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Dear Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Matthew Hale, Director
of EPA’s Office of Solid Waste. I am accompanied today by M. Henry Schuver, who
works on vapor intrision issues in the Office of Solid Waste. Iam appearing today to
discuss EPA's efforts to address vapor intrusion issues, particularly at sites being cleaned
up under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and other programs.

Let me begin by emphasizing that EPA considers vapor intrusion from
contaminated solls or groundwater into homes and other buildings to be a significant
exvironmental concern and one where the science is still evolving, We have long
recognized thét volatile organics contaminating soils or groundwater can migrate into
nearby buildings, resulting in indoor air levels that may present a human health threat,
Within recent years, however, we have come to recognize that the occurrence of vapor
irrrusion into buildings is more widespread than we previously thought. For example, in
some cases, volatile organics have migrated firther from their source than was expected;
in others, vapor intrusion was not originally identified as an exposure pathway of
concem, but later proved 1o be one.

Because we now recognize the potential for vapor intrusion to be a significant
exposure pathway at certain remediation sites, EPA and state environmental agencies
have paid increased attention to indoor air concerns at cleanup sites where soils or
groundwater 1s contaminated with volatile organics. For example, in the RCRA

corrective action cleanup program, we routinely screen sites for potential vapor infrusion
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where there's a possible concem. Where concerns are identified, EPA (or more
frequently under RCRA, the authorized state agency) requires éorrective action — for
example, the installation of vapor removal systems beneath a building.

Perhaps the most difficult challenge relating to vapor infrusion is determining
with reasonable certainty wheth_er there is likely to be a problem or not when vuildings
are in the vicinity of soil or groundwater contaminated with volatile organics. A
coinplicatjng factor in evaluating vapor intrusion and the risks it may pose is the potential
presence of some of the same chemicals at or above background concentrations from the
ambient (outdoor) air and/or emission sources in the building e.g., housshold solvents
gasoline, cleaners. Because of the large number.of sites where vapor intrusion could
potentially be a concern, because the science 1s still evolving in this area, and because of
the technical difficulties in determining whether there actually is a probiem at a given
location, the EPA Office of Solid Weaste and Emergency Response deveioped draft
sereening guidance, which it published for comment on INovember 29, 2002 (Federal

Register: November 29, 2002 (67 FR 71109-71172).

In this draft gudance, EPA recommends a tiered approach to screening sites for

vepor intrusion potential — that is, to determine whether vapor from velatile organics 13
Likely to be F:nte-ring buildings, and 1f so whether it would likely be a health concern.
The guidance recommends that regulators and responsible parties use a conservative
modeling approach in determining whether there is a likely concern at a given location,
and that they conduct sub-slab and indoor air sampling when the possibility of vapor
1ntrasion at levels of concern can’t be ruled out. The guidance also notes that when

indcor air sampling is conducted, that it be conducted more than once and the sampling
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program be designed to identify ambient (outdoor) and indoor air emission sources of
contaminants,

EPA received mumerous comments on this cuidance, which it is now reviewing.
We have held technical working éessions with the states, academia, and external
stakeholders 1o discuss the guidance in San Diego, California, and Amherst,
Massachusetts, and will be returning to San Diego next March for our third technical
working session. After that meeting, we will determine how best and over what time
period to finalize the guidance.

When it published this draft guidance, EPA recommended its use at RCRA,
Superfind, and Brownfields cleanup sites. However, we emphasize that it is only
guidance and that it is in draft, and that other approaches may also be appropriate.
Furthermore, the state of New York is authorized to run the RCRA cleanup program in
lien of EPA, and therefore the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation is generally responsible for overseeing and regulating RCRA cleanups
within the sfate. The state — like any authorized state under RCRA - may choose 1o
follow this guidance, or may adopt other approaches that achieve protective results.

Thank vou for providing me the opporiunity to provide this testimony. We will

be happy 1o respond to any questions vou have.
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