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& OVERVIEW
Conducted broad preliminary risk analysi is to def‘me
which scenarios were most significant and degé*’*ed
additional evaluation (i.e., had potential mgk) G

ngw hﬂcvrme& VS, R)\?fg- /@Mqﬂ 28
~ ** There were four types that could not bé ehmnﬁated éﬁ' ol
required further study: long term sequences, shott ‘term

sequences heavy loads, and sei muc | x J g,ma M*
e = L' /hin /éﬁj &&&V |




M1 ol ve looll s
o As planned, we are subjecting our draﬁ nsk

assessment to review by a National Laboratary g

Our preliminary analysis has been sub;ect to puﬁ%he

meetings and workshops ~ TOVR.

NEI reQUested early involvement, which ?esultedm %ﬁé
release of the staff's draft report on the rik from Spem
fuel pools at decommlssmn ng D anﬁs \/Oe, y\/\a(QL Vé‘
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(1 }(fgmccmmendatmns The mmmn@ﬁﬁaﬁn@ns fmmd
Section 5-2 of the NEI report change our pemept ion of the

risk from spent fuel pools at decommissioning p!ants The |
followmg are example recommendations from Secﬂnn 5.2 0?
the NEI report:

(a) maintain recently discharged fuel in lower deﬁsi’ty |
storage racks separated from the rest of the fuel racks,



ensure offsite resources and all onsite resources caf b

brought to bear on a problem,

(c) assure communication tools wouﬁd be eva"abte !r‘E |
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severe weather and seismic eVentS

(d) mstali readouts and aEarm (from 2 chenne[e)"ﬁﬁ the i
eemml room including spent fuel pool (M—‘M éve '},:,
temperamre pool cooling flow, and area md é%ueﬁ eﬁd |
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(e) implement administrative controls over areag Such ag
cask movement over the SFP and gate {emovaﬂ o

sh

(2) Our seismic analysis results only differ, ffom NEl's @

. Baigis well within the range of o
uncertamtles At our request, NEE developed a check !|§t tU T

T B

help determine if an SFP has a potential vulnerabil lty m s
beyond design bases seismic events a% the site. Wé are
reviewing NEI's proposed check list i in conjt neti oﬁ Wm
review by an independent expert. &0’&/



(3) NEI provided comments on alternative approaches to
technical analyses for SFPs at decommissioning plénts

Some comments were helpful, some require additional

documentatlon or bases, and some comm egts Cfntmue %o a
be at odds with staﬁ thinking. OQ L\MQ \MQNQWZ ““‘Nr:z“ .,
e~
(a) additional development of HRA methwdg m dea
long term events should result in the pmbabaiﬁues of
human error going down on many sequerices. Such am

effort involving HRA experts is in process. Prelim na&’y




expert comments are trending to lower ris‘k esturﬁatesfoﬁ‘

long term sequences.

(b) NEI pointed out that the staff may have
inappropriately included some actual loss of mvéniory
events in its estimation of the frequency of los Uf

~ inventory at decommissioning plants. | I confi rméd the

error would reduce the loss of inventory frequ@ncy by 5
about a factor of 2. However, the staff hds uncovered




additional events, some of which may need t@bé adde d ‘»
to the count. v >

spent fuel pool rupture is probab!y lower than éstamated
in the draft report, based on improved statustacaﬁ

analyses.

(d) Table 5-1 of the NEI report provided revised

frequency estimates for various accident initiators and
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compared them to the staff's estimates. While the sfaff’§ '; ' ! ;
draft report provided event trees, fault trees, Basic ‘e\"ient
probabilities, and detailed assumptions, o bases Were |
provided for the NEI estimates. f

(e) On page 25 of the NEI report, it appears they
assumed decommissioning plants still have thear
engmally installed spent fuel pool cooling sys&em - f}
including all support systems such as Semce wéteﬁ‘ L

system, component cooling water system, and residual e
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heat removal system. The staff's visit to ?&r |
decommissioning plants found these systems were
‘removed and replaced by low capacity, skid- m@mted

heat removal systems.

(f) Many of the data or probability duﬁerenbes NE ﬁount":"'&" L
out were trivial (factor of 2 to 4 difference in ﬂ'équgncies

or probability) given the normal range of vari a‘han ih %haé
type of data. Examples include frequency of loss of o
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