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 September 3, 2003

Mr. David Geiser

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Long Term Stewardship, EM-51
1000 Independence Ave., SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: PROPOSED PLAN FOR FINAL REMEDIAL ACTION FOR THE

: GROUNDWATER OPERABLE UNIT AT THE CHEMICAL PLANT
AREA OF THE WELDON SPRING SITE, WELDON SPRING, MISSOURI
(August 2003) . ,

and

SUPPORTING EVALUATION FOR THE PROPOSED PLAN FOR FINAL
REMEDIAL ACTION FOR THE GROUNDWATER OPERABLE UNIT AT
THE CHEMICAL PLANT AREA OF THE WELDON SPRING SITE,
WELDON SPRING, MISSOURI (August 2003)

" Dear Mr. Gexser:

The Missouri Department of Natural Resources received the Groundwazer Opersble Unit
(GWOU) Proposed Plan and Supporting Evaluation oo August 4, 2003, for review, comment,
and possible concurrence. We appreciate the opportumity to comment and participate in this -
revicw process. As you know, the state of Missouri has noted we can support the Department of
- Energy’s (DOE) proposal of “monitored natural attenuation” ~ (Jeaving contaminated ground
water in place) but only if some important technical and instihitional conditions have beea
defined. Regrenably, even after contimued coordination between this department and yours, the
Department of Natural Resources can not concur with the proposed ramedial action as presented
in this Proposed Plan because it does not provide adequate protection for Missourians, Too
many important details remain abseat from this plan for our department to provide concorrence
at this ttme. To reiterate this department’s concans, 1 have enclosed a copy of our comments for
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" Mr. David Geiser -~~~

. September 3, 2003
Page2

you to address before contimning with the GWOU Record of Decision, I would liketo -
~ personally bring to your attention scvuﬂvzympom:ismmtm&pmentconmestohave
with the DOE's Proposed Plan,

Monitoring System -
DOE has stated; dus-to the complex hydrological conditions at this site, conventions] and
currently available ipnovative techniques are ineffective in remediating groundwater. :
Complexities included a groundwater divide, karst conduit systems, and palcochannels. These:
. features resulted in a highly complex aquifer with heterogeneous and anisotropic characteristics.
The depertment agrees that these characteristics make conventional treatment difficult at this *
* site, The department also belicves these characteristics maks the need for & detailed monitoring -
system, including vertical monitoring with conservative trigger levels, cven more impértant so
the MNA alternative can be protective of human health and the environment. The Proposed Plan -
does not contain this sort of monitaring system or trigger levels. The department believes if -
appropriate trigger levels are not set prior to finalizing the GWOU Record of Dexision, the
department must have the ability to legally concur with the Remedial Design/Remedial Action ©
report, that defines these details. Since contamination levels at Burgermeister Spring fluctuste
sxguﬁcamly, & comservative, protective plan should also include regular fish tissuc sampling and -
passive treatment of contaminated groundwater currently discharging at Burgmcas::r Spnng.

Federal Facilities Agreem:nt

The department continnes to insist that we become a full partner to ar eppropriately updamd
Federal Facilities Agracment (FFA). The Environmental Protection Ageacy, DOE, and this -
department have all agreed to this in concept. I recommend we use the latest model FFA to
develop a document that all the partics can review, comment on, and agree to, concurrent with
development of the plan to address the groundwater. The revised FFA docoment must bein *
place before or concurrent with execution of the GWOU ROD. This process is consistent with
assurances offered by DOE that the state would become & signatory with enforcement authority
at the signing of the final site ROD. This approach helps ensure that this dcpmmcntmllbeable
to represent the public’s future concams.

LoneoTermStewardship
AsthnmthcﬁnalRODfortmssue,thcacuomormacuonnowmpmpomnghowtoaddms
contaminated groundwater existing on or emanating from this site, are aritical and will continne -
to be for future generations. It is vital that the plan includes the eatablishment of the necessary
institutional controls to inform fixture owners and users of the property adjacent to the eell, as
well as impacted neighbors such as the Missouri Deparguent of Conservation, so as to minimize -
exposure of thosa same individuals to residual radicactive or hazerdons wastes. Such a decision
_is one we do not take Hghtly. In the rapidly growing county of St. Charles, where this siteis
located, useable land andwmmomcsmmnaprmdm Wcantxcxpsteconnnucdgmwth“
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’ Mr. David Geiser
Page3 -

and pressure for “‘clean” and “safe” mtohve,wmkmd/orvmforreaeahon. We must
easure that our decisions today are fully protective for the futare,

' The GWOU ROD must have the Stcwardship Plan incorporated as a major component since the
protectiveness of the remedy is relisnt on long-term stewardship, long-term momitoring, and
long-term maintenance. Adequatz long-term stewardship must include provisions for secure,
long-term fimding for mamtenance, momtozmg and contimied state oversxght along with clear

~ enforcement mnhanty

As stated previously, this department remains concaned about the DOE s Pmposed Plan for
addressing groundwater. We nrust be confident that the plan for long texm monitoring of the
coptaminated groundwater will produce the necessary data to prove © ourselves and the public
that contamination is truly attenuating, and contaminant migration is not creating Tnacceptable
risks to the people who live, wark, and play near the site. DOE is obhmd to achieve this same
goal. :

.Thave compiled & sct of detailed comments that should be addressed before the GWOU ROD. T
you have any questions about the basis, meaning or intent of any of the comments do not hesitate -
to call me at (573) 368-2100, or Robert Geller at (573) 751-3907, inmediately. Wrinen inquiries
may be directed to me at P.O. Box 250, Rolla, MO 65401, or to Mr. Geller at the Hazardous
Wasts Program, P. O. Box 176, Jefferson City, MO. 65102-0176. We look forward to working
with you 10 create an adequate plan for addressing the groundwater contaminstion at the '
Chemical Plant Site that everyone can support with confidence.

Thank you for your attention to this critical matter.
Sincerely,

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY AND RESOURCE ASSESSMENT DIVISION

Mimi R. Garstang, RG f

Director and State Geologist

Director’s Office » Administration Program
573/368-2101

573/368-2111 (Fax)
argarsm(@masil dar stare.mo.us

- MGl

Enclosore
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¢ M. James Gulliford, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency-Region VI

Ms. Pam Thompson, WSSRAP Project Office
Mr. Dan Wall, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency-Region VII -
Weldon Spring Citizens Commnission
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Comments

. Propased PlanfvrﬁnalRemedhlAmnfor&e Groundwater OpernhleUnit ntthe
Chemical Plant Area of the Weldon Spring Site, Weldon Spring, Missouri, Angust 2003

General Comments:

Institutional controls are an integral component of the proposed remedy. Ths department will
not consider the remedy complete or protective until all eomponmts of the remedy are in place,
including institutional contmls

While pot directly related to comments on the plag, the issue of having the state as 2 co-sxgna!ory
to the revised Federal Facility Agreement is vital to assurance of regulstory enforcement of the
ROD and stewardship plan. This will also allow the department to represent future public
concerns.

The Department of Health and Semior Services is committed to regular, offsite, private, drinking

water well momitoring, As discussion progresses on the LTS plan the Department of Natural

Resources will support the need for funding to coptinue this sampling near the WSSRAP. Thc :

MDNR and DHSS believe the DOR must develop a mechanism for funding of private well
sampling in to the future to ensure this commitment is maintained.

The dcpartment believes the GWOU ROD must commit to a fully execated FFA rhatmcludm
the state before the LTS plan is finalized. _

“The department believes the GWOU ROD must identify the State of Missour as hzvmg q:rpmval
authority over the remedial dmgn (RD/RA).

The Departments of Conservation, Health and Senior Services; and Natural Rmurces agree that
fish sampling should be conducted on a regnlar basis to verify conditions are protective. ’l‘lns
. will ensure the public is well informed about the conditions of fish in the area,

Buclosed are comments prepared by the Missouri Department of Conservation. These comments
are submitted and should be addressed in the responsive sammary. ,

The Department of Transportation and this department believe that signs should be erected near
the two culverts under Highway 94 and State Road D. These signs would inform the potential
construction worker of the nced to call the DOE for further information. This comment can be
addressed in the LTM plan.

Detailed Comments:

Comment 1) Page 3, The plan states 1,3,5-TNB is 2 contaminant of concern (COC). Page 10
of the plan lists the ARARs and RBCs. Previous versions of this plan have inctuded a RBC
for 1,3,5-TNB. TmsphnﬁﬂsmmcmdeaRBCfonheCOC 1,3,5-TNB. Please explain this
omission.
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' Comment2) Page 4, Uranium secuon,'lhnplmstam, “Contsmination is primarily limited to
the weathered portion of the shallow aquifer.” The document continues by naming the two
wells cutrently contaminated, MW-3024 and MW-3030. The monitoring well with the
highest concentration of uranium is MW-3024, which is depicted on fignres 2 and A3 as a
well monitoring the unweathered portion of the aquifcr, This suggests that the uranium
contamination is predominantly in the unweathered portion of the Burhngton—Keolmk
Limestone.

Comment 3) Page 5, lastparagaph,Theplmstztn“WmdxsdmgadathgmstaSpmg
then mixes with other surface water and with ponded water in Lake 34." Either in the plan it
is stated that Burgermeister Spring discharge concentrations range from 8. §to 100 pCi/L
This information leads to the question of what impact has this had on fish in Lake 347 The
DOE sampled fish in 1993 but only took fillet samples. The department suggests amnual

. sampling of fish samplatocnmd:epu‘bhczsweﬂ informed about the conditians of ﬁshl.n
the arce. .

Commcnt 4) Page 6, first complete parugraph. The plan states “. . . and no groundwam
contamination anrﬂmtable 1o the Chemical Plant site i3 present sou:h of the divide . .
Although the department understands the purpose of this statement and paragraph, we also e
find this statement potentially misleading. Currently, contaminated groundwater attributable © 3
‘tomechmicalPlammstssomhafmegmundmdividc The contarminated groundwater ~~
in the Southeast Drainage is 2 prime cxample. The department suggests ﬂ:zmﬁummon m
this paragraph be rewritten to reflect this fact. '

Comment 5) Page 8, first part paragraph. The plam states “althdugh the MCL of 5 pg/l was not
sustamned ﬂnou,glmm the plume.”. This statement is misleading since the Interim Action was
not designed to treat TCE throughout the plume. A more accurate statement would be

. “although the MCL of 5 g/l wes not sustained in the treatment area.,” This could be
followed by a brief statement explaining why the MCL was not sustained.

CommentG) Page 9, Figure 7_4Ummnn Contamination Coatour for 2002 st the Chcmml
Plant Area. There are no unweathered wells located cast or southeast of the wranium plumes
illustrated in this figure. It also appears that the plume drawn around MW-3024 incorporates

" data from weathered zone wells with data from MW-3024, an unweathered zone well. The

justification of this is not clear, particularly in light of the fact that the two zones exhibit .
different characteristics: e.g., the weathered zone well, MW-3025, adjacent to MW-3024 has
a higher water lovel and lower uranium concentration than MW-3024. Additional o
uaweathered wells are required in these locations to fixther characterize the horizontal and
vertical exteqt of uranium contamination,

Comment7) Page 11, ﬁ:stocmplmpamgmph. The plan states “These ]JCs would be
indefinite-term licenses, easements, or permits, as applicable.” The State of Missouri
recommends the DOE include the State Registry in this list of ICs. As part of the ICs :
available, DOE can volunteer to be included on the registry or the department can place aress
of this site on the registry.
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S Comment §) PagelS first complete paragraph. Conhngmuamd@ﬁnedmthupmgmph. :
The DOE bes previously committed to conducting fish sampling as a contingency if uranium
concentrations «t Burgermeister Spring reach the historical nghs that occurred during the

timeframe of the bio-Ouptake sampling efforts. This contingency should be added to this
‘paragraph. Generic language would be appropriate.

Comment 9) Page 15, sccond column, first part paragraph. The plan states “Active treatment
.alternatives have been investigated and determined to be ineffective.” Tlnss&:munisnm
factnal. Active treatment of TCE was proven to be effective at the pilot scale. Localized
treatment of TCE is effective. The department suggesta rewording this sentencs to include
localized treatment of TCE is effective and hot spot treatment is predicted to be effective.

Comment 10) Page 15, second complete paragraph. The department does not agree with the
design as detadedmtherd’erenced gupporting evaluation report. Plaserefcrto the detailed
comments on the supporting cvaluancnrepon. :

Comment 11) Appendix A, This version of the plan does not contzin 2 contaminant contour
mapforﬂ:eCOC 1,3,5-TNB. Please explain this omission.
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w .  Comments .
‘ 8/27/2003 :
Snpportmg Evaluation for the Proposed Plan for Final Remedial Action for
the Groundwater Operable Unit at the Chemical Plan. Areg of the Weldon
Spnng Site, Weldon Spring, Missouri

" General Comments:

Several of the plan’s proposed action levels and the mmber and location of monitoring locations
are unacceptable, Since the shallow groundwater system is hydrogeologically complex, = :
additional monitoring wells beyond those proposed will be needed to provide a comprehensive

and acceptable monitoring system. More conservative rigger levels are needed in several '
instances to provide a factor of safety in this complex hydrogeological environment to be fully
protective on human health and the envmmnmt

Detaﬂed Commmts-

Comment 1)  Section 2.1.1 Groundwazez, page 5. Theco.n:ammantsof ooncanhstodmthc

fixst paragraph do not match the COCs listed in the proposed plan. The nitroaromatic '

" compound 1,3,5-trinitrobenzene (1,3,5-TNB) is Listed as 2 COC in the proposed plan buthes = -
been omitted in the supporting evaluation. Plesse explain this discrepancy and omission. -

Comment Z) Fxgursz.ltﬁroughzs This version of the evalnation does ot contain a
_contmnmanteontonrmapforthecoc 1,3,5TNB. Please explain this omission.

Comment 3) Page 5, Socnnnz.l 1 Groundwater, ThcdocumentmfmsmﬁgmasZ.Zthmugh
* 2.7 to depict locations exceeding water quality standards or risk-based concentrations
(RBCs). These fignres only depict the harizontal extent of contamination. Please include
- AP representing the three dimensional extent of contamrination. From our understanding,
- - DOE has had the information to produce these maps since the Remedial Investigation, except
‘ for the TCE. Additional monitoring will be nceded to define TCE vertical extent. In =~
addition, citizens at the PP public meeting requested these three dimensional maps

Comment 4) Page 13, fonrthpm-agmph. The document states “Uranjum contamination occirs -
predominantly on the Cheical Plan sitc in the weathered unit of the Burlington-Keokuk -
Limestoue.” The document continues by naming the two wells currently contaminated, MW-

© 3024 and MW-3030. The monitoring well with the highest concentration of uranium is MW-
3024 which is depicted on figures 2.1 and 2.4 as a well constructed in the onweathered
portion of the aquifer. Tlnssuggmthatmnmcommmnonmpmdommmuymm
unweathered uait of the Burlington-Keokuk Limestone,

: CommemS) Page 14, Section 2.1.2 Spring Wates, The lnstscntenceafthzssecuonmthn.
“Nitrate and TCE were not detected in this spring” According t the recorda provide to this
dq:arhncmbyﬂ:eDOE,n{mwudateaedeP-SBMdmngmoz These detections were
belowﬂ;cMCLofIOpg/L
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Comment 6) The document states “Water discharged at Burgermeister Spring then mixes with
other surface water and with ponded water in Lake 34.” Elsewhere in the plan it is stated that
' Burgermeister Spring discharges urantum concentrations that range from 8.6 to0 100 pCill
" This irformation brings info question what impact this has had on fish in Lake 34. The DOE
sampled fish in 1993 but only analyzed fillet samples. The department suggests anmual
analysis of whole fish samples to ensure that the public is well informed sbout the conditions
of fish in the stream receiving impacted groundwater from the site,

Comment 7) Pages 15-17, last paragraph on page 15. Page 15, Section 2.2.1 Geology and
Hydrogeology, last complete paragraph, The statement that “no groundwater contamination
attributable to the Chemical Plant site is present south of the divide therefore there is no -
groundwater component to the contamination present in the downgradient springs™ is not -

by 2002 sampling results from SP-5304. Uranium sampling data from SP-5304 in

. 2002 ranged from between 9.4 and 103 pCi/l (Section 2.1.2 Spring Water). Also in 2002
‘there were detections of 2,4,6-trinitrototuene (2,4,6-TNT) in SP-5304. Another statemnent in
the same paragraph (“springs in the Southeast Dramage act as end points of direct (emphasis
added) sroundwater transport for the Chemical Plant Area and provide ideal locations for
momitoring groundwater contamination”) contradicts the preceding quote. The department
suggests the information in this paragraph be rewritten to reflect this fact '

Comment 8) Section 3.1.2 Results of the Field Studics, paragraph three, page 30. The last

sentence of this paragraph has been significantly revised sinec the March 2003 draft
* Proposed Plan, For example, in the draft document it js stated that extracting water from the

more Tansmissive partions of the shallow aquifcr would effectively remediate the =
groundwater in this area. In the August 2003 revision of the Proposed Plan the term :
“effcctively remediate” has been changed to “remove” and “this area” has been changed to “a
gmall discrete area”. Actually, the capture area illustrated by the DOE during the additional -
field study was quite large. We suggest future explanations of the field study be more
factual.

Comment 9) Page 38, last paragraph, The document states “It was envisioned in the IROD that
two sews of wells and two injections would achicve the MCL.” The department disagrees
with this interpretation of the IROD. The IROD states “the need for the installation of

. approximately two sets of nested application or mjection weils, with multiple rounds (at Jeast
two) of chemical reagent application.” The tczms “two sets of nested application or mjection
wells” referred to two rows of several injection wells that may have included many more -
wells than just two, Also the IROD refers to multiple rounds of chemical applcation. Two
rounds were considered & minimum, . ‘

. Comment 10) Page 49, Section 3.5.2 Evaluation of ICs for Application at the Chemical Plant
Area, Institntional controls are an integral component of the proposed remedy. The
department will not consider the remedy complete or protective until all components of the
temedy are in place, mchuding institational controls. ’ '

Comment 11) Page 49, Section 3.5.2 Evalustian of ICs for Application at the Cherzical Plant
Arca, The State of Missouri recommends the DOE include the State Registry as a visble ICs,
As paxt of the ICs available, DOE can volunteer to be inchided on the registry or the
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W canplaoomofﬂnsmeontheregistry Th:swouldbecamderedasmadded
hyﬁrmthsICSthatwouldbexmplcmcaud.

L Commmtll)?ageS? Secuon431Desa1pnon,thndpmmh,Thelastmﬂcewnmmsa ,
typographmlm Section 3.1.2.1 does not exist. -

Comment 13) Page 65, Section 52 PROPOSED PERFORMANCE MONITORING
. STRATEQGY, last paragraph, The document states “For uranium, the contingencies include
- additional fish sampling at Lake 34.". This statement is not reflected in Table 53 as a

OOW

Comment 14) Page 67, Table 5.1, Accordmg to the table, 8 previously proposed unweathered-
zone well, UW-2 (to be located ncar MW-3034) was deleted from this monitoring plan. The
identified unweathered-zone well, UW-1 (originally to be located near eausnng well MW-
4031) has now, according to this table, been relocated to the MW-4037 area in the leading
cdge of the TCE plume. Without these wells in the hi@st TCE concentration areas, a
remedial objective of MNA, to verify that vertical expansion of the TCE plume is not
occurting, cannot be accomplished. The previous agreement of the technical review team
was to install two new maweathered monitoring wells, ‘onc adjacent to MW-4031 and one -
next to MW-3034. These new wells are necessary to propedy delineate the vertical extent of B
TCE contamination and will help fulfill Objective A, DOE should take the appropriatc -

: preomhondmingmsmﬂmmto minfmize migration causedbyunpmpqmstallanon
techniques.

Comment 15) Table 5.1, In scveral places this teble states “,..if TCE coneenh-aﬁous in the
" center of the plume have dissipated to <300 pg/L”. In all occurrences, the d:parhnmt
- believes a more appropriate level to be <50 pg/l.

Coniment 16) Page 70, The proposed Objective C trigger of 75 pg/l TCE at monitoring well W-
1 is unacceptable. This trigger should be 10 pg/l at this location. Th:]n-s:tu Chemical
Oxidation (ICO) hot spot trigger should also be 10 pg/l.

Comment 17) Page 71, The proposed Objective C trigger mncemraﬁonatMWS-I,ZO‘pg/l is
. unacceptably high. A more approprisre trigger concentration for MWS-1 located at the
federal property boundary would be a more protective concentration level of S pg/l (the
MCL).

Comment 18) Page 72, Trigger Concentration or Event Colummn, The word “well” should be
“spring”. ‘

Comment 19) Pagz 75, Table 5.2, No characterization (Objective A) wells are included in this
table to canfirm the extent of the nitrate plome in the vertical direction. Without these wells
beneath the highest nitrate concentration areas, a remedial objective of MNA, to verify that
the vertical expansion of the nitratc plume is not occuming, cannot be accomplished, -
Monitoring wells 3024, 3026, and 4011 are all nitrate contaminated wells screened in the
unweathered zone. The depumnentmommds installation of three wells in the ,
unweathered portion at location bencath MW-3024, MW-3026, and MW-4011. These, in -
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/ addition to newmmitoungwdlsmted at MW-4031 and MW-3034, will beusedmhdp
delineate the mitrate contamination in the unweathered zone. DOE should take the
appmpnampreomdemngmstzﬂauanmmmmnumgmon amsedbynnpmpu
installation techmiques. .

Comment 20) Page 75, Table 5.2, Trigger Concentration or Bvent coluzag, b. (1), The proposed
trigger concentration of 1,500 mg/l is too kigh. A more appropriate concentration would be
1,000 mg/. If the concentration exceeds 1 ,000 mg/1 the probability that MNA standard -
Objecnch is being accomplished wm:ldbe in doubt.

Comment 21) Page 75, Table 5.2 Preliminery MNA Performance Momtoring for Nitrate,
Trigger Concentrations of Event columm, b. (2), The proposed trigger of 1,000 mg/1 (average
of the high three concentrations) in this plan is too high. The MINA timeframes should be
recalculated if the average ofthehlgh three eonsectmvc concentrations exceeds 600 mg/l.

Comment 22) Page 77, Table 5.2, Two weﬂs, MW-3026 and MW-4011 are listed as wells that
-monitor the nawesthered bedrock vnit. These unweathered ynit wells show nitrate T
 concentrations ranging from approximately 100 to 200 mg/l. If contsminants exist i the
unweathered unit, appropriate monitaring locations within the unweathered unit should be
included in tlmplantomcm‘aorforpomal spreading of these plumes.

Comment 23) Page 78, Table 52, An additional Objective C well {s necessary to monitor the
leading edge of nitrate contamination as it migrates off-site. This well shounild be located to =
the north of the plume aud north of MW-4013 Further discussion on the specific location of
this well is nooded. . ‘

Comment 24) Page 78, Table 52, The Objective C monitoring well tnggcns \macccptablc
The trigger should be 10 mg/l instead of the proposed 500 mg/l. . -

Comment 25) Page 79, Tablc 5.2, The Objective D spring trigger is maeecptable. The tnggcr
should be 10 mg/ instead of the proposed IOOmyl

Comment 26) Page 81, Table 5.3, Table S3 Preliminary MNA Performance Monitoring for
Urenium. The table does not include Objective A characterization monitoring wells. Three
new wells in the unwesthered portion are required at the location of MW-3024 and MW-
3030 southesast of MW-3024. These will be used to help delineate the uranium :
contamination. The plan must include un-impacted monitoring points in the unweathered
zone (for each of tha two plumes) bencath the areas of highest urantam concentration. DOE
should take the appropriated precantion during installation to minimize migration caused by

: mpmopa installation techmiques.

Comment 27) Page 81, Table 5.3, The Objective B trigger is unacceptable. The tngg:shuuld
be IOOpCﬂmanmmlnsmdofthepmposedBOOPCi/l. No basis for the trigger

concentration of 300 pCi/l is provided in this plen and the departrment does not consider 300

pCi/l & reasonsble trigger concentration. Based upon historical records the Jower

concentration of 100 pCi/l is appropriate. Altematively, methesamctcstngenmthcﬁm
’ - tier, to determine trigger concentretions for Objective B wells.
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CommentZS) Page 81, 'I'able 5.3, If the unexpected high wnzmmonofB()OpCdlocmfor
twoeonseuqumasthhconﬁmmymplmgammacuvempmnﬂnn -
recalculating MNA timeframes should be required. Some suggestions include: 1) determine
whyoancam-anonsaremmmgupwBOOpCﬂl.Z)mcvalnatcmdpossihlychzngetheme
model; and 3) inkugamPosiblcmknownorm—remdmed sources of contamination. -

' Comment 29) Page 81, Table 5.3, Another contingency action should be added to the second tier
- for Objective B wells Because the size of the plume directly affects the MNA timeframe
calmlzhon. the eommgency action of recalcnlating MNA timeframes should be initiated if
the size of the contaminant plume changes significsntly,

Comment 30) Page 81, Table 5.3, An unweathered-zone well MW-3024 and a weathered-zone
well MW-3030 are both Objective-B wells for uranium monitoring. The two wells are
- monitoring different bedrock units, uaweathered and weathered. This is another reason why-
additional upweathered=zone wells beneath both wanium plumes are necessary to fully .
delineate the vemml extent of wranium contamination.

Comment 31) Page 81, Table 5.3, For locations consistently below S pCi/l, the trigger
concentration should be 15 pCi/l instead of 20 pCi/l (the MCL.) Such a significant increase
- in concentration should be evaluated before the MCL is reached. Sexting the trigger =
concentration below the MCL would be consistent with the mAmmritoringplanforTCB

Comment 32) Page 82, Table 5.3, The Objective C trigger is tmacoeptable. The tngger ghould
be 20 pCi/l uranium instead of the pmposed 100 pCi/l.

Comment 33) Page 82, Table 5.3, The praposed second-ter trigger conoentration for the springs
" " at 300 pCi/l is fifteen times the MCL at this point of exposure. A trigger conceatration of
100 pCi/l, though higher than the MCL, is reasonable, based on recent sampling results and is
more protective than the proposed concentration. - ,

Comment 34) Page 83, Table 5.3, Only estiblished TCE and Nitrate Objective F weils are
: proposed for uranium Objective F wells, A weathered well should be installed north of MW-
3024 for this objective becanse there is tnsufficient coverage in this area.

Comment 35) Page 84, Table 5.4, No Objective A wells (unweathered-zone wells) arc proposed
in this plan. One MINA remedial objective, to verify vertical expansion of the nitroaromatic
plhuma is ot occurring, cannot be accomplished unless unweathered Objective A wells are
located in the areas of fitroaramatic cogtamination near MW-2012,

Comment 36) Page 87, Table 5.4, Contingency Acuom, Because B-2 wells are discussed on this
page, it is suspected that “B-1" inchuded here shonld be “B-2". In the response to this
comment the error was acknowledged,hztitwmmtconwbdinAugustZOOB Snppnmug

~ Evaluation.

Comment 37) Why arc all tdggm based on 2.4-DNTvand not any of the other nitroaromatics?
Commenxt 38) Review trigger levels for mitroaramatics! ‘
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Comment 39) Page 91, Table 5.4, Table54Pre1mmryhmAP=ﬁmmceMmamgfor
N1troaromancComponnds,MonitonngWencnlumn.pa¢e91 No springs in the Southeast
Drainage are proposed for aitroaromatic monitoring. Monitoring for nitroaromatic
compounds at springs in the Sontheast Drainage should be included, Nitroaromatic
compounds are co-located with uranfum in the lower springs (SP-5303 and SP-5304). The
department understands that the DOE has previously committed to sampling for
wnmmmdfmmmmmccompomdsmthsm%m&eymwlomd
wxﬂammum.

Comment 40) Page 92, Table 5.4, ThmarenoproposedObjecuveF wells Jocated east of the
dzsposalccll,speaﬁca!lymtthrogPondm Objective F well(s) should be added in this

area.
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