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LAV ALY IULD allu appx'_ba»uco uescribeu in Part I sounu
very logical and good, but I have some trouble taking
any of it very seriously. I really question how much any
of this means, given that the group who wrote the report
has no authority to issue “requirements” for subsequent
work. If there were recommendations from DOE, as I
had expected, then I would be more inclined to give this
serious consideration.

If DOE does not “buy into” the “new paradigm for
predecisional participation,” then it won’t be of much
value.

There is very little that is specific in the “requirements.”
They tend to be relatively generic. It is difficult to
develop comments ~“venthela >d~ " d ,  «ci” 'ty
that is available at uus time.

The ways in which the CRCIA is expected to be used
should be described in more detail. Who are the
“customers?” Page II-4 indicates that the CRCIA will be
used to “provide results that are useful for decision
making.” What specific decisions will be impacted by
the CRCIA? How will the CRCIA feed into these
decisions? What information is needed for these
decisions and what is the best format to get this data?
Without considering these in more detail up front, there
is a good chance that the final CRCIA will miss the mark
and end not being very useful for anyone.
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s b HILS 1EVau v ea sune waruae wise
e, pamcane sxvrnsves saa wadlC mpacts were neglected.
Overemphasis of exposure assessment was evident
compared to receptor impact assessment. To retain a
comparable level of complexicity of modeling and
assessment, the receptor component would need to be
separated into an equivalent number of core tasks as was
exposure assessment (i.e., approximately 5 tasks). This
is especially true if the team is committed to looking at
the tasks that are dominant and where value of
information analysis would show the largest impact.
(See specific comments on how receptor impacts have
already been identified by many investigators as a
dominant driver in assessments, yet is largely ignored.)

The Part II document is ignored in Part I; was this
intentional? It would appear that the Part I document
would be used to develop interim _ idance onl wto
apply the principles of domain and fidelity. Why not use
this data to identify examples to illustrate feasibility and
liability of Part II approaches?

To move forward, the Part II team could convene several
technical panels to address issues that remain unclarified
in Part II. This would initiate activities on web design
and model evaluation.
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Part 11, Section
1.0, p. II-1.1
and Appendix
II-A, p. II-AL1

I would suggest that the Comprhensive Assessment
should emphasize gathering field data on the condition of
the aquatic and riparian-dependent wildlife and on the
health status of workers and other human users of the
nuclear reservation. It is the wildlife and humans who
(a) integrate their exposure to multiple contaminants; and
(b) provide a reality check on the estimation of risk in the
paper risk assessment.

I would suggest that to the degree that the
“comprehensive” risk assessment is primarily a bigger,
more complicated, single-contaminant-at-a-time paper
exercise, then we will still be missing information on the

lity of exposure and consequences of multiple
contaminants in the area.

I would suggest that the comprehensive assessment

extensively examine how the wildlife and humans are

“~"1g, in the Hanford area.
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1 Part II, Section |{ 1 hope that you are not serious about humans consuming
1.0, p. II-1.1, | bald eagles as one of your exposure pathways (module
Fig. 3 7).
8 Part II, Section | This graphic is of poor quality and is illegible.
1.0, p. II-1.2,
Figure 4
11 | Part II, Section | This reviewer applauds the commitment of the team to
1.1, p. II-1.3 look at the overall future impacts of current and planned
wastes scheduled to arrive at the Hanford site. Also the
commitment to look at the overall lifetime of the
contan ants’ impacts at the site is essential.
1 Part I, Section | River bottom surveys for areas of upwelling would not
1.4, p. I-1.5 | be needed if there is no si_...ficant risks to salmon
populations exposed to undiluted groundwater.
9 Part 11, Section: | While recommenaations call for evaluation of
1.5, p. II-1.6 | combinations of chemicals, it is field studies and
manipulated exposure studies that will allow this.
Single-chemical ris” ~ssessment cannot.
9 Part II, Section | Itis important, ass , to be able to add species of
1.6, p. II-1.7 interest as they are discovered to either be in trouble, or
i in harm's way in any of the contaminated areas.
1: | Section 1.6, p. | Chrome versus ¢ _mium. Please use chromium.
II-1.7, para. 4 '
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