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COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH -. 
Dedicaied to protecting and improving the health and 
environmern ot the people or Colorauo 

4300 Cherty Creek Or S Laboratory Building , .n e- ->  

Denver Colorado 80?22-1530 (210 E 11th Avenue 
Phone 1303) 692-1000 

.lu L t J  1’1 
Denver, Colorado 00220 371 6 
(303) 691 4700 

December 7 ,  1993 

Mr. Richard J. Schassburger 
U S. Department of Energy 
Rocky Flats Office, Bldg 116 
P . 0  Box 928 
Golden, Colorado 80402-0928 

RE:  Draft Phase I1 F i e l d  Treatability Study for the Surface Wate 
IM/IXA, July, 1993 

Dear Mr. Schassburger, 

The Colorado Department of Health, Hazardous Materials and Wast 
Management Division (the Division), has reviewed the above reference 
document submitted by DOE and prime operating contractor, EG&G.  

In addition to our comments, attached please find comneqts f r c  
various menbers of the Iiocky Flats Technical Review Group (TRG). F ,  
believe that most of the T R G  comments have already Seen submitted t 
DOE. Regardless, however, p lease address a l l  T3G comments as ycl 
consider tQe Division’s comments. . 
Our comments are as follows 

1. Per DOE correspondence 93-DOE-11272 and 93-DOE-12644, wate 
quality data included in tnis report for SW-132 is not representativ 
of the true hater quality at this location We are aware of,-an 
have reviewed, the subsequent water quality infornation submitted f o  
SW-132. It appears that the new “real“ SW-132 water quality shoul 
,not change the substantive conclusions and recommendations include 
in this treatability study Nevertheless, the ne4 data for SW-13, 
should be included in the final version of this report 

2 Nagging questions remain corcerrling data validation a?d field 0 
procedures ana hob these issues relate to data quality (see CCR 
comments) Please revise pertinent sections of this document 
clarify t h e  currerlt data validation situation and the field 0 
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Mr. Richard J. Schassburger 
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P.O. Box 928 
Golden, Colorado 80402-0928 

RE: Draft Phase I1 F i e l d  Treatability Study for t h e  Surface Water 
IM/IRA, July,  1993 

Dear Mr. Schassburger, 

The Colorado Department of Health, Hazardous Materials and Waste 
Management Division (the Division), has reviewed the above referenced 
document submitted by DOE and prime operating contractor, EG&G. 

In addition to our comments, attached please find comments from 
various members of the Rocky Flats Technical Review Group ( T R G ) .  We 
believe that most of the TRG comments have already been submitted to 
DOE. Regardless, however, please address all TRG comments as you 
consider the Division*s comments 

Our comments are as follows. 

1. P e r  DOE cbrrespondence 93-DOE-11272 and 93-DOE-12644 , water 
quality data included in this report for SW-132 is not representative 
of the true water quality at this locatlon. We are aware of, and 
have reviewed, the subsequent water quality information submitted for 
SW-132 It appears that the new "real" SW-132 water quality should 
not change the substantive conclusions and recommendations included 
in this treatability study. Nevertheless, the new data f o r  SW-132 
should be included in the final version of this report. 

2 .  Nagging questions remain concerning data validation and field QC 
procedures and how these issues relate to data quality (see CCRF 
comments ) Please revlse pertinent sections of this document to 
clarify the current data validation situation and the field QC 
results to date 



3. We believe that, as the final treatability study report for the 
OU 2 IM/IRA, this document should present a section on the overall 
success of the treatment within the context for which the I M / I R A  was 
originally Intended. The reason for this treatability study is that 
this IM/IRA made an effort to implement and study an effective water 
treatment for radionuclides, metals, and volatile compounds that was 
different from, but complimentary to, the OU 1 water treatment 
facility. Fromthis, two-fold results were expected. Not only would 
these treatment technologies be evaluated for Rocky Flats Plant 
applications, but further surface water degradation would be 
mitigated. The success of this project is that both of these results 
have been attained. Though the treatments were effective in removing 
the contaminants, they were not cost effective at the levels of 
contamination present at some of the OU 2 sites; however, what 
contamination was present was effectively treated. This is good, and 
valuable, information that should be emphasized. 

4 .  The Division concurs that some change to the current collection 
and tr2atment configuration is probably ]ustifled. During 
finalization of this treatability study, we recommend staff-level 
neetings where changes can be discussed and evaluated, and where an 
appropriate mechanism and schedule for the changes can be determined. 

If you have any questions regarding these matters, please call Joe 
Schieffelin of my staff at 692-3356. 

Sincerely, 

&dS& 
G a r y / W .  Baughinhn, Chief 
Facilities Section 
Hazardous Waste Control Program 

cc- Martin Hestmark, EPA 
mScott'Grace, ,? DOE 
7 - -  Annette Primrose, EG&G 
Jackie Berardini, CDH-OE 
Susan Nachtrieb, City of Westminster 
Todd Margulies, Colorado Council on Rocky Flats 
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General Comment 0x1 Executive Summary It rs refreshing to see 
that based upon r e g u l a t i o n s ,  exorbitant operatlng c o s t s ,  and 
good common sense &hat a re-evaluation of the IM/IRA was 
reconunPndPd. 

General comment. This report  should be double-sided. 

S e c t i o n  1, Page 1, Introduction: Is  it really necessary to 
repeat this entire paragraph word fo r  word trom the e x e c u t i v e  
SUmmarY? 

Sect ion 1.1, Page 3 ,  Figure 1-2. It is not evident  from this 
figure which area i s  OW-2. 
more clearly. 

The OU-2 area should be delineated 

Section 1.3, Paragraph 1: The third sentence, "During Phase 
f, surface water collected trom SW-59 and SW-61.' Somethsng 
has been omitted. 

Section 1.3.1, Paragraph 2 ,  where are the c a l c u l a t i o n s  to 
detemrne the 120 day GAL' changeout iztervals' 

S e c t i o n  1 . 4 ,  Sirmlar t o  Comment 3 ,  t h i s  sectLon is almost an 
identical repeat of the Executive Summary. Is i t  needed i n  
both places' 

Sectron*2, Pqragraph 1. It is stated as-built drawlrigs are 
available. Where? 

Section 2.1 1, Psragraph 3 ,  Is high density  polyethylene 
(HDPE) used f o r  transfer piping,  an inert: material? (le. No 
analytes o f  concern being leached f r om prge) same question 
regar-g the equalization t a n k .  

Section 2 1 2 ,  Paragraph 8:  How was a 12 hour settling time 
arrived at7 
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11. S e c t i o n  3 I, Paragraph 2 It i s  a g o d  yracLics to state 
that s t a t i s t z c a l  variabilrty exists when using m u l t i p l e  labs 
What or how much s t a t i s t i c a l  varmbility9 How useful is t h e  
data from t h e  two programs if they can not be directly  
compared with each other?  

(DQOs) I S  qu i te  vague and general DQOs should be specific 
to the data end-users. 

12. Section 3.3.1. This section on Data Quality Objectives 

13 Section 3 . 3  2 .  It is stated t h a t  a l l  QA/QC guidelines are 
followecl except t h e  field QC procedures. What are the field 
hC procedures and why were they not  followed' 

percent o f  available analytical results presented A n  tlns 
report have been validated. 

A Section 3 3.1 s t a t e s  that EPA Level IV analysis (CL? or 
higher) wzth 100 percent valrdacion 1s required. Since 
only about 50  percent of the analytical results have been 
validated, how does t h i s  apparent conflict a f f e c t  r e s u l t s  
and discussion in t h i s  report .  AlSO, please justrify using 
the data without  100 percent validation. 

B It 1s stated that results that  appear questionable have 
been re-examned either statistically or in relation t o  
other parameters to test u s a b i l i t y ,  What statistice weze 
used? What "other parameters" were used? 

14 Sect ion  3 4.3, Paragraph 2 -  S t a t e s  that: approximately 50 

15 Section 3 4 4 titled ' S t a t i s t i c a l  Analysis of Data" really 
doesn't mention or discuss any statzstical procedures or 
analysis "The rrsk a8sessrnent w i l l  based ora a more conrpre- 
hensive l i s t  o f  potential contarmnants I' More comprehensive 
than what? Only ARARs and TBCs leaves a l o t  out. 

56 S e c t i o n  4.1, Paragraph 1 What exceptions were data not 
c o l l e c t e d  m. accordance w i t h  the QAfQC documents specified in 
Section 3 3 . 2 3  

17 Section 4.1, Paragraph 3 Number 7 ,  sample holding times m e t  
LS extremely important. Why is this not: a primary criterion? 

18. S e c t i o n  4 . 1 ,  Paragraphs 4-6  These three paragraphs lead t h e  
reader to seriously question the  data used i n  this report .  
The use of son-validated data f o r  statistical computations 
and assessments combines w i t h  no c o l l e c t i o n  o f  fzeld QC 
samples gives reason for serious concern as to the validity 
of tne overall results Please justzfy not rejecting t h e  
entire data set 

19. S e c t i o n  4 2 . 1 ,  Paragraph 1: States t h a t  the  t o t a l  flow a t  
each s t a t i o n ,  date, duration, and volume of surface w a t e r  
c o l l e c t e d  a t  each source were not obtained Why7 
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20. Section 4 2 1, Paragraph 2 Is t h e  assumption that  average 
annual Clows at each source cited from IRAP (DOE, 29911 a 
sound 01183 (Le 1 9 9 3  much wetter than 1991) 

21 Tables 4-3  and 4 - 4 .  Please explain how for  Americium-241 
a minimum +/- error value can be a negatzve number Why are 
there no maxhum +/ -  error values  given €or some analyses in 
both tables (plus Table 4-5 )  

I 22 .  Sec t ion  4 . 2 . 3 . 1 ,  Paragraph 4 -  States that an Uxuform 
Keplacemenr Method was used to calculate summary s t a t i s t i c s  
tie, mean concentrntron). What w a s  the gustrflcatron f o r  
selecting and mplementtng rhrs method versus the 
"WusorLzatLon. or "Maxzmum Likelihood Estimators' (MLE) 
replacement methods? Please illustrate t h a t  the Uniform I 
Replacement: method IS as statrstically sound as the other two 1 

methods 

I 

23. Section 4.2.3.2, Paragraph 3 S t r i k e  t h e  word "and" after  
however i n  the first sentence. It 1s not possible from 
Table 4-4  to get: t h e  information in the second sentence 
(ie. '9 samples exhibited concentrations . . .  w h i c h  is above 
(add "the') ARAR). Where does thAs i n f o - a a t r o n  come from? 
Same applies t o  t h e  rest of thzs  paragraph. Please explain 
or rewrite s t a t z n g  anformation more clearly 

2 4 .  Sec t ion  4 2 3 . 3 ,  Paragraph 3 .  S t a t e s  t h a t  "none of the VOCs 
were detected above the method detection limits in any of the 
30 s w l e s  collected Table 4-5  shows that: only 29  samples 
w e r e  collected f o r  1,l-Dichloroethene 

25 Section 4.2.3.3, Paragraph 4 States the t  "the mean value 
of 4 0 . 7  ug/l exceeds the ARM? f o r  dissolved manganese " 
Table 4-5 shows t h e  ARAR for  dissolved manganese to be 50 I 

ug/l. HOW can t h i s  statement be true' 

26. Section 4 2.3.3, Paragraph 5 Sta tes  that  "lead acrid mercury 
were detected in concentrations exceeding t h e i r  respective 
ARARs approximately 17% of t h e  tune . "  It is not c l e a r  
whether this is 1 7 %  of the number o t  samples or 17% of t h e  
number of detects, P l e a s e  clarify , 

I 

I 

27. Section 4 3 I, Paragraph 5 How do t h e  parameters which car- I 
no t  be determined attect subsequent design, results, and 
discussion? I 

I 

characterizatron data presented in Appendix H is rncomplete I 
a t  this time " Why? 

I 2 9  Tables 4-8, 4-9, 4-10 Please explain the negatrve numbers I 

in all three tables In the Radiochemistry category 

2 8 .  Section 4 . 3 . 2 . 3 ,  Paragzaph 2 States t h a t  "Available 
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3 0  SectLon 4 4 1, Paragraph 1 Why were the data co l lec ted  at 
each station not always correlated in time’ 

31 Section 4 5, Paragraph 2 Sta tes  t h a t  t h e  c o s t s  l i s t e d  in 
Table 4-15 are ”estimates” Were records not: kept so that 
accurate cost numbers could be produced. 

3 2 .  Section 4 . 5 . 1 :  Where are t h e  calculations used to produce the 
input data in Table 4-16’ 

3 3  Sec t ion  4 6 ,  Paragragh 6. Without QA/QC sampling how can it 
be determined whether of not there has been any laboratory 
c6ntnmination? The fact t h a t  field QC samples have been 
mplemented after the data has been collected is not 
acceptable, unless the r i s k  888e8sment 18 to be used as a 
screening tool only1 

30. Appendix 8.2.3.3 and Table 2-1. The approach of using 
f ract ion  contributed doesn’t really make sense. some of 
these could not be considered as d r i n k i n g  water s o u r c e s  
based on these flow rates,  and to combine them in different 
proportions IS even m o r e  confusing end unrea1ist;Lc 
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Cqmmsnts on tfie OU 2 F i e l d  Treatability Study'Phase I1 

Ken Korkia, Rocky Flats Cle&u_D Comission 
- - -  p -  

A l l p e t  4,.  1993 - 

SeaCion 4.0 Peg8 19/36r In seatioa 4.3.2 t h o  statement i8 made 
t h a t  t h e  RRS processed approxfmatcly 12.7 million gaZl0118 of 
suriface flow in phase 11. Table 4-6 l l e t s  cumulative t O t 8 l 8  for 
both phase I and phase 11 a8 b e h g  12.7 mlllioa gaLlone, Sf! the 
RRS only operated during phase XI, then the amount: of water 
processed should only be 12.7 - 7.308 million gallons, since phase 
I1 did not begin untIcl May 5 ,  1992, 

Gection 4.0 Page 22/36t The t e x t  raeationa that t h e  GAC Unit8 are 
being stared as low-level mixed waste. Is  it possible to recharge 
these u n i t s ?  

Gaction 4.0 Page 22/36: Why were t he  data collcotion efforts not 
correlated fn t h e  f o r  the drffsrent oollaction points?  The 
implications of thxs decision &r0 apparent; in Table 4-11 011 page 
26 where an snterpretatlon of the results shows that the GAC units 
add contaminants, especially radLonucIide8 and metqls. Is t h i s  a 
proper interpretation of the footnote, 'mea e f f l u e n t  
concentrations axdeed mead l n f l u e n t  conaentrations?' 

I 



M3I273-3427 
FAX 303/273-341? 

Angust 9,1993 

M U e K  zgab8y 
cammrrmty Relabow 
EG&G RocQ Flats, Inc 

Flats Plant 
P 0. B a  464 
Golden, CO 80401 

c n L u F N . c CI t. o R A o o I a 4 a 1 - i 8 8 7 

Pleaae feel fipe to call me at 273-8491 for darf€lcziturn's cr questions. 


