ARF-19055

United States Department of Energy enterpnse@

Savannah River Site

Focused Corrective Measures Study/Feasibility Study
Report (CMS/FS) for the Wetland Area at Dunbarton Bay
In Support of Steel Creek Integrator Operable Unit (U)

CERCLIS Number: 71

SRNS-RP-2012-00252

Revision 1.1

April 2013

Prepared By:

Savannah River Nuclear Solutions, LLC
Savannah River Site

Aiken, SC 29808

Prepared for the U.S. Department of Energy under Contract No. DE-AC09-08SR22470



ARF-19055

Focused CMS/FS for the Wetland Area at DB — SC IOU SRNS-RP-2012-00252
Savannah River Site Rev. 1.1
April 2013

DISCLAIMER

This report was prepared by Savannah River Nuclear Solutions, LLC (SRNS) for
the United States Department of Energy under Contract No. DE-AC09-08SR22470
and is an account of work performed under that contract. Neither the United States
Government nor any agency thereof, nor any of their employees, nor any of their
contractors, subcontractors or their employees assumes any legal liability or
responsibility for any third party’s use or the results of such use of any information,
apparatus, product, or process disclosed, or represents that its use would not
infringe privately owned rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial
product, process or services by trademark, name, manufacturer or otherwise does
not necessarily constitute or imply endorsement recommendation, or favoring of
same by SRNS or the United States Government or any agency thereof.

Printed in the United States of America
Prepared for
U. S. Department of Energy
and
Savannah River Nuclear Solutions, LLC
Aiken, South Carolina

1973 RPD.docx



ARF-19055

Focused CMS/FS for the Wetland Area at DB — SC IOU SRNS-RP-2012-00252
Savannah River Site Rev. 1.1
April 2013

CERTIFICATION

Focused Corrective Measures Study/Feasibility Study Report (CMS/FS)
for the Wetland Area at Dunbarton Bay In Support of
Steel Creek Integrator Operable Unit (U)

CERCLIS Number: 71
SRNS-RP-2012-00252, Revision 1.1, April 2013

[REF: 40CFR270.11 (d)(1)]

“| certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my
direction or supervision according to a system designed to assure that qualified personnel
properly gather and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or
persons who manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the
information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate,
and complete. | am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false information,
including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations.”

I 1 |
62[/5 e [ i/ff)@m)\l-f{/\ Date: _4-/7 /3

Alice. C. Doswell, Senior Vice PresidentDate Signed
Environment, Safety, Security & Health

for Savannah River Nuclear Solutions, LLC

as the Co-Operator with the U. S. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Office

Date: é ‘20'/3

gelia D. Adams, Acting DirectorDate Signed
Area Completion Project

U. S. Department of Energy

Savannah River Operations Office

Co-Operator and Owner

1973_RPD.docx



ARF-19055

Focused CMS/FS for the Wetland Area at DB — SC IOU SRNS-RP-2012-00252
Savannah River Site Rev. 1.1
April 2013

This page intentionally left blank.

1973 RPD.docx



ARF-19055

Focused CMS/FS for the Wetland Area at DB — SC IOU SRNS-RP-2012-00252
Savannah River Site Rev. 1.1
April 2013 Executive Summary, Page ES-1 of ES-2

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This document is a Focused Corrective Measures Study/Feasibility Study (FCMS/FS) which
discusses remedial action objectives (RAOs) and remedial goal options (RGOs) for the Wetland
Area at Dunbarton Bay (WADB) in support of the Steel Creek Integrator Operable Unit (IOU).
The goals of the remedial actions are to protect human health and the environment and to
mitigate the effects of contamination. The WADB is listed as a Resource Conservation and
Recovery  Act/Comprehensive  Environmental = Compensation, and Liability = Act
(RCRA/CERCLA) unit in Appendix C of the Savannah River Site (SRS) Federal Facility
Agreement (FFA) as a subunit of the Steel Creek IOU.

Representatives from the United States Department of Energy, United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA), and South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental
Control (SCDHEC) met on August 5, 2010, to discuss and evaluate the need for a remedial
action regarding the ash overflow from P-Area Ash Basin operations into the surrounding
downgradient area. The three agencies determined that there was not enough information at the
time to make a remedial decision or determine the best administrative approach for the additional
ash contamination. The newly discovered ash overflow area was identified as the WADB and

administratively assigned to the Steel Creek IOU for further evaluation.

Soil, ash, and surface water samples were collected in 2010. A Sampling and Analysis Plan was
developed in 2011 to address data gaps identified in the original dataset. Both datasets were
used in the subsequent baseline risk assessment (BRA). The results of the subsequent BRA
indicate that a potential risk to human receptors exceeds 1E-06 for exposure to arsenic, cesium-
137(+D) and coal-related radionuclides. A summary of the refined constituents of concern
(COC) for the WADB is provided in Section 1. There is no principal threat source material
(PTSM), ecological, contaminant migration, or groundwater refined constituents of concern

resulting from the ash.

Potential remedial alternatives have been developed to address the ash plume at the WADB. In

accordance with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP),

1973 RPD.docx



ARF-19055

Focused CMS/FS for the Wetland Area at DB — SC IOU SRNS-RP-2012-00252
Savannah River Site Rev. 1.1
April 2013 Executive Summary, Page ES-2 of ES-2

a range of diverse alternatives are used to compare during the detailed analysis. The range of
alternatives includes options that 1) reduce the contaminant volume and need for long-term

management, or 2) limit future exposure to contaminated media.
The RAO for the WADB is to:

* Prevent the IOU on-site worker from exposure to contaminants in surface/ash soil at

concentrations exceeding 1E-06 risk or SRS background concentrations.

After screening, the retained general response actions and treatment technologies were combined
to develop the remedial alternatives. Each of the remedial alternatives, with the exception of the

No Action alternative, can attain the RAO either individually or in combination.

Based upon the technology screening and the RAO for the WADB, three remedial alternatives
including four sub-alternatives are being carried forward for detailed alternatives analysis. All
alternatives except the No Action alternative can attain the RAO. Alternatives A-2, A-3a, and

A-3b will be combined with land use controls (LUCs).

Alternatives A-3c, and A-3d, which evaluate excavation of the total volume of ash, achieve
unrestricted land use. The retained alternatives will be evaluated against the nine CERCLA
criteria listed in the NCP, commonly called the National Contingency Plan. The comparative
analysis presented in this document does not propose a preferred alternative. Rather, the
preferred alternative will be presented in the Statement of Basis/Proposed Plan (SB/PP)
document to be submitted after approval of this Focused CMS/FS.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document is a Focused Corrective Measures Study/Feasibility Study (FCMS/FS)
which discusses remedial action objectives (RAOs) and remedial goal options (RGOs)
for the Wetland Area at Dunbarton Bay (WADB) (Figure 1-1) in support of the Steel
Creek Integrator Operable Unit (IOU). The goals of the remedial actions are to protect
human health and the environment and to mitigate the effects of contamination. The
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has established a structured
process to identify and evaluate technologies for remedial applications. This process
involves developing and screening a range of appropriate remedial options and selecting

the most suitable approach(es) for corrective measures and remedial actions.
1.1  Purpose and Organization of Report

The purpose of this FCMS/FS is to assess the unit-specific alternatives for remedial
action of the (WADB) subunit, which was added to the Federal Facility Agreement
(FFA) as part of the Steel Creek IOU. This subunit was listed as part of the Steel Creek
IOU because it represents a pathway for the release of contaminants which can impact
human health and the environment. The area of concern is downgradient of the P-Area
Ash Basin (PAB), where ash disposal activities have encroached towards and within the
WADB. Characterization of the area has been conducted to further refine the impact of
ash on soils, groundwater (GW), human and ecological receptors, and contaminant
migration potential to GW. The evaluation presented in the appendices also supports the

development of remedial actions in this FCMS/FS.

This FCMS/FS was developed in accordance with Comprehensive Environmental
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) guidance. The general approach to
evaluating potential remedial actions in the FCMS/FS is based on United States
Department of Energy (USDOE) guidance, USEPA guidance, and Core Team
agreements. The Core Team are representatives from the USDOE, USEPA, and South
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Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) who are the

remedial decision makers for the project.
The FCMS/FS provides discussion to:

e Summarize results of the ash characterization

e Determine the RAOs for the media of interest

e Identify general response actions for the media of concern

o Identify remedial technologies that are applicable to the WADB
e Identify remedial alternatives that meet the RAOs

e Conduct a detailed analysis of remedial alternatives based on National Oil and

Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP) criteria

e Conduct a comparative analysis of these remedial alternatives

The terms “corrective measures” and “remedial actions” are terms used under the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and CERCLA to refer to potential
cleanup activities. Although a comparative analysis of the corrective measures/remedial
action alternatives is presented in this FCMS/FS, a preferred alternative is not proposed.
The preferred alternative for the WADB will be presented in the Statement of
Basis/Proposed Plan (SB/PP) to be submitted after approval of this FCMS/FS.

Supporting information includes the following: data tables (Appendix A); human health
risk assessment (HHRA) / principal threat source material (PTSM) evaluation (Appendix
B); ecological risk assessment (ERA) (Appendix C); contaminant migration (CM)
analysis / groundwater monitoring results (Appendix D); RGO calculations (Appendix
E), detailed cost estimates (Appendix F), and a Natural Resource Injury Evaluation
(Appendix G) are provided as separate appendices and are pertinent to supporting the

conclusions presented in this document.
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1.2 Background Information

SRS, which comprises an area of approximately 803 square kilometers (km”, 310 square
miles [miz]), is located in Aiken, Barnwell, and Allendale counties about 32 km
(20 miles [mi]) south of Aiken, South Carolina (Figure 1-1). USDOE owns SRS;
Savannah River Nuclear Services, LLC, (SRNS) provides management and operating
services. Since its creation in 1951, SRS has historically produced tritium, plutonium,
and other special nuclear materials for national defense. SRS has also provided nuclear
materials for the space program and for medical, industrial, and research efforts.
Chemical and radioactive wastes are byproducts of the nuclear material production
processes. Hazardous substances as defined by CERCLA and hazardous waste as
defined by RCRA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 261.20) are currently present

in the environment at SRS.

On December 21, 1989, SRS was placed on the CERCLA National Priority List (NPL).
In accordance with Section 120 of CERCLA, USDOE has entered into a FFA with
SCDHEC and USEPA to coordinate cleanup activities at SRS under one comprehensive
strategy that fulfills RCRA and CERCLA assessment, investigation, and response action
requirements. The WADB is listed as a RCRA/CERCLA unit in Appendix C of the FFA
as a subunit of the Steel Creek IOU.

The Core Team met on August 5, 2010, to discuss and evaluate the need for a remedial
action regarding the ash overflow from P-Area Ash Basin (PAB) operations into the
WADB (Figures 1-2 and 1-3). The newly discovered ash overflow area in and around
Dunbarton Bay was administratively assigned to the Steel Creek IOU in the SRS FFA for

further evaluation.
1.2.1 Unit Description

The dominant feature of the WADB is the Carolina bay called Dunbarton Bay
(Figure 1-2). Carolina bays are shallow elliptical depressions that vary in size, are

oriented northwest to southeast, are commonly 0.6- to 1.2-m (2- to 4-feet [ft]) deep, and
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are found on the southeastern Atlantic coastal plain area. Their widespread extent was
unknown until the use of aerial photography in the 1930s at Myrtle Beach, South

Carolina.

The most widely accepted theory of Carolina bay formation is that originally there were
shallow depressions in the landscape with an aquitard underneath that allowed
precipitation to perch above the aquitard surface. Prevailing winds then shaped the
depressions into the now familiar elliptical shape. The cause of the original depression,

however, is still unknown.

Carolina bays contain soils that are dark in color and can range in texture from sandy
loam to a silty clay loam. Carolina bays have high levels of organic matter and often
have thick layers of black humus and peat including decayed vegetation and the presence
of illite and kaolinite clays in the depression bottom. Peat and organic soil layers can
vary in thickness to over 3.7 m (12 ft) depending upon the age of the bay. The bays tend
to have high amounts of organic carbon providing high levels of organic acids, high

cation exchange capacity, low hydraulic conductivity, and low base saturation.

Carolina bays, in general, have a history of disturbance. Ditching and draining was a
common practice, primarily to support cultivation. Bays on the SRS have been protected
from such disturbances since 1951, and some bays on the SRS have been restored to pre-
disturbance conditions. The Dunbarton Bay has been identified as a designated wetland

at the WADB subunit.
Habitats and Ecological Setting

The diverse habitats of SRS support a wide range of aquatic, semi-aquatic, and terrestrial
species. The WADB is comprised of both cypress and hardwood canopy habitats. The
area is predominantly flat containing disturbed and undisturbed upland areas that grades
into a depositional wetland. Three habitat types exist within the survey area; these
include: 1) 3.0 hectares (ha, 7.5 acres [ac]) of disturbed and undisturbed portions of a

maturing pine and mixed pine hardwood upland and mesic forest; 2) 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) of
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upland early successional vegetation along roadside and utility corridor rights-of-ways;
and 3) approximately 12 ha (30.5 ac) of disturbed (overburden of ash deposition) and
undisturbed portions of a maturing mixed bottomland and cypress swamp forests.
Botanical and wildlife surveys did not identify any critical habitat nor locate any

threatened, endangered and sensitive (TES) species within the project area.
Groundwater Hydrogeology

The unconsolidated marine and fluvial sediments of the Atlantic coastal plain underlying
P Area and all of SRS are a variably stratified, heterogeneous sequence of sand, clay,
limestone, and gravel layers. In terms of hydrostratigraphy, the uppermost sediments
compose the Floridian Aquifer System. In P Area, the Floridian Aquifer System consists
of, in ascending order, the Gordon Aquifer (GA), the Gordon Confining Unit (GCU), and
the Upper Three Runs Aquifer (UTRA). Any groundwater contaminant plume from ash
would be located in the UTRA of the Floridian Aquifer System. The Floridian Aquifer
System is separated from lower aquifer units by the Crouch Branch Confining Unit
(CBCU), which is a competent aquitard. A generalized local correlation for the WADB
between lithostratigraphic and hydrostratigraphic units is provided in in

Figure 1-4.

The GA consists of the sandy section of the Snapp Formation and the overlying Fourmile
and Congaree Formations. The average thickness of the aquifer is approximately
29 m (96 ft) within the area of interest and consists of unconsolidated sand with several

pebbly zones.

The GCU separates the GA from the UTRA. The GCU is made up of fine-grained sand,
glauconitic sand, clay of the Warley Hill Formation (green clay), and clayey limestone of
the Santee Formation. The average thickness of the aquitard is approximately 5 m (16 ft)
in the area. The hydraulic head below the GCU in P Area is approximately 6 m (20 ft)
lower than the hydraulic head above the GCU. This large head difference is evidence of

the low permeability of the confining unit.
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The UTRA extends from the GCU to the water table. The thickness of this aquifer is
typically 150-ft thick and is informally divided into three major aquifer zones: the Lower
Aquifer Zone (LAZ), the Transmissive Zone (TZ), and the combined “A” and “AA”
horizons (A/AA) (Figures 1-5 and 1-6). Sediments from the Santee Formation to the
base of the Dry Branch Formation make up the LAZ. The average thickness of the LAZ
is approximately 26-m (85-ft) thick. There can also be other less significant aquifer
zones including the Middle Clay Lower Aquifer Zone (MCLAZ) and the Lower Lower
Aquifer Zone (LLAZ) differentiated in the LAZ depending upon the history of local

deposition.

Between the LAZ and the TZ lays the Tan Clay Confining Zone (TCCZ). The TCCZ is
made up of sediments from the Dry Branch Formation and contains tan to orange clay

and sandy clay interbedded with clayey sand and sand.

The TZ lies atop the TCCZ and the A/AA lies atop the TZ. The TZ is the upper portion
of the Dry Branch and the average thickness is approximately 9 m (31 ft). The sediments
are moderately to poorly sorted, coarse to medium grained silty sands, with sandy and
silty clay layers and some pebble zones. The A/AA horizons consist of all sediments
above the Dry Branch Formation, including the Tobacco Road Formation and the
“upland” unit. The “upland unit” sediments are commonly very dense and clayey and
often contain gravely sand. The topographic surface bounds the top of the A/AA creating
a widely variable thickness across the study area. It is deeply incised by the lower

portions of stream channels such as Steel Creek and Meyers Branch.
Surface Topography

The base floor of the area lies almost entirely at 75 m (246 ft) above mean sea level
(msl). Steep ridgelines up to 89 m (292 ft) above msl border portions and have subjected
it to fluvial forces, effects of which have been amplified by stormwater runoff from
industrial areas. In its entirety, Dunbarton Bay is part of a complex of three bays (Bay
96, 97 and 98) thought to originally exist as a single bay. Historically, the bays that

comprise the Dunbarton Bay complex were segregated by roads and a rail transportation
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line altering the bay system. Bay 96 is the present day bay that is located downgradient
of the PAB. Bay 96 is referred to herein as Dunbarton Bay. Dunbarton Bay is flanked
by Bay 98 on the east and Bay 100 on the west (Figure 1-2).

Surface water is only intermittently present in the WADB. It was only possible to obtain
one surface water sample directly in the Dunbarton Bay, which was collected prior to
development of the sampling and analysis plan (SAP), and it was collected from a low
spot in the middle of the bay. There was no surface water in the WADB in 2011. This
indicates the surrounding area and Dunbarton Bay is not hydraulically connected to the
aquifer at this time, if at all. The cycle of the Dunbarton Bay appears to be precipitation
— evapotranspiration driven. As the precipitation rate exceeds the hydraulic conductivity
of the sediment in the bottom of the depressions, the water level in the surrounding area
and Dunbarton Bay will increase. @~ As the precipitation rate decreases and
evapotranspiration dominates the cycle, water levels in the entire area will decrease or

evaporate completely as it is now.

Dunbarton Bay is hydraulically isolated at this point in time from the water table aquifer.
The potentiometric surface averaged 70 m (230 ft) above msl beneath Dunbarton Bay and
the lowest spot which could be located in the wetland measured 73 m (238 ft) above msl
(the low spot) creating a minimum vadose zone thickness at least 2 m (8 ft) (Figures 1-5

and 1-6).

The volume of water which can be retained in the area is also limited. Ditches were
constructed in the area to carry storm water runoff from Dunbarton Bay to Meyers
Branch. It is apparent on the topographical relief map (see Figure 1-7) the Dunbarton
Bay as well as other Carolina bays in the area have drainage provided by a manmade
ditch system for minimizing accumulations of precipitation in these areas. As a result,
the area can only reach a water level potential equal to the maximum depth of the
ditching system elevation. This area has a long history of disturbance and fragmentation

by pre-SRS roads, making the natural drainage flows challenging to interpret. Based on

1973 RPD.docx



ARF-19055

Focused CMS/FS for the Wetland Area at DB — SC IOU SRNS-RP-2012-00252
Savannah River Site Rev. 1.1
April 2013 Page 1-8

historical aerial photographs, vegetated riparian zones connect the area to the head waters

of Meyers Branch, as part of the larger Dunbarton Bay system.

The ash flow from the PAB area follows a natural surface elevation gradient to
Dunbarton Bay. The ash has been transported from the PAB area and has been
distributed at various depths along a distance of approximately 762 m (2,500 ft)
extending south into the Dunbarton Bay itself. The Dunbarton Bay is the only designated

wetland where the ash flow has encroached.
1.2.2 Unit History

SRS began early infrastructure development between 1951 and 1955 including the
construction of P-Reactor which operated between 1954 and 1991. Similar to each
reactor area at SRS, P Area utilized a coal-fired powerhouse to generate steam and
electricity, with coal ash (coal combustion products [CCP]) produced as a result of boiler
operations. In P Area, this ash was mixed with water and transferred to the PAB via a
sluice line. In 2010, during clearing of 14 ha (35 ac) surrounding the PAB, ash was
discovered outside the ash basin to the north and south-southwest. Additional
characterization efforts established that the ash deposition extended to what was thought

to be another 19 ha (47 ac) to the south-southwest into the Dunbarton Bay.

This information was presented to the Core Team on June 15, 2010, and again on August
5,2010. The administrative path forward was discussed at the August 5™ meeting and
the Core Team concluded there was not enough information at the time to make a

remedial decision or determine the best administrative approach for the additional ash.
The Core Team agreed to the following path:

e Provide a schedule for additional surface water and groundwater (GW)

characterization

e Develop a SAP to include the following:

0 Shallow GW sampling
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0 Surface water samples at Myers Branch

0 GW sampling from an existing well cluster near Dunbarton Bay

e Execute the characterization plan and evaluate results

e Develop a Scoping Summary and reconvene the Core Team to discuss results and

appropriate administrative and remedial path forward.

Subsequent to these decisions, a SAP (SRNS 2011) was prepared to support additional
surface water and groundwater sampling. During execution of the SAP in 2011, no
surface water samples were collected in Dunbarton Bay because there was no surface
water present in the wetlands during characterization activities. There is currently no
surface water in the wetlands. It should be noted that two surface water samples were
collected in 2010 prior to development of the SAP; one directly in a low spot of the
Carolina Bay and the other in a downgradient drainage feature. The analytical results of
these two surface water samples are used as data sources in this FCMS/FS. Ten (10)
ash/soil samples were collected and analyzed in 2011 for ecological assessment by the
Savannah River Ecology Laboratory. At least two events of groundwater sampling from
each of the thirteen (13) monitoring wells were collected. Various biota samples were
also collected. Therefore, all sampling of media included in the SAP, with the exception
of surface water sampling, was completed. See Figures 1-8 through 1-10 for sample

locations.
Conceptual Site Model

The conceptual site model (CSM) is an objective framework for assessing data pertinent
to the investigation. The CSM identifies and evaluates suspected sources of
contamination, contaminant release mechanisms, potentially affected media (secondary
sources of contamination), potential exposure pathways, and potential human and

ecological receptors.
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Exposure pathways describe the course a chemical or physical agent takes from the
source to the exposed receptor. The following five (5) components make up an exposure

pathway:

e Source (facility operations, spill, etc.)

e Exposure media (soil, groundwater, etc.)

e Exposure point (drinking water well, etc.)

e Exposure route (external radiation, ingestion, dermal contact, inhalation, etc.)

e Receptor (resident, worker, wildlife, etc.)

If any of these elements is missing, the pathway is incomplete and is not considered
further in the quantitative risk assessment. A pathway is complete when all five
components are present to permit potential exposure of a receptor to a source of
contamination. Exposure analysis is conceptually important in terms of identifying all
potentially complete exposure routes, understanding the nature and extent (as well as fate
and transport) of contamination, and developing preliminary remedial alternatives. In a
complete pathway, exposure occurs at exposure points that may represent only a small
portion of the entire exposure route. If there is no exposure point, then there is no
exposure, and the pathway is considered incomplete. In general, the primary sources of

contamination at the WADB resulted from the movement of ash from the PAB area.

The area in question is located in a remote part of SRS and it is not within any
administrative or industrial areas that are currently designated for industrial land use.
The environmental setting precludes any residential (unrestricted) or industrial land use
in the future. Therefore, the most likely receptor scenario is an onsite worker (i.e., a
worker who is conducting research, collecting samples, performing maintenance, etc.).
However, in order to support risk management decision making, a variety of hypothetical
receptors are evaluated in the HHRA. These include the standard (i.e., default)
unrestricted (i.e., residential) and industrial land use scenarios as well as the site-specific

onsite worker and adolescent trespasser scenarios.
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The primary exposure pathways for evaluation relative to human receptors include:

e Exposure to surface media 0 to 0.3 meters (m) (0 to 1 ft) via incidental ingestion,
dermal contact, inhalation of windblown dust, inhalation of volatile constituents, and

external exposure from radionuclides.

e Exposure to surface water via ingestion, inhalation, dermal contact and external

exposure from radionuclides (conservative drinking water comparison only).

e Exposure to groundwater through ingestion of drinking water from contaminated

sources (drinking water comparison).

From an ecological risk perspective, the habitat at Dunbarton Bay likely supports both
terrestrial and aquatic/semi-aquatic receptors to some degree. The media of concern are
primarily the surficial ash 0 to 0.3 m (0 to 1 ft) and surface water. Terrestrial receptors
include earthworm (soil invertebrate), old-field mouse (herbivorous mammal), short-
tailed shrew (insectivorous mammal), raccoon (omnivorous mammal), American robin
(insectivorous bird) and red-tailed hawk (carnivorous bird). Aquatic/semi-aquatic
receptors include aquatic organisms, benthic (sediment) dwelling organisms, raccoon

(mammalian aquatic predator) and green heron (avian aquatic predator).

Leaching of contaminants from the contaminated media to groundwater constitutes a
secondary contaminant release mechanism. The potential to leach to groundwater is

evaluated in the contaminant migration analysis.
The preliminary CSM for the WADB is presented in Figure 1-11.
1.3  Data Evaluation

There are two datasets associated with the soil/ash characterization of Dunbarton Bay.
The first dataset consisted of ten soil/ash sample locations (PAB-116, -117, -119, -120,
-153, -182, -183, -301, -302, -304) within Dunbarton Bay from the 0- to 0.3-m (0- to 1-ft)
ash/soil interval (Figure 1-8). Two surface water samples (PAB-428 and PAB-429)

(Figure 1-9), and 13 groundwater wells were also sampled (Figure 1-10). This data was
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collected in June 2010 and analyzed by General Engineering Laboratory. The data was
verified and validated (V&V) and was used in a preliminary risk evaluation that was
presented to the Core Team in August 2012 to assist in the determination of the
administrative path forward for this area. This dataset has since been upgraded to
definitive level data and is presented in the Data Usability Report (DUR) for this project
(Appendix A).

A SAP was developed in 2011 to address data gaps identified in the original dataset
(SRNS, 2011). These data gaps pertained primarily to the ecological risk assessment.
More specifically, site specific biological field studies were initiated for metals associated
with the ash media. The studies targeted both biotic (i.e., fauna) and abiotic (i.e.,
ash/soil) media. Although surface water was also intended to be sampled, Dunbarton Bay
was dry due to regional drought conditions and no surface water samples were obtained.
The Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL) collected and analyzed the ash/soil and
biota samples in 2011/2012. The data quality for this dataset is unverified and
unvalidated (U&U).

In addition, four monitoring wells were installed to address the data uncertainty
associated with the groundwater media and to determine if there is a threat of
groundwater contamination migrating from Dunbarton Bay into other areas of SRS or

off-site. The groundwater data is definitive level and is assessed in the DUR.

The data used for the HHRA/PTSM evaluation, ERA, and CM and groundwater

evaluation is summarized in Table 1-1.
1.3.1 Nature and Extent of Contamination

The ash deposition area has been determined to begin on the south side of the PAB and
extend in a southerly direction for approximately 762 m (2,500 ft) into the Dunbarton
Bay. The maximum width at the leading edge of the ash deposition area is ~300 m
(~985 ft). The depth of ash deposition is variable and is less than 0.3 to 0.9 m
(1 to 3 ft) in thickness (see Figure 1-3).
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The area of ash deposition is approximately 15 ha (37 ac). There is a total volume of

61,332 cubic meters (m’, ~80,220 cubic yards [yd3 ]) of ash.
Summary of the Human Health Risk Assessment

The HHRA is presented in Appendix B of this document. The results indicate that the
potential risk to all four human receptor scenarios evaluated in the HHRA exceeds 1E-06
for exposure to arsenic, cesium-137(+D) and coal-related radionuclides. The risk
estimates for each of the refined constituents of concern (RCOCs) for each receptor
scenario are summarized below. RCOCs are defined as COCs that require a remedial

action.

Residential scenario, 0-1 ft ash/soil interval: Human Health (HH) RCOCs include arsenic
(risk = 5.5E-05), cesium-137(+D) (risk = 5.5E-05), potassium-40 (risk = 8.8E-05),
radium-226(+D) (risk = 1.9E-04), and uranium-238(+D) (risk = 2.9E-06); the total

cumulative risk is 3.9E-04.

Industrial worker scenario, 0- to 0.3-m (0- to 1-ft) ash/soil interval: HH RCOCs include
arsenic (risk = 1.3E-05), cesium-137(+D) (risk = 3.3E-05), potassium-40 (risk =
5.0E-05), radium-226(+D) (risk = 1.1E-04), and uranium-238(+D) (risk = 1.4E-06); the

total cumulative risk is 2.1E-04.

IOU Onsite worker scenario, 0- to 0.3-m (0- to 1-ft) ash/soil interval: HH RCOCs include
arsenic (risk = 6.5E-06), cesium-137(+D) (risk = 1.7E-05), potassium-40 (risk =
2.4E-05), and radium-226(+D) (risk = 5.1E-05); the total cumulative risk is 9.9E-05.

Adolescent trespasser scenario, 0- to 0.3-m (0- to 1-ft) ash/soil interval: HH RCOCs
include arsenic (risk = 3.0E-06), cesium-137(+D) (risk = 1.3E-05), potassium-40 (risk =
1.6E-05), and radium-226(+D) (risk = 3.5E-05); the total cumulative risk is 6.7E-05.

No constituents are identified as RCOCs for the surface water media.
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Summary of the Principal Threat Source Material Evaluation

The PTSM evaluation is also presented in Appendix B. No PTSM RCOCs were
identified for the ash/soil media at Dunbarton Bay (Hazard Index [HI] = 0.6; cumulative
risk = 3.0E-04).

Summary of the Ecological Risk Assessment

The ecological risk assessment is presented in Appendix C of this document. It considers
multiple lines-of-evidence to make a determination whether the ash (and surface water)
media within Dunbarton Bay either has in the past or has the potential in the future to
pose a significant risk to wildlife receptors. These lines-of-evidence include the
following: chemical analysis of the impacted medium, literature-based risk calculations,
bioaccumulation and field tissue surveys, trophic level modeling, population/community

evaluations, and toxicity testing information.

There is no clear evidence that Dunbarton Bay is negatively impacting ecological
receptors, as it appears that it is as healthy and diverse an ecosystem as similar areas
adjacent to it that are not contaminated. The overall weight-of-evidence leads to the
conclusion that the naturally occurring trace metals associated with the coal ash that is
present within the Dunbarton Bay system do not pose an unacceptable risk to
representative populations inhabiting or utilizing the area or to special species of concern.
Therefore, no ecological RCOCs for either the ash/soil or surface water media are
identified and there are no problems warranting action from an ecological risk

perspective.
Summary of the Contaminant Migration Analysis/Groundwater Evaluation

The contaminant migration analysis is presented in Appendix D. There are no
constituents that have the potential to migrate to the aquifer and exceed the maximum
contaminant levels (MCL) (or regional screening levels [RSL]/Preliminary Remediation
Goals [PRG] in the absence of a MCL) within 1,000 years. Therefore, no CM RCOCs

are identified for the ash/soil media.
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In addition, an evaluation of the groundwater medium is also presented in Appendix D of
this document. Screening was conducted for all maximum detected groundwater
concentrations and compared to either the MCLs or tap water RSLs. Groundwater
samples were collected from various depths beneath the wetlands and Dunbarton Bay and
only one detection of gross alpha and one detection of beryllium were found to exceed an
MCL, one time each (Summary Table 1-2). The fact there were only two analytes to
exceed a drinking water standard provides a converging line of evidence that a
conservative contaminant migration analysis has accurately predicted that none of the soil
analytes would migrate to groundwater and exceed an MCL, RSL, or PRG. A total of 13
monitoring wells were used to sample groundwater at various depths below the wetland
and Dunbarton Bay. All wells were sampled at least two times from April 2011 until
February 2012. Groundwater samples were collected from 2.7 m (9 ft) msl to 63 m
(207 ft) msl beneath and near the Dunbarton Bay. The large number of samples collected
provides for statistical stability and representiveness in monitoring trends of groundwater

quality.

Gross alpha and beryllium were not considered groundwater RCOCs since both are
anomalous detections from a single well - RGW-7C. Beryllium was detected once at
10.6 ng/L (MCL = 4.0 pg/L) in April 2011 but thereafter was only detected at less than
1.0 pg/L in June 2011, September 2011, November 2011, and February 2012 or 1 out of
5 times. Gross alpha was similarly detected once at 18.2 pCi/L (MCL = 15.0 pCi/L) in
April 2011, but thereafter, was only detected at less than 2.7 pCi/L or not detected in the
next four sampling events, or 1 out of 5 times. Therefore, there has only been one
detection of each analyte above its respective drinking water standard, with four samples
collected subsequently, without exceeding a drinking water standard. RGW-7C is side-
gradient to the groundwater flow in the wetlands and the screen zone is too deep to be
impacted by the wetlands. Deeper wells closer to the wetlands did not have these

detections. Therefore, groundwater RCOCs have not been identified.
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Conclusion

There is no PTSM, ecological, contaminant migration, or groundwater RCOCs identified
for the WADB resulting from the ash. The potential risk to all four human receptor
scenarios evaluated in the HHRA exceeds 1E-06 for exposure to arsenic, cesium-137(+D)
and coal-related radionuclides. A summary of the refined constituents of concern for
Dunbarton Bay is provided in Table 1-3. Based on these conclusions, the preliminary

CSM has been revised and presented in Figure 1-12.
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Figure 1-9.  Surface Water Sample Locations from the Wetland Area at Dunbarton Bay Subunit
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Figure 1-10. Groundwater Sampling Locations for the Wetlands at Dunbarton Bay Subunit
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Figure 1-11. Preliminary Conceptual Site Model for the Wetland Area at Dunbarton Bay Subunit
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Figure 1-12 Revised Conceptual Site Model for the Wetland Area at Dunbarton Bay Subunit
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Table 1-1.  Data Used for Evaluation in the Focused CMS/FS
Sample ID . . Data
Prefix # Sample Locations Analytes Media Quality Level Data Use
PAB 10 TAL metals, Rads Ash/soil Definitive }éﬁent, HHRA, PTSM, ERA,
10 — Dunbarton Bay . Ecological weight-of-
DUN 2 ( Berd) - Bay 100 Metals Ash/soil SREL data evidence support
PASI’{ECV}VW & 13 wells TAL metals, Rads Groundwater Definitive Groundwater Extent, CM
PAB 2 TAL metals, Rads Surface Water Definitive Extent, HHRA, ERA
None 6 Metals Biota SREL data Ecological weight-of-
evidence support
Table 1-2.  Summary of Groundwater Data
# Samples|
Max |[Exceeding
Total # % Mean [ Mean [Minimum|Maximum| MCL/ |>MCL/[ MCL/
Analyte Name | Samples | Detects | Detects|Units| DL [Detection [Detection | Detection | RSL | RSL? [ RSL
Arsenic 52 3 6 | ng/L|[2.54E+00[ 1.53E+01 [ 1.30E+00| 1.90E+02 | 1.00E+01f No 0
Barium 52 52 10 ug/L [ 8.92E+00| 3.55E+01 | 3.84E+00| 1.73E+02 | 2.00E+03( No 0
Beryllium 52 15 29 ug/L | 6.92E-01| 1.09E+00 [ 1.03E-01 [ 1.06E+01 | 4.00E+0! Yes 1
Cadmium 32 7 13 ng/L'| 5.00E-01| 1.56E-01 1.30E-01 | 2.00E-01 | 5.00E+O0! No 0
Chromium 32 3 6 png/L | 1.00E+01| 4.20E+00 | 3.50E+00| 5.40E+00 | 1.00E+02] No 0
Cobalt 52 31 60 | ug/L|3.46E+00| 9.68E-01 | 2.70E-01 | 4.30E+00 | 1.00E+01] No 0
Copper 52 36 69 | ug/L|2.54E+00| 1.08E+00 | 5.02E-01 | 3.40E+00 | 1.30E+03] No 0
Gross Alpha 52 25 48 | pCi/L|3.96E+00| 2.87E+00 | 6.20E-01 [ 1.82E+01 | 1.50E+01] Yes 1
Tron 52 37 71 | pg/L|6.92E+01| 8.03E+02 | 1.09E+01| 5.79E+03 | 2.60E+04 No 0
Lead 52 36 69 ug/L | 3.77E+00{ 1.05E+00 [ 2.00E-01 [ 6.00E+00 | 1.50E+01] No 0
Manganese 52 48 92 ug/L [ 5.08E+00| 1.58E+01 | 3.00E-01 | 7.16E+01 | 8.80E+02[ No 0
Mercury 10 0 0 | pg/rL|2.00E-01 ND ND ND ND NA NA
Nonvolatile Beta 52 21 40 | pCi/L|5.37E+00| 2.89E+00 | 8.40E-01 | 1.80E+01 NA NA NA
Selenium 52 0 0 | pg/L|[8.85E+00 ND ND ND ND NA NA
Silver 32 6 12 | pg/L|2.00E+00| 4.12E-01 | 1.30E-01 | 1.40E+00 | 1.80E+02 No 0
(T}fgghlomethyle“e 10 0 0 |pgL|500E-01] ND ND ND | 500E+00 NA | NA
Thallium 48 18 35 pg/L [ 1.58E+00| 1.29E+00 | 1.57E-01 [ 2.10E+00 | 5.00E+O0! No 0
(T;ggl)oroethyle“e 10 0 0 |ugL|500E-01| ND ND ND | 500E+00 NA | NA
Tritium 10 7 13 |pCi/L| 5.41E-01| 8.07E-01 | 1.49E-01 | 2.01E+00 | 2.00E+01f No 0
Zinc 52 19 37 ug/L | 1.96E+01| 9.08E+00 | 3.23E+00| 1.69E+01 | 1.10E+04 No 0
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Table 1-3 Summary of Refined Constituents of Concern

Media HH RCOCs Risk Estimate Total Cumulative Risk
Resident
Arsenic 5.5E-05
Cesium-137(+D) 5.5E-05
Potassium-40 8.8E-05 3.9E-04
Radium-226(+D) 1.9E-04
Uranium-238(+D) 2.9E-06

Industrial Worker

Arsenic 1.3E-05
Cesium-137(+D) 3.3E-05
Potassium-40 5.0E-05 2.1E-04
_ Radium-226(+D) 1.1E-04
Surface Ash/Soil Uranium-238(+D) 1.4E-06
(0to1Ft)
10U Onsite Worker
Arsenic 6.5E-06
Cesium-137(+D) 1.7E-05 9.9E-05
Potassium-40 2.4E-05
Radium-226(+D) 5.1E-05
Adolescent Trespasser
Arsenic 3.0E-06
Cesium-137(+D) 1.3E-05 6.7E-05
Potassium-40 1.6E-05
Radium-226(+D) 3.5E-05
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2.0 IDENTIFICATION AND SCREENING OF TECHNOLOGIES

This section summarizes the technology screening for the WADB and the unit-specific
RAOs for soil contamination in relation to the RGOs which have been developed.
Remedial alternatives applicable to the WADB are then identified for establishing

general response actions.
2.1 Introduction

Technologies for remediating the WADB have been screened. Because there are only a
limited number of applicable effective technologies, the screening of general response

actions is succinct and is found on Table 2-1.

The technologies considered include the No Action Alternative as a baseline case to
compare against the nine criteria of other alternatives as required by the NCP. Land use
controls (LUCs) are selected to administratively limit receptor access to contaminated
media. Containment (both in situ and ex situ) was selected as an engineered barrier
technology and includes a soil cover or capping system and was retained since this is a
conventional technology universally used for disposal of solid waste and ash. Finally,
excavation (or removal) combined with ex situ containment was selected as a
combination of simple, implementable remedial technologies. Containment is also

considered a presumptive remedy for metals in soil by the USEPA.
The NCP specifies six criteria for developing this range of remedial technologies:

1. Whenever practical, use treatment to address principal threats posed by the unit;

2. Use engineering controls for waste that poses a relatively low long-term risk or when

treatment is impractical;

3. Combine methods (for example, treatment plus engineering controls) to protect

human health and the environment;

4. Supplement engineering controls with LUCs to prevent or limit exposure;
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5. Whenever practical, use innovative technologies; and

6. Return usable groundwater to beneficial uses or prevent further degradation.

2.2  Remedial Action Objectives

RAOs are site-specific goals defining the extent of cleanup required to achieve protection
of human health and the environment. RAOs specify RCOCs, media of concern,
protected receptors, potential pathways, and target cleanup goals, and applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs). RAOs are based on the nature and
extent of contamination, threatened resources, and the potential for human and
environmental exposure. They provide a framework for developing remedial alternatives

in the FCMS/FS process.

The RAO for the WADB is to: Prevent the IOU on-site worker from exposure to RCOC

contaminants in surface ash/soil exceeding 1E-06 risk or SRS background concentrations.

Section 121(d) of CERCLA (CERCLA 1980), as amended by Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act (SARA), (SARA 1986), requires that remedial action comply
with requirements or standards set forth under Federal and State environmental laws.
These are considered ARARs and include action-specific, location-specific, and
chemical-specific requirements. SARA requires that the remedial action for a site meet

all ARARs unless a waiver is invoked for one of the following reasons:

1. The remedial action is an interim measure where potential final actions will attain the

ARAR upon completion.

2. Compliance will result in greater risk to human health and the environment than other

options.
3. Compliance is technically impracticable.
4. The remedial action will attain the equivalent of an ARAR.

5. The State has not consistently applied the requirement in similar circumstances.
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SARA Section 121(e) exempts any federal, on-site remedial action from administrative
requirements for Federal, State, and/or local permits. However, on-site actions still must

comply with the substantive, technical aspects of these requirements.

Potential ARARs are classified as either applicable or relevant and appropriate.
Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, and other
substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated
under Federal or State law that specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant,
contaminant, remedial action, location or other circumstance at a CERCLA site.
Relevant and appropriate requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control,
and other substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations
promulgated under Federal or State law that do not specifically address a hazardous
substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstance at a

CERCLA site, but nonetheless are well suited to the particular site.

In general, relevant and appropriate requirements involve comparing a number of site-
specific factors with those addressed in the statutory or regulatory requirement. Site-
specific factors include the characteristics of a remedial action, hazardous substances
present at the site, or physical circumstances of the site. In some cases, a requirement can
be relevant but not appropriate based on site-specific circumstances and thus may not be
selected as an ARAR for the site. Therefore, it is not an ARAR for the site. There is
additional flexibility in the determination of relevant and appropriate requirements. It is
possible for only part of a requirement to be considered relevant and appropriate in a
given case. When the analysis results in a determination that a requirement is both
relevant and appropriate, such a requirement must be complied with to the same degree

as if it were applicable.

In addition to ARARs, many Federal and State environmental and public health programs
include criteria, guidance, and proposed standards that are not legally binding but provide
useful approaches or recommendations. These “To-be-considered” (TBC) requirements

are non-promulgated advisories or guidance issued by Federal or State government that
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are not legally binding and do not have the status of potential ARARs. However, TBC
requirements can be considered along with ARARs in determining the level of cleanup

for protection of human health of the environment.

Three categories of ARARs were defined to clarify how to identify and comply with
environmental requirements. They include action-specific, location-specific, and
chemical-specific requirements. Action-specific ARARs control or restrict the design,
performance, and other aspects of implementation of specific remedial activities.
Location-specific ARARs reflect the physiographic and environmental characteristics of
the unit or the immediate area, and may restrict or preclude remedial actions depending
on the location or characteristics of the unit or the immediate area, and may restrict or
preclude remedial action, depending upon the characteristics of the unit. Chemical-
specific ARARs are media-specific concentration limits promulgated under Federal or
State law. The NCP requires the development of health-based, site-specific levels for
chemicals where such promulgated limits for the particular contaminant and/or media do

not exist and where there is concern with their potential health or environmental effects.
Table 2-2 summarizes potential ARARs for the WADB.
2.2.1 Development of Remediation Goals

Risk-based RGOs for the RCOCs identified for the WADB are summarized on Table 2-3.
The most restrictive RGO is defined as the lowest of the human health, ecological, CM,
PTSM, and ARAR RGOs for each RCOC. For the WADB, only HH RCOCs have been
identified. Refer to Appendix B.

In contrast to the most restrictive RGOs, the most likely RGOs consider two additional
factors: 1) anticipated land use, and 2) comparisons to background levels. The current
land use for the RAO is industrial with the United States Department of Energy
(USDOE) maintaining control of the land in perpetuity. In the long term, if the property
is ever transferred to non-federal ownership, the United States Government will take

those actions necessary pursuant to Section 120(h) of CERCLA. According to the SRS
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Future Use Project Report (USDOE 1996) residential uses of SRS land should not be

permitted.

A range of RGOs is developed for each medium in which RCOCs are identified to
provide a basis for selecting the final remedial levels. RGO calculations for Dunbarton

Bay are provided in Appendix E.

The selection of the RCOCs and final RGOs is subject to approval by the USDOE,
SCDHEC, and USEPA Core Team. In addition, the Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) and
the SRS Natural Resource Trustees may serve the USDOE, SCDHEC, and USEPA Core

Team in an advisory role.
The development of RGOs for Dunbarton Bay is described below.

2211 Human Health Risk-based Remedial Goal Options

The HHRA is presented in Appendix B of this document. HH RCOCs were identified in
ash/soil media for all four of the receptor scenarios that were evaluated in the HHRA, and
RGOs are provided for each as appropriate. No HH RCOCs were identified for the
surface water media. Human health risk-based RGOs are developed in accordance with
the protocol for Human Health Remedial Goal Options (WSRC 2006a). Risk-based
RGOs are calculated for the future resident, future industrial worker, onsite worker and
adolescent trespasser scenarios at various target risk levels (1E-06, 1E-05, and 1E-04).

The HH RGOs for ash/soil media at WADB are provided in Appendix E, Table E-1.

2212 Principal Threat Source Material Remedial Goal Options

The PTSM evaluation is also presented in Appendix B of this document. No PTSM
RCOCs were identified for the ash/soil media at WADB; therefore, PTSM RGOs are not
developed.
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2213 Ecological Risk-Based Remedial Goal Options

The ERA is presented in Appendix C of this document. No ecological RCOCs were
identified for the ash/soil or surface water media at WADB; therefore, ecological RGOs

are not developed.

2214 Contaminant Migration/Groundwater Remedial Goal Options

The CM analysis is presented in Appendix D of this document. No contaminant
migration RCOCs were identified for the ash/soil medium at WADB; therefore,

contaminant migration RGOs are not developed.

In addition, an evaluation of the groundwater medium is also presented in Appendix D of
this document. No groundwater RCOCs were identified for WADB; therefore,

groundwater RGOs are not developed.
2.2.2 Most Restrictive and Most Likely Remedial Goal Options

Risk-based RGOs for the RCOCs identified for WADB are summarized in Table 2-3.
Since RCOCs are identified for human receptors only, the most restrictive RGO is
identified as the lowest of the HHRA RGOs. There are no PTSM, ERA, CM or GW
RGOs identified for WADB.

In contrast to the most restrictive RGOs, the most likely RGOs also consider a
comparison to background levels. Because of the inherently conservative nature of the
risk assessment and RGO calculations, it is possible for the risk-based RGO to be less
than what occurs naturally in unimpacted background soil. In this case, the RGO defaults
to the background concentration to be technically practical to achieve. The background
concentration is set as the 95th percentile for unimpacted SRS-wide soil (Refer to
Appendix B-2 in WSRC 2006b), except for Cs-137 which is from Appendix B-1 (0- to

0.3-m [0- to 1-ft interval]) of the same reference.
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The most restrictive RGOs and most likely RGOs presented in this chapter are a good
starting point for developing remedial alternatives. Final remedial goals will be agreed
upon by USDOE, SCDHEC, and USEPA concurrent with selection of a remedial action.

Final remedial goals will be documented in the Record of Decision (ROD).
2.3  General Response Actions

This section identifies and screens four general response actions for the WADB,
identifies potential remedial technologies for each general response action, and screens
remedial technologies with respect to effectiveness, implementability, and cost for the

WADB.

Characterization of the WADB has been completed and an assessment of the nature and

extent of contamination is presented in this submittal of the FCMS/FS.

The initial list of general response actions and technologies applicable to the wetland is
based upon the likely response actions determined at the previous WADB scoping
meeting as well as past experience with similar remedial action projects and evaluation of

USEPA documentation for remedial technologies including:
* Superfund Innovative Technology Evaluation Program (SITE) Technology Profiles,
10" Edition (USEPA 1999)

+ USEPA Database Remediation and Characterization Innovative Technologies

(REACHIT) (USEPA 2003)
* Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies under
CERCLA (USEPA 1988)

2.4 Identification and Screening of Technologies

The purpose of this section is to describe the applicability of the specific technology
types, including process options, identified for the WADB. Identified technologies are

screened using the NCP (also known as the National Contingency Plan) criteria for
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effectiveness, implementability, and cost. Technologies that pass this screening are

retained and carried forward to develop remedial action alternatives.

General response actions are operable unit-specific actions that achieve remedial action
objectives and satisfy the requirements of the NCP (40 Code of Federal Regulations
[CFR] Part 300 USEPA 1994). Four general response actions have been identified for
the WADB:

2.5  General Response Actions

1. No Action
2. Land Use Controls
3. Containment, both in situ and ex situ

4. Excavation Combined with Ex Situ Containment

These response actions may be implemented singularly and/or in combination with other

remedial alternatives.
2.5.1 No Action

The No Action response is not a technology but is required by the NCP as a baseline for
comparison with other remedial actions. In this scenario, the ash remains in place with
no efforts made to control access, limit exposure or to monitor, remove, treat, contain,
excavate, or otherwise mitigate the potential spread of contaminants in the WADB.

There is no reduction in risk, toxicity, mobility or treatment of contaminants.
2.5.2 Land Use Controls

LUC:s include access controls and administrative measures that minimize the potential for
human exposure to contaminants. Although institutional controls (such as deed
restrictions on land or water use) are usually not effective in achieving RAOs, they can,
in many instances be protective of human health. Generally, LUCs are relatively simple

and inexpensive to implement and are retained for use, if necessary, in conjunction with
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other remedial alternative(s) ultimately selected at the area or as a stand-alone alternative.
LUCs that already exist at SRS and that can be implemented at the WADB include:

physical access controls (e.g., fencing) and administrative controls.

Access Controls involve temporary or permanent physical restrictions to prevent or
reduce human exposure to contaminants. Controls also can be used to prevent vandalism
of on-site remedial equipment or disturbance of containment systems. Regular
monitoring and maintenance of access controls are required for this technology to
effectively deter site entry. Access controls may include, but are not limited to signs,

fencing, barricades, covers, or exclusion devices.

Access controls that are effective in minimizing the potential for human exposure from
direct contact with contaminated media are relatively easy to implement and low in cost
when compared to other technologies. However, access controls would not be effective
in preventing off-site contaminant migration or exposure to ecological receptors. Access
controls are retained to deter intruders and will be part of all alternatives in which

contaminated media are left on the unit at risk levels that prohibit unrestricted use.

Administrative controls can be used to prevent or reduce future human exposure to
contaminants remaining on the site. For example, excavation permit restrictions can be
used to permanently prohibit excavation or subsurface construction. Administrative
controls also can be temporary measures used while other remedial actions are taking

place.

In the long-term, if the property is ever transferred to nonfederal ownership, the United
States Government would, in compliance with Section 120(h) of CERCLA, create a deed
for the new property owner. The deed would include notification disclosing the former
waste management and disposal activities as well as remedial actions taken onsite and
any continuing groundwater monitoring commitments. Unit-specific land use controls

for the wetland area will be included in the final ROD.
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Administrative controls are low cost, provide a degree of protection of human health by

breaking exposure pathways, and are relatively simple to implement.
2.5.3 Containment

Containment technologies involve the construction of engineered barriers to isolate
contaminated media. Containment may be 1) in situ (at the location of the waste unit) or
2) ex situ (away from the location of the waste unit). Properly constructed and
maintained engineered barriers are effective and reliable at minimizing or eliminating
human and ecological exposure to contaminants and minimize leaching, direct radiation
exposure, mobility, and bio-uptake of contaminated media. The use of engineered
containments such as capping and soil cover systems are very effective and have
reasonable permanence, but must be maintained (monitored and repaired as a part of
LUCs) as long as the contaminated media remains in place. Containments can be
constructed of natural material and/or synthetic material (i.e., geotextile membranes);
however, containments are most effective when they are constructed of natural material.
Effective slopes need to be planned into the design to prevent erosion, but still enhance
runoff of precipitation away from the cover to prevent infiltration through the upper
containment layers. Other key design features of properly designed containment also
require a well-established vegetation layer to promote evapotranspiration, surficial
drainage system, and a drainage layer to divert infiltration water to the external drainage

system.
2.5.4 Excavation Combined with Ex Situ Containment

Excavation (or removal) can be accomplished by scraping, cutting, digging, scooping,
and vacuuming, with heavy earth moving equipment and using conventional construction
methods. Excavation is both effective and permanent since wastes are removed from the
waste unit for disposal and are then isolated in an approved containment facility. In situ
containment may be a stand-alone remedial action; ex situ containment would require a
combination of remedial actions to collect, consolidate, and transport waste from the

WADRB subunit to the ex situ containment facility. Because the contaminated media is
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both removed and then isolated by an engineered barrier it is effective and reliable at
eliminating human and ecological exposure to contaminants and prevents leaching, direct
radiation exposure, reduces mobility, and bio-uptake of contaminated media. In the case
of the WADB, the ash would be consolidated and excavated with heavy earth moving
equipment and transported to an approved containment facility. The containment facility
could be constructed near the waste unit or be an existing on-SRS facility (such as

H-Area Ash Basin) or an off-SRS facility (such as Three Rivers Landfill).
2.6 Screening of Technologies and Selection of Representative Technologies

Various technologies and approaches exist for implementing the four general response
actions for the WADB. The NCP requires these potential technologies be screened
against effectiveness, implementability and cost. All the technology types suitable for
this project are conventional and reliable. Table 2-1 summarizes the general response

actions, remedial technologies, relative costs, and synopsis of the screening.

Effectiveness: An effective technology must achieve the specified RAOs, be compatible
with the contaminant characteristics and waste unit conditions, and be protective of
human health and the environment in both short-term and long-term scenarios.
Technologies that do not meet RAOs are significantly less effective than comparable
approaches or that have not been demonstrated successfully at similarly contaminated

waste units are eliminated from further consideration.

Implementability: ~ Technologies are evaluated based on the technical feasibility,
availability of resources and equipment, and the administrative or institutional feasibility
of implementation. Implementable technologies are those that can be readily installed in
a cost-effective and timely fashion and that will not elicit substantial public concern from
the surrounding community. Mobilization and permitting requirements must be workable
and must have been previously demonstrated at similar projects. Consideration is also
given to regulatory constraints such as waste handling, disposal, and treatment

requirements that would affect the implementation of a technology.
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Cost: A qualitative cost evaluation is provided so that comparisons can be made between
general response actions. Qualitative evaluations take into consideration capital costs and
operation and maintenance (O&M) costs. For screening purposes, the cost of
technologies are typically described as high, medium, or low relative to others in the

same general category.
2.6.1 No Action (Retained as Required)

This response action would not require the deployment of any technology to reduce the
toxicity, mobility, or volume of the ash or otherwise mitigate the potential spread of
contaminants from the ash in the wetlands. The No Action response action could be
readily implemented and would have no cost. There would be no reduction in risk and
the RAO would not be attained. There is also no 5-year remedy review under CERCLA.

Therefore, it is not effective; it is implementable and is the least costly response action.
2.6.2 Land Use Controls (Retained)

This response action leaves hazardous substances in place that present a potential risk to
the IOU on-site worker receptor. LUCs would be required to be in place as long as the
ash remains in the WADB. Both administrative and engineering controls would prevent
exposure of potential human receptors to contaminants by limiting access to the land or
resource use. LUCs are relatively simple and inexpensive to implement and may be
retained as an independent alternative or in conjunction with another remedial
alternative(s). LUCs may also be used to supplement engineering controls to ensure their
continued effectiveness. Engineering barriers such as warning or no trespassing signs,

fencing, and barricades can prevent human access to contaminated media.

LUC:s are relatively low in cost, provide a high degree of protection of human health, and
are relatively simple to implement. LUCs would not be protective in preventing exposure
of ecological receptors. However, LUCs would prevent further damage to the wetland
area caused by earth moving activities from more aggressive removal technologies.

LUC:s are retained for further consideration in the detailed analysis.
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2.6.3 In Situ Containment (Rejected), Ex Situ Containment (Retained)

Containment technologies involve the construction of engineered caps and soil cover
systems to isolate contaminated media. Technologies include capping, horizontal
barriers, synthetic membrane covers/liners, and low permeability soil cover systems.
Properly constructed and maintained containments are effective and reliable at preventing
direct exposure to contaminants and at minimizing leaching, erosion, mobility, and bio-

uptake.

The effectiveness of containment technologies depends upon the materials used, the
design and effectiveness of the drainage layer, design and effectiveness of the capping
layer, establishment of a vegetative layer, and effective slope of the cover layer to
encourage runoff and reduce infiltration. Natural clay materials are less susceptible to
perforation, but synthetic materials can tear or be easily perforated during installation
thus compromising the integrity of the cover. Cover integrity must be maintained for as
long as contaminants will persist or until degradation or decay of the contaminants

renders them harmless.

In situ containment systems constructed in the WADB may not be considered best
engineering practice since the area is subject to flooding, poor drainage, and erosion.
Also wetland soils are hydric and contain large quantities of soil moisture and organic
matter which does not provide a stable construction foundation. The possibility for the
breach of the containment is high since hydric soils have high shrink-swell capacity and
would subject the containment system to differential settlement and ultimate failure.
Additionally, the construction of a containment system would not comply with location-
specific ARARs and could cause significant damage to the ecosystem of the Dunbarton

Bay. For these reasons in situ containment is rejected.

Ex situ containment can be located to areas without hydric soils and where flooding will
not occur. Maintenance activities include inspections, vegetation control, cover
maintenance, and monitoring for settlement and erosion. For these reasons ex situ

containment (outside of the WADB) is retained.
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Relative cost for containment is considered relatively high. Containment is considered a
standard construction practice that is not expected to present impediments on stable soils,
but will pose significant engineering challenges and unacceptable construction costs to
provide foundation stability on hydric soils. Therefore, in situ containment is rejected

and ex situ containment is retained.
2.6.4 Excavation Combined with Ex Situ Containment (Retained)

Excavation combined with ex situ containment (excavation and disposal) of contaminated
soil media in an appropriate containment facility is one of the most aggressive
approaches to remediation. Contaminated ash media could be excavated and hauled a
short distance where it would be contained at an approved on-site ash disposal facility
located on the SRS proper, such as H-Area Ash Basin. Similarly the ash could be
excavated and trucked to an approved off-SRS ash disposal facility such as the Three
Rivers Landfill. Removing contaminated ash media from the WADB would lower risk
levels for the IOU on-site worker scenario by permanently removing and disposing the

ash in an approved waste disposal facility.

The earthwork required for excavating the ash media is a standard construction practice
and is readily accomplished. The cost of this action could be substantial based upon the
volume of contaminated media and the distance the ash must be hauled to an approved
off-SRS waste disposal facility. The cost may be more reasonable to excavate and haul
the ash to an existing waste management facility in H-Area. Due to its effectiveness, this

approach is retained for further consideration.
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Table 2-1.  Summary of the Screening of Technologies
Wetland
Likely General . Description and Evaluation at
Remedial .
Response Response Technolo Based on Effectiveness, Dunbarton| Status
Action Action g9y Implementability, and Cost Bay
Subunit
No action is required by National
Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP) to serve as
No Action No Action None a baseline against other technologies | Evaluated | Required
and alternatives. Not effective in
meeting RAOs; readily
implementable. Low cost.
. Installation of barriers and signs for
ECs (i.e., R
access control. Effective in .
Access restricting land use. Readily Evaluated | Retained
Controls) implemented. Low cost.
Institutional Admiqistrative F:ontrols provided by
Controls/ Land Use SRS Site Use/Site Clearance
Engincering Controls ICs procedures; work controls;
Controls (i.c.. Admini- mandatory worker use of health and
e safety plans; SRS access controls Evaluated | Retained
strative including security procedures;
Controls) 24-hour surveillance; controlled
entry systems; and warning signs at
SRS boundary. Low cost.
In situ containment is not readily
implementable without considerable
destruction of the ecosystem from
construction. Construction
impediments due to location and
Containment Low drainage. High cost. a) In situ
a) In situ permeability Rejected
b) Ex situ Cover system or soil cover . . Evaluated
Cover system capping system or Ex situ containment reduces bpth b)Ex situ
or capping capping }nﬁltrgtlon, moblllty and provides Retained
isolation barrier to prevent receptor
exposure. Ex situ containment is
considered feasible based on
removal of ash from wetlands.
High cost.
Excavation with Ash is excavated and removed from
ex situ a portion of the wetland and
containment can disposed of at an approved
Excavation be: Excavate and containment facility. Disposal
combined 1)On-SRS haul to an ex facility will meet requirements of .
with ex situ approved sttu SC R.61-107. Effective for Evaluated | Retained
containment disposal cor;talin.m ent achieving RAO and protecting on-
facility acility site worker. Protective of the
2) Approved off- sensitive ecosystem of the Carolina
SRS facility Bay. High cost.
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Table 2-2. Potential ARARs and TBC Criteria for the WADB FCMS/FS ARARs

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs/TBC

Location Characteristics | Requirements | Prerequisite Citation
Floodplains and Wetlands
Presence of wetlands as defined | Avoid, to the extent possible, the long- and short-term adverse DOE actions that involve 10 CFR 1022.3(a)
in 10 CFR 1022.4 effects associated with destruction, occupancy, and modification | potential impacts to, or take place
of wetlands and floodplains. within, wetlands — applicable.
Take action, to extent practicable, to minimize destruction, loss, 10 CFR 1022.3(a)(7) and (8)

or degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance the
natural and beneficial values of wetlands.

Undertake a careful evaluation of the potential effects of any 10 CFR 1022.3(b) and (d)
new construction in wetlands. Identify, evaluate, and as
appropriate, implement alternative actions that may avoid or
mitigate adverse impacts on wetlands.

If no practicable alternative to locating or conducting the action 10 CFR 1022.14(a)
in the wetland is available, then before taking action, design or
modify the action in order to minimize potential harm to or
within the wetland, consistent with the policies set forth in E.O.
11990.
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Table 2-2.  Potential ARARs and TBC Criteria for the WADB FCMS/FS ARARs (Continued)
LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs/TBC
Location Characteristics | Requirements | Prerequisite Citation

Floodplains and Wetlands (Cont’d/End)

Location encompassing aquatic
ecosystem as defined in
40 CFR 230.3(c)

No discharge of dredged or fill material into an aquatic
ecosystem is permitted if there is a practicable alternative that
would have less adverse impact.

No discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted
unless appropriate and practicable steps in accordance with 40
CFR 230.70 et seq. have been taken that will minimize potential
adverse impacts of the discharge on the aquatic ecosystem.

Action that involves the
discharge of dredged or fill
material into waters of the United
States, including jurisdictional
wetlands — applicable.

40 CFR 230.10(a)

40 CFR 230.10(d)

Must comply with the substantive requirements of the NWP 38,
General Conditions, as appropriate, any regional or case-
specific conditions recommended by the Corps District
Engineer, after consultation.

Note: Despite that consultation may be considered an administrative
requirement, it should be performed to ensure activities are in compliance
with substantive provisions of the permit.

On-site CERCLA action
conducted by Federal agency that
involves discharge of dredged or
fill material into waters of the
United States, including
jurisdictional wetlands —
relevant and appropriate.

Nationwide Permit (38) —
Cleanup of Hazardous and
Toxic Waste

33 CFR 323.3(b)

Presence of wetlands

Requires Federal agencies to evaluate action to minimize the
destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands and to preserve and
enhance beneficial values of wetlands.

Actions that involve potential
impacts to, or take place within,
wetlands — TBC

Executive Order 11990 —
Protection of Wetlands -
Section 1.(a)

Endangered, Threatened or Rare Species

Presence of migratory birds and
their habitats

No person may take, possess, import, export, transport, sell,
purchaser, barter or offer for sale, purchase or barter, any
migratory bird, or the parts, nests, or eggs of such bird except as
may be permitted under the terms of a valid permit.

If action is likely to impact
migratory birds — applicable.

16 USC 703-704 —
Migratory Bird Treaty Act
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Table 2-2.  Potential ARARs and TBC Criteria for the WADB FCMS/FS ARARs (Continued)
LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs/TBC
Location Characteristics | Requirements | Prerequisite Citation

Historical, Archeological or Cultural

Resources

Presence of archeological or
cultural artifacts

No person may excavate, remove, damage, or otherwise alter or
deface, or attempt to excavate, remove, damage, or otherwise
alter or deface any archaeological resource located on public
lands unless such activity is pursuant to a permit issued under §
7.8 or exempted by § 7.5(b) of this part.

Note: Prior to removal activities existing Site Use process requires
approval by the Savannah River Archaeological Research Program. The
SRARP is a division of the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and
Anthropology (SCIAA) at the University of South Carolina. The SRARP
manages the archaeological and other historic resources for the U.S.
Department of Energy.

Excavation and/or removal of
archaeological resources from
public lands — applicable.

43 CFR Part 7 —
implementing the
Archaeological Resources
Protection Act of 1979.

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARsS/TBC

Action

Requirements

| Prerequisite

Citation

All Land-Disturbing Activities (i.e., excavation, clearing, grading, etc.)

Managing storm water runoff
from land-disturbing activities

Must comply with the substantive requirements for stormwater
management and sediment control of NPDES General Permit
No. SCR100000 .

Large and small construction
activities (as defined in R. 61-9) of
more than 1 acre of land —
applicable.

SCDHEC R. 61-9.122.41
NPDES General Permit No.
SCR100000

The stormwater management and sediment control plan shall
contain at a minimum the information provided in the following
subsections:

Activities involving more than two
(2) acres and less than five (5) acres
of actual land disturbance which are
not part of a larger common plan of
development or sale — applicable.

SCDHEC R. 72-307 L. -
South Carolina Storm Water
Management and Sediment
Reduction Regulations
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Table 2-2.  Potential ARARs and TBC Criteria for the WADB FCMS/FS ARARs (Continued)
ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs/TBC
Action | Requirements | Prerequisite | Citation

All Land-Disturbing Activities (i.e., excavation, clearing, grading, etc.) (Cont’d/End)

A plan for temporary and permanent vegetative and structural
erosion and sediment control measures which specify the erosion
and sediment control measures to be used during all phases of

the land disturbing activity and a description of their proposed
operation;

SCDHEC R. 72-307 L(3)(d)

Provisions for stormwater runoff control during the land
disturbing activity and during the life of the facility meeting the
following requirements of subsections (e)1 and 2.

SCDHEC R. 72-307 L(3)(e)

from land disturbing activities

Managing fugitive dust emissions

Emissions of fugitive particulate matter shall be controlled in
such a manner and to the degree that it does not create an
undesirable level of air pollution.

Activities that will generate fugitive
particulate matter (Statewide) —
applicable

SCDHEC R. 61-62.6 Section
[11(a)- Control of Fugitive
Particulate Matter Statewide

Waste Characterization and Storage (e.g., excavated coal ash, contaminated soils/sediments, debris)

Characterization of solid waste

Must determine if the solid waste is excluded from regulation
under 40 CFR 261.4.

Generation of solid waste as defined
in 40 CFR 261.2 — applicable.

40 CFR 262.11(a)
SCDHEC R. 61-79 262.11(a)

Must determine if waste is listed as hazardous waste in subpart
D of 40 CFR Part 261.

Generation of solid waste which is
not excluded under 40 CFR
261.4(a) — applicable.

40 CFR 262.11(b)
SCDHEC R. 61-79 262.11(b)
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Table 2-2.  Potential ARARs and TBC Criteria for the WADB FCMS/FS ARARs (Continued)
ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs/TBC
Action | Requirements | Prerequisite | Citation

Waste Characterization and Storage (e.g., excavated coal ash, contaminated soils/sediments, debris) (Cont’d)

Must determine whether the waste is identified in subpart C of

40 CFR Part 261 by either:

1) Testing the waste according to the methods set forth in
subpart C of 40 CFR part 261, or according to an equivalent
method approved by the Administrator under 40 CFR 260.21;
or

2) Applying knowledge of the hazard characteristic of the waste
in light of materials or processes used.

Generation of solid waste that is not
excluded under 40 CFR 261.4 —
applicable.

40 CFR 262.11(c)
SCDHEC R. 61-79 262.11(c)

Must refer to Parts 261, 262, 264, 265, 266, 268, and 273 of
Chapter 40 for possible exclusions or restrictions pertaining to
management of the specific waste.

Generation of solid waste which is
determined to be hazardous waste —
applicable.

40 CFR 262.11(d)
SCDHEC R. 61-79 262.11(d)

Determinations for management
of hazardous waste"

Must determine each EPA Hazardous Waste Number (waste
code) applicable to the waste in order to determine the applicable
treatment standards under 40 CFR 268 et seq.

Note: This determination may be made concurrently with the hazardous|
waste determination required in Sec. 262.11 of this chapter.

Generation of hazardous waste for
storage, treatment or disposal —
applicable.

40 CFR 268.9(a)
SCDHEC R. 61-79 268.9(a)

Must determine the underlying hazardous constituents [as
defined in 40 CFR 268.2(i)] in the characteristic waste.

Generation of RCRA characteristic
hazardous waste (and is not D001
non-wastewaters treated by
CMBST, RORGS, or POLYM of
Section 268.42 Table 1) for storage,
treatment or disposal — applicable.

40 CFR 268.9(a)
SCDHEC R. 61-79 268.9(a)

Must determine if the hazardous waste meets the treatment
standards in 40 CFR 268.40, 268.45, or 268.49 by testing in
accordance with prescribed methods or use of generator
knowledge of waste. Note: This determination can be made
concurrently with the hazardous waste determination required in

40 CFR 262.11.

Generation of hazardous waste for
storage, treatment or disposal —

applicable.

40 CFR 268.7(a)
SCDHEC R. 61-79 268.7(a)
1
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Table 2-2.  Potential ARARs and TBC Criteria for the WADB FCMS/FS ARARs (Continued)
ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs/TBC
Action | Requirements | Prerequisite | Citation

Waste Characterization and Storage (e.g., excavated coal ash, contaminated soils/sediments, debris) (Cont’d)

Disposal of Solid Waste Off Site (e.g., excavated ash, contaminated soils/sediment, debris)

Disposal of solid waste off-SRS

Disposal of solid waste at facilities and/or sites permitted or
registered by the Department for processing or disposal of that
waste stream. Waste must meet State classification system for the
permitted facilities.

Generation of solid waste intended
for off-SRS disposal — Applicable.

SCDHECR. 61-107.15)

Dispo

sal of Hazardous Waste Off Site (e.g., excavated ash, contaminated soils/sediment, debris)

Disposal of RCRA-hazardous
waste in off-site, land-based
unit*

May be land disposed if it meets the requirements in the table
“Treatment Standards for Hazardous Waste” at 40 CFR 268.40
before land disposal.

Land disposal, as defined in 40 40 CFR 268.40(a)
CFR 268.2, of restricted RCRA SCDHEC R. 61-79
waste — applicable. 268.40(a)

Disposal of Hazardous Waste Off Site (e.g., excavated coal ash, contami

nated soils/sediments, debris) (Cont’d/End)

268.48 Table UTS] applicable to the listed and/or characteristic
waste contaminating the soil prior to land disposal.

All underlying hazardous constituents [as defined in 40 CFR Land disposal of restricted RCRA | 40 CFR 268.40(¢)
268.2(1)] must meet the Universal Treatment Standards, found in | characteristic wastes (D001-D043) | SCDHEC R. 61-79
40 CFR 268.48 Table UTS prior to land disposal. that are not managed in a 268.40(e)

wastewater treatment system that

is regulated under the CWA, that is

CWA equivalent, or that is injected

into a Class I nonhazardous

injection well — applicable
Must be treated according to the alternative treatment standards | Land disposal, as defined in 40 40 CFR 268.49(b)
of 40 CFR 268.49(c) or CFR 268.2, of restricted hazardous | SCDHEC R. 61-79
Must be treated according to the UTSs [specified in 40 CFR soils —applicable 268.49(b)
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Table 2-2.  Potential ARARs and TBC Criteria for the WADB FCMS/FS ARARs (Continued)
ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs/TBC

Action | Requirements | Prerequisite | Citation
Waste Characterization and Storage (e.g., excavated coal ash, contaminated soils/sediments, debris) (Cont’d)
Disposal of Hazardous Waste Off Site (e.g., excavated coal ash, contaminated soils/sediments, debris) (Cont’d/End)

To determine whether a hazardous waste identified in this section | Land disposal of RCRA toxicity 40 CFR 268.34(f)

exceeds the applicable treatment standards of 40 CFR 268.40, the | characteristic wastes (D004-DO11) | SCDHEC R. 61-79 268.34(f)
initial generator must test a sample of the waste extract or the that are newly identified —
entire waste, depending on whether the treatment standards are applicable

expressed as concentration in the waste extract or waste, or the
generator may use knowledge of the waste.

If the waste contains constituents (including UHC:s in the
characteristic wastes) in excess of the applicable UTS levels in 40
CFR 268.48, the waste is prohibited from land disposal, and all
requirements of part 268 are applicable, except as otherwise

specified.
Disposal of RCRA-hazardous Must be treated prior to land disposal as provided in 40 CFR Land disposal, as defined in 40 40 CFR 268.45(a)
waste debris in off-site, land- 268.45(a)(1)-(5) unless EPA determines under 40 CFR CFR 268.2, of restricted RCRA- SCDHEC R. 61-79
based unit" 261.3(f)(2) that the debris no longer contaminated with hazardous | hazardous debris — applicable 268.45(a)

waste or the debris is treated to the waste-specific treatment
standard provided in 40 CFR 268.40 for the waste contaminating
the debris.
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Table 2-2.  Potential ARARs and TBC Criteria for the WADB FCMS/FS ARARs (Continued)
ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs/TBC
Action | Requirements | Prerequisite Citation

Transportation of Wastes

Transportation of hazardous
materials

Shall be subject to and must comply with all applicable
provisions of the HMTA and DOT HMR at 49 CFR 171-180.

Any person who, under contract
with a department or agency of the
federal government, transports “in
commerce,” or causes to be
transported or shipped, a hazardous
material — applicable

49 CFR 171.1(c)

Transportation of samples (i.e.
solid waste, soils and
wastewaters)

Are not subject to any requirements of 40 CFR Parts 261

through 268 or 270 when:

e the sample is being transported to a laboratory for the
purpose of testing; or

o the sample is being transported back to the sample collector
after testing.

e the sample is being stored by sample collector before
transport to a lab for testing.

Samples of solid waste or a sample
of water, soil for purpose of
conducting testing to determine its
characteristics or composition —

applicable

40 CFR 261.4(d)(1)(i)-(iii)
SCDHEC R. 61-79 261.4(d)
(D

In order to qualify for the exemption in 40 CFR 261.4 (d)(1)(i)

and (ii), a sample collector shipping samples to a laboratory

must:

e Comply with U.S. DOT, U.S. Postal Service, or any other
applicable shipping requirements.

40 CFR 261.4(d)(2)(i)

40 CFR 261.4(d)(2)(i)(A)and|
B)
SCDHEC R. 61-79 261.4(d)

on-site'

262.20262.32(b) do not apply. Generator or transporter must
comply with the requirements set forth in 40 CFR 263.30 and
263.31 in the event of a discharge of hazardous waste on a
private or public right-of-way.

on a public or private right-of-way
within or along the border of
contiguous property under the
control of the same person, even if
such contiguous property is divided
by a public or private right-of-way —
applicable

. . S . (2)(1)(A) and (B)
e Assure that the information provided in (1) thru (5) of this
section accompanies the sample.
Package the sample so that it does not leak, spill, or vaporize
from its packaging.
Transportation of hazardous waste| The generator manifesting requirements of 40 CFR Transportation of hazardous wastes | 40 CFR 262.20(f)

SCDHEC R. 61-79 262.20(f)
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Table 2-2.  Potential ARARs and TBC Criteria for the WADB FCMS/FS ARARs (Continued)

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs/TBC

Action | Requirements | Prerequisite Citation
Transportation of Wastes (Cont’d/End)
Transportation of hazardous waste| Must comply with the generator requirements of Generator who initiates the off-site [ 40 CFR 262.10(h)
off-site 40 CFR 262.2023 for manifesting, Sect. 262.30 for packaging, | shipment of RCRA-hazardous waste | SCDHEC R. 61-79
Sect. 262.31 for labeling, Sect. 262.32 for marking, Sect. — applicable 262.10(h)

262.33 for placarding, Sect. 262.40, 262.41(a) for record
keeping requirements, and Sect. 262.12 to obtain EPA ID
number.

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs (None ldentified)

' The requirements from 40 CFR Part 262, 264, and 268 contained in this table regarding characterization, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste will be triggered if any generated wastes, including
ash, soil or debris are characterized as RCRA hazardous wastes.

ARAR = applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement HMTA = Hazardous Materials Transportation Act
CFR = Code of Federal Regulations LDR = Land Disposal Restrictions
CWA = Clean Water Act RCRA = Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
DEACT = deactivation SCDHEC = South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control
DOT = U.S. Department of Transportation TCLP = Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
EPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency UHC = underlying hazardous constituents
HMR = Hazardous Materials Regulations UTS = Universal Treatment Standard
WWTU = Waste Water Treatment Unit
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Table 2-3.  RGOs for Wetland at Dunbarton Bay Subunit
HHRA HHRA HHRA HHRA Most SRS Most Likel
MEDIA RCOC! UNITS | ARAR? Future Industrial Onsite Adolescent | prsm’ | ErA® cM’ Restrictive | Background RGOY y
Resident’ Worker” Worker® Trespasser6 RGO™ 95th % tile™"

Arsenic mg/kg --- 0.39 1.6 33 7.1 - --- --- 0.39 8.2 8.2

Cesium-137(+D) pCi/g 0.0623 0.103 0.204 0272 -—- 0.0623 0.34 0.34

Ash/ Sail Potassium-40 pCi/g 0.150 0.265 0.552 0.819 - 0.150 3.3 33

Radium-226(+D) pCi/g 0.0127 0.0223 0.0464 0.0688 0.0127 1.2 12

Uranium238(+D) | pCi/g 0.725 1.49 Na" NA" 0.725 1.2 12

Surface Water None — — — — —

Groundwater None - - - - — — -

1 - RCOC = refined constituent of concern

2 - ARAR = applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement.

3 - HHRA Resident = human health risk assessment. RGOs calculated for the future resident at a target risk of 1E-06. RGO calculations are presented in Appendix E.

4 - HHRA Industrial Worker = human health risk assessment. RGOs calculated for the future industrial worker at a target risk of 1E-06. RGO calculations are presented in Appendix E.

5 - HHRA Onsite Worker =human health risk assessment. RGOs calculated for the onsite worker at a target risk of 1E-06. RGO calculations are presented in Appendix E.

6 - HHRA Adolescent Trespasser = human health risk assessment. RGOs calculated for the adolescent trespasser at a target risk of 1E-06. RGO calculations are presented in Appendix E.

7 - PTSM = principal threat source material evaluation. No RCOCs identified (Appendix B).
8 - ERA =ecological risk assessment. No RCOCs identified (Appendix C).

9 - CM = contaminant migration analysis. No RCOCs identified (Appendix D).

10 - Most Restrictive RGO = the lesser of the ARAR, HHRA, PTSM, ERA and CM RGOs.

11 - SRS 95th %tile = ninety-fifth percentile from the SRS Background Soils Statistical Summary Report, Appendix B-2 (all depths), dated October 2006. Exception is Cs-137, which is from
Appendix B-1 (0-1 ft).

12 - Most Likely RGO = the most restrictive risk-based RGO if it is greater than background concentrations. If the most restrictive risk-based RGO is less than the background concentration, then
the RGO defaults to the background value. Sources of the RGOs in this column are highlighted in italics in the table.

13 - NA =not applicable. U-238(+D) not identified as a HH RCOC for the onsite worker or adolescent trespasser receptor scenarios.
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3.0 DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES

Potential alternatives have been developed to address the ash plume at the WADB. In
accordance with the NCP, it is desirable, to offer a range of diverse alternatives to
compare during the detailed analysis. The range of alternatives includes options that 1)
reduce the contaminant volume and need for long-term management, or 2) limit future
exposure to contaminated media. Some alternatives have been developed that involve
little or no treatment, yet provide protection to human health and the environment by
preventing or controlling exposure to, or migration of, the contaminants through LUCs.
As required by the NCP, the No Action alternative is provided as a baseline for

comparison.
The RAO for the WADB is:

* Prevent IOU on-site worker from exposure to contaminants in surface/ash soil at

concentrations exceeding 1E-06 risk or SRS background concentrations.

After screening, the retained general response actions and treatment technologies were
combined to develop the remedial alternatives. Each of the remedial alternatives, with
the exception of the No Action alternative, can attain the RAO either individually or in

combination.
Scope of Problem Volume Estimates

As a result of agreements at the May 17, 2012, Core Team meeting, the scope of the
problem was refined to include two volume estimates for remedial alternative

development and evaluation:

1. This volume estimate includes the ash and contaminated soil media from the P-Area
Ash Basin to the edge of a 30-meter (m) (100-foot [ft]) buffer established from the
Dunbarton Bay and includes the former north and middle sections (see Figure 3-1).

The 30-m (100-ft) buffer was established around the Dunbarton Bay to be protective
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3.1

of the environment of the bay, thus preventing injury to its sensitive ecosystem.
Because of the delineation of the buffer, there is no further need to reference the north
or middle sections because the entire area between the PAB and edge of the buffer
will be remediated. The estimate assumes 16,741 m’ (591,187 cubic feet [ft'] or
22,000 cubic yards [yd3 ]) will be excavated and hauled to either an on-SRS or off-

SRS ex situ containment facility.

Also as a result of agreements at the May 17, 2012, Core Team Meeting, the wetlands
associated with Dunbarton Bay were re-delineated. The re-delineation determined
the wetlands does not extend to the area described in #1 above - this area is
approximately 4.9 ha (12 ac) and contains 16,820 m® (22,000 yd*) of ash/soil media
which is proposed to be excavated. The 30 m (100 ft) buffer is not part of the
wetlands either but is used as a protective barrier to prevent damage to the actual

wetland ecosystem from construction activities. Please refer to Figure 3-1.

This estimate includes the total volume of ash and contaminated soil media from the
PAB to the farthest extent of ash migration in the Dunbarton Bay. The estimate
assumes approximately 61,332 m® (2,165,928 ft* or 80,220 yd®) will be excavated and
hauled to either an on-SRS or off-SRS ex situ containment facility (Figure 3-2). The
area proposed for excavation within this estimate includes a total of approximately 37
acres inclusive of the 4.9 ha (12 ac) of area not designated as wetlands and

10 ha (25 ac) which are wetlands. Please refer to Figure 3-1

Development of Remedial Alternatives

Based upon the technology screening and the RAO for the WADB, three remedial

alternatives are being carried forward. All alternatives except the No Action alternative

can attain the RAO. All alternatives will be combined with LUCs, except for those sub-

alternatives which evaluate excavation of the total volume of ash.
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3.1.1 Alternative A-1: No Action

The No Action alternative is required by the NCP to serve as a baseline for comparison
with other remedial alternatives. Under this alternative, no effort would be made to
control access, limit exposure, or reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume at the WADB.
This alternative would leave the WADB in its current condition with no additional

controls. This alternative does not include 5 year remedy reviews.
3.1.2 Alternative A-2 Land Use Controls

This alternative involves only the use of LUCs to limit access to the WADB. LUCs,
which break the exposure pathway, have been implemented successfully within SRS and
are fully employed in all areas of the site to limit access at the site boundary and
facilities. LUCs would be implemented at the WADB by posting warning and no
trespassing signs, implementation of a Land Use Control Implementation Plan (LUCIP),
and deed restrictions in the event the property is ever sold. LUCs also would be applied
to the location of any remaining ash deposition in the wetlands. Any additional controls
could be easily applied in other regulatory documents and would be protective of the IOU
on-site worker receptor. The cost of this option is considered low and effectiveness
would be high to prevent human exposure. This alternative is retained for the detailed

analysis.
3.1.3 Alternative A-3: Excavation Combined with Ex Situ Containment

Alternative 3 consists of four sub-alternatives which all use excavation and ex situ
containment, but differ in the location of ex situ containment (on-SRS vs. off-SRS), the

volume of ash and contaminated soil which is excavated, and the use of LUCs.

This alternative involves excavating the contaminated media (ash/soil) in the WADBs
from the surface of the ash down to the native soil interface. Soil samples will be
collected and analyzed to confirm if the RAO or SRS background concentrations have
been achieved by the cleanup. A SAP which will include a sampling design as well as

sample collection and analytical methods will be developed and presented in the
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Corrective  Measures Implementation/Remedial ~ Action Implementation Plan
(CMI/RAIP). This remedial alternative includes clearing and grubbing vegetation, road
building, erosion control, grading, excavation of ash and contaminated soil, stockpiling
the contaminated media, and then hauling to an approved on-SRS or off-SRS ex situ
containment facility. Two of the sub-alternatives leave a 30-m (100-ft) buffer area
surrounding the Dunbarton Bay and two of the alternatives evaluate excavation of the
total volume of ash and contaminated soil. The 30-m (100-ft) buffer is used to protect the
bay’s sensitive ecosystem from further damage caused by excavation and construction
activity. The excavation alternative would be extremely effective to eliminate IOU on-

site worker exposure to the contaminated ash/soil media.
A description of the four sub-alternatives is listed below:

1. A-3a — Excavate all ash and contaminated soil media from the PAB border to the
edge of the 30-m (100-ft) buffer around the Dunbarton Bay (approximately 16,741 m’
[591,187 ft* or 22,000 yd3]) and transport to an approved on-SRS ex situ containment
facility such as the H-Area Ash Basin. This option employs LUCs since the entire

volume of ash will not be removed.

2. A-3b — Excavate all ash and contaminated soil media from the P-Area Ash Basin
border to the edge of the 30-m (100-ft) buffer around the Dunbarton Bay
(approximately 16,741 m’® [591,187 ft’ or 22,000 yd3]) and transport to an approved
off-SRS ex situ containment facility such as Three Rivers Landfill. This option

employs LUCs since the entire volume of ash will not be removed.

3. A-3c - Excavate total volume of ash and contaminated soil media including the
Dunbarton Bay (approximately 61,332 m’ [2,165,928 ft* or 80,220 yd*]) and transport
to an approved on-SRS ex situ containment facility such as the H-Area Ash Basin.
This option does not employ LUCs since the entire volume of ash will be removed to

support unrestricted land use.
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4. A-3d - Excavate total volume of ash and contaminated soil media including the
Dunbarton Bay (approximately 61,332 m’ [2,165,928 ft* or 80,220 yd*]) and transport
to an approved off-SRS ex situ containment facility such as Three Rivers Landfill.
This option does not employ LUCs since the entire volume of ash will be removed to

support unrestricted land use.

The table below summarizes the differences between the sub-alternatives;

. EX Situ EX Sit Waste Land Use
Alternative Containment Containment Volume Controls
On-SRS Off-SRS (yd®
A-3a Yes No 22,000 Yes
A-3b No Yes 22,000 Yes
A-3c Yes No 80,220 No
A-3d No Yes 80,220 No

The decision and location of the ex-situ containment facility will be documented in the
ROD. The cost for all the sub-alternatives is considered to be high based upon

construction cost, hauling cost, and tipping fees.
3.2  Screening of Alternatives for Effectiveness, Implementability, and Cost

In this section, the alternatives for the WADB are evaluated against the CERCLA criteria
of effectiveness, implementability, and cost. Table 3-1 summarizes the results of this

screening. The alternatives that are retained will be analyzed in detail in Section

4.
3.2.1 Effectiveness Criteria

For an alternative to be effective, it must achieve specified objectives, must be
compatible with the contaminant characteristics and unit conditions, and must be
protective of human health and the environment in the long term. The alternative must
also be effective in reducing the risk to human health and the environment in the short
term (during construction and construction execution). In addition, each alternative
should be effective in decreasing the inherent threats or risks associated with hazardous

substances or media by reducing their toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment.
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Permanence of the action is also considered. Alternatives that do not provide adequate
protection of human health and the welfare of the environment or that do so to a much
lesser extent than a comparable alternative are screened out and not considered during the

detailed analysis.
3.2.2 Implementability Criteria

Implementability addresses both the technical and institutional feasibility of applying a
technology. Under this criterion, technologies are evaluated based on the technical
feasibility to construct, reliably operate, and meet technology-specific regulations for the
particular treatment operation, maintenance, and monitoring of technical components of
the alternative, if required, after the remedial action is complete. Institutional feasibility
of an alternative refers to the ability to obtain necessary approvals and the availability of
treatment, storage, and disposal services and capacity, as needed, as well as availability

of specific equipment, technical specialists, and other related components.

The nature of the alternative should be such that it can be implemented in a cost effective
and timely manner in the physical setting associated with the wetland. In addition, the
implementation of the technology should not elicit substantial public concerns in the
community. Site accessibility, available area, and potential future use of the property
may affect the implementation of a specific technology. Mobilization and permitting or
approval requirements must be workable and previously demonstrated at similar projects.
Preliminary consideration is also given to regulatory constraints such as waste handling,
disposal, and treatment requirements that would affect the implementation of a
technology. These considerations will be evaluated further during the detailed analysis
for retained alternatives when action-specific ARARs are developed. Alternatives are

screened out and will not be considered during the detailed analysis.
3.2.3 Cost Criteria

A qualitative cost evaluation is provided so that cost comparisons can be made among the

alternatives. Alternative costs are described as high, medium, or low relative to other
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technologies in the same general response action category (e.g., containment
technologies). Qualitative evaluations take into consideration capital costs and O&M
costs. These estimates are based on prior estimates, previous experience, and engineering
judgment. Alternatives demonstrating comparable levels of applicability, effectiveness,
and implementability as other technologies but at a significantly greater cost will be
rejected. Otherwise, cost will not be used as a criterion to screen technologies at this

point in the FCMS/FS process.

3.2.4 Alternative A-1: No Action

Description

Under the No Action alternative at the WADB, no remedial efforts would be made to
control risk, treat or remove contaminated media, or reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume
of contaminated media. LUCs and remedial actions would not be implemented. There is
no S5-year remedy review. This alternative is not effective to achieve the RAOs.
Implementability is not a consideration since no action would be implemented. There are
no capital construction or system O&M costs for the No Action alternative. There is no

cost associated with this alternative.
This alternative is retained for further analysis as required by the NCP.

3.2.5 Alternative A-2: Land Use Controls

3.25.1 Description

This alternative involves the use of LUCs to limit access to the area so human exposure
to the contaminated media is controlled within acceptable limits for an on-site worker.
Further analysis of the human health risk (human health risk appendices) provides
additional data evaluation regarding the human health risk (9.9E-05) for the IOU on-site
worker. Since human health risk from exposure to contaminated media is the only hazard
at the WADB, LUCs can satisfactorily and independently achieve the RAO and protect

the IOU on-site worker. LUCs have been implemented successfully at SRS on numerous
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projects and are fully employed in all areas of the site. LUCs would include posting
warning and no trespassing signs, access controls, institutional controls (i.e.,
administrative measures) and use restrictions, deed restrictions in the event the property
is ever sold, and mandatory 5-year remedy reviews. Any additional controls could be
easily manipulated into the WADB and would provide further protection of the IOU on-
site worker. The cost of this alternative is considered low and strict adherence to LUCs

would be an effective remedial alternative.

For all alternatives that leave hazardous substances in place and pose a potential future
risk, land use restrictions are required. LUCs, implemented as part of the remedial
action, will be maintained until the concentration of hazardous substances in the soil and
sediments are at such levels to allow for unrestricted use and exposure. A Land Use
Control Implementation Plan (LUCIP) will be prepared by the USDOE that describes the
implementation and maintenance actions for the interim remedial action, including
periodic inspections. The USDOE is responsible for implementing, maintaining,
monitoring, reporting upon, and enforcing the LUCs selected in the ROD. The LUCIP
will remain in effect unless and until modifications are approved by the USEPA and
SCDHEC as needed to be protective of human health and the environment. LUCIP

modification will only occur through another CERCLA document.

This alternative is retained for further analysis as it is effective, can be implemented, and

1s cost effective.

3.2.6 Alternative A-3: Excavation Combined with Ex Situ Containment

3.2.6.1 Description

Alternative A-3 has four sub-alternatives which involve excavation of the contaminated
media (ash/soil) from the surface of the ash down to the native soil interface. Soil
samples will be collected and analyzed to confirm if the RAO or SRS background
concentrations have been achieved by the cleanup. A SAP which will include a sampling

design as well as sample collection and analytical methods will be developed and
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presented in the CMI/RAIP. Leaving a 30-m (100-ft) buffer area surrounding the
Dunbarton bay would protect the bay’s sensitive ecosystem from further damage caused
by excavation activities. This remedial alternative would be effective to eliminate IOU

on-site worker receptor exposure to the contaminated ash/soil media.
Alternative 3 has four sub-alternatives and are identified below:

1. A-3a - Excavate all ash and contaminated soil media from the PAB to the edge of the
30-m (100-ft) buffer around the Dunbarton Bay (approximately 16,741 m® [591,187
ft’ or 22,000 yd’]) and transport to an approved on-SRS ex situ containment facility
such as the H-Area Ash Basin. This option employs LUCs since the entire volume of

ash will not be removed.

2. A-3b — Excavate all ash and contaminated soil media from the P-Area Ash Basin to
the edge of the 30-m (100-ft) buffer around the Carolina Bay (approximately
16,741 m® [591,187 ft or 22,000 yd’]) and transport to an approved off-SRS ex situ
containment facility such as Three Rivers Landfill. This option employs LUCs since

the entire volume of ash will not be removed.

3. A-3c — Excavate entire volume of ash and contaminated soil media including the
Dunbarton Bay (approximately 61,332 m® [2,165,928 ft’ or 80,220 yd]) and transport
to an approved on-SRS ex situ containment facility such as the H-Area Ash Basin.

This option does not employ LUCs since the entire volume of ash will be removed.

4. A-3d — Excavate entire volume of ash and contaminated soil media including the
Dunbarton Bay (approximately 61,332 m’ [2,165,928 ft* or 80,220 yd]) and transport
to an approved off-SRS ex situ containment facility such as Three Rivers Landfill.

This option does not employ LUCs since the entire volume of ash will be removed.

Excavation and ex situ containment are some of the most aggressive types of remedial
actions. While no treatment is involved, the contaminated media is removed and
disposed in an approved ex situ containment facility either on-SRS or off-SRS.

Excavation and ex situ containment of the contaminated media will significantly reduce
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the, mobility, and mass of ash/soil media at WADB since they are permanently removed
from the waste unit and safely interred in an approved disposal facility. Human health
and the environment are protected in the long term, so the remedial alternative is

effective.

The technical and institutional feasibility of implementing this alternative is high.
Savannah River Site (SRS) has significant experience in earth moving and containment
of ash. Previous excavation and containment of ash at the P- and R-Area Ash Disposal
Basins were both successful and final RODs have are approved for both these facilities.
All sub-alternatives are considered to have high cost since the ash must be excavated,
hauled a distance to an approved containment facility, and in sub-Alternatives A-3b and

A-3d, tipping fees may be imposed.

This alternative is retained for further analysis.
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Figure 3-1.  Ash to be Excavated and Showing LUCs Around WADB Subunit
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Table 3-1 Summary of Alternative Screening for Wetland Area at Dunbarton Bay Subunit
Alternative Effectiveness Implementability Cost Status Comments
Not effective in preventing
A-1- exposure of IOU on-site worker to . . L .
No Action | contaminated media. Alternative Not applicable None Required | Alternative is required by NCP
does not treat waste.
Effective for achieving RAOs; Alre.:a.dy implemented at SRS; . .
A-2 - . additional measures to be Effective; implementation would allow
prevents exposure of IOU on-site . . . . . . . o
Land Use . incorporated into Site Use/Site Low Retained | contaminated media to remain in place where
worker. Does not reduce toxicity, . . . e
Controls - Clearance permits, SSHASPs exposure scenarios are still a possibility
mobility, or volume of waste .
to protect on-site worker
More effective in reducing risk to | Can be implemented using Protective of human health; portion of ash
on-site worker. Permanently standard earth-moving permanently removed from wetland reducing
A3a reduces volume, toxicity and equipment. Successfully High Retained | risk, volume, toxicity, and mobility;
mobility of waste by 22,000 yd*; implemented at SRS for P Ash Protects wetlands and sensitive ecosystem of
combined with LUCs Basin. Dunbarton Bay
More effective in reducing risk to | Can be implemented using Protective of human health; portion of ash
on-site worker. Permanently standard earth-moving permanently removed from wetland reducing
A-3b reduces volume, toxicity and equipment. Successfully High Retained | risk, volume, toxicity, and mobility;
mobility of waste by 22,000 yd*; implemented at SRS for P Ash Optimally protects wetlands and sensitive
combined with LUCs Basin. ecosystem of Dunbarton Bay
Can be implemented usin Protective of human health; all ash would be
Most effective in reducing risk to P . g removed from WADB reducing risk, volume,
. standard earth-moving e . .
on-site worker. Permanently . . . toxicity, and mobility; greatest negative
. equipment. Successfully High Retained | . .
A-3c reduces volume, toxicity and implemented at SRS for P Ash impact to the environment and causes more
mobility of waste 80,220 yd’ Bals in destruction of the Bay than any of the other
’ sub-alternatives
Can be implemented usin Protective of human health; all ash would be
Most effective in reducing risk to p . & removed from WADB reducing risk, volume,
. standard earth-moving e . .
on-site worker. Permanently . . . toxicity, and mobility; greatest negative
. equipment. Successfully High Retained | . .
A-3d reduces volume, toxicity and implemented at SRS for P Ash impact to the environment and causes more
mobility of waste 80,220 yd® BaI; in destruction of the Bay than any of the other
’ sub-alternatives
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4.0 DETAILED ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

Based upon the technology screening and the remedial action objective (RAO) for the
Wetland Area at Dunbarton Bay (WADB), three remedial alternatives including four sub-

alternatives are being carried forward into Chapter 4 for detailed alternatives analysis.

All alternatives except the No Action alternative can attain the RAO. All alternatives
will be combined with LUCs, except for those alternatives which evaluate excavation of
the total volume of ash. These remaining alternatives will be evaluated against the nine

CERCLA criteria listed in the NCP.

4.1  Detailed Analysis of Alternatives

The NCP [40 CFR 300.430(e) (91)] requires that potential remedial alternatives undergo
detailed analysis using relevant criteria that will be used by decision makers to select a
final remedy. The results of the detailed analysis are then examined to compare

alternatives and identify key tradeoffs among alternatives.

The Natural Resource Injury Evaluation (NRIE) Checklist and supporting descriptions
are provided in Appendix G. The purpose of the NRIE Checklist is to identify potential
natural resource injuries associated with CERCLA remedial activities. Based on the
NRIE Checklist, natural resources in the locale have been impacted by hazardous
substances from the unit. Remedial alternatives under consideration may or may not
address injuries to the natural resources. Remedial alternatives considered may cause
additional injury based on the scope of the action (e.g., excavation within the Carolina

Bay). No irreversible or irretrievable resource losses are known to exist.

Although a comparative analysis of alternatives is provided in this FCMS/FS report, this
document does not propose a preferred alternative. The preferred alternative will be
presented in the Statement of Basis (SB)/Proposed Plan (PP). The preferred alternative
will be based on information contained in this report and comments received from

USEPA, SCDHEC, and the public prior to finalization in the ROD.
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4.1.1 Introduction to Alternatives Selection

In this section, the alternatives formulated and retained are evaluated in detail against
CERCLA requirements. The statutory requirements that guide the evaluation of remedial

alternatives under CERCLA state that a remedial action must:

e Be protective of human health and the environment
e Attain ARARs or define criteria for invoking a waiver
e Be cost effective

e Use permanent solutions to the maximum extent

USEPA has established nine evaluation criteria to address these statutory requirements
under CERCLA. The criteria fall into the categories of threshold criteria, primary
balancing criteria, and modifying criteria. Modifying criteria (i.e., State or support
agency acceptance and community acceptance) will be evaluated after the public
comment period on the SB/PP. Evaluation criteria categories and the nine evaluation

criteria are listed and explained in the following sections.

The CMS criteria are similar to the NCP criteria, with the exception of a CMS criterion
that specifies the attainment of media protection standards. The media protection
standards are not promulgated and therefore, will not be addressed in this combined

report.

4111 Threshold Criteria

Each alternative must meet the following threshold criteria to be selected as a permanent

remedy under CERCLA:

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment — The overall protection
of human health and the environment is evaluated for each alternative on the basis of
how the alternative reduces the risk of exposure to contaminants from potential

exposure pathways through engineered barriers or LUCs. Each alternative is
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examined as to whether it creates any unacceptable short-term risks to human health.

In addition, the RCRA criterion specifying control of source releases is evaluated.

Compliance with ARARs — Remedial actions under CERCLA must attain all
ARARs. ARARs are cleanup standards, standards of control, and other substantive
requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under Federal, State, or local
environmental law that specifically addresses a hazardous substance, pollutant,
contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstance at a CERCLA site.
Three types of ARARs (chemical, action, and location-specific) have been developed
to simplify identification and compliance with environmental requirements.
Location-specific ARARs were evaluated to determine applicability to the combined

report.

41.1.2 Primary Balancing Criteria

Primary Balancing criteria are factors that identify key tradeoffs among alternatives.

3.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence — Long-term effectiveness and
permanence are evaluated for each alternative on the basis of the magnitude of
residual risk and the adequacy and reliability of controls used to manage
contaminated media that remain after response objectives have been achieved.
Alternatives that offer long-term effectiveness and permanence halt or otherwise
mitigate any potential for offsite contaminant transport and minimize the need for
future engineered controls. The degree of uncertainty with regard to treatment

effectiveness is also evaluated.

Reduction of Mobility, Toxicity, or Volume through Treatment — The statutory
preference is to select a remedial action that employs treatment to reduce the toxicity,
mobility, or volume of hazardous substances. The degree to which alternatives
employ recycling or treatment is assessed, including how treatment is used to address

the principal threats posed by the waste unit.
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5. Short-term Effectiveness — Evaluation of alternatives for short-term effectiveness

takes into account protection of remedial workers, members of the community, and
the environment during implementation of the remedial action and the time required
to achieve RAOs/RGOs. Schedule estimates are based on projected availability of

materials and labor and may have to be updated at the time of remediation.

Implementability — Each alternative is evaluated with respect to the technical and
administrative feasibility of implementing the alternatives as well as the availability
of necessary equipment and services. This criterion includes the ability to obtain
services, capacities, equipment, and specialists necessary to construct components of
the alternative; the ability to operate the technologies and monitor their performance

and effectiveness; and the ability to obtain necessary approvals from other agencies.

Cost — Accuracy of present-worth costs is +50/-30 percent according to USEPA
guidance. Detailed cost estimates are derived from current information including
vendor quotes, conventional cost estimating guides (e.g., Mean Site Work Cost Data),
and costs associated with serial costs, site conditions, competitive market conditions,
final project scope, and implementation schedule at the time that the remedial
activities are initiated. Real interest rates on U.S. Treasury notes and bonds of
specific maturity were used to estimate present-worth costs. Present worth costs for
review of the site remedy every five years are given for each alternative for which
residuals remain at the site. Present-worth costs for these items are based on an

estimated time frame of operation. Cost estimates are presented in Appendix F.

4113 Modifying Criteria

Modifying criteria (i.e., State or support agency acceptance, community acceptance) will

be considered during remedy selection.

8.

State or Support Agency Acceptance — The preferred alternative should be
acceptable to State and support agencies. The State acceptance criterion is evaluated

based on scoping meetings held between USDOE, USEPA, and SCDHEC, and based
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on comments received on this FCMS/FS and are addressed in the final SB/PP

document.

9. Community Acceptance — The concerns of the community should also be

considered in presenting alternatives that would be acceptable to the community.

Community acceptance is evaluated based on comments on the SB/PP received

during the public comment period. These comments are considered in the final

remedy selection for the ROD and the issuance of a RCRA permit modification.

4.1.2 Analysis of Alternatives

The purpose of source control corrective measures/remedial alternatives for the WADB is

to address ash and contaminants in soils that exceed risk thresholds and to address the

RAOs of the waste unit. The following alternatives are considered:

Alternative

Remedial Action Description

Alternative A-1

No Action (no cost)

Alternative A-2

Land Use Controls

Engineering

Administrative (restricted access)
Warning/No Trespassing Signs
LUCIP

Deed Restrictions

[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
o Work Clearance Permit Procedures

Alternative A-3a

Excavate all ash and contaminated soil media from the PAB to the edge of the 100 buffer
around Dunbarton Bay (approximately 16,741 m® (591,187 cubic feet [ft*] or 22,000 cubic
yards [yd’]) and transport to an approved on-SRS ex situ containment facility such as the
H-Area Ash Basin. This option employs LUCs since the entire volume of ash will not be
removed.

Alternative A-3b

Excavate all ash and contaminated soil media from the PAB to the edge of the 100 buffer
around the Bay (approximately 16,741 m® [591,187 yd® or 22,000 yd’]) and transport to an
approved off-SRS ex situ containment facility such as Three Rivers Landfill. This option
employs LUCs since the entire volume of ash will not be removed.

Alternative A-3¢c

Excavate entire volume of ash and contaminated soil media including the Bay
(approximately 61,332 m’ (2,165,928 ft’ or 80,220 yd*) and transport to an approved on-
SRS ex situ containment facility such as the H-Area Ash Basin. This option does not
employ LUCs since the entire volume of ash will be removed.

Alternative A-3d

Excavate entire volume of ash and contaminated soil media including the Bay
(approximately 61,332 m’ [2,165,928 ft’ or 80,220 yd’]) and transport to an approved off-
SRS ex situ containment facility such as Three Rivers Landfill. This option does not
employ LUC:s since the entire volume of ash will be removed.

Detailed analysis of these alternatives is presented below and summarized in Table 4-1.
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4121 Introduction to Alternative Analysis

All of the WADB alternatives will be evaluated against the nine CERCLA evaluation
criteria that provide the basis for evaluating the alternatives and selecting a remedy. The
purpose of this section is to identify key advantages and disadvantages of each alternative
evaluated for the WADB in relation to the two threshold and five balancing criteria. The
remaining two analyses and modifying criteria and will be determined in the SB/PP. The

results of the evaluation are discussed below.

4.1.2.2 Individual Analyses of the Alternatives for WADB

Alternative A-1 — No Action

Alternative Al consists of performing no action to address contamination at the WADB.
Contaminated media would remain in place and no engineered or institutional controls or
active remediation would be conducted to control future potential risk to the IOU on-site
worker; to treat or remove contaminated media; or to reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume

of the contaminated media. There is no 5-year remedy review.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The No Action alternative would not address potential risk to the IOU on-site worker
from exposure to the ash or contaminated soil in the WADB. This alternative does not

reduce risk to human health or the environment.

Compliance with ARARs

Chemical-Specific ARARs: No chemical-specific ARARs are associated with the No

Action alternative.

Location-Specific ARARs: No location-specific ARARs are associated with the No

Action alternative.

Action-Specific ARARS: No action-specific ARARs are associated with the No Action

alternative.
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Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Residual risk to human health under future conditions at the WADB would remain
unchanged under the No Action alternative. Risk to the environment would be
unchanged from the current risk of 9.9E-05 for the IOU on-site worker. This alternative

does not provide for long-term effectiveness or permanence.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment

Active treatment or removal of contaminated media to reduce toxicity, mobility, or
volume is not associated with the No Action alternative; therefore, there is no reduction

in the toxicity, mobility or volume of ash or soil contaminants in the wetland.

Short-Term Effectiveness

The No Action alternative would not endanger the surrounding communities or remedial

workers or adversely affect the environment.

Implementability

Since this alternative requires no action, implementability is not a consideration.
Cost

There is no present-worth cost estimated for the No Action alternative since there is no
action implemented and no 5-year remedy review. Detailed cost estimates are provided

in Appendix F. A summary of the estimates cost is below.
Total Present-Worth Cost $0

Alternative A-2 — Land Use Controls

Alternative A-2 involves the use of LUCs to limit access to and limit the use of the
contaminated portion of the wetland so human exposure to the ash is controlled within

acceptable limits for the IOU on-site worker. This alternative does not remove or
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eliminate receptor exposure potential by removal or treatment of hazardous substances —
only exposure is controlled. Through administrative and engineering controls, work
activities would be limited and controlled by the use of work clearance permits and
personal protection equipment throughout the area of contamination. The LUCs
alternative would restrict access to, contact with, and excavation of the contaminated
media. Warning/no trespassing signs would be posted informing personnel not to enter
the posted area to prevent contact with hazardous substances. The use of LUCs can
prevent the current and future IOU on-site worker from being exposed to hazardous

substances in the ash and contaminated soil.

Because there is no excavation, treatment, or removal of ash or contaminated soil media
in Alternative 2, LUCs will be needed to control access and land use for the entire area
where ash has been deposited. In the case of Alternative 2, LUCs will cover an estimated

15.0 ha (37 ac) and need to be in effect for an estimated 200 years.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The exposure pathway is broken by controlling access to and use of the contaminated
wetlands by preventing exposure of the on-site worker and any other human health
receptors. This alternative does not remove or treat any contaminants; however, the
application of LUCs does prohibit unrestricted use and access to the wetland unless
authorized by the issuance of valid work clearance permit which establishes safe working
conditions and control of the work activities. Even though the ash and contaminated soil
is not removed under this alternative and the risk remains unmitigated, LUCs, which
include engineering and institutional controls, can be effective to protect human health

receptors by breaking the exposure pathway.
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Compliance with ARARs
Chemical-Specific ARARSs: No chemical-specific ARARs are associated with

Alternative A-2.

Location-Specific ARARS: No location-specific ARARs are associated with
Alternative A-2.

Action-Specific ARARS: No action-specific ARARs are associated with
Alternative A-2.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

The long-term effectiveness for protecting human health can be achieved under this
alternative as long as unit-specific LUCs are maintained. Risks are prevented by
controlling access to and use of the contaminated area by preventing exposure of the on-
site worker and any other human health receptors. LUCs, implemented as part of a
remedial action, will be maintained until the concentration of hazardous substances in the
ash/soil is at such levels to allow for unrestricted use and exposure. A LUCIP will be
prepared by the USDOE that describes the implementation and maintenance actions for
the interim remedial action, including periodic inspections. The USDOE is responsible
for implementing, maintaining, monitoring, reporting upon, and enforcing the LUCs.
The LUCIP will remain in effect unless and until modifications are approved by the
USEPA and SCDHEC as needed to be protective of human health and the environment.
LUCIP modification will only occur through another CERCLA document.

The timeframe for LUCs is estimated for a 200-year duration. The contaminants can be
long-lived and there is no treatment or excavation of contaminated media so residual risk
exceeds 1E-06 or exceeds SRS background concentrations. Remedy reviews will be
performed every 5 years for a total of 40 reviews. Annual inspections will be performed
to ensure warning and no trespassing signs are in place and no encroachment onto the
controlled area is occurring. Signs will be replaced and/or repaired as needed and records

for site use/site control permits will be maintained within the SRS infrastructure.
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Since the WADB subunit is within the SRS boundary, the reliability of access control
should be high.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

No active treatment systems are associated with the LUCs alternative that would reduce
the toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances in the wetland. This alternative
prevents receptor exposure to the contaminants through controlled access and limiting

use.

Short-Term Effectiveness

This alternative poses no risk to IOU on-site workers or the community because no work
will be performed which disturbs the ash in the wetland. All of the ash and contaminated
soil media are within an area with restricted access; therefore, it is not accessible to
members of the public or community. There is no hazard to nearby communities since

there are none in proximity.

Implementability

LUCs are currently active in all areas of SRS. LUCs have been implemented at many
waste units at SRS including the P and R-Area Ash Basin Disposal Facilities. The

implementation of LUCs presents no technical or administrative impediments.
Cost

Costs for LUCs are considered minimal. Costs associated with this alternative include
posting 90 warning signs around the perimeter of the wetland where the ash/soil is
located as well as SRS institutionally controlling access to the wetland by Site
Infrastructure with the Site Use/Site Control permit system. A review of the remedy will
be performed every five years for at least 200-year duration. A summary of the estimated

present-worth cost is presented below:
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Total Capital Cost $115,362
Present-Worth O&M Cost  $1,708,737

Total Estimated Cost $1,824,099

Alternative A3 — Excavate Contaminated Media and Haul to an Approved Ex Situ
Disposal Facility

Alternative 3 consists of four sub-alternatives which all use excavation combined with ex
situ containment, but differ in the location of ex situ containment (on-SRS versus off-
SRS), volume of ash and contaminated soil which is excavated, and use of LUCs (refer to
following table). The extent of property under land use controls will vary by sub-
alternative. Sub-alternatives A-3a and A-3b will place approximately 10 ha (25 ac) of
property under land use controls. However, since sub-alternatives A-3c¢ and A-3d
propose excavation and ex situ containment of the entire volume of ash and contaminated

soil, no land use controls will be required for these alternatives.

. Ex Sltu Ex _Sltu Waste Ll Uss
Alternative Containment Containment Volume Cariralk
On-SRS Off-SRS (yd®)
A-3a Yes No 22,000 Yes/25 acres
A-3b No Yes 22,000 Yes/25 acres
A-3c Yes No 80,220 No/0 acres
A-3d No Yes 80,220 No/0 acres

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

All the sub-alternatives protect human health and the environment by excavating
contaminated media and hauling it for disposal to an approved off-unit containment
facility at a location away from the wetland. The sub-alternatives would be protective of
human health and achieve RAOs in a short period (several months) of time. These
alternatives are more protective of the environment than any of the other alternatives
since contaminated media is permanently removed and safely interred away from the
wetland. Under sub-Alternatives A-3a and A-3b, risk posed by the ash/soil remaining
inside the Dunbarton Bay and buffer area (~44,497 m® [~58,220 yd’]) is greatly reduced

since the volume of ash and contaminated soil will be reduced by
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16,820 m’ (22,000 yd3). Additionally, Alternative A-2, LUCs, is combined with sub-
Alternatives A-3a and A-3b to prevent any receptor exposure to the residual ash/soil
media in the Dunbarton Bay. Sub-alternatives A-3a and A-3b are also more protective of
the environment because ash located in ecologically non-sensitive areas will be removed,
while ash located within the Dunbarton Bay will not be excavated, thus preventing

damage to the sensitive ecosystem of the bay.

Alternatives A-3¢ and A-3d proposes excavating the total 61,332 m’ (80,220 yd?) of ash
and contaminated media, including that in the Dunbarton Bay and buffer area, and
hauling it for disposal to an approved off-unit containment facility at a location away
from the wetland. These excavation and ex-situ containment remedial alternatives are the
most aggressive contaminant removal actions. Removal of all the contaminated ash and
soil media will reduce receptor risk to less than 1E-06 or SRS background concentrations.
Because all the ash and contaminated media are removed at the WADB subunit, there is
not a need for land use controls. However, Alternatives A-3c¢ and A-3d also cause the

greatest magnitude of destruction to the sensitive ecosystem of the Dunbarton Bay.

Compliance with ARARs

Chemical-Specific ARARS: None.

Location-Specific ARARs: There is a probability that location-specific ARARs will be
associated with the excavation of the ash/soil media. Any excavation within any wetland
area in/or around the Dunbarton Bay may require restoration upon completion of the
excavation to comply with the applicable ARARs in 10 CFR 1023 (see Table 2-2).
Action will need to be taken to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the destruction, loss, or

degradation of wetlands.

Action-Specific ARARs: In order to minimize erosion of sediment and manage storm
water runoff that may occur during the remedial actions, a storm water management plan

would be required to comply with SC R. 61-9.122,41 (see Table 2-2).
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In addition, the disposal and transportation of waste generated from Alternative 3 would
be handled in accordance with Federal and State regulations 40 CFR 262.11(b) and
SCDHEC 61-107.5(D)(3) (see Table 2-2).

Ex situ containment of the contaminated ash/soil media will also trigger South Carolina
SC R-61-107 requirements which require ash disposal in a properly constructed and
permitted disposal facility. This requirement can be attained through use of an existing
and approved on-SRS facility or transporting the contaminated media to an approved off-
SRS facility such as Three Rivers Landfill. SRS will cooperate with the SCDHEC to

ensure compliance with this ARAR.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

All sub-alternatives permanently remove and safely dispose of some quantity of
contaminated soil from WADB and therefore, offer long-term protection. All the sub-
alternatives are more effective than alternative A-2, LUCs, as a “‘stand alone” alternative
since ash and contaminated soil media is removed from the WADB subunit and safely

contained in an approved disposal facility.

Sub-alternatives A-3a and A-3b propose to remove ~16,820 m® (~22,000 yd*) of ash and
contaminated soil media which will leave ~44,497 m’ (~58,220 yd®) of ash in the
Dunbarton Bay and buffer area. Residual risk will be reduced by these sub-alternatives
but will also leave some residual risk in the Dunbarton Bay and buffer area. Because
some residual contamination will remain after implementation of these sub-alternatives,
approximately 10 ha (25 ac) of the subunit will require land use controls for an estimated
200-year duration. Also, because there will be residual risk, 5-year remedy reviews will

be required for the estimated 200 year duration as well.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

None of the sub-alternatives employ treatment of hazardous substances. However,

excavation and ex situ containment will reduce mobility and volume of the contaminated
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media at WADB by removing it and safely disposing the ash/soil in an approved ex situ

containment facility.

Short-Term Effectiveness

The four sub-alternatives pose no significant risk to the community or workers.
Remedial workers will have the greatest risk of exposure during excavation and hauling
activities. Best management construction practices will be utilized to minimize any risk

to surrounding communities or workers while activities are performed at the wetland.

Even though remedial workers would potentially be exposed to more contamination for
sub-alternatives A-3c and A-3d compared to A-3a and A-3b, strict adherence to the
project-specific health and safety plan will prevent exposure of workers to hazardous

substances.

There is no community close enough to WADB to be impacted by construction activities,
since the remedial action will occur well within the institutionally controlled boundary of

SRS where the public access is restricted.

Because excavation and removal of ash and contaminated soil media is only partial and
will not occur in a designated wetland, sub-alternatives A-3a and A-3b will not disturb,
destroy, or negatively impact the sensitive ecosystem of the Dunbarton Bay and the
buffer area. The buffer area is present to provide a barrier where construction activities
will stop and be mitigated, thus preventing negative impact to and protecting the

Dunbarton Bay from sedimentation, erosion, and destruction of flora and fauna.

Alternatively, sub-alternatives A-3c and A-3d propose to excavate and remove the entire
61,332 m® (80,220 yd3) of ash and contaminated soil media from WADB subunit. These
sub-alternatives (while being the most effective for reducing receptor risk) are also the
most destructive to the environment. In order to implement sub-alternatives A-3c¢ and
A-3d, it will require clear cutting all the vegetation and mature trees, cutting and building
temporary roads to provide access for heavy construction equipment, construction of

temporary ash and contaminated soil staging areas, and excavation and removal of soil
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and ash in and around the Dunbarton Bay. The construction activities needed to
implement A-3c and A-3d will virtually destroy that part of Dunbarton Bay as a natural
resource. The construction activity and level of destruction to the Dunbarton Bay is an
unavoidable impact of implementing these two sub-alternatives. Due to the volume and
location of the ash and contaminated media, there is no other feasible method or
technology to cost-effectively accomplish the excavation without causing extensive and

possibly irreversible destruction of part of Dunbarton Bay.

Implementability

Excavation and ex situ containment for sub-alternatives A-3a and A-3b are readily
implemented with standard earth-moving equipment, materials, and conventional
construction methods. The experience, knowledge, and equipment are readily available
to implement these sub-alternatives. SRS has recent successful experience with
excavation and disposal of ash at the P-Area Operable Unit. Therefore, there are no

institutional or technical impediments.

Conversely, sub-alternatives A-3c and A-3d may not be readily implemented or there
may be difficulty associated with the permitting and construction because of the
wetlands. Working conditions in a designated wetlands will be more restrictive to
mitigate damage from construction and more costly to restore damage caused by the
construction. Additionally for sub-alternatives A-3c and A-3d, if heavy precipitation
should occur prior to or during the construction period it may cause construction
activities to be significantly delayed or cease because Dunbarton Bay has the potential to

accumulate precipitation.

Permits for implementing sub-alternative A-3a (and A-3c as well) could be difficult to
obtain and may cause delays in the project schedule. A-3a would require both the
engineering and construction of an ex situ containment facility which would have to meet
the requirements of South Carolina solid waste disposal facility regulations. The detailed
costs for an approved solid waste disposal facility are not included in the WADB cost

estimates since these are beyond the scope and funding of the WADB project. However,
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a preliminary estimate of the costs has been made and due to the uncertainty of regulatory
and engineering requirements, costs are estimated between $1.5 and $10 million to
engineer and construct an approved facility. The approved solid waste facility costs
would need to be added to the cost of A-3a. If an existing facility (such as the ash basin
in H-Area) were used it would require the cancelation of the existing Industrial
Wastewater Permit and the application and approval of a new solid waste disposal facility
permit. The permit impediments and engineering and construction activities for the
permit for such a facility would outweigh the cost advantage of on-SRS disposal and
would not align with project schedule milestones. For these reasons there are significant

impediments for obtaining the appropriate permits for this alternative.

Permits for implementing sub-alternative A-3b should not be difficult to obtain. A-3b
proposes excavation of ash/soil media from 4.9 ha (12 ac) of non-wetland area and ex situ
containment of the waste in a currently permitted facility such as Three Rivers Landfill.
This alternative offers the least resistance to delays or impediments caused by obtaining
or changing permits and offers the greatest certainty of an approved waste disposal
pathway. For this alternative excavated waste can be hauled directly to a pre-permitted
facility, avoiding delays for permit issues and allowing the project to stay on schedule.
Therefore, A-3b has a distinct advantage of maintaining schedule, avoidance of
permitting impediments, and additional cost for the engineering and construction of an

approved solid waste disposal facility.

Alternatively, permits for implementing sub-alternatives A-3¢ and A3d may impose both
impediments and delays to implementation. While work performed under these sub-
alternatives also use standard earth working and earth moving methods, the work will be
performed in a designated wetland; thereby, increasing the complexity and length of time

to obtain the appropriate permits.

Additionally construction may be exceedingly difficult to implement for A-3c and A-3d
which proposes work in the wetlands itself. If there is heavy precipitation during the

construction period, the wetland has a distinct possibility of flooding or accumulating
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water in the depression of the Dunbarton Bay. Wet conditions in Dunbarton Bay could
potentially cause excavation activities to halt and/or cause unusually high destruction of

the wetland itself.

The time required to implement alternative A-2 is 6 months. The time to implement sub-
alternatives A-3a (not including time for engineering and constructions of an approved
solid waste disposal facility) and A-3b is 12 months and the time to implement sub-
alternatives A-3c¢ (not including time for engineering and constructions of an approved

solid waste disposal facility) and A-3d is 18 months.
Cost

Cost estimates consist of capital costs for construction, equipment, hauling costs, tipping
fees and permit or licensing fees. Present worth or present value costs include cost for
post-construction annual operation and maintenance cost. Present worth costs include the

costs for ongoing inspections, maintenance, and 5-year remedy reviews.

An analysis is used to calculate present worth costs. The present worth analysis is used
to evaluate expenditures that occur over different time periods by discounting all future
costs to a common base year, usually the current year. This allows the cost of remedial
action alternatives to be compared on the basis of a single figure representing the amount
of money that, if invested in the base year and disbursed as needed, would be sufficient to

cover all costs associated with the remedial action over its planned duration.

The present worth analysis for WADB subunit is based on an estimated duration of 200
years for land use controls for sub-alternatives A-2, A-3a, and A-3b and 2 years for sub-
alternatives A-3c and A-3d. Discount rates are based on Office of Management and

Budget Circular No. A-94, Appendix C.

Construction costs for the sub-alternatives would include clearing and grubbing, road
building, erosion control, excavation, hauling costs, road construction, and surveying.

Tipping fees for sub-alternatives A-3b and A-3d are also included.
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Cost-Type A-2 A-3a* A-3b A-3c* A-3d
g;tsil Estimated Capital $115.362 $6.566,642 $9.826,409 | $12,949.158 $21,324.526

Total Present-Worth
0&M Cost $1,708,737 $$1,708,736 $1,708,737 $98,670 $98,670
Total Estimated Cost $1,824,099 $8,275,378 $11,535,146 $13,055,204 $21,428,462

*Does not include costs associated with On-SRS containment facility (i.e., preparation, engineering permitting, or receiving waste).
Estimates range between $1.5 to $10 million additional costs.

4.1.3 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

The purpose of this section is to identify key advantages and disadvantages of each
alternative relative to one another and in relation to the two threshold criteria and five
balancing criteria. Emphasis is placed on the two threshold criteria — overall protection
of human health and the environment and compliance with ARARs. However, key
tradeoffs between alternatives are identified through comparative evaluation against the
five primary balancing criteria: long-term effectiveness and permanent reduction of
toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment, short-term effectiveness,
implementability, and cost. The five primary balancing criteria were assigned subjective
values to aid in performing the comparative analyses. The final two modifying criteria —
State or support agency acceptance and community acceptance — will be evaluated

following the public comment period for the SB/PP document.

413.1 Introduction to Identification of Key Advantages and Disadvantages

All of the alternatives have been evaluated against the seven CERCLA evaluation criteria
that provide the basis for evaluating the alternatives and selecting the remedy. The
purpose of this section is to identify key advantages and disadvantages of each alternative
evaluated relative to one another and in relation to the two thresholds and five balancing

criteria.

4.1.3.2 Comparative Analysis of the WADB Alternatives

Comparative analysis of these alternatives is present below and in Table 4-2.
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Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

With the exception of the No Action alternative, Alternative A-2 and sub-Alternatives
A-3a, A-3b, A-3c, and A-3d are all protective of human health and the environment and
each can achieve the RAO. Alternative A-2 provides for LUCs to prevent exposure to
metallic and natural radionuclide contaminants in the ash/soil media. With rigorous
adherence to the LUCs this alternative is protective of the IOU on-site worker, but would
leave all hazardous substances in place. Residual risk would still exceed 1E-06 or SRS

background concentrations.

Sub-Alternatives A-3a, A-3b, A-3c, and A-3d are all more protective of the IOU on-site
worker than Alternative A-2 because a portion or all of the ash/soil media is excavated
from the WADB subunit and/or wetland and interred in an approved and permitted
ex situ containment facility. Sub-Alternatives A-3c and A-3d are even more protective of
the IOU on-site worker than sub-Alternatives A-3a and A-3b since all 61,332 m’ (80,220
yd®) of the ash and contaminated soil is removed from the WADB including the

Dunbarton Bay leaving no hazardous substances in place.

However, sub-Alternatives A-3a and A-3b have the advantage for the protection of the
environment since construction activities will not occur within the 100 foot buffer around
the Dunbarton Bay and will prevent damage and destruction of the sensitive ecosystem of
the bay. Therefore, sub-Alternatives A-3a and A-3b will provide better protection of the
environment. Sub-Alternatives A-3a and A-3b excavated 16,820 m® (22,000 yd®) of
ash/soil media and are combined with LUCs to prevent IOU on-site worker exposure to

hazardous substances remaining in the Dunbarton Bay as a mitigating control.

Compliance with ARARs

Chemical-Specific ARARs: Because there is no excavation, treatment, or removal of ash
or contaminated soil media in Alternative 2, and only LUCs are used to control access

and land use for the entire area where ash has been deposited, no chemical-specific

ARARSs have been identified.
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Location-Specific ARARs: Alternative 2 does not have to comply with any location-
specific ARARs because there is no excavation, treatment, or removal of ash or
contaminated soil media in Alternative 2, and only LUCs are used to control access and

land use for the entire area where ash has been deposited.

Most importantly, sub-Alternatives A-3c and A-3d will have the potential to trigger and
need to comply with a variety of rules and regulations to perform work in a designated
wetland. If this becomes necessary, the appropriate permits will need to be applied for

and approved prior to the commencement of any construction.

Since a portion of the ash is located in a designated wetland (Dunbarton Bay),
compliance with the substantive requirement of the Clean Water Act (CWA), will be
required. Section 404 states: “no activity that impacts waters of the United States shall be
permitted if a practical alternative that has less adverse impacts exist. If there is not
another viable alternative, the impacts to the wetlands must be mitigated.” Leaving a 30-
m (100-foot [ft]) buffer around the Carolina Bay should provide a practical alternative to
avoid impacts to the wetland. Sub-Alternatives A-3a and A-3b have the advantage since
construction would not be performed in the designated wetland and would be more
complaint with this ARAR than either sub-Alternatives A-3c and A-3d which would be

the most destructive to the wetlands.

Action-Specific ARARs: Alternative 2 does not have to comply with any action-specific

ARARSs since hazardous substances are not being generated, transported, or disposed.

Sub-Alternatives A-3a, A-3b, A-3c, and A-3d could trigger various federal and South
Carolina regulations if an on-SRS ash disposal facility is constructed and for the
characterization and disposal of solid waste and/or hazardous waste (if any). Please refer
to Table 2-2 for a potential list of ARARs. Non-hazardous, non-radioactive solid waste
could be sent to an on-SRS landfill. Non-hazardous, non-radioactive solid waste could
be sent to the regional municipal solid waste landfill. Hazardous waste would need to be
sent to a disposal facility approved for disposal of hazardous waste or meet the
appropriate ARARs for design and construction of such a landfill. Sub-Alternatives
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A-3a, A-3b, A-3c, and A-3d will need to comply with South Carolina Hazardous Waste
Management Regulation (SC R61-79) and ldentification of and Listing of Hazardous
Waste (40 CFR 261) will be followed. Remedial waste characterization prior to disposal
will determine if there are any additional RCRA hazardous waste storage and disposal
requirements triggered under 40 CFR Parts 262, 264, and 268.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

With the exception of the No Action alternative, all alternatives provide long-term

effectiveness and permanence.

For Alternative A-2, LUCs are estimated to be maintained for a 200 year duration or as
long as hazardous substances remain in place. Warning/no trespassing signs would be
posted informing personnel not to enter the posted area to prevent contact with hazardous
substances. The use of LUCs can prevent the current and future IOU on-site worker from
being exposed to hazardous substances in the ash and contaminated soil. LUCs will
prevent receptor exposure due to any residual ash remaining in the wetland after
excavation and ex situ containment. Alternative A-2 is not a permanent remedy because
the ash/soil media would remain in situ. The magnitude of residual risk would still
exceed 1E-06 or SRS background concentrations, all 15 ha (37 ac) of the WADB would

require LUCs, and 5-year remedy reviews would be required for 200 years.

Sub-Alternatives A-3a and A-3b provide better effectiveness and permanence than is
attainable with Alternative 2 by itself because these alternatives excavate ~16,820 m®
(~22,000 yd*) of contaminated ash/soil media. The magnitude of residual risk is less than
1E-06 or SRS background concentrations within the removal area, but greater than
1E-06 or SRS background concentrations in Dunbarton Bay. Because residual ash
remains in Dunbarton Bay, 10 ha (25 ac) of property will required land use controls with

5 year remedy reviews required for 200 years.

A-3c and A-3d provide the best effectiveness and permanence than is attainable with all

the previous alternatives. These sub-alternatives will permanently remove all of the ash
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and contaminated soil from the WADB subunit including the designated wetlands and
dispose it safely in an approved ex situ containment facility. As such there will be no
need for LUCs or 5-year remedy reviews and land use will be unrestricted.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

The No Action alternative would not provide any reduction in toxicity, mobility or

volume of contaminants through treatment.

Alternative 2, LUCs, would not provide any reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume of
contaminants through treatment, but would prevent exposure of the on-site worker to

hazardous substances by the application of institutional and engineering controls.

Sub-Alternatives A-3a, A-3b, A-3c, and A-3d would not provide reduction in the toxicity,

mobility, and volume of waste.

However, since a portion or all of the ash would be excavated and removed from the
WADB there will be removal either of 16,820 or 61,332 m® (22,000 or 80,220 yd®) of
contaminated media from the excavation. Excavation of the ash will also reduce mobility
of ash the plume. The ash would be interred safely in an approved solid waste disposal
facility and there would be no future possibility of exposure of either the on-site worker

or community to the contaminants in the ash.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Short term effectiveness is not applicable to Alternative 1 since there is no action.

Alternative 2 presents no risk to workers or the community since no waste is generated,

transported, or disposed by implementing LUCSs.

Sub-Alternatives A-3a, A-3b, A-3c, and A-3d have the potential to minimally expose
remediation workers to hazardous substances during excavation, construction, hauling,
and earth moving activities. The removal of contaminated soil and ash would be

performed consistent with SRS safety and health procedures to ensure minimal impact to
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the remediation worker during implementation. There is no risk to the community from
these activities since the work area is not located in proximity to any community and is

well within the SRS boundary.

A major advantage is recognized by sub-Alternatives A-3a and A-3b because excavation
and removal of ash and contaminated soil media is only partial and will not occur in a
designated wetland. Sub-Alternatives A-3a and A-3b will not disturb, destroy, or
negatively impact the sensitive ecosystem of the Dunbarton Bay and the buffer area. The
buffer area is present to provide a barrier where construction activities will stop and be
mitigated, thus preventing negative impact to and protecting the Dunbarton Bay from

sedimentation, erosion, and destruction of flora and fauna.

Alternatively, sub-Alternatives A-3c and A-3d propose to excavate and remove the entire
61,332 m® (80,220 yd®) of ash and contaminated soil media from WADB subunit. These
sub-alternatives (while being the most effective for reducing receptor risk) are also the
most destructive to the environment. In order to implement sub-Alternatives A-3c and A-
3d, it will require clear cutting all the vegetation and mature trees, cutting and building
temporary roads to provide access for heavy construction equipment, construction of
temporary ash and contaminated soil staging areas, and excavation and removal of soil
and ash in and around the Dunbarton Bay. The construction activities needed to
implement A-3c and A-3d will virtually destroy and eliminate a portion of Dunbarton
Bay as a natural resource. The construction activity and level of destruction to the
Dunbarton Bay is an unavoidable impact of implementing these two sub-alternatives.
Due to the volume and location of the ash and contaminated media, there is no other
feasible method or technology to cost-effectively accomplish the excavation without
causing extensive and possibly irreversible destruction of the Dunbarton Bay.

Implementation

No implementation is required under the No Action alternative.
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Alternative 2, LUCs has been implemented successfully within SRS at other waste units.
There are no administrative or technical impediments for implementing LUCs at SRS.

The time to implement Alternative 2 is approximately 6 months.

Sub-Alternatives A-3a and A-3b can also be readily implemented using standard
construction techniques for excavation and hauling the ash and contaminated soil media

to an approved on-SRS or off-SRS ex situ containment facility.

A major disadvantage of sub-Alternatives A-3c¢ and A-3d is they may not be readily
implemented or there may be difficulty associated with the construction because of
working in the wetlands. Working conditions in a designated wetlands will be more
restrictive to mitigate damage from construction and more costly to restore (if possible)

damage caused by the construction.

Another significant disadvantage for sub-Alternatives A-3c and A-3d is if heavy
precipitation should occur prior to or during the construction period it may cause
construction activities to be significantly delayed because Dunbarton Bay has the
potential to accumulate precipitation. This condition would probably stop construction
for an unknown period of time until conditions became suitable for earth-moving

activities to restart.

Alternatively, permits for implementing sub-alternatives A-3c and A-3d may be more
difficult to obtain. While work performed under these sub-Alternatives also use standard
earth working and earth moving methods, the work will be performed in a designated

wetland; thereby, increasing the length of time to obtain a permit.

Permitting for implementation of sub-alternative A-3a may be very difficult to obtain as
well as very costly (costs estimated between $1.5 to $10 million for the engineering and
construction work to obtain an approved solid waste disposal facility permit).
Conversely, permitting for implementing sub-alternative A-3b should not be difficult to
obtain. The ash/soil media may be excavated and hauled to a currently permitted solid

waste disposal facility which meets all South Carolina regulations. It is not certain if
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SRS could even expeditiously obtain the appropriate South Carolina solid waste permits,
so there is high uncertainty if on-SRS ex situ disposal is feasible in a timely manner. The
cost advantage of A-3a could easily be lost by the costs associated with obtaining the
permits required to implement this alternative ($1.5 to $10 million for engineering,
preparation and siting). Therefore, a tradeoff for a more certain disposition route for
disposal of the ash/soil media is justified instead of a less certain disposition route which
has an uncertain outcome and potentially higher costs. This same concern includes sub-

alternative A-3c as well.

The time required to implement alternative A-2 is 6 months. The time to implement sub-
alternatives A-3a and A-3b is 12 months and the time to implement sub-alternatives A-3c

and A-3d is 18 months
Cost

The evaluation of an alternative must include capital, present-worth operational and
maintenance costs. The cost estimates presented herein are based on the best available
information regarding the anticipated scope of the alternatives. Changes in the cost of
elements are likely to occur as a result of new information and data collected during the
engineering design of the selected alternative. This is an order of magnitude engineering
cost estimate expected to be within —30 to +50 percent of the actual project cost. The
final cost of the project depends on actual labor and material cost, actual site conditions,
productivity, competitive market conditions, final project scope, final project schedule,
weather, diesel fuel cost, and other variables. The detailed cost estimates are provided in

Appendix F.
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The total estimated costs for all alternatives are summarized in the table below:

Remedial Alternative Total Estimated Cost
A-1No Action $0
A-2 Land Use Controls $1,824,099
A-3a Excavate 22,000 yd3 /on-SRS ex situ containment, LUCs $8,275,378*
A-3b Excavate 22,000 yd3 /off-SRS ex situ containment, LUCs $11,535,146
A-3c Excavate 80,220 yd3 /on-SRS ex situ containment, no LUCs $13,055,204*
A-4d Excavate 80,220 yd3 /off-SRS ex situ containment, no LUCs $21,428,462

*Does not include costs associated with On-SRS containment facility (i.e., preparation, engineering permitting, or receiving waste).
Estimates range between $1.5 to $10 million additional in costs.

The least expensive alternative is A-1, No Action. A-1 cannot meet the threshold criteria

since it is not protective of human health and it is not protective of the environment.

Alternative A-2 is the least expensive alternative and can meet the threshold criteria, but
does not reduce residual risk, or A-2 is not permanent and leaves hazardous substances in
place. Also A-2 provides no treatment or removal of hazardous substances. However,
A-2 is effective in preventing human exposure to contaminants by the use of

administrative and engineering controls for the least cost.

Sub alternatives A-3a and A-3b meet all the threshold criteria and reduce the volume of
contaminated media by excavation and removal of 16,741 m’ (591,187 ft’ or 22,000 yd3)
to an in-situ containment facility and is permanent. A-3a can also achieve ARARs the
best of any of the removal alternatives. A-3a and A-3b also reduce the residual risk in the
excavated area to less than 1E-06 or background concentrations. A-3a is the least
expensive of the excavation sub-alternatives and is one of the best alternatives to protect
the environment by establishing a 30-m (100-ft) buffer around the Dunbarton Bay to
prevent excavation activities from injuring the sensitive ecosystem of the bay. LUCs are
combined with this sub-alternative to prevent human exposure to the ash and
contaminated soil media that will remain in the Dunbarton Bay. A-3b provides the same
level of advantages and disadvantages at a greater cost since ex situ containment will
require payment of tipping fees and higher hauling costs. A-3a and A-3b are also the
most implementable since work is not performed in a designated wetlands. In the final
analysis, A-3b may be the more feasible sub-alternative since there is an assured

disposition pathway for the ash/soil media which can attain the project schedule whereas
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A-3a does not have an assured pathway for waste disposition. There is high uncertainty
of a guaranteed disposal path for waste destined for on-SRS disposal for sub-alternative
A-3a. This includes sub-alternative A-3c as well. Even though A-3a has the cost
advantage, due to the uncertainty of the costs and time associated with obtaining the
appropriate permits and engineering and construction of an approved solid waste disposal
facility, this advantage could easily be lost. Therefore, there is a tradeoff of preference

for A-3b which has a predictable and certain pathway for disposal of waste.

Sub-alternative A-3c¢ meets all the threshold criteria, removes the total volume and
mobility of contaminated media by excavation of 61,332 m® (80,220 yd®) and disposal in
an ex-situ containment facility. A-3c removes all ash and contaminated soil media to an
on-SRS containment facility. It is the optimal excavation sub-alternative because all
contaminated media from the WADB is excavated and permanently removed. LUCs are
not required because all contaminated media is removed. However, A-3c is also least
protective of the environment since, under this sub-alternative, the Carolina Bay would
require clearing and grubbing, road construction, grading, vegetation removal, and
excavation of contaminated media in the bay. This sub-alternative would cause the most
detriment to the environment and cause the most destruction of the Dunbarton Bay of all
sub-alternatives. There is a possibility of significant implementation problems caused by
water accumulation in the wetlands and for obtaining permits for construction in the
wetlands. A-3c is more expensive to implement than A-3a and A-3b because a larger
volume of contaminated media is excavated and disposed. A-3d provides the same
advantages and disadvantages as A-3c, but is more expensive to implement since ex situ

containment will require payment of tipping fees and higher hauling costs.
4.2  Summary of Analysis

With the exception of the No Action Alternative, all the alternatives meet the threshold
criteria and the balancing criteria and represent a range of remedial alternatives focused

to the scope and subtleties of the problem. Alternative A-2 and sub-alternatives A-3a,
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A-3b, A-3c, A-3d are all protective of the IOU on-site worker and can meet the RAOs for

the WADB, but all alternatives are not optimal for protection of the environment.

Alternative A-2 is the least expensive alternative to be protective of the IOU on-site
worker, but leaves hazardous substances in place and residual risk remains greater than

1E-06 or SRS background concentrations.

A-3a and A-3b are the optimal sub-alternatives to achieve protection of the environment
and the ARARs. These sub-alternatives are the least expensive of the excavation
alternatives and also the optimal alternatives for protection of the environment by
establishing a 30-m (100-ft) buffer around the Dunbarton Bay to prevent injury of the
sensitive ecosystem of the bay. LUCs are combined with these sub-alternatives to prevent
human exposure to the contaminated media that will remain in the Dunbarton Bay. A-3a
is the least expensive of the two because excavated ash and soil are hauled to an on-SRS
ex situ containment facility; however, such a facility currently does not exist due to
changes in regulations pertaining to ash, A-3b may be the best tradeoff for its guaranteed
path for waste disposal at a currently approved solid waste disposal facility. A-3a could
potentially require $1.5 to $10 million for engineering, construction, and development of

an approved solid waste disposal facility on-SRS.

A-3c and A-3d excavate and haul all ash and contaminated soil media to an ex situ
containment facility and are the optimal excavation alternatives. All contaminated media
from the WADB is excavated and permanently removed. The tradeoff is these sub-
alternatives would be the most detrimental to the environment and cause more destruction
of the Dunbarton Bay and also would be the most difficult to implement than any of the
other sub-alternatives. A-3d is more expensive to implement than A-3c because
contaminated media is excavated and hauled to an off-SRS ex-situ containment facility

requiring payment of tipping fees.

The qualitative ranking is shown in Table 4-2.
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Table 4-1.  Comparison of the Alternatives to the Nine CERCLA Criteria
A-1 A-2 A-3a A-3b* A-3c A-3d*
Excavation Excavation
On-SRS Off-SRS Excavation Excavation
Containment Containment On-SRS Off-SRS
Land Use and LUCs and LUCs Containment Containment
Criterion No Action Controls (22,000 yd?) (22,000 yd?) (80,220 yd®) (80,220 yd?)
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
Not More
protective of | Minimally protective of More protective | Optimally Optimally
the IOU on- | protective of 10U on-site of IOU on-site protective of the protective of the
site worker the IOU on- worker worker because | IOU on-site 10U on-site
Human Health . ;
because site worker because a a portion of worker because worker because
there are no because of portion of contaminants all contaminants | all contaminants
controls or access controls | contaminants are removed are removed are removed
remediation are removed
Not Protective of Optimally Optimally Least protective Least protective
. . . and causes more | and causes more
protective the protective of protective of . .
. . . destruction of the | destruction of the
. because environment environment environment . .
Environment . Carolina Bay Carolina Bay
contaminants | because no because because than anv of the than anv of the
remain in eco/CM/PTSM | Carolina Bay Carolina Bay is Y Y
. other sub- other sub-
place RCOCs is protected protected . .
alternatives alternatives
Compliance with ARARs
If soils are If soils are
found to be If soils are found | If soils are found
found to be
hazardous, hazardous to be hazardous, to be hazardous,
SC Hazardous SC Hazaréous SC Hazardous SC Hazardous
Waste Waste Waste Waste
Chemical- No ARARs No ARARs Management Management Management Management
Specific exist exist Regulation (SC Re ul%l fion (SC Regulation (SC Regulation (SC
R61-79); g . R61-79); Listing | R61-79); Listing
L R61-79); Listing
Listing of of Hazardous of Hazardous of Hazardous
Hazardous Was t: 40 EFR_ Waste (40 CFR- | Waste (40 CFR-
Waste (40 261) 261) 261)
CFR-261)
Various federal | Various federal Various federal Various federal
and South and South and South and South
Carolina Carolina Carolina Carolina
Location- No ARARs No ARARs regu_latlons are regu_latlons are regu}atlons are regu}atlons are
. . . applicable for applicable for applicable for applicable for
Specific exist exist . . . .
protection and | protection and protection and protection and
mitigation of mitigation of mitigation of mitigation of
damage to damage to damage to damage to
wetlands wetlands wetlands wetlands
Various federal | Various federal Various federal Various federal
and South and South and South and South
Carolina Carolina Carolina Carolina
Action- No ARARs No ARARs regu.latlons are regu_latlons are regu}ahons are regu}aﬂons are
. . . applicable for applicable for applicable for applicable for
Specific exist exist
management of | management of | management of management of
stormwater and | stormwater and stormwater and stormwater and
solid waste solid waste solid waste solid waste
disposal disposal disposal disposal
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Table 4-1.  Comparative of the Alternatives to the Nine CERCLA Criteria (Continued)
A-1 A-2 A-3a A-3b* A-3c A-3d*
A-3a Excavation Excavation
On-SRS Off-SRS Excavation Excavation
Containment Containment On-SRS Off-SRS
Land Use and LUCs and LUCs Containment Containment
Criterion No Action Controls (22,000 yd®) (22,000 yd®) (80,220 yd®) (80,220 yd®)
Long-Term Effectiveness and Performance
Residual human | Residual human
health risk less health risk less Residual
than 1x10°6 or than 1x10°° or human health Residual human
Residual Residual SRS background | SRS background | risk less than health risk less
. human health | human health | concentrations concentrations 1x10° or SRS than 1x10 or
Magnitude of . . . :
Residual risk remains risk remamg6 and not grea}Ee‘r and not grezﬁe.r backgrounfi SRS background
Human Health abovic6 above 1x10 than 9.9x10™ in than 9.9x10™ in concentrations; | concentrations;
Risk 1x10” or SRS | or SRS Dunbarton Bay; | Dunbarton Bay: | no 5 year no 5 year
background background 5 year remedy 5 year remedy remedy remedy reviews
concentrations | concentrations | reviews reviews reviews required, LUCs
required; 25 required; 25 required, LUCs | not required
acres require acres require not required
LUCs LUCs
Effective in
preventing Controls are Controls are
exposure to adequate adequate . .
huI:naH becguse 22,000 becguse 22,000 Controls Wl.u Control.s will not
Not receptors and yd’ of yd® of not be required | be required
adequately breaking the contaminated contaminated because the because the
Adequacy of . exposure .. . entire volume entire volume of
Controls protective of pathway. media is media is of 80,220 yd’ 80,220 yd’
human health | ..\ e6 removed from removed from con ta}nina ted CO;l taminated
receptors contaminants in | Wetland and wetland and media is media is
place. LUCs LUCS are LUCS are d d
required as long | required for required for remove remove
as contaminants | Dunbarton Bay | Dunbarton Bay
are present
Excavation of Excavation of
22,000 yd*of 22,000 yd*of
Not Not contaminated contaminated
permanent. permanent. media will be media will be Excavation of Excavation of
Leaves Leaves permanent; permanent; 80,220 yd3 of 80,220 yd3 of
Permanence contaminants | contaminants | contaminated contaminated contaminated contaminated
ash/soil media | ash/soil media | media remains media remains media will be media will be
in the in the in Dunbarton in Dunbarton permanent permanent
wetlands wetlands Bay to prevent Bay to prevent
destruction of destruction of
ecosystem: ecosystem
Treatment
Treatment No active No active No active No active No active No active
type treatment treatment treatment treatment treatment treatment
Degree of
Expected
Reduction in . . No reduction via | No reduction via | No reduction No reduction via
. No reduction No reduction .
Toxicity, treatment treatment via treatment treatment
Mobility, or
Volume
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Table 4-1.  Comparative of the Alternatives to the Nine CERCLA Criteria (Continued)
A-1 A-2 A-3a A-3b* A-3c A-3d*
Excavation Excavation
On-SRS Off-SRS Excavation Excavation
Containmentand | Containment On-SRS Off-SRS
Land Use LUCs and LUCs Containment Containment
Criterion No Action Controls (22,000 yd®) (22,000 yd?) (80,220 yd®) (80,220 yd®)
Short-Term Effectiveness and Performance
Amount of
Hazardous
Material None None None None None None
Destroyed or
Treated
Minimal;
Minimal; Health | Minimal; Health | Minimal; Health | Health and
and Safety Plan | and Safety Plan | and Safety Plan | Safety Plan will
Risk to Remedial None None will be will be will be be
Worker implemented to implemented to implemented to | implemented to
protect remedial | protect remedial | protect remedial | protect
workers workers workers remedial
workers
Risk to . None None None None None None
Community
Low; Dunbarton | Low; Dunbarton
Bay is protected | Bay is protected | High; likely High; likely
Risk to None None by a 100-foot by a 100-foot destruction of destruction of
Environment buffer; no buffer; no Dunbarton Bay Dunbarton Bay
construction construction and ecosystem and ecosystem
activity in bay activity in bay
Time to
Implement and Never 6 months 12 months 12 months 18 months 18 months
achieve RAO
Implementability
Availability of
Materials, Not Not Readily Readily Readily Readily
Equipment, Applicable | Applicable Available Available Available Available
Contractors
Ability to May be difficutt | M2 be
. s difficult if
Construct and Not Not . . if precipitation S
. . Straight forward | Straight forward . precipitation
Operate the applicable Applicable accumulates in .
accumulates in
Technology wetland
wetland
Complicated due Difficult if Difficult if
o wetlands are
to permitting wetlands are excavated: Will
issues with H- excavated; Will require lea; d
Ability to Obtain Area; Will require lead time tir?le to procure
Permits/Approvals | Not Not require lead time | Easy; no to procure re uire(f
from Other Applicable Applicable to procure impediments required e?‘mi ts:
Agencies required permits; permits; permits permi ts’
permits required required before perm
. . ) required before
before remedial remedial action . .
. . . remedial action
action can begin can begin .
can begin

1973 RPD.docx




Focused CMS/FS for the Wetland Area at DB — SC IOU

ARF-19055

SRNS-RP-2012-00252

Savannah River Site Rev. 1.1
April 2013 Page 4-32
Table 4-1.  Comparative of the Alternatives to the Nine CERCLA Criteria
(Continued/End)
A-1 A-2 A-3a A-3b* A-3c A-3d*
Excavation Excavation
On-SRS Off-SRS Excavation Excavation
Containment and | Containment On-SRS Off-SRS
Land Use LUCs and LUCs Containment Containment
Criterion No Action Controls (22,000 yd®) (22,000 yd®) (80,220 yd®) (80,220 yd®)
Estimated Cost
E(O’t;l Capital $0 $115,362 $6,566,642 $9,826,409 $12,956,534 $21,329,792
Present Worth
O&M Cost $0 $1,708,737 $1,708,737 $1,708,737 $98,670 $98,670
Total Cost $0 $1,824,099 $8,275,378* $11,535,146 $13,055,204* $21,428,462

*Does not include costs associated with On-SRS receiving facility (i.e., preparation, permitting or receiving waste). Estimates range between

$1.5 to $10 Million additional costs.
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Table 4-2. Comparative Analysis of Alternatives for the Wetland Area at Dunbarton

Bay Subunit
[72]
g :
5 5 § |20 _| 8
B c c = S EE| B
2 S S &) 8g|82¢ E > o
= — — [%2) y— O (=) = c
& 8= | 8« O | < |GS|E>8| T |3 i
- o © 2 < < 04 c (SIS = © c
i) - © T} o’ < EC|cox = <
= aT a £ a | o cc |5 ZFH| 5 = @
< = = — c 4 b4 ﬁ |5 2c [t = —
T & T 2 > > P le=2| o > ©
o o .= s e o S5'5 =2 s = o
¢5 | g3 5|5 |52 |888| 2 |E|8| &
O |Ouw < | < Ss|ess| 65 |E|C| O
A-1—No Action No No No NA 1 1 1 5 5 13
A-2~ Land Use Yes Yes Yes | NA | 3 1 5 |5 |5] 19
Controls
A-3a Excavation on- Yes; Ry
SRS Containment better Yes; optimal Yes > 3 ! > 2 2 18
A-3b Excavation off- Yes; Ry
SRS Containment better Yes; optimal Yes > > ! > > 3 22
. ) Yes, but most
A-3c Excavation on- Yes; destructive to Yes 5 5 1 2 2 |2 17
SRS Containment optimal .
environment
. ) Yes, but most
A-3d Excavation off- Yes; destructive to Yes 5 5 1 2 311 17
SRS Containment optimal .
environment
Scale

1=Minimum 5=Maximum
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Appendix A-1

Statistical Summary Table for the 0- to 1-Ft Ash (Soil/Sediment) Interval
(Verified and Validated Data)
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Table A-1. Dunbarton Bay Statistical Summary Table for the 0 — 1 Ft Ash/Soil Interval
95% e

Analyte Units | Samples D'gger::ts Detects De‘t]ects Distribution M%Shlz) d Mean Uhsl:;rc])f Max Min RME Lol\c/lzi)i(on %L;all\l/'lgir
Inorganics
Aluminum mg/kg 10 0 10 0 N 1 4363 5214 6970 2020 5214 PAB-120 -
Arsenic mg/kg 10 0 10 2 N 1 14.8 214 33.6 1.82 21.4 PAB-120
Barium mg/kg 10 0 10 0 N 1 68.2 93.4 144 10.0 93.4 PAB-183
Beryllium mg/kg 10 0 10 2 N 1 1.08 1.46 2.08 0.114 1.46 PAB-120
Cadmium mg/kg 10 8 2 2 X 4 0.116 0.224 0.224 ND 0.224 PAB-120 J
Calcium mg/kg 10 0 10 0 N 1 976 1369 2090 115 1369 PAB-183
Chromium mg/kg 10 0 10 0 N 1 8.15 10.67 15.4 3.40 10.67 PAB-301
Cobalt mg/kg 10 0 10 1 N 1 3.38 4.94 7.60 0.43 4.94 PAB-120
Copper mg/kg 10 0 10 0 N 1 20.7 30.8 55.8 1.49 30.8 PAB-120
Tron mg/kg 10 0 10 0 N 1 6887 9432 14200 787 9432 PAB-120
Lead mg/kg 10 0 10 0 N 1 8.48 10.64 13.6 3.62 10.64 PAB-120
Magnesium mg/kg 10 0 10 0 N 1 201.4 267.9 360 723 267.9 PAB-153
Manganese mg/kg 10 0 10 0 G 2 94.2 211 354 9.15 211 PAB-183
Mercury mg/kg 10 0 10 2 N 1 0.038 0.0533 0.0773 | 0.00792 | 0.0533 PAB-120
Nickel mg/kg 10 0 10 0 N 1 6.84 9.57 12.6 1.02 9.57 PAB-120
Potassium mg/kg 10 0 10 0 N 1 318 431 584 53.7 431 PAB-183
Selenium mg/kg 10 0 10 7 N 1 2.57 3.50 5.44 0.61 3.50 PAB-120
Silver mg/kg 10 6 4 4 X 4 0.12 0.174 0.204 ND 0.174 PAB-183 ]
Sodium mg/kg 10 2 8 1 X 4 33.0 44.8 612 ND 44.8 PAB-153
Thallium mg/kg 10 2 8 5 X 5 1.67 2.43 3.67 ND 2.43 PAB-183
Vanadium mg/kg 10 0 10 0 N 1 17.4 20.9 25.8 6.39 20.9 PAB-120
Zinc mg/kg 10 0 10 0 N 1 20.8 31.4 55.0 2.62 31.4 PAB-120
Radionuclides
Actinium-228 pCilg 10 0 10 1 N 1 2.21 2.42 2.50 0.389 2.42 PAB-182
Cesium-137 pCilg 10 0 10 1 N 1 232 3.42 5.19 0.0513 3.42 PAB-120
Potassium-40 pCi/g 10 1 9 0 X 5 9.69 13.3 16.4 ND 13.3 PAB-153
Radium-226 pCi/g 10 0 10 0 X 3 1.74 2.82 2.38 0.347 2.38 PAB-183
Radium-228 pCilg 10 0 10 1 N 1 1.70 2.11 2.50 0.389 2.11 PAB-182
Thorium-228 pCi/g 10 0 10 0 N 1 1.49 1.87 221 0.4 1.87 PAB-116
Thorium-230 pCi/g 10 0 10 3 N 1 1.68 2.19 2.71 0.243 2.19 PAB-116
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Table A-1. Dunbarton Bay Statistical Summary Table for the 0 — 1 Ft Ash/Soil Interval (Continued/End)
Non- J- UCL S Max Qualifier

Analyte Units | Samples Detects Detects Detects Distribution Method Mean Uhsl:;rc])f Max Min RME Location of Max
Radionuclides (Cont’d)
Thorium-232 pCi/g 10 0 10 0 N 1 1.51 1.87 2.29 0.454 1.87 PAB-153
Uranium-233/234 pCi/g 10 0 10 1 X 3 1.65 2.69 2.40 0.205 2.40 PAB-301
Uranium-235 pCi/g 10 4 6 5 X 4 0.098 0.145 0.176 ND 0.145 PAB-116 J
Uranium-238 pCi/g 10 0 10 0 N 1 1.62 2.07 2.51 0.294 2.07 PAB-301

Distribution Code:

N  Normal Distribution
ND Non-Detect

G Gamma Distribution
X  Non-Parametric

UCL Method Code: (as determined by ProUCL)
Student's-t UCL

95% Approximate Gamma UCL

95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL

95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL

95% KM (t) UCL

Nk W=
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Appendix A-2:

Dunbarton Bay Surface Water Sample Results
(Verified and Validated Data)
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Table A-2. Dunbarton Bay Surface Water Sample Results
STATION ANALYTE METHOD | MDL | PQL [STORET | LABQUAL EPACODE REPORTED RESULT UNITS MATRIX
PAB-428 Aluminum EPA6010C 63 200 500 pg/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Aluminum EPA6010C 68 200 1930 ng/L SFWATER
PAB-428 Antimony EPA6010C 3 10 U U 10 pg/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Antimony EPA6010C 3 10 21 J J 4.54 ug/L SFWATER
PAB-428 Arsenic EPA6010C 5 30 U U 30 ng/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Arsenic EPA6010C 5 30 46.5 pg/L SFWATER
PAB-428 Barium EPAG6010C 1 5 49 pg/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Barium EPA6010C 1 5 935 ng/L SFWATER
PAB-428 Calcium EPA6010C 50 200 3430 pg/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Calcium EPA6010C 50 200 17300 pg/L SFWATER
PAB-428 Chromium EPA6010C 1 5 21 J J 1.23 ug/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Chromium EPA6010C 1 5 7.65 ng/L SFWATER
PAB-428 Cobalt EPA6010C 1 5 21 J J 1.81 ng/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Cobalt EPA6010C 1 5 5.89 pg/L SFWATER
PAB-428 Copper EPA6010C 3 10 U U 10 ng/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Copper EPA6010C 3 10 21 ] ] 5.07 ng/L SFWATER
PAB-428 Iron EPA6010C 30 100 858 ng/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Tron EPA6010C 30 100 9550 ng/L SFWATER
PAB-428 Magnesium EPA6010C 85 300 902 pg/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Magnesium EPAG6010C 85 300 2940 ng/L SFWATER
PAB-428 Manganese EPA6010C 2 10 230 pg/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Manganese EPA6010C 2 10 277 ng/L SFWATER
PAB-428 Nickel EPA6010C 1.5 5 U U 5 pg/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Nickel EPA6010C 1.5 5 7.27 ng/L SFWATER
PAB-428 Potassium EPA6010C 50 150 262 pg/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Potassium EPA6010C 50 150 5920 ug/L SFWATER
PAB-428 Sodium EPA6010C 100 300 1150 pg/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Sodium EPA6010C 100 300 7480 png/L SFWATER
PAB-428 Vanadium EPA6010C 1 5 21 ] ] 2.96 pg/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Vanadium EPA6010C 1 5 25 g/ SFWATER
PAB-428 Zinc EPAG6010C 33 10 22.9 png/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Zinc EPA6010C 33 10 33.1 pg/L SFWATER
PAB-428 Nonvolatile Beta RADA-001 3.09 6.85 U U 1.97 pCi/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Nonvolatile Beta RADA-001 3.08 8.18 9.6 pCi/L SFWATER
PAB-428 Radium-226 RADA-008 0.578 1.4 21 J J 0.602 pCi/L SFWATER
PAB-429 Radium-226 RADA-008 0.445 1.11 21 ] ] 0.531 pCi/L SFWATER
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Appendix A-3

Dunbarton Bay Groundwater Sample Results
(Verified and Validated Data)
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Table A-3. Summary Dunbarton Bay Groundwater Sampling Result
Total # Mean Mean Minimum Maximum
Analyte Name Samples Detects Units DL Detection Detection Detection

Arsenic 52 3 pg/L 2.54E+01 1.53E+00 1.30E+00 1.90E+00
Barium 52 52 pe/L 8.92E+00 3.55E+01 3.84E+00 1.73E+02
Beryllium 52 15 pg/L 6.92E-01 1.09E+00 1.03E-01 1.06E+01
Cadmium 32 7 pg/L 5.00E-01 1.56E-01 1.30E-01 2.00E-01
Chromium 32 3 pg/L 1.00E+01 4.20E+00 3.50E+00 5.40E+00
Cobalt 52 31 pg/L 3.46E+00 9.68E-01 2.70E-01 4.30E+00
Copper 52 36 pg/L 2.54E+00 1.08E+00 5.02E-01 3.40E+00
Gross Alpha 52 25 pCi/L 3.96E+00 2.87E+00 6.20E-01 1.82E+01
Iron 52 37 pg/L 6.92E+01 8.03E+02 1.09E+01 5.79E+03
Lead 52 36 pg/L 3.77E+00 1.05E+00 2.00E-01 6.00E+00
Manganese 52 48 ng/L 5.08E+00 1.58E+01 3.00E-01 7.16E+01
Mercury 10 0 ng/L 2.00E-01 ND ND ND
Nonvolatile Beta 52 21 pCi/L 5.37E+00 2.89E+00 8.40E-01 1.80E+01
Selenium 52 0 pg/L 8.85E+00 ND ND ND
Silver 32 6 pg/L 2.00E+00 4.12E-01 1.30E-01 1.40E+00
Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) 10 0 ng/L 5.00E-01 ND ND ND
Thallium 48 18 pg/L 1.58E+00 1.29E+00 1.57E-01 2.10E+00
Trichloroethylene (TCE) 10 0 ng/L 5.00E-01 ND ND ND
Tritium 10 7 pCi/L 5.41E-01 8.07E-01 1.49E-01 2.01E+00
Zinc 52 19 pg/L 1.96E+01 9.08E+00 3.23E+00 1.69E+01
DL = detection limit

ND = nondetect
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Appendix A-4

SREL 0- to 1-Ft Ash (Soil/Sediment) Interval Collected in 2011
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Table A-4. SREL 0- to 1-Ft Ash (Soil/Sediment) Interval Collected in 2011

DUN Site  Depth Interval Be Al Vv Cr Mn Fe Co Ni Cu Zn As Se
cm pHw  pHkcr Clay** mg/kg”

009 1 0-30 4.85 4.17 2.6 5.28 18,461 57.6 28.3 112.8 20,025 693 29.6 102.1 78.5 40.9 7.84
010 2 0-30 5.43 4.60 3.1 0.05 3,312 3.0 23 44.0 1,665 0.49 1.1 0.9 2.0 0.6 0.33
011 3 5-35 4.81 4.13 2.1 2.83 9,100 28.7 13.2 37.1 7,288 4.75 13.4 29.2 30.4 24.0 4.80
012 4 3.75-33.75 522 4.49 14 1.68 7,853 17.2 7.8 53.1 12,102 3.69 8.8 18.6 19.7 13.7 2.77
013 5 0-30 4.92 4.19 2.5 3.46 11,694 394 19.0 133.5 10,552 6.37 21.8 73.3 52.4 31.5 8.39
014 6 5-35 5.31 4.51 2.1 2.64 11,691 274 9.8 43.7 10,781 5.40 11.6 22.6 274 9.9 3.77
015 7 5-35 4.58 4.24 7.8 0.08 4,276 23 22 1.9 325 0.16 <MDL 0.7 <MDL 0.3 <MDL
016 8 0-30 5.02 4.40 6.9 0.10 6,704 7.6 4.1 111.0 3,894 0.82 2.0 24 4.4 1.1 0.28
017 9 (1) 2.5-32.5 4.67 4.11 39 1.11 7,596 11.1 6.2 25.6 9,026 2.17 4.8 12.9 19.5 26.8 1.69
017 9(2) 2.5-32.5 4.74 4.12 33 3.55 10,516  39.5 20.5 66.5 10,682  5.72 20.0 50.0 53.7 23.1 4.81
018 10 0-30 5.30 4.85 3 2.16 6,119 18.7 10.1 113.8 4,563 4.55 12.1 253 27.9 11.9 3.75

Dunbarton Bay 100 Control Sites
019 1 0-30 4.74 4.32 8.1 1.07 26,073 247 16.2 484 2,970 0.99 12.3 36.4 27.6 1.7 2.71
020 2 0-30 4.33 4.10 8.3 0.90 20,882  21.9 12.5 29.0 1,810 0.91 8.4 27.1 17.4 1.1 1.14

MDL 0.89 1.20 0.29 0.2
DUN  |site DepthInterval Ag Cd Ba Tl Hg™* Pb
mg/kg#

009 1 0-30 <MDL 0245 294.54 1.38 0.170 40.4
010 2 0-30 0.65 0036 1720 0.04 0.005 8.4
011 3 5-35 1.09781 0.167 171 1.03 0.075 15.5
012 4 3.75-33.75 <MDL 0.051 95.3 0.33 0.033 8.9
013 5 0-30 <MDL 0.249 163 1.30 0.116 28.8
014 6 5-35 <MDL 0.087 150 0.57 0.045 9.5
015 7 5-35 <MDL <MDL 3.64 0.02 0.010 7.5
016 8 0-30 242 <MDL 202 0.06 0.009 8.4
017 9(1) 2.5-32.5 <MDL 0.086 64.0 0.36 0.028 13.6
017 9(2) 2.5-32.5 0.26417 0.187 170 1.43 0.062 29.9
018 10 0-30 <MDL 0.173 116 0.73 0.059 18.1

Dunbarton Bay 100 Control Sites
019 1 0-30 <MDL 0.230 139 0.13 0.020 17.8
020 2 0-30 <MDL 0.236 145 0.07 0.027 17.5

MDL 0.22 0.018
*pH in 1 M KCI

**Miller and Miller (1987) micro-pipette method
“Metals extracted by EPA Method 3051A.
*Hg analyzed by EPA method 7473

Depth Interval — When present, the organic detritus layer was removed and only the mineral soil was sampled for testing.
MDL — Method Detection Limit
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1.0

PROJECT SUMMARY

This report presents analytical data verification, validation and usability results for the sampling
at the Wetland Arca at Dunbarton Bay in support of Steel Creek Integrator Operable Unit, in
accordance with document SGCP-SAP-2010-00007. The project generated 80 regular field
samples, 6 field duplicate samples and 2 rinsate blanks.
collected. The planned samples, along with the requested analytical analyses, are listed in Table

No trip blanks were required nor

1.
Table 1. Sample Identification (ID) Summary
Station h | S lg Sample | Sample A Analysis
D D Type Date | Time | Matix | Interval Requested
DUNO04 DUN-10U-00013 REG - - Sfwater - Unused COC
DUNOO4 DUN-IOU-00053 REG - - Stwater - Unused COC
DUM001 DUN-IOU-00027 REG x = Shwater - Unused COC
DUNGO1 DUN-IOU-00063 REG = - Sfwater - Unused COC
DUNOO2 DUN-IOU-00028 REG - - Sfwater - Unused COC
DUNOO2 DUN-IOU-00064 REG - - Stwater - Unused COC
DUNOO3 DUN-10U-00029 REG = - Stwater - Unused COC
DUNGO3 DUN-IOU-00065 REG = = Sfwater 1 Unused COC
DUNGOS DUN-IOU-00030 REG . + Sfwater a Unused COC
DUNO0OS DUN-IOU-00066 REG = - Stwater - Unused COC
DUNOOE DUN-10OU-00031 REG = = Slwater - Unused COC
DUNOOG DUN-IOU-00067 | REG = - Sfwater - Unused COC
DuUNoo7 DUN-IOU-00032 REG - - Sfwater - Unused COC
DUNOOT DUN-IOU-00068 REG - - Shwater - Unused COC
DUNGOOS DUN-IOU-00033 REG % - Sfwater - Unused COC
DUNOOS DUN-IOU-00069 REG x - Stwater - Unused COC
PAB-116 PAOUIODCBOO12 | REG | 6/08/10 1054 Ash 0-1 ft 2,39,10,11,12,13
PAB-117 PAOUIODCEO011 | REG 6/08/10 1041 Soil 0-1 fu. 2,3,9.10,11,12,13
PAB-119 PAOUTODCBO013 | REG | 60810 | 1142 Soil 0-1ft. [ 23910111213
PAB-120 PAOUIODCBO014 | REG | 6/08/10 | 1153 Ash 0-1ft [2391011,12,13
FAB-133 PAOUIODCBO01S | REG 6/08/10 1308 Ash 0-1 fi. 2.3.9,10,11,12,13
PAB-182 PAOUIODCB0017 | REG 6/08/10 1353 Ash 0-1 f, 2,3.9,10,11,12,13
PAB-183 PAOUIODCBO016 | REG 6/08/10 1341 Ash 0-1 ft. 2.3.9,10,11,12,13
PAB-301 PAOUI0DCBO020 | REG 6/08/10 1518 Ash 0-1 ft. 23.9,10,11,12,13
PAB-302 PAOUIODCBO019 | REG 6/08/10 1507 Ash 0-1f 23.9,10,11,12,13
PAB-304 PAOUIODCBOO1S | REG 6/08/10 1444 Soil 0-1fi 2,3,9,10,11,12,13
PAB-428 PAOUTODCB0021 | REG 62910 1255 Stwater - 1.2,3.12.13
PAB-429 PAOUTODCB0022 | REG 62910 1410 Sfwater - 1,2,3,12,13
FASOOIC DUN-IOU-00021 REG 6/16/11 1130 Grwater | 96-106ft | 1,2.34567.8.14
PASOO1C DUN-I0U-00044 | REG | 9/12/11 1020 | Grwater - 1,2
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Table 1. Sample Identification (ID) Summary (Continued)
Station Sample Sample| Sample | Sample 5 Analysis
D mp Ty;?e natlz- TinFc Mthhcs S Intenval Roqugsted

PASOO1C DUN-IOU-00058 REG 11/03/11 1040 Grwater - 12

PASOOIC DUN-IOU-00077 | REG | 2/01/12 0839 Grwater - 1,2

FASOOID DUN-IOU-00022 FD 6/16/11 0955 Grwater 60-700 | 1.2

PASOO1D DUN-10U-00023 REG 6/16/11 0955 Grwaler 60-70 f1, 1,2,3,4,5.6,7,8,14
PAS001D DUN-I0U-00045 FD 9/12/11 0834 Grwater - 1,2

PASOOID DUN-IOU-00046 | REG | 9/12/11 0834 Grwater - 1,2

PASODID DUN-IOU-00059 FD 11/03/11 1236 Grwater - 1,2

PASOOID DUN-IOU-00060 | REG 11/03/11 1236 Grwater - 1,2

PASOO1ID DUN-IOU-00078 | REG 2/01/12 0927 Grwater - 1,2

PASDOZD DUN-IOU-00025 | REG 6/16/11 1415 Grwater 47-576t. | 1,23.456,7.8,14
PASDOZD DUN-IOU-00047 FD 9/07/11 1259 Grwater - 1,2

PASOO2DD DUN-IOU-00048 | REG 9/0711 1259 Grwater - 1,2

PASOO2D DUN-TIOU-00061 | REG 11/07/11 0924 Grwater - 1.2

PASQOOZD DUN-IOU-0007¢ | REG 2/01/12 1330 Grwater - 1,2

PASOO3D DUN-10U-00024 | FD 6/27/11 1128 Grwaler - 1,2,3,4,5.6,7,8,14
PASOO3D DUN-1OU-00026 REG 627111 1128 Grwater - 1.2

PASDO3D DUN-IOU-00049 | REG | 9/07/11 1451 Grwater - 1,2

PASOO3D DUN-IOU-00062 REG | 11/03/11 1454 Grwater - 1.2

PASOO3D DUN-IOU-00080 | REG 2/0112 1422 Grwater - 1,2

PGW-05A DUN-IOU-00014 | REG T111 0800 Grwater - 1,2

PGW-05A DUN-IOU-00037 | REG 9/06/11 1341 Grwater - 1,2

PGW-058 DUN-IOU-00015 | REG 71111 0900 Grwater - 12

PGW-05B DUN-IOU-00038 | REG 9/06/11 1443 Grwater - 1,2

PGW-05C DUN-IOU-00016 | REG 71111 1000 Grwater - 1.2

PGW-05C DUN-IOU-00039 | REG 9/06/11 1518 Grwater - 1,2

PGW-108B DUN-IOU-00007 | REG 41911 1400 Grwaler - 1,2,3.4,5.6,7.8,14
PGW-10B DUN-IOU-00017 | REG 6/28/11 0930 Grwater - 1,2

PGW-10B DUN-IOU-00040 | REG 9/02/11 1308 Grwater - 1,2

PGW-10B DUN-IOU-00054 | REG 11/07/11 1048 Grwater - 1.2

PGW-10B DUN-IOU-00072 | REG 2/0112 1315 Grwater - 1,2

PGW-10C DUN-IOU-00008 | REG | 471911 | 1408 | Grwater - 1,2,3.45.67.8,14
PGW-10C DUN-IOU-00018 | REG 6/27/11 1400 Grwater - 1,2

PGW-10C DUN-IOU-00041 | REG 9/02/11 1400 Grwater - 1,2

PGW-10C DUN-IOU-00055 | REG 11/07/11 1327 Grwater - 1,2

PGW-10C DUN-IOU-00073 FD 2/01/12 1431 Grwater - 1,2

PGW-10C DUN-IOU-00074 | REG 2/01/12 1431 Grwater - 1,2

PGW-10CU DUN-IOU-00010 | REG 4/18/11 1000 Grwater - 1,2,3.4,5.6,7.8,14
PGW-10CU DUN-IOU-00020 | REG 6/18/11 0800 Grwater - 1,2

PGW-10CU DUN-IOU-00043 | REG 9/07/11 1649 Grwater - 1,2

PGW-10CU DUN-IOU-00057 | REG 11/02/11 1420 Grwater - 1,2
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Table 1. Sample Identification (ID) Summary (Continued/End)

Station Sample Sample| Sample |Sample 5 Analysis

D mp Ty;?e natlz Tinf:‘: Mthhcs S Intenval Roqugsted

PGW-10CU DUN-IOU-00076 | REG /01/12 1040 Grwater - 12
PGW-10DL DUN-IOU-00009 | REG 4/18/11 1430 Grwater - 1.23456,75814
FGW-10DL DUN-IOU-00019 | REG 6/18/11 0830 Grwater - 1,2
PGW-10DL DUN-10U-00042 | EEG 9/07/11 1542 Grwater - 1,2
PGW-10DL DUN-IOU-00056 | REG | 11/02/11 1306 Grwater - 1,2
PGW-10DL DUN-IOU-00075 | REG | 2/01/12 1015 Grwater - 1,2
RINSATE BLANEK | DUN-IOU-00036 RB - - Water - Unused COC
RINSATE BLANE. | DUN-IOU-00052 RB - - Water - Unused COC
RGW 7C DUN-IOU-00011 REG 4/1911 0930 Grwater - 1,2,3.45678,14
RGW 7C DUN-IOU-00034 | REG | 6/28/11 1030 Grwater - 1,2
RGW 7C DUN-IOU-00050 | REG | 9/02/11 0940 Grwater - 1,2
RGW 7C DUN-IOU-00070 | REG | 11/08/11 0856 Grwater - 1,2
RGW 7C DUN-TOU-00081 REG 2/01/12 0847 Grwater - 12
RGW 7D DUN-IOU-00012 | REG | 4/19/11 1030 Grwater - 1,2,3456,78,14
EGW 7D DUN-IOU-00035 | REG 6/28/11 1400 Grwater - 1.2
RGW 7D DUN-IGU-00051 REG 9/02/11 1038 Grwater - 1,2
RGW 7D DUN-IOU-00071 | REG | 11/07/11 1430 Grwater - 1,2
RGW TD DUN-IOU-00082 | REG | 2/01/12 1030 Grwater - 1,2
Analyses Requested:
1.  Gross Alpha/NVB 6. Sulfate 11.  Uranium series
2. Metals 7 Total Phosphates 12, Ra-226
3. Hg 8. Total Suspended Solids 13. Ra-228
4,  TCL Volatiles : Gamma Spec 14, Tritium
=4 Chloride 10. Thorium series

Emboldened analytes were required by the SAP for the Wetland Area at Dunbarton Bay and the
remaining analytes were required by the onsite Waste Acceptance Criteria .

A total of 1,336 analytical records were produced consisting of 1,246 regular records and 90

Field Quality Control (QC) records.

specific records (TSS) which cannot be validated. See Table 2.

Included in the 1246 regular records are 10 non-analyte

Table 2. Total Number of Records
Number of Records Chemical Radiochemical Totals
Analytical 1,014 232 1,246
Field QC T8 12 Q0
Totals 1,092 244 1,336

The validation and wverification processes

are conducted to provide the

data user with an
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indication of the quality and usability of analytical data. These processes involve examination of

the electronic data files, the field data. and laboratory records. Computer programs are used to
verify that samples were properly preserved were analyzed within the required holding time, that
QC results were within specified acceptable ranges, and that the appropriate detection limits
were employed by the laboratories. Additionally, manual reviews of field data and laboratory
documentation records are conducted to ensure the quality of these items.

The data were validated to determine if the records conform to the technical criteria associated
with definitive data per ER-SOP-033 guidance. Table 3 provides a brief validation summary for

the project.
Table 3. Environmental Record Review Qualifier Summary
Detects Non-detects Rejected
# NULL #1] #U #UJ #R
Method Code Qualifiers | Qualifiers | Qualifiers | Qualifiers | Qualifiers | Total
EPA160.2 3 0 2 0 0 10
EPA300.0 18 2 0 0 0 20
EPA365.2 4 5 1 0 0 10
EPAGOTOC 191 29 44 0 0 264
EPAGO20A 144 204 392 2 4 746
EPAT4T0A 0 0 12 0 0 12
EPAT4T1R 8 2 0 0 0 10
EPAS260B 0 0 20 0 0 20
EPAS00.0MOD 7 40 25 0 0 72
EPAS06.0MOD 3 4 3 0 0 10
1.3.21-10008 0 4 40 0 0 44
RADA-001 1 0 3 0 0 4
RADA-008 0 2 0 0 0 2
RADA-009 0 0 2 0 0 2
RADA-O11 20 6 4 0 0 30
RADA-013 46 3 1 0 4] 50
RADA-038 27 3 0 0 0 30
Total 477 304 549 2 4 1,336
% of Total 36 23 41 0 0 100%
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2.0 ASSESSMENT OF PRECISION, ACCURACY, REPRESENTATIVENESS,

COMPARABILITY, and COMPLETENESS DATA QUALITY
INDICATORS (DQIs) AND MEASUREMENT PERFORMANCE
CRITERIA (MPCs)

This section discusses the analytical data in terms of the following indicators of data quality:
precision, accuracy, representativeness, comparability, and completeness.  Precision is
determined from the field and laboratory duplicate analyses and indicates the consistency of field
and laboratory techniques. Accuracy is determined from the laboratory control samples (LLCS)
and indicates the ability of the laboratory to generate correct results. Representativeness
measures how well the data represents the sample population. Comparability expresses the
confidence with which data from different laboratories are considered to be equivalent.
Representative completeness measures the amount of data resulting from the data collection
activity.

2.1 Precision

Precision is the degree to which a set of observations or measurements of the same property,
obtained under similar conditions, conform to themselves. Field duplicates measure the
repeatability of the sampling and analytical techniques, and laboratory duplicates measure the
ability of the laboratory to reproduce a result. Low precision can be caused by poor instrument
performance, poor operator technique, inconsistent application of method protocols, laboratory
environment, time between analyses, or by a difficult, heterogeneous sample matrix. Precision is
especially important when the action limit approaches the quantification limit. A total of 9 % of
the samples were collected in duplicate for this project in accordance with the SAP. The
laboratory performs duplicate analyses on at least 5% of the samples received.

Precision is expressed in terms of the relative percent differences (RPD) as follows:
[x-¥|

RPD = «100
% +y 3

L 2
where x is the original sample result and v is the duplicate sample result. When one result of a
duplicate pair is below the MDL, the ssEQL is used for that result in the calculation. When both

results are below the MDL. the RPD is not calculated.

The RPD should be less than 20% for water samples and less than 35% for solid samples when
results are greater than the ssEQL. In the case where results are between the ssEQL and the
MDL., the RPD should be less than 100% for water samples and less than 200% for soil samples.
In the event analvtical precision goals are not met, a determination of the usability of that
information is made through the environmental data assessment process.

No records were rejected due to precision issues. Details for this project can be found in
subsections 3.6, Laboratory Duplicate RPD;, and 3.7, Field Duplicate RPD.
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2.2 Accuracy

Accuracy is defined as the closeness of agreement between an observed value and an accepted
reference value. Accuracy is especially important when the concentration of concern approaches
the detection limit and/or the action limit. When the concentration is underestimated near the
detection limit, the analyte may be present but reported as not detected. When the concentration
is underestimated near the action limit, the analyte may be at a concentration that would require
remediation, but the remediation would not be performed. When the concentration is
overestimated near the detection limit, the analyte may not be present but reported as detected.
When the concentration is overestimated near the action limit, the analyte may not be at a
concentration that would require remediation, but the remediation would be performed. The
sample types used to evaluate accuracy are performance evaluation studies and laboratory
control samples (LCSs).

LCSs monitor the performance of all steps in the analytical process, including sample
preparation, and are used to identify problems with the analytical procedure. L.CSs are deionized
water that is spiked with the target analyte, digested, and analyzed with the regular samples. The
LCS spiking solution is obtained from a third-party supplier, or is prepared in the laboratory
using chemicals from a different source than the calibration standards.

The LCS percent recovery is calculated as follows:

Blank spike concentration

% Recovery = x100

Spike concentration

One hundred percent recovery is equivalent to 100% accuracy. Values less than 100% or greater
than 100% may indicate a sample matrix effect and a false reading. A periodic program of
sample spiking is required (e.g., one MS and one MS duplicate per 20 samples). In the event that
analytical accuracy goals are not met, a determination is made through the environmental data
assessment process relative to the usability of that information.

Four records for thallium were rejected due to matrix interference. Details for this project can be
found in subsections 3.4, Trip Blanks; 3.5, Method Blanks; 3.8, Matrix Spike Recovery;, 3.9, LCS
Recovery; and 3.10, Surrogate/Tracer Recovery.

2.3 Representativeness

The representativeness of samples collected is controlled by adhering to the detailed descriptions
of sampling procedures. Representativeness expresses the relative degree to which the data
depict the characteristics of a population, parameter, sampling point, process condition, or
environmental condition. The objective of this study is to accurately represent the concentrations
of target analytes or compounds. Representative samples for this investigation will be required
by implementing approved sampling and analytical procedures that will generate data
representative of the sampling point location and will be maintained. Analytical methods are
selected that will most accurately represent the true concentration of the parameter of interest.
The accumulation of QC procedures and information (i.e., RPD values, blank QC concentrations,
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MS percent recoveries, etc.) employed for a given analysis combine to exhibit the
representativeness of the data generated.

The goal for representative sample data will therefore be met by properly documenting field and
analytical protocols. In the event these procedures and methods are not able to be implemented,
the appropriate corrective action documentation should encompass the impact on the
representativeness of the information. When review of the data and documentation determines
the data to be non-representative, the information is qualified in its use or is not used by the
project.

The samples were collected and analyzed per established procedures.
2.4 Comparability

Comparability is the degree to which different methods, data sets, and decisions agree or can be
represented as similar. The comparability of the data from the laboratories is based on the results
of the split samples and on confirmation that the laboratories used the same standardized
procedures for sample analysis, the same reporting unit, and obtained similar quantitation limits.
Comparability of the data produced for this investigation may be obtained by implementing the
identified protocols for sampling and analysis of samples. Implementation of traceable reference
materials such as laboratory standards. expression of results in standard concentration units. and
successful participation by the laboratories in external performance evaluation programs will
enable the information produced through this investigation to be compared with future data sets.
if required. For this project, split samples were not collected and not sent to a designated QC
laboratory.

2.5 Completeness

Completeness is a measure of the amount of valid data obtained from a measurement system
compared with the amount that was expected to be obtained under correct, normal
circumstances. The Quality Assurance (QA) completeness objective for RFI/RI projects is to
obtain valid field and laboratory analytical results for at least 95% of the samples collected
during the project. This implies that completeness of sample collection (i.e.. the number of
samples collected compared to the number of samples planned) must be virtually 100% to allow
for some loss of data during the laboratory analytical process. Accountability of samples
collected, from field to final disposal, must be 100%.

Completeness is a measure of the amount of data obtained from a measurement process that
achieves the project goals as compared to the amount of data planned to be obtained by the
project. Completeness is affected by unexpected conditions during the data collection process
that reduce the usable data achieved relative to the data planned. For this project. 16 planned
surface water samples were not collected due to dry conditions, and the 2 planned rinsate
samples were therefore not needed.

When review of the data and documentation determines the data to be incomplete, the impact
relative lo the project objective will be assessed and documented.
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The following are measures of completeness:

Sample Collection:
Number of Sample Points Sampled

Someletenasy Number of Sample Points Planned w100
Field Measurement:
T Number of Valid Measurements Made < 100
P - Number of Measurements Planned
Laboratory Analysis:
Compléteness = Number of Valid Data Points < 100

The completeness numbers for this project are listed below:

s Sample Collection Completeness
¢ Field Measurement Completeness
e Laboratory Analysis Completeness

Number of Data Points Planned

80%
100%
99.7%

3.0 VALIDATION FINDINGS

3.1 Holding Times

Holding times for the reported analyses were within the recommended limits, as shown in

Table 4. No qualification was required.

Table 4. Holding Time (HT) Review Qualifier Summary

Method Code [F?{t‘:;fd‘:f Qlj#a(:i'ﬁl:;cz::lsﬂ" Associated Samples Qualified
EPA160.2 10 0
EPA300.0 20 0
EPA365.2 10 0
EPAGOTOC 264 0
EPAG020A 746 0
EPAT470A 12 0
EPAT471B 10 0
EPAS2GOB 20 0
EPAS00.0MOD 20 0
EPADD6.OMOD 72 0
1.3.21-10008 44 1]
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Table 4. Holding Time (HT) Review Qualifier Summary (Continued/ End)
Total # of # of Records : ¥ ;
Method Code Records Qualified for HT Associated Samples Qualified

RADA-001 4 0

RADA-008 2 0

RADA-0D9 2 0

RADA-011 30 0

RADA-013 49 0

RADA-038 30 0
3.2 Preservation

All chemical and physical preservation for the reported analyses were properly applied. No
qualification was required.

Table 5. Preservation Review Qualifier Summary
Method Code lr?:z:)fd:i & oi_(ﬁp]g:::;?:l?t:fed Associated Samples Qualified
EPA160.2 10 8]
EPA300.0 20 0
EPA365.2 10 0
EPAGO10C 264 8]
EPAGOZ0A 746 0
EPAT470A 12 0
EPAT471B 10 0
EPAR260B 20 0
EPAS00,0MOD 20 0
EPADOG.OMOD T2 8]
L3.21-10008 44 0
RADA-00] 4 0
RADA-008 2 8]
RADA-009 2 8]
RADA-011 30 0
RADA-013 49 0
RADA-038 30 0

33 Calibration, Identification, and Quantitation

EPA6020A. ICP-MS Metals

Fifteen thallium records were qualified as estimated due to matrix interference, J/4.

Four thallium records were rejected due to matrix interference, R/4.
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Table 6.

Calibration (CAL), Identification (ID), and Quantitation Review Summary

. Total # of | # of Records Qualified for . , e
Method Code Records CAL, ID and Quantitation Associated Samples Qualified
EPAl60.2 4 0
EPA300.0 20 0
EPA365.2 4 0
EPAGO10A 264 0
DUN-IOU-00014, DUN-IOU-00015,
DUN-IOU-00017, DUN- IOU-00018,
DUN-IOU-00019, DUN-IOU-00020,
DUN-IOU-00021, DUN-IOU-00022,
) DUN-IOU-00023, DUN-IOU-00024,
EReRar e I8 DUN-IOU-00025, DUN-IOU-00034,
DUN-IOU-00035, DUN-IOU-00037,
DUN-IOU-00038, DUN-IOU-00039,
DUN-IOU-00040, DUN-IOU-00044,
DUN-TOU-00045
EPAT4T0A 12 0
EPAT4TIB 10 0
EPAR260B 20 0
EPAS00.0OMOD 72 0
EPA906.0MOD 10 0
L3.21-10008 44 ]
RADA-001 4 0
RADA-O08 2 0
RADA-QD9 2 0
RADA-011 30 0
RADA-013 49 0
RADA-038 30 0

3.4 Trip Blanks and Rinsate Blanks

Trip blanks and rinsate blanks were not required by the SAP.

3.5 Method Blanks

EPAGO20A. ICP-MS Metals

Two iron records were qualified as estimated due to the detection of the analyte in the method

blank, J/V.

Six ron records were qualified as non-detect due to the detection of the analyte in the method

blank, U/V.
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RADA-011. Uranium Series

Three uranium-235 records were qualified as non-detect due to the detection of the analyte in the
method blank, U/V.

RADA-038. Uranium Series

Three thorium-230 records were qualified as estimated due to the detection of the analyte in the
method blank, J/V.

Table 7. Method Blank (MB) Review Qualifier Summary
Total # | #of MB
Method Code | of MB | Records Associated Samples Qualified

Records | Qualified

DUN-IQU-00072, DUN-10U-00073, DUN-IOU-00074, DUN-IOU-

EPAGOZ0A 746 8 00075, DUN-IOU-00076, DUN-IOU-00078, DUN-IOU-00081,
DUN-IOU-00082

RADA-011 30 3 PAOUIODCBO013, PAOU10DCBO017, PAOU10DCBO018

RADA-038 30 3 PAOUIODCREO011, PAOUTODCBO018, PAOUT0DCBO019

3.6 Laboratory Duplicate RPD

All Laboratory Duplicate eriteria for the reported analyses were within the recommended limits.
No qualification was required.

Table 8. Laboratory Duplicate Qualifier Summary
Method Code Du pl::at:.l(: 3::0]‘ ds Riz:(::ué:::iligc d Associated Sam ples Qualified
EPA160.2 2 0
EPA300.0 5 0
EPA365.2 1 0
EPAGO10C 44 0
EPAG020A 126 0
EFPAS00.0MOD 10 0

EPA906.0MOD 3

1.3.21-100008 4

RADA-00] 2 0
1
1
6

RADA-008
RADA-009

RADA-011 0
RADA-013 5 0
RADA-038 3 0
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3.7 Field Duplicate RPD

All field duplicate RPD criteria for the reported analyses were within the recommended limits.
No qualification was required.

Table 9. Field Duplicate Qualifier Summary
Total # of # of Field Duplicate oy . gy
Method Code Duplicats Records. | Racheds Oualified Associated Sam ples Qualified
EPAGD20A 78 8]
EPA900.0MOD 8§ 0
L3.21-10008 4 0

3.8 Matrix Spike Recovery

EPAGO20A. ICP-MS Metals

Two barium records were qualified as estimated due to the MS/MSD recovery was outside the
established control limits, J/11.

Two chromium records were qualified as approximate due to the MS/MSD recovery was outside
the established control limits, UJ/11.

One cobalt record was qualified as estimated due to the MS/MSD recovery was outside the
established control limits, J/11.

One copper record was qualified as estimated due to the MS/MSD recovery was outside the
established control limits. J/11.

Two iron records were qualified as estimated due to the MS/MSD recovery was outside the
established control limits, J/11.

Two manganese records were qualified as estimated due to the MS/MSD recovery was outside
the established control limits, J/11.

One thallium record was qualified as estimated due to the MS/MSD recovery was outside the
established control limits, J/11.
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Table 10. Matrix Spike (MS) Recovery Qualifier Summary
Method Code MS, ﬂ"\l’{o;;; I’i::fur ds Rei;): dTg::?ill:ed Associated Samples Qualified

EPA300.0 7 0

EPA365.2 1 0

EPAG0D10C 88 0

EPAGO20A 208 12 DUN-IOU-00019, DUN-IOU-00020

EPAT470A 2 0

EPAT4T1B 2 0

EPAB260B 160 0

EPA900.0MOD 10 0

EPAS06.0MOD 3 0

L3.21-10008 4 0

RADA-008 1 0

3.9 LCS Recovery

All LCS criteria for the reported analyses were within the recommended limits. No qualification

was required.

Table 11. LCS Qualifier Summary
Method Code L ([‘.gtl?{loioti(ls Recof‘(?:gﬁ:li fied Associated Samples Qualified
EPA160.2 2 0
EPA300.0 7 0
EPA365.2 2 0
LEPAGO10C 44 0
EPAGO20A 134 0
EPAT470A 4 0
EPAT4T7IB 1 0
EPAB260B 80 0
EPASOD,OMOD 10 0
EPA906.0MOD 4 0
L3.21-10008 2 0
RADA-001 2 0
RADA-008 1 0
RADA-009 2 0
RADA-011 4 (1]
RADA-013 3 0
RADA-038 2 0
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3.10  Surrogate/Tracer Recovery

All Surrogate/Tracer recovery criteria for the reported analyses were within the recommended
limits. No qualification was required.

Table 12. Surrogate/Tracer Recovery Qualifier Summary
Method Code ::::Lf :;(::;:; = ;t:lrar“l;::;urds Associated Samples Qualified
EPAS260B 40 2
RADA-009 2 0
RADA-OT1] 10 0
RADA-038 10 0

3.11  Split Samples Comparability.

Split samples were not taken.

40 DATA USABILITY

The analytical data evaluated in this usability report meets the DQOs and are considered usable
for purposes outlined in the Sampling and Analysis Plan for the Wetland Area at Dunbarton Bay
(NBN) in Support of Steel Creek Integrator Operable Unit (U), SGCP-SAP-2010-00007.

Four thallium environmental sample records were rejected. Rejected data should not be used.
Qualification details are found in section 3.0, Validation Findings.
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B.1 Introduction

The human health risk assessment (HHRA) and the principal threat source material (PTSM) evaluation for
the Wetland Area at Dunbarton Bay (NBN) in support of the Steel Creek Integrator Operable Unit (IOU)
are presented in this appendix. The unit is referred to as the Wetland Area at Dunbarton Bay although only
a portion of the investigation area is classified as wetlands. From this point forward, the investigation area
will be referred to as Dunbarton Bay. The Dunbarton Bay investigation area is down-gradient of the P-
Area Ash Basin (PAB) and the P-007 Outfall, which are subunits of the P-Area Operable Unit (PAOU),
where ash disposal activities have presented a pathway for the release of contaminants that may present a
risk to human health and the environment. The wetlands portion of the investigation area is primarily
located within the boundary of the Dunbarton Carolina bay (Figure 1-2).

Background

Similar to each reactor area at the Savannah River Site (SRS), P Area utilized a coal-fired powerhouse to
generate steam and electricity, with coal ash (coal combustion products) produced as a result of boiler
operations. In P Area, this ash was disposed within PAB via a sluice line. In 2010, ash was initially
discovered outside the ash basin during the clearing of 35 acres surrounding the basin in preparation for an
early removal action. Additional characterization efforts determined that the ash plume extends an
additional 45 acres in the south-southwestern portion into a Carolina bay/wetland area named the
Dunbarton Bay. Ash deposits in the wetlands range in depth from 1 to 3 ft. Since the ash is in a wetland
area, Dunbarton Bay was administratively removed from the PAOU and placed in the Steel Creek IOU in
2010.

A HHRA and a principal threat source material (PTSM) evaluation have been performed for the PAB
(SRNS, 2008). The following constituents were identified as HH RCOCs for a future industrial worker:
arsenic (risk = 1.7E-05), potassium-40 (risk = 4.6E-05), radium-226 (+D) (risk = 1.5E-04), radium-228
(+D) (risk = 2.1E-05), thorium-228 (+D) (risk = 1.2E-05), and uranium-238 (+D) (risk = 2.3E-06). These
HH RCOC:s for the PAB resulted in a total cumulative risk of 2.5E-04. The residential scenario was not
evaluated in the risk assessment. In addition, no PTSM (industrial worker risk >1E-03) was identified for
the PAB. Since the source of the ash is essentially the same for both the PAB and Dunbarton Bay, it is
expected that the concentrations of contaminants, as well as the risk associated with these constituents for
human receptors (as appropriate), will be very similar. This information will be used as an additional line-
of-evidence in the refinement of constituents of concern (COC) evaluation for Dunbarton Bay.

Data

There are two datasets associated with the characterization of Dunbarton Bay. The first dataset consisted of
ten sample locations (PAB-116, -117, -119, -120, -153, -182, -183, -301, -302, -304) within Dunbarton Bay
from the 0- to 1-ft ash/soil interval and two surface water samples (PAB-428, -429). These sample
locations are depicted in Chapter 1, Figures 1-8 and 1-9. This data was collected in June 2010 and
analyzed by General Engineering Laboratory. The data was verified and validated (V&V) and was used in
a preliminary risk evaluation that was presented to the Core Team in August 2010 to assist in the
determination of the administrative path forward for this area. This dataset has since been upgraded to
definitive level data and is presented in the Data Usability Report (DUR) for this project (Appendix A).

A Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) was developed in 2011 to address data gaps identified in the original
dataset (SRNS, 2011). These data gaps pertained primarily to the ecological risk assessment. More
specifically, site specific biological field studies were initiated for metals associated with the ash media.
The studies targeted both biotic (i.e., fauna) and abiotic (i.e., ash/soil) media. Although surface water was
also intended to be sampled, Dunbarton Bay was dry due to regional draught conditions and no surface
water samples were obtained. The Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL) collected and analyzed the
ash/soil and biota samples in 2011/2012. The data quality for this dataset is unverified and unvalidated
(U&L).
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In addition, four monitoring wells were installed to address the data uncertainty associated with the
groundwater media and to determine if there is a threat of groundwater contamination migrating from
Dunbarton Bay into other areas of SRS or off-site. The groundwater data is definitive level and was
assessed in the DUR (Appendix A).

This HHRA uses the definitive level data that was collected in 2010 for the formal evaluation of the
ash/soil media in Dunbarton Bay. This definitive level dataset is used as a basis for making a remedial
decision at this unit from a human health risk perspective. The ash/soil media collected and analyzed by
SREL in 2011/2012 does not have this high quality data pedigree, and therefore was not used in the HHRA.
However, the SREL data was used in the weight-of-evidence evaluation to determine if the 2011/2012
ash/soil sample results could impact the conclusions of the HHRA. This evaluation is presented in Section
B.2.4.

Two surface water samples were obtained in the 2010 sampling effort. One of these samples was within the
Dunbarton Bay Carolina bay, and the second was in a drainage located outside of the bay. No surface
water was present during the 2011 sampling event. Therefore the surface water media that is intermittently
present within the Dunbarton Bay does not represent a sustainable exposure scenario that warrants a
detailed risk evaluation. However, the surface water sampling results are compared to maximum
contaminant levels (MCLs) since the wetland surface water could potentially drain into the headwaters of
Meyers Branch in the Steel Creek IOU.

Consistent with past streamlining agreements, this HHRA does not formally evaluate (i.e., calculate the
risk) for groundwater media. However a comparison of the sample results to MCLs is presented in
Appendix D, the Contaminant Migration Analysis.

Receptors

The purpose of the HHRA is to evaluate the potential for adverse effects associated with exposure to
constituents present at Dunbarton Bay. The assessment estimates the risk potential in the absence of any
remedial action and provides a basis for determining whether or not remedial action is necessary. A
streamlined approach that considers both standardized and site-specific receptor scenarios/exposure
assumptions has been used for this evaluation. The receptors evaluated for the HHRA are described below.
The HHRA evaluates the 0- to 1-ft interval for receptor exposure. The toxicity evaluation for all depth
intervals is included in the PTSM evaluation.

The future resident receptor scenario evaluates long term risks to individuals expected to have unrestricted
use of the unit as described in the protocol for Human Health Receptors and Scenarios (WSRC, 2006a). It
assumes that residents hypothetically live on the unit and are exposed chronically to unit contaminants.
The standard exposure assumptions are 30 years, 350 days per year, and 24 hours per day. The protocol for
Human Health Exposure Parameters (WSRC, 2006a) describes the exposure assumptions and detailed
input parameters used to derive the thresholds for a reasonable maximum exposure (RME) scenario. This
receptor is routinely evaluated in operable unit (OU) program risk assessments performed by Area
Completion Projects (ACP).

The future industrial worker receptor scenario is a standard United States Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) scenario which addresses long-term-risks to workers who are exposed to unit
contaminants within an industrial setting as described in the protocol for Human Health Receptors and
Scenarios (WSRC, 2006a). The standard exposure assumptions are 25 years, 250 days per year, and 8
hours per day. The future industrial worker is an adult who hypothetically works on-unit in an outdoor
setting for the majority of time. This receptor is routinely evaluated in OU program risk assessments
performed by ACP.

The onsite worker receptor scenario involves a worker who is performing maintenance, collecting samples,
or conducting research. The exposure assumptions for the onsite worker are 20 years, 150 days per year,
and 8 hours per day. These site-specific assumptions are based on input provided by the SREL for a
wetlands researcher. This receptor is routinely evaluated in the IOU program risk screening exercises (i.c.,
benchmark comparisons) performed by ACP.
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B.2

The adolescent trespasser receptor scenario evaluates long-term risks to individuals expected to routinely
trespass on the unit. This receptor would most likely consist of a local adolescent who would have access
to the unit and would utilize the unit for wading, playing, or other recreational activities. The exposure
assumptions for the adolescent trespasser are 10 years, 90 days per year, and 18 hours per day. This
receptor is routinely evaluated in the IOU program risk screening exercises (i.e., benchmark comparisons)
performed by ACP.

The primary exposure pathways for evaluation of human receptors include:

e Exposure to surface ash/soil media (0 to 1 ft) via incidental ingestion, dermal contact, inhalation of
windblown dust, and external exposure from radionuclides.

e Exposure to surface water via ingestion, inhalation, dermal contact and external exposure from
radionuclides (conservative drinking water standard comparison only).

e Exposure to groundwater via ingestion. A comparison of the sample results to MCLs is presented in
Appendix D, the Contaminant Migration Analysis.

Sources of Risk-Based Threshold Values

The USEPA publishes regional screening levels (RSLs) for nonradiological constituents and preliminary
remediation goals (PRGs) for radiological constituents that are risk-based concentrations (or activities) that
can be used to evaluate potentially contaminated waste sites. RSLs and PRGs combine current USEPA
toxicity values with standard exposure factors that represent RME conditions to estimate contaminant
concentrations in soil that the agency considers protective of humans over a lifetime. The concentrations
are based on direct exposure pathways for which generally accepted methods, models, and assumptions
have been developed for specific land use conditions.

The USEPA Regional Screening Levels website (USEPA, 2011) is the source of RSLs used in this
assessment. The website was accessed on February 27, 2012. The generic table published in November
2011 uses all default parameters for both the residential and industrial worker scenarios. A copy of the
RSL table used in this evaluation for these standard receptors is provided as Attachment B-1 to this
appendix. The RSLs for the onsite worker and adolescent trespasser scenarios were obtained by using the
website calculator function to derive site-specific RSLs. The RSLs for these two scenarios are provided in
Attachments B-2 and B-3, respectively.

The USEPA Superfund Radionuclide Preliminary Remediation Goals for Superfund website (USEPA,
2010) is the source of the PRGs used in this assessment. The website was also accessed on February 27,
2012. The PRGs for a residential scenario are obtained by using the website calculator function to derive
site-specific PRGs. These site-specific PRG values are calculated by eliminating the fruit and vegetable
consumption pathways as standard input assumptions and using all other default parameters (WSRC,
2006a). The residential PRG output from the radcalculator website is provided as Attachment B-4 to this
appendix. The PRGs for an industrial worker scenario are obtained from the generic table that assumes all
default parameters. A copy of the PRG table is provided as Attachment B-5 to this appendix. The PRGs
for the onsite worker and adolescent trespasser scenarios were obtained by using the website calculator
function to derive site-specific PRGs. The PRGs for these two scenarios are provided in Attachments B-6
and B-7, respectively.

It is important to note that the IOU benchmarks for site-specific receptors (i.e., onsite worker and
adolescent trespasser) have been updated using the previously agreed upon exposure assumptions as inputs
to the nonradiological and radiological USEPA website calculator functions to obtain the risk-based
threshold values (i.e., RSLs and PRGs) used in this assessment.

Human Health Risk Assessment Process

The preliminary conceptual site model (CSM) for the Dunbarton Bay is provided in Chapter 1. Data used
in this evaluation (verified and validated data) are provided in Appendix A of this document.
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B.2.1

B.2.2

Selected radionuclides and radioactive decay chain products are designated in the PRG table with the suffix
"+D" (plus daughters) to indicate that the cancer risk estimates for these constituents include contributions
from their short-lived decay products, assuming equal activity concentrations (i.e., secular equilibrium)
with the principal or parent nuclide in the environment. The "+D" indicates that associated decay products
with half-lives less than six months are included in the PRG of the parent. The daughter products are not
screened separately since they are considered in the parent(+D) PRG; the parent(+D) PRG is used in the
risk evaluation.

The PRG website underwent a revision in August 2010, and a relatively minor issue has become apparent
with this update. The website does not publish a thorium-228(+D) PRG. This oversight was relayed to the
website administrator, who indicated that the table would be corrected in the next revision. For the
evaluation of the residential scenario in this document, the thorium-228(+D) PRG from the previous
version of the website was used (0.154 pCi/g). For the industrial worker scenario, the previous
thorium(+D) PRG of 0.255 pCi/g (which assumed 225 days/year exposure) was modified to accommodate
the extra 25 day exposure (i.e., 250 days/year exposure that was part of the August 2010 update) to obtain a
value of 0.230 pCi/g. The uncertainty related to this apparent error in the website has no impact on the
conclusions presented in this assessment.

Constituents of Potential Concern Screening: Ash/Soil Media

The process described in the protocol for Human Health Constituents of Potential Concern (WSRC, 2006a)
is used to identify constituents of potential concern (COPCs) for Dunbarton Bay. It is summarized below:

e Compare unit maximum concentration in the 0- to 1-ft interval to residential soil RSL concentration or
PRG activity for carcinogenic constituents.

e Compare unit maximum concentration in the 0- to 1-ft interval to 0.1 residential soil RSL
concentrations for non-carcinogenic constituents.

e Compare unit maximum concentration of the naturally-occurring (non-anthropogenic) constituents in
the 0- to 1-ft interval to 2X SRS average background soil concentration in the 0- to 1-ft soil interval
(WSRC, 2006b; Appendix B-1).

e Constituents exceeding the residential soil RSL/PRG screening thresholds and the SRS background
values are identified as COPCs and are carried forward to Step B.2.2.

Risk / Hazard Calculation: Ash/Soil Media

The process described in the protocol for Human Health Constituents of Concern (WSRC, 2006a) is used
to identify COCs for Dunbarton Bay. It is summarized below:

e Segregate carcinogenic (risk) and non-carcinogenic (hazard) constituents. Risk and hazard estimates
are based on the RME exposure point concentration (EPC), which is defined as the lesser of the
maximum concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit (UCL) on the mean concentration.

e For carcinogens, the risk estimate = ([EPC] / [RSL or PRG]) x 1E-06: calculate the total chemical risk,
total radiological risk, and total media risk. Constituents with an individual cancer risk >1E-06 are
identified as COCs.

e For noncarcinogens, hazard estimate = ((EPC] / [RSL]): calculate the total media hazard index (HI). If
the total media HI <1, then no COCs are identified. If the total media HI >1, then the constituents are
segregated based on relevant target organs. Hazard Quotients (HQs) are summed according to target
organs. Constituents are identified as COCs if the total organ HQ >0.1 and the total organ HI >1.

e Constituents identified as COCs are further evaluated in Step B.2.4.
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B.2.3 MCL/RSL Comparison: Surface Water Media

B.2.4

B.24.1

Two surface water samples were obtained in the 2010 sampling effort. No surface water was present
during the 2011 sampling event. Therefore the surface water media that is intermittently present within the
Dunbarton Bay does not represent a sustainable exposure scenario that warrants a detailed risk evaluation.
Although the surface water does not represent a reasonable or legitimate source of drinking water for
human receptors, the sampling results (maximum concentration) are conservatively compared to MCLs
(and tap water RSLs in the absence of a MCL). Constituents that exceed MCL/RSL thresholds are further
evaluated in Step B.2.4.

Refinement of Constituents of Concern

A recommendation of whether or not a COC should be carried forward for further remedial evaluation is
based on a thorough analysis of each COC. The uncertainty discussion is provided per the Constituents of
Concern Refinement Process Protocol (WSRC, 2006a). SRS soil background concentrations used in this
section are obtained from Appendix B-2 (all depths) of the Background Soils Statistical Summary Report
for Savannah River Site (WSRC, 2006b), unless otherwise noted (i.e., cesium-137).

Results of the COPC screening (Step B.2.1), risk/hazard calculations to determine COCs (Step B.2.2),
MCL/RSL comparison (Step B.2.3), and the refinement of COC analysis (Step B.2.4), are provided below
for Dunbarton Bay.

Surface ash/soil data used in this assessment are provided in Appendix A, Table A-1. There are 10
locations (PAB-116, -117, -119, -120, -153, -182, -183, -301, -302, -304) within Dunbarton Bay that
samples were obtained from the 0-1 ft ash/soil interval. Surface water data used in this assessment are
provided in Appendix A, Table A-2 (PAB-428, -429).

Table B-1 identifies the following constituents as HH COPCs for the surface ash/soil media: arsenic,
cobalt, iron, manganese, thallium, cesium-137(+D), potassium-40, radium-226(+D), radium-228(+D),
thorium-228(+D), and uranium-238(+D).

Table B-2 identifies the following constituents as HH COCs for the future residential scenario: arsenic,
cobalt, thallium, cesium-137(+D), potassium-40, radium-226(+D), radium-228(+D), thorium-228(+D), and
uranium-238(+D).

Table B-3 identifies the following constituents as HH COCs for the future industrial worker scenario:
arsenic, cesium-137(+D), potassium-40, radium-226(+D), radium-228(+D), thorium-228(+D), and
uranium-238(+D).

Table B-4 identifies the following constituents as HH COCs for the site-specific onsite worker scenario:
arsenic, cesium-137(+D), potassium-40, radium-226(+D), radium-228(+D), and thorium-228(+D).

Table B-5 identifies the following constituents as HH COCs for the site-specific adolescent trespasser
scenario: arsenic, cesium-137(+D), potassium-40, radium-226(+D), radium-228(+D), and thorium-
228(+D).

Table B-6 identifies arsenic as a surface water constituent exceeding the MCL and cobalt as a surface water
constituent exceeding the tap water RSL.

Refinement of Constituents of Concern for Surface Ash/Soil Media

B.24.1.1 Arsenic Lines-of-Evidence Discussion

Arsenic is identified as a HH COC for the future resident (risk = 5.5E-05), future industrial worker (risk =
1.3E-05), onsite worker (risk = 6.5E-06) and adolescent trespasser (risk = 3.0E-06) scenarios. It was
detected in 10 of 10 samples, with 2 sample results being estimated values. Concentrations ranged from
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1.82 mg/kg to 33.6 mg/kg, with an average concentration of 14.8 mg/kg. Sample location PAB-120 had the
highest detected concentration. The 95% UCL used in the risk estimate is 21.4 mg/kg.

The following table provides a comparison of the RSL threshold values for each of the receptor scenarios
and the number of sample locations that exceeded each:

Resident Industrial Worker Onsite Worker Adolescent Trespasser
RSL (mg/kg) 0.39 1.60 3.32 7.10
Number of 10/10 10/10 7/10 7/10
exceedences

Maximum concentration in SRS background soils is 22.9 mg/kg and the mean concentration is 2.23 mg/kg.
Unit concentrations in the surface interval are greater than SRS background concentrations. Arsenic,
naturally present in coal, may be concentrated in coal ash because it is not lost during combustion; thus, it
is expected in Dunbarton Bay due to the ash material that has been deposited at this unit.

The HHRA for the P-Area Ash Basin (SRNS, 2008) identified arsenic as a RCOC for the industrial worker
scenario with a risk estimate of 1.7E-05. It was detected in 18 of 18 surface ash samples, with four of the
detects being estimated (i.e., “J” qualified) values. Concentrations ranged from 4.55 mg/kg to 59.7 mg/kg,
with an average concentration of 20.4 mg/kg. The 95% UCL on the mean used in the risk calculation was
27.0 mg/kg. The concentration of arsenic and the corresponding risk estimate are slightly less in
Dunbarton Bay than those measured at the PAB.

Arsenic is recommended for further remedial evaluation as a human health refined contaminant of concern
(HH RCOC) in ash media for all four human receptor scenarios based on the following lines-of-evidence:

e  Unit concentrations are higher than soil background concentrations at SRS.
e Its presence is consistent with the historical use of the unit.

e It was identified as a RCOC at the P-Area Ash Basin.

B.2.4.1.2 Cobalt Lines-of-Evidence Discussion

Cobalt is identified as a HH COC for the future resident (HQ = 0.2) scenario only. No sample results
exceeded a hazard quotient (HQ) of one; it is identified as a COC based on the total blood organ hazard
index (HI) (with thallium) that is greater than one. It was detected in 10 of 10 samples, with 1 sample
result being an estimated value. Concentrations ranged from 0.43 mg/kg to 7.6 mg/kg, with an average
concentration of 3.38 mg/kg. Sample location PAB-120 had the highest detected concentration. The 95%
UCL used in the hazard estimate is 4.94 mg/kg.

The following table provides a comparison of the RSL threshold values for each of the receptor scenarios
and the number of sample locations that exceeded each:

Resident Industrial Onsite Worker Adolescent
Worker Trespasser
RSL (mg/kg) 23 300 506 540
Number of 0/10 0/10 10 oo
exceedences

Maximum concentration in SRS background soils is 5.04 mg/kg and the mean concentration is
0.698 mg/kg. Unit concentrations are slightly higher than soil background concentrations at SRS.
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Cobalt is not traditionally known as by-product of coal combustion. However, all detections cannot be
attributed to natural background conditions since unit concentrations of cobalt are slightly higher than SRS
background concentrations.

The RSL for any of the four receptors evaluated was not exceeded in any samples. As stated previously, it
is identified as a COC since it has a HQ >0.1 and is component of a total organ HI >1. Thallium is the
other constituent that contributes to this blood total organ HI and is the primary driver in the calculation
(HQ =3.1). Therefore the uncertainty evaluation for cobalt relies heavily on the uncertainty evaluation for
thallium. The maximum detected concentration of thallium is within the SRS background concentration,
and is not recommended for further remedial evaluation as a RCOC (below).

The HHRA for the PAB (SRNS, 2008) did not identify cobalt as a RCOC.
Cobalt is not recommended for further remedial evaluation based on the following lines-of evidence:
e No sample results are greater than any of the four receptor RSLs evaluated, i.e., all HQs <1.

e The total organ HI calculation of 3.4 is dominated by thallium (HQ = 3.1). The cobalt contribution to
this calculation is minimal (HQ = 0.2), and thallium is not being recommended for further remedial
evaluation as a RCOC (below).

e [t was not identified as a RCOC at the P-Area Ash Basin.

B.24.13 Thallium Lines-of-Evidence Discussion

Thallium is identified as a HH COC for the future resident (HQ = 3.1) scenario only. It is identified as a
COC based on the total blood organ hazard index (with cobalt) that is greater than one. It was detected in 8
of 10 samples, with 5 sample results being estimated values. Concentrations ranged from nondetect (ND)
to 3.67 mg/kg, with an average concentration of 1.67 mg/kg. Sample location PAB-183 had the highest
detected concentration. The 95% UCL used in the risk estimate is 2.43 mg/kg.

The following table provides a comparison of the RSL threshold values for each of the receptor scenarios
and the number of sample locations that exceeded each:

Resident Industrial Worker | Onsite Worker Adolescent
Trespasser
RSL (mg/kg) 0.78 10 17 18.3
Number of 7/10 0/10 0/10 0/10
exceedences

Maximum concentration in SRS background soils is 8.13 mg/kg and the mean concentration is 1.47 mg/kg.
Unit concentrations are within soil background concentrations at SRS.

Thallium is a naturally occurring constituent that is ubiquitous in SRS background soil. It is naturally
present in coal, and may be concentrated in coal ash because it is not lost during combustion; thus, it is
expected in Dunbarton Bay due to the ash material that has been deposited at this unit.

The HHRA for the PAB (SRNS, 2008) did not identify thallium as a RCOC.

Thallium is NOT recommended for further remedial evaluation based on the following:
e Thallium is a naturally occurring constituent that is common in SRS soil.

e  Unit concentrations are within SRS background concentrations.

e [t was not identified as a RCOC at the P-Area Ash Basin.
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B.2.4.14 Cesium-137(+D) Lines-of-Evidence Discussion

Cesium-137(+D) is identified as a HH COC for the future resident (risk = 5.5E-05), future industrial
worker (risk = 3.3E-05), onsite worker (risk = 1.7E-05) and adolescent trespasser (risk = 1.3E-05)
scenarios. It was detected in 10 of 10 samples, with 1 sample result being an estimated value. Activities
ranged from 0.0513 pCi/g to 5.19 pCi/g, with an average activity of 2.32 pCi/g. Sample location PAB-120
had the highest detected activity. The 95% UCL used in the risk estimate is 3.42 pCi/g.

The following table provides a comparison of the PRG threshold values for each of the receptor scenarios
and the number of sample locations that exceeded each:

Resident Industrial Worker | Onsite Worker Cadalfesunl
Trespasser
PRG (pCi/g) 0.0623 0.103 0.204 0.272
Number of 9/10 9/10 8/10 8/10
exceedences

Cesium-137 is a result of nuclear fission- it does not occur naturally in soil. However, cesium-137 is
common in SRS background soils as a result of fallout from nuclear weapons testing. Maximum
concentration in natural SRS soils (WSRC, 2006a, Appendix B-1) is 3.3 pCi/g and mean concentration is
0.142 pCi/g. Unit activities are greater than SRS background activities.

The HHRA for the P-Area Ash Basin (SRNS, 2008) identified cesium-137(+D) as a COC for the industrial
worker scenario with a risk estimate of 4.4E-06. It was detected in four of seven surface ash samples, with
two detects being estimated (i.e., “J” qualified) values. Concentrations ranged from ND to 0.8 pCi/g, with
an average concentration of 0.29 pCi/g. The 95% UCL on the mean used in the risk calculation was
0.489 pCi/g. Although produced in large quantities at SRS as a byproduct, its presence at P-Ash Basin was
determined to unlikely be associated with the SRS radionuclide processing as there are no known historical
activities at the P-Area Ash Basin that would have contaminated the area with process-related
radionuclides. Its presence at this unit was more likely due to global atmospheric fallout. Therefore
cesium-137(+D) was not identified as a HH RCOC for the P-Area Ash Basin.

However, the HHRA for the PO07 Outfall (SRNS, 2008) identified cesium-137(+D) as a HH RCOC for the
future industrial worker based on a risk estimate of 4.5E-04. It was detected in one of one surface ash
samples. The concentration of the single detection was 50 pCi/g; this was the concentration used in the risk
calculation. Its location and concentration at the P-007 Outfall indicates that it was a result of the process-
related activities at P Area via discharge of a process sewer line from the P-Area Disassembly Basin, and
not global atmospheric fallout. Therefore, it is likely that the source of the cesium-137(+D) at Dunbarton
Bay is the P-007 Outfall material that was diverted along the west side of the PAB and into the wetland.

Cesium-137(+D) is recommended for further remedial evaluation as a HH RCOC in ash media for all four
human receptor scenarios based on the following lines-of-evidence:

e  Unit activities are above background fallout levels.

e Its presence is consistent with the history of the unit and the known discharge of the P Area process
sewer lines to the P-007 Outfall which was subsequently diverted along the west side of the P Area
Ash Basin to Dunbarton Bay.

e [t was identified as a RCOC for the P-007 Outfall.

B.2.4.1.5 Potassium-40 Lines-of-Evidence Discussion

Potassium-40 is identified as a HH COC for the future resident (risk = 8.8E-05), future industrial worker
(risk = 5.0E-05), onsite worker (risk = 2.4E-05) and adolescent trespasser (risk = 1.6E-05) scenarios. It
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was detected in 9 of 10 samples, with 0 sample results being estimated values. Activities ranged from ND
to 16.4 pCi/g, with an average activity of 9.69 pCi/g. Sample location PAB-153 had the highest detected
activity. The 95% UCL used in the risk estimate is 13.3 pCi/g.

The following table provides a comparison of the PRG threshold values for each of the receptor scenarios
and the number of sample locations that exceeded each:

Resident Industrial Worker | Onsite Worker Adolescent
Trespasser
PRG (pCi/g) 0.150 0.265 0.552 0.819
Number of 9/10 9/10 9/10 9/10
exceedences

Maximum activity in SRS background soils is 8.53 pCi/g and the mean activity is 1.26 pCi/g. Unit
activities are greater than soil background activities at SRS. Potassium-40, naturally present in coal, may
be concentrated in coal ash because it is not lost during combustion; thus, it is expected in Dunbarton Bay
due to the ash material that has been deposited at this unit.

The HHRA for the P-Area Ash Basin (SRNS, 2008) identified potassium-40 as a HH RCOC for the future
industrial worker based on a risk estimate of 4.6E-05. It was detected in seven of seven surface ash
samples, with no detects being estimated (i.e., “J” qualified) values. Concentrations ranged from 7.6 pCi/g
to 13.8 pCi/g, with an average concentration of 11.0 pCi/g. The 95% UCL on the mean used in the risk
calculation was 12.4 pCi/g. The concentration of potassium-40 and the corresponding risk estimate are
slightly higher in Dunbarton Bay than those measured at the PAB.

Potassium-40 is recommended for further remedial evaluation as a HH RCOC in ash media for all four
human receptor scenarios based on the following lines-of-evidence:

e  Unit concentrations are higher than soil background concentrations at SRS.
e Its presence is consistent with the historical use of the unit.

e It was identified as a RCOC for the P-Area Ash Basin.

B.2.4.1.6 Radium-226(+D) Lines-of-Evidence Discussion

Radium-226(+D) is identified as a HH COC for the future resident (risk = 1.9E-04), future industrial
worker (risk = 1.1E-04), onsite worker (risk = 5.1E-05) and adolescent trespasser (risk = 3.5E-05)
scenarios. It was detected in 10 of 10 samples, with 0 sample results being estimated values. Activities
ranged from 0.347 pCi/g to 2.38 pCi/g, with an average activity of 1.74 pCi/g. Sample location PAB-183
had the highest detected activity. The maximum detected activity was used in the risk estimate since the
95% UCL was calculated to be higher than the maximum detected activity.

The following table provides a comparison of the PRG threshold values for each of the receptor scenarios
and the number of sample locations that exceeded each:

Resident Industrial Worker | Onsite Worker Adolescent
Trespasser
PRG (pCi/g) 0.0127 0.0223 0.0464 0.0688
Number of 10/10 10/10 10/10 10/10
exceedences
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Maximum activity in SRS background soils is 1.74 pCi/g and the mean activity is 0.64 pCi/g. Unit
activities are slightly greater than soil background activities at SRS. Radium-226, naturally present in coal,
may be concentrated in coal ash because it is not lost during combustion; thus, it is expected in Dunbarton
Bay due to the ash material that has been deposited at this unit.

The HHRA for the P-Area Ash Basin (SRNS, 2008) identified radium-226(+D) as a HH RCOC for the
future industrial worker based on a risk estimate of 1.5E-04. It was detected in 11 of 11 surface ash
samples, with no detects being estimated (i.e., “J” qualified) values. Concentrations ranged from 2.2 pCi/g
to 5.4 pCi/g, with an average concentration of 3.35 pCi/g. The 95% UCL on the mean used in the risk
calculation was 3.86 pCi/g. The concentration of radium-226 and the corresponding risk estimate are
slightly less in Dunbarton Bay than those measured at the PAB.

Radium-226(+D) is recommended for further remedial evaluation as a HH RCOC in ash media for all four
human receptor scenarios based on the following lines-of-evidence:

e  Unit concentrations are higher than soil background concentrations at SRS.
e Its presence is consistent with the historical use of the unit.

e It was identified as a RCOC for the P-Area Ash Basin.

B.2.4.1.7 Radium-228(+D) Lines-of-Evidence Discussion

Radium-228(+D) is identified as a HH COC for the future resident (risk = 6.6E-05), future industrial
worker (risk = 4.4E-05), onsite worker (risk = 2.5E-05) and adolescent trespasser (risk = 2.6E-05)
scenarios. It was detected in 10 of 10 samples, with 1 sample result being an estimated value. Activities
ranged from 0.389 pCi/g to 2.50 pCi/g, with an average activity of 1.70 pCi/g. Sample location PAB-182
had the highest detected activity. The 95% UCL used in the risk estimate is 2.11 pCi/g.

The following table provides a comparison of the PRG threshold values for each of the receptor scenarios
and the number of sample locations that exceeded each:

Resident Industrial Worker | Onsite Worker Adolescent
Trespasser
PRG (pCi/g) 0.0319 0.0484 0.0843 0.0815
Number of 10/10 10/10 10/10 10/10
exceedences

Maximum activity in SRS background soils is 6.75 pCi/g and the mean activity is 1.05 pCi/g. Unit
activities are within soil background activities at SRS. Radium-228, naturally present in coal, may be
concentrated in coal ash because it is not lost during combustion; thus, it is expected in Dunbarton Bay due
to the ash material that has been deposited at this unit.

The HHRA for the P-Area Ash Basin (SRNS, 2008) identified radium-228(+D) as a HH RCOC for the
future industrial worker based on a risk estimate of 2.1E-05. It was detected in seven of seven surface ash
samples, with six detects being estimated (i.e., “J” qualified) values. Concentrations ranged from
1.09 pCi/g to 4.07 pCi/g, with an average concentration of 2.40 pCi/g. The 95% UCL on the mean used in
the risk calculation was 3.17 pCi/g. The concentration of radium-228 in Dunbarton Bay is less than what
was measured at the PAB.

Radium-228(+D) is not recommended for further remedial evaluation as a HH RCOC in ash media based
on the following lines-of-evidence:

e  Unit activities are within SRS background activities.

e [tis a naturally occurring constituent that is common in SRS background soils.
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e No distinction can be made between ash-related and background concentrations.

B.2.4.1.8 Thorium-228(+D) Lines of Evidence Discussion

Thorium-228(+D) is identified as a HH COC for the future resident (risk = 1.2E-05), future industrial
worker (risk = 8.1E-06), onsite worker (risk = 4.1E-06) and adolescent trespasser (3.0E-06) scenarios. It
was detected in 10 of 10 samples, with 0 sample results being estimated values. Activities ranged from
0.4 pCi/g to 2.21 pCi/g, with an average activity of 1.49 pCi/g. Sample location PAB-116 had the highest
detected activity. The 95% UCL used in the risk estimate is 1.87 pCi/g.

The following table provides a comparison of the PRG threshold values for each of the receptor scenarios
and the number of sample locations that exceeded each:

Resident Industrial Worker | Onsite Worker Adolescent
Trespasser
PRG (pCi/g) 0.154 0.230 0.460 0.627
Number of 10/10 10/10 9/10 9/10
exceedences

Maximum activity in SRS background soils is 4.17 pCi/g and the mean activity is 1.11 pCi/g. Unit
activities are within soil background activities at SRS. Thorium-228, naturally present in coal, may be
concentrated in coal ash because it is not lost during combustion; thus, it is expected in Dunbarton Bay due
to the ash material that has been deposited at this unit.

The HHRA for the P-Area Ash Basin (SRNS, 2008) identified thorium-228(+D) as a HH RCOC for the
future industrial worker based on a risk estimate of 1.2E-05. It was detected in 11 of 11 surface ash
samples, with three detects being estimated (i.e., “J” qualified) values. Concentrations ranged from
2.02 pCi/g to 3.94 pCi/g, with an average concentration of 2.65 pCi/g. The 95% UCL on the mean used in
the risk calculation was 2.93 pCi/g. The concentration of thorium-228 and the corresponding risk estimate
are slightly less in Dunbarton Bay than those measured at the PAB.

Thorium-228(+D) is not recommended for further remedial evaluation as a HH RCOC in ash media based
on the following lines-of-evidence:

e  Unit activities are within SRS background activities.
e It is a naturally occurring constituent that is common in SRS background soils.

e No distinction can be made between ash-related and background concentrations.

B.2.4.19 Uranium-238(+D) Lines-of-Evidence Discussion

Uranium-238(+D) is identified as a HH COC for the future resident (risk = 2.9E-06) and future industrial
worker (risk = 1.4E-06) scenarios. It was detected in 10 of 10 samples, with 0 sample results being
estimated values. Activities ranged from 0.294 pCi/g to 2.51 pCi/g, with an average activity of 1.62 pCi/g.
Sample location PAB-301 had the highest detected activity. The 95% UCL used in the risk estimate is
2.07 pCi/g.

The following table provides a comparison of the PRG threshold values for each of the receptor scenarios
and the number of sample locations that exceeded each:
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Resident Industrial Worker | Onsite Worker Adolescent
Trespasser
PRG (pCi/g) 0.725 1.49 3.09 4.73
Number of 8/10 7/10 0/10 0/10
exceedences

B.2.4.2

Maximum activity in SRS background soils is 1.9 pCi/g and the mean activity is 0.50 pCi/g. Unit activities
are slightly greater than soil background activities at SRS. Uranium-238, naturally present in coal, may be
concentrated in coal ash because it is not lost during combustion; thus, it is expected in Dunbarton Bay due
to the ash material that has been deposited at this unit.

The HHRA for the P-Area Ash Basin (SRNS, 2008) identified uranium-238(+D) as a HH RCOC for the
future industrial worker based on a risk estimate of 2.3E-06. It was detected in 11 of 11 surface ash
samples, with none of the detects being estimated (i.c., “J” qualified) values. Concentrations ranged from
2.21 to 5.29 pCi/g, with an average concentration of 3.55 pCi/g. The 95% UCL on the mean used in the
risk calculation was 4.10 pCi/g. The concentration of uranium-238 and the corresponding risk estimate are
slightly less in Dunbarton Bay than those measured at the PAB.

Uranium-238(+D) is recommended for further remedial evaluation as a HH RCOC in ash media for the
resident and industrial worker scenarios based on the following lines-of-evidence:

e  Unit concentrations are higher than soil background concentrations at SRS.

e Its presence is consistent with the historical use of the unit.

e It was also identified as a RCOC for the P-Area Ash Basin.

Refinement of Constituents of Concern for Surface Water Media

B.24.2.1 Arsenic Lines-of-Evidence Discussion

Arsenic is identified as a COC in surface water media based on exceedence of the MCL. It was detected in
1 of 2 samples, with 0 sample results being estimated values. Concentrations ranged from ND to 46.5
pg/L. The MCL is 10 pg/L.

Two surface water samples were obtained in the 2010 sampling effort. One of these samples was within
Dunbarton Bay, and the second was in a drainage located outside of the bay. No surface water was present
during the 2011 sampling event, and it appears that the presence of surface water within the area is highly
variable.

The samples were obtained from shallow pools of water less than six inches deep. Although a turbidity
measurement is not available, it is very likely that there was a high degree of suspended solids that were
present in the sample. Although arsenic is identified as a RCOC for the ash/soil media, the comparison to a
drinking water standard is extremely conservative.

Arsenic is not recommended for further remedial evaluation as a HH RCOC in surface water media for the
following reasons:

e  Surface water within Dunbarton Bay is only intermittently present.

e The uncertainty regarding sample turbidity for the MCL exceedence could not be verified due to
draught conditions.

e Comparison to a drinking water standard is overly conservative since the water that is occasionally
present within Dunbarton Bay does not represent a reasonable, legitimate or sustainable source of
drinking water for human receptors.
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B.2.5

B.2.4.2.2 Cobalt Lines-of-Evidence Discussion

Cobalt is identified as a COC in surface water media based on exceedence of the tapwater RSL. It was
detected in 2 of 2 samples, with 1 sample result being an estimated value. Concentrations ranged from 1.81
pg/L to 5.89 ng/L. The RSL is 4.7 ng/L.

Two surface water samples were obtained in the 2010 sampling effort. One of these samples was within
Dunbarton Bay, and the second was in a drainage located outside of the bay. No surface water was present
during the 2011 sampling event, and it appears that the presence of surface water within the area is highly
variable.

The samples were obtained from shallow pools of water less than six inches deep. Although a turbidity
measurement is not available, it is very likely that there was a high degree of suspended solids that were
present in the sample. A comparison to a drinking water standard is extremely conservative.

Cobalt is not recommended for further remedial evaluation as a HH RCOC in surface water media for the
following reasons:

e  Surface water within Dunbarton Bay is only intermittently present.

e The uncertainty regarding sample turbidity for the RSL exceedence could not be verified due to
draught conditions.

e Comparison to a drinking water standard is overly conservative since the water that is occasionally
present within Dunbarton Bay does not represent a reasonable, legitimate or sustainable source of
drinking water for human receptors.

Dunbarton Bay HHRA Conclusion

Residential scenario, 0- to 1-ft ash/soil interval: HH RCOCs include arsenic (risk = 5.5E-05), cesium-
137(+D) (risk = 5.5E-05), potassium-40 (risk = 8.8E-05), radium-226(+D) (risk = 1.9E-04), and uranium-
238(+D) (risk = 2.9E-06); the total cumulative risk is 3.9E-04.

Industrial worker scenario, 0- to 1-ft ash/soil interval: HH RCOCs include arsenic (risk = 1.3E-05),
cesium-137(+D) (risk = 3.3E-05), potassium-40 (risk = 5.0E-05), radium-226(+D) (risk = 1.1E-04), and
uranium-238(+D) (risk = 1.4E-06); the total cumulative risk is 2.1E-04.

10U Onsite worker scenario, 0- to 1-ft ash/soil interval: HH RCOCs include arsenic (risk = 6.5E-06),
cesium-137(+D) (risk = 1.7E-05), potassium-40 (risk = 2.4E-05), and radium-226(+D) (risk = 5.1E-05); the
total cumulative risk is 9.9E-05.

Adolescent trespasser scenario, 0- to 1-ft ash/soil interval: HH RCOCs include arsenic (risk = 3.0E-06),
cesium-137(+D) (risk = 1.3E-05), potassium-40 (risk = 1.6E-05), and radium-226(+D) (risk = 3.5E-05); the
total cumulative risk is 6.7E-05.

No constituents are identified as RCOCs for the surface water media.

Comparison to PAB Evaluation

As a point of comparison, the following constituents were identified as HH RCOCs for a future industrial
worker at the P Area Ash Basin (SRNS, 2008): arsenic (risk = 1.7E-05), potassium-40 (risk = 4.6E-05),
radium-226(+D) (risk = 1.5E-04), radium-228(+D) (risk = 2.1E-05), thorium-228(+D) (risk = 1.2E-05), and
uranium-238(+D) (risk = 2.3E-06). These HH RCOCs for the PAB resulted in a total cumulative risk of
2.5E-04.

In general, constituent concentrations are slightly higher at the PAB than Dunbarton Bay. Accordingly,
radium-228 and thorium-228 were not identified as RCOCs in the Dunbarton Bay assessment since unit
activities were well within SRS background activities.
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Cesium-137 was identified as a RCOC at Dunbarton Bay. Although detected within the PAB, the
maximum detected activity was with the background activity resulting from nuclear testing fallout, and it
was not identified as a RCOC.

This HHRA uses a different set of risk-based threshold values (i.e., updated RSLs and PRGs) than what
was used for the PAB risk assessment that was performed in the 2007/2008 time frame. For example, the
PAB risk assessment used the USEPA 225 days per year default exposure assumption for the industrial
worker. This assumption was modified in 2010 to be consistent with the RSL website and changed to 250
days per year. These extra 25 days of exposure lower the PRG threshold values by approximately 10%
(i.e., more conservative). The Dunbarton Bay assessment used these more conservative threshold values.

Additional Evaluation of SREL Data

This section addresses the uncertainty of not using the surface ash/soil samples that were collected and
analyzed by SREL in 2011/2012 in this HHRA. The dataset consists of metals only; these samples were
not analyzed for any radiological constituents. The data is presented in Appendix A, Table A-4.

Aluminum was not identified as a RCOC for any of the receptors evaluated in this HHRA. It was detected
in 10/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton Bay. The concentrations ranged from 3,312
mg/kg to 18,461 mg/kg. Although the maximum detected concentration is higher than the maximum
detected concentration that was used in the original dataset to perform the risk assessment (6,970 mg/kg), it
is well below the residential RSL of 77,000 mg/kg. This is the most conservative risk-based threshold
comparison. Therefore, aluminum would not be identified as a RCOC and use of the SREL data would not
change the conclusions of the HHRA.

Arsenic was identified as a RCOC for all four receptors evaluated in this HHRA. Arsenic was detected in
10/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton Bay. The concentrations ranged from 0.3 mg/kg to
40.9 mg/kg. The maximum detected concentration is higher than the maximum detected concentration
from the 2010 dataset (33.6 mg/kg). The 95% UCL concentration used in the risk assessment was 21.4
mg/kg; the 95% UCL calculated for the SREL data is 24.3 mg/kg. This information can be used to provide
a comparison of the risk estimates for each of the receptors:

Risk
Data Resident Industrial Onsite Adolescent
Worker Worker Trespasser
2010 Data 5.5E-05 1.3E-05 6.5E-06 3.0E-06
SREL 2011/2012 6.2E-05 1.5E-05 7.4E-06 3.4E-06

Use of the SREL data would yield slightly higher risk estimates, and arsenic would still be identified as a
RCOC for each receptor. This is not considered a significant issue since all of the risk-based thresholds
(i.e., resident RSL = 0.39 mg/kg; industrial worker RSL = 1.6 mg/kg; onsite worker RSL = 3.3 mg/kg;
adolescent trespasser = 7.1 mg/kg) are below the SRS background 95" percentile level (8.2 mg/kg) that
would be established as the cleanup level. Therefore, arsenic is not an issue and use of the SREL data
would not change the conclusions of the HHRA.

Barium was not identified as a RCOC for any of the receptors evaluated in this HHRA. It was detected in
10/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton Bay. The concentrations ranged from 3.64 mg/kg
to 294.5 mg/kg. Although the maximum detected concentration is higher than the maximum detected
concentration that was used in the original dataset to perform the risk assessment (144 mg/kg), it is well
below the residential RSL of 15,000 mg/kg. This is the most conservative risk-based threshold comparison.
Therefore, barium would not be identified as a RCOC and use of the SREL data would not change the
conclusions of the HHRA.

Beryllium was not identified as a RCOC for any of the receptors evaluated in this HHRA. It was detected
in 10/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton Bay. The concentrations ranged from
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0.05 mg/kg to 5.28 mg/kg. Although the maximum detected concentration is higher than the maximum
detected concentration that was used in the original dataset to perform the risk assessment (2.08 mg/kg), it
is well below the residential RSL of 160 mg/kg. This is the most conservative risk-based threshold
comparison. Therefore, beryllium would not be identified as a RCOC and use of the SREL data would not
change the conclusions of the HHRA.

Cadmium was not identified as a RCOC for any of the receptors evaluated in this HHRA. It was detected
in 8/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton Bay. The concentrations ranged from ND to
0.249 mg/kg. Although the maximum detected concentration is higher than the maximum detected
concentration that was used in the original dataset to perform the risk assessment (0.224 mg/kg), it is well
below the residential RSL of 70 mg/kg. This is the most conservative risk-based threshold comparison.
Therefore, cadmium would not be identified as a RCOC and use of the SREL data would not change the
conclusions of the HHRA.

Chromium was not identified as a RCOC for any of the receptors evaluated in this HHRA. The RSL tables
identify various threshold values for chromium depending on the valence state. The USEPA recommends
using the hexavalent chromium RSI. when evaluating a waste site where chromium is an important
contaminant/risk driver. The hexavalent chromium RSLs are 0.29 mg/kg for the resident receptor and
5.5 mg/kg for the industrial worker receptor. Although the HHRA used the most conservative RSL for
hexavalent chromium in the screening evaluation, the chromium that is present at this site is naturally
occurring in ash, and is not a result of chrome plating, manufacture of dyes, use as a leather tanning agent
or wood preservatives, etc. Therefore hexavalent chromium is not expected to occur at Dunbarton Bay, and
trivalent chromium is the most likely form of chromium.

Unspeciated (i.e., total) chromium was detected in 10/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton
Bay. The concentrations ranged from 2.2 mg/kg to 28.3 mg/kg. Although the maximum detected
concentration is higher than the maximum detected concentration that was used in the original dataset to
perform the risk assessment (15.4 mg/kg, total chromium), it is well below the residential RSL of 120,000
mg/kg for trivalent chromium, the most likely form of chromium at this waste unit. In addition, the
maximum detected concentration of chromium (28.3 mg/kg) is less than what can be expected to occur in
background soils at SRS (maximum = 54.3 mg/kg). Therefore, chromium would not be identified as a
RCOC and use of the SREL data would not change the conclusions of the HHRA.

Cobalt was not identified as a RCOC for any of the receptors evaluated in this HHRA. It was detected in
10/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton Bay. The concentrations ranged from 0.16 mg/kg
to 6.93 mg/kg. The maximum detected concentration is less than the maximum detected concentration that
was used in the original dataset to perform the risk assessment (7.60 mg/kg), and it is well below the
residential RSL of 23 mg/kg. This is the most conservative risk-based threshold comparison. Therefore,
cobalt would not be identified as a RCOC and use of the SREL data would not change the conclusions of
the HHRA.

Copper was not identified as a RCOC for any of the receptors evaluated in this HHRA. It was detected in
10/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton Bay. The concentrations ranged from 0.7 mg/kg to
102.1 mg/kg. Although the maximum detected concentration is higher than the maximum detected
concentration that was used in the original dataset to perform the risk assessment (55.8 mg/kg), it is well
below the residential RSL of 3,100 mg/kg. This is the most conservative risk-based threshold comparison.
Therefore, copper would not be identified as a RCOC and use of the SREL data would not change the
conclusions of the HHRA.

Iron was not identified as a RCOC for any of the receptors evaluated in this HHRA. It was detected in
10/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton Bay. The concentrations ranged from 325 mg/kg
to 20,025 mg/kg. Although the maximum detected concentration is higher than the maximum detected
concentration that was used in the original dataset to perform the risk assessment (14,200 mg/kg), it is well
below the residential RSL of 55,000 mg/kg. This is the most conservative risk-based threshold
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comparison. Therefore, iron would not be identified as a RCOC and use of the SREL data would not
change the conclusions of the HHRA.

Lead was not identified as a RCOC for any of the receptors evaluated in this HHRA. It was detected in
10/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton Bay. The concentrations ranged from 7.5 mg/kg to
40.4 mg/kg. Although the maximum detected concentration is higher than the maximum detected
concentration that was used in the original dataset to perform the risk assessment (13.6 mg/kg), it is well
below the residential RSL of 400 mg/kg. This is the most conservative risk-based threshold comparison.
Therefore, lead would not be identified as a RCOC and use of the SREL data would not change the
conclusions of the HHRA.

Manganese was not identified as a RCOC for any of the receptors evaluated in this HHRA. It was detected
in 10/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton Bay. The concentrations ranged from 1.9 mg/kg
to 133.5 mg/kg. The maximum detected concentration is less than the maximum detected concentration that
was used in the original dataset to perform the risk assessment (354 mg/kg), and it is well below the
residential RSL of 1,800 mg/kg. This is the most conservative risk-based threshold comparison.
Therefore, manganese would not be identified as a RCOC and use of the SREL data would not change the
conclusions of the HHRA.

Mercury was not identified as a RCOC for any of the receptors evaluated in this HHRA. It was detected in
10/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton Bay. The concentrations ranged from 0.005 mg/kg
to 0.170 mg/kg. Although the maximum detected concentration is higher than the maximum detected
concentration that was used in the original dataset to perform the risk assessment (0.0773 mg/kg), it is well
below the residential RSL of 10 mg/kg. This is the most conservative risk-based threshold comparison.
Therefore, mercury would not be identified as a RCOC and use of the SREL data would not change the
conclusions of the HHRA.

Nickel was not identified as a RCOC for any of the receptors evaluated in this HHRA. It was detected in
9/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton Bay. The concentrations ranged from ND to
29.6 mg/kg. Although the maximum detected concentration is higher than the maximum detected
concentration that was used in the original dataset to perform the risk assessment (12.6 mg/kg), it is well
below the residential RSL of 1,500 mg/kg. This is the most conservative risk-based threshold comparison.
Therefore, nickel would not be identified as a RCOC and use of the SREL data would not change the
conclusions of the HHRA.

Selenium was not identified as a RCOC for any of the receptors evaluated in this HHRA. It was detected in
9/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton Bay. The concentrations ranged from ND to
8.39 mg/kg. Although the maximum detected concentration is higher than the maximum detected
concentration that was used in the original dataset to perform the risk assessment (5.4 mg/kg), it is well
below the residential RSL of 390 mg/kg. This is the most conservative risk-based threshold comparison.
Therefore, selenium would not be identified as a RCOC and use of the SREL data would not change the
conclusions of the HHRA.

Silver was not identified as a RCOC for any of the receptors evaluated in this HHRA. It was detected in
4/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton Bay. The concentrations ranged from ND to
2.42 mg/kg. Although the maximum detected concentration is higher than the maximum detected
concentration that was used in the original dataset to perform the risk assessment (0.204 mg/kg), it is well
below the residential RSL of 390 mg/kg. This is the most conservative risk-based threshold comparison.
Therefore, silver would not be identified as a RCOC and use of the SREL data would not change the
conclusions of the HHRA.

Thallium was not identified as a RCOC for any of the receptors evaluated in this HHRA. It was detected in
10/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton Bay. The concentrations ranged from 0.02 mg/kg
to 1.43 mg/kg. The maximum detected concentration is less than the maximum detected concentration that
was used in the original dataset to perform the risk assessment (3.67 mg/kg), and it is above the residential
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B.2.6

RSL of 0.78 mg/kg. This is the most conservative risk-based threshold comparison. Thallium is a
naturally occurring constituent that is ubiquitous in SRS background soil. Maximum concentration in SRS
background soils is 8.13 mg/kg; unit concentrations are within SRS concentrations. Therefore, thallium
would not be identified as a RCOC and use of the SREL data would not change the conclusions of the
HHRA.

Vanadium was not identified as a RCOC for any of the receptors evaluated in this HHRA. It was detected
in 10/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton Bay. The concentrations ranged from 2.3 mg/kg
to 57.6 mg/kg. Although the maximum detected concentration is higher than the maximum detected
concentration that was used in the original dataset to perform the risk assessment (25.8 mg/kg), it is well
below the residential RSL of 390 mg/kg. This is the most conservative risk-based threshold comparison.
Therefore vanadium would not be identified as a RCOC and use of the SREL data would not change the
conclusions of the HHRA.

Zinc was not identified as a RCOC for any of the receptors evaluated in this HHRA. It was detected in
9/10 SREL surface ash/soil samples within Dunbarton Bay. The concentrations ranged from ND to
78.5 mg/kg. Although the maximum detected concentration is higher than the maximum detected
concentration that was used in the original dataset to perform the risk assessment (55.0 mg/kg), it is well
below the residential RSL of 23,000 mg/kg. This is the most conservative risk-based threshold
comparison. Therefore zinc would not be identified as a RCOC and use of the SREL data would not
change the conclusions of the HHRA.

Additional uncertainty conclusion: Use of the 2011/2012 SREL data would not significantly alter the
conclusions of this HHRA.

Human Health Risk Assessment Summary
Results of the human health risk assessment, including identification of RCOCs and corresponding

risk/hazard estimates for the media of concern are provided below. The preliminary CSM was revised
based on this assessment and is presented in Chapter 1, Figure 1-12.

Dunbarton Bay Human Health Risk Assessment Summary

Media HH RCOCs Risk Estimate Total Cumulative Risk
Resident
Arsenic 5.5E-05 3.9E-04
Cesium-137(+D) 5.5E-05
Potassium-40 8.8E-05
Radium-226(+D) 1.9E-04
Uranium-238(+D) 2.9E-06
Industrial Worker
Arsenic 1.3E-05 2.1E-04
Cesium-137(+D) 3.3E-05
Potassium-40 5.0E-05
. Radium-226(+D) 1.1E-04
Surface Ash/Soil Uranium-238(+D) 1 4E-06
10U Onsite Worker
Arsenic 6.5E-06 9.9E-05
Cesium-137(+D) 1.7E-05
Potassium-40 2.4E-05
Radium-226(+D) 5.1E-05
Adolescent Trespasser
Arsenic 3.0E-06 6.7E-05
Cesium-137(+D) 1.3E-05
Potassium-40 1.6E-05
Radium-226(+D) 3.5E-05
Resident
Surface Water None Not applicable Not applicable
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B.3 PTSM (Toxicity) Evaluation Process

B.3.1

The concept of principal threat waste and low level threat waste as developed by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) in the National Contingency Plan (NCP) (40 CFR 300.430(a)(1)(iii)) is to be
applied on a site-specific basis when characterizing source material. Source materials are those materials
that include or contain hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants that act as a reservoir for
migration of contamination to groundwater, surface water, or air, or that act as a source for direct exposure
(USEPA, 1991).

The determination of whether the source materials present at a waste unit would be classified as PTSM is
based principally on the USEPA guidance document (USEPA, 1991). In this guidance, the USEPA defines
principal threat wastes as “those source materials considered to be highly toxic or mobile that generally
cannot be reliably contained or would present a significant risk to human health or the environment should
exposure occur.” They include liquids and other highly mobile materials (e.g., materials that are released
from surface soil due to volatilization, leaching, or surface runoff) or materials having high concentrations
of toxic compounds. No “threshold level” of toxicity/risk has been established to equate to “principal
threat.” However, the guidance does state that treatment alternatives for source materials should generally

be evaluated where the combined toxicity and mobility pose a potential risk of 1E-03 or greater.

The USEPA, SCDHEC, and USDOE evaluated the USEPA guidance with respect to toxicity and
contaminant migration analyses performed at SRS. In practice, the SRS risk assessment and contaminant
migration evaluations identify COCs associated with source material or impacted media and determine the
associated risk or potential impact to groundwater. If threshold risk levels are exceeded or groundwater
protection standards are predicted to be contravened in less than 1,000 years, these problems are identified
and an evaluation of remedial alternatives is conducted in the Feasibility Study (FS). Since the risk
assessment does not evaluate human receptor exposure to subsurface soils, further evaluation is needed to
account for highly toxic source material or contaminated soils at depth that would result in unacceptable
risk should exposure occur. However, since the existing program determines contaminant migration COCs
for the entire soil column (vadose zone) in the remedial investigation, and addresses these COCs in the FS
with evaluation of at least one treatment or removal alternative, the mobility aspect of PTSM is already
being addressed as part of the RI/FS process. Therefore, a separate quantitative determination of PTSM
based on mobility is not presented.

Determination of PTSM

Initially, a qualitative assessment of the source material(s) can be used to determine if the source material
should be considered PTSM. These source materials would include containerized liquid wastes (e.g.
drums) or non-aqueous phase liquids (NAPL) (e.g., perched dense NAPLs in the vadose zone), and highly
toxic solid wastes such as PCB transformers or lead batteries.

In order to determine whether contaminated source material/soils/sediment should be preliminarily
considered PTSM, a simple quantitative assessment evaluating the toxicity of the source is used as
described in the following paragraphs.

In determining whether the source should be preliminarily considered PTSM, the evaluation considers the
cumulative effects of both the potential risk from carcinogenic constituents and the adverse health effects
from noncarcinogens to human receptors. Because the most likely future land use scenario for most SRS
operable units being evaluated is industrial, the toxicity assessment of the source material is based on the
potential exposure of a future industrial worker.

The source material is preliminarily considered to be PTSM if the cumulative risk exceeds one of the
following toxicity threshold criteria:

e Carcinogens - greater than 1E-03 industrial worker risk

e Noncarcinogens — industrial worker hazard index (HI) greater than 10
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B.3.2

In the preliminary screen, the unit maximum for every detected constituent for the ash/soil media from all
depth intervals at Dunbarton Bay is determined and used as the EPC.

For carcinogens, the individual risk is calculated by multiplying the ratio of the EPC over the RSL or PRG
by 1E-06. Each of these risks is summed to calculate the cumulative carcinogenic risk of the source. For
noncarcinogens, an HQ is equal to the ratio of the EPC over the PRG. These HQs are summed to derive
the cumulative HI. If the threshold criteria for PTSM are not exceeded based on a maximum concentration,
then PTSM is not present and it is not necessary to evaluate further. If the threshold criteria are exceeded,
the exposure point concentration used for the next comparison to PTSM thresholds is the 95% UCL on the
mean. No PTSM threshold criteria were exceeded in the Dunbarton Bay PTSM evaluation.

An uncertainty analysis may be conducted to further evaluate the constituents and source(s) that exceed the
PTSM toxicity criteria. This analysis is intended to help the Core Team make a final determination as to
the presence of PTSM at the specific unit. Some examples where it may not be appropriate to identify the
source term as PTSM include: 1) if the source defined as PTSM is of very limited extent or volume, 2) if
the source term appears skewed based on a single value, 3) if a published toxicity value is undergoing
additional evaluation, or 4) if the HI exceeds 10 based on the cumulative effects of noncarcinogens that
effect different target organs. An uncertainty analysis is not warranted for the Dunbarton Bay PTSM
evaluation.

Dunbarton Bay Results

Data used in this assessment are provided in Appendix A, Table A-1. For this evaluation, ten samples were
collected from ten borings (PAB-116, -117, -119, -120, -153, -182, -183, -301, -302, -304).

The result of the PTSM evaluation is presented in Table B-7. No constituents are identified as PTSM for
the ash/soil media (HI = 0.6; cumulative risk = 3.1E-04).

Conclusion: No PTSM RCOC:s for ash/soil media at Dunbarton Bay.
The preliminary CSM was revised based on this evaluation and is presented in Chapter 1, Figure 1-12.
Additional Evaluation of SREL Data

This section addresses the impact of not using the surface/ash samples that were collected and analyzed by
SREL in 2011/2012 in this PTSM Evaluation. The dataset consists of metals only; these samples were not
analyzed for any radiological constituents.

Table B-8 presents a PTSM evaluation using the SREL data. No constituents are identified as PTSM for the
ash/soil media (HI = 0.5; cumulative risk = 3.1E-05.) Therefore, the use of the 2011/2012 SREL data
would not alter the conclusions of the PTSM Evaluation.
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Table B-1. Human Health COPC Screening Dunbarton Bay Surface Ash/Soil Media
Human Human Exceeds
Detected Health Health Human 2X Average Exceeds 2X
Analyte Maximum - Screening Health Background Average coprc?®
. 1| Screening . . 3 4
Concentration vV Value Screening | Concentration® | Background?
alue 2
Source Value?
Inorganics (mg/kg)
Aluminum 6.97E+03 7.7E+03 0.1xRSL no 1.05E+04 no no
Arsenic 3.36E+01 3.9E-01 RSL YES 4.28E+00 YES YES
Barium 1.44E+02 1.5E+03 0.1xRSL no 3.91E+01 YES no
Beryllium 2.08E+00 1.6E+01 0.1xRSL no 2.89E-01 YES no
Cadmium 2.24E-01 7.0E+00 0.1xRSL no 4.83E-01 no no
Calcium 2.09E+03 EN® Nutrient no 4.76E+02 YES no
Chromium 1.54E+01 2.9E-01 RSL YES 1.54E+01 no no
Cobalt 7.60E+00 2.3E+00 0.1xRSL YES 1.55E+00 YES YES
Copper 5.58E+01 3.1E+02 0.1xRSL no 4.34E+00 YES no
Iron 1.42E+04 5.5E+03 0.1xRSL YES 1.27E+04 YES YES
Lead 1.36E+01 4.0E+01 0.1xRSL no 1.03E+01 YES no
Magnesium 3.60E+02 EN® Nutrient no 2.75E+02 YES no
Manganese 3.54E+02 1.8E+02 0.1xRSL YES 1.53E+02 YES YES
Mercury 7.73E-02 1.0E+00 0.1xRSL no 7.10E-02 YES no
Nickel 1.26E+01 1.5E+02 0.1xRSL no 3.48E+00 YES no
Potassium 5.84E+02 EN° Nutrient no 2.16E+02 YES no
Selenium 5.44E+00 3.9E+01 0.1xRSL no 2.99E+00 YES no
Silver 2.04E-01 3.9E+01 0.1xRSL no 7.28E-01 no no
Sodium 6.12E+01 EN° Nutrient no 4.02E+01 YES no
Thallium 3.67E+00 7.8E-02 0.1xRSL YES 3.12E+00 YES YES
Vanadium 2.58E+01 3.9E+01 0.1xRSL no 3.91E+01 no no
Zinc 5.50E+01 2.3E+03 0.1xRSL no 9.47E+00 YES no
Radionuclides (pCi/g)
Cesium-137 (+D) 5.19E+00 6.23E-02 PRG YES 2.84E-01 YES YES
Potassium-40 1.64E+01 1.50E-01 PRG YES 2.33E+00 YES YES
Radium-226 (+D) 2.38E+00 1.27E-02 PRG YES 1.37E+00 YES YES
Radium-228 (+D) 2.50E+00 3.19E-02 PRG YES 1.92E+00 YES YES
Actinium-228’ 2.50E+00 NA NA NA NA NA no
Thorium-228 (+D) 2.21E+00 1.54E-01 PRG YES 1.97E+00 YES YES
Thorium-230 2.71E+00 3.74E+00 PRG no 1.13E+00 YES no
Thorium-232 2.29E+00 3.32E+00 PRG no 1.80E+00 YES no
Uranium-233/234 2.40E+00 4.69E+00 PRG no 1.15E+00 YES no
Uranium-235 (+D) 1.76E-01 1.94E-01 PRG no 7.98E-02 YES no
Uranium-238 (+D) 2.51E+00 7.25E-01 PRG YES 1.01E+00 YES YES

—_

Maximum detected concentration from surface ash/soil interval (0-1 ft).

2. Nonradiological RSLs are residential soil values from the generic USEPA Regional Screening Levels (RSL) table, dated November 2011.
Radiological PRGs are residential soil site-specific values derived using USEPA Radionuclide Toxicity and Preliminary Remediation Goals
(PRG) for Superfund website calculator and eliminating the fruit and vegetable consumption pathways. All other inputs are default values.
Websites accessed February 27, 2012.

3. Background screening values obtained from Background Soils Statistical Summary Report for Savannah River Site, ERD-EN-2005-0223,
Rev. 1, 10/06, Appendix B-1.

background concentration.
5. Constituents are identified as COPCs if the maximum detected concentration exceeds the human health screening value and the 2X average
background concentration.
6. Essential nutrients are not identified as COPCs.
7. Ac-228 is a daughter product of the Ra-228; the activity of Ac-228 can be used to estimate the activity of Ra-228 since these constituents are
in secular equilibrium. The Ra-228 (+D) PRG is then used in the screening comparison. A separate screen for Ac-228 is not performed since
it is considered in the Ra-228 (+D) PRG calculation.

For screening purposes, maximum concentration of the naturally-occurring (nonanthropogenic) constituents are compared to 2X average
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Table B-2. Human Health Risk/Hazard Calculation — Resident Dunbarton Bay Surface Ash/Soil Media

Residential Residential Hazard Residential

96
RSL or PRG® Estimate* Risk Estimate® sele

Analyte* Exposure Point Concentration?

Noncarcinogenic Hazard Estimate

Inorganics (mg/kg)

(Arsenic 2.14E+01 2.2E+01 9.74E-01 - no

Cobalt 4.94E+00 2.3E+01 2.15E-01 - YES

Iron 9.43E+03 5.5E+04 1.71E-01 - no

Manganese 2.11E+02 1.8E+03 1.17E-01 ---- no

Thallium 2.43E+00 7.8E-01 3.11E+00 - YES
Total Media Hazard Index (HI) = 4.59E+00

Carcinogenic Risk Estimate

Inorganics (mg/kg)

Arsenic 2.14E+01 3.9E-01 e 5.49E-05 YES
Cobalt 4.94E+00 3.7E+02 - 1.34E-08 no
Total Chemical Risk = 5.49E-05
Radionuclides (pCi/g)
Cesium-137 (+D) 3.42E+00 6.23E-02 -—-- 5.49E-05 YES
Potassium-40 1.33E+01 1.50E-01 - 8.84E-05 YES
Radium-226 (+D) 2.38E+00 1.27E-02 ---- 1.87E-04 YES
Radium-228 (+D) 2.11E+00 3.19E-02 ---- 6.61E-05 YES
Thorium-228 (+D) 1.87E+00 1.54E-01 - 1.21E-05 YES
Uranium-238 (+D) 2.07E+00 7.25E-01 ---- 2.85E-06 YES
Total Radionuclide Risk = 4.12E-04
Total Media Risk = 4.67E-04
1. Analytes from Table B-1 that were identified as COPCs.
2. EPC = Reasonable maximum exposure (RME) exposure point concentration (EPC) is the lesser of the maximum concentration and the 95%

upper confidence limit (UCL) on the mean.

3. Nonradiological RSLs are residential soil values from the generic USEPA Regional Screening Levels (RSL) table, dated November 2011.
Radiological PRGs are residential soil site-specific values from the USEPA Radionuclide Toxicity and Preliminary Remediation Goals
(PRG) for Superfund website calculator and eliminating the fruit and vegetable consumption pathways. All other inputs are default
parameters. Websites accessed February 27, 2012.

4. Residential Hazard Estimate = EPC / RSL

5. Residential Risk Estimate = (EPC / PRG or RSL) x 1E-06

6. For noncarcinogens, no constituents are identified as COCs if the total media HI <1. If the total media HI >1, then the constituents are
segregated based on relevant target organs. HQs are summed according to target organs (see table below). Constituents are identified as
COCs if the total organ HQ >0.1 and the total organ HI >1. For carcinogens, constituents are identified as COCs if the individual cancer risk
>1E-06.

Constituent Target Organ Residential HQ
Arsenic Skin 0.97 Total Skin Target Organ Hazard Index
Cobalt Blood 0.22
Thallium Blood 3.11
3.33 Total Blood Target Organ Hazard Index
Iron Liver 0.17 Total Liver Target Organ Hazard Index
Manganese CNS 0.12 Total CNS Target Organ Hazard Index
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Table B-3. Human Health Risk/Hazard Calculation - Industrial Worker Dunbarton Bay Surface
Ash/Soil Media
1 Exposure Point Industrial Industrial Industrial oF
ROl Concentration? RSL or PRG® Hazard Estimate* | Risk Estimate® coe:
Noncarcinogenic Hazard Estimate

Inorganics (mg/kg)

Arsenic 2.14E+01 2.6E+02 8.24E-02 - no

Cobalt 4.94E+00 3.0E+02 1.65E-02 - no

Iron 9.43E+03 7.2E+05 1.31E-02 - no

Manganese 2.11E+02 2.3E+04 9.02E-03 - no

Thallium 2.43E+00 1.0E+01 2.43E-01 - no

Total Media Hazard Index (HI) = 3.64E-01
Carcinogenic Risk Estimate

Inorganics (mg/kg)

Arsenic 2.14E+01 1.6E+00 -—-- 1.34E-05 YES

Cobalt 4.94E+00 1.9E+03 —-- 2.60E-09 no

Total Chemical Risk = 1.34E-05

Radionuclides (pCi/g)

Cesium-137 (+D) 3.42E+00 1.03E-01 —-- 3.32E-05 YES

Potassium-40 1.33E+01 2.65E-01 - 5.00E-05 YES

Radium-226 (+D) 2.38E+00 2.23E-02 - 1.07E-04 YES

Radium-228 (+D) 2.11E+00 4.84E-02 -—-- 4.35E-05 YES

Thorium-228 (+D) 1.87E+00 2.30E-01 - 8.12E-06 YES

Uranium-238 (+D) 2.07E+00 1.49E+00 —--- 1.39E-06 YES

Total Radionuclide Risk = 2.43E-04
Total MediaRisk = | 2.56E-04 |

—_

Analytes from Table B-1 that were identified as COPCs.

2. EPC = Reasonable maximum exposure (RME) exposure point concentration (EPC) is the lesser of the maximum concentration and the 95%
upper confidence limit (UCL) on the mean.

3. Nonradiological RSLs are industrial worker soil values from the generic USEPA Regional Screening Levels (RSL)table, dated November
2011; radiological PRGs are industrial worker soil values from the generic USEPA Radionuclide Toxicity and Preliminary Remediation
Goals (PRG) for Superfund website using all default inputs, dated August 2010. Websites accessed February 27, 2012.

4. Industrial Worker Hazard Estimate = EPC / RSL

5. Industrial Worker Risk Estimate = (EPC / PRG or RSL) x 1E-06

6. For noncarcinogens, no constituents are identified as COCs if the total media hazard index <1. For carcinogens, constituents are identified as

COC s if the individual cancer risk >1E-06.
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Table B-4. Human Health Risk/Hazard Calculation - Onsite Worker Dunbarton Bay Surface Ash/Soil
Media

Exposure Point Onsite Worker Onsite Worker Onsite Worker

" 1 Y a . . 3 CoCc?®
Concentration RSL or PRG Hazard Estimate Risk Estimate

Analyte!

Noncarcinogenic Hazard Estimate

Inorganics (mg/kg)

Arsenic 2.14E+01 4.3E+02 5.04E-02 - no

Cobalt 4.94E+00 5.1E+02 9.76E-03 - no

Iron 9.43E+03 1.2E+06 7.93E-03 - no

Manganese 2.11E+02 3.7E+04 5.66E-03 - no

Thallium 2.43E+00 1.7E+01 1.43E-01 - no
Total Media Hazard Index (HI) = 2.17E-01

Carcinogenic Risk Estimate

Inorganics (mg/kg)

Arsenic 2.14E+01 3.3E+00 ———- 6.45E-06 YES
Cobalt 4.94E+00 3.3E+03 — 1.48E-09 no
Total Chemical Risk = 6.45E-06

Radionuclides (pCi/g)

Cesium-137 (+D) 3.42E+00 2.04E-01 - 1.68E-05 YES

Potassium-40 1.33E+01 5.52E-01 - 2.40E-05 YES

Radium-226 (+D) 2.38E+00 4.64E-02 5.13E-05 YES

Radium-228 (+D) 2.11E+00 8.43E-02 2.50E-05 YES

Thorium-228 (+D) 1.87E+00 4.60E-01 4.06E-06 YES

Uranium-238 (+D) 2.07E+00 3.09E+00 6.68E-07 no
Total Radionuclide Risk = 1.22E-04

Total Media Risk = | 1.28E-04

—_

Analytes from Table B-1 that were identified as COPCs.

2. EPC = Reasonable maximum exposure (RME) exposure point concentration (EPC) is the lesser of the maximum concentration and the 95%
upper confidence limit (UCL) on the mean.

3. Nonradiological RSLs and radiological PRGs are site-specific values derived using the USEPA Regional Screening Levels (RSL) website,
dated November 2011 and the USEPA Radionuclide Toxicity and Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRG) for Superfund website dated August
2010, respectively. Websites accessed February 27, 2012.

4. Onsite Worker Hazard Estimate = EPC / RSL

5. Onsite Worker Risk Estimate = (EPC / PRG or RSL) x 1E-06

6. For noncarcinogens, no constituents are identified as COCs if the total media hazard index <1. For carcinogens, constituents are identified as

COC s if the individual cancer risk >1E-06.
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Table B-5. Human Health Risk/Hazard Calculation - Adolescent Trespasser Dunbarton Bay Surface
Ash/Soil Media
1 Exposure Point Trespasser Trespasser Hazard Trespasser 6
AELTE Concentration? RSL or PRG® Estimate* Risk Estimate® eloer
Noncarcinogenic Hazard Estimate
Inorganics (mg/kg)
Arsenic 2.14E+01 4.6E+02 4.71E-02 - no
Cobalt 4.94E+00 5.4E+02 9.15E-03 - no
Iron 9.43E+03 1.3E+06 7.37E-03 -—-- no
Manganese 2.11E+02 3.9E+04 5.48E-03 - no
Thallium 2.43E+00 1.8E+01 1.33E-01 - no
Total Media Hazard Index (HI) = 2.02E-01
Carcinogenic Risk Estimate
Inorganics (mg/kg)
Arsenic 2.14E+01 7.1E+00 - 3.02E-06 YES
Cobalt 4.94E+00 4.9E+03 — 1.00E-09 no
Total Chemical Risk = 3.02E-06
Radionuclides (pCi/g)
Cesium-137 (+D) 3.42E+00 2.72E-01 -—- 1.26E-05 YES
Potassium-40 1.33E+01 8.19E-01 - 1.62E-05 YES
Radium-226 (+D) 2.38E+00 6.88E-02 ———- 3.46E-05 YES
Radium-228 (+D) 2.11E+00 8.15E-02 -—- 2.59E-05 YES
Thorium-228 (+D) 1.87E+00 6.27E-01 - 2.98E-06 YES
Uranium-238 (+D) 2.07E+00 4.73E+00 - 4.37E-07 no
Total Radionuclide Risk = 9.26E-05
Total Media Risk = 9.56E-05

Analytes from Table B-1 that were identified as COPCs.

EPC = Reasonable maximum exposure (RME) exposure point concentration (EPC) is the lesser of the maximum concentration and the 95%

upper confidence limit (UCL) on the mean.

3. Nonradiological RSLs and radiological PRGs are site-specific values derived using the USEPA Regional Screening Levels (RSL) website,
dated November 2011 and the USEPA Radionuclide Toxicity and Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRG) for Superfund website dated August
2010, respectively. Websites accessed February 27, 2012.

4. Trespasser Hazard Estimate = EPC / RSL

5. Trespasser Risk Estimate = (EPC / PRG or RSL) x 1E-06

6. For noncarcinogens, no constituents are identified as COCs if the total media hazard index <1. For carcinogens, constituents are identified as

COCs if the individual cancer risk >1E-06.

N —
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Table B-6. Dunbarton Bay Surface Water Comparison to MCLs/ RSLs
LAB RESULT RESULT
ANALYTE RESULT | UNITS QUAL MCL EL RSL el
ALUMINUM 1,930 pg/L 16,000 no
ANTIMONY 4.54 pg/L J 6 no
ARSENIC 46.5 pg/L 10 YES
BARIUM 93.5 ng/L 2,000 no
CALCIUM! 17,300 pg/L
CHROMIUM 7.65 pg/L 100 1o
COBALT 5.89 g/l 4.7 YES
COPPER 5.07 pg/L J 1,300 1o
IRON 9,550 pg/L 11,000 no
MAGNESIUM! 2,940 pg/L
MANGANESE 277 pg/L 320 no
NICKEL 7.27 pg/L 300 no
NONVOLATILE BETA 9.6 pCi/L 4 mrem/yr no
POTASSIUM' 5,920 ug/L
RADIUM-226 0.531 pCi/L J 5 no
SODIUM' 7,480 pg/L
VANADIUM 25 pg/L 78 1o
ZINC 33.1 pg/L 4,700 no

1. Calcium, magnesium, potassium and sodium are essential nutrients that do not have a MCL or a RSL.
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Table B-7. PTSM Evaluation for Ash/Soil Media Dunbarton Bay (All Samples)
Noncarcinogenic Hazard Estimate Carcinogenic Risk Estimate
. Exposure Point Industrial Hazard ; : :
Constituent Concentration® Industrial RSL2 Quotient (HQ) Industrial RSL Industrial Risk
N 3 or PRG Estimate’
Estimate
Inorganics (mg/kg)
Aluminum 6.97E+03 9.9E+05 7.04E-03 -
Arsenic 3.36E+01 2.6E+02 1.29E-01 1.6E+00 2.10E-05
Barium 1.44E+02 1.9E+05 7.58E-04 -—-- -
Beryllium 2.08E+00 2.0E+03 1.04E-03 6.9E+03 3.01E-10
Cadmium 2.24E-01 8.0E+02 2.80E-04 9.3E+03 2.41E-11
Calcium 2.09E+03 EN NA - -
Chromium 1.54E+01 1.5E+06 1.03E-05 5.6E+00 2.75E-06
Cobalt 7.60E+00 3.0E+02 2.53E-02 1.9E+03 4.00E-09
Copper 5.58E+01 4.1E+04 1.36E-03 - -
Iron 1.42E+04 7.2E+05 1.97E-02 - -
Lead 1.36E+01 8.0E+02 1.70E-02 -
Magnesium 3.60E+02 EN NA ---- -
Manganese 3.54E+02 2.3E+04 1.54E-02 ---- -
Mercury 7.73E-02 4.3E+01 1.80E-03 - -
Nickel 1.26E+01 2.0E+04 6.30E-04 6.4E+04 1.97E-10
Potassium 5.84E+02 EN NA - -
Selenium 5.44E+00 5.1E+03 1.07E-03 -
Silver 2.04E-01 5.1E+03 4.00E-05 -
Sodium 6.12E+01 EN NA - -
Thallium 3.67E+00 1.0E+01 3.67E-01 - -
Vanadium 2.58E+01 5.2E+03 4.96E-03 -
Zinc 5.50E+01 3.1E+05 1.77E-04 -—-- -
Radionuclides (pCi/g)
Cesium-137 (+D) 5.19E+00 -—-- -——- 1.03E-01 5.04E-05
Potassium-40 1.64E+01 - - 2.65E-01 6.19E-05
Radium-226 (+D) 2.38E+00 - -—-- 2.23E-02 1.07E-04
Radium-228 (+D) 2.50E+00 - -——- 4.84E-02 5.17E-05
Actinium-228° 2.50E+00 NA NA
Thorium-228 (+D) 2.21E+00 -—- -——- 2.30E-01 9.61E-06
Thorium-230 2.71E+00 - - 1.80E+01 1.51E-07
Thorium-232 2.29E+00 - -—-- 1.70E+01 1.35E-07
Uranium-233/234 2.40E+00 -—- - 2.55E+01 9.41E-08
Uranium-235 (+D) 1.76E-01 - - 3.48E-01 5.06E-07
Uranium-238 (+D) 2.51E+00 -—-- -—-- 1.49E+00 1.68E-06
Hazard Index 5.93E-01 Cumulative Risk 3.07E-04
PTSM?° NO PTSM?’ NO

1. EPC = (exposure point concentration) maximum detected concentration in the all depths ash/soil interval.

2. Nonradiological RSLs are industrial worker soil values from the generic USEPA Regional Screening Levels (RSL) table, dated November
2011; radiological PRGs are composite worker soil values from the generic USEPA Radionuclide Toxicity and Preliminary Remediation
Goals (PRG) for Superfund table, dated August 2010. Websites accessed February 27, 2012.

3. Hazard Estimate = exposure point concentration / RSL concentration

4. Risk Estimate = (exposure point concentration / PRG or RSL concentration) x 1E-06

5. Ac-228 is a daughter product of the Ra-228; the activity of Ac-228 can be used to estimate the activity of Ra-228 since these constituents are

in secular equilibrium. The Ra-228 (+D) PRG is then used in the screening comparison. A separate screen for Ac-228 is not performed since
it is considered in the Ra-228 (+D) PRG calculation.

6. Subunit potentially has PTSM if HI >10 for noncarcinogenic constituents.

7. Subunit potentially has PTSM if cumulative risk >1E-03 for carcinogenic constituents.

EN = essential nutrient
NA = not applicable
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Table B-8.
Bay

PTSM Evaluation for Ash/Soil Media Using SREL Samples Collected in 2011 - Dunbarton

Exposure Point

Noncarcinogenic Hazard Estimate

Carcinogenic Risk Estimate

Constituent Concentration® Industrzial In_dustrial Hazgrd , Industrial I;\’SL or Indust_rial F\:isk
RSL Quotient (HQ) Estimate PRG Estimate
Inorganics (mg/kg)
Aluminum 1.85E+04 9.9E+05 1.86E-02
Arsenic 4.09E+01 2.6E+02 1.57E-01 1.6E+00 2.56E-05
Barium 2.95E+02 1.9E+05 1.55E-03 - ———-
Beryllium 5.28E+00 2.0E+03 2.64E-03 6.9E+03 7.65E-10
Cadmium 2.49E-01 8.0E+02 3.11E-04 9.3E+03 2.68E-11
Calcium NA EN NA -—-- -
Chromium 2.83E+01 1.5E+06 1.89E-05 5.6E+00 5.05E-06
Cobalt 6.93E+00 3.0E+02 2.31E-02 1.9E+03 3.65E-09
Copper 1.02E+02 4.1E+04 2.49E-03 - -
Iron 2.00E+04 7.2E+05 2.78E-02
Lead 4.04E+01 8.0E+02 5.05E-02
Magnesium NA EN NA - -
Manganese 1.34E+02 2.3E+04 5.80E-03 - -
Mercury 1.70E-01 4.3E+01 3.95E-03
Nickel 2.96E+01 2.0E+04 1.48E-03 6.4E+04 4.63E-10
Potassium NA EN NA —- -
Selenium 8.39E+00 5.1E+03 1.65E-03
Silver 2.42E+00 5.1E+03 4.75E-04
Sodium NA EN NA
Thallium 1.43E+00 1.0E+01 1.43E-01
Vanadium 5.76E+01 5.2E+03 1.11E-02 - -
Zinc 7.85E+01 3.1E+05 2.53E-04
Hazard Index 4.52E-01 Cumulative Risk 3.06E-05
PTSM?° NO PTSM?’ NO

1 - EPC = (exposure point concentration) maximum detected concentration.

2 - Nonradiological RSLs are industrial worker soil values from the generic USEPA Regional Screening Levels (RSL) table, dated
November 2011. Website accessed February 27, 2012.

3 - Hazard Estimate = exposure point concentration / RSL concentration

4 - Risk Estimate = (exposure point concentration / RSL concentration) x 1E-06

5 - Subunit potentially has PTSM if HI > 10 for noncarcinogenic constituents.

6 - Subunit potentially has PTSM if cumulative risk > 1E-03 for carcinogenic constituents.

EN = essential nutrient
NA = not applicable
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USEPA Regional Screening Levels Table RSLs for Default Resident and Default Industrial Worker Scenarios (website accessed February 27, 2012)

Toxicity and Chemical-Specific Information C Screening Levels Protection of Ground
K K K K|V K K Risk-Based |MCL-Based
SFO el IR e RfD, el RG |e|o|Muta- Caat Resident Soil| e |Industrial Soil| e |ResidentAir| ¢ |Industrial Air| ¢ |Tapwater|e| McCL SSL SSL
(mg/kg-day) ™ | y|(ug/m’)*|y|(mg/kg-day) | y|(mg/m®)[y|c| gen |GlABS| ABS |(mg/kg) Analyte CASNo. | (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (ug/m’) |y| (ng/m’) (ug/t) |y| (uo/t) | (mg/kg) | (mg/ka)
1.0E+00 P| 5.0E-03 |P 1 Aluminum 7429-90-5 7.7e+04 n 9.9E+05 nm| 5.2E+00 n 2.2E+01 n | 1.6E+04 | n 2.3E+04
1.5E+00 1| 43E-03 |I 3.0E-04 1| 1.5e-05 [C 1 0.03 Arsenic, Inorganic 7440-38-2 3.9e-01 c* 1.6E+00 c 5.7E-04 c* 2.9e-03 c*| 4.56-02 | c| 1.0E+01 1.3E-03 2.9e-01
2.0E-01 1| 5.0E-04 (H 0.07 Barium 7440-39-3 1.5E+04 n 1.9E+05 nm 5.2E-01 n 2.2E+00 n | 2.9E+03 | n| 2.0E+03 1.2E+02 8.2E+01
2.4E-03 |1 2.0E-03 1| 2.0E-05 |I 0.007 Beryllium and compounds 7440-41-7 1.6E+02 n 2.0E+03 n 1.0E-03 |c* 5.1E-03 c*| 1.6E+01 | n| 4.0E+00 1.3E+01 3.2E+00
1.86-03 || 1.0E-03 1| 2.0E-05 |C 0.025 | 0.001 Cadmium (Diet) 7440-43-9 7.0E+01 n 8.0E+02 n
1.5E+00 | 0.013 Chromium(Ill), Insoluble Salts | 16065-83-1 1.2E+05 |nm 1.5E+06 nm 1.6E+04 [ n 2.8E+07
9.0E-03 |P 3.0E-04 P| 6.0E-06 |P 1 Cobalt 7440-48-4 2.3E+01 n 3.0E+02 n 2.7E-04 |c* 1.4E-03 c*| 4.7E+00 | n 2.1E-01
4.0E-02 H 1 Copper 7440-50-8 3.1E+03 n 4.1E+04 n 6.2E+02 | n| 1.3E+03 2.2E+01 4.6E+01
7.0E-01 P 1 Iron 7439-89-6 5.5E+04 n 7.2E+05 nm 1.1E+04 | n 2.7E+02
1 Lead and Compounds 7439-92-1 4.0E+02 n 8.0E+02 n 1.5E+01 1.4E+01
2.4E-02 S| 5.06-05 |1 0.04 Manganese (Non-diet) 7439-96-5 1.8E+03 n 2.3E+04 n 5.2E-02 n 2.2E-01 n | 3.2E402 | n 2.1E+01
3.0E-04 |I|V 1 3.1E+00 |Mercury (elemental) 7439-97-6 1.0E+01 ns 4.3E+01 ns 3.1E-01 n 1.3E+00 n | 6.3E-01 |n| 2.0E+00 3.3E-02 1.0E-01
2.6E-04 (C| 2.0E-02 Il 9.0E-05 |A 0.04 Nickel Soluble Salts 7440-02-0 1.56+03 n 2.0E+04 n 9.4E-03 [c*| 4.7E-02 |c**| 3.0E+02 |n 2.0E+01
5.0E-03 1| 2.0E-02 |C 1 Selenium 7782-49-2 3.9E+02 n 5.1E+03 n 2.1E+01 n 8.8E+01 n | 7.86+01 | n| 5.0E+01 4.0E-01 2.6E-01
5.0E-03 | 0.04 Silver 7440-22-4 3.9E+02 n 5.1E+03 n 7.1E+01 | n 6.0E-01
6.0E-01 | 1 Strontium, Stable 7440-24-6 4.7E+04 n 6.1E+05 nm 9.3E+03 | n 3.3E+02
1.0E-05 X 1 Thallium (Soluble Salts) 7440-28-0 7.8E-01 n 1.0E+01 n 1.6E-01 [ n| 2.0E+00 1.1E-02 1.4E-01
3.0E-03 1| 3.0E-04 (A 1 Uranium (Soluble Salts) NA 2.3E+02 n 3.1E+03 n 3.1E-01 n 1.3E+00 n | 47E+01 | n| 3.0E+01 2.1E+01 1.4E+01
5.0E-03 S 1 Vanadium and Compounds NA 3.9E+02 n 5.2E+03 n 7.8E+01 | n 7.8E+01
3.0E-01 | 1 Zinc and Compounds 7440-66-6 2.3E+04 n 3.1E+05 nm 4.7E+03 | n 2.9E+02
5.0E-01 J| 84E-02 |S 3.0E-03 I| 10E-04 |I M | 0.025 [Chromium(VI) 18540-29-9 2.9E-01 c 5.6E+00 c 1.1E-05 c 1.5E-04 c | 31E-02 |c 5.9E-04
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Attachment B-2

USEPA Regional Screening Levels
Table Site-Specific RSLs for Onsite Worker Scenario
(website accessed February 27, 2012)
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Site-Specific
Onsite Worker Equation Inputs for Soil

Variable Value

TR (target cancer risk) unitless 0.000001

THQ (target hazard quotient) unitless 1

AT,y (averaging time) 365

EF,w (exposure frequency) d/yr 150

EDow (exposure duration) yr 20

ET,w (exposure time) hr 8

LT (lifetime) yr 70

BW,,, (body weight) 70

IR,w (soil ingestion rate) mg/day 100

SA,w (surface area) cmz/day 3,300

AFoy (skin adhereence factor) mg/cm? 0.2

Output Generated 27FEB2012:14:07:34

Site-Specific
Onsite Worker Risk-Based Screening Levels for Soil
] ] Ingestion Inhalation JCarcinogenic| Ingestion | Dermal [Inhalation|NonCarcinogenic
Inhalation|  Chronic | Chronic Particulate|  SL  |DermalSL|  SL SL SL sL sL sL Screening
CAS | Ingestion SF | Unit Risk RfD RfC Emission |[TR=1.0E-6|TR=1.0E-6| TR=1.0E-6| TR=1.0E-6 | HQ=1 | HQ=1 | HQ=1 HI=1 Level
Chemical Number | (mglkg-day)*| (ug/m*)™* |(mg/kg-day) | (mg/im*) |GIABS | ABS | Factor | (mg/kg) | (mgkg) | (mgrkg) | (mgrkg) | (mgrkg) | (mgrkg) | (mgrkg) (mgrkg) (mgrkg)

Arsenic, Inorganic 7440-38-2|  1.50E+00 | 4.30E-03 | 3.00E-04 | 1.50E-05 1 0.03 | 1.17E+09 | 3.97E+00 | 2.01E+01 | 6.98E+03 | 3.32E+00 | 5.11E+02 [2.58E+03| 1.29E+05 4.25E+02 3.32E+00 ca
Cobalt 7440-48-4 - 9.00E-03 | 3.00E-04 | 6.00E-06 1 - | 1L17E+09 - - 3.34E+03 | 3.34E+03 | 5.11E+02 = 5.15E+04 5.06E+02 5.06E+02 nc
Tron 7439-89-6 - - 7.00E-01 - 1 - | L17E+09 - - - - 1.19E+06 - - 1.19E+06 I I?f:’%
Lead and Compounds | 7439-92-1 = - - - 1 - | L17E+09 - - - - = = - 8.00E+02 8.00E+02 nc
Manganese (Non-diet) | 7439-96-5 - - 2.40E-02 | 5.00E-05 | 0.04 - | L17E+09 - - - - 4.09E+04 - 4.29E+05 3.73E+04 3.73E+04 nc
Thallium (Soluble Salts) | 7440-28-0 - - 1.00E-05 - 1 - 1.17E+09 - - - - 1.70E+01 - - 1.70E+01 1.70E+01 nc
Vanadium and NA ; . 5.04E-03 . 1 - | L17E+09 ; ; ; ; 8.58E+03 | - ; 8.58E+03 | 8.58E+03 nc
Compounds
Output Generated 27FEB2012:14:07:34
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Attachment B-3

USEPA Regional Screening Levels
Table Site-Specific RSLs for Adolescent Trespasser Scenario
(website accessed February 27, 2012)
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Site-Specific
Adolescent Trespasser Equation Inputs for Soil
Variable Value
TR (target cancer risk) unitless 0.000001
THQ (target hazard quotient) unitless 1
AT, (averaging time) 365
EF,w (exposure frequency) d/yr 90
EDow (exposure duration) yr 10
ET,w (exposure time) ir 18
LT (lifetime) yr 70
BW,, (body weight) 45
IR,w (soil ingestion rate) mg/day 100
SA,w (surface area) cmz/duy 3,300
AF,y (skin adhereence factor) mg/cm? 0.2

Output Generated 27FEB2012:14:10:45

Site-Specific
Adolescent Trespasser Risk-Based Screening Levels for Soil
Particulate| |ngestion Inhalation | Carcinogenic | Ingestion | Dermal | Inhalation |Noncarcinogenic

Inhalation Chronic Emission SL Dermal SL SL SL SL SL SL SL Screening

CAS Ingestion SF | Unit Risk | chronic RfD | RfC Factor | TR=1.0E-6 | TR=1.0E-6 | TR=1.0E-6 | TR=1.0E-6 HQ=1 HQ=1 HQ=1 HI=1 Level

Chemical Number | (mgrkg-day) * | (ug/m®)™| (mgrkg-day) | (mg/m®) |GIABS|ABS| m°/kg) | (mg/kg) | (mgkg) | (mgrkg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) | (mg/kg) | (mglkg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)
Arsenic, Inorganic 7440-38-2|  1.50E+00 | 430E-03 | 3.00E-04 | 1.50E-05 | 1 [0.03| 1.17E+09 | 8.52E+00 | 4.30E+01 | 1.03E+04 7.10E+00 548E+02 |2.77E+03 | 9.53E+04 4.55E+02 | 7.10E+00 ca*
Cobalt 7440-48-4 - [ 9.008-03 [ 300804 [ 6.00E-06 [ 1 < [ 117E+00 5 - 4.94E+03 4.94E+03 5.48E+02 5 3.81E+04 5.40E+02 5.40E+02 nc
Iron 7439-89-6 - - [ 7.00E-01 - - [ LB - - - - 1.28E+06 - - 1.28E+06 | 1.28E+06 max
Lead and Compounds 7439-92-1 - - - - [ 1 0 1.17E+09 - - - - - - - 8.00E+02 8.00E+02 nc
Manganese (Non-diet) 7439-96-5 - - [ 240e-02 [ 500805 [ 004 | - [ 1.17E+09 - - - - 4.38E+04 3.18E+05 3.85E+04 3.85E+04 nc
Thallium (Soluble Salts) | 7440-28-0 . - [ 1.00E-05 - [ - [ L17Bv0o . . . s 1.83E+01 . = 1.83E+01 1.83E+01 ne
Vanadium and Compounds NA - - [ 5.04E-03 - [ 1 A 1.17E+09 - - - - 9.20E+03 - - 9.20E+03 9.20E+03 nc

Output Generated 27FEB2012:14:10:45
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Attachment B-4

USEPA Superfund Radionuclide Preliminary Goals
for Superfund — Site-Specific PRGs for Residential Scenario
(website accessed February 27, 2012)
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Site-Specific Site-Specific
Resident Equation Inputs for Soil Resident Equation Inputs for Soil
Variable Value Variable Value
Slab size for ACF (area correction factor) m’ 10,000 IRF 5 (fruit consumption rate - resident adult) mg/day)| 0
TR (target cancer risk) unitless 0.000001 IRF,.; (fruit consumption rate - resident child) mg/day 0
tr (time - resident) vr 30 IRV, (vegetable consumption rate - resident adult) kg/yr] 0
EDy (exposure duration - resident) yr 30 IRV,.c (vegetable consumption rate - resident child) kg/yr] 0
ET, (exposure time - resident) hr/day 24 IRA., (inhalation rate - resident adult) m*/day 20
ET.., (exposure time - outdoor resident) hr/hr 0.073 IRA .. (inhalation rate - resident child) m/day 10
ET..i (exposure time - indoor resident) hr/hr 0.684 IFF,..q¢i (age-adjusted fruit ingestion factor - resident) kg/yr] 0
ED. (exposure duration - resident child) yr 6 IFV.aj (age-adjusted vegetable ingestion factor - resident) kg/yr 0
EDy., (exposure duration - resident adult) yr 24 IFS,.aqj (age-adjusted soil ingestion factor - resident) mg/day)| 120
EF, (exposure frequency - resident) day/yr 350 IF A .agi (age-adjusted soil inhalation factor - resident) m*/day| 18
IRS:.a (soil intake rate - resident adult) mg/day 100 GSF; (gamma shielding factor - indoor) unitless 0.4
IRS,.; (soil intake rate - resident child) mg/day 200 CPF, (contaminated plant fraction) unitless 0.25
Output Generated 27FEB2012:10:24:24
Site-Specific
Resident PRGs for Soil
Soil Wet
ICRP  |Inhalation| External Food Ingestion [Particulate Soil-to- External | Produce
Lung Slope Exposure Slope Slope Emission Area Plant |Ingestion|Inhalation |Exposure | Ingestion| Total
Absorption | Factor | Slope Factor | Factor Factor Factor Correction| Transfer| PRG PRG PRG PRG PRG
Isotope Type (risk/pCi) | (riskiyr per pCi/g) | (risk/ipCi) [ (risk/pCi) (m3/kg) |Lambda| Factor | Factor | (pCifg) (pCilg) (pCilg) (pCilg) (pCilg)
Cs-137+D F 1.19E-11 2.54E-06 3.74E-11 | 4.33E-11 | 1.17E+09 |2.31E-02| 8.77E-01 |4.00E-02 |2.54E+01| 7.24E+05 | 6.24E-02 - 6.23E-02
K-40 F 1.03E-11 7.98E-07 3.43E-11 | 6.18E-11 | 1.17E+09 |5.41E-10| 8.26E-01 |3.00E-01 |1.28E+01| 6.04E+05 | 1.52E-01 - 1.50E-01
Ra-226+D M 1.16E-08 8.49E-06 5.15E-10 | 7.30E-10 | 1.17E+09 |4.33E-04| 9.26E-01 |4.00E-02 |1.09E+00| 5.39E+02 | 1.28E-02 - 1.27E-02
Ra-228+D M 5.23E-09 1.23E-05 1.43E-09 | 2.29E-09 [ 1.17E+09 |1.21E-01| 9.26E-01 |[4.00E-02 |1.29E+00| 4.42E+03 | 3.27E-02 - 3.19E-02
Th-228 S 1.32E-07 5.59E-09 1.48E-10 | 2.89E-10 [ 1.17E+09 |3.62E-01| 9.80E-01 [1.00E-03 |2.98E+01| 5.12E+02 | 1.99E+02 - 2.47E+01
Th-230 S 2.85E-08 8.19E-10 1.19E-10 | 2.02E-10 | 1.17E+09 |9.00E-06| 9.97E-01 |1.00E-03 |3.93E+00| 2.18E+02 | 1.23E+02 - 3.74E+00
Th-232 S 4.33E-08 3.42E-10 1.33E-10 | 2.31E-10 | 1.17E+09 |4.93E-11| 9.98E-01 |1.00E-03 |3.44E+00| 1.44E+02 |2.94E+02 - 3.32E+00
U-233 M 1.16E-08 9.82E-10 9.69E-11 1.60E-10 | 1.17E+09 |4.37E-06 9.98E-01 |2.50E-03 [4.96E+00| 5.36E+02 | 1.02E+02 - 4.69E+00
U-234 M 1.14E-08 2.52E-10 9.55E-11 1.58E-10 | 1.17E+09 |2.83E-06 9.98E-01 |2.50E-03 |5.02E+00| 5.45E+02 | 3.99E+02 - 4.92E+00
U-235 M 1.01E-08 5.19E-07 9.44E-11 1.57E-10 | 1.17E+09 |9.85E-10 9.60E-01 |2.50E-03 |5.06E+00| 6.15E+02 | 2.01E-01 - 1.94E-01
U-235+D M 1.01E-08 - 9.76E-11 | 1.63E-10 | 1.17E+09 |9.85E-10{ 9.60E-01 |2.50E-03 |4.87E+00| 6.15E+02 - - 4.83E+00
U-238+D M 9.35E-09 1.14E-07 1.21E-10 | 2.10E-10 | 1.17E+09 |1.55E-10{ 9.79E-01 |2.50E-03 |3.78E+00| 6.65E+02 | 8.99E-01 - 7.25E-01
Output Generated 27FEB2012:10:24:24
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Attachment B-5

USEPA Superfund Radionuclide Preliminary Goals
for Superfund — Default PRGs for Industrial Worker Scenario
(website accessed February 27, 2012)
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Default
Composite Worker Equation Inputs for Soil
Variable Value
Slab size for ACF (area correction factor) m? Default (isotope-specific)
TR (target cancer risk) unitless 0.000001
tw (time - composite worker) yr 25
ED,, (exposure duration - composite worker) yr 25
ET,, (exposure time - composite worker) hr/day 8
EF,, (exposure frequency - composite worker) day/yr 250
IRy (soil intake rate - composite worker) mg/day 100
IRA,, (inhalation rate - composite worker) m%/day 60
GSF, (gamma shielding factor - outdoor) unitless 1
Output generated 27FEB2012:08:49:34
Default
Composite Worker PRGs for Soil
ICRP External
Lung Exposure Adult Soil Particulate Area External
Isotope Absorptio Inhalation Slope Factor Ingestion Emission Correction Ingestion Inhalation Exposure Total
n Slope Factor (risk/yr per Slope Factor Factor Lambda Factor PRG PRG PRG PRG
Type (risk/pCi) pCi/g) (risk/pCi) (m’/kg) (pCi/g) (pCi/g) (pCi/g) (pCi/g)
Cs-137+D F 1.19E-11 2.54E-06 3.17E-11 1.36E+09 2.31E-02 8.77E-01 6.64E+01 1.20E+06 1.04E-01 1.03E-01
K-40 F 1.03E-11 7.98E-07 1.51E-11 1.36E+09 5.41E-10 8.26E-01 1.06E+02 1.06E+06 2.66E-01 2.65E-01
Ra-226+D M 1.16E-08 8.49E-06 2.95E-10 1.36E+09 4.33E-04 9.26E-01 5.45E+00 9.43E+02 2.24E-02 2.23E-02
Ra-228+D M 5.23E-09 1.23E-05 6.70E-10 1.36E+09 1.21E-01 9.26E-01 7.57TE+00 6.59E+03 4.87E-02 4.84E-02
Th-228 S 1.32E-07 5.59E-09 6.40E-11 1.36E+09 3.62E-01 9.80E-01 2.26E+02 7.46E+02 2.90E+02 1.09E+02
Th-230 S 2.85E-08 8.19E-10 7.73E-11 1.36E+09 9.00E-06 9.97E-01 2.07E+01 3.82E+02 2.15E+02 1.80E+01
Th-232 S 4.33E-08 3.42E-10 8.47E-11 1.36E+09 4.93E-11 9.98E-01 1.89E+01 2.51E+02 5.13E+02 1.70E+01
U-233 M 1.16E-08 9.82E-10 5.22E-11 1.36E+09 4.37E-06 9.98E-01 3.07E+01 9.37E+02 1.79E+02 2.55E+01
U-234 M 1.14E-08 2.52E-10 5.11E-11 1.36E+09 2.83E-06 9.98E-01 3.13E+01 9.54E+02 6.97E+02 2.91E+01
U-235 M 1.01E-08 5.19E-07 4.92E-11 1.36E+09 9.85E-10 9.60E-01 3.25E+01 1.08E+03 3.52E-01 3.48E-01
U-235+D M 1.01E-08 - 5.03E-11 1.36E+09 9.85E-10 9.60E-01 3.18E+01 1.08E+03 - 3.09E+01
U-238+D M 9.35E-09 1.14E-07 5.62E-11 1.36E+09 1.55E-10 9.79E-01 2.85E+01 1.16E+03 1.57E+00 1.49E+00
Output generated 27FEB2012:08:49:34
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USEPA Superfund Radionuclide Preliminary Goals
for Superfund — Site-Specific PRGs for Onsite Worker Scenario
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Site-Specific
Onsite Worker Equation Inputs for Soil
Variable Value
Slab size for ACF (area correction factor) m? 10,000
TR (target cancer risk) unitless 0.000001
tow (time - outdoor worker) yr 20
ED,w (exposure duration - outdoor worker) yr 20
ETow (exposure time - outdoor worker) hr/day 8
EF,w (exposure frequency - outdoor worker) day/yr 150
IR,w (soil intake rate - outdoor worker) mg/day 100
IRA,w (inhalation rate - outdoor worker) m3/day 60
GSF, (gamma shielding factor - outdoor) unitless 1
Output generated 27FEB2012:08:59:07
Site-Specific
Onsite Worker PRGs for Soil
ICRP External Adult Soil Particulate Area External
Lung Inhalation Exposure Ingestion Emission Correction Ingestion Inhalation Exposure Total
Absorption | Slope Factor Slope Factor Slope Factor Factor Lambda Factor PRG PRG PRG PRG
Isotope Type (risk/pCi) (risk/yr per pCi/g) (risk/pCi) (m’/kg) (pCi/g) (pCi/g) (pCi/g) (pCi/g)

Cs-137+D F 1.19E-11 2.54E-06 3.17E-11 1.17E+09 2.31E-02 8.77E-01 1.31E+02 2.05E+06 2.05E-01 2.04E-01
K-40 F 1.03E-11 7.98E-07 1.51E-11 1.17E+09 5.41E-10 8.26E-01 2.21E+02 1.90E+06 5.54E-01 5.52E-01
Ra-226+D M 1.16E-08 8.49E-06 2.95E-10 1.17E+09 4.33E-04 9.26E-01 1.13E+01 1.70E+03 4.66E-02 4.64E-02
Ra-228+D M 5.23E-09 1.23E-05 6.70E-10 1.17E+09 1.21E-01 9.26E-01 1.32E+01 9.92E+03 8.49E-02 8.43E-02
Th-228 S 1.32E-07 5.59E-09 6.40E-11 1.17E+09 3.62E-01 9.80E-01 3.78E+02 1.08E+03 4.83E+02 1.77E+02
Th-230 S 2.85E-08 8.19E-10 7.73E-11 1.17E+09 9.00E-06 9.97E-01 4.31E+01 6.87E+02 4.47E+02 3.72E+01
Th-232 S 4.33E-08 3.42E-10 8.47E-11 1.17E+09 4.93E-11 9.98E-01 3.94E+01 4.52E+02 1.07E+03 3.50E+01
U-233 M 1.16E-08 9.82E-10 5.22E-11 1.17E+09 4.37E-06 9.98E-01 6.39E+01 1.69E+03 3.72E+02 5.28E+01
U-234 M 1.14E-08 2.52E-10 5.11E-11 1.17E+09 2.83E-06 9.98E-01 6.52E+01 1.72E+03 1.45E+03 6.02E+01
U-235 M 1.01E-08 5.19E-07 4.92E-11 1.17E+09 9.85E-10 9.60E-01 6.78E+01 1.94E+03 7.33E-01 7.24E-01
U-235+D M 1.01E-08 - 5.03E-11 1.17E+09 9.85E-10 9.60E-01 6.63E+01 1.94E+03 - 6.41E+01
U-238+D M 9.35E-09 1.14E-07 5.62E-11 1.17E+09 1.55E-10 9.79E-01 5.93E+01 2.09E+03 3.27E+00 3.09E+00
Output generated 27FEB2012:08:59:07
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Attachment B-7

USEPA Superfund Radionuclide Preliminary Goals for Superfund — Site-Specific PRGs for Adolescent
Trespasser Scenario
(website accessed February 27, 2012)
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Site-Specific

Adolescent Trespasser Equation Inputs for Soil
Variable Value
Slab size for ACF (area correction factor) m? 10,000
TR (target cancer risk) unitless 0.000001
tow (time - outdoor worker) yr 10
ED,w (exposure duration - outdoor worker) yr 10
ETow (exposure time - outdoor worker) hr/day 18
EF,w (exposure frequency - outdoor worker) day/yr 90
IR,w (soil intake rate - outdoor worker) mg/day 100
IR A, (inhalation rate - outdoor worker) m*/day 20

GSF, (gamma shielding factor - outdoor) unitless

1

Output generated 27FEB2012:09:47:19

Site-Specific
Adolescent Trespasser PRGs for Soil
ICRP External Adult Soil Particulate Area External
Isotope Lung_ Inhalation Exposure Ingestion Emission Correction Ingestion Inhalation Exposure Total
Absorption Slope Factor Slope Factor Slope Factor Factor Lambda Factor PRG PRG PRG PRG
Type (risk/pCi) (risk/yr per pCi/g) (risk/pCi) (m’/kg) (pCi/g) (pCi/g) (pCi/g) (pCi/g)
Cs-137+D F 1.19E-11 2.54E-06 3.17E-11 1.17E+09 2.31E-02 8.77E-01 3.93E+02 8.19E+06 2.72E-01 2.72E-01
K-40 F 1.03E-11 7.98E-07 1.51E-11 1.17E+09 5.41E-10 8.26E-01 7.36E+02 8.45E+06 8.20E-01 8.19E-01
Ra-226+D M 1.16E-08 8.49E-06 2.95E-10 1.17E+09 4.33E-04 9.26E-01 3.77E+01 7.52E+03 6.89E-02 6.88E-02
Ra-228+D M 5.23E-09 1.23E-05 6.70E-10 1.17E+09 1.21E-01 9.26E-01 2.85E+01 2.86E+04 8.17E-02 8.15E-02
Th-228 S 1.32E-07 5.59E-09 6.40E-11 1.17E+09 3.62E-01 9.80E-01 6.46E+02 2.45E+03 3.67E+02 2.14E+02
Th-230 S 2.85E-08 8.19E-10 7.73E-11 1.17E+09 9.00E-06 9.97E-01 1.44E+02 3.05E+03 6.62E+02 1.14E+02
Th-232 S 4.33E-08 3.42E-10 8.47E-11 1.17E+09 4.93E-11 9.98E-01 1.31E+02 2.01E+03 1.58E+03 1.14E+02
U-233 M 1.16E-08 9.82E-10 5.22E-11 1.17E+09 4.37E-06 9.98E-01 2.13E+02 7.50E+03 5.52E+02 1.51E+02
U-234 M 1.14E-08 2.52E-10 5.11E-11 1.17E+09 2.83E-06 9.98E-01 2.17E+02 7.63E+03 2.15E+03 1.92E+02
U-235 M 1.01E-08 5.19E-07 4.92E-11 1.17E+09 9.85E-10 9.60E-01 2.26E+02 8.62E+03 1.09E+00 1.08E+00
U-235+D M 1.01E-08 - 5.03E-11 1.17E+09 9.85E-10 9.60E-01 2.21E+02 8.62E+03 - 2.15E+02
U-238+D M 9.35E-09 1.14E-07 5.62E-11 1.17E+09 1.55E-10 9.79E-01 1.98E+02 9.31E+03 4.85E+00 4.73E+00
Output generated 27FEB2012:09:47:19
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C1l INTRODUCTION

The ecological risk assessment (ERA) for the Wetland Area at Dunbarton Bay (NBN) in support of the Steel Creek
Integrator Operable Unit (IOU) is presented in this appendix. From this point forward, this area will be referred to
as Dunbarton Bay. Although the unit is referred to as the Wetland Area at Dunbarton Bay, only a portion of the
investigation area is classified as wetlands. The wetland portion is primarily located within the boundary of the
Dunbarton Bay Carolina bay. This wetland is down-gradient of the P-Area Ash Basin (PAB) and the P-007 Outfall,
which are subunits of the P-Area Operable Unit (PAOU), where ash disposal activities have presented a pathway for
the release of contaminants that may present a risk to human health and the environment.

C.1.1 Background

Similar to each reactor area at the Savannah River Site (SRS), P Area utilized a coal-fired powerhouse to
generate steam and electricity with coal ash (coal combustion products) produced as a result of boiler
operations. In P Area, this ash was disposed within PAB via a sluice line. In 2010, ash was initially
discovered outside the ash basin during the clearing of 35 acres surrounding the basin in preparation for an
early removal action. Additional characterization efforts determined that the ash plume extends an
additional 45 acres in the south-southwestern portion into Dunbarton Bay, a Carolina bay/wetland. Ash
deposits in the wetlands range in depth from 1 to 3 ft. Since the ash is in a wetland area, it was
administratively removed from the PAOU and placed in the Steel Creek IOU in 2010.

An ERA has been performed for the PAB (SRNS, 2008). The unit was assessed as a terrestrial ecosystem;
no constituents were identified as refined constituents of concern (RCOCs).

C.1.2 Data

There are two datasets associated with the characterization of Dunbarton Bay. The first dataset consisted of
ten sample locations (PAB-116, -117, -119, -120, -153, -182, -183, -301, -302, -304) within Dunbarton Bay
from the 0- to 1-ft ash/soil interval and two surface water samples (PAB-428, -429). These sample
locations are depicted in Chapter 1, Figures 1-8 and 1-9. This data was collected in June 2010 and
analyzed by General Engineering Laboratory. The data was verified and validated (V&V) and used in a
preliminary risk evaluation that was presented to the Core Team in August 2010 to assist in the
determination of the administrative path forward for this area. This dataset has since been upgraded to
definitive level data and is presented in the Data Usability Report (DUR) for this project (Appendix A).

A Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) was developed in 2011 to address data gaps identified in the original
dataset (SRNS, 2011). These data gaps pertained primarily to the ecological risk assessment. More
specifically, site specific biological field studies were initiated for metals associated with the ash media.
The studies targeted both biotic (i.e., fauna) and abiotic (i.e., ash/soil) media. Although surface water was
also intended to be sampled, Dunbarton Bay was dry due to regional draught conditions and no surface
water samples were obtained. The Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL) collected and analyzed the
ash/soil and biota samples in 2011/2012. The data quality for this dataset is unverified and unvalidated
(U&U).

This ERA uses the data that was collected in 2010 for the screening-level evaluation of the ash/soil media
and surface water media in Dunbarton Bay. The screening is conducted by comparing the concentrations in
ash/soil and surface water to ecological thresholds to determine constituents that warrant further
consideration. The data collected and analyzed by SREL in 2011/2012 is used to further assess threats to
ecological receptors based on site-specific biological data and biological surveys supplemented by
additional ash/soil data. The SREL data is also used along with the 2010 data to conduct site-specific
trophic modeling for the raccoon and the great blue heron. The trophic modeling effort is further
supplemented with IOU background data. These data are suitable for background comparisons for all of
SRS IOUs. Since the data represent various types of wetland environments encountered within the SRS
and were collected from IOU subunits where there are no potential impacts from waste units or industrial
activities, a more accurate comparison of SRS impacted areas is possible. Finally, earthworm and
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amphibian studies from a similar site (D-Area Ash Wetlands) are used as additional lines of evidence to
form the basis for making a remedial decision at this unit from an ecological risk perspective.

C.1.3 Habitats/Receptors

Dunbarton Bay (the Carolina bay) is a wetland comprised of both cypress and hardwood canopy habitats.
The area comprised by the Dunbarton Bay investigation unit is a low gradient area containing disturbed and
undisturbed upland habitats that gradually slopes down-gradient into the depositional wetland (Dunbarton
Carolina bay). Three habitat types exist within the survey/investigation area, these include: 1) 3.0 hectares
(7.5 acres) of disturbed and undisturbed portions of a maturing pine and mixed pine hardwood upland and
mesic forest; 2) 0.8 hectares (2.0 acres) of upland early successional vegetation along roadside and utility
corridor rights-of-ways; and 3) approximately 12 hectares (30.5 acres) of disturbed (overburden of ash
deposition) and undisturbed portions of a maturing mixed bottomland and cypress swamp forests. Upland
soils down gradient and associated with the PAB are of the Udorthents, Blanton and Fuquay series; hydric
soils delineated in the primary impact areas of Dunbarton Bay are of the Pickney series.

The habitat at Dunbarton Bay likely supports both terrestrial and aquatic/semi-aquatic receptors depending
on water availability. The media of concern is primarily ash/soil (sediment) and surface water.

Assessment endpoints are tailored to groups of organisms with similar feeding strategies and/or exposure
scenarios. Based on these considerations and the specific conditions at Dunbarton Bay, the following
preliminary assessment and measurement endpoints and their representative receptors were selected for
Dunbarton Bay:

e Protection of soil-dwelling invertebrate communities to maintain species diversity and nutrient cycling.
Soil-dwelling invertebrate communities are selected because the soil invertebrate community is
ecologically important, is susceptible to constituents in soil, and is exposed at the waste unit. The soil-
dwelling invertebrate community is essential for decomposition of detritus and for energy and nutrient
cycling. Soil-dwelling invertebrates are an important component of the diet of insectivorous mammals
and birds. Earthworms are chosen as the representative species of soil-dwelling invertebrates at
Dunbarton Bay because they are probably the most important of the soil-dwelling invertebrates in
promoting soil fertility, they are highly exposed to soil constituents, and toxicity information is readily
available. The measurement endpoint is a comparison of the measured constituent concentration in
soil to earthworm toxicity benchmarks. This preliminary comparison is expressed as a hazard quotient
(HQ) calculation based on the screening of verified and validated data collected in 2010. This endpoint
is also assessed by the earthworm toxicity study conducted at a similar site (D-Area Ash Wetlands).

e  Protection of herbivorous mammal communities to ensure that exposure of contaminants in forage and
soils does not have a negative impact on growth, survival, and reproduction. Herbivorous mammals
are ecologically important because they provide a food base for higher trophic-level receptors and they
are also susceptible to soil constituents at the waste unit. Oldfield mice are chosen as the
representative species of herbivorous mammals because they are exposed to soil constituents by their
consumption of plant material at the unit. They also ingest soil during feeding. The measurement
endpoint is a comparison of the modeled constituent concentrations in the food chain using the
measured concentrations in soil to ecological threshold values applicable to wildlife receptors that are
based on measured responses of similar species in laboratory studies. This preliminary comparison is
expressed as an HQ calculation based on the screening of verified and validated data collected in 2010.

e Protection of insectivorous mammal communities to ensure that exposure of contaminants in prey,
forage, and soils does not have a negative impact on growth or survival. Insectivorous mammals are
ecologically important because they help to control the size of the terrestrial invertebrate population
that might otherwise damage populations of plant primary producers. They are also susceptible to soil
constituents at the waste unit. Short-tailed shrews are chosen as the representative species of the
insectivorous mammals because they are highly exposed to constituents by their consumption of large
quantities of terrestrial invertebrates. They also ingest soil during feeding, including soil within the
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bodies of earthworms and other prey. The measurement endpoint is a comparison of the modeled
constituent concentrations in the food chain using the measured concentrations in soil to ecological
threshold values applicable to wildlife receptors that are based on measured responses of similar
species in laboratory studies. This preliminary comparison is expressed as an HQ calculation based on
the screening of verified and validated data collected in 2010.

Protection of omnivorous mammal communities to ensure that exposure of contaminants in prey,
forage and abiotic media does not have a negative impact on growth, survival and reproduction.
Mammalian omnivores are ecologically important because they consume a variety of small mammals
and plants, helping balance the populations of terrestrial invertebrates, rodents, and other small
mammals as well as disperse seeds for plant reproduction. They are also susceptible to soil constituents
at the waste unit. Raccoons were chosen as the representative receptor because they are exposed to
constituents by their consumption of terrestrial invertebrates and small mammals. They also ingest soil
during feeding, including soil within the bodies of earthworms and other prey. The measurement
endpoint is a comparison of the modeled constituent concentrations in the food chain using the
measured concentrations in soil to ecological threshold values applicable to wildlife receptors that are
based on measured responses of similar species in laboratory studies. This preliminary comparison is
expressed as an HQ calculation based on the screening of verified and validated data collected in 2010.
This endpoint is also assessed by the site-specific raccoon trophic model conducted using the data
collected in 2010 and the SREL soil/ash and biological data collected in 2011/2012.

Protection of insectivorous bird communities to ensure that exposure of contaminants in prey, forage,
and soils does not have a negative impact on growth, survival, and reproduction. Insectivorous birds
are ecologically important because they help to control the size of the terrestrial invertebrate
population that might otherwise damage populations of plant primary producers. They are also
susceptible to soil constituents at the waste unit. American robins are chosen as the representative
species of the insectivorous bird niche because they are highly exposed to constituents by their
consumption of terrestrial invertebrates. They also ingest soil during feeding, including soil within the
bodies of earthworms and other prey. The measurement endpoint is a comparison of the modeled
constituent concentrations in the food chain using the measured concentrations in soil to ecological
threshold values applicable to wildlife receptors that are based on measured responses of similar
species in laboratory studies. This preliminary comparison is expressed as an HQ calculation based on
the screening of verified and validated data collected in 2010.

Protection of carnivorous bird communities to ensure that exposure of contaminants in prey does not
have a negative impact on growth, survival and reproduction. Carnivorous birds are ecologically
important because they are top predators that help control the size of the small mammal populations
that might otherwise destroy primary plant producers. They are also susceptible to soil constituents at
the waste unit. Red-tailed hawks were chosen as the representative receptor because they are common
avian predators and they are exposed to constituents by their consumption of small rodents and snakes.
The measurement endpoint is a comparison of the modeled constituent concentrations in the food chain
using the measured concentrations in soil to ecological threshold values applicable to wildlife receptors
that are based on measured responses of similar species in laboratory studies. This preliminary
comparison is expressed as an HQ calculation based on the screening of verified and validated data
collected in 2010.

Protection of benthic invertebrate (sediment dwelling organism) communities from toxic effects of
contaminants in order to maintain species diversity, biomass, and nutrient cycling (trophic structure).
Identification of a specific receptor for this endpoint is not necessary. The benthic invertebrate
community is ecologically important, serving as prey items for many other species as well as
maintaining nutrient cycling in an aquatic system. Benthic organisms are also susceptible to
constituents in sediment and are potentially exposed at Dunbarton Bay. The measurement endpoint is
the measured concentration in sediment media compared to sediment toxicity threshold values. This
preliminary comparison is expressed as an HQ calculation based on the screening of verified and
validated data collected in 2010.
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Protection of aquatic organism communities from the toxic effects of contaminants in abiotic media
and food in order to maintain species diversity and to ensure that ingestion of contaminants in fish and
aquatic invertebrates does not have a negative impact on growth, survival and reproduction. The
aquatic community is ecologically important, serving as prey items for many species. Aquatic
organisms are susceptible to constituents in surface water and are potentially exposed to contamination
at Dunbarton Bay. The measurement endpoint is the measured concentration in surface water media
compared to ambient water quality criteria. This preliminary comparison is expressed as an HQ
calculation based on the screening of verified and validated data collected in 2010.

Protection of aquatic, semi-aquatic and terrestrial organism communities from the toxic effects of
contaminants in abiotic media and food in order to maintain species diversity and to ensure that
ingestion of contaminants in vertebrate /invertebrates does not have a negative impact on growth,
survival and reproduction. The ecological communities associated with Dunbarton Bay are
ecologically important, serving as prey items for many species. Organisms within the Bay system are
susceptible to constituents in soil and are potentially exposed to contamination at Dunbarton Bay. The
measurement endpoints are (1) a comparison of whole body contaminant burdens for various taxon
groups in Dunbarton bay to reference bay 100 and to similar study sites in D-Area, and; (2) biological
surveys of species composition of Dunbarton bay compared to the reference bay. These endpoints are
assessed using the SREL biological surveys and data collected in 2011/2012.

Protection of avian aquatic predators in order to ensure that exposure to contaminants in aquatic prey
and abiotic media does not have a negative impact on growth, survival, and reproduction. Aquatic
predators are ecologically important, are susceptible to constituents in surface water and sediment, and
are potentially exposed via food chain uptake to contamination migrating from the waste unit. The
green heron was chosen as the representative receptor since it would be exposed via ingestion of biotic
and abiotic media associated with Dunbarton Bay. The measurement endpoint is a comparison of the
modeled constituent concentrations in the food chain using the measured concentrations in
sediment/surface water compared to ecological threshold values applicable to wildlife receptors that
are based on measured responses of similar species in laboratory studies. This preliminary comparison
is expressed as an HQ calculation based on the screening of verified and validated data collected in
2010. This endpoint is also assessed by the site-specific trophic model for the great blue heron
conducted using the data collected in 2010 and the SREL soil/ash and biological data collected in
2011/2012.

Protection of mammalian aquatic predators in order to ensure that exposure to contaminants in aquatic
prey and abiotic media does not have a negative impact on growth, survival, and reproduction.
Aquatic predators are ecologically important, are susceptible to constituents in surface water and
sediment, and are potentially exposed via food chain uptake to contamination migrating at the waste
unit. The raccoon was chosen as the representative receptor since it would be exposed via ingestion of
biotic and abiotic media associated with Dunbarton Bay. The measurement endpoint is a comparison
of the modeled constituent concentrations in the food chain using the measured concentrations in
sediment/surface water to ecological threshold values applicable to wildlife receptors that are based on
measured responses of similar species in laboratory studies. This preliminary comparison is expressed
as an HQ calculation based on the screening of verified and validated data collected in 2010. This
endpoint is also assessed by the site-specific trophic model for the raccoon conducted using the data
collected in 2010 and the SREL soil/ash and biological data collected in 2011/2012.

The preliminary conceptual site model (CSM) for the Dunbarton Bay is provided in Chapter 1. Data used
in this evaluation are provided in Appendix A of this document.

C.1.4  Sources of Literature-Based Toxicity Values

Ecological thresholds (ETs) are risk-based tools developed by the Savannah River Site (SRS) that can be
used to evaluate potentially contaminated sites. ETs are used to conduct the screening-level ecological
effects evaluation presented in Section 2.1. ETs are chemical concentrations that correspond to a fixed level
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Cz2

of risk, i.e., a HQ equal to one. Derivation of the ETs is simply a rearrangement of the standard risk
calculation. However, instead of using the exposure point concentration (EPC) to solve for a risk number,
the risk number is set to the threshold value of one and the concentration term is solved for. ETs are based
on pathways and receptors for which generally accepted methods, models, and assumptions have been
developed (WSRC, 2006a). The Ecological Thresholds for Soil (WSRC, 2004a) technical justification
document identifies the ETs for soil invertebrates, mammals and birds used in this evaluation. Additionally,
the Ecological Thresholds for Sediment (WSRC, 2004b) and the Ecological Thresholds for Surface Water
(WSRC 2004c) identify the ETs for benthic invertebrates, aquatic organisms, mammals and birds used in
the evaluation of aquatic/semi-aquatic systems.

ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT PROCESS

This ERA for Dunbarton Bay consists of steps designed to provide a scientifically based and defensible
assessment of exposure and hazard to ecological resources that will support a risk management decision
regarding site remediation. The ERA for Dunbarton Bay includes a screening-level ecological effects
evaluation (Section C.2.1) based on a comparison of constituent concentrations in ash/soil and surface
water media to relevant ecological screening thresholds. The ERA also includes and evaluation of
biological data (Section 2.2) to assess the potential threat of contaminants to ecological receptors within the
Dumbarton Bay system.

C.2.1  Screening-level Ecological Effects Evaluation

The purpose of the screening-level ecological effects evaluation for Dunbarton Bay is to identify
constituents that may pose unacceptable risk to ecological receptors, to focus subsequent investigations,
and to identify gaps in the available data needed to perform a more comprehensive ERA. The screening-
level evaluation assists in making a risk management decision regarding whether remediation from an
ecological perspective is warranted, or if the site should proceed to further ecological evaluations for
remedy development.

The data used in this screening-level evaluation is the definitive level data that was collected in June 2010
and analyzed by General Engineering Laboratory. The dataset consists of ten sample locations (PAB-116, -
117, -119, -120, -153, -182, -183, -301, -302, -304) within Dunbarton Bay from the 0-1 ft ash/soil interval
and two surface water samples (PAB-428, -429). These sample locations are depicted in Chapter 1,
Figures 1-8 and 1-9.

Since maximum media concentrations are used in this step of the process, the assumption is made that
ecological receptors are exposed to the highest (i.e., worst) concentration of a given constituent present at
the unit. The combination of maximum media concentrations and conservative threshold values provide
confidence that the constituents of potential concern (COPCs) resulting from the screenings are indeed
protective.

C.2.1.1 ESV Screening- Nonradiological Constituents

The ecological effects evaluation identifies the potential for adverse ecological effects based on
conservative assumptions. The most conservative value (i.e., lowest concentration) between the Ecological
Screening Values (ESVs) protocol (WSRC, 2006a) and the no observable adverse effects level (NOAEL)-
based ET (WSRC, 2004a; WSRC, 2004b; WSRC, 2004c) is used to conduct the screening-level
assessment. For the evaluation of surface water media, the April 2008 SCDHEC Water Quality Standards
(chronic values) are also considered. The screening-level evaluation process is outlined below:

Ash media evaluated as soil (terrestrial receptors) and as sediment (aquatic/semi-aquatic receptors):

e  Compare the unit maximum concentration to the ESV concentration for the 0 - 1 interval.
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e Compare the unit maximum concentration of the naturally-occurring (non-anthropogenic) constituents
to 2X the average SRS background concentration (WSRC 2006b; Appendix B-1).

o Constituents exceeding the ESV and background screen are carried forward to Step C.2.1.2.
Surface water media (aquatic receptors):

e Compare the unit maximum concentration to the ESV concentration.

e  Constituents exceeding the ESV screen are carried forward to Step C.2.1.2.
C212 Screening Level Risk (Hazard) Calculation- Nonradiological Constituents

This evaluation uses the ETs that are described in Section C.1. Because of the conservative assumptions
used during the initial risk (i.e., ESV) screen, some of the constituents identified for further evaluation
might pose acceptable levels of risk to ecological receptors. The method used to further refine ecological
COPCs based on food-chain modeling and calculation of screening-level HQs by comparing the maximum
and average concentrations to ETs (NOAEL- or lowest observable adverse effects level [LOAEL]-based
ETs) is illustrated in the equation below:

HQ = [maximum and average concentrations] / [NOAEL-based ET and LOAEL-based ET)
Constituents with an HQ >1 are further discussed in Step C.2.1.4.
C213 Radiological Screening

The radionuclide benchmark comparison for ecological screening is based on the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA) report, which states that irradiation at chronic dose rates of 0.1 rad/day and 1.0
rad/day or less do not appear likely to cause observable changes in terrestrial and aquatic animal
populations, respectively (IAEA 1992). Applying a tenfold safety factor, the screening benchmark for
terrestrial receptor populations exposed to soil is set at 0.01 rad/day, and the benchmark for aquatic
receptor populations exposed to surface water or sediment is 0.1 rad/day.

The radiological benchmark screening values were developed following USEPA guidance as specified in
the Steel Creek IOU Work Plan (WSRC 2000a) for the sediment and surface water media and other IOU
reports (WSRC 2000b, WSRC 2001a) for soil media. All radiological benchmarks for soil, sediment and
surface water media are provided in the Steel Creek IOU Periodic Report (WSRC 2004d). The screening
level evaluation process is outlined below:

Ash media evaluated as soil (terrestrial receptors) and as sediment (aquatic/semi-aquatic receptors)

e Compare the unit maximum activity to the ecological radiological screening benchmark activity for the
0 - 1 interval.

e Compare the unit maximum activity of the naturally-occurring (non-anthropogenic) constituents to 2X
the average SRS background concentration (WSRC 2006b; Appendix B-1).

e Constituents exceeding the ecological benchmark and background screen are further discussed in
Step C.2.1.4.

Surface water media (aquatic receptors):

o Compare the unit maximum activity to the ecological radiological screening benchmark activity.

e Constituents exceeding the ecological benchmark screen are further discussed in Step C.2.1.4.
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C.21.4 Refinement of Constituents of Potential Concern

c.21.4.1 Screening Results

Results of the ESV screening (Step C.2.1.1), screening-level risk calculations (Step C.2.1.2), and
radiological constituent screening (Step C.2.1.3) for Dunbarton Bay are provided below:

Table C-1 identifies the following constituents as ecological COPCs based on ESV screening in the 0- to 1-
ft ash interval that is evaluated as a terrestrial soil media: arsenic, barium, beryllium, copper, iron, lead,
manganese, selenium, thallium and zinc. Table C-2 shows both the NOAEL-based HQ and LOAEL-based
HQ calculations (as applicable) using the maximum detected concentration for the six standard terrestrial
receptors (earthworm, old field mouse, short-tailed shrew, raccoon, American robin, red-tailed hawk). HQs
>1 are indicated for arsenic (mouse, shrew, raccoon), barium (shrew), copper (earthworm), lead (robin),
selenium (shrew, raccoon, robin), thallium (mouse, shrew, raccoon, robin), and zinc (robin). Table C-3
shows the HQs based on an average calculation; LOAEL-based HQs are >1 for selenium (shrew, robin),
and thallium (shrew, raccoon).

Table C-4 identifies the following constituents as ecological COPCs based on ESV screening in the 0- to 1-
ft ash interval that is evaluated as an aquatic sediment media: arsenic, barium, copper, selenium, and
thallium. Table C-5 shows both the NOAEL and LOAEL-based HQ calculations (as applicable) using the
maximum detected concentration for the three standard aquatic receptors (benthic-dwelling organisms,
raccoon, heron). HQs >1 are indicated for arsenic (benthic organisms, raccoon), barium (benthic
organisms), copper (benthic organisms), selenium (raccoon), and thallium (raccoon, heron). Table C-6
shows the HQs based on an average calculation; LOAEL-based HQs are >1 for arsenic (benthic-dwelling
organisms), barium (benthic-dwelling organisms), selenium (raccoon), and thallium (raccoon).

Table C-7 identifies the following constituents as ecological COPCs based on ESV screening in the surface
water media for aquatic/semi-aquatic receptors: aluminum, arsenic, barium, copper, iron, manganese, and
vanadium. Table C-8 shows both the NOAEL and LOAEL-based HQ calculations (as applicable) using the
maximum detected concentrations for the three standard aquatic receptors (aquatic organisms, raccoon,
heron). HQs >1 are indicated for aluminum (aquatic organisms, raccoon), arsenic (raccoon), barium
(aquatic organisms), copper (aquatic organisms), iron (aquatic organisms), manganese (aquatic organisms)
and vanadium (aquatic organisms). HQs based on an average concentration were not calculated because
there are only two analytical results for the surface water media.

The results of the radiological benchmark screening exercise are presented in Table C-9 (ash media
evaluated for terrestrial receptors), Table C-10 (ash media evaluated for aquatic/semi-aquatic receptors),
and Table C-11 (surface water media evaluated for aquatic/semi-aquatic receptors). No constituents
exceeded the radiological benchmark screening values for either the ash or surface water media for any
receptors.

C.2.1.4.2  Additional Consideration: Toxicity Data Uncertainty

There is uncertainty associated with ESVs and ETs used in the screening-level evaluation because the
toxicity data are not unit-specific. ESVs from the Ecological Screening Values (ESVs) protocol (WSRC,
2006a) and terrestrial toxicity values from Toxicological Benchmarks for Wildlife: 1996 Revision (Sample
et al. 1996) are primarily used in this assessment. Limitations in toxicity values from these sources are
common to most other toxicity data sources. These limitations include variations in physiological or
biochemical factors that may exist among species, behavioral and ecological parameters that may make
species’ sensitivity to a contaminant different from that of the test organism, and limited information on
long-term effects on natural populations. ESVs and NOAEL-based ETs represent the lower of the
available benchmarks to minimize this uncertainty. The resulting thresholds are very conservative and, in
some instances, may dramatically overestimate the toxic potential of constituents at the unit. In addition,
most laboratory studies use highly bioavailable forms of chemicals during toxicity-related derivations.
Since most chemicals in nature are bound or associated with inorganic matrices or organics, many are not

1973 _RPD.docx



ARF-19055

Focused CMS/FS for the Wetland Area at DB — SC IOU SRNS-RP-2012-0025
Savannah River Site Rev. 1.1
April 2013 Appendix C, Page C-12 of C-122

as bioavailable as the forms used in the laboratory studies. The combination of using maximum
concentrations as intakes and conservative ESVs/ETs provides confidence that the constituents of potential
concern (COPCs) resulting from the screenings are protective.

C.2.1.4.3 _ Additional Consideration: Receptor Uncertainty

In addition, there is uncertainty in the groups of organisms potentially utilizing the Dunbarton Bay. This
may be minimized by conducting unit-specific ecological characterizations and using data from field
surveys for TES species evaluations. Nevertheless, the receptor species listed as potentially present at the
unit are a limited subset of the species that may use the area to some extent for at least a portion of the year.
The species evaluated in the screening level ERA are considered to provide a conservative representation of
the range of exposures that may be experienced by other species that were not specifically evaluated.

C.214.4 Additional Consideration: Known Ecological Effects in a Similar Ecosystem

Many formal biological studies have been conducted in the vicinity of the 488-D Ash Basin in D Area.
The studies document that adverse effects have occurred in the areas of the active settling basins. The
effects observed within the coal-ash affected environment include physiological malformations in
salamanders and tadpoles, decreased swimming performance in tadpoles, increased body burdens of metals
in various species, increased metabolic rates for several species, endocrine/hormonal effects in amphibians,
and vegetative stress and death in plant communities. A critical review of these studies is provided in the
RCRA Facility Investigation/Remedial Investigation Work Plan Addendum for the D-Area Expanded
Operable Unit (WSRC, 2001b).

The D Area Wetland received ash-sluice water from the 488-D Ash Basin. Historical aerial photographs,
as well as surface water and sediment sampling results obtained during the RFI/RI characterization efforts,
indicate a significant ash plume in the D-Area Wetland. Results of the characterization efforts indicate
elevated concentrations of ash-related metals in the surface water and sediment media.

The Ecological Sampling and Analysis Plan for the D-Area Wetlands Operable Unit (WSRC, 2002) was
published in November 2002. The SAP provides guidance for collecting and analyzing environmental
samples of the D-Area Wetlands Operable Unit. The SAP was developed to further reduce ERA process
uncertainty through actual field sampling. The plan includes population/community evaluations,
bioaccumulation and field tissue surveys, and toxicity testing. Trace metals (e.g., arsenic, mercury,
selenium) were identified as the constituents of potential concern.

SREL has been the primary point of contact for these studies and have conducted extensive research on
coal combustion wastes (CCW) in the D-Area Ash Plume Wetland (DAPW) over the last decade. The
similarity of the environmental conditions (i.e., ash in a wetland habitat) between the DAPW and the
situation at Dunbarton Bay is unique. Therefore, it is very likely that many of the studies that have been
conducted in the DAPW to support an ERA could also be applied to Dunbarton Bay.

C.2.145 Lines-of Evidence Evaluation

Typically a recommendation of whether or not a COPC should be carried forward for further remedial
evaluation is based on a very thorough analysis of each constituent. The evaluation includes a weight-of-
evidence approach that considers nature and extent of contamination, consistency with history of use,
presence in background, analytical data quality, and uncertainties associated with toxicity data. However,
given the preponderance of SREL research information on the D-Area Ash Plume Wetland and its
similarity to Dunbarton Bay, a thorough analysis of each constituent has not been performed at this time
and all trace metals are identified as ecological COPCs for further evaluation. No radiological constituents
are identified as ecological COPCs since the data screening did not identify any threshold exceedences.
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C215 Screening-level Ecological Effects Evaluation Conclusion

The following three possible decisions can be made upon completion of the screening level ecological
evaluation:

e There are adequate data to conclude that ecological risks are negligible and, therefore, there is no need
for remediation on the basis of ecological risk.

e The information indicates a potential for adverse ecological effects, and a more thorough assessment is
not warranted.

e The information is not adequate to make a decision at this point, and the ecological risk assessment
process will continue to address data gaps.

The screening level ecological effects evaluation for Dunbarton Bay indicates that more information is
needed in order to more thoroughly assess the risk potential to ecological receptors. Of primary interest are
the trace metals that are naturally occurring in coal and may be concentrated in coal ash because they are
not lost during combustion.

C.2.2  Site-Specific Biological Sampling at Dunbarton Bay

The overall objective of the supplemental characterization effort is to obtain additional data to assess the
need for remedial actions within the Dunbarton Bay ecosystem. Unit-specific biological data collected for
Dunbarton Bay greatly reduces the uncertainties associated with relying strictly on literature-based toxicity
values and exposure assumptions. The Sampling and Analysis Plan for the Wetland Area at Dunbarton
Bay (NBN) in Support of the Steel Creek Integrator Operable Unit (U) (SRNS 2011) describes the project
data quality objectives, sampling design and rationale, analytical plan, and field implementation relative to
this effort. The SAP targets ash (soil and sediment), surface water, and biota media.

By obtaining biological tissue data, the nature of the contamination within representative biota/taxa can be
assessed. Biota samples are taken within the study area. Background samples are also taken in another
appropriate Carolina bay system (Bay 100). This data can also be directly applied to the SRS-specific
trophic modeling effort to assess threats to trophically linked organisms as well as the organisms being
sampled. The data will also be used to infer population level effects based on appropriate endpoints such as
reduced fecundity or survivability. Much of the information relating amphibian endpoints will be evaluated
based on topically related research conducted by SREL on the effects of coal combustion products
associated with ash basins and depositional areas in D Area. The TES species survey will identify species
potentially present in the Dunbarton Bay system. This information will be used to assess critical habitat or
species within the system that may warrant special consideration. In general, the biological data and
additional information will be used to determine if contaminants present within the Dunbarton Bay system
pose unacceptable risk to representative populations inhabiting or utilizing the Dunbarton Bay system or to
special species of concern.

C221 TES Survey Results

In 2012, a Habitat Assessment and Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive (TES) Survey for Dunbarton Bay
was performed by the United States Department of Agriculture Forest Service-Savannah River (USDA FS-
Savannah River). This survey assesses potential threats or critical habitats for species of conservation
concern. The report documents the findings of the field surveys and literature reviews to determine the
actual or potential occurrence of any proposed, endangered, threatened, and sensitive (PETS) species in the
Dunbarton Bay area. The following summary level information is taken directly from the Summary and
Conclusion portion of the document; it is provided in its entirety as Attachment C-1. Details regarding the
survey area description, PETS species considered for the survey, survey methods, flora and fauna
observations, and field survey results can be found in the attachment.
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In support of the characterization of the P-Area Ash Basin / Dunbarton Bay/ P-Area Ash Plume Wetland
(PAB/DB/PAPW) project area, the USDA FS-SR was tasked with conducting a habitat assessment and
PETS species survey. Determination of presence or likelihood of presence of PETS in the PAB/DB/PAPW
survey area was made based on historical records, conversations with subject matter experts, literature
searches of life history and habitat requirements, site visits and contracted plant surveys, and best
professional judgment. Natural resource specialists (biologists, ecologists, and/or botanists) within the
USDA FS-SR visited or had surveys conducted within the PAB/DB/PAPW survey area. Where
information was lacking or absent, the best scientific and commercial data was utilized. The report
documents the findings of field surveys and literature reviews and determined the actual or potential
occurrence of any PETS species in the impacted project areas. Results from botanical and wildlife surveys
did not identify any critical habitat nor located any PETS species within the project area.

Based upon the above reviews, it was determined that the habitats in the vicinity of the PAB/DB/PAPW
survey are generally not suitable for most SRS listed plant and animal PETS species. Compartment 74 lies
within the Supplemental Red Cockaded Woodpecker Habitat Management Area and thus is not managed
for priority nesting habitat for the red cockaded woodpecker. This means the red cockaded woodpecker is
likely absent in the survey area and not expected to occur here in the foreseeable future. Currently, the only
potential red cockaded woodpecker nesting habitat is in the upland habitat above the right of way. A
portion of this area (approximately 0.6 ha (lacre) is in maturing loblolly pine stand which is currently
marked for an intermediate thinning harvest. This stand will be regenerated (clearcut) at 50 years of age
and therefore will be unsuitable for any red cockaded woodpecker nesting habitat. Suitable riverine habitat
for the short nosed sturgeon is not available and other aquatic species such as the American sand burrowing
mayfly are also highly unlikely. Some species, such as the bald eagle and American alligator may move
across or briefly through the area as transients but no habitat conditions exist in the project survey area to
support these species. There is no suitable sandhill habitat for the gopher tortoise or wetland habitat for the
state (South Carolina) endangered gopher frog. There is no suitable aquatic foraging or nesting habitat for
the wood stork. There are three known coneflower populations on the SRS, however, none occur in the
PAB/DB/PAPW project area and therefore would not be a concern. The smooth coneflower is sometimes
found in open right of way habitats that have suitable soils, however, the soils are primarily hydric within
the utility and road right of way survey area making it unlikely for the establishment of this species.

A single pondberry population exists on the SRS along the margin of a Carolina bay located well away
from the PAB/DB/PAPW project area and therefore would not be a concern. With the possible exception
of pondberry habitat most commonly associated with wetland depressions with open canopies, there is no
critical habitat designated for PETS plant species within the PAB/DB/PAPW assessment area. The Florida
bladderwort, a sensitive plant species reported in the Dunbarton Bay 20 years ago was not relocated in this
survey likely due to the lack of open water and closed canopy habitat conditions. USDA-FS SR bird counts
of the survey recorded species, one of which is considered species of conservation concern by the South
Carolina Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR).

As part of the habitat characterization, game and non-game wildlife species that were heard, seen, captured
or evidence observed of wildlife utilizing the project area were recorded. Evidence of big game such as
white-tailed deer, feral hogs, and wild turkey were observed in the survey area. Based on SREL’s survey
data, seventeen species of herpetofuana and two mammal species were captured but did not include any
federally or state listed PETS species. It is beyond the scope of this report to ascertain whether there are
demonstrable or probable impacts to any known or unknown flora and fauna PETS species associated with
the PAPW as a result of the coal ash deposition from the PAB.

C222 Savannah River Ecology Laboratory Studies

The SREL collected and analyzed the ash/soil and biota samples in 2011/2012 in support of this ERA. The
following lines-of-evidence were pursued in the study:

e Determination of the amphibian species utilizing the Dunbarton Bay (Bay 96) and a reference site (Bay
100)
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e Quantification of trace element accumulation for select species (including reptiles, small mammals,
ground beetles, etc.)

o Comparison of food web trace elements at two sites (P-Area vs. D-Area)

e Assessment of Dunbarton Bay suitability as amphibian breeding site

The P-Area Wetland Studies Soils and Biota is provided in its entirety as Attachment C-2. Details
regarding the background, objectives, methods, and results can be found in the attachment. The following
summary level information is taken directly from the Discussion and Conclusions portions of the report.
Note that the citations provided here are formally referenced in the report.

Discussion: Determining whether low-level chronic exposure to contaminants affects population viability
is a major challenge in ecotoxicology. Amphibians are ideally suited for examining contaminant effects
because they are important components of aquatic and terrestrial communities, and often are sensitive to
environmental contaminants. In particular, their permeable skin and susceptibility in both aquatic and
terrestrial habitats puts them at high risk. Amphibians have been the subjects of numerous ecotoxicology
studies (reviewed in Linder et al. 2003 and Sparling et al. 2000). Exposure to metals found in fly ash can
have a range of effects including decreased survivorship of frog (Baud & Beck 2005; Rowe et al. 2001) and
salamander (Horne & Dunson 1995; Roe et al. 2006) larvae, increased time to metamorphosis (James et al.
2005; Roe et al. 2006), and decreased size at metamorphosis (Peterson et al. 2009). An effect on body size
at metamorphosis is critical because it affects adult fitness traits such as age at first reproduction, survival,
and fecundity (Semlitsch et al. 1988; Scott 1994). Similarly, a contaminant-induced delay in
metamorphosis may result in catastrophic mortality in a drying pond (Semlitsch et al. 1996). Ultimately,
assessment of population-level effects requires knowledge of biological effects beyond measurements of
contaminant body burdens.

Elevated levels of five trace elements (arsenic, strontium, iron, cobalt, and thallium) were observed in the
Bay 96 ash-impacted soils compared to concentrations in the two cores taken within the Bay 100 wetland.
Surface soil concentrations of five additional elements (vanadium, copper, nickel, zinc, chromium) were
elevated at the Bay 96 drift fence locations — these differences between the two sites may be related to
textural differences between the wetland soils at Bay 96 fences and the bay rim/upland soils at Bay 100.
Bay 100 had elevated aluminum and lead levels compared to Bay 96 soils. Biota at Bay 96 had elevated
tissue concentrations of arsenic, selenium and strontium compared to biota from the reference site (Bay
100); mercury and lead were higher in tissue at Bay 100. Elevated lead at Bay 100 may possibly be due to
pre-SRS waterfowl hunting, as lead shot accumulates and settles slowly in wetland sediments (Mudge
1984). No population-level effects related to these elevated body burdens were observed, although chronic
sub-lethal exposure studies were not conducted.

All prior SREL research on the ecological effects of CCW has been conducted within the D-Area system,
and conclusions may be limited to that system. Studies on amphibians exposed to CCW in the D-Area
receiving ponds and primary/secondary ash settling basins revealed that numerous species accumulate high
concentrations of trace elements, which elicit several adverse responses (Rowe et al. 1996, 1998; Hopkins
et al. 1997, 1999, 2000, 2006; Snodgrass et al. 2004). For example, southern toads inhabiting the D-Area
primary settling basin bioaccumulated metals (Hopkins et al. 1998), had increased stress hormones
(Hopkins et al. 1997, 1999) and experienced reduced larval recruitment (Rowe et al. 2001). Narrow-mouth
toads (Gastrophryne carolinensis) from the primary basin accumulated traced elements and transferred
significant quantities of selenium and strontium to their eggs, had reduced hatching success, and increased
larval developmental abnormalities, abnormal swimming behavior, and overall viability (Hopkins et al.
2006). Mole salamander larvae reared in mesocosms containing ash sediments from the D-Area receiving
basins also accumulated trace elements and had reduced larval growth rate and survival to metamorphosis
(Roe et al. 2006). These studies suggest that recently disposed CCW (i.e., in open receiving and settling
basins) has sub-lethal effects on amphibians that may affect populations.

Recent D-Area research (Metts et al., in press) found that southern toads inhabiting the D-Area also
maternally transferred trace elements to their eggs. In addition, these females produced smaller clutches of
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eggs and experienced decreased hatching success. In fact, overall reproductive success of the DAB and
DAPW females was reduced 39% and 28%, respectively, compared to reference females. Furthermore,
larvae from ash basin and ash plume females had a 25% decrease in survival to metamorphosis compared
to reference females. Moreover, larvae reared in CCW sediments had extended larval period, were smaller
at metamorphosis, and had reduced performance compared to those reared in reference sediments. These
data suggest that some CCW-contaminated habitats may be an environmental “sink” to some amphibian
species.

At Bay 96, tissue and sediment concentrations of COPCs were generally lower than levels in the DAPW,
and much lower than the D-Area settling basins. For elements that showed a significant correlation
between soil and tissue concentrations, Bay 96 levels were lower than DAPW and DAB levels. Whether
the low-level body burdens observed at Bay 96 translate to significant individual- or population-level
effects is unknown.

In addition to contaminants, numerous factors influence amphibian diversity, population size, and
demography. The amount of time a wetland holds water (i.e., hydroperiod) is a primary determinant of
juvenile recruitment, species diversity, and species composition (Pechmann et al. 1989, Snodgrass et al.
2000). Although fewer captures of amphibians occurred at Bay 96 compared to Bay 100 for most species,
the most parsimonious explanation for the reduced numbers is the hydroperiod (observed and long-term
average) of the sites. During the sampling Bay 96 did not hold water; Bay 100 had pockets of water for
two months, which enabled successful recruitment by mole salamanders and may have attracted breeding
southern toads. The elevated tissue mercury in biota at Bay 100 also suggests a longer hydroperiod.
Spadefoot toads, a short hydroperiod specialist, were more numerous at Bay 96. In addition, the drift
fences at each site may have sampled different types of animals: relatively sparsely distributed residents
living on the ash-impacted area at Bay 96 vs. breeding immigrants attracted to water at Bay 100.

Conclusion: Long-term stewardship of DOE lands and surface waters requires landscape-level management
that maintains a healthy ecosystem and minimizes ecological risks from legacy contaminants such as CCW.
Decisions concerning acceptable clean-up and closure of CCW sites require monitoring the diversity and
success of the biota inhabiting the area, preferably by direct measurement of biological effects. This study
documented COPC levels in soils and biota, but did not directly assess biological effects.

Past SREL research in the D-Area system has assessed the effects of CCW on vertebrates. Previous studies
have documented contaminant bioaccumulation, with accompanying individual-level effects (e.g., altered
behavior, increased deformities, reduced growth) and population-level effects (e.g., reduced recruitment
and offspring viability) in some species, with the most deleterious effects being associated with the highest
level of contaminants (i.e., in active ash settling basins). In general, biological effects in the DAPW remain
elevated compared to reference sites but are below levels observed for the primary and secondary ash
basins. Similarly, trace element concentrations in surface sediments in the DAPW have attenuated
compared to the DAB sediments. Both the forest plant community and the amphibian community have a
species composition that appears to be “normal” for the type and age of the habitat. The trace element
concentrations at Bay 96 are lower than at the DAPW, and it also appears to have a typical amphibian
community compared to the nearby reference site.

Site remediation decisions require an assessment of the potential ecosystem-level risk of trace element
contaminants to organisms, including: 1) a species list (biological survey) for the habitat of interest for
comparison to reference sites, 2) species-specific estimates of trace element concentrations (body burdens),
and 3) the measurement of endpoints that reflect the individual and population-level consequences of
elevated trace element body burdens (population effects). In this study, biological surveys were conducted
at Bay 96, Bay 100, and select D-Area sites for comparison, and determined trace element tissue
concentrations in a variety of organisms. Given the time and funding constraints, extensive population
demography studies or experimental assessment of chronic sub-lethal effects at the observed trace metal
concentrations in Bay 96 were not conducted. Consequently, prior experiments at CCW levels in the
D-Area system to speculate about potential CCW impacts on biota in P-Area are relied on.
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In general, the biota that were examined at Bay 96 had elevated arsenic, selenium and strontium tissue
concentrations compared to animals from Bay 100. Despite these differences, concentrations in Bay 96
fauna were relatively low (e.g., arsenic, 3-6 mg/kg; selenium, 0.8-3 mg/kg) compared to those captured at
the D-Area Primary Ash Settling Basin (arsenic, 3-7 mg/kg; selenium, 15-46 mg/kg) and D-Area Ash
Plume Wetland (arsenic 1.6-3.4 mg/kg; selenium, 6-22 mg/kg). Tissue concentrations were highly
correlated with soil concentrations for arsenic, selenium and strontium, and soil concentrations of these
COPC were elevated in the D-Area system compared to P-Area (Bay 96).

For amphibians, both the contaminated site (Bay 96) and the reference site (Bay 100) were similar in
species richness and composition. Greater numbers of captures occurred at Bay 100, it is thought that this
was primarily due to 1) the presence of water for portions of the sample period at Bay 100 but not at Bay
96, and 2) a difference in configuration of the sampling fences that were likely sampling animals during
their breeding migration at Bay 100 but only resident animals at Bay 96. Thus, any population-level
differences between the two sites were more likely due to between-site hydroperiod differences rather than
any direct effects of elevated COPC at Bay 96.

C223 Site-Specific Trophic-Level Modeling

Trophic-level modeling was conducted using the site-specific data that was collected and analyzed by
SREL in 2010/2011. This effort addressed the uncertainty associated with relying strictly on literature-
based toxicity values and exposure assumptions. Results of the modeling effort, Ecological Effects of
Contaminants in the P-Area Wetlands, is provided in its entirety as Attachment C-3. The following excerpt
is taken directly from the Executive Summary portion of the report.

The objective of this study was to evaluate the risks posed by trace metals in coal ash to higher trophic
level organisms that may feed in impacted portions of Dunbarton Bay. This was accomplished by using
contaminant exposure models that assess the effects on ecological receptors of trace metals in food, water,
and ingested soil. Models for the raccoon Procyon lotor and great blue heron Ardea herodias, previously
developed for use in the SRS Integrator Operable Unit (IOU) assessment program, were modified to reflect
the food sources occurring in wetlands. Input data for the models included trace metal concentrations in
biota, sediment, and water collected during recent surveys of the Dunbarton Bay wetlands.

Arsenic concentrations in sediments and the tissues of potential forage organisms consumed by raccoons
and blue herons (i.e., amphibians, reptiles, invertebrates, and small mammals) were higher in areas affected
by coal ash deposition than in uncontaminated reference areas. Other metals including selenium and
strontium were also elevated in at least some forage organisms collected from the areas of ash deposition.
However, no metals were present at concentrations high enough to produce exposure doses that posed
potential ecological risks to raccoons or blue herons that feed in the Dunbarton Bay wetlands. The only
metal that exceeded toxicity reference values was aluminum, which exceeded the lowest observed adverse
effect level (LOAEL) for the raccoon at both impacted and uncontaminated reference sites as a result of the
incidental consumption of soil. As noted in previous reports, aluminum exceedances in SRS soils are
common, even in reference areas, and related to naturally high aluminum levels in soils rather than to SRS
industrial operations.

Overall, results of the modeling effort show that contaminants associated with the abiotic media or biotic
components of Dunbarton Bay do not represent a contaminant risk to predatory birds or omnivorous
mammals which likely represent high exposure receptors for the system. Aluminum, the only constituent
that resulted in a HQ greater than 1 had a higher concentration in the reference bay (Bay 100) than was
observed at Dunbarton Bay. As such, the results of the modeling effort show no evidence that the
contaminants present within the Dunbarton system pose an ecological threat.

C.2.3 Additional Risk Information and Uncertainty Evaluation

This purpose of this section is to provide additional information for interpreting the risk results. It
addresses some of the exposure effects information presented to this point and summarizes associated
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uncertainties. In general, constituent screening based on literature-based toxicity values inherently rests on
many assumptions. Several aspects of the uncertainties associated with the use of literature-based
ecological thresholds are discussed in the following sections. The constituent screening is supplemented by
site-specific biological data that was tailored to address key uncertainties associated with constituent
screening. Other lines of evidence, including the results of other studies conducted in ash deposited wetland
systems, are used as further lines of evidence to assess the health of the Dunbarton Bay system and
potential contaminant threats.

C231 Re-Evaluation of Preliminary Screening Level Assessment

A thorough analysis of each constituent was not performed in the screening-level effects evaluation
(Section 2.1) and all trace metals were identified as ecological COPCs for further evaluation. The
additional uncertainty discussion provided in this section is in accordance with the Constituents of Concern
Refinement Process Protocol (WSRC 2006a). SRS soil background concentrations were obtained from
Appendix B-2 of the Background Soils Statistical Summary Report (WSRC 2006b).

Average unit concentrations are typically given more significance than maximum concentrations in
ecological risk assessments since the ecological receptors under consideration are not sedentary and their
exposure will be over a larger area than that encountered at a single sampling location. The exception to
the assumption of non-sedentary behavior are soil invertebrates and benthic dwelling organisms. However,
this is offset by the fact that the soil invertebrate and benthic organism endpoints are established at the
community-level, and effects caused by a maximum concentration at a single location would not cause
community-level impacts. Therefore, the following lines-of-evidence discussion is only presented for the
constituents that have a HQ based on an average concentration equal to or exceeding one (i.e., HQq>1).

In general, NOAEL-based HQs are considered screening benchmarks that are not used to make remedial
decisions at a waste unit unless threatened, endangered or sensitive (TES) species are present since these
species are protected at the individual level. For the evaluation of wildlife receptors, the preferred toxicity
test endpoint is the lowest appropriate chronic LOAEL for non lethal or reproductive effects. It follows
that LOAEL-based HQs are appropriate for evaluating risk to non-threatened and endangered receptor
populations (Suter et al. 1994). The risk information presented in Section C.2.1 shows the range of HQs
based on both the NOAEL and LOAEL toxicity values. Since no TES species are expected to occur at
Dunbarton Bay, only the LOAEL-based HQs were used in the uncertainty evaluation to provide a
quantitative measure to assess the potential for adverse ecological impacts at the community level.

For the receptors that have a home range greater than the size of the waste unit (i.e., raccoon and hawk), a
unit foraging factor (UFF) can be applied to further refine the HQ calculation. The impacted area of
Dunbarton Bay is approximately 38 acres (15.2 hectares). The calculated HQ can be adjusted to take into
account the size of the unit and the home range of the receptor by multiplying the HQ by the UFF (if the
unit area home range is less than one). The UFF information for Dumbarton Bay is provided below.

Unit-Specific Foraging Factor Information

Receptor Home Range (ha) Dunbarton Bay (ha) Unit Specific Foraging Factor
Shrew 3.90E-01 1.52E+01 3.90E+01
Mouse 1.64E-01 1.52E+01 9.27E+01
Raccoon 5.20E+01 1.51E+01 2.92E-01
Robin 4.20E-01 1.52E+01 3.62E+01
Hawk 2.33E+02 1.52E+01 6.52E-02
Heron 1.50E+00 1.52E+01 1.01E+01

UFF = smaller of 1 and unit area’home range. Those receptors with home ranges exceeding the size of the waste unit are noted in bold.
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Table C-3 (terrestrial receptors, ash evaluated as soil media) shows LOAEL-based HQs > 1 for selenium
(shrew HQ = 3.7, robin HQ= 2.4), and thallium (shrew HQ = 13, raccoon HQ = 1.2, [HQ <1 using UFF
adjustment]).

Table C-6 (aquatic receptors, ash evaluated as sediment media) shows LOAEL-based HQs > 1 for selenium
(raccoon HQ = 1.9, [HQ <1 using UFF adjustment]), and thallium (raccoon HQ = 4.2, [HQ = 1.2 using
UFF adjustment). In addition, arsenic (benthic-dwelling organisms) and barium (benthic-dwelling
organisms) had HQs = 1.8 and 3.4, respectively.

These constituents are discussed in more detail below.

Arsenic was detected in 10 of 10 samples, with 2 sample results being estimated values. Concentrations
ranged from 1.82 mg/kg to 33.6 mg/kg, with an average concentration of 14.8 mg/kg. Maximum
concentration in SRS background soils is 22.9 mg/kg and the mean concentration is 2.23 mg/kg. Unit
concentrations are greater than SRS background concentrations. Arsenic, naturally present in coal, may be
concentrated in coal ash because it is not lost during combustion; thus, it is expected in Dunbarton Bay due
to the ash material that has been deposited at this unit.

Barium was detected in 10 of 10 samples, with 0 sample results being estimated values. Concentrations
ranged from 10 mg/kg to 144 mg/kg, with an average concentration of 68.2 mg/kg. Maximum
concentration in SRS background soils is 252 mg/kg and the mean concentration is 16.5 mg/kg. Unit
concentrations are within soil background concentrations at SRS.

Selenium was detected in 10 of 10 samples, with 7 sample results being estimated values. Concentrations
ranged from 0.61 mg/kg to 5.44 mg/kg, with an average concentration of 2.57 mg/kg. Maximum
concentration in SRS background soils is 12.2 mg/kg and the mean concentration is 1.9 mg/kg. Unit
concentrations are within soil background concentrations at SRS.

Thallium was detected in 8 of 10 samples, with 5 sample results being estimated values. Concentrations
ranged from nondetect (ND) to 3.67 mg/kg, with an average concentration of 1.67 mg/kg. Maximum
concentration in SRS background soils is 8.13 mg/kg and the mean concentration is 1.47 mg/kg. Unit
concentrations are within soil background concentrations at SRS.

Conclusion: Barium, selenium and thallium are naturally occurring constituents that are common in SRS
soils. The concentrations of these constituents are within the SRS background concentrations and they do
not appear to be unit related since they are indistinguishable from background.

The concentration of arsenic is greater than SRS background concentrations. It may be concentrated in
coal ash because it is not lost during combustion; thus, it is expected in Dunbarton Bay due to the ash
material that has been deposited at this unit. However, arsenic only had a HQ >1 for the sediment dwelling
organism receptors. See additional discussion below regarding the appropriateness of using sediment
dwelling organisms as legitimate receptors at Dunbarton Bay (given the absence of water).

C.232 Re-Evaluation of Surface Water Medlia

Two surface water samples were obtained in the 2010 sampling effort. One of these samples was within
Dunbarton Bay, and the second was in a drainage located outside of the bay. The samples were obtained
from shallow pools of water less than six inches deep. Although a turbidity measurement is not available, it
is very likely that there was a high degree of suspended solids that were present in the sample. The
screening level assessment identified metals (aluminum, arsenic, barium, copper, iron, manganese and
vanadium) as COPCs based on conservative assumptions (Section 2.1.4).

Surface water sampling at multiple locations within Dunbarton Bay was targeted to address this
uncertainty. However, no surface water was present during the 2011 sampling event, and it appears that the
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presence of surface water within the area is highly variable. Therefore, the surface water media does not
represent a prolonged, sustainable source of exposure for aquatic/semi-aquatic wildlife receptors.

C233 Re-Evaluation of Sediment Toxicity

The screening level assessment identified a potential toxicity exposure issue for sediment dwelling
organisms (arsenic and barium). (Note that the sediment dwelling organism receptor pertains to sediment
invertebrates generally as a functional group and not to a particular species or taxonomic group). Although
the ash (sediment) samples were collected by SREL for chemical analysis, toxicity testing that would
directly address uncertainty in the use of conservative literature-based benchmark values was not
performed. However, the following information provides a reasonable justification that this is not a
significant data gap.

The screening level assessment uses Effects Range-Low (ER-L) values from Toxicological Benchmarks for
Screening Contaminants of Potential Concern for Effects on Sediment-Associated Biota: 1997 Revision
(Jones et al. 1997). The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) supported the
development of these criteria for sediment media. Chemical concentrations observed (or predicted) by
methods associated with biological effects were ranked, and the lower 10™ percentile ER-L value (most
conservative) and median [Effects Range-Media (ER-M)] concentrations were identified.

It is important to note that although the maximum detected concentration of arsenic, barium and chromium
exceeded the most conservative ER-L screening value, none of these constituents exceeded the ER-M
value. The ER-L was exceeded for arsenic and barium using the average concentration.

This reference document indicates that NOAA values may be used to help identify sites with the potential
to cause adverse biological effects, but these are not standards intended for use in regulatory decisions and
that these benchmarks do not represent remediation goals. The sediment benchmarks are to be used as
screening values only and must not be used as the sole measure of toxicity.

Given the surface water media does not represent a prolonged, sustainable source of exposure for
aquatic/semi-aquatic wildlife receptors, it is probable that traditional benthic-dwelling organisms do not
exist within the Dunbarton Bay wetland. The PETS substantiates this to some degree by indicating that
suitable habitat for aquatic species such as the American sand burrowing mayfly is highly unlikely and that
there is no suitable aquatic foraging habitat for the wood stork. Capture by SREL of seven species of
amphibians and six reptile species in the Dunbarton Bay wetland in addition to small mammals, spiders,
beetles, and millipedes also indicates that sediment dwelling organism are not as likely to be in Dunbarton
Bay. In support of the ongoing research of CCW at D-Area, the Savannah River Technology Center
(SRTC) conducted toxicity testing for terrestrial invertebrates. Given the lack of surface water within
Dunbarton Bay, it is probable that these are more likely receptors than sediment dwelling organisms.
Conclusions excerpted from Earthworm (Eisenia foetida) Toxicity and Bioaccumulation Studies Conducted
on Soils Collected from the D-Area Wetland, July-August 2003 are provided below. The study is presented
in its entirety in Attachment C-4.

Earthworm toxicity tests were conducted on soils from six locations at the D-Area Wetland, including two
reference locations and four locations that contained coal ash. Contaminant body burdens were measured in
the earthworms at the end of the toxicity tests. Arsenic was the contaminant of interest because arsenic
concentrations in the soils that contain coal ash were close to Oak Ridge National Laboratory Invertebrates
Soil Screening Benchmark value of 60 mg/kg and exceeded the EPA Region 4 Soil Screening Benchmark
of 10 mg/kg.

The results of the toxicity tests indicated that exposure to the soils did not cause significant mortality to the
earthworms. The body burden analyses for arsenic indicate that all of the worms, including those exposed
only to the worm bedding in which the worm were reared, had elevated body burdens of arsenic. Arsenic
body burdens were similar in worms exposed to reference soils and soils from the D-Area Wetland that
contained the coal ash, which indicates little if any uptake of arsenic from the contaminated soils.
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Earthworms exposed to some of the soils that contained coal ash had significantly higher body burdens of
several metals, including molybdenum, selenium, antimony and strontium. It is doubtful, however that
most of these differences are great enough to be biologically significant. The data suggests that EPA
Region 4 benchmarks are probably overly conservative.

A comparison of the analytical results from the coal combustion waste from the D-Area Wetland that were used in the
earthworm toxicity tests to the material in WADB is provided below:

As Cd Cu Hg Mn Mo Pb Sh Se \% Zn
D-Area
Toxicity | 4155 | <1 | 3042 | 0.12-025 | 2% 4-9 9-18 <1 510 | 35-55 | 18-46
Test Data ’ ’ 306
(mg/ke)
yfé%im 1.82- | ND- | 1.49- | 0.00792- | 9.15- | Not 3.62- | Not | 061- | 639- | 2.62-
ke | 336 | 0224 | 558 | 00773 | 354 | analyzed | 136 | analyzed | 544 | 258 | 550

Arsenic was the primary contaminant of interest for the toxicity tests that were conducted in D-Area. The
concentration of arsenic from the D-Area Wetland dataset (55 mg/kg) is much higher that the arsenic concentration in
the WADB dataset (33.6 mg/kg). All constituents, with the exception of copper and manganese, are higher in the
D-Area Wetland dataset. This is not a significant issue since the maximum detected result for these constituents are
within the SRS soil background concentrations (74.3 mg/kg and 463 mg/kg, respectively). Therefore, the results of the
D-Area toxicity tests can reasonably be used as an additional line of evidence that indicates that the sediments at
WADB are not toxic to invertebrates.

C2.34  Evaluation of Bioavailability

The following information on bioavailabilty associated with coal combustion waste (CCW) is taken
directly from the SREL report (Attachment C-2).

Coal-fired facilities have operated on the Savannah River Site (SRS) since the early 1950s. Seven coal
plants associated with steam generation were once in use on the SRS, each with its own production history
and associated CCW. Variation in CCW contaminant levels likely occurs across sites due to individual
coal-plant history, source of the parent coal material, and natural attenuation of contaminants after facility
shutdown. For example, at D-Area on the SRS, a contaminant concentration gradient occurs from very
recently deposited CCW in the primary settling basin to >35-yr-old CCW deposited in a nearby wetland
and floodplain. The D-Area Ash Plume Wetland received CCW through the early 1970s, resulting in a
CCW plume that extends over 40 ha of floodplain at depths up to 2.7 m. The DAPW has not received
CCW discharge for >35 years and the impacted area (including the wetland) has become revegetated with a
mixed floodplain community and a thin organic soil layer has developed. Organic matter in the surface
horizon of soil facilitates the release and downward transport of metals to lower horizons, where they may
be immobilized. Thus, the bioavailability of metals may be reduced in aged sediments from historic CCW
deposits where surface leaching has occurred.

In addition, each bulk surface layer sample was extracted using the standard Toxicity Characteristic
Leaching Procedure (TCLP), with the extracts analyzed by ICP-MS as per EPA Method 6020A. TCLP
extraction has been commonly used to estimate contaminant migration potential. The TCLP extractable
contaminant levels for all ash-impacted soils are well below the regulatory threshold for all of the inorganic
contaminants, and show no clear trends of enrichment within the ash deposition zone.

The modeling effort also assesses bioavailability (Attachment C-3). Results of the site-specific modeling
effort show that contaminants associated with the abiotic media and biotic components of Dunbarton Bay
do not represent a contaminant risk to predatory birds or omnivorous mammals which likely represents a
high exposure potential for receptors within the Dunbarton system. Aluminum was the only constituent
that resulted in a HQ greater than 1 and was observed at a higher concentration in the reference bay (Bay
100) than was observed at Dunbarton Bay. As such, the results of the modeling effort show no evidence
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that the contaminants present within the Dunbarton system pose a bioavailability threat to ecological
receptors.

C.24 ERA Summary

A summary of the important highlights of the ERA for Dunbarton Bay is provided below.

1))

2)

3)

4)

5)

Characterization data collected in June 2010 was used in the screening-level effects assessment. The
definitive level data is presented in the DUR (Appendix A).

For nonradionuclides, the screening level effects evaluation (Section C.2.1) compared maximum
detected concentrations to ESVs and 2 times average background. Constituents that exceeded the ESV
and background screen were carried forward to a screening level hazard calculation. HQs were
calculated using maximum detected concentration and both NOAEL-based and LOAEL-based ETs.
Typically, a recommendation of whether or not COPCs should be carried forward for further remedial
evaluation is based on a very thorough analysis of each constituent. However, given the
preponderance of SREL research information on the D-Area Ash Plume Wetland and its similarity to
Dunbarton Bay, a thorough analysis was not performed at this time and all trace metals were identified
as ecological COPCs for further evaluation. This is considered a conservative approach because no
constituents were eliminated in the process.

No radiological constituents were identified as ecological COPCs since the data screening did not
identify any threshold exceedences.

The screening level effects evaluation indicated that more information was needed in order to more
thoroughly assess the risk potential to ecological receptors. Site specific biological sampling was
recommended to address uncertainties in the ERA process. Of primary interest are the trace metals
that are naturally occurring in coal and may be concentrated in coal ash because they are not lost
during combustion.

A SAP was developed in 2011 to identified address data gaps in the ERA. The studies/evaluations
targeted both biotic and abiotic media.

A PETS survey was performed by USDA-FS (Section C.2.2.1). The report documents findings of
field surveys and literature reviews and determined the actual or potential occurrence of any PETS
species in the project area. Results from the botanical and wildlife surveys did not identify any critical
habitat nor located any PETS species within the project area (Attachment C-1).

SREL collected and analyzed biotic and abiotic samples within Dunbarton Bay (Section C.2.2.2). The
findings show overall that levels of arsenic, selenium and strontium as well as uranium, copper and
nickel in tissue were elevated in Dunbarton Bay when compared to the reference site. No population-
level effects related to elevated body burdens were observed. In addition, the number of species in the
Dunbarton Bay wetlands was comparable to a nearby reference bay, indicating that the elevated levels
of metals are not adversely impacting the biodiversity of herpetofauana within Dunbarton Bay
(Attachment C-2).

Past SREL research in the D-Area system has assessed the effects of CCW on vertebrates. Previous
studies have documented contaminant bioaccumulation, with accompanying individual-level effects
(e.g., altered behavior, increased deformities, reduced growth) and population-level effects (e.g.,
reduced recruitment and offspring viability) in some species, with the most deleterious effects being
associated with the highest level of contaminants (i.e., in active ash settling basins). In general,
biological effects in the D-Area Ash Plume Wetland (DAPW) remain elevated compared to reference
sites but are below levels observed for the primary and secondary ash basins. Similarly, trace element
concentrations in surface sediments in the DAPW have attenuated compared to the DAB sediments.
Both the forest plant community and the amphibian community have a species composition that
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6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

appears to be “normal” for the type and age of the habitat. The trace element concentrations at
Dunbarton Bay are lower than at the DAPW, and it also appears to have a typical amphibian
community compared to the nearby reference site.

Therefore, the results of the site specific studies by SREL appears to indicate that the ash media at
Dunbarton Bay does not represent a significant risk to populations/communities of ecological
receptors.

Trophic-level modeling was conducted using the site-specific data that was collected and analyzed by
SREL (Section C.2.2.3). This effort addressed the uncertainty associated with relying strictly on
literature-base toxicity values and exposure assumptions. The results showed aluminum exceeded
toxicity reference values for the raccoon and great blue heron in both the Dunbarton Bay wetlands and
the reference site (Bay 100). Aluminum is known to be elevated across the SRS due to naturally high
aluminum in soils at the SRS, and its presence in the reference bay indicates the elevated levels are not
due to contributions from the ash deposits. This is observed by the data collected that showed levels in
the reference bay (Bay 100) were higher than the Dunbarton Bay system. The trophic-level modeling
report is provided in Attachment C-3.

A refinement of COPCs resulting from the screening levels effects evaluation (using the definitive
level data collected in 2010) was performed in Section C.2.3.1. This re-evaluation concluded that
although barium, selenium and thallium had LOAEL-based HQs >1, the concentrations of these
naturally occurring constituents are within SRS background concentrations and therefore do not
represent a significant risk issue. The concentration of arsenic is greater than SRS background, but it
was identified a COPC for sediment dwelling organisms (HQ = 1.8) only.

The presence of surface water is highly variable; no surface water was present during the 2011
sampling events. Therefore, the surface water media does not represent a prolonged, sustainable
source of exposure for aquatic/semi-aquatic wildlife receptors (Section 2.3.2.).

Three lines of evidence regarding the toxicity of the ash media is provided in Section C.2.3.3.

e Although the most conservative ER-L screening values were exceeded for sediment dwelling
organisms (arsenic and barium), the concentrations of these constituents do not exceed the ER-M
value.

e Given the surface water media does not represent a prolonged, sustainable source of exposure for
aquatic/semi-aquatic wildlife receptors, it is probable that traditional benthic dwelling organisms
do not exist within the Dunbarton Bay wetland.

e Toxicity tests conducted on ash from the D-Area Wetlands using earthworm (representative of soil
invertebrates) exposure did not cause significant mortality to the earthworms and the higher body
burdens of several metals were not great enough to be biologically significant (Attachment C-4).

Related research conducted in ash depositional wetlands indicates that bioavailability of metals may be
reduced in aged sediments from historic CCW deposits where surface leaching has occurred (C.2.3.4).
In addition, the TCLP extractable contaminant levels for all ash impacted soils show no clear trends
within the ash disposition zone in Dunbarton Bay.
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C.25 ERA Conclusion

This ERA considers multiple lines-of-evidence in an effort to make a determination whether the ash media
within Dunbarton Bay either has in the past or has the potential in the future to pose a significant risk to
wildlife receptors. These lines-of-evidence include the following: chemical analysis of the impacted
medium, literature-based risk calculations, bioaccumulation and field tissue surveys, trophic level
modeling, population/community evaluations, and toxicity testing information.

There is no clear evidence that Dunbarton Bay is negatively impacting ecological receptors, as it appears
that it is as healthy and diverse an ecosystem as compared to similar areas adjacent to it that are not
contaminated. The overall weight-of-evidence leads to the conclusion that the naturally occurring trace
metals associated with the coal ash that is present within the Dunbarton Bay system do not pose an
unacceptable risk to representative populations inhabiting or utilizing the area or to special species of
concern. Therefore no ecological RCOCs are identified and there are no problems warranting action from
an ecological risk perspective. The preliminary CSM was revised based on this assessment and is presented
in Chapter 1.
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Table C-1. Ecological Screening for Terrestrial Receptors at Dunbarton Bay (0 To 1 Ft)
Detected ESV Screen Background Screen
Constituent Maximum ESV? Screening HO >17 2X Average Exceed CcopcC?®
Concentration® Level HQ® Q>1" Background* Background?®

Inorganics (mg/kg

Aluminum 6.97E+03 1.65E+01 422.1 YES 1.05E+04 No No
Arsenic 3.36E+01 1.54E+00 21.9 YES 4.28E+00 YES YES
Barium 1.44E+02 6.05E+01 2.4 YES 3.91E+01 YES YES
Beryllium 2.08E+00 1.10E+00 1.9 YES 2.89E-01 YES YES
Cadmium 2.24E-01 1.09E-01 2.1 YES 4.83E-01 No No
Calcium 2.09E+03 Nutrient’ -- No 4.76E+02 -- No
Chromium 1.54E+01 4.59E+00 3.4 YES 1.54E+01 No No
Cobalt 7.60E+00 2.00E+01 <1 No 1.55E+00 - No
Copper 5.58E+01 4.00E+01 1.4 YES 4.34E+00 YES YES
Iron 1.42E+04 2.00E+02 71.0 YES 1.27E+04 YES YES
Lead 1.36E+01 1.98E+00 6.9 YES 1.03E+01 YES YES
Magnesium 3.60E+02 Nutrient’ - No 2.75E+02 - No
Manganese 3.54E+02 1.00E+02 3.5 YES 1.53E+02 YES YES
Mercury 7.73E-02 3.00E-01 <1 No 7.10E-02 - No
Nickel 1.26E+01 3.00E+01 <1 No 3.48E+00 -- No
Potassium 5.84E+02 Nutrient’ - No 2.16E+02 - No
Selenium 5.44E+00 4.24E-01 12.8 YES 2.99E+00 YES YES
Silver 2.04E-01 2.00E+00 <1 No 7.28E-01 - No
Sodium 6.12E+01 Nutrient’ - No 4.02E+01 - No
Thallium 3.67E+00 1.24E-02 295.3 YES 3.12E+00 YES YES
Vanadium 2.58E+01 1.44E+00 17.9 YES 3.91E+01 No No
Zinc 5.50E+01 6.59E+00 8.3 YES 9.47E+00 YES YES

1 - Maximum detected concentration from the 0- to1-ft ash interval.

2 - The Ecological Screening Value (ESV) is the lesser of the value in the ESV protocol (WSRC 2006) and the NOAEL-based ET (WSRC 2004,
ERD-AG-2004-00001).

3 - The screening level HQ is determined by dividing the maximum concentration by the ESV.

4 - Background screening values obtained from Background Soils Statistical Summary Report for Savannah River Site, ERD-EN-2005-0223,
Rev. 1, 10/06, Appendix B-1.

5 - Background screen performed only for anthropogenic inorganic constituents.

6 - Constituents are identified as COPCs if the maximum detected concentration exceeds the ecological screening value and the 2X average
background concentration.

7 - Calcium, magnesium, potassium, and sodium are essential nutrients and are not identified as COPCs.

Table C-2. Maximum Concentration Hazard Quotient Evaluation for Terrestrial Receptors at Dunbarton
Bay (0 To 1 Ft)

Maximum Shrew HQ Mouse HQ Raccoon HQ Robin HQ Hawk HQ

Constituent Concentration Sairlivis
(mg/ke) HQ NOAEL |LOAEL [NOAEL [LOAEL | NOAEL | LOAEL | NOAEL | LOAEL |[NOAEL |LOAEL

Inorganics
Arsenic 3.36E+01 <1 22 2.2 1.9 <1 4.8 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Barium 1.44E+02 - 2.4 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Beryllium 2.08E+00 - <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 -- -- -- --
Copper 5.58E+01 1.1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Iron 1.42E+04 - - - - - -- - - -- - --
Lead 1.36E+01 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 6.9 <1 <1 <1
Manganese 3.54E+02 - <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <l <1
Selenium 5.44E+00 <1 12.8 7.8 <1 <1 1.2 <1 10.3 5.1 <1 <1
Thallium 3.67E+00 -- 295 30 2.7 <1 26 2.6 12.9 1.3 <1 <1
Zinc 5.50E+01 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 8.3 <1 <1 <1
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Table C-3. Average Concentration Hazard Quotient Evaluation for Terrestrial Receptors at Dunbarton
Bay (0 To 1 Ft)

Average Shrew HQ Mouse HQ Raccoon HQ Robin HQ Hawk HQ
Constituent Concentration SR

(mg/kg) HQ NOAEL |LOAEL [NOAEL | LOAEL | NOAEL | LOAEL | NOAEL | LOAEL |NOAEL |LOAEL
Inorganics
Arsenic 1.48E+01 <1 9.6 <l <l <l 2.1 <1 <l <l <1 <l
Barium 6.82E+01 - 1.1 <1 <l <1 <1 <1 <1 <l <1 <l
Beryllium 1.08E+00 - <1 <1 <1 <l <1 <l - -- -- --
Copper 2.07E+01 <1 <l <1 <1 <l <l <1 <1 <l <1 <1
Tron 6.89E+03 -- -- - - - -- -- - -- -- --
Lead 8.48E+00 <l <l <l <1 <1 <1 <1 4.3 <1 <1 <1
Manganese 9.42E+01 - <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <l <1
Selenium 2.57E+00 <l 6.1 3.7 <l <l <1 <l 4.8 2.4 <l <l
Thallium 1.67E+00 - 134 13 1.2 <1 12 1.2 5.9 <1 <1 <l
Zinc 2.08E+01 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 3.2 <l <1 <1
Table C-4. Ecological Screening for Aquatic Receptors at Dunbarton Bay (0 To 1 Ft)

. . Exceed
. Maximum 2 Screening Level H 2X Average 6

Constituent Concentration® ESV HQg3 >1(?? Backgrour?d“ Backggound? COPC?
Inorganics (mg/kg)
Aluminum 6.97E+03 6.36E+01 109.6 yes 1.05E+04 no no
Arsenic 3.36E+01 6.68E+00 5.0 yes 4.28E+00 yes yes
Barium 1.44E+02 2.00E+01 72 yes 3.91E+01 yes yes
Beryllium 2.08E+00 2.53E+01 <1 no 2.89E-01 yes no
Cadmium 2.24E-01 5.37E-01 <1 no 4.83E-01 no no
Calcium 2.09E+03 -- nutrient’ no 4.76E+02 yes no
Chromium 1.54E+01 4.76E+01 <1 no 1.54E+01 no no
Cobalt 7.60E+00 2.00E+01 <1 no 1.55E+00 yes no
Copper 5.58E+01 1.87E+01 3.0 yes 4.34E+00 yes yes
Iron 1.42E+04 -- -- no 1.27E+04 yes no
Lead 1.36E+01 2.92E+01 <1 no 1.03E+01 yes no
Magnesium 3.60E+02 -- nutrient’ no 2.75E+02 yes no
Manganese 3.54E+02 4.17E+03 <1 no 1.53E+02 yes no
Mercury 7.73E-02 1.30E-01 <1 no 7.10E-02 yes no
Nickel 1.26E+01 1.59E+01 <1 no 3.48E+00 yes no
Potassium 5.84E+02 -- nutrient’ no 2.16E+02 yes no
Selenium 5.44E+00 1.38E+00 3.9 yes 2.99E+00 yes yes
Silver 2.04E-01 1.00E+00 <1 no 7.28E-01 no no
Sodium 6.12E+01 -- nutrient’ no 4.02E+01 yes no
Thallium 3.67E+00 3.99E-02 92.0 yes 3.12E+00 yes yes
Vanadium 2.58E+01 5.31E+00 4.9 yes 3.91E+01 no no
Zinc 5.50E+01 7.84E+01 <1 no 9.47E+00 yes no

1 - Maximum detected concentration from the 0- to 1-ft interval.
2 - The Ecological Screening Value (ESV) is the lesser of the value in the ESV protocol (WSRC 2006) and the NOAEL-based ET (WSRC 2004,
ERD-AG-2004-00002).
3 - The screening level HQ is determined by dividing the maximum concentration by the ESV.
4 - Background screening values obtained from Background Soils Statistical Summary Report for Savannah River Site, ERD-EN-2005-0223,
Rev. 1, 10/06, Appendix B-1.

5 - Background screen performed only for anthropogenic inorganic constituents.

6 - Constituents are identified as COPCs if the maximum detected concentration exceeds the ecological screening value and the 2X average
background concentration.
7 - Calcium, magnesium, potassium, and sodium are essential nutrients and are not identified as COPCs.
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Table C-5. Maximum Concentration Hazard Quotient Evaluation for Aquatic Receptors at Dunbarton Bay
(0To1Ft)
Constituent CoMnEci:;?:l;'r[ri]on Benthic Raccoon Raccoon Heron Heron
(merke) Organisms HQ | NOAEL-HQ | LOAEL-HQ | NOAEL-HQ | LOAEL-HQ
Inorganics
Arsenic 3.36E+01 4.1 5.0 <1 <1 <1
Barium 1.44E+02 7.2 <1 <1 <1 <1
Copper 5.58E+01 16 <1 <1 <1 <1
Selenium 5.44E+00 -- 4.0 24 <1 <1
Thallium 3.67E+00 - 92 9.2 1.1 <1

Table C-6. Average Concentration Hazard Quotient Evaluation for Aquatic Receptors at Dunbarton Bay

(0 To 1 Ft)
Constituent ConAc\/eer1|:c?g?cion Benthic Raccoon Raccoon Heron Heron
(ma/ke) Organisms HQ NOAEL-HQ LOAEL-HQ | NOAEL-HQ | LOAEL-HQ

Inorganics

Arsenic 1.48E+01 1.8 2.2 <1 <1 <1
Barium 6.82E+01 3.4 <1 <1 <1 <1
Copper 2.07E+01 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Selenium 2.57E+00 -- 1.9 1.1 <1 <1
Thallium 1.67E+00 -- 42 4.2 <1 <1

Table C-7. Ecological Screening for Aquatic Receptors at Dunbarton Bay (Surface Water)

. Maximum 2 Screening Level
Constituent Concentration® ESV H Q3 HQ >17? COPC?

Inorganics (mg/L)

Aluminum 1.93E+00 8.70E-02 2.22E+01 yes yes
Antimony 4.54E-03 1.60E-01 2.84E-02 no no
Arsenic 4.65E-02 2.68E-03 1.74E+01 yes yes
Barium 9.35E-02 4.00E-03 2.34E+01 yes yes
Calcium 1.73E+01 1.16E+02 1.49E-01 no no
Chromium 7.65E-03 2.80E-02 2.73E-01 no no
Cobalt 5.89E-03 2.30E-02 2.56E-01 no no
Copper 5.07E-03 2.90E-03 1.75E+00 yes yes
Iron 9.55E+00 1.00E+00 9.55E+00 yes yes
Magnesium 2.94E+00 8.20E+01 3.59E-02 no no
Manganese 2.77E-01 1.20E-01 2.31E+00 yes yes
Nickel 7.27E-03 1.60E-02 4.54E-01 no no
Potassium 5.92E+00 5.30E+01 1.12E-01 no no
Sodium 7.48E+00 6.80E+02 1.10E-02 no no
Vanadium 2.50E-02 2.00E-02 1.25E+00 yes yes
Zinc 3.31E-02 3.70E-02 8.95E-01 no no

1 - Maximum detected concentration in surface water.

2 - The Ecological Screening Value (ESV) is the lesser of the value in the ESV protocol (WSRC 2006a), the NOAEL-based ET (WSRC 2004,
ERD-AG-2004-00003) and the April 2008 SCDHEC Water Quality Standards (chronic values).

3 - The screening level HQ is determined by dividing the maximum concentration by the ESV.
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Table C-8. Maximum Concentration Hazard Quotient Evaluation for Aquatic Receptors at Dunbarton

Bay (Surface Water)
Constituent CoMnse)z(rlmtcT:'l;?iLn Bepthic Raccoon Raccoon Heron Heron
(mg/L) Organisms HQ NOAEL-HQ LOAEL-HQ NOAEL-HQ | LOAEL-HQ

Inorganics

Aluminum 1.93E+00 2.22E+01 1.76E+00 1.76E-01 1.93E-02 1.93E-03
Arsenic 4.65E-02 3.10E-01 1.74E+01 1.74E+00 2.54E-01 1.02E-01
Barium 9.35E-02 2.34E+01 1.38E-02 3.56E-03 2.25E-03 1.12E-03
Copper1 5.07E-03 1.75E+00 1.53E-02 1.16E-02 2.28E-03 1.74E-03
Iron 9.55E+00 9.55E+00 -- -- -- --
Manganese 2.77E-01 2.31E+00 2.11E-01 6.55E-02 1.11E-02 1.14E-03
Vanadium 2.50E-02 1.25E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E-03 2.23E-04 2.23E-05

1 - Water Quality Standard for aquatic organisms based on default hardness of 25 mg/L as CaCOs.
-- =No ecological threshold calculated

Table C-9. Radiological Ecological Screening for Terrestrial Receptors at Dunbarton Bay (0 To 1 Ft)

. . Benchmark Screen Background Screen
Detected Radiological X Average Exceed 2X
Constituent Maximum Benchmark | Screening % g CoPC?°
Activity' Value? Level HQ® HQ>1? | Backaro . d Arverage 5
Activity Background?

Radionuclides (pCi/g)
Actinium-228 2.50E+00 1.36E+02 1.84E-02 no 1.95E+00 YES no
Cesium-137 5.19E+00 2.39E+02 2.17E-02 no 2.84E-01 YES no
Potassium-40 1.64E+01 3.63E+02 4.52E-02 no 2.33E+00 YES no
Radium-226 2.38E+00 6.01E+01 3.96E-02 no 1.37E+00 YES no
Radium-228 2.50E+00 1.69E+04 1.48E-04 no 1.92E+00 YES no
Thorium-228 2.21E+00 5.31E+01 4.16E-02 no 1.97E+00 YES no
Thorium-230 2.71E+00 6.15E+01 4.41E-02 no 1.13E+00 YES no
Thorium-232 2.29E+00 7.20E+01 3.18E-02 no 1.80E+00 YES no
Uranium-233/234 2.40E+00 5.96E+01 4.03E-02 no 1.15E+00 YES no
Uranium-235 1.76E-01 6.18E+01 2.85E-03 no 7.98E-02 YES no
Uranium-238 2.51E+00 6.86E+01 3.66E-02 no 1.01E+00 YES no

1 -Maximum detected concentration from the 0- to 1-ft ash interval.

2 -Radiological benchmark screening values for terrestrial receptor populations exposed to soil is set at 0.01 rad/day. Radiological benchmark
values obtained from the Periodic Report 2 for the Steel Creek Integrator Operable Unit (WSRC 2004).

3 -The screening level HQ is determined by dividing the maximum activity by the benchmark screening value.

4 -Background screening values obtained from Background Soils Statistical Summary Report for Savannah River Site, ERD-EN-2005-0223, Rev.
1, 10/06, Appendix B-1.

5 -For screening purposes, maximum concentration of the naturally-occurring (nonanthropogenic) constituents are compared to 2X average

background activity.

6 -Constituents are identified as COPCs if the maximum detected activity exceeds the radiological benchmark value and the 2X average

background activity.
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Table C-10. Radiological Ecological Screening for Aquatic Receptors at Dunbarton Bay (0 To 1 Ft)
Detected Radislagical Benchmark Screen ~ A\iarc;kground SEcreend ~
Analyte Maximum | Benchmark | Screening R ge xcee copc?®
Activity! Value? Level HQ® Q) B2 ST un e LUEELS 5
Activity Background?
Radionuclides (pCi/g)
Actinium-228 2.50E+00 5.37E+03 4.66E-04 no 1.95E+00 YES no
Cesium-137 5.19E+00 8.73E+03 5.95E-04 no 2.84E-01 YES no
Potassium-40 1.64E+01 3.34E+04 4.91E-04 no 2.33E+00 YES no
Radium-226 2.38E+00 7.45E+05 3.19E-06 no 1.37E+00 YES no
Radium-228 2.50E+00 5.21E+05 4.80E-06 no 1.92E+00 YES no
Thorium-228 2.21E+00 1.74E+06 1.27E-06 no 1.97E+00 YES no
Thorium-230 2.71E+00 2.61E+06 1.04E-06 no 1.13E+00 YES no
Thorium-232 2.29E+00 5.21E+06 4.40E-07 no 1.80E+00 YES no
Uranium-233/234 2.40E+00 2.61E+06 9.20E-07 no 1.15E+00 YES no
Uranium-235 1.76E-01 3.34E+04 5.27E-06 no 7.98E-02 YES no
Uranium-238 2.51E+00 5.21E+06 4.82E-07 no 1.01E+00 YES no

1 -Maximum detected concentration from the 0- to 1-ft ash interval.

2 -Radiological benchmark screening values for terrestrial receptor populations exposed to soil is set at 0.01 rad/day. Radiological benchmark
values obtained from the Periodic Report 2 for the Steel Creek Integrator Operable Unit (WSRC 2004).

3 -The screening level HQ is determined by dividing the maximum activity by the benchmark screening value.

4 -Background screening values obtained from Background Soils Statistical Summary Report for Savannah River Site, ERD-EN-2005-0223,
Rev. 1, 10/06, Appendix B-1.

5 -For screening purposes, maximum concentration of the naturally-occurring (nonanthropogenic) constituents are compared to 2X average
background activity.

6 -Constituents are identified as COPCs if the maximum detected activity exceeds the radiological benchmark value and the 2X average
background activity.

Table C-11. Radiological Ecological Screening for Aquatic Receptors at Dunbarton Bay (Surface Water)

Benchmark Screen

Background Screen

Detected Radiological
Analyte Maximum Benchmark | Screening 7 2X Average Exceed 2X copc?®
Activity! Value? Level HQ® QY=L Backgr_ou?d LTS 5
Activity Background?
Radionuclides (pCi/L)
Radium-226 | 531E-01 | 4.08E+05 | 1.30E-06 | no NA | NA no

1 -Maximum detected activity in the surface water.
2 -Radiological benchmark screening values for aquatic receptor populations exposed to surface water is set at 0.1 rad/day. Radiological

benchmark values obtained from the Periodic Report 2 for the Steel Creek Integrator Operable Unit (WSRC 2004).
3 -The screening level HQ is determined by dividing the maximum activity by the benchmark screening value.

NA - not available
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Attachment C-1

Habitat Assessment and Proposed,
Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive (TES) Species Survey
for the P-Area Ash Basin and Dunbarton Bay Wetland
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Habitat Assessment and Proposed, Endangered, Threatened and
Sensitive Species Survey for the P-Area Ash Basin and Dunbarton
Bay Wetland

United States Department of Agriculture Forest Service-Savannah River
LOCATION:
Barnwell, County, SC
Savannah River Site
Contact Person: Charlie Davis, (803) 725-8620
Submitted by:
Charlie Davis - Ecologist

USDA Forest Service-Savannah River

May 20