
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
D N  WORK PLAN TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 

OPERABLEUNITNO 7 

R Roberts, EG&G 

General Comments 

Comment A The Data Quallty Objecbves (DQOs) as outlined in Semen 5 were meant to 
be the foundabon of the enure document. The background companson as 
well as the Nature and Extent (N&E) of contamnabon would then be 
developed based on the DQOs. In t h s  fashon, a l rec t  lmk could be made 
between the background companson and N&E deternation and the 
conclusions 111 the DQOs. As the document is wntten, the background 
companson and the N&E d e t e m a Q o n  are not based on the DQOs. This 
is ready apparent m Semon 4 11,  “Data Aggregabon for Background 
Comparisons at OU 7”, where none of the data aggregauon rabonale are 

based on the DQOs. This IS extremely mportant because many of the data 
aggregauon mts discussed for the TM were based on the way data would be 
evaluated wthm the DQO process A duect lmk between the DQOs and the 
evaluations performed 111 the background companson and the nature and 
extent d e t e m a o o n  needs to be made. 

Response: Data Quallty Objechves (DQOs) outhed 111 Secuon 5 are the foundauon of 
the RFI/RI achwhes at OU 7 and were developed cooperauvely wth 
personnel from the regulatory agencies, DOE, and EG&G. The OU 7 
Revlsed Work Plan mtegrates the emtmg data, background compansons, and 
deternunanon of the nature and extent of contarmnauon wthm the context 
of the DQOs to develop the scope of the Phase II RFI/RI. 

Aggregatxon of data for background cornpansons was based on saentdically 
defensible rabonde and therefore supports rather than conflicts with the 
DQOs for OU 7 



Comment B: There 1s no way to venfy the UTL compansons made in the report. The 
rnagnetx hsk prowded in Appendm M does not pve UTLS UI a form that are 
ready useable, and tables are not prowded that hst the UTL wth the 
maMmum concentraaon present. 

Response: The document wdl be moMed to include the UTLs 

Comment C: Many of the background cornpansons that were supposed to be performed in 
the report were not performed. For mstance, the 0-2 mch and 0-10 inch 
surface sod samples were not aggregated as a single u t  and compared to 
background, and these two data sets were also not compared to each other 
These evaluatrons were discussed and agreed to by EG&G and Stoller and 
were suppose to be in the report It is unfortunate that these compansons 
were not performed because the utrllty of performing each type of sampling 
cannot be assessed. Smce this cornpanson was not performed, both 0-2 and 
0-10 mch samples are required in the Samphng and Analysls Plan A smple 
background companson could have eljmlnated one type of surficial soil 
sample 

Response: The report presents only the statwcal compansons that are scientifically 
defensible, mearungful to the RFI/RI objectives, or specfically required by 
"Statlstical Companson of Site-to-Background Data in Support of RFI/RI 
Invest.lgabons" (EG&G 1994) As discussed on page 4-2 and 4-3 of the work 
plan, "sod samples collected from two different depth mtervals at the East 
Landfill Pond and MSS 203 are not considered directly comparable'' 
Therefore, aggregation of the 0-2 mch and 0-10 mch surface sod data sets mto 
one data set for stamtical cornpansons is not saentlfically defensible and 
would not allow ellmlnahon of one type of surface sod sample usmg credible 
professional judgement. 

Comment D: The TM only apphes professional judgement to contamlnants in surface soil 
that are stamtically sigmf?cant Should professional judgement be apphed to 
sedments, ground water and surface water as well 3 Chemcals, metals, and 
radonuchdes could be elmmated from these meha If a good spatial and 
temporal evaluabon are made The analysis would mclude a quahtative 
companson wth pre-1990 data Also, the application of professional 
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judgement needs to be well documented. There are currently no text or 
figures present m the TM that support the professional judgement for surficial 
sods. The only t h g  that shows that professional judgement has been applied 
is a comment m the text sayng that the contammmt is not spatially 
correlated. This is muffiaent justrficahon to e h a t e  contarmnants based 
on professional judgement 

Response: Idenacation of PCOCs m OU7 enwonmental m e l a  was performed in 
accordance wth "Stawtml Companson of Site-to-Background Data in 

Support of RFI/RI Investigatlons" (EG&G 1994). Thls methodology includes 
five statmcal tests for companng site data to background data followed by 
professional judgement to interpret the staostical results The degree to 
whch professional judgement was apphed to eliminate PCOCs from further 
consideration m the RFI/FU depended on the mtended data use As 
dscussed below, data to support the Basehe R s k  Assessment were 
scrutmzed more closely than data related to the landfill, whch wll be closed 
111 accordance mth the Enwonmental Protection Agency's presumptive 
remedy approach 

As noted by the revlewer 'I media of surfiaal sods around the East Landfill 
Pond (ELP) and the ELP sedunents are the only meQa to be assessed in 

the OU 7 nsk assessment." For these media, professional judgment was used 
to mterpret the statsocal findings and, where appropnate, e b n a t e  potential 
contamlnants of concern (PCOCs) from further consideration in the nsk 
assessment. T ~ I S  approach is consistent wth EPA's h s k  Assessment 
Guidance for Superfund: Volume I - Human Health EvaluaQon Manual (EPA 
1991) 

However, for the other media at OU 7, an attempt to ellminate PCOCs from 
further consideraoon is not warranted because a nsk assessment wdl not be 
performed, and a speclfic h t  of contarmnants wdl not dnve the deasion to 
remedate. Instead, certam remedes are presumed to be appropriate based 
on hstoncal patterns of remedy selectton for other s d a r  sites. EPA's 
Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Mumcipal Landfill Sites (EPA 1993) 
states that 'I a quanQtative nsk assessment that considers all chermcals, their 
potential adcfitwe effects, etc, is not necessary to establish a basis for action 
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if data are avadable to demonstrate that contamlnants clearly exceed 
established standards or d other con&oons exlst that prowde a clear 
justlficahon for action." Therefore, elirmnaoon of a few Pcocs on the basis 
of professional judgment wll have no unpact on the presumptive remedy 
process. 

The statement that sample locat~ons exlbitmg stahshcally elevated analyte 
concentrauons are not spatially correlated 1s supported by eleven figures 
(Figures 4-17 through 4-27). These figures display analytes 111 surface soils 
that most frequently exhibit statistically elevated concentraoons and are, 
therefore, most llkely to show spatial correlahon. The document wdl be 
moddied to better reference these figures 

Comment E: For all media samplmg arnmties requred 1 ~ .  the Sampling and Analysis 
portion of the TM, the text states that the same analyte hst will be used as 
was used for the Phase I RFI/RI. Why are we using the same 1st  of analytes 
111 t h ~ ~  remed Work Plan as was used for the Phase I RFI/RI 3 The whole 
purpose for perforrmng background companson and N&E evaluation IS to 
deheate those chemcals, metals, and radonuchdes that need to be 
addressed further It looks hke the redurnon m chemcals seen 111 the 
background companson and N&E evduahon d d  not transfer to the Samplrng 
and Analysis Plan 

Response: The analyte lists for the Phase I and 11 RFI/RIs wdl be idenhcd for a vanety 
of reasons, mcludmg data comparabhty, estabhshment of temporal trends, 
and consistency wth  sitewde programs. 

Data quahty is assessed m terms of preasion, accuracy, representahveness, 
comparabhty, and completeness (1 e , PARCC parameters) The analyte hsts 
for the Phase I and 11 RFX/RXs are designed to be idenocal to ensure that 
data are comparable. T ~ I S  is espeaally warranted for samples that are being 
analyzed to venfy prevlous analyt~cal results, estabhsh temporal trends, or, in 
the case of new samphg locahons, d e t e m e  the presence or absence of 
contarmnauon. Samphng performed for sitewde programs also share the 
objectwes of d e t e m n g  the presence or absence of contarmnation and 
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establishmg temporal trends. Identical analyte hsts allow data comparabhty 
to meet these shared objectives. 

Addmonally, PCOCs representmg all of the major target analyte groups (1 e ,  
metals, radonuclides, VOCs, and SVOCs) were identlfied in most 
environmental me&a at OU7 makmg any sigmficant reduction of the 
analytical sute impractical. 

Specific Comments 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

respcom 

Seaon 5.4 7 1, Page 5-10. It IS not appropnate for th~s document to delmeate 
the extent of an exposure umt. Please delete the reference to exposure umts 

The document d l  be rnoMed as requested 

Semon 5 4 7 1, Page 5-10. It is not appropnate to iden@ ARARs as a 
companson m a nsk based evaluaQon. Rsk-based Prellmlnq Remediation 
Goals (PRGs) are the appropnate basis for cornpanson. 

As descnbed 111 Section 5 4 7 ,  ARARs, TBCs, and draft PRGs were used 
solely for the purpose of estunatmg sample sms  or iden-g a r e a  where 
venfication samphg is warranted. 

Semon 5 4 7 1, Page 5-10. The purpose for the Programmaoc PRG document 
referenced has been changed by DOE Therefore, the programmatic PRG 
document 1s currently bemg extensively revlsed and 1s not avadable for 
general use Therefore, &IS evaluabon WIU either need to rely on an OU7 
denved PRG or need to wat untd June when the revised draft document wll 
be avadable 

At the diremon of the EG&G CI'R, sample srzes for potenhal contaminants 
of concern were estmated usmg ARARs and TBCs or draft PRGs when an 
ARAR was not avadable. 

Section 5 4 7 2, Page 5-11 There IS no bass gwen for the statement 'The 
exlstmg data are sufficient and adequate to support a nsk assessment and 
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d e t e m e  the need to remediate." It is insufficient to state this without a 
detaded bass. The CAMU concept 1s not that well understood. 

Response: T ~ I S  statement has been deleted from the document. 

Comment: Section 5472 ,  Page 5-11. It is not appropnate to iden@ ARARs as a 
comparison in a nsk based evaluaoon. Rsk-based Preilminary Remedation 
Goals (PRGs) are the appropnate bass for companson. 

Response: See response to prewous comment. 

Comment: Sectlon 5 4 7 2, Page 5-11. It is not understood where sedunent PRGs came 
from The Programmatic PRG document referenced does not contan 
sedment PRGS, and sedment PRGs are not gomg to be developed in the 
revlsed Programmatic PRG document OU7 speclfic PRGs wdl need to be 
denved for sediment Also, it is my understanding that sedunent PRGs would 
not be needed for h s  task smce we knew that further charactenzation of the 
pond sedments was needed. 

Response. The document wdl be revlsed to inhcate that (1) sod TBCs and draft PRGs 
were used as the standards for pond sedlments because no standards currently 
exlst for pond sedments, (2) TBCs and draft PRGs were used stnctly for the 
purpose of estmating sample sues, and (3) TBCs and draft PRGs for sod are 
appropnate because pond sedunents wdl be more s d a r  to sod than any 
other meha once the pond has been dramed. The need to develop OU7- 
speclfic PRGs for East Landfill Pond sediments to further support remelal 
deasions wdl be assessed later 

Comment: Section 5.4 7 2, Page 5-11 The text states that "Given the magmtude of these 
exceedances, it is not hkely that addmonal data wdl af€ect the declsion to 
remedlate pond sedments because the avadable data already strongly 
support a demion to take remechal acoons, no addmonal samphg and 
charactenzahon of pond sedlments s recommended." I do not agree wth this 
statement because the extent of contamnabon is not taken mto account 
When one reme&ates, the extent of the reme&ation must be deheated. The 
use of three sedment samples to deheate the extent of remedianon needs 
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to be evaluated. Also, smce sedunent PRGs along wth thew bars  have not 
been defined, it is premature to make conclusions concerrzlng s e h e n t  
remehatlon. 

Response: The extent of contarmnation m East Landfill Pond sediments has been 
assessed on the bass of chermcal data and professiond judgment. Chemical 
data indmte that analyte concentraoons for numerous PCOCs (Table 4-18) 
sigmficantly exceed TBCs and draft PRGs for soil, the most closely related 
media to pond sedments Chermcal data also indicate that there are no 
strong chemcal gradients from the leachate seep toward the pond 
embankment. Ths indicates that the pond is well m e d  and contamlnabon 
of pond sedments is wdespread. Chemcal data and professional judgment 
lead to the conclusion that delmeatmg a portion of the pond sedunents that 
do not pose a nsk and thus do not r e q u e  remediation is extremely unldcely 
from a techca l  perspectwe and, therefore, unllkely to be approved by the 
agenaes The areal extent of contamtnated pond sedments is considered to 
be well deheated by the shorehe of the pond as defined by the high-water 
level m addmon to adjacent surface sod samples, some of whch were located 
at the water's edge Addmonal charactenzation of the vemcd extent of 
contammanon wdl be performed after the pond has been dramed 

Comment: Section 62 ,  Page 6-2. It 1s not understood why both 0-2 mch and 0-10 mch 
samples are needed to support a nsk assessment. 0-2 inch are sufficiently at 
the rest of the OUs The use of both these types of samples needs to be 
assessed 

Response: The use of both 0-2 mch and 0-10 inch samples has been assessed and is 
&scussed 1 ~ .  Sechons 4 1 1, 4 3, 5 4, and 6.2 and summanzed in Table 4-1 
Data wdl be used to assess the nature and extent of contmaQon,  and, 
where appropnate, support the nsk assessment 
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R Lindberg, ES&H, EGD 

Speclfic Comments 

Comment: 

Response: 

Commen t: 

Page 1, Paragraph 3. The t k d  paragraph say over simphstically that tntium 
and stronbum were detected 111 the landfill leachate in 1973. So what 3 Low 
levels of tnmm are detected routmely all  over Rocky Flats in surface water 
and groundwater The real issue at OU7 rn 1973 was that elevated levels of 
tnbum were found 111 leachate approachmg actmhes of 300,000 pCi/LI The 
source of ths tntium was located and removed The Executive Summary 
should probably reflect some of t b  sign&cant hstoncal informauon. The 
text on tntlum on the bottom of page 1-9 also fads to menoon thls untd pages 
1-14 and 1-15 The latter pages don’t appear to discuss removal of the source 

The document wll be revlsed and wdl speclfy tnbum acbvlties 111 leachate in 
1973 and mclude hstoncal mformauon on locabon of the tritium source 
IGstoncal documentabon m&cates that the tnbum source was never removed 
from the landfill. 

Pagc w, bottom. It’s great to see that the extent of the Upper Flow System 
groundwater contamnabon wll be deterrmned along No Name Gulch Please 
consider the followmg recommendatlons: 

1) Be sure to uthze the prevlous evaluation of the contamrnation 111 the 
final Well Evaluation report (avdable from S Singer at EG&G 
Geosaences). 

2) Coordrnate proposed well locabons wth those of the FY94 Well 
Abandonment and Replacement Program (WARP), which wdl be 
installmg at least one new momtonng well 111 No Name Gulch m May 
or June. Thu new well wdl go 111 rmd-way between exlstmg wells 0686 
and 0586. 

3) In future mvesbgaQons, be aware of and utilize the results of the 
chermcal fate and transport rnodelmg of the Walnut Creek dramage 
bemg done by B. Roberts (EG&G Geosaences) 
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Response: Agreed. The followmg actions wdl be taken: 

1) Prevlous evaluations presented m the Well Evaluatlon Report wdl be 
used, to the extent possible, to charactewe UHSU groundwater 
contarmnabon m No Name Gulch. 

2) Well locabom in No Name Gulch 4 1  be coordinated wth WARP 

3) Fate and transport studies being conducted for the Walnut Creek 
dramage vvlll be considered when evaluatxng fate and transport of 
contamlnants in No Name Gulch. 

Comment: Page 2-21, Section 2 5 2. The drawdown recovery test information is mcely 
wntten, but is too detaded for the mam body of the workplan. I thmk most 
of the detals of the Bouwer and Rice method, and the other methods should 
go mto an appendlx. 

Response: M o m g  the drawdown recovery test data analysis discussion mto an appendlx 
would requue revsing, renumbenng, and recoppg of the appendxes 
Recopymg appendxes would reduce the number of copies of the text (Volume 
I) that could be produced under DOE DEAR Regulahon 9705204-19 An 
alternabve is to rewnte the drawdown recovery test data analysis to be more 
conclse and use a smaller font sue for the equations and symbols. 

Comment: Page 2-32, last para. Observabon, The authors of ths report are to be 
comphmented on usmg chermstry data U e  TDS or speafic conductance to 
evaluate the effectweness of landfill structures, and to i d e n a  landfill 
leachate My expenence has been that these water qudty parameters work 
well as mdxators of most known RFP groundwater plumes. 

Response: No response reqwred. 

Comment: Page 2-33, Paragraph startmg wth "In pramce" I don't thmk that many 
people wdl believe that "quarterly and/or monthly samphg rounds ensure 
that observations are mdependent" Independence is always an s u e  in 

groundwater samphg of the same wells at a regular interval 
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Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Quarterly and/or monthly sampling rounds do not ensure independence This 
statement wdl be changed to state that quarterly and/or monthly data were 
assumed independent for thu analysis. 

Semon 2 5 4 2 .  The statlstical approach IS fine, but a slmple mud 
presentaQon can be equally effemve. Why not try to show isoconcentration 
contours for TDS on Figure 2-38 3 maybe it was tned and it faded 3 

Isoconcentration contours for TDS are shown on Figure 4-28 

Page 2-50 Water balance conclusions. These conclusions state that landfill 
leachate seeps into weathered bedrock, and that the East landfill Pond is 
rechargmg weathered bedrock, and that the pond embankment has nunimal 
seepage Yet there is mdependent evldence of landfill leachate rnovlng wth 
alluvial groundwater down No Name Gulch (see the draft Well Evaluation 
Report). So, does the weathered bedrock surface (or a lower bedrock umt) 
transmt c o n t m a n t s  under the pond embankment 7 geologic cross-semon 
G-G' suggests that this is possible. What becomes of all &IS recharge to the 
weathered bedrock 7 I thmk the text should discuss ths. 

Detennuung the extent, d any, of landfill leachate rmgration down No Name 
Gulch IS a major objective of the Phase II RI/RF'I. If contamants are 
dscovered m No Name Gulch, de temat ion  of the source(s) of these 
contaminants may be extremely drfficult Th~s is because multiple potential 
rmgraQon pathways exlst for c o n t m a n t s  occumng m No Name Gulch. 
These contamtnants couid have ongrnated from seepage to the weathered 
bedrock, OU 6 IHSSs located outside of the groundwater mtercept system, or 
horn &charge of the groundwater mtercept system. However, seepage 
beneath the landfill dam is considered msi@cant based on the flux and 
saturated thxkness data presented m the report. Based on a Darcy flux of 
2 03 x lo4 cm/s, a n  average saturated tlckness of 2.5 feet, and a wdth of 
approxunately 550 feet the volume flu below the dam IS estmated at 9 23 x 
lo-' ft3/s. Thls corresponds to 0 000414 gallons per m u t e  or 218 gallons per 
year Only some fraction of the flux below the landfill dam can be attnbuted 
to leachate Therefore, the weathered bedrock umt is not beheved to 
represent a sipficant mgration pathway of contamnation down No Name 
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Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Gulch and contarmnation in No Name Gulch may be assoaated wth the 
other sources discussed above. These sources are discussed 111 Section 4.7 3 
of the report. 

Table 2-2. I thuzk the table caption should refer to "cone penetrometer test 
1ocaQons" rather than the cryptx "CPT locattons" 

The Qtle of the table wdl be changed to "Depth to Bedrock at Cone 
Penetration Test Locations " 

Table 2 4 ,  Page 2-62 What is the meamng/value of the field item "RFEDS" 
under the Ground Surface Elevatton column for the last three wells ? 

Ground surface elevations for the three OU 6 wells were not available for the 
draft report Elevations wdl be retneved from RFEDS for the draft final 
report. 

Table 2-5 
data. 

Four sipficant dig& are not behevable for the transmissiwty 

The document has been m o ~ e d  to mQcate the correct number of sigruficant 
dlpts. 

Figure 2-3 The figure should state the reference for the data and whether 
the average monthly preapitatton fi for the last 40 years, or what ? 

A note that states the tune penod for the data will be added to the figure 

Figures 4-34 and 4-36 Observabon. These figures mdxate very low acmties 
of U-235 and U-238 m filtered groundwater samples. It mght prove valuable 
111 the text of the report to compute the average achwty ratio U-235/U-238 
(or alternately the average mass ratto) and make a statement about the U 
isotope rmx (1 e ,  natural, depleted, or emched) m the upper flow system. 

Acttwty ratios of mU/wU will be mvestigated to attempt to deterrmne if the 
u~mm isotopic mur is natural, depleted, or ennched in UHSU groundwater 
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Comment: 

Response: 

Comrnen t : 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

at OU 7. Interpretabon of the results of t h s  analysis are complicated by the 
relatwely low uranium actmties measured and the high uncertamty assoaated 
wth these measurements. If sigm6cant wan~um had been dlsposed at OU 7, 
we would expect to see elevated actlvlbes of all isotopes. T ~ I S  IS not the case, 
mdicatmg that the amount of any urmum waste &posed of was small 
relatwe to background levels after mudng (dlspersion) wth UHSU 
groundwater. However, isotopic ranos may provlde additional evldence of the 
relauve mpact of waste disposal at OU 7 on w m u m  activlties in UHSU 
groundwater and wll be invesogated. 

Observabon. I'm pleased to see that ths workplan has mcorporated the 
recently defined methodology for PCOC identification (Gehan test, etc ) 

No response required. 

Page 449, Table 4-5 The 'Total Gas" column does not mclude carbon 
dioxlde, and is really 'Total Orgmc Gases" I thmk it should be renamed 

The document wll be modlfied as requested 

Table 4-6. ' h s  is a mce summary of the soli gas results, but (1) commas to 
mhcate thousands must have been entered manually m the methane column 
smce some are erroneous (e.g., 7,2199208 and 2,0201.456); and (2) three 
sigdkant dig16 to the nght of the d e m a l  pomt on concentrahons measured 
in the thousands are not credble (see e g , methane 56588 440). 

The document wdl be modified as requested 

Table 5-2 and text on page 5-10. Although I have not exarmned the basis 
(presumably the equabon on page 5-9) of the calculabons used for computmg 
N (the optmal sample sue), some of the N values appear to be nonsensical. 
"h.IS mfers that the equation, the d d a h O I I s ,  or the assumptions may be 
mcorrect. For example, banum has an N of 29002 1 In the next phase of 
field work how could 29002 samples be collected from the small area 
surroundmg the landfill pond 3 I assume that the statistics are based on 133 
samples prewously collected for banum dunng the Phase I RFI/RI, and not 
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the number of samples recommended for collection d u n g  the next phase of 
work ? The text on page 5-10 (or a footnote to table 5-2) should at least 
explam the rationale to be used for defaultmg to the collechon of a reahtic 
number of samples when the ideal number (i e ,  29002) can not be acheved 

Response: (This also applies to the comment refemng to Table 5-6) The text on page 
5-2 (and m other s d a r  sections) wdl be expanded to better expiam the 
reasons for the large sample slze reqwed for some of the analytes. These 
large sample sEes resulted from large values of the ratio of a2/A (the sample 
vanance to 25 percent of the ARAR) Large values of a2/A occur when the 
sample vanance is an order of maptude or greater than the ARAR value 
In these cases, the sample mean 1s also orders of maptude greater than 
ARAR values. Therefore, common sense indicates that these analytes 
actually exceed ARARs No further samphg is justdied for these analytes 
because it is conceded that they exceed M s .  Therefore, the statmcs 
were used to detemne r e a h c  sample sEes for those analytes that are not 
obvlously at levels much greater than ARARs 

Comment: Table 5-6 This table slmply relnforces the above comment, 1 e ,  the N values 
are crazy. N = 82015870 samples for Al I Even If the equation and calculated 
N values are correct, they are n&culous. So the workplan clearly needs to 
present a more reahtic strategy for definulg a practical N value for samphng 

Response: See response to prevlous comment. 

respcom 05/3/94 



K. Bennett, EG&G 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Executwe Summary, Page vu. Add unrestramed swelhg tests and s w e h g  
pressure tests to the sods testmg 

Unrestrained s w e b g  tests and s w e h g  pressure tests wd.l be added to the list 
of geotechcal tests on the mtenm sod cover matenal. 

Figure 1-3. The OU7 IHSS boundary is shown rn red but doesn't mclude the 
landfill pond, although it does include IHSS 167 2 and 167 3. If these MSSs 
are for spray operations, they don't appear to include a l l  the area that was 
used for spray operations 

MSSs boundanes were drawn to deheate areas where the occurrence of 
spray evaporatron activlties have been documented on the bass  of 
photographs However, because it was recogmzed that spray evaporation may 
have occurred outside of the IHSS boundanes, as drawn in the Histoncal 
Release Report, surface soil samphg was performed over a signrficantly 
larger area. Chemcd data for the surface soil samples do not allow the IHSS 
boundanes to be redrawn wth any level of confidence 

Figure 1-5 Slopes of 2-1 are typically not stable, parhcularly cnth clay that 
is wet from groundwater Slopes of 3 1 are preferred 

The mformaoon presented L I ~  Figure 1-5 IS taken duectly from the Present 
Landfill Closure Plan (Rockwell International, 1988). 

Figure 2-1 Were abandoned wells closed and abandoned per State 
E n p e e i s  requlrements ? 
The note "Abandoned Asbestos Area" should be plural 

Srnce the late 19803, groundwater rnomtonng wells at OU 7 were abandoned 
in accordance wth procedures o u b e d  rn operatmg procedures GT 05 No 
documentahon emts regardmg the procedures for abandonment of wells 
rnstalled durrng the 1970s to charactenze the tntrum source 
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The figure w-d be rnodfied to mdlcate "Asbestos Dlsposal Areas." 

Comment: Figure 2-7. The location of obvlous (field observed) slope mstabhty LII the 
artdiaal f3l should be noted. 

Response: The figure wdl be moddied as requested 

Comment: Figure 4-29 One would d e r  that wells whch do not have rutrate/mtrite 
shown, have less than the lowest value plotted The same comment is true of 
most of these figures shown LII ths secoon of the report. 

Response: Text wll be added to the report to dscuses the lack of data for mtrate/nitnte 
wthm the landfill. Symbols d be added to maps to mdlcate that data were 
not avdable for plottmg at some wells 
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D.F. George, ER (BOR) 

Major Comments 

Comment: In the executive summary, and introduction, include the changes 111 the IHSS 
to include 167.1, 1672, 1673, 166 1, 1662, and 1663 which have been 
transferred from OU6. Mention that these IHSSs will conhnue to be studied 
under OU6 untd the OU7 IM/IRA IS prepared at whlch tune the data vvlll be 
mcorporated Also rnclude a blurb about the Lceachate CoUemon IM/IRA. 

Response: As of the submttal date for thls document, no formal nohficabon has been 
received transferring MSSs 166 1, 166 2, 166 3, and 167 1 from OU 6 to OU 
7 These IHSSs vvlll contmue to be stuQed as part of the RFI/RI for OU 6 
and the need to remedate urlll be evaluated on the basis of the B a s e h e  Risk 
Assessment If remediation IS warranted and tf the CAMU concept for OU7 
is approved by the agencies, then contammated environmental media from the 
OU6 IHSSs Wrll be Qsposed III the Present landfill. At that m e ,  OU6 IHSSs 
wdl be incoporated in the IM/IRA Decision Document for Closure of the 
landfill 

As requested, the document wll be m o a e d  to address the leachate 
collection IM/IRA for OU 7 

Minor Comments (sticky tabs) 

Response: The document was moddied in response to the comments on the sticky tabs 

Additional Comments 

Response: The Records Management SOP WLU be remewed to ensure that the final 
version of ths document meets QA reqwements for fomattmg. 
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Unidentified Reviewers 

Comments prowded by an uruden~ed renewer as red-lmed edits to the Exeatwe 
Summary were mcorporated into the revlsed revision of the document, except for the 
issue discussed below 

Calcium is identified as a PCOC LII accordance wth the protocol for statistically 
companng site to background data. During the nsk assessment, all PCOCs, lncluding 
calcium, wdl undergo a concentrabon-toxmty evaluation. At that tme, calcium wll 
probably be eliminated from further consideration at OU 7. 
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F. Munter, Dames & Moore 

General Comments 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Although the history of this umt and the purpose and Implementanon of the 
Data Qualily Objectives Process are thoroughly presented in ths  document, 
the regulatory framework is not as thoroughly presented. There are some 
major regulatory assumpnons stated m the text whch are not supported by 
documentauon m the text. I am hampered a bit by not hamg a copy of the 
Draft ARARs for OU 7 bnefly mentioned m the text of the document (these 
may be m an append=?). However, if I am at a loss as to what the potentd 
AR4Rs are, I beheve another reader would be ako-requmng that the draft 
list of ARARs  be placed in the document. The discussion of AR4Rs m the 
document is h t e d  and I beheve should be expanded to give the reader a full 
perspective of the regulatory context under whch cleanup may occur. The 
longest discussion of the regulatory framework is devoted to EPA's latest 
gwdance on the presumptlve remedy for landfills and although thts is 
important to the subject OU, it is not the only controhg guidance or 
regulation m the RI/FS process There needs to be a short discussion of the 
types of ARARs (chemcal, amon and location-specific) and the mportance 
of these ARARs  to the PRGs and selected remedy I believe this IS true even 
though the presumptive remedy lmts the type of  remedial action dtemahVeS. 
Such a dscussion is mrsslng from the document along wth recogmtlon of the 
NCP regulatory framework. 

The regulatory framework for OU 7 wdl be thoroughly investigated as part of 
the regulatory support tasks for the IM/IRA. Potential ARARs are presented 
LD. a separate document that was developed to support the IM/IRAs. 

There is a decided assumpaon that the CAMU rule wll automatxally apply 
at ths  OU and that because the CAMU rule applies at the currently 
operatmg landfill, RCRA Subtitle D requrements wdl apply for closure, 
ground water momtormg, and postclosure. I'm not so sure that is the case 
My reasons for ths are that the State Hazardous Waste Comrmssion has not 
adopted the CAMU rule yet and the Comssion is considenng language 
changes to the federal rule on CAMUS The Comrmssion is expected to 
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adopt the rule May 17th wth changes. Some of the changes being considered 
mvolve the ground water momtonag requuements, closure, and postdosure 
these parts of the CAMU rule, under the Comrmssion consideraQon, are 
proposed to be handled on a case-by-case basis. In addition, I do not beheve 
it can be stated wth such absolute assurance that Subtitle D requuements wdl 
be used at the landfill, when evldence exists of hazardous waste has been 
dsposed of at the sohd waste landfill. The hazardous waste storage area is 
part of h s  OU and "potentml" CAMU as well. 

Response: Because of the evolmg nature of the regulatory framework for OU 7 and the 
uncertamty of the apphcabhty of the CAMU rule, all &scussions of the 
CAMU will be deleted. A deasion regardmg the applicabdity of the CAMU 
rule at OU 7 WLU be detemned d w g  future negotiations wth the agencies 

Specific Comments 

Exec Sum: 

Response: 

p. v: 

Response: 

p. v: 

Response: 

A clear purpose and objective should be stated 111 the first paragraph, 
cunently it takes SIX h e s  

The purpose and objectwes vvlll be clanfied. 

It is stated m the thud paragraph that surface waters LD. the pond wdl have to 
meet requrements for dehstmg What is the reasomg for ths statement? 

The paragraph about remediation of the pond, mcludlng requuements for 
dehstmg, w d  be deleted 

It IS stated that some PCOCs exceed ARARs LD. ground water in the fourth 
paragraph. The reader is not gven any idea of what speclfic ARARs are 
being discussed 

The text wdl be revlsed to state that PCOCs exceed draft OU 7 chermcal- 
specfic ARARS. 
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p. VI: second bullet. Reference is made to draft PRGs 111 the discussion on analyte 
concentrauons in soils at the East Landfill Pond. It needs to be clanfied what 
PRGs are being referred to m the discussion. 

Response: The text wdl be clanfied as requested. 

p. 1-9: The statements presented on tlus page 111 the first two paragraphs indicate the 
landfill umt will be requlred to comply wth parts of 264 and 265 wth respect 
to momtonng and closure Thls is inconslstent wth statements made later in 
the text on p 5-4 (statements on apphcahon of CAMU). 

Response: The statements on apphcaoon of CAMU wll be deleted 

p. 1-15: Concentrahons of Tnhum are dscussed 111 comparison to the State's water 
quallty standards dunng the years 1973 and 1980 Can this ifonnabon be 
updated wth current standards? 

Response: The regulatory framework for OU 7 wdl be thoroughly investigated as part of 
the regulatory support tasks €or the IM/IRA. Potential ARARs are presented 
111 a separate document that was developed to support the IM/IRAs 

p. 4-10: It 1s noted that PCB contamlnated waste was placed m the landfill (below 
50pprn). "hs may mean that the IandfiU closure must be in comphance wth 
the standard RCRA 264 reqmrements because of comphance wth TSCA 
re quements. 

Response: The regulatory framework for OU 7 wdl be thoroughly mvestigated as part of 
the regulatory support tasks for the IM/IRA. PotenQal ARARs are presented 
m a separate document that was developed to support the IM/lRAs. 

p. 54: The &scussion of the CAMU rule should be updated to reflect the State of 
Colorado's proposed rule; however, the discussion needs to reflect thrs as a 
possibhty and not an accomplished fact unless there 1s other documentaQon 
to support such a statement. Because the State's rule IS more stnugent, it 
would probably be the ARAR and not the Federal rule, assurmng this 
approach 1s acceptable. As stated above, we quesuon whether this regulatory 
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framework IS correct gwen all the facts 
dlscussion and the discussion on page 1-9 needs to be resolved. 

the inconsistency between ths  

Response: The paragraph that discusses that CAMU rule wll be deleted. 

p. 5-9: The t b d  paragraph discusses ARARs wthout identlfylng what ARARs are 
bemg referenced. 

Response: The document presentmg draft or potential ARARs for OU 7 wll be 
referenced m this paragraph. 

p. 5-10: The thud paragraph menuons the PRGs but does not explam the specifics of 
the PRGs bemg menboned, 1 e. Is the PRG for sod a s p e d c  nsk value? 

Response: The document wll be moddied to explam that sod PRGs are nsk-based 
values. 

p. 5-11: The dscussion on pond sedments 111 the second paragraph assumes that the 
nsk assessment d e t e m e s  the need to remehate l k s  statement should be 
modified to mclude the standards for cleanup, the ARARs. In addhon the 
&scussion 111 the next paragraph refers to the AR4.R table which has sod 
values not secjlment values. these two media cannot necessanly be treated the 
same EPA has proposed an approach to estabhshing nabonal sedment 
quahty cntena but formal proposed rules have not been published yet. We 
recommend revlsmg the cfiscussion presented and perhaps using EPA's 
methodology of at all possible 

Response: There are no ARARs for sod There is only gudance to be considered 
(TBCs). There are no ARARs  or TBCs for seduncnts. Because sedments 
are more s d a r  to sods than to other me&% TBCs for sods are referenced 
as action levels and were used for sample sue calculabons The text wdl be 
revlsed to clanfy ths issue. 

p. 5-12: In the fourth paragraph it is stated that surface water maybe considered a 
h t e d  wasted We sugest revlsing tbs statement, as surface water may 
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contam hsted hazardous waste consutuents but surface water itself is not a 
llsted waste. 

Response: The statement wdI be deleted 

p. 5-13: The thud paragraph refers to dehstmg of surface water which is not quite 
correct; only hazardous waste can be dehsted. 

Response: The statement about delistmg wdl be deleted 

p. 5-14: We suggest revlslng the discussion m Section 5 5 3 to explain why hazardous 
waste number F039 is apphcable for the reader In addiaon, if a dehstmg 
approach to the F039 waste present m the ground water or surface water IS 
the mtended course of acoon, it should be fully explained to the reader The 
reference m the first paragraph is not correct as it appears and should be 
fixed 

Response: The text dmussmg F039 waste wrll be deleted 

p. 5-15: In Sechon 5 5 3 reference is made to ground water and surface water ARARs 
wthout mentiomg what the speclfic ARARs are 

Response: The document presentmg draft or potential ARARs for OU 7 wdI be 
referenced m this section. 

p. 5-19: The same comment stated above apphes to Subsechon 5 5.7 2; the ARARs 
need to be ident~ed. 

Response: The document presentmg draft or potenhd ARARs for OU 7 urlll be 
referenced m this semon. 

p. 5-22: Item number 3 in Section 5 6 2 states that d chermcal-speclfic ARARS are not 
exceeded, than leachate collection and treatment is not reqwed. "hs may 
or may not be a true statement dependmg on what the specrfic ARAR is that 
IS bemg &cussed In addhon it is possible that such controls and treatment 
would be required n a  action-speclfic ARARs 
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Response: A statement about possible action-speclfic ARARs  wll be added 

p. 5-25: The discussion at the bottom half of the page needs to be revlsed to reffect 
action-speclfic ARARs as these wll dictate the "action level". 

Response: The text wdl be revlsed to state that action-speafic ARARS may dictate the 
action level. 

p. 5-26: We note that proposed standards are not AR4Rs. In addition, the discussion 
at the bottom of the page under Secuon 5.6 6 should reflect the decision to 
be made under the NCP rule and the M/FS process 

Response: The text wdl be rnodlfied as requested 
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