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‘a 0 9 2003 
REPLY TO THE AlTENTION 0 

Mr. Johnny W. Reising 
United States Department of Energy .. 
Feed Materials Production Center Iv 
P.O. Box 398705 I I) 

I 

! Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705  

RE: 2 0 0 2  Site Environmental 
Report 

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) 2002 Site Environmental Report. 

This document summarizes site-wide monitoring activities for 2002 .  
Overall, the report is technically adequate. However, U.S. EPA has 
enclosed comments which should be addressed in next year’s Site 
Environmental Report. 

Please contact me at (312 )  886 -0992  if you have any questions 
regarding this matter. 

Remedial Project Manager 
Federal Facilities Section 
SFD Remedial Response Branch #2 

Enclosure 

cc: Tom Schneider, OEPA-SWDO 
-& 

Sally Robison, U.S. DOE-HDQ 
Jamie Jameson, Fluor Fernald 
Terry Hagen, Fluor Fernald 
Tim Poff, Fluor Fernald 
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON 
"TRANSMITTAL OF THE 2002 SITE ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT" 

FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No. : 2.1 Page No. : 20 Line No.: Not Applicable (NA) 
Original Specific Comment No.: 1 
Comment: The address of the Public Environmental Information 

Center is not listed in the document and should be included. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 2.1.2 Page No. : 2.6 Line No.: NA 
Original Specific Comment No.: 2 
Comment: The volume of contaminated soil removed from each area 

is not listed and should be included. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 2.2.4 Page No.:35 Line No.: NA 
Origin91 Specific Comment No.: 3 
Comment:' The text states, "Other informational notifications 

were made as deemed appropriate." 
examples of these notifications should be included. 

A list or general 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 3.2 Pages No. : 44 and 45 Line No.: NA 
Original Specific Comment No.: 4 
Comment: Figures 3-1 and 3-2 do not show groundwater flow 

direction. Groundwater flow direction is in Figure 3-8; 
however, the extraction and reinjection wells are not shown. 
A figure should be included that shows the current 
30-microgram-per-liter (,ug/L) total uranium plume, 
extraction and re-injection wells, and the groundwater flow 
direction. In addition, no figures depicting the current 
vertical extent of the plume are included in the report. 
groundwater modeling has been completed as stated in the 
text, these figures should be included. 

If 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 3.3.1.1 Page NO. : 5-f Line No.: NA 
Original Specific Comment No.: 5 
Comment: Table 3-1 summarizes target pumping rates, total gallons 

pumped, and the amount of uranium removed for each 
groundwater restoration module. 
Optimization module, which includes extraction wells 32308 

The South Plume 
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and 32309, lists target pumping rates but does not include 
gallons pumped or uranium removed. 
the values listed for the South Plume module include 
extractions wells 32308 and 32309. This issue should be 
clarified. 

It is unclear whether 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 3.3.14 Page No.: 55 Line No. : NA 
Original Specific Comment No.: 6 
Comment: The text states that "all re-injection wells were shut 

down and remained off-line for the rest of the year to help 
insure compliance with the site's monthly average uranium 
discharge limit" but does not indicate why the monthly 
average uranium discharge limit would be exceeded. The text 
should be revised to include an explanation or statement 
indicating that this information is discussed in 
Section 4.3.2. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 4.3.1 Page No.: 71 Line No. : NA 
Original Specific Comment No.: 7 
Comment: The text states that "FRL and BTV exceedances will 

continue to be evaluated for persistence and increasing 
tfends through the Integrated Environmental Management 
Project (IEMP) sampling program throughout remediation." 
The chromium concentration at SWP-03 has already shown an 
increasing trend, but the text does not discuss a remedy for 
this trend. At a minimum, the text should state the type of 
control measures that would be implemented if the trend 
continues. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: Appendix A Page No.: A.l-21 Line No. : NA 
Original Specific Comment No.: 8 
Comment: The table indicates that extraction well 3927 has only 

a 0.03 uranium removal index. This value is very low 
compared to the removal indices of all of the other 
extraction wells. The text should provide justification for 
continuing to operate this well. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: Appendix C Page No.: B. 2-1 Line No. : NA 
Original Specific.Comment No.: 9 
Comment: The text states, "In comparison to 2001 data, the 

average thorium, uranium, and radium results from the Storm 
Sewer Outfall Ditch (Dl-D5) were slightly higher in 2002." 
Although these results were within the historical range of 
values for this location, these concentrations are the 
highest observed since 1996. The text should include a 
discussion of the probable cause for this increase and 
propose additional controls if warranted. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 5.3 Pages No.: 85, 87, and C.l-8 Line No.: NA 
Original Specific Comment No.: 10 
Comment: Table 5-1, Figure 5-3, and Table C.1-5 (in Attachment 

C.1) present conflicting information on the maximum thorium- 
230 concentration measured at the fenceline during 2002. 
Table 5-1 lists a maximum concentration of 5.8 E-04 
picocuries per cubic meter (pCi/m3) at location AMs-3, but 
Figure 5-3 shows a maximum concentration of 3.2 E-04 pCi/m3 
at location AMs-9C. The more complete data presented in 
Table C.1-5 indicate that the maximum concentration was 
4.!9* E-04 pCi/m3 at location AMs-6. 
checked to verify that the thorium-230 data are consistent 
across multiple formats and for multiple locations. 

Future reports should be 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 5.4.1 Page No. : 92 Line No. : NA 
Original Specific Comment No.: 11 
Comment: The number of events when the 100-picoCurie per liter 

(pCi/L) limit for radon was exceeded is underreported. 
Section 5.4.1 reports 10 exceedance events for 2002, and 
Table C.2-1 lists these individual events; however, based on 
fourth quarter hourly radon data from the IEMP Data 
Information Site, two exceedance events in October 2002 are 
not reported. Radon concentrations of 133 and 107 pCi/L, 
respectively, were recorded at monitoring location KSO on 
October 7 and at monitoring location KNE on October 21. 
Neither event is listed in Table C.2-1 or discussed in 
Section 5.4.1. The radon data for the first three quarters 
of 2002 should be reviewed for exceedance events that may 
have been omitted, and Section 5~4.1 and Table C.2-1 should 
be revised accordingly. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commento-r: Saric 
Section No.: 5.5 Pages No.: 96 and 97 Line No. : NA 
Original Specific Comment No.: 12 
Comment: The text states that \\the increasing trend in direct 

radiation levels at [TLD location 61 stabilized in 2002" and 
refers to Figure 5-9; however, Figure 5-9 shows the direct 
radiation dose increasing over the first three quarters of 
2002 and then decreasing during the fourth quarter. The 
fourth quarter decrease is evidently interpreted as evidence 
that the increasing trend has stabilized; however, 
Figure 5-9 shows similar decreases in the direct radiation 
dose from one quarter to the next in 1998, 1999, and 2000. 
After each of these quarterly decreases, the upward trend 
continued. For future reports, all previous data and not 
just data from the current year should be considered before 
statements are made concerning trends. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 5.6 Page No.: 98 Line No. : NA 
Original Specific Comment No.: 13 
Comment: The comparison in the last sentence of this paragraph 

is potentially misleading because the average radon release 
rate for the Waste Pits Remedial Action Project dryer stack 
id 'compared to an estimated maximum release rate. The text 
should be revised to compare the actual and estimated 
average radon release rates. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 5.6 Page No.: 101 Line No. : NA 
Original Specific Comment No.: 14 
Comment: The text incorrectly states that particulate 

radionuclide and radon emissions from the Silos Project 
radon control system are subject to emission standards in 
Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61, 
Subpart H. 
radionuclide emissions, not to radon emissions. The text 
should be revised to refer to the correct regulation. 

This regulation applies to particulate 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 7.0 Page No.:113 Line No. : NA 
Original Specific Comment No.: 15 
Comment: A general description of natural resources is provided. 

The statement that '\these re3ources are considered in 
the Natural Resources Monitoring Plan" is unclear. The 
text should be revised to clarify if the term refers to 
cultural resources only, cultural resources and 
endangered species habitat,' or all habitats. 

E-4 



4.9 4-9. ... 
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentqr : Saric 
Section No.: 7.3 Page No.: 116 Line No. : NA 
Original Specific Comment No.: 16 
Comment: The text should be revised to either define the term 

"soil amendment" or to indicate where it is defined in 
the text. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 7.3 Page No.: 116 Line No. : NA 
Original Specific Comment No.: 17 
Comment: Either invasive species control efforts should be 

specified or the text should indicate that discuss(es) 
these efforts. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 7.3 Page No.: 116 Line No. : NA 
Original Specific Comment No.: 18 
Comment: The text should either indicate response actions to be 

taken if mortality counts or herbaceous cover are not 
acceptable or should refer to the document that 
discusses these issues. 
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