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In letter dated December 27, 2019, the U.S. Army submitted the above update (i.e., “Revised 
Final”) to its Decommissioning Funding Plan (DFP).  The update includes a decommissioning 
cost estimate (DCE) and a Statement of Intent (SOI).  The NRC staff have reviewed the update 
and have the following requests for additional information.  
 
(1) Include a certification of financial assurance (10 CFR 40.36(d)(1)(iv); NUREG-1757, 

Vol. 3, Rev. 1, Appendix A, Section A.2) 
 

10 CFR 40.36(d)(1)(iv) requires that licensees include a certification of financial 
assurance with their DFP.  NUREG-1757, Vol. 3, Rev. 1, Appendix A, Section A.2.2 
explains that “all certifications of financial assurance should clearly identify the licensee, 
the license number, the type of license (e.g., 10 CFR Part 30), the types and amounts of 
materials authorized by the license (including specific isotopes where applicable), the 
appropriate amount of financial assurance, and a certification that the information 
presented in the statement is accurate.” 
 
The Army’s 2019 DFP contains no certification of financial assurance.  Therefore, to 
ensure compliance with the regulations, NRC requests that the Army provide a 
certification of financial assurance including the characteristics described in Section 
A.2.2 of NUREG-1757, Vol. 3, Rev. 1, and the model certification of financial assurance 
shown in Section A.2.4. 
 

(2) Demonstrate that the signatory of the SOI has the authority to request funding 
from an external funding body and provide associated supporting documentation 
(NUREG-1757, Vol. 3, Rev. 1, Appendix A, Section A.11; Interim Staff Guidance on 
Decommissioning Funding Plans for Materials Licensees)  

 
NUREG-1757, Vol. 3, Rev. 1 and the Interim Staff Guidance on Decommissioning 
Funding Plans for Materials Licensees (ADAMS Accession No. ML19079A314, June 
2019) provide guidelines on the qualifications of the signatory of the SOI and associated 
supporting documentation to be submitted with the SOI.  NUREG-1757, Vol. 3, Rev. 1, 
Appendix A, Section A.11.1 states that “the signatory of the statement of intent must 
have the authority to request funding for decommissioning from the governmental body 
that provides funding to the licensee.”  Section A.11 in NUREG-1757, Vol. 3, Rev. 1 
states that:  
 

“A statement of intent should demonstrate that a government licensee 
can request special funding from its funding body when necessary.  This 
is different from a guarantee or commitment of a licensee’s own funds.  
Therefore, it is not satisfactory for a licensee to demonstrate that it is 
authorized to enter into contracts and guarantees committing its own 
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funds or to promise to allocate funds from its operating budget, from other 
general appropriations (either current or future), or from other internal 
resources.” 

 
The Interim Staff Guidance on Decommissioning Funding Plans for Materials Licensees 
provides that 
 

“to adequately demonstrate that a government licensee can request 
funding for decommissioning from its funding body when necessary, the 
licensee should provide supporting documentation along with the 
statement of intent which demonstrates the signatory of the statement of 
intent and his or her office has authority to request funding from the 
organization’s external funding body (e.g., the Congress of the United 
States of America, State legislature).  The supporting documentation 
should show that the signatory determines the content of the licensee’s 
proposed budget in accordance with administrative guidelines on the 
preparation and submission of the budget and has the authority to make a 
budget request to an external funding body. Supporting documentation to 
be submitted with the statement of intent should include citations to 
Federal or State statutes that define budget authority within a government 
agency.  For example, in the case of a Federal government agency, the 
licensee would cite the relevant U.S. code.  To demonstrate that the 
signatory of the statement of intent has the authority to request and obtain 
decommissioning funds from the appropriate funding body when 
necessary, the licensee should also provide documentation describing the 
organization and function of the office headed by the signatory.  The 
supporting documentation should show that the office plans, organizes, 
and carries out annual and multi-year budgeting in support of the 
licensee”. 

 
Finally, NUREG-1757, Vol. 3, Rev. 1, Appendix A, Section A.11.3 states that 
“documentation to be submitted with the statement of intent should include a copy of the 
relevant portion of the statute granting authority.” 
 
The 2019 SOI the U.S. Army submitted with this DFP update states that the signatory 
intends to request funding from “Headquarters, Department of the Army.”  The 
“Headquarters, Department of the Army” is the licensee’s internal funding source.  
Furthermore, the SOI lists “Department of Defense Financial Management Regulation 
7000.14-R,” a 7,387-page compilation of regulations, as the signatory’s authority to 
request funds.  The NRC staff is unable to confirm the signatory’s authority to request 
and obtain decommissioning funds based on this broad regulatory reference.    

 
To ensure that funding is available at the time of decommissioning, update the SOI to 
demonstrate that the signatory of the SOI has authority to request funding for 
decommissioning from an external funding body (i.e., the Congress of the United 
States), and identify with more specificity and provide a copy of the relevant portion of 
the statute or regulation granting the signatory’s authority.  
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(3) Identify the bases for key assumptions and justify key changes in assumptions 
between the 2016 DFP and 2019 Revised Final DFP Update (10 CFR 40.36(d)(1)(ii); 
NUREG-1757, Vol. 3, Rev. 1, Appendix A, Section A.3.1) 
 
A) 10 CFR 40.36(d)(1)(ii) requires that the DFP identify and justify the key assumptions 

contained in the DCE.  NUREG-1757, Vol. 3, Rev. 1, Appendix A, Section A.3.1 
states that “labor estimates, material costs, and other factors of the cost estimate 
should have a clear and reasonable basis.”   

There are several assumptions made in the 2019 DCE that are not discussed in the 
text.  Please provide the basis for these assumptions in Section 2.6, Other Key 
Assumptions, including the ADAMS Accession numbers for reference documents: 
 
1.  How is the total volume (4,192 m3) of M101 spotting rounds, fragments, and 

impacted soil divided into quantities for each installation, as shown in Table 
2-12?  

a. For example, Section 1.3 notes “An average of the upper (0.265 cubic 
meters) and lower (0.011 cubic meters) is assumed to be a reasonable 
estimate of volume of fragments and impacted soil requiring remediation 
for each M101 spotting round. The average is 0.138 cubic meters.”  
However, the assumptions to calculate the quantities in Table 2-12 are 
not explained (e.g., quantities of DU present in kg at each installation, 
number of spotting rounds potentially fired at each installation).  Please 
add the final assumptions to Section 1.3 and/or as a footnote to 
Table 2-12.   
 

2. How is the total area (46.5 km2) determined for the individual RCAs, as shown in 
Table 2-13 (i.e., what is the area calculated for each RCA based on)?  Please 
add the reference for the calculated area as a footnote to Table 2-13.  
 

3. Table 2-1 and several text sections note that there are 35 Radiation Control 
Areas (RCAs) at 18 Army Training Areas included on License SUC-1593.  The 
2016 DCE documents 29 impact areas on 16 installations on Table A.1.  The 
SER for Amendment 2 (ADAMS Accession No. ML16343A163) documents “The 
total number of Davy Crockett RCAs is 38”.  Please correct Table 2-1 and the 
text of the Revised Final DFP to reflect the correct number of RCAs and ensure 
that decommissioning costs were calculated for all the RCAs on the license. 

 
B) In several places in the DCE, the elements of the 2019 DCE differ from similar 

elements in the February 9, 2016 DCE (ADAMS Accession No. ML16042A232), 
without explanation.  
 
1) Significantly, the cost estimate for the Pohakuloa Training Area and Schofield 

Barracks in Hawaii decreased from $109,335,389 to $46,566,258.  No narrative 
was provided in the Revised Final DFP to explain what changed between the 
2016 and 2019 DCE (e.g., facility modifications, cost estimation methodology 
applied) to justify this significant decrease.  To ensure that adequate funding is 
available at the time of decommissioning, provide a narrative explanation 
identifying and justifying which key assumptions changed that resulted in this 
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significant decrease in the DCE.  Alternatively, correct the cost estimate for 
Pohakuloa Training Area and Schofield Barracks in Hawaii.  
 

2) Similarly, the DCE does not explain other departures from assumptions 
contained in the 2016 DCE that are relied upon as the bases for the 2019 DCE.  
Specifically, the DCE states that the source for several workday estimates is the 
2016 DCE.  However, these workday estimates differ in several places from the 
workday estimates in the 2016 DCE.  For example, Table 2-2 states that its 
source is Table A.3.1.2.1(a) in the 2016 DCE but includes additional 
decommissioning activities (i.e., Administrative Fees), makes changes to labor 
categories, and provides for 73 more Planning and Preparation workdays per 
square kilometer than did Table A.3.1.2.1(a).  As 10 CFR 40.36(d)(1)(ii) requires 
that the DFP justify the key assumptions contained in the DCE and NUREG-
1757, Vol. 3, Rev. 1, Appendix A, Section A.3.1 states that labor estimates 
“should have a clear and reasonable basis,” provide a narrative explanation 
clarifying the basis of the 2019 DCE’s workday estimates. 

 
3) Similarly, Table 2-6 has different tasks (e.g., there is no “reporting” activity) for 

the Final Radiation Survey (Workdays) than the referenced 2016 DCE, Table 
A.3.1 2.1(d) and the total workdays were reduced from 988 to 939 hours with no 
explanation.  Provide a narrative explanation clarifying the basis of the 2019 
DCE’s workday estimates for Table 2-6. 

  
4) Table 2-12, footnotes “The source of the costs for the Hawaii installations 

presented in Table 2-12 is the previous Davy Crockett DFP Tables A.3.1.2.2.a. l, 
A.3.1.2.2.a.2, A.3.1.2.2.b. and A.3.1.2.2.c dated 9 February 2016.”  However, 
staff are not able to recreate the $3,991,113, based on the referenced 2016 
tables. Please correct the estimate or delete the footnote (and any other 
footnotes that do not apply).    

 
5) Section 2.0 of the 2019 DCE,  DETAILED SITE-SPECIFIC COST ESTIMATE, 

states, “These assumptions (e.g., professional labor workdays) were based on 
analyses performed using Remedial Action Cost Engineering Requirements 
(RACER™)”.   

 
Please include relevant portions of the RACER file output as an appendix to the 
2019 DCE, where it is useful to support the cost estimate breakdown and 
assumptions.  

 
 

 


