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CLOSEOUT RADIOLOGICAL SURVEY REPORT 
FOR BUILDING 729 

REVISION 1 
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Summary of Changes to 729 Report 

-Originator 
EPA 

IVC 

and adding "Building 
729 .....I' 

"background" between 

IVC 

rvc 

IVC 

IVC 

IVC 

"of' &d "counts". 
Comment 10 I Statement reworded as 
Reword statement. follows.. .."These low 

values indicated that the 
instrument background 
had an insignificant impact 
on the SCM ability to.. ..I' 

Comment 17 Reworded as 
Reword/clarify "level of "investigation level." 
concern. 'I 
Comment 34 Corrected. 
Change title to 
"Radiological Closeout 
Survey for the 779 
Cluster" on each map. 

Correct map numbering. 
IVC Comment 37 The referenceto "voltage" 

I was deleted. 
IVC I Comment 43 I Corrected. 

~ 

IVC 

Change RCSR to CRSR 
and RCSP to CRSP. 
Comment 47 Corrected. 
Change RCSR to CRSR 

I and RCSP to CRSP. 
IVC I Comment 5 1 I - Deleted incorrect 

references to section 
5.4 and Appendix 4. 

- Deleted statement on 
IVC position. 

reflect the following if 
Comment 54 Corrected statement to IVC 
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Affected Pages 
Volume 1 
P. 5 

Volume 1 
P. 5 

Volume 1 
P- 7 

Volume 1 
P- 8 

Volume 1 
p. 10 

Volume 1 
p. 10 

Volume 1 
p. 14 

Volume 1 
Appendix 1 

Volume 1 
Appendix 2 
Volume 1 
Appendix 3 

Volume 1 
Appendix 3 

Volume 1 
Appendix 3 

p. 2 

P. 3 

Volume 1 
Appendix 3 



IVC 

IVC 

[VC 

[VC 

[VC 

[VC 

[VC 

first performance check 
fails, the next 2 (i.e. 2 O f  3: 
must pass the criteria for 
continued use of the 
instrument. If 2 of 3 fail, 
the instrument is labeled 
and removed from service 

I until repairs are effected. 
I Changed to "total surface Comment 55 

The third paragraph states 
that duplicate 
measurements were 
acquired of "real surveys." 

- 
activity surveys." 

what is a "real survey"? 
Comment 56 Clarified. (see response to 
There is no evidence 
provided in the report of 
any duplicates for smear 
surveys. If they were not 
done, this needs to be 

comment 55). 

stated. I 
Comment 60 I Modified text to explain 

that full-scale calibrations 
comply with the +/- 10% 
specification, whereas 
periodic performance 
checks, which are not as 
rigorous as full- scale 
calibrations, comply with 

Comment 62 

Comment 65 
Should be reworded since 
this report is not for a 
characterization survey. 

Comment66 ~ 

Change RCSP to CRSP. 

Comment 69 
Comment 7 1 

the +I- 20% standard. 
Retracted "no biases" 
statement. Acknowledged 
bias, but explained that the 
bias does not affect the 
conclusion of the final 
survev. 
Changed to "final status 
survey." 

~ 

Corrected. 

Reworded the statement to 
represent that instrument 
sensitivities were ' 

consistently not < 50% of 
the DCGLs. 

Comment 73 Corrected. 
In the second paragraph, 
the MDC for the 90 cm 
detector is given as 6 1.1 
dpm/lOO cm2. The table on 
page seven gives the MDC 

P- 3 

Volume 1 
Appendix 3 
P. 3 

Volume 1 
Appendix 3 
P. 3 

Volume 1 
Appendix 3 
P- 3 

Volume 1 
Appendix 3 
P. 3 

Volume 1 
Appendix 3 
P. 4 

Volume 1 
Appendix 3 

Volume 1 
Appendix 3 
3. 5 

p. 4 

Volume 1 
4ppendix 4 
3. 3 
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IVC 

IVC 

CDPHE 

CDPHE 

for this detector as 53.1 
d p d l 0 0  cm'. 
Comment 74 
'I.. .It goes on to state that 
the MDC for the 90 cm 
detector is calculated as 
66.1 dpd100 cm', 
however in the second 
paragraph it gives an MDC 
of 61.1 dpm/100 cm', and 
in the table on page seven 
it gives an MDC of 53.1 
dpd100 cm'. 
Comment 75 
In the third paragraph, the' 
MDC for the 90 cm comer 
detector is given as 104.9 
dpd100 cm', but in the 
table on page nine it gives 
an MDC for this detector 
of 91.4 dpd100 cm'. 
(p. 7290 1020- 1) states 
"survey 7290 1020 was 
conducted.. ..as part of the 
78201 survey." Is 

Corrected. Volume 1 
Appendix 4 
P. 3 

Corrected Volume 1 
Appendix 4 
P. 4 

7290 1020- 1 subunit report 

"7820 1 "correct? 
. . . .The grid on page 5 (of 
72990 150 does not show 

These faded out figures 
were replaced as 

Volume 2 
729015f subunit report 

necess . 


