TO: Richard Kapuscinski, U.S. EPA (by e-mail)

FROM: The Undersigned

SUBJECT: Communities’ Letter on EPA’s Final Vapor Intrusion Guidance
DATE: July 26, 2012

We, the undersigned are concerned that pressure from polluters, chemical
producers, and property owners may weaken elements of EPA’s pending Vapor
Intrusion Guidance, and we urge EPA to adopt an investigatory approach that is truly
protective of Americans exposed to highly toxic vapors in their homes, schools,
workplaces, and other buildings.

On July 6, 2012, Inside EPA, reported:

Industry is criticizing EPA's approach to calculating the potential for
subsurface contamination to migrate to indoor air, raising concerns over a
technical document expected to be a component of the agency’s final
vapor intrusion guidance and over a Region Ill proposal to offer
government-funded mitigation for vapor intrusion at homes near a
Superfund site in Pennsylvania.

Industry argues the so-called attenuation factors in the EPA documents
are unnecessarily conservative and flawed because of incorrect
assumptions of the rate at which contamination flows into residences.

The determination whether vapor intrusion poses a health threat at any existing
building should not be based solely upon models and predictions. Models cannot
account for changes in operating conditions, occupancy, building modifications, or
structural changes such as adding utility lines that penetrate floors or settling that cracks
slabs. One test is worth 1000 expert opinions. Decisions should be based upon multiple
lines of evidence, including indoor air testing, subslab soil-gas sampling, and outdoor air
monitoring.

In particular, we believe that it is imperative to conduct indoor air testing in
buildings above subsurface chlorinated volatile organic compound contamination in the
shallow-most aquifer wherever those concentrations exceed drinking water,
groundwater, or soil thresholds. In such cases, it is not protective to determine a
building safe simply based upon indirect measurements, and it is not reasonable to
expect building occupants to accept inaction based solely on indirect measures.

We recognize the prevalence of background sources, including chemicals
emitted within buildings or found at levels of concern in outdoor air. This is not a
sufficient reason, however, to avoid indoor air sampling. There are numerous methods,
including real-time sampling, building pressurization, and building inventories to
conclude whether indoor sources are indeed responsible for indoor air contamination. In
fact, we support the use of subslab soil-gas testing and outdoor air measurement to
help evaluate whether the source of indoor vapors is indeed the subsurface.
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Furthermore, we support the use of subslab soil-gas sampling to investigate the
potential for vapor intrusion. There are many structures above significant subsurface
vapor contamination that do not show unacceptable indoor levels of toxic volatile
substances. In general, such buildings have intact vapor barriers, elevated indoor air
pressures, or high levels of air exchange. Since these protective characteristics are
subject to change, it may be necessary to require either additional mitigation, in the form
of substructure depressurization systems, or institutional controls (monitoring, operating
procedures, etc.) that maintain those protections.

We appreciate the work that EPA has done to collect real-world data on the
attenuation of volatile organic compound concentrations from groundwater and soil gas
to indoor air. Noting the variability of attenuation factors over both time and space, we
urge that wherever the Guidance utilizes attenuation factors that they be set or
calculated at protective levels. That is, they should not be set to limit average exposures
to toxic substances in indoor air. They should protect everyone.

EPA’s draft Vapor Intrusion Guidance, as well as state Guidance documents,
assumes that the subsurface contamination likely to cause vapor intrusion has already
been identified. However, much of the nation’s population—particularly Environmental
Justice communities—lives in cities where groundwater contamination has not been
investigated. The Vapor Intrusion Guidance should provide guidance for pro-actively
finding “rogue plumes” in such areas so everyone can be protected.

Furthermore, since vapor intrusion is often a potential problem in Environmental
Justice communities already experiencing disproportionate threats to public health, we
believe it essential that the Vapor Intrusion Guidance provide tools for examining
cumulative health impacts from other environmental, social, and psychological stresses
in the community along with the vapor intrusion pathway.

Finally, we note that EPA’s September 2011 Toxicological Review of TCE found
that TCE inhalation is likely to cause birth defects at the low exposure levels typical of
vapor intrusion, even when pregnant women are exposed for relatively short periods of
time. We believe that future studies of similar chlorinated volatile organic compounds
may find similar risks. Consequently, to be protective of the entire population, it is
important to shift from periodic discrete sampling protocols, such as air testing with
Summa canisters once or twice a year, to continuous or near-continuous monitoring
designed to measure maximum short-term exposures. EPA’'s Guidance should
recognize the need for such sampling technologies, not only so they can be
implemented when available, but for now to encourage the development of practical,
affordable equipment. Near-continuous monitoring technologies are available today,
and continuous air monitoring equipment, using approaches likely to be cost-effective
when mass-produced, have already been demonstrated at the bench scale. When they
become more widely available, they should also prove valuable in detecting pathways
and background sources within buildings.

We look forward to the issuance of a Vapor Intrusion Guidance, based upon the
best, current science, that protects all people from highly toxic vapors that may be
intruding into their homes and other buildings.
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Sincerely,

Robert Alvarado, Committee for Environmental Justice Action, San Antonio, Texas

Herb Bernstein, ISIS Institute, Amherst, Massachusetts

William Berry, Restoration Advisory Board, Moffett Field Naval Air Station, California

Dvija Michael Bertish, Rosemere Neighborhood Association, Vancouver, Washington

Stephen Brittle, Don’t Waste Arizona, Phoenix, Arizona

Ken and Regina Deschere, South Hill Industrial Pollution, Ithaca, New York

Ed Dlugosz, Eatontown Environmental Commission, Eatontown, New Jersey

Barry Durand, CTS of Asheville, Inc. Groundwater Contamination Site CAG, Asheuville,
North Carolina

Neil Fischbein, Cheshire, Connecticut

Joseph A. Gardella, Jr., Department of Chemistry, State University of New York,
Buffalo, New York

Debra Hall, Hopewell Junction Citizens for Clean Water, Hopewell Junction, New York

Richard Hill, Save the Valley, Madison, Indiana

Cory Harden, Hilo, Hawai'i

Betty Havel, Citizens Acting To Restore Endicott’s Environment, Endicott, New York

Michael Heimbinder, HabitatMap, Brooklyn, New York

Jane Horton, Mountain View, California

Sue Hughes, UNITE, Middleport, New York

Sandra Jaquith, Site Specific Advisory Board, Rocky Mountain Arsenal, Colorado

Jill Johnston, Southwest Workers Union, San Antonio, Texas

Barry Kissin, Fort Detrick Restoration Advisory Board, Frederick, Maryland

Marilyn Tate Koenitzer, Corvallis, Oregon

Marion J. Lamberth, Durham, North Carolina

Michael H. Levin, Environmental Research Associates, Havertown, Pennsylvania

Peter C. Little, Department of Anthropology, Oregon State University

Tim Lopez, Voluntary Cleanup Advisory Board, Denver, Colorado

Donna Lupardo, New York State Assembly

Tate MacQueen, CTS of Asheville, Inc. Groundwater Contamination Site CAG,
Asheville, North Carolina

Jean E. Mannhaupt, Park Ridge @ Country Manors Home Owners Association,
Manorville, New York

Carol Meschkow, Concerned Citizens of the Plainview-Old Bethpage Community,
Plainview, New York

Pamela Miller, Alaska Community Action on Toxics, Anchorage, Alaska

Kathy Moore, Fair Lawn, New Jersey

Mary Moore, Lindon Park Neighborhood Association, Phoenix, Arizona

Bob Moss, Barron Park Association Foundation, Palo Alto, California

Dan Murphy, CTS Citizens Monitoring Council, South Asheville, North Carolina

Dave Ness, Jr., Bayport, Minnesota

Dave Ogren, CTS Citizens Monitoring Council, Asheville, North Carolina

Laura Olah, Citizens for Safe Water Around Badger (CSWAB), Merrimac, Wisconsin

Bruce Oldfield, Hillcrest Environmental Action Team, Binghamton, New York,

Dana Patterson, Edison Wetlands Association, Edison, New Jersey

J. Gilbert Sanchez, Tribal Environmental Watch Alliance, Santa Fe, New Mexico

Mike Schade, Center for Health, Environment & Justice (CHEJ), New York, New York
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Allison Siegel, Phoenix, Arizona

Lenny Siegel, Center for Public Environmental Oversight, Mountain View, California

Kent Slowinski, Environmental Health Group, Spring Valley Formerly Used Defense
Site, Washington, District of Columbia

David Alan Tibbetts, Ft. Meade Restoration Advisory Board, Odenton, Maryland

John Uldrich, Uldrich-Integris Media Inc., Minneapolis, Minnesota

Paul Walker, Global Green USA

Christina Walsh, cleanuprocketdyne.org, California

Laura Ward, FOCUS, Tallevast, Florida

Wanda Washington, FOCUS, Tallevast, Florida

John Yelenick, Site Specific Advisory Board, Rocky Mountain Arsenal, Colorado

Kate Zidar, Newtown Creek Alliance, Brooklyn and Queens, New York



