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OVERALL

The UCD/DOE LEHR Nationa Superfund Site past monitoring programs for both groundwater
and surface water pollution has been sgnificantly deficient compared to that needed to properly
characterize the extent of pollution by the many thousands of chemicals that UCD disposed of as wastes
at the LEHR ste. The proposed modification of the surface and groundwater monitoring programs is
grosdy inadequate compared to that needed to begin to properly characterize the pollution of the steand
Putah Creek and to determine the changes in degree of pollution as aresult of remediation activities.

DSCSOC agrees that there is need to change the groundwater monitoring program.  However,
this program should not be reduced asUCD proposes. Infact it should be expanded with the ingtalation
of a number of additional wells that will better define the potentia for sgnificant pollution a various
locations on the LEHR sSite that have recelved inadequate attention thus far.

Basicdly, UCD needsto start over withrespect to developing a credible groundwater monitoring
program, where eachwaste management unit isinvestigated as anindividua unit to determine the full range
of condtituents released from the unit to the groundwatersthat are impairing the use of these groundwaters
for domestic or other purposes.

The surfacewater and stormwater runoff monitoring programs need to be sgnificantly strengthened
to determine the condtituents in the sormwater runoff fromthe LEHR stethat could potentidly impact the
beneficid uses of Putah Creek. Also the characteristics of Putah Creek watersand agquetic life need to be
properly evauated to determine the public health and adverse impacts that are occurring and the role of
LEHR gte sormwater runoff associated condtituents in causing these impeacts.
SPECIFICCOMMENTS

Executive Summary

This report presents the results of the 1998 Annua Water Monitoring Program conducted &t the



UCD DOE LEHR nationd superfund sSte located on the Univergity of Cdifornia, Davis campus. Pagev
dates that the LEHR site has been investigated (monitored) for more than nine years, involving collection
of over 1,000 water samples and 100,000 andytica results. Someone not familiar with the inadequacies
of the LEHR gite invedtigation, might be lead to believe by such a satement that the site's groundwater
pollution would be well-characterized. In fact, because of the highly inadequate program that has been
conducted, there are substantial aspects of the groundwater pollution a the site which have not begun to
be investigated in ameaningful way. For example, thereis essentidly no understanding of the full degree
of pallution that has occurred by ingppropriate waste disposal a Landfill no.3. Further, the full extent of
HSU-2 off-gte pollution by the dumping of campus wagte chloroform into alandfill pit in campus landfill
no.2 is il not adequately documented. In addition, the pollution of HSU-4 by LEHR dte wasteisjust
beginning to beinvestigated. Thefacts are that even though large amounts of public funds have been spent
in“monitoring” the groundwater pollution by the UCD adminidration’ sattemptsto use on-site landfills for
campus waste disposd, the ful extent of groundwater pollution has been inadequately characterized.
DSCSOC pointed out these problems when it became activein 1995,. UCD has been highly derdlict in
falling to aggressvely pursue defining the pollution of groundwaters at the LEHR dte over the past nine
years.

Page v, under the firgt bulleted item, states that the

“ ... levelsof chromium, nitrate and TDS are influenced by regional conditions, and, within

a regional context, site data are consistent with concentrations found throughout the

region.”
The fact that thereis regiond pollution from natural and cultura activities does not in any way rdieve the
Universty of Cdifornia Davis' L. Vanderhoef administration from the responsbility of cleaning up the
polluted groundwaters associated with past waste disposal activities. Pagt University of Cdifornia, Davis
adminigrations, induding the current adminigtration, have been practicing what was obvious chegper-than-
rea cost solid waste and liquid waste disposal through campus managed facilities. While this practice has
initidly saved the adminigtration-public, who ultimately paysfor dl waste disposal at UCD, afew dollars,
it isnow going to cost the public many tens of millions of dollars to clean up the polluted groundwaters
associated with the mismanagement of campus waste. As has been discussed previoudy, the public,
potentidly impacted by the Universityof Cdifornia, Davis mismanagement of campus wastes at the LEHR
gte, expects and will do everything it can to ensure that each of the waste management units a the LEHR
Ste are properly investigated with respect to pollution of groundwaters by the mismanagement of wastes
a the gte. Whether elevated chromium, TDS or nitrate occurs at other locations in the region is not a
relevant factor to the ultimate clean-up of pollution by each waste management unit. As pointed out
previousy by DSCSOC, the average concentrations of congtituents in the greater Davis areais not a
relevant issue in determining Site investigation and remediaion. A comparison between upgradient and
downgradient concentrations of constituents across each of the waste management unitsis the gpproach
that must be used to determine whether the waste management unit has been and continues to cause
pollution of groundwaters and establishes the clean-up gods for the groundwaters polluted by the waste

management unit.



Inthisfirg bulleted item, no mentionis made of the other “ congtituents of concern.” Thisisanother
of the UCD L. Vanderhoef adminigration’ sattempt to fall to addressthe full range of condtituents present
in the wastes that have or could pollute groundwaters. Such congtituents as dissolved organic carbon are
primary condtituents of concern that have to be investigated in the groundwaters associated with each of
the waste management units in accord with complying with the Centra Valey Regiond Water Quality
Control Board' s requirements for groundwater clean-up.

Page v, the fifth bulleted item Sates,

“Chemical and aquatic toxicity testing results for storm water runoff samples collected

through 1998 indicate that no releases of Ste COCs have occurred in 2 years of monitoring, and
no acute toxicity effects have been demonstrated for stormwater runoff.”
What should have been said at the same time is that many of the congtituents of concern could reedily be
present in ssormwater runoff and cause agudic life toxicity, which would not have been detected by the
monitoring program that has been conducted. The deficiencies in this monitoring program have been
discussed in detall by DSCSOC snce1995. As of yet the program has not been adequately modified to
address these issues.

Page v, the last bulleted item dtates,

“Sormwater runoff isthe most direct pathway for site impacts to reach Putah Creek.”
Stormwater runoff at the LEHR siteoccursthrough direct surface runoff and through stormwater discharges
to the campus sewerage system, which then discharges LEHR Site ssormwater associated congtituents
through the University of California, Davis campus wastewater trestment plant. Both of these pathways
have to be considered.

No mention ismadein thislist of bulleted items about the bioaccumulation issue. Thisis more of
the biased, unreliable reporting that the Universty of Cdifornia, Davis L. Vanderhoef adminigtration has
been practicing for years, where, by falling to discuss the issues that are well-known to be potentialy
sgnificant, such as mercury and chlordane pollution of Putah Creek from the LEHR Site, is an attempt to
midead the readers of the UCD reportsinto beieving that thisisnot aproblem. Itisapotentidly Sgnificant
problem that UCD L. Vanderhoef adminigtration continuesto try to avoid addressing.

Through DSCSOC’ sefforts, it was found, withthe assi stance of ATSDR and the US EPA Region
9, that thereis agnificant pollution of Putah Creek fish by mercury, there could be significant pollution of
Putah Creek fish by chlordane, both of which could be derived in part from the LEHR ste. The
sormwater runoff monitoring program that has been conducted associated with the LEHR steis grossly
inadequate to detect concentrations of both mercury and chlordane, aswdl as other congtituentsthat could
biocaccumulatein Putah Creek fishto excessive leves representing health hazardsto those who use the fish
asfood, aswell as higher trophic level organisms such as birds and terrestrial animas. There could aso
be toxicity due to chromium, where chromium V1 in the sormwater runoff above 0.5 = g/L could betoxic
to zooplankton in Putah Creek. Thiswould not have been detected by the monitoring program that has
been conducted at the LEHR site. A review of the origind RI for this Ste shows that the UCD/DOE staff



and their consultants, Dames & Moore, did not understand basic elements of water qudity investigation
in designing the surface water monitoring program. They confused the relationships between aquatic life
toxicity and bioaccumulationof congtituents, daming that one could beusedto predict another. Thosewith
even the most dementary understanding of these issues know that such clams are in error.

Page vi, first paragraph states that,

“Many of the wells installed for this program are in areas with low to non-detectable

concentrations of the Ste COCs.”
First, as repeatedly pointed out by DSCSOC, the site COCs are not yet adequately defined. There are
thousands of chemicd that have been disposed of at the LEHR ste, dl of which could be potertial
pollutants for groundwaters.

With respect to attempting to use past conditions and monitoring results to predict the future, the
understanding of the groundwater hydrology at the LEHR site is still inadequate compared to that needed
to ultimatdy beginto properly characterize the degree of groundwater pollution, much lessitsremediation.
This hasbeen recently demonstrated by the IRA, where the concentrations of chloroform inther recovery
well have decreased sgnificantly to the point where the wel is becoming largdy ineffective in removing
sgnificant amounts of chloroform. A much better understanding of the Site hydrology is needed before it
can be assumed that any past monitoring results will predict future conditions.

Eventhoughit was agreed four years ago that a Ste groundwater mode! is needed and UCD was
ingructed by the RPMs to develop such a modd, thus far UCD has not complied with the RMPs and
DSCSOC'srequest. Without suchamode the monitoring programis largely a hodge-podged collection
of wdlswithout any real sysematic assessment of the exigting groundwater pollutionand how this pollution
will change upon pumping of groundwaters for remova of congtituents.

Page vi, end of first paragraph, states,

“ To accomplish this objective, monitoring data only from wells located in the area of the

majority of the mass are needed.
That statement is ingppropriate with respect to the wells needed to characterize the extent of groundwater
pollutionand the impacts of remediationonthis pollution. A far more comprehensive monitoring well array
that is spedificaly designed to investigate each waste management unit’s pollution of groundwaters with
appropriately developed upstream and downstream wells that define not only what is released as the
groundwater passesunder the unit, but aso the full extent of the pallution in the pollution plume deve oped
by the unit’s release of waste to groundwaters.

Page vi, under the third paragraph, states,

“ The proposed Water Monitoring Program includes the following:

. existing IRA groundwater monitoring program;”
Theimplicationisthat thereis no need to monitor many of the other HSU-1 and HSU-2 wells unless they
are part of the IRA groundwater monitoring program. Before such an approach can be adopted, there
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needsto be acriticd evauaionof the existing data and areliable groundwater mode of the Ste devel oped
and evaluated.

Page vi, in the last paragraph, states,
“ The objectives of the proposed storm/surface water monitoring program are to monitor
storm water runoff from the Site to Putah Creek and assess the presence of storm water
constituents that could be present in runoff fromthe Ste. Monitoring of storm water will
continuefor oneadditional rainseasonwithsamplecollectionoccurring during two separate
rainfall events.”
This gpproach is grosdy inadequate fromseveral perspectives. Firgt, UCD and its consultants, aswell as
DOE, have not yet begun to develop a credible scormwater runoff monitoring program, even though
samples have been collected now for many years. The sgnificant technical problems with the program
were pointed out in 1995 by DSCSOC. Only now, through repested comments, is UCD beginning to
correct the sgnificant deficiencies in the scormwater monitoring program.

To contemplate only surface ssormwater monitoring for one more year isabsurd. The dSteisin
trangtion through remediation, and even if there was an adequate database on the characteristics of
sormwater runoff from the site, which there is not, there will be need to monitor sormwater runoff from
the LEHR dte for at least three to five years after the Site has been completely stabilized after the
remediation actions have taken place.

Page vi, lagt paragraph, and firg paragraph on page vii, indicates that the UCD L. Vanderhoef
adminidrationis attempting to continue to try to determinetheimpactsof sormwater runoff fromthe LEHR
gte on Putah Creek beneficid uses through a grosdy inadequate monitoring program. A much more
comprehensive monitoring programwould have to be conducted to be able to use “Satisticd” analysesas
proposed to detect changesinconcentrations of condtituents, aswell astheir impacts onthe beneficia uses
of Putah Creek.

Again, thereis no discussion of bioaccumulation issues which for mercury and chlordane are key
issues associated with the LEHR gite that have to be properly addressed infuture monitoring. As ancther
example, there has been grosdy inadequate monitoring of the potentid of vegetation which hasroots into
the wastes to trand ocate hazardous and del eterious substances found bel ow ground surfaceto the surface
which could become part of the ssormwater runoff to Putah Creek. Detailed discussons, including two
refereed professiond papers and acomprehensive report have been prepared by DSCSOC and published
on the deficiencies in the current surface water monitoring program at the LEHR Ste. Thusfar UCD is
continuing to largdy ignore the guidance that has been provided on how surface water monitoring
associ ated withstormwater runoff eventsfromthe LEHR site should be conducted to protect public hedth
and the environment from mercury, chlordane and other condtituents in LEHR Ste wastes and soils.

Page vii and viii summarize the 1998 water monitoring data. This summary, however, leaves out
the sgnificant information gaps that are well-known to exist in this monitoring program, that have been



discussed in repeated comments that have been provided by DSCSOC and, again, in the comments on
this Executive Summary.

Comments on Report Main Body

Beginning on Page 1 is the formd report for the 1998 Annud Water Monitoring Program. The
comments presented bel ow do not necessarily repeet the same comments that would be applicable to the
report as were gpplicable to the Executive Summary of the report. With few exceptions, the comments
made on the Executive Summary are gpplicable to the mainbody of the report. UCD and its consultants
as part of developing this report have in some instances presented unreliable and in some cases distorted
informationon the evolutionof the LEHR ste monitoring program. Thisappearsto bean attempt to rewrite
history to cover up the sgnificant problems that have and continue to exigt in the LEHR Ste monitoring
program that is needed to properly characterize the pollution of soils, groundwater and surface water by
UCD campus wastes.

Page 1, second paragraph, UCD refers to the Final Revised Field Sampling Plan (Dames &
Moore, 19983). Asindicated in previous correspondence, that monitoring plan was never approved by
the RPMs. It was adopted by UCD, where the RPM s made some informa comments on the plan. The
plan, however, was never reviewed by the RPMs and approved by them. Further, UCD attempted to
arcumvent DSCSOC’ s commentsonthe planby faling to respond to the detailed comments made onthe
initid version of the plan. UCD did not make the revised version of the plan that was sent to the RPMs
available to DSCSOC for their review. Thiskind of Situation reflects the fundamenta problemsthat have
existed throughout the investigations of the LEHR gte, where there has been little or no accountability
associated with the monitoring program. Y ear after year the UCD or DOE contractor has been allowed
to turn in a datareport whichisnot criticaly reviewed by the RPM s and contains obvious Sgnificant errors
that are allowed to remain in the data report that ismade public. Even when these errors are pointed out
by DSCSOC for severa annuad reports, the RPM’ s have not required that UCD/DOE correct the report
or & least incorporate an errata sheet into the report that is placed in public record to lig the Sgnificant
errorsthat are contained in the report.

Pege 1, third paragraph, ligsthe objectivesfor the water monitoring programthat were developed
iN1994. Itisnow 1999 and anumber of these objectives have ill not been achieved. Some, such asthe
proper characterization of the groundwater pollution by waste management units under the first bulleted
item, have not even been started except for one well with respect to Landfill no.3.

Thegatement inthe second bulleted item, * ...to address chronic toxicity effects...” hasnot been
initisted yet. There has been no chronic toxicity monitoring a the Site, even though this was a so-called
objective st forth in 1994.

Page 3, last paragraph, states,
“The South Fork of Putah Creek also receives treated effluent from the UC Davis Waste



Water Treatment Plant via an outfall pipeline upstream of the Ste.”
While that satement istrue, it isdeficient inthat it does not mentionthat there is another haf dozenor more
discharges from UCD to Putah Creek upstream of that Ste which contribute wastes or excessirrigation
water totheCreek. All of these are adding condtituentsto the Creek which could impair the beneficid uses
of the Creek.

The last sentence of that paragraph states,

“ Seasonal runoff from UC Davis portions of the Ste enters the South Fork at two

locations;....”
Thereisneed to mentioninthis discussionthat ssormwater runoff enters Putah Creek viathe campusWaste
Water Treatment Plant discharges that occur, where these discharges could add congtituents from the
LEHR ste which would not normdly be present there. Further, the increased flow due to LEHR site
sormwater could effect the ability of this overloaded waste water treatment plant to adequately treet the
campus waste. These issue, while discussed repeatedly over the past severa years in DSCSOC's
comments, dill have not been investigated. In fact, because of DSCSOC pointing out in 1995 that the
monitoring of the campus waste water trestment plant associated with the LEHR site sudiesrevealed that
the campus waste water trestment plant was discharging anmonia at toxic levels, lead to UCD convincing
DOE to stop monitoring for ammonia so thet it would not reved the violations of the NPDES permit that
UCD haswith the Centrd Valey Regiond Water Quaity Control Board.

Page 5, fird paragraph, third line again misrepresents the congtituents of concern. Thesearesome
of the condtituents of concern, not al of them.

Page 5, third paragraph, second sentence, states,

“ From these data, the Ste COCs have been well established.”
That is not true. The primary known constituents of concern have been well established. The other
congtituents of concern have not even begun to have been investigated adequately. To assume that out of
the thousands of chemicas that UCD disposed of at the LEHR steas part of campus waste only resulted
in 9x condtituents of concern in the groundwater is inappropriate and strongly contrary to the public’'s
interest. UCD has consstently attempted to midead those who read its reports on groundwater
characterigticsto bdieve that only chloroformand associated “VOCs’ chromium, nitrate, TDS, tritium and
carbon-14 are the congtituents of concern in the groundwaters. Thereis TOC, possible taste and odor
compounds, a variety of congtituents within TDS and other yet unidentified congtituents, dl of which will
need to be invedtigated as part of the Site investigation and remediation.

On Page 7 of Appendix A, in the first paragraphthereisadiscussonof total organic carbon data
collected in 1998, which States,

“ Concentrations reported in 1998 varied and mostly ranged from 1 to 15 mg/L. Aswith

nitrateasnitrogen, reported TOC concentrations are generally higher for samples collected

from HSU-1 wells than for samples collected from HSU-2 or HSU-4 wells. In addition,

concentrationsfor samplescollected fromwells UCD1-10, UCD1-12 and UCD1-13, which



are downgradient of waste burial areas, are often the highest reported on the site.”

This kind of data should have been presented and discussed. TOC is the surrogate for thousands of
chemicals which need to be eva uated with respect to their potentia to be adverse to the beneficid uses
of groundwater. Toignorethisissue, as UCD hasdonein the past and attemptsto continue to do, ismore
of the recdcitrant polluter approach, wherethe UCD L. Vanderhoef adminigration, through its g&ff, is
atempting to midead the public and othersinto believing that the limited number of COCsthat UCD has
defined but has not been accepted by the RPMsand DSCSOC are dl the constituents that need to be of
concern at the LEHR Superfund site.

Page 5, last paragraph, discussesthe “Hydropunch” investigations. A number of the Hydropunch
investigations only address certain locations within the aguifer and do not properly sample the vertical
profiles within the HSU-2. As DSCSOC has reported previously, UCD must be required to present a
credible discussion of the Hydropunch data and its limitations in adequately describing both on-gte and
epecidly off-gte groundwater pollution that has occurred from mismanagement of wastes a the LEHR
gte. Such a critical review will show that a substantia increase in the numbers of monitoring wells thet
sample within each of the waterbearing stratawhichare samplesover severa yearsis needed to verify that
the Hydropunchdatais a reliable assessment of the groundwater pollution that is occurring at a particular
location.

Page 6, inthe firg paragraph mentionis made about anirrigation well causing cross-contamination
betweenHSU-2and HSU-4. Itisimportant to continueto redize that the evidence is quite strong that the
natura permeability of the clay layer between HSU-2 and HSU-4 could alow transport of chloroform
through it without awel connection, whichwould pollute HSU-4. Thisissue has still not been addressed,
even though it was pointed out five years ago by a DOE consultant.

While this paragraph describes the HSU-4 investigations as “important expansons,” which were
initiated in 1997, they are ill only in theinitid phase of HSU-4 investigation. Thiswill have to be greetly
expanded, where UCD has to stop dragging its feet in doing a proper investigation of HSU-4.

The last paragraph on Page 6 and top paragraph on Page 7 states,
“Thisgoal hasbeen accomplished based on the current under standing of the distribution of

the principal mass of COCsin groundwater asillustrated on Figures 7 through 24.”
This is another of the misstatements that prevall throughout this report, where firg this is only selected
COCs, second there are masses of COCs that have not been investigated yet such as associated with
Landfill no.3 and some of the other waste management units. The same problem occurs on Page 7, the
last sentence of paragraph 4, where it is stated,

“ Based on thisassessment, it appear s that the location of the main mass of chloroform has

been established.”
That is chloroformfromone of the locations whereit has beenfound. According to the UCD dump tender
for Landfill no.3, liquid wasteswere adso dumped inapit at Landfill no.3. These have not been investigated
yet.



Page 7, first sentence, last paragraph States,
“ Based on the good under standing of the VOC sourcearea, it isconcluded that the principal
mass of chloroform on-site within HSU-1 and HSU-2 is adequately delineated.”
Thatisan overstatement of the Situationthat existstoday. Substantia additiona investigationwill beneeded
to be able to make that statement reliably.

Page 9, second paragraph under Nitrate, Sates,

“ Nitrateconcentrationsreported in HSU-2 wellsare within the samerange as Cityof Davis

water supply wells (Dames & Moore, 1999).
This reference is provided as support for the fact that the groundwater nitrate thet isrel ated to pollution of
the groundwaters by UCD’s mismanagement of its campus wastes is not ggnificantly different than the
pollution of groundwaters off-gite by other activities. | do not recall any credible discussion of theseissues
in any UCD-Dames & Moore report, much less one that has a 1999 date on it. Where is that report?
From my familiarity with the City of Davis groundweter wells nitrate data, | believe that acritica review
of thisdatawill show that this satement is mideading.

Bottom of Page 10, the last paragraph states,
“ Because of the adequatedelineation of chromiumwithin HSU-1, together with the lack of
a relationship between site waste disposal and the occurrence of chromium in site
groundwater, additional delineation of the extent of chromium does not appear warranted.”
| do not agree withthis assessment. Evenif the chromiumisdueto naturd sources, UCD isdtill responsible
for it as owner of the property.

Page 11 lists anumber of bulleted items which attempt to summarize issues. Thesebulleted items
present an inadequate discussion of issues such as the extent of groundwater pollution by waste
management units at the Ste. An examination of the various figures upon which the conclusions that
adequate delinegtion of groundwater pollution has occurred shows thet thereis alot of speculation about
contours of various condtituents. Error bars - ranges of vaues should have been placed at each of the well
point concentrations that were used so that those who examine the figures showing the contours have some
idea of just how variable the concentrations were at that point.

The plots of concentrationvs. time show extreme variabilityin some parametersindicating thet there
IS very poor characterization of what is happening at that point and that the idealized contours may not
represent the actual Stuation

These bulleted items are highly mideading with respect to what is known about the pollution of
groundwaters by Landfill no.3. The falure to discuss this issue is more of the deliberate mideading
information that UCD L. Vanderhoef adminigration is perpetrating on the public and the RPMs with
respect to the adequacy of investigating the LEHR ste. UCD should be required to prepare a proper
discussionof the current degree of understanding of groundwater pollutionat the LEHR Ste by eachwaste
management unit induding the former waste water trestment plant that managed its dudge in such away



as to possbly lead to groundwater pollution. Further, UCD should be required to define the additiond
studies needed to rdigbly fill the informationgapsfor on-site and off-ste pollution of HSU-2 and HSU-4.

Page 12, fird paragraph under Surface Water and StormWater Monitoring Programmentions that
the recommendations of the RPM s have beenincorporated into monitoring activities. It does not mention
that the UCD and DOE have largely ignored the recommendetions of DSCSOC, whichhave pointed out
the highly Sgnificant deficienciesin the sormwater and surface water monitoring that have been conducted
a thisdte,

Page 12, under Evolution of Surface Water and Storm Water Monitoring Program, states,

“ Surface water monitoring commenced at the Stetoidentifypotential impactsfromthe Site

and surrounding areason the South Fork of Putah Creek and the influence fromthe South

Fork of Putah Creek to groundwater elevations on-site. Surface water monitoring was

conducted quarterly beginningin November 1990 and continued through 1998. Stormwater

monitoring wasinitiated toestablishthe presenceof siteconstituentsinstorm water runoff.”
The objective of the ssormwater monitoring program should have been to evauate the impact of the
condtituents in the stormwater runoff on the beneficid uses of Putah Creek not just the measurement of
concentrations of selected chemicals as has been done.

The discussion on the bottom of Page 12 and top of Page 13 of how the sormwater monitoring
program has evolved at the LEHR dte is an inadequate discussion of what has actudly happened since
1995 when the DSCSOC became involved. The facts are that shortly after the DSCSOC became
involved and took the firg Ste tour of the Site, Julie Rothand | went to see the ssormwater discharge points
forthe LEHR site. We were shown the discharge point by the sump pump on Old Davis Road. Weaso
asked to see Landfill no.3and observed the ditch cut through the top of Landfill no.3 exposing wastes. We
asked whether sormwater passed through this ditch into Putah Creek and were told by LEHR ste
remediation personnd that no stormwater passed through that ditch into the Creek. It wasobvious at the
time that the person providing the guidance did not understand the stormwater runoff Situation at the Ste.

A couple of years later the RPMs conducted atour of the ste where Duncan Audtin found yet
another sormwater discharge point from the LEHR ste to Putah Creek. Further, in reviewing the
sormwater discharge from the dte, initidly UCD representatives claimed that there was stormwater
discharged to the UCD sanitary sewer system which discharged LEHR site stormwater associated
condtituentsto the campus Waste Water Treatment Plant. Subsequently UCD representatives claimed that
there was no sormwater discharge from the LEHR dsite to the campus Waste Water Treatment Plant
sewerage system. Subsequent to that claim it was found that there has been and continues to be
stormwater discharged fromthe LEHR Siteto the campus sewerage sysem. There hasbeen no monitoring
of thesedischargesof ether hazardous chemicas or flow. There could be congtituents presentinthe LEHR
gte's sormwater runoff that goes to the campus sewerage system which represent loads of hazardous
condtituents that may not be removed in the overloaded sewage trestment plant. Further, the additiona
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flow may be aggravating the adverse impacts of the overloaded campus sewage treatment plant on Putah
Creek water qudity. Throughout this period DOE and UCD have repeatedly refused to follow
DSCSOC'’s suggedtions of conducting a proper scormwater monitoring program that would reliably
characterize the discharges of hazardous chemicals from the LEHR site to Putah Creek.

Because of the repeated denial by LEHR site consultantsand UCD gteff that therewas LEHR site-derived
sormwater entering Putah Creek through the ditch cut through the top of Landfill no.3, DSCSOC took
photographs of this discharge during a sormwater runoff event and thereby documented that there were
in fact ssormwater discharges through the ditch that had been in contact with waste with each major
sormwater runoff. Thisis obvious upon examination of the plumbing (pipes and vaves) associated with
the ditch to Putah Creek. For many years these discharges have washed the exposed wastes that UCD
exposed as part of developing a drainage ditch through the top of hazardous waste Landfill no3. It took
three years from the time that thisissue was first reported until UCD L. Vanderhoef administration took
action to begin to protect the public fromwaste-derived congtituents due to UCD’ s mismanagement of its
sormwater runoff from the south part of the campus and part of the LEHR Ste.

Page 12, the last paragraph, last sentence states,

“Most radiological parameters were eliminated from surface water locations PCU and

STPO, as were semivolatiles from all three surface water monitoring locations, after

historical monitoring results yielded no significant detections of these constituents.”
This dimination may have been inappropriate Snce the RPMs have been alowing UCD and DOE to
conduct monitoring programs with inadequate detection limits to assess whether condituents in the
stormwater runoff were present at concentrations that could be adverse to the beneficid uses of Putah
Creek. It became clear, upon reviewing the data reports developed by UCD and DOE, that none of the
consultants that UCD and DOE have used, aswell as ther own aff, understood the basic dements of
evauating water quality impacts of hazardous and deleterious chemicas on surface water beneficia uses.
Those responsble for monitoring and developing reportswere not evenawareof the US EPA water qudity
criteriafor protection of agquatic life and the necessary concentrations that must be detected to determine
whether a condtituent like chlordane or mercury, or for that matter many other congtituents, are present in
sormwater runoff to surface waters which could be adverseto aguatic life and other beneficid uses of the

waterbody.

Page 13 indicates that this report only addresses UCD areas of responghility. When will DOE's
areaof respongbility for sscormwater runoff be reported on so that the total Ste stcormwater runoff, induding
that that is discharged through the campus sewerage system is reviewed?

Page 13, last paragraph states,
“ Datacollected in 1996 through 1998 from storm water runoff locations LFU #1 and LFU
#3 on the Site do not indicate that associated chemical releases to Putah Creek are
occurring (Table 3).”

Thisis more of the highly distorted, deliberate attempts, by UCD L. Vanderhoef adminidration through its
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daff and consultants to distort the information thet is readily available and well known on this issue.
DSCSOC and the RPMs have pointed out repeatedly that such statements can not be made with any
religbility so long as the detection limits on the analytical methods that are used are not adequate to detect
the condtituents of concern at potentialy hazardous levels. These issues have beendiscussed in detail by
DSCSOC. The UCD L. Vanderhoef adminigtration continues its recacitrant polluter gpproach of
attempting to deliberatdly distort information made available to the public.

Page 14, fird paragraph states that changes in the upstream vs. downstream monitoring that has
been done of Putah Creek shows that they can be related to exiding conditions or releases from the
campus sewage trestment plant. As documented by DSCSOC, the monitoring program that has been
conducted on Putah Creek has been essentidly a waste of public funds. It is an inadequate program
compared to that needed to properly characterize the impacts of LEHR site sormwater runoff that have
occurred directly to the Creek or through the sawage trestment plant.

Pege 14, first full paragraph, presents more of the distorted information that UCD L. Vanderhoef
perpetrates through its staff and consultants with respect to the excessive biocaccumulation of hazardous
chemicds in fish that could be derived in part from the LEHR site. While this paragraph contains a
gatement,

“ Morerecently, the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) conducted

studiesin fish in the South Fork Putah Creek near the LEHR/SCDS sitewhich addressboth

public health and bioaccumulation affects (ATDR, 1998). These studies concluded that

concentrations of lead and mercury in certain fish species were elevated, but there was no

apparent correlation between the location and lead or mercury levels.”
That datement is an inadequate characterization of the information available. ATSDR pointed out
specificdly inthe 1997 studies that under low flow conditions it gppeared that discharges to Putah Creek
in the vicnity of the LEHR stewereresponsible for the el evated mercury and lead.. Further, during these
studies, fish taken from the area of UCD discharges of the campus waste waters contained radioactive
mercury which dmog certainly came from UCD. The 1998 studies were conducted under higher flow
conditions which dlowed the fish to migrate. The above quoted section is another example of the very
great difficulty that UCD L. Vanderhoef administrationgtaff and their consultantshave in rdiably reporting
onissues. Virtudly every time, when there is a Stuation which might show that UCD is in some way
endangering the hedth and welfare of the public, UCD L. Vanderhoef administration distorts the
informationto try to provide unrdiable informationto the public. Thishasbeen documented yeer after year
and is again documented on Page 14 with respect to the ATSDR studies.

Page 14, second paragraph, last sentence states,
“ Based on these findings, no independent action by UC Davis is warranted unless further
health consultation reports or site releases indicate a connection with the South Campus
Disposal Ste”
Suchanapproachrepresentsa sgnificantly deficient assessment of the informationavailable on approaches
that should be used. Until suchtime as anadequate ongoing programof reliable monitoring of sormwater
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runoff, both direct and through the campus sewage trestment plant, has been conducted for a number of
yearsand the impactsof this runoff on the beneficiad uses of Putah Creek have been conducted for several
years, it will not be possble to make any assessment of the magnitude of the problem that could be
occurring now due to inadequate control of stormwater runoff congtituents from the LEHR site, aswdl as
fromthe campus Waste Water Trestment Plant discharges. As has been discussed in detail by DSCSOC
in its reports over the past several years, due to the inadequate monitoring LEHR Site sormwater runoff
could readily be contributing to the excessive mercury that has been found in Putah Creek fish and could
be contributing to yet inadequately investigated chlorinated hydrocarbon pesticides that could be present
in Putah Creek fish,

Aspart of a UCD L. Vanderhoef adminigtration deliberate attempt to distort information on issues, the
statement is made on Page 14 in paragraph 2,
“ These studies provide bioaccumulation datafor fish and wildlife in waters both upstream
and adjacent to the Site. A 1991 report issued by the California Department of Fish and
Game suggests levels greater than 20 parts per million of organochlorine pesticides and
mercury in wildlife at Lake Berryessa, California (E. E. Littrell, 1991).”
This is an attempt to divert attention from the issues of concern namdy, whether UCD LEHR ste and
campus waste waters are contributing to excessive mercury that bioaccumulatesin Putah Creek fish. Until
such time as an adequate investigation has been done to define the magnitude of the contribution from
LEHR steand the campus waste waters, it isnot possible to rule out that there is a Sgnificant contribution.
While unknown to UCD and DOE and their contractors at the time that it wasfirst revealed by DSCSOC
in1995, inthe 1980sthe US EPA defined through their development of weter quality criteria the leves of
such congtituents as chlordane and mercury inwater that could bicaccumulateto excessive leveds infishthat
would be a hedlth hazard to humans who use the fish as food. UCD continues to ignore this Stuation
daming that based on the use of inadequate analytica procedures it has no respongbility to define what
effects UCD stormwater runoff and wastewater discharges contributeto the excessive bioaccumulation of
hazardous chemicds that have been identified in Putah Creek. Just because there are other sources of
these chemicadsin Putah Creek fish does not mean that the LEHR site and the campus waste waters are
not aggravating this gtuation. Water pollution control regulations do not require that a source of the
condtituent has to be solely responsible for the problem.  All it has to do is to contribute to the problem.
The contribution of LEHR site sormwater runoff to these problems has not yet been defined because of
the recacitrant approach that the UCD L. Vanderhoef adminigtration has followed in investigating the
LEHR gSte sormwater runoff impacts.

Page 14, third paragraph states,
“ The extensive data set for surface water monitoring has provided a clear understanding
of the quality of water in the South Fork of Putah Creek near the Ste.”

Thefirg bulleted item Sates,
“ Constituents reported consistently in the surface water adjacent to the Site cannot be
attributed to influences caused by Ste activities.”

That statement is not true. An inadequate investigation has been conducted to make that statement.
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The next bulleted item States,

“ Sooradically reported constituents could not be confirmed for surface water.”
That statement hasto be defined asto what the authors of the report mean by what congtituents, and what
is“sporadicaly.”

The next bulleted item Sates,

“ Two locations exist for storm water runoff from the SCDS”
That satement is not true. There are four locations for sormwater runoff and discharge from the LEHR
gte.

Thelast bulleted item Sates,
“ Sormeventsoccasionallydo not generateenough volumefor the current suiteof chemical
parameters.”
Thisisbecause of inadequate approaches being used in the sampling program by the UCD daff. Clearly
there is sufficient volume in sormwater runoff from the steif adequately sampled to conduct the andyses
that should be done. The kind of Stuation that has been documented by DSCSOC, where stormwater
runoff through the wastes on Landfill no.3 was photographed occurring at a substantial rate, yet on that
same day UCD deff dlaimed at an RPM mesting that there was no ssormwater runoff occurring that day .
The problemwasthat the UCD gaff examined the Ste early in the morning insteed of |ate inthe afternoon.
If they had done their job responsibly they would have seen the stormwater runoff occurring at the siteand
could have reaedily sampled it.

Page 15, firg paragraph, item 4.0 Proposed Groundwater, Surface Water and Stormwater
Monitoring Programs states,
“ This section presents the proposed revised water monitoring program. Revisions to the
program are based on the assessment of the groundwater, surface water and storm water
monitoring programs presented in Section 3.”
As documented herein, the assessment provided in Section 3 is inadequate and, in some instances,
unreliable. Therefore, it can be expected that the proposed groundwater, surface water and stormwater
monitoring presented in this section isadso unrelidble.

Page 15, section 4.1 Proposed Groundwater Monitoring Program dtates,
“Based on the assessment of the current groundwater monitoring program, continued
groundwater monitoring should be based primarily on the existing IRA groundwater
monitoring program, which substantially duplicates the current quarterly program,
supplemented with additions based on needs of the ongoing HSU-4 investigation.”
Ashas been documented inthese comments, thereis substantia need for a greetly expanded groundwater
monitoring programs beyond the IRA groundwater monitoring program to define the pollution of
groundwaters by other waste management units, the full extent of HSU-2 off-gte pollution and the full
extent of HSU-4 pollution.
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Bascdly, UCD needsto start over with respect to defining the pollution which is occurring a the
LEHR ste where each waste management unit is monitored to define the pollution by wastes deposited at
the location of the waste management unit. A waste management unit centered monitoring programneeds
to be devel oped that targets each waste management unit as a source of groundwater pollutantsand defines
the extent of the pollution that has occurred and is occurring now.

The statement about radiologica COCs, tritiumand carbon-14 sources beingwell-defined applies
only to certain waste management units and does not apply to others. Until a proper monitoring program
is conducted, it cannot be certain that there are not other areas where tritium, carbon-14 and other
radiologica wastes have been deposited at the site which have lead to groundwater pollution.

The statement in the last paragraph on Page 15 and the firg paragraph of Page 16 about the
impactsof nitrateand TDS on HSU-2 judtifying the ability to define remedid actions is highly inappropriate.
Thenitrateand TDS, aswel as TOC and other congtituent pollution of groundwaters, is only begun to be
investigated. It has not been adequately defined.

One of the deficiencies of the presentation of information by UCD is the failure to provide
information on the TOC data that has been collected. Is there any evidence for elevated TOC in the
groundwaters associated withthe LEHR Site? If so, what isthisevidence, or isthisanother Stuation where
UCD failsto report information, since it might show that thereis a problem that has to be addressed?

Page 16, firgt full paragraph, the statement,

“ Additional delineation of chromiumin site groundwater does not appear warranted.”
is not appropriate. Any pollution of groundwaters by chromium, whether natura or waste-derived, is the
responsbility of UCD.

Page 16, third paragraph, the statement,
“....the extent of the principal mass of COCs has been assessed....”
isinadequate since the full extent of al COCs has not been investigated.

Page 16, the five lised items are inadequate for afuture programurtil dl of the waste management
units induding Landfill no.3 have been properly investigated. The RPMs should instruct UCD to address
the issue of the broader range of condtituents of concern. This issue has been repeatedly raised by
DSCSOC and the RPMs. The UCD L. Vanderhoef adminidtration, through its staff, continuesto ignore
theissue. Thisissue can no longer by ignored and UCD mugt be required to do a proper evauation of
hazardous chemicds that could be present in groundwaters that are not now adequately or reliably
investigated for COCs. DSCSOC has provided guidance on how this type of study should be doneinits
previous correspondence.

Page 18, the COC'’ s listed under the bulleted items and in subsequent paragraphs arenot adequate
to address the issue of concernwithrespect to UCD’ s mismanagement of itscampus wastes at the LEHR
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gte that have lead to groundwater pollution.

Page 18, next to the last paragraph, ligts the field parameters. One of the fidd parameters that
should be included is dissolved oxygen in the groundwaters. This is a much more rdiable indicator of
factors that influence the transport of congtituents than oxidation reduction potentidl.

Page 19 discusses the data quaity objectives. While to someone who has not reviewed the data
reports might conclude that the data quaity review that takes place at the LEHR sSite will result in data
reports with high rdiability, in fact DSCSOC has repeatedly documented the poor quality that the
UCD/DOE and thelr consultants have presented in their data reports. This same problem occurs
repeatedly in other LEHR Site reports where data is presented with improper units and other essentia
information needed for its interpretation. Unfortunately these reports are dlowed by the RPMs to stand
asreliable reports where there is no requirement that UCD and DOE correct the obvious errors that are
inthem. Thisisoneof themog significant deficiencies in how the RPM s are adminigtering theinvestigetion
of thisste.

Page 20, firgt full paragraph, section 4.2 Proposed Surface Water and Storm Water Monitoring
Program states as the last sentence,

“The monitoring of chemical parameters presented in the Table 6 will be continued for

another year as part of the IRA monitoring programto further supplement the data set for

storm water runoff.”
There is no relaionship between the IRA monitoring program and the stormwater monitoring program.
The IRA was acknowledged by the RPMs and DSCSOC to be a short-term experimental program
designed to invedtigate the feaghility of usng groundwater extraction as a means of removing certain
pollutantsfromthe groundwater. The sormwater runoff and surface water monitoring of Putah Creek will,
as DSCSOC has outlined previoudy, have to continue for at least five years after the Ste has been
completely remediated and stabilized in order to ensure that the remediation program does not mobilize
condtituentswhichbecome athreet to Putah Creek water qudity through stormwater runoff fromthe site.

Theinformationpresented in Table 6 isinadequate to judge the adequacy of the proposed surface
water monitoring and sormwater monitoring. Specific anaytica procedures and detectionlimitsmust be
gpecified for each of the parameters that will be analyzed in this program. Further a rligdble comparison
should be made for the detection limits of the andytica methods that are proposed to be used and the
regulatory and known adverse impact limits'concentrations that have been established for the condtituents
being measured.

It is essentid that the surface water monitoring be integrated with the stormwater monitoring to
eva uate the impacts of sormwater runoff constituents on PutahCreek water qudity. Thecurrent approach
isgrosdy inadequate to assess whether stcormwater runoff derived condtituentsare adversdy impacting the
beneficia uses of Putah Creek.
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Page 20, second full paragraph sates tha the sampling of sormwater runoff will continue through
1999. The sampling of sormwater must continue for at least five years until the siteiswell Sabilized.

Page 20, the last paragraph states that stormwater monitoring will be conducted twice ayear. It
should be conducted threetimes ayear. Once with the first mgor runoff event, once in mid-winter, and
once toward late winter or early spring.

Page 21, the fird line indicates that the sampling of stormwater runoff will occur at LFU #1 and
LFU #3. Thereis need to integrate the DOE monitoring withthis so that acomplete package isreviewed,
not this piecemed gpproach that is being used now.

Page 21, the end of the first paragraph states,
“Testing of surface water will be conducted only if a chemical release through site runoff
is identified, or aquatic toxicity testing indicates potential harmful affects on freshwater
life.”
This is obvioudy not an adequate approach. As has been documented in previous discussions on the
deficiencies in the UCD-DOE stormwater monitoring program, there can readily be no toxicity in a
stormwater runoff event and have insufficient concentrations of condituents, epecidly in light of the
inadequate andyticd methodsthat are used, and yet therecanbe adverseimpactsto aquatic life and human
hedlthin downstream PutahCreek waters caused by L EHR site ssormwater runoff associated congtituents.

Page 21, second paragraph states,

“ Based on previoussampling events, storm water eventswill not necessarily produceenough

runoff to evaluate all of the constituents of concern.”
If this occurs then they need to sample another runoff event or stay at the sampling sitelong enough so that
auffident volumeiscollected. I this continuesto occur then the gpproach for sampling should be modified
so that auffident volume will accumulae a the runoff locationso thet it canbe rdiably assessed. Theseare
trivid issues to carry out and should be required of UCD.

There isno discusson in this revised sampling plan about bioaccumulation of the two hazardous
chemicas of greatest concern at the LEHR site, namely chlordane and mercury. Both of these could
reedily be present in sormwater runoff from the Ste at concentrations that contribute to the excessve
concentrations inPutah Creek fish that are ahazard to thosewho usethe fishasfood. Theissueof reiably
monitoring excessve bioaccumulationof mercury and chlordane mugt be a part of this monitoring program.

Page 21, section 4.2.1 Sampling Locations, states in the first paragraph,

“ Sampling locations for surface water and storm water have included areas that are not
influenced by the South Campus Disposal Site. [i.e, LEHR nationd Superfund site] These
unrelated monitoring locationsinclude STPO for surface water and thelift station for storm
water.”
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Agan, UCD is providing unreliable information. The UCD south campus Superfund Ste discharges
stormwater to the campus sewage treatment plant, which is under order from the Regiona Board to
improve the qudlity of its effluent. Whilethe UCD L. Vanderhoef adminidration, through legd action, is
trying to continue its recacitrant polluter approach of not following the normal procedures of providing
adequate trestment of itswastesbeforedischarge by appeding Regiona Board requirements, these appedls
have not been successful and will not likdy be successful based on the fact that the exemptions that the
UCD L. Vanderhoef adminigtration is trying to gainthrough the gpped s are stlandard practice throughout
the US under Clean Water Act requirements set forth by the US EPA.

The discussion in this paragraph about the Weiss (1998) report adequately addressing the DOE
areasisinagppropriate. The Weiss (1998) report was far from adequate in addressing these issues. UCD
and DOE must be required to develop a single discussion of stormwater runoff and discharges from the
LEHR ste, and this should be made public for review.

This paragraph attempts to portray the NPDES permit issued by the Regiona Water Qudity
Control Board as providing adequate protection of public hedlthand the environment of Putah Creek from
dischargesthrough the UCD campus Waste Water Treatment Plant. 1t iswell-known that NPDES permits,
as they were issued, are based on unrdigble informationprovided by UCD to the Regiona Board and are
inadequate to address the kinds of pollutants that can be present in stormwater runoff from a Superfund
dtethat is discharged to the campus sewerage system**,

Page 22, the firgt full paragraph presents an unrdigble approach toward adequately determining
whether chemica impacts are occurring associated with sormwater runoff from the LEHR ste. The
impacts of sormwater runoff cannot be rdiably assessed by comparing associated constituents to the
background concentrations. This approach reflects a continuing lack of understanding of proper water
quality evauation. Those familiar with these issues know that the gpproach that is proposed is obvioudy
unreiable snce the impact of congtituents on the beneficid uses of the water body is not related to the
andytica data that is generated from the kinds of measurements that have or are proposed to be made.
An example of this kind of stuation is chromium. As DSCSOC has repeatedly documented, UCD has
been dlowed by the Central Valey Regiond Water Quality Control Board to conduct wastewater
dischargesand stormwater runoff monitoring usng what have beenwel-known sincethe mid 1980s, based
on US EPA water quality criteria documents, to be inadequate analytica methods for measurement of the
potentid impacts of chromium. UCD is dumping polluted groundwater chromium through its campus
sewerage systemto Putah Creek associated with the discharge of pump-and-treat groundwatersfromthe
massve groundwater pollution plume associated with the UCD Landfill no.4 |ocated onthe west campus.
Typicdly, the concentrations of chromium found in Putah Creek arelessthantheinadequate detectionlimits
used by UCD, whichnormdly are about 10 - g/L. However, chromium V1 iswell-documented to betoxic
to aguatic lifeat 0.5 Zg/L.

Smilar kinds of problems occur withmercury and chlordane. Theandytica methodsthat are used
by UCD are not adequate to measure mercury and chlordane in upstream Putah Creek and stormwater
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runoff, as well as wastewater discharges, at leves that can bioaccumulateto excessve levdsinfish. UCD
stormwater runoff from the LEHR dite, as wdl as its discharges to the campus sewage trestment plant
collection system, could readily be contributing to the excessive bioaccumulation by both mercury and
chlordane within Putah Creek fish. UCD’s proposed approach for detecting this problem is obviousy
inadequate.

Page 22, the last sentence in the firgt full paragraph sates,

“ Chronic toxicity results will be used to determine if runoff has the potential to cause

adver se affects on aquatic species.”
Chronic toxicity testing does not measure dl of the kinds of problems that can occur withchemicas from
the LEHR dSte. As has been documented, there can readily be excessive bioaccumulation that will not be
detected by chronic toxicity testing that can be adverseto aguetic life as well as those who use thefish as
food.

Page 22, section 4.2.2 Primary Congtituents for Site Runoff states,

“ Theanalytical programfor stormwater includesbothchemical specifictesting and aquatic

toxicity evaluations. Chemical testing of storm water has provided evaluation of the

presence of stormwater constituents in site runoff.”
That statement isfalse. The inadequate procedures that have been used and the inadequate sampling that
has been done has not properly characterized the chemical characteristics of sormwaeter runoff from the
LEHR dte. The aguatic toxicity testing evauated acute toxic effects for sormwater runoff on fatheed
minnows. UCD, over the objections of DSCSOC, has been dlowed to use acute toxicity testing using
insenditive species and procedures to assess Stuations that could be adverseto aguatic life. The aquetic
toxicity testing that has been done by UCD is awdl-known waste of public fundsin addressing issues of
concern to the public.

Page 22, third paragraph states,
“ Chemical and aquatic toxicitytesting resultsfor seasonal runoffin 1997 and 1998 indicate
that no releases of site COCs have occurred in LFU #1 or LFU #3, and no acute toxicity
effects have been demonstrated for storm water runoff.”
What should have been said is that with the inadequate ssormwater monitoring program no acute toxicity
has been found, and the chemica monitoring program based on inadequate sengtivity of anaytica
procedures for some of the congtituents of concern at the LEHR site have failed to detect whether there
is auffident concentrations to be contributing to well-known water quaity problems that occur in Putah
Creek.

Page 22, fourth paragraph states,
“Impacts to Putah Creek from storm water constituents will be assessed based on the
calculated background levels.”
Asdiscussed above, and as obvious, this approachis not reliable and cannot be used to assessthe potential
impacts of stormwater runoff associated congtituents on the beneficia uses of Putah Creek. Specific
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evduaions of excessve concentrations rdaive to those that could be adverse to the beneficid uses of
Putah Creek must be assessed independent of any background issues.

Page 22, last paragraph, the dtatistical procedures that were used is largdy gobeldy-gook with
respect to reliably detecting impacts of scormwater runoff from the LEHR dte. That approach has no
vaidity and will not beaccepted by DSCSOC as an appropriate method of ng potentia impacts of
mercury, chlordane or other congtituents from the LEHR Site Ssormwater runoff.

Page 23, firgt full paragraph sates,

“ Continued evaluation of surface water on a quarterly basis is not necessary since the

objective of the monitoring is to determine if storm water runoff is contributing to toxicity

in the creek.”
AsDSCSOC hasheen pointing out since 1995, this quarterly monitoring of Putah Creek hasbeenawaste
of public funds. To expect to seeimpacts of sormwater runoff associated congtituentsfrom the LEHR sSite
based onamonitoring program of Putah Creek that isnot tied to ssormwater runoff eventsis, at best, naive.
Even those with the most eementary understanding of water qudity issues should understand thet the
adverse impacts of LEHR site runoff associated congtituents, except for bioaccumulation, will not likdy
persis for long periods of time. These are event-based Stuations that must be sampled accordingly.

Page 23, the second full paragraph States,
“The rationale for replacing acute toxicity analyses with chronic toxicity testing has been
discussed above. The basisfor eliminating hexavalent chromium analysisin favor of total
chromium analyses was presented in Section 3.1.2.”

Again, this showsalack will
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lifetoxicity a the point of discharge and downstream of the LEHR ste.

Page 24, the firg paragraph proposes to use a comparison of caculated toxicity units for each
sample so that stormwaters and surface waters are compared to assess sgnificant increases in toxiaty.
While this approach can be used, what mugt be done as aminmumisto determine whether the ssormwater
runoff from the LEHR site, in 100 percent, i.e., inno dilution, istoxic, and then assess the magnitude of the
toxicity through a dilution series. The dilutions should be conducted with standard reference weter, not
upstream Putah Creek water. 1t should be understood that there could be appreciable toxicity associated
withLEHR site ssormwater runoff whichwould impact the beneficid uses of Putah Creek which would not
be detected by the procedures that UCD proposes to use. The calculated TUc (toxic unit chronic)
approach is not very sendtive to detecting increasesin aqudic life toxicity unless avery large number of
dilutions of the stcormwater runoff toxicity tests and background waters are conducted.

The proposed approach of dlowing two rounds of sampling and andlysis to indicate Sgnificant
increases in toxicity in Putah Creek isingppropriate. A singletoxic event is enough to be adverse to the
beneficid uses of Putah Creek. Toxicity from sormweter runoff from the LEHR steislikdy to be highly
variable. Each measurement should be considered on its own merit for potentid impacts on the beneficid
uses of the Creek. Basicdly, the aguatic life toxicity testing approaches that are proposed are ill
sgnificantly deficient for assessing the impacts of Putah Creek stormwater runoff on the beneficid uses of
the Creek.

UCD should be required by the RPMsto start over, where they obtain competent assistance in
how to properly assess the impacts of stormwater runoff on the beneficia uses of Putah Creek. The
information provided by DSCSOC has provided detailed guidance on these issues. Thus far, UCD L.
Vanderhoef adminigration, throughits staff, have chosen to ignore these recommendations with the result
that they have been and now are proposing to continue to waste large amounts of public funds with the
repeated review of obvioudy ingppropriate procedures. Rather than addressing these issues correctly the
firg time when problems are pointed out, as was done in 1995, the UCD L. Vanderhoef adminidtration is
perssting with the recdcitrant polluter gpproach of failing to address the ssormwater runoff water qudity
impact issues in ameaningful way.

Page 25, under Data Reporting, third paragraph. Again the comparison to background conditions
is ingppropriate for assessing impacts of LEHR dite derived congtituents on the beneficid uses of Putah
Creek. This gpproach must be supplemented by a proper evauation of impacts using traditiona
approaches. Theseapproaches may requireinvestigation of aguatic organism assemblagesin Putah Creek
relative to Putah Creek habitat characterigtics.

I the background concentrations of congtituentsin Putah Creek above the LEHR Steviolaiebasin
plan objectives, such as toxidty, then UCD will, in accord with conventiond Clean Water Act
requirements, not be alowed to discharge any toxicity or condituents which contribute to toxicity, suchas
chromium V1, a concentrations above about 0.5 - g/L.
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Beginning with Figure 6, and for severa pages, there are plots of concentrations of various
condituentsinsurfacewaters. As has been pointed out in the past, such plots, which present averagesfor
ayear, should not be presented in thisway. Thekey information that hasto be consdered isthe variability
within each of these averages to determine whether there is any significant change betweenyears. Thisis
an inadequate presentation of data that requires that UCD redo this report to present the information

appropriately.

Asauming that the data is presented reigbly, and that the averages are representative of the
conditions, this data shows that there is excessive chromium in Putah Creek compared to itstoxicity to
zooplankton, and that the chloroform concentrations, especialy recently, are well above thosethat could
reedily pollute groundwaters through Putah Creek recharge of groundwaters.

Figure 27 presentsthe Proposed Monitoring Well Network. Thisnetwork isinadegquatecompared
to the monitoring well network that will be needed to define the extent of groundwater pollutionon-siteand
off-gte by exigting waste management units.

Figure 28 presents Statistical Test SelectionFlow Chart. Thisapproachisnot areliable approach
for addressing the potential impacts of stormwater runoff associated condtituents from the LEHR Site on
the beneficial uses of Putah Creek.

Comments on Appendix A, 1998 Annual Water Monitoring Results for the LEHR/SCDS
Environmental Restoration, Davis, California (National Superfund Site)

Page 1, the sampling was performed inaccordance withproceduresand detailed inthe Site specific
revised fidd sampling plan, Dames& Moore (1998a). It ismy understanding, based on RPM comments,
that that field sampling plan was never gpproved by the RPMs. Further UCD manipulated the release of
the revised version of that plan to preclude DSCSOC reviewing it.

Page 4 and 5 report the hydraulic gradient for HSU-2 and HSU-4. 1n order that the public and
otherswho are not familiar withthese unitscan understand thisissue, the estimated groundwater velocities
should be reported. Typicdly, reports of this type contain this information.

Page 8, mentions in the second paragraph that manganese was reported above the contract
required detection limit. Evidently thisiswhat is meant by CRDL in the tables of data.

Throughout this section there is repested reference to the contract detection limits. As has been
repeatedly pointed out, these contract detection limits were established ingppropriately without public
review and the detectionlimit needed to detect congtituentsthat areat potentialy sgnificant concentrations.
The established CRDL s for the anadlyses of several parametersisinadequateand, as DSCSOC has pointed
out in the past, needs to be immediately changed to gppropriate detection limits. With few exceptions,
andyticd methodsare available that are accepted by the US EPA to determine the congtituents at critica
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concentrations and should be used. Failing to use such methods can represent asubstantid waste of public
money and inadequate investigation of the Ste.

The bottom of Page 8 and top of Page 9 discusses the finding of chlorinated hydrocarbon
pesticides in groundwaters at measurable concentrations of concern. Thisisindicative of the potentia for
a wide variety of unregulated condtituents that are present in UCD’ s wastes that were deposited at the
LEHR steor that have beenformed through transformation of wastes that were deposited at thisSitebeing
athreat to groundwater quaity.

Page 14, and dsewhere, ligs chlorides with an “s” As has been pointed previoudy, this is
ingppropriate nomenclature. It ischloride, not chlorides.

Page 15, under Cadcium is more of the doppy reporting that has prevailed through UCD, and for
that matter DOE, data reports where the units on calcium are clearly not milligrams per liter as reported,;
they are micrograms per liter. The same Stuation gpplies to magnesium.

It should be noted that this kind of doppy data reporting has been brought to the attention of
UCD/DOE and their consultants repeatedly over the past four years. It is ill occurring UCD and its
contractor Dames & Moore gtill have no one on their taff who isinvolved and responsible for the LEHR
dte invedtigation who has an dementary understanding of data reporting for chemical congtituents and
asessaing the impacts. Over the past half a dozen years every data report presented by UCD or DOE
through Dames & M oore has contained significant doppy reporting, such as occur on Page 15. 1t should
be obvious to anyone reviewing the data that there cannot be 31,000 mg/L of cddum in a sample, or
39,000 mg/L magnesium, or 7,000 mg/L potassum, etc., especidly in light of the fact that under the total
dissolved solids discusson on the same page there is only 330 mg/L. The RPMs should insst that UCD
get somebody associated with this project who understands the dements of reporting chemica data and
ensurethat thisisdone rdigbly in the futureand that dl past data reports whichcontain sloppy presentation
of data of thistype are corrected so that those who try to usethis datainthe future know that the datawere
reported in error.

Page 17, under Chromium, ligts the detection limit as <6.5 - g/L. As has been pointed out, thisis
an inadequate detection limit sSince hexavaent chromium can be toxic to agquetic lifeat 0.5 - g/L.

Page 29, the liding of References onthis page isnot properly done. A proper reference provides
auffident informeationso that someone el se reading the reference could find the reference. Thesereferences
need to be expanded to include the source of the information.

Commentson Appendix B

Appendix B, theunnumbered tabl e for pesti cidesligtsthe concentrations of chlordane in stormwater
runoff during 1998 as less than 0.050 to 0.053 - g/lL. The US EPA (1987) water quality criterion for
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chlordane is 0.0043 - g/L. This criterion vaue is for the protection of aguatic life. For human hedth
protectionthrough bicaccumulation, the criterionvadueisfor 1 in 1 millioncancer risks. Therefore, in 1998
as in past years, UCD has been udng an inadequate andytical procedure to measure chlordane in
stormwater runoff from the LEHR site. There could readily be chlordane bioaccumulation or, for that
matter, even toxic effects to aquatic life from chlordane in sormwater runoff that would not be detected
by the analytical proceduresthat have been used. These issues were pointed out in DSCSOC' s initid
review of the dataat the LEHR ste. They have continued over the past four years, where dl the chlordane
measurementsthat have been done on surface waters hasbeen awaste of money because they did not use
the andyticd methods necessary to detect potentia problems inaccord withUS EPA water qudity criteria

A similar problem occurs for mercury. The detectionlimit that was used during 1998, Appendix
B Metds, waslessthan0.1 - g/L. Thecurrent USEPA criterion, which wasadopted in 1987 for mercury,
is12 ng/L. Agan, ashasbeendiscussed inprevious DSCSOC comments on the inadequate stormwater
monitoring program that UCD and DOE have been conducting at the LEHR dite, there is a mgor
discrepancy between being able to detect potential mercury problems associated with sormwater runoff
from the LEHR ste based on the US EPA water qudity criterion for mercury that was adopted in 1986.
There could readily be mercury present inthe ssormwater runoff fromthe LEHR Site that is contributing to
the excessve mercury in the Putah Creek fish that has not been detected by the stormwater runoff
monitoring program.

The same kind of problemoccurswith hexavdent chromium, where detection limit of 4 - g/L was
used. Hexavdent chromium istoxic to certain forms of zooplankton at 0.5 - g/L.

The same kinds of problems exig for the 1998 surface water monitoring data.  |nadequate
detection limits were used for chlordane, for mercury, and for chromium VI.
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