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Executive Summary

Hydrometrics, Inc. (Hydrometrics), on behalf of Talen Montana, LLC (Talen), retained Marietta Canty, LLC
(Canty) and Neptune and Company, Inc. (Neptune) to prepare a Cleanup Criteria and Risk Assessment
(CCRA) Report for the Wastewater Facilities Comprising the Closed-Loop System at the Units 1 & 2 Stage
| Evaporation Pond (SOEP) and Stage Il Evaporation Pond (STEP) area of the Colstrip Steam Electric
Station (Colstrip SES), the “Facility”, located in Colstrip, Montana. A CCRA Work Plan was previously
prepared for the SOEP/STEP area of the Facility and submitted to the Montana Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) in September 2017 (Canty, 2017a). The DEQ provided comments on the
CCRA Work Plan on October 20, 2017 (DEQ, 2017d). The SOEP/STEP CCRA was submitted to the DEQ on
December 19, 2017 (Canty, 2017b) and DEQ provided comments on April 12, 2018 (DEQ, 2018b). The
revised SOEP/STEP CCRA was submitted to the DEQ on June 11, 2018 (Canty, 2018b) and DEQ provided
comments on August 2, 2018 (DEQ, 2018c), which are addressed within this report. Comment
responses for the DEQ comments to the CCRA Work Plan; the December 19, 2017 CCRA; and the

June 11, 2018 CCRA are provided within (Appendix J).

To address potential process wastewater migration due to pond seepage and pipeline spills, PPL
Montana, LLC (PPLM; Talen’s predecessor) and the DEQ entered into an Administrative Order on
Consent (AOC) Regarding Impacts Related to Wastewater Facilities Comprising the Closed-Loop System
at the Colstrip SES on August 3, 2012, (DEQ/PPLM Montana, 2012). It is important to note that the AOC
addresses impacts related to process wastewater and does not address other media (unless impacted by
the process wastewater). The SOEP/STEP area is one of three areas at the Colstrip SES identified in the
AOQC as having groundwater impacts attributable to the process wastewater.

Future pond closure at the SOEP/STEP area will be conducted in accordance with the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Coal Combustion Residuals (CCR) Final Rule, and the planned
shutdown of Units 1 and 2 at the Plant Site. Because requirements of the CCR Rule have been, or will
be, implemented at the SOEP/STEP area under the CCR Rule, additional groundwater data collected as
part of the CCR Rule were considered in the preparation of this CCRA Report.

The following general approach for the CCRA Report was followed based on prior discussions with the
DEQ:

1. Identification of the SOEP/STEP Constituents of Interest (COls) beginning with the list of CCR
Rule detection and assessment monitoring constituents (Appendices Ill and V)

a. Begin with Source Data (Pond Data), as worst-case data

b. Consider the CCR Well data, which are also worst-case (if any) because they were
collected at the pond boundaries and total metals are analyzed, rather than dissolved

c. Consider DEQ-7 Standards

d. Consider USEPA Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) and USEPA Regional Screening
Levels (RSLs) for Tapwater

e. Consider Background Screening Levels (BSLs)

f. Consider other constituents potentially posing a Human Health or Ecological Risk

Project No. 17-1006 ix Revised 10/31/2018
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Executive Summary (Continued)

2. Preparation of the Site Conceptual Exposure Model (SCEM), including identification of the
following:

Potential Sources

Potential Release Mechanisms

Potential Media

Potential Exposure Pathways

Potential Receptors

®oo oo

3. Assess Human Health and Ecological Risks Associated with the COls (also referred to as

Chemicals of Potential Concern [COPCs] and, if retained after assessment, Chemicals of Concern

[COC]) either Qualitatively or Quantitatively, as appropriate, for:
a. Groundwater
b. Surface Water
c. Streambed Sediments
d. Soil (in spill areas)

4. Development of Cleanup Criteria for COls/COCs

a. Review Groundwater and Surface Water Cleanup Criteria (following DEQ guidance and

considering that DEQ-7 Values are Cleanup Standards)
Determine Human Health-Based Cleanup Criteria
Determine Ecological-Based Cleanup Criteria
Determine Leaching-Based Cleanup Criteria (Soil)
Compare to Background Screening Levels (BSLs)
Determination of Final Cleanup Criteria

ol

5. Develop Recommendations for the Incorporation of the Cleanup Criteria into the Remedy
Evaluation

Using the above described approach, the following groundwater COls/COCs were identified for the
SOEP/STEP area as presented in the Table below.

SOEP/STEP Groundwater COls/COCs

CCR Appendix Il CCR Appendix IV Other Potential SOEP/STEP
Constituents Constituents Constituents
Boron Cobalt Manganese
Sulfate Lithium
Selenium

Note: Radium was not identified as a COI/COC; however, it will remain a COPC while additional radium groundwater data are

collected. Radium will continue to be monitored and evaluated in groundwater as part of the Federal CCR Rule compliance
monitoring and continue to be evaluated under the AOC.

A SCEM is presented within this CCRA to identify the contaminant sources, affected environmental
media, release and transport mechanisms, potential human and ecological receptors, and exposure
pathways under the current and reasonably anticipated future uses of the SOEP/STEP area. The

preparation of the SCEM is a requirement of the AOC, as well as a required element in conducting a risk

assessment.

Project No. 17-1006 X Revised 12/20/2018
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Executive Summary (Continued)

A Risk Assessment approach was developed and followed based on guidance of the AOC, as well as
direction provided by the DEQ (2017a), in which DEQ indicated that risks should be evaluated for the
SOEP/STEP area without the operation of the groundwater capture system. This SOEP/STEP CCRA
Report presents both a Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) and an Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA)
following DEQ’s Risk Assessment guidance. The risk assessment process was used to identify COPCs
beyond the constituents listed in the Appendices Il and IV of the CCR Rule. Depending on the type of
media, both quantitative (i.e., forward risk calculations) and qualitative evaluations (i.e., comparison to
screening levels or standards) were conducted. Neither human health nor ecological COCs were
retained for surface water, sediment, or soil. As a final step in the CCRA, Cleanup Criteria were
developed for the identified COIs/COCs. Summaries of the risk assessments and Cleanup Criteria are
presented below by medium.

Surface Water (East Fork Armells Creek, the “Creek”)

Human health COPCs were not retained in surface water (see Section 10.1). Surface water has the
potential to be used for livestock watering along the eastern edge of the SOEP/STEP area. Two
ecological COPCs, boron and manganese, were identified in surface water. Manganese concentrations
potentially pose a risk to benthic receptors (i.e., benthic macroinvertebrates living in sediment), while
boron potentially poses a risk to aquatic life. The ecological COPCs were not found to pose a risk to
livestock drinking surface water from the Creek, although the maximum concentrations of sulfate
indicate the surface water is “marginal” for livestock watering (see Appendix C). Manganese and boron
concentrations in the Creek appear to be consistent with background concentrations originating from
regional geology, as well as coal mining and agricultural activities. Cleanup of surface water would be
ineffective as background sources would continue to affect the Creek at the SOEP/STEP area. Therefore,
manganese and boron were not retained as ecological COCs and Cleanup Criteria for surface water were
not developed. No action is required in the Remedy Evaluation regarding surface water.

Streambed Sediment

One human health COPC, manganese, was identified in streambed sediments of the Creek at the
SOEP/STEP area. However, concentrations in the streambed sediments were not found to pose a
human health risk (see Section 9.1) and manganese was not retained as a human health COC. One
ecological COPC, manganese, was identified in streambed sediments of the Creek that potentially poses
a risk to benthic receptors (see Appendix C). However, manganese concentrations in streambed
sediments appear to have originated from background sources (see Section 10.1). In addition, an
aquatic habitat assessment and benthic community survey was conducted in upstream areas of the
Creek (Arcadis, 2014) that indicated the lowest ratings of “fairly poor” to “poor” on the Hilsenhoff Biotic
Index (HBI; see Section 6.1.3). The likely HBI would be similar for the Creek at the SOEP/STEP area.
Cleanup of sediments would be ineffective as background sources would continue to affect the Creek at
the SOEP/STEP area. Therefore, manganese was not retained as an ecological COC and Cleanup Criteria
for streambed sediments were not developed. No action is required in the Remedy Evaluation regarding
streambed sediments.

Soil

One human health COPC, Radium 226, was identified at the former spill sites at the SOEP/STEP area (see
Section 6.3), but not retained as a human health COC (see Section 10.4). Ecological COPCs were
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identified in the spill areas at the SOEP/STEP area at the screening phase of the Ecological Risk
Assessment, but not retained as COCs in the Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment (see Appendix C).
Therefore, soil was not found to pose either a human health or ecological risk. Leaching COPCs were
evaluated by conducting Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP) analyses and calculating site-
specific soil standards following DEQ guidance (NJDEP, 2013; DEQ, 2016). Leaching COIs/COCs were not
retained for the spill areas of the SOEP/STEP area (see Section 10.2). No action is required in the
Remedy Evaluation regarding soil in the spill areas.

Groundwater

Following DEQ guidance, human health risks were not forward calculated for groundwater. Rather,
groundwater concentrations were compared to the DEQ-7 Standards as a qualitative evaluation of risk.
If a DEQ-7 Standard was not available, groundwater concentrations were compared to the USEPA
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCL; if available) and the USEPA Tapwater RSL (if available) in
accordance with the AOC.

Forward risk calculations were performed for ecological (livestock) risks associated with a groundwater
stock well (901D) located near the northern border of the SOEP/STEP boundary. Groundwater pumped
from Well 901D into a stock tank was not found to pose an unacceptable risk to livestock (see Appendix
C). In addition, per DEQ’s request, ecological (livestock) Cleanup Criteria for groundwater were also
developed. Ecological (livestock) Cleanup Criteria for groundwater were limited to one scenario
(livestock consumption via groundwater pumping into stock tanks). Table ES-1 below presents the
groundwater COIs/COCs, DEQ-7 Standards, screening levels, BSLs, and proposed Cleanup Criteria by
hydrostratigraphic unit.

The groundwater Cleanup Criteria should be used in the Remedy Evaluation to develop remedial
alternatives to address COI/COC groundwater concentrations that exceed these values, including after
the capture system is shut down. In addition, the remedial actions should address all the regulated
substances listed in the AOC Control Action definition (Section IV.B.; DEQ/PPLM, 2012), which include
three of the COIs/COCs (sulfate, boron, selenium), as well as potassium, sodium, magnesium, Total
Dissolved Solids (TDS), and salinity. Radium concentrations in groundwater at the SOEP/STEP area
appear to be consistent with background levels and radium was not identified as a groundwater
COI/COC. However, because a radium groundwater BSL was not available for comparison, as a
conservative measure radium will remain a COPC while additional groundwater data are collected.
Radium will continue to be monitored and evaluated in groundwater as part of the Federal CCR Rule
compliance monitoring and continue to be evaluated under the AOC.
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Executive Summary (Continued)

Table ES-1 Groundwater Standards, Screening Levels and Proposed Cleanup Criteria — SOEP/STEP Area

Ecological Proposed Cleanup Criteria
Ground- USEPA .
woter Tapwater BSL (Livestock) Cleanup Alluvium Spoils Clinker Coal- SubMcKay
col/coc DEQ-7/MCL pRSL Range Cleanup Criterion (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) Related (mg/L)
(mg/L) (me/L) (mg/L) Criterion Source (mg/L)
(mg/L)
CCR Appendix lll Constituents
(6) (1) 4 4 4 4 4
B NA 4 0.8-3.9 39 RSL
oron (RSL) (RSL) (RSL) (RSL) (RSL)
(6) _ 2) Livestock/ 3,000 3,000 3,140 3,000 3,000
Sulfate NA NA 2,150 3,140 3,000 BSL (livestock) | (livestock) (BSL) (livestock) (livestock)
CCR Appendix IV Constituents
(4)
(6) 0.00066 — ) 0.02 0.0232 0.0232 0.006 0.006
N . . L/BSL
Cobalt A 0.006 0.0232 0.03 RSL/BS (BSL) (BSL) (BSL) (RSL) (RSL)
@ @
0.12 0.09 0.09 0.072 0.072
Lithi NA® .04 .072-0.12 NA @ BSL
tthium 0.0 0.072-0 > (BSL) (BSL) (BSL) (BSL) (BSL)
0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
Seleni 0.05"” 0.1 0.0024 - 0.01 0.28 DEQ-7
elentum Q (DEQ-7) | (DEQ-7) | (DEQ-7) | (DEQ-7) (DEQ-7)
Other Potential SOEP/STEP Constituents
6) _ ) 0.61 2.48 0.67 0.48 0.43
Manganese NA 0.43 0.26-2.48 61 RSL/BSL (BSL) (BSL) (BSL) (BSL) (RSL)
Notes:
BSL Background Screening Level (Neptune, (1) Calculated Cleanup Criterion protective of livestock (calf), see Appendix C
2017)
CCR Coal Combustion Residual (2) Upper limit of “marginal” sulfate range for livestock (USDA-ARS, 2009)
Col Constituent of Interest (3) Cleanup Criterion could not be calculated — no mammalian Toxicity Reference Value (TRV) available,
coc Chemical of Concern see Appendix C
MCL Maximum Contaminant Level (4) BSL not available. BSL for adjacent hydrostratigraphic layer used as a proxy value.
mg/L Milligrams per liter (5) BSL not available. RSL assumed to be applicable.
NA Not available/not applicable (6) Neither a DEQ-7, nor an MCL has been established.
RSL Regional Screening Level (7) Value is both the DEQ-7 and the MCL.
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Executive Summary (Continued)

In addition, a comparison was made between the groundwater BSLs used in the preparation of the
SOEP/STEP CCRA and for the Plant Site CCRA. At the time the groundwater BSLs were revised in 2017
(Neptune), the Plant Site CCRA Report (Canty, 2018a) had already been prepared and submitted to DEQ.
As such, it was agreed that the 2016 BSLs would apply to the Plant Site CCRA and the 2017 BSLs would
apply to the SOEP/STEP and 3&4 EHP CCRA Reports (DEQ, 2017e). Table ES-2 below compares the 2016
BSLs and the revised 2017 BSLs for the SOEP/STEP groundwater COIls/COCs. The revisions to the 2017
BSLs in comparison to the 2016 BSLs for the COIs/COCs were minimal (if at all).

Table ES-2 BSL Comparison for the SOEP/STEP Groundwater COls/COCs

col/coc Alluvium Spoils* Clinker Coal-Related SubMcKay
(mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L)

2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 [ 2016 | 2017

CCR Appendix lll Constituents

Boron 1.6 1.6 | 0.818 0.8 4 3.9 1.1 1 1.3 1.2

Sulfate 2,600 | 2,530 | 3,045 | 2,841 | 3,160 | 3,140 | 2,061 | 2,150 | 2,200 | 2,190

CCR Appendix IV Constituents

Cobalt 0.02 | 0.02 | 0.0232 | 0.0232 | NA NA | 0.0034 | 0.0034 | 0.00066 | 0.00066

Lithium 0.092 | 0.12 | 0.09 0.09 NA NA | 0.072 | 0.072 NA NA

Selenium 0.009 | 0.009 | 0.0023 | 0.0024 | 0.01 | 0.01 | 0.005 | 0.01 0.005 | 0.005

Other Potential SOEP/STEP Constituents

Manganese | 0.6 | 061 | 279 | 248 | 067 | 067 | 054 | 048 | 027 0.26

Notes:

2016 Neptune, 2016. BSLs prepared in 2016 and used for the Plant Site CCRA (DEQ, 2017e).
2017 Neptune, 2017. Revised BSLs and used for the SOEP/STEP CCRA (DEQ, 2017e).

CCR Coal Combustion Residuals
coc Chemical of Concern

col Constituent of Interest
mg/L milligrams per liter

NA Not analyzed

spoils*  Spoils not present at the SOEP/STEP area.

The BSLs were used in the development of the groundwater Proposed Cleanup Criteria for instances
when the DEQ-7 standard, or other appropriate screening levels, were lower than background levels.
Under the AOC, cleanup criteria may not be more stringent than background (DEQ/PPLM, 2012). As a
result of the 2017 revisions to the BSLs, the groundwater Proposed Cleanup Criteria varied slightly for
three of the SOEP/STEP COls/COCs in comparison to the Plant Site, as shown in Table ES-3.
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Executive Summary (Continued)

Table ES-3 Groundwater Proposed Cleanup Criteria Comparison for the SOEP/STEP and Plant Site

col/coc Alluvium Spoils* Clinker Coal-Related SubMcKay
(mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L)

Plant | SOEP/ Plant SOEP/ Plant | SOEP/ Plant SOEP/ Plant SOEP/
Site STEP Site STEP Site STEP Site STEP Site STEP

CCR Appendix lll Constituents

Boron 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

Sulfate 3,000 | 3,000 3,045 3,000 3,160 3,140 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000

CCR Appendix IV Constituents

Cobalt 0.02 0.02 0.0232 | 0.0232 | 0.0232 | 0.0232 | 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006

Lithium 0.092 0.12 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.072 0.072 0.072 0.072

Selenium 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05

Other Potential SOEP/STEP Constituents

Manganese | 0.6 | 0.61 | 279 | 248 | 067 | 067 | 054 | 048 | 043 0.43

Notes:
Bold SOEP/STEP Groundwater Proposed Cleanup Criterion differed from the Plant Site.

CCR Coal Combustion Residuals
coc Chemical of Concern
col Constituent of Interest

mg/L milligrams per liter
spoils*  Spoils not present at the SOEP/STEP area
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

Hydrometrics, Inc. (Hydrometrics), on behalf of Talen Montana, LLC (Talen), retained Marietta Canty,
LLC (Canty) and Neptune and Company, Inc. (Neptune) to prepare a Cleanup Criteria and Risk
Assessment (CCRA) Report for the Wastewater Facilities Comprising the Closed-Loop System at the
Units 1 & 2 Stage | Evaporation Pond (SOEP) and Stage Il Evaporation Pond (STEP) area of the Colstrip
Steam Electric Station (Colstrip SES), the “Facility”, located in Colstrip, Montana (see Figure 1).

A CCRA Work Plan was previously prepared for the SOEP/STEP area of the Facility and submitted to the
Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) in September 2017 (Canty, 2017a). The DEQ
provided comments on the CCRA Work Plan on October 20, 2017 (DEQ, 2017d). The SOEP/STEP CCRA
was submitted to the DEQ on December 19, 2017 (Canty, 2017b) and DEQ provided comments on
April 12, 2018 (DEQ, 2018b). The revised SOEP/STEP CCRA was submitted to the DEQ on June 11, 2018
(Canty, 2018b) and DEQ provided comments on August 2, 2018 (DEQ, 2018c), which are addressed
within this report. Comment responses for the DEQ comments to the CCRA Work Plan; the December
19, 2017 CCRA; and the June 11, 2018 CCRA are provided within (Appendix J).

11 FACILITY BACKGROUND

The Colstrip SES Facility is a zero-discharge facility. As such, there are no direct wastewater discharge
points from the Plant Site to surface water. East Fork Armells Creek (the “Creek”) runs through the
eastern edge of the SOEP/STEP area adjacent to Highway 39 and downgradient of the SOEP/STEP area.
Seepage losses from the SOEP and STEP (“ponds”) have migrated from the ponds to shallow
groundwater. In addition, because the shallow groundwater gradient is toward the “Creek”,
constituents in groundwater could potentially migrate toward Creek alluvium. Facility-related
wastewater constituents are anticipated to be largely derived from constituents that occur naturally in
the coal formations. To mitigate migration of the seepage losses, numerous capture wells have been
placed at the SOEP/STEP area that provide ongoing groundwater capture, and to contain the potential
migration of groundwater constituents toward Creek alluvium.

In addition, some pond liner systems have been upgraded or replaced to reduce seepage, additional site
awareness training has been conducted, and more efficient reuse of water is being implemented.

1.2 REGULATORY HISTORY

1.2.1 Administrative Order on Consent

To address seepage losses from the SOEP/STEP ponds and potential wastewater migration, PPL
Montana, Inc. (PPLM; Talen’s predecessor) and the DEQ entered into an Administrative Order on
Consent (AOC) Regarding Impacts Related to Wastewater Facilities Comprising the Closed-Loop System
at the Colstrip SES on August 3, 2012, (DEQ/PPLM, 2012). It is important to note that the AOC addresses
impacts related to wastewater and does not address other media (unless impacted by the wastewater).

As part of the AOC, PPLM committed to prepare Site Reports for the three Colstrip SES Areas, as follows:
(1) the Plant Site, (2) the SOEP/STEP, and (3) the Units 3&4 Effluent Holding Pond (3&4 EHP) areas (see
Figure 1 for a depiction of these areas). These site reports are the basis for further remedial activities
under the AOC. A fourth category of reporting, involving area process wastewater pipeline spills or
releases not included in one of the previously mentioned areas, and other miscellaneous areas that are
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mutually agreed upon by the parties to address in the AOC, was also defined. All past process
wastewater spills and releases have fallen into one of the three areas defined earlier in this paragraph.

The development of cleanup criteria, as well as human health and ecological risk assessments,
associated with the wastewater of the SOEP/STEP area, are included within this report. A CCRA Report
has been prepared for the Plant Site and submitted to the DEQ (Canty, 2018a). The cleanup criteria and
human health and ecological risk assessments for the wastewater associated with the 3&4 EHP area of
the Colstrip SES Facility will be addressed in future documents.

The requirements of the AOC are provided in a detailed summary located in Appendix A. In summary,
the AOC requires the CCRA Report to identify, at a minimum, the following (Article VI.B):

e Cleanup Criteria for the Constituents of Interest (COIs');

e |dentification of transport mechanisms for the COls;

e Identification of potential receptors;

e Identification of exposure pathways; and

e [fthere are COls, recommendation of additional site characterization needed to determine
what, if any, human health or ecological risks are posed by releases from the Site.

Lastly, the AOC indicates:

e |f the CCRA identifies one or more COls that exceed Cleanup Criteria, then remedial measures
are necessary and a Remedy Evaluation Report shall be prepared.

e If the CCRA does not identify COls that exceed Cleanup Criteria, then remedial measures are not
needed and there is no need for further action.

1.2.2 USEPA Coal Combustion Residuals Rule

Future pond closure at the SOEP/STEP area will be conducted in accordance with the new United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Coal Combustion Residuals (CCR) Final Rule, and the planned
shutdown of Units 1 and 2 at the Plant Site. The new USEPA CCR Final Rule was initially signed
December 19, 2014, was published in the Federal Register on April 17, 2015 (80 FR 21301), and became
fully effective in October 2015 (USEPA, 2017a).

The USEPA finalized the CCR regulations to provide comprehensive rules for the safe disposal of coal ash
from coal-fired power plants. The rule establishes technical requirements for CCR landfills and surface
impoundments under Subtitle D of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).

1 The AOC (DEQ/PPLM, 2012; Article IV.F) defines COls as those parameters found in soil, groundwater, or surface
water that (1) result from Site operations and the wastewater facilities and (2) exceed background or unaffected
reference area concentrations. The AOC subsequently defines the development of cleanup criteria for the COls
generally following the DEQ risk assessment process (DEQ, 2017b). The DEQ refers to potential contaminants
within their Risk Assessment Scope of Work (DEQ, 2017b) as Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs), and, if
retained after assessment, Chemicals of Concern (COCs). As part of the risk assessment process, parameters were
screened against background concentrations, as well as other appropriate screening levels following the DEQ risk
assessment process. As such, the terms COIs and COPCs/COCs have nearly synonymous definitions for the purposes
of this CCRA and are, therefore, used interchangeably within this report for practicality.
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Various activities at the SOEP/STEP area will be conducted in accordance with the CCR Rule. Because
requirements of the CCR Rule will be implemented at the portions of the SOEP/STEP area under the
CCR Rule, the requirements of the CCR Rule should be considered in conjunction with the requirements
of the AOC at those areas. As such, requirements of both the CCR Rule and the AOC were considered in
the preparation of this CCRA.

13 CCRA REPORT APPROACH

The following general approach for the CCRA Report was followed based on prior discussions with the
DEQ (DEQ, 2017a):

1. Identification of the SOEP/STEP COls beginning with the list of CCR Rule detection and
assessment monitoring constituents (Appendices Ill and V)

a. Begin with Source Data (Pond Data), as worst-case data

b. Consider the CCR Well data, whi