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Colorado Department of Public Health and the Environment 

Comments on 

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

1) Table 2 5 Summm Statistux for Data from SeeD Water Samples How can a 
companson o f  data fiom one OU 5 sample wth background be considered statxwally valid? Is 
there any on gorng sampling bemg done to venfy the uut~al findmgs’ As it IS an) seep water 
information must be considered prellrmnary No PCOCs should be e l m t e d  fiom th~s media 
based on professional judgement or even on the concentration toxlcity screen There sunply is 
not enough data on whch to base such a decision 

Therefore 1 1 dichloroethene should not have been elunrnated as a COC from h s  media 
on h s  basis alone even though it constituted only a small portion of  the carcmogemc nsks from 
ths media (see also comment 3 )  

2) 
dichloroethene whch was listed 111 E A S T  1994 when a value for h s  chermcal was apparently 
available in IRIS prior to October 1994 DOE s Programmatic Rtsk Based Prelimrnary 
Remediation Goals Final Revision I (October 1994) lists an lnhaiation cancer slope factor for th~s 
chemical of 1 75E 1 Th~s value differs from the E A S T  value of  1 2 E+OO listed m Table 2 9 
The inhalauon cancer slope factor listed in DOE s Programmatlc Rtsk Based Preliminary 
Remediation Goals October document (1 75E 1 mgkg d) and the umt nsk factor tor air listed 
in IRIS (June 1995) (5E S/ug/m3) are equivalent, and should have been used smce EPA 
recommends that IRIS data always take precedence over E A S T  data 

Table 2 9 It is unclear why DOE used the Inhalation Cancer Slope Factor for 1 1 

3) Table 7 3 Concentrabofloxlcitv Screen of  Carcmoszens in SeeD Water The codtox 
screen was performed incorrectly for tlus media Even when the rncorrect slope factor for 1 1 
DCE is used (see comment #2) the chermcal specific nsk factors and the percentages of  total nsk 
are different than those listed 111 th~s table The correct codtox screen is as follows 

Carcrnogen Maxconc CSF Chem spec ksk % o f  total 
(mgiL) (mg/kg d) factor (RI) nsk 

1 1 DCE 4 OOE 3 175E 1 7 OOE 4 31 J% 
6,2% PCE 2 80E 2 5 20E 2 146E J 

TCE 7 OOE 3 110E 2 7 70E 5 ! 3YO 

-- 
total nsk factor = 2 23E J 100 0 % 
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Therefore 1 1 DCE did not fad the codtox screen and should not have been elmmated 
as a COC on h s  basis It should r e m m  as a PCOC 111 th~s media 

4) Section 2 7 DOE states m the second paragraph that it assumed construcbon worker 
exposure to subsurface soil when d e f m g  RBCs for screerung purposes a s  assumption was 
not part of the RBC agreement all three agencies agreed to use residentlal RBCs for all media 
when screemg 

5) Table 10 1 The only valid compansons for OU 5 stream sedunents concentrabons are to 
WETS background stream sedunent concentrabons At best, the cornpansons to I-ront Range 
soils and to shales and clays m general can only be considered supplementary to site specific 
background cornpansons 

6) 
map avalable shocvlng the sitewde distnbution of arsemc m groundwater’ 

Secbon A 5 3 What does the groundwater distnbution of arsemc look l k e ’  Is there a 

7 )  EPA s Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS) recommends usmg total 
contarmnant values rather than filtered or dissolved contamnant values when assessing nsk 
because of the potentlal to underestunate chemical concentraQons m 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 concentrabons denved from 
dissolved values7 
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