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SUBJECT: FEBRUARY 13, 2002, MEETING SUMMARY: MANAGEMENT MEETING
WITH DUKE COGEMA STONE & WEBSTER TO DISCUSS MIXED
OXIDE FUEL FABRICATION FACILITY PROGRAM CHANGES AND
APPLICANT REORGANIZATION

On February 13, 2002, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff met with Duke
Cogema Stone & Webster (DCS), the mixed oxide fuel fabrication facility (MFFF) applicant, to
discuss: 1) what impacts the Department of Energy (DOE)-announced changes to the Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Program have on the MFFF and on the construction authorization
request (CAR) and environmental report (ER) that were submitted to NRC; and 2) the recent
purchase of Duke Engineering and Services (DES) by Framatome. A summary of the meeting
is provided below. A more detailed summary, the attendance list, meeting agenda, and
meeting handouts are attached (Attachments 1, 2, 3, and 4 respectively). A small portion of the
meeting was closed to the public in order to discuss proprietary information.

Summary

DCS stated that Duke Energy is selling DES to Framatome. DCS further stated that the sale
will not affect the plutonium disposition program because DES's ownership/interest in DCS will
transfer to Duke Energy along with key personnel working on the MFFF. DCS will remain the
applicant and there will be no changes in project staffing.
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DCS stated that the MFFF will now receive and process approximately eight additional metric
tons of plutonium (six metric tons of that material was previously planned to be immobilized; two
metric tons will come from sources yet to be determined). This will require design changes to
the MFFF to accommodate material having impurities that were not included in the previous
design. Additionally, high alpha and uranium waste streams from the MFFF, previously planned
to be processed through the Savannah River Site (SRS) high level waste tanks, will now be
solidified at an SRS facility to be constructed off the MOX site. DCS's revised schedule calls for
submitting a supplement to the ER and construction authorization request in October 2002.
However, at the meeting, DCS stated that the ER could be submitted as early as August 2002.
NRC staff plans to issue the Draft Safety Evaluation Report on schedule by April 30, 2002, but
will delay issuing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) until after a revised or
supplementary ER is submitted by DCS. The impact of the changes is expected to be greater
on the EIS than on the SER.
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MEETING SUMMARY

The following summarizes discussions at the meeting:

Purchase of Duke Energy and Services by Framatome

Duke Cogema Stone & Webster (DCS) stated that Duke Energy is selling Duke Engineering
and Services (DES) to Framatome. DCS further stated that the sale will not affect the
plutonium disposition program because DES's ownership/interest in DCS will transfer to Duke
Energy along with key personnel working on the mixed oxide fuel fabrication facility (MFFF).
DCS will remain the applicant and there will be no changes in project staffing. Personnel who
are now working on the mixed oxide (MOX) project will be employed by Framatome in the future
and will be contracted back to continue to work on the MOX project. DCS stated that the
details of the sale and its effect on MFFF will be captured in a revision to the Construction
Authorization Request (CAR). The transition is expected to be complete in approximately three
months.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff questioned whether the sale will affect the
foreign ownership, control or influence (FOCI) determination made by the U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE). DCS indicated that it will review any potential effects on the FOCI
determination. NRC staff also stated that portions of the CAR and the quality assurance
program will have to be revised to reflect the new ownership and any other organizational
changes.

Impacts of DOE-Announced Changes in the MFFF and Associated Documents

The major change announced by DOE is that it will no longer immobilize the surplus plutonium
and thus will not be constructing the immobilization facility as previously planned. Impacts of
the change on the MFFF are presented in the handouts provided by DCS at the meeting
(Attachment 4).

The MFFF will now process approximately eight additional tons of plutonium into MOX fuel. Of
the eight tons, approximately six tons will be material that was to be immobilized. The source of
the additional two tons of plutonium is to be determined. The MFFF will now process 34 tons of
plutonium into MOX fuel, which is the total amount of plutonium that the U.S. agreed to dispose
of in its agreement with the Russian Federation. DCS also indicated that the high alpha waste
and stripped uranium waste will now be solidified at the Savannah River Site (SRS) instead of
being transferred to the SRS F-Area tank farm. A new waste processing building will be
constructed in F-Area, not on the MOX site, to process this waste. DCS expects the liquid
waste volume to increase by approximately 10 percent and the solid waste volume to remain
the same

Processing the plutonium that was previously planned to be immobilized will require that the
MFFF be redesigned to include additional chemical processing capability to remove additional
impurities such as salts and chlorides. The footprint of the MFFF is expected to increase by
approximately 10 percent to accommodate the additional chemical processing equipment;
however, there will be no change to the disturbed area.

Regarding the impact of the changes on the project schedule, DCS stated that it expects to
submit supplements to its CAR and environmental report (ER) in October 2002; however, it is
possible that the ER supplement will be submitted in August 2002. DCS would like to begin
construction for such items as clearing land and excavating for foundations in October 2003
and would like to begin laying concrete for foundations in March 2004. This schedule is based
on a need to provide fuel to the reactors in the Fall of 2008. DCS also stated that the date for
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submitting the application to possess and use special nuclear material will change. DCS does
not intend to submit the application to possess and use special nuclear material until after it
receives approval to begin construction. DCS stated its opinion that it believes that the
changes will have minimal environmental and safety impacts.

NRC staff stated that it does not plan to issue an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) until
sometime after it receives the supplemental ER from DCS. The staff estimated that a Final EIS
could be issued in December 2003; however, this date is not firm. The staff stated that it does
not intend to rescope the EIS. The staff will revise its review schedules in approximately one
month based on the new information provided by the applicant.

Maior Open Items

DCS believes that the major open items in the staff's review are:

* Qualitatively describing highly unlikely for nuclear criticality safety analyses.

* High efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filter efficiency.

* Tri-butyl phosphate and HAN/hydrazine analyses (i.e., "red oil").

DCS indicated that it has recently completed its analysis for meeting effluent release
performance requirements at the restricted area boundary, instead of the controlled area
boundary.

The staff agreed that these issues probably represent the major issues remaining; however,
these do not encompass the entirety of items that remain unresolved.

Questions from Members of the Public

The meeting was then opened for members of the public to ask questions of the NRC staff.
Most of the questions asked, however, were directed toward DCS or DOE. Although not
obligated to answer since this was a meeting between an applicant and the NRC, both DOE
and DCS answered numerous questions posed by members of the public.

In response to questions, DOE and DCS stated that (list is not inclusive of all questions posed):

* No plutonium metal will be provided the MFFF; all material provided to the MFFF
will be in oxide form.

* DOE is currently reviewing National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
requirements to determine what actions may be necessary as a result of the
program changes.

* DOE has included money in the 2003 budget to perform supplemental EIS work
if such work is necessary.
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In response to questions, NRC stated that (list is not inclusive of all questions posed):

The NRC staff position on controlled area boundary was discussed at the
meeting with DCS on October 11, 2001, and was included the meeting summary
of that meeting. That portion of the October 11, 2001, meeting summary is
provided below.

Excerpt from the October 11, 2001, meeting summary: "With respect to
controlled area boundary, the staff stated that 10 CFR 70.61 (f) requires that
applicants/licensees establish a controlled area boundary, as defined in 10 CFR
20.1003. Section 20.1003 of 10 CFR defines the controlled area as an area
outside of the restricted area but inside the site boundary, access to which can
be restricted by the licensee for any reason. There are two regulations
concerning this issue, 10 CFR Part 70 that deals with performance requirements
(i.e., combinations of likelihoods and consequences) and 10 CFR Part 20 that
deals with doses. Section 70.61 (f)(2) of 10 CFR allows individuals who are not
workers, defined in 10 CFR 70.4 as individuals who receive an occupational
dose, who perform ongoing activities in the controlled area to satisfy worker
performance requirements described in 70.61 (b) and (c) if those individuals
receive training that satisfies 10 CFR 19.12(1)-(5). Part 20 of 10 CFR defines
occupational dose as dose received by an individual in the course of employment
in which the individual's assigned duties involve exposure to radiation or to
radioactive material from licensed and unlicensed sources of radiation. The
important clause is "...in the course of employment in which the individual's
assigned duties involve exposure to radiation or to radioactive material...." As a
result of this clause, NRC regulations allow Savannah River employees to be
treated either as members of the public subject to 10 CFR 20.1301/dose
limitations or as workers subject to 10 CFR 20.1201 dose limitations depending
on the individual's assigned duties."

NRC is reviewing its physical security regulations as a result of the September
11 events. It is possible that the results of the NRC review will affect the MFFF.
However, DCS should be able to readily incorporate any resulting design
changes because there is sufficient lead time before the operating license
application will be submitted. NRC will keep DCS informed of the NRC review
and potential impacts on the MFFF.
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NAME AFFILIATION

Andrew Persinko
Michael Weber
John Greeves
Eric Leeds
Joe Giitter
Tom Essig
Timothy Johnson
Fred Burrows
Wilkins Smith
Alex Murray
Christopher Tripp
David Brown
Bill Gleaves
Joel Kramer
Harry Felsher
Rex Wescott
Magaret Chatterton
Sharon Steele
Herman Graves
Mike Lamastra
Phyllis Sobel
Susan Chidakel
John Hull
Jennifer Davis
Tim Harris
Tom Pham
J. Keith Everly
Robert Martin

Peter Hastings
Ed Brabazon
Gary Kaplan
Ken Ashe
Tommy Touchstone
Michel De Donder
Mary Birch

Jamie Johnson
David Nulton
John Connelly
Mark Williams

Paul Gubanc

Don Williams

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC
NRC

Duke Cogema Stone & Webster (DCS)
DCS
DCS
DCS
DCS
DCS
DCS

Department of Energy (DOE)
DOE
DOE
DOE

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) (on detail to
DOE-EM)

Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL)
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Ed Pentacost

Donald Silverstein

Edward Lyman
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Diane Curran

Philipp Bleek
Benjamin Rasek

Paul Delozier

Clifton Farrell

Bill Towson

Linda Gunter

Don Moniak

Donald Spellman

Glenn Carroll
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Robin Rektor

Skip Copp

Dan Bruner
Kent Sullivan

David Ayres

Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
LANL

ATL
ATL

Argonne National Laboratory (ANL)

Morgan, Lewis and Bockius

Nuclear Control Institute (NCI)
NCI

Georgians Against Nuclear Energy (GANE)

Arms Control Association (ACA)
ACA

NUMARK Associates

Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI)

Exchange Monitor

Edlow International

ATTENDING BY TELEPHONE

Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

ORNL

GANE

DOE

NUMARK Associates

Duke Energy

Westinghouse Savannah River Corporation (WSRC)
WSRC

NRC Region 11



AGENDA
MEETING AGENDA

MOX FUEL FABRICATION FACILITY
MANAGEMENT MEETING

FEBRUARY 13, 2002

1:00 PM Introduction

1:15 PM Changes to Surplus Plutonium Disposition Program

2:00 PM Anticipated licensing program and schedule changes

2:30 PM Status of outstanding review items

4:00 PM Summary I Actions

NOTE: Meetings between the NRC staff and licensees are open for interested members of the

public to attend as observers pursuant to the "Open Meeting Statement of NRC Staff Policy",

65 Federal Register 56964, September 20, 2000.

Portions of this meeting may be closed to members of the public due to the proprietary nature of

information to be discussed pursuant to 10 CFR 2.790.
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