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UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
REGION I 

475 ALLENDALE ROAD 
KING OF PRUSSIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19406-1415 

August 9, 2004 

License No. SUC-1275 

SUBJECT: DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
CONCERNING APPLICATION FOR AMENDMENT TO LICENSE, CONTROL 
NO. 135163 

Dear Mr. Absolom : 

This is in reference to your letter dated June 15, 2004 requesting to amend Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission License No. SUC-1275. In order to continue our review, we need the following 
additional information. 

1. Your compliance approach does not appear to follow that recommended in MARSSIM. The 
null hypothesis recommended for use in MARSSIM is : "the residual radioactivity in the survey 
unit exceeds the release criteria ." This statement directly addresses the issue of compliance 
with the DCGL, and requires significant evidence that the residual radioactivity in the survey unit 
is less than the DCGL to reject the null hypothesis and pass the survey unit. Distinguishability 
from background is not addressed under this hypothesis. Additionally , Appendix 1A of your 
submittal , License Termination and License Release Plan (L TP) , Table 5-4, footnote 6, states 
that the alpha value in Table 5-4 is the acceptable level of Type I decision error, when the null 
hypothesis is that survey unit exceeds the cleanup standard. This statement is consistent with 
the recommended null hypothesis in MARSSIM . Please discuss the statistical methods you 
used for determining compliance to the DCGLs relative to the null hypothesis recommended in 
MARSSIM and presented in Table 5-4 of your L TP. Also please provide the retrospective power 
curves. 

2. MARSSIM recommends that when gross activity DCGLs are used, an appropriate weighted 
total efficiency should be used for the radiological surveys. Please provide the calculations for 
determining the weighted total efficiencies used for the rad iological surveys. If weighted total 
efficiencies were not used , please provide the basis for not using weighted total efficiencies . In 
addition , MARSSIM states that the total efficiency for survey instruments may be considered to 
represent the product of two factors , the instrument efficiency and the source efficiency. Please 
provide the instrument efficiencies and source efficiencies used in the determination of the total 
efficiencies for the radiation survey instruments used to perform the radiological surveys . If · 



S. Absolom 
Caretaker Office 

2 

the total efficiencies, please provide the basis for not using these efficiencies for determining 
the total efficiency. 

3. Please provide examples of the calculations for the MDAs presented in Tables 3-3, 4-3, 5-3, 
and 6-2. 

4. Please provide the method used to determine the mean cpm in Tables 3-11 and 4-10. Also 
please provide the standard deviation for these mean values. 

5. MARSSIM states that sample results should be reported along with their associated 
uncertainties. For smear sample results in Tables 3-13, 4-12, 5-9, and 6-5, please provide the 
uncertainties for the results and the standard deviation for the average results. Also, for the 
sample results in Tables 3-14 and 4-13, please define the reported uncertainties. For example, 
do they represent the counting uncertainty (at some confidence interval) or the total propagated 
uncertainty (at some confidence interval) . 

6. Section 5.3.3 of the report on page 5-3 states: "Per MARSSIM for Class 1 survey units, all 
direct and scanning measurements from each building were compared directly with the 
DCGLEMc for DU . A following sentence in Section 5.3.3 states: "Scanning measurements from 
Building 612 were not available to preform the DCGLEMc comparison. Table 5-3 indicates that 
the instrumentation used for the survey of Building 612 included a floor monitor. However, no 
scanning measurements are included in the data tables for section 5 of the report. Were 
scanning mea,surements made during the survey of Building 612? If so, please provide these 
measurements. Table 5-3 also reports an efficiency of 0.75% for the FIDDLER, resulting in a 
scanning MDA of 167,867 dpm/100cm2 which is above DCGLw for DU. The FIDDLER 
efficiencies presented in Tables 3-3 and 4-3 are 15%. Please explain the difference in the 
FIDDLER efficiencies. 

l.n accordance with 1 O CFR 2.390, a copy of this letter will be placed in the NRC Public 
Document Room and will be accessible from the NRC Web site at http://www.nrc.gov/reading­
rm .html. 

We will continue our review upon receipt of this information. Please reply to my attention at the 
Region I Office and refer to Mail Control No. 135163. If you have any technical questions 
regarding this deficiency letter, please call me at (610) 337-5214. 
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If we do not receive a reply from you within 30 calendar days from the date of this letter, we 
shall assume that you do not wish to pursue your application. 

Enclosure: 
1 O CFR Parts 19, 20, and 30 

cc: 
John Cleary, Radiation Safety Officer 

Sincerely, 

Original signed by James Kottan 

James Kottan 
Senior Health Physicist 
Nuclear Materials Safety Branch 2 
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety 



WORK AUTHORIZATION DIRECTIVE (WAD) 
BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (BRAC) ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 

AND FUNDS RELEASE DOCUMENT 

CEMP-Rl 

DIRECTIVE NO. BR-SEN-03-03 

ISSUED THRU: CENAD-PM-M (D'AGOSTA) 
TO: CENAN-PP-E (BATTAGLIA) 

ISSUED FOR: BRAC 95 ER at Seneca AD, NY. 

19 May 2003 

~ I/ Iv[ r J vr-,;e_ ~ ~~ 

1. Reference DA FAD, 15 May 2003, advice number 03-0002-00613. -rte.. /'e<1f 1 'y (/'lv (J 
/I.em/I(~ (JH .lr1✓tf (iv /vVL 

2. You are authorized Base Closure Account (BCA) environmental restoration funds to execute the t' ' 
following project(s). G--f-t '( (V~ , 

BRAC ROUND: (1 , 91, 93 , or 95) 95 increase X/decrease_reprog_ 

APPRN: 97 X/2008 0510.40!1 3 DIV/DIST: NAN ASN: 8011 

PROJECT AMSCO +/- ALLOCATION 

RAD 62366S13 + $ 130,000 

POC at CENAN-PP-E is Randy Battaglia, 607-869-1523. POC at CEMP-Rl is Bob Martin, 202-761-
4904. 

3. These funds are for the above specified projects only. The funds may not be transferred to other 
projects without approval and authorization of this office. 

4. These funds must be obligated within 30 days ofreceipt. If these funds cannot be obligated in 30 
days this office is to be notified immediately. 

5. Accounting and Reporting Instructions: 
a. Report all financial data on a monthly basis via the Integrated Command Accounting and 

Reporting (ICAR) System. 
b . Report excess funds to CEMP-Rl as soon as they are identified. 
c. Provide a copy of this WAD to your Resource Management Office. 

CF: AMC (ANDEREGG); CENAN-PP-M (DOWNING) 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Steve Absolom, SEDA DATE: February 27, 2004 
Tom Enroth, USACE, NY District 

FROM: Jacqueline Travers, Parsons 
Katie Kadlubak, Parsons 
John Hackett, Parsons 

COPIES: File 

SUBJECT: NRC Site Wide Evaluation Approach 

As we discussed during our conference call last week (2/19/04), the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) Region I has indicated that in preparing the license termination report for 
current licenses, they would like an evaluation performed of the "entire site". In their letter to 
the Army dated July 26, 2000, they state, 

" ... because you plan to terminate the license and release the entire facility for use, confirm that you will 
evaluate the entire site [including Building 612, the bunkers listed above, and any other facilities remaining 
on your site that were previously released for unrestricted use] to determine if the site meets the 
Radiological Criteria for License Termination specified in 10 CFR 20.1402, that any residual radioactivity 
from all facilities at your site does not result in a total effective dose equivalent (TEDE) greater than 25 
millirem per year to an average member of the critical group." 

In response to this comment, the License Termination and License Release Plan (L TP; ANL, 
2003), stated that 

"In addition to the buildings covered directly under the license, and in accordance with NRC's July 26, 
2000 letter to this effect, the entire site will be evaluated to determine that it meets Radiological Criteria 
for License Termination specified in CFR 20.1402 and applicable State criteria. This evaluation will 
include a review of any facilities previously released for unrestricted use and any facilities or areas 
currently undergoing cleanup. Historical survey records will be reviewed from previously released areas 
to evaluate whether they meet current release standards, while other ongoing radiological cleanups will be 
coordinated with license termination activities." 

The sites under the existing licenses with NRC include the following: 

• The 121 ammunition storage bunkers; and 

• Buildings 612, 5, 306, 2084, 2073, and 356. 
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Memo re: NRC Site Wide Evaluation Approach 

Other radiological sites not directly under a current license to terminate include the following: 

• The Pitchblende Ore Storage Igloos (SEAD-48); and 

• SEAD-12. 

Concerns were raised during our discussion last week, that if all sites are to be considered, 
certain areas still under investigation at SEAD-12 and SEAD-48 may impede the progress of 
license termination. Parsons was asked to come up with approaches to satisfy NRC's request to 
evaluate the entire site in the license termination process. 

Parson has considered two approaches. They are detailed below. 

Approach A: 

This MARSSIM-based approach involves determining the dose to a receptor at each Site at 
Seneca Army Depot, defined below. Approach A would be inclusive of botlh~ensed and non­
licensed activities and areas. The NRC-approved DCGLs developed by ANL are used in the 
process. The DCGLs are used directly to determine the dose from each area to file receptor, 
which is the resident farmer as outlined in the ANL LTP. Ratios are used with the DCGLs that 
are based on IO mrem/yr to determine what they would be for the NRC release criterion of 25 
mrem/yr. The attached Figure 1 is a flowchart of the Approach A process that is detailed step­
by-step below. 

Definitions 

Site: A collection of Survey Units that is evaluated against the release criterion of 25 
mrem/yr (e.g. , Bldg. 803, DU Ammo Storage Igloos). It is assumed that each 
Site is independent of the others, and potential dose contributions within the 
Sites are not additive. 

Survey Unit: An individual area within a Site from which data are grouped and evaluated 
statistically ( e.g., Bldg. 803 Room 2, Igloo A 1109). 

Evaluation Process 

Step 1: Identify Sites and Survey Units to be included in evaluation. Each Site is 
evaluated separately. Each Survey Unit within a Site potentially contributes to 
the dose at that Site. 

Site 
Number of 

I I 
Site 

Survey Units 

DU Ammo Igloos 120 SEAD-12 Bldg. 807 

Bldg 306 12 SEAD-12 Bldg. 809 

Bldg 5 15 SEAD-12 Bldg. 810 

Bldg 2073 3 SEAD-12 Bldg. 812 

Bldg 2084 3 SEAD-12 Bldg. 813 

Blgd 612 28 SEAD-12 Bldg. 814 

Bldg 356 1 SEAD-12 Bldg. 815 

SEAD-48 Interiors 19 SEAD-12 Bldg. 816 
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Memo re: NRC Site Wide Evaluation Approach 

Site 
Number of 

Survey Units 
Site 

Number of 
Survey Units 

SEAD-48 Exteriors 

SEAD-12 Bldg. 800 

SEAD-12 Bldg. 802 

SEAD-12 Bldg. 803 

SEAD-12 Bldg. 804 

SEAD-12 Bldg. 805 

SEAD-12 Bldg. 806 

11 

3 

26 

7 

6 

9 

SEAD-12 Bldg. 817 

SEAD-12 Bldg. 819 

SEAD-12 Bldg. 823 

SEAD-12 Bldg. 824 

SEAD-12 Bldg. 825 

SEAD-12 Bldg. 827 

SEAD-12 Exterior 

2 

12 

11 

Step 2: 

Step 3: 

Step 4: 

Step 5: 

Step 6: 

Identify the appropriate background among the following: 

• Igloo C0912 
• Bldg. 722 
• Bldg. 2078 
• Background soil used for SEAD-12 investigation 

For each Site, compare data from each Survey Unit with background (using WRS 
test) . 

• If Survey Unit is at or below background, the Survey Unit as a whole does 
not contribute to the dose (although individual measurement locations may 
contribute; Step 8). 

• If a Survey Unit is above background, it will make a contribution to the total 
dose for the Site. 

For Survey Units that are above background, identify/calculate the appropriate 
DCGLw from the ANL L TP: 

• Depleted Uranium Gross DCGLw 
• Pitchblende Ore Gross DCGLw 
• Individual Surface or Soil DCGLw 

Conduct a comparison between the above-background Survey Unit data and the 
DCGLw. 

• If the Survey Unit data are above the DCGLw, determine the cause of 
Survey Unit failure. 

For all Survey Units that are above background, use' the average survey 
measurement and the following equation to determine the resultant Survey Unit 
dose. The Instrument Count RateocGLw is the count rate equivalent to the DCGLw 
and 10 mrem/yr: 

Instrument Count Rate DCGL,., 

IOmrem/ yr 
= 

Average Count Rate 

Survey Unit Dose 
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Memo re: NRC Site Wide Evaluation Approach 

Step 7: 

Step 8: 

Compare each individual measurement within the Survey Unit with the 
appropriate DCGLEMC• If a measurement exceeds the DCGLEMC, determine that 
location's dose contribution using the following equation: 

Instrument Count Rate IXGL£\lc Individual Measurement 
!----------~~ =----------

] 0 mrem/ yr Location Dose 

For each Site, add the dose contributions from each Survey Unit within that Site. 

• If the Survey Units within a Site are at or below background and all individual 
measurements are below the appropriate DCGLEMC, the Site does not contain 
residual radioactivity above background and, as such, meets the release 
criterion. 

• If the total dose contributions from above-background Survey Units and 
individual measurements within a Site are less than 25 mrem/yr, the Site 
meets the release criterion. 

• If the total dose contributions from above-background Survey Units and 
individual measurements within a Site are greater than 25 mrem/yr, the Site 
does not meet the release criterion. 

• It is assumed that effects are not additive between Sites at Seneca Army 
Depot. 

Compliance Alternatives: 

The following may be appropriate alternatives if one or more Sites do not meet the release 
criterion of 25 mrem/yr. 

a) Average the dose over the surface area of the Survey Unit, Site, or multiple Sites (e.g .. , if 
Building 800 Room 1 contributes a dose of 30 mrem/yr and has a surface area of 60m2

, 

and the total surface area of Building 800 is 300 m2
, then the averaged dose over all of 

Bldg 800 would be 6 mrem/yr). 

b) Average the dose over time for Sites with multiple Survey Units. 

c) Reconsider the Survey Units assigned to each Site (e.g., divide the SEAD-12 exterior into 
individual Sites to be evaluated separately rather than additively). 

Approach B: 

This approach involves treating the sites currently listed under an active license differently than 
those not listed under a license. For those sites currently listed under a license, Approach A 
would be used . This would result in demonstrating that the currently licensed sites within SEDA 
meet the goal of having a TEDE below 25 mrem/yr to an average member of a critical group. 
However, Approach B would present the data from non-license related sites differently. 
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Memo re: NRC Site Wide Evaluation Approach 

In discussing SEAD-48, the license termination report would explain the following: 

• NRC had previously released the site for unrestricted use 

• Further investigation is being performed at this site and is being regulated by the New 
York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 

• Survey areas have been identified within SEAD-48 that do not meet the State's standard 
of 10 mrem/year. These areas are not related to commodities under the license and are 
being regulated by NYSDEC and USEP A 

In discussing SEAD-12, the license termination report would explain the following: 

• The site is currently in the CERCLA process under the authority of the USEPA and 
NYSDEC with the conservative release criteria of IO mrem/yr being used. Since this dose 
is less then half of the NRC's 25 mrem/yr, there would be a minimal contribution, if at 
all, to any cumulative site wide dose. 

• One area, EM-5, has been identified as having elevated levels of Pb-210. This is believed 
to be due to naturally occurring radiation and the Army is pursuing additional 
investigation of this site with NYSDEC and USEPA. 

• Potentially elevated areas were identified at two locations - the crane in Building 819 and 
the shelf in Building 803 . These areas are being addressed in coordination with 
NYSDEC and USEPA. 

We 'd like to discuss the approaches discussed in this memo with you at your earliest 
convenience. We are sensitive that while satisfying NRC's request for site-wide information, we 
not complicate the license termination process by involving a third agency at sites already under 
regulatory scrutiny. Please let us know if you would like us to set up a call for next week 
sometime. · 
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ME MORANDUM 

TO: Steve Absolom, SEDA DATE: February 27, 2004 
Tom Enroth, USACE, NY District 

FROM: Jacqueline Travers, Parsons 
Katie Kadlubak, Parsons 
John Hackett, Parsons 

COPIES: File 

SUBJECT: NRC Site Wide Evaluation Approach 

As we di scussed during our confe rence call last week (2/1 9/04), the N uclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) Region I has indicated that in preparing the license termination report for 
current licenses, they would like an evaluation performed of the "entire site". In their letter to 
the Army dated July 26, 2000, they state, 

" .. . because you plan to terminate the license and release the entire fac ili ty fo r use, confirm th at you w ill 

eva luate the entire site [including Building 6 12, the bun kers li sted above, and any other fac iliti es remaining 

on your site that were previously released fo r unrestricted use] to determine if the site meets the 

Radio logica l Criteri a fo r L icense Terminat ion specified in 10 CFR 20. 1402, that any resi dual radioactivity 

fro m all fac ilities at your site does not result in a total effecti ve dose equivalent (TEDE) greater than 25 

millirem per year to an average member of the criti cal gro up." 

In response to this comment, the License Termination and License Release Plan (LTP; ANL, 
2003), stated that 

" In additi on to the buildings covered directly under the license, and in accordance with N RC's July 26, 

2000 letter to thi s effect, the entire site will be evaluated to determine that it meets Radiologica l Crite ria 

fo r Li cense Termination specifi ed in CFR 20.1402 and applicable State criteria. Thi s evaluation will 

include a review of any fac iliti es previously released fo r unrestri cted use and any fac ilities or areas 

currently undergo ing cleanup . Hi storica l survey records will be rev iewed from prev iously released areas 

to evaluate whether they meet current re lease standards, wh ile other ongo ing radi ological cleanups wi ll be 

coordi nated with license termination acti vi ties ." 

The s ites und er the existing licenses w ith NRC inc lude the fo llowing: 

• The 12 1 ammunition storage bun kers ; and 

• Buildings 612, 5,306, 2084, 2073, and 356. 
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Memo re: NRC Site Wide Evaluation Approach 

Other radiological sites not directly under a current license to terminate inc lude the fo ll owing: 

• The Pitchblende Ore Storage Ig loos (SEAD-48); and 

• SEAD-12. 

Concerns were ra ised during our discussion last week, that if a ll s ites are to be considered, 
certain areas st ill under invest igation at SEAD-12 and SEAD-48 may impede the progress of 
license terminati on. Parsons was asked to come up with approaches to satisfy NRC 's request to 
evaluate the entire site in the license termination process. 

Parson has considered two approaches. They are detailed below. 

Approach A : 

T hi s MARSSIM-based approach involves determining the dose to a receptor at each Site at 
Seneca Army Depot, defined below. Approach A wo uld be inclusive of both licensed and non­
licensed activities and areas. The NRC-approved DCGLs developed by ANL are used in the 
process. The DCGLs are used directly to determine the dose from each area to the receptor, 
which is the res ident farmer as outlined in the ANL LTP. Ratios are used with the DCGLs that 
are based on 10 mrem/yr to determine what they would be for the NRC re lease criterion of 25 
mrem/yr. The attached Figure 1 is a flowchart of the Approach A process that is detailed step­
by-step below. 

Definitions 

Site: A co llect ion of Survey Units that is eva luated against the release criterion of 25 
mrem/yr (e.g., Bldg. 803, DU Ammo Storage Igloos). It is assumed that each 
Site is independent of the others, and potential dose contributions within the 
Sites are not additive. 

Survey Unit: An individual area w ithin a Site from which data are grouped and evaluated 
stat istically ( e.g., Bldg. 803 Room 2, Igloo A 1109). 

Evaluation Process 

Step 1: Identify Sites and Survey Units to be inc luded in eva luat ion. Each Site is 
evaluated separate ly. Each Survey Unit within a Site potentially contributes to 
the dose at that Site. 

Site 
N umber of 

Site 
Survey Units 

DU Ammo Igloos 120 SEAD-1 2 Bldg. 807 

B ldg 306 12 SEAD- 12 Bldg. 809 

Bldg 5 15 SEAD-12 Bldg. 810 

Bldg 2073 3 SEAD-1 2 Bldg. 812 

Bldg 2084 3 SEAD-12 Bldg. 813 

Blgd6 12 28 SEAD-12 Bldg. 8 14 

Bldg 356 I SEAD-1 2 Bldg. 815 

SEAD-48 Interiors 19 SEAD-1 2 Bldg. 816 
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Memo re: RC Site Wide Evaluat ion A pproach 

Site 
Number of 

Survey Units 
Site 

N umber of 

Survey Units 

SEAD-48 Exteri ors 11 SEAD-12 Bldg. 817 

SEAD- 12 Bldg .. 8 19 

SEA D- 12 Bldg. 823 

SEAD-1 2 Bldg. 824 

SEAD-1 2 Bldg. 825 

SEAD-12 Bldg. 827 

2 

12 SEAD- 12 Bldg . 800 3 

SEAD-1 2 Bldg. 802 26 

SEAD- I 2 Bldg. 803 7 

SEAD-12 Bldg. 804 6 

SEAD-12 Bldg. 805 l 

SEAD-12 Bldg. 806 9 SEAD-12 Exteri or I 1 

Step 2: 

Step 3: 

Step 4: 

Step 5: 

Step 6: 

Identify the appropriate background among the fol lowing: 

• Ig loo C0912 
• Bldg. 722 
• Bldg. 2078 
• Background so il used for SEAD-12 investigation 

For each Site, compare data from each Survey Unit with background (using WRS 
test). 

• If Survey U nit is at or below backgro und, the Survey Unit as a whole does 
not contribute to the dose (a lthough individua l measurement locations may 
contribute; Step 8). 

• If a Survey Unit is above background, it will make a contribution to the total 
dose for the Site. 

For Survey U nits that are above background, identify/ca lculate the appropriate 
DCGLw from the ANL LTP : 

• Depleted Uranium Gross DCGLw 
• Pitchblende Ore Gross DCGLw 
• Individual Surface or Soi l DCGLw 

Conduct a comparison between the above-background Survey Unit data and the 
DCGLw. 

• If the Survey Un it data are above the DCGLw, determine the cause of 
Survey Unit fa ilure. 

For a ll Survey U nits that are above background , use the average survey 
measurement and the fo llowing eq uati on to determine the res ultant Survey Unit 
dose. The Instrument Count RateocG Lw is the co unt rate equivalent to the DCGLw 
and l O mrem/yr: 

Instrument Count Rate DCCL,,, 

lOmrem/ yr 
= 

Average Count Rate 

Survey Unit Dose 
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Memo re: NRC Site Wide Evaluation Approach 

Step 7: 

Step 8: 

Compare each individual measurement within the Survey Unit with the 
appropriate DCGLEMC· If a measurement exceeds the DCGLEMC, determine that 
location's dose contribution usi ng the fo llowing equation: 

Instrument Count Rate ixcL1c"c Individual Measurement 
----------~~=----------

] 0 mrem/ yr Location Dose 

For each Site, add the dose contributions from each Survey Unit within that Site. 

• If the Survey Units within a Site are at or below background and all individual 
measurements are below the appropriate DCGLEMC, the Site does not contain 
residual radioactivity above background and, as such, meets the release 
criterion. 

• If the tota l dose contributions from above-background Survey Units and 
individual measurements within a Site are less than 25 mrern/yr, the Site 
meets the release criterion. 

• If the tota l dose contributions from above-background Survey Units and 
individual measurements within a Site are greater than 25 rnrem/yr, the Site 
does not meet the release criteri on. 

• It is assumed that effects are not add itive between Sites at Seneca Army 
Depot. 

Compliance Alternatives: 

The following may be appropriate alternatives if one or more Sites do not meet the release 
criterion of 25 rnrem/yr. 

a) Average the dose over the surface area of the Survey Unit, Site, or multiple Sites (e.g .. , if 
Building 800 Room 1 contributes a dose of 30 mrem/yr and has a surface area of 601112, 
and the total surface area of Building 800 is 300 ni2, then the averaged dose over all of 
Bldg 800 wou ld be 6 mrem/yr). 

b) Average the dose over time for Sites with multiple Survey Units. 

c) Reconsider the Survey Units ass igned to each Site (e.g., divide the SEAD-12 exterior into 
individual Sites to be eva luated separately rather than add itive ly). 

Approach B: 

This approach involves treating the sites currently listed under an active license differently than 
those not li sted under a license. For those sites currently listed under a license, Approach A 
wou ld be used . This would result in demonstrating that the cu rrently licensed sites within SEDA 
meet the goa l of having a TEDE below 25 mrem/yr to an average member of a critical group. 
However, Approach B wou ld present the data from non-license related sites differently. 
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Memo re: NRC Site Wide Evaluation Approach 

In discussing SEAD-48, the license termination report would explain the following: 

• NRC had previously released the site for unrestricted use 

• Further investigation is being performed at this site and is being regulated by the New 
York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 

• Survey areas have been identified within SEAD-48 that do not meet the State's standard 
of 10 mrem/year. These areas are not related to commodities under the I icense and are 
being regulated by NYSDEC and USEPA 

In discussing SEAD-12, the license termination report would explain the following: 

• The site is currently in the CERCLA process under the authority of the USEPA and 
NYSDEC with the conservative release criteria of 10 mrem/yr being used. Since this dose 
is less then half of the NRC's 25 mrem/yr, there would be a minima l contribution, if at 
all, to any cumulative site wide dose. 

• One area, EM-5, has been identified as having elevated levels of Pb-210. This is believed 
to be due to naturally occurring radiation and the Army is pursuing additional 
investigation of this site with NYSDEC and USEPA. 

• Potentially elevated areas were identified at two locations - the crane in Bui !ding 819 and 
the shelf in Building 803. These areas are being addressed in coordination with 
NYSDEC and USEPA. 

We'd like to discuss the approaches discussed in this memo with you at your earliest 
convenience . We are sensitive that wh ile satisfying NRC ' s request for site-wide information, we 
not complicate the license termination process by involving a third agency at sites already under 
regulatory scrutiny. Please let us know if you would like us to set up a call for next week 
sometime. 

P:\NRC Term\Final Status Survey\Evalua tion Approach\NRC Approach Memo - 2-27-04 .doc 
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No. 02-120 October 10, 2002 

NRC SIGNS MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
WITH EPA ON CLEANUP OF RADIOACTIVELY CONTAMINATED SITES 

On October 9 the Nuclear Regulatory Commission signed an agreement with the Environmental 
Protection Agency on the radiological decommissioning and decontamination ofNRC-licensed sites. 

The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed by NRC and EPA provides that EPA will 
defer exercise of authority under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (Superfund) for the majority of facilities decommissioned under NRC authority. The 
MOU includes provisions for NRC and EPA consultation for certain sites when, at the time of license 
termination, ( 1) groundwater contamination exceeds EPA-permitted levels; (2) NRC contemplates 
restricted release of the site; and/or (3) residual radioactive soil concentrations exceed levels defined in 
the MOU. 

The MOU responds to a 1999 report from the House Committee on Appropriations that stated: 
"In the interest of ensuring that sites do not face dual regulation, the Committee strongly encourages 
both agencies to enter into an MOU which clarifies the circumstances for EPA's involvement at NRC 
sites when requested by the NRC." The MOU also is responsive to a Government Accounting Office 
report issued in 2000. 

The MOU does not fully meet the intent of the Appropriations Committee because the threat of 
dual regulation remains for certain licensees. Thus, although the MOU reduces dual jurisdiction, the 
NRC will continue efforts to seek legislation that would eliminate the possibility of dual regulation of 
all NRC decommissioning licensees. 

The MOU does not impose any new requirements on NRC licensees and will reduce the 
involvement of EPA with NRC licensees who are decommissioning. Most sites are expected to meet 
the NRC criteria for unrestricted use, and NRC believes that only a few sites will have groundwater or 
soil contamination in excess of the levels specified in the MOU which trigger consultation with EPA. 
If there are other hazardous materials on the site, EPA may be involved in cleanup. 

### 



MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN 
THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY AND 

THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

CONSULTATION AND FINALITY ON DECOMMISSIONING AND DECONTAMINATION OF 
CONTAMINATED SITES 

I. Introduction 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), in 
recognition of their mutual commitment to protect the public health and safety and the 
environment, are entering into this Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in order to establish a 
basic framework for the relationship of the agencies in the radiological decommissioning and 
decontamination of NRG-licensed sites. Each Agency is entering into this MOU in order to 
facilitate decision-making. It does not establish any new requirements or rights on parties not 
subject to this agreement. 

II. Purpose 

The purpose of this MOU is to identify the interactions of the two agencies for the 
decommissioning and decontamination of NRG-licensed sites and to indicate the way in which 
those interactions will take place. Except for Section VI , addressing corrective action under the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), this MOU is limited to the coordination 
between EPA, when acting under its Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation 
and Liability Act (CERCLA) authority, and NRC, when a facility licensed by the NRC is 
undergoing decommissioning, or when a facility has completed decommissioning, and the NRC 
has terminated its license. It continues a basic policy of EPA deferral to NRC decision-making in 
the decommissioning of NRG-licensed sites except in certain circumstances, and establishes 
the procedures to govern the relationship between the agencies in connection with the 
decommissioning of sites at which those circumstances arise. 

Ill. Background 

An August 3, 1999, report (106-286) from the House Committee on Appropriations to 
accompany the bill covering EPA's FY1999 Appropriations/FY 2000 budget request states: 

Once again the Committee notes that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) has and will continue to remediate sites under its jurisdiction to a level that 
fully protects public health and safety, and believes that any reversal of the 
long-standing policy of the Agency to defer to the NRC for cleanup of NRC's 
licensed sites is not a good use of public or private funds. The interaction of the 
EPA with the NRC, NRC licensees, and others, with regard to sites being 
remediated under NRC regulatory requirements--when not specifically requested 
by the NRC--has created stakeholder concerns regarding the authority and finality 
of NRC licensing decisions, the duration and costs of site cleanup, and the 
potential future liability of parties associated with affected sites . However, the 
Committee recognizes that there may be circumstances at specific NRC 
licensed sites where the Agency's expertise may be of critical use to the NRC. In 
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the interest of ensuring that sites do not face dual regulation , the Committee 
strongly encourages both agencies to enter into an MOU wh ich clarifies the 
circumstances for EPA's involvement at NRG sites when requested by the NRG. 
The EPA and NRG are directed to report to the Committee on Appropriations no 
later than May 1, 2000, on the status of the development of such an MOU . 

Since September 8, 1983, EPA has generally deferred listing on the CERCLA National Priorities 
List (NPL) those sites that are subject to NRC's licensing authority, in recognition that NRC's 
actions are believed to be consistent with the CERCLA requirement to protect human health and 
the environment. However, as EPA indicated in the Federal Register notice announcing the 
policy of CERCLA deferral to NRG, if EPA "determines that sites which it has not listed as a 
matter of policy are not being properly responded to , the Agency will consider listing those sites 
on the NPL" (see 48 FR 40658). 

EPA reaffirms its previous 1983 deferral policy. EPA expects that any need for EPA CERCLA 
involvement in the decommissioning of NRG licensed sites should continue to occur very 
infrequently because EPA expects that the vast majority of facilities decommissioned under 
NRG authority will be decommissioned in a manner that is fully protective of human health and 
the environment. By this MOU, EPA agrees to a deferral policy regarding NRG decision-making 
without the need for consultation except in certain limited circumstances as specified in 
paragraphs V.C.2 and V.C.3. 

One set of circumstances in which continued consultation should occur, pursuant to the 
procedures defined herein, relates to sites at which the NRG determines during the license 
termination process that there is radioactive ground-water contamination above certain limits. 
Pursuant to its License Termination rule, NRG applies a dose criterion that encompasses all 
pathways, including ground water. In its cleanup of sites pursuant to CERCLA, by contrast, EPA 
customarily establishes a separate ground-water cleanup standard in which it applies certain 
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs, found at 40 CFR 141) promulgated for radionuclides and 
other substances pursuant to the Safe Drinking Water Act. NRG has agreed in this MOU to 
consult with EPA on the appropriate approach in responding to the circumstances at particular 
sites with ground-water contamination at the time of license termination in excess of EPA's 
MC Ls or those sites for which NRG contemplates either restricted release or the use of alternate 
criteria for license termination, or radioactive contamination at the time of license termination 
exceeds the corresponding levels in Table 1 as provided in Section V.C.2. 

IV. Principles 

In carrying out their respective responsibilities , the EPA and the NRG will strive to: 

1. Establish a stable and predictable regulatory environment with respect to EPA's 
CERCLA authority in and NRC's decommissioning of contaminated sites. 

2. Ensure, to the extent practicable, that the responsibilities of the NRG under the AEA and 
the responsibilities of EPA under CERCLA are implemented in a coordinated and 
consistent manner. 
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V. Implementation 

A. Scope 

This MOU is intended to address issues related to the EPA involvement under CERCLA in the 
cleanup of radiologically contaminated sites under the jurisdiction of the NRC. EPA will continue 
its CERCLA policy of September 8, 1983, which explains how EPA implements deferral 
decisions regarding listing on the NPL of any sites that are subject to NRC's licensing authority. 
The NRC's review of sites under NRC jurisdiction indicates that few of these sites have 
radioactive ground-water contamination in excess of the EPA's MCLs. At those sites at which 
NRC determines during the license termination process that there is radioactive ground-water 
contamination above the relevant EPA MCLs, NRC will consult with EPA and, if necessary, 
discuss with EPA the use of flexibility under EPA's phased approach to addressing ground-water 
contamination . NRC has agreed in this MOU to consult with EPA on the appropriate approach in 
responding to the circumstances at particular sites where ground-water contamination will 
exceed EPA's MCLs, NRC contemplates either restricted release or the use of alternate criteria 
for license termination, or radioactive contamination at the time of license termination exceeds 
the corresponding levels in Table 1 as provided in Section V.C.2. 

B. General 

Each agency will keep the other agency generally informed of its relevant plans and schedules , 
will respond to the other agency's requests for information to the extent reasonable and 
practicable , and will strive to recognize and ameliorate to the extent practicable any problems 
arising from implementation of this MOU. 

C. NRC Responsibilities 

1. NRC will continue to ensure remediation of sites under its jurisdiction to a level that fully 
protects public health and safety. 

2. For NRG-licensed sites at which NRC determines during the license termination process 
that there is radioactive ground-water contamination in excess of EPA's MCLs, or for which 
NRC contemplates either restricted release (10 CFR 20.1403) or the use of alternate 
criteria for license termination (10 CFR 20.1404 ), NRC will seek EPA's expertise to assist 
in NRC's review of a decommissioning or license termination plan . In addition, NRC will 
consult with EPA if either the planned level of residual radioactive soil concentrations in the 
proposed action or the actual residual level of radioactive soil concentrations found in the 
final site survey exceed the radioactive soil concentration in Table 1. With respect to all 
such sites, the NRC will consult with EPA on the application of the NRC decommissioning 
requirements and will take such action as the NRC determines to be appropriate based on 
its consultation with EPA. For example, if NRC determines during the license termination 
process that there will be radioactive ground-water contamination in excess of EPA's 
MCLs at the time of license termination , then NRC will discuss with EPA the use of 
flexibility under EPA's phased approach for addressing ground-water contamination . If 
NRC does not adopt recommendations provided by the EPA, NRC will inform EPA of the 
basis for its decision not to do so. 
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3. NRC will defer to EPA regarding matters involving hazardous materials not under NRC's 
jurisdiction . 

D. EPA Responsibilities 

1. If the NRC requests EPA's consultation on a decommissioning plan or license termination 
plan, EPA will provide, within 90 days of NRC's notice to EPA, written notification of its 
views on the matter. 

2. Consistent with this MOU , EPA agrees to a policy of deferral to NRC decision making on 
decommissioning without the need for consultation on sites other than those presenting 
the circumstances described in Sections V.C.2 and V.C.3 . The agencies will consult with 
each other pursuant to the provisions of this MOU with respect to those sites presenting 
the circumstances described in Sections V.C.2 and V.C.3. EPA does not expect to 
undertake CERCLA actions related to radioactive contamination at a site that has been 
decommissioned in compliance with the NRC's standards, including a site addressed 
under Section V.C.2 , despite the agencies decision to engage in consultation on such 
sites. EPA's deferral policy, and its expectation of not taking CERCLA action, continues to 
apply to sites that are covered under Section V.C.2. 

3. For NRG-licensed sites presenting the circumstances described in Section V.C.2 and for 
which NRC has not adopted the EPA recommendation, EPA will consult with NRC on any 
CERCLA actions EPA expects to take if EPA does not agree with the NRC's decision . 

4. EPA will resolve any CERCLA concerns involving hazardous substances outside of NRC's 
jurisdiction at NRC licensed sites, including concerns involving hazardous constituents that 
are not under the authority of NRC. As provided in Section V.D.2, EPA under CERCLA will 
defer or consult with NRC as appropriate regarding matters involving AEA materials under 
NRC's jurisdiction. 

E. Other Provisions 

1. Nothing in this MOU shall be deemed to establish any right nor provide a basis for any 
action, either legal or equitable by any person , or class of persons challenging a 
government action or failure to act. 

2. Each agency will appoint a designated contact for implementation of this MOU . The 
designated individuals will meet at least annually or at the request of either agency to 
review NRG-licensed sites that meet the criteria for consultation pursuant to Section V.C.2. 
The NRC designated contact is the Director, Office of Nuclear Materials Safety and 
Safeguards, and the EPA designated contact is the Director Office of Emergency and 
Remedial Response, or as each designee delegates. 

3. This MOU will remain in effect until terminated by the written notice of either party 
submitted six months in advance of termination. 

4. Within six months of the execution of this MOU, each party will revise its guidance to its 
Headquarters and Regional Offices to reflect the terms of this MOU. 
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5.. If differences arise that cannot be resolved by senior EPA and NRC management within 90 
days, then either se.nior l:PA or NRC management may raise the issue to their respective 
agency head. 

Section VI. Corrective Action under RCRA 

Some NRC sites undergoing decommissioning may be sllbject to cleanup under RCRA 
corrective action authority. This authority, administered either by EPA or authorized states, 
requires cleanup of releases of hazardous waste or constituents at hazardous waste treatment, 
storage or disposal facilities. NRC sites ~ubject to ~CRA corrective action will be expected to 
m.eet(RCRAc::leanup stanoards for chemical contamination within EPA's jurisdiction. EPA . 
Office of Solid Waste's policy is to encourage re.gional and State program implementers to 
coordinate RCRA cleanups with decommissioning, as appropriate, at those NRC sites subjec( 
to EPA's corrective action authority.1 

EPA will continue to support coordination of cleanups under the RCRA corrective action 
program with decommissi.oning at NRC sites consistent with its March 5, 1997 policy. In 
addition, under RCRA the majority of States are authorized to implement the corrective action 
requirements. States are not signatories to this MOU; however, EPA will encourage States to 
act in accordance with this policy where they have responsibility for RCRA corrective action at 
NRC sites undergoing decommissioning. 

Items 1 and 3 of the "Other Provisions" of Section V. 

. . • • . SEP 30 !m 
.,...l,.&+11~---~----

Christine T. Whitman Date Ric ard A. Meserve · Date 
Adrninistrator Chairman 
US Environmental Protection Agency US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

1See letter from Elizabeth Cotsworth, Acting Director, Office of Solid Waste to James R. 
Roewer, USWAG, dated March 5, 1997. 
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5. If differences arise that cannot be resolved by senior EPA and NRC management within 90 
days, then either senior EPA or NRC management may raise the issue to their respective 
agency head. 

Section VI. Corrective Action under RCRA 

Some NRC sites undergoing decommissioning may be subject to cleanup under RCRA 
corrective action authority. This authority, administered either by EPA or authorized states, 
requires cleanup of releases of hazardous waste or constituents at hazardous waste treatment, 
storage or disposal facilities. NRC sites subject to RCRA corrective action will be expected to 
meet RCRA cleanup standards for chemical contamination within EPA's jurisdiction . EPA 
Office of Solid Waste's policy is to encourage regional and State program implementers to 
coordinate RCRA cleanups with decommissioning, as appropriate, at those NRC sites subject 
to EPA's corrective action authority.1 

EPA will continue to support coordination of cleanups under the RCRA corrective action 
program with decommissioning at NRC sites consistent with its March 5, 1997 policy. In 
addition, under RCRA the majority of States are authorized to implement the corrective action 
requirements. States are not signatories to this MOU; however, EPA will encourage States to 
act in accordance with this policy where they have responsibility for RCRA corrective action at 
NRC sites undergoing decommissioning. 

Items 1 and 3 of the "Other Provisions" of Section V.E. apply to this section. 

Christine T. Whitman 
Administrator 

Date 

US Environmental Protection Agency 

Richard A. Meserve 
Chairman 

Date 

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
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MOU Table 1: Consultation Triggers for Residential 
and Commercial/Industrial Soil Contamination 

Except for radium-226, thorium-232, or total uranium, concentrations should be 
aggregated using a sum of the fraction approach to determine site specific consultation 

trigger concentrations. This table is based on single contaminant concentrations for 
residential and commercial/industrial land use when using generally accepted exposure 

parameters . Table users should select the appropriate column based on the site's 
reasonably anticipated land use. 

Residential Industrial/Commercial 
Radionuclide Soil Concentration Soil Concentration 

H-3 228 pCi/g 423 pCi/g 

C-14 46 pCi/g 123,000 pCi/g 

Na-22 9 pCi/g 14 pCi/g 

S-35 19,600 pCi/g 32,200,000 pCi/g 

Cl-36 6 pCi/g 10,700 pCi/g 

Ca-45 13,500 pCi/g 3,740,000 pCi/g 

Sc-46 105 pCi/g 169 pCi/g 

Mn-54 69 pCi/g 112 pCi/g 

Fe-55 269,000 pCi/g 2,210,000 pCi/g 

Co-57 873 pCi/g 1,420 pCi/g 

Co-60 4 pCi/g 6 pCi/g 

Ni-59 20,800 pCi/g 1,230,000 pCi/g 

Ni-63 9,480 pCi/g 555,000 pCi/g 

Sr-90+D 23 pCi/g 1,070 pCi/g 

Nb-94 2 pCi/g 3 pCi/g 

Tc-99 25 pCi/g 89,400 pCi/g 

I-129 60 pCi/g 1,080 pCi/g 

Cs-134 16 pCi/g 26 pCi/g 

Cs-137+D 6 pCi/g 11 pCi/g 

Eu-152 4 pCi/g 7 pCi/g 

Eu-154 5 pCi/g 8 pCi/g 
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MOU Table 1: Consultation Triggers for Residential 
and Commercial/Industrial Soil Contamination 

Except for radium-226, thorium-232, or total uranium, concentrations should be 
aggregated using a sum of the fraction approach to determine site specific consultation 
trigger concentrations. This table is based on single contaminant concentrations for 

residential and commercial/industrial land use when using generally accepted exposure 
parameters. Table users should select the appropriate column based on the site's 

reasonably anticipated land use. 

Residential Industrial/Commercial 
Radionuclide Soil Concentration Soil Concentration 

Ir-192 336 pCi/g 544 pCi/g 

Pb-210+D 15 pCi/g 123 pCi/g 

Ra-226 5 pCi/g 5 pCi/g 

Ac-227+D 10 pCi/g 21 pCi/g 

Th-228+D 15 pCi/g 25 pCi/g 

Th-232 5 pCi/g 5 pCi/g 

U-234 401 pCi/g 3,310 pCi/g 

U-235+D 20 pCi/g 39 pCi/g 

U-238+D 74 pCi/g 179 pCi/g 

total uranium 47 mg/kg 1230 mg/kg 

Pu-238 297 pCi/g 1,640 pCi/g 

Pu-239 259 pCi/g 1,430 pCi/g 

Pu-241 40,600 pCi/g 172,000 pCi/g 

Am-241 187 pCi/g 568 pCi/g 

Cm-242 32,200 pCi/g 344,000 pCi/g 

Cm-243 35 pCi/g 67 pCi/g 
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~ 
7.0 SURVEYS OF NON-LICENSED AREAS ~ 

As discussed in Section 2.4, there are two additional areas at SEDA (SEAD-12 and S AD-48) where 

radiological activities were performed that are included in this report. SE 12 is the former 

Weapons Storage Area (WSA; also lmown as the "Q" area), located at the n hem end of SEDA 

(Figure 1-2). SEAD-48 is a row of 11 storage igloos at the southern end of EDA that were used to 

temporarily store uranium pitchblende ore. Both SEAD-12 and SEAD 48 are being investigated 

under the CERCLA program at SEDA, with work being reviewed by he USEP A, NYSDEC, and 

NYSDOH. To avoid the possibil~ of dual regulation, these two area remain under the enforcement , 

action of the USEPAr:rmt 11,c tffi:€. _The consistency between the USEPA and the NRC requirements '--­

and methodologies for cleanup and decommissioning allows for the evaluation of these areas with the 

10 mrem/yr release criterion, the same as the evaluation presented for the licensed areas in this_ report. 

Although the activities performed in these areas do not involve commodities licensed by the NRC, the 

areas have been included in the License Termination Report because radiological investigations have 

been performed at both locations. The two areas are summarized briefly in this section in order to 

determine their contribution to a site dose. 

7.1 SEAD-12 

As noted above, SEAD-12 is the former WSA, consisting of 20 buildings and approximately 400 

acres of surrounding grounds, as shown in Figure 7-1. Each building performed a specific function 

in the process of receiving, storing, maintaining, or shipping special weapons at the site (Parsons, 

2003). MARSSIM protocols were implemented in the design and execution of the surveys at SEAD-

12. Survey units were classified according to lmown activities within the buildings or grounds that 

were surveyed. Table 7-1 summarizes the historical uses and MARSSIM classification of the SEAD-

12 buildings. 

Parsons conducted radiological surveys of both the interior and the exterior surfaces at SEAD-12. 

Exterior surveys and sampling at SEAD-12 were performed in 1997 and 1998 (Parsons, 2002). The 

interior surveys were conducted in two phases (Table 7-1). Phase I of the interior surveys, which 

consisted of Class 1 survey units, was performed between October 1999 and January 2000. Phase II 

of the interior surveys, which consisted of Class 2 and 3 survey units, was performed b,etween June 

and August 2001 (Parsons, 2003). 

Site-specific DCGLs for soils and building surfaces were developed in 1999 to correspond to the New 

York State 10 mrem/yr dose limit and were approved by USEPA, NYSDEC, and NYSDOH (Parsons, 

2000) . The DCGLs that were developed for SEAD-12 were more conservative than those_ developed 
I 

in the LTP (ANL, 2003) for the same radionuclide (Table 7-2). Although the values of the DCGLs 

are different, both the SEAD-12 and LTP DCGLs are based on the release criterion of 10 -/nremlyr. 

As a result of the exterior surveys, none of the exterior areas at SEAD-12 were found to contribute to 

an above-background dose. One exterior area, EM-5, has been identified as having potentially­

elevated concentrations of Pb-210 (Parsons, 2002). This is believed to be the result of naturally­

occurring radiation and/or potential laboratory error, and the Army is currently pursuing additional 

PARSONS 
May 2004 
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investigation of this site with NYSDEC and USEP A. No military activities have been reported at the 

EM-5 area (named after a subsurface anomaly designation) and no evidence of military debris was 

found during the RI investigation. Subsurface anomalies identified during the RI were identified as 

the foundation and remains of a 19th century farmstead. The location ofEM-5 is shown on Figure 7-

1. 

The interior surveys performed at SEAD-12 identified potentially-elevated areas at two locations - a 

hotspot on a large overhead hoist/crane in Building 819, and a hotspot on a shelf in-Building 803 

(Parsons, 2003). Both hotspots are believed to be the result of radium paint contamination. The shelf 

was disposed of as low-level radioactive waste, and remediation and confirmJ.t<an sampling of the 

spot on the crane is pending. These areas are being addressed in coordination with NYSDEC and 

USEPA. All interior areas at SEAD-12 meet the 10 mrem/yr release criterion based 01y59mparison 

with the 1999 SEAD-12 DCGLs. 

As noted in Sections 1 and 2, portions of SEAD-12 were transferred to the KidsPeace organization in 

2001. Additional property within the SEAD-12 boundary was transferred in 2003 . 

7.2 SEAD-48 

SEAD-48, which 1s located in the southern area of SEDA (Figure 1-2), consists of eleven 

ammunition storage igloos, Igloos E0801 though E0811 (Figure 7-2). The SEAD-48 igloos are 

located within the secured area along Igloo Road No. 39 (E0800 Row). The following provides a 

brief history of events at SEAD-48: 

• During the 1940s, 1,823 barrels of pitchblende ore were stored in the Igloos E0804 through 

E0811 for approximately three months (ANL, 2001). Igloos E0801 through E0803 were not 

used for pitchblende ore storage. 

• After removal of the pitchblende ore, Igloos E0804 through E0811 were used for storage of 

non-radioactive army munitions until the late 1970's (U.S. Army Belvoir Research Group, 

1985). Igloo E0803 was also used for this purpose. 

• Licensed DU commodities were stored in Igloos E0801 and E0802 under licenses SUC-1275 

and SUC-1380 until the late 1970 's (U.S. AMC, 1998; ANL, 2003). These igloos were 

included in the DU Storage Igloo surveys conducted in 2002 (Section 3). 

• Expanded site investigations at SEAD-48 in 1976, 1980, and 1985 indicated that levels of Ra-

226, U-234, U-235 , and U-238 in the soil potentially presented risks to human health and to 

the environment (U.S Army Belvoir Research Group, 1985; Ford, Bacon, and Davis, Utah 

[FB&DU], 1981 ; U.S. Army Ballistic Research Laboratory, 1986). 

• In July 1985, decontamination/remediation activities were performed by the Army inside and 

around the entrance pads to the SEAD-48 igloos (U.S. Army Belvoir R&D Center, 1985). 

~ • The NRC conducted a follow-up post-remediation inspection in October, 1987 and 

subsequently released the site for unrestricted use in a May 2, 1988 letter (Appendix 7.A; 

ANL, 2001). 

PARSONS 
May 2004 
C:\Docurnents and Sett ings\e3ppmtrc\Local Senings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK.2\Section 7 RI - Unlicensed Areas (Army Dra fl).doc 

Page 7-2 



Seneca Army Depot Activity Draft - License Termination Report 

• Subsequent investigations conducted in 1993 by NYSDOH indicated that some areas within 

SEAD-48 potentially contained elevated levels of radioactive contamination (NYSDOH, 

1993), particularly inside and around Igloo E0804 and Igloo E0808. This prompted the Army 

to plan further investigation of the area. 

• USEPA and NYSDEC approved the SEAD-48 Work Plan submitted by the Army in March, 

2003 (Parsons, 2003). 

In order to demonstrate compliance with the current State of New York release criterion, Parsons 

conducted interior and exterior surveys of SEAD-48 in the summer of 2003 (Parsons, 2004). 

MARSSIM protocols were used in the design and execution of the SEAD-48 surveys. The DCGLs 

from the LTP (ANL, 2003) were used to determine a gross activity DCGL for pitchblende ore using 

expected activity fractions for naturally-occurring constituents (NCRP, 1987). The primary ROCs for 

SEAD-48 were Ra-226, Th-232, U-234, U-235, and U-238. Selected decay progeny of the ROCs 

(Th-230, Ra-228, Th-228, Pb-210, Pa-231 , and Ac-227) are also included in the gross activity DCGL. 

Interior surveys identified areas of residual contamination within Igloos E0804 and E0806. In-situ 

gamma spectroscopy and material sampling confirmed the contamination to be the result of elevated 

levels of uranium ore. Although these interior survey units meet the wide-area release criterion of 10 

mrem/yr, these contaminated areas will likely be remediated prior to the site release to comply with 

ALARA requirements. All other interior surveys met the release criterion and had no hotspots 

(Parsons, 2004) 

Four exterior survey units (Igloos E0804, E0805 , E0806, and E0811) did not meet the wide-area 

release criterion of 10 mrem/yr. Each of these survey units had at least one identifiable area of 

residual contamination. In addition, Igloo E0810 met the wide-area release criterion, but had one 

hotspot. In order to meet the release criterion and/or ALARA, these areas will be remediated and the 

survey units resurveyed. All other exterior survey units met the release criterion of 10 mrem/yr and 

had no hotspots (Parsons, 2004). 

The Draft SEAD-48 report is currently in the review cycle with USEPA, NYSDEC, and NYSDOH. 

Additional remediation and investigation activities will proceed pending the review of those agencies. 

7.3 REMAINING AREAS 

Other than at the areas listed above, additional non-licensed radiological activities did not take place 

at SEDA. Therefore, it is concluded that the remainder of SEDA is unaffected and levels of 

radioactivity are at natural background levels. 

PARSONS 
May 2004 
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Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Ka t ie , 

Picel , Kurt C . [kcpicel@anl.gov] 
Tuesday, May 25, 2004 5:06 PM 
Kadlubak, Kathleen; Steve Absolom (E-mail); Enroth, Thomas R NAN02; John Cleary (E­
mail); Sydelko, Thomas G. 
Travers, Jacqueline; Heino, Todd; Hackett, John 
RE: NRC License termination Report 

I don ' t want to hold you up any longer , so here ' s what I've got . 
Overall, the report looks quite good and thorough. I have no 
reservations about recommending it being submitted to NRC. I have only 
one comment of substance and few editorial comments. Also , I know you 
will be discussing the MOU issue tomorrow . 

My main comment concerns Building 612 . As I recall , there had 
previously been an issue , and perhaps some correspondence with NRC, 
regarding survey unit sizes in Bld 612. All survey units were 
designated as Class 1, but some exceeded the 100 m2 MARSSIM size limit 
guideline. It was my understanding that the resolution to the issue was 
to c ommit to re - evaluate the adequacy of the survey unit sizes in light 
of the Bld 612 results . That is , by demonstrating that a Class 2 survey 
unit designation could be supported and therefore that the survey unit 
size was a non-issue, as Class 2 survey units can be as large as 1000 
m2. Such a conclusion certainly appears to be appropriate , but the 
issue is not mentioned in Sec 5. 

Editorial comments : 

P. iii: "Conclusions" is misspelled. 

P . ix: In the first two references , "Argonne National Laboratory," not 
" Laboratories . " 

Tables 3-2 , 4-2 , and 5 - 2 : Add " Instrument Equivalent " before "Derived 
Concentration Guideline Levels " in each table title . 

Table 7 - 2 : The table title and/or headers should indicate that both soil 
and building surface DCGLs are compared. Currently , the two can only be 
discerned by the units used. 

Regards , 

Kurt 

-----Original Message- ----
From: Kadlubak , Kathleen [mailto:Kathleen . Kadlubak@parsons . com] 
Sent: Monday , May 24 , 2004 1:19 PM 
To : Steve Absolom (E -mail) ; Tom Enroth (E - mail); John Cleary (E-mail); 
Pi cel, Kurt C.; Sydelko , Thomas G. 
Cc : Travers , Jacqueline ; Heino , Todd; Hackett, John 
Sub j ect : NRC License termination Report 

He l lo all , 
I have received comments on the NRC License Termination Report from John 
C. , Steve, and Tom, and ANL is sending their comments tomorrow. 
Eve ryon e has mentioned incorporating something from the MOU into the 
repo rt con c lusions for the non- licensed areas . As I interpret the MOU , 
i t deals more with the EPA deferring to the NRC in dealing with 
NRC - lice nsed sites that also happen to be CERCLA sites , not the other 
wa y around . In looking around though , there have been a lot of 
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Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Here ' s my 2 cents . .. 

John F.Cleary Uohn.f.cleary@us.army.mil] 
Wednesday, May 19, 2004 7:20 AM 
Kadlubak, Kathleen; Steve Absolom (E-mail); Enroth , Thomas R NAN02; Kurt Picel (E-mail ); 
Tom Sydelko (E-mail) 
Travers, Jacqueline; Heino, Todd; Hackett, John 
Re: Draft NRC License Termination Report 

1. Last sentence on page 1- 2 , change "periodically " to " regularly" and add 
" .. . IAW the License. " after " conducted ". 
2 . On page 1- 3 , 2nd line , change "bunkers" to " igloos ". Also , to be 
consistent , make same change anywhere else it occurs in document. 
3. Also on page 1- 3 , line 13 , change " . . . been locked and unoccupied , ... " to 
" ... locked , unoccupied , and under Licensee control. " 
4. Page 3 - 1 , the beginning of 2nd paragr aph of section 3 . 1 , change 
" .. . partially buried and have . . . " to " . .. earth-covered , ground- level, and 
are of ... ". This is a more accurate description . 
5. In the conclusions , where there is a discussion of the areas not under 
the License , reference should be made to the agreement between USNRC and 
USEPA that speaks to areas subject to USEPA enforcement actions . I believe 
that this would further tie together or argument for release for 
unrestricted use all areas on the installation . 

Other than these few recommended changes , the document is a good piece of 
work. Long time in coming , but 2004 might just be the year . .. one can only 
hope!! 
Regards, 
J ohn 

Orig i nal Message-----
Fr om: "Kadlubak, Kathleen " <Kathleen . Kadlubak@parsons.com> 
To : "Steve Absolom (E - mail) " <stephen.m . absolom@us.army.mil>; " Tom Enroth 
(E - mai l) " <Thomas . R.Enroth@nan02.usace.army.mil>; "John Cleary (E-mail)" 
<john . f . cle ary@us . army.mil>; "Kurt Picel (E-mail)" ~kcpicel@anl.gov>; "Tom 
Sydelko (E - mail) " <tsyde l ko@900exch.di s . anl.gov> · 
Cc : "Travers , Jacque l ine " <Jacque l ine . Travers@parsons . com>; "Heino , Todd " 
<Todd . Heino@parsons . com> ; "Hacket t, John " <John . Hackett@parsons . com> 
Sen t : Tuesday , May 18 , 2004 11 : 59 AM 
Sub ject: Draft NRC License Termination Report 

> To all:· 
> 
> Attached is a zip file containing a draft version of the NRC License 
> Termination Report for your review . The text and tables are all included; 
> selected figured have been included. I have not attached all the figures 
or 
> the a ppendices- please let me know if there are any you would like to see, 
> a nd I will send. When this report is sent on to the NRC , it will not be 
> labeled as 'draft ' as they do not review drafts . Please review and let me 
> . know your comments . In addition, feel free to distribute this report t o 
> s omeone who I have not included and should be reviewing it before 
s ubmi t t al . 
> 
> Pl eas e c all ore mail with any questions or comments . 
> 
> Sincerel y , 
> Katie 
> 
> 
> 

1 



Subject: Review of DRAFT NRC License Termination Plan 

Reviewer: SM Absolom 
4,,-' 

l .Page 1-0 para. Change Date from November to September. 

2. Page 3-1 3rd Para. Change first sentence to read - The storage igloos are earth covered 
concrete structures. 
3. Page 4-2 paragraph 4.2.2- please confirm the grid spacing is describe properly. I 
understood that smaller grids were used below 2 meters and larger ones were above. 

4. Page 5-2 Para 5.2.2 why was gamma readings not available? This paragraph leaves 
one to question results. 

5. Page 5-4 Para. 5.3.3- 2nd to last sentence to read - ..... .locations, these gamma 
measurements are not indicative of contamination. Paragraph needs to establish our 
position. No judgement or interpretation should remain; just our position. 

6. Section 7.0 Surveys of NON Licensed Areas- A paragraph needs to be added to 
reference the MOA between EPA and NRC, summaries the importance to explain why 
CERCLA is an acceptable program to consider these sites under. 



Seneca Army Depot Activity Draft - License Termination Repm1 

8.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Following the evaluation process for determining if the SEDA facility is compliant with the release 

criteria as outlined in Section 2, and illustrated in Figure 2-1, each radiological area within SEDA 

has been investigated. Areas where activities were conducted under the NRC licenses listed in 

Section 1 were divided into sites, and further divided into survey units. To determine if the release 

criterion of 10 mrem/yr has been met at each site, a contributing radiological dose at each survey unit 

was calculated and the doses within a site were added together. The results from these calculations 

are presented in Sections 3 through 6 of this report, respective to the area associated with the licensed 

radiological activity. It was determined and reported in the corresponding tables that, although there . 
were sites with datasets or measurements above background, there were no sites with a calculated 

dose that exceeded the release criteria of 10 mrem/yr. The doses calculated for each site where a 

licensed commodity was used is listed in Table 8-1. 

In conclusion, there are no radiological sites where licensed commodities were used that exceed the 

release criteria. Sites impacted by activities involving non-licensed commodities and that exceeded 

the release criteria (i.e. area EM-5 within SEAD-12 and certain areas within SEAD-48) are being 

:~;:~:z:~:::~:~; ~::~i:,;:::::,;;:;::I!:~~~:;;~::: ;;~::::£::: · r 
these sites is being regulated under the CERCLA program. The USACOE, in meeting tli~e 7 

USEP A/NYSDEC requirements, will also meet the NRC decommissioning requirements because 

these areas will be remediated and/or demonstrated to meet the same standard of release of 10 

mrem/yr for unrestricted use as the sites where licensed activities occurred. Consequently, it is 

recommended that SEDA be released from all NRC licenses and sites where licensed commodities 

were stored or used be released for unrestricted use. Specifically, this includes: 

• 120 storage igloos (see Table 3-1); 
• Building 5; 
• Building 306; 
• Building 612; 
• Building 2073; 
• Building S-2084; and 
• Warehouse 356. 

The following is a list of the NRC licenses to terminate or to remove SEDA from, with the supporting 

conclusions for the license termination or release: 

License SUC-127 5: The main license being terminated involved activities related to the commodity 

DU at the 120 storage igloos, Building 5, Building 306, Building 2073, Building S-2084, Building 

612, and Warehouse 356; these areas are presented in Sections 3, 4, 5, and 6. It was determined that 

each of the sites that comprises each of the areas was below the release criteria of 10 mrem/yr (Table 

8-1). Consequently, it is recommended that License SUC-1275 be terminated and the associated 

areas be released for unrestricted use. 

PARSONS 
May 2004 
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License SUC-1380: This license is currently held by the US Army Field Support Command, Rock 

Island, IL, and is for the possession and storage of DU commodities. SEDA is currently listed on 

License SUC-1380 as a bulk quantity storage facility. Activities under this license were the same as 

for SUC-1275 and were conducted in the same locations listed under SUC-1275, (120 storage igloos, 

Building 5, Building 306, Building 2073, Building S-2084, Building 612, and Warehouse 356). As 

indicated above, there were no calculated doses for the associated igloos and buildings that exceed the 

release criteria of 10 mrem/yr (Table 8-1). Consequently, it is recommended that SEDA be removed 

from License SUC-1380 and the associated areas be released for unrestricted use. 

License 45-16023-0lNA: The U.S . Navy holds this license for storage of DU commodities. Since all 

areas used for the storage of licensed DU commodities have been shown to meet the release criteria of 

10 mrem/yr, SEDA would like to confirm that the SEDA facility is no longer listed on this license, as 

available records indicate. 

License SUB-834: The U.S. Army Aberdeen Test Center, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD holds this 

license for the possession of natural uranium, natural thorium, and DU, for the purposes of evaluating 

and testing munitions and projectiles. Although it is believed that SEDA at one time was authorized 

to, did not actually store commodities under this license on the facility and has since been removed 

from the license. The locations known to have stored DU commodities under the other NRC licenses 

meet the release criteria. Consequently, it is recommended that SEDA be removed from this license, 

if still currently listed. 

License BML 12-00722-07: The U.S. Army Field Support Command, Rock Island, IL currently holds 

this license for the possession of Pm-147 to be used with military rocket sighting systems. Army 

records indicate that only one igloo at SEDA, Igloo A0701 , stored material controlled by this license. 

As indicated in Table 3-5, survey measurements from Igloo A0701 were below background. 

Consequently, it is recommended that Igloo A0701 be released for unrestricted use, and if not already 

done, SEDA be removed from the list of approved storage facilities for License BML 12-00722-07. 

License STC-133: The DLA, Fort Belvoir, VA currently holds this license for the possession of 

uranium and thorium ores, including columbium and tantalum minerals, for use with the National 

Defense Stockpile. According to Army records, activities at SEDA under this license occurred at 

Warehouse 356, Section D. SEDA was removed from this license in 1994, following Army, 

NYSDEC/NYSDOH, and NRC confirmatory surveys (Section 6) . The supporting documentation for 

the removal of SEDA as a storage facility under STC-133 is presented in Appendix 1.F. Review of 

the various surveys indicates that that contributing dose at Warehouse 356 would have not been 

greater than 1.62 mrem/yr. Consequently, Warehouse 356 meets the current release criterion of 10 

mrem/yr, and no further investigation is necessary at this site. 

In conclusion, the SEDA facility has performed the appropriate investigations for termination or 

release from the NRC licenses listed above and has demonstrated that any radiological doses above 

background are below the conservative 10 mrem/yr release criteria accepted by the NRC and based 

on the TAGM-4003 of 10 mrem/yr. It is the recommended that the SEDA be removed from all 

related licenses and be released for unrestricted use. 

PARSONS 
May 2004 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

AEPLY10 
ATTEITTION OF 

Caretaker Office 

Mr. James Kottan 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
5786 STATE RTE 96, P.O. BOX 9 

ROMULUS, NEW YORK 14541-0009 

September 2, 2004 

U.S . Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Region 1 
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety 
Nuclear Materials Safety Branch 2 
4 7 5 Allendale Road 
King of Prussia, PA 19406-1415 

SUBJECT: Response to Request for Additional Information Concerning NRC 
License Termination Report for Seneca Army Depot Activity (Control Number 
135163)- letter from NRC dated August 9, 2004 

Dear Mr. Kottan, 

The United States Army is pleased to submit the additional information requested 
regarding the License Termination Report for Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA) in 
Romulus, New York. The NRC, in a letter dated August 9, 2004, made the request for 
additional information. 

The goal of the License Termination Report for SEDA, which follows the Multi-Agency 
Radiation Survey and Site Investigation Manual (MARSSIM; NRC, 2000) and other 
applicable guidance, is to demonstrate that the license termination requirements for NRC 
license SUC-1275 (NRC Docket No. 040-08526) have been met and to remove SEDA 
from Licenses SUC-1380, 45-1 6023-0lNA, SUB-834, BML 12-00722-07, and STC-133. 

Attached with this letter are revised Tables 3-11 , 3-13 , 4-10, 4-12, and 5-9 from the 
License Termination Report for SEDA. Please replace the tables submitted in the June 
2004 Report with the revised tables. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide you with this additional information for a report 
that is of great importance to the United States Army. Should yo u have any questions 
regarding the document, please do not hesitate to contact me (607) 869-1235 . 

Sincerely, 

.• -6' ·+-:. o. /Jri cu"\ 
Step!~ Absolom "' 
Installation Manager 



Response to Comments from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Subject: NRC License Terminati on Repo11 
Seneca Army Depot Acti vity 

Romulus, New York 

Comments Dated: August 9, 2004 

Date of Comment Response : September 2, 2004 

General Comments: 

Comment 1: This is in reference to yo ur letter dated June 15 , 2004 requesting to amend Nuclear 

Regul atory Commiss ion License No. SUC-1275. In order to continue our rev iew, we need the 

foll owing additional information. 

Response 1: Acknowledged. 

Comment 2: ln accordance with l O CFR 2.3 90, a copy of thi s letter will be pl aced in the NRC Public 

Document Room and will be access ible from the NRC website at http ://www. nrc.gov/readin g­

rm .html. 

We will continue our rev iew upon receipt of thi s in fo rmation . Please reply to my attention at the 

Region 1 Office and refer mail to Mail Control No. 135 163 . If you have any techni ca l questi ons 

regarding this defi ciency letter, pl ease call me at (610) 337-52 14. 

If we do not receive a reply from you within 30 calendar days from th e date of thi s letter, we shall 

assume that you do not wi sh to pursue your application. 

Response 2: Acknowledged. 

Specific Comments: 

Comment 1: Your compliance approach does not appear to foll ow that recommended in MARSSIM. 

The null hypothes is recommended fo r use in MARSS IM is: " the res idual radi oactivity in the survey 

unit exceeds the re lease criteri a." This statement directly addresses the issue of compli ance with th e 

DCG L, and requires signifi cant ev idence that the res idual radi oacti vity in the survey unit is less than 

th e DCGL to rej ect th e null hypoth es is and pass th e survey uni t. Distingui shability from background 

is not addressed under thi s hypoth es is. Additi ona lly, Appendi x 1 A of yo ur submitta l, License 

Termin ati on and License Release Plan (LTP), Table 5-4, foo tnote 6, states th at the alpha va lue in 

Table 5-4 is the acceptable leve l of Type I dec ision error, when the null hypoth esis is th at survey unit 

exceeds th e clean-up stand ard . This statement is consistent with the recommended null hypothes is in 
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Response to NRC Comments on 
SEDA License Termination Report 
Comments Dated August 9, 2004 
Page 2 of6 

MARSSIM. Please discuss the stat ist ica l methods you used fo r determining compli ance to the 

DCGLs re lative to the null hypothesis recommended in MARSSIM and presented in Table 5-4 of 

your LTP. Also please provide the retrospective power curves. 

Response 1: The MARSSIM guidance suggests two possib le scenarios for a null hypothesis: 

• Scenario A: Where the assumption for the null hypothes is is that the survey unit exceeds the 

release criterion. 

• Scenario B: Where the assumption for the null hypothes is 1s that the survey unit 1s 

indistingui shable from background . 

In determining compli ance with the release criteria, it was decided that Scenari o B would best fit the 

s ituation at SEDA because the background data exhibited variability and the primary radionuclides of 

concern (U-234, U-235, and U-238, as depl eted uranium) were present in background. These criteria 

for use of Scenario B are based on recommendations by NUREG-1505 (NRC, 1998) and other 

references (Abelquist, 2001). Per NUREG-1505, a Kruskal-Wallis test was performed on the 2002 

Igloo background data set that was collected from five unaffected concrete Igloos and used in the 

evaluation of the DU Storage Igloos (Section 3 of the LTR). Based oo the a lpha, beta, and gamma 

measurements from each of the five ig loos and a test Type I (a) error of 0.05, the datasets collected 

from one type of material (i .e., concrete) demonstrated sufficient variability to warrant the use of 

Scenario B (see attached Table A). Additional background data collected at Building 722 (used in the 

eva luation of the DU Storage Building data) were collected from several di fferent types of materia l 

(e.g. , concrete, tile, wood) that a lso demonstrated significant variability. 

In addition, prev iously conducted MARSSJM-based radiological surveys (at SEAD-12) and 

CERCLA-based chemical ri sk assessments at SEDA used the " indi stinguishab le from background" 

null hypothesis during the statistical analys is of data. The use of Scenario B ma inta ins consistency 

w ith these previous investigat ions. 

The statisti cal method that was used to accept or reject the null hypothesis fo llowed that 

recommended in Section 8.4 of MARSSIM. Type f (a) and Type 11 W) errors were both 

conservat ive ly set to 0.05. In the License Termination Plan (LTP) for SEDA it was stated that the 

Type II (B) error wou ld be 0.1; however, a Type II (B) error of 0.05 was used because a smaller B 
error increases the statistical power of a test (NUREG-1 505). In addition, it is impli ed in Table 4-5 of 

the LTP that the Scenario A null hypothes is would be used; however, as stated above, Scenar io B was 

used because of the background vari ab il ity and for consistency with previous investigat ions. T he 

statistical process used is deta iled in Section 2.6 of the License Termination Report. 

It is recognized that power curves can be useful in illustrating that an adeq uate number of 

measurements have been co llected to support the acceptance of the null hypothesis. Based on the 
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Response to N RC Comments on 
SEDA License Terminati on Report 
Comm ents Dated August 9, 2004 
Page 3 of6 

above informati on, the stand ard deviations prov id ed (see response to Spec ific Comment 4 below), 

and the abundance of sample measurements co ll ected, it is believed that suffic ient stat istical power to 

support our conclusions has been prov ided. However, if after revi ewing these responses, N RC sti ll 

wishes to request retrospective power curves to fu1th er support that there was adequate stati stical 

power to support our conclusions, they can be provided. 

Comment 2: MARSSIM reco mm ends that when gross act ivity DCGLs are used, an appropriate 

we ighted tota l effic iency should be used fo r the rad iologica l surveys . [A] Please provide the 

ca lcul at ions fo r determining the we ighted tota l effi ciencies used for the radi ologica l surveys. If 

we ighted total efficiencies were not used, pl ease provide the basis for not using we ighted total 

effi ciencies. [BJ In add ition, MARS SIM states that the tota l effic iency fo r survey in struments may be 

considered to represent the product of two factors , the in strument effic iency and the source efficiency . 

Please provide the instrument efficiencies and source effic iencies used in the determi nat ion of the 

total effic iencies fo r the rad iation survey in struments used to perfo rm the radi olog ica l surveys. If the 

tota l effic iencies [sic], please provide th e bas is fo r not using these effic iencies fo r determinin g the 

tota l effi ciency. 

Response 2: [A] Given the primary constituents of concern (i.e. , depl_eted uranium) at the site, it is 

be lieved that we ighted effic iencies wou ld not be necessary. The U-238 , U-235, and U-234 present in 

depleted uranium have similar decay characteristics (e.g., alpha emiss ions between 4.2 and 4.7 MeV, 

low-energy gamma emiss ions). The instrument effic iencies were calcul ated using the da ily 

instrum ent response checks to similar energy and rad iation type (Th-230 with a lpha emiss ion at 4.6-

4.7 MeV and Am-24 1 ga mma emiss ions at 13, 26.4, and 59 .5 keV) and similar measurement 

geo metry (approximate ly I cm [0 .39 in ches] for alpha/beta instruments and I inch [2 .54 cm] for 

ga mma instruments). 

[BJ Both the instrument and source effic iency were considered in the ca lcu lation of th e MDA, as 

shown in Response 3 below. The source effi ciency was assumed to be 0. 54 fo r all radiation types, 

based on the example calculation for scanning on co ncrete surfaces in Section 6 of NUREG- 1507 

(NRC, 1997). On ly the instrument effi ciency was used in the conversion of DCGL from units of 

dpm/ 100cm2 to cpm, per the example data eva lu at ion described in MARSSIM Appendi x A. 

Co mment 3: Please prov ide exa mples of the ca lculati ons for the MD As presented in Tab les 3-3 , 4-3, 

5-3, and 6-2. 

Response 3: MDAs fo r direct and scanning measurements were ca lcul ated in an Exce l spreadsheet 

(see attached Tab le B) fo r each instrument usin g th e fo llow ing equat ions from MARSSIM: 

MDCR = d' fa; x (60/i) 
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where: 

MDA= MDCR 
✓P probe area 

&& 
I .\' 100 2 cm 

MDCR = minimum detectable coun t rate (cp m) 

d ' = index of sensitiv ity; fo r a correct detect ion rate of 95% and a false pos it ive rate of 60%, 

d' is equal to 1 .38. 

b; = background counts dur ing observation interval i, using the average meas urement from 

the background dataset appropriate to the s ite (e.g., ig loos or buildings). 

i = scanning observation interva l, equal to I second fo r beta and gamma scann ing and 2 

seconds for alpha scanning (s ince a lpha and beta scanning was performed 

s imul taneously, the 2-second observation interval was used). 

p = surveyor efficiency, equal to 0.5 fo r scanning and 1.0 for direct measurements. 

E:; = instrument-specific effic iency 

£.,=surface efficiency, equal to 0.54. 

The direct measurement MDAs fo r all instruments were calculated using the above equations, but 

modified to refl ect a I-minute, rather than a I- or 5-second, observati on interval, and a surveyor 

effic iency of 100% rather than 50%. Both the scanning and d irect measu rement MD As were 

ca lculated w ith ad' of 1.38, corresponding to a measurement t rue positive rate of 95% and a fa lse 

pos itive rate of 60%, per MARSSIM (Section 6.7.2) . 

Comment 4: Please provide the method used to determ ine the mean cpm in Tables 3-1 1 and 4-1 0. 

A lso please provide the standard dev iation fo r these mean va lues. 

Response 4: Upon rev iew, the averages originally presented in Tables 3-11 and 4- 10 were fo und to 

be incorrect because they d id not report weighted averages. In the rev ised tables provided, fo r each 

survey grid that was scanned, a mean scanning meas urement was determined by tak in g the average of 

the mini mum and max imum scann ing res ul ts. To determine a mean scanning measurement for t he 

survey un it, th e average of the indiv idua l survey grid averages was then calcul ated. The standard 

dev iat ions of each mean survey uni t scanning measurement were a lso calcul ated . Updated versions 

of Tab les 3- 11 and 4- 10 have been attached to this letter. 

Comment 5: [A} MARSSIM states that sampl e resu lts shou ld be repo tied a long w ith thei r associated 

uncetiai nties. For smear sample resul ts in Tables 3-1 3, 4-1 2, 5-9, and 6-5, please prov ide the 

uncetia inties fo r the results and the standard deviation for the average results. [BJ A lso, for the 

sample results in Table 3-1 4 and 4- 13, p lease defi ne the repo1;ted uncetia int ies. For example, do they 

rep resent the counting uncetiainty (at so me confidence interva l) or the tota l propagated uncertainty (at 

some confidence interva l). 
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Response 5: [A] Smear sampl es fo r the DU Ig loos (Table 3-1 3), the DU Buildings (Table 4- 12), and 

B uilding 6 12 (Table 5-9) were analyzed by an offs ite laboratory and the meas urement unce1tainties 

fo r the smear results were not reported. The standard dev iations for the calcul ated survey unit 

averages have been added to their respective tabl es (the rev ised tables are attached). Standard 

dev iat ions fo r the smears co llected at Warehouse 356 (Tabl e 6-5), whi ch were ana lyzed on-s ite us ing 

a NMC gas-proportional counter, were not reported because the results were primarily a ll be low the 

lower limi t of detection (LLD). lt should be noted that per MARSSIM (Sect ion 8.5.3), smears were 

used as a di agnostic too l to determine if fu1t her investigati on is necessary, not as a means of 

determining compliance with the re lease cri teria. 

[B] The uncerta inties fo r the resu lts listed in Table 3-1 4 and 4-1 3 are considered to be the total 

propagated uncertainty at a 95% confi dence leve l. 

Comment 6: [A] Section 5.3 .3 of the report on page 5-3 states: "Per MARSSIM fo r C lass 1 survey 

uni ts all direct and scanning measurements from each building were compared directly w ith the 

DCGLEMC fo r DU" . A fo llowing sentence in Section 5.3.3 states: "Scanning measurements fro m 

Building 6 12 were not availabl e to perform the DCGLEMC comparison" . Table 5-3 indicates that the 

in strumentation used fo r the survey of Build ing 6 12 inc luded a floo r moni tor. However, no scanning 

measurements are inc luded in the data tables fo r Section 5 of the repo1t . Were scanning 

measurements made during the survey of Building 6 I 2? If so, please prov id e these measurements . 

[B] Tabl e 5-3 a lso repo1ts an effic iency of 0.75% fo r the FIDLER, resul ting in a scanning MDA of 

167,867 dpm/100cm2 wh ich is above the DCGLW fo r DU. The FIDLER effic ienc ies presented 111 

Tabl e 3-3 and 4-3 are 15%. Pl ease expla in the di fference in the F IDLER effic ienc ies. 

Response 6: [A] The surveys fo r Buildin g 6 12 were completed in 1999 by the Army Radio logical 

Ass istance Team and the data co llected has been evaluated us ing the MARSSIM guidance. A lthough 

data logger prin touts exist indi cati ng poss ibl e a lpha/beta scanning w ith the fl oor monitor and hand­

he ld gas proportiona l instruments, the manner in whi ch the scanning was perfo rmed cannot be 

veri fied, and it was determined that the data should not be used. Records indi cate th at gamma 

scanning was performed us ing the FIDLER; however, that data cannot be located. Based on the 

analys is fo r DU, no datasets from B uilding 6 12 exceeded the DCGLw, and only one dataset was 

determined to be above background, contri buti ng a dose of 0.6 mrem/yr. W ithout the FIDLER 

scanning data to evalu ate, it is st ill be lieved that there is sufficient info rmat ion to conc lude that 

B uild ing 6 I 2 meets the re lease cri terion fo r unrestricted use. 

[B] Both effic iencies c ited in the comment were determined by the da ily FIDLER response checks 

us ing an Am-24 1 source. The earlier surveys condu cted in 1999 by the Army at Bui ld ing 6 12 were 

performed by tak ing measu rements at a d istance of 1 foo t (0 .30 meters) fro m th e surface. 

Co nseq uently, the instrument checks during the Building 6 12 surveys were perfo rmed using a 1-foot 

C:\Documents and Seuings\Vnluccl Customcr\My Documents\JOHNCLEAR Y\NRC' LTR comments cln1ed August 9 2004 • 9-2-04.doc 



Response to NRC Comments on 
SEDA License Termination Report 
Comments Dated August 9, 2004 
Page 6 of6 

(0 .30 meters) jig. For the subsequent surveys in 2002 at the DU Storage Igloos and DU Storage 

Buildings, measurements were taken at a distance of approximate ly I in ch (2.54 cm) from the 

surface. The response check jig used during the 2002 surveys had a distance from the source of I 

inch (2.54 cm). 

REFERENCES: 

Abelquist, 200 I . Decommissioning Health Physics: A Handbook for MARSSIM Users, Institute of 

Physics Publishing, Philadelphia, PA. 

NRC, 1997. Minimum Detectable Concentrations with Typical Radiation Survey Instruments for 

Various Contaminants and Field Conditions, NUREG-1507, U.S . Nuclear Regul atory 

Commission, December. 

NRC, 1998. A Nonparametric Statistical Methodology for the Design and Analysis of Final Status 

Decommissioning Surveys, NUREG-1505 , U.S. N ucl ear Regulatory Commiss ion. 
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Table A 
Kruskal-Wallis Test (per NUREG-1505) 

(see Specific Comment-Response 1 from Response to Comments from the NRC Letter dated August 9, 2004) 
License Termination Report 

Background 

Dataset 

2002 Ig loo A lpha 

2002 Ig loo Beta 

2002 ig loo Gamma 

Average 

Reference Measurement 

Area (cp_m) 

A l 107 13.3 

B0806 6.7 

C09 12 1. 8 

D0405 2. 1 
E0403 2.8 

A l 107 242 .8 

B0806 2 11.6 

C0912 204.7 

D0405 237.2 

E0403 215. 1 

A l 107 6695 .8 

80806 7002 .2 

C09 12 46 16. 1 

D0405 7 168 .0 

E0403 6741. 1 

K ca lcul ated using equation 13-3 fro m NUREG-1 505 

k-1 is based on k=5 datase ts 

Seneca Army Depot Activity 

St Dev 

(cpm) . . 

19 

15 
2 

I 
6 

78. 1 

53 .7 

39 .1 

48.9 

42.1 

897.8 

843.2 

518.3 

870.4 

1009.9 

Sum Number 

ofRanks ofMeasurements 

3800 30 

284 1. 5 30 
1379.5 30 
177 1.5 30 
1532.5 30 
2682 .5 30 
1935.5 30 

1748.5 30 
2669 30 

2289.5 30 

2 150 30 
2868.5 30 

620 30 

3309 30 

2377.5 30 

Kc is from Tab le 13. 1, NUREG- 1505 for k- 1=4 and an a of0.05. 

K k- 1 Kc 
75. 1 4 9.5 

12.5 4 9.5 

73.9 4 9.5 

K > Kc? 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

lfK > Kc, the null hypothesis that there is no d ifference between the popu lat ions is rejected (i .e ., vari ab ility ex ists between the datasets). 
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Table B 

i\ lDA C alculations 

(sec Spccitic Comment-Response 3 frnm Response to Co mm ents from the NRC Let ter dated A ug ust no0-1) 
License Te rmin atio n Report 
Seneca Anny Depot Ac ti vity 

Calculation for MDA per MARSSIM Section 6.7.2 for Alpha Phoswich 

Value of d-prime 1.38 
This is from Table 6.5 per MARSSIM example on page 6-41. 
Therefore the true positive proportion is 95% and false positive percent is 60%. 

Value of b sub I 
Background Count Rate 

Count time (sec) 
Observ. Interval (sec) 

Value of s sub I 
MDCR (cpm) 

MDCR Surveyor (cpm) 
Instrument Efficiency 

Surface Efficiency 
Surveyor Efficiency 

Probe Area (cm2) 
MDCR Surveyor (dpm) 

MDA (dpm/100cm2) 

First Stage Second Stage Static 1 min Static 10 min 
0 17 0.42 5.00 50.00 

5 5 5 5 
60 60 60 60 

2 5 60 600 
0.56 0.89 3 09 9.76 

17 
24 

15% 
0.54 

0.5 
75 

291 
388 

11 
15 

15% 
0.54 
0.5 
75 

184 
246 

3 
3 

15% 
0.54 

1 
75 
38 
50 

15% 
0.54 

1 
75 
12 
16 

Calculation for MDA per MARSSIM Section 6.7.2 for Beta Phoswich 

Value of d-prime 1.38 
This is from Table 6.5 per MARSSIM example on page 6-41 . 
Therefore the true positive proportion is 95% and false positive percent is 60%. 

Value of b sub I 
Background Count Rate 

Count time (sec) 
Observ. Interval (sec) 

Value of s sub I 
MDCR (cpm) 

MDCR Surveyor (cpm) 
Instrument Efficiency 

Surface Efficiency 
Surveyor Efficiency 

Probe Area (cm2) 
MDCR Surveyor (dpm) 

MDA (dpm/100cm2) 

First Stage Second Stage Static 1 min Static 10 min 
3.70 18.50 222.00 2220.00 
222 222 222 222 
60 60 60 60 

1 5 60 600 
2.65 5.94 20.56 65.02 
159 71 21 7 
225 101 21 7 

11 % 11 % 11% 11 % 
0.54 0.54 0.54 0.54 

0.5 0.5 1 1 
75 75 75 75 

3792 1696 346 109 
5056 2261 462 146 

Calculation for MDA per MARSSIM Section 6.7.2 for FIDLER 

Value of d-prime 1.38 
This is from Table 6.5 per MARSSIM example on page 6-41. 
Therefore the true positive proportion is 95% and false positive percent is 60%. 

Value of b sub I 
Background Count Rate 

Count time (sec) 
Observ. Interval (sec) 

Value of s sub I 
MDCR (cpm) 

MDCR Surveyor (cpm) 
Instrument Efficiency 

Surface Efficiency 
Surveyor Efficiency 

Probe Area (cm2) 
MDCR Surveyor (dpm) 

MDA (dpm/100cm2) 

First Stage Second Stage Static 1 min Static 10 min 
108 542 6500 390000 

6500 6500 6500 6500 
60 60 60 60 

1 5 60 3600 
14.36 32.12 111 .26 861.81 

862 385 
1219 545 
15% 
0.54 

0.5 
126 

15047 
11 942 

15% 
0.54 

0.5 
126 

6729 
5341 

11 1 
111 

15% 
0.54 

1 
126 

1374 
1090 

14 
14 

15% 
0.54 

1 
126 
177 
141 
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A\'ernge of 
Al11h n/Be:1n Alplrn /Beta 

Number of Alphn/Bctn Sc.nnnin :: Scann ing Scanning Menn 
le loo l\ l cusurcmcnls l\ linimum (cnm) IU) l\ luimu111 (cum) (com) 

A020 1 30 100 340 236 
A0316 30 80 340 208 
AOJl7 JO 80 340 210 
A0508 JO 60 400 201 
A070 1 JO 60 380 201 

A0706 JO 100 700 240 
A0707 JO 60 460 226 
A0710 JO 100 460 242 
A071 I JO 100 500 233 
A0901 JO 100 500 243 
A0905 JO 100 480 249 
A1107 30 100 900 26 1 
Al 108 JO 60 400 193 
A l 109 JO 100 -100 222 
B0109 JO 80 360 192 
B0411 30 100 360 218 
B0501 30 60 300 178 
B0602 30 80 360 190 
B0603 30 80 360 195 
B0609 JO 100 400 219 
B06 10 30 80 340 195 
B0701 30 80 460 213 
B0705 30 80 380 210 
B0707 30 80 380 208 
B0708 30 80 300 I 78 
B0709 JO 40 360 202 
B07 1 I 30 80 340 202 
B080 1 30 100 280 188 
B0802 30 60 360 198 
B0804 JO 100 380 202 
B0806 JO 80 600 218 
B0809 JO 80 600 230 
BOSIO JO 100 440 23 1 
B08 1 I 30 60 380 195 
B0909 JO 80 500 212 
C020J JO 80 380 200 
COJOJ 30 60 600 210 
C0307 30 80 600 2 19 

COJ08 30 120 600 232 
C040 1 JO 80 600 204 
C0403 JO 60 500 193 
C0405 JO 40 500 20 1 
C0406 30 100 500 218 
C0407 JO 80 440 195 
C0408 30 40 JOO 182 
C0501 30 80 JOO 174 
C0503 30 100 500 200 
C0504 JO 100 300 186 
C0505 JO 100 500 198 
coses JO 80 500 191 

P:\Pit\Projects\Seneca\NRC License Termination\Comments\Updated Scanning numbers 

Table 3-11 (revised September 2004) 
Summ ary oflgloo Scanning Results 

DU Storage Igloos 
License Termination Report 
Seneca Arm y Depot Activity 

Sl'nndnrd Devinlion of Is 1\1:u:imum Rending 

Al1>h.1/Be1n Scanning Grenier ll1nn 
Cn mrun 

Scanning 
f\'1 cnn (cu m) Alnh n/Dctn Fhrn? Pl J\'l in imum (cpm) 

48 No 1500 
38 No 1000 
41 No 2000 
46 No 2000 
42 No 1000 
84 No 3000 
59 No 3000 
49 No 2000 
57 No 3000 
55 No 1800 
63 No 1000 
93 No 2000 
47 No 3000 
45 No 1000 
42 No 3000 
33 No 2000 
34 No 1000 
35 No 3000 
41 No 3000 
32 No 3000 
36 No 3000 
47 No 3000 
51 No 3000 
46 No 3000 
29 No 2000 
47 No 2000 
29 No 3000 
18 No 1000 
38 No 2000 
33 No 1000 
61 No 3000 
89 No 3000 
57 No 3000 
39 No 3000 
69 No 3000 
42 No 3000 
94 No 3000 
74 No 3000 
84 No 3000 
95 No 3000 
53 No 3000 
58 No 3000 
63 No 3000 
47 No 3000 
26 No 3000 
21 No 3000 
47 No 3000 
29 No 3000 
52 No 3000 
55 No 3000 

Gammn Scann ing Gamma Scann ing 
J\l:u:.imum (cpm ) l\lenu (cpm) 

7000 4423 
7000 4308 

10000 6962 
11 000 711 5 
7000 4 154 

10000 6962 
11000 7346 
6000 4462 

10000 7038 
6000 4223 
7000 423 1 
8000 6423 
8000 6500 
7000 423 1 
8000 6615 
7000 4077 

l0000 6538 
10000 6885 
10000 7077 
10000 7231 
l0000 7038 
I 1000 7154 
10000 7000 
10000 6654 
10000 6808 
10000 6500 
10000 7000 
7000 4269 
7000 4 154 
6000 4038 

10000 7 11 5 
10000 673 1 
10000 6923 
10000 7269 
11 000 7308 
10000 6769 
9000 6385 
9000 6462 

10000 6769 
10000 7 115 

11 000 6962 
9000 66 15 

10000 6962 
10000 6923 
9000 6577 

l0000 6769 
10000 6962 
10000 6846 
10000 6923 

I 1000 6962 

Staru.lard Ocw iation of 
Gn mnrn Scn11nin2 l\1 cn n 

1077 
125 1 
1677 
18 16 
774 

I 198 
987 
803 

11 27 
850 
665 

1205 
1080 
927 
893 
732 

1738 
1044 
976 

1285 
1163 
128 1 
111 8 
774 

1164 
1258 
1080 
696 
516 
721 
870 
881 

111 5 
1092 
1200 
1013 
1024 
1050 
97 1 
982 

1050 
939 

11 63 
1058 
111 5 
927 

877 
1028 
1058 
946 

Is Maximum Re.1di 11 2, 
Grenier lhnn 

Alphn/Dctn Fini!,? Cll 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Page 1 of 3 
9/1/2004 



A,1era:c or 
AlphAIBe111 Al11ha/lleta 

Number of A l11hn/Betn Scn1111in~ Scanning Scanning l\'l enn 
12100 l\l cnsuremenls Minimum {cpm) (t .ll Maximum (cum) /com) 

COS IO 30 80 600 202 
COS! I 30 100 300 183 
C0513 30 40 300 172 
C0603 30 60 600 183 
C0604 30 80 600 186 
C0605 30 80 400 209 
C0606 30 60 300 184 
C0608 30 60 420 193 
C070I 30 80 600 193 
C0706 30 80 600 194 
C0707 30 80 320 204 
C0708 30 80 360 192 

C080I 30 80 320 17 1 
C0803 30 80 280 172 
C0807 30 80 320 188 
C0809 30 60 420 192 
C090 I 30 60 450 177 
C0902 30 100 420 209 
C0906 30 80 400 197 
C0907 30 80 340 184 
C0908 30 100 460 205 

C0909 30 100 480 194 
C0912 30 40 420 201 

D0104 30 80 500 236 
D0105 30 100 420 216 
D0107 30 120 450 258 
D0108 30 80 600 192 

DOI 10 30 80 360 188 
D0 113 30 40 400 199 
D0206 30 80 360 198 
D0207 30 80 440 2 18 
D0305 30 100 340 217 
D0306 30 80 400 188 
D0312 30 80 340 198 
D0401 30 80 400 197 
D0405 30 100 400 215 
D0406 30 100 400 208 
D0407 30 60 440 202 

D0413 30 100 400 208 
D0601 30 100 400 207 
D0604 30 100 400 235 
D0607 30 so 360 193 
D0704 30 100 440 19 1 
D0705 30 100 300 204 

D0711 30 60 420 214 
D0712 30 60 420 206 

D0801 30 100 280 183 

D0805 30 100 420 229 
E0 103 30 80 600 212 

E0105 30 100 600 234 
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Table 3-11 (revised September 2004) 
Summary oflgloo Scanning Results 

DU Storage fgloos 
License Termination Report 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 

St:uul ard De,•i:Hion of Is Maximum Rending 

Alpha/ Behl Scanning G renier thun 
Gnmnm 
Scanning Gamma Scanning 

!\·l ean (cum) Al11hn/Be1n Fl:1~? (l) Minimum (c11m) l\ln:<imum (CJlm} 
65 No 3000 10000 
26 No 3000 9000 
33 No 3000 10000 
73 No 3000 10000 
68 No 2000 9000 
51 No 2000 9000 
32 No 3000 9000 
44 No 2000 7000 
71 No 3000 9000 
65 No 3000 9000 
36 No 3000 10000 
34 No 3000 10000 
29 No 3000 10000 
21 No 3000 9000 
29 No 3000 9000 
47 No 3000 9000 
55 No 3000 9000 
58 No 3000 10000 
56 No 3000 11000 
28 No 3000 9000 
46 No 3000 10000 
38 No 2000 7000 
41 No 2000 6000 
58 No 2000 7000 
39 No 2000 6000 
43 No 1000 10000 
87 No 3000 9000 
36 No 2000 6000 
4 1 No 3000 9000 
45 No 2000 6000 
59 No 2000 6000 
48 No 3000 10000 
46 No 3000 11 000 
35 No 2000 10000 
43 No 2000 6000 
59 No 2000 11000 
46 No 2000 11 000 
45 No 3000 10000 
61 No 3000 11 000 
46 No 3000 10000 
35 No 3000 10000 
39 No 2000 6000 
43 No 3000 10000 
25 No 3000 10000 
51 No 2000 6000 
49 No 1000 7000 
17 No 1000 6000 
35 No 2000 10000 
51 No 2000 10000 
89 No 2000 11 000 

Gamma Scnnning S1'11 ndnrd Deviation of 
Menn (cpm) G111n mn Scnuniue Menn 

6808 947 
6038 967 
66 15 820 
6577 838 
6346 966 
6500 102 1 
6346 899 
5000 1137 
6577 1058 
6500 1000 
6692 902 
6846 1008 
7154 1049 
6538 989 
6500 979 
6654 1068 
6962 11 81 
7038 1089 
7192 121 7 
6654 1049 
7077 11 34 
4423 813 
4327 800 
4038 721 

3962 477 
4577 1239 
6577 1017 
3808 522 
66 15 893 
3962 43 I 
4000 577 
6923 932 
7192 1128 
6692 1234 
3923 572 
7115 1244 
7385 1402 
673 1 949 
7231 1268 
7038 11 45 
6808 723 
3885 506 
7115 96 1 
7 11 5 1044 
3808 522 
4346 658 
4115 768 
6769 13 17 
71 15 1227 
7269 1467 

Is l\'laximum R,;1din& 
Gre1Uer 1lu111 

Al11hn/Dt:tn fine? <3l 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
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Ave1·nge of 
Alphn/Dela Al11hn!J:3crn 

Table 3-11 (revised September 2004) 
Summary ofigloo Scanning Results 

DU Storage Igloos 
License Termination Report 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 

S t:rnd ard Dev iniio u of Is l\l ax imum Rending Gnmm n 
Number of A lphn/Be1a Scnuninc Scnnning 

l\lin imum (cum) ( l .l) 

Scanning Menn Alph n/Betn Scnnning Crentcr Urnn Scanning 
loloo l\ lensurements l\l nx imum (cum) (q,m) !\'J enn (rnm} Al11h11/Bcln Flag? (l) l\linimum (qun) 

E0 l 12 30 80 400 210 
E0211 30 80 500 194 
E030 1 30 80 340 203 
E0302 30 60 400 212 
E0303 30 100 420 191 
E031 2 30 60 380 179 
E0402 30 80 340 185 
E0403 30 80 440 212 
E04 10 30 80 400 196 

E041 I 30 80 300 185 

E04 13 30 100 320 213 
E0504 30 100 360 233 
E0506 30 100 400 218 
E0508 30 80 380 215 
E0510 30 100 400 222 
E05 12 30 60 300 173 
E0602 30 100 1000 255 

E0604 30 100 600 23 2 
E0609 30 100 1200 278 
E06 10 30 100 400 212 
E0702 30 80 460 214 
E0706 30 80 500 212 
E07 1 I 30 60 300 182 
E080 1 30 80 400 220 

E0802 30 100 380 227 

Notes: 
(1) All Alpha/Beia measurements co ll ected in the igloos were collected with a phoswich detector. 

(2) cpm = counts per minute 

53 
51 
29 
46 
57 
43 

27 
44 

43 
30 
34 
26 
41 
37 
36 
36 
195 
84 

222 
44 

50 
46 
34 
29 
44 

(3) The scanning nag va lues for measurements in the Class 3 survey units are based on the gross act ivity DCGL for DU. 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Average background is incl uded in the nag va lue. The alpha/beta flag va lue, which is 6428 cpm for the phoswich detector, is the sum of the individual alpha and 
beta DU DCGLw's. The Gamma FID LER nag value is 12465 cpm. 

P:\Pit\Projects\Seneca\NRC License Termination\Comments\Updated Scanning numbers 

3000 
3000 
1000 
3000 
2000 
2000 
3000 
2000 
2000 
1000 
3000 
3000 
2000 
3000 
2000 
1000 
1000 
1000 
1000 
1000 
1000 
3000 
2000 
1000 
1000 

Gamma Senn nine Ga mma Scanning 
Maximum (ciun ) Mcmt (cpm) 

10000 7000 
I 1000 7077 
7000 423 1 
8000 6538 

11000 7077 
10000 6692 

8000 6538 
11 000 7077 
11 000 7038 
7000 4 192 
9000 673 1 

10000 7000 
I 1000 7038 
10000 7154 
12000 7423 
7000 423 1 
6000 4 192 
7000 4269 

7000 4308 
7000 4423 
8000 4346 
8000 6462 
8000 6269 
7000 4346 
6000 4038 

S11mdard DC\• iatiou of 
Gnmmn Scnnning l\'l e:1 11 

1275 
1239 
665 

1145 
1397 
11 09 
1145 
1718 
1520 
805 

11 29 
1275 
136 1 
11 97 
144 1 
97 1 
663 
665 
723 
838 
922 

11 45 
130 1 
689 
776 

h Max imum R,nding 

Gren ier lh nu 

Alphn/Betn Flng? (J) 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
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Table 3-13 (revised September 2004) 

Summary of Smear Sampling Results <1
,

2
,

3l 

DU Storage Igloos 
NRC License Termination Report 

Seneca Army Depot Activity 

fe:loo 
Number I Alpha (d pm) <•J I Beta (dpm) I Gamma (clpm) I Triti um Beta (dpm) 

of Smears Min Averae:c St Dev Max Min Avcrae:c St Dev Max Min Averae:c St Dev Max Min Avcrae:c St Dev Max 

A020 1 30 0.0 0.2 0.5 1.4 0.0 0.9 1.8 4.9 
A0316 30 0.0 0.1 0.3 1.4 0.0 1.4 2.2 6.3 
A03 17 30 0.0 0.2 0.5 1.6 0.0 0.7 1.7 5.4 
A0508 30 0.0 0.2 0.4 1.2 0.0 0.7 1. 5 5. 1 
A070 1 30 0.0 0.2 0.5 2.0 00 1.2 2.2 7.5 
A0706 30 0.0 0.8 1.9 10.0 0.0 5.5 . 9.5 53 .9 
A0707 30 0.0 0.2 0.7 3.7 0.0 2.5 3.6 15.7 
A0710 30 0.0 0.1 0.3 1.2 0.0 3.0 4.6 16.8 
A07 1 l 30 0.0 0.3 0.8 3.8 0.0 2.9 4.4 15.5 
A0901 30 0.0 0.8 3.0 16.6 0.0 2.8 10.0 55.0 
A0905 30 0.0 0.5 1.8 9.8 0.0 4.6 12.3 68.2 
A l 108 30 0.0 0.3 I. I 5.8 0.0 1.0 3.4 16.4 
A 1109 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 1.6 5.6 
B0109 30 0.0 0. 1 0.4 1.4 0.0 , 2.5 5.0 21.5 
80411 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 3.8 13.1 
80501 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2. 1 3.4 15.3 
80602 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 2.7 8. 1 
80603 30 0.0 0.1 0.3 1. 8 0.0 1.0 2.2 6.3 
B0609 30 0.0 0.4 0.7 2.2 0.0 5.8 4.7 16.2 
80610 30 0.0 0.1 0.4 1.4 0.0 1.4 2. 1 6.3 
80701 30 0.0 0.1 0.6 2.8 0.0 3.4 3.7 11.3 
80705 30 0.0 0.2 0.5 1. 8 0.0 2.7 3.0 8.2 
80707 30 0.0 0.1 0.4 1.9 0.0 2.3 2.9 9.9 
80708 30 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 1.0 3.6 
80709 30 0.0 00 0.2 I. 1 0.0 2.5 2.3 6.0 
807 11 30 0.0 0.2 0.5 1.9 0.0 2.6 2.3 6.9 
80801 30 0.0 0.3 0.6 2.2 0.0 1.4 2.3 6.8 
80802 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 I.I 5.2 
80804 30 0.0 0. 1 0.3 1.6 0.0 0.3 LO 3.3 
80809 30 0.0 0. 1 0.3 1.0 0.0 LO 1.9 6. 1 
808 10 30 0.0 0. 1 0.3 I. I 0.0 1.1 2.1 6.8 
808 11 30 0.0 0.2 1.1 5.9 0.0 I. I 3. 1 15.7 
80909 30 0.0 0.3 0.7 2.5 0.0 2.6 3.4 11.7 
C0203 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.7 4.1 
C0303 30 0.0 0.2 1.0 5.7 0.0 0.6 2.6 14.1 
C0307 30 0.0 0. 1 0.6 3. 1 0.0 1.0 3.4 15.4 
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00 0.0 i 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 I 00 0.0 
0.0 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 

I 
0.0 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 
I 

0.0 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 ! 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 2.4 I 13.0 710 
0.0 1.6 

I 
8.6 47.2 

0.0 0.0 
l 0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 i 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 

I 

I 
0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 I 
0.0 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 
00 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 12.5 23 .2 6 1.8 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
00 9.1 20.7 60.7 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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0.0 0.0 ' 0.0 0.0 
0.0 1.5 I 8.3 45.5 
0.0 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 
0.0 1.6 I 8.6 47.1 I 

I 

0.0 0.0 
I 

0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
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I Number Alph a (dpm) <~> 
Igloo of Smears Min Average St Dev 

C0308 30 0.0 0.2 0.6 
C0401 30 0.0 0.0 ·o.o 
C0403 30 0.0 0.2 0.8 
C0405 30 0.0 0. 1 0.5 
C0406 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 
C0407 30 0.0 0.2 0.8 
C0408 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 
C050 1 30 0.0 0.2 0.7 
C0503 30 0.0 0.5 2.0 
C0504 30 0.0 0.1 0.5 
C0505 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 
C0508 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 
COS IO 30 0.0 0. 1 0.7 
C05 11 30 0.0 0.0 0.2 
C05 13 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 
C0603 30 0.0 0. 1 0.3 
C0604 30 0.0 0.3 1.3 
C0605 30 0.0 0.1 0.6 
C0606 30 0.0 0.6 1.7 
C0608 30 0.0 0.2 0.6 
C070 1 30 0.0 0.2 0.5 
C0706 30 0.0 0.0 0.2 
C0707 30 0.0 0.1 0.4 
C0708 30 0.0 0. 1 0.4 
C080 1 30 0.0 0.4 0.7 
C0803 30 0.0 0.4 0.7 
C0807 30 0.0 0.4 0.9 
C0809 30 0.0 0.2 0.5 
C090 1 30 0.0 0.3 0.6 
C0902 30 0.0 0.4 0.9 
C0906 30 0.0 0. 1 0.4 
C0907 30 0.0 0. 1 0.4 
C0908 30 0.0 0.2 0.7 
C0909 30 0.0 0.6 0.7 
D0104 30 0.0 0.1 0.7 
D0105 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 
D0107 30 0.0 0.4 1.6 

Table 3-13 (revised September 2004) 

Summary of Smear Sampling Results (I , i ,
3

) 

DU Storage Igloos 
NRC License Termination Report 

Seneca Army Depot Activity 

Beta (dpm) Gamma (dpm) 
Max Min Average St Dev Max Min Average St Dev 
2.3 0.0 1.7 3. 1 14.6 0.0 1.5 8. 1 
0.0 0.0 0.4 I.I 3.8 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 
4.3 0.0 0.9 2.6 12.2 0.0 ' 3.4 I 130 
2.6 0.0 0.3 1.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 I 

0.0 0.0 0.3 1.0 4.3 0.0 0.0 ' 0.0 
4.1 0.0 1.0 3.5 18.1 0.0 0.0 

l 

0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.3 1.1 4.8 0.0 5.0 

I 

I 15 .3 
3.1 0.0 1.0 2. 1 7.8 0.0 1.5 8.2 
10.3 0.0 1.2 4.9 26.2 0.0 3.4 13 .0 
2.5 0.0 0.2 I.I 6. 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.4 2.4 13. 1 0.0 l I. I 20.5 
0.0 0.0 0.2 0.8 4.6 0.0 3.5 13.1 
3.9 0.0 I.I 4.2 22.3 0.0 1.5 8.3 
1.3 0.0 0.3 1.2 5.6 0.0 2.2 11.8 
0.0 0.0 0.3 1.2 5.6 0.0 3.8 14.5 
1.9 · 0.0 0.1 0.6 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
7.2 0.0 2.6 , 6.2 32.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
3.4 0.0 4.9 7.6 27.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
9.0 0.0 2.6 3.4 11.0 0.0 3.5 13.3 
2.9 0.0 3.2 4.6 21.8 0.0 3.2 12.3 
1.7 0.0 0.8 15 4.4 0.0 2.1 11.7 
I. I 0.0 0.9 1.7 4.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1.5 0.0 1.7 2.0 4.7 0.0 0.0 00 
1. 5 0.0 0.9 I. 7 4.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2.5 0.0 1.9 2.2 5.9 0.0 1.7 9.3 
2.9 0.0 2.8 2.4 7.4 0.0 6.4 16.6 
4.0 0.0 ' 2.8 2.9 11.8 0.0 1.9 10.2 
2.1 0.0 1.5 ? ~ __ .) 7.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1.7 0.0 2.1 4.0 19.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
3.2 0.0 3.9 2.9 9.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1.3 00 1.1 2.0 6.8 0.0 1.8 9.6 
1.7 0.0 0.9 1.7 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2.9 0.0 2.3 4.3 21.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2.1 0.0 2.7 5.3 26.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
3.7 0.0 ' 0.6 1.7 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.3 I.I 5.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
8.9 0.0 1.3 5.4 29.3 0.0 1.6 8.6 

P:\Pit\Projects\Seneca\NRC License Termination\Comments\Revised Tables 3-13 and 4-12 Aug-04 

Max 
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0.0 
0.0 
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63.9 
00 
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0.0 
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0.0 
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j Number Alpha (clpm) Hl 

Igloo of Smears Min Average St Dev 
D0108 ' 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 
D0 11 0 30 0.0 0.4 1.3 
D0113 30 0.0 0. 1 0.5 
D0206 30 0.0 0.2 0.6 
D0207 30 0.0 0.6 1.9 
D0305 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 
D0306 30 0.0 0.2 0.6 
D0312 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 
D0401 30 00 0.1 0.8 
D0405 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 
D0406 30 0.0 0.1 0.5 
D0407 30 0.0 0.1 0.8 
D0413 30 0.0 0.0 0.3 
D0601 30 0.0 0.1 0.4 
D0604 30 0.0 0.2 0.5 
D0607 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 
D0704 30 0.0 0.8 2.9 
D0705 30 0.0 0.1 0.4 
D0711 30 0.0 0.4 1.4 
D07 12 30 0.0 0.2 0.5 
D0801 30 0.0 0.0 00 
D0805 30 0.0 0.2 0.4 
E0103 30 0.0 0.4 1.3 
E0105 30 0.0 0.4 1.4 
E0 l 12 30 0.0 0.4 0.6 
E02 l 1 30 0.0 0.4 1.3 
E0301 30 0.0 0.5 2.1 
E0302 30 0.0 0.5 0.7 
E0303 30 0.0 0.3 0.6 
E03 12 30 0.0 0.6 2.1 
E0402 30 0.0 0.2 0.6 
E04l0 30 0.0 0.3 0.6 
E041 I 30 0.0 0.3 0.9 
E04l3 30 0.0 0.2 0.4 
E0504 30 0.0 0.2 0.8 
E0506 30 0.0 0.2 0.4 
E0508 30 0.0 0.5 I.I 

Table 3-13 (revised September 2004) 

Summary of Smear Sampling Results (J, 
2

' 
3l 

DU Storage Igloos 
NRC License Termination Report 

Seneca Army Depot Activity 

Beta (dpm) Gamma (dp m) 
Max Min Average St Dev Max Mi n Average St Dev 
0.0 0.0 0.4 I. I 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
6.4 0.0 4.4 

; 

5.4 24.8 0.0 4.9 15 .0 
2.2 0.0 1.5 3.5 17.8 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 

I 2.2 0.0 2.3 3.2 9.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
10.3 0.0 4.4 12.2 66.0 0.0 1 0.0 I 0.0 

! 0.0 0.0 0.7 1.6 5.4 0.0 8.7 19.9 
2.2 0.0 0.6 1.7 I 5.5 0.0 1.6 

r 
8.5 i 

0.0 0.0 0.6 1.4 4.8 0.0 3.3 12.7 
4.2 0.0 1.8 4.1 21.5 0.0 1.7 9.3 
0.0 0.0 3.2 3.8 16.8 0.0 5.1 15.7 
1.8 0.0 2.7 3.4 10.2 0.0 3.5 13.4 
4.2 0.0 2.8 3.6 14.6 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 
1.4 0.0 0.9 1.7 6.1 0.0 3.2 I 12.2 I 

2.2 0.0 0.9 1.9 5.8 0.0 0.0 i 0.0 
I 1.8 0.0 1.0 1.8 5. 1 0.0 3.2 I 12.2 

0.0 0.0 2.5 2.9 9.0 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 
15.8 0.0 2.8 8.9 48.7 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 
1.4 0.0 2.6 3.3 9.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
7.4 0.0 1.8 3.4 13.2 00 6.2 19.1 
2. 1 0.0 2.7 3.5 17.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 00 1.7 2.6 9.6 0.0 1.7 9.2 
1.4 0.0 4.4 4.0 13.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
5.2 0.0 3.1 4.8 21.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
7.4 0.0 3.9 4.2 17.9 0.0 5.0 15. l 
1.7 0.0 4.3 5.9 29.8 0.0 4.9 15.0 
6.9 0.0 2.6 7.0 37.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
11.7 0.0 2.3 6.0 31.6 0.0 3.8 14.4 
2.2 00 2.8 3.7 10.5 0.0 3. 1 11.9 
1.8 00 3.7 3.4 10.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 

11.4 0.0 4.9 13.3 73.8 0.0 1.9 10.3 
2.4 0.0 2.7 5.7 28.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2.4 0.0 4.7 5.8 20.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
4.4 0.0 3.1 4.9 21.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1.7 0.0 2.5 3.2 10.7 0.0 1.8 9.9 
3.9 0.0 3.6 3.9 14.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1.0 0.0 2.3 4.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
5.2 0.0 3.7 5.1 22.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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Max 
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00 
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00 
0.0 
71.5 
0.0 

50.2 
0.0 
0.0 
51.9 
51.5 
0.0 

6 1.3 
47.1 

0.0 
56.2 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

54.2 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

Tritium Beta (d pm) 
Min 

--
--
--
--
-- • 
--

--
--
-- . 
--
--

... -- I 

--
--.. 
--
--
--
-- I 

--
I -- . 

--
l 

-- I 

--

-- ,. 
-- I 

--
--
--

' -- I 

--
-- I 

--
--
--
--
--
--

Average St Dev 
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --

Max 
--
--
--- . 

--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--

Page 3 of 4 
9/1/2004 



I N um ber Alph a (dpm) <~l 

Ig loo of Smears Mi n Average St Dev 

E0510 30 0.0 0.9 3.4 
E05l2 30 00 04 0.8 

E0602 30 0.0 1.2 34 
E0604 30 0.0 0. 1 0.3 
E0609 30 0.0 0.9 4.1 

E0610 30 0.0 0.5 l.7 
E0702 30 0.0 0.1 04 
E0706 30 0.0 0.2 0.6 
E07 l I 30 0.0 0.3 0.5 
E0801 30 0.0 0.3 0.6 
E0802 30 0.0 0.3 0.5 

Notes: 

Table 3-13 (revised September 2004) 

Summary of Smear Sampling Results (J,Z,
3l 

DU Storage Igloos 
NRC License Termination Report 

Seneca Army Depot Activity 

Beta (clpm) Gamma (dpm) 

Max Min Average St Dev Max Min Average St Dev 
18.4 0.0 6.7 23.6 130. l 0.0 7.0 18.4 
3.2 0.0 2.9 3.0 9.2 0.0 3.8 14.5 

16.5 0.0 5.5 9. 1 37.7 0.0 4.4 17.0 
l.7 0.0 1.2 2.0 5.9 0.0 1.8 9.7 

22.4 0.0 4.0 12.3 67.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
9. 1 0.0 6.7 7.5 35.5 0.0 1.9 10.2 
2.3 0.0 2.1 3.6 15.0 0.0 1.8 9.9 
2.7 0.0 2.7 4.7 22.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1. 9 0.0 1.0 1. 9 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1.9 0.0 0.6 1.7 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1.6 0.0 14 2.5 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

i\ l ax 

65. 1 
64.6 

770 
53.2 
0.0 
55.9 
54.3 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

(I) IO CFR 835, Appendi x D, removable contamination limits: natural U. U-235, U-238, and assoc. decay products - 1,000 dpm/ l 00cm 2; 
Tritium - I 0,000 beta-gamm a/ ! 00cm1

. 

(2) Smear samples col lected over a I 00 cm1 area. 

(3) The reported detection limits ranged from 2-6 dpm for alpha measurements. 6-8 dpm fo r be ta measurements, 85-93 dpm 
for gamm a measurements, and 2 1.2 dpm fo r tritium measurements. 

(4) dpm = disintegrations per minu te. 
(5) "--" =Tritium smears were not co llected at this survey unit. 
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Tritium Beta (dpm) 

Mi n Average St Dev 
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Tab le .J-10 (rev ised September 200.J) 
Sum ma ry of Bu ildin g Sca nning Results 

DU Buildings 

License Terminati on Report 
Seneca Arm y Depot Acti vity 

Survey Unit f\.l easuremcnt Number nf 
Sca nnin g 

Sl'anning Maximum Avcrnge ofSc:11111 in g Standard Deviation of Fln g Value Maximu m Reading 
t\linimum 

(Illd g/ll oo m) T ype Grids Sc:111ncd 
(c ,111) 

(cpm ) 1\l ca11 (cpm) Scannin g Mean (cpm) (cpm) Greater than Flag'! 

ALl'II A/IJETA FLOOR ~tONITOR 
5 I Alpha/ Beta 53 300 1200 609 11 3 32339 No 

5 2 Alpha/Beta 14 200 1}00 654 11 7 32339 No 

5 J A lpha/ Beta II JOO 900 627 6 1 32339 No 

4 A lpha/13eta II 400 900 659 58 32339 0 

5 5 Alpha/Be ta 30 400 900 657 64 32339 No 

6 A lpha/13cta 30 300 1000 645 79 32339 0 

7 A lpha/Bela 7 600 11 00 8 14 48 32339 No 

8 Alpha/13cta 13 400 1300 785 149 32339 No 

5 9 Alpha/ Beta 27 300 1000 685 88 32339 0 

5 IO A lpha/Beta J(, 400 1200 744 8' ·' 32339 No 

I 6 A lpha/Beta 8 400 1200 744 105 32339 I 0 

306 IO Alpha/Be ta 23 JOO 1400 643 125 32339 No 

306 11 A lpha/Beta JS 300 1200 60J 11 7 32339 No 

306 I 2 A lpha/Beta 42 300 1200 589 89 32339 No 

306 JJ Alpha/Beta 2 1 400 1200 660 JO] 32]39 No 

2073 I Alpha/13e ta 56 200 900 563 83 32339 No 

2073 3 A lpha/ Beta 32 200 800 500 97 32339 No 

2084 2 Al pha/Beta 20 200 800 6 15 11 0 32339 No 

2084 J Alpha/Be ta 74 200 1000 572 11 6 32339 No 

2084 6 A luha/Bcla 15 200 800 473 11 2 32339 No 

ALl'IIA/llETA l'IIOSWI CII 
5 I A lpha/Be ta ]2 80 400 I 76 .Ll 657 1 No 

5 2 Al pha/Bela 6 80 300 182 32 657 1 No 

5 3 Alpha/Be ta 6 100 380 193 32 657 1 No 

4 Alpha/13eta 6 JOO 400 222 43 C,57 I No 

5 5 A lpha/Bela 59 40 JOO I 5 1 :n 657 1 No 

5 6 Alpha/Beta 18 80 280 165 19 657 1 No 

7 Alpha/Beta 17 80 460 247 64 657 1 No 

5 8 A lpha/Beta 8 100 420 258 50 657 1 No 

5 9 Alpha/ Beta 32 80 :no 173 20 657 I No 

5 IO Alpha/13e ta 9 100 480 220 6 1 657 I No 

I I Alpha/ Beta JOO 240 170 28 657 1 No 

12 Alpha/13e ta 120 380 240 42 657 1 No 

5 13 Alpha/Beta 4 100 JOO 193 19 657 I No 

14 Alpha/ 13eta 80 380 195 78 657 1 No 

15 A lpha/Beta 2 140 380 245 35 657 1 No 

I 6 Alpha/Beta 120 4(,0 238 55 657 I No 

306 I A lpha/Be ta 5 60 240 148 16 657 I No 

306 2 Al pha/Beta 4 60 300 160 37 657 1 No 

306 J Alpha/ Beta JOO 320 210 156 657 1 No 

306 4 Alpha/13eta ISO 320 250 99 657 I No 

306 5 Alpha/13cta 140 400 240 42 6571 No 

306 6 Alpha/13c ta 120 380 247 6 6571 No 

306 7 Alpha/Be ta 6 1110 300 202 19 657 1 No 

306 8 Alpha/Beta JOO 360 200 30 657 1 No 

306 IO Al pha/Bela I 8 60 480 184 53 657 1 No 

306 I I Alpha/13eta 28 (,II JOO 16 1 19 6571 No 

306 12 Alpha/Beta 47 60 JOO 154 17 657 1 No 

306 13 Alpha/Be ta 2 1 60 800 195 I 19 657 1 No 

2073 I Alpha/ Beta 67 80 JOO 166 22 657 1 No 

2073 2 Alpha/ Beta 25 60 J40 195 29 657 I No 

2073 :; Alpha/Be ta 31 40 260 157 17 657 1 No 

2084 2 Alpha/Be ta 14 60 220 137 18 657 I No 

2084 J A lpha/13eta 99 40 280 134 20 657 I No 

GA~l~IA FJOLER 
5 I Gamnrn 85 2000 14000 525] 1654 17285 No 

5 2 Gamma 20 2000 15000 6738 2203 17285 No 

3 Gmn mn I 7 2000 7000 4368 SJ I 17285 No 

4 Gam mn 17 2000 100110 4824 S 14 17285 No 

5 5 Gamnrn 89 2000 l0000 4480 715 17285 No 

6 Gnmm a 48 2000 10000 5 182 1 3 ➔ 5 17285 No 

s 7 Gamma 24 2000 16000 8344 251 I 17285 0 

s 8 Gnmmn 2 I 4000 15000 9024 2 159 17285 No 

5 9 Gmnma 59 2000 l0000 5 140 1507 17285 0 

10 Gamma 25 3200 13000 6554 1809 17285 No 

11 Gmnmn 2 5000 I 1000 8500 2 12 1 17285 No 

Page 1 ol 2 
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Table 4-10 (r ev ised September 200.f) 

S ummary of 13uildiu g Sca nn ing Res ults 

DU 13uildings 

License Termination Report 

Se neca A rm y Depot Ac ti vity 

Survey Unit Measurement Number of 
Scanning 

Scanning Maximum Average of Sc:rnning 
f\Iinimum 

(Bldg/Room) Type Grids Scunned 
(c m) 

(cpm) Mean (cpm) 

GAMMA FID LER (Co nt inn cd) 

12 G:unnrn 2 8000 13000 

5 13 Gamm a 4 4000 9000 

5 14 Gnmnrn 3000 7000 

5 15 Gamm a 5000 12000 

5 16 G,1 111111 a 13 3000 13000 

306 I Gamnrn 5 6000 12000 

306 2 Ga mm a 4 5000 11000 

306 3 Gamnrn 7000 12000 

306 4 Gam ma I 8000 12000 

306 5 Gamm a 2 5000 10000 

306 6 Gamma 6000 10000 

306 7 Gnm ma 6 4000 11 000 

306 8 Gamma 4000 9000 

306 10 Ga mm a 41 3000 13000 

306 11 Gnmnrn 46 3000 10000 

306 12 Gamma 89 2000 12000 

306 13 Gamm n 42 2000 9000 

2073 I Gnmma 123 IO00 8000 

2073 2 Gnmm a 25 2000 8000 

2073 3 Ga mma 63 3000 8000 

2084 2 Gamma 34 2000 8000 

2084 3 Gamma 173 IO00 8000 

2084 6 Gam ma 15 3000 7000 

Notes: 
(I} cpm = counts per minute. 

(2) The scanning flag vn lues for me:1sureme11 ts in the Class 2 and 3 survey units are based on the gross activity 
DCGL for DU. Avernge background is included in the flag va lue. The alplrn/ l>eta flag values are the sum of the 
individual alpha and beta DU DCGLw's for that instrnment ( T:il,lc 4-4). 

(3) Two smvey grids were scn nned wilh th is instrument and each had the same range and average mcasmcment ; 
therefore, the standard deviat ion for the average scanning measunnent for this su1vcy unit is zero. 
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10500 
6000 

5000 
8750 
7769 
9200 
8000 
9500 

10000 

7500 
8333 
6667 
6333 

65 10 
6239 
5242 
4764 

3809 
5040 

5083 
5250 
)893 
4933 

Standard Deviation of 

Scanning Mean (cpm) 

01.1 ) 

408 
o 1.11 

1768 
1666 
758 
9 13 

3536 
2828 

01.1 ) 

289 
1033 
289 

161 3 
86 1 

1429 
111 3 
816 
776 
447 
448 
788 
458 

Flag Value 
(cpm) 

17285 
17285 

17285 
17285 
17285 
17285 
17285 
17285 
17285 

17285 
17285 
17285 
17285 
17285 
17285 
17285 
17285 
17285 
17285 
17285 
17285 
17285 
17285 

No 

No 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

No 
No 
No 
No 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Maximum Readi ng 
Greater than Flag? 

Page 2 of 2 
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Survey Unit 
(B ldg/Room) 

5 I 

5 2 
5 3 
5 4 
5 5 
5 6 
5 7 
5 8 
5 9 
5 10 
5 11 
5 12 
5 13 
5 14 
5 15 
5 16 

306 I 
306 2 
306 3 
306 4 
306 5 
306 6 
306 7 
306 8 
306 IO 
306 I I 
306 12 

I 

' 
I 
l 

Num ber 
of Smea rs 

85 
20 
17 
17 
89 
48 
24 
21 
63 
25 
28 
32 
30 
30 
30 
13 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
41 
46 
89 

Table _ 4-12 (revised September 2004) 

Summary of Smear Sampling Results (l ,Z,3) 

DU Buildings 
NRC License Termination Report 

Seneca Army Depot Activity 

Alpha (dpm )<
4
l I Beta (d pm) I Ga mm a (clpm ) 

Mi n Averae:e St Dev Max Min Averae:e St Dev Max Min Averae:e St Dev Max 

0.0 0.1 0.3 1.9 0.0 0. 1 0.6 4.8 0.0 7. 1 17.9 67.6 
0.0 0.0 0.2 0.9 0.0 0.6 I. I 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 1.0 3.3 0.0 3. 1 12.7 52.5 
0.0 0.1 0.2 0.9 0.0 0.2 0.8 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 1.0 5. 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0. 1 0.5 3.8 0.0 2. 1 10.0 52 .5 
0.0 0.0 0.2 I. I 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.3 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.2 0. 5 2.0 0.0 0.4 1.3 5.4 0.0 8.9 19.7 64. 1 
0.0 0.5 0.7 2.0 0.0 0.4 1.2 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 1.2 4.1 0.0 I. 7 9. 1 48.3 
0.0 0. 1 0.3 1. 6 0.0 0.2 0.8 3.2 0.0 4.2 13.3 45.5 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.9 3.7 0.0 6.3 16.2 50.7 
0.0 0. 1 0.3 1.6 0.0 0.1 0.7 4. 1 0.0 1.5 8. 1 44.4 
0.0 0.1 0.3 0.9 0.0 0.1 0.7 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.2 0.5 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.2 I. I 0.0 I. 1 1.6 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.2 0.5 1. 8 0.0 0.1 0.6 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.2 I.I 0.0 0.4 1.2 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0. I 0.4 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.3 0.6 1.8 0.0 0.2 0.9 3.6 0.0 5.2 15.8 55.2 
0.0 0.1 0.3 I.I 0.0 ·o.8 1.5 4.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0. 1 0.3 1.4 0.0 0. 1 0.7 4. 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.1 0.3 1.5 0.0 1.0 1. 8 5.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0. 1 0.3 1.5 0.0 1.0 1.6 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.1 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.9 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0. 1 0.3 1.5 0.0 0.9 1.7 5.2 0.0 0.5 4.6 43 .0 
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Table 4-12 (revised September 2004) 

Summary of Smear Sampling Results (t,Z,
3

) 

DU Buildings 
NRC License Termination Report 

Seneca Army Depot Activity 

Survey Unit 
(Bldg/Room) 

Number 
of Smears 

Alpha (clpm)<4
> I Beta (clpm) I Gamma (dp m) 

Min Average St Dev Max Min Average St Dev Max Min Average St Dev Max 

306 13 42 0.0 0.2 0.5 2.7 0.0 0.5 1.3 4.8 0.0 0.0 
2073 I 123 0.0 0.0 0.2 1.7 0.0 0.1 0.7 4.8 0.0 0.6 
2073 2 25 0.0 0.3 0.5 1.7 0.0 0.4 1.2 3.8 0.0 0.0 

2073 3 63 0.0 0. 1 0.4 1.4 0.0 0.6 1.5 4.8 0.0 2.5 
2084 2 34 0.0 0.3 0.5 1.7 0.0 0.4 I.I 3.8 0.0 0.0 

2084 3 173 0.0 0.2 1.2 15.0 0.0 0.9 2.7 27.7 0.0 3.9 
2084 6 15 0.0 0.12 0.5 1. 8 0.0 1.2 2.5 6.5 0.0 0.0 

Notes : 

( I) 10 CFR 835, Appendix D, removab le contam ination limits: natural U, U-235, U-238, and assoc . decay products - 1.000 dpm/100cm
1

: 

Tritium - I 0,000 beta-gamma/ I 00cm1
. 

(2) Smear samp les collected over a I 00 cm1 area. 

(3) The reported detection limits ranged from 2-6 dpm for alpha measurements, 6-8 dpm for beta measurements, and 85-93 dpm 

for gamm a measurements. 
(4) dpm = disintegrations per minute. 

P:\Pit\Projects\Seneca\NRC License Termination\Comments\Revised Tables 3-13 and 4-12 Aug-04 

0.0 0.0 
6.1 67.8 
0.0 0.0 
11.3 55.9 
0.0 0.0 
18.1 178.7 
0.0 0.0 
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Survey Unit 
(Oldg/Roum) 

612 A 
612 AA 

612 B 
612 BB 
612 C 
612 D 

612 E 
612 F 

612 G 
612 H 

612 I 
612 J 
612 K 
612 L 

612 M 

61 2 N 
612 0 
612 p 

612 Q 

612 R 
612 s 
612 T 
612 u 
612 V 

612 w 
612 X 
612 y 

612 z 

Notes: 

Number 
of Smears 

59 
142 
22 
37 
13 
18 
22 
45 
9 
9 

16 
17 
32 
29 

232 
37 
36 
41 
4 1 
37 
35 
36 
95 
11 8 
103 
107 
146 
93 

M in 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
00 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Table S-9 (revised Se ptember 200-l) 

S ummary of Smear Sampling Results 11
•
2

> 

Building GI 2 

Final Status S urvey Report 

Seneca Ann y Depot Activity 

A lpha (dpm) Pl Ucl:t (dpm) 

Avera c St. Dev Max Min A ,·era c S t. Dev 

0.0 0.2 I. I 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0. 1 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.3 
0.0 00 0 0.0 0.0 00 
0.0 0. 1 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.2 0.6 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.2 0.4 1. 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.1 0.2 0.6 0.0 0. 1 0.5 
0. 1 0.3 0.9 0.0 0.5 1. 2 
0.2 0.5 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 00 
0. 1 0.2 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.1 0.3 1.5 0.0 0.1 0.8 
0. 1 0.3 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.2 I.I 0.0 0.1 0.4 
0. 1 0.3 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0. 1 0.3 I 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.2 I. I 0.0 0. 1 0.4 
0.1 0.3 1.5 0.0 0.4 1. 0 
0. 1 0.2 1. 2 0.0 0.2 0.8 
0. 1 0.3 1.5 0.0 0.3 0.8 
0.1 0.4 1.2 0.0 o.:i 0.9 
0.1 0.3 1.4 0.0 0.2 0.7 
0.0 0.2 I 00 0. 1 0.5 
0.0 0.2 I . I 0.0 0.2 0.7 
0.1 0.3 I . I 0.0 00 0.3 
0.0 0.2 I 0.0 0. 1 0.6 
0. 1 0.3 1.J 00 0.0 0.4 

Ma x 

0 0.0 
3.6 0.0 
0 0.0 
0 0 .0 

0 00 
0 0.0 

2.5 0.0 
3.8 0 .0 
0 0 .0 
0 0.0 

0 0.0 
0 0 .0 

4.6 0.0 
0 0.0 

4.5 0.0 
0 0 .0 
0 0 .0 

2.5 0.0 
3.8 0.0 
4 0 .0 

2.9 0.0 
J .5 0.0 
3.7 0.0 
4.1 0.0 
3.3 0.0 
3.2 0.0 
4.7 0.0 
4. 1 0.0 

( I) 10 CFR 835. Append ix D, removable conJaminaJ ion limiJs: natural U. U-235. U-238, and assoc. decay producJs - 1,000 clpm/lOOcn,2
: 

Tii tium - I 0.000 beta-gmnmn/ I OOcnt 

(2) Smear s::m1plcs co ll ected over n 100 c11i=' area. 

(3) dpm = decays pe r minute. 
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Gamma (dpm ) 

Avcra 0 c St. Dev 

0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 00 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
6.4 19.1 
4.7 18.7 
00 0.0 
3.7 14.5 
0.0 0.0 
0.5 5.6 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
1. 3 8. 1 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0.7 6.9 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 

M ax 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
00 
0.0 

57.2 
74.7 
0.0 

62. 0 
0.0 

63 .0 
00 
0.0 
51.9 
0.0 
0 .0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

7 1.5 
0.0 
0.0 
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Message 

Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 

From: Travers, Jacqueline [Jacqueline .Travers@parsons.com] 

Sent: Monday, October 17, 2005 1: 14 PM 

To: Enroth , Thomas R NAN02 

Cc: Hackett, John 

Subject: FW: NRC Discussion Items 

Hi Tom, 

Page 1 of 2 

Ja.citr'-e f/f./11-~..LJ..__ 

.J C. IUI 'r 
.J v'1-.1 /-1-M ll H 
/t v1t+ /11 c.f_l 

/) ,r...z ~/4,.J(l-,,,i )J~H\,(,/ //,; /4,,J 

This is what I spoke with John last week about discussing with NRC. You may pass this along to ANL. I was 
planning on speaking with John this afternoon . I will also pass along one other email from John, summarizing 
things on the Scenario A stats. If you would like to speak to us this afternoon , please give me a call at (508) 320-
8708. I have also asked John to give you a call just to check in. 

Thanks, Jackie 
-----Original Message-----
From: Hackett, John 
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2005 7:07 PM 
To: Travers, Jacqueline 
Cc: Kadlubak, Kathleen 
Subject: NRC Discussion Items 

l . Use of Scenario A: 
C\.. Spreadsheets per MARSSIM Appendix I - submit electronic copies/hard copies/example/summary 

only? 
b Units in cpm 
e,. Minimum number of measurements in tests - example of 20 locations, but 3 floor monitor and l 7 

phoswich. Compare directly with DCGL rather than use WRS test? 

2. Issues with previous requests for information? (No need to go through each one unless they bring 
them up .. . ) 

3. Use of gross surface activity DCGL for depleted uranium ~ u.1 J ~ UJ.3.r UJ Jc; 

4. Building 6 12: 
Using FIDLER efficiencies available from source checks done during that survey, the DCGL in units o f 

c pm is - 300 cpm. When Scenario A tests are done, l 0 survey units do not pass for gamma 
measurements, but they do for alpha and beta. Can we rely upon alpha/beta to demostrate those:w1~ 
survey units pass? JI I J J ,, F,d u-... - r el,<) e/l-'?/ ; ,u,,,,,,,t... .,,M4_,,,.,"'-'-, t 

5. Timeframe U1l }-. 
{ ID 

I think that's it. I should be available on my cell phone if I'm not in my office tomorrow, but I should 
probably be in my office by l O my time. 

Thanks, 
John 

John R. Hackett, P.E. 

Parsons 

1700 Broadway, Suite 900 

I 0/17/2005 -



Message 

Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Travers, Jacqueline [Jacqueline .Travers@parsons.com] 

Monday, October 17, 2005 1 :20 PM 

Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 

Hackett, John 

FW: SEDA NRC update 

Attachments: E0302 Seen A.xis; 306R11 Scenario A.xis; 612D Scenario A.xis 

Hi Tom, 

Page 1 of 2 

This is the status of the Scenario A runs. Everything has been run . John explains that the runs support our 
original conclusions, except for the gamma data in 10 rooms in Bldg 612. John explained to me further that our 
alpha and beta data do support release for these rooms and I think he believes NRC is already aware of the 
issues with the low efficiency of the gamma data. 

Hope this helps. As I mentioned in my last email - feel free to call me if you have any questions. 

Thanks, Jackie 
-----Original Message-----
From: Hackett, John 
Sent: Friday, September 30, 2005 4:25 PM 
To: Travers, Jacqueline 
Cc: Kadlubak, Kathleen 
Subject: SEDA NRC update 

Jackie/Katie, 

I've gotten through the WRS tests for all of the igloo and building survey units using Scenario A. I've 
attached a couple of examples, and will put the rest on the P-drive. I used the appropriate background 
plus the DCGL for that instrument in cpm (listed in Tables 3-2, 4-2, and 5-2 of the report) . The gross 
activity DCGL for DU in units of dpm/ 100 cm2 was converted to a cpm value using the detector active 
area and the instrument efficiency from the function check data. 

The only issues we have are with 10 rooms in Building 6 12. Since the efficiency from the function check 
data we have is so low (0.75%) , the DCGL in cpm is very low (-300 cpm) for 612, which is what is causing 
the problem. Since we don't have an actual reference area data set for FIDLER measurements at 6 12 
(no data from 2078, so I used both the "windowed" background from C09 l 2 and the daily function 
check backgrounds), I'm thinking we approach it the same way we did in the initial report - compare 
the FIDLER data qualitatively to all available backgrounds. There's not really a whole lot we can do to 
fix this. 

Going through the old report a little, there are some things we'll need to update to reflect the use of 
Scenario A, such as the example in Section 2. Also, since the NRC apparently isn't interested in what at 
the site contributes to above-background dose, I'm thinking we get rid of the dose contribution 
discussion at the end of each section (since we don't have "above-background" datasets anymore) , 
and maybe do a worst-case dose assessment in the conclusions at the end. We'll also need to update 
and/or eliminate some tables. Based on all that, I think we'll need to submit a new report. 

In the interest of heading off any other comments, do we have calibration certificates for the 2002 field 
instruments, or the 612 instruments? I don't think we had those to include with the original report . 

I will be out next week, but should have evening email access. Let me know if you have any questions! 

10/18/2005 



Docket No. 04008526 
Control No. 135163 

Stephen M. Absolom 
Installation Manager 
Caretaker Office 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 
5786 State Route 96 
P.O. Box 9 
Romulus , NY 14541 -0009 

UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
REGION I 

475 ALLENDALE ROAD 
KING OF PRUSSIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19406-1415 

August 9, 2004 

License No. SUC-1275 

SUBJECT: DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
CONCERNING APPLICATION FOR AMENDMENT TO LICENSE, CONTROL 
NO. 135163 

Dear Mr. Absolom : 

This is in reference to your letter dated June 15, 2004 requesting to amend Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission License No. SUC-1275. In order to continue our review, we need the following 
additional information. 

1. Your compliance approach does not appear to follow that recommended in MARSSIM. The 
null hypothesis recommended for use in MARSSIM is : "the residual radioactivity in the survey 
unit exceeds the release criteria. " This statement directly addresses the issue of compliance 
with the DCGL, and requires significant evidence that the residual radioactivity in the survey unit 
is less than the DCGL to reject the null hypothesis and pass the survey unit. Distinguishability 
from background is not addressed under this hypothesis . Additionally, Appendix 1A of your 
submittal , License Termination and License Release Plan (L TP) , Table 5-4 , footnote 6, states 
that the alpha value in Table 5-4 is the acceptable level of Type I decision error, when the null 
hypothesis is that survey unit exceeds the cleanup standard. This statement is consistent with 
the recommended null hypothesis in MARSSIM. Please discuss the statistical methods you 
used for determining compliance to the DCGLs relative to the null hypothesis recommended in 
MARSSIM and presented in Table 5-4 of your L TP. Also please provide the retrospective power 
curves . 

2. MARSSIM recommends that when gross activity DCGLs are used, an appropriate weighted 
total efficiency should be used for the radiological surveys . Please provide the ca lculations for 
determining the weighted total efficiencies used for the radiological surveys . If we ighted total 
efficiencies were not used . please provide the basis for not using weighted total efficiencies . In 
addition , MARSSIM states that the total efficiency for survey instruments may be considered to 
represent the product of two factors , the instrument efficiency and the source efficiency . Please 
provide the instrument efficiencies and source efficiencies used in the determination of the total 
efficiencies for the radiation survey instruments used to perform the radiological surveys . If 
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the total efficiencies , please provide the basis for not using these efficiencies for determining 
the total efficiency. 

3. Please provide examples of the calculations for the MDAs presented in Tables 3-3, 4-3 , 5-3, 
and 6-2. 

4. Please provide the method used to determine the mean cpm in Tables 3-11 and 4-1 O. Also 
please provide the standard deviation for these mean values. 

5. MARSSIM states that sample results should be reported along with their associated 
uncertainties. For smear sample results in Tables 3-13, 4-12, 5-9, and 6-5, please provide the 
uncertainties for the results and the standard deviation for the average results. Also, for the 
sample results in Tables 3-14 and 4-13, please define the reported uncertainties. For example , 
do they represent the counting uncertainty (at some confidence interval) or the total propagated 
uncertainty (at some confidence interval). 

6. Section 5.3.3 of the report on page 5-3 states: "Per MARSSIM for Class 1 survey units, all 
direct and scanning measurements from each building were compared directly with the 
DCGLEMc for DU. A following sentence in Section 5.3.3 states: "Scanning measurements from 
Building 612 were not available to preform the DCGLEMc comparison. Table 5-3 indicates that 
the instrumentation used for the survey of Building 612 included a floor monitor. However, no 
scanning measurements are included in the data tables for section 5 of the report. Were 
scanning measurements made during the survey of Building 612? If so, please provide these 
measurements. Table 5-3 also reports an efficiency of 0.75% for the FIDDLER, resulting in a 
scanning MDA of 167,867 dpm/100cm2 which is above DCGLw for DU. The FIDDLER 
efficiencies presented in Tables 3-3 and 4-3 are 15%. Please explain the difference in the 
FIDDLER efficiencies. 

In accordance with 1 O CFR 2.390, a copy of this letter will be placed in the NRG Public 
Document Room and will be accessible from the NRG Web site at http ://www.nrc .gov/readinq­
rm.html . 

We will continue our review upon receipt of this information. Please reply to my attention at the 
Region I Office and refer to Mail Control No. 135163. If you have any technical questions 
regarding this deficiency letter, please call me at (610) 337-5214. 
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If we do not receive a reply from you within 30 calendar days from the date of this letter, we 
shall assume that you do not wish to pursue your application. 

Enclosure: 
1 0 CFR Parts 19, 20 , and 30 

cc: 
John Cleary, Radiation Safety Officer 

Sincerely, 

Original signed by James Kottan 

James Kottan 
Senior Health Physicist 
Nuclear Materials Safety Branch 2 
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety 
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Docket No. 04008526 
Control No. 135163 

Stephen M. Absolom 
Installation Manager 
Caretaker Office 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 
5786 State Route 96 
P.O. Box 9 
Romulus, NY 14541-0009 

UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
REGION I 

475 ALLENDALE ROAD 
KING OF PRUSSIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19406-141 5 

September 7, 2005 

License No. 

,-.e,01 - JoJO - VB'fV ,~.J</ 

Pa N ,-J, ~..., L, lc:.~6~ 

@ ~ CA-I/ / o/ /J/ o.!- of'l)o 

NM..( J , /t,+l,,.i j , /lttN•MJ,, .f'~l,/f (Tl:"" 

SUC-1275 

SUBJECT: SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY, REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION CONCERNING APPLICATION FOR AMENDMENT TO 
LICENSE, CONTROL NO. 135163 

Dear Mr. Absolom: 

This is in reference to your letter dated February 28, 2005 providing additional information 
concerning your license termination request for Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA). We have 
completed our review of the additional information you have provided. This review was 
conducted by both NRC Region I staff and NRC Office of Nuclear Materials Safety and 
Safeguards staff. As a result of our review we have determined that the use of Scenario B to 
demonstrate compliance with the NRC criteria for the unrestricted release of SEDA is 
inappropriate. 

NUREG-1757, Consolidated NMSS Decommissioning Guidance, Volume 2, Characterization, 
Survey, and Determination of Radiological Criteria, Section 2.4 states that: 

" .. . NRC staff's default assumption is that the use of Scenario A is appropriate. 
The use of Scenario B is expected only for a small number of facilities, and the 
considerations for any given facility are expected to be site specific. Therefore, 
NRC staff recommends that licensees contact NRC early in the licensee's FSS 
design process to discuss considerations for their situation." 

In your License Termination and License Release Plan, which was transmitted by your letter 
dated February 11, 2003, you provided information indicating that Scenario A would be used to 
demonstrate compliance with the NRC criteria for unrestricted release. Our letter to you dated 
June 11 , 2003 transmitted Amendment 13 of your license which incorporated by reference your 
License Termination and License Release Plan in condition 15 of the license. Therefore, based 
on Condition 15 of your license, you had committed to use Scenario A for the SEDA 
decommissioning . 

When applying Scenario B to a site decommissioning , the key assumption is that the DCGLw is 
small when compared to measurement and/or background variability. For the SEDA 
decommissioning, however, it appears that your DCGLw values are large compared to 
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background/measurement variability which would allow the use of Scenario A. Additionally, we 
noted that you used Scenario B even though some reference areas failed the K-W test, 
reference areas were established based on different materials (although background from 
different materials is not expected to be similar), and reference areas were established based 
on an artificial separation of high and low measurements. 

Since we have determined that the use of Scenario Bis inappropriate for your facility, please 
provide us with your plans for license termination relative to the conditions of your license and 
the considerations of NUREG-1757, Volume 2. 

We will continue our review of your license amendment application for license termination upon 
receipt of this information. Please reply to my attention at the Region I Office and refer to Mail 
Control No. 135163. If you have any technical questions regarding this letter, please call me at 
(610) 337-5214. 

If we do not receive a reply from you within 30 calendar days from the date of this letter, we will 
assume that you do not wish to pursue your license amendment application. 

cc: 
John Cleary, Radiation Safety Officer 

Sincerely~, 

.,---;--- -

' \ o...~= ·-·-·- -

James Kattan 
Senior Health Physicist 
Decommissioning Branch 
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety 
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NRC Chronology of Correspondence Page 1 of 3 

Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 

From: Travers , Jacqueline [Jacqueline .Travers@parsons .com] 

Sent: Wednesday , September 28, 2005 12:00 PM 

To: stephen .m.absolom@us .army.mil; Enroth, Thomas R NAN02; clearyj@seneca-hp.army.mil 

Cc: Kadlubak, Kathleen ; Hackett, John ; Heino, Todd 

Subject: NRC Chronology of Correspondence 

Steve/Tom/John: 

Below is a chronology of correspondence and a summary issue regarding the data comparison 
done for the License Termination. I'd be happy to review this on our call this afternoon and 
answer any questions you may have. 

9/28/2005 

The followin summarizes the corres ondence with NRC re ardin License 
Termination. 

February 2003 - ANL's License Termination Plan submitted to NRC. L TP 
references MARSSIM but does not explicitly refer to which Scenario (A or 8) would 
be used to compare the data. A footnote reference is made to the null hypothesis 
assuming the site exceeds the release criterion (Scenario A) . 

May 2004 - Parsons prepares NRC License Termination Report and receives 
comments from Army/USACE/ANL. No comments were received internally 
regarding the use of Scenario B versus Scenario A. 

6/1 5/04 - Submitted License Termination Report to NRC. 

8/09/04 - Initial comments were received from NRC. The first comment discusses 
that MARSSIM recommends using a null hypothesis that states the survey area is 
above the release criteria (referred to as Scenario A in MARSSIM) and we chose to 
use a null hypothesis stating the survey area is indistinguishable from background 
(referred to Scenario B in MARSSIM). NRC asked for additional justification and 
power curve data supporting the use of Scenario 8 . 

9/02/04 - Response to NRC comments (attached) : Parsons specified in response to 
comment 1 that we were using Scenario 8 due to the background variability and 
the fact that the primary ROCs (uranium isotopes) are present in background ; we 
indicated that power curves can be made available upon request. 

1/26/05 - Parsons informed by John Cleary that he spoke with Jim Kattan of NRC, 
and he requested the power curves in support of Scenario 8. 

1/27/05 - Parsons discussed the power curve method with Jim Kattan - who 
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9/28/2005 

indicated he agreed with the approach during call. 

2/9/05 - Submit example power curve calculation to Kurt Picel of ANL. 

2/23/05 - Receive email from Kurt Picel forwarded by Tom Enroth regarding 
response to NRG comments and power curves. The use of Scenario B is 
discussed and it was decided in discussions between Parsons/ANL/Army that the 
use of Scenario B, although not preferred, would be adequate since it appeared the 
survey units would pass using either method. No elevated areas of contamination 
were found. It was decided that it was best to continue on the current path and 
submit the power curves supporting the use of Scenario B that NRG requested . 

3/11/05 - Received confirmation from NRG that they have received the CD 
submitted containing power curves and discussion . 

9/07/05 - Most recent communication with NRG rejecting use of Scenario B. 

The issue regarding the two scenarios for comparing sur'\@Y_ data~ gytlined below: 

MARSSIM considers two ways to compare site data to some critical value. For 
Scenario A, the comparison assumes that the survey unit contains residual 
radioactivity above the release criterion (this is the null hypothesis). For Scenario 
B, the null hypothesis is that the survey area is indistinguishable from background . 

In most situations, MARSSIM states that Scenario A is more appropriate because it 
directly compares the data to the release criterion. By assuming the survey area is 
above the release criterion in the null hypothesis, (i .e. guilty until proven innocent), 
the consequence of making an error in the data comparison (e.g. by missing 
elevated areas in the measurements) is that a clean site gets remediated. 

When the primary consideration is determining if residual radioactivity at the site is 
distinguishable from background , Scenario B may be used . This scenario assumes 
the survey data are not different than the background data (i.e. innocent until 
proven guilty). The consequence of making an error in the data comparison (e.g. 
missing elevated areas in the measurements) is that a contaminated site is 
assumed to be clean. This is riskier from a regulatory standpoint (and 
subsequently, as we see, more difficult to defend). 

Parsons used Scenario B in conducting previous surveys at Seneca (e.g. SEAD-
12). The basis for using Scenario B was that it was closer in line with how risk 
assessments were being conducted for chemicals of concern at the site. A 
comparison to background was done; if not distinguishable from background, the 
radionuclide or area of concern dropped out of consideration . The risk assessment 
then included areas or radionuclides distinguishable from (and above) background . 

For the License Termination Report, Parsons decided to continue the use of 
Scenario B to maintain consistency with previous investigations. We believed , at 
the time , that this was within the scope of the L TP and was justifiable in light of the 
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background variability and the lack of any contamination in the licensed survey 
units. NRC does not agree. 

Path forward: Re-run data using Scenario A. Should be complete (first summary 
draft) by Friday (Sept 30). If ok - prepare to submit to NRC. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Thanks, 

Jackie 

J ~ ueA.M'1£I T V'CVV0V}' 

Project Manager 

Parsons 

150 Federal St., 4th floor 
Boston, MA 02110 

617-449-1566 (did) 
617-946-9777 (fax) 
jacqueline.travers@parsons.com 
SAFETY - MAKE IT PERSONAL 

9/28/2005 
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Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 

From: Picel , Kurt C. [kcpicel@anl.gov] 

Sent: Tuesday, February 22, 2005 6: 17 PM 

To: Enroth , Thomas R NAN02 

Cc: Sydelko, Thomas G. 

Subject: Bid 306, Room 10 

Hi tom, 

I have reviewed the materials submitted by Parsons regarding the subject survey unit against the cited reference 
document, NU REG 1505. The calculations performed for the WRS test, K-W test, and power curves appear to be 
correct as far as I can tell, assuming the spreadsheets used were set up correctly. I have just a couple of 
comments on the overall process. First, Parsons has chosen to use Scenario B for the posing of the null 
hypothesis, that is , the survey unit is assumed to pass and the data collected must show that it fa ils . (Scenario A 
is the reverse, the SU is assumed to be contaminated and data must show that it passes.) Chapter 2 of NUREG 
1505 notes that Scenario B should be chosen when the DCGL is close to background and it would be hard to 
demonstrate with data that residual contamination was below the DCGL. In the present case, however, the 
DCGLs are far above background levels and Scenario A would normally be chosen. NRG might note this also, 
but it's merely a technicality, because the survey unit would apparently pass easily either way. 

I seem to recall that I made a similar comment on an earlier data set and Parson's response was that they chose 
Scenario B to be consistent with earlier survey results analysis . 

My second comment is related to the first. Parson's has chosen to perform the Krustal-Wallace test from Chapter 
13 of NUREG 1505 to demonstrate that residual levels, in most cases, are indistinguishable from background As 
noted in the introductory paragraph of this chapter, this analysis is also performed when DCGLs are near 
background levels, again because it is hard to prove with measurements in such cases that residuals are below 
DCGLs . Again , this test is not necessary when DCGLs are well above background as they are in the present 
case. The test might have been performed to be consistent with earlier analyses or just to establish the fact that 
certain areas are not impacted or are barely impacted . 

Please let me know if you have any questions . I'll look at the ALARA materials for SEAD-48 in the next few days. 

Regards , 

Kurt 

9/28/2005 
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Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 

From : Picel , Kurt C. (kcpicel@anl.gov] 

Sent: Tuesday, February 22, 2005 6: 17 PM 

To: Enroth , Thomas R NAN02 

Cc: Sydelko, Thomas G. 

Subject: Bid 306, Room 10 

Hi tom, 

I have reviewed the materials submitted by Parsons regarding the subject survey unit against the cited reference 
document, NU REG 1505. The calculations performed for the WRS test, K-W test, and power curves appear to be 
correct as far as I can tell, assuming the spreadsheets used were set up correctly. I have just a couple of 
comments on the overall process. First, Parsons has chosen to use Scenario B for the posing of the null 
hypothesis, that is, the survey unit is assumed to pass and the data collected must show that it fails . (Scenario A 
is the reverse, the SU is assumed to be contaminated and data must show that it passes.) Chapter 2 of NUREG 
1505 notes that Scenario B should be chosen when the DCGL is close to background and it would be hard to 
demonstrate with data that residual contamination was below the DCGL. In the present case, however, the 
DCGLs are far above background levels and Scenario A would normally be chosen . NRC might note this also, 
but it's merely a technicality, because the survey unit would apparently pass easily either way. 

I seem to recall that I made a similar comment on an earlier data set and Parson's response was that they chose 
Scenario B to be consistent with earlier survey results analysis . 

My second comment is related to the first. Parson's has chosen to perform the Krustal-Wallace test from Chapter 
13 of NUREG 1505 to demonstrate that residual levels, in most cases, are indistinguishable from background . As 
noted in the introductory paragraph of this chapter, this analysis is also performed when DCGLs are near 
background levels, again because it is hard to prove with measurements in such cases that residuals are below 
DCGLs. Again , this test is not necessary when DCGLs are well above background as they are in the present 
case. The test might have been performed to be consistent with earlier analyses or just to establish the fact that 
certain areas are not impacted or are barely impacted . 

Please let me know if you have any questions. I'll look at the ALARA materials for SEAD-48 in the next few days . 

Regards, 

Kurt 

9/20/2005 



UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
REGION I 

475 ALLENDALE ROAD 
KING OF PRUSSIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19406-1415 

Docket No. 
Control No. 

04008526 
132746 

Stephen M. Absolom 
Commander's Representative 
Department of the Army 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 
5786 State Route 96 
P. 0. Box 9 
Romulus, NY 14541-009 

June 11, 2003 

License No. SUC-1275 

SUBJECT: DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, ISSUANCE OF LICENSE AMENDMENT, 
CONTROL NO. 132746 

Dear Mr. Absolom: 

This refers to your license amendment request. Enclosed with this letter is the Amendment 13 
of the license. 

Please note that Condition 14 of Amendment 12 of this license was removed. That condition 
was added to Amendment 1 O of the license, after you notified us of the planned closure of the 
facility in August 1996. Because you did not begin decommissioning immediately at that time, 
you were required to submit a decommissioning plan within 12 months of the notification. 
Amendments 11 and 12 extended the date for submission of the plan. A plan was submitted by 
the date as required and the condition is no longer applicable. Several revisions of the plan 
have been reviewed because of the site-specific derived concentration guideline levels (DCGL) 
used as criteria for release. The approved criteria is listed in Condition 14 of Amendment 13 
(enclosed). 

Please review the enclosed document carefully and be sure that you understand and fully 
implement all the conditions incorporated into the amended license. If there are any errors or 
questions, please notify the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region I Office, Licensing 
Assistance Team, (610) 337-5239, so that we can provide appropriate corrections and answers. 

An environmental assessment for this action is not required, since this action is categorically 
excluded under 1 O CFR 51.22(c)(14) . 

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790, a copy of this letter will be placed in the NRC Public 
Document Room and will be accessible from the NRC Web site at 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm.html. 
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Department of the Army 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Enclosure: 
Amendment No. 13 

cc: 
John F. Cleary, Radiation Safety Officer 

2 

Sincerely, 

Original signed by Elizabeth Ullrich 

Betsy Ullrich 
Senior Health Physicist 
Nuclear Materials Safety Branch 2 
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety 
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Amendment No. 13 . ' 
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Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the Energy Reorganization Act of 197 4 (Public Law 93-438), and Title 10, Code 
of Federal Regulations, Chapter I, Parts 30, 31 , 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 39, 40, and 70, and in reliance on statements and representations 
heretofore made by the licensee, a license is hereby issued authorizing the licensee to receive, acquire, possess, and transfer byproduct, 
source, and special nuclear material designated below; to use such material for the purpose(s) and at the place(s) designated below; to 
deliver or transfer such material to persons authorized to receive it in accordance with the regulations of the applicable Part(s). This license 
shall be deemed to contain the conditions specified in Section 183 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and is subject to all 
applicable rules, regulations, and orders of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission now or hereafter in effect and to any conditions specified 
below. 

Licensee 

1. Department of the Army 

Commander, Seneca Army Depot Activity 

ATTN: SDSSE-CO 
2. 

Romulus, New York 14541-5001 

6. Byproduct, source, and/or special 
nuclear material 

A. Uranium (depleted in the 
isotope uranium 235) 

B. Uranium (depleted in the ., 
isotope uranium 235) . ..:, \ 

9. Authorized use: 

l 

In accordance with the letter dated 

February 11 , 2003, 

3. License number SUC-1275 is amended in 

- its entirety to read as follows: - .~ .. ": 

4. Expiration date February 28, 2005 

5. Docket No. 040-08526 
Reference No. 

,-

, 
···-

8. Maximum amount that licensee may 
possess at any one time under this 
license 

A. 5,000,000 kilograms 

B. ~ 000,000 kilograms 

A. For receipt, possession, storage, transportation, inspection and disposal incident to the demilitarization of 
munitions. 

B. For receipt, possession, storage, transportation, inspection, and disposal incident to demilitarization of 
munitions from other licensed U.S. Army and U.S. Navy installations. 

CONDITIONS 

10. Licensed material may be used only at the licensee's facilities located at the Seneca Army Depot, 
Romulus, New York. 

11. A. Licensed material shall be used by, or under the supervision of John F. Cleary, Michael R. Lewis, or 
Thomas E. Reynolds. 

B. J he Radiation Safety Officer for this license is John Cleary. 
\ y- .. ,. ' '.....) . ' ' ·- I C,.... T ,. 

__ ... • - ' - • ~ ,.. j ~ _..,,. _1 • _, c~ "-·~ 
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License Number 

DLi ol i c2.-~~.?-1215 m n,_! tJ I;~?-~~ 
l Docket or Reference Number I 

SUPPLEMENTARY SHEET 
040-08526 

Amendment No. 13 

12. The licensee is authorized to transport licensed material in accordance with the provisions of 1 O CFR Part 
71, "Packaging and Transportation of Radioactive Material." 

13. Radioactive waste generated shall be stored in accordance with the statements, representations, and 
procedures included with the waste storage plan described in the licensee's letter dated January 27, 

1995. 
-- :,,.,.~ -

14. The licensee may use the Derived Concentration Guide li~ Level (DCGL) values described in the Seneca 
Army Depot Activity License Termination and License Release Plari for decommissioning of the facilities 
at the Seneca Army Depot Activity, Romulus, New York, with the intention of release of the'facilities for 
unrestricted use. .~-,. ,, , .... 

.,. .. 
~---. . 

\ '.,) 

' ~ 

,.., ......... ,, 

', 
•• -I 

; .. ./ ·1 

~-'' 

J icat-: 
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DL1piicate • 
• MATERIALS LICENSE 

License Number 

Duplic;: -~Y-C-1275 n n, __ !tJHc?.tP 
Docket or Reference Number l 
040-08526 

SUPPLEMENTARY SHEET 
Amendment No. 13 

15. Except as specifically provided otherwise in this license, the licensee shall conduct its program in 
accordance with the statements, representations, and procedures contained in the documents, including 
any enclosures, listed below, except for minor changes in the medical use radiation safety procedures as 
provided in 1 0 CFR 35.31. The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cc;>mmission's regulations shall govern unless 
the statements, representations, and procedures in the licensee's application and correspondence are 

more restrictive than the regulations. 

Date ,J1me 11 , 2003 

DLtplicate 
" 

For the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

By 

Original signed by Elizabeth Ullrich 

Elizabeth Ullrich 
Nuclear Materials Safety Branch 2 
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety 

Dupll. e§i0n-- n, Q i -~a-te 
~i g of-Prussia, Pennsylvania :1-9406- ... 



UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
REGION I 

475 ALLENDALE ROAD 
KING OF PRUSSIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19406-141 5 

Docket No. 
Control No. 

04008526 
132746 

Stephen M. Absolom 
Commander's Representative 
Department of the Army 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 
5786 State Route 96 
P. 0. Box 9 
Romulus, NY 14541-009 

June 11, 2003 

License No. SUC-1275 

SUBJECT: DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, ISSUANCE OF LICENSE AMENDMENT, 
CONTROL NO. 132746 

Dear Mr. Absolom: 

This refers to your license amendment request. Enclosed with this letter is the Amendment 13 
of the license. 

Please note that Condition 14 of Amendment 12 of this license was removed. That condition 
was added to Amendment 1 O of the license, after you notified us of the planned closure of the 
facility in August 1996. Because you did not begin decommissioning immediately at that time, 
you were required to submit a decommissioning plan within 12 months of the notification. 
Amendments 11 and 12 extended the date for submission of the plan. A plan was submitted by 
the date as required and the condition is no longer applicable. Several revisions of the plan 
have been reviewed because of the site-specific derived concentration guideline levels (DCGL) 
used as criteria for release. The approved criteria is listed in Condition 14 of Amendment 13 
(enclosed). 

Please review the enclosed document carefully and be sure that you understand and fully 
implement all the conditions incorporated into the amended license. If there are any errors or 
questions, please notify the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region I Office, Licensing 
Assistance Team, (610) 337-5239, so that we can provide appropriate corrections and answers. 

An environmental assessment for this action is not required, since this action is categorically 
excluded under 10 CFR 51.22(c)(14). 

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790, a copy of this letter will be placed in the NRC Public 
Document Room and will be accessible from the NRC Web site at 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm.html. 



S. Absolom 
Department of the Army 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Enclosure: 
Amendment No. 13 

cc: 
John F. Cleary, Radiation Safety Officer 

2 

Sincerely, 

Original signed by Elizabeth Ullrich 

Betsy Ullrich 
Senior Health Physicist 
Nuclear Materials Safety Branch 2 
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety 
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Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the Energy Reorganization Act of 197 4 (Public Law 93-438), and Title 10, Code 
of Federal Regulations, Chapter I, Parts 30, 31 , 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 39, 40, and 70, and in reliance on statements and representations 
heretofore made by the licensee, a license is hereby issued authorizing the licensee to receive, acquire, possess, and transfer byproduct, 
source, and special nuclear material designated below; to use such material for the purpose(s) and at the place(s) designated below; to 
deliver or transfer such material to persons authorized to receive it in accordance with the regulations of the applicable Part(s) . This license 
shall be deemed to contain the conditions specified in Section 183 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and is subject to all 
applicable rules, regulations, and orders of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission now or hereafter in effect and to any conditions specified 
below. 

Licensee 

1. Department of the Army 

In accordance with the letter dated 

February 11, 2003, 

Commander, Seneca Army Depot Activity 

ATTN: SDSSE-CO 

3. License number SUC-1275 is amended in 

, its entirety to read as follows: 

2. 

6. 

Romulus, New York 14541-5001 

Byproduct, source, and/or special 
nuclear material 

A. Uranium (depleted in the 
isotope uranium 235) ,. 

... 
B. Uranium (depleted in the , 

isotope uranium 235) · · 

9. Authorized use: 

4. Expiration date February 28, 2005 

5. Docket No. 040-08526 
Reference No. 

·7_ Chemical and/or physical form - 8. Maximum amount that licensee may 
possess at any one time under this 
license 

~--- ' 

1. 
I 

A: §olid metai'·~1lloy A. 5,000,000 kilograms 
.,.,. 

, - ... ~ 
, ,( . 

1 
B. Solid metal alloy 

.... ., . f· 
B. 5,000,000 kilograms 

A. For receipt, possession, storage, transportation, inspection and disposal incident to the demilitarization of 
munitions. 

B. For receipt, possession, storage, transportation, inspection, and disposal incident to demilitarization of 
munitions from other licensed U.S. Army and U.S. Navy installations. 

CONDITIONS 

10. Licensed material may be used only at the licensee's facilities located at the Seneca Army Depot, 
Romulus, New York. 

11. A. Licensed material shall be used by, or under the supervision of John F. Cleary, Michael R. Lewis, or 
Thomas E. Reynolds. 

B. , The Radiation Safety Officer for this license is John Cleary. 
- 'It. .. "' ,.. ·, • _, 
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: Docket or Reference Number 5 

040-08526 

Amendment No. 13 

12. The licensee is authorized to transport licensed material in accordance with the provisions of 1 O CFR Part 
71, "Packaging and Transportation of Radioactive Material." 

13. Radioactive waste generated shall be stored in accordance with the statements, representations, and 
procedures included with the waste storage plan described in the licensee's letter dated January 27, 

1995. 

14. The licensee may use the Derived Concentratlon Guideline Level (DCGL) values described in the Seneca 
Army Depot Activity License Termination and License Release Plan for decommissioning of the facilities 
at the Seneca Army Depot Activity, Romulus, New York, with the intention of release of the·tacilities for 
unrestricted use. ":-.. , ' · 

...... 

i ' 
\ ~)""', .... 

...! • 
~ ... {_..t 

• f ·, 
1--' ,, ~ .---~ .. 

-r 
~ .. . . .,.., 

·' }- -,·1 ' 
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1 Docket or Reference Number l 

SUPPLEMENTARY SHEET 
040-08526 

Amendment No. 13 

l 

15. Except as specifically provided otherwise in this license,: the licensee shall conduct its program in 
accordance with the statements, representations, and procedures contained in the documents, including 
any enclosures, listed below, except for minor changes in the medical use radiation safety procedures as 
provided in 1 O CFR 35.31 . The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's regulations shall govern unless 
the statements, representations, and procedures in the licensee's application and correspondence are 
more restrictive than the regulations. 

... ... ,._ -ruait. .... 

'-- .._, ,···"' ;_ t . = ~ 
A. Letter dated January 17, 1992 :;;, ..... · · , ·• - .: 

\ -~ ~ 

B. Letter dated March 31, 1992 - "•p• ~. _,_1 

C. Application dated October 30; 1992 ..,..,j )• 
D. Letter dated November 2,. 1992 · . "\ 
E. Letter dated December 21, 1992 ~..-<_'j 
F. Letter dated September 2, 1993 .,,. , 
G. Letter dated September 272! 993 <,,.,,..,-.,,,~ _ ... i:.~ 

H. Letter dated December 15, 1'~93. <-, ,,, _,.' ·... ,., 
I. Letter dated January 27, 1995 ~ · \,. -~ i _..._~ ' , 

J. Letter dated Dece!!l.ber 5, 199( - :: )· ) (..... l · ,· ( 
K. Letter dated August 13, 199.l ~ ·· \ -~ ... _ _;•ll.1.-UJ... ·, ,, .1 ;~.'!! 

Date 

L. Letter dated February 11, 2003 With the Seneca Army Depot Activity License Termination and 
License Release Plan .,., 1~-r ~~ , ,: -- ~ - - - • i .

1 
., ,..· ,.', _{.(-; ~:.-

M. Letter dated April 3,- 2003 ,, "f: .-.,1,1 ~ 1_'(.l~r/· ·~ ... 
,_,:,;. , ~· .,.--,±" ....... _ -- r:.....:-\ ... . . :,4'!1 

• ~-~ •..,--.y· ._...(~j,, ! "' 

,hme 11 , 2003 

,t" - . . ~~- ·- . -- -~,~ , F,J 

· ~1 · l ·~ _ \,. ..--1.t•· " 'f .. r,--. ➔ ,, I 
·1 "" . ' ' ., r 

, . ~ 
/ 

For the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

By 
Original signed by Elizabeth Ullrich 

Elizabeth Ullrich 
Nuclear Materials Safety Branch 2 
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety 

~I ~r: · i,R~~ionj I J; ""." · 
L) -- jJ ' ~ hg of-Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406 
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
REGION I 

;_ 475 ALLENDALE ROAD 
KING OF PRUSSIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19406-1415 

March 13, 2003 

Docket No. 04008526 
Control No. 132746 

License No. SUC-1275 

Stephen M. Absolom 
Commander's Representative 
Department of the Army 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 
5786 State Route 96 
P. 0 . Box 9 
Romulus, NY 14541-0009 

SUBJECT: DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
CONCERNING APPLICATION FOR AMENDMENT TO LICENSE, CONTROL 
NO. 132746 

Dear Mr. Absolom: 

This is in reference to your letter dated February 11, 2003 requesting to amend Nuclear 
F,~egu latory Commission License No. SUC-1275. In order to continue our review, we need the 
following additional information regarding the "SeneGa Army Depot Activity License Termination 
and License Release Plan" (the Plan): 

1. 

2. 

Section 2.2.1 and other sections of the Plan refers to "present standards" for 
remediation, but does not specify to which standards you refer. If you are referring to the 
license termination criteria of 25 millirem in a year to a member of the critical population, 
no further response if required. If you are referring to other standards, please describe 
them. 

Section 5.4.2 of the Plan states that Building 612, although classified as a Class 1 area, 
contains survey units greater than the maximum area recommended. Section 5.5.1 .1 
further states that Building 612 has already been surveyed in its entirety as a Class 1 
survey area. Table 5-2 shows that Building 612 was divided into 28 survey units, 
ranging in size from 3 square meters (m2

) to 250 m2
. However, MARSSIM states that the 

maximum survey unit size for a Class 1 survey area is 100 m2
• If Building 612 is 

appropriately classified as a Class 1 survey area, then survey units and the types of 
surveys performed must meet the requirements for a Class 1 survey area. Confirm that 
survey units of appropriate size will be used, and all other criteria for a Class 1 survey 
area will implemente Building 612. Alternately, Building 612 may be re-classified if 
appropriate. Please note, if you intend to perform additional surveys in Building 612, 
that "double samp mg" (taking a second set of samples in a one-stage survey) typically 
causes the Type I error rate to exceed the rate specified for the one-stage survey, and is 
usually not permitted. For additional information about double sampling, see MARSSIM 
guidance at http://www.epa.gov/radiation/marssim/faqsforusers.htm#faq4 1 . 
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4. 

5. 

6. 

Section 5.4.2 states that "121 storage bunkers will each be surveyed as a single Class 3 
survey unit." Table 5-2 shows that the 121 storage bunkers are considered 121 survey 
units, all Class 3 survey areas. We understand this to mean that each bunker is 
considered a Class 3 survey area, and that each bunker will be surveyed as an 
individual survey unit. If our understanding is incorrect, please inform us in writing. 

Section 5.4.2 states that you expect contamination only on floor surfaces, and that direct 
measurements at specific locations will not be performed of walls and ceilings. For 
buildings which you have initially classified as Class 1 or Class 2 survey areas, direct 
measurements are required for all surfaces. However, you may treat floors and/or walls 

or ceI ings as separate survey units, which may have different survey area 
classifications, if that is appropriate. For example, in some facilities, it is appropriate to 
classify floors as a Class 1 survey area, lower walls as a Class 2 survey area, an~ upper 
walls and ceilings as a Class 3 survey area. Please revise your survey procedure to 
include all required surveys for Class 1 and Class 2 areas. Alternately, please review 
the classification of the facilities and provide updated classifications as appropriate. 

Section 5.5 states that soil measurements will be made outside of buildings. Such areas 
should also be discussed in Section 5.4 and classified as to the type of survey area, or 
as non-impacted. 

The information provided in Section 5.5 is sufficient 8$ an example of your planned 
surveys. However, changes may be required prior to implementation of the final status 
survey plan: 

a. When site-specific derived concentration guideline levels (DCGL) are approved, 
several of the necessary survey parameters may need to be re-calculated, 
especially if the approved DCGLs are different from the proposed DCGLs. Such 
parameters may include the number of survey points in each survey unit, the 
necessary scan MDA and static MDA, and other related information. Confirm 
that the survey parameters will be reviewed and revised if necessary, when the 
DCGLs are approved. 

b. Information such as that specified in Table 5-4, may be required to change as 
site-specific information is available. Therefore, this review does not consider the 
numbers shown in Table 5-4 as "acceptable" or "final." For example, Table 5-4 
does not incorporate any information from previous surveys, such as the results 
shown in Table 5-3, to estimate the standard deviation of the results of samples 
in the survey unit. Such information is usually determined from characterization 
and/or remediation surveys. Instead, the Plan used a recommended value of 0.3 
for the coefficient of variance and assumed that the LBGR is the mean value of 
the results of surveys for an area. Confirm that the LBGR and the standard 
deviation will be evaluated for the various areas when actual surveys are 
performed, and a determination made if the estimated number of samples 
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collected was sufficient in each area. Please note that, if the number of samples 
collected was not sufficient, final status surveys may be required to be repeated. 

7. The proposed DCGLs, and the information you provided as the bases of the proposed 
DCGLs, are under review. We will inform you of the results of that review when it is 
completed. · 

In accordance with 10 CFR 2. 790, a copy of this letter will be placed in the NRC Public 
Document Room and will be accessible from the NRC Web site at 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm.html. 

We will continue our review upon receipt of this information. Please reply to my attention at the 
Region I Office and refer to Mail Control No. 1327 46. If you have any technical questions 
regarding this deficiency letter, please call me at (Q..W - 40. 

If we do no~ reply from Y, u within 30 calendar days from e date of this letter, we shall 
assume that you do not wish to p sue your application. 

Enclosure: 
10 CFR Parts 19, 20, and 30 

cc: 
John F. Cleary, Radiation Safety Officer 

Sincerely, 

~h~ 
Senior Health Physicist 
Nuclear Materials Safety Branch 2 
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety 
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BRAC Field Office 

Ms. Elizabeth Ullrich 

SENECA ENG/ ENV 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
5786 STATE Fire 96, P.O. eox 9 

ROMULUS, NEW'1QRK 14S4HXJi09 

April 3, 2003 

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Region 1 
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety 
Nuclear Materials Safety Branch 2 
475 Allendale Road 
King of Prussia, PA 19406-1415 

Mail Control No. 132746 

Dear Ms. Ullrich, 

15078591352 P.01 / 02 

Thank you for the NRC's quick response to our request for concurrence to our 
license termination plan for NRC license SUC-1275. ln response to your questions in 
your March 13, 2003 letter the following clarification is provided: 

1. The comment concerning Section 2.2. l referring to "present day standards", refers to 
the prevailing dose criterion, either the NRC 's 25 mrem/yr standard, or New York State's 
IO mrem.yr standard. Since none of the license termination areas were former release 
sites, the qm:stion of what standard would apply never arose. 

2_ The comment concerning Section 5.4.2 refers to the survey unit sizes for building 
612. Based on a review of the raw data collected we now propose reclassifying building 
612 from Class 1 to Class 2. All references in the Plan will be changed to reflect this 
reclassification. 

3. In regards to your comment on storage bunkers, it is our intent that each storage 
bunker be surveyed as a separate Class 3 survey unit. 

4 . This comment addresses text in Sec 5.4.2 of the Plan that states that contamination, if 
present, is expected to be confined to floors for all buildings, and further states that walls 
and ceilings in all buildings will receive only biased scanning surveys. The comment 
correctly points out that for rooms classified as Class 1 and Class 2 require direct samples 
to be collected from all surfaces including walls and perhaps ceilings. Affected buildings 
include 612 (previous Class I), and buildings 5, 306, 2073, and S-2084, portions of 
which include a total of 21 Class 2 survey units. However, while the Plan did not 
explicitly call for such samples, systematic direct measw-ements on walls and ceilings 
were taken in the actual surveys conducted <?f these survey units. This sampling will be 
reviewed for sufficiency for supporting the pre-designated survey unit classification. If 
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insufficient sampling was conducted, additional sampling will be done in the affected 
surfaces. The Plan will be revised to reflect the requirement for the collection of such 
measurements in Class l and 2 survey units. 

5. The comment asks that Sec 5.4 address the classification of soil survey areas outside 
of buildings. Sec 5.5.1 .2 indicates that all storage bunkers "and surrounding grounds" 
will be surveyed as Class 3 areas. Sec 5.4 currently does not address outdoor survey 
units or their classification. During the surveys that were conducted of the storage 
bwtlcers and other buildings, no evidence of contamination was apparent. On this basis, it 
was concluded that contamination of surrounding grounds was highly unlikely. 
Therefore, no soil areas were surveyed or direct measurements taken. It is proposed that 
outdoor areas be classified as W1-impacted under MARSSIM. Sec 5.4 wrn be revised to 
reflect this classification of outdoor areas. 

6.a. The comment indicates that some survey parameters might change, e.g., the required 
number of direct measurements in a survey unit, if final DCGLs are different from those 
in the Plan. It appears that such changes are unlikely, as the Plan over-specified by about 
50% the number of samples required as compared to what MARSSIM calculations 
indicated. Further, the revised DCGLs are, for the most part, somewhat higher than the 
original values and would require fewer samples than indicated in the Plan. In any case, 
the sufficiency of sampling will be reviewed upon final approval of DCGLs. 

6.b. This comment, in reference to Table 5-4, raises the issue of data quality assessment 
(DQA). DQA requires reviewing the sufficiency of the data collected after the fact when 
the actual coefficient of variance (CV) of measurements is known. The Plan assumed an 
initial CV of 30% as suggested in MARSSIM. While the sample numbers specified are 
expected to prove to be sufficient, data quality assessment will be performed to verify the 
CV assumption and the sufficiency of sample numbers using the results of the collected 
data. 

The plan will be revised to incorporate these changes and any additional changes 
on the proposed DCGLs, when they become available. We look forward to working with 
the NRC on this issue of great importance to the United States Anny. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen M. Absolom 
Commander's Representative 

TOTAL P.02 



Draft Responses to March 13, 2003 NRC Comments on the February 2003 License 
Termination Plan (the Plan) for Seneca Depot -

Response to Comment 1: 
The comment refers to the statement in Sec 2.2.1 that past release sites that were not 
remediated to "present day standards" would be classified as Class 1 or Class 2 areas under 
MARSSIM. The intent of this text was, as suggested in the co~ent, to refer to the prevailing 
dose criterion, whether it is NRC's 25 mrem/yr standard, or the tate's 10 mrem/yr standard. 
However, none of the license termination areas were former r ase sites, so the question of 
what standard would apply never arose. The statement in the L TP was expressing a generic 
approach that would have been used if such areas were encountered . 

Response to Comment 2: 
Sec 5.4.2 of the Plan notes that in the previous Class 1 survey of Building 612 a few of the survey 
units were as large as 250 m2 and exceeded the suggested maximum size of 100 m2 in 
MARSSIM. The Plan further indicates that upon review of the survey data in 612 (and in these 
survey units in particular) if "residual contamination levels are found to be well below action 
levels, such survey units may be found to be of acceptable size to support release decisions." 
One option in such cases would be to propose reclassifying all or the affected parts of Building 
612 to Class 2 or 3, which would allow the bigger survey units (up to 1000 m2 for Class 2). A 
second option might be to divide the oversized survey units into smaller units and evaluate the 
use of existing data for comparison to release criteria. In the original survey of Building 612, 
systematic samples were collected on floors, walls, and ceilings over a standard sized grid, so 
sample numbers were proportional to survey unit size. Even in the smallest survey units, 
however, the number of samples collected, on the order of 10, exceeded the required number 
determined in the current Plan . A cursory review of swipe sample and gamma survey results for 
the building suggests that little if any residual activity is present. Given the high density of 
sampling already completed (up to 200 samples in the larger units) and the expected absence of 
significant residual contamination , it is not expected that further sampling will be required. The 
leading option for addressing the survey unit size issue currently is to propose reclassification of 
all of Building 612 to Class 2 or Class 3. However, if further review of the survey data suggests 
that Cf ass 1 is an appropriate classification, an examination of the sufficiency of the existing data 
set under such a classification will be evaluated . 

Response to Comment 3: 
The comment seeks clarification as to whether each storage bunker would be surveyed 
individually as a Class 3 survey unit. In accordance with the intent of the L TP each individual 
storage bunker was surveyed as a Class 3 survey unit. 

Response to Comment 4: 
This comment addresses text in Sec 5.4.2 of the Plan that states that contamination, if present, is 
expected to be confined to floors for all buildings, and further states that walls and ceilings in all 
buildings will receive only biased scanning surveys. The comment correctly points out that rooms 
classified as Class 1 and Class 2 require direct samples to be collected from all surfaces 
including walls and perhaps ceilings . Reduced sampling on walls and ceilings can only be 
justified if these surfaces are separately classified as Class 2 or 3, respectively. Affected 
buildings include 612 (all Class 1 ), and buildings 5, 306, 2073, and S-2084, portions of which 
include a total of 21 Class 2 survey units. However, while the Plan did not explicitly call for such 
samples, systematic direct measurements on walls and ceilings were taken in the actual surveys 
conducted of these survey units . This sampling will be reviewed for sufficiency for supporting the 
pre-designated survey unit classification . If insufficient sampling was conducted, data will be 
evaluated for possible reclassification of the affected surfaces. The Plan will be revised to reflect 
the requirement for the collection of such measurements in Class 1 and 2 survey units and/or the 
possible re-classification of walls and ceilings as justified by data and process knowledge. 

ANLDRAFT 4/2/2003 



Response to Comment 5: 
The comment asks that Sec 5.4 address the classification of soil survey areas outside of 
buildings . Sec 5.5.1 .2 indicates that all storage bunkers "and surrounding grounds" will be 
surveyed as Class 3 areas. Sec 5.4 currently does not address outdoor survey units or thei.r 
classification . During the surveys that were conducted of the storage bunkers and other 
buildings, no evidence of contamination was apparent. On this basis, it was concluded that 
contamination of surrounding grounds was highly unlikely. Therefore, no soil areas were 
surveyed or direct measurements taken . It will be proposed that outdoor areas be classified as 
un-impacted under MARSSIM. Sec 5.4 will be revised to reflect this classification of outdoor 
areas. Also, Sec 5.6.3.2 currently indicates that land areas will be initially investigated using in 
situ gamma measurements. This section will be revised to indicate that such outdoor gamma 
investigations would be conducted only if contamination was found inside associated buildings. 

Response to Comment 6a: 
The comment indicates that some survey parameters might change, e.g. , the required number of 
direct measurements in a survey unit, if final DCGLs are different from those in the Plan . It 
appears that such changes are unlikely, as the Plan over-specified by about 50% the number of 
samples required as compared to what MARSSIM calculations indicated. Further, the revised 
DCGLs are, for the most part, somewhat higher than the original values and would require fewer 
samples than indicated in the Plan . In any case, the sufficiency of sampling will be reviewed 
upon final approval of DCGLs. 

Response to Comment 6b: 
This comment raises the issue of data quality assessment (DQA). DQA requires reviewing the 
sufficiency of the data collected after the fact when the actual coefficient of variance (CV) of 
measurements is known . The Plan assumed an initial CV of 30% as suggested in MARSSIM. 
While the sample numbers specified are expected to prove to be sufficient, DQA will be 
performed to verify the CV assumption and the sufficiency of sample numbers using the results of 
the collected data. 

ANLDRAFT 4/2/2003 



Building Classification (tl 

Building 800 3 

Building 802 3 

Building 803 1 

Building 804 1 

Building 805 1 

Building 806 2,3 

Building 807 3 
Building 809 3 

Building 810 2,3 

Building 812 2,3 

Building 813 3 
Building 814 3 

Building 815 1,2,3 

Building 816 1,2,3 

Building 817 3 

Table 7-1 
SEAD-12 Buildings 

License Termination Report 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 

Survey 
Building Use <3> 

Phase <2> 

II 
Was a security check-point building for access into SEAD-12 via the 
north- northwest section of SEDA. 

II Was used as an administrative office. 
Was used for the storage of removable nuclear capsules between 1957 

I and 1962. After the mid-1980's was used as a holding area for 
containerized radioactive wastes. 

Was used as a maintenance building for removable nuclear capsules 
between 1957 and 1962. Maintenance activities involved 

I 
disassembling og nucear cpasules for routine maintenance and 
cleaning, and for the verification of the integrety of the fissile 
materials . After the mid-1980's was occupied by the WSA Security 
Systems Maintenance Division. 

I Was used as a storeroom between 1957 and 1962. 
Was used as a training center for radiological assistance team 

II 
personnel. Room 1 was used as a calibrations laboratory to calibrate 
and function check radiation scanning instrnments with sealed 
radioactive sources. 

II Was used as a supply support shop. 
II Was used for flammable storage. 

Was used as a transfer area for military items that entered and exited 

I, II 
the WSA between 1957 and demilitarization in 1997. Only the 
receiving room (Room 810-1) would have had sealed military items 
present that could have contained radioactivie materials within them. 

Was used as the command strncture for all security operations within 
I, II the fo1mer WSA. Room 32 was used to store military equipment 

containing sealed radioactive sources as integral components. 

II Was used as a storage workshop. 
II Was used as a spray painting facility for painting vehicles. 

Until 1962, was used for inspection and testing of non-nuclear 

I, II 
mechanical and electrical systems. Following 1992, was used to de-
milaritize non-nuclear components as pa1t of the nuclear stockpile 
reduction effort. 
Until 1962, was used for inspection and testing of non-nuclear 

I, II 
mechanical and electrical systems. Following 1992, was used to de-
milaritize non-nuclear components as part of the nuclear stockpile 
reduction effort. 

II Was used as a utility building. 

P:\PIT\Projects\SENECA\NRC License Termination\Final Status Survey\Draft FSS Report\tables\Section 7 Tables.xls(Table 7-1) Page 1 of 2 



Building Classification <1> 

Table 7-1 
SEAD-12 Buildings 

License Termination Report 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 

Survey 
Building Use (3) 

Phase <2> 

Was used as a quality assurance inspection laboratory and was used 
Building 819 1,2 I by Sandia National Laboratories under contract to the AEC between 

1957 to 1962. 
Building 823 3 II Was used as a general purpose magazine depot. 
Building 824 3 II Was used as a railway loading platform. 
Building 825 3 II Was used as a non-hazardous warehouse. 
Building 827 3 II Is currently an electrical utility shed. 

Notes: 
(1) Classifications are based on historical site assessment, per MARSSIM. Depending on the uses of 
the building, more than one survey unit classification may have been assigned. 
(2) Phase 1 interior survey occurred in 1999. Phase II interior survey occurred in 2001. 
(3) Building uses are summarized from the SEAD-12 Radiological Survey Report (Parsons, 2003). 

P:\PIT\Projects\SENECAINRC License Termination\Final Status Survey\Draft FSS Reportltables\Section 7 Tables.xls(Table 7-1) Page 2 of 2 



UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
REGION I 

475 ALLENDALE ROAD 
KING OF PRUSSIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19406-1415 

Docket No. 
Control No. 

04008526 
132746 

Stephen M. Absolom 
Commander's Representative 
Department of the Army 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 
5786 State Route 96 
P. 0. Box 9 
Romulus, NY 14541-009 

June 11, 2003 

License No. SUC-1275 

SUBJECT: DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, ISSUANCE OF LICENSE AMENDMENT, 
CONTROL NO. 132746 

Dear Mr. Absolom: 

This refers to your license amendment request. Enclosed with this letter is the Amendment 13 
of the license. 

Please note that Condition 14 of Amendment 12 of this license was removed. That condition 
was added to Amendment 1 O of the license, after you notified us of the planned closure of the 
facility in August 1996. Because you did not begin decommissioning immediately at that time, 
you were required to submit a decommissioning plan within 12 months of the notification. 
Amendments 11 and 12 extended the date for submission of the plan. A plan was submitted by 
the date as required and the condition is no longer applicable. Several revisions of the plan 
have been reviewed because of the site-specific derived concentration guideline levels (DCGL) 
used as criteria for release. The approved criteria is listed in Condition 14 of Amendment 13 
(enclosed). 

Please review the enclosed document carefully and be sure that you understand and fully 
implement all the conditions incorporated into the amended license. If there are any errors or 
questions, please notify the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region I Office, Licensing 
Assistance Team, (610) 337-5239, so that we can provide appropriate corrections and answers. 

An environmental assessment for this action is not required, since this action is categorically 
excluded under 1 O CFR 51.22(c)(14). 

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790, a copy of this letter will be placed in the NRC Public 
Document Room and will be accessible from the NRC Web site at 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm.html. 



S. Absolom 
Department of the Army 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Enclosure: 
Amendment No. 13 

cc: 
John F. Cleary, Radiation Safety Officer 

2 

Sincerely, 

Original signed by Elizabeth Ullrich 

Betsy Ullrich 
Senior Health Physicist 
Nuclear Materials Safety Branch 2 
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety 
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Amendment No. 13 

NRC FORM 374 
U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

r- , . .---... ,. , D , . 
LJt J ;t'")qr~-L~p MATERIAl!S UCENSE· 1 ;pJ J1 .,~ 'lTP 

-a , ........., J I '\_, ~ '- .,,__,. -- r_. " "' ~ -.,4-, ,_ - !_,-.J 'l ~ '-.-~ ,.__ ~ 

Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the Energy Reorganization Act of 197 4 (Public Law 93-438), and Title 1 0, Code 
of Federal Regulations, Chapter I, Parts 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 39, 40, and 70, and in reliance on statements and representations 
heretofore made by the licensee, a license is hereby issued authorizing the licensee to receive, acquire, possess, and transfer byproduct, 
source, and special nuclear material designated below; to use such material for the purpose(s) and at the place(s) designated below; to 
deliver or transfer such material to persons authorized to receive it in accordance with the regulations of the applicable Part(s). This license 
shall be deemed to contain the conditions specified in Section 183 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and is subject to all 
applicable rules, regulations, and orders of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission now or hereafter in effect and to any conditions specified 
below. 

Licensee 

1. Department of the Army 

2. 

Commander, Seneca Army Depot Activity 

ATTN: SDSSE-CO 

Romulus, New York 14541-5001 

.r 

6. Byproduct, source, and/or special 
nuclear material 

A. Uranium (depleted in the 
isotope uranium 235) } 

., 
B. Uranium (depleted in the 

isotope uranium 235) '' 

In accordance with the letter dated 

February 11 , 2003, 

3. License number SUC-1275 is amended in 

- its entirety to read as follows: 
- l • ., «• 

_. '"" . ., _;. 
... "1 .:.~· .,,i .' 

4. Expiration date February 28, 2005 

5. Docket No. 040-08526 
Reference No . 

8. Maximum amount that licensee may 
possess at any one time under this 
license 

A. 5,000,000 kilograms 

B. 5,000,000 kilograms 
!. ,. 

9. Authorized use: , \. \ ~ 

' ' A. For receipt, possession, storage, transportation, inspection and disposal incident to the demilitarization of 
munitions. · · · • - ' · .,., 

B. For receipt, possession, storage, transportation, inspection, and disposal incident to demilitarization of 
munitions from other licensed U.S. Army and U.S. Navy installations. 

CONDITIONS 

10. Licensed material may be used only at the licensee's facilities located at the Seneca Army Depot, 
Romulus, New York. 

11. A. Licensed material shall be used by, or under the supervision of John F. Cleary, Michael R. Lewis, or 
Thomas E. Reynolds. 

B. r The Radiation Safety Officer for this license is John Cleary. 
, . Ir··. ~ · ·· 'i-- I Ca r L/ __ - Jc .... u I-' --
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D !• t :Jodca· e D 
3 MATERIALS LICENSE 

SUPPLEMENTARY SHEET 

License Number 

DL:IJfiCc.·~~-F-1275 ~ n,_! :JPr~:_~~!P 
a Docket or Reference Number 1 

040-08526 

Amendment No. 13 

12. The licensee is authorized to transport licensed material in accordance with the provisions of 1 0 CFR Part 
71, "Packaging and Transportation of Radioactive Material." 

13. Radioactive waste generated shall be stored in accordance with the statements, representations, and 
procedures included with the waste storage plan described in the licensee's letter dated January 27, 
1995. 

14. The licensee may use the Derived Con_centraffon Guideli~~ Level (DCGL) values described in the Seneca 
Army Depot Activity License Termination and License Release Pla11 for decommissioning of the facilities 
at the Seneca Army Depot Activity, Romulus, New York, with the intention of release of the.facilities for 
unrestricted use. s,~""' ,, , ..... , 

' ~-or\: 

,.. 

..J"-•. 

1_.;1; 
• 

",~ ..• 
E ' 

DL1plicate =~ JJJlicate 
,I 
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DLiplicate 
· MATERIALS LICENSE 

License Number 

DL1plic2 ~~-1275 n n,_!n;!c:::!<-) 
Docket or Reference Number J 
040-08526 SUPPLEMENTARY SHEET 

Amendment No. 13 

15. Except as specifically provided otherwise in this license, the licensee shall conduct its program in 
accordance with the statements, representations, and procedures contained in the documents, including 
any enclosures, listed below, except for minor changes in the medical use radiation safety procedures as 
provided in 1 O CFR 35.31. The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's regulations shall govern unless 
the statements, representations, and procedures in the licensee's application and correspondence are 
more restrictive than the regulations. 

Date 

A. Letter dated January 17, 1992 r;.. r~ ;-\ R C c;; / l 
B. Letter dated March 31, 1992·~ \.- •.,..r •,,7 f ~-

C. Application dated October'30; 1992 "'· ~<j ),. 
D. Letter dated November._2,."1992 •' ,.,.,.1 

it_,, 
E. Letter dated Decemb_er 21, 1992 ....(\ 
F. Letter dated September 2, 1993 ,.,..,,... ,,,~,..,. 
G. Letter dated September 27«,.j-993 _,,.~.,,,. , ·. .,..i.... 

H. Letter dated December 15, 1'~.9-~ ,ti',.._ _ _ /;-<;f _ · / (i 
I. Letter dated Janua _ _ry 27, 1995-~. 'ij-:)•~ ~ ~-,.,,._•;. _ ,:(. l __ r _ _-f A • 

J. Letter dated DeC(!l!,!1_ber 5, 1996:.- ·: / .-...-- 1 • • \.;et_ :. .... 0 _ 
K. Letter dated August 13, 19~,.7 t, --. ,_ ' ',,,,....~➔ • . -~ ~ 
L. L~tter dated February 11, ~POf ~ Jh rlje~_~eneca ~~~y DJfDo,t A~!ivity L!9.Efnse Termination and 

License Release Plan -ff ~ : ·_ . . f -~ .. l't •l •i¼-" ....... ~ 
M. Letter dated April 3r·20_ 03 ~·~~l: !;.;!'1-1_ _:_ ·- , ·-• ,,,.if,,• ,,.,:~ 

.June 11 , 2003 

Duplicate 

V , ~t; 'f _l'P- ✓) .,.,. ~~ _· ' ~;., 
"'/. f'.• .... 

,;1,-;- - ., 
v./) 
✓ 

For the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Original signed by Elizabeth Ullrich 
By 

Elizabeth Ullrich 
Nuclear Materials Safety Branch 2 
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety 

UP I : Ref.JiGt;1--I n, IQ l 'r-:-, ')- r-.. 

LI i ~ nglef-Prussia, Pennsylvania t19406-u.Le 



PARSONS 
100 Summer Street• Boston, Massachusetts 02110 • (617) 457-7900 • Fax: (617) 457-7979 • www.parsons.com 

May 29, 2003 

Mr. Julio Vazquez 
USEP A Region Il 
Superfund Federal Facilities Section 
290 Broadway, 18th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Mr. George Momberger 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action 
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
625 Broadway, 11 th Floor 
Albany,NY 12233-7015 

SUBJECT: NRC License Termination Sites, Seneca Army Depot Activity, Romulus, New York 

Dear Mr. Vazquez/Mr. Momberger: 

As you are aware, Parsons has completed the fieldwork for the Final Status Survey (FSS) at the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) License Termination Sites at Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA), 
Romulus, New York. The survey consisted of the radiological surveying of 120 storage igloos and four 
buildings (Buildings 5, 306, 2073, and S-2084). 

Upon completion of the fieldwork, a letter report was prepared summarizing the final status survey data. 
This report has been included for your reference. Upon the acceptance of the FSS by the NRC, all 
radiological licenses at the SEDA will be terminated and the former storage areas for licensed commodities 
will be considered suitable for unrestricted use. 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter report, please do not hesitate to call me at 
(617) 457-7900. 

Sincerely, 

Todd Heino, P .E. 
Program Manager 

cc: S. Absolom, SEDA 
C. Bethany, NYSDOH 
M. Greene, USACOE - Huntsville 

T. Enroth, USACOE - NY District 
K. Healy, USACOE - Huntsville 
J. Cleary, SEDA 

P:\FJ1\Proiects\SENECA \NRC Tenn\Final Status Survey\transmit to regulators.doc 
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NRC March 13 LTP comments Page 1 of 2 

Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 

From: Picel , Kurt C. [kcpicel@anl.gov] 

Sent: Thursday, March 20, 2003 4:49 PM 

To: John Cleary (clearyj@seneca-hp.army.mil); Tomas Enroth (Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 
[Thomas.R.Enroth@nan02.usace.army.mil]) 

Cc: Jacqueline Travers Uacqueline_travers@parsons.com); Kamboj, Sunita; Sydelko, Thomas G. 

Subject: NRC March 13 L TP comments 

All , 

I have looked over the subject comments with Sunita and we are both of the opinion that the comments raise fairly minor issues only. The following 
summarizes the issue raised in each comment and its implications in terms of required actions or responses as we see them: 

Comment 1: The comment refers to the statement in Sec 2.2.1 that past release sites that were not remediated to "present day standards" would be 
classified as Class 1 or Class 2 areas under MARSSIM. The issue raised is what "present day standard" is being referred to? The intent of this text was, 
as indicated in the comment, to refer to the prevailing dose criterion, whether it be NRC's 25 mrem/yr standard, or the State's 10 mrem/yr standard . 
However, I don't think the issue ever comes up for any of the license termination areas. None of these areas, to my knowledge, were former release sites, 
so the issue is basically moot. The statement in the L TP was expressing a generic approach that would have been used if such areas were encountered . 

Comment 2: The comment has to do with the size of some survey units in the previous Class 1 survey of Building 612. A few of the survey units were as 
large as 250 m2 and exceeded the suggested maximum size of 100 m2 in MARSSIM. The L TP text acknowledges thjs problem and states that upon 
review of the survey data in 612 (and in these survey units in particular) if "residual contamination levels are found to be well below action levels, the few 
such survey units may be found to be of acceptable size to support release decisions." The intent here being that, in suc,!J..-cases:;::tl:f.e:g:l:J.iJ.d.i~ld be 
reclassified to Class 2, which would allow the bigger survey units (up to 1000 m2). The comment allows for the option ~f reclassifying the build ind> and this 
should be considered if the data support it. 

(J I( J v'1 v 4., t,, -.,· I 
7 ' "h .::,,,-PO 

J Comment 3: The comment seeks clarification as to whether each storage bunker would be surveyed individually as a class 3 survey unit. That was the ~ ~ 
intent of the L TP and that was presumably what was done in the field. In which case there is no issue and this should be confirmed in the response to the 
NRC. 

Comment 4: This comment points out a_valid inconsistency in the L TP, which states on the bottom of p. 5-4 that contamination, if present, is expected to 
rv:J,. be confined to floors for all buildings. It further states that walls and ceilings in all buildings will receive only biased scanning surveys. The comment 

]Jr, .J-.- points out tha~ for Class 1 and Class 2 buildin~s, such an approach would requir~ su~__:-classifying walls and ceilings at_ lo~er levels (Class_~ or 3), which is 
,,1AJ!V.,.J\. not called for in the LTP. l~y G.Qse, some direct measure~s...: -YI be r qa-ire"'a least on the lower walls for buildings/rooms class1f1ed as class 1 or 

rr4v · 7 2. Affected buildings inclu e 612 · II class 1 ), and building 5 0 07 , a d S-208 portions of which include a total of 21 class 2 survey units. Such 
~ . direct measurements on wa s might well have been taken in the actua surveys conducted, in wh ich case the comment is addressed . If not, some direct 

measurements on lower walls (perhaps 10 per room) in the affected rooms might have to be taken . 

Comment 5: The comment asks that Sec 5.4 address the classification of soil survey areas outside of buildings. Sec 5.5.1 .2 indicates that all storage 

3/24/2003 
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bunkers "and surroundin e surveyed as Class 3 areas. Sec 5.4 currently does not address outdoor survey units or their classification. The 
comment wou quire that Sec 5.4 be revise , resumably, to reflect the approach that was actually done in the field . Since class 3 areas are of 
unlimited size, a single class area might be identified tQ__ encompass all outdoor areas under the L TP. Only biased sampling is required in Class 3 areas. 
It is assumed that such sampling was conducted.-- ~ t,,uAJ , '-f-

Comment 6a: This comments indicates that some survey parameters might change, e.g., the required number of direct measurements in a survey unit, if 
final DCGLs are different from those in the L TP. It appears that such changes are unlikely, as the L TP over specified the number of samples required as 
compared to what MARSSIM indicated. Further, if the revised DCGLs are approved , the differences would be small and , for the most part, toward fewer 
samples (somewhat higher final DCGLs}. 7 

Comment 6b: This comment raises the issue of data quality assessment. DQA requires reviewing the sufficiency of the data collected after the fact when 
the actual standard deviation of measurements is known. The L TP assumed an RSD of 30% as suggested in MARSSIM. Again , impacts should be minor 
or non-existent since sample numbers were over-specified and contamination levels are very low. 

Perhaps we could discuss these comments as a group in a call next week (week of March 24). It would be good to get everyone's perspective on these 
issues. 

Regards , 

Kurt 

3/24/2003 
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Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 

From: 
Sent: 

Picel , Kurt C. [kcpicel@anl.gov] 
Friday, December 13, 2002 4:11 PM 

To: Tomas Enroth (Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 [Thomas .R.Enroth@nan02 .usace.army.mil]); John 
Cleary (clearyj@seneca-hp.army.mil) 

Subject: FW : teleconference number for Tuesday, 12/17 call with Seneca Arm y Depot 

Table 6.8 Input parameter selection DCGL 
parameters for... process.pp.. . Derivation.ppt 

Revised Table 6.2 
without rado .. . 

Tom , John , 

We took the liberty to send the attached materials to NRC to allow them 
to 
be ready for our Tuesday call . We have not included the results of the 
runs . 
We also identified 5 items to discuss regarding the revised DCGL 
calculat ions as shown below in Sunita ' s message below . We can dry run 
this 
with you on Monday at 2 pm your time . 

Kurt 

- -- - - Original Message----­
From : Kamboj , Sunita 
Sent : Friday , December 13 , 2002 2 : 33 PM 
To : ' Elizabet h Ullrich ' 
Cc : Picel , Kurt C.; Sydelko , Thomas G. 
Subject : RE : teleconference number for Tuesday , 12/17 call with Seneca 
Army 
Depot 

Betsy , 

Hi 1 I am sending two figures and t wo tab les . Figures describe the 
parameter 
selection process and the DCGL de r ivation process . Tables include the 
input 
paramete rs we would be using in deriving DCGLs for the resident farmer 
and 
building occupancy scenarios , respectively . I will like you to send 
these to 
everyone at your end who will be attending the conference call . We will 
like 
to discuss these in the conference call . 

The differences in the previous DCGL derivation and new DCGLs: 

(1) we will use the parameter selection process to get the input for the 
deterministic run , 
(2) we will also calculate DCGL from the probabilistic run , 
(3) peak of the mean dose will be used to derive the probabilistic DCGLs 
(4) radon inha lation pathway will not be included , 
(5) for the building DCGLs , instead of having a matrix of room sizes , we 
will assign distribution to room size . 

Please let me know if you have any questi ons . 
Thanks 
Sunita Kamboj 
Tel : 630 - 252 - 5457 

1 



-----Original Message- - -- -
From : Elizabeth Ullrich [mailto : EXU@nrc . gov] 
Sent : Tuesday , November 26 , 2002 7 : 59 AM 
To : Kamboj , Sunita ; Andy Campbell ; John Kinneman ; Jon Peckenpaugh ; 
clearyj@seneca - hp . army . mil 
Subject : teleconference number for Tuesday , 12/17 call with Seneca Army 
Depot 

To : Andy Campbel l , NRC ; John Kinneman , NRC ; Jon Peckenpaugh , NRC ; John 
Cleary , Seneca Army Depot ; Sunita Kamboj , ANL 

The following number should be used for our teleconference on Tuesday , 
12/17 . We have this line ava i lable from 2 : 00 pm - 3 : 00 pm EST: 

1- 800 - 638 - 8081 
Pass code: 9355# 

Betsy 

2 
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Table 6.8 Input Parameters Used at Seneca Army Depot Site for Probabilistic and Deterministic RESRAD-BUILD Analysis 

lnput Parameter 

External dose 
conversion factor 

inhalation dose 
conversion factor 

Ingestion dose 
conversion factor 

Air submersion dose 
conversion factor 

Exposure duration 

Indoor fraction 

Number of evaluation 
times 

Time 

Number of rooms 

Deposition velocity 

Resuspension rate 

Room height 

Room area 

Air exchange rate for 
building and room 

Net flow 

Outdoor inflow 

Units 

( rnrern/yr) 
per (pCi/g) 

rnrern/pC i 

rnrern/pCi 

(rnrern/yr) 
per (pCi/m3

) 

days 

none 

none 

yr 

none 

mis 

1/s 

m 

m2 

1/h 

m3/h 

m'/h 

Type' 

M 

M 

M 

M 

B 

B 

p 

p 

p 

p 

P, B 

p 

p 

B 

B 

B, P 

Probabili stic analysis 

va lue/ I Distributions statistical 
Priority I Deterministicb I distribution parameters' 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

Nuclide 
specific 

Nuclide 
specific 

Nucl ide 
specific 

Nuclide 
s_p_ecific 

365 .25 

0.6792 

0 

8 .52E-5 

6 .22E-8 

3.25 

141 

1.52 

NR 

NR 

Nuc lide 
s_p_ecific 

Nuclide 
s_p_ec ifi c 

Nuclide 
specific 

Nuclide 
specific 

365.25 

0.6792 

0 

Loguniform 

Lo gun i forrn 

Uniforrn 

Loguniform 

1.52 

NR 

NR 

I I 2 
NRd NR 

NR NR 

NR NR 

NR NR 

NR NR 

NR NR 

NR NR 

NR NR 

NR NR 

2.7 E-6 2.7E-3 

2.5E- l I 1.3 E-5 

2 .5 4.0 

10 2000 

NR NR 

NR NR 

NR NR 

3 
NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

Remarks 

Values are from Federal Guidance Report No.12 
Q:_GR-12) . 

Values are from Federal G uidance Report No. I I 
(FGR-11). 

Values are from Federal Guidance Report No. I I 
(FGR-11). 

Values are from Federal Guidance Report No.12 
_(FGR-12) 

To match the occupancy period of 365.25 days in 
NUREG/C R-5512 building occupancy scenario. _ 

Resident spends 16 .3 hid inside the bui lding. The 
value greater than the indoor fraction of 0.6571 
used in NUREG/CR-5512 resident scenario. 

Dose is calculated at the time when the building is 
released for all the radionuclides of concern 
including progeny. 

Dose is calcu lated for one year exposure at the 
time (t =0 yr) building is released 

NUREG/CR-55 I 2 building occupancy scenario 
assumes only one contaminated room. 

Distribution from NUREG/CR-6697. Based on 
the guidance provided in NUREG/C R-6676, 
deposition velocity and resuspension rate were 
positively correlated (correlation coefficien t = 

Q.22. 
Distribution from NUREG/CR-6697 . Based on 
the guidance provided in NUREG/CR-6676, 
deposition velocity and resuspension rate were 
positively correlated (correlation coefficient = 

0.92-
To capture variability in room heights in different 
survey units at Seneca Arrny Depot 

To capture variability in room sizes in different 
survey units at Seneca Army Depot. Correlated 
with the so urce area, correlation coefficient= 
0.99 

Median of the distribution from NUREG/CR-
6697 

Not required because only one room model is 
used. 

Outdoor inflow is calculated from room volume 
and air exchan_g_e rate. 



Number of receptors none B 3 I I NR NR NR Dose is calculated for one receptor. 

Receptor room none B 3 I I NR NR NR Only one room model is used. 

Receptor location m B 3 0 ,0,1 0,0,1 NR NR NR At 1-m height from the center of the 
contaminated floor surface. 

Receptor time fraction none B 3 I I NR NR NR Most conservative value 

Receptor inhalation rate m3/d M, B 2 23 .5 23 .5 NR NR NR For the building resident it matches the breathing 
rate of the resident in the resident fa rmer scenario 
of NUREG/CR-55 12 

Receptor indirect m2/h B 2 9E-5 9E-5 NR NR NR Median of the distribution from NUREG/CR-
ingestion rate 6697 

Number of sources none p 3 I I NR NR NR Floor of the room is contaminated . 

Source type none p 3 Area Area NR NR NR Only surface source is considered in building 
occupancy scenario. 

Source room or primary none p 3 l l NR NR NR Only one room is considered . 
room 
Source direction none p 3 z z NR NR NR The direction perpendicular to the exposed area. 
Source location m p 3 0,0,0 0,0,0 NR NR NR Source center location. 
Source area m' p 2 141 Loguniform 10 2000 Correlated with the room area (Floor is 

contaminated), correlation coefficient = 0.99 

Air release fraction none B 2 0.07/ l.0 0.07/1 .0 NR NR NR For all radionuclides except tritium value used 
(0.07) is equal to the upper bound value for 
noncombustible solids from NUREG/CR-6697 
and the value used for tritium (1 .0) is the 
recommended value fo r gaseous form of tritium. 

Direct ingestion rate 1/h B 2 5.5 E-8 5.5E-8 NR NR NR Calculated from the default ingestion rate of 
I. I E-4 m2/h in NUREG/CR-55 12 building 
occupancy scenario and the maximum 
contaminated area of2,000 m2 . 

Removable fraction none P, B I 0.l 0.l NR NR NR 10% of the contamination is removable 
(NUREG/CR-5512 bui lding occupancy scenario 
default). 

Time for source removal days P, B 2 33230 Triangular l ,000 10,000 100,000 Distribution from NUREG/CR-6697 
or source lifetime 
Radon release fraction none P,B 3 0 0 NR NR NR Radon inha lation pathway is suppressed. 
Radionuclide dpm/m2 p 3 100 100 NR NR NR DCGLs are independent of initial radionuclide 
concentration concentration 
Shield ing thickness cm P,B 2 0 0 NR NR NR No shielding is assumed between the source and 

receptor. 
Shielding density g/cm3 p I NR NR NR NR NR No shielding is assumed between the source and 

receptor. 
Shielding material none p 3 NR NR NR NR NR No shielding is assumed between the source and 

receptor. 

~ 
_L_ - - -



' P = physical, B = behavioral, and M = metabolic; when more than one parameter type is listed, the more conservative parameter type is used in the analysis. 

b Parameter va lues used in the deterministic run unless changed because of sens itivity analysis. 

'For uniform and loguniform distributions, parameter I is the minimum and parameter 2 is the maximum value. For triangular distribution, parameter I is the minimum value, parameter 2 
is the most likely value, and parameter 3 is the max imum value of the d istribution. 

dNR = not required for the analysis (RESRAD-BUILD parameters for which distributions are not developed or for which statistical parameters are not required . 



Fig. 6.3 Parameter Selection Process 

Assign value from 
NUREG/CR-5512, Volume 3 

Classify as Behavioral, 
Metabolic or Physical 

Metabolic parameter 

Assign value from 
NUREG/CR-5512, Volume 3 

Input parameter value 

Assign distribution from 
NUREG/CR-6697, Attachment C 

Sensitivity analysis using 
RESRAD/RESRAD-BUILD 

Classify parameter as 
"Sensitive" or "Non-sensitive" 

Sensitive, IPRCq > 0.25/0.10 

Dose positively correlated 
With parameter, PRCC > 0.25/0.10 

ssign Max (75% quantile, mean 

Dose negatively correlated 
With parameter, PRCC < -0.25/-0. IO 

Assign Min (25% quantile, mean) 

No 

Classify as Priority 1, 2, or 3 

Assign default or 
Conservative value 

Non-sensitive, IPRCq < 0.25/0.10 

Assign median value 



UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
REGION I 

475 ALLENDALE ROAD 
KING OF PRUSSIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19406-1415 

Docket No. 04008526 
Control No. 130894 

Stephen M. Absolom 
Commander's Representative 
Department of the Army 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 
ATTN: SDSSE-CO 
5786 State Route 96 
Romulus, NY 14541-5001 

September 4, 2002 

License No. SUC-1275 

SUBJECT: DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, VOIDANCE OF APPLICATION FOR LICENSE 
AMENDMENT, CONTROL NO. 130894 

Dear Mr. Absolom: 

This concerns the subject application for an Amendment to your material license to approve the 
"Seneca Army Depot Activity License Termination and License Release Plan" (the Plan) dated 
January 2002. The review of the acceptability of the revised Derived Concentration Guideline 
Levels (DCGLs), including the output files for RESRAD and RESRAD-BUILD, is complete. 
Based on staff evaluation of the dose modeling and independent analysis by the staff, the dose 
modeling information submitted with the above documentation is not adequate to approve your 
request. The proposed DCGLs do not assure that area doses from exp~sure to residual 
material at this site is sufficiently low to allow unrestricted release in accordance with 1 O CFR 
20. 1402. Although the critical group, scenarios, and pathways identified for this site and used in 
your analysis are acceptable, there is insufficient justification of the site-specific parameters 
used to determine that the selected values are representative of the site or are conservative. In 
your RESRAD calculations you used approximately 26 site-specific parameters out of a total of 
about 95 possible input parameters. You must perform a sensitivity analysis of the site-specific 
input parameters in order to.evaluate which of these parameters have a significant impact on the 
calculated dose. Such a sensitivity analysis may be performed using RESRAD Version 6.1 . 
Once those parameters that have a significant impact on the dose are identified, you must 
demonstrate either that the values you choose are conservative or that they are representative 
of the site by providing the results of on-site testing and analyses. 

Also, uncertainty analysis of the DCGLs should be performed, or a discussion of why uncertainty 
analysis is not necessary should be provided. 

The NRG regional and headquarters staff is available to meet with you to discuss the modeling 
and your site in more detail and to assist you in the preparation of an acceptable submission. 
You may contact me at (610) 337-5040 when you are ready to arrange such a meeting. 



S. Absolom 
Department of the Army 

2 

Since it will take some time to develop the additional information regarding the basis for the 
proposed DCGLs, we have voided the current application. This action is taken without prejudice 
to the resubmission of your request. 

In accordance with 10 CFR 2. 790, a copy of this letter will be placed in the NRC Public 
Document Room and will be accessible fro the NRC web site at 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm.html . 

cc: 
John Cleary, Radiation Safety Officer 

Sincerely, 

Original signed by John D. Kinneman 

John D. Kinneman, Chief 
Nuclear Materials Safety Branch 2 
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety 
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From: 

.. --- ., ......... .. -•- .. . ~-- -. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District 
Seneca Office for Project Management 
CENAl~-PP-M 
Building 125, Seneca .A.rmy Depot 
5786 State Route 96. Romulus .. ~y 14541-5001 

Thomas R. Enroth 

Phone: 607-869-1255 

Fax: 607-869-1251 

Number of Pages including Cover: 3 Date: mL 
TO: 

COl\lMENTS: 
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From: 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District 
Seneca Office for Project Management 
CENAN-PP-M 
Building 125, Seneca Army Depot 
5786 State Route 96. Romulus. ~y 145-t 1-5001 

Thomas R. Enroth 

Phone: 607-869-1255 

Fax: 607-869-1251 

Number of Pages including Cover: 3 

FAX#: 
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Table 2-2 
Information Summary for Buildings under License SUC-1275 and Other NRC Licenses 

Area Classification 
Radionuclides for Final Status Type and Extent Other Licenses 

Buildings/Structures Radiological Status of Concern Survey of Contamination Affected 

Building 612 Building was surveyed U-234, U-235, Class 1 Contamination, if SUC-1380 
in 1999. Walls, and U-238 present, is expected 
ceilings and floors (depleted only on floor 
were surveyed. uranium) surfaces. 

U-234, U-235, 
Building 5 During operations, and U-238 Class 2 Contamination, if SUC-1380 

periodic surveys were (depleted present, is expected 
Building 306 conducted and no uranium) only on floor 

elevated levels of surfaces 
Building S-2084 radioactivity were ever 

detected. The last of 

w 
I 

°' 
Building 2073 the depleted 

ammunition was 
shipped off in 
September 1999. 

Storage Bunker A0701 Pm-147 Class 3 Contamination, if BML 12-
present, is expected 00722-07 
only on floor license 
surfaces managed by 

TACOM Rock 
Island 

Operations 
Performed 

Unpackage, 
inspect, and 
repackage DU 
ammunition 

Staging point 
to prepare DU 
ammunition 
for shipment 

The license 
was for the 
possession of 
Pm-147 in the 
light anti-tank 
rocket system 

~ 
::s 
(\) 
() 
!::) 

~ ...., 

~ 
t, 
~ 
c:, ...... 
~ 
() ...... 
~-
~ -
t--< 
;::; · 
(\) 

::s 
V) 
(\) 

~ ...., 
~ 
s· 
!::) ...... 
c3· 
::s 
'"tl 
iS"' ::s 



Table 2-2 (Con't) 

Area Classification 
Radionuclides for Final Status 

Buildings/Structures Radiological Status of Concern Survey 

Of 11 pitchblende Were decontaminated Ra-226 Class 3 
storage bunkers, and released for (pitchblende ore) 
E0801 and E-802 were unrestricted use in U-234, U-235, 
under NRC license for 1985 U-238 
subsequent DU 
storage 

Of 64 special weapons Were surveyed in Pu-239, U-234, Class 3 
storage bunkers, 1992 and 1993 and U-235, U-238, 
A0201, A0316, released for and H-3 
A0317, and A0508 unrestricted use 
were under NRC 
license for later DU 

~ 
I 

'-l 
storage 

Ammunition Bunkers During operations, U-234, U-235 , Class 3 
(see Table 2-1) periodic surveys were and U-238 

conducted and (depleted 
elevated levels of uranium) 
radioactivity were 
never detected. The 
last of the depleted 
ammunition was 
shipped off in 
September 1999. 

Type and Extent Other Licenses 
of Contamination Affected 

Contamination, if SUC-1380 
present, is expected 
only on floor 
surfaces 

Contamination, if SUC-1380 
present, is expected 
only on floor 
surfaces 

Contamination, if SUC-1380 
present, is expected 
only on floor 
surfaces 

Operations 
Performed 

During the 
1940s, the 
Depot stored 
barrels of 
pitchblende 
ore 

For special 
weapons 
storage 

Storage of the 
packaged DU 
ammunition 
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Table 2-2 (Con't) 

Area Classification 
Radionuclides for Final Status Type and Extent 

Buildings/Structures Radiological Status of Concern Survey of Contamination 

Warehouse 356 NRC released building Natural thorium Class 3 Contamination, if 
for unrestricted use present, is expected 
Amendment 16 to only on floor 
STC-133 on 12/22/94 surfaces 

N 
I 

Oo 

Other Licenses Operations 
Affected Performed 

STC-133 Warehouse 
managed by was used to 
Defense store 
Logistic Columbite and 
Agency tantalum ore 
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Seneca Army Depot Activity License Termination Plan 

Table 5-1 
Summary of Recent Building Surveys 

Building Date of Radio- Types of surveys Instruments used MDA Results 
No. Survey nuclides of performed (dpm/100 

interest cm2) 

5 U-234, U- Dry swipe laboratory Alpha: 2 No results 

235, and U- samples collected counters for Beta: 6 above 

238 (DU) and analyzed at swipes, Ludlum Gamma: 109 background 

Redstone Arsenal, Model 3 pancake 

AL; walk-thru G-M for gamma Backgrd: 0.02 

gamma survey rates mR/hr 

306 U-234, U- As for Bid 5 As for Bid 5 As for Bid 5 No results 

235, and U- above 

238 (DU) background 

356 Th-232 As for Bid 5 As for Bid 5 As for Bid 5 No results 

above 

background 

612 3/99 to U-234, U- Over 2-m grid: Hand-held and Swipes and No detects 

5/99 235, and U- Direct and swipes: floor monitor gas- gamma rate: above action 

238 (DU) alpha/beta/gamma proportional as for Bid 5 levels . (Data 

counters, FIDLER to be reviewed 

Surface Scans low-energy Static direct: against revised 

alpha/beta/gamma gamma detector, Alpha: 20/40 action levels.) 

100 % scans laboratory Beta: 

counters for 1000/2000 

swipes Gamma: 

16,000 

2073 U-234, U- As for Bid 5 As for Bid 5 As for Bid 5 No results 

235, and U- above 

238 (DU) background 

S-2084 U-234, U- As for Bid 5 As for Bid 5 As for Bid 5 No results 

235, and U- above 

238 (DU) background 

Storage DU (all), As for Bid 5 As for Bid 5 As for Bid 5 No results 

Bunkers Ra-226 (2 above 

bunkers) , H- background 

3 and Pu-

239 (4 

bunkers) 

5-3 



Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 
Wednesday, December 12, 2001 2:11 PM 
'Kathleen Kadlubak' 

Subject: RE: NRC Buildings 

Katie , 

Here is the square footage of each building requested : 

tom 

Building 5- 11 , 754 
Building 306- 4 , 901 
Building S- 2084 - 5 , 480 
Building 2073 - 3 , 683 
Warehouse 356- 203 , 145 

-----Original Message- ----
From : Kathleen Kadlubak [mailto : Kathleen . Kadlubak@parsons.com] 
Sent : Wednesday , December 12 , 2001 1 : 45 PM 
To : Enroth , Thomas R NAN02 
Cc : Jacqueline Travers 
Subject : NRC Buildings 

Tom : 
Would you happen to have the square footage of the following 

buildings 

not 

that are included as part of the NRC License Termination : 
Building 5 
Building 306 
Building S- 2084 
Building 2073 
Warehouse 356 

We are trying to figure out what the level of effort would be to 
execute the Termination Plan . If the square footage numbers are 

accessible , are there comparably sized buildings in SEAD- 12? 

Thanks , 
Katie Kadlubak 

1 
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PARSONS 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Tom Enroth, USACE, NY District DATE: July 30, 2002 

Cc: Steve Absolom, SEDA 
Kevin Healy, USA CE, Huntsville I t B 8 -.3 9 T r 7JY 
Marshall Green, USACE, Huntsville 

SUB 

Tom Sydelko, ANL 
iJ:~ 

line Travers, Katie Kadiubak, Parsons '-I; 
1 

_ ,_ '-1 ~ (iOPIES: File " ~ 

,V- ()?// 

There are a few issues that need to be resolved in regards to the NRC License Termination fieldwork: 

as an additional room, approximately 8m x 18m x 3.5m, that was not included in 
-....i11.o-L~· ,u· a survey plan. The room appears to be new in relation to the rest of the building. 

Building 2073 also has a fiberglass insulation covered ceiling in the main room (Room 1) that will 
be very difficult to grid and to survey due to the fiberglass not being;in'tact everywhere and the 
height of the center of the ceiling (approximately 8 meters). It is recommended that the en ·neerin ~ 

_§Pace attached to Building 2073, which is currently a Class II survey unit, b rec assi 1e ' as a Class 
ill survey unit (the same as all of the engineering spaces in SEAD-12); that the walls and floors of 
the main room and the new room be surveyed as Class II survey units. If no residual radiological 
contamination is found on the walls and floor, the ceilings on both rooms would be completed as a 
Class ill surve . -.!> tv c) 

Building 2084 as a ceiling that has several dozen wooden girders along the ceiling. If the building 
yed as a Class II survey unit then the wooden panels will need it be_ disassembled. fa' c 

Parsons recommends that the ceiling be reclassified as a Class ill survey unit where the reachable 
sections of the wood girders aresurveyed. If no indications of residual radio~ctivity are located, 
then demolition of the wood girders would not have to occur. 

✓ It should be noted that buildings 2073 and 2084 are also included in the Explosive Building Survey. It is 
known that Parsons has not completed any sampling in either of those buildings. Radiological surveying 
has continued in these buildings with h~lf-faced air purifying respirators and tyvex coveralls. Of; 

Let us know what a convenient time is for you go over these issues so we can continue to move forward 
on the fieldwork. 

Thanks. 

C:\DOCUME-1 \e3ppmtTe\LOCALS- I \Temp\NRC_?-30-02 .doc 
l!!.i') 
l!:..) PARSONS 
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31 s M T w T F s Appointment Schedule 

Sunday 31 1 2 

March 2002 3 4 5 6 8 9 
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

Easter 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 
8 

February 2002 April 2002 

✓ Task Completed 
SMTWTFS SMTWTFS 

- Planned Forward 1 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 

X Task Deleted 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

G 0 Delegated Task 
10111213141516 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 • In Process 2425262728 28 29 30 9 

! ABC Prioritized Daily Task List 

10 

11 

12 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Daily Expenses 
7 

8 
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Monthly Focus: Roles­
Your key relationships and 
responsibilities are where 
you spend your time, energy, 
and resources. 
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There is always a chance that he who sets 
himself up as his brother's lzeeper will 

end up by being his jaill,eeper. 
- Eric Hoffer 
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PARSONS 
30 Dan Road , Canton , Massachusetts 02021-2809 • (781) 401-3200 • Fax (781) 401-2575 

August 7, 2002 

Mr. Stephen Howard 
US Army TMDE Activity, ASAM-TMD-SR 
Building 5317 
Redstone Arsenal , AL 35898-5000 

Re: NRC License Termination Work 
Seneca Army Depot Activity, Romulus, NY 
Price for Swipe Sample Analyses 
741 199-02000/1022 

Dear Mr. Howard: 

The purpose of this letter is to clarify recent discussions with you regarding pricing for swipe samples 
collected at the Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA), Romulus, NY. Parsons is currently collecting 
approximately 5000 swipe samples for the Army to support termination of their NRC licenses at SEDA. 

Originally, we were quoted a price of $0.41 for analysis of each swipe. We understand that due to 
government funding cutbacks, this price will increase to $10 .00 per swipe for swipes processed after 
October I , 2002. In an effort to assist your laboratory in processing the swipes for this project before 
this date, Parsons will send you approximately 500-700 swipes per week between now and September 
20, 2002. 

If you have any questions regarding this proposed sampling schedule, please contact Ms. Jacqueline 
Travers at (781) 401-2535 or Ms. Katie Kadlubak (781) 401-2449. 

Very truly yours, 

PARSONS 

Todd Heino, P.E. 
Program Manager 

TH/jmt 

cc: Mr. Marshall Greene, USA COE - Huntsville 
Mr. Stephen Absolom, SEDA 
Mr. Thomas Enroth, USACOE - NY District 
Mr. John Cleary, SEDA 

P :\Pll'IProjccts\S ENECJ\ IN RC Tenn IF icl dwork2002\rcdslonc.doc 



FROM :CEN~NPP-PM 212 264 8392 2002 , 06-07 

MILITARY INTERDEPARTMENTAL PURCHASE REQUEST 

FSC CONTROL SYMBOL NO. 

TO: USAED HUNTSVILLE 
CEHNC-RM·B 
P.O. BOX 1600 

HUNTSVILLE ,AL 35807-4301 

DATE PREPARED 
06-JUN-2002 

MIPR NUMBER 
1116RoE02666598 

FROM: PPMD · Mll!TARV 
CENAN-PP-M 
26 FEDERAL PLAZA 
ROOM 2119 

NEIi YORK NY 10278 

ITEMS ARE ARE NOT JNCLUDED IN THE INTERSERVICE SUPPLY SUPPORT PROGRAM ANO REQUIRED JNTERSERVICE 
SCREENING HAS HAS NOT BEEN ACCOMPLISHED. 

08: 1 7 

ITEM DESCRIPTION 
NO. (Federal stock nunber, nomenclature, specification and/or 

drawing No., etc.) 
QTY UNIT 

ESTIMATED 
UNIT 

PRICE 

FUNDS ARE PROVIDED TO SUPPORT 8RAC95 PROJECT RAO SURVEY 0 LS .00 
AMSCO 61366S13 AT SENECA AD, NY. 

ACCOUNTING CLASSIFICATION 97 NA X 0510.40F1 E3 2000 08 8011 61366S13000 25EA KC73HC NA 19016 00008735 
WORK CAT CODE: 72180 WORK CAT ELEM CODE: 99999 

INITIAL ACCOUNTING CLASS 97 X 0510 40F1 08 61366S13000 

CH #2 - ADDITIONAL FUNDS IN THE HAOUNT OF $87,547.58 ARE HEREBY PROVIDED 
TO SUPPORT RAD SURVEYS AMSCO 61366S13000 Q SENECA AO. ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION WILL BE PROVIDED UNDER SEPARATE COVER BY THOMAS ENROTH 
607.869.1255 (VOICE) AND 607.869.1251 (FAX). 

11998 P.01 / 01 

PAGE 001 

AMEND NO. 
002 

ESTIMATED 
TOTAL 
PRICE 

$87,547.58 

Please have the accepting otficia.l sign below and return to the FINANCIAL POC address . EXPIRATION DATE 30·DEC·2004 
RA TECHNICAL POC: THOMAS R ENROTH CENANPP·M 607·869·1255 
RA FINANCIAL POC': JOHNNY W OOIINING CENAN · PP-M 212•264·4059 
RA FINAHC1AL POC AOORESS: PPHD-MILITARY 

26 FEDERAL PLAZA 
ROOM 2119 

NEW YORK NY 10278 
PA TECHNICAL POC: DAVE SHEETS (256) 895-1353. 
PA FINANCIAL POC: JON RICHARDS (256) 895-1458, FAX (256) 895·1176. 

ACCEPTED 
DIRECT FUND CITE 
REIMBURSABLE _____________ DATE __________ TITLE ___________ _ 

SEE ATTACHED PAGES FOR DELIVERY SCHEDULES, PRESERVATION AND PACKAGING INSTRUCTIONS, SHIPPING 
INSTRUCTIOHS ANO fNSTRUCT[ONS FOR DISTRIBUTION OF CONTRACTS AND RELATED DOCUMENTS. 

GRAND TOTAL 
$605,547.58 

TRANSPORTATION ALLOTMENT (Used if FOil Contractor's plant) MAIL INVOICES TO (Payment will be made by) 
USACE FINANCE CENTER 

FUNDS FOR PROCUREMENT ARE PR~ERLY CHARGEABLE TO THE ALLOTMENTS SET FORTH ABOVE , THE 
AVAILABLE BALANCES OF WHICH ARE SUFFICIENT TO COVERTHE ESTIMATED TOTAL PRICE . 

E3 · NEW YORK DISTRICT 
5720 INTEGIRTY DRIVE 

MILLINGTON TN 38054 -5005 

ELECTRONICALLY SIGNED BY 
BETZAIDA ANDUJAR 

OPERATING ACCOUNTANT 

AUTHORIZING OFFICER 
JOHNNY W DOWNING 
PROGRAM ANALYST 

DD FORM 448 

ELECTRONICALLY SIGNED BY 
JOHNNY W OOIJNING 

06·JUN·2002 

DATE 
06-JUN-2002 
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ARGONNE NATIONAL LABORATORY 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

TELECOMMUNICATION MESSAGE 

DATE: Cf-rl-" r NUMBER OF PAGES (INCLUDING COVER SHEET): <" 

FROM: ~ 

f'~v<,,_,t-/°~/ 

Argonne Nationa\ l,?.boratory 
Environmental As£essment Division 
9700 South ·cass A \1~w~, Bldg. 900 
Argonne,Illina~ 6B~19 

t/r· '~, 

FAX# 

TEL# 

FAX# 630/2S2-4336 

TEL# ,, efo(r ----~---
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If you do not rece,ve all of the pages or if copy is not legible, please call 630/252-5411. 
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TASK ORDER 
Perfol"IIWICe of Fmal Status Sarvey ol NR.C Licemcd Facilities 

1.0 Gcucral Statement of Senices 

The Army is in the process of closing Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEAD) under the Base Realignment 
and Oosure (BRAC) program. M pan of this proce3S it will need to terminate or otherwise mo<lif y NRC 
licenses affecting a number of facilities at SEAD. This Task Order is for performing Final Status Surveys 
in accordance with the Multi-Agency Radiation Survey lllld Site lnw:sligiuion Manual (MARSSIM, 
NUREG 1575. Rev 1. August 2000) tlw will suppon the unrcstriacd tcleasc of the facilities. In addition, 
the sur1eys are tO be performed in accotdance with \he License Tennination Plan (LTP) 1hat is cmrcntly 
being reviewed by the NRC. 

The LTP prellCil1!i me derived concentration guideline levels (DCGu) that constinne the releA.Se criteria for 
the facilities as well as the basic requirements for pafon:ning the surveys, including survey unit 
designations and classifications mid.er MARSSIM. The fncilities include Buildings S, 306, 356, 2073, and 
S-2084 in their entin:ty, as well as 120 nmmunition storage bunms in various locations across the site. 
POitions of the grounds oround each of .these facilities may also require some level of investigation. 

A total of 21 MARSSIM Class 2 smvey units and 7 Class 3 units have been desipated in the regular 
buildings. All of Che 120 sroragc ~ have been designated as a single Cla.u 3 uniL 

Following MARR.SIM, the L TP detenn.ioed that JO direct ~ts will be required in each Cass 2 
survey unit, while BRAC policy has established that commodity stongc facilities will be surveyed a.s Class 
3 units using 30 direct measurements. Major portions of the Class 2 areas will also require total covetage 
scanning, while material samples and swipes will be taken in a limiu:d number of locations based on 
professiooal judgement as oudincd in the LTP. 

2.0 Objective 
The objectiv~ of this work is to plan and perfonn fiml status surveys of the NRC licensed facilities at the 
Seneca Army Depot Activity in accordance with MARRSIM guidance so lbal all applicable NRC liccnKs 
can be te,<;mi.lated and che facilities released fOJ" unrestricted use. These surveys are performed for the 
purpose of demonstrating that the facilities meet dose-based criteria for unrcsaictcd release, including the 
25 mrem dose criterion in IO CFR 20.1402 and the 10 JmCm criterion in New York State TAGM 4003. 

3.0 Detailed Description of Senices 

3.1 Genera] Regµircmencs . All work: performed by the A-E shall be de3igncd and implemented in a 
manner that conforms with this SOW, the approved Work Plans and the requirements of EPA. NYSDEC, 
aDd SEDA. Thi.,; work: shall be coordinated with otha radiological survey worlc being performed at SEDA 
for the purpose of releasing facilitia, aud shall use survey criteria and methodologies that are consistent 
with o1hcr ongoing smveys. In the event that any conilicl:I Hrise, it will be the Huntsville Division Project 
Maoaier's responsibility to assure re.solution. All wodc shall be performed under the supervision of a 
P,;rifessional Engineer regist.c:rcd in the Sta1e of New Y ode.. 

3.2 ITask 1) Survey Planning and Desi&n 

• The A&E ~ prepare, or amend an existing, Work Plan. Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP), 
Health 11.Dd Safety Plan (H&SP), and Picld Samplini and Analysis Plan (FSAP) for performing the 
required surveys 
• The Work Pla.o shall include a review of the historical we and a summary of most recent survey 

data of the buildings and areas to undergo final status surveying. 
• The QAPP shall dcscnoc or specify the requirements of the following project elements: project 

management. samplini and data collection, pc:rformancc assessment and oversight. and data 
validation and verification.. 

ANLDRAFT 09113/01 
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• The H&SP sb31l idemify a health and safety officer for the project. shall identify all expected 
project hazard&. and &hall identify precautions and protective equipment to protect project 
personnel from huards 

• The FSAP .sb3Jl provide locations of direct radioactivity measurements 011 floor plans or mops, 
identify pomons of building surfaces (walls, ceilings, or floors) to be SC2nned with field 
instruments, and identify locations for collection of material samplei. and swipes in accordance 
with the License Termination Plan (LTP). 1t shall specify the instruments to be used for surveys 
and provide procedures for their use. It shall alse> specify reference areas to be surveyed. 

3.3 cTask: 2} Perfnauing Fjnal Status Surveys 

• .!:'or Class 2 sutvey units, the A&E shall perform the following activities in accordance with the L TP 
andMARSSIM= 
• Lay out grid location."I of direct measuremenrs of alpha. beta, or gamma activity 
• Collect direct survey mcasul"Cfflents of alpha, beta, or gamma ~vity, as approprialc 
• Pedorm scannini surveys over portions of floors, walli; OT ceilings as detumincd by judgement 
• Collect. surface swipes azJd/or mlltCrial samples from building surfaces, ventilation ducts, floor • 

drains. or outdoor locations as determined by judgement 
• Perform wallc-over gamma surveys of outdoor areas and in certain indoor locations using a 

FIDLER 
• For Class 3 survey unns, the A&E shall pcrfonn the following activities in accordance with the LTP: 

• Lay out an appropriate number of random locations for direct measurement.,; 
• Collect direct survey measURmCnts of alpha, beta. or gamma activity, as approprit1te, nt these 

locations 
• Pa-form &eaJlll.ing measuremems of alpha, beta. or g.unma activity in indoor or outdoor locations 

as determined by professional judgement 

).4 Cfa5lr J) Pinal Status Surv~y (fSS) RcPQJt 

• The FSS report will document that study areas meet the applicable dose criterion for n:l~ of lh~ 
areas for unrestricted use, and will include the following: 
• Report,; of survey activities that include raw survey dam 
• Results of quality a,;,~c samples 
• Instrument calibration reports 
• SWistical comparisons of s.rudy areas to backgmund areas and to derived concentration guideline 

levels (DCGI..s) 
• Sufficient supporting infonnation so that an independent party could reconstruct the results and 

COJ!Clusions of the studies 

4.0 Submittals and Pnseatalions 
4.1 Format and Copu;nr. PSS Reports shall present all data, calculatiuns, aoaly~ and conclusions 
based upon them. !he Reports, moreover, shall meet the requirements ofMARSSIM, mmcly that they be 
SWld-alonc docume:ms dw describe the insuwncnl!I and analytical methods used and lhe memod for 
converting survey data to appropmt.e unics for comparison to DCGu. The reports will also demonstrate 
that data quality ubjcclivcs for suiveys -were met, prc5ent statistical evaluations of data to demon.strnle thnt 
rdcuc criteria have been met. and discuss the \l!e of investigation levels co ensure that sutVey tmits have 
bet:11 coaccd.y classified in a.ccocdancc with MARSSIM. The reports may follow the format suggested in 
NRC's "Manual fcx Co~ Radiological Sun-cys in Suppon of License Tennination" (NUREGicR-
584, JUDC 1992), or similar format that meets the above content requirements. 

(Continue with the usual requirements for drawinis. maps, paper size, numbering system, report covas, 
title pa£C. identification of organizations and preparers. Continue funhcr with requirements for submitt:als_J 

ANLDRAFT 09/13/01 2 
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4.2 Pre§enWiom. [usu.al requirrmcnts] 

-4.3 Conference Minutes. (usual n:quiremcnts] 

4.4 Confirmation Notices. {usual rcquimncnu] 

45 Progress l'CJ)Qffl and Charts. (usual requirements] 

4.6 Proposed Scbcdule. 1be proposed ~ule for the FSS is given below. 

Milestone ~ 
Asswoed notice to proceed nm 
Draft FSS WOik Plan/QAPPIH&S Plan TBD 
Comments to A 0 E TBD 
Draft-Fmal FSS Work Plan/QAPP/H&S Pl1111 TBD 
Comments to A-E TBD 
Final FSS WorkPlan/QAPP/H&S Plan TBD 
Iai.tiation of Field Work TBD 
Completion of Field Work TBD 
Draft FSS Report TBO 
Comments to A-E TBD 
Dnfi-Final FSS Report TBD 
Comments to A-F. TBD 
Pina! FSS (a.'mlTIICS no dispwes) TBD 
Public Comment Period TBD 
Meetinp/Prescntations TBD 

4.7 
4.7.1 
4.7.1.1 

Submittal!-. 
Genmu Submittal Reguircmcnu. 
Distributign. The A-E is t"CSpOnsible for reproduction and distribution of all documeJlls. The A-E 
sluill furnish copies of &ubmitul, to each addressee liSted in paragraph 4.7 .2 in the quantities listed 
in the docwm-.nt submiual list. Submittal$ are due at each of the addn:.sscs not latu than the close 
of businc$s on the dates shown in paragraph 4 .6. 

4.7.1.2 Partial Submjttals. Partial subrnitbls will not be acccpied unless prior approval is given. 

Covec Le~. (per usual] 4.7.1..3 
4 .7 .1.4 
4.7.1.5 
4.7.2 
4.7.3 

SWUJrntin, Data amj Calculations. [per usuall 
ReQroducibJes. [pCl usual] 
Addresses. [as ap?fOpriatel 
Document arid Submiual List. [u appropriate) 

s.o Safely Requirements [per usual] 

6.0 Quality As.mru.~ Project Phil Rcqairements 
The A-E sh.all perform all samplinr ;ind analysis activities according to the requirements presented in the 
Wen Plan. QAl'P, and H&S Pl:in. 

7.0 Soil Bonq imd IV.fociiorinc Well Requirements 
Neither soil borings nor groundwater monit0ring \Veils will be requi-red a.,; part of this work. Sudaee !Oil 

SAmpling m:1y be required on a limited basis if scuming surveys and direct mcasuremcnu identify areas of 
soil conr&nination. Extcmive soil RIDpling wouJd not be .-equnm.. 

S.O Suney Reqainments 
All civil surveying sball be completed a.ccording to the requirements presc;nt.cu in lho Work P131l. 

ANLDRAFT 09/J]tf)J 
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U.S. Army _orps of Engineers, New York District 
Sene a ffice for Project Management 
CENAN-PP-M 
Building 125, Seneca Army Depot 
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' ACCEPTANCE OF MIPR 
1. TO (R•quiring Activity Addrt1ss/(lncludt1 ZIP Code/ 2. MIPR NUMBER , 3 . AMENDMENT NO. 

PPMD-Military, CENAN-PP-M W l 6ROE02676635 Amend 1 
26 Federal Plaza, Room 2119 4. DA TE (MIPR Sign11rure Date/ , 5 . AMOUNT (As Listed on me MIPRJ 

NY, NY 10278-0090 23 Seo 2000 .$100,000.00 
6. The MIPR identified above is accepted and the items requested will be provided as follows: (Check as Applicable/ 

a. □ ALL ITEMS WILL BE PROVIDED THROUGH REIMBURSEMENT (Category IJ 

b. □ ALL ITEMS WILL BE PROCURED BY THE DIRECT CITATION OF FUNDS (Category Ill 

c. □ ITEMS WILL BE PROVIDED BY BOTH CATEGORY I AND CATEGORY II AS INDICA TEO BELOW 

d. □ THIS ACCEPTANCE, FOR CATEGORY I ITEMS, IS QUALIFIED BECAUSE OF ANTICIPATED CONTINGENCIES AS TO FINAL PRICE. CHANGES 
IN THIS ACCEPTANCE FIGURE WILL BE FURNISHED PERIODICALLY UPON DETERMINATION OF DEFINITIZED PRICES, BUT PRIOR TO 
SUBMISSION OF BILLINGS. 

7. □ MIPR ITEM NUMBER(Sl IDENTIFIED IN BLOCK 13, "REMARKS" IS NOT ACCEPTED (IS REJECTED) FOR THE REASONS INDICATED. 

8. TO BE PROVIDED THROUGH REIMBURSEMENT 9. TO BE PROCURED BY DIRECT CITATION OF FUNDS 
CATEGORY I CATEGORY II 

ITEM NO. QUANTITY ESTIMATED PRICE ITEM NO. QUANTITY ESTIMATED PRICE 

I. b. c. 8 . b. c. 

I -$87,528 .28 

d. TOTAL ESTIMATED PRICE -$87,528.28 e. TOTAL ESTIMATED PRICE 

10. ANTICIPATED DATE OF OBLIGATION FOR CATEGORY II ITEMS 11 . GRAND TOTAL ESTIMATED PRICE OF ALL ITEMS 

12. FUNDS DATA (Check if Applicable/ 

a. □ ADDITIONAL FUNDS IN THE AMOUNT OF $ ARE REQUIRED (See iustilicatlon in Block 13/ 

b. GJ FUNDS IN THE AMOUNT OF $ 87,528.28 ARE NOT REQUIRED AND MAY BE WITHDRAWN 

13. REMARKS 

14. ACCEPTING ACTIVITY (Complete Address/ 1 5. TYPED NAME AND TITLE OF AUTHORIZED OFFICIAL 

Commander's Representative, Seneca Army Depot Activity !STEPHEN M. ABSOLOM, Commander's Representative 

5786 Rt 96, Romulus, NY 14541-5001 l~a-~;?g / , 17. DATE 

'I ,,_ '/ - ... 07/09/01 

DD FORM 448-2, JUL 71 (EG) PREVIOUS EDITION WILL BE USED UNl'll EXHAUSTED. 



BCW~0_l SIFS - COST ACCOUNTING INSTL-CD 4 
11:28:52 INQUIRY JO-PCCN / 2291 03 JUL 2001 
JO-PCN SWERAD ZGD05610004000800040 SRC 702 1411T 0 % IIlRADLE00S0II FZ 

MTD-FUNDED MTD-UNFUNDED CTD-FUNDED CTD-UNFUNDED DOLA 
HRS REG CIV 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 01178 
HRS OVT CIV 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 DT-ESTB 
HRS REG MIL 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 00275 
HRS OVT MIL 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
LBR REG CIV 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
LBR OVT CIV 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
LBR REG MIL 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
LBR OVT MIL 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
INDIRECT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
GAE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
OTHER COST 0.00 0.00 11,964.02 0.00 
MAT/SP/EQ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

RETURNS 0.00 0.00 
TOTAL 0.00 0.00 11,964.02 0.00 
PROD MTD YTD CTD 00 EST UNIT .00 
AUTH QTY 0 AUTH FUND 100,000 AUTH HRS 00 
PLAN QTY 0 COMPLETION .00 WIP 0.00 
---Fl=MENU---F2=CLEAR---F3=EXIT---F4=HELP---------------ENTER SELECTION==> 
INQUIRY COMPLETE -- FOR NEXT INQUIRY ENTER NEW JO-PCN 

) -1-:H~~c ~"d 
---h, ..... w v, .. {_t-L 
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FROW : C.ENANPP-PM 
212 264 9392 

1900, 09-29 

MILITARY INTERDEPARTMENTAL PURCHASE REQUEST 

fSC CONTROL SYMBOL NO. DATE PREPARED 
23-SEP-2000 

MIPR NUHSE.R 
U16ROE02676635 

TO: CaiMAIIOER, SENECA ARMY DEPOT A 

SIOSf·IR 
5786 STATE R<XJTE 96 
ATTK: PETE' DE LORK_ 

RCMJLUS ,NY 14541-5001 

FROM: PPMO·HILITARY 
CEIIAll·PP·M 
26 FEDERAL PLAZA 
ROOH 2119 

NE\l YORK NY 10278 

ITEMS A,~ ARE NOT INCLUDED IN THE INTERSERVICE SUPPLY SUPPORT PROGRAl4 AND REQUIRED INTERSERVICE 
SCREENING HAS HAS NOT BEEN ACCOMPLISHED. 

ITEM DESCRIPTION 
NO. (federal stock nuit>er, n0111enClature, specification end/or 

dr■~ing No., etc.) 
QTY UNIT 

ESTIMATED 
UNIT 

PRICE 

SUPPORT OF RAO SURVEY 8RAC9S PROJECT AHSCO 61366513 Q 0 LS .00 
SENECA AD, NY. 

ACCOOIITING CLASSIFICATIOtl 97 NA X 0510.40F1 E3 2000 08 8011 61366S13000 25EA KC7JHC NA 19016 
I.ORK CAT CODE: 72180 IJORK CAT ELEH CODE: 99999 

INITIAi. ACCCllllTING CLASS 97 0510 40F1 08 61366S13000 
FUNDS IN THE ANOVHT OF S100,000. ARE PROVIDED FOR SUPPORT OF 8RAC95 PROJECT 
RAO SURVEY AHSCO 61366513 AT SENECA AD, ijy, 

THE AMOUNT AUTHORIZED MAY NOT BE EXCEEDED WITHOUT PRIOlt I.IRITTEN APPROVAL 
FROM CENAN. 

THE ORIGINAL SOJRCE OF FUNDS 1S AS STATED IN ACCOONTING CITATIOH. 

SENECA POC IS PETER OELORK (609) 869·1l80. 

CENAN POCS C~N BE REACHED AT: 
Tc»! EMROTH (607)869-1255, FAX (607) 869-1251. 
JOHN OOWNrNG (212) 264-4059, FAX (212) 264-5785. 

REQUEST THAJ A COPY OF ACCEPTANCE _OF THIS ORDER BE' RETURN ATTN: CfNAN·RM·B 
TO THE ADDRESS CITED IH THE "fR.~" BLOCIC. 

PLEASE FAX A COPY OF ACCEPTANCE TO (212) 264-5785, ATTN: J. Da.itilNG. 
COMllNUED OH THE NEXT PAGE 

_][/ P-ADL£(frjs¢ff 5w£,<lt]) W3Alfb 

:/:_e-u rsc,11¢c/4i¢¢ g ¢1~ 
7cJJ Lip 111/T 

11701 P , 01 / 06 

PAGE 001 

MEND 110. 
000 

ESTIMATED 
TOTAL 
PRICE 

$100,000.00 
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MILITARY INTERDEPARTMENTAL PURCHASE REQUEST 

FSC tn!TROL SYMBOL HO. 

TO: CCNNANDER, SENECA ARMV DEPOT A 
StOSE·IR 
5786 STATE ROUTE 96 
ATTN: PETE DE LORK 

IICJ4ULUS ,NY 14541·5001 

DATE PREPARED 
23·SEP•2000 

HJPR NUl'IBER 
W16ROE02676635 

FROM: PPMO·MIL[TARY 
CENAN·PP·l'I 
26 FEDERAL PLAZA 
ROOM 2119 

NEIi YORK NY 10278 

ITEMS ARE ARE NOT INCLUDED IN THE IHTERSERVICE SUPPLY SUPPORT PROGRAM AND REQUIRED INTERSERVICE 
SCREENING HAS HAS NOT BEEN ACCCMPLJSHED. 

fTfH DESCRIPTION 
110. (federal stock rurt>er, nomenclature, specification and/or 

dra~ing No., ~tc.) 
QTY UNIT 

ESTIMATED 
wnT 

PRICE 

PAGE 002 

AllfND NO. 
000 

ESTIHATED 
TOTAL 
PRICE 

Please have the accepting official sign below and return to the FINANCIAL POC address. EXPIRATION DATE 30·DEC·2002 
RA TECHNICAL POC: THOMAS R ENROTH CENAN•PP·H 607-869·1255 
RA FINANCIAL POC: JOHNNY W DOWNING CEWAll·PP•M 212·264·4059 
RA FINANCIAL POC ADDRESS: PPMD·HILITARY 

26 FEDERAL PLAZA 
ROtll 2119 

'9ATE ;2.1 SE-;' J.000 TrTLE R().J>(;~7 0Ff1,£,R -----------SEE ATTACHED PAGES FOR DELIVERY SCHEDULES, PRESER Tl . AND PACKAGING INSTRUCTJOHS, SHIPPING 
lMSTRUCTIOIIS AND lMSTilUCTIOMS FOR DISTRIBUTION OF CONTRACTS AND RELATED DOCUMENTS. 

GRANO TOTAL 
s100,ooo.oo 

TRANSPORTATION ALLOTMENT (Used if FOB Contractor's plant) MAIL INVOICES TO (Pa~t will be! made by) 
USACE FINANCE CENTER 

FUHDS FO!! PROCUREMENT ARE PROPERLY CHARGEABLE TO TIIE ALLOTl'IENTS S!T F0alH ABOVE, THE 
AVAILABLE BALANCES Of WHICH ARE SUFFICIENT TO COVERTHE ESTIMATED TOTAL PRICE. 

E3 • 1118' YDRIC DISTRICT 
5720 lNTEGIRTY DRIVE 

MILLINGTON TN 38054· 5005 

ElECTROIIICALLY SIGHED BT 
JANNIE BUTLER 

OPERA Tt MG Atmllll AIIT 

AUTHORIZING OFFICER 
JOHNNY U DO\INlNG 
PROGRAM ANALYST 

DD FORM 448 

ELECTRONfCALLY SIGNED SY 
JOHNNY U DMING 

2S·SEP· 2000 

DATE 
23· SEP·2000 
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ACCEPTANCE OF MIPR 
1. TO (Requinng Activity Address/flnclude ZIP Code/ 2. MIPR NUMBER , 3. AMENOMENT NO. 

PPMD, Military, CENAN-PP-M W16ROE2676635 Amend 2 
26 Federal Plaza, Room 2119 4. OA TE (MIPR Signatur, Date/ 15. AMOUNT (As listed on the MIPRJ 
New York, New York 10278-0090 

23 Sep 00 $100,000.00 
6. The MIPR identified above is accepted and the items requested will be provided as follows: (Check as Applicable/ 

a. □ ALL ITEMS WILL BE PROVIOEO THROUGH REIMBURSEMENT (Category I/ 

b. □ ALL ITEMS WILL BE PROCURED BY THE DIRECT CITATION OF FUNOS (Category II/ 

c. D ITEMS WILL BE PROVIDED BY BOTH CATEGORY I ANO CATEGORY II AS INOICATEO BELOW 

d. □ THIS ACCEPTANCE, FOR CATEGORY I ITEMS, IS OUALIFIEO BECAUSE OF ANTICIPATED CONTINGENCIES AS TO FINAL PRICE. CHANGES IN THIS ACCEPTANCE FIGURE WILL BE FURNISHED 
PERIODICALLY UPON DETERMINATION OF OEFINITIZEO PRICES, BUT PRIOR TO SUBMISSION OF BILLINGS. 

7. □ MIPR ITEM NUMBER!SI IDENTIFIED IN BLOCK 13, "REMARKS" IS NOT ACCEPTED !IS REJECTEOI FOR THE REASONS INDICATED. 

8. TO BE PROVIDED THROUGH REIMBURSEMENT 9. TO BE PROCURED BY OIRECT CITATION OF FUNDS 
CATEGORY I CATEGORY II 

ITEM NO. QUANTITY ESTIMATED PRICE ITEM NO. QUANTITY ESTIMATED PRICE 
,. b. C. ,. b. C. 

1 $294.72 

d. TOTAL ESTIMATED PRICE $294 .72 e. TOTAL ESTIMATED PRICE 

10. ANTICIPATED OATE OF OBLIGATION FOR CATEGORY II ITEMS 11. GRANO TOTAL ESTIMATED PRICE OF ALL ITEMS 

$12,471.72 

12. FUNOS CATA /Check if Applicable/ 

a. ~ AOOITIONAL FUNOS IN THE AMOUNT OF $ 294 .72 ARE REQUIRED /See justification in Block 13/ 

b. □ FUNDS IN THE AMOUNT OF $ ARE NOT REQUIRED ANO MAY BE WITHDRAWN 

13. REMARKS 

Correction see block 11. 

14. ACCEPTING ACTIVITY (Complete Address/ 15. TYPED NAME ANO TITLE OF AUTHORIZED OFFICIAL 

Commander's Representative , Seneca Army Depot Activity STEPHEN M._ABSOLOM, Commang,er's Representative 

5786 Rt 96, Romulus, NY 14541-5001 16. S~AT),ljlE u :)'?; ~,17.0ATE 
,<,._'\Va " _ . / 08/03/01 

DD FORM 448 2, JUL 71 (EG) PREVIOUS EDITION WILL BE USED UNTIL EXHAUSTED. V 



Enroth; Thomas R NAN02 

From: 
Sent: 
.To: 

Cc: 
Subject: · 

To all : 

Jacqueline Travers [Jacqueline.Travers@parsons.com] 
Tuesday, March 26, 2002 9:15 AM 
Tom Enroth (E-mail); Steve Absolom (E-mail); Marshall Greene (E-mail); Kevin Healy (E­
mail); John Cleary (E-mail) 
Todd Heino; Kathleen Kadlubak 
NRC and SEAD-48 proposals 

We heard from Kevin that the negotiations for the NRC and SEAD- 48 field 
efforts would be postponed until NRC approves the License Termination 
Plan (LTP) . I just wanted to provide you with the schedule information 
for the two field efforts that I promised during last week ' s conference 
call and discuss if it really is necessary to postpone the field work 
until NRC approval . 

First , the NRC field work will ta ke approx i mately 16 weeks to complete 
with 2 field crews (this assumes Bldg 356 and 612 are removed from 
scope) . SEAD- 48 field work wil l t ake about 20 weeks to complete with 
one crew. 

If we can get in the field by May 1, the NRC field work can be completed 
by Labor Day and the SEAD- 48 work the month after . This would allow 
sufficient time to process data and get a draft report out to agencies 
by the end of the year . 

In order to begin by May 1 , we need to get t hese DOs negotiated in 
next couple of weeks . 

Now , I believe the only major outstanding issue as far is NRCs review is 
concerned is the DCGL derivation . If these values change , this will not 
effect how the field work is executed. So I ' m not sure that waiting for 
their approval of the plan will have any effect on the field work . 
Actually , it could hurt the effort , since the last we heard back in 
January was that their review cou l d take 90 - 180 days . 

Last Tuesday , I raised some concerns in an email to John , Tom and Kevin 
about the scope in the LTP . However , these issues are more 
interpretation issues and need to be resolved between the Army , ANL and 
Parsons . I don ' t think anyone is expecting any comments from NRC on 
these issues . 

Lastly , I do recognize that EPA a nd NYSDEC comments on the SEAD- 48 
workplan may have more of an effect on the field effort at SEAD- 48 . 
However , comments on this plan are due from them on April 1 and we 
should know then , how far off we are from what they are expecting . We 
could hopefully make any changes to the scope for the proposal fairly 
quickly , negotiate , and get started by May . 

I will bring this up on the call this morning at 10 and we can discuss 
further . 

Thanks , 

Jackie. 

Jacqueline Travers 
Associate 

Parsons 



Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 

From : Healy, Kevin W HNC 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2002 2:21 PM 
To: 
Ge: 

'Jacqueline Travers'; John Cleary (E-mail); Healy, Kevin W HNC; Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 
Todd Heino 

Subject: RE: NRG Cost Proposal/Work plan 

Tom/John , 
I will leave it up to you both to tell us if these "extras " are needed . 
i f they are , we will include them in duri n g negotiations .. . assuming they 
are of not too extensive a cost. 

- - ---Original Message-- ---
From : Jacqueline Travers [mailto:Jacqueline . Travers@parsons . com) 
Sent : Tuesday , March 19 , 2002 11 : 27 AM 
To : John Cleary (E - mail) ; Kevin Healy (E- mail) ; Tom Enroth (E - mail) 
Cc : Todd Heino ) 
Subject : NRC Cost Proposal /Work plan / ,O_,, b (l/ --, ~ ' 

~ '7 3SG I 
(f.)A~ 

In preparing the NRC Work Plan , I wan ted to just clarify a few i ssues . 

The NRC work plan is being prepared based on ANL ' s license termination 
plan (LTP) . There are a few things i n reviewing the plan that I wanted 
to clarify since they effect how we proposed on the work . 

1 . There are several somewhat vague references to outdoor surveys in 
the ANL LTP. In Section 5 . 6 . 3 . 2 , the LTP states that "The grounds and 
major buildings and areas outside the entraceways to the storage bunkers 
will be included in the investigations. Land areas will initially be 
investigated by taking in situ gamm measurements in selected locations " . 
Although we have incorporated some budget for in situ gamma 
measurements , we have assumed that the surveys are indoor only - no , 
o utdoor surveys are included . We did not propose to take one insitu :+ ~/,.NL 

CCl"'J gamma measurement per igloo. This would be over 100 URSA measurements . 
I believe we have budgeted a dozen or so . It is not clear that ANL 
proposed one per igloo , but I just wanted to let you know we did not + 
budget it this way . We also did not plan on outdoor surveys around the . .(;,,v•fJd" A /4,.,t.. ~ 
buildings (other than the 2 igloo s included in the LTP at SEAD- 48). { 1 #1 +oftoV 

j t,. Qtl/()l-
/' ro f:..,-

2. The LTP workplan proposes that smears will be counted 
This was not done at SEAD- 12 and we did not pro do 
proposal. We assumed smears would be sent o Redston 
before. Therefore , no analytical for smears ~·..__,._,'W"""n 

in the field . 

proposal. 

3. Lastly , 
prepared . 
have SOPs , 
just isn ' t 

this in ou~ ~//Jf'/ /4,,~r✓ 

and this may be minor , but the LTP says that a...Q8£1' will be 
We have not budgeted to write a separate QAPP , · but we will 
etc . in the workplan that we have been funded to prepare . 
a separate document . 

I just wanted to bring this to your attention at this point before 
negotiations have begun in case we have misinterpre.ted the scope of 
work. 

Please give me a call if you have any questions. 

Thanks , 

Jackie . 

1 



Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

John , 

Picel, Kurt C. [kcpicel@anl.gov] 
Thursday, March 21 , 2002 3:32 PM 
'John Cleary'; Kamboj, Sunita; Sydelko, Thomas G. 
Tomas Enroth (E-mail); Jacqueline Travers (E-mail) 
RE : [Fwd : NRC Cost Proposal/Work plan] ----

Regarding the URSA , the proposed limited use (a dozen or so 
measurements) of 
this device is puzzling , especially after all the effort to gain its 
approval. It seems hardly worth the trouble to mobilize for this few 
readings . Moreover , the whole point of in situ gamma measurements , and 
other field techniques , is that a relatively large number of low cost 
and 
perhaps lower (than lab) quality measurements does an overall better job 
of 
characterization than traditional discrete sampling and lab analysis . 

The bTI anticipated the use of a gross counting device , such as a FIDLER 
or -
a 2x2 NaI for soil surveys , with further investigation of any hits by 
some 
other means , such as a lab sample (could be the URSA in this case). The 
FIDLER (or 2x2) measurements would be taken in the most likely 
contaminated 
places first , e . g ., entranceways , or outside drainages . Further readings 
would only be taken if these produced hits (a dozen hits would be more 
than 
expected for all the bunkers) . 

Regarding smears , see my earlier e - mail . One way to reduce the number 
of 
lab analyses of smears needed might be to screen smears in field . 

Regarding a QAPP , all field work has to be done under a QAPP, but a 
separate 
QAPP does not have to be written . Presumably , Parsons has a standing 
QAPP 
for the earlier surveys performed . If this does not cover all aspects 
of 
the LTP work , e.g. , use of the URSA , it could be appended . 

- Kurt 

-----Original Message-----
From: John Cleary [mailto : clearyj@seneca - hp . army . mil] 
Sent: Tuesday , March 19 , 2002 12:00 PM 
To: Kamboj , Sunita ; Picel , Kurt C.; Sydelko , Thomas G. 
Subject: [Fwd : NRC Cost Proposal /Work plan] 

Suni t a / Tom / Kurt , 
Your thoughts? 
I think that 12 of these outdoor igloos should be fine . 
I fully planned for the smears to be analyzed by our US Army lab at 
Redstone Arsenal . 
What about the QAPP? 

John 

1 



Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 

From : 
Sent: 
To : 

Picel, Kurt C. [kcpicel@ANL.GOV] 
Thursday, March 21 , 2002 1 :05 PM 
'John Cleary' 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Tomas Enroth (E-mail); Jacqueline Travers (E-mail); Kamboj, Sunita; Sydelko, Thomas G. 
RE: Help!! 

John , 

In the LTP , Sec 5 . 5 , the blanket statement is made that smears will be 
ta ken 
at the same location as direct measurements . While this indicates the 
location of smears , it could also imply that smears will be taken at 
*every*· 
location a direct reading is taken . Further , Sec 5 . 5 . 3 . 1 of MARSSIM , 
under 
"Class 3 Areas ," recomme nds that measuremen t of total AND removable 
contamination be taken at both biased and random locations . The BRAC 
policy 
letter does not specify the types of measurements to be taken , only the 
total number and the means for selecting locations . 

Given the commitments in the LTP and the MARRSIM recommendation , we 
would be 
collecting smears along with direct measurements at each of 30 random 
locations in the storage bunkers and other Class 3 survey units in 
buildings . That would amount to 121 bunkers plus 7 class 3 survey units 
in 
buildings for a total of 128 Cl ass 3 survey units. 
taken 

If 30 smears are 

in each , the total comes to 3840 smears for class 3 sur vey units . For 
the 
2 1 class 2 survey units identified in the LTP , which are smaller in 
size , we 
commit to 10 samples per unit , or a total of 210 , making a grand total 
of 
4050 dry smears . 

This number should be viewed as a maximum , however , with reductions 
possible 
based on cost effectiveness . Much of the call for smears in class 3 
buildings is on a '' nice to have " or " convenient to take while you ' re in 
the 
field " basis . On a technical basis , however , smears would not be needed 
where direct measuments were negative , assuming direct measurement MDCs 
were 
adequate . (What is your experience on this question?) So , to clarify the 
LTP 
and our position regarding smears , the Work Plan for the surveys should 
define specific criteria for taking smears . 

With respect to wet smears for liquid scintil l ation counting of tritium, 
the 
LTP identifies four special weapons bunkers where tritium is a potential 
c oncern (A0201 , A0316 , A0317 , and A0508) . Assuming 30 smears for each 
bunker , this comes to a total of 120 wet smears . Again , this would be a 
maximum number . In this case , however , we would have to check if direct 
measurements would be effective for tritium . It may also be possible to 
remove tritium as a potential concern through a further review of 
process 
knowledge/facility history in these bunkers . 

Regards , 

1 



Kurt 

-----Original Message--- --
From : John Cleary [mailto : clearyj@seneca - hp.army.mil) 
Sent: Thursday , March 21 , 2002 7 : 12 AM 
To : Kamboj , Sunita; Picel , Kurt C . 
Subject: Help 1 1 

Y' All , 
I need a "ballbark " figure of the number of dry smears and liquid scint 
samples that the surveys for the LTP will generate . I need that info to 
provide to US Army Dosimetry Lab i n AL so that they can give me a cost 
estimate for processing those samples . 
Your assistance is appreciated . I need this , as usual , ASAP. 
Joli.n 

2 



81 - 401-2535 (tel) 
781 - 401-2575 (fax) 
jacqueline . travers@parsons . com 

c i 1 (J,0.,JJNJ -./. 17 Ar flu/;/-.~, 11 /Ve-, 1 cir /'h 17 ;:,_ J' v~ vf , ,, ✓ (h 1/,'e, J 
( 2 I ~ v6 /] (~ 3-S-6 ¥- 0 I L ;:,,'»\ Jr·~ ( 6 /1 ~, /I ✓j// 

/LAUJ Cl,/lrd/11; / dti) 

l _JI J /1 I j' /J1£t( I' .I --- ~ L/ ().Sf) 

( 1 j w cf J'M11 t2JtrJ .--~ Id 0 

2 



Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 

From: 
Sent: 
To : 

Picel, Kurt C. [kcpicel@ANL.GOV] 
Thursday, March 21, 2002 1 :05 PM 
'John Cleary' 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Tomas Enroth (E-mail); Jacqueline Travers (E-mail); Kamboj, Sunita; Sydelko, Thomas G. 
RE: Help!! 

John , 

In . the LTP , Sec 5.5 , the blanket statement is made that smears will be 
taken 
at the same location as direct measurements . While this indicates the 
location of smears , it could also imply that smears will be taken at 
*every* 
location a direct reading is taken. Further , Sec 5 . 5 . 3 . 1 of MARSSIM , 
under 
"Class 3 Areas ," recommends that measu rement of total AND removable 
contamination be taken at both biased and random locat i ons. The BRAC 
policy 
letter does not specify the types of measurements to be taken , only the 
total number and the means for selecting locations . 

Given the commitments in the LTP and the MARRSIM recommendation , we 
would be 
collecting smears along with direct measurements at each of 30 random 
locations in the storage bunkers and other Class 3 survey units in 
buildings . That would amount to 12 1 bunkers plu s 7 class 3 survey units 
in 
buildings for a total of 128 Class 3 survey units. 
taken 

If 30 smears are 

in each , the total comes to 3840 smears for class 3 survey units . For 
the 
21 class 2 survey units identified in the LTP , which are smaller in 
size , we 
commit to 10 samples per unit , or a total of 210 , making a grand total 
of 
4050 dry smears. 

This number should be viewed as a maximum, however , with reductions 
possible 
based on cost effectiveness . Much of the call for smears in class 3 
buildings is on a " nice to have " or "convenient to take while you ' re in 
the 
field " basis. On a technical basis , however , sme ars would not be needed 
where direct measuments were negative , assuming direct measurement MDCs 
were 
adequate . (What is your experience on this question?) So , to clarify the 
LTP 
and our position regarding smears , the Work Plan for the surveys should 
define spe c ific criteria for taking smears. 

With respect to wet smears for liquid scintillation counting of tritium, 
the 
LTP identifies four special weapons bunkers where tritium is a potential 
concern (A0201 , A0316 , A0317 , and A0508). Assuming 30 smears for each 
bunker , this comes to a total of 120 wet smears . Again , this would be a 
maxim: umber . In this case , however , we would have to check if direct 
measurements would be effective for tritium . It may also be possible to 
remove tritium as a potential concern through a further review of 
process 
knowledge / facility history in these bunkers. 

Regards , 

1 



Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

John , 

Picel, Kurt C . [kcpicel@anl.gov] 
Thursday, March 21 , 2002 3:32 PM 
'John Cleary'; Kamboj , Sunita; Sydelko, Thomas G . 
Tomas Enroth (E-mail); Jacqueline Travers (E-mail) 
RE: [Fwd: NRC Cost Proposal/Work plan] 

Regarding the URSA , the proposed limited use (a dozen or so 
measurements) of 
this device is puzzling , especially after all the effort to gain its 
approval . It seems hardly worth the trouble to mobilize for this few 
readings. Moreover , the whole point of in situ gamma measurements , and 
other field techniques , is that a relatively large number of low cost 
and 
perhaps lower (than lab) quality measurements does an overall better job 
of 
characterization than traditional discrete sampling and lab analysis. 

The LTP anticipated the use of a gross counting device , such as a FIDLER 
or 
a 2x2 NaI for soil surveys , with further investigation of any hits by 
some 
other means , such as a lab sample (could be the URSA in this case). The 
FIDLER (or 2x2) measurements would be taken in the most likely 
contaminated 
places first , e . g. , entranceways , or outside drainages . Further readings 
would only be taken if these produced hits (a dozen hits would be more 
than 
expected for all the bunkers) . 

Regarding smears , see my earlier e - mail . One way to reduce the number 
of 
lab analyses of smears needed might be to screen smears in field . 

Regarding a QAPP , all field work has to be done under a QAPP , 5ut a 
separate 
QAPP does not have to be written. Presumably , Parsons has a standing 
QAPP 
for the earlier surveys performed . If this does not cover all aspects 
of 
the LTP work , e . g ., use of the URSA , it could be appended . 

- Kurt 

-- ---Original Message-----
From : John Cleary [mailto :clearyj@seneca- hp.army .mil] 
Sent : Tuesday , March 19 , 2002 12 : 00 PM 
To: Kamboj , Sunita ; Picel , Kurt C.; Sydelko , Thomas G. 
Subject: [Fwd: NRC Cost Proposal/Work plan] 

Sunita / Tom/Kurt , 
Your thoughts? 
I think that 12 of these outdoor ig l oos should be fine . 
I fully planned for the smears to be analyzed by our US Army lab at 
Redstone Arsenal. 
What about the QAPP? 

John 

1 



- ---~Original Message-----
From : John Cleary [mailto : clearyj@seneca- hp . army . mil] 
Sent : Thursday , March 21 , 2002 7 : 12 AM 
To : Kamboj , Sunita ; Picel , Kurt C . 
Subject : Help ! ! 

Y' All , 
I need a "ballbark " figure of the number of dry smears and liquid scint 
samples that the surveys for the LTP will generate . I need that info to 
provide to US Army Dosimetry Lab in AL so that they can give me a cost 
estimate for processing those samples . 
Your assistance is appreciated . I ne ed this , as usual , ASAP . 
John 

2 



Enroth, Thomas R NAN02 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

To all : 

Jacqueline Travers [Jacqueline.Travers@parsons .com] 
Tuesday, March 26, 2002 9:15 AM 
Tom Enroth (E-mail) ; Steve Absolom (E-mail); Marshall Greene (E-mail); Kevin Healy (E­
mail); John Cleary (E-mail) 
Todd Heino; Kathleen Kadlubak 
NRG and SEAD-48 proposals 

We heard from Kevin that the negotiations for the NRC and SEAD-48 field 
efforts would be postponed until NRC approves the License Termination 
Plan (LTP) . I just wanted to provide you with the schedule information 
for the two field efforts that I promised during last week ' s conference 
call and discuss if it really is necessary to postpone the field work 
until NRC approval . 

irst , the NRC field work will take approximately 16 weeks to complete 
with i field crews (this assumes Bldg 356 and 612 are removed from 
scope) . SEAD- 48 field work will take about 20 weeks to complete with 
one crew . 

If we can get in the_lield b May 1 , the NRC field wo r k can be completed 
by Labor Day and the SEAD- 48 wo r k the month afte r. Thi s would allow 
sufficient time to process data and get a draft report out to agencies 
by the end of the year. 

In order to begin by May 1 , we need to get these DOs negotiated in the 
next couple of weeks . 

Now , I believe the only major o uts t anding issue as far is NRGs review is 
concerned is the DCG~ derivation . If these values change , this will not 
effect how the field work is executed . So I ' m not sure that waiting for 
their approval of the plan will have any effect on the field work . 
Actually , it could hurt the effort , since the last we heard back in 
January was that their review could take 90 - 180 days. 

Last Tuesday , I raised some concerns in an ema i l to John , Torn and Kevin 
about the scope in the LTP. However , these issues are more 
interpretation issues and need to be resolved between the Army , ANL and 
Parsons. I don't think anyone is expecting any comments from NRC on 
these issues . 

Lastly , I do recognize that EPA and NYSDEC comments on the SEAD- 48 
workplan may have more of an effect on the field effort at SEAD- 48 . 
However , comments on this plan a r e due from them on April 1 and we 
should know then , how far off we a r e from what they are expecting . We 
could hopefully make any changes to the scope for the proposal fairly 
qui c kly , negotiate , and get started by May . 

I will bring this up on the call t h is morning at 10 and we can discuss 
f u r t her . 

Thanks , 

Jackie . 

Jacqueline Travers 
Ass ociate 

Par sons 

1 



RADSurveySitesFSS.DOC 
18 December 2001 APPENDIX A 

ANNEX? 
RAD SURVEYS: 

PERFORMANCE OF FINAL STATUS SURVEYS 
AT THE RADIOLOGI CAL SURVEY SITES, 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACT I VITY , ROMULUS , NEW YORK 

1.0 GENERAL STATEMENT OF SERVICES 
1 . 1 Background . 
1.1.1 General . As part of its continuing program of evaluating its 

hazardous waste management practices , t he Army is performing remedial 
activities at Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA). A Final Status Survey and 
License Termination Report is required at several sites prior to closure and 
termination of SEDA's Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) license. The U.S. 
Army Engineering and Support Center , Huntsville (USAESCH), is contracting for 
the required work. 

1.1.2 Site Description NRC licen se-related activities occurred in 6 
buildings and 121 a mmunition storage igl oos as listed in Table 1. 

1.2 Location. SEDA is a US Army facility located in Seneca County , New 
York. SEDA occupies approximately 10 , 600 acres . It is bounded on the west by 
State Route 96A and on the east by State Route 96. The cities of Geneva and 
Rochester are located to the northwest (14 and 50 miles , respectively); 
Syracuse is 53 miles to the northeast and Ithaca is 31 miles to the south . . 
The surrounding area is genera~ly used for farming . ~ 

1 . 3 Regulatory Status. [ sEDA was includ n the Federal Facilities 
National Priorit i es List on 13 July 19 Consequently , all work to be 
performed under this cont rac t be performed according t o CERCytJi ~ u idance 
and the Feder al Facili · Agree_,ment in effect for Seneca Army Depot 
(Reference 12.2). dditionally.J all work shall be performed in conformance 
with Multi-Agency Radiation Survey and Site Investigation Manual (MARSSIM) 
requirements. 

1.4 Basis of this Investigation . The RI/FS Work Plan prepared by 
Parsons Engineering Science, Inc. , for the Radiological Waste Sites RI 
(References 12.3 and 12.4), the License Termination Plan prepared by Argonne 
National Labs, the Work Plan prepared and approved as part of this Task Order 
and MARSSIM guidance will be the basis under which the survey activities under 
this Statement of Work (SOW) will be carried out. 

2 . 0 OBJECTIVE 
The objective of this Statement of Work is to plan and perform a Final Status 
Survey at the facilities listed in Table 1 as defined by MARSSIM guidance . 
Additionally ,: Final Status Survey anci:Li cense Termi nation Report/ shall be tJq-,.t/(._,i«J 
prepa r ed to support license termination efforts. Included in the license 
termination effort shall be the SEAD-12 and Pitchblende Storage Igloo site 
investigation results . 

3 . 0 DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF 
3 . 1 General Requirements . 

SERVICES 
All work performed by the A-E shall be 

designed and implemented in a manner which complements earlier investigations 
and shall conform to this SOW, the approved Work Plans and the requirements of 
EPA, NYSDEC, NRC and SEDA. In the event that any c6nflicts arise, it will be 
the USAESCH Project Manager ' s responsibility to assuFe resolution . All work 
shall be performed under the general supervision of a Professional Engineer 
registered in the State of New York. 

A?-



TABLE 1 

LIST OF BUILDINGS/STRUCTURES WHERE NRC LICENSE-RELATED ACTIVITIES OCCURRED 
/ t,/" 

BUILDINGS BL~ 612 BLD 5 BLD 306 BLD S-2084 BLD 2073 WAREHO~356 ;J(.~6~ 
/ / I/ 

IGLOOS A0201 B0109 C0203 D0104 E0103 

A0316 B0411 C0303 D0105 E0105 

A0317 B0501 C0307 D0107 E0112 

A0508 B0602 C0308 D0108 E0211 

A0701 (b) B0603 C0401 D0110 E0301 

A0706 B0609 C0403 D0113 E0302 

A0707 B0610 C0405 D0206 E0303 

A0710 B0701 C0406 D0207 E0312 

A0711 B0705 C0407 D0305 E0402 

A0901 B0707 C0408 D0306 E0410 

A0905 B0708 C0501 D0312 E0411 

A1108 B0709 C0503 D0401 E0413 

A1109 B0711 C0504 D0406 E0504 

B0801 C0505 D0407 E0506 

B0802 C0508 D0413 E0508 

B0804 C0510 D0601 E0510 

B0809 C0511 D0604 E0512 

B0810 C0513 D0607 E0602 

B0811 C0603 D0704 E0604 

B0909 C0604 D0705 E0609 

C0605 D0711 E0610 

C0606 D0712 E0702 

C0608 D0801 E0706 

C0701 D0805 E0711 

C0706 E0801 

C0707 E0802 

C0708 

C0801 

C0803 

C0807 

C0809 

C0901 

C0902 

C0906 

C0907 

C0908 

C0909 

C0912 © 

(a) Except as otherwise indicated, bunkers v.ere used for storage of packaged DU 
ammunition under SUC-1275. 
(b) A0701 was used for storage of light anti tank rockets containing promethium-147 
under BML 12-00722-07 
(c) Bunker C0912 is a control bunker to establish radiological background le9ls. 

A? -



3.2 (Task 1) Site Visi t and Hi stor i cal Record s Review . The A-E shall 
visit the affected sites for the pu rpose of gaining fami l iarity with the 
physical characterist i cs of each . Addi tionally, the A-E shall review 
pertinent records and prior investigat i ons as provided to determine the extent 
of previous work and plan the additional work required to close out this site 
according to MARSSIM. Most importantly , the A-E shall use the initial Work 
Plan prepared by Argonne National Labs as a bas i s for the work to be performed 
under this Task Order. 

3.3 (Task 2) Preparation of a Final Status Survey Work Plan The A-E 
shall prepare a Work Plan (Draft, Draf t -Fina l a nd Final ) which completely lays 

- -----..c__/ 

out the s a mp l i ng and a n a l ysi s r e quire d t o p erf o rm t h e Fina l Status Survey at 
the subject sites . _J'he-W0 r k Pl an s ha ll i nc l ude hi s t orical data and analysis 
thereof so as to p;ovi de the complete rationale for the s a mpling proposed. 
Drawing on the classi f ication work performed so far by Ar gonne National Labs , 
the A-E shall lay out the process and ,,steps required to achieve complete 
closure of the site according to MARSS I M so that the regulators can see the 
process envisioned and provide input . 

3.4 (Task 3) Final Status Survey Field Investigations . The A-E shall 
prov ide the personnel and equipment required to perform the field 
investigations laid out in the Final Status Survey Work Plan . 

3.5 (Task 4) Final Status Survey Report. Based upon the results of work 
performed, the A-E shall prepare a Final Status Survey report. The report 
shall contain the following: 

• 
• 

a recapitulation of the work performed, 

presentations of the data gathered, 

• analysis of the data and conclusions ," 

• recommendations on disposition of t h ese sites with respect to NRC 

license requirements ( 
Al l files developed shall be available in a . pdf format . All maps developed 
shall be available electronically. 

3 . 6 (Task 5) Pre aration of License Termination Re ort . The A-E shall 
prepare a License Terminat i on Report which resents a comple t e summation of 
t h e backgr ound o f t he si t es , t h e classifica tion and s ampling e f fort s performed 
and the results and conclusions of the overall effort. All f iles dev eloped 
shall be available in a .pdf format. All maps developed shall be available 
electronically. As part of this License Termi nation Report, the A-E shal l 
i nclude all s ampling, analysis and results from the SEAD - 12 and Pitchblende 
Storage Igloo Sites (SEAD-4B)(Igloos E-803 through E-811) for review by the 
NRC . This will allow a one time review and disposition of all sites on the 
installation where radiological contamination may have been a concer n. 

3.7 (Task 6) Post FSS Support. Following approval of the FSS report by 
the regulators, the A - E shall be responsible for the preparation of the / 
Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) and the Record of Decision (ROD). Both 
documen t s shall be prepared in accordance with the existing EPA guidance 
documents . This task shall not involve the SEAD-12 and SEAD-48 sites since 
each wi l l be closed out with NYSDEC and the EPA as part of the CERCLA process . 

3 . 8 (Task 7) Project Management . The A- E shall, during the life of this 
Task Order (TO) , manage the TO in accordance with Appendi x A of the basic 
contract SOW. The A-E shall perform all project management associated with 
this TO as a part of this task including , but not limited to, preparing and 
submitting a master ne t work schedule, cost and manpower plan, monthly progress 
reports , monthly individual performance report and cost/ s chedule variance 
report, work task proposals and a program plan in accordance with Section 4.5 
of Appendix A to the basic contract SOW. 
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4.0 SUBMITTALS AND PRESENTATIONS 
4.1 Format and Content. All reports shall present data , analyses, and 

recommendations and shall be prepared in accordance with the suggested Format 
as presented in the RI/FS Guidance Manual. All drawings shall be of 
engineering quality in drafted form with sufficient details to show 
interrelations of major features on the installation site map. When drawings 
are required , data may be combined to reduce the number of drawings. The 
report shall cons ist of 8-½ x 11" pages with drawings folded, if necessary, to 
this size. A decimal paragraphing system shall be used, with each section and 
paragraph of the reports having a unique decimal designation. The report 
covers shall consi st of vinyl 3-ring binders and shall hold pages firmly while 
allowing easy removal, addition , or replacement of pages. A report title page 
shall identify the A-E, the USAESCH, and the date. The A-E identification 
shall not dominate the title page. Each page of draft and draft-final reports 
shall be stamped "DRAFT" and "DRAFT-FINAL", respectively. Each report shall 
identify the members and title of the A-E's staff which had significant, 
specific input into the report's preparation or review. Submittals shall 
include incorporation of all previous review comments accepted by the A-E as 
well as a section describing the disposition of each comment. Disposition of 
comments submitted with the final report shall be separate from the report 
document . All final submittals shall be sealed by the registered Professional 
Engineer-In-Charge . 

4.2 Presentations. The A-E shall make presentations of work performed 
according to the schedule in paragraph 4.6. Each presentation shall consist 
of a summary of the work accomplished and anticipated followed by an open 
discussion among those present. The A-E shall provide a minimum of two 
persons at the meetings which are expected to last one day each. 

4.3 Conference Minutes. The A-E shall be responsible for taking notes 
and preparing the minutes of all conferences, presentations, and review 
meetings . Conference notes shall be prepared in typed form and the original 
furnished to the Contracting Officer (within five (5) working days after date 
of conference) for concurrence and inclusion in the next monthl y report. 
This report shall include the following items as a minimum: 

a. The date and place the conference was held with a list of 
attendees. The roster of attendees shall include name, organization, and 
telephone number; 

b. Written comments presented by attendees shall be attached to each 
report with the conference action noted. Conference action as determined by 
the Government ' s Project Manager shall be "A" for an approved comment, "D" for 
a disapproved comment , "W" for a comment that has been withdrawn, and "E" for 
a comment that has an exception noted; 

c. Comments made during the conference and decisions affecting 
criteria changes must be recorded in the basic conference notes. Any 
augmentation of written comments should be documented by the conference notes. 

4.4 Confirmation Notices . The A-E shall be required to provide a record 
of all discussions, verbal directions, telephone conversations, etc ., 
participated in by the A-E and/or representatives on matters relative to this 
contract and the work. These records, entitled "Confirmation Notices" , shall 
be numbered sequentially and shall fully identify participating personnel, 
subject discussed, and any conclusions reached. The A- E shall forward to the 
Contracting Officer as soon as possible (not more than five (5) work days), a 
reproducible copy of said confirmation notices. Distribution of said 
conf irmation notices shall be made by the Government. 

4 .5 Progress Reports and Charts. The A-E shall submit progress reports to 
the Contracting Officer with each request for payment. The progress reports 
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shall indicate work performed and problems incurred during the payment period. 
Upon award of this delivery order, the A-E shall , within 15 days, prepare a 

progress chart to show the proposed schedule for completion of the project. 
The progress chart shall be prepared in reproducible form and submitted to the 
Contracting Officer for approval. The actual progress shall be updated and 
submitted by the 15th of each month and may be included with the request for 
payment. 

4.6 Proposed Schedule. The proposed schedule for the Final Status Survey 
is given below. All work and services under Appendix A, Annex?, shall be 
completed by 31 December 2003. 

Milestone 
Assumed Notice To Proceed 
Draft FSS Work Plan 
Comments to A-E 
Draft-Final FSS Work Plan 
Comments to A-E 
Final FSS Work Plan 
Initiation of Field Work 
Completion of Field Work 
Draft F££ Re1po:r.t t)Mt;;.r tJC/L No.JRw{ !'-R;t-.,-vf:-­
CQ.mroento to A -E 

~ort 
Comments to A-E 
Final FSS (Assumes No Disputes) 
Public Comment Period 
Meetings/Presentat ions 

4.7 Submittals . 
4.7.1 General Submittal Requirements. 

Date 
18 Jan 02 
08 Feb 02 
22 Feb 02 
01 Mar 02 
15 Mar 02 
31 Mar 02 
30 Apr 02 
30 Sep 02 
30 Oct 02 
15 Nov 02 
29 Nov 02 
10 Dec 02 
05 Jan 03 

TBD 
TBD 

4.7.1.1 Distribution. The A-Eis responsible for reproduction and 
distribution of all documents. The A-E shall furnish copies of submittals to 
each addressee listed in paragraph 4.7.2 in the quantities listed in the 
document submittal list. Submittals are due at each of the addresses not 
later than the close of business on the dates shown in paragraph 4.6. 

4.7.1.2 Partial Submittals. Partial submittals will not be accepted 
unless prior approval is given. 

4.7.1.3 Cover Letters. A cover letter shall accompany each document and 
indicate the project, project phase , the date comments are due, to whom 
comments are submitted , the date and location of the review conference , etc., 
as appropriate. (Note that, depending on the recipient, not all letters shall 
contain the same information.) The contents of the cover letters should be 
coordinated with CEHNC-OE~DC prior to the submittal date. The cover letter 
shall not be bound into the document. 

4.7.1.4 Supporting Data and Calculations. The tabulation of criteria, 
data, circulations, etc., which are performed but not included in detail in 
the report shall be assembled as appendices. Criteria information provided by 
CEHNC need not be reiterated, although it should be referenced as appropriate. 

Persons performing and checking calculations are required to place their full 
names on the first sheet of all supporting calculations, etc . , and initial the 
following sheets. These may not be the same individual. Each sheet should be 
dated . A copy of this statement of work shall be included as Appendix A in 
the Draft RI/FS report only. 

4.7.1 .5 Reproducibles. One camera-ready, unbound copy of each submittal 
shall be provided to the Contracting Officer in addition to the submittals 
required in the document and submittal list. 
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4.7.2 Addresses. 
Commander 
U.S. Army Engineering and Support 

Center, Huntsville 
ATTN : CEHNC-OE-DC(Mr. Greene 
4820 University Square 
Huntsville , AL 35816 

Commander 
USACHPPM (PROV) 
ATTN: MCHB-ME 
Building E 

(Mr. Hoddinott) 

Aberdee Proving Ground , MD 
2101 5422 

Commander 
U.S. Army Env· mental Center , 

ayton Kim 
Ground, MD 

Commander's Representative 
Seneca ADA 

ATTN: SMASE-CO (Bld.123 , Mr. Absolom) 
P.O. Box 9 , 5786 State Route 96 
Romulus, New York , 14541-5001 

Commander 
US Army Engineer District , New York 
Seneca Office for Project Management 
ATTN: Mr. Tom Enroth, Bld.125 
P . O. Box 9 , 5786 State Route 96 

Romulus, New York , 14541-5001 

4.7 . 3 Document and Submittal List 
Work Plans and Final Report 

Draft Draft-Final Fina l 
CEHNC-OE-DC 2 2 2 
SMASE-CO 2 8 8 

CENAN 
-OOkCttFPM 

TOTAL 

1 
2 

2 

9 

5.0 SAFETY REQUIREMENTS 

1 
3 

2 

9 

1 
3 

2 

9 

5 .1 Site activities in conjunction with this project may pose unique 
safety , chemical , and/or radiological exposure hazards which require 
specialized expertise to effectively address and elimi nate. The A-E shall 
conduct the RI/FS activities according to the requirements presented in the 
Workplan. 

5.2 Prior to commencement of RI/FS field activities, the A-E shall 
submit for review an amendment to the Workplan SHERP which is to contain the 
fo llowing : 

5.2.1 A discussion of the A-E ' s organization structure , to include lines 
of authority of the A-E and all subcontractors , shall be provided along with 
an organizat ion chart showing the lines of authority for safety and health 
from site level to corporate management. Each person assigned specific safety 
and health responsibilities shall be identified and pertinent qualifications 
and experience shall be described . 

5 . 2 . 2 Documentation of compliance with training and medical surveillance 
requirements for affected employees shall be provided. A format for such 
documentation is provided in the Workplan SHERP. 

6.0 QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN REQUIREMENTS 
The A-E shall perform all sampling and analysis activities according to the 
requirements presented in the Work Plan. 
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7.0 SOIL BORI NG AND MONITORING WELL REQUIREMENTS 
All CH:'±--:irrtrrg-;--;icni3..t_;i21_..!_§~!a.Q.JD--aflct sampling activities shall be performed 
according to the requirements presented in the Work Plan. 

8 . 0 SURVEY REQUIREMENTS 
All surveying shall be completed according to the requirements presented in 
the Work Plan. 

9 . 0 REFERENCES 
GENERAL 

9.1 Interim Final , "Guidance for or Conducting Remedial 
Investigations/Feasibility studies Under CERCLA" , U . S . EPA, Office of Solid 
Waste and Emergency Response, October 1988. 

9.2 "Federal Facility Agreement under CERCLA Section 120 in the mat ter 
of Seneca Army Depot , Romulus, New York " , Docket No. II-CERCLA-FFA-0020 2, 
USEPA, U. S. Department of the Army , and the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation, November 1990. 

9. 3 Preliminary-Draft , " Gener ic Work Plan f or RI/FS " , Engineering 
Science , Inc. , January 1995. 

SPECIFIC 
9.4 Preliminary-Draft , " Project Scoping Plan for Performing a CERCLA 

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) at the Pitchblende Storage 
Igloos , Seneca Army Depot Activity. ", Engineering Science , Inc ., August , 1995 . 
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