











USEPA Comment to Res'ponse: SEE COMMENTS ON LINE 2, 3, 9
RESPONSE.

Response: See response on Line 2, 3, 9.

Comment 3.  Spring Creek likely acts as a sink for shallow groundwater in the vicinity of
all three sites. However, no surface water sampling is included as part of the proposed field
investigation activities for these sites. It is recommended that surface water sampling in
Spring Creek be included as a data collection activity. It is also recommended that focused
stream gauging be included as a data collection activity. The combination of temporal
surface water and groundwater elevation measurements will assist in calibrating the
groundwater flow model, and will assist in evaluating the hydraulic relationship between
groundwater and surface water.

Response: ~ We believe that the Spring Creek surface water sampling data
currently included in the annual LTM events sufficiently characterizes the water
quality in Spring Creek near EBP, WBP, and FTP. There are three rounds of
analytical data available from Spring Creek (e.g., Fall 1999, Fall 2000, and Spring
2001) and a fourth round was completed in Spring 2002. A fifth round of surface
water sampling is planned for the Spring 2003 annual LTM event.

Response:  The installation and measurement of stream staff gauges in Spring
Creek will be included as part of the field investigation for EBP, WBP, and FTP.
Staff gauge installation procedures, locations, and technical rationale will be included
in the Field Sampling and Analysis Work Plan Addendum. A total of four staff
gauges will be installed in Spring Creek: one upstream of WBPA and EBP, two along
the unnamed tributary to the north of WBPA, and one downstream of WBPA and
EBP. Staff gauge locations will be shown on the planned field activities site maps.

Response: Spring Creek surface water elevations will be measured in
conjunction with sitewide water level measurement rounds (as part of this field
investigation) at each site. A second round of groundwater and surface water level
measurements is anticipated to be completed as part of the Spring 2003 annual LTM
event.

Comment 4. As discussed in the meeting on August 27, 2002, the apparently
anomalous groundwater elevation measurements at the West Burn Pads Area need to be
investigated further. A leaking fire hydrant was postulated as a cause of the observed
mounding. It is recommended that a new groundwater contour map without this data point
(JAW-25) be prepared to determine if the proposed field approach needs to modified if this
data point is determined to be anomalous. The condition of the fire hydrant should be
investigated and reported.

Response: Comment noted. Although there may be an anthropogenic cause for
the heightened water table elevation near JAW-25, we interpret that if the
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groundwater mound was removed, the overall groundwater flow direction would
remain towards Spring Creek.

Response: The condition and status of the fire hydrant will be investigated and
discussed in the Feasibility Study report.

USEPA Comment to Response: EPA REQUESTED ON THE 102
CONFERENCE CALL THAT THE ARMY PROVIDE A DATE BY WHICH
THE LEAKING CONDITIONS EFFECTING FLOW AT THE WBPA WILL
BE FIXED. PLEASE PROVIDE REQUESTED INFORMATION. IT IS
IMPORTANT THAT THE FLOW CONDITIONS BE REMEDIED SO THAT
BASELINE CONDITIONS CAN BE ESTABLISHED AND EVALUATED FOR
REMEDY SELECTION PURPOSES.

Response: A work order has been submitted by the Army. We
anticipate that the fire hydrant will be fixed by the end of December 2002.

Comment 5.  Since significant response actions have been conducted at each of the sites,
results from those efforts as they relate to current site conditions and the nature and extent of
groundwater contamination (and sources) should be discussed/illustrated in the text. This is

most critical at the Fire Training Pit and the West Burn Pads Area, where significant .

groundwater source materials apparently remain. In addition, any trends in groundwater data
that may be apparent prior to and following the response actions should be considered.

Response: Text will be added to sections 2.2.1, 2.3.1, and 2.4.1 “Site
Descriptions” to further detail the response actions (i.e., soil removal actions)
previously completed at EBP, WBPA, and FTP. The footprint of the soil removal
actions will be delineated on the site maps for FTP, WBPA, and EBP.

Comment 6.  Under the “Decision Rule” sections for each of the sites, you indicate that
10 risk levels for drinking water could be considered as a PRG in Table 2-8. Any instances
where such a risk level was used in determining a PRG should be highlighted on the Table.
In general, PRGs should be set at 10 risk levels.

Response: Comment noted. The USEPA Region IX 10-6 PRG risk levels were
used for all chemicals where MCLs and HALs were not available. The only
chemicals that were screened using the Health Advisory 10-4 risk levels are 2,4-DNT
and 2,6-DNT (i.e., Sug/L for each compound). These levels have been used at Iowa
AAP and accepted for the comparison of all previous groundwater analytical data
(e.g., annual LTM events). If required by the USEPA, we will change the screening
levels for 2,4-DNT and 2,6-DNT to USEPA Region IX 10-6 PRGs risk levels (i.e.,
73ug/L for 2,4-DNT and 36ug/L for 2,6-DNT).

USEPA Comment to Response: SEE COMMENTS ON LINE 2, 3, 9
RESPONSE.
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Response:  See response on Line 2, 3, 9.

Comment 7. Under “Planned Field Activities” for each site, the first bullet item
indicates that soil samples will be collected ‘““when necessary” or on 5-foot intervals. Please
clarify your intent here - do you mean that soil samples would be collected at least every 5
feet, or more frequently if necessary?

Response: Comment noted. The text under “Planned Field Activities” will be
revised to read: “Soil samples will be collected when—neeessary—er on 5-foot
intervals. However, clustered direct push borings located adjacent to previously-
logged locations will be logged and sampled at the discretion of the site geologist.”

Comment 8. At the Fire Training Pit, it is likely that NAPL (DNAPL and LNAPL?) may
remain at the site, even considering past response actions. In order to select an effective
remedy for the site, the presence of NAPL must be well defined. The Plan does not
specifically address the presence of NAPL in the data collection program. We recommend
that you consider the use of a “membrane interface probe” (MIP) as a screening tool for
locating NAPL sources in and around the sump at the Fire Training Pit. In addition, on Table
2-3, you indicate that the extent of contamination at the Fire Training Pit will be defined to a
500 ug/L contour. We are unclear why the extent of contamination would not be defined to
the respective PRG. Please clarify.

Response: Due to the limitations of the MIP in clay-rich glacial tills, we believe
that it is not a viable technology for the Fire Training Pit. To address the USEPA’s
concern about the presence of NAPL at FTP, we will add a direct push location and a
monitoring well location approximately 50-feet downgradient of the previously
excavated area. We plan to collect continuous soil samples to the top of bedrock and
screen the samples (soil in headspace jars) with a PID. A direct push groundwater
sample will also be collected from the till/lbedrock interface to investigate the
presence of high concentration of VOCs (perhaps indicative of DNAPL). A
monitoring well will be installed adjacent to the direct push location. The well will
be screened at the base of the glacial till to monitor for the presence of DNAPL.

USEPA Comment to Response: IT IS UNCLEAR HOW THE PROPOSAL
WILL ADDRESS EPA’S CONCERN OF DEFINING THE EXTENT OF
DNAPL. ALSO, USE OF THE HEADSPACE DATA IS UNCLEAR.
FURTHER CLARIFICATION IS NEEDED REGARDING THIS RESPONSE.

Response: Based on the soil removal action results and the
confirmation soil samples collected at the bottom of the FTP excavation,
we have concluded that the saturated soil (i.e., groundwater source
material) has been removed and it is unlikely that DNAPL remains.
However, we will add a direct push location and a meonitoring well
location approximately 50-feet downgradient of the previously excavated
area. We plan to collect continuous soil samples to the top of bedrock
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and screen the samples (soil in headspace jars) with a PID. The use of soil
headspace screening data will be qualitative only, and may be used to
verify vertical placement of the well screens. We anticipate that the wells
will be screened at the glacial till/bedrock interface (the most likely
location for DNALP presence). A direct push groundwater sample will
then be collected from the till/bedrock interface to investigate the possible
presence of high concentration of VOCs (perhaps indicative of DNAPL).
A monitoring well will be installed adjacent to the direct push location.
The well will be screened at the glacial till/bedrock interface to monitor
for the presence of DNAPL.

Response: Direct push and monitoring well locations were chosen to define the
extent of the VOC plume to less than 5 ug/L. Additionally, three direct push and two
monitoring well locations were also selected to define the 500 ug/L contour to
support the evaluation of potential future groundwater source removal actions. The
technical rationale on Table 2-3 will be changed to read: “Define the 500 ug/L
isoconcentration line..

Comment 9.  The previous comment regarding NAPL at the Fire Training Pi‘q applies to
the West Burn Pads Area also, considering the Freon 113 that has been detected.

Response: See response to comment number 7 for the Line 9 investigation.

Comment 10.  The Atomic Energy Commission conducted operations at both the West
Burn Pads Area and the East Burn Pads. In order to identify contamination that must be
addressed under FUSRAP, rather than by ER,A funds, we suggest that yoju conduct
radiological screening of samples from various monitoring wells in each area. ‘

Response:  These field investigations do not include groundwater sampling for
radiological parameters. In the Fall of 1999 (Harza 1999), FTP, WBPA, and EBP
monitoring well sampling results for radiological parameters did not exceed the
PRGs. However, groundwater sampling for radiological parameters will be
completed, as necessary, by a FUSRAP contractor.

Comment 11.  Table 2-8 correctly lists the MCL for Arsenic at the revised 10\ppb level.
The various site- specific figures retain the previous MCL/PRG for Arsenic as 50 ppb.
Please revise. i

Response: Comment noted. The figures will be revised.

Specific Comments

Comment 1. Section 2.1.4, Water Level Measurement Round, Page 2-5. Thls section
describes the collection of a single round of water level measurements followmg well
installation. It is recommended that a minimum of two rounds of water level measurements
at least one month apart be collected. It is unclear whether a complete set of \%»rater level
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measurements will be collected from all wells at each site, or whether such measurements
will be obtained only from the new wells. We recommend that comprehensive water
elevation data be obtained at each site.

Response: Comment noted. A complete set of water level measurements will be
collected from all wells at each of the sites. The first sentence in Section 2.1.4 will be
revised to read:

“A comprehensive, site-wide water level measurement round will be completed at
each site with newly-installed monitoring wells to determine hydraulic gradients and
groundwater flow directions.”

Response: A second round of water level measurements will be completed during
the Spring 2003 annual LTM event.

Comment 2. Section 2.1.5, Groundwater Sampling, Page 2-5. SOPs for “Low Flow
Groundwater Sampling Procedures” should be developed or referenced as part of the Plan.
Also, similar to the previous comment regarding groundwater elevations, we suggest that a
comprehensive round of chemical sampling data be obtained from all wells at each site.

Response: Low-flow groundwater sampling procedures are detailed in SOP No.
6, Monitoring Well Groundwater Sampling, included in Appendix A of the work
plan addendums. The SOP is also referenced in Section 2.1.5, paragraph 5.

Response:  The field investigations include the sampling of newly-installed wells
only. The existing wells will be sampled as part of the Spring 2003 annual LTM
sampling event.

Comment3.  Figures. The quality of the figures is generally excellent. However, it
would be helpful if the excavation footprint for any removal actions conducted at each site
was updated and more clearly delineated on the figures. It would also be helpful to use a
different well symbol for till vs. bedrock wells.

Response: Comment noted. The footprint of the soil removal actions will be
delineated on the site maps for FTP, WBPA, and EBP.

Response:  Bedrock wells currently have a “(B)” designation behind the well
number on all figures.
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USARMY RESPONSE TO USEPA COMMENTS
DRAFT LINE 2, LINE 3, AND LINE 9
FEASIBILITY STUDY DATA COLLECTION WORK PLAN ADDENDUM
IOWA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

Comments by Scott Marquess, USEPA, Project Manager, dated September 13, 2002

The EPA has reviewed the Draft Feasibility Study Data Collection Work Plan Addendum for
Line 2, Line 3, and Line 9 at the Iowa Army Ammunition Plant (IAAP), dated August 2002.
The Draft Work Plan was submitted to EPA on August 16, 2002.

QOur comments follow:
General Comments

Comment 1. We are unclear why the Army chose to submit separate Work Plans for
field efforts at Lines 2, 3, and 9, given the similarity of these Plans to the Plans for the Fire
Training Pit, West Burn Pads Area, and East Burn Pads. Considering the likely efficiencies
in document preparation and review, we recommend consolidating submittals where
possible.

Response: Comment noted.

USEPA Comment to Response: PLEASE PROVIDE RESPONSE. WE
WOULD PREFER NOT HAVING SIMILAR ISSUES IN THE FUTURE, AS IT
IS INEFFICIENT FOR THE ARMY TO PREPARE DUPLICATIVE
DOCUMENTS, AND INEFFICIENT FOR EPA TO REVIEW DUPLICATIVE
DOCUMENTS.

Response: In the future, the Army will attempt to recognize
opportunities to combine documents and/or investigations to make the
projects more efficient. However, it is important to note that due to
funding limitations, some projects may have to remain separate.

Comment2. The Work Plan includes minimal discussion of how geoprobe and
monitoring well locations may be modified based on field conditions and analytical results.
For example, while some of the proposed geoprobe sampling locations are independent data
points, most of the proposed monitoring well locations depend heavily on the results of the
geoprobe investigation. Please include language in the Plan that more clearly describes the
flexibility of the field program and the procedures that will be used to modify the sampling
program, as required. A general discussion of the data collection / data management program
would be helpful in understanding how the data will be used to guide decision making (i.e.
Are you planning on rapid turn-around analytical results?). In addition, the Plan should
indicate that field data will be provided to EPA real time, and that EPA will be included in
the decision making process for locating sampling points/monitoring wells.
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Response: ~ Most of the planned direct push and monitoring well locations are
currently shown on the maps, and are anticipated to be completed as planned. If there
are field access issues, then the locations may be moved slightly. Any new well
locations not shown on the maps and any significant deviations from the work plan
will be discussed with the EPA. Initial direct push groundwater sampling results will
also be shared with the EPA, when they become available.

USEPA Comment to Response: RESPONSE SHOULD INDICATE
DISCUSSIONS ON 102, WHERE IT WAS INDICATED THAT ANY
MODIFICATIONS TO THE PROPOSED SAMPLING PLAN WOULD BE
COORDINATED WITH EPA AS REQUIRED BY THE FFA. THIS SHOULD
BE REFLECTED IN THE TEXT. IN ADDITION, THE RESPONSE SHOULD
INDICATE THE ARMY’S PLANNED SCHEDULE FOR THESE EFFORTS,
WHERE DIRECT PUSH FIELD WORK WOULD BE CONDUCTED FROM
APPROX OCT. 21 - LATE DEC, WITH MW INSTALLATIONS TO
FOLLOW IN FEB. THIS WOULD ALLOW AMPLE TIME IN JAN. ’03 TO
REVIEW DATA FROM DIRECT PUSH EFFORTS IN ORDER TO BETTER
LOCATE MW.

Response:  In the 10/02 meeting, it was decided that any significant
deviations to the proposed sampling plan would be discussed with the
TAAAP project team and the USEPA. The text, in the “Planned Field
Activities” sections, will be revised to include the following statement:
“Planned sampling locations, shown on the Figures, are anticipated to be
completed as planned. If there are field access issues, then the locations
may be moved slightly. If significant deviations from the work plan are
warranted, then the IAAAP project management team will be contacted
for further coordination and direction.”

Response:  If there are no further delays in the work plan approval
process, the direct push field activities are currently scheduled to begin
on October 21, 2002. We anticipate that the schedule in Section 1.5 will
be followed and direct push activities will be completed by the end of
December 2002.

Comment 3. Brush Creek likely acts as a sink for shallow groundwater in the vicinity of
all three sites. However, no surface water sampling is included as part of the proposed field
investigation activities for these sites. It is recommended that surface water sampling in
Brush Creek be included as a data collection activity. It is also recommended that focused
stream gauging be included as a data collection activity. The combination of temporal
surface water and groundwater elevation measurements will assist in calibrating the
groundwater flow model, and will assist in evaluating the hydraulic relationship between
groundwater and surface water.
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Response:  We believe that the Brush Creek surface water sampling data currently
included in the annual LTM events sufficiently characterizes the water quality in
Brush Creek near Line 3. There are three rounds of analytical data available from
Brush Creek (e.g., Fall 1999, Fall 2000, and Spring 2001) and a fourth round was
completed in Spring 2002. A fifth round of surface water sampling is planned for the
Spring 2003 annual LTM event. Line 9 is over one mile from Brush Creek and no
impact is expected. However, a more detailed evaluation of surface water near Line
2 may be beneficial. A total of three surface water samples will be collected from
Brush Creek: one upstream of Line 2, one adjacent to Line 2, and one downstream of
Line 2.

Response:  The installation and measurement of stream staff gauges in Brush
Creek will be included as part of the field investigation for Line 2. Staff gauge
installation procedures, locations, and technical rationale will be included in the Field
Sampling and Analysis Work Plan Addendum. A total of three staff gauges will be
installed in Brush Creek: one upstream of Line 2, one adjacent to Line 2, and one
downstream of Line 2. Staff gauge locations will be shown on the planned field
activities site maps.

Response: Brush Creek surface water elevations will be measured in
conjunction with the Line 2 sitewide water level measurement round. A second
round of groundwater and surface water level measurements is anticipated to be
completed as part of the Spring 2003 annual LTM event.

Comment 4. As discussed in the meeting on August 28, 2002, both Line 2 and Line 3 are
active facilities that still discharge potentially contaminated wastewater. More information
regarding wastewater discharge (concentration, location, and volume) at these lines should be
collected to better understand if current operations could impact the nature and extent of
contamination and potential remedial actions.

Response: Comment noted. Wastewater discharge practices (concentrations,
locations, and volumes) will be further investigated and discussed in the “Site
Description” sections (Sections 2.2.1 and 2.3.1) for Line 2 and Line 3. NPDES
discharge locations will be shown on the site maps for Line 2 and Line 3.

CommentS.  Under the “Decision Rule” sections for each of the sites, you indicate that
10" risk levels for drinking water could be considered as a PRG in Table 2-8. Any instances
where such a risk level was used in determining a PRG should be highlighted on the Table.
In general, PRGs should be set at 107 risk levels.

Response: ~ Comment noted. The USEPA Region IX 10-6 PRG risk levels were
used for all chemicals where MCLs and HALs were not available. The only
chemicals that were screened using the Health Advisory 10-4 risk levels are 2,4-DNT
and 2,6-DNT (i.e., Sug/L for each compound). These levels have been used at Iowa
AAP and accepted for the comparison of all previous groundwater analytical data

C:\Documents and Settings\Administrator\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK1581100402_EPA_RTC_Lines239.doc Page 3 0922/03



(e.g., annual LTM events). If required by the USEPA, we will change the screening
levels for 2,4-DNT and 2,6-DNT to USEPA Region IX 10-6 PRGs risk levels (i.e.,
73ug/L for 2,4-DNT and 36pg/L for 2,6-DNT).

USEPA Comment to Response: = THE TEXT SHOULD BE REVISED TO
DELETE 1E(-4) AS A GENERAL CRITERIA FOR PRGs. ALSO, ON 10/2,
BOTH PARTIES AGREED TO REVIEW THE TOXICITY BASIS FOR DNT
(AND DNT MIXTURES) TO BETTER UNDERSTAND THE MOST
APPROPRIATE PRG.

Response:  The screening levels for 2,4-DNT and 2,6-DNT will be
changed to USEPA Region IX 10-6 PRGs risk levels (i.e., 73ug/L for 2,4-
DNT and 36ug/L for 2,6-DNT).

Comment 6. Under “Planned Field Activities” for each site, the first bullet item indicates
that soil samples will be collected “when necessary” or on 5-foot intervals. Please clarify
your intent here - do you mean that soil samples would be collected at least every 5 feet, or
more frequently if necessary?

Response:  Comment noted. The text under “Planned Field Activities” will be
revised to read: “Soil samples will be collected when-neeessary-or on 5-foot intervals.
However, clustered direct push borings located adjacent to previously-logged
locations will be logged and sampled at the discretion of the site geologist.”

Comment 7. At Line 9, it is likely that NAPL is present. In order to select an effective
remedy for the site, the presence of NAPL must be well defined. The Plan does not
specifically address NAPL in the data collection program. We recommend that you consider
the use of a “membrane interface probe” (MIP) as a screening tool for locating NAPL
sources at Line 9.

Response: After further investigation, we have discovered that the MIP
technology is not adequate for the detection of Freon 113. The MIP unit is typically
set up to measure VOCs with either a PID or a FID. Freon 113 cannot be detected by
either a PID or a FID (Freon 113 has an ionization potential of 11.99¢V). To address
the USEPA’s concern about the presence of DNAPL, specifically Freon 113, soil
samples will be collected from all of the direct push borings, and the soil samples will
be screened (soil in headspace jar) with a Freon-specific detector. We anticipate that
the planned monitoring well installations at Line 9 will adequately monitor for the
presence of DNAPL. '

USEPA Comment to Response: THE RESPONSE AND WORK PLAN
SHOULD DESCRIBE ANY (NUMERIC) DECISION CRITERIA
ASSOCIATED WITH THE HEAD SPACE READINGS FOR FREON. WILL
HEADSPACE DATA LEAD TO COLLECTION OF ANALYTICAL
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SAMPLES? THE DETAILS OF THE “FREON SPECIFIC” DETECTOR
SHOULD BE PROVIDED.

Response:  The use of soil headspace screening data will be qualitative
only. The data may be used to help define vertical extent of saturated
soil/groundwater contamination and may be used to help with the vertical
placement of the intermediate depth well screens.

Response:  Soil samples will be screened with a Freon detector. The
detector is similar to a PID and can detect all CFCs, HFCs, and HCs
(including Freon 113). The ultimate sensitivity of this instrument is
approximately 2 to 5 parts per million (similar to a PID typically used for
other VOCs). We will attach the specifications of the Freon detector to
the response.

Comment 8. At a glance, it appears that there may have been more detections of bis (2-
ethylhexyl) phthalate (B2EHP) at Lines 3 and 9 than elsewhere at the IAAP. As was
discussed at our August 28 meeting, the FFA parties need to determine how to assess
whether B2EHP is a true contaminant of concern, or a lab contaminant. We understand that
B2EHP may have been used in process operations at IAAP. Details of any past usage should
be clarified. In addition, it may be helpful to evaluate B2EHP detections to see if they appear
to be randomly distributed from different locations across the IAAP, or to see if they occur in
a particular well or site at an elevated frequency. The parties need to reach some resolution
on this matter.

Response:  Comment noted. Analysis for SVOCs will be added to monitoring
well sampling at Line 9 (SVOCs are already included at Line 3). The FS for each of
these sites will address whether B2EHP detections are statistically significant and if it
will remain as a contaminant of concern at Line 3 and Line 9. We will investigate
historical records to indicate whether B2EHP was used at these lines.

Comment 9. Table 2-8 correctly lists the MCL for Arsenic at the revised 10 ppb level.
The various site- specific figures retain the previous MCL/PRG for Arsenic as 50 ppb.
Please revise.

Response: Comment noted. The figures will be revised

Specific Comments

Comment 10.  Section 2.1.4, Water Level Measurement Round, Page 2-5. This section
describes the collection of a single round of water level measurements following well
installation. It is recommended that a minimum of two rounds of water level measurements
at least one month apart be collected. It is unclear whether a complete set of water level
measurements will be collected from all wells at each site, or whether such measurements
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will be obtained only from the new wells. We recommend that comprehensive water
elevation data be obtained at each site.

Response: Comment noted. A complete set of water level measurements will be
collected from all wells at each of the sites. The first sentence in Section 2.1.4 will be
revised to read:

“A comprehensive, site-wide water level measurement round will be completed at
each site with newly-installed monitoring wells to determine hydraulic gradients and
groundwater flow directions.”

Response: A second round of water level measurements will be completed during
the Spring 2003 annual LTM event .

Comment 11.  Section 2.1.5, Groundwater Sampling, Page 2-5. SOPs for “Low Flow
Groundwater Sampling Procedures” should be developed or referenced as part of the Plan.
Also, similar to the previous comment regarding groundwater elevations, we suggest that a
comprehensive round of chemical sampling data be obtained from all wells at each site.

Response:  Low-flow groundwater sampling procedures are detailed in SOP No.
6, Monitoring Well Groundwater Sampling, included in Appendix A of the work
plan addendums. The SOP is also referenced in Section 2.1.5, paragraph 5.

Response:  The field investigations include the sampling of newly-installed wells
only. The existing wells will be sampled as part of the Spring 2003 annual LTM
sampling event.

USEPA Comment to Response: PLEASE CLARIFY WHETHER THE NEW
MW WILL BE SAMPLED AS PART OF THE SPRING 2003 LTM EVENT.

Response: At this time, the new monitoring wells will be sampled as
part of the F.S. Data Collection field investigations. The analytical results
from the new wells will then be evaluated to determine if the monitoring
wells will be added to the future LTM events.

Comment 12.  Figures. The quality of the figures is generally excellent. However, it
would be helpful if the excavation footprint for any removal actions conducted at each site
was updated and more clearly delineated on the figures. It would also be helpful to use a
different well symbol for till vs. bedrock wells.

Response: ~ Comment noted. The footprint of the soil removal actions will be
delineated on the appropriate site maps.

Response:  Bedrock wells currently have a “(B)” designation behind the well
number on all figures.
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