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Lawrence G. McDade, Administrative Judge
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Mail Stop: T-3 F23
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Nicholas Trikouros, Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Mail Stop: T-3 F23
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Re: Docket No. 70-3098-MLA: Shaw AREVA MOX Services, LLC's Safety Evaluation

Dear Administrative Judges:

Enclosed please find Shaw AREVA MOX Services' ("MOX Services") "Safety Evaluation of
the Postulated Inability to Transfer High Alpha Waste from the MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility
and the Short, Intermediate, and Long-term Storage of High Alpha Waste in the KWD Unit,"
DCSOI-RRJ-DS-ANS-H-38426-1 (April 23, 2009) ("Safety Evaluation"). This Safety
Evaluation addresses the potential hazards that could result from an unplanned interruption in the
ability to transfer liquid high-alpha waste ("HAW") from the MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility
("MFFF").

This Safety Evaluation was drafted to address the issue presented in the single contention that is
the subject of the hearing before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board ("ASLB" or "Board"),
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Docket No. 70-3098-MLA. That contention, as reformulated by the Board, alleges that the
License Application ("LA") and the Integrated Safety Analysis ("ISA") Summary for the MFFF
do not (1) assure there is adequate storage capacity to place the MFFF in a safe configuration in
the event of an unplanned interruption in the ability to discharge liquid HAW; (2) describe how
the MFFF would be safely shut down were the liquid HAW transfer interrupted; or (3) address
the safety issues associated with aging liquid HAW within the MFFF over short, intermediate
and long timeframes.

The enclosed Safety Evaluation addresses the issues raisedin the contention by: (a).discussing
the impact of an unplanned interruption in the ability to' discharge HAW; (b) addressing the
reserve volume in the HAW tanks necessary to place the MFFF in a safe configuration; and (c)
considering the impacts of aging of HAW in place over the short, intermediate and long
timeframes. It also identifies the necessary Items Relied on for Safety ("IROFS") and
Management Measures to ensure that the MFFF continues to satisfy the performance
requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 70.61, even in the event of a sustained interruption in the ability to
discharge HAW.

The Safety Evaluation references and relies upon relevant analyses conducted by MOX Services
in support of its LA and ISA Summary. To facilitate the Board's and the Parties' review of the
Safety Evaluation, MOX Services provides, as Attachment A, an introduction into the ISA
process used to ensure compliance with the 10 CFR § 70.61 performance requirements for the
MFFF, followed by an explanation of how the Safety Evaluation fits into the ISA process.

The Safety Evaluation was drafled in accordance with MOX Services' procedures for design
documents, which include the requirement for an interdisciplinary review. As a project
document, the Safety Evaluation assumes that its audience has some project-specific knowledge
and familiarity with the MFFF design. The Safety Evaluation includes references to other
project documents that provide background or more detailed analyses. The documents
referenced by the Safety Evaluation have been available to the Parties or were included in MOX
Services' April 27, 2009 mandatory disclosures, in accordance with the Board-approved
Protective Order. Upon request, MOX Services would be pleased to provide the Board with any
of the references it desires to review.

A primary project document for MOX Services' ISA process, as it relates to the liquid HAW
portion of the liquid waste reception unit (designated "KWD" in Project documentation), is
"Hazards and Operability Studies [("HAZOP")] of the Liquid Units (KWD and KWS)," DCSOI-
RRJ-DS-ANS-H-38400-1 (May 21, 2008) ("KWD HAZOP")(Reference 7.1.3 in the Safety
Evaluation). The KWD HAZOP systematically identifies equipment or operational failures
associated with the KWD process unit that have the potential to result in an accident event
exceeding the performance requirements in 10 C.F.R. § 70.61, and the applicable IROFS. The
analysis in the KWD HAZOP demonstrates that the IROFS will reduce the likelihood or mitigate
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the consequences of any accident event, in order to satisfy the performance requirements of 10
C.F.R. § 70.61.

The KWD HAZOP, the ISA Summary, and this Safety Evaluation demonstrate that no additional
IROFS are required, beyond those previously identified in the ISA Summary, to meet the 10
C.F.R. § 70.61 performance requirements in the event of the loss of ability to transfer liquid
HAW from the MFFF. Nevertheless, as a matter of management discretion, MOX Services has
determined that it will add an additional IROFS to provide further assurance with respect to the
HAW issues raised in the contention before the Board. This IROFS is discussed in the attached
Safety Evaluation.

A useful reference that describes the role of the KWD unit in the Aqueous Polishing process
(and therefore another useful foundational document for the Safety Evaluation) is "Aqueous
Polishing - Unit KWD, System Description Document for the Liquid Waste Reception Unit,"
DCSO1-KWD-DS-SDD-F-41022-1 (Apr. 13, 2006) ("KWD System Description"). As explained
in that document, aqueous liquid waste (one form of which is liquid HAW) is one of the liquid
waste streams generated at MFFF. The KWD unit is designed to receive aqueous liquid waste
and other wastes, process them, store them safely, and ensure they meet applicable discharge
criteria. The KWD System Description is referenced throughout the Safety Evaluation for its
detailed description of the KWD system, including the volume and input/output of KWD HAW
tanks and the volume and concentration of the liquid HAW stream.

Also useful for a review of the Safety Evaluation is the detailed diagram, "Aqueous Polishing
General Process Diagram With AFS," DCSO1-KKJ-CG-SCH-F-06714-G (Feb. 7, 2005) ("AP
Diagram"), which provides a functional flowchart of the AP process, including the KWD HAW
system and its interfacing systems. This diagram is provided in the Safety Evaluation as Figure
A-1. (See Safety Evaluation Appendix A.) Appendix A of the Safety Evaluation provides a
high-level overview of the functions of the various units in the Aqueous Polishing system,
walking through each unit in the process, including, among other things, receipt of the feed
material, separating the plutonium, polishing it, recovery of the solvents and acids used in the
process, and processing of the waste and sampling streams.

The information provided in the ISA Summary also should facilitate review of the Safety
Evaluation. Although the contention challenges the LA and ISA Summary, these documents
contain only summary-level information regarding the relevant analysis required by 10 C.F.R. §
70.62. The Safety Evaluation therefore references the detailed project documents as well as the
ISA Summary. Where appropriate, references to sections of the ISA Summary also are
provided.

MOX Services' anticipates that its pre-filed expert testimony, which will be filed in advance of
the hearing and which will provide additional explanation of the processes referenced in the
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Safety Evaluation, will further elucidate the relevant AP systems as well as MOX Services'
analysis of the admitted contention.

The Safety Evaluation is provided at Attachment B, and should be withheld from public
disclosure pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.390 for security concerns and content of proprietary
information. A redacted copy of the Safety Evaluation is not provided due to the pervasive
nature of the proprietary and security-related information. An affidavit for the proprietary
information, pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.390(b)(1), is provided as Attachment C.

Sincerely,

imothy P. Matthews

cc: Diane Curran, Esq.
Brett Klukan, Esq.
Catherine Marco, Esq.
Kimberly Sexton, Esq.

(Attachments)
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Attachment A

I. The Licensing Process Generally

To obtain a possession and use license, Shaw AREVA MOX Services ("MOX Services") must
satisfy the performance requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 70.61 and provide reasonable assurance that
operation of the MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility ("MFFF") will not adversely impact the health
and safety of the public, the workers, or the environment. The process to obtain a possession and
use license includes a demonstration by MOX Services of compliance w'ith applicable
regulations, safety evaluations by the NRC Staff, and public input. The processes to obtain both
authorization to commence construction and authorization to possess and use nuclear materials
are summarized below.

A. Construction Authorization

10 C.F.R. § 70.23(b) requires that, prior to the commencement of construction activities, an
applicant demonstrate - and the NRC Staff determine - that the design bases of principal
structures, systems, and components ("SSCs") and the quality assurance program provide
reasonable assurance of protection against natural phenomena and the consequences of potential
accidents.

In January, 2003, the NRC Staff approved the MOX Project Quality Assurance Plan
("MPQAP"), a comprehensive quality assurance program that establishes the quality assurance
requirements and applicable management measures to control design, procurement, fabrication,
and construction of the MFFF. In January, 2005 the NRC Staff also issued an Environmental
Impact Statement ("EIS"), which weighs the environmental, economic, technical, and other
benefits of the project against environmental costs and considers reasonable alternatives.
Finally, in March 2005, the NRC Staff issued its Safety Evaluation Report and Construction
Authorization for the MFFF, finding that the design bases of the principal SSCs provide
reasonable assurance of protection against natural phenomena and the consequences of potential
accidents.

B. Possession and UseLicense

To obtain authorization from the NRC to possess and use licensed material at the facility, MOX
Services was requiied to prepare a License Application ("LA") and Integrated Safety Analysis
("ISA") Summary, pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 70.62. In the LA, MOX Services describes its
processes and programs to safety operate and maintain the MFFF. The ISA Summary
demonstrates that the application of these processes and programs to the MFFF design,
operations, and maintenance results in a facility that will not adversely impact the health and
safety of the public, workers, or the environment. Similar to the construction authorization
phase, the NRC Staff performs its own safety evaluation to document its assessment about
whether MOX Services meets the regulatory requirements. In addition, the NRC must confirm
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that the construction of the principal structures, systems and components is in accordance with
its application. The NRC Staff's safety evaluation and construction inspection is supported by
reviewing the LA and ISA Summary, requesting additional information or clarification, as
appropriate, performing in-office reviews of supporting calculations, and ongoing inspections of
the construction of the facility. As part of the regulatory process, additional licensing submittals
are provided to the NRC Staff for their review and acceptance. Examples of these submittals
include MOX Services' plans for material control and accounting, physical security, and
protection of classified matter.

Any open items related to the licensing submittals (e.g., LA, ISA Summary) must be resolved to
the satisfaction of the NRC Staff. Only then, may the NRC Staff issue a possession and use
license to MOX Services. Of course, the adjudicatory process presided over by the Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board parallels the Staff review process.

II. The Integrated Safety Analysis

The ISA evaluates risks associated with facility design and operation and identifies measures to
reduce the likelihood or consequences of potential events.

Prescribed by 10 C.F.R. § 70.62(c), the ISA is a systematic, robust process to identify the
following:

* Internal or external hazards:

> Radiological hazards related to possessing or processing licensed material at the
facility (10 C.F.R. § 70.62(c)(i))

> Chemical hazards of licensed material and hazardous chemicals produced from
licensed material (10 C.F.R. § 70.62(c)(ii))

> Facility hazards, natural phenomena hazards, and external man-made hazards that
could affect the safety of licensed material (10 C.F.R. § 70.62(c)(iii))

* Potential event sequences involving internal or external hazards (10 C.F.R. § 70.62(c)(iv))

* The consequence and the likelihood of potential event sequences, and the methods used to
determine the consequences and likelihoods (10 C.F.R. § 70,62(c)(v))

* Items Relied On For Safety ("IROFS") and the characteristics of their preventive, mitigative,
or other safety function, and the assumptions and conditions under which the item is relied
upon to. support compliance with the performance requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 70.61 (10
C.F.R. § 70.62(c)(vi)).

The ISA demonstrates that the IROFS will perform their intended safety functions as necessary.
The ISA process may be viewed as a developmental process starting with the Safety Assessment
developed in support of the construction authorization phase of the project. As the design
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evolves, the ISA process becomes progressively more sophisticated in support of the operations
phase.

Initially, a broad set of hazards are identified and analyzed in a general fashion to most
efficiently identify and evaluate events. Progressive layers of more detailed analysis are
performed until the risk of all identified credible events satisfies the requirements of 10 C.F.R. §
70.61. The ISA is then used and maintained during facility operation.

A. Identification of Potential Hazards

The first step in the performance of an ISA is to identify potential hazards that could impact
MFFF operations. To facilitate the hazard identification process, the MFFF was divided into
"workshops" and further subdivided into process units within each workshop. This segmentation
of the facility allows the analysts to focus on a specific section of the overall process and ensures
thorough and comprehensive hazard identification. These workshops are supported by personnel
with operational experience at similar facilities, discipline-specific knowledge (e.g., mechanical,
electrical, instrumentation and control), and specific knowledge of the processes.

These workshops identified radioactive and hazardous material associated with MFFF
operations, hazardous energy sources associated with MFFF operations, natural phenomena
hazards that could impact MFFF operations, and external man made hazards that could impact
MFFF operations. Each of these elements of the hazard identification process is described
below.

MFFF Radioactive and Hazardous Material and Hazardous Energy Sources

Internal hazards are those hazards that exist on the MFFF site. The Checklist Analysis method
was utilized to identify internal hazards associated with.MFFF processes and operations. The
MFFF hazards checklist is based on a generic list of hazardous materials and energy sources
modified to reflect the systems and processes at the MFFF. In performing hazard identification,
the systems and operations of a specific process area are reviewed and the applicable hazards are
checked. In this manner, the facility hazards were systematically and comprehensively
identified.

Natural Phenomena Hazards ("NPHs"')

NPHs are those hazards that arise from natural processes such as extreme wind and tornadoes. A
screening process was performed on a comprehensive list of NPHs to identify those NPHs that
have the potential to affect MFFF operations. NPHs that are not credible at the Savannah River

..Site ("SRS") or that cannot credibly affect MFFF operations were excluded from further
evaluation and are not considered in the MFFF design or operations. Those NPHs that could
impact MFFF operations were further evaluated in the hazard assessment and preliminary
accident analysis and accounted for as necessary in the MFFF design and operations.
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External Man-Made Hazards ("EMMtts ")

EMMHs are those hazards that arise from the operation of nearby public, private, government,
industrial, chemical, nuclear, and military'facilities and vehicles. The locations of these facilities
and transportation corridors nearby the MFFF, along with applicable NRC and Department of
Energy ("DOE") documents, are used to develop the initial list of EMMHs.

A screening process was performed on the comprehensive list of EMMHs to identify those that
have the potential to affect MFFF operations. Those EMMHs that could impact MFFF
operations and that were not bounded by other events were further evaluated and accounted for
as necessary in the MFFF design and operations.

B. Evaluation of Potential Hazards

Event scenarios were postulated for the potential hazards that were identified. Potential hazards
may be groupedto facilitate evaluation; however, each potential hazard that was identified had to
be dispositioned. In the initial evaluation, there was no credit taken for engineering or
• administrative controls.

Radiological and chemical consequence analyses were performed for each bounding event
group, as appropriate, for the public, site worker, facility worker, and environment. These
evaluations were based on conservative estimates for the material at risk, release fractions, and
dispersion factors. Application of conservative estimates for each of these factors ensured a
large margin in the consequence results. When the results of the conservative analyses did not
meet the performance objectives of 10 C.F.R. Part 70, iterations were made on the design or
credit was taken for engineered controls and administrative controls, either to mitigate the
consequences, or to prevent the event (i.e., make the event group highly unlikely). The hazards
evaluation was not complete until it was demonstrated that each event group meets the
performance requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 70.61

C. Identification of Items Relied On For Safety ("IROFS")

For each hazards evaluation, the SSCs and activities that were credited to meet the performance
objectives of 10 C.F.R. Part 70 were identified. For the construction phase, the principal SSCs,
were identified based on the safety strategy for each event group. The principal SSCs were the
design features and administrative controls to be implemented in the final design in order to
satisfy the performance requirements. For each principal SSC, design bases were developed that
identify the safety functions and provide specific values and ranges for the controlling
parameters.

In preparation for the license application, IROFS were identified at the component level, to
implement the identified principal SSCs specified by the safety strategy established in the
construction authorization phase. Where appropriate, the ISA increases the specificity of the
locations of these principal SSCs from the general process areas to a specific system unit. To
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complete these tasks, MOX Services used evaluations, such as hazards and operability Studies
("HAZOPs"), nuclear criticality safety evaluations ("NCSEs"), fire hazards analyses ("FHAs"),
and nuclear safety evaluations ("NSEs"). These evaluations identify specific causes of events
and associated prevention and mitigation features at the component level. Software failures
including communication failures, common mode failures, and human errors were included in
these analyses. Specific causes to be evaluated included faults (caused by operation of a support
system outside of normal operating ranges) in systems interfacing with the support system in
question.

D. Compliance with 10 C.F.R. § 70.61

The identified IROFS are the items that KOX Services has determined to be necessary to meet
the performance requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 70.61. Integral todemonstrating that the
performance requirements are met is the application of the following:

* Application of the single failure criterion or double contingency principle - this design
criterion ensures that even in the unlikely event of a failure of a single contingency,
another unlikely, independent, and concurrent failure or process change is required prior
to the occurrence of the event. This design criterion ensures that redundant means are
provided to protect against an event that could exceed the requirements of 10 C.F.R. §
70.61, including an inadvertent nuclear criticality.

* Application of industry codes and standards - this design criterion provides confidence in
the ability of IROFS to perform their function. The codes and standards provide the
foundation for ensuring that IROFS are robust and incorporate lessons learned from the
nuclear, mechanical, electrical, and instrumentation and control disciplines. Thus, they
provide an effective set of engineering and procedural guidelines utilized to design,
construct and operate the IROFS and ensure that the IROFS will be sufficiently reliable.

Application of 10 C.F.R. 50 Appendix B, NQA-I - this third criterion ensures that the
requirements for IROFS are correctly translated into specifications, drawings, procedures,
and instructions. These measures include provisions to assure that the appropriate quality
standards are specified and included in design documents, and that deviations from such
standards and design procedures are controlled.

Management measures - this criterion is particularly important in the context of IROFS
failure detection. Management measures, prescribed by.10 C.F.R. § 70.62(d), provide
additional assurance that IROFS are designed., implemented, and maintained in order to
perform their safety function when required. Management measures include the
application of the Quality Assurance Program; establishment of programs for
maintenance and surveillance, configuration management, and training and
qualifications; development of procedures; and processes for incident investigations,
audits, assessments, and records management..
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* These criteria are important to "IROFS failure detection," which includes detection of IROFS
failures, and repair of the IROFS or process shutdown. IROFS failure detection can significantly
reduce the likelihood of an accident scenario. For an accident scenario to proceed to completion,
failure of one IROFS must occur, its failure must go undetected, and the second IROFS must
fail. The combination of IROFS failure detection and the application of the single failure
criterion or the double contingency principle provide multiple means to satisfy the requirements
of 10 C.F.R. § 70.61.

.Effective application of these criteria will ensure that credible high consequence event sequences
are highly unlikely and intermediate consequence events are unlikely. The application of the
single failure criterion or double contingency principle and IROFS failure detection ensure that
multiple undetected failures are required for an accident sequence to proceed to conclusion.
Application of appropriate codes and standards and an NQA- 1 QA program ensure that IROFS
will be designed, operated, and maintained in a reliable manner. The application of these design
criteria provide confidence that the event meets 10 C.F.R. §70.61 performance requirements.

E. Defense in Depth

In addition to identifying those items credited to meet the 10 C.F.R. § 70.61 performance
requirements and establishing management measures that provide confidence that the credited
items will perform under the conditions necessary to fulfill their safety function, the MFFF
incorporates defense-in-depth practices throughout MFFF facilities and processes, consistent
with the requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 70.64(b). Defense-in-depth is a design philosophy that
provides successive layers of protection such that the health and safety of the public is not
wholly dependent on any single element. This philosophy results in a conservatively designed
facility with a greater tolerance for failures and external challenges. As a result, challenges to
IROFS are reduced and overall safety system reliability is increased.

III. The Safety Evaluation of the Postulated Inability to Transfer High Alpha Waste
from the MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility and the Short, Intermediate, and Long-
term Storage of High Alpha Waste in the KWD Unit

The Safety Evaluation of the Inability to Transfer High Alpha Waste from the MOX Fuel
Fabrication Facility and the Short, Intermediate, and Long-term Storage of High Alpha Waste in
the KWD Unit ("Safety Evaluation") identifies and evaluates the potential hazards posed by
unplanned interruptions in the ability to discharge liquid high alpha waste ("HAW") from the
liquid waste reception unit ("KWD"). It then considers potential accident consequences that
would exceed the performance requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 70.61 and the IROFS necessary to
mitigate those events. Finally, it identifies the specific management measures necessary to
ensure the IROFS are available and reliable when needed. The Safety Evaluation compliments
the ISA Summary, in that it concludes that no new IROFS are necessary, and that only certain
additional Management Measures are required to ensure the reliability and availability of IROFS,
when needed, to address the issues presented by the contention. Despite the results of the Safety
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Evaluation, MOX Services is adding an additional administrative IROFS. This IROFS is
discussed in the Safety Evaluation.

Specifically, Section 5.1 of the Safety Evaluation addresses the KWD HAW system volume
needed to safely place the aqueous polishing ("AP") system in a stable configuration should
liquid HAW transfer be interrupted, and identifies those operator controls that will be designated
as IROFS to ensure that the maximum volume is not exceeded. It begins by analyzing how the
KWD system interfaces with the other AP system processes in order to establish the volume and
characteristics of fluids routed to various KWD tanks. The Safety Evaluation then considers the
capacity of the KWD tanks and the normal and IROFS controls, and determines that there is
ample buffer space designed into the KWD tanks should transfer capability be interrupted. The
Safety Evaluation also describes the processes that would be employed to place the AP system in
a safe configuration, and accounts for process fluids moved through the AP system in the buffer
space necessary for safe shutdown.

Section 5.2 of the Safety Evaluation provides MOX Services' analysis of the safety issues
associated with storage of liquid RAW in the KWD for short, intermediate and long durations. It
considers hazard events that could result from storage of liquid HAW in the KWD system, and
considers whether any additional IROFS are necessary to mitigate event consequences that
exceed the performance objectives of 10 C.F.R. § 70.61. Other events, with results below those

.thresholds, are addressed in other MFFF safety programs.

The Safety Evaluation describes the procedures and operational controls - including flow and
volume controls - that provide appropriate volume thresholds that will be incorporated into
operating procedures to ensure the ability to safely shutdown, the AP system in the event of an
inability to transfer liquid HAW. The Safety Evaluation identifies the appropriate operational
procedures and process controls Q e. IROFS) used to mitigate and prevent the consequences of
the postulated events.
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Attachment C

AFFIDAVIT PURSUANT TO 10 CFR 2.390(b) (1)

I am the President of Shaw AREVA MOX Services, LLC (MOX Services), and
as such have the responsibility for reviewing information sought to be withheld
from public disclosure in connection with design and licensing of the Mixed
Oxide Fuel Fabrication Facility (MFFF); and I am authorized on the part of MOX
Services to apply for this withholding.

2. I am making this affidavit in conformance with the provisions of 10 CFR 2.390 of
the i-egulations of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and in conjunction
with MOX Services' application for withholding that accompanies this affidavit.

3. 1 have knowledge of the criteria used by MOX Services in designating
information as proprietary or confidential.

4. Pursuant to the provisions of paragraph (b) (4) of 10 CFR 2.390, the following is
furnished for consideration by the NRC in determining whether the information
sought to be withheld from public disclosure should be withheld.

(i) The informration sought to be withheld from public disclosure is owned by
MOX Services, its partners, and/or affiliates, and has been held in
confidence by the same.

(ii) The information is of a type that would customarily be held in confidence
by MOX Services, its partners, and/or affiliates. The information consists
of design details and processing methods and mechanisms relative to a
method of processing that provides a competitive advantage to MOX
Services, its partners, and/or affiliates.

(iii) The information was transmitted to the NRC in confidence and, under the
provisions of 10 CFR 2.390; it is to be received in confidence by the NRC.

(iv) The information sought to be protected is not available in public to the
best of our knowledge and belief.

(v) The proprietary information sought to be withheld in this submittal is
marked. This information describes MOX Services' design for and
operation of the MFFF, especially as it pertains to the postulated inability
to transfer high alpha waste from the MFFF and the short, intermediate,
and long-term storage of high alpha waste in the KWD Unit. This
information enables MOX Services, its partners, and/or affiliates to
support the license application for the MFFF.

(vi) The proprietary information sought to be withheld from public disclosure
has substantial commercial value to MOX Services, its partners, and/or
affiliates.



(a) It allows MOX Services to reduce vendor and consultant expenses
associated with supporting the licensing of fuel fabrication plants.

(b) MOX Services may sell the information to nuclear utilities,
vendors, and consultants for the purpose of supporting the
licensing of fuel fabrication plants.

(c) The subject information could only be duplicated by competitors at
similar expense to that incurred by MOX Services, its partners,
and/or affiliates.

5. Public disclosure of this information is likely to cause harm to MOX Services, its
partners, and/or affiliates because it would allow competitors in the nuclear
industry to benefit from the results of a significant development program without
requiring commensurate expense or allowing MOX Services, its partners, and/or
affiliates to recoup a portion of its expenditures or benefit from the sale of the
information.

K. David Stinson, being duly sworn, states that he is the person who subscribed his name
to the foregoing statement, and that all the matters and facts set forth within are true and
correct to the best of his knowledge.

K. David Stinson, President

Subscribed and sworn to on this day of ,2009

INot Public

My Commission Expires:

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 12-15-2009

SEAL


