CHEMICAL PLANT GROUNDWATER OPERABLE UNIT PUBLIC MEETING o ,

 REPORTED BY: Mary T. Webb, CCR #972

TAYLOR & ASSOCIATES

COURT REPORTERS

1014 Lami » St. Louis, (Soulard) Missouri 63104
314.644.2191 « 314.644. 1334 (Fax) » 1.800.280.DEPO (3376)
Clayton * St Charles « Jefferson City » Columbia * Rolla her
WwWw. taylor-sti.com ' Sp

WY




CHEMICAL PLANT GROUNDWATER OPERABLE UNIT PUBLIC MEETING

7:00 P.M.

‘;IBE'IT~REMEMEEREb;”that'on;éhe 13th,dayiof
"Auguéf,»2065;,thethérein-déscfibed'pafties'ﬁet’at Weldon
Spfipéfsitej Higﬁﬁéyf§4, Coﬁntyzof‘S£. Chérleé;istétéqu-
Mi;séﬁri;jih';‘ce;tain‘mhfte;.beiﬁg;preéénted iﬁ'the‘l -

' manner as appears hereinafter..
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'-pAMrLA THOMPSON: Hello. Try to get

. everybody ~= BO WO have enough chalra. We have'more-

chairs that we can brlng out. If we can get everybody

"seated.

' Are you comfortable? Are you sitting too close

“to yburlneighbor? " No' need to stand for this whole

: ”presentatlon

Thanks, everybody for comlng tonight. I am Pam =

y'Thémpsaﬁ I am the Department of Energy Project Mahagei'
“here for the Weldon Sprlng Site. I;n'gladtto welcome yOu
.. to our publlc meeting on our proposed plan for the flnal
'remedlal action for the groundwater operable unlt at the

" chemical plant area of the Weldon Sprlngs site.

I would llke to flrst recognlze many of the

' part1c1pants, people who have helped put thls plan .

'together for the publlc tonlght.

Flrst I'd llke to 1ntroduce Dave Gleser. He is’

~ffrom our Offlce of Legacy Management, our long-term

’malntenance and survelllance fromAWashlngton, D.C. Dave.'
Many of you know Dave from’ our work w1th hlm ony'

~our stewardshlp plan " He'’s been out in the publlc.A You

~should reoognlze Dave.. .

I'd also like to recognize Ray Plieness. HE is

our project from our Grand Junction office who is the

: oversight office for the Weldon Spring Site.
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13Mi550uri Départment of NaturaItResources'and‘Géologi¢al

23

. From the State of Missouri, I would like to

.réqogniie Mimi Gareténg, state geoiégist with the

-

" Survey'Research'ASSeSSment Division; is that right?’

Wé also have Bob Geller hére-frpm_the’Federal

. Facilities Group from the Hazardous Waste of the Missouri

Department of Natural Resources.

Wé have Gale CarlStanfrom'the Misspuri

“'bepaftment of Health and Senior Services.

We‘ha?e Kathy Love from the Missouri Department

' of Conservation.

. John Vogel from the Missouri Départﬁéht of

ConSerVatibn, Busch Wildlife Area manager. ,Martiﬁ Boyer,

‘also with the Department of Conservation.

" We have Gene,Gunﬁ from the United States

'Enviroﬁméntal'Proteétion Agency;'Region;7, and Dan Wall

from;the-EnviréhﬁenﬁdI'Pro;ection Agency,"Régibn 7; 
-iWe ha§e Mike Duvall from St. Charles thnty
AEnviﬁoﬂmeﬁtal'Division} |
We have Ben MoofeAfrbm Missouri Deparémént of
Natural Resources here at.£he Weldon Spring Site‘officg.

And what you sée me doing is scanning around to

: make‘éu:é that I recognized the state and local and

federal félké{!

We also have from our elected organization, we
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.. have Jim Midas repreSenting ToddrAkin. Jim has been :

paztae&peﬁ&nq with use thceugh the stewardship pxogram and

f~ton1ght..

We haﬁerPeter Price from the Missouri '

.Department of Natural Resources, Geologlcal Survey
"vaesources Assessment D;v;51on. And Mimi from that same

' group.

.We have Riok‘Hanpél:who'is the ohairﬁan of the
Weloon_Sprinds Citizens CohhiSsion.

'.Mémbers_of thehCommission are here”tonight.' We
have Paul Midler, aiso a member of the Citizensl

CommLSSLOn, Don Prlce, Frltz Hoffmelster, Tom Nelson,

Dee Dee: Aubuchon..

You’re not raising your hands now.. . Raise your

1 hands. Dee Dee Aubuchon.

Anybody I‘ve skipped? All right. .

‘We have Larry Erickson here from the Missouri

- Department of-Natural Resources.

And if I haVe'missed SOmeone,'I apologize. But

I dld want to make sure that you knew that your local,
:'state and federal government was represented here to talk -

'-you about this proposa]_,

A few things I wanted to remind you it is non-

smoking. If you need to smoke, then you'can go outside,

. and there’s receptacles outside.
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You see the two GXltS. . The reStrooms are'here'

to the r;ght. You go through there, and’ there 58 a

"women s restroom on the left and men S restroom on the

:';rlght. There s a drlnklng water fountaln in there.'

I thlnk that takes care of the fac111t1es.

'.'What~I'd like tO‘dO‘nQW'lS to get Ray Plleness, who is

the office manager for onr GrandAJdnction offioe;

Ray.
RAY PLIENESS.' Thank you, Pam.

My ]Ob thlS evenlng I will try to establlsh the

: processfto.get through'thls agenda as qulckly as. poss;ble -

;w1th the full 1ntent of gettlng conversatlon back and

forth and gettlng publlc lnput on our proposed plan.
So we’'re go;ng to.try to get thlS over and be-

done. Tom Paullng w1ll glve you a qulck overview of the_ -

 plan of the proposed plan falrly qulckly. We 11 have a
:_few_agency comiients. Not listed, we’ll allow the
Missouri Department of Conservation to have a quick

.comment also.:

But what we really want to get to is the publlc:
questlon and comment perlod S0 --
AUDIENCE: Can you speak up a 1itt1e?
RAY PLIENESS:' Can I speak-up a little?
Yes,.l can’speak'np. |

Now, if we go to the next slide, we'’re going to
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this,overview of how we’re going to facilitate public

influénce.’ Again,'affer‘a quick break, which actually

wlll be between the agency coniments and the publlc s
'opportunlty to speak. ThlS is a requlrement of CERCLA to
..fprOVide the public an opportunlty to comment on anythlng

' that we do on a decxslon-maklng process.

nght now, that’s a 30—day public comment

J'period. .That'Starts on August 4th with the publication,

notlflcatlon ln ‘the newspaper that we outllned our:

‘,proposed plan, made to the publlc for rev1ew, and this’
' partlcular meetlng is strateglcally placed about halfway

between when we sent it out, the proposed plan, and then

you have to have your flnal comments c0mpleted by

fﬁSeptember 3rd.

This is an introduction from us and an’

"opportunity for you to comment. You still have until

‘;September:3rd‘to comment in the final phase. Weé will

-

have a stenographer here. It_will be a meeting that is

' 7developed as a transcript‘and afpubliC'administrative~

‘;record ultlmately at the end of thls.

We w1ll have a fac111tator. And our

facilitator; whlch I-ll 1ntroduce,:w1ll be Wendee Ryan.

At the end of the period with the agencies,'We'll have a

facilitator with the full expectation to keep people on °

’target and within some timeframes, because our goal is to




10

11

12

13

14} -
15

16l

17

18|

19

21y

22

23f -

25

24|

allow eVerybody a chance to speak:this-evening that has

an*interestftoispeaka And everybody can hear the

responses to those comments that they may want to

' present.

So'one.of the.key elements is that we ' want to

-.keep the remarks relatlve to the proposed plan..-This
,.meetlng has been establlshed to be done about nlne
:o'clock. If you want to talk about somethlng on the site
_ other than the proposed plan,'the.staff is.committed:to
'.stay and talk about that. But as you'comment thisl
‘evening, please try to focus your comments on,theu'

. proposed'plan'and only’the_proposed‘plan. We yant to . -

"glve everybody a chance to comment on that.‘:

Actually, as it works out, lf we get through

f__all‘the COmments and yOu»have another'comment and we'reu"
tallowed tlme, we’ll try to recycle and get everybody

V"through again-if there’s an interest to do so. -

There aré’ comment cards, a blue card in your

'folder. It’s intended that you can use that to.write

your comment down and help to make it a'little-easier to 2

read from. It will also allow if you don’ t want to get

up and make a comment or provide one to us thls evenlng,

there'’s’ a box in the back, you can just stlck that

.comment card rlght there, and it will become part of the

publlc record as part of the Re5ponse Summary at DOE that
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w111 ultlmately come out of thlS process here.

‘With that, I d like to go to the next sllde,

,_and remlnd everybody thls is’ not your last tlme to

'1bcomment.‘ So, if you're. not sure'what you want tovsay

g}yet, you’re Stlll in the educatlon process, the next. |

) phase of this is to give you a qulck overvrew Tom
'Paullng w111 do that And’ you have untll September 3rd

- via mall or fax to submlt your comments.

So, if there are no questlons on that prOcess,

sI d llke to'get rlght into the’ agenda.l But I‘d like to
‘glve a chance'-—_does everybody_klnd of understand'howi..f

we’re going to follow through?

' If there’s’no'queStions; 1’11 ask Tom to try to

go rlght through the proposed plan. We have the proposedh‘

4‘plans on the table over here. So, if you didn’t get one,
" then:youecan - dld everybody get one? If not, we‘can
~get yon'one, because'his presentation basiCally foIlOWS

'you rlght through that proposed plan based on the

sectlons. So you can follow along, and he’s going to try

' _to explain DOE’s ideas on»that partlcular sectlon and why

~we beliéve this is the best proposed plan.

If there are no questions, I’ll just ask Tom to
proceed. Tom. |
TOM PAULING: Thank you.

Now this slide shows the key'points-of the main
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topic of the proposed plan. I'll just point out iﬂf

advance there are some drawings we attempted to reproduce

in the handout. They’re not as clear as they could be,
‘and there are some color versxons of those slldes that
-you may want to pick up later if you want any more

~detailed drawings.

So these are the main tOplCS, and we’ ll just
proceed with those.

One of the main concerns, of course, in

' understanding grouhdwater is, well, 'hOW‘did‘it

contamlnated? A lot of you are famlllar with the ~

"operatlons at the site, but I just wanted to brlefly

.. cover the maln ‘activities here.-

Oof course, durlng World: War II thlS area, as
well as the area west of us was a large ammunltlon

productlon.area;where‘the'Army‘made~TNT~and DNT. Some of

that activity'Was-here, at these sites.  The TNT_linesf

were the lines that were on this site.
From the mid"SOs to the mid '60s, the Atomic
Energy Commission'proceSSed-uranium'for this'site; Part

of .the process lnvolved storage and dlsposal of materlals'

"on the ground in large plts,' Some of the‘sediments,

- contaminated sediments, were deposited in ponds near the

perimeter of the site. There were dump areas with a

'seﬁer line. These areas contributed significantly to the

10
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. groundwateér contamination.

In the mid '608° teo mid '803; there was a pexiod

, of almost no activity. The Army didiCOme in and dumped
" some of the buildings and some of the material from those
" buildings intb the pits. But also just a series of

deterioration occurred that contributed to groundwater‘

contémihation;'and‘additional waste and materials that

were inside the building became éxposed and rainwater was

able.tb'cbntact that waste and percolate into. the"

‘grqﬁndﬁatér.

" Also the activities that we havefcondhcted°

primarily in the mid ’90s to just recently excavating the

-soil and;éXCavating and éumping thé'sludges and treating

_ them}”p1aEin§~them into a dispbéal’cell. Goiﬁg‘afte:

‘thouSéndé of drums that were detefiorated in the pits.
_"Most likely‘mdbiiized some additional'cdhtaminants'to the

groundwater.

‘But that cleanup is”nOWIC6mpleté; The waste

_ has either been shipped off site. ' There’'s very little

that went’offvsité; but some of the organics went off

site. And the area was treated, sludges dispbsal'Or were

treated, énd”ihe fest,pléced'in diSpos&l cells. So the

source removal is complete'and the waste that’s on site
is isolated'primérily in the disposal cell. -

Current groundwater, spring water conditions,

11
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we have four categories of contaminants.. The

‘. trichloroethylene BQlVéhted Again, that waste primarily

entéred theAgroﬁndwatef from disb&sal of druﬁé cohtaining
;hatlma;e;ial in'the pi£s, It has'hot currentiy'réached
any Qf the springs in the area. \

| Nitrate, again; primarily from the'bit area,

the use of nitric acid. It is more widespread, it’s more

fsolublé,»it has traveled fufther'aﬁd it has reached’

- springs north of the site.

Uranium is in two wells near the area of the

_bits.-'And that has also reached sprihgs'bOthinérth and

-sduth of the.site{
Nitrcaromatics are in sevéra1 locations on:
site, and thén drainage. south of the site.

'Thesé-draWiﬁgs'that'you have debict%that in

yApiéthrejformat} These contours are color-coded regarding |

' 'This drawing shows the nitraté, the'TC'and the

N uranium. TheSQ contours show the outermost extent of the
. contamination based on the standards that are applied,

“the groundwater standards for those contaminants.

~ 'This other drawing shows nitroaromatics. Both

of these drawings have sketched in the areas tlat we're

.talking about that are the principal areas that

:contribute to the contamination. Here we’ve sketched in

12
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some of the old process lines that the Army had. And you

' can see this contamination, in some respects, falls where

"the activity occurred.

. Groundwater flow studies, I take thls

' opportunlty to 1ntroduce Ms. Cato, who is here, lS our
,s;te geologlst,-and she’ ll be available to help»answer

quuestions on this subject.

‘ Cohtamiﬁation is~p:imarily confined to'the¥

-uppermost bedrock unit. It’s fractured limestone with

- horizontal fractures and flows to the northwest. Now

I’ll use this drawing over here that helps illustrate

-~ that. This.is -- I know many of youfarevnot familiat _

with this typeuof‘drewing.'Ait shows -a number of things.

The red-dashed~line shows the groundwater

~ divide so that rain water that’s percolated into the
. ground north of this line flows to the north and, of -

course, south flows ‘to the’ south.

| These blue lines are developed by measurlng

water levels in the wells and establlshlng through these

elevations that groundwater graduallyuflows in this

. direction as these elevations decrease.

And you can perhaps see where these-two'oreas,'

whére slight troughs exist, wheie'water flows into those

areas and then flows to the north/northwést, And this,

this area here, is Burgermeister Spring, which is where

13
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" most of the shallow Qround water expresses itself in this

‘area.

‘Current groundwater use, the;e'really is no

groundwater use in the impaéted'area; There ‘are no

"drinking‘water wellsAor agricultural wells; and over the

years, the Department 6f Héalth; Health and Senior
Sefvices ﬁas developed a‘prdgrém of sampling wells in the
surrouﬁding area} and'has not attributéd any
c0ntaminatioh;uany soﬁfCe cOntaminatioﬁ”to this'siie in -

2 3

A summary of risks is another negative

."Component of this plan. Mary Picel of Argonné National

Laboratoriés is here, and has been our principal source
of these risk assessments.
“Again, the pﬁrpose'of these is‘tb evaluate the o

protection of'human~hea1th,and the environment. Wé've_

' used:EPA—standardized-riSk methodologies. We had one of -

our workshop durihg the-steﬁardShip'phaSe of the
diSéussions;

| 'The'current:recreational and military training
usés continﬁe'fo réﬁaiﬁ-very safe. There aie very |

conservative assumptions that go into these calculations.

‘The only exposﬁre to the grOundwater'from these

activities would be encquhtering water at the springs,

and we’ve run calculations that would assume -that a

14
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. visitor could come as many times,as twenty times a year'
:and drlnk the water for thlrty years ‘and still have very

llttle rlsk ‘of an increase of cancer.

' We also calculated that in the future certainly -

"fthe'land could change in use, and‘residenceS‘could'pop

up. The assumptlon would also be that they re gOLng to

_'access the shallow groundwater for drlnklng purposes,»

h‘which, although not likely,.could’happen. And there are

situations, there are places within some of the most '

contamlnated areas where the calculated risk would not be

acceptable from the EPA's standp01nt.

That is some of the background that has led us

up to thls flnal phase. In,looklngvat remedial actlon

“

:objectives of the groundwater, first and foremost is the -
-effeCt.of the human health and the'environment,

' compllance w1th agaln, what EPA calls applrcable or

relevant or approprlate requlrements. Tt’'s krnd of the

regulatory term for the standards that would apply. And

in this case, it would be primarily drinking water

'standards for the dump. .

Thé other objective is to ensure that the land

‘use during the remediation timeframe remains consistent

with the restriction that we would expect to meet in

order to keep people from being exposed to contaminated

water.

15
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So these are the --Vﬁhat criteria did we

. evaluate? Well, back in 1999, we issued a proposed plan
to the public. We had gone through a series of

_evaluations, and the outcome of that was that principally

that the State of Missouri believed that we should

- . further investigate and do additional work to evaluate

‘some of the alternatiVeS{mo;e.

And what resulted was an ihterim‘record'

: 'decision‘fo: the treatment TCE in piace and additional.

study that we cloéelijOOrdinated with Missouri DNR to

enhance the conventional program to pump and treat. At

_their direction and with their assistance, we drilled

angle wells for extraction tofexploie theﬁpossibility of

~ encountering 1atgér amounts of water through that method. -
' We injected clean water into‘théAaqﬁifer upstream in

orde:,to~try‘to‘flush the contaminants out.

Although there was some éuccéSS'on a local

<5cale, weiencountéredldiffidulties and determihed that
7"theSéAdidn't provide any_enhancemeht over what we had

already tested. ”

There is a lot more detail about those studies -

in the supporting evaluation, which is a separate

document from the prbposed’plan, which we mailed out and
is also available.

 So what we took forward then for evaluation was

16
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‘these three alternatives and no further action;‘which EPA

alWéyé requires people to keep in as sort .of a point of

‘reference. And then long-term monitoring with

institutiohal controls and monitored natural attenuation
with institutional controls, contingency activities.

Thesé are the criteria that EPA laid for how to

" evaluate these'alfernativés; fThere} again, we give them

categories.  The threshold criteria are you must meet

those in order to get further evaluation. The other —-

“ the-five in ‘the middle there are balancing criteria,

Whereby you asseés one altérnativé's relativé-benefit

. over thé others. And then finally the modifying criteria

is to get the state and'community to"acéept>these

alternatives.

The next slide is an attempt to briefly

summarize the evaluation. There is certainly more detail
' in the supporting evaluation. Just going all the way

‘over here, what I reélly_want to emphasize on this line

is, in our opinion, monitored natural attenuation'with

‘the institution controls; the contingencies, offer a

greater level of protectiveness, which”is.really what we -

 were after here.

Go to the next slide just to cite some_of those

points. Under our proposal, MNA; monitored natural

attenuation, would establish performance monitoring that

17
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would require additional well construction, more frequent -

éampling, more analysié. We would have -- would supply a

‘rigorous data trending, determine whether the processes

are workihg as predicted, and the parameters are

decreasing over time.
There would be target concentrations that would

trigger c0ntingéncy activities. Some of those activities

‘would include increased monitbringvfreQuency; more
fmonitoring of locations, iﬁjtﬁe'caée of TCE, -

trichloroethylene.

Since that has not mobilized very far, we are

committed to taking action should our prediction not. turn

out to be correct, and come back and do an active

chemical oxidation treatment'fbr‘a_secOnd time once those
trigger levels are established.

So it’s really been a very aggressive active

. monitoring approach. It entails a commitment to meet the
standards.through the years, the objectives within a

' reasonable timeframe. Ana the'EPA>has the job of _

assessing_ what's reaSonable.

‘Our predictions are that these contaminants

- will reach»those'acceptéble standards in abbut a‘hundfed.

years. Some less than that, but that’s the long end.

And that'’s reasonable by their definition, but also

reasonable in comparison to what else we could do.

18
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‘Remembering that the pump-endstreat.activity and chemical
. oxidation that we attempted we would not‘expect to be
Asuccessful. 'And so you would end up waltlng these

hundred years for. these standards to be met anyway.

Key component of thls remedy is lnstltutlonal

'oontrols to maintain and'protect this.. We have a high
;.expectation of succeSs'since We're dealing'primarily with
. state and federal governments, landowners that surround

this property. We’'re not going to restrlct any of the.

current uses. ,In fact, even-future uses could change,

but we do need some restrictions so it’s not an

unrestriCted'use in the future.

And’ the long-term surveillance and maintenance

" plan is really the document that will assure that all

fthis‘is'implemented over this long'period of ‘timeframe.

Let’s go over to this drawing. This is a

. drawing of the site, and I don’t know if this turned out

very well on’your‘o0pies. - The groundwater that’s

contaminated*into one shaded area. The institutional

g controls boundary proposed that we’re proposing would
© include a 1000-foot buffer zone'around that. .It’s

. primarily protection from the well that could dram

contamination towards it instead of the direction it's

going now. And it includes the springs to the north that

are contaminated with some of the contaminants;

19
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: It.also includes”institutional controls on the

‘southeast draiﬁage to'the Missouri River, which has a

Lcouple of . contamlnated sprlngs ln lt.

- This just - shows the supportlng documents that

we have developed over the years. We have_those out. .
Looks llke they ve all been scarfed up. Anyone who -
. didn’t get one and wants one, they're certaihly available -

- ‘and we can get youfafcopy.'

This demonstrates that we’ve been studyihg

groundwater'fof a“long time and a lot of information

',about it,‘and is:availablejfor this proposed remedy.

The last slide is one yOu;ve seen. It’s just a .

4;remindef of how to get your comments to us. ‘Take that

home.

RAY PLIENESS: Thank you, Tom.

' I'fecognize'that'was very quick. The'intent

‘was to give a quick overview for those that haven’t a

chance to read the proposed plan and save most of our

. time for the public comment.

'But'before we do that,'we’d like tdispend'a

llttle tlme and prov;de an opportunlty for the regulatory

~ communlty and state agenc1es to provide 1nput on thelr

thoughts on the proposed plan.

At this time, I'd like to introduce Mimi

- Garstang with the Missouri Department of Natural
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Resdurces for a comment from her organization.
Mimi.
MIMI GARSTANG: Thanks, Ray.

~ First of all, I want to thank so many of you

- who have taken the time to be here tonight. I think one

of the most important things_for staff that are here from

_ thezMiSSouri Department of Natural Resources is to listen

to you tonight and hear what your concerns and what your

comments are.

' We, too, have prepared comments to present

 tonight. I wanted to admit that it’s actual been

::difficult.fdr me to put together comments tonight. - -

One reason is because, on one hand, I:think 

| Qgiré'réélly close to algood remédfbtb the'céntamfnated
.grbundwater.at this site.- However, on the other hand, i,

| feel like that there‘are still too many uhkﬁbwﬁs, things’
fthét haveh?t been decided about the remedy'thaﬁ creates

: cbnceins for the Missouri Dépértﬁenf of Natural

"Resouréés; _And‘I'm goihg;to talk about that a‘littié bit

" ‘more.

. You realize that we’'re quickly approaching the
last record of decision at thé-Weldon'Sprihg Site, and I

doubt if anyone is more  anxious thén the Missouri

- Department of Natural Reséurces is to finish up'the good

workithat’s-been started here at the site.
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" Some of you are ‘also awdre that we hawe put off

' the dec¢ision on the groundwater here. One reason is

. because it is a complicated issue, and we_want‘to try to

come up with the best remedy that’s protective.

'We_wanted to make sure that a conéervative

remedy is in plaoe and'a'sound remedy to address the.

'groundwater contamlnatlon. First and foremost, we want

the- plan ‘to be protectlve of the people that llve and .

work and play near this - 51te, as well as we expect the

plan to be protectlve of the St Charles County and how

fast it is grow1ng and will contlnue to grow-ln;the

'future;

" And as a neighbor, we believe that the Missouri

' Department of Conservation needs to feel comfortable that-
there“aren?t’nnaooeptable riske at their property, and
- that people,that use their property are not belng-faced

jwith'any'unacoeptable risks.

After listening to Tom's presentation, I know.

‘.youfre'awate now that the‘propoSed plan.leaves

- contaminated gronnowatef.at‘this site; Now our staff;<
"onr technioal staff at DNR,‘higth,reSPect the abilities
,__and the knowledge of the technical staff that work here
hat the Weldon Spring Slte, and we want to work together

- with them to come up with the a good solution. We, too,

have very good teohnical in the Missouri Department of

22
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Natural Resources.

Now both sets of technlcal staff agree that a

jtraditional'groundwater remediation technology here‘at
| £hié R S e e e diffioult'beoause of the
hoomplek_geologj and hydrology.- We also_agree‘that the"f
';likelihood of il being‘totaiiy'successful, even if we try
:hit; is probably slim. And it’s because of those reasons :-
.that we have been w1lllng to consrder a passive A
; remedlatron of the groundwater or thls‘concept of .

" monitored natural attenuation.

However, DNR can only consider supporting this

type'of remedy under certain conditionSL One condition

 is that DNR becdme‘a full partnerito a long~term
o agreement for future decxslons and" management of this
t,51te in the future. And we w111 contlnue to work: towards>

'that major goal wrth the Department of Energy and EPA. “

 And we want to do this SO that we can properly'

'represent the publlc S concerns well into the future.

'The other condltlon is agreelng to the detalls

- of thelsound monltorlng plan with def1ned,cont1ngenc1es )
_to activate if the conditions‘worsen at the site instead

j of improving.

The Department of Natural Resources noted very

zearly to the Departmentfof Enerqgy that monitored natural

attenuation for leaving the contaminant groundwater in
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place to dilute and disperse on its_own'would be an

_acceptablé remedyionly if w§ codld agree on the specifidé;
6f-hpw tbimOnitofkthis_cgntamihated groundwater to prove
fto éursélves, as well as pro&e to fou, that the‘
_'groun¢watef conditions are clearly improving and‘not'_“

‘getting worse. -

All the technical staff do tend to agree that

) expéct the groundwater to attenuate. But due to the

geologic and hydrologic complexities at this site, we

'rcannot‘make;anyAassumpticns; Instead we must collect the
proper data over time to prove that this remedy is -

,protective’and not creating unacceptable risks.

Nothing would please DNR anymore than if we

“were standing in front of the public together with‘EPA.

and DOE saying we are all.agreeing aﬁd support

'wholehéartedly a xecbmmendatioh. And we are confident

_ that we can get to that point.

But I han.to‘tell'you‘tonight that we.are not
there yet. Wé'héve pieviouslynp:eparedfdetaiied
technicél comments on thé:draft'proposed' plén'addressing’
our concerns. And so far mbst of them have not.beén
addreésed_in the final prépbsai. |

Now I will not go through any of those detailed

~comments tonight. I just want to give you an example of

one important issue. That issue is the vertical depth of

24




the TCE contamination has not yet been identified. That
has beéen in our comments, and we believe that both the
vertical and horizontal extent of all contaminants must

‘be identified before we are comfortable that we’re’

18
19}
20|

3
4
5| puttiné.the pr0per'inStitutibn cohtrolé iﬁ’place'andbthat'
6]| . the grbundwatér is attenuating prbéerly. ihis is part of
7 ﬁhé data that we must have to prové to you and.to‘
8 oufselveg-that'this remedy is trﬁlf protective;
9 | We want-YOﬁ to know thatlthe‘S£ate,is commitﬁed'
10 ﬁo-fihalizing a sound'remedy and record of decision for
11 phe grqundw&ter at this'site. We wiil.db whatevervit '
12 takes to resolve the'outstandiﬂé issues. R _
%3% 13 However, as I said before, we will insiﬁt fhat
14 "this»remedy is conseiVatiQe and proteqtivé of the'péople
15 that live, O e ﬁla& near this site. We will .
16 Continue to.inSist through our foimal parlénce.on this
;7 " proposed- plan that a sound moniforing plan is‘inAplace to
eithér érbve or dispfdve thaﬁ the remedy is perfprmingias
‘eX§écted and a coﬁtihgency plan is identified to‘actiVate'

if the remedy appears to fail or if the unexpected

DNR will also continue to actively pursue an

21
22|
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24

25

occurs.
official seat at the table for future site actions,

,décisions and oversight in the public’s behalf.
All of you here tonight are well aware that
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it’s going to take all of us working together.as

'partners, not‘working‘againSt each other, to successful
‘institute the proper inStitutional'controls-and-long-te

'snrveillancé need to keep this site safe well into the

futnre.

| I do want to thank the Department of Energy f
allowing us to comment tonlght; And I also want to
encOurage’all of yount0<take”advantage of this

opportunity<to let us know what your concerns. and your

comments are.

Thanks.‘

RAY PLIENESS: Thanklyou, Mimi!_

ly

Im

or

Another perspective from the State will come

’from our neighbors, the Missouri Department of .

Conservatlon, whose land is adjacent to ours. -
Ms. Kathy Love w1ll give thelr perspectlve._

KATHY LOVE: Thank_you, Ray, and thank

you, Pam, also, for making time on the agenda for us.

I'm just gOing to read a'hrief statement that

addresses our comments on the proposed plan.

The publlc can trust to the Missouri Department

of Conservation the care and‘management of the land and

its resources surrounding the Weldon Spring Site Remedi

Action Project. These'public'areas,'known as the

al

‘August A. Busch Memorial Conservation Area and the Weldon
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Spring'Conservation Area;.are enjofedAby half a million;
visitors per year.

| As populatlon and development contlnue to grow
1n st. Charles and surroundlng'countles, thlS expected

public use of these conservation areas will also grow.

. We take our-responsibility to ensure the safety and

- enjoyment of these visitors very seriously.

- Groundwater underlying these two areas is an

e, eSSentia1'COmponent of their résource health.’

Contamination that lasts for one hundred, five.hundrednor‘

one thousand or more years compromises our ability to use
-the natural resources in a way that ensures our visitors'’

fsafety ‘and health.

We are well aware of calculations. that show

little risk at anticipated'exposure levels. “However,

 we're also aware that such calculations may change with

regard to specific contaminants, and the conditions over

time may increase the-exposure levels. All these factors'

_require that groundwater contaminants be monitored and

treated to-the e technology makes possible..

We will consider monitored natural attenuation'
an acceptable altefnativeAunder the following |
circumstances. . If the state‘and federal agencies agree

the groundwater remediation is not technically feasible

~at this time. If the state and federal agencies agree to
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revisit the issue as new technologies become available

regardless of changes in exposure risks. If the state

-and'federal"agencies collect data that demonstrate to our

égency and the public that the contamination'is, in fact,

o not spreading or affecting ecOsystems on the Department

' of Conservation property.

.Additiohally we question the efficacy of

- several trigger points in the contingency action in the

proéosed Suppcfting evéluetion, and request tﬁe following
monitoring'practices be adopted.

¥iken 0 levels Sxaeed drinking water
etandérds, five micfograme per liter, in;any;unweatheredu
zone Qell,-elternétive reﬁedial.action'Shculd‘be

initiated regardleSS of the TCE concentration in the’

" plume.

The trigger point of twenty micrograms per

-liter as indicated in the document is unaccéptable, and i

femedial action should not be dependent on contaminant

_levels in the plume.:

Similarly, at-Burgermeister Spring, active

‘remedial alternatives should be implemented when TCE
. levels reach:five microgramé per liter régardleSs'of

_ concentrations in the plume.

Fish tissue'Samples should be conducted

annually to inform the public about the safety of fish
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,cbnsumption from the Depértment of Conservation lakes and

. the effectiveness of monitored natural attenuation.

'~ At Burgermeister Spring, the trigger point for

.uranium should;be.100 picocuries per liter not 300 as the

document indicates. Additional monitoring of wells whose

;number'and‘placement coincide with recommendétions‘by the

. Missouri Department of Natural Resources should be

created to determine the current vertical and horizontal

extent of COntémination'and to confirm plume locations

- and attenuation.

We would like to emphasize the need to

baggressivély monitor groundwater contamination. By

allowing contaminated grbundwater t0‘continue to épread'A

to this high public use area, the Department of Energy is

effectively removing the value of the groundwater

resource from the Conservation Department property.

ﬁeﬁrespectfully reqﬁest that the proposed plan

for final remedial action for the groundwater operablé‘

' unit,'thét the chemical plant areas of the Weldon Spriﬁg'

' Site be revisited with these concerns in mind.

Thank you for the gbod;progress made to date
ahd'your willingness to address and‘resolve ?emaining
contamination problems.

RAY PLIENESS: Thank yoﬁ, Kathy.

The regulator-that responds directly to those

29




10

12

13

14

16

17

19

21|l

22

23

25

1;

154

i8) -

20]| -

24

ﬂthings'we need'to do on this site is the EPA. 'The EPA is’
‘g01ng to prov1de a comment this evening. That comment

 will be presented by Mr. Dan Wall.

_.Dan.
DAN WALL: Thank you, Ray.
'Hello, everybody. I’ve been associated with

the<Weldon.Spring site for roughly eighteen yéars now.

..So I know many of you pretty well. And I know quitega

bit about the site,_both past and present.
My ]Ob as a representative of EPA is to stay

engaged on’ the project and ensure that the DOE conducts’

: activ1ties that are con51stent thh what s required under
‘t;the‘law, the National Contingency Plan and program

. ‘expectations.

I also occasionally offer some welcome input,

and it’s hard to comprehend that this somewhat, thin,

unimposing plan actually has fifteen years of studyiand |
analysis hehind it. We’ve been gathering -- or DOE has'
been gathering data out there. As I say, folks, you’

know, on’ groundwater for a good fifteen years or so.

~tWe ve got~—— been monitoring literally hundreds of

" monitoring locations.

There’s been a thorough analysis for prospects

for accumulative technology that involves, aguifer

' testing, have technology vendors to come in and discuss
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prospects of their technologies. There was scale
testing,'pilbt'testing'and such. Tom went 6vef most of:
that.

And the reason I bring that up, the point I'm

' trying to make is that this is not really a snap decision

or'a decision that resulted from foregone conclusion or

anything iike that-' It’s really a highly considexed

proposal. And the result of that is that I think EPA is

prepared at this point to agree that the honitbred
natural;étfenuatiqh solution in the form preseﬁted,
ééopéd,out here in this proposai is the appropriate'and
reasonébie approach.

I guess I'd like to address what I sort of see

‘as a misconception. I could be wrong, but,maYbe I'm

overinterpreting. - But this is not a decision to do

nothing. It’s not a decision to forego active

. remediation.

It is the decision, it is a judgment, and it

represents a judgment that the active remediation

‘methods, pumpfand-treat; that were tested out were not
 particﬁiarly effective, were not éffective for what I
- will call a full-scale deployment. The hydrogeologyAis~

) not particularly suitable for these typés of techniques.

The other thing to consider is that it'’s

localized or limited deployment for these sorts of
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actions and are not expected to have a measurable impact

on the capacity to achieve the remediation goals over

time. So, in effect, they'donftAmeet a cost effect as a

test.

You could apply some of them, both the

localized areas, you would still be faced with same

.long-term management problem. And I guess I would also

add that’s not an unusual situation: .The Weldon Spring

site is not unique in that regard. I would say that

. most, if not virtually all, hazardous waste site cleanups

ihvdlve_groundwater remediation. Even those where it .-
involves sandy aquifers and conditions where treatment is

considered effective, are'left with a residual condition

 that often needs to be managed for the foreseeable future -

~and beyond.

'So no one should think that this is an inferior

- approach simply becéuSe-we~have'residual that needs to

' manage for the foreseeable ‘future.

"I think it’s -- we’re fortunate in this case
that that long-term managément'is doable. There is no --

the sources of the contamination have been removed, so-

there’s no ongding contribution to the grbundwater. We

don’t have hon-aquepus phase, COntaminant plumes that

. will continue to lead to groundwater:contamination for

years.
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So we’re really looking at.a situation that we

‘expect to be defined from here in terms of it being a

problem. We don’t -- I don’t see potential for
significant exposure to the general public under durrent<
land use and groundwater use conditions. There’s no

particular pressure to use that.impécted groundwater for

'drinking water purposes or for other uses thatlmight

cause exposure.

Most of the impacts'are'on publid lahd, which:.

- makes it relatively easier to impleﬁent institptional.

control, although those are always problematic.

I guess that’s the majority of the points I

wanted to make. I think this is a‘'good plan: It should-

be pointed out that this.is a plan in concépt4} Wé fully

“expect to continue to work on this sort of thing as Mimi
- was discussing. There will be a record of decision

' process. There'li be the cqmmént. "There’ll be the

process of addressing the comments that are received

‘here, and there’ll be a remedial design and remedial

action development process that will follow.

- So we expectito have the opportunity to
continue fo work through the specifics of how this_plah
wiil be deéeiopéd.

And with that, I guess I'd liké to thank ali
thé stakeholders that have participated. The Department

L
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of Energy, the Department of Natural Resources, the

Department of Health, Depaftment’of Conservation, the

'Citizens Commission, the St. Charles County Government.

Hope-I didn’t leave anybody out because I really believe

that people paid more than just lip service to the

. goncept_of cooperation here. I think we worked through a

true -- and it’s a truly successful corsensus process.

"'And I expect it’ll continne'through the design and we’ll

bé able to get resolved the issues that the State has

 with how this plan will be carried out.

That’s all I have.
RAY PLIENESS: Thank you, Dan.

With that, I'd like to get on with providing

vqpportunities fd:.the public to have their comments.: I‘m -
K gping to go over the'sténographer’again. The reason we.
‘transcribe this particular meeting is it does become part

of the public record SQ'that‘anybody can read it,

understand who said what. The transcript is part of the

‘administrative record. - We here today will provide

commeﬁf/reéponses to the draft responses. I want

everybody to know if you need a response t0'your'specific

comment, assuming there is time under the request for

time to give a response, that will be the draft:resp0nSe;

Each comment given here tonight will get a full response'

in our Responses Summary. And that will be our official
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DOE response to that comment. We’ll try to give a qnick

overview of what comment might be this evening, but those

are really just drafts. We finalize that with a written

‘response to each comment.
'We will have a faCilitatOr, Wendee Ryan, in the
e back. ‘Her full - job will be to try to accommodate time

‘and subject matter, and try ‘to keep us on the fact we

want comments on this proposed plan.

If you have a comment card, you’re welcome to

read it yourself;- If you feel uncdmfortable'reading the"
- comment card,'you can hand it to -- put it in”the:box or
“hand it to Wendy Drnec; the box'is there by WendeeyRyan,
'and we will be glad to read'your comment and;reséond to
-it. | |

- At thlS point, I’'d kind of llke to get a few -

- how many people would like to comment elther by hav1ng

a card in the box or by presentlng thelr own. comment so

"we can establlsh klnd of a tlmeframe on’ how long each

person may have.
So if you were planning to have a comment, I‘d
ask you to raise yonr hand.f ‘ -
'AUDIENCEQ (show of hands.)
RAY PLIENESS: One, two, three, four,
fi&e, six, seven, eight, nine, ten, eleven --

approximately fifteen. Somebody else may decide they

35
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want to, fine.

That leaves us approximately four -- three f.oj
four minutes pef comment . Pléasé; remémﬁer) even if you'
donftléet.ail your cdmménts'ﬁé'ts'téday, you still have
writtenAopportunitiéé up until September 3rd.?

So,»With thét, I guess weicouldAstart

immediafely unless everybody wants to take a quick break.

'If not -- ybu-want to take a five-minute break; or would

you rather just proceed? I’'m going to leave that up to

" the group. Proceed? Proceed. Let’s just do that.

Okay;
ﬁet's go ahead and start with commenis; and
wé'll just work our way around the room, if théf's'fair
for everybody. |
| | éAMELA THOMPSON: " Ray, would you like to

get a group up in the front that might be able to speak-

- or have comments?

RAY PLIéNEsS: Do you Wt o have them up
front? | . |

AUDIENCE: Yes.

RAY PLIENESS: THose that may answer a
questioﬁ, pleasg proceed to the £ront of the robm.

Let’s proceed with the comments. You can

either stand,there, or you’re welcome to take over here.

DON PRICE; I’'ll stand here. I have four
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pages on your presentation that I have some quick
questions on.

On Page 6, you talk about current groundwater

’ énd SPfing water conditioné. 6n each of those four -

" folded items, éould someone give proximate distances on
”:eaqh df'the areas there? Such as in the first one, you
‘WOﬁldjsay it's not near the pit area or it’s in the'pit'

-area but not in the springs.

So, if you could, just using the map, give a
quick estimétion of feet or yards.

TOM PAULING: Well, the drawings, maybe if

__you get a better copy, you’ll be able to see the 1égend

at the}bbttom that shows the scale.
DON PRICE: I had the drawing there. What

I want to clarify, which area, which spring. So rather

than me estimating the distance, I’'d like the authoiity

" to estimate the distance.  If that’s okay.

TOMVPAULING: The distance from the pité,*
dr'the’eﬁtire length of a plume or -

DON PRICE: No, no. From the éit area,
] tﬁen'you say it’s not’the spripgs;

. .So you’re saying it’s not my house, but it’s

cIose to yours. What’s the relative distance?

RAY PLIENESS: I think he’'s referring to

Figure 3; is that correct? -
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12||. springs north of the site.

DON PRICE: You used that. Points on

No. 6. You state that TCE is near the pit area but not

in the. springs.
TOM PAULING: Right.
DON PRICE: Identifying those twb.éoinfs,
what's:the‘relativé distanée? | ‘
~ REBECCA' CATO: ‘Iﬁ's approximateiy a mile,:
DON PRICE: kaéy. One mile.
'/ _REBECCA‘CATO: To‘Burgermeister‘spring;'
TOM PAULING: One mile. | |

DON PRICE: The second area, an area two

REBECCA CATO: Two springs no:th'éflthe

site? | | | |
DON PRICE: Yeah.

- REBECCA CATO: Yoquant to know how --

it’s the same_syringf Burgerméister Spring and the

spring north of the éite, we refer to it --

DON PRICE: Okay.
.~ REBECCA CATO: And it’s about.a mile, yes.

DON PRICE: The next item on that one is

the same? Distance of spring north and to the south, and'A'

springs to the south of this drainage.

REBECCA CATO: These are contour figures

and shows -- I don’t know, maybe half a mile to the first
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. spring, a mile to the second. o . .

TOM PAULING: .It’s 6000 feet, so .a mile
plus to the lowest spring.

. DON PRICE: It's a mile plus from springs

north of the site?

TOM PAULING: That’s south.
" DON PRICE: South.
DON PRICE: And the last one: Wheh you

say they’re inside the locations,'being southeast

drainage; correct?

REBECCA CATO: Same two springs, right. -
DON PRICE: . Okay. ‘

My next question is clarification on Page 11.

Again, it has to do with distances. Just as a point of

c;arifiéatibn, you state no drinking wells or

contamination.:

TOM PAULING: We’'re talking about this

s

area here would being encompassed by the institutional

.control.

DON PRICE: Yeah. But, again, what is the

~distance that you say they’re not in the drea.

REBECCA CATO: Approximately a mile to the
springs. So about a mile from the site, and thén -- I

don’t know. 2000 feet off the western boundary, a half
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mile. There’s a 1000-foot buffer around the

" contamination plume.

DON PRICE: Okay.
Then I guess, on Page 12, the third-bullét item

was a littlé'confusing there because throughout all the

’ approaches you wére talkiﬁg about use of straw, and I

. assume institutional controls. But then the Bullet 3

says however used by hypothetical futuré'residents,_that .

- presented an uhacceptable‘risk.

' "How could you have hypothetical residents or

l real residents if you have affected ICs?

TOM PAULING: Well, you wouldn’t, But if

the institutional controls fail, if development"

: encrdaches, it’s just a‘waonf lookind at a worst case

scenario, and making that calculation. We'hope that
doesn’t happen and --
DON PRICE: We’re planning for the -

possibility of institutional controls not to be nailed

down to solid to allow for failure.

TOM PAULING: Not planning for it, but
we’re calculating the potential effect that that might
have.

RAY PLIENESS: It’s actually the basis for

~ establishment for institutional controls, is that exact

statement; that we do have an un&cCeptable risk. If
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somebody was to move there and utilize that water as

their source of drinking water for thifty years day in

and day out.

So the basis of the institutional control is to
eliminate that, and the assumption is not that it won't .
. work. It’s that, if it did, it would unacceptable. Just

" why did we establish it in the first place. ' Otherwise,

ﬁe wouldn’t be responsible.

DON PRICE: Well, as a personal opinion,’

v

.that comment seemed to weaken your afguments when you say
'~ "we’re allowing for a hypothetical incident that happened

- in a nontechnical sense because of ICs. But you’re not

allowing for any other hypothetical things that happen. -

My last comment is on institutional control

location'méps, and in the handout, the last page, and I

believe that’s probably the one right there. Right
_there. | | | |
Of conspicuous note, to me, is the green shaded

area called the area of groundwatér'impact. And it

touches Lake 36. . And I believe people fish in Lake 36.

' TOM PAULING: Lake 36 is surface water,

and this depicts our best estimate, based on the wells

that we have in this area, as to how far north that

gxoundwater contour might go, which is the drinking water

contour for nitrate. - So it’s an estimate as --
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DON PRICE: So it’s a horizontal. But I

-believe then the question is the vertical.

TOM PAULING: Well, we've addressed the

vertical extent to the RI and some of these othér

- documents that we've developed'over the years and the

conceptual model.

DON PRICE: The question veryvsimply is:

' It;appeéxs from that drawing the water in the groundwater -

is coming right up to the edge.of the surface water.
| TOM PAﬁLING: The surface is whaf? How
deep is that? |
REBECCA CATO: .The'well water.
_TOM PAULING: The —-

REBECCA CATO: About:fifty~fee£vdeep; and

the lake is not fifty feet deeP.

TOM PAULING: Did you get that?
DON PRICE: No.

REBECCA CATO: The well water is

_ approximately -— the'avérage is about fifty feet‘be1owv

the ground surface into the -- in the bedfoék, and the
lake does not extend into bedrock.

Unfortunately, it just looks like the nitrate

vgoes into - the lake.

DON PRICE: So they don’t touch --

REBECCA CATO: They do not.
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DON PRICE: ~-- but:it'goes under pérhaps?
. REBECCA CATO: Perhaps.
,DON“PRICE: For now.
'Tﬁahk you.
WENDEE RYAN; All right.
 Next person. ‘ |
/ PAMELAATH6MPSON:T Anyone else héve a
comment they’d Like‘to'share-verbalIY?- |

WENDEE RYAN: If you could, please, state

' your name when you have your comment. And ask you to

" speak up.

KAY DREY: Go up here?

WENDEE RYAN: You can, if you: like, or you

can stay where you’re at.

I ask that you please speak loudly and clearly

'so that our Court Rep0rter can Capturé your comments. -

KAY DREY: My name is Kay Drey. I live in
University City.

No doubt the U. .S. Department'of Energy’s

‘primary contractor for the Weldon Spring Site Remediation

wbula like to finish packing up and closing down the 1aSt’

traces of the Weldoanpring,assignment.

But those of us who live nearby or downstream -

- I don’t know where my glasses went -- live nearby or

‘downstream and downwind do not have the option of walking
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away from the Weldon Spring environment. We will be
breathing its air and drinking its water for'the rest of
our liVes. That's why tonight’s meeting is so.important."

1f the Department of Energy is allowed to leave

.radioactive uranium and thorium and their counterparts in

the terrain’that lies beneath this site, the groundwater
that flows to the Mlssourl and MlSSlSSlppl Rivers
upstream from St. ‘-Louis will contlnue to plck up and

dlsperse these toxins into our blosphere far into the

' future, bllllons of years, as anyone here can lmaglne.

I wish I knew how many times I have sald.that;or written
that over the past twenty—flve years.

We have been hearing recently about the |

‘hazardous-effects on our U.S. troops of effects of .

‘uranium munitions used during the two Gulf wars. To
‘i'guote from a speech last month byythe fermer:director of
:-Arﬁy's depleted uranium projeét; uranium dust is so fine

 that it acts like a gas, seeping into the tiny holes of

protective masks. Quote, "It contaminates the air, water
and soil for all eternity", end quote.

1f, as predicted, uranium remains radioactive

for billion of years, could be spread by sedimentary

material and plants in the springs, how then would the

| ~levels of uranium meet federal and state standards in the

timeframe predicted by the DOE; namely from four to eight
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growing in and aloﬁg rapidly fiowing spring water? Or

CIumps to be transported in both dissolved and
particﬁlate forms? Could the organic materials to which
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remain attached in perpetuity to the surface vegetation

would some of the uranium not be released in plumes or
~ the uranium is absorbed cause the dissolution of the

uranium, thus accelerating the migration rate of the:

uranium.
reduction of toxidity, mobility or‘volume'thfough

Is it reasonable to expect that uranium will

The proposed plan CIeariy states that no

treatment would be aCcomplished bécauSe théAcontaminated;.
:grOundwater wéuld et e treated. ‘Then, as downstream

water consumers, we can only ufge you to be as forthright
- as poésible ih explaihing.ihaf ouf generation, those .
alive today, and.those in the future willlcontinue‘to be
éprsed to the Weidqnlsprinéruranium, thorium, radium,

radon, plutonium, titanium, protactinium and so forth.
I am submitting some documents, a bunch of my

old letters, which have questions about groundwater, but

also some documents that talk about particularly how

22
hazarddus the materials are. that we have here at Weldon

Spring. These materials will be exposed in concentration

24

25|  with impacts on health. They cannot be accurately
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monitored or predicted, and most probablyICannot be

naturally attenuated to levels assessed by future

' sqientiéts and physicians to be safe or even permissible.

As I understand it, natural attenuation is a

‘process usually relied upon for volatile organic chemical

' components, for substances that break down into various

dégradation‘p:oducts, a prog:ession'that will take
virtually forevér for some of the radioactive materials
at Weldon Spring. Thorium 230 has a half life of 75,000

years. Uranium 238, a half life of 4.5 billion years,

~and Thorium 232, a half life of 14.1 billion years. .

Are you really asking us to wait forever while

" these materials continue giving off radioactive particles-

and'fays?' The uranium and thorium to,;quote, naturally'

attenuate? Are your monitoring tools and weld“seams

going to ‘last that long? And if the concentration levels
' of contaminants remain greater than. the current

.. established standards, are we not entitled to a

contingency plan more realistic and complete than merely

_additional fish sampling at Lake 34 in Bﬁsch'Conservation'

Area, some additional monitoring?
The proposed plan is to wait for the
radioactive waste to dilute and disperse themselves

somehow at some point in the unknown future. I believe

that monitored natural attenuation; walking away from the-
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:-cOntaminated ground water in this heterogenous, complex
hydrogeology is not a proposed action but is instead, I

" believe, a proposed.inaction.

DAN'MCKEEL: Hello. I’'m Dan McKeel. I’'m

an stakeholder, M.D., phy51c1an and. an pathologlst. And -

- my. comments are as follow3°

I think this document, the proposed plan for

groundwater, is similar to the long—term‘stewardship

'document draft that was offered us last August. It'’s:

very: brief.

I'm particularly concerned about the. sections

on Pages 14 and 15 dealing with triggers and contingency . -

plans. And 1t seems to me, although I know that there’s

some of those’ mentloned in the evaluatlon document, but

‘here’s: some language'that really bothers me 1n-th;s kind

of report that we’re supposed to take some action and-

make a comment.

Page'ls, quote, "Wlthln the plumes,. the trlgger .

concentratlon w1ll be representatlve of hlstorlcal

highs." T don’t know what that means. “B) At the-

springs, the trigger concentrations wiil consider health-.

‘based values and hlstorlcal trends," end quote.

ThlS type of wordlng is so vague that no
regulatory or sc1ent1f1c_mean1ng flows from it. What are

health—based values, for instance? How will historical
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" highs actually be used to set triggers?

The-secbnd_Comment'is that, in this process,
for the general public, there’s really been. no
opportunity thus far for us to have any input into the

remediation alternatives.  And as a result of that, I

don’t think that the alternatives offered are the ones

" that we really should be considering.

I favor, I would call it a fourth alternative,

.and propose this. And that is that we have active

treatment based on the latest technology. _And I would
like to use the groundwa£er'remediation effort.at thé 
forf Lewis Washington SupefAFund Site as a modél.
Théie'they have a TCE plume proﬁlemifhat’s.
migrated. They have the same options availablé'as-we do -

in térms_of traditional methods that have beetheferred‘

" to, in-place treatment of the TCE neutralizatiqn;' They

came to a completely different decision. That they said

let’s use multiple remediation’ technology by
over-mediation, as well as the traditidnal methods.
And they predict that they can leave the

groundwater in unrestricted use within forty years.

Here, our Preferred Alternative 3 will take a hundred

. years to comply with the applicable statutes.

One thing that’s not mentioned, and I would

like somebody to comment, to respond to it at the end of
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this; is we haven’t said anything about how much cost has

to do with the alternative chosen. And reading between

the lines and knowing what is happening to Super Fund . -

funding, I want somebody to address whether there was an’

active consideration that it would cost too much to apply
these remediations, active remediation strategies, and
that’s one reason that they were chosen.

I want to mention, it’s been  brought up several

times by the Conservation Department and Natural

Resources; that they want to have vertical plume maps  for

.specifics. I'd just like to menfion that I had
1requested two yearsAago from four agencigé,,DNR; .

. St. Charles County,-Départment of Energy, USGS,

: specifically'that; a 3-D uranium plume‘map.b

- I was told by a multiple ofbthose agenciés-that.

it was coming, it was in the works, it could be done, but

it would take time. So I’ve been patient two years. I

'_dqnjt see any 3-D plume maps, and people are

acknowledging nbw that that’s really necessary to say
what we’re going to do with groundwater.
I have a commént about the inte:éeptor trench
design.
. WENDEE RYAN: You need to wrap up your
comments, and we’ll get to you agqin éfter the

additional -- 
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DAN McKEEL: If you want to cut me off,
just say so, and I’ll quit.
. - WENDEE RYAN:‘ You want to respond his
questions? “
DAN McKEEL: I really didn‘t -- I don’t

want any of my‘time taken up with responses. I would

rather finish my comments or be cut off. -

WENDEE RYAN: Well, the cutoff’s right
now. Thank you. | |
Is there someone elsé who  would like to sﬁeék?‘
CLARISSA EHEON: My name is Clarissa
Eheon. I’'m from Hematite. I‘'m here on behalf of thé<u

Citizens with Weldon Spring and the American public in

- general. That’s E-h-e-o-n, Clarissa.

© I want to give testimony and ‘a warning to the
general public about the severity of what’s going on .
here.

As I said, I’'m from the Hematite area whose

'drinking water was contaminated by one of the oldest

nuclear fuel fabrication plants in the United States. My

family and I were drinking over a hundred and sixty
carcinogenic chemicals as a result of the nuclear
operations in Hematite. The water contamination was’

discovered only after my neighbor out of fear requested 

her water to be tested when a home near the plant was
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found to be contaminated.

The workers at the facility were also exposed

to TCE and other volatile brganic chemicals used to

.- degrease, clean the shop floors and equipment. The plant

was also left with residual radioactive from the Cold
War. Sorry;~I'm allittlehnervbus. .

With all the technology, kﬂowing past
'p:actices, all the highly-educated physicists,
geélogists, chéﬁists, experts hired b& this industry to -

monitor the hydrology flow, geology structure of the

' areas, specifically being in a flood plain, I‘m not

‘convinced this is a surprise to the responsible parties,

and if it is, why is that a surprise?
Today I have with me a jar of Hematite country

tea prepared especially for you ali; DOE, DNR; anyone

_ responSible for what’s happening in Hematite and here at

Weldon Spring. It’s only fair that you have a glass that
you  helped to brew, the real brisk one. My family and I

have consumed many glasses over the years, and today I’'m

‘dealing with many health problems that were diagnosed all

in the last year because of, I believe, the chemicals

that we were consuming.

Many skin rashes, burns that would appear on my
neck,vchest‘and scalp, irritable bowel syndrome, acid

reflux disease, having to take glucofauge to stop my
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pancreas.from.overproducing insuiih. I also had four
polyps removed, all at the ripé'age of thirty—three:
I have never had allergies until I moved there.

I'm extrémely upset at this juggernaut in Hematite and

~all around the State of Missouri, which will have to be

changed to Misery if this mess is not addressed and

. corrected now. Time is not an ally.

The rivers, lakes and creeks here in Missouri

.~ have become personal industrial trash cahé'atfthé

public’s expense of health and safety, which we all know

has been sacrifiéed}.'Just like the”productsithat were

A~manufacturéd here in our state, we will not go away. -

We’re here to hold youﬁresp0nsiblevfor being
naughty neighbprs; employers and officials fpr‘allowing*

the debilitation of our neighborhoods, parks and water

‘supplies and air.

. The weapons workers, your employees, our

- fathers, mothers, husbands, wives and citizens, are now - .

'the_fighting‘soldiers, not for the Cold War'but for the
hOt-war'against éll of us, even your children. |

Wé must have sound remedies to thiSapoiiutibn;,
VSome afe jﬁéttfighting for'their last bréath, and we élsov
need aggressive éctioﬁ. Please do not let ﬁﬁém -~ do not
sit by and let this go on. They're tryiné to walk away .

Also,‘my son is twelve years old. He'’s a
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little shy. He has a comment. I‘d like to read that for

- It says, "Hello. 'My name is Collier. I’'m

from Festus, Missouri. My drinking water was

' contaminated by a nuclear plant at Hematite, Missouri.

Me and my family were drinking poison from this bad

:business; These poisons will remain in my envirénment -
" and my future for many, many years. I think the people
- responsible should be spanked and have to write

4.5 billion sentences saying I will not pollute Missouri

no more, one sentence for each year their products will
remain on this earth.

Please do not rob me of my future. .You'shOuid

. also be punished for dumping poisons in our state parks.

- Thank you.".‘

AUDIENCE: (Clapping.)

NANCY ADAMS: My name 'is Nancy Adams. My

dad worked at Mallinckrodt Chemical Works and here at

Weldon Spring for a while. He decided to go back there

" because he thought it was so terrible here, the stuff he

was working with. He didn’t realize how bad.
My dad died a terrible death. Suffering from

lung disease and bladder cancer for that last ten years

" ‘of his life. Very bad. I don’t want to get into all of

that.
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I myself am a cancer survivor, and I don’t want
to drink any amount of uranium, whether it’s
20 picocuries or a.100 picocuries. I don’t want to drink

1 picocurie of uranium. Because we know now that uranium

, qaﬁses all kinds of disease.

. SiXty years ago when they started this

- Mallinckrodt plant, the men were told that they were

.working with safe -- they were safe, that the

contamination amounts were within: acceptable amounts.

I'm hearing people talk about ARARs. That is based on’

‘current scientific¢, medical and technical knowledgee
What’s going to happen in sixty years when they
: ffind'out that one picdcﬁrié of uranium can do terrible

f things; just as they»did'witﬁ the stuff that my.dad

worked with sixty years ago.

So I’'m saying take the high road and work on

this and get rid of this stuff. Don’t let it stay in the

water, the groundwater. Do whatever you have to do, even

if you have to fence off all of Busch Conservation area,

~do it. Tell'people}Aput signs up. Be honest with us.

" Thank you.
| WENDEE RYAN: Would you spell your last -
name? |
NANCY ADAMS: A-d-a-m-s.

MIKE GARVEY: My name is Mike Garvey. I'm
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a localiorthodontist. I have been involved in the Weldon
Spring'Site for manf years. I originally got involved s
one of the citizens as a resident of St. Charles County.
'fhe'first thing I‘d like to do is show
appreciation for the-excellent work that ‘the Department
of Enetgy has done, and the subcontractors and also the'

Missouri Department of Natural Resources’ involvement

_over the years. I think we’ve greatly improved local

conditions, and the public health of the residents.
I think we got in early. I think part of the
reason we got ‘into the funding earlier is because of the

citizens being vocal. I think the Department of Enetgy

h'really dldn t know how to handle that early on. But I

have seen contlnual lmprovement on their part on this
thlng here.‘ :

But the St Charles County re51dents are also
grateful but concerned abont the long-term potentlal if

some’ unexpected loss of safety exposed the cell. And the

contaminated' groundwater left in place-and'also-surface‘

water after the act of remediation.

Finally, my biggest comment would be, and I

know this has been considered, the first thing is it

- seems as though the dlscus51on of course topography, I'm

.totally stumped because -- and amazed because it seems.

like»this last report has been one that’s been the most
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honest regarding the hydroiogic and geological'conditions-

under the site. 'Wefre'Seeinglnow things like highly
fractured limestone -- these are all-quotes, éolution

" voids, 60mp1ex hydrogeology; large fractures, rapid

groﬁndwater transport.

So my point has always been that should the

disposal cell be placed in an area where there’s already
contaminated groundwater, how can you then identify if -

Ait's.effective even in the fuﬁure?

And, you know, perhaps maybe the site_Should

“have been lsomewhere different, but it was done here. . But

o still this leaves us with a difficuit solﬁtion in. that we

have to identify whether, in fact, the disposal cell is

continuing to hold the contamination in it. As Kay

1mentioned, thousands and millions of years.

So it’s under this hetérogenéous, highly

fractured groundwater medium of totally connected voids

which may hold contamination; Agéin, we're starting to
heér these things.

| So some of the things I’d like_?- you know,
iike”I’d like to know what thé scrééqing intervals of tﬁe'
detéctioﬁ wel1s are. Based upoh some of the -- it seemé |

that_this discussion, in-honesty; regardihg rapid

"transport, fhe County has actually been inundated with

chemicals that have migrated off site for many years into
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Lékes 34,335 and 36,_Schote'Creek, Dardenne Creek, and

groundwater moved to Lake St. Louis, and showing up in

various places, especiélly with a lack of_delineation and
vertical extent of contaminations and migrations and

plumes, which would fall out.

It seems the institutional controls location-

map, Pagé 14, seems artificially drawn to only include

' the chemical site at two springs, and they may be too

small.

I know it’s somewhere, but how was it

determined that Twin Island Lake was not degraded by the

DOE sites, the well there.

" And I'd like to know what are the results of

. the sampling of the other perennial springs seen in..

Figure 3 on Page 67? And‘ﬁerhaps if the groundwater

flowed from the.plaht site to the north as this
indicates, then éoﬁe of these~springs.mi§ht be able to
look at the backg;ound levels.

WENbEE RYAN: You havé to wiap up your.
comments. o

ﬁIKEVGARVEYz I;d like to know.whéré one
cohld find the Missoﬁri,Department of Health'’s private
drinking'wéll reports.

I'd liké to know whethér sighaée will be placed

at Burgermeister Spring regarding being told not to drink
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the water.
I know the Department of Conservation is

worried about the concern régarding whether this

‘contamination of Lakes 34, 35 and 36, but I do strongly

feel that -- and'also Fem—dsage slough north and south,

1that they should make it catch-and-releésernly. That'’s

only logical.

But my biggest' comment is regarding the

. feasibility of looking at,-nOW'that the points are made

that the groundwater flows in the,ﬁpper surface areas to
the Burgermeister Spring, is let’s look at the

possibility of using that site to consider the

feasibility of long-term remediation at that location,

using both active and passive means.
The groundwater at Burgermeistef Spring haé fpr
too long inundated St. Charles County.
Thank-yOu. |
WENDEE RYAN: . Wéuldvyou spell your last
name?
MIKE’GARVEY: G-a-r-v-e—y;
VIRGINIA DOWDEN: My name is Virginia
Dowden, ahd I live in the New Melle area. And I am just
ébmmentiné'on the surveiliancé'plan, not on past history.

I believe the proposed remedial action plan is

~a good starting point, and we’ll probably need to fine
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tune as we solve the input of the various agencies and

ﬂcitizens} I have a few questions on things I would like _

to happen
All monitoring wells shown on the map that will

be available to the citizens, as well as reports be

.avaiiable on the‘monitoring-of'the wells and remedial -

aCfions if necessary, based on the<charﬁs;,'

4.Is:the temedial action plan written in stone,
or.is it a living document that can be amendéd‘if>
contingencies arise by recénvening varidus agenciesfto
deal with problems?

. We could talk for sixteen Yeérs about what

we’re going to do, but we need a Starting-poinf. 'And I

 think this document is a starting point. And I'm sure
comments will be taken into consideratioh by the

Departmeﬁt'of Energy and the .EPA.

I hope that funding will be available for.a
ﬁundred yearé or more. I;m not sure this plan iS'gﬁing
to be éround‘in a billion'fearé at the fate we're gding.
As long as it is deemed necessary, I hope the funding
ﬁiil‘beAthefe, and that if there is sométhing fhat really‘
comes'up that is a terribleiproblem tha£ everybédy will

be reconvened once again, and that this site will not

just be an empty site that the survéillance comes from

Colorado or some other place like that.
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But it’s a good starting point, and we have to 7

start somewhere because we’ve talked and talked and

 talked.

WENDEE RYAN: Would you spell your name?

VIRGINIA DOWDEN: Dowden, D-o~w-d-e-n.

Vlrglnla, just like the state.

RON GRAEF: First I’'d like to state I

always thought all the figures out here -- 1I've always

‘found them to be pollte, thorough and very detalled

especially those back here.

' And I guess) as an ordinary'citizen; I've heard
1ots about Weldon Spring for other reasons, and I have a
very dlfflcult time comprehendlng all the compllcated |
details and that. I guess my basic questlon 1s. Has
there heen any other studies'done by independehts othet.
than what I call taxpayer supPOrter studies, state ana
federal and thelEPA, et cetera?

I based that on the studles done, espec1ally

t one done in’ 1999, done by Oak Rldge Health Studles, and

the study found that’ the results of the study done by the

DOE were six times off.
And I just wonder: Has there been'any other

completely independent'studies done? Somebody that’s

~evaluated this that’s completely independent of

taxpayer’s support, politically involved? People of St.
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Charles County who want St. Charles County to be very

attractive.

PAMELA THOMPSON: I can answer that. To

"‘the best of my‘knowledge, no, it has not been.

vWENDEE RYAN: Qaﬁ you piease spell your
1és£ name? | .
RON GRAEF: G-r-a-e-f.
© DENISE BROCK: Hi. ‘M&fname-is Denise
Erock. That’s B-r-o-c-k. And I am the Director 6fAthe
ﬁnited NucieaerEapons Wérkers in ﬁhe St. Louis region.
| Séveral of my bba:damembers are here ﬁhis

evening. And I am, by no means, a toxicologist, nor do.I

deai with‘éompensation claims for'the thousands of locals .

| that have1beén affected by this radiation éxposure.

"- I do have a few questions I’'d like to ask
tonight. First of all, I’d like to know if I could get a
detailed report of the groundwater remediation. I mean.

the actual ICO,treatmént study, and would I be able to

. get the results to that.

RAY PLIENESS:.  Yes.

DENISE BROCK: Yes? |

RAY PLIENESS: . Yes, absolutely.

DENISE BROCK: Ahd will the report
actuaily.tell»me or giVe-mevthe results of the ICO, the

groundwater conditions; is that correct?
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- PAMELA THOMPSON: It should.
DENISE BROCK: That will actually give me
the results;'the ICO?

PAMELA THOMPSON: The problem is it’s

fproprietary to the vendor. But we have a summary of
‘those -- we have a‘summary of the results of the chemical
- oxidation that we could release'thét'helped'us base our

. decision on the effectiveness of chemical oxidation.

You can request the actual report done by the

subcontfactdr who developed the chemical oxidation and,

implemented it for us. You would have to submit it to -
them because they have marked it pfoprietary because of .
some of tﬁeir.actiVities, their chemical COmpqﬁndsfand"
hpw‘théy are used, how they injédﬁed them, ié-propfietary-
fo their business.~ | |

And if you'wénted-their actual report, ask them

to give you that, or we can give you the summary that we

: have that we béséd the'decision on.

-’DENISE BROCK: To get the actuai report, I
would actually need to apprbach you, and you, in turn,
would approach that Vendor? | |

PAMELA THOMPSON$ That is true,-yeah.
Wé'd have to approach her somehbw.

DENISE BROCK: I wouldn’t necessarily be

.needing a form for a request or anything like that. I
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can just -~ I have not had real good results with fotmel

requests from the Department of Energy.

' I'd like to also have -- what is the degree of

) contamination? . I mean is it the aquifer? Excuse me if I

missed something in there because I didn’t understand it.
Is it just the aquifer? ' Is it the contamination or the

continuation of the contamination south of the raffinate

: (510) plts, or is it the.spring? And I'm not sure how to

say that. Is it -~ it sounds like a bad. beer I heard

somebody»say.

".I mean is it all of those that wé’‘re looking at"

- here? What is the degree.of‘contamination?. :

REBECCA CATO: Well, the groundwater at

the chemlcal plant ‘that’s shown on the flgures that shows -

the plumes, in‘the shallow bedrock, the upper bedrock is
contaminated. |
| DENISE BROCK: Okay.

REBECCA CATO: But that groundwater does
discharge'through some repid transfer features, and ddes
express.itself at BurgermeisterA Spring, and then there’
are two sptings in the southeast drainage.

DENISE BROCK: So it’s kind of an all-over

situation then?

REBECCA CATO: Well, this plumé, and then

there’s some rapid smaller features that reach out.
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DENISE BROCK: I'm curious, and maybe I.

“didn’t understand, are you —- as I understand it, I think

back in November 2002 wasn’t there something that stated
where vegetation was actuélly established there would be
need for groundwéter or surfaée water monitoring.

Are you dding’groundwater monitoring or surface

- water monitoring, or are you continuing to do both? I
" mean I understand you'’re doing groundwater. Are you

 goiﬁg to continue with the surface monitbring as well?

TOM PAULING: We have a permit from the
State of Missouri Department of Natural Resources;through

their Clean Water Program that we believe once it'’s

established we will not need to monitor the surface water

.- at.its discharge site. "

So we’re in the process of requesting that be

determined. We will continue with it. If there’s a

~ problem with it, of course, then --

"DENISE BROCKQ If there’s a problem; I
guess I don’t understand.
Are you going to also continue to.monitor -
REBECCA CATO: The springs we alréady did.
The springs will be cohtinued. This is already monitored
and’élSo being proposéd és a monitoring location in the
future.

DENISE BROCK: Then the only other
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| question I had is: I'm a little confused about the cell”

- and it not working. But I understand that with the cell

that there’s actual seepage-gdinguinto groundwater. " In
my mind I’m thinking, my gosh, if something'goeé'in,.
where does i£ come out? Is it passed along?. Does that
go into your ground&ater or yOur'soiler -

| ~ PAMELA TﬁOMPSONQ When we built up the
cell ;v-;'il be-glad to answer. I peed to be Sﬁre fitét

there are no seepage into the cell now. There was water

where we constructed the cell that was in the.cell, and

we have a drainage system in the cell that takes!that'

water out.

DENISE BROCK: Okay. Thank you very much.

DEE DEE AUBUCHON: My name is Dee Dee
Aubuchon. That's A-u-b-u-c-h-o-n.

I have a question about safety and DOE being

ihere tonight telling everybody that everythiné is low
risk and all that. Then what happens when things are not
low risk? You’re not allowed to talk? H6W'doeé that

“work? I guess,;say, the lake all of a sudden had uranium -

water in it, and you were not_allowed~to tell the public

about it?

Why are you able to tell us it’s'safe, but.

.you’re not able to tell us if there’s a problem?

PAMELA THOMPSON: Well, Dee Dee, I don’t
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know that I've ever said we’re not allowed to let you

" know. If we find a result, be it in ground water or in .

any surface water monitoring that we have, then as a

health risk level we report it, not only to the State of .

Missouri énd the Environmental Protection Agency, but to

the Department of Health.

So we’'re not just disallowed teliing'you if

-ﬁhere's a health risk.

Or am I confused about what your question was?
RAY PLIENESS: I think actually we
-reported today that we are above the unacceptable risk if

somebody put a house here and utilized this water, and

' that’s why we have institutional controls. So I‘m not

‘quite sure what your poin ——

DEE DEE AUBUCHON: That’s a hypothetical..
RAY PLIENESS: Well, it’s not hyp —- it’s
hypothetical because nobody lives there. But a plume:is
an uﬁacdeptable'risk. The contamination that’s left here
wbuld be unacceptable if somebody utilized it
So, if yoﬁr'question'is, weil, what about
Sdmébody uéing'the lake that’s presently there, weAhave'

that exact same knowledge and responsibility, but we

would be at the point to let everybody know if we had an

unacceptable risk any place.

DEE DEE AUBUCHON: How do you do that
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" without signs?

RAY PLIENESS: Well, if there was an

"unacceptable risk, you include putting a sign up or

create institutional controls.
| -DEE DEE AUBUCHOK: I think the absence of
signs allows'people to assume,that'it's completely'safe,
t§ unresiricted use.
RAY PLIENESS: I think it would allow them
to understand that, in accordance with thé standards that

are established by EPA, affected'—— you mentioned, well,

“maybe those standards aren’t correct. Unfortunately,
~they’re the best technological data we have,

- toxicological data we have. And within those  standards,

they are safe.

Can I stand here and say fifty years down the

'road.they-maY’not chaﬁge? I cannot. 'But within the

record books that we have today, the data that we have

‘today, the scientists that do this work, I would say

theY're safe from un;estricted use. That’s correct.
Based on the data we have. |

| . TOM~NELSON; Dee Dee was asking_about_
signage. Now don’t we have a committee workihg on
preparing the signage? |

WENDEE RYAN: You have to identify

yourself for the Court Reporter.
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TOM NELSON: I’m Tom Nelson.
PAMELA THOMPSON: We do have a. group

that’s working with the'Department of Energy to get

~historical markers at the site to identify to the public
- areas of interest, areas that were contaminated, that
have been remediated and tells the history of that

‘particular area. We’ve been working with the Department

of Conservation. We’'ve been working with the citizens to

‘develop that signage. And we are in the process of

getting the final part of that. And it goes back to the
group that will put the signs up.
These are not warning signs, Warhing: do not

build a house in a recreational area, or Warning: you can

build a house in a recreational area but don't_drihk the"

water out of it.. ihese signs‘aie going to be designed to
tell what is there, what was there, and the stéry of the
cleanup of this site. So we are developing historical
signs to warn people and to continue to bring people here
to the site‘to ask these questions.

DEE DEE AUBUCHON: Pam, but there’s no
wérning signs to tell thenm.

PAMELA THOMPSON: That’s correct.

LOUISE McKEEL: Along the same line =-

WENDEE RYAN: Identify yourself for the

i

Record.
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LOUISE McKEEL: Yes. My name is Louise

McKeel.

Will there be warnings such as uranium or

' radiation on any of the signs?

PAMELA THOMPSON: Yes, there will. be.
" TOM PAULING: I guess I just, to elaborate

on the question, I don’t think you could drink too much

.of this water uhléss you established a resideﬁtial
"presénce at'Bu;germéister and use it as your d:inking
; water source every day. And at some point, JohnAfbgel
' wbﬁld run you:out of theré, So it’s -- the quantity.and

‘the taste would be of a residential nature.

' DEE DEE AUBUCHON: What is the cutoff
between residential and recreational? |

TOM PAULING: Well, our example was that -

.-'wéll, maybe Mary could talk to this a bit.

MARY PICEL: The way we did the

calculations so that we could see what’s reasonable use,

'that's recreational. = So we say possibly twenty cups of

‘ Watér'a year during the years. Now you could decide for

yourself if that’s too little or too much for a

recreational visitor to the area.

DEE DEE AUBUCHON: Somebody would have to
look that up.
MARY PICEL: Yes.

\
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And then when the other end of the range is the

rest of the area which is considered to be the most

‘conservative, the most -- and those you could possibly do

- _drinking Qatef, two liters a day in twenty years.
The assumption that we maylget will vary in

the areé; for thirty years, standard consumptiqn.‘ .
So that’s the two extreme -- fhe two;ranges

that we use to look at. Somewhere in between there maybe

you can hope to prorate that. But that’s how we

calculated the numbers.
DEE DEE AUBUCHON: Okay. As .far as

information, I'm just not sure everybbdy that goes:' there

" would know that. That’s why I'm worried. -

MARY PiCEL: I think we can inform them of-
that.

DEE .DEE AUBUCHON: Can you talk about the

number of years? I don’t have it here, but I can’t

' remember what you said. But what is thevpit area? What

ié_a thousénd and what ié the -~

MARY PICELQ You want t6 know the numbers?
For example, TCEfin our pits we have --

AUDIENCE#F Can you speak'up, please?

MARY PICEL: The TCE by the raffinate pits
we have concentrations of the contaminant TCE that will

give you one chance in ten thousand.
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' DEE DEE AUBUCHON: One person --

' MARY PICEL: Not so much one person in ten

thousand, but your chances of gettihg the -- your chances

- of gettingbcanCer will be increased by one chance in ten

thousand, because all of us that lives in this country
would have -- one in three of us is supposed to develop

cancer in a lifetime. So‘let's5say that’s .33. And see-

‘'we’re adding .00001 to that .33.

DEE DEE AUBUCHON: Okay. I'm just

intérested'in your numbers and then your rationale.
| MARY PICEL: You’re increasing it by a

little amount. | |

DEE DEE AUBUCHON: Well, I understand that
part. But I read something about cancer that sayS<evéry
little bit —- | |

MARY PICEL: Yeah.

' DEE DEE AﬁBUQHON: _- increases your

chéﬁce.' |

MARY PICEL: Yeah.

DEE DEE AUBUCHON: And I think there are

' people who probably have cancer from various sources.

' MARY PICEL: I’'m just explaining from the.

standpoint of my calculations and what the EPA gives us

as guidelines to do that calculation.

WENDEE RYAN: Identify yourself.
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CALVIN DRESSER: Calvin Dresser,
D—r-e—é-sae-r.

Could. you show in your report the extent of the

“‘public lands that are sﬁrtbunding this? I don’t remember.

seeing it anywhere in these repofts. You do show the .

vexténﬁ of the DOE lands.

| RAY PLIENESS: That’s going to have to be

a writﬁéﬁ résponse. |

WENDEE RYAN: Anybody elsé'have something?

MIKE LANG§ Mike Lang, L-a-n-g.

At thé preséntitime; are you saying that are

e it b e 34, 35 and.33?

PAMELA THOMPSON: '(Shakipg head.)

REBECCA CATO: No. '

RAY PLIENESS: When’s the last time it was

tested for it?

REBECCA‘CATO: When'é the last time itIWAS ,
tested?

KAY DREY: Thé surface water? The watérl
or the Sedimen?. What happened in the contéminated
sediment? Did;you take it out?

| 'MIKE LANG: - The spring had wﬁter in it.
The spring was flowing into these lékes. Wouldn’t the
lake have it in it? -

REBECCA CATO: Lake 34 and 35
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characterization showed nothing above background levels

.in. the sediment.

And, Tom,'you can address Lake 36; can’t you?
TOM PAULING: Well, yes. Lake 36 had
slightly elevated levels; ‘The ConservationvDepartﬁent

drained that lake .and removed sediments six years ago or

so.
| MIKE LANG:4 And how often are they tested
for it? |
TOM:PAULING: For what?'
MIKE LANG: Aré the lakes tested for
any =-/ |

TOM PAULING: Well, that’s what we’re not

quite sure on. I’d have to see our lake samples.

,'They're still doing samples.

MIKE LANG: Well, I mean as a sportsman

that would like to usé-these:areas out here, if there is

'any tracé of uranium in any of the lakes, like the lady

said earlier, why would not a sigh be put up to let the

public know that’s coming in to use it and make it their

- choice if they want to fish in the lake that has uranium

traces in it or not?

PAMELA THOMPSON: What’s your comment?

'LOUISE McKEEL: Along the lines, I believe

you said TCE, how does that --
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- MARY PICEL: Excusé me. Go ahead.

LOUISE McKEEL: And I‘'m asking you about
fegulafAbaseline.- |

MARY PICEL: .We have fourgleading
contaminants in the soil, but uranium is the most-
vhlneréble one. And wé have sampled all four in.the
past, and'tﬁrough the years have‘determiﬁed that only
uranium is iﬁ the groundwater. And there are two'wel}s

in particular that have rate of concentration that are

- about 60 picocuries per liter, 20 being-our'MCL standard.

We’re about three times over the standard in two of our

wélls.

' And ;here are aléo uranium concéﬁtrations in a
few other wellé, but they’re not very high;;‘Tﬁey donft
ekqeed that point. | |

LdUISE McKEEL: And all these reports are
available to" the publid? |

REBECCA CATO: Right. And, in fact, we

'summarize that in the proposed plan.

MIKE GARVEY: If I might, it gbes along -
with the same discussion and background. It seems like
background'is a very illusive communique.

Is}background fpr uraniuﬁ 10?

MARY PICEL: I think it’s 1.

MIKE GARVEY: 1It’'s 1.
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REBECCA CATO: Might be 2.
MIKE GARVEY: Nowfwouldn't it make sense

since the plume of surface water contamination from

' Burgermeister Spring flows directly into Lake, you know,

34, for one to expect that uranium inundate$ Lake 347?

Yes or no. | |
REBECCA.CAEO: .The sample has indicated

that you canrnot distiﬁguish-the levels in Lake,34-from'A

backgroﬁnd levels from the lake. |

MIKE GARVEY: That’s not the question that

I asked.-

MARY PICEL: Would you ask it again,
please? ' o
| MIKE GARVEY: Okay. Let me not ask that |
Question. | |

Let me ask another question. -
MARY PICEL: You can ask it. I just
didn’t hear the whole question.

MIKE GARVEY: Would it not be logical to

assume that uranium concentration is higher because the
_ surface water flow from Burgermeister Spring, which
' averages from ten to a hundred picocuries per liter or

:one to a hundred, flows directly into it? Yes or no.

REBECCA CATO: Okay. Bufgermeister Spring

does discharge to Lake 34.
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* MIKE GARVEY: Right.

REBECCA CATO: Another lake was selected

. to establish --

MIKE GARVEY: Didn’t you --
' REBECCA CATO: -- what --
MIKE GARVEY: You did not answer my
quéstién;

REBECCA CATO: Yes, I am answering your

‘question.

" _You're trying to compare it to background

levels. And we have taken and we have established what

background conicentrations would be in the surface water

in this area. And that’s how you can compare other water

bodies to it to see if you have impacted'itgv And you-

cén'tltell fhe difference bet&een Lake 34 and the.
baékground lgcafion.

'v-So I would say, no, that uranium has not
impacted Lake.34; |

KAY DREY: How can it not be in the

- . sediment, though?

 MIKE GARVEY: Let me say one other thihg".
to try and delineéte.the point that I’m'trying to make.:
Have you looked at all of the'watervof Busch
wildlife Area to see if, in fact, there’s ‘a plume, albeit

below background, of contamination of uranium within fhé
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waters? That’s the point I was trying to make about the

springs that are shown on the map. Your spring,

Burgermeister Spring, is shoWing'a‘higher level of
uraniﬁm;'

_.But to look at the localAbaékground, you . should
not look at what USGS deﬁermihed‘iﬂ Darst ﬁottom.

'REBECCA CATO: That's not what we’ve done.

‘So I think we need to take your comment and answer it -~

I believe you have a lot of questions in there, and we’ll

"have to provide you with a written response.

RAY PLIENESS: It’s nine o’clock, and I

- think probably one or two more questions or comments:i'

- And then we'’re goiﬁg'to Prdcedﬁr376«

If somebody hasn’t commented yet. .

RICK HAMPEL: I’'m Rick Hampel,

‘H—a-m-p-e;l.

One of the things, thefe’s been a lot of

discussion about risks. People have to understand that

‘ there!s risks in everything you do. Being~alive‘means

that there’s risks. For instance, radiation in your

homes, stahding outside you get radiation there. " You get

.in’your car, you’re taking a risk right there.

~When you talk about risks, you have to
understand that there’s risks in everything. "What I'm

hearing again tonight is people want zero risk. There’s
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no such thing in life as zero risk. You just need to

understand that as you come up with your comments.

- Because there’'s no way anything can be done at this site

thatAinéludes zero risk. 'Okay;
There were technical experts who looked at a

number of alternatives. What you have to underSténd,

that’s their job. They understand how to'lbok at things.

* You could pdséibly‘have an independent study to look at .
- the same data they looked and see if they come to the

Same conclusions. That’s good aApoint;

But if you accept the data, as collected,

observed, and you can be sure it was accurate and

' precise.  Going from there, we said it’s not technically

‘feasiblé to do treatment at this site. And that.

treatment feasibility not only was economical because

. that was one component of it. I think a major component

of it was iﬁ was not technically feasible. You would get
no benefit over the'course of time by running those
versus monitored natural attenuation Qith very specific
enhanéed monitoriﬁg.. That'’s part of the monitoring ﬁhat
you'vé done with atﬁenuatiOn. |

So I just -- I think we need a little bit of a
balanced app#oach-here as far as the risk at this sife.

And anoﬁher thing, I would encourage everyone

to get a hold of some of the background documents and the
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studies, et cetera, and read them for yourself. You
don’t have to be technically minded to absorb at least
eighty percent of it. 'You will understand what has been
done and make better decisions and comments on what'’s
going on.

‘$hahk you.

.RAY PLIENESS: Okay. We’ll take one more

question.

DENISE BROCK: I've already commented.

RAY PLIENESS: That’s okey. Nobody else

stood up, so you’re on.

DENISE BROCK: I have another qﬁestibn;
It has to do with background.

I guess maybe I don’t understand that either.

' Years ago when the TNT/DNT plant was here, was' there ever

background~monitb:ing done prior to that? I mean what is
background based on? 1Is it based on a mixture of
contaminants that has'arrivedvhere; or is.prior to the
TNT/DNT plant? |
a - MARY PICEﬂ: Typically when'yoﬁ come to a
site, of cdﬁrse, it’s too late to get background.\ It’s
already been contaminated.

So what we do is we go to a different area

that’s got similar characteristics and take samples from

that area. That's our background.
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DENISE BROCK: This whole area is already

contaminated before any background'levels ﬁere ever

~

MARY PICEL: And for TNT and DNT, they’re

man-made organics so there shouldn’t be any background.

These should be zero.
DENISE BROCK: And I understand that the
why the‘DOE —- that were definite remediation problems as

it was let go. And I was just curious, too, if that, in

. fact, had anything to do with your background prior to?

~Is that after it’s done?

MARY PICEL: We are comfortable and

-confident with our collection background.

DENISE BROCK: Thank you.

RAY PLIENESS: Last comment. . I’'11 flip.

' We have three hands. So, Ben, I don’t think you

-cémmented_yet. You have the last comment.

BEN MOORE: I'm goiné to be a private
citizen here. |
It’s come-to my attention reéently in looking
through yohr websité at background documents that a

number of documents that were originally listed as a part

of that database have been removed, and apparently aren’t

available through the website.

And that may or may not apply to some of the
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documents that are pertinent, and you very possibly can.
But I didn’t look through to see if it did.

Several meetings back the DOE made a commitment

" to a'very.thOrough electronic database of pertinent site

documents, and I would encourage you to follow throngh on

‘that.

RAY PLIENESS: I think I will address

_that. We not only made that commitment, we followed

through-with that commitment'so,thoroughly that we

éctually put a few documents that had‘proprietary

_information on them, such as on-track proposals, and

those were the documents that have been taken off. I

don’t think you’ll find any documents about any technical .

data relative to this issue that was taken off.

Iflyou find any that are not proprietary that

you think were taken off, you let me know. But we were

so zealous in getting the four hundred and

ninety-seven - }
PAMELA THOMPSON: Seven hundredAénd
ninety-five. |
RAY PLIENESS: How many was it?
PAMELA THOMPSON: Seven hundred and
ninety—five; |
| RAY PLIENESS: Seven hundred and

ninety-five, yes. They got the documents on and
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available to everybody as we cémmitted as we didn't

recognize that thgré were some that were proprietary.
AUDIENCE: I'd ke to say that'just‘é few

dafs we asked for a document.relatéd to risk eﬁaluations,

and we got a call from Pam asking why do you need that’

'~ document, you should have it.

So, at least some of the technical documents
that were released by the project are not on the website

and are not listed on the website. I don’t have anything

else.

- NANCY ADAMS: Could YOu give ‘us an e-mail

‘address to get to you? Because I found the ;same thing.

RAY PLIENESS: That’s a really good

: question. ‘And T don’t have it.

PAMELA THOMPSON% I haQe the website
address. |
| RAX PLIENESS: Oh. Actually:it’s the -
PAMELA THOMPSON: It’s —-
weldohdomments@gjo.doe.goﬁ.
NANCY ADAMS: weldoncomments --
RAY'PLIENESS: It’s on Page 2 of your
proposed_plan provides thét website. | |
AUDIENCE: Are these documents stored at a
local open library?

RAY PLIENESS: Yeah, they’re also in the
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library.
AUDIENCE: Which library?
RAY PLIENESS: Most of them. Which?

PAMELA THOMPSON: The documents that are

- either pertinent to the administrative record index is at
‘the St. Charles County Document Library, which is
Middendorf-Kredell. They have selected copies of those

documents in their administrative records.

.Any documents that is an administrative record

that you would like to see that is not available at the:

: library and not available in full sets on the website,

you can request it of us and we will provide it to you, a
hard‘copy; | |
‘ AUDIENCE: What was’thé library? I'm
sorry. |
PAMELA ‘THOMPSON: Middendorf~xredé11;
AUDIENCE: Okay.
. PAMELA iHoMPSON: It”s the St. Charles
CduntY/City Library, doCumentvlibrary. It’s on
Highway K. |
CLARiSSAiEHEON: I have one more question.
RAY PLIENESS: Okay. - Why not?
CLARISSA EHEON: This uranium that they
found, was it 234, 35 or 382 |

MARY PICEL: Again, in the chemical plant
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area, we found all three.
- CLARISSA EHEON: Because 238 is rather

transient. It moves kind of easy; doesn’t it? And what

did:YOU'dO with thatfwater.when you drained_it out of the

lake?

MARY PICEL: Don’t know.

CLARISSA EHEON: fou put it in-anothef
lake? | |
| TOM PAULING: CohservatidnADépartmehﬁ
discharged that water.

| CLARISSA EHEON: Sorry.

TOM PAULING: Conservation Department

: discharged'that water.

CLARISSA EHEON: Where did it go?

TOM PAULING: On the ground in this little

~off site.

CLARISSA EHEON: Oh.

RAY PLIENESS: I think I’'m going to cut it

off here. I really hate to do this, but in the essence’

of time, I'd like to go over the next stebs because this
is not the.end.of the process. | |

I have heard‘thezcommehts here, and I guess the
reality of this is I don’t assume -- I have a daughter

that’s twenty-three. I'would'say without a doubt the

- comments I’ve heard here are what I would say if I was a
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citizen. I would expeét full, completé'safety of
everfbody that's in my family. Every age.

So I cén state here, thoroughly and
éonéervati?ély, saying I believe this plan to be

effective and reasonable. I also think there’s

'improvement. That’s why we came here today to get public‘

comments. That’s why we have an additional dpportunity

to write comments. Don’t pass this opportunity up. I

know you won’t, but I ask you to also go to your

‘neighbors.

- If they have comments, return them please.

. Provide those comments to us. Because we will take them

seriously.

I think I’'ve been at this site five times on

public venues, and I can honestly say I believe we take

the comments,:we provide your response. - I don’t know
i Vot

that our responses are always what you want to hear, but

© I can assure you we take them seriously and a lot of time

goes into it, becadse'thatfs what we believe is -

'important.

‘So with that, at the end of.thiS'period, we
will finally,have‘completed draft ROD, that we'have
reviewed by EPA and MDNR. Again, at the end of that
period of that review; DOE will publish the final.ROD.

It will be available in the newspaper for everybody to
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eeeband understand. And whatever outcome that ROD

requires us to do, we will start to implement that

- decision in 2004.

I think I want to go back to the slide that

identifies where you can send your comments. ' Mail or fax

ehy additional comments by September 3rd to Pam here at
the site. There’s a fax number or phone number. We'’re
available to continue to have discussions outside of the

world‘of the groundwater, anything about this site, until

~»pretty much at least ten o ‘clock if anybody’ s 1nterested.

But at thlS p01nt, I'd like to close the’ formal

.portion of the groundwater ROD proposed plan discussion.

(Thereﬁpon, the meeting'adjoﬁrned at 9:14 P.M.).

k k ok k k
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