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Phase I RFI/RI Work Plan: RFP OPWL (OU 9 )  Nw- 1991 

to the two chapters reference (Chapters 8,9 1 I reviewed Chapbr 2 fn 
health risk usmssmnt and 

the workplan is much better written and more clearly presanted than 
with respect to the 

tal evaluation (See 

attempts to comply with the IAG 
on dl OUs as they are currenUy defined 

that DOE could gain regulatory 

ber 30 memo) have not been answered by the current workplan. 

ou 9 case is soclear fn lta overlap Murng 

1 

all OU9 inveatigat€ons wi l l  focus ahng the pipeuaeS and tankages and i f  
contaminated areas are specifically identified where these linea/tirnks were or 
are sources furthar investigation would be fncorporated into the appropriate 
ou 
no stand alone health risk assessment be p x f o 1 - 1 ~ ~ 3  on OU9 but instsod the 
sourca term identified during the Rz USBd 88 worst C B B ~  Leaks in the sfte wide 
Rlak -mat or at w t  in the appropriate OU in ternrs of a contiguous 
portion of the landscape -- an alternative is to m e  the failure conaequenca 
analyrris aa the mechanism for evaluabg the pipeline and tank rfsks treating 
the contartunahon detected as farlurcr p n t s .  
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even less ueeful ls an environmental evaluatbn performed on OU 9 118 a atand 
alone unit: if any environmental. evaluation iS to be conducted 8upPortrJng thi8 
OU only it should : 

(2) ebmmate any ecosystem level approach to EE in OU 9; it iS not 
rational to M e v e  there is any system level functicmn which could be 
mnhred meaningfully within t h ~ ~  extremely developed (df8turbed) 
portion of the p h t  

(3) estimate only biouptake wh.€ch could impact human erpoeute or 
fmpact populations of protected/sensitiVe sgedss or tmphlc "kingpinrrU 

My recoxmandataon would be that the EE be conducted as portion8 ob the Other 
OUa and cmsa referenced appropriately. 

w e  included on the fallawing pages an alt0xxAative approaCn to ?Ssk asmwment 
t I belleve would a~&&  RFO greatly. 

iiii!2 
rerly S. Ausmus, PhD 

. 
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6erLoCwlardt 
Jovember 1991 
h w :  Rfsk Rssesament OU 9 Workplan 

Altematwe Rfsh Assessment Strategy 

incrawsingly important set of problems to the fietd off- and to OER l8 that 
u l t i n g f r o m t h e c o n N c t s a n d e f f i d e n d e s a r i s l n g f r o m i m ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o f ~ ~ ~  

itlflcatlrrn of OUS, Schedules for workpW,  RI/PS, cormctive acetone, etc. 
le the intent of these mandate8 was to provide a cl8ar and perfom\ruroa track for 
iging DOE fac31itles into complFancle with R C M  and RCRA (as wdf am other 
sal and state mgulattOns), the reallties of their implementattan are 
Sciencies, inappropriate thing and hplementation of activities, redundant work 
vities, and tasMng of too many simultaneous activitieS. 

ivaluatfng the RA efforts on several DOE fadlities, it ha8 become apparant that 
of the msjor problems is the lack of a co-t, pmadlva curnpz'ehWve rlsk 
asament strategy for site aassssmant. To resdve this problsm fn a timaly manneir 
to prcrpare the basis far renegotkI5nns of FFCAs bs needed b sllaw DOK t6 

Lunent its c~npLiance program in an optimal. way at the various affected fsdlltles 
foUowlng recomendatfon is made: 

us: -t focuses on the evaluation of the public health and sadety r i ~ W ,  
ironmentalrisks, thedisbibutionafcontamrnantaofconavninthofsdlltieeand 
environmantaz media at the site within the amtext of public percepttons and 

:AS for t b  ~ v e r d t  sitas. Th- have often mbndatad, aS m y  haVa St RPP, 

1. 

ummmdatlnn: Prepare RFO-wide comprehen8tVe riak aeeesSment standard 
rating proaduxw (SOP) whxch detail a uniforrn e& of perfornMknCU Criteria fn 
&ybg methodologies to idenbfy and evaluate human (occ~patronal and public) and 
ironmental riaks from: (1)  existing conditions now and at derjdgnabed "3 (e.g. 
i, and lo-) inthefuture, (2) aLternallveremecUatlonsand (3) UpderwOrSt 
B rei- or CICddent conditrons. 

W i t h i n  the SOpa, define the basis of prioritori2adon among RCRA slte8 and 
facilities and gain concurrence from EPA and State authaized agtndaa far 
that methodology. (This allows a mechanism ta be impramentea whfch defineg 
a pflorltoslzatton scheme which RCRA das not addresa in atatutu or in 
regulatton) . 
W i t h i n  the SOPS, urtegrate the NRDA (Natural Resource Damage Asssasment) 
such that the resulting analyses m e e t s  the requfrements of both an 
~nVfr0nmrwrt;al evaluation and NRDA (CERCLA -on 107 at, interpretad by 
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seer Lockharat 
Nwembar 1991 
view: Rfsk Assessment OU 9 Workplan 

the 1989 Federal Appeals Court Ruling [DC Ck. 19891 allowing Natural 
Resource  Trustees (mcluding EPA, Stace agendea and Indian Tribes) to 88t 
"existence values" on natural resources). 

WithintheSOPs, integratethamonitoringandmbdellng~~~toaeeeQs 
compliance with the CAA provlaions of maximum public doee of < 10 mrem/yr. 

3cusslon: The onlymechanism that DOE has to fmplementa Conaistentand cffectlve 
Kssment program allowing implementation of timely co8t effective RA and D&D 
Djects acmes m o r e  than 10 states u3 pmviiling a comprehensive and rigorous 
lesement process on w h c h  the balance of the RA/D&D can be founded. Such a 
P would aUow a strongly defenmble baais to be promded for OEF? pxiozitorlzaticm 
ong cites and projects in the face o f  political and public preasurte aa well 88 OMB 
&ties. CAA monitOrlng/modellng would be consistent across allfa~.Uties. Finally, 
! NRDAs could be prepared proactively allowing potential resource damage8 to ba 
limized and residual unpacts fallowing remediation minfmfiecl. 

e Figure eummariZBg the approach recommended develops a set arP tiak aaaPsramant 
mrlarci Operating Procedures (SOPB) which will beneflt the field offim 
plementatims of specific programs, Site wide act tv iw  and wi l l  provide OER 
dew, mdance and COn8lShnCy t0 the Oiaid- 

would convene a small task force of spedallsts in rirrk assessment to devalop SOPS 
lch present pesforrnance cciterfa not definitive procedures fer filed PrqEeCt we. 
zluded in the SOPs would be a DOE appropriate DQO procees OutUning the 
pficai5o.n ofthe pnndplestb theenbeasseesment prooess (including CertfficBtioOI 
x r t  preparation). Currently avatlable guidance is highly elanted toward 
slytfcal data quality only. While EPA's Las V e g a  Laboratory btle made a gmmt 
itributton to the use of DQOs throughout the Baaeeament: proteas, the proceaa 
tds to incorporate DOE Qrders/NatJces. 

B methoaalogy for using rish assessment for priority settfng for remurce 
muon would be included as a performance baaed stanclard. Criteria for health 
k assessment and ecalogical risk assessment would be broadened from the EPA 
idmce to meet DOE objectives and responsibilities for OCcupatiOnaf health and 
wardshfp of ecological systems on DOE reservations. 

sls to be used in the implementatton of SOPs will be included as benchmarks, 
erenced models,  statistic3ill programs, etc f rom which the implementing Omce can 
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ser Lockhardt 
Wvember 1991 
?fen: Risk Asseasmant OU 9 Workplan 

& appropriate ones for appUcaWn to specific projects. Criteria for bool aebcUon 
Ild be provided, espedally that dis#iminathg among WaUtatWt¶ axad mUt8aW 
wsment rssults. 

5 respondveness of the SOPS developed is much gre8br thpur CERCLA. The 
ure U 8 t s  the portians of NEPA, CWA, CERCLA, RCRA and CAA w w c h  muld be 
lressed using the prepared SOPS. 

ally, there will be several uses of the prepared SOPrs. These would range fonn 

king among dtes and nsk estfmations. Of particular value in in<=rtaslrrg the 
Uty o f  OER project assessment activltieS will be the u88 of the m t b l g  8AW 
ldfic rfsk -t tmls as evalutiom in the remediatian slfernativee 
eEssment process (during FS , prm&.ly). In addition these rewldng -t 
Is can be ustd to spedfy and defend monitdng and progr4ms 
pedally far intetim status sites). -ally , the output of the rigorous aweemmw 
ultfng from the use of the SOPS will be firnr technical baeis for mmgotlating 
:As, espedally to prepare comprehensive assessmente on ecdogkUy mesatngful 
ts of the landscape. 

ir I388 in astabliahulg site spedfic SOPS to their use 88 gui- in prsparfng 
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