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September 3, 2003

Mr. David Geiser

U.S. Department of Energy

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

RE: PROPOSED PLAN FOR FINAL REMEDIAL ACTION FOR THE
GROUNDWATER OPERABLE UNIT AT THE CHEMICAL PLANT
AREA OF THE WELDON SPRING SITE, WELDON SPRING, MISSOURI

(August 2003)

J . |

| SUPPORTING EVALUATION FOR THE PROPOSED PLAN FOR FINAL
REMEDIAL ACTION FOR THE GROUNDWATER OPERABLE UNIT AT
THE CHEMICAL PLANT AREA OF THE WELDON SPRING SITE,

WELDON SPRING, MISSOURI (Angust 2003)
Dear Mr. Geiser: -

The Missouri Department of Natural Resources received the Groundwater Operable Unit
(GWOU) Proposed Plan and Supporting Evalnation on Angust 4, 2003, for review, commment,
and possible concurrence. ‘We appreciate the opportumity to comment and pecticipate in this
review process. As you know, the state of Missouri bas noted we can support the Department of
Energy’s (DOE) proposal of “monitored natural attenuation” ~ (Jeaving contaminated ground
waminphce)bmanlyifsomehnpommhnicalandiwimﬁondmdiﬁmhawbem
defined. Regrmbly,wanaﬁermﬁnwdcoordinnﬁmbetwemthisdepmmtmdm&e
DepmmofNademmmanmwﬁhﬂmptmadmediﬂuﬁmprﬁmwd
in this Proposed Plan because it does not provide adequate protection for Missourisns. Too
mmyimpormﬁdemﬂsmminabsmtﬁumthisplmﬁormndepmmmwpmﬁdcmmcc
at this time. Tordtaacﬂ:isdepumwfswm,lhawmdoscdawpyofomcommmfor

S
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" Mr. David Geiser =
September 3, 2003 ‘\‘
Page? .

wummmmmmmewou Record of Decision. 1would like to
pmmnymmmamﬁonmuﬂmmmmmmmmmhave
with the DOE's Proposed Plan.

medmmammmmamﬂemmﬁonﬂmdiﬁumnm
site, Thedepamncntdmbeﬁwsmaechmﬁuisﬁmmnkethaneedfoudehﬂedmmimﬁng
system, including vertical monitoring with conservative trigger levels, even more important so
theMNAahemaﬁvecmbcpmtadveofhmnmhealthandﬂxeenvimnmmt The Proposed Plan
doanotoontalnthissoﬂofmonitaﬁngmbunortﬁwky:h. The department believes if
appropriate trigger levels are not set prior to finalizing the GWOU Record of Decision, the
department must have the ability to legally concur with the Remedial Design/Remedial Action
report, that defines these details. Since contamination levels at Burgermeister Spring fluctuate
significantly, & conservative, protective plan should also include regular fish tissue sampliog and
i) passive treatment of contaminated groundwater currently discharging at Burgermeister Spring.

Federal Facilities Agreement
mdepmmconﬁmsesmmmatwebemmeafunparmﬁtm an appropriately updated
Federal Facilities Agrecment (FFA). The Environmental Protection Agency, DOE, and this
department have all agreed to this in concept. I recommend we use the latest model FFA to
develapadoqnnmttbatallﬁzepﬁa can review, comment on, and agree to, concurrent with
development of the plan to address the groundwater. The revised FFA document must be in
placcbeforeorconaﬁmnwithaecuﬁoncf'deWOUROD. This process is consistent with
assugacsoﬁcredbyDOEthm&emcwwldbmuigamﬁmmmmtmmy
at the signing of the final site ROD. This approach helps ensure that this department will be able
to represent the public’s future concems.

Long-Term Stewardship
AsthisisﬂacﬂnalRODfmdem,ﬂmacﬁmsotimeﬁonmwinpmpodnghowwaddms
mnmmmdgomdmmgdsﬁngonormdngﬁomtﬁsm'ma&ﬂwmdwmmdmm
to be for future generations. 1t is vital that the plan incindes the establishment of the necessary
insﬁmﬁmdmlsminfnmﬁnmowmmdusmof&epmpetyadjmmtmthecen,as
wcuuhnpwmdneighbcmaudxnthcmmmpmmofcmmmaswmimﬁn
oftbonmnindiﬁdnalstorddulndicwﬁveorhmdomm Such a decision
is one we do not take Hghtly. IntherzpidlygmwingcountyofSt.Chaﬂm,whae&issﬁeis
Jocated, useable land and water resources remain st 8 prezium. We anticipste continucd growth
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Page 3

and pressure for “clean” and “safe” areas to live, work and/or visit for recreation. We must
mmthﬂomdwisicmwdaymfnﬂypmmhtheﬁmm.

The GWOU ROD must have the Stcwuﬂahip?imincmpamdasamajorwmpmmtmme
protectiveness of the remedy is relisnt on long-tetm stewardship, long-term monitoring, and
long-term maintenance, Adequate long-term stewardship must inclode provisions for secure,
long-term funding for maintenance, meonitoring snd contimed state oversight along with clear
enforcement anthority.

Asmmdpmﬁaudy,ﬂﬁsdepmmmtmnimmmedabommDOE'sWlefa
addressing groundwater. We must be confident that the plan for long texm monitoring of the
contaminated gomdwawrwmpmdnoe'd:cncc:ssarydatatoprovcyomdm and the public
ﬂmtmmmnimﬁmistulyaumaﬁng,mdwnmhmmﬁgmﬁmisnotquﬁngmwcpable
risks to the people who live, work, and play near the site, DOE is obligated to achieve this same
goal.

Ihavecompiledasctofdcta&ledcommmts&nnhouldbeaddressedbeforetheGWOUROD. i
_ yonhzvcmyqudﬂonsabomﬂnbasis,mmmgarwofanyofthemmmdoncthesitate
o " o call me at (§73) 368-2100, or Robext Geller at (573) 751-3907, immediately, Writnen inquiries
3 may be directed to me at P.O. Box 250, Rolla, MO 65401, of to Mr. Geller at the Hazardous
Wastz Program, P. O. Box 176, Jefferson City, MO. 65102-0176. We look forward to working
udﬁzyoumaemeanadeqmcplmfonddmsingthegomdwncwnmimﬁonatthe
Chexmical Plant Site that everyone can support with confidence.

Thank you for your attention to this critical matter.
Sincerely,
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY AND RESOURCE ASSESSMENT DIVISION

Mimi R. Garstang, RG

Director and State Geologist

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

573/368-2111 (Fax)
argarsn(@msil dor stare.mo.us

MGiled
Enclosure
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¢ M. James Guliliford, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency-Region VII
Ms. Pam Thompson, WSSRAP Project Office
M. Dag Wall, U.S. Envirommental Protection Agency-Region VI
‘Weldon Spring Citizens Commmigsion
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Comments
: PlanforFinalRmedhlAcdonfortheGromdwerperlhkUnhnthe
Chemiﬁll’hntAmolttheldon SprlngSite,Wehhn Spring,hﬁsouﬂ,a.ugmzm

General Comments:

Institutional conuo]sareminbesﬂmonqnofthepmposedrmedy. The department will
ot consider the remedy complete orpmteaivemﬁlaﬂcomponm’softhemedyminpm:,
mcludmgmstxmnonalcontmls

‘While not directly related to comments onthephn,theissueofhavingthesuteasaco'-simm
mmerwbedFedaﬂF;dﬁtyAgwnmxisﬁhlmmeofmgmMmﬁrmmoﬁhc
ROD and stewardskip plan. This will also ellow the department to represent future public
cOncerns.

TheDepmmofHahhmdSaﬁorSaﬁocsiswmmimdmreguln,oﬁsite.;xivzte,drinldng
water well mopitoring, As discussion progresses on the LTS plan the Department of Natural
Resources will support the need for funding to coptinue this-sampling near the WSSRAP. The
MDNR and DHSS believe the DOE must develop 2 mechanism for funding of private well
sampﬁngintotheﬂ:turetommtbismmmwismaimﬁned.

- mdcpamnmtbeﬁmﬂ:eGWOURODnmstoonmﬁtto a fully executed FFA that inclodes

’ the state before the LTS plan is finalized.
ThcdepammntbelievesmeGWOURODmustidenﬁfytthtateofMiasouﬁashavingapmoval
aufhoﬁtyothhcmadialdﬁi@m).

The Departments of Conservation, Heelth and Senior Services, and Natural Resources agree that
fish sampling should be conducted on a regular basis to verify conditions are protective. This
will ensure the public is well informed about the conditions of fish in the area,

BndosedareeomanlspnptredhythehﬁssomianmnemofConmaﬁon These comments
are submitted and should be addressed in the responsive summary.

TheDepamnmiomenspormﬁonmdthisdzpumentbdiwethatsigxs should be erected pear
the two culverts under Highway 94 and State Road D. These signs would inform the potential
construction worker of the need to call the DOE for further information. This comment can be
addressed in the LTM plan.

Detailed Comments:

Comment 1) Page 3, The plan states 1,3,5-TNB is 2 contaminant of concern (COC). Page 10
of the plan lists the ARARs and RBCs. Previous versions of this plan have included a RBC
for 1,3,5-TNB. This plan fails to include 2 RBC for the COC 1,3,5-TNB. Please explain this
omission. )
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Comment 2) Pnge4,UranhmncﬁmmplmM“Cmmpnnpnmnﬂylmtedm
the weathered portion of the shallow aquifer.” Thedoc\nnmtmhnuabynmgmem
wells currently contaminated, MW-3024 and MW-3030, The monitoring well with the
lﬁghmommmﬁonofwmimnisMW-Sou,wlﬁdlisdepideﬂonﬁgmuZmdA:hsa
wdlmonitorinxﬁxemwathﬁedpmﬁmofﬁe:qxﬁfu. This suggests that the urantom
emmimﬁonhpredmﬁnmﬂymmmwmdporﬁonoﬂbzﬂwﬁmxwm
Limestone.

Comment 3) PageS,lastpmmmplmmedisdmganSpﬁ:}g
theumixswfﬂmthermfaeewatergndvdthpcndedwgtcrhukc%.“ Either in the plan it

DOE sampled fish in 1993 but only took fillet samples. The department suggests ammual

the arca.

Comment 4) Pages,ﬁrﬁmmpl&pmgaph. The plan states . . . and no groundwater
mnhminﬂdonmibmblemtheChm&mlle:siteispmemwuﬂnofmedivide....”
Ahhoughthedepmunentxmdmdsthepupo&ofﬁﬁsmcmmdpmgzphweaho
find this statement potentially misleading. Currently, conteminated groundwater attributable
1o the Chemical Plant exists south of the groundwater divide. The contaminated groundwater

o in the Southeast Drainage is a prime example. The department suggests the information in
) this paragraph be rewritten to reflect this fact,

Comment 5) Page 8, first part paragraph. The plan states “althongh the MCL of 5 pg/l was not
sustained throughout the plume.”, This statement is misleading since the Interim Action was
mtduignedtotzeat'rcsﬂmughomtheplume. A more socurste statement would be
“although the MCL of 5 p1g/! was not sustained in the treatment ares.” This could be
followedbyabdcfstatemmteoq:hiningwhytthCLwasnotsumM

Conment 6) PagcQ,Fig\mZAUrmthominaﬁonComourfwzmzameCh;minl
Plant Area There are no unweathered wells located cast or southeast of the uranium plumes
illustrated in this figure. It also appears that the plome drawn around MW-3024 icorporates
data&omwem‘hetedzonewdlswithdmﬁomMW~3024,m\mweathuvdmeweu. The
justification of this is not clear, particularly in light of the fact that the two zones exhibit
different characteristics: e.g., the weathered zone well, MW-3025, adjacent to MW-3024 has
a higher water lovel and Jower uranivm concentration than MW-3024. Additional
anweathered wells are required in these locations to fixther characterize the horizontal and
vertical extext of uranium contamination,

Comment7) Page 11, first complets paragraph. The plan states “These I1Cs would be
indefinite-term licenses, eascpents, or permits, as applicable.” The State of Missouri
recommends the DOE inchude the State Registry in this list of ICs. As part of the ICs
available, DOE can volunteer to be included on the registry or the department can place areas
of this site on the registry.
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Conpment 8) Page 15, first complete paragraph. Contingencics are defined in this paragraph.
TheDOBhaspwviuudymimdmemdw&ngﬁshsmﬁnguaeonﬁnmeyifnunim
wmmﬁammmsmmmmdmmmmm
timefreme of the bio-Ouptake sampling efforts. This contingency should be added to this
paragraph. Gencric language would be appropriate.

Comment 9) Page 15, sccond column, fizst part paragraph. The plan states “Active treatment
alternatives have been investigated and determined to be inefective.” This statcment is not
factual. AcﬁvatrcmmtofTCBwasmtobeeﬁ‘ecﬁvcatﬂchibtmde. Localized
treatment of TCE is effective. Mdepmanmggmmordhgﬁﬁsmwindnde
locaﬁzedmdeCBiseﬁecﬁvemdhotspmuedmmtispmdicmdmbeeﬁ‘wﬁve.

Comment 10) Page 15, second complete paragraph. The department does not agree with the
d&pasdmﬂedinthemfmedmppozﬁngwduaﬁonrepom Please refer to the detailed
comments on the supporting evaluation report.

Comment 11) AppendixA,Ihisvusimofmeplmdoanmmm:munﬁnmtwﬁm
mapfortheCOC 1,3,5-TNB. Please explain this omission.




08/03/03 14:34 FAX 2025861241 ’ LUNGIEKE J1LWARLSES S

b

573 526 5268  P.09

- cEP-@3-2083 12106 MDNR—HP
? T
Comments
8/27/2003
Supporting Evaluation for the Proposed Plan for Final Remedial Action for
the Groundwater Operable Unit at the Chemical Plan Ares of the Weldon
Spring Site, Weldon Spring, Missouri

Genersl Comments:

Several ofthcplan’s;mposedadionlcvdsandthemmbemdlocaﬁon of monitoring locations
are unacceptable. Since the shallow groundwater system is hydrogeologically complex,
additional monitoring wells beyond thosepmposedwﬂlheneededmprovideueompﬂmsivc
and acceptable monitoring systent. More conservetive trigger levels gre needed in several
insmnceswpxovideaﬁctorofsafctyhﬂﬂs complex hydrogeological eavironment to be fully
protacﬁvconhmanhaalthmdthemviromnmt.

Detailed Comments:

Commentl) Section2.1.] Groundwater, page 5. The contaminants of concern listed in the
fnstpmynphdomtmaichmeCOCﬂistedinthepmposedplm. The nitroaromatic
compound 1,3,5-trinitrobenzene (1,3,5TNB) is listed as 2 COC in the proposed plan but has
been omitted in the supporting evaluation. Pleasee:qalzin&isdiscmpmyandomission.

Comumnent Z) FigvksZIthmughz.ﬂ,Tmsversionofthccvahaﬁondo&nOtcoMa
contarminant contour map for the COC 1,3,5-TNB. Please explain this omission. -

Comupent 3) Page 5, Section 2.1.1 Groundwater, The document refers to Sgures 2.2 through
z7todepialocuﬁomexwedingmmnﬁtysmdmdsorﬁsk-bmdmmﬁons
(RBCs). Thmﬁgmaoxﬂydepictthehodmnxalematofoonmnimﬁm Please include
ApS ine the three dimensional extent of contamination. From our understanding,

. DOE has had the information to produce these maps since the Remedial Investigation, except
for the TCE. Add&ﬁonalmonimingwmbencededtodcﬁneTCEv&ﬁcﬂm In
addition, citizens st the PP pubﬁcmaeﬁngrequmdthueﬂmedimmsimalmaps.

Comunent 4) Page 13, fourth paragraph. The document states “Uranium contamination oocurs
predominantly on the Chemical Plan site in the weathered unit of the Burlington-Keokuk
Limestoue.” The document continues by naming the two wells currently contaminated, MW-
3024 and MW-3030. The monitaring well with the highest concentration of uranium is MW-
3024 which is depicted on figures 2.1 and 2.4 as a well constructed in the oaweathered
portion of the aquifer. 'Iﬁssuggmthaxmﬁxmcontamhﬁonbpredominmﬂyinﬂn
unweathered umit of the Burlington-Keokuk Limestone.

Comment 5) Page 14, Section 2.1.2 Spring Watex, The last sentence of this section states that,
“Nitrate and TCE were not detected in this spring.” According to the records provide to this
deputnmtbyﬂ:aDOE,nimwasdmaedinSP-EBdeingzmz. These detections were
below the MCL of 10 ug/L
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Commext 6) mmmeWaWSmmmam
othasmﬁeemandwithpondedminuhﬁ.” Elsewhere in the plan it is stated that
' i Spdngdischzgsumhmoonmmﬁonsmtmzem&ﬁmloom
 This iformation brings into question what impact fhis has had an fish in Laks 34. The DOE
sampledﬁshin1993bmm!yamlyzedﬁlletsamplu. mc&mmmm
analysisofwholsﬁshmplawmtﬂmﬁewbﬁcbwanmﬁGemﬁﬁom

Comment'7) Pages 15-17, last paragraph on page 15. Page 15, Section 2.2.1 Geology and
Hydrogeology, last complete pangmph. The statement that “no groundwater contsmination

groundwater mmponenttothcmnmmaﬂonpresentinﬁmdowngadiemmp”isnot

by 2002 sampling results from SP-5304. Uranium sampling data from SP-5304 in
2002 ranged from between 9.4 and 103 pCi/l (Section 2.1.2 Spring Water). Also in 2002
there were detections of 2,4,6-trinitrototuene (2,4,6-TNT) in SP-5304. Another statement in
the same paragraph (“springs in the Southeast Drainage act as end points of direct (ciphasis
added) groundwater transport for the Chemical Plant Area and provide ideal locations for
monitoring groundwater contamination”) contradicts the preceding quote. The department
suggedstheinfonnﬁminﬂqispma;nphberewximtoreﬂeaﬂﬁs fact.

Comment 8) Secdon3.12kesn1mofﬂ:cﬁdd8mdies,mgraphmpm30. The last

. sentence of this paragraph has been signi cantly revised since the March 2003 draft

. ’ Proposed Plan, Forenmplqinmedmﬁdocnmmtitiswedrbata:mﬁngmﬁomthc
moremsmissivepmﬁonsofﬁ:eshandwnquifawmﬂdeﬁwﬁvdymadiatethe '
groundwater in this area. In the August 2003 revision of the Proposed Plan the term
“Mvdymﬁﬁhnbm&mdtoﬁmv?md“ﬁﬁsm”mmm&m“a
gmall discrete area”. mdly,theapnmareamnstmedhymeDOEdnﬂngtheaddiﬁonal
field study was quite large. We suggest future explanations of the field stady be more
factual.

Comment 9) Page38,hstpamgnph,Thedom:nim“hwasmvisionedinmoIRODthat
two sets of wells and two injections would achieve the MCL* The department disagrees
with this interpretation of the IROD. The JROD states “the need for the instellation of

i a.tdy'tvm‘sctsofnestadaypliwianormjecﬁonwens,whhmulﬁplemmds(uleast
two) of chemical reagent application.” The teoms “two sets of nested zpplication or injection
wcﬂs”rderredmtwommofscvudhjecﬁonwdlsﬂwmyh;windudﬁmym
wells than just two, Also the ROD refers to multiple rounds of chemical spplication. Two
rounds were considered & miimum, '

Comment 10) Page 49, Section 3.5.2 Evaluation of ICs for Application at the Chemica] Plant
Area Institntional controls gre an integral camponent of the proposed remedy. The
department will not consider the remedy complete or protective until all components of the
remedy are in place, including institutional controls. ‘

Comment 11) Page 49, Section 3.5.2 Evalustion of ICs for Application at the Chexnical Plant
mmesmdmmmm&mmswmsmmmummc ICs.
As part of the ICs available, DOE can volunteer to be inchuded on the registry or the -
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dspmmncanplmmofﬂxissiteond:eredmy. This would be conmidered as an added
lnyer to the ICs that would be implemented.

Commeni 12) Page 57, Section 43.1 Description, third paragraph, The last sentence contains 8
typographical error. Section3.12.1 does not exist.

Comment 13) Page 65, Section 5.2 PROPOSED PERFORMANCE MONITORING
STRATEGY, last paragraph, The documeant states “For uranium, the contingencies include
sdditional fish sampling at Laks 34.”. This statement is not reflected in Table 5.3 as s

contingency-

Comment 14) Page 67, Table 5.1, According to the table, 8 previously proposed unweathered-
zone well, UW-2 (to be located ncar MW-3034) was deleted from this monitoring plan. The
identified umweathered-zone well, UW-1 (oﬁg!naﬂytobelocmdneareﬁsﬁngwenMW-
4031) has now, according to this table, been relocated to the MW-4037 area in the leading
cdge of the TCE plume. Without these wells in the highest TCE concentration areas, a
remedial objective of MNA, to verify that vertical expansion of the TCE plume is not

- -

Mm@gmmmmmmmwwwm

j techniques.
CommmtIS) Table 5.1, Jn scveral places this table states ,,.if TCE conceatrations in the
center of the plume bave dissipated to <300 pg/L™. In 2l occurrences, the department
believes a more appropriate level to be <50 pg/l

Coniment 16) Page 70, The proposed Objestive C trigger of 75 pgl TCE atnionimdngweuw-
1 is unacceptable. This trigger should be 10 g/l at this location. The In-situ Chermical
- Oxidation (ICO) hot spot trigger should aiso be 10 pg/l.

Comment 17) Page 71, The proposed Objective C trigger concentration &t MWS-1, 20 nglis
unacceptably high. A more appropriste trigger concentration for MWS-1 located at the
federal property boundary would be a more protective concentration level of 5 ug/l (the
MCL).

Commmtl!)Page?Z,TﬁgngmtraﬁonorEwnCorm,mewordW should be
“spring”.

Comment 19) Page 75, Table 5.2, No characterization (Objective A) wells are included in this
table to copfirm the extent of the nitrate plome in the vertical direction. Without these wells
Mmemmmmﬁmmamﬁdobjecﬂwofmmwﬂym
the vertical expansion of the nitrate plume is not occumring, cannot be accomplished. '
Monitoring wells 3024, 3026, snd 4011 are all nitrate contaminated wells screened in the
unweathered 2one. Thodepaxtmcmrwmmdsinstﬂlaﬂmofﬂmeweﬂsinm
wnweathered portion at location beneath MW-3024, MW-3026, and MW-4011. These, in
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mwmmmmawml and MW»3034, will be used to help
delineate the nitrate contamination in the waweathered zone. DOE should take the
appmpﬁatepxecmﬁmdudnginmnﬁmmmininﬁmmigaﬂmmedbyimpmpu
installation techmiques. . '

Comment 20) Page 75, Table 5.2, Trigger Concentration or Bvent column, b. (1), The proposed
uiggeroonomn‘aﬁonofl,SOOmg/listnohigh. Amoreapp'opriaxeconcentraﬁmmuldbe
1,000 mg/l. If the concentration exceeds 1,000 mg/] the probahility that MNA standard
Objective B isbdngmﬁshedwouldbeindoubt.

Comment 21) Page 75, Teble 52 Preliminary MNA Performance Monitoring for Nitrate,
Trigger Concentrations of Event cohumm, b. (2), The proposed trigger of 1,000 mg/l (average
ofthehighthreeconwmﬁms)inthisplanismolﬁsh. The MNA timeframes should be
recalmlusediftheavaageofthehighﬂmeeonaecuﬁveeonccaraﬁons exceeds 600 mg/l.

Comment 22) Page 77, Table 52, Two wells, MW-3026 and MW-4011 are listed as wells that
momitor the unwesthered bedrock mit. These uoweathered unit wells show nitrate
concentrations ranging fram approximately 100 to 200 mg/l. If contsminants exist in the
unweathered unit, appmp:iatcmmitarhgloaﬁmswithintheunwaﬂwredmiuhmﬂdbe
includedin&wplantomonimrforpownﬁllqnmdinzufth&plmnm. -

Comment 23) Page 78, Table 52, An additional Objective C well {s necessary to monitor the
3 leading odge of nitrate contamination as it migrates off-site. This well should be located to
: the north of the plume and north of MW-~4013, Further discussion on the specific location of
this well is noeded.

Comment 24) Pagc 78, Table 5.2, The Objective C monitoring well trigger is unacceptable.
The trigger should be 10 mg/! instoad of the proposed 500 mg/L

Comment 25) Page 79, Tsble 5.2, The Objective D spring trigger is vnacceptable. The trigger
should be 10 mg/] instead of the proposed 100 mg/l, )

Comment 26) Page 81, Tablc 53, Table 5.3 Preliminary MNA Performance Monitoring for
Ureninm. The table does not include Objective A characterization monitoring wells. Three
wwd]sindzeunwenhaedpoxﬁonmnqdmdutlﬁelocaﬁonofMW—SO%andMW-
3030 southeast of MW-3024. These will be used to help defineate the uranium
contamination. The plsn must include un-impacted monitoring points in the unweathered
zone (for cach of the two plumes) bencath the areas of highest uranium concentration. DOE
should take the appropriated precaution during installation to minimize migration caused by
tmproper installation techniques.

Commant 27) Page 81, Table 5.3, The Objective B trigger is unacceptable. The trigger should
be 100 pCi/l uranium instead of the proposed 300 pCi/l No basis for the trigger
concentration of 300 pCi/1 is provided in this plan and the department does not consider 300
pCi/l e reasonsble trigger concentration. Based upon historical records the lower
concentratiop of 100 pCi/l Is appropriate, Alternatively, use the same test given in the first
. ; tier, to determine trigger concentrations for Objective B wells, -
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Comment 28) Page 81, Table S;S,If&cmaq:mdh_iﬁ mmmt}onofm,pﬁllocanfor
twoeansemﬁvequ,a_taswidxoonﬁmnmymplmgamomachv.cm?mﬁm

whymcmaﬂmsminauaingnngOOdeLZ)mwnhlbmdpo@lydgnaeﬂmsite
modchmdS)invsﬁganposiblemkmwnmm-mmdiaedmofmmaﬁm

Comment 29) Page 81, Tabless,Anoﬁm'mﬁnsﬂcyacﬁonthO\ﬂdbeaddedmﬂmsemndﬁa
for Objective B wells. Becausc the size of the plume directly effects the MNA timeframe
calm\zﬁon,th:conﬁngmcyacﬁonofrmlmhﬁngmﬁmeﬁ‘mm should be initisted if
the size of the contaminant phume changes significantly.

Comment 30) Page 81, Table 53, An unweathered-zone well MW-3024 and a weathered-zone
well MW-3030 are both Objective-B wells for uranium monitoring. The two wells are
monitoring different bedrock units, unweathered and weathered. This is another reason why
addiﬁmdmwuﬁ;aedmwensbmenhboﬂ:wmhmplmnsmnmmymmm
delineate the vertical extent of uranitm contaminsticn.

Comment 31) Page 81, Table 5.3, For locations consistently below S pCi/l, the trigger
concentration should be 15 pCi/l instesd of 20 pCil (the MCL.) Such a significant increase
in concentration shonld be evaluated before the MCL is reached. Setting the trigger
concentration below the MCL would be consistent with the MNA monitoring plan for TCE.

) Comment 32) Page 82, Table 5.3, The Objective C trigger is unacceptable. The trigger should
: be 20 pCi/l uranium instead of the proposed 100 pCil.

Comment 33) Page 82, Table 5.3, The proposed second-tier trigger conocntration for the springs
at 300 pCi/l is fifteen times the MCL at this point of exposure. A trigger concentration of
IOOpCifLmoughhig)erﬂnnﬂuMCLismable,basedonmcem sampling results and is
more protective than the proposed concsntration.

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

Comment 35) Page 84, Table 5.4, No Objective A wells (unweathered-zone wells) arc proposed
in this plan. One MNA remedial objective, to verify vertical expansion of the nitroaromatic
phume is not occurring, cannot be accomplished unless wrrweathered Objective A wells are
located in the ereas of aitroaramatic contaminstion near MW-2012,

Comment 36) Page 87, Table 5.4, Cantingency Actions, Becsuse B-2 wells are discussed on this
page, it is suspected that “B-1* incinded here should be “B-2”. In the response to this
comment the error was acknowledged, but it was not corrected in August 2003 Supparting
Evaluation,

Comment 37) Why arc all triggers based on 2,4-DNT and not any of the other nitroaromatics?

Comment 38) Review trigger levels for nitroaromatics!
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CommtmrageQI,TableS.tt,Tnhle5.4PrelimimryWAP=ﬁmnmc=Mmhgfor /
Niuoumn:ﬁcCampntnds,Mo:ﬂtoringWellcolmm,P‘ﬂ‘9l. No springs in the Southeast
compoundsatspdngsintheSomhaastDnimzcshoddbeindnded. Nitrosromatic '
wmpom&mwmmmmmmm(sp-ssosmsr-smy The
depummmda&andsmn&eDOBhﬁmudymuedmmﬁngfm
mmammﬁcwmmmmmmwm
with uramium.

CommthPageQZ,TnblcSA,ThmarenopmposedObjecﬁwF wells located east of the
disposalccﬂ,spedﬁcaﬂyhd;emgl’ondm Objective F well(s) should be added in this
area, .
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