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General Comments —-—

_ i - 1741
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: SARIC
Section#: Not Applicable (NA) Pg.#: NA Line#: NA Code:
Original General Comment# 1 :
Comment: Several sections of the 1997 annual report include information that is not current. That is,

the report refers to events that were to have taken place before the May 1998 report :
publication date but does not describe the outcome of these events. For example, the first
bullet on Page 86 states that "Onsite monitors ... are expected to be removed from service
during the first two weeks of 1998." Future annual reports could be improved by making
sure that all information presented is up to date before publication.

Response: The purpose of 1997 annual report is to summarize those activities that occurred in 1997
for all Fernald stakeholders. Therefore, in order to avoid confusion, any activities that
are to occur in 1998 are written in the future tense. The purpose of the Integrated
Environmental Monitoring Plan (IEMP) quarterly status reports is to provide up-to-date
information. For this reason, the annual reports will only describe those activities which
occurred during the respective year and will refer to the subsequent year’s activities in the

future tense.
Action: No action required.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: SARIC
Section#: 3 Pg.#:53 Line#: NA Code:
Original General Comment# 2

Comment: The aquifer’s response to restoration activities is discussed in general terms, and the
discussion suggests that aquifer restoration is proceeding as it was planned and modeled.
This interpretation of the data is not completely accurate. For example, the modeled
10-year restoration footprint referred to in the text and shown in Figure 3-6 does not
accurately depict actual field conditions. Figure 3-6 indicates that the entire uranium
plume is within the modeled footprint; however, 1997 groundwater elevation data
indicates that the actual 10-year restoration footprint is smaller and the entire uranium
plume may not be captured. In addition, Figure 3-6 presents that observed capture zone
only for the south portion of the uranium plume and no mention is made of the potential
lack of capture in the northeast portion of the plume. Future annual reports should

- discuss these issues.

Response: Since the South Plume Removal Action Module was the only part of the aquifer remedy
which was operational in 1997, the suggestion that "aquifer restoration is proceeding as it
was planned and modeled” applies to the construction and start-up schedules for the South
Field Extraction (Phase 1) Module, the Re-Injection Demonstration Module, and the
South Plume Optimization Module. These three components of the aquifer remedy are
installed and all modules have been operational since September 2, 1998. The system
start-up for these three modules is actually ahead of schedule as modeled in the Baseline
Remedial Strategy Report (BRSR), Remedial Design for Aquifer Restoration and are
slightly ahead of the schedule presented in the Remedial Action Work Plan for Aquifer
Restoration at Operable Unit 5 as modified per U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)
letter # DOE-0353-98 with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) concurrence.
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Action:

The 10-year, uranium-based restoration footprint referred to in the text and shown in
Figure 3-6 is an estimate based on groundwater modeling of what the capture zone will
look like during the life of the aquifer remedy with all systems pumping and injecting as
scheduled in the BRSR. Therefore, it is not expected that this 10-year, uranium-based
restoration footprint will agree with actual 1997 field conditions when only one of the
aquifer remedy components (i.e., the South Plume Module) was operational. Figure 3-6
depicts that the actual capture zone interpreted from 1997 operational data does agree with
the predicted 10-year, uranium-based restoration footprint in the area where they overlap.

The potential lack of capture in the area of the northeastern lobe of the total uranium
plume under 1997 operational conditions with only the South Plume Module operating has
been extensively discussed in the IEMP quarterly status reports and was alluded to in the
discussion in Appendix A, page A.3-4, of the 1997 Integrated Site Environmental Report.
Although it is believed that the northeastern lobe of the total uranium plume will be within
the capture zone when the South Field Extraction (Phase 1) Module, the Re-Injection
Demonstration Module, and the South Plume Optimization Module are operational, field
data collected after these modules are operational will be checked to verify that this is
indeed the case and results will be discussed in future IEMP quarterly status reports and
summarized in the 1998 Integrated Site Environmental Report.

DOE will continue to report capture zones for the aquifer remedy which are interpreted
from groundwater elevation data and will compare those observed capture zones against
the 10-year, uranium-based restoration footprint predicted from groundwater modeling.
As the additional remedy modules become operational, DOE anticipates the observed
capture zone will expand to the north, northwest, and northeast and will more closely
resemble the predicted capture zone from groundwater modeling. Any significant
differences between the observed and predicted capture zones will be discussed in future
IEMP quarterly status reports with recommendations for any changes to the remedy which
may be necessary to ensure that the uranium plume is within the capture zone imposed by
the aquifer remedy.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: SARIC

Section#:

5 Pg.#: 88 Line#: NA Code:

Original General Comment# 3

Comment:

Response:

The annual report briefly describes project-specific air monitoring that occurred during
1997, but the report does not include actual data or data summaries for project-specific air
monitoring. The first quarterly report for 1998 takes a similar approach, in that it
describes project-specific air monitoring results without presenting any data. Without -
actual data, it is difficult to interpret project-specific monitoring results. Section 6 of the
"Integrated Environmental Monitoring Plan” (IEMP) is somewhat vagﬁe regarding how
project-specific data will be presented in quarterly and annual monitoring reports. This
issue should be addressed in the biannual revision of the IEMP, which is currently '
scheduled for fall 1998.

Project-specific monitoring data are included within the IEMP reporting scheme, as
necessary, to support the data evaluation process for each environmental media addressed
in the IEMP. The IEMP quarterly status reports routinely provide summary level
information on selected project-specific monitoring activities (i.e., building dismantlement
and stack emissions information) to support the requests of the regulatory agencies. It is
DOE’s intent to continue providing summary level information on selected project-specific
activities and to expand these discussions with supporting project-specific data only as
necessary to interpret changes in IEMP monitoring results. Detailed project-specific data
will be presented in the appropriate project completion report.

FER\IEMP-ANN\COMMENTS\97U&OCOM. WPD\September 24, 1998 3:11PM 2



Action: The text in the IEMP will be revised through the biennial revision to clarify the reporting
* of project-specific monitoring data within the IEMP quarterly and annual reporting
scheme.
- Specific Comments 1 741
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: SARIC
Section#: 5 Pg.#: 87 Line#: NA Code:

Original Specific Comment# 1

Comment: The text includes a summary of results for the annual composite samples obtained from
radiological air particulate samples collected throughout the year. The annual composite
samples are analyzed for uranium isotopes and several other radionuclides. The text
states that on average, uranium isotopes accounted for 94 percent of the dose in the annual
composite samples. However, this statement cannot be verified based on the annual
composite data presented in Appendix C of the annual report. Table C.1-4 presents the
concentrations of individual radionuclides found in composite samples in units of
picocuries per cubic meter, but the table does not convert these concentrations to dose
equivalents. Future annual reports should present both the measured concentrations and
the dose equivalents for the annual composite samples.

Response: Future annual reports will present both the radionuclide-specific measured concentrations
and the ratios of the measured concentrations to the corresponding National Emissions
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutant (NESHAP) 40 CFR 61 Subpart H, Appendix E,
Table 2 values. From the ratio, the individual radionuclide contribution to dose can be
determined by multiplying by 10. The Integrated Environmental Monitoring Status
Report for First Quarter 1998, Table 3-3, contains an example of the ratios. In addition
to the tabular information, an electronic version of the spreadsheet used to calculate the
measured concentrations and ratios will be forwarded along with the annual report. The
electronic file should aid in the verification of the tabular data.

Action: - Both analytical concentrations and dose equivalents will be provided in future annual
reports.

Commenting Organization: U S. EPA Commentor: SARIC

Section#: 5 Pg.#: 95 Line#: NA Code:

Original Specific Comment# 2

Comment: The discussion of monitoring for direct radiation could be mproved by briefly describing

the frequency (quarterly) and the purpose (to assess the direct radiation component of the
air pathway dose) of the measurements as is done for other components of the air
monitoring program. This approach should be considered for future annual reports.

Response: DOE agrees with the comment.

Action: The frequency and purpose of direct radiation monitoring will be included in future annual
reports.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: SARIC

Section#: Table 5-7 Pg.#: 101 Line#: NA Code:

Original Specific Comment# 3

Comment: Some of the information in Table 5-7 is not clearly presented. Based on information in

Table C.4-1 of Appendix C, the "number of samples” column in Table 5-7 includes both
background and nonbackground samples. Because this column does not distinguish
between background and nonbackground samples, the number of samples of each type
cannot be determined, even when the reader refers to the text. Such information should
be more clearly presented when biota sampling data is next included in an annual report.
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Response: DOE agrees with the comment.

Action: Biota data will be more clearly presented in future annual reports in order to better
 distinguish between background and non-background samples.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: SARIC

Section#: - Attachment A.1 Pg.#: A.1-2and A.1-3 ' Line#: NA . Code:

Original Specific Comment# 4

Comment: The text on these pages discusses the occasions when extraction wells were out of service.

Future annual reports should briefly discuss how an extended out-of-service period for a
well, such as the 81 days for extraction well 3925, impacts extraction system
performance.

Response: DOE agrees with the comment that extended out-of-service periods for extraction wells
should be presented and discussed with respect to impacts on extraction system
performance. The 81 day extended out-of-service period for extraction well 3925 was
included in Table A.1-2 in calculating the operational percent for this well for the year
and was specifically called out in the footnote at the bottom of the table. Additionally,
this out-of-service period was discussed in the last bullet on page A.1-2 where it was
pointed out that changes in well maintenance procedures were made to ensure that well
rehabilitation activities will be initiated sooner so.-that out-of-service periods of this length
can be avoided in the future. However, given the long term (i.e., 10 years) operation of
the aquifer remedy and the relatively slow rate at which uranium contamination moves in
the aquifer, specific quantitative predictions of impacts to system performance from
out-of-service events beyond those presented would not be meaningful.

Action: DOE will continue to report out-of-service periods for each extraction well through the
extraction well operational summary sheets provided in the IEMP quarterly status and
annual reports and will reflect impacts to the extraction well performance via the
operational percent calculation at the top of these summary sheets.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: SARIC

Section#: A2 Pg.#: NA Line#: NA Code:
Original Specific Comment# 5 '
Comment: The text in this attachment describes the total uranium concentrations in some monitoring

wells. Future annual reports should briefly discuss monitoring wells such as 2624
and 3062, which exhibited concentrations greater than the final remedlatlon level before
1997 but for which no 1997 data is presented.

Response: DOE has been unsuccessful in all attempts to renegotiate the access agreement for
Monitoring Well 2624 with the current property owner. Therefore, DOE is
recommending in the upcoming IEMP biennial revision that this well be eliminated from
the IEMP monitoring well list. Because Monitoring Well 2624 is north of the
South Plume Extraction Module, it is within the capture zone of the pumping system.
Furthermore, DOE believes that additional monitoring wells located between Monitoring
Well 2624 and the South Plume Extraction Moduile (i.e., Monitoring Wells 21194
and 2125) provide sufficient coverage to monitor remedy performance.

Monitoring Well 3062 was previously the water supply well for Albright and Wilson, Inc.
before DOE installed the alternate water supply wells. Recent attempts to sample this well
have been unsuccessful because of electrical malfunctions when attempting to start the
pump. Because the well is owned by Albright and Wilson, Inc., and is no longer in use,
DOE is recommengding in the upcoming IEMP biennial revision that this well be '
eliminated from the JEMP monitoring well list. DOE believes that remedy performance
in this area can be tracked with Monitoring Wells 2552 and 3552 to the southwest of
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~ Monitoring Well 3062, and with Monitoring Wells 2900 and 3900 to the southeast of
'Monitoring Well 3062.

Action: DOE will recommend removing Monitoring Wells 2624 and 3062 from the IEMP
monitoring well list in the IEMP biennial revision currently in preparation. Adjacent
monitoring wells which remain in the IEMP monitoring program will continue to be
evaluated to assess aquifer remedy performance in the area of Monitoring Wells 2624

and 3062.
9. Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: SARIC
Section#: Attachment B.1 Pg.#: B.1-5 Line#: NA Code:
Original Specific Comment# 6

Comment: The text refers to treatment system bypass events that occurred during 1997. The
U.S. Department of Energy notifies the regulatory agencies of bypass events and identifies
the duration (in hours) and quantity of storm water associated with each bypass event.
Future annual reports should include a table in Attachment B.1 summarizing this
information.

Response: In part, the information requested by the commentor is provided in Chapter 4, Table 4-3,

' entitled "1997 Storm Water Treatment Bypass Events." The only information requested

by the commentor which is missing from this table is the volume of storm water
associated with each bypass event. Storm water volumes will be added to this table in
future annual reports and will be added to the corresponding table provided in the IEMP
quarterly status reports. :

Action: The storm water bypass volumes will be added to the affected tables in the IEMP
quarterly status and annual reports.
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RESPONSES TO OHIO EPA COMMENTS

ONTHE
1997 INTEGRATED SITE ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT
General Comments » _ - l 7 4 1
10. Commenting Orgamzatlon Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW '
Section#: Data disks Pg.#: Surface water Line#: Code: C

Original Comment# 1
Comment: The surface water data as submitted includes Th quarter data and must be merged with the
. data from previously submitted disks to provide a picture of the entire year. It would be
extremely useful to have a file separate with the 4th quarter data and a separate file with
the annual (i.e., entire calendar year) data.

Response: The set of data disks which accompany each IEMP quarterly status report provides the
data used to generate the report and supports the findings and conclusions contained
within the document. It is DOE’s objective to provide a standardized format for the data
files found on these disks to support the agencies’ reviews of individual quarterly status
reports and to support the compiling of data throughout the year into a comprehensive
annual data set. This approach eliminates the need to resubmit an annual data set at the
end of each calender year.

Action: DOE will continue to work with the agencies to streamline and improve the electronic
data deliverable.
11. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW
Section#: Data Disks Pg.#: Surface Water Line#: Code: C
Original Comment# 2

Comment: -~ The IEMP indicates that field parameters were taken during sampling events however
these do not appear on the data disks. Please include these.

Response: Due to the extensive amount of field data (parameters) collected and documented on field
paperwork, it is not practical or cost effective for DOE to enter most of this.field
information into the site database. This information is used during the data validation and
evaluation process in hard copy form. For this reason, it will not be possible to provide
field parameters via data disks. However, specific information pertaining to field
parameters is maintained as a written record and is available upon request

Action: No action required.

12. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW :
Section#: General Pg.#: Line#: Code: E
Original Comment# 3 '

Comment: The sidebars in the summary report are difficult to read. It-appears as though they may
have been written in a color but appear as small dots with a very small font.

Response: DOE acknowledges the comment and it is understood that the sidebars are difficult to read
in the black and white version of the 1997 Integrated Site Environmental Report.

Action: An effort will be made to correct both sidebar issues (the text size issue and the small
dots) in future integrated site environmental reports.

13. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW
Section#: General : Pg.#: Line#: Code: C
Original Comment# 4

Comment: Only two copies of the summary report were received by our office. This made it very
difficult to review in a timely manner. The Annual Site Environmental Reports have
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Response:
Action:

generally been kept as references by individuals. Two copies of the summary report will
not go far in our office. Additional copies (4) in the future would be appreciated.

DOE acknowledges the comment.

In the future, DOE will send six copies of the annual report to the Ohio Environmental
Protection Agency (OEPA) office in care of Tom Schneider.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW

Section#:

Executive Summary Pg.#: ES-2 Line#: Code: C

Original Comment# 5

Comment:

Response:

The statement made on this page says that "This information provides the basis for
ensuring that the cumulative environmental effects associated with remediation activities at
the FEMP remain below established thresholds.” This statement, as well as the emphasis
made throughout the IEMP, has been to keep within regulatory requirements regarding
discharges from the FEMP. It is Ohio EPA’s conviction that releases, not limited to
radiological contaminants from the FEMP be as low as reasonably achievable, even if
those values are significantly below any regulatory threshold. The report addresses the
concept of ALARA in Chapter 2 on page 42, but the approach is one of the regulatory
requirements of ALARA with respect to radiation dose. The concept of keeping any
releases from the FEMP as low as reasonably achievable can extend beyond the
regulatory framework of radiation dose.

DOE agrees that the application of as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA) principles is
relevant to controlling all contaminant releases associated with remediation activities at the
Fernald Environmental Management Project (FEMP). DOE actively applies the ALARA
process throughout the life of each project beginning in the conceptual design phase. This
ensures the selection of the optimum physical design features and administrative controls
to eliminate, control, or mitigate the hazards that can cause exposures to site workers, the
public, and the environment. However, it is important to note that the objective of the
ALARA process is not the attainment of a particular dose or exposure level, but rather the
attainment of the lowest practical level of exposure after considering the various technical,
economic, practical, social, and public policy considerations that specifically apply to the
project. At the FEMP, attaining the lowest practical level of exposure is achieved, in
part, through:

¢ Conducting rigorous engineering ALARA evaluations during the project design
resulting in the optimization of engineering and administrative control measures

¢ Conducting independent (independent of the project organization) ALARA reviews of
project designs '

* Conducting routine ALARA reviews as part of the process for issuing Radiation Work
Permits at the site. This review includes evaluating each activity which requires a
Radiation Work Permit for the potential to release radiological contamination to the
environment.

* Complying with the regulatory limits and applicable, relevant and appropriate
requirements specified in the five Operable Unit Records of Decision.

The design of the IEMP monitoring programs, data evaluation processes and reporting
structure reflect the site’s commitment to the ALARA process through early identification,
assessment, and communication of changes in environmental conditions. In the example
presented above, the IEMP’s radiological air particulate monitoring program tracks the
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16.

17.

effectiveness of sitewide emission controls relative to historical performance and the
NESHAP regulatory limit. Through this process, the need for corrective actions can be
identified early and implemented long before site emissions exceed the health protective
compliance limit.

ion: No acti ired. :
Action 0 action requir _ — 1 7 4 1
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO b :
Section#: Executive Summary/Radpn Monitoring Pg.#: ES-5 Line#: Code: C
Original Comment# 6 :

Comment: The text states that the radon concentrations in the headspace of Silos 1 and 2 have
increased but that the concentrations remain 60% lower than the values measured prior to
the addition of bentonite. The word "remain” misleads the reader into thinking that silo
headspace concentration is no longer increasing. It would be appropriate to show the
concentration pre-bentonite, and subsequent concentrations indicating the upward trend in
headspace concentration.

Response: DOE acknowledges the comment. DOE did not intend to mislead readers into believing
radon concentrations within Silos 1 and 2 head space were no longer increasing. The
increasing trend in radon concentrations in Silos 1 and 2 head space is acknowledged and
further discussed in Chapter 5. In addition, this information is included in the IEMP
quarterly status reports.

Action: The text in future annual reports will be clearer in acknowledging the increasing trend in
radon concentrations within Silos 1 and 2 head space and will include an assessment of the
increasing trend, as appropriate. .

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO _ o
Section#: Executive Summary/Direct Radiation Monitoring  Pg.#: ES-5 Line#: Code: C
Original Comment# 7 '

Comment: Again the use of the word "remain" misleads the reader into thinking that the dose from
the silos is not increasing. Rather than stating that doses remain 67% lower than
pre-bentonite, add text that states the pre-bentonite dose and show subsequent dose rates to

present. '
Response: See Comment Response #15.
Action: See Action #15.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
- Section#: Executive Summary/Estimated Dose for 1997 Pg.#: ES-6 Line#: Code: C
Original Comment¥# 8
Comment: The estimated dose to the MEI was stated as approximately 1.5 mrem. How does this
- compare to the maximum fence line dose? How does this compare to post-production
MEI doses?
Response: - Based on measurements taken from the fenceline air monitoring stations (AMS), the

maximum air inhalation dose was approximately 0.4 millirem (mrem) at AMS-3 in 1997.
This dose is lower than the 1.4 mrem reported for the maximally exposed individual
(MEI) using CAP88-PC computer code due to the conservatively high estimates of
fugitive emissions from site remediation activities. These emission estimates, used as
inputs to CAP88-PC, resulted in a higher dose to the MEIL.

All pathway MEI doses during the post-production period (1990 through 1995) ranged
from a high of 10 mrem in 1990 to a low of 0.7 mrem in 1994. A large fraction

(9 mrem) of the all pathway MEI dose in 1990 was due to direct radiation from Silos 1
and 2. The addition of bentonite to the silos in late 1991 essentially eliminated the dose
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from direct radiation. Dose to the MEI in 1997 is therefore within the range of
post-production MEI doses. Figure 6-2 shows a slight upward trend in MEI doses. The
upward trend is attributed to the increase in remediation activities at the site.

Action: No action required.

18. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: Chapter 1/EMP Pg.#: 8 Line#: Code: C
Original Comment# 9

Comment: The text describes that data evaluation and decision-making will take place for each
environmental media so that corrective actions can be identified before an unacceptable
condition is reached. What are the unacceptable conditions? Are they regulatory based,
or do they maintain ALARA concepts for workers and the public?

Response: See Comment Response #14.

Action: No action required.
~19. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW
Section#: Chapter 1 Pg.#: 17 Line#: Code: C

Original Comment# 10
Comment: Although you have covered many of the important values of natural resources to the
United States in the first sentence of this section, I would encourage you to add the
economic value of natural resources here. This particular value is increasingly significant
| to a rural population such as that found around the FEMP.
| Response: DOE agrees with the comment.
Action: Future integrated site environmental reports will state that natural resources have an
economic value. :

20. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: Chapter 1/Figure 1-8 Pg.#: 18 Line#: Code: C
Original Comment# 11
Comment: The wind rose data are difficult to read with the shading used. Also, a comparison with
the cumulative 5 year wind rose would be beneficial, since that is the data used for most

modeling.
Response: DOE acknowledges the comment.
Action: An effort will be made to improve the quality of the black and white version of the figure

portraying wind rose data. In addition, the five year wind rose data will be included in
future IEMP integrated site environmental reports.

21. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW
Section#: Chapter 1 Pg#:18 ° Line#: Figures 1-7 & 1-8 Code: E
Original Comment# 12
Comment: The percentage bar on the wind roses are difficult to discern. It appears as though they

may have been drawn in color originally and did not transfer well to black and white.
Response: See Comment Response # 20.

Action: See Action # 20.
22. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW
Section#: Chapter 1 Pg.#: Between 19 and 20 Line#: Code: E

Original Comment# 13
Comment: A blank page exists between page 19 and 20.
Response: DOE acknowledges the comment.

0
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Action: This page was intentionally left blank to separate the chapters. In the future, blank pages
will be marked with the phrase "intentionally left blank" in IEMP integrated site
environmental reports.

Section#: Chapter 3 Pg.#: 52-53 Line#:

Original Comment# 14

Comment: The statement is made that "...southward movement of the total uranium plume, beyond

. the extraction wells, has not been detected.” The total uranium plume, however, has been
shown to extend beyond the Great Miami River. We routinely get above background
concentrations of total uranium in a ground water fed pool at Paddys Run and the State
Route 128 bridge. If the reference is to the above ground water FRL total uranium
plume, then that should be stated. -

Response: DOE agrees with the comment in part. However, DOE is not aware of the uranium
plume extending "beyond the Great Miami River." DOE is aware that there are above
background but less than final remediation level (FRL) uranium concentrations in
groundwater along portions of Paddys Run extending to the Great Miami River as
outlined in the Remedial Investigation Report for Operable Unit 5.

23. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW .
s ot - 1341
- :

The plume referenced in the text is the above FRL total uranium plume which is north of
the administrative boundary referenced in Figure 9-2 of the Record of Decision for

Remedial Actions at Operable Unit 5.
Action: Future references to the total uranium plume will be more specific.
24. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW
Section#: Chapter 4 Pg.#. 78 Line#: Figure 4-9 Code: C -

Original Comment# 15

Comment: The map shows the sediment sampling locations at G7 and G4 as described in the IEMP.
Note that during the sediment sampling this year, sediment samples were actually taken
at G8, the downstream side of Paddys Run at the confluence. The sample downstream of
the effluent was taken on the west side of the river (the same side of the river as
Strickers Grove) rather than across the river as described in the IEMP. During 1997, the
sample at G4 may also have been taken at this location, however the sample taken at the
confluence of Paddys Run was taken at G7 as described. Please verify the actual location
of the G4 sample for 1997. ' '

Response: The sediment sample location G4 for 1997 was actually on the west bank of the Great

- Miami River. Figure 4-9 inaccurately depicts the sample location on the east river bank.

Action: The sediment sample location figure in future IEMP integrated site environmental reports

will accurately depict sediment locations.

25. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: Chapter 5/Rad Air Part. Results Pg.#: General Comment Line#: Code: C
Original Comment# 16
Comment: Ohio EPA believes that air monitoring results should be compared to background
locations, as well as, historical value. Also, ALARA goals should be set, and a
comparison to these values should also be conducted.

\ Response: Background air particulate data are provided for comparison. However, DOE believes
that continuing to evaluate trends in the data and assessing site emissions in terms of the
applicable regulatory dose limit provides the most meaningful assessment of off site

. impacts resulting from site activities and provides an adequate control mechanism to
ensure that the regulatory limit is not exceeded. Even with the rigorous application of the
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27.

28.

|¥

site’s best available technology for fugitive dust control, air particulate and radionuclide
concentrations at the site fenceline are expected to fluctuate above background throughout’
most of the remediation process. This is due to the aggressive schedule of excavation,
demolition, and waste processing activities occurring at the site. The impact associated
with increased air particulate concentrations in relationship to background concentrations
is difficult to assess because there are no applicable regulatory benchmarks for this
comparison. Additionally, see Comment Response #14.

Action: No action required.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: Chapter S/IEMP Rad Air Particulate Monitoring Design Pg.#: 83 Line#: Code: C

Original Comment# 17 ' '

Comment: A comparison between modeled dose at the current fence line monitors and the dose from
measured concentrations at these monitors would be beneficial with the upcoming change
in compliance methodology. '

Response: Due to the conservative assumptions associated with modeling fugitive emissions from
diffuse sources, DOE does not believe a comparison of this type would provide useful
information. Because the FEMP relies on monitoring results for demonstrating NESHAP
compliance and assessing off site impacts, this type of comparison would result in
complicating the data evaluation process. The difference between modeling outputs and
monitoring results would require analysis and explanation with no. clear benefit in the
result. It is unclear how the comparison of a model predicted dose to a measured dose at
the site fenceline would assist in interpreting monitoring data, assessing site compliance,
or providing a clearer picture of environmental conditions at the site.

It is DOE’s intention to conduct air modeling as necessary, not for comparisons to
monitoring results, but to assist in evaluating relative contributions of various remediation
projects to site emissions. This evaluation will be used to make decisions regarding
project activities if the NESHAP limit appears in jeopardy.

Action: No action required.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: Chapter 5/Rad Air Part. Results Pg.#: 85 Line#: Code: C

Original Comment# 18
Comment: Ohio EPA conducts high volume air sampling at locations AMS-17A as part of its
oversight role, and will continue to sample at this location throughout the remediation of

the wastepits.

Response: DOE acknowledges the comment.

Action: No action required.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: Chapter 5/Radon Monitoring Pg.#: 89 Line#: Code: C

Original Comment# 19

Comment: The text should be revised. Projects do not produce radon, radium produces radon.
Projects release radon as consequence of remedial action.

Response: DOE agrees with the comment. ’

Action: The text in future reports will clearly identify that projects do not produce radon.
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29. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

30.

31.

Section#: Chapter 5/Figure 5-7 Pg.#: 99 Line#: Code: C

Original Comment# 20

Comment: This figure is unclear in depicting where the stacks are located. Possibly the outline of
some of the prominent buildings within the former production area could be used to

. clarify the picture.

Response: DOE acknowledges the comment. l 7 4 1

Action: The figure identifying the stack monitoring locations will be updated in future reports to
clarify their locations.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO ‘

Section#: Chapter 6/Direct Radiation Dose ~ Pg.#: 105-106 Line#: Code: C

Original Comment# 21

Comment: The conclusion of this section contradlcts the conservative nature of your dose estimate.

Two methods should be employed to make better conclusions from this data: 1) A
rigorous statistical comparison of the means between background locations and fence line
locations should be conducted; 2) The conservative method for comparing the two data
sets would compare the maximuimn fenceline measurement with the minimum background
measurement. Lastly, Ohio EPA believes that the direct radiation dose should be stated as
a range from 0 to the maximum possible, described in "2" above.

Response: This comment offers three suggestions on the calculation of direct radiation dose. The
comment response will address each suggestion separately.

1) DOE will investigate the use of statistical methods for comparing the means between
background and fenceline locations. The text in the report attempts to explain how
the statistical comparison was performed for the 1997 data, however, other methods
will be reviewed and considered.

2) DOE attempts to make accurate assessments of direct radiation dose using
conservative assumptions when necessary. The suggestion to compare the maximum
fenceline dose with the minimum background dose would result in the maximum
possible direct radiation dose; however, this method would not accurately account
for the naturally occurring variations in background radiation or limits in the
precision and accuracy of environmental thermoluminescent dosimeter data. The
suggested method is a simple and straightforward comparison, however, it is not an
accurate assessment of dose.

3) DOE will consider stating the direct radiation dose as a range of values or as a
- median dose within a range. A possible shortcoming of this method is the
comparatively small number of samples (21 fenceline and six background locations)
used in calculating the dose. The small sample set may lead to a median dose with a
: large range of uncertainty (e.g., 1 + 8 mrem/year). :
Action: DOE will assess the current data treatment methods and evaluate if different
methodologies are more effective than the conservative standard statistical method in use.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: Chapter 6/Total of Doses to a MEI Pg.#: 106 Line#: Code: C
Original Comment# 22

Comment: The dose from radon is missing in this table. Previous environmental reports included a
dose estimate from radon. Radon is possibly the largest contributor of dose from the site
and should be included in any total dose from the FEMP.
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Response: DOE acknowledges the fact that radon is a contributor to dose. However, a dose from
radon was not included in this report due to the fact that a comparative limit has not been
established. The applicable DOE radon limits are established for a concentration and not
a given calculated dose, therefore, the dose from radon was not calculated. As stated in
the report, radon concentrations were below the DOE established annual limit at the
boundary fenceline. However, DOE will provide dose estimates for radon in future
annual reports to address stakeholder interest in a radon dose calculation.

Action: DOE will provide a radon dose estimate in future annual reports.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW

Section#: Attachment B.1 Pg.#: B.1-2 Line#: 18-19 Code: C

Original Comment# 23 '

Comment: In order to determine the flow weighted average outside the mixing zone, the 7Q10 of

' 583 cubic feet per second is used. Generally this should yield a conservative estimate,
however examining the actual flow for the year for use in the annual IEMP report may be
more useful. There may be days during the year that flow was lower than the 7Q10. For
example, during 1997 the end of September had four consecutive days of flows less than
583 cfs.  This may have continued into October (pages B.1-3 and B.1-4 of this section
state that minimal rainfall fell during October), however the source I was using did not
include dates beyond September 30, 1997. Were any FRLs or BTVs exceeded during
these flows? .

Response: The 7Q10 value of 583 cubic feet per second (cfs) is, in general, a conservative estimate.
It was used by OEPA as the basis for the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit wasteload allocation and to determine NPDES water quality based
effluent limitations and monitoring requirements. A review of the 1997 data from the
Hamilton Dam gauge identified flows less than 583 cfs in October and November. The
lowest flows during these months were 487 and 579 cfs, respectively. These values were
used in the equation for the months of October and November to recalculate
flow-weighted average concentrations outside the mixing zone in order to determine if
there were any benchmark toxicity value or FRL exceedances. These reruns did not yield
any exceedances. Therefore, for overall tracking of impacts, it appears that the current
use of the 7Q10 value (583 cfs) is sufficiently conservative to ensure that persistent
exceedances are identified.

Action: When the NPDES permit is renewed, if it is determined that OEPA used a different 7Q10
value for determining NPDES requirements, DOE will then begin to use this value in the
mixing equation. In addition, periodic review of the flows from Hamilton Dam gauge
will be conducted to determine the conservativeness of the 7Q10 value.

33. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW

Section#: Attachment B.1 Pg.#: B.1-11 Line#: B.1-4 Code: C

Original Comment# 24 '

Comment: The maximum result for aluminum seems to be extremely elevated (161 mg/l). We would
consider a result over 1 mg/l high. Precipitation preceding this sampling event (10/28/98)
did not seem excessive. Measured at Hamilton, the three preceding days had 0.40",
0.02", and 0.68" with no rain recorded earlier in the month or on the 28th. This would
indicate that suspended sediments would not be unusually high during the sampling event.
Could you offer some explanation as to why this level might be so high.

Response: DOE agrees that the concentration of 161 milligrams per liter (mg/L) at sample
location SWP-02 was extremely elevated in October 1997. The field paperwork
associated with the October sampling round identified that the water sample collected
from location SWP-02 contained sediment (i.e., water was turbid). Most likely this
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36.
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sediment contained clay which has a relatively high natural concentration of aluminum.
Subsequent sampling of this location (in 1997 and 1998) shows all sample results below
3 mg/L for aluminum.

Action: No action required.
.Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW - 1 7 4 1
Section#: Attachment B.1 ‘ Pg.#: Line#: *° Code: G
Original Comment# 25

Comment: No radiological parameters are monitored at SWD-01, the northeast drainage. As
' uranium is the primary constituent of concern and this is the only monitoring point for
discharges from this drainage area, it seems prudent to monitor for total uranium at thxs
location.

Response: After a review of surface water modeling and historical site information, the IEMP
identified the critical constituents to be monitored at each location for surface water (refer
to Table 4-2 of the IEMP). This effort determined that radiological constituents would not
be of concern in the northeast drainage area associated with sample location SWD-01.
However, DOE agrees that uranium is the primary constituent of concern at the FEMP;
for this reason, sampling for total uranium at every surface water sample location will be
added to the IEMP biennial revision.

Action: The IEMP biennial revision will identify that total uranium will be monitored at every
surface water sample location.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: Figure C.1-2 thru 50 - Pgd#: Line#; Code: C
Original Comment# 26

~ Comment: The addition of historical data and/or ALARA goals to the figures would be helpful in

interpreting the data.
Response: The addition of historical data to the figures will be considered in the 1998 Integrated Site
Environmental Report. Additionally, see Comment Response #14.

Action: No action required.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: Table D-1 Pg.#: D-2 Line#: Sediment  Code: C
Original Comment# 27

Comment: Table D-1 shows the comparison of split sediment locations for 1997. One location is

designated as G7. However, G4 is described in the IEMP. And during the sediment
sampling this year, sediment samples were actually taken at G8, the downstream side of
Paddys Run at the confluence. Please correct these inconsistencies.

Response: Table D-1 accurately identifies sediment location G7 (the upstream side of Paddys Run at
the confluence of the river) as the split sample location. The commentor’s statement
regarding G4 being described in the IEMP is unclear. Locations G4, G7, and G9 are all
described in the IEMP to the same detail (Section 5.5.2 and Figure 5-1). Additionally,
DOE is aware that the 1998 sediment sample was collected at G8.

Action: DOE will ensure that the location is adequately described and depicted in the 1998
Integrated Site Environmental Report.
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