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Jennifer,
 
Based on the conference call  December 6, 2012, the following are items for which
clarifications and additional information are needed to complete the review of the FSS
Report for survey units 2, 8, 9, 19, and 20.   References are to the FSS Report, unless
noted otherwise.
 
(1) During the teleconference, there was significant discussion about the depths of the
historical data relative to the depths of current soil.  The documentation is not clear enough
to conclude that the historical data for Survey Unit 20 are not relevant to the current
conditions of the site.  Figure 4-99 shows the vertical alignment matrix for Survey Unit 20,
and indicates the top of the new core samples as being mapped to layers 1, 4 (mostly), 3,
or 5.  The mapping to layer 4 indicates the top of the cores are approximately 3 m (about
10 ft) below the final grade.  The depths indicated for the historical data, in Appendix A,
include a number of samples at 12.5 and 13.5 ft depth.  Thus, it would appear that the
historical data are representative of the current conditions, as the overlap appears to be
about 1 m.
 
(1a) Appendix A does not indicate that the depths are estimated depth below the final
grade. If this is correct, this should be clarified/documented.
 
(1b) As was discussed in the teleconference, the final grade is important to the
determinations of DCGLs (which are a function of depth) for the FSS compliance
calculator.  Section 4.8.2 refers to the “NFS Drainage Plan,” which was also mentioned in
the teleconference.   We are unable to find the Drainage Plan on the NRC docket.
Because the Drainage Plan is an NFS commitment, used to perform the vertical alignment,
the document must be on the docket.  If the document is not on the docket, please submit
it.  If the document was submitted, provide reference information (e.g., date, Subject line of
cover letter), so that we can search the docket.
 
(2) We have relooked at the issue of what the DP requires regarding the corehole density
adjustment. The documentation is not clear enough to conclude that the DP requirements
were met.  The informal NFS response, sent 12/04/2012, to NRC questions, refers to
Section 3.3 of the DP and quotes part of that section.  Part of what NFS wrote is (yellow
highlight added for emphasis):
 

Section 3.3 Adjusting Corehole Density to Demonstrate Compliance with Local Area
Subsurface Soil DCGLs of Appendix B [i.e., of the DP] states:

The “reasonable maximum concentration” is defined as the
concentration above which it is estimated that there is a reasonably
small likelihood of occurrence in the resulting sample data set.  For
practical purposes, this value is derived by calculating the 90th
percentile concentration considering the pre-existing data that is
relevant to conditions in the survey unit at the time the sample design
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is implemented.  The “expected maximum concentration” is defined
as the highest concentration that is expected to be observed in the
resulting sample data set.  For practical purposes, this value is
associated with observed maximum concentration considering the
pre-existing data that is relevant to conditions in the survey unit at
the time the sample design is implemented.  Other factors including
pertinent data from nearby areas, information gleaned from a
historical site assessment, and professional judgment are also taken
into account (particularly where there is a paucity of relevant pre-
existing data) in establishing the value of the “reasonable maximum
concentration.”  Pre-existing data that was collected under conditions
no longer representative of the radiological status of the survey unit
(e.g., data representing conditions prior to remediation) should not be
included if subsequent data from the same area collected post-
remediation is available.

 
Based on the current wording in the FSS Report (i.e., p. 2-47 and 2-50) the reasonable
maximum concentration was the 90th percentile of the historical data, which was 21.66
pCi/g.  The FSS Report does not discuss a modification of that reasonable maximum.
 From the discussion during the December 6th conference call, it may be the case that
NFS concluded that value was not the reasonable maximum concentration (this impression
is based on the discussion of the three main inputs to the number of samples, with one
being the historical data for Survey Unit 19).  The documentation should be clarified so that
NRC staff can come to a conclusion about this DP requirement.
 
Please advise on when the above mentioned information can be provided to NRC.
 
Call me as necessary.
 
Chris Ryder
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