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MTD 
90-7-1-875 
P.O. Bo1t 7611 
Washington, DC 20044-7611 

By telefax and first class U.S. mail 
James B. Harris 
Thompson & Knight, P. C. 
1700 Pacific Ave, Suite 3300 
Dallas, Texas 75201-4693 
(214) 969-1102 
Fax: (214) 969-1751 

DOJ EES-6 

U.S. Department of Justice 
Environment and Natural Resources Division 
Environmental Enforcement Section 

12 August 1998 

Teltphont 002) 514-4226 
Fanimile (202) 514-8395 

Re: A)buquer~ v. Sparton Tecbnolo~y* Inc., No. CV-97-0206 (D.N.M.) 

Dear Jim: 

Attached please find Co-Plaintiffs written response to Sparton's July 23, 1998 proposal to 
install a fifty gallon per minute on-site containment system. Please feel free to contact me if 
you have any questions concerning this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Michael T. Donnellan 

c: counsel of record 
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The c.apture area indicated by the propos~ 50 gprn contaitnnent systezn is based on relativq:ly simple 

ana.1yti.cal m.odeUng techniqur~s_ These technique!! do not account for variablY in aqlli:fer parameters 

llcrosg the site. The I.Jllllopn parameters of tra.n!!missivity and groundwate& gradiwt used in the model 

are not well defined based on site·speeific data. Furthcnnore, the uc:baique of kriging the los 

tzansform=d TCI'! concentration data may not ac:cu.rately de9eribe the aetual distribution of contaminants 

in the aquifer. The acc:u:racy of this technique is of particular importance with &espect to the area 

between MW-32 and MW-42. whare there is insufficient c::banlcterization to guide the concentration 

contouring proccs5. 

Considering these Illscrvations, the analytical modr~ling t~hniques still provide a means to roughly 

evaluate alternative c.onTAinment strategies plonsu the re:sults are used for comparative purposes and it 

is undetstood that a great deal of uncertainty e:ICists in the modeling nliSUlts. Ultimately, it is empirical 

data thllt will be used to dcterm.ine the capture zone oftbe recovery weU(s). A greater level of 

confidenc~ in tbe flow ~aractcristics of the aquifer will bl!l possible after a contawment s,-stc:m is 

opc'l"8.ted and data are collected and analyzed. Simillll'ly, groundwater llllalytical clata can be used to 

better defin• the concentration p:rofile ofTCE in lhe groundwater, a1thougb thi~ can not be accomplished 

in the area between MW-32 and IVIW-42 without an additional monitoring paint, as described above. 

The remainder of this response assume~s the above qualific:ations witb the modeling approach and 

discusses the 50 SPJil proposal as if the aquiferparametl:!rs were well established, nl'lmog~neous, and 

equal to the values used in the model of the proposed 50 gprn c.ontaln.ment system. Further it assumes 

that the kriged t;Onc~nfnlrioJL5 p:reosc::ntcd in the propoli&l are accurate ti!!presenr.atious of the contaminant 

distribution. Both of these assumptions allo.,., rlle required slmpUficatioDS for conducting comparative 

analyses Wling :111 analytical groundwater fl.::."V mod~::l. 

There are three primary isslJI!lS regarding \he SO-gpm proposal for on-!lite c:ontainment. These issue5 

include, (1) the proposed approach does not contain all groundwater witb high iCE ooncentra.tionrs on­

site, (2) the approach will likely result in sp1111lJding sorne groundwater'¥itb TCE concenu-ations of 100 to 

200 ~g{L, TCH to tile northeast. widtning the plume, and (3) the ciDTent proposal does not .Ud the proeen 
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of off-site restoration as ahemarive proposals might. 

Tho first i6su~, involvinJ on-site containment primatily tl!!lates to the aqwfl!!r Me&$ beneath ponds No. 1, 

2, 3, and 4. The contour lines provided in the proposal show Bl'l!!a5 with concentrations in exc:ess of l ,000 

JA.g/L which will not be captured by the proposed containment system. lf a great~ conc;cntrntion of 

contllminants exists in the area. between MW-32 and MW-42. tbis issue becomes more ~tlgnific::ant. Most 

of the groundwater beneath the ponds that is not captured by the recovery well will be directed into the 

main body of the off-site plume and will prob~bly be captured by the off•site containment well. 

However~ this does not addres~ the issue of off-site restoration. n1e on-site areas where contaminants 

are allowed to travel into the off-site plume wm provide source tQ the off-site plume for a period of time 

after the c:ontainment is in plao~e. These additions of source are likely to complieate the efforts to achieve 

offrsite n~storation. An evalUB.tion of any clairn that Spartcn might make regarding the technical 

imprac.ticability for off-»itc :rostoration would he mu~;h more difficult if significant quantities of on-site 

contaminants have beBTJ allowed to move into ofT•site llfC8S. 

Thl!! second ili!IIUe concerns groundwater en the fringe of the plume with lower TCE concentration (5 

J.Lg/L to 200 ~-tilL). Undl!lr the proposed sc;cnario, grO\lndwater of this lower concentration on tbe 

not'tt!e~rn site boundaf)' will be pushed filrther away from the slte than it is curreatly traveliug. This 

will result in impact to areas of the aquifer that are net eurrr:ntly impaeb:d. These new ar~:~I!IS may he 

captured by th~e off-site contailunent l'y5tem. although this bM not yet been shown. "O.t.is Rpresents an 

lltlneces!l:ary explll'lsion of the plume. In addition, lateral spreading ofthe plume may result in 

eontamiuant.s reaching the t::urrently elean monitoriog ~ell nest at MW-59. If these '\IleUs become 

c;ontllltlinated, it will be nl!!cessaJY to redefUle the extent of tbc plume in this stca with new monitoring 

wells. 

The third issue relates tQ the couplins of the goals fOt' on-site conta;nment and oft"-$ite restoration. The 

proposed plan provides additional flushing. with the reiD.je~ted water, to only a small portion of the off­

sit~; plume. The off-site areas that receive flushing a:re the petiphend areas of the plume that arc of loweT 

concentr~Jtion and pe~rbaps less in need of flushing. 1n addition. the water nat captured and allo~d to 

di!:charge to the off-site pllltlle would not tl!lchnicRlly be considered "flushing" wati!Jr as it would contain 

TCE from on-site areas with soml!! con~tratiom in ~ess of 1,000 JJ.g/L. The proposed system does 
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pro-vide some flushlng of the on-sita zones of contamination, but the flushing is genr.rally not through 1hc 

most conccntnl.ted areas_ Perhaps a bl!ltter use of the reinjected ...-ater would be to provide flushing 

action to the off-site areas that will promote off-site re$tora.tion where restoration efforts will be the ~nost 

beneficiaL 

We have completed some ana1)'tic:al modeling of the on~site containment system using the same general 

asalllhptions etnployed in the work shown in the 50-gpm proposal. As a result of this modeling effort, 

we have identified some c:ontainm.,nt scenario,, whi~;b also utilize only 50 gpm and may provide some 

resolution to the three issues discussed above_ Th~ following four scenarios vier~ evaluated: 

1. A single recovery wen in the same location llS tbe well in the 50-gpm proposal With the ~liJD.e 

pwnping rate_ For thi!l seenatio. tbe groundwater ;s reinjected in a dryw~ell ar the northeast 

comer oftlu: property the same distance from the site (into the ell$crnent) as the re""very -welL 

2. Two recovery wells, eaeh pumped at 25 gpm, located near the southWest and northwest comers 

of the property, at the same distaa~ from the property boundaty as the re~;ovecy- well in the 50· 

gpm proposal. For this scenario, the water would be reinjeaed at 50 gpm into a dzyw.,n located 

between the two recovery wells. 

3. Two recovery wells and one reinjection well as in No.2 above, except all three "Giells are located 

on-site along lbe northweStern bounclaty of the site. 

4. Two re~;:overy W!!:lts, as in No.3 above. with reinjettion into an infiltnrtion pond located between 

the rec:ovecy wells. 

Tho result!i of these four modeled scenarios are discussed below with respect to the three bsnes identifted 

for tbe proposed 50-gpm. containment sy5Wm. 

The issue of on-site containment is best measured by the 'lltidtb. of c;aptnn: that the system provides at the 

doWitgnsdient (northwest) property boundary_. The proposed 50-gpm containment system captures a. 

width of approximately 491) feet at this property boundary. ln c;:optra.st., soc:marios one through four, 
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described above. ~aptured 615, 810, 810, and 730 feet, respe~tively, IJt the same boundary-. This 

indicates that any of these alternative scenarios will provide a rnoTe c:omph:te capture of the on-s1te 

plum&:~ with the same 50 gpm pumping and reinjection rate. 

The contaminated ground,.,ater beneath the building and e,c:rendlng to the northeast .and southwest from 

under the building also represents an importanl area for a containment system to capture_ All modeled 

scenarios, including the proposed SO-gpm containment systeJn, capture this high concentration zone to 

thl!l southwest. As discuncd above, tblll proposed 50-gpm containment system allows some grotmdwater 

be=neath pond No.3. with TCE con~entratiODJ in exeess of 1,00() 1.1.g/L. to es~pe contaiJUDent. All oftbe 

seanariott listed. above provide more complete containment in this area Scenarios one through few­

provide inc:T"eased eaptut"e widths in this. area of 90, 1 0, 1 00, 1111d 120 feet, respectively, in comparbon to 

the proposed 50-gpm contairunent ~y,stem. 

The modeled scenarios wc:re also evaluated with ~;espec.t to the likelihood that they will spread 

contaminated groundwater into areas tbat ue currently uncontaminated. As discuss•d abov~, the 

proposed 50-gpm. wntaiwnent system appars to spread the width of the contaminant plume in the area 

between MW-42 Bhd M'W·59. None ofthc scenarios: modeled demonstrat.::d the degree ofla.teral spread 

noted in rhe SO-gprn proposal. However. !1-eenario one did show some la.Leral .spread ins of gtoundwater. 

The sprellding was not as seve.re as noted for the proposed SO gpm contamment system aud the 

groundwater that 'WliS spTI!:ad with this scenario get,eraHy had a TCE wncentration indicated by the 

kri&ing to be less than 100 JA.JJIL. The other three scenarios tested showed no tendettcy to spread the 

width of the plume. 

Flttally, the modeh1d scenario-» were lliValuated ...,;:th respect to their contribution to off-site restor11.tion. 

As poted above, the proposed 50 gpm containment system does not provide significant flushing of the 

off-site plume and, in fact, provides a continuiDg ~ourec of eonta~ninated ground'll'ater from beneath 

Pond No.3. With this proposed containment systi!!M, off-site restoration would be problematic fOJ' many 

years unti I sufficient tlushi11g of the noted bigh concentration "®es em-site is complete_ Each of the foul" 

modeled scenarios pro11ided better off-site flushing than \he proposed SQ gpm containment .system. This 

was due in part to the greater c;apturr: width of the modeled c;ontainment systems and in put to the 

patb;way that the clean reinjected groundwater takes 'll'ith each of tbe ~narios. The pathway taken by 
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the treated. groundwater. under the four- modeled !lcenarlos., was largely into the off~site plume where the 

water would provide some~ flushing action to aid in off-site: restoration. Scenarios two, three, and four 

pro¥ided tbe best flushing action to the center ofths lcriged off-site plUIIle. Scenatio one proved better at 

flushing tball the proposed SO gpm c.ontainntent system, but did not perfonn as well as the other three 

ntodeled scenario!!. 

The modeled scenarios, desc;ribc:~d above, were not chosen to provide an exhaustive review of the options 

for on-si~ containmllml or for how they affed: the goal ofrestoration_ Howen:r. the ntodeJcd scenarios 

appear to provide better on-~ite containment. less tendenc:y to spread portions of the contaminant plume, 

and better coupling with the off~site goa.Js. of aquifer H'llltoration- These benefits are acbieyed at tbe same 

pumping and. reinjec:tion l'atc as the proposa:d 50 gpm containment ~ystem. Other c:;ontainment strategjes 

may further improve the l!lOdel runs eonducted for this analysis. 

Thes-e is IW additional concern regarding the use of infiltration ponds as proposed. in the 50 gpm proposal 

5ubmitted by Sparton and as desaibed in Scenario No_ 4, above. There is a coucer.n regarding the loss of 

groundwate..- resources due to evaporation. The degree of evaporative loss is an important issue in 

obtaitning nceessary permits such as authorization from the Office of the State Engineer. In obtaining 

the nec:;essary permits, this potential pTOblem would be eliJninatcd ifSparton used tither methoc:b of 

groundwater recharge s.uch liS dcy welb. reinjection wclb. or infiltratioa gaUerics. 
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