
EPh*er FURTHER COHMIZNTS OH THE RESPOHSIV E88 SUMMARY 
ROCKY FLATS CLEANUP PROJECT U9 1 IM/]em 

The general formatr and especially the categorization and cross 
referencing of related comments arb p o s i t i v e  nllrrfbutes: t o  Ch$i 
resgansiveneas rsummary. 

EPA takes exception to the several references mde lctadfiarding an 
"agreement made" to follow EPA's (EE/CAl guidance as an excuse 
not t o  revise  the f#/IIRA plan le~r easier reading. Tt presents 
the appearance of a defensive mechanism, aimed at  justifying why 
the organizational daf iciency exists Mhile EPA directed DOE ea 
fbllQW the guidance, EPA's EE/CA guidance presents only the 
min imum requirements for preparation of documents related to  such 
an action and in no way ,should hgede ' a C h h v h 9  21 high quality 
presentation. 

For future reference, r+B3pQnsiV0n%S8 sunn~ax9ets ehould address and 
close out every comment with language indicating haw the comment 
will impact the IH/IRA decision document, This  wa6 not done fox 
each of t h e  comments, and EPA did not have sufflc$eat time during 
the draft review t o  point: the deficiency but .  EPA ZW3U@8t$ one 
week to review the internal draft of the rasponsfvenaw summary 

responsiveness summary. 

A t  times, the responsiveness summary takes on the t a m  of being a 
rebut ta l  to comments an$ not a responsiveness summary. 
DOE can do w h a t  citizen's want or not, the responsfvenss@ summary 
should always provide a clear and complete c e n s i d e r a t i c ~ ~ ~ f o ~  the 
basis  of  any decision a8 a xasalt  of each ccimmnIV A 
responsiveness summary should reflect a genuine attempt t o  C O ~ B  
t o  grips w i t h  citizt3n's questions and CQnC6KRBt It should not: 
appear t o  be an advocacy b r i e f ,  piling up evidence for why DOE*!$ 
original approach was the best possibh option. The 
responsiveness summary can present further fact$ which support 
the chosen optian, but should not do this through diernfasal Qf 
the public' G concern withaut  adequate j u s k i f h ? i k i ~ n +  

The final statement of the responsiveness ssxmary (pg. 4 0 )  should 
bo modi€ied to state that DOE has attempted to rcslaolve the 
issuee, rather than claiming all fesuee but one are r e e o l v d .  
Also,  many of the issues w i l l  require extensive follow-up and 
further communication w i t h  the publicl 
inkhded in t h e  remaining concerns statement on page 4 0 ,  

prior t o  mseting w i t h  DOE t o  preliminarily dAocoo8 the Qreft 

Whether 

Thi$ sksuld also bea 
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- effects from the additive concentrations of tpdfvidual 
contaminants from t h e  IM/XRA treatment effluent. 

The response to the concern could have included a akatement that 

and that this  concern can also be addressed in an evaluation of 
haw one OIJ cleanup a c t i v i t y  impaaka another OU ahanup a c t i v i t y *  
DQE could also have further addressed the matter by stating the 
final effluent t r o m  the treatment system will be mrjtlitorsd and is 
not expected to adversely impact Woman Crffek, Also, u xsfemnce 
could be made to the fac t  that this discharge will be mixed w i t h  
idoman Creek flow and again be monitored p r i o r , t o  digcharge a t  a 
point located furthor dawn stream, 

MlE wvukd curasatdm syngrgistlc ut facts to the atcsnt practicable 
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