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1. 

2 

3. 

4. 

5. 

me  WOK^ plan Contaias B generic discusdon of the risk assessmaat pr-, but contain6 no 
specific plan Snr conducting thc bastline risk assessment for the operable unit. Site specific 
information should be inoarpotatad into the plan when availiablc For lastance, elements of 
the site modcI such as potential pathways and s i twpdic  txposurc factors can be idcntifiod 
ill the planning stage, 

The plan contains no provision br integrating the cdogic~J risk Bsscssmcnt with other 
operable units at the Rocky Flats Plant w). Such an approach is essential for addressing 
ecological rlsk on a sibwide bask 

zbs sampling plan is not mnsjstmt with the approach to estimating gposuk point 
concentrations presented in tbe buman health &k Bssf3ssmexlt plan. &cause of the scope of 
tht o p b l e  Unit and the Eelbod of the aaanmct of hot spots along the pipeline, a plan 
hr addressing this distri%ution of contamfoatioa needs to be developed 

The h a l  dtspition of the tanks and fines should be pmvidcd. Xbis infarmaton Couxd then 
be incorporated into the scree- and anaIy& of remedial alternatives. 
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5. Section 133.7, Regional Geology, Quaternary Deposits, p. 1-10 The word "above" h the 
sentence: "The alluviumoccun b m w ]  to380 feet above m O d e x n ~ Q a i n a g e # " b d d  
be clarified. We assume "above" is used in a simple spadal con= BS opposed to a 
strrrtipphic mt-, however, we anticipate that the spacial distance b.twtcxx thc stream 
channd and the a!luvium approach zero up slope and towards the head of the streamvalley. 

6. Section 133.7, Regional Gcology, Upper Cktacc~us Deposits, p. 1-12: The fbllowhg 
statement should be clarified: I t s  sttlnt has been predicted to the two '&obgic 
Charactufzahn Report'depWmal intqmtatiom d&msseU pmhsly". 

7. Saction 22.2.2, p. 2 4  This sextion bdlcates that then3 was a great deal of mntro~ and 
documentation onthetypx,qurotath dlocatiom oflwnrdow ~tc&lstransported and 
spjild 'xhis information does not appear to have been p r o p e r f y  analyzui IncorpoFation of 
this bhnation of thia stap of the investigation would aide in detamining sample locatio= 

Section 224, p. 2-8, paragraph 2: Tha work plan should not include "rccommendationsw 
regarding the scope of the investigatioh The work plan shonld dcscn'bs the scape in pmdse 
tcrms. Iha decision to mdudc, or dude, sites from imwtigatmn ShOuM be made by 
another proteas prior to the writing of the wwrk plaa 
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9. Section 2.24, p- 2-8, parapph 3: It is  unclear WQ the ktigatcm Wudd a table 
designed to help cWQ the intcxadon between the various imdgahm, and then stated 
that the sampling plan for this hestigation would not attempt to coordmate with otha 
hdgat iom.  We recommend that the relationship between the sampling presented in tbt 
plan be coordinated with the sampling conducted at other sites. 

10. Section 23.22, Bedrock Gcolo~, Arapaho Sandstones, p. 2-12 The grain size qualifiers used 
in the text should be d#aibcd. For example, on the Wentworth scale vcry fine sand fr; 
bctwc.n 0.125 and 0.063 ndlirneters in diamew, however, ASTM standards used by 
engineers place the fine sands in the range 0.425 and 0.074 millimeters. 

11. Section, 2332, Ground Water, p. 2-14 The contour maps of the d c d  ground water 
SUrEact are midd ing  far OUl, because there arc wide areas w k e  no unadhcd 

l3iMdeAna. EG&G, Ma;rch Wl). Xsopach maps, that were contoured b r  the thichcss of 
the unamhed saturated lane, indicated that the saturated zone consisted of swcd isolated 
"pudds" of groundwater. Perhaps the k t i g a t o r s  would bene& more from usbg both the 
contour map h ]Fslgrua 2-6 and bpach maps based on the same data. "his combination may 
provide mat? guidance conccming the depth to saturated wnditioxas (ia, to detcmine 
whether or not do unwnfmed saturated comhtiom exist at a particular location). 

grOUIldWaw &IS (mal P b 6  mm,m w& & V h  1, RodEy miS P w  881 

12 Sectioa 24.1, p. 2-18, paragraph 3 The rebrmce tegardrng the disposal of volatile and semi- 
mlatilc organim m the waste ytem should be presented 
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13. Section 243.2, p. 221: The title of this lsection should be changed to indicate that the 
presented groundwater data will not be b o p r a t e d  1x1 the analysas of OD. 

14. W o n  2521, p. 2-25, Paragraph 5: zht use of 500 gallons as n reasonable appmma~on 
of a dcascshoddbe clarified. W u a l  rtlcslrcr w3lHdy)renJt in amtaminant plumes of 
a mmiderably shorter length 

16. Section 4.12, p. 4-2, paragraph 1; Tbc amamption that no data exists that am be used does 
mt seem dd. The insormation alreadyeollcct4d at otheroperableunits in section 2 and 
appendix S, could do a great deal to focus this htigaticm. Thc ariStiag data should 
definitely ba utilizKxl in dtveropiag the Data Quality ObjectrVer @-) and data needs. 

Table 4-1: This table should include the use of field s c ~ x x n h g  and air modtokg and the 
techniques to be used to iocate the Med pip system 

Stction 5.332 p. 5-4, Paragaph 1: Excavation depth may not bc an applicable parameter 
on which to base the sample locations. Other criteria such as those listed and historical spill 
information should take precedence. 

17. 

18. 

19. Section 5332 p.S-5 Paragraph 4: Xn addition to smear samples, hide surfact radiological 
dose rates would be valuable data for fume. This informatm, would be useful in verifying 
process piping historical data and for fuhue disposal. Crirte~a. 

20- &don 53.4 p. S-5 The mntingenq p b  if mas arc irraccusible should be desai&al. 
These areas will need to ba includtd in the site characttrizatian in some manntr. 

21. F m  6-1; The schedule is not amplek There is no time frame for development of the 
baseline risk assessmat, Field Iav#tigaton should be b m h  into its component parts, and 
the d n g  of albcrnatives should be taking placc in conjunction with the fitld investigation. 
By doing the screming in conjunction with the field inVeStigStion it may be possiilc to 5ll 
data needs screening during this phasc of the investigation. 

Section 72, Background and Rationalt, p- 7-1; It is stated that "thk XiSP has been developed 
undex tho assumption that no usable data arc avdable to describe the contaminant sources 
and the soils in OVS", but that "hswricxl data will be used to help focurs the smplxng effort." 
This statement seems to be a contradiction, please clanfy the term data. W e  do not b e h  

22 

DRAFT 



~ 

NOV-15-81 FBI 8153 HAZWRAP ENV RES 

l3. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18, 

19. 

m. 

21. 

22. 

4 

FAX NO. 6154353443 P, 05 

Section 24.3.2, p. 221: The title of thrs rectiOn should be changed to indicate that the 
p;resentcd groundsvatex data will not be I D C X X ~ O K ~ ~ U ~  iu the nnalpis of OW. 

ktlon 2.521, p. 2-25, Ramgraph 5: zha use of 500 gdom as a reasonable appmhadon 
of a release should be clarif"reb Gradual c a l ~  will IJrel(y rtsult i contaminant plumes of 
a considerably shortex lcagth. 

S d m  4.12, p. 4-2, paragraph 1: n e  assumption that no data dts that can be usexi d w  
notseem did .  The informatjon atrwrdycolkckd at ottmeropaable units insection 2 and 
appendix B, COJd do a great deal tu socuS t h ~ ~  investigation. ThC existing data &odd 
definitely be u b i  in dcveIoping the Data Quality Objectives (DQOs) and data needs. 

Table 4-k This table should indude the use of field 6c;ttCnirOg and air modtoring and the 
techniques to be used to locate thebmIed pipe system 

Section 5.332 p. 54, Paragraph 1: Rcavation depth may not be an applicable parameter 
on which to base the sample locations. Other critclria such BS those listed and bistoxicsl spill 
information should take precedence 

Secdon 5332 p.5-5 Ranigraph 4: h addition to smear samgles, inside surface radiologkal 
dose rates would be valuable data for futprc;, lhis information, would be useful in ariEying 
process piping historical data and for fume bposal criteria, 

Section 53.4 p. 5-5: The contingency phm if amw BLC inac~~ibk should bc dcsuibd 
These areas will necd to be includcd in the site characterization m some manner. 

Fgme 6-1; me schedule is not complete There is no time frame for dcvtropment of the 
basehe risk 8ssessme~s, F i  Iwwtigaton should be b m h  into its component parts, and 
the screaing ofa l tunak should be taking plaw in conjunction with the field investigation. 
By doing the screening in Conjunctton with the field investigatian it may be possible to 
data needs screening during this phasc of the iwestigation. 

 ti^^ 72, Backgmund axld Rationale, p- 7-1; It is stated that %his FSP has been devcloped 
under the assumption that no usable data arc available to describe the contaminant sources 
and the soils in O W ,  but that "bistofid data w i l  be used ta help fiocus the samphg efbfi" 
This statement seems to be a contradiction, please clarify the term data W e  do not b e h  
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it is necessary to reject all pmous data simply because the quality assmce/quali~ central. 
lproctdures wexe not consistent with present RFP procedures. 'ihe data may be lrdegatcd to 
a level II status (qualitative status). 

23. Stctkm 721, p. 7-2 The reference to the Department of Entrgy (DOE) keeping the 
regulators informed by technid mernotanda shoJd be deleted. 

24- Section 73.1: Thrs informatim &odd have already been collected and presented in t b  work 
plara (k, this is consistent with a crmironmepfal restoration (ER) program Phase I, rite 
invastgation). 

25. W o n  732, p. 7-6, paragraph 3: This the Brst meation of a "prm0;de radiological smq." 
Please clarify what this survcpczltails and how thio informtionwSbc used. 

26. Section 7.3.21, p. 7-6, paragraph 5: "If practicaC the t e a  The identification of sumey 
anomalies for the tamplrng plan is the pupoge of the prework survey and needs to be a 
prlmary factor in the & o b  of a test pit location. 

27. Section 732.2, Stage 2 Xmrrstjgatiosx 'Ihc precautions that will be taken to prevent 
contamination of groundwater should be specified. Also, the fate of the boreholes after 
sampling has been CnmpIeted (rdcrazc SOP if appropriate) should be desc r i i  

28. Section 7.3.22, p. 7-7, paragraph 1: The pa- is not a gcid pattern, please reword, 

29. Section 73.2.2, p.7-7,7-8, paragraph 2: The Y and 20 foot intervals in both dkectioma 
should be clarified and related b Pi74 There seems to be a disorepancgh this figure 
and what is stated in this section, The figure hdicata a singla 5 foot btaval and addttional 
20 foot intervals. There are no in&cabons as to the direction of the 5 foot interval samples 
and the criteria for the discontinuation of the 20 foot interval tests 

30. Section 733.2, Stage 2 hmtigation, p. 7-11: If the groundwater L not ucadned, then the 
cxttnt of the contaminant plume cannot be defined. Rcrbaps It should be stated that tXI0 
lateral extent of the plume will be defined. Also, m the event that contamination is found 
at the water table, the action that will be, taken by tht ER program at RFP should be 
C l d d  

l[lxe phrase "the unique natura of tbe tank configuration' is unclear. Tbe mcaaiag of unique 
should be qbiucd. Also, the phrase hominal grid pattern" should be d e h d  

31. %ion 75, p. 7-14  This section should rtferclpct a data management plan. This would 
appear to be particlJarly important blr this hvestigation due to the nature of determining 
pipe, and tank locations. How this information will be documented should be presented in 
this work plan or the data management plan referenced. 
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32 Pigure 7-3: me text includes a dBcussh 08 sampling bJow the water tabk 'Ihe Egwe 
dcm not show any sampbg b c h v  the water table and should be clanficd 

Table 73: The title 'SPLP should be clarified and/or identify it in the "List of Acronyms? 33. 

34. Table 73: The E q W o n  "Not 8 valid OPWL tank location'' ahodd be clanfied. A 
footnote indicating the reasons for auhsion would be helpful. 

35. Figure 74: Perhaps additional samples should be tabn  to ckady identi& the end of the 
~~t plume. %e 20 foot intend tstingww stopped at the top ofthe plumebefore 
a non-umtamiuated sample was located. 

36 F'i 7-5: I'hc bmch which require6 an iuspcct~on of (I tank that is b n a t h  a production 
building should be dariffed. lUre needs to be 8 mtingenq plan if the tank k tow 
inaccessible. 

37. Figure 76: Whether OI not a soil sample be taken under the tank epen though it I below 
the water table should be spdiod.  TMs would be aaalQgops to the samphg under the 
pipdime when it is under the water tabk ( W o n  533.2)- 

38. Section 8.22, p. 8-3, Paagraph 3: The minimum- and mrwmum-reported concentrationan 
p a  sample should be clarified. An additional helpful parameter d d  be to hclude the 
depth spacing of the reported contaminants. 

39. Section 823,  p. S4. The f b d  bullet states 'Caatammant can be attiIbuted to RFP 
activities." The pwiiility of a mntaduant that cannot be "oBcMlf attributed to RFP but 
is &&3t.itely thexe needs to be 8ddressed This may identify a previously unreported 
contaminant. 

40. Section 83.6, p. 8-10, Pmgcaph 1; 'Ibis paragraph makes refexence to the "intake factor" and 
states that it is combined with the exposure pint concentrations and the CritlcavtOJdci~ 
vdues. wfemcc undear and k not staxdard mk assessment terminology. A more 
appsopriatc and wellldefincd description of the generic risk assessment equation b needed 
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