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Washington State Department of Ecology Comments

Corridor Baseline Risk Assessment (DOE/RL-2007-21, Draft A) - Combined (9/07)

Comment Location in c ent Resnponse Discussed With
Number Document omm pon Ecology
EC-37 Executive How was the data from the 64 groundwater monitoring wells incorporated into the document? Please provide clarifying Comment accepted. The groundwater risk assessment will be addressed in a separate
Summary, General  text in the Executive Summary and in the appropriate chapter in the document. (JV) section in the Draft B. The executive summary will be clarified.
EC-38 Executive The definitions for the Hypothetical Recreational Use Scenarios do not appear to be provided in the main body of the Comment noted. The human health exposure scenarios used in the report are fully
Summary, General | document. Please include them in Chapter 5. If ‘casual user is the same as ‘recreational visitor’ please use just one of the | described in Section 2.4 of the Conceptual Site Model. A summary of the exposure
terms. Was ‘casual user’ scenario included in exposures via fish & game meat? If not, why not? pathways and media for each scenario is also provided for quick reference in Table 5-1.
Please provide definitions for all of the other scenarios in Chapter 5 as well. (JV)
EC-39 Executive Provide rationale and justification for the development of ‘a physically practical excavation and mixing model to estimate ~ Comment noted. See Section 5.3.2 of the report for this information.
Summary, General | chronic surface soil exposure concentrations related to residual subsurface soil contamination.” (JV)
EC-40 Executive Regarding calculating potential groundwater-related risks with data from the 64 wells: Was potential risk calculated Comment partially accepted. Modeling of potential surface water impacts related to
Summary, General  regarding the contaminant(s) effects on the surface waters? Add clarifying text to the Executive Summary. (JV) groundwater contamination was not performed. However, samples of surface water and
other environmental media in areas where groundwater plumes enter the Columbia River
are a major component of the risk assessment. The Executive Summary will be revised for
clanty.
EC-41 Executive Regarding risk to human health: Clarify what is meant by Hanford background (groundwater). (JV) Comment accepted.
Summary, General
EC-42 Executive Briefly explain in the Executive Summary why potassium-40 & isotopes of radium & thorium were used while uranium Comment accepted.
Summary, was not used. (JV}
General
EC-43 Executive The document mentions risk related to the “potential transport of Hanford Site contaminants into Columbia River.” The , Comment accepted. This reference to “potential tran=~~t of Hanford Site contaniinants
Summary, term potential should be differentiated from the current/existing and future contamination. It is not clear how future into Columbia River” will be removed. No modeling  uture conditions was conducted in
p. ES-1 and contaminant behavior is taken into account. It also fails to incorporate uncertainties in these assumptions and related the assessment.
subsequent related | assessments. (DG)
description/analysis
throughout the
document
EC-44 Executive Since this project is defined as a post - remediation baseline risk assessment covering a period of five years, more Comment noted. Five years is the period of time encompassing the collection of most of
Summary, discussion needs to be added on how this decision was arrived at. Why is five years sufficient for the RI/FS workplan the data used in the report. The results do not specifically apply to a five year period.
p. ES-1 development? (JY)
EC-45 Executive According to the first bullet, the analysis is supposed to address risk “resulting from subsequent to implementation of the Comment accepted.
Summary, remediation action in 100 and 300 Area.” According to this definition, it should include entire groundwater QUs of the
p.ES-2, River corridor NOT just the riparian zone as described in a number places (e.g. p 2-11, fist paragraph). Also, it is not clear
First bullet what assumptions were used for these OUs as groundwater conditions after the implementation of interim remedial
actions. Please clarify the scope and content of this assessment in simple language. (DG)
EC-46 Executive The RCBRA does not strictly fit the EPA definition of “baseline RA” (i.e., assumption of “no action™), since many of the Comment accepted. Clarifying text will be added.
Summary, waste sites have been remediated. Although this is explained later (e.g., p. 1-4), please reconcile here too. (DD)
. ES-1,
Z“dpparagraph
EC-47 Executive Is there a written reference for this decision with the stakeholders and tribes to not endorse their exposure scenario? (JY) Comment accepted. The language in the Draft B will be clarified.
Summary,
p. ES-2,
2" paragraph
EC-48 Executive Group #4 appears to be a subset of Group #2. (DD) Comment accepted. Group #4 will be included in Gri ~ #2 in Draft B.
Summary,
p. ES-6,
2" paragraph
EC-49 Executive Risk from fish ingestion is likely due to both Hanford and non-Hanford contaminants. (DD) Comment noted. The focus of this assessment is on ¢ uminants related to the Hanford
Summary, : Site River Corridor.
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The last portion of the statement (strike-out) is only true when the mean is equal to the median. Since this is often not the

Comment Location in c ¢ R . Discussed With
Number Document ommen espons Ecology
EC-182 Section 4. 1d.2, Re: Table 4-3, the reference, “(EPA 2002),” does not appear in the Reference list. (DD) Comment accepted.

p. 4-3,3"
paragraph
EC-183 Section 4. });3’ Provide a reference for the >180 uS/cm criterion for groundwater specific conductance. (DD} Comment accepted.
p. 4-3,5
paragraph
EC-184 Section 4.1.3, The text states that pore water tubes were deployed at 30 operational sites; however, Sample Event 1 was unsuccessful as | Comment accepted. A “samples taken table” will be added to the revised document to
p. 4-4, 2" — 3¢ indicated by specific conductance, Sample Event 2 was successful for some sites, and Sample Event 3 took place at a few | quickly summarize the number and locations of samples collected.
paragraphs of the sites to obtain enough water for target contaminants. [t is difficult to determine from the text how many of the sites
where pore water tubes were deployed were successfully sampled, which sites were not successfully sampled, how many
of each type of site (i.e. chromium, strontium, etc) were or were not sampled, and how sampling deviated from the SAP.
Please clarify in the text or by a table. (JAS)
EC-185 Section 4.1.3, From the figures, concentrations of contaminants (chromium, strontium, uranium) are consistently lower in pore water Comment accepted. Comparisons between collocated pore water and aquifer tube results
p. 4-4 and Figures | tubes versus aquifer tubes. Given, the problems encountered with dilution of pore water samples during sampling (pg. 4- will be presented in the revised document.
4-7,4-11, 4-32,4- | 4), what is the confidence that the pore water samples represent true contaminant concentrations? The SAP indicates that
62,4-74,4-86 for purposes of comparison, locations where aquifer and pore water tubes exist will be sampled. ase include the
comparizon and any conclusions in the text. (JAS)
EC-186 Section 4,14, It is not clear trom the text why reference sites are not discussed or used for comparison to groundwater data. This seems | Comment accepted. Groundwater evaluation will be ¢ 1ded in Draft B.
general to diverge from the methodology used to evaluate the soil data. Please clarify. (JAS)
EC-187 Section 4.1.4, Note that reference site selection involves two potentially conflicting goals: reference sites should resemble waste sites as | Comment accepted. Reference site selection will be addressed in the text.
p. 4-4,5" closely as possible (except for contaminants) and be independent of the waste site with no exchange of biota (Suter et al,
paragraph 2000). In most cases, reference sites that resemble waste sites most closely are those that are nearby, but these are least
likely to be independent of the waste site. (DD)
EC-188 Section4.1.4.2.1, | Although use of borrow pits as reference sites may achieve a similar level of disturbance as remediated backfilled waste Comment accepted. Reference site selection and use v e addressed in the text.
p. 4-7, 2n sites, the type of disturbance (i.e., excavation vs. backfilling) varies considerably (e.g., in soil properties) and confounds
paragraph comparisons. (DD)
EC-189 Section 43, Please list criteria established to geherate a hierarchy of data sources. (DD) Comment accepted. An explanation of data source preference will be included in the text.
p. 4-9, 2"
paragraph
EC-190 Section 4.2, What is the reason for deleting duplicates? Duplicates are taken from the same source and analyzed by the same method. Comment noted. The particular kind of duplicate result referenced by this comment was
p. 4-9,2™ Is this a discussion of method preference? (JY) due to multiple deliveries of the same data. Because the data deliveries varied in the fields
paragraph provided it was not a simple matter to determine dupli sample results. These are not
field or laboratory duplicate results that would pertain to analytical data quality..
EC-191 Section 4.2, This section refers to a hierarchy of data sources. Please give the hierarchy of data sources in the text. Also, include text Comment accepted. Discussion of data source preferences will be expanded in the text.
p. 4-9 —4-10, that defines “preferred data source.” (BR)
General
EC-192 Section 4.2.1, All data sources should be used if the data is QA/ QC defensible. What do you mean by overlap? (JY) Comment noted. See response to Comment EC-190.
p. 4-10, 1*
paragraph
EC-193 Sections 4.2.1, The text refers to “overlap” of data. It is unclear what this means, please clarify in the text. (JAS) Comment noted. See response to Comment EC-190.
422,423,
p. 4-10
EC-194 Section 4.2.6, The text does not discuss background values for groundwater or indicate what criteria will be used to evaluate groundwater | Comment accepted.
p. 4-11, General data. Please include in the text. (JAS)
EC-195 Section 4.2.6, Modify the last sentence as shown: At the time, the WAC definition of soil background was “...the mean value of the Comment accepted.
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Discussed With

|
Benzo(k)fluoranthene
1607-D2 Benzo(a)anthracene Soil, protection of surface water
“ Benzo(a)fluoranthene “
s Benzo(k)fluoranthene “
Riparian 9 Benzo(a)anthracene Soil, prot. of ground & surface
water

Benzo(a)fluoranthene  Soil, protection of surface water
Benzo(a)pyrene Soil, protection of ground water
600-139 Benzo(a)fluoranthene Soil, protection of surface water
“ Hexachlorocyclohexane-B Soil, prot. of ground & surface
water
i JA Jones Benzo(a)fluoranthene Soil, protection of surface water
Hexachlorocyclohexane-p Soil, prot. of ground & surface

1607-D2 Hexachlorocyclohexane-f Soil, prot. of ground & surface
water

(BR)

1 water
|
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