
 

 
 

February 10, 2015 
 
 
 
 
Dr. Robert Cherry, Radiation Safety Staff Officer 
U.S. Army Installation Management Command 
ATTN: IMSO/301 
Building 2261 
2405 Gun Shed Road 
JBSA Fort Sam Houston, TX 78234-1223 
 
SUBJECT: ARMY’S EVALUATION OF AIR SAMPLING RESULTS AS RELATED TO 

LICENSE CONDITIONS 11 AND 17 OF SOURCE MATERIALS LICENSE SUC-
1593 (DOCKET NUMBER 040-09083) 

 
Dear Dr. Cherry: 
 
In a letter dated, November 7, 2014 (Agency Document Access and Management System 
(ADAMS) Accession No. ML14321A251), the U.S. Army Installation Management Command 
(Army) submitted a report "Effluent Sampling Report for Air Monitoring of Depleted 
Uranium During a Training Exercise Using High Explosive Rounds within an Existing Radiation 
Controlled Area” to the NRC.  The Army’s report addresses air sampling which was performed 
during a training exercise at Schofield Barracks during February 3 - 12, 2014.  The Army 
requested that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) concur with the Army’s 
evaluation and “lift” the prohibition, required by License Conditions 11 and 17 of Source 
Materials License No. SUC-1593, of firing high-explosive rounds into the radiation control area 
at Schofield Barracks.   
 
The purpose of this letter is to provide the results of the NRC staff’s review of your  
November 7, 2014, air sampling report and evaluation submittal.   
 
The NRC staff completed its review and does not concur with the November 7, 2014 submittal.   
Therefore, NRC staff activities on the review of the Army’s November 7, 2014 submittal have 
ceased.  The three key reasons for NRC’s non-concurrence are provided below.  Also, a 
summary of the NRC staff’s acceptance review findings, which includes and elaborates on the 
key concerns highlighted below, is found in the enclosure.   
 
First, the request conflicts with the requirements of License Condition 22 of Source Materials 
License No. SUC-1593.  License Condition 22 states:  “The licensee shall provide an air 
sampling plan to the NRC within 90 days of [effective date of this license] for review and 
approval.  Until the air sampling results are approved by NRC the licensee will conduct activities 
on the ranges in accordance with previously approved restrictions and provisions.”  The Army’s 
November 7, 2014 evaluation relies on air sampling and analysis data from a sampling plan 
(ADAMS Accession No. ML14002A385) that has not been approved by the NRC.  Further, the 
Army has not revised its choice of air filters or face-velocity across the filters; its effluent action 
level criteria required for notifying NRC; and its air sampling station placement strategy and 
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submitted its revised air sampling plan for NRC review and approval in accordance with License 
Condition 22, as NRC requested on March 11, 2014 (ADAMS Accession No. ML14050A268).  
 
Second, the Army’s November 7, 2014 submittal does not indicate if any depleted uranium 
passes the site boundary in air effluent during typical high-explosive (HE) firing exercises at the 
Schofield Barracks.  In a letter dated March 11, 2014 (ADAMS Accession No. ML14050A268), 
the NRC staff previously identified this key technical issue.  As explained in the staff’s technical 
evaluation (ADAMS Accession No. ML14050A280) of the Army’s proposed air sampling plan, 
resolution of this issue will require “…a change in the filter type from cellulose to glass or 
polycarbonate filters, filter size, or the flow rate of the air samplers in order to increase the 
collection efficiency to greater than 99 percent.  Otherwise the Army will not be meeting its 
objective of determining if any DU passes the site boundary in air effluent during HE firing.” 
 
Third, there appear to be many inconsistencies in the Army’s air sampling strategy that raise 
doubt regarding the conclusions that the Army has made in its November 7, 2014, evaluation of 
the air sampling results.  For example, the NRC staff understands that the Army committed to 
either (1) collect new air sampling data at another location such as Fort Hood or Fort Lewis 
(ADAMS Accession No. ML15023A513) that the Army believes would be representative under 
an approved NRC sampling plan or (2) use the programmatic approach (ADAMS Accession No. 
ML14289A226) where the Army may be able to leverage relevant data from other NRC licensed 
sites with depleted uranium, such as Aberdeen, Jefferson, and Yuma Proving Grounds, in its 
evaluation.  Leveraging this relevant data could address the technical issues that the NRC 
identified in the Army’s proposed air sampling plan.  The Army’s November 7, 2014, submittal 
did not address either of these approaches.  Examples of other inconsistencies in the Army’s air 
sampling strategy are summarized in the enclosure.   
 
Based on the three issues identified above, and as discussed in the enclosure, it appears that 
the Army may not understand the NRC’s licensing process or the technical issues previously 
identified by the NRC staff associated with the Army’s proposed air sampling plan.  The NRC 
requests that the Army clarify its intentions regarding how it plans to proceed with its air 
sampling plan.  The NRC staff is not certain whether the Army plans to address license 
condition 22 through an approved plan specific to Schofield Barracks; an approved plan to be 
implemented at another location such as Fort Hood or Fort Lewis, as indicated above; through 
the programmatic approach addressing all sites with Davy Crockett DU to be licensed under 
Source Materials License No. SUC-1593; or through some combination thereof.     
 
A considerable amount of time has passed since March 2014 (ADAMS Accession No. 
ML14050A268) when the NRC staff identified the technical issues (the Army’s choice of air 
filters or face-velocity across the filters; the Army’s effluent action level criteria required for 
notifying NRC; and the Army’s air sampling station placement strategy) (ADAMS Accession No. 
ML14002A385) with the Army’s proposed air sampling plan and requested that the Army 
address those issues and resubmit an updated air sampling plan for approval.  To date, the 
Army has not responded to this request.  Also, it has been over three months since the Army 
committed to use the programmatic approach for licensing actions under Source Materials 
License No. SUC-1593.  However, it is not clear whether the Army remains committed to use 
the programmatic approach.  The NRC believes further discussion with the Army regarding its 
proposed actions to meet its licensing obligations would be beneficial.  As stated in the 
September 25, 2014 meeting summary (ADAMS Accession No. ML14289A226), the NRC staff 
is still willing to further discuss how the Army may be able to use the programmatic approach to 
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address license condition 22, as well as other license conditions under Source Materials 
License No. SUC-1593.   
 
In accordance with 10 CFR 2.390 of the NRC’s “Agency Rules of Practice and Procedure,” a 
copy of this letter will be available electronically for public inspection in the NRC Public 
Document Room or from the Publicly Available Records component of NRC’s Agencywide 
Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS).  ADAMS is accessible from the NRC 
Web site at http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html.   
 
If you have any questions concerning the NRC staff comments, please contact the NRC’s 
Project Manager for Source Material License SUC-1593, Amy Snyder.  She can be reached at   
(301) 415-6822 or by e-mail at Amy.Snyder@nrc.gov.  
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 

      /RA/ 
      Michael A. Norato, Ph.D., Chief 
      Materials Decommissioning Branch 

Division of Decommissioning, Uranium Recovery, 
         and Waste Programs 
      Office of Nuclear Material Safety  

  and Safeguards  
 
Docket Number:  040-09083 
License Number:  SUC-1593 
 
Enclosure:  As stated 
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Enclosure 

 
 

Deficiencies with the Army’s November 7, 2014 Submittal 
 

• The Army’s request is in conflict with the requirements of the condition 22 of source 
materials license No. SUC-1593.  License condition 22 states:  “The licensee shall 
provide an air sampling plan to the NRC within 90 days of [effective date of this 
license] for review and approval.  Until the air sampling results are approved by NRC 
the licensee will conduct activities on the ranges in accordance with previously 
approved restrictions and provisions.”1   

• The Army’s evaluation appears to rely significantly on the sampling and analysis data 
conducted under a sampling and analysis plan that the Army submitted on December 
16, 2013 (ADAMS Accession No. ML14002A385) which the NRC has not approved. 

• A key technical issue that the staff identified (ML14050A280) in the Army’s Dec 16, 
2014 proposed air sampling plan relates to the type of filters to collect air samples and 
the flow rate of the air samplers.  The staff concluded in its technical evaluation that 
“… the Army must change filter type from cellulose to glass or polycarbonate filters, 
filter size, or the flow rate of the air samplers in order to increase the collection 
efficiency to greater than 99 percent.  Otherwise the Army will not be meeting its 
objective of determining if any DU (deleted uranium) passes the site boundary in air 
effluent during HE (high-explosive) firing” (parenthesis added).   
o It appears that the Army has not made the necessary adjustments to its 

December 16, 2014, air sampling plan as related to the type filter or flow rate.   
o Alternatively, the Army has not presented its evaluation of data from similar sites 

as discussed at the September 25, 2014 meeting between the Army and the 
NRC.  

o The data that the Army provided in its submittal to serve as the basis for the “a 
typical amount of HE rounds during an exercise” was previously presented at the 
September 25, 2014, meeting as a handout, where the staff concluded (ADAMS 
Accession No. ML14289A226) that the information provided lacked detail with 
regard to such things as units and the amount of material emitted in or 
suspended in the air.  Yet, the Army resubmitted the same handout as part of its 
November 7, 2014, evaluation without modification.    

• There appears to be many inconsistencies in the Army’s air sampling strategy that 
raise doubt regarding the conclusions that the Army has made regarding its November 
7 evaluation of the air sampling results.  
o In the Army’s March 6, 2014 email (ADAMS Accession No. ML15023A513), the 

NRC understood that the Army committed to collect new air sampling data at a 

                                                 
1 The NRC recognizes that the Army identified in its November 7, 2014, submittal that its radiation safety (RSP) 
contains a note that says:  “Until the NRC has reviewed and concurred on the results of the air sampling plan 
that a license condition requires, firing of high-explosive rounds into the RCA is prohibited, in accordance with 
current restrictions the NRC has placed on firing high-explosive.”  The Army also indicated in its November 7, 
2014 submittal that it plans to remove the note from this RSP when the NRC lifts these restrictions.  The Army 
cannot remove this note from the RSP without a license amendment, and licensees must submit license 
amendment requests for NRC approval.  Further, this change would also require an amendment to License 
Condition 22.  Therefore, the Army must submit a license amendment request in accordance with the 
requirements at 10 CFR 40.44 and receive NRC approval before the note in Section 4.1.1 of the RSP can be 
removed and License Condition 22 can be amended. 
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location (Fort Hood or Fort Lewis) that the Army believes will be representative of 
the conditions at the sites during typical high-explosive firing exercises, if the 
NRC did not approve the air sampling plan.  The Army’s November 7, 2014, 
submittal does not include new air sampling data.  

o Furthermore, as documented in the Inspection Report 040-09093/14-001 dated 
March 7, 2014 (ADAMS Accession No. ML14050A280) covering the period 
February 3 - 7, 2014, the NRC identified that the Army modified (sampling 
collection time, reduced filter size, reduced air flow) its air sampling protocols 
based on preliminary testing.  These modifications do not appear in the Army’s 
November 7, 2014 submittal. 

o The NRC staff is not certain whether grenades or other types of ammunitions 
were actually used.  The Army states, in its March 6, 2014 email (ADAMS 
Accession No. ML15023A513) that the type of ammunition rounds used for the 
exercise in question “were grenades, not artillery or tank fire.”  The Army did not 
mention the use of grenades in its November 7, 2014, submittal.  The NRC staff 
is not certain that the data collected during February 2014, is representative of 
the conditions at the sites during typical high explosive firing exercises.  

o In a letter dated March 11, 2014, the NRC requested that the Army revise its 
proposed sampling and analysis plan to address the technical issues the NRC 
staff identified (ADAMS Accession No.ML14050A280) and re-submit its revised 
air sampling plan to the NRC for review and approval.  To date, the Army has not 
responded to the NRC’s March 11, 2014 request.  

• The submittal appears to be incongruent with the programmatic approach that the 
Army endorsed earlier.   
o Specifically, at the September 25 meeting (ADAMS Accession No. 

ML14289A226) between the NRC and the Army and as expressed in a 
subsequent email (dated October 10, 2014, ADAMS Accession 
No.[ML14293A129) from the Army to the NRC, the Army decided to use the 
programmatic approach to license the remaining 15 sites identified in license 
condition 12.   

o At this meeting, the NRC staff shared that through a programmatic approach, the 
Army may be able to use other related data under a programmatic approach to 
address air sampling for all of the Davy Crockett sites that must be licensed, 
including the Hawaiian sites.    

o The NRC suggested that under the programmatic approach that the Army may 
choose to present and evaluate data from a similar Army installation to support 
its position.  However, if the Army chooses to do so, the NRC staff said that it 
would expect that the Army provide its conclusions with rationale as to the 
applicability to the specific site(s) in question for the NRC staff’s consideration.  
Furthermore, the NRC staff suggested that the Army refer to its other sites that 
are licensed by the NRC (e.g.,Aberdeen, Jefferson, and Yuma Proving Grounds) 
for examples regarding acceptable information which demonstrates that air 
effluent monitoring only detected depleted uranium in air sampling near the 
catchboxes and range fires.  The Army’s November 7, 2014, submittal does not 
make use of such data. 

• Some of the Army’s conclusions are based on flawed data.  For example, in its 
November 7, 2014 submittal, the Army states on page 4 of 6 of its evaluation (ADAMS 
Accession No.ML14321A251) that the air sampling during the high explosive fire was 
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flawed and that its measurement of U234 using alpha spectroscopy was flawed.  
Regardless, the Army uses such data to draw “unequivocal” conclusions about all 
forms of uranium present at Schofield Barracks during high explosive fire exercises.   

• The Army’s submittal appears to reflect a lack of understanding of the licensing 
process as indicated by failure to submit a license amendment request that describes 
how its evaluation relates to license condition 22.  Such a request must be submitted 
in accordance with 10 CFR 40.44 and be accompanied with its associated 
environmental report or supplemental environmental report pursuant to 10 CFR 51.60. 
 

 


