
MEETING NOTES

Waste Management Area C RCRA Facility Investigation Report

MEETING DATE: November 18, 2015
LOCATION: Washington State Department of Ecology Office, Richland, WA
ATTENDEES:

Alaa Aly (CHPRC/INTERA) Andrea Hopkins (WRPS) Beth Rochette (Ecology)
Mike Barnes (Ecology) Mahmudur Rahman (INTERA) Maria Skorska (Ecology)
Marcel Bergeron (WRPS) Dan Parker (WRPS) Cindy Tabor (WRPS)
Damon Delistraty (Ecology) Anna Radloff (WRPS) Eileen Webb (Freestone)
Jim Field (WRPS) Julie Robertson (Freestone)

PURPOSE OF MEETING: The meeting was called to promote Ecology, EPA, DOE, and WRPS discussion
about comments associated with and revision of RPP-RPT-58339, Rev. A Draft Phase 2 RCRA Facility
Investigation Reportfor Waste Management Area C (WMA C RFI Report). The report was submitted to
Ecology and EPA in December 2014 to meet Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order
(HFFACO) Milestone M-045-61. Ecology's February 23, 2015 response to the RFI report submittal (Letter
15-NWP-37) noted that holding "a recurring meeting to discuss statements, regulatory interpretations,
and the process steps for obtaining an agreeable RFI/CMS process for WMA C Closure" would be
beneficial. Lists of expectations, agreements, and actions (including the status of any actions) are
documented in the meeting notes.

STATUS OF PRIOR MEETING NOTES: Ms. Robertson provided the meeting notes from the October 28,
2015 meeting for signature.

BRIEF BACKGROUND ON BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT (BRA) REPORT AND PLANNED REVISION:
Mr. Bergeron reported that an initial BRA (Baseline Risk Assessmentfor Waste Management Area C,
RPP-RPT-58329, Revision 0) was prepared in parallel with the development of the Rev. A draft of the
WMA C RFI Report. The initial BRA was based on information gathered during the Phase 2 remedial
investigation of WMA C input into the Washington State Department of Ecology Model Toxics Control
Act three-phase partitioning model described in WAC 173-340-747. A revision of the BRA is in progress.
The revised analysis will use additional data input into a site-specific model.

DISCUSSION OF SELECT ECOLOGY COMMENTS: WRPS provided a hand-out (Attachment) of Ecology
comments on the BRA.

" The attendees tentatively agreed to the proposed resolutions for the following comments from
Dr. Delistraty, pending their incorporation into the revised BRA: 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 10, 11, 20, 21, 22, 23,
24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 41, 42, 46, 47, 49, 50, 51, 54, 55, 58, 59, 62.

* The attendees tentatively agreed to the following changes to proposed resolutions, pending
incorporation into the revised BRA:
- Comments 5 and 45: There appears to be a disconnect with respect to the number of analytes

for which no toxicity values are available in the document and the proposed response. The text
will be updated to make them consistent throughout the document.

- Comment 6: Revised text provided in proposed resolution needs to clarify the word "few."
- Comment 9: "Potential retrieval leak" will not be excluded.
- Comment 18: In the text or a footnote, provide additional documentation related to discussion

with the developers for not using ProUCL Version 5.
- Comment 38: The text will be clarified to say that EPC includes both Max and 95% UCL.

Page 1 of 17



- Comment 48: Dr. Delistraty feels strongly that Tier 2 values should be used for plants and
animals because they are site-specific. The analysis will be revised to focus on Tier 2, but
supplemental information will be added to the revised BRA that discusses ecological SSLs/SLERA
approach.

- Comment 53: Add information to the text related to inhalation of metals.

* The attendees felt that further evaluation and discussion of the following comments is needed:
- Comment 12: Revised Figure 3-1 will include all complete pathways. Clarifying text will be

added to the document to describe how the various pathways were evaluated, because not all
complete pathways were evaluated in the same manner. The following additional pathways will
be shown as complete: Under WAC Residential and Industrial Worker, ingestion of surface
water, ingestion of fish, ingestion of groundwater, inhalation during showering, and direct
contact/dermal contact (10 boxes total); under CERCLA Residential, ingestion of surface water,
ingestion of fish, and ingestion of sediment (3 boxes total); under Tribal scenarios, ingestion of
surface water, ingestion of fish, and ingestion of sediment (6 boxes total). Under CERCLA
Residential and under both Tribal scenarios, where exposure medium = groundwater, an
exposure route for ingestion of irrigated crops should be added and shown as complete. Under
Tribal scenarios, exposure media = groundwater and surface water, exposure routes should be
added and shown as complete for sweat lodge. Additionally, the footnotes shown on Figure 3-1
(except for direct contact external gamma) will be deleted and instead explained in the
document text.

- Comment 15: Ecology expressed concerns about the proposed resolution. Dr. Aly took an
action to review the concern and proposed resolution.

EXPECTATIONS, AGREEMENTS, AND ACTIONS: Refer to the tables below.

EXTENSION ON COMMENT RESPONSES AND PATH FORWARD: Ms. Tabor stated that DOE is preparing
to send a letter to Ecology requesting an extension from the December 5, 2015 comment response due
date established in Letter 15-TF-0071, Kevin W. Smith (DOE) to Jane A. Hedges (Ecology) dated August 3,
2015. The forthcoming letter will propose a new comment response date in May 2016 to allow time for
the agencies to continue resolving RFI report comments via these routine RFI report meetings.
Mr. Barnes stated that Ecology agrees to the extension.

NEXT MEETING: The next meeting was tentatively set for the third week of December 2015, with the
topic being continued discussion of Ecology comments on risk assessment documents.

2 Q a 4 5 - B______1_A44__ /1 /7//s
DOE roject Manager (print) DOE Project Manager (signature) Date

Ecology Project Manager (print) Ecology Project Manager (signature) Date
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DATE AGREEMENTS
04/15/2015 1. Regarding references in RPP-RPT-58339, Rev. A Draft Phase 2 RCRA facility

investigation Report for Waste Management Area C to RPP-PLAN-37243 Phase 2
RCRA Facility Investigation/Corrective Measures Study Master Work Plan for
Single-Shell Tank Waste Management Areas:
* References in the draft RFI report are adequate as is and do not require

modification.
" The HFFACO milestone (M-045-58) associated with the Master Work Plan is

complete.
" It would be beneficial to continue discussion on the topics covered in the

Master Work Plan.

ACTIONS

Action Actionee Description Status
Number

2015-08-26-1 Cindy Tabor Evaluate whether internet links to reference In progress.
documents can be added to the RFI report.

2015-10-28-1 Mike Barnes Ms. Tabor, Ms. Radloff, and Messrs. Barnes, In progress. The
Caggiano, and Bergeron will work together to parties have been
clarify what groundwater technical information meeting to
Ecology needs to see in the RFI report. The discuss the
parties will also identify whether that action.
information is in 200-BP-5 documents, and if so,
where.

2015-10-28-2 Ryan Beach Based on input from Action 2015-10-28-1, DOE- Open.
ORP and -RL will meet to discuss how the
necessary groundwater information could be
provided to Ecology.

2015-10-28-3 Cindy Tabor Regarding WMA C tank and soil inventory/leak In progress.
information, WRPS/DOE will prepare a table with
values to be used as the basis for corrective
action decision making and will provide the basis
information (e.g., reference documents) as
footnotes/supporting information. Information
in the table will be reviewed in a future meeting,
the table incorporated into the meeting notes,
and the notes entered into the HFFACO
Administrative Record.

2015-11-18 Alaa Aly Review Ecology comment 15 on BRA (RPP-RPT- New.
58329, Rev. 0) based on the discussion held
11/18/2015 and revise the proposed resolution
as appropriate.
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Attachment (14 pages)
Ecology Comments on Baseline Risk Assessment

( I mn1 IProA ide technical justificaiono the 11w cInoniment and detailed
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IN Iesponwe

Concur two sentences between Ine 1 and 33 wt
be modffed as folows

An mssessent is performd a' par1 ol the WMA C
BRA ection 3. 111) to evaluate the potent al impact

to groundwater from migration of nonradiologic,;
contain n ts in centaminated nil through the vdshe

7one to the artuier No eVseva on ws cerformenr fo

radfiologica COPCs n the vaid , an' m thi' Ft BR

Rsdinlngical contammants in the vadcse ?one wili be
evaluated using vadose zone models deveinped in

support of the WMA C Performance Assessment

Concur. T
he fotlwmg text will be added

\ccepted ( \) or
Need F[rther

I)i c II'%it

eN I)?

'The MTCA point of cnoliance (POC) fior proundwoter

protection is thiroughout the vadose zone (ground
1R surface to groundwater! (WAC 173 340 740161[hii

Therefore, durng tho "protection of groundwater
pathwavy assessment, the samelng results for both
ishatow -idr doe vadse zone are ncluded during the
protection of groundwater evaluation,"

oncur VAC 173 3l 720. "Groindwater Cleanup
Standards" wi he ddcd to the list
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Attachment (14 pages)
Ecology Comments on Baseline Risk Assessment

IPa'ie #/ sectiofl #
Item linre #

C iOO eniii

Irom

EI-T)

)i li

otmment () (Proside technical jitification [or the comment and detailed
recoinmendation of the action requIred to correct/resoh e the discrepancy/

problem indicated.)

Text descrines one COPC ex
nnrmaton " This exciusior

ieditoia in Toxic. Sci note

have no re iable toxicity da

safe. A'though we may be L

vere dangerous for the heal

201

Re potse

Accepted (A) or
\eed Further

Discusi)n

Concur with the statement. Section 3 63, P 3-95, ines
S9 to I- provlded information related to analytes with
no toxicity as a part of the uncertainty analysis.
However, the text will be updated as follows for further
c arlf'cation

Himan health rsk assessment was performed for

clusion cnter a as, "Analytes without Known Toxicity radionuclides, metals, VOC, SVOCs/PAHs and

n should be described as an uncertainty A recent pesticides/herbicides. -oxiclty incormation was not

Surprisngly, the current model deems that if we avalab e for 2 radological indicator narameters (gross

ta for a given chemical then it must be assumed to be aloha and gross beta), 17 metals, 2 VOCs, 10 SVOCs andj

ihssfuIlV ignorant of the toxicity this cIuld indeed be 1R1A 4 pesticides/herbicides. All excluded metals are

th of the human race and for the nianet" (Miler radiological in nature. Only risk coefficients are

avalable for thor radiological isotopes, and were used

Y when they were detected during radiological risk

assessment. Among 2 VOCs, one has not been

detected and the other, (m+r) XyIene was detected in
one sample out of 47 samples with a very low
concentration (less than 1% of the screening values for

the surrogate compounds). None of the SVOCs and

pesticides were detected. Because of the lack of

detection, those analytes will not contribute to the

total risks "
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Attachment (14 pages)
Ecology Comments on Baseline Risk Assessment

4oenr
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tion 1or the Comiment and detailed
to corirecl/reolve the dicrepam cI/ Dof Response
ca ted,

Con(ur with the statement, T herefore, the folovig
text will be added for c Ar fication:

"Both human hceaith riskI baseod screening levois irnd
ecologil screenmng vakues were con,;idered during the

selection of the detection hlmits achievable for each of
the anaivtes evaluated, The results for WMA C Phase 2
RI sarmpios were renorted to the laboratories' method

'detectei ;mit (MDL. The MDL s the lowest
conentraton at which an arialvte carn be measureci

R A and resorted with P9% confiden e that the a na lvte
concentrat on is greater than zero and is deterrrned

from anayss of a sample in a given matrix confaining
the analyte If an analyte is not detected at a
concentration greater than or equal to the MDL, it

cannot he stated thait the analyte is not present in the
samole; out rather, with 99% certainty, the analyte is
not present at a concentration greater than or OeOal to
the MDI Few srnpling rsults for a number of COPCs
Iwer reported as not detected at MDLs exceedritp
reuired detection hmits listed in RPP PLAN 38717
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Attachment (14 pages)
Ecology Comments on Baseline Risk Assessment

Coion'o ( ommelit () IProx ide tech nica I juoificaho it for the comment and detai led \ccpted \e # section rtherVr4m I-tem re0 tfCo dation o lthe action required to correc/resol e the discrepa ricI D Respon 
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Icxl Ii .m enm romentl iranspiri mediumw us rirulrei ror a comiipleeI
exposure !Vihs us Noc thnt thl ciomponm i' 10 no eceded 10r externul radiion,

ext note> 11iM on c/i O in thi 'ado:e /unc 1 PR or planned releases I
'Id sI rfisc sIil I I'o'c It/sI ate (ddIe nCed in btis -1 N \ [los Cr. I irc 3-I
aIl mocltide> p valn c iI ' ntic al /kx Please reconcile. lan ri t 
Cll,-, nu/t in reieul s C-tO i tlnx> and aneiIarc eqip tent tre e lided in

[the lBR N

ll \

Concur The following footnote will be added to

provide the expianation:

lnitialiy, PCB congener analytica results were obtained
from selected direct push boreholes around WMA C
Based on review of these PC> congener analytical
results, in a letter to the Eco ogy iLetter 11 TPD-020,

Organic Analyses Optimization for Waste

Management Area (WMA) C"], a recommendation was
made to eliminate analysis of PCB congeners in further
WMA C sampling activities, but continue to perform

analvses of PCB AroClors. This recommendation was

approved by Ecoiogy [Letter i1-NiWP-0S3, "Re- Organic
Analyses Optimization for Waste Management Area

(WMA) C"]. Thlerefore, no individual congene-
evaluation was performed in this BRA.

Concur. Line 9 will be replaced as follows:

Except for exter-ai gamma pathway, all of the
!folowing components must be present for a complete
exposure pathway. An environmental transport
medium is not reautred for external gamma pathwav "

BR \

Concur. Four sources were identified for 'AMA C Past
Leaks, Release from Residual Tank Waste, Release from
Ancillary Equipment, and Wastes from nearby
properties. Figure 3-1 will be updated by deletng
'Potential Retrieval Leak" and adding two additional
sDurceS identified above.
sources identified above.-- 1 1 -I

SO i rnon ot coiai inimut 5 11 itItiltiul n, per olti n. (Ii lec/n/. hili
7
iiri I d1e. n5 ii Plea-sc reconcile M-IAF

Figure 3-1 will be updated to include both primary and
secondary release mechanism. The updated figure wil
include migration of contaminants from soil to

groundwater via infiltration, percolation or leaching.
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Attachment (14 pages)
Ecology Comments on Baseline Risk Assessment

onImment S ( Pro8 ide technical jstifiction tor the comment and (letm-cletion '
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case see resoonse to comment 10,
Release mnechanrns in the a r through the generation
f dust through wind erosion ind volati lation of
apnr. will be mciuded Ir the revsed figure.

Tie title Wx the o ure 3 1 will be iabend

Health Coxnceptxul E xpnsxure Model"

Both comnpleto and incoolete exposue
), inxdde in the odated Figure 3-1

as "Humxan

tpathays w~l

Concur The foloinwg text Axll be added to Section

3.2.14.2

Ii

Dermali contact paatxwav t applicahle tar oetroleim
mnixture hydro ardon Hxwevr, Otroxemrri mixturo Is
not a contamnant o concern for WMA C
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Attachment (14 pages)
Ecology Comments on Baseline Risk

Coment (- WProvide technical jusoification for the comment and detailed
recommosendation of the action reqmired to cirrVet/resoke the dikcrepanc %

prohkm indicated.)

CO tment
PagI C tem

is

ion ftokolKs ik\T diuld hK iii ds I fot hium

)n 1 ti. tIn \ (da .

n ,,P i \s rii Ia.:issr i \sMi ';h\uild le k.xprev11 ai lorulidn in ihx (qu'i1

n

II Pr'si' I Text nnte, that the PPRTV database is not publicly avaiable. This is not correctPP___ ci amt, 1\n10 I T

Accepted ( \) or
Need Vi-ther

FD)?

in general, the comment is correct about using the
most up-to date guidance and tools for the risk

assessment. ProUCL 5.0 swas considered for the WMA C

BRA (and other RRAs). However, initial testing and
evaluation of ProUCL v5 revealed some issues related
to the estimation of the poCuation mnean using the
Kapian-Meoer (KM) method To understand the
reasoning behind the change, correspondence with
PrctICL's developers was initiated and they prov ded anl

jexoianation for toe change which is being reviewert4
Another issue (considerabiv ong t me to save results)
was discussed with the developers and they indicated
they would trv to address -t m version 5.BR \
Unfortunately, version 5.1 has not yet been reieased

This makes the use of version 5.0 extremely tine
cons u m0g.

iln the meantime, literature search was conducted
about the application of ProUCL version 4 for various
projects This showed that the KM results produced in
ProUCL version 4 agree with studies conducted at other
sites using SAS (Beal 2009; USGS NADA package using
R; independent test cases used to qualifv ProUCL at
Hanforc, etc.). Therefore, ProUCL verdion 4 model was
used during this BRA

Ilk \ Concur AT should be in davs

BR \ Averaging Time AT will he defined.

1R \ Concur.

Concur -he Oral Absorption Factor (ABS) wil' be
(expressed as a fraction.

BR A Concur. That sentence wI be deleted,
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Attachment (14 pages)
Ecology Comments on Baseline Risk
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rtr nri r;lehemiI 'triu rr nd irri ei' O ndIi inr I ' a s'1in-ted

Dtc

Concur 0 he first ventence wit he unleted The second
sontenhle w be modified as olow

HRN he toxicity valuns lor al chem'ica;' found in The R1sk
Assessment Information System Quered 10/2011
http://ra srnl gOv/ worne considord duing the

-Itoxicity assessment for this BRA

The folinwing irext will b( includ-ed for clarificat or

"R'sk due to ngestion patlwayv was not consnrcrd as
it- rai uoxrrcty value, deveoped by NJDEP s stil being
evyalualtrd by iRIS

Coto . Suggested text will be adde im lin 13 a"
forbws

BtRA

-
I

"Total cancer risk for each F A is calculated by sumrmrniog
the excess lfetime cancer risks (ELCRs) across
carcinogeorc chermnas and exposure routes"

the suggested text will be included mn this sectioni as

follows:

\(ceptel ( \) Ir
Need Futther

'N 1' 1)1''

or' . hero K nd Th non rancoer ha7ard HI for eah LA !5 c culatedo ny
Iilar mde ol summing tho HQs across chernmcas and exposure

d ithm a iem ica routes When H >1, the chermcals may be segregated
by sim !ar rmecha',ioms of action (critical effect) rn.

toxicologicai effects, -nd corresonding HQs are
sunrmed wthin a iniiar mecharism of action and
across exposure routcs
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Attachment (14 pages)
Ecology Comments on Baseline Risk Assessment

(tmt e a Comment (o iProx ide technical justificalion for the comment 3nd detailed1 1a e 0/eCtion iiN e uteFro I recommendation of the action required to correct/resolve the discrepa ncr Doc ResponC IF Urtie
pIobleni indivated

ru I -I ne 510 ea in lvin hoosnd

-5 1 4. Ni er aidir h r171d Prn ch t hat I 1 . t lii u f i . \ M ehid (I

eleinc v >Kautic \riiricnr ra -e' ul to info rimaiion iro M In ) mll I
\Ln dbyN t1\C Am c nis. isl ul ecu igths euK

* fiA ~ i

Id' loil ol ! a 1tno 11 to 1s 111c and oInil:1, ihlc note thu Isld tkoni Ili cat

rn 4 Oln w'

Ri(Ii or I If imit C\CCO ncOCs

irn nini)nci'ci. rnd lhe seconr scoiviro ditvs ii idelot ainrvmcvdensl (iv.. hsij

ra lhanr ii lia

fflcas' i v-i 4s& \ . fur rads in luhle ;

BR \

The mistake in the 5irst line will be corrected as tolws

'(d,, one case of cancer w one millen to one case of
cancer in ten thousand)"

1 T"" + -

BRt A

I ';RA

Concur. Text changes will made throughout the
document to ensure that tota FLCR Itrt for MTCA
Method C is IF-5

ext wl be modiied as folios

DOF reciuested and invited the Amencan lindian

perspectives to ensure fair connderation nf driffnn

views and to inform the agency's decisien-manp
lrocess. DOE respects those views and has considered

trems for the purposes of preparing 
t "Is WMA C BRA

pandng isther C RA

The foflowing footnote will be added for all sinila
tables in chapter 3:

'The bold font indicates exceedances of acceptable
ElCR or HI lmts
Text changes widl be updated as follows to car'v the
sentences.

For risk characternzation involving nonradiologicai
1f R \ COPCs, separate risk characterizations were perfnrrned

for residential adult and resdental child. However, the
results of noncancer hazards under residential child
scenar o are typ:caly higher as compared to that for

residential adult
Tc-99 is a mialor risk contributor for FA P, Therefore, it

BR \ will be added arong with Cs 1 37, Cn-60 Ni-63 Se-/, Sr-
90 and Sn 126.
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Attachment (14 pages)
Ecology Comments on Baseline Risk Assessment
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manmIntlon ci l NOl in tho j' d K A W\l T oliix: e mii' ni m

dnd Flnit( I hi in OW NOW m ludAC n avdtun
dnd kk:- (,h~ MIJ0, 11t ! nh

M\R A

Responwe

I ,v ua , inn was per ormeI , BAs,01d
on the results of new risk eValuation, text will he

updated as fehews:

for nonarcinogenic COPCs, all FAc report an H!

greater tMan the 2f07 MTCA target Hi oi 1. Aluminum,
antimonev, arseni cadrrnum, chrornum. cobait, irore

ithwimm , and vanadiun were identified as
hazard contrihutors. Therefore, an evaluation was

performed for eacn EA to segregate the HI'1 ascoited
with those hazard contributors by simlar reechanisms
of acton (critical efferti and toxicological effects
When the Hr based on similar mecnanism of action s
greater than , those hazard contributor, wll be
retained. Howevor, the resilts of risk evaiuatioe
showed that the l bied on similar mecharism of
action is le-. than nr Therefore, no analvtes were
retained a' hIzard contrihutri,

\Wceeted I \) or
Nced I urther
Miccniln

( \ F I)

BR\ P ease see responec to the comment no 35

ISIS Conur The groundwater orotection evaluation for the
radoen cal cotamnant' will be added :o this repori

Concur- instead of maximum detected ioncentation

new data evaluation was performed based on the

resuits of EW s The resouts of the ivaluation showred
that the FPCs foi cadmoium, indane and beta-3HC ar
greater their c oresondting three phase mode

calculated concentratlrnh Text will be updcted

throughout the BRA report based on the results of new

dta evaluaton
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Attachment (14 pages)
Ecology Comments on Baseline Risk Assessment

Page 4 section Ci
line C

(omment (,l IPros ide technical justification for the corm nent and dtetu iled
recom mendation o 1 ihe a elion required to correct/reso c the d isc repa nc%

problem indicated.)

P I Auir. !! dul l' mlooion should coimpar I Ptm\ itcci olsk ill 'meoae
___________ _-~ ________ jb onH it ha bakOundJ~ conoccrul n

P di -7

(4

lot 'ii. (riet blnCet c nditonM irrc hmtd h i r late c(lhCCICJ
liiim I himid snmpliner looen> withn V \1 N . usi on p 2-1 (linc 15

indicatos -1 minphl-, lcition. l lase rConctlc

I I . I .

10 E n V M \ I iss \

an)mti I o imll s '

mpl>c : loI ct d clat ii in dji int r

uCC It Ioi I ft 'IJ und dCLp i l ' 'ONlI f
r. thble \ I ppcni 0' 0per ttio

BR A

Response

Please see response to the comment no 38.

We appreciate the careful review. It is correct that the
text should have stated 13 locations instead of 14. The
modified text is provide-d betow

The soh haracterization data set collected for the RH

consist s of sampling and ananysis of soil samples
collected from tirlen Phase 2 sampulng ocations (A,
3, C E7 , , , L1/L2, D R, and U) and a lmited set
of soil samrnles colectcd during instatiation of two

nezrbv monitoring weils (299-E27-20 and 299 E27 2d).
However, soil data colected from 13 rudgement

sampling locations were utilzed durng this BRA. Text

changes will be made rrroughout the report to

ceconcile those statements.
Additional samples were collected durng the
installation of two nearby monitornng wells 299 E27
20 and 299 E27 24) Because they are located uutside
the 10 exposure areas (FAsI. Those two wel locatlons

I IA were not considered during this BRA Text changes wASi
be made throughout the document to state that soil

sampling results of 136 samples collected from 13
judgement sampling locatlons were utilized during this
BRA.
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Attachment (14 pages)
Ecology Comments on Baseline Risk

ffo ection #

Iile #

( ommeni I) (t 1ro ide techn icaI joitIca tIion 1or the comment an d detafled
IecommIIilda tion of the action required to correct resoO c the dikcrepaney /

Prtohlem indiated.)

C I eetI\ 1 , mottS tnat\ 00 l l 5 to tm tjo' Hmtt I Ill ilk 1l R '-R

n! 'V i ik.e t r 1 l ! 1i , n ThI w!

'\d'3' I C-' 1 L\ 1 ' -1) 1 o' 03 I o it )r tol'nh' t1r i t 11, ( \K II

BRA

\ S

R \ _______

( /00003

loiu,

Eii'}.

Page 14 of 17

ce pted ( \ ) or1

N( eed I u rt her

The w eparag ranrAn wd b( modified es 'olows

HuanH heauth m k n 3s&smrisk wa3 performed fur

radio0clid( metal,, VOC. SVOCs/PAHs and

ptdstiC deH/h erhId jToxicitv information wAH nt

nvalibl" for 2 ,dioloulca! pirameters (gr 4ss ho on cI
gross beta), 1/ roetas, 2 VOC, 10 SVOCs and 1

jpesticidos/ trbiche AH ext!udod metals rp
radioim n in nature Onrfly risk coeffi. ents are

avaa iner t r r dinlnogca isotop'es, anod we uOtd

''then lh'v were dete ed durng radeiological riolk

assesment Amonp 2 VO,3 onc ha' not been
detected nId tho" her Im+P) Xyiene wa" dete td w

one trplc out of 17 sampi' WIth i erv letw'
con(centntion Ile.s !I n I ' the sn n valuws fo ,
the Surrogte compundes), None of the VIOC -Ind

pesticides were det-cted Bects of nof lack C4

dotection, those wnlye l ml not contrbute to the
total rosk
Text w be pdited thrOnughout the document to

correct hs ms'ike

Concur Tc 99 is i mnior risk contributor tor EA 0 It wil
be added along with - I 3 Co 60, Ni 63, So 79, Sr 90

nd Sn 126

Assessment
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I ceepied (A) oil
Comment 'omment ( Pros ide technical juotification for the comment and detailed \avc #/ ,tcton # Need [u1herruo Item recommendal ion of the action reiitired to correct/resolve the discrepan oi Relcspoledhe

([Cl) problem indicated,1 teunion
( 1)?

ITo be consistent with the EPA s eight step EPA process

presented in ERAGS (EPA 540 R 97-006), generic

screenmng was performed initialV for al1 analytes. For
analytes that were retained following generic screen,
Tier 1 screenings were performed during the following
sters . No Tier 2 screen was nerformed as no

nnradiological COPECs were retained after Tier I
screen therefore, plant and invertebrates PRGs

devrlopod during Tier 2 were not utili7(cd It should be

I line ui 115 l: the lmem nplemeniib tll Git<4 tier l sitl PR; hut t noted t'a!,

P & L Cl lRC 41 1 .)1 ( 11so R~) In11m the cred a11esmen !' t !JER \

Beciu>e Tier [ clue> contain mire I Iolord shea'lr ei fic i nformat en, Iicr 1 Generc literature derived SSLs for plants and
!Ic iruahi re relmr I t r I a lums invertebrates are more conservative as compared to

thle-ir corresponding Tier 2 PlRG _

2, Tier I SSLs based on NOAEL and LODAELs for anaiytes,

passed generc screen are more conservatve as

compared to their corresponding Tier 2 PRGs.
Therefore, Tier SSLs based on NOAFE and LOAEL wil be
selected as the SSLs for those analytes.

Therefore, T er 2 PRGs wil not impact the results of the

SLERA
Concur. The table wil be re-formatted to fix thisImon 49 P 4-. I able t-I \m- )-I I I ied tcorreiy under nonrad BR A I

F, prohlem.

Sext reVr ti \ppndi x 1. Auachmcm 1)-I or li t hi 'i lR. text bIhoild rl'cr Concur, The text wi be referred to Appendix E,
m- 41t BRA Atahmn S.'' Apendx \achen!Attachment E L"

!),)I Iiet elkr iI \Ipendix \ Ichmm 1 Fir ibi11 SI l \. text S Rould rcler
_______m________ ________ t''leli .\talmcmt12

Concur. The text will be referred to "Appendix E,
I RA

I Attachment E -
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Umen
einl

r -'-i~ I.

Pa t-e d ection cI

tine it

( omiment (I,) (Po ide technical jltification for the comment and detailed
recoiniendal ion of the action required to correetresolIe lhe tierepancs

problemii indict ed.

________________ 

~..i~.~~____________ -~

on

ft

1 Tm. n

EMioi

is mue I lhe iis holh dlinaiild iichl un Sp r Oi e ' Iisimiiioi h
ne e hthn t mi niot Is tru

5 
ti t'urnito iinrital r

nhahdon 0 ( R ialkeps - t '0, 0( 2 9 3 u e,
t I i -2 19 11 )t k: I n k, L,! 11 If ( n h 200

I I. \I Chmlent I is ttii I,-"d i h St R \ Iu 'tsth uld r et

1o 1 1 S tit o I I1 IIi l 1 l ', 1 , 1 ( !IIIIi

\) I -ha ldlIisttr It ( 1 is utIett 1l an lI o Sl u I teOp dut tor
I s i s i Msr sr is ;nfin i ' Iil nl I Inf o th i t i e inu

I (i)51 I \ i i 5r tilt s' 11tC ii pr! 1s t l I r m I In un w lri 1st rIe iI

misdeten ii eis I m e ! 1 h, C f ic i ii ) I it on lit u h le letn ml lie I INth r 5 R I 1' ii Ifs Ith I/illsi s/il nonit r l uiItot n oi unsiR\ i ~urIt

BR \

RRS

Concur Text will e udated as follows

A data review was noerforcmed to coar the result of
the minimum detection fmit for each anAlyte witt

respect to its corresoonding NOA1. and IOAEL based

SSL It shou'd be noted that the detection limit for

analytes were based on 10% of t heir ecological SSLs for
the roost crses. The resui t s of toe data review showed
that the minimum detection limit and maximum

reportmc limit for al non detect sample insults did not
exceed ther rorresnonrding NOAF )nd LOAL hosed
isi "

Page 16 of 17

\Ncepted \i T r

I rCIt ioIther

N I I))m

Inha tion Is genertly considered a reiat veiy minor

opthway to, exposure relative to direct inpestion by
Iwildlife of chemicls of concern. For exmple, the

SE PA As posurl tetors and bionccumuloton models
for icovotion 1,wi I co SSI OSW FR Dirertise
92,5, 7 Rovseri Novemcber 2)05, did not use

inhicatuen of sroi prtitces in deriving the natiiiai

Iecol r ic soil s levels because exp sure 5

acouinted for n t sol ingestion route An evaluation
of n ( rcae2tors via the ohalatinn athwov nay be

varranted, in ca5s where VOC re a eted ste

thencals and pathways of exposire are coniete.
On 1 ibie patiway foi inhiation is the potentia fur

Ivlatilizition o chllmicas and exosiure to hurrowmg
anmmls in ubui oils. Howev'e. nithdn

diati nEcos Iarv to icakulate inhalation exposures r

poorly developed (EPA/6OO/R 03/187) Therefor
inhalatin pathway was s not considered during the
development f SSLs

Concur The text will be referred to "Apoendti x

Attochment [ I _ -

Concur. The text will be referred to "Appendx F,
Attachne tnt i r
The rkukted toxt wil be rep!,aced as follows,

Re Flspvn
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A ect on Comiment i) (Provide techlic.a1 justifica(ion or the comment and deta iled
recommendalion of the action req n ired to correct/resolve the discrepan 

problem indicated.

Fram'

(1mon)

=aon

BR

I iR \

Responseteml

4 ______ 1 ________________________
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Concur Per WAC 173 340 7490 (4)(a), the biologically
active sol zone (a conaitional point of compliance) is
assumed to extend to a depth of six feet Text will be
corrected as follows:

WAC 173-340-7490(l)(a) identifies the biologcally
active zone extends to a depth of six feet

Concur. The last sentence will be modified as follows:

Both H 3 and Sr 90 will oe retained as radiological
COPECs in this SLERA. Those COPECs wil be addressed
as a oart of future remediai action. Therefore, no
further rsl( evaluation will be performed for those
COPECs.

dc nliiC ho hit)luicnlls ictixc soil /nIwc c 1i not i-i5 U ncr \\ \)

\lihouel l on1 ! O i i O xs ill t rImI did I,, roAl Zi unuccop e hi (
Sumnrib.. lahie 4-5 irdenlles I9 nil srWi Vt I> \ P c.' raP (P )

hli reta0n0.

X rcepfed ( \) or

Need Further

F) D)"S'o
-i--, - -1 --1- 1 -


