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Mr. Johnny W. Reising SRF-5J

United States Department of Energy
Feed Materials Production Center
P.O. Box 398705

Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705

RE:  OSDF Air Monitoring
Plan RTC

Dear Mr. Reising:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has
completed its review of the United States Department of Energy's
(U.S. DOE) Response to Comments (RTC) for the On-Site Disposal
Facility (OSDF) air monitoring plan, revision F. U.S. EPA provided
previous comments on the air monitoring plan as part of the OSDF
intermediate design package. U.S. EPA also reviewed the air
monitoring plan considering U.S. DOE's submittal of the Integrated
Environmental Monitoring Plan (IEMP).

The OSDF air monitoring plan contains numerous deficiencies that
must be addressed. The OSDF air monitoring plan relies entirely on
the TIEMP air monitoring network. However, the IEMP has not
-demonstrated that the air monitoring network 1is sufficient to
characterize OSDF air emissions. Also, the plan does not detail
how air monitoring data will be used to evaluate the effectiveness
of the monitoring network and emission controls.

Therefore, U:S. EPA disapproves the OSDF air monitoring plan RTC.
Considering the significant comments on the plan and its
relationship to the IEMP, U.S. EPA recommends a meeting between the
Agencies to discuss air monitoring issues as part of the IEMP and
OSDF.

U.S. DOE must submit a revised air monitoring plan and RTC document
within thirty (30) days receipt of this letter.
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Please contact me at (312) 886-0992 if you have any questions
regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

James A. Saric

Remedial Project Manager
Federal Facilities Section

SFD Remedial Response Branch #2

Enclosure

cc: Tom Schneider, OEPA-SWDO
Jack Baublitz, U.S. DOE-HDQ
John Bradburne, FERMCO
Charles Little, FERMCO
Terry Hagen, FERMCO
Tom Walsh, FERMCO
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TECHNICAL REVIEW OF RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
"AIR MONITORING PLAN, ON-SITE DISPOSAL FACILITY,
REVISION F, AUGUST 1996"

GENERAL COMMENTS

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: NA Page #: NA Line #: NA
DOE Response #:4 (Original General Comment #: 4)

Comment: The original general comment requests that the On-Site
Disposal Facility (OSDF) air monitoring plan (1) address the
issue of air emissions associated with transport of
excavated material from the various operable units (OU) to
the OSDF or (2) clearly identify any other monitoring plans
that will be developed to evaluate such emissions. This
comment has not been addressed in the revised plan. Air
emissions from material transport are separate and distinct
from both excavation and disposal air emissions. Without a
clear statement of which plans will address material
transport emissions, these emissions could be overlooked.
Thus, the plan should clearly state whether material
transport emissions will be evaluated as part of the OSDF
alr monitoring plan or as part of the air monitoring plans
for the various other projects being conducted under the
Fernald Environmental Management Project (FEMP) accelerated
remediation strategy. Section 1.6 of the OSDF air
monitoring plan is an appropriate place to address this

issue.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: NA Page #: NA Line #: NA
DOE Response #:5 (Original General Comment #: 5)

Comment: The original general comment requests that the OSDF air
monitoring plan address quality assurance requirements and
qualification requirements for air monitoring personnel, as
specified in Section 3.2.6.8 of the intermediate design
criteria package. The revised plan addresses quality
assurance requirements but does not discuss personnel
qualifications. The plan should be modified to incorporate
this information.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: NA Page #: NA Line #: NA
Original General Comment #: 1 ‘

Comment: As currently presented, the OSDF air monitoring plan
contains numerous serious deficiencies, is unacceptable, and
should be revised. Many of the deficiencies are described
in the specific comments that follow, but three of the most
serious deficiencies are summarized in this comment.
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First, the OSDF air monitoring plan relies entirely on the
existing air monitoring network described in the integrated
environmental monitoring plan (IEMP) for FEMP. No
additional monitoring locations or parameters are proposed.
According to Section 1.2 of the IEMP, the objective of the
IEMP is to "provide an independent appraisal of the
collective effectiveness of the administrative and
engineering emission controls accompanying the individual
remediation projects," one of which is the OSDF. The IEMP
also states that "project-specific emission-control
monitoring" falls outside the IEMP's scope and will be
addressed in project-specific monitoring plans. Now,
however, the OSDF air monitoring plan claims that the IEMP
monitoring network is sufficient to characterize OSDF air
emissions and that no additional monitoring locations or
parameters are required. The plan does not provide
sufficient technical justification for this claim.
Moreover, the IEMP submitted in August 1996 does not meet
its objective of providing "an independent appraisal" of air
emissions and controls. This increases the burden on
project-specific plans, such as the OSDF air monitoring
plan, to provide technically sound approaches for monitoring
air emissions during FEMP remedial activities.

Second, the plan relies heavily on a risk assessment
included as part of the OUS feasibility study (FS) to
demonstrate that risks to public health from potential OSDF
air emissions are low. However, further review of the 0OUS
risk assessment indicates that the assessment is not based
on reasonable maximum exposure (RME) concentrations, does
not consider the receptor locations most likely to be
affected by OSDF air emissions, and does not evaluate most
OSDF activities that will generate air emissions. As a
result, the plan's use of the risk assessment information to
"formulate the OSDF environmental air monitoring program" is
questionable.

Third, the plan does not adequately describe how air
monitoring data will be reported and reviewed and how the
data will be used to evaluate the adequacy of OSDF air
emission controls. The monitoring data should be evaluated
on an ongoing basis because of the dynamic nature of OSDF
operations; the annual program review described in Section
6.3 of the plan is not sufficient. 1In addition, the plan
does not propose any short-term, parameter-specific action
levels or other objective criteria that will be used to
evaluate or interpret air monitoring data. Without such
criteria, revisions to the air monitoring program and
decisions on emission control measures cannot be made in a
logical or consistent manner.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 1.2 Page #: 1-3 Line #: 14 to 16
DOE Response #: 9 (Original Specific Comment #: 9)

Comment: The original specific comment points out that the OSDF
air monitoring plan did not address the issue of real-time
air monitoring for particulate emissions from the OSDF. The
comment is nearly identical to Ohio Environmental Protection
Agency (OEPA) Original Comment #64. The Department of
Enregy's (DOE) response is unacceptable. Contrary to the
response, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (U.S.
EPA) original specific comment accurately quotes the
requirement as it was stated in the plan: "provide for
collection of airborne particulate data in real-time."

DOE's response also contends that U.S. EPA's original
specific comment "misinterprets the commitment made in the
OU2 and OUS RODs." Review of the OUS record of decision
(ROD) and responsiveness summary reveals that the commitment
to real-time monitoring is clearly stated throughout:

J Section 9.1.7, Page 17, Paragraph 2: "Long-term
environmental monitoring will also be conducted as part
of the selected remedy. This monitoring will be
designed to detect and quantify, to the extent
practical, releases from the site attributable to the
implementation of remedial actions and will include
monitoring of the air, surface water, and groundwater
pathways. Monitoring devices providing real-time or
near real-time data will be evaluated and applied, if
practical." : : -

. Appendix A, Responsiveness Summary, Page A.3-52: "DOE
is committed to executing a responsible and technically
defensible environmental monitoring program during and
following the conduct of remedial actions at the FEMP.

. Commercially available and emerging monitoring
techniques that could provide real-time or near real-
time data on environmental releases will be considered
during the development of this monitoring program
during remedial design."

. Appendix A, Responsiveness Summary, Page A.4-1: "The
FEMP should implement a responsible monitoring program
during remedy implementation to detect airborne
discharges and/or releases to surface water. This
monitoring program should use real-time monitoring
techniques to the extent possible. Data from the
program should be provided to the State of Ohio and the
public in a timely fashion. The DOE should continue to

A E-3 -
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evaluate their monitoring program throughout remedy
implementation to possibly identify and apply, if
practical, new or improved methods of measurement."

Nothing in the original or revised OSDF air monitoring plans
indicates that DOE has seriously considered this clearly
stated commitment. The plan relies entirely on FEMP's
existing air monitoring network, supplementing this only
with visual observations of fugitive dust emissions from the
OSDF. The only real-time data collected by this network are
radon concentrations measured by alpha scintillation
continuous radon monitors, which are described in Sections
4.1.4 and 4.2.2 of the plan. However, these real-time data
are not discussed in Section 6.2 of the plan, which briefly
describes the air monitoring data that FEMP will use to
evaluate the effectiveness of air emission control measures
at the OSDF. There is no indication that DOE reviewed or
considered available or emerging monitoring techniques that
could provide real-time or near real-time data on air
emissions. The plan should be revised to address the issue
of real-time air monitoring data.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 3.0 Page #: 3-1 to 3-8 Line #: NA
DOE Response #: 10 (Original Specific Comment #: 10)

Comment: The original specific comment requests that the OSDF .
air monitoring plan include additional details concerning
the methods used in the OU5 FS to evaluate potential air
emissions. DOE's response indicates that the plan does not
need to include this information and that "more explicit
references to sections of and the appendix to the 0OUS5 FS"
are sufficient to address the comment.

Further review of the relevant sections and appendix of the
OUS5 FS raises serious concerns about whether the air
emission evaluation presented in the FS (1) adequately
characterizes potential air emissions from the OSDF and

(2) provides a sound technical basis for making decisions
about OSDF air monitoring requirements.

First, the evaluation of potential air emissions presented
in the OUS FS does not meet U.S. EPA's definition of RME.
U.S. EPA guidance indicates that "because of the uncertainty
associated with estimating the true average concentration at
a site, the 95 percent upper confidence limit (UCL) of the
arithmetic mean should be used for this wvariable"
(Supplemental Guidance to RAGS: Calculating the

Concentration Term, Publication 9285.7-081, May 1992).

However, Appendix G of the OUS5 FS (Page G-3-2) indicates
that average soil concentrations were used as the basis for
the evaluation. As a result, the air emissicons estimated in

E-4
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the OUS FS may be representative of average conditions but
do not characterize RME.

Second, the RME receptor defined in the QOUS FS is not
located where maximum contaminant concentrations resulting
from OSDF air emissions are likely to occur. Figure G.2-2
places the representative RME receptor for the near-property
public northwest of the OSDF at the northern property
boundary of FEMP. This location is not the point of maximum
impact for OSDF air emissions because (1) the OSDF will be
constructed along the eastern boundary of FEMP and (2) the
prevailing wind direction (based on the wind rose included
in Figure 6-1 of the IEMP) is from the southwest or west.

In fact, the RME receptor is located in an area likely to be
least affected by OSDF air emissions because of the small
percentage of time that the wind blows from southeast to
northwest. '

Third, it is not clear from the information presented in
Appendix G of the OUS5 FS that all possible air release
mechanisms for the OSDF were evaluated. Attachment G.II to
Appendix G includes a series of tables labeled "Intermediate
Results for On-Site Disposal Cell Operations." The table on
page G.II-103 shows particulate emission rates for major
OSDF operations. These emission rates were apparently used
to predict ambient air concentrations and evaluate exposures
to the near-property public. According to this table, the
only OSDF activity that will cause particulate air emissions
is construction of OSDF cells. Emission rates for the _
following activities are listed as "0.00 kg/day": dumping
contaminated soil at the OSDF receiving area, short-term
storage of contaminated soil at the receiving area, and wind
erosion of uncovered soil that has been placed in a disposal
cell. Other air emission generating activities, such as
placement of contaminated soil in disposal cells and
movement of the material after placement, are not listed in
the table and apparently were not evaluated. Based on the
information presented, the evaluation in Appendix G of the
OU5 FS appears to significantly underestimate potential air
emissions from OSDF operations because it does not consider
most of the material handling activities likely to generate
emissions.

In summary, the air emission evaluation presented as part of
the short-term risk assessment in the OUS FS appears to have
serious deficiencies in that the evaluation (1) is not based.
on RME concentrations, (2) does not consider the receptor
locations most likely to be affected by OSDF air emissions,
and (3) does not include most of the OSDF activities that
will generate air emissions. Because of these deficiencies,
the OUS5 FS air emission evaluation does not support the
statement that the air monitoring "approach and frequency

\ E-5
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are considered more than sufficient," which appears on Page
6-2 (line 27) of the OSDF air monitoring plan. A more
thorough and complete evaluation of potential OSDF air
emissions is required, and the OSDF air monitoring program
should be based on the results of this evaluation.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.1.1 Page #: 4-1 to 4-3 Line #: NA
DOE Response #: 15 (Original Specific Comment #: 15)

Comment: The original specific comment requests that the OSDF
air monitoring plan describe how meteorological data (wind
speed and wind direction) will be coordinated with the air
monitoring program data or used to interpret program
results. In response, DOE added a general discussion of
meteorological data as Section 4.1.1 and states that this
data will be "used in the evaluation and interpretation of
environmental data collected from air, radon, and project-
specific monitoring data."

The plan does not provide any specific information
concerning how meteorological data will be used.
Meteorological data can be useful in selecting locations for
portable air monitoring stations used to collect short- term
or real-time data (see DOE Response #9 above).
Meteorological data is also important in interpreting
longer-term data from fixed air monitoring stations because
(1) wind speed is a key factor in generating air emissions
and (2) wind direction affects the contaminant
concentrations measured at air monitoring stations. Air
monitoring results that are not considered in terms of these
and other meteorological variables are likely to be
misinterpreted. The plan should be further revised to
include a more focused and specific discussion of
meteorological data.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.1.5 Page #: 4-8 and 4-9 Line #: NA
DOE Response #: 23 (Original Specific Comment #: 23)

Comment: The original specific comment questions the biweekly
analytical frequency for total uranium and the once-per-year
analytical frequency for target radionuclides. The comment
also suggests that results from more frequent gross alpha
analyses could be used to help determine when to increase
the analytical frequency for target radionuclides.

The response proposes no changes in analytical frequencies
and is therefore not acceptable. Revised Table 3-2 in the
OSDF air monitoring plan shows that thorium-230 and thorium-
232, which are both alpha emitters, are responsible for
nearly 75 percent of the estimated inhalation risk (based on
predicted activity normalized to derived concentration
guidelines). The plan presents no specific information to

& E-6
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demonstrate that total uranium concentrations are a better
indicator for thorium than gross alpha results. To
adequately address the potential risk from thorium, the plan
should include gross alpha analyses conducted at least
biweekly. If gross alpha activity exceeds a reasonable
threshold, alpha spectroscopy should be conducted. The
reasonable threshold should be a fraction of the lowest
spectroscopy method limit for thorium-230, uranium-238, and
thorium-232, which account for over 98 percent of the
estimated inhalation risk based on Table 3-2.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA : Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.1.5 Page #: 4-9 Line #: Table 4-1
DOE Response #: 21 (Original Specific Comment #: 21)

Comment: The original specific comment points out discrepancies
between the radionuclides listed in original Table 3-1
(predicted airborne concentrations) and original Table 6-1
(minimum analysis regimen for ambient air samples).
Specifically, plutonium-239/240 and thorium-234 were
included in Table 3-1 but were not listed as target analytes
in Table 6-1. The revised OSDF air monitoring plan includes
an expanded version of Table 3-1, which is now Table 3-2,
and a modified version of Table 6-1, which is now Table 4-1
(not Table 7-1 as indicated in DOE's response) .

The response to the original specific comment is
unacceptable. Table 4-1 now includes plutonium-239/240 as a
target analyte but omits neptunium-237, which was included
in the original target analyte list, and thorium-234. The’
rationale for omitting thorium-234 is presented in Section
4.2.3 of the revised plan and appears to be acceptable.
However, the omission of neptunium-237 is not reasonable..

. Table 3-2 shows that this radionuclide contributes more to
predicted doses than 10 other radionuclides that are
included as target analytes. Omitting neptunium-237 while
including the other 10 radionuclides simply to comply with
the analytical scheme presented in the IEMP is not
acceptable. If neptunium-237 is an important component of
OSDF air emissions, it should be included as a target
analyte in the plan.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.2 Page #: 4-10 to 4-15 Line #: NA
DOE Response #: 17 (Original Specific Comment #: 17)
Comment: The original specific comment requests that the OSDF
air monitoring plan include (1) a figure showing the OSDF
~and proposed air monitoring locations and (2) a discussion
of the methods used to select monitoring locations. The
first part of the comment has been addressed in the revised
plan, but the response to the second part of the comment is
inadequate. The response states that text has been added to
describe the basis for the selection of monitoring

§
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locations. However, as noted under DOE Response #10 above,
the previous OUS5 FS air emission evaluation that is supposed
to provide much of this basis has serious deficiencies.

In addition, the proposed OSDF air monitoring network
consists entirely of existing locations within the IEMP
network, but the plan does not demonstrate that these
locations are sufficient to evaluate OSDF air emissions.

For example, Figure 4-1 shows that the OSDF will extend
nearly ¥ mile from north to south. The figure also shows
that three air monitoring stations for particulate matter
will be located along the eastern side of the OSDF, the side
most likely to be downwind based on prevailing wind
directions. However, the plan does not provide any specific
information to support its position that three monitoring
stations over a ¥%-mile distance are sufficient to evaluate
particulate air emissions from the OSDF. Furthermore,
because the OSDF will be constructed as nine separate
disposal cells in a north-to-south line, the selection of
monitoring locations should allow for repeated displacement
of the OSDF working area as construction proceeds. The plan
should be revised to provide a more complete and technically
sound discussion of the methods used to select monitoring

locations.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA o _Cohmentor: Saric
Section #: 4.2.1 Page #: 4-10 Line #: 9

Original Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: The text incorrectly cites Figure 4-3 as showing direct
radiation monitoring locations. The text should be revised
to cite Figure 4-2.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.2.2 Page #: 4-10 Line #: 22 to 24

Original Specific Comment #: 2

Comment: The text incorrectly cites Figure 4-2 as showing radon
monitoring locations. The text should be revised to cite
Figure 4-3. In addition, Figure 4-3 does not show radon
monitoring locations 8A and 9B. The figure should be
revised to show all radon monitoring locations.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.2.3 Page #: 4-11 Line #: 18 to 21

Original Specific Comment #: 3

Comment: The text states that "monitoring equipment, operating
procedures, and analytical procedures" used for OSDF air
monitoring must "be compatible to those used in the IEMP."
This logic is flawed. The OSDF air monitoring plan should
be designed to collect radionuclides and other contaminants
likely to be released to the air from OSDF operations,
quantify these air contaminants, and evaluate the results to
determine whether on-site workers or off-site populations

; E-8
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are at risk. This comment applies to all activity-specific
air monitoring that will occur as part of the FEMP
accelerated remediation strategy. The IEMP should integrate
the results from activity-specific air monitoring, but
should not dictate the monitoring equipment, operating
procedures, and analytical procedures that must be used.

See the comment under DOE Response #21 above for a specific
example. The text should be revised to emphasize the
importance of OSDF air monitoring objectives, rather than
IEMP objectives.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric:
Section #: 4.2.3 Page #: 4-11 to 4-14 Line #: NA
DOE Response #: 20 (Original Specific Comment #: 20)

Comment: Theé original specific comment requests that the OSDF
air monitoring plan include more frequent data collection
and analysis during the initial stages of OSDF operations
and when a new type of waste is being placed in the OSDF.
The comment was nearly identical to OEPA Original Comment
#72. Although Section 6.3 of the revised plan states that
"the frequency of airborne particulate analyses" will be
reviewed at least annually, DOE's response does not directly
address the original specific comment. Furthermore, DOE's
response to the OEPA original comment includes misleading
information concerning the technical feasibility of
increased sampling frequency. In justifying a 2-week
duration for particulate air sampling, the response states
that "more frequent sample collections decrease the particle
mass aggregated," implying that shorter sampling periods are
not acceptable. In fact, the high-volume particulate air
sampling method used by DOE is designed to collect 24-hour
samples in order to evaluate compliance with U.S. EPA's
National Ambient Air Quality Standard for particulate
matter.

The OSDF air monitoring plan should be revised to directly
address the original specific comment. 1In addition, the
plan should address the issue of critical OSDF operating
periods (as defined in the U.S. EPA and OEPA comments) when
air emissions may be of greater concern. The plan should
provide adequate technical justification for the air
monitoring and sample collection frequencies to be used
during these critical periods.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.2.3 Page #: 4-13 Line #: 10 and 11
Original Specific Comment #: 4 -

Comment: The "Contribution to Total Predicted Concentration
(Activity-basis)" entries for uranium-235 and uranium-236 do
not match the values shown in Table 3-2. These entries and
the subtotal should be corrected.

E-9
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.2.3 Page #: 4-13 and 4-14. Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 5

Comment: The text offers several justifications concerning the

appropriateness of airborne particulate uranium as an
"indicator" for other radionuclides but does not provide a
technical basis for these justifications. First, the text
describes uranium as the "primary radiological contaminant
in the FEMP's soil and soil-like remediation wastes."
Although this may be true, data presented in Table 3-2 show
that thorium-230 and thorium-232 account for nearly 75
percent of the predicted dose from air emissions, whereas
uranium accounts for less than 24 percent. The text should
' explain why uranium is an appropriate indicator for
radionuclides that pose a much greater potential risk.

Second, the text states that other radionuclides not related
to uranium through a decay chain (such as thorium-232) can
be "scaled to the uranium concentration in a remediation
waste stream." The purpose of FEMP, when operating, was to
separate uranium from other heavy metals. Therefore,
although uranium may be a reasonable indicator for the
materials received at FEMP, its use as an indicator for
waste materials separated out during production is
questionable. The plan should provide or discuss data
supporting the assumption that uranium concentrations in
remediation waste streams can be consistently "scaled" to
the concentrations of other radionuclides.

Third, the text provides no guidelines on how uranium
indicator results will be used to determine when more
frequent sampling and analysis for other radionuclides are-
warranted. The text should be revised to address this

deficiency.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.2.4 Page #: 4-15 Line #: Table 4-2

Original Specific Comment #: 6

Comment: This table lists monitoring locations 3, 8A, and 9B as
downwind locations for air particulate, uranium, and
radionuclide monitoring. However, for direct radiation
monitoring, these locations are not identified as being
downwind from the OSDF. This discrepancy should be

corrected.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric:
Section #: 5.4 Page #: 5-3 Line #: 8 to 13

Original Specific Comment #: 7
Comment: The plan should be revised to more clearly describe the
air monitoring that will be conducted following OSDF
closure. If direct radiation monitoring, radon monitoring,
and sampling and analysis for airborne particulate
3
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radionuclides will not be included, the plan should provide
technical information to justify these omissions.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 6.2.1 Page #: 6-1 Line #: 13 to 22

Original Specific Comment #: 8

Comment: This section should be revised so that the data
recorded by the visible emissions evaluator will be
consistent with the requirements of U.S. EPA Method 22 from
40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 60, Appendix A.
Specifically, the evaluator should record the estimated wind
speed and direction at the time the visible emissions are
observed as well as the duration of the emissions.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 6.2.2 Page #: 6-2 Line #: 2

Original Specific Comment #: 9

Comment: The text presents a predicted potential concentration
for airborne particulate total uranium of 8.3 x 107
miligrams per cubic meter (mg/m’) and cites Section 3.3 as
the source of this value. This value differs from the sum
of the uranium concentrations in Table 3-2 by almost three
orders of magnitude. The discrepancy should be corrected.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 6.2.2 Page #: 6-2 Line #: 9 to 18

Original Specific Comment #: 10

Comment: The text briefly states that air particulate data,
airborne particulate total uranium data, and occupational
monitoring results from the OSDF will be used to determine
whether improved administrative or engineering emission
control measures are needed. Two significant deficiencies
are associated with this approach. First, direct radiation
monitoring results (Section 4.2.1) and radon monitoring
results (Section 4.2.2) apparently will not be used to
evaluate air emissions from the OSDF and the possible need
for better emission control measures. Second, for the
parameters listed, no specific action levels are proposed.
The text refers to but does not define "administrative
action levels." The plan should be revised to discuss how
all air monitoring parameters will be used to evaluate OSDF
air emissions. The plan should also identify specific
action levels for each parameter whose exceedance will
result in re-evaluation or improvement of air emission
control measures.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 6.3 Page #: 6-4 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 11

Comment: This section states that the OSDF air monitoring
program will be reviewed at least annually to evaluate the
number and locations of air monitoring stations, the

3
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frequency of analyses, and the effectiveness of air emission
controls. This approach has two deficiencies. First, an
annual review is not sufficient for making decisions on the
effectiveness of emission control measures. Air monitoring
results should be used to evaluate control measures on an
ongoing basis, as waste materials placed in the OSDF change

. or as OSDF operations vary. Second, the plan provides no
objective criteria or indication of the factors that will be
considered to determine whether the number and locations of
air monitors and the monitoring frequencies are sufficient
to effectively characterize OSDF air emissions. The plan
should be revised to correct these deficiencies.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 6.3 Page #: 6-4 Line #: 10 to 12
DOE Response #: 18 (Original Specific Comment #: 18)

Comment: The original specific comment requests that the OSDF
air monitoring plan state the specific criteria that will be
used to determine whether the proposed air monitoring
network is adequately assessing potential public exposure.
DOE's response does not provide any specific or objective
criteria for making this assessment and is therefore not
adequate. The plan should be revised to address the
original comment.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA - Commentor: Saric

Section #: 6.4 Page #: 6-5 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 12

Comment: Section 6.4 consists of a single sentence stating that
OSDF air monitoring program reporting will be conducted
under guidelines established under the IEMP. However, the

IEMP provides little relevant guidance, stating (in Section” -~

8.3.2) only that "project-specific data and interpretation
thereof would be transmitted to the IEMP program to support
quarterly meetings and status reports with the regulators."
Although the integration of OSDF air monitoring results with
the IEMP data collection effort should be addressed in this
section, it is not the primary concern. Section 6.4 should
be revised and expanded to address the reporting and use of
OSDF air monitoring results for the purposes of evaluating
OSDF air emissions and emission control measures on a timely
basis.
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