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Attached are the Colorado Department of Health, hazardous Materials 
Waste Management Division, ( The Division >, comments on the Draft 
Treatability Studies Plan submitted September 21, 1990 

The purpose of writing a Draft Treatability Studies Plan is to screen 
both practical conventional and innovativetechnologies to determine the 
technologies which need the additional information gained by performance 
of treatability studies The screening process is a comprehensive 
literature search on each technology, followed by application of 
appropriate Rocky Flats contaminate levels and typeswhicn should result 
in the elimination of some technologies as being inappropriate for Rocky 
Flats and other technologies for having sufficient information available 
to eliminate them from the treatability study process The Division 
finds it difficult to believe that o i l y  three tecnnolo3ies have 
sufficient information available to eliminate tnern from the 
treatability study' process. The major flaw in the screening process 
used by DOE and EG&G is that the Procedure for  technology selection and 
screening' Figure 5-1 page 5-2 is qct an accuarate interpretation of 
the screening process outlined in the EPA Guide for Conducting 
Treatability Studies Under CERCLA EPA/540/2-89/058, page 9 Figure 2 A 
copy of both flow diagrams is attached The rearrangement and addition 
of steps in the selection and screening process results in performance 
of treatability studies for almost every technology In fact, only 
three of the twenty-two practical' standard conventional technologies 
evaluated are Judged to have enough information available to avoid 
treatability studies 

DOE'S screening process substitutes Evaluate existing site data with 
Site characterization data , the difference being m a t  all the site 
characterization data will not be available fsr several more years The 
DOE screening process adds Identify potential ARAR's , of which there 
is no niention in the IAG Statement of Work definiLion of Treatabilitv 
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Study. The biggest hole in the DOE screening process is opened by the 
replacement of "Search Literature to determine data needs", with DOE'S 
Determi ne Data needed for screen1 ng I .  By not performing a 
comprehensive literature search before identifying data gaps almost 
every technology must fall into the 'Conduct Treatability Study block. 

in addition, the interagency Agreement (IAG), Statement of Work, page 
39 XI Treatability Study states, Within the Treatability Study Plan, 
DOE shall submit information on performance, relative costs, 
applicability, removal efficiencies, operation and maintenance 
requirements, 2nd implementabilitj of candidate tacnnologies in 
addressing the below listed general types of waste Eacn of these six 
parameters must be addressed for each of the candidate technolzqies 
Tne information submitted i n  the Appendix C Technology Daza Sneets is 
incompiete 

There are no innovarive new rechnologies screened in the plan. EG&G s 
two phase approach is not acceptable to tne Division At a minimum, 
all of the technologies currently under review by the D3E's Office of 
Technology Assessement should be included in the Treatabilitv Studies 
P1 an 

Tha "Division" will not approve the Final Treatability Studies Plan 
unless the above concerns are addressed 

If you nave any comments regarding our comments please contact Noreen 
Matsuura at 331-4920 

Sincerely, - / I  

Gary W Baughman 
Unit Leader 
Hazardous Waste Facilities 
Hazardous Materials arld WAste Management Division 

cc Thomas T Olsen, DOE 
Scott Grace, DOE 
Tom Greengard, EG&G 
Gary Anderson, EG&G 
Martin Hestmark, €PA 
Arturo Duran, €PA 
Teresa Hamoron, AGO 
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Block Diaaram from DOE September 21, 1990 
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DETAILED ANALYSIS '-1 OF ALTERNATIVES 

Figure 2 Decision tree showing when treatability studies are needed 
to support the evaluation and selection of an alternative 

Block Diagram frm EPA Guide for Conducting Treatability Stu&es 
Under CEECLA EpA/540/2-89/058 page 9 .  
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