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From: <Tomusafa@aol.com> . 3
To: <gxb1@nrc.gov> @oda.m(bafjch\) Nﬂﬁ

Date: Tue, Aug 15, 2000 10:52 AM

Subject: Corrected G-mean

Goutam - attached is an Excel spreadsheet with the corrected values for the
Geometric mean. Two charts are also contained within the spreadsheet. Chart

3 presents the results one way and chart 4 presents the results in @ manner
consistent with the IPEEE format. In other words, the LLNL results have been
sorted from lowest to highest seismic risk sites. The associated EPRI and
Geometric mean values are also plotted. For the LLNL results, Commanche Peak
is the lowest risk site and Robinson is the highest risk site. | have

stripped off the site names from the file | sent you.

Interestingly, the LLNL risk at Robinson is about a factor of 100 higher than
the EPRI estimate. It would be worthwhile to dissect the LLNL and EPRI
inputs and methods at Robinson to understand this large disparity in results.

Some sites that do not have EPRI results now have geometric mean values above
1e-6 because they only reflect LLNL - | believe that you can get one of your
seismologists to attest that these are low seismic hazard sites and should be
put into the group where no additional work is required. Use of the seismic
checklist is a prudent method to show a high seismic capacity for a SFP and
hence a low risk. Bear in mind that for those plants which satisfy the
seismic checklist, the results presented on Chart 4 represent bounding SFP
failure frequencies. With this in mind and other deterministic arguments, |
believe that a careful review of the results shown on Chart 4 should resuit

in only a handful of plants that require work above and beyond the seismic
checklist.

If you need additional information don’t hesitate to call. Also, | am glad
that you made me aware of the concerns about the geometric mean - | am
humbled, but it is important to get it right.

Tom O’Hara



