
David P. Simonson, Manager 
Rocky Flats Office 
R.O. Bax 928 
Golden, Colorado 80402-0928 

RE: Hillside 881 XM/IRA 
IAG OU 1 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

EPA ha3 reviewed the Final Ihtcarim M6asuzes/Tnt%rLm Remedial 
A c t i o n  tIM/IRA) P l a n  and Decision Document fgr t h e  Hillside 881 
Area (OW 1 )  and the re~ponsiveneaa summary for the  comment 
period. Tn accordance w i t h  the Proposed lnteragency Agreement, 
EPA does not have an additlonal approval responsibility for 
implementation of the fM/IRA, under the Statement of Work (SOW) 
However, you are obligated to conduct this IM/ZRA in accordance 
w i t h  the Final Interim Measures/htoxim Remedial AClfOn Plan and 
Decision Document E c r  the 881 Hillside Area, dated January, 1990, 
Please be advised that the State of Colorado has prsllminarily 
approved new water quality standards for Woman and Walnut Creeks 
which should be incorporated i n t c  the F i n a l .  IM/XRA- 

Under the TAG, DOE is responsible for assuring that the 
IPI/TRA implementatAon i s  consistent w i t h  the approach 
condAthnally approved by EPA and the Cobrado oapartment of 
H e a l t h  (CDH.) on September 2 7 ,  1989, and whatever final remedy i s  
chosen. There were several conditions for which that approval 
was granted, 
review is not initiated, EPA's conditional approval of t h i s  
IM/IRA is revoked. 
h i t i a t i o n  oE construction by January 15, 1996. 

If for any reason, the IAG pm8ently  under public 

EPA recognizes that the TAG SOW requires 
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Enclosed are EPA's further comments regarding t h e  public 
comment responsiveness summary. 
mail a copy of the resgonsiveneas summary to each individual t h a t  
presented formal comments. 
the extent of DOE'S response and attains al64UM O f  the @8M@nt - 
period PEOCQSS, 

A k o ,  EPA strongly urges DOE to 

This allows t h e  p u b l i c  t o  evaluate 

SincereZy yours ,  

.Robert L. Dugey,  Diweckor 
Hazardous Waste Management Division 

ENCLOS ORE 

cc: w/ Enclosure 
David C. Shelton, CDH 
Patricia Corbetta, CDH 
Joe Temple, RFCC 
Tom OlsQn, DOE 
Tom rjreengard, EllGrG 
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The general foxmat, and especially the categorization and cross 
referencing of related comments are p o s i t i v e  attributes to  th;a 
responsiveness summary. 

EPA takes exception t o  the several ratcsrancers made regasding an 
"agreement made" to follow EPA's (EE/CA) guidance a8 an BXCUGB 
not t o  revise the fM/IRA plan f ~ w  easied reading. 'Lt presents 
the appearance of a defensive mechanism, aimed bt justifying Why 
the organizational deficiency exists. While EPA directed DOE t o  
follow the guidance, EPA's EE/CA guidance presents only the 
minimum requirements for preparation of documents relateb. t o  such 
an action and in no way ,should impede 'achiavhq a high quality 
presentation. 

For future reference, rssp~nsiveness summaries should address and 
close out every comment vith language indicating how the comment 
w i l l  impact the IH/IRA decision document. This wa8 not done for 
each sf the conufients, and EPA did not have sufficisat tima during 
the draft review t o  ggint the d~ficiencg but .  EPA reqUt38tt3 O m  
week to review the internal draft of the xaspunsfveness summary 

responsiveness summary. 
p x h r  t o  meeting w i t h  DOE to  preliminarily diacuag the drftft 

A t  times, the responsiveness summary takes on the tone of being a 
r e b u t t a l  to comments an$ not a responsiveness trunanaxy. 
DOE can do what citizen's want or not, the reaponsivensss summary 
ahauld alvays provide a clear and complete consideration Ear the 
basis  of  any decision as a xesalt  of  each comrr\ent. A 
rasponsivensss summary should reflect a genuine attempt tg coma 
to grips w i t h  citizen's questions and conct$xtls. Xt should not 
appear t o  be an advocacy b r i e f ,  piling up evidence for  why DOE's 
original approach was the i sst  possible option. The 
responsiveness summary can present further facts which support 
t h e  chosen option, but sthould not do this through dieniasal of 
the public' G concern without adequate juskificakion. 

Whether 

The €inal statement of the responsiveness summary (pg .  4 0 )  should 
be modified t~ sta te  that DOE has attamgted to resolve the 
issues, rather than claiming all issues but one are reaofved. 
Also, many of the issues will require extensive follow-up and 
further communication w i t h  the public. 
inkluded in the remaining concerns statement on page 90,  

This should also be 

'i 



J effectst from the additive concentrations of ispdividual 
contaminants f r o m  the IM/IRA treatment effluent. 

The response to the concexn could haver included a statement that 

and that this concern can also be addressed in an evaluation of 
how orin OfJ c l e a n u p  activity impact@ another OU aleanup a c t i v i t y .  
DOE could also have further addressed the matter by stating the 
final effluent from the treatment system w i l l  4e monitored and is 
not expected to adversely impact Woman Creek. Also,  II reference 
could be made to the fact  that: this discharge w i l l  be mixed w i t h  
Woman Creek flow and again be monitored p r l o r , t o  discharge a t  a 
poin t  located further dawn stream, 

W E  would consider synerqistk affects to  the extant practicabla 
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