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PAST REMEDY REPORT
EPA COMMENTS

Sec+ion 4.5, Potentizl Exposure Pathwavs: This section dravs
concilusions about the likelinood cf certain exposurse pathways
contributing significantly to health risks. The conclusions are
not always supported or censistent with other sectlions ¢ the
report. For example, on page 13, the Iourth bullet states that
the most likely pathways of plutenium migration from 199 are wind
and water erosion of surface scil. Alsc, the cdiscussion on
surface wvater and soils cn pages 20~22 indicates that suriace
runcff may occur readily &t IESS 19% given the site conditicons.
Yet, section 4.5.3.2 con page 85 dismisses all pathvays zssocizted
wivrh the surface runocff release mechanism based o©n ihe asgsertion
that it is not likaely to produce any measurable amount of

airborne plutonium. The possibility cf ingestion of contaminated

veter and bioctic uptake ¢f contaminated secdiments Is nOT
mentioned though these are crediple pathways (the site conceptual
model identifies them). Also, the report indicates that there I8
no intention to consider thess pathways further in the RI. T a
minimum, the report should be modified to include 2 justificatiocn
for not considering the surface runolff pathways (e.g., the low
gcil levels are expected to be further diluted in the suriace
runcis, etc.) and a statement should be included that indicates
vhese pathwavs will be examined further iIn the RI. As anctherx
example of text inconsistencies, in the excerpt ¢rom document D-8
on page 14, DOE appears to be relying on the conclusion from this
digclogure as the basis for stating in section 3.1.2 on page 486
«hat plutonium is the only known contaminant of concerm at 198,
This is a problem because the data useabllity review in table
A.18 reject=s D-8 on every ecriteriz evaluated. It is 8 very weak
document on which toc base 2 conclusion about contamlinants of
concern. To add to this problem, the Text on pzge 46 states
that radionuclides other than pluton:ium were measured in 1377 but
+hese data do not meet the data useabllity regquirements.

Hovever, none of the data meet the data useabllity reguizrement s5C
why is DOE choosing to include Pu and Am but ignering other
radionuclices? A couple of suggestions to fix Thls problam:

1. add tex: on page '4 which racognizes the waakness of
document D~8 and refers the reader tc the data usealilIity reviev
in the appendix. Delete the Ilrst sentence in sec=ion 3.1.2 on
page 46, Change the text on page 46 tc: Fer «he purposes ol
this conceptual model and gqualitative risk assesshent, only
plutonium and its decay product americium will be cecnsidered
because...... (why?). Include a tschnically defensible rezscn.

cr,

rst paragraph ci secticn 3 1.2 on page 48
sentence and modifying the whird senience
ong cf a numpber of radionucl:iges pther than

2. Modify < z
by deleting the {irst
<o read, " Concen t
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plutonium were measured in 1977 in IHSS 199 lawsult acreage soil
(see Appendix D). All o! the existing data was reviewed for
ugsgability in a quantitative risk asgsessment. Only one reportl was
found to be usable, the 1987 report by Rockwell International,
"Remecd:ial Action Program on Jefferson County Open Space Land in
Section 7....Resarveir". Kowever, this report cnly considered
plutonium. Because of the identified problems with data
useability, for the purposes of this conceptual model and the
qualitative risk assessment in this document, only plutonium and
its decay product americium are considerec. Data for cther
potential radionuclides and non-radioactive contaminants if
regquirecd will be developed during the future IHSS RI activitlies.

Page 64: The discussion on unit risk estimates is incerrect.
Unit r.sk estimates are calculated by multiplying the slope
factor by 2he inhalation rate or the waler consumption rate and
the duration of exposure in days. A dimensional analysis shows
That the way it is written in the text does hot make sense.

Page B6B: The fifth line down states That the existing cata
indicata that the highest Pu concentration measured was less than
10 pCi/g but Table 4.2 reperts values of 22.1, 25.1, and 12.7.
The TexXt needs t0o be corrected appropriately.

Page 72: Provide a reference for the second paragraph. The
values reperted in Transuranic Elements Veclume ) page .8 are:!

d < .05mm will Dbe resuspendsd

«08mm < d ¢ 1.0mm will move by saltation

d > 1.0mm will creep
If this is the reference used #fc¢r the paragraph, the values neecd
to be correscted and the reference cited. IZ this not the
reference used, cite the appropriate relerence.

Page B85: The Jjustification for excluding the socil ingestlion
pathway is not given. While the discussion appears to rely on
the land uss assumption, 2 clear statement To that effect 1is
never made. Such a statement should be included along wit!
supporting information about ihe current land use and axisting
restrictions. We are not convinced that the pathway should be
excluded particularly since the riskX assessment in the appendiX
tndicates “hat ingestion cf scil contributes 96.5% of the total
risk in a recreaticnal exposure scenhario. Without conclusive
4ustification for excluding this pathway, it must Dbe evaluated.

Page 92: On the draft versicn, we commented specifically on the
GI absorption factor for Pu. The EIAST lists a Iaclor of

1.0E-04 for Pu-229 oxide. VYou should refsrance th:is value in
~higs sec=ion. You snould alsc ncte that the facter oy Am-2Z4l IS

1.0E-03.

Sec~ions 2.0 and 4.0: The only menticn of americium i <nh page
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46. None cf the discussion of potential pathways considers
americium fate and transport. Exposure pathways are dismissed as
negligible without consideration of amexricium. There are two
cptions which will correc:t this. Either include z discussion cf
americium in every instance that plutonium is discussed and
provide separate rationale for inclusion or exclusion ¢f an
exposure pathway involving americium, or include an explanaticn
at the dbeginning of secticn 3.0 (page 45) of what properzies of
americium caused you to exclude it from consideration. The
discussion on pages 56 and 57 indicate that americium Iis
potentially very important in a quantification of risk.

Appendix C.2: Table C.2 lists the three absolute rigks as 1.3.

It is assumed that these are mistyped and should actuzlly read
0.13.

Page C~8: There are several references to the uss cf 30 years as
a lifetime. This i& incorrect. 30 years 1ls used as &n
upperbound estimate of residence in one house, not liferime. The
text should be corrected to reflect this.

Page C~3%: Item 6 provides z cancer potency sliope facter for

ingestion. The value provided is that for plutonium 239 oxide.
The value for plutonium 22% is 10 times higher. The text should
indicate that ths vzlue is for plutonium oxide.

Page 70: The last sentence on this page must be modified to
reac, "A physical examination of IHSS 19% and & review oI
avarlable historical data for the current use of the site
indicate that <he primary transport media for plutonium to leave
the IHSS 195 areag are air, surface water, groundwater, and biocta
(Figure 3~-1). As L%t is currently written, the text Ib
inconsistent with the discussion on page 42. On page 42 and
elsewhere in the tex:t, the contaminated socils of IHSS 199 are
referred tc as the source not the Transport medium.

Pmoe 71: The first paragraph cn this page consistently relers Te
EC.L. ingestion as a transpor: medium. Scil ingesilen is an

exposure route not a medium.

Appendix C: The assessment of vegetable uptake, based on Burley
Treference not included in document), appears differant than that
of Baes et 2l in the 1984 DOE repor:, "A Reviev and Analysis ol
Parameters for Assegsing Transport of EInvironmentally Released
Radionuclides Through Agriculture ". EIPA can provide a £opy oF
this report to DOE upon reguest. The numbers in the latzer
report suggest that the generic calculatlions may overssiimate Pu
uptake into plants, and that excluding Am may ignore the major
pctential scurce of risk. EHowever, the digtribution coelficients
from Burley may nct be eguivalent to the By and 3y parametars
generated by Baes. A thorcugh comparative analysis cf the Burlay
and Baes repcrts should be conducted, and some discussion oI the
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potential relative contribution from Americium should be
presented.

Page 52: There iE 2 double inconsistency in the £; (GI

abscrption) 2actors for plutenium. Nct only are the reported
valueg inconsistent with HEAST (ECAQD thinks <hat HEAST is
accurate), but the use of the slope factors from RHEAST creates an
internal inconsistency, since these slope factors are based on
the HEAST f£4's. This needs clarification.

Appendix C: The dispersion and deposition modeling used in the
generic risk assessmant is not well described and cannot be fully
evaluated. Either provide a well documentad description of the
models used, or use & simple model such as that of Moghissi et al
{In “Dynamics, Exposure and Razarcd Assessment of Toxic Chemicals,
Hagque R, ed. Ann Arber Science. Chap 31):

(D) (ZIF) (X)) (DY)

Caep = (kai (Y (1-expl~-ky (T)]

Where: D = chemical-specific deposition rate (g/mé-year)
IT =« interception fraciion

X = conversion Zactor (1000 mg/g)

DY = conversion factor (yr/365 day!
X+ = weathering rate constant (day™!
T = growth period (days)

Y = yield (kg/m?)

Thig approach has been used in <he region and seems IO have
gsome generzl acceptance. IF and ke estimates are provided in the
referenced Baes paper. D would be estimated with separate
modeling. Some additicnal characterization of the depogiticn
pathway should be done and a more thorough avaluation and
presentation of the appropriate methods to be used should be
included. :

Also, there are included in some of the tables in this
appencix some parameters which are irrslevant to the risk
calculations (e.g. body weighi, average daily intake, average
litetime, etz). Because cf the way the slope Zactors ior
radionuclides are, calculation of rigk is somewhat simpler than
{or nen-radioactive substances. Although the calculations appear
to have been done appropriately, the inclusion cf these "extra"
parameters is confusing. Ii they must be included, perhaps they
can be summarized separacely in a %table which indicates inputs o
slope factor calculations.
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