
[PIUZLWINARY NOTE 1. We workrd &om the Intw-Agcncy 
Agreement (IAG), January 22, 1991, wthout modibtions or 
amendments 

We do not bavc (and therefore cannot veri@ compbance with) the 
fohwmg documents 

Rcsourcc Consemtian and Rcamq Ad of 1976 
(RCRA) Pan B P m t  Apphcatioa Rewon No. 1, 
December IS, 1987 and April 13,199s partial revism. 

Txzasmnic Ahxed Wastes, RCRA Part B Pcrdt 
AppllcatioD, July 1,1958. 

Comprehcpswc Enviroamental Assessment and 
R~sponse Program, Phase Z DOE I991 

The Quality Q ~ u r s n c o  (QA) Addendum for OUfO 
was not available, prtcluchng rmew of certain QA 
protocols. 

PRJZIMINARY NOTE2 Bu;arrscccrtarn mtians (iie.,Sc;c~~.Zl, 
22 and 73) included numerous subsections @e., tht individual site 
descriptlans, conceptual models and Iield sampling plans (FSPs)), we 
have chosen to addrcsi these sections generically. 

1. The data quakty Dbjcctrves (D-) developed h this work p h  do not appear to meet tbc 
ob~ectlvcs of a quanutatwe assessment program. The FSP should be ticd much more closely 
to spccfic dara needed to a h  mnccrsn cn~cal to quantitative ddion-maling. 
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1. 
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6. 

7. 

The Work Plan appears to bc on schedule for submission according to the IAG Mitcstonc 

T ~ C  Work Pian demonstrates an understanding of the proctss for sclcctmg appIicablt or 
relevant and appropriate rqdrements (ARARs). ammenk have been made where t a t  
needs revision, however, porcntial ARARs have not been evaluated mdrvldualiy. 

Since project scoping has not bcen ptrfonncd m detail, thc work plan has a ueak conceptual 
framework and quantitative basis. Current Enmonmtntal Protcxaon Agency (EPA) efforts 
at streamhug cmphaslzts the importance of adequate project scoping to a suc=ssful, 
parsimonious effort Many activihcs (such as p r e h m y  dcvelopmcnt of alternatives, 
conceptual model dtvelopment, and DQO development) should bc copductcd in detail during 
scop1ng. 

. 

Schedule (IAG Statement of Work [SOW) p. 17). I 

The document stems w nus the ovcraU role of a waceptual model IZI thc scoping of an 
RCSRA Facility hvestigatiodRcmdu1 Invwtigation (RFURZ) - Corrective Measurs 
StudyLFcasibiiiry Study (CMSLFS) effort, Instead of forming the framework around which the 
REl/Rl effort is based, the conceptual rnodelikxg ehrt appears to be wewed as an appendage 
to thc o v e d  RFURI pro- The conccptwd models presented in the Work Plan should 
be specfic, address the important issue of future iand use, and have t$e capacity to cnnkirJm 
the importance of other sources of wntamtnatmn on the OW10 indrvldual hazardous 
substance sites (IHSSs). 

To be adequate from a quantmhvc pomt af mew, the DQO process dtscussed in S-on 4.0 
should provide the framework for development of statistically-bascd tools and data of 
adequate quahty to pcmt the making of decisions critical to environmental restorahonwithin 
known bounds oE u n m y .  The key RFURI decisions should be identilied. zhe Work 
Plan should provide the bass for the quantitative demsion-rnbg that drives the RFyRI: - 
CMSES program. 

The Phase 1 RFI/RI efirt will not producc the data needed for a Bascline Risk AsstssmcPt 

Section 80, Basehne Risk Assessment, is a generic description of tho human hcalih risk 
assessment procws The conttnts of this section are not related to the actual Phase L RF" 
&OK Rclatmg the requirements of thc basclme nsk asstssmcnt presented h Section 80 to 
the FSP would grcatly benefit the Work Plan. 

Io SectJon 8.2, (Basetinc Risk Assessment, Data Concctim and Evaluation) on pg. 8-6, 
several amon lrtms arc identified IZI the bullets under pata collect~on. Thtsc include such 
quanbtatavc considerations as addressing modelmg paramctcr needs, defining background 
sampling needs to distingush sitGrtlated contaminabon from natrvaUy occumng or other 
nomite-related levels of chemicals, conductrng pr&minary uposurc tfssessmem, and 
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dcvclopmg an overall strategy for sample collection to make sure data am appmpnatc for use 
)I] quantmtm nsk assessment. None of thesc action items have been addrased rn the Phase 
I RFUU work plan for OUlO 

We suggest that the lnvcstsgatoxs go through Scctaon 80 and matcgrate many of the aaons 
identified therein into the development of the FSP. Scdon 8.0 should be used to ensure that 
the Phase I Kcld effort IS collectmg the data needed for nsk asscssmtnt. The DQO pzocca 
should be ngorausly apphed to these data nctda 

6. The FSP 1s weak in s e v d  ways The sampling designs (particularly the grid spacmg) are not 
justified an quantitative (i c., statistical) grounds Thcrc needs to bc an attempt to justify the 
numbers of samples to be collected. There should be ~ssuranct that the data wiIi meet the 
needs of quanbtauve deusion-mhg. 

9. To be consstcnt wth current EPA guidance, scnous considerahon of remcdd dte& 
development and thm considerahon h scoping tbe Phase 1 samplmg program need to bc 
addressed before all Phase I data have been collected. 

10. W e  there E occasional mention of background concentrations and comparisons of 
rnonmnng results with backpound concentrabons, it is clear that these buts have not been 
senously considtrtd Ths is reflccted in the FSP and the QuaIrty Assurance Pmject Plan 
(QAPjP), which gwe inadquare consideration to the use of dupltcatc samples to cgtabhh 
total vanabihty. This variabihty I critical to designing an cf€cctive samphg program to 
determine if background or &ai (often mb-based) standards have been csxdcd. 

The methodology by whch sitc-specificstatlstical background values will be estabhshed sbould 
be presented Cnt~cal decisions regarhg attainment of cleanup standards wilI rrltimakly be 
based on this work 

11. The exposure assessment, and particularly the ust of modeling to estmatc concentrations of 
contaminank at oBite pornts of exposure, IS weak Models need to be identilied, and tho 
statlsucal charactenzauon of exposure asscssmmt parameters should be addrcsscd. 

The Environmental Evaluation Work Plan (EEWP) docs not appear to completely fulfill the 
recommended EPA guidance for preparation of an R D  Work Plan and a Sampling and 
Analysis Plan (SAP). The most siprficant shortcomings ID the EEWP as compared to the 
EPA guidance arc deficLencics m (1) the lnitial evaluation of existing data and infiarmatiaa, 
which should include the conceptual model, and (2) the work plan rationale, which should 
mclude the dcfirubon of the enwonmental risk assessment methodology and associated data 
nceds 

12. 

13. Thc EEWP identifies rhe need far coordination and mtcgration of data collection activities 
wlrh the EEWPs bcmg conducted for OUl, OU2, and OU5. Eowcper, the mkption nnd 
coordinahon of the data ColIecUon acuvities (and subsequent mtcrpretations o f  impacts and 
risks to receptors) M the OUlO and OU2 EEWPs may be dfficult due to di&rtnccs in 
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14. 

15. 

16 

17. 

techmcal approach We recommend that consistency in the EEs across R d z  Flats Plant 
(RFP) 1s tstablshed and mantamed 

Tbc EEWP needs to address in more detail the impact and risk assessment methodologies. 
In general, the EEWP needs to demonstratc how risks and impacts will be assessed (based 
manly on t s u e  burdens), and (mth the txccption of aquatic toxicitg testing) haw prpormtt 
to mtes of contamnants ud be addressed. The methodology used to dobe  ecological 
cntcna in the pathways analyses should be explained in detail. The discussion should not 
preclude an adequate evaluation of the crftcrh dmelopmcnt I.nctbodolOgyy tbe uncertaintia 
associated with the methodology, and haw these mkna can be used u, lmpact assessment 

The EE\I'P indicate that the tcological inventory stations will be located at, or in the 
h a h a t e  ncimty of, stations at which abiotic media a be c h a r a c t d  for contambnt 
burdens. We arc concerned that sufficient data on the nature and extent of contamination 
may not bc avadabic to aid in the sclechon of the final locatrons br the ecological mventorp 
samphng. The mdcdtcs that development of CLItCIifi for Selecbon of cantaminanto 
of concern will occur during Task 1. However, it IS not clear how these cntcna will lnllucnce 
the selectlon of contaminants for Phase I smplmg of abiotrc media 

The precise use to whch refmncc areas will be put should be dehcd (LQ, in a qmM.ativc 
context). The EEWP should describe up detail the approach to impact or nsk asessment to 
be employed using thtsc refmncc 8rtcis. If assessmmt metho&lo#cs employing r t h c e  
areas arc to be used, we suggest that differat approaches srrt consdcted, sucb as comparing 
lmpactcd areas in OUlO wth a number of similar nEcrence areas throughout thc general 
BouIdtr-RF'P region so that a standard "range" of background or reference condatbns can bc 
established for the enme RFP and uscd consistently across OUs. It muld hen be possible 
to test whether or not OUlO srca(s) fall "ithm thc range of untmpacted ~ ~ ~ d i t i ~ m .  

Acc0rd.q to Figure 9.4-1, Task 1 scoping actiaies will t a h  five months to complete (months 
1-S), while Task 2 activities will rquke up to nine months to compbte (months 1-9). The 
Task 3 field samphg activities are scheduled to begin in month 1. Grotn the nccd to 
complete the scopmg activities before field sampling can be initiated, beginrung tcological 
lnventory sampbg and tdcrty tesbng in month 1 does not seem reabtic. 

1. Section 10, page 1-1, para 1: Since the fifth sentence almost implies that Comprehcnarpe 
Envlronmcntal Response, Compensation, and Liabmty Act (CERCLA) requirements don't 
apply, the sentence should be changed to "Although the IAG makcs RCRA activiclts and 
termrnology pnrnzuy at OUlO, it nonetheless rtquircs compkancc wth both RCRA and 
CERCLA" 

2 Sectmn 1 0, page 1-1, para 3: This Work Plan mrredy addrusts characterization of source 
matenals and roils. The IAG, however, statci furthe that thu IS t c ~  "-p&& the 
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mformation necessary to determine thc nsk aszociated with the 8 0 u r ~ e  of contiminabon at 
cacL.wt-.." (IAG SOW, p- U) Characterization of source mntmhls and soils may not 
provide enough mfonnation for adequatc risk assessment. 

Section 1.0, p& 1-1, para. Z: The relationship of mSS definitions to the several source 
documents should bc clarified, parllcularly With respect to the informatm in Section 132 on 

3. 

pg. 1-7. 

4. Section LO, pg. 1-3, para k A sentence should be added to orplam how National 
ErrPironmental Pollcy Act ("A) activities and documentatmn requk.ements have been 
handled. 

Smce the EPA Superfund Public Ekalth Evnlustion Manual s no longer appkcable, we 
suggest deleting the last bullet itca Several other guidance documents that should bo 
includcd m the 1st arc ns follow 

Environmental Protection Agacy (EFA) 1987a. pata Qualitv Obitctrvw for Remedial 
Jksponsc Actiaties* Develo~rnent Procws . Office of Emergency and Remedial Rcsporue. 
EPA/S40/G-87/003. 

E,nviromtal Protection Agency (EPA) l987b. ,Data 0uaht-v Obiectzvcs for R e m a  
paponst 1 j . p  ctmtr Acti 'tiesa ' with& tcd 
Ground Water. Office of Emergency and Runecid Response. EpA/54o/G-87KK)4. 

Environmental Protecuon Agency (EPA) l989a Pmrt on 
Pata Uualitv. EPA/530-SW-W021. 

um Criteria to Assure 

Environmcntal Protmon Agency P A )  1990a. Guidance for Data Useabilitv m Risk 
Assessment. Interim F d  Office ofEmergency sndRemcdial Response, EFA/54€)/C3-9OB08, 

EmironmentaI Protection Agency (EE'A) B90b A Rati ~ Ineat 

I n n  . Soils. Office of Research and Developmeot, Enwonmcntal Monitoring 
Systems Laboratory, Las Vega, NV, EPA/600/4-90/033. 

5. h a o n  12, pg. 1-4, para. 2 Some mention should be made of the QHjP and the Qualltg 
Assurance Addendum (QAA), as they arc cntlcal to a swcusfLIJ RPURI effort 

6 k t i o n  1.2, pg. 1-4, para 3: If the FSP will prmde data to 'cvaluatc remedial dtematipes" 
it assumes that potcnual remedtal alttrnatxvcs have been icleabfiai These alttrnativcs should 
be identified. 

7. Section 1.2, pg. 1-5, para. 1: The last sentence m this paragraph appcara to be r&udant 
wthin itsclE We suggest rmrdmg the rcutcncc to read "Ihc basdm risk assessments will 
pro& the justificatloa for performing Comantememcdial Actioms." 
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8. Section 1.2, pg 1-5, para 2. The phrase a . . to adequately characterize. . . ' should be 
dtfincd in terms of what vvlll be evaluated quant~tstrvely, what will be cvaluatEd quakatwev, 
and what are the rtstnctions and uncertaintics L L ~  the assessment 

The bullet itcms do not appear to be sufficient for a comprchcnsrvt cnvironmentsl waluat~on. 
Any additional efforts to bc conducted under Phase IT should bc dtscn'btd briefly to sct the 
propcr context for evaluation of Phase I field CfEOrts 

Scchon 1.3.1, pg. 1-6, para 1: If matenals rcfcrred to 10 the " . . . off-site drsposal of SOU 
radioactive matenals . . . " contams Pondcrete and Saltcrcte it is m d  waste. 

9 

The DOE facikty to whch the waste will be transferred for d ~ ~ p a l  should bc idcnbfhd. 

The relabonshp of the last sentence ( b e p i n g  wth "Preltninary assessments") LO the OU10 
IHSSs should be described 

10. Section 13.2, pg. 1-7, para. 1: The relevance of thcsc different IH.SSs categories to the way 
in which the RlWU effort is conducted should be explained. 

11. Section 133.1, pg 1-8, para. I and 2. Thcrt paragraphs should be moved so that the second 
paragraph is fist 

The "sccunty area'' and "buffer ZODC" idcnt~ficd paragraph 2 should be included m Figure 
1.3-1 

13 Scctlon 133.2, pg. 1-8, para. 3- Tbe "opetabon area ol R€P" should be defined. 

14. Sectlon 133.3, pg 1-8, para. 4- This summary discussion should be more d d e d  (e+, "cool 
wmters, wth some snow" should be replaced with average tcmpcraturcs and mchcs of 
precipitation). 

15. section 13 33, pg 1-10, para 1: Please relate &IS information to m, especially ths last 
sentence. 

16 Scctlon 13 3 4, pg 1-10, para 3: Ibe series of ponds on Walnut and Woman Ckcks should 
be drscussed 

The dramage situation on the southcm RFP sccunty a m  should be presented so there as 
clear recopmn that the flow was to Woman Creek, and the SXD drotrtcd this flow path 
from Woman Creek 

The reference to * . . . between RFP and Woman seek .. . naeds to be clarified. It 
appears the reference IS to the R.F'P s m t y  arc8 
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17. 

18 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22 

23. 

Sachon 133 5, pp. 1-10 8: 1-12, para. 4. If the 'Property Protection Area (PPA)" IS the 
buffer zone it should be idcntiEied 8s Such. The hiformation about the siZe of tbese areas b 
redundant and could bc deleted 

The reference to the Montane up1a.nds is confusmg. The lo#rtron of the uplands should be 
included. Tho tenn a . . c3epressed UI the fooW as savannah. . ," should bc clarilid 

The: reference to "Ravines" should be claficd (ie. is thts the fiootbills 
discussed ia the next paragraph). 

c u m m ~  

Scction 13.35, pg 1-12, para. 1: ThC refennus to I . .  . the lands acQuited in 1974.. ', " . . . thc lands orignally aquind for the site h 1951 . . ' and . . . the on@ boundaq . . ? arc confusmg. Cbnsistency in the use of thtst ttrms is necessary. 

A map showulg the dismiution of vegetation types 0x1 the Rpp would be helpful 

A map shavnng the dstri3ution of the Msss mer these vegetation units would also bc useful. 

There is no mention of endangend or threatened sptcics on the Rpp. scvesal species of 
concern havc recently been found and should be reported. 

Section 133 5, pg. 1-13, para. 1: Prairie dogs should be included m thk stctiofl 

Section 13.3 6, pg. 1-15, para. 1: The a s d o n  that "Rm is located in a rural area" bas not 
been adequately just&xl, particularly with regard to the population information in the next 
paragraph. More reccnt land use data should be used in place of the 1973 data 

Smon 133.6, pg. 1-15, para. 2. Tht fifth sentence, begiming with "Recent population 
estunatcs registered.. . " should read "Recent estunatcs of population growth rcgstcred. . 
I 

Semon 133 6, pg. 1-16, para i: The term TOSCO" should be defined. 

Seaon 133.7, pp 1-16 to 1-19, en= d o %  The discushn of refind geology and 
hydrologv is not geared to quantitative assessment. There iS needs to be considtration of the 
heterogeneity of the geological me&& 

A West to East Cross-Section" of the geology would be very helpfuL 

The uppennost hydrologic unit, wbch IS of reguIatory signihnce, should be iden- in this 
section 
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24. Secbon 13.3.7, pg 1-19, para 1: The depth to the watcr table should be prwlcltd 

Some indication of the vanability of the depth of alluvium and the characterisbcs thereof 
should be included. 

Also, the rates of groundwater flow should be pmdcd. 

Section 133 7, pg. 1-20, para. 1: The bedrock aqu& of concern and its linkages with the 
alluvlum should be defined, Whether the aquifer is included in the "uppcmost hydrolop 
u t "  and how much of tbe Arapahoe Formation h potcntialIy affected by RFP activities 
sbould also be discussed, 

25. 

Othcr RF'&RI WorL$ans descn'be a 'kcatbered zone" in thc Arapahoe Formation that is 
potenbdy a W e d  by RFP activities. Huw this k l h c r a d  zone" relates to che mfomtion 
this paragraph should be &cussed. 

The rata of groundwater flow should be included. 

26. section 20, pg. 2-1, para. 3: Thls paragraph is difficult to understand. The statemcat that 
"The background level data used to a n a m  the 1988 soil data. . . " should be clarified. With 
regard to the last sentence, the specific table number from thc Background Gtochcmical 
Cbaracterizabon Report should be ate& 

Section 21, pp. 2-1 to 2-146, entat section: Tak section presents background and physical 
setting lnfarmation for thc OUlO IESSs (Sections 21 1. through 21.16). The folIowrag types 
of wmrm were bund m these drscusdons: 

27. 9 

60 'd 

There should be closer currespondence of the text discussions and the figures displayed in 
these stcuons. In some casu, entiks arc mmtioncd rn the text, but not shown on the 
correspondmg figure. For example, Scctlon 21.13 @g. 2-7) iuhcates that the frcnch drain 
system and mterccptor trenches arc shown in Figure 2.1-1, while they arc not. In Scction 
21.4 1, the descnpbon of the locabon of the Dumpster Storage Area of IHSS 174 is diffhlt 
to reconcile mth Figure 21-8. Locations of stained ground and their relationship to sptcifio 
soil sampk Iocabons should be made clcar for all IRsSs. H certam cases, wek identifled as 
bemg closest to IHSSs could be shown on the associated figures (e g, Figure 2 1-13). 

The lndrvidual lIISS drscussions contain nuemus mtances of repehtivc materiaL For 
e;xamplc, the second paragraph in Section 23.4.2 (pg 2-27) and the stmnd paragraph in 
Section 21.4.4 tsseatdly say the same thing. A srmilar stmation &ts for Stchans 215.1 
and 215.2. Such redundancy should be removed m dtxng. 

With regard to the 'Physical Cbaracteristk$ discussions, there is ocCaSh~1 hconslstenCy in 
thc depth of surficial matuial and the depth M groundwater. For example, in Section 2113, 
the depth of sur6cial materlal 1s given as 10 ft, while the groundwater la given as 
apprmately 10 to 15 ft below the ground surface 

EPPESEPSIS 'ON XWtI S a  AN3 dtrEiMZWH 



9 

The 1988 do11 samphg tfforts should be dtscusscd at the bcgxnuing of the section. Proper 
background to this Cnort should be prcscnted, since it is the prunary data sour= for the 
MSS-specific sections on the Nature and Extent of Contammation. The rkscussions about 
only ctrtam perccntages of soil samples being CoUected while m t m g  hl approval of the 
Closure Plan needs to be clarified on a gencric bass at the begimag of Sectlon 2 

The soils sampfing data from the 19128 sumy IS prtscnted m a wry "non-quanhtativc" 
manner, and there appears to be no attcmpt to utilize these data to design an cffiaent Phase 
I sampling program. These data might well be useful m establkhmg vanance components for 
optlrmzing the design of the Phase I field effort 

There are numerous references to cornpanson of thc results of the 1988 soil samphng to 
background. Apparently ths indicates a Qmplt cornpanton of bdrvidual values from thc 
IHSS soik with background means('). Such comparisons have no statistical meaning, and a 
concentration above a background mean does not ntccssaIily mean that the contamreant is 
present above background, These discussions nccd to mdtcate exactly what was done in them 
cornpansons, and why they were done, 

The tables of soils sampling summary data (e.g , Table 2-1) could be improved, at lcast with 
regard to the 'Concentrabon Range" column We suggest addrag a column gmng the 
detection hmts. The unponance of the "B" dcknatoxs IS also not cntmly clear. How I 
concentrahon range for radionuclides can be determind when only one sample is collected 
needs to be clarified 

There are several refcrcnces to a "random systematic grid sampling program" (for cr;runple, 
see Seztion 21 4.2) T ~ I S  has not been adequately defined, and does not appear to reprcsent 
what rt says. A random systematic grid IS one in which the frst locauon is selected at random, 
and aII other locauons are defined on the bass of t h ~ ~  first location. 

The dscussions should pay more attention to the important consideration of Contaminahon 
from other sources, whch IS particularly important for groundwater assessment Upga&ent 
web  at several IKsSs (e g., rxIsS 176) are contaminated, yet the plan mentions nothrng about 
the source of the contamnabon (In the case of IHSS 176, it IS the Solar Po&) The 
unportanct of ths contaminahon is should be gwcn greater consideration. 

The mflnenct of the slope of the weathered bedrock surface on groundwater €low in the 
allmum (partmlarly where rhc alluvial layer is sbtraltow) md~catts that this phenomenon must 
be considered in groundwater flow modeling. Since groundwater modchug is not discussed, 
ttus IS not grvcn adequate attentlob It should be an integral component of the conceptual 
model at the site, and is a source of heterogenerty 111 the system. 

28. Section 2 1 1.3, pg 2-7, para. 2 The reference to "shallow sods around LRSSs 124.1 . . . 
should be clanfed Also, how the unsaturated condibons of the shallow soils s h m  that the 
wtmg french dram systenl1s effecuvtly collecung the shallow groundwater from the areat 
of these tanks should be clarif!cd. 
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29. Section 21.1 4, pg 2-7, para 4: The "pass3de" contaminants bted herein were not discussed 
in Scchon 21.1.1, SLS mdxated 

30. Section 213.2, pp. 221 & 2-22, para. 4. whether or not the six tanks rekrrcd to herm arc 
the same 6 tank cited 3 paragraphs earlier in k t m n  213.1 @g 2-21) should be mdicatcd. 
Tbe presentation of the resdts of the tank sampling IS not clear. The cobre paragraph 
should be wntten more cltarly to allow the reader easier understanding. 

31. Sechon 21 4.1, pg. 2-24, para. 3 What happt~td when the dumpster became full should be 
d e s c n i .  

32 stction 21.5.4, pg 2 4 ,  para. 5 How radiological c0ntammmt.s were idmtificd above 
background when tberc were no poutwe Eddtcr rcadmgs ne& to be explained 

33, SezbOn 22, pp 2-146 to 2-172, enhre secuon: Thxs sect1011 presents the sxtc concept& 
models each OUlO MSS (Stcbons 22 1. through 2216). The followhg rypts of concerns 
were bund LU these dncussions: 

These conceptual mod& are vexy gcncraL Much more sitGspecilic detail should be pravided 
Zhe invcstxgators take the positron that adequate data are not avaiible for development of 
more detailed conceptual models at this stagc. We &agree, p~&cularly with respect to 
location of receptor points and recepfor populations. These models arc not adequate to serve 
as the bass of a Pkme I WDRI samphng ef€ort, and theu generaby and lack of detail draw 
into question their adequacy for development of a baseline risk asscssmtst The investigators 
should m e w  Section 8.3, where much of the information that should be urcluded in a 
conceptual model IS discussed 

The conceptual models ignore future use sctnarios, whch should be considered in the 
baseline mk assessment. 

The conceptual models demonstrate no awareness of the importance of other souz~es of 
contarnulation on the IG[SSs m UU10. The relaQo&ip of the IHSSs to each other and to 
other OUs as far as flues of contaminants 6 wnc.crncd must be addresd in the mnccptual 
models or senous errors in dcsigmng the Phasc I RErvRl field ef€orts wiU occur. 

W e  suggest that SecUon 2 2  begm With a schematic representation of a c o m p r c h e ~ e  risk 
model for OUlO that includes all laown pwiblt exposure parhways (iey over aII -1. 
Tlus will foster consistency in appfication of the plssessmtnf over IHSs. 

34. section 2225, pg 2-149, para. 4: The refertnce to csrpasurc of human receptors if the site 
1s excavated rnlcates that worlcer wposure is bang considmd bere. How worker exposure 
is unportant to the baschc nsk assessment should be explaned. 
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Section 224.4, pp. 2153 & 2-154, para 5: Statements to the t&ect that "Migration of 
mntamrnants off slte is not expected to produce a major impact" should be chninated Such 
statements arc not supported by informatron pnsentcd thus far in the work plau 

Section 2.25.2, pg 2-154, para 3: The last sentence rndicaiing that "Nitratc/dtrite was 
detected above background m two samples" should bc clariGtd as far as what medium is being 
drscwsed. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38 

39. 

40 

41. 

4 2  

43. 

44. 

a 'd 

Section 3.0, page 3-1, para. 1: Pottnbal location-specific ARARS would be better dctermtaed 
at this early stage (for precisely those reasons given in Smon 3.23.). The main subject6 of 
COD- for location-speclfic ARARs arc thrngs like faults, wetlands, salt-domes, histoac or 
archcologcal sites, wilderness, endangered spptclw, etc. If any of these are present, there may 
be major unplications for the clcanup process 

IAG Scchons 107 and 108 call for a facilrty-wide Alb4R.s study to sct cleanup standards at 
Rocky Flats. The study IS to be done by DOE, uath approval by EPA I€ this study has been 
done, it should supply WtuaIly all indmted potentla1 ARARS for OU10. 

Stchon 3.2, page 3-1, para 3: The third sentmcc, The d g  procw~ will consi&r...," 
is incorrect. An aGurate dcscnpbon of the screcnbg is given on the nczt page, 3-2, in the 
middle of the firat full paragraph. 

The last sentence m paragraph 3 should say, "When mort than one PiRAR is ) d a w  
dealing With a single subject, the more stnngenLa 

Section 32, page 3-1, para 4: Thc fitint sentence is maccurate, the first step m i d c n m g  
potcnbal ARARS has already occurred. Charts arc included in ths Chapter. 

Stctlon 32, page 3-2, para 1: This paragraph contains an excellent suDlMaty of the process 
for selecting standards. It IS seldom explained so well. 

Section 323 ,  page 3-5, para. 1: SOPS are not likely s p f i c  enough to cover thc variety of 
situabons that can amc. It s bmt that site managen be familiar wth the AR4Rs conuxnhg 
mvtstigation-denved wastes in order to be SWC those repiremcnts are met. 

&Chon 3 2 4 ,  page 3-5, para. 2: This paragraph is lac& redundank It could be deleted. 
If not deleted, the second sentence should be cdrrccted Lo show that Camplianco with the 
most stringent ARARS is likely to ensure attainment of srmilar, but less stringent ARARt, 
d&g wth the same subject. 

Tables 3-1, 3-2, and 3-3. All titles should mdicate the domu (installfttion, mdmidual dtc, 
ctc ) for which these are potentially applicable 

Table 3-1: "Sitt-spccfic* IS too ambiguous a tern fix a subtiUt ui this bstanct. "Site" can 
mean the installabon or mdvidual Ous or IHSSs. The tmm "Site" should be clanficd. 
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45. 

46. 

47. 

48 

49 

r j  50 

51. 

52 

53. 

Table 3-1 and Table 3-3. ncse tables need to be enlarged since some of the material IS not 
readablc. 

Sahon 4 0, pp. 4-1 to 4-11, entre scctlon: This secbon on Dah Nctds and Data Quality 
Obpmcs ncvcr gets to tbc quantitative core of rbc matter of DQO dcvtlopmcnt It a& 
greater detail to serve as the bass of the Phase I field effort. 

Section 4 0, pg. 4-1, para. 2: The areas addrcssd by Phase I of the RFURI do not appear 
to be conustent uith those presented carlicr or wth the actual field a~tavitics. There docs 
not really appear to be a difftrenco in "debtion of contaminant sources" (Phase I) and 
"determinahon of the nature and extent of contamination" (Phase II) T h i  needs k, be 
c l a d i d  

SectJon 40,  pg 4-1, para 3: Contrary to what this paragraph says, DQCh were not 
established for the OUlO Phase I RFI/fU m accordance with Appendix A of the Rocky Flats 
Plant Site-Wide Qusllty Assurance Project Plan. 

Scction 4.13, pg. 4-3, para. 1: This would be a good plact to pttscnt a generic mxxceptual 
model for the OUlO IKsSs. This modcl should include all possible OUlO exposure pathways. 

Tius paragraph attempts to justify the very generic MWC of &e conceptual models presented 
m Section 22. However, the conceptualizations could be much more siu-spcdfic than they 
are, 

%&on 4.14, pg 4-3, para 2: The criteria for evaluating the usability of existing data should 
be prmded. The EPA gudance document should be nted. 

Section 4.1.4, pp 4-3 8c 4-4, para 4: The reftnnce to "an analyhc level . . required that 
ylelds data of sufficient qualiry" indicates that the investigators have not givcn adequate 
considctation to the importance of field (spatid) variabilitg rn dcviloplng DQOs Table 4-1 
pes the same indicatron. Analytic levels arc one aspect of DQO development. PARCC 
parameters arc another, and should be addressed m this Wart plan. 

Section 4 1 4, pg 45, para. 1: Table 4-1 docs not summarize the data quality objectives and 
data needs. Table 4-1 addresses ozdy some a s p b  of DQO developmeat and data ne&. 
The fact that "Support Baseline Rul; Assessment," "Support Environmental Evaluat~on," and 
"Eoaluabon of Remedial Alternatives" reference the data ne& of the other two objectioes 
m Table 4-1 would h&cate that mnceptully, there is somcthfng mong wtth Ibe way them 
data needs or their data quality 0bjectm.s arc dc6ncd. This should be clanficd. 

Stchon 4.22, pg 4-8, para. 1: The statcmcnt to the effect that data cblltcted in Phase I WiIT 
be used to determine the availability and tomcity of the cantanunants of conccm needs ta be 
clarified 
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54. Section 4.23, pg. 4-10, para. 1 llus paragraph indicates that the FSP Svauatcs data quantrty 
needs, and that sitGspe~fic sampbg rattonale arc presented for tho 4oIlection of data to 
fuEU the data needs. It also says that the FSP cvaluatts the sampbg and andyss options 
Ths docs not appear to be correct and should be clanficd. 

55 Section 4.2 3, pg 4-10, para 2 The refereace to the effect that P A R E  goals should not be 
sct (considered) at the outset of the RFURI iS correct only if thc Phase I FU?I/RI Geld 
propram is designed to p r d e  the type of data needed to set PARCC parameters for 
subsequent phases of the program. Such IS not the case for the OUlO Phase I field efforts, 
where wtually no attention IS given to characterhng the components of variation needed to 
design an efficient Phase field program 

56 Secuon 4.23, pg. 4-10, para. 3: This paragraph. indicates that the speclfic ObJectivcs associated 
mth each of the PARCC parameters are included in the QAA We are unable to check this 
mformation smcc a copy of the QAA for OUlO was not ~ncludcd in the document for rcvihv 

57 Sectlon 5 I, pg. 5-1, para. 2 It IS unckar why the QAA IS not part of the SAP. This 
relationshrp should be c l a d i d  The last sentence contradm Section 1.2, which says the 
Health and Safety Plan unll be issued 

56. Section 5.52, pg. 5-4, para. 2 This paragraph contams several senous oversights. 

Fmt, the mcthodology for comparison of "all analyr~cal data collectedn against background 
~ l u c s  . . to determine thev significance.. . " has not becn adequately dewlopcd, and tho 
data to be colIected are not partrcularIy amenable to such comparison. There has been no 
consideration gmen to the level of replication, me X and XI crror levels, ex, nor the 
statement of hypotheses for such cornpansons 

Second, tbe statement to the effect that groundwater quality data .. . . from upgradient 
momtonng wclls wrll be used to determine site-specific background values for gruundwatcr 
analytts' indicates that the invcstigitors pay no heed to the problem m contarnuration of 
upgradient w c h  at many si&, and the need for appropriate approaches to groundmter 
momtonng 

59. Sectlon 5 6, pg 5-4, para. 3: n e  Phase I field effort wdl not product tht data nccdcd Lot 
a basekne nsk assessment. 

60. Section 5 6, pg 5-6, para 1: The data to address these objcctivcs under Phase 1 need to bc 
identified 

How the lml of uncertainty IS m be identrfitd and cbaractehd should bc explained. 

Section 5.6, pg 5-6, para. 2 Environmental impacts are not addressed under the baseline risk 
assessment 

61. 
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64. 

65 

66. 

67 

68. 
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69. 
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Sccbon 5 6, pg 54, para 3: The rcfercncc to "s'scophg thc BRAP" 1s cunow in that no such 
rnemun&l scoping appears to have been yet accomplished 

ThC statement regarding the " . . rtfcrenccs to be used dmng the basehe nsk assessment 
. . . " should be clanfied. 

Section 5.7.1, pg 5-7, para. 2. With regard to the substance of the RFlRI effort at OUlO, 
it is not clear what the reht~onship of RCRA and C€Rc3;A J~~~S&CQOII. What difference 
this junschction make to the conduct of the RFURI needs to be qlmcd Thls paragraph 
is m error m asserttng that CERCLA W;n be used 85 ytdancc. 

Section 5 7 1, pg 5-11, para 2. We &agree wth the &t sentcnce mchcating that the 
cxirtmg data do not adequately charactem the sow, release mtcharusms, and R U ~ ~ Q O R  
pathways for contamination at OU10, as well as the second statement that =sting data are 
not suffinent for rmplementlng the screening of altcmalmes. Much more could have been 
accomphhtd wth current knowledge OR both accounts. 

Secbon 6 0, pg 6-2, Figure 6 0-1: Why the Baseline Risk Assessment contrnucv into 1996 
with no apparent field achwfxs being conducted after the Phase Z effat should bc cffplaintd 

Sechon 7.1, pg. 7-1, para. 2 The mc&a that are the subject of Phase 1 RF'URI field 
investigation for OUlO should be identified. 

These specific objecth ate Dot MXlSlStenf W h  objectives for Pbsst 1 discusstd ChVhCrC, 

Section 73, pg 7-5, para 2 The fact that a single soil sample may bc uscd to characterire 
the physical parameters for mput to bascbe risk assessment IS an mQcation that the 
mvestagaton may not have a proper appreciation of the nccd to characterize vanabdity in all 
parameters and data sources used for nsk sssessment. Detailed DQO dcvclopmmt process 
assoctated wth this work plan would show the need for whatts of vanabillty in paramet.cn 
and input data. 

Section 73.1, pp 7-5 to 7-36, enhre secbon. This section presents rhe sampling p h s  for 
each of the 16 OUlO IHSSs. Rather than repcat tht same comments, we address substantive 
issues m a genenc manner, as follows: 

The FSP never gets to the quantitative bass fnr wk asswsrnttlt There should be 
quantitative cntena dc~cloped to assure the quality of the data generated m this Phasc I 
program, Hypothessts should be stated 1x1 terms that can be tested 

There appears to be no consideratxon of PARCC parametem. Accordrng the QAPjP, the 
specific objcctlves associated wth each of these parameters ate dependent on the intended 
use(s) of the data, and should be descnitd m the W/QAA pnor to mbathg any sampling 
or analysis actinties 
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The samphg design docs not provrde the basis for generating an unbiased estimate of the 
mean and vanance of contamant conctntrauons at the sit, Therehre, it does not grmde 
the data needed to deterrmne If the site mean oonctntratmn statkwally exceeds backgum& 

The I;sP docs not propcrly address the role of field duplicatw rtl a samphg program. field 
duplicates provide data on totaI vanabihy, the most imporknt estmate of sample Variabhy 
one can make It de&s the preclsfon of the mtasurernent process, and is essential to proper 
design of sampling efforts for hypothesis testing (e.g., the stunation of the number of 
samples rcqurred to zneet DQOs) 

The IR[sS-spcufic samphg plans pay no attention to the problem of contammation from 
adjacent contammated artas Such contamhubon has profound rmplications to the design of 
a monitoring program 

Accordmg to the W j P ,  opbons chosen for sampling and a n a l p  must be spedcaDy 
descnbcd somewhere in the WP, preferably in thc ESP, A DQO summary form (Fiyre Al.6 
of the QAPjP) should be lncludtd 

Accordmg to the Q q P ,  the methods and protocols used to odect samples that are 
reprcsentatwe of a particular samphg site will be dtscn’btd in the spccrfic wp/QAA. This 
should be addressed. 

For a number of IXSSs, the discussions of the field sampling need to be more detailed and 
specific. For example, Secuon 73.1 discussw the charactenstics of the soil bonngs without 
ever relating it IO the specific boMgs cisplayed in Figure 73-1, 

In Seckon 73, the depths at which the soil gas samples will be collected should be mbcartd. 

The duechon of groundwater flow should be provlded on the associated figures (e g., I;csure 
7.331). 

In several cases, it was stated that FIDLER and sod gas surveys would be used to locate areas 
of potential contaminabon. Any such bscussions should clearly indicate what types of 
contanunants wdl and will not be dctcctcd wth these instruments 

At a number of sites, the spacing between samples on a systunabc gnd sampling array s 
gvcn. Spacrng in a systematic gnd is detcrmined by the inherent vanabiiq m the data, as 
primarily controlled by spatlal variability m c o n w a n t  conctntrauom Thc FSP makes no 
mentan of the fact that variance emmates w m  used to determine this spanng The 
rnvestigators shodd justify the spacing selected on quaabtabve grounds 

70 Section 75, pg 7-43, para. 1- Tbe justification for the development of analymd suitcs for 
each OUlO IHSS appear to be weak Addiuonal informaQon should be pro~lded tbet will 
assure the reader that contarmnants of concern have been adequately addressed 
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71. 

72 

73. 
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Section 75,  pp. 744 to 7-50, Table 7-2: The heading of the first dwnn on pagea 2 of 7 and 
3 of 7 YS mmrrect (these arc oot me* ) 

Explain what is done la situations were thc IIlboratog PQh CX& ARARs. How thrr 
situation IS handled as far as characterizing a site as contarmnatcd should bo cxplzuncd. Tht 
OApjP recopis  that some WPs may requirc lower detdon h i t s  for more stringent 
mtasurcmenrs. 

Section 7.7, pg 7-56 Table 7-6: The identified mdmum standards for the field and 
laboratory quality control samples identdicd herun should not be used If data are available 
to provide site-specific crbmates. The hrstoncal data collected in 1988 might prwidt such 
information, 

Section 7.7, page 7-55 to 7-57. 'fhc RFP Quality Assurance Pmjcct Plan (QAPjP) requires 
the Work Plan or Quality Assurance Addendum (QAA) for each OU to address the 
acceptable variances of the Quality Control (QC) sample data (ie field dupficates, trip 
blanks, and qulpment m a t e  blanks). These mnnccs should bc stated and drscussed in thts 
WQon of the Work Plan. 

The QAA for other OVs available to us indicates an acceptable variance for QC samples of 
"30 percent relative percent drfference for aqueous samples and 40 pcrcent for homogenous, 
non-aqucous samples". Although thrs vanance may be acceptable, the de-atton of 
sample vartancc usmg the procedure for duplicate samphg specified in the RFP QAPjP is 
not adequate. Sample vanancc calculated using data from spbt samplw rather tban duplicates 
does not quanti€y total variance. 

Total sample variance that impacts the quantitatwe analps of site charactaishcs and 
calculatmns for achcvcment of DQO's contains two componwts. Tbese are: 

the vanance associated with the sampling procedut.cs, sample hm.dEngP and 
sample analysis, and 

b the natural varnncc that d t s  urlthin a sampling site. 

The total vanancc is determined with data cofiecttd from true duplicate sa111p1ts coliected 
separately m 8 sptcificd txmc frame and at relabve locakons withm the sampkng site. Tk 
QAPjP should be modified to ~ U K C  collection of dupkcate samples as stparate samples 
rathcr than spM samplw to provide an analysis of total variance. 

The frequency of QC sample collccbon should be based on the total Pariance calculated from 
previously collected data at tach OU. 'xhe Work Plan should state that the duplicate samplc 
collecbon fnquency shown in Table 7-6 shall be cvefuated durrng the assessment effort to 
detemne if it IS sufficient to maintaul a &tal variance within the acctptablc range. Any 
changes to the sample kequency should be provided to the E W  along \nth supporthg 
calculaoons. 

EPPESEP9i8 'ON XVd 



17 

74. 

75. 

77 

76. 

79. 

so 

ai. 

63. 

Scctmn 7.7, page 7-55 to 7-57, Site spezifjc DQO's are required in tbc QAPJP (Section 3 0, 
page 11 of 25) to be documented 111 the Work Plan or Q M  TSs information is not 
provlded m the Work Plan and should be included m one of these documents. 

Vamnce calculabons spec& to the data colItcted at cach OU B onc of several factors that 
should be addtcssed to evaluate the DQO's for a particular OU. The evaluation of DQO's 
dunng the assessment should be required io the Work Plan for each OU. 

Section 7.7, page 7-55 to 757. "he Woxk Plan should rquire calculations of mmce for the 
different fypes of blanks rtqulred dung  the samphg effort, An evaluation of the variance 
calculation results and an a n a l p  of the impact of these results should be requxred for each 
blank sample type. 

Secbon 8.1, pg 8-1, para. 2 If the baseline nsk asstssmcnt is to be based on Phase I RFI/RI 
results, it cannot meet the objectwes bullebzcd in thts paragraph. 

Section 8 1, pp 8-1 & 8-2, para. 3 The need to consider future land use scenarios in the 
baseline nsk assessment should be addressed 

Stchon 8.2, pg 8-2, para 4 Statements to the effect that " . . . reduction in the number of 
chemical and radiological contarmnants identrfitd to a list of contaminants of concern (COG) 
will be evaluated in accordance wth EPA Guldance @PA, 198%)" should be rewritten to 
be stronger 

Sectlon 6.1, pg 6-4, Table 8-1. The "Superfund Pubhc Health Evaluauon Manual (SP") 
IS out of date and should bc deleted. 

Secbon 8 2, pg 8-7, para. 1: Seztion 20 does not bt the IRSS-specEc COG The Work 
Plan statu that the historical data have not been validated, therefore, they cannot be usxi 
to identifj IHSS-spdic COCS 

Section 8 3, pg. 8-7, entire secbon: Expsure assessment s a complicated process which 
usually involves appkcabon of transport models to estimate offkite exposure concentrabons. 
32s secbon needs to &cuss transport modelmg m more detail. 

Secbon 83, pp 8-7 6t 6-9, para. 4: The first bullet recognizeS the netd to consider "future 
uses" in the baseht  nsk assessment. Ths does not teem to have been carried f a d  
throughout the assessment. 

With regard to the second bullet, why ths charactcrizabon of human receptors was not part 
of the Phase I field investigation should be cl;pla;nOa. 

The fifth bullet should be deleted 
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Section 8.33, pg. 8-11, para 1: W l c  the exact exposure sceaarhs related to future land ust 
may wcll have to wait definimn untd poky dtcisions are rendered, none of this is relevant 
to current land use condibons Potential rcxxptofs should have already been idcnt&d as 
part of the scoping proms. 

Section 8 3 4, pg Sll, para. 2: 13bw p o h  of human exposure wil l  be identified dunng the 
site charactcrlzation should be explained, particularly those located oaite. 

S m o n  &3 5, pg S-11, para 3. Ths reference tn modekng is madequate. The invesbgators 
should have a firm handle on modehg needs already, at kast on a gcnerrc basls. 3 % ~  
paragraph pomts to inadequate scopmg 

Section 83.5, pg. 8-11, para 4. This discussion of uncertaunty is vcrg mportant. Specifically 
haw thu Wm be ammpUlcd should be expandcd and dtscriicd 

Section 8.35, pg 8-15 para 1: What data are berng desmid here should be cxpkuncd. 

Scction 83 6, pg. 8-12, para. 2: The source of these repon-spcdfic ~pposurt parametax 
should be cited. 

Section 83.6, pg. 8-13, para 2- What "contammnt rata" means in the first sentence should 
be explained. 

Sectlon S3.6, pg. 8-13, para. 3- The usc of "reasonable estmates of cxposurc parametersn 
does not appear to be conslstcnt with "using available, region-spccific cxposure p a r a m c ~ "  
m the first paragraph of ths section (~e ,  Sccbon 83.6). 

Section 83 6, pg 8-13, para. 4. Thls paragraph indicates that descnphons of present, future, 
potential, and reasonable use exposure scenarios along mth a descripQon of the assumptions 
made and the use of the data, as well as a descripuon of tht fate and tmnsport mod& that 
wii be used, includmg a summary of thc data that will be used wrth thwc models will be 
submitted somcme before the basehe risk asswmcnt IS conducted The fact that thesc 
lmportant sues have not yet been addresd draws rnto qucsmn the suEficlulcy of the Phase 
I field effort, 

Section 84, pg 8-14, para. 2: With regard to the fourth sentence, beginning wth "Marcover, 
receptors may be exposed . . . " some mention should be made of potenal exposure to more 
than one contaminant, 

It would appear et least some of the bullet items may be ARARS Perhaps t h ~ ~  should be 
checked 
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94. 

95. 

96. 

97. 

98 

99. 

100 

101. 
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Stcbon 84, pg. 8-16, para 2. With regard to the first scntencc, it docs not seem appropriate 
to summ& toxicologml studit5 for those contaminants for which health based standards 
or cnteru already exist. Anpq, summanation of any toxicdog~cal studies performed for 
COct seems like B tall order. Thls should be modified. 

Sechon 8.5, pg. 8-17, entue section The bveshgatoxs h a w  attempted to l m p m  this Section 
compared to the one in past documents (e.g, OW Phase I RFI/RI Work Plan). The 
mvesqators shouJd ensure that the text JS consistent with and representative of the 
mfomation mcluded in Figure 8.5-1. 

Sectmn 85, pg. 8-17, para 1: The reference says =A, 198%'' but Figure 85-1 says 73'4 
19891~' T ~ L S  Mcrence should bc rcconcilcd, 

Section 65, pg 6-17, para 2 Explain what "selected mntamantf means KI the second 
sentence 

Thrs paragraph does not appear to dfierentjate carclnogcnic and non-carcmogenic risk 
estmation. T ~ I S  datinchon nceds to be made explicitly clear. 

This ciscussion shouId address combining risks ams contaminants, as ss shown in Fxgurc 8.5- 
1. 

The fourth sentence, beginnmg with "Intakes (exposure level) of exposed . . . " has a problem 
mth regard to ' . all appropnate exposure pathways to contarmnanb." 

The last sentence m this paragraph (bcginnmg wth "Risks wiU be quantdicd . . . " s b d d  bt 
deleted. 

Sechon 86, pg 8-17, para. 4. Fi'hiIc this paragraph Lecogdizes the need to consider 
uncertainty durlng the enure RFYIU cfbrt (and not just at the end of the Bsscssment), it Eails 
to recognize the mandate to work ugcntly to keep ths uncertainy to a minimum. This can 
only be done if the DQO process is conductcd in a meaningful manner. 

Section 8 6, pg 8-19, para 1. The dscussion of uncertamty analysls is much to general to be 
mcanmgful The investigators should spec@, m detail, what unCeaarnty a n a l p  will be 
conducted, 

Section 9.1, p 9-1, para 1: The ob]emvcs of the baseline EE should tnclude the evaluation 
of potcnml ecological effkts undcr future conditions 

Sechon 9 1 1, p 9-3, para. I- The coordmabon of the OUlO EE ullth the R W R J  actrvitieS 
at OUl,OU2, and OUS and the ongomg site-wide basehne study should be discussed wth 
mort detail m the E W P .  
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103. 

104. 

105. 

106. ' 107. 

108. 

109. 

110. 

l l t  

Section 9.1.1.1, p. 94, para. 1-: The Task 1 efforts should hve a l d y  btta accomplish#i 
as part of the RI s c o p g  

Task 1 mdudes initiabon of thc DQO development process, but does not mention the 
prehmary i d d f i c a t b n  of data needs, The prelmmary idmtificatlon of data nttds should 
prtccde &e development of DQOs, 

Section 9.1.12, p. 9-5, para 2 The majonty of this workshould have h d y  been conduct& 
as part of the RI scoplng. Much of what IS i~cluded under Task 2 is generally considmd part 
of the conceptual model dcvclopment We suggcst combining Tasks 1 with all or part of Task 
2. 

Section 9.1.12, p 9-5, para 2 This parapph inchcates that the final ContaminantS of 
concern are idenufied as a part of Task 2, before abiotic and biotic data gaps are filled and 
before a t m c q  asstssment is conducted The contaminants of concern should not be 
finalued until data gaps are filled and toxicity tests conducted. 

Stcuon 9.1.12, p. 9-6, para. 3: It is unclear why "hctn;zat ioa of the risk or threat of 
OUlO contarmnants to receptor popuIatms and habitats" is being adclrcsscd at this stage of 
the asstssment. It docs POI appear data 3rc adequate at this stage tn chatacrnzt nshr 

Section 9-12, p. 9-8, para. 3: Bow tbc EEspecific contaminant data aceds will bo 
mcorporated into thc Phase I RI abiotic sampling program shodd be discusped 

=ban 9.122, p. 9-30, para. 4 The unplicatim of the lack of methods se .ns ih  enough to 
distrnguish adverse biologscal responses from background 'nose' at Low rackition dose )cvels 
should be chscusscd. 

Section 9.1 4.3, p. 949, para 1: Drscuss the protocols for addrtssing the 'ainddatc species 
for fedad llstlng " This paragraph indicates that there is an underlyrng assumption that the 
existmg data arc acceptable to k t e  ofl" that taxa. 

Section 9 21, p. 9-55 para. 1: D Q h  cannot bc developed until data mais are rdcntified (in 
Task 2). 

More detail on the proctss of "obtaaning consensus" should be prmded. 

All of these actwhes should have been conducted as part of the work plan dcvclopment. 

k t m n  9 2  1.1, p. 9-52, para 2. From what the list of chemicals to be evaluated can "be 
narrowed" netds to bo defined. 

k b o n  9212, p. 9-54, para 1: Dlscuss the tcologml study cfbt  and ate the task and 
document work plan section where the cculopcal study &rt is ~ I S C W ~ ~ .  
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113. 

114. 
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116. 

3 117. 
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Thc b w  for the sample size requemenrs, and what is gong to be done with the tissues that 
wiU rcqulrc sample s h  considerations should be &d. 

Discuss where the "final selection of contaminants of concern and targct biota taxa' w31 be 
conducted, and cite the specific task and work plan SCC~~OR 

Section 9.213, p. 9-55, para. 1: The second sentence m this paragraph s t a b  that one or 
more reference areas may be selected Multiple rekrencc areas should be employed, since 
a single rcfercnct area may not be representatbe of a particular habitat tp. 

Section 9.213, p. 9-55, para, 1. We queshon whether rehnce arms can bc sclectcd based 
on the data available for the Task 1 asscssrpent. 

Scctian 9.21 4, p 9-55, para. 3. Tbls section should be more 8ptCiGc 

Section 9.215, p 9-57, para 2. At thls stage of work plan dcvelopmat, DOE should be able 
to pve gencnc methods and protocols for the ficld sampling design. Without some in&cation 
of design protocols, wc m o t  adequately comment on the field program- 

Section 9.22, p. 9-57, entm scction: Mast of these Task 2 effort6 sbould have bctn 
conducted as part of the work plan scoping and development Some of the Task 2 activities 
should be integrated with Task 1 actidties, since both are part of work plan scopmg and 
should contribute to the development of the conceptual modcL 

S w o n  9.2 2, p. 957, para 3. The second bullet indicates that data on the nature and W 
of contamination will be available for Task 2 achntics. The relationships between Task 2 and 
past or ongoing RI actrvrtiw related to abiotic sampling, and the relationship between Task 
2 and Task 3 samphg actmtxs should be dcsmitb also, desmbe how the data on thc 
nature and extent of coatamhabon will be used to design tht Task 3 a & t k  

Section 922, p 9-27, para 4 In gcncral, thc central importance of the milabihty of 
information on &e nature and aqent of contadnation in conductlag these mkgrated Task 
2 8s 3 actintics should be d~~cusscd, 

The relationshp between data on the nature and extent of contamination and initial toxicity 
tcstmg should be dscussed. 

The tbird bullet should mcludc the identfficahn and charactcrizatian of habitats. 

With reference to the burth bullet, discuss the attributes of these plant and animal specits 
that ullll be charactenzed. 

The fifth bullet should be wmbrncd wth the fourth bullet, "Information" is too nebulous, bc 
speclfic about what populaoon charactcrlstics will bc stwbed. 
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The protomls for gut content snalysu should be discussed. 

119. 

120. 

121 

122 

123. 

124. 

125. 

126. 

127. 

128 

Sechon 9.221, p 9-58, cntrre sechon: Ths literature mew should have been conducted 8s 

part of the N work plan scophg and development activities. 

The central rolc of a conceptual model in the organization and synthesis of histonad data and 
identificabon of dam gaps for Task 3 charactemuon should be rccognizcd and disclused. 

Section 9.23.2, p. 9-61, para 3 The purpose of the Phase I RFURI of providrng data " for 
contrming the presence or absence of contammaban" should be more detarld 

Secuon 9235, p 9-63, cntm sccbon: For ea& subsmon, CISCUSS what will be done with 
the data, why w1u each data type be mlltcred, and how these data will be used m impact or 
nslc asscssmcnt. 

Secbon 9 2.35, p 9-63, para 3: hT1ai.n how the stataon Iocatiom for tcariCity t d n g  will be 
selected. Dlscuss how information on the Daturc and extent of contamation will be used 
in tius stlemon proccss. 

Section 9.23.5, p. 9-65, para 4. The parameters to be measured for the benthic commuoitJT 
should bc d~scusstd. 

Section 9 2 4, p. 9-66, entrre Section This discussion should start with a summary of tbt 
dormation that IS avadable at the initlabon of T a b  4-7. The relahornhip of Tasks 4-7 to 
the clam/iiormahon collechon actmtm IS not cnhrely clear. 

Sechon 9.24, p. 9-67, pam 2 Please elaborate on the infornabon rn thc second sentence 
of thxs paragraph regardmg the integration of the program design wth other ongoing RFVRI. 
studies. 

Section 92.42, p 9-69, para 3 How data on the nature and extent of contamhation will be 
used to identib exposure pornts and exposure conccntrabons should be ocplruntd 

Section 9142,  p. 9-70, para. I: ExpIain why transport and fate modetng might be ~eedtd 
and speclfy the models to be used Unless the models am selected carly m the process, site+ 
specific data needed for modeling may be omitted from the field program. 

It is not necessary under the Nabonal Contingeacy Plan (Ne) to conduct a "worst csse" 
assessment 

k h a n  9.2.42, p 9-70, paras 2 &L 3: T ~ I S  approach represents a major departure from the 
standard "quobent method" of ecologtcal m k  assessment, and the mcthodo1oll;lcs should be 
presented in detail. 
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129. Stchon 924.3, pp 9-70 9-71, para. 4: The first sentence in h i  paragraph ne& some 
clarlficabon, partmhrly with refcrcnct to the two matrons of "qosurt "  Tbe usc of the 
ecological data collccted in Task 3 in thzt assessment should bc cllscusscd. 

DO Scction 9.243, p. 9-71, para. 1- Thiz paragraph is critical m that I t  appears to &cuss the 
unpact assessment methodology. This methodology should be described m detail, includmg 
cndpornts, hypotheses lo bc tested, and how these data will be promded Thc unphcat~om 
of the "quahtativt nature" of tb charactenzation of adverse effects, includrng what can and 
cannot be done, should be discussed 

131. Sezbon 9 2 4 4, p 9-71, entk section: This section IS very general and incomplete. It should 
be expanded 

132 Scction 9 2 5 ,  p 9-72, para 1: Ejcplarn the circumstances under which additmnaI 
ecotoxlcolopcal studles mght be needed. The &election of stations for thu samphng effoa 
should bc dlscussed, 

133. S m o n  9 29, p. 9-72, para 2 The types of quantitative data which could be provided in 
these ecotox.dogical studies should be dtscnbed 

The bullet rems identifjing data-related protocols to be employed in refining the field 
sampling plan are good Tbis field sampling plan should be a dehmbk,  and should be 

Semen 9.2 5, p 9-73, para 1: Dlscuss the ratlonale underlying the selechon of samphg 
staQons that d 1  be employed in Task 9. The relauonshp of these station locataons to the 
nature and extent of contammation should be discussed 

I rmewed and approved prior to implementation of the Task 9 samplmg program. 

134. 
I 

The technical objectives of the sampling effort, ancludmg the relalonshps to bc dctcxznmed, 
and how these efforts will prowde data useful to risk asstsuncnt or mpact charactenzabon 
should be discussed. 

135. Section 9.2 6, p 9-74, para, 3. The suitabilq cnteria pen m the last sentence stern to 
confl~ct wth those presented earlier in the paragraph 

136. S-on 9.2 6, p. 9-76, para 1: These en\lronmental m& sarnplcs should be dscusstd in 
greater detail, mcludrng the conditions under which these samples would be collected and the 
relanonshp to the Task 3 tlssue collections. Also, the methodologv for cstablshment of 
dose-response relaQonships from these ficld data should be &cussed 

With regard to the last sentence, state plslnly how the pathu.ays model will be used to assess 
potential rmpacts. 

137. Section 9.26, p 9-76, para. 4. The dcsign of these atatastcal tests netd to be dlscussed in 
some detaxl 
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138. Section 92  6, p 9-76 & 9-77, para 5: The last sentence in the paragraph fndicatcs that DOE 
will be very caut~ous in the selection of biologml responses for implcmcntation of the impact 
characterization methodology. This approach is to bc applaudut Please bscuss how the data 
to evaluate these quantitatwe considerations Will be derrvcd We presume most of these data 
come &om the Task 3 tcologmf Inventoxy cfbrts, bowc~er, the quantitative asptcts of the 
Task 3 efforts were not adcquately dcsmi and the situanon should be clarified 

Sectron 92.7, p 9-78, para 1. The statement that relevant data will be '. . . integrated and 
evaluated m the characterization of po?cnt.~fd tawonmental impacts" zs not a d q u k  Tbe 
key IS how this charactenzation effort will bc carried out. This methodology for risk 
assessment and impact charactenzahon has not been adquateIy addressed m the work plan. 
Perhaps, as part o€ Task 9, there could be a subsection on "Impact Charrtcterizatioe" 

339. 

140. Scction 9.27, p. 9-74 para 2 and p. 9-79, paras. 1 & 2 lhis dwudon of mediation 
cntcna, and the use of the "vdidated" pathway trophic model for estabhhing rcmtdiation 
critena has not been properly introduced, The vahdation methodology and how this mod4 
will be uscd to assess impacts should be discusstd 

me methodology €or cstabhhing ecological effects criteria (shown in E- 9.24) and bow 
thc methodology tal;cs into amunt wrposure to multiple contaminants should be discused 
UI greater detail 

Discuss the feasibd.xty of ths methodology 111 Sight of the cxrsting tcmmlogical data base and 
the prospects for collectrng tissues in quantities sufficicnt €or cherntcal analyses. 

DISCUSS bow determination of these critczia for OUlO Will be coordraated wth other RFHU 
studs and EEs, and how the acceptable criteria will bc used in conjunctmn with ARAB to 
evaluate potcnbal adverse effects. 

141. Section 9.3, p 9-83, para 1: Discuss the role of information on the nature and extent of 
contamination (and particularly the results of the Phase I sampling of abiotic media 
contamination) m the design of the fidd samphg plan. The general rationale underlying the 
sekchon of samplmg stations should be provided. 

142 k h a n  93.1, p 9-84, para. 3: The types of quant~tatm data to be collected duriag thii 
sampltng cf€brt should be d e s c n i  

Objective No 4 appears to be very important in that ~t mvolvcs an appraisal of the value of 
the collected data for quautitauvc assessment. The proass of "detCrmining objectmes, 
measurement endpoints and methodologies for Task 9 ficldhibaratory contamination studiesw 
should bt &cussed m detail. 

3 

143. Secbon 9.3 1, p 9-85, para 2 Ths discussion of stabstlcal tats is too general. E sampkng 
stabom can be identified at this stage of the assessment, thexe must be a rationale uncklying 
thnr SdcctlOn. 
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146. 
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148. 

149. 

150 
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If there 1s a rationale, specdjc hypotbeses to be tested must have been formulattd 
npproach to quantrtatrve lmpact assessment should be cxplaincd in detail. 

DOE should stress the use of these quanbtativc data b establish samples ~ z t s  for acceptable 
levels of uncertarnty. 

Tbt 

Secbon 9.3.2, p 9-85, entire section- Tbc use of information on thc nature and cxttnt of 
contamination of abiotic media on the sclechon of samplmg stat~ons should be discussed. It 
appeats from thfi dlscmsion that v q  little of ths type of mformation will be available for at 
least the first ecological mventorf' and toxicity testmg efforts. 

For all subsections which follow (LC, Sections 9.3 21 to 93 24, the general rabonale for thc 
location of sampling stations should be &cussed. 

Scchon 9311,  p 9-87, para 2 Define the cnteria for d e t e d g  an adequate number of 
transects and how ths wdl be mplerncated in the field. DISCUSS whether or not adequacy 
bascd on a species-area type relatlonshp, or an acceptable levcl of variabihty for a population 
parameter (e g., density) or community measure (species diversity). 

Sccbon 9.3.3, p. 9-90, para 4: The first sentence rndicatcs that reference tueas dl be 
establshcd only for t s u e  a n a l p  studies The use of rckrence areas should be discussed 
uith regard to other parameters, such as species diversit3; population dashes, producliviv, 
CtC. 

Sccaon 9.3 4 1, p. 942, para 2 How 'J&e I and II errors are ControZled through the use of 
this sample size formula should be descriicd 

Section 93.42, p. 9-93, para, 1. Discuss how these (mainly) qualitative data on tenwtrral 
wildlife and invertebrates wll be of use 11) unpact assessment. 

Section 9342, p. 9-94, para 1 Tius "quantitatrve mhrmation" appears to be matnly 
quahtative, at least as far as populatlons are concerned. DISCUSS how these (mamly) 
quahatwe data w d l  be used 1c unpact assessment. 

Section 9.3 4 4, p 9-95, para 1. The bass for the collection of three repkcatcs should be 
discussed 

Benthic macrornvertebrarts should be identified to speuw to pemt toxluty evaluations at 
the sptcies-level- 

Scction 9 3 4 5  p. 9-95, paras. 3 6c 4. Explain how these data will be used to characterize 
mpacts 

DRAFT 

9 1  'd EPPESEPSIS 'ON >iVd 



, .- 

26 

152 Section 93 6, p 9-96, para 3 Discuss the practical impkcations of these trssuc sample 
requlruntau The clear mhcation is that t h s t  analyses wii be conducted on a species- 
spec& bass It has already been shown in Section 93.4 4 that s p t ~ t s  of benthos will not 
bc idcntlfted We find it unlikely that adequate sued txssue samples can be a q - d  fbr 
periphyton and benthos %ptcm." Yet aqursrQon of species-specific tissuc samplcs IS 
rcqurrcd for mplcmcntation of the Critena devdopment actinhes. Perhaps DOE should 
consider grouping sa- into trophic groups for tissue analysis. By poolmng the biolopcal 
rnatenal on the basis of trophic groupmg, enough biomass may be obtamad for tssue analysL 

The possible need for analys~s of tissues for orgamc contamiusnts, and any practical 
lunitatrons involved should be cbcussed. 

153. Section 9 4, p. 9-99, para 4 Accordmg to Figure 9 4-1, Task 100 scoping activities wiu talce 
five months to complete, while Task 200 actnitus will reqwe up to nine months to mmplste. 
IECoIog~cal field s u ~ t y s  wii  be initrated u1 month 1. Initutmg mlog~cal hvcntmy samphg 
and toncity testing in month 1 does not seta  rtabtic, p e n  the need to complete the 
scoping acttmties before field sampling can be inrtvdted. 
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