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Table 2-1: Summary of COPCs 

Number of Samples 
U.S. EPA Exceeding Screening Criteria 

a) Maximum Region IX 
Concentration Residential 

Contaminant Surface Subsurface (mg/kg) PRGs (mg/kg) 

4,4- dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane 2 1.4E+01 1.7E+00 

4,4- dichlorodiphenyl-dichloroethylene 2 9.1E+00 1.7E+00 

Benzo(a)pyrene 1 9.2E-2 5.6E-2 

Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 1 8.SE-2 5.6E-2 

2,3, 7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p dioxin 8 6 6.7E-6 3.SE-6 
(TCDD) toxicity equivalent (TEO) 7.BE-6 

Lead 2 14.5E+02 4.0E+02 

a 
N/A 

screening criteria include U.S. EPA Region IX residential PRGs and site specific background values. 
Not established 

Site 
Background 

Values (mg/kg) 

N/A 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

2.33E+02 

A preliminary risk assessment was completed as part of the RI. The first step of the preliminary risk 
assessment was to develop a conceptual site model (CSM). Taking into account current and proposed 
land uses, the CSM was designed to evaluate site contaminant exposure pathways to site receptors. 
Potentially complete pathways were identified as those pathways that had a contaminant source, a 
transport mechanism, a point at which contact with a contaminant may occur, and a toxicological 
exposure route (i.e., oral, dermal, or inhalation). The CSM identified specific exposure pathways, 
which included exposure to COPCs in surface and subsurface soil for current and future trespassers 
and future onsite workers. As a result, the preliminary risk assessment focused on these pathways. 

2.6 CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USE 

Current Use. The Marine Drive 2 property was transferred to the Government of Guam on 11 April 
2001 under the BRAC program. Marine Drive 2 is currently not in use, and has not been actively used 
by the Navy since 1981. The site is heavily vegetated with no habitable buildings or structures. 

Future Use. The GLUP has identified the property for future industrial use (GEDA 1996); however, 
unrestricted use was also evaluated. For this property, the BCT determined that the site was suitable 
for unrestricted use (BCT 2001 ). 

2. 7 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS 

A preliminary risk assessment was conducted for COPCs detected on site in surface and subsurface 
soil. The preliminary risk assessment consists of two separate components. The human health 
preliminary risk evaluation (PRE) assessed risk from exposure to site chemicals for current and future 
human receptors. The screening ecological risk assessment (SERA) assessed risk from exposure to 
site chemicals of environmental concern for current and future ecological receptors. 

Human Health PRE. The human health PRE was conducted in accordance with the EPA Risk 
Assessment Guidance for Superfund (EPA 1989, 1991 a,b ). To evaluate risk from exposure to CO PCs 
under the PRE, the reasonable maximum exposure (RME) and exposure point concentrations (EPCs) 
were compared to EPA Region IX (1999) residential PRGs. The RME EPC is the highest level of 
human exposure that could reasonably be expected to occur from the chemicals detected on site. The 
PRGs represent the concentration below which no significant health effects are likely to occur. 
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Using the RME EPC, the excess and cumulative cancer risks were calculated for carcinogens. These 
risks are probabilities that are typically expressed in scientific notation ( e.g., 1 E-06). An excess 
lifetime cancer risk of 1 E-06 indicates that an individual exposed to the RME EPC estimate has a 1 in 
1,000,000 chance of developing cancer as a result of site-related exposure. This is referred to as an 
"excess lifetime cancer risk" because it would be in addition to the risks of cancer individuals face 
from other causes, such as smoking or overexposure to the sun. The cumulative cancer risk is the sum 
of all excess cancer risks. 

The EPA has established a "point of departure" of 1 E-06 for excess cancer risk. Cumulative cancer 
risk greater than the point of departure, but less than 1 E-04 (i.e., the "risk range") warrants further 
evaluation or a response action, which may include land use controls. 

The hazard index {HI) evaluates noncarcinogenic effects. The HI is the cumulative total of all hazard 
quotients (HQ). An HQ is the ratio of exposure to toxicity for a given chemical. An HI less than 1 
indicates that, based on the sum of all HQs from different contaminants and exposure routes, toxic 
noncarcinogenic effects from all contaminants are unlikely. An HI greater than 1 indicates that site­
related exposures may present a risk to human health. 

Risk assessment results for Marine Drive 2 are summarized below: 

• For unrestricted land use, the surface soil RME cumulative cancer risk is 2.02E-05 and the 
subsurface soil RME cumulative cancer risk is 9.69E-05; these values are between the risk 
range of l.0E-06 and l.0E-04. 

• For surface soil, dioxin (TCDD TEQ) and arsenic are the main contributors to cancer risk 
(25.49 percent and 68.45 percent, respectively), and therefore are the risk drivers. Cancer risk 
for dioxin is 5.14E-06; cancer risk for arsenic is l.38E-05. Arsenic concentrations were 
compared to background concentrations and considered naturally occurring, not the result of 
Navy releases. 

• For subsurface soil, dioxin and arsenic are the main contributors to cancer risk (5.74 percent 
and 89.04 percent, respectively), and therefore are the risk drivers. Cancer risk for dioxin is 
5.56E-06; cancer risk for arsenic is 8.63E-05. Arsenic concentrations were compared to 
background concentrations and considered naturally occurring, not the result of Navy 
releases. 

• All other COPCs do not exceed the point of departure (l .0E-6) and therefore were not 
considered primary contributors to site risk. 

• For surface and subsurface soil, the HI is less than 1. 

• Specific COPCs having the highest contribution to overall site risk were evaluated further 
using the following criteria: 

Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER) (EPA 1998) cleanup level. 
One dioxin result was found to exceed the EPA Region IX industrial PRG; however, it 
was below the OSWER (EPA 1998) cleanup level considered acceptable for unrestricted 
use (I microgram per kilogram [µg/kg]). 

Site-specific background concentration for arsenic (61 milligrams per kilogram [mg/kg]). 
All detections of arsenic (maximum detected is 61 mg/kg) are at or below the calculated 
site-specific background concentration (Earth Tech 2000). Arsenic concentrations were 
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compared to background concentrations and considered naturally occurring and not the 
result ofNavy releases. 

• Dioxin (which was found to be below the EPA OSWER cleanup level) and arsenic (found to 
be the same as the site-specific background) are the primary risk drivers for the cumulative 
cancer risk. The BCT reviewed risk assessment results in detail. The BCT evaluated each 
COPC that contributed to site risk and considered the EPA OSWER directive for dioxins and 
site-specific background metals concentrations in soil. Following this review, the BCT 
concluded that the site is suitable for unrestricted use (BCT 2001 ). 

• While the RME EPCs for lead were found to be within acceptable limits, a single surface soil 
sample contained lead at a concentration of 1,450 mg/kg, exceeding the 1999 U.S. EPA 
Region IX residential lead PRG of 400 mg/kg. As a result, the Navy removed approximately 
one cubic yard of soil associated with this sample. This effort was completed concurrently 
with a housekeeping effort to remove surface debris located on the site in November 2001. 

Screening Ecological Risk Assessment. The SERA was structured according to U.S. Navy guidance 
(DON 1999) to fulfill both the requirements of a U.S. Navy Tier 1 Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) 
and an EPA SERA (EPA 1997). The SERA evaluates the potential for significant adverse ecological 
effects from receptor exposure to chemicals of potential ecological concern (COPECs) detected at the 
site. Initial steps of the SERA include the description of the ecological setting to determine whether 
complete ecological exposure pathways are present. If complete pathways exist on site, risk is 
calculated by comparing the exposure estimates to conservative screening-level toxicity values. 

Under an industrial-use scenario, habitat at Marine Drive 2 is of limited ecological value. This is 
based on the recognition that the site lies in an industrial setting and is anticipated to remain so in the 
future. Exposure pathways to ecological receptors are assumed incomplete in industrial areas due to 
disruption of habitat. 

2.8 DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 

No significant changes to the proposed plan were required. 
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3. RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

The public co(llJllent period for the proposed plan was held between 16 August and 15 September 
200 I. No public comments were received during this period. 

3.1 COMMUNITY PREFERENCES 

No community preferences were requested or identified. 

3.2 INTEGRATION OF COMMENTS 

No comments were received. 

3.3 EPA REGION IX AGREEMENT WITH SELECTED REMEDY 

The EPA agrees with the proposed no further response action (see Appendix A). 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Leighton Wong 
Pacific Division 
NavFacEngCom 
Pearl Harbor, HI 96860 

August 13, 2002 

RE: Record of Decisions for Old Navy Supply Depot, Drum Storage Lot, Polaris Point, Piti, 
Guam; and Marine Drive 2, Former Power Plant, Dededo, Guam dated August 2002. 

Dear Mr. Wong: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX (EPA) has reviewed the Record 
of Decisions for the Old Navy Supply Depot, Drum Storage Lot, Polaris Point, Piti, Guam, and 
Marine Drive 2, Former Power Plant, Dededo, Guam dated August 2002. The selected remedy 
for both of these sites is no further response action. Hazardous substances are not present at 
either the Old Navy Supply Depot or Marine Drive 2 at concentrations above acceptable risk 
levels. Therefore, these properties are already in a protective state for human health and the 
environment for unrestricted use and no further response action is necessary. 

The Department of the Navy has worked in cooperation with the Guam Environmental Protection 
Agency (Guam EPA) regarding remedy selection for these sites. EPA is in agreement with the 
remedy selected in this ROD. 

We wish to thank the Navy for the opportunity to be involved in the work at the Old Navy 
Supply Depot, and Marine Drive 2. We look forward to working with the Navy and Guam EPA 
in the future. 

Si#y~· 
~d Seraydarian 
Chief, DoD and Pacific Islands Section 

cc: Eric Shigaki, Navy 
Walter Leon ·Guerrero, Guam EPA 
Robert Carr, USEPA 
Michael Wolfram, USEPA 


