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1. p. ES-3, 29 “separate, DCE-dominated plume that did not originate from the Sparton
facility was taken into consideration”... EPA and NMED believe that this plume is from the
Sparton facility.

A footnote indicating that EPA and NMED believe that this plume is from the Sparton facility
has been added to this page. The revised page is attached.

2. Page 5-5, I’ full §: There is a typographical error that should be corrected: the solubility of
TCE is 1,100,000 ug/L, not 11,000,000 ug/L.

A corrected page 5-5 is attached.

3. Note: Page 5-6 has Sparton’s arguments that DCE-dominated plume is not from Sparton,
EPA and NMED disagree with this for several reasons, these reasons are not presented in the
report [which is probably okay].

Sparton is not presenting the reasons EPA and NMED disagree with its technical arguments that
the separate DCE-dominated plume is not originating from the Sparton facility because Sparton
is not familiar with these reasons.

4. Page 5-6, 2™ bullet: Please mark this text with the footnote that is currently footnote number
17.

A revised page 5-6 where this text has been marked with Footnote 15 (formerly Footnote 17) is
attached.

5. Page 5-6, footnote 16: Well MW-36, not MW-35, was located next to MW-44. So the text
should be “Well MW-36 became dry in 2002 and was plugged and abandoned in 2007.”

The wells that were historically free of contaminants were MW-34 and MW-35; the text of
Footnote 17 (formerly Footnote 16) has been revised to correct the reference to the location of
well MW-35 (see attached revised page 5-6). Note, however, that well MW-36, which was
located next to MW-44, had been historically free of DCE; this further supports Sparton’s
argument that the DCE-dominated plume did not originate at the Sparton facility.

6. Page 7-3, 2™ 9. Because EPA and NMED disagree with Sparton on the DCE-dominated
plume, please change “plume that did not originate from the Sparton facility” to something like
“plume that Sparton does not believe to have originated from the Sparton facility.”

A footnote similar to that placed on page ES-3 (Comment 1) has been | iced in this page. A
revised page is attached.
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based solely on Sparton’s desire to avoid the additional cost and expense of continuing with the
dispute resolution process . . .” and not because it believes that it is necessary to verify
containment.

The planned increase in the pumping rate of CW-1 should definitely alleviatc any concerns the
agencies have concerning full capture of the plume. Sparton’s proposal to increase the pun ing
rate of CW-1, however, was based on the results of evaluation that indicated that sucn
increase would accelerate aquifer restoration, and not on any concerns that the current pumping
rate does not provide full capture.

12. Note, Appendix D, Figure D-1: Groundwater production well RG-04462 S-5, in NE corner
of model area, came on line late 2007 with high production rate from a deeper aquifer. This
could shift groundwater flow in the upper aquifer. Please submit screen intervals for the nearby
wells.

The increase in regional pumping caused by the coming on line of production well RG-04462 S-
5 and its relatively high pumping rate during 2008 has resulted in a steeper rate of water-level
decline in site monitoring wells as well as in the nearby USGS Hunting Ridge #1 well during the
last several years (see 2009 Annual Report, Figure 6.3). The effects of this increased pumpi
were taken into consideration during the update of the model for the 2009 Annual Report (see
2009 Annual Report, Section 6.1.1.1, Item 1), by imposing the observed steeper water-level
decline rates to the constant head boundaries of the model along its western limit and along the

western part of its northern and southern limits (see Figure 6.1 in 2009 Annual Report).

The screened intervals of the three production wells closest to the model area, wells RG-C 162
S, RG-04462 S-4, and RG-04462 S-5 are as follows:

Well Depth of Screened Interval, ft | Elevation of Screened Interval, ft
MSL
RG-04462 S 481 -1,511 3,864 — 4,894
RG-04462 S-4 650.4 - 1,351.1 3,927 — 4,628
430 - 600 4,693 — 4,863
RG-04462'8-5 606 - 1,660 3,633 4,687

The clevations of the screened intervals given above are approximate as they have been
calculated using the land-surface elevation at the well location (5,375, 5,278, and 5,293 ft MSL,
respectively) estimated from the USGS Digital Elevation Model of the area.

13. Note.: Appendix E (residuals of gw elevations vs. model) is adequate.

Sparton agrees.









S.S. PAPADOPULOS & ASSOCIATES, INC.

changes in groundwater flow patterns that were caused by the operation of the off-site
containment system.

The concentrations in well MW-60 continued to be the highest observed in an off-site
well, as it has been the case since the beginning of remedial operations. The concentrations of
TCE in this well increased from low pg/L levels in 1993 to a high of 11,000 ug/L in November
1999 and then declined to 2,900 pg/L in November 2000. Then, they began increasing again
reaching a second peak of 18,000 pug/L in November 2004; since then TCE concentrations in the
well have declined to 4,800 pg/L in November 2008. The DCE and TCA concentrations in this
well also declined from 830 pg/L and 59 ug/L in November 2004 to 400 pg/L and 12 pg/L,
respectively, in November 2008. In general, the “rule-of-thumb” is that the presence of a
contaminant at concentrations equal to or exceeding 1% of its solubility indicates the potential
nearby presence of that contaminant as a free product (Newell and Ross, 1991; Pankow and
Cherry, 1996) usually referred to as a non-aqueous phase liquid (NAPL). The solubility of TCE,
a dense NAPL or DNAPL, is 1,100,000 ng/L; the concentrations of 11,000 pg/L and of 18,000
ug/L that were observed in MW-60 in November 1999 and 2004, respectively, meet the criteria
of this rule-of-thumb. There are several factors, however, that preclude the presence of a
DNAPL source near MW-60. First, the well is screened in the upper part of the aquifer and
located almost 2,000 feet downgradient from the site; there is no plausible physical mechanism
by which TCE could migrate to such a distance from the site as a DNAPL within a thick and
fairly homogeneous aquifer. Second, although TCE concentrations above 10,000 ug/L and as
high as 59,000 pug/L. have been observed in several on-site wells in 1984 (Harding Lawson
Associates, 1985), DNAPL has not been reported for any on-site boring or monitoring w
Finally, the gradual increase in the concentrations between 1993 and 1999, the occurrence of the
high concentrations as two separate peaks with relatively lower concentrations in between, and
the subsequent decrease in concentrations indicate that the contaminant concentrations in this
well represent two slugs of highly contaminated groundwater that migrated from the site rather
than a neat * DNAPL source. The migration of slugs of highly contaminated groundwater =« 1
the site is consistent with the high TCE concentrations that were observed at the site in 1984. It
is of intere to note that Pankow and Cherry (1996, p. 459) state that “[t]he use of a 1% rulc-of-
thumb in any assessment of the spatial distribution of DNAPL zones must be performed
cautiously, particularly in the downgradient direction. For example, the dissolved plume emitted
from a very large DNAPL zone may exhibit dissolved concentrations above 1% of saturation for
a substantial distance downgradient of the source zone.”

Monitoring well MW-65, whose concentration trends are also shown in Figure 5.16, had
low pg/L levels of TCE when first sampled after installation in 1996; TCE, at concentrations up
to about 15 pg/L, was the only contaminant detected in this well before and at the start of the off-
site containment system. The concentrations of TCE in the well declined rapidly after the start
of the off-site containment system to “not detected” (at a detection limit of 1 pg/L) in August
1999, and remained “not detected” for almost two years. The well became contaminated again
in 2001 but, as shown in Figure 5.16, the dominant contaminant this time was DCE followed by
TCA and then TCE; the concentrations of these contaminants peaked around 2005 or 2006 and
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