AlK® Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.

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

December 18, 1995

Mr. Kevin G. Null

Nuclear Materials Licensing Branch

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
801 Warrenvills Road

Lisle, Illinois 60523-4351

Re: Surveillance Plan for the London Road F. cility (Control Number 99566)

Dear Mr. Null:

Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. (AMS) is in receipt of your letter dated December 7, 1995. In
that letter, additional information and/or clarification on issues pertaining to the referenced item
was solicited. The purpose of this letter is to transmit the AMS response to your inquiries. If you
have any questions or require additional information, plezse call me at (216) 692-3270. We are
looking forward to the USNRC's timely approval of our Surveillance Pian.

Sincerely,
- 2 7 7
P A LT
ot f Y
Robert Meschter, RSO

cC! Sar

D. Ce
D. A. Miller, Esq., Stavole & Miller
C. D. Berger, CH.P. - IEM
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RESPONSE TO USNRC COMMENTS ON THE
SURVEILLANCE PLAN FOR THE LONDON ROAD FACILITY

USNRC Comment: Throughout the Plan, reference is made to various ISPs. By letter dated
October 30, 1995, you submitted an application for renewal, in which you indicate that the ISPs
have been superseded by new Radiation Safety Procedures (RSPs). Please update your Plan by
replacing the references to the ISPs with references to the applicable RSPs.

AMS Response: The October 30, 1995 license renewal application was submitted with the
assumption that the existing provisions of License No. 34-19089-01 would remain in effect
untilfmalactionisnkenonthcapplimtionbytheUSNRC. Therefore, no changes to the
manne1 in which in-house procedures are referenced in the Surveillance Plan are required.
Since AMS wishes to institute a number of changes in the operation and implementation
of its radiatior. protection program in order to improve its applicability and level of
control, we are hopeful for prompt consideration of the October 30, 1995 application.

Action Taken: None at this time. However, once AMS receives its renewed license, any

ISP numbering changes that may impact the Surveillance Plan will be forwarded to the
USNRC.

USNRC Comment: On page 6 of the Plan, the annual sampling frequency is discussed. We
request that the water sample be taken in the Spring (April or May) when the water levels are
high, in order to maximize the effectiveness of your assessment of potential contamination

migration. Therefore, please commit to taking water samples in the Spring (April or May), or
provide justification why this should not be done.

AMS Response: Concur.

Action Takesu: The following sentence will be added to the end of line 18 on page 6 of the
Surveillance Plan: “To maximize the effectiveness of water sampling, the annual
surveillance event will be scheduled in April or May of each year.”

USNRC Comment: On page 8 of the Plan, you indicate that soil and water samples with
detectable cobalt-60 will be forwarded to a commercial analytical laboratory for confirmatory
analysis. The key word in that statement is “detectable Please provide the minimal detectable
acuvity to be used to determine if a soil or water sample contains detectable cobalt-60

AMS Response: Concur. However, “minimum detectable activity” is an a posteriori limit
for a particular measurement, and thus cannot be provided until the analysis is actually
performed. Therefore, AMS assumes the “lower limit of detection” (LLD), which is
defined as an a priori limit representing the capat !ty of the measurement system, will
satisfy this request. For the AMS gamma spectroscopy system, the nominal L1.D for ®¥Co
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in soils, assuming a one-hour counting time, is five (5) pCi per gram. For water sampies,
again assuming a two-hour counting time, the nominal LLD is 60 pCi per liter.

ey
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Cuyahoga Emergency Management Commissiorm
Mary O.
A’M‘lf f&?" WORMALS Timot;r\y: HB:Q\::

Lee C. Weingart
VIA CERTIFIED U.S. MAIL
Robert Meschter, RSO
Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.
1020 London Rd.
Cleveland, Ohio 44110

Dear Mr. Meschter:

The Cuyahoga County Local Emergency Planning Commitiee (LEPC) is plcased to submit
comments on the September 21, 1995 version of the Emergency Plan for the Advanced Medical
Systems, Inc. (AMS) facility located at 1020 London Rd., Cleveland, Ohio 44110. These
comments are timely submitted pursuant to 10 CFR. 30.32 (i)(4), which allows offsite response
organizatons expocted o respond in case of an accident 60 days to comment. We received your
revised plan and your reference to our comments on October 19, 1995,

We have carcfully reviewed the document submitted and offcr the attached page referenced
comments. The LEPC believes that the issues raised in the aforementioned attachment must be
addressed to provide the local involvement necessary for an effective community response to your
emergency plan.  If you have any questions please call me at 216-443.7597.

T

Michae! S. Kalstrom
Secretary, Cuyahoga County LEPC

cc:  James L. Caldwell, Deputy Director, NRC Region I
Commandcr Robert Cermak, Cleveland Police Dept.
Lawrence English, NEORSD
Jane Harf, Ohio SERC
Edmund Mecklenburg, Cuyaboga County Emergency Management
Edwin Price, Cuyahoga County Community Services
Dr, Gayle Gaian, University Hospitals
Chief Thomas Root, Cleveland Fire Marshal
James Williams, Ohio Emergency Managemeni Agency

6\!31’

CECOMS CENTER 4433196  CRIS CENTER 443.7940  EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 443-5700

12865 Buclid Avenue, Room 102 FAX 443.6706 Cloveiand, Ohio 441151807
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Referenced Comments
Emergency Plan (9/21/95 Version) for Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.

Cuyahoga County LEPC

Page Section Comment

1] 1.1 What docs the term porentially dispersible mean? s it related to the type

| of mpseria) or ",ﬁ!‘q!ﬁe-mﬁm?, Jt appedrs 1o mean both when it suits .-
e and ST T 1 éecﬁméﬂ:;a'hgq; * The descriptions of the materials at the various
A . Tocations in the fatility &re an improvement over the previdus document,

however, it would be helpful to include the ambient exposure rates on the

maps provided. This would provide emergency responders with the
immediate information they need in an emergency situation.

12 1.2.1  What is the physical state and type of storage of the 4,000 curies of “Co
reporied for the Hot Cell? What does not readily dispersible mean?

16 1.2.9 A February 8, 1988 report on the WHUT Room completed by Nuclear
Support Scevices for AMS doseribed approximatcly on¢ inch of 8 talcum
powder-like material on the floor of the WHUT Room and assessed iis
activity as 393.1 Curies. Another 136.4 curies was described as stored in
a tank. The Toral Room Activity was listed at 529.4 Curies. The
description in this section does not compare with this description with
regard (o the contents and location of waste materials and the amount of
total activity reported appears to be considerabiy lower than one would
project given the approximately 1.5 half lives since 1988, Why?

W PRIN T O IO % Figure § does pot iljustrate the information reported in this section. What
) 44 \ L ot et [ ; ) 4 ,Awt..,
T - are the names and addresses of thuse facilities. Where are they located?

2-2 2.1 We believe that this section of the report would be more useful if it
approached, emergency spenarlps resulting from a range of possible
catastrophic gvents to the facility instead of carefully minimizing the
likelihood and consequences of such eveats, The approach used in the
report is not very useful o local emergency responders. It is helpful (from
an emergency planning perspective) to know the possible consequences of
certain catastrophic eveats however unlikely they may be.
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2-2 2.1.1 The amount of porentially dispersible material is debatable (see earlier
comments regarding this issue),

The dose reported for a fire fighter would be more usefu! if reported for a
wammmwwwmu\w»mmmmm
building rather than for nine meters. This would help fire fighters to be
more aware of the relative degree of risk,

24 2.14 The security history of this facility does not comport with this description.
. F3ar LS 1t would be agvisable to assess the Tikelihood of one or more tank ruptures
i S S L N P!

VI 4010 e Temporary Stordge tanks oh-site Which hold an estimated 100,000 of
water. This large volume of water could cause damage to the facility,
persannc] and possibly the community.

33 32 In the event of a slte arec emergency involving an off-site release of a
teportable quantity of 4 reportable substance, the Fire Department, the
Cuyahoga County LEPC, the Ohio SERC and the National ,
Center must be contacted within 0.5 hours according to federal and state
law.

-2 -

¥ &0

33 33 In the event of a relcase of a reportable substance there are federal and state
requirements for both immacdiate verbal and later written information
(Section 304 of EPCRA and Section 3750.06 of the Ohio Revised Code).
Information about the content of these notifications has been forwarded to
AMS in our earfier Fmergency Plan comments forwarded on June 2, 1995.
The verbal information should be reported by the RSO at the time of such
@ reiease, and & written summary must be forwarded within thirty days of
the release,

,;i‘ B C BT B List ;should include the Cuyshoga County Divisica of Emcrgency
s Management and & description of the CMEIMS, 3t should also include the
NEORSD and, of course, the Cuyahoga County LEPC.

61 6.4 Could not locate the instrument calibration room on Figure 3. Emergency
responders should be able 1 locate this equipment in the event AMS
personnel are incapacitated or unavailable,

72 7.3 Perhaps & Comvmunications drill should have boen performed prior to the
release of this version of plan. Many of the telephone numbers and names
and organizations are incorrect or missing from Table 2 (see Table 2
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Table 2

o _,Remql Codc d\gyld be more comprchmnye

i1:21 ADVAaNCED MEDICaAL SBSYSTEMS »”

commients),

The Cuyahoga County Division of Emergency Management forwarded a
letier, dated September 26, 1995, in response to the AMS inquiry on this
subject, but the letier is not mcludcd in thig document,

Section 302 (b)(2) of the Emergency Planning and Community Right to
Know Act ("EPCRA") and Section 3750,05 (A) of the Ohio Revised Code
both suthorize the “designatior of additional facilitics,”

As noted earlier the nature, content and phone numbers required for
notification under Saction 304 of FPCRA and Section 3750 06 of the Ohio

o ‘
e

Note earlier comments regarding the contents of the WHUT room.

We believe that this table should be oarefuny reviewed, It has errors
regarding names of people and agencies, errors regarding emergency
telephone numbers and errors regarding the organizations listed as first
responders.  The following is 8 summary of the changes recommended.

Larry Grove is not a first responder. I nwues inust be included we would
suggest John Wills.

We don't believe that University Hospitals would be a first-responder, but
will defer to the hospital staff. While the hospital would be involved it
would not be on-scene.

There is a letter in Appendix E from the Ohio Department of Health that
says that it Is not u flst responder,

The Chio Enyironmental Protection Agency does not have a Chairperson.
Tane Haris the Chairperson of the Ohio SERC, and a staff member of the
Ohio EPA, but not an emergency responder. The number listed here
should be the telephone number for the Ohio EPA/SERC - 800-
282-9378.

The Cuyahoga County Division of Emergency Manageuient should be listed
as a first responder, in the event that CEMAC Mobile One (its mobile
communications vehicle ) were activated, It is accessed via the CMEIMS
as doscribed in our September 26, 1995 letter,

The NEORSD should be listed as a first responder, Its emergency

3
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, elephone numbers are 641-6000 during business hours and 64 1-3200 from
4:30 P.M, to 8:00 A.M. on woek nights and on weekends.

The telephone number listed for the Cuyahoga County LIPC should be
216-771-1365. This number is answered 24 hours per day,

The National Response Center Hotline number should be included. It is
800-824-8802.

Figures  The Figures do not include a site map that locates facilities outside of the
primary building. For example he Pump House is not included on any of
the Figures, o

) gt 3‘:”.' ‘ ’ hgkal o walwatd Bt 5 ¥ § i TRL | P
R3O Eias  Pigin 7T this theant 1o sccommodate alf emesgencies? It seems likely that the
emergency responders involved would vary depending upon the incident
and might include agencies not listed here.

EmugmykupmxTthroceduresandq&ncmwbenoﬁﬂcdinmevmtofnepomble
release (Section 304 of EPCRA and Section 3750.06 of the Ohio Revised
Code) are not included anywhere in the Emergency Response and

Notifications section.
( 1513 Edmund M. Mecklenburg's name is spelled incorrectly.
Note eaclier comment regaiding Mr. Meckleuburg's Seplember 26, 1995
letier,
14-1 Jane Harf’s name is spelled incorrectly.

Edmund M Meckienburg's name is spelled incorrectly,

o The C a County Local Emergency Planning Committee (‘LEPC”)
aedl should be added Lo te distribution list, hgly

b o
The NEORSD should be added to the distribution list.

S\ ersenmiegplnd s



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, 0.C. 200860001

Decoember I8, 1995

Advanced Medical Systems, [nc.
David Cesar, Treasurer

121 Korth Eagle Street

Geneva, OH 4404)

Dear Mr. Cesar:

This refers to your August 2, 1995, letterﬁconcerntng the FY 1995 annual
fees assessed for your License No. 34-19081-0) (Invoice No, AM03482-95),
Registration Nos. NRO115D102s (Invoice No. AMO3483-95), NRO115D;03s (Invoice
Nn, AH03484-9S). and NRO115S101S (Invoice No. AM03485-95), and Quality
Assurance Program Approval No. 0354 (Invoice No. AM03436-95) .

You stated that in Your renewal

license classtf!catton to 2B and 3p. yYour November 29. y renewal
application and supplements thereto you requested duthorization for: use of
byproduct material for training of personnel in the manufacturing of sealed
Sources, calibration of radiation Survey instruments, and storage, which
pertain to fee Category 3P of 10 CFR 170.3] and iy CFR 171.16; the use of
depleted uranium for shielding which pertains to fee Category 28B; and
servicing, installation and maintenance, which pPertain to fee Category 3N.
The fee classification of your license has not changed with the submittal of
your November 29, 1994, renewal application.

You further state that fee Category 10B(1) does not a
your Quality Assurance Program Approval No. 0354 (Qa Approval No. 0354), and
that you have not fabricated sources since 199]. The activities Covered by QA
Approval No. 05.4 relate to transportation Packagings, not to the manufacture
f sources. Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. is the primary holder of the
of Compliance for the fo lowing transportation packagings:
181361 and 181375 (Certificate o Compiiance No. 5796);
. 9011); and
As the primarv certificate
ced Medical Systems, ’ e for maintaining records
brication and design packagings and modifications
On July 1o, 1992, QA Approval No. 0354 was revised to include
fabrication, and use of Packagings as réquested in your December F
1984, application. » Annual fees were appropriately assessed for
fee Cate - and 1992. and for fee Category 10B(1) for
; As stated in the February 9, 1995, letter from
lear Material and Safeguards transmitting the renewal of QA
Approval No. 0354, 1f you wish to amend the Approval, you should submit a
written request.

During our review of your licenses and duthorizations, we find annual fees
were not dppropriately assessed for License No. 34-]19087 01 for FY's 199],
1992, and 1993, The enclosed table reconstructs the fee history for your g{\

LK

$IT2270828 951218




David Cesar ‘9P

annual fee Payments, what was charged, and what should have been charged.
Specifically, annual fees should not have been assessed for manufacturing
(fee Category 38) in FY’s 1991, 1992, and 1993 since it was deleted from your
license prior to the effective date of the FY 199] fee rule. However, annyal

Based on the foregoing, the remaining annual fee balance of $95,360 as shown
on the enclosed table fs due and payable. Because of the amount of time we
have taken to respond to your letter, in accordance with 10 CFR 15.37(3), 1
will waive all interest and late charges which have dccrued if payment is
received witiin 30 days from the date of this letter. |f payment is not
received, all interest and late charges wil) be assessed.

Sincerely,

/5] Jesse. L. Buches P

Ronaid M. Scroggins
Deputy Chief Financial
Officer/Controller

Enclosure: Table

TRIBUTION:
B22 Materials Annual fee Correspo'ﬁkce File, w/cy inc and encl
Invoice File AMO3482-95 and AMO34%%.95 w/Cy inc
License File 34-19089-01 and QA 0354, w/cy inc
NUDOCS (ML61), w/cy inc
POR, w/cy inc
0C R/F, w/Cy inc
OC/DAF R/F, w/Cy inc
OC/DAF/LFARB R/F, w/Cy inc
OC/DAF/LFARB (LF-95-280),

GJackson, OC/DAF /LFARB/LFS
LTremper, OC/DAF /L FARB/ARS

DOCUMENT wAmE ¢ \AMS (for Table G \ADY |
ﬂon-‘mo-yyd“tn-,hﬁn-hw '(‘-«m-‘u—n-.-n-.- AL R 1 PO N ups

S — —
i ) |
OFFICE OC/DAF /LFARB/LFS (’ C/DAF /| FARB s | WSS/ s, C- | oo A ) oc ﬂ v
-/ i 4 ", ’
v r \ ‘\v\ B B W
L SKimberiey K 0B0anco s A}QJ\ JJcnlcmc"(J 'v'} PJ«C*{M_ RMScroggins
- ’ B A as S ’ — B L NSPR—
DATE 12/ F 395 12/ \ 794 127! 12/ 9% 12//§ 195
O PICIAL KECORS CoPY
V- gD d | .




Enclosure

Amt Amt Add'] Balance
Mﬂnun_am!g zmcmmmn_
License No. 34-19089-01
3B 2B
AM4626-9) $4,500 $4,400 $1,500 $10, 400 $4,500! $ 39907 ~$4,110
AM3943-9> 1,800 1,800 1,800 5,400 1,800! 5807 = 1,220
AM4246-9, 1,800 1,800 1,800 5,400 1,800! 810% - 99
AM3591-94 7,670 2,470 g7p 11,110
AM3482-95 6,000 1,700 439 -0~ 8,180
Licensge No. Qa 035¢
i0B1
AM4564-9, $1,800 $ 1,800
AM3890-9)> 1,500 1,500
AM4191-93 1,800 1,800
AM3S541-94 64,870 65,271°
AM3436-95 77,800 -0- 77,800
License No. NROIISDIO?S
AM4627-9, $6,200 $ 6,200
AM3944-9> 1,800 1,800
AM4247-93 1,800 1,800
AM3552-94 9,770 9,815°
AM3483-95 7,100 -0- 7,100
License No. NROIISDIOJS
AM4628-9) $6,200 $ 6,200
AM3945-9> 1,800 1,800
AM4248-93 1,800 1,800
AM3593-94 9,770 9,815°
AM3484-95 7,100 -0~ 7,100

. WE
'For fee Category 3p

‘For fee Category 2B
'Includes late charges

s iain




Annual Fee History
Amt Ant Add*'l

Fees Categories Billed Paid Credited Qwed

License No. NR0115S5101S
aC

AM4629-91 $1,400 $1,400
AM1946-92 1,800 1,800
AM4249-93 1,800 1,800
AM3594-94 2,270 2,295%°
AM1485-95 1,500 -0- $ 1,500

Remaining Balance $95,360
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December 20, 1995

trwin J. Odeal, Executive Director
Nertheast Ohio Regional Sewer District
3825 Euclid Avenue

Clevaland, Ohio 44115-2504

Dear Mr. Odeal:

This acknowledges your letter of November 13, 1995, addressed to Mr. John
Madera of my sta’f, regarding the footer drains at Advanced Medical Systems,
Inc. (AMS).

By lTetter dated November 29, 1995 (enclosed), we asked AMS to provide
additional information to support its proposal. On December 14, 1995, we
received AMS’ response (enclosed). We are currently evaluating the additional
information.

When our evaluation is complete, you will be informed of our decision.

Should you have any further questions regarding AMS, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Sincerely,
' Gdginal slonad by James L. Caldweii

James L. Caldwell, Deputy Director
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety

Erclosures: As stated (2)

see Attached Distribution

DOCUMENT NAME: G:\LTRS2LIC\MTLS\030\95316055.L40 fi\L3L}

To recelve & copy of this document, indicete in the box: “C" = Copy without sttachment/enclosure "€ = Copy with
sttachment/enciosure"N” = No copy

OFFICE |RIII RITI | RIV, RITI

NAME MWeber :dp JMadera {( A/ JCﬁ%&M [
DATE 12/ 20/95 12 95 12 95 12/ /95 Il

CIAL RECORD COPY




Erwin J. Odeal -2~

Distribution
r fr R
Robert Meschter
Radiation Safety Officer
Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.

121 N. Eagle Street
Geneva, OH 44041

Michael R. White, Mayor
City of Cleveland

601 Lakeside Avenue
Cleveland, OH 44114

Michael Kalstrom, Secretary

County of Cuyahoga

Cuyahoga Emergency Management
Assistance Zenter

1255 Euclid Avenue, Room 102

Cleveland, OH 44115-1807

Erv Ball, Deputy Director
Cuyahoga County Board cf Health
1375 Euclid Avenue, Suite 524
Cleveland, OH 44115

bee:

C. Jones, NMSS
PUBLIC IEO7
AMS File

E-mail:
Bruce Berson (BABI) Bill Brach (EWB)
Cynthia Jones (CGJ) Mike Stein (MHS)

Robert E. Owen, Administrator
Department of Health

246 North High Street, 3rd Floor
P.0. Box 118

Columbus, OH 43266

Lisa Mehringer

City of Cleveland Law Department
601 Lakeside Avenue, Room 106
Cleveland, OH 44114

Jane Harf, Chairperson

Ohio State Emergency Response
Commission

1800 Watermark Drive

P.0. Box 163669

Columbus, OH 43216-3669

Marian Zobler
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Joe DeCicco (JXD1)
Jim Caldwell (JLCI)

Tim Johnson (TCJ) Mike Weber (MFW]) Fred Combs (FCC)
John Madera (JRM4) Marian Zobler (MLZ) Donald Cool (DAC)
Kevin Null (KGN) Bernie Bordenick (BMB) Steve Crockett (SFC)

Cindy Pederson (CDP1) Josie Piccone (JMP1) Geoffrey Wright (GCW)



ilovember 29, 199%

Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.

ATTN: Robert Meschter
Radiation Safety Officer

1620 London Road

Cleveland, OH 44110

Dear Mr. Meschter:

This is in response to your October 17, 1995 letter, in which you discuss the
addition of grout to the abandoned footer drain and four inch discharge line
at AMS.

Regarding the abandoned footer drain, you refe: to an "independent analysis of
more than 30,000 gallons of water that has been collected from the newly
installed footer drain system, which shows no detectable cobalt-60.* Please
provide us the results of this analysis, and explain when, where, and how the
water samples were collected.

Regarding the four inch discharge line, you refer to photographs of the AMS
facility which show “that a trench is in the vicinity of where the 4" line
should currently lie." In addition, you state that “AMS has recently
confirmed that the 4" discharge line is indeed located in 2 trench ... and is
surrounded by concrete." During an NRC inspection on November 2-3, 1995, you
provided one of the photographs to which you refer in your letter to a member
of my staff. You also discussed the results of drilling tests being performed
in the basement of the AMS facility which, you indicated, show that the
discharge line is surrounded by concrete. Please furnish us with an update on
this work, and provide, in writing, a detailed explanation of how AMS '
confirmed that the four inch discharge line is located in a trench and is
surrounded by concrete.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Sincerely,

Original Signed By

John R. Madera, Chief
Nuclear Materials Licensing Branch

Docket No. 030-16055
License No. 34-19089-01

A d Distri ion
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1020 London Rd.
Cleveland, Ohio 44110
216-692-3270

NATC Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.

Lisle, Ilinois 60523-4351

Re: Advanced Medical Systems Inc. (License No. 34-19089-01)
Dear Mr.- Madera:

We are in receipt of your November 29, 1995 letrer regarding the foundation drainage system at
the Advanced Medical Systems, Inc., (AMS) facility and the results of water sampling that has
occurred since the system was remediated. The following are our responses to your guestions.

As of the date of this letter, approximately 50,000 gallons of water have beew collected from the
new foundation drainage system. On December 5-6, 1995, approximately 19,000 gallons from
that volume were discharged into the back parking lot of the London Road facility.

In regard to the four-inch discharge line, a copy of a photograph iaken during building
consuruction was given to Mike Weber (USNRC Region II). As I explained to M:. Weber, that
photograph shows the location of a trench where the four-inch line currently exists. Therefore,
it is reasonable o assume that when the building footers were poured, this trench was filled with
cement. However, AMS did not rely solely on this assumption in concluding that the four-inch
line is, in fact, encased.

On August 31, 1995, the position of the four-inch iine in the front basement was located. A hole
was drilled into the basement less than one (1) foot to tiie side of the four-inch line and at a

| - - RECEIVED 0
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distance of approximately 10 feet inside (to the west) of the east wall. Drilling continued o 2
depth of approxim.uely 14 inches, and at no Ume was subsurface soil encountered. At other
basement flovr jocations, subsurface soils are reached at a depth of six (6) inches. Therefore,
AMS concluded tnat the four-inch line was, indeed, fully-encased in the cement-filled trench.

3270 if further discussion is necessary. Additional information on the “0!d” and the “new”
dnimge:ymisfoﬂhoominginﬂnmdiaxjonmpon.

Robert Meschter, RSO

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

cC:



ATTACHMENT 1 - RESULTS OF WATER SAMPLING

Collection Date Collection Location Results
August 8, 1995 Approx. 10,000 galions in frac tank (for use in 10,000 N.D. - Co60
gallon flush test)
August 8, 1995 Approx. 3,000 gallons in *old” Poly tank (from 10,000 33 £ 21 pCin Bi-214
gallon flush test) 54 4 22 pCi/l Pb-214
L N.D. - Co-60
August 9, 1995 Approx. 3,000 gallons in “old” Poly tank (from 10,000 N.D. - Co60
gallon flush test)
August 9, 1995 Approx. S,Mnlbmin'o!d'l’olyuﬂ:(&omlo.m 23.1 4 9.2 pCifl Co-60
gallon flush test) 12 4 1.3 pCi/l gross beta(filtered)
August 10, 1995 | Approx. 3,000 gallons in “old™ Poly tank (from 10,000 N.D. - Co-60
gallon flush test)
October 5, 1995 Discharge lineﬁommfoomdnim(gnbmk) N.D. - Co-60
October 18, 1995 | 3,000 gailons in “old” Poly tank (composite) N.D. - Co-60
October 18, 1995 Discharge line from new footer drains (grab sample) N.D. - Co60
October 20, 1995 Discharge line from new footer drains (grab sample) N.D. - Co60
October 24, 1995 Cleveland drinking water (grab sample from Atlas N.D. - Co-60
facility)

November 6, 1995 | 3,000 gallons in “new” Poly tank (composite) ¢ N.D. - Co-60
November 14, 1995 Dinhar;elimﬁomnewfoomdrﬁm(gnbanple) N.D. - Co-60
November 15, 1995 Discharge line from new footer drains (grab sample) N.D. - Co-60
November 16, 1995 thnrgelineﬁmmlomdrﬁm(;nbnnple) N.D. - Co-60
November 17, 1995 Discharge line from new footer drains (grab sample) N.D. - Co-60
November 20, 1995 Discharge line from new footer drains (grab sample) N.D. - Co-60
November 20, 1995 Approx. 22,000 gallons in frac tank No. § (composite) N.D. - Co-60
November 20, 1995 | Rain water (composite) collected in barrel on property N.D. - Co-60
November 29, 1995 Approx. 16,000 gallons in frac ank No. 2 { ite) N.D. - Co-60
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NEFF & ASSOCIATES

FPLANNERS ® ENGINEERS » SURVEYORS
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Postt” Fax Note 7671 [Oaie (o (| [fedes® S

To From
December 6, 1995 S et - AL CESAR,

Phone ¢ ]
Fax ¢ ]

Advanced Medical Syetems, Inc.
121 North Eagle Street
Geneva, Ohio 44041

Attn: David Cesar

RE: Response to comments from U.B.N.R.C, dated 29 November

1995 regarding 4" diecharge line at 1020 London Road,
Cleveland, ohio

File No. 10459.007

Dear Mr. Cesar:

On 4 December 1995 Mr. Measchter, Radiation Safety officar,
contacted me concerning the response to the regulatory agency
regarding the condition of the 4" die ‘harge line at the 1020 London
Road £ae2i1t : On 6 December 1995 I visited the site to review the
matter with Kin. Review of constructien drawings, discussion with

im, and my observations of the events relative to this matter were
used to arrive at my opinion. :

It was disclosed to me that on 31 August 1995 a test hole wae made
in the basement floor of this facility approximately one foot from
the 4" discharge line as shoyn on the attached exhibit. This test
hole wae made by Alan Duff of Integrated Environmental Management
Inc. in consort with Chris Reed ageietant to Mr. Meschter. It was
reported to me that this hole wae terminated at & depth of 12 to 14
inches without exiting the floor siab, indicating that at the time
of construction the trench surrounding the 4" discharge line was
filled with concrete at the same time the floor slab was installed.

It is my opinion to a reasorable degree of engineering certainty
that the 4" discharge line is included in the concrete floor slab.

This opinion i{s based on the following facts whioch I perceive to be
correct:

1. It is not probable that the increased thickneas of concrete
found is an isolated event.
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( File No. 10459.007

¢. The original design of tha floor elab was to be six inches
thick, as shown on the construction plens. This was confirmed
by prior coring performed by another contractor.

3. Photographs teaken during conitruction clearly indicats the
existence of 4 trench at the approximate location of the 4"
di-qharqe line.

4. It is reascnable to conclude that the increased thickness of
concrete ie consistent along the 4" discharge line and that
the utility trench was backfilled with concrete at the time
the floor slab was installed.

The insitu condition of this 4" discharge line deviates from normal
construction for whatever reasons pertinent at the time of
construction. Further invesive investigation to eubstantiate this
opinion would be counter productive in that it might breach the
Antegrity of the diecharge line, as well as weaken the gtructure.

Very Truly Yours,

Sy 1 w Dougyn P, P35

John W. Denega P.E., P.8.
Neff & Assoclates




jar| J Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District

3826 Euclid Avenue « Cleveland. Ohio 44115-2504 216 « 881 « 6600 FAX: 216 « 881 e 9702

November 13, 1995

Mr. John Madera

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region I1I

901 Warrenville Ro~d

Lisle, Ilinois 605324351

Re: . Failure of AMS to Lmmobilize Footer Contamination

Dear Mr. Maderz:

and/or further contamination of the public sewer system serving the London Road area.

AMS’ stated reasons for abdicating their respoasibility to preveat the spread of contamina*ion
are spurious. The materials handling and delivery of liquid grouting are handled by professionals,
rather than AMS personnel, hence do not pose a hazard thereto.

Further, in the event that it is indeed cost-prohibitive for AMS to take those measures
fiecessary to propeily protect the eavironmeant through proper ab aepL of 1 ‘ derground
contaminated lines, the NRC should take those necessary measures o ‘of youriicensee.

BIY 17 TS o
The mission of the Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer Districtis o enhance public el andweatface through the efficient, cos:-
effective conveyance and ireatment of waslewaler. This is accomplished by an organization dedicated to professionalisrr.
fairess and consistency that anicipates and responds lo the changing environmental needs of the community.




Mr. John Madera
November 14, 1995
Page Two

Finally, bear in mind that as long as the footers remain un-grouted, the District will not aliow
AMS 1o re-connect to the public sewer system.

Please call me or Thomas Lenhart or Lawrence English of my legal staff at (216) 881-6600
if you have any questions or comments.

Very truly yours,
Executive Director
encl.
cc:  Richard Connelly
Rod Dell’ Andrea
Thomas E. Lenhart

Lawrence K. English



-

/}\\l) _’Zﬁ‘ S

\® Advanced Medica] Systems, Inc.

1020 Londan Ra
Clevefand, Ohio 44110
216-692-3270

[ —

/nscsrvznﬂ
October 17, 1995 “5P31 105
Mr. James Caldwell Legal Department
Nnclear Matenals Tnspection, Section 2 N- E- 0.
United Sta'es Nuclear Regula’zi y Canunission

801 War enville Road
Lasle, Iliois 60523-431

Re: addition of Grout to Abanconed Footer Drain and 4* Discharge Line at AMS
(USNRC License No. 34-19089-01)

Dear Mr. Caldwell:

in the letter dated July 19, 1995 from Advanced Medical 'jystems (AMS) to you, AMS stated its
intention of using AV-118 Durifiex liquid grout 16 fill th. abandoned section of the foundation drains
at the AMS facility in order to immebilize Gontseiiz s that were present in the druin line. . This tvpe
of grou: was originally selected based 00 (5 prepertias {enters the 5vstam in 8 free-flowing liquid fonm,
seais well etc.).

e e A i i S i
sbandoned line, This decision was based on the fac: fhe: instaliation of this type of grout carries

isolated without the grout since there is 2 concrete isolution wall surrounding the drain and
unpemeable liner covering the ground surface above the drains. Independent analysis of more than
3C,000 gallons of water tat has been collected from the newly installed footer drain systemn, which
shows no detectable cobalt-60, further justifies this decision.

During a July 18, 1995 teleconference call between AMS and the USNRC, Mr. Jack Grobe also
rwommmdcdﬂmAMSgomindnaﬁelengmomwd“dkdmgelhsﬁmedm AMS
basement. (Please recall that it was AMS"s intent from the onset of the sewer remediation project to
only grout in each end of the 4* line. This has been done). However, re\_n'ewofplmognptu of the
AMS facility taken during building construction shows Uiat a trench is in the vicinity of where the 4*
line should currently lie. This implies that the line is imbedded in the cement foundation. AMS. |
coopcly confirmed that the §°, discharge e i indeed lopated in the trench depicted in the photograph
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@;ahoga Emerga.nccy Management Commissionm
\sgist EMAC Mary Q. Boyl
*BStapss e ¢ ’ Timothy F. Hagan

Lee C. Weingart
VIA CERTIFIED U.S. MAIL
Robert Meschter, RSO
Advanced Medical Systems, Inc,
1020 London R4.
Cleveland, Ohio 44110

Dear Mr. Meschter;

The Cuyahoga County Local Emergency Planning Commitiee (LEPC) is pleased to submit
comments on the September 21, 1995 version of the Emergency Plan for the Advanced Medical
Systems, Inc. (AMS) facility Jocated at 1020 London Rd., Cleveland, Ohio 44110, These
comments are timely submitted pursuant to 10 CFR 30.32 (i)(4), which allows offsite response
organizatons expeoted 10 respond in case of an accident 60 days to comment. We received your
revised plan and your reference to our comments on October 19, 1995,

We have carcfully reviewed the document submitied and offer the attached page referenced
comments. The LEPC believes that the issucs raised in the aforementioned aftachment must be
addressed to provide the local involvement necessary for an effective community response to your
emergency plan.  If you have any questions please call me at 216.443.7597.

Sincerely,
W[i L-‘uﬂ\o S. M'/f,'m——

Michael S. Kalstrom
Secretary, Cuyahoga County LEPC

cc.  James L. Caldwell, Deputy Director, NRC Region T
Commander Robent Cermak, Cleveland Police Dept.
Lawrence Englisk, NEORSD
Jane Harf, Ohio SERC
Edmund Mecklenburg, Cuyahoga County Emergency Management
Edwin Price, Cuyahoga County Community Services
Dr. Gayle Galan, University Hospitals .
Chief Thomas Root, Cleveland Fire Marshal
James Williams, Ohio Emergency Management Agency

CECOMS CENTER 443.3195 CRIS CENTER 443.7940 EMERGENCY MANAGENENT 443-8700

1255 Euclid Avenue, Room 102 FAX 443.§708 Cleveiang, Ohio €4115.1307
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' \) Relerenced Comments
Emergency Plan (9/21/95 Yersion) for Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.
Cuyahoga County LEPC

Page Section Comment

11 1.1 What docs the term posentially dispersible mean? s it related to the type
of matesial or the e location? It appears to mean both when it suits
e gn_;,‘;‘n:ﬂ{';_’“ﬁf""“-{lfi“ v s his dof“"}?i . tg.x‘ ';}:p 5 : ;&? ﬁﬁw!a«@ems
i " Tocations'in the fa y are an imsrovement over the previdus document,
however, it would be helpful to include the ambient exposure ratcs on the
maps piovidod, This would provide emergency responders with the

immediate information they need in an emergency situation.

12 121 What is the physical state and type of storage of the 4,000 curies of “Co
reporied for the Hot Cell? What does nor readily dispersible mean?

16 1.2.9 A February 8, 1988 report on the WHUT Room completed by Nuclear
Support Scrvices for AMS deseribed approximatcly oné inch of e talcum
powder-like material oa the floor of the WHUT Room and assessed its
activity as 393.1 Curies. Another 136.4 curies was described as stored in
a tank. The Toral Room Activity was listed ar 529.4 Curies. The
description in thig section does not compese with this description with
regand to the conlents and location of waste materials and the amount of
total activity reported appears to be considerably lower than one would
project given the approximately 1.5 half lives since 1988, Why?

s El:"{;: PR 5 Figure 5 does got iljustrate the information reported in this section. What
PR RT B 20T are the names and addresses of these facilities. Where are they located?

2-2 2.1 We believe that this section of the report would be more useful if it
approached. emergency spenarios resulting from a range of possible
calastrophic events to the facility instead of carefully minimizing the
Jikelihood and consequences of such eveats. The approach used in the
report is not very usclul w local eincrgency responders. It is helpful (from
an emergency planning perspective) to know the possible consequences of
certain catastrophic eveats however unlikely they may be.
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2-2 2.1.1 The amount of porendially dispersible maserial is debatable (see earlier
comments rzgarding this issuc),

The dose reported for a fire fighter would be more uzefy! if reported for &
range of distances both inside the building and at some distance outside the
building rather than for nine meters. This would help fire fighters to be
more aware of the relative degree of risk.

24 2.14 The security history of this facility does not comport with this description.

o A3 &S Jtwould be advisable to assess the likelihood of ons or more tank ruptures

£ :@Mﬁ:“ i ¥ ?3'&:':: <5541 e Temporary siorage tanks ofi-site which hold an estimated 100,000 of
water. This large volume of water could cause damage to the facility,
personnc] and possibly the community.

33 3.2 In the event of a site area emergency involving an off-site release of 2
feportable quantity of 2 reportable substance, the Fire Department, the
Cuyahoga County LEPC, the Ohio SERC and the National Response
Center must be contacted within 0.5 hours according to federal and state
law.

33 33 In the event of a relcase of a reportable substance there are federal and state
requirements for both immodiatc virbal and later writien information
(Section 304 of EPCRA and Section 3750.06 of the Ohio Revised Code).
Information about the content of these notifications has been forwarded to
AMS in our earlier Emergency Plan comments forwarded on June 2, 1995.
The verbal information should be reportod by the KSO at the time of such
& relcase, and & written summary must be forwarded within thirty days of
the release,

i { O B SR ERREY ¥ List should include the Cuyahoga County Division of Emcrgency
Management and & description of the CMEIMS., Jt should also include the
NEORSD and, of course, the Cuyahoga County LEPC.

6-1 6.4 Could not locate the instrwnent calibration room on Figure 3. Emergency
responde.s should be able w0 locate this equipment In the event AMS
personncl are incapacitated or unavailable,

7-2 7.3 Ferhaps a Comvnunications drill should have boen performed prior to the
release of this version of plan. Many of the ielephone numbers and names
and organizations are incorrect or missing from Table 2 (see Table 2

2
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. ‘ l comments),
~

72 1.7 The Cuyahoga County Division of Emergency Management forwarded 2
letier, dated September 26, 1995, in response to the AMS inquiry on this
subject, but the letier is not included in this document.

10-) 10 Section 302 (b)(2) of the Emergency Planning and Community Right to
Know Act ("EPCRA") and Section 3750.05 (A) of the Ohio Revised Code
both euthorize the “designation of additional facilitics,*

As noted earlier the nature, content and phone numbers required for
notification under Saction 304 of FPCRA and Section 3750.06 of the Ohio

el et o i | 'ygvéw Rﬁ\v !,W'W:Soée. stgylfibq more OONPfe{l,cnSl}{Q i i ,

+ s
B )

112 Table |  Note earlier comments regarding the contents of the WHUT room.

11-3 Table2  We believe that this table should be carefully reviewed. It has errors
regarding names of people and agencies, emors regarding emergency
telephone numbers and errors regarding the organizations listed as first
responders. The fallowing is a summary of the changes recommended.

Lary Grove is not a first responder. 1f nasies inust be included we would
suggest John Wills,

We don't believe that University Hospitals would be a first-responder, but
will defer to the hospital staff. While the hospital would be involved it
would not be on-scene.

There is a letter in Appendix E from the Ohio Department of Health that
says that it s not u fust responder,

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency does not have a Chairperson,
Jane Harf'is the Chairperson of the Ohio SERC, and a staff member of the
Ohio EPA, but not an emergency responder. The number listed here
should be the emergency telephone number for the Ohio EPA/SERC - 800-
282-9378.

—— -
p

The Cuyahoga County Division of Emergency Manageiment shiould be listed
as a first responder, in the event that CEMAC Mobile One (its mobile
communications vehicle ) were activated. It is accessod via the CMEIMS
as described in our September 26, 1995 letter,

The NEORSD should be histed as a first responder. Its emeérgency

3



Figures

AT Figute 77

13-13

14.]

. Mool dot

telephone numbecs are 641-6000 during business hours and 641-3200 from
4:30 P.M. 10 8:00 A.M. on week nights and on weckends.

The telephone number listed for the Cuyahoga Couity LEPC should be
216-771-1365. This number is answered 24 hours per day,

The National Respanse Center Hotline number should be included. It is
800-824-8802.

The Figures do not include a site map that locates facilities outside of the
primary building. For example he Pump House is not included on any of
the Figures,

"Is'this meant 1o accommodate all emergencies? It seems likely that the

emergency responders involved would vary depending upon the incident
and might include agencies not listed here.

Emergency Response The procedures and agencies 1o be notified in the event of a reportable

release (Section 304 of EPCRA and Section 3750.06 of the Ohio Revised
Code) are not included anywhere in the Emergency Response and

Noiifications soction.
Edmund M. Meckienburg's name is spelled incorroctly.

Note earlier comment regaiding Mr. Meckleuburg's Sepleniber 26, 1995
letter,

Jane Haif's name is spelled incorrectly.
Edmund M Meckienburg's name is spelied incorrectly,

The Cuyahoga County Local Emergency Planning Committee (“LEPC")
should be added W Uie distribution list, o)

The NEORSD should be added to the distribution list.
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Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District

3826 Euclid Avenue « Cleveland, Ohio 44115-2504 216+ 8381 « 6600 FAX: 216 « 881 » 9709

December 21, 1995

Mr. James M. Taylor

Executive Director for Operations

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Re:  Errors in NRC Inspection Report No. 030-16055/95005(DRSS)

Dear Mr. Taylor:

We were deeply troubled to receive Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC™) Inspection
Report No. 030-16055/95005(DRSS), dated November 27, 1995, reviewed December 5, 1995, and
approved December 4, 1995 This inspection report purports to reflect the results of NRC inspections
that took place from April 3 to November 3, 1995. However, the contents of this inspection report
are at odds with the facts as documented below.

We have attached a copy of the inspection report for your reference. We have also enclosed
a copy of a videotape highlighting just & small portion of the pervasive violations of NRC regulations,
good health physics practices, and ordinary safe working procedures at the Advanced Medical
Systems, Inc. (“AMS") London Road facility during the period purportedly covered by the inspection
report. We recite below some of the violations documented on the videotape in the context of the
inspection report, to ensure that you see that our concern is fully justified.

As an initial point, both the transmittal letter and first page of the inspection report state that
the purpose of the inspection was to determine whether the activities conducted by your licensee
“were conducted safely and in accordance with NRC requirements ” It is not clear under what
authority the NRC may assess the safety of licensee conduct beyond compliance with specific NRC
regulations, but it is clear that obvious safety violations were abundant at this facility during the
period of inspecticn

Referring to the excerpt of videotape taken July 5, 1995, you may readily observe unprotected
workers in an un-shored ¢xcavation with heavy equipment in operation above them You will also
note that actual subsidence uf the excavation is taking place Similar operation of heavy equipment
over an un-shored excavation may be seen in the excerpt of videotape taken July 7, 1995 In the July
28, 1995 excerpt you can see that the equipment being used to excavate 1s no longer level .lt should
be obvious that having unprotected workers in open, un-shored excavations with heavy equipment
above them 1s unsafe .

EDO --~ 000914

The mission of the Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District is to enhance public health and welfare through the etlicient, cos!
effective conveyance and treatment of wastewater. This is accomplished by an organization dedicated to protessionalism
fairness and consistency that anticipates and responds o the changing environmental needs of the community
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December 21, 1995
Page 2

It should be obvious that having unprotected workers in open, un-shored excavations with heavy
equipment above them is unsafe.

Reference to Occupational Safety and Health Administration (*OSHA”) rules regulating
open-trench excavation may assist you in confirming that these are indeed unsafe practices.

In the July 28, 1995 excerpts, you may observe a confined space entry into one of the AMS
manholes. “ou will observe that the confined space entry takes place with no apparent ongoing
atmospheric monitoring whatsoever, hence with no indication of toxic or explosive gases. You will
also see that a worker is left dangling in a hamess unatie.:ded at the entry to the AMS manhole, and
see the hamness later come up without the worker in it. You will also see the same worker smoking
at the mouth of the radiologically-controlled AMS manhole where explosive gases could well
accumulate. It also appears that Robert Meschter, the AMS Radiation Safety Officer, may have lit
the cigarette for him. It also appears that no radiological control is being exercised over materials
being removed from the manhole.

Each of these illustrates an obviously unsafe practice. As in the ¢ 1se with open-trench
excavation, reference to Occupational Safety and Health Administration (“OSHA™) rules regarding
confined space entry may assist you in confirming that these are indeed unsafe practices.

These several points illustrate that the activities conducted at the AMS London Road facility
were not conducted in a safe manner. As NRC inspectors may be unfamiliar with safe excavation
practices, safe confined space entry requirements, and OSHA regulations, these oversights may be
explainable through mere ignorance of the epplicable standards. They may have ignored these
problems because of their lack of authority. If the latter is the case, the inspection report should not
state that it is examining AMS’ activities for “safety”. However, the inspection report goes on to
make a number of erroneous statements with respect to observation of safe radiological practices that
appear to be within NRC inspector training.

As a predicate 10 the following comments, it must be first observed that the NRC inspection
report confirms at pages 3 and 5 that the sewer discharge system owned by AMS, and particularly
the four-inch discharge line and the underdrain system, were indeed radioactively contaminated.
Accordingly, the conduct of AMS emplovees and AMS contractors should be evaluated in terms of
activities in a known contaminated area. Viewed as such, the actions of the AMS employees and
contractors were woefully deficient, and matched only by the NRC inspectors’ failure to note such
deficiencies
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For example, it is stated at page 6 of the inspection report:

All workers involved with the project received general
radiation safety training from AMS, followed by
training on the job-specific radiation work permit
(RWP) 95-10.

According to the RWP, workcrs were required to
wear TLDs and pocket dosimeters at all times while
working in restricted « >as. Worke:s ..ere also
required to wear latex gloves wi.en handling soil and
water samples.

The same RWP is discussed at page 4:

... Morcover, workers were required to wear full
protective clothing (coveralls, hoods, booties, and
gloves), in addition to using breathing zone air
samplers, while working in contaminated areas.

Page 6 of the inspection report falls short of stating full compliance with RWP 95-10. In fact,
the report goes rio further than to state, “The inspectors observed that workers wore proper dosimetry
at all times, and wore latex gloves when handling soil and water samples.” A cursory review of the
videotape readily demonstrates that even this rudimentary requirement of good health physics
practice and the RWP prepared was not observed.

Ior example, examine the videotape excerpts of Ju'y 5, 1995, in which workers are handling
sections of the contaminated footers without gloves. Or see the excerpts from the July 11, 1995
videotape, in which the worker is using hic  «r» hands to handle sections of the footer he has Just
broken up with a pick. This segment is particu/urly interesting, as he puts gloves on after handling
the contaminated footers, apparently without washing his hands in the interim. Similarly, no
protective gloves appear in the July 17, 1995 segment.

These are obvious failures to meet even the modest claim by the inspectors that “workers
wore proper dosimetry at all times, and wore latex gloves when handling soil and water samples ”
That is, even the limited version of compliance stated by the NRC inspectors appears to be incorrect.

Bevond these multiple failures for AMS workers and contractors to wear gloves when
handling radioactive matenals, you will note many examples of failure to abide by the RWP*mandate
to “wear full protective clothing (coveralls, hoods, booties, and gloves), in addition to using
breathing zone air samplers, while working in contaminated areas.™ '
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Note, for example, the workers in the contaminated excavation with no protective clothing
whatsoever in the July 5, 1995 videotape excerpt. No breathing zone samplers are in evidence,
either. In the July 7, 1995 excerpt, you can see that work is being performed in contaminated areas
10 short pants. lnthissamcexoerp(,youunalsosecawortcrsplashingcontaminnedwaterashe
smashes at contaminated piping in the excavation with a breaker bar. The worker splashing the
contaminated water is the one smoking the cigarette.' On the same day, you can see a worker in short
pants in the truck bed into which contaminated dirt is poured. The truck, not surprisingly, has no
liner.

In the July 11, 1995 excerpts, you can see a worker in a tee-shirt without gloves or face
protection again smashing at the contaminated lines around the building. On this occasion you see
him splashing himself in the face with contaminated water. There is no eyewash station for him to
rinse his face, so he has a cigarette. In the July 13, 1995 excerpt, you can see workers again in short
sleeves. On July 17, 1995, you can see a worker wearing no protective gear in a fruck bed into which
contaminated dirt is shoveled. The truck bed is still unlined.

You may also notice that there is a posting that some area is a “high radiation area.” Which
area is the high radiation area is not clear, as there is no apparent delimiting of areas at this facility
throughout the project.

The extent of radioactive contamination at this site is indicated in the July 20, 1995 videotape
excerpts, in which an AMS consultant states that soil samples may be too “hot” to handle. To be
precise, he states that the soil samples being excavated are giving off 2 - 3 millirem/hour.

Notwithstanding the consultant’s awareness of such high levels of contamination, the NRC
inspectors do not make clear the efforts, if any, to characterize the contamination, nor do they
unambiguously state the status of the AMS facility. The lack of clarity is exacerbated by the lack of
precision in the inspectors’ discussion of the activities themselves. For example, on page 5, the
following may be found:

Soils in the area were surveyed by the licensee using
a scintillation counter employing a 2 inch x 2 inch
sodium iodide crystal. Any soil which exhibited
radiation levels at or above 8 picocuries per gram
(pCi/g)’ was removed and placed in a posted, roped
off area in the rear parking lot, near the building *

'Quite a bit of smoking is evident on these videotape excerpts, with most of it betig done
by the AMS Radiation Safety Officer. As it is he who provides radiation training to the non-
radiation workers, his example of poor health physics practices is particularly troubling.
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Footnote 4 to this text elaborates on this AMS procedure:

To be more precise, the soil was excavated using a
backhoe. If any soil in the “scoop” exhibited readings
at or above 8 pCi/g, the entire scoop of soil was
considered  potentially  contaminated  and
subsequently placed in the posted, roped off area in
the rear parking lot.

As you may recognize, sodium iodide crystal scintillation detectors do r ot provide readings
in pCi/g. Hence, an important step has been left out of the discussion of how any material at this
facility was characterized. Further, as to the tables attached to the inspection report, the MDA level
for liquids of 20 - 60 pCi/l and for solids of 7 - 26 pCi are quite high, and do not seem 1o reflect best
practices.

Certainly, no systematic evaluation of the facility or grounds approaching the NRC Draft
' iti ' izati 1ssioning Sites (NRC, 1992) has
been conducted. Hence, this facility cannot be considered “characterized”. Similarly, as nothing
ing the information contemplated by the Magual i iologi 1
Support of License Termination, Draft NUREG/CR-5849 (J.D. Berger, ORIST, June 1992) has been
developed, no part of this facility can be called “released”.

Also, the implicit acceptance by the inspectors of leaving known contaminated piping in the
ground (July 11, 1995) or simply covering a known contaminated area with a plastic tarp (July 24,
1995) or piling known contaminated material above ground (July 17, 1995) is very troubling. The
idea that proper characterization and/or remediation would not take place because of poor shoring
practices or the proximity of utility connections (see footnote 5 on page 6 of the inspection report)
is also very troubling.

It puzzles us that such apparent violations are so easily recorded by the District, yet
overlooked by NRC inspectors. Other aspects of the inspection report also puzzled us. For example,
on page 7, the NRC chooses to forego finding AMS in violation of its license condition to remediate
the London Road interceptor. The report states, “In fact, AMS has not vet been allowed to enter the
interceptor.”

This is grossly inaccurate and misleading, and all the more troubling because at least one of
the NRC officials signing off on the inspection report actually krniows that this statement is false. As
was explained by telephone and confirmed in a November 1, 1€95 letter to John Madera. the reason
that AMS has failed to gain entry to the London Road interceptor is because they have unitaterally
failed to properly arrange such entry. How it is that no violation is found when a licensee merely sits
on its hands and ignores your license requirements is a mystery 1o us, '
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These videotape excerpts illustrate the District’s concern with AMS confineg cpace entry
practices (e.g., smoking in manhole, improper use of harness, etc.) and hiznlight the necessity of
express conditions upon AMS and its contractors as a critical precondi’.on 1o entry into the public
sewer system.

Overall, NRC Inspection Report No. 030-16055/95005(DRSS) does not reflect the real
conditions at the AMS facility nor accurately relate the activities that have taken place there. The
extent to which the report diverges from the facts raises serious questions about NRC oversight of
this licensee. We would appreciate your thorough review of the enclosed materials and appropriate
follow-up investigation. As there are abundant violations apparent in these materials, we would
recommend thz( the videotape not be shared with your licensee during the pendency of your
investigation. We will be monitoring your enforcement follow-up closely.

Please call Richard Connelly, Manager of our Water Quality and Industrial Surveillance
division, at (216) 641-6000, or Thomas Lenhart or Lawrence English of our Legal Department at
(216) 881-6000, if you have any questions. Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Very truly yours,

)
et d

‘ c;'c:(' e

-
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Erwin J. Odeal
Excoative Director

encl.

cc: Richard N. Connelly
Thomas E. Lenhart
Lawrence K. English
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION

801 WARRENVILLE ROAD
USLE. ILLINOIS 605324351

December 4, 1995

Advanced Medical Systems
ATTN: David Ceczar

Vice President
121 North Eagle Street
Geneva, OH 4404.

Dear Mr. Cesar:
SUBJECT: NRC INSPECTION REPORT NO. 03G-16055/95005(DRSS)

This refers to the inspection conducted by members of this office and NRC
Headquarters on April 3 through November 3, 1995 at the Londcon Koad,
Cleveland, Ohio facility. The purpose of the inspection was tc determine
whather activities authorized by the license were conducted safely and in
acrordance with NRC requirements. At the conclusion of the inspection, the
findings were discussed with those individuals identified in the enclosed
report.

The areas examined during the inspection are identified in the report. Within
these areas, the inspection consisted of selective examinations of procedures
and representative records, interviews with personnel, and observation of
activities in progress.

No violations cf NRC requirsments were identified during the inspection.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," a copy of
this letter and its enclosure will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning iiis inspection.

“Sincerely,

(A 1 OGNS
James L. CaldwelT, Deputy Director
Divicion of Nuclear Materials Safety

License No. 34-19089-01
Docket No. 030-16055

Enclosure: Inspection Report
No. 030-16055/95G05(DRSS)



U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION ITI

Report No. 030-16055/95005(DRSS)
License No. 34-19089-01 Category B Priority 1
Licensee: Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. (AMS)

1020 London Rd.

Cleveland, OH 44110

Inspection Dates: April 3 ‘hrough November 3, 1995

Inspector: W ':‘/ ul., yz 7/'3 5

Michael F. Weber Date
Materials Inspector
Reviewed B AAL 2pnll /R/S/9S
ot . Madera, Chief Date” °
\\5‘___§yz‘ear Materials Licensing
anch

g )

Inspection Summary
In r
(Rep -

: This was a special inspection to determine whether
activities authorized by the license, primarily the removal of contaminated
water and soil in and around the AMS facility, were conducted safely and in
accordance with NRC requirements.

Results: Of the areas inspected, no violations of NRC requirements were
identified.



DETAILS
Place of Use

Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. (AMS)
1020 London Rd.
Cleveland, OH 44110

Persons Contacted

*David Cesar - Vice President
*+Robert Meschter - Radiation Safety Officer
Steve Haddock - Isotope Handler
Chris Reed - Isotope Technician
*Carol Berger - Health Physicist (Contractor)
*Alan Duff - Project Manager (Contractor)
*Dwight Miller - Attorney for AMS
Various contract workers

*Present at exit meeting held on Aug. 29, 1935,
+Present at exit meeting held on Nov. 3, 1995.

Licensed Program

AMS is currently authorized to possess and use up to: (1) 150,000 curies
of cobalt-60 as solid metal for storage only incident to waste disposal
or transfer; (2) 135,000 curies of cobalt-60 in sealed sources for
installation in, maintenance on, servicing and dismantling of, and
training on te]etherapy units; (3) 40,000 curies of cesium-1 37 for
installation in, maintenance on, and servicing and disuantlin?
radiography and teietherapy units; (4) 4,040 kilograms of depleted
uranium for shielding in radiography and teletherapy units; (5) 15,000
curies of cobalt-60 in non-NRC approved sealed sources for storage only;
and (6) 15 millicuries of cobalt-60 in sealed sources for calibration of
survey instruments. Prior to May 31, 1991, AMS was authorized to
manufacture NRC appreved sealed sources.

The license issued to AMS was originally issued on November 2, 1979, and
was renewed on December 13, 1989, with an expiration date of December
31, 19%4. The license was most recently amended on August 8, 1995. In
November 1994, AMS submitted a timely renewal application, and the
existing license continues to be effective pending completion of the NRC
review of the renewal application.

Backaround

On October 21, 1994, the Executive [irector of the Northeast Ohio
Regional Sewer District (NEORSD) se.ved an Order upon AMS indicating
that the NEORSD would no longer provide wastewater treatment services
for the AMS facility. On Novemher 15, 1994, NEORSD installed plugs in
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the AMS connections to the sewage treatment system. The sewer line
plugs rendered non-functional the facility underdrain system which was
designed to control ground water pressure on the foundation structure.
This resulted in increasing water levels in the so0il around the facility
and, by mid-January 1995, ground water intrusicn into the basement of
the facility. The water in the basement became radioactively
contaminated from facility surface contamination.
On March 17, 1995, AMS’ license was amended to authorize the following
activities: (1) process' water that was stored outside its facility in
above-ground tanks, (2) simultaneously pump and process water in the
sanitary sewer manhole and lateral, building sump pit and basement, (3)
excavate areas around the facility to allow: (i) access to the
radioactively contaminated four-inch sewer discharge line; and (ii) the
radiological evaluation of the facility’s underdrain system and
surrounding soils, (4) immobilize the radioactive contamination present
in the sewer discharge system owned by AMS, and (5) remediate the London
Road interceptor in the vicinity of the abandoned facility lateral.
These activities were required to be compieted by June 17, 1995.

On June 16, 1995, the license was amended to provide new completion
dates for the five items listed above. The excavation of areas around
the facility was to be completed by July 7, 1995.

By letter dated June 29, 1995,% AMS indicated that beczuse of

continuing delays in receiving the necessary permits and authorizations,
its scheduled completion date for the excavation project would be
extended to July 21, 1995. By letter dated July 12, 1995, AMS indicated
that, due to the delay associated with the additional excavation caused
by inaccurate building drawings depicting the foundation drainage
system, etc., the scheduled completion date would be further extended to
July 28, 1995. On July 13, 1995, NBC informed AMS via teiephone that,
since AMS did not request a license amendment in either of these two
letters, it was in violation of License Condition 19, and would continue
to be in violation until its license was amended by NRC.

By letter dated July 21, 1995, AMS requested an amendment to its license
to change the excavation completion dates, etc. By lett. - dated August
8, 1995, AMS indicated that the excavation project had t.en completed.

The failure to complete the excavation of areas around the AMS facility
by July 7, 1995, constitutes a violation of License Condition 19. This
failure constitutes a violation of minor significance and is being

treated as a Non-Cited Violation, consistent with Section IV of the NRC
Enforcement Policy.

One Non-Cited Violation of NRC requirements was identified.

' To “proces<" contaminated water means to remove Co-60 from the water

f w29% is a typographical error, the correct number is “19 *
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As discussed ahove, cn March 17, 1995, AMS’ license was amended to
authorize the foilowing activities: (1) process water that was stored
outside its facility in above-ground tanks, and (2) simultaneously pump
and process water in its sanitary sewer manhole and lateral, building
sump pit and basement. From early April to June 23, 1995, AMS
contractors processed a total of nearly 100,000 gallons of water from
these areas.

Most of the water processing equipment, including barrels containing
processing wastes, was set up in the Isotope Warehouse, a restricted
area. An AC powered Gamma Alarm, which gives audible and visual alarms
if radiation levels exceed 2 mrem/hr, was located approximately 10 feet
from the equipment, in an area often frequented by workers.

The inspectors continuously surveyed the processing equipment and
surrounding areas. The highest reading on the water processing
equipment was approximately 200 mrem/hr 2t the surface of the first
carbon vessel. The highest reading on the surface of a waste drum was 7
mrem/hr. The exposure rates in the areas of the Isotope Warehouse most
often frequented Ly workers were 12ss than ] mrem/hr; thus the
inspectors never witnessed the Gamma Alarm in an alarm mode.

Sampling and storage tanks were located in the warehouse section of the
building, an unrestricted area. Sample tanks were enclosed by wooden
dikes/frames and plastic sheets in order to contain water if the tanks
ieaked. Additionally, a pump, equipped with a level trigger and
connected to a hose to the basement, was located next to each sample
tank. The only leaks observed by the inspectors occurred near the
tanks’ valves. These leaks were minor, produced puddles a few inches
wide at the most, were always contained within the wooden dikes/frames,
and did not cause contamination on the floor.

A1l workers involved with the water processing project were required to
receive general radiation safety training from AMS, . lowed by training
on the job-specific radiation work permit (RWP) 9% .10. The inspectors
audited several training sessions and noted that the training was very
thorough in that it fully covered basic radiation safety topics as well
as AMS specific information.

The inspectors interviewed nearly all of the contract workers and
determined that they had received and understood the required training.

According to the RWP, workers were required to wear film badges and
pocket dosimeters at all times while working in restricted areas. (All
persons entering the facility are required to wear pocket dosimeters).
Moreover, workers were required to wear full protective clothing
(coveralls, hoods, booties, and gloves), in addition to using breathing
zone air samplers, while working in contaminated areas. Workers were
also required to wear latex gloves when handling water samples. o



The inspectors observed that workers wore proper dosimetry at all times,
wore proper protective clothing and used breathing zone air samplers
whi1$ in contaminated areas, and wore latex gloves when handling water
samples.

Regarding surveys, the PWP required performance of ambient radiation
surveys prior to entering a work area, along with routine surveys to
assess changing radiological conditions. Prior to leaving a work area,
workers were required to frisk themselves, and any equipment and
materia s with them.

The ins’ :ctors observed that the workers performed ambient radiation
surveys and frisks as required.

No violations of NRC requirements were identified.

Excavation Project

As discussea above, on March 17, 1995, AMS’ license was amended to
authorize the following activities: (1) excavate areas around the
facility to allow: (i) access to the radiocactively contaminated four-
inch sewer discharge line; and (i1) the radiological evaluation of the
facility’s underdrain system and surrounding soils, (2) immobilize the
radicactive contamination present in the sewer discharge system owned by
AMS (this, of course, necessitated the installation of a new manhole),
and (3) remediate the London Road interceptor in the vicinity of the
abandoned facility lateral. The work on these activities began in late
June, and, with the exception of the remediation of the London Road
interceptor, ended in mid-August, 1995.

Following the installation of the new manhole, a trench (between 13 and
15 feet deep) was dug nearby, on the east side of the building, in order
to locate the four-inch discharge line between the building’s founcation
and the old manhole. The line was unearthed, and the inner surface was
found to be contaminated. The line was subsequently severed, and then
capped with cement. In contrast to the building drawings from the
1950s, this line was not connected to the underdrain system at this
Tocation. Snils in that area were surveyed by the licensee using a
scintillation counter employing 2 2 inch x 2 inch sodium iodide crystal.
Any soil which exhibited radiation levels at or above 8 picocuries per
gram (pCi/g)’ was removed and placed in a posted, roped off area in the
rear parking lot, near the building.*

The excavation continued along the east and south sides of the building.

' The maximum soil concentration for cobalt-60 in an unrestricted ares is B pCi/g (Order Establishing

Criteria and Schedule for Decommissioning the Bloomsburg, PA Site (Safety Light Corporation), 57 FR 6136,
February 20, 1982)

“ To be more precise, the soil was excaveted using a backhoe. 1f any soil in the “scoop" exhibited

readings at or above E pli/g, the entire scoop of soil was considered potentially contaminated, a
subsequently placed in the posted, roped off area in the rear parking lot.
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Here, the underdrain system, at a depth of approximately 13 feet, was
unearthed and found to be contaminated. The contaminated piping and any
soil which exhibited radiation levels at or above 8 pCi/g were removed.

The excavation was halted in the area of the Source Garden, due to
calculated exposure rates of more than 30,000 mrem/hr near the
underdrain system (approximately 12 feet below the ground surface).
These high exposure rates result from the storage of approximately
20,000 curies of Co-60 in the Source Garden.

The underdrain system north of the Source Garden was then unearthed, and
again found to be contaminated. Moreover, a tee connecting the four-
inch discharge line to the underdrain system was discovered. The line
was subsequently severed, and then capped with cement. The underdrain
system continued another 13 feet north past the tee connection, where it
terminated. Approximately four feet of this length ran beneath the
Isotope Shop air lock slab. As before, the contaminated piping and any
s0il (with the exception of some fill under the Isotope Shop airlock®)
which exhibited radiation levels at or above 8 pCi/g were removed.

The entire underdrain system, with the exception of the drains near the
Source Garden, was then replaced and the trenches filled with clean
?ravel and soil. In the area near the Source Garden, new drains were
aid outside of the atandoned drains, and were connected to the new
system. In order to prevent rain water, etc., from reaching the
abandoned drains, a cement "wall® was installed underground between the
abandoned system and the new system. In additiun, the ground surface
between the building and ihe new drains was sloped from the building
toward the new system and covered with an impermeable plastic liner.
The new underdrain system was then connected to the new manhole.

A1l workers involved with the project received general radiation safety
training from AMS, followed by tr2ining on the job-specific radiation
work permit (RWP) 95-10.

According to the RWP, workers were required to wear TLDs and pocket
docimeters at all times while working in restricted areas. Workers were
also required to wear latex gloves when handling soil and water samples.
Prior to leaving a work area, workers were required to frisk themselves,
and any equipment and materials with them.

The inspectors observed that workers wore proper dosimetry at all times,
and wore latex gloves when handling soil and water samples.

Regarding surveys, the RWP required performance of ambient radiation
surveys prior to entering a work area, along with routine surveys to

' Most, but not all, of the soil and gravel in this area under the Isotvope Shop air lock slab was
removed by the backhoe. The removal was not completed due to (1) the dangers of a cave-in, due to the
large amount of gravel in the area, (2) the proximity of a gas line, and (3) the proximity of an electric
substation The new underdrain system terminated approximate:y nine feet north past the former 18cation of
the tee connection; thus it did not extend into the area under the slab
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assess changing radiological conditions. Prior to leaving a work area,
workers were required to frisk themselves, and any equipment and
materials with them.

The inspectors observed that the workers performed ambient radiation
surveys and frisks as required.

Regarding the requirement to remediate the London Road interceptor,
License Condition 19.F. of Amendment 32 required that: (l) AMS
coordinate the remediation of the interceptor with NEORSD, and (2) the
project be completed by June 17, 1995. On June 6, 1995, the license was
amended to require that: (1) the project begin by no later than July 8,
1995, and (2) AMS notify NRC no later than July 14, 1995, to confirm
initiatior of the project, and to provide an estimated completion Gate.
AMS and NEORSD have been negotiating/discussing the project since at
least December, 1994. Tc date, very little progress has been made; in
fact, AMS has not yet been allowed to enter the interceptor. This is
necessary in order for AMS to evaluate the contamination of the
interceptor, and develop a remediation plan. NRC continues to monitor
the status of this project.

No violations of NRC requirements were identified.
fi r

From March 27 to July 6, 1995, the Region II1 Mobile Environmental
Radiation Laboratory (Lab) was stationed in the Cleveland area to aid in
the inspection effort. The Lab, and later the Region III Laboratory in
I1linois, were used by NRC to: (1) measure the Co-60 concentration in
the water after it was processed, and (2) determine the solubility
characteristics of the Co-60 in the processed water.

At AMS, the processed water was first pumped into one of four 2500
gallon sample tanks locited inside the building. For each sample tank,
the water was recirculated for one hour, and then two one-liter samples
were taken - one for NRC, one for AMS.

NRC's water samples were counted on a gamma cpectroscopy system in the
Region III mobile laboratery, or in the Region I1I Taboratory in
I11inois. The minimum detectable activity (MDA) at each laboratury
varied between approximately 20 and 60 picocuries per liter (pCi/l). If
Co-60 was detected above the MDA, then a solubility test was performed.
The method used to determine solubility was ASTM D-1888-78, "Standard
Test Methods for Particulate and Dissolved Matter, Solids, or Residue in
Water," which is Tisted in NRC Information Notice (IN) 94-07 as the
first of two acceptable methods which may be used for the radioanalysis
of suspended solids in water. Briefly, this method involves passing the
processed water through a 0.45 micron filter, and then analyzing the
filter for gamma radicactivity. For the filter analyses, the MDA at

«
6 The London Road interceptor is owned by KEORSD, mot AMS.
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each laboratory varied between approximately 7 and 26 pCi. If any
activity of Co-60 above the MDA was detected on the filter, then the Co-
G0 wa§ considered insoluble; otherwise, the Co-60 was considered
soluble.

In all cases, NRC's solubility tests on the processed water pumped to
;hglstorage bladders revealed no detectable Co-60 on the filters. (See
able 1.)

Facility Security and Postings

The AMS building is equipped with an automatic security system for both
physical protection of the facility and fire detection and suppression.
In addition, during the excavation project, AMS provided a security
guard when AMS staff were not present at the facility.

Regarding postings, all restricted, radiation, and contaminated areas
inside and outside the AMS building were properly posted throughout the
water processing and excavation projects. .

No violations of NRC requirements were identified.

X L Batlation fiasantias - Beaas

As indicated earlier, workers were required to wear TLDs and pocket
dosimeters at all times while working in restricted areas. AMS monthly
external exposure reports reveal that from January through the end of
August, 1995, the hi?hest total exposure for a worker was 295 mrem. The
total exposure for ail workers was 1125 mrem. (See Table 2.) This is
well below the standards for occupational workers as found in 10 CFR
20.1201. :

Exit Meeting

Exit meetings were held with those individuals and at those times
indicated in Section 2 of this Inspection Report.



TABLE 1 - Results of NRC's Analysis of Processed Water Pumped to Storage

Bladders
e e —
Water Sample NRC Sampie | Concentration (pCi/1) | Activity (pCi)
Collection Date Number (Water Sample) (Filter Sample)

3/27/95 2 28 + 8 <7
3/27/95 < < 19 <7 I

ﬂ 3/28/95 5 35+8 <9

l 3/28/95 6 < 4] < 10

L 3/28/95 7 8l + 18 < 8
4/10/95 10 | < 39 <9
4/24/95 17 < 42 N/A
5/1/95 20 39%7 <6
4/29/95 21 < 46 N/A
4/26/95 22 131 + 23 < 7
4/29/95 23 194 + 27 < 25
5/16/95 24 162 + 25 < 28
5/19/95 26 126 + 23 < 11
5/22/95 27 187 = 26 < 11
5/25/95 28 < 82 N/A
6/5/95 29 < 2] N/A
6/6/95 30 < 20 N/A
6/5/95 31 < 22 N/A
5/31/95 32 < 47 N/A
5/31/95 33 54 + 10 < 26
5/31/95 34 i < 45 N/A
5/31/95 35 < 53 N/A
6/2/95 36 < §7 N/A
6/6/95 119 < 44 <8
6§/6/95 120 110 = 16 < 7
6/13/95 121 178 + 19 < 9
6/13/95 122 66 = 13 -




TABLE 2 - External Exposures to AMS and Contract Workers

- -- nd 10 60 170 nd 30 270
-e - — - - 170 == - 170

(4 5] “nd" means the dose is below the dosimetry wvendor‘s minimal measurable gquantity, A valye
of 2erc was substituted for nd in the calculation of each worker's total dose.
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NOTES:

(1)

(2)

3

(e)

For the water analysis, the MOA varied between spproximetely 20 and 60 pcist.
filter analyses, the MOA varied between wpproximetely 7 and 26 pCi.

6/13/95 123 232 = 21 <9
6/13/95 124 23 +7 < 11
6/11/95 125 < 23 N/A
6/13/95 126 193 + 16 < 12
6/9/95 127 63 + 10 < 11
r 6/8/95 128 < 16 N/A
6/11/95 129 38 + 10 <9
r 6/6/95 130 93 + 20 <8
6/6/95 131 < 20 < 8
F 6/19/95 132 82 + 12 < 12
6/7/95 133 87 % 22 < 8
L 6/6/95 134 107 + 32 Unavatlable
l 6/21/95 135 332 + 53 < 11
l 6/13/95 136 < 22 <9
| 6/13/95 137 294 + 32 <9
6/14/95 138 287 + 33 < 8
6/15/95 139 199 + 13 <9
6/14/95 140 43 + 43 < 11
6/21/95 141 2] + 8 < 6
6/13/85 142 < 21 N/A
6/7/95 143 93 £+ 18 < 8
6/8/95 144 < 20 N/A

ALl results less than the MDA are listed 8s “< x* where *x* represents the numerical

value of the MDA,

ALl results greater than the MDA are listed with errors,
standard deviation.

“N/A" or Not Applicable signifies that the concentration

below the MDA, thus, the solubility test was not performed

(As @& cteck,

The errors are twice the

of Co-60 in the water sanple was
the solubility

test was performed on some samples with concentrations less than the MDA.)

“Unavailable* signifies that one water sample was lost, thus the solubility test was not

performed.
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As requested, I have reviewed the AMS inspection report dated 12/4/95,
NEORSD's letter dated 12/21/95, and the video tape. The following are n,
impressions and opinions:

General Impression: NEORSD appears to have made assumptions that did not
appear to be substantiated based on available material. It seemed that they
were of the impression that all of the soil and all of the pipe on AMS’
property was contaminated with radioactive material. However, the video does
not appear to prove that impression was correct. They also seemed to have an
unrealistic understanding of NR('s knowledge and inspection effort reglrding

OSHA regulatory requirements. 1t is interesting that none of their ¢

aims

regarding "violations" taken on video appeared to be in the presence of an NRC
inspector.

1.

The inspection report states that no violations of NRC requirements were
identified during the inspection. However, Item 4. of the report states
that one aon-cited violation of NRC requirements was identified. This
appears to be inconsistent.

Video from 7/5/95 does show workers removing soil from a trench with
heavy equipment, and the trench does appear un-shored from a 1imited
point of view. The workers are not donning protective clothing or
breathing zone samplers. It is not clear if the excavation is a
contaminated arez or not. It is not clear if the excavation area is a
restricted or unrestricted area. Therefore, it is not clear if the
video shows violations of (RWP) 95-10. It is not clear if the operation
was observed by NRC staff.

Video from either 7/6/95 or 7/7/95 shows a worker in a trench that is
unshored and heavy equipment is next to it. The workers are not donning
protective clothing. It is not clear if the excavation is a
contaminated area or not. It is not clear if the excavation area is a
restricted or unrestricted area. Therefore, it is not clear if the
video shows violations of (RWP) 95-10. It is not clear if the operation
was observed by NRC staff.

Video from 7/28/95 does not appear to show unlevel excavation equipment .

NEORSD claims that unprotected workers in open, un-shored excavations
with heavy equipment above is unsafe and in violation of OSHA
requirements. It is not clear if NRC observed the activities when they
were video taped. Also, radiation safety and NRC regulatory compliance
are the main objectives of NRC inspections. OSHA concerns are typically
incidental findings during NRC inspections. Most NRC inspectors do not
receive detailed training regarding OSHA regulations, especially for
activities that are rarely observed during routine NRC inspections
(e.g., sewer excavation).

Video taken on 7/28/95 shows a worker entering a manhole without
apparent atmospheric monitoring. A worker is left unattended while
suspended by a harness at the manhole opening. The worker is seen
smoking at the manhole entrance. The empty harness is seen removed from
the manhole followed by the worker. It is not clear if the work area is
a contaminated area or not. It is not clear if the work area is a
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restricted or unrestricted area. Therefore, it is not clear if the
video shows violations of (RWP) 95-10. It is not clear if the operation
was observed by NRC staff. Also, radiation safety and NRC regulatory
compliance are the main objectives of NRC inspections. OSHA concerns
are typically incidental findin?s during NRC inspections. Most NRC
inspectors do not receive detailed training regarding OSHA regulations,
especially for activities that are rarely observed during routine NRC
inspections (e.g., sewer excavation).

Video from 7/5/95 shows a worker handling pipe fragments while donning
gloves. It is not clear if the work area is a contaminated area or not.
It is not clear if the pipe fragments are contaminated. It is not clear
if the work area is a restricted or unrestricted area. Therefore, it is
not clear if the video shows violations of (RWP) 95-10. It is not clear
if the operation was observed by NRC staff.

Video from 7/11/95 shows a worker handling pipe fragments with bare
hands. After handling the pipe fragments, the worker dons gloves.
However it is not clear if he washed his hands prior to donning the
gloves because the video tape was stopped and restarted between takes.
Furthermore, it is not clear 1f hand washing was necessary because it is
not clear whether the pipe fragments were contaminated or not. It is
not clear if the work area is a contaminated area or not. It is not
clear 1f the work area is a restricted or unrestricted area. Therefore,
it is not clear if the video shows violations of (RWP) 95-10. It is not
clear if the operation was observed by NRC staff.

Video from 7/17/95 shows a worker with no protective gear standing in a
truck bed picking off debris from an excavator scoop. It is not clear
if the work area is a contaminated area or not. It is not clear if the
work area is a restricted or unrestricted area. Therefore, it is not
clear if the video shows violations of (RWP) 95-10. It is not clear if
the operation was observed by NRC staff.

Video from 7/8/95 shows a worker come out of a trench wearing shorts,
and he is carrying a bagged sample. It is not clear if the work area is
a contaminated area or not. It is not clear if the work area is a
restricted or unrestricted area. Therefore, it is not clear if the
video shows violations of (RWP) 95-10. It is not clear if the operation
was observed by NRC staff.

Video from 7/7/95 shows a worker splashing water while hitting a pipe
with a bar. It is not clear if the work area is a contaminated area or
not. It is not clear if the work area is a restricted or unrestricted
area. Therefore, it is not clear if the video shows violations of (RWP)
95-10. It is not clear if the operation was observed by NRC staff.

Video from 7/7/95 did not appear to show a worker in short pants in an
unlined truck bed into which dirt is poured. .

Video from 7/11/95 shows a worker in a short sleeve shirt with booties
and a hard hat, but without overalls and a hood. The worker splashes
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water while hitting a pipe and smoking a cigarette. It is not clear if
the work area is a contaminated area or not. It is not clear if the
work area is a restricted or unrestricted area. Therefore, it is not
clear if the video shows violations of (RWP) 95-10. It is not clear if
the operation was observed by NRC staff.

Video from 7/13/95 shows workers in short sleeves remove samples from a
ditch. It is not clear if the work area is a contaminated area or not.
It is not clear if the work area is a restricted or unrestricted area.
Therefore, it is not clear if the video shows violations of (RWP) 95-10.
It is not clear if the operation was observed by NRC staff.

Video from 7/18/95 showed a High Radiation Area posting, and it appeared
that the area was marked using tape.

Video from 7/18/95 showed an individual say that soil samples to be
taken will range to about 2 mR/hr. However, this appears to be a
prediction, and the video does not substantiate the accuracy of the
prediction. Furthermore, it is not clear if the individual was basing
his predictions on ambient dose rates from the source garden rather than
actual samples of soil contamination.

Video from 7/95 shows smoking by workers. It is not clear if the work
areas are a contaminated area or not. It is not clear if the work areas
were restricted or unrestricted. Therefore, it is not clear if the
video shows violations of (RWP) 95-10 or poor health physics practices.
It is not clear if the operation was observed by NRC staff.

NEORSD indicates that the AMS grounds did not get characterized to the
degree outlined in certain NRC literature, thus they cannot be
"released". The AMS facility was not released for unrestricted use.
Rather, the primary activities conducted were to safely remove
contaminated soil and water in and around the AMS facility.

Video from 7/11/95 did not appear Lo show acceptance by inspectors of
leaving known contaminated pipiag in the ground.

Video from 7/24/95 did not appear to show covering of a known
contaminated area with a plastic tarp.

Video from 7/17/95 did not appear to show piling of known contaminated
material above ground.

Footnote 5 of the inspection report indicates that some soil under the
Isotope Shop air lock slab was not removed due to hazards involving
cave-in, and nearby gas and electric utilities. The risk of death due
to trench cave-in, explosion or electrocution appeared to be a
reasonable excuse for not removing all of the soil. Furthermore,
explosion/fire from hitting a gas/electric l1ine would likely result in
radiological hazards far more significant than what exists without
removing the soil.
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23. NEORSD questions why NRC did not cite AMS for failure to remedy the
London Rd. interceptor which was required to be started by 7/8/95. NRC
states that AMS has not been allowed to enter the NEORSD-owned
interceptor to evaluate contamination. NEORSD states that NRC knew AMS
hasn't entered the interceptor because AMS failed to properly arrange

entry. There appears to be a conflict requiring more information for
resolution.
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