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March 1, 2011 
 
Gerard Martin 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
20 Riverside Drive 
Lakeville, MA 02347 
 
Subject: Comments on the December 2010 Revised Vapor Intrusion  
  Guidance Public Review Draft (VI Review Draft) 
 
Dear Gerard: 
 
Let me begin by thanking you and your colleagues at the Department for the 
hard work and long hours you have put into developing the Vapor Intrusion 
Guidance Public Review Draft.  Your efforts to bring the public into the guid-
ance development process are a real credit to you and are very much appre-
ciated by those of us on the “private side”.   In the spirit of public participation 
I am offering the following general comments for your consideration. 
 
1) The Role of the GW-2 Method 1 Standards 
 
The GW-2 MCP groundwater standards play a central role in the VI Review 
Draft, from the determination of whether an assessment of a VI exposure 
pathway is warranted at a site (Section 1.3.2) to the determination of whether 
response actions are required for future site buildings (4.7.4).  While the use 
of a numerical value like the GW-2 Standards is appealing, the problem lies 
in the fact that the GW-2 Standards are not fixed physical properties of oil or 
hazardous materials (OHM).  Instead they are subject to change as the De-
partment obtains new technical information and then makes changes to the 
standards through regulation changes. 
 
As the GW-2 Standards have changed, sites that had received (what were at 
the time) satisfactory Response Action Outcome Statements (RAOs), have 
been targeted for audits, and brought back into the MCP system.  Tetra-
chloroethene (PCE) may be the prime example of an OHM whose shifting 
GW-2 standard has led to problems.   It is almost quaint to think back to 
those days in 1994 when the GW-2 Standard for PCE was 3,000 ug/l, based  
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on the same background air concentration (11 ug/m3) used by the Depart-
ment until fairly recently. 
 
However, since 1994 our understanding the science behind VI has improved, 
and we now know that the migration pathways that operate are more com-
plex than originally thought.  So while the 1994 intentions were good, the sci-
ence, or at least our understanding of the science, was not as good as we 
thought.  As a result, many PRPs who thought they had completed their ex-
penditures on cleanup, discovered to their chagrin that they had more to do.  
But, we comfort ourselves by saying “we won’t be fooled again”. 
 
And this is the root of my concern.  The GW-2 Standards now embodied in 
the MCP do not consistently reflect the Department’s current knowledge re-
garding OHM with GW-2 Standards.  PCE is a good example.  While the cur-
rent 50 ug/l GW-2 PCE Standard is based on a background air concentration 
of 11 ug/m3, the Department’s most recent publication on background con-
centrations suggest that a value between 2 and 3 ug/m3 is actually more ac-
curate.  Does this mean that there is a reasonable likelihood that the GW-2 
Standards for PCE may be reduced at some point in the not too distant fu-
ture?  If so, how might that change impact the RAOs that are now considered 
acceptable?  Will there be another round of audits targeting PCE sites whose 
closures are not consistent with the future GW-2 Standards? 
 
This problem may not have a simple solution, but the success of the MCP 
program has relied in large part on the perception that it was relatively pre-
dictable.  When this perception is contradicted, it risks damage to the suc-
cess of the program.  To the extent possible, it would be advantageous for 
the Department to highlight areas where possible regulation changes may 
impact long-term RAO viability. 
 
2) Future Site Use When Groundwater Exceeds GW-2 Standards 
 
It is clear from Suctions 2.4 and 2.5 of the VI Review Draft that the Depart-
ment does not believe that indoor air concentrations for future site uses can 
be reliability predicted.  As a result, the Department “recommends” the use of 
an Activity and Use Limitation (AUL) to increase the likelihood that future site 
users will understand the possible risks from a VI exposure pathway. 
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Are there cases where the Department would be receptive to a “weight of the 
evidence” approach to predictions of future indoor air exposure point concen-
trations as an alternative to the blanket recommendation that AULs be used? 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
O’Reilly, Talbot & Okun Associates, Inc. 

 
 
 
 
  James D. Okun, LSP 

Principal 
 

 

 

 

 
 


