
Yolande Norman 

From: Yolande Norman 
Sent: Friday, April 24, 2009 3:35 PM 
To: Cloud, Paul D CIV USA 
Cc: Lifeng Guo; Adam Schwartzman; Karen Pinkston; Varughese Kurian; Yolande Norman; 

Skibinski, Joseph N.; dennis.r.chambers@saic.com; Rebecca Tadesse 
Subject: Summary of Teleconf. call for JPG on April 20, 2009 
Attachments: 04.20.2009_lssues with Leaching Test Methods.doc 

Paul, 

Attached is NRC's summary of our recent teleconference call concerning the leachate study at JPG. I will be 
out of the office April 27 - May 6 for travel & training. I will have limited access to e-mail and voice mail during 
this period. 

Yolande J.e. Norman, 
Project Manager 
Division of Waste Management and Environmental Protection 
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Mail Stop T-8F5 
11545 Rockville Pike 
Rockville, Maryland 20852 
Phone: (301) 415-7741 
Fax: (301) 415-5369 
yolande.norman@nrc.gov 
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MEMORANDUM 

RE:	 Teleconference Call between JPG's contractors (SAIC, MCl Inc.) and NRC 

DATE:	 April 20, 2009 

PARTICIPANTS: (NRC - Lifeng Guo, Yolande Norman, Karen Pinkston, Adam Schwatrzmann, 
Varughese Kuran; SAIC - Dennis Chambers -RSO, Joe Skibinski - Project Manager, Joe 
Peter; MCl Inc. contract lab - Chris Wagner, Barry Stevens) 

RE:	 NRC's Review ofthe Army's March 16, 2009 Memo Requesting Modifications to the JPG
Field Sampling Plan (FSP) - Addendum 7 

The memo dated March 16,2009 (Se/ection of Dep/eted Uranium Penetrators for Leachability Testing

prepared by SA/C) proposed three changes to the JPG - Field Sampling Plan (FSP) - Addendum 7,
 
October 2008.
 

Issue 1: .
 
FSP - Addendum 7 originally proposed the use of a riffle splitter to separate soil samples.
 
Proposed change: Army proposes the use a tumbler instead of a riffle splitter to
 

separate soil samples. 
Rationale provided:	 A riffle splitter requires drying the soil and possibly destroying bacteria within the 

soil (Le., drying the soil could alter the initial conditions of the soil). A tumbler would 
allow the soil to be mixed and separated in its original moist conditions. 

NRC Review:	 Proposed change acceptable.
 

Issue 2.
 
FSP - Addendum 7 originally proposes to saturate the soil using 4 liters of water per 1 kg of soil.
 
Proposed change: Army proposes to use a smaller water-to-soil ratio based on the procedures
 

discussed in ASTM Method 05744-96. 
Rationale provided:	 Enough water would be added to each humidity cell during the leaching portion of 

the cycle to cover the soil to a depth of at least 1 inch. This modification would 
simulate conditions that are more consistent with the site-specific conditions of the 
site. 

NRC Review:	 Proposed change acceptable.
 

Issue 3.
 
Army proposes a clarification/modification of the testing regime discussed in ASTM Method 05744-96.
 
Specifically, the Army would like to extend the leachability test to increase the potential that uranium can
 
be observed in the leachate samples (keeping time proportions the same).
 

Cycle according to ASTM Method 05744-96
 
• 20 1-week cycles 
• Dry air flow for 3 days 
• Wet air flow for 3 days 
• Flood (water leach) - soil submerged for 1 hour, 23 hours for draining 

Proposed modification proposed by the Army 
• 10 3-week cycles 
• Flood (water leach) - soil submerged for 3 hours, 69 hours to drain 

NRC's comments provided 04/2012009 
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•	 Dry air flow for 9 days 
•	 Wet air flow for 9 days 

NRC's Comments/Concerns
•	 Increasing the time should not be a problem. In fact, the ASTM method indicates that 20 weeks 

may not be enough time depending on the objectives of the experiment. 
•	 The ASTM method dictates that the flooding step be at the end of the cycle; the Army has 

proposed to have the flooding step at the beginning. NRC staff has concerns that moving the 
flooding portion of the cycle to the beginning would yield results that would be different than if the 
flooding followed the periods of dry air flow and wet air flow. This would especially be true for 
cycle #1 and cycle #10. NRC would propose to allow the time changes but keep the steps in the 
order indicated in the ASTM method (dry air flow, then wet air flow, the flooding). 

SAIC's response: Concurrence. When the modified test is conducted, the extended water leaching will be 
the final step to address NRC's concerns about the proper sequencing.. 

Issue 4 -Identified by NRC 
It should also be noted that the ASTM method referenced in the March 16, 2009 memo, ASTM Method 
D5744-96, "Standard Test Method for Accelerated Weathering of Solid Materials Using a Modified 
Humidity Cell," has been superseded by ASTM Method D5744-07, "Standard Test Method for Laboratory 
Weathering of Solid Materials Using a Humidity Cell." It should be noted, however, that none of the 
statements from the older standard that are referred to in the memo were modified in the updated 
standard. 

NRC's Comments: Army to address accordingly in future submittal. 

SAIC's response: A side-by-side comparison will be conducted for both Methods. If significant differences 
are identified between both ASTM Methods, than the Army will consult with NRC for resolution. 

Issue 5 - Identified by SAIC 
Exceeding holding times for sample analyses of total moisture content (7 days) and total organic carbon 
(28 days) - see Table 8.3 -FSP Addendum 7. In fact radiologic re-analysis using gamma spectroscopy 
will be within the holding time allowance of 6 months 

NRC's response: Scientifically, there is no basis for limiting the holding time to 6 months for the depleted 
Uranium samples. However, NRC cautioned that this matter maybe a point of contention in the future. 
Typically NRC's contractor (ORISE) adopted holding time is 6 months for radiologic element, even those 
with long ~ lives. Since TOC and moisture content will only be run on samples selected for further 
analyses after DU tests are completed, the Army will need to increase the uncertainty bars for these 
parameters in the input of the RESRAD/off-site model when calculating Kd. Therefore NRC 
recommended that SAIC analyze the sensitivity and evaluate the uncertainty of these measurements 
obtained from field studies.. 

Issue 6- Identified by SAIC 
NRC did not include as part of our response to SAIC's 03/16109 memo, the request for the inclusion of 
three (3) penetrators for additional leachability testing. 

NRC's response: Request to include 3 additional penetrators is acceptable. 

NRC's comments provided 04/2012009 
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Issue 7 - Identified by NRC 
Review of the Radiation Monitoring Report - March 2009 in Appendix A-7 incorrectly cites 10 CFR Annex 
for Uranium limits in water samples. 

SAIC's response: To review and clarify this discrepancy. 

Issue 8- Identified by NRC 
What is the status of the proposed work being conducted through the USGs. This includes a 
determination on the age dating of the water; slug test results; and, flow meter measurements through 
the borehole for the characterization of the aquifer. 

SAIC's response: USGs recently began slug test data collection 04115-1612009 that is expect to be 
completed by the end-April 2009. USGS should have submitted the groundwater age data for the 
Army's review in February 2009. However to date this information has not been forthcoming to the Army 
review and clarify this discrepancy. SAIC will follow-up on this matter 

Issue 9- Identified by NRC 
Why was alpha spectroscopy the selected method for DU samples versus that of gamma spectroscopy? 

SAIC's response: In previous hearings, the intervenors specifically argued about lower detection limits. 
Hence Alpha spectroscopy was the selected analytical method for DU. However due to inconsistent 
results from preliminary samples which showed >100 - 200% exceedance above the metals saturation 
limit, gamma spectroscopy that measures the radioactivity of Th a daughter product of Ur was the second 
option selected to re-run the analyses for DU, even though it has a higher detection limit. 

Issue 10- Identified by NRC 
Previously NRC expressed concerns about the number of samples which will be collected for KD tests. 
Originally 24 samples proposed (18 desorption &6 adsorption) ( see Nov. 6, 2008 letter) 

SAIC's response: A final determination will be made once the entire number of soil samples are re
analyzed for DU. 

NRC's comments provided 0412012009 


