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From: Michael Reimer [mailto:geomike5@att.net] 
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2018 11:54 AM
To: Snyder, Amy <Amy.Snyder@nrc.gov>
Subject: [External_Sender] SUC 1593 ERMP sampling analysis report
 
Dear Ms Snyder,
 
I thank you so much for following through for me on getting the results of the sample testing for the
Pohakuloa Training Area (PTA) in Hawaii for U.S. Army possession license SUC 1593.  I hope the
release of data also will be forthcoming for future analyses.
 
I enclose a letter that I sent to Mr. Koenick about my evaluation of the report.  I sent a copy to Ms
Browder as well, a person Mr. Koenick identified to me as involved with the inspection program.
 
This report confirms my concerns about the suitability of this sampling and analytical methodology.  It is
an improper procedure and the fact that no DU by definition was found at any of the 17 sites tested only
confirms recognition of the inadequateness of the entire ERMP approach for all sites, especially for the
unique conditions at PTA.
 
I suspect in a few years the Army will request a cessation of the monitoring because they will claim no DU
was found.  None will ever be found with this approach.  It was a program designed specifically not to find
any DU and it met that goal.  Frankly, it should never have received NRC support.
 
There is a major insult to the methodology even within this shell program and it indicates how little
concern to validity is given by the licensee.  The sample site at PTA was moved.  First, I had been led to
believe that this siting was previously corrected when the Army asked for a modification to its location
map claiming the map was inaccurate because of scaling issues when transferring boundaries to a
proposed collection site map.  Second, and most important, an alternative site was selected by the
contractor collector, more than just a few feet, and there is no indication that this was ever reviewed by
NRC for appropriateness with a very necessary flow determination analysis to see if there is any
connection between the RCAs and the sample site and how much dilution can occur from other feeder
regimes.
 
This oversight must be corrected without fail and I asked for a thorough and immediate site inspection.
 
I really wish NRC would consider funding an alternative monitoring program as a model for citizen
involvement.  It would be of great merit if you would recommend that for a future line item.  There is
certainly interest for a citizen science program on the Big Island that would be with scientific appropriate
methodology and, by involving citizens, would be a wonderful opportunity to provide education about
radiation issues of concern the residents of the County.  This would be a wonderful example of federal,
state, local, military, and citizen cooperation, providing for an informed citizenry so that policy decisions
affecting their well-being can be thoughtfully made.
 
Sincerely,  
Michael Reimer, Ph.D., retired geologist,  9/21/2018
---------------------------------------------
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Michael Reimer, Ph.D.
[Redacted Address]
September 18, 2018

 
 
Mr. Stephen Koenick, Chief
Materials Decommissioning Branch
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC  20555-0001
 
Dear Mr. Koenick,
 
Thank you so much for sending me (August 21, 2018 letter) the Adams Library location of the US Army
report on uranium monitoring for DU at various Army bases.  It is very important to have this document
available publically and I hope that full data disclosure will be available on a continuing basis for future
public review.
 
As you recall, my 2.206 petition argued that I felt the sampling siting, methodology and analytical method
for Pohakuloa Training Area, Hawaii, were inadequate.  In reading the report, not only are my concerns
supported but enhanced.  I believe, with urgency, before additional samples are collected, it is time to
make major adjustments in the radiation monitoring plan for PTA.
 
The analytical data for the three quarters in 2017 at PTA are reported as “estimated” because of
measurement uncertainty and MDA being greater than 10 percent of sample activity.  This is fully a
condition of inadequate sample analysis.  If the chosen technique cannot even determine natural
background with certainty and consistency, it would be impossible to determine even modest DU
contamination.  Further, there is no control site or reference sample for comparison and that in itself
invalidates this entire sampling program.  Alpha spectrometry as used is improper and for this type of
analysis.  A check of the U238/U235 ratio supports this observation and perhaps suggests enriched
uranium should also be considered for analysis.  I recommend that alpha spectrometry be discarded and
all samples be analyzed with either TIMS or ICP-MS not only for natural uranium isotopes but for isotopes
consistent with expended fuel rod reclamation.  
 
The report states the sample site originally identified was found to be located outside the PTA boundary
and the sample collector, apparently on self-volition, chose an alternate sample site thought to be within
the PTA boundary.  As far as it is known, this alternative sample site was never reviewed for proper and
adequate connection with the RCAs.  To even suggest that the sample site is acceptable because it is
downstream from the RCAs is a travesty and an insult to the scientific method.  I recommend that this site
be properly confirmed immediately with rigorous field inspection and that a drainage analysis be
performed to show how it is connected to the RCAs and how much drainage from other sites may be
involved to create dilution effects of the sample.  If you
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insist on continuation of this analytical method, and because of the high probability of sample dilution, I
again recommend that the ratio of 3 for U238/U234 used to define DU presence be discarded and
anything greater than 1 (within 1 sigma counting statistics) be used to indicate the presence of DU.  Note
in Appendix A of the report the amount of DU that would have to be in a natural sample to obtain a ratio of
3.  That is not probable at PTA unless sampling is within the RCAs.  In addition, a comprehensive and
rigorous air-sampling program must be emplaced because of the obvious and demonstrated inadequacy
of the sediment sampling program at PTA.
 
It was my recollection that the Army made a correction to the map of the sample site in that the boundary
of PTA was originally misplaced because of a scale transfer error.  The location error should have been
corrected previously but it appears this was not the case.



 
It is critically urgent for an immediate inspection of the PTA site because of the sample site location
change.  In addition, in the past year there have been some significant precipitation events at PTA and
sampling should have been conducted immediately during or after those events so that some water
samples may have been available.  As I previously pointed out, the high porosity of the basalts at PTA
offers little chance to find standing or flowing water so this appears to be an opportunity lost.  This point
again confirms the inadequacy of the sampling program at PTA.
 
Please consider reopening my 2.206 petition on your own motion.  I proposed several alternative
methods that would vastly improve this sampling program.  It is time to make adjustments to ensure the
monitoring program is realistic for its stated purpose and not just a shell to address the requirement of the
Source Materials License SUC-1593.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
 
 
Michael Reimer, Ph.D.
Retired geologist
GeoMike5@att.net
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