NOTICE'

ALL DRAWINGS
ARE LOCATED
AT THE END OF
THE DOCUMENT




il

NAISER-HILL

COMTIANY

July 21, 1995 95-RF-05848

Jessie M Roberson, Assistant Manager
Environmental Restoration
DOE, RFFO

OPERABLE UNIT 5 (OU5) WOMAN CREEK PRIORITY DRAINAGE CHEMICALS OF
CONCERN TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM #11 - TGH-180-95

The purpose of this letter ts to address comments received from Carl Spreng, Colorado

Department of Public Health and the Environment (CDPHE), on June 19, 1995, via

gﬁnmlle, on the Final Chemicals of Concem (COC) Techmcal Memorandum (TM) #11 for
5

A copy of Mr Spreng’s comments s enclosed in Attachment 1 The OUS team addressed
each comment and discussed the disposition with Mr Spreng, on June 28, 1995, at a
project meeting Attachment 2 1s a summary of the response to comments

A Document Modfication Request (DMR) has been prepared to address two of these
comments and it s enclosed, see Attachment3 This DMR contains three replacement
pages for incorporation into the COC TM #11

Please forward the enclosed information to the Environmental Protection Agency and
CDPHE (draft letter is included as Attachment 4), and request that they update their copies
of the COC TM #11 with the pages in the DMR

Please call Steve Hahn at extension 9888, with any questions regarding this transmittal

= &G %Qﬂ -

T G Hedahl, Director
ER/WM&! Operations

CAB kam

Attachments
| As Stated (4)

Ong and 1 cc-J M Roberson

cc
S J Hahn

~UMIN RECCRD

A-DUOS—-000678

Kaiser Hill Company, LL C
Counier Address  Rockv Flats Environmental Technology Site State Highway 95 Colorado 80403 303 966 9790
w\9>( \ Maihng Adaress PO Box 464 Golden Colorado 80402 G4 FaX 503 960 6371
/9
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Attachment 1
page 1 of 2
Colorado Department of Public Health and the Environment
Comments on

Technical Memorandum No 11 (Final)
Contaminants of Concern for QU 5

D Table 2-5 - Summary Statistics for Data from Seep Water Samples How can a
comparison of data from one OU S sample with background be considered statistically valid? Is

there any on-going sampling being done to verify the uutial findings? As 1t 1s, any seep water
information must be considered prelimmary No PCOCs should be eliminated from this media
based on professional judgement or even on the concentration toxicity screen There simply 1s
not enough data on which to base such a decision

Therefore, 1,1-dichloroethene should not have been eliminated as a COC from this media
on this basis alone, even though it constituted only a small portion of the carcinogenic risks from
this media (see also comment 3)

2) Table 2-9 It 1s unclear why DOE used the Inhalation Cancer Slope Factor for 1,1-
dichloroethene which was histed in HEAST 1994, when a value for this chemical was apparently
available 1n IRIS prior to October, 1994 DOE’s Programmatic Risk-Based Preliminary
Remediation Goals Final Revision I (October, 1994) lists an inhalation cancer slope factor for this
chemical of 1 75E-1 Thus value differs from the HEAST value of 1 2 E+00 listed 1n Table 2-9
The 1nhalation cancer slope factor listed in DOE’s Programmatic Risk-Based Preliminary
Remediation Goals October document (1 75E-1 mg/kg d) and the umit risk factor for air listed
in IRIS (June, 1995) (5E-5/ug/m®) are equivalent, and should have been used, simnce EPA
recommends that IRIS data always take precedence over HEAST data

3) Table 7-3 Concentration/Toxicity Screen of Carcinogens in Seep Water The con/tox
screen was performed incorrectly for this media Even when the mncorrect slope factor for 1,1-
DCE 1s used (see comment #2), the chemical-specific risk factors and the percentages of total risk
are different than those listed in this table The correct con/tox screen 1s as follows

Carcinogen Max conc CSF Chem-spec Rusk % of total
(mg/L) (mg/kg d) factor (Ru) risk
1,1-DCE 4 00E-3 1 75E-1 7 00E-4 313%
PCE 2 80E-2 520E-2 1 46E-3 65 2%
TCE 7 00E-3 1 10E-2 7 70E-5 3 5%
total risk factor = 2 23E-3 100 0 %
1




Attachment 1
page 2 of 2

Therefore, 1,1-DCE did net fail the con/tox screen, and should not have been eliminated
as a COC on this basis It should remain as a PCOC 1n this media

4) Section 2 7 DOE states in the second paragraph that 1t assumed "construction worker
exposure to subsurface soil" when defining RBCs for screenung purposes This assumption was
not part of the RBC agreement, all three agencies agreed to use residential RBCs for all media
when screening

5) Table 10-1 The only valid comparisons for OU 5 stream sediments concentrations are to
RFETS background stream sediment concentrations At best, the compartsons to Front Range
soils and to shales and clays n general can only be considered supplementary to site-specific
background comparisons

6) Section A 53 What does the groundwater distribution of arsenic look like? Is there a
map available showing the sitewide distribution of arsenic 1n groundwater?

7 EPA’s Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS) recommends using total
contaminant values rather than filtered or dissolved contaminant values when assessing risk
because of the potential to underestimate chemical concentrations in water from an unfiltered tap
(RAGS Part A, pp 6-27) Have dissolved values been reported for water samples collected at
OU 5 and have OU 5 values been compared with background concentrations derived from
dissolved values?




Attachment 2

page 1 of 1
RESPONSE TO CDPHE'S COMMENTS ON
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM NO 11 (FINAL)
CHEMICALS OF CONCERN FOR OU5
Response to Comment i. Mr Spreng’'s observation 1s valid comparison of background with one

site sample 1s not statistically valid However, 1,1-dichloroethene was not eliminated based on
this comparison Due to an error in the concentration/toxicity screen it was eliminated at that
stage The error has been corrected and 1,1-dichloroethene will be evaluated in the RFI/RI
Report See also response to comment 3

Response to Comment 2. Mr Spreng’s comment is correct However, the slope factor used in
the COC TM (1 2 per mg/kg-day) is the correct one and was estimated from the unit risk factor
based on pharmacokinetic adjustments, as opposed to a route to route extrapolation based on
breathing rate and body weight In addition, the PPRG for 1,1-dichloroethene has been
corrected

On June 28, 1995 a printout from the IRIS data base was provided to Mr Spreng with this
information highlighted

Response to Comment 3 Mr Spreng’'s comment i1s correct The Concentration/Toxicity screen
of carcinogens in seep water was calculated incorrectly and a replacement table has been
generated However, this did not resuit in 1,1-dichloroethene being eliminated as a COC since it
was Identified, as such, based on non carcinogenic effects Since it also has carcinogenic effects,
these effects will be evaluated in the RFI/Rl Report

Table 7-3 of the COC TM #11 was revised to correct the error and 1s submitted with the
enclosed Document Modification Request, see Attachment 3

Response to Comment 4 Mr Spreng’s comment that the text in Section 2 7 states that a nsk-
based concentration (RBC) comparison for subsurface soils was based on RBC's for a
construction worker was not what was agreed to by the agencies The text, in this case, I1s
incorrect and will be modified to state the RBC comparison will be for residential exposure
The correct RBC, 1e that for residential exposure, was used in Table 4-5

Page 2-31 of the COC TM #11 was revised to address this comment and 1s submitted with the
enclosed Document Modification Request, see Attachment 3

Response to Comment 5, Mr Spreng’s comment regarding the comparisons of OUS
concentrations to RFETS background concentrations Is correct The additional data 1s provided

as supplemental data only, and the text does discuss some of this supplemental data

Response to Comment 6 Mr Spreng requested a map showing the sitewide distribution of
arsenic in groundwater This map has been generated and is enclosed with this transmittal

Response to Comment 7 Mr Spreng questioned if dissolved concentrations of groundwater
constituents have been compared to background dissolved concentrations Yes and these
comparisons are shown in Table A-4




DOCUMENT MODIFICATION REQUEST (DMR)

PAGE1of D

Refer to 1-A01-PPG-001 for Processing Instructions 1 Date 25 g5 57
Printor Type All Information (Except Signatures) N 7111/95 DMR No 95-DMR- Ee,n -0017)
2. Existing Dox Ni p 3. New O« Number or O Number if R is to be changed with this Revision
RF/ER-94-00055/ Rev 0 NA
4 Ongnator's Name/Phone/Pager/Location S. Dcoeumm Tm‘o ic H H
OU Project Lead/C A Bicher,  Ext. 9100, DP 4037, Bldg 0go | Crermicals of Concern, Human Heatth Risk Assessment

8. Document Type D Procedure

7 Document Modificaton Typs (Check only one)

O New [ Revision m_r;t Change

K ruis
%mmntent Change [J Edttonal Correction [J Cancelation

&J omer QUL Techmcal Mema

8. ftam {9 Page |10 Step 11 ProposodModlﬁaTm
! 231 ALL Repiace sxsting page 2-31 with revised page
2 N/A | Table 7-3 Replace existing table 7-3 with revised table

~o

12 Justihication (Reason for Modification EJO# TP # elc)
Rewvisions made based on COPHE (C Spreng) Comments. Page 2 31 was revised (0 dalete the ref:

nsk-ratio caiculation

It sris

to ior-worker o

soil. Table 7 3 was revised to correct the emor in the

mg disciphnes n Block 13, and enter N/A in Blocks 14 and 15  If modification s for any type of change or a canceliation, orgunizations

If modification s for a new p dure or fist
are ksted n Block 13 then Concurror pnnts, and signs n Biock 14 and datas n Block 15
13 Organizaton | 14 Print, Sign (if applcabie) 13 Date (i applicable
wstanwm| >0 osagl — /M5 G.C [Nast
ous Pros Lead | [/ A o Oarol Bicher  1-1(-95
| ervon e s () 7w
P
18 Onginaior's Supe rinvsigrisate)
E C Mast W 7////73’
17 Assigned SME/Phone/Pager/Location T 18 Cost Center 19 Gharge & 20 Req d Comp Oate |21 EHectve Oste
W Cotreomec 0203 AR /A 71195
"23 OAC Review

Yes

22. Accelersied Review?

NA

C A Bicher

No (3]
24 Responsibie MWMM
el

7-41-95

REVIEWED FOR CLASSIFICATION / UCNI

& 5-47940 (5/93)

8y
DATE




Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site Manual RF/ER-94-00055

RFI/RI Work Plan for OUS Section 20
Chenucals of Concern Page 2-31
Technical Memorandum No 11 Organization ER QU §, 6&7 Closures

Table 2-11 RFETS OUS PCOCs With No EPA-Esublished Toxicity Cntenia Listed by Medium

PCOC Surface Soil Subsurface Soil Groundwater Seep Water Seep Sedument
Benzo(g h i)perviene X X

Dibenzoturan X X -

Lead X X X

2 Methylnaphthylens X X

Phenanthrene X X X
Silicon

1 { 1-Tnchioroethane ! X

27 EVALUATION OF RISK-BASED CONCENTRATIONS FOR INFREQUENTLY DETECTED
ANALYTES AND IDENTIFICATION OF SPECIAL-CASE COCS

Analytes detected infrequently (1n less than five percent of all samples 1n the medium) are not characteristc
of OU-wide contamination and the potental for exposure 1s low These consutuents were further screened
t0 include any nfrequently detected analyte that could contribute sigmficantly to nsk 1f rounne exposure to a
hot spot were to occur In this analysis, maximum measured concentranons were compared to screemng levels

equvalent to 1,000 umes risk-based concentranons (RBCs) DOE, 1995

For screemung purposes, RBCs were defined as analyte concentrations associated with an excess cancer risk
of 1E-06 (one 1n one mullion) or a hazard index of one for noncarcimogemc effects, assuming residennal
exposure to surface soil and groundwater Any infrequently detected analyte measured at a concentraton
greater than 1,000 times the respective RBC was 1dentfied as representing a potennally sigmificant health risk
if exposure were to occur and was mncluded i the list of special-case COCs for evaluation in the risk

assessment.

RBCs have been calculated specificaily for RFETS and are presented m DOE (1995) These values, referred
to as PPRGs n the DOE (1995) document, are used i ths identficanon of special-case COCs RBCs for
chemucals 1n soil were calculated for residennal receptors assuming multiple pathway exposure [ingesuon,
inhalanon of paruculates and volatle organic compounds (VOCs), and external radianon exposure] RBCs

for chemucals in groundwater were calculated for residental use, assuming ingesuon of water and nhalauon




L

uolmmtt = t ‘po = o (q)

pasn 51 10108 adojs uonB[BYUI 30 MO S JO SANDLISAS JsoUt MY, (%)

LENUN|

A o

%001 = % [9I0], £0-HEE 9 = (Iy) 101084 sty oy,

54 %TT 1 20-HTT | SO-HOL L N w-30l i £0-400 L UAYI3010{Yd11 ||
SIA %66 TT 10-H0€ T - €0-39% | ° w-a0T € 70-408 T suatjisolojyonnia i
5IA %6L SL 10-886 L £0-808 ¥ ! 00+d02 1 £0-300 ¥ FUYIFOIONYIA-| |
suadouroin)

038, (1/3w)

» 10)0v,] _ "1/ow

® ..euom.n.ua. ueu_“ww.._..wﬁ.w d fa/vd Jo oney “..WE.MUM%.“_M—E :.a%_m @1 op Jw__\u:.v uonyvrIIuIIU0Y QOU&
pisuc) U [euURY) joadiy | 00ey adois T

Japp daag ui susfoutaruy
Jo usarag £1ix0  yuonesjussua))

SNO SLIN
E-L *19uL




Attachment 4
95-RF-05848
Page 1 of 1

DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT

Mr Martin Hestmark

U S Environmental Protection Agency, Region Vil
ATTN: Rocky Flats Project Manager, 8BHWM-RI
999 18th Street, Suite 500, 8BWM-C

Denver, Colorado 80202-2405

Mr Joe Schieffelin, Unit Leader

Hazardous Waste Facilities

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
4300 Cherry Creek Drive South

Denver, Colorado 80222-1530

Gentlemen

In response to comments on the Operable Unit 5 (OUS) Woman Creek Priority Drainage,
Final Chemicals of Concern (COC) Technical Memorandum (TM) #11, the enclosed
Document Modification Request (DMR) 1s transmitted for incorporation into the TM

Attachment 1 1s a copy of the comments from Mr Carl Spreng, Colorado Department of
Public Health and the Environment The OUS team addressed each comment and
discussed the disposition with Mr Spreng, on June 28, 1995, at a project meeting
Attachment 2 1s a summary of the response to comments

A Document Modification Request has been prepared to address two of these comments
and it 1s enclosed, see Attachment 3 This DMR contains three replacement pages for
incorporation into the COC TM #11

Should you have any questions or concerns regarding the enclosed matenals, please
contact at 966-

Enclosures
As Stated (3)
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