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Comments on Human Health Riak Assessment Templates submitted by EPA in June,
1993

0 Section 2 - Contaminants of Concern

The COC flowchart as outlined in this chapter needs to be updated to current
methodologies. First, the background methodology as outlined is going to be changed
through a joint DOE, EPA and CDH workgroup. This change should occur shortly after
we recieve Dr. Richard Gilbert's recommendations which are anticipated by August 2,
1993. In addition, the evaluation of special case COCs is being closely scrutinized as is
the issue of "risk at the source". Finally, the disposition of contaminants not definitavely
associated with the RFP needs resolution.

0 Section 3 - Exposure Scenarios

The DOE RFO has already committed to performing a quantitative evaluation of future
on-site residents at OU 1. This may be appropriate for other OUs in the RFP buffer zone.
However, it is a very unlikely scenario at OU 7 (present landfill) and the old landfill at
OU 5. Itis also a very unlikely scenario at all of the industrial area OUs (OUs 4, 8, 9,
10, 12, 13, 14 and 15). There is no statutory or regulatory basis under CERCLA, RCRA
nor the CHWA for a quantitative evaluation of future on-site residents. Furthermore, the
RFP IAG has no language which requires the evaluation of this scenario. Thus, DOE
RFO wishes to reserve the right not to include an evaluation of risk to future on-site
residents in the RFP industrial area and several IHSSs within the RFP buffer zone. It is
DOE RFOs position that this scenario is not reasonable for various portions of the RFP.

We recommend that the Recreational User scenario should be deleted from the
Conceptual Site Model. This scenario is not mentioned in the text and is not an exposure
scenario in any OU-specific TMs. Furthermore, the Ecological Researcher scenario is
used and is more conservative that the Recreational User scenario.

In the "intake factor" tables, many values are the same for both the RME and AVG cases.
This does not meet the intent of EPA guidance. Both RME and AVG values should be
developed.

There should be a correlation between body weight and intake (ingestion and inhalation)
rate. This correlation is not shown in many of the "intake factor" tables as one goes from
the RME values to the AVG values. Also, there should be a correlation between surface
area and body weight.

Many of the AVG values cited in the "intake factor" tables are not referenceable. The
sources for these values should be referenced.

The dermal adsorption factors and the permeability constants for all chemicals need to be
evaluated on a chemical specific basis. Criteria need to be developed for these items in
order to specify values for specific chemicals.

0 Section 4 - Models

Environmental transport models for volatile organic compounds in the vadose zone to a

basement need to be included.



A sixth criterial should be added for the selection of models. This criteria would evaluate
each model within a pathway with respect to sitewide use for the comprehensive risk
assessment.

Since the fate and transport model TMs for OUs 5 and 6 were superior to either OUs 1 or
2, we recommend that they be used as a basis for the template.

0 Section 5 - Toxicity Assessment

Although the radionuclide dose assessment referenced in chapter 10 of RAGS and in
DOE Order 5400.5, Radiation Protection of the Public and the Environment, is not
referenced in the RFP IAG under the toxicity assessment technical memorandum, DOE
RFO believes it appropriate to include dose conversion factors, etc. in the template.

It is noteworthy that DOE Order 5400.5 has been published in the Federal Register as
proposed rules under 10CFR Part 834 (Thursday, March 25, 1993).

Since, dose assessment will be an integral part of our risk assessments, DOE RFO

believes it to be appropriate to establish ground rules and consistency in this area as well.
The Toxicity Template may be an appropriate mechanism to achieve these.
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