





Note: This document serves as a supplement to the original response to the “Request for

Supplemental Information for the RFI Report for SWMU 00-030(g), Los Alamos National
Laboratory, NM0890010515; HWB-LANL-01-003” (the original response was ER2002-0518),
which was sent to NMED on 8/7/2002 under cover letter ER2002-0519. The original response
is reproduced below; any supplemental text is indicated by a red font and by a change bar in
the margin. Four attachments are also included with this supplement.

Supplement to the Response to '
“Request for Supplemental Information for the RFI Report for SWMU 00-030(g)
Los Alamos National Laboratory, NM0890010515; HWB-LANL-01-003”

INTRODUCTION

To facilitate review of this response, the comments of the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED)
Hazardous Waste Bureau (HWB) are included verbatim. The comments are divided into general and
specific categories as presented in the letter. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) responses follow
each NMED comment.

GENERAL COMMENTS

HWB Comment

1.

Although the County of Los Alamos has designated the canyon portion of the solid waste
management unit (SWMU) 00-030(g), as a “Scenic Open Lands District, at present, New Mexico
Environment Department (NMED) has no means to ensure that the current designation will be
maintained in the future and should therefore not be relied upon to ensure land use.

LANL Response

1.

LANL recognizes that any land-use designation such as recreational is, by nature, subject to political
shifts. This is true throughout northern New Mexico and is not unique to Los Alamos. However, in this
case the land  gjuestion is legally zoned as a Scenic Open Lands District. This formal zoning,
coupled with the ongoing and steady shift away from development in community standards in Los
Alamos County makes it highly unlikely that this designation could successfully be removed without
the objection of the numerous, very vocal, and litigious special interest groups that have thus far
resisted any change in any county open space designation. However, as unlikely as a change in
designation may be, LANL agrees that such a zoning designation cannot be solely relied upon to
ensure future land use in perpetuity, but rather this information is presented as an indicator of
reasonably expected land use in the foreseeable future. This future iand-use designation is further
reinforced by the physical properties of the site in question: (1) it is a narrow canyon bottom with
steep walls; (2) it is the major drainage for most of the developed area of the townsite to the south;
and (3) it is heavily used by hikers, walkers, joggers, and bicyclists for recreational purposes. In its
risk assessment guidance, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) states that an
assumption of future residential land use may not be justifiable if the probability that the area will
become residential in the future is minute and is presently unanticipated. Therefore, the continuation
of the area as a recreational resource is reasonable, and the belief that this use will continue is
justified.
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LANL Response

3.

The 95% UCL of the mean will be recalculated using nonparametric methods (i.e., “bootstrapping”).
The calculation will also be performed using one-half of the detection limit rather than the full
detection limit as outlined by the EPA. The recalculated values will then be assessed using the same
screening levi . used in the Resouce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) RCRA Facility
Investigation (RF!) Report to determine if the risk, hazard, and/or dose have changed. The ecological
screening assessment will also be evaluated using calculated 95% UCLs and other factors (e.g., area
use) where appropriate as requested in the Request for Supplemental Information (RSI). This
information will be provided to the NMED under separate cover.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

HWB Comment

4. Table 2.3-6, SWMU 0-030(g), Frequency of Detected Inorganic Chemicals in Samples Collected by

the Laboratory from the Mesa Top and Drainage Channel, page 36:

Correct the Table: The type of environmental media reported for mesa top samples is incorrect, out of
23 samples analyzed for mesa top, 21 were tuff and 2 were soil/fill samples (see Table 3, page 9, of
SWMU 00-030(g) Revised Status Report, December 1998, EM/ER:98-484). Detection limits for
antimony were above background values for 16 samples not 7 samples. Additionally, according to
Table 3, page 10, of SWMU 00-030(g) Revised Status Report (December 1998), mercury was
analyzed for b tuff and 2 soil/tuff samples but the Table 2.3-6 reports only 23 mesa top samples for
mercury.

LANL Response

4.

There was some uncertainty regarding the media code (soil or tuff) for two samples (AAA4375 and
RE00-98-0031) at location ID 00-3670. Therefore, the location was inspected and the field sampling
team was interviewed. From this newly gathered information, it was determined that the media of both
samples in question were crushed tuff. Table 3, page 9 of SWMU 00-030(g) Revised Status Report,
December 1998, EM/ER:98-484 was in error, and the table in the RFI Report for SWMU 00-030(g)
correctly reports the media as tuff (Qbt).

The mercury data are under re-evaluation and, if necessary, a revised table will be submitted under
separate cover upon completion of this data review.
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LANL Response

13. LANL agrees f it none of the chemicals with hazard quotients (HQs) greater than 0.3 appear in bold
text in Table 2.4-8. Text preceding Table 2.4-8 should be changed to indicate the chemicals with HQs
greater than 0.3 instead of using bold text in the table. The revised text should read, “The chemicals
identified in Table 2.4-8 as chemicals of potential ecological concern (COPECs) at SWMU 00-030(g)
because their s were greater than 0.3 are antimony, arsenic, barium, hexavalent chromium, cobalt,
copper, lead, mercury, selenium, silver, thallium, zinc, aroclor-1254, aroclor-1260, 4,4'-DDE, 4,4-DDT,
dieldrin, endrin aldehyde, endrin ketone, and plutonium-239.”

HWB Comment
14. Section 2.4.2.2(c), Ecological Screening-Uncertainty Analysis, page 95:

The HQs generated during initial screening are greater than one for most of the chemicals of potential
ecological concern (COPECSs), but are dismissed based on the assumption that the HQs were
developed conservatively. The screening level ecological risk assessment does use conservative
assumptions that result in conservative HQs, but COPECs cannot be discounted based on this
assumption. If the initial screening evaluation results in HQs of greater than one, then HQs should be
developed using site- specific parameters such as area use factors and bioavailability. Bioavailablity
should only be considered when information is available on the speciation and bioavailablity of the
contaminants found at the site. NMED disagrees with LANL that arsenic with HQ of 13.2 for vagrant
shrew and 6.8 for deer mouse is not a COPEC. Although HQs for cobalt, silver, thallium, and zinc were
greaterthan o.  they were also dismissed as potential COPECs. Additionally, Aroclor-1260, 4,4-DDE,
4,4-DDT, endrin ketone with respective HQs of 3.8, 10, 24.3 and 6.7 were not retained as COPECs.
LANL should perform a site-specific ecological risk assessment.

LANL Response

14. The COPECs in question are not dismissed based solely on the assumption of conservativ
developed HQs. Although this rationale is appropriate since the screening assessment process is
specifically designed to overestimate potentiai risk to receptors, additional reasons were also
presented as to why the COPECs in the drainage channel do not pose an unacceptable risk to
ecological receptors. The individual COPECs in question are discussed relative to their frequency of
detection, background (where applicable) and extent of contamination within the drainage channel.
Based on this holistic evaluation, the following rationales were presented regarding why there remain
no potential adverse impacts to ecological receptors: (1) the abundant and ecologically healthy habitat
found along the drainage channel, (2) the infrequent and low level of detection of the COPECs, (3) the
broad distribution of receptor populations in relation to the area of contamination, (4) the similarity of
exposure concentrations to background concentrations of inorganics, and (5) the relatively low hazard
quotient/hazard index is given the very conservative assumptions of bioavailability, area use, dietary
composition, and ingestion rates, etc. LANL will reassess the ecological risk once the 95% UCLs of the
mean for each COPEC are recalculated as requested in General Comment 3 and Specific Comment
15. As a part of the recalculation, one half the detection limit for nondetected values will be used rather
than the full detection limit. The use of one half the detection limit is in keeping with EPA guidance and
is also more representative of actual exposure levels. In addition, the COPECs will be reassessed
using individual area use, population area use, and other factors as appropriate to more clearly explain
why there is not a potential for adverse ecological risk at SWMU 00-030(g). This information will be
provided to the MED under separate cover.
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Supplemental Attachment 1

Revised RESRAD Evaluations
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RESRAD, Version 6.21 T¥ Limit = 0.5 year 10/11/2002 14:31 Page 3
Summary : 0~030(g) Adult Recreational Scenario File: Site2.RAD
Dose Conversion Factor (and Related) Parameter Summary {continued)
File: FGR 13 Morbidity

! | Current | | Parameter
Menu | Parameter | Vvalue | Default | Name

t } + }
C-34 | Pb-210+D , plant/soil concentration ratio, dimensionless | 1.000E-02 | 1.000E-02 | RTF( 5,1)
D-34 | Pb-210+D , beef/livestock-intake ratio, (pCi/kg)/(pCi/d) | 8.000E-04 | 8.000E-04 | RTF{ 5,2)
D-34 | Pb-210+D , milk/livestock-intake ratio, (pCi/L)/(pCi/d) | 3.000E-04 | 3.000E-04 | RTF{ 5,3)
D-34 | | | |
D-34 | Pu-238 , plant/soil concentration ratio, dimensionless | 1.000E-03 | 1.000E-03 | RTF( 6,1}
D-34 | Pu-238 , beef/livestock-intake ratio, (pCi/kg)/{pCi/d) | 1.000E-04 | 1.000E-04 | RTF( 6,2)
D-34 | Pu-238 - , milk/livestock-intake ratio, (pCi/L)/(pCi/d) | 1.000E-06 | 1.000E-06 | RTF{ 6,3)
D-34 | I | !
D-34 | Pu-239 , plant/soil concentration ratio, dimensionless | 1.000E-03 | 1.000E-03 | RTF( 7,1)
D-34 | Pu-239 , beef/livestock-intake ratio, (pCi/kg)/(pCi/d} | 1.000E-04 | 1.000E~04 | RTF{( 7,2)
D-34 | Pu-239 , milk/livestock-intake ratio, {(pCi/L}/{pCi/d) | 1.000E-06 | 1.000E-06 | RTF({ 7,3)
D-34 | | I [
D-34 } Ra-226+D , plant/soil concentration ratio, dimensionless | 4.000E~02 | 4.000E-02 | RTF( 8,1)
D-34 | Ra-226+D , beef/livestock-intake ratio, (pCi/kg)/(pCi/d) | 1.000E-03 | 1.000E-03 | RTF( 8,2)
D-34 | Ra-226+D , milk/livestock-intake ratio, {pCi/L}/(pCi/d) | 1.000E-03 | 1.000E-03 | RTF( 8,3)
D-34 | | | |
D-34 | Th-229+D , plant/soil concentration ratio, dimensionless | 1.000E-03 | 1.000E-03 | RTF{ 9,1}
D-34 | Th-229+D , beef/livestock-intake ratio, (pCi/kg)/(pCi/d) | 1.000E-04 | 1.000E-04 | RTF( 9,2}
D-34 | Th-2294D , milk/livestock-intake ratio, (pCi/L)/(pCi/d) | 5.000E-06 | 5.000E-06 | RTF( 9,3)
D-34 | I I |
D-34 | Th-230 , plant/soil concentration ratio, dimensionless | 1.000E-03 | 1.000E-03 | RTF(10,1)
D-34 | Th-230 , beef/livestock-intake ratio, (pCi/kg)/(pCi/d} | 1.000E-04 | 1.000E-04 | RTF(10,2}
D-34 | Th-230 , milk/livestock-intake ratio, (pCi/L)/(pCi/d) | 5.000E-06 | 5.000E-06 | RTF(10,3}
D-34 | | ! |
D-34 | U-233 , plant/soil concentration ratio, dimensionless ] 2.500E-03 | 2.500E-03 | RTF{11,1)
D-34 | U-233 , beef/livestock-intake ratio, (pCi/kg}/(pCi/d) | 3.400E-04 | 3.400E-04 | RTF(11,2)
D-34 | U-233 , milk/livestock-intake ratio, (pCi/L)/{(pCi/d) | 6.000E-04 | 6.000E-04 | RTF(11,3)
D-34 | i I i
D-34 | U-234 , plant/soil concentration ratio, dimensionless | 2.500E-03 | 2.500E-03 | RTF(12,1)
D-34 | U-234 , beef/livestock-intake ratio, (pCi/kg)/{pCi/d) | 3.400E-04 | 3.400E~04 | RTF(12,2)
D-34 | U-234 , milk/livestock-intake ratio, (pCi/L)/(pCi/d) | 6.000E-04 | 6.000E-~04 | RTF{12,3)
D-34 | i { |
D-34 | U-235+D , plant/soil concentration ratio, dimensionless | 2.500E-03 | 2.500E~03 | RTF{13,1)
D-34 | U-235+D , beef/livestock-intake ratio, ({pCi/kg)/(pCi/d) | 3.400E-04 | 3.400E~04 | RTF(13,2)
D-34 | U-235+D , milk/livestock-intake ratio, (pCi/L)/(pCi/d) | 6.000E-04 | 6.000E~04 | RTF(13,3)
D-34 | | ! |
D-34 | U-238+D , plant/soil concentration ratio, dimensionless | 2.500B-03 | 2.500E~03 | RTF(14,1)
D-34 | U-238+D , beef/livestock-intake ratio, (pCi/kg)}/(pCi/d) | 3.400E-04 | 3.400E-04 | RTF(14,2)
D-34 | U-238+D , milk/livestock-intake ratio, (pCi/L)/(pCi/d) | 6.000E-04 | 6.000E~04 | RTF({14,3)

I ! I !
D-5 | Bioaccumulation factors, fresh water, L/kg: | | |
D-5 | Ac-227+D , fish { 1.500E+01 | 1.500E+01 | BIOFAC( 1,1)
D-S5 | Ac-227+D , crustacea and mollusks | 1.000E+03 | 1.000E+03 | BIOFAC( 1,2)
D-5 | | [ |
D-5 | am-241 , fish ] 3.000E+01 | 3.000E+01 | BIOFAC{ 2,1)
D-5 | Am-241 , crustacea and mollusks | 1.000E+03 | 1.000E+03 | BIOFAC( 2,2)
D-5 | I I |
D-5 | Np-237+D , fish | 3.000E+01 | 3.000E+01 | BIOFAC( 3,1)
D-5 | Np-237+D , crustacea and mollusks | 4.000E+02 | 4.000E+02 | BIOFAC( 3,2)

J | ] |
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Summary : 0-030(g) Adult Recreational Scenario File: Site2.RAD
Site-Specific Parameter Summary (continued)

| |  User | | Used by RESRAD | Parameter
Menu | Parameter | Input | Default | (If different from user input) | Name

5 : i | }
RO16 | Distribution coefficients for U-238 | | | |
RO16 | Contaminated zone (cm**3/g) | 5.000E+01 | 5.000E+01 | — | DCNUCC(14)
RO16 | Unsaturated zone 1 (cm**3/g) | not used | 5.000E+01 | -—- | DCNUCU(14,1)
RO16 | Saturated zone (cm**3/§) | not used | 5.000E+01 | -—- | DCNUCS (14
RO16 | Leach rate (/yr) | 0.000E+00 | 0.000E+00 | 8.498E-07 | ALEACH(14)
RO16 | Solubility constant | 0.000E+00 | 0.000E+00 | not used | SCLUBK(14)

! I I | |
RO16 | Distribution coefficients for daughter Ac-227 ] | | |
RO16 | Contaminated zone (cm**3/g) | 2.000E+01 | 2.000E+01 | — | peNucc( 1)
RO16 | Unsaturated zone 1 (cm**3/g) | not used | 2.000E+01 | - | penucu( 1,1)
RO16 | Saturated zone (cm**3/g) | not used | 2.000E+01 | -—- | DCNUCS{ 1)
RO16 | Leach rate (/yr) | 0.000E+00 | 0.000E+00 | 2.124E-06 | ALEACH{ 1
RO16 | Solubility constant | 0.000E+00 | 0.000E+00 | not used | SOLUBK( 1}

| | ! ! |
RO16 | Distribution coefficients for daughter Np-237 | | | |
ROl16 | Contaminated zone (cm**3/g) |-1.000E+00 |-1.000E+00 | 2.574E+02 | beNucc( 3)
RO16 | Unsaturated zone 1 (cm**3/g) | not used |-1.000E+00 | -—- | DCNucu( 3,1)
RO16 | Saturated zone (cm*’ g) | not used |~1.000E+00 | -—- | DCNUCS( 3)
RO16 | Leach rate {/yr) | 0.000E+00 | 0.000E+00 | 1.651E-07 | ALEACH{ 3)
RO16 | Solubility constant | 0.000E+00 | 0.000E+00 | not used | SOLUBK( 3)

| | ] ! |
RO16 | Distribution coefficients for daughter Pa-231 | | | |
RO16 | Contaminated zone (cm**3/g) | 5.000E+01 | 5.000E+01 | — | DeNucc( 4
RO16 | Unsaturated zone 1 (cm**3/g) | not used | 5.000E+01 | - | DCNUCU{( 4,1
RO16 | Saturated zone {(cm**3/q) | not used | 5.000E+01 | -— | DCNUCS( 4)
RO16 | Leach rate (/yr) | 0.000E+00 | 0.000E+00 | 8.498E-07 | ALEACH( 4}
RO16 | Solubility constant | 0.000E+00 | 0.000E+00 | not used | SOLUBK( 4)

| I I I |
RO16 | Distribution coefficients for daughter Pb-210 | | | |
RO16 | Contaminated zone {(cm**3/g) | 1.000E+02 | 1.000E+02 | -— | peNuccy 5)
RO16 | Unsaturated zone 1 ({cm**3/g) | not used | 1.000E+02 | -—- ] DCNucu( 5,1
RO16 | Saturated zone (cm**3/g) | not used | 1.000E+02 | - | pcNucs( 5)
RO16 | Leach rate (/yr) | 0.000E+00 | 0.000E+00 | 4.249E-07 | ALEACH{ 5)
RO16 | Solubility constant | 0.000E+00 | 0.000E+00 | not used | SOLUBK{ 5)

! I | | I
RO16 | Distribution coefficients for daughter Ra-226 | | | |
RO16 | Contaminated zone (cm**3/g) | 7.000E+01 | 7.000E+01 | -—- | DCNUCC( 8)
RO16 | Unsaturated zone 1 (cm**3/g) | not used | 7.000E+01 | -—- | DCNUCU( 8,1)
RO16 | Saturated zone (cm**3/q) | not used | 7.000E+01 | -_— | DCNUCS( 8)
RO16 | Leach rate (/yr) | 0.000E+00 | 0.000E+00 | 6.070E-07 | ALEACH{ 8)
RO16 | Solubility constant | 0.000E+00 | 0.000E+00 | not used | SOLUBK( 8)

I I | | !
RO16 | Distribution coefficients for daughter Th-229 | | | |

" RO16 | Contaminated zone (cm**3/g) | 6.000E+04 | 6.000E+04 | -—— | DCNUCC( 9)

RO16 | Unsaturated zone 1 (cm**3/g) | not used | 6.000E+04 | - | bcNucu( 9,1
RO16 | Saturated zone (cm**3/g) | not used | 6.000E+04 | -—- | DCNUCS( 9)
RO16 | Leach rate {(/yr) | 0.000E+00 | 0.000E+00 | 7.083E-10 | ALEACH{ 9)
RO16 | Solubility constant | 0.000E+00 | 0.000E+00 | not used | SOLUBK( 9














































































































