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Dear Ms. Kountzman:
WELDON SPRING SITE REMEDIAL ACTION PROJECT (WSSRAP) RESPONSES TO
MDNR COMMENTS ON THE SOUTHEAST DRAINAGE ENG!NEERING
EVALUATIONICOST ANALYSIS (EE/CA)
Enclosed are responses to the MDNR comments on the Draft EE/CA forthe -
Proposed Removal Action at the Southeast Drainage near the Weldon ‘Spring Site,
October 1995. Note that as a result of comments received, the proposed action
for the drainage will be revised to include removal-of contaminated sediments in - -
Segment A. In addition, discussions held at the January 23, 1996 meeting raised {,‘
another issue regardmg costing of an- alternative route to the Katy Trail. To
address this concern, detailed information (mcludmg a cost estlmate) will be
provided in the EE/CA revision.
If you have any further questions, contact Karen Reed or Yvonne Deyo at
_&314)441 -8978.
Sincerely, - _
Jerry S. Van Fossen
Deputy Project Manager.
Weldon Spring Site ,
Remedial Action Project
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1. a) Comment Pg.1 Section I - The MDNR does not agree with the statement, "To facilitate
the decision-making process, the drainage was divided into four segments according io
accessibility." It is the MDNR's contention thar Sections D, C, and portions of B are readily
accessible through the southern portion of the drainage and utilizing a portion of the Katy Trail as
. a haul route. Therefore, the issue of accessibiliry in the southern portion of the drainage is not
. justifiable a factor for determining which areas are to be remediated.

.~ Response: We agree with the comment, and did not intend for the indicated statement to be
interpreted that accessibility alone would determine which areas in the drainage are to be remediated.
_The drainage was delineated into four segments to facilitate the decision-making process, and
accessibility by standard excavation and hauling equipment was only one of the factors used to
divide the drainage into segments. Other factors considered in the division of the drainage included
main channel slope, side slope, channél width, vegetation characteristics, and safety and public
access. Each of these parameters varies considerably as one proceeds along the drainage from its
headwaters to the Missouri River. The longitudinal division of the drainage on the basis of these
parameters is justifiable, and does in fact facilitate the decision-making process. Furthermore,
accessibility to the different segments of the drainage directly affects implementability, which is one
of the evaluation criteria under CERCLA. The text has been revised to identify the role of these
other factors in the delineation of the drainage into four segments. ‘

} - b.) Comment: The starement, "Characterization data for sediment were collected for each
segment.” needs to be changed to "Preliminary characterization...". The data presented in the
document may be sufficient to produce a preliminary. risk assessment based solely on human risks.
However, the additional characterization DOE has proposed in the document titled, "Engineering -
sampling Plan to identify Areas for Remediation in the Southeast Drainage, November 1995", is

" needed in order to provide a complete picture of the sediments and surface water within the
drainage and the risks they pose. Subsequent data resulting from additional characterization will .

need 10 be evaluated to form a final risk assessment.

‘Response: A data sufficiency exercise was performed and will be referenced in the next
version of the EE/CA. The report concludes that the data utilized to perform risk assessment were
statistically sufficient to support conclusions that risk to a future hypothetical child scenario is over
the 107 risk level at all four segments; risk to the current hunter scenario exceeded this level in only
Segment C. Therefore, incorporating additional data points to the calculations will not likely
enhance the adequacy of the risk assessment. However, the additional data collected would provide
valuable information in the design of the remediation.

c.) Comment: Clarification is needed regarding the term, "natural uranium". Are there other
than naturally occurring, i.e., synthetic or man-made? Is this statement implying that the levels of

_uranium in the surface waters of in the surface waters of the drainage are naturally occurring or
"background"? What are the other contaminants of concern found within this drainage and
addressed by this EE/C4?

(1]
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Response:' The term "natural uranium” is not synonymous with background. The term refers
to uranium in which the activity ratios of the three uranium isotopes are the same as that in naturally-
occurring uranium ore (i.e., the activity ratio berween U-238, U-234, and U-235 is 1:1:0.046,
respectively). Uranium can be enriched in the fissionable isotope, uranium-233, but enriched
uranium is not a concern at the Weldon Spring site because natural uranium constitutes the primary

" material processed.
Risk calculations were performed for gll radioactive and chemuical parameters detected in the

643 8.

g A

drainage; this information is presented in Chapter 2. In conducting risk assessment, a screening -

analysis is typically performed to focus only those parameters that are more significant contributors
to risk. In this case, a screening procedure was not performed a-priori to identify (i.e., limit) these
" contarninants of concern: Risk calculations incorporated contributions from all parameters detected.

d) Comment: The document indicates that groundwater contamination in the drainage is being

addressed under a separate operable unit. Will the extent of the proposed removal action also -
eliminate any potential for the remaining sediments to contaminate the groundwater, or for the .

groundwater to recontaminate the sediments? If not, explain the rationale for not removing all the
contaminants which have the potential to adversely impact the groundwater or sediments at this
time, thus requiring a second removal action within the same area at a greatly increased cost.

Response: The proposed action is to remediate known areas of sediment contamination in
the drainage to levels that are protective of human health and the environment, including potential
leaching to groundwater. Surface water at the springs is hydrologically connected to groundwater
- beneath the drainage. The springs are discharge points for groundwater and, in fact, would be the
point of exposure for any potential receptor. These springs have been monitored over a period of
several years; calculations estimated for contaminant levels measured in the springs do not indicate
an unacceptable risk to a person drinking water from the drainage. Removal of what is considered
to be the primary source of contamination (i.e., sediment) is expected to result in attenuation of
contamninant levels found in surface water. Although the possibility exists for recontamination from
groundwater, it is unlikely that this would be a significant source to the sediment. As discussed at

{i

the January 23 meeting, calculations were performed which support the hypothe51s that

recontamination from water is unlikely. See below:

Assumptions: Ave U(total) concentration in Spnng water = 150 pCl/L
Kd values range from 10 to 300 ml/g
U-238 = 0.5 x U(total)

- Formula: C (water)/1000 x Kd/2 = C (soil)
where: -
Cwater = Conc. U-(total) water in pCi/l
Kd = Distribution coefficient in ml/g
C soil = 0.5 x U (total)

U-238 soil for Kd (10) = 0.75 pCi/g

ANL February 7, 1996
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U-238 soil for Kd(300) = 22.5 pCi/g

e.) Comment: The statement. "Risk calculation performed indicate portions of the drainage
contribute to elevated exposures...to a projected recreational user." is not accurate. The scenario
‘utilized for determining the risks has been described as a modified residenrial exposure scenario.
The text needs to be modified 1o correct this discrepancy.

Response: Text will be added to clearly describe the scenario that was used to evaluate
human health risks. The projected future scenario is a hypothetcal child who lives i in the vicinity
‘and uses the drainage as a recreational area.

1) Comment: The statement, "Therefore, the intent of the proposed removal action is to
‘reduce...in select accessible areas within the drainage” needs modifications to accurately reflect the
proposed removal action. The excavation proposed will address both radioactive and chemical
contaminants. The statement should read, "Therefore, the intent of the proposed removal action is

to reduce the potential for risk to human health from radioactively and chemically contaminated =~
sediment present in areas within the drainage."

Response:  The text has been revised to be more general (i.e., address removal of
contarninated sediment). Although the proposed action is targeted at removal of radioactively
contaminated sediments, removal of co-located chemicﬂ contamination will also be accomplished.
(This will be clarified in the next revision.) However, the risk assessment did not indicate that
cleanup was necessary to address chemicals.

g) Comment: Additionally, aithough the removal of a portion of the contaminant presently
existing at the SE Drainage reduces the risk to the environment, the proposed risk based scenario
does not address environmental risks and is not "protective” of the environment. Consequenrly the
removal action does not reduce the specific rzsk_v 10 the environment. ‘

Response: A screening level ecological risk assessment was conducted and was presented
in Section 2.3. Current levels of most of the contaminants were estimated to pose no or low risks
to ecological resources, while moderate risks were identified for only two contaminants. These risk
estimates must be viewed in context with the overall ecosystem present in the drainage, the
ecological significance associated with the estimated risks, and the ecological consequences of
remediation. Because of the ephemeral nature of the surface waters in the drainage, the drainage
supports only a relatively limited biota that could be exposed to potential contaminants. Thus, the
low to moderate risks identified by the assessment are of little ecological significance, and the
removal of contaminated sediments from the drainage should thus act to reduce the estimated risks.
However, there is the potential that remediation activities in the drainage could be more ecologically
significant (because of direct habitat destruction related to excavation activities) than are the
ecological risks posed by current levels of contamination. The selection of the proposed ac;tion
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included considerations of minimizing potential habitat destruction.

h )~ Comment: Have the contaminated sediments been evaluated to determine: if any treatment
for stability is needed prior to disposal in the cell? If so, what factors were utilized to determine
if trearment is necessary, and what type of treatment will be utilized? If the evaluation has not been
‘made, we srronaly suggest that it be performed.

Response: Stability testing was performed for wastes from the process sewer and Imhoff
tanks, and the results concluded that treatment was not needed. Because the sediments in the
drainage are less contaminated, it is assumned that treatmment is unnecessary. A reference is available
for the process sewer results, and can be referred to in the EE/CA. In addition, a physical descnpuon
of the sediments in the drainage will be included in the next rev151on

i) Commerzt A proposed schedule outlinino the components of the remediation of SE Drainage -
-'and tentanve milestone dates is needed in this document '

_ Response A specific timeframe and schedule for the proposcd actxon will be included in the
decision document for the Southeast Drainage. Based on current planning, remediation of the
Southeast Drainage will take place sometime w1thm the next two years. Textto thlS effect wi]l be
added to the revision. :

- 2 Comment: Pg. 2 Figure | - A figure or map which depicts those areas of the Chemical Plant
and the WSOW that contribute to the watershed af SE Drainage is needed :

N Response Comment noted. Fxgure 1 will be modlﬁed to depxct the dramacre boundary. -

. 3. - Comment: Pg 4 Section2.1-The descrzptzan concerning the site's background needsto
define what the activities were when wastewater was discharged to the SE Drainage, including those
of the DOD.

Response: - Text describing the general site background for each site will be added to the
EE/CAas requested :

b) Con_uﬁenr: Clarification is needed as to the "sink hole" referred to in this section. Where

is this sinkhole located within the drainage? What interactions are present between the springs, the .
sink hole, and the groundwater within and outside the drainage? A mass balance indicating that

groundwater andlor surface water outside of the draznage does not interact or influence the

warershed/dramage is needed.

Response: The sink hole is located at the head of the ﬁrsf losing stream segment, north of
-State Route 94, and north of SP-5301. . The flow characteristics (i.e., interactions between the sink
hole, springs, and groundwater) have been investigated most recently by the MDNR DGLS. Based
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on their study, surface water flow is lost at the sink hole to groundwater and reappears downstream
at SP-3301. Flow from this spring is lost to the creek bed and reappears downstream at SP-3302.
This process continues almost the entire length of the drainage, where losing stream segments and
springs are groundwater recharge and discharge points, respectively. The one exception is
downstream of SP-5304, where water is close to the surface all the way to the Missouri River. From
- these investigations, it was also determined that water introduced into the Southeast Drainage (e.g.,
runoff from the chemical plant area and training area and precipitation) remained in the drainage
valley. From the water tracing and dye tracing tests as part of the MDNR DGLS investigation, it was
also determined that in the Missouri river watershed, water in one drainage does not ¢ross into
another watershéd. These tests were used rather than a mass balance to determine if water in the
‘5300 drainage interacts with water in other watersheds.
Per our discussion at the January 23 meeting, a follow-up discussion between the MDNR,
ANL, and MDNR DGLS will take place. In the meantime, calculations were performed that may
further support the conclusion that recontamination may not be an issue (See response 1d).

c)  Comment: The statement, "The drainage channel includes four springs, a sink hole, and
losing stream segments." needs to be changed to "gaining and losing stream segments. "

Response: The text will be revised to say that in previous investigations four losing stream -
" segments and one sink hole were identified in the drainage.

4. Comment: Pg. 6 Secrzon 72 Clarzﬁz what rhe term; "a decision for the southeast
Drainaoe is referring. to.

Response: The text will be rewsed to state that analyncal data was collected and analyzed ‘
to perform a risk assessrnent that can be used to support remedial decisions for the Southeast
Drainage. :

5. a) Comment: Pg. 6 Section 2 2.1 - Include the background concentrations of the radiological
constituents for the drainage.

.~ Response: Refcrence to background concentrations was deleted from the text. A control
drainage was not identified and sampled for background levels. In this case, it was obvious that
radioactive contaminants were elevated over what could be naturally-occurring levels, and the added
expense of collecting background data was deemed unnecessary. However, background soil levels
are available for the Weldon Spring area which can be used for general cornpanson -

b)  Comment: Pg. 7 Section 2.2.1 - The two references listed in the first paragraph on this page -
were not included in Section 7 References. -

Response: The reference list has been revised to include these references.
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c.) Comment: The issues of accessibility of the segments of the drainage was previously

addressed in Comment #1. As stated in Comment #1, the issues of access to the drainage and

consequently mobilization of equipment is not acceptable as a factor for determining which areas
* will be remediated. Smaller size equipment may have to be used in some of the areas.

Response: The use of smaller size equipment increases the cost of remedial activities.
These factors_will be considered in selection of the ﬁna.l design. (See also response to comment la.) - '

d) Comment A description or reference descrzbmg how the gamma walkover survey was
- performed is needed. :

Response: This information is contained in the supporting document (Southeast VDrainaoe
Soils Review Sampling Report, MKP 1995). Reference to this report on survey-protocol will be
indicated in the next revision.

e) -Comment: References are needed for the radiological data presented in Table 1. Does this .

 table include only the data collecred by MK in 1995 or does it include the ORAU survey data also?
Why are the results of the 1995 sampling different from that collected by OR.A u? W?zy are the
thorium-230 concentrations much lower’

| Response: A réference will be added to Table 1. As explained in the text, the ORAU data

was used qualitatively to focus the recent sampling. The results of the recent sampling were similar

to the results of the historical ORAU survey. Previously, there were only five samples that were

analyzed for thorium-230, all from biased locations having significantly elevated levels of uranium.

In the recent sampling, a more thorough investigation effort was conducted where 81 sediment

samples were collected and analyzed for thorium from both biased and systematic locations.

- Significantly elevated levels of thorium were detected, but the maximum level was an order of

magnitude lower than an anomaly reported in the ORAU survey. The reason for this unknown, but

" hypothetical reasons could be discussed in the next revision. Regardless, the number of samples that
- were collected is considered sufficient to ca.lculare representative exposure point concentranons for

each segment for the risk calculations.

f)  Comment: The number of samples taken as listed in Table 1 do norcorrespona’ with the
number of samplmg stations deprcted in Figure 2.

_ Response: Multiple samples were collected from Iocanons where the gamma survey
- indicated a larger area of potential contamination. ‘

g) Comment: As indicated in the document, "limited characterization of the chemical content
' of the drainage sediments" has been conducted” Although this limited characterization may not -
have revealed elevated levels of nitroaromatic compounds, given the history of the drainage and the

ANL February 7, 1996 | 7




64362
== 64383

Responses to MDNR Comments on Southeast Drainage EE/CA

elevated levels in two of the four springs, the possibility of areas with elevated concentrations still -
exists. A response 1o the MDNR letier of November 16, 1995 to the DOE and the COE/DOD

regarding remediation of such areas is needed in a timely manner with regard 1o this action.

Response: Relanvelv low levels of nitroaromatic compounds have been detected in surface

* water from the two lower springs in Segment C and D. To address this concemn, nitroaromatic
sediment sampling was conducted at each of the springs in the December sampling effort. The
analytical results indicate that all nitroaromatic compounds analyzed for were not detected. The
absence of these contaminants could be attributed to the potential for biodegradation-of these

compounds in the environment.
Per dlscussmns at the January 23 meeting, a response to NﬂDNRs 1erter has been sent.

6. Comment: Pg. 11 Section 2.2.1-- Which sampling effort doés the statement, "A total of ten
samples...were analyzed." refer 10? :

Respbn.ée The paragraph was missing 4 sentence. The text has been corrected to read "To
-supplement the previous limited characterization efforts, the sediment content of nitroaromatic
compounds, metals and PCBs were also analyzed in recent sampling efforts”. '

7. Comment: Pg. 1] Section 2.2.2 - This section indicated that surface water has been
"routinely sampled.at the four springs”. Define the term routinely, does this imply quarterly, semi-
annually, etc.? Were these springs sampled during precipitation events? Is data available for the
surface water located upstream and downstream of the springs?- The springs do not represent the
entire flow of surface water .in the drainage. Depending on the interactions between all the
hydrologic features of the drainage, the data collected for the springs may not reveal an accurate
representation of the mechanisms which govern contaminant mobilization and dispersion in the
drainage. As groundwater is noted as a source of contamination for surface water in the drainage,
- will the groundwater continue to contaminate the surface water (and possibly the sediments) after
this area is remediated? The removal action proposed for the sediments in the SE Drainage may
not preclude future contamination from the sources.identified in this section, and does not release
WSSRAP Jrom future responsibilities should recontamination occur. Reffer to comment #3.

Response: The text will be remsed to elaborate on sampling frequency of the four
springs. The springs have been sampled at periods of high flow (during precipitation .
~events) and low flow. The Southeast Drainage is an ephemeral stream; during high
predpitation events, surface water is present upstream and downstream of the spn'.ngs as
temporary pools. Water from these temporary pools is lost to the streambed, and then
reappears downstream in the springs. As discussed in comment response #3, this process
continues almost the entire length of the drainage, where losing stream segments and
Springs are groundwater recharge and discharge points, respectlvely From the previous
investigations, surface water at the springs is representative of the drainage. As previously
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determined, the surface water and groundwater are hydrologically connected; after the
removal action is implemented a known source of surface water and groundwater

contamination will be removed.

b.) Comment: This section indicates that the "majority” of contaminated site soils located in
“the SE Drainage watershed have been removed. What areas or soils still exist which may contribute
to further contamination of the drainage if it is remediated prior 1o these areas being cleaned? The

MDANR is not aware that final disposition of all the contaminated materials associated with Imhoff
tanks was completed. What acrion was taken regarding the pipe sections beneath the Army haul
road? It was MDNR's understanding that a position paper was to be prepared regarding the final
disposition of this pipe. Has such a paper been written? The MDNR requests a copy of this paper.

o Response: .- The majority of site soils have been remediated. Still remalmno are a few surface
drainages associated with previous buildings. Surface run-off from these areas flow to the Southeast

Drainage through outfall NP-0003. These areas will be remediated as part of the 420 work package.

The final disposition report for the for the remaining pipeline is being coordinated with ORISE, the

organization responsible for verification. Current plans for the pipeline are for grouting in place.

c.) Comment: Since the sources of contamination in the surface water of the drainage were

- removed in 1994, have samples collected in 1995 indicated an improvement in water quality? Why
was data collected prior to 1990 considered not representative of current conditions?

Response: Samples collected in 19935 do not appear to indicate an improvement in water

quality. -For uranium, between eight and 23 data points were available for each spring which was
sufﬁcxent to calculate representanve exposu:e point. COncentrations for the risk calculations. -

‘8. Comment: Pg. 14 Section 2.2.3 What is meant by the term, conszstently found"_ in reference
to nitroaromatic compounds? : ' :

Response: The term was used to refer to the high frequency, but low concentrations, of
nitroaromatics detected in the two lower springs (refer to Table 2). :

9. Comment: Pg. 14 Section 2.3.1 - The SE Drainage area does not lack hiking trails. The
area is easily accessible from the Katy Trail and a parking lot located off of Hwy 94. near segment
B of the drainage. MDNR personnel have hiked the drainage on numerous occasions finding
evidence of recent human actzvuy in the area.

Response Althoug.h we agree that hiking is possible in the dramax trads developed for the

Spef:iﬁc purpose of hiking do not exist with the exception of the Katy Trail which intersects the
drainage at the end of Segment D. The scenarios that were developed for the EE/CA acknowledge
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that it is likely that an individual may hike and hunt along the drainage. We believe that the hunter
scenario represents a reasonable maximum scenario under current conditions. Furthermore,
communications with the MDOC indicate that there are no plans to further develop this area in the

furure.

10.  Comment: Pg. 15 Table 3 - The hunter scenario proposed may not accurately reflect the
frequency or duration which a hunter may visit the drainage and consideration should be given to
4 scenario in which avid hunters utilize the area. The exposure scenarios described in Table 3
should be considered for use on informational posting that will be needed for the drainage zf
conmmmated areas wzth greater than a 10-5 risk level remain fol]owmg excavation.

Response: In previous d1scussxons held at the site regarding the Southeast Drainage, the

. exposure parameters for the hunter scenario were considered reasonable by parties that were present
(including the EPA, Missouri Department of Health [MDOH], and Missouri Department of
Conservation). The risk calculations performed for the hunter scenario indicate that under current
conditions the risk from any potential exposures is within the EPA acceptable risk range, and that
remediation (and informational posting) would not be warranted for the drainage. . The MDOH
philosophy for protecting the public (i.e., risk level of 10 s) would warrant cleanup of Segrnem %
only, based on the hunter scenario.

11.  Comment: Pg. 17 Section 2.3.1 - Does the average area of contamination of about 1 00 4
S refer to the area within each segment, each "hot spot", or the entire drainage?

Response Charactenzanon data indicate that the dramage is heterogeneously contaminated.
The average area of contamination is used 10 represent a discrete area of contammauon within the
drainage. :

12. Comment: Pg 19 Section 2.3.3 - What sampling event is being referred 1o in the statement,
"Any additional risks from dermal absorption of TNT would likely be small because of the very low:
concentrations of this substance in isolated drainage locations."

Response: The statement is not referring to an additiona.l sampling event. On the basis of
the data collected, the contibution from dermal absorption of nitroaromatics would be minimal. The
text will be revised to clarify.

13. Comment: Pg. 20 Secrion 2.3.3 - As noted in Comment #7 the springs are not totally
representarive of the surface water within the drainage. Therefore, a risk determination based solely
on this data does not accurately reflect the situation within the drainage. Only after evaluation of
a thorough site characterization is it possible 1o evaluate a risk based removal action for its ability
10 be protective of }zuman and natural resources. |

Response: As addressed in Response #7, surface water in areas between the springs exists
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only as temporaiy pools. For this reason, a visitor in the drainage would most likely dnnk from one
of the springs. In addition, we believe Lhat enough surface water data were avallable to perform an
adequate risk assessment.

. 14.  Comment: Pg. 24 Section 2.3.5 - Refer to Comment #10 above regarding the statements in
-this section. What controls will be implemented to prevent southward migration of any
contamination which remains in the drainage with a risk of 10-5 or greater? Additional detail is
needed regarding how the aquatic biota dara is utllzzed to predict risks to animals which use the
drainage as a drinking water source. ' '

“Response: There are currently no plans to implement any additional control rneasures in the
dramaae after remediation is completed.
The ingestion of surface water from the drainage by terrestrial wildlife was not evaluated by

the screening level ecological risk assessment because this exposure route was not considered. -

significant. The surface waters in the drainage represent only a very small fraction of surface water
in the area available for use by terrestrial wildlife. Water from the-drainage is expected to account
~ for only a very small fraction of the total drinking water ingested by the majority of terrestrial
wildlife in the area. Only a few individuals of species with small home ranges would be expected

to heavily rely on the drainage for drinking water, and the overall consequences and ecological,

o 51gmﬁcance of potential adverse i meacs to these receptors from the ingestion of contamninated water
.- 1s expected to be very low. Furthermore removal of contaminated media is expected to reducc
. contaminant uptake by terrcsmal bxota ﬁom the ingestion of surface water.

15 - ,Cornment: Pg. 23 Section 3.1 - The statement, "The removal action will address sediment
contamination but will..." needs to be changed to, "The removal action will address sediment
contamination but may also com‘rtbute to zmprovzng surface water conditions."

". Response: Comment noted. Text w111 be revised as suggested.

b) Comment Clarification and detail is needed regardzng. "o the extent posszble " when
rejérrmg to restoring the dramage to its narural condmorz.

"Response: Restoranon to onomal natural conditions would be difficult to achieve. However
every measure will be taken to unprove conditions in the drainage with rmmmal dxsmpnon

16, Comment: Pg. 25 Section 3.2 - The MDNR does not agree with complying with ARARs only
if it is "practicable”, and dependent upon the "urgency of the situation”. What is the urgency of the
situation regarding the SE Drainage? This statement is at odds with the concept of ARARS. ‘

Response: Comment noted. Theé language will'be revised as.needed.

17. Comment: Pg. 25 Section 3.2 - Further details regarding DOE's intention for implementing |
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DOE Orders (TBCs) at the WSSRAP is needed. A definition of the applicability of DOE Orders to
the WSSRAP with any and all processes which the WSSRAP must complele in order 10 waive these

orders (specifically Order 5400.5) needs to be provided.

Response: Treatment of DOE orders will be consistent with previo'us decision documents
.(i.e., the ROD for the Chemical Plant Area). The ARARs discussion will be ;evised accordingly.

18. Comment: Pg 29 Section 4.1.4 - Why wilZ the removed trees be dra'gged up the aab"oinin‘g
side slopes? Would it be possible 10 load these materials into a truck utilizing the haul road built
to remove the contaminated soils or allow the trees to remain as wildlife habztat in undisturbed

sections of the drainage?

Responsé: Removed trees and shrubs will not be dragged completely out of the dra.inage but
rather will be removed from the immediate remediation areas and placed in other nearby locations
of the drainage for wildlife habitat. This secnon of the document will be modified to reflect this

clanﬁcanon

19.  Comment: Pg 29 Secnon 4.2 - Several Jactors were utilized to determme which areas
within the segments would be. remedzared Refer to comments 1, 3, 10, and 14 regarding the use of
these factors for determining the areas that will be remediated and additional cost factors which will
be involved. Further details on how these factors were utilized to determine the subalternatives is
needed. Is the landowner aware of the rationale utilized to determine the areas of remedzatzon and
do they concur with the proposed actions?

Response This section will be expanded to discuss factors mvolved in selection the removal
- alternative. We will include a review of alternative access routes, equipment types and options to
mitigate tracking of contaminated soils. The engineering design will allow for accommodations in
construction and sequencing and labor and equipment loading scenarios but a specific scenario wﬂl
be presented in the EE/CA in order to show comparative costs. '
The MDOC has been prowded with a copy of the EE/CA for their review and did not have
any comment. : :

+ 20.  Comment: Pg. 3] Section 5.1 - The MDNR does not agree that the potential modifications.
will not change the underlying costs, general environmental impact or implementabiliry. Long
delays associated with access license agreements, and/or deviations from standard design pracrices
may impact schedules, budgets, av: azlabzlujz of funds, etc. All of which would affect zmplementabzhty
of the alternative.

Response: Comment noted. Hidden costs and potential delays will be addressed with the

alternative presented in the EE/CA. These factors may necessitate a design change but an

.assumption must be made for an order of magnitude cost estimate for the EE/CA. The cost estimate
will be applicable to several implementable design scenarios.
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21, Comment: Pg. 32 Section 5.1.2 - Clarification is needed regarding the referénce to the

"quarry haul road" and how excavared materials will be transported to the APSA. Is this the
Hamburg Quarry road or the road used 1o transport quarry bulk waste to the TSA? Ifit is the road
utilized to transport bulk waste, why is a permit required to cross Highway 942 Will the KATY Trail -
' be utilized to transport materials to the Hamburg Ouarry Rd, cross over Hwy. 94 and enter the haul

.road used for hauling bulk wastes?

ReSponse A figure will be included in the next revision to clarify this route and the
alternauve routes that may be used based upon the cost and melementauon

.22. Comment: Pg. 33 Section 5.1.3 - This section indicates that an increase in potential health
impacts to the public would occur if Hwy 94 were used for hauling contaminated materials.
However, the WSSRAP has utilized Fiwy 94 to haul contaminated materials from the NE corner of
the quarry. Utilizing this rationale is contradictory to previous WSSRAP actions. Would it be

| possible to utilize engineering methods other than construction of haul roads into segment A for

_ equipment access, thereby, minimizing dzsturbance to fke vegetation and wzldlzfe habztat?

‘ Response: Alternatives considering segment A remediation will be identified and discussed
in greater detail in the revision. ; : '

.23 a.) Comment: Pg. 36 Section 6 - The alternative identified as the preferred alternative is not
. as protective of human health and the environment as other alternatives considered. Alternative 2.1
does not include remediation to any portion of Segment A. According to Tables I and 2, this
segment has the second highest levels of radionuclides and the highest surface water nitroaromatic
© levels. Alternative 2.1 does not include measures which will need to be taken to prevent southward
migration of contaminants from Segment A or the institutional controls which will be needed for all
areas where contaminant concentrations which exceed the 10-3 rt.s'k level remain. '

'ReSponse' Based upon earlier- comments in regard to MDNR's request to remove
contaminated sediments in Segment A, DOE has agreed that the EE/CA will be rewsed to conduct
remechanon in Segment A. :

b)  Comment: What procedures will be instituted regarding sequencing of excavation, etc. to

avoid recontamination of areas? - What procedures will be instituted to confirm that the aggregate
- used for contamination tracking control is clean if it is to be used in clean areas at the chemical

plant or as backfill in excavated areas? What procedures will be used to prevent contamination of

clean portions of section B as isolated areas within the segment are removed? It is unclear from the

description presented if the factors which need to be considered. in determining the logistics of
~ hauling the contaminated wastes have been identified and considered in selecting the alternatzve

Response:  Construction sequencing options and controls will be used to avoid
recontamunation of the areas. On-site monitoring, scanning, design options, engineering controls
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such as erosion control, tracking and mmqanon controls, and general procedures will assist in
minimizing recontamination.  Surveys will be performed on the aggregate to ensure that
contaminated material is not reused in other areas of the site. This section will be modified to

discuss these concems.

Responses to MDNR Comments on Southeast Drainage EE/CA

"c.)  Comment: None of the alternarives presenited identify specific areas within each segment
' that would be excavated or the cleanup concentrations which would be utilized to confirm that all

the contamination has been removed. It is the MDNR's understanding that the EE/CA document is
t0 serve the purpose, which is to thoroughly address remedzanon of thzs area.

Rcsponse Specific details will be included in a supportmg document (e.g., engmeenng
document).

24.  Comment: Pg A-3- T able A.1 needs to identify what the term, "DU" means.

~ Response: A footnote has been added to define this term (i.e., duplicate sample). - .
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