
August 31, 2006

MEMORANDUM TO: Joseph G. Giitter, Chief
Special Projects Branch
Division of Fuel Cycle Safety
  and Safeguards

THRU: Brian W. Smith, Chief   
Gas Centrifuge Facility Licensing Section /RA/
Special Projects Branch, FCSS

FROM: Stan Echols 
Senior Project Manager
Gas Centrifuge Facility Licensing Section /RA/
Special Projects Branch, FCSS

SUBJECT: AUGUST 8, 2006, TELEPHONE CONFERENCE SUMMARY:  
DECOMMISSIONING FUNDING

On August 8, 2006, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff participated in

a telephone conference with USEC Inc. (USEC) staff to discuss decommissioning funding

issues related to USEC’s application for a gas centrifuge uranium enrichment facility proposed

to be constructed and operated in Piketon, Ohio.  I am attaching the telephone conference

summary for your use.  

Enclosure:  NRC/USEC Decommissioning Funding Telephone Conference Summary
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Telephone Conference Call Summary

Decommissioning Funding

Date and Time:  3:30 PM; August 8, 2006

Call Participants: C. Dean/ICF T.C. Johnson/NRC
L. Gormsen/ICF D. Couser/USEC
V. Burkitt/USEC

On August 8, 2006, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and USEC Inc. (USEC) staffs
held a telephone conference call to discuss decommissioning funding issues related to the
American Centrifuge Plant.

Discussion:

On July 21, 2006, USEC staff provided draft revisions to the Decommissioning Funding Plan
based on a conference call with NRC staff held on July 12, 2006.  Following review of the
revisions, NRC staff was unable to understand how some of the revised computations were
produced.

In Table C3.14, a proration of waste disposal costs is described in the assumptions notes. 
However,  the purpose of this proration was unclear.  USEC staff explained that the proration
was used in determining the third-party decommissioning contractor profit and is intended to
eliminate the direct disposal charges from the profit calculations.  Therefore, the contractor
profit would be based only on the contractor labor cost portion of the total costs.  USEC staff
stated that it would provide this explanation in the assumption notes.

In Table C3.14, costs are developed for waste disposal.  However, there is no stated basis for
the costs.  USEC staff explained that the costs are based on component design information and
cost information generated from USEC data from the centrifuge remediation project being
performed for the U.S. Department of Energy.  This explanation will be added to the
assumption notes.

In Table C3.16, laboratory cost information is presented for remediation sample analyses. 
However, no transportation costs are provided for shipping samples to the analytical laboratory. 
USEC staff explained that it was assumed that the contractor would use the on-site analytical
laboratory for these sample analyses and, therefore, no off-site transportation costs would be
applicable.  This explanation will be added to the assumption notes.

In Table C3.17, indirect costs are presented.  One of the line items is for taxes.  However, no
value is presented.  USEC staff explained that taxes were not included because Ohio property
taxes would not be charged to the centrifuge project under Ohio law after 2010.  USEC staff



indicated that taxes would be charged in the years prior to 2010.  These taxes may affect the
total costs for years 2007 through 2009.  USEC staff indicated that it would check the effects of
tax contributions over these years.

In Table C3.17, a business insurance entry is included for indirect costs.  However, it does not
appear to be included in the contractor profit computation that includes indirect costs.  USEC
staff indicated that it would check whether or not business insurance should be included in the
contractor profit calculation.

In Table C3.18A, NRC staff asked how the fourth bullet assumption was used.  USEC staff
explained the entries used to compute Total Labor and Materials Costs.  NRC staff indicated
that it would verify the computations based on the discussion.  Also, NRC staff asked USEC
staff to explain why the total costs in Tables C3.18 and C3.18A are different.  USEC staff stated
that the differences are from roundup error.  NRC staff discussed the use of up to 10 significant
figures in the calculations and that this procedure implied a precision that does not exist for the
cost estimates.  USEC staff indicated that it would review the use of significant figures and
stated that the total costs on both tables should be the same.

On Table C3.19, there appears to be a typographical error in the assumption bullet for the
computation of R2 where two of the plus signs should be minus signs.  USEC staff indicated
that it would verify the assumption text.

On page C-4, the number of contaminated spare centrifuges is listed as 400.  However, in
Table 10.2-1, the number is listed as 480.  USEC staff explained that the correct number of
spare centrifuges should be 480.


