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Julie Roth
Executive Director
DSCSOC

Route 2, Box 2879
Davis, CA 95616

Dear dulig,

| wish to provide DSCSOC with some comments on the UCD LEHR national Superfund Site
groundwater monitoring meeting that was held on September 8, 1999.

It was announced at the meeting that this meating would be devoted to groundwater quality monitoring
issues, and that the deficiencies in the surface water monitoring program would be addressed at the
September 29, 1999 meeting whereanecol ogist withthe US EPA gtaff would review some of theseissues.

Development of RI/FS

At the September 8, 1999 medting, discussions were hed with respect to the review of the IRA as to
whether there was sufficient understanding of the groundwater characteristics at the LEHR siteto proceed
with the devdlopment of an RI/FS. | beieve there was generd agreement among the RPMs that
congderable additiond work needs to be done before a meaningful RI/FS can be developed for
groundweter remediation at the LEHR ste.

LEHR Site Groundwater Conceptual Model

Dr. Jeffrey Bold of Dames & Moore presented a “conceptua model” of the groundwater system
associated withthe LEHR ste. One of the most important aspects of his presentationisa confirmationof
some of the issuesthat | have previoudy raised regardingthe unrdiabilityof the Weiss & Associatesvadose
zonemodd. Dr. Boldindicated that his estimates support the position that thetime of travel of congtituents
from the surface to the water table through the vadose zone is in the order of 2 to5 years, not 30 years as
Weiss & Associatespromotes. Asl have discussed, thereisno question that Weiss & Associates vadose
zone modd is highly unrdiable and has no predictive capability.

One of the issues that | fee needsto be addressed isthe age of the water inHSU-2and HSU-4. Through
radiodating, it should be possble to make estimates of just how old thiswater is, and thereby establish
some information on the rates of transfer from the surface of the ground to both of these aguifers.

During the discussions of the IRA, it became clear that there isthe possibility of adnaple of chloroform
being present under Landfill No. 2. Investigations conducted thus far cannot rule this out.



It was stated at the meeting that generdly chlordane, which isin the surface soils of LEHR, does not pass
through the soil column to any sgnificant extent. However, that statement ignores the co-solvent effects
of kerosene which was used with the chlordane.

At the September 8" meeting, Dames & M oore presented some informationthat indicates that about 400
pounds of chloroformhave beendisposed of in Landfill No. 2 which is causing the chloroform plume that
has moved off-gte. However, areview of the basis for those 400 pounds shows that it could be a
consderable error. It wasaso stated that they felt that the chloroform that had been disposed of in Landfill

No. 2 was no longer in the landfill, and had moved into the vadose zone in HSU-1 underlying the [andfill.

In order to verify this Stuation, thereis need to do some horizontd drilling just under the landfill to seeif

there is any sgnificant chloroform in the vadose zone. If thereis, thenthe assumptions about 400 pounds
and the position of the chloroform in the landfill/vadose zone are unreliable.

Dames & Maore presented a number of contour plots of concentrations of various condtituents in the
groundwaters at the LEHR site. As was discussed by Duncan, and as | have discussed in the past in
review of the monitoring reports, these contours have alot of subjective interpolation in them. Badcdly,
UCD does not have aufficient monitoring wells to provide rdiable contouring. There could readily be
ggnificant offSte migration which is not covered by the contours.

Offdgte Groundwater Pollution by Chloroform

Dames & Moore presented a map showing the chloroform concentrations of the neighbors wells, which
included wells 22-A and 22-J which are to the northeast of the LEHR site. Well 22-A has been found to
contain between 1 to 2 - g/L of chloroform since 1996. Well 22-J contains about 0.2 to 0.5 - g/L of
chloroform. Both of these wells are located considerably to the east of the known HSU-2 chloroform
plume. Asl indicated at the meeting, thereis need to understand the origin of the chloroform in 22-A and
22-J. Doesthisindicate that amuchlarger chloroform plume exists than previoudy thought? If not, how
do these two wdls get chloroform in them? | thought there was agreement that there is need to do
cons derable additiona groundwater monitoring well monitoring to the east and north of the existing HSU-2
chloroform plume to verify the extent of that plume through proper sampling, not hydropunch sampling.

Monitoring of Groundwater Pollution by Landfill No. 3

There was agreement among the RPM sthat UCD’ s proposed approach for monitoring near Landfill No.
3, where they bascdly had proposed to ignore the pollution that has occurred at this landfill, was
unacceptable. UCD isgoingto berequiredto put inat least one and likely severa additiona groundwater
monitoring wells, both up- gradient and down-gradient of Landfill No. 3, to define the extent of
groundwater pollution by this landfill.

| digtributed the materids that you had assembled on the neighbors monitoring wells which, | understand,
showsthat the patterns of nitrate concentrations versus seasons of the year in the LEHR siteIRA wdlsare
not being found inneighborswells. The net result is that the comments made by UCD consultants Dames
& Moore, that thiswas a natura phenomenon for the region, are not supported by the data. 1t wasagreed



that further review of thisissue would be done by Dames & Moore and discussed at a future mesting.

Overall Assessment
Overdl, | was pleased withthe decisons made by the RPM s at the September 8, 1999 medting. They are



