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f DATA AGGREGATION FOR HEALTH EXPQSUR E ASSESSMENT 

Q& &Qreczticn Methodatocv for R o c h  Frm 
.. - 

The flm Unsfderztfm af data zggregation is the exposure scrnan'o (land use). 
Exam'pk? exposure ares for the R a w  Rats Plant sita may be (I) for the 
Industn'aUcornmerciat fand use scenario, the ana of a typIcaf iindtsfrid park (2) 
f Q t  the e d o g i d  preserve scanado, the 2rsa at a presme, and (3) for the 
reddentid land use scenario, the area at a residential neighborhood unless the 
CQWderation of a reeptofs activity patterns and the mechanfsms of toxicity of 
a F e d =  antaminant indicate that a reddentid lot site Is apprcpriate. 

F U b ~ f f t g  tbe appllatian of the attached conssrvathts screen (which idenlifles 
areas of eievaled cantarninant concsntratisn which wiii be the fmzs of  :he 
basefine risk assessment), daz mus be aggregated for each environmentat 
medium to arrive at the e x p a r e  point cQncentraiioa cstlrnate which wiii be 
uSOd in the expcsure zssessment Aggregation of dl contanhan? &!a, 
induding dzta below backt;round or detedgr! limits, wit1 be accomplished over 
bye scenan'a-sgeciiic 8XpCSUrC areas within the area of ancem Identified by 
the scfeening process. The recr=mmen&d &a aggregation procedure is as 
fdows: 
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s) Risk assessment requires charaeerizztion ot ezc+ exposure area tor :he 
Site (OSWER Ditedve 9285.749A, April. 1992, p. 55). Generdity this 
requires aggre@un of data and a subsequent calculation of risk G t h h  
eac.9 exposure area This is especially impartant far hetemgenecus data 
sets. However, 8t the Ro&y R a s  sits, a!l panies agree that it is sufficient to 
edariate risks far aniy one expcsure area per sourcs: the expasuro area 
associafed with the highest rfsk, idexifled by cansidering the 
cancentm! om of CUC3. the affected environmental media, and the 
number of eqasure pdhways. If the expsure area associated with the 
highest risk 1s nat readily identifiable, sev8ral axposura areas may be 
anaiytsd. This decision will be made on a case-by-case bash.  
In genes, no? ma10 than m e  exposum area psr saurm wII need to be 
evaluated unless the exposure g.z?hiva.js differ between expcsure 2m8S 
within ihe source. Data within the exposura area@) will be aggregated 
using the idowing procedure: 

a U s h g  the cmoiete operzbie uriit dzra sa, determine the statistid 
distribution fcr ezd COC in ezsb envfronnental rnebia. Present the 
s:;rtis:iczl distnlxtion grapkicdy, dung with the data plotted in a 
histogram wbich presents rhe frequency of de!ection arid the 
mag n itucie. 

b. use EPA's *Supplemental Guidance io RAGS: Calculating the 
Concsrrtmicsn Term" to catcrtzte the 55th percent upper tmfidenca 
kn2 (95% UCL) af Uta zfilhmetic m e a  cver eqch exposure area for' 
each COC. If the COG d2?2 Is Icg-ncmdy distrihu!ed. highlight 5 of 
this guidanca dccment should be usad. If the COC data is normaily 
distributed at- is determined to be non-pzmetrk, highAght 6 sf;cuid 
be uses'.  he guidma . S ~ ? S  that afctr~zticin of the 95% uCL using 
data sa= with fewer thzn IO ssrnples per expcsclre area provides a 
poor estimse of tie mezn csncsnt~tion. Data sets with 20 IO 30 
samples per e x p u r e  u ta  provide fziriy ccnsisrent estlmate of the 
mean. Ail partits agree thzt uncertainties in the estimtcs of the 
mean uncmtr5tIcns 4 1  be adoresscd in Lye uncaWnty analysis. 
Far OUs 2-7, additional fleid sampling in support of 
baseline risk assassrnent must be mutually agreed to by 
€PA, CDH, and DOE. On a case-by-casa basts, with the 
approval of tha reguktars, geastattstles may be u?iiked fo 
incarparate ssatfai coritinui:y of dab,  
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The above procadure provides tho arithmetic average of the exposure 
ccrncentrathtl that fs expectedJo be antaded over tho expsure period within 
the expasure area assodatad with the maximum rfsk withfn the source- 
AiL9auqh this cancentration does not reffed the maximum concan&athn *at 
mufd be contactsd at any one time, it is explid3y stated In OSWER Publbtion 
9285.7-681. ‘Supplemental Guieanca to RAGS: Catcjlatirq tha Cancantration 
Term’, the zverage is us4 for two reas~ns: 

1. 

2. 

cardnogenic and chronic nancarcnogenlc roxicity crfterfa me based or] 
GfetIrne average exposures; and 

. -  randorniy across an exposure area 
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Hr. R1char-J Schassburger 
V.S.  Deparaene o f  Energy 
Rocky Flat.3 office 
Y.O. Box 9 2 8  
Golden, CO 80402-0928 

RE: Oparabi F! Unit 5 
Comparisons Lu Background Data 

Uear Mr. Schassburgtr : 

Qopresencacives 01 EPA, a x ,  and DOE contractors met. nn 
March 10, 1994, to digcucc options  for comparing the remedial 
investigation data collected from Kower R C S Z L T S ~ T ,  S t a d l e y  Lake 
R e w r v n i r ,  and Great We:j~eru Reservoir t o  background data. 'me 
inceril of this letter'is to document t.he a3reezc,n~ readied at 

EPA and CDII agrcn, that  a weight of evidence approdch n a y  be 
used to addzess the qwstior ,  of wtlethe:r metals and xsdionuclAdes 
.in the reservoirs are d o v e  backgtouad levels. The evidence 
considered should iaclude, but m y  nnt. he limited to the 
following: 

1.  A comparison of stre-& sediment dsra in the O p e d l e  
Unit 3 (OU 3) drainages co backqfuuud csnceatrations of 
strean sediments ia the Background G ~ o c ' n d c a 1  Report. 
Tilaze ccnstitucnrs above backgramG i n  che drdiuagcs should 
be considered a%- potentially d o v e  backgsomd ia the '- 

reservoirs. 

2- A comparison of reselvuir data to spproptiate backgrcmd 
values cake:n from the d s t h 3  scientjfir. literacure. 
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October 13, 1993). The protocol  is highly statistically &sea. - 
A key assumption is that the background data set is * .  
represstative. 

The available data characterizing background concentrations . 

In fact ,  we believe that i f  DOE were to use Dr. 

, . . of reservoir sediments is sparse, therefore, a deviation from Dr- 
Gilbert's approach i s  warranted in the case of OU 3 reservoir 
sediments, 
Gilbert's approach, the conclusions would be less supportable 
than a weight of evidence approach. 

If there are any questions regarding t h i s  issue, please 
direct them to Bonnie Lavelle of EPA at (303)  294-1067, o r  Dave. 
Norberry of CDX at (303) 692-3415. 

Sincerely, 

Martin Hestmark, Manager 
Rocky Flats P r o j e c t  

cc:, Bob Birk, DOE 
,Mark Buddy.;-.EG&G - 
Joe Schief f e l i n ,  CDH 
Dave Norberry, CDH 
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