
From: 
To: 
Date: 04/28/2005 4:03:03 PM 
Subject : 

"Schoenfelder, Robert P." <R.Schoenfelder @ WestonSolutions.com> 
<RJ E @ n rc.gov> 

ExxonMobil tube removal in Billings, MT 

Mr. Evans; 
Roberto Torres called to inform me that you are now the point of contact 
from NRC Region IV for the decommissioning activities at ExxonMobil's 
Billings refinery (license SUB-1382). This email will update on our 
activities at the site, as well as provide you the opportunity to 
capture email addresses for the ExxonMobil RSO (David Newburn), and the 
two WESTON health physicists that are contracted to ExxonMobil for this 
project (myself and Mark Garcia). 

Mark Garcia has been in Billings since last week preparing for the tube 
removal activities. He and his crew set up our radiological monitoring 
equipment and work areas, provided basic radiation safety training to 
the other contractor staff, and established controlled work area 
boundaries. The tube removal activities started on Monday, and the 
tubes in the south half of the furnace have been removed and monitoring 
is completed on the flanges, top ends, and pigtail openings. The tubes 
in the north half of the furnace are being removed at this time. So 
far, the direct instrument measurements and wipe sample results have 
indicated negligible contamination, as expected. 

I will keep you posted on progress as we proceed, and will immediately 
inform you if we encounter unexpected conditions that might 
significantly change our approach to the project. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me if you have comments or questions. Regards, 
-Bob 

Robert Schoenfelder, CHP 
Weston Solutions, Inc. 
Albuquerque, NM 
(505) 837-6556 

cc: 
<Mark.Garcia@ WestonSolutions.com>, "ExxonMobil- David Newburn" 
<david.a.newburn @ exxonmobil.com> 

"Schoenfelder, Robert P." <R.Schoenfelder@ WestonSolutions.com>, "Garcia, Mark" 



From: 
To: <RJE@nrc.gov> 
Date: 05/04/2005 2:35:03 PM 
Subject: 

"Schoenfelder, Robert P." <R.Schoenfelder@ WestonSolutions.com> 

Process diagram for ExxonMobil furnace 

Mr. Evans; 
We received approval from ExxonMobil to release the attached drawing / 
process diagram in response to the NRC's earlier request. It represents 
the part of the facility called the hydrogen furnace circuit, which is a 
closed, circular process where the U-catalyst was contained years ago. 
Note that the location where the U-catalyst was used is indicated as "84 
catalyst tubes" on the drawing. 

The plant operations will be shut down for about one more week, giving 
us only a short time to access parts of the circuit that were not 
accessed during the tube removal if the NRC identifies other areas of 
concern. So far, the inlets and outlets of the tubes and pigtails, and 
the refractory drum have been monitored. The refractory drum is noted 
on the drawing as "0-503" directly beneath the tubes, and we monitored 
the inlet to the drum and the inside surfaces of the drum. We are 
currently checking to see what other portals are accessible in this 
process and we will collect wipe samples and perform instrument 
measurements at those points. Please let me know if there are any areas 
that are particularly important to you and we will work with ExxonMobil 
engineers to obtain access if possible. 
Regards, 
-Bob 

Robert Schoenfelder, CHP 
Weston Solutions, Inc. 
Albuquerque, NM 
(505) 837-6556 

cc: 
<Mark.Garcia@ WestonSolutions.com>, "ExxonMobil- David Newburn" 
<david.a.newburn @ exxonmobil .corns 

"Schoenfelder, Robert P." <R.Schoenfelder@ WestonSolutions.com>, "Garcia, Mark" 



From: "Garcia, Mark" <Mark.Garcia@ WestonSolutions.com> 
To: <rje @ nrc.gov> 
Date: 12/12/2005 2:33:26 PM 
Subject: ExxonMobil summary sheets and excel files 

Mr. Evans: 
I hope this help with your review of the final report please let me know 
if you need anything else. 

Thanks 

Mark G. Garcia 
Weston Solutions Inc. 
505-837-6586 
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Furnace Tubes Removed from F551 













Survey Unit #3 “Nuts and Bolts from Flanges” 
Pallet of nuts and bolt - layers were placed on the pallet and direct measurements and swipes were collected. Each laver 

ge A-25 of final document. 
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Survey Unit #3 "Nuts and Bolts from Flanges" 
Pallet of nuts and bolt - layers were placed on the pallet and direct measurements and swipes were collected. Each layer 
was modeled as a flat surface (tray) with the dimensions of the pallet to help simplify the surface area calculation. 

ge A-25 of final document. 
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From: Christepher McKenney 
To: Bob Evans 
Date: 04/13/2006 2:17:02 PM 
Subject: Re: Question about RFo factor 

I am sorry - I thought I responded to this last week but my mind must be slipping ... 

However, the basic answer is no. A change in RFo would require a TAR. Secondly, the default 
deterministic parameters from NUREG/CR-5512, Vol. 1 have been superceded (see NUREG-1757, Vol. 
2, App. I, page 1-58) 

>>> Bob Evans 03/29/06 12:27 PM >>> 
Recall that Region IV is considering a request from ExxonMobil to free release a site using DandD 
modeling. The licensee requested two changes to the model; loose fraction and loose resuspension 
factor. 

I understand that licensees can change the loose fraction (with justification) based on site specific data as 
allowed by NUREG-1757, Volume 1, Table B.1, Footnote a. In other words, I understand that a TAR is 
not required for a change in loose fraction. 

With regards to loose resuspension factor (RFo), I understand that changes to the RFo default 
parameters requires NRC approval. ExxonMobil used a resuspenstion factor of 9.6E-7 l /m based on 
draft NUREG-1720. 

Since we talked yesterday, I found out that the rounded value for RFo (1 E-6 l /m) is mentioned in 
NUREG-5512, Volume 1 as the recommended default value. Further, the (NRC-approved) DandD 
parameter help instructions has the following statement: 

5.4.4.3 Information Reviewed to Define A PDF for RFo 

The value for the resuspension factor recommended in NUREG/CR-5512, Vol. 1, is 1 x 10-6 m-1 , 
based on a literature analysis of studies published from 1964 through 1990. The overall range of values 
obtained from these literature sources is 2 x 10-1 1 to 4 x 10-2 m-1 . However, most data referenced are 
not for indoor conditions. Only two of the references cited in Volume 1 provide data for indoor 
resuspension. The first of these, an IAEA technical report (1970), reports a value of 5 x 10-5 m-1 which 
has been obtained for operating nuclear facilities. The second of these two references, a review by 
Sehmel (1 980), provides different resuspension factors depending on the type of activity conducted within 
the rooms of the building (walking, vigorous sweeping, and fan). The overall range cited by Sehmel is from 
1 x 10-6 to 4 x 10-2 m-1 . The lower end of this range is suggested as a default based on the fact that 
surfaces are assumed to be cleaned of easily removable contamination at the time of license termination. 

In summary, can the licensee change the RFo using NUREG-5512 as a reference instead of draft 
NUREG-1720, or does the licensee still require NRC approval (via TAR) to change the default RFo value? 

Thanks for your help! 

cc: Beth Schlapper; Blair Spitzberg; Dominick Orlando 



From: Christepher McKenney 
To: Bob Evans 
Date: 04/14/2006 2:02:06 PM 
Subject: Re: Question about RFo factor 

for a dose assessment, the arithmetic average is the important value to use for the building/room wide 
dose value. If individual values are above the wide area DCGL that when you compare those to the 
DCGL (Elevated Measurement Concentration value). 

Chris 

>>> Bob Evans 04/13/06 3:45 PM >>> 
thanks. 

One final question (for now). If the licensee used the average surface contamination value (average of 
several hundred data points) and all default values in the model, then the model output is well below 25 
millirems. Is this acceptable, to use the average rather than the maximum value? I can't find any 
discussion in NUREG-1757 about model inputs. 

As always, I appreciate your opinions. 

>>> Christepher McKenney 04/13/2006 2:16:55 PM >>> 
I am sorry - I thought I responded to this last week but my mind must be slipping ... 

However, the basic answer is no. A change in RFo would require a TAR. Secondly, the default 
deterministic parameters from NUREG/CR-5512, Vol. 1 have been superceded (see NUREG-1757, Vol. 
2, App. I, page 1-58) 

>>> Bob Evans 03/29/06 12:27 PM >>> 
Recall that Region IV is considering a request from ExxonMobil to free release a site using DandD 
modeling. The licensee requested two changes to the model; loose fraction and loose resuspension 
factor. 

I understand that licensees can change the loose fraction (with justification) based on site specific data as 
allowed by NUREG-1757, Volume 1, Table B.1, Footnote a. In other words, I understand that a TAR is 
not required for a change in loose fraction. 

With regards to loose resuspension factor (RFo), I understand that changes to the RFo default 
parameters requires NRC approval. ExxonMobil used a resuspenstion factor of 9.6E-7 l / m  based on 
draft NU R EG-1720. 

Since we talked yesterday, I found out that the rounded value for RFo (1 E-6 l /m) is mentioned in 
NUREG-5512, Volume 1 as the recommended default value. Further, the (NRC-approved) DandD 
parameter help instructions has the following statement: 

5.4.4.3 Information Reviewed to Define A PDF for RFo 

The value for the resuspension factor recommended in NUREGKR-5512, Vol. 1, is 1 x 10-6 m-1 I 

based on a literature analysis of studies published from 1964 through 1990. The overall range of values 
obtained from these literature sources is 2 x 10-1 1 to 4 x 10-2 m-1 . However, most data referenced are 
not for indoor conditions. Only two of the references cited in Volume 1 provide data for indoor 
resuspension. The first of these, an IAEA technical report (1 970)' reports a value of 5 x 10-5 m-1 which 
has been obtained for operating nuclear facilities. The second of these two references, a review by 
Sehmel (1 980), provides different resuspension factors depending on the type of activity conducted within 
the rooms of the building (walking, vigorous sweeping, and fan). The overall range cited by Sehmel is from 
1 x 10-6 to 4 x 10-2 m-1 . The lower end of this range is suggested as a default based on the fact that 


