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REGIONAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE REQUEST FORM
Date: May 2, 1996

Mail or E-Mail to: Donald A. Cool, Director
Division of Industrial and Medical Nuclear Safety, NMS S

0 .
From: John R. Madera, Chief Koo A RAL
Nuclear Materials Safety and Safeguards Branch, Region Ilf

Licensee: Advanced Medical Systems (AMS) License No. 34-19089-01
O Control No. 98507
O Letter dated: April 12, 1996

O Suggested change in licensing procedure {enclosed):

O Problem/Issue:

On March 20, 1996, we issued a deficiency letter to AMS addressing concerns we had over
their "Conceptual Decommissioning Plan™ (CDF). Your staff provided input in the drafting of
that letter (Attachment A). For your information we have attached a copy of the March 20
letter (Attachment B). On April 12, 1996, AMS submitted their response (Attachment C). We

ask that you review their response and provide comments. For your information we have
provided comments as noted below.

0O Action Required:

O Recommended Action {with revisions): O Approve or 0 Reject

Remarks: \/) \ \ \p
The following issues need to be resolved: - -

1. The primary basis for which w3 .,»2! AMS’ cost estimate of 1.8 million dollars is low (see
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our 8/17/96 letter - Attachment D) is that they have not adequately characterized the site
to demonstrate with a reasonable level of confidence that the soil under the basement
and WHUT room floor is not contaminated. In response to our concern, AMS hired a
registered hydrogeologist, who states in a letter it is his opinion that "it is unlikely that
contamination migrated from the building to these soils, and therefore, conditions in the
soils would not have changed due to the flooding of the basement.” He further states
that it is of his opinion that "additional sampling of soils below the basement and WHUT
room floors should not be required.” The letter, signed by Donald Jones, is dated April
11, 1996, and is attached to AMS’ April 12 letter (Attachment C). The NRC needs to
decide if it will accept the report. It is our opinion that the report should be accepted,
and the issue of further sampling below the basement and WHUT room floors should be
closed or, as an alternative, NRC should have it’s own hydrogeologist evaluate the issue
so that the Commission can determine whether or not to accept the report.

Based upon input from headquarters staff, we incorporated into our 3/20 letter,
references to NUREG-0586 to address AMS’ proposal to SAFSTOR radioactive material
and waste. Specifically, we reference the NUREG as stating that deferred dismantlement
could be a preferred option for source manufacturers who use short-lived nuclides that
decay within a few weeks or months. We also stated that SAFSTOR periods are not
discussed in the NUREG as being suitable for materials licensees. In their letter, AMS
presents a differing interpretation of the NUREG. AMS feels that the NUREG recognizes
SAFSTOR as an acceptable decommissioning alternative for “short-lived radionuclides” at
power reactors as well as materials licensees. They &lso stated that the NUREG defines
short-lived radionuclides as those with half-lives lc:ss than about 10 years. Please
reference p. G-12 of the NUREG. The definition of short-lived radionuclides for purposes
of the GEIS study are those which have a half-life of less than about 10 years. These
differences in interpretation of the NUREG and the issue of allowing AMS to SAFSTOR
material, need to be resolved. NRC must decide if it will acce; t the SAFSTOR method.
Furthermore, if the decision is to accept SAFSTOR, then we feel AMS will need to make
changes in their program to assure safe, long term storage of material. Clearly, storage
and security of material in SAFSTOR for a period of no more than 50 years, as well as
financial stability of a company will have an impact on the Commission’s decision to
grant SAFSTOR. It appears that these are issues a licensee must address before we
‘weuld authorize SAFSTOR. Any additional guidance that you can provide which a
hcensee should address prior to authorization of SAFSTOR, would be appreciated. Please
note that AMS referenced the Draft GEIS (1981) in their April 12 response; however, it
appears that the content is the same as the final version (1988&).

NOTE: AMS met with Region Ill and Headquarters management on May 7. AMS has
indicated they are accepting bids to dispose of their bulk 2ad sealed cobalt-60. In
addition, it appears they may accept bids to dispose of boxed and drummed cobalt-60
contaminated waste. If this occurs, the only material remaining would be that whicn is in
the plug in the hot cell (3351 curies of bulk and sealed cobalt-60, and 664 curies of
cesium-137 according to AMS records), and facility contamination. AMS will be
submitting a written proposal to Region lll within 2 weeks. The proposal will outline their




plan and request the NRC release funds that are currently secured in their
decommissioning financial assurance instrument. If approved, this will have an impact on
their cost estimate for decommissioning and conceptual decommissioning plan.

Headquarters Reviewer:

Regional Reviewer: Kevin Null

Reviewer Code: R2

Reviewer Phone No.: (708)829-9854 Fax No.: (708)515-1259

Request Needed by: _/ / (date) Form TAR-10
8/93

cec: Cindy Pederson
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MEMORANDUM TO: George Pangburn, Acting Chief
Operations Branch
Division of Industrial and Medical
Nuclear Safety, NMSS

; s
FROM: Michael F. Veber, Chief “Z#7 4 4
Low-Level Waste and Decommissioning
Projects Branch
Division of Waste Management, NMSS
SUBJECT: REVIEW OF ADVANCED MEDICAL SYSTEMS CONCEPTUAL

DECOMMISSJONING PLAN

In response to your request, we reviewed the Advanced Medical Systems
Conceptual Decommissioning Plan, dated Octoher 20, 1995. We are attaching our

cooments.

License No. 034-19083-01
Docket No. 030-16055

Attachment: As stated

CONTACT: T.C. Johnson, NMSS
415-7299




= NRC

THNE

DIVIETON TEL:301 -S04-€3569 Kov 16'9S 3:01 ko N1

e

Comments on AMS Conceptyal Qefgmmjsstonigg Plan
. Items to iss pp. 2-9

We assume that the project Banager agrees with the scope of the proposed

decomissioning and that the sources of contamination are reasonably
represented in the report.

- Lecommissioning Cost Estimates. 2nd Para., p. 1§

ANS 1s proposing to base its decomissioning financial assurance amount on a
( SAF roach usfng a 50 year storage period. In the Statement of
Considerations for the 1988 decommission ng rulemaking (53 FR szp “the
intent of the rule is to provide the necessary guidel ines with to use
of decomissioning alternatives in a manner which protects the public health
and ufet{.' In the 1988 rulemaking, provisions for deferring dismant)ement

licable only to power reactors where up to a 60 year period is
specifically allowed ferred dog'o-issiggmg %5 materials Vicensees and
non r cally .allowed because the supporting

analyses in the * o3 wac‘t‘*s{itiiﬁimng
Nuclear Facilities® (GEIS), UREG-0586, showed that there would be no
sfgnificant advantages to delaying decommissioning for these types of
licensees. Factors that need to be considered in addressing decommissioning
alternatives include the fallowing:

- Occupational exposures

Costs

Waste disposal

Financial viability of licensee
Financial assurance provisions

.ﬂ.’ﬂ ?‘U

In allowing up to a 60 year period for decoamissioning power reactors, there
fs about an 80 percent saving in occupational exposures for the deferred
option. The overail costs between DECON and SAFSTOR are about the same. For
2 50 year SAFSTOR period the waste volumes are 90 percent less than with
DECON. For a utflity, utilities are considered to be 1y _strong
financial corporations due to the monopolistic system they operate in.
Because the costs of DECON and SAFSTOR are similar, decommissioning financial
assurance is provided at levels that could fund decoamissfoning even if a
utflity is unable to da so anytime during Lhe SAFSTOR pertod.

Pa The GLIS indicates that there be cases .for materials licensees where

deferred decomissioning may be rotective of public health and
safety. In Chapter 14 of the GEIS, 1t 15 stated that deferred dismant!esent
could be a preferred option for source manufacturers which use short-lived
nucl fdes that decay within a few weeks or months. However, longer SAFSTOR
perfods are not discussed as being suitable. This is especially the case of
AMS, where there the viabiiity of the corporation is tentative due to its
substantive decommissioning obligations and the speculative nature of its
limited business J;rospects for marketing teletherapy sources in the third
world. By providing decommissioning financial assurance at a tevel that

Attachment
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would not allow the complete remediation of the facility at any time during
Lhe SAFSTOR period, the public taxpayer could be forced to accept a

decommissioning obligation that substantially exceeds the proposed level of
funding.

- Decommissioning Cost Estimates, 2nd Para., p. 15

AMS estimates that the SAFSTOR period maintenance and surveillance costs
would be 4 staff-hours per week. Based on the contamination levels in the
building, the groundwater seepage 1into the basement, restrictions on
releasing water to the sewerage system, and possible structural damage to the
building. this estimate appears to be very jow. These low maintenance and
surveillance costs substantially affect the long-term decommissioning costs.

AXS s assuming that the lateral connection to the sewer system will remain
inplace during the SAFSTOR period. What is the rationale for this? There

appears to be no cost beneficial reason to delay the remediation of this
contamination.

- Duration of Safe Storage Period, p. 19

The report states that the safe storage period is consistent with U.S. EPA
policy.  What palicy is this? Note that our palicy, embodied in the 1988

regulations, is that there is no significant benefit for delaying
decommissioning at materials licensee facilities.

Iable 3

Will 2 wore detailed decommissioning cost estimate be submitted? This table
isa su-arfy of cost calculations, but does not provide sufficient detail for
us to verify the cost estimates. We will review the detailed cost estimate
when it is submftted.
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David Cesar, Vice President
Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.
121 North Eagle Street

Geneva, Ohio 4404]

Dear Mr. Cesar:

We have reviewed your letter dated October 20, 1995 with its accompanying
“Conceptual Decommissioning Plan* (Plan). The letter and Plan were submitted
in response to our August 17, 1995, deficiency letter.

The purpose of this letter is to summarize our review of your response. We
will address: (1) the requirement for decommissioning financial assurance,

(2) our August 17 letter and your response, and (3) the AMS Plan - SAFSTOR
vs. DECON.

As you are aware, decommissioning financial assurance for the possession of
byproduct material is required pursuant to 10 CFR Part 30, Section 35. This
regulation requires certain licensees to submit a decommissioning funding plan
(DFP), which includes a cost estimate and a financial assurance instrument, to
cover the costs of future decommissioning in the event that decommissioning is
required at the present time. In other words, the cost estimate and
financial assurance instrument must cover the decommissioning costs if
decommissioning began today, as opposed to a projected decommissioning date in
the future. The amount of financial assurance required is based upon the
quantity of material authorized on a license.

Our August 17 letter primarily discussed two issues which pertain to the cost
estimate AMS submitted in support of decommissioning financial assurance. To
summarize, the issues are: (1) NRC’s request that AMS revise its facility
characterization to include an assessment of the radiological conditions of
the soil under the basement and WHUT room floors, and (2) incorporation of the
current disposal costs at Barnwell into AMS® DFP. In your October 20 letter,
you did not address issue (1). As stated in our letter, we are not confident
that the three core samples taken through the basement slab prior to the flood
are representative of the current radiological conditions of the soil under
the basement and WHUT room floors. The presence of radioactivity under the
floor would presumably increase the quantity of licensed material and
therefore, increase the cost estimate for decommissioning financial assurance.
Enclosed is a copy of our August 17 letter. Plcase submit an evaluation of
the radiological conditions of the so0il under the basement and WHUT room

floors, or justify why the three core samples should be considered
representative of the current radiological conditions.

Ay e
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Contained within your Plan is a description of two methods for decommissioning
the AMS facility - SAFSTOR and DECON, and the associated costs required for
each method (910,000 dollars for the SAFSTOR option, and approximately

3.3 million dollars for the DECON option). After comparing and contrasting
these two options, AMS proposes to establish approximately 910,000 dollars
financial assurance based on a SAFSTOR approach using a 50 year storage
period. The deferment of decommissioning through implementation of SAFSTOR is
only applicable to power reactors. The Statement of Considerations for the
1988 decommissioning rulemaking (53 FR 24018) states, “The intent of the rule
is to provide the necessary guidelines with regard to use of decommissioning
alternatives in a manner which protects the public health and safety." In the
1988 rulemaking, provisions for deferring dismantlement are applicable only to
power reactors where up to a 60 year period is specifically allowed. Deferred
decommissionin? for materials licensees and non-power reactors is not
specifically allowed.

The supporting analyser in the "Generic Environmental Impact Statement on
Decommissioning Nuclear Facilities" (GEIS), NUREG-0586, indicates that there
may be cases for materials licensees where deferred decommissioning may be the
most protective of public health and safety. In Chapter 14 of the GEIS, it is
stated that deferred dismantlement could be a preferred option for source
manufacturers which use short-lived nuclides that decay within a_few weeks or
months. However, longer SAFSTOR periods are not discussed as being suitable.
In comparison to the utilities, the firancial stability of many materials
licensees is uncertain. Therefore, by providing decommissioning financial
assurance below a level that would fund complete remediation of the facility
at any time during the SAFSTOR period, the public taxpayer would be forced to

accept a decommissioning obligation that substantially exceeds the proposed
level of funding.

As presented in your plan, SAFSTOR is equivalent to decay-in-storage. Current
NRC policy limits authorization for decay-in-storage to radionuclides with
half-lives no greater than 120 days. NRC considers storage of radioactive
waste with half-lives greater than 120 days as extended interim storage.
Extended interim storage requires specific authorization. Furthermore, NRC
policy states that extended interim storage of low level waste should not be a
substitute for disposal to a licensed waste facility if access is available.

Therefore, unless a materials licensee does not have access to a disposal
facility, all radioactive waste with half-lives exceeding 120 days should be
shipped off-site. As stated in cur October 31, 1995, letter regarding your
application for renewal, we feel strongly that AMS should take the opportunity
to ship its radioactive waste to Barnwell.

Table 3 to your Conceptual Decommissioning Plan entitled "Manpower and Cost
Estimates" lacks the specificity the NRC needs to verify your cost estimate.
A cost estimating table that organizes and provides an acceptable format to



D. Cesar

the NRC for determining decommissioning cost components and activities is
illustrated in Appendix F to Regulatory Guide 3.66 (enclosed). It provides an
extensive checklist of decommissioning activities that must be included in a

decommissioning cost estimate. Resubmit your ccst estimating table using the
format provided in Appendix F.

We will continue our review of your application upon receipt of the
information requested in this letter. Please reply in duglicate, within
30 days, and refer to Control Number 98507.

If you have any questions or require clarification on any of the information
stated above, you may contact us at (708) 829-9887.

Sincerely,

Original Signed By
John R. Madera, Chief
Nuclear Materials Licensing Branch

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

Enclosures: As stated
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Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.

1020 London Rd
Cleveland, Ohio 44110
216-692-3270 ATTACHMENT C

April 12, 1996

Mr. John R. Madera, Chief

Nuclear Materials Licensing Section
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
801 Warrenville Road

Lisle, Illinois 60532-4351

Re: Conceptual Decommissioning Plan for Advanced Medical Systems Inc. (License
No. 34-19089-01, Control No. 98507

Dear Mr. Madera:

Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. (AMS) is in receipt of your March 20, 1996 letter to David
Cesar wherein comments on our Conceptual Decommissioning Plan were provided. Enclosed are
our responses to your comments, along with a description of our proposed follow-up actions.

Once you have approved these comments, the Plan will be funded by the corporation and reviewed
for continued applicability at the agreed-upon schedule. In the meantime, if you have any
questions or if I can provide you with additional information, please call me at (216) 692-3270.
Sincerely, | 2
Robert Meschter, R. S. O.

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

CC:

RECEIVED
APR 17 1%
REGION 1II
APR 17 199



RESPONSE TO USNRC COMMENTS ON THE
AMS CONCEPTUAL DECOMMISSIONING PLAN

Agency Comment: The cost estimaie and financial assurance instrument must cover the decommissioning
costs if decommissioning began today, as opposed to a projected decommissioning date in the future.

AMS Response: The Conceptual Decommissioning Plan forwarded to you on October 3, 1995 was
based upon the SAFSTOR decommissioning methodology.  The intent of the Conceptual
Decomumissioning Plan, in ~oncert with the decommissioning funding requirement of 10 CFR
40.36, is that the USNRC would implement a similar decommissioning methodology should it be
forced to draw on the financial assurance. Included in the cost estimate (Table 3) is $362,000
dollars dedicated w weekly facility surveillance and maintenance for the duration of the safe
storage period. The eventual goal of SAFSTOR is release of the site for unrestricted use.
Therefore, the cost of on-going surveillance/maintenance, eventual decontamination and waste
disponlismclr..’-dinmecwmimuclbowninhble3ofmceoncqxual Decommissioning Plan.
Because these .unds are already dedicated, there would be no additional financial burden to the
taxpayers of the state in the unlikely event of an AMS default during the term of its license.

Action Taken: No additional action required.

Agency Comnient: The amouns of financial assurance required should be based upon the quantity of
material authorized on a license.

AMS Response: Concur. However, on November 9, 1995, AMS submitted a revised license
rencwal application wherein a materials limit for“Co of 93,110 Ci was requested’ To date, the

USNRC has taken no action on this pplication. The current license limit is 300,000 Ci, but it has
been at least three (3) years since AMS has had in excess of 100,000 Ci of material in site.
Therefore, it is mappropriate to require AMS to provide financial assurance for an inventory that
15 significandy above the likely inventory at any point in time simply because action has not yet
been taken on AMS’s application to modify the limit.

Action Taken: No additional action required. However, timely USNRC action on our November
9, 1995 renewal application would be greatly appreciated.

Agency Comment: Please submit an evaluation of the radiological conditions of the soil under the

bmuaMWHUTmomﬂomsorjuﬁfywhymemnemnmplestbeoomidemd
representative of the current -zdiological condition.

AMSRupane:AMSmﬂnuimmatbesoﬂsuponwhichmcLondonRoadbuildingms

constructed have the same radiological character now as they did before the 1995 flood. The
following are our reasons for this position:

. mwmmnwwmwmawmumﬂumﬁmﬁmm
MhWMMWMQWm.




(1) Throughout the period of time that the basement of the London Road flooded due to the
NEGRSD's intentional blocking of all discharge paths, AMS maintained a minimal pressure
differential between the inside and outside water levels in order w minimize uplift on the floor siab
and eliminate the possibility of “back flow™ of contaminaied water to areas outside of the building
AMS’s pumping efforts clearly provided the necessary level of pressure control. In fact, USNRC
Inspection Report No. 030-16055/95006(DNMS) stated that, with the exception of one location
on the second floor of the building, “the reinforced concrete core structure of the 1958 building
that forms the hot cell, the WHUT room, the original radiography room, the source garden and
the front and back basements was found to be in good condition”. Furthermore, the inspector
found “no additional signs of distress” on the basement slab, and concluded that “there was no
observable significant impact on the structural integrity of the 1958 building as a result of the
basement flooding event”. Therefore, the structural evidence supports our that the radiological
conditions of the soil under the basement and the WHUT room have not changed since the three
core samples were taken in 1994 (e.g., before the flooding).

(2) During the 1995 sewer remediation project, AMS determined that the shale layer upon which
the building is built and which formed the base of the existing footer drains, did not contain
detectable radioactivity. In fact, no detectable activity was identified during the remediation other
than that in the existing drain tile and fill material upon which they rested. Therefore, the
radiological evidence from the remediation project supports our that the radiologica! conditions of
the soil under the basement and the WHUT room are equivalent to the pre-flood conditions.

(3) Between the 1995 compietion date of the sewer remediation project and the date of this letter,
over 80,000 gallons of water have been pumped fror the foundation drainage system, confirmed
to be “clean” through laboratory analyses, and aischarged” This indicates that no mobile
contamination is under the basement or in the new drainage system.

(4) Included herein as Attachmen: | is a Registered Hydrogeologist's report wherein he concludes
that the new foundation drain is hydraulically connected (o the soils under the basement floor, and
that it is unlikely that contamination migrated from the basement (o these soils.

In summary, the findings of the USNRC Inspection Report, the fact that the water being pumped
from the founcation drains is radiologically benign, and the hydraulic connection between the soils
under the building and the foundation drain all serve to support our position that the soils were not
contaminated from the basement flood. Until the basement has been fully decontaminated,
attempts o breach the integrity of the floor for the sole purpose of securing additional confirmation
runs the risk of injecting contamination into the sub-basement environment where none currently
appears (o exist.

Action Taken: Page 8, line 14 of the Conceptual Decommissioning Plan will be modified 0 read:
“. . . did not occur. However, if information is obtained at some time in the future to invalidate
this assumption (e.g., if contamination is detected in the remediated fourdation drainage system),

? Cobalt-60 was ientified in one 3,000-gallon batch (e.g., hold-up tank No. 880), as | reported in my letter of
February 26, 1996 to Cynthia Pederson, USNRC Region [Il. However, the source of this material was the tank itself,
which was used as a process tank during the water treatment project. The residual cobalt-60 that was ifi the tank when
the foundation drain water was transferred to it was later removed by filtration.

2




this Plan will be revised o include the cost of addressing the additional contamination during
decommissioning "

Agency Comment: The deferment of decommissioning through implementation of SAFSTOR is only
applicable o power reactors. The GEIS (NUREG-0586) indicates that deferred dismantement could be
4 preferred option only for radionuclides that decay within a few weeks or months. By providing
decommissioning financial assurance below a level that would fund complete remediation of the facility
at any ume during the SAFSTOR period, the public taxpayer would be forced to accept a decommissioning
obligation that substantiaily exceeds the proposed level of funding .

AMS Response: AMS takes exception o this comment for the following reasons:

(1) The GEIS shows that SAFSTOR is an acceptable decommissioning alternative for “short lived
radionuclides™ at power reactors as well as for materials licensees (see page 04, section 0.2 .4 and
page 14-9, section 14.3.2.2)" Furthermore, on page G-8 of the GEIS, the definition of short-lived
radionuclides is given as “those radioactive isotopes with half-lives less than about 10 years”.
Since the “Co at AMS, 4 materials licensee, has a radiological half life of approximately five (5)

years, the GEIS is supportive of decommissioning by the methodology of SAFSTOR for materials
licensees .

(2) The GEIS does state that use of a “safe storage period of a few days 10 a few months may allow
the radioactivity to decay to low enough levels that no further decontamination required” (see page
14-9, section 14.3.2.2) for a reference sealed source and radiochemical manufacturer. But the
GEIS also states that while generic criteria were used for development of the report, “each facility
can present problems that are unique 1o its decommissioning” (see page 144 section 14.2). The
reference facility used to derive the findings for sealed source produ-tion was a generic
manufacturer of sealed sources that carried “out their operations in small batc“es in gle« ¢ boxes,
hoods or remote operation cells, and contamination outside these structures ‘s limited almost
entirely to the ventilation ducts and filters" (see pages 14-4 and 14-5, sectiin 14.2). The
radiological conditions at AMS are distinctly different since there is extensive area \ ‘ntamination,
significant solid waste recovered from remediation of the oid sewer system, and there  a facility
that was closed to all access under the auth¢ ization of the USNRC (e.g., the WHL " Room).
Therefore, strict application of the GEIS' recommendations for the reference seale. source
manufacturer to all sealed source manufacturers is inappropriate.

(3) In evaluaung decommissioning alternatives, there are considerations that £0 beyond imme ‘ate
license termination and release of the site for unrestricted use. Both DECON and SAFSTOR 1. I
result in unrestricted release of the site. However, the GEIS clearly states that the overwhelm/ g
advantage of SAFSTOR at a facility like AMS is the reduction in occupational exposure and the
quantities of radioactive waste from radioactive decay. The ALARA analysis shown on page 16
of the Conceptual Decommissioning Plan further demonstrates this advantages

' U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, “Draft Genenc Environmental Impact Statement on Decommissioning of
Nuclear Facilities”, NUREG-0586, January, 1981,




(4) The mission of the USNRC is 1o ensure adequate protection of the public health and safety,
the common defense and security, and the environment from the use of nuclear materials in the
United States. The USNRC and its licensees share a common responsibility 1o protect the public
health and safety. Once a facility like AMS has reached the end of its useful life, there is no
question that it must be decommissioned. However, decommissioning means that the facility must
be placed in a condition such that there is no unreasonable risk 10 public health and safety. It
would be contrary to the mission of the USNRC to categorically reject the SAFSTOR option as
a decommissioning alternative for AMS. Furthermore, since the eventual goal of SAFSTOR is
release of the site for unrestricted use, and since the cost of on-going surveillance maintenance,
as well as eventual decontamination and waste disposal is included in the cost estimate for the

Conceptual Decommissioning Plan, there would be no additional financial burden to the taxpayers
of the state.

(5) The USNRC, in its October 20, 1988 letter to Dr. Seymour S. Stein (AMS), concurred with
AMS’s February 8, 1988 and July 6, 1988 request w delay decontamination of the WHUT Room
until personnel exposure rates are reduced significantly. (In the July 6th letter, AMS stated that:
“To move this material from its present safe concealment through the general public environment
merely o deposit it at another safe concealment presents unreasonable and unnecessary man-rem
exposure and risk to the public health and safery at an unjustifiable exposure™.) Since the
Conceptual Decommissioning Plan that is the subject of this letter was developed with similar
concerns in mind, AMS respectfully requests that the USNRC reconsider its current position on
SAFSTOR in light of its previous position that “isolation can be carried out safely with some
benefit in the reduction in occupational exposure and waste requiring disposal” (see page 1 of the
October 20, 1988 letter from A. Bert Davis to Dr. Stein).

Action Taken: None required.

Agency Comment: Table 3 to your Conceptual Decommissioning Plan entitled “Manpower and Cost
Estimates™ lacks the specificity the NRC needs to verify your cost estimate. Resubmit your cost estimating
table using the format provided [citation given).

AMS Response: Concur.

Action Taken: Included herein as Attachment 2 is additional cost information for the SAFSTOR
option. This information is presented in the same format as Appendix F of USNRC Regulatory
Guide 3.66, “Standard Format and Content of Financial Assurance Mechanisms Required for
Decommissioning Under 10 CFR Parts 30, 40, 70 and 72" (June, 1990).
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Eovironmental
Solutions, Inc.

April 11, 1996

Ms. Carol D. Berger

infegrated Environmenial Management, Inc.
1680 East Guide Drive

Sulte 305

Rockville, Maryland 20850

Dear Carol:

| have reviewed the letler dated March 20, 1996 fr the U. S. Nuclear Reguiatory
M(m)bmm.mmmmmwmm
Plan of the AMS Facliity. It s my opinion that, based upon the effect of the hydrauiiz
gradient in the vicinity of the basement when the basement contained water, the

be required. According fo the evidence, it ks unlikely that contamination migrated from
the bulding fo these soils, and, therefore, conditions In the solls would not have
changed due to the flooding of the basement referenced in the NRC's letter.

Following ks a brief recap of the evidence and the historcal events:

1. Prior fo the fiooding, three core samples were oblained from native solls under fhe
basement in the vicinity of the WHUT room. Contamination was not discovered in
any of the samples;

2 Based upon a suspected discharge of radinactive contamination. the outfall of the
AMSW‘UM?MWWWWNMMGMY.
Mcmm.mmmwwoaﬂodoﬁdhbymedmhugewsmm
began to accumulate and enter the basement:

3 Fﬂabhemmovdofthewderlmmhbasumnt.mmﬂuhgmwdsmowhe
water elevafion in the drainage system fo be higher than the water level in the
basement. Additionally, duing the removal of water from the basement, the
Mooodwdbndﬁnbmmntwcf«wcshtenﬁondymhtdmdbebwm
water elevation in the drain system:

4 Shcottnﬁoodhg.lhobaumomdrdmgemomwmdosodhplocaandhos
bunnplooodwﬂhanewwbuﬂocopuh\owd-ahsyﬂmmd.

discharged fo the local sewer. Since the Infiation of the pumping, the basement
has been dry.

Corporate Office
134 Holiday Court, Suite 206 + Annspolis, MD 21401
Telephone: (410) 841-5552 « Fax: (410) 266-5588
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Carol D. Berger
Aprdl 11, 1996
Page 2

My conclusion that soil condifions did not change during the parod when the
basement was flooded is based upon the following:

1.

The original drainage system created a local sink. collecting ground water from the
basement vicinity and maintaining the ground water level below the basement
floor. The waler level observed in the drain Is representative of condifions in the
sumounding solls. In addifion fo intercepting ground water flowing foward the
basement, the new drainage system & also hydraulically connected fo the solls
surounding the basement fioor;

The differenfial water levels between the drainage system and the basement during
the perod in which the basement contained water Indicate a paositive hydraulic

gradient from the surounding solls foward the basement. Water would not leak out
of the basement under these conditions: and.

If water was leaking from the basement, contamination could be expected fo show
up In the water that & collected by the new drain system. Therefore, the lack of
contamination in the removed water also indicates that the ground-water fiow was
toward the basement during its flooded period.

Thank you for the opportunity to be of service on this project. Please call me at 410-
B41-5552 if you have any questions regarding this letter.

Donald E P.G.
Registered H t
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Cost Estimating Table - SAFSTOR Alternative
(USNRC Regulatory Guide 3.66, Appendix F)

Table |

Preparativa of Documentation for Regulatory
Ageacies

Submittal of Decommissioc. ; Plan W '{RC
when required by 10 CFR 30.36

Development of work plans
Procurement of Specia! equipment

Staff training
Characterization of radiological condition of the
facility (including soil anc tailings analysis or
groundwater analysis, if applicable)

Other

Total

.



Ww«mamrmm

No.

Dunensions

No.

0




Table 3

Decon/dismantie major components and/or
processing storage tanks (Hot cell SAPSTOR and
decon after SAPSTOR)

Decon/dismantie laboratories, fume hoods, glove

Decon/dismantle waste areas (radwasic area, scrap
recovery, other) WHUT room

shop, decomamination arcas, ventilation cystems,
other) includes HEPA system and misc. Areas

Decon/dismantie waste treatment facilities and
storage arcas on site (including exhume and
package contaminated soil and tailings, if any)

Monitor for compliance, reciean and monitor, if

necessary

Other (e.g., conttactor fees

116000




Waste type Volume (m’) No. Of contaivers | Type of Container Unit Cost of Cost of c..u.;I
Countainer
LLw .8 | B-25 500 500
Asbestos 0.59 4 Drum 35 140
Total 3.42 5 - - 640

10




Restoration o Contaminated Areas ou Facility Ground

Work Days
HP

0

11



ATTACHMENT D

AUG 17 19%

Advanced Medical Systems

ATTN: David Cesar
Treasurer

121 North Eagle Street

Geneva, OH 4404]

Dear Mr. Cesar:

We have completed our review of your May 30, 1995 response to our March 30,
1995 deficiency letter regarding your cost estimate to decommission the London
Road facility. We still feel that your cost estimate of $1,795,612 does not
realistically reflect the cost that will be required to decommission the
facility. You have not demonstrated that the soil under the building is free
of contamination, and your proposed disposal cost of $181 per cubic foot

appears to be an under estimate based on the recent opening of darnwell in
South Carolina.

As previously discussed in our March 30, 1995 letter, recent water problems
at the site has resulted in two additional problems that may significantly
impact the cost of decommissioning the London Road site. The two problems
are: (1) the concrete slab may have to be removed from the WHUT room as a
rosult of the water causing additional contamination of the concrete;

and (2) the contaminated water may have caused extensive soil contamination
under the basement slab. The impact of having to remove and dispose of the
contaminated concrete, and to remove and dispose of significant quantities of
contaminated soil may be several times greater than the initial estimate.

Furthermore, the flooding problems in the basement occurred after SEG’'s site
characterization and cost estimate report of January 1995. Therefore, we
believe that the three core samples thicugh the basement floor prior to the
flood may not possibly be representative of current soil conditions under the
basement slab and WHUT room.

In your response to our question concerning the possibility of structural
damage to the building due to recent water problems at the facility, you
stated in item (3) on page 2 of your letter that no structural damage was
observed, and that recent core borings "outside® the facility indicated no
"significant" outside contamination exists. AMS has not performed an adequate
site characterization to support these conclusions. Ia addition, your
statement regarding "significant® outside contamination is a clear indicator
that "outside" contamination, in fact, does exist.

k
G336t g



Advanced Medical Systems

Your decommissioning cost is also based on a disposal cost of $181 per cubic
foot. A more realistic cost of approximately $300 per cubic foot (based on
July 1, 1995, reopening at Barnwell) base charge plus surcharges associated
with curie content, weight, cask, etc., would be appropriate. This will

result in a significant increase in decommissioning cost. P adjust your
cost estimate, accordingly. :
i

S —————

Due to the recent flooding problems and the contamination that was discovered
under the isotope shop slab airlock and in the under drain system, please
submit a revised characterization of the facility that includes a scientific
assessment of the radiological conditions of the soil under the basement slab
and WHUT room. We would expect that a re-characterization of ths site and

incorporation of current disposal cost at Barnwell into your decommission

financial plan wil) dramatically increase your cost estimate to decommission
he facility.

Given these recent events/discoveries at the 1020 London Road site, we feel
that the January 1995 cost estimate and site characterization are no longer
valid. Enclosed is a copy of the Draft Branch Technical Position on Site

Characterization for Decommissioning that you should use to re-characterize
the facility.

We will continue our review of your application upon receipt of this

information. Please reply in duplicate, within 30 days, and refer to Control
Number 98507.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (708) 829-5834.

Sincerely,

Original Signed By
John R. Madera, Chief
Nuclear Materials Licensing Section

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

Enclosure: Draft Branch Techriical Position

On Site Characterization for
Decommissioning
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Sesat August 16, 1996

MEMORANDUM TO: John R. Madera, Chief

Nuclear Materials Safety apd Safeguards Branch
Region 111 [
FROM: Donald A. Cool, Directbr -
Division of Industri / [’//’_*
Medical Nuclear Safet i
SUBJECT : TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE REQUEST CONCERNING ADVANCED MEDICAL
2;3}E"§2 l?ggé LICENSE NO. 34-19089-01, LETTER DATED

I am responding to your Technical Assistance Request (TAR). Control Number
98507 (Attachment), that requested review and comment of a letter response
from Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. (AMS) dated April 12, 1996. A March 20,
1996, letter from Region III to AMS indicated that AMS had not demonstrated
that the soil under the building was free of contamination, and that AMS’
proposed disposal cost for the radioactive waste was underestimated. The
April 12, 1996, AMS letter provided comments to the Region 111 letter. a
report and findin%s of a registered hydrologist to address the concern about
the possibility of contamination under the building, and a more detailed
estimate for a SAFSTOR alternative. Your TAR requested review and comment.
specifically on whether the findings in the hydrologist's report are
acceptable, and whether the NRC will accept the SAFSTOR method of
decommissioning of this facility.

With regard to the hydrologist's report and the need for further sampling of
soils below the basement/WHUT room floors, we agree with the Region that the
hydrologist's report be accepted. It is unlikely that there is significant
contamination of the soil beneath the floor of the basement or room based

on: .
1) the hydraulic gradient during the flooding of the basement froum the
soils to the basement ;

2) the hydraulic gradient since the removal of the water from the
basement and the installation of the new footer drain has been toward
the footer drain system and the basement has remained dry, indicating
that the soils surrounding the basement are hydraulically connected
to the footer drain system: and

3) no contamination has been found in the water removed from the footer
drain system.

CONTACT:  Joe DeCicco, IMNS

(301) 415-7833
\\
)
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John Madera . &

For contamination to leach or leak from the basement, 1t would have to be
somewhat soluble. Therefore, the contamination, if released, would likely
show up in the footer drain sgstem that appears to be hydraulically connected
to the soils surrounding the basement .

Some contamination of tne soils below the basement can not be completely ruled
out, but widespread contamination is unlikely given the information at hand.
The cost of remediation of small areas of soil contamination, if they exist,
could easily be covered if a contingency is applied to the cost estimate of
decommissioning of the site. If further information comes to light at a later
date. indicating more extensive contamination than anticipated here, the cost
estimates should be adjusted then.

With regard to the acceptable method of decommissioning, the March 20, 1996,
letter to Mr. David Cesar continues to be our position. In that letter, we
Erovided our reasons why SAFSTOR would not be an option, and that the Generic
nvironmental Impact Statement (GEIS). NUREG-0586 states in Chapter 14 that
SAFSTOR for some materials facilities would be an advantage if the materials
are relatively short-1ived and would decay to levels permitting unrestricted
use of the facilit{ in a short time. AMS contends that the GEIS shows SAFSTOR
as an acceptable alternative for materials licensees and cites page 04,
section 0.2.4 and page 14-9, section 14.3,2.2 as support for materials
licensees decommissioning. A careful reading of the citations shows that the
intention of the GEIS was to allow use of a safe storageTgeriod of a few days
to a few months, and not a geriod of decades of years. e deferment of
decommissioning through SAFSTOR is only applicable to power reactors.

With regards to the adgauacy of decommissioning cost estimates for the London
Road facility. the $3.3M may not be realistic 1n reflecting the total cost.
We are concerned because the cost estimate does not address the followin?: 1)
disposal of the 2,200 kilograms of depleted uranium inventory: 2) removal and
disposal of the 11,700 curies of bulk cobalt-60 metal and the 49.000 curies of
cobalt-60 sealed sources; 3) the remote decontamination techniques for the Hot
Cell and the WHUT Room (generally remote techniques are used when exposure
rates exceed 5 R per hour; the Hot Cell has a range from 12 to 200 R per hour,
and the WHUT Room a range of 50 to 240 R per hour); 4) the work difficulty
factors associated with the decommissioning (when remote techniques are used,
significant amounts of time are lost due to the high exposure areas, access in
and out of these areas. and maintenance of equipment; and 5) the disposal
charges for curie content or special handling of high activity packa?es. or
for transportation of shielded casks materials, which can substantially
increase waste management costs. In addition, the cost estimate to
decontaminate/decommission a similar facility was $17M; therefore. the cost
eggimate of $3.3M may be off by several times the actual cost to decommission
the site.

Since changes in assumptions can have a significant impact on the total
decommissioning cost, it is recommended that we require AMS to conduct &
detailed characterization of the existing buildings. and develop & cost
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estimate that addresses the decontamination methods. This is especially
importanc since AMS was recently given a license amendment that allows AMS to
significantly reduce their inventory.

Attachments: As stated



MAY 0 9 1936 , _nd

REGIONAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE REQUEST FORM
Date: May 2, 1996 | '

Mail or E-Mail to: Donald A. Cool, Director
Division of Industrial and Medical Nuclear Safety, NMSS

s ' . ¢
From: p’Jofm R. Madera, Chief 't ANAL
Muclear Materials Safety and Safeguards Branch, Region Il

Licensee: Advancad Medical Systems (AMS) License No. 34-19089-01
O Control No. 88507
O Letter dated: April 12, 1996

0 Suggested change in licensing procedure (enclosed):

O Problem/iIssue:

On March 20, 1996, we issued a deficiency letter to AMS addressing concerns we had over
their "Conceptual Decommissioning Plan™ (COP). Your staff provided input in the drafting of
that letter (Attachment A). For your information we have attached a copy of tha March 20
letter (Attachment B). On April 12, 1996, AMS submitted their response (Attachment C). We

ask that you review their response and provide comments. For your information we have
provided comments as noted below.

O Action Required:

0O Recommended Action (with revisions): © Approve or O Reject

75

The following issues need to be resolved:

7. The primary basis for which we feel AMS’ cost estimate of 1.8 million dollars is low (see
24

-—

Attachment

i A
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our 8/17/96 letter - Attachment D) is that they have not adequately characterized the site
to demonstrate with a reasonable level of confidence that the soil under the basement
and WHUT room floor is not contaminated. In response to our concern, AMS hired a
registered hydrogeologist, who states in a letter it is his opinion that “it is unlikely that
contamination migrated from the building to these soils, and therefore, conditions in the
soils would not have changed due to the flooding of the basement.” He further states
thai it is of his opinion that "additional sampling of soils below the basement and WHUT
room floors should not be required.” The letter, signed by Donald Jones, is dated April
11, 199€, and is attached to AMS’ April 12 letter (Attachment C). The NRC needs to
decide if it will accept the report. It is our opinion that the report should be accepted,
and the issue of further sampling below the basemen: and WHUT room floors should be
closed or, as an alternative, NRC should have it's own hydrogeologist evaluate the issue
so that the Commission can determine whether or not to accept the report.

Based upon input from headquarters staff, we incorporated into our 3/20 letter,
references to NUREG-0586 to address AMS’ proposal to SAFSTOR radioactive material
and waste. Specifically, we reference the NUREG as stating that deferred dismantlement
could be a preferred option for source manufacturers who use short-lived nuclides that
decay within a few weeks or months. We also stated that SAFSTOR periods are not
discussed in the NUREG as being suitable for materials licensees. In their letter, AMS
presents a differing interpretation of the NUREG. AMS feels that the NUREG recognizes
SAFSTOR as an acceptable decommissioning alternative for "short-lived radionuclides” at
power reactors as well as materials licensees. They also stated that the NUREG defines
short-lived radionuclides as those with half-lives less than about 10 years. Please
reference p. G-12 of the NUREG. The definition of short-lived radionuclides for purposes
of the GEIS study are those which have a half-life of less than about 10 years. These
differences in interpretation of the NUREG and the issue of allowing AMS to SAFSTOR
material, need to be resolved. NRC must decide if it will accept the SAFSTOR method.
Furthermore, if the decision is to accept SAFSTOR, then we feel AMS will need to make
changes in their program to assure safe, long term storage of material. Clearly, storage
and security of material in SAFSTOR for a period of no more than 50 years, as well as
financial stability of a company will have an impact on the Commission’s decision to
grant SAFSTOR. It appears that these are issues a licensee must address before we
would authorize SAFSTOR. Any additional guidance that you can provide which a
licensee should address prior to authorization of SAFSTOR, would be appreciated. Please
note that AMS referenced the Draft GEIS (1981) in their April 12 response; however, it
appears that the content is the same as the final version (1988).

NOTE: AMS met with Region Ill and Headquarters management on May 7. AMS has
indicated they are accepting bids to dispose of their bulk and sealed cobalt-60. In
addition, it appears they may accept bids to dispose of boxed and drummed cobalt-60
contaminated waste. If this occurs, the only material remaining would be that which is in
the plug in the hot cell (3351 curies of bulk and sealed cobalt-60, and 664 curies of
cesium-137 according to AMS records), and facility contamination. AMS will be
submitting a written proposal to Region lll within 2 weeks. The proposal will outline their



plan and request the NRC release funds that are currently secured in their
decommissioning financial assurance instrument. If approved, this will have an impact on
their cost estimate for decommissioning and conceptual d>commissioning plan.

Headquarters Reviewer:

Reyional Reviewer: Kevin Null

Reviewer Code: R2

Reviewer Phone No.: (708)829-9854 Fax No.: (708)515-12¢ 9

Request Needed by: _/ / _ (date) Form TAR-10
8/93

cc: Cindy Pederson
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SUBJECT:
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ATTACEMENT A

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, 0. C 2005546 0001

November 3, 1395

George Pangburn, Acting Chief
Operations Branch
Division of Industrial and Medical
Nuclear Safety, NMSS h
(/0

Michael F. Weber, Chief W"Zvﬂ 4

Low-Level Waste and Decommissioning
Projects Branch
Division of Waste Management, NMSS

REVIEW OF ADVANCED MFDICAL SYSTEMS CONCEPTUAL
DECOMMISSIONING PLAX

In response to your request, we reviewed the Advanced Medical ¢, stems

Conceptual Decomnissfoning Plan, dated Octohar 20, 1995. We are attaching our

coaments .

License No. 034-19089-01
Docket No. 030-1605%

Attachment:

As stated

CONTACT: T.C. Johnson, NMSS
415-7299
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Lomments on AMS Conceptyal Decommissioning Pian

1. Items to be Decommissioned. ep. 2-9

¥e assume that the project manager agrees with the scope of the proposed

decommissioning and that the sources of contamination are reasonably
represented in the report.

i 1 ost im Para.

AMS 1s proposing to base its decommissioning financial assurance amount on a
SAF. ‘proach usfng a 50 year storage period. In the Statement of

Considerations for the 1988 decoamission ng rulemaking (53 FR 24018) *the
intent of the rule is to provide the necessary guidel 1:9eajigh~ngtﬂ’p

of cecomissicning alternatives in a manner which protects the public health
and safety.® In the 1988 rulemaking, provisions far deferring dismantlement
are applicable only to power reactors where up to a 60 year period is
specifically allowed ferred decommission Ticansees and

non r reacto - because the rti

I?ﬁf;::: in the "Generic Enviromsantal i-mEt‘ Statement on D«""?.o‘iamis ‘s”ioni:g
Nuclear Fa.ilitfes® (GEIS), NUREG-0586, showed that there would be no
significant advantages to delaying decommissioning for these types of

Ticensees. Factors that need to be considered in addressing decommissioning
alternatives include the following:

. Occupational exposures

Costs

Waste disposa)

Financial viability of licensee
Financial assurance provisions

L O."! o'~

In allowing up to a 60 year period for decoamissioning power reactors, there
is about an 80 percent saving in occupational exposures for the deferred
option. The overall costs boetween DECON and SAFSTOR are about the same. For
a 50 year SAFSTOR period the waste volumes are 90 percent less than with
DECCN. For a utflity, utilities are considered to be

financial corporations due to the wonopolistic system they operate in.

Because the costs of DLCON and SAFSTOR are similar, decommissioning financial
assurance is provided at levels that could fund decommissfoning even if a
utility is unable to do so anytime during Lhe SAFSTOR pertod.

> The GEIS indicates that there y be\cm:-for materials licensees where

deferred decommissioning wmay be rotective of public health and
safety. In Chapter 14 of the GEIS, 1t 1s stated that deferred dismant |ement
could be a preferred option for source manufacturers which use short-1ived
nucl ides that decay within a few weeks or months. However, longer SAFSTOR
perfods are not discussed as befng suitable. This ir especially the case of
AMS, where there the viability of the corporation is tentative due to it:
substantive decomwissioning obligations and the speculative nature of its
IMuited business dprospects for marketing teletherapy sources in the third
world. B8y providing decommissioning financial assurance at a level that

Attachment



would not allow the complete remediation of the facility at any time during
Lhe SAFSIOR period, the public Laxpayer could be forces 1o dccept a

decommissioning chligation that substantially exceeds the proposed level of
funding.

3. Decommissioning Cost Estimates, 2nd Para., p. 15

AMS estimates that the SAFSTOR period maintenance and surveillance costs
©  would be 4 staff-hours per week. Based on the contamination levels in the
building, the groundw’ter seepage into the basement, restrictions on
-~ releasing water to the sewerage system, and possible structural damage to the
‘ hunding. this estimate appears to be very low. These low maintenance and
surveillance costs substantially affect the Tong-term decommissioning costs.

4. Deconmissioning Cost Estimates, 2nd Para., pp. 15-16
AMS is assuming that the lateral connection to the sewer system will remain

inplace during the SAFSTOR period. What i< the rationale for this? There

appears to be no cost beneficial reason ! delay the remediation of this
contamination.

S. Dur f Peri

The report states that the safe storage period is consistent with U.S. EPA
policy. What policy is this? Note that our palicy, embodied in the 1988
regulations, is that there is no significant benefit for delaying
decomaissioning at materials licensee facilities.

6. Jahle 3

Will a more detailed deconmissioning cost es*imate be submitted? This table
is a summary of cost calculations, but does not provide sufficient detail for
us to verify the cost estimates. We will review the detailed cost estimate
when 1t is submitted.




ATTACHMENT B

& R R

David Cesar, Vice President
Advanced Medica! Systems, Inc.
12" North Eagle Street

Gereva, Ohio 4404]

Dear Mr. Cesar:

We have reviewed your letter dated October 20, 1995 with its accompanying
“Conceptual Decommissioning Plan® (Plan). The letter and Plan were submitted
in response to our August 17, 1995, deficiency letter.

The purpose of this letter is to summarize our review of your response. We
will address: (1) the requirement for decommissioning financial assurance,

(2) our August 17 letter and your response, and (3) the AMS Plan - SAFSTOR
vs. DECON.

As you are aware, decommissioning financial assurance for the possession of
byproduct material is required pursuant to 10 CFR Part 30, Section 35. This
regulation requires certain licensees to submit a decommissioning funding plan
(DFP), which includes a cost estimate and a financial assurance instrument, to
cover the costs of future decommissioning in the event that decommissioning is
required at the present time. In other words, the cost estimate and

financial assurance instrument must cover the decommissioning costs if
decommissioning began today, as opposed to a projected decommissioning date in
the future. The amount of financial assurance required is based upon the
quantity of material authorized on a license.

Our August 17 letter primarily discussed two issues which pertain to the cost
estimate AMS submitted in support of decommissioning financial assurance. To
summarize, the issues are: (1) NRC's request that AMS revise its facility
characterization to include an assessment of the radiological conditions of
the soil under the basement and WHUT room floors, and (2) incorporation of the
current disposal costs at Barnwell into AMS’ DFP. In your October 20 letter,
you did not address issue (1). As stated in our letter, we are not confident
that the three core samples taken through the basement slab prior to the flood
are representative of the current radiological conditions of the soil under
the basement and WHUT room floors. The presence of radiocactivity under the
floor would presumably increase the quantity of licensed material and
therefore, increase the cost estimate for decommissioning financial assurance.
Enclosed is a copy of our August 17 letter. Please submit an evaluation of
the radiological conditions of the soil under the basement and WHUT room
floors, or justify why the three core samples should be considered
representative of the current radiological conditions.




D. Cesar -2-

Contained within your Plan is a description of two methods for decommissioning
the AMS facility - SAFSTOR and DECON, and the associated costs required for
each method (910,000 dollars for the SAFSTOR option, and approximately

3.3 million dollars for the DECON option). After comparing and contrasting
these two options, AMS proposes to establish approximately 910,000 dollars
financial assurance based on a SAFSTOR approach using a 50 year storage
period. The deferment of decommissioning through implementation of SAFSTOR is
only applicable to power reactors. The Statement of Considerations for the
1988 decommissioning rulemaking (53 FR 24018) states, "The iutent of the rule
1s to provide the necessary guidelines with regard to use of decommissioning
alternatives in a manner which proiects the public health and safety." In the
1988 rulemaking, provisions for deferring dismantlement are applicable only to
power reactors where up to a 60 year period is specifically allowed. Deferred
decommissioning for materials licensees and non-power reaciors is not
specifically allowed.

The supporting analyses in the "Generic Environmental Impact Statement on
Decommissioning Nuclear Facilities" (GEIS), NUREG-0586, indicates that there
may be cases for materials licensees where deferred decommissioning may be the
most protective of public health and safety. 'n Chapter 14 of the GEIS, it is
stated that deferred dismantlement could be 2  eferred option for source
manufacturers which use short-lived nuclides that decay within a few weeks or
months. However, longer SAFSTOR periods are not discussed as being suitable.
In comparison to the utilities, the financial stability of many materials
licensees is uncertain. Therefore, by providing decommissioning financial
assurance below a level that would fund complete remediation of the facility
at any time during the SAFSTOR period, the public taxpayer would be forced to
accept a decommissioning obligation that substantially exceeds the proposed
level of funding.

As presented in your plan, SAFSTOR is equivalent to decay-in-storage. Current
NRC policy limits authorization for decay-in-storage to radionuclides with
half-lives no greater than 120 days. NRC considers storage of radioactive
waste with half-lives greater than 120 days as extended interim storage.
Extended interim storage requires specific authorization. Furthermore, NRC
policy states that extended interim storage of low level waste should not be a
substitute for disposal to a licensed waste facility if access is available.

Therefore, unless a materials licensee does not have access to a cdisposal
facility, all radioactive waste with half-lives exceeding 120 days should be
shipped off-site. As stated in our October 31, 1995, letter regarding your
application for renewal, we feel strongly that AMS should take the opportunity
to ship its radioactive waste to Barnwell.

Table 3 to your Conceptual Decommissioning Plan entitled "Manpower and Cost
Estimates" lacks the specificity the NRC needs to verify your cost estimate.
A cost estimating table that organizes and provides an acceptable format to



the NRC for determining decommissioning cost components and activities is
illustrated in Appendix F to Regulatory Guide 3.66 (enclosed). It provides an
extensive checklist of decommissioning activities that must be included in a
decommissioning cost estimate. Resubmit your cost estimating table using the
format provided in Appendix F.

We will continue our review of your application upon receipt of the
information requested in this letter. Please reply in duplicate, within
30 days, and refer to Control Number 98507.

If you have any questions or require clarification on any of the information
stated above, you may contact us at (708) 829-9887.

Sincerely,

Original Signed By
John R. Madera, Chief
Nuclear Materials Licensing Branch

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

Enclosures: As stated
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Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.

1020 London Rd
Cieveland, Cuio 44110
216-692-3270 ATTACHMENT ¢

April 12, 1996

Mr. John R. Madera, Chief

Nuclear Materials Licensing Section
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
801 Warrenville Road

Lisle, Illinois 60532-4351

Re: Conceptual Decommissioning Plan for Advanced Medical Systems Inc. (License
No. 34-19089-01, Control No. 98507

Dear Mr. Madera:

Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. (AMS) is in receipt of your March 20, 1996 letter to David
Cesar wherein comments on our Conceptual Decommissioning Plan were provided. Enclosed are
our responses to your comments, along with a description of our proposed follow-up actions.
Once you have approved these comments, the Plan will be funded by the corporation and reviewed

for continued applicability at the agreed-upon schedule. In the meantime, if you have any
qQuestions or if I can provide you with additional information, please call me at (216) 692-3270.

St

Robert Meschter, R. S. O,

cc:  D. Cesar
D. A. Miller, Esq. - Stavole & Miller
C. D. Berger, C.H.P. - [IEM
RECEIVED
APR 17 193
REGION 111
APR 17 199

£ g
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RESPONSE TO USNRC COMMENTS ON THE
AMS CONCEPTUAL DECOMMISSIONING PL AN

Agency Comiment: The cost estimate and financial assurance instrument must cover the decommissioning
costs if decommissioning began today, as opposed (0 a projected decommissioning date in the future.

AMS Response: The Conceptual Decommissioning Plan forwarded to you on October 3, 1995 was
based upon the SAFSTOR decommissioning methodology. The intent of the Conceptual
Decommissioning Plan, in concert with the decommissioning funding requirement of 10 CFR
40.36, 1s that the USWRC would implement a similar decommissioning methodology should it be
forced to draw on the financial assurance. Included in the cost estimate (Table 3) is $362,000
dollars dedicated 10 weekly facility surveillance and maintenance for the duration of the safe
storage period. The eventual goal of SAFSTOR is release of the site for unrestricied use
Therefore, the cost of on-going surveillance/maintenance, eventual decontamination and waste
disposal s included in the cost estimate shown in Table 3 of the vonceptual Decommissioning Plan.
Ezcause these funds are already dedicated, there would be no additional financial burden 10 the
uxpaymofmcmintheumikelycvemofanAMSdcfaultduringmctcnnofitslicense.

Action Taken: No addivional action required.

Agency Comment: The amount of financial assurance required should be based upon the quantity of
material authorized on a license.

AMS Response: Concur. However, on November 9, 1995, AMS submitted a revised license
renewal application wherein a materials limit for “Co of 93,110 Ci was requested’ To date, the
USNRC has takei no action on this application. The current license limit is 300,000 Ci. but # has
been at least three (3) years since AMS has had in excess of 100,000 Ci of material in site
Therefore, it is inappropriate to require AMS to provide financial assurance for an inventory that
is significantly above the likely inventory at any point in time simply because action has not yet
been taken on AMS's application to modify the limit.

Action Taken: No additional action required. However, timely USNRC action on our November
9, 1995 renewal application would be greatly appreciated.

Agency Comment: Please submit an evaluation of the radiological conditions of the soil under the
basement and WHUT room floors or justify why the three core samples should be considered
representative of the current radiological condition.

AMS Response: AMS maintains that the soils upon which the London Road building was
constructed have the same radiological character now as they did before the 1995 flood. The
following are our reasons for this position:

: The rrquested Lumit was set (o accommodate possession and sale of sealed sources as well as the radioactivity that
exists i solid waste and residual radicactivity on building surfaces.



(1) Throughout the period of time that the basement of the London Road flooded due w the
NEORSD's intenuonal blocking of all discharge paths. AMS maintained a minimal pressure
difterential between the inside and outside water levels in order to minimize upl.tt on the floor slab
and eliminate the possibility of “back flow” of contaminated water 1o areas ovside of the building
AMS’s pumping eftorts clearly provided the necessary level of nressure control. In fact, USNRC
Inspection Report No. 030-16055/95006(DNMS) stated that, with the exception of one location
on the second floor cf the building, “the reinforced concrete core structure of the 1958 building
that forms the hot cell, the WHUT room, the original radiography room, the source garden and
the front and back basements was found o be in good condition”. Furtaermore, the inspector
found “no additional signs of distress™ on the basement slab, and concluded that “there was no
observable significant impact on the structural integrity of the 1958 building as a result of the
basement flooding event”™. Therefore, the structural evidence supports our that the radiological
conditions of the soil under the basement and the WHUT room have not changed since the three
core samples were taken in 1994 (e.g., before the flooding).

(4) During the 1995 sewer remediation project, AMS determined that the shale layer upon which
the building is buiit and which formed the base of the existing footer drains, did not contain
detectable radioactivity. In fact, no detectable activity was identified during the remediation nther
than that in the existing drain tile and fill material upon which they rested. Therefore, the
radiological evidence from the remediation preject supports our that the radiowogical conditions of
the soil utder the basement and the WHU T room are equivilent to the pre-flood conditions.

(3) Between the 1995 completion date of the sewer remediation project and the date of this letter,
over 80,000 gallons of water have been pumped from the foundation drainage system, confirmed
to be “clean” through iuboratory analyses, and discharged® This indicates that no mobile
contamination is under the basement or in the new drainage system.

(4) Included terein as Attachment | is a Registered Hydrogeologist's report wherein he concludes
that the new foundation drain is hydraulically connected 10 the soils under the basement floor, and
that it is unlikely that contamination migrated from the basement to these soils.

In summary, the findings of the USNRC Inspection Report, the fact that the water being pumped
from the foundation drains is radiologically benign, and the hydraulic connection between the soils
under the building and the foundation drain all serve 1 support our position that the soils were not
contaminated from the basement flood. Until the basement has been fully decontaminated,
anunpuwbreachmeimegrityofthcﬂoorformcxﬂep\uposeofsewring additional confirmation
runs the risk of injecting contamination into the sub-basement environment where none currently
appears o exist.

Action Taken: Page 8, line 14 of the Conceptual Decommissioning Plan will be modified to read:
“. .. did not occur. However, if information is obtained at some time in the future to invalidate
this assumption (e.g., if contamination is detected in the remediated foundation drainage system),

' Cobalt60 was entified in one 3,000-gallon batch (e.g., hold-up tank No. 880), as | reported in my letter of
February 26, 1996 to Cyntlua Pederson, USNRC Region [1l. However, the source of this material was the tank itself,
which was used as a process tank during the water treatment project. The residual cobalt-60 that was in the tank when
ufumiondninwucrwutrmfenedtoimlaummvedbyﬁhndou

2




this Plan will be revised w include the cost of addressing the addinonal contamination during
decommissioning

Agency Comment: The deferment of decommissioning through implementation of SAFSTOR 15 only
applicable to power reactors. The GEIS (NUREG-0586) indicates that deferred dismantlement could be
a4 preferred opuon only for radionuclides that decay within a few weeks or months By providing
decommissioning financial assurance below a level that would fund complete remediation of the facility
at any ume during the SAFSTOR period, the public taxpayer would be forced 10 accept a decommissioning
obligauon that substantially exceeds the proposed level of funding.

AMS Response: AMS takes exception to this comment for the following reasons:

(1) The GEIS shows that SAFSTOR is an acceptable decommissioning alternative for “short lived
radionuclides™ at power reactors as well as for materials licensees (see page 0-4, section 0.2.4 and
page 14-9, section 14.3.2.2)” Furthermore, on page G-8 of the GEIS, the definition of short-lived
radionuclides is given as “those radioactive isotopes with half-lives less than about 10 years”.
Since the “Co at AMS, a materials licensee, has a radiological half life of approximately five (5)

years, the GEIS is supportive of decommissioning by the methodology of SAFSTOR for materials
licensees.

(2) The GEIS does state that use of a “safe storage period of 2 few days 10 a few months may allow
the radioactivity to decay to low enough levels that no further decontamination required” (see page
14-9, section 14.3.2.2) for a reference sealed source and radiochemical manufacturer. But the
GEIS also states that while generic criteria were used for development of the report, “each facility
can present problems that are unique to its decommissioning” (see page 14-4, section 14.2). The
reference facility used to derive the findings for sealed source production was a generic
manufacturer of sealed sources that carried “out their operations in small batches in glove boxes,
hoods or remote operation cells, and contamination outside these structures is limited almost
entirely to the ventilation ducts and filters” (see pages 144 and 14-S, section 14.2). The
radiological conditions at AMS are distincdy different since there is extensive area contamination,
significant solid waste recovered from remediation of the old sewer system, and there is a facility
that was closed to all access under the authorization of the USNRC (e.g., the WHUT Room).
Therefore, strict application of the GEIS' reco.amendations for the reference sealed source
manufacturer to all sealed source manufacturers .s inappropriate.

(3) In evaluating decommissioning alternarives, there are considerations that g0 beyond immediate
license termination and release of the sie for unrestricted use. Both DECON and SAFSTOR will
result in unrestricted release of the site. However, the GEIS clearly states that the overwhelming
advantage of SAFSTOR at a facility like AMS is the reduction in occupational exposure and the
quantities of radioactive waste from radioactive decay. The ALARA analysis shown on page 16
of the Conceptual Cecommissioning Plan further demonstrates this advantages.

' U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commussion, *Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement on Decommuissioning of
Nuclear Facilities”, NUREG-0586, January, 1981,



(4) The mission of the USNRC 15 10 ensure adequate protection of the public health and safery
the common defense and security, and the environment from the use of nuclear materials in the
Unued States. The USNRC and its licensees share 4 common responsibility to protect the public
health and safety. Once a facility like AMS has reached the end of its useful life. there 1S No
question that it must be decommissioned. However, decommissioning means that the facility must
be placed in a condition such that there &5 no unreasonable risk o public health and safety. It
would be contrary 10 the mission of the USNRC o categorically reject the SAFSTOR option as
a decomrrissioning alternative for AMS. Furthermore, since the eventual goal of SAFSTOR is
release of the site for unrestricted use, and since the cost of on-going surveillance maintenance,
as well as evenwal decontamination and waste disposal is included in the cost estimate for the

Conceptual Decommissioning Plan, there would be no additional financial burden to the taxpayers
of the state.

(5) The USNRC, in its October 20, 1988 letier to Dr. Seymour S. Stein (AMS), concurred with
AMS’s February 8, 1988 and July 6, 1988 request to delay decontamination of the WHUT Room
until personnel exposure rates are reduced significantly. (In the July 6th letter, AMS stated that:
“To move this material from its present safe concealment through the general public environment
merely to deposit it at another safe conceaiment presents unreasonable and unnecessary man-rem
exposure anu risk to the public health and safety at an unjustifiable exposure”.) Since the
Conceptual Decommissioning Plan that is the subject of this letter was developed with similar
concerns i mind, AMS respectfully requests that the USNRC reconsider its current position on
SAFSTOR in light of its previous position that “isolation can be carried out safely with some
benefit in the reduction in occupational exposure and waste requiring disposal” (see page 1 of the
October 20, 1988 letter from A. Bert Davis to Dr. Stein).

Action Taken: None required.

Agency Comment: Table 3 to your Conceptual Decommissioning Plan entitled “Manpower and Cost
Estimates” lacks the specificity the NRC needs to verify your cost estimate. Resubmit your cost estimating
table using the format provided [citation givenj.

AMS Response: Concur.

Action Taken: Included herein as Attachment 2 is additional cost information for the SAFSTOR
option. This information is prescnted in the same format as Appendix F of USNRC Regulatory
Guide 3.66, “Standard Format and Content of Financial Assurance Mechanisms Required for
Decommissioning Under 10 CFR Parts 30, 40, 70 and 72" (June, 1990).
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| Quality

! Environmental

.| Solutions, Inc. .

April 11, 1996

Ms. Carol D. Berger

Integrated Environmental Management, Inc.
1680 East Guide Drive

Sulte 305

Rockville, Maryland 20850
Dear Carol:

| have reviewed the lefter dated March 20, 1996 from the U. S. Nuclear Reguiatory
M(m)bmw.mwmmmmm
Plan of the AMS Faciity. Hkmyophbnihatbouduponheﬂecfofmehym
oradient in the vicinity of the basement when the basement contained water, the
additional sampling of solls bailow the basement and the WHUT room floors should not
be required. According fo the evidence, it is uniikety that contamination migrated from
the building fo these solls. and, therefore, conditions in the sols would not have
dwngodduoto'hoﬂoodingoﬂhebosemeMrderencedhiheNRC'sle"ef.

Foliowing Is a brief recap of the evidence and the historical events:
l.

Prior fo the flooding, thvee core samples were obtained from native solis under the
basement in the vicinity of the WHUT room. Contamination was not discovered in
any of the samples:

Based upon a suspected discharge of radioactive contamination. the outfall of the
AMSBuldmbonmontd'dwesystmwapbggodbylhebcdnwerothy.
Asomsw,aw‘dwatuhdmmalywmombdoﬂmobythednhaoesy:lem
began to accumulate and enter the basement:

Pﬁatothemnovddfhewduhomthebosoment.maﬂaingmwdsd\owthe
water elevation in the drainage system o be higher than the water level In the
basement. Additionally during the removal of water from the basement, the
suface elevaiion of th. basement water was intenfionally maintained below the
water elevation in the drain system:

Since the fiocung, the basement drainage system was closed In place and has
boonr.pboodwﬂhamubufocopmhr-drdnsyﬂemand.

The new drain system is utilized to remove ground water from the soils around the
basement by pumping collected water into aboveground storage. Contamination
has not been discovered In the removed water, and the water has been

discharged to the local sewer, Since the inlfiation of the pumping, the basement
has been dry.

Corporste Office
134 Holiday Coust, Suite 306 « Annapolis, MD 21401
Telephone: (410) 841-5552 « Fax: (410) 266-5588
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(Puality Environmental Solutions, Incorporated

Carol D. Berger

Apdl 11, 1996
Fage 2

My conclusion that soil conditions did not change during the period when the
basement was flooded is based upon the following:

L,

The original drainage system created a local sink. collecting ground water from the
basement vicinity and maintaining the ground water level below the basement
floor. The water level observed in the drain Is representative of conditions in the
surounding solls. In addition fo intercepting ground water flowing foward the
basement, the new drainage system Is also hydraulically connected o the soils
surrounding the basement floor;

The differential waler levels between the drainage system and the basement during
the period in which the basement confained water indicate a positive hydraulic
gradient from the surounding solls foward the basement. Water would not leak out
of the basement under these conditions: and,

if water was leaking from the basement, contamination could ba expected to show
up In the water that is collected by the new drain system. Therefore, the lack of
contamination in the removed water also Indicates thot the ground-water flow was
toward the basement during its flooded period.

Thank you for the opportunity fo be of service on this project. Please call me at 410-
841-5552 if you have any guestiors regarding this lefter.

Donald E. P.G.
Registered t
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Cost Estimating Table - SAFSTOR Alternative
(USNRC Regulatory Guide 3.66, Appendix F)

Table 1
Planning and Preparation
Task Work Days
Total Cost
Supervisor | Foreman HP Clencal Total ($)
Preparation of Documentation for Regulatory B o 2 0.5 10.5 4560
Agencies
Submittal of Decommussioning Plan to NRC 10 10 10 | 31 14560
when required by 10 CFR 30.36
Develapinent of work plans 10 10 10 | 31 14560
Procurement of Special equipment 2 2 0 0.5 45 1680
StafY training 1 1 1 0.5 s 1620
Charsctenzation of radiological condition of the 20 20 5 2 47 19520
facility (including soil and tailings analysis oc
groundwater analysis, if applicable)
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 47 47 28 5.5 121.5 56400




Table 2

Unit Cost for Workers
Basic Salaries (§/yr) Overtiead Rate (%)
60000 100

Foreman 40000 100 80000

Crafisman 30000 100 60000
Techaician 30000 100 60000 ]

Health Physicist 0000 100 160000

30000 100 60000

20000 100 40000




Table 3

Work Days Towad
Task Cost
Super | Forem | Techai HP Crafts | Labor | Total $)
visor an clans men er
Decon/dismantie mzjor components and/or 10 10 20 2 0 15 57 17680
processing storage tanks (Hot cell SAPSTOR and
decon after SAFSTOR)
Decon/dismantie laboratories, fume hoods, glove - - B - - - -
boxes, benches, etc
W&Mvnum(nﬁmm,w 3 12 15 3 0 15 48 14400
recovery, other) WHUT room
Decon/dismante service facilities (mai...: 14 $5 65 13 2 6% 229 65920

shop, decontamination areas, veatilation sys.
other) includes HEPA system and misc. Arcas

Decow/dismantie waste treatment facilities and
slorage areas on site (including exhume and
package contanunaied soil and tailings. if any)

Survey equipment

Decon equipment rental

Misc. items for 50 yr. SAFSTOR




Table 5

Waste type Volume (mn’) No. Of containers | Type of Container Unit Cost of Cost of Contamer l
Coutamer
LLwW 2.8 | B-25 500 500
Asbestos 0.59 4 Drum 35 140
Total 3.42 5 - - 640
Table 6
Phistince shipped 2525 (miles)
Unut Cost for shipment 2.65 ($/mile/truckioad) I
Additional Charges - Overweight 0 ($/mile)
Additional Cliarges - Surcharge 0 ($/mile)
Waste Type No. Of shipments Unit Caost for Distance Shipped Surcharge (§) Transportation
shipping ($) (miles) Cost ($)
LLw 1 2.654 700 0 1855
Asbestos 1 1 2.65 1825 0 4836
Total 6691

Bunial Charges
Surcharpes - Per container
Surcharges - Disposal

Burial Volume (ft*)

21

10



Sz

Restoration of Contaminated Areas on Facility Ground

Work Days

HP

Total Cost ($)

0

Total Cost ($)

Site Stabilization, Loag-Term Surveillagce (if applicabie)

Work Days

HP

625




ATTACHMENT D

AUG 17 1995

Advanced Medical Systems

ATTN: David Cesar
Treasurer

121 North Eagle Street

Geneva, OH 4404)

Dear Mr. Cesar:

We have completed our review of your May 30, 1995 response to our March 30,
1995 deficiency letter regarding your cost estimate to decommission the London
Road facility. We still feel that your cost estimate of $1,795,612 does not
realistically reflect the cost that will be required to decommission the
facility. You have not demonstrated that the soil under the building is free
of contamination, and your proposed disposz] cost of $181 per cubic foot
appears to be an under estimate based on the recent opening of Barnwell in
South Carolina.

As previously discussed in our March 30, 1995 letter, recent water problems
at the site has resulted in two additional problems that may significantly
impact the cost of decommissioning the London Road site. The two problems
are: (1) the concrete slab may have to be removed from the WHUT room as a
result of the water causing additional contamination of the concrete;

and (2) the contaminated water may have caused extensive soil contamination
under the basement slab. The impact of having to remove and dispose of the
contaminated concrete, and to remove and dispose of significant quantities of
contaminated soil may be several times greater than the initial estimate.

Furthermore, the flooding problems in the basement occurred after SEG’s site
characterization and cost estimate report of January 1995. Therefore, we
believe that the three core samples through the basement floor prior to the
flood may not possibly be representative of current soil conditions under the
basement slab and WHUT room.

In your response to our question concerning the possibility of structural
damage to the building due to recent witer problems at the facility, you
stated in item (3) on page 2 of your laotter that no structural damage was
observed, and that recent core borings "outside" the facility indicated no
“significant” outside contamination exists. AMS has not performed an adequate
site characterization to support these conciusions. In addition, your
statement regarding "significant" outside contamination is a clear indicator
that "outside" contamination, in fact, does exist.

Jxs
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Advanced Medical Systems -2~

Your decommissioning cost is also based on a disposal cost of $181 per cubic
foot. A more realistic cost of approximately $300 per cubic foot (based on
July 1, 1995, reopening at Barnwell) base charge plus surcharges associated
with curie content, weight, cask, etc., would be appropriate. This will

result in a significant increase in decommissioning cost. Plgaxg_ggjggg_!ggr
cost estimate, accordingly.
Due to the recent floocing problems and the contamination that was discovered
under the isotope shop slab airlock and in the under drain system, please
bmit a revised characterization of the facility that includes a scientific
assessment of the radioTogical conditions of the soil under the basement s]ab
and WHUT room. We would expect that a re-characterization of the site and
incorporation of current disposal cost at Barnwell into your decommission

financial plan will dramatically increase your cost estimate to decommission
he facility.

Given these recent events/discoveries at the 1020 London Road site, we feel
that the January 1995 cost estimate and site characterization are no longer
valid. Enclosed is a copy of the Draft Branch Technical Position on Site

Characterization for Decommissioning that you should use to re-characterize
the facility.

We will continue our review of your application upon receipt of this

information. Please reply in duplicate, within 30 days, and refer to Control
Number 98507 .

If you have any Questions, please feel free to contact me at (708) 829-9834.

Sincerely,

Original Signed By
John R. Madera, Chief
Nuclear Materials Licensing Section

License No.: 34-19089-0]
Docket No.: 030-16055

Enclosure: Oraft Branch Technical Position
On Site Characterization for
Decommissioning

JCUMENT NAME: M:\03016055.0FS
receive & capy of this decument, indicats i the bex “¢* = Copy without enclosures "t = Copy with enclosures *N* = No copy
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Advanced Medical Systems, Inc.

1020 Lendon Road
Cleveland, OH 44110
(216) 692-3270 W
el
QAT

August 30, 1996

yclcal Wlmj

Mr. Roy Camano

Deputy Durector

Dmision of Nuclear Matenals Safety

United States Nuclear Regulatory Comnussion
801 Warrenville Road

Lasle, lihnos 60523-4351

Re: Conceptual Decommissioning Plan - USNRC License No. 34-19089-01
Dear Mr. Caniano

As required in provision 24{A) of Amendment No. 44 of the referenced license, enclosed is Revision 1 of
the ‘Conceptual Decommissioning Plan for the London Road Facility”™. Thus revision, which assumes thar the work
specified m the June 10, 1996 proposal for the Bullding Recovery Project 1s complete, contains the decommussioning
objecnvcandmhu,cdaamdlhcmwwdeconmmud.lduamofﬂnuwd
decommassioning methodolugy an ALARA analysis io support the propesed methodology, a cost estimate (1995
costs) for implementing the methodology, adamwuheddcfammtbeﬂmnmmwdawhubﬂmfm
the duration of License No. 34-19089-01 '

To expedite your review, | have also enclosed additional cost information for the preferred decommussioning option.
This mformation is presented in the same format as Appendix F of USNRC Regulatory Guide 3 66, “Standard
Format and Content of Financial Assurance Mechanisms Required for Decommissioning Under 10 CFR Parts 30,
40, 70 and 72", June, 1990.

If you have any questions or if I can provide you with additional information, please call me at (216) 692-3270
1 am looking forward to timety USNRC approval of Revision 1 of the Plan.

Sincerely,
gtrL &) Hoddal
tephen J. Haddock, R.S.0.
cc: D. Cesar

D. A Miller, Esq. - Stavole & Miller
C. D. Berger, CHP. - [EM

Enc. | - Conceptual Decommissioning Plan
Enc. 2 - Cost Estunating Table

A

" In regard 1o provision 24(A) of Amendment 44, 3 revised Decommussionung Funding Plan wath the new decomnmussionung linsncual
yistrusnient (e g , the revised stand-by letter of credit) was submutted to the USNRC on August 26, 1996
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Reg. Guide 3.66 (Appendix F) Cost Estimating Table for SAFSTOR Alternative

Table 1
Planning and Preparation
Task Work Days
- Y Total Cost
Supervisor | ¥ vicum e Clerical Totat [43]
Preparation of Documentation for Regulatory - 4 “ -3 12.5 3796
Agencies
Submittal of Decommissioning Plan o NRC 10 10 10 1 3 and
when required by 10 CFR 30.36
Development of work plans i0 10 10 i 31 Y444
Precurement of Special equipment 2 2 1 5 55 1508
Staff training 1 1 1 K | 35 988
Characterization of radioiogical condition of the 2 5 2 1 10 2600
facility (including soil and tailings analysis or
groundwater analysis, if applicable)
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 29 32 28 4.5 93.5 27820
Tahle 2
Unit Cost for Workers
Basic Salaries ($/yr) Overhead Rate (%)

30
30
30
30
30
30
30




Decontamination and/or dismantiing of Radioactive Facility components

No. Dunensions No.

0 n/a -

Personnel protective equipment
Misc. Decon supplies

Security sysiem upgrade SAFSTOR

Office supplies, misc. other

Survey equipment

Decon equipment reatal

Misc. items for 20 yr. SAPSTOR 1ot

l Total
—_
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Buria! Charges
Surcharges - Per containes
Surcharges - Disposal

Waste Type Burial Volume (ft)

Class A - LLW 200

Asbestos U




Restoration of Contaminated Areas on Facility Ground
Work Days

Hy
0

Table 9
Fiaal Radiation Survey
Task Work Days Total Cost ($)
Supervisor Foreman HP Tech Clerical Total
Outdoor release 4 i5 15 1 40 6812
survey
Building release 5 25 25 5 60 11180
survey
Total 9 40 40 6 100 17992

Work Days




