
Draft Final OU6 RFI/RI 
Walnut Creek Pnonty Dramage 

COMMENTS FROM SAIC 

General Comments 

The document is thorough and unusually well mtten Some of the deml on general informahon and 
&scussion of methods could be moved to an appen&x to reduce the bulk of the text As usual w th  such a 
document, techcal  edmng should be conducted In some instances the table of contents is mcomplete 
and figures could be adjusted to improve clmty 

Title of report should not use “Phase I” unless there are plans to prepare adhhonal RFI/RI reports enhtled 
“Phase 11,” etc 

Specific Comments 

Page liv, Table of Contents, OU6 List of Acronyms and Abbrewations - 1,2,-dichloroethane is 
msspelled 

Page lv, Table of Contents, OU6 List of Acronyms and Abbrewations - The chemcal designahon for 
Cesium should be “Cs ” 

Page lw, Table of Contents, OU6 List of Acronyms and Abbrevlations - The defiruhon for “meq/l” 
should be “milliequlvalents/liter ” 

Pages 2-7,2-9,2-12, 2-13,2-21 -Figures 2 1-2,2 1-3,2 1-4,2 1-5, and Table 2 2-3 are mssing from the 
report 

Section 1 3 2 1st paragraph The symbols used in Figure 1 3-3 (referenced in 1 3 2) for the hstoncal 
locations of MSSs 167 2 and 167 3 is the same except for Merent line weight as the symbol used for the 
present landfill, MSS 114 Symbols wth more sigmficant Merence should be used The legend does 
not show the symbol for the landfill The text only refers to the histoncal and rmsed boundanes of MSS 
167 2, but the figure shows revlsed boundanes for both MSSs 

2nd paragraph Ths  paragraph indlcates that the locations of MSS 167 2 and 167 3 
were rewsed and the boundanes of 5 other MSSs adjusted in the HRR based on a reevaluahon that 
happened after the OU6 Work Plan was wntten Th~s paragraph goes on to say that the inveshgahons 
were camed out accordmg to the specificahons in the work plan but that the Phase I boreholes and wells 
were located after a review of the hstoncal data and aenal photographs It is assumed that the 
inveshgahons were conducted in the adjusted areas rather than in the prewous locahons Ths is not 
clearly stated in the text 

Section 1 3 2 1 4th sentence, 3rd paragraph Delete one of the two references to June, 1972 

Section 1 3 2 2 Ths  sechon contams a descnption of the streams that drain surface water from the area 
and does not descnbe pamcular MSSs It does, however, lead into the descnphon of the A and B-Senes 
ponds Considerahon should be gwen to 
physiographc features such as Section 3, 

n the report that descnbes 
the A and B-Senes ponds 
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Section 1 3.2 4 The 5th paragraph says that the B-3 pond receives effluent h m  the STP It is not clear 
how the effluent reaches B-3 wthout encountering ponds B-1 and 2 These 2 ponds he between the STP 
and BO3 and no &version or pipeline is shown that would by-pass B-1 and 2 (see figures 1 3-3 & 1 3-6) 

Figure 1.3-8 
The d e a l  map uses the designabon ”stream” whch must be the McKay Ditch shown on the larger 
drawling The onentabons of these 2 features (‘stream” and McKay Ditch) are not consistent on the 2 
drawngs Both maps should use the same designabons and show simlar features in the same onentabon 
so that the reader can eastly relate the features 

The area of detrul for MSS 143 is not graphcally consistent wth the drawling it demls 

Secbon 1 3.2.9 2nd paragraph A reference is made to a 1988 EPA document that provlded iformatton 
about the hstory of the A, B, and C Trenches Earlier, in s m o n  1 3 2,3rd paragraph, the sources for the 
descnpbons of the MSSs was gwen and the EPA document was not included in that list of sources 

Section 1 3 2 10 Ths semon is not listed in the Table of Contents 

Section 1 4 2nd paragraph Six Tech~cal Memoranda were pre#ared and the purpose of th~s 
paragraph was apparently to list them The paragraph lists 7 documents as bulletted items and only labels 
5 as being TMs Ths  inconsistency should be fixed 

Section 2 1 4th paragraph Ths paragraph descnbes when decontarmnation of vanous eqwpment 
occurred No mentton of decontammabon pnor to the investigation has been made, only that eqwpment 
was decontarmnated between MSSs and at the end of the inveshgahon 

Section 2 1 3 1 2nd paragraph The text states, “VOC continuous samples were collected throughout 
the enure borehole depth for litholog~c loggng purposes ” VOC samples and litholog~c samples should be 
handled Merently Samples used for htholog~c loggmg should not be used for VOC samples for obvlous 
reasons 

Section 2 1 3 4 How where the 3 soil profile locabons selected? They seem to be spread out across OU6 
to gwe general coverage Or were they selected based on speclfic MSS requirements? 

Section 2 2 
t h s  report does not match the numbenng assigned in the work plan The stages numbered in the work 
plan follow the logcal order in whch the investigahon should have proceeded Later stages may be based 
on the prelimnary data gathenng or prelimnary field surveys 

2nd paragraph Please gwe more detail to the explanahon why the stage numbenng in 

Section 2 2 2 
(IHSS 142 12), and Walnut Creek Dramages (Non-IHSS), Stage 4 - Ths paragraph states that no 
analytxal results were used from the wells 75092 and 75292 If this is true, then Table 2 2-1 and this 
sechon should state that this was a dewabon from the TM1 and was an incomplete Phase I invesbgatton, 
since installabon wth no data avalability does not consbtute complebon 

Page 2-22, thwd para, A and B-Senes Ponds (IHSSs 142 1 through 142 9), W&I Pond 

Section 2 2 3 
extended, If the suspected contarmnahon was outside the defined area? 

Page 2-24 Dewattons fiom the Work Plan - Why was the boundary of IHSS 143 not 

Section 2.2 5 Page 2-29, thnd para, Stage 2 - Ths paragraph presents some results for this MSS, yet 
no other MSS has results presented in Sechon 2 Why gwe results here7 

Section 2 2 5 
to 40-foot should be explaned 

Page 2-29, Dewabons from TM1 and Work Plan - The change in spacing from 25-foot 



Section 2.2.5 
necessary to state that the SGS gnd spaang was not reduced for thw sample site 

Page 2-30 Dewat~ons from TM1 and Work Plan, second bullet - Explam why it is 

Section 2.2 6 
and, therefore, no data was collected on the actual IHSS If there was no hme to perform thw work after 
the IHSS locahon was redefined, h s  report should so state Presenhng data for a locahon that is not of 
interest and has no beanng on the inveshgahon should be deleted from the report 

Page 2-33 Stage 3, first para - Ths paragraph indcates that no soil bonngs were made 

Section 2.2 7 
not the IHSS, the IHSS should be relocated IHSS 167 3 does not appear to have been sampled 

Page 2-35 Stage 1, first para - The IHSS should be sampled, lfthe area of concern is 

Table 2.1-1 
“thmgs” done? 

Table 2 2-1 
as “As per EG&G ” l%s is not a reason The explanahon in the text should be inserted here 

second column, first item for Walnut Creek Dramage - What type of achwty had 11 

page 4, IHSS 156 2, Soil Dump Area, Radtahon Survey - Reason for Demahon is gwen 

Section 2 4 
than prevlously thought ms ad&ttonal area was not sampled No explanahon other than paved and 
gravel covered areas were not sampled Is ths sufficient justificahon for not sampling about 114 of the 
MSS7 Gravel was removed pnor to sampling in IHSS 165 (Secbon 2 2 5) 

The rewew of aenal photography showed that MSS 156 2 extended further to the west 

Section 2 2 5 Why were the dewahons from TMl and the work plan for Stage 2 actmhes made and 
what is the jusacahon for them7 Prowde support for the reduced scope of the mveshgahon (especially 
the rad survey) and ewdence that it provides adequate informahon and meets the DQos 

Section 2.2 6 
thls trench) based on the geophysical survey Are the emshng bonngs suflicient to charactenze Trench C 
If so gve supportmg reasons and If not what is the justrficahon for not talung new soil bonngs wthm the 
new boundary of the east part of Trench C7 

The east part of Trench C was relocated south of the soil bonngs (taken to mveshgate 

Section 3 6 2 1.2 ms sechon descnbes the recharge to the UHSU The 4th paragraph descnbes recharge 
from the present landfill (MSS 114) and refers to Figure 3 6-1 Please show the locahon of the present 
landfill on b s  figure to assist the reader The text states that groundwater flows from the present landfill 
to the southeast toward South Walnut Creek The southeast flow from the present landfill is actually 
toward North Walnut Creek 

Section 3 7 3 Ths sechon dscusses the capacihes of the A and B senes ponds relatwe to volumes of 
runoff The -on Qscusses prewous hgh preclpitahon events but does not include the probable record 
runoff of 1995 W l e  h s  data may be too new for thorough analysis, h s  report should menhon the 
event and its impact on the ponds and potenhal off-site mgrahon of contarmnants in a general qualitatwe 
way 

Section 3 7.4 
The first sentence uses the term “best developed dranage” to define the sub-basins essenhally around the 
secunty area Define the m u n g  of “best developed dramage ” 

6th paragraph Ths paragraph dtscusses several of the sub-basins of Walnut Creek 

Section 3 8 Ecology sechon, “To be supplied by Stoller,” is mssing 

Section 3 9 1 2 2nd paragraph The text says that 2 bonngs were dnlled adjacent and parallel to 2 other 
bonngs What does parallel mean in thn usage? 



Section 4.2 4 Please include a bnef dscussion of the 5X and 1OX rules referred to m the 4th 
paragraph 

Section 4.3 5 5th paragraph Why were antmony and manganese retamed as COIs? 

Section 5.1 3 5th paragraph Please explam the mearung of “ when flow carrymg capacity is less 
than the resistance of sdment  ” in the first sentence 

6th paragraph Isn’t outflow from at least some of the ponds restncted and as a 
consequence any sdment  flowng into the pond wll necesmly pmpitate III the pond unless 
resuspended by a large storm event? If tlus IS the case the dlscussion of when deposiuon wll  occur in the 
ponds is unnecessary because all sedment wll  ulhmately precipitate in the ponds 

Section 5.2.1 Sdment Transwrt The last sentence says that sedunent transport processes tend to 
slow the mgrahon of chemcals wth hgh pambon Coefficients relatwe to those wth low coefficients 
Ths is not exactly true Chemcals wth hgh parhhon coefficients rely on d m e n t  transport for 
mgrahon These chemcals, because they are bound to sdment  pmcles due to their h g h  partihon 
coefficients, are not fiee to mgrate as dssolved conshtuents of water It is not the sdment  transport 
process that slows their mgrahon but their hgh  parbhon coefficient 

Section 5 3 2 
located near the W&I Pond Is it possible that these contanunants are associated wth surface soils that 
were introduced to the groundwater d u n g  the dnlling and well installat~on process rather than from 
groundwater itself, There have been problems wth contanunahon introduced to groundwater by drilling 
in tlus area 

Last paragraph Metals and radlonuchdes have been found in groundwater from wells 

Section 5 4 
the i d e n ~ e d  condhons (VC in well 3586) requred some type of quanhtahve modeling ” What is the 
support for tlus conclusion, where is it presented, and has it received regulator concurrence? If this 
conclusion IS supported later in th~s document, it should be so stated here 

1st paragraph In this paragraph the text says that “It was detemned that only one of 

Section 5 5 1 
case metal says the text The reason given is that If it results in no nsk, the other metals are not a 
problem What about the cumulatwe effects of all metals especially If Anhmony approaches unacceptable 
risks? 

Last paragraph Of the metal COCs only Anhmony is modeled because it is the worst 

Table 5 5-1 & Section 5 5 3 2 The explanahon prowded for the sigruficant prdchon errors for 
Ponds A-1 through A-3 and Ponds B-1 through B-4 does not appear to be s&cient forjustdjmg the 
validity of the model results Having plus and mnus dewahons added together to cancel out the errors 
does not appear to be an appropnate scientlfic approach 

Baseline Rwk Assessment Comments - 
The nsk eshmates for potenhally exposed receptors are very low Cumulahve noncarcinogemc hazard 

-- 
I 

indexes were below 1 for all exposure areas and all receptors Reasonable maxlmum exposure cancer risk 
estimates were 9E-06 or below for all exposure areas and all receptors Eshmated annual radlahon doses 
for onsite receptors were 0 1 mredyear or below These results indcate that no adverse noncarcinogemc 
health hazards, cancer nsks or radiahon exposures are expected These results may be used to support a 
decision that remdahon is not warranted for the protemon of public health 

In general, the Human Health k s k  Assessment and associated Appendxes present the data, methods, 
defimhons and assumphons used for the Baseline k s k  Assessment very clearly The methods used are 
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consistent w~th good prachce, and are as detaded m the Techmcal Memoranda, and are sufficiently 
ngorous to be defensible The data is well orgamzed The equabons are clearly presented and terms are 
well defined 

More specfic comments follow 

Attachment J1 Esbmabng the Concentrabon Term 

"Ius attachment contans a dlscussion of the stabshcal methods used to test the dlstnbubon of the data 
and to calculate the concentrabon term All of the sample results used m the calculabons are presented in 
tables 

The dlscussion of the stabsbcal methods used is very clear and adequately demled However, the 
procedures applied whch vary dependlng on the frequency of nondetect values seem contradlctory In 
Case 2, when the frequency of non-detects is greater than 15% but less than 90%, it is correctly stated that 
the smple subsbtubon of one-half of the sample quan~cabon limt (SQL) for nondetect values 
introduces an unacceptable bias and is not recommended by EPA In Case 3, where the frequency of non- 
detect values is greater than 90%, the subsbtunon of one-half the SQL is used, even though the bias thus 
introduced is greater than was unacceptable in Case 2 However, the bias introduced by tlus method 
would tend to increase the eshmates of nsk rather than decrease it Therefore, changmg the method 
would not increase the esbmates of nsk or alter the Human Health Rtsk Assessment conclusions 

There are some errors in the reported numbers of samples in the data tables, speclfically Tables 10 and 17 
The calculabons for these data sets are apparently in error However the errors are such that the resulbng 
esbmates of nsk are increased rather than decreased Therefore, changmg the method would not increase 
the esbmates of nsk or alter the Human Health k s k  Assessment conclusions 

Ecologxal fisk Assessment Comments 

General 
There are typographcal errors and inconsistent definrbon of acronyms in the document Suggest 
condumng a techcal eQt of the document The techcal memoranda (TM) referenced (TM1, TM2, and 
TM3) in the summary document were not avalable for this ecologcal rewew 

Specific. 

Page 7-1, Paragraph 1 
summanzed in this document, however, the btle of the document references Woman Creek Is the Walnut 
Creek ERA included in the Woman Creek ERA summary7 

The first sentence mdlcates that the ERA for the Walnut Creek watershed is 

Page 7-1, Paragraph 2 The text indlcates that "ERAS are now reqwred for four areas 'I It is unclear 
from this statement whether or not these ERAS have been completed T h s  paragraph further inhcates 
that the ERA accompanymg tlus report addresses ecologcal nsks in the Walnut Creek and Woman Creek 
watersheds Is "th~s report" refernng to Appendlx F or to the current summary? 

Page 7-1, Paragraph 3 
current nsk assessment evaluates the lrkellhood that effects from chemcal stressors are occurring or may 
occur, however, the summary text focuses pnmanly on the lrkelihood of current effects Rtsk assessments 
under CERCLA reqwre an assessment of current and future nsks Consider using a subheadlng under 
each exlsbng summary of risks headlng to hghlight current and future nsks In addlbon to dlscussmg the 
risks from chemcal stressors, the summary also discusses the nsks from radlonuclides 

The last sentence of h s  paragraph states that the methodology used in the 



Page 7-2, Secbon 7.1, Paragraph 1 
methodology (ERAM) was developed to support nsk decuions for indmdual OUs, however, the second 
paragraph on page 7-1 implies that nsk assessments should be conducted on watershed boundanes rather 
than on artdicial adnurustratwe boundanes Does thls apparent Merence imply that the E M  mght 
not be appropnate for conductmg nsk assessments on watershed boundaries? 

The text states that the ecolog~cal nsk assessment 

Page 7-4, Section 7.2, Paragraph 5 
approxlmate cumulatwe nsk Whde the HI does have value as an addme measure of nsk from Werent 
chemcals, it does not necesmly accurately depict cumulatwe nsk to a species Other factors such as loss 
or degradafion of habitat and changes in amlability of food source(s) can impact the cumulatwe nsk to a 
species and would not be accounted for in HI Further, HI as defined in this paragraph, appears to 
measure current nsk only and not future risk Please &scuss the limtabons of using HI as a measure of 
cumulatwe nsk 

Ths  paragraph states that the Hazard Index (HI) is used to 

Page 7-4, Secbon 7.2, Last Paragraph 
and red-mled hawk, but does not idenm these species as receptors Thss same sentence states that four 
receptors w th  more restncted home ranges were also idenmed, but the text does not idenm them and 
introduces the phrase "limtmg species" Please clanfy If the wde-ranging species identdied are also 
receptors Please also clarlfy If the four receptors referred to in the same sentence should be considered as 
four receptor species and idenm the species in th~s paragraph 

The text identdies wde-rangng species as coyote, mule deer, 

Please also clarlfy that species such as the coyote, mule deer, and red-tailed hawk may cover large areas 
dunng c e m n  llfe stages and during ce-n seasons and that llfe stage of an indiwdual is also important 
relatwe to exposure and toxlcity Please also inhcate what llfe stage of these species, If any, was 
considered for the ERA and whether any of these species have local, more restncted home ranges at 
RFETS (e g , is the red-Mled hawk at RFETS considered mgratory or non-mgratory for this ERA?) 

Ths  paragraph also indicates that for wde-rangmg species (receptors?), no HQs or HIS were greater than 
1 and therefore nsk is negligble It is not clear if the nsk referred to is current or future nsk 

Ths  paragraph further indicates that ECOCs were idenWied for limtmg species and aquahc receptors 
Please clanfy If limting species are consider speaes wth limted home ranges and whether or not th~s  
group of species is exclusive of any aquatic receptors Ths same sentence states that because these species 
spend all or most of their time in small areas, they are therefore in more frequent contact wth 
contarmnants Species wth linuted home ranges and/or confined by m d a  (e g , fish in water) are only in 
more frequent contact with contarmnants If the medla they are restncted to is contarmnated 

Page 7-6, Section 7 3 1, Paragraph 4 
what categones (wide-ranging or limtmg) these receptor groups correspond to and iden* the speclfic 
species in each of the 5 groups For example, whch of the 5 groups do the coyote and mule deer belong 
to? If the 5 receptor groups on thls page are the result of screerung that elimnated the mule deer and 
coyote from further consideration due to negligble nsk, then please clanfy why the receptor group 
terrestnal-feeding raptors remains 

Ths  paragraph lists 5 groups of receptors Please cl- 

DBerent receptor groups are also referenced in Table F4-1 The groups listed m Table F4-1, however, do 
not include terrestnal-feedmg raptors, whle the summary document does Table F4-1 also lists as a group 
aquabc-feeding wldllfe, whle the summary document does not, but lists aquabc-feeding birds The table 
also includes an adbhonal category, Radionuclide Effects to Vegetaoon and Wildllfe, whch is not a 
receptor group Please clanfy the Merences between Table F4-1 and the receptor groups listed in the 
summary document (Are the receptor groups identdied in the summary and in Table F4-1 supposed to 
match?) 
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Page 7-6, Secbon 7.3.1, Paragraph 6 
identdied for each resource category Please define resource category Tlus phrase is not defined in the 
prmous text or in the referenced Table F4-1 

The first sentence of ths paragraph states that endpoints were 

Page 7-7, Section 7.3 2, Paragraph 1 The last sentence of thls paragraph indrcates that "more 
accurate" or quanutatwe methods were used Does thls sentence imply that the methods used in other 
cases are less accurate or less quanutatwe Should the work precise be subsututed for the work accurate? 
Please clanfy 

Page 7-7, Section 7.3 2, Paragraph 2 
biota but does not iden* the biota (e g , ussue samples?) Please clanfy 

The first sentence of this paragraph refers to measurements in 

The second sentence of thls paragraph references Suter, 1993 followng the statement "These data were 
reliable indxators of exposure Please clan@ If Suter 1993 is the reference for the reliability of these 
paitmlar data or for these general data types 

T h s  paragraph also references Table 7 3 1 but Table 7 3 1 is not included in the summary package 
received for remew 

Page 7-7, Section 7 3 2 1, Paragraph 3 The first sentence states that HQ and HI calculauons pr&ct 
nsk levels The last sentence of tlus paragraph implies that HQ and HI predct toxlcity Do these metrrcs 
actually p r d c t  toxlcity or are they merely a measurement or esumate of nsk7 Please clan@ 

It is not clear what is meant by the second sentence of thls paragraph Please clanfy 

Page 7-8, Section 7 3 2 1, Paragraph 4 It is not clear what is meant by the reference to commmty 
composiuon (e g , total o rgasm density and species nchness) Was commuruty composiuon measured 
using total o r g a s m  density and species nchness only? 

It is also not clear what is gamed by the discussion in Paragraphs 4-7 in h s  Secuon If thls Secuon is 
supposed to summarize nsks to aquauc Me, it mght assist the reader to clearly state what the current and 
future nsks to aquauc llfe are eshmated to be 

Page 7-9, Section 7 3 2 2, Paragraph 1 The last sentence in ths  paragraph requires a reference 

Page 7-9, Section 7 3 2 3, Paragraph 4 
sampling is required further refine exposure estimates It mght also be helpful to conduct prey stuhes of 
local kestrel populauons to more precisely esumate the percentage and source of mammals compnsing 
their &et 

The last sentence of tlus paragraph suggests that further 

Page 7-11, Section 7 3 2.4 
Jumping  mouse"^ Was th s  species chosen to represent all small mammals? 

Should tlus Semon be renamed "Summary of hsks to Preble's 

Page 7-11, Section 7 3 2 4, Paragraph 2 
the Preble's meadow jumping mouse If so, suggest using consistent ternnology 

It is assumed that references to the "Jumping mouse" refer to 

Page 7-12, Section 7 3 2 5, Paragraph 1 
not be supported one way or another 

The fifth sentence in ths  paragraph should be deleted If it can 

Page 1, Table 7 3-1 
table headmg 

Suggest using the headmg "Receptor" instead of "Receptors at hsk"  in the 



It would assist the reader f a l l  of the "Source Areas" identdied in Table 7 3-1 corresponded to a map such 
as Figure 7 2-2 

It would assist the reader If Hazard Indlces were also lncluded in tlus Table 

figure 7.2-2 It would be helpful tf tlus Figure were modtfied for reprodurnon in black and wlute 
The current black and wlute rmew copy does not reflect any Werence in the patterns used to depict 
Hazard Indlces for Amencan kestrel, great blue heron, or mallard 


