Mr. Jess Larsen, V-ir"resident
Cimarron Corporation

P.0. Box 25861

Oklahoma City, OK 73125

(]

November 26, 1996

Dear Mr. Larsen:

Enclosed, for your information, is a corrected summary of the
October 15, 1996, meeting between U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and
Cimarron Corporation. As discussed in our biweekly telephone conference on
November 14, 1996, the sentence reading, "The licensee stated that it believed
that the Tc-99 may have come from recycling work it had performed for the U.S.
Atomic Energy Commission and planned on contacting the U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE), in regard to this matter," was in error and has been corrected
to read, "The licensee stated that it believed that the Tc-99 may have been
derived from uranium hexafluoride which was provided by the U.S. Atomic Energy
Commission and planned on contacting the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), in
regard to this matter." There are no other changes to this summary. This
letter and the enclosed corrected summary will be placed in the docket file.
If you have any questions about this summary, please contact me at
(301) 415-6664.

Sincerely,

[ORIGINAL SIGNED BY: ]

Kenneth Kalman, Project Manager

Facilities Decommissioning Section

Low-Level Waste and Decommissioning
Projects Branch

Division of Waste Management

Office of Nuclear Material Safety
and Safeguards

Docket No. 70-925
License No. SNM-928
Enclosure: As stated

cc: Cimarron distribution 1ist -
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| UNITED STATES .
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

November 26, 1996

Mr. Jess Larsen, Vice President
Cimarron Corporation

P.0. Box 25861

Oklahoma City, OK 73125

Dear Mr. Larsen:

Enclosed, for your information, is a corrected summary of the
October 15, 1996, meeting between U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and
Cimarron Corporation. As discussed in our biweekly telephone conference on
November 14, 1996, the sentence reading, "The licensee stated that it believed
that the Tc-99 may have come from recycling work it had performed for the U.S.
Atomic Energy Commission and planned on contacting the U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE), in regard to this matter," was in error and has been corrected
to read, "The licensee stated that it believed that the Tc-99 may have been
derived from uranium hexafluoride which was provided by the U.S. Atomic Energy
Commission and planned on contacting the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), in
regard to this matter." There are no other changes to this summary. This
letter and the enclosed corrected summéry will be placed in the docket file.
If you have any questions about this summary, please contact me at
(301) 415-6664.

Sincerely,

7@%%

Kenneth Kalman, Project Manager

Facilities Decommissioning Section

Low-Level Waste and Decommissioning
Projects Branch

Division of Waste Management

Office of Nuclear Material Safety
and Safeguards

Docket No. 70-925
License No. SNM-928

Enclosure: As stated

cc: Cimarron distribution 1list
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Joe Kegin

Cimarron Corporation
PO Box 315 '
Crescent 0K 73028

Mike Broderick

Radiation Management Section

Waste Management Division
Department of Environmental Quality
1000 NE Tenth

Oklahoma City, OK 73117-1212

Letter dated

_11/26/96



CORRECTED SUMMARY OF OCTOBER 15, 1996, MEETING
BETWEEN THE U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION AND CIMARRON CORPORATION

MEETING SUMMARY:

Following opening remarks by Cimarron Corporation (the licensee),
discussions focused on three issues: (1) Waste Ponds 1 and 2; (2) the
discovery of Technetium-99 (Tc-99) at the site; and (3) NRC comments on
Cimarron’s Final Status Survey Plan for Phase III--Subarea L.

Waste Ponds 1 and 2

The licensee expressed its concern that NRC staff was requiring
remediation of Waste Ponds 1 and 2, although the licensee believed the
ponds had already been closed. This issue originally surfaced between
1991 and 1993 and resurfaced again in 1996 during the staff’s review of
the licensee’s decommissioning plan.

The licensee noted that:

1. I. believed that Waste Ponds 1 and 2 were closed in 1978, with
approval from both the State of Oklahoma and NRC.

2. It believed that the intention of pond closure was for free release,
in accordance with the requirements in place at that time, and that
it had met those requirements.

3. It did not make sense to remove material in the ponds, only to
dispose of it at an approved disposal area that is only a few hundred

yards away.

4. In view of past experience in obtaining approval for on-site burial
in another area at the site, it was concerned that approving Waste
Ponds 1 and 2, as disposal areas, could add years to its schedule.

5. It was seeking relief from being bound by the guidance in the Branch
Technical Position (BTP), because the waste ponds were closed before

the BTP was developed.
NRC staff responded thai:
1. It was not taking a position regarding remediating the waste ponds.

2. In accordance with NRC’s Staff Requirements Memorandum of October 30,
1992, Waste Ponds 1 and 2 would be required to meet either Option 1
or Option 2 criteria of the Branch Technical Position, "Disposal or
On Site Storage of Residual Thorium and Uranium from Past
Operations," that was published in the Federal Register on
October 23, 1981 (46 FR 52061).

ENCLOSURE



3. As is the case for all licensees, Optidﬁ*Z‘criteria would require
that groundwater analysis be conducted in a manner similar to that
required for the disposal area.

Based on this discussion, NRC staff said it would revise the comments on
Waste Ponds 1 and 2 that were provided in its July 11, 1996, comments on
the licensee’s decommissioning plan. NRC staff added that the licensee’s
response to these comments could then be used to close the issue across
the docket.

During this discussion of the waste ponds, the licensee acknowledged that
it had received guidance from NRC staff on methods for determining
solubility. The licensee requested that NRC staff also provide
information on solubility tests that have been used successfully by other
licensees. NRC staff noted that it is in the process of finalizing a
decommissioning handbook that could be of use to Cimarron in
decommissioning its site. The licensee also requested NRC staff to
provide specific guidance regarding of volumetric averaging for Waste
Ponds 1 and 2.

VTechnetigm—99

The licensee, by letter of October 9, 1996, notified NRC that laboratory
analyses had revealed the presence of Tc-99 in groundwater at the
Cimarron site. During this meeting, the licensee provided a brief update
on its work since the Tc-99 occurrence. The licensee stated that it
believed that the Tc-99 may have been derived from uranium hexafluoride
which was provided by the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission and planned on
contacting the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), in regard to this matter.
NRC staff noted that it was the licensee’s responsibility to investigate
the source, inventory, and extent of Tc-99 contamination at the site and
request a license amendment, if necessary.

Comments on Final Status Survey Report for Phase III--Subarea L

The Ticensee noted that it was concerned about missing its season for
seeding Subarea L and wanted to know the status of NRC review of its
request to release the area for backfilling.

NRC staff noted, that as a result of its review of the licensee’s Final
Status Survey Report for Phase III--Subarea L, it was concerned that
Cimarron did not sample or excavate to depth to demonstrate a decreasing
- trend in contamination. NRC staff asked Cimarron to provide a written
explanation as to why it believed that the trend in uranium
concentrations were decreasing with depth.



" ACTIONS:

1.

Cimarron will submit a groundwater report in the latter half of
November 1996.

Cimarron will work with the State of Oklahoma to resolve the issue as
to the potab111ty of groundwater at the site.

NRC staff will provide guidance on volumetric averaging.

NRC staff will provide a pertinent example of a solubility test that
was conducted by another licensee.

NRC staff will provide Cimarron with a date of when NRC’s
Decommissioning Handbook will be publicly available.

NRC staff will provide a revision of the comments that were made
concerning Waste Ponds 1 and 2, in its July 11, 1996, comments, on
Cimarron’s decommissioning plan. Cimarron’s response to these
questions will be used to close the issue across the docket.

Cimarron will determine the source of the Tc-99 contamination at the

site,

NRC staff will provide additiona] information regarding NRC policy
for covering Tc-99 in the license and assist Cimarron in identifying
a DOE contact for information regarding Tc-99.

Cimarron will submit a written description, as to why it believes
that there is no significant contamination be]ow the depth to which
it sampled at the Phase III--Subarea L.



