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77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
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i L.i-~;.t;.,~n_--------- ' REGION 5 

e CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

Mr. Johnny W. Reising 
United States Department of Energy 
Feed Materials Production Center 
P.O. Box 398705 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705 

SRF-5J 

RE: IEMP, Revision 3 

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) draft Integrated Environmental Monitoring Plan (IEMP), 
Revision 3. 

This document describes the environmental plan for 2003 and 2004. 
U.S. EPA has enclosed several comments on the document. Therefore, 
U.S. EPA disapproves the IEMP, Revision 3 document. U.S. DOE must 
submit a revised IEMP within thirty (30) days receipt of this 
letter. 

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

Sincerely, /. 

~ 

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 

"DRAFT INTEGRATED ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING PLAN, REVISION 3" 

FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
I 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Commenting Organization: U.S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: Not Applicable (NA) Page No.: NA Line No.: NA 
General Comment No.: 1 
Comment: The Integrated Environmental Monitoring Plan (IEMP) 

should be revised to provide more information on how ce,rtain 
types of information will be communicated to the U . S .  
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.  EPA) and the Ohio 
Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) . Section 1.5.2 
identifies three situations that would require the U.S. 
Department of Energy (DOE) to immediately notify U.S. EPA 
and OEPA. Similarly, Section 1.5.4 states that decisions 
made by the Closure Project Management organization 
regarding adjustments to project activities will be 
communicated to U.S. EPA and OEPA. These sections should be 
expanded to describe the mechanism for notifying the two 
agencies. For example, the text should state whether a 
telephone call will be made and followed up with a written 
notification. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric . 
Section No.: NA Page No.: NA Line No.: NA 
General Comment No.: 2 
Comment: Section 1.6 states that the IEMP will be revised every 

2 years but that if necessary, immediate, specific IEMP 
modifications will be made as data are reviewed. However, 
the text does not specify how such modifications will be 
communicated to U.S. EPA and OEPA. The text should be 
revised to state whether the modifications will be submitted 
to the agencies in the form of a complete, revised IEMP or 
brief addenda. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Commenting'Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 1.5.2 Page No.: 1-10 Lines No.:8 to 11 
Specific Comment No.: 1 
Comment: The text indicates that DOE'S response to undesirable 

data trends will be documented in weekly teleconferences. 
Currently, the weekly teleconference agenda is stsuctured 
according to 'individual projects. Therefore, if IEMP data 
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are likely to be discussed in future weekly teleconferences, 
an associated item should be added to the agenda. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Table No.: 2-1 Page No.: 2-5 Line No.: NA 
Specific Comment No.: 2 
Comment: The table states that for Silos 1 and 2, an amendment to 

the record of decision is planned for regulatory agency 
review and approval. The table should be revised to clarify 
that for Silos 1 and 2, an explanation of significant 
difference is planned for regulatory agency review and 
approval. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 6.4.2.1 Page No.: 6-14 Lines No.: 7 to 19 
Specific Comment No.: 3 
Comment: DOE proposes to reduce the number of background stations 

for radiological air particulate monitoring from two to one 
by eliminating AMS-16. This proposal appears to be 
reasonable based on recent data made available on the IEMP 
Data Information Site. However, DOE should support the 
proposal by providing data to demonstrate that 
(1) monitoring results for the two background stations (AMS- 
12 and AMS-16) over the past 5 years are comparable and 
(2) eliminating AMS-16 as opposed to AMS-12 will not affect 
how data from other fenceline monitoring stations are 
interpreted. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 6.4.2.1 Page No.:, 6-15 Line No.: NA 
Specific Comment No.: 4 
Comment: DOE proposes to reduce the,frequency of thorium analyses 

from biweekly to monthly and to eliminate the monthly 
analysis during months when a quarterly composite filter is 
to be analyzed. Although the IEMP lists several factors 
supporting this proposal, thorium 230 remains the most 
significant radionuclide in terms of its contribution to the 
measured fenceline dose. Reducing the thorium analytical 
frequency during a period when cleanup activities are 
accelerating (as discussed in Section 6.1) seems 
questionable. 

In particular, thorium emissions associated with increasing 
the Waste Pit dryer production rate and beginning Silo 3 
operations are of concern. The IEMP states that thorium 230 
concentrations have remained comparatively stable as dryer 
throughput has increased, but the document should be revised 
to provide data supporting this claim (including project- 
specific monit'oring results). If the data demonstrate 
stable thorium 230 concentrations, monthly thorium analyses 
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may be appropriate during the period before Silo 3 waste 
removal activities begin. At that point, however, biweekly 
thorium analyses should resume until DOE can demonstrate 
that Silo 3 activities are not having a significant effect 
on thorium concentrations in air. 

-’ 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 6.4.2.2 Page No.: 6-19 Lines No.:18 to 28 
Specific Comment No.: 5 
Comment: DOE proposes to reduce the number of radon background 

monitoring stations from two to one by eliminating AMs-16. 
This proposal appears to be reasonable based on recent data 
made available on the IEMP Data Information Site. However, 
DOE should support the proposal by providing data to 
demonstrate that (1) monitoring results for the two 
background stations (AMs-12 and AMs-16) over the past 5 
years are comparable and (2) eliminating AMS-16 as opposed 
to AMs-12 will not affect how data from other fenceline 
monitoring stations are interpreted. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No.: 6.4.2.3 Page No.: 6-21 Lines No.: 8 to 12 
Specific Comment No.: 6 
Comment: DO,E plans to add five new direct radiation monitoring 

stations (locations 43 through 47) in the Silo 1 and 2 area. 
However, comparison of the new locations shown in Figure 6-4 
with the updated wind rose shown in Figure 6-2 revealed that 
all five locations are predominantly upwind of Silos 1 and 
2. A review of the data from the last four quarters on the 
IEMP Data Information Site revealed that direct radiation 
levels tend to be highest at location 22, the location most 
likely to be downwind of the silos. 
revised to (1) provide additional information on how the 
five new monitoring locations were selected and (2) explain 
why additional monitoring locations downwind of Silos 1 and 
2 were not considered. 

The IEMP should be 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section No. : 6.6 Page No.: 6-34 Line No.: NA 
Specific Comment No.: 7 
Comment: DOE proposes to reduce the reporting frequency for air 

monitoring data from quarterly to semiannual. In its 
summary of IEMP changes, DOE also commits to “continual 
posting of data to the IEMP Data Information Site as data 
becomes available.” These postings should not be limited to 
the raw data that currently occupy this site. The postings 
should also include the statistical summaries mentioned 
throughout Section 6.6, including the follow.ing: 
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"'Basic statistics, such as minimum, maximum, and mean" 
that will be "generated per sample location on a 
routine basis" for radiological air particulate data 
( s e e  Section 6 i 6 . 1 . 1 )  

"Basic statistics, such as minimum, maximum, and mean" 
that "will be. generated on a monthly basis" for radon 
data (see Section 6 . 6 . 1 . 2 )  

"Basic statistics, such as minimum, maximum, and mean" 
that "will be generated on a quarterly basis" for 
direct radiation data (see Section 6 . 6 . 1 . 3 )  
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