
Chief of Naval Operations 
Environmental Protection Di.vision (N45) 
Radiological Controls and Health Branch 
2511 Jefferson Davis Highway (Suite 2000) 
Crystal City, VA 22202 
AiTN:CAPi~{b_)<6_l ____ ___, 

Dear CAPT~ 

March 30, 2010 

Rl-201 O-A-0020 

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission recently received information concerning activities at 
the Treasure Island Naval Base, which may indicate unsafe conditions or violations of NRC 
requirements. You should conduct inspections or investigations as necessary in order to 
review, follow up, and respond to the information that is described in the Enclosure. We ask 
that you inform Mr. Richard J. Urban in writing, within 30 days of the date of this letter, of the 
details of your evaluation and findings related to .the validity of the information provided. We 
also ask that you reference tracking number Rl-2010-,A.:.0020 in your written response, and. that 
you make any records of your evaluation ~vailable for possible NRC inspection. Your response 
should only be sent to Mr. Urban at the following address: 

Mr. Richard J: Urban 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission - Region I 
475 Ailendale Road , 
King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406-1415 

No other copies should b~ sent to the NRC. Please do not submit your response to the 
Document Control Desk. We also request that your response contain no personal privacy, 
proprietary, or safeguards information. If personal privacy or proprietary information is 
necessary to provide an acceptable response, then please provide a bracketed copy of your 
. respons~ that identifies the information that should be protected and a redacted copy of your 
response that deletes such information. If you request withholding of such material, you must 
specifically identify the portions of your response that you seek to have withheld and provide in 
detail the bases for your claim of withholding (e.g., explain why the disclosure of information will 
create an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy or provide the information required by 
10 CFR 2.390(b) to support a request for withholding confidential commercial or financial 
information). If safeguards information is necessary to provide an acceptable response, please 
provide the level of protection described in 10 CFR 73.21. 

The NRC will review your response to determine_ whether: (a) the individual conducting the 
investigation was independent of the organization with responsibility for the related functional 
area; (b) the evaluator has sufficient knowledge and experience to conduct a review in the 
related functional area; and (c) the evaluation was of sufficient depth and scope. Your response 
should describe how each of these attributes was satisfied. If individuals were interviewed as 
part of your review, your response should include the basis for determining that the number and 
cross section of individuals interviewed were appropriate to obtain the information necessary to 
fully evaluate the concerns, and the interview questions used. If you determine a concern to be 
substantiated, please discuss your consideration of appropriate root causes and generic 
implications of the substantiated concern, and the appropriateness of corrective adions taken or 
planned. Additionally, if your evaluation identifies any compliance issue with regard lo NRC 
regulatory requirements or NRC commitments, please inform tt:ie NRC regarding the 
requirement or commitment that was violated, the corrective actions taken or planned, and the 
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corrective action documeritationthat addressed the i.ssue. If your evaluation included a sample 
review of related documentation and/or p~tentially affected structures, systems, and 
·components, your response should include the. basis for determining that the selected sample 
size was appropriately representative and adequate to obtain the information necessary to fully 
e\i'a!uate the con,cerris. The. NRC wi.11 consider these factors in reviewing the i,:tdequacy of your 
evaluation of these issues and in developing our ooriclusiohs with regard to the concerns ' 
provided ·in the Enclosure. 

This letter and its enclosure should .be controlled and distrjbution limited to personnel with a 
"need to know:" Ttie response requested bythis letter and the accompanying enclosure are not 
·subjectto the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and s·udget as required by the 
Paperwork Reduc:ti.on Act of 1980,. Pub. L. 95.:511. · 

· Lastly, we ask tllat an appropriate member of youJ staff contact the NRG as your review effort 
. bl9gins to ~ssure a common understanding of the issues discussed .in the Enclosure c1ri-9 to 
discuss your plan to evalt1ate the i~sues, includjng the NRC's expe~tatib11s fC>r follpw-up and 
response; Pleiase corjtact Ms. Ory~ia Masnyk BaJIE!y of my s\aff i3,t (8,64) 427-1032 to disquss 
thls information, including any additional questions you may have at this time concerning this 
request. 

Enclosure: As Stated 

. Sincerely, 

IRA/ 

John D .. Kinneman, Director 
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
. OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERAilONS 

2000 NAVY PE.NTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20350-2000 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

6470 
Ser N455/10Ul58~85 
23 June 2010 

Mr. Richard J. Urban 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission - Region I 
475 Allendale Road 
King of Prussia, PA 19406-1415 

Dear Mr. Urban: 

r-..) 
(::'.) 

I':':) 
The Nuclear Regulatory Commission notified the Naval- Ln 

Radiation Safety Cornmitt.ee by letter, dated 30 A~ril 2010, of0 
. I . 

information concerning activitie's Treasure· Island Naval Base 
which may indicate unsafe conditions or violations of NRC 
requirements. The Nava~ Radiation Safety Committee {NRSC) has 
completed its review of environmental rE:;storation·activities at 
the former Naval Station Treasure Island pursuant to the 
information provided in the reference. The review is enclosed. 

Mr. ~bl(6i I was assigned to conduct the review 
based on his knowledge and experience, as documented in his 
resume, which is also enc~osed. Mr. !(b)(6) I is the Radiological 
Affairs Support Office Lead RadiatioI? Protection Manager and, as 
such, is independent of the organization responsible for the 
area under investigation. Mr. j(bJ(6) I ha.s included a detailed 
timeline in his investigation which documents sufficiency of the 
scope and depth of his investigation. 

In addition to the allegations, the NRSC inquired on current 
work at.the site involving the allegations. Currently, the 
t}).ree structures at the site have been demolished, and the 
foundations of the houses were excavated to eight feet in search 
of additional radium sources. If you ha.ve any addi t iona.1 
questions or requir~ additional information, please contact me 
at (703) 602-5365. · 

Enclosure 

Sincerelv. 
(b)(6) 

Captain, MSC, U,S. Navy 
Executive Secretary 
Naval Radiation Safety Committee 



F.rom: 
To: 

Subj: 

~ef: 

2 June 2010 

Lead Radiation Pro~ection Manager, NAVSEADET RASO 
Chairman, Naval Rad.iation safety committee 

QUALITY ASSURANCE REVIEW OF NAVAL STATION TREASURE ISLAND 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 

(a) -NRC ltr Ser RI-2010-}\.-0020 of 30 Mar 10 
{b) CNO ltr 6470 Ser N456S/t0Ui5B153 of 10 May 10 

Encl: (ll NRSC Investigation 
(2) $cope and Depth of Investigat_ion 
( 3) Knowledge and Experience of :Mr ..... ICb-l(-6)--------.i 

Investigator 
(4) -Interview Questions 
(5) NAVSTA TI ~istorical Radiologic.al Assessment and Work 

Plan (on CO) 

1. This letter reports completion of an investigation: as 
requested by referepce (a) and authorized by reference (b) into 
recently received information concerning activities at Treasure 
Island Naval Base which may indicate unsafe conditions or 
violations of. NRC requirements. 

2. Enclosure (1) is the completed investigation. Enclosure (2} 
documents the scope and depth of the investigation. Enclosure (3) 
records my knowiedge and ·experience with the subject matter of 
the investigation. Enclosure (4) contains a complete list of the 
questibns I- asked intervie~ee.s. Enclosure {5) is an electronic 
copy of the Treasure Island Naval Station Historical Radiological 
Assessment and work'Plari (Work Plari). 

3. I reviewed the following documentation as a part of this 
investigation: 

a. Navy's Master Materials License standard operating· 
procedure on allegations, 

b. NSTI Historical Radiological Assessment (Weston, 2006), 
c. Removal ~ction Work Plan/Reme~ial besign, Non-Time 

Critical Removal Action, Insta,llation Restoration Site 12, Three 
Solid Waste Disposal Areas, SWDAs A&B, 1207/;J.209, and 1-231/1233, 
Treasure Islap.d, San Francisco, CA (Shaw, 2007}, 

d. DON Policy on Activities Involving General Radioactive 
Material (G-RAM) at Environmental Restoration Program Sites, CNO 
ltr 5090 Ser N453/1.0U158072 of 18 Feb 2010, 

e. Site 12 Radiological Sampling and iµlalysis Plan (Appendix 
C of Work P],an) (New World Technology, 2007, rev 3) ,· 

f. Radiation Protection Plan (Shaw, 2009) formerly called 
the Radiological Sampling and Analysis Plan, 



g. Area TLD Records for sites: Bldg 570, Site 6, and SWDA 
A&B. for dates 12/6/08 t0 2/21/09, 

h. Personnel Exposure Records for issue period 12/19/08 to 
1/18/09, 

i. Radiation Work Permit, RWP # TI-RL'l7P-0039, dated 2/1/10 
for SWDA A&B work site. Radiation safety controls were 
satisfactocy, 

j. Work Instruction, TIWI-02-02, dated 4/5/10 for SWDA A&B 
work site, · 

k. Final surveys for site SWDA 1207/1~09 and SWDA 1231/1233, 
1. Shaw Field Work·variances: 122412-010-001, 122412-010-

002, 122412-010-003, 122412-010-004, and 122412-010-005, 
m. Sampling.and Analysis Plan for Radioactive and Mixed 

Waste (Environmental Management Services, Inc., Aug 2009, Rev. 
1), and 

n. Shaw Contract Number N62474-01-D-6011, ~odification #20. 

4. In the course of 
foilowing personnel: 

this investigation, I interviewed the 

a. Mr. l<bJ(6) !, Environmental Prote.ction_ Manager 
NAVSEADET RA~s=o~ .• ~~~~~~-

. b. Ms. !tbl(6l :=J Lead Environmental Protection Manager 
NAVSEADET RASO, ~-'--------, 

c. Mr. (bJ(BJ , Shaw Project Manager 
d. (bi(6) Shaw Project Rad.iation Safety Officer, '----.---·-~--. 
e. Mr. NAVFAC Lead Remediation Project Manager 
f. Mr. )(Gl . , NAVFAC Resident Officer in Charge of. 

Construction (ROICC) Office Representative, 
g. Mr. (bl(6l , Radiological Control Technician, Shaw, 
h. Ms. (b)f6) , Radiological Control Technician, Shaw, 
i. Mr. (t,)(GJ , Radiological Control Technician, Shaw, 

and 
j. Mr; ~l(b_H_BJ_=~~~~_.I, Environmental Protection Manager 

NAVSEADET RASO. 

5. Summary of findings. Enclosure (1) of reference (a) 
identified four issues for investigation. After a thoroµgh review 
of the evidence adduced.during the investigation, I found no 
unsafe conditions or violations of NRC requirements. The 
contractor, Shaw Environmental.and Infrastructure, Inc., 
performed environmental remediation activities per the Work Plan, 
as approved by the Navy and accepted by the State of California. 

6. - This report requires special handling. Only o~e copy will be 
sent electronically, no hard copies will be filed at NAVS.EADET 
RASO, and field notes will be sent by regular mail or hand 
delivered. 



7 •. NAVSEADET RASO point of contact is Mr. ,_J(l_)J_(G_> ---------'' at 
DSN ((b)(6) . I or commercial.....!::j<b=)(=Gi======!~· ---------, 

rb)(6) 



NRSC INVES'l'XGA'l'IOIIJ RESULTS 

The NRSC received information cc;mcerning four issues as 
referenced per RI-2010~A-0020 that environmental remediation 
activities perfonned by NaVy contractor,' Shaw Environmental and 
Infrastructure, Inc., may indicate unsafe conditions or violation 
of NRC requirements. The specific issues ~d N~SC responses are 
given below. 

1. ISSO'E 1. ~e work plan of Sliaw Environmental and 
Infrastructure, Xncorporated, as approved by Base Relocation and 
Closure (BRAC), requires the contractor to remediate to 4 feet 
beiow grade. However, there were·elevated readings at this level 
that would indic.ate there were additional radium sources deeper 
than 4 feet~ Despite. this fact, the contractor back-filled the 
trenches since the work o.rders only required exc~vation. to 4 
feet. In addition, sources were found up against the foundations 
of homes, but that th~ contractor did not explore the possibility 
that additional source~ could be found under.neath th~ homes 
storage sheds, or utility structures. 

a. on 5 March 2007, the Navy approved the Removal Action 
Work Plan/Remedial Design (Work Plan) for Installation 
Restoration Site 12, which includes three solid waste disposal 
arep, SWDA 1207 /1209, SWDA 1231/1233,, and Sli'IDA .A&B. Section 1.1 
of the work plan required the excavation of soil to a depth of 4 
feet below ground surface (bgs) in three SWDAs. The excavation 
areas included res·idential housing common areas, backyards, and 
roadways. Soil beneath "hardscape"; consisting of cement . 
driveways along Westside Drive within SWPA A&e and cement beneath 
backyard storage sheds, will riot be e~cavated. 

b. Section 1. 4 states the. Work Plan objective as follows: 
(1) provide for the protection of human health and the 
environment·and (2) restrict the pathway and reduce the potentia],. 
for a resident or utility worker to contact .chemical-contaminated 
soil near the ground surface (between O and 4 feet bgs) within 
the SWDAs at Site 12 under the current larid us~ co~figuration. 

c. Section 4.1 of the work Plan sti:l.tes that radiological 
contaminants are not a contaminant of concern and the , 
radiological field tests are meant to characterize the soil prior 
to· disposal, and the purpose of bottom s~plfng_ is to document 
r~aining radiological soil impacts, if any. The Historical 
Radiological Assessment, performed by Weston·Solution, Inc., 
dated·February 2006 ident;ified Radium-226 as the r~dionuclide of 
concern. Accordingly, soil to be excavated within the SWDAs will be field screened and San)pled for Radium-226 during the 
excavation. 

Encl.osure: ( 1) 



d. Section 4.6 of work Plan states that excavation depths 
will not exceed 4 feet bgs, and because excavatii::m depths will 
not be increased based ori bottom sa.mple ar.ialytical re:su.its, 
backfilling may begin followi,ng bpttom sample collection. 

e. Review of final gamma scan radiation survey records 
documented by New World Technology confi·rmed elevated gamma scan 
reading using a 2x2.NaI detectors and soil $amples greater than 
the remep.ial limit of i. 0 pCi/gm analyzed by gamma spectros·copy. 
Surveys were performed cm 31 May 2007 to 1 October 2007. 
Elevated readings mean surface radiation levels t,hat exceed 3 sigma of the mean background ievel per the.R,adfol~gfcal Sampling 
and Analysis Plan (Appen_di~ c of Work Plan), dated 4 July 2007 
(rev 3). El~vated readings on sidewaii excavatioris were 
confirmed f·or the following Buildings: 1205, 1207 _, 1209, 1211 1 1213, 1222, 1231, 1233, and 1235. Elevated re?1-dings on bottom 
excavations were confirmed for Buildi~g 1205. Soil samples on 
bottom·excavations were confirmed greater than the limit for 
Buiidi-ngs 1207 and 1213. Excavations at SWDA Sites 1207 /1209 and 
1231/1233 were back-filled.by the end, of'2008 without further remediation. · 

f. Conclusion. No violation identified. The contractor 
per.formed environmental remediation activities per the Work Plan approved by the Navy and accepted by ~he State of California. · 
After environment~l r~ediatiori started at SWDA A&B, radioactive 
commodities recovered from excavation· at .·4 feet bgs had 
significantly higher contact radiation levels~ The Radiation 
Protection Plan (formerly the R.adiological Sampiing and Ana'lysis 
Plan), dated 21 May 2009 was changed to allow excavation deeper 
thp.n 4 feet bgs for removal of radioactive. commodities, i.e. , hot 
spo't.$, and back-,fill_ing will not,' occµr until concur+ence is ' 
received from the Navy. Enviro.nµi.ental restoration of SWDA Sites 
1207/1209 and 1231/1233 is not final. Shaw's contract 
modification #20 (effective April 2010) includes performing a 
MARSSIM Final Status survey of SWDA Sites 1207/1209 and 1231/1233. . 

2. rsstJE 2. Du.~ing t~e remediation process, some of the dirt 
that was surveyed was found to ·be "clean"' an,~ was sent to a. 
disposal facility that did' not accept radioacti-ve waste. 
However, since the contractor onl.y looked for gamma .emitters11 no 
other radionuclides (like strontium.) would have been detected. 
'l'herefor,e, the disposal fac:llity unknow~ngly 1.u::cepted radioacti,re 
mat;erial. 

a. Section 4.1 of Work Plan (dated 26 February 2007) states that radiological contaminants are.not a contaminant of concern 



and the radiological field tests are meant to characterize the 
soil prior to disposal, and the purpose of bottom sampling is to 
.document remaining radiological soil impacts, if any. The 
Historical Radiological Assessment, performed by Weston Solution, 
Inc., dated February 2006 identified Radium-226 as the 
radionuclide of concern. Accordingly, soil to be excavated 
within the· $WDAs will be field screened and sampled for Radium-
226 during the excavation. 

b. The Radiological Sampling and Analys~s Plan., Appendix C 
of Work Plan, (revision 3 dated 4 July 2007), Section 1.0, states 
that the HRA (Weston, 2006) listed Radiurn-226 as the potential 
radionuclide of concern for the areas located in Site 12, which 
includes the three. ·sWDAs. As of the da.te of this plan revision 
(rev 3), Radium-226 has been identified by HPGe laboratory 
ai;.i.alysis ~s a radionuclide that is p~esent in both soil and 
t;ievices. 

c. Tpe Radiation Protection Plan (formerly the Radiological 
Sampling and Analysis Plan) (dated 21 May 2009), Section ·l. 0, 
maintains that Radium-226 is the primary radionuclide of concern. 

I 

d. The Radiation Protection Plan, section 3.12 requires 
coritamination surveys of equipment, vehicles, materials, debris, 
and personnel exiting radiological control areas for 
unconditional release per free release criteria established in 
NRC Regulatory Guide 1.86. Per interviews with Shaw's Project 
RSO, Shaw's Project Manager, NAVFAC Remedial Project Manag.er, and 
NAVSEADET RASO Environmental Protection Manager, contamination 
spread out side of radiological control areas did not occur. 

e. The Radiological Work Process Plan (Appendix c of 
Radiation Protection Plan), Section 3.4, states that if other 
radionuclides are encountered, additional radiological 
remediation objectives will be established with the ·appropriate 
regulatory agencies. Per interviews with Shaw's Project RSO, 
Shaw'. s Project Manager, ·NAVFAC Remedial Project Manager, and 
NAVSEADET RASO Environmental Protection Manager, other · 
radionuclides have not been encountered. 

f. The Radiological Work Process Plan, Section 4.4 states 
soil will be considered suitable for release from'radiological 
controls as deconunissioning waste for qisposal at a suitable 
landfill where it is determined to have a Radiurn-226 soil 
concentration of no more than 1.7 pCi/g. Navy concurrence ~s 
required for release of soil as deconunissioning waste for 
disposa~ to a suit.able landfill. 

g. s·oil sample labeled TC-HS-01 was taken from SWDA A&B on 
18 January 2010 and counted by GEL Laboratories for the foilowing 



radionuclides at the request of NAVSEADET RASO: Bismuth-214, 
Cesium-137, Lead-210, Lead-214, Radium-226, Strontium-90, 
Thorium-228, Thorium-230, Thoriw:n-232, Uranium-233, Uranium-234, 
Uranium-235, Uranium-236, c1,nd Uranium.:.238. Radionuclides. 
measurgble above MDC were the following: Bismuth-214, Lead~210 1 
Lead-214, Radium-226, Thorium-228, Thorium-230, and Uranium-238. 

h. Conclusion. No violation identified. The contractor 
p~rformed e:nviromnental :remeclic1tion activities. per ths Work Plan 
approved by the Navy and accepted by the State of Cc;tlifornia! 

3. IS~ 3. Some of the excavation was done without any 
radiological surveys. The location· to which ~he "'new 
Pandemonium" was moved was p:rovideci as an example. 'l'he "new 
Pandemonium.a was a ship mock-up that was moved from one area_of 
the site .to another. 

a. The Historical Radiological Assessment (Weston, 2006) 
states that the USS l'andemonium was moved from its Northwest site 
(currently SWDA A&B) to its Northeast site (currently Site 32) in 

May o~ 19'69 by the Navy per an authorized radioactive material 
license amendment from the Atomic Energy Commission. Navy 
housing was later built on the Northwest site. 

b. The Work Plan, Section 4.6, states that excavation of 
soil and debris within most of the thr·ee SWDAs will proceed 
according to this schedule (i.e. one toot of depth excavated 
followed by DART screening) until four feet of soii is excavated. 
However, select areas will be excavated on an expedited schedule 
to minimize. inc9nvenience to a_rea residents. · The detector array 
rack towed (DART) equipmtimt consists of a Ludlum Mod.el 4612 
Counter and 12 Ludlum Model 44:_10 sodium ioq_ide (·NaI) probes 
supported by global positioning system (GPS) equipmen~. The 

. (non;,;.screened) soil will be deposited in a one ·foot-thick layer 
within a nearby part of the respective SWDA. Radiologicai 
screening will be·performed on the soil within'the ~tockpile 
area. Shaw's Project Manager ·stated during an interview on 20 
May 2010 that a: time critical, i.e., expedited schedule 
excavation was perfopned ~t the USS Pandemonium site per the work 
Plan. The USS Pandemonium site excavation occurred ·arouncl mid 
2008. 

c. Conclusion. No violation identified. The contractor 
performed environment.al remediation activities per the Work Plan 
approved by the Navy and accepted by the State of California. 

4. Issue 4. There were peop1e 1iving in ~o~see in the area 
where the remed~ation was ongoing. There was evidence that 



people had gotten into the decommi·ssioning areas, and at 1east 
one nhot spot0 read 80 mR/br, which was covered with a large 
steel plate. 

a. The Work Plan, Section 4.3 states that during 
construction activities adjacent to occupied buildings, tenant 
backyards and common areas will be within the exclusion zone. 
Access to the exclusion zone will be restricted to authorized 
Navy and Navy contrac~or personnel, except in the event of an 
emergency when area residents may need to enter an exclusion zone 
as an escape route. Temporary fencing will be installed where 
needed around exclusion zones to limit access. Per interviews 
with Shaw's Project RSO and NAVSEADET RASO Environmental 
Protection Manager, they confirmed from direct observation that 
SWDA sites were enclosed by temporary and ~isting fencing to 
prevent inadvertent access by members of the public. A visit by 
NAVSEADET RASO on 17-20 May 2010 confirmed the remaining SWDA 
site (SWDA A&B) was adequat~ly secured by t~porary fencing to 
p~event inadvertent access by members of the public. 

b. The Work Plan, Section 4.3 states that safe and secure 
work areas will be maintained for the housing area residents and 
environmental contrt:3.ctors during all phases.of construction. A 
subcontracted security.guard will patrol .SWDA area building areas 
and resident storage areas. It was widely reported that copper 
prices reached an all-time high around May - June 2008 of $4.00 
per pound. . Typically copper prices were· less than $1. 00 per 
pound. The record high prices fueled a nationwide·rash of copper 
theft. Thieves targeted anything with. copper: utility lines, 
pipes, fittings, and condensing units. By January 2009, copper 
prices had dropped to approximately $1.00 per pound. P~r 
interview with the Shaw's Project RSO, he copfirmed that there 
was evidence that members of the gr;meral public })ad gotten into 
.exclusions zones after norinal working hours in mid and late 2008, 
which showed evidence of copper theft. Shaw has its own security 
personnel patrolling t;he exclusion zone boundaries once every 30 
minutes. Addition~lly, the City of San Francisco and Federal 
security forces are present and patrol ·Treasure Island. Per 
interview with Shaw's Project RSO, no evidence of· e:qtry by 
members of the general public was eviqent in 2009 and 2010. 

c. Conclusion. No violation identified. The contractor 
performed environmental remediation activities per the Work Plan 
approved by the Navy and accepted by the State of California. 
The contractor has satisfied the requirements of the Work Plan to 
ensure tenant safety. 



SCOPE AND DEP~ OF INVESTXGATION 

The scope of: this. investigation was limited to radiological 
activities associated with Site 12 environmental remediation area 
and other areas controlled by Shaw Environniehtal Inc., in support 
of site 12 work ~t Naval station Treasure Island, CA. This · 
investigation involved reviewing procedu~es and policy documents 
governing the environm~tal restoration work, interviewing Navy 
BRAC/NAVFAC personnel respoI1$ibl.e for contractor performance and 
work oversight, Navy RASO personnel respons:i.bl~ for radiation 

·safe):y oversighf, contractor personnel responsible for the work 
and radiation sa+:ety, observing actual remediation work, visiti:ng 
the remediation.site, performing confinnat,ory r~diation and 
coµtamin~tion sµrveys, and reviewing project survey and sample 
analysis records. The detaii~ given below provide evidenc~ that 
the investigation was of sufficient scoiie and deptp. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

5/7 /10: Mr, l(bJ(6) I was as1Signed a.s the. investigator ·for 
lU-2010-A-00200, removed from all other duties and .. ·l<b ·~ . 
~onsibilities, and directed by his supervisor, Mr. )(t1) 
~ to report all updates, status; and ·written reports 
airectly to the · NRSC. · . 
5/8/10 - 5/9/10: Cleared calepc:lar, prepared'. p,lan·of action 
aµd milestone, reviewed the Navy's Master Materials 
License standard operating procedure on allegations, and 
prepared ques~ions .for ipterviews; 
Q/10/10: Cont~cted.NRC Staff, Ms. -!(t-,)(-6)~~~~~~~--._J to 
di~cuss RI-,20i0-A-0200 and assure a common understanding 
of the issues. The following info:anation was requested 
fro:rn Ms. [(bjCGJ I as. per the MML allegation instructions: 
(a) n~e of alleger, (b) cont~ct informat.ion of alleger, 
'(c) job position of alleger, (:d) place and date of 
allegation, (e) other individuals affected by allegation, 
Cf) command awareness of allegation, ~d (g} any health or 
safety related issue. · Ms. [<bH6) ! ,stated on 11 May 2910 
~hat it was NRC policy not to releas.e requested· 
information.· 
5/10/10: NRSC issued ltr, 6470 Ser N456Sll0U158l53 of 10 
May 2·010, authorizing a quality assurance review of .tvaval 
Station Treasure island Environme!ltal.Re~toration. The 
letter specifically stated the follo~ing: (a) review shall 
be independent of any site evaluation normally per.fqrmed 
by NAVSEADET RASO, (b) review w.ill be performed 12 May 
through 2 June 2010, (c) review will be performed by Mr. 

l<bJC0) · I, and (d) Mr,l{::>l(6l !wi11make·a11 
reports directly to the NRSC. · 
5/11/10: Requested the following from NAVSEADET RASO via 

· 'the Officer in Charge: copy of waval Station Treasure 
Islend's Historical Radioiogical Assessment, copy of Naval 
station Treasure Island's work Plans for all radiological 

Enclosure: ( 2) 



envirorunental restoration, copy of the state of work (SOW) 
for all contractors performing radiological environmental 
restoration at NSTI, a briefing from the NAVSEADET RASO's 
Environmental Programs Directorate on NSTI environm~tal 
restoration activities which should include the following 
topics: status of NSTI environmental restoration project, 
project setbacks and challenges, agency responsible for 
day-tQ-day oversight of contractors, agencies invQlved in 
oversight of ER at NSTI, contact information for agencies 
involved in ove.rsight of ER at µsTI, agency responsible 
for validating contractor work completion for the'Navy, 
agency that has regulatory authority-'over ER at NSTI, and 
contact information for arranging a·site vi~it of ER at 

. NSTI; c1nd an interview with EPM assigned to NSTI project. 
6. 5/13/10: Issued NSTI visit announc~ent to Base 

Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Program Management Office 
(PMO) West, ltr 5104/47692 Ser WDP/10~0359/0041 of 13 May 
2010. 

7. 5/13/-5/14/10: Reviewed the following documents in 
preparation for NSTI visit: (a) NSTI Historical 
Radiological Assessment (Weston, 2006), (b) Removal Action 
Work PlaniRemediai Design; Non-Time Critical Removal 
Action, Installation Restoration Site· 12, Three Solid 
Waste Disposal Areas, SWDAs A&B, 1207/1209, and 1231/1233, 
Treasure Island, San.Francisco, ·cA (Shaw, 2007), and (c) 
DON Policy on Activities Involving General Radioactive 
Material (G-RAM) at Environmental Restoration Program 
Sites, CNO ltr ~090 Ser N453/10Ul58072 of 18 Feb 2010. 

8. 5/13/10: Discussed NSTI visit expectations and schedule 
w:Lth BRAC PMO Management ~(t.)(Gl ! and [bl(GJ 1 · 

[(b)(6) !) . 
9. 5/14/10: Briefed by NAVSEADET RASO Environmental 

Directorate on status of ER activities at NSTI. 
10. 5/14/2010: InterviewedE_o)(6) :=L EPM NAVSEADET RASO 

and (iJ2lUl'1 ,, Lead EPM NAVSEADET RASO. 
11. 5/1.4/10: Prepared survey meter and dosimetry for NSTI 

visit. 
12. 5/17/10: Traveled to San Francisco, CA for NSTI visit. 
13. 5/18/10: 0930: Started NAVSTA TI visit with in-brief with 

:NAVFAC Southwest representatives . ~(b)(G) - _I anal(b)(Gi I 
i(o)(G'i I -via phone), Residept ,officer in Charge of 
Construction SF office represen~atives (LCDR~~~-1(-6)~~~~--. 
and (b)(6l ) , NAVFAC Southwest Lead Remedial Manager 
(IJ)(G) ) , Shaw Project Map.ager @il(6l =~ : J, and 
Shaw :t>roject Radiation Safety Officer llb)(G) I 
a. 1030: Receiveti Tailgate Safety briefing at ~haw office 

Bldg 570 prior to tour Site 12 and other radiological 
impacted areas on TI. Toured sites with Shaw ProJect 
RSO, Shaw Project Manager, NAVFAC Lead RPM, and ROICC. 



14. 

b.1105: Toured Site 6, which is controlled by 
subcontracto:1;, Environmental Manageme:nt Services, Inc. 

EMS receiyei:; radiologically impacte~ solid ,waste 
bins froin Site i2, characterizes waste, and ships 

. to appropriate offsite burial site for disposal; 

in 
waste 
Site 

Q is controlled and postf:d as a radiologically 
cqntrolled area. NAV$EADET RASO inspector took 
conf.i,riiiatory radiation surveys at bounciary pf Site 6 
and readings were 7 - 11 micro . R/hr. Background 
readirig at hotel room was 1 O micro R,/hr. · 

c:. 11.35: Toured Sites SWl)A 1207/1209 and ii31/1233. Both 
sit;es are backfilled and restoi-ation is complete and· 
has unrestrict.ed access. NAVSEADET RASO· inspector took 
confirmatory radiation S\lrveys. over restoreµ area and· 
;reading were 7 - 11 micro R/hr at ground level ~d 3 ft 
above ground.. · · · · · · 

d. 1205: Toured Site SWDA A&B. This is an active 
remediation si.te and is posted as· a radic;>logically 
controlled area, controlled surface contamination area 
(in~ide .RCA),· and radiation area (inside CS.CA). 

~. 1220: Tour ended and returned to Shaw office, Bldg 570. 
f. 1230 - 1630: Reviewed the following records and 

do~wnents with the Project ~O: 
i. Work Plan (Shaw, 2007) 

ii. Site 12 Radiological Sampling and Analysis Plan 
(Appendix C of Work Plan) (New World Technology, 
2007, rev 3) , 

iii. Radiation J?rote~tion Plan (Shaw, 2009) formerly 
called the Radiological Sampling and Analysis Plan 

iv. Area TLD Records for sites: Bldg 570, Site 6, and 
SWDA A&B for dates 12/6'/08 to 2/21/09. Result.s 
were backgrou~d. -

v. Personnel Expo.sure Records for i.ssue period 
12/19/08 to 1/18/09. Results were·zero mrern. 

vi. Radiat;:ion Work Permit, RWP # Ti-RWP-0039, dated 
2/1/10 for SWDA A&B work site: Radiation safety 
.c::ontrols we:i;-e satisfactory. 

vii. Work Instruction, TIWI-02-02, dated 4/5/10 for 
SWDA A&B work site. Radiation safety controls 
we~e satisfactory. 

vifi. Shaw Field work variances: 122412'--010-001, 122412-
010-002, 122412-010-003, 122,;U2-010-004, and 
12i412-010~005. . . 

5/19/10: 0700: Arrived at Shaw office Bldg 570. 
a. 0705: Observed Shaw work crew daily }?riefing 
b. 0730: Observed NRC Form 3 posted in office space 
c. 0740: Toured staging area for radiation s:urvey meters 

adjacent to Bldg 570. Radiation survey meters· used by 
RCTs in the field during excavation activities are: · 
Lud.lum Model 9 Ion Chamber and Ludlum Model. i221 Scalar 



~aterneter NaI Scintillation Counter. Checked 
calibration dates on two survey meters (Serial# 38708 
and 262343). Calibration dates were satisfactory. 

d. 0756-.09_45: Observed remediation activities at Site SWDA. 
A&B. 

i. Area posted as RCA and CSCA (with RCA). 
ii. Access control point established at boundary of 

RCA and assigned control point watch RCT. 
iii. Workers donned blue Tyvek coveralls, rubber boots, 

llispo$able. boot covers, double· plastic gloves, . TLD 
inside and pocket dosimeter outside coveralls, 
individual breathing ·zone air sampling device. 

iv. RCT entered RCA/CSCA first to perform 
contamipatio~ and radiation surveys of area prior 
to start of work to verify radiological c.ontrols 
co'ndi'tions are consistent with RWP # TI-RWP-0048. 

v. For.table air sampler:s were placed upwind and 
downwind of site. The low ·flow air samplers run 
all day _and the air filter is counted the next day 
for radionuclide activ,ity. 

vi. A crew of seven (three RCTs, two equipment 
operators, .and two laborers) entered the RCA/CSCA. 

vii. RCTs have radio communication with the control 
point watch, crew supv, and Project RSO during 
excavation activities. 

viii. Laborer sprayed down site with water. to minimize 
dust. 

ix. RCTs scanned ~oil as it was excavated with ion 
chamber (micro R/hr meter) and NaI scintillation 
counter ( cpm) . · · 

x. Crew supv· observed work. 
xi. Observed remediation activities were performed per 

work instruction, TI-RWP-0048. 
xii. NAVSEADET RASO inspector surveyed RCA boundary and 

reading were 7 - 11 micro R/hr and surface 
contamination readings were 25 - 45 cpm {same as 
background). survey meter used: RadEye B20 alpha, 
beta, gamma survey meter by Thermo Scientific. 

xiii. NAVSEADET RASO inspector was accompanied by 
Project RSO during observation of remediation 
activities. 

15. 5/19/10: 1020: Returned to Bldg 1 for interviews. 
a. 1020: Interviewed l(b)(fi) I, NA'VFAC Lead RPM. Mr. 
~is the lea~ remedial program manager for NSTI 
environmental restoration pr9ject and works out of his 
San Diego, CA office. He was assigned to this project 
in December 2 009. Mr. l(rl)(6) I does not have radiation 
safety training or experience. 

b: 1137 :· Interviewed (b)(6) , NAVFAC ROICC SF Project 
Engineer. Mr-. (b)(6) is the resident safety officer 



16. 

i7. 

18. 

19. 
20. 
21. 

22. 

for NSTI and San Francisco Bay area and works out of 
his Alameda, CA office. Mr.!<bJ(6) I does not Have 
radiation safety training or experience; however, he is 
HAZWOPER trained. 

5/19/10: 1300: Returned to Bldg 570 to interview Shaw's 
environmental remediation work crew personnel. 
a. 1300: Interviewe·a (bJ(6) Radiological Control 

Technician (RCT) . Mr. (b)(6). was on the remediation 
project fo:i; thre~ years and initially worked·for New 
World Technology (NWT) when NWT was subcontracted by 
Shaw to perform the environmental remediation of the 
radiologically impacted areas at Site 12. . 

b. 14 0 0 : In tervieweC1 j(b.J(6) I, RCT. Ms !(P)(6) I joined the 
project in July 2008 .. and initially worked for NWT,;.=.; .... ·---. 

c. 1432: Inteiviewed~~J(B) !, Project RSO. Mr. !(bl(6J I 
joined the project December 2008 and become the P.roj

1
ect 

RSO in May 2009. The primary Project RSO is!Cbl(6l ·. 
[§_i(Bl I wbQ was attending MARSSIM training the week of 
the visit~ j(b)(GJ I is the license R,SO and works 

· out of his East coast off ice. · · 
d. f530: Interviewedl(bl(BJ I, RC'.i:' •. Mr.l(bl(o) I joined 

the project in Se~tember 20.09 aj. d is. a former Navy RCT. e. 1652_; InterviewedtbJ(Bl _, Shaw Project Manager. 
Mr. !(bW3l l was the site project manager from the 
start of the project in February 2007. 

5/2~/1. 0: 0915: Meating wi
1
th'BRAC PMO senior mana ement at 

Bldg 1 : [{bl(6l J; BRAe PMO, (bl(6J , 
Director, BRAC PMO West,. and (bj/6J , NAVFAC Lead RPM. 
Meeting provided inspection stat-us anp. served as 
inspection out-brief. 
5/20/iO: 1010: Returned to Shaw office Bldg 570 to close­
out follow~up items with ·Project RSO and Project Manager. 
a. Reviewed final surveys for site SWDA 1207/1209 .and SWDA 

1231/1233. Received survey results on CD. 
b. Reviewed Radiological Work Process Plan (Shaw, 2009), 

Appendix c of Radiation Protection Plan. 
C. NAVSEADET RASO performed confirmatory radiation. survey 

of radioactiye material storage shed adjacent to Bldg 
570·.. Readings were 7 - 10 micro R/hr (same as 
background) . · 

5/20/10: 1430 completed NSTI visit. 
5/21/10: Traveled back home. 
5/24/10: Interviewed l<b)(6). !, NAVSEADET RASO, 
Pl:'iJ.Tlary Envi:r;:onmental Protection Manager assigned to NSTI 
environmental restoration project. Mr· l(b)/6) I has been 
working this project for 2.5 years. 
5/25/10: Started preparing report.· 



The NRSC assigned -~r. !C0J(6) · L 1'1AV:SEADET RASO Lead . 
Radi~tion. Protection Manager; to perform the investigation of RI-
2010-A-00200 per CNO itr 6470 Ser N456S/10U158l53 of May 2010. 
Mr. lmvm ::J qualified as. a. Radiological Affairs Support Program 
Inspecto+ in August 2007 per the standards established in the 1'la..C: Master Materials License Standard Operation Procedures. Mr. ~.:_ = =] work experience is given below; 

t)(~ . I 
Lead, R~dlation Protection Manager 
Naval Sea Systems Command Detachment Yorktown 
Radiological Affairs Support Office 

. Mr. ~t,J(GJ I started his Navy civilian career as a Physical Science Technician · 
(GS-5) at Charleston Naval Shipyard aft4;ir graduating from Trident Technic~I College in 
1985 ~ith an Assoclat~·of Science degree in Electronic Engineering Technology. At 
Charleston Naval S.hipyard, he qualified as a Radiological Controls Technician (RCT} 
and prbvided radiation safety oversight of Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program overhaul 
and refueling of Navy ships from .1985 to 1989, wl:lich included the following duties: (1} 
provided direct radiological control work oversight to minimize personnel exposure to 
radiation, contamination and airborne sources, (2) used portable radiation survey 
meters to measure gamma, beta, alpha, and neutron radiation to determine engineering 
controls and radiological bound~ries, (3) documented radiological deficiendes while 
providing oversight of radiological work and during performance of surveillances in 
nuclear workateas, (4) recommended improvements to radiological instructions, 
cur:nbersome .work practices, and nuclear work procedures, (5) documented radiation, 
contamination, and alrbome·survey results and abnormal and. unsatisfactory work .. 
conditions during radiological oversightof nuclear work, (6) packag~d ~nd property 
accounted for radioactive material generated during oversjght of radiologicalwor~ and 
procesising at nuclear work facilities, (7) donned anti~contamination clothing and 
controlled the spread of loose surface contamihation when handling contaminated 
equipment and workin·g in contaminated areas, (8) issued radiation·exposure monitoring 
devices to nuclear workers train~d to work lh radiation areas, and (9) responded to 
fcJdiolo_gical emergencies onboard .nuclear ships and .in radiological repair and refµeling 
facilities. -~ . 

In 1989 MrJ<b)(GJ I was promoted t9 health physicist and _became a certified 
iristructor and .provided initial, requalification, and refresher training to radiological 
ccintrol technicians at Charleston Naval Shipyard. When a BRAC action closed 
Charleston Naval Shipyard in 199fi, he transferred as a senior health physici~t to 
NorfolJ(Naval Shipyard 'with the Fleet Radiological Support Division (FRSD) and 
est;iblished the NNPP's corporate training curriculum for radiation workers and RCT$ 
and stood up the Radiological Controls Techo.ici~n Quallfi.cation Schoql (RCTQS). Mr. 
Prioleau was appointed the first supelVisor of RCTQS for the. first two .graduating 
classes. He supervised eight health physicist instructors and perfonned the following 
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duties: resolving administrative student matters; resolving conflicts between student and 
instructors.,.evaluating student academic perform~nce, sc.hed1,11ing class events, 
reviewinQ and approving ·writt~n, practical, and oral examination, removing students 
with poor academic p~rform~mce, reviewing examln~tion result for grading · . 
inconsistencies and trends, assuring effective implementation of training objectives, 
~nalyzing and eliminati~g conflicting policies and work practices from.the-standpoint of 
e,;posure control and reduction, contamination control, economy, arid safety of training. 

In D~cember 2000 vvhile working full time as senior health physicist with FRSD, 
Mr.~ received a Bachelor of Science degree in Computer Engineering from Old 
DornmionU'niversity in Norfolk, VA. · 

In J!Jne of 2001, Mr.{fbH6J !Nas hired as a nuclear engineering in the Nuclear 
Engineering and Planning Department, Code 2300 at Pearl tiarbor N~val Shipyard and 
lntern,ediate Maintenance FacHity. His primary duty was to training new·nuclear 
engineer.sand engineers in the Radiological ConJrols Office (t;::ode 105) and Code 2300 
on engineering radiolpgicaf Qontrofs" into nuclear proc;edures and initial and refresher 
radiation safety training for engineers. other duties included: engineering controls data 
:assessor at the Emergency Control Center .(ECC) ·on the Reactor Assessment Team 
and shipyard repres~ntative during annual corporate radiological engineering training 
improvement initiative meetingj,, . 
. In August of 2005~ Mr.[<b)(5J _ lw~s hireci ~s a Supervisory Nucle~r Engineer in 
the Radiological. Controls Office. Engineering Division (Code 105:.2) at Pearl Harbor 
Naval Shipyard & IMF. He was the Waterfront Projects Br~!lch Head in charg(;) of all 
seven project nuclear engineers assigned to rn,iclear·ship maintenance projects. The 
project engineers provided direct radiological engin·eeri~g support to nuclear and non­
nucJear project superintendents. Other dutie~ included: radiological controls data 

. assessor fit the Emergenc.y Control Center (ECC) on the Radiological A$Sessm~nt 
Team and shipyard representative during annuar Corporate Nuclear Power Manuar 
revision 111eet1ngs. · 

In August 2006, Mr . .-!(0-Jto-,)---.lwas hired as a nealth physicist in the Radiation 
Programs Directorate at NAVSEADET RASO. He qualified as a. Radiation Protection 
Manager (RPM) with.in one year and provided· radiation safety oversight of 25 (:{ASP 
commands. A.PM duties included: processing Naval-Radioactive Material Permit. · 
(NR.MP) applications, conducting site radiation safety in~pections of RASP command~. 
evafoating command inspection responses, performing technical assi$t visits, giving 
radiation safety topic lectur~ in R$0 ·Cot1~e. reviewing facility shielding designs, . 
reviewing ra~liation protection surveys and direct support of assigned RASP ~ommands 
by email and phone. . ·· . 

· Mr!(b1jGJ ]is currently the Lead Radiation Protection Manager in the Radiation 
Programs Directorate and assi$t$ the Ai;idiation Program Director in providing 
radiological ove·rsigM of 207 RASP programs and supervisory management of seven 
RPMs. He was selected Lead RPM in Augustof 2008. 

Mr.l(b)(6i :Jreceived a graduate certificate in Public Management from 
Indiana University in May of 2006. 

·\ 



INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

A. BRAC/NAVFAC REPRESEN'l'ATIVE l:N'l'ERV:CEN qDES'.1.'IONS 

Name: 
Job Title: 
Date: 
Time: 
Location: 
1. When were you assigned to the Naval Station Treasure Island 
environmental restoration project? 
2. When did the NSTi ER project begin? 
3. Who do you normally call at the site for. an updates? 
4. Do you call the contractors directly for status or 
informati.on? If so, who? 
5. When did you last visit NSTI and what is the scope of your 
visit? · 
6. Describe how the Navy provides contractor ove!si°ght at NSTI? 
7. How many times have you visited the NSTI ER project in 2008, 
2009, and 2010? Did you observe actual ER activities/work? 
8. Who is responsible for reviewing survey records provided by 
contractors for compliance with applicable regulations and work 
plans? 
9. Who is responsible for counting field samples and _quality 
assurance of ·sample results? 
10. Has any regulatory violations been written against the NSTI 
ER project or contractors? If so where ~ould I get q.ocumentation 
of vio],ation? 
11. Is there a Navy agency on site that provide oversee of ER 
contractors? 
12. What agency or entity manages day-to-day ER operations at NSTI? , . . . 
13~ Who is in-charge at the NSTI ER site? 

.14. Dpes the Navy perform independent sampling at NSTI to 
confirm survey results provided by contractor? 
.15. When is the ER at NSTI scheduled to be completed? 
16 .. How would you describe your working relationship wi.th ER 
contractor? 
17. How would you describe your working relationship with 
NAVSEADET RASO? 
18. How would you describe the ER contractor's work performance? 
19. How would you describe the B~C/NAVFAC contract oversight 
performance? 
20. After the ·ER Work Plan is approved, what is your invo.lvement 
and responsibilities during the restoration process? 
21. Is your review or approval needed at any time during the 
restoration process? 
2.2. When are yoµ required to be notified by the contractor 
during the restoration process? 
23. What conditions warrant temporarily stopping ER activities? 
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24. Do you know of any barrier breacl:J.es by menµ)ers of the public 
in ER controlled areas? 
25. Do _you know 0£ incidences where members of the public were 
seen inside ER controlled areas? 
26. How deep ·is soil typically removed during the ER process? 
27. What coµdition would warrant removing soil deeper-that 
normal during the ER process? 
28. When are radiological surveys required during the ER 

_process? 
29. ~ere is excavated soil sent for disposal? 
;rn. Excavated soil is evaluated fo'i:· what_ radio nuclides? 
31. when are structures or fouilda.tio~s removed during the ER 
process? 
32. Did th~ contractor notify you· of any problems/abnormal 
events/work Stoppages at the ER 13ite? 

B_. NAVSEADET. RASO EPM INTERV:IEW QUES'.rI:ONS 

Name: 
Date: 
Time: 
Location: 
1. When were you assigned to the Naval Station Treasure Island 
~nvironmental restoration project? 
2. When did the NSTI ER project b~giri? 
3. Who do you normally call at the s-3.te for an up~tes? 
4. · Do you call the contractors directly for status or 
information? If so, who? 
5~ When-did you last visit NSTJ: and what is the scope of your visit? · - · -

.6. Describe how th,e Navy prov:i,des contractor oversight at NSTI? 
7. ~ow many times have you visited the NSTI ER prC;,:iect in 2008, 
2009, and 2010? 
8. During your site visit, did you observe actual ER 
actiyi ti es /work1 · -
9. Who is responsible for reviewing ~urvey records prov,ided by 
contractors for compliance with appli~able regulations and work 
plans? 
10. Who is responsible for counting field sampl'es and quality 
assurance of sample results? 
11. Has any regulatory violations been written against the NS'J;'I 
ER project or contractors? If so where could I get documentation 
of violation? . . 
12. · Is tber·e a Navy agency on site that provides oversight of ER 
contractors? 
13 .. What agency or entity manages qay-to-day ER operations at 
NSTI? 
14. Who is in-charge at the N~TI ER site? 



15. Does the Navy perform independent sampling at NSTI to 
confirm survey results provided by contractor? 
16·. When is the ER at NSTI scheduled to be completed.? 
17. How would you describe your working·relationship with ER 
corttractor? 
18. How would you describe your working relationship with 
BRAC/NAVFAC? 
19. How woultl you describe the ER contractor's work per1;ormance? 
20. How wouid you describe the BRAC/NAVFAC contraqt oversight · 
performapce~ · 
21. After the ER Work Plan is approved, what is your involvement 
and responsibilities during the restoration proce~s? 
22. Is your review or approval needed at any time during the 
restoration process? · 
23. When are you·required to be :potified by BRAC/NAVFAC or the 
contractor during the restoration process? ' 
24. What conditions warrant temporarily stopping ER activities? 
25. Do you-know of any barrier breaches by members of the public 
in ER controlled areas? 
26. Do you kno~ o_f incidences where members of the public were 
seen inside ER controlled areas? 
27. How deep is soil typically removed during the ER process? 
28. What condition would warrant removing soil deeper that 
normal during the ER process? , · 
29. When are radiological surveys required during the ER 
process? 

· 30. Where is excavated soil sent for disposal? 
31. Excavated so'il is evaluated for what radio nuclides? 
32. When are s·tructures or foundations removed during the ER 
process? 
33. Did the contractor or BRAC/NAVFAC_repiesentative notify you 
of any problems/~bnormal events/work stoppages at the ER site? 
34. Have you made written notification of -significant findings 
to BRAC/NAVFAC representative on ER activities or records? 

C. CONTRACTOR I:NTERVIEW QtrES'l'I:OHS 

Name: 
Job Title: 
Date: 
Time: 
Location: 
1. When were you assigned to the Naval Station Treasure Island 
environmerit9-l rest.oration project? 
2. ·What are your duties and responsibilities on the NSTI ER 
project? 
3. Who do you report ER status to and how often? 
5. What Navy agency provides oversight of the NSTI ER project? 



6, Who often do. yo~ see a Navy ER overs·ight repre~enta ti ve on 
site? · 
7. What raciiqlogical protective wear are you required use during 
ER activities? · 
8. What whole l;)oq.y radiation exposure monitoring devices are you 
using during ER activities'? 
9. Who is responsible for counting field s_amples and qtiali ty 
assurance of sample results_? 
10. .Describe any abnormal events you have observed dtiring ER 
activities? ·· · · 
·11. Describe the trainil;g that you received for the tasks that 
y9u perform?. 
12. What is your maximum allow annual exposure limit'? 
13. What conditions wa:rran,t temporarily stopping ER activities? 
1.4 . Do you know of a~y barrier breaches by members. of the public· 
.in ER controlled areas? . 
·15. DO you know of incidences where members of; the- public were 
seen inside ER controlled areas? · 
16. How deep is soil typically removed during.the ER process? 
17 .. What condition would warrant removing soil deeper that 
normal during the ER process? 
18. When are radiological surveys required during the ER 
process? 
19. Where is ex~avated soil sent for disposal? 
20. Excavated soil is evaluated for what radio nuclides? 
21. When a.re structures· or: foundation9 removed du-ring· the ER 
process? 
22. How would you describe your working relatiopship with 
NAVSEADET RASO? 
23. How would you describe your working relatioi:iship with 
BRAC/NAVF;AC representatives? 
i4. When are you required to notify a BRAC/NJWFAC rep;resentati ve 
during the restoration prqcess? 
25. When are you required to notify a NAVSEADET RASO 
representative during the restoration process?· 
26. Do you have any doc\lf!l.ented problemsiabnonnal events/work 
stoppages· on file for the NSTI ER project? 
27. · How. often are survey meter calibrated and checked for proper 
response? 
2·s. Where is the sample. counting lab located? 
29. RSO: What office do you work out of for the NSTI ER 
project? 
30. R·so: 
3;1:. RSO: 
32. RSO: 
work crew? 

How often do you visit the ER project? 
How often do you observe actual ER activities? 

. How often do you give radiation safety training to 

33. RSO: Were any rad:i,.ation safety 
violation/deficiencies/problems documented for the NST~·E!R 
project? · 
34. RSO: Are all ER members issued TLDs? 



35. RSO: -;rs your supervisor's office on the NSTI site? 
36. RSO: Do you document internal audits or deficiencies on the 
ER pr9ject? 



Froin: Chang Richard 
To: 
Cc: 

bl(G 

lc,v SEA 04 04N 't,)(6) 

.Subject: . 0, C ,IVI 1es 

Date: Wednesday, August 1, 2018 1 ·;35:00 PM 

Sir, 

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff a:re beginning to plan for our annual site 
visits to some California sites being remediated by the Air Force and Navy; As you are 
aware, we have been conducting these site visits for the past many years as part of our 
"stay informed" approach for the Alameda, Hunters Point, arid McClellan sites where we 
rely on EPA's regulatory oversight of the CERCLA remediation process used by the Air 
Force and Navy .. R_~garding the Treasu.re 1.slarip site, NRC would be adopting a 
"monitoring" approach as outlined within the NRC/DoD M·ou to observe site activities. 

Would you be available during the week of October 15th (specifically the morning of 
October 17th) for NRC staff to meet with yo1,1 to observe site activities and discuss_ the site? 
Once we agree on a schedule, we can suggest an agenda for our meeting to focus our 
d.iscussiori. · · 

Please let me know if y9u c~h support the schedule I hi:l\fe suggested or if you have a 
preference for certain times. or days for our meeting. We are lookin·g forward to working 
with yO!J. . 

Regards, 
Richard Chang 
U.S. NRG 
301-415-5563 



From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Hi James-

[Exten;ial_Sender]RE: Treasure l~land Treric~ing/Poth_olin!l sciiedule 
Monday., July2( 2017 .4:40:10 PM 

Yes, the .nan1e of the company doipg the.Pqtholing is om (O~eid;i. Total Integrated Enterprises). They have sub­
contracted tl)e raciiol9gical health and safety screen,ing to TIDEWATER .. 

l(b)(6) 

Re1'nedial ·pro· ect Manager 
(b){l3) . 

Navy BRJ\C PMQ We~t 
3JOQ_D Nixie Way 
Bldg 50· 
San Diego, CA 9214:7 

-~---Odginal Message-·~~- . 
From: Smith., James [mailtrdames.Smjth@nrc.gov] 
Sent: Monday. Julv24, 20178:13 AM 
To:l(b}(6) lc1v;[ili)(6) ICIV SEA.04 04N;._[!§_)(_G) _____ ]civ NAVF.AC s~. BRAC 
Subject:· [Non-DoD Source] FW: Treasure Island Trenching/Potholing Schedule 

D.o one of you know the name of the dm1pany that will be doing the trenching work atTreasure Island? 

Thanks 

Jim 




