February 13, 2002

        Mr. William Harris

        Washington State Department of Ecology

        Solid Waste Program - SW Regional Office

        Post Office Box 47775

        Olympia, Washington  98504-7775

        Dear Bill,

        The Washington Department of Health (DOH) has completed its preliminary review of the February 2002, Management Plans for the Remedial Investigation of the Marine Environment for the former Rayonier Pulp Mill Port Angeles, Washington prepared by Rayonier, Inc.  This quick review was

conducted at Ecology's request to identify any issues that may necessitate its delaying issuance of the management plans for public review.

        DOH has identified ingestion of contaminated fish and shellfish and direct contact with contaminated sediments as pathways of human health concern for the marine environment at the Rayonier site.  The items below summarize issues related to these pathways that DOH believes should be addressed before the plan is made available for public comment.  Please be aware that other significant issues may arise as DOH conducts a detailed review of the plans during the upcoming public comment period.

        1.      Biota sampling for the project is proposed at Rayonier's log pond, dock facilities, and deepwater outfall where EPA identified contaminated sediments in 1997 and 1998.  Although EPA collected a significant amount of data during its investigations, it is not clear that this data is representative of all areas of marine contamination associated with the Rayonier site.  A number of key pieces of information need to be evaluated when identifying potentially contaminated sediment areas associated with the mill: (a) information about movement of marine currents  including studies conducted by Rayonier when siting its deep water outfall; (b) rates and locations of sediment deposition and erosion within the Po Angeles Harbor and adjacent Strait of Juan de Fuca; (c) characteristics, movement, and deposition patterns of the effluent released by Rayonier from the near shore and deep water outfalls; (d) effluent chemical changes (e.g., precipitation) that may have occurred when Rayonier's freshwater effluent was discharged to the marine environment and its influence on deposition patterns; and (d)discharge of contaminated groundwater and surface water runoff to the marine environment.  This information is critical for developing a biota sampling plan for the site and should be included in the management plans as

supporting information.

        2.      The EPA data serve as the basis for much of the marine portion of the RI.  However, some potential problems exist with the data set.  For example, the sediment samples were homogenized during sampling which can result in the loss of volatile organic compounds.1  These types of problems can result in contaminated areas being screened out from further evaluation although contaminated sediments and biota may exist.  The EPA field and analytical data should be closely evaluated to determine if other data quality problems such as this exist.  These data gaps should be addressed and described in the management plans.

        3.      Although direct contact with sediments during fishing and shellfish harvesting (dermal and incidental ingestion) under current and future exposures is anticipated to be minimal, this potential pathway should be evaluated as part of the RI.

        4.      There is little information provided in the project management plan that describes the hazardous substances used or generated at the mill site and what chemicals were likely discharged into the marine environment throughout the operational history of the mill.  This information is critical for reviewing the proposed biota analyte list and should be added to the management plans.  For example, chlorine dioxide and sodium hypochlorite were reportedly produced on site.  However, the chemicals used and generated to create these chemicals were not provided in the report.

        5.      The work plan states, "the investigations reviewed within this section [Section 3 Initial Evaluation] are not meant to be a compilation of all information related to the Rayonier Mill Site."  This statement indicates that some studies were not considered.  All of the historic work done at the site to characterize marine contamination and contaminant discharges should be summarized in the work plan along with the

hydrographic studies conducted by Rayonier and others in and near the Port Angeles Harbor to characterize marine currents and flow patterns.  A discussion about data quality for each study and data gaps should be included in the work plan.

        6.      The remedial investigation goals provided in the work plan are not consistent with the proposed sampling plan.  The goal stated in the work plan is to "fill data gaps and enable a comprehensive characterization of chemicals of potential concern in . . . .biota near the former Rayonier mMill Site" and "to evaluate the nature and extent of any chemicals of concern (COC's) so that an assessment of the current and future risks to human health and the environment can be determined."  In support of this goal, the management plan cites EPA's Guidance for Assessing Chemical Contamination Data for Use in Fish Advisories:  Volume 1, Fish Sampling and Analysis.  While this language would suggest that the intent is to conduct a comprehensive marine biota contaminant investigation, the limited number of biota samples proposed for analysis contradicts this.  If this is intended to be a screening level study, as suggested by the proposed limited number of samples, then the details of a more comprehensive sample plan should be included.

        7.      Biota sample collection locations should be determined based on sediment chemical concentration data as a surrogate indicator of historic water quality conditions, hydrographic conditions, and anticipated biota harvest locations.  Site selection should not be based on the arbitrary assumption of where concentrations may be elevated in the sediment, such as at the deepwater diffuser, which was intentionally located so as to diffuse effluent over a broad area.

        8.      While the clam species mentioned in the sampling plan may have a "similar potential" to accumulate contaminants, these species vary metabolically and tend to occur in different substrates as well as at different depths, and therefore are likely to have differing levels of contamination.  For example, butter clams tend to grow in deeper and perhaps muddier substrates than manila clams.  Therefore, it is critical that these species not be combined in composite samples as the sampling plan suggests and that composite samples are comprised of single species as per EPA guidance.  Because geoduck are so long lived and may be targeted for harvest in the future, it is imperative that they be included in the sampling scheme in addition to the other shellfish species, and that analysis of geoduck include all chemicals of potential concern, not just dioxins and furans.

       9.      There is no justification for the number of biota samples (3) to be collected at each site.  However, it seems very low given the goals of the project.  DOH recommends that sample size calculations be performed based on past data or assumed variance data for the various chemicals and species in question.  If this is to be a screening study of contaminants in biota, then details should be included for conducting a comprehensive study pending the results of the proposed sampling.

        10.     There is not enough information provided in the management plans to determine whether the estimated quantitation limits are sufficiently low for measuring chemical concentrations in biota at levels

that may be of human health concern based on subsistence level consumption rates.  Additionally, the quality control limits expressed for biota analysis will result in a high degree of uncertainty around reported tissue concentrations.  It is recommended that the number of individuals per composite be increased so as to improve these limits.

        As you have suggested, DOH will be submitting these preliminary comments, and possibly others, to Ecology during the upcoming public comment period.

                If you have any questions about DOH's comments, please feel free to contact me at

 (360) 236-3373.

                Sincerely,

                Barbara J. Trejo

                Public Health Advisor/Hydrogeologist

                Site Assessment Section

