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ENCLOSURE 1 

WESTINGHOUSE RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION 

RAI #1 -Identify at·eas in the Decommissioning Funding Plan (DFP) (Ref. 1) dated June 5, 2015, 
where fewer t·esources for decontamination are provided compared to the DFP dated June 8, 2012 
(Ref. 0). Discuss the technical basis for those reduced staffing levels. 

The DFP (Ref. 1) lacks infonnation describing which at·eas at·e pi'Ovided with fewer t·esources. To 
ensure adequate funds at·e available for decommissioning activities, identify which areas of the DFP 
provide fewet· •·esout·ces fot· decontamination. Discuss the technical basis for those reduced staffing 
levels. Account for the cost of an independent contractor to pet·form all decommissioning activities. 

WESTINGHOUSE RESPONSE FOR RAJ #1 

The 2015 DFP submittalfurther developed the project costs associated with Work Breakdown Structure 
(WBS) 1.3, D&D of Facility Areas and Components. In the 2012 DFP submittal, these project costsfor 
D&D of Facility Areas and Components were described at the higher WBS element level (see Ref 0 
pages 4-14 through 4-19); whereas, these D&D costs for the 2015 DFP submittal were described at the 
lower WBS sub-element level to improve the accuracy of the cost estimate (see Ref I pages 4-19 through 
4-43). 

When evaluating these D& D costs for pe1jorming a task at the lower WBS sub-element level, the needs 
for each !Jpecijic area were taken into consideration. For instance, decommissioning the ADU 
Conversion area (WBS 1. 3. 2) with povvders, chemicals and a higher level of contamination requires more 
resources for a longer period of time than needed for decommissioning the A DU Fuel Rod Manufacturing 

area (WBS I. 3. 5) , with mostly encapsulated material, no chemicals and very low levels of contamination. 

In the 2012 DFP with costing at the higher WBS element level, it was not evident that the 
analysis/spreadsheet applied the same number of resources (FTE '.s) to D&D each facility area. For 
instance, D&D of the ADU Conversion area had the same total number of FTE ·working and charging 
time as the D&D of the ADU Fuel Rod Manufacturing area. Given the equipment configuration and 
smaller size of the Rod area, the 2012 higher amount of FTEsfor the Rod area was an over estimation of 

the workers needed to complete the work. 

This 2012 analysis detail was recognized and updated in the 2015 DFP submittal when the project costs 
were further developed and explained at the lower, sub-element level. The man days and associated cost 
required to complete D&D ofeach specific Facility Areas is shown in Tables 31 - 86 in the 2015 DFP 

submillal. This level of enhanced analysis is new to the 2015 DFP. 

Lastly, the cost of these D&D activities is based on an independent contractor pe1jorming the work. 
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RAJ #2- Clarify and justify use of t·atios of t·equired person hours to total hoUJ·s that would be 
sufficient to complete wo.-1< activities. 

On page a, the DFP (Ref. 1) states that, "The 2015 update applies Ievel-of-effot·t (LOE) resout·ces to 
the individual WBS 1.3 cost reporting sub-elements based on the t·atio of the man hours that are 
required to complete the individual wo.-1< activity t·elative to the total on-site man hours." Discuss 
and justify the use of ratios of requit·ed person hoUJ·s to total hours that would be sufficient to 
complete the work activities. 

WESTINGHOUSE RESPONSE FOR RAJ #2 

The D&D activities described in Work Breakdown Structure Element 1.3 all require a similar crew skill 
set. This crew skill set includes the expertise of individuals in the following labor categories: Work 
Supervision, D&D Technicians, and Radiation Protection Technicians. As discussed in the re5ponse to 
RAJ #1, the man hours of work for each labor category/sub-element is estimated based on the 5pecific 
needs to the D&D the area. While the D&D of each sub-element will require the same crew skill set, it 
will not require the same amount of man hours per labor category per task. This method applies the 
Level of Effort (LOE) needed to complete each task. 

Tables 31 - 86 in the 2015 DFP submittal include the total estimated man-days per labor category 
needed to D&D each sub-element. These are determined by first estimating the number of man-hours to 
complete each task. Converting the man hours required to man-days results in partial FTE 's. 
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RAI #4- State the basis for the unit costs of equipment, matedals, and subcontracts in Appendix D 
of the DFP (Ref. 1). 

WESTINGHOUSE RESPONSE FOR RAJ #4 

The unit rates for equipment, material, and subcontractors are based on various sources such as 
catalogue pricing from R.S. Means and McMaster-Carr; vendor quotes; and D&D Subject Matter 
Expert 's (SME '!:.) experience. All D&D methods and rates used have been proven through use over the 
course of 30 years of experience in successful D&D operations. These methods continuously improve 
using actual data collected and analyzed from commercial D&D projects. In addition, the SMEs remain 
current on D&D methodologies and waste management issues through regular attendance at national 
conferences, seminars and actual D&D project experience. 

The cost obtained fro m these sources were then increased by I 0% to account for the typical mark-up that 
would be applied by an independent D&D contractor. 
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RAI #5- Discuss and justify the use of •·educed pet· diem rates on page b of the DFP (Ref. 1). 

Page b of the DFP states that per diem rates are based on "seventy percent of the CONUS 
maxim urn rate" because of "the long tet·m status of this pt·oject." However, the basis fot· relying on 
this reduced unit cost is inadequately justified. Revise the DFP to adequately justify •·elying on this 
reduced unit cost. 

WESTINGHOUSE RESPONSE FOR RAJ #5 

Using a per diem based on a percentage of the CONUS rate to develop the DFP cost estimate is 
consistent with that of commercial D&D contractors in the United States. The CONUS rates are based 
on short term travel and are the maximum reimbursement allowed for government reimbursement. The 
typical D&D contractor refers to these rates as guidance for establishing the per diem rate only. As this 
is the normal practice for D&D contractors, including the jii/1 rate would unnecessarily inflate the DFP 
estimate. Additionally, the majority of the worliforce ·will be local labor that will not receive per diem. 
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RAJ #6- Clarify and discuss the labor •·ates utilized in the DCE. 

Section 2.3 of the DFP (Ref. 1) states that "the DFP cost estimate assumes that all work will be 
performed by an independent third-pa•·ty contracto.-." The DFP does not specify the source of the 
labor rates and does not specify the Iabo•· rates account for all facets of a rate, such as, but not 
limited to, the basic wage, benefits, p•·ofit, and ove1"11ead. The source for labo•· costs needs to be 
described in sufficient detail to allow NRC staff to confi•·m labor rates are reasonably complete so 
as not to underestimate the cost of decommissioning. Additional discussion is in Appendix A, 
Section A.3.1.2.1 of Reference 3. 

To ensure adequate funding is available to cove•· the cost of decommissioning, specify in the DCE 
labor rates used in the DCE include contracto•· p•·ofit and ove1"11ead o•· adjust the DCE accordingly 
to account fo•· these costs. P1·ovide the sou•·ce of the rates. 

WESTINGHOUSE RESPONSE FOR RAJ #6 

The supporting detailsfor the DCE labor rates used are provided below. This table will be inserted into 
section 4. 0 of the DFP. The mark up used in the calculations is based on the typical competitive mark up 
used by D&D contractors. The range for a labor multiplier is I . 75 to 2.00, which is an average of 1.87. 

Labor Category Direct Rate PT& I (25%) OI-l/Benefits (27%) G&A( IO%) Fee (8%) Rate 

Sr. Proj ect Manager $69.90 $17.48 $23.59 $ 11.1 0 $9.77 $ 13 1. 83 

Deputy Project $49.28 $ 12.32 $ 16.63 $7 .82 $6 .88 $92.93 
Manager 
Operations $44. 70 $ 11 . 17 $ 15.08 $7.10 $6.24 $84.29 
Superv isor 
Sr. D&D $33.8 1 $8.45 $ 11 .4 1 $5.37 $4.72 $63.76 
Techn ician 
D&D Techni cian $28.08 $7 .02 $9.48 $4.46 $3.92 $52.95 

Radiation $58.44 $ 14.6 1 $ 19.72 $9 .28 $8. 16 $ 110.22 
Protection 
Manager 
FSS Manager $67.62 $16.90 $22.82 $ 10.73 $9.45 $127.52 

ES& H Manager $60.74 $ 15.1 8 $20.50 $9.64 $8.48 $ 11 4.55 

Sr. RP Technic ian $37.24 $9.3 1 $ 12.57 $5.91 $5.20 $70.24 

Project Con trol s $49.28 $ 12.32 $ 16.63 $7 .82 $6.88 $92.93 
Special ist 
Waste Coordinator $55.0 1 $13.75 $18.56 $8 .73 $7.68 $ 103 .74 

Planner/ Engineer $49.28 $ 12.32 $ 16.63 $7 .82 $6.88 $92.93 

Adm in istrative $26.93 $6 .73 $9 .09 $4 .27 $3.76 $50.79 
Assistant 
Project $49.28 $ 12.32 $ 16.63 $7 .82 $6.88 $92.93 
Adm ini strator/ 
Reg. Affa irs 
Jr. D&D $2 1.20 $5.30 $7. 15 $3.37 $2 .96 $39.98 
Tech ni cian 
FSS Technician $3 1. 5 1 $7.88 $10.64 $5.00 $4.40 $59.44 

Equipment $42.05 $ 10.51 $ 14. 19 $6.68 $5.87 $79.30 
Operator 
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RAI #7- Discuss and justify the calculation and implementation of the inflation rate from 2012 to 
2015. 

The DFP (Ref. 1) indicates that an inflation •·ate of2.2 pet·cent "was applied to pertinent 

components of the cost estimate." Westinghouse relied on Bm·eau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 

Consumer Price Index to calculate the inflation rate of 2.2 pet·cent. But by information published 

by the BLS Consumer Pl'ice Index, the inflation mte from 2012 to 2015 is 3.5 pet·cent if based on 

the May 2012 to May 2015 time period (May is the month before the DFP was submitted in 2012 
and 2015). The inflation mte is 2.9 percent if based on the annual average Consumer Price Index 
for the pel'iod 2012-2014. 

The source of various unit costs are not pt·ovided and the DFP does not specify the yeat· in which 

individual cost items at·e based, precluding the NRC staff from confit·ming the appropl'iateness of 
the inflation facto•· to components of the cost estimate. 

Discuss and justify the methodology used to calculate an inflation •·ate of 2.2 percent. To ensure 

that the DCE is being pt·opel'ly inflated, incot·porate an inflation •·ate of at least 2.9 pet·cent. Identify 

the year in which each cost element is based. 

WESTINGHOUSE RESPONSE FOR RAJ #7 

The 2.2 percent inflation rate was the cumulative rate of inflation calculated by the US Inflation 
Calculator (www. usintlationcalculator.com) for the time period of June 2012 to February 2015 vvhen the 
Westinghouse cost estimate update started in March of2015. However in October 2015, the website 
updated its calculation based on the new government CP I data. The new data for the time period of June 
2012 to October 2015 would show an inflation rate of 3.5 percent. The DFP has been updated to use the 
2. 9 percent inflation rate based on the annual average Consumer Price Index for the period 2012 - 2014. 
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RAI #8- Revise the DCE to include an adequate contingency facto.-. 

Section 2.3 states that, "A contingency factor has not been included in this DFP cost estimate. 
Instead, the 25 pet·cent contingency facto•· is added and submitted to the NRC via the Westinghouse 
financial assut·ance mechanism submittal." Section 7 states that, "The cost estimate included with 
this DFP does not include a contingency facto•· in acconlance with the dit·ection given by 
Westinghouse management personnel." 

Due to the uncet·tainty of contamination levels and the costs associated with decommissioning, a 
detailed cost estimate for decommissioning, in an amount t·enecting an adequate contingency factor 
is required. The NRC staff views an adequate contingency factor as 25 pet·cent applied to the sum 
of all estimated decommissioning costs (see Appendix A, Section A.3.1.2.3 fot· Reference 3). The 
DFP does not include a conting~ncy factor in the DCE and explicitly states in Section 2.3 (page 2-4) 
and Section 7 (page 7-1) that a contingency factor is not included. To ensm·e compliance with the 
regulatory requit·ement, modify the DCE to incorporate a contingency facto•· of at least 25 percent. 
See Appendix A, Section A.3.1.2~3,of Refet·ence 3, for additional discussion. 

WESTINGHOUSE RESPONSE FOR RAJ #8 

A 25% contingencyfactor has been added to the DFP cost estimate, and Section 2. 3 and Section 7 were 
revised accordingly. The 25% contingency fac tor is included in the West inghouse financia l assurance 
docu mentation. 
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RAI #9- Confirm that the DFP (Ref. 1) has been updated based on the Decommissioning Planning 
Rule (DPR). 

WESTINGHOUSE RESPONSE FOR RAJ #9 

NRC pe1jormed an inspection ofCFFF implementation of the Decommissioning Planning Rule in June 
2013 per Temporary Instruction 26001017, "Review of the Implementation of the Decommissioning 
Planning Rule (DP R). " The objectives of this Temporary Instruction (Tl) were to determine whether the 
licensee or certificate holder had implemented the requirements of the DP R that was issued on June 17, 
201I (76 FR 355!2) and became effective on December 17, 2012. 

NRC Ii1spection-Report Number:?0-115112013-003, dated July 24, 201-3. 'docitments that NRC inspection 
colifimied the CFFF had implemented the requirements of the DPR. 

"Based on the results of the environmental impection documented in Section A. 1 the impectors 
verified that the ficensee 111aintained adequate radiological control programs to minimize the 
introduction ofhtdiologic;alcoiJtamination into the site environment, and had a program to ensure 
that releases of radioactivity to the environment are promptly ir/.mtified and characterized. In . . 
addition, the inspectors verified that the licensee recorded radiological survey data to identify the 
location and concentrations or quantities of contamination that may require remediation at the time 
of license termination, and was reporting updated financial assurance as required by the DP R. " 

In addition to the inspection report, it is CFFF practice to not create any environment legacy issues. Per 
CFFF procedures, !f spills or releases of radioactive materials occur, .they would be promptly cleaned up 
so as to not contribute to any structure or subswjace residual radioactivity. 
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