
From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Timothy Johnson
INTERNET:dggreen0l @mchsi.com; Internet:Rkrich@nefnm.com
1/27/05 2:40PM
Fwd: Review of LES Response to NRC's RAls

Attached is the second of two sets of ICF comments on the DFP.

From: "Mayer, Jen" <JMayer@icfconsulting.com>
To: <TLF~nrc.gov>, <TCJ~nrc.gov>
Date: 1/7/05 3:56PM
Subject: Review of LES Response to NRC's RAls

Tom,

Our review of LES' responses to NRC's RAls is attached. We will send
you a hard copy as well.

Jen Mayer

ICF Consulting

(703) 218-2717 (Phone)

(703) 934-3740 (Fax)

NOTICE:
This message is for the designated recipient only and may contain privileged or confidential
information. If you have received it in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete the
original. Any other use of this e-mail by you is prohibited.

CC: "Dean, Craig" <CDean~icfconsulting.com>, "Gormsen, Elizabeth"
<EGormsen~icfconsulting.com>
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C O N S U LT I N G

January 7, 2005

To:
Thomas Fredrichs, NRC

From: Liz Gormsen, Jen Mayer, and Craig Dean, ICF Consulting

Subject: Review of Louisiana Energy Services Responses to NRC's Request for Additional
Information on the Revised Closure Cost Estimate for the Proposed National
Enrichment Facility in Lea County, NM

On December 10, 2004, Louisiana Energy Services (LES) provided responses to NRC's October 20,
2004 letter entitled "Louisiana Energy Services - Request for Additional Information on
Decommissioning Funding Plan." ICF has reviewed the content of LES's Responses and is providing
comment on those responses, organized below by RAI number.

Response to RAI la:

* It is unclear how the labor hours in Table 10.1-3 (Decontamination or Dismantling of
Radioactive Components) relate to decontamination hours listed in Table 10.1-7 (Total
Work Days by Labor Category), because there are considerably more hours listed for
decontamination in Table 10.1.7 than in Table 10.1-3. The differences may be for
decontaminating the separations building module. If so, a footnote to that effect would
be helpful.

Response to RAI la and 8:

* Footnote I for Table 10.1-5 (Final Radiation Survey) indicates that the $1.4 million
cost to collect survey readings and analyze data includes $320,000 for sample analysis
(i.e., laboratory fees). However, when the labor hours are multiplied by the labor rates
for this line item, the total is $1.4 million. Hence, it appears that the sample analysis
cost of $320,000 has not been included in Table 10.1-5. To eliminate confusion, it
would be helpful to include the sample analysis costs in Table 10.1-12 (Laboratory
costs) rather than Table 10.1-5.

Response to RAI lb:

* We remain concerned that the labor costs are difficult to evaluate for decontamination
and/or dismantling of facility components. In the LES response to RAI lb, LES notes
that based on "information in existing SAR Tables 10.1-lB through 10.1-IF, the
worker unit cost schedule information in existing SAR Table 10.1-8, and attached
revised SAR Table 10.1-3, the unit cost associated with decontamination and
dismantling can be derived, to the extent practicable, on a per component or per unit
length basis, as applicable." However, LES makes no attempt to actually derive these
unit costs. Given the inconsistent or missing data on total dimensions, it is not clear
that such unit costs could be derived independently. Consequently, more than 25
percent of the total cost of decommissioning (excluding tailing disposition) cannot be
corroborated.
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Response to RAI 4:

In Table 10.1-14, a new line item has been added for third-party labor. Response to
RAI 4 indicates that this adjustment "accounts for an overhead rate on direct staff labor
of 110 percent, plus 15 percent profit on labor and overheads..." However, when the
total of the four line items involving labor (i.e., $30.2 million) is subject to this
calculation, the result is $38.2 million, rather than$4 1.0 million, as reported in Table
10.1-14. Additional detail on how this third party adjustment was derived should be
added.

Response to RAI 6:

The applicant appears to have used incorrect GDP implicit price deflators to adjust the
costs from January 2002 to January 2004. A 3.67 percent increase should have been
used instead of the 2.1 percent increase used by the applicant. The GDP implicit price
deflators used to derived the 3.67 percent increase were obtained from Economic
Indicators available at: http:lwwvwv.gpoaccess.gov/indicators/index.html.

Responses to RAI 2, 3, and 5 have not been included. These should be included at some point.
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