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AT Dear Mr Schassburger
KUOESTER AW
mﬂgrﬁgJW RE Final Technical Memorandum No 10 Operable Unit 1
MARX G E
McKENNA F G EPA received final Technical Memorandum No 10 (TM 10)
LAl Remedial Action Objectives for Operable Unit No 1 (OU 1) on
POTTER GL May 3 1994 and after reviewing it has the following comments
3ﬂﬁmﬁﬁsoe Due to the 1ssues that still need to be adequately addressed EPA
SCHUBERT AL 1s withholding approval of this document
SETLOCK G H
gﬁﬁ&i%T General Comments
SWANSON, ER
MRS 1 The purpose of the document 1s to develop remedial action
objectaives (RAOs) and preliminary remediation goals (PRGs)
LZauX for groundwater and surface soil for Operable Unit (OU) 1
ol 77 Unfortunately this document does not attempt to demonstrate
Tk how the RAOs and PRGs presented for human health protection
will also adequately protect ecological receptors from the
contaminants of concern identified in the Environmental
Evaluation (EE) portion of the Baseline Risk Assessment
(BRA) Some of those contaminants are present at depths or
in areas that do not coincide with depths and areas for
contaminants of concern in the Public Health Evaluation
(PHE) A further complication exists due to the fact that
EPA has not yet received a response to i1its comments
regarding the EE Satisfactory resolution of several EE
1ssues 18 necessary before the RAOs and PRGs for ecologicas
receptors can be adequately addressed It 18 suggested that
%%%%§§$E¥% all parties meet as soon as possible to address these
TS/T130 issues
R wdf Addre ee 2 Regarding sovereign immunity and state requirements as
Come C tolRFP ARARsS EPA does not accept the position that DOE presents in

this document A prevailing premise of CERCLA 1s that
sovereign immunity does not apply at CERCLA sites according
to sections 120 (a) (1) and (2) In addition the Clean Water
Act waives federal sovereign immunity and RCRA contains its
own waiver of sovereign immunity (section 6001(a))

Finally at no other federal facility including DOE sites
has the doctrine of sovereign immunity been used to shield a
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federal facilaty from promulgated State requirements EPA
was disappointed to find the position presented in thas
document since 1t only antagonizes the working relationship
of the parties and may impede our mutual goal of cleaning up
Rocky Flats Since DOE has failed to specify a date at
which the ARARS working group proposed by CDH might meet

EPA proposes that such a meeting be held during the week of
June 13 as schedules permit

This document mentions EPA's Risk Assessment Guidance Part
B 'Development of Risk based Preliminary Remediation

Goals (USEPA 1991) in the discussion of the PRG

derivation however some of the equations and parameter
values presented are quite different from those which appear
in the EPA guidance As a result most of the calculated
PRGs for residential use of groundwater are significantly
higher than PRGs calculated by EPA using standard default
values Since there is no explanation offered to justify
why DOE used different values they are not acceptable

Using EPA Region IX's PRG spreadsheet as a source of
toxicity values for PRG calculation 1is not recommended The
hierarchy of sources for toxicity values 18 clearly
presented in EPA's Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund
Part A (USEPA 1989) with EPA's IRIS database being first
and the Health Effects Summary Tables being second These
sources are peer reviewed and well documented whereas the
Region IX spreadsheets are not For this reason EPA Region
VII does not automatically accept or recommend use of the
PRGs shown from the Region IX spreadsheets although they
are probably fairly accurate The Region IX tables are to
be used only for general risk screening purposes and not for
setting site specific cleanup levels

Specific Comments

Page 18 roundw re ure r e Since inhalation of
indoor VOCs from basement vapors 1s an exposure route for
this scenario in the BRA as stated on page 16 it must also
be put into the calculation of PRGs for this scenario This
will also necessitate the presentation of the equations and
parameter values used for this exposure route

Page 18, Equation 2 The section evaluating dermal contact
with groundwater does not indicate that oral carcinogenic

Slope Factors (CSFs) and Reference Doses (RfDs) were
modified to represent an absorbed dose Oral CSFs and RfDs
are derived based on an administered dose and need to be
adjusted with a gastrointestinal absorption factor
Appendix A of RAGS (EPA 1989) details the methodology for
modifying oral toxicity values to absorbed dose
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Page 20 Parametersgs values for Groundwater PRGs The

recommended parameter for exposure duration 1s 30 years not
24 years (USEPA 1991a USEPA 1991Db) The recommended
volatilization factor 1s 0 5 L/m® not 0 065 mg/m’ per mg/l
(USEPA 1991a)

Page 22 Development of Soal PRG The equations used to

develop PRGs for soil should also include external exposure
per EPA guidance (USEPA 1991a)

Page 22 Inhalation of Particulates from Soil The

recommended generic value for RD (which is termed
particulate emission factor in the EPA guidance) 1is
4 63 X 10° m*/kg not 4 2 X 10* kg/m’ (USEPA 1991a)

Pa 22 n 1 jul r The recommended
value for exposure duration 1s 30 years (USEPA 1991a) The
recommended value for intake of homegrown produce i1s 120
gm/day not 78 gm/day (USEPA 1991b) The equation for
developing PRGs in soil should be time weighted to include 6
years of exposure to a child ingesting 200 mg/day of soil
in addition to 24 years as an adult ingesting 100 mg/day of
soi1l per EPA guidance (USEPA 1991a) It would be wise to
further evaluate the appropriateness of the assumptions
which were used to develop the plant uptake factors
Unfortunately this information was not available in this
document

Page 25 ragr 1 and 2 This section needs to be
revised to clarify how PRGs for the commercial/industrial
worker scenario and ecological researcher scenario were
calculated If inhalation of soil gas through the
foundation was included as part of the calculation for one
of the scenarios then the equations and assumptions used
should be provided in the text It i1s also unclear what is
meant by PRGs were estimated by linearly reducing risk
Even 1f a model 1s used to derive an air concentration

(1 e for VOC concentrations in basements) this
concentration 1s placed into the PRG equation and the
resulting PRG for groundwater 1s a straightforward
calculation PRGs must be calculated not estimated

Page 27,Table 2 6 This table should be followed by a
footnote stating what the existing concentration column
represents It 18 not clear where these values were derived
from and 1f they are the mean concentration or the upper 95
percent confidence limit of the mean concentration PRG
values should be compared to the upper 95 percent confidence
limit concentrations and not the mean contaminant
concentrations
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The title should specify that these PRGs are for residential
use of groundwater

9 Appendix Appendix A must be revised to reflect the
recommendations provided above (1 e 30 year exposure
duration removal of Region IX spreadsheets as source of
toxicity data time weighted exposure to both child and
adult in soil ingestion PRG calculation EPA recommended
particulate inhalation factor and volatilization factor
etc )

If you have any questions about these comments please
contact Gary Kleeman of my staff at 294 1071

Slncerely

in Hestmark Manager
Rocky Flats Project

cc Scott Grace DOE
Jeff Swanson CDH
Zeek Houk EG&G
Tim Reeves Aguirre (DOE)
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