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RESPONSES TO U.S. EPA COMMENTS ON THE
INTEGRATED ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING PLAN, REVISION 2

COMMENTS

Commenting Organization: USEPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.4.2.3 Pg#: 3-21 Line #: Not applicable (NA) Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: The attached summary of changes notes that hexavalent chromium has been deleted from

the "short list" of constituents to be frequently analyzed for. However, Table 3-2, which
categorizes all of the groundwater final remediation level (FRL) constituents, omits
hexavalent chromium even though it remains in the Record of Decision (ROD) and has a
groundwater FRL. Unless hexavalent chromium is removed from the ROD, the chemical
should be included in Table 3-2 as a nonpersistent groundwater contaminant, and
groundwater samples should be analyzed for this chemical every 5 years.

Response: This comment is similar to Comment #50. Please refer to Comment Response #50.
Action: Refer to Actlon #50.

Commenting Organization: USEPA . Commentor: Saric -

Section #: 6.5.2.2 Pg.#: 6-27 Line # NA Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 2

Comment: The text describes different quality control requlrements for biweekly uranium and

biweekly thorium filters. Uranium filters are to be spiked on a biweekly basis, but thorium
filters are to be spiked quarterly. Because biweekly thorium sampling is a new addition to
the Integrated Environmental Management Plan (IEMP), it would be logical to implement
more stringent quality control requirements for thorium filters at the beginning of the
sampling program. The text should provide justification for the thorium filter spiking
frequency specified in the text.

Response: The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) agrees that the quality control program for the
biweekly thorium sampling should be more stringent than the program described in the
draft version of the Integrated Environmental Monitoring Plan (IEMP). The quality
control requirements for biweekly thorium filters will be improved in order to make the
requirements equivalent to quality control requirements for biweekly uranium filters.
Specifically, on a biweekly basis, one spike sample with a known amount of thorium will
be analyzed with each batch of biweekly thorium filters

Action: DOE will revise Section 6.5.2.2 per response.

Commenting Organization: USEPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 8.3.3 Pg#: 8-6 Line # NA : Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 3

Comment: This section proposes a significant change in the quarterly reportmg system. The key to

the revised system will be use of a password-protected database on a U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) server in lieu of submittal of most paper reports. There are many potential
difficulties with implementing and maintaining such a system. The old and new reporting
system should be used in parallel until 1t is certain that the new system is capable of
meeting reporting objectives.

Response: DOE will maintain and continue to develop the password-protected IEMP Extranet Site
and continue the quarterly paper submittals. However, it will not be p0551b1e to maintain
both the quarterly status reports and the new quarterly summaries due to the associated
workload. In the letter transmitting these comments and in subsequent conversations with
DOE, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has stated its general acceptance
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Action:

of the new reporting strategy: Therefore, DOE proposes to transition to the quarterly
summaries beginning in 2001, but to also modify them from the proposal in Section 8.3.3
of the IEMP Revision 2 based on responses to Comments #3 through #6. A general
summary of IEMP program data to be included in the new quarterly summaries was
provided to the EPA and the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) on
November 28 (and discussed in the conference call) that will serve as the basis for the
quarterly summaries beginning in April 2001.

Also within the letter transmitting these comments, EPA stated that DOE should assume
that a reviewer of the IEMP quarterly summaries may not participate in the weekly project
conference call, and that a reviewer may have not seen the Extranet Site data. DOE
agrees, and adds that these assumptions will alter the approach to the quarterly summaries
as proposed in Section 8.3.3. Therefore, more explanatory text and routine
graphical/tabular presentations will be required.

As related to both of these issues, DOE agrees to continue to work cooperatively with
EPA and OEPA through several iterations of the new quarterly summaries to achieve a
product that satisfies the needs of all parties. ' :
DOE will revise Section 8.3.3 per response and will transition to the quarterly summaries
with the incorporation of changes made based on responses to Comments #3 through #6.
The first quarterly summary will be submitted in April of 2001, and will include IEMP
data subsequent to the Integrated Environmental Monitoring Status Report for Third
Quarter 2000 (issued December 18, 2000) through all data available on March 31, 2001
(the end of the first quarter).

Commenting Organization: USEPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 8.3.3

Pg#: 8-6 and 8-7 Line# NA - Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 4

Comment: -

Response:

Action:

The text states that the new quarterly summaries will "not attempt to consolidate data" and
will not "provide in-depth discussion and interpretation." However, the “quarterly
summaries will identify any notable results or events related to the IEMP data covered."
The text also states that "any notable results or events that could impact an IEMP program
will have already been discussed with the regulatory agencies during weekly conference
calls or otherwise." One potential problem with this approach is that DOE will define the
notable results or events, but will not provide the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(U.S. EPA) with summary data that can be used to verify that all notable results or events
have been reported. The text should be revised to state that summaries of notable results
or events discussed on conference calls or at other meetings as well as supporting tables
and graphs similar to those currently being included in the quarterly reports will be
provided in the new quarterly summaries.

DOE is committed to identifying all IEMP-related results or events that the EPAs would
view as notable. However, DOE understands EPAs concern about the proposal to not
submit summary data in the quarterly summaries. While all data will be provided on the
IEMP Extranet Site, DOE will also include routine tables and graphs in the quarterly
summaries. To focus the quarterly summaries on the most important information, DOE
will attempt to streamline these tables, figures, and text explanations, where possible. The
information to be routinely included in the quarterly summaries was faxed to EPA and
OEPA prior to the November 28, 2000 weekly conference call. DOE is committed to
modifying the type and quantity of information included over several iterations of the
quarterly reports, as necessary, so that they meet the needs of all parties.

In addition to a discussion of notable results or events related to each media, DOE will
also provide routine tables and graphs in each quarterly summary based on the content
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summary provided and discussed on the November 28, 2000 weekly conference call. The
subject text will be revised accordingly. .

Commenting Organization: USEPA - Commentor: Saric :

Section #: 8.3.3 Pg.#: 8-7 Line #: NA Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 5

Comment: The text states that notable results to be reported in the new quarterly summaries might

include unexpected FRL or other action level exceedances and results that show upward

trends in contaminant levels. The text should be revised to state that the new quarterly

'summaries will explain all action level exceedances and upward-trending results. The

summaries should provide qualitative discussions of upward-trending results and actions
. to be taken in order to mitigate upward trends.

Response: DOE agrees that all unexpected final remediation level (FRL)/action level exceedances
and results that show upward trends in contaminant levels are notable events, and
therefore, will be discussed in the quarterly summaries. This discussion will include any
actions necessary to mitigate the situation. However, there are many instances where
FRL/action level exceedances are expected (e.g., groundwater total uranium
concentrations in the South Plume), and therefore, do not warrant special mention.

Action: In the quarterly summaries, DOE will include a discussion of action level exceedances and
upward trending results comparable to what has been provided in the previous quarterly
status reports. Section 8.3.3 of the IEMP will be updated to reflect this.

Commenting Organization: USEPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 8.3.3 Pgi#: 8-7 Line #: NA Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 6 '

Comment: The téxt states that the new quarterly summaries will be submitted to the regulatory

agencies for informational purposes and will not be subject to regulatory review and
comment. The text should be revised to state that the regulatory agencies will review and
comment on the quarterly summaries.

Response: DOE agrees that the quarterly summaries will be submitted for review and comment.

' However, it is DOE’s hope that a majority of the issues will be resolved proactively
through improved communications with the agencies, rather than through the comment-
response cycle.

Action: DOE will revise Section 8.3.3 to state that the quarterly summaries will be submitted for

: agency review.

Commenting Organization: USEPA Commentor: Saric

Appendix # A Pg#: A-13 Line # NA Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 7

Comment: Section A.5.2 proposes that hexavalent chromium be removed from the IEMP

' groundwater monitoring program, but there is no other mention of this hazardous

constituent in the appendix. Unless hexavalent chromium and its FRL are removed from
the ROD, this constituent should be included in the appendix. However, it is reasonable
to consider hexavalent chromium a "<N" constituent for which groundwater samples
should be analyzed only every 5 years.

Response: This comment is similar to Comment #50. Please refer to Comment Response #50.
Action: Refer to Action #50.

Commenting Organization: USEPA Commentor: Saric

Appendix #: C - Pg#: C-6 Line # NA Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 8

Comment: The text should be revised to refer to Section C.3.1.2 rather than Section C.2.1.2.
Response: DOE agrees with the comment.

Action: DOE will revise the text to refer to Section C 3.1.2 rather than Section C.2.1.2.
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- RESPONSES TO OEPA COMMENTS ON THE
INTEGRATED ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING PLAN, REVISION 2

Specific Comments

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA - Commentor: OFFO

Section #: 1.3 Pg. #: 1-5 Line #: NA , Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: The text states that the “criteria provide the basis for determining when project-specific

process control monitoring within environmental media will be considered by the affected
projects.” Who establishes the criteria? :

The second criteria is somewhat unclear. How does it provide a basis for project spemﬁc
monitoring implementation?

Response: The listed criteria were established by DOE and identified to the agencies during the
initial IEMP development process. With regard to the second criterion listed on page 1-5,
this bullet previously included text stating that it was developed specifically with regard to
remediation at the former sewage treatment plant. Although remediation at the former
sewage treatment plant is complete, this bullet will remain because remedial activities at
remote areas of the site, although not planned, are still possible.

Action: - No revision to the IEMP is required.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW

Section #: 1.3 Pg. #:1-6 Line #: NA _ Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 2 '

Comment: The statement is made that "The IEMP will provide a reporting link for pI'O]CCt-SpCClﬁC

compliance and process control results, as necessary, to fulfill its responsibility for
providing a comprehensive evaluation of sitewide environmental conditions.” The Ohio
EPA agrees that the IEMP should be the reporting link for project specific monitoring
results. The actual reporting of results via the IEMP has been less than expected. For
example Ohio EPA considers, the IEMP the reporting links for the results of sampling the
* storm water management pond in the waste pit area prior to discharge to Paddys Run.
Reporting of these results was not made until they were included as a response to
‘comment #8 of the 1999 Integrated Site Environmental Report. Included in the response
was the statement "This sampling is considered project specific process control sampling
and as such, will not be routinely updated in the [EMP annual integrated site
environmental or quarterly status reports.” Ohio EPA finds this response contrary to the
statement in the October 2000 revision C of the IEMP and contrary to Ohio EPA
expectation that results such as the date of discharge, total suspended solids and total
uranium results of the storm water management pond will be reported in a timely manner.
This data is useful in providing a comprehensive evaluation of sitewide environmental
conditions, particularly in evaluating pilot plant drainage ditch discharges to Paddys Run,
“and off site. Ohio EPA expects the IEMP to be the vehicle for reporting results such as
these.

Response: The referenced statement in the IEMP, Revision 2, is intended to mean that project-
specific data will be included in IEMP reports, as necessary, to explain situations or issues
that may arise based on IEMP sampling. This should not be construed as a commitment to
routinely submit process control or project-specific sampling data via the [EMP reporting
mechanism. However, since the Storm Water Management Pond is a direct discharge to
Paddys Run, this data will be provided to the agencies through the IEMP.
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14.
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Action: Data from the Storm Water Management Pond will be provided to the agencies in the
future through the IEMP Extranet Site. Project-specific data will be included in the [EMP
quarterly summaries and discussed in IEMP annual integrated site environmental reports
when the results impact an IEMP program, or if the data are needed to support or explain

other IEMP results.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW

Section #: 1.4 : -Pg. #: 1-6 Line #: NA : < Code: E

Original Specific Comment #: 3

Comment: This states that "The IEMP consists of seven sections and four appendices. The remaining
sections..." However there are 8 sections in the IEMP.

Response: DOE agrees with the comment.

Action: DOE will revise the text to state that “The IEMP consists of eight sections and four
appendices.”

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA : Commentor: DSW

Section #: 1.5.2 Pg. #:1-10 Line # NA Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 4

Comment: This section describes three conditions under which FEMP will give immediate

notification to Ohio EPA. Other required notifications of Ohio EPA are not included here,
including those which require notification within 24 hours per the NPDES permit or the
hazardous waste spill reporting requirements. ‘

Response: Section 1.5 refers to the role of the IEMP in remedial action decision making. National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System and hazardous waste notification requirements are
not under the purview of the IEMP and will be implemented according to the applicable
permit condition or regulatory requirement.

Action: No revision to the IEMP is required.

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor:  HSI GeoTrans, Inc.

Section #: 3 Pg.# 3-14 Line #: 5 Code: E

Original Specific Comment #: 5

Comment: The first sentence of the first paragraph should be included in the list of bulleted items that
precede the first paragraph. '

Response: DOE agrees with the comment.

Action: The first sentence of the first paragraph will be included in the precedmg list of bulleted
items.

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor:  HSI GeoTrans, Inc.

* Section #: 3 Pg#: 3-16 ' Line #: 13 Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 6

Comment: Well construction details for Extraction Wells 32446 and 32447 should be provided. A
review of the Specification Package entitled “Piping and Well Installation Specifications
for Two Additional Extraction Wells” dated November 1, but 1999 revealed no
construction details for these wells.

Response: The table below includes the well construction details for Extraction Wells 32446 and
32447, as well as, for the wells inquired about in Comments #19 and #20.
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16.

Top of screen  Top of Bottomof Bottom

Boring Northing 1983SP Easting 1983SP Ground MSL TPC MSL MSL screen  screen MSL of screen
22299 476215.3 1347976 535.76 538.91 508.56 26.75 503.56 31.75
22300 476246.4 1348374 576.44 579.49 507.37 68.8 502.37 73.8
22301 476183.6 1348844 576.37 579.21 507.99 68.3 502.99 73.3
22302 476345.87 1349374.36 576.92 579.56 490.53 85.23 485.56 90.2
22303 476499.1 1350130 580.87 584 518.96 62 513.88 67.08
32304 476189.3 - 1347991 534.22 539.7 437.39 96.5 432.39 101.5
32305 476243.7 1348406 576.56 579.07 440.3 135.2 4353 140.2
32306 476159.1 1348864 578.2 581.1 440.38 137.5 435.38 142.5
32307  476330.96 1349385.21 577.11 579.69 441.85 134.6 436.85 139.6
32446 476634 1349312 578.367 579.244 496.367 82 466.367 112
32447 477151411 1349421.932 574.528 576.39 504.868 69.66 459.408 115.12
62408 477796.7 1349819.79 577.52 580.48 503.02 74 493.02 84
62433 477179.25 1349732.94 572.55 575.47 501 71 491 81
6880 475064.47 1348588.55 581.86 584.62 - 505.39 76.4 -495.39 86.4
6881 475048.87 1349061.87 581.29 584.14 505.19 76.3 495.17 86.32
Action: No revision to the IEMP is required.

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor:  HSI GeoTrans, Inc.

Section #: 3 Pg.#: 3-23 Line #: 10 Code: E
Original Specific Comment #: 7

Comment:  Insert a space between “migrate” and “vertically.”

Response: DOE agrees with the comment.

Action: DOE will add a space between “migrate” and “vertically”.

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor:  HSI GeoTrans, Inc.

Section #: 3 Pg.#:3-27 Line #: 5 Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 8

Comment: The rationale for abandoning Monitoring Wells 2551 and 3551 should be provided.

These wells are located along the southwestern boundary of the uranium plume. Uranium
concentrations in Monitoring Well 2551 are often above the FRL. Although the
prevailing groundwater flow direction in the general vicinity has been indicated to be
toward the south and east, it would seem appropriate to maintain monitoring wells in this
area for monitoring the plume boundary. '

Response: The rationale for abandoning Monitoring Wells 2551 and 3551 has been provided through

‘ the weekly reports to EPA and OEPA. As noted in the March 2000 weekly reports, these
two wells were abandoned because the new landowner did not want wells on his property
and would not renew the lease agreement. Therefore the wells were plugged in
April 2000. DOE agrees that continued monitoring of the plume boundary in this area
would be useful; however, DOE is not prepared to take legal action against property
owners to gain access for monitoring wells. DOE is evaluating options for monitoring
wells on properties adjacent to the property where Monitoring Wells 2551 and 3551 were
located but has not yet reached any agreements for access.

Action: DOE will continue to pursue options for replacing Monitoring Wells 2551 and 3551 and
will keep EPA and OEPA apprised of progress via the weekly reports.
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Commenting Orgahization: OEPA Commentor:  HSI GeoTrans, Inc.

Section #: 3 Pg.#: 3-33 : Line #: 1 Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 9 :
Comment: It is indicated that weekly monitoring in selected Paddys Run Road Site wells will be

conducted to assess whether potential increases in South Plume Module pumping rates
will adversely affect arsenic concentrations in the plume. Samples will be collected
weekly for a minimum of three weeks after the increase. The data will be used to evaluate
the presence of an increasing trend. The increased frequency of sampling will be
discontinued if no increasing trend is observed. Will three additional samples be adequate
to distinguish an increasing trend from random noise in the data? Will the arsenic data
collected before the pump age rate increase be sufficient to establish any pre-existing
trends that could potentially mask the trend caused by the pump age rate change?

Response: The subject-monitoring requirement was establjshed to look for immediate arsenic
concentration changes resulting from "shocks" to the aquifer caused by over-pumping, not
subtle statistical changes. For the reasons presented below, it is felt that this approach is
adequate.

Pumping rates for the South Plume Module, and the effects that these rates have on the
Paddys Run Road Site plume, have been established through seven years of operation.
These rates are defined in Table 5-1 of the Operations and Maintenance Master Plan for
the Aquifer Restoration and Wastewater Project (OMMP). It is very doubtful that these
prescribed rates for the four leading edge wells would ever be exceeded because
operational experience has shown that doing so would compromise the objectives of
maintaining capture of the 20 micrograms per liter (ug/L) total uranium plume and
minimizing impact to the Paddys Run Road Site plume.

If the rates prescribed in the OMMP are ever exceeded, it is anticipated that it would only
be a short-term change. The concern then is that over-pumping for a short time could -
cause Paddys Run Road Site contaminants to be pulled to the South Plume pumping wells
before ever being detected. The minimum three-week look is designed to prevént that
from happening. Keep in mind that it is very doubtful that any pumping increases above
OMMP requirements for the four leading edge wells would ever be made, let alone last for
: more than three weeks. ‘
Action: No revision to the IEMP is required.

Commenting Organization: OEPA _ Commentor: -HSI GeoTrans, Inc.

Section #: 3 : Pg.#: 3-51 Line #: 17 Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 10 '

Comment: An analysis of water level data from well clusters installed in the former production area

indicates that slight downward gradients exist in this area. Given the existence of these -
downward gradients and that the clay interbed separating the Type 3 and 4 monitoring
horizons are discontinuous at some locations in the former production area, the Type 4
Property Boundary Program monitoring wells should be retained for monitoring as a
necessary precaution in the proposed plan.” These wells include the following: 4424,
41217, 4426, 4067, and 4432. An additional consideration for continued monitoring of
these wells is that they will provide the ability to verify that no impacts to offsite
groundwater quality in the Type 4 zone occur as the result of startup of new groundwater
restoration modules in the South Field, Pilot Plant Drainage Ditch, and Waste Pit areas. It
should be noted that in the 1997-98 IEMP, DOE included these five wells in the Property
Boundary Monitoring Program to monitor aquifer conditions through startup of the South
Field and Injection Demonstration modules. Likewise, monitoring the property boundary
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20.

21,

- wells during the startup of the new aquifer restoration wells planned for the South Field,
Pilot Plant Drainage Ditch, and Waste Pits areas should also be included under the
proposed plan.
Response: DOE disagrees that there are downward gradxents on the site that are of sufficient

» - magnitude to warrant continued monitoring of Type 4 wells along the eastern property
boundary. The voluminous amount of groundwater monitoring data collected to date
indicate that aquifer contamination from the Fernald site is found within the top 70 feet of
the saturated portion of the aquifer. The lower limit of the contamination correlates to
Type 3 monitoring well depths and that is why DOE is continuing to monitor Type 3
wells. Type 4 wells monitor the horizon just above the bedrock, typically about 125-135
feet below the water table.

Property boundary wells were monitored in the 1997-1998 IEMP (Revision 0) to satisfy
OEPA Directors Findings and Orders rather than because a cause and effect between
startup of restoration modules and Type 4 depths was expected. DOE does not understand
how the startup of new restoration modules, with well screens set far above the Type 4
monitoring well depth, would cause a negative impact to water quality at the Type 4
monitoring well depth. The partial penetration effect of extraction wells would pull clean
water up rather than push contaminated water deeper.

Action: As discussed with EPA in a conference call on January 16, 2001, DOE will: 1) contmue
to monitor water quality quarterly parameters in the Type 4 Property Boundary wells in
question (Monitoring Wells 4067, 4424, 4426, 4432, and 41217) once every five years;
and 2) add Type 4 Property Boundary wells to the quarterly IEMP water level monitoring

activity.
Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor:  HSI GeoTrans, Inc.
Section #: 3 Pg.#: Table 34 Line #: NA Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 11
Comment: Well construction details (northmg, easting, ground surface elevation, top of screen,

bottom of screen) are needed for the following wells shown in the table: 32446, 32447,
6881, 6880, 62433, 22299, 22300, 22301, 32305, and 32306.

Response: Please refer to the table in Comment Response #14.

Action: Refer to Action #14.

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor:  HSI GeoTrans, Inc.

Section #: 3 Pg.#: Table 34 Line #: NA Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 12

Comment: Well construction details (top of screen and bottom of screen) are needed for the following
wells shown in the table: 32304, 32307, 22302, 22303, and 62408.

Response: Please refer to table in Comment Response #14.

Action: Refer to Action #14.

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor:  HSI GeoTrans, Inc.

Section #: 3 Pg#:3-61 Line #: 18 ' Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 13 -

Comment: The IEMP data for each monitoring event should include the final turbidity levels

achieved for each monitoring well at the time of sample collection. In addition, the IEMP
data should include the filtered and unfiltered analysis-results for total uranium.
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Response: DOE will work toward including the requested information on the Extranet Site for data
collected beginning January 2001. When a filtered sample is required, total uranium
results of both the filtered and unfiltered samples will be provided on the Extranet Site.

Action: - As noted in the response.

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor:  HSI GeoTrans, Inc.

Section #: 3 Pg#: 3-74 Line #: 25 Code: E
Original Specific Comment #: 14 _ :

Comment: Change “concentrations profiles” to “concentration profiles.”

Response: DOE agrees with the comment.

Action: DOE will revise the text to state “concentration profiles”.

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor:  HSI GeoTrans, Inc.

Section #: 3 Pg #: 3-75 Line #: 26 Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 15

Comment: The text referenced indicates that groundwater monitoring changes will be communicated

through the yearly reviews and biennial revisions to the [EMP. The IEMP Quarterly
Report for Second Quarter, however, 2000 proclaimed that five wells had been plugged
and abandoned during that quarter. No mention of any planned abandonments was
provided in the November 1, 1999 Annual Review of the IEMP. Better communication is
needed regarding the justification and scheduling of monitoring well abandonment. As
required in the cited text, DOE should start communicating monitoring changes in a
timely manner. For example, the yearly reviews and biennial revisions should be used to
communicate the wells that are scheduled for abandonment in the coming year. For wells
that are to be abandoned because they are damaged, DOE should propose a schedule for
installing a replacement well, if necessary. If no replacement is to be installed, DOE
should provide a rationale for eliminating the monitoring location.

Response: The need to abandon the five wells abandoned during the second quarter of 2000 was not
known when the IEMP annual review was issued on November 1, 1999. DOE agrees that
timely communication of well abandonments is important. Currently there are four
conditions that justify abandoning a well at the site:

Not protective of the aquifer

In the way of surface remediation activities
No longer required

Landowner denies future access.

As early as April 1996, DOE had informed OEPA and EPA of their plans to abandon
monitoring wells that were in locations adversely affected by site remediation activities.
DOE currently has plans to abandon those wells recently noted in IEMP quarterly status
reports, in the weekly reports, and some additional wells in the South Field area. [EMP
Monitoring Wells 3068 and 3027 were recently plugged and abandoned in the South Field
area and in the waste storage area, respectively and Monitoring Well 21190 is still
scheduled for abandonment later this winter. Removal of these wells is necessary because
they are located in areas requiring excavation. DOE agrees with the commentor that
replacement of damaged wells should be evaluated and a rationale for eliminating a
monitoring location should be provided.

Action: DOE will remove Monitoring Wells 3068 and 3027 from the IEMP. For wells included in
the IEMP program, DOE will continue to use the weekly reports and the IEMP reports to
provide OEPA timely notification of monitoring well abandonment activities. As in past
years, DOE will continue to provide EPA and OEPA with a letter summarizing the yearly
abandonment activities. In cases where IEMP wells are abandoned because they are
damaged or in some way not protective of the aquifer, DOE will provide OEPA with a
rationale for eliminating monitoring locations for those wells not being replaced.
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24. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW

Section #: 4.2.2 Pg. #: 4-3 Line #: Bullet #2 Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 16 :
Comment: This references the surface water BT Vs protective of ecological receptors from the

OUS FS. The BTV used for uranium concentrations in surface water was 890 pg/L

(taken from Parkhurst et al 1984). Please note that DOE is currently using 150 pg/L

(eg. Depleted UF6 PEIS, Section D.2.6) which is taken from Hyne et al (1992). It does
not appear as though this will change the current sampling prescribed by the IEMP,
however it will be important to demonstrate concentrations below this value at the close of
remediation activities. : :

Response: The total uranium surface water benchmark toxicity value (BTV) was established in the
Remedial Investigation Report for Operable Unit 5 and subsequently reported in the
Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 5 and the Sitewide Excavation Plan. Any
revision of the surface water BTV for total uranium should be conducted as part of the
2001 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act five-year
review process. At that time, updated information, such as the Depleted UF6 PEIS, will
be evaluated to determine if the total uranium surface water BTV should be changed.
Until then, the IEMP will compare data against the approved BTV set forth in the
Operable Unit 5 remedial investigation/feasibility study process.

Action: No revision to the IEMP is required.
25. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA ' Commentor: DSW
Section #: 4.2.2 : Pg. #: 44 Line #: NA _ Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 17
Comment: The statement is made that "The single project-specific surface water monitoring driver is

the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan..." There are other drivers for project-specific
surface water monitoring (e.g. OAC 3745-01-04) and the word "single" is inappropriate.
Addressing the regulatory drivers for project-specific monitoring is not appropriate for this
document (see comment: Table 4-1).

Response: DOE agrees with the comment. The first three sentences of the paragraph cited will be
deleted. The fourth sentence will be added after the first sentence of the following
paragraph.

Action: As noted in the response.

26. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW

Section #: 4 Pg. #: 4-5 Line #: Table 4-1 Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 18

Comment: It is inappropriate to address/limit/describe project-specific drivers or monitoring in this

document. Project-specific monitoring is the responsibility of the individual project. It is
the responsibility of the IEMP to report the results of the project-specific monitoring and
to monitor the collective impact of remediation projects on a particular medium. Each
project must conduct its own ARAR and TBC analysis, including any specific concerns to
that individual project. This is beyond the programmatic scope of the IEMP. It would be
prudent for the IEMP monitoring group to work with the individual projects to develop the
most efficient monitoring plan for the individual projects. However, it is beyond the scope
of the IEMP to direct these sampling efforts. As indicated in section 4.3, the IEMP will
provide surveillance monitoring downstream from the project specific controls. This
essentially defines the programmatic boundary for surface water as the geographic
boundary of the specific project. Beyond that (geographic-programmatic) boundary is the
responsibility of the specific project and should be addressed on a project by project basis.

IEMP-NEW\2000\1 0-00\COMMENTS\US&OCOM. DOCVanuary 23, 200} 2:02PM m \\



27.

28.

29.

38474

Response: DOE generally agrees with the comment. The intent of t}us table is to delineate the scope
of IEMP versus project-specific sampling. It is not an attempt to limit or comprehensively
list and describe all drivers for project-specific sampling. Table 4-1 will be revised to
eliminate reference to the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. Project-specific
sampling results will only be submitted in the context of explaining an issue at a specific
IEMP monitoring point or at the specific request of OEPA or EPA recognizing the role of
the [EMP. To date, OEPA and DOE have agreed that the only project specific monitoring -
to be reported through the IEMP is the total uranium and total suspended solids data from
the Waste Pits Remedial Action Project Storm Water Management Pond. This was
deemed necessary, as it is a direct discharge to receiving waters.

Action: As noted in the response.

'Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW

Section #: 4 Pg. #: 4-15 Line #: Figure 4-3 Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 19

Comment: This figure shows the area in zone C (approximately from New Haven Road up gradient

half way to Willey Road) as groundwater discharge in all seasons. Iassume this is taken
from the level of groundwater (as indicated on the figure) and the level of the stream bed.
From personal observation, I have never seen groundwater entering the stream bed in that
zone. Many times the stream has been dry and I have seen areas further downstream with
-groundwater feeds, but never in the area indicated on the Figure 4-3.

Response: The purpose of this figure was to help justify the location of surface water cross-media
impact sample locations as noted on page 4-14. In light of this purpose, it is not necessary
to show anything other than the extent of the glacial overburden on the figure. Therefore
the figure will be revised to show where the glacial overburden is both present and absent
in Paddys Run and in the Storm Sewer Outfall Ditch.

As noted on Figure 4-3, the zones are based on 1988 through 1993 water level data. The
figure was imported to the [EMP directly from the Remedial Investigation Report for
Operable Unit 5. Since 1993 DOE has not had a formal program where Zone C was
routinely observed, nor have aquifer water levels been compared to the stream profile.

Action: DOE will revise Figure 4-3 to show where the glacial overburden is both present and
absent in Paddys Run and in the Storm Sewer Qutfall Ditch.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW

Section #: 4.4.2.3 Pg. #:4-16 Line # NA Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 20

Comment: See comment above (section 4.2.2) about revising the BTV for uranium in surface water
(from 890 pg/L to 150 pg/L).

Response: Please refer to Comment Response #24.

Action: Refer to Action #24.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW

Section #: 4 ' Pg. #:4-24 Line #: Figure 4-7 Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 21

Comment: The drainage to sample location STRM 4004 has been modified by the construction of the

haul road and wheel wash. It may be prudent to add a storm water sampling point up -
gradient from STRM 4004 to capture runoff from the haul road. There are a few places
along Paddys Run that have a drainage path cut from the haul road drainage.

Response: STRM 4004 is still believed to be a representative sample location given the storm water
runoff from the Haul Road. While DOE has not added a sample point, the latest revision
of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and the IEMP, Revision 2, identifies
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location STRM 4004A as an alternate point that should be sampled if flow at STRM 4004
is not observed. This location is approximately 525 feet north of the wheel wash facility.
It should be noted that SWD-03 and STRM 4005 are also under the influence of the Haul
Road, the sampling of which measures the impact on Paddys Run.

Action: Sample location STRM 4004 A will be added to Figure 4-4. Table 4-3 will be revised to
identify location STRM 4004A as the alternate sampling point for STRM 4004 for those .
instances when no flow is observed at 4004 or 4004 is not accessible.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW v
Section #: 4.6.1 Pg. #: 447 Line #: NA Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 22
Comment: With respect to the statement "To provide a better understanding of the uncontrolled

runoff flow patterns as FEMP remediation activities are occurring, updates of the
uncontrolled runoff flow directions will also be reported,” water has been diverted from
STRM 4004 with the construction of the haul road and wheel wash. An additional
sampling location should be sought up gradient (see comment on Figure 4-7)

Response: Please refer to Comment Response #29.

Action: No revision to the IEMP is required.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW .

Section #: 4.6.1 Pg. #:4-47 Line #: NA Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 23

Comment: Please change "If these constituents are not detected above FRLs in the surface water for

one calendar year of sampling...,” to "If these constituents are not detected above FRLs or
BTVs in the surface water for one calendar year of samplmg "

Response: DOE agrees with the comment.

Action: " DOE will revise the text as suggested in comment

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW
Section #: 4.6.1 Pg. #: 4-48 Line #: Last bullet (Community Concerns)  Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 24 :

Comment: There is a community organization called Friends of the Great Miami that has expressed
concern over Femald (see http://www.riversunlimited.org/page4.html). Has there been
any outreach to or communication with this group about their concerns?

Response: DOE has had no contact with this organization. As part of DOE’s community outreach
effort, this group will be added to the mailing list for Fernald’s annual integrated site
environmental reports.

Action: DOE will provide the Friends of the Great Miami organization with a 1999 Integrated Site
Environmental Report, and will add them to the mailing list for future integrated site
environmental reports.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW

Section #: 4.6.2  Pg. #:4-49, 4-50 Line #: NA Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 25

Comment: The IEMP annual integrated site environmental report should include a dose estimate
(DOE 5400.1).

Response: Prior to the implementation of the [EMP, a hypothetical dose due to the ingestion of water
from the Great Miami River was reported in annual integrated site environmental reports.
For example, refer to Chapter 6 of the 1996 Annual Environmental Report. This
hypothetical dose was approximately 0.01 millirem (mrem). Clearly, the ingestion of
surface water is not a significant source of dose attributable to site environmental
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emissions. The IEMP, Revision 1, Appendix C noted that dose from the surface water
pathway was not significant (i.e., less than 1 percent of the 100 mrem all pathway dose
limit) and that dose from this pathway would not be calculated and reported via the [IEMP
reporting process.

In accordance with DOE Orders 5400.1 and 5400.5, the dose assessments performed
under the IEMP should be as accurate and realistic as possible. Because neither the Great
Miami River nor Paddys Run is a source of drinking water, dose from the consumption of
surface water is not included in [IEMP annual integrated site environmental reports

Action:  No revision to the IEMP is required.

Commenting Organization: OEPA o Commentor:  HSI GeoTrans, Inc.

Section #: 5 Pg#:5-22 Line #: 8 Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 26 ‘

Comment: According to the sampling program, sediment samples will be collected annually in the
summer. Rather than stating in very general terms that the sediment sampling data will be
reported using the quarterly summaries, the reporting section of this plan should designate
the specific quarter in which new sediment sampling results for a given year will be posted
on the Data Extranet Site. '

Response: The availability of the sediment data will vary slightly each year because the collection of

- these samples is weather-dependent. The samples are generally collected in the middle to
late summer timeframe following spring rain events. This sampling timeframe allows for
safer and easier access to the sample locations (low water levels) and provides
representative sampling of recently deposited sediments. Also, the tasks associated with
processing these results, from collection, analysis, validation, and entry into data systems,
are all resource-dependent. Other projects at the FEMP also compete for these same
resources, and the non-critical nature of the sediment samples often means that other
projects receive priority. However, DOE will attempt to have these data available on the
Extranet Site during the fourth quarter of each year, and therefore, included in the fourth
quarterly summary, issued in January of the next year.

Action: As noted in the response.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW

Section #: 5.1 Pg. #:5-2 Line #: 1st paragraph Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 27

Comment: Does this mean that the IEMP sampling will be used as part of the project-specific

-sampling or that the project specific planning will use the IEMP data to produce their plan,
or something different or both? Please explain.

Response: The soil remediation project will further investigate and refine remediation needs for the
on-property drainages using historical IEMP sediment data to devise the pre-design and/or
certification sampling strategy. A future project-specific sampling plan(s) will address
these sediment-sampling objectives. At that time, the [EMP will be revised to identify
how the project-specific sampling will be integrated with the annual [EMP sampling in
order to avoid redundancy in sampling while ensuring that IEMP sediment monitoring

objectives are fulfilled.
Action: No revision to the IEMP is required.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW
Section #: 5.2.2 - Pg. #:53,54 Line #: last and first bullets Code: E
Original Specific Comment #: 28
Comment: The first bulleted item at the top of page 5-4 is actually a continuation of the last bulleted

items on page 5-3 and should not have a bullet mark, only be indented.

’
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Response: DOE agrees with the comment.
Action: DOE will revise the text to include the first bulleted item at the top of page 5-4 as a
continuation of the last bulleted item on page 5-3 rather than its own separate bullet.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW

Section #: 5.2.2 Pg. #: 54 Line# NA - Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 29 : ' , ,
Comment: We agree with the decision to continue sediment sampling believing it not only prudent

but valuable in establishing trends. Having data gaps during this period of remediation
could make it difficult to assess any upward and downward trends that may appear in the

future.
Response: DOE agrees with the comment.
Action: Sediment sampling will continue as described in the IEMP.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA . Commentor: DSW
Section#:5 Pg. #:5-5 Line #: Table 5-1 Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 30

Comment: It is not appropriate for the IEMP to address/limit/describe project-specific drivers or
: monitoring in this document. Project-specific monitoring is the responsibility of the

individual project. It is the responsibility of the IEMP to report the results of the
project-specific monitoring and to monitor the collective impact of remediation projects on
a particular medium. Each project must conduct its own ARAR and TBC analysis,
including any specific concerns to that individual project. This is beyond the
programmatic scope of the IEMP. It would be prudent for the IEMP monitoring group to
work with the individual projects to develop the most efficient monitoring plan for the
individual projects. However, it is beyond the scope of the IEMP to direct these sampling
efforts.

Response: DOE generally agrees with the comment. The intent of this table is to delineate the scope
of IEMP versus project-specific sampling. It is not an attempt to limit or comprehensively
list and describe all drivers for project-specific sampling. Project-specific sampling results
will only be submitted in the context of explaining an issue at a specific IEMP monitoring
point or at the specific request of OEPA or EPA recognizing the role of the IEMP.

Action: As noted in the response.

Commenting Organization: Chio EPA Commentor: DSW :
Section #: 5.3 Pg. #: 5-5, 5-6 Line #: NA Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 31 o

Comment: The section does not include the pilot plant drainage ditch, which, as noted in Section

4.4.2, has been a source of the south plume ground water contamination (along with
Paddys Run and the Storm Sewer Outfall Ditch). What are the plans of the [IEMP with
respect to the sediments in the pilot plant drainage ditch?

Response: Historical and current data indicate that very few exceedances of sediment FRLs
(radium and thorium only) have occurred downstream of the pilot plant drainage ditch
(i.e., in Paddys Run), particularly in the past five years. Storm water runoff controls
currently in place have had a dramatic effect in lowering the concentrations of uranium in
surface water leaving the site via Paddys Run. Furthermore, recent data (preliminary)
from pre-design sampling conducted in the pilot plant drainage ditch (outlined in the .
Project-Specific Plan for Pre-Design Sampling in the Area 2/Phase II ~ Parts 2 and 3)
indicate no FRL exceedances of sediment FRLs. Although preliminary soil data from
subsurface sampling (below one foot) in the ditch indicate that one sample exceeded the
soil FRL for total uranium, this will not likely impact downstream sediment

~
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concentrations. Planned sediment sampling in Paddys Run is adequate to show that the
project-specific sediment controls in place meet sampling objectives. Data collected from
the current IEMP sediment sample locations will continue to be evaluated to determine if
project-specific sediment controls are functioning adequately and to monitor for increasing
trends in sediment data.

Action: No revision to the IEMP is required.

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor:  OFFO

Section #: 5.5.2.2 Pg#: 5-16 Line #: -Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 32

Comment: This section addresses the former Agreement in Principle between the State of Ohio and
DOE. However, the AIP was dissolved about two years ago. Please remove this language
from the text. '

Response: DOE agrees with the comment. .

Action: The reference to the “Agreement in Principle” will be removed from the text.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA . Commentor: DSW

Section #: 7.6.1 Pg. #: 7-13 Line #: 3rd bullet _ Code: E

Original Specific Comment #: 33

Comment: The information under the third bullet on this page should not be bulleted as it refers to the
bullet above it (“Are community concerns being met through the produce sampling?).”

Response: DOE agrees with the comment.

Action: . The information under the third bullet will not be bulleted as it refers to the bullet above it.

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor:  HSI GeoTrans, Inc.

Section #: 8 Pg.#: 8-6 Line#: 8 _ Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 34 : : _

Comment: In order to maintain some structure to the IEMP reporting process, a specific time frame is

required for submittal of the quarterly summaries. A period of 30 days following the end
of each quarter would seem to be appropriate.

Response: - DOE agrees with the comment, but adds that for a 30 day turn around time on the
quarterly summaries to be appropriate, their content must be comparable to what has been
discussed with the agencies (refer to Comment Responses #3 through #6). If the content
of these submittals is increased, it may also be necessary to allow more time for their
preparation, review, and submittal.

Action: 'DOE will plan to submit the quarterly summaries within 30 days after the end of each
quarter. :

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA , Commentor: DSW

Section #: 8.2.1 Pg. #: 8-1, 8-2 Line # NA Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 35

Comment: Ohio EPA expects the IEMP to be the reporting link for project-specific environmental
monitoring as outlined in the comment above (section 1.3).

Response: Please refer to Comment Response #10.

Action: Refer to Action #10.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW

Section #: 8.3.1 Pg. #: 8-5 Line #: 1st bullet Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 36
Comment: ~ DOE Order 5400.1 prescribes the reporting of a potential dose to the public (I1,8,c) but is
omitted from the IEMP reporting strategy. Please explain.
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Response: The referenced section properly identifies DOE Order 5400.1 as a driver of the [IEMP
reporting strategy. Specifically, Appendix C of the IEMP contains and delineates the dose
assessment reporting requirements and methodology satisfying DOE Order 5400.1,
Section I1, 8, c.

Action: No revision to the IEMP is required.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA  Commentor: DSW
Section #: 8.3.1 Pg#: 8.5 Line #: NA Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 37

Comment: Not listed under the drivers is DOE/EH-0713T (Enwronmental Regulatory Guide for
Radiological Effluent Monitoring and Environmental Surveillance) (this is noted for being
listed in the references), 10 CFR 834 (Radiation Protection of the Public and the
Environment; Proposed Rule), or the new: DOE Standard, A Graded Approach for
Evaluating Radiation Doses to Aquatic and Terrestrial Biota (Available for interim DOE
use, DOE-STD-XXXX-00, Proposed). Please explain why they are not in the driver’s list,
or the references.

Response: The referenced documents and proposed rule are either guidance documents or draft

: documents and do not in and of themselves direct specific [EMP activities and are

therefore not considered drivers. Guidance documents may be considered in developing
IEMP monitoring programs. Promulgated final regulations will be reviewed to determine
if any changes to the [EMP are warranted.

Action: No revision to the IEMP is required.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: DSW ,
Section #: 8.3.3 Pg. #: 8-7 Line #: NA Code: C -
Original Specific Comment #: 38 '
Comment: The statement is made that the summaries “...will be submitted to the regulatory agencies

for informational purposes, and will not be subject to regulatory review and comment.”
Please be aware that, after reviewing the summaries, we may be offering suggestions on

* content/format. - Although not part of a regulatory review, we should not eliminate the
positive exchange of ideas for improvement.

Response: DOE agrees, and will continue to work cooperatively with EPA and OEPA through
several iterations of the new quarterly summaries to achieve a product that satisfies the
needs of all parties. Note that per the response to Comment #6, DOE has agreed to submit
the quarterly summaries for agency review. However, DOE anticipates that efforts to
improve communications with the agencies will allow the majority of issues to be resolved
proactively during the quarter, instead of through a comment-response cycle. '

Action: As noted in the response.

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor:  OFFO .
Section #: 8.3.3 Pg.#: 8-7 Line #: NA Code: C
Original Specific Comment #: 39 '

Comment: It is understandable that the quarterly summaries serve as documentation and the Extranet

Site provides the Agencies the data for “regulatory review.” However if there is a
discrepancy in the data, by what mechanism, other than the weekly conference calls, will
DOE use to resolve the issue? Ohio EPA’s concern is that in the likelihood of a “notable
event,” we wont be notified until after the fact.
Response: Under the new reporting structure, DOE is committed to improving communications with
: the agencies regarding IEMP-related issues, including data discrepancies and notable
events, both through the weekly conference calls and otherwise. In addition, [IEMP data
will be made available to the agencies via the IEMP Extranet Site up to a month before
submittal of the quarterly summaries, and the agencies can e-mail comments/questions
: directly through the IEMP Extranet Site.
Action: As noted in the response.
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Commenting Organization: OEPA " Commentor: OFFO :
Section #: 8.3.3, Figure 8-1 Pg.#: 8-9 Line #: NA Code: C

* Original Specific Comment #: 40

Comment: A) The text below Figure 8-1 states that the sediment data will be “added to the Extranet
Site as it becomes available.” If sediment is collected in June, wouldn’t data be
available by August? Figure 8-1 shows that the data would be reported in November
on the Extranet Site. Please clarify.

B) Insection 7.6.2, page 7-13 the text states that biota data will be available on the -
Extranet Site. However Figure 8-1, in section 8.3.3, does not show the month when
the data will be reported on the Extranet Site. Please clarify.

Response: The availability of sediment data will vary somewhat from year to year for reasons
discussed in Comment Response #34. These data will start being added to the [EMP
Extranet Site approximately three to four months after collection. Biota data will be
provided on the IEMP Extranet Site approximately four months after collection. '
Figure 8-1 does not identify a month when biota data will be added to the Extranet Site
because this figure only covers the 2001-02 timeframe, and no biota data will be collected
or come available during this timeframe. Biota samples are collected only once every
three years, and the next sampling event will be in 2003.

Action: No revision to the IEMP is required.

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: HSI GeoTrans, Inc.

Section #: Append. A  Pg.#: Figure A-1 Line #: NA Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 41

Comment: The first occurrence of “<N” below the second text box should be changed to “>N” to
indicate constituents that are not mobile and persistent but have been detected in the
GMA.

Response: DOE agrees with the comment.

Action: The subject text in the IEMP will be revised to read “>N”, instead of <N™.

Commenting Organization: OEPA - Commentor:  HSI GeoTrans, Inc.

Section #: Append. A Pg#: A-13 Line #: 13 Code: C

Original Specific Comment #: 42 :

Comment: The chromium investigation discussed in the 1998 Integrated Environmental Report
considered Eh-pH conditions in the GMA prior to the initiation of re-injection. Under
those conditions, it is agreed that hexavalent chromium species are not formed. The water
used for re-injection, however, is enriched in oxygen. Re-injection of this water,
therefore, has resulted in the establishment of conditions that locally are, at least on a
transient basis, favorable for hexavalent chromium species. The plot below compares the
Re-injection Demonstration Project Eh-pH data from the nine monitoring wells where
in-situ water quality data was collected with the chromium Eh-pH diagram. The data were
collected over monthly 24 hour periods in the year long data collection period for the
demonstration project. Approximately 20 percent of the measurements fall within the
region of the diagram where the hexavalent species chromate (CrO.4”) is stable.
Accordingly, DOE should continue to analyze groundwater samples for hexavalent
chromium collected in the vicinity of injection wells located in areas where trivalent
chromium has been observed or could exist because of previous site activities.
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Response:

Action:

Comments #1, #7, and #50 all pertain to monitoring for hexavalent chromium in the
aquifer. This issue was also discussed at a meeting held on November 14, 2000 at the
Fernald site. Based on the results of an investigation into the presence of hexavalent
chromium in the aquifer, completed in the spring of 1999, DOE has proposed to drop the
analysis of hexavalent chromium in the aquifer from the latest revision of the IEMP. This
proposal to discontinue monitoring for hexavalent chromium is based on the conclusion
reached from the study that hexavalent chromium was not present in any of the samples
collected and the Eh-pH conditions measured in the aquifer would not support hexavalent
chromium. '

DOE agrees that some of the measurements fall slightly within the CrO,” stability field, as
calculated for the maximum observed chromium concentration. However, it is noted that
the samples in the CrO,* field are predicted to be stable with respect to chromium VI from
a thermodynamic perspective. In reality, the kinetics of oxidation are likely to require
much higher oxygen levels and/or a catalyst to initiate the oxidation of chromium III or IV
to chromium V1. If the assumption is made that the oxidation kinetics are instantaneous
(a poor assumption), then the same assumption should be made for the reduction kinetics.
That is, as soon as the chromium VI migrates outside the slightly elevated oxygen, zone it
will be reduced to chromium IV or III. ' '

Although DOE believes that monitoring for chromium VI is not needed, the chromium VI
monitoring will be conducted every five years in areas near re-injection, as suggested by

the EPAs.
DOE will modify the IEMP by revising the chromium VI monitoring requirements as
noted in the response. :
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Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA ~ Commentor: OFFO '
Section #: 6.0 Pg #: General Comment Line #: ' Code: C.
General Comment#: 43
Comment: = References to "predecessor EMP" may be inappropriate. We have been operating with the
IEMP for 2 years. Consider only referencing previous version of [EMP. :
Response: DOE acknowledges the comment. As indicated in Section 6, the FEMP's Environmental
Monitoring Plan (EMP) provided the initial basis for the development of the IEMP.
Including references to the EMP within the IEMP is useful because it provides a link to
the historical documentation, monitoring programs, data, and reports that were considered
in the design and development of the [EMP.

Action: ~ No revision to the [EMP is required.

Corﬁmenting Organization: Ohio EPA _ Commentor; OFFO

Section #: 6.2.2 Pg #: 6-6 Line #: NA Code: C
General Comment#: 44 o .

Comment: The last sentence on this page states that, "The visible emission standard for asbestos is

closely tied to asbestos management, and is not within the scope of the IEMP". Which
organization is responsible for ensuring compliance with OAC 3745-20-06,
OAC 3745-20-07(A) and (C)?

Response: . DOE notes that the comment references sections of the Ohio Administrative Code (OAC)
that concern active and inactive asbestos landfills. At the FEMP, the on-site disposal
facility project, soil excavation project, and the Waste Acceptance Organization are the
organizations primarily responsible for ensuring compliance with OAC 3745-20-06,
OAC 3745-20-07(A) and (C). - -

Action: No revision to the IEMP is required.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA _ Commentor: OFFO .

Section #: 6.4.1 - Pg#:6-11 Line #: Code: C
General Comment#: 45

Comment: The "Program Expectations" should include data sufficient to determine compliance with

the radon concentration limits in Proposed 10 CFR 834. Proposed 10 CFR 834 isa
ARAR/TBC in the design packages for the Silos project.

Response: The proposed. 10 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 834 fenceline radon limit of
0.5 picoCuries per liter (pCi/L) above background (annual average) is a "to be considered"
(TBC) in the July 2000 Record of Decision amendment for Silos 1 and 2. The proposed
limit is also identified as a TBC in the Accelerated Waste Retrieval (AWR) Remedial
Design Package. As documented in the Remedial design Package for the AWR Project,
the maximum projected fenceline impact of radon emissions from the AWR Project is
several orders of magnitude below the 0.5 pCi/L above background at the fenceline limit
imposed by the TBC. In determining the stack alarm setpoints in the Remedial Design
Package, it was determined that the standard for worker protection (0.2 WL on site) was
far more limiting than the 0.5 pCi/L fenceline criterion based on modeling. Therefore,
AWR emission controls will likely achieve the goal of the proposed 10 CFR 834 by
adhering to the worker protection standard which is the limiting criterion. As necessary,
the AWR project will verify, by modeling actual AWR stack emission data, that stack
radon emissions did not contribute to any actual future exceedance of the proposed
0.5 pCV/L annual average limit.

It should be noted that the current detection limit of the IEMP radon monitoring program
is sufficient for determining if the annual average fenceline radon concentrations are
0.5 pCi/L above background. In fact, the annual average radon concentration at the
AMS-07 fenceline location was approximately 0.5 pCi/L above background in 1999,
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based on data reported in the 1999 Integrated Site Environmental Report. However, until
10 CFR 834 is promulgated and a guidance document on determining compliance is
issued, the implications of exceeding the proposed 10 CFR 834 limit at a single
monitoring location are not known. Given the current capabilities of the IEMP radon
monitoring program, there is no need to incorporate the proposed limits into the program
expectations for the IEMP radon monitoring program.

Action: No revision to the IEMP is required.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section #: 6.4.2.1 Pg #: 6-15 Line #: ' Code: C

General Comment#: 46

Comment: Total particulate data should also be used to evaluate the effectiveness of site-wide efforts
to minimize fugitive dust emissions.

Response: As stated in Section 6.4.2.1, the total particulate data collected at the fenceline monitoring

stations will be used to evaluate particulate loading on the filters. Particulate loading is
monitored to ensure that acceptable flow rates are maintained through the filter. The
radiological air particulate monitoring program and its associated equipment are not
designed or operated with the intent of monitoring fugitive dust emissions. Evaluating the
effectiveness of sitewide efforts to minimize fugitive dust emissions is outside the scope of
the JEMP. Fugitive emissions are monitored and controlled per the requirements of RM-
0047, Fugitive Dust Control Requirements.

Action: - No revision to the [EMP is required.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO _

Section #: 6.6.1.1 Pg #: 6-34 Line #: v Code: C

General Comment#: 47 o

Comment: The data evaluation for each section should also include the question, "Are the emission
control measures effective in maintaining exposures to the public As Low As Reasonable
Achievable (ALARA)?". :

Response: As noted in the response to comments on the IEMP, Revision 1, the effectiveness of as

low as reasonably achievable (ALARA) practices is primarily evaluated at the project
level for both occupational and environmental ALARA concerns. This is appropriate
because each remediation project is responsible for implementing ALARA throughout the

- project design, construction, and operational phases of the project life. The data collected
under the IEMP air monitoring program does not directly support determinations of the
effectiveness of ALARA practices because the data reflect a collective view of
environmental conditions rather than an activity-specific view. Focusing the assessment
of ALARA practices at the project level ensures that process improvements can be
implemented efficiently.

Action: No revision to the IEMP is required.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO _

Section #: 6.6.1.2 Pg #: 6-37 Line #: Code: C

General Comment#: 48

Comment: Include, "Are radon concentrations below the limits set in Proposed 10 CFR 834?". This
proposed rule is an ARAR/TBC for the silos project.

Response: Please refer to Comment Response #53.

Action: Refer to Action #53.
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Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section #: 6.6.2 Pg #: 641 Line #: Code: C
General Comment#: 49 , '

Comment: General Comment: Meteorological data should also be available on the extranet site.

Specific parameters should include temperature, pressure, wind speed and direction,
rainfall, and stability class.

Response: DOE agrees with the comment.

Action: The requested meteorological data are now available to the agencies on the IEMP Extranet
Site.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section #: 6.6.2 : Pg #: Line #: Code: C

General Comment#: 50

Comment: Data reporting over the extranet site should be flexible as use and availability of the data

are enhanced. Different parameters and/or organization of data should be allowed to
change to meet the end-users needs.

Response: DOE agrees with the comment.

Action: Development of the [IEMP Extranet Slte will be an ongoing process so that this site meets
the needs of the agencies.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section #:

General Comment #51 Pg #: Line #: Code: C
Comment: This appendix does not include a methodology for the assessment of dose due to radon

exposures. Radon dose has been historically been reported in annual environmental
reports and should continue. A radon dose assessment section should be added to this
appendix.

Response: The purpose of Appendix C is to provide a description of the technical approach for
conducting the annual radiological dose assessment to meet the intentions of DOE
Order 5400.5. Because DOE Order 5400.5 does not provide limits on the dose from
radon or a2 method for calculating dose from radon, a methodology for the assessment of
dose due to radon exposures was not included in the appendix.

The dosimetry of radon is a topic of ongoing research and there are several methods for
calculating dose due to radon exposures. These methods are briefly described in

Chapter 6 of the 1999 Integrated Site Environmental Report. Additional technical detail
on methods is provided in the technical reports referenced in the radon dose section of the
1999 Integrated Site Environmental Report.

Action: No revision to the IEMP is required.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section #: D.4.2 Pg #: D-10 ‘ Line #: Code: C

General Comment#: 53

Comment: Ohio EPA does not agree with the language suggesting wetlands will not be delineated.

As our response to DOE's letter on construction related wetlands states, each potential
wetland should be evaluated individually for a determination on the need for removal
and/or mitigation. The section should be revised to more accurately reflect the process for
evaluating these types of wetlands.

Response: DOE agrees with the comment. :

Action:. DOE will revise Section D.4.2 to state that wetlands formed incidental to construction will
be reviewed on a case-by-case basis.
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