
 
 

November 19, 2013 
 
 
 
MEMORANDUM TO: Michael Norato, Chief 

Materials Decommissioning Branch 
Division of Waste Management  
  and Environmental Protection 
Office of Federal and State Materials  
  and Environmental Management Programs 
 

FROM:    John J. Hayes, Senior Project Manager /RA/ 
Materials Decommissioning Branch 
Division of Waste Management  
  and Environmental Protection 
Office of Federal and State Materials  
  and Environmental Management Programs 

     
SUBJECT:     PUBLICLY NOTICED CONFERENCE CALL SUMMARY   
 
 
On October 30, 2013, a publicly noticed conference call was held between U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) personnel from the Material Control, ISFSI, and 
Decommissioning Branch of NRC Region III and the Materials Decommissioning Branch of the 
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs and 
representatives of the Westinghouse Electric Company (WEC) Hematite Facility located in 
Hematite, MO.  Also participating in the call was a representative from the Missouri Department 
of Natural Resources.  Members of the public who participated in the call were Darrell Liles and 
David Adams from Senes, USA.   
 
The purpose of the call was to discuss a proposed new License Condition 18 to the Hematite 
License.  Also discussed was the status of Westinghouse’s supplementary response to NRC 
comments on Westinghouse’s Request for Additional Information (RAI) responses to the May 
28, 2013 10 CFR 20.2002 Alternate Disposal Request.   Enclosure 1 contains the agenda for 
the call.  Enclosure 2 is a listing of the call participants.   
 
In the introductory remarks, the NRC explained that the conference call was a Category 1 
Publicly Noticed Call in which members of the public were invited to listen to the call consistent 
with past practice.  The public would be allotted the opportunity to communicate with the NRC 
after the business portion of the call but before the call was adjourned.  The NRC stated that 
there was nothing which required the licensee to respond to any comments or questions from 
members of the public.  However, while there was no requirement to respond, there was also 
nothing which precluded the licensee from responding to questions if the licensee chose to do 
so. 
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Associated with the 10 CFR 20.2002 alternate disposal request, the NRC had proposed 
instituting a new license condition, No. 18.  This proposal was the result of the August 20, 2013 
event at Hematite in which Westinghouse failed to identify containers with more than 20 g of U-
235.  In response, Westinghouse provided to the NRC a modified License Condition in 
preparation for the October 23, 2013, publicly noticed call.  In response to Westinghouse’s 
proposal, the NRC proposed two alternatives for the purpose of discussion during the October 
23rd call.  During the October 23, 2013, call, the NRC explained the two alternatives and 
requested that Westinghouse provide a response to be discussed at the October 30, 2013, 
publicly noticed call.  Enclosure 3 was Westinghouse’s response to the October 23rd NRC 
proposal. 
 
Following the introduction of the participants, the NRC requested that Westinghouse describe 
their proposed modifications to License Condition No. 18 and the reasons behind their proposal. 
Regarding the first change, Westinghouse indicated that License Condition No. 18 was initiated 
based upon the failure to identify the correct amount of U-235 while performing gamma 
walkover surveys in the burial pit areas.  Westinghouse believed that expansion of the License 
Condition to include surveys not associated with criticality safety was unnecessary as failures 
while performing non-criticality safety measurements had not been identified. The proposed 
second change would identify where the applicable criticality safety mass and concentration 
limits would be found.  Westinghouse proposed the third change because Westinghouse was of 
the opinion that the NRC should only be concerned about changes which “actually” decrease 
effectiveness.   
 
In response to Westinghouse’s explanations, the NRC asked if questions may arise as to 
whether the nuclear criticality safety assessment/evaluation or Condition 14 would take 
precedence.  The NRC also asked whether Westinghouse had in place the evaluation process 
they were proposing to add to License Condition No. 18 at the time they decided to use the La-
Br (lanthanum bromide) detector in lieu of the NaI detector when the change was made in May 
2013.   
 
The NRC indicated that they would have a response to the Westinghouse proposal for 
discussion during the next scheduled publicly noticed call 
 
Westinghouse stated that the supplementary responses to NRC comments on the 
Westinghouse 20.2002 RAI responses were with Westinghouse’s legal department.  
Westinghouse was asked whether the information on the re-concentration potential while 
treating VOCs at the US Ecology Idaho (USEI) facility was included in the supplementary 
responses. Westinghouse stated they would need to review their response to make that 
determination.  If such information was not included, it would be added.  Westinghouse was also 
asked if their response included the treatment methods utilized at USEI.  Again, Westinghouse 
indicated they would review their response and add the information if it were missing. 
 
Following the above discussions, members of the public were asked if they had any comments 
or questions regarding the discussion.  None did.   
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Enclosure 1 
 

 
FORTHCOMING PUBLIC MEETING ON WESTINGHOUSE HEMATITE 

DECOMMISSIONING TECHNICAL DISCUSSIONS 
 
 

Agenda 
Wednesdays, October 30, 2013 

11:00 AM – 12:00 PM 
 
 
 

• Introductory Remarks – NRC 
 

• Topics for Discussion –  
o Proposed License Condition No. 18 
o Status of Westinghouse supplementary response to NRC comments on 

Westinghouse Hematite 20.2002 Alternate Disposal RAI Responses 
 

• Public’s Opportunity for Questions - Public 
 
• Concluding Remarks – NRC 

 
 

 



 

Enclosure 2 
 

Attendance List 
October 30, 2013 Conference Call 

 
 

Name Organization  Title 
Robert Orlikowski NRC, Region III Chief, Material Control, ISFSI and 

Decommissioning Branch 
Mike LaFranzo NRC, Region III Senior Health Physicist, Material Control, ISFSI 

and Decommissioning Branch 
Jeremy Tapp NRC, Region III Health Physicist, Material Control, ISFSI and 

Decommissioning Branch 
Kevin Davis Westinghouse Licensing/Environmental Manager, Hematite 

Decommissioning Project 
Dennis Richardson Westinghouse Deputy Director, Hematite Decommissioning 

Project 
Joe Guido Westinghouse Radiation Safety Officer, Hematite 

Decommissioning Project 
Joe Smetanka Westinghouse Director, Hematite Decommissioning Project 
Rock Neveau Westinghouse Radiation Safety Engineer 

Keith Anderson Westinghouse Operations Manager 
Eric Gilstrap Missouri 

Department of 
Natural 

Resources 

Federal Facilities Section, Hazardous Waste 
Program 

John Clements NRC, FSME Health Physicist, Materials Decommissioning 
Branch, 

Karen Pinkston NRC, FSME Performance Assessment Analyst, Performance 
Assessment Branch 

Chris Tripp NRC, NMSS Senior Nuclear Process Engineer 
Mike Norato NRC, FSME Chief, Materials Decommissioning Branch 
John Hayes NRC, FSME Senior Project Manager, Materials 

Decommissioning Branch, 
Darrell Liles SENES Sr. Health Physicist 

David Adams SENES Health Physicist 
 



 
 

Enclosure 3 

 
Westinghouse’s Proposed License Condition No. 18 for the October 30, 2013 Call 

 
Revised Draft Condition as Proposed Following Teleconference on October 22, 2013 with 

Westinghouse Requested Changes Tracked 
 

18. The licensee SHALL evaluate the impact of any change to its methods or procedures for 
performing surveys or visual inspection of buried or exhumed waste and/or contaminated soil 
from areas governed by criticality safety controls, whether in situ or ex situ, on its ability to 
comply with the applicable criticality safety mass and concentration limits established in a 
nuclear criticality safety assessment/evaluation or in Condition 14. If the impact evaluation 
determines that the change has the potential to affect would decrease the effectiveness or 
efficiency of the licensee’s methods for complying with these limits,  then the licensees SHALL 
notify the NRC of the change at least 14 days prior to utilizing the new methods. The licensee 
SHALL document the basis for its determination as a record available for inspection upon 
demand. 

Alternative 2 
In response to the Reactive Inspection findings submit a response which summarizes 
Westinghouse Hematite’s in-situ and ex-situ procedural methods for identifying non-NCS 
Exempt materials. The summary needs to capture the salient points of the procedure, (e.g., 
method utilized, commitment to demonstrate capability to meet NCS Exempt Material limits) 
 


