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T re: Pond Water Management IM/IRA
ANDERSON, 1.1, !

%?&St Dear Mr. Schassburger:

HOFFMAN. 7.8, i .

AR R, | EPA has reviewed your November 22, 1993 submittal of the
W T Draft Decision Document for the Pond Water Management IM/IRA.
ISLTIL Our comments are attached. It has been agreed with CDH that EPA
RUSEITT0. 16 will act as lead regulatory agency and make the approval
SCHASSBUAGER |~ determination for the subject document. EPA comments must be
SRAKKEN KT, addressed in the final submittal. Comments submitted by CDH must

GRETHEL, T.

HARGREAUES, M.

be addressed to the satisfaction of EPA. The nature of many of

e the comments is such that it may take some discussion and
MALCRESKT. 0. ‘negotiation to reach a resolution. We look forward to working

MCcCORMIECK, M. S,

MIUILLER, H.G.

O0STMEYER. R.M.

PEWISCH, E.

POSLUSZNY. J.

with your staff to resolve these issues informally and avoid any
additional submittals prior to the final.

We appreciate your efforts to move forward by allowing us to

RAMPE, J.
REECE. J. review this document in parallel with DOE. We will cooperate in
TR expediting finzlization of the Decision Document and in other
WALLIN. B steps necessary to avoid possible problems with prompt
B < implementation of the IM/IRA and the related NPDES Permit.
Mi\)d K i
If you have questions or would like to discuss the progress
of this effort, please contact Bill Fraser (EPA) at 294-1081.
‘ Sincerely,
| ‘ M WG
X . { -
nE A Martin Hestmark, EPA
RELORDS Win Manager
Rocky Flats Project
NOTE:
cc: Joe Schieffelin, CDH )
Dave Norbury, CDH DOCUME}\g ;}fgsggggég;on
1
Norma Castaneda, DOE CSUHCATION OFFICE
RECEIVED FOR ADORESSEE Gail Hill, DOE . "7
Bob Shankland, EPA {hﬂ (
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BPA Comments
Pond Water management IM/IRA
Draft Decisiocn Dooument

EFA comnents on the subject document are presented bslow,
Thay bave baen divided into General Camments covaring technieal
and procedural issues that affact geveral portions ¢f the
document;, and specific coaEments on erxors and contradictions inm
particular gubeecticng, We fagl the general comments warrant

reached without reieated submittals. Note please that we have
cuitted any editorial ‘suggestions, recognixing the time pressurea
under which the document was p . A thorough edit to
improve readability and correct grammar appears necessary’
throughout ag part of tha preparation of a final version.

Ssneral Qomments

1. Tt appaars DOB is gtill confuged about the process by which
milestones are set undar tha IAG. Flease refer to oux: letter on
November 18, 1993, and to Parxagraph 150 of the IAG for a correct
explanation ‘of 't:hi 8 procaRe, and note that the IAG did not need
to be formally "amended* for ths November 23, 13993 due date for

, thig docummnt to be astablighed and enforceable, We appreciate
your efforts in meeting this date, snd 2ind that the document '
gubmitted -constitutes an acceptable draft and therafore meets the
Eixrgt IN/IRA milestone. Dateg for subseguent milestones now mwst
be pat, besianini with sybmittal of 2 Draft ¥inal Nocument for
Agency review priox to public commest, and contisuing through
submittal of the Pinal IM/IRA and the Regpongiveness Summary and
their relemse to the Public. Implanentation milestemes can then
be set for implementation as appropriate for ths selected
acticn(s). We would lika to sse DOE's proposed schedule and
mllestones as scon as posaibla, ao problems like thosa
experienced with the Draft milestone can be avoided.

a. The Douument does pot address the landfill feep, Or giy how
or when it could properly be addressed ocutside this affort. Thim
ignozes specific direction given in the scoping meetings. Thare
is no justification for voatending that actioms under this M/1 RN
must be "Independent of OU Actions*. The NCP gays they need to
be "consistent®, a very different thing. The use of the

" ent* criteria leaas directly te comcluding there is
oothing that can he dans to prevent contamination of thae ponds.
Arguing that comtzolling dirmct inflows of contaminated leachat
is not part of pond mExnagement ig ridiculous.

3. The Document wmakes 1no provisions for discontinmuing use of
ths upper ponds for routine 8pill control. ' Agaln, incorpomating
a4 plan- for thig wvas a ¢ t of the IM/IRA as explained
during scoping., Indefinite contimuatiom of this practice is not
in @ with Clean water Act Provisicos and therefore _
violates both tha EFA Threshold, Criteria and Primary Scxeen #3 in
the Document and does not meet chjective #2 (Seetionm 1.3). It

BEST AVAILABLE CCPY



mist therefora be rejected wnd a differemt action proposed for
Splll concrol. Bgveral of those developed and passed through
Screening appear appropriata.

4. Wwhlle tka tbjectives of the program bave beweuy acdurately
stated, the concept of risk {s incorrectly applied as a
justification for inavtion. The single-pathway risk analysis
pregented 1s inappropriate asd migleading. It doem not.provide
an adequate bagis for the statements made that risk im within the
acceptable range, #s the range applies to risks for all complete
patbhweys to a given receptor, '

5. The repeated referances made to the problems cgused by aot
having tha proposed Draft NPDES permit are noted.. EPRA is doing
everything posgible to expedita thls process. Wa expect to have
the Draft Permit ocut for Fexmittae reviaw by January 1, 1994.

{

Specific Coxmegnts

1. Section 2.2.2.3 - A briaef discugsion of the findings of the
recently-ca ted pero diascharge studies and what actions will
be taken to lement them should be 4included.

2. fgecticn 2.3 - Groundwater seepage and future releases fron
buildings as a result of transition/Dal activities must be
included as potential.scurces.

3. Searion 2.3.1 - The machanism for coordination with the
Industrial Arsa IM/IRA should be described, and it should be
demopstratad that these efforts will fit together properly. .

4. Chapter 3 - Why not just call them ARARS? That's what they
are. Obscuring that fact bebind the pame *Benchmark® doesa't
change aznything,

5. Bectign 4.0 - Assumption #4 contradicts Objective #2.

6. Segtiop 4.3.1.2 - The EPA criteria requires campliance with
Applicahle or Relevant and Appropriate Requiremsnts (ARARS).

7. Ssetlon 4.1.2 - c:iteri.n #3 should read, *Is the option
congistent with OU actions?® Criteria #4 should rasd, *Can the
option ba implemented within two years??®

8., Bection 4.1.3 - The Screening Criteria have been carefully
crafted wad then broadly, and in some casco seleotivaely, applied.

. The net resuylt is that the scope and range of potential actionm is

largqly limited desicgn to thingg that are already being done.:
This bz- muluugr in acg: very promiaing opticns being thrown
out, BRFA mgre& we vere pnot imvited cghza.rticipatga 12 mt;lh: nave
screaning, as t spent respanding to g€ Commen.

bean sa.vu'a. ‘He belleve a discuswion of the’ sczeaning as reported

hexe would be upeful. ‘s
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9. -Secticn 4.1.,4 - Risk reducticm is improperly uged as a
screeuing criterion. Meeting chjectives and comp{ying with ARARS
&re the important questioms.

10, ZSactlon 4.3 - The fact that contamization can be traced te
an QU does not put it ocutside the scope of this IM/IRA; Quite the
opporita. If it ig getting intg tha fonda it is within scope,
especially if a source can be identif » thexefore facilitating
possidble respenses, Modificaticns to the other ™/IRA Decisior
Doquments (they arm not RODs) can ha done very simply. This ig
0o reasan to avoid early action to prevent further contaminatie a

of the.pands and/ox possihl_q downstream discharges.

1. 3 - The :ne'mdn:ion drain wate;i diechargnl as .
reprasent one of geveral of digcharges which w pass fram
t‘.hgr:ma of respcusibility of the TA TNM/IRA to the Pornds TM/IRA.
It must be clearly deincnstrated that where these two efforts come
togather, - they will match.

12, &cﬂggi_g..h.i.z - We :iracgimble to make any mense oxégeo: ”’iﬁ
argqument:, w 8ppears oirculmxr and comtradictory to vay the
scme:niné was dona on most other opticus. * Y

13. 'Secticn 4.8.1 - In at least one case, a sesep is known to be
2 dlrect sgurce of pond contamimation. There may be ather such
instances, and monitoring of them ghould be included as neocessary
to adequately monitor the ponds and provide a hasis for
determining lf actiocn'to control them ia acgcosary.,

14. Table 4.2 - We would lika to go over this table with
LOR/RG&G. There are a gumbex of cholcss reflectod hore, which we
either 4o not understand or disagree with,

15. ﬁm._s..:...ﬁ - This.gectica mpst include a discusaion of
how, when, and in what form the monitoring informatiom will be

' Teported to the regulatory agenaies and the public.

16, - Again, the contention thbat there is no risk

Section 5.31.7
' is incorrect, inappropriate, and irrelevant. Several of the items

on this list do not appear to match the Option descriptions
presented earlisr, like cleaning the SID. Please explain the
discrepancies. '

17, Segrion 6.2 - Wa need a proposed schedula for completion of
the Decision Document. Please note there is no ROD executed for
IM/IRAs. This Decision Document, when final, serves to document

" what actions will ba taken, as a ROD will do whem final decisions

are made for the various Ots,

-
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