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R Zeke Houk Manager Operable Unit No 1 
Enwonmental Restorabon Management 
EG&G Rocky Flats Inc 

Attached are Rocky Flats Field Office (RFFO) comments for the report utled 
Water Quality Evaluabon of Buddmg 88 1 Footlng Dram Discharge with 

Recommendauon for Disconmued Treatment 
comments were faxed to Dr Anderson of Weston at the request of Robin 
Madel of EG&G (who has received these by telefax) 

A draft copy of these 

Because of the overall good quality of the report and the small number of 
comments whch need to be addressed we expect to receive dehvery of the 
final document by May 20 1994 

Thls is a reminder to get the Colorado Department of Health to take 
conf i a t lon  samples at the footlng drain They will not authonze 

discontlnueatron of collecbon s untd they get their own confirmatory sample 
analysis back 

Please contact Scott Grace at 966 7 199 or Tun Reeves at 966 7530 if you have 
any questions 
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RFO Comments 
Draft Final 

Water Quality Evaluation of Building 
881 Footing Dram Drscharge 

Consider mcludmg a bnef (1 2 sentence) explanauon of the logidconvenience m using 
> 5% exceedances as point for dlscussion for compansons to ARARs ' l h s  may not 
add much value to the report, but the regulators wdl probably comment on it. 

Secuon 2 2 (Comphance secuon) p 2 5 through 2 31 
In cases where there are ddferences between the IR4P ARAR and the c m n t  
potenhd ARAR it would be clearer to always preface the term ARAR wth either 
IRAP or current potentlal In several cases where (I beheve) you were r e f m g  to 
the IRAP ARAR you smply a d  stated ARAR 
the lR4P and current potenhd ARAR m the precedmg paragraph. Examples FCE 
methylene chlonde TCE and for some metals 

Thls was after you referred to both 

Secuon 2 2 1 1 (methylene chlonde) p 2 9 
You indicate the 50% of the methylene chlonde detechons had BquaMers for the 
footlng dram flow -et w n  f a  RI 
stahng this mthm the above dscussion to better hlghhght t h s  pomt. 

You may consider 

Secuon 2 2 5 1 (NO3) 
For consistency change Only 
samples 

Sechon 3 p 3 1 toward Bottom 
The sentence However the capital mvestment m the OU1 treatment system need not 
be a complete waste of resources could be stated more positwely such as uould 
better utlhze the emtmg resources 

of the 28 samples to Only 2 of the 28 

etc 

Sechon 4 2 (Recommendahons) p 4 1 
The statement Contrary to mformahon presented m the IRAP also seems negatwe 
without some further explanauon Consider givmg h s  statement some explanauon 
such as Because better quanotahve mformatlon is now avadable these data contradct 
the informatlon presented in the IRAP 

Secaon A 2 4 (State Ground Water Standards) 
This Sectlon needs to be worded very carefully even though you state up front that these 

This dscussion needs 
to be speclfically caveated or de emphasized so as not to give the Impmion that we 
totally accept the State Ground Water Standards The DOE posihon 1s that sovemgn 
immunity protects RFP from some state standards partxularly the ground water 
standards Furthermore the DOE is dwpuhng that the state ground water standards 
were promulgated withm the meanmg of the NCP 

concepts do not represent the official posiuon of the DOE 


