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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: IEMP, Revision 1 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.Ss. DOE) Responses To Comments (RTC) on the Integrated
Environmental Monitoring Plan (IEMP), revision 1.

U.S. DOE adequately addressed the majority of U.S. EPA's previous
comments, however, some issues remain unresolved.

Therefore, U.S. EPA again disapproves the revised IEMP, pending
receipt and incorporation of adequate responses to the attached
comments. U.S. DOE must submit a revised RTC within thirty (30)
days receipt of this letter.

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
Bill Murphie, U.S. DOE-HDQ
John Bradburne, FERMCO
Terry Hagen, FERMCO
Tom Walsh, FERMCO
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"TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON RESPONSES TO U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY (U.S. EPA) COMMENTS ON "DRAFT INTEGRATED
ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING PLAN"

FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 3.7.1 Page #: 3-82 Lines #: 15 through 17
DOE Response #: 5 (Original Specific Comment #: 5)

Comment: The original specific comment requests that the revised
"Integrated Environmental Monitoring Plan" (IEMP) either
specify the monitoring wells whose field measurements will
be compared to modeled predicted uranium concentrations or
describe the rationale used to select monitoring wells whose
field measurements will be considered in this comparison.
The response states that it is premature to select
designated monitoring points to assess performance of the
transport model until the VAM3DF groundwater model has been
calibrated for both flow and transport. This comment may
have been misinterpreted. The original specific comment
requests that the method of calibration, calibration data
set, calibration criteria, and endpoint of calibration of
the VAM3DF groundwater model be specified prior to
calibration. Establishing these parameters prior to the
actual calibration exercise is normal to avoid biasing the
calibration results. A revised response that addresses this
issue should be provided.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 6.3 Pages #: 6-11 and 6-12 Line #: NA
DOE Response #: 6 (Original Specific Comment #: 6)

Comment: The original specific comment requests that the IEMP
provide an expanded discussion of project-specific air
monitoring results in the annual and quarterly integrated
environmental monitoring status reports that meet the
following criteria: (1) information that indicates an impact
at or beyond the FEMP fenceline at a location not covered by
the IEMP monitoring network; (2) information that indicates
that an applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement
is exceeded at an on-site location (for example, the radon
limit of 100 picoCuries per liter [pCi/L]); and (3) any
relevant project-specific air monitoring data that may
provide early warning feedback indicating an increase in
project-specific emissions.

The response agrees with the first two criteria and states
that "this information is currently being provided in the
IEMP quarterly status reports." However, as indicated by
U.S. EPA's original specific comment S on the third quarter
integrated environmental monitoring status (IEMS) report,
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is not meeting ‘its
stated obligations for presenting project-specific
monitoring data. As discussed in the original comment, the
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- IEMS report for the third quarter presents only minimal

information concerning a potential fenceline impact from the
Sewage Treatment Plant Complex Decontamination and
Dismantlement project. The discussion of project-specific
results in future quarterly and annual reports should be
consistent with reporting requirements outlined in the IEMP
and with the response to this comment.

DOE's response disagrees with the third criterion and states
that "the IEMP will not report on increases in project
‘emission" if these emissions "remain within applicable
regulatory limits and process control specifications." The
response should be revised to state that DOE will evaluate
project emissions for increasing trends and report in the
quarterly monitoring reports any trends that may have a
potential fenceline impact.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
- Section #: 6.5.2 Page #: 6-28 Line #: 29
DOE Response #: 13 (Original Specific Comment #: 13)

Comment: The original specific comment requests that the IEMP be
revised to specify frequency of quality control (QC) checks
for continuous radon monitors. DOE's response spe01f1es the
QC check frequency but states that this information is
included in the sitewide CERCLA quality assurance project
plan and that revision of the IEMP is not necessary. The
IEMP should be revised to include this information because
the current discussion of QC measures for radon monitoring
is minimal compared to the discussion for the other two
components of the air monitoring program (radiological air
particulate monitoring and direct radiation monitoring) .

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 6.6.1.1 Page #: 6-37 Lines #: 16 through 19
DOE Response #: 15 (Original Specific Comment #: 15)

Comment: The original specific comment identifies four perimeter

air monitoring locations (AMS-4, AMS-24, AMS-25, and AMS-28)
at which thorium isotopes rather than uranium isotopes
contributed most of the measured dose during the first two
quarters of 1998. The original comment requests that DOE
(1) evaluate this trend for the remainder of 1998 and, if
the trend continues, (2) address in the fourth quarter
report the issue of whether modification to the IEMP air
monitoring program is necessary.

The response incorrectly states that uranium isotopes
accounted for 99 percent of the measured dose at the four
locations during the third quarter of 1998. This statement
is true for AMS-4 and AMS-28, but at AMS-24 and AMS-25,
uranium isotopes contributed approximately 73 and 66
percent, respectively, of the measured dose during the third
quarter. Further, cumulative 1998 dose contribution results
presented in Table 3-3 of the third quarter monitoring
report show that at both AMS-24 and AMS-25, the trend of
high thorium dose contributions is continuing. At AMS-24,
uranium accounted for only 29 percent of the cumulative .
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dose, whereas thorium accounted for 62 percent; at AMS-25,
uranium accounted for only 18 percent of the cumulative
third quarter dose, whereas thorium accounted for 75
percent. At both locations, the uranium dose contributions
to the cumulative third quarter dose remained well below

historical levels of 62 to 94 percent cited in the response,.

The response also states that DOE will continue to evaluate
dose contributions from target radionuclides but does not
indicate how the results of this evaluation will be
documented. As requested in the original specific comment,
DOE should specifically address this issue in the fourth
quarter report for 1998. If uranium dose contributions at
AMS-24, AMS-25, or other locations remain well below
historical levels, the fourth quarter report should also
specifically address whether modifications to the IEMP air
monitoring program and analytical schedule are necessary at
these locations.
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