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PW. James A. R e a f s n y d e r  
Site rvhnager 
Feed Materials Production C e n t e r  
United States Department of 

P.O. Box 398705 
C i n c i n n a t i ,  Ohio 45239-8705 

Ehergy 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF 

Re: Feed I&teiids Pmi3ictim C m t e r  
(m), Applications t o  m i f y  
muCsuarit t o  40 C.F.R. Part 6 1  

Dear Mr. Reafsnyder:  

In accordance w i t h  tlie provisions of 40 C.F.R. Part 61,  w e  have reviews 
information suhnitted on November 23, 1988, t o  the United States 
Ehvironmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) , to determine whether the 
following process mdifications comply w i t h  the radionuclide enission 
standards promulgated in  40 C.F.R. Part 61, subpart H: (1) FMPC #5-102, 
Graphite I'Iillhig filachirie; and ( 2 )  FMpc Plant  6 Sump arid Waste Treatment 
System. 

In your letter dated Novetnber 23, 1988, whicll accan&xiriied the SdmittalS, j'ou 
stated that the t w o  applications were for a clttterinhrntion by the 
Frjrninistrator under 40 C.F.R. Section 61.06 of whether tilie Equiprent t-0 be 
installed constitutes nndification of tlie source, as defined j i i  -10 C.F.R. 
Section 61.15. You requesteXi that  i f  U.S. EPA deternulid these illstallations 
t o  be mdificatiorls, that the t w o  suhittals should be considere!! as 
applications to  modify under the requiretmts of 40 C.F.R. Section 61.07. 

In oilr i e ~ c ~ i  tc, yuu & t d  lXcm?xr 23 ,  1988, U.S. @z._ stitnil thzt t W  
suhitted data indicated that the installation of tlie Graphite Nilling 
Machine and the installation of the Plant  6 Sunp and Waste Treatnait Systan 
would result in an iicrease in tlie rate of radionuclide emissions t o  the 1 

amsphere. 
defined at 40 C.F.R. Section 61.15. 

- 

The two installations therefore constitute n c d i f  icatiora , as 

U.S. EPA has now completed a review of the inEornlation with Lhe illcent t o  
approve or deny approgal of rMfica t ion  pursuant t o  40 C.F.R. Seztion 61.07. 

In reviewing the suhnitted material, U.S. Em\ uncovered tlie same tyFes of 
errors and deficiencies that were present in  the 1 4  applications for 
approval of mdification which were receivd by ow office on ?upst 10 ,  
1988. The errors and deficiencies are sunmized b e l o w  w i t h  references made 
t o  o m  letter to  you dated Decenlber 23, 1988, which details the errors and i 
deficiencies present in the 1 4  applications to  d f y .  r-.,,..... : :- , .  
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1. m w i m  mthods a AssLmrptians. 
prorating the dose using increased e3Tcissions. 
and the calculation is based on faulty assumptions. These deficiencies are 
detailed in item 2, cogrments a through e, of the December 23, 1988, letter. 

The dose projections are based upn 
The text raises m y  questions 

2. Specific ~ l o s u r e s .  
specific enclosures. 
calculations. 
cryptic. 
explanation about its origin or method of generation; assumptions are made 
with no explanations. 

U.S. EPA has the following conmmts regarding 
The ccBrments relate to deficiencies-in DOE'S 

 any of the calculations are confusing because they are so 
Critical data is introduced into a calculation with little 

A. GraPhite Millins Machine 

1. !bo few fission products are referred to in the llMethodology for 
Calculating the dose..." ccarrpared to the numker referenced in 
Addmdum, National Emission Standards.. . , Tables 2 and 3 found in 
Ehclosures 14 and 15, of the August 10, 1988, sulmittals. 

2. The particulate and uranium emission calailations in llAssumptions 
and Emission Factors", Section 4 differ in that average anissions 
are based upn 50 weeks per year while m a x h  emissions are based 
upn 52 weeks per year. In both cases, 52 weeks per year would be 
the correct period since this is the operating period for the 
plant. 

3 .  Under l%ssumptions and Emission Factors11, item 2a, explain the 
source of the 25 Ibs/hr term. 

4. Explain how the total uranium and particulate missions in 1 year 
from the nine existing sources (0.06 Ibs/yr and 4.98 lbs/yr, 
respectively) was derived from filter analysis. 

B. Plant 6 sump and Waste Treatment Svstan 

1. Explain why the suhnittal is based on 1986 data when the t m  
shows that 1987 data was available. 

2. Explain why no control equipnent or emission mnitoring devices 
have been installed. 

3. pgplicatian Format. 
uF6 to UF4 Process No. 2 Facility Application is to serve as a Illode1 for all 
40 C.F.R. Section 61.07 applications. The draft Federal Facilities 
Compliance Agreement states that U.S. DOE shall subnit all applications for 
approval of construction or mdification pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Section 61.07 
in the format of the UF6 to UF4 Process No. 2 Facility ?pplication, provided 
that a list of specified information is included. 
information is listed in the draft Federal Facilities Compliance Agreement 
and in the December 23, 1988, letter. 

As stated in the December 23, 1988, letter, the'FMpc- 

This specified 
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In sumnary, U.S .  EPA finds the applications suhnitted on November 23, 1988, 
to be deficient in key information. Therefore, we are denying approval of 
these installations at this time. until approval of these two installations 
are given, you are advised not to operate them as this action may constitute 
a violation of the Clean Air Act. 

If you have any questions pertaining to the cQmnents mde in this letter, 
please contact Linda Hamsing at (312) 886-6814. 

Sincerely yours, 
_/- 

P 
1 &--- /- ,-' 

David Kee, Director 
Air and Radiation Division (5AC-26) 

cc: Al Colli 
Office of Radiation programs 

Weldon Dillow 
United States Department of mergy 
Oak Ridge Operations 

Patricia Walling, Chief 
Division of Air pollution Control 
Ohio lWviromtal Protection Agency 

Charles E. Schumann, Director 
Southwestern Ohio Air pollution Control Agency 

3 




