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Chapter 6
Further Actions Needed
to Address Current WTC Response
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Monitoring data showed that ambient air levels in Lower Manhattan had generally
returned to pre-September 11 levels in mid-2002 or earlier, and as such, EPA

ceased outdoor monitoring in June 2002. Further, all debris had been removed

from the site by June 2002. However, concerns about indoor contamination

resulting from the collapse remained at the time we completed our review in April
2003, even though EPA, FEMA, and New York City had initiated a multi-million

dollar Indoor Air Residential Assistance program that included testing and " o~
cleaning of residences in Lower Manhattan. Additional measures can be taken to ?
ensure cleanup provides reasonable assurance that the public’s exposure to

asbestos and other contaminants in residences and workspaces in Lower

Manhattan is within the acceptable risk guidelines.

WTC Outdoor Monitoring Ended June 2002

’SS *\'\Q_"Q O
CQMp\\axloh of
e - alnion Aol

Lor e QrCée
J.% not, shou'd not

e s shotersar

ot 4

EPA ceased all WTC-related outdoor air monitoring in Lower Manhattan on
June 20, 2002, with EPA concluding that, for :i-e most part, outdoor ambient air
pollution levels had returned 1q pre-Septembi 11 levels. , Generally, ambient
pollutant levels in Lower Manhattan noticeably decreased in January 2002, once
the fires at Ground Zero were essentially extinguished. Some spikes in benzene
were recorded in January and February 2002, as a result of fires that flared up
during removal operations. From March 2002 through June 20, 2002, the only
elevated readings recorded were for asbestos. The elevated readings occurred in
March and April 2002 at the worker wash station and in May 2002 at the
monitoring site near the barge operation.

Our review of monitorine data as well as discussions with EPA, other Federal
agencies, New York City, and selected external health research, air quality testing,
academic, and environmental organization officials supported EPA’s view that the
outdoor ambient air pollution levels in Lower Manhattan had, for the most part,
returned to pre-September 11 levels for those pollutants where pre-September 11
monitoring data existed.

Indoor Residential Cleanup Program
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The testing and cleaning of residences was one of several activities included in an
overall Indoor Air Residential Assistance Program funded by FEMA at an

—— estimated cost of $60 to $80 million. , In addition to testing and cleaning of

residences, the program included:
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* identifying contaminants of potential concern resulting from the WTC attack.
» conducting a confirmation cleaning study to evaluate the effectiveness of
various cleaning techniques in achieving health-based benchmarks.
» conducting a study of Upper Manhattan to determine background (normal)
. levels of contaminants. I e —
_=h__*__inspecting and cleaning building exteriors in Lower Manhattan. )
Separale —»_+ cleaning two unoccupied residcffiﬁﬁﬂm“
cateqory N
nok in this The indoor residential cleanup program was administered by EPA and New York
head i City. FEMA officials told us that they normally do not fund indoor cleanups of
. private spaces related to a disaster unless an immediate hazard is declared. FEMA \ 2
A4 aciud ed k:‘ SAQ officials told us that New York City officials indicated a formal cleanup program  , &
dhould  als© w Aed was not ne Therefore, in May 2002, the EPA Region 2 Administrator
A Arw oe- Mo‘: \ provided FEMA with a memorandum that furnished the necessary justification to
WEPA V :):‘; :‘e‘; S 8 authorize funding,
t & v
:N; hcce ’;\ \eﬂf Public registration for the testing and cleaning program ended on December 28,
CocodeS © D&m 2002. As of July 17, 2003, EPA had reported the following test results.
A

Table 6-1: Test Results for Indoor Asbestos Testing as of July 17, 2003

730 691

729

wiean and Test

3,436 3.425 3,256 36 I 133 11

Notes

1 = Ambient levels were below the clearance standard of .0009 fibers per cubic centimeter (ficc).

2 = Ambient levels were above the ciearance standard of .0009 ficc.

3 = Samples could not be analyzed because of overioaded filters or other reasons. Re-testing to be pesformed.
4 = Testing not begun or results not yet analyzed.

Residents could choose to have “testing only” of their residence or they could

choose to have “cleaning and post-cleaning testing” of their residence. Residents
requesting to only have their residence tested could choose between one of two
sampling options: aggressive sampling or modified aggressive sampling.

Aggressive sampling used a leafblower to stir up any settled dust by blowing air -
against walls, ceilings, floors, and other surfaces prior to collection of air samples. ya/_

20" (‘.aﬁ\3

Modified aggressive sampling did not use leaf blowers. For either sampling o It
10y 00

option, the air samples were to be analyzed for asbestos only. In addition to
testing indoor air for asbestos, EPA planned to collect pre- and post-cleaning wipe
samples for a limited number of residences (approximately 250) and test these
samples for dioxin, total metals, and mercury. :

For residents requesting “cleaning and post-cleaning testing,” two approaches
were used to clean the residences. The cleaning approach was based on the extent
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The workgroup issued a revised COPC document in May 2003 that included

responses to the peer review panel’s comments. Given the significance of the

panel’s comments, the fact that additional information has been developed since

the peer review was conducted, and the potential for this document to be used as a

basis for future indoor cleanups, we believe the revised COPC document should
Ok oy . be submitted for a second peer review as suggested by the TERA panel.

Actions Can Be Taken to Provide Additional Assurance
That Indoor Cleanup Is Protective of Human Health

< The residential cleanup effort represents a significant undertaking by EPA,
FEMA, and New York City. Nonetheless, it has been criticized by some groups.
The geographical coverage of the cleanup, limited to residences south of Canal
Street, has been questioned. The testing and cleanup procedures have been
criticized, particularly the fact that EPA has not required all apartments within a
building to be cleaned. In addition, not requiring the cleaning of all HVAC
systems was criticized as a limitation that could lead to re-contamination of clean
residences.

/
Additional actions can be taken to provide greater assurances that the program is
fully protective of human health. These actions include:

Ensuring that the cleanup meets minimum Superfund site cleanup goals,

=5 — Treating impacted buildings as a system,
DN e eS Employing sampling methods (i.e., aggressive) to ensure that asbestos is at or
VoS4 b — below acceptable levels,
w\ o Including workspaces as well as residential buildings, and o K%afe aré A
o™\ Including all geographic areas impacted by WTC dust. ave r DS "(
Nr 0 W&
ey 4he o CAcagy | vch eﬁ o he
?‘) <)\ ,Q \})@5 Discussions on each of these actions follow. & er] e N
(d %
6?6“:%\2@;6 @&(}i\ Cg:c Indoor Cleanup Level Does Not Meet Minimum Superfund Levels
\ WU L o
Q{i})\ﬂe (QQ Qﬁ‘g‘&\\f Although the indoor cleanup in Lower Manhattan was not being conducted as a
\) V(\M Qg’\ Superfund cleanup, Superfund regulations and guidelines provide useful criteria
O N « for evaluating the health protectiveness of the Lower Manhattan cleanup and
\\Q“ \(\052 whether it provides reasonable assurance that the public’s risk of exposure to
C asbestos and other contaminants had been minimized.

The NCP describes specific criteria for determining the cleanup goals for
contaminated sites placed on the National Priorities List. The NCP requires that
for known or suspected carcinogens, acceptable exposure levels are generally
concentration levels that represent between a 1-in-10,000 and 1-in-1,000,000
increased lifetime cancer risk. The NCP lists nine factors, including cost,
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exposure, uncertainty, and technical limitations, that may justify a cleanup remedy

\“ \ that departs from the 1-in-1,000,000 cleanup goal.

Sy Av

‘t\\o‘ Q\ \ﬂ:\\ In contrast to the above criteria, EPA’s Lower Manhattan indoor cleanup
*q‘\ 5 S established a 1-in-10,000 risk as the goal of the cleanup for asbestos. The

\
\3' \Qﬂq‘J 2C w program does not include monitoring for the presence of the other COPCs,
o AC including dioxin and PAHs, which are known carcinogens. The COPC document
OX established benchmarks for these two pollutants that also correspond to a 1-in-
¢ \555‘ 10,000 increased risk. Although the assumption is that the cleaning methods

(QNQ‘\ OQ & prescribed for asbestos will clean the residence of other pollutants as well, the
XS ,\03‘1 @11 post-cleaning testing does not provide assurance that these other pollutants were
eﬁ"‘\ S \(}“ ‘ removed. However, under Superfund guidance, the risk from exposure to
R O O—\ C multiple carcinogens is considered additive. Thus, if all three pollutants were
o cleaned up to levels that equate to a 1-in-10,000 risk for each pollutant, the

.
RO combined risk would be considered greater than 1-in-10,000.

The TERA peer review addressed the risk level established for the COPCs. The
panel suggested that the document more clearly explain how the impact of being
exposed to mixtures of the COPCs was considered in developing the benchmarks.
Further, panel members disagreed with the rationale for using an upper level
excess lifetime cancer risk of 1-in-10,000. The workgroup’s response to the peer
review panel stated the risk level was appropriate because of practical sampling
limitations for asbestos, noting a sampling time of 800 hours would be required to
achieve the air monitoring results needed to support a 1-in-1,000,000 increased
lifetime risk level. The workgroup acknowledged that running multiple pumps
concurrently could reduce total sample time, but did not judge this practical since
more than 6,000 individual residences signed up for the cleaning program.

\ Need to Treat Impacted Buildings as a System

Tests of indoor asbestos contamination have shown that the distribution of

(¢ d asbestos within indoor spaces is not consistent. Selective cleaning of apartments
& of &_‘ (\ﬁ does not ensure that uncleaned residences or uncleaned objects in apartments are
o v"\\ free of asbestos contamination. In the case of centralized HVAC systems,
selective cleaning does not ensure that cleaned apartments will not be
re-contaminated by uncleaned apartments through the HVAC system.
Consequently, the cleaning of contaminated buildings should proceed by treating
the building as a system.
il
S \pe’rér This systematic approach to cleaning would require that the exterior of the
\QC\O Q\ \ C&\ building be cleaned first before the building is re-occupied. All possible entrances ’.{ VA C
R ‘\QC‘ 0 t{ for outside air should be sealed off and the building HVAC shut down during
\e& NQ(‘( , { exterior cleaning. Once the exterior is cleaned, interior cleaning can begin. For ké@? C(
S ,(‘ “(L( - R k buildings with centralized air and heating, the interior surfaces of supply ducts and/[ A} [4 B
Q*feg <V ‘\Q«}' ¢ ‘,"\Q * return air plenums, fan housings, and filter housings should be cleaned. Filters  NSRE eg
0“ j\ &Q@g a Cu&ﬁ should be removed, filter tracks cleaned, and new filters installed. The above & g
1 y N > ‘
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