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THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
PROPOSED PLAN FOR REMEDIAL ACTION AT THE
QUARRY RESIDUALS OPERABLE UNIT OF THE

WELDON SPRING SITE

Be it remembered that on the 16th day of April,
1998, the above-entitled matter came up fbr public
meeting at The Weldoh Spring Remedial Action Project,
7295 Highway 94 South, iﬁ the County of St. Charles,
Stéte of Missouri, and the following is a transcript of

the proceedings:

APPEARANCES
Cassandra R. Savage, Moderator
Panel Members:
'Stephen H. McCracken; Project Manager
Dan Wall, Remedial Project Managér
Gene Valett, QROU Project Manager
Rebécca»Cato, QROU Manager

Mary Picel, Argonne National Lab, Project Manager
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TRANSCRIPT OF fROCEEDINGS:
_MS. SAVAGE: Good evening. I am Cassandra
Savage, community relations manager. And on behalf of
the Weidon Springs site remedial action site, welcome to
this evening’s public meeting.

Now I’'ve got a couple of things that Joe Enright
wanted to make sure that I mentioned. First off, we have
an exit there and there. Ladies’ room and men’s room is
the main hallwﬁy to your right, and smoking'is éot
prohlblted -- well, is prohibited in the bulldlgg.v

The purpose of this evening’s meetlng is to give

-you,vthe residents, an opportunity to provide comments

and input to proposed remedial action for the q@arty
residuals operable unit.

Now, I'm going to take just a couple mlnutes just to
talk about what we plan to do this evening and how we
plan to do it. But, first off, since this is a public
meetiﬂg we must conform to specificlfederal regﬁlat;ons.
One of which, the proceedings must be t;anscribed. Now
in order to make sure'that our transcription is accuraté,
we’'re also tape recording this evening’'s proceeding.

Now, the sole purpose of the transcription will be jhst

's0 that we have a record of what has occurred this

evening, and we must have an official record of what has

occurred. That’s the only purpose for the
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transcription.

Now, copies of the transcription will be available
to the public upon request. And we’ll give you.thbse‘
addresses and phone numbers with those of us fhat you can
contact if you’d like to have a cbpy of the transcript of
this evening’s meeting.

The agenda for this meeting will consist of rema:ks_
from Steve McCracken. Steve, would yon‘stéﬁd, please?
For those of_you who don’t know Steve, Steve’s the DOE
préject manager of Weldon Spring éite. And Dan Wall.
Dan, would you stand, please? .Dan is remedial project/
manager with the EPA. ‘

Gene Valett. Gene’s up here in front all raring to-
go. Geﬁe is the quarry residuals operable unit project
manager here at Weldon Springs, and he’s going to give
you an overview of the proposed plan. |

Now, I will ask that you hoid your questions ahd
comments until the appropriate time of the program ;nd
that will be following Gene'’s presentation and then‘a
couplé remarks from the Citizens Commiséion. I think
Glenn Hachéy, chairman of the Citizens Commission, is
going to have akcouplebof remarks as well as Bob Geller

with MD -- for the state, MDNR.

Following all remarks and presentations, then we

_will open the floor to questions and comments. Now,
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there are a couple ways that you can submit questions and
comments. One is that you can indicate to me. And if
you haven’t guessed yet, I'm your moderator for this

evening. Let me know, indicate, p:eferably while your

hand is being iaised, that you have a question,'and I

will recognize you at that time.

Or we have two people, oné‘waving yéllov cards back
there, and we also-havé another one sitting right next'to
Charlotte ﬁienski and Launa Danielson will hgve yellow
comment cards, and you should have received those when
you came in. Okaf, Fill out those if you would like and
return them to either Launa o? Charlotte;‘and they will
give them to me; and welwili enfértain or address your
questions at that time.

Now, I must ask that, don’t throw eggs at me,'but
you are liiited to two minutes on questions and commeﬁts.
And we must adhere to that time limitation due to the
time that we are limited to this meeting this eveniﬁg.

In»the_event that you have a question or comment
that will :equire_furtﬁer claiification, we’ll do our
best to come back to your question later on in the
meeting. So don’t be disheartened if we have to cut you
off, but we will try to do our best to come back to the
question later on.

We should ask, foo, when presenting your question,
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please give us your full name and the organization that
you're affiliated with, and then ask your question or
present your comment or issue at that particular time.
And that’s prima:ily for transcribing purposes. We
would also appreciaﬁe it if you would speak clearly and
loud enough so that everyone can understand what you‘’re
trying to relay to us thié evening.

| Now;‘comments received this evening or written

comments postmarked on or before May 21st -- and we'’ve

changed the comment period. We'’ve extended it from April

21st to May 21st. We had a couple requests to do so, and
ﬁe've’complied to do that. So you have pntil'nay 21st.
Any comments written 6: comments this evening will be
considered in the decisionmaking proceés.

Now, information a$ to where you can send those
written comments are in your blue brochure. And aéain,

we will give you an address and tell you exactly who you

.can forward those comments to very shortly in the

meeting.

Now, I’‘d like to take a minute and introduce to you
our techniéal panel or our panel of technical experts
that are going to address your questions and comments
later on. We have, as I introduced to you, Dan wéll,
Steve McCracken, and Gene Valett. 1In addiﬁion to those

three, Mary Picel, project manager with Argonne National
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Laborétory here; and Rebecca Cato, quarry residuals
operables unit hanager.

We're at a point in our program now where I will
turn the floor over to Steve McCracken for his remarks
and~comments, and then we’ll hear from Dan Rowell and .
Gene Valett.

STEVE McCracken: She meant Dén Wall. You
said Dan Rowéll; Dan Rowell retired a couplé pf weeks
ago.

For the benefit of the person that’s keeping track

- of all this, I’m Steve McCracken. I’'m the project

manager for the Department of Energy. I’m going to keep
my comments very short. I ;hink that Gene has the most

to say as‘far as giving people informatiqn on what it is
that we’re proposing tonigﬁt.

In trying to think about what'I thought would be of
some valﬁe to say. I know most of the people here,
whether they’re éeéple that work here or people thai have
just been associated with this work for many years. And
many of yéu, most of you probably remember that we really
came up wiﬁh our plan for how we would procéed at Weldon
Spring back in 1988. - After a lot of effort on
everybody's part to figure out how to agree, we agreed on
a path forward, and we’ve stuck to that since then. And

I think that that has contributed a lot to where we are
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today.

That path forward consisted primarily of doing those
things that we knew we could do right away that would
stabilize the site. We knew that we would have to get
back to making decisions on waste treatment and waste
disposal, and then finally get to decisions about how to
take care of the groundwatét, both here at thelsite and
down at the quarry.

And to get to those things, we agreed that there
needed to be certain,ﬁajor decisions that had to be

made. Basically those major decisions that we knew we

-needed to make were, and I'll do them in the order that

they were made, the quarry bulk waste operable ﬁnit. And
that was a decision to remove the waste from the quarry
and put it into safe storage. We made that decision, I
think, back in 1991 or so;

We needed to make a;deéision on how to finaliy clean
up the chenmical plant site and how to handle all the
waste that we would generate over the years that we would
do the cleanup activity. We called that the chemical
plant operéble unit. We made that decision back in 1993,
I think. I gquess if I get.a date wrong, someone correct
me. -

And now today what we’re trying to do is to get to

those decisions related to groundwater.' And I‘ll be
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honest with you, my opinion is that we made some very
good decisions. ﬁe, meaning us, the state,‘thé EPA, the
public, and DOE, made some pfetty good decisions back in
1988. And tﬂat was to say ‘let’s éet on with the work,
and in doing that let’s try to make decisions at a -
logical point in time that will allow to us to make good
decisions. And that’s why we put groundwater decisions
off until we have.

And I think that we did a darn good job. And the
fact that we’ve been able to stick with our plan kind of
shows that we did a good job of planning and reaching.
agreements in those days.

I don’t think, I know you can’t see this. Wé can
pass these out. We put this -- do you want to pass-sohe
of these things out?

. 1 put together a story board about three or four
.montﬁs ago to submit, to use for the ’'99 Sudget
submittal. Every year we have to submit té Congresé what
our needs are for money for the budget year coming up so
-that we’ll be ablg_to continue our work.

I put‘togethex what I called a story board to give
everybody an idea in Washington about why we are a good
pléce to spend money. And the reason we are a good place

to spend money, at least in my view, was that we are what

we call a closure project. We are very, very close to
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being done.

And for that reason we are a very good opportunity
project for spending moneyvto get the work doné. And
what I did to show that is I just put together a time
line beginning back in 1986 when we arrived at Weldon
Spring to today, and from today until we plan to finish,
which?is in the year 2002.

And if you go down through fhe_schedule or the time
lines that I've Shown,‘you can get a good idea of the
work that.we’ve dohe over time, ﬁhe interim actions that
we did to stabilize the‘site.

The decontamination/demolition of all the building
structures on the sité.

The remediation of the soil and concrete material on
the site, the six hundré@ and forty thousand ya:ds of
that.

The quarry remediation, which was the removal of the
hundred and twenty thousand cubic yards or so Qf the
waste material that’s in the quarry.

Cleaning up of numerous vicinity properties, with

networks underway now. Some of them have been completed.

I think Gene’s going to talk about one of them at least.
Right now we are commissioning the plant to treat
the two hundred and twenty -- I think that number is

wrong. The hundred and sixty thousand or so cubic yards
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of raffinate sludgeé that are.in thg'waste pits out back.
We expect to go operational with that‘piant in the next
several weeks and do all of that work this year. ‘That’s
our plan.

We have also constructed a large disposal cell
on-siﬁe, and we’re in the précess of moving the waste
into that cell. Our plan is, our work plan is to put
about forty percent of the waste material in that cell
this year. And iﬁ Qe can stick with it, we’ll have és
much as ninety-five or ninety-nine percent of the wﬁste
ih the cell‘by the end of next year. Very aggressive
schedule. | |

Bﬁt the ppint is after all this time we’re down to -
the last few things that need to be done andAbe able to
say that we’'re finished here at Weldon Spring with our
job. And, of course, coupled w;th that is these two
decisions that we need to make about groundwater and
whatever work would go along with_that. .

And the one tonight is éalled_tﬁe quarry residuals
operéble unit. It is that décision that we’'re making to
go from the end point, which was the excavation of all
the material from the quarry. And once we had .
accomplished that, then we have to make a decision.that

we have, what additional work we need to do in order to

'say we’re finally done, with the groundwater being the

11




- — " e —

10

11

12

13

14
15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

- 25

12
fdcus of that.
So with that, that's all i've got to say. I’'m going
to turn it over to Gene and'let him bring you up to date
on what the proposed plan is.
MR. VALETT: Good evening. My name is Gene
%

Valett, and I’'m the project manager for the quarry

operatiohs here at Weldon Spring. And it is my pleasure

' to be up here tonight and let you know about some of the

work that we have completed at the quarry in the past and
also Qome work that we propose fofao»in the future.

I'm going to use overheads for the presentation. I
alsé have copies of overheads up here in case we want to
pass them_aroun@. They'’'re convenient to take notes on.
and things like that. So if you want to pass them
around, fine. .

Steve mentioned ihat we're here tonight to talk
abbut the quarry residuals operable unit.

This is work that we propose to do in the future. :
But I'd.like to take jﬁst a few moments to step backwards
and fill yﬁu in on»some work that we performed at thé
quarry to Qet to thisvpoint.

Back in 1993, about May of 1993, we started
excavation of the bulk waste in the quarry.- We completed

that job October of 1995. As Steve said, we took out

approximately a hundred and twenty thousand cubic yards
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of bulk waste in the quarry. Now that consisted of
soils, railroad'ties, drums, structural steel,vrubble,
rebar, you name iﬁ. It was basically‘what was ever,
whatever was put in the quarry. Our primary cqntaminants
were thorium, uranium, and also nitroaromatics. We
completed that job at the end of 1995.

To give you an idea of what the quarry looked like
before we began our excavation;.cén_you see fh&i or can
you turn that off? |

| To give you an idea of what the quarry 1ooked-like
before we began ouf excavation. I don’t know ifA&ou can
see in your papers that I handed out, but there was a lot
of soils dumped in here. You can see some’drumg. There
are a lot of_metals; And there Qas a pond oflébout thrée
million gallons of water that we had to treat fb get the
quarry bulk waste out. .

If you're not familiar with the quarry, it'é about
four miles south of here. Here’s Highway 94 runniné on
the north e@ge of‘the quarry.

As the work progtessed on the quarry, again we were
successful.in getting the bulk waste out. So here’s a
picture of a typical day of operations'at the quarry and
taking out the soils and whatever we encountered down

there.

The real purpose of the quarry bulk waste excavation
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was to take the waste in the quarry and take them from an
uncontrolled state to a controlled state. So what we did
was we sorted and segregated the waste at the quarry and

hauled all the waste up to the chemical plant site to a

facility we called the temporary storage area.

So what you can see in this picture is, this is the
fine grain'soil pile. And around the fine grain soil
pile is rubble that we took out of the quarry. Here'’'s
some metals, some drums. And also we had separated some
soils out that we thought might be contaminated with
nitroaromatics that we may have to do éome speciai
testihg and treatment.

Along with the work at the quarry, we also took
advantage of having a project team and subcontractors in.
the area to clean up a small afea-glong the Katy Traii.
This is the Kéty Trail right here. The smail area was
called Vicinity Property No. 9. It was an area that was
contaminated with uranium. We took out apéroximateiy“
three thoﬁsand cubic yards.

Let me just point out forfgeograﬁhy purposes real
quick. Agéin, this is the katy Trail. This is the
slough that yoﬁ'll be hearing'a lot about tonight. This
was our water treatﬁent plant and pondslthat we had in
the quarry. The area of excavationAfor bﬁlk waste was on

the other side of this bluff, out in this area.
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If you were to fly over the quarry today, this'is
what you’d see. I don’t know how many of‘you people have
had that opportunity to visit the qudrry,.bnt it’s quite -
a sight now that the bulk waste is out of there.

You can see, again, this is-Highway 94 running
north, right in here. You can see the exposed limestone
from the quarry. The fracture patterns that are in the
quarry, we spent quité a'bit of time at the end of our
bulk waste operation flushing those fractures out.

There is, it’s difficult to see on this picture, but
if you want to get around a little later, I can show you
6n some of the pictures we have on the walls. Therefs.
some benches and high walls that we exposed in the éparry
also.' You canlalso see that there is water in this.
picture.

Now, we took out the pond that was initially down at
thé quarry and also the interstitial water within the
bulk waste. But we allowed the sump in the quarry £o
fill up with wéter as part of our remedial investigations
for the quarry residuala.operable unit. We wanted to see
if water wés fléwing in from formations or‘flowing out
from formations, or where water was coming from. ’
Actually what we foﬁnd out was most of the watér, if not
all, basically comes from rainfall. It's a very tight

formation.
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Throw this up here real quiék.

This rea;ly is the end point of.the bulk waste
operable unit and.the starting of'the quarry residuals
operable unit. So there certainly are some thingeé that
we still need to investigate, even though the bulk Qaste
was out of the quarry.

" And some of‘them are, there are some soils that are
in the quérry that remain to be characterized because
they;re inaccessible. There is aismall area up in this

area that we suspect may have some radium contaminated

‘soils. And also as Steve mentioned, the groundwater in

the area. And what we did was, for the residuals, that
really expanded our studf area from the quairy to the
surrounding areas, the groundwater, the slough, and
whatnot. |

So the.boundary for the quarry residuals opefable
unit is much larger than our quarry that we took our bulk
waste out of. The quarry we took the bulk wiEte ot of
is here. The boundary for the quarry residuals operable
unit basically follows this red line.

And that study area was determined by the presence
of contamination found during the preliminary sampling
that we did for our RI.

And soﬁe of the geography that you need to be

familiar with in this slide is, again, the Katy Trail,
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Highway 94, the Missouri'River, the slough, Litfle Femme
Osaée Creek down through here, and the St. Charles County
Wellfield is located in’ this area. |

Now, there’s a process that wé use, the CERCLA
process, that we use to evaluate remedial decisions here
on the project. Not only do we sample to-characterize
during this process but we also perform risk calculations
based upon that data and also pgrform‘alternative.
analysis._ So as I go forward you are going to see some
summaries of thié process that we use here on-site.

Now where are we at.in this process now? We've
worked our way through ﬁhe chafacterization, remedial
investigation, and baseline riék, feasibility study, and
propdsed pian. 'I_believe I saw copies of the proposed
plan outside in the'hallway.l The public meeting is where
we're at now and heading for Record of Decision for this
operable unit.

Okay. Now, as part 6f the CERCLA process, we -
complete'a baseline risk, risk calculatiohs, and use the
recreational scenario that we consider to bevappropriate
for the sfﬁdy area. And this écenario follows EPA

procedures.
I wanted to make a slide up real quick and give you
an idea of what this scenario consists of. If you were

to spendltime in the quarry residuals operable unit study
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area, four hours, say you visited, say, two weeks every
month, about twenty visits per year. Spend about four
hours per visit, and you went back fo; thirty yeara;
Okay. And while you were there you ingesféd a hundred

and twenty milligrams of soil or sediment, you ingested

18

about twenty milliliters of water and fifty~-five grams of

fish. So you can see that’s a pretty conservative
scenario for calculating exposure factors for the quarry

residuals operable unit.

Now, as far as quarry groundwater goes, we consider

thaﬁ it has no access because this is a recreational
scenario. Under this scenario there is no access to the
groundwater.

Now, as a result of sampling and risk assessment,

uranium and nitroaromatics were considered for further

evaluation. And I might say that as far as nitroaromatic

compounds go, we'’‘ve seen levela_in the groundwater go
down dramatically since we have excavated the bulk waste
out of the quarry. Because you’ve got to remember, the
bulk waste in the quarry was really the source of the
contamination in the area. But still, that léaves
uranium in the groundwater. And we came to the
conclusion, using this recreational scenario, that the
focus of additional work should be centered upon the

uranium in the groundwater, particularly that groundwater
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1 north of the slough area.

; vNoﬁ, thé extent of that groundwater, we throw this
air photo back up. Remember, I showed you where the
4 quarry residuals study aréa was at. It was a larger area
5 here. The extent of the uranium groundwater in the
6 || quarry is north of the slough, between the élough and the.
7 quarry proper we call it. Okay. This area right here.
8 Again, that’s the red circle in there.
9 This is based upon over ten years'of sampling and
10 'charactérization information. We know that we have high
11 uranium levels consistent north of the slough. We know
12 || that. We also.know that south of the slough levels of
13 uraﬁium are similar to naturally occurring levels. So
14 ;hat's the reason why we decided td focus our'study'on

15 ‘that part of the groundwater.

ST e T T T g -

16 So we made some conclusions. We decidéd to have:

17 remédiation to reduce, remediation to reduce human health

18 in the environment. The studies that we did with the RI
' 19'. and baseline risk‘agsessment indicated that we didn’t

20 have -- let me say this one more time. I’'m glad'Mary's'

21 here tonigﬁt. Remediation to reduce human health and

22 environmental risk was not indicated ih the studies that

23 we did. Okay. Thankfully, we have good people like Mary
. 24 that do these kind of studies so guys like me éan stand

25 up here and at least stumble over it. Okay.
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We considered it prudent though to identify an

option that could reduce uranium from that quarry
groundwatér. And we figured that would reduce the amount
of uranium that could potentially migrate to the
wellfield. Okay. So wé started taking a look at some
alternatives. |

These are alternatives that are in the feasibility
study. And we looked at actually over thirty-six
applicable technologies to reduce uranium in this area

but boiled it down to six alternatives that we decided to

carry forward in the evaluation.

Alternative No. 1 is no acfion. That’s basically an
action you have thatAcompares with other alternatives.
No. 2 was monitoring with no active remediation.
That’s simply continuing sampling and analysis 6f
groundwater in the wellfield area north of ihe slough.
. No. ‘3, groundwater removal with on-site treatment.

-

That’'s basically installing trenches in the slough area.

And the problem we had with that was that it took over a

hundred years to capture that groundwater and remediate.
The fourth one we had was containment. Basically
that’s a vertical barrier that would contain the
groundwater in the area north of the slough.
Numbef 5, in situ treatment using permeable

barriers. Basically that’s an underground structure much




—— - - T T e - T - - - "e

10

11

12

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

21

1

like an interceptor.tregch that’s filled with a média
like iron where the groundwater passes through the iron
and the uranium stays behind.

And then the final one was groundwatér removal in
selected areas with on-site treatment. That‘s mﬁch like
Alternative No. 3, except'it focuséé on the area that has
the highest amount of contamination. ;

Let me jﬁst say real quick that No. S5, permeable
barriers, that’s really a new technology. And becauée of
that,.thét alternative is not considered any.further.

| No. 4, containment; there’s a lot of uncertainty in
containment; If the structure breaks down, then you
either hgve to replace the structure or you have
groundwater flow that’s not contained like you wanted it
to have.

Again, I mentioned No. 3,.about the time, well over
a hundred years to capture the groundwater in the larger"

area of the plume. And to be honest wifh you; there is

levels of uranium in that large area of the plume that

-just doesn’t make any sense to be capturing it.

So wiﬁh that in mind, we boiled that down to our

| proposed alternative, and that was No. 6. And this

alternative would involve the removal of groundwater in
those selected areas, those areas that have high’

groundwater concentrations. And this would be with an
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interceptor trench that would‘be'built underground. And
water meeting discharged limits would be released at an
appropriate discharge point.

Let me show a real simple schematic. And you have
to understand that this is simply a broposal. We haven’t
completed it in any detail, design work at all.. So what
we would do, is that area of highér uranium}concéntration
is basically in this area, north of the slough, between
monitoring Wells 1014 and 1016. The trench would be
installed to bediock. And we would also have a piping
system within this trench that we could pump, pump the
groundwater that came into the trench and then transport
that water to treatment, if treatment would be nécessary;
and then again released to an apprbved area.

Now, what we intend to do is operate thisAfaciiity ‘
for a two-year period and compare oui actuél results that
we get from the tfench with the expected performance. -
And if you'’re interésted in expected performance that
we'’ve calculated through models, the'feasibility study
has a grapﬁ in there that you can take a look at.

Now, there is other Qork that needs to be done at
the quarry also. And I apologize for the, you;re not
being able to see this well. I brbught in the picﬁure
with me that the élidg was made_dff that hung on the

wall. We had one of our people in our engineering
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department, who'’s obviously better at art than I am, come
up with a conceptual picture, a vision, if yﬁu will, of
what the quarry could look like under a backfill
situation. |

We intend to backfill the quarry basically to reduce

.physical hazards in the quarry. You can see from the

picture I showed you before, high walls, and benches.

And there’s large cracks and fissures that are open in

the quarry as a result of the flushing that we did in the

bulk waste project.

Also by backfilling we have no more ponding in the
quarry. And this is also effective to prevent residual
contamination in the cracks and fissures from mobilizing
to the-surface. So that only furtﬁer enhances the low
potential risk associatedlwith external gamma and
ingestioh..

So, when do we propose to do ;hié work? We propose
to do our engineering work and have that completed'by May
of ’99. 'Go through a procurement phase, and that’s
bésiéally where we hire a subcontractor to AO the
interceptof trench construction and also the quarry
backfilling construction. That construction, or those
two items, would take place from July ‘99 to September éf

2000. The operation of the ihterceptor trench, like I

mentioned before, would operate for two years.
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So what would happen is, we would be working in the
quarry and also in the interéeptor trench area at the
same time so we could get the trench in operation by May
of 2000. The cost of all this work would be around 8.7‘
million dollars and that would bé construction and
operations costs.

Finally,'I wanted to put a slide up to tell you just
a little bit about an additional element of protection
that we have the groundwater in the slougﬁ area.. In
1952, we prepared a wellfield contihgency plan. Now,
that plan was intended to supplement our bulk waste
removalAproject. If for some reason during bulk waéte
the St. Cha;les County WellfieldAwould have -been
affected, we had the élan in place. Aggin,=this plan is

also based upon over ten years with the sampling and

" characterization.

And the reason that we prepared the plan is that in
the unlikely e;ent that one or more of the producti;n
wells became threatened, and the production wells again
are in thié area. And we héve monitoring wells invthis'
area. Bnt'if one or more of those production wells
became threatened dué to migratioh of uranium, we had
appropriate levels of response. . And those levels run

from sampling, monitoring, even to well replacement.

So I just wanted to take a minute to let yon know
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about the contingency plan that we do have on the books.

And with that, I am finished. And Cassandra.

MS. SAVAGE: Here I am.
-MR. VALETT: It belongs to you. Next phase.
Thank you very much. I appreciate it.

MS. SAVAGE: I now would like to invite Bob

"Geller. He has a few domments.

MR. GELLER: Did the EPA want to speak firsté
MR. WALL: You can go first.

MS. SAVAGE: I'm sorry. Dan Wall.

MR. MéCRACKEN: Come on, Dan, you go first.
MS. SAVAGE: I’'m sorry, Dan, I apologi:ze.

MR. WALL: Well, my name is Dan Wall. I work

for the EPA out of the Kansas City Region 7 office and:

I've been involved in this project since 1985. Guess
that’s, you know, most of my adult_lifé.

And my job is to become involved with and to.review
what it is the DOE is proposing to do out here, no£ just
on this, but over the entire scope of the préject. And,
you knéw, I offer technical input where I can'and work to
assure thaﬁ what we’re doing out here complies with the
environmental laws and is technically appropriate.

I'm here tonight_just to let you know that I’ve been
pretty heavily iﬁvolﬁed in the ongoing study that’s gone

down at the quarry and involved in the conceptualization
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of the activiﬁy that Gene proposed or ﬁhe proposal that
Gene explained.

I guess my primary purpose here tonight is just to
be available in case anybody has4any specific questions
of EPA. I guess that there is a couple of things that I
would hope that people would get out of reading the
feasibility study and get out of what they may hear here
tonight.

Number one; I think I agree, or we agree, that there
has been substantial data collected down there over a
decade or so. That data indicates that we’re not seeing
measureable impacts in the alluvial well, the larger
alluvial wellfields at'thépslough. That’s good news in
that we don’t have immediate threaté to the wellfield.
And on the flip side of that, the natural factd:s'that

make it, that prevent that sort of, that are minimizing

~that sort of migration also make it very difficult to

recover these materials.

Gene didn’t talk much about our predictions
. . ’ §

. regarding the success of extracting this material. But I

think you can, if you look at the feasibility study you
will see some of that. We still think it’s prudent to do

what we can to recover as much of that material as we

‘can, even if we can’t get it all.

And I guess the success or the level of success or

26
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failure wa achieve will remain to be seen assuming that
we 'go ahead with this proposal. I think we think that
the option as proposed gives us our best opportunity to
recover as much of that uranium as poséible. But I think
the bottom liné is that, as'I said first, that we’re not
seeing measureable impacts in fhe larger alluvial aquifer -
and so I guess with.that,‘l'll juat finish.

MS. SAVAGE: Thank you. Bob?

MR. GELLER: Since I'm not quite as old as
Dan, I’'ll go ahead and read some prepared remarks here.

Once again, my name is Robert Geller. ' I’m with the

‘Missouri Department of Natural Resources, and I will

provide you with a copy of these comments when I get done
in case you have a hard time understanding me.

I'm in the Hazardous Waste Program, and I work in
Jefferson City. In the role that I play, aa far as chief
of the Federal Facilities Section, I'm responsible for
overseeidg the cleanup of the federal gdvernment's .
actipns'as theylrelate to cleandp of Department of Energy
or Deﬁartment of Defénae sites throughout the state of
Missouri tﬁat are esaentially contaminatedtwith either
radioactive or hazardous waste.

For several years our agency, the ﬁibsoufi
Department of Natural Resources, has focused considerable

effort on the cleanup'of Weldon Spring. Our engineers
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and environmental specialists oversee all phases of the

site activities from the initial planning of remedial

investigations to the final design, including
implementationiand confirmation of cleanup actions.
Wéldon Spring field staff and our field office is

staffed full‘time to provide'daily onscene overéight

“activities of the Weldon Spring site, primarily to assure

that the cleanup complies with the applicable iaws'and

regulations, and the activities are performed in a manner

“which is protective of the public and for the

environment.

As some of the information was presented éailiér,‘in,
the 1940s the Army used the qﬁarfy to burn -- I don’t
know if you’re familiar with this, but they did use the
qua?ry to burn and dump waste from its manufacturé of
explosives. That wasAfollowéd in the 1960s with the
Atomic Energy’s Qommission activities, the predecesfor to
the Department of Energy, when they use the quarry to
dump wﬁste fromvthe processing of the uranium and thorium
ores, inclgding waste from uranium and thorium
concentrates, uranium- and radium-contaminated rubble,
and thorium residues.

While we acknowledge that the circumstances in the
state-of-the-art public purpose of the past activities,

we do affirm DOE’s agreement to ensure that the
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enﬁironmental impacts of the Weldon Spring site are
thoroughly investigated and appropiiate remedié; aétions
are taken which are'nécesséry to protect the public
health, welfare, and the environﬁent;

Our primary concern at the Weldon Spring quarry has

been, and continues to be, the protection of the St.

Charles County Public Wellfield, which is located just a
‘half mile, as Gene has shown on'the photos, south of the
quarry along the Missouri River.

. Cheﬁical and radioactive contamination from the
quarry have migrated from the quarry and haS'con;aminated
the gfoundwater in the alluvial aquifer which serves és a
drinking water soufce to over seveﬂty thousand residenfs
in St. Charles Cbunty. No contamination of the public
water supply has been &etected that wé ére aware éf, but
the ultimate faté'and the long-term risk to the public
and the envirbnment énd the best method to clean up ﬁhg
contamination from ﬁhe quarry remains uncertain.

Much of the‘radioactive and hazardous waste in the

.Quarry was removed under the quarry bulk wasté, as

previously.described, and transported to the-chemicai
plant site for placement in the ultima;e final disposal
cell currently under construction. The :emoval of the
quérry bulk waste and its temporary storage at the

chemical plant eliminate a significant source of

29
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radiocactive and chemical contamination to the environment
and was a major milestone in the cleanup of this site.
However, the quarry bulk waste constituted only the

waste which could reasonably be removed using standard

. construction equipment and activities.

Contamination, including flakes 6f the yellowcake, -
the uranium ore concentrate, remains in the cracks and
crevices of ihe quarry, quarry floér, and the walls-as
well as along, contamination along the rim of the high
walls.

The quarry residuals ppérable.unit is designed or
was.designed to address any remaining radioactive and
hazardous cohtamination that was left in'thdse cracks,
fissﬁres, soil sediments, and/or along the perimeter of
the high walls as well as the groundwater contamination;

The Department of Energy’s proposed plan to
construct an interceptar trgnch to extract and treat
on-siﬁe contaminated groundwater from selected areaé and
long-time monitoring of the groundwater is what we
understand to be the preferred alternative that’s being"-
proposed tdnight. While there reméins significant
concerns regarding the details of the.proposed plan, at
this point we do strongly support DOE’s decision to
actively clean up the groundwater instead of relying on

the wait-and-see approach of monitoring only.

30
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Our agency con;inués to review the proposed plan'and
will make our final comments afte: reviewing comments
from the public as well as the Department of Energy’s
responses to those comments.

Among some of the specific concerns we have of the

proposed plan are that the Department of Energy’s

proposed :emedy does not appear to have as its ultimate
goal achieving the groundwater cleanup standards that are
already established. The interceptor t;ench appears
ihtended to provide necessary data to demonstrate what.is

considered technical impracticability and waive the -

groundwater cleanup standards. We do not object to the

:proposed plan, including as an additional goal the

collection of data intended to demonstrate this effort.
However, the'proposgd remedy should have as its‘goal |
attainment of grouﬁdwatex cleanup standar&s; And the
remedy will éontinue.to'operate until cleanup standards
are attained or waivéd.'

in addition, no éleanup criteria are‘provided for
the remaining contamination in the cracks. We don’t see
in the proéosed plan an approach to élean up the
contamination in the cracks, crevices,.and/or along the
perimeter areas of the quarry proper or for the Femme
Osage Siough. Any contamination left in the quarry isla

concern because it  is still a source and can remain a
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source of contamination to groundwater because it

" currently involves. a risk from direct exposure. At a

minimum, the cleanup criteria should be at least as

protective as those criteria established for other areas

'of the Weldon Spring site.

The.proposed“interceptér trench does not include
containment as a remediation goal. Including plume

containment with groundwater extraction as a remediation

goal is appropriate because the proposed plan would léave

residual contamination in the quarry, which is a source
of further groundwater céntamination which may ultimately
enter the alluvial aquifer and cannot 1eave'except |
through the public wells.

The proposed plan as described this evening takes
credit for the Wellfield Contingency Plan, which

ultimately describes groundwater monitoring, action

levels, and pianned responses to ensure the safety of the’

drinkiné water supplied to the residgnts of St. Charleé
County from this wellfield. >In additioﬁ to whether the
action levels and plan responses are appropriate, it
remains unclear to us who will be ultimately responsible
for implementing any response.

Since the proposed'plan would leave contaminated
groundwater as described, which may continue to threaten

the St. Charles County Wellfield, it may limit the
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ability of that community to expand productibn of the
wellfiéld, ultimately providing drinking water sources as
the area rapidly grows. The Director of the Missouri
Department of natural Resources, who is identified as the:
tfuéteg for na;ural résources, may act on behalf of the.
public -to asseés and recover damages fo this natural
resource. |

Our goal is the cleanup of the contaminated

.properties to levels protective of unrestricted use.

Reliance on institutional controls should be minimized
and used only as a last resort'when active cléanups are .
impiacticahle. Future generations should not be unfairly
burdened with the legacy of radioactive and hazardous

waste and the reéponsibility to manage, perhaps into

‘perpetuity, those wastes to prevent unacceptable

exposures. We question the prudence of leabing
contamination in the aquifer neai the dfinking water
‘wells in one of the fastest growing areas in Missou;i.
The drinking water is presently yours, as residents
of this area, bnt:the water itself is a resource which
belonés to the future génerations, We encourage you to
weigh the limited actions the Department of Enerqgy
proposes against the risk for the public and the
environment presented by the remaining contamination.

The Missouri Department of Natural Resources
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appreciates the apportunity to comment 6n ﬁhis proposed
plan; We look forward to working with the Departmént of
Energy and the pﬁblic to clean'up any residual
contamination at the Weldon Spring Quarry effectively and
in ; manner which adequately protects public health, |
welf&re, and the environmént. Thank you.

MS. SAVAGE: Now comments from Glenn Hachey.:

DR. HACHEY: My name is Glenn'Hachey. i'm
chairman of the Wéldon Spring Citizens Commission. We
are a group qf_volﬁnteers that were formed in 1995.
We're appointed members, and we’ve been t;acking the
progfess in this project approximately two and a half
years now;

What I would encourage all of YOu.who are residents
hefe.or have an active interest in following this project
in which to make comments, is the citizens éommissibn
will basicaliy be formulating some comments as the )
iegulatory people are doing as well and will be
submitting written comments. And if any of you have any
concerns, questions, or what have you, we will be more |
than happy to listen to them and incorporate them into
our comments, our written comments.

We have monthly meetings. Coffee meetings, I guess
is what they are. We sit around and’we do not hold our

meetings in a formal fashion. We hold them in a
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relétively informal.fashion. We would bé more than happy
to ‘have any of you attend. Once a month, I think:they're
the third‘Thursday.of every month. You can call our
office in the old courthouse in St. Charles at 949-7545,
and we can help.you arrange to meet with us at one of our
monthly meetings. .

)If ybu have any questiohé tonight, Larry Sharp is
another member. Larry étand up, you'can't hide.

Lérry and I represent the commission. Grab us, tell
us what your concerns aré,-introduce yourself, and we
would be happy to talk to you.

Have any other individuals that would like to make
comments tonight, like I said, feel free tb ébmment, ﬁug
us on the shirt and let us know who you are. Thank you.

MS. SAVAGE: I would now like to invige the
panel, Steve McCracken, Géne Valett, Mary Picel from'
Argonne National Laboratory, Dan Wall, and Rebecca Cato
to convene up froﬁt, please. | .

If you have éuestion cards completed, would you‘
please pass them to the end of the row, and we can .
collect thése;v If not, we will entertain verbal comments
and questions. |

We are teady now for questions ahd comments.

Yes.

MR. MCQUEEN: John McQueen, technical
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consultant for Francis Howell Schodl District.

Gene, have you made any estimates of the amount of

‘sludge you’d generate from treatment and how you’d handle

the sludge? |

MR. ﬁALETT: No. We haven’t made ahy estimates
of fhe sludge yet, but cértainly it would be a lot less
than'oﬁr current'plant-generateé. And how we'would
handle that, if thg celi were open at the £img of the
sludge generation I'm sure that we would transport that
up té the site and put\it in the cell. And quite
obviously, if the cell’s not open we'd’havé to find other
means off-site to handle that.:

- MR. MCQUEEN: I was leadiﬁg up to that. This
process is not going to affect‘the schedule of COmpletion
of the cell then, I take it? |

MR. VALETT: No, not at all.
MS. SAVAGE: Any other questions?
MR. GARVEY: Mike Garvey.

There was soﬁe discussion that the sloﬁgh was some
form of barrier to the migrationtof the contaminants.
And is theie, I réalize it’s a difficult thing to try to
remediate that slough, but what, éther than a plume of
contaminants that entered into alluvium, I guess my
question is, where did it go from there? Did it go into

the slough? Did it go in lafge bedrock cracks, fractures
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under the slough, and is it being dissipated across(the
whole élluviﬁm?_ And what is ﬁhe reason for not
attempting to remediate the slough itself?

MS. CATO: The best I can answer the question
is regarding fate and transport with -~ Rebecca.Cato,

with the PMC. We’ve done some, through our testing we’ve

modeled, not modeled, bBut monitored the geqchemical

‘processes that are occurring and got into the adsorption

that can occur under the soi;s. And what we found is
occurring, is uraniﬁm-contéminated groundwater was
seeping frbm.the quarry through the bedrock into the
alluvium. And a combination of the tight'soils and the
uranium binding onto the soils; binding onto the organics
thét are down there, having reactions with the |
geochemistry of the groundwater, ﬁaslcausing uranium to

precipitate out, is one of the major reasons that the

uraniuh has not migrated south of the slough. And .then

also you have the large dilutional effecﬁ of the.
wellfield itself of‘ény others that would poésibly go
through.

But iﬁ's not migrating through fhe bedrock under the
slough. 1It’s entering the alluvium, and it’s éoing
through many reéctions ;n.that érea. And it's'ohe of
reasons fhat we haven’t seen it south'of the slough.

So I don’t know about the, you talk about the
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remediation, remediation of the slough itself. Our

characterization has shown that the uranium levels in the

sediments of the slough are within background ranges. So

the slough sediments aren’t contaminated, and the surface

water is -- I can’‘t give you the number -- is low. It

shows some impact, but‘mainly the area next to where the
groundw&ter impact has occurred there’s some seepage of
groundwater into the slough. But Mary can discuss the
risk assessments that were associated with those results.
Does that answer your question?

MR. GARVEY:' ﬁﬁat is the concentration of
uraniuﬁlin the slough Qater?

MS. CATO: Presently fifty pipdcuries has been
about the maximum picocur;es;

MR. GARVEY: That's the lower or the upper?
Lower slough? | .

MS. CATO: The upper slough. The lower slough’
is significantly less.

" MS. SAVAGE: Does that answer your question,

- 8ir?

MR. GARVEY: Clear as mud.
MR. McCRACKEN: I want to go back to Don
McQueen'’s question on affecting the schedule.

The slough, this action will not affect the

‘restoration if we get it done within the time frame that
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we have the cell open. And if we generate contaminated
material prior to, subsequent to closing the cell, then
obviously that contaminated material is going t6 have to
Qo somewhere else. |

All that hinges on getting a decision made for those
things that would generate contaminated materials down.

And it’s not just the water treatment itself, it would

.also be any cleanup along the rim and things like that,

whidh can only be done after we restore the quarry. So
all those things have got to get done in order to get
access to that’matefial and remedi#te it while the cell
is open. Or else it will either impact the schedule for
the workup here, or else we’ll have to find anéther place
to take this stuff.

So it is not nontime critical. It is time
critical.

MS. bREY: Kéy Drey.

Is somebody going to explain why_you'ré not, y;u're
not cleaning up the slough? Because joﬁ say the levels
are not significant enough; is that what you’re saying?',

MS. PICEL: Yeah. Thé levels that we have
found in the surface water and the sediment and the fish,
there were éome levels of uranium but they’re low.
They’'re just, I think Becky mentioned for the sediment,

just almost background, close to background. Surface
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water, we found as high as fifty picocuries per liter in

the upper part of the slough and that’s because it’s

nearer the groundwater discharge area. And then the

fish, we also had samples where we got some

concentrations and plugged it into a calculation, that’s

per EPA procedures, and found that those risk levels are

within, below actually, below the acceptable levels that

EPA has given us as guideline.

MS.

'DREY: Permissible levels. I don’t think

they’re acceptable.

MS.

MS.

PICEL: Yes. Acceptable levels, right.

DREY: Do you know what the highest level

was in the fish per gram?

MS.

MS.
per gram;

s.

MS.

MS,

PICEL: Do you have --

CATO: I do. 1It’s point two one picocuries

PICEL: Of uranium.,

CATO: Of uranium.

- L

DREY: Was that in the edible part of the

fish or the whole fish?

MS.

MS.

CATO: No, it was a whole fish sample.

DREY: So you put everything in together?

And you said fifty picocuries per liter was the upper

slough?

MS.

CATO: That was the upper.

40
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MS. DREY: Was that average or the highest?

MS. CATO: That was the max.

MS.'DREf: That was the.maximum?. It’s very,
it’s really very perplexing because, that you don’t find
higher levels in the sediment and in the fish and in the
water. Because all these years_they've said the reasdn
the highly contaminated groundwater in the quarry didn’t
get to the wellfield is because it all got stoppéd by.the
slough. Somehow miraculously it'nevér went beyénd the
slough. And yet the slough'jou're saying -- I mean,
fifty picocuries per liter is a lot, a lot higher than
natural backgrouhd.

_ MR. McCRACKEN: I would like to comment. My
name’s Steve McCracken.
" Actually fifty picocuries per liter is not a.lot.

MS. DREY: What is it in nature, Steve?

MR. McCRACKEN¥ The drinking water standard
being éroposed by EPA is ﬁwenty. So it’s about two.times
drinking water standard. It may be perplexing that there
jisn't contaminants in the sédiments of the siough, but
there isn'ﬁlbecause'we've charactérized the slough and
they're not there.

'And so my questibn.ﬁo you would be, ‘are you
suggesting that perhaps we just haven’t looked and

haven’t found it, or are we just -- or, I mean, are you
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questioning our studies would be what I’'m asking you. -
You’re suggesting that it ought to be there.but we’‘re not
finding it. But we have not found it;

MS. DREY: I think it’s in the weilfield.

MR. McCRACKEN: I see. And what --

MS. DREY: And the reason I say that is because
it had -- Mike was trying to ask you, where is it? Where
is the groundwater that’s the highly contamlnated
grOundwater that has been leaving the quarry all these
years that you all have said, the Department of Energy
has éaid it’s all in the slough, that’s why it’s not in
the wellfield. I'm askin§ just as Mike did, where is it?

| MR. McCRACKEN: And my quesfion againiwould bé,
on what basis do you make that statement? There’s no
data that would indicate it. |

MS. DREY: Where did the g:oundwafer go?

MR. McCRACKEN: The groundwaﬁer is in;'the.
groﬁndwaternis the groundwater. What we’‘re saying is the
contéminants.are in the groundwater north of the slough.
That'’'s where we find them. And our data is very .capable
of detectihg them.there. But the same, the same meﬁhods
that we use to find the contaminants north of the siough,
we applied to groundwater south of'the slough, and it’s
not there. Therefore, if the‘science is correct théﬁ‘it

shows that it’s north of the slough, then the science
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must be correct that it shows if's not south of the
slough.

MS{'DREYsi Maybe you read the article in the
New York Times‘bn March 23rd. It starts out, well, the
headline is: Admitting Errér at a Weapons Plant. "For
almost fifty years, manégers at the ngclear'weapons plant
with the nation’s largest concentration of radioactive
waste in ﬁanford, Washington, steadfastly maintain that'
leaks f:om underground tanks were insignificant because
the radioactive material would be trapped by the
surrounding soil. But they now admit that weré wrong.
And® -- |

MR. McCRACKEN:  What's your point, Kay? ' What'’s
your point? | |

: MS. DREY: I want to know, where did the

contaminated groundwater go? We have been told all these
yearé - |

MR. ﬁcCRACKEN: -- It hasn’t gone anywhere.
It's still there. The contaminated groundwater is right
where it’s always been.

MS. DREY: Oh, it just doesn’t move? Then how

- do you keep -- you thought there would be three million

gallons of water in the quarry and you’ve dumped what,
fifty million? |

MR. McCRACKEN: Let me comment on that. You’ve |
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tried very many times to twist our words.

The sump in the quarry, th&t when we started the
work, was about a three-million-gallon sﬁmp. We also
knew that the interstitial pores of the quarry waste
material would probably add up to another eieven million
gallons. We also knew thaﬁ during the course of the
cléanup of the quarry, it would probably rain,'which it
did, because i£ took about two &ears to do the woik. So

that would generate more water. So, hltimately, I think

we’'ve treated around thirty million gallons of water down -

there. Frankly, I don’t see -~

'MS. DREY: -~ I think it’s more than thirty.
Isn’t it fifty -- |

~ MR. McCRACKﬁN: Pardon me. When I get done,
you can have a turn.

Frankly, I don‘t see the issue. TheAréason I don't
see any issue is because every bit of water we have ever
treated down there, we have treated it far better than
the criteria necessary to release it. So what difference
does it make how many ga;lons that we have treated?
Whether it;s three million or thirty million gallons,
what is the difference; what difference does it make?

MS. DREY: I am curious =-- okay. So fifty

million gallons have accumulated --

MR. McCRACKEN: -- No, no.




10

11

12

13

15
16
17
18
19

20

22

23

iutntntalntad

24

25

14 |

21

45

MS. DREY: As I understand it, they have just
dumped batch number fifty something from the quarry.

| MR. McCRACKEN: I’'m not sure.

MS. DREY: And I don’‘t know whether it’s one
million per batch or two million. Somebody here should
know.

"MR. McCRACKEN: Before we’re done it will be
that many. |

MS. DREY: I think it’s already that. But tﬁe
peoint is, thgre is groundwater that leaves the quarry.

MR; McCRACKEN: True.

MS. DREY: And it's contaminated. I don't mean
right now because you -- I mean, it’s still contaminated
but it’s less contaminated because you’ve taken most of
the solids away. But I'm asking about what’s happened
over the‘years to the slough, and I have a igpbrt that
shows contaminated fish in the élough.' But if you all
have been saying all these years that contaminated ;ater
from the quarry has gone to the slough and stopped there,
how come the sloggh.isn't more coﬁtaminated?

ﬁR. WALL: I’ll just take a shot.at it; It’s a
function of,the'geoéhemical reactions that she is trying
to explain. Where ydﬁ have an environment with low flow,
tight soils, lots bf.clays, heavy organics, you have a

situation that’s conducive to absorption of the uranium
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as it moves through the contaminants ;-_

.MS. DREY: -- stone, which is what they had
trouble with out in Hanford?

MR. WALL: As you move beyond that -- I don’‘t
think anyone'é saying that no uranium has migrated into
the wellfield. But as you move into the, farther out
into the wellfield, or out into the alluvial regime, the

flow becomes greater and has a diluting effect. The

‘concentration of uranium in the ground, in the

groundwater becomes less due to the absorptive effects,
and.you just don’t see a measurable significant, if you
will, impact in the alluvial aquifer. No one’s, I mean,
it’s not e there is no magical boundary that prevents
uranium from going pést the sldugh. It’s just a function
6f'those natural brbcesses that~are.0ccurring'that make
it hard to detect. ‘

. MS. SAVAGE: With that, I think we’ve reached
our time limit, and we will come back,'Kay, if we have
time. |

Are there any other questions or comments? Then we
can continue with this discussion, if not.

.MR. McCRACKEN: So you chn get another two
minutes, Kay. |

MS. SAVAGE: I have one from Mary Hailiday.

MS. HALLIDAY: What will happén if the
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untreated water is still showiﬂg ﬁigh levels of uranium
in ‘May of 2002?

MR. McCRACKEN: Let me try that one, Kay --
-Mary.. What we would plan to do, what we would do during
the course of the work thaﬁ we’re proposing to do ié~
'evaluate’how good we'’re doing. An& if we find that there
is a SUbstantial benatit to continﬁing ﬁhe work, then
that’s what we would do.

But what we’re looking to do -- but during the

course of trying to put this trench into the most

contaminated area and try to make, and try to achieve a

remedial action that achieves.some benefit, ‘we would also
be collecting data to determine whether or not proceéding
would have a substqntiﬁl benefit.

and that would mean that ©f we £ind, for imstance,
that our extraction works better than we think that it
would'right now, then we’ve agreed in our discussiﬁns
with the state ahd the EPAvthat.we would be compelled to .
reconsider based on.these, the fact that we’re finding
that it's achieving much more than we would anticipate.

Haviné,said that, though, we feel as though we would
be looking to be able‘to determine that it would achieve
something substantially beneficial in order to continue,
but we’re certainly not ruling it out.

MS. HALLIDAY: So at this time it’s really

47
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‘unknown as to --

MR. McCRACKﬁN: Wéll, it depends on who you
talk to. There’s a lot of people that think this'trénch,‘
we know exactly what'’s going to happen. But it will be.
an unknown by the time we get to the year -- it will not
be an -- for those people thgt are optimistic perhaps
that it will do better than the studies that we have done
so far would indicate that it would do, we will certainly
know that by the year 2002. Yeah, if we start in 2000,
then in 2002.

| MS. SAVAGE: Mr. Garvey, do you have a
question? |

MR. GARVEY: When you look at the
characterization éf,what we’ve got in the last ten years,
it seems as if RMW 2 is picking up sqmething slightly
higher than any of the other monitoring wells and it’s
screened all the way down. Granted it’s not picking up,
you knoﬁ, contaminants where it’s a health risk at Ehis
point in ;ime, but it indicates a plume of some form.

And I guess myAquestion is, what'’s going to happen
with DOE's'monitoring of that wellfield after DOE is
gone? At what point, I don’t know that you can ever say
it’s a closed deal, because you’ve got contamination in .
the wellfield. So what'’s the long-term monitoring, i

guess, of the situation?
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And is there any consideration to, I know we’ve
talked about, you know, whether there is more

contaminants at a lower level where there is a more

'transport'potentia; because of the size of the granules,

etc. 1s there any consideration of-trying to do a staged
well before the whole thing is said and done in additioh
to the ﬁells that are already out there?

" MR. McCRACKEﬁ: I'll stért and somebody else
will have ;o finish when it gets to the more technical
part.:

But ciearly long-term mohitoring is a given. I
mean, that -- let’s assume that our models are 6or£ect
and it>would take a hundfed'-- regardless of hoﬁ long
yoﬁ're having to pump and treat, as 1ong.a8'there is
substantial‘éontamination down there that we’re not
confident wouldn’t migrate into the wellfieid, we're
going fo havevto monitor. Ahd that’s going to require
long-term moniéoring. Thatfs a given.

What’s not a givenlis whether we -- how iong.it's
beneficial tb reaily try and pump and treat down there if
yqu’re really not getting anywhere. That's what'’s noﬁ a
given. The other paft is. There is just no question
about it.

MR. MCQUEEN: Yeah, Don McQueen again.

I notice you’ve got eight months there for
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engineering. Are you doing additional invéstigation for
that engineering during that time? | |

MR. McCRACKEN: Yeah. Certainly we plan on
doing sqﬁe geotechnical tests along the access of the
proposed trench area. And Becky I'ghink is planning on
doing some;cha;acterization on that also.

MR. MCQUEEN: Will there be another public
hearing prior to implementation of this remediation?

MR. VALETT: Not that I k;ow.

MR. McCRACKEN: There is not one planned.

That brings up an interesting point though. One of
the things we have discussed is what happens in the year
2002 when you have carried out this proposed plan,
assuming that this is the decision we'’ve made.

And, frankly, there was a question raised by the
state. Their interest is what public involQement there
would be. And we have discussed that. We would
certainly expect there to be public involved at tﬁa;
time, irrespective of what you would do at that time. So
that we wouldAcommit ﬁo, plan to commit to so that we
don’t let £hat fall in a crack anywhere.

But no, Don, to your p&int, there are no plans to
have additional public meetings. Certainly, we’re
willing to meet with anybody at any time to talk about

where we are and what we're doing. You know that.

S0
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MS. DREY: I’'m surprised at the finding that

the water in the quarry accumulated from rain. So that

means that, you know, why didn’t the three million

gallons in the sump keép getting more and more if there
was no way for it to get out because it was so tight As
you’ve describe it? |

MR. McCRACKEN: Well, again, I':ﬁ not -- I’11
defer to someone else. But one, you get up to a certain
level in a quarry, clearly there‘are cracks and fissures
that are connected to the groundwater. I mean, we know
that. And I think that what Gene was getting atvis that
thAt very bottom porﬁiqn of the quarry is a very fight
formation, but once you get up a little bit higher, we
know that there are many cracks from the quarry. At
léast in my opinion, that’s what explains the significant
reduction in nitroaromatics perhaps, becéus; we were
getting those right there in the rim wells. And qs soon
as we rembved the waste, the levels in the rim well; in
the nitroaromaticé went down dramatically. So we know
there is a’conneétion‘once you get up high enough in the
guarry; , A . ‘

'Now, do you want to add to that?
| MS. CATO: I think you answered it.
MS. DREY: I mean, in a limestone qugfry you’d

think there’d be -- limestone is porous.
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MS. CATO:. What there is, ﬁe've done
characterization. There’s three bedrock units. There’s
the Kimmswick, which is the upper one; the Decorah, which
is wﬁat'ﬁhe base the quarry is located in; and then the
Plattin, which wasn’t encountered during quarrying |
activities. |

And the Kimmswick is highly fractured and weathered.

And as you look in the photos of the quarry, you can see

' one of the side shot, and you'll'see.that'the fractures

pinch out into the Decorah; And part of that is because
it’'s a less fractured formation and the higﬁer shale
content of it, which the”majority of the water im the
quarry rigﬁt now has gone up to that level more or lesé
of what we’te.calling the Kimmswick-Decorah contact.

Below that it doesn’t leave from the quarry. Above that

it will go through some of the fractures that are in the

quarry wall. | .
MS. DREY: Can you remember what the levels of

uranium were before the exhumation began? What were

they?
KR; McCRACKEN: In the water?
| MS. DREY: In the water.
MR. McCRACKEN: It ranged up to 2000. Not that
high?

MS. CATO: Nine hundred.
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the sump.

was?

53

McCRACKEN: It was up to 2000 at times in

2000 picocuries per'liter.

MSQ‘

MR.

MS.

DREY: Do you remember what the grdss'alpha

McCRACKEN: No.

DREY: Do you know what it is now, the _

~gross alpha? 1In the slough, I should say, forgetting the

quarry question. In the slough?

concentration

saying?

uranium which

number.

m.

MS.

MS.

55 8

MS.

MS.

McCRACKEN: (Shakes head.)
CATO: I have an upper concentration, upper
of about thirty-seven.

DREY: Less than uranium is what you’re

CATO: Correcﬁ.

DREY: Can you explain that?

CATO: It’s not present.

DREY: Why woﬁid it be less than ;he

gives off alpha particles?-

BLUNT: Well, the uranium was the maximum .
\

DREY: Which was fifty?

BLUNT: But she’s saying theimaximum -

SAVAGE: . What'’s your name?

BLUNT: Deb Blunt.

SAVAGE: Deb Blunt.
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MR. McCRACKEN: Kay, we’ll get you an answer to
that. I don’t know what the answer is. We know that the

uranium that we’re seeing in the water now is running

54

around fifty picocuries per liter. We also know that in

the past it’s been higher than that. That’s my
recollection.

MS. SAVAGE: Another two-minute warning here,
Kay.

MS. DREY: What is the schedule for tonight?
Can you explain it?

MR. McCRACKEN: We'’ve got till nine o;clock.

MS. DREY: Okay. But what happens? I mean, I
don’t know when all of a sudden we’re going to be told we
can’t talk anymore. I hean, I'm tryinginot to interrupt
anyone else.

‘MS. SAVAGE: Right, right. Well, probably
quut ten till nine or five till we’ll start trying to
wrap up it up. Right now we’re just trying to make sure
everyone has an opportunity to ask questions and to»give
comments.

- Steve, did you want to say something?

MR. McCRACKEN: The only thing, normailvae
just have a dialogue in these things as small as they‘ve
become.

I'm amazed at how you’re keeping up with us. But
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trying to keep her, I mean, we Just keep talking and you
just go like this again as soon as a ne& person pitches
in that you don’t know their name. And we can go from
there.

Other thén‘that, Kay, we'ré here until'nine'o'clock,
and:I ﬁonld shggest_that we just keep p&nning the.crowd.
And if there is someone else that wants to talk, fine.
But we’'re here that long.

MS. SAVAGE:. Anyone? Dr. Hachey?
DR. HACHEY: Glenn Hachey.

I've heard terms in commentary on trying to assess
how beneficial your preferred alternative is. And I
guess one of the questions I have is, trying to ‘get back
to some standard of benefit to whoever says in the

public, has any risk assessment translation been done

‘since the initial baseline risk assessment to try and put

some sort of quantification on what the preferred
alfefnative, the interceptor trench, might do eventually
to either reduce risk or maintain it or what have.you?,
Or has that been done or is it even contemplated so that

we have some benchmark of which to measure this. Because

it sounds as though, you know, the best expectation is

we’'re going to gét some remedial, you know, contamination
collected.

But what I’'m trying to do is assess, what, how does
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that affect the ultimate r;sk? The risks ére already
low. How much more risk or reduction are we likely to
see, or is that possible even to come up with?
MS. PICEL: Mary Picel.
Your question has to do wi;h can we éstimate the
risk that we would reduce if we removed some of the

uranium. And the way I would answer that is that right

.now from our evaluations that we have already documented

in the BRA, the RI/BRA, and also the FS, to determine.
that the quarry area groundwater we'’'re talking ébout
tonight is contaminated with uranium and becauée-under
the recreational scenario, right now there is no access
to that water.

So when you don’t have access, yoﬁ don’t really ha&e
risk, you can’t get exposed to. We recognize that the
water in the wellfield is being used by residents of St.
Charles County. Thé data that we collect there basically
say it's_similar to background. So if you plug those

numbers you collect from the wellfields into the risk

calculation, you would not get a risk. You would fall

within an acceptable risk range.

So in answer, a long answer to your question, we
tried to remove some uranium where we are now at the
quarry, if we could get a concentration. And the final

concentration that we’d end up with in an area after we
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remove some water, we could plug that concentration ip
the calculation.'_We could find that out.A But we have to
postulate some sort of use of that water at that time,
okay?

But in our evaluations we also determinéd that,
because we’'re talking aboﬁt volumes of water, we'ré not
sure that when ﬁe finally get in the trénch that we could

really equate that volume or mass to concentration. So

that remains to be seen to us. We talked about some of

our uncertainties that we.want to'verify out there.
Did_that answer your question?

DR. HACHEY: I think there was an answer there.
I think you answéred my question. I didn’t usé up my
whole t@o minutes. Can I ask a foilow-up'question?

MS. SAVAGE: Sure. |

DR. HACHEY: One of the other speékers, I
believe it was Mr. Gel;er, commented that the current
preferred option still does not meet or will not meét‘
cleanup standards. I bglieve that was his comment; is
that correct?

ﬁR. GELLER: That’'s correct.

DR. HACHEY: 1I don’t want to misquote you.

MR. GELLER: Okay.

DR. HACHEY: What are those standards?

MR. McCRACKEN: I don’t know.
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DR. HACHEY: That’s not good.

MR. McCRACKEN: Oh, I know what he --

MR. GﬁLLER: -- There are several standards
that we're referring to. I referenced staﬁdards related
to soils and sediment in the cracks and fissures. There
ié no proposal to address ény of that contamination in.
their probosed plan. There is currently contamination
that exists élong the high wall, as we understand it, in
some of the cracks and fissures. |

DR. HACHEY: Okay. So your commentg were
directed towards the quarry proper?

MR. GELLER: There are also standards that we
consider as far as the groundwater.

| DR. HACHEY: ' Which are?

MR. CARLSON: Glenn Carlson. The UMTRA
groundwater standards, thirty picocuries pef liter.

MR. McCRACKEN: What law is that? Can you help
us out? .

MR. CARLSON: That’s the Uranium Mine Téiling.

MS. PICEL: Mill Tailing. Remedial action.

ﬁR. GELLER: I‘think we answered the question.
It was the Uraniug Act is what we were referencing
instead of groundwater standards that were references
under the UMTRA regulations. |

'DR. HACHEY: Those are standards the state
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recégnizés.

MR. GELLER: At this point those are the ones -
we are referring to as far as the uranium.

MS. DREY: And that was the thirty picocuries
per liter{ is that right?

MR. GELLER: That's right.

DR; HACHEY: 1Is that a state law or --

'MR. GELLER: Federal.

DR. HACHEY: That's a federal law.

MS. DREY: Ahd you all are aiming for what?

MR. WALL: Dan Wall.

We recognize, or I do and we do, that those

standards are out there. They’'re -- specifically the one

he mentioned. They’'re applicable to situations othér .
than what we have. ﬁgt thef are appropriate to coﬁsider
as relevant health based standards in this Ease perhaps.
But what we‘re saying hefe-is not that we don’t have

significant levels of uranium in the effected area. We

do. Wwhat we’'re saying is that we’re perhaps limited,

technolqgically limited in our ability to get all of that

out, éet all of that uranium out. And the evidence is
that we won’t be able to #chievé such health based
standards through any, through appl;cétion of any
available technology. |

This proposal, the purpose of this proposal is to do
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the béstAwe can do. 1It’s to apply what we think will
wérk best and see how well it works. We can’t predict at
this point that we’re going to be able to achieve a |
drinking-watet-like health based standard. We jnst don‘t
think that’s achievable down there, which you know. So,
I mean, that’s understood going in.

So what he said is correct. Based on the
informa;ion we have we probably won’t be Able toiachieve
that_stapdard.

MS..PICELs To add something to that
feasibility study report, when we did our evaluatigns for
the»altefna;ive to find out if there is éomething that we
could do to reduce, to remove some of that uranium, we
did use thirty as our end point. Because you have to
have an end point to do your calculations. Like how many
years would iﬁ take for this water to go thiough the
cycle and all that stuff. So we did use thirty as the
number to attain; |

And our conclusions are that it takes a long time to
get to that point. Because of the conditions that you
haQe at thé site, you have -- I think Becky talked about,
or Gene did, about the soils in the area, iﬁ absorbs the
uranium. And there is also some other géochemistry in’
the area that tends to bind these_urahium, grabs it from

the groundwater and keeps it.
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So, Kay, you were talking about flow to the
wellfield. I think Dan said there is some flow to the
wellfield but that flow is very slow, and the uranium
that goes with that fléw is very smali because of this
binding effect. That seemed to be north of the slough.
That'élbased on our RI investigations, thé soil in the

i

area, the geochemical data that we collected, including

 Kd values, if you’re familiar with those. We got some‘of

those too. Found out that there is this binding effect
in that area for urdnium.

MS. SAVAGE: Do you have a questioné

MR. SHARP: Larry Sharp.

Do you have the total dimensions on this interceptor
trench right now?

MR. VALETT: 1It’s obvious that this trench
hasn’t been designed yet. What we’re lpokihg at is
something in fhé realm of one thousand to fifteen hundred
feet long,'perhaps sixteen feet deep, and about thr;e
foot wide.

MR. SHARP: What, if.any,,impact would it have
on that if we had some floﬁding in that area?

MR. ﬁALETT: In our design basis for that
facility, we intend to put a requirement for like a clay
cap over that, so that if it were to flood we could

continue operations.
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MS. SAYAGE: Any other qﬁestions?
MR. GARVEY: Mike Garvey.
iét's talk a little bit about flooding. We’‘re in a
flood plain. And we’ve had some floods and you’ve got,
you know, this wateflthat's bouﬁd in this slough. 1It’s
like local water that has between fifty to maybe as high
as ninéty»picocuries pei liter of uranium.
"Now, if it’s adhering‘to goil, clay, it certainly
has the clay there in the slough. So what is the end
effect of flooding in this whole scenério? Because

nobody talks about that a lot and I think it’s a real

62

advantage to remove this at this, you know, and how is it

in a slbﬁgh, it’s not adhering to the clay? It just
doesn’t make sense.

| MS.-éATO: I want to make.a clarification on
the binding on the slough. What it is is‘it's:the soils
between the blﬁff and the slough have these -
characteristics. It's alﬁost aéting as like the reactive
wall élternative that we discussed as a remedial |
alpernafiyé;. It's the materials thémseives, and then
some of the geochemistry in the area that’s having the
uranium contaminated water, it flows through and the

uranium is pulled out of the groundwater and then the

groundwater moves on into the wellfield area. But what

that this water, if it is, if it adheres to clay and it'’s:
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it is is the uranium is pulled off and held onto the
soils. The organics are precipitated out into tﬁe soils.

So it’s not in the slough. 1It’'s in the soils
betﬁeeﬁ ﬁhe bluff and the slough;

MR. GAkVEY: . I'm talking about specifically the

slough.

MS. CATO: The slough sediments themselves are
at background ‘levels. So any sediments that were to be
caught up in the flood aren’t contaminated and wouldn’t
be disbursed. And then any surface ;oils that were there
wefe remédiatedlduring the VP-9, during the -- undef the
Chem Plant ROD. And so there’s no surface contamination
available to be picked up anymore.

. MR. WALL: The watér in the slough itself
would be flushed out.
A Mé. CATO: Yeah. The water in the slough
itself is flushed out. |

MR. MCCRACKEN: Yeah. That'’s héppened se;eral
times over the last several years.:\ |

. MS. CATO: But also it’s, it’s cycled in and
out dué to'Conservation usage of the area anyway. So
it’s not a stagnant body of water. |

MR. GARVEY: vRight.

MS. CATO: Did that clarify?

. MR. GARVEY: How did flooding help the whole
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picture?

MS. CATO: Flooding?

MR. GARVEY: Yés.

MS. CATO: _Based on our groundwater data,
flooding really had no impact, positive or negative, on
the uranium levels in the groundwater. |

MR. GARVEY: What was the considefation or the
opinion of the Department of.ﬁnergy and others about the
possibility for Department of Conservation using it as a

controlled wetland area, and whether that would hurt or

.possibly help in the contaminate slough?

MR. MCCRACKEN: Let me try that one. We tried
to be, I'm not sure what we -- you know, the idea of -

turning the wellfield area into a wetland came up, and

‘there was a lot of concern raised by several groups of

people. And those-concerns.centereq on, as'it related to
us, what would it mean to our cleanup activity. As i;
related to the wellfield, there was questions how_;ould
it impact the drinking water quality down there.

And about all I can really recall is that those

concerns together, I think, discouraged the Corps from

going on with that, proceeding with that idea. I don’t
even remember what the position of the state was. I
think that we were -- I don’t -- we tried to remain

mostly neutral. But I think there was enough concerns




-——y—————— -

10

11

12

13

14

15

© 16

17
18
19
20
21
22

23

24

25

65
out there that the Cﬁrps decided to back off, and it
wasn’'t just because of the impact to what we would be
doing.

' As far as the impact to us, the things that were on
our mind at the time where we had that VP-9 that we had
to get cleaned up. It’'s done now. I don;t.kpow how we
would design afdﬁnd -- I'm not even ~- were they even
going to flood the north side of the slough with that
wetland? sé it wouldn't'evén affect what we're'proposing
to do right now.

I think all the area they were going to flood was

south of the slough, I think. So I don’t know that we

really thought that it would impact us all that much,

‘Mike. Except, well, I don’t think we thought it would

affect us all that much.

I think_the Corps,'after seeing what thé'cqncerns
were, decided that it would be léss hassle to do it in
other places. And for the duck hunters around here, they
were pretty discouraged by that.

MS. DREY: 1I’ll let him talk.

' MR. SHARP: How difficult would it be to move

the three wells that are closest to the contamination?

MS. PICEL: Production wells?

MR. MCCRACKEN: Actually the contingency plan




1 that we developed, that’s exactly what it would do. I

2 don’t know if it’s the three, but what we looked at doing

3 was acquiring land upstream, just across the Femme Osage
4 Creek. There’s a farm there, and we lookéd at acéuiring
5 land there to buy those wells, to install those wells.

6 | And I don’t remember what the cost was right

7 offhand, but it seems to me that it was in the low

8 millions. I can get that number for you.

9 But that'’s exactly what we -- back in ‘92 when there
10 was a lot of concern about the wellfield and we develbped
'11 that éontingency plan, that’s exactly'Whaf we would have
12 done if we héd‘sfarted to see any indicatibn that it was:
13 | going to impact the water quality down ﬁhere. We were
14 going to ﬁove upstream with some wells and take some of
15 those off liné_that were nearest the slough.

16 ~ So I can get that‘cost if you'd like."I don’t know

17 where it is offhand. Unless somebody else here does,

18 I'll get it for-you‘Larry.

19 _ .. MS. SAVAGE: Kay Drey?
20 MS. DREY: Can you please desczibe the
21 interceptor trench again, please? You would do pump and

22 treat; is that right? You’d pump and treat the.
23 groundwater? Or would this just be for water that might
24 happen toiend up in the trénch or is it treated?

25 . MR. VALETT: Well, again, we anticipate the
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design would be sgch that there would be a piping system
and a seriesiof qollector wells within the trench. That
we would capture water that would enter the trench and
that water would be pumped to perhaps a holding tank or a
pond. And then we would have to see if it required
treatment or not.

And if so, we'rg looking into a couple of options,
of the exiéting water treatment plant or a‘package plant,
}and then it would be diécharged according to thé,permits
that we Qould have.

MR. MCCRACKEN: What we’re doing is studying
now whaﬁ's the best approéch. Is it to use the existing
water treatmentuplént.or to drag a.little one in there?
Because they only anticiééte'generating about twenty

gallons per minute out of this trench, which is four

.times less than the'capacity of the plant. We have five

times less than the maximum capacity of the plant we have
right now. So we have to look at it to see what wohld be
the. best approach.

MS. DREY: Are you thinking of just dismantling
the existiﬂg plant?

MR. MCCRACKEN: We are definitely going to
dismantle ihe existing.plant. I just don’t know when.

MS. DREY: The qﬁestion is before or after the

trench?
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'MR. MCCRACKEN: Right.

MR. VALETT: Actually there’s an option where
we would hybrid the plant also, where we would keep parts
of that plant and dismantle part and keep part. So that
option is also being looked at. |

~ MS. DREY: Qkay. So for the water after it

goes either into this holding pond or tank and then after

treatment, if you treat it, and then does it, is it

piped, would it be piped to the Missouri River?
MR. VALETT: We would certainly take advantage
of the existing pipeline that’s part of the current

system. But we’d also take a look at other discharge

points if it made sense.

MS. DREY: I guess I would like to ask that the
state consider, not just the people who drink water from
the wellfield, but those of us who are nine miles
downstream from a discharge pipe.

MR. McCRACKEN: Well, I feel like, Kay, QE
always have considered people downstream. That’s the
reason we have done such a Qood job of ;reating that
water. In.fact,.the amount of uranium that’s in it when
we put it in the river is less than what’s in the river

naturally.

MS. DREY: I have to say, because I say it all

68

the time and I haven’t changed, I'm still not comfortable -
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with the amount of thorium that’s in the water. And I‘m
not, also I’'m sorry that I'm not hearing more about the
levels of thorium in the,sediment‘and so forth.

I'm still very confused about this zone between the
éuarry Qnd the slough. Apparently that soil must then be
very hot because it has absorbed all the contaminants
that have come oﬁt of the quarry water, is that right,
becausg it never has gotten to’the slough?

' MR. MCCRACKEN: That’s true. There is a --

MS. DREY: -- It must be really hot stuff where
the Katy Trail is. |

MR. McCRACKEN: No. The conversion of takiné
picoéuries’per liter out of water to picocuries éer gram
in soil,:it takes a lot of picocuries.

MS. CATO: About a thousand to one.

MR. McCRACKEN: About a thousand to one. Take
about a thdusand picocuries per liter in water to equal
picdcuries per'gram. So it’s a significant, .
significantly less is what you woﬁld.sée as far as
contamination absorbed in the soil.

In otﬁer words, it's a very small numbei.

MR. WALL: And the reasoh you see uranium out
therg and not thorium ié the relatively higher solubility

that uranium has.

MS. DREY:- That’s where we have some
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differences of opinion, okay. I realize uranium is more

‘soluble, but I also think that thorium is also soluble in

certain conditions.
Dﬁ. HACHEY: Glenn Hachey.

Whét is the perceived impact of the reclamation of
the alternative peing considered for the quarry and how
that will affect any potential migration of the plume as
it stands now or even fhe effectivenéss of the proposéd
alternative, the trench? Doeé that have any impact at
all with regard to filling up the quarry with any number
of different materials that are being considered right
now? What'was the likely impact of that? 1Is there a
timing aspect that is impoftant as far as getting:thatAin.
place first ahead of this other project with regard to
the trench? Or how are those two connected?

MS. CATO: Rebecca Cato.

I can answer the question on the materials. We’'re

doing some evaluations right now. 1In some of the

predgsign phase on different backfill scenarios, mate;iai
types, and the impacts they wiil have on groundwater flowi
inﬁo the_afea south of tﬁe quarry or in the north of
slough area, that is being gvaluated. So schedules,_I
guess I would pass on.

MR. McCRACKEN: To me?

MS. CATO: Yeah, you get the schedule.
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MR. McCRACKEN:. We'talked about this about a
week ago, Glenn. And the reason we talked about it, we
wére trying to decide, does there.need,to be a sequencing
of restoraﬁion in the quarry andvthis trgnch in order to
really understand what the trench can achieve. And the
choices being, do we do the restoration first and then do
the trench? Do we do the trench first and then do we do
the restoration? Or do we just disconnect them and do.
themlindependently?

And the discussion.we had led us to the‘conclusion
for a number of reasons to just go at yogr‘own pace with
both éf them. Because we didn’t feel as though it was
going to be, it was éoing to be -~ first of all, the
feeling of most people was that backfilling the quarry
would probably benefit from the standpoint of what it
would do to groﬁndwéter migration. But irréspective of
that, we felt as though disconnecting them and letting
them both go at their own paée was the right thing to do.
And that’s kind of where.we landed the o£her day.

And there’s a lot of reasons forlthat, not just --
well, tﬁeré's a lot of reasons for it. It gets to Don’s
point over there. We’re working to try to close out up
here. We're trying to make sure‘we.get everything in
this cell up here as soon as we can.

DR. HACHEY: Follow-up question, very quickly.

71
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The baseline risk assessment that~ﬁas done, did it assume
a scenario where the quarry was re#tored or did it assume
an.open'quarry?

MS. PICEL: Aﬁ open éuarry. The way it.is
now. . |

DR. HACHEY: What would you predict the -- thaf
may be unfair; You don%t have --

MS. PICEL: I cah‘predict anything.

DR. HACHEY: Would your begt guess-be that it
would probably, ﬁhosé‘risk scenarios would at léast stay
the same or'would that be the‘same; or'éo lower possibly
with a restoratioﬁ with4your understanding right now?

MS. PICEL: I think baseline calculation said

it would be a benefit. Because based on thé.pathways(

we’'ve looked. at, the most -- the pathway that gives you

the most risk is the gamma. So if you covered some of

.those areas, the gamma -- and the gamma is low. 1It’s

within acceptable limits right now. But I think with
that cover, it would make it.even lower.

\ MR. MCCRACKEN: ' The other thing is th&t I
promised Méry Halliday back in 1993 I would fill that
quarry up. Because she asked me if I was going to do it,
and I said I would and I'm going to, I hope.

MS. DREY: Are you all still doing radon

monitoring at the quarry?
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MR. MCCRACKEN: I don’t know, Kay. |
. MS. CATO: Yes.

MS. DREY: Ard what are the levels compared to
what they were? |

MS. CATO: Bulk waste levels have gone to
background, except in an area upon the -- on .the
northeast corner that we know where we have some residual
contaﬁination, and they’re slightly above background.

. MS. DREY: What? |

MS. CATO: I couldn’t tell at thls moment .
They re just reported to be sllghtly above background.

MS. PICEL: Those numbers are in the RI, in the
documentsf | . |

MS. CATO: They’re summarized in the remedial
investigation report. |

MR. McCRACKEN: And we're going to get you a
copy of that. | |
| MS. PICEL: I could also help you find it if
you want us to. |

MR GARVEY: Where are you going to get the
soil to £ill in the quarry?

MR. McCRACKEN: As it looks -~

MS. DREY: From a temporary storage area?

MR. VALETT: We’ve done, we’ve done some

preliminary looks at where our borrow sources might be.




pintuiuiaiatall Selaiaibalbalbale ol

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

oS

24

25

And we have a couple of hillsides adjacent to the inner

quarry that provides us some volume of soil. And
interestingly enough, we also have some soils that are

undérneath‘the existing water treatment plant, between

inner qﬁarry_and the water treatment plant, that gives us

a significaht volume. Which is another'reasoh why'I'm
interested in getting the water treatment plant out.of
there as soon as possible, to gét to that soil.

But we also know that even with all of this volume

available to us, we’ll have to import a certain amount

- of soil. And we’ve been successful working with the

Department of Conservation in the past with some borrow
areas. And we have a borrow area of our owﬁ that you
passed coming down to the site tonight. We also know'
that there’s a surplus of materiél here on the site in
some of the clean areasrthat we have. So finding the

volume shouldn’t be a problem.

As a matter of fact, we’ve even been approached by

the Corps to see if we’re interested in the old water

treatment plaht as some backfilled volumes. We’re not
interested'in that. I'm-not.

MR. VALETT: My personal opinion is that, likel
to backfill that quarry with clean natural material so we
don’t have to dig it back up again.

MR. MCCRACKEN: Kay, we’ve got a good water
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treatment plant we’ll give you guys to use down at the
FUSRAP site if you want it.

MS. DREY: Thanks.

' MR. MCCRACkEN: Send the Corps on over and
we’ll give it to them.

MS. DREY: We can give you some fill material .
from the airport site. |

MR. ﬁCCRACKEN: Let’s agree not to have any:
exéhanges, what do you think? |

MS. SAVAGE:. Additional questibns, comments?

MR. GARVEY: 1Is there any consideration fof any:
of the St. Louis waste to come into the disposal cell
hefe?

- MR. MCCRACKEN: No.

MR. GARVEY: Aﬁ this time or Just no?

MR. MCCRACKEN:. Mike, that question has been
asked nany, many times. And it was askéd.befbre we ever
agreed to on-site disposal. And the request of the St.
_Charles countians was that, in general it was they agreed
to go aiong with on-site disposal with ﬁhe condition they-
didn'p want to accept off-site waste. And we said okay.
And we'memorialized that in thé Record of Decision,
which is, I mean, a legal document.

So even if it were technically feasible, which I;m

not sure it is, there are those things that would have to
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occur just to reopen the Record of Decision to decide

that you could do it. And my opinion is and my attitude

is ‘that we’re not, we are not going to proposejto do
that. Nor have I, do I know of anybody in the bOE that’s
suggesting that. And --

‘MR. WALL: Plus, it’s someone else’s problem
now from the DOE’s standpoint. The Corps of Engineers
hés been given ;he responsibility for the St. Louis
FUSRAP.

MR. MCCRACKEN: There are a lot of people that
think it’s a.good idea, includipq some people that work
here. My feeling is we made ; commitment not tb do it.
And we’ll -- and we formalized it by putting it:in the
Record of Decision. We did it so it wouldn’t bé easy to
change that commitment and that’s where we’re at.

MS. DREY: I realize you have to make decisions,

but I do want to .recommend one publication'to people here
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tonight, which is a General Accounting Office publiéation'

calied Nuclear>Waste, Understanding of Waste Migration at
Hanford is Inadequate for Key Decisions. And it talks
about some of the mistakes that were made by the
Department of Energy out at Hanford, Washington.

And some of it is very relevant, like about whether
soils absorb radioactive haterials or noti- So if anyone

wants to know how to get the report, and it’s free, they
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l 1 can ask me after the meeting.
r 2 : - MS. SAVAGE: Okay. Inside, I just want ‘-to
3 remind you that inside your blue brochure is the address
' 4 and Steve McCracken’s name and address. However, you can
l 5 als§ contact Community Relations if there are additional
6 questions or comments you would like to forward to'us,
l 7 especiaily dﬁring this comment period, public comment
' 8 period which will end May 21st.
.9 Steve, I’ll turn it over to you for closing remarks
' 10 at this time.
l - 11 || . . MR. MCCRACKEN: One thing that I don’t think
12 tha; we have mentioned, or if we did I missed it,.becausg
. 13 fI 1 was thinking about Kay and trying to get her those
' 14 documents so I may have missed it when it was said. And
15 ’ that is that we’re extending the end date for the comment
l 16 period. Did we say that? - :
I 17 MS. SANAGE: Yes, it was.
18 MR. MCCRACKEN: Well, I was so ﬁorried,about
' 19 || not having sent those documents to Kay, I just didn’t
' 20 'thixik., I'll remind everybody again that the comment
21 period is éxtended to May 2lst; And so that will give
I 22 Kay plenty of time to get these documents and read them.
I 23 MS. DREY: Do you want to admit publicly about
24 .thé fact that you visited my basement with all its high
25 radon?

g mummmﬁummanmmmmmmmmmmmmm
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MR. MCCRACKEN: I did and I had a headache.
But fortunately, I don’t have to go in Kay'’s basement
anymore, because she has elevated Weldon Spring to the
upstairs bedroom. So now I get to go upstairs to the, I
get to go upstairs if I want to see the Weldon Spring
files, which I can tell you are substantial. If thete is
any question on our partlabout what happened to
somethiné, we’ve just got to go see Kay because she’s got
it. |

MS. SAVAGE: If that’s the end of your closing
remarks, that’s the end of our puﬁlic meeting this
efening. We thank you very much for joiﬁing us, and if
there are any questions, a few of us will hang around.

Thank you.
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