testing in order to remove other compounds that 
c· :11lld af: :ct the analytical results. 

:E ) A is very concerned that the draft guidance appears to forbid a response action even 
"-' i:'li:re th; rc may be a potential or actual threat to human health and the environment such as 
~ 11 im pe: · :hlorate is in drinking water sources. The guidance states that there are no regulatory 
d ·i lrers (. 1 ~e second paragraph) and then in paragraph "g"', it states that no "'action beyond 
suilplin~ and analysis" 'Will be authorized "without an t;:";tablished regulatory driver." 
F ) !lowir i ; the guidance would mean that at sites where ·the provisional reference dose is 

-·-·--· -------
111 3sed on these new studies by ORD, the projected imminent and substantial endangerment 

le "* il set t · EPA could be substantially lower than the current ::>rovisional reference dose, perhaps 
re~l ;;hing; 1 ::tion levels close to 1 ppb. However, it must be netted that no final determination at this level 
hc1sibeen 11ade. 
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e·:•t.eede41, no action would be allowed. DoD's own DENIX web site has information related·tc· 
p ::: lchlor' te releases to the environment. Many of the 50 "suspected ·sources'' are related to Dol 1 
a :1i.vity,! tamely weapons production, testing or training. Maximwn concentrations of 
p ;:J ichlor : te at a few of these sites far exceed the provisi,:l nal reference dose established by EPA 
ill t-ome : ases by orders of magnitude. We do not belie·,~e it is DoD's intent to allow for the 
c :tll.tinue:. consumption of perchlorate-contaminated gwund water. However, some could 
h ~t ~rpret )oD guidance as sanctioning that no action be "taken to address releases at sites where 
C• :'l !.centr; tions far exceed the provisional reference dose~ established by EPA. This needs to be 
c. a ~tied ; o avoid any confusion. 

I 

i 
1: te DoD guidance lists requirements that inappropriately impinge on EPA and state 

rE .~ \JlatoJ: · authority. The guidance continues to require a "written request" from a regulatory 
a:Jtincy t': conduct perchlorate sampling to be followed by a "written agreement''. For example 
y· :,1 !r gui, i mce state!' that regulatory agencies provide in their request "evidence that perchlorat(· 
\\a\: rele;. :ed into the environment at the installation." This will clearly be a "catch~22" situatic 1. 
ir Jj1any : lStances "vhere due to historical activity, it is suspected perchlorate might be present 
b11t\there s no direct evidence. Without sampling there is no way to confirm the situation one 
~a I• or tl. : other. 

. V ·nile EPA believes that it is appropriate to und~~rstand the basis for sampling and that 
tlH~ ie are : .greed-upon approaches to conducting the sarn_pling which can be described in a site
SJ ·~ bific :: LIIlpling plan, the requirements listed in the guidance will impose an unnecessary and 
p1 ·r l1aps l 1 1lawful barrier to EPA and state regulatory agencies carrying out their missions. If 
so= n \piing .s being conducted at request of a regulatory agency pursuant to a lawful access and 
in •:jl~ectio: authority, the installation should provide acc(::;s to such agency at reasonable times t' 
in ::1 i•ect a: :i gather smnples. Where applicable, installati1:.ns may request split samples to be 
pi o bessec I and analyzed with Component funds in accordance with EPA- or state -approved or 
re :t itestec methods. 

~ · ~ hope that DoD finds these comments helpful in your review of the draft guidance an I. 
th;t1:DoD .vill make changes that are suggested. If you Jhave any questions. please feel free to 
ccntact J11 ;hua Barber, FFRRO. at 703-603-0265 or Bemadette Rappold, FFEO, at 
2( 2~564-; 387. 

s· Iy, A/ 
Z:.rn 

Woolford, Dir tor · 
Federal Faci.lities Restoration and Reuse Office 
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c ~ 1· Ltricia Fenebee, OSD 

1· >rrest Sprester, Air Force ~ 
~ · :aj. JeffCCllnel, Air Force 
I: .ck Newsome, Army 
I . 1ul Y aroschak, Navy 
(I ~orge Ledbetter, OSD 
F. mee Wynn. FFRRO 

..,/ J: shua Barber, FFRRO 
E : liot Gilberg, FFEO 
E · :marlette Rappold, FFEO 
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