June 25, 1996

MEMORANDUM TO:  Materiais Files

FROM: Michael F. Weber, Reviewe:
THRU: John R. Madera, Chief Muclear Materials Licensing Branch
SUBJECT: ADVANCED MEDICAL SYSTEMS, INC. (AMS)

LICENSE NO. 34-19088-0
DOCKET NO. 020-16055

On June .5, 1996, a telephone conference was held between represzntatives from NRC Headquarters,

NPC Region il , and AMS to discuss AMS' proposal to dispose of its cobalt-60 sources and solid waste.
A brief summary of the meeting follows.

AMS representatives indicated that in their June 10, 1995 report entitled “Building Recovery Project,”
they were proposing that NRC release decommissioning funds ii order to honor the invoices for the
disposal costs as they became due. NRC representatives indicated that they preferred that AMS
amend its letter of credit such that the reduced collateral would pay the disposal costs. AMS would also
request a license amendment to: 1) receive authorization to dispose of the sources and solid waste, 2)
commit that the funds would only be used to dispose of the sources and solid waste, 3) commit that any
funds not spent on the disposal of sources and solid waste would be returned as collateral for the letter
of c'edit, and 4) provide a date before which a new decommissioning funding plan, with a cost estimate
for the facility without the disposed sources and solid waste, would be submitted to NRC. AMS
representatives agreed with NRC's request.

NRC representatives also indicated that they agreed in principle with the entire “Building Recovery
Project”; however, at this time they were only considering in detail the disposal of sources and wastes.
AMS representatives indicated that this was understnod.

AMS representatives indicated that they would meet with their bank and send an amendment request to
NRC within a week. They aiso indicated that at a future date they would request a change in some
waste handling procedures currently tied down in the license.

List of attendees:

NRC Headquarters
George Pangburn -NMSS
Timothy Johnson - NMSS
Louis Bykowski -NMSS
Marian Zobler-OGC
Steven Lewis-OGC

NRC Region il
Geoffrey Wright - DNMS
John Madera - DNMS
Kevin Null - DNMS
Michael Weber - DMNMS

AMS

David Cesar - Vice President

Robert Meschter - Radiation Safety Officer

Steven Haddock - Alternate Radiation Safety Officer

Dwight Miller - Altcrney (p

Carol Berger - Contract Health Physicist q
Alan Duff - Contract Health Physicist
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® Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.

1020 London Rd.
Cleveland, Ohio 44110
216-692-3270

June 25, 1996

Mr. Geoffrey Wright

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
801 Warrenville Road

Lisle, Illinois 60523-4351

Re: USNRC License No. 34-19089-01
Dear Mr. Wright:

On March 1, 1995 and March 20, 1995, Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. (AMS) submitted
applications to amend the referenced license to permit release of ground/surface water that collects.
in the remediared underdrain system of the London Road facility. As of the date of this letter,
USNRC authorization to proceed on this request ha not yet been received.

Since the date of those applications, AMS has faced a series of extenuatng circumstances.that have
increased the urgency for action. However, we recognize that considerable time has passed since
then, and that some of the original descriptions and specifications contained in the 1995
applications are no longer applicable. The purpose of this letter is to reiterate our request 1o
amend the referenced license to permit free discharge of water pummped from the foundation
drainage system. Attached is a brief description of the regulatory action on this issue to date, a
discussion of the reason for our request and its justification, and a description of the procedure we
intend to follow when USNRC authorization to proceed is given.

Please call me at (216) 692-3270 if you have any questions or if | can assist you in any way in
expediting your review. We are asking for prompt USNRC action on this important issue.

Sincerely,

et Feci

Robert Meschter, RSO
ce: D. Cesar
D. A. Miller, Esq. - Stavole & Miller /\
()
. it L S jap

D. Berger, CH.P. - IEM
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REQUEST TO DISCHARGE GROUND/SURFACE WATER
FROM THE REMEDIATED SEWER SYSTEM

Purpose

As a result of technicaliy-indefensible legal action taken by the Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District
(NEORSD), the Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. (AMS) facility on London Road does not have a
direct connection between the building and the regiona! sewer system for the discharge of sanitary
wasie, rain water from the building’s roof drains or the storm water that surrounds the building. Even
after completion of an extensive sewer remediation project that involved installation of a new
foundaton drainage system and a new manhole, the free-flow of water away from the building is sull
not possible for a variety of legal and regulatory reasons.

As of the date of this lener, AMS is bound by court order and USNRC license requirements to puap
water from the foundation drains into hold-up tanks, sample the tanks for the presence of radioactivity,
noufy the NEORSD of pending discharge of each tank, and await the results of a NEORSD
confirmatory sampling effort prior to discharge. A: a result, a major portion of the daily activities
performed by the AMS staff at the London Road facility involves water management.

Because of the delay associated with discharge of each wank (e.g., typically four days), coupled with
the increased precipitation AMS experiences during the spring, early summer and fall months,
temporary limitations in tank storage Capacity may occur. If a spring or summer storm should cause
our tank or pumping capacity 10 be exceeded, AMS has one of two options: (1) it must discharge the
pumped water withour sampling and in violation of the court order, or (2) it must cease pumping the
walter out of the manhole. If pumping ceases, (x.g., if the foundation drainage system is rendered non-
functional), the storm water that accumulates around the building is likely to enter the building
basement, come into contact with the contents of the WHUT Room and the stored waste, and become
contaminated. This water cannot br: discharged until the radioactivity has been removed.

occurrence forced AMS to implement an expensive water treatment ang sewer remediation program
ihat cost in excess of $1M."' It also drained the corporation of almost all of its cash reserves, rendering
it unable to bear the cost of another water clean-up project if such an event should be required.

The 1995 hasement flood also raised questions in regard to the structural integrity of the building. In
subsequent inspections by the USNRC and 2 registered Professional Engineer working under contract
to AMS, it was determined that this event caused no apparent damage to the building or its ability to
contain us inventory of licensed radioactive materials. However, there is no guarantee that a future
flood even: will have a similar ovicome. Thus it is imperative that AMS receive USNRC authorization
to freely discharge the water from the foundation drainage system, without lengthy and costly hold-

" As of the dae of uus letier . the treated water frem the 1995 project continues 10 be stored i the AMS warehouse
i collapsible storape tanks




up/sampling steps, so that a permanent {tunctional) drainage system can be installed Only then will
the potenual for water incursion into the baseinent be minimized *

Regulatory Action to Date

On March 1, 1995, AMS submitted an application to amend USNRC License No. 34-19089-01 to
permit water treaunent and sewer remediation to proceed at the London Road facility * Included in that
application was a proposed methodology for evaluating contaminant levels in the ground/surface water
after the work was complete so that water could be freely discharged. In response, Amendment No.
32 10 the license was issued. However, re-connection of the remediated foundation drainage system
10 @ new manhole and installation of a methodology for evaluating contaminant levels were specifically
excluded.

On March 20, 1995, AMS requested another amendment to License No. 34-19089 wherein re-
connection of the remediated foundation underdrain system 10 a new manhole, installation of a
sampling device, and authorization to discharge through the new lateral ground/surface water that
meets the release criteria were specifically requested. In a June 14, 1995 communication, the USNRC
solicined additional information in regard 1o AMS’s request.  AMS provided that information on June
16, 1996. and on June 21, 1996, the USNRC responded as follows:

- we have received your June 16, 1995 response 1o our June 14, 1995 deficiency
lenier and will make every eftort to review your response in an expeditious manner.
We will notify you if we have additional qQuestions. Again, please note that we have
only approved the installation of a new manhole and lateral and its re-connection to the
existing under drain system. We will need 1o evaluate all of the other issues regarding
cobalt-60 contamination within the existing underdrain system and soils both under the
building and in the vicinity of the underdrain system prior to discharge of collected
water.”

On June 27, 1995, AMS received Amendment No. 37 10 the referenced licehse. wherein the water
discharge issue was again excluded. However, in the transmitnal letter, the USNRC stated the
following in regard to how effective the sewer remediation might be:

“Note that we are still in the process of reviewing information you submitted relative
to installation of a sampling device on the new lateral connection (reference Item 2 of
your 3/22/95 letter, and letter dated June 16, 1995). Also regarding your June 16
letter, we are reviewing Item 11.C. which describes your proposed soil sampling
prograin to evaluate the radiological conditions of the soil under the building and in the
vicinity of the under drain system. We anticipate that we will have additional questions
on both of these issues and will forward thein to you as soon as possible. "

© AMS recogiuzes that i is barred, by couit order. from freely releasing the ground/surtace water collected trom the
underdran system. However, USNRC authorization 1o free-release the water 1s 4 necessary part of a permanent ‘egal
solution

" The March 1. 199 amendment application was supplemented i a March 3. 1995 COMMUMCANON

-
.



On July 17, 1995, AMS received Amendment No. 38 1o the referenced license. Agamn, the water
discharge issue was excluded. However. the following statement in regard to the effectiveness 1ssue
and subsequent free-release of water was in the transmittal letter:

“Note that we are still in the process of reviewing ltem I1. in your June 16, 1995 letter,
regarding your proposed soil sampling program, and the grouting/remediation project.
We anticipate thar we will have additional questions on these issues and will forward
them 10 you as s00i: as possible”.

As of the date of this letter, no additional regulatory action on our requests to freely discharge
ground/surface water from the remediated sewer system has been taken.

Effectiveness of the Sewer Remediation

In its June 27, 1995 and July 17, 1995 communications, the USNRC expressed concern over the
effectiveness of the sewer remediation project, and implied that this was the reason for delayed action
on issuing a license provision to discharge water from the underdrain system. AMS maintains that the
sewer remediation project was completely effective in removing or isolating al! residual radioactiviry
outside of the Lendon Road building, and that the onlv residual contamination remaiping outside of
the building afier the remediation (e.g., that in the abandoned footer drain in the immediate vicinity
of the Source Garden and the abandoned lateral connection between the old manhole and the London
Road interceptor) is hydraulically isolated from ground/surface water paths to the underdrain system.
AMSaLsomaiminsmatmesoilsuponwh'u:hmeLondonRoadbuﬂdingwasconsn'ucwdhwemesm
radiological character now as they did before the 1995 flood and thus cannot contribute 10 future
contaminant migration. The following are the reasons why these positions are Justified:

(1) Throughout the period of time that the basement of the London Road facility was flooded
due 1o the regional sewer district’s intentional blocking of all discharge paths, AMS maintained
@ runimal pressure differential between the inside and outside water levels in order to minimize
uplift on the floor slab and eliminate the possibilicy of “back flow” of contaminated water 1o
areas outside of the building. AMS’s pumping efforts clearly provided the necessary level of
pressure control.’  This was evidenced in USNRC Inspection Report No. 030-
16055/95006(DNMS) wherein it was stated that, with the exception of one location on the
second floor of the building, “the reinforced concrete core structure of the 1958 building that
forms the hot cell, the WHUT room, the original radiography room, the source garden and
the front and back basements was found to be in good condition”. Furthermore, the inspector
found “no additional signs of distress” on the basement slab, and concluded that “there was no
observable significant impact on the strucrural integrity of the 1958 building as a result of the
basement flooding event”. This finding was confirmed during an independent evaluation
pertformed by a registered Professional Engineer under contract to AMS® Thus the structural
evidence supports our position that pressure gradients sufficient to jeopardize the integrity of
the slab did not occur

" Documentation 1o suppor this position is available tor USNRC review .
" See June 7, 1996 letter trom R Meschuer (AMS) 10 Mr. Geottrey C. Wright (USNRC, Region 1)

<4



(2) During the 1995 sewer remediation project, AMS confirmed, through measurements and
sampling, that the shale layer upon which the building is built and which formed the base of
the existing footer drains, did not contain detectable radioactivity. In fact, no detectable
activity was identified during the remediation other than that in the existing drain tile and the
fill material upon which the drain tile rested. Thus the radiological data acquired during the
remediation project support our position that the radiological conditions of the soil under the
basement and the WHUT room are equivalent to their pre-flood conditions (e.g., when core
samples taken through the basement in prior to the flood exhibited radiologically-benign
conditions).

(3) Inan April 12, 1996 communication to Mr. John Madera (USNRC, Region 1iI), AMS
artached a Registered Hydrogeologist's report wherein he concluded that the new drain tile is
hydraulically connected to the soils under the basement floor. In other words, if contamination
migrated from the basement to these soils, it would appear in the water that is pumped out of
the system.

(4) Between the 1995 completion date of the sewer remediation project and the date of this
lenter, over 140,000 gallons of water have been pumped from the foundation drainage system,
confirmed to be “clean” through laboratory analyses, and discharged® This is further proof
that no mobile contamination is under the basement or in the new drainage system.

The findings of the USNRC Inspection Report, the hydraulic connection between the soils under the
building and the drain tile, and the fact that the water being pumped from thz foundation drains has
been and continues to be radiologically benign, provide an abundance of evidence to support our
position that the new underdrain system is completely isolated from any sources of radioactivity.

Basis for Modifying the 1995 Discharge Procedure

In AMS’s March 1, 1995 and March 20, 1995 license amendment requests to discharge ground/surface
water, it was anticipated that an immediate outcome of the sewer remediation project would be re-
connection of e sanitary and storm sewers from the London Road facility to the NEORSD's
interceptor.  Therefore, in those applications AMS proposed a monitoring methodology designed to
accomplish two purposes:

. Confirming that water that entered the sewer system was free of radioactivity;

. Demonstrating that the remediation efforts were, in fact, effective.

" Cobalt-60 was wentified in two 3.000-gallon batch tanks and one 25.000 gallon frac tank. However. the source
Of this contammnation was the tanks themselves., which were used as process tanks for the water treatment project
The residual “Co tar remained i the batch tanks when they were first filled with water from the remediated
underdram system was removed by filtration. Sampling of subsequent batches of water held m these tanks has been
hegative tor the presence of “Co.  Remedial action for the frac tank 1s delayed pending resolunion of a non-
radlogical issue



Because the water in the remediated underdrain system was intended 1o flow by gravity into the London
Road interceptor, the proposed monitoring methodology involved installation of an in-line flow meter
and composite sampler into the lateral connection. The Intent was o collect and analyze composite
samples on & planned and periodic basis until such time as all parties were confident of the etfectiveness
of the sewer remediation effort.

Unfortunately, due to the on-going litigation between AMS and the regional sewer district, re-
connection of the building sewers to the London Road interceptor is not likely in the foreseeable future.
Therefore, an alternative methodology for meeting the intent of the March 1 and March 20, 1995
applications (¢.g., one that does not require a gravity-fed discharge path) is necessary.

The water that enters the underdrain system is neither effluent from the London Road facility per 10
CFR 20.1302(b)2Xi), nor is it discharged !icensed materials into the sanitary sewer system per 10
CFR 20.2003(a). It is simply groundwater and storm water that collects within the “bathtub” of shale
surrounding the building. Since this groundwater and storm water does not come in contact with any
sources of “Co, continuous monitoring of the radionuclide content of this water as required in 10 CFR
20.1302(a) is not necessary

On the other hand, 10 CFR 20.1501 and license condition 23.J of License No. 34-19089-01 require
AMS to conduct a surveillance program in order to estimate doses to the public and to document that
migration of radioactive materials from known locations does not occur. USNRC Regulatory Guide
Reg Guide 8.37, “ALARA Levels for Effluents from Materials Facilities” indicates that Regulatory
Guide 4.14, “Radiological Effluent and Environmental Monitoring at Uranium Mills” is a useful
source of guidance for materials licensees in this regard.

Regulatory Guide 4.14 recommends that samples of water from “any surface water crossing the site
boundary and offsite streams or rivers that may be subject to drainage from potentially contaminated
areas or from a tailings impoundment failure” be collected ar least monthly.” Pursuant to this guidance,
AMS intends te implement an even more aggressive sampling program for the surface water that enters
the underdrain system in order to document that migration of radioactivity from potentially
contaminated areas has not occurred. The following section describes the proposed sampling program.

Description of the Ground/Surface Water Sampling Program
Once USNRC and legal authority to freely discharge the siorm/ground water that collects in the

underdrain system of the London Road building has been received, AMS will operate 2 temporary
automatic pumping system to remove water that accumulates in the new manhole. This water will be
discharged 1o a storm sewer catch basin on the west side of the building's west parking lot. AMS will
then pursue the legal authority to re-institute a permanent (gravity-fed) discharge system.

Consistent with the Regulatory Guide 4. 14 guidance, a one-liter sample of water will be collected from
the manhole once per week and analyzed pursuant to Radiation Safety Procedure No RSP018,

—

" The Regulatory Guide also siates that “operanonal samples should be collected upsiream and downstream of the
area of potential mfluence”, and tha “any unusual releases (such as surtace seepage) that are not part of normal
operations should be sampled”

6



“Operation of the Gamma Spectrometer”, and RSPO19, “Assessment of Radioactivity in Water
Sample-”." Al results will be documented and maintained as described in RSP-003, “Radiation
Protection Records”

Regulatory Guide 4.14 recommends that the lower limits of detection for the sample analysis be 10%
of the appropriate concentration limit listed in Table Il of Appendix B 1o 10 CFR 20 (e.g., 300 pCi per
liter for “Co). However, the following release criteria that are specific 1o AMS (see RSP-019) and
which demand a more stringent performance standard, are applicable:

. Water that contains greater than 100 pCi per liter of *Co in any form (e.g., “soluble”
or “insoluble”™), as determined from the sampling and analysis effort, shall not be
discharged.

. Water than contains no detectable “Co activity by direct counting (e.g., analytical
results that are below a nominal detection limit of 70 pCi per liter) may be discharged.

. Water that exhibits hoth of the following may be discharged:
Less than 100 pCi per liter of “Co by direct counting and

No detectable “Co activity. (e.g., analytical results that are below a nominal
detection limit of 15 pCi per liter) on a 0.45 micrometer filter after filtration.

Since AMS would consider any detectable “Co in samples collected from the manhole to be an
“unusual release”, such an occurrence would trigger re-instatement of “tanking” procedures (e.g., the
water will be pumped 1o hold-up tanks, sampled, and confirmed 0 meet the release criteria prior to
discharge) until the cause has been identified and corrective action instiruted.

' As recommended  Regulatons Guide 4.14 1f the manhole is dry on a scheduled sampling collection date . that
sample wiki be collected immediarely atier water stans to flow.

B
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Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.

1020 London Rd
Cleveland, Ohio 44110
216-682-3270

ol ¢ |
lune 25, 1996

Mr. Geoffrey Wright

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
801 Warrenville Road

Lisie, Illinois 605234351

Re: USNRC Licease No. 34 19089-01
Dear Mr. Wright:

On March 1, 1995 aud March 20, 1995, Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. (AMS) submitted
wplicanious to amend the referenced liccase o permit relcase of ground/surface water that collects
in the remediared underdrain system of the Londor Road facility. As of the date of this letter,
USNRC authorization 10 proceed on this reques: has not ye: been receivad

Since the date of those applications, AMS has taced 2 seres of extenuatng circumsiarces that have
mereased Wie wgency for action. However, we recognize that considerable time has passed since
then, and that some of the original descriptions and specificazions contained ir. the 1995
applications are po longer applicable. The purpose of this letier is to reiterate our request w*
ameud the referenced license to permit free discharge of water pumped from the foundation

_ drainage system. Attached is a brief descriptios of the regulatory action on this issue to date, &
discussion of the reason for our request and its justification, and a descr iption of the procedure we
intend to follow when USNRC authorization 10 proceed is given,

Pleuse call me at (216) 692-3270 if you have any questiois or il | can assiet you in any way 1w
expediung your review. We are asking for prompt USNRC actior on inis imporati. issce.

Sincerely,
(4 .

-t Hetelile

Kobert Meschier, KSO

w: D Cesar
D. A. Miller. Esq. - Stavole & Miller
C. D. Berger, C.H.P, - IEM .
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Pur

A a”;uh of wechnicaity-indefensible legal action taken by the Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer Districr
(NEORSD), the Advanced Medical Systems, Inc (AMS) tucility on London Roud does not have 4
direct connection between the building and the regional sewer Sysiem for the discharge of sanitary
Waste, Tal walcr Lo the building’s roof drains gr the storm water that surrounds the building. Fen
sfier completion of an extensive sewer remediation project that involved installation of & new
toundation drainage system and a new manhole, the tree-1ow of water dway from the bullalng is sl
nor possible for a variety of legal and regulatory ressons Jo 19

L
—

As of the date of this lettcr, AMS is bound by court order and USNR(® ficrna: CCIFCIMONES 10 pump
waler from the foundation draing into hold-up tnks. semple the wnks for the presence of radioactiviry,
natify e NEORSD of peading dischiage of cach tank, and await the results of & NLORSD
confirmatory sampling effort prior 10 discharge  As & result, & major portion of the daily adtivities
pertormed by the AMS staff at the London Read Laciiity imvolves water Manugement.

Because of the deluy associated with dischargs o cach tank (e g., typically tour days), coupled wath
the increased precipitution AMS experiences during the apring, early summer and fall months,
temporary limitations in tank storage capacity may oceur. If & SPring or summer storm should Cause
OUr lank or pumpirg capacity 1o be exceeded. AMS has oe of two options (1) it must discharge (e
pumped water without sampling and in violation of the court order. or (2) it must cease pumping the
water out of the manhole mmﬂf‘» (e.g . i the foundation drainage system is rendsred non-
tunciianal), the storm water that sccumulates around the building is likely 1o enter the butihing
Dasement, come into contact with the contents of the WHUT Room and e stored waste . and hedme
ceataminated. This water cannot be discharged until the rudicactiviry has been removed.

I'he tinanCiul ang radiological impacts associated with foundation drain Tailure or impzireg tank
Capacity would be similar 1o those suffered duriog the financially-devastating 110od of 1995  1huis
occurrence forced AMS 1o implement an expensive water teatment and sewer remediation progrym
that cost in exeess of SIM ' 1t alse drained the corporation of almost all of irs cash reserves recdering
It unable to bear the cost of another water clean-up project it such an event should be required

The 1995 basemen: flood also raised uestions in regard to the structural integrity of the bulding  In
subscquent inspections by the USNRC and & ~egistered Professions. kngincer working under contract
t0 AMS, it was determined that this even' caused o apparent damage (0 the buildicg or us ability 1
CONLAIN IS inventory of licensed radicactive materisls lowever, there is no guaraitee "hat « tuture
Hood event will have u similar outcome  Thus it is inperative that AMS receive USNRC suthorization
v treely discharge the water from the foundation dramage systan, without lengthy and costly holy-

As of the date of this lomer, the treated water fron the 1995 Project contumaes 10 be stored 1 the AMS

\"'Y"!I-'t \e
i collapsible storage tanks
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up/sampling steps, so that 2 permanent (functional) dramage system can be installed Only ther will
the potential tor waler wcuisiva into ie baseucid W sninunized.

Regulatory Action to Date

On Masch 1, 1995, AMS submiued an application to amend USNRC License No. 341908901 1
POrI water Uestment and sewer remediation 1o proceed at the Loadon Roag fucility * Included in that
upphication wag a proposed methodology for evaluating contamirant levels in the ground/surface watet
after the work was compleie so that water couid be trecly discharged  In resporse, Amendment No

32 1o the license was 1ssued. However, resconnection of die retediated fociklation drainage sysei.

L u new mamole and installation of a methodology for evaluating contaminant levels were specificlly
excluded

On March 20, 1995, AMS requested another amendment to License N 34-19089 wherein re-
connection of the remediated foundation underdryin system 1o 4 new manhole, installation of g
sampling device, and authorization to discharge through the new Jutera! pround/surtace waer thar
Inests the release criteria were specifically requested. In a June 14, 1995 communication. the USNRC
solicued additional information in regard to AMS’s request. AMS provided that information on June
16. 1996, and on June 21, 1996, the USNRC responded as 10liows:

"o . we have reecived your June 16, 1995 response (0 our June 12, 1998 ¢.ficiency
leucr and will make cvery cffort to review your response in an expeditiovs manner
We will notity you if we have addirional questions. Again, please ncic that we have
only approved the installation ol 2 new manhole snd latcral and it re-con'iection 1o the
existng under drain system. We will need to evaluate all of the other 1Ssues regarding
cobali-60 contamination within the existing underdrain sysiem and soils both under the

building and in the vicinity of the underdrain system prinr to dischyrge of coliected
water "

On June 27, 1995, AMS received Amendineat No. 37 lo the referenced license, whercin the watel
discharge issue was again excluded. However, in the transiriittal letter, the USNRC stucd the
folloviing in regard (0 how effective the sewer remediation might be

“Note that we are still in the process of reviewing information you submitted relutive
to installation of 8 sampling device on the new lateral connection (reterence ltem 2 of
your 3/22/95 leuer, and leusr dated Juue 10, i995). Abvo regarding your June 16
letter, we arc reviewing Item 11.C. which describes your proposcd soii sampling
program 10 evaluate the radiological conditions of the 30il under the huildhing and in
victily of the under drain systern. We anticipate that we will have additiona) (Juestins
on both of these issues and will forward then 1o YOU @\ S00n gs possibe

AMSE 1eCoguizes that it is barred, by court order from freely releasuin the growd surtace water collecied trom (e

uiderdran sysiere. However, USNRC authorization (o tree-release the

WRIET 18 4 ecesary fan of & permianenl lega!
suluuon

The March 1. 199 amecndmen application was supplearcicd 16 s March 3, 1995 comnvi, ation

3
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On July 17, 1995, AMS received Amendment No 38 10 the referenced livense. Again, e watw
discharge issue was excluded. However, the foliowirg staicmen: in regard (o the etfectiveness ssue
and subscquent free-release of water was in the truismital leter

“Note that we are stll in the process of revicwing lem 1 i your June 16, 1995 lerer
regarding your proposed soil sampling progrum, and the gioanng, remediation pro et
We anticipate that we will have additional uesnons on these ssues aikd will forward
them to you as so0n as possible”.

As of the date of this leter, nu additional regulatory uction on our requests to freely dischurge
ground/surface water from the remediated sewer system has been taken

Effectiveness of the Sewer Remediation

In s Junc 27, 1995 and July 17, 1995 communicstions, the USNRC expressed concern over e
eftectiveness of the sewer remediation project, and inplied that this was te reason for deleyed action
On 1ssuing a license provision 1o discharge water fivin U undeidiain sysiem. AMS maintains that the
sew. o remediation project was completely effective in removing or isolging oll residual radioactuviey
outside of the London Road building, and that the only residual contamination remaiming ouside o
the building after the remediation (c.g.. that in the ahandoned footer drain in (g iImmediale vicinity
of the Source Garden and the aoandoned lateral connection between the old manhole and the Loadon
Road intercepror) 15 hydraulically isolated from ground/surface water parhs to the underdrain sysien
AMS also maintains that the soils upon which the Lencon Road building was constructed hase Ui same
radivlogical character now as (hey did before the 19935 11000 &nC (hus cannot comribute o Tuture
contaminant migration. The following are te reasons why these positions sie justified

(1) Throughour the period of time that the hasement of the London Road facility was flooded
due to the regional sewer district's intentional dlocking of ali discharge paths, AMS maintainad
¢ minimal pressure differential between the inside and octide water ‘evels in order (0 tninimize
uplift oo the floor slab and eliminaie the possibility of “back flcw™ of contaminated water (o
arces outside of the bulding. AMY’s pumping et1onts Clearly provided the necessary ievel of
pressure control'  This was evidenced in USNRC Inspection Report Noo 030-
16055/95006(DNMS) wherein it was stated that, with the cxeeption of one location on Ui
second floor of the building, “the reinforced concrew core structute of the 1958 building thut
torms the hot cell, the WHUT room, the o:iginal radiography room, the source garden snd
e ront and back bascrnents was fouid w be 1w gocd condiion” Farthenne, e HIN LI
found *no sdditionsl signs of distress™ on the basement siib. and concluded that “there was no
observable significant impact on the structural integrity of the 1958 buiiding &5 4 resut ot the
hasement flooding event™.  This finding was contirmed during ar independent ovaleation
performed by a registered Professional Engineer under contract o AMS Y Thus the structural
evidence supports our position that pressure gradients aufficicnt to jeopardize the ey of
the slab did not ocour

© Doswnentation 1o supporn Uas pasition 1 availabiz 1o: USNRC 1ovw
' Ses June 71996 lener trom R Meschrer (AMY) 1o Mr Geattre, © We gt (USNRC, Regaon 1L '

N
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(2) During the 1995 sewer remediation project, AMS confirmed, through messurements o
sampling, that tic shale layer upon which the building is built und which tormed the buae ol
the existing focter drains, did not contain detectable radivactivity  In fact. ne dercctabie
activity was identified during the remediation ather than that in the existing drair tlc and the
fill mater.al upon which the drain tile rested Thus the radiological Jata acquired Juring the
remediation project support our position that the radiological conditinns of the soil under the
basement and the WHUT room are equivalent to their pre-flond condinons (e g, when core
samples taken through the basement in nrior (o the fload exhibited radiologically-benign
conditions).

(3) In an April 12, 1996 communication (0 Mr. John Madera (USNRC, Kegion 111), AMS
attached a Registered Hydrogeologist's report wherein he concluded Uit the new drain Glc s
hydraulic ily connected to the soils under the basement floor. lo other words, if contamination
migrated from the basement 1o these xoils, it would app=ar in the water that is punped ut of
e system.

(4) Between the 1995 completion date of the sewer remediation project and the date 07 iy
leter, over 140,000 gallons of water have been pumped trom the (oundation: drainage system.,
confirmed 1o be “clean” through laboratory analysex, and discharged " This 15 turther proot
thet no mobile contamination is under the basement or in the new drainege sv:iem

The findings of the USNRC Inspection Report, the hydraulic connection between the souls under the
building and the drain tle, and the ract that the water being pumped from the foundation arains ha
been and continues 1o be radiologically benign, provide an sbundance of cvidence SUpport_out
position that the pew underdrain system is completely isolated from any sources of radicactivity

Rasis for Modifying the 1995 Discharge Procedure

In AMS’s Masch 1, 1995 and March 20, 1995 license amendmont requests 1o discharge giiund/sutface
water, it was anticipated that an immediate outcome of the sewer remediation proce would be re-
connection of the sanitary and storm sewers from the London Koad tacility to the NEOF DS
interceptor Therefore, in those applications AMS propesed @ monntoring methadalogy designed &

accomplish (wo purposes:
. Confirming tha: water that entered (he sewer system was tree of radicactivit ¥
. Demonstrating that the remediation efforts were. in fact. ctective

¢ Cobalt-60 was Weatfied w twe 3,000-gallun hateh tniks and one 25,090 gallon fra k. Howarer 1y suniee
of this contanation was the taks thenselves, winch wers used as Process Gaiiks 101 die water tredmon proje o
The resdual “Co (lat remamed m die hatch tads when they were first filled with water from tie remediate.
underdriun system was reisoved by filtruton,  Sanpling of subscquent natohes of water hieid m Bese ek lus heen
negative for the presence of “Co Remediad action tor the frac tank s delayed peading rescluuor of 8w

radiological 1ssue .

-G
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Because the water i the remediated underdrain system was intended 16 low by graviry inie she London
Road tniercepiui, tie proposed munitoring methodology invalved imsaliation »f an ir line flow Lt
and composite sampler into the lateral connection.  The intent was to colloct and analyze composite
sampies on & planned and periondic basis until such umce as all Pparties were contident ¢! the CIective aess
of the sewer remedianion effort.

Unforwnutely, due t¢ the on-going ltiganon between AMS and the regiond) wwer diinicr 1o
connection of the building sewers to the London Road intercepior is not likely in the foreseeable future
Iherefore, an aliernarive methodolugy (i wieetug the intent of the March | and March 20, 1995

applications (¢ g., one that does not require a gravity-ted discharge path) is necessary

The watcr that enters the underdrain system is neither efflusat from the London Road facility per 10
CFR 20.1302(b)(2)i), nor is it discharged licensed materials 1o the sanitary sewer system per 10
CIR 20.2002(n). 1t 15 simply groundwater and ctonm water that collects within the “buthtub” of shac
surrounding the bullding. Since this groundwater and storm water docs 100 COMmE 10 COMACE With any
sources ot “Co, continuous monitoring of the radivnuclide content vl tis waler a ieguited in 10 CER
20 1302(a) s not necessary,

On the arher hand, 10 CFR 20.1501 and license condition 23.J of License No 34-1908901 require
AMS o conduct 1 surveillance program in order to estimate doses o the pubiic and to document that
migration of radioactive materials from known Jocations does not ogeur. USNRC Regulatory Guice
Reg Guide 8.37, "ALAKA Levels for Effluents trom Materials Facibuies” indicaies that Regulatory
Guide 4 14, "Ratiwlogical tiiuent and Envirownentsl Monios ing at Uraniu MUIS™ 5 & usclul
source of guidance tor materials licensees in this regad

Regulatory Guide 4 14 recommends that samples of water tromm Sany surbace water crossirg the sine
boundary and oftsiw streams or rivers that may be subject 10 dramnage from porertially contaminated
aivas 0 Lo a wailings impoundment failure” be collected at least moathly © Pursuant to th s guidancs,
AMS intends (0 impiement an even more aggressive sampling program ‘or the surface water (4t enters
the underdrain system in order 10 documeni that migration ol radioacuvity from potentially
contaminated areas has not occurred. The following section describes the proposed sampling progium

Description of the Ground/Surface Water Sampling Program

Once USNRC and legal authority 1o freely discharge the storm/ground water that colicets in the
uiderdias systen ol e Loudon Road builing bt becu teceived, AMS will PTIAIE & POl En
4UtOmELC Pumaping system ic remove water that accumulates in the new manhole. This watcr will he
discharged to & storm sewer catch basin on the west side of the bullding's west parking lot  AMS will
then pursue the legal authority to re-institute 4 permanent (gravity-fed) discharge sysiem.

Congistent “with the Pegulatory Cuide 1 11 guidance, a one liter sample of water will be collected from
the manhole once per week and analyzed pursuant to Radiation Sutety Procedure No. RSP-O18

" Tie Regulatory Guade also states thar “opcranonal saniples shodld he collocred upstrcan and dOWnsirem of (e
area of potennal wifluence”™, wd it “any unusual releuses (uch #s surtace SCEPULe Y Lt Sre Tr DA of e
opzratons should be sampled™

.O7
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“Opcration of the Gamma Spectrometer”, and RSP-019, “Assessment of Radioactivity 1n W e,
Saples™ ™ All results will be documenwed ang maintained as gescriteg 11 RSPD03, “Radiation
Protectior: Records”

Regulatory Guide 4. 14 recommends that the lower limits of detection tor the sample andlysis be 104
of the appropriae concentration limit listed in Table 11 of Appendix 8 10 10 CFR 20 (e.g., 300 pC per
liter tor %Cy). However, the following release criteria thut arg specific to AMS (see RSP019) quu
which der.and 2 more stringent performance tandard, are applicable:

. Water that contains greater than 100 pCi per liter of “Co in any form (e.g.. “saluble”
or “insoluble”), as determined from the Sampling and acalysis effort, shall not 1y
discharged.

. Water thun contains no detecable “Co activity by direc CoUning (¢ g, analytical
results that are below & nominal detection limit of 70 PCH per licer) may be dischargey

. Water that exhibits bawy of the following may be discharged
I ess than 100 pCi per liter of ©C, by direct counting and

No detectable “Cy aclvity (e g, analytical results thar are below & nomingl
detection limig of [§ pCi per iiter) on & 0.45 micrometer filter after filtrat.or

J Since AMS would consider any detectable “Co in Samples collected from the munhole 1o be un
“unusual release”, such an OCcurrence would trigger re-instatemen: of “tank'ng" procedures (C.g , e

waier will he pumped (o hold-up tanks, sampled, and confirmed 1o mect the rileese crite; ia pr o
Qischarge) until the cause has been identified and COrrective action instituted

As recoipniended w Regulatory Guice 2 13, it the minsdiole 1« gy Vi G sciieduled sauphing cotie ooy gy @ fen
sample will be coliected immediately atter water stans 10 Gow

-



Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.

121 North Eagle Street « Geneva, Ohio 44041
(216)466-8005 FAX (216)466-8629

July 1, 1996

Mr. Geoffrey Wright

U. §. Nw:lear Regulatory Commission
Region 111

801 Warrenville Road

Lisle, lllinois 60532-4351

RE:  Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. Application 1o Amend
USNRC License No. 34-19089-0]

Dear Mr. Wright:

The purpose of this letter is to request an amendment 1o the Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. (AMS)
radioactive materials license in regard to decommissioning financial assurance. Specifically, AMS wishes
to modify its standby letter of credit dated January 27, 1995, 1o reflect a reduction from its current
amount of $1.800,000 to $940,000." The released funds will be used 1o finance a portion of the Building
Recovery Project that was described in our June 10, 1996, proposal.  The following are the specific
provisions associated with this amendment request:
3l PR S L N . ‘,‘,’, 4 ;(-'.‘.. A PRE £ ‘4 s T ki oA. {1., {tnm

- 7"/~ 7 (1) Upon receipt of the license amendment, AMS will request Bank One 1o reduce the

y collateral used to secure the letter of credit line of credit by $860,000 and issue a new
/ letter of credit for $940,000.

(, (2) The $860,000 released from collateral will be used by AMS for the sole purpose

5 of funding transfer/disposal of the/sealed sources of *Co, the canisters of bulk “Co, and
the low-level radioactive wa.ﬂgj ask 1 and Task 2 of the June 10, 1996, proposal for
the Building Recovery Project contain a description of these materials and the general
approach AMS intends to follow to effect their final disposition.

(3) Any funds remaining after the fees associated with Tasks I and 2 of the Building
L Recovery Project have been paid will be returned to Bank One for the sole purpose of
increasing the value of the letter of credit. At that time, AMS will request Bank One to

issue a new letter of credit to reflect the increased collateral amouni.

" Imevocable Standby Letter of Credit No. SB300980 in the amount of $1,800,000, issued by Bank One, Cleveland on January 27,
1995, curvently serves as the AMS decommissioning funding instrument  This Letter of Credit is secured with the following A
one-year CD with Bank One (Certificate No. 088-006-0292518, matures 07/22/96, principle amount at inception was $250.000),
a 180-day CD with Bank One (Certificate No. 086-006-0292517, matures 07/16/96, balance at last maturity, $256,595.89); a 30-day
CD with Bank One (Centificate No. 086-006-29251¢, matures 05/17/96, balance at last matunty, $285,171.88), and plddged assets
of approximately $1.000,000 in the form of negotiable securities and govermnment bonds

RECEIVED
JUL 0 2 193
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Mr. Geoffrey Wright, USNRC Page 2 July 1, 1996

(4) By August 30, 1996, AMS will submit Revision | of the "Conceptual

‘k(\ ~ Decommissioning Plan for the London Road Facility" 1o reflect the abbreviated quantity
of ems 1o be decommissioned after the Building Recovery Project is complete.’ Because
the USNRC has not yet made a decision as to the appropriate decommissioning
methodology for the London Road Facility (e.g, DECON versus SAFSTOR), all
applicable technologies will be evaluated in Revision 1. Revision 1 will also contain a
clear description of the preferred methodology and a detailed cost estimate for
implementing that methodology.’

(5) By September 15, 1996, and in anticipation of USNRC approval of Revision 1 of the
"Conceptual Decommissioning Plan for the London Road Facility", AMS will submit a
revised Decommissioning Funding Plan wherein new decommissioning financial
assurance instruments will be described. Within 15 days afier USNRC approval of the
Plan, AMS will request Bank One 1o issue a new letier of credit for the amount shown
in Revision ] of the "Conceptual Decommissioning Plan for the London Road Facility".

A license amendment fee, in the amount of $680, is enclosed. If I can answer any questions or assist

you in any way in expediting your review, pleasz cail me at 216/466-8005. We are asking for prompt
USNRC action on this important issue.

Sincerely,
o, e ® g # T

DAVID CESAR
Vice President and Treasurer

DClecs
Enclosure

cc: R Meschter
D. A. Miller, Esq. - Stavole & Miller
R A Duff - IEM
C. D. Berger - IEM

? Since the only tiems remaining will be the Hot Cell, the stabilized WHUT Room the Hort Cell ventilation system, a small section
of abandoned drain tiles, and the abandoned lateral connection Jrom the buiding 1o the regional sewer sysiem, the estimated
decommissioning cost will be significantly reduced from those contained in Revision 0 of the Plan, dated October 20, 1995

* The cost estimated Jor the preferred altemative will be presented in the same Jormat as Appendu ¥ of USNRC Reguldiory Guide
3.06, "Standard Format and Content of Financial Assurarice Mechanisms Reguired for Decommissioning Under 10 CFR Parts 30,
40, 70, and 7" (June, 1990)



DOCKET NO: 030-16055

L ICENSEE - Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.
Cleveland. Ohio

SUBJECT : SAFETY EVALUATION REPORT: ADVANCED MEDICAL SYSTEMS, INC.,
?PP%;SSTION TO AMEND NRC LICENSE NO 34-19089-01 DATED JULY

The purpose of this memorandum is to document the staff's safety review of a
license amendment application submitted by Advanced Medical Systems (AMS) in a
letter of July 1, 1996. In that letter. AMS requested that NRC amend License
No. 34-19089-0]1 to allow it to implement Tasks 1 and 2 of the Building
Recovery Plan which AMS submitted in a letter of June 10, 1996. Task 1
encompasses dis?osal of all accessible sealed cobalt-60 sources and all
canisters of bulk cobalt-60 currently possessed at the licensee’s London Road
facility at a commercial low-level radioactive waste disposal facility while
Task 2 includes disposal of dry solid waste currently stcred at the facility.

The effect of these tasks would be to reduce the invertory of cobalt-60 at the
licensee’s London Road facility by approximately 52.000 curies. In its July 1
letter, AMS also proposed to reduce its standby letter of credit from its
current amount of $1.800,000 to $940,000 and thereby free up $860.000 to
finance the cost of implementing Tasks 1 and 2. These funds would be used
solely for the ?urpose of funding transfer/disposal of the bulk and sealed
sources of cobalt-f0 and low-level radioactive waste. AMS also agreed in this
letter to submit by August 30, 1996 a revision to the "Conceptua)
Decommissioning Plan for the London Road Facility” that will reflect the
reduced onsite source inventory, and by Segtember 15, 1996, assuming approval
of the revised conce?tual Decommissioning Plan, a revised Decommissioning
Funding Plan that will contain a description of a new decommissioning
financial assurance instrument .

BACKGROUND

From 1979 to 1989, AMS manufactured cobalt-60 sealed sources for teletherapy
and radiography machines at its London Road facility. Since May 1991. the
licensee has not been authorized. nor does it now desire, to manufacture
sealed sources. License No. 34-19089-01 currently authorizes possession of up
to 300.000 curies of cobalt-60. At present, approximately 55,000 curies of
cobalt-60 in the form of bulk metal. sealed sources and dry solid waste are
onsite at AMS" facility. (Of this inventory, approximately 3,000 curies is
located in a storage well behind the hot cell stuck plug and will not be
removed as part of Tasks 1 and 2.) This large quantity of cobalt-60 is not
needed for the limited operations currently authorized under the AMS Ticense.

On November 29, 1994, AMS submitted an application for license renewal. As

part of the license renewal process and in accordance with 10 CFR 30.35 (c)(2)

and (e), AMS submitted on January 27, 1995. an executed standby letter of

credit in the amount of $1,800,000, which was supposed to reflect its cost

estimate for decommissioning. By letter dated March 30. 1995. NRC informed ()
AMS that AMS had underestimated the cost of decommissioning the facility <~>\TB
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On October 11. 1995, in response to a Demand for Information issued by NRC on
September 17, 1995, AMS submitted a Strategic Plan to NRC for review. This
plan described a number of tasks needed to assure regulatory compliance as
well as streamlined routine operations and assigned griorities of high, medium
and low to those tasks. as appropriate. One of the ighest priority items in
the AMS Strategic Plan is a reduction in the inventory of radioactive
materials at the London Road facility.

On October 20. 1995, AMS submitted a “Conceptual Decommissioning Plan for the
London Road Facility” to NRC. In this document. AMS estimated decommissioning
costs to range between $913,000 and $3,300.000 depending on decommissioning
methodology.  As noted above, AMS' January 27. 1995 standby letter of credit
submitted in support of its license renewa application was executed in the
amount of $1.800,000. By letter dated March 20, 1996. NRC requested
additional information from AMS regarding its decommissioning plan. NRC has
received AMS" response and it 1s currently under staff review.

On June 10, 1996. AMS requested NRC authorization to proceed on a
comprehensive Building Recovery Project (BRP) at the AMS facility. The BRP
contained a twelve point scope of work. AMS developed this plan because it is
currently facing a number of extenuating regulatory, legal and financial
circumstances that are hindering its efforts to remain a viable business
entity. Included in that letter was a request that NRC release a portion of
the funds that AMS has committed for decommissioning the London Road facility
to support the commercial disposal ccsts. AMS believes that once the project
1s complete, there will be a significantly-reduced radiclogical risk at the
facility, license commitments will more accurately reflect AMS's on-going
operational activities, compliance costs will be lower. and routine personnel
exposures will be lower.

As noted above, AMS submitted an amendment request on July 1. 1996 to. among
other things. amend License No. 34-19089-01 to approve im;iementation of Tasks
1 and 2 of the BRP.

DISCUSSION

Task 1 of the BRP involves stabilization, transfer and disposal of
approximately 52,000 curies of cobalt-60. Under Task 1, the licensee and the
contractor will stabilize the sources and bulk cobalt-60 (exceptin? those
sources inside the hot cell stuck plug) with a disposal site stabilization
agent that has been approved by the State of South Carolina. This
stabilization will be performed inside shipping cask liners by AMS and the
contractor. AMS has committed to use remote handling capabilities to the
greatest possible extent in order to minimize personnel exposures from
handling and stabilization of the materials. Once the stabilization agent has
cured sufficiently. the cask liner will be loaded by AMS and contractor
personnel into a lead-shielded, Type B shippmn? cask for shipment to the Low-
Level Waste (LLW) disposal facility at Barnwell, South Carolina. AMS
anticipates that this task will be accomplished in one or two shipments. based
upon tge size of Type B cask that is used. Under Task 2. approximately 2500
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cubic feet of dry solid radioactive waste (containing approximately 25 curies
of cobalt-60) will be inventoried by AMS. packaged in appropriate shipping
containers by the contractor and shipped for disposal at the Barnwell LLW
disposal facility. All onsite rations, including those of the contractor,
will be conducted under the AMS license.

NRC's Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards (NMSS) and Region 111
have been interested in reducing the radioactive source inventory at the AMS
London Road Facility since AMS amended its license in 1991 to limit authorized
use of Ticensed materials to non-manufacturing purposes. The highest priority
concern Tisted in the staff’'s September 17, 1995 Demand for Information (DFI)
was "...removal of large quantities of radioactive material and low-level
radioactive waste from the facility...." While AMS’ continued possession of
55,000 Curies of cobalt-60 in the form of bulk metal, sealed sources and dry
sol1d waste ﬁoses no imminent public health and safety risk, the staff noted
in the DFI that continued possession of this material “...serves no useful
purpose to AMS and poses avoidable risks to the workers and potential risk to
me;gers of the public." Staff believes that reduction in this inventory is
consistent with the ALARA philosophy and will allow the licensee to focus on
the remain;ag concerns ex?ressed in the staff's September 17, 1995 DFI and the
resultant Strategic Plan.

Interest in decreasing source inventory has been heightened b{ recent legal
and financial circumstances facing AMS that have the potential to hinder AMS
efforts to remain a viable business entity that can continue to provide
control over activities at the London Road facility so as to protect public
health and safety from radiological hazards. Staff believes that AMS' plan to
reduce source inventory is a positive step towards reducing any potential for
significant repercussions that could impact public health and safety should
AMS cease to be a viable entity.

AMS indicated in its June 10, 1996. letter that approximately 40 curies of
radioactive material that is stored onsite at the London Road facility is in a
potentially dispersible form. This material consists primarily of dry solid
waste, carbon granules and ion exchange resins stored in sealed 55-?a lon
drums or B-25 (steel) boxes. Given that this material is potentially
dispersible. staff is concerned that continued storage of material increases
the long-term 1ikelihood that radiocactive material may be dispersed into areas
outside AMS’ control.

The request to reduce the amount of the present financial instrument, and use
those funds to dispose of the bulk metal, sealed sources and dry radioactive
waste 1s premised on:

0 The importarce of prompt action since the waste broker's proposal will
be valid for a Timited period of time. If NRC does not proceed
expeditiously to approve the licensee's proposal. AMS may not be in a
position to initiate the project.

0 The Licensee’'s operating funds are limited and are not sufficient to pay
the costs of preparation, transfer and disposal of the material by the
waste broker.



v NTAL REVIEW

Issuance of this license amendment is covered by the categorical exclusion set
forth in 10 CFR 51.22 (c)(14)(xvi) from the requirement to prepare an
environmental assessment or environmental impact statement. AMS was
previously Ticensed to manufacture and distribute to specific lTicensees
teletherapy and radiography units containing Cobalt-60 sources. The
authorization of that activity is covered under a categorical exclusion set
forth in 10 CFR 51.22 (c)(14)(xiii). The activities authorized by this
amendment involve quantities and forms of byproduct material similar to those
reviously authorized and hence are covered y 10 CFR 51.22 (c)(14)(xvi).
ransportation of the materials from the AMS facility to the Barnwell LLW
disposal facility will be accomplished under a general license pursuant to 10
CFR Part 71 and 1s not part of this licensing action

CONCLUSTON

Based on information ?rovided 1 this safety evaluation and in the licensee's
June 10, 1996, and July 1. 1996 letters. staff concludes that License No. 34-
19089-01 should be amended to authorize the licensee to proceed with the
actions described in its July 1. 1996 amendment request: i.e., implementation
of Tasks 1 and 2 of the BRP.” Although the onsite rations are to be
conducted under the AMS license, this amendment will be conditioned to require
that the contractor's radiological health and safety procedures be submitted
for NRC review and approval before any work begins. 1s approval is with the
further understanding that any funds remaining, after Tasks 1 and 2 of the BRP
have been Raid, will be returned to Bank One for the purpose of increasing the
value of the letter of credit.

The NRC staff acknowlggges that the decommissioning funding instrument that
will be in ?lace. if reduces the amount of the letter of credit. will be
significantly less than what the staff has estimated the decommissioning costs
to be. The NRC staff also notes, however. that by allowtn? AMS to take action
to implement Tasks 1 and 2, the onsite source inventory will be significantly
reduced. The licensee is attempting to take advanta$e of a window of
ogportunity Rgovided by @ waste broker and disposal acility. Staff believes
that public health and safety will be served b{ AMS" proceeding with Tasks 1
and 2, even though implementation of those tasks will entail reduction of the
letter of credit, inasmuch as those tasks will result in removal of the great
majority of the cobalt-60 inventory at the site. This is with the ‘
understanding that AM> has committed in its July 1, 1996, letter to submit a
revised Conceptual Decommissioning Plan and cost estimate by August 30, 1996.
This staff aperova] 1s without prejudice to the final NRC staff decision on
the acceptability or adequacy of the current decommissioning cost estimate.



