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PROCEEDINGS 7:06 P.M.

2 RANDY BRYANT: The purpose of the meeting

3 tonight is to talk about our proposed plan to
4 deal with dioxin in sediment that is in a

5 certain stretch of the Welch Creek, which

6 flows through the Domtar Mill property.

7 As Angela said, we'll have a

8 presentation and we'll take questions and

9 we'll try our best to answer those guestions.
10 And if we can't answer them tonight, then if
11 you'll leave us a mailing address or a phone
12 number or something, we can get back with

you.
What we'll do first, we'll go through a

15 little background and history. We'll talk
16 about a summary of the site studies, a

17 summary of the different alternatives we

18 considered, one that we call our preferred
19 : alternative, and then we'll talk about the
20 time line in the coming months and year or
21 so, and then we'll get into the question

22 period.

23 And just very briefly, I'm Randy Bryant.
24 I work for the U.S. EPA. I'm the project

25 manager dealing with Superfund projects, you

&
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know, on the Domtar/Weyerhaeuser facility. I
worked for EPA for about sixteen years.

We're in our regional office out of Atlanta,
Georgia, but I was born and raised in North
Carolina, and I graduated from N.C. State
University. But enough about me.

Superfund, what is it? It's a federal
law that deals with the release of hazardous
substances into the environment. The purpose
of the program is to reduce risks to either
people or the environment. Under the
Superfund program, companies that are owned
or operated at the site are required to do
the necessary studies and cleanups, and EPA
provides oversight throughout the process.

When you do these site specific studies,
you're trying to answer four basic questions:
What are the contaminants? Where are they?
Is there an unacceptable risk? What are you
going to do about it? And then based on
those studies, EPA issues a proposed plan and
seeks public comments. And we do that
through the thirty-day comment period, as
well as the public meeting tonight.

EPA will consider those comments and

7 ’
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then make a final decision, which is

documented in a record of decision. 2nd then

3 once the record of decision has been signed,
4 then you move on to doing the. design and the
5 actual construction of the remedy.

6 And just briefly a little bit about the
7 site history. Some of you may be pretty

8 familiar with it, but, again, the site is

9 about one and a half miles west of Plymouth.
10 It's a paper mill that has been in operation
11 since 1937. They focus on fine paper, but
12 they've also made fluff pulp, also. It was

owned by Weyerhaeuser from 1957 until 2007.

There's a new owner, Domtar Corporation.

15 That's a result of a merger of certain

16 Weyerhaeuser assets plus certain Domtar

17 | assets to form a third company, which is the
18 one that is now managing the Plymouth mill.

19 : Some of you probably received a fact

20 sheet in the mail, or you may have picked up
21 a copy from the table as we came in. There

22 is a figure on page four in there. The

23 figure there just gives a better idea of the
24 location of Welch Creek and the area that

25 we're particularly interested in.

) 1
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When we were doing our study in Welch
Creek, we were looking at an area that began
roughly at Highway 64 and ran down to the
Roanoke River. The area that we're
particularly interested in, as you see on the
figure, again page four of your proposed
pPlan, you'll see a graying across that area,
and you'll see some designations or markers
like MT-3 down to MT-6. That's what we call
the upstream or upper reéch of Welch Creek.
And that's an area where we have higher
concentrations of dioxin in the sediment.

And that's the stretch that we're really
focusing on in our preferred alternative.

Through the Superfund program, we worked
on several projects at the site. There was a
former landfill at the site that has been

capped and closed. There was the old

chlorine plant that has been cleaned out.
And we're also working here on Welch Creek.
Welch Creek, as you probably know --
some of you may have been on it or seen it
driving on 64. 1It's considered a blackwater
Stream, a slow moving stream. There's some

swamp present along some of the beddings as
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you move down towards the river. Wastewater
was discharggd from the mill at two locations
in Welch Creek in a period from roughly 1957
to 1988. And, you know, the discharging was
permitted going back as far as, like, 1969.

One of the four basic questions: What
is it; what are we so concerned about? The
main contaminant we're concerned about is
dioxin. We do have detections of mercury in
some of the sediment, but dioxin is what
we're focusing on.

That defines the largest extent of the
area thét we're concerned about. Dioxin is
present in sediment in certain stretches of
the creek and some of the adjacent wetland
soils.

Dioxin levels range anywhere from .02 to

6 parts per billion. Band, again, the area of

highest concentration is what we call at
upstream reach, which is about a mile creek
bed from the transect that's called MT-3 to
MT-6 on the fiqure.

Another thing we have to answer is, is
there unacceptable risks? So we do what's

called a risk assessment. We look at

Post Office Box 7234 Rocky Mount, NC 27804
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potential risks to people or potential risks
to the environment, as well.

Exposure to sediment or soil does not
pose an unacceptable risk to people. You
know, we considered people visiting, tourists
coming in, coming up the creek and walking
through the wetland areas. We also
considered an adult recreational fisherman
consuming some of his fish from the creek.

But, on the other hand, another way to
try to gauge with is the fact that the State
of North Carolina has -- still has a fish
consumption advisory in place for certain
fish in this area, particularly the catfish
and carp. And, more specifically, the
consumption advisory just says that women and
children shouldn't eat catfish and carp, and
that other folks should eat, like, one meal
per month of either catfish or carp, you
know, from the creek or the river.

It's also worth pointing out that across
all of North Carolina, unfortunately, there's
a fish consumption advisory for mercury, and
that has to do with air deposition f;om a

variety of sources across the state.

]
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Another avenue that we looked at for
potential risks was potential risks to fish,
mammals, birds, and other ecological
receptors. The dioxin, it can bioaccumulate
up the food chain. The small, little things
at the bottom of the creek come in contact
with the dioxin in sediment, ingest it, and
then bigger things eat them, and so on and so
on up the food chain.

Given that kind of scenario, we looked
at what would be an appropriate cleanup level
to make sure that we protect the different
ecological receptors. And based on our
studies and the risk assessment, we arrived
at a cleanup goal for dioxin in sediment of
one part per billion. So, again, that
upstream reach, that one-mile stretch, is the
area where we have dioxin that's above our
cleanup goal.

We do these different studies, trying to
do our calculations to figure out potential
risks, but we also have to consider some
other things. And, on the other hand, there
are improvements in thg Welch Creek and river

area.
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The dioxin in wood duck eggs has
declined almost fivefold since the mid
3 1930's, at least based on studies by the U.S.
4 Fish and Wildlife Service. And also they
5 were checking for mercury in duck eggs, and
6 they -- the levels are very low, much lower
7 than what would be expected to cause any
8 problems.
9 ' And another thing to keep in mind, too,
10 is that dioxin concentrations in fish have
11 been declining since the mid 1990's. That's
12 probably due in large part to the fact that
13 around 1992 the mill changed its paper
@4 bleaching operation, which resulted in less
15 dioxin being generated in the first place.
16 And, as a result, you're seeing a decline in
17 dioxin concentrations in fish, which is
18 similar to the other declines we've seen.
19 We're scoping down by a factor probably of
20 five or more over the last ten to fifteen
21 years.
22 So we talked a little bit about what is
23 it, where is it, is there unacceptable risks.
24 And then, ﬁinally, you know, what is it that
25 you can do about it? After we -- after you
_
—— VERBATIM REPORTING SERVICE
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do the R.I. and risk assessment, you do
something called a feasibility study, which
looks at a range of alternatives to deal with
the issues. And you look at everything from
doing no action, and in this case, from no
action all the way up to dredging. In the
FS, which is summarized in the proposed plan
and which is also available in its entirety,
if you want to look at it, at thellocal
library here in Plymouth.

If you want to see the documents at the
library, just ask for the administrative
record for Welch Creek that's prepared by the
U.S. EPA. And then they will have the major
documents that have been generated from the
site, if you want to see them for yourself.

But in the FS, you can consider no
action, monitored natural recovery,
variations on capping and dredging for the
upstream reach, and we looked at those plus
channel rerouting for the midstream reach.

Now, midstream reach is the area where
the dioxin is.actually below our cleanup
number. The only problem is that ;here's a

potential that you might have a little bit of

} 1
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stream bed erosion in that area and that that
might contribute to having more exceedances
of surface water standards. So we at least
wanted to have some monitoring in place as
part of our alternative for that midstream
reach.

When they did the feasibility study,
they did pilot testing, which is small scale
tests. We looked at the many tests for
mechanical dredging and associated dewatering
that you would have to do. We also did some
testing of different capping materials, being
a thin-layer cap or a thicker deposit cap
that was made with a base layer of wood chips
followed by a thicker layer of sand.

So, when you look at your proposed plan
fact sheet, you'll see the ten different
alternatives. The fact that we ended up with
ten just has to do with the fact that we're
looking at combinations of altermatives
between the two reaches. If you just simply
had focused on the upstream region alone, we
could have had maybe four or five.

When we're evalua;ing these

alternatives, there are certain criteria that
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we use to judge them. There are nine
criteria that have been set up in the
Superfund regulations. The first two are
called threshold criteria, which are the
criteria that any remedy has to meet if it's
going to be selected. And those are overall
protection of human health and the
environment and compliance with ARARs. The
ARARs are just other laws and regulations
that might apply to the situation. Balancing
criteria are tradeoffs that we have used to
consider the differences between the
alternatives. The balancing criteria include
long-term effectiveness and permanence;
reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume
through treatment; short-term effectiveness;
implementability; and cost.

And, finally, we have modifying
criteria; which are state acceptance and
community acceptance. And that's based on
the comments that we get during the comment
period.

As I had mentioned, in your fact sheet
it goes iqto a little bit more detail about

the different alternatives. And, again, I
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had mentioned that you have the more detailed
documents themselves, even greater detail,
that are present in the library.

What I wanted to do was just touch on
some of the basic differences between the
approaches that we considered. One is simply
no action. And that's something that we're
required to consider for any site, and that
just serves as a baseline to compare the
other alternatives to.

Monitoring natural recovery is simply
monitoring to show that over time you'll have
enough natural sedimentation to blanket the
area that you're concerned with. One of the
things we have to think about, though, with
monitoring natural recovery in Welch Creek is
that there's not a lot of sediment load in

the creek. BAnd they have done some modeling

to try to estimate how long it would take for
natural sedimentation to cap or cover these
contaminated sediments. And based on those
preliminary modeling results, it's looking
like about a hundred years for natural
sedimentation to achieve the same thing that

we want to do. In some cases, you know, a
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hundred years has been considered reasonable.
But, to me, I'm just not so sure a hundred
years is appropriate. I didn't really feel
comfortable saying, "Well, okay, we'll just
go with the monitoring natural recovery."

We also looked at dredging. The problem
-- I mean, dredging can be done. The problem
with dredging, though, is that it's not going
to be a complete surgical procedure where you
can exactly take out everything and have
nothing left behind. You're going to end up .
-- when you drédge, you're going to end up
with a residual layer of contaminants. And
the end result is going to be similar
potential risks to your receptors. So even
though you have a thin layer instead of a
thicker layer, you're still going to need to

drop some kind of a cap over that. So

dredging doesn't get the risk reduction that
we're expected to get.

We're also going to have issues, at
least potential issues, with impacts to
service water quality, because once you start
trying to actively dredge or remove the

material, you're going to be stirring it up

H
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in the water column, and it's going to take a
while for it to settle down. And the longer
it stays mixed up in the surface water, it
also has more potential to move further
downstream.

And I had mentioned another type of cap
that was considered in evaluating the pilot
tests. It was a thicker cap. It was an
engineered cap that had six inches of what we
call hog fuel, followed by six inches of
sand. And hog fuel, I had already mentioned,
is just a -- it's basically bark or wood
chips that's plentiful, you know, at the
paper mill, so there's a ready source for
that. And it serves as a good bedding layer
on those contaminated sediments at the
bottom.

The material that's present on the
bottom of the creek is not just, like, hard
packed sand or something, it's -- it's more
-- it's described anywhere from gelatinous to
soupy. So it's like a thin mud. And if you
try to drop something on that, you have to be
careful. 'And that was the one good thing

about the hog fuel is because the different

1 '
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pieces kind of floating down, they tended to
provide a support layer for the sand that you
could drop on later.

One other thing that we considered for
the midstream reach was actually trying to
refoute the channel. We would just dig
another stream bed adjacent to the old one
and then reroute the flow. We considered
that, like I say, for the midstream reach.
I'm not sure -- that's really not a very good
alternative. You're going to have impacts to
a lot of wetlands over there, and you've got
kind of limited space to actually effectively
perform that.

The cost of these alternatives range
anywhere from zero, as you might expect, for
no action, up to approaching 27 billion for
the most extension dredging option.

Our preferred alternative, which was
identified in the proposal plan and we'll
talk about here is what we're calling
enhanced monitored natural recovery. 1It's
essentially a thin-layer cap that would be
applied to the sediments in the upstream

reach. And we would also do mobility
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monitoring for the midstream reach, again
with the idea just making sure -- or
confirming whether or not you're going to
have much of a problem with erosion of any of
those creek sediments in that midstream
reach.

With enhanced monitored natural
recovery, what you're trying to do is getting
a jumpstart on the natural sedimentation
process. It would be a two- to four-inch
layer of sand that would be deposited on the
wastewater solids. As part of the program,
we would have to have long-term monitoring
and maintenance for the capped area. We
would have long-term monitoring of biota or
the fish, the little bugs that are living
down at the bottom of the creek. It would
also mean checking on surface water and
sediment so that we could document the
performance of the remedy. And the fish
advisories that are in place now will remain
in place until the State's standards have
been met.

The cost for the preferred alternative

is roughly 9.6 million. Now, that includes
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long-term monitoring and maintenance costs.
It includes, like, thirty years of future
costs just for doing the monitoring and
maintenance, as well.

With this approach, there are several
benefits to it. One is that we're not making
the situation worse by trying to aggressively
dredge the contaminated sediments and
stirring them up mére. And then, also, like
I say, even if you dredge, you're probably
going to have to come back and drop a thin-
layer cap over it, anyway. And, also, too,
with any of these remedies with any of our
sites, you know, if you're committed to doing
long-term monitoring, then that allows you to
check on the performance of the remedy.

And we have something that we call five-
year review that's done at our sites,
particularly when we have something like a

containment or a capping readily in place.

‘You have five-year reviews where you can come

back and check to make sure that it's still
protected.
And the idea is that it will be able to

-- this won't be the only shot at it. You
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know, we'll implement the thin-layer cap,
monitor it and make sure it does what it
needs to do. If it doesn't, we can always go
back and modify it.

Just to give you an idea of what would

'happen from this point forward, just to kind

of emphasize a few points, you know, we're in
the public comment period now that's going to
run through September 4th.

As Angela had mentioned, if you're going
to send in written comments, they just need
to be postmarked by September 4th. There are
mailing addresses and phone numbers and e-
mails on the handouts that you picked up as
you came in through the door there.

Okay, so the comment period ends, EPA is
going to review all those comments, and then
we'll also prepare a response to those
comments, and then we'll make a final
decision about whether or not to proceed with
this preferred alternative.

If we decide to proceed with the
preferred alternative, then we just document
it in something called the record pf

decision. And it's possible that we could
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get that signed by September or October of
this year. And then after that, the latter
part of 2007 and then going into 2008, EPA
would riegotiate a legal document with Domtar
that would commit them to actually doing the
construction part of the remedy. And then
once that legal document has been signedlby
both parties, then you go into a design
phase.

So, just rough estimated dates, you're
loocking at 2008-2009 for the design phase and
then roughly 2009-2010 to get the
construction done. And then after that,
you're just going to have the long-term
monitoring and the five-year reviews.

That's it. That's the summary of what I
have for tonight. We're going on into the
question and answer pericd.

What might be helpful is if -- I'll just
move the microphone over here a little bit
more towards the center. If you don't mind,
if you have a question or comment, if you
could just speak into the microphone. That
way it makes it easier for the court reporter

to more accurately capture your comments.
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So, with that, if someone has a question or
comment, I'll see if I can answer it.

TERRY PRATT: If you did decide to dredge in
alternative ten, what would be the disposal
of that dredge material; where would you put
it? Would you incinerate it; would you
landfill it? And if you landfill it, where
would you landfill it?

RANDY BRYANT: At this point, I would think
the landfill. We would separate the solid
part from the liquid part. You're going to
have a lot of water that you're sucking up,
so you would have to have a treatment plan to
take care of the liquid part. And the solid
would have to be disposed of. It's possible
that there's landfill capacity on the plant
site itself or you would have to find another
suitable facility.

TERRY PRATT: I'm sorry. My name is Terxy
Pratt, P-R-A-T-T. I'm president of the
Albemarle Fisherman's Association and the
past president of Roanoke-Chowan Wildlife
Club, both of which are situated in this
area. And I've been a commercial fisherman

for fifty years down here, so this creek does
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concern me. And if you are at in the mid
reach below levels now, as I understand it,
and I think I'm right, North Carolina state
standards on pulp mills are thirteen parts
per quadrillion or non-detect for dioxins.
RANDY BRYANT: For their discharge?

TERRY PRATT: Yeah, for their discharge. So
that's a big difference.

RANDY BRYANT: Yeah, but we're also talking
about two different things. We're talking --
the cleanup we're talking about for the
actual sediment itself, therxe's a surface
water standard from the State of North
Carolina regulating their discharge.

And, as far as active plant operations
and discharges, there are different programs
and different staff that are focused on that.
What's I'm able to deal with is the stuff
that's left on the bottom of the creek from
their historic discharges.

And the cleanup number is what we
figured out would be protective of the
critters and the small critters at the
bottom, or the fish, the river ot;ers, and

then also to, like, osprey.
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'TERRY PRATT: - Yeah. But, as you stated, I
think, the dioxin levels have been dropping
in samples taken from fish and wildlife over
the last two or three years.

RANDY BRYANT: Well, over a longer period of
time than that.

TERRY PRATT: Yeah.

RANDY BRYANT: That is certainly right. 1It's
on a decline. And that's another reason why
I'm not advocating a real aggressive dredging
operation, because things are improving
without us. So we don't want to make things
worse when they're already on a positive
trend.

TERRY PRATT: Right. Sometimes it's best to
let a sleeping dog lie.

RANDY BRYANT: Well, that's part of what
we're considering, yeah.

TERRY PRATT: Is there any mechanics
included that would require process
regqulations for pulp mills to maintain
process improvement? We went from chlorine
bleach to oxygen bleach to ozone bleach, and
a lot of them drug thgir feet because they

didn't want to pay the price to go from oxy
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to ozone simply because they had to pay for
the technology. 1Is there something going to
be included in that that says, "All right,
Domtar, if you're going to run fine paper,
you're going to run at this level of
discharge"?

RANDY BRYANT: Well, as I was trying to point
out, there's different groups that --

TERRY PRATT: I understand that, but --
RANDY BRYANT: But as far as what the
Superfund can require, Superfund -- this
program is not set up to say your active
plant has to do this; we're trying to fix an
old problem.

TERRY PRATT: I understand. But if you're
fixing an old problem, it makes a lot of
sense to get in front of that problem.

RANDY BRYANT: Right.
TERRY PRATT: And EPA can recommend that

North Carolina require certain standards,
"You will do this process this way or you go
the hell out of business." I mean, it's that
simple.

RANDY BRYANT: Well, they are meeting their

permitted discharge standards now.
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TERRY PRATT: Right.

RANDY BRYANT: And they have a permit that's

3 in effect -- I forget when it expires, but
4 it's several years down the road. So they're
5 meeting their standafds now.
6 TERRY PRATT: Yeah, they are, but they're
7 chang -- companies are changing hands
8 quickly. And when Union Camp sold out to
9 International Paper, the whole environmental
10 staff went away. And the only thing
11 International Paper looks at is the bottom
12 line. He could care less whether my fish die

or I die, as long as he turns a profit.

So, if we don't get in front of this

15 stuff, Mr. EPA, we ain't going to live long
16 “enough to clean it all up. |

17 RANDY BRYANT: I understand. Have we got
18 : another question or comment?

19 : RUSSELL LEE: My name is Russell Lee,

20 resident of Washington County, retiree from
21 Weyerhaeuser Company. No questions, just a
22 statement as to fact. I understand that

23 things are improving with Mother Nature and
24 Father Time. Personally, I'm opposed to

25 going in and dredging. I'm in favor of
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minimum impact on the creek. At the present
time in the last few years, there has been
increased fishing in that creek. I think we
need to do a minimum amount of work.

If Superfund insists on spending
$9,000,000.00, my suggestion is to take these
funds and separate them and give them to
Washington and Martin County. Economically,
we could use them a whole lot more there.
Thank you for your time.

RANDY BRYANT: Thank you.

CHRIS SMITH: Chris Smith from Roper. I'm
also an ex-Weyerhaeuser employee. But I kind
of agree with Russell on some of that and
what he said about not dredging and
disturbing. I think we've got a Pandora's
box here, and it's best we try to keep it
covered up.

In your reports, you showed that the
dioxin is declining and the wood duck egg
viability has improved. But I got -- I'm
wondering about some other things, though,
because your -- it seems like your report
showed you had a concern about otters and

birds.
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Is there any hard data, any analysis

2 X actually been performed on otters or birds,
3 other than wood ducks, birds that strictly

4 ' feed on fish, like cormorants, kingfishers,
5 blue herons, that -- you know, is that a

6 concern in those species, or is it just --

7 RANDY BRYANT: Well, the bird species that I
8 know the Fish and Wildlife Service has done
9 studies on included, yeah, the wood duck, and
10 they've also been looking at osprey eggs on
11 some of those studies. As far as river
12 otters, no.

I mean, like, I ~-- normally in the

Superfund program we don't normally go out

15 and catch otters and either, you know, feed
16 them contaminants or, you know, kill them and
17 dissect them and see what's up with them. We
18 don't typically do that. I mean, I suppose
19 it has been done in a few places, but we

20 don't typically do that. We try to do it

21 more on what has been done in previous

22 | studies and lab studies and what we know just
23 about environmental toxicology, so we can try
24 to avoid, you know, having to capture and

25 kill some of these higher level gnimals to
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find out for sure.

CHRIS SMITH: My other question as far as
some of the remedial steps that you're
proposing about, say, putting a layer of sand
on the bottom of the creek, how will that
work on the slopes of the creek where you've
got a fairly sleep slope? How would you
contain the sand there where it sticks to the
slopes and doesn't slide down?

RANDY BRYANT: Well, that's one of the
reasons that we're focusing on a thin-layer
cap, because we observed that when we tried
to do that thicker layer, where we had, 1like,
the hog fuel and then sand on top of that,
that ended up being like about a foot-thick
layer, and that's when we did start seeing
more side slope failures where you have a
cap, you know, sliding off so you would have
stuff exposed again. So, that thicker layer
is really going to be an issue. That's why
we're thinking more of a thin layer.

CHRIS SMITH: How do you make hog fuel sink?
RANDY BRYANT: You soak it in water. I
forget the period of time. But they soaked

it in water till it was pretty dense. And
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when they did the pilot testing, I believe it
was, like, eighty to eighty-five percent of
the hog fuel did sink down, and the rest of
it tended to be caught down like at the booms
we had at the downstream edge.

CHRIS SMITH: Okay. Thank you.

RANDY BRYANT: Sure. Do we have any other
questions?

SAM STYONS: I'm not as technical. I'm a
former banker here, and retired, and actually
I've got a job I don't know how I got. It's
interim town manager now for the Town of
Plymouth, which I wasn't looking for. We are
awfully concerned about the health of our
citizens here as it relates to whatever
happens with Weyerhaeuser/Domtar. We've been
géod friends of them over the years, and

they've certainly been an economic stemness

to our community; however, we are learning
more and more about some health problems that
we think may be directly, if not indirectly,
related to that plant over time.

I'm not as technical as Chris, and not
as knowledgeable gbout fish as Mr. Pratt;

however, I do remember from chemistry, things

L
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had half lives, as I remember, which is how
long it took them to go away naturally.

You didn't mention how long if you don't
do anything before we won't have a level
that's a problem of dioxin, if it has a half‘
life. Could you address that? - And being
somewhat familiar with these streams and
creeks and looking at this picture here where
I think these guys are spraying sand --

Is that sand or chips? That's probably

sand.

RANDY BRYANT: That's sand.

SAM STYONS: -- it appears that there's a
tremendous sediment problem there. If I --
we're in one of the counties that's under
CAMA. If I put a little bit of sand in the
river, they put me in jail. And you're
talking about putting a whole lot of sand in
the river that looks like it's floating in
the water column and it's going to come down
the river. So it doesn't -- didn't look like
a good plan to me.

And it may be that the best plan is to
do nothing, if there is, in fact, a

reasonable period of time that, based on what

4 !
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you know now, this is probably going to go
away and you can prevent further accumulation
of this problem by whatever that other group
you're talking about is supposed to be
monitoring. And like Russell Lee said, we
would love to have the $9,000,000.00.

RANDY BRYANT: All right. There's several
things that I'm going to address. 1I'll take
one of the latter ones. With the addition of
the sand, like with the pilot test, the sand
tended to sink pretty quickly. You have some
of the fine particles that were suspended in
the water column, but you weren't seeing
those impacts very far down at all from the
test area. And while you might have an
immediate issue with turbidity right where
you applied the sand, it's not like dioxin

that was stirred up would be present

potentially for several weeks in the water
column.

With the sand, that is a very short-term
localized issue. So I'm pretty comfortable
with the lack of significant impacts from
applying the sand. I think it'g better to

have applied it than to have done nothing.

!
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The question about hélf life, the dioxin
and organic contaminants like that, they last
a long time. We're talking about what we
might expect to see with natural recovery,
we're talking about with just natural
sedimentation, you know, coming down off the
fields into the creek and slowly covering in
this area. And with natural sedimentation,
we were talking about, like, a hundred years.

I'm not sure about the actual just plain
old decay of dioxin. 1It's a persistent
contaminant. So I can't really get to the
idea of what the half life would be. But
sedimentation, you know, would cover it. And
what that would do is reduce or prevent the
little critters from coming in contact with
it.

But that's what we're trying to do. 1If
we can control it at that very bottom level,
then the bigger things that are feeding on
the smaller organisms will take in less
dioxin, and then everything above them will
be taking in less. |
EDDIE MCNAIR: I'm Eddie McNair, and I have a

question. If I understood correctly, you
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said the heaviest concentration was from MT-3
to MT-6.

RANDY BRYANT: That's right.

EDDIE MCNAIR: Okay. When you did your test,
how far south of 64 was the test taken?
RANDY BRYANT: They went all the way into the
confluence of the river.

EDDIE MCNAIR: Okay. And of what level were
they on the south side?

RANDY BRYANT: On the south side, once you
get down below MT-6, you're looking at a
maximum probably in the low -- we have one
part -- we have greater than one part per
billion above MT-6. We're looking at
something like half that or lower on that
lower stretch.

So you're talking, instead of one part
per billion or five parts per billion in the
‘upstream reach, in the downstream reach
you're talking about, like .5 or .4 or .3, .2
or .1. So -- and that's downstream from MT-
6, so you're moving further down the creek
towards the river.

EDDIE MCNAIR: Okay, now, I'm going the

opposite direction.

VERBATIM REPORTING SERVICE
Post Office Box 7234 Rocky Mount, NC 27804
252-937-7394 4 800-774-6421




10

11

12

13

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

EPA Public Meeting 8-16-07 Page 35

RANDY BRYANT: Okay. You're talking about
going from MT-6 up to 64°?

SAM STYONS: He's above 64 about a mile.
RANDY BRYANT: Above --

MS. MILLER: He's going down to 64. He's
asking down to 64.

EDDIE MCNAIR: Right.

RANDY BRYANT: Down to 64 or --

EbDIE MCNAIR: Beyond --

SAM STYONS: You're talking about McNair
Road, aren't you, Eddie?

EDDIE MCNAIR: Yes.

RANDY BRYANT: Much, much, much lower once
you get up here. MT-3 is the extent of where
we have contaminants that are high enough to
be concerned about. As you go further in
this direction, the direction you're asking
about, upstream, at this point, as you get
approaching Highway 64, you're getting down
to no detects.

EDDIE MCNAIR: Okay, good. Thanks.

WADE ROGERS: Wade Rogers. What's the
highest level of dioxin that you've found?
RANDY BRYANT: It's about six.parts per

billion.
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WADE ROGERS: Six parts per billion, and you
want to get this down to one part per
3 ' billion?
4 RANDY BRYANT: Yes.
5 WADE ROGERS: And this is an area about a
6 _ mile and a half long?
7 RANDY BRYANT: 1It's a little over a mile.
8 WADE ROGERS: That nobody fishes in, nobody
9 goes' in there but the birds?
10 RANDY BRYANT: Somebody could go up there.
11 WADE ROGERS: But you would have to have a
12 very low boat to get under the bridge and
13 all.

@4 RANDY BRYANT: That's true. I mean, that's
15 -- the fishing access is kind of limited on
16 the creek when you've got at least two or
17 three either road or railroad bridges you
18 have to pass under to get up the creek.

19 WADE ROGERS: This one part per billion, is
20 : this a state level or EPA level or federal
21 level? |
22 RANDY BRYANT: Well, EPA is -- this is U.S.
23 EPA, so --
24 WADE ROGERS: Ok;y. I know at the time when
25 the guru that decided that dioxin was so
e
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poisonous to everybody, North Carolina set
their dioxin level lower than the federal
government did. Of course, two years later,
the guru that said it was so bad for you
said, "Hey, it don't hurt you all that bad."
And at that time, North Carolina stayed at
eleven, but they didn't have a meter that
would measure it.

I'm a forty-year employee and I'm
retired, and I agree with Russell Lee, leave
it alone. 1It's -- you said it's -- didn't
you say it had dropped -- been reduced by
five times in the last twenty years?

RANDY BRYANT: Yeah. Now, that's over kind
of a broad area that kind of encompasses the
creek and the river. It's not specifically
in the creek at a given location, but just,
like, in this general area, you know, where
ducks, either woodvducks, osprey, or whatever
could come in contact with it.

WADE ROGERS: And you can soak that hog fuel
all you want to, but you're going to have to
put a log boom up, because you're going to
have one layer of hog fuel laying on top of

the creek, and it will eventually work right
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on out to the river.

I agree with what they said to leave it
alone and, if you've got the money you want
to spend, give it to Washington County and
Martin County; they can use it. Thank you.
RANDY BRYANT: All right, just one thing I
wanted to point out. With our preferred
alternative, we're not talking about using
the hog fuel. 1It's one of the options that
we considered, but we're talking about just a
thin layer of sand on -- hog fuel is one of
the other altermatives.

WADE ROGERS: It will go away in time.
BRIAN ROTH: Good evening. My name is
Brian Roth. I'm the mayor of Plymouth. And
our community has gone through this for many
years. And obviously a lot of our local

citizens work at Weyerhaeuser and now Domtar,

as well. And those facilities both are
extremely important to our local community.
And all these issues are of concern, how
it's going to be mitigated, the environment,
the impacts to the environment itself, and
also, as our town manager said, impacts to

our citizens.

}
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But there's another impact that I'm
going to bring up that probably other people
might not be thinking about. And it's not
necessarily part of your preferred or any of
your alternatives. But that's the negative
impact that this whole process has had on our
local economy over many years as far as the
fishing moratoriums, publié perception, not
just in our community but the perception --

I want to go on record. That's why I'm

up here. Our folks probably pretty much

understand this.

-~ the perception outside of our
community. We have very large bass
tournaments. Lots of different types of
fishing takes place out there. A lot of
different types of enjoyment of the river can

and should be taking place, but we have a --

there is a stigma attached to this river,
particularly the lower Roanoke River, based
on what has happened.

And it is going to be very important how
that's miti -- that issue is mitigated going
forward, as well.. I know there's an effort

with EPA and NOAA and so on to work through
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that.

But there again, I just want to go on
record that there is a very serious, strong
negative impact economically and perception-
wise that has taken place here in conjunction
with this project.

And we do want to continue our support

of Weyerhaeuser and Domtar both. They're

vitally critical to the health of our

economy, as well. But all that needs to be
taken into consideration, not necessarily
picking an alternative but this project,
mediation project, in a large sense. Thank
you.

RANDY BRYANT: Maybe that speaks to, "We need
to just try to get on with it and make a
decision and get something going to try to
finish off the process," kind of what you're
getting at; that would be hélpful if we can
just -- the faster we can get through the
process and call it done?

BRIAN ROTH: Not necessarily. I just
wanted you-all to take that message back,
that when we get to the reparation portiop of

the project, which some of that has already
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taken place, but those discussions will
2 continue over probably twelve months to a
3 couple of years there --
4 RANDY BRYANT: Oh, I see.
5 BRIAN ROTH: -- and that's where tﬁese
6 folks here are saying this $9,000,000.00 is
7 not insignificant; we have been economically
8 | injured as a community, enjoying the river
9 and the resources that has been denied to
10 those folks who like to use the river.
11 CHRIS SMITH: Chris Smith again. I guess
12 hitchhiking on what Mayor Roth said, the
13 likelihood of seeing canoe platforms on Welch
@4 Creek is pretty remote, then, if somebody
15 wanted to be canoceing down there. 1It's like
16 it's going to be one of those areas that ydu
17 would be encouraged not to spend a lot of
18 time on.
19 - RANDY BRYANT: Actually, canoceing would be
20 fine. I mean, I understand there's a
21 difference between, you know, what's
22 ’ practical and what people perceive it to be.
23 But just from a practical perspective,
24 canoeing would be fine. It's more of an
25 issue with the water moccasins.
@®
- ' - —VERBATIM-REPORTING SERVICE
Post Office Box 7234 Rocky Mount, NC 27804
252-937-7394 4 800-774-6421




10

11

12

13

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

EPA Public Meeting 8-16-07 Page 42

Do we have any other comments? That's
fine, if you do. If we don't, then I would
say, thanks for coming -- did you have a
comment?

DAVID JONES: My name is David Jones. I'm
retired. I was a little bit late coming in.
I didn't get the whole situation about what's
going on, but what's going to happen if you
do nothing, and what is going to -- what good
is it going to do, if you do something? And
is that a grant that's paying for this?

RANDY BRYANT: All right, so that's three
things. If we did nothing, then you would
see what you have now. You would have the
fish consumption advisories; they're going to
be in place. And they're going to be in
place even if we do our preferred
alternative. Those advisories are going to
continue for a little while, but I would
expect that with the remedy put in place that
they should come off faster.

As far as who's paying for it or a grant
or whatnot, no, with the Superfund program,
the company itself has got to pay for it.

It's not federal money that would actually
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get the work domne, Domtar would be the one
that would be implementing and paying for the
work under EPA oversight.

The only time the federal government
does it is if, like to say, that was actually
an abandoned, and nobody -- the company had
gone bankrupt and there was nobody on it,
then the federal government could come in and
spend its money for studies and cleanups, but
as it stands now, it would be Domtar.

And keeping in mind, also, these are
cost estimates. I wouldn't get hung up on
the exact dollar amount, but what's important
is the relative difference in cost between
the alternatives.

Obviously, no action is the cheapest
thing, doing some more monitoring would be a
little bit more expensive, doing a thin-layer
cap plus monitoring would be another step in
expenses, and then on up to dredging which is
the most expensive one; because you've got
material to move and landfill and you've got
water to treat.

So, again, the costs are more just.to

illustrate the relative differences between
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them, not necessarily exact dollar amounts.
2 And, I guess, also, too, you know, those
3 costs include estimates for future monitoring
4 and maintenance.
5 So the construction up front could be
6 _ less, but it would still be a few million for
7 the actual construction, and then you've got
8 all that monitoring over a thirty-year period
9 that's -- we made cost estimates for.
10 DAVID JONES: It will last thirty years?
11 RANDY BRYANT: Oh, it lasts at least that
12 long, but we use thirty years as a standard,
13 kind of, time frame to compare costs.
@4 : DAVID JONES: Uh-huh, and could cost up to
15 $27,000,000.00 or anywhere between?
16 ‘ ﬁANDY BRYANT: If you ﬁried to do that
17 dredging. If you tried to do the extensive
18 dredging, then that's when you're getting up
19  to that $27,000,000.00.
20 DAVID JONES: So, nobody is going to have a
21 : job -- I mean, are they willing to hire
22 anybody from around here to do it, in case I
23 need a job?
24 RANDY BRYANT: 1I'll leave ;hat to Domtar.
25 RUSSELL LEE: Russell Lee. Are there any
&
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more scheduled meetings in Martin County or
anywhere concerning this jo -- this project?
I don't feel there was sufficient public
announcement, because I only by éoincidence
heard it today. I read two or three
newspapers regularly, and I didn't see any
announcements in the papers.

RANDY BRYANT: What we do -- oh, are you
finished?

RUSSELL LEE: Yes.

RANDY BRYANT: Okay. What we did on this
one, this particular project, is we sent out
mailers with fact sheets to the folks we had
on our mailing list. We ran an ad in the
Roanoke Beacon. The Enterprise Newspaper
called and talked to me the other day, and I
thought they were going to do a story. And
in the past, you know, we've had fact sheets
and public meetings for other activities out
there.

And I remember myself I sent out another
fact sheet back in 2005 that just kind of ran
through the different projects that were
going on including this one. So, I'm hoping

with the different things we've done, we've
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gotten the word out, and --

RUSSELL LEE: I don't think so.

RANDY BRYANT: All right.

MITCHELL PATRICK: My name is Mitchell
Patrick. I'm representing Martin-Tyrell-
Washington District Health Department. And
from a public health standpoint, we would
like to see whichever method is going to have
the greatest impact on protecting the public
health implemented. 1If this alternative
three is the one, then that's what we would
like to see done. I do have one question.
You're talking about two to four centimeters
of sand?

RANDY BRYANT: I'm sorry. Two to four
inches; five to ten centimeters.

MITCHELL BRYANT: I'm sorry. Yeah, I meant

two to four inches, five to ten centimeters,

of sand over the bottom of this creek. And
it says, while a new benthic community will
colonize the clean substrate. Can you tell
me roughly how long that will take?

RANDY BRYANT: It would take a matter of
months to -- because in the pilot test( you

know, we did smaller scale areas. You know,
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say roughly a hundred by a hundred where we

did these kind of caps, and they would --

3 they had a test area where they monitored the
4 benthos, and then they also monitored the

5 capped areas after they were put in places

6 and how quickly things came back.

7 And it tended to be a matter of months.
8 I think maybe in some cases maybe up to a

9 year, but it was generally fairly quick, a

10 matter of months.

11 MITCHELL PATRICK: Okay, thank you.

12 RANDY BRYANT: Well, folks, I think

13 we're winding down. If we are, then I would

say, thanks for coming out. Remember that if

15 you have any additional questions or comments
16 maybe after you get home, if you think of

17 ' something next week, our contact information
18 is on the fact sheet, so you should be able
19 _ to reach us. And if you have anything

20 immediately even here after we wrap up, just
21 come up and ask me. But, again, thanks for
22 coming out, and'I hope we've been able to

23 answer at least most of your questions.

24 (The proceedings were concluded at 8:01 p.m.)
25 * * * END OF TRANSCRIPT * * *
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APPENDIX C: STATE CONCURRENCE LETTER

Welch Creek Area of the Domtar (formerly Weyerhaeuser) Site
Record of Decision
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September 2007



AyA

" NCDENR

North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources

Dexter R. Matthews, Director Division of Waste Management Michael F. Easley, Governor

26 September 2007 William G. Ross Jr., Secretary

Mr. Randy Bryant
Superfund Branch, Waste Management Division
US EPA Region IV

61 Forsyth Street,

Atlanta, Georgia

SUBJECT:

Dear Mr. Bryant:

SW
30303

Concurrence with Record of Decision
Domtar (formerly Weyerhaeuser) Site Operable Unit #4 (Welch Creek)
Plymouth, Martin County

The State of North Carolina, by and through its Department of Environment and Natural Resources, Division of Waste
Management (hereinafter referred to as “the State™), reviewed the Record of Decision (ROD) received by the Division on 25
September 2007 for the Domtar (formerly Weyerhaeuser) Site Operable Unit #4 (Welch Creek) and concurs with the selected remedy,
subject to the following conditions:

The State of North Carolina appreciates the opportunity to ¢
the remedy for the subject site. If you have any questions or com

State concurrence on the ROD for this site is based solely on the information contained in the ROD received by the
State on 25 September 2007, including the evaluation of the dredging alternatives. Should the State receive new or
additional information which significantly affects the conclusions or amended remedy contained in the ROD, it may
modify or withdraw this concurrence with written notice to EPA Region IV. Additionally, the State notes the
comments on the draft plan by the NC Division of Marine Fisheries and the NC Wildlife Resources Commission.

State concurrence on this ROD in no way binds the State to concur in future decisions or commits the State to
participate, financially or otherwise, in the clean up of the site. The State reserves the right to review, overview
comment, and make independent assessment of all future work relating to this site.

If, after remediation is complete, the total residual risk level exceeds 10", the State may require deed
recordation/restriction to document the presence of residual contamination and possibly limit future use of the
property as specified in NCGS 130A-310.8

t on the ROD and looks forward to working with EPA on
nts, plegse call Mr. Nile Testerman at 919/508-8482.

Y AL

Dexter R. Matthews, Director
Division of Waste Management

Sikcerely,
)

cc Jack Butler, Chief NC Superfund Section
David Lown, NC Superfund
Nile Testerman, NC Superfund
Fred Haris, Interim Executive Director, Wildlife Resources
Dr. Louis Daniel, Director of Marine Fisheries

1646 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carofina 27699-1646

Phone 919-508-8400 \ Fax 919-715-3605 \ Internet http://wastenotnc.org
An Equal Opportunity / Affirmative Action Employer
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Table 8-1

Ecological Lines of Evidence for the Conservative Evaluation of the Piscivorous Mammalian Endpoint

HQ voagL = 0.0074
HQua v 1oapL = 0.0013
}'Qﬁ\_;;~L()AEL = (35,0005

not result in modeted HQs> 1 O under
any CXPOSUTE SCENATio.

HQs in all scenarios,
chromium has not been
retained as s final
ceologieal COC for this
endpoint.

(River Otter)

_ HQ EVALUATION | ' A . RATIONALE. }.. -
-} 0 . ] CONSERVATIVE |° - Sl OF o F FINAL.
. ENDPOINY | .. COPCs | SCENARIO . - DETECTION .~ . 2} ELIMINATION - | “COE

Piscivorous Dioxin TEQ'Y HQuaxnoagr = 14 160% of the modeled risk is atnbutable | NA Yes
Mammalion HQuunoag = 5.4 to fish in the diet. The maximum
Species HO o toaps, = 14 concentration in fish is 2x average
HOQ . L0am, = 0.51 background concentration.
Dioxin TEQ™ HOQ parngar,= 14 100% of the modeled risk 15 attributable | NA Yes
HQue noapL = 3.1 to tish in the diet. The maximum
HQ i 0ar, = 1.4 concentration in fish is 2% average
”Q,.QALQAEL = (1.5 bm:kground concentration,
Mercury HOunoagy = 28 100% of the modeled risk is sttributable | Observed mercury Yes
HQyep noapL = 1.6 to fish in the diet. concentrations in tish
HQuy. omp, = 2.6 from Welch Creek are
HQuy10ae1 = 0.71 consistent with lecal,
regional and national
background
cantentrations.
Chromium HQugenoagy, = .02 Chromium is detected in fish but does Given low modeled No

i

O TEQ based on FTEFz (USEPA, 1987)

CTOTEQ based py WHO mammalian TEFs { 1998) )
Conservative evaluation - maximum and average concentrations and NOAEL and LOAEL based




Table §-2
Ecological Lines of Evidence for the Conservative Evaluation of the Piscivorous Avian Endpoint
{Great Blue Heron)

maximum fish concentration is over 3x |
' grester than the average concontration.
'Oniymndeledmmmmgmcm v

mﬁanve NOAEL value resubted in

. "~ HQ EVALUATION - -PATTERNS.
L o f CONSERVATIVE © ... OF
'ENDPOINT. |~ COPCs SCENARIO - . DETEETION ‘
Piscivorous Dioxin TEQ'Y | HOunoaer = 0.66 Dioxin TEQ' is detected in fish, Given low modeled No
Avian Species | (Unadjusted HQypn0am. = 0.23 wetfand soil and wetland water but HQs in all scenarios,
TRV) Quaioan, = .07 does not result in modeled HQs>1.0 dioxin TEQ is not
HOQup10am. = 8.02 under any exposure scenario. retained as a final COC
for this endpoint.
 Pioxin TEQ® | HQuunorsy= 6.6 : W::dmd mlmﬁﬁs&mds aﬁtn'bu!c i
(AW TRV) HQup noat = 2: :
KQmwm” 0.
HOQypr0am = 0.2¥

“a HQ greater than 1.0
Dioxin TEQ? | HOpnoar = 2.7 Wetland soil and fish cach attribute NA Yes
(Unadjusted HO,, onoagy = 069 approximately 50% of the modeled
TRV) H e oasr * 0.27 fsk. The maximum sedimient
HQyp r0ag, = 0.07 conceritration is 4x grester than the
averoge concentration. The maxirnum
fish conceniration is over 3x greater
than the average concentration. Only
modeled exposure using the maximum
observed concentration resulted in a
HQ greater than 1.0,
Dioxin TEQ® | HOQp noass, = 27 Wetland soil and fish cach antribute NA Yeg
(Adjusted TRY) | HQuenoam = 6.9 approximately 5U% of the modeled
HOQuarr0arr = 2.7 nisk for this endpoint. The maximum
HQpyipa. = 0.69 sediment concentration is 4x greater
than the average concentration. The
musximunm fish concentration is over Ix
greater than the average concentration.
Mercury HOQ oy napL = 37 99% of the modeled risk is atributable | Observed mercury Yes
HOQ,, voasr = 10 to tish in the diet, concentrations in fish
HQm“. LOAEL = 3.7 from Welch Crek are
HQuy 100 = 1.0 consistent with local,
regionat and nstional
background concs.
Chromium HQpuwnoans, = 0.06 Chromiun is detected m wetland soil Given low modeled No

H(\)n-y- NOAKL F 0.02
"ithLi)AH.. = .04
,’"O;ﬂs.;_o}\gk 4 0004

and fish but does not result in modeled
HOQs» 1.0 under sny exposire scenarno.

HQs in all scenarjos,
chromiwm ¥s not
retained as a final COC
for this endpoine.

UtOTEC) based on 1-TEFs (USEPA, 1487)
“UOTEQ bassd on WHO avian TEFs (1998)

Conservistive evikuation

- max e and average concentuations and NOAEL and LOAEL based
Shaded rows indicate use of the more conservative wdjusted NOAEL {1 x 10 myrkg day) und LOAEL (1 x 107 mp-kg-day).




Table 8-3

Ecological Lines of Evidence for the Conservative Evaluation of the Insectivorous/Herbivorous Avian
Endpoint (Normal Wood Duck)

“(J;\p NOAEL ™ = 0. 24
H()m.\ LOAEL = 0.05
HQ,pnae = 0.03

HQ EVALUATION. | _ RATIONALE
R . V(,ONSERVATK‘V‘E, : OF .

. ENDPOINT . COPCs - SCENARIO . Feoign ¥l N e !‘.LlMlNA’!"lONf
Insectivorons/ | Dioxin TEQ' HQ e noagL = 1.0 The modeled risk for this endpoint is Given low modeled Ne
Herbivorous (Unadjusted HQyp-noaEr = 0.25 56% attributableto sediment and HQs (=1.0) in all
Avian Species | TRV} HQuav-10ag = 0.10 37% atenibutable to plants, scenarios, dioxin TEQ
{normaf}) HQypLonsn, = 0.03 has not been retained as

a final ecological COC
for thls endpmnt.
Dioxin TEQY | HQuuwnorsr, =10
(Adiuswd TRY) | HQuesioar = 3.0
' HQ&M =1 0 -
4 HQmroam =03 . 8 ;
IDAEL valties rwumxl m a HQ gmnwr
than 1.0 .
Dioxin TEQY | HOpanoasr = 4.7 The modeted risk for this endpoint is NA Yes
{Unadjusted HG e noae = 1.0 55% atwibutable to sediment and
TRV} HOmax10ag, = 0.47 38% attributable to plants. Only
HOQy i 0aeL = 011 modeled exposure using the maximum
observed concentration resulted in a HQ
greater than 1.0.
Dioxin TEQ? | HQueenoars, = 47 The modeled risk for this endpoint is NA Yes
{Adjusted TRVY | HQupnoam. = U 55% atiributable 1o sediiment and”
HOQuan 10481 = 5.0 38% attributable to plants. The use of
HQupiosm, = 1.1 the more conservative NOAEL and
LOAEL values resulted in a HQg:catcr
than 1.0 :
Mercury HOwa moapr, = 4.2 The modeled nisk is 30% anributable 1o | NA Yes
HQu g noaeL = 1.6 sediment and 20% auributable 10
HOQumax-LoagL = 0.41 mvertebrates. Only modeled exposures
HOQ,p-toarg = 0.16 compared to the NOAEL resulted in a
HQ greater than §.0.
Chromium HQnarnoapy = 0.53 Chromium is detected in sediment and Given low modeled No
HOp noakrL = (.11 invertebrates but does not result in HQs t=1.0) in all
HOQ 006 = 013 modeled HQs> 1.0 under any exposure scenarios, chromium
HQ,p10ar, = 0.03 scenario. has not been retained as
4 final ecological COC
for this endpoint.
Zinc HQpuanoagL = 0.43 Zine is detected in all media but does Given low modceled No

not result in modeled HQs> 1.0 under
aIy exXposure scenario.

HQs (=1.0y in alt
scenarios, zine has not
been retsined as a final
ecological COC for this
endpoint.

OTEQ based on - TEFs (LISEPA, 1987)

P TEQ based on WHO avian TEFs (1998)
(onservative evaluation - masinvm and averags conanrations amd NOAFL and LOAEL bascd
Shaded rows indicate the uve of the more comsarvative adjusted NOAEL (1 x 10 mp-kg-day) and LOAEL {1 x 10" mp:kp-day).



Table 8-4

Ecological Lines of Evidence for the Conservative Evaluation of the Insectivorous/Herbivorous Avian
Endpoint (Breeding Female Weood Duck)

conservative NOAEL resulted ina HQ
greater than 1.0

modeled Exposure compared to thie more |

HQ EVALUATION PATTERNS KRATIONALE e
L ‘ CONSERVATIVE o OR OF . FINAL:
- ENDPOINT | COPCy SCENARIO DETECTION . ELIMINATION “ | €0€
Insectivorons/ | Dioxin TEQ ™ HO e noaer = 0.89 The modeled risk for this mxdpmnl is Given low modeled No
Herbivorous (Unadjusted HQ,\p noar, = 0.24 64% attributable (o sediment, HQs (=1.0} in all
Avian Species | TRV) HOQuar Loae = 0.09 21% attributable to plants, and seenarios, dioxin TEQ
{Breeding) HQuep10am, = 0.02 1 4% attributable to invertebrates, has not been retained as
# final ecological COC
#- for this endpoint.
Divxin TEQ m_mmagn ~mmdeiesimkﬁnhmmdwmxs NA e
(me : mau ‘ B e v P
: 'HQuoroar. = 0.8% - - ’
HQup100im = 0.24 ld% a!m'&ltablt o mvmebrate& Oniy

Dioxin TEQ'? HQeenoary, = 3.1 The modeled risk for this endpoint is NA Yes
{Unadjusted HQuppnoner = 1. 63% atrributable to sedimem, s
TRV} HQuux toapy = 041 22% atiributable to planis, and
l‘!Q”;"LQJ\EL = (), ] ] l“ﬁ(!ﬂ allﬁmwble o invcﬂebl'dlcs. Only
nodeled exposure compared to the
NOAEL resulied in a HQ grester than
1.0
Dioxin TEQ? | HQuenoars, = 41 The modeled risk for this endpoint is NA Yes
(Adjusted TRV) | HQpnonm = 11 64% attributable to. sedlmmt, -
HQIVQJ.QI\EL =}.1 14% Mmh‘ab‘c to anmm
Mercury HQ iy noagr = 4.9 The modeled risk is 67% atributable o | NA Yes
HQu o noser. = 2.2 sediment and 33% attributable to
HQ s 1 apy = 049 nvertehrates. Only modeled exposures
HO 08, = 0.22 compared to the NOAEL resulted in a
HQ greater than 1.0,
Chromium HOQp oagy = D-54 Chromium is detected in sediment and Given low modeled No
HQyo noarr = 212 invertebrates but does not result in HQs (=1.0}in all
HQmaw LoagL = 014 modeled BQs>1.0 under any exposure seenanos, chromium
HOQ,, 0ar, = B.03 scenari. hus not beea retained as
a final ecological COC
for this endpoint.
Zine HOQ . iyagr ™ .36 Zince is dewxred in all media but does Given low modeled No

HQ, . noars, = 6.32
HO,me Longr = 0.05
HQuioap = 0.04

not result in modeted HQs> 1.0 uvuder
WY £XpOSUre scenario,

HQs(=1.0)inall
scenanos, zing has not
been retained #s a final

COPC for this endpoint.

Y YE() hased un }- TEFs (USEPA, 1Y87)
BOTEQ based on WHO avian TEFs (1998)

Cunservative evalsation

- inaniours and average concentranons amd NOAEL and LOAEL based

Shaded raws indicate the use of the more conservative adjusted NOAEL (3 x 10° mgke-day) and LOAEL (1 x 107 mgrke-day).




Table 8-5

Ecological Lines of Evidence for the Conservative Evaluation of the Insectivorous Avian Endpomt

(Barn Swallow)

L . HQ EVALUATION, 22 RATI()NALE
o=k o | CONSERVATIVE OF .
ENDPOINT: ' COPCs |3 SCENARIOY . ELIMINATION
Insectivorous | Dioxin TEQ'Y | HQuuenoar, = 0.27 Dioxin TEQ) was detected in Given low modeled No
Avian Species | (Unadjusted HOQypvoae = 0.14 invertebrates and surface water but does | HQs (=1.0) in alf
TRV) HO e Loags = 0.03 not result in modeled HQs>> 1.0 under scenanios, dioxin TEQ
HQuproap = 0.01 ANY CXPOSUTE sCenario. is not retained as a final
COC for this endpoint.
(Ad}mm\r)f HQpvoam, = E4

HQupuiapy = 0.16
H(Jmn LOAEL (.02
HQ:M‘-'LUAH,. = (.02

i . HQ‘WMF* 0,
2&" i Wmm&”ESI‘ : y o
x "conservahve NOAEE resultuf ina HQ
greater than 1.0, : i 3
Dioxin TEQ? | HQuunone = 1.3 The modeled risk for this endpointis | NA Yes
(Unadjusied HO, o nonge, = 0.68 gregier than 99% atiributable (o the
TRV} HQuar1ong1 =0.13 dioxin TEQ concentrmion in
HOQupp1oars = 0.07 invertebrates. Only modeled exposure
using the maximum observed
concentration resulted in a HQ greater
than 1.0.
Dioxin TEQ® | HQuawnoas = 13.0 The modeled risk for this endpoint is NA Yes
{Adiusted TRV)- | HQuynoar = 6.8 greater than 99% attributable to the
BQuu toap. = 1.3 dioxin TEQ concentration in
HO, . coap = 0.68 inveriebrafes. Use of the more
conservative LOAEL resulted in a HQ
greater than- 1.0,
Mercury HQpmarxoan, = 1.4 The modeled risk tor this endpoint is Observed mercury Yes
HQuvp voag, = 0.99 greater than 99% aunbutable to the coneentrations in
HO 0 Loaer = 0.4 mercury concentration in invertebrates. emerpent insects from
HO,. 1048 = 0.09 Only modeled exposure using the Welch Creek are
raaximum observed concentrition consistent with
resulted in a HQ greater than 1.0, background reported in
the literature,
Chromium HO o ovong, ™ 0.07 Chromium is detected 1o the Given low modeled No
HQu gm0 = 003 invertebrates but does net result in HQs (=1.0) in all
H Qe roapL = 0.02 modeled HQs» 1.0 under any exposure scenarios, chromium is
HQup10ag, = 0.01 S¢ENario. not retained as a final
COC for this endpoint,
Zine HOQ e viape = 0.19 Zine 15 detected in surface water and Given Jow modeled No

nvertebrates but does not result in
modeled HQs» 1.0 under any exposure
scenano,

HQs (=1.0) in all
sCenarios, Zine is not
retained as a final COC
for this endpoint.

M TEQ based on I TEFs (USEPA, 1987)
' TEQ based on WHO avian TEFs (1998)

Conservative evaluation

- maximum and average concentrations and NOAEL and LOAEL based

Shaded rows indicate the use of the snore conservative adjusted NOAEL (1 x 107 mp-kp-doy) and LOAEL {1 a 107 mpke-day).




Table 8-6

Ecological Lines of Evidence for the Alternative Evaluation of the Piscivorous Mammalian Endpoint

ENGPOINE

RATIONALE
> ELIMINATION'

Piscivorous
Mammalian
Species

Dioxin TEQ'Y

HQysouct-noapL = 2.2
HQyup noaeL™ 1.2
HQqsmucr-Loag, = 0.22
HQyp 0880 = .12

100% of the modeled nsk is
attributable to fish in the diet.
The maximum concentration in
fish iz 28 average background
concentration,

NA

Dioxin TEQ?' | HQuueucr noae, = 2.2 100% of the modeled risk is NA Yes
HQuy noarr™ 1.2 attributable to fish in the diet.
HQyescr Loaer = 0.22 The maximum concentration in
HQup roaeL = 0.12 fish is 2x average background
concentration.
Mercury HQusuernoaee = 2.4 100% of the modeled risk is NA, Yes
HQ,p npapL= 2.3 attributable to fish in the diet.
HOQsowcrs0ap = 0.23
HQyp 1oapL = 0.20 Ohserved mercory
concentrations in fish from
Welch Creek are consistent with
local, regional and national
background concentrations.
Chromium HQysmcnnosgy = H.0015 Chromium is detected in fish but | Given low modeled No

HQalp~N0AEL = 000‘ }
HQoeo uoLLoary = 1LOOO9E
HQy . Laae1, = 0.000075

does not result in modeled
HQs 1.0 under any exposure
scenario.

HQs in all scenarios,
chromium fias not been
retzined as & final
ccological COC for this
endpoint.

' TEQ based on 1-TEFs (USEPA, 1987)
M TEQ based on WHO mammalian TEFs (1998)
Alterngtive evaluation -%5%UCL and average concentrations and NOAEL and LOAEL bused




Ecological Lines of Evidence for the Alternative Evaluation of the Piscivorous Avian Endpoint

Table 8.7

{Great Blue Heron)

,,,,,,,,

HQa~3~N0AEL = .01
HOQsse ¢t 10arL = 0.002
}{Qﬁ\r,lu,\ﬁl = (0,001

soil and fish but does not result in
modeted HOs> 1.6 under any
EXPOSUre sceEnarie.

al) seenprios, chromiom has
not been retained as 4 final
ecotogical COC for this
endpoint.

TR " . HQ EVALUATION PATTERNS. - RATIONALE ,
5 P EPRE . ALTERRNATIVE c OF o ~ OF L
- ENDPOINT. |7 COPCs - |7 SCENARMY: - - DETECTION & . ELIMINATION: - |
Piscivorous Dioxin TEQ" | HGQgseucr noass = 0.25 Dioxin TEQ' is detected in fish, Given low modeled HQs in | No
Avian Species | (Unadjusted HQppnoap = 0.13 wetland soil and wetland water all scenarios, dioxin TEQ
TRV) HQ9}"¢UCL- LOAEL = 0.02 bu! d(m not resuli in modﬁ'cd has my bten rmi“ed a5 3
HQ,p10amL = 0.01 HQs>1.0 under any exposure final ecological COC for
seenario. this endpoint.
. Dioxin TEQ® NATC
{Adjusted~ o
TRVy. =
Dioxin TEQ™ | HOuwocrnoas, =953 Dioxin TEQ? is detected in fish, | Given low modeled HQs in | No
{Unadjnsted HQ, o n0agr = 0.78 wetland soil and wettand water the altemative scenarios,
TRV) HOgseii0110a8L = 0.03 but does not result in modeled dioxin TEQ has not been
HQup 1088 = 0.01 HQs:+ 1.0 under any exposure retained as a tinal
SCenario, eeotogical COC for this
endpoint.
Only modeled exposure
using the maximum
observed concentration
resulted in a HQ greater
than 1.0
Dioxin TEQ™ | HOoswaicr noagr, =5-3 61 % of modeled risk is atiibuted | NA Yes
{Adijusted HQuunoag= 7.8 to fish in the diet. 32% of
TRY) HQusspicr.Loaer = 0.3 modeled risk doe 1o exposure to
HQuq Loarr. = 0.1 sediment. Use of more
conservative NOAEL resultad in
modeled HQ greater than ).
Mercury HOuseucunoagy, = 704 9% of the modeled risk is NA Yes
HQu pnoap = 5.0 artributable to fish in the diet.
HQqgo0r. L0a8r = 068
HQupr0an, = 0.49 Observed mercury concentrations
in fish from Welch Creek are
consistent with local, regional and
national background
CONCETTALIONS,
Chromium HQosvier woapL <« 0.02 Chromium is detected in wetland | Given low modeled HQs in | No

O TES) based on b TEFS (USEPA, [9R7)

b TEC based on WHO avian TEFs {1998)
Altemative evaluation - 95%UCL and average concenirations and NOAEL and LOAEL based
Shaded rows indicate the use of the mure conservative adjusted NOAEL (1 1 10% mgskp-day) and LOAEL (1 x 107 mgkp-day}




Table 8-8

Ecological Lines of Evidence for the Alternative Evaluation of the Insectivorous/Herbivorous Avian
Endpoint {Normal Wood Duck)

_ , - HQEVALUATION. .| mms 3 Mrloum
T ] ALTERNATIVE . : . OF:

- ENDPOINT | COPCs * SCENARIOS " [i” ;% DETECTION sszmm'xon
Insectivorous/ | Dioxin TEQM | HQueucrnoam, = 0.12 Dioxin TEQs wre detected in Given low modeled HOs
Herbivorous | (Unadjusted HOupsioan, = 0.03 sediment and invertehrates but (==1.0) in all scenarios,
Avian Species | TRY) HQpsmuetoner, = 0.012 | do not result in modeled dioxin TEQ is not retained
{normal) HG,p10ax1, = 0.003 HQs> 1.0 under any exposure as a final COC for this

scenarno. endpomt

A

Dioxin TEQ®

HQyseicr .m0, = 0.73

Ne

HQwpnoagr = 0.06
HQyswpier1oarL = 0.01
HOQyproam = 0.01

does not resulf in modeled
HQs> 1.9 under any exposure
scenanio.

(=1.0)in all scenanios, zine
is ot retained as a final
€QOC for this endpuint.

Dmxm TFQs are detected in Given Jow modeled HQs
{Unadjusted HOQupnoner = 0.13 sediment and invertebrates but {=1.0) in alternative
TRY) HQosvascr1.0aeL = 0.07 do not result in modeled scenarios, dioxin TEQ is
HQ, 0am. = 0.013 HQs> 1.0 uader any exposure not retained as a final COC
senario. for this endpuoint.
Only modeled exposure
using the maximum
ubserved concentration
resulted in a HQ greater
than 1.0,
{Adjusted HQ..,WAEL = 1.3 , n!mbmabie 0 exposuTe 1o
HQuy 100422, = =0, l3 conservative NQAEL resufted in:
modeled HQ greater than 1.0
Muercary HQyyoiicr voap. = 0.58 Mercury 15 detected 1o sedisment | Given low modeled H()s No
HQ noags, = 0.21 and invertebrates but does not {=1.0Yin & of 8 scenarios,
HQgsmuer. LOAEL * = (.06 result in modeled HQs>1.0 mercury is not retained as a
HQuproapr, = 0.02 under any exposure scenario, final COC for this cndpoint.
Chromium HOsseucrnvoan, = 0.08 Chromiumn is detected in Given low modeted HGs No
HQupnvoags, = 0.02 sediment and invertebraes but =1.0) in all scenanos,
HQuennerioner, = 0.019 does not resull in modeled chromium is not retained as
HQyp.coas = 0.004 HQs>1.0 under any exposure a final COC for this
scenario. endpoint.
Zine HOQuswa501-50a5L = D08 Zinc is detected in ol media but | Given low modeled H(s No

O TEQ based on |- TEFs ¢ LISEPA, 1987)
*OTEC based on WHO avian TEFs { 1998) Alternative evaluation - 95%UCL and average concentrations and NOAFL and LOAEL based
Shided rows indicate the use of the more consavative adjusted NOAEL (T x 107 ingkp-day) and LOAEL (1 x 107 mg/kg-day)




Table 8-9
Ecological Lines of Evidence for the Alternative Evaluation of the Insectivorous/Herbivorous Avian Endpoint

(Breedmg Waod Duck)
L HQ EYALUATION NI SIS
Ax,rmuawvx - FINAL
SCENARIG: - - o ide | : . - coe
Insectivorous/ Dioxin TE HQgswpcr.moas, = 0.12 Dioxin TEQs are detected in Given low modeled H(Js No
Hertivorous (U !ndd}usted HQuupnoae = 0.03 sediment, plants, and (=1.0) in all scenarios, dioxin
Avian Species TRV) HQosouer.1.0arr = 0.012 invertebrates but do not result in TEQ has not been retained as
{ Breeding) HQy.oam, = 0.003 modeled HQs> 1.0 under any a final ecological COC for

EXPOSUre seenario.

this endpomt

NA

Dioxin TEQ®

Dioxin TEQs are dechd m

Given low modeled Hi)s

No

HQ'\g NOAEL, ™ 0, 06
HOQusmup3c1 Loakr = .01
HQup 1082 = 0.01

docs not result in modeled
HQs> 1.0 under any exposure
scenario.

=10 v all scenanios, zine

has not been retained as a
final COPC for this
endpoint.

HQyouc1. NOAEL = 0.63
{Unadjusted HQuup noar = 0.13 sediment and invertebrates but do | (=1.0), in of} scenarios,
TRV) HQuwuctLoags = 0.06 not result in modeted HQs>1.0 dioxin TEQ has nit been
HOQ,p LoagL = 0.01 under any exposure scenario. retained as a final ecological
COC for this endpoint.
‘Dioxin TEQ® | HQyemucrnosm, = 6.3 Modeled risk predominantly: NA ' Yes
(Adjusted HQuenoa = 1.3 attributable to exposure 0. . a ' :
TRV): HQuwuctr0am, = 0.6 sediment. Useofmore .~ -
HQup 1oag = 0.1 conservative NOAEL mmﬁnd .
modeled HQ greater than 1.0
Mercury HQyse.001 noak, = 0.71 Mercury is detected in sediment Given low modeled HQs No
HOQ, e noagr = 0.31 and invertebrates but does not {=1.0} all scenarios, mercury
HQssrucrLoaer = .07 result in modeled HQs> 1.0 under | has not been retained as a
HQ,. oaeL = (.03 ANy eXPOsUTe sCenario. tinal ecological COC Tor this
cadpoint;
Chromium HQus et noags = .08 Chromium is detected in sediment | Given low modeled HQs No
HQ,, noapL = 302 und invertebrates but Joes not {=1.0) in alf scenarios,
HQueser. Loaps, = 1.02 resudt in modeled HOs> 1.0 under | chromium has not been
HO, e 10861 = 0.004 any EXPUsure scenario. retained as a final ecological
COC for this endpaoint.
Zine HQusmp:cLmaner, = 208 Zinc ts detected in all media buy Given low modeted HQs No

W TEQ based on I-TEFS (USEPA, 1987)

O TEQ hased on WHO avian TEFs (1998)
Alternative evaluation -95%UCL and average concentrations and NOAEL and LOAFL based
Shaded rows indicate the use of the more conservative adjusted NOAEL () x 10™ mpke-day) and LOAEL {1 x 1 mg/kg-day).




Table 810

Ecological Lines of Evidence for the Alternative Evaluation of the Insectivorous Avian Endpoint

(Barn Swallow)

1 SCENARION:

364

Insectivorous
Avian Species

Dioxin TEQW

{Unadjusted
TRV)

HQysmucr noas, = 0.32

HQ,pnoprr = 0.29
HQuswucr10ae = 0.03
HQ, e i0ar. = 0.03

Dio
invertebrates and surface water but
does not result in modeled
HQs>1.0 under any exposure
scenane,

Given low modeled HQs

(=1.0) in all scenarios, dioxin
TEQ has not been retained as
a final ecological COC for
this endpoint.

e ¥

L S s g e
Dioxin TEQ™ The modeled risk for this endpoint
{Unadjusted HOQupmoner = 1.3 is greater than 99% atnibutable to
TRV) HQuvocrioaeL = 017 the dioxin TEQ concentration in
HQ:Vg,—LOAEL =15 invexlehm!es,
Dioxin TEQ® | HOumuctnoam. = 17 The modeted risk is attributsble o | NA Yes
(Adjusted:. "HQupoam = 157 - dioxins detected in emergent I
L HQppt0am, = 15 L
Mercury HQgsmocr.noag, = 1l TFhe modeled nsk for this endpuoint NA Yes
HQ,.n0aeL » 0.8 is greater than 99% aunbutable to
HQuucrtLoae, = 0.1 the mevcury concentration in
HQl\g-LUAEL = (.08 invertebrates,
Only modeled exposure using (he
maximum observed concentration
resulted in a HQ greater than 1.0,
Observed mercury concentrations
in emergeni insects from Welch
Creek are consistent with
background reported in the
literature.
Chromsium HOysvucrsoaeL = 0.02 Chromium is detected in the Given low madeled HQs No
HQyy.nvcarr, = 0.01 invertebrates but does not resull in | (= 1.0) in all scenurios,
HQuemucy LoagL = 8.004 modeled HQs>-1.0 under any chromivm has not been
HQ, g tioagr = 0.002 exXposure scenanio. retained as a final ecological
COC for this endpoint,
Zine HOpeoscs nongr = 3,35 Zine i3 detected in surface water Given lbow madeled HQs No

HQ,y noagr = 0.30
HOQyeuctL0aEL = 0.06
HQr—g‘LO:\EL = (.06

and invertebrates but does not
result in modeled HQs> 1.0 under
ANY CXPOSUTE SCCHATTO.

(=1.0) in all scenarios, zinc
has not been retained as a
final ecological COC for this
endpoint.

U PRy based on I-TEFs (USEPA. 1987)

0 TEQ tased on WHO avian TEFs {1998)
Alternative evaluation - 953%UCL and average concentrations and NOAEL and LOAEL bused
Shided rows indicate the use of 1he more conservative adjusted NOAEL (1 x 10” mp kg-day) and LOAEL (1 x 10" mg/kg-day).
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