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PERSON CALLED: Mark Haenchen, Director and Radiation Safety Officer
Office of Environmental Safety & Services
Saint Louis University 
St. Louis, MO

License No. 24-00196-07
Docket No. 030-11789
Telephone No. 314-977-6885
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CALLER: George M. McCann, Senior Health Physicist
NRC Region III, Division of Nuclear Materials Safety
Decommissioning Branch

Telephone No.: 630-829-9856
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DATE: January 6, 2006

SUBJECT: STAFF COMMENTS REGARDING “DECOMMISSIONING SURVEY
REPORT” FOR THE FORMER RADIOACTIVE WASTE STORAGE
FACILITY (MAIL CONTROL NUMBER 314979)

Mr. Haenchen was contacted to discuss their consultant’s October 27, 2005,
“Decommissioning Survey Report,” which was attached to the University’s October 31,
2005, letter.  Mr. Haenchen was requested to provide additional information regarding
the following items:

1. It does not appear that the consultant followed NUREG 5849.  

The grid reference isn’t set-up in the report according to the typical alpha -
numeric system described in the NUREG.  The results tend to be confusing.

Also, the diagram grid references in the report are not all consistent and in some
cases are confusing,   Some examples are:

See page 22 L38, there are two L38s, also the grids appear to be 1 meter
across, but those directly below appear to be greater than 1 meter.  This appears
to be a uniform issue in the diagrams.

Page 28 Bathroom there are two B52s?   

Page 24, Rear Corridor/Hallway/Foyer Floor, grid sequences loses logical
sequence?



Mark Haenchen
Saint Louis University

The licensee must describe in greater detail how its grid reference system was laid out
and defined.  Is there a master floor plan with all grids shown?  In the case of elevated
values, how did the licensee’s consultant re-locate these areas after smears were
analyzed?

2. NUREG 5849 specifies, that facilities to be surveyed will be defined into affected
and unaffected areas.  What did the contractor do?  Was all areas treated as
affected?

3. In appendix D, several elevated values were noted.  Were these values
corrected for detector efficiency (against suitable standards) detector area
factors, and then correlated to regulatory limits dpm/100 cm2.  Provide
information and calculations regarding the appropriate conversions.  

Did the contractor check the efficiency for each detector against a known
standard?  What was the efficiency for the alpha, gamma NaI, and gm pancake?

Are the reported wipe test results dpm per 100 centimeters squared?

4. On Page 135, it is indicated that soils samples 1-10 were analyzed. What was
the purpose of these samples, and where were the samples taken?  Also,, if
these samples were collected to demonstrate suitability of release of a soil, the
value needs to be a volumetric release value such as picocuries per gram and
not surface contamination values of dpm per cm2 .  See NUREG 1757, vol.1, for
surface soil release criteria.

5. Did the consultant take a smear in each one meter square grid?   From the
report “Comprehensive surface wipes were performed on all applicable surfaces
to test for removable contamination over the grid elements.”  What does this
mean?  Appendix E doesn’t appear to indicate that a wipe was taken in each
grid.  Clarify.  Provide data if available.

Mr. Haenchen indicated that he believed that the consultant collected a wipe from each
grid, but the consultant chose to provide only information on grids with values greater
than background.  

6. Survey scanning sensitivity (MDCs) doesn’t appear to be indicated in the report. 
NUREG 5849 provides calculations for determining release values and the
calculations to be performed to determine if the survey meters are suitable for
surveying the materials and areas of interest.  Provide the calculations and
demonstrate that the survey equipment was suitable for the surveys performed.
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Also, how does the consultant justify measurements for background in mR/h
when the release criteria is dpm/100 cm2?   From the consultant’s report “Area
background was measured at: 0.01 (43-5 probe), 0.01 mR/hr (44-9 probe), 0.04
-- 0.07 mR/hr (44-17 probe) throughout the survey regions.”  How can you use
an mR/h value for an alpha emitter.  Also, gamma conversions, that is mR/h to
cpm is very energy dependent, clarify their approach.

Page 137, MDA alpha 152 dpm/100 cm2?   If this is the MDA it is no where near
being able to detect the stated release criteria.   Clarify

Also, each material surveyed for background typically has different values.  How
did the consultant account for this?

7. We need further clarification and a statement that the licensee has confirmed
that their survey results meet the NRC unrestricted release criteria specified in
10 CFR, Subpart E, Part 20, 20.1402.  NRC release criteria is dose based, the
old R.G. 8.23 isn’t dose based.  NUREG 1757, vo. 1, Table B specifies
acceptable release criteria.  Specify the most restrictive isotope and that
removable and fixed values are below the limits specified in NUREG 1757, Table
B.  Then correlate the report to these values.

Mr. Haenchen was advised that I am nearing completion of the inspection report.  That
we should receive the ORISE wipe test results within the next 2 weeks.  Response to
the above is needed so we can complete the inspection report.  It is also needed so we
can complete the license amendment.  

No further.


