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REPLY TO THE AlTENTION OF: 

(-26) 

M d  W. W&te&e& 
Site Manager 

Feed Materials proauction Center  
P.O. Bax 398705 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705 

united states Department of EWqy 

REI: Request for 24p~ruva-l of 
Al-te Effluent 
Monitoring of 
Radionuclide point 
sources 

Thank you for your submittal of a Request for -roval of Alternate Effluent 
Monitoring of Radionuclide Point Sources at the Feed Materials Production 
center, dated !3qh&tx 19, 1990. The application was submitted pmsuant to 
40 CFR 61.93 of the National Wssion Standards for Emissions of Radionuclides 
Other  Than Radon Frow Departmerrt of Eheqy Facilities, 40 CFR 61, Subpart H. 

The U n i t e d  States Ehvhmmental protection Agency (USEPA) has cmpleted its 
review of the application. USEPA has de- , pxsuant to 40 CFR 61.93, 
that the information contained in the application is insufficient to evaluate 
the request for apprwal, and USEPA hereby requests the following additional 
information. 

1. section I - T h e  document should individually identify w h i c h  point 
sources are being requested for =emption and the reason for the 
exemption. 
because there are no details of the &sting stacks and sample points. 
The following infomation is needed: 

It is difficult to evaluate the effect of the exemption 

a. details of the existing flaw rates, 

b. variability of existing flaw rates, 
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e. method of of f luw rate measurenrerrts, 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

f. the calculated effective dose equivalent, to judge the 
magnitude of the risk of allowing the exemption 

All of this informtion should be included in me table, 
acknuwledged that some of the data is given for sc~ne of the points (see 
&her items below). 
SOEM? informtion on the 10 sauces expcted to operate in Fiscal Y e a r s  
1990 and 1991, however, all of the 38 sources Meraxxd  need to  be 
specified. 

It is 

F i m  2 is difficult to read, ard Table 1 gives 

Section 11, mc~ e 6 -  ?hedocumnts ta~tha tFMFcpmposes toamt inue  
to use a sirrgle point amthmus sampler for point sc~urces that use a 
certain type of dust collector built before 1987, as well as dry stacks 
without  -1 equipmmt. 
domumtation, to relate this infomation to the stacks in question. 
specifically USEFA needs to know whether this cuvers all the dry exhaust 
points or whether there are others that have different sanplirrg n&hods 
or are not sanpled. 

It is not possible, w i t h  the auTerrt 

Section 11, mc~ e 6 - The document states that for the clry stacks, the 

-ions, and planned replacement of emission control devices. 
are valid reasons for exaption, however, sufficient supporting 
domumtation should be provided: 

are impractical because of safety/accessibility, physical 
lhese 

a. Section 1I.l.i - sufficient docmentation should be provided on 
how it deviates f m  the sbndard, where wmld it have to be 
relocated to, and what the safety concern is. 

b. Section 1I.l.ii - Limitatians in the existing stack design is a 
valid reason for exaption. 
pmvided on w h i d  stacks corne u n k r  the criteria. Also, though a 
certain stack cannot comply due to existing dimensions, reasolls 
should also be given why the -le point could not be hnpruved. 

H w e r ,  mre details shauld be 

c. Section II.l.iii - Replacenrent of existing control devices is a 
valid reason for exaption, however, the document refers to 
replacing 
c=urrently planned. Additional docUmentatian needs to be submitted 
listing w h i c h  stacks and when replacement is planned (i.e., the 
length of the exaption w e s t e d  needs to be specified.) 

of the stack and that the replacemnts are 

section 111.1. i - ?he frequency of the periodic 7 using the 
mxhm velocity needs to be specified. 
measure flow prior to entering the stack or wherever it becames 
saturated, if the system design permits. 

A possible alternative is t o  

Section III.2.b - lmis paragraph nates that the samples are cmti.nuously 
withdmwn; except for short change-out periods. 'Ibis is acceptable, 
except it is in conflict with Table 1, which notes on sample point 8 
that only periodic sampling will be taken, and that sample point 10 
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might have no sampling. zqain, there needs to be a clear listirrg of dl 
s t a c k s , t h e p m p o s e d m e t h o d t o b e u s e d , a n d t h e ~ f o r e x l i e m p t i a n .  

6. section IV - TI& paxagmph covers noar-point scumes and notes that 
emissions are estimated by eqineerirq cdlcvlations. 
acceptable, although it is noted that r w f  exhausts are not normally 
cansidered m-pint -. 

is 

Please submit the above information to Gary V. Wezian, chief, Air W c s  ard 
Radiation Branch (5AT-26), USEPA, %ion V, 230 sauth &arbon Street, 
Chicago, Illinois 60604. 

If you have any questions in regard to this letter, please cuntact 
Michael Nurphy, of my staff, a t  (312)/FTs 353-6686. 

Air W c s  and Radiation Bran& (-26) 

cc: Al C o l l i ,  Chief 
EZiVhnm&XL Standanls Branch (ANR-46OW) 
office of Radiation progranrs 

Ellen Rattigan 
S b t i o n a ~ ~  Source Cmpliance Division (EN-341W) 
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