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Weldon Spring Citizens Commission 
7295 Highway 94 South 

St. Charles, Missouri 63304 
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July 24, 2000 

Mr. Stephen McCracken, Project Manager 
United States Department of Energy 
Weldon Spring Site Remedial Action Pioject Office 
7295 Highway 94 South 
St. Charles, Missouri 63304 

Re: Second comment period for Proposed Plan for Remedial Action for the Groundwater.  
Operable Unit at the Chemical Plant Area of the Weldon Spring Site. June 1999 
(DOE/OR/21548-733). 

Dear Mr. McCracken: 

combined .with:10fig-teifii monitoring of the.,gi-olip2ciwattr. lici.siiiinttitsiigreirrieht is . • 	• 
contingent upOn-additioriarSfrengtficiiing ol .•the plan most notably in the areas of contingency 

• ;,planning and lcirig-term *Wardship'. 7 Ny.e . rcel is appropriate to addr;:ssste.wardship:iSsUes in 
this do' ciiinerit'Sificea'sterdship.p.lani.is referenced' in Section 2 of the GWOU ROD "publishecir 	- 	• , 	•- 	. 	. 
in Septenibei:. -.1-999. It 'is recognized thatany:of•the stewardship issues identified.heie ire-

urren t 1 y •ufider--diRtissitlryWd - rii-clew-and the-progress.ig"encOUraging, however, these issues 
----should be documented as a matter of public record and are thus included as part of this formal 

• - 

This letter is in response to the USEPA's final decision rendered on May 12, 2000 regardirig the 
dispute resolution process concerning the Record of Decision for Remedial Action for !;le 
Groundwater Operable 1 '7.:1 at the Chemical Plant Area of the Weldon Spring Site, September, 
1999 (DOE/OR/21548- -  • ). The Commission appreciates the opportunity to offer whatever 
guidance and perspective we can in operationalizing a workable plan to address•the -- 
contamination of groundwater under the chemical plant area as well as adjacent areas that may 

__potentially impacted in the future. Based upon•discussions with a reiireientatiye . from EPA's 
—regional office at our last Commissiontneeting. it.is.clear:that•the initial proposed remedy has 
_..remained essentially intact with the addition of some suggested considerations::for- pootsnidies- to , --vi.-X•if,•,! 

further clarify site hydrogeolic characteristics ;This.tieiriglhe.cast i Alte,goeraPtbrnsf 
:cfininientS reinain substantially ui,i4ariged ..fratti- our l4st response ofi•%1Uly. ,7r 099; 51#16tigh ,  
many asp:cc'ha-kei)addreS•sed 	fie'cl,sirite last year. - • 

- 	' • 	• 	• 	-; 	. .•;...:,:- 	. 
the -CornykiiSiokagi'qp:s with 'He. proposed acii6ii•ag -deselitieck!ieillertiattk-Of 

public response. 

Our specific comments are presented below and are organized by major issue arca., 
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• 
Issue #1 - Contingency plans 

The proposed plan (alternative #9 + alternative #2) calls for waiting an appropriate amount of 
time (2-3 years) for the effects of the source reduction of uranium, nitroaromatics, and nitrate's 
around the ash pond and raffinate pits to be evaluated. The anticipated outcome, over time, is a 
decreasing concentration in the groundwater for all contaminants. The proposed plan calls for 
the incorporation of alternative #2 (long-term monitoring) to supplement the active remediation 
described in alternative #9. The only mention of contingency planning under either of these 
alternatives was in the FS in the discussion of alternative #2 where contingency measures aimed 
at developing alternative water supplies (drinking) for the public are discussed. 

Uncertainties regarding the possible mobilization of uranium contamination in a shallow aquifer, 
although remote, suggest the desirability of contingency plans addressing possible increases  in 
contamination concentrations to surface springs in the area and the associated risks to 
recreational visitors. Although the Commission believes contamination levels in groundwater 
will most likely decrease after the source removal, we believe it would be prudent to have,'as a 
part of the plan, a more detailed contingency plan. The plan should outline a range of protective 
actions that address both surface water sources as well as drinking water sources completr, with 
contaminant specific trigger keels for each action. The well field contingency plan provides a 
model of the type of stage,' ntrols and action levels we envision. 

	

The issue of planned responses to-exceedences ofiiiiinitoring parameters and emergencies 	- - 
IV—brought up in.the Commission's comments to REV.-Bbf-the DOE site .iteWardshi 	I p p an. It was: 

. 	, 
ssiie #2 - , CoinprthenSiiic•ste%vartlihip plan,  

-Thiz choSen aitoriati:Ve should•incoihoi-a/c..voiitfiy-th.q1fing..kcrni:cieiarits'hip pidn'Es 	, w„.„.• . 	. 
--. 2.',.;s:iipPlement to :the-long.gerrit Thoititoring and ai,:tiye cemediation 

-groundwater use.restricticins will be:reqturt:d of adjacebt-  lando■vners for'the foreseeable 	uro; 
- 	• Alen the antietpated,Stakeholders must be identit ted - an'd the-roles and.fesiienSibilities cif all.: - 

: --4.;.?.13otertially'iiiiiited -Parties•need . to be cOnsidered. 	 • 
‘::;” 	 • c: 	 • 	 • 	 • • 	 !. 

Contaminatioh•above acceptable health based levels is likely to be present in the groundwater for 
at least the next 20-30 years. This will require some firm of use restrictions that may well 

• • extend beyond DOE's property boundaries. .The institutional controls and stakeholder 
agreements that will likely he necessary arc currently under discussion and more detailed 	_— 
explanations are being developed in a sequential manner.- Thc CommiSsitin agrees with this 
approach since-intbrmatitin necessary to fully define many.of.the:sentrols•maynot b•available 
until years after t he. 	elosed...-.-5:: 	 • • * 

Xgriltfi pig301e4ParrtliZaLVAMVOggaUFAMWXW.agrEatri ,At ; 	1714 
• ;%, 	14.144:f 	 • 	 • 

f-1?2're•    

• • 

• 	. 	. 
-generally agreed that 'Some form of contingency planning-was:advisable for a li mited set for 
".credible and foreseeable events- . - Identification of these events is,  still needed asvell 	.:. •,.. •   
specificity in how these events would be dealt With -..(e.g/Whols:respbriSible 

:problems?, .how.71Ong'does the-preceSi 	 be'.ijoStiried?:'00: .7,..c.: 
- 	• 	• :- 	;— 	• 	• 	 '•-: - •-• . 	. 	. _ 
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The draft stewardship plan that the Commission has reviewed and submitted initial comments on 
is an encouraging first step toward addressing' any of the long-term comprehensive issues of 
concern to the Commission. We welcome the opportunity to work with the DOE and the other 
stakeholders in the further refining of this plan as an integral part of the comprehensive remedy 
for the GWOU and site as a whole. 	 • - 

Issue #3 - TCE cleanup goaUstrategy 

The proposed alternative #9 does not specify exactly how many rounds of injection are to be 
administered, only a minimum (2). The stated objective of alternative #9 is to achieve a TCE 
concentration of 5ug/L or less. If the technology is unable to achieve the stated goal after a 
minimum number of injections, how will the DOE determine what ultimate level of remaining 
contamination is acceptable? In other words, how will the decision be made to either proceed 
with further rounds or to end the process? 

The rationale in the GWOU ROD, September, 1999 (Sec. 6.7) states that injection will continue 
"for so long as the application is reducing the TCE concentrations in a cost-effective' manner." 
Determining when the performande of the process is asymptotic is as much judgment as it is 
science and coupled with the ad ,  led criteria of cost-effectiveness (another interpretive and 
debatable criteria) makes this .ionale virtually open-ended. As a guidance and goal setting tool 
it is fine, but it is, in the Commission's opinion, too loose to be considered as a true performance 
benchmark. _ 	- • _ _••___•. , 

_____The•Commissionitteamends that the rationale for determining when the process shOuld be 
concluded or extended needs to be decided, described, and explained in more.finite terms 
beforehand. It is recognized that bench'scale-:testing is required and: the inno.v.atie:natUrelifihis.1- 

, -' .approach has.a.measure.of uncertainty: .aSsbeiated : With . 

••front!with' thelrealistie.liinitations.bf .whatNS.athievableUSlinitlie7PrOPoTsed technology and • 
detailing tlie -dekisian strategy so the public can track 'field .vs..expettedperformanee  against a 

• ' 	. 	 . 

upon cntcria Establishing the strategy or decision parameters beforehafid will hopeful,y • 
r° nummire, i ~ sputes over what iSOr -isrnOt the appropriate time to end.br•cOntiiiue• 

• • 	 . 

• - 	 - 
In summary,.the Commission agrees with  the  proposed action as described in alternative #9, 
combined with lbfig-term monitoring of the groundwater and springs. The Commission is also 
inclined to agree with the premise that mechanisms of natural attenuation will, over time, lessen 
the levels of contamination that remain in the groundwater at the chemical plant site. This 
agreement is, however, contingent upon the 'resolution of the issues identified in the comments _– 
above. The prospects for long-term community acceptance of this,.the last of the major 

_ remediation-components of the Weldon Spring Site, is inextricably tied to the government's — 
commitments and responsibilities.expressedin the . SteWardship Plan referenced in this ROD. 
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S 
The continued dialog with stakeholders in the evolutionary development of this plan will be the 
true testament to the ultimate success or failure of this project. 

Sincerely, 

/t/-44‘•.7c, 
Weldon Spring Citizens Commission 
Dr. Glenn Hachey, Chair 
Richard Hampel 
Fritz Hoffmeister 
Paul Mydler 
Donald Price 
Larry Sharp 

cc: 	Joe Ortwerth, St. Charles County Government 
Mike Duvall, St. Charles County 
Dan Wall, EPA Region VII 
Robert Geller, MDNR 

- Larry Erickson, MDNR 	— -- 
Cindy Kemper, MDNR • 
John Young, MDNR 
Tom Pauling, DOE 	• 
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