
.

.

!
'

!

June 25,1996 !

| |
-

| !

MEMORANDUM TO: Materiais Files i

FROM: Michael F. Weber, Reviewer -

THRU: John R. Madera, Chief, Nuctear Materi.ais Licenshg Branch ;

i

! SUBJECT: ADVANCED MEDICAL SYSTEMS, INC. (AMS) |

LICENSE NO. 34-19089-01 l

DOCKET No. 030-16055 '!'

!

On June 15,1996, a telephone conference was held between representatives from NRC Headquarters, *

NP.C Region ill , and AMS to discuss AMS' proposal to dispose of its cobalt 40 sources and solid waste. :
A brief summary of the meeting follows. !

!
,

AMS representatives indicated that in their June 10,199G report entitled " Building Recovery Project," |
they were proposing that NRC release decommissioning funds la order to honor the invoices for the '

disposal costs as they became due. NRC representatives indicated that they preferred that AMS i

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 depose of the sources and solid waste,2) |,

| commit that the funds would only be used to depose of the sources and solid waste,3) commit that any 1
funds not spent on the disposal of sources and solid waste would be retumed as collateral for the letter
of credit, and 4) provide a date before which a new decommissioning funding plan, with a cost estimate
for the facility without the deposed sources and solid waste, would be submitted to NRC. AMS i

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 deposal of sources and wastes.
AMS representatives iruhcated that this was understood.

.

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

4

| List of attendees:

NRC Headquarters
George Pan 0 bum -NMSS
Timothy Johnson- NMSS
Louis Bykowski-NMSS :
Marian Zobler-OGC
Steven Lewis-OGC !

NRC Region lli
Geoffrey Wright- DNMS

: John Madera - DNMS
! Kevin Null- DNMS

Michael Weber- DNMS

i AMS ,

| David Cesar-Vice President
| Robert Meschter - Radiation Safety Officer

Steven Haddock- Alternate Radiation Safety Officer
' Dwight Miller- Attorney i

Carol Berger - Contract Health Physicist pd
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) submitteri
applications to amend the referenced license to permit release of ground / surface water that collects.

~

( in the remediated underdrain system of the I.ondon 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 extenuating 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 to
amend the referenced license to permit free discharge of water pumped from the foundation
drainage system. Attached is a brief descriptien 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 I can assist you hi any way in
expediting your review. We are asking for prompt USNRC action on this important issue.

Sincerely,

Robert Meschter. RSO

cc: D. Cesar

( D. A. Miller, Esq. - Stavole & Miller f
C. D. Bergen, C.H.P. IEM

.

.
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REQUEST TO DISCilARGE GROUND / SURFACE WATER

FROM TiiE REMEDIATED SEWER SYSTEM

Purpose i

As a result of technically-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 regional sewer system for the discharge of sanitary
waste, 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
foundation drainage system and a new manhole, the free-flow of water away from the building is still
not possible for a variety of legal and regulatory reasons.

As of the date of this letter, AMS is bound by court order and USNRC license requirements to ptunp
water from the foundation drains into hold-up tanks, sample the tanks for the presence of radioactivity,
notify the NEORSD of pending discharge of each tank, and await the results of a NEORSD
confirmatory sampling effort prior to discharge. As 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 tank (e.g., typically four days), coupled with
the increased precipitation AMS experiences dttr,ing the spring, early stunmer and fall months,

:( temporary limitations in tank storage capacity may occur. If a spring or summer storm should cause
our tank or pumping capacity to be exceeded, AMS has one of two options: (1)it must discharge the
pumped water without sampling and in violation of the court order, or (2)it must cease pumping the
water out of the manhole. If pumping ceases, (e.g., if the foundation drainage system is rendered nan-
functional), the storm water that accumulates around the building is likely to enter the building
basement, come into contact wi'h the contents of the WHUT Room and the stored waste, and become
contaminated. This water cannot be discharged until the radioactivity has been removed.

'

The financial and radiological impacts associated with foundation drain failure or impaired tank
capacity would be similar to those suffered during the financially-devastating flood of 1995. This
occurrence forced AMS to implement an expensive water treatment at:d sewer remediation program
that cost in excess of $1M.5 It also drained the corporation of almost all ofits cash reserves, rendering
it unable to bear the cost of another water clean-up project if such an event should be required.

The 1995 basement flood also raised questions in regard to the structural integrity of the building. In
subsequent inspections by the USNRC and a 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 its inventory of licensed radioactive materials. However, there is no guarantee that a future
flood event will have a similar outcome. 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 date of mis letter, the treated water from the 1995 project continues to be stored in the AMS warehouse
in collaps;t>1e storage tanks.

. -'
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up/ sampling steps, so that a permanent (functional) drainage system can be installed. Only then will
the potential for water incursion into the basement be minimized.2

Regulatory Action to Date

On March 1,1995, AMS submitted an application to amend USNRC License No.
34-190894)1 to

permit water treaanent and sewer remediation to proceed at the London Road facility.8 included in that
i

|
application was a proposed methodology for evaluating contaminant levels in the ground / surface waterI

after the work was complete so that water could be freely discharged. In response, Amendment No.
32 to the license was issued. However, re-connection of the remediated foundation drainage system
to a new manhole and installation of a methodology for evaluating contaminant levels were specifically

,

excluded.

On March 20, 1995, AMS requested another ammtment to License No. 34-19089 wherein ie-
connection of the remediated foundation underdrain system to 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
solicited 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 follows:

. we have received your June 16,1995 response to our June 14,1995 deficiency
lener and will make every effort to review your response in an expeditious manner.

( We will notify you if we have additional questions. 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 to 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 to the referenced license, wherein the water
discharge issue was again excluded. However, in the transmittal 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 II.C. which describes your proposed soil sampling
program 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 them to you as soon as possible."

|

2

AMS recognizes that it is barred. by court order, from freely releasing the ground / surface water collected from the;

underdrain system. However, USNRC authorization to free-release the water is a necessary part of a permanent legal.

i solution.

( ' The March 1.1996 amendment application was supplemented in a March 3,1995 commumcation.

l 3
.
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On July 17, 1995, AMS received Amendment No. 38 to the referenced license. Again, the water
discharge issue was excluded. liowever, the following statement in regard to the effectiveness issue
and subsequent free-release of water was in the transmittal letter:

" Note that we are still in the process of reviewing item II. in your June 16,1995 letter,
regarding your proposed soil sampling program, and the grouting /remediation project.
We anticipate that we will have additional questions on these issues and will forward
them to you as soon 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 all residual radioactivity
outside of the London Road building, and that the only residual contamination remaining outside of
the building after 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.!

'

AMS also maintains that the soils upon which the London Road building was constructed have the same.( radiological character now as they did before the 1995 flood and thus cannot contribute to future
contaminant migration. The following are the reasons why these positions arejustified:

(1) Throughout the period of time that the basement of the London Road facility was flooded
due to the regional sewer district's intentional blocking of all discharge paths, AMS maintained
a nurumal pressure differential between the inside and outside water levels in order to minimize
uplift on the floor slab and eliminate the possibility of "back flow" of contaminated water to
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 struc* ural integrity of the 1958 building as a result of the
basement flooding event". 'Ihis finding was confirmed during an independent evaluation
performed by a registered Professional Engineer under contract to AMS? Thus the structural

evidence suppons our position that pressure gradients sufficient to jeopardize the integrity of
the slab did not occur.

* Documentation to suppon this position is availaMe for USNRC review.

* See June 7.1996 lener f rom R, blesciiter (AMS) to Mr. Geoffrey C. Wright (USNRC. Region 111).

8
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(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 l

4

the existing footer drains, did not contain detectable radioactivity. In fact, no detectable j
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 l

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) In an April 12,1996 communication to Mr. John Madera (USNRC, . Region III), AMS
attached 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
letter, 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.

'

f 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 th:: 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 j

water, it was anticipated that an immediate outcome of the sewer remediation project would be re- !

connection of ISe sanitary and storm sewers from the London Road facility to the NEORSD's '

interceptor. 'Dierefore, 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 identified in two 3.000-gallon batch tanks and one 25.000 gallon frac tank. However, the source
of this contamination was the tanks themselves, which were used as process ranks for the water treatment project,
The residual "Co that remained in the batch tanks when they were first tilled with water from the remediated
underdrain system was removed by filtration. Sampling of subsequent batches of water held in these tanks has been

(
negative for the presence of "Co. Remedial action for the frac tank is delayed pending resolution of a non-

<

radiological inue.
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( Because the water in the remediated underdrain system was intended to 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 to collect and analyze composite!

samples on a planned and periodic basis until such time as all parties were confident of the effectiveness
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 I and March 20, 1995
applications (e.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)(2)(i), nor is it discharged licensed 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 1.zvels for Effluems fr'om 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 crossin'g 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 at least monthly.' Pursuant to this guidance,
AMS intends to 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 storm / ground water that collects in the

underdrain system of the London Road building has been received, AMS will operate a temporary
automatic pumping system to remove water that accumulates in the new manhole. This water will be
discharged to 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 wim 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. RSP-018,

' The Regulatory Guide also states that "operatiorul sarnples should be collected upstream and downstrearn ot' the
area of potential innuence", arx! that 'any unusual releases (such as surface seepage) ilut are not part ot' nonnat
operations shouk! be sampled"

6
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( " Operation of the Gamma Spectrometer", and RSP-019, " Assessment of Radioactivity in Water
Sample *".' All results will be documented and maintained as described in RSP.003, " Radiation

jProtection 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 11 of Appendix B to 10 CFR 20 (e.g., 300 pCi per
liter for "Co). However, the following release criteria that are specific to 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"
=

I

or " insoluble"), as determined from the sampling and analysis effort, shall not be
discharged.

i

;

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 hath 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 pei 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 to hold-up tanks, sampled, and confirmed to meet the release criteria prior to
discharge) until the cause has been identified and corrective action instituted.

*

As recommended in Regulatory Guide 4.14. it the manhole is dry on a scheduled sampimg collection date, that
( sample wih be collected immediately af ter water stans to flow.

7

4
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FR Advanced Medica Systems,Inc. '

I J lo2o London Rd. "

! Clevoland. Ohio 44110
J 210-692 327o

g()A,

:

June 25,19%

Mr. Geoffrey Wright
!

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
801 Warrenville Road
Lisle. Illinois 60523-4351 i

'

<

Re: USNRC UcenseNo. 3419089-01

: Dear Mr. Wright:

.I On March 1,1995 and March 20,1995, Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. (AMS) submitted'

applications to amcod the referenced license to permit release of ground / surface water that collects
.

{
in the remediated underdrain system of the London Road facility. As of the date of this letter, '

USNRC authorization to proceed on this request has not ye: been received.,

Since the date of those applications, AMS has faced a serxs of extenuning circumstar.ces that have
incremed the urgency for action. However, we recognize that considerabic time has passed since
then, and that some of the original descriptions and specifica: ions contained ir, the 1995 i

applications are no longer applicable. The purpose of this letter is to reiterate our request tog
*

amend the referenced license to permit free riischarge of water pumped from the foundation
, drainage system. Attached is a brief deshripiiof, of diir'egulatory aciioil onWd issue ~tolatej a

'

discussio'n'ofilie r.eason for our request and its justification, and a description of the procedure we
i

intend to follow when USNRC authorization to proceed is given.

!
P!me call me at (216) 692-3270 if you have any questica or if I can win you in any way in

|
expediting your review. We are asking for prompt USNRC action en this importsni im.e.

I

Sincerely,

f--f.dc O'- '

Robert Meschter, R50

cc: D. Cesar
D. A. Miller. Esq. - Stavole & Miller

iC. D. Berger, C.H.P. - IEM. *

:.AwuaOW 7g
|
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REQUESTTQ DISCIIARGE GROUNDiSURFACE WATER
'

' FROMTilE RD1EDIATED SISVERSYSTEMi

i
", o f a krsb G.- h& "

Purpose |

As a result of technically-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 regional sewer system for the discharge of paitary
waste, rain wates nom the building's roof drains gr the storm water that nurrounds the building. IWen
at'ter completion of an extensive sewer remediation project that involved installation of a new ',

_

foundation drainage system and a new manhole, the free.!!ow of water away from the bullahlg 15 still
not possih!c for a variety oflegal and regttlatory reasons.

i, d e. If
)

As of the date of this letter, AMS is bound by court order and USNRr' license rettuiremmu 10 pump l
water from the foundation drains into hold-up tanks, sample the tanks for the presence of radioa:tivity, !
notify the NEORSD of pendlag diwhwge of c.tch tank, and await the result.s of a NCORSD
confirmatory sampling effort prior to discharge. As a rc.sult, a major portion af the daily activities
performed by the AMS staff at the London Read theility involves water management. I

Because of the delay associated with discharge of each tank (e.g., typically four days), coupled with !

the increased precipitation AMS experience = during the Apring, early sununer and fall months,
ternporary limitations in tank storage capacity may occur, if a spring or summer storm shoul.! cause

|
1

our tant or pumpirg capacity to be exceeded, AMS has one of two optione (1) It must discharge the '

pumped water without sampling and in violation of the court order, or (2) It must cease pumping the
water out of the manhole. ifagsping ceases, (e.g. if the foundation d7ainage system is rendered non-

functional), the storm water that accumulates around the building is likely to enter._the. buintit;
basement, come into contact with the contents of the WHUT Roran and the stored waste. and bcdime 1

!
centaminated. This water cannot be discharged until the radioactivity has been removed.

!

'lte 1mancial and radiological impacts associated with foundation drain rallure or impairec tank
capacity would be similar to those suffered during the financially-devastatinf; 11ood of 1995. This |

occurrence forced AMS to implement an expermive water treatment and sewer remediation program
th.<t enst in exmu af $1M.: It also drained the corporatinn of almost all of its cash reserves, rerglermy
it unable tej bear the cost of another water clean-up.p.r_oject if such an event should be required.

The 1995 basemen: 11ood also raised questions in regard to the structural integrity of the buildingin
subseq. tent inspections by the USNRC and a registered l'rofessional Engineer working under contract
to AMS, it was determined that this even' caused ne apparent damace to the buildir.g or its ability to
contain its inventory of licensed radicactive materia!s. Ilowever, .here is no gu.trantee that a tutore
tinnd event will have a similar outcome. Thus it is imperative that AMS receive USNRC uuthorizatiim
m freeiy discharge the water from the foundelion drainage system, without !cagthy and costly hold-

|
|

' As of the date of this leucr. the treated water from the IWS projeu continae.c to be sured in the AMS wpehom
| m Louapstble siclay tanks.

i
I

i

.
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i up! sampling steps, so that a pennanent (function 4l) drainage sy. stem can he imtalld. Only then will'

the potential for water incussioit inau tlic Isasetuent tse aninimized.2

Regulatury Action to Date

On March 1.1995, AMS submiued an application to amend USNRC License No. 34-10089-01 to
pcrati wster treatment and sewer remediation to proacd at the London Road facility ' included in that

,

I

application was a proposed rnethodology for evaluating contamir. ant levels in the groundhurface water
, after the work was complete so that water could be freely discharged in resporse, Amendment No.
| 32 to the license was issued. However, re eunnection of the semediated foundativa drainage syyca

to a newmanhole and installation of a methodology for evaluating contamin. int levels were specifically iexcluded.
I

I
On March 20, 1995, AMS requested another amendment to License Na 34 19089 wherein re-
connection of the remediated foundation underdrain system to a new manhole, installation of a
sampling device, and authorization to discharge through the new lateral ground / surface water that

.

meets the release criter!a were specifically requested, in a June 14,1995 comtrunication, the USNRC
.

36iicited 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 follows:

1

". we have received your June 16, 1995 response to our June 14,1995 d.:ticiency
Icuct and will make cvery ctYort to review your responxc in an expeditiovs manner.
We will notify you if we have additional questions. Again, please note that we have
only approved the installation of a new manhole and lateral and its re-con *section to the

existing under drain system. We will need to evaluate all of the other issues regardittg
cobalt 60 contamination within the existing underdrain system and sgboth under the
building and in the vicinity of the un lentrain systern prior to diut.a ge of collected
water ."

On June 27, 1995, AMS received Amendment No. 37 to the referenced license, wherein the w. iter
discharge issue was again excluded. However, in the transtnittal letter, the USNRC statcd the
following in regard to how effective the sewer remediation might be:

l

" Note that we are still in the process of reviewing information you submined relative
to installation of a sampling device on the new lateral connection (reference item 2 of
youi 3/22/95 lettes, and lettes dated June 16, 1995). Also regarding your June 16
letter, we are reviewing item II.C. which describes ycur proposed . soil sarnpling
program to evaluate the radiological conditions of the soil under the building and in the
vicimty of the under drain systern. We anticipate that we will have additional questrons
on both of these issues and will forward the:n to you as soon as possh.c "

- AMS sccogr.nes ttut it is barred, by court order from latch releming t!ie gro.nl.% mix wa:ct colleurd trum t!x
uaderdiam sys.em. However. USNRC authorization to tree-relea.se the water is a actemry T.aq of a pernianent legalsoluuce

* The blatch 1.1996 am:tx.lmetu application was supplean::ned in .i Atar.h 3.1995 mmnrnunon.
,

j 3
1

.
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On July 17,1995, AMS received Amendment No 38 to the referenced license. Agam, the mites
,

discharge issue was excluded, However, the fol;owirg statement in regard to t!e ettectivenen inw
: and subsequent free-release of water was in the transmittal letter:
1

) " Note that we are stillin the process of reviewing item 11. in y our June 16, 1995 letter,
regarding your proposed soil sampling prcgr;im, and the grouting /remediation project.'

| We anticipate that we wit! have additional quatiorn on these issues and will forward
them to you as soon as possible".4

:

| As of the date of this letter, nu additional regulatory action en our requests to freely discharge

j groundisurface water from the remediated sewer system has been taken.

Effectiveness of the Sewer Remediathon
i in its junc 27, 1995 and July 17, 1995 communicationx, the USNRC nprmni concern o<cr the ;

i effectiveness of the sewer remediation project, and intplied that this was the reason for delayed action
i on issuing a incense provision to discharge water fium use underdrain system. AMS maintaim that the
! sew: remediation project was completely effective in removing or isolating all residual radioactivity
: outside of the London Road building, and that the caly residual contamination renuimng our. side of

| the building after the remediation (c.g., that in the abandoned footer drair, m the immediate vicinity
cf the Source Garden and the a' andoned lateral connection between the old manhole and the 1.oadonj o

i Road interceptor) is hydraulically isolated fri m ground /serface water paths to the underdrain system.
AMS also maintains that !be soils upon which the Lcncon Road buildmg w as constructed have the saine

! sadiological character now as they did before the 1995.11u00 anc thus cannot contribute to future -
| eentaminant migration. The following are the reasons why these positi ms are justified:
;

i

(1) Throughout the perinrt of time that the basement of the London Road facility was 11ooded*

due to the regional sewer district's intentional blocitini; of all discharge paths, AMS maintainal
! a nunimal pressure differendal betwcon the inside and octaide water :cycis in order to mmimie.c

uplift on tbc floor slab and eliminate the ;'ossibility of "back 11cw' of contaminated water to4
*

areas outside of the buildmg AMrs pumpmg ettorts clearly provided the necessary level os
j pressure control.' This was evidenced in USNRC inspect on Repcrt No 030-

'

i

j. 16055/95006(DNMS) wherein it was stated that, with the exception of onc locauan on the
j second floor of the building, "the reinforced concrete core uructure of the 1958 huilding that

forms the hot cell, the WHUT room, the criginal radiography room, the source garden andi

) the lyont and back basements was found to be in goed cond: tion" liuitheimoie, die impectm
found "no bdditional signs of distress" on the basement sttb. and concluded that "ther e was no

| observable significant impact on the structural integrity cf the 1958 t'uilding as a resuit of the
basement flooding event". This finding was contirmed during at: independem cv.tication
performed by a registered Professional Engmeer under contra::t to AMS? Thus the struuuraii

! cvidence supports our position that preu.ute gradients ufficient te popardize the mtegnty oi
; the slab did not occur.
4-

!
$
j * Dettuentation to suppon this position is availabk to: USSHC mi w.

'

' Se: June 7.1996 kact t' rom R. Meschter (AMS) u Mr. Genttre) C. Wrgin TSNRC. Rquon IU .
*

f
i

4
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(2) During the 1995 sewer remediation project, AMS ccnfirmed, through measurements xid '

sampthig, diat dic shaic layer upon which the building is built und which formed the b.it.e of j

the existing focter drains, did not cantain detectable radioactivity. In fact. no detectable
| activity was identified during the remediauon other than that in the eKisting tirain ti!c and the

i till 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 und:t the ;

j hat,ement and the WHUT room are eiluivalent to their pre-nnna enndirinns (e c., when core ;

| srnples taken through the basement in prior to the flood exhibited radiologically-benign i

j conditions).
'

! ;

| (3) In an April 12, 1996 communication to Mr. John Madera (USNHC, Region 111), AMS
'

| attached a Registered Hydrogeologist's report wherein he concluded dtat the new drain tile is

! hydraulicJ1y connected to the soils under the basement 1100r. In other words, il contamination

'

migrated from the basement to thew soils, it would appdar in the water that is lunped out ut
the system.

'

! -|
| (4) Between the 1995 completion date of the sewer remediation project and the date of thi.s i'

! citer, over 140,000 gallons of water have been pumped trom the thundation drainage system, i
confirmed to be '' clean" through laboratory analyses, and discharged? This is further proot ;

that no mobile contamination is under the basement or in the new drainege systein.

The findings of the USNRC Inspection Report, the hydraulic connection between the soilr. under the
building and the drain tile, and the fact that the water being pumped from the foundation drains ha>

| been and continues to be radiologically benign, provide an abundance of cvidence to support our :

| position that the new underdrain system is completely isolated from any sources of radioactivity. |
|

Itasis for Modifying the 1995 Desdiarge Prweedure
in AMS's March 1,1995 and, March 20,1935 license amendment requests to disclwrge gruund/surfacc

| water, it was anticipated that an immediate outcome of the sewer remediation project would be re-
"

! connection of the sanitary and storm sewers from-Inc London Road facihty to the %UiGD's
j ir,terceptor. Therefore, in those applications AMS propesed a monitoring methNialogy designed to ,

' accomplish two purposes:

Corifirming that water that entered the sewer system was free of radioactivity;-

- -Dernonstrating that the remediation efforts were, in fact effective
|

,
-

e

L

.

* Cabalt 60 was identined to two 3,000 gallon batch tanks ami one 25.w) gallon fiac t,ud.. Ikvescr. ti.c worse
of this contantination was the tanks theunives, which were used as process taks for the water tre.r.mme [wys
Thc rendual "Co that remained in de hatch tara.x wlen they were first titled with water froci th: remcJiarce
underdrain xystern was resnoved by fil: ration. Sarnpling of subsequent catches of water he'.d in the,e tank.s im bccui

neptin for the prc>ence of *Cu. Rem:dsa! actmn tier the t'rae rank is delayed peixhng sesclauen. of a u sa
-

; radiological issue.
,

~.
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Because the water in the remediated underdrain system was intended to tiow t'y gravity into *he London
Roat! interceptot, the p4oposed munhoring methodology invohed imtallation of an ir line slow meter

and composite sampler into the lateral connection. The intent was to cellect and analyze con pesi:e
; samples on a planned and periodic basis until such time as all palties were contadent 01 the ettectivene.u
'

of the sewer remediation effort.

| Unfortunately, due te the on going litigatism between AMS and the regional ewer dNrld f..

connection of the building sewers to the London Road interceptor is not likely in the foreseeable future.
therefore, an alternative methodulugy fo: inecting the irtern of the March I and March 20, 1995

|
applications (c.g., one that does not require a gravny-fed discharge path)is necessary.

The water that enters the underdrain system i.s neither etBuent from the London Road facili:y per 10
|

.CFR 20.1302(b)(2Xi), nur is it discharged licensed materials into the sanitary sewer system per 10 1

1

CFR 20.200?(n). It is seimply groundwater and 1.tonn 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 et "Co, continuous monitoring of the radionuclide content of this wates as :equised in 10 ClH j

,

20.1302(a) is not necessary.
|
1

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 estim:te doses to the public and to document tlut
migration of radioactive materials from known locations does not occur. USNRC Regulatcry Guice
Reg Guide 8.37, " ALARA levels for Effluents trorn Materials Facilities" indicates that Regulatory
Guide 4.14. " Radiological htfluent and Enviromncin! Monnoting ut Uranium M111s" i.4 a useful
source of guidance for materials licensees in this regard. )

|

Regulatory Guide 4.14 recommenth that umple.s or water trom "any surfi.cc water crowini,; the site
boandary and offsite streams or rivers that nuy be subject to drainage from potentially contamiruted

s [ asc43 on honi a tailings impoundment failure" be collecccd at Icest rnunthly.' l'ur.suant to this guidance,
,

AMS intends to implement an even more aggressive sampling program for the surface water inat er,ters

the enderdrain syxtem in order to document thet migration of radioactivity from potentially
contaminated areas has not occurred. The following section describes the proposed sampling program

'd- theription of the Ground / Surface Water Sampling Program
Once USNRC and legal authority to freely discharge the storm / ground water that coliccts in the
underdtain systern of the London Road 1)uilding 1:43 liccu acceived, AMS will spesate e teniposary
automatic pumping system te remove water that accumulates in the new manhole. This water will be
discharged to a storm sewer catch basin on the west side of the building's west parl.mg lot AMS will
then pursue the legal authority to re-institute a permanent (gravity-fedt discharge system.

_ Corristent with the Regulatory Guide 4.14 guidance, upne, liter f. ample of water will be collected from
the manhole once per week and analyzed pursuant to Radiation Safety Procedure No. RSP-018.

|

l

" T;e Regulicorv Guide ako mira that "operaional untplcw slWld h. w!hctat upstrem ar t do.vnsur..m et :ya

area cf poternal mncme", and ht "any umaual releasts (el as surt.we sceper * ht se um pan d u..rmt,

op:rtions shculJ be ampled"

6

i
*
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" Operation of the Gamma Spectrometer", and RSP-019. " Assessment of Radioactivir iSample >' '

Protection Records''All sesults will be documented and maintained as described la R$1'-003
s n W atet

, "Radia: ion

Regulatory Guide 4.14 recommen.ls that the lower limits of detectinn t' r the sample analysis d

liter for "Co). However, the following release criteria that are spccific to AMS (see RSP4)19)of tbc approprbte concentration limit listed in Table 11 of Appendix B to 10 CFR 20 (e.g., 300 Ci per
o

e 10%

P

which dernand a more stringent performance st.andard, are applicable: and

Water that contains greater than 100 pCi per liter of "Co in any form (e.g.. %oluble"
*

or " insoluble"), as determined from the sampling and azulpis effort, .shall not bedischarged.

Water than contains no detectabic *Co activity by direct counting (e.g
; .

!

l results that are below a nominal detection limit of 70 pCi per li;ct) may be discharged.
., analytical

\

!
Water that exhibits hath of the following may be discharged:

+

|

1 ess than 100 pCi per liter of *Co by direct counting and
{

No detectable #'Cu activity (e g., analytical results that are below a nominal
detection limit of 15 pCi per liter) on a 0.45 micrometer filter after filtrat'or

.

Since AMS would consider any detectable "Co in samples collected from the manhole to te an..
'

' unusual release", such an occurrence would trigger re instatement of *tankin "

discharge) until the cause has been identified and corrective action iratitutedwate.r will he pumped to hold-up tanks, sampimi, and confirmed to meet the rclezae critedg procedures (c.g , tilea prior to

!

|

i

{
l .!

|

__

' '

As recoln:nended in Regulatory Guide 4.14. if the tumhoh is dry on a wheduled wnphnt dl
,

sam;'le will be collected immediately atter water starts to : low. o emon .t.t * h
!
.
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|.\dvanced MedicalSystems,Inc.
'

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

July 1,1996

Mr. Geoffrey Wright
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region III
801 Warrenville Road
Lisle, Illinois 60532-4351

RE: Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. Application to Amend
USNRC License No. 34-19089-01

Dear Mr. Wright:

ne purpose of this letter is to request an amendment to the Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. (AMS)
mdioactive materials license in regard to decommissioningJinancialassumnce. Specifically, AMS wishes
to modtfy its standby letter of credit dated January 27,1995, to reflect a reduction from its current
amount of$1,800,000 to $940,000.' The releasedfunds will be used tofinance a portion of the Building
Recovery Project that was described in our June 10,1996, proposal. The following are the spectfic
provisions associated with this amendment request:

t.....rb. .,t 6,:-, . ) 6 , 9 , .6 p., . . a. .a . . ., , e . La , is t a r. 4. -(t,; i ir,.

.. ,f'p.- Gl) Upon receipt of the license amendment, AMS will request Bank One to reduce the
,e p ' collatemi used to secure the letter of credit line of credit by $860,000 and issue a new:. letter of creditfor $940,000.

l .

J (2) The $860,000 releasedfrom ccdlatem! will be used by AMSfor the sole purposeg! '
offunding tmnsferldisposalof led sources of"Co, the canisters ofbulk "Co, and

-

the low-level mdioactive waste. k 1 and Task 2 of the June 10,1996, proposalfor
the Building Recovery Project contain a description of these materials and the genemi
approach AMS intends to follow to effect theirfinal disposition.

. (3) Any funds remaining after the fees associated with Tasks 1 and 2 of the Building
' &_ ' Recovery Project have been paid will be returned to Bank One for the sole purpose of

increasing the value of the letter ofcredit. At that time, AMS will request Bank One to
issue a new letter of credit to reflect the increased collateral amount.

i

' 1rrevocable Standby Lxtter of Credit No. SB300980 in the amount of$1,800,000, issued by Bank One, Cleveland on January 27,
1995, currendy senn as the AMS decommissioningfundin instrument. This istter of Credit is secured with the following: A
one-year CD with Bank One (Certificate No. 088-006-0292518, matures 07/22!%, pnnciple amount at inception was $250,000);
a 180-day CD with Bank One (Cenificate No. 086-006-0292517, matures 07/16/96, balance atlast maturity, $256,595.89); a 30-day
CD with Bank One (Certificate No. 086-006-292514 rnatures 05/17/96. balance at last matunty, $285,171.88); andpl/dged assets
of approximately $1.000,000 in the form of negotiable securities and govemment bonds

RECEIVED (y '
JUL 0 21996

REGION IIIm,au.o ve.
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Mr. Geoffrey Wright, USNRC Page 2 July 1,1996 ;

<

,

(4) By August 30, 1996, AMS will submit Revision 1 of the * Conceptual 1

1

Q " Decommissioning Plan for the London Road Facility" to reflect the abbreviated quantity \

.

ofitems to be decommissioned after the Building Recowry 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 wisus SAFSTOR), all
applicable technologies willbe evaluated in Revision 1. Revision 1 will also contain a
clear dexription of the preferred methodology and a detailed cost estimate for
implementing that methodology.'

(5) By September 15,1996, and in anticipation of USNRC approval ofRevision 1 of the
* Conceptual Decommissioning Planfor the London Road Facility *, AMS willsubmit a
revised Decommissioning Funding Plan wherein new decommissioning (mancial
assumnce instruments will be described. Wsthin 15 days after USNRC approval of the
Plan, AMS will request Bank One to inue a new letter ofcreditfor the amount shown
in Revision 1 of the * Conceptual Decomnussioning Plan for the London Road Facility".1

A license amendmentfee, in the amount of $680, is enclosed. ' IfI can answer any questions or assist
you in any way in expeditingyour review, please call me at 216|466-8005. We are askingforprompt
USNRC action on this important issue.

1
.

Sincerely,

M,
DAVID CESAR

t

Vice President and Treasurer

DCics
| Enclosure

1

cc: R. Meschter
D. A. Miller, Esq. - Stawle & Miller !

i

R. A. Duff-IEM
C. D. Berger - IEM

|

|

#
Since the only items remaining will be the flot Cell, the stabilized H11UTRoom, the Hot Cell ventilation y.nem, a small section

of abandoned drain tiles, and the abandoned lateral connection from the building to the regional sewer system, the estimated
decommissioning cost will be significantly reducedfrom those contained in Revision 0 of the Plan, dated October 20,1991

' The cost estimatedforthe preferredalternative willbepresented in the samefonnat as Appendh Fof USNRC Regulitory Guide!
,

| 366, ' Standard Format and Content of AnancialAssurance Mechanisms Requiredfor Decommissioning Under 10 CFR Pans 30,
\ 40, ~10, and 72" (June,1990).

.
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DOCKET NO: 030-16055. [i

LICENSEE: Advanced Medical Systems. Inc.
Cleveland. Ohio

i

SUBJECT: SAFETY EVALUATION REPORT: ADVANCED MEDICAL SYSTEMS. INC..
;

>

APPLICATION TO AMEND NRC LICENSE NO 34-19089-01' DATED JULY| 1. 1996

|

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 lletter of July 1,1996. In that letter. AMS requested that NRC amend License
No. 34-19089-01 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 disposal 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 inver, tory 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 purpose of funding transfer / disposal of the bulk and sealed.l| sources of cobalt-60 and low-level radioactive waste. AMS also agreed in this
letter to submit by August 30, 1996 a revision to the " Conceptual!

Decommissioning Plan for the London Road Facility" that will reflect the
reduced onsite source inventory. and by September 15, 1996, assuming approval
of the revised conceptual 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

'

cobalt-60 in the form of bulk metal. present, approximately 55.000 curies ofsealed sources and dry solid waste are!

!

onsite at AMS' facility. (0f 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 license.

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

i 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 [j AMS that AMS had underestimated the cost of decommissioning the facility.

|
' b)
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On October 11. 1995, in response to a Demand for Information issued by NRC on
September 17. 1995. MS 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 ariorities of high, medium
and low to those tasks. as appropriate. One of the lighest 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. MS submitted a " Conceptual Decommissioning Plan for the :

t

London Road Facility" to NRC. In this document. MS estimated decommissioningcosts to ran
methodology.ge between $913.000 and $3.300.000 depending on decommissioningAs noted above. MS' January 27, 1995 standby letter of credit
submitted in support of its license renewal application was executed in the j

i

amount of $1.800.000. By letter dated March 20. 1996. NRC requested
additional information from MS regarding its decommissioning plan. NRC has
received MS* response and it is currently under staff review. :

On June 10. 1996. MS requested NRC authorization to proceed on a
comprehensive Building Recovery Project (BRP) at the MS facility. The BRP

|

,

contained a twelve point scope of work. MS 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

;

J '. the funds that MS has committed for decommissioning the London Road facility
ito support the commercial disposal costs. AMS believes that once the project

is complete, there will be a significantly-reduced radiological risk at the ,

:facility, license commitments will more accurately reflect MS's on-going 1

operational activities, compliance costs will be lower, and routine personnel iexposures will be lower.

As noted above. MS submitted an amendment request on July 1.1996 to. among
other things, amend License No. 34-19089-01 to approve implementation of Tasks

| 1 and 2 of the BRP.

'

DISCUSSION

| Task 1 of the BRP involves stabilization, transfer and dis >osal of
| approximately 52.000 curies of cobalt-60. Under Task 1. tie licensee and the

contractor will stabilize the sources and bulk cobalt-60 (excepting 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. MS has committed to use remote handling capabilities to the
greatest possible extent in order to minimize personnel ex)osures from
handling and stabilization of the materials. Once the sta)1lization agent has,

cured sufficiently, the cask liner will be loaded by AMS and contractor'

'
personnel into a lead-shielded. Type B shipping cask for shipment to the Low- |
Level Waste (LLW) disposal facility at Barnwell. South Carolina. MS

1 antici>ates that this task will be accomplished in one or two shipments, based
J upon t1e 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 j
containers by the contractor and shipped for disposal at the Barnwell LLW <

disposal facility. All onsite o erations, including those of the contractor. '

will be conducted under the AMS icense. !
)

NRC's Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards (NMSS) and Region III !

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 licensed materials to non-manufacturing purposes. The highest priority
concern listed 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
solid waste Joses no imminent public health and safety risk, the staff noted t

in the DFI tlat continued possession of this material "... serves no useful !

pur)ose to AMS and poses avoidable risks to the workers and potential risk to |
mem]ers 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 remaining concerns expressed in the staff's September 17, 1995 DFI and the
resultant AMS Strategic Plan.

Interest in decreasing source inventory has been heightened by 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 jsignificant 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 ap)roximately 40 curies of
radioactive material that is stored onsite at the .ondon 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-gallon |

,

drums or B-25 (steel) boxes. Given that this material is potentially
{dispersible. staff is concerned that continued storage of material increases j

the long-term likelihood that radioactive 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 is premised on:

The importance of prompt action since the waste broker's proposal will Io
be valid for a limited 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.

k'
The Licensee's operating funds are limited and are not sufficient to payo
the costs of
waste broker. preparation. transfer and disposal of the material by the

.
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ENVIRONMENTAL 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 licensed to manufacture and distribute to specific licensees
teletherapy and radiography units containing Cobalt-60 sources. The
authorization of that activity is covered under a categorical exclusion set 4

forth in 10 CFR 51.22 (c)(14)(xiii). The activities authorized by this
amendment involve quantities and forms of byproduct hiaterial similar to those
previously authorized and hence are covered by 10 CFR 51.22 (c)(14)(xvi).
Transportation 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 is not part of this licensing action,

CONCLUSION

Based on information provided in 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 operations are to be

{ conducted under the AMS license this amendment will be conditioned to require -

i

that the contractor's radiological health and safety procedures be submitted
for NRC review and approval before any work begins. This approval is with the ,

'

further understanding that any funds remaining, after Tasks 1 and 2 of the BRP
have been Jaid, will be returned to Bank One for the purpose of increasing the
value of tie letter of credit. |

'

The NRC staff acknowledges that the decomissioning funding instrument that
will be in place, if AMS reduces the amount of the letter of credit, will be '

significantly less than what the staff has estimated the decommissioning costs i

to be. The NRC staff also notes, however, that by allowing AMS to take action
to implement Tasks 1 and 2. the onsite source inventory will be significantly
reduced. The licensee is attempting to take advantage of a window of
o)portunity arovided by a waste broker and dis osal facility. Staff believes
tlat public lealth and safety will be served AMS' proceeding with Tasks 1
and 2. even though implementation of those tas s 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 AMS has committed in its July 1,1996. letter to submit a
revised Conceptual Decomissioning Plan and cost estimate by August 30. 1996.
This staff approval is without prejudice to the final NRC staff decision on
the acceptability or adequacy of the current decommissioning cost estimate.

|

!


