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ABSTRACT
,

|

The Nuclear Regulatory C :--% (NRC) staff has identified 51 sites mw=mnated with ra&oactive |
matenal that require special attention to ensure tunely h. -ssW While none of these sites represent

'

.

an inune& ate threat to public health and safety, they have contanunaten that exceeds existing NRC aileria j
for unreatncted use. All of these sites require some degree ofmnediah, and several involve regulatory
issues that must be addressed by the Commission before they can be released for unrestrided use and the
applicable licenses terminated This report contams the NRC stafI's strategy for addressing the technical,
legal, and policy issues afTecting the timely h. ..issiorung of the 51 sites and describes the status of
dananwnissioning activities at the sites. This is supplement number one to NUREG-1444, which was
published in October 1993.
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1. INTRODUCTION

| Each year, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory C--i== ion (NRC) must evaluate requests, pnmanly from matmals
heenseos, to discontmue licensed operations The majority of those requests are routme, relatively.

4- straightforward, and acted on in a timely manner such that the sites are e- M if maary, and released
for unrestricted cae. However, ternucation of tw==aa at some sites is considwably more ===I~ hema- of 1

3-

the presence of soils and structures with non-routine levels of radiological contamination
;

i in two reports submitted to the Omcc of the Secretary of the Commission (SECY), the NRC stafflisted ova
30 sites that involve unique and difficult issues requiring special attention to ensure tunely 2+:- - ==!-t,

| (These reports were SECY.88 308,"C+'-* 4 Matvial U~-- Facilities," dated October 31,1988,
'

' and SECY.89-369," Strategy for Dacommissioning of Matmals Liccusee Sites," dated December 8,1989.),

' While none of the listed sites iW.:s an immediate threat to public health and safety, all of the sites have
contamination that exceeds existing NRC criteria for unrestncted release. All of these sites require some i<

j degree of remediation, and several involve regulatory issues that the Commission must address before
'

releasing the sites for unrestncted use and termmatmg the applicable licenses!

i .

'Ihese problematac sites have buildings, former waste disposal areas, large piles of tailings, ground water, and ;

soil contaminated with low levels of uranium or thorium (source material) or other radionuclides. i
,

! Consequently, the sites present varying degrees of radiological hazard, remediation mm. alai y, and cost.t
;

Some of the problematic sites still have active NRC licenses, whereas licenses for other sites were already.

i tammated or were never issued. At some sites, the licensee is financially and technically capable of

i completmg decommissioning in a reasonable time frame. At other sites, the licensee or responsible party may
! be unable or unwilling to perform d+:- <- Essioning. In addition, the sites are currently in various stages of

decommissiorung Some licensees have already initiated d-- < -:ssioning, while others have not yet planned-

- or nutisted the process
!

! In the staff reqd.me.;s i.e..ui.idan (SRM) dated August 22,1989, the Commission duected the staff to
i develop a comprehensive strategy for NRC activities to deal with these matamia=*M sites in ords to achieve

| closure on (+ -- :=='--....g issues in a tunely manner. In a subsequent SRM dated January 31,1990, the

! Cn-m W duccted the staff to "... submit a list of cornamia=8M sites in order ofpriorit3 tcluding thenameand
; tardian of the site, name of responsible party, condition of the site, schedule and desenption of the next step ia site

! cleanup, and oths pestmesit information 'The list should be swuu.r .kJ by a diam =N ofwitmia used to; u
! cach site."
|

} On March 29,1990, the stafTsubmitted SECY-90-121," Site Decontamination Management Program " as

| the original report outlining the planned strategy. The stafTupdated that report in April 1991 and May 1992,
: with the submission of SECY-91-096 and SECY-92-200, both entitled " Site Denmmissioning Management

Plan"(SDMP). The stafr again updated the report in June 1993; however, to facilitate distribution to.

mierested parties, and to simplify future reference, the update was published in October 1993 as'

NUREG 1444," Site Denmmissioning Management Plan."

NUREG 1444 contained detailed desenptions of each site, and diamaaM all policy issues that have been
addressed since the inception of the SDMP in 1990. The NRC intends to supplement NUREG-1444

,

bienially with current information about program issues, site status, and Ma The supplements will
: also discuss program management activities, as well as decommissioning activities conducted at each site
! ovather Og 2 years, and progress on remaining open issues This report, NUREG-1444,
; Supplemcat 1, is the first of the planned bicamial updates.

.

|
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2. SDMP PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

2.1 Program Management Plan

His section discusses the objectives and background informanian ush-:,ir.g the NRC's plan for managing !
- !.the(+= * '- ' ; program. Section 2.2 thas addresses specife program initiatives.

!
2.1.1 Objectives :

De NRC's regulatory program for(= ' ' ' ;has the followmg objectives:

Safety and 77meliness - Ensure tunely and safe decomnussioning ofliemmad and unlinannad sitese.

that are cantaminated with radmactive materials ==acintad with the possessen and use of source, .

apacial nuclear, and byproduct ==*mais :
)

e Documentation - Ensure that decomnussening decisions are thoroughly documented to develop a |
'

record that will withstand the test of time and avoid transfernns a burden to future generations to
redevelop informaten on the radiological status of formerly licensed sites.

e Coord/ nation - Coordmate decommissioning actions with other regulatory agencies at the Federal,
State, and local levels, with inten:sted parties, and with sa..:As of the public to promote effwiency
and fmality for t+---- dssioning actions--

Minimal Burden - Minimize the regulatory burden imposed on licensees and other responsiblee
parties consistent with accomplishing the other objectives.

Review Capabilities - Develop and maintain NRC review capabilities, as required to fulfill the*

objectives of the de-:- Issioning program.

The management plan identifies approaches that can be used to reduce the level of NRC resources devoted to
decomnussioning, while ensuring effective oversight of ds = dssioning projects listed in the NRC's SDMP
and other signifmant a~====issioning actens at materials facilities.d

2.1.2 Background

Over the last 5 years, the level of NRC resources devoted to the SDMP sites and policy issues has increased,
reachmg a maximum in Fiscal Year (FY) 1993 at 48 full-time equivalents (FTEs). The budgeted FTEs
include overhead (clencal and administrative support, as well as m-a . # at the Branch Chieflevel and

.

above) and time eg =-vi on activities such as staff development, professional meetings, general ;

admuustraten, annual leave, and sick leave. Actual direct efforts have been far less than the budgeted levels ;
'

(e.g.,24 FTEs in FY93 for all materials d+-- =issioning).

These resources are distributed between the Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards (NMSS) and

NRC resonal offices (pnmarily Regions I and III). Staff members have a full eu..+1ciecet of Mah! and
regulatory expertise in the areas of decommissioning, environmental and operational health physics, nuclear !

'

crigmeenng, and carth sciences

;

i
1
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l. In addshon to staff resources, the NRC has acquired techmcal support by contracong with Oak Ridge Institute 3

j for Science and Natina (ORISE) to conduct rasological mana===cate (e.g., w. Tin. story surveys). The !

NRC has also contracted with Oak Ridge Nabonal Laboratory (ORNL) to acquire techmcal support for
^

developes environmental impact statanents (EISs). In FY95, the technical support for these two projects ,;

i enemitad approximately $3 million. An additional $160,000 of contractor effort by ICF,Inc. is required to

|
support staff reviews of fmancial assurance mechanisms and special cases.

,

| Under existas procedures and pohcies, the NRC staff typically reviews site charactesuation plans and i

; reports to ensure that licensees have established the extent and type (s) of radiological contammation before -

initishnt, remadiatiara Site characternatian provides the basis for developing the ranediation or;

; darn-missioning plan, which is typically submitted as a heense amendment request for a liccused site where i

decomminioning prncadures have not already been approved or where h--- Jssioning could result in1

impacts (such as effluents or doses) that have not been enveloped during operations The ' =- -- ^ '-- ' --
-

,

'
i promes is illustrated in Figure 1.

'

!
;

; Remadiatiari begins once the NRC has approved the licensee's >= - " d==ioning plan. For liranand sites,

.

approval of the plan is implemented through a license ==='==! authorizing decommissioning In issumg
the amendmem, the NRC stafTmay ofter an opportunity for a hearing ceiaidag the ==='==2. and may3

] include a A~~~3==iorung schedule as a license condition. To promote broad acceptance and finality of the ,

plauned actions, the NRC coordinates extensively with State and local authorities and other interested parties.

!; m reviewmg and approving the daen=missioning plan. g
'

I
; At the conclusion of the remedial actions, the licensee or site owner conducts a termination radiological

'
survey to demonstrate that resideal radioactivity levels have been sufficiently reduced in accordance with3

.

NRC criteria. The NRC then conducts a confirmatory survey to confirm the results of the licensee's

| termination survey. (Confirmatory surveys are either conducted by NRC staff or under contract with

! ORISE.)
I

Despite the dedication of an increased amount of NRC resources and a4aH expenence with
'

d~==i==iosung, progress in remediating the sites has not met the evpae'a' ions of the NRC or the public.
! Delays continue for a variety of tcchnical, legal, and policy-related reasons In addition, sevetal remediation
j projects have been placed on hold pendmg completion of EISs that

assess the environmental impact and alternatives to onsite disposal of the radioactive waste.
1

| At present, the number of sites on the SDMP list is increasing faster than sites are being remediated and
released In particular, sites are being added to the list as the regions review sites for which the licenses were .

; initially terminated without sufficient radiological surveys or documentation to confirm that residual

; contamination levels are acceptably low.
.

:

!

!
-

| '

;

!
.

;
,

,
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Figure 1: The General the=missioning Process
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| Budget reductens and competition between NRC programs have forced the NRC to evaluate whether a more
efficient and cost-effective regulatory approach could be used to oversee site remediation while ensuring the
same level of public protection. In the FY% budget, for example, the NMSS has been forced to reduce
funding for ORISE confirmatory surveys by 66% (.yr umate y $2 million) from baseline fundmg Inlo
ad iition, consistent with direct 2on from Congress and the Office of Managcznent and Budget, staff resources
d~imi to the SDMP program have been capped at existing levels to ensure that sufficient resources will be
available to support other NRC programs during FY% through FY98. At tim same time, SDMP resourms
are increasingly being tapped to support non-SDMP work, such as review of formerly teammated licensed
sites and more routine d+x-e nissionmg projects. The NRC staffis also considermg reducing suppoit of
mobile and fixed laboratories operated out of the NRC regional ollices.

2.2 Program initigtYn

This section discusses the following knmmissioning program initiatives:

procedures for knmmissioningo

revised performance measuresa
e site characternation reviews
e confirmatory surveys

business process redesigne
e theinteractive resolution process

preliminary hazards analysise
e 11e SDMP database

deferrals to Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and other programse ,

2.2.1 Procedures for Decommissioning

The 1989 General Accounting Office (GAO) report on hammissioning identified the lack of procedures as
a principal deficiency of the NRC's regulatory program for decommissioning nuclear materials facilities. The
GAO expressed concern that the NRC was not ensuring a thorough and effective evaluatsu of residual
contaminan levels before temunating licenses and releasing sites for unrestricted use.

The NRC oft'ias gained considerable experience over the last 5 years in ovcrseeing the SDMP and other
a~nmmissioning activities involving significant radioactive contamination. In addition, since the inception
of the SDMP in 1990, the NRC has promulgated new requirements on financial assurance, recordkeeping,
and timeliness for decommissioning materials facilities. Further, the staff has developed specific procedures,
standard review plans, and regulatory guidance on a variety of topics related to hammissioning materials

,

facilities and SDMP sites. The program has now matured to the extent that development of standard |
procedures for decommissioning is appropriate and achievable. '

I
Members of the NRC staffin the Low-level Waste and Decommissioning Projects Branch (LLDP) are
currently developing a comprehensive Manual Chapter to define the procedures for A~ nmmissioning SDMP
sites and othcr licensed sites that used nuclear materials. The objective of the procedures is to promote ;

consistent and efficient regulatory reviews concenung decommissioning activities. The prnredures will also
'

promote adherence to a consistent policy and set of practices for ensuring safe and timely da ammi==ioning.
In addition, development of the procedures will transfer experience from the SDMP program for use in
decommissioning other nuclear materials facilities and sites, including unlicensed sites with elevated levels of a

contamination from source, special nuclear, or byproduct material use. i

|
The Manual Chapter will provide a roadmap for NRC stafito follow in coordinating and reviewmg '

A~=missioning actions. In addition, the Manual Chapter will direct staff to consult established reference |

I
,
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documents, such as regulauons, inspection procedures, policy and guidance directives, standard review plans, $

regulatory guides, NUREGs, and other h-*= that provide specific criteria for evaluating the adequacy of
decomnussioning acuans

.

i A rCh.sy draA of the procedures to be included in the Manual Chapter was circulated to headquarters
and regional ollices, at the stafflevel, in June 1995. The preliminary draA was discussed dunng an NRC

'

co ;ejst mooting scheduled for July 1995. The fmal procedures will be issued by the end of 1995, and ,

'

i will be implemented by the NMSS and NRC's regional of5ces. Implementation of these procedures should
j resolve the procedural deficiencies previously identifed by GAO.

Once issued, the NRC stafTmay revise the procedures from time to time to reflect significant devck,,,. w.:s in f
j the decommissioning program, such as the amendments to the standards for residual radioactivity established

: by the Code offederalRegulations Title 10, Part 20 (10 CFR Part 20).
:

i 2.2.2 Revised Performance Measures ;

! The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) ==ad** the use of performance budgeting i
'

by all Federal agencies by FY97. As part of the approach required by the GPRA, agencies are required to,

; identify, implement, and evaluate performance of government programs using specific performance measures. |

These measures are supposed to emphasize " outcome" (that is, the quality and impact of the program), rather ,

i

! than merely " output" or " economy" (the number of tasks completed or the unit cost of completing the tasks,
'

j respectively). The Adnunistration's National Performance Review similarly focuses on " outcome" by
emphasizing responsiveness to customers, reducing overlap and regulatory burden, and enhancing the
efficiency and effectiveness of govemment programs.,

i

Since the inception of the SDMP, the NRC has used a single performance measure for the program, rr.imely

! the number of sites h==issioned and removed from the list of sites contained in the SDMP. On the basis

i of this measure, progress hu been limited. To date, only five sites have been sufficiently remediated to be

j removed from the list. Other sites have been removed from the list for programmatic reasons For example,
Kerr McGee's West Chicago site was removed from the list when regulatoryjurisdiction for the site was

,

transfened to the Illinois Agreement State program. However, the NRC did not take credit for removal of
i this site heanne contaminahon at the site was not remediated or ensured before the site was removed from

: the list. Other sites have fully or partially completed remediation, but have not yet been removed from the list
! for a variety ofreasons

:

: From an objective standpoint, the number of sites removed is an inadequate performance measure for the
program, and only partially reflects the overall objectives of the NRC's hammissioning program (see$

Section 2.1.1). In particular, this measure only evaluates output, and yields little or no insight about the:

quality of NRC performance For example, the NRC could accelerate approval of hammissioning actsons.

to improve the apparent performance against the measure. However, such an acceleration might sacrifice the;

desired outcome of a safe, coordmated, h-W and final f+== dssioning.
.

:

in addition, a performance measure based on the number of sites removed only indicates completion of the;

decommissioning process and provides no indication about intenm progress As a result, this measure is not
useful for assessi..g performance at most sites that are at earlier stages in the b..w.Jssioning process in
fact, as the NRC stafTw ==9 in reviewing a draA GAO report on the SDMP program in early 1995, use

,

of this measure ignores the considerable progress made in ==, Wing reviews of site characterizauon plansa'

and reports, denmmissioning plans, and termination surveys, where the bulk ofprogram resources haw
;
' been devoted over the last couple years. Successful completion of these earlier milestones is a necessary

prerequisite to completing h==issioning in a safe, timely, coordinated, and final manner.
1
c

!~
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rannary=wly, the NRC stafTis developing alternative performance measures that will better track the !

progress and adname of the NRC's matenals decommissioning program in general, and the SDMP program [.

~

~ in particular. For example, the stafTis considering ahernative measures that would evaluate progress in !

reviewing and approving '=- 2ssioning plans. ;1

!

$ 2.2.3 Site Characternation Reviews i

i
~i

! 'me performance oflicensees and site owners listed in the SDMP varies signiremely. Some have !

implemented offactive programs, stafTed by competent pi- '+ ', that are makmg timely progress in !
!

[ renwiimeing contaminated sites. At other sites, various factors have resulted in more limited er non existent

l Progress. ;

I

*

I Recognizing this significant variability in the performance of hoensees and site owners, the NRC could
conserve its resources and reduce licensee fees by condde less in-depth reviews ofliansees that exhibit a !

high level of performance Specifically, the NRC could reduce the amount of oversight currently devoted to' ;
'

reviewing site characterization plans and reports
:4

} The NRC emphasized the need for early and ongoing coordination between licensees and the NRC in j

] planning and *iag site characterizatum, For example, the SDMP Action Plan, released in April 1992, ;

', encouraged such interactions and rubnussion of characterizaten plans for NRC review. This approach was !

! based on the NRC's experience with h==i sioning SDMP sites, as well as the expenence of the EPA and |
; State agencies in the hazardous waste and Superfund programs. |
f

j ~i
'

! Since the SDMP Action Plan was released in April 1992, the NRC has devoted considerable attenten to site
; characterization at both the genene and site specific levels. In November 1992 and November 1994, the i

! NRC conducted public workshops concening the SDMP program that featured the importance of site ;
!

i characterizaten to the success of h==Hssioning. In addition, the NRC published preliminary draft

| guidance on site characterization in July 1992, as well as the " Draft Branch Techmcal Position on Site
4 Characterization for h==issioning"in November 1994. The final rule on "Timelines inr

i Decommissioning of Materials Facilities" published in the Federal Register (59 FR 36026) added a '

| requirement to submit characterization data with the decomnussioning plan. The NRC has clearly established 3

| and na=-4=wi ex,w*=*iaan to the licensees and other responsible parties for site characternation in

| support of &- -- lssioning. I

! The NRC complemented these generic elTorts by reviewing numerous site characterizaten plans and repcsts ,

: for specific sites between 1992 and 1995. In typical cases, the NRC stafTinvested approximately one-half to
! a full person-month of efTort (spread out over several months) in reviewing each site charactenzation plan

and report, Ahhough the reviews raised substantive issues that required resolution by the licensees and
,

responsible parties, they proved costly and delayed demmissioning that could otherwise have prarmiari in |
parallel with resolving outstandmg issues. In addition, ultimate resolution of some issues <iT-i~i upon the

; licensee's preferred approach for h==issioning, which is not established until the licensee submits a

{ proposed '- - Assiomng plan. In some cases, such as the Babcock & Wilcox (B&W) Parks Township ;

Shallow Land Disposal Area (SLDA), discussions about site characterizaten issues were placed on hold
"

! pendmg the licensee's submission ofits prefened approach. ;

i |

| As an shernative, the NRC plans to forego revww of site characterization plans and reports for most licensees
4

and responsible parties. Instead, site characterizaten informaten will be considered in the NRC's review of |
the decommissiomng plan. This attemative is consistent with NRC regulations, which require !

.

charactenzation data to be submitted with the dan == ==ioning plan. !

-

'
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|

The NRC's akernative appreadl will also promote a more coonhnated and focused review of site
'

characecrizahon information This is he==e reviewcrs will be compelled to :-- * * issues that affect the
' ,

=elar*= and implementation of a decomnussionmg approach (By contrast, the cunent approndi allows :

i reviewers to consider issues that are more academic in nature and may have little bearing on actual
;

j poi's -- - of decommissioning.) As a result, the new approach will allow the NRC staff to focus on the
'

' '- '; plan reviews that ere more enucal to casunng prosecuan of the pubhc and the cavironment--=

'

.

The new approach may delay identification of significant informahon gaps. However, the NRC will partially

i compensate for this risk by incressmg routine contact with hcensees through site visits and meetings In
add % the NRC will pay heightmad attenuon to licensees and responsible partaes that have lower levels of'

performance Resources thus conserved will that be focused on sites needmg secreased staff stui<wi, or on !

other NRC pnarities.

s i

i The NRC would generally use the folkrvmg cnteria to identify a heensee or responsible party warrantang

j heightened menansma during site characteuion planning:
e

| (!) a Severity level I, II, or III violabon on the most recent == pere
,

: !

j (2) issuance of an order or other escalated enforcement on the most recent inspection, or based on a !
j bcensing review or petition response |

) (3) inclusion of a " management paragraph" in the cover letter transmitting the notice of violation on the J

I
most recent a ,ae'ian; a management pargraph requires that the licensee describe how it isj i

casuring adequate ==aaremaa' control over the licensed program
1

! (4) occurrence of a signifhnt event requiring a reactive inspection
!

: (5) repetitive violations
!

[ (6) failure to take appropriate short-term corrective measures to mitigate or control existing
i contammahon resulting in current public doses that are a significant fraction of the public dose limit

j or that are actively migrating in soil, groundwater, or other environmental media

(7) limited financial and techmcal viability of the licensee er responsible site owner

'

The goal of these criteria is to prahct sites where past performance mdscates a likelihood that charactenzation
may be inadequate or incomplete. For thase sites,it will likely be more efficient to apply staff resources to i

'

; carly review of the characterization plan developed by the licensee or msponsible party. |
i

| In addi6m, N some sites, very limited information may exist as to the type (s) and locahon(s) of
j contraination present This information shortage may result from a lack ofindivuluals with inaututional ;

i

| mer.nory ofoperations and waste disposal practices at the site, or from a lack of reliable records. This may be
the case for a significant number of the sites identified through the ongoing NRC review of files concerning j

tenmnated materials licenses.

.

{ Anath common problem at the sites identified through the w..i. sed heense review is the lack of an
organization with demonstrated capabilities to perform the charactenzauon in wd.r.w with NRC

3

regulahons and 9 w For these cases,irsid NRC staff attcotion early in the charactenzauon3;

. process, includmg the review of characterization plans and reports, may still be the most efficient method for

{ ensunng umely ranediation.

J

d

1
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,

Lir-mans and responsible site owners that arejudged not to need heightened NRC staff attataan durmg
characterirmaina planning, may neverthele,ss request NRC review of site charactenzation plans and agarts

.
,

;

t 'Ihe NRC would enterten such requests on a resource-evadable basis. A liennaad (e.g.,1- to 2<isy) review of

such documents may be conducted to provide informal,yet V --W. comments and r=*ians to the
licensees and owners As an alternative approach, the NRC could visit the site near the beginning and ad of~

site characterization to observe efforts underway, review planned actions and preliminary results, and identify

arry obvious data gaps or limitations of the methods used by the limnaen or responsible party.
,

'

t '

j The implemenamains of this approach will reduce the expenditure of NRC stafTresources Howeve,in some
icases, this approach may delay decommissioning, and increase resource expe=Ature by the liensan or;

j responsible party. For -==ala, if signincant gaps in characterization data are identified dunng the revacw of

| the 4 ' ; plan, additional characterization would be required Remobahzmg the personnel and
''

j equipment necessary to conduct the a&hhanal characteriratinni may take more time and resources than if the

i data had been mHetM during the initial Characterirmainn effort,
<

| It is the responsibility of the licensee or responsible party to ensure that adequate expertise and resources are
devoted to characterirmainn planmng and performance The NRC stafTwill work closely with heensees or i

j responsible parties during charactenzation planning to ensure that they are aware of existing guidance, and to
.

i. provide timely informal comments to identify significant data gaps.

4

2.2.4 Confmnatory Surveys
i *

For cu.i.yh decomnussiomng actions, such as the SDMP sites, the NRC has routinely maAe*M a
;

; confwmatory survey. The purpose of a confirmatory survey is to validate, on an audit basis, the data in the

! licensee's termmation survey report. The suricy is nonnally maAe*M after the NRC stafTcompletes the
j review of the limaear's termination survey report In some cases, the NRC stafrperforms the survey; in other

i cases, the ORISE performs the survey under contract to the NRC. -

i

in each case, the NRC compares the results of the confirmatory survey to the survey results submitted by the .

licensee or responsible party. If the results compare favorably, the NRC determmes that decommissioning is .

;

complete and the site is ready for release in accordance with NRC requirements. If the companson reveals
'

; significant differences between the survey results, additional investigation is required to determine the causes
,

and the need for additional sampling, scans, or remediation.

! The licensee reimburses the NRC for the cost of the conGrmatory survey, which is proportional to the scope

j of the survey and typically ranges from $20,000 to $200,000. The most expensive confirmatory survey to ,

date was conducted at the Shoreham Nuclear Power Station in Long Island, New York, at a cost of $800,000. ;-

,

The NRC's conArmatory surveys are discretionary; that is, existing NRC regulations do not reqmre the ;

i

| performance of confirmatory surveys. However, in recent years, such confirmatory surveys have become
routine in NRC's review and release of the nere complex contaminated sites. i

: To some extent, the NRC stalThas come to rely on the confirmatory survey to 9=na==*a for less
co.i.y.d.weive quality assurance in the licensee's termmation survey, and less scrutmy of the licensee's
performance while the survey is in progress Also, the public relies on the NRC's survey haranae of the;.

perceptson that the licensee's survey is inherently biased in favor of the licensee and cannot be trusted as a
.

final basis for relensmg a site. ;
!

,

| Similar to the initiative described to reduce characterization plan review, the NRC stafTwill reduce the scope
,

'

of confirmatory surveys, placing greater emphasis on the licensee's or responsible party's terminahnn
'

rubological survey for most sites. Confirmatory surveys will continue to be performed, either by NRC stafT ;

! !
'

+
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or an NRC contractor, but with reduced fnnuency and scope The extent of the confirmatory survey will be
based on the following factors:

'

e past performance assessed using the conditions listed in Secten 2.2.3

e ' results of NRC inspections while the licensee's survey is in process

results of the licensee's quality assurance / quality control (QA/QC) efforts as reported in thee-
termination survey report and as observed during inspections

This initiative places greater emphasis on the licensee's QA/QC program and in-process NRC ' ,=d=-

during the licensee's termination survey. This is a more prudent, effective, and efficient approach for
evaluating the adequacy of ren-Aasina The NRC would increase the effort applied to reviewmg the
termmation survey plan, which is already part of the dannmmissiomng plans submitted by licesisees and
responsible parties, to ensure that it includes an appropsiate QA/QC program. This would consist of the
followmg provisions, among others

sample analysis by accredited laboratories that perform routine cross-comparison programs ie
udM by EPA and others

e submission of QC samples (blanks, spikes, standards)

adherence to training and sampling procedurese

qualification of field and laboratory technicianse

A number of these provisions are being incorporated in the Multi-Agency Radiological Site Survey
Investigation Manual (MARSSIM) being developed by the EPA, NRC, Dcp d.,w: of Enargy (DOE), and
Dep.4..s: of Defense (DOD). To complement the MAmiSIM guidance, the NRC stafTmay need to
develop limited guidance on appropriate QC measures for termination surveys. The agencies are also
initiating development of complementary procedures in the Multi-Agency Radiological Laboratory
Procedures Manual (MARLAP). In addition, during perforr.umce of the licensee's termination survey, the
NRC will collect split samples or measurements with the licensee to verify the reliability of the data, as !

|necessary.
1

These approaches are more consistent with the EPA's new approaches for overseems remediation at
Superfund sites or in hazardous waste facility ====ments and corrective action programs. In some cases, an

j iP' third-party may be involved to confirm the results submitted in the licensee's termination survey. !
,

Unless a licensee voluntarily commits to i%t third-party sampling, the NRC may need to resort to

|' orders to require such surveys whenjustified on the basis of health and safety considerations. ;

For SDMP sites, and other complex decommissioning cases, the NRC stafTwill conduct a routine closcout

: iaWaa before tenninating the license. For less complex cases a closcout inspection may not be needed
When required, the inspection would typically include general area scans using appropriate survey equipment j

| (such as handheld or large-area floor survey probes), limited fixed measurements, and random samples

|
collected from areas suspected of having elevated contamination levels.

Implementation of this approach incurs some increased risk that sites could be released with elevated levels of
!

resulual radioactivity in isolated " hot spots." Past confirmatory surveys have identified hot spots at a number
of sites. These spots have been limited, and in most cases did not pose significant health and safety concerns ,

; !
'

Nonetheless, release of sites with hot spots could increase the likelihood that future land owners, or other

mierested parties, may deem it necessary to reevaluate the site.
,
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The staff behoves, however, that the potential is low that such reevaluation would utentify a signifmant risk to
the environment or public heahh and safay, his position is supported by recent staff efforts to develop
risk-based =diada for evaluating hot spots. Prelaninary results mGcate that, for many cases, current NRC
guidance on the acceptable levels of radiametivity in a givcm hot-spot is conservative, and may be increased

. without excendag current -f+- - ; dose criteria. If the hot spot guidance is revised to allow higher" '

levels of radiametivity, the probability of a site being subject to future mquiries should dessesse, and the risks

of reducing the scope of wi .i :ary surveys should be mitigated.

RM=: the scope ofconGrmatory surveys would also decrease the availability ofindependent
daa==a8=**an demonstrating that a site meets NRC criteria. His documentation has, in the past, been

shown to be reassunng to the public.

The NRC will manap these risks by inacasmg emphase on the myiew ofImenman daa===#atian of
termination survey plans and reports, including QA/QC records necessary to confirm that the program
remained effective throughout the survey. De NRC will place the greatest anphasis on heensees or
responsible parties that exhibit poor performance based on past exponence, includag the results of NRC
iang=*ian denng the line==ae's tenninseian survey. De NRC will also consider increasing the scope of

=y surveys for licensees or responsible parties where past expencoce indicates a potential for--#-

vah==it*=1 ofinadequate or incomplete termination survey data.

% measuremense collected by the NRC dunng the licensee's survey and any additional
measurements collected during the clamanut inspection could indmate elevated contamination at the sites. If

discrepances cannot be readily resolved between survey measurements, the NRC may require (by order) or
' ' party conduct additional independent surveys to confum the radiologmalrequest that a I- or i- g - -

status of the site, or the NRC may itself conduct a more w..,idweive confirmatory survey. Timing of such
a survey will be detenamad by tim availability of fundmg and other program priantaes Such a survey could
resuk in substantial delays and economic unpacts on licensees or responsible parties before release of the

sites.

2.2.5 h==a= Process Rodesign

Apphcotion of the Busmess Process Redesign (BPR) approach to the current lamamg process results in a
fundan=itally new IW % process for regulatmg routme uses of hcensed materials. This new licensmg
process, summanaod in SECY-95-114,"' v' scc.:stion of a Redesigned Matenals Licensing Process,"-

dated May 5,1995, is composed of three major ea-yx

(1) a Regulatory Product Design Center where C=3 members of the materials licensing and
inspection community can interact, in both virtual and actual space, to design and prepare regulatory
products necessary to support, maintain, and enhance the new licensing process

(2) improved prnressing of licenses through reviewer-performed and computer-assisted licensing, using
a graded approach commensurate with the safety hazards posed by the application

(3) a new way of workmg in Agency-wide teams

The NRC staff has used many of these aa-a*= to oversee the sanodiation of most SDMP sites. As new
concepts and methods are dcM to facilitate the goals of the BPR project, the stafTwill evaluate their
appheahalsey to the SDMP program

The staffcurnatly plans to explore two specific areas where the BPR project may have near-term
applicability to the SDMP program First, the stafThas begun explanng the possibility of using a contractor
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'

l

; I

to facilitate a fimr*ianal review of the SDMP program to identify handoffs, track turnarounds, and assess the .4-

progress of the program. Manan<l, the staff plans to explore the idea of forming SDMP '=- ';*'

management tasms. As curready arviaianari, these teams woeld naamist of staff members froan NMSS, other .-

% mee with 4-- - " ;p mid WW'< . . - ' - -

r=pn==ihility for the SDMP site. These teams will fimedian in the same manner as the BPR Agency-wide
teams, managing by - diaa. reachms collaborative team-based damiana, and auploymg parallel4

j concurrence to expedits the evain=8ia= and approval of L- ; plans and reports"

1

I

| The SDMP and BPR program staffs have been discussmg, and will cantime to discuss, the applicabahty of

; the BPR concepts to the SDMP program, while movmg forward with the staft's curret mitiatives. 'Ibe staff
also plans to conduct an initial ===an=nana concernmg application of the BPR concepts to SDMP, in' ,

coqiunction with its review of heensing and inspection programs under Phase II of the N=eianal Performance ;j
Review. Results of this assessment will be available in March 1996. j-

| The staff anticipates that, as the BPR and SDMP programs cananmm to mature, there will be several ;

{ opportunities to incorporate into the SDMP the methods or concepts t.ad,r.d under BPR. In order to keep
J the Commissma mformed of the staft's efforts, the staff will discuss the application of the BPR concepts and

i methods in future SDMP progran updates
i .

!. 2.2.6 Intaactive Resolution Process
4

i

in March 1995, the NRC staff met with the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) and Fuel Cycle Facilities Forum
(FCFF) to discuss implementation of an interactive issue resolution process. The objectives of the process!

.

i
are to share information about generic or specific pr*= that may be of general interest, and to exchange

) infor==aina about ongoing unplementation of the e+:- ^ "; program outside of specific rulemakmg

j andlicensing actmas.

a

! '!he industry is currendy developing a list of specific implementation issues for NRC consideration. 'Ihe NEI
and FCFF transmitted the first set ofissue v L.I.w.s on June 6,1995. An open meeting betweai the NEI,

,

| FCFF, and NRC was held on June 13,1995, to discuss these issues, as well as planned gha documents
and policy positions. These discussions were the prelude for a more interactive process for developing;

regulatory guidance on issues associated with hamminaioning, such as methods for determinmg background>

I

| radiation levels, modeling potential exposures, conducting survey measurements, and impt===*iag the

timeliness rule.
(

On May 4,1995, the NEI proposed to the Commission that the NRC use a similar interactive process to
|' develop regulatory guidance documents that implement the fmal rule on radiological criteria for

decommissiomng The NRC successfully used such an approach in developing the regulatory guides that;

| impt===H the 1991 revisions to 10 CFR Part 20. This interactise process should conserve staff resources
tri ensuring fulfillment of the following objectives:;

.

(1) Lkaaaaan and responsible parties are aware of NRC staff positions on vanous issues before

preparing and submitting deco,mdssioning and survey plans. !

I
,

(2) The staff applies a consistent, strammFaad set of procedures and policies in reviewing proposedl

|
decommissioning actions

i

(3) Staff efforts to develop guidance are responsive to program needs, and provide constructive I'

approaches for resolving issues associated with &ammissioning. ]:
!-

:
i ;

i
. !
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'2.2.7 - Preliminary Hazards Analysis

The NRC will develop a more detaded method for assessmg risk at sites identified through the ORNL and

NRC staffreview of termmated beenses (Section 4.1.4) that are confirmed to have residual cantaminatian ,

from formerly licensed operations The purpose of the risk assessment is to determine if residual
!anataminatian naatminad in a relatively small area poses a significant risk to the environment or public health

and safety, and whether it warrants additional action by the responsible party and the NRC. ;

i

Any site idanti6ed through the termmated license review project would require remediation if the average
cantamination level exceeds the guideline value at the 95% confidence level. However, for ongoing
d+:- =1: '; projects, additional remediation may also be is - ='+iiflocalized cantaminarian
exceeds the averaging criteria described in NUREG/CR 5849," Manual for C*iag License Terminarian
in Support of License Termmation"

The averaging guidance in NUREG/CR-5849 was designed for sites that have widespread nantaminatian
This gudance is used to help plan the site ren=harian and design the survey to demonstrate compliance with
d= '; criteria (termination survey). This guidance may not be appropriate for sites where a''

license was previously terminated, In such cases, localized areas with elevated contamination levels may be
acceptable, on a risk basis, dapaadag on the total inventory present, the size of the localized contaminated
area, the radionuclide of concem, and other factors. The staffis perfonning a more detailed evaluation of the
risk associated with localized contamination as a part of the development of the MARSSIM discussed in
Section 2.2.4.

Before requesting that the licensee or responsible party perform additional site characterization, and possibly
remediation, it is important that the NRC conduct a more detailed risk assessment oflocalized contamination
for three rasanna.

(1) Detailed risk assessment is consistent with the Commission's direction in the 1992 SDMP Action
Plan to ensure finality in d-:+ < Jssioning unless a significant impact on public health and safety is
identified.

(2) Performing additional characterization and remediation for a very low-risk site may require an
unnecessary expenditure of resources and cause undue public concem.

(3) Detailed risk assessment would set a desirable precedent as to how the NRC will respond to future
discoveries oflow levels of contanunation at sites.

The staff will censider formerly termmated licensed sites in a two-step process. First, after determming that a
site contains elevated levels of residual contamination, the staff will conduct a preliminary assessment based
on available information to determme whether additional characterization and remediation are necessary.
Some sites may have such minimal levels of contamination that they do not pose a significant risk and do not
warrant additional action. The NRC will document these findings in a letter to the current property owner and
the formerlicensee

Second, for sites that warrant additional characterization, and possibly remediation, the staff will perform
additional hazards analysis to identify those that should receive prompt attention and higher NRC priority.
The hazards analysis would be conducted based on available information (including scoping surveys) by
%anng site conditions against the following priority criteria:

(1) The site currently causes doses to members of the general public in excess of 50 millirem / year (total
effective dose equivalent), or 50% of the NRC's public dose limit in 10 CFR 20.1301.
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(2) The site currently exhibits measurable migration of radiologpcal contanunation to groundwater,
surface water, soil, =~ha. or other environmental media.

L

(3) The responsible party lacks the financial and technical capability or martagement en==ndment to
ensure security and control of the contaminnead material.

Compared to other contammated sites that are added to the SDMP or wad to be more typical -

-f+ -_ N cases, sites that meet any of the above criteria would receive higher priority consideration
''~

by the NRC for reviews of proposed decommissioning plans, site characterization data, and radiological i

surveys. Contaminated sites that do not satisfy any of these criteria would be bacidogged for reviews, and
addressed by the stafT as the higher priority sites are resolved and as resources become available. This

'

approach will allow the NRC stafTto focus on cantamia=*~i sites having greater risk, while contaming the
size of the SDMP and dewisissioning program to within existing stafTbudgets

I
2.2.8 SDMP Database

- Over the past several years, the NRC has manually tracked completion oflicensing actsons and other
decommianinning milestones in the SDMP program. Dunng this penod, the staff has received frequent
requests (frnn ti.e Commission, Congress, and outside parties) for status inforrnation. Such requests have
required considerable efTort in reviewing the licensing dockets and project files to compile the requested

information i

l

In 1994, the stafTinitiated development of a comprehensive database management system contauung |

informataan on SDMP sites. The prototype database has been developed, using the Microsoft ACCESS

cama"*~ program, as a cooperative cfTort between the NRC Office ofinformation Resources Management

(IRM) and NMSS. Status information and other site characterization data will be loaded into the database
and routinely maintamed by licensing assistants in LLDP.

The dataha- will be used to produce periodic reports to NRC management on SDMP accomplishments and
status, as well as the annual reports to the Commistion on the SDMP. As such, the database reports will
substitute for the more labor-intensive descriptions of the individual SDMP sites that have been included in

previous reports on the SDMP. In addition, the database will be used to respond to intemal and extemal;

requests for information concerning the status and characteristics of the SDMP sites. (The most recent ,

;

request was from Senator Glenn in a letter dated May 8,1995, with the response from the Comnussion dated |'

; June 22,1995.) 1

Maintenance of the database is expected to require about 0.2 FTE annually. Use of the database in place of
the individual site descriptions and manual searches of the files simuld save about 0.5 FTE per year. i

|
2.2.9 Deferrals to EPA and Other Programs

<
'

In SECY 95-056, the NRC stafTrex a.-r4ai that the Commission defer oversight of demmissioning
actions at two sites that are already being addressed under EPA's Superfund program under the

; Cerg,rd.dve Environmental RNpany, Compensation, and Liability Act. The two sites were the DuPont
,

' Corporation site in Newport, Delaware, which was not listed in the SDMP, and the West Lake Landfill near
j
'

Bridgeton, Missouri, which was listed in the SDMP. The stafT based its rwxaa = iation on recognition of4

the following factors:

NRC regulation of the remediation of radioactive contamination at the two sites would overlap with) e
and duplicate the EPA's actions under Superfund.;
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e The EPA's actions would be sufficient to protect the public and the environment from resological
hazards present

'the Communauvi approved the uaff's tw. a.detion in an SRM dated April 28,1995. TheNRC has sina 4

notified the EPA that it plans no fwther action on either site, and will remove the West 1.ake Landfill from )
the SDMP list. This decision sets a precedent f<r other deferrals to EPA regulation of remedial activities, as !

well as other similar wiana by States and DOE, where such actions are WM to provide sufficient - )
protection to the pu' hc and the environment. io

|

Several other sites listed in the SDMP or addressed in othW laeioning projects may be candidates for
such deferrals. For example, the Pesses site in Pulmala, Pennsylvania, is being remediated by EPA under
Superfund. In such cases, the NRC staff will assess the adequacy of existing or proposed rMating of

,

these sites, and will determine whether defenW is appropnate in addition, the NRC staff will cou.h
; proposed deferral actions with the other agency (ies) that regulate the re-di=*ian, and will inform the

C==i== ion befose formally initiating any deferral.
,

4
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; - 3. SDMP SITE STATUS OVERVIEW ;

i

' Since May 1993, the staffhas removed the followmg sites from the SDMP list, and submitted the indicatad :
,

; papers toinform the Commission-
:

~

AMAX, Inc. (Washington attam, West Virginia)4 e n
t Memorandi== from James M. Taylor,"Raunoval of the AMAX Site from the Site nacnnunmainning ,

j_ M ; =2 Plan," dated April 25,1994, i

!
' e Chevron Corporaten (Pawling, New York) i

| SECY-94-162,"Pawling Site Release and Removal from the Site Decommissmamg Management
,,. p

I e- Old Vic,Inc. (Cleveland, Ohio)
i SECY-93-%2,"Old Vic,Inc., Iacense Tenmaatina and Removal from the Site Decomnussiomng

] Mn ==t Plan." ,

. In addition, decommissioning has been essentially completed at the following sites:-
i

UNC Recovery Systems (Wood River Junction, Rhode Island)e ,

* United Technologies /Pratt & Whitney (Middletown, C-%t) !|
Rahrnek & Wilcox (Apollo, Pennsylvania) '* e

e Alununum Company of Amenca (ALCOA) (Cleveland, Ohio)
;

: Limited surveys or other administrative activities need to be completed before these sites can be removed
from the SDMP list. For example, at the UNC site, issues related to nitrate contamination of the groundwater :d

; have delayed removal of the site from the list. These issues have been resolved through a nanaant agrecuneet |
'

| between the State of Rhode Island and UNC. Similarly, at the B&W Apollo site, a 1-year penod of
: groundwater monitoring was required aAer f+ = dssioning activities were completed. This 1-year period
: ends in November 1995. All four of these sites should be removed from the SDMP list in 1995.

Seven additional sites have approved decomnussionmg plans, and rd' inn is ongoms at these sites.'

i Portons of two other sites have been h,.isiw.ed and released for unrestricted use. These sites, Cabot
' (Reading, Pcensylvania) and Northeast Ohio Regmnal Sewer District (Cleveland, Ohio), will remam on the

SDMP list until the entue site is he i.issioned.
'

,

.

s

; Figure 2 presents a map depicting the location of each of the 51 sites listed in the SDMP. For each of these
i sites, Appendix A updates the decommissioning progress since May 1993 (the end of the period covered by

| NUREG-1444). Detailed background information is not repeated for sites that were listed in NUREG-1444.
: However, for sites that have been added to the SDMP since May 1993, Appendix A presents detailed
i desenptions includt ; site operations, radmactive wastes, radiological hazards, thancial assurance and

responsible organization, status of h....iwioning activities, NRC/ licensee actions and schedule, and

i|
,

! Pmblems/ issues.
i
;

i

|
'

|i
i

1

.

\
'

,

'
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Figure 2: Location of SDMP Sites

Of the 51 sites carently listed in the SDMP, licensed operations are ongoing at 5 sites, and the licensees do
not anticipate ceasing operations in the near future. In general, the objective at these 5 sites is not to
deconunission the entire site in the near future Instead, the objective is to prepare for decommissiomng, or to

evaluate various site-specific problems that would likely lead to a complex decommissionsng action, extended'

over a protracted penod of time, if operations were to cease. Progress at these 5 sites is evaluated on a case-
by ca w basis. See Appendix A for desenptions of activities at these sites since May 1,1993.

The 46 remaining sites listed in the SDMP require decommissiomng of the entire site, or an inactive
cont-ia=*H portion of the site. WaaH operations have ceased at these 46 sites or inactive areas. The
status of each of these sites can be reasonably gauged by tracking the following 8 d+ - :ssioning activitics,-

or milestones-

(1) Site characternation, including preparing the characterization plan, performing the charactenzation,
and preparing the characterization report

!

(2) NRC review and approval of the site characterization plan and report
,

;

(3) DW.wa and submittal of the d+:- -. .:ssioning plan-

(4) NRC review and approval of the &-issioning plan
(5)- Parformance of the b. ..issioning actions described in the plan
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(6) Perfonnance of the termination survey, and preparation and submittal of the termmation survey
report,

(7) NRC performance and hmentation of the confirmatory survey

(8) NRC termmation of thelicense

Submittal and review of site characterization plans and reports are inchded as milestones in tie progress i
'

sununaries, as is conduct of the confirmatory surveys. However, as dicensc~I in the management plan i

(Section 2 of this update), the resources committed to these areas will be decreased. The review of ,

Icharacterization data will continue, but, in most cases, will be conducted along with the knmmissioning
plan review. Separate reviews of characterization plans and reports, before submittal of the knmmissioning
plan, will be reduced. For confumatory surveys, some level of effort will be required at each site listed in the
summary figures and tables; however, the extent of the confirmatory survey will be reduced, in some cases
significantly.

Figure 3 summanizes the overall knmmissioning progress at the SDMP sites as of May L 1995, by
displaying the total number of sites that have completed a given knmmissioning milestone. Figure 3
includes milestones that apply to the entire site, as well as those that apply when portions of t.w site have i
been characterized, remediated, or surveyed, which in many cases represents significant progress. However,
the " Release Site" category includes only the five sites that have completed the decommissioning of the entirei

site, end have been removed from the SDMP.

Characterization-

DP Submittal *-
20

DP Approval *

|
Final Survey Report-

'

Confirmatory Survey- g

Release Site-

2 . , ,

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
# of Sites

( *DP = Decommissioning Plan

Figure 3: Decommissioning Activities Completed Before May 1995

It is apparent from Figure 3 that a substantial portion of the decommissioning effort to date has been applied
to site characterization. Of the 51 sites,35 have completed all or part of the site characterization. In many
cases this included staff review and approval of characterization plans. Following characterization,19 sites
have submitted knmmissioning plans for all or part of the site, and 14 plans have been approved by NRC.
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,

Approval of the decommissioning plan is the most significant milestone, since it initiates the reduction or
long-term stabilization of contammatxm at a site and the correspondmg r++ian in risk to public health and

,

safety. In addition, the review and approval of the decomnussioning plan genwally poses t! < greatest
'

'"a'ai and policy challenges.

After approval of the d+7-.; d =ioning plan, the activities become more routine, although problems can be-

encountered that can cause delays or require revisions to the approved decommissioning plan. This is'

apparent from Figure 3, which shows that 14 sites have approved WWa: plans, but only 5 sites
have completed t+y- - . ssioning and been removed from the SDMP list. The approved schedule for
ha==issioning may be protracted as a result oflegitimate technical or cost considerations.

! While Figure 3 summarizes d+y = duioning progress since the begmning of the SDMP progran in 1990,

:i Table 1 provides a site-specific breakdown of the decommissioning activities completed since May 1993, the
end of the penod covered by NUREG-1444. Table I shows the cfTort expended over the last 2 years ini

| planning and performing site characterizations for all or part of 13 sites. After completag the
charactenzations over the last 2 years,2 sites submitted, and roccived NRC approval of, de=amisainning
plans for the entire site. These sites, Anne Arundel County /Curtis Bay and ALCOA, have nearly completed ,

^~ ammissioning, and should be removed frorn the SDMP list in 1996. Eight additional de==missioning
,

|
plans were submitted over the last 2 years, and four were approved.

:

|

:
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Table 1 - Decommissioning ~ Activities Complekd Betwoca May 1,1993 and May 1,1995

MW ActMey Scheduled stee

; _ _ . _

! SITE CllARACTERIZATION PIAN

i
' Submittal ~ AAR Manufactunns.Inc.
~ Cabot Corporshon (Readmg, PA) 1

FromeInvestment Company |

i Hartley and Hartley Landfill (SCA) )
; Wluaaker Corporshon '

Safety Light Carpershon'

| Sequoyah Fuels Corporaten

| Apprewal AAR Manufactunng,Inc. r

Babcock and WHoox (Parks Townalup, PA)i

Magnesium Elektmn
Molycorp,Inc. (Waalungton, PA)

;

1

Submittel and Approval Clevite Corporation j
I

i Engelhard Corporation
Lake City Ammunition Nt (U.S. Army)4

|
Molycorp,Inc.(York,PA)

j Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer Duenet/ Southerly Nt
W ^ ;' == Electne Corporshon (Waltz Mill Site)*

: i
!

L SITE CIIARACTERIZATX)N REPORT l

i

! Submittal Babcock and Wilcox (Paris Township, PA)
Cabot Corporshon (Revere, PA)
Engelhard Corporaten
Lake City Ammunition Nt i

| Magnesium Eick1ron ,

!
| Molycorp,Inc.(Washington,PA)

No;theast Ohio Resonal Sewer Distnet/ Southerly Plant
i Nuclear Metals,Inc.

Permagrain Products,Inc.

.

RMI Titanium Company
' Texas Instruments,Inc.

Wesunghouse Electnc Corporshon (Waltz Mill Site)4

:

1

DECOMMISSIONING PLAN
1

I Approval ofPartial N Engelhard Corporation
Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District / Southerly Plant

Submittal ofPartialPlan Dow ChermcalCompany4

|

,

!

l

i
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Table 1 - Decommissioning Activities Completed Between May 1,1993 and May 1,1995 (Continued)

Deamunissioelag Acuvity Scluduled Site

DECOMMISSIONINO itAN(cont.)

Submittal and Approval of Partial Cabot Corporation (Reading,PA)
Plan

Submittal ofFinal Plan IIastley andllartleyImdfill
Kerr.McGee Cushing
Kerr-McGee Cimarron
Chemetron Corporaison (llarvard Ave.)
Chemetron Corporation (Bert Ave.)
RMITitanium Company

Submittal and Approval of Final Anne Arundel County /Curtis Bay
Plan Aluminum Comhany ofAmenca

Approval of Final Plan Chevron Corporation
Elkem Metala,Inc.
Watestown ArsenalMall
Watertown GSA

TERMINATION SURVEY RFlORT-

Submitttiof Report for Cabot,Inc. (Reading, PA)
Partial Site Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District %utherly Plant

BP Chemicals America,Inc.
JefTerson Proving Ground

Submittal ofFinal Report Aluminum Company ofAmenca
Babcock & Wilcox (Apollo, PA)
Chevron Corporation
Elkem Metals,Inc.
Old Vic,Inc.
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Table 1 - Decommissioning Activities Completed Between May 1,1993 and May 1,1995 (Continued)

Decesumalasioelag Activity Scheduled Site

.

NRC CONFIRMATORY SURVEY
i

!Confirmatory Survey of Partial Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer DistrictSoutherly Plant

Site Aluminum Company ofAmenca
BP Chemicals America,Inc.
Cabot Corporation (Readmg, PA)

.

Final Confirmatory Survey Babcock & Wilcox(Apollo)
Chevron Corporation ,

Old Vic,Inc.
i

|RELEASE FOR UNRESTRICTED USE

Release Partial Site Aluminum Companyof Amenca
BP Chemicals America,Inc.
Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer DistrictSoutherly District
Cahot Corporation (Reading,PA)
United Technokvies Pratt & Whitney

Release Entire Site Old Vic,Inc.
Chevron Corporation

REMOVE SITE FROM SDMP LIST
I

Old Vic,Inc.
Chevron Corporation

|

,

a

23 NUREG-1444, Supplement 1



Figure 4 shows the number of dec=missioning activitics scheduled for completion by May 1,1997.
Including those completed by May 1995, a total of 41 sites are acWN to complete the charactenzauon of
part or all of the site by May 1997. In addition,25 dernmmissioning plans should be approved, with a total
of 14 sites completing all of the acuons required for removal from the SDMP list (including those completed
by May 1995).

Characterization- 4o
-

UP Submittal *- 34

DP Approval *- 2s!
'

Final Survey Report- $g

Confirmatory Survey- 16i

Release Entire Site- 34
i , , , ,

0 10 20 30 40 50
# of Sites

E setore s/1/ss s/1/ss-s/1/s7 u

* DP = Decommissioning Plan

Figure 4: Decommissioning Activities to be Completed by May 1997

Table 2 provides the site-specific dec=missioning milestones projected for completion between May 1995
and May 1997. Notably, the number of projected characterizations has decre tsed compared to presious
years. Specifically,12 characterization reports where submitted between May 1993 and May 1995, but only
6 are scheduled for submittal from May 1995 to May 1997. How:ver,11 dec=missioning plans are
scheduled for approval over the next 2 years, compared with 9 approved over the last 2 years. In addition, the
d~~=issioning plans to be approved over the next 2 years are generally more complex than those
previously approved. Together with the initiative discussed in Secuon 2.2.3 anned at reducing NRC staff
resources devoted to the review of characterization plans and reports before submittal of the
d+x- .issioning plans, the decrease in scheduled site characterizations is a positive indication that staff
resources over the next 2 years should be adequate to complete the scheduled dec=missioning plan reviews.
Finally, Table 2 indW'a= that 9 additional sites are scheduled for removal from the SDMP by May 1997.
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Table 2 - Decommissioning Activities SMM for Completion Durmg the Period
May 1,1995 to May 1,1997

Decomunisaleming Activity Scheduled Site

SITE CilARACTERIZATION REPORT

Submittal Aberdeen Proving Ground (Risk Assessment)
Clevite Corporation
Safety Light Corporation
Sequoyah Fuels Corporation
Shieldalloy Metallurgical Corporation (Cambridge, Ohio)

DECOMMISSIONING PLAN

Submittal ofPartial Plan IAe City Army Ammunition Plant (U.S. Army)
Sequoyah Fuels Corporation
Whittaker Corporation

Approval of Partial Plan Lake City Anny Ammuniton Plant (U.S. Army)
Whittaker Corporation

Submittal of Final Plan Clevite Corporation
1Iartley and llarticy Landfill (MDNR)
llartley and iIarticy Landfill (SCA)
Molycorp,Inc. (Washington, PA)
Molycorp,Inc.(York, PA)
Nuclear Metals,Irm.
Shieldalloy (Cambridge,OII)

Submittaland ApprovalofFinal Dow Chemmal Company
Plan Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District %utherly Plant

Permagrain Products,Inc.
Westinghouse Electric Corporation, Waltz Mill

Approval of Final Plan BP Chemicals Amenca,Inc. |
Chemetron (Bert Ave.)
Chemetrm(llarvard Ave.)
RMI Titanium Company
Kerr-McGee Cimarron

I

|

I

|

25 NUREG-1444, Supplement I



SideMalag ActMey Sebaduled

TERMINATION SURVEY REPORT

Submittal ofReport for
Partial Site

SubmittalofFinal Report Anne Anmdel CountyCurtis Bay
TexasInstruments,Inc.
Watertown Arsenal / Mall
Watertown OSA

NRC CONFIRMATORY SURVEY

Confirmatory Survey of Partial Jefferson Proving Ground

Site

Final Confirmatory Survey Aluminum Company of America
Anne ArundelCountyCurtis Bay
Elkem Metals,Inc.
RTI,Inc.
Texas Instruments,Inc.

Watertown Arsenal' Mall
Watcetowm OSA
West Lake Landfill
United Technologies Pratt & Whitney

RELEASE FOR UNRESTRICTED USE

Release Partial Site RTI,Inc.

Release Entire Site Aluminum CompanyofAmenca
Anne ArundelCounty/Curtis Bay
Babcock and Wilcox(Apollo,PA)
Texas Instruments,Inc.
UNC Recovery Systems
United Technologies - Pratt A W1 itney
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4

1

w% Activity Scheduled Site

j REMOVE SITE FROM SDMPIJST
Alummum Company 4Amenos
Anne ArundelCounty!C vtis Bay-

.
hhnack and Wilcox (Apollo, PA)

'

Magnesium Elektron
RTI,Inc.
Texas Instruments,Inc.
UNC Recovery Systems

! United Technologies-Pratt A'v.a v
j West LakeImdfill

i

; Since May 1993, the following six sites were added to the SDMP:

; (1) AAR Manufacturing Inc. (Brooks and Perkins Corporation)
Livonia, Michigan

! (2) Clevite Corporation (Neighborhood Progress, Inc.)

j Cleveland, Ohio

(3) Fronune Investment Company (Brooks and Perkms Corporation)
Detroit, Michigan'

i
j (4) Horizons,Inc. (Lamotite) 1

Cleveland, Ohio Ii

(5) JefTerson Proving Ground

j Madison, Indiana
;

(6) Kaiser Aluminum Specialty Products
'

~

Tulsa, Oklahoma
i

: With the avviaa of JefTerson Proving Ground, these sites were identifial through the ongoing review of
taminated materials licenses The sites were added to the SDMP after NRC inspectors enaAd~i a scoping

| survey at the sites and identified contammation e Wiag the NRC's current criteria for i sidcted use.
Section 4.1.4 presents additional information on the review of termmated licenses Appendix A providesi

detailed desenptions of the six new SDMP sites listed above.
i 1

4

i !

1

i
!
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4. DECOMMISSIONING POLICY ISSUES

As the NRC focused on remediation of the SDMP sites, several issues emerged as imnadments to their
timely cleanup. A primary objective of the SDMP is to identify these issues and ensure that the NRC staff
resources are devoted to their resoludon in order for decommissioning of the SDMP sites to proceed in a
timely manner.

,

Sevaal policy issues have generic implicadons for the NRC's overall dammmi==ioning program, or involve
other matters that must ultimately be decided by the Cemi== ion. Resolution of the policy issues discussed
below will provide a regulatory framework for more efficient and consistent licensing actions for future site
remediation and dammmissioning.

4.1 Open issues

This section discusses the following open issues with generm implications for the NRC's overall
dammmissiomng program:

i

enhanced participatory rulemakmg on radiological criterie fore
j decommissioning

rulemaking on timeliness in decommissioning of materials facilitiese
rulemakmg on decommissioning, recordkeeping, and license termmatione

o review oflicensed sites tersunated after 1%5
guidance on the conduct of tennination surveyse
previous waste disposal under 10 CFR 20.302 and 20.2002e
review of non-power reactor license ternunationsi e
development of procedures to ensure that future license termmations meet NRC requirements' e

e review and modification oflicense termination procedures
consideration of a " reopener" rulemakinge

: NUREG-1444 contained compid,ensive background information on each of these open issues. Instead of |

repeating the background information, this supplement discusses the progress made since May 1993, which i

was the end of the period covered by NUREG 1444. |;

4.1.1 FahnneM Participatory Rulemaking on Radiological Criteria for Dammmissioning

This section discuss s the following issues concerning enhanced participatory rulemaking on radiological
criteria for dammmi==ioning:

;

e rulemaking ,

'

development of technical bases for dammmissioning lands and structurese
regulatory guide*

i

4.1.1.1 Ralemaking |

I
.

Since May 1993, the NRC conducted an enhanced participatory rulemaking to establish radiological criteria

~

for dammmissioning. The proposed rule was published in the FederalRegister (59 FR 43200) on August ;

22,1994, as pieper.ed amendments to 10 CFR Part 20.

Comments received on the proposed rule raised a variety of concerns, including the reasonableness of
selecting 15 millirem per year as the dose limit for unrestricted use, and wietier costs associated with
remediation of contammated soil and groundwater had been appropriately estimated. In order to address the
substantial comments received on the proposed rule, the NRC staff will not submit the rulemaking package
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I

for t'h revww until nar-har 1995. In the meanwiule, the staff plans to conduct a pubhc workshop
in the Washington, DC area in *-:f --- 1995. This workshop will provide an opportunity to discuss

"

practical irapla-ameian issues raised by the mmmesits, describe cunent staff evaluations based on real-
world data, and explore ahernative appranc1wn that could be used to implement the fmal criteria. -

.

De NRC staffis also coordmaams with the EPA in that agency's development of residual rad ==ctivity
standards. The EPA circulated a preproposal draR ofits standards in May 1994. Many of the same issues

' raised in the public nnmmaman on the NRC's proposed rule were also raised about the EPA's draR standards.
The objective of the agency dimenanians is to allow the EPA to find that the NRC's rei=- provide
sufficient protection of the pubhc and the environment. Based on such a findmg, the EPA would exclude the

! NRC and Agreement State licensees from the scope ofits standards.
,

Until the NRC promulgates radiological criteria for dammminaummg in 10 CFR Part 20, the staff will
contmue to use the entena idectified in the Action Plan to Compel Cleanup of Site h=issioningr
Management Plan Sites, which was published in the FederalRegister (57 FR 13389) on April 16,1992.<

f;

The NRC actions narded to complete r4 making and the estimated dates for completion are as follows-

| * Conduct workshop to discuss implementation
issues raised by the public comments '

(lead: RES; support: DWM, OGC) September 1995
'

: :

* Submit fmalrule to the Commission

j (lead: RES; support: DWM, OGC) D - =h- 1995

4.1.1.2 Dcv='-4-;=.t of Techmcal Bases fh Deconunissioning Lands and Structures

| The NRC Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research (RES) is developing NUREG/CR-5512," Residual ;

| Radioactive Contammation from Decommissioning " to provide the technical bases for use in preparing j
'

regulations containing radiological criteria for d+ww issioning. NUREG/CR-5512 is expected to be !

: published, for intenm use and comment, in three volumes and one supplement. Volume 1, contammg
==*WG=I formulations with parameter values and references, was published in October 1992. Volume 2,i

c-=6ing the computer code and related user manual and exampic applications, is expected to be published :
,

in March 1996. ne publication date for Volume 3, containing sensitivity analyses and comparisons, has not'

yet been deternuned A NUREG will be developed to provide a hierarchy ofincreasingly sophisticated
>

'
ground water models in connection with the NUREG/CR-5512 methodology.

The NRC actions needed to develop technical bases for decommissioning land and structures, and the
: estimated dates for completion, are as follows:

,

| >

* Complete NUREG/CR-5512, Volume 2;

(lead: RES, support: DWM,NRR) March 1996

* Complete NUREG/CR-5512, Volume 3;

j (lead: RES; Support DWM,NRR) TBD
*

Complete Supplement I to NUREG/CR 5512 TBD*
i (lead: RES; Support: DWM)

;

;
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| 4.1.1.3 Regulatory Gmde
;

; 1he NRC staf*will prepare a regulatory guide containing rasologmal entena for -f+ <--- /-- -;In

| addition, this regulatory guide will provide daemiad guidance on an Wahle approach for da-anatratmg

i compliance with the decommissioning criteria in the fmal rule and hes==e tennination

The NRC actions needed to develop the regulatory guide and estimaamd dates for completon are as follows

.

; o Issue draft Regulatory Guide for comment

i (lead: RES; support: NRR, DWM, OGC) Dommbcr 1995

:

| e Issue Taal Pa d-'my Gmde
! (lead: RES; support: NRR, DWM, IMNS, OGC) Decanber 1997

i

4.1.2 Rulemaldng on Timeliness in Decommissioning of Materials Facilities'

$ The fmal rule on " Timeliness in D-issioning of Matenals Facilities" was pubhshed in the Federal
Register (59 FR 36026) on July 15,1994, with an effective date of August 15,1994. The rule estabhahad

,

specifs time periods for dm- - .issiomng unused poruons of operating nuclear materials facilities and for,

.e :<_. = " ; the entue site upon termmation of operations The rule is ir endad to reduce the potential
- *' u

risk to the environmait or public health and safety from radioactive matmal remainmg for long penods of

|
time at such facilities after heemaad operations have ceased.

} The fmel tunehna== rule was announced and summarized in the September / October 1994 NMSS N-.;etter

| (NUREG/BR-0117, No. 94-3). In addition, NMSS is developing guidance for its staff to use in ;

1 impicmentmg the timeliness rule. When the gmdance is fmalized, its availability will be ana~ read, possibly !

1 in a future NMSS Newsletter or an Information Notice.
i

4 This issue is clamad, and no further action is reqmrod

i
: 4.1.3 Rulemakmg on Decommissionmg, Recordkeeping, and License Tenmnation
:

! The fmal rule on "Decommissimung, Recorc; keeping, and License Termmation: Documentation Additions"
was published in the Federal Register (58 FR 3%28) on July 26,1993, with an effective date of October 25,;

1993. The rule applies to holders of a specific license for possession of certain byproduct materials, souru;

j materials, special nuclear materials, or for indaaandant storage of spent nuclear fuel and high-level waste.
The rule requires such licensees to prepare and maintain additional documentation identifying the followmg

,

i areas:

I all restricted areas where licensed materials and equipment were stored or usede
i

all areas outside of restricted areas where documentation is required under current Aaen=missioning' e
regulations for unusual occurrences or spills

: e all areas outside of restricted areas where waste has been buncd

all areas outside of restricted areas containing material such that if the license were terminated, thee
licensee would be required to decontammate the area or seek special approval for disposal.

:
1

The fmal rule also requires licensees to submit specific information at the time of fmal Aaen==issioning.

: Such information must identify decontaminated equipment that had been involved in the licensed activity that

.
will ranam onsite at the time oflicense termination. The information required by this rule will provide

L
4
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greater assurance that arnatarmnation md decomnussioning oflicensee facilities have been carned out in ;d

accordance with the Comminion's regulations

IThis issue is closed, and no fwther action is required.

4.1.4 Review ofI h=~i Sites Terminated AAer 1%5
,

p

In 1990, the NRC initiated a review of terminated matenals licenses followmg commitments inade to |

Congress by Charman Carr. The first stage of the review has bem performed for the NRC by ORNL, undr ;

a nachamal amaiatanaa ayu. ORNL developed an expat system computer program to process !

information from docket files and make a relative evaluation of the likahhand and magnitude of site
Icontaininarian. This evaluation is an estimate based on the information in the fdes, which is oAen

moomplete. ORNL completed devcL,,. ra and testag of the computer code in 1991, and began to enter
information from the files for evaluation i

,

E

The first phase of the project involved the evaluation of approximately 17,000 licenses retued between 1%5
- and 1985. The evahmanian yielded a list of 322 bceses with inadequate h-*=% to preclude the
potential for residual contamination. ,

Beginning in 1992, NRC Regional Offices further investigated the licenses to determine whether there was i

indeed residual contamination at the sites. The regional investigations included reviews of the files; contacts .

with former licens a personnd current site owners, and State authorities; and, if warranted, site visits. The
regional investigatxu identified a number of contaminated sites.

Licenses retund before 1965 had previously been reviewed between 1977 and 1981, and were therefore not
included in the initial scope of work. However, the success of the evaluation oflicenses termmated between
1%5 and 1985 caused the staff to reevaluate its decision not to include licenses terminated earlier. s

The current review revealed contammation at a number of sites that had been cleared in the earlier review, and !

permitted a greater assurance of accuracy in the review. Entering the previously termmated licenses into the !

common database also yields a more complete database, facilitating comparison of sites on a uniform basis. -

i

The contractor has completed the review of the pre-l%5 termmations and has identified 300 additional
licenses without adequate %=wina to preclude the potential for site contamination, bringmg the total to
622. W regional investigations of these 622 licenses resulted in the discovery of 26 contara"~i sites,6 of
which have been placed on the SDMP list. The Regions have cleared 241 licenses, leaving 365 to be
resolved.

4.1.5 Guidance on the Conduct of Termmation Surveys

'

in early 1994, the staff reviewed comments received concermng Draft NUREG/CR-5849, " Manual for !
Cn~ising Radiologwal Surveys in Support of License Termination," and considered finalizing the NUREG. '

However, at that time, the RES had projects underway to develop technical support h-en that could be
used to demonstrate compliance with the proposed rule on Radiological Criteria for Decommissiomng. In -

addition, in cooperation with the NRC, DOE, and DOD, the EPA initiated an effort to develop a multi-agency
manual to provide guidance on investigating radiologically contaminated sites.

The staff decided to postpone finalizing NUREG/CR-5849, pendmg the conclusion of rulemakmg on
radio'ogical criteria and completion of the multi-agency manual. The staff envisions that the multi-agency
manual will incorporate the germane aspects of the final technical support documents, as well as providing

.
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a&litional duechan that can be used to supersede DraR NUREG/CR-5849 as the NRC guidance on

conductag terminarian surveys.
l

Supporting eachne=1 documents will be issued by the staffin August 1995, and di-r ad at the workshop on
ra&ological cais in September 1995. The draR muki-agency manual should be issued for public comment
in November 1995.

The NRC actions needed to develop the guidance on the conduct of ternunahan surveys, and estunated dates

for completion, are as follows:

e Issue draft multi agency ra&ological i

site investigabon manual
(lead: RES; support: DWM, IMNS, OGC, FCSS, Regions) Novcunber 1995

4.1.6 Previous IAsposals of Wastes Under 10 CFR 20.302 and 20.2002 ;

The staff originally planned to issue an Information Notice on recordkeeping and d+y = ssioning for
disposals under 10 CFR 20.302 and 20.2002. However, the staff determined that the Final Rule on i

" Timeliness in _N==issioning of Materials Facilities"(59 FR 36026, effective August 15,1994) applied
'

;

to previous burials if the former disposal site met the dermition of an inactive outdoor area.

The NRC Office of the General Counsel (OGC) confirmed the staff's position that inactive 10 CFR 20.302,
20.304, and 20.2002 disposal sites at facilities licensed under 10 CFR 30,40,70, and 72 are subject to the
reqmrements of the Timeliness rule. Because this interpretahon was considered a new NRC staff position,
the document will be changed from an Informahon Notice to a Genenc letter The staffis cuncntly makmg
the required changes to the h , and plans to issue the Genene letter in September 1995, i

:In addition, the original staff plans called for a Temporary Instruction to the NRC Regional Offices to
identify sites with onsite disposal areas. However, such an instruction is no longer necessary. h==e the :

Timeliness Rule now requires that licensees provide a decommissioning plan for the disposals, or propose an j

alternative dac==i=ioning schedule, within a specified time frame, the NRC will be able to identify the |
fonner onsite disposals. The need to identify former burials will be incorporated into the darnmmissioning

'

inspection procedures dien=3 in Sechon 4.1.8.

The NRC actions needed to develop guance for recordkeeping and dacammissioning for waste disposal |

areas, and estimated dates for completion, are as follows:

Issue fmal genenc lettere
(lead: DWM; support: IMNS, FCSS, Regions, OGC) September 1995

4.1.7 Review of Non-Power Reactor License Termmations

Based on a review of 59 docket files of terminated licenses for test and research reactors by the ORISE, the

NRC staff reached the followmg conclusions:;

Of the 59 sites,13 satisfy the present guidelines for unrestricted use.e
;

Of the 59 sites,16 sites may have contained residual ra&oactive contammation. These sites are*

currently licensed for other activities, and will be e-s- d==ianad as part of the tenmnation process-

of the subsuminglicenses'

i
:
!
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For the remaming 30 sites insufrzient informaten exists in the docket files to determine whether thee
,

cunent status of these sites would meet the criteria for unrestncted release..

;

; in comp =ckian with the NRR Non-Power Reactors and Decommissoning Project Duectorate (ONDD), the

; LLDP developed a strategy to address the remaining 30 sites. The staff's rmdmas follow:

Of the 30 sites,12 had a very low probability of e- 3aiag residual rad =ctivity in excess of cunente
,

1 criteria for unrestricted use. De stafT based its determinaam on the type of the reactors (esther
*

AGN or 1-77) employed at these sites, as well as favorable confrmatory inspecten results at the

[ time of heense terminaten The staficancludes that the boenses for these sites were acceptably
'

terminated
f

i e Eight sites are currently under anothcr lieman. Dese sites will be dana ==iamanad as part of the

i termination process of the subsuming I-== ne stafTconcludes that the licenses for these sites

j were acceptably termia *~i

For one site, the State of California Dwi. a of Health Servius oversaw the decommianiamng! *

i process Based on the results of the State's calenlan== and surveys, the staff concludes that the
license for this site was =~~pAly termmated.

I e Three sites required that the NRC perform limited confirmatory surveys. Based on the results of
,

these surveys, the staficoncludes that the lic=== for these sites were acceptably tu.. M.'

|

e For two sites, sufficient information was available for the staff to determine that the lice ==ea for'

these sites were acceptably termmated

e For three sites, the stafTconcluded that addisianal surveys are required before a determmation can be
made conccrning the acceptability of the license termmations.

_ For one site, the staffis still gathenng and evaluating available informaten before deciding ife
'

additional site surveys are necessary.

The NRC actions needed to address the remauung four sites and the estunated date for completion are as
follows:

o Peiform follow up surveys and
coiiect additionalinformation
(lead: DWM; support: ONDD) December 1995

4.1.8 Dcvd-y=2 of Procedures To Ensure That Future License Tenmnatens Meet NRC Requaements

A draft Manual Chapter entitled "D-missioning fa=aareian Program For Fuel Cycle Facilities and
Materials I i~am" was circulated for comment within the NRC. The Manual Chapter has since been
rmalized, and is being issued through the NRR ia=aartina manual coordmator The Manual Chapter serves
the followmg purposes

Provide the general policy for the iamaartina program for fuel cycle and materials licenseese
undergomg dammmissioning.

Provide guidance for planning and conducting inspections of fuel cycle and materials licensees*

undergoing daen-missioning.
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i
;

i e Promote canaiatant inspection of facilities undergoing 2- c " ';-

;

i in addition, separate decommissioeng inspecten procedurm will be developed for fuel cycle facilities and
materials fanheias by June 1996.

The NRC areiana needed to develop procedures to ensure that future license tenninahans meet NRC-

requiranents, and the estunated dates for completion are as follows:

i e issue Final Manual Chapter
(lead: DWM; support: IMNS, FCSS, NRR, Regions) August 1995

e issue draA inspection procedures for fuel cycle and
,

! matenals facilities (lead: DWM; support: IMNS, FCSS,
Regions) June 1996'

4.1.9 Review and Modirmahon, if Needed, of License Terminston Procedures
t

i The d-+== dssioning rulemaking completed in June 1988 (53 FR 24018) modified the license terminatian
procedures used by licensees and the NRC staff. The staff had planned to develop a Regulatory Gude to

! reflect the 1988 2+v a ainsioning rule, and RES had the lead for this project. However, this task was not
initiated because of competing priorities, primarily the RES cfTort to develop a rule concermng radiologpcal4

criteria for 2+:-=u dssioning.
,

! As described in Section 2.2.1, the NMSS recently initiated the development of a Manual Chapter on

j d+:-=- aissioning that will clarify the stafr procedures for license termmaton. This Manual Chapter will
include procedures for the NRC stafT to use in assessing compliance with the Timeliness rule (Secuan 4.3.2),'

! the Recordkeeping rule (Section 4.3.3), and the 1988 Demmissioning rule. Although this gmdance is
intended for use by the NRC staff, it will also be made available to licensees in addition, a draft Regulatory;

Guide will be issued concurrently with the final rule on radiological criteria for 2+=-a.nissiomng. These

! documents supersede the proposed !bgulatory Guide on the 1988 Denmmissioning rule.

!
| This issue is considered closed, and no further action is required.
i

| 4.1.10 Consideration of a " Reopener" Rulemakmg To Require Additional
! Decontammation
!

! With the submittal of SECY-89 369 on C-:+=--*+: 8,1989, the staffinformed the Commission ofits
intention to develop procedures to notify licensees that termmated licenses may be recalled if fmal NRC or

i EPA residual contanunation standards indicate the need for further remediation. In an SRM dated
i January 31,1990, the Comnussion requested that the NRC stafrexpedite the residual contamination

rulemaking. As part of that rulemaking, the Commission requested that the NRC staff p vide a general

; nouce to licensees that additional remediation may be necessary to comply with future h/A standards in
addition, the Comnussion directed the stafrnot to develop specific procedures providing such nouce to'

licensees As a result, no rulemaking is contemplated to reopen ternunated licenses as a result of more"

stringent EPA standards

in a related SRM issued on February 28,1992, the Commission stated its position regarding the need to
recall terminated licenses if future NRC standards are more restrictive than criteria currently used by the

NRC. Specifically, the Commission stated that if a bcensee or responsible entity remediates a site under an
NRC-approved d~=nnissioning plan that meets the criteria at the time the plan is approved, the NRC will
not inopen the case as a result of any changes in NRC criteria or standards This position on finality of,

d+:< =-ds.ioning is reflected in the SDMP Action Plan and the proposed rule on radiological criteria for.
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i

t In addition, the staffis Caig cooperatively with the EPA to ensure consistacy with"'=-

EPA standards,

1his issue is closed, and no father action is required.'

i 4.2 Pa*=='i=1 lasues
,

The NRC staffis currently evaluating the following policy issues for wluch resolution could *=haare the
;
'

NRC's performance and progress in regulating the darammissinning of nucicar mataisis facilities:
;

,

I allowing for concetration averaging 1e
1

delaymg certain f-y--u d==ioning actions; e
d

using more realistic exposse scenarios and assumptionsj e

coordinnimg regulatory review and public information with other agenciese
i

drawing genenc conclusions from site-specific EISse
t

establishmg convenient institutional control arrangements for sites that will be released with land usee
restnctions

This section describes these issues and the related staff evaluations presently underway. ;

.

4.2.1 C% Averaging

The NRC staffis assessing the technical and policy iraplications of allowing various types of concentration
averaging associated with reviews of proposed kn==issioning actions Averaging could be implemented at
decomnussioning sites in at least three different wafr

(1) Average measured conce itrations of radioactive materials in soil over a finite area to develop an
" average" concentration for use in dose or risk assessments.

,

(2) Allow credit for unavoidable dilution that occurs during excavation and placement of both
co-*:-d~i and uncontamia s~i soils during remediation, or results from the treatment of the
waste.

(3) Intentionally blend enat ia=*~i and uncon'=ia=*~i soils to reduce the average concentration of
radioactive material, as well as potential individual doses associated with exposure to the diluted soil. !

Cunent NRC requirements do not specifically address or prohibit averaging of soil concentrations in
evaluatmg the adequacy of '=c-< dssioning actions. Other NRC requirements implicitly allow dilution or
averaging of radionuclide concentrations For example, liquid effluent limits in 10 CFR Part 20 consider the
effect of dilution in evaluating the associated projected doses. In addition, the waste concentration limits in
10 CFR Part 61 allow dilution in calculations that relate concentrations to potential doses to inadvertent
intruders. The EPA has taken a similar approach in promulgating waste and effluent limitations for both
radiological and non-radiological contammants.

The staff allows credit for averaging soil concentrations where the staff determines that a proposed approach
results in residual radioactivity levels that are as now as reasonably acluevable (ALARA) and controls are in
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J

place to prevent higher concentrations of rad onctive matenal The stafThas deternuned that this approach is
consistent with the Action Plan to Enswe Timely Decommissioning of SDMP Sites. This approach is
particularly attractive for long-lived contammaban (e.g., thorium and wanium), recognizing the uncertainues
==aaciatad with the long-term performance of engineered barriers intaded to enatain the waste, and the value i

!
: of diluting the soil concentrations to answe that indivulual doses remam suitably low.

Nonetheless, stafTpracuce and policy have generally disallawed credit for averagmg soil concentrations in;

; evaluating potatial exposures to humans from residual radia=ctive matenal associated with '

4- '+ t or waste disposal. For example, in the now defunct policy statement on "Below Regulatory
i

Concern," the NRC committed that it would not allow licensees to intentionally dilute waste enanantrabons
1

solely to meet exasnpuon criteria. ,

.

| This approach results in iced costs and delays in dwiioning. Without taking credit for some ,

!

avaaging, soil concentrations at existing SDMP sites exceed established NRC criteria for um A,tedL

i release, especially for uranium and thorium. In these situatinaa, licensees are required either to excavate and
dispose of the contammated material at existing offsite disposal facilities, or to sock an & ,-h or explicit
authorization from the NRC to dispose of the contaminated soil onsite. hennae of the relatively large

;
volumes of contaminated soil and disposal costs ranging from $10 to $300/IP or more, SDMP site ownersi
would have to spend millions of dollars to excavate, transport, and dispose of contaminated soils ofTsite.

j Requer:s for --matinaa or authorization for onsite disposal are also costly and time consuming. The NRC

.
has typically considered such requests through the development of an EIS, and has coordmated their review

I with other Federal, State, and local authorities. A typical EIS may cost on the order of $1 million in NRC
; fees alone, and may require 2 years to complete.
e

!
The LLDP stafTis prepanng a preliminary analysis of the policy and technical implicauons of adoptog an
approach that would allow more credit for averaging soil concentrations. The stafiexamined a variety of
subissues associated with averaging, such as potential individual and population doses, cost-effectiveness of

,

',

; the various alternatives, risk-risk trade-offs between averaging and offsite disposal, legal and regulatory

|
prac~iaana for averaging, and long-term uncertamties of human exposure. The prelimmary analysis will also ;

;
supplement the !=4mical bases for adoptmg more realistic exposure scenari.,. and assumphons (see secuoni

4.2.3), as well as the rul-making on radiological criteria for h+i-iissioning. Following internal |
|

management review of the prelimmary analysis, the staff will evaluate a specific site as a case-study of the |
!
j implications of an averaging policy for dacammissioning.

!

|- 4.2.2 Lhen=missioning Timeliness

i

in July 1994, the NRC completed a rnla== king that established scheduling requirements for notificahon,
initiation, and completion of daenmmissioning actions at materials facilities (the Timeliness rule). These
requuements became effective on August 15,1994.

;

Immediately before the requirements were promulgated, the Barnwell low-level waste (LLW) disposal facility
:

in Bame, ell, South Carolina, closed to waste generators outside the Southeast Compact. However, although

| legi',iative and regulatory actions are in a state of flux, the Bamwell LLW disposal facility began acceptag
LLW from throughout the United States (except North Carolina) on July 1,1995.

|
The stafT will continue to monitor the status of the Bamwell site, and other LLW disposal sites (Hanford and
Envirocare), as well as the efTect of disposal site access on decommissioning timeliness. If site acass is |

iagain severely limited, licensees and other responsible parues may not have a suitable disposal facility to send'

dacammissioning waste. In some cases, daen==inaioning may have a minimal benefit if the wastes generated
will have to be stored for an indefinite penod pendmg disposal site access. In other cases, substantial delay |

j of dannmminaianing may result in ire M public exposwe, environmental contaminatina, loss of control of
radiametive materials, liabilities for remediation costs, and public burden for h- ;issiomng. The staff will

i

, ;
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l

consider such factors when reviewing requests for ahernative danammissioning achadalas under the >

Timah- rule.,

,

j 4.2.3 Realistic Exposure haa==aat |
'

.

Licensees ad other intesessed parties have oAen pointed out that the level of protection accomphshed in the
,

; f+= * '' ; program is a f=wma of the criteria, as well as the dose modehng and survey prneanale used-

i to impia-aat the antena The NRC spent more than a decade developing the smeemag =mehad for :
i converung surfaes contaminatum, levels and soil naanaatrations into projected doses. He awhad was

| dac==anaad in NUREG/CR 5512 and circulated widely in support of the proposed rulemaking on
j radiologicalcnteria for(= '- '=N ne NRC staff has since implementad a standard set ofexposure !

|
scenanos for residual rad =ctivity in Policy and Gmdance Directive 8-08, dated May 1994. [

4

At the NRC workshop on site characterivatina for (+:-- '; and in con =nents on the proposed rule,J '"

j numerous can=nemiars raised concerns about the unreahsuc nature of the ::-- ;-M used in estimating
i doses from residual radioactivity. Specifically, commentors imhcated that modehng tends to overestimate

potential doses by making x =;eiaaa that can increase doses by an order of magnitude or more.r ,

<

'
j | Similar cancerns surfaced in comparing NRC and EPA approaches to risk assessment as part of the

''
interagency project on rish harmomzation (See the draA White Paper on Risk Harmonization, dated

| January 1995.) For example, the NRC typically assumes that an individual is continuously exposed to i

j residual radmetivity throughout a 70-year lifetime. In contrast, the EPA typically assumes 30 years of
; exposure in assessing potential human risks to onsite residents in the Superfund program. In addition, the
i NRC routmely assumes that engmeered barners, such as earthen covers, will not be effective in limiting or
| preventing human < posure over long penods (e.g., greater than 500 years). Consequently, the NRC staff
'

estimates potentir human doses by assummg that an onsite resident farmer will intrude into the waste and be
!

; exposed to residul rad =ctivity through a wide variety of exposure pathways. In contrast, in the hazardous
i waste program under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the EPA typically assumes that ;

institutional controls (e.g., deed restrictions) will remam effective in indefinitely preventing human exposure -

to hazards wastes. Further, industry igie~.;atives have requested that the staff consider the probability of |
t

; human intrusion and failure ofinstitutional controls and engmeered barriers in evaluating potenhal exposure '

| to humans.

!

The staff has iruriatad a review of the potential conservatisms that have been included in the NRC's standard
'

exposure scenanos and doec modeling used to implement radiological criteria for d+:= d==i- ' ; This
! review supports the evaluauon of public comments ase,.i..g the proposed rulemaking on radiological '

! criteria for danan=nissionmg, dose modeling at individual sites, and risk harmomzauon with EPA and other
agencies ne review will include consideration of the likelihood and significance of standard exposure ,

! assumphons that comprise the resident fanner scenano
!

: Prel=minary results of the review should be completed by the cod of June 1995. To promote a nanaistent and
coherent approach to radiological risk assessment, significant conclusions based on the review will be,

| coordmated with other Federal agencies through the lui-wy Steenng Committee on Radiation Standards. :
:

: 4.2.4 Coorrhane= with States and Other Agencies

i P+= '- '- ' ; projects at NRC-licensed sites oAen fall under thejuriadu r= of several Federal, State,
j and local antities For example, the presence of hazardous or solid waste onsite could subject the

f-:= '- ' ^; acuan to regulation by the NRC, the EPA, and a State envuonmental agency in some
cases, t+ -- - ' ': ';is aheady progressing at the sites unds separate ent-u....z.;al programs, apart from

-

*,

; the requirements of the Atomic Energy Act. In other cases, decommissiomng regio... .s are
/
|

! *
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|

|

r

(. complementary. Coordmaton of the regulatory reviews promotes adoption of consistent solutens and 1

| reduces the regulatory burden
i

| In SECY 95-056, the C-- '-4= approved deferral to regalatory oversight of two such overlapping
reme&al acticas ew=wlacsad by the EPA under the Comprehensive Enviror-mani Response C ; -* ;

| and Liability Act. Specifically, the two projects were renwAmav=i of the DuPont site in Newport, Delaware, !

and the West lake ImiAll near Bridgeton, Missouri in both cases, the staffproposed to defer to the
existing r-adial programs conducted by the EPA based on the staffs finding that those programs will

7

; adequately pmtect the public frum rad ==*ive wastes at the sites. Other cases, such as the Pesses site in
j Pulaski, Pennsylvania, will also be considered for deferral.
.

: 1he NRC has begun negotiating a mennorandum of undentandmg (MOU) with the Pennsylvania Department
I of Environmental Resources The objective of the MOU is to promote a coordmated and consistent

! soveranental response and oversight of proposed reme&al actions at the site and other sites in the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. The staffs dcv#- ==e of the MOU is described in SECY 95-108. Based |

'

on the Commission's review of the proposed MOU, the stafTplans to develop similar MOUs and agr=neara !

; with other State and Federal agencies to foster a coordmated govcrnmental response For example, a similar I

a iw.a4 may be twee==ary for coordination of dacammissioning actions at sites in Ohio.j. s

These coordmation activities include ofTorts to inform and involve the public in the d+x = dssioning process.

The objective of these cfTorts is to provide early and meamngful opportunities for public involvement in the;

d+wdssioning process This approach has been promoted generically in the proposed rulemaking on'

radiological criteria for dacnavnissioning in addition, the staff has initiated public information =aaniage at.

j the Parks Township SLDA and the Sequoyah Fuels Corporation facility. Stakeholder wrwaatives are
routinely invited to participate in rourw%ble discussions and information exchanges on the status and issuesi

: associated with the dacammissioning project. These initiatives are consistent with the staffs draft public

| responsiveness plan defined in NUREG/BR-199. Other public information meetmgs and involvement efforts
will be implamaasad on a site specific basis, within available resources, to address specific needs that exist in2

afTected communities.

4.2.5 Genenc Conclusions on Disposal of Uranium and Thorium Waste

in the proposed rulemaking on radelogical criteria for darnaunissioning, the Commission identified tens of
,

i sites that will not be able to satisfy the proposed criteria. These sites are similar to near surface disposal

! facilities for raeonctive waste. The staff has begun developing site-specific EISs to consider onsite disposal

of uranium and thorium wastes at five such sites:
i

! (1) Shieldalloy-Cambridge !

(2) Stueldalloy-Newfield

(3) Parks Township SLDA

: (4) JefTerson Proving Ground

j (5) Sequoyah Fuels

Several additional SDMP sites are candui=8a= sbr other EISs. These include Molycorp-Washington,
.'

Whittaker,3M, Wyman-Gordon, Lake City Army Arsennai, and Fansteel. However, the staff has not begun

; developing EISs for these sites because of resource limitations or the current status of darna=nissioniny
! actions at the sites.

The EISs specifically evaluate whether onsite disposal of existmg rasoective wastes at the sites is feasible
and r4. 4, with some appropriate land use restrictions to prevent or inhibit human intrusion into theF

waste. Although the site and waste characteristics vary for each site, the alternatives under consideraten are
4

4
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substantially similar among the EISs (i.e., onsite disposal, ofTsite disposal, combination of onsite/ofTsite
; disposal, and no action).
.
'

AAer completing its review and evaluation of comments on the draft EISs for three of the five sites, the NRC
'

plans to assess in mid-1996 whether any genenc conclusions can be drawn based on the site-specific EISs
and supportmg generic calculations if generic concinaiana can be supported, the stafTwill consider
developmg a generic EIS regarding onsite waste disposal, in lieu of the more costly and time-consuming
preparation of tens of site-specific EISs. The genenc EIS could support either site-speciGc liccasing actionsi

'

authorizing onsite disposal or some other alternatives, or a rulemakmg on disposal of residual radmar*ivity-

using onsite disposal
;

4.2.6 lastituhonal Controls
1

; The proposed rulemaking on radiological criteria for decommissioning allows for restncted termmenian of
NRC licenses in accordance with specified criteria. In addition, as d-==ed in Secuan 4.2.5, institutional'

-

'
controls may be needed for some decomnussioning projects that involve the stabilization oflarge volumes of
low-activity, bulk radioactive waste onsite. However, the form and .wd.er.ier.is for implana=*iag the;

instituuonal controls have not yet been established. In the absence of general approaches, licensees would
have to develop and defend specific proposals for applying such institutional controls to ensure protection of

i - the public and environment.
;

.

'

However, under section 151(b) of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, the DOE has already been authorized to take
possession of waste disposal sites provided that the following criteria are met: 1

e The NRC certifies that the disposal action satisfies applicable requirmnents

e The licensee sets aside sufTicient funds to ensure that long-term custody would be at no cost to the
Federal government

The NRC deternunes that such controls are necessary or desirable to protect the public.e

A similar provision in section 151(c) was used as the vehicle to transfer custody of the AMAX site near
Parkersburg, West Virginia, from AMAX to DOE. '

If DOE is supportive and has available resources, and if the legislative history supports the use of 151(b) in
this manner, the section 151(b) option would constitute a ready-made mechanism to provide for long-terra
instituuonal control of the waste disposal sites. Use of this option v'ould climinate the need for licensees and
responsible parties to develop and negotiate specific institutional controls for disposal sites. This approach
could reduce the regulatory burden and simplify ihe demonstration that would otherwise be required to show
that the proposed control mechanism will be durable and elTective in protecting the public.

In August 1995, the NRC staffintends to initiate discussions with the DOE to inquire whether, and under
what terms, the DOE would be amenable to using the provision in secuon 151(b) to transfer custody of
disposal sites and accomplish long-term control and surveillance of the sites. If the DOE is amenable, the
NRC could develop a standard procedure for transferring the sites. In addition, the NRC could then provide
guidance to ha- and sesponsible parties about the use of the mechanism, and implement the provision in
conjunction with the final rulemaking on radiological criteria for d+=Hssiomng If one or more barners to
the use of this provision exist, the NRC could draft and submit similar legislation for Congressional
consideration. In this latter case, the negotiations with DOE would prove instructive regardmg the types of
issues that are likely to arise dunng legislative consideration of the proposal

i

:
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AAR MANUFAC'IURING, INC. (BROOKS & PERKINS CORPORATION)

i Site Identafication
d

| Advanced Stmetures Division ,
AAR Manufacturing, Inc.

' 12633 Inkster Road
| Livonia, MI 48150
,

License No.: D-547 (Terminated)c
STB-0362 (Terminated)

Docket No.: 04000235 (Tens.ated)
License Status: Terminated by the AEC May 17,1971 ,

!
. Project Manager: T. Johnson, DWM -

Site and Operations

j AEC License No. D-547 was issued on January 17,1957, to Brooks & Perkins Corporation, ,

|and then superseded by license No. STB-0362 on August 10,1%1. 'Ihis license authorized;
!the use and possession of up to 15,000 pounds of thorium as contamed in 40 percent thorium

master alloy and thoriuru magnesium alloy containing not more than 3-percent thorium. The |.

: license authorized two locations of use-
'

'

,

1950 West Fort Street, Detroit, Michigan
I

1*
,

'

12633 Inkster Road, Livonia, Michigan=-

This site description covers only activities at the Livonia facility. Activities at the Detroit
j facility, now separately owned, are covered by the site description for Frome Investment.
.

Licensed activities included rolling, melting, casting, forming, cutting, sanding, and weldingi

manufactured products containing licensed source material. The licensee requested terminationi

of the license in a letter dated February 5,1971, and provided a radiation survey of the
Livonia and Detroit facilities conducted by their consultant. The AEC terminated the license
in May 1971, based upon the consultant's report.,

AAR Corporation purchased the former Brooks & Perkins Corporation in 1981. Cunently,
,

AAR uses the Livonia site to manufacture specialty items for the aircraft industry. ;

; Radioactive Wastes
'

Oak Ridge National Laboratories (ORNL), an NRC contractor, reviewed the terminated license
file. During the review, ORNL noted that, because of the type and quantity of licensed
materials, a building at the site may have been left with contamination, and the former licensee4

may have buried its waste materials.

: On Febmary 23,1994, NRC Region III conducted radiation surveys in and around the former
manufacturing, proce sing, and storage areas in the building. The inspector's survey of the
building and adjacent property identified three areas where radiation levels were above natural
background. An open area located next to the parking lot (a former drainage ditch) showed
elevated radiation levels of 112 nC/(kgehr) (450 R/hr) on contact, and a floor drain inside the
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building showed 17-50 nC/(kg hr) (70-200 pR/hr). One area on the floor, inside the newer
portion of the building, showed 30 nC/(kgehr) (120 pR/hr) on contact with the concrete floor,
and 10-12.5 nC/(kgehr) (40-50 R/hr) at 3 feet above the ground surface. In this last area, it
also appeared that material contaminated with thorium may have been covemd with concrete
during construction of the newer portion of the building.

De inspector collected samples of contaminated material from the floor drain and drainage
ditch for further analysis in the Region III laboratory. Analysis of the drain sample identified
the radioactive material as thorium, with a concentration of 20.8 Bq/g (580 pCi/g), which
exceeds the NRC release criterion of 0.37 Bq/g (10 pCi/g), The drainage ditch soil sample
showed 11.3 Bq/gm (316 pCi/gm). The inspector also took several random smear tests for
removable activity within the building; these tests did not show removable contamination
above the detection limit.

Description of Radiological Hazard

ne principal hazards associated with thorium contamination in the soil and floor Jrains
involve direct exposun:, inhalation, ingestion, and intrusion into the outside drainase ditch and
floor drain. Access to the site is controlled, and the contamination poses no im aediate threat
to the public health and safety. The outside contaminated area (drainage ditch) is fenced off.

Financial Assurance / Viable Responsible Organization

There is no financial assurance in place to cover the costs of decontamination and
decommissioning. No financial assurance is required by regulation since the license for this
site has been terminated. AAR Manufacturing, Inc. has assumed responsibility for the.

decontamination costs.

Status of Decommissioning Activities

'
AAR Manufacturing, Inc. has retained a consultant who submitted a characterization plan in
July 1994. The NRC returned comments on that plan to AAR in January 1995. The NRC has'

! received and is currently reviewing responses to the NRC comments.
:

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Timing,

FRC approves site characterization plan August 1995

Problems / Issues,

The State of Michigan is not a member of a Low-Level Waste Compact, and currently lacks,

access to waste disponi facilities other than Envirocare. Therefore, options for the final
disposition of the raoiological wastes generated during the remediation of the Livonia site is
uncertain at present.

,
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ADVANCED MEDICAL SYSTEMS, INC. !

;

- Site Identification ' .|

: Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. (AMS) >

Cleveland, OH |
,

i'

4

'

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

License Status: Active
Project Manager:. J. Madera/M. Weber, Region III

DWM. Monitor: L.dykoski

- Status of Decommissioning Activities
1

- AMS plans to continue certain limited operations, and has no current plans to decommission-

the entire facility. The site will remain on the SDMP list until an acceptable decomn issioning i

funding plan (DFP) is submitted and approved. In an attempt to lower the required amount of
financial assurance, AMS is in the process of reducing its facility source term by transferring
sources to authorized recipients.

In late 1994, the Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District (NEORSD) inserted a plug into the
combined stormwater and sanitary lateral sewer line that connected the AMS facility with the
NEORSD interceptor sawer line. The plug isolated the AMS facility from the NEORSD
sewerage treatment system, and rendered the facility's underdrain system non-functional. Since |

,

that time, the facility has experienced water flooding problems. 'Ihe NRC issued a license !
'

amendment, authorizing AMS to treat contaminated water in the facility basement and sewer
lines, and to remediate the sewer system. Nearly 100,000 gallons of water from the sewerg

~

manhole and facility basement were treated until the basement was clear of water in late June
1995.

|

The NRC is working with AMS during its license renewal to ensure that the licensee submits
an acceptable DFP and financial instrument. Final action on the AMS license renewal request

,

will not take place until DFP issues are resolved. The license renewal application will also !'

~ include issues concerning the waste holdup tank room, which is currently sealed because of
. radiation levels that are estimated to exceed 7.5 Sv/ hour (750 rem / hour) near one of the room's
two holdup tanks. An AMS license renewal (Subpart L) hearing has been granted to the<

NEORSD and the City of Cleveland.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule.

AMS submits revised Decommissioning Cost Estimate*

and Financial Instrument September 1996-

i: . NRC completes license renewal September 1996*

AMS reduces inventory and decontaminates*

facility TBD.
-
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!
!
,

Problems / Issues

A lawsuit brought by the NEORSD may affect the ability of AMS to fund decommissioning.
NEORSD contends that AMS is responsible for the Co40 contanunation at its Easterly and

'

Southerly waste water treatment plants.

.

h

i

1

i

i

r

NUREG-1444, Supplement 1 4 Appendix A



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

5

ALUMINUM COMPANY OF AMERICA
:

| Site Identification
4

Aluminum Company of Amenca (ALCOA)
Cleveland, OE

-

i License No.: AEC License No. C-5023
Docket No.: 040-00501

,

License Status: Expired February 28,1961
Project Manager: T. Johnson, DWM

Status of Momm6ianina Activities

ALCOA submitted a final survey report for Building 65 in July 1993. Following a
q confirmatory survey by ORISE, Building 65 was released for unrestricted use in December

| 1993. In March 1994,32 boxes of low specific activity (LSA) waste, generated during - A ,

'

remediation, were shipped from the site to Envirocare of Utah. He NRC is deferring release4

of the outdoor areas around the permanent mold area, pending completion of a confirmatory
survey to be performed by the NRC in August 1995.

4
! A second issue at the site, which has since been resolved, involved the question of whether -

thorium had been disposed in the landfill at the Cleveland Works facility. The NRC staffi

considered previous ALCOA analyses insufficient to support the conclusion that thorium-
contaminated wastes are not present in the landfill. The NRC therefore requested an affidavit

,

i frorn an ALCOA corporate officer certifying that ALCOA has no records that indicate any
prior placement of radioactive materials in the onsite landfill. The NRC received this affidavit
in March 1994. Funthermore, data collected onsite by ORISE m November 1991, and

,

additional onsite groundwater data collection and analysis during August 1994, showed no
,

evidence of radioactivity reaching the envimnment.|

| In consideration of the affidavit by ALCOA, and in the absence of detectable radioactivity, the
NRC concluded that there is no evidence that licensable material was disposed of in the,

: landfill. By letter to ALCOA on February 15,1995, the NRC released the landfill for
; unrestricted use, unless contamination is subsequently found.that indicates a significant threat

to public health and safety.g
I

! NRC/ Licensee Actions and Timing i
#

i

NRC performs confirmatory survey !-*

around permanent mold area August 1995 |+

Depending on outcome of the confirmatory survey,*,
,

!'

NRC releases the site from the SDMP Fall 1995
.

Problems / Issues |

Although the NRC has released the landfill for unrestricted use on the basis of evidence
!considered sufficient, the NRC has proposed to collect additional confirmatory data when an

expected opportunity becomes available during 1996. ALCOA plans closure of the landfill by
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the Spring of 1996, followed by re-grading, construction of 10 passive gas relief wells, and
capping. Construction of the gas relief wells will provide the opportunity to sample soil at
multiple locations and multiple depths throughout the landfill.

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) is currently reviewing closure plans, and
closure will begin upon receipt of OEPA's approval. Results of radiological sampling at that
time are expected to confirm the absence in the landfill of thorium above background levels.

-

NUREG-1444, Supplement 1' 6 Appendix A

_ .. _ _ - _ . -___ .___



s

|
l

,

/_
:

AMAX

Site Idettification

AMAX, Inc.
Washington Bottom Wood County, WV ,

!

License No.: SNM-1418
Docket No.: 040-08820

; License Status: Active

1 Project Manager: L. Bykoski, DWM

Status of Decommissioning Activities

' Contaminated soil. generated as a byr "luct of zirconium om processing, has been stabilized
in an ent"" cred disposal cell since December 1982. AMAX conducted most of the work that
produced oatamination.

On April 14,1994, AMAX transfermd this site to the DOE, pursuant to the provisions of |
1

.

Title 1, Subtitle D, Section 151 (c), of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982. On April 25,
1994, the NRC staff informed the Commission of its decision to terminate the AMAX license.
On June 7,1994, the NRC terminated the AMAX license, and removed the site from
the SDMP.

1

NRC/ Licensee Aptions and Timme j

No additional action is required; the NRC removed the AMAX site from the SDMP list on
June 7,1994.

Problem
e

i None

l
:

: |

.

1

|
J

;
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY /CURTIS BAY ,

Site Identification
:

Anne Arundel County /Curtis Bay [
Baltimore, MD |

License No.: S'IC-133 !

Docket No.: 040-00341 !

License Status: Termmated
Project Manager: D. Orlando, DWM .

Status of Decommissioning Activities ;

In October 1993, the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) submitted a Remediation Plan for
approval by the NRC and the Maryland Department of the Environment (MdDE). In May
1994, after several revisions of the plan, the NRC staff held a public meeting to discuss the
plan and remediation project with interested individusds. In June 1994, the NRC staff ,

approved DLA's proposed Remediation Plan, with conditions. 'Ihe DLA began remediation !
activities in early July 1994. |

In September 1994, the DLA submitted a draft Final Status Survey for one of the former {
warehouses at the site. The NRC staff's review raised numerous issues about the quality of
data in the draft report. 'Ihe report was revised several times before being approved by the
NRC staff in January 1995.

In October 1994, the DLA submitted a groundwater assessment workplan for review and ,

approval by the NRC and MdDE. In January 1995, after several discussions with the DLA ;

and its contractor, and revisions to the workplan, the NRC staff approved the DLA's proposed i

groundwater assessment workplan, with conditions. Groundwater assessment activities began
in January 1995.

Also in October 1994, at the request of Anne Arundel County, NRC and MdDE staff ,

performed a survey of the former DLA propeny adjacent to the SDMP site to determine r

whether this portion of the former DLA facility was suitable for unrestricted use. In December !

1994, NRC staff informed Anne Arundel County that the property adjacent to the SDMP site '

was suitable for unrestricted use.
i

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

DLA completes site remediation August 1995=

NRC performs a confirmatory survey September 1995*
3

,

'. [

]|
NRC releases the site for unrestricted use November 1995 |

*

!

: .

I

I
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1

Problems / Issues
t

Plans and reports submitted to the NRC staff have required extensive review and revision. In addition,

l problems coordmating and performing non-radiological demolition and remediation activities at the site
have added to the delay in completing the decommissioning in accordance with the original schedule.

Appendix A 9 NUREG-1444, Supplement 1

,
.

.

.
.

.



l

1

l

ARMY (DEPARTMENT OF THE), ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND j

Site Identification

1

Department of the Army j

Combat Systems Test Activity
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD ;

,

ket No : 040- 7 54
License Status: Active
Project Manager: A. Dimitriadis, Region I
DWM Monitor: R. Abu-Eid

'

Status of Decommissioning Activities

Site remediation is not planned at this time. The NRC's objective continues to be to determine i

if the environmental impact of continued firing of depleted uranium (DU) at this location is
acceptable. The licensee is conducting environmental monitoring and risk assessment to make ,

this determination, t

:

Implementation of an environmental monitoring plan is a requirement of the renewed license.
On April 18,1994, Region I completed its review of the environmental monitoring plan, and
requested additional information concerning the plan and groundwater flow at the site. ;

The NRC received a partial response on June 20,1994. On Febmary 15,1995, the NRC met
with the Army to discuss the effects or DU on the environment at facilities throughout the
United States, including Aberdeen Proving Ground. The Army's "Long-Term Fate Study of
Depleted Uranium," including an environmental pathway analysis for Aberdeen Proving
Ground, was to have been submitted to the NRC by December 1994. Because of unavoidable
~ delays, the NRC expects to receive the study in July 1995.

;

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule i

!

Licensee submits Long-Term Fate Study i*

of Depleted Uranium July 1995 -

NRC completes review of sampling and*

environmental data September 190

Determine if termination of use and*

remediation are necessary December 1995 :

Problems / issues
!

None !

i
t

!
1

|
|
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ARMY (DEPARD4ENT OF THE), JEFFERSON PROVING GROUNDe

Site Identification

Department of the Army-
Jefferson Proving Ground
Madison, IN

License No.: SUB-1435
Docket No.: 040-008838
License Status: Active
Project Manager: R. Abu-Eid

Site and Operations

The U.S. Army Jefferson Proving Ground (JPG) was a production testing facility from 1941 to
- 1994. JPG was used to perform production and post-production tests of conventional
ammunition components and other ordnance items.

In addition, from 1983 through 1994, the Army used the site to test munitions containing
depleted uranium (DU), in accordance with NRC License No. SUB-1435. The Army fired DU
rounds in the same area where conventional ammunition testing was conducted. Therefore, the
DU contamination is mixed with unexploded ordnance (UXO) at the firing range.

The Army ceased all DU and conventional ammunition test activities on September 30,1994,
and is currently transferring test activities to Yuma Proving Ground (YPG) near Yuma,
Arizona. Moreover, the Army is currently closing JPG, in accordance with the Defense
Authorization Amendments and Base Realignment and Closure Act of 1988 (Public Law
100-526). The Army is required to close JPG no later than September 30,1995.

JPG is located in southeastern Indiana, approximately 8 miles north of the Indiana-Kentucky
border. It comprises 55,264 acres located in Jefferson, Jennings, and Ripley Counties. The

l terrain at JPG is rolling, and has both wooded and grassy areas. The site contains historic
locations and structures, game animals, and endangered plants and animals.

A portion of the JPG site (approximately 6 square miles) was used to test DU munitions, in
accordance with the NRC license. The Army received, stored, and fired DU munitions at the
site for more than 10 years. Approximately 100,000 kg (220,000 lb) of DU projectiles were
fired from three gun positions designated J,500 center, and K5. The majority of DU
penetrators 89,000 kg (195,000 lb) were fired from the 500 center position. He Army was
able to recover 30,000 kg (75,000 lb) of the fired DU penetrators. DU penetrators (unfired
and recovered) were stored in buildings and facilities at the site located soutn of the JPG nring
line.

JPG has been divided into two parts, separated by the firing line located approximately at the
imaginary line connecting Gate 19 (west) with Gate 1 A (east):

The area located north of the firing line is the DU impact area (Delta Impact Area). It*

constitutes approximately 3,000 acres located in the south-central portion of JPG. It
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*

'

;

!

- represents'the area where DU penetrators, or fragments, eventually stopped after being

i. . fired from one of the above three positions :
i

De area located south'of the JPG firing line contains three affected buildings that have! .

j been used to receive or store recovered (fired) DU penetrators before shipment for j

disposal or recycling. - These affected buildings were contaminated by the fragmented |
'

recovered DU rounds. The area south of the JPG firing line also contains 14 unaffected t

buildings that were used to receive, stcre, and handle fresh (unfired) DU rounds before i

: . testing at the site. Dese buildings were generally kept uncontaminated. 'Ihe Army did |
not manufacture or perform any modification (e.g., machining) of the DU rounds at the |;

site. !

! !

!. The U.S. Army rernediated the area south of JPG firing line, in accordance with NRC i

i decommissioning criteria for unrestricted use. De NRC then performed a confirmatory survey ,

i of that area in June 1995, and is currently evaluating the resuhs. For the area north of the i

i firing line, the Army requested an exemption under 10 CFR 40.14 to release the area for
i restricted use as a wildlife refuge. The NRC is currently considering the Army's request by
I conducting an environmental impact study to assess the potential effects of restricted release of i

the DU impact area north of the JPG firing line. |

Radioactive Wastes :

$'

'An area approximately 4.5 km (2.8 miles) by 2.5 km (1.5 miles) located north of the JPG
firing line is contaminated with approximately 70,000 kg (155,000 pounds) of fired DU

- penetrators. The distribution of DU is not uniform throughout the area. The scoping survey ;

data indicates that the DU contamination may be concentrated in a narrow area along the 500 ;
center firing line. DU contamination is predominant in the topsoil (1-3 feet), and may extend |
down to a depth of 10 feet. UXO concentrations in the DU impact area were classified by the |'
Army as "high to very high," with the number of UXOs per acre ranging from 4 to 85. DU
penetrators may also be found in trees or streams. Potential surface water and groundwater

,

contamination is currently under analysis and investigation.

Description of Radiological Hazard i

|

The JPG site is currently controlled by the U.S. Army and poses no immediate threat to public |

health and safety. Access to the site is controlled by guarded gates, a high fence, rovmg
patrols, and additional intemal controls on access to the DU impact area.

i
- Environmental radiological monitoring of soil, sediments, and surface water is conducted semi-

,

annually by the licensee. Groundwater sampling and analysis are also performed semi-
annually for 11 monitoring wells located within and around the DU impact area.

!

The main hazard is associated with the presence of a relatively large volume of DU material !

(e.g.,70,000 kg (154,000 lb)) on the surface and in the soil. The direct exposure rate near the f

DU penetrator could reach 206 nc/kg (800 pR/hr). He DU penetrators and fragments also ;
appear tc be oxidized on the su. face; this may enhance leaching of the DU material. The soil '

appears to be contaminated above NRC decommissioning criteria 1.3 Bq/g (e.g.,35 pCi/g ). i

The NRC is currently evaluating radiological monitoring data for groundwater and surface ;

. water to assess any potential contamination or transport within the aquifer at the site or beyond
;

the JPG boundary lines, i

!
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!

'Financial Assurance / Viable Responsible Ornanization

The Army, a viable agency of the U.S. government, has committed to perform enhanced '

environmental monitoring and all reasonable actions to control environmental impact and
,

contamination. In addition, the NRC will request that the Army submit a financial statement ;

of intent to ensure availability of sufficient funds in advance to cover the costs of j
decommissioning activities and any possible long-term decommissioning actions. |

.

Status of Decommis@ Activities
t

The Army ceased all DU testing at JPG on September 30,1994, and will close JPG by
[iSeptember 30,1995. The following activities have been completed in connection with JPG

decommissioning: i

in the area south of thefiring line [
!
*

De Army conducted a radiological survey of all 17 affected and unaffected buildings.*

The Army conducted remediation of all three affected buildings.*

'' The U.S. Army submitted a final survey report addressing all 17 affected and unaffected .

buildings. |

,

in the area north of thefiring line
i

The Army is conducting environmental monitoring of soil, surface water, and I*

groundwater on a semi-annual basis. )
i

The Army conducted a scoping survey of the DU impact area.a

De Army has conducted a preliminary risk assessment of DU effects on humans and*

game animals, based on generic source term assumptions.

The Army has prepared a draft EIS on the " Disposal and Reuse of the Jefferson Proving*

Ground." His draft EIS contains background information and limited qualitative data on
the potential effects of all hazardous material at the site, including the DU.

The Army's future action plan includes the following activities:

Cornplete site characterization north of JPG firing line=

- Revise risk assessment*

Provide cost estimates of UXO remediation*

Complete the final EIS for JPG closure and reuse| . *

!
Submit information regarding quality of environmental monitoring data and the potential1 *

| contamintlion of ;roundwater

i
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Submit final decommissioning plan*

Request license amendment, transfer, or termination*

The NRC has completed the following decommissioning activities:

In the area south of the firing line

Conducted site visits and preliminary survey of DU contamination*

Reviewed final survey repon for affected and unaffected buildings*

Obtained supplementary radiological survey data for two unaffected buildings*

Conducted a confirmatory survey (in June 1995) for all affected and unaffected buildings*

(The NRC is currently preparing the confirmatory survey repon.)

in the area north of the firing line

Completed review of the Army's scoping survey plan*

Completed review of the JPG scoping survey data*

Completed review of the Army's environmental monitonng data, and requested*

verification of data penaining to groundwater

Completed review of the Army's draft EIS, and provided comments*

Announced in the Federal Register the intent to conduct an EIS scoping process, and*

hold a scoping meeting to prepare an EIS on the DU impact area nonh of JPG firing line
(The NRC conducted the scoping meeting on April 26,1995. The public comment
period on the scoping ended on June 9,1995.)

The NRC is currently reviewing any potential hazards or impacts by developing an EIS for the
JPG area nonh of the firing line. The risks from DU are associated with the presence of
UXOs. Therefore, the UXO risk will constitute a significant factor in reaching a decision on
the remedial action for the site. The decision will also consider the chemical hazards of DU
on the public, wildlife, and plants. The EIS will also address other hazards and impacts, such
as cultural, historic, and environmental justice. The NRC intends to publish the draft EIS in
May 1996.

Other involved Parties

The NRC is currently coordinating decommissioning reviews with the State of Indiana (Indiana
State Department of Health), the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Services (USFWS), and the U.S. Army. The State of Indiana and the EPA are
considering the need for remediation of non-radiological contaminants at JPG under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). In
addition, the Army is considering whether to request permission to transfer the JPG license to
the USFWS for long-term safety control and environmental monitoring.

NUREG-1444, Supplement i 14 Appendix A
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|

|

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule |
.

NRC issues an EIS scoping report August 1995*

NRC releases the area south of the*

firing line for unrestricted use September 1995
'

i

NRC distributes the draft EIS to cooperating*

agencies March 1996
,

NRC conducts EIS information meeting May 1996* ,

!
'

NRC armounces the draft EIS in the FR for comments May 1996*

Final EIS December 1996*

:
9

~ Problems / Issues ,

!

The U.S. Army may not be able to provide complete characterization data because of the
'

presence of UXOs at the site. In addition, complete cleanup of the DU would be risky and j

rather costly because of the presence of UXOs. Iong-term institutional control and ,

environmental monitoring may also represent a problem; specifically, implementation of such |
controls and monitoring may be difficult after the restricted site is released as a wildlife refuge.

'

In addition, in order to account for decommissioning alternatives and ensure compatibility, the
EPA and the State of Indiana need to coordinate with the NRC when considering JPG
remediation. At present, the EPA's review of the area north of the firing line appears to be
lagging behind the NRC's schedule by about 2 years.

I

i

|

!

|

|
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BABCOCK & WILCOX (APOLLO, PA) .

Site identification

Babcock & Wilcox'(B&W)
I%nnsylvania Nuclear Service Operations
Apollo, PA

License No.: SNM-145
Docket No.: - 070-00135
License Status: Timely renewal; decommissioning
Project Manager: K. Hardin, FCSS
DWM Monitor: H. Astwood

Status of Decommissionine Activities

Remediation of the Apollo Office Building and surrounding contaminated soil was completed
in 1094. B&W conducted final surveys of the excavated areas, and submitted the survey
reports to the NRC. After reviewing the survey repor% the NRC performed independent
confirmatory surveys of all portions of the B&W Apollo grounds and the Apollo Office
Building. The confirmatory surveys indicated that B&W reduced the average enriched
uranium contamination levels to below 1.1 Bq/g (30 pCi/g).

Based upon the B&W and NRC surveys, the NRC permitted B&W to backfill excavations
- throughout the site. The licensee submitted the final walkover survey for the entire site, and
the confirmatory walkover survey was completed in May 1995. The Apollo Office Building
was released for unrestricted use, and was demolished.

Groundwater leaving the site will be monitored until November 1995. At the conclusion of
the groundwater monitoring period, if the monitoring results indicate that groundwater
contamination limits are met, the license will be terminated.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

NRC prepares Commission Paper on license termination March 1996*

NRC terminates License and removes site from SDMP list June 1996*

Problems / Issues

None
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BABCOCK & WILCOX (PARKS 'IDWNSHIP, PA)
q

Site Identification
t

.
. i

Babcock & Wilcox (B&W)~
Shallow Land Disposal Area (SLDA) -

Parks Township, PA
|

License No.: SNM-414 :

Docket No.: 070-00364
'

License Status: Active; timely renewal ,

Project Manager: H. Astwood, DWM
|

Status of Decommissionina Activities +

|
On April 14,1989, B&W submitted a license renewal application to the NRC for continuation j

of nuclear service operations at the Parks Township Site (PTS). By letter dated June 23,1993,
B&W submitted Revision 5 of the renewal application, and requested that separate licenses be ;

.

issued for the nuclear service operations and the 20.304 disposal site known as the Shallow |
Land Disposal Area (SLDA). The NRC issued an environmental assessment on the license

'

renewal in September 1993, followed by a Federal Register notice in November 1993 (58 FR

'58711).
'

In February 1993, B&W submitted a characterization plan for the SLDA. B&W then
submitted the characterization report based on this plan in October 1993. The NRC reviewed
the report and requested additional information in a letter dated March 24,1994.

On September 30,1994, B&W submitted to the NRC a remediation proposal outlining several
altematives for remediation of the SLDA. These alternatives included stabilizing the waste in ;

place, stabilizing the waste in a vault system onsite, and disposing of the waste offsite.
B&W's preferred alternative, stabilizing the waste in place, involves placing a soil and
geomembrane cap over the waste, and stabilizing the waste with a series of engineered
bamers.

Based on B&W's proposed alternative for remediation of the SLDA, the NRC published a
' Federal Register notice, dated December 29,1994 (59 FR 67344), noting the staff's intent to
develop an EIS for the disposal site. The NRC decided to prepare an EIS because the
licensee's preferred remediation approach would require an exception to current i

decommissioning requirements. To initirde the EIS, the N3C conducted a public scoping
meeting in Leechburg, Pennsylvania, on January 26,1995. De NRC then released the
scoping summary report on May 30,1995. The staffis currently pr: paring the EIS.

On November 4,1994, the NRC staff published a Federal Register notice j

'(59 FR 55298) announcing the initiation of public information meetings to share with the j

representative stakeholder and the public information concerning the status of current actions at
. the SLDA. He NRC will hold these meetings approximately quarterly, or at key j

decommissioning milestones. To date, three information meetings have been held m
November 1994, January 1995, and May 1995.

'

,

!
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In December 1994, the NRC held an additional meeting irgarding uranium contamination in a j

sludge ash lagoon of a nearby wastewater treatment plant operated by the Kiski Valley Water l"

Pollution Control Authority (KVWPCA). The NRC also conducted additional characterization |
,

of the sludge ash lagoon, and confirmed concentrations of enriched uranium up to about .!i

. 333Bq/g (900 pCi/g) in the lagoon. ,

! !

On January 5,1994, Citizens Action for a Safe Environment (CASE) and the Kiski Valley
' Coalition to Save Our Children (the Coalition) filed a joint request for a hearing on the
renewal application. On April 22,1994, the presiding officer in this 10 CFR Part 2, Subpart

. L, proceeding issued a memcrandum and order granting the request for a hearing. 'Ihe issue
,

+

- to be considered was "whether there has been, and under a license renewal whether there will ;
.be, offsite radiation from the Parks Township facility which threatens radiological !

contamination of nearby residential, agricultural, and business property." !

!On January 3,1995, the presiding officer filed his initial decision authorizing the staff to
proceed with issuing the renewal of B&W's material license, including the license for the t

SLDA CASE and the Coalition filed a petition for review, on January 23,1995, requesting i

that the Commission review the presiding officer's initial decision of January 3,1995. Both ,

the NRC staff and the licensee filed responses to the petition on February 7,1995. In May !

1995, the Commission denied the petition for review. !
t

I

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule j

NRC issues renewal of material license for operating !*

facility and possession-only license for SLDA Summer 1995 1

NRC issues draft EIS for public comment January 1996 **

Problems / Issues

:

Determin if contaminated material should be exhumed from the disposal site and shipped to an ,

NRC-licensed waste disposal site, or disposed of in situ. [
!

i

i.

!

!

s

!
t

i
'
.

>

i

!
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BP CHEMICALS AMERICA, INC. j
,

i

f Site Identification |

I
'

! - BP Chemicals America, Inc.
C Lima, OH

License No.: SUB-908
2 Docket No'.: 040-07604' ;

] License Status: Possession only i

i Project Manager: M. (Sam) Nalluswami, DWM ;

i ,

3 ' Status of Decommissioning Activities
j :

As part of their mixed-waste pond closure project,9P Chemicals remediated the V-1 pond, ,'

: one of four contaminated ponds onsite. BP Chemicals then submitted a survey report on the ;

| radiological status of the V-1 pond site on January 21,1994, and the NRC staff provided |
.

| comments on February 16,1994, BP Chemicals responded to the comments on March 1, i

1994, and April 7,1994. Together, these comments were sufficient to finalize the survey ;*

report. j.

! ORISE performed a confirmatory survey, and completed the report in April 1994. The
confirmatory survey data supponed the conclusion assened by BP Chemicals that both the

: uranium concentrations in the soil and the associated exposure rates are less than the NRC's

guidelines for release to umestricted use.
;
>

In a letter dated April 26,1994, the NRC notified BP Chemicals that these areas may be
,-

' released for unrestricted use; the NRC also sent a copy of ORISE's confirmatory survey reponp
as an attachment to the letter. A mixed-waste dispcsal cell will be constructed over the V-1 |

!
,

pond area that was released for unrestricted use.

! On February 12,1994, BP Chemicals submitted a revised application for license amendment to ;

authorize onsite disposal of mixed wastes; additional information was submitted on May 25, !
',

j 1994, to supplement this application. The staff reviewed these documents, and provided
comments to BP Chemicals on November 8,1994, including a request for additional'

information. BP Chemicals responded to these comments, and provided additional information"

on March 13,1995; the NRC is currently reviewing that response.
i-

)- During 1990 and 1991 BP Chemicals completed remediation of the Acrylo 1 Scrap Metal,
i

[ Acrylo 11 reactors A and B, and the central warehouse / outdoor soil areas. BP Chemicals
; subsequently submitted their final survey repons. ORISE conducted confirmatory surveys in

1991 and 1992, and obtained supplemental data from BP Chemicals to finalize the ;

,

confirmatory survey repon for these areas. The NRC and ORISE found gaps in the i
'

j' supplemental data and requested additional information. BP Chemicals is in the process of
i gathering this additional information.

L In June 1993, the NRC sent a letter to BP Chemicals requesting modifications to the financial
' assurance mechanism. BP Chemicals arviewed the NRC's letter. In a letter dated December 9, |

1994, BP Chemicals suggested a different strategy for submitting the revised decommissioning
;

cost estimate before submitting modifications to the other decommissioning funding plan !

!
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. documents. The staff agreed with this strategy in a letter to BP Chemicals dated Decenher
30,1994. . BP Chemicals submitted its revised decommissioning funding plan cost estimate on !
March 3,1995. The staff is currently reviewing the revised decommissioning cost estimate in !
conjunction with the review of the onsite disposal request. i

:

On June 29,1994, the NRC staff requested additional information including the chemical
!form (s) ar.d solubility of the depleted uranium (DU) (including catalyst 21) at the BP

12,1994, with su;9 emental information jChemicals site. BP Chemicals responded on July 1

including the chemical form (s) and DU solubility. The review of the DU solubility ;

information by the staff did not fully support the assumption made by BP Chemicals that the
DU material at the site is insoluble. - The staff transmitted this conclusion to BP Chemicals on
September 23,1994, with a request to conduct solubility tests on the pond samples.

;

On September 19,1994, BP Chemicals requested a license amendment to allow the direct
transfer of water collected in several ponds to the facility's underground injection system. !

iAfter reviewing the supporting data, the requested license amendment was approved on
December 3,1994.

.

!

In addition, on March 8,1995, BP Chemicals submitted a workplan for an RCRA facility !

investigation (characterization study) of certain solid waste management units (SWMUs) to be*

conducted for the EPA. This workplan includes procedures for characterizing the extent of the [
radioactive contamination at SWMUs 98 and 102. The staff is currently reviewing these

-

documents.
.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule
,

NRC approves radiological. pathway analysis
.

*

for onsite disposal July 1995 !

NRC approves pond closure plan August 1995*

NRC finalizes confirmatory survey reports on*

Acrylo I Scrap Metal, Acrylo II Reactors A and B,
and central warehouse / outdoor soil areas July 1995

;

Problems / Issues

None

i

L

P

,

.

,

'
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CABOT CORPORATION (BOYERTOWN, PA)

Site Identification

Cabot Corporation .
Boyertown,- PA -

License No.: SMB-920
Docket No.: 040-06940
License Status: Active; timely renewal
Project Manager: M. Klasky, FCSS
DWM Monitor: R. Hogg

Status of Decommissionina Activities

In December 1993, the NRC split the license covering the three Cabot sites, in order to
streamline renewal review effons. License SMB-920 now covers the Boyertown facility,
which is still operating; the Reading and Revere sites, which are being decommissioned, are -
now covered by License No. SMC-1562, Decket No. 40 9027.

In March 1994, Cabot submitted.a revised renewal application in response to the license split.
The revised application for the Boyenown facility described a digestion process that can
recycle process sludge to recover metals and acids. This process will gradually deplete the
currently stored sludge inventory over a 5-year period, and will eliminate the need for any
interim remediation. Residues from the recovery process will inchade licensed materials,
which may be disposed of as low-level radioactive waste or sold for uranium content. The
NRC is currently evaluating the revised process as part of the license renewal review.

As a result of an inspection of the Boyertown facility _ conducted in February,1995, the NRC
identified several violations of Cabot's radiation protection requirements. Cabot is now
conducting corrective actions associated with the enforcement action regarding these violations.

~ Funher delay in the decommissioning process may result from shifting licensee resources to
address compliance of the operating facility.

In its revised application, Cabot also subrnitted a decommissioning funding plan (DFP). 'Ihe
NRC staff requested additional informatiaa regarding the DFP because the financial assurance
mechanism lacks a standby trust agreemer t to accompany the letter of credit, and because the
associated documentation needs to detail and suppon the cost estimate calculations. In
addition, Cabot claims credit for the value of the uranium in the sludge, and the NRC is
reviewing this claim for consistency with NRC's conventional assumptions for
decommissioning cost estimates.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

.. Cabot submits revised DFP October 1995

NRC renews the license June 1996*

L
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!Problems / Issues

Because of Cabot's initial claim that the sludge was not waste, the NRC has not approved the
.

licensee's DFP. 'Ihis delayed the staffs schedule for reviewing the license renewal application. !

However, Cabot recently stated that, in October 1995, it will submit a decommissioning cost
estimate that includes the cost of disposing the residue from the processed sludge.

:

!
l

!

!
,

>

i

,

!

s

I
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- CABOT CORPORATION (READING, PA) ' J
o i

Sne Identification )
t. .

: Cabot Corporation |
Readmg, PA .|.

L :

' License No.: SMC-1562 .j'

i( Docket No.: (M0-09027 i

! License Status: Inactive; timely renewal
Project Manager: R. Hoggi

Status of Decomminianing Activities ,

;
. I

In December 1993, the NRC split the license covering the three Cabot sites, in order to ;~

streamline renewal review efforts. License SMB-920 now covers the Boye town facility, |
| which is still operating; the Reading and Revere sites, which are being decommissioned, are -!

; now covered by License No. SMC-1562, Docket No. 40-9027. j
t,

In November 1994, the NRC staff conducted a routine site visit, and observed contractors !'

t '

preparing for demolition of the contaminated building at the Reading facility. The licensee ;

was unaware that the building owner had been ordered to demolish the building because of the ;
,

. ,

I deteriorated condition of the structure. Per a confirmatory action letter issued by NRC Region ;

i 'I in November 1994, the licensee expedited remediation in'accordance with the SDMP Action )

i Plan.
i 1

Cabot submitted a site decommissioning plan in December 1994, the NRC reviewed and.

approved the plan in December 1994, and the area was successfully remediated from

[
- December 1994 through January 1995. After completing the remediation, Cabot conducted a

[ final survey, and the NRC and ORISE conducted confirmatory surveys. The building and
surrounding areas were included in this expedited remediation. The slag disposal area was not
included in the scope of the effort and remains under license.1

The NRC is currently awaiting the licensee's final status survey report formalizing information
provided before the confirmatory survey to support the licensee's conclusion that the site was

,

adequately remediated. After receiving and approving the licensees's final survey, the NRC
will remove the building and surrounding areas from the license, leaving on the SDMP only'

the slag disposal area at this facility.

In April 1995, Cabot submitted a plan to characterize the slag disposal area on the site. The
NRC reviewed this slag disposal area characterization plan, and issued conunents to the
licensee. Among other comments, the NRC noted that the plan failed to identify either a ;

'

.

. specific schedule or decommissioning alternative (s). In June 1995, the NRC issued a Severity
' ' Level IV Notice of Violation to the licensee for failing to submit the plan in accordance with

' the license. ;<

I
jo

I
|
'

,

!
i
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NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule ;

ICabot submits decommissioning plan for slag disposal area August 15,1995*

Cabot submits f~ mal survey report for buildings '*

and adjacent areas June 1995

NRC removes the buildings and adjacent areas from I*

the license
'

August 1995

*

Problems / Issues

He licensee continues to be late in submitting documents. For instance, the licensee was required to
provide a characterization plan for the slag disposal area by Marth 30,1995, but did not submit the-
plan until April 1995, as described above. The staff has informed the licensee that Cabot is required
to provide a site decommissioning plan for the slag pile by August 15,1995.

:

|

|

!

[

;

!

;

!

.

i
r
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CABOT CORPORATION (REVERE, PA) -I
'!

' Site Identification !
.,

Cabot Corporation - |
Revem, PA i

'
*

i

I~

License No.: SMC-1562
Docket No.: 040-09027
License Status: Inactive; timely renewal i

^

Project Manager: R. Hogg

1

| Status of Decommissioning Activities |
1

In December 1993, the NRC split the license covering the three Cabot sites, in order to !
streamline renewal review efforts. License SMB-920 now covers the Boyertown facility, ;'

j which is still operating; the Reading and Revere sites, which are being decommissioned, are j

, now covered by License No. SMC-1562, Docket No. 40-9027. |
|

I In June 1994, the licensee submitted for NRC review a characterization report prepamd by a
,

.

; contractor describing the extent of the surface contamination remaining at the Revere facility. !
*

He characterization report did not describe the extent of the residual subsurface contamination'

at the site. As a result, Cabot retained a second contractor to characterize the subsurface. On
I December 30,1994, Cabot then provided the subsurface characterization report prepared by the ;

| new contractor. He NRC reviewed the characterization reports and provided comments to the !
j. licensee in March 1995. The NRC is currently awaiting the licensee's decommissioning plan

: (DP) for remediation of the Revere facility. ,

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

Cabot submits DP August 1995- *

NRC reviews DP October 1995.-

!

1

Problems / Issues
4

! The licensee continues to delay in completing site decommissioning activities. The submission
of the Revem site DP is currently delayed, as the licensee focuses resources on the Reading
and Boyertown sites. De NRC has notified the licensee that Cabot is required to submit a
decommissioning plan to the NRC by August 15,1995, in accordance with the timeliness rule*

for decommissioning.

: ~

4
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CHEMETRON CORPORATION (BERT AVENUE)

Sne Identsfication

: Chemetron Corporatio i
Newburgh Heights, OH

License No.: SUB-1357
Docket No.: 040-08724
License Status: Timely renewal
Project Manager: T.C. Johnson, DWM

Status of Decommissionina Activities

Chemetron provided a Site Remediation Plan (SRP) for the Bert Avenue site, Harvard Avenue
- site, and McGean-Rohco complex on October 1,1993; November 1,1993; and November 11,
1993. The SRP proposed the construction of onsite disposal cells at the Bert Avenue and
Harvard Avenue sites, under Option 2 of the 1981 Branch Technical Position on " Disposal or
Onsite Storage of Dorium or Uranium Wastes from Past Operations." ne NRC transmitied
comments on the SRP to Chemetron on December 23,1993; January 12,1994; and September
30,1994. Chemetron responded to these comments on February 7,1994; March 2,1994;
March 9,1994; and December 19,1994. On Febmary 28,1995, Chemetron submitted
Revision I to the SRP.

. On May 11,1994, the NRC staff issued a Notice of Violation (NOV) and Proposed Civil
Penalty of $10,000. This violation was for Chemetron's incomplete submittal of the SRP by
the October 1,1993, the date specified in the license. On October 19,1994, the NRC
approved Chemetron's proposed corrective actions to ensure that future deadline commitments
would be met.

On March 24,1994, Chemetron requested that its license be amended to authorize the
remediation in accordance with the submitted SRP. By submitting an amendment request as
an Ohio agency, Chemetron assened that it would not trigger the requirements of Ohio Senate
Bill 130, for State review of releases of materials having radiologic concentrations that are
"below regulatory concern."

On April 11,1994, the NRC published a Federal Register notice announcing consideration of
the amen 6nent request, and offering an opportunity for a hearing. In response to this notice,
the Earth Day Coalition, an Ohio environmental group, petitioned for a hearing.-'On July 7,
1994, the licensing board indicated that the petitioner did not provide sufficient information for
a ' standing determination to be made, or for a determination that the concerns are germane to
the prxeeding. The board gave the petitioner three additional weeks to supplement _its

. petition; however, the petitioner did not provide additional information. Consequently, on
Sepiember 1,1994, the licensing board granted Chemetron's motion of August 15,1994, to
dirmiss the hearing.

'De principal issues addressed in reviewing the Best Avenue SRP are uranium solubility,
segregation of materials exceeding the Option 2 limit, final survey plans, and post-closure
restrictions:s
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i

Uranium Solubility: De Option 2 limits for depleted uranium are stated in terms of the*

solubility of uranium in body fluids. On January 6,1994, the NRC staff transmitted to;

j Chemetron guidance on testing the solubility of the wastes. Chemetron expects to submit
1 the test results in June 1995.

| ' Scarenation of Wastes: .One critical political issue for the Bert Avenue site is the*

segregation of wastes having concentrations that exceed the Option 2 limit. In the site
characterization report, Chemetron identified two discrete areas that have uranium

) concentrations exceeding 3.7 Bq/g (100 pCi/gm) and one area with concentrations
exceeding 37 Bq/g (1000 pCi/gm). In their revised SRP, Chemetron proposed to
excavate the areas exceeding the Option 2 limits, and to dispose of the contaminated

j.
material in a licensed low-level radioactive waste disposal site, i

J

Final Survey Plans: Chemetron proposed modifications to the recommended final survey*

j . protocols given in NUREG/CR-5849, " Manual for Conducting Radiological Surveys in
i Support of License Termination." De NRC staff is reviewing the proposed modification

f' to the standard survey procedure recommendations, and will resolve outstanding issues )
with Chemetron.

'

;

Post-Closure Restrictions: In accordance with the SDMP Action Plan, NRC staff would| *

terminate Chemetron's license after decommissioning is performed under the Option 2;

limits. De Ohio Department of Health (ODH), however, transmitted comments to the;

| NRC staff on March 28,1994, urging the NRC not to terminate the license. Instead, the
j ODH urged the NRC to add a series of post-closure restrictions that would require site
'

monitoring, deed notification, and post-closure controls.

At the Chemetron Regulators' Meeting on April 6,1994, the ODH representative
i discussed this issue in more detail. The NRC staff explained that under the SDMP !

Action Plan, the NRC would terminate the license, assuming that the decommissioning<

| was performed in accordance with an approved decommissioning plan. De NRC staff
1 also stated that the dose assessments to be performed in the remediation plan review

included scenarios that would bound the unrestricted use activities. De Chemetron
''

representative agreed to discuss this issue with Chemetron and McGean-Rohco
'

management, and meet with ODH and NRC staff to negotiate a suitable solution.

At the Chemetron Regulators' Meeting on July 20,1994, Chemetron proposed to modify
the Bert Avenue site deed to restrict future uses of the site to only those prescribed by

'

the Village of Newburgh Heights. The Mayor of Newburgh Heights indicated that no
digging or construction would be allowed. In a meeting with Chemetron on November 9,

,,

1994, both the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) and the ODH restated !

their concerns that post-closure monitoring of uranium should be performed.-

i

In settling a class action suit brought by local residents, Chemetron agreed to pay $5 milhon, ;

to be divided among the plaintiffs. He NRC Office of the General Counsel (OGC) reviewed -
the settlement language, and determined that provisions that may limit the manner in which
safety information could be brought to' the attention of the NRC are unenforceable. The NRC
staff requested that Chemetmn notify the litigants of the OGC's opinion. On Septerr.ber 1, |,

1994, Chemetron indicated that they would not object if individuals, who are parties to the
Settlement' Agreement, bring to the attention of the NRC issues related to any Chemetron
failure to implement requirements of the approved SRP for the Harvard Avenue and Bert

|
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Avenue sites. On October 21,1994, the NRC staff accepted Chemetron's statement as f
satisfying NRC concerns. j

On February 23,1994, the OEPA staff proposed that a site closure process, under Rule
-

3745.27-11, be used for the Bert Avenue site. Under this process, the Bert Avenue site would
be closed by capping the entire site. This would enable all solid wsues at the site to be
addressed, rather than only those solid wastes associated with radiological contamination.

'

Post-closure restrictions, under OEPA regulations, would be include post-closure financial 4
assurance, monitoring, and remedial care.

At the Chemetron Regulators' Meeting on April 6,1994, the Chemetron representative
'

indicated that Chemetron would pursue the 27-11 site closure process, as identified by the
OEPA. On September 15,1994, Chemetron met with the OEPA to discuss the planned
application submittal. Chemetron then submitted a post-closure application to the OEPA on
December 12,1994. On March 20,1995, the OEPA provided comments to Chemetron
concerning their submittal, and Chemetron responded to the OEPA comments on April 28,
1995. On June 20,1995, the OEPA transmitted to Chemetron a second set of comments. *

!

During the remediation of a building on the Aluminum Company of America (ALCOA) i

. propeny, immediately west of the Harvard Avenue site, the ALCOA staff found depleted
'

uranium (DU) contamination. Because ALCOA did not possess DU, it is believed that this
contamination resulted from aistorne emissions from the Chemetron site when it was in

-

operation.

'

On May 3,1993, the NRC staff requested that Chemetron provide a survey plan for the
Harvard Avenue site vicinity. Chemetron submitted its vicinity survey plan on July 29,1993,
followed on October 31,1994, by its report of the survey results. According to those results,
Chemetron found additional contamination on the railroad bed on .h.: soath side of the
Chemetron property. The NRC staff also found some additional contamination on the ALCOA ;

property. Plans are now being prepared to remediate this area.

In the Fall of 1993, contamination exceeding the NRC's unrestricted release limits was found
on propeny, adjacent to the Bert Avenue site, owned by the Fryers. Efforts to remediate this t

small area were delayed because the class action litigation restricted Chemetron's contacts with
the litigants. The settlement of the class action suit removed these restrictions, and Chemetron

,

began remediation of the contamination on May 12,1994. However, additional deeper
contamination was discovered in the area of a demolished house that had subsequently been
backfilled.

On September 30,1994, Chemetron submitted its plan for additional sampling on the Fryer |
property, and the NRC staff transmitted comments concerning the plan on October 19,1994.
On November 9,1994, Chemetron completed the Fryer property sampling, and confirmed that
additional contamination exists. Chemetron undertook remediation of this area in mid-
November 1994. The area directly above the foundation of the demolished house was
remediated to acceptable levels. However, additional contamination was discovered on the
north side of the excavation. Chemetron plans to remediate this contamination during the ;
remediation of the Bert Avenue site. "

On April 4,1994, Chemetron proposed to expedite the remediation of the McGean-Rohco
complex ahead of the schedules proposed in the SRP. On August 9,1994, the NRC issued a

,

* '

|
.
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Chemetron license amendment authorizing the remediation of the McGean-Rohco buildings.
An environmental assessment and safety evaluation report were also issued.

To date, Buildings 11 and 20 have been remediated, and final surveys and NRC confirmatory
surveys are underway. The NRC Regional staffis cooperating with Chemetron and McGean.
Rohco, so that these buildings can be properly remediated and released to meet the McGean- )
Rohco building renovation schedules.

On May 18,1995, Chemetron proposed to separate the reviews of the Harvard Avenue and
Bert Avenue sites. Chemetron indicated that it wished to begin remediation of the Harvard
Avenue site during Summer 1995, and did not wish to delay remediation until the NRC and |
OEPA complete reviews of the Bert Avenue site. On June 1,1995, the NRC staff agreed to '

accelerate the Harvard Avenue site review ahead of the Bert Avenue review schedule.

NRC/L.icensee Actions and Schedule

NRC reviews and approves SRP for Ben Avenue site, and*

incorporates remediation schedule into the license September 1995

Chemetron receives appioval from OEPA December 1995-.

Chemetron begins Bert Avenue remediation January 1996*-

|
Chemetron completes Bert Avenue renediation July 1997 |

-

I
NRC conducts confirmatory surveys August 1997*

NRC releases Bert Avenue site for unrestricted use, )*

and removes it from the license November 1997 |

Problems / Issues

!

Technical issues to be resolved include uranium solubility testing (needed for determinations
concerning the allowable limits for onsite disposal), resolution of final survey plan protocols,
and post-closure restrictions. ;

.

i
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)iCHEMETRON CORPORATION (HARVARD AVENUE) --

,

Site identsfkeon i
'

.

: Chemetron Cospondion - ,

Cuyahoga Heights, Ohio
,

f License No.: ' SUB-1357
'

~

Docket No.: 040-08724
'

License Status: Timely renewal
Project Manager: T.C. Johnson, DWM -

>

i- Status of Decommissioning Activities

Chemetron provided a Site Remediation Plan (SRP) for the Bert Avenue site, Harvard Avenue r
4

j site, and McGean-Rohco complex on October 1,1993; November 1,1993; and November 11,
; 1993. The SRP proposed the construction of onsite disposal cells at the Bert Avenue and

Harvard Avenue sites, under Option 2 of the 1981 Branch Technical Position on " Disposal or< ,

Onsite Storage of Thorium or Uranium Wastes from Past Operations." The NRC transmitted
*

comments on the SRP to Chemetron on December 23,1993; January 12,1994; and September'

30,1994. Chemetron responded to these comments on February 7,1994: March 2,1994; t-

March 9,1994; and December 19,1994. On February 28,1995, Chemetron submitted 2

Revision 1 to the SRP. ;

.

;
,.

On May 11,1994, the NRC staff issued a Notice of Violation (NOV) and Proposed Civilo ;

j Penalty of $10,000. This violation was for Chemetron's incomplete submittal of the SRP by
"

j the October 1,1993, the date specified in the license. On October 19,1994, the NRC
approved Chemetron's proposed corrective actions to ensure that future deadline commitments j

i would be met.

On March 24,1994, Chemetron requested that its license be amended to authorize the
remediation in accordance with the rubmitted SRP. By submitting an amendment request as !

an Ohio agency, Chemetron asserted that it would not trigger the requirements of Ohio Senate
Bill 130, for State review of releases of materials having radiologic concentrations that are
"below regulatory concern."

On April 11,1994, the NRC published a Federal Register notice announcing consideration of
the amendment request, and offering an opportunity for a hearing. In response to this notice,
the Easth Day Coalition, an Ohio environmental group, petitioned for a hearing. On July 7,
1994, the licensing board indicated that the petitioner did not provide sufficient information for !

a standing determination to be made, or for a determination that the concerns are germane to
the proceeding. The board gave the petitioner three additional weeks to wpplement its
petition; however, the petitioner did not provide additional information. Consequently, on *

September 1,1994, the licensing board granted Chemetron's motion of August 15,1994, to ;
dismiss the hearing.

^

The principal issues addressed in revi: wing the Bert Avenue SRP are uranium solubility and
the pmposed Harvard Avenue final si svey plans:

jo

:

,
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Uranium Solubility: The Option 2 limits for depleted uranium are stated in terms of the
'

.

solubility of uranium in body fluids. On January 6,1994, the NRC staff transmitted to
Chemetron guidance on testing the solubility of the wastes. Chemetron expects to submit
the test results in June 1995.

Final Survey Phns: Chemetron proposed modifications to the recommended final surwy .*

protocols given in NUREG/CR-5849, " Manual for Conducting Radiological Surveys in ]
Support of License Termination." The NRC staff is reviewing the proposed modification
to the standard survey procedure recommendations, and will resolve outstanding issues ,

'

with Chemetron.

In settling a class action suit brought by local residents, Chemetron agreed to pay $5 million,
to be divided among the plaintiffs. The NRC Office of the General Counsel (OGC) reviewed
the settlement language, and determined that provisions that may limit the manner in which
safety information could be brought to the attention of the NRC are unenforceable. 'Ihe NRC
staff requested that Chemetron notify the litigants of the OGC's opinion. On September 1,
1994, Chemetron indicated that they would not object if individuals, who are parties to the
Settlement Agreement, bring to the attention of the NRC issues related to any Chemetron
failure to implement requirements of the approved SRP for the Harvard Avenue and Bert
Avenue sites. On October 21,1994, the NRC staff accepted Chemetron's statement as
satisfying NRC concems. )

lDuring the remediation of a building on the Aluminum Company of America (ALCOA)
property, immediately west of the Harvard Avenue site, the ALCOA staff found depleted
uranium (DU) contamination. Because ALCOA did not possess DU, it is believed that this

,

contamination resulted from airborne emissions from the Chemetron site when it was in j

operation.

On May 3,1993, the NRC staff requested that Chemetron provide a survey plan for the
Harvard Avenue site vicinity Chemetron submitted its vicinity survey plan on July 29,1993,
followed on October 31,1994, by its report of the survey results. According to those results, j
Chemetron found additional contamination on the railroad bed on the south side of the
Chemetron property. The NRC staff also found some additional contamination on the ALCOA
property. Plans are now being prepared to rernediate this area.

On April 4,1994, Chemetron proposed to expedite the remediation of the McGean-Rohco
complex ahead of the schedules proposed in the SRP. On August 9,1994, the NRC issued a
Chemetron license amendment authorizing the remediation of the McGean-Rohco buildings.
An environmental assessment and safety evaluation report were also issued. To date, Buildings
11 and 20 have been remediated, and final surveys and NRC confirmatory surveys are |

underway. 'Ihe NRC Regional staff is cooperating with Chemetron and McGean-Rohco, so
,

that these buildings can be properly remediated and released to meet the McGean-Rohco
building renovation schedules. ,

i

IOn May 18,1995, Chemetron proposed to separate the reviews of the Harvard Avenue and
Bert Avenue sitee. Chemetron indicated that it wished to begin remediation of the Harvard
Avenue site during Summer 1995, and did not wish to delay remediation until the NRC and
OEPA complete reviews of the Bert Avenue site. On June 1,1995, the NRC staff agreed to
accelerate the Har"ard Avenue site review ahead of the Bert Avenue review schedule.

1

i
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NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

NRC reviews and approves SRP for Harvard Avenue site, and*

incorporates remediation schedule into the license August 1995

Chemetron begins Harvard Avenue remediation August 1995*

Chemetron completes Harvard Avenue remediation March 1996*

'

NRC conducts confirmatory surveys April 1996*

NRC releases Harvard Avenue site for unrestricted use,*

and removes it from the license June 1996

Problems / issues

Technical issues to be resolved include uranium solubility testing (needed for determinations
concerning the allowable limits for onsite disposal) and resolution of final survey plan
protocols.

i

t

I

r
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CLEVITE CORPORATION (NEIGHBORHOOD PROGRESS, INC.) q

i
"

Site Identification

Clevite Research Center
Division of Clevite Corporation
540 E.105* Street
Cleveland, OH _l

License No.: SNM-183
C-3790
C-3692
34-00653-0I/02

Docket No.: 040-00133
License Status: Terminated by the AEC in September 1962
Project Manager: T. Johnson, DWM |

|

Site and Ooerations

On March 10,1958, the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) issued License No. SNM-183 to ;

the Clevite Research Center, a Division of Clevite Corporation, for possession and use of j
enriched uranium (EU) in the U-235 isotope at their East 105* Street facility. The license i

authorized chemical and physical processing of uranium for the pre ..sction and fabrication of
fuel elements for nuclear reactors. The license initially authodzea r*: ssession of 9,010 grams
of uranium enriched to 90-percent U-235. Subsequent amendme aithorized 55,800 grams

(123 lb) of EU.

'
' Apparently, the licensee confined the fabrication of fuel elements to a special area on the first
floor, near the rear of the building. During the period when the licensee used special nuclear
material, the licensee maintained approximately 20 operational criticality areas.'

In 1%2, the licensee opted not to renew the license, and prepared for decontamination and
decommissioning of the facility. In a letter dated August 14,1962, Clevite Corporation
submitted its final radiation survey results. This survey indicated that the maximum radiation
level over the surface of the work area, measured at I cm (0.39 in) from the surface, was

.

36 nC/kg hr (140 R/hr). The average radiation level was 7.7 nC/kg hr (30 pR/hr) measured
at the same distance. The AEC conducted a confirmatory survey on August 30,1962; based
on the results of smear tests for removable contamination taken at this time, the AEC'

terminated Clevite's license in September 1962.

Clevite held four other AEC licenses at this location. Byproduct Material License No.
34-00653-01 authorized megabecquerel (millicurie) quantities of phosphorous-32, sodium-24,
potassium-42, and chlorine-36 for use in irradiation and research on crystalline compounds.
Byproduct Material License No. 34-00653-02 authorized sealed sources of cobalt-60 for use in
irradiktion and radiography. Source Material Licenses No. C-3790 and No. C-3692 authorized
90 kg (198 lb) of natural uranium and 5 g (.01 lb) of thorium sulfide for research purposes.
Apparently, the licensee conducted the activities associated with the byproduct material
licenses on the second floor of the building.

,

4
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During a review of terminated license files by Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL), an
NRC contractor, reviewers noted that the licensee disposed on contaminated waste materials in
an onsite incinerator. Reviewers also concluded that contemination, both onsite and offsite,

;

may exist because of the manner in which the licensee used radioactive materials. During an
onsite inspection, conducted on May 27,1993, NRC Region III identified low levels of fixed

'

;

uranium contamination on the floor of the former manufacturing building, which exceed
current NRC release criteria,

,

Radioactive Wastes

2 2ne site is approximately 16,300 m (180,000 ft ), and the building occupies approximately
15,000 m (160,000 ft'). The former fabrication and manufacturing areas where contamination2

2 2was found are approximately 650 m (7,000 ft ),
,

NRC inspectors have identified six locations where beta-gamma activity levels averaged over
2one square meter exceed the release limit of 5,000 dpm/100 cm . NRC inspectors have also

2identified four locations where the activity levels exceed 15,000 dpm/100 cm . The
contaminated areas are occupied by Grid Seal Corporation.

Description of Radiological Hazard

Access to the site is controlled, and the site poses no immediate threat to the public health and
safety. The only identified contaminant is fixed uranium within one room of the building, and
the area with the highest amount of contamination was sealed with a sheet of metal. NRC ,

surveys found no offsite radiation levels above natural background.

Financial Assurance / Viable Responsible Organization

Neighborhood Progress, Inc., which currently owns the site, has held discussions with Clevite's
legal counsel to resolve financial responsibility for site characterization and remediation of the
contamination. Before 1%9, the building owner was Cleveland Graphite Bronze /Clevite.
Clevite became a sole subsidiary until 1%9, when Clevite merged with Gould, Inc. In
September 1981, Imperial Clevite, Inc. purchased the building. In 1986, the building reverted
back to Clevite, Inc. In 1987, the Pullman Company purchased some of Clevite's assets,

'

including this building. Neighborhood Progress, Inc. purchased the building from Pullman in
December 1991.

4

Since Clevite is not a licensee, no financial assurance mechanism is required to be in place to
cover the costs of decontamination and decommissioning.

'

Status of Decommissioning Activities

In February 1994, after issuing an NRC inspection report in December 1993, the NRC
officially notiQd Clevite that the site had been added to the SDMP.

Clevite first submitted a characterization plan for its site in November 1993. The NRC staff
reviewed the characterization plan, and sent comments to Clevite in April 1994. Clevite

!- responded to these comments in June 1994, but additional comments were then required.
After several additional rounds of comments and responses, the NRC approved Clevite's

,

NUREG-1444, Supplement 1 34 Appendix A

___r -________._--__________.________.-__._-_-.____._-__m-_ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ . . - - . _ _



characterization plan on June 1,1995. In discussions with the NRC, Clevite expressed a
desire to characterize and remediate expeditiously.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Timing

Clevite submits decommissioning plan December 1995*

NRC reviews decommissioning plan March 1995=

Problems / Issues

Neighborhood Progress, Inc., the current owner of the site, reported to the NRC by telephone
that it plans to perform consuuction and renovation at the site beginning in the Spring of
1995; however, they also stated that they will limit renovation activities to uncontaminated
portions of the building until remediation has been successfully completed.

,

d

t
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DOW CHEMICAL COMPANY

Site Identification

Dow Chemical Company
Midland & Bay City, MI

License No.: STB-527
Docket No.: 040-00017
License Status: Timely renewal

J. ' arrott, DWMProject Manager: r

Status of Decommissioning Activities

In November 1992, Dow requested an exemption from the decommissioning regulations to
allow disposal of thorium, in concentrations exceeding unrestricted use limits, at a hazardous
waste disposal facility regulated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).
Seeking Commission guidance concerning Dow's exemption request, the NRC staff submitted
a paper hat, among other things, examined Dow's request. The Commission approved the
staffs plan to pursue Dow's request on April 28,1995.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

NRC staff reviews Dow's exemption request and decommissioninga

plan and requests additional information August 1995

NRC staff approves Dow's exemption request*

and decommissioning plan November 1995

Dow completes decommissioning November 1998*

NKC terminates license December 1998-

Problems / Issues

To dispose of contaminated material at a location other than a licensed low-level waste facility,
Dow will require an exemption from the unrestricted use criteria. Dow has requested the
exemption, and the Commission has approved the staffs plan to pursue Dow's request.
The specifics of the request are being reviewed by the NRC staff,

i
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ELKEM METALS, INC.
|

Site Identification |
|

. Elkem Metals Inc.- l

Marietta, OH |
!

License No.: Not Licensed ;

Docket No.: N/A l

License Status: Terminated by the NRC in 1985 !

Project Manager: C.L. Pittiglio, Jr., DWM |
|

Status of Decon.niissionina Activities i

The NRC ' approved the decommissioning plan for the Elkem site in May 1993. Union Carbide j
Corporation (UCC), the former operator of the tantalum / niobium processing facility, completed !
remediation in June 1994 using a contractor, Intemational Technology (IT) Corporation.- 1

During 'the course of remediation, UCC and IT personnel discovered several previously
unidentified areas of soil contamination east of Building 78, surface contamination on the roof |
of Building 78 over the milling process equipment and near the west baghouse exhaust vent,

'

and surface contamination on concrete pads. The additional soil contamination involves an ;

area of approximately 54.5 m'(70 yd'). 1

|
IT completed remediation of the site in June 1994, and then completed its final survey in -'

December 1994, and submitted its Final Survey Repon to the NRC in March 1995. The low-
level waste generated during decommissioning remains onsite. After the waste is removed,
Elkem will survey the waste storage area and submit the survey repon to the NRC.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

NRC completes review of the Final Survey Repon July 1995*

UCC/IT complete waste removal September 1995*

NRC conducts confirmatory survey October 1995*

NRC releases site for unrestricted use,*

and removes site from SDMP December 1995

Problems / Issues

None
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ENGELHARD CORPORATION

Site Identification i

t

'

Engelhard Corporation
Plainville, MA |

t

License No.: Not Licensed
Docket No.: 070-00139 (old) .

License Status: Terminated by the AEC in 1%2 .

Project Manager: R. Tunit, DWM ,

Status of Dw. ..issioning Activities

!

Originally, the only known radioactive matenal contammation at this site was uranium
contamination of the building and septic system. Outdoor contamination was subsequently
discoveted when the site became subject to charactenzation for the y.wr.cc of hazardous ;

wastes under RCRA. 'Ihe additional EPA RCRA requirements imposed on the site
~

characterization by the discovery of potential mixed-waste contammation has slowed progress ,

on site remediation. Therefore, activities are divided into buddag decommissioning and |

outdoor area decommissioning.
,

Engelhard is ir-4r = '- =ly focusing on the specifics of the NRC and EPA site characterization
programs, bu; is coordinating the field work to clinunate duplication of effort. ;

'Ihe NRC conditionally approved both the building '+x- .dssioning plan and the outdoor area
'

characterization plan in Du-A+: 1993, pendmg approval of Engelhard's proposed health and
safety plan.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

NRC completes review of Engelhard responses to*

NRC questions concerning health and safety plan July 1995

Engelhard begins building decommissioning Spring 1996'.

.

Problems / issues ;

RCRA waste materials are present at the site. ;

:
!

.'
i

i
-

'Engelhard continues to characterize the outdoor areas for RCRA chemical characterization in cooperation with |

the EPA. EPA-related characterization activities are expected to continue through 1997. It is anticipated that
'

'
outdoor area (+x ==issioning activities will be performed in conjunctW with EPA remediation activities,
beginning in 1997. In addition Engelhard is currently investigating potential cost savings associated with
simultaneously performing building and outdoor area decommissioning activities. Engelhard is also investigating ;

' whether decommissioning activities may be covered under FUSRAP. Engelhards findings may affect building :
.

remediation start-up dates. ;
i
t
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FANSTEEL, INC.

Site Identification

. Fansteel, Inc.
'Muskogee Plant-
Muskogee, OK

License No.: SMB-911
= Docket No.: 040-07580
License Status: Active; timely renewal

. Project Manager: Amar Datta, FCSS -

. Status of Decommissioning Activities

Drough mid-1994, Fansteel continued to delay decommissioning by investigating various
options for recovering resources from the residue of past operations stored in several ponds at |
the site, including exporting the residue to Thailand. Fansteel decided on a plan involving
onsite processing of the residue.

A'cconfint y, Fansteel made a timely request for renewal of its License No. SMB-911 on Junel

20,1994. The staff is presently reviewing the application. In the course of this review, the
,

NRC evaluated the decommissioning plan and decommissioning funding plan submitted with ]
the renewal application, and found that both are deficient. By letter dated April 13,1995, the
NRC conveyed to Fansteel its finding that the plans were unacceptable. Fansteel requested
until October 1,1995, to submit revised plans.

4

Meanwhile, by letter dated January 25,1995, Fansteel submitted an application requesting
amendment of its license to permit processing of the residue. De staff is currently reviewing
this request.

In July 1993, Fansteel submitted a remedial assessment for the nonhwest portion of the site
(Northwest Property) along with a request that NRC release this portion rf the property for
unrestricted use. After several rounds of staff comments and Fansteel appeals, me NRC, vy its
letter dated March 21,1995, denied the request because of inadequate survey data. De staff
is awaiting Fansteel's decision as to whether it would pursue the request any funher.

In December 1993, Fansteel. requested permission to close four deep wells reaching into a deep
subsurface aquifer, claiming that the deep aquifer was uncontaminated. The staff responded by
stating that the deep wells appear necessary to continue ,ampling of the deep. Fansteel then
submitted additional sampling data in October 1994. After reviewing the additional data, the
staff wu satisfied that them was adequate basis for closure of the wells; by letter dated
Februa:y 23,1995, the NRC granted Fansteel's request.

NRC/Lica-a Actions and &Mda
i

Fansteel submits revised Decommissioning Plan and*

Decommissioning Funding Plan October 1,1995

NRC completes review of license amendment request Decernber 1995 1' *

' Appendix A - 39 - NUREG-1444,' Supplement 1
,

,

s - . . , ;,- v e - ,r-ne



NRC completes review of license renewal request June 1996*

Problems / Issues

Fansteel failed to submit a decommissioning plan for the entire facility, and its proposal for
onsite disposal of contaminated waste was unacceptable to the staff. Furthermore, Fansteel's
proposal for self-guaranteeing the availability of funding for decommissioning activities did
not meet NRC guidelines.

Fansteel based its request for release of its Northwest Property on an inadequate 1993 remedial
assessment survey. In addition to being inadequate, the limited remedial assessment survey
indicated potential contamination of parts of the Northwest Property.
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FROME INVESTMENT COMPANY (BROOKS & PERKINS CORPORATION) j7
4- ,

L Sne identification
!

: Frome Investment Company |
Detroit, MI - - |

'

9 ,
'j

.

License No.: D-547 - :

STB-0362 !
'

a Docket No.: 040-00235 |

License Status: Terminated by the AEC on May 17,1971 !'

Project Manager: T. Johnson, DWM
,

i
*

Site and Operations
'

'

I
'

.

AEC L'icense No. D-547 was issued on January 17,1957, to' Brooks & Perkins Corporation, |.

*

and then superseded by license No. STB-0362 on August 10,1%1. His license authorized ,

the use and possession of up to 15,000 pounds of thorium as contained in 40-percent thorium i>

1 master alloy and thorium magnesium alloy containing not more than 3-percent thorium. The ;

license authorized two locations of use: :,

h 1950 West Fort Street, Detroit, Michigan*

i
12633 Inkster Road, Livonia, MichiganL *

.

: i

This site description covers only activities at the Detroit facility. Activities at the Livonia |

facility, now separately owned, are c. overed by the site description for AAR Manufacturing,
'

*

inc. (Brooks & Perkins Corporation).

t
Licensed activities included rolling, melting, casting, forming, cutting, sanding, and welding )
manufactured products containing licensed source material. The licensee requested termination |,

of the license in a letter dated Febmary 5,1971, and provided a radiation survey of the J
Livonia and Detroit facilities conducted by their consultant. De AEC terminated the license

,

in May 1971, based upon the consultant's report. I

Frome Investment Company purchased the building sometime between late 1960 and early ;

1970 (exact date not available) from the Brooks & Perkins Corporation. The building is
currently leased to the Eaton Company, and is used as a warehouse.

Radioactive Wastes- 1

!Oak Ridge National Laboratories (ORNL). .-n NRC contractor, reviewed the terminated license
file. During the review, ORNL noted that, because of the type and quantity of licensed

' materials, a building at the site may have been lea with contamination, and the former licensee
may have buried its waste materials.

i

On February 1,1994, NRC Region III conductxt radiation surveys in and around the former i
I

manufacturing, processing, and storage areas in the building. De inspector's survey of the
building and adjacent property identified an open area located outside the main building' ;

behind a garage facing West Fort Street, which showed elevated radiation levels. Specifically,
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'

the inspector measured 120 pR/hr (30.8 nC/kg=hr) on contact and 15 pR/hr (3.9 nC/kgehr) at
I meter (3.3 ft) above the ground surface. No alpha activity was identified when measured on ;

contact with the ground. ' Further investigation indicated that radioactive matenal may have .

- been buned in this area.

The inspector collected a sample of the contaminated matenal for further analysis in the -r

Region III laboratory. Analysis of the sample identified the radioactive material as thorium, .

'|with the concentration of the slag material being 18.3 Bq/g (500 pCi/g), which exceeds the
NRC release criterion of 0.37 Bq/g (10 pCi/g). . The inspector also took several random smear i

tests for removable activity within the building; thew tests did not show removable
-

contamination above the detection limit. i
!

Description of Radiological Hazard [

[ The principal hazards associated with thorium contamination in the soil involve direct !
exposure, inhalation, ingestion, and intrusion into the burial area. Access to the site is j

; controlled, and the contamination poses no immediate threat to the public health and safety. ;

De contaminated arca is roped off and posted.. !
>

,

!
Fina.acial AssuranceNiable ResDonsible Organization i;

;

[ There is no financial assurance in place to cover the costs of decontamination and :

decommissioning. No financial assurance is required by regulation since the license for this '

| site has been terminated. Frome Investment Company has assumed responsibility far the [
decontamination costs.; ;

!e

Status of Decommissioning Activities.

! Frome Investment Company retained a consultant who submitted a characterization plan for i

'

NRC review in June 1994. De NRC returned comments on that plan to Frome in January - t

1995, with a sesponse due by April 1,1995. Frome has not replied, and has instiucted the !.

!consultant to temporarily suspend work. Frome has also retained legal counsel, taking the
position that it is not responsible for the contamination, and that characterization and

1

; remediation would cost more than the building is worth. [
|

| NRC/ Licensee Actions and Timing [
l

! NRC Review and Approval of Site Characterization Plan TBD *

:

Initiation of Site Remediation TBD j

t-

[MesAsms
}:
.

t
Frome Investment company is presently unwilling, and may be unable, to undertake '|,

remediation. - By retaining counsel, Frome may be expected to undertake action intended to :,

. recover remediation costs from successor 2 to Brooks & Perkins. !
! !

|
'

r
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HARTLEY & HARTLEY LANDFILL

Site Identification

Hartley & Hartley Landfill
Bay County, MI

License No.: Pending
Docket No.: 040-09022 (SCA)

040-09015 (MDNR)
License Status: Licenses applied for -
Project Manager: J. Parrott, DWM .

Status of Decommissioning Activities

SCA Site

On June 14,1995, the NRC issued a license to SCA for possession and decommissioning
activities. Issuance was delayed because additional documentation related to financial
assurance was required. SCA will now begin site characterization activities.

MDNR Site
The NRC will issue a license for possession and decommissioning activities at the MDNR site.
The license will require, by license condition, that MDNR submit a decommissioning plan by
a specified date. Issuance of the license is contingent upon submittal of a decommissioning
funding plan from MDNR.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

SCA Site

SCA submits decommissioning plan January 1997*

MDNR Site

MDNR submits decommissioning funding plan September 1995*

NRC issues license January 1996*

MDNR submits decommissioning plan January 1997*

Problems / Issues

Thorium wastes are mixed with hazardous wastes.
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- HERITAGE MINERALS ;

4

-

Site Identification' ;

Heritage Minerals |

; Lakehurst, NJ ,

:

: License No.: SMB-1541 -

Docket No.: 040-08980

j License Status: Active; possession only/ decommissioning; i
!Expires on December 31,1995

Project Manager: M. Miller, Region I !

DWM Monitor: H. Astwood :
!1

. Status of Decommissioning Activities |

,

i1-

The licensee has completed remediation of the process buildings, and License No. SMB-1541 |
will expire on December 31,1995. Representatives from Region I visited the site on June 25, i

!1993, and found that little progress has been made regarding disposal, although the licensee
had constructed a stockade fence around the monazite-rich pile. The licensee requested a +

meeting, which was held in Region I on August 22,1994. Based on agreem-nts reached
.

during the meeting, the licensee submitted a decommissioning cost estimate for the site on ji

August 30,1994, followed by a summary of actions to develop remediation options for the site ;
q-

on October 7,1994. In addition, the licensee withdrew their request to allow mixing of the !

monazite pile as a disposal method.
.

Region I cent a deficiency letter dated November 21,1994, requesting a financial assurance ;
.

: instmment based upon a revised cost estimate for license termination. By letters dated March :
'

21 and 22,1995, the licensee submitted a letter of credit, and responded to NRC questions
; regarding the decommissioning cost estimate. [

:.

NRC1 License Actions and Schedule'

NRC performs confirmatory survey of remediated area August 1997! *

i
NRC terminates license December 1997 !*

-
;
,

Problems / Issues
, ,

!

1 The State of New Jersey objects to the NRC's regulatory position that the combined tailings |

piles, which exceed current NRC release criteria for unrestricted use, are not subject to NRC !
regulation. 'Ihe State bases its objection on the fact that the piles are not currently licensed, |
and contain less than 0.05 percent uranium and thorium by weight. The State has proposed !

waste storage, generation, and disposal regulations that may complicate site decommissioning. :
|

. .

i

!
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HOAIZONS, INC. (LAMOTITE)
3

1

5 Site Identificatan I

| Horizons, Inc.
Cleveland, OH j

'I
' License No.: C-2348 1:

i~ C-34%
'

Docket No.: 040-000861 :

!License Status: Terminated by the AEC in May 1959,

!' Project Manager: T. Johnson, DWM i

1

Site and Operations

'

in the late 1940s, Horizons, Inc. had an active research program in the field of high- i

: temperature, fused-salt electrochemistry. Most of the research pertained to non-radioactive
,

titanium and zirconium. Horizons then submitted a contract proposal to the Atomic Energy Ia

i Commission (AEC) for a research project to study possible production methods for thorium j
recovery. De AEC awarded Horizons its first contract in April 1952, and continued this .I4

F contract with various amendments through June 30,1956. During this period Horizons
processed more than 4.5 metric tons (5 tons) of thorium nitrate tetrahydrate under AEC.

License No. C-2348..
].

) Review of historical documents indicates that final payment for the contract work included

[ reimbursement for decommissioning. However, Horizons submitted a license renewal
;- application dated February 20,1956, for continued possession, use, and processing of thorium

'

and uranium beyond the date that the contract would be discontinued.
.

The AEC completed action on this renewal request, and issued Horizons License No. C-34%
on April 30,1957, for use and possession of 62.5 kg (100 lbs) of uranium and 6,250 kg:

;. (10,000 lbs) of thorium at their facility located at 2891-2905 East 79th Street, Cleveland,
!Ohio. Authorized uses included refining source material for anyone licensed by the AEC, and"

i recovering uranium and thorium by an electrolytic process. His license was terminated on
May 31,1959.

j' Horizons also held two other AEC licenses. Byproduct Material License No. 27229, which

4 became effective in 1955 and terminated February 1,1957, authorized the possession and use
of 740 MBq (20 mci) of silver-110 (Ag-110). Byproduct Material License 34-1947-01, which
superseded License No. 27229, was issued on February 1,1957, and terminated on December

'

9,1958.. Horizons used the Ag-110 under several government contracts to determine
'

coefficients of surface diffusion for various metals.

In a letter dated November 4,1958, Horizons stated that they had shipped all materials on
hand back to Oak Ridge National Laboratories (ORNL), an NRC contractor, on October 31,E

1958.. '

During a review of terminated licenses, ORNL noted the lack of decontamination and
decommissioning documentation in the terminated license file. Because of this deficiency,(.
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E'

ORNL concluded that the possibility existed that the former licensee may have mappropnately
disposed of their contaminated wastes, or simply abandoned the material.

Further investigation by the NRC staff revealed that the Department of Energy (DOE) had .

'

!.

been considering this site as a candidate for their Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action
;

Program (FUSRAP) in the mid-1970s. The DOE conducted a site characterization / assessment
during Febmary and March 1977, and concluded in a report dated February 1979, that the - ;

',
facility did not meet the NRC release criteria. In 1985, the DOE then concluded that they do

>

not have the authority under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to perform remedial
action at the site, even though residual radioactive material is present because of ,

AEC-sponsored operations. This decision was transmitted to the U.S. Environmental
Protection. Agency (EPA) and the State of Ohio.

In November 1994, Horizons, Inc. petitioned the DOE to re-open the issue of DOE funding for ,

'
the needed semediation at the site. In April 1995, the DOE informed the NRC that the
government is contractually liable for remediation costs, and will request that Horizons, Inc.
prepare a cost proposal for meeting the requirements of the SDMP.

!

Radioactive Wastes

During the 1940s and 1950s, the two buildings (Buildings B and C) at the Horizons facility !

'
used for the production of granular thorium and metallic uranium became extensively
contaminated. Lamotite, the current owner of the site, currently uses Building B to store
surplus (nonradioactive) process equipment.

A DOE report dated February 1979 indicated that concentrations of thorium-232 up to 181
Bq/g (4,890 pCi/g) were found in soil and other materials taken from the floor drains and
surfaces inside Buildings B and C. The report further stated that soil contamination under ;

Building C runs to a depth of up to 6 feet. Results of direct alpha measurements suggest that
most of the roof surfaces of the two buildings contain alpha contamination in excess of 100 .

2 -

dpm/100 cm ,
?

'

On June 25,1993, NRC Region III inspected the Horizons facility, and identified direct
radiation levels in excess of 500 nC/kgehr (2 mR/hr) on contact, as well as total alpha
contamination in excess of 30,000 cpm in several floor areas. In addition, a sludge sample
from a floor drain contained 418 Bq/g (11,300 pCi/g) of Th-232. Building surface
contamination was extensive, but no contamination in excess of background was identified ;

outside of the building. -

The entire site covers approximately 13,600 m (146,000 ft'). Of this, Building B occupies2

481 m (5,185 ft'), and Building C (including offices) occupies 2,276 m (24,500 ft ). The2 2 2

surrounding neighborhood is a mixture of commercial buildings and single / multiple-family
,

residences. Based upon the DOE contractor's survey data, approximately 230 m' (300 yd') of !
soil and 380 m' (500 yd') of building material may require disposal.

?
Description of Radiolonical Hazard

!

Access to the site is controlled, and the site poses no immediate threat to the public health and i

safety. Thorium contamination currently exists only in onsite soils and buildings. Building C
is currently posted " Caution, Radioactive Materials," and the current propeity owner has !
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restricted access to the building. The floor drains in Building C have been plugged for
approximately 10 years.

Financial Assurance / Viable Responsible Organization

Lamotite curn:ntly owns the property. At the time of the NRC Region 111 inspection on June
25,1993, the NRC staff found that Horizons, Inc, sold the buildings to a company called
Clecon somewhere in the 1966-l%7 time frame. Clecon then sold all of the company's assets
to Tilling of England in 1981. Tilling, in turn, sold all of the company's assets to an unknown
individual in 1982. This unknown individual sold all of the business to three of the company's
managers in 1983. Finally, these three individuals sold the business and all of its assets to
Lamotite in 1986.

Since neither Horizons nor Lamotite are licensees, no financial assurance documents are

required to be in place to cover the costs of decontamination and decommissioning. Further,
the DOE indicated that it will be responsible for the remediation costo

Status of Decommissioning Activities

in August 1993, the NRC issued an inspection report concerning the Horizons site. This led to
both Lamotite and Horizons being separately notified on March 3,1994, that the site had been i

added to the SDMP. Lamotite had a radiological health assessment of the site prepared by I

Fluor-Daniel for the purpose of identifying specific locations that might pose radiological
hazards to their employees; this repon was submitted to the NRC on February 9,1994.
Representatives of Horizons are working with the DOE to recover n: mediation costs from the
old AEC contract, and submitted a formal claim to the DOE in November 1994. As noted
above, this claim has now been approved.

1

On June 6,1994, Lamotite and Horizons jointly submitted to the NRC a schedule for
undertaking site characterization and remediation activities. The NRC staff is currently
reviewing this schedule, but is defeiring action on its approval, pending the Horizons' response
to the DOE's request for submittal of a cost proposal.

1

|

Other involved Parties

The State of Ohio and the U.S. EPA were provided mformation regarding the radiological
status of this site in December 1985. However, no specific actions to ensure prompt
decommissioning were taken.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Timing

NRC completes review of pmposed remediation schedule 'IT3D
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Problems / issues

Lamotite has requestd that the NRC issue an order to Horizons, Inc. to remediate the site. |
. De NRC has deferred action on this request, pending a final decision by DOE conceming the
Horizons' claim, as well as the outcome of a request for a similar, possibly precedent-setting,
order by the NRC affecting Advanced Medical Systems (AMS) and the Northeast Ohio '

Regional Sanitary District (NEORSD). Although this request is still pending, it may be
considered moot in consequence of the decision by DOE to fund remediation efforts.

!

.

i

<

1
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KAISER ALUMINUM SPECIALTY PRODUCTS

Site Identification
:

Kaiser Aluminum Specialty Products
Tulsa, Oklahoma

License No.: STB-472
Docket No.: 040-02377 (old)
License Status: Terminated in 1971 ,

Project Manager: R. hrtil

Site and Operations

On March 7,1958, the AEC issued Source Material License C-012 to the Standard Maguesium
Corporation, a Diviem of the Kaiser Chemical Company, for possession of magnesium- !

thorium alloy. Standard Magnesium purchased magnesium-thorium scrap matenal for
reclaiming purposes. De product of the manufacturing process was magnesium anodes, which
were used for cathodic protectiori on items such as tanks and pipelines.

On November 22,1%1, the AEC issued License STB-472 to Standard Magnesium; this
license superseded License C-4012. On June 5,1968, the AEC ==W License STB-472 to
include uranium. Standard Magnesium planned to process a magnesium slag containing
uranium from the National lead Company of Ohio. On February 12,1971, Kaiser
Magnesium, formerly called Standard Magnesium, requested that the AEC cancel the source
matenal license. De licensee stated that they had not processed any source material in the
past year, and had decided to discontinue purchasing this material. In March 1971, the AEC j

terminated Source Material License STB-472 at the licensee's request.

i

According to NRC records, the waste material from the licensee's smelting process was
disposed of by burial in an area immediately behind the plant. He AEC conducted an
inspection on November 15,1%5. He resulting inspection report quoted the Metal
Procurement Director for Standard Magnesium as saying that approximately 50 tons of,

| magnesium-thorium slag material was disposed of by burial.

Radioactive Wastes.

Little data exists on the extent of radioactive wastes at this site. All information indicates that
materials at the site consist of contaminated soil containing thorium-232 and its daughter
thorium-228. The soil has also been found to contain thorium-230, one of 14 daughters in the
uranium-238 decay chain. However, an ORISE analysis did not identify any uranium-238, the
parent nuclide for thorium-230, or radium-226, the daughter of the thorium-230 nuclide. His
finding suggests that Kaiser may have received a slag material that was processed before
shipment to Kaiser. De slag material may have been stripped of its uranium, or the thorium-
230 may have been concentrated in the material before shipment to Kaiser.

Soil samples taken in June 1994 revealed concentrations of thorium-232 in the range between
0.8 Bq (22 pCi)/g and 2.7 Bq (72 pCiyg. The analysis also identified thorium-230 in
concentrations between 2.2 Bq (60 pCivg and 7.2 Bq (195 pCiyg One soil sample was

. analyzed by alpha spectrometry to confirm the identification of thorium-230 by gamma

i
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spectrometry analysis. The alpi :,pectrometry analysis identified thorium-228 at 2.7 Bq (73.6
pCi)/g, thorium-230 at 8.1 Bq (220 pCi)/g, and thorium-232 at 2.7 Bq (72.2 pCi)/g.
Indications are that from 36,800 m' (1.3 million ft') to 85,000 m' (3 million ft') of
contaminated soil are located onsite.

Descrir> tion of Radiological Hazard

No immediate health hazard exists at the Kaiser Aluminum facility. Kaiser controls access to
the area with fencing that surrounds the contaminated sludge and retention pond areas.

Financial Assurance / Viable Resr>onsible Organization

There is no financial assurance for this site. Financial assurance requirements in the
decommissioning mie do not apply because the AEC license was terminated. However, Kaiser
is a large company considered capable of providing the required financial assurance.

Status of Decommissioning Activities

NRC inspectors visited the Kaiser site in November 1993, June 1994, and November 1994, to
assess residual radioactive contamination at the Tulsa site. The Kaiser site was added to the
SDMP list in August 1994. Meetings be ween NRC and Kaiser staff were held in March 1994
and July 1994, to discuss the nature of contamination at the site and conceptual aspects of 'Jte
characterization.

Kaiser arranged for Advanced Recovery Systems, Inc. (ARS) to perform the site
characterization work. ARS completed the characterization survey at the facility in Octobet
1994. The characterization report should be complete, and copies made available, in May
1995. It is anticipated that a decommissioning project schedule will accompany the
characterization report.

Other involved Parties

The Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality, Radiation Management, sent a
representative to the site visits in November 1993 and November 1994, and is being kept
apprised of significant developments. The department has also expressed interest in reviewing
and commenting on issues that may affect the State of Oklahoma. The U.S. EPA, Region VI,
llazardous Waste Management Division, is also being kept apprised of developments at the
site.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

Kaiser submits site characterization report and May 1995
a

decommissioning project schedule

Problems / issues

Large volume of thorium-contaminated soil and slag are present at the site.
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KERR-MCGEE (CIMARRON) 1

;

'

Site Identification

Kerr-McGee Cimanon Plant j
Crescent, OK

4

License No.: SNM-928
Docket No.: 070-925 ,

License Status: Active; possession only/decommissiumng 1

Project Manager: D. Fauver, DWM

Status of Decommissioning Activities

Kerr-McGee submitted a license amendment request, in accordance with 10 CFR 20.2002 i

(formerly 10 CFR 20.302), to dispose of 14,000 m' (500,000 ft') of soil contaminated with |
low concentrations of enr ched uranium (EU) by onsite burial. The concentration of EU in the '

soil to be buried will be limited to the Option 2 concentration limits in the Branch Technical
Position (BTP) on " Disposal or Onsite Storage of Thorium or Uranium Wastes from Past
Operations" (46 FR 52601). |

I

During the NRC's review of the onsite disposal request, a question arose concerning the !

solubility of the EU. Option 2 of the BTP provides criteria for both soluble and insoluble EU
[i.e.,3.7 Bq/g (100 pCi/g) and 9.3 Bq/g (250 pCi/g), respectively]. To help answer the general
question regarding solubility, the NRC contracted with Pacific Northwest Laboratories (PNL)
to evaluate available procedures. PNL submitted its findings on December 7,1993. Based on
the PNL report and subsequent NRC review, the NRC provided Ken-McGee with two
acceptable methods for determining solubility, as well as a procedure for determining the soil
contamination limit based on the results of the procedures.

In lieu of determining the solubility using the procedures approved by the NRC, Kerr-McGee
proposed on January 19,1994, to apply the most conservative BTP limit, that is, the 3.7 Bq/g
(100 pCi/g) limit for soluble EU, to the soil proposed for onsite burial. However, Kerr-McGee
requested that the NRC approve the disposal with a provision to allow Kerr-McGee to
determine the solubility, and adjust the limit accordingly, at some time in the future if deemed
necessary.

On March 15,1994, the NRC completed an environmental assessment of the amendment
request for the onsite burial, with a finding of no significant impact (FONSI). A Federal
Register notice announcing the FONSI and an opportunity for a hearing was published on
March 22,1994 (59 FR 13513).

On November 4,1994, the NRC issued a license amendment authorizing the onsite disposal of
14,000 m' (500,000 ft') of soil containing average uranium concentrations of up to 100 pCi/g
enriched uranium. The placement of contaminated soil into the disposal cell is ongoing.

In October 1994, Cimarron submitted a characterization mport to support the decommissioning
of the mmainder of the site. The decommissioning plan was submitted in April 1995, and is
currently under review.
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Also in October 1994, Cimarron submitted a final survey plan for " unaffected" portions of the
site, where licensed activities where not conducted and the potential for contamination is low.
The NRC approved the survey plan on May 1,1995, and the surveys of unaffected areas are
currently underway.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

NRC provides conunents on the Cimarron site
characterization report and decommissioning plan September 1995

Problems / Issues

None
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KERR-MCGEE (CUSHING)

! Kerr-McGee Cushma Plant
,

Kerr-McGee Cushing Plant
Cushing, OK

' License No.: SNM-1999
: Docket No.: 070-03073

License Status: Active,

Project Manager: D. Fauver, DWM
,

Status of Decomminianine Activities

j . On May 12,1993, Kerr-McGee notified the NRC that the radiation safety officer named in the
license had terminated employment with Kerr-McGee. On January 5,1994, Kerr McGee?

submitted a license amendment request to extend the submittal date for the Cushing site'

: decommissioning plan from February 1,1994, to May 1,1994. Because of the tumover in
radiation safety officers at the site, the NRC approved the request and extended the required
submittal date to May 1,1994.

On April 27,1994, Kerr-McGee submitted the decommissioning plan for the Cushing site.
Kerr-McGee proposed to dispose of the uranium- and thorium-contaminated soil onsite, in
accordance with 10 CFR 20.2002. Kerr-McGee also proposed that the concentration of EU in
the soil to be buried will be limited to the Option 2 concentration limits in the Branch
Technical Position (BTP) on " Disposal or Onsite Storage of Thorium or Uranium Wastes from
Past Operations" (46 FR 52601). j

In December 1994, Kerr-McGee requested a meeting with NRC to discuss the
decommissioning plan. At the meeting, Kerr-McGee agreed to submit an ALARA analysis of
the decommissioning alternatives for the site. Kerr-McGee submitted the " Cushing Facility
ALARA Analysis" to the NRC in March 1995. In the report, Kerr-McGee contends that
excavation and offsite shipment of the contaminated soil at the Cushing site is not cost- i
effective, and that the ALARA analysis supports the decommissioning alternative proposed in !

the decommissioning plan.

In June 1994, Kerr-McGee submitted a survey plan for the areas at the Cushing site where
licensed activities were not known to have been conducted and where contamination potential
is low. nese " unaffected areas" contain acid sludge pits that are required to be remediated
under a consent order with the State of Oklahoma. Kerr-McGee seeks to have these !
unaffected areas released for unrestricted use and removed from the license. In that event, the '

remediation of the acid sludge pits can be carried out without consideration of potential
radiological contamination. He NRC pmvided comments on the plan in December 1994. In !

April 1995, Kerr-McGee submitted its " Final Radiation Survey of Unaffected Areas of the
Cushing Refinery Site." His report contained the results of the survey and Kerr-McGee's
responses to the NRC's coniments.

i
'

I

4
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' NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

NRC reviews final survey report for unaffected*

areas and provides comments . August 1995
_

*

NRC reviews ALARA analysis and decommissioning plan*

and provides comments August 1995

Problems / issues

Soil is contaminated with thorium in excess of 0.37 Bq/g (10 pCi/g), the~ BTP Option I limit.-
Kerr-McGee has proposed onsite disposal of soil with concentrations between 0.37 Bq/g (10
pCi/g) and 1.8 Bq/g (50 pCi/g) thorium (BTP Option 2 limit). However, assc # 6e resident

Js 1farmer scenario and taking no credit for cover or averaging, the projected dos, o

mSv/yr (100 mrem /yr) for thorium concentrations in excess of 1.1 Bq/g (30 pt .,.
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i

; LAKE CITY ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT j
(Formerly Remington Arms Company) ;

;

Site identification
.

Department of the Army -,

!' Lake City Army Ammunition Plant (LCAAP)
,

Independence, MO .

License No.: SUB-1380 (Issued to Depanment of the Army)
j- Docket No.: 040-08767

License Status: Active
Project Manager: S. Brown, DWM'

-
,

Status of Decommissioning Activities
1

i

The licensee originally submitted its characterization plan along with a remediation plan and
decommissioning schedule in April 1993. After the licensee revised the characterization plan-

to include sampling for non-radiological hazardous wastes, the NRC approved the plan in
November 1993. j4

Most of the sampling was accomplished in December 1993; however, sample containers froze
and burst. Resampling was conducted in March 1994, and the characterization report of the
firing range was submitted in November 1994.

In a November 1994 letter, the licensee proposed to remediate two of the four areas found to
be contaminated with depleted uranium. The two areas to be remediated am the 600 yard,

catcher area and the sandpile area. The licensee's schedule for remediation of these two areas
i

will be based on availability of funds each fiscal year.
;

i
The licensee proposed not to remediate the two remaining contaminated areas, the 1750-yard
impact area and the 2180-yard impact area. Instead, the licensee proposed to have these areas

: removed from the license with use restrictions. The licensee still needs to perform a
characterization study of the remainder of the site, since other potentially contaminated areas
have been identified. The licensee has not provided the NRC with a proposed schedule for
this characterization study. These activities also need to be coordinated with the State of'

Missouri and U.S. EPA, since the site is being assessed and remediated under CERCLA. In
;

June 1995, NRC expressed concern with the U.S. Army's piecemeal approach to assessing and
,

decommissioning the LCAAP.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule
.

NRC requests that LCAAP submit characterization
! and decommissioning schedules August 1995

Problems / Issues
i

The decommissioning funding budgeting process will result in only a ponion of the total site ;

being decommissioned in any one fiscal year because of fiscal constraints. |
i

-
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MAGNESIUM ELEKTRON
:

Site Identification

;

- Magnesium Elektron, Inc.
Flemington, NJ

License No.: N/A
Docket No.: 040-08984
Licente Status: Pending
Project Manager: Charles Gaskin, FCSS
DWM Monitor: N. Orlando

Status of Decommissioning Activities

h facility is currently operating, and the licensee has no plans to decommission at this time.
W NRC continues to work with Magnesium Elektron, Inc. (MEI) to determine if the sludge
generated during operations, and stored in onsite ponds, contains greater than 0.05 percent
uranium and thorium, by weight, thereby requiring an NRC license. In July 1993, in response
to an NRC request, MEI submitted a revised sludge characterization plan. W NRC approved
the plan, and MEI submitted a characterization report in January 1994. The NRC has
reviewed the report.

MEI has withdrawn its license application pending NRC review of the sludge characterization
report. MEI has provided a method to modify its process to keep uranium and thorium below
0.05 percent by weight in process residues, thereby avoiding the requirement to apply for an
NRC license. In addition, the NRC has advised MEI that the sludge in the storage ponds may
be disposed of through normal industrial waste methods, and are not of licensing interest to the
NRC.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

NRC completed review of sludge characterization report*

NRC prepared a draft Commission paper to remove MEI from the SDMP list. W*

Commission paper is in the concurrence stage.

Problems / Issues

None

NUREG-1444, Supplement 1 56 Appendix A



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

MINNESOTA MINING AND MANUFACTURING CO. (3M)-

Site Identification

3M Kerrick Site
Pine County, MN

License No.: SNM-764
SMB-239

Docket No.: 070-00832
040-01020

License Status: Expired on October 31,1%7
Project Manager: J. Lentz, DWM

Status of Deconunissioning Activities

In a letter dated February 3,1993, the licensee submitted data obtained from the 1992
environmental sampling program, along with other data available for the site. The NRC used
this information in a draft radiological dose assessment of the Kerrick site. This assessment
was reviewed by cognizant personnel from the NRC,3M, ..linnesota Department of Health
(MDH) and Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA). The NRC assessment suggested i

that the ground-level radiation and inhalation pathways for thorium, and the groundwater i

pathway for natural and enriched uranium, may become problems at some time in the future.
The NRC received formal comments from 3M; MDH and MPCA are taking an interest, but
chose not to comment formally.

In conjunction with submittal of their technological comments,3M expressed an interest in
decommissioning the site for restricted, rather than unrestricted, use. The NRC will use the
dose assessment and 3M comments to assist in determining whether

remedial action is necessary.

additional site-specific information is needed for the radiological dose assessment*

the wastes should be exhumed*

the site should be released for restricted use only-

The NRC staff is also reviewing attematives to its policies conceming onsite thorium disposal.
At another site with thorium contaminants, the NRC staff is withholding action pending
analysis of generic issues involving thorium contamination. These issues are being addressed

. in a draft environmental impact statement (EIS). It is probable that the results of this draft
EIS may also have implications for the 3M Kerrick site.

NRC/Uene Actions and Schedule

NRC determines if further action is required TBD*
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Problems / Issues
-

Lack of specific data for each of the four disposal areas at the 3M Kerrick site makes it -

difficult to estimate prospective doses. The current NRC dose assessnwnt uses conservative
'

source terms and geohydrological parameters, thereby producing dose estimates for the ground-
level radiation, inhalation, and groundwater pathways that would require exhumation. The
NRC believes it could refine the dose assessment for the Kerrick site, given the availability of
better knowledge of the chemical state of disposed materials and their bydrogeochemical

,

ti environment, including dispersion coefficients.

'

Final action at the Kerrick site is being withheld to allow 3M the opportunity to present data
showing that the site meets criteria for either unrestricted or restricted release. The delay will
also allow the NRC to review its policies on thorium contamination, as a consequence of the
generic, draft EIS currently in process.

,

i

:

,

5

f

;
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MOLYCORP, INC. (WASHINGTON, PA)

ISite Idamfication
|

Molycorp, Inc.- I

Washington, PA

i

License No.: SMB-1393 |
Docket No.: 040-08778 j

License Status: Renewed October 27,1992 ;

.

Expires September 1,1997'

Project Manager: L. Person, DWM>

i

'
Status of Decommissioning Activities

-

. In November 1992, Molycorp submitted an initial site characterization plan (SCP), which was
subsequently revised and submitted to the NRC in April 1993. In December 1993, the NRC ;

- approved Molycorp's SCP with several comments. j

in February 1994, Molycorp requested a 120-day extension for submittal of the site
characterization report (SCR) because of delays caused by heavy winter snows, spring rains,4

and a high water table at the site. The NRC granted Molycorp's request, and changed the date
: for submittal of Molycorp's SCR from August 1994 to December 1994. On December 8,
1994, Molycorp requested a second extension to January 20,1995. The NRC granted this
request based on the sudden illness of Molycorp's primary consultant on radiological matters. i
After obtaining the services of Foster Wheeler and Associates, Molycorp submitted the SCR j

on January 19,1995. The NRC reviewed the SCR, and submitted a request for additional |

information on April 3,1995. j

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

The following decommissioning milestone has been incorporated into Molycorp's license:

i |
Molycorp submits decommissioning plan to NRC August 1995

^

*

\

Problems / issues
'

Molycorp has indicated a preference for onsite disposal of radioactive waste at the
!Washington site. Onsite disposal would sequire an exemption to current requirements.

;
.

.
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' MOLYCORP, INC. (YORK, PA) -

Site Identificanon

Molycorp, Inc. 5
York, PA

License No.: SMB-1408 :

Docket No.: 040-08794 |

License Status: Active; timely renewal i

Project Manager: L. Person, DWM - |
:

Status of Deara ai==ianine Activities
!

' Molycorp.was originally scheduled to submit a site characterization plan (SCP) in July 1993;
however, Molycorp is no longer submitting a separate SCP for the site. Instead, Molycorp's
SCP included a site radiological survey and a groundwater hydrology assessment. Molycorp

'

submitted these reports to the NRC in August 1993 and February 1994, respectively. In
March 1994, the NRC approved Molycorp's SCP with several comments. Molycorp was

!scheduled to submit the site decommissioning plan by May 30,1995.

'

On AMI 21,1995, Molycorp reported to the NRC that it had discovered onsite a ferro-
. tungsten waste material containing elevated levels of radium-226 and uranium. This material
is apparently similar to process waste known to exist earlier at Molycorp's Washington facility. ,

' Molycorp sent the material offsite for analysis. - Assuming that the analysis verifies the
'

presence of this material onsite, Molycorp will need to return to the site characterization phase
of the decommissioning process. This could possibly result in a 60-day delay in submitting .

the Molycorp site decommissioning plan (July 30,1995). The licensee is in the process of
submitting documentation concerning the presence of the ferro-tungsten waste, and requestmg
a 60-day extension for submission of the site decommissioning plan. '

i

Isensee Actions and Schedule

* Molycorp submits site decommissioning plan July 1995

Problems / Issues

Molycorp may need to perform characterization work to identify the extent and
location of the ferro-tungsten material found at the York site. It may be difficult, if *

not impossible, to separate radioactive contamination associated with licensed activities i

from radioactive contamination caused at the York site before licensed operation. !

|

i

:

|

!
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NORTHEAST OHIO REGIONAL SEWER DISTRICT / SOUTHERLY PLANT

Site Identification

Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District (NEORSD)
6000 Canal Road
Cleveland, OH

License No.: 34-1772.6-02
Docket No.: 030-18276
License Status: Not a licensed facility for Co-60
Project Manager: M. (Sam) Nalluswami, DWM

Status of Decommissioning Activities

During the second half of 1993, the Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District (NEORSD)
completed the remediation of the three cobalt-60 contaminated ash lagoons (A, B, and C).
These lagoons were at fu:1 capacity, and needed to be emptied to allow continued operation of
the sewage treatment plant.

To ensure that sewage treatment operations were not adversely affected, and to accommodate
very tight lagoon remediation schedules, the NRC staff accelerated its review of NEORSD
submittals for the remediation of the contaminated lagoons. After remediation, the NRC
conditionally released Lagoons A, B, and C for u e (in July 1993 for Lagoon C, and in
December 1993 for Lagoons A and B) pending the results of lagoon closcout surveys.

The licensee transferred the ash from the lagoons to the south fill area adjacent to the lagoons.
The ash was the capped with a 15-cm (6-in) clay cover to prevent windblown migration. The
NRC staff and Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Educa' ion (ORISE) staff then conducted
radiological surveys of the lagoons.

The NEORSD submitted the fm' al lagoon status survey report in April 1994; the NRC staff
reviewed this report and provided comments on December 28,1994. The NEORSD responded
to the NRC comments, and submitted Revision I to the report on February 16,1995. Based
on reviews and resolution of comments, the staff concluded that further remediation of the ash
lagoons and adjacent areas is not required. This conclusion, including information that the
lagoons and adjacent areas are suitable for unrestricted use, was communicated to the
NEORSD in a letter dated April 4,1995.

Cobalt-60 contamination has been identified in other parts of the Southerly Plant site. On
April 23,1993, the NEORSD submitted a plan to characterize this contamination. De NRC

i staff reviewed and commented on the plan, and the NEORSD provided satisfactory responses
to the comments. The NEORSD then performed a characterization of the site to determine the'

extent and nature of the contamination, and submitted a report dated June 30,1994. This
characterization will be the basis for preparing a remediation plan. De staff reviewed the
characterization report, and provided comments in a letter dated December 28,1994. De'

NEORSD irsponded to these comments, and submitted Revision 1 of the final site
characterization report on February 27,1995. De staff is currently reviewing this revised!-

report.
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'Ihe NEORSD currently controls the contamination in both the North and South fill areas.
'Ihese areas are fenced, and access is controlled. In addition, these areas are capped to prevent
ai borne migration and to minimize exposure levels to personnel. Current exposure levels in
the fill areas are less than 3 to 6 times background, and are well within NRC requirements.

'Ihe staff anticipates a proposed remediation plan for the fill area that would rely on access
controls and monitoring for two to three dech After this period, any residual Co-60
contamination should be sufficiently decayed so that it will no longer pose's significant
radiological hazard.

N_RC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule - Other Site Areas (Non-Lanoon)

I
*' NRC appmves site characterization report August 1995

NEORSD/SP submits remediation/ decommissioning plan October 1995*

NRC reviews remediation/deconunissioning plan March 1996*

Problems / Issues

On April 1,1993, the NEORSD filed a lawsuit against Advanced Medical Systems'(AMS) for
'

damages to their Southerly Plant from Co-60 contamination transmitted by liquid waste
released by AMS to NEORSD sanitary sewers. In addition, on March 3,1993, the NEORSD
filed a petition pursuant to 10 CFR 52.206, requesting that the NRC modify the AMS license
to include the following requirements:

(1) Assume all costs resulting from the offsite release of Co-60 deposited at the NEORSD
Southerly Plant.

(2) Remediate the sewer connec' ting the AMS London Road facility with the public sewer at
London Road, and continue remediation of the sewers downstream as far as necessary.

,

4

:

,

!

!

t
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NUCLEAR METALS, INC. !
4

Site identification )
- Nuclear Met ils, Inc. j

Concord, MA }
i

License No.: SMB-179 . i
. SUB-1452 |

Docaet No.: 040-00672 j

040-08866 - |
License Status: Timely renewal !

Project Manager: M. Miller, Region I |
DWM Monitor: W.Lahs

|
;

Status of D====i==i=ia- Activities !

i

,

License Nos. SUB-179 and SUB-1452 expired on May 31,1989, and March 31,1990, i

respectively, and both licenses are currently in timely renewal. Region I reviewed both ;
!renewal applications, and sent the licensee a deficiency letter on October 18,1993. On
!

January 11,1994. Nuclear Metals, Inc. (NMI) submitted an environmental report to support
preparation of the environmental assessment (EA) necessary for renewal of the licenses. The f
NMSS has contracted with ORNL to prepare the EA by November 1995.

On July 1,1993, NMI submitted a letter to the NRC indicating that they planned to remediate I
the holding basin by processing its contents to recover arid recycle the copper and depleted
oranium. The licensee also submitted an amendment request dated July 1,1993, seeking
authorization under 10 CFR 20.2002 for unrestricted disposition of copper containing small
quantities of DU. This proposal covers only copper generated during normal operations;
however, at the time, NMI believed it might also be used to recycle material removed from the
holding basin. It now appears that material from the holding basin will not be recycled. |

On January 11,1994, Region I sent NMI a deficiency letter regarding this proposal. Region I
also sent a technical assistance request (TAR) to NMSS on January 21,1994. NMI originally
requested until July 1994 t' mspond, but now indicates that its response will not be available
until summer of 1995. NMSS responded to the TAR on April 29,1994. Region i reviewed
the response, and delayed further action until NMI's intentions become clear.

)
Recently, licensee representatives indicated that they met with the Army to seek funding and |

direction regarding disposition of the holding basin contents. NMI expects an answer from the i
'

Army in'the summer of 1995.

'

On February 12,19')3, the licensee submitted a holding basin characterization report. In
response, Region I sent the licensee a letter, dated July 23,1993, requesting additional;

information to justify the report's conclusion that depleted uranium is limited to the immediate
.

environs of the basin. 'Ihe licensee responded on January 6,1994. Based on additional ,

'
'

groundwater monitoring results, the licensee's response indicated that depleted urariium is
migrating away from the holding basin toward the Assebet River, but has not migrated beyond j!
the site boundary.

|

|
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On March 24,1995, Region I sent a letter to NMI approving the holding basin characterization
report, and requesting a schedule for submitting a forrral remediation plan including a
schedule for implementation of the plan. Region I also requested additional information
concerning the ground water.

On July 1,1993, the licensee submitted a decommissioning funding plan for the site. Region I i

reviewed this plan, and sent a deficiency letter to the licensee on March 2,- 1994. Region I
received partial responses on April 15,1994, and May 15,1944, and deterrained that the
information submitted was not adequate. Region I then issued a demand for information on
June 21,1994, and the licensee responded on July 1,1994. Based on the response, Region I
conducted an enforcement conference on December 8,1994. By letter dated April 5,1995,
Region I informed NMI that, in order to achieve compliance, it must provide either a financial '

instrument described in 10 CFR 40.36, or a formal request for a partial exemption from 10
CFR 40.36.

I

In October 1994, a local citizens group published offsite soil sampling results indicating that
uranium levels were elevated, but not above the criteria for relene to unrestricted use. On
November 16-17,1994, Region I conducted an inspection at NMI, including independent soil
sampling of offsite areas. The NRC soil sample results did not indicate depleted uranium
above background level in the environment. Additional offsite sampling is planned. The
concern about offsite contamination has also been refened to the Agency for Toxic Substance
and Disease Registry for evaluation.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

NRC responds to NMI's groundwater report October 1995 I*

NMI submits decommissioning plan and schedule December 1995*

NRC responds to NMrs environmental report December 1995=

NRC reviews NMrs decommissioning plan and schedule. |
.

and requests additional information June 1996 i

,

NRC approves NMI's decommissioning plan and schedule December 1996*

5

Problems / Issues

Uranium detected in onsite groundwater away from the holding basin may delay
decommissioning activities or warrant additional action. The NRC has not yet approved a (
decommissioning financial assurance mechanism. NMI is currently eeking to have the U S. !

Army assume financial sesponsibility for remediating the site.

:

i
,

5

i

i
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OLD VIC, INC.

Site IJedihcation
1

Old Vic,Inc. !

Cleveland, OH ]
1

License No.: 31-26394-01 |
Docket No.: 030-19594 |

License Status: Terminated
. Project Manager: K. Lambert, Region III
DWM Monitor: D. Orlando ;

i

Status of Decommissioning Activities ]

The licensee completed initial characterization and remedial activities in January 1993, and
submitted a final radiolcgical survey report and request for license termination in February
1993.

The licensee's survey report indicated that building surfaces met NRC criteria for unrestricted
use. Average total residual radioactive material activity values ranged from background to 48
Bq/100 cm (2900 dpm/100 cm ). Maximum residual radioactive material activity values2 2

2 2
ranged from background to 118 Bq/100 cm (7088 dpm/100 cm ). Removable radioactive

2 2
material activity values ranged from background to 7 Bq/100 cm (406 dpm/100 cm ).
Exposure rate values did not exceed 1.3 nC/kg hr (5 pR/hr) above background.

The NRC contracted with Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education (ORISE) to perform
a confirmatory radiological survey of the facility. ORISE found 23 locations that exceeded the
NRC's criteria for unrestricted use, llowever, the ORISE results compared favorably with the ;

licensee's results in all other locations. The licensee subsequently remediated the 23 locations !

identified by ORISE, and submitted a survey report dated April 27,1993.

After reviewing the licensee's final radiological survey, the supplemental survey, and the :

ORISE survey, the NRC staff concluded that additional surveys were warranted. The licensec !
agreed, and conducted these surveys concurrent with an NRC Region III confirmatory survey

'

in October 1993. The results of these two surveys compared favorably, and identified only a
few isolated spots that were subsequently remediated. Therefore, in November 1993, based on
both the licensee's and NRC's final radiological sutvey reports, the NRC staff concluded that ,

the radioactive contamination at the Woodland Avenue facility had been remediated to levels |

that are below the NRC criteria for unrestricted use.
J

NRC Region III staff reviewed Victoreen's license for the Woodland Avenue facility to
identify any historical information regarding release of materials or onsite disposal of
radioactive materials. Based on this review, the staff concluded that licensed materials were

properly disposed of, and decommissioning activities and radiological surveys conducted by
the licensee's contractor addressed all appropriate areas of the facility.

Based on the licensee's reraedial actions, the NRC staff's review of licensee survey reports, and i

the results of NRC confirmatory surveys, the NRC staff concluded that decommissioning had ;

been completed, and the site was eligible for release to unrestricted use. 'Ihe NRC informed
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the Commission of this decision in a paper dated December 13,1993. The NRC also notified
the hcensee and U.S. EPA via letters in February 1994, and removed the site from the SDMP
list.

NRC/LM- Actions and Schedule

No further action is necessary'.

Problems / issues

None

.
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PAWLING (NEW YORK SITE)

Site Idenuficahon

. 'i

Pawling, New Yod Site |

Nuclear Lake |
'

Pawling, NY

License No.: SNM-871
Docket No.: 0704)0903
License Status: Terminated in 1975
Project Manager: M. (Sam) Nalluswami, DWM

i

Status of Decommissionina Activities

After issuance of a confirmatory order by the NRC on July 2,1993, Chevron and the National
Park Service (NPS) undertook the remediation of the contaminated buildings and soils in
accordance with decommissioning plans approved by the NRC. Chevron completed its
termination survey in November 1993, and ORISE completed a confirmatory survey in j

February 1994. Both of these reports concluded that the site is suitable to release for 1

unrestricted use.

Based on the data in Chevron's termination survey report and ORISE's confirmatory survey |
'

report, the NRC performed a pathway analysis using the RESRAD computer code. 'Ihis i

pathway analysis report was requested by the New York Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYDEC) in March 1994. 'Ihe resultant doses were below guidelines for
unrestricted use..

!

The staff notified the Commission of its decisioa to release the site for unrestricted use in :

SECY-94-162, "Pawling Site Release and Removal from the Site Decommissioning |

Management Plan," dated June 9,1994. By letter dated July 6,1994, the NRC notified j

Chevron and the NPS that the site was adequately remediated, and was released for !.

unrestricted use. On July 13,1994, the NRC notified the U.S. EPA of its action, and removed
the site from the SDMP list.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

4

No furth<r action is required.

Problems / Issues

None

1 .

i
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' PERMAGRAIN PRODUCTS, INC.

Site Identification

PermaGrain Products. Inc.
Media, PAi

,

License No.: 37-17860-02
Docket No.: 030-29288
License Status: Active
Project Manager: M. Bouwens, Region I
DWM Monitor: D. Orlando

Status of Decommissioning Activities

A draft characterization report submitted on September 30,1992, fulfills the requirements in
PermaGrain's license regarding site characterization and preparation for decommissioning. On

,

April 2,1993, the licensee submitted the final characterization report.
,

.

In a meeting on August 23,1993, NRC staff and representatives from PermaGrain and the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania discussed the characterization report, as well as a schedule for
submitting a site remediation plan. The Commonwealth is acting on behalf of the licensee.
On October 13,1993, the NRC approved the characterization report, with the condition that
the licensee include specified additional information in the remediation plan.

I

The NRC conducted an inspection at the site on November 10-12,1993. While a remediation
plan was expected in Summer 1994, the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania had difficulties

,

preparing the contract. The Commonwealth now intends to submit the plan in Summer 1995.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

PermaGrain submits site decommissioning plan June 1995*

NRC reviews decommissioning plan, and*

requests additional information December 1995

NRC approves decommissioning plan June 1996=

Problems / Issues

Availability of State funds has been cited as a problem in the past. State representatives
indicate that sufficient funds have been authorized in existing State budgets to develop and
implement the decommissioning plan. The State, acting for the licensee, is currently obtaining
bids for the remediation.
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PESSES COMPANY (METCOA)

Site Identification

Pesses Company (Metcoa)
Pulaski, PA

License No.: STB-1254
Docket No.: 040 4 406
License Status: Expired on July 31,1986 (licensee bankrupt) !
Project Manager: M. Roberts, Region I I

DWM Monitor: D. Orlando

i

Status of Decommissioning Activities

Because of the presence of hazardous wastes onsite, the EPA has taken lead responsibility for 1

cleanup activities at this site. Region I continues to monitor site activities, and review the i
radiological remediation procedures.

Le EPA issued a final consent order to the potentially responsible parties (PRPs) in the
Spring of 1993. his order required the PRPs to initiate excavation of the remaining soils
contaminated with radioactive material, as well as treatment or disposal of the mixed waste
(Phase 3 of the METCOA Removal Plan). Action at the site is being delayed by EPA
enforament action associated with the final consent order. De EPA confirms that they will
keep Region I informed of their plans for additional remediation of the site.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule
.

NRC reviews and comments on work plan provided by PRPs late 1995 |
*

NRC inspects ongoing removal activities Spring 19%*

NRC reviews EPA analytical data Fall 19%*

Problems / Issues

All funding and action for the site depends on the success of the EPA's enforcement action
and/or cooperation of the PRPs. The NRC staff may consider deferring remediation oversight
to the EPA for this site. ;

Appendix A 69 NUREG-1444, Supplement I

!
)



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

|
|

RMI TITANIUM COMPANY ;

;

Site Identificgigp. -|

RMI Titanium Company
Ashtabula, OH -

License No.: SMB-602 -
Docket No.: 040-02384 :

License Status: Active; decommissioning ;

Project Manager: R. Uleck, DWM

Status of Decon-nissioninn Activities !

On June 4,1993 RMI submitted to the NRC a license amendment request to begin :

predecommissioning work activities such as characterization, preliminary remediation activities, !

removal of equipment, and disposal of existing waste at DOE-designated disposal facilities.
RMI sent additional information in support of this request on September 9,1993, and the NRC |

approved this request on November 9,1993.
t

'Ihe NRC developed a safety evaluation report (SER) and an environmental assessment (EA),
which led to a finding of no significant impact (FONSI). On Noveneer 5,1993, the NRC

1published a Federal Register notice announcing the FONSI and an opportunity for a hearing.

RMI is continuing to move ahead with decommissioning of its site in Ashtabula. Ohio. In ,

November 1993, RMI submitted for NRC review and comment site radiological '

characterization work plans for groundwater, soils, and buildings, in support of the .

decommissioning effort. The NRC finished reviewing the plans in August 1994. RMI has
since performed additional site characterization work to support its decormnissioning plan
(DP).

!

On April 28,1995, RMI submitted to the NRC a revised DP, an esivironmental report (ER), a
site characterization report (SCR), and an updated cost estimate for decommissioning activities.
In addition, RMI submitted to the EPA a draft corrective measures study (CMS) for the
corrective action management unit, in compliance with RMI's hazardous waste permit under r

the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. [

The CMS contains remediation alternatives for trichloroethylene and Tc-99 in groundwater on >

a portion of the RMI site and offsite areas. 'Ihe EPA approved the CMS, and the NRC
finished reviewing the CMS in August 1994 for conformance with NRC criteria for
unrestricted release. ;

The DOE has restructured the funding schedule for remediation of the site. 'Ihe new schedule
increases funding for RMI remediation beginning in FY%, and will accelerate :
decommissioning of the site.

.

i
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NRC Actions and Schedule

NRC reviews DP, SCR, ER, and cost estimate,*

and provides comments to RMI September 1995

Problems / Issues

None

l
|

|

i
'

|

|

!

I
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RTI, Inc.-
(Founerly Process Technology of North Jersey, Inc.)

Site Identifwation

RTI, Inc.
Rockaway, NJ

License No.: 29-13613-02 '
Docket No.: 30-07022

- License Status: Active
Project Manager: A. Dimitriadis, Region I
DWM Monitor: W. Lahs

Status of Decommissioning Activities

License No. 29-13613-02 was due to expire on March 31,1993; however, on January 15,
1993, the licensee submitted an application for renewal. On April 13,1995, the NRC renewed
the license, which is now scheduled to expire on April 30,2000.

Based upon a series of surveys following remediation, the licensee has requested that the NRC
reduce or eliminate the license authorization for unsealed material. This action would preclude
the requirement for submitting financial assurance and a decommissioning funding plan.

? NRC Actions and Schedule
1

| NRC evaluates the need for additional surveys*

; by licensee June 1995.

,
NRC performs confirmatory survey September 1995*

!
NRC reduces license limits authorizing*

: storage of contaminated materials December 1995

1
NRC prepares Commission paper and removes*

site from SDMP December 1995

_ Problems / Issues

None

.

.

:

i
a
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SAFETY LIGHT CORPORATIONt

.

Site Identification
'

.-Safety Light Corporation
Bloomsburg, PA

License No.: 37-00030-08
37-00030-02

Docket No.: 030-05980-

'

030-05982
License Status: Active'

4

'Project Manager: J. Kinneman, Region I
j DWM Monitor: J. Parrot

Status of Decommissioning Activities

'

Safety Light Corporation (SLC) requested a hearing on an immediately effective order, issued
by the NRC staff on January 29,1993. That order pmvented SLC from taking any further
steps to implement an announced transfer of funds, or any other major transfer of assets that
may reduce its ability to comply with previous NRC orders. The NRC staff, SLC, and other
panies to the hearing resumed settlement negotiations in September 1993.*

:

; As part of the settlement negotiations, the staff reviewed a characterization plan and a health ;

and safety plan dated May 31,1994, and prepared a deficiency letter dated May 31,1994. [,

j SLC provided acceptable responses in telephone conferences and in writing on July 21,1994.
On October 18,1994, the staff participated by telephone in a hearing before the NRC Atomic,

Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB) concerning the settlement agreement and issuance of the,

licenses.
i >

The staff and the parties reached a settlement late in 1994. On December 28,1994, the ASLB
approved the settlement, which became the final agency action on February 17,1995. Under
the terms of the settlement, the NRC renewed the licenses for a period of 5 years. In addition,
SLC and USR must make monthly payments to a trust fund, and SLC must pay for and'

: complete an agreed upon characterization of the site. All litigation between the parties has
been withdrawn.

.

NRC Actions and Schedule
i. ;
4

SLC submits characterization report December 1995*

4

NRC reviews characterization, and*

requests additional information June 1996
-

:

i

!

:;

!

t
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1

Problems / Issues !
,

No action is expected on the site after the characterization is completed in late 1995, even
though characterization is expected to confirm the presence of radiologically contaminated

,

waste, soil, buildings, and groundwater at the site. The ability of the licensee to pay for'

i remediation is questionable.
I

i |
|

|;

; .

1
i

i

l

i
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SCHOTT GLASS TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

Site Identification

~ Schott Glass Technologies, Inc.
Duryea, PA

- License No.: STB-988
Docket No.: 040-07924
License Status: Timely renewal; possession only/ decommissioning
Project Manager: M.' Miller, Region I
DWM Monitor: D. Orlando

Status of Decommia=%ina Activities

License No. STB-988 expired on April 30,1992, and is currently in timely renewal. 'Ihe
licensee submitted an onsite disposal plan for all licensed material in their possession, and the
NRC approved the plan in a license amendment. Financial assurance is not associated with the
plan, but the licensee indicated the availability of resources and the desire to implement the
plan as soon as all approvals are received and the weather permits.

The licensee's onsite disposal plan became unacceptable when nonradioactive hazardous
- naterial was discovered in the disposal area. As a result, on November 5,1992, the licensee

i submitted a new site remediation plan for approval by the Pennsylvania Deparw.ent of
Environmental Regulation and the NRC.

On May 12,1993, the NRC held a meeting with the licensee at Region I to discuss
deficiencies in the site remediation plan. Region I staff completed the review of the licensee's
submission in June 1993, and visited the site on June 22,1993.

On October 5,1993 Region I submitted to the NMSS a Commission paper describing the
staffs intention to approve the plan and the basis for the approval. On December 1,1993,
Region I staff met with DWM sta(f to discuss the Region I proposal. Based on that meeting

'

and additional reviews by Region I staff, Region I issued a deficiency letter on April 1,1994,
requesting additional information concerning the licensee's proposals. The licensee responded
on June 14,1994. Region I is currently evaluating the response, and updating the Commission
paper.

NRC/1.icensee Actions and Schedule

NRC staff submits a paper to the Commission*

describing the modified site closure plan
and bases December 1995

Commission approves / disapproves modified site*

closure plan March 1996
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Problems / Issues
!

De contamination at the site consists of small pieces of thoriated glass mixed with soil and
non-radioactive glass. Therefore, a site-specific pathway analysis and dose assessment is
required.

.

i

;
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SEQUOYAH FUELS CORPORATION

Site Identification

Sequoyah Fuels Corporation Fuel Cycle Facility
Gore, OK

License No.: SUB-1010
Docket No.: 40-8027
License Status: Expired; decommissioning
Project Manager: J. Shepherd DWM

Status of Decommissioning Activities

In February 1993, Sequoyah Fuels Corporation (SFC) notified the NRC, pursuant to 10 CFR
40.42(b), that it had ceased all uranium hexafluoride (UF.) production, and that it would cease
all depleted uranium tetrafluoride (DUF ) production in July 1993. In July 1993, SFC notified4

the NRC, pursuant to 10 CFR 40.42(e), that all DUF, operations had ceased, and SFC would
pursue license termination in accordance with the schedule defined in the Preliminary Plan for
Completion of Decommissioning (PPCD).

In August 1993, SFC withdrew its application for license renewal. Also in August 1993, the ,

Native Americans for a Clean Environment (NACE) applied to the ASLB for a standing in the '

case, and requested a hearing. The Board reviewed the NACE request and granted their
standing in September 1993. In December 1993, the ASLB found NACE's arguments to be
without merit, and granted SFC's request to withdraw their application.

NACE appealed to the Commission in January 1994, and in March 1994, the Commission
agreed to hear the appeal. In March 1995, the Commission approved an order denying the
intervenor's petition and affirming the ASLB decision to allow withdrawal of the license
renewal application.

SFC was scheduled to submit a site characterization plan in September 1993. However, on
August 4,1993, the EPA signed and executed an Interim Status Corrective Action Order under
Section 3008(h) of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Because of the j

schedule specified in the RCRA consent order, SFC requested NRC permission to adjust the
PPCD schedule to match that of the RCRA order. The NRC agreed to the change, and SFC

f
submitted the site characterization plan in January 1994, i

l

Intervenors and other Federal agencies (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Geological Service, |'

Fish and Wildlife Service, and Bureau of Indian Affairs) expressed interest in the site
characterization. As a result, the NRC granted additional time for review of the plan by those'

groups. "Ihe NRC received all comments by the end of April 1994.

As a result of its own review and the comments received from other interested parties, the !

NRC determined that the current plan would not adequately characterize the extent of
!contamination from the facility. The NRC formalized and discussed the comments with the

commentors and the EPA, transmitted the results to SFC in November 1994, and discussed the ;

; results with SFC by phone.

!
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In accordance with the RCRA Order, SPC submitted an RCRA facility investigation (RFI)
workplan to the EPA. Dat workplan was finalized and approved in Deemhn 1994, giving
SPC until Dmi= 1995 to provide the RFI Report to the EPA. .

To alleviate concerns SPC expressed to the EPA in the November 1994 RFI Status Report
'

; concerning potential differences between NRC and EPA schedules, the NRC informed SPC
that the draft site characterization report (SCR) was expected in January 1996. His schedule

'

i closely matches that of the EPA (December 1995), and is in keeping with the guidelines in the
SDMP Action Plan.

Since neither SFC nor GA provided sufficient financial assurance in accordance with 10 CFR r

40.36, the NRC issued an order in October 1993 requiring both GA and SPC to provide such i
; assurance. SPC had previously certified financial assurance for $750,000, but this amount is

far less than the tens of millions of collars that &cammissioning is expected to cost. Both
parties have appealed the order; SFC because they have not renewed their license since the
effective date of the change in regulations, and GA on grounds that the NRC lacks jurisdiction ;

'
over them in this matter. The NRC has admitted NACE as a party to the proceedings, and ;

: the Cherokee Nation has requested admission.
;

j NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedules

NRC issues notice of intent to prepare EIS*

on decommissioning at SFC September 1995
,

I

'

NRC conducts a public meeting on the scope*

of the EIS November 1995
;

SFC submits preliminary site characterization report January 1996 |
*

INRC approves site characterization report May 1996*

r

SFC submits preliminary decommissioning plan October 1996*

Problems / Issues

The major issues are SFC's proposal to rely on onsite disposal of large quantities of
radiologically and chemically contaminated materials, and the lack of financial assurance to
support the proposed long-term decommissioning effort. The potential exists for extensive

,

litigation by intervenors during decommissioning of the SFC site.

l.

:
4
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SHm .nALLOY METAILURGICAL CORPORATION (CAMBRIDGE, OH) ;

y ,

; Site Identificataan '|
-

Shieldalloy Metallurgical Corporation >

,

: Cambndge, OH '

:

License No.: SMB-1507
Docket No.: 04 4 08948 ;

License Status: Active :

Project Manager: R. Nelson |.

Status of Decommissionina Activities.
;

l In September 1993, Shieldalloy Metallurgical Corporation (SMC) filed a bankruptcy petition ;

under Chapter 11 of the U.S. Bankruptcy Code. _ During their financial reorganization, SMC i

i . has continued to operate its facility in Newfield, New Jersey. (
( ;

1'

As a part of the bankruptcy proceedings, SMC is required to quantify the environmental
| liabilities of the Cambridge and Newfield facilities. SMC claims that it will be forced into

Chapter 7 liquidation if any decommissioning altemative other than onsite disposal is required.

In October 1993, the NRC staff completed SECY-93-298, which informed the Commission of
SMC's decommissioning policy issues. To determine the financial requirements for future'

j decommissioning, the NRC intended to draft an environmental impact statement (EIS) to

i detennine if onsite disposal will be a viable, safe alternative. He NRC indicated that the EIS -
would evaluate the onsite stabilization and disposal of waste (SMC's preferred alternative),

.

along with other alternatives for the ultimate disposal of licensable material stored at the'

Cambridge site. In addition, the licensee requested that the EIS evaluate relocation to the
*

: SMC facility of contaminated slag found offsite. To begin the EIS process, the NRC intended
to hold a public scoping meeting in December 1993, and to allow public comments through1

January 1994.

The Commission approved the staff's approach to initiate an EIS and convene a public scoping'

meeting for the EIS. The NRC held the meeting on December 13,1993, and allowed public - ];

comments through January 1994, as planned. In May 1994, the staff issued a an EIS scoping ii

process summary report based upon review of public comments.
,

IOn June 21,1994, the NRC issued to SMC a request for additional information (RAI) needed

[ to develop the EIS. SMC responded in part on August 19,1994, and has since supplemented j

this response with several additional submittals. i

,
.

i
In a related matter, at the request of the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA), the |

'

Attorney General's Office for the State of Ohio prepared a consent order for preliminary
injunction (COPI) conceming the remediation of hazardous wastes, industrial wastes, water,

pollution, and other wastes associated with the Cambridge facility. De parties agreed i n As |

i . a result of the COPI, SMC initiated a remedial investigation / feasibility study'(RI/FS) at the
Cambridge site. Onsite field work began in late February 1995. Because the RI/FS is |-

expected to result in information needed by the NRC to develop the EIS, the NRC staff is |
g

participating in. discussions between SMC and OEPA concerning the development of the RI/FS |
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for this site. The draft RI/FS was submitted in June 1995, and the data collected and
information developed as a result of the RI/FS is expected to satisfy the staffs remaining EIS
information needs.

i

Nonetheless, because information submitted in response to the first RAI was incomplete, the
NRC issued a second RAI in January 1995. This second RAI was delayed until the impact of<

the consent order negotiations was known. ;

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

SMC submits Final RI/FS Report August 1995*
,

NRC publishes draft EIS December 1995*

NRC publishes Final EIS October 1996*

SMC submits Decommissioning Plan TBD*

Problems / Issues i

There is a lack of viable options for remediation of the large volumes of waste with
- concentrations of uranium and thorium above current criteria for unrestricted use. SMC asserts
that offsite disposal will force liquidation. In addition, as noted above, SMC has stated that it
requires NRC's draft EIS by December 1995, in order to emerge from bankruptcy.

!

!

!

,

a

t

c,

;

,-

r

-
-
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SHIELDALLOY METALLURGICAL CORPORATION (NEWFIELD, NJ)

Site Identification ;

Shieldalloy Metallurgical Corporation ;

Newfield, NJ

|
License No.: SMB-1507
Docket No.: 040-07102
License Status: Active; timely renewal |
Project Manager: Gary Comfort, FCSS ,

DWM Monitor: R. Nelson ;

Status of Decommissionina Activities-

I
In September 1993, Shieldalloy Metallurgical Corporation (SMC) filed a bankruptcy petition
under Chapter 11 of the U.S. E.mkruptcy Code. During their financial reorganization, SMC ,

has continued to operate its facility in Newfield, New Jersey.
|

SMC is required to quantify the environmental liabilities of the Cambridge and Newfield j
facilities. SMC claims that it will be forced into Chapter 7 liquidation if any decommissioning i

attemative other than onsite disposal is required.

To determine the financial requirements for future decommissioning, the NRC is drafting an
environmental impact statement (EIS) to determine if onsite disposal will be a viable, safe
altemative. To begin the EIS process, the NRC held a public scoping meeting in December
1993, and allowed public comments through January 1994. In July 1994, the staff issued a an
EIS scoping process summary report. based upon review of public comments.

-In December 1994, SMC submitted an application for authorization to export licensed material I
'

in slag for use in foreign steel production, The slag has characteristics that allow it to act as a
flux for the steel process, and to remove impurities from the steel. At the same time, the
source material in the slag is diluted by a factor of more than 3. The NRC is currently
evaluating the application. If the application is approved, the scope of the EIS may be reduced
to reflect removal and export of the largest amount of contamination onsite. |

In December 1994, the staff increased SMC's possession limits for uranium because the total
volume of licensed material currently allowed on site is controlled by the possession limit for
thorium. The evaluation of this possession increase showed no expected impact on the
environment or the health and safety of the public.

The staff is currently developing a paper to inform the Commission about how the staff plans
to address financial assurance and future increases in possession limits. Because SMC cannot
provide financial assurance for unrest-icted release of their site, the staff plans to require
financial assurance adequate for the in siru disposal of the material, as proposed by the
licensee. After completing the EIS, the staff will require additional financial assurance (if
necessary) for actions developed in the EIS to protect the environment and the health and
safety of the public.
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NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

Safety Evaluation Report for license renewal August 1995*

Draft EIS May 1996*

Final EIS December 1996*

Problems / Issues

SMC's lack of funds to dispose of licensed material offsite poses a problem. SMC is currently
generating waste at a rate that will exceed their possession limits in 1996. The NRC has told
SMC that the possession limits cannot be increased unless an acceptable decommissioning
funding plan (DFP) is submitted.

The staff's interim acceptance of a DFP for in situ disposal should allow SMC to submit an
adequate plan. The NRC could also make acceptable disposal of the material econonscally
viable for SMC by allowing SMC to export the material for beneficial use.
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'IEXAS INSTRUMENTS, INC. #

.

Site Identification'

>

|
Texas Instruments, Inc.

|.

1 Attleboro, MA !
1

i License No.: ' SNM-23 i

Docket No.: 070-00033 :

License Status: Decommissioning; expiration date removed by amendment - j.

: Project Manager: M. Roberts, Region I ;
' '

DWM Monitor: J. Shepherd
1

Status of Deces ..hsioning Activities
3

:

!

In August 1992, the NRC approved the Texas Instruments (TI) decommissioning plan for .

'exhuming the onsite burial, and TI began remediation at that time. In December 1992, the
NRC conducted a confirmatory survey, which determined that further remediation would be ;

required. The licensee conducted additional remediation, and submitted supplemental final |
survey information on January 12,1993.

In February 1993, Region I reviewed the updated survey information, and concluded that.

: radiological contamination in excess of NRC guidelines remained in the disposal area. The
' licensee completed additional remediation in the summer of 1993, performed another survey in
'

September 1993, and submitted the results of this survey in October 1993. During November
,

j- 1993, ORISE conducted confirmatory surveys at the site, and determined that the |

| concentrations of licensed material were below the guidelines for unrestricted use. i

In late 1993, the licensee performed additional radiological surveys to ensure that no areas

{ remained at the site with radioactive contamination in excess of current unrestricted use
,

'

criteria. The surveys identified three areas in the vicinity of Building 5 with contamination in !
i excess of the criteria. By 1994, approximately 2,800 m' (100,000 ft') had been excavated -|
*

from this area. Region I staff reviewed the ongoing removal activiiles during an inspection on
_

May 10,1994, and found that they were proceeding acceptably. TI completed remediation of
! this area in November 1994.

On March 23,1994, Region I staff met with the U.S. EPA and the Commonwealth of
F Massachusetts to discuss the NRC's intention to release the site for unrestricted use, provided

that all reviews in progress indicate the release is appropriate. However, because additional
contamination was identified, a formal request for comment was delayed until 1995.

!- In 1994, contamination surveys inside buildings where licensed materials were previously used
'

identified areas of non-removable contamination in excess of the criteria for release to |

unrestricted use. Also, fcilowing a meeting between NRC and TI staff in May 1994, TI |
. agreed to perform a comprehensive review of the site to ensure that all contamination was j
identified. This review identified additional areas of soil contamination, and TI initiated j

ren=lwion of these areas in the Spring of 1995. 'Ihe NRC inspected these activities in March i

1995. In May 1995, the NRC then published a Federal Register notice ofintent to approve a
supplement to the final decommissioning plan, and to offer an opportunity for a hearing..

'

,
i

*
'
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NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

TI submits final survey report for excavated area*

June 1995near Building 5

TI completes remediation and submits final survey July 1995
*

NRC perfonns confirmatory survey for*

excavated area near Building 5 September 1995

NRC performs confirmatory survey September 1995*

NRC releases site for unrestricted use D = nis 1995*

Problems / Issues

Discovery of additional contamination during final surveys resulted from inadequate site
characterization, and has prolonged decommissioning.
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UNC RECOVERY SYSTEMS l

Site identification .

'

.UNC Recovery Systems
Wood River Junction, RI

i -

!
'

License No.: SNM-777
, . Docket No.: 070-00820

License Status: Active (until termination by the Commissin) ,

Project Managen J. Parrott, DWM

- Status of Decc.. Nianina Activities
,

Upon finalizing a consent agreement between the State of Rhode Island and UNC Recovery
,

Systems concerning continued groundwater monitoring, the State assumed regulatory
~

jurisdiction for the nitrates in the groundwater. A public meeting on license termination was
held near the site in December 1994. At this meeting, the State requested an opportunity to
review the draft environmental assessment (EA) that was written regarding the license
termination request. NRC transmitted this EA to the State by letter dated February 17,1995.
By letter dated April 6,1995, the State responded with four comments. The NRC is currently
responding to the comments with an attachment to the environmental assessment concerning

-license termination. The NRC staff is also preparing a paper notifying the Commission of its
intent to terminate the license.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

NRC staff prepares paper notifying the |
*

Commission of decision to terminate license July 1995 i

|
NRC publishes Federal Register notice and !*-

opportunity for a hearing September 1995

NRC terminates license September 1995*

Problems / Issues

Onsite groundwater is contaminated with nitrate at concentrations above EPA drinking water
standards. Although strontium-90 concentration in groundwater also exceeds current drinking ;

water standanis, the EPA intends to revise the standards, and cunent groundwater
concentrations of strontium-90 are below the revised standards.

|
!

1
i

|
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UNITED TECHNOLOGIES /PRATT & WHITNEY !
,

| Site Identification ;
,
P

. ' United Technologies /Pratt & Whitney :

Middletown, CT . -|
3

t

License No.: 06-00550-03 |

Docket No.: Unknown"

License Status: Terminated on June 21,1971 :

Project Manager: M. Roberts, Region I !

j. DWM Monitor: W.Lahs
i' t
~

Status of Decommissioning Activities
i.

I The licensee completed decommissioning activities in Building 450 in December 1992, and the
i NRC received the final survey report for the decommissioned portion of the site on February

2,1993. An inspection and confirmatory survey for this portion of the site, conducted in ;

October 1993, detected no residual radioactivity in excess of normal background. In May
,

1993, the NRC received the final survey reports for the remaining buildings r.ssociated with'

terminated License No. 06-00550-03.;

i ..
1

in September 1993, the EPA approved a plan for the RCRA facility investigation (RFI) of the !

site. This RFI includes procedures for detecting radioactive contamination during subsurface (; '

; ' soil sampling and monitoring well installation. The October 1993. inspection confirmed that
the RFI contractors are properly implementing the procedures. >

To discuss NRC plans to release the site for unrestricted use, Region I staff met with >

! representatives of the State of Connecticut on March 21,1994, and with representatives of the
U.S. EPA on March 23,1994. In addition, the Region I staff reviewed nearly all of the survey !

reports and other documentation, and is currently preparing a final inspection and survey plan
to verify that the site meets the criteria for unrestricted release.

i

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

NRC completes confirmatory survey July 1995 [
*

>

NRC prepares paper to notify Commission of* -

decision to release site for unrestricted use July 1995 :

"

NRC prepares Federal Register notice on site release July 1995*

!
NRC releases site for unrestricted use December 1995*

.

Problems / Issues -

None

:
,
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.WATERTOWN ARSENAUMAL1;

Site Identification

iWatertown Arsenal / Mall
' Watertown, MA

License No.: 20-01010-04
SUB-238
SNM-244

Docket No.: 030-04593
040-02253
070-00263

' License Status: Active
Project Manager: M. Bouwens, Region I
DWM Monitor: D. Orlando

' Status of Decommi.?sioning Activities

Mall Area

On October 19,1993, the licensee submitted the preliminary assessment (PA) of the mall site.
Region I accepted the PA in a letter dated January 31,1994, and requested a confirmation that

,)the recommendations in the PA would be implemented, as well as a schedule for the
implementation. The U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, New England Division (NED), agreed to i

implement the mcommendations in a letter dated February 18,1994, and submitted an !

implementation schedule to the NRC on September 19,1994.
i

: . On March 22,1995, the NED submitted a Phase I initial site investigation (ISI). The NRC
reviewed the ISI, and determined that it addressed only non-radiological hazards. The NRC

"

will request an assessment of potential radiological hazards.
!

On' August 10,1992, the NED submitted a plan and schedule for radiological assessment of
the Arsenal Apartments, Arsenal Condominiums, and the Harvard Community Health areas of

,

|: the Mall site. The NED revised the plan on July 12,1993. The NED conducted soil sampling |

;; at the Arsenal Condominiums on July 23,1993, and at the Arsenal Apartments and Harvard J

Community Health areas on October 28,1994. The analysis of the soil samples did not
identify residual radioactive contamination from previous licensed operations.

I'Ihe NRC reviewed the current status of the site with the Army during a meeting on March 22,
1994, and with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection on March 23,1994.

,

:

E Area !

On September 28,1992, Region I amended the license based on the Army's responses
: regarding the deconunissioning plan (D-Plan). The Army then submitted an Addendum to the i

'

D-Plan on January 19,1993. Region I requested additional information necessary to continue
the review of the Addendum on May 6,1993; September 20,1993; December 21,1993; and

_

May 31,1994. The Army submitted additional information on June 21,1993; October 12,'

I
i

,
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1993; February 8,1994; April 12,1994; and August 10,1994. The Addendum was approved
. on October 26,1994.

De NRC must complete its review of the MR site hydrogeology and groundwater
characterization ' This review is essentially complete; however, Region I mquested additional
information frora ARL, and forwarded the information to the NMSS on June 8,1993, and
March 3,1995. De NMSS responded on January 28,1994, and April 11,1995.

Region I staff conducted an inspection of the remediation activities at the MTL site on
October 4-6,1993. Based on the results of the inspection, Region I requested, in a letter
dated November 24,1993, that MTL conduct additional characterization of several areas. !

'

MTL responded in a letter dated March 1,1994, and the response was incorporated as a
irequirement when the Addendum request was approved.

!Region I also conducted an inspection of the remediation at ARL on May 23-24,1994; June
16-17,1994; and August 29-30,1994. No violations were identified. On September 28,
1994, ARL requested approval for a method to average the soil contamination in Building 43. I

Region I reviewed and approved the request on October 22,1994.
,

The Army submitted part of the termination survey results for the facility on
September 9,1993; October 25,1993; August 5,1994; and April 17,1995. ORISE provided ;

comments on part of this submission for Region I consideration on April 12,1994. Region I
requested additional information from ARL on March 21,1995. On April 26,1995, a
conference telephone call was held between Region I staff, ARL, and ARL's contractors to
discuss the Region I request. Three additional volumes of an eight volume set of final surveys
are scheduled for submission in mid-1995. In addition, on March 23,1994, Region I staff met
with representatives of the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection and the '

U.S. EPA concerning the site.

NRC Actions and Schedule

NRC reviews Army final survey for MTL area September 1995*

NRC completes confirmatory survey for MTL area June 1996*

NRC releases MTL area for unrestricted use,*

and terminates license December 1996

Problems / Issues

None

!
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WATERTOWN GSA
v
i

Site Identification

General Services Administration (GSA) -.

Boston, MA;

License No.: None'

4- Docket No.: None
j License Status: N/A

Project Manager: M. Bouwens, Region I
DWM Monitor: D. Orlando

;
'

Status of Dacamminiania Activities
a

No NRC license formally cover: this site. Nonetheless, information currently available to the
,

: NRC staff indicates that the site wns formerly authorized by U.S. Army license (s) at the
Watertown Arsenal. Specifically, the site was licensed for the storage and shipment of4

radioactive waste, as well as the burning of uranium-contaminated scrap.'

In May 1992, upon request by the GSA, the Army Corps of Engineers, New England Division
(NED), agreed to decommission the Watertown GSA site. De NED proposed a scope of
work for remediating the burn pit on October 27,1992. On April 15,1993, Region I
determined that the scope of work was acceptable.

,

Since the NED identified additional soil contamination during the Summer of 1993, the NED
temporarily ceased remediation activities to conduct additional characterization. Region I
reviewed a variety of documents regarding site characterization, and requested additional
information in a letter dated October 29,1993. Region I staff then met with the NED at the
site to discuss additional remediation and characterization options on March 22,1994.

On June 8,1994, the NED submitted a draft workplan for the characterization of the bum pit
and Property 20, which is adjacent to the GSA property. On June 10,1994, Region I
determined that the draft workplah was acceptable. On June 22,1994, the NED provided a
draft radiological characterization report.

On July 7,1994, Region I requested that the NED either remediate or provide additional
characterization data regarding two small areas. The NED responded in a letter dated July 26,
1994, containing a final workplan for characterization of the GSA property.

The workplan was implemented in late 1994. Region I inspected the onsite remediation
activities on June 15,1993, and again on August 29-30,1994. With the exception of a minor
deviation, Region I found that the activities are compliant with the workplan.

On Maith 8,1995, the NED submitted a radiological characterization and final survey report
based on the implementation of the workplan. De report indicated that uranium
contamination remained in the area of the burn pit, and that several areas outside of the burn
pit had residual radioactive contamination from former operations.
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On March 14,1994, Region I nequested additional information from NED regarding
groundwater characterization, and NED responded on April 11,1994. Because of apparent
disagreements regarding the evaluation of site groundwater characteristics, NED and NRC
hydrologists from the Division of Waste Management held a telephone conference call on
August 8,1994. In addition, the NED responded to the March 14,1994, NRC letter and the
August 8,1994, conference call on April 11,1994, and August 25,1994. Additional
groundwater characterization data were included with the report submitted on March 8,1995.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule
,

GSA submits remediation plan for*

newly identified portions of the site August 1995

GSA submits final survey December 1995*

NRC performs confirmatory surveys April 1996*

NRC releases site for unrestricted use June 1996*

Problems / Issues

Issues that could delay site decommissioning activities include the resolution of technical
disagreements concerning groundwater characteristics, the discovery of additional site
contamination, and the presence of a high water table and potential hazardous waste.

<

4

4

i-

!

!

;
J

i

a

e

.
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WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC CORPORATION (WALTZ MILL)

Site identification

Westinghouse Electric Corporation
Advanced Power Systems Division
Pittsburgh, PA

. (Site located at Madison, PA, is known as the Waltz Mill site)

License No.: SNM-770
Dodet No.: 070-00698
License Status: Active
Project Manager: M. Roberts, Region I
DWM Monitor: R. Abu-Eid

Staty of Decommissioning Activities

In letters dated December 8,1992, and January 11,1993, n:spectively, Westinghouse requested
that the NRC amend the test reactor license (TR-2) and the special nuclear material license
(SNM-770). Specifically, Westinghouse requested that the NRC transfer the authorization to

.

possess contaminated soils in three holding basins at the site, from TR-2 to SNM-770. The
holding basins were contaminated during cleanup of the test reactor; however, the transfer
would facilitate characterization and remediation of the holding basins under the SDMP
progrcm. The NRC amended the two licenses on January I4,1993.

On May 17,1993, Westinghouse submitted a radiological characterization plan for the site,
along with plans for soil and groundwater characterization. He groundwater characterization
plan included a summary of historical data.

The NRC conducted an inspection of the onsite characterization activities on August 31,1993,
and received the characterization repon for the facilities on February 18,1994. A meeting
concerning the schedule of future decommissioning actions and a tour of the site occurred on
February 22,1994. Based on information received in that meeting, Westinghouse was to
provide the groundwater and soil characterization report of the to Region I in April 1994.
However, additional investigation was required in the vicinity of the underground process
water lines end to complete required laboratory analyses. The final groundwater and soil
characterization report was submitted in August 1994.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

NRC reviews characterization report, and*

requests additional information July 1995

Westinghouse sch nits decommissioning plan September 1995*

NRC reviews decommissioning plan and schedule, and*

requests additional information December 1995
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Problems / Issues

Westinghouse has been unable to establish the source of ground water contammation
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WEST LAKE LANDFILL

Site identificahon

West Lake landfill
. Bridgeton, St. Louis County, MO

License No.: None
Docket No.: 040 08035

040 4 801
License Staras: N/A
Project Manager: R. Uleck, DWM ,

Status of Deconunissionina Activities

On Aupast 30,1990, the EPA' listed West Lake Landfill on the Comprehensive Environmental
Responw, Compensation, and Liability Act National Priorities List for Uncontrolled Hazardous
Waste Sites (Superfund List). 'Ihe NRC and EPA agreed that the EPA would assume lead
responsibility for site remediation activities. 'Ihe EPA has since identified four potentially
responsible parties (PRPs) for this site, including Cotter Corporation, Laidlaw Waste Systems,
Rock Road Industries, and the U.S. Department of Energy.

In March 1993, the PRPs signed a scope-of-work agreement with the EPA. Following this,
the PRPs submitted a workplan to the EPA in May 1993. The workplan is a basic starting
point for remediation of the site, which includes information on sources of contamination,
migration pathways, potential receptors, remediation Jternatives, and other information
necessary to complete the characterization of the site. The NRC completed tie review of this
workplan in January 1994.

In March 1994, the West Lake Respondent Group (the PRPs) submitted to the EPA a reviwd
Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Workplan for the site. 'Ihe EPA approved
the RI/FS workplan in August 1994, and the PRPs began field work to implement the plan in
October 1994.

I In April 1995, the staff recounnended that the NRC defer to EPA oversight of remedal action,
| rather than conducting duplicate oversight activities. In May 1995, the Commission approved
'

the staffs recommendation. In June 1995, the NRC sent a letter informing the EPA that the
NRC plans no further action on the West Lake Landfill, and will remove the site from the
SDMP list.

NRC/Iicem Actions and Schedule

No further action is iequi ad

Problems / Issues

None
t.

I ::

'
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WHilTAKER CORPORATION |

t

e

Site Identification

Whittaker Corporation
Greenvil.8e, PA

i

License No.: SMA-1018
Docket No.: 040-07455' ,

License Status: Active; possession for storage only
Project manager L. Bykoski, DWM

:

Status of Decommissioning Activities |

.

In May 1993, Whittaker submitted a site characterization plan, which the NRC staff reviewed.
De NRC then requested additional information in October 1993, and Whittaker provided a j

revised plan containing additional information in December 1993. De NRC staff reviewed j

the revised plan, and submitted additional comments to Whittaker in February 1994, based on i

the revision to 10 CFR Part 20 that became effective in January 1994. Whittaker responded to -

these comments in March 1994, and the NRC staff approved the plan in July 1994. [

Whittaker submitted a characterization report schedule in August 1994, and then requested f

suspension of the amendment request in September 1994 because of the high estimated cost.
In May 1995, Whittaker submitted a workplan that proposed to relocate contaminated material !

to the center of the site. The NRC is currently reviewing the workplan.

' NRC/ Licensee Actions and Timing i

!

Whittaker submits characterization report August 1996 f*

Whittaker submits decommissioning plan April 1997 [a

l
Problems / Issues i

Limited remediation options, other than onsite disposal, exist for the large volume of thorium- |
contaminated slag and soil. ;

!

!

,

;

i

,

*

!
:

[
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WYMAN-GORDON COMPANY

Sne identification

Wyman-Gordon Company
North Grafton, MA

License No.: STB-840 -
Docket No.: 040 01650
License Status: Terminated
Project Manager: T.C. Johnson, DWM

Status of Decommissioning Activities

'Ihe NRC staff is withholding action on this site until an analysis of generic thorium disposal
issues is completed. 'Ihese generic thorium issues are being addressed in an environmental
impact statement (EIS) for the Shieldalloy Metallurgical Corporation (SMC) site in Cambridge,.
Ohio. The draft EIS is scheduled to be issued in December 1995.

The Wyman-Gordon staff continues to sample the groundwater in the three wells adjacent to
the thorium disposal area. The sampling programs in April 1994 and October 1994 continued

- to show gmss alpha activity less than the EPA primary drinking water limit of 15 pCi/1.

NRC/ Licensee Actions and Schedule

NRC issues draft EIS for SMC site*

in Cambridge, Ohio December 1995

NRC staff reviews Wyman-Gordon site with respect*

to draft EIS disposal options, and makes decision
concerning required site action April 1996

Problems / Issues

Further NRC action on this site will depend on the evaluation of thorium contammation issues
that are being addressed in the EIS related to the SMC site in Cambridge, Ohio.
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