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# a Advanced MedicalSystems Inc
.

1020 London Rd. , .

i '# Cleveland, Oh.o 44110
216-692-3270

.

December 18,1995

Mr. Kevin G. Null
Nuclear Materials Licensing Branch
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301 Warrenville Road
Lisle, Illinois 60523-4351

Re: Surveillance Plan for the London Road Fx cliity (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, please call me at (216) 692-3270. We are
looking forward to the USNRC's timely approval of our Surveillance Plan.

Sincerely,

fg $$W
Robert Meschter, RSQ

cc: D. Cesar
D. A. Miller, Esq., Stavole & Miller
C. D. Berger, C.H.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have been superseded by new Radiation Safety Procedures (RSPs).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. 34-1908941 would remain in effect

until final action is taken on the application by the USNRC. Therefore, no changes to the
mannet 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 radiatiori 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 jprovide justification why this should not be done.

j,

AMS Response: Concur. j

!

Action Taken: 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 ;

activity to be used to determine if a soil or water sample contains detectable cobalt-60.
i

AMS Response: Concur. However, " minimum detectable activity" is an a posteriorilimit
{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
i

defined as an a priorilimit representing the capaMI:ty of the measurement system, will
satisfy this request. For the AMS gamma spectroscopy system, the nominal LLD for "Co

2

.
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in soils, assuming a one-hour counting time, is five (5) pCi per gram. For water samples,
I again assuming a two-hour counting time, the nominal LLD is 60 pCi per liter.
;

^

Action Taken: Line 2 on page 8 of the Surveillance plan will be modified to read:
" Samples that contain "Co above a nominal detection limit of five (5) pCi per gram shall
be forwarded to a commercial analytical laboratory for confirmatory analysis."In
addition, line 7 on page 8 will also be modified to read: " Water samples containing "Co
above a nominal detection limit of 60 pCi per liter shall be forwarded to a commercial
analytical laboratory for confirmatory analysis."
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Cuyahoga Emergency Management Commissioners
'

Assistance Center (CEMAC) Mary o. BoyleDecember:18, Im'

Timothy F. Hagan
Lee C. Weingart

VIA CERTIFIED U.S. MAIL
Robert Meschter, RSO

-

'

Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.
'

1020 London Rd.
Clevelandy Ohio 44110; '

4

: Dear Mr. Meschter:
.

The Cuyahoga County Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) is pleased 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. 'Ihese
comments are timely submitted pursuant to 10 CFR 30.32 (i)(4), which allows offsite response
organizadons expected to respond in case of an accident 60 days to comment. We received your

i ( revised plan and your reference to our comments on October 19,1995.
.

We have carefully . reviewed the document submitted and offer the attached page referenced'

comments. The LEPC believes that the issues raised in the aforementioned attachment must be
addressed to provide the localinvolvement nery for an effective community response to your
emergency plan. If you have any questions please call me at 216 443-7597.

Sincerely,

?b h
! ;'-

,

,

Michael S. Kalstrom-

Secretarf, Cuyahoga County LEPC
:

cc: James L. Caldwell, Deputy Director, NRC Region IU
; Commandcr Robert Cermak, Cleveland Police Dept.

Lawrence English, NEORSD
Jane Harf, Ohio SERC4

Edmund Mecklenburg, Cuyahoga County Emergency Managementi

Edwin Price, Cuyahoga County Community Services
Dr. Gayle Gaian, University Hospitals NpChief Thomas Root, Cleveland Fire Marshalj(

1

James Williams, Ohio Emergency Management Agency

CEcoMS CENTER 44'3 3196 CRIS CENTER 443 7940 EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 443 5700

1255 Euclid Avenue Room 102 FAX 443 5705 Cleveland, Ohio 44115 1807
,

f
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f( Referenced Comments
:

j Emergepcy P.lan (9/21/95: Version) for Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.

;. Cuyahoga County LEPC
:

:
!

| Page Section Comment
:

} l1 1.1 What does the term potentially dispersible snean? Is it related to the type

w .: J g N d fN h b 5 W M 8 sa
, , , ,

g

however, it would be helpful to include the amblent.caposure rates on the
j . maps provided,,4This.swould provide eineirgency',ranacads with .the

'inimediate inforpstion they.nged}n an;pmergency situation.

! 12 1.2.1 ..What is the physical state and type of storage of the.4,000 curies of "Co !
rrepotted fot the Hot Cell? What does not readily dispefikle mean7

Q 16 1.2.9 A February 8,1988 .. report on the WHUT.Roorn completed by Nuclear
! -Support Servicca for AMS dcacribcd approximately onf. inch of a talcum

powder-like mateiial on the floor.of the WHUTiRoora.and nase **d its
j activity as 39).1'Cudes.- Another 136.4 curles was described as stored in |

.

| a tank. The Total Room Activity was listbd at 529.4 Cuder. The
;

j description la this section does<not compare with this; description with '

| regard to the coptents and location of waste snaterials and the amount of
;

j
'

: project given.the approximately 1.5 halfliv'es since 1988, Why? !

total activity reported appears to be considerabiy lowelr'than one would
|

,

j
:

. ;

pt ilki:$ [h. $$ N d. d .a/fgumgg's and%3 dresses of thsifacilities. Where are they located?gyUustrate theinformation reported.in this section. What
#

are the name
,.. '

:

i 2-2 2,1 Xe pelieve. thaf this section of the report.woul,4 be more useful if it
j

Aproached;,egergepey| pena [ilitf;ich events
lps,resulting from.a range of possible.

! catastropk evhhts to 'the fac lastead'of carefully' minimizing the
j flikelihood.and eggsequences of st . De approach used in the

report is not very tseful to local emergenpy responders. It is helpfu1 (from,

i an emergency. planning perspective) to know the possible consequences of
certain catastrophic events however unlikely they may be. i

;
.

\
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2-2 2.1.1 The amount of potentially dispersible material is debatable (see earlier
comments regarding this issue).

The dose reporlod for a fire fighter would be more useful if reported for a
range of distances both inside ye btiilding and at some distance putside the
building rather Aan for nine sneters. This would help fire fighters to be
more aware of the relative degite'of risk.

2-4 2.1.4 De security history of this facility does not comport with this description.

2,ygg@i$p)RifIe eAIJ . It would be advisabl9hCGtWuE%E%$e to assess k lik(ihoodhr one or more tank rugiharts * P
'

Gin-siMilliMBE4Eriiid30&,0()6f" **
water. His large volume of water could cause damage to the facility,
personnel.and possibly the con}munity.

3-3 3.2 In the event of a sitt cree energency involving an off-site release of a
. reportable quantity of a reppitable substance, .the Fire Department, the
Cuyahnea County; LEPC, the' Ohio SERC and the National Response |

Center must be contacted within 0.'5 hours according to federal and state
- law.

3-3 3.3 In the event of a release of s ieggtable substance there are federal arvi state
regulroments for ..both immaliato vorbal and later written Information

(Section 304.'etf EPCRA and Section 3750.06 of the Ohio Revised Code).
Information about the content of.these notific'ations has~been forwarded to

~

.

De verbal informa) tion should be reported by the RSO at the time of such
AMS in our earlier imengency Plan cornments forwarded o' June 2,1995.n

a release, and a:writt9n summary mun be forwarded'whhin thirty days of
the release.

.;

sidhf43&44;4 [ List:ishduld, include the cuyahoga County Divisico of Jmcygency
'

3.

Management and a descripdon of the CidEIMS R should also triclude the
NEORSD and, of course, the Opyahoga County LEPC.

6-1 6.4 Could not locate the hptnanent calibrafon room on Figure 3. Emergency
responders should be'able 19 locate this equipment in the event AMS
personnel are locapacitated or upavalla61e.

7-2 7.3 Perhaps a Cbgenunico(lons drill should have bocn performed prior to the
release of this version ofplan. Many of'the telephone numbers,and names
and organizatiohs are incorrect or missing from Table 2 (see Table 2

(
'

2
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7-2 7.7 The Cuyahoga County Division of Emergency Manage. ment forwarded a
letter, dated September 26,1995, in response to the AMS inquiry on this
subject, but the letteris not included in this document.

10-1 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 authorise the " designation of' additional facilitics."

| As noted earlier the nature, content and. phone npmbers required for
I notification under Section 304 of EPCRA and Section :3750.06 of the Ohio .

p;t & QI W |Y b N Obk, $ . f y#i. ..ka..

Il-2 Table 1 Note earlier comments regarding the contents of the WHUT room.

11-3 Table 2 Wo.believe thatfis table should be. carefully, reviewed. It has exors
regarding. names'.of people and" agencies, errors rgarding emergency
141ephone m4mbers and errors regarding the organisations listed as first
rc:ixnicrs. The following is a summary of the changes recommended.

7
Larry Groveis not a fint responder. If names must bp lacluded we would

\ suggest John Wills.

I
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 oneene.

There is a lettet in Appendix E from the Ohio Department of Health that !
isays that it is not a first responder.

'

WOhio Enviroppental Protection Agency does not have a Chairperson.. ;;. . . .. ,

j7gh94.vil : ' . : m 19neihadis tho' Chairperson of the ' Ohio SESQ, and a staff member pf the .
Ohio EPA, but not an emergency responder. The number listed here
should be the emergency telephone number for the Ohio EPAISli.RC - 800-
282-9373.

.

The cuyahoga County Division of Dueq;cncy Management should be listed
4

as a first responder, in the event that CEMAC Mobile One (its mobile

communicdions vehicle ) were activated. It is accessed via the CMEIMS
as described in our September 26,1995 letter.

The NEORSD should be listed as a first responder. Its emergency
!I

3'

.
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telephone numbers are 641-6000 during business hours and 641-3200 from
4:30 P.M. to 8:00 A.M. on week nights and on weekends.

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

The National Revonse Centar Hotline number should be included. It is
800-824-8802.'

Figures The Figun:s do not include a site map that locates facilities outside of the

primary building. Forexample he Pump (louse Js not 'locluded on any of
the Figures.

'

, , , , , . . .

R$Mf@$h[g .phjdjItkiktheant:ts $ccorhmodate allemergeNeiesf!t'sknN lik y thad the
emergency responders involved would vary depending upon the incident
and might include agericies not listed here.:

Emergency Respong The procedures and agencies to,be notified in the event of a. reportable
reIcase (Section 304 of EPCRA and Section 3750.06 of the Ohio Revised
Code) are not included anywhere in the Emergency Jtarpaue ami
Notifications soction.

( 13-13 Edmund M..Mecklenburg's name is spelled incormetly.

Note earlier comment regarding Mr. Mecklenburg's September 26,1995
letter.

14-1 Jane Norf's name is spelled incorrectly.

Edmund M Mecklenburg's name is spelled-locorrectly.

The Cuyahop Qounty Local Em9rgency Planning Committee ('LEPC");1 i4 pO61d bici a. ddcd to We distribstissilist, ~ t'
g

pp.4y$,,.1 #.
.

, , _ . , . ,

The NEORSD should be added to the distribution list.
-

.%w.wwu

f
'
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0 *.j j UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONo 4'

4 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20066-4001
4

* * " *
December 18 1995

Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.
ATTH: David Cesar, Treasurer; 121 North Eagle Street
Geneva, OH 44041

Dear Mr. Cesar:

This refers to your August 2,1995, letter concerning the FY 1995fees assessed for your License No. s
annual

No. AM03484-95 , Registration Nos. NR0ll50102S (Invoice No. AM03483-95)34-1908f-01 (Invoice No. AM03482-95),
Assurance Progr)am Approval No. 0354 (Invoice Noand NRoll5510lS (Invoice No. AM03485-95), NR0!!50103S (Invoice, and Quality

AM03436-95)..

You stated that in your renewal application you requested a ch
license classification to 28 and 3P. ange ts your

In your November 29. 1994, renewalapplication and supplements thereto you requested authorization for:
byproduct material for training of personnel in the manufacturinuse of
sources, calibration of radiation survey instruments, and storageg of sealed
pertain to fee Category 3P of 10 CFR 170.31 and 10 CFR 171 16; the u, which

depleted uranium for shielding which pertains to fee Category 2B;se of.
i

servicing, installation and maintenance, which pertain to fee Category 3Nand

The fee classification of your license has not changed with thyour November
29, 1994, renewal application. e submittal of

.

You further state that fee Category 10B(1) does not appear to b
your Quality Assurance Program Approval No. 0354 (QA Approval Noe correct for
that you have not fabricated sources since 1991 . 0354 , and

of sources.. OJ.4 relate to transportation packagings, not to the manufactureThe activities covere)d by QA
Approval No

.

Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. is the primary holder of the
Certificates of Compliance for the following transportation packagiModel Nos.

181361 and 181375 (Certificate of Compliance No ngs:
Model No. E-MEH 00-00004 (Certificate of Compliance No. 5796 ;

. 9011); an)dModel GE-500
holder, Advanc(Certificate of Compliance No. 9049).

related to fabrication and design of these packagings and modificationsed Medical Systems, Inc. is responsible for maintaining recordsAs the primary certificatethereto. On July 10, 1992,!
design, fabrication, and use of packagings as requested in youQA Approval No. 0354 was revised to include1984, application.

fee Category 10B(2) for FY's 1991 and 1992, and for fee Category 10B(1) fAccordingly, annual fees were appropriately assessed for
r December 7,

FY's 1993, 1994, and 1995.
As stated in the February 9,1995, letter fromthe Office of Nuclear Material and Safeguards transmitting the r

or

Approval No. 0354, if you wish to amend the Approval enewal of QAwritten request. , you should submit,a

were not appropriately assessed for License No.During our review of your licenses and authorizations, we find annual f
1992, and 1993. ees

34-19087-01 for FY's 1991 ihThe enclosed table reconstructs the fee history for your,

wmwx
- _ _ - _ _ -
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David Cesar
-2-

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 yo

.

license prior to the effective date of the FY 1991 fee rule. ur

Category 28) in FY's 1991,1992, and 1993. fees should have been assessed for depleted uranium for shielding (fee
However, annual

Based on the foregoing, the rentaining annual fee balance of
on the enclosed table is due and payable. 595,360 as shown

have taken to respond to your letter, in accordance with 10 CFR 15 37(j)Because of the amount of time we
will waive all interest and late charges which have accrued if payment isI.

,

received witisin 30 days from the dat.e of this letter,
received, all interest and late charges will be assessed.if payment is not

Sincerely,

|S/ $NS5 f L S Allkt5 S,g.
Ronald M. Scroggins
Deputy Chief Financial

Officer / Controller
Enclosure: Table

DISTRIBUTION:
822 Materials Annual Fee Corresp
invoice file AM03482 95 and AM034

ce File. w/cy inc and encl
-95, w/cy incLicense File

NUDOCS (ML61), w/cy inc34-19089 01 and QA 0354, w/cy inc .

POR, w/cy inc
L OC R/F, w/cy inc

OC/0AF R/F, w/cy inc;

OC/DAF/LFARB R/F, w/cy inc
OC/DAF/LFARB (LF 95-280),
GJackson, OC/DAF/LFAR8/LFS
1.Tremper, OC/DAF/LFARB/ARS

_

DOCUMENT RAM . G:fTe =,s=.. ,(,eaoc\AM5 (For Table G.\ADV1-

, t a-a. e 6.es ar* - em-- .ari- *r* re ~ w = v . s . .,.
of flCI OC/DAF/tFAR8/LF5 ( /DAf/LFARB ,, p55tImm5/ C,. OC/DA

,

OC g,

RAME SKtweerley L. OBDanoots N'y JJankovich( PJ3aDAff 12/f495 p5crogginseau
12/ 95 12/ 95 12/ 95 _g/95l

OHICIAL intCOES COPY: ffw/ '
M'

.
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&Dnual Fee History

Fee Categories Billed Amt AmtLicense No. 34-19089-01 Paid Add'l BalanceCredited _ Oved Due

AM4626-91 E
_

$4,500 E
AM3943-92 $4,400 E 2B1,800 $1,500
AM4246-93 1,800 $10,400 $4,50011,800 1,800 ~~~

AM3591-94 1,800 5,400 $ 39021,800
~~[ 1,8001 -$4,110

AM3482-95 7,670 5,400 5808____
2,470 970 1,8001 - 1,220.

6,000 11,110 8102____
1,700 480 990-

License No. QA 0354 -0- ____

_
10B2 8,180

AM4564-91 $1,800 12B1
_

AM3890-92 1,500 ____
AM4191-93 $ 1,800____
AM3541-94 1,800 1,500
AM3436-95 _ 64,870 1,800~

77,800 65,2718____

License No. -0-
NR0115D102S

AM4627-91 2A 77,800
$6,200

AM3944-92 1,800
AM4247-93 $ 6,2001,800
AM3592-94 1,8009,770
AM3483-95 1,8007,100

9,815'

License No. NR0115D103S -0-

2h 7,100
AM4628-91 $6,200
AM3945-92 1,800
AM4248-93 $ 6,2001,800
AM3593-94 1,800 ,

9,770
AM3484-95 1,8007,100

9,815'
-0-

~'

7,100
*For fee Ca tegory 3B
For fee Category 2B

' Includes late charges ,

~.

++

_ _ - - - - _ - - - - - - _ _ _ - _ . . _ . - _ _ _ - - _ _ . - - - - _ - - _ - - . _ _ . - - - - - - - _ _ - - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ . _ _ _ _ - - _ - - - _ - - 't ----
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Annual Fee History
|

Amt Amt Addel 3alance
Fees Cateaories Billed Paid credited owed Due

License No. NRO115S101S
'

9C
AM4629-91 $1,400 $1,400AM3946-92 1,800 1,800AM4249-93 1,800

1,800AM3594-94 2,270 82,295AM3485-95 1,500 -0- $ 1,500

Ramaining Balance $95,360
.

1
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December 20, 1995

.

Crwin J. Odeal, Executive Director
Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District i

. 3816 Euclid Avenue
j Clevaland, Ohio 44115-2504 !

,

!

Dear Hr. Odeal: '

[ This acknowledges your letter of November 13, 1995, addressed to Mr. John
Madera of my staff, regarding the footer drains at Advanced Medical Systems,

; Inc. (AMS).
4

i By letter 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.j )

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

i Should you have any further questions regarding AMS, please do not hesitate to
; contact me.
1

Sincerely,'

!(
Odgnals@nM byhmes L Ca!Jacti

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

Ecciosures: As stated (2)

See Attached Distribution

DOCUMENT NAME: G:\LTRS2LIC\MTLS\030\95316055.L40 L

r. w . ,y ., m. - i,.m i. we c - c.,y wiin.ue . ohm.n /.nci. c . c.,y wien
.n hm.nu n . u. ,y

|0FFICE RIII C RIII ,e RIK , RIII |,

|NAME MWeber:dp.su/~> # JMadera !( A/ JChl;;W&l
|DATE 12/ ~20/95 C12/ ] o/95 1277D/95 12/ /95

0FFICIAL RECORD COPY
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Erwin J. Odeal -2- i

Distribution
,

w/encls and 11/13/95 ltr from NE0RSD
Robert Meschter Robert E. Owen, Administrator '

Radiation Safety Officer Department of Health
Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. 246 North High Street, 3rd Floor
121 N. Eagle Street P.O. Box 118

.

Geneva, OH 44041 Columbus, OH 43266

Michael R. White, Mayor Lisa Mehringer
. $City of Cleveland City of Cleveland Law Department '

601 Lakeside Avenue 601 Lakeside Avenue, Room 106
,

'

Cleveland, OH 44114 Cleveland, OH 44114
,,

Michael Kalstrom, Secretary Jane Harf, Chairperson
County of Cuyahoga Ohio State Emergency Response
Cuyahoga Emergency Management Commission

Assistance Center 1800 Watermark Drive1255 Euclid Avenue, Room 102 P.O. Box 163669 iCleveland, OH 44115-1807 Columbus, OH 43216-3669 !

- Erv Ball, Deputy Director Marian Zobler !

,

Cuyahoga County Board of Health U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission !

( 1375 Euclid Avenue, Suite 524
Cleveland, OH 44115 '

b.EG1
C. Jones, NMSS
PUBLIC IE07
AMS File i

:

E-mail:'

Bruce Berson (BAB1) Bill Brach (EWB) Joe DeCicco (JXD1)Cynthia Jones (CGJ) Mike Stein (MHS) Jim Caldwell (JLC1)
Tim Johnson (TCJ) Mike Weber (MFWI) Fred Combs (FCC)
John Madera (JRM4) Marian Zobler (MLZ) Donald Cool (DAC) :

:

Kevin Null (KGN) Bernie Bordenick (BMB) Steve Crockett (SFC)Cindy Pederson (CDP 1) Josie Piccone (JMP1) Geoffrey Wright (GCW)
:
'

!

r
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.
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november 29, 1995

(

Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.
h ATTN: Robert Meschter=
' Radiation Safety Officer

1020 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 MS.

'

Regarding the' abandoned footer drain, you refer 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 MS
facility which.show "that a trench is in the vicinity of where the 4" line
should currently lie." In addition, you state that "MS has recently
confirmed that the 4" discharge line is indeed located in a 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 MS facility which, you indicated, show that the

C ' discharge line is surrounded by concrete. Please furnish us with an update on
this work, and provide, in writing, a detailed explanation of how MS *

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

See Attached Distribution

'.

\
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Advanced Mecica Systems,Inc.1020 Loridon Rd.
Cleveland, Ohio 44110.

t

! 216-692-3270 I

;

;

December 11,1995

Mr. J. R. Madera, Chief i

Nuclear Materials Licensing Section
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
801 Warrenville Road
Lisle, Illinois 60523-4351

.

l

Re: Advanced Medical Systems Inc. (License No. 34-19089-01)
j

Dear Mr. Madera: 1
i

We are in receipt of your November 29,1995 letter regarding the foundation drainage system at
the Advanced Medical Systems, Inc., (AMS) facility and the results of water sampling that hasj

occurred since the system was remediated. The following are our responses to your questions.)
!

( Included herein as Attachmmt 1 is a summary of the sampling and analysis results from the new
foundation drainage system. Grab samples from the discharge line were collected by pumping
water out of the new manhnic. Rain water was collected from an open 55-gallon drum that was
placed in the north west portion of the property during a rain storm. Drinking water was collected
from the tap of the Atlas facility, a neighbor to AMS. Composite samples from the poly tanks
and'from the frac tanks were collected after re-circulating each tank for at least two full tank
volurnes. Any samples that were " positive" for "Co above a nominal detection limit of 20 pCi/l
were subject to solubility testing.

As of the date of this letter, approximately 50,000 gallons of water have been 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 I.ondon Road facility.

In regard to the four-inch discharge line, a copy of a photograph taken during building
consuuction was given to Mike Weber (USNRC Region III). As I explained to Mr. Weber, that
photograph shows the location of a trench where the four-inch line currently exists. Therefore,
it is reasonable to 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 line in the front basement was located. A hole
( was drilled into the basement less than one (1) foot to the side of the four-inch line and at a

RECEIVED
? hsgtpfiSh)fR?$$e. .0EC:141995s DC 4- c.

/;a % ,a 2 M 5 %g.
..= + -
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distance of approximately 10 feet inside (to the west) of the east wall. Drilling continued to aI'

depth of approximdely 14 inches, and at no time was subsurface soil encountered. At other!

( !
basement floor locadons, subsurface soils are reached at a depth of six (6) inches. Therefore,

$AMS concluded that the four-inch line was, indeed, fully encased in the cement-filled trench.!

!

For addidonal confirmation, AMS consulted its contract engineer, Mr. John Denega, who
reviewed the drawings, discussed the August 31,1995 drilling effort with me, and made his owni

!observations. His report of findings is included herein as Attachment 2.
j

I hope that I have resolved your t===iaia= concerns on these issues. Please call me at (216) 692-'

3270 if further discussion is aer-aly. Additional information on the "old" and the "new"
drainage system is forthaming in the remediation report.

'

Sincerely,

e

/ 4 i-

!

!Robert Meschter, RSO
!,
t

cc: D. Cesar ,4

D. A. Miller, Esq. - Stavole & Miller i

C. D. Berger, C.H.P. -IEM |
-

:

. j
1

i

.

3

:

:

|
:

.

.

.

. . - - . - - , , , - - - - - , - - + - , . - . . , - - - , , 7 , - , - .y-



., .

!

i

!
A*ITACHMENT 1 - RESULTS OF WATER SAMPLING

(
Collection Date Co!!ection I.ocation Results
August 8,1995

Approx.10,000 gallons in frac tank (for use in 10,000 N.D. - Co40
-_

gallon flush test)

August 8.1995
Approx. 3,000 gallons in ''old" Poly tank (from 10,000 33121 pCi/l Bi.214gallon flush test)

54122 pCi/l Pb.214
N.D. - Co40

August 9,1995
Approx. 3,000 gallons in "old" Poly tank (from 10,000 N.D. - Co40gallon flush test)

August 9,1995
Approx. 3,000 gallons in "old" Poly tank (from 10,000
gallon flush test) 23.1i9.2 pCill Co40

1211.3 pCill gross beta (filtered)
August 10,1995

Approx. 3,000 gallons in "old" Poly tank (from 10,000 N.D. - Co40gallon flush test)

October 5,1995
Discharge line from new footer drains (grab sample) N.D. - Co40

October 18, 1995
3,000 gallons in "old" Poly tank (composite)

N.D. - Co40
October 18,1995 '

Discharge line from new footer drains (grab sample) N.D. - Co40
October 20,1995

Discharge line from new footer drains (grab n=ple) N.D. Co40
October 24,1995

Cleveland drinking water (grab sampic from Atlas
facility) N.D. - Co40

(
November 6,1995

3,000 gallons in "new" Poly tank (composite)
N.D. - Co40 |

-

November 14,1995
Discharge line from new footer drains (grab umpic) N.D. - Co40

November 15,1995
Discharge line from new footer drains (grab sample) N.D. - Co40

November 16,1995
Discharge line from new footer drains (grab sumpte)

,

1

N.D. - Co40 !
November 17,1995

Discharge line from new footer drains (grab umpic) N.D. - Co40
!

November 20,1995
Discharge line from new footer drains (grab umple) N.D. - Co40

November 20,1995
Approx. 22,000 gallons in frac tank No.1 (comp!te) N.D. - Co.60

November 20,1995
Rain water (composite) collected in barrel on property N.D. Co40

November 29,1995
Approx.16,000 gallons in frac tank No. 2 (composite) l

N.D. - Co40

,

-
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ATTACHMENT 2 - LETTER FROM J. W. DENEGA, P.E., P.S.
(

.

9

|

|
11

\

.

,_ _ --



. _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ . . _ . - _ . _ . _ - _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . . _ . - . . _ . _ . . _ . _ _ . _ _ . _ . . _ . . _ _ _ _

.

b ,DEC 11 '95 03:25 ATC GDEVA . P.1 *
,

iI
4

-

; 1
.*

: NEFF & ASSOCIA TES
;(

K4NNERS e ENGINEERS * SURVEYORS|.
=

, - - - . . . . . . . .

i
-.-..... . . . .. .. ._

;
. Post-it" Fax Note 7671 D*88 q q $> g! December 6, 1995 "M Wtb MAR.!

-.

- o,. .

, , . -,i-
Advanced Medical Systems, Ihc.

. m. m.-

|

: 121 North Eagle street ',. .
. -

.

-

|| poneva, Ohio 44041
-

-

,

.

Attn: David cesar ''

RE: Response to comments fr.om U.S.N.R.C. dated 29 November
1995 regarding 4" discharge line at 1020 London Road,,

cleveland, Ohio
File No. 10459.007

( Dear Mr. Cesar: -

,

On 4 December 1995 Mr. Meschter Radiation Safety Officer,
contacted me concerning -the respon,se to the regulatory agency

-

regarding the condition of t}ie 4" dis sharge line at the 1020 London-

Road facLlity, on 6 December 1995 I visited the site to review thematter with him. . Review of cionstruction drawings, discussion with
-

him, and my obseivations of the events relative to this matter were'

used to arrive at any opinion. -

It was disclosed to me that on 31 August 1995 a test hole was made,

in the basement floor of this facility approximately one foot from
the 4" discharge line as shoVn on the attached exhibit. This test

;

hole was made by Alan Duff of Integrated Environmental Management
Inc. in consort with Chris Reed assistant to Mr. Meschter. It was
reported to me that this hole was terminated at a depth of 12 to 14
inches without exiting the floor slab, 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 reasoriable degree of engineering certainty.

that the 4" discharge line is included in the concrete floor slab.
Thie opinion is based on the following facts which I perceive to be
correct:

1. It is not probable that the increased thickness of; concrete
found is an isolated event.

.

.

*

/
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December 6, 1995 -

File No. 10459.007
[

|
:

2. The ' original' design.of the floor slab was to be six inches
thick, as shotin on the construction plans. This was confirmed :by prior ooring performed by"another contractor.

3. Photographs taken during construction clearly - indicate the
existence of a trench at the approximate location of the 4"
discharge line.

,

4. It is reasonable to conclude that the increased thickness of
,

. concrete is 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 '

conscruction for whatever reasons pertinent at the time of
construction. Further invasive investigation to substantiate this
opinion wo~ ld be counter productive in that it might breach theu
. integrity of the discharge line, as well as weaken the structure,

t

.

Ve Truly Yours, '

- . b. * S'h).( _
__

|
. . . .... ~__

John W. Donega P.E., P.S. ]O 6
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' M Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District 1

a w- >

1. 3826 Euclid Avenue . Clevoland Ohio 44115-2504 216 881 6600 FAX: 216 881 9709 I'.

I
November 13,1995

Mr. John Madera i

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region III

901 Warrenville Ror.d
Lisle, Illinois 60532-4351

,

Re: , Failure ofAMS to immobilize Footer Contamination

Dear Mr. Madera:
'

.

t

Attached please fmd a copy ofan October 17,1995 letter we recently received regarding the/

intention ofAdvanced Medical Systems, Inc. ("AMS") to forego grouting of the 4" footer drains that,

contain water that is known to be potentially contaminated to a level of 11,200 picoCuries/ liter.
I

i !

To leave them in this im' roperly abandoned condition obviously leaves open the probability
lp

ofmigration ofcontaminated water and particulates trapped therein into the gromid surrounding the
facility. This improper abandonment could also lead to contamination of the newly installed footers
and/or further contamination of the public sewer system serving the London Road area.

AMS' stated reasons for abdicating their responsibility to prevent the spread of contamin#on
are spurious. The materials handling and delivery ofliquid grouting are handled by professionals,
rather than AMS personnel, hence do not pose a hazard thereto.

Further, while it is not as inexpensive as plain cement, the liquid grouting originally promised
is not a significant cost when compared against the certainty ofgravity-driven contaminated water
and partim1ates presently stored in porous footer drains leaching into the environment. If the cost of
such grouting is prohibitive to AMS, this fact should certainly be conveyed to those individuals at the
Nuclear Regulatory Commmion responsible for assessing'the adequacy of financial assurances for
decommissioning.

,

Further, in the event that it is indeed cost-prohibitive for AMS to take those measures
necessary to propedy protect the environment through. proper aband
contaminated lines, the NRC should take those necessary measures otr

of heseqderground
EuEltc'easee.

#

.

iW) i ? El3 f( ,

The mission of the Northeast Ohio RegionalSewer District is to enhance publichQtka%j)hrie th}oUgh the efficient. cos:-
Cffective conveyance and treatment of wastewater. This is accomplished by an organization dedicated to professionalism.
f;imess and consistency that anticipates and responds to the changing environmentalneeds of the community.

.
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'

Mr. John Maderaj.
. November 14,1995

.. ,

Page Two

I

(
Finally, bearin mind that as long as the footers remain im-grouted, the District will not allow

AMS to re-connect to the public sewer system.

Please call me or Thomas Lenhart or Lawrence English ofmy legal stafrat (216) 881-6600 I
ifyou have any questions or comments.

!

Very tnily yours, '

M
6 N

Erwin . Odeal i, . . ,

Executive Director

encl.

;

cc: Richard Connelly
Rod Dell'Andrea
Thomas E. Lenhart
Lawrence K. English

.

.#.
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^i Advanced mecica systems,inc.-
._

1020 Lond ,a Ro.

Cleveland. Ohio 44110*
216 692 3270

,

I-
-

RECEgygg '

October 17,1995 c..

3 1 1995% .. :

Mr. James Caldwell
Noclear Materials nspection, Section 2 kgal Departmentr

N. E. O.United Sta'.es Nuclear Regulate;y Conunission u
;

801 Wan enville Road _J

Lisle, Illinois 60523-43 ~i

Re:
Addition of Grout to Abandoned Footer Drain and 4" Discharge Line at AMS

(USNRC License No.34-19089-00

Dear Mr. Caldwell:

In the letter dated July 19,1995 from Advanced Medical Systems (AMS) to you, AMS stated its
intention of using AV-118 Duriflex liquid grout to fdl the abandoned section cf the foundt. tion drains
at the AMS , facility in order io,inimobi.lize conn.":r.:

2.ts that were present.in the.druin ,line...~fhis type
, fgrout was ori,ginally selected bassi on ;.cs proped-s (ente'rs the s:.s.em in a free. flowing liquid fonn
o ,

,

.s.eals well, et.c ). '
., . - . . . . , . . . . . ..- .

.
, . . . . . - . . . . . . . -

. . . . -

ger' ~fuith,gv{c. .abandoned hne. "Dds$.,;:topy... . :; : . .
. .. . . _. : ..:. ;. : . n .t ;.;.:. t.. . .. .. . .;vf,.. .-

.to take'no fiinher action.u.
decision was base'd o,,n the'fd tintinsta'lletio,ith regards to.the poutmg of th.c .

,

' gnificant ce'st' invBlves the use ofidzardous materiais in the mixtuire (s5di6m rierElf t
n of this type ofsirout eatricsC.'si '

I

and requires a specialized delivery system. AMS maintains that the contaminated pipe is ad>.quately
a e catalyst).

isolated without the grout since there is a concrete isolation wall surrounding the drain and .tn~
impenneable liner covering the ground surface above the drnins. Independent analysis ofrr. ore than -
30,000 gallons ofwater that has been collected from the newly installed footer dram system uitich
shows no detectal:le cobalt-60, furtherjustifies this decisica. ,

During a July 18,1995 teleconference call between AMS and the USNRC, Mr. Jack Grobe also
recommended that AMS grout in the entire length ofthe 4" discharge line that rests beneath the AMS
basement. (Please recall that it was AMS's intent from the onset ofthe sewer remediation project to*

only grout in each end ofthe 4" line. This has been done). liowever, review ofphotographs ofthe
AMS facility taken during building construction shows that a trench is in tlye vicinity ofwhere the 4*'
line should currently lie. This implies

r.e.ce..ntly confymed.h.. .t.the 4",..., ,that th,e 1,ine is,dimbedded ir},the cement foundation. ,AMS. .
,

.tha
.lil.e is inil.ee . .. dne,wy lau,i. , tige. .in t.he.t.r.e,nc.,h.,d, ep.ic.ted in..th,ep.h.o..tograph

.. te

the$.$
.

tren'ch'.?hded, yco.-.a
"U 5*f

.

ncregj7and completely surroun,d~thi,4"h .
. .- ..e .

,tyh.gd ceng.ep. p,our,eg fil,1,
.. .

tijg". line th,at traverses the building. lideTTherefed, it scives no' purpose to pout in tliat section of
f

SM:uld,you. ....;.. .... ..uestio. o e, .:.w .. : .- .4 .. : ,. ; .::. : . - :. . ~~.~: - :. y:a..n:.: A.:.- . .::-have,any q.
. . .

ns or ifI cari provide.any addition:1 infonnation.'.please.cii!!.mc at,(' 216)
.

%

.

.

d E !1 W eM- a pp. '
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692 3270.

1Sneerely.
i

.

k U 3

Robert Meschter, R.S.O.

cc: D. Cesar

D. A. Miller, Esq. - Stavole & Miller
C. D. Berger, C.H.P. - IEM
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| Cuyahoga Emergency Management Commissioners
. Assistance Center (CEMAC) Mary o. soyle
l ' December:18,1995 Timothy F. Hagan

Lee C. Weingart
VIA CERTIFIED U.S. MAIL
Robert Meschter, RSO
Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.

10201.ondon Rd.
! Cleveland Ohio 44110,

| Dear Mr. Meschter:

The Cuyahoga County 1.ocal Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) is pleased 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 aUows offsite response
organizations expected to 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 carefully . reviewed the document submitted and offer the attached page referenced ;

! comments. 'Ihe LEPC believes that the issues raised in the aforementioned attachment must be i

! 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.

I

Sincerely,

, ' ' 5L "
,

Michael S. Kalstromi

Secretary, Cuyahoga County LEPC

1

| cc: James L. Caldwell, Deputy Director, NRC Region Ill
! Commander Robett Cermak, Cleveland Police Dept.

Lawrence English, NEORSDI

Jane Harf, Ohio SERC
Edmu,nd 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 3196 CR!SCENTER 443 7940 EMERGENCY MANAGEMEAT 443 5700

1795 EucHd Avenue. Room 1o2 FAX 443 57o5 Clevcianc, ohio 44115 1507



_ . - . - -- .-

'
-

, .

| . -

|
|

'

Rderenced Conunents

Emergency Plan (9/21/95eVer.sion) for Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.
1 -

Cuyahoga County LEPC

Page Section Comment

| l1 1.1 What does the term potentially dispersible
of material gg stge..locapon?Jr.appe,rnean? Is it related to the type;

ars to mean both when it suits.

hanNdnfiNNbU.b|pj fr* h8 he jf k (
.-

' '

s u
;

,

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

maps provided,,.,This would provide..eneirgency', responders with the
immediate in,forpiation they.n9ed:in an,pmc~ igency situation.

1-2 1.2.1 .What is the physical state and type of stor4ge of the 4,000 curies of "Co
reported fo.r the Hot Cell? What does nor hadily 4/spersible mean'l

1-6 1.2.9 A February 8,1988.. report on the WHUT. Room completed by Nuclear
Support Sct.vicca (pr AhfS describcd approximetcly,pn Inch of a talcum
powder-like mateiial on the floor of the WHUTiRoom[.and assessed its
activity as 39).I'Cudts. Another 136.4 cuiies was described as stored in
a tank. ne Total Room ActMty was listed at 529.4 Curies. The
description in this section does not compare with this; description'with

| regard to the coptents and location of waste niatedals and the amount of
| total activity reported appears to be considerably lower' 'than one would,

project given.the approximately 1.5 halfliv'es since 198% Why?
,

t l.. ,
,

pf.a.'sk. {lr.id.iin.U.Id..' . a. figure 5.,doesgotillustrate the information reportedJn this section. What
'

. . . . .

. g, gg. MaE1'iddresses of these facilities. Where are they located?n

! 2-2 2,1 .We believe tha.t this section of the report.woul,d be more useful if it |
) approached; cpi.gency;spenarios,,resulting from .a range of possible |

catastrophic.ev.ents to the facilitiinstead of carefully minimizing the i

likelihood and consequences of such events. The approach used in the i

report is not very ukful to local cmcrgency responders. It is helpful (from
an emergency. planning perspective) to know the possible co.nsequences of
certain catastrophic events however unlikely they may be.

|
-

.

1

.
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2-2 2.1.1 The nmount of potentially dispenible materialis debatable (sce earlier
, comments regarding this issue).

;

L !
The dose reported for a fire fighter would be more u'.eful if reported for a

| range of distances both inside ths building and at some distance putside the '

i building rather than for nine meters. This would help fire fighters to be
amrc aware of the' relative ddgreciof risk.

1

24 2.1.4 The security history of this facility does not comport with this description.
.

2-
??MnM&M;g> ;gdKMbV{MMNil8r$.to assessglikelihood|pf one or more tank rupturbs * !#

5 , it would be a#visable
'

-

.
-. Yiski on-site Eh'ichMidEe'stirilaid!106,0doit' '

water. This large volume of water could cause damage to the facility,
Personnel.and p6 ply the con}munity.

3-3 3.2 In the event of a site crea e/nergency involving an off-site release of a
) . reportable quantity of a reppstable 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 I

law.

3-3 3.3 In the event of a release of a repo(table substance there are federal and state
|

requirements for .both imm6 dido vubal and later written Iriformation
|

(Section 304.'o.f EPCRA and $stion 3750.06 of the Ohio Revised Code). |
Infonnation about the content of.these n.otific~ations has been forwarded to !

AMS in our enrijer|TvnerEencynm comments forwarded.on June 2,1995.
%e vedal information should be reported by the RSO at the time of.such
a reicase, and a; written summary must be forwarded whhin thirty days of |

' the release.
N

i
.

3.pdbi 4934 ' N 4;A . List. ishould. Inchide the Cuyahoga; County Division of J.mcrgency
'

Managementand a description of the CMEIMS it should also iriciudd the
NEORSD and, of course, the Cvyahoga County LEPC.

6-1 6.4 Could not locate the Instnanent calibration room on Figure 3. Emergency
respondets s!)ould be able to locate this equipment in the event AMS
personnel are incapacitated or uhavailable. ~ !

i 7-2 7.3 Perhaps a Cagnrmications drill should have been performed prior to the
release of this version of plan. Many of the telephone numbers and names
and organintions are incorrect or missing from Table 2 (see Table 2

2

1 *
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7-2 7.7 The Cuyahoga County Division of Emergency Management forwarded a '

letter, dated September 26,1995, la response to the AMS inquiry on this
subject, but the letteris not included in this document.

!10-1 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 authorisc th9 " designation of~ additional facilitics."

!

As noted earlier the nature, content and..phor,e npn6 cts required for *

notification u.nder Sylion 304 of RPCRA and Section ;3750.06 of the Ohio

gwistpftMI) W jd b $
,.

h*r . j;.4h .. i. .
'

: F .

,

Il 2 Table 1 Note earlier comments regarding the contents of the WHUT room.

Il-3 Table 2 We believe that@is table should be canefully, reviewed. It has errors
regarding.namestof people and" agencies, enors regar! ng emergency!i
teleptione mitnben and errors regarding the organihtions listed as first
responders. The following is a summary of the changes recommended.

Imry Oroveis not a ihst responder. If names must bp included we would
suggest John Wills.

.

We don't believe that Univenity Hospitals would be a first-responder, but
will defer to the hospital stafY. While the hospital wotild 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 a fint responder.

'lhe Ohio Envirogrpental Protection Agency does not have a Chairperson,; r

ntaf,ncsc. N JMAdishchairperzo of the Ohio SERQ, and a staff member.of the
~

,.

Ohio EPA, but not an emergency responder. The number lided'here
should be the emergoney telephone number for the Ohio EPA /StiRC - 800-i

282-9;178.
.

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

.

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

i. 3
.

9
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tekphone numbers are 641-6000 during business hours and 641-3200 from
4:30 P.M. to 8:00 A.M. on week nights and on weckends.

The telephone number listed for the Cuyahoga Coun,ty L.I2PC should be
216 771-1365. This number.is answered 24 hours per~ day.

The National Reynnse Center Hotline number should be included. It is
80 4 324-8802.'

Pigures
'Ihe Figures do not include a site map that locates facilities outside of the
primary buikling. For example he Pump $9pse Js notincluded on any of
the Figures.

I'f d i M U k g , .pigh/dhfThgd%hht is $ccommodate all emerge $cid7 'It skr$ liksly thai the
f,

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

Emergency Respong The procedures and agencies to.be notified in the event of a. reportable
release (Sec| ion 304 of EPCRA and Section 3750.06 of the Ohio Revised
Code) are not included anywhere in tiie Emergency Resporue and
Notylcotions soction.

13-13
Edmund M..Afecklenburg's name is spelled incorrectly.

Note earlier comment regarding Mr. Mccklenburg's September 26,1995
letter.

14-1
Jane Norft name is spe!!ed incorrectly.

Edmund M Meck/cabwg's name is spe!!cd incorrectly.

The Cuyah , County local Emgrgency Planning Committee ("LEPC")pp; .41!? '1. .
,2: :.;

QN615 ble ' cd to the digribulbilist.31

r

. . . _

The NEORSD should be added to the distribution list.

abhn knag4:d.l.t
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M Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District
.

3826 Euclid Avenue Cleveland, Ohio 44115-2504 216 881 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
Repon 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 repon
are at odds with the facts as documented below.

1

We have attached a copy of the inspection repon for your reference. We have also enclosed
;

a copy of a videotape highlightingjust a small portion of the pervasive violations of NRC regulations,
j

good health physics practices, and ordinary safe working procedures at the Advanced Medical
i

Systems, Inc. ("AMS") London Road facility during the period purportedly covered by the inspection i

report. We recite below some of the violations documented on the videotape in the context of the
inspection repon, to ensure that you see that our concern is fullyjustified.

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 oflicensee conduct beyond compliance with specific NRC
regulations, but it is clear that obvious safety violations were abundant at this facility during the
period ofinspection.

Referring to the excerpt ofvideotape taken July 5,1995, you may readily observe unprotected
workers in an un-shored excavation with heavy equipment in operation above them. You will also
note that actual subsidence of 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 is no longer level. It should
be obvious that having unprotected workers in open, un-shored excavations with heavy eIuipmentl
above them is unsafe.

000914EDO - -

The mission ot the Northeast Ohio}1egionalSewer Districtis to enhance public health and welfare through the efficient. cost-
effective conveyance and treatment of wastewater. This is accomplished by an organization dedicated to professionalism.
faimess and consistency that anticipates and responds to the changing environmentalneeds of the community.

S G v 3 0 % v 3 i4 7 pp
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December 21,1995 **

Page 2
.

It should be obvious that having unprotected workers in open, un-shored excavations with heavy
3

equipment above them is unsafe. j

l
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. You 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 unattended at the entry to the AMS manhole, and ;

see the hamess 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 case with open-trench
,

excavation, reference to Occupational Safety and Health Administration (" OSHA") mies 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 cpplicable standards. They may have ignored these
problems because of their lack of authority. If the latter is the case, the inspection report should not j
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 ofsafe radiological practices that
appear to be within NRC inspector training.

As a predicate to 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 panicularly
the four-inch discharge line and the underdrain system, were indeed radioactively contaminated.
Accordingly, the conduct of AMS employees 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:

i All workers involved with theproject receivedgeneral I

\[ 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 andpocket dosimeters at all times while
working in restricted orus. Worke:s were also n ~-

; required to wear latex gloves w|:en handling soll and i

{ water samples.
\

*
1

The same RWP is discussed at page 4:
| |

!j_ . . . Moreover, workers were required to wearfull
| protective clothing (coveralls, hoods, booties, and

gloves), in addition to using breathing zone air
; samplers, while working in contaminated areas.
f ,

| Page 6 of the inspection report falls short ofstating full compliance with RWP 95-10. In fact,
) the report goes no further than to state,"The inspectors observed that workers wore proper dosimetry
i at all times, and wore latex gloves when handling soil and water samples." A cursory review of the
i

videotape readily demonstrates that even this rudimentary requirement of good health physics |

| practice and the RWP prepared was not observed.

i

! For 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 his bare hands to handle sections of the footer he hasjust

broken up with a pick. This segment is particularly interesting, as he puts gloves on afler 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 ofcomplianx stated by the NRC inspectors appears to be incorrect.

Beyond these multiple failures for AMS workers and contractors to wear gloves when
handling radioactive materials, you will note many examples of failure to abide by the RWPinandate

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

|

.

% , _ -.. , _ . _ , ,_y
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|
l

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

;
in short pants. In this same excerpt, you can also see a worker splashing contaminated water as he

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 tmck, not surprisingly, has no r

liner.

In the July 11,1995 excerpts, you can see a worker in a tee-shin without gloves or face
protection again smashing at the contaminated lines around the building. On this occasion you see
him splashing himselfin 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 shon
sleeves. On July 17,1995, you can see a worker wearing no protective gear in a tmck 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 i

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 ofradioactive 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

i
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

i
radiationlevels at or above 8 picocuries per gram
(pCi/g)' was removed andplaced in a posted, roped
offarea in the rearparking lot, near the building * i

'Quite a bit of smoking is evident on these videotape excerpts, with most ofit behig 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 trbubling.

.

. _ . . . _ _-
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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. Ifany soil in the " scoop " exhibited readings
at or above 8 pCi/g, the entire scoop of soil was
considered potentially contaminated, and
subsequentlyplaced in the posted, roped ofarea in
the rearparkinglot.

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. Funher, 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 to reflect best
practices.

Certainly, no systematic evaluation of the facility or grounds approaching the NRC Draft
Branch Technical Position on Site Characterization for Decommissionine Sites (NRC,1992) has
been conducted. Hence, this facility cannot be considered " characterized". Similarly, as nothing
approaching the information contemplated by the Manual for Conducting Radiological Surveys in
Supnon of License Termination. Draft NUREG/CR-5849 (J.D. Berger, ORISE, June 1992) has been
developed, no part of this facility can be called " released".

Also, the implicit acceptance by the inspectors ofleaving 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 ~ofits license condition to remediate
the London Road interceptor. The report states, "In fact, AMS has not yet 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 repon actually knows that this statement is false. As
was explained by telephone and confirmed in a November 1, if 95 letter to John Madera, the reason

that AMS has failed to gain entry to the London Road interceptor is because they have unifaterally
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 to us. '

.
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,

These videotape excerpts illustrate the District's concem with AMS confined : pace entry
practices (e.g., smoking in manhole, improper use of harness, etc.) and highlight the necessity of !

< . express conditions upon AMS and its contractors as a critical precondi<on to entry into the public
sewer system.

1

Overall, NRC Inspection Report No. 030-16055/95005(DRSS) does not reflect the real
|

conditions at the AMS facility nor accurately rete.te 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 thomugh review of the enclosed materials and appropriate
;

follow-up investigation. As there are abundant violations appe. rent in these materials, we would
recommend thc.t the videotape not be shared with your licensee during the pendency of your,

investigation. We will be monitoring your caforcement 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,

$ /(-

Erwin J./
s

Odeal
Exccotive Director

(
encl.

cc: Richard N. Connelly
i

Thomas E. Lenhart
!Lawrence K. English '

l.

-
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AMS NEORSD [

David Cesar * Erwin Odeal
Treasurer Executive Director '

i 216-466-4671 216-881-6600 . j ,

!
! Fax #466-0186 y

,

| i! Home-731-5235 .

David Cesar Dwight Miller Tom Lenhart Larry English
Brooklyn Hghts Office Attorney Legal Department Legal Department ,

216-741-4735 216-771-0011 216-881-6600 216-881-6600 (
Fax #741-4308 Fax #771-8048 Fax #881-4407 Fax #881-9709

After 5-771-0008
,

Carol Berger Don Jones Ted Adams Rich Connelly |
iHP Consultant Hydrogeologist HP Consultant Manager / Water Quality

301-762-0502 410-841-5552 716-592-3431 216-641-6000 '
s

Fax #762-0638 \ Fax #592-3439 3wFax#641-8118 i

| fim. -592-4264 (j

Bob Meschter / John W. Denega Barry Koh
RSO- Civil / Structural- HP Consultant )<,.

216-692-3269er3270 216-884-3100 410-356-6612 o' ,

Ok ##
Fax #692-3269 Fax #884-6443 Fax #356-4213
Hm.-298-1462

U
Henry Billingsley Ed Sviegel hl 7

J
Attorney Engineering Manager

216-696-1100 216-466-4671
[ l er2nd# -696-2372 Hm.-428-6096

,

Fax #696-2645
'

VMWilliam Muniak
Attorney

I
,

,

216-696-3483
!

b !
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USLE. IWNOls 8052-451

****
, ' December 4,1995 '

t

Advanced Medical Systems
= ATTN: David Cesar

Vice President '
|

121 North Eagle Street'

Geneva, OH 4404:
'

Dear Mr. Cesar:

SUBJECT: NRC INSPECTION REPORT NO. 030-16055/95005(DRSS)

This refers to the inspection conducted by members of this office and NRC
Headquarters on April 3 through November 3, 1995 at the London Road,
Cleveland, Ohio facility. The purpose of the inspection was to determine
whether activities authorized by the license were conducted safely and in- '

accordance with NRC requirements. At the conclusion of the inspection, the
findings were discussed with those individuals identified in the enclosed

i 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 of NRC requirements 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 tisis inspection.
'

4 cerely,
9

. , .

,

.hJames |]L. CaldWelh, Deputy Director
\

Division of Nuclear Materials Safety

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

Enclosure: Inspection Report
No. 030-16055/95005(DRSS)

.
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
,

REGION III

Report No. 030-16055/95005(DRSS)

License No. 34-19089-01 Category 8 Priority 1

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

Inspection Dates: April 3 i.hrough November 3,1995

Inspector: gd //27/3r
Mich'ael F. Weber Date '

Materials Inspector

f!95MA - /Reviewed :,

Jot; R. Madera, Chief Date' '

N ear Materials Licensing
anch

Approved By: kd4 d i s2.)4/6
J$mBs L. Cal dwell, Deputy Date
Director, Division of
Juclear Materials Safety

'

Insoection Summary

J_n,soection on April 3 throuch November 3.1995
,[Egport No. 030-16055/95005(DRSS))
Areas Insoected: 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.

.

.

.

'

,,



. . . - . . . _ . _ - . - -- - . = - - . .- - .- -. . . - -

I -

|
'

|

| DETAILS
|

1. Place of Use

| Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. (AMS)
' 1020 London Rd.

Cleveland, OH 44110

2. 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, 1995.
+Present at exit meeting held on Nov. 3, 1995.

i 3. ljcensed Proaram

AMS is currently authorized to possess and use up to: (1) 150,000 curies 1

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 i

training on teletherapy units; (3) 40,000 curies of cesium-137 for
installation in, maintenance on, and servicing and dismantling of
radiography and teletherapy 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 approved 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, 1994. The license was most recently amended on August 8,1995. In ;

November 1994, AMS submitted a timely renewal application, and the i

existing license continues to be effective pending completion of the NRC
review of the renewal application.

4. Backaround !

On October 21, 1994, the Executive Director of the Northeast Ohio
Regional Sewer District (NE0RSD) served an Order upon AMS indicating ,

,

I that the NE0RSD would no longer provide wastewater treatment services ;

l for the AMS facility. On November 15,1994, NE0RSD installed plugs in j

i

|
|
|.

'
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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 soil around the facility
and, by mid-January 1995, ground water intrusion 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 followingactivities: (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: (1) 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 completed by June 17, 19,95.

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 beccuse 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, NRC informed AMS via telephone 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 letty- dated August
8,1995, AMS indicated that the excavation project had L 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. '

*

' '29" is a typographical error. the correct number is *19,a

.
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5. Water Processino Proiect '

As discussed above, en 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, and (2) simultaneously pump i

and process water in its sanitary sewer manhole and lateral, building |
sump. pit and basement. From early April to June 23, 1995, AMS 1
contractors processed a total of nearly 100,000 gallons of water from- 1
these areas.

-

. |l
Most of the water processing equipment, including barrels containing '

| processing wastes, was set up in the Isotope Warehouse, a restricted'
L area. An AC powered Gamma Alarm,-which gives audible and visual alarms
| 'if radiation levels exceed 2 ares /hr, was located approximately 10 feet
| from the equipment, in an area often frequented by workers.
f

| The inspectors continuously surveyed the processing equipment and
i surrounding areas. The highest reading on the water processing
! equipment was approximately 200 ares /hr at the surface of the first

carbon vessel. The highest reading on the surface of a waste drum was 7 ;,

i mrem /hr. The exposure rates in the areas of the Isotope Warehouse most !
often frequented 1,y workers were loss than 1 mrea/hr; thus the
inspectors never witnessed the Gamma Alarm in an alarm mode.

<

i 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
leaked. 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.
|

All workers involved with the water processing project were required to
| receive general radiation safety training from AMS, fdlowed by training

on the job-specific radiation work permit (RWP) 9510. 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 j
pocket dosimeters at all times while working in restricted areas. (All
persons entering the facility are required to wear pocket dosimeters). 4

| Moreover, workers were required to wear full protective clothing I
(coveralls, hoods, booties, and gloves), in addition to using breathing |i

| zone air samplers, while working in contaminated areas. Workers were
j also required to wear latex gloves when handling water samples. .

'

4
.

|

| j
! <
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The inspectors observed that workers wore proper dosimetry at all times,
wore proper protective clothing and used breathing zone air samplers

!while in contaminated areas, and wore latex gloves when handling water
sampl es.

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 inspetors observed that the workers performed ambient radiation i
surveys and frisks as required.

|
No violations of NRC requirements were identified.

6. Excavation Proiect |
!

As discussed above, on March 17, 1995, AMS' license was amended to
authorize the following activities: (1) excavate areas around the
facility to allow: (1) access to the radioactively contaminated four-
inch sewer discharge line; and (ii) the radiological evaluation of the
facility's underdrain system and surrounding soils, (2) immobilize the
radioactive contamination present in the sewer discharge system owned by
AMS (this, of course, necessitated the installation of a new manhole), i
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 foundation
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
location. Soils in that 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.'

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

* The maximum soll concentration for cobalt-60 in an unrestricted area is 8 pCl/g (Order Establishing
Criteria and Schedule for Decomissioning the Bloomsburg, PA Site (Safety Light Corporation), 57 FR 6136,
February 20,1992).

|

* To be more precise, the so(L was excavated using a backhoe. If any soit in the scoopa exhibiteda

readings at or above 8 pCi/g, the entire scoop of soil was considered potentially contaminated, a d
subsequently placed in the posted, roped off area in the rear parking Lot.

5
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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 arem/hr near the'
underdrain system
These high exposure (approximately 13 feet below the ground surface).

.

rates result from the storage of approximately
3 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
4 ,

soil (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
gravel and soil. In the area near the Source Garden new drains were
laid outside of the abandoned drains, and were connec,ted 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 additien, the ground surface,

between the. building and 1.he 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 uanhole., ,

!

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

;
According to the RWP, workers were required to wear TLDs and pocket i

!dosimeters 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.

.

.

i

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 Isotoope 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 approximateiy nine feet north past the former ldcation of
the tee connection; thus it did not extend into the area under the slab.

6
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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. !

i

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: (1 AMS

.

coordinate the remediation of the interceptor with NE0RSD,) and (2) the
project be completed by June 17, 1995. On June 6, 1995, the license was

' amended'io 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
initiation of the project, and to provide an estimated completion date. .

'

AMS and NE0RSD have been negotiating / discussing the project since at
least December, 1994. To date, very little progress has been made; in )

fact, AMS has not yet been allowed to enter the interceptor. This is i

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.

7. Confirmatory Measurements

From March 27 to July 6, 1995, the Region III 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 ;

Illinois, 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 located inside the building. For each sample tank,
the water was recirculated for one hour, and then two one-liter samples

i

were taken - one for NRC, one for AMS.
i

NRC's water samples were counted on a gamma spectroscopy system in the
Region III mobile laboratory, or in the Region III laboratory in
Illinois. The minimum detectable activity (MDA) at each laboratory
varied between approximately 20 and 60 picocuries per liter (pCi/1). 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 listed 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 radioactivity. For the filter analyses, the MDA at ,

.

The (Ondon RO8d intef CeptOf IS Owned by NE0RSD, not 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-
GO was considered insoluble; otherwise, the Co-60 was considered
soluble,

,

,

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

,

i Table 1.)
!

8. Facility Security and Postinas

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.

| 9. Personnel Radiation Protection - External

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 highest total exposure for a worker was 295 mrem. The
total exposure for all workers was 1125 mrem. ~(See Table 2.) This is
well below the standards for occupational workers as found in 10 CFR
20.1201. -

10. Exit Meetina

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

.

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

Water Sample NRC Sample Concentration (pC1/1) Activity (pCi) >

Collection Date Number (Water Sample) (Filter Sample)

3/27/95 2 28 i 8 <7

| 3/27/95 4 < 19 <7

3/28/95 5 35 * 8 <9 )

3/28/95 6 < 41 < 10

3/28/95 7 81 - 18 <8

4/10/95 10
..

< 39 <9 i

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 t 27 < 25

5/16/95 24 162 * 25 < 25

5/19/95 26 126 i 23- < 11
,

5/22/95 27 187 26 < 11

5/23/95 28 < 52 N/A

6/5/95 29 < 21 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 < 45 N/A '

5/31/95 35 < 53 N/A I

6/2/95 36 < 57 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 <9 .

*
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TABLE 2 - External Exposures to AMS and Contract Workers

Worker Monthly External Exposure (millirem).

!

1/95 2/95 3/95 4/95 5/95 6/95 7/95 8/95 Total |

i

| 1 nd nd nd nd 20 nd nd nd 20
! 2 10 20 nd nd nd 160 10 nd 200;

i
3 10 10 10 nd 40 160 20 45 295

;
:

t

4 nd nd nd 10 nd 30 40
-- --

5 Ind 20 50 20
-- --

90-- --

6 nd 10 60 170' nd 30 270
-- --

7 !-- -- -- -- -- 170 170-- --

8 -- - -- -- - -- -- 40 40
*

9 -- -- -- -- -- pd nd 0--i

10 --

nd nd
-- -- -- --

0--

11 --

nd nd
-- -- -- --

0--

i- Total 1125
t

NOTES:

(1)
"nd" means the dose is below the dosimetry vendords minimal measurable quantity. A value
of zero was substituted for nd in the calculation of each worker's total dose.

|

|
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6/13/95 123 232 1 21 <9
.

i

6/13/95 124 23 7 < 11 !

j
6/11/95 125 < 23 N/A !
6/13/95 126- 193 i 16 < 12

!
*

6/9/95 127 63 * 10 < 11
36/8/95 128 < 16 N/A
;

6/11/95 129 38 * 10 <9 !

i6/6/95 130 93 * 20 <8
6/6/95 131 < 20 <8

"

6/19/95 132 82 12 < 12
,'6/7/95 133 87 * 22 <8 '

6/6/95 134 107 * 32 Unavatlable
6/21/95 135 332 * 53 < 11
6/13/95 136 < 22 <9 i

6/13/95 137 294 '32 <9 !

6/14/95 138 287 33 <8
6/15/95 139 199 * 13 <9
6/14/95 140 435 * 43 < 11'
6/21/95 141 21 8 <6
6/13/95 142 < 21 N/A
6/7/95

~

143 93 18 <8
6/8/95 144 < 20 N/A

NOTE $s

(1)
For the water analysis, the WA - verted between approximately 20 and 60 pCi/t. For thefilter analyses, the MDA varied between approximately 7 and 26 pCf.

(2) Att results less than the WA are listed as *< x" where "x" represents the runericalvalue of the MA.

(3) All results greater than the EA are ilsted with errors. The errors are twice thestandard deviation.

(4) "N/A" or Not Applicable signifies that the concentration of Co-60 in the water sapple was
below the MDA, thus, the solubility test was not performed. (As a cf.eck, the solubility
test was performed on some sanples with concentrations less than the MDA.)

(5) aunavaltable" signifies that one water saapte was lost, thus the solubility test was notperformed,

a

-
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As requested, I have reviewed the AMS inspection report dated 12/4/95,
NE0RSD's letter dated 12/21/95, and the video tape. The following are my
impressions and opinions:

General Impression: NE0RSD 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 NRC's knowledge and inspection effort regarding
OSHA regulatory requirements. It is interesting that none of their claims
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.

2. 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 limited
point of view. The workers are not donning protective clothing or
breathing zone samplers. 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.

3. 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.

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

5. NE0RSD 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).

6. 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 l

was observed by NRC staff: 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).

I
i

7. Video from 7/5/95 shows a worker handling pipe fragments while donning Igloves. 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.

8. 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 if 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 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.

,

9. 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.

I 10. 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.

11. 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.

12. 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.- *

13. 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 i
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.

14. Video from 7/13/95 shows workers in short sleeves remove samples from a
iditch. It is not clear if the work area is a contaminated area or not. '

1 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.

,

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

l 16. 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.

17. 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.

,

18. NE0RSD 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.

19. Video from 7/11/95 did not appear to show acceptance by inspectors of
les.ving known contaminated pip %g in the ground.

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

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

22. 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 line would likely result in
j radiological hazards far more significant than what exists without
j removing the soil. .

'
.

.

- . . . . - ._. - ,.m. , , . _ . . . . . - m. -



.

*
,

'o j
*

4

23. NE0RSD 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 NE0RSD-owned !

interceptor to evaluate contamination. NE0RSD 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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