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contaminants could be present in the deeper portions of the vadose zone was recognized, and such case
could be addressed if appropriate using site-specific modeling under the graded approach (DOE/RL-2011-
50).

RI b~==hole data ~~1=cted in the 100-D/H area provided several indications that some higher K,
contu..inan K nL/g) were present in the lower portion of the vadose zone, leading to the need to
eval 2 the appropriateness of the 70:30 initial contaminant distribution in these locations. The process
for identifying specific waste sites and COPCs that merit further consideration is found in Attachment E
to this ECF, and excluded cases for which:

e boreholes did not sample the lower 30 percent of the vadose zone
¢ COPCs had no background values

e reported concentrations in the lower 30 percent of the vadose zone were within the range of
background

e (COPCshad K;>25mL/g
o COPC was strontium-90

The reason for the K, > 25 mL/g exclusion basis was that results from preliminary vadose zone model
to develop PRGs indicated that COPCs with K, values higher than this value result in non-representative
(NR) values (i.e., do not breakthrough to groundwater at numerically significant levels), based « seak
groundwater concentrations simulated within 1000 years. (Note: the lowest K, value screened out under
this exclusion was 49 mL/g). Strontium-90 was excluded because it was decided to assignth ~ 00:0
initial concentration distribution to this constituent throughout the D/H area based on its prevalence
oughout the vadose zone in many locations, presence in groundwater, and recognition that this
contaminant is a recognized risk driver in the 100 Area.

Based on the evaluation above, the following waste sites and COPCs were identified as potential cases for
which the 70:30 initial distribution representations may be non-conservative:

e 116-D-1A (trench), neptunium-237 (Figure 14)

e 116-D-7 (retention basin), antimony (Figure 15)

e 116-DR-9 (retention basin), acenaphthene (Figure 16)

e 116-H-1 (trench), phenanthrene and antimony (Figure 17 and Figure 18, respectively)
e 116-H-4 (pluto crib), antimony (Figure 19)

e 116-H-6 (solar evaporation basin), antimony (Figure 20)

e 116-H-7 (retention basin), antimony and molybdenum (Figure 21)

e 118-H-6 (reactor fuel storage basin), neptunium-237 (Figure 22)

For each case on thi  “ove list, the conservatism of the 70:30 initial concentration representations
requires testing because the 70:30 initial source distribution was not intended to exclude the possibi’ - of
any deep contamination being present, but rather, to serve as a conservative (bounding) representation for
igher K; contaminants with respect to predicted peak groundwater concentration. Therefore, the
conservatism of the cases identified in Attachment E was tested to determine if any of these cases were
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Table 12. Comparison of Verification Data for Special Consideration Waste Sites 128-H-1, 132-H-3, and 116-H-5 to Site-Specific SSL and PRG Values for those Cases with SSL Exceedances

7440-

116-H-5_Deep Arsenic 38-2 ng/kg 24 24 1100 17700 5091.66 4740 J19YD5 9.31E+02 24 2.39E+06 None 3.52E+05 None 9.06E+08 None
116-H-5_Shallow Arsenic 0T pglkg 12 12 1100 7650  4398.33 4535 JI9YC7  931E+02 12  2.39E+06 None  352E+05  None  9.06E+08  None
128-H-1_Deep Arsenic 0T pglkg 12 12 1700 6000  3133.33 2800 J1JCVI  931E+02 12 239E+06 None  352E+05  None  9.06E+08  None
128-H-1_Shallow_AreaC Arsenic 7?:342 Ha/kg 13 13 2500 18600 7209.23 4380 J1B8B2 9.31E+02 13 2.39E+06 None 3.52E+05 None 9.06E+08 None
128-H-1_Shallow_AreaD Arsenic 7:;342 Ha/kg 12 12 2260 10700 4060 3310 J1B8C6 9.31E+02 12 2.39E+06 None 3.52E+05 None 9.06E+08 None
128-H-1_Shallow_AreaD Mercury 7;'732 pna/kg 12 6 8 1070 198.5 275 J1B8B7 7.09E+04 None 4.26E+02 1 6.35E+07 None 3.81E+05 None
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