UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20888
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CHAIRMAN

The Honorable GeOrge
Governor of Ohio

77 South High Stree
Columbus, Ohio 43266~0149

Dear Governor Voinovich!

! ng to your August 14, 199. letter regarding the
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e eing remedliatec by Chemetron orporation in iNewburagh

Helights, and Cuyahoga Heights v : ‘ ]
these sites continues to be a very high r10X y §
Regulatory Commissior
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emediation of
Oor the Nuclea:
In your ptter, you emphasized the need for Chemet-on to gilve
serious consideration to avallable disposal options other than
on~site 1A,r~~‘: when developing a Final Site Remediation Plan.
We fully agree, and will continue to require that a full range
viable disposal options, both off-site and on-site, be evaluat
Chemetron. Objective consideration of off-site disposal
ptions 1s routinely required by NRC as an integral part of any
3 appropriate plan for final remediation

In fact, Chemetron subm) Te prelin
an in August 1991 that cor »‘: A ’I‘w
ive wastes at a commercilal

The Ohio Department of Heq‘tn
Protection Agency (OEPA) both revi
;remetrcn consolidated comments
1991. At the request of NRC,
-slte disposal cost informatiol
letter 1is enclosed.
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However, we cannot predetermine the outcome of NRC’s review
process. NRC’s cleanup criteria for decommissioning sites
contaminated with depleted uranium, ch as Chemetron’s, includ
use of Options 1 and 2 of the NFC’C 981 Branch Technical
Position (1981 BTP), entitled | or Onsite Storage of
Thorium and Uranium Wastes tr;m rast mp erations." Under these
criteria, on-site disposal 1s allowable, provided that any
residual radicactive material is determined to be as low as
reasonably achievable (ALARA). The ALARA determination involves
an often delicate balancing of many considerations. As part
ensuring that an adequate level o©of public health protection
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achieved, practicability rust be considered. 1In cases like
Chemetron’s, the optimum sclution must be one that is realis~
tically achievable within a reasonakle timeframe. Setting
requirements too high could have a pronounced negative impact on
progress.

In its Final Site Remediation Plan, Chemetron may indeed propose
on~site disposal of soils with low levels of depleted uranium
contamination. NRC staff will review whatever site remediation
propesal s contained in Chemetron’s Final Site Remediation Plan,
and will fully coordinate this review with ODH and OEPA. What-
ever remediation approach is eventually approved under NRC’s
criteria and process, the NRC staff will condition commencement
of site remediation activities upon achieving compliance with
applicable requirements of the State of Ohio.

If, in our respective regulatory capacities, we should come to
different conclusions with respect to what is required of
Chemetron, delays may result. However, we will continue to
coordinate our activities fully with the State of Ohic agencies
in order to aveid such an outcome. Your assistance in this
regard would be most helipful.

We appreciate the State of Ohico’s continued attention to the
Chemetron sites and lock forward to continued progress on this
remediation project.

Sincerely,

o A
Ivan Selin

Enclosure:
Chemetron ltr dtd 3/9/92



1 Cltizens Plazz
Providence, Rl 02803

Monday, March 9, 1992

M. Richard L. Bangan, Director '
Division of Low-Level Wasie Management and Decommissioning
Office of Nuclear Materials Safety and Sufegam

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Dear Mr, Bangart:

In vour letter of January 17, 1992, you ask that Chemetron provide the csumaied costs of
five possible scenarios for disposal of the wasie maierials at the Harvard Avenue and Bert
Avenue sites.  You indicate your purpose in requesting this information i 10 assist in
esiablishing cleanup standards for these particular remediation projects.

Two estimates were requesied for cach site, one for onsite disposal and the other for offsite
disposal. The fifth scenario postulates disposing of wasie maierials {rom the Harvard
Avenue site in the Bert Averue closure cell. In each case, we were asked 10 discnminate
the custs hased on contaminant concentrations of 35, 100 and 300 picoCuries per gram.

Our environmental consultant, Dames & Moore, using the information available 10 * s from
our own sile characierization siudies and previous investigations, estimated the ctss that
vou requested. Nevertheless, for the reasons discussed below, we cannol respond 10 the
five scenanos exactls  vou described them.

* Inour Site Remediation Plan, we conservatively estimated the 1o1al volume
and concentration of the conlaminated maierial al each sit¢ 10 ensure (hat our
proposed closure cell could be accommodated on the property. As we have
‘aed many times, a detailed identification of each area of conlamination is
..J1 practical since it would require sampling on a grid about 1 meter square.
Hence, we cannot accuraiely discriminate the volumes of maierisl as a
funcuion of concentration level. As discussed below, we have made
estimates that can be used 10 assess the sensitivity of the costs 10 the amount
of material disposed olfsite.

+ For both sites, you asked for separa‘ * estimates of the cost of onsite and
ofisite disposal. At the exireme conditions (i.e., all contaminaicd maerial
either disposed onsite or shipped offsite) these costs are independent. For
any case in hetween, the costs are related since whatever is not kept onsite
must he disposed of in a commercial radioactive waste landfill. To address
this issue¢ and the one described above, we are presenung our estimates
graphically, showing the remedial cost as a function of volume disposed
offsite. Using this graph, any remediation option can be evaluaied and
compared based on tr:amoum of material assumed 10 be shipped offsite.
We are also providing a tabular summary of the cost estimates.
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* You asked that we analyze various cases of Harvard Avenue maieral
disposed of at Bent Avenue. We believe that the only valid version of this
scenario is the removal of all the material from Harvard Avenue. Our sie
characierization clearly shows that only a small amount of materal is
contaminated .., excess of 100 &mCuﬂu per gram, so we are confident that
if the oguon of disposing of Harvard Avenue waste a1 Bert Avenue was
accepiable to the community, it would involve removing all contaminaied
material from the Harvard Avenue site.

Chemetron's cost estimates for the five scenarios were prepared as described above and are
attached 10 this letier, When reviewing the estimates, please keep in mind the
characieristics of the Harvard Avenue and Bert Avenue sites. Deplewd uranium was
dispersed over relatively large areas by earlier land filling and atempts a1 remediation. In
general, the concentration of the contaminant is low, although one more highly
coniaminaied volume has been identified at the Benn Avenve site. Our moud
remediation plan calls for placing all possibly contaminaied materials in » ceil then
verifying thal ' * concentration does not exceed regumog idelines before it s closed.
Any malerial exseeding the guidelines will be rom the cell. Likewise, the
maierial that we identified in our characierization studies that exceed the guidelines will not
be placed in the cell.

The cost information presented with this letter clearly s?pom Chemetron's proposal for
onsite disposal per 10 CFR 20302 -nd the 1981 Branch Technical Posmion, We
respectively request approval 10 proceec s outlined in our Site Remediation Plan.

If you have any questions, please contac. Barry Koh or me.
Sincerely yours, |
Pl L
(/ Aa u e .‘\-‘\—\’

Michael G. Lederman
President

Copies: Barry Koh

Mark J."Weltterhahn
Theodore G. Adams
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Decommussioning Cost Estimates
in res 10
NRC letter of January 17, 1992 from R. L. Bangan

Scenano 1.

For the Bert Avenue site: onsite disposal of wasies present only i the Beri Avenue siie in
concentrations of depleted uranium less than 35 pCi/gm. 100 pCi/gm, and 300 pCi/gm.

Scenario 3

For the Ben Avenue site: offsite disposal of wasies present only al the Bert Avenue site in
concentiations of depleted uranium less than 35 pCi/gm, 100 pCi/gm, and 300 pCi/gm.

Scenario 4:

For the Harvard Avenue site: onsite disposal of wasies gnnm only- st the Harvard Avenue
site in concentrations of depleted uranium less than 35 pCi/gm, 100 pCi/gm, and 300
pCi/gm. This cost estimate showld not include wastes generaied from the McGean-Rohco
site.

Scenario §:

For the Harvard Avenue site: offsite disposal of wasies ;mcm only at the Harvard Avenuc
site in concentrations of depleted uranium less than 3§ pCi/gm, 100 pCi/gm, and 300
pCi/gm. This cost estimate should not include wasies generated (rom the McGean-Rohco
site.

Response:
The following three components were used in preparing the cost estimales:

Onsie costs: ~ Site preparation
Matena
Load & transport (locally)
Backfilling
Cell construction (if contaminants in excess of 35 pCi/gm remuincy )
Cover placement (if contaminants in excess of 35 pCi/gm remain o
Site restoration
Contingency @ 23%

Offsite costs:  Excavation
Transportation to Envirocare of Utsh®

Disposal at Envirocare of Uiah®
Incirect costs: Site security, management and environmental monitoring $1,10¢.000
Engineering analysis, testing and licens g 1,865,000
Post closure confirmation testin 1}9,8&
" $3,115.000

* assumes Envirocare is available for disposal of materials. If not, offsite costs will be
increased by a factor of 10.
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offsite and the resulls aie presented graphically in the auached Ilgurm and in wble form
below. To determine the 10t1al remediation cost, tne estimaie for each site should be added

and the sum added 10 the indirect costs

Quantiny Pet offsite Onsite cost Contirsency Qlfsie cost Remedial cos.

(cubiC varas)
Bert Sie 0% $2.661,114 3665.27% 3 $3,326,393
4].84] $2.147.968 $536992 513459494 §16,144 454
$1.678 88] $419720 $23.113416 $25.212.017

$1.843,150 $460.788 $37.2B0.43C $39.584. 368

$804 896 01, $0 $1.,006,120
$771,394 $1.07.574  §$1.971 817
§$530,446 132 $9.899.901  $10,562,959

nsie disposal of wastes present at both the Bent Avenue and
entrations of depleled uraniurn less than 35 pCi/gm, 100

Nis COst estirnale should not InCiude wasies generaled irom the

CrEeEMment s {Ar
N INCN

al cost of adding all the contaminate. material from the Harvard Avenue site

closure cell construcied at the Bert Avenue site is estimated 10 be $361.275. The
estimated cost of restoring the Harvard Avenue site is $183,116. Hence. placing the
H

larvard Avenue wastes in the Bert Avenui closure cell results in increased cost 10 the Bert
Avenue remediation of $544,391 compared 10 the cost of a separate closure cell at Harvard

Avenue of $1.006,12
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Qert Site remedial cost vs, Waste shipped offsite
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fost ithousands of dollars)

Harvard Site remedial cost vs. Waste shipped offsite
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fost {thousands of dollars)

Total Project cost vs., Volume shipped offsite
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vV VOINOVICH
SOVEPNOR

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
STATE OF OHIO

August 14, 1982

Mr. lvan Selin, Chairman
US. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC. 20553

Dear Chairman Selin:

| am writing in response to your letter dated July 29, 1992 regarding the
NRC's desire to accelerate the cleanup of two sites in Ohio located in
Newburgh Heights and Cuyahoga Heights. As you know Chemetru
Corporation is responsible for comprehensive remediation of the
radiological contamination at the "Bert Avenue Dump" and "Harvard
Avenue Site". | share your desire to compiate remediation of these sites
as nuickly as possible. | am deeply concerned that the process has
dr ged on this long.

| would like to thank the NRC for issuing an Action Plan in April, 1992 to
accelerate this cleanup project. Our records show that the Ohio
Environmental Protection Agency and the Ohio Department of Health have
been tracking this project since the early 1980's. As late as March, 1992,
the site had not been adeq: ately characterized for either radioactive or
chemical contamination. Ycur letter signifies a commitment to finally
complete the project by September 15, 1994, | assure you that ODH and
OEPA both desire completion of this longstanding project. Accelerating
the schedule will not piace a burder upon ODH or OEPA.

Your letter correctly points out that certain OEPA solid waste requirements
may be difficult for Chemetron to meet for on-site disposal of radioactive
waste in a solid waste landfill. These difficulties may pose schedule
delays if Chemetron pursues the on-site disposal option in its remediation
plan. | do not believe that cleanup activities should be delayed if on-site
disposal is denied by the OEPA.

Ohio strongly suggests that with one year remaining in the process of
designing the Final Site Remediation Plan, Chemetron should gve
serious consideration to available disposal options other than on-site
disposal. Chemetron should take advantage of this schedule to explore all
options. For example, early selection of an offsite disposal facility may
prevent the delays that are necessarily a part of issuing a solid waste
permit, with or without waivers from siting criteria.
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You can be assured that the State of Ohio will continue 1o place a high
priority on the Chemetron project. My staff informs me that your Regional
Administrator, Bert Davis, has been most helpful in dealing with this
difficult cleanup. | appreciate this cooperation and believe that by working
ngether we can expedite the long overdue cleanup of this faeility.

Since;ely. / M

George Y/ Voinovich
Govemor



