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BE IT REMEMBERED, that on the 25th day

of August, 1999 the above-entitled matter came up for .

public meeting at the Weldon Spring Site Remedial

Action Project, 7295 Highway 94, County of St.

Charles, State of Missouri, and the following

proceedings were had:




MODERATOR kELLEY: Good evening and
welcome to the Weldon Spring Site Remedial Action
Project. My name 1is Rickaelley and i’ll serve. as
your moderetor this evening.

The purpose of the meeting this evening
is to infofm\the public of the proposed plan for
remedial action for fhe groundwater operable unit at
the Weldon Spring site and,te entertain questions.
Following ehis meeting and a formal comment period,
the final outcome will be a Record of Decision for
the groundwater‘remedial action at the Weldon Spring
site;

Before we begiﬁ, I'd like to go.oyer a
few housekeeping items. First of all, we have two
‘exits 1in this room. We have one here at the front
and one at the back. The front, all do you is exit
out and go down the haliway_that I think most of you
‘came iﬁ and go out tﬁe doors to the parking lot. To
this door you make an immediate right, go out two
doore and you'il be outside the building just in case
we have to exit the building.e The ladies’ room and
the men’s room is down this hallway to your right.
And emdking is not permitted in this building.

Becausevthis is a public meeting

sponsored by the U.S. Department of Energy, we must




conform tb specific fedgral regulations. And it may
seem somewhat formal but it has to be that case
because we have to state thihgs in the public record.
In order to make sure that the tfanscription is

accurate, we.are taping, transcribing the results of

this meeting, the comments of this meeting and also

we're tapebrecording it. Copies of the transcriptien
will be available to the public upon request. And
just please ask any of us if YOu wish to have a copy
of the transcription.

The agenda for this meeting this evening
will consist of rémarks from Dan Wall. Dan is the
remedial project manager in the Superfund division.of
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Dan is
right here.

Steve McCracken. Steve 1is the
Debartment of Energy project manager at Weldon-
Spring. Steve, raise your hand righ;'there.

Then we have as an overview of the
proposed plan will be presented by Becky Cato. Beqky
is theimanager of the groundwater operable unit.
Becky. |

I'll get to the others in just a second.

But following our speakers’ remarks, a panel which

'sits in front of you, will answer questions and




respond tb comments. So I wduld ask that you hold’
your questions until that portion of thé program.

Panel membefs ére Steve McCracken,.Becky
Cato, Dan. Wall, whom you just met. And Mary Picel,
Mary is the project leader for Argonne National

Laboratory which serves as a technical advisor to our

project. There’s Mary. And with her is Dave
Tomasko. Dave is a hydrologist with Argonne National
Laboratory.

Now there are a couble of ways that we
can enteftain questions this evening. You may raise
your hand if you have a question or comment and‘I
will recognize you as promptly as I can. Oor yoﬁ may
write your questions on a‘quesbion form that was
available to you as you came in. And if you need
séme of these, we have some here, just raise your
'handu These question forms wiil‘be collected and. be
handed to me. and your questions will be asked. And
if you need those forms, Bob Jaeckél has them and Ann
Morrison right over here. So just let us know.

And to ﬁake‘sure all comments and
questions will be addressed this evening, we had
placed'a two-minute liﬁit on each question or comment
so that everyone can be repfesented, but I think with

the crowd that we have, we might be able to waive




that somewhat. You may ask your questions and ask as
many as you would like; however, I woula ask that
other people be given consideration. So if you do
have a follow-up or a secona.question, that you wait
for everyone so everyone has an opportunity to ask
their question this evening.-

And when you speak, please give your
full namé,lthe name of your organization and your .
affiliation, and speak so that you can speak loudly
énd cleariy so that it will come across on our
transcription and that‘eQeryone can hear what you
have to say.,

Comments received this evening or
written comments postmarked on or before September
the 1st, 1999 will be considered iﬂ the
decision-making process. Information as to where you.
can send these comments>is inciuded in your prograﬁ
which was at the front of the room when you came in.
Does anyone need progfams? Okay.

| I think we’re going to proceed with the
opening comments. And first oﬁ our list to make
comments -- we're going to deviate a little bit from
the program -- we’re going to have Dan Wall. Dan.

MR. WALL: Surprised me. |

MODERATOR KELLEY: Jump right in.




MR. WALL: Let’s see. Just given the
nature of the meetingi-— well, I'm with the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency Region 7 office in
Kansas City. And given’the nature of the meeting I
thought it would be appropriate just to make a few,‘
comments.abbut'EPA's role in this process.

Basicaily it’s our job to 1oek over the
DOE’s shoglder so to speek or work with them as we
can to make sure that they propose cleanup actions
that afe‘coneistent with.CERCLA which stands for the
Comprehenéive Environmental Response Compensation and
Liability Act of -- what 1is ie ‘87 or -- anyway it’'s
more commonly referred to as Superfund because that'’s
kind of difficult to say. We also“have the‘National
Contingency Plan which is the implemented regulation
for that in a series of policies and guidances thch
help us interpret that.

So I’'ve been invoived on this since the
start. And groundwater, decisions with regard to
groundwater are inherently generally‘the most
difficult ones to make. I meah’we'reAdealing with
more unceitainties. We're dealing with more inferred
information. We're relying.more on models and
greater technoiogical limitatiens. Lots of things

that you don’t generally have to face if you’re




dealing with source control actions.

So groundwater decisions; it’s not
uncommon. for them to take more timé and occur léter
on than the initial decisions.

What the National Contingency Plan does

say about making groundwater decisions, I’'m going to

really oversimplify and paraphrase. But generally

speaking the expectation is that we restore
potentially usable groundwater to its beneficial ‘uses

or potentially beneficial uses wherever it’s

‘'reasonable or practical to do so.

And that’s subject to a lot of
interpretation. You know, what’sjpotentially usable

groundwater, what are its beneficial uses, what'’s

‘reasonable and practicable to do. But we do have

r

lots of guidance along those lines ;hat we fall back
on developed by policy makers who try to impose a
certain amount of consistency on these decisions and
tell us what ; good and appropriate way to spend
monéy on these things is.

So I’ve been working with the DOE. on
this, and I'm convincedvthat the proppsal that Wiil
be presented and is contained in this plan is a

reasoned, balanced judgment that’s consistent with

" CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan. It doesn’t




mean everybody that was involved with this matter is
100 percent satisfied with everything that’s been
decided, but I think it’s a supportable plan.

The other thing I would just like to say
is that‘Mary Halliday, I see you’'re -out thefe. She
said somethin§ last week that kind of disturbed me in
ehae she iudiested ehat she Falt thet CHis @as-s
sudden decision and we were rushing into this thing.

| And I'd just like to say I‘m sorry‘that
you have that impression and I hope that’s feally not
too widespread an impression. I mean we’ve been
studying this and trying to frame this problem'for
literally years and yéars; .Gathering data, putting
in wells, running calculations, studying
technologies. So I don’t think this is a snap
decision by any meéns and it's unfortunafe that maybe
that impression might be out i |

Ms- HALLLIDAY: It’s not a concern.

'MR. WALL: kaay.

MR. MCCRACKEN: You’ve got to say that.
I’ﬁ éoing to answer it too.

MR. WALL: So with that I’m done.

MODERATOR KELLEY: Thank you, Dan.
Thanks for being with us and thanks for youxr

comment;s s
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Next with opening remarks is the
Department of Energy project manager, Steve
McCracken.

MR. MCCRACKEN: First of all, I have one
thing that«i want to clarify. In a letter that I
received from Bob Geller with the Missouri Departhent
of Natural Resources I guess it was some time in
June, he had suggested that we send special
invitations to some of the people in the vicinity of
this site,;namely‘ﬁhe ones that I think health
department has been monitoring'their wélls foi years.
And it all began as a result of this project.

I told Bob earlier and for the record
that I.had.forgotten to do fhat. We tried ecoxrrect. it
in the iast couple days, we couldn’t get that done.
So what.my commitment to Bob and to this meeting is
that we will éet with those people in the next couple
days and tell them what the results of ﬁhis meeting
are or whgt was said. And I hope that Qay we can
take care of thatlthing that I férgot to do.

‘There's a few-things thaﬁ I was aéked to
dé. One is to talk very briefly about the status of
the work which I will. And then try to frame the
issues that we believe there’s not yet consensus on

or that the consensus 1s questionable and try to talk
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about those a little bit. Andithen I'll turn it over
to Becky to tdlk about the proposed plan.

As far as the status of the wqu, most
people here know that as it’s related to the quarry,
we will be'backfilling ﬁhe quarry within the next
year and a half where really it’s not a high ériority
to us and we will do that as the funds are availabie.
and not needed for things up hére ét the site that
would keep this work on track. But that will be done
probably\dver the next year and a half or so. We’ll:
rémove all the facilities down'the;e and backfill the
quarry so that it drains naturally. .

We will also be installing the trench I
hope this winter. Is it this winter, - Yvonne? This
fall and winter so that we canfbegin'thevpilot test
for determining the practicality or feasibility of
puhp and treat in the quarry for groundwatef.

As far as the site, I really just want
to use next year as a reference for whefe we are. By
the end 6f next year we will have all the waste iﬁ
thé_disposél'cell, we will have it completely covered
with clean material. Facilities like the site water
treaﬁment plant will be goﬁe. The one little
building that we have out back, Building 434, will be

gone.
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And thenlthete?s o;her things that are.
peripheral to that. But even under the worét funding
scenario that we have seen, we will accomplish at
leaét that. And that’s important. Because that
means that all the waste will essentially be in the
disposél céll by the end of next year and covered.

The only exception'to that wbuld be the
gquarry water treatment plant which we will continue

_to operate throughout the pilot test, and then that

would be dismantled and éhipped off-site probably to

Clive, Utah or wherever. we have to go to get rid of
the small amount of contaminated material that would
‘be generated as a resuit of that cleanup operation.
Now as far as future use goes, as most
of you know we met a few weeks ago and laid out the
pian for '‘everybody that we hope to -- how we hope to
leave the site. And, namely; that’s with the
interpretation center that we would 5uild, access to
the disposal area via é platform that would be up on
top of the disposal cell, and'then»po connect that,
with the help of the state, connect that into ﬁhe
Katy trail and the new Busch Wildlife‘Center. Tbe
idea being that with.tﬁat they’1l1l all wqu together
to,attréct people and achieve understanding abput

what’s been done here.
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Another neat ;hing of that is that it
also allows us to put in exhibits about the whole
history of this area all the way back to the tan$ of
Howell, Hamburg and Toonerville which Dan Brown will
contribute to with all the displays and things that
‘he haé. I don’t know if you’ve seen them‘but they‘re
‘extensive. We’ll try get the.Army to provide us
'something related to the ordnance works operations
and the cleanup that tgey did. And then of course
the uranium ore processing.plant operations in the
fifties and sixties followed bylour cleanup, and
‘finally the primary exhibit which would be the
dis?osal,facility itself. And an explanation of what
that thing is about.

I am absolutely convinced that that'’s
going to be a very good thing to do. & mean it’s: how
we leavé hére'that people are going to remember us.
And we want to be remembered as having done what-wev
needed to do to exit the site and have a good
communication strategy when we do that, and that’s
what I see that doing.

Néw as far as issues where consensus is
still in question, when I say consenéué I mean
between the DOE, the state, the EPA, our Citizens’

Commission.
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There are two things that I wiil go
ahead and recognize as‘where I think consensus is
still in question. I think it will certainly be.
talked about more as we go along.

One ié-the feasibility or practicality
of a pump and treat operation to treat the nitrates
and other contaminants that may be -- that are in the
chémical plant area. I'm-not going to really talk
ab§ut that except to.rébognize it is an issue because
Becky is going to get into that a lot and I’'m sure
we’ll talk about it more after that.

The other issue where consensus is still
in question is the issue of stewardship and long term
institutional care. That is unreéolvéd in my mingd,
but we are making\progfeés I hbpe. What I would like
to do is just summarize the things that we have done
and particularly the things that we’ve done in the
last couple of weeks just to havé that in the reécord.

First of all, as far as what is
stewardship; stewardship is éood long term care of

areas not suitable for free release. In other words,

taking care of what we leave behind. That mean the
disposal facility itself. It means any impacted

areas that you cannot release for free release for

any use. It’s taking care of that stuff. That'’s
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what stewardship is about.

As it relates to this meeting,
stewardship is a broadertissué than this action
alone. In other words, this action is about
groundwater. Stewardship is biggér than‘thaﬁ. It’s
about the other Records of Decision that we’'ve made
and -how are we going to assure the long term care of
the things that are already caught in other-Records
of Decision. |

I think though thaﬁ the concernvis

that -- this is on many pedple's part -- and I'm.

saying this just to get things on the table the way I

think that they are, the concern ‘is in some people’s

" mind that this is the last chance to make stewardship

an enforceable requirement. So that’s why it’s being

held up as an important issue now.

“Now we held a meeting last week, I think

it was August the iath. We looked at what‘are the
eleménts of stewardship, are they covered under the
CERCLA procéss already, and therefore enforceable."
We found that many of the elements of
stewardship are already under CERCLA and are thus
enforceable. That.includes operatioﬁs and
mainténance, institutional control, performance

monitoring and performance reporting. That does not
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though say whaﬁ those things would consist of and
whether peoble would be satisfied. It simply makes
them a requirement to do.

I think in our meeting we did -- at
leést in my mind I concluded that community outreach
was probably not covered in aﬁ'enforceable way .
Probably in my mind too,‘thougﬁ, that’s.the least of
the issues.. I think wé?re.goiﬁg to cover that one
pretty good before we leave here.

Now where we afe now today is that this
proposed plan and ulﬁimately this Record of Deciéioh.
will conta;n language that requires spewardship
planning for this Record of Decision and previous
Records of Decision. Wefvé made a statement in the
ﬁroposed plan #o ﬁhat effect. - That would be also
included in the proposed plgn.

This Record of Decision will also
contain lénguage that establishes the institutional
control scope for impacted Qroundwate; at the
chemical plant. In other words, what we will say is
-that we will establish institutional controls that
preclude the use of the éroundwater for any purpose.
And that - - well, as long as it’s_impacted
groundwater. And that DOE will enter into

discussions with landowners adjacent to us, namely,
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the Depértment of the Armf and'fhe Department of
Conservation,.to put in plaée similar institutional
contrbls for their land under which the groundwater
is impaéted by our site.

In addition to that, we said that -- by

the way, that’s in a letter that I sent to everybody

that was in the meeting last week. I don’t know if
you’ve gotten it yet. I just sent it out a couple of
days ago. If‘you haven’t seen it you will.

We also said in that.letter I think that

P

it was either by Septeﬁbér the 7th or September the
8th we will issue a stfaw ﬁah proposal which will
define the scope and schedule for{institﬁtional
controls ;hat are required to cover other Records of
Decision._ We havelalready made a iot of progress in
putting that together and we’ll be sending that to
you as soon as we can. | |

Now having said all those things, what'’s
my take on this, in other‘wordé,lwhat do I think is
" still the issue. Well, there’s three things. |
First of ‘all, my take on things is that:
.étewardshib planning.should and will be an on-going,
highly visible process that takes advantage of the
'time that‘we have now and the end of<the project in

order to make sure that it’s complete.
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I think that it’s clear that delaying
the Record of Decision has CERCLA implications that
need to be dealt with, and I think that there(will
conﬁinue to be concern until the full scope of
étewardship is defined. In other words, I don't
think that what we’ve done has really solved the
issue or achieved consensus. I do hope that people
‘agree that some progress has been made. I‘'m not
‘naive enough to think that that has satisfied
everybody’s concern.

There are a number of issues that are

going to -have to be dealt with in order to have a

good stewardship plan. For one Ehing; we don’t even-

. really have a good agreement on what constitutes an .- .

impacted property. We’'re going to have to do that.
We haven’'t dealt with things, nor do I know how we

will deal with consensus on long term funding

assurance, things like that. So it’s not going to be

easy, and I doﬁ't want to lead anybody to believe
that I think that we’ve solved everybody’s concern
because I don’t believe that we have. But I hope
that we’ve made progress. That’s what wé want to

continue to do.

Now I’'m not going to talk any more about

stewardship. It will probably come up again before
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" the evening is‘over, but I did want to try to
summarize what I'think has gone on in the last couple
of days and things that will be in ‘the Record of
Decision that we're going to issue.

Now to lead into Bgcky, one thing that I
would like to say is that I think that what we, what
we, meaning the DOE the EPA, the state and'the
public, have accomplished and the decisions we made
years ago were really good ones. And the best
decision we made I think in’1987 was to come to agree
on how to proceed.

And basically what thatbagreement
consisted of is what can we do right away, you know, -
to stabilize the site, get that stuff 6ut of the-
quarry, start the buildings coming dowh, to agree on
how we would finally get t§ a Qaste treatment and
disposal solution which we aid in 1993. And we’'d
already made -- I think it waé 1993 -- and we had
already made substantial progress invthe‘work beéause

of the idea of getting started with things that made

sense.
And,.finally, we -- and I think made a
very good decision -- to'take,groundwater and make
'thét last. Because we all know that that’s a very

difficult thing to make decisions on. I think that
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leaving groundwater for now wés a goéd idea. The
reason I think that is for the reasons I’'ve said.
It’s a hard thing to make decisions on. It requires
more work than anything else, pérticularly if the
result ‘is ndt going to be to return the groundwater
to its original conditién.'

Making decisions that involve total
cleapup are relatively easy to make --'well, I
wouldn’t -- they were tough to make. But making
decisions that would fall short of that are hard to
make and the result -- and by putting it as a
separate décision, look at where we are.

I mean where we are is nearly compiete
with removal and safe storage of all thé

contamination that was -- basically all the

contamination that existed at this site. And I think

that we should never lose sight of that, even though

I know that we still have some disagreement over

groundwater.

Now, Mary, I did not know that Dan had
been listening to what you said, but I was too; And
you’d made a comment that you felt that we had -- you
weren’t sure that we hadn’t rushed this thing. And

I've worked on this today, I'm going to show it

whether you say you’re still concerned or not.
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Because I'm pretty proud of my ability to use my
computer and I’ﬁ not going to not show it.

To give you some idea, I was tryiné to
figure out how to sth you what our time line has
"been. And these dates are not 100 percent accuréte.
but I think théy're cloée. Our original time line
had us completing the feasibility stﬁdies aﬁd the-
proposed plan some time around the first of '98. For
various reasons here we are in Aﬁgust of 1999 and
we’'re just no& getting to that. And a lot of those
were good reasons, and I think they contributed to
the completeness of wha; we’ve done.

Origiﬁally we were doing a joint
proposed plan and feasibility study with the Army.
We decideé to separate those activities. I don’t
even remember why we decided to separate them any
more. But nobody complained at ﬁhe time, and so we
did that. That slowed us down a little bit.

With the first draft finaliand the
feasibility study and the propoéed plan,. the EPA --
we say the EPA requested, but I really think that
there was, probably a lot of consensus on that, and
that is, that we decouple the feasibility study‘and
proposed plan. In other words, guit submitting them

both at the same time and start submitting them

I3
'
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separately. To also perfodo¥m pump tests and to
re-evalﬁate technologies, Qne of them specifically to
address TCE, trichlorethylene. When we issued the
final feasibility study, it incorporated the pump
tests. results and also evaluated the feasibility of
grounawéter extraction. |

Somewhere along there we also agreed to
issue a feasibility study supplement iﬁ order to do a.
better analysis of pump'and treat aﬁd MNA which is an
acronym fqr monitor natural attenuation.

Finally, we .issued what we called the
draft final proposed plan. I think in the last
meeﬁing that we had that we agreed that there were no
more feasibility studies required,‘but we also
realized that we’'re still apartlon the issue of
feasibili:y of pump and ﬁréat.

So we didn’'t really rush into this thing
in my mind. We spent a lot of time at it.. Whether
this was really too optimistic in the first place I
don’'t know. But it seems like we have done qﬁite a
few things to try to at least come closer together on
the issues. So --

MS. HALLIDAY: AThank you.

MR. MCCRACKEN: It’'s a good picture.

And if you want a copy of it I’'d be happy to give
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anybody here a .copy of it. That’s all I’ve got to

say. I think with that I‘11 turn it over to Rick who

will turn it over to Becky.

MODERATOR KELLEY:  Thank you, Steve, for
your comments. And I think it was a .wonderfully
prepared graph.

MR. MCCRACKEN: I do too.

MODERATOR KELLEY: We’re getting into
the pbrtiop now where we’re going to have an overview
of thé propoéed plan and that’s going to be presented
by Becky. | |

MS. CATO: Actuaily I was going to do a
little of an overview on the project as a whole, a
littlg bit on the chemical plant, and then lead into
ihe groundwater operable unit with regard to.the
investigations and:risk assessments, and then
alternative evaluations.

So more or less the Weldon Spring

. project is split into four operable units more or

less to break them into units that were easy to deal
with and also they had different components.

| So ybu've got the chemical plant
operable unit which was more or less was contéminated
soil rémpval, foundation removal and disposal cell

construction, raffinate pit remediation.
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Then we had the quarry bulk waste
opefable unit which the work_was completed in 1995.
It’s where we removed all the contamination within
the quarry. That led into the quarry residuals in
which we signed the ROD last year in_Septémber which
calls out for additional field studies which some
have already started in the interxceptor trench that
Steve discﬁssed will be constructed this fall and
wintér’and>be evaluated for the up to two-year period
that was diécuésed.

An important part of the chehical planp
~that has an impaét on our groundwater is the.source
removél activities that have taken place. We had
building-dismantlement; I‘'ll run through.
bontaminated soil excavation, impounded water removal
énd raffinate pit removal.

Just for people who don’t get to see
some of this, we threw some pictures Qp for you.
More or less this is the foundation removal actiQity
ané contaminated soil removal activity associated
with the buildings. Several impoundments, ash pond,
frog pound. This is a picture of ash pond. You can
see the black, the‘ash being removed, ‘and |
contaminated soils, some backfilling activities that

are taking place to complete the remediation of the
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area.

Four raffinate pits. You can see in the
piéture to your left more or less water was tfeated
in thé site treatment piants. Some of the dewatering
was performed_to facilitate removal of debris and
also removal of those pits of the contaminated soils.
And of course the raffinate thaf was iﬂ the pits was
removed for ultimate placeméht in the disposal cell.
Pictured hére on the right is an iﬁ situ
étabilization process that was performéd on some of
the materials.

So a little bit of an overview on the
CERCLA process. We.start out with pulling together a.
work plant sampling plan to ideﬁtify the objectives
of the operable unit, what we’re going to do and data
gaps we feel we have before a decision can be made.
And those feed into both the characteriéétion
activities and the evaluation of alternativesf

You cén see those go back andvforth.

And Steve's discussion on how we went and did
additional pump tests as part of site
characterization activities that léd into the
development of additional altérnatives that we
evaluated.

All that pulls together into the
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proposed plan which we’re discussing this evening at
the public meeting. And at this meeting we hope that

people’s comments and questions get incorporated into

.our final Record of Decision for the determination of

what the-final‘decision is for the projectr

We'’ll move a little bit into groundwater
opérable.unit which is why we’re here. Based off our
characteri;atién activities we've identifiedbthat
TCE,.nitrate, nitroaromaticé and uranium are the
groundwater contaminants of interest.

I have a figure here that can kind of

give everybody an idea of their location. Let'’'s see.

Zone 1 down here at the bottom contains TOE,; nitro’s,

nitrates and uranium. And TCE is also located in. the
Zone 2 up by the ash pond. In the northwest we have
nitrates and nitro’s. This is a uranium area. And

then‘the other three remaining are mainly
nitroaromatic contamination in groundwater.

TCE was identified in 1996. Some
previous sampling had been performed in the 80's.
Levels up to about 1300 micrograms per liter had been
identified. Sinée e et Leve s e ve b
decreasing, the plume is relatively stable. We've
identified its extent.

Nitrate contamination is highest around
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the raffinate pits and ash pond.' Levels have been
running around 1000 milligrams pef liter. Although

" higher levels have been idenﬁified, they have been
decreasing mainly around raffinate pit 1 and 2 due to
rehediation activities. Some increases have been
identified aréund the ash pond and the raffinate pits
due to activities that Have been occurring in that
area. Ahd we.feel that they’1ll also decrease similarx
to those that occurred around raffinate pit 1 and 2.

Nitro aromatic coﬁpounds are sporadic.
So you can tell we’ve just identified them in a few
small areas.

Then uraniﬁm is mainly identified in
several wells around the raffihaté pits.

We've also sampled springs since they
are the discharge points for groundwater in this
area. We‘vé iaeﬁtified that nitréte and uranium are
‘the contaminants of interest in the springs at the
site.

And being that it ﬁas an operative unit
dealing with groundwater, extensive investigations
have been pgrformed on the hydrogeology. The équifer
of cbnéern is the overburden and the underlying
bedrock contamination is primarily in the upper

weathered portion of this bedrock unit which is about
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20 to 35 -- the upper 20 to 35 feet of the bedrock
unit.

The aquifer is considered to ‘be a
potentially usablé water source, ﬁainly because there
are wells outside of our area of impact that do
produce some of their water from this Burlington
Keokuk limestone.

Through characterization activities,
through drilling and testing, we’ve identified that
the aquifer is a limestone aquifer that’s
characterized with‘fractures, conduits and
éaleochannels. These paleo channels'are mainly

bedrock flows where we’ve identified that groundwater

"moves a little bit more preferentially and faster.

We’'ve identified that the groundwater

flow characteristics are dependent on the location.

"And this outlines how quickly'the water moves and how

‘it mbves‘from place to place, and it’s contfolled by

the interconnection of these fractﬁres and conduits.
Also the groundwater béneath the
chemical plant eventually reaches the fracture 2zones
and discharges to the springs. And'we’ve identified
that the flow is primarily horizontal in this weather
ﬁnit baséd on charaéterization of the fractures. And

so it has a more preferential move into the
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horizontal where it intercepts éome of these paleo
channels which are connected into the springs system
here at the Weldon Spriﬁg area.

This is your last hydrogeologic slide.
Steve discussed that we did.some additional pump
tests. We pérformed a ldng term pumping testAin a
location that we considered the most optimistic in
which to pe;form some groundwater extraction. We
idéntified it mainly becausé'of its location in a
highly fractured zone and the conductivity, which
- more of less defines the rate at which groundwater
can move, was the highést in those locations.

We’'ve identified from the tésts and the
data that we obtainéd that the extractién of
groundwater is ‘controlled horizontally and vértically
by the Structure of the bedrock. Namgly, we
discussed the paleo channels which are like troughs
which are highly fractured features and not so
fractured bedrock. And then vertically because we’ve
identified that the conductivity of the rbck and the
fracture count,décreases with depth.

| So you'have this kind of upper trough
feature that has sides and a bottom to,itvin which
the wafer can be -- extraction can be controlled by.

And we also idéntified that the:
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extraction rates cannot be sustained for extended
periods of time. As you pumped it down, you observed
that the drawdown decreased rapidly ae you got out of
the weathered portion of the bedrock which is
frectured into the unweathered portion of the
bedrock. And that also after approximately 19 days
of pumping, 3 to 4 months later we still. hadn’'t
obtained the original water levels that were observed
prier'to the test beginning.

Taking the information from the
investigations that I gave you a summary on, we did a .
risk assessment. We ran two different scenarios
which are‘based.off of the EPA’s”prescribed scenarios
so it’s consistent aeross the boerd at all.sites.

for the springs we performed a
reCreatiohal scenario going with the typical land use
for the area. This gives you an idea. It was
calculated that you would vieit for 4 hours at 20
vtimes per year ovet'a 30-year period. Being that you .
were drinking water from the springs, you would drink
aboﬁt e'cup or so and. then some ingestion of sediment
would occur.

CeﬁclusionS»from that is that the
carcinogenic risk induced by either the radiochemical

parameters or the chemical parameters are both below
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the risk raﬁge thét's accepted by EPA.

We also decided to run a residential
scenario establishing the possibility of groundwater
coﬁsumptibn. And you éan see that for a 30-yea;
period for 350 days out of that year you drink 2
liters of water. It was identified that the
carcinogénic risk from the radiological parameters
are well below the acceptable range by EPA. But tﬂe

risk due to chemicals, some of the wells do exceed,

-are outside of that risk range. And the primary

driver associated with that is trichlorethylene or
TCE.

So a quick summary is that there’'s 7
zones of contamination present iﬁ the chemical plant-
area. The groundwater from the chemical plant area
does discharge to springs. The groﬁndwater iﬁ.this
area:is not used for consumption, although“it‘is
potentially usable. |

I summarized that éxtraction'of
groundwater cannot be sustained and that the
groundwater extraction rates can vary. We identified
from less than a gallon per minute up to 10 gallons
per minute. But this was ét locations that were
within 100 feet of each other,'illustrating how the

bedrock has a control on how you can remove water.
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The major conclusions were that
groundwatef at the chemical plant is contaminated
with TCE, nitrates, nitro aromatics and uranium.

We have said it’s considered potentially
usable, although‘it is not used.

‘And we concluded that the remediation
goals for Ehe operable unit are, 1, to restore the
groundwater to the beneficial use, and 2, to verify
that the effects of source removal which I described
in the beginning are positive and that ground
contaminant levels will decrease with time.

Getting into the feasibility study. I'm
no; going to go through each one'pf these. But we
evaluated ovér tﬁirty potential téchﬁologies.: They
were séreened for development of these 9 alternatives.
of no action is one that'’s always prescribed as a
comparison. We identified long term monitoring. We
also identified monitored natural atténuation.
Several groundwatef extraction mgthods with different
typeé of treatment. And we also evaluated two in
situ treatment methods for -- well, one extraction
method for just Zones 1 and 2 which. identified the
TCE cbntaminated areas; and then two alternatives to
deal with TCE that were‘in situ methods. |

So the proposed plan outlines this
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proposed action; that we do treatment,bf the TCE
using aﬁ in situ chemical oxidation énd that we would
combine it with monitor natural attenuatibn.

And what this comes to be in simpler
terms is that there would be anrintfoduction of
chemicals into the groundwater to treat the TCE in
place and that we would perform long term mon;toring
of the wells and Ehe springs to confirm that the
zones are stable, fhat they afen't migrating farther,
and also that they are decreasing with time.

I was going Eo go into a little bit of
the.échedule but the dates are wrong. What we’re

talking about on engineering mainly is starting not

long after the Record of Decision is completed. It
would be about a six-month engineering process. You
go into procurement. Construction typically is a

short térﬁ,‘it’s mainly just in construction of
injection points and’evaluatioh of long term
monitofing lbcatibns. And then the injection procéss
is 2 to 3 phases is about a six-month process.

So'it would be.some time in the yeaf
2000 that this éctivity would be completed, excluding
the long term monitoring portion of‘the projecf.

MODERATOR KELLEY: Thank you, Becky, for

a very informed presentation, and I might add
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masterfully brepared slides.
| Before we get into the public comment
and question portion of the program, I’d like to
introduce some people that are with us this evening.
Steve alluded to our Weldon Spring Citizens’
Commission. We have three representatives of the
commission here this evening I'd like to introduce.
The chairman of the commission is Dr.
Glenn Hachey. Dr. Hachey, if you can just kind of -
there we éo. Vicé chairperson is Dougherty. And
- technical assistant and member is Nancy Dickens.:
Thank you.

We’'re going to deviate just a little

bit. I’'d like to ask at this time that Bob Geller
come forward for some remarks. And, Bob, you have
the longest.title I think I’'ve ever seen. Bob is

Chief of Federal Facilities Section Hazafdous Waste
Programs for the Missquri Department of Natural
Resources. Bob Geller.

MR. GELLER: That’s correct. Thank you
very much; I appreciate it. And I‘d like to say
first I appreciate all thé commenté provided by the
Department of Energy and Becky Cato oﬁ behalf of the
contractors and the EPA.

My position, as you mentioned, I work




35

with the Department of Natﬁral Resources. And in
that position I’'m involved with éverseeing the
investigation and remediation of sites that ére
éontaminated. And involved in cleanups, either by
the Department of Défense or Department of Ene;gy in
the State of Missouri. |

And those cleanups address either
contamination involving hazardous and/or radioactive
waste. These_facilities can either be active
Department of Defense or ﬁepartment of Energy
facilities or sites that were formerly used to
support our nation’s defensé effort.

Our mission for theiDepartment of
Natural Resources 1is to preserve‘and protect the
-state’s natural,vcﬁltural and energy resources, and
inspiré their enjoyment and responsible ﬁse for
present and future generations.

‘The Director of the Missouri Department
‘of Natural Resources, Steve Mahfood, is the trustee
of the state;s natural fesources. As such, concerns
over groundwéter contamination ﬁust be addressed and
the qﬁaliﬁy of groundwater ensured. It woula be
irresponsible to do otherwiée.

Tonight we heed your help. And aithough

it’s a small group, there are citizens here and other
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interested parties in addressing these groundweter
concerns as deseribed earlier.

The state, primarily represented by the
Department of Natufal Resonrces and other agencies,
the Department of Health and Department of
Conservation, along with'the Citizens' Oversight
Commission and other concerned citizens, have all
provided input and eupport for the -various actions
throughout the cleanup process primarily to ensure a
comprehensive approach that considers factors beyond
just cest. Often eur federal partners, the EPA and
the Department of Energy, share in these same
concerns.

For this last Record.of.Decision it’'s
essential that all the views and concerns be raised
and that they be addressed in a timely manner.

‘As etated earlier, tonight we’re here to
gather comments and provide our perspective on the
Department of Energy’s plan~for the grqnndwater.
opefable unit at this site.

The Department of Energy, in looking at
these comments, is supposed to incorporate them and
respond to them in the Record of Decision. And as
we've generallyrreferred to the ROD, that ROD will be

the determining document for any decisions on the
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groundwater opefable-uniﬁ.

And we on Behalf of the‘state do
consider this our final opportunity to provide verbal
comments as well as discussion for this Record of
Decision. And we have an opportunity tonight to
address specifically the contamination which remains
below the chemical plant site that is potentially
subject to groundwater migration and theoretically
off-site contamination.

For most of you, you’re aware of the

groundwater contamination resulting from the

Department of Defense activities and later the

Department éf.Energy activitiés aﬁ this site has
likely existed sincé the 1950’s aﬂd 60’s, and much of
the-groundwater contamination has pfobably already
Yeft the site.

However, additional contamination which

we’'re aware of could move to wells or to be

discharged through local seeps or springs. And'
that’s a concern we hope to be addressed through this
deciéion.

I won’'t go through a summary that I
prepared. Fortunately, Steve and Becky aﬁd Dan kind
of covered all the actions that have_taken place.

But one of the most critical decisions that was made
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at this site from our perspective is ﬁhe 1993
deéision at the chemical plént, at which time it was
determined that they would site and construct a‘waste
disposal cell here, basically'constructing the
approximétely 1.5 million cubic yard radioactive
hazardous waste cell.

As most of you are aware, tha;'s clearly
on-going today and the plans are to hopefu11§ close
it within'the next couple of years. |

That decision, while determining what
woﬁld happen with the waste, also addressed many of .
the othef what’é considered vicinity propertiés that
were contaminated as a result oflthe operations
occurring at the chemical plant.

| While it prdvided for cleanup of the
soil contaminants or some of the sources, it dia not
necessarily address any potential groundwater issues,
which as Steve mentioned, those issues have beén held
until this decisionQ.

Throughout the process, I think one of
the things that Steve mentioned earlier was talking
about th loﬁg-it took to go through tﬁe feasibility
study. One of the things that was important was that
although they’ve been coliecting data sinCe.probably

in the 70's and 80’'s, it wasn’t until they were
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-moving toward completin§ what’s considered a remedial
investigation where they tried-to collect all thé’
data to determine the nature and extent of the
contamination. And that’'s -- Steve, I don‘t know if
that was included in your slide as far as when the
actual remedial investigation was COmpieted. But
that’s a key point of when thé Department of Energy
determined that they had sufficient data to then mo&e
to a decision-making process.

As you pointed out, coordination
occurred between the Departmeht of Defense and the ;
Department of Energy to basically coIlect‘the
groundwater data, since the grouédwatef doesn'’t
feall& care which side of the fence it’s on.  But it
was‘a.coordinated'effbrt, and Qe support those
efforts as well as supporting the effort to break
aparﬁ the separaté respdnse’actions.

And I might mention the fact thatvthe
Departﬁent of Defense is still working‘oh their
feasibility study andvplahs for remedial action
within theinéxt several years. They have to go back
and cbllect'additionai data for areas that they had-
not fully addressed.

As was mentioned several times, the

feasibility study and supplemental feasibility study
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form the basis for the analysis of all the
alternatives related to the cleanup of the
contamihation groundwater.

Just to highlight, the studies have to
compare the 9 criteria that are outlined within the
féderal guidanée under Supérfund, Just to highlight
those, is the remedy protéétive. Each of these
criteria that Becky listed, went through the process
of comparing. Is it protectivef does it meet the
existing rules and regulations both state and
federal. Will it be effective for the long terh.

Is ﬁhere reduction in ;he toxicity,
mobility or volume through treatment. That'’'s a
preference for tfeatment that EPA has expressed for
all cleanups. If it can be treated as opposed to
just 1eaving'it.in place, that’s the preference.

What are the sﬁort term riéks of putting
in aﬁy type of remedial activity.

Can ;he remedy be implemented.

How do the costs compare with one
another. |

What are the state’s concerns. And how
does the remedy meet state rules and regulations as
well as community acceptanee. And this aeeting

tonight is one of those key points to I guess solicit
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comﬁunity involvement and input into their decision.
As Becky mentioned, the various
alternatives that they looked ét ranged from a no
actién altérnative, strictiy walking away, to looking
at a more aggressive cleanup, but not to the extent,
that I’'m éware of, the extent of complete restoration
of the groundwater operable unit. |
From the state’s perspective, we looked
at all the background information and the analysis
that the Department of Energy and their c&ntractors
have provided in thesé documents and as well as in

the proposed plan. And we're pleased that, as far as

a remediation goal, they are planning to restore the

aquifer. And that DOE has recommended addressing the
trichlorethylene contamination. We support that
effort.

Howevér; the documents that I referenced
do not a@equately evaluate all the alternatives to
address the nitrates, completely address all of the
solvent contahination, tﬁe TCE, some of the
explosives, or the radionuclides.,

As such, the ability to adequately

' compare and contrast.these alternatives to the
Department of Energy’s prefer;ed alternativetin oﬁr

pefspective cannot be equitably performed.




42

Our recommendation is that they further
- evaluate the opportunity to cqnduét additional
groundwater cleanup on site, és well as cleanup of
the éontaminated water as 1t discharges off site to
the surface water via some of the'seeps and springs
off the property. |

The Department of Energy’s proposed plén
also includes a site-wide waiver for various state
and federal regulations regarding water. quality.
Whilevthe waiver may be appropriate for some of the
contaminants due to technical and practicality, the
ability to not actually clean those contaminants up,
other areas clearly should or could be addressed.
And we would request considering or calling for this
Waivex without establishing appropriate alternative
cleanup goals fdr those various contaminants or
attempting to meet the established yater quality
standards would be irresponsible.

And there are contaminants out there, as
we mentioned nitrates other explosives, where there
are levels that should be addressed, and we are
asking them to look back at those contaminanﬁs to
meet those goals.

The proposed plan should also address

all the contamination that results from the
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Department of Energy’s activities at the site and
does not. Although the Department of Energy, as has
been highligﬁted earlier, has made great strides to
control much of the waste material‘through the bulk
waste removal, the construction of the waste disposal
celi and many other actions, groundwater and surface
water contamination has continued to occur parﬁially
because the.Department‘§f Energy is self—régulating
fbr radiénuclides and is not required to meet the
standards set for many othefs.

The Department of Eﬁergy should fﬁlly
address all discharges of radio nuclides which
resulted from their éite. And al?hough thé state
doesn’t necessarily consider this'to be a takings
issue, we alsovdon’t consider it a gift from the
bepartment of Energy that we’d likefto accept, and
we'a ask them to remove their waste from your
groundwater.

As the final enforceable decision, there
are many components of the previoﬁs Records of
Decision for the site that muStrbe interfaced into a
single comprehensive pian. An overall management and
monitoring plan of the groundwater is necessary. Thev
plan must address how,performance criteria fo; the

waste disposal cell will affect any contamination
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proposed to be left in the groundwater.

Ooverall, the Suberfund laws which ‘govern
‘these types of cleanup barely address waste disposal
_siteg or contamination whigh likeiy will remain_for
thousands of years.  We talked about earlier that it
does address some long term institutional controls
and there is some ability to look at the site bﬁ\é
five—year basis.

However, from our standpoint it was not
designed to look at sites that may last for thousands
of years. And based onvthe waétes that we know that
are in the waste disposal cell here at Weldon that
will exist entombed'at the site or will remain as
residuals on adjacent prbperty, we consider the time.
frame of concern mére likely to be forever.

As a result, the respénsibility to
properly manage the area cannot waiver from our
standpoint; Some of the major issues and concerns we
.have related to these types of long term decisions
are, as Steve mentioned, a long term funding
commitment that includes the approériate oversight
must be established. Clear responsibility and
authOrity forvperﬁetual care of the site-impacted
areas must be established. |

Long term monitoring and maintenance
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must bé enforceable should whoever the future
stewards are fail to.maintain their commitment or the
controls are inédequate. institutional controls mﬁst
be established for areas not cleaned up to permit
unrestriéted future use.

In addition, an approachlmust be
devéloped to adequately'address future concerns which
we cannot_fuily envision at this time.

It is our request that the Department of
Energy fully address these issues in this last Record
of Decisian'for the site. The current proposed plan
does not. We feel that this request is reaéohable
and a‘sensible approach based on ﬁhe'limited
information .we have gnd the magnitude of the issues.

As an agency andvan individual, we are
listening Betause 9& dp eare. We're Hlfe =uware of
the long ﬁerms costs and impacts which can reéult by
failing £o not take all the necessary.steps.now. The
Missouri Department of NaturalvRéSOurces appreciates
thé opportunity to comment on this‘préposed plan, and
we will forward our final comments after :eviéwing
any comments from the public as well as the
Department of Energy's responses to those comments.
Thank you very much.

"MODERATOR KELLEY: Thank you.
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MR. GELLER: That was more than my 2
minutes. |
| MODERATOR KELLEY: Thanks, Bob, for your
remarks and thanks for representing the state
Department of Natural Resources here this evening.
And thank you to everyone that’s representing state
agencies for coming out tonight and we thank you for
being here.

Let’s begin our public comment and
question portion of the meeting. And let me again
remind you thaﬁ if you do have a question, just raise
your hand and you will be recognizéd. If there’s
several questions being raised at the time, I’ll ask
you to write down your questionsvon the question
forms and just hand them to either Ann or Bob. They
will collect them and give them to me and we will
make sure that your question is asked. And I ask you

also to please speak loudly and clearly, that you

'give your name and your title and your affiliation or

organizapion before you give your question.

So at this time let’s entertain whatever
quéstions that you might‘have.

MS . DOUGHERTY: My name is Shannon
>Dougherty. I’m.associated with the Weldon Spring

Citizens’ Commission.
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vWe were just kind of directing this in
general with the DOE and .towards the proposed plan.
We were wondering what capacity do you see 1obé1
government or public advisory boards in the
instiﬁutional controls stewardship process at this
particular point in‘time. You list the EPA, DOE and
state as key factors. Butlno local participation in
the draft of the proposed plan and the
decision-making process has been listed.

If the pﬁblic is ﬁot named in the ROD,
then there’s no legal binding power that the public’s
comments will be considered.

The public has been very'involved in
this project from the étartland will be lefﬁ with the
impact at the site. So the Citizéns’ Commission on
behalf of the public wouid like to be considered an
active participant in this decision-making process,
including‘any decisigns, and that goes into even post
closure of the site.

This means that tﬁe Commission would
like the DOE to acknowledge and list the public in
the ROD.

MODERATOR KELLEY:* So apparently that’s
a comment that you’re makihg.i And anydne would like

to address that on our panel?
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MR. MCCRACKEN: Shannon, let me try to
‘make sure I unde;sténd what you’re saying. What
you’re saying is that the local -- your issue is the
stewardship issue, is that primarily where you’re
comiﬁg from?

MS. DOUGHERTY: Basically, yes. Just I
mean we were looking and reading who is involved.
You know, the DbE, the EPA, the state has been
listed. But as far as like local government or‘even
Citizens’ Commissions, SSAB board, you know, advisory
board in any capacity, there was no documentatioﬁ in
the plan that said as a player, key player -- |

MR. MCCRACKEN:. Yes, I’'m trying to
figure oﬁt why there. isn’t. I mean typically --

MS. DOUGHERTY: That’s what wé were
curious. |

MR. MCCRACKEN: Yes, we would always
talk about the invol&ement of the public in these
things. So I'm not really sure that I know the
answer to that. But it’s one that we need to go look
at.

The other thing that you talked about
does get to the stewardship issue, which is the post
closure Qf thg site. .And frankly I don’t really know

where the stewardship planning process is going to




49

end. I mean I know when it’s going to end, but I
don’'t know what’s going to be incorporated into that
between now and.the end.

And what I’'m getting at is that the
stewardship plan has got to beva deliberate process
that ineorporates into it all ef the things that we
have decided and that we know about the site for
institutional controls, performance controls,
performance reporting and eommunityvinvolvement.
It's got to be .included in there.

We don’t really know yet what the full

scope of it’s going to be. We know that all those
pieces have to be in there. I think that all gets

linked into -- you know, Bob was ealking, everything
that he said aboﬁt stewardship I think I agree Qith.
I think. I couldn’t write it all down. But I don't
thinklthat he said a thing that I don’t agree with on
etewardship.

| It’s really boiling down‘to a timing
issﬁe. You know, it’'s a chicken and egg thing. Is
theAplan now and the ROD later or is the ROD now and
the ﬁlan later. And that’s what this whole thing is
boiling down to. _And'the reason it’s boiling down to
that is the feeling that people have that now is the.

time because of the enforcement capability of Records
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of Decision and there may not be any beyopd that .

MR. WALL: No, that’s not true. I don’t
believe.

MR. MCCRACKEN: And I was going to
expana on that a little bit. - I still think that -- I
mean a lot of requirements for stewardship are in
undexr CERCLA. What CERCLA does not do is aggregate
all these requirements into a single document where
.it makes sense. And that’s what we propose to do.
Not jﬁst for this Recéfd of Decision, which is really
only for groundwater, but for all the Records of‘
Decision.

One of the things that we don’t want
people to have to do is.Fo go to remedial design,
remedial action work plans, for instance, of all the
Records of Decision in order to find out what we plan
to do as it relates to institutional controls. It
will be i; there, but you want to aggregate it into a
place Qhere people can have easy'access to that
information and not have to go search through all
those documents to find it. And that’s what
stewardship planning in‘my mind is all about.

And again what it boils down to is
timing. And that 1is what comes first, Records of

Decision or stewardship or something in between. And




I think everybody’s making their positions fairly

clear.

I mean the state islsaying we think that
it should come now. Our feeling is that we’re
trying -- we should.begin stewardship planning now

but we shoﬁld énd stewardship planning when we have
all the information that’'s requiréd to'go into that
stewardship plaﬁ.‘

So that’s'sort of Where we;re at. I
think what Qe’re going to have to do is také
everybody’s cémments and figure out what our response
wili be. And that’s what we’ll do. And I éon!t-
pretend to khow -} I don’t khdw'-f another ﬁhing we
committed to recently was to come‘up with a ‘'scope and -
schedule for institutional control planning'which is
. another -- which seems to be the key to this whole
thing, and that is how do you eétablish adequate
insﬁitutional controls that will assure the people
here -- because we won’t bé hére -- that will assure
those people that what we leave behind will be safe
and protected and will be maintained. And we are
going to issue again something very soon that i think
will at least address that, that will completely

address that issue and will become ultimately a

section in our stewardship plan.
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MR. WALL: May.I have a ceuple words?

MR. MCCRACKEN:. Yes, I think I'm
rambling.

MR. WALL: I'd just like to add that £he
CERCLA process does not end with the RQD. It
contemplates many, mahy, long term components. And
we have an agreement with the Department of Energy
thet says that they agree to do CERCLA, So at least
if we do our job, you know, from our standpoint we're
not going to let the Doé walk away until we get‘lots
ef things, operaﬁion and maintenance, comprehensive 8
operetion and maintenance, planning that will
ultimately leed, through experience, to operation and.
. maintenance manuals-.

We will require that there be
performance monitoring done on this remedy for a
considerable period of time until we can establish
that it is operating and functioning the Qay we
expected it to. We will require that the DOE
establish‘mechanisms to aesure that any institutional
controls that they say they’re going to do are
implemented in a manner that they said they were
going to do it.

And we also ha&e a requirement, a

five-year review requirement, that says that at least
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within 5 years, if not sooner, we will compile all
that information and get togethe; énd develop the
reporting to establish whether or not wé are
performing in the manner that we héd plannéd, whether
there'’s any‘new health information that needs to be
factored into our decision, and indeed whether or not
the decision needs to be altered in any manner.

Now the DOE can agree -- 1711 say that
the regs don’'t specifically addfess what the
community involvement componenf of all that would be.
But the DOE can agree to do whatever it wants in that
regard. And if they develop CERCLA planning
documents that say that they’fe g?ing to carry out
certain things in terms of public:outreach, public
availability sessions, public comment periods on any
of these things,'they can certainly do that and we
would encourage thét, given Qhat seems to be a level
of interest in seeing thaf done.

So I don't think.that by any means ar‘é>
we going to go away once .this Record of Decision is
do@e.‘ The purpose of the Record of Decision is -to
establish conceptual performance requirements fof
what needs to be donéf We need to make sure nobody

drinks the groundwater. We need to make sure the

cell performs in a certain way. We need to make sure
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nobody digs in the cell.

It’s not going to get at évery detail
that needs to be acéomplished in order to see that
that'’s doﬂe. But ultimaﬁely they will be answerable
to meet whatever those performance standards érebin
the ROD. So I don’'t see that the ROD is the end of
this thing by any‘meéns. I guess I’11 end my J
comments there.

MR. MCCRACKEN: Let mevadd one thing to
- that. Fof'instance, we are workihg now.on our
environmental -- our monitoring pfogram. And that
will include a report that we issue. I think‘right
.now we're looking at issuing that annually to the
public.” That’s not a requiremenﬁ under CERCLA. But
we intend to do that anyway. | |

Iﬁ our institutional planning we're
looking at certifying the institutional controls on
an annual basis. So now I've got the opportunity
that within that plan along with that we would make
thosé certifications that your institutional controls
aré still in place;

Those are ;he kind of things that we
need to get into our institutional control and
stewardship planning activit?. And we intend to.

And now the issue is still "an issue of timing.




And to Dan’s point, all the requirements
are there. It’s what is going to be the meat to
those things and is it feasonable to do it now, try
to do it now in order to avoid impacting the Record
of Decision, And our‘feeling -- I mean it’s a
conclusion everybody has tolregch ;n their own mind.

MODERATOR KELLEY: Is there another
question? Mary.

MS. HALLIDAY: Mary Halliday. I wanted
to ask Steve, since the groundwater unit and the
stewardship plan are so closely intertwinedf what are
the plans in place to secure funding in the future so
it would be like guaranteed fundiﬁg'on—going?

| MR. MCCRACKEN: I think that that’'s a
big issue. that I.know you all are'concerned about.
Right now there’s only one method ofbfunding for
these projects. That’s annual appropriations by
Cdngress. They are committed to doing that.

But there’s somé concernvthat'instead
there should bé a fallback. That didn’t happen. If
Congress did not apprépriate the funds that are
necessary to carry out their stewardship
responsibility, a fallback of some kind to rely upoh.
I know of no mechanism right now for that.

I recognize the need though to
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facilitate a discussion on that issue. Because it's
well above me as to how that would be resolved-
That’s a national issue that has to be dealt with.
It kind of gets nack to the issue of timing; These
are stewardship issues that are not going to be
nesolvea quickly, they’'re going to take time.

And frankly that’s the reason that we
got this stewardsh;p planning process begun early.
We didn’t begin it enrly with tne idea that we would
have it done before this Record of.Decision was ready
to go out. We did it early because we knew there
were big issues like that need to be discnssed; And -
we've gon time as lnng as we don't,vyou know, let it~
slide by without somehow figuring out how to
facilitaté a discussion on those issues.

I agree with you. I mean that’'s -- to
'suﬁmarize, there;s only one way of funding for.these
projects, that'’s énnual appropriation by Congress.
And there’s no fallback that I'm aware of and no
contemplation.of one like tfust funds or anything
like than. They’re very hard to get people to agree
with. That doesn’t mean it shouldn’t be talked
about .

MS. HALLIDAY: But annual appropriations

are possible on a regular basis i1f necessary I guess?
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MR. MCCRACKEN: Anﬁual appropriations
are expected every year to fund the stewafdship
requirements for this project for this site. Théy
are expected. And that will be -~ in fact, we’re
alréady working with the DOE office in Grand Junction
whose responsibility it will be to request those
fﬁnds each year to éssufe that ﬁhe environmental
monitoring activities and the maintenance and things
like that get done.

in fact, I'm,géing there tomorrow to
initiate discussions with>them, knowing that our.
target‘date to turn the site over to them is October
of 2002. So we’re getting started. And we have time
as long as we take advantage of ﬁhe time we’ve: got to
get it done. |

But yes, they are expected ﬁo do it and
EPA eXpect§ them to do i;p In fact, if we did not,
I'm pretty suré that’'s ~- oh, one othexr thing that is
very impdrtant to this is that the Federal Facilities
Agreement . that we currently have extends beyond juét
the end date of this cleanup project. It extends
into the post closure or stewardship period. And
that Federal Facilities Agreement has provisions in
it with stipulated penalties if DOE does not request

the funds that are required to maintain this site.
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So it’s -- I think e&erything I'm saying is right.
We talked gbout,this the other day, right?

MR. WALL: I think so.

MR. MCCRACKEN: - I'm sure it is. Federal
Facilities Agreement stays in place and there are --

MR. WALL: It’'s defihitely true that the
Federal Facility Agreement co?ers'the life of the |
"project. As long as there is something out here that
has‘a beariﬁg.upon prbtectiveness of the remedy we’re
covered under that agréement.

| The only reason I hesitéte is I’m not
certain about the stipulated penalties clauses and
what they cover. But I think if they agree to
something in a CERCLA planning doéument and don’t do
it, I would imagine that that’s subject to --

MR. MCCRACKEN: I haven’'t réad that
thing in a long time. But as I recall it says that
we must requestvthe funds required to do the work.
And if we do not, there are‘benalties for that. That
doesn’t mean Congress will giVe it té us but we mustv
request it.

MR: WALL: I think if they don’'t give
yoﬁ the money I think you can -- I mean that might
constitute a force majeure or something and allow you

HOME-E=
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MR. MCCRACKEN: The words are in there.
I just haven’t looked at them for a long time.

MS. HALLIDAY: But does that mean
forever? 1Is there a time frame on that, the Federal
Facilities?

| MR. WALL: I think it lasts until --
conceptually ideally it lasts until the last
five-year review when everybody says thére's no
more -- there’s nothing heré that constitutes a
potential threat to human health or the environment.
So that’s, in effect, forever. Ibﬁean I aon't think
the'cell is going to be goihg -- I don’t thiﬁk EPA
and DOE will be around forever, but at least
theoretically forever.

MR. MCCRACKEN: You,éan coﬁtemplate that

the groundwater will attenuate, that things like that

will not be a problem forever. But that cell is

designed to be there forever. Essentially. Not

essentially. I mean that thing -- for the benefit of
\

everybody, we designed it to last 1000 yéars. Ana

the reason is that how'lﬁng is it reasonable to say
that‘you design something for. 1000 years was the

number picked. As long as that thing is maintaiﬁed
it’s intended to last fdrever.

In fact, the 1000 year period really
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begins once maintenance ends. If we lose control of
the site, then it’s intended that that thing would
last 1090 years anyway.

| MODERATOR KELLEY: Is there another
question?

MR. GARVEY: Mike Garvey with Greenway
Network. I guess I have a'comment.and maybe a
question.

There's‘aicertain degree of anxiéty for
the local citizenry regarding the exit of DOE. And I
guess I waé looking at some stuff way béck and I saw
a cover letter that Rod Nélson‘had wrote in ’'87. At
the fime they talked about long term management of
the raffina;e pits in an_existihg_condition with
containment as'one 6f the potential possibilities.
And then there was iong terﬁ management on site in a
néw disposal cell which was the preferred option.
And then of course there was a long term mahagement
consideration at another site and no action.

I guess one of the original concerns of
the citizens’ groups was related to the topography
‘and the course nature and the éonduit channels and
the springs and the maintenance of a long term

monitoring and maintenance in a situation like this.

Structural stability.
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And then when you couple that with, you
know, thé half life of uranium and the time frame of
a five-year review, is that a long term maintenance.

And I guess a concern that was addressed
might be nobody local, that may be 'salaried to be a
~consultant in régard to this thing into a certain
degree of time that may be more compatible to the
anxiety lévél of the people. ‘

And then that’s kind of just a’generic.
guestion, you kﬁow, because if the preferred‘
alternative is long term maintenance and thére’s no
éet long term'haintenance cemehtéd in concréte, it
can b¢ an“anxious'situation for those that -- it may
-Aﬁot be us, but our children, et c;tera.

And then I guess the question felaﬁed to
the nitrates that are in tﬁe groundwater under the
site. And it was said that the extraction rate kind
of -- the groundwater, you know, talking about again
all the channels and the conduits and ;he fractures,
but there’s quite a few wells, there’s quite a few
monitoring wells, and it would seem thaﬁ maybe taking
from different wells that draw down and 1odkiﬁg at
the.nitfates and maybe trying to treat that.may not
be an unreasonable scenario with the thought of maybé

doing it here for a period of time, here for a period
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of time, hére for a period of time.

Because the wells éig already in place
and you’ve got the water treatment facility there;
And I just wonder why specifically the nitrateé
weren’'t considered in some type‘of a pumping and
treatment:scenario more.

MODERATOR KELLEY: Would someone like
col = -

" MR. WALL: It was seriously considered.
I'll let you --

MS. PICEL: I guess we all want to
answer. We did look at that alternative of focusing
on extracting the groundwater'in.Zone 1 which is
where most of the nitrate that you seé in ;hose wells
are. And we based our evaluation and calculations --
our calculations were based on trying to simulate the
area as porous of ideal conditions, which it’s not, -
because it's’realiy not homogehous; And our
calculations still indicate that it would take quite
a long period of time to get that out of the
groundwater -- out of the ground because of the slow
rate of éxtraction that we’ve seen from like the pump
tests that we did in July of '98, which that pump
test was really in that same area of Zone 1 that we

talked about.
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So from that field resuits and the
calculations, and then adding to that the facﬁ that
the site really is not homogéenous we really thought
it’s not feasible to do that, to take that nitrate
out of.the‘ground.

MR. WALL: I'd just say something abeut
the model that was used to calculate those
remediaeion time frames is I gdess you’d call it a
'screenihg level model that presumes the most
optimistic conditions, iotropic, homogenous, granular
conaitions.‘ And assumes pump rates greaterethan wé,
were‘actually able Eo establish for the expfess
purpose of trying to put an optimistic boundary on
the potential to remediate that. .

And if you can make judgments with
regard to those calculations, you know, the aetuality
is only going to be worse than that in terms of its
effectiveness. And i thipk when you combine-the
overriding uﬁcertainty‘about -- you can’t really uee
that model to predict what you could actually do out
there; But you know it’s not going to be as good as
that model.

And so I think that’s what the purpose
of the model wae. And I think Qhen you combine that

with the fact that you have a self-mitigating
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condition where there’s limited potential for
exposure, I mean I think Zone 1 ié practically under
the ceLl;‘ Those are the kind of factors I think ;hat
lead to the decision that it wasn’t really feasibie
to do,>0r effective to do that..

.MODERATOR KELLEY: Anyone else want to.
address that?

MR. MCCRACKEN: I want to get back to
your long term -- your initial comment. You ﬁalked
about long term maintenance. You know that.there is
going to be a long term maintenance plan. Thaf
five-year review is not the maintenance -- the
maintenanée plan will require mai#tenance mére
frequently than five years. . I mean the fivé years is
simply to take a new'fresh look at the site and
decide whether what you’re doing is the right thing
to do or do you need to change it. .But.the
" maintenance and thosé activities will be carried on
in accordance with the plan that will be, you kﬁow,
continuous.

Now you talked about hiring a ,local
coﬁsultant. That’s one of the'things, for instance,
phat we Ee going to be wanting to talk to the people
in Grand Junction tomorrow about is what are the

strategies fhey have for getting the services that
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they’re going to need to do that kind of stuff. And
I will certainly pass on to them what your thoughtsv
are on that beéause I think that they’re good ones.

How they get their services is one of
the. . important things that we have to.work on with
them so that we know that when we exit the site
there/s a good plan in place that’s already -- you
know, that overlaps and is going on. So, yes, ‘I meaﬁ
we need to have a good p;an for how we’re going to
get the services we need. Becausé in addition to
maintenance, there will'be-ieacﬁate from the cell
thét'has to be dealt with. - Thére will>be our little:
interpretive.center that needé to”be,maintaiﬁed. All
of those are going to require some sort of a strategy
to get the services we need,td‘ﬁake'them operate the’
way.we want them to operate. That's the kind of -
stuff we’re going to start télking about tomorrow.

MODERATOR KELLEY: Is there another
question? Yes.

MS. HOLLEY: Yes, Pam Holley, Missouri
Department of Health. I was wanting to ask if the
stewardship issues cannot be worked out, for example,
if we can’t find a guaran;ee of financial resources
or we can’t find someonelwho is willing to step up

and maintain certain monitoring of the site and.
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stuff, will we be able then to.go.béck and'review
these proposed plans and these RODS?

For example, monitored natural
attenuation kind of goes hand in hand with
stewardship. So if we don’t get the stewardship
guarantee and we don’t have a guarantee of monitored_
natural attenuatioﬁ, will we then be able to go back
and redo this?

MR. WALL: It’s implicit in the process
if not outright -- in fact, I think it’s outright
"specified that yes, you will eyaiuate your decisioné
periodically, and if things éhange such ‘that it makes .
your prior decision not protective, then you would
cHange that decision. So I know that'’s a pretty
speculative qdeStion, but I know that the short
answer is yes, you can change’thét. You can change
that aecision any time you fee1;that you ought to.

| MS. PICEL: That’s part of your FFAltqo,
Dan, right? That'’s pért of your FFA where you can
requife that.

| MR. WALL: I mean there’s nothing that
limits the DOE from amending their decision at any
point. And there’s nothing that limits us from
requiring them to do that at any point if we thought

that there was an issue of protectiveness.
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”But, you know, I don’t know what that
means for the Missouri Depértmeﬁt-of Health. But
‘just from our.standpoint I think the process
contemplates that‘not,everything that could happen is
necessarily going to be envisioned at the point we
make a decision to move forward ana that you can
change that decision any time you have new
iﬁformatiqn.

MR. MCCRACKEN: And the key ié to make
sure that that information is visible and available
Ato the publié when iﬁ's generated, and that’s what
we’'ve got to make sure happens. We had a long:
discussion about this the other day, how does that
five-year process include the pubiic. It isﬁ’t that.
clear in . the CERCLA how it happens. So we need to
‘make sure that that’s one of those extra things that
we define in our stewardship planning process as td
how we_would‘make sure that that is a public process
"_ih some way. So tﬁat people are aware that it took
place and what the conclusions were.

” MR. WALL: But, for example, if you
decided that you needed tq‘establish an institutional-
control that limiteé people from -- or that said‘that
pebple should not -- in order for this remedy to

remain protective, people should not drink water from
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the impacted area, soméone is going to need to, you
know, drive out here and make sure that no one’s
putting any wellé in. It’s not éﬁough just to file
some paper with some office to see that that'’s
accomplished.

So I can’'t say for sure that that will
last in perpetuity, but I know at least for the
foreseeable future that would be thé expectation.

- MODERATOR KELLEY: Another question?

MR. GARVEY: Mike Garvey again. It’'s a
kind of a two-part thing. A decision was made to put
the disposable cell on this site in understanding the
nature of, the solution channels and the site. And
the disposal cell is made to.last 1000 years.' The..
concern I have is whether or not monitoring can pick
up a leak in the disposable cell at some point in the
future. i

And'I~guess a thought might be to try to
early on identify a quick,‘easy and réasonable and
‘cheap, but maybe timely, handle regarding the time
frame. Because the conduits and the paleo channels
it séems‘disperse to a spring. And I’m guessing
Bergermeisterf Then perhaps that méybe just the

radio -- something, whether it be nitrates or radio

nuclides could be looked at at that spring to look at
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if, in fact, this stuff is atténuating over time
wﬁich we'wouid expect.

But the other concern from the long haul
is maybe wiﬁh some earthquake activity or settling or
'whatever,‘that years do&n the road that this disposal
cell may iose its integrity. And how do you pick
that up with the monitoring that’s in place,
especially if you’'re looking at it every 5 years and
saying yes, it’s attenuating, yes, it’s attenuating,
‘but then 1000 years from nbw there’s a change.

And is there a way to -- you know,
you’'re always talking about'baseline. Well, I would.
fhink that there ought to be a way to identify’a
baseline attenuated pattern and ﬁhen see if, in facﬁ,
‘there’s a 1eak'in‘the system in the future. And
maybe a spriﬁg might Be the way to look at that. And
maybe like a citizens’ group might be able to help in
that regard that’s looking at surface waterxr, the
Dardenne C?eek, the spring.

Something could be identified that could
be easily tested thét would not be very expensive
that the community.could take for their own peace and
welfare down the road.

MODERATOR KELLEY: Response anyone?

MS. CATO: Actually on the monitoring --
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I could answer the'monitoring gquestion. There'’s th
monitoring programs. .The diéposable cell has its own
'monitoringibrogram b? both the leachate collection
system andiaiso a groundwater monitoring program.
There’s wells that were specifically constructed for
that purpose. And Bergermeister séring was also
identified as a point to be monitored for the
disposable cell. | |

. The groundwater operable unit will have
‘its_separéte monitoringnérogram which may utilize
some of those wells and Bergermeister spriﬁg has also
already been identified as a location that will be
monitored because we know we do have iﬁpact to that.

So that has been looked at and that
Sprihg has been identified as ,a long term monitoxring
location for both the groundwater and 1eaks_from the
disposal cell.

MR. WALL: Leachate coliection will be
monitored. So I mean that would be your first hint I
would think if there was some failure in the cap.
You’d start picking up leachate, which is not
expected.’

sé I don't think you need to -- I mean
as soon as you see something’like that happen, you

know you have a problem. You don’t have to wait and .
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hope that you might see something in a spring
somewhere to know that the cap had failed.

MR . MCCRACKEﬁ: But you’ll still be
looking at them, Miké. The problem you’ve got in
'using the springs and groundwater is that unless you
have got a pristine . groundwater, it’s véry difficult
to use a groundwater monitoring system.as a leak
detection system. And that’s why you’ve .got that
.leachate colleckion éystem under that thing bécause
that will serve in the near term. And eventually the
groundwater would become an important indiéatér,-but
at first i meaﬁ it might not be because you’ve got .
'contaminants in the groundwater and ?ou would be-
vsitting there debafing constantlydis'a,change an
indicator of simply the groundwéter contamination
attenuating or is it a probleﬁ with the cell.
| And that’s why you’ve got two different
ways of determining whether your cell is perforﬁing‘
correctly, two important ways.

MODERATbR-KELLEY: Anyone else? . Yes.

FROM THE AUDIENCE: I have two
guestions.

MODéRATOR KELLEY: Okay. Your name?

MS. BAKER: I'm sorry. Angela Baker,

Missouri Department of Health. The first question is
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with regard to the Fenton reagent and the by—produéts
from the Fenton reagenf. Are ybur monitoring wells
going to be -- are you goiﬁg to be analyziﬁg for the
by-products from the Feﬁton reagent in.your
monitoring?

MS. CATO: TCE degradation products?

MS. BAKER: Yes.

MS. CATO: The deéign will incorporate a
monitoring to verify the performance '‘and also to
monitor for breakdown products, yes.

MS. BAKER: . The chemical oxidation, the
tetrachlorethylene, trichloroethylene,
dichloropropane, chloroform and the carbon‘
tetrachloride, those by—éroducts of your TCE
treatment?

MS. CATO: Yes.

MR. WALL: The design hasn’t been
developed yet oo

MSl CATO: - It hasn’t been developed, I
mean - - | |

MR. WALL: But certainly hopefully we
would address eyerything that needs to be addressed.

MS. BAKER: Right, that'’'s what we hope.

- MR. MCCRACKEN: For the record we’ll say

here that it will be monitored.
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MS. BAKER: Okay.

MR. MCCRACKEN: Right?

MS. CATO: Corfect.

MR. MCCRACKEN: 6kay.

MS. BAKER: And will we examine those
risks'also‘like we did for TCE?

MS. PICEL: Is it Pam? Or Angela? The
way we know of the Fenton reagent is that the
reaétion happens very quickly, which is why this
treatment is going to be ;— start from the beginning
to end be probably a couple months, and thé
by-products -- I mean in a few hours appareﬁtly-goes
into carbon dioxide ahd water. It'would be Qery-fast
and it wouldn’t be there to measure. So I don't
think we have data to do the risks because they won't
be there, those by-products.~

MS..BAKER: But you’re still going to
monitor phose anywa?? | °

MS. PICEL: Yes, in the.design it would
bé taken care of.

MS. BAKER: The next guestion was the
possibility-for more waivers. We didn’t talk abQut
the'waivers tonight, but we have -- there are waivers

in place for the TCE, the DNT and the nitrates sihply

because of the length of time, that it’s going to
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take a long period of time for those to be ‘cleaned
up .

But there are also other chemicalsithat
have just as long a cleanup time as those chemicals
and waivers weren}t placéd on those.

So my question is why place waivers on
those chemicals specifically when you have other
chemicals who have cleanup times that are just as
long? And aiso is it possible that those chemicals
also may come up withlwaivers lateré Because of
their cleanup time;

MR. WALL: .Yes, thatfs a good point, but
the waiver is a legalistic mechagism that allows you.
to opt out of a legal.requiremené} And in this cage
we have -- in this case we’re talking about MCL'’s or
maximum contaminant levels or something comparable to
that that‘weré>required under the Safe Drinking Water
Act . They don’t have those for every constitueﬁt
that'’s in the groundwater. So you énly can waive
those things that havé a such a requirement.

But it is a gobdvpoint that we need to
say something about -- just because it doesn’t Have
an MCL doésn’t medan it doesn*t have a health effect,
and we need to -- and we did consider the health

effects of those things in our analysis. And the
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bottom line numbers you see on potential risks
include those things. But there’s no MCL or
comparable number that would require a waiver.

MS. BAKER: Okay. Also how -- I don'’t
really know how to ask this questioh. But how are we
going to be assuredrthat every effort has been made
£6 do the remediation of the TCE and the DNT and the
nitrates before the technically implementaSle issues
come into place? How do we know every effort has
been made to follow through with that one, to
implemént that, before you say this isn’t technically
imblementableé ) |

MR. WALL: My way will be to review and
comment on their plans and try ﬁo talk them into
meeting my things that I see would be required in
that regard, énd I would hope that you would do the
éame.

MODERATOR KELLEY: Anyone else?

MR. MCCRACKEN: I want td raise one
other issue.

MODERATOR KELLEY: Sure;

MR. MCCRACKEN: One of the thingé, for
instance, With the Health Department you all are
monitoring a number of wélls;. I mean you'’re going to

probably waht to look at‘yoﬁr monitoring program to
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determine if -- well, in my mind whether some of
those could be éliminated. ~ For instance, radioactive
materials. In my mind there is nQ-potential that
radiocactive materials will iméact those wells.

MS. BAKER: We’'ve been doing that
sampling --

MR. MCCRACKEN: Yes, I know. ,

MS. BAKER: -- and we've had_hiﬁs for
uranium and radium. |

MR. MCCRACKEN: Not from this site.

MS. BAKER: We haQen‘t been able to
assbciate it with a site, but those wells are --

MR. MCCRACKEN: That's the importént
thing though is that we have such é low level of .
uranium in groundwater here and that's what we’ve
;oncluded from éur remedial investigation, that the
potential for that impacting those wells in my view
is none. | ) |

MR; WALL: There’s a much more ldgical
origin for those as well.

MS. BAKER: Bup a recommendation for me
'to'cut that out of my sampling wouldn’t be in place
because I know it’s there; Irregardless’of where

it’s coming from, it’s there. So I still have to

continue to monitor and make recommendations based on
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that because over the years we haven’t seen it
dissipate or go anywhere. It’s céntinually been
there. So we continue.to monitor. But we’ve always
put.the stipulation on that that we cannot sayvtha;
this is related to the site. We’ve always put that
st;pulation on there.

MR. MCCRACKEN: Okay.

MS. BAKER: And.then we continue tq

.explain thé risks and make recommenda;ions on ﬁow
'they can- lower their levels. |

| MR. MCCRACKEN: Let me modify what I
said then.

MS; BAKER: Okay.

MR. MCCRACKEN: ‘Anytﬁing that you're
doing, those thingsrthat you're doinglstrictly
because of the proximity to this site are.the things

"that you would look at in ﬁy ﬁind. And if you were
bdoing it strictly for thaﬁ reason, then I would think
that you would want to look at that. If you’re doing
it for other reasons then that’s fine.

But this investigation that we’ve done
is what we try to'do to be able to draw conclusions
like that. And the levels of uranium in groﬁndWater
are extremely low up here at ﬁhe site.

MR. WALL: And no radium.
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MR. MCCRACKEN: And no radium. Mike, to
your. point on the springéiagain. You know, the two
springs we have are Bergermeister and the one in ﬁhe
southeast drainage. Thé levels of uranium that are
in those springsbare higher than what’s in the
groundwater.'

So the implication to me there is
there’s a strong connection there in the source
that’s been removednfrom the site. So you may see
some -- I don’t tﬁink -- I think it would be very
difficult to predict and establish a baseline for
what you think is going to happen with those springs .-
for that reason. I mean we knéw they recharge from -
the groundwater sowe, but it musﬁ hot be that
entirely because the levels of'uranium in those
springs is higher than what’s in the groundwater.

MR. WALL: I think it probably got there

.| through surface pathways. Uranium is much more

soluble on the surface.

MR. MCCRACKEN: Yes, if you look at
Bergermeistef it responds quickly to storm events.
And ‘I think thé same thiﬁg is true for the-one in the
southeast drainage.

So I just waﬁted to céme back to your

point there. I think if you start trying to say
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what’s my baseline of what do I expect to see in
tﬁose springs, it’s going to be hard to do that.
Doesn'’'t mean they shouldn’t be monitored. But
there’s going td be some change from soﬁrce‘remdval
at some point in time tha;'s unrelated to
groundwater. I think I'm saying that right.

MODERATOR KELLEY: Anyone else? I think
if we don’t have any further questiéns, last oﬁ the
agenda, Steve, closiﬁg remarks.

MR. MCCRACKEN: Cee, I spent all day
working on my graph. I did. And I made people’s . "
lives miserable trying to come up with -- make sure
that we had the dates and'the'chments riéht.

What would I say in‘élosing. I still --
I.know that we have -- wé do not haQe consensus on
the issues that I addfessed'earlier. I do not think,
though, that any of us are éuggestihg that our intent
is not to assure the safety and health of the public

because we all believe that. And frankly it'’s

through these processes that you try to make rational

‘decisions that will assure that and reasonable

decisions. And where we are on these consensus
issues is trying to decide what is reasonable. And
what isn’t.

But I don’t think that any of us are
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suggesting‘anything that we believe would have any
health or safety implications. I think what we’'re
trying to do is de;ermine the.feasib%lity of
restoring a natural resource. And I would want to
make that .point, because I believe that to be true.
And that'’'s what you should do.

Because today people ask me constaﬁtly
. why would people have put waste in that quarry the
way they did years ago knowingithat it would
coﬁtamina;e the groundwater? Didn’t they know what
that might do to people?. |

Well, the fact is they studied that and
concluded that nobody would be'harmed sy the
contaminated“groundwater. And the reason they
reached that conclusion is the?e’s no well‘field down \
there, there was nobody drinking the water.

On the other hand} today the thing that
we would also look at is the impact on the natural
ﬂresource,‘ Aﬁd that’s a lot of'what I think we’re
talking about tonight is trying to figure‘out is what
is feasible and reasbnable as it'relates té.restoring
a natural resource, and.that’s.important.

And so that doesn’t mean we’re going to
agree on everything. And now what:we've got'to do is

figure out how to take these comments and how to move
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forward. And-I tbink that’s what'’s going to happen
over the néxt week or two. We have to take this and
anything that we receive in writing énd respond to
that and:try.to come to a conclusion of some kind.

With ;hat, I for one appreciate
everybody coming. With the exception of one person,
thisléentleman over here, I have known everybody here
for quité a long time, at least I thiﬂk._

FROM THE AUDIENCE: I assuhe you'’re
talking to me?

MR. MCCRACKEN: You’re the only stranger
in our m%dét. I mean we know everyﬁody else!

FROM THE AUDIENCE: ‘I'm more or leés.a
spectator and a compléiner; Everything seemed to
flow along pretty smoothiy-so I didn'p inject ‘too
much . But since you recognized me, why, I was --

MODERATOR KELLEY: May I havé your name,
sir?

MR.‘BADER:‘ Douglas Bader, and I'm a
affiliated with no group. I live in St. Charles
Cduﬁty, specificallyAin O’Fallon Hills. And therein
lies part of my concern. But I atﬁend one of the
meetings befére, before you started processing the
water out of the pit. ‘And the questioﬁ arose at that

time, but I let that slide also, but I’'d like to




82

bring it up ﬁow. The water was processed and put in
'a storage area. And it seems as though ﬁhere were
two other sources of water that entered that storage
érea. And theq it was decided, whether it was parts
per million were right, to dump it in the river. And
if it were not, why, that would wait unfil these

other two sources added enough water to it that the

parts per million were right. ©Now I know that you
know what the parts per million were. I certainly
don’t.. -

But the thing that concerns me about

that is that EPA and everybody else has gone on parts .-

‘per million for all contaminétion, regardless whether-
it’s this site or whether it’s automotive or whatéver
it is. And I have aiways been of the opinion that
it‘s not the parts per millioglnecessarily, it’s the
total. And n@body that I know of addresses thatl

And one hypothetical thing that I was
thinking about is that all of these contaminations,
particularly the_uranium, uranium doesn’t just occur
in parts per million around the country. It’'s-
concentrated out West some place. And Mother Nature
I guess concentrated it there. And ifbyou dump water
in the river that is only parts per millibn, what.is

to prevent Mother Nature from reconcentrating that
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some piace else and making one hot potato some place
else? Obviously we don’t know th;t.

4MR; WALL:' Chaos.

MODERATOR KELLEY: Someone like to
answer that quickly?

MR. MCCRACKEN: Well, boy, that’s a --
when you came out here before was it for the quarry
or was it for this plant up here?

MR. BADER: For the qﬁarry.

MR. MCCRACKEN: For the 'quarry. I will
tell you that probably was the host difficult times
for me were then. And the reason waé that in. my View
at least it was primarily not becéuse we weren’t
doing a good job, it was.because éf bu:-abilityAto
communicate with all thosé people that are affecte@
by -- that uée water downstream of our discharge.

And what that really meant was that
people in St. Louis were very concerned about what we
were doing, and ourvability as a little site to
communiéate that far away was-prétty-hard to do. But
we tried. And ﬁhe way we tried to do that was wé héd
multiple independent reviews. We had the state and
the EPA convinced that what we wefe doing was the way
to do it. |

And we went to a batch discharge system,
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which at that time, to gain confidence in what we
were doing, what that meant was that we would treat

water and we’'d store it until we could test it. Now

we didn’t add things to it.

MR. BADER: As I recall, there were two
other sources. I don;t recall what it was. Bué
certainly one was . rainfall or something of that
naturé. And the other one, I don't know what it was.
But it again appeéred to me about the same thing as
what Russel Bliss did.

| MR. MCCRACKEN: Well, I can assure you
it wasn'ﬁ anywhere close to that. |

MR. BADER: Well, we all_héve our
opinions. But he diluted. And that'’s basically what"
happened.- AsideAfrom I know that you did process the
water. Or at least that was the program. But then
to add réinwater to it to make it meet the parts per
million was not -- |

MR. MCCRACKEN: No, in fact the only
raiﬁwater that could have gotten in that is what fell

directly in the pond. And that wouldn’t amount to

anything as far as being able to dilute it to a level

that would be okay for discharge. .And besides that,
we were testing the water as it came right out of the

plant too. "And that plant --

gy
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MR._BAbER: But i; Qas held in a
retentién pond --

MR. MCCRACKEN: 'Right.

MR. BADER: - il SBE mete tie parts
per million.

‘MR. MCCRACKEN: Yes -- no. No, no, no,
no. It met that gding.in to the pond.

MR. BADER: What was it dding in the
poﬁd then?

MR. MCCRACKEN: That was the point. We
could v B traditional e

"MR. BADER: Wouldn’t it go diréctly to
the river? |

MR. MCCRACKEN: A traditional éystem
.would simply discharge directly to the river. And
you would test the stream as it’s éoing to the ri?er.
The problem we had with was that people dowﬁstream
did not trust it.‘ And in oxrder to gain -- 5etter
gain their trust, we said okay, we won’t have a
contiﬁuous discharge to the river; We will discharge
our clean water into these ponds and test it so that
we can prove that it meets‘all of our diséharge
criteria before we dischérge to the river. That way

we can’t make a mistake. We cannot have an upset in

our treatment plant that goes unnoticed for some
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period of time before we would discover it and stop
Jit.

And that’s why we went to that.batch
discharge. That batch discharge Was intended to be a
big contribution to people believing that what we
were doing was well donef not ﬁhe opposite of
that. In fact, it was quite the opposite of that.
And frankly had we not gone to a batch diécharge, I
think there’s a very good -- I mean we would have had
a very diffiéult time because of the distrust of the
downstreém users of that water.

MR. BADER: I should have asked the
question at that time --

MR. MCCRACKEﬁ: If you want to know more
about those things I would encourage you to come out.
We will tgke you through one of those plants or both
of them if you want to. We’ll .show you the results
of whatfwent on. |

MR. BADER: i’ll take you up on ﬁhat.

MR. MCCRACKEN: We’ll be happy to do
that. And as far as O‘’Fallon, when we have our
platform that we’re going to have up on top of this
pile yoﬁ can see O’'Fallon.

- MR. BADER: Well, I don’t live in

O’Fallon.
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MR. MCCRACKEN: Oh, you don’t?
MR. BADER: I live in O’Fallon Hills
which is an unincorporated area of St. Chalres

County, just east of --

MR. MCCRACKEN: You might be able to see

that too.
MR. BADER: I like high placéS‘for some
reason.
MODERATOR KELLEY: I think with that
we --
MR. MCCRACKEN: Bob had a question.
MODERATOR KELLEY : okay.
MR. GELLER: Bob Geller, Deparément of
Natural Resources. I just wanpedjﬁo édd that by

establiéhing a batch discharge process it allowed the
state as well as St. Charles County-toAcollect the
samples of the water and verify that their results
were accurate and gave us an opportunity to say stop

before ;hey discharged.

,MR. BADER: I‘'ve heard a lot of falk
about ourAbig interest in evéfybody’s health and
Miséouri DNR was instrumental in getting a sewage
éystem‘put iﬁ-in O'Failon Hills. Soon after it was
'put in, it started running ovér into the creek. And

I called Missouri DNR and I called'the EPA, and
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nobody had a thing to say about it. Now just -at that
time it ran over into this creek for a period of a
ﬁonth'approximately. And now just this last week it
ran over at least part of the wéek. And hopefuily it
won't happen again until it does.

MR. GELLER: 1I’ll be glad to follow up
with you on the specificé of that --

MODERATOR KELLEY: Maybe that’s a topic
fof another meeting. |

MR. MCCRACKEN: I think it’s a great
one. |

MODERATOR KELLEY: Ladies and gentlemen,
that concludes our publ}c meeting this evening. On
behalf of the Department of Energy and the project
management contractor, M.K. Feiguson and Jacobs
Engineering, we want to thank you for coming.this
evening and please drive safelyvon your way'hqme.
Thank you.

(Whereupon, at 9:03 P.M. the

meeting was concluded)
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