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GUltltm&: 

This comspondcncc is provided in rtsponst to yom lctscr, datcd June 19,1992, ng%r&ng delays 
in the start of fieldwork for appmved RFURI warkplans. At this point in h e ,  it has bemrnt dear 
thar tht DOE and its conr;anors will be una& to xnca most schedule c m  ents listed in Table 
6 of the hruagcncy Agcctmcnt (RG) after mid-1.992. This eonciusion is basd on preJjminary 
resulrs of an analysis of the totd envirOnmtntd rcstomicm program at Rocky Flats. Despitc 
problems With spcdfic schedules, the DOE nmains absolutely commirtcd to the successfut 
remediation of Rocky Flats, consisrant with the fulI scope ofthc ZAG. Majar factors connibuting 

1) The M G  Table 6 Mllesrone Schedules arc bascd on dGtlilcd sc&cdul&which wcrc ntgotiated 
in 1990 wish the EPA and CDH. These detailed s c h d u i t s  m based on plnnning ass~~~@ons 
which w t n  developed hrn 1990 condidons and bwt pmfessional jnd,ment. S m ~  key 
zssump~ms have k f i  p v t n  by m a l  exvaiencc u) bc ovexly optirn.1~6~ and unacbievabb. 
Tnese include: 

a) 

. -  
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I to tfic projected schedule pmbluns an S- ' below. 
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Laborao~ry processing times Actual w a g e  for radiological sarnples is 100- 00 days 
versus 63 days assumed in the LAG. I 

b) hPcartmcnc of support mtracmrs. Actllal average of 80-120 days ~ersus 39 days I 

assumed in h ZAG. I 

2) The IAG Scope of Work defined some specific tasks, bnr lefr m y  quantities nnd activities 
open t~ inrerprctation. ln h s t  all cases, the DOE is p;rfomung mort work than originally 
cstirnatt;! whm 1992 budgtts werc x p a r c d  The DOE h obtain& mcm thaa double the 
original budget rqucsred in DcctmPbc- 1989, howeva, R'O Ehis amount bas nor becn able m 
kctp pace witi, the growth in scopt of the L4G tasks 

\ 



It is DOE’S krcnt to provide for a derailed discussion of each of these anas by the end of 
Augur 1992, h prcpaation for our joint analysis of the SiscSptrsiGe P h  for W 3 .  We 8;rt 

HOWCVCI, all the infornation has not yet b#n assanbItd a d  wc an=& for addiaonal 

cnvironmend nsroration program defined by the IAG and wark toward developing a aggrtssive, 
but achiwzble pmgmn. The marcot IAG schedulc is rmscfJeMblt nnder any funding scenario. 
We Mime these disccssions should ndt in an arncndcnt of the IAG that would indudc a 
rcstructuing of the Table 6 milesmnes lrElscd 013. thc best infoxmation h m  actual field txppitn=c 
and the ament transidon mission planning. Wc bdicvc the scope afthc uimi changcs makcs 

d d b c d  in Part 42 in the IAG, We also believe the scopc of changes to be w0Sidt;rcd may 

The tAG was signed by the DOE 8s a cammirmmr to the enviroMxrltal  torat at ion of the kx!q 
mts Plant We have not w ~ y d  from that cammitmcnt, bur find it n a x s s q  M rhrisc OTP 
schuidcs bascd on t5c naIitits of tht markcrplact and a changing w d d  Wc dcsire your 
participation in this proctss and an&ipa~~ B suaxssfut -on LC) put thc cnvircmmeml rest0;aduii 
mgaz back on an achievsbk track wccxs. 

willing to &gin this dialoguc BE OUT July 7, I992 LAG Ckmdimm * Mctting, as you r!qucsted 

sessions. T h e  DOE view &is diaIagut as 8 tntans to incnasc yoor ding of the 

an amenctram in accofiLunce wirh Part 41 preferable m thc denont by 3 smnc  approach 

warraru full d c w  snd comment by thc public. 

SirSctrJY, 
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