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August 30, 2004

" File No. 796-11-01

Richard Cushing, L.SP

- ¢/o Ducharme & Wheeler, Inc

1092 Main Street
Bolton, MA 01740

Subject: Notice of Noncompliance (NON-CE-04- -3076)
CRWSC - Ayer .
211 West Main Street
Former Empire Cleaners
Explanadon of Imminent Hazard Rvaluation

Dear Mr. Cushing:

This letter is to describe the relationship between O’Rediy Talbot & Okun Associates, Inc.
(OTO), yousself, and Ducharme & Wheeler, Inc. in connection to the preparation of an
Imminent Hazard Evaluation for the above referenced Site. The letter also discusses certain
cxcepnons taken by M4 DEP with J.egards to the approach used by OTO in its work.

AOn September 30, 2003, Duchau'ne & Wheeler plowded OTO with soil gas data from the Site
-and asked OTO to calculate pLelernary indoor air inhaladon risks for site workers. As you

know, OTO offers risk assessment services to LSPs as part of our consulting business. The
soil gas data indicated that terrachlovoethene (also known as perchloroethylene or PCE) was
detected in sample SG-1 (located on the west side of the building) at 159,000 ug/m?, and in
sample 'SG-5 (located on the northside of the building) at 2,400,000 ug/m>.

Based on the maximum soil gas concentration of PCE (i.e., 2,400,000 ug/m‘) an indoor air
concentration for PCE was calculated, in accordance with the MA DEP recommended
approach, using the USEPA soil gas screening (SG-SCREEN) spreadsheets (Vetsion 2.0,
04/03) for the adaptation of the “Johnson and Ettinger (1991) Model for Subsurface Vapor

Intrusion into Buildings”. Inhalation risks were calculated for a site worker assumed to be

- present in the building for 8 hours/d'ty, 5 days/week, 236 days/year for 27 vears. T oxicity

values for PCE were obtined from a review of the most recent MA DEP and USEPA sources.
The sclected toxicity value for PCE were those presented in the USEPA Region I11 Risk-based
Concenmation Tables (April 2003), since these wvalues incorporated the most recent
m\zcologlc'll data. The c1lculfur_d risks exceeded MA DEP risk limits for No Signilicant Risk.

At thar ume, OTO verbally informed Ducharme 8 Wheeler 'of this finding, Ducharme &
Wheeler and OTO discussed collecting indoor air samples to pmwde 2 better representation of

indoor air conditons.
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Imminent Hazard Bvaludtion

‘On l*c.l:uruary 9, 7004 Ihch Cushmg, rcp:esentmg Ducharme & Wheeler, cnllcd us o request

40. 0955 It is ous: understandmg ‘that your rcqucst in this situation ‘wis promptcd by thc
measuremeit of indoor aitr' concentrations of PCE in two samplés collected on Febriary 10,
2004 in the building at 211 West Main Street. The building was occupied by a video store.

On Febuary 23, 2004, OTO submitted an” Imminent Hazard Evaluation for the site to.
In this evalnation, OTO selectcd an . jnha ition " unit nsL for

USEPA Région 111 Risk-based Concentration Tables (April 2003). It was at that time, and
coatinues to be, OTO’s best scientific judgment that this toxicity factor best reflects the state of
toxicological knowledge, since it is based on the most recent toxicological data.

Note that an inhalation unit risk was net available in other USEPA sources, including
Integrated Risk Information Service (IRIS) (February 2004) and Health Effects Assessment
Summary Tables ([MEAST) (July 1997). These are the preferred sources for risk
characterizadons under the MCP. )

The human health rigk caleulated by OTO using the USEPA unit risk factor did not identify an
Imminent Hazard Condition for part-time workers at the site (calculated as a 2 year exposure
period for an ‘employee working five 4-hour shifts per week). However, the evaluation did
conclude that there was a potential for significant carcinogenic risk to full-time workers (an
employce working for a 5 year exposure period for f tve 8-hour shifts per week)

On March 8, 2004, Ducharme ‘& Wheeler mformed OTO that in the course of a MA DEP
review, the Department had identified “errors” in the risk calculations. The specific “error”
that MA DEP identified was that the MA DEP recommended inhalation unit sisk PCE (5.58-
05 (ug/m‘) ) had not been used in the evaluation. The MA DEP’s unit risk was postcd on the
MA DEP web page in 1998, and was detived based on toxicological data published in 1985 and
1986. OTO use of the USEPA Region III tisk factor was based on our conclusion that the

" USEPA value better reflected current scientific knowledge and also on the MCP’s cleaddy stated
* preference for toxicity values from USEPA sources (310 CMR 40.0993(5)).

OTO subsequently recalculated the inhalation risks for workers at the site building using the
MA DEP inhalation unit risk. These calculations identified an Imminent Hazard Condition for
full-time and part-ume site workers.

oTO acknowledges that the MA DEP inhalation unit risk for PCE was not used in the

Imminent Hazard Bvaluation. While still required by the Department, the MA DEP inhalation
unit visk for PCE will be used by OTO in future MA DEP :.ubnutnls
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Immipent Hazard Evaluation
If you have any questions or comments reparding this information, please contact us.

Very twly yours; '
O'Reéilly, Talbot & Olkun Assouates Inc.

._De )7 M Llstcrmck
Assocjatc/ Senior Risk Assessor

Aan e Lkl

A James D. Okun
Principal






