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

MTD

90-7-1-875

PO Box 7611 Telophone (202) 5144226
Washington, DC 20044-7611 Facsimile (202) $14-8395

12 August 1998

t
James B. Harris
Thompson & Knight, P.C.
1700 Pacific Ave, Suite 3300
Dallas, Texas 75201-4693
(214) 969-1102
Fax: (214) 969-1751

Re:  Albuguerque v, Sparton Technology, 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 contaimment 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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Response to 50 gpm Proposal

The capture area indicated by the propased 50 gpm containment system is based on relatively simple
analytical modeling techniques. These techniques do not account for variably in aquifer parametérs
across the site. The uniform parameters of transmissivity and groundwater gradient used in the model
are not well defined based on site-gpecific data, Furthermore, the technique of kriging the log
trausformed TCE concentration data may not accurately describe the actyal distribution of contaminants
in the aquifer. The accuracy of this technique is of particular importance with respect to the area
between MW-32 and MW-42 where there is insufficient characterization to guide the concentration

coptouring process.

Considering these reservations, the analytical modeling techniques still provide a means to roughly
evaluate alternative containment strategies as long as the results are nsed for comparative purposes and it
is undetstood that a great deal of nncertainty exists in the modeling results. Ultimately, it is empirical
data that will be uged to determine the capture 2one of the recovery well(s). A greater leval of
confidence in the flow characteristics of the aquifer will be possible after a containment system is
opcrated and data are collected and analyzed. Similarly, groundwater analytical data can be nused to
better define the concentration profile of TCE in the groundwater, ajthough this can not be accomplished
in the area between MW-32 and MW-42 without an additional monitoring paint, as described above.

The remainder of this response assumes the above qualifications with the modeling approach and
discusses the 50 gpm proposal as if the aquifer parameters were well established, homogeneous, and
equal to the values used in the model of the proposed 50 gpm containment systemn. Further it assumes
that the kriged concentrarions presented in the proposal are accurate representations of the contaminant
distribution. Both of these assumptions allow the required simplifications for conducting comparative

analyses uging an analytical groundwater flow mode).

There are three primary issues regarding the 50-gpm proposal for on-site containment. These issues
include, (1) the proposed approach does not contain all groundwater with high TCE concentrations on-
site, (2) the approach will Tikely resuit in spreading some groundwater with TCE concentrations of 100 to
200 zg/l TCE w the northeast, widening the plume, and (3) the cnirrent proposal does not sid the process
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of off-site restorstion as aliernative proposals might.

The first issue, involving on-site containment. primarily relates to the aquifer areas beneath ponds No. 1,
2,3, and 4. The caontour lines provided in the proposal show areas with concentrations in excess of 1,000
ug/L which will not be captured by the proposed containment system. 1f a greater concentration of
contaminants exists in the area between MW-32 and MW-42, this issue becomes more significant. Most
of the groundwater beneath the ponds thar is not captured by the recovery well will be directed into the
main body of the off-site plume and will probably be captured by the off-site containment wel).
However, this does not address the issue of off-site restoration. The on-site areas where contaminants
are allowed to travel into the off-site plume will provide source to the off-site plume for a period of time
after the containment is in place. These gdditions of source are likely to complicate the efforts to achjeve
off-site regtoration. An evaluation of any clajm that Sparton might make regarding the technical
impracticability for off-site restoration would be much more difficult if significant quantities of on-sitc

contaminants have been allowed o move into off-site ayeas.

The second issue concerns groundwater on the fringe of the plume with lower TCE concentration (S
1g/L 1o 200 ng/L). Under the proposed scenario, groundwater of this lower concentration on the
northeastern site boundacy will be pushed further away from the site than it is currently ivaveling. This
will result in impact to areas of the aquifer that are not currently impacted. These new arees may be
captured by the off-site containment system, aithough this has not yet been shown. This represents an
unnecessary expansion of the plume. In addition, lateral spreading of the plume may resuit in
contaminants reaching the currently clean monitoring well nest at MW-59, 1f these wells become
contaminated, it will be necessary to redefine the extent of the plume in this arca with new monitoting

wells.

The third issue relstes to the conpling of the goals for on=site containment and off-site restoration. The
proposed plan provides additional flushing, with the reinjected water, to only a small portion of the off-
site plume. The off-site areas that receive flushing are the peripheral areas of the plume that arc of Jower
conceptration and perhaps less in need of flushing. In addition, the water not csptured and allowed to
discharge to the offisite plume would not tachnically be considered “flushing” water as it would contain
TCE from on-site areas with some concentrations in excess of 1,000 ug/l.. The proposed gystem does

[F]
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provide some flushing of the on-site zones of contamination, but the flushing is generally not through the
most concentrated areas. Perhaps a better use of the reinjected water would be to provide flushing
action to the off-site areas that will promote off-site restoration where restoration efforts will be the most
beneficial.

We have completed some analytical modeling of the on-site contaimnent systemn using the same general
assumptions employed in the work shown in the 50-gpm proposal. As a result of this modeling effort,
we have idcntified some containment scenarios, which also utilize only 50 gpm and may provide some

resolution to the three issues discussed above. The following four scenarios were evaluated:

1. A single recovery well in the same [ocation as the well in the S0-gpm proposal with the same
pumping rate. For this seenario, the groundwater is reinjected in a drywell art the northeast

comer of the property tho same distance from the site (into the easement) as the recovery well.

2 Two recovery wells, each pumped at 25 gpm, located near the southwest and northwest corners
of the property, at the same distance from the property boundary as the recovery weli in the 50-
gpmo propasal. For this scenario, the water would be reinjected at SO gpm into a drywel] located
hetween the two recovery wells.

3. Two recovery wells and one reinjection well as in No. 2 above, except all three wellg are located
on-site along the northwestern boundary of the site.

4. Two recovery wells, as in No. 3 above, with reinjection into an infiltration pond located between

the recovery wells.

The results of these four modeled scenarios are discussed below with respect to the three issnes identified
for the proposed SO-gpm containment system,

The issuc of on-site containment is best measured by the width of capture that the system provides at the

downgradient (northwest) property boundary. The propused 50-gpm containment system captures a
width of approximately 490 feet at this property boundary. In contrast, socnarios one through four,

@oos
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described above, captured 615, 810, 810, and 730 feet, respectively, at the same boundary. This
indicates that any of these alternative scenarios will provide a more complete capture of the on-gite

plume with the same 50 gpm pumping and reinjection rate.

The contaminated groupdwater beneath the building and exrending to the northeast and southwest from
under the building also represents an important area for a containmnent system to captare. All modeled
scenarios, including the propased SO-gpm contsinment system, capture this high concentration zone to
the southwest. As discussed abave, the proposed 50-gpm containment systemn allows some groundwater
beneath pond No. 3, with TCE concentrations in excess of 1,000 .g/L, to escaps containment. All of the
scanarios listed above provide more complets containment in this area. Scenarios one through four
provide incveased capture widths in this area of 30, 10, 100, and 120 feet, respectively, in comparison to
 the proposed 50-gpm coptainment system.

The modeled scenarios were also evaluated with respect to the likelihood that they will spread
contaminated groundwater into areas that are currently uncontaminated. As discussed abave, the
proposed S0-gpm containment system appeays to spread the width of the contaminant plume in the area
between MW-42 and MW-59, None of the scenarios modeled demonstrated the depree of lateral spread
noted in the 50-gpm proposal. However, scenario one did show some lateral spreading of groundwater.
The spreadinyg was not as severe as noted for the proposed 50 gpm containment system and the
groundwater that was spread with this scenario generally had a TCE concentration indicated by the
kriging to be less than 100 ug/L.. The other three scenarios tested showed no tendency to spread the
width of the plume.

Finally, the modeled scenarios were evaluated with respect to their contribution to off-site restoration.
As noted above, the proposed 50 gpm containment systemn does not provide significant flushing of the
off-site plume and, in fact, provides 2 continuing source of contaminated groundwater from beneath
Pond No. 3. With this proposed containment system, off-site restoration would be problematic for many
yezrs untj} sufficient flushing of the noted high concentration zones on-site is complete. Each of the four
modeled scenarios provided better off-site flushing than the proposed S0 gpm containment system. This
was due in part to the greater capture width of the modeled containment systems and in part to the
pathway that the clean reinjected groundwater takes with each of the scenarios. The pathway taken by
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the treated grommdwater, under the four modeled scenarios, 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
provided the best flushing action to the center of the kriged off-site plume. Scenario one proved better at
flushing than the proposed S0 gpm containment system, but did not perform as well as the other three

modeled scenarios.

The modeled scenearios, described above, were niot chosen to provide an exhaustive review of the options

for on-site containment or for how they affect the goal of restoration. However, the modeled scenarios

appear 1o provide better on-site containment, less tendency to spread portions of the contaminant plume,

and better coupling with the off-site goals of aquifer restoration. These benefits are achieved at the same

pumping and reinjection rate as the propose=d S0 gpm containment system. Other containment strategies
. may further improve the model runs conducted for this analysis.

There is an additiona) concern regarding the use of infiltration ponds as proposed in the SO gpm proposal
submitted by Sparton and as deseribed in Scenario No. 4, above. There is a concern reparding the loss of -
groundwater resources due to evaporation, The degree of evaporative loss is an important issuc in
obtaitning necessary permits such as authorization from the Office of the State Engineer. In obtaiing

the necessary permits, this potential problem would be eliminated if Sparton used other methods of
groundwater recharge such as dry wells, reinjection wells, or infiltration galleries.



