Richard Emch - NE| Guidance Document Comments

From: "Jeff R. Gabor* <JRGabor@erineng.com>
To: <RLP3@nrc.gov>

Date: 9/26/05 9:46AM

Subject: NEI Guidance Document Comments

Bob,

Attached is a spreadsheet that provides our responses to your comments on
the SAMA Guidance Document. As we discussed last week, | would like to
schedule a phone call with you later this week to review these. Let me know
if Thursday or Friday is good for a call and please indicate a preferred

time. Thanks

Jeff

Jeff R. Gabor

ERIN Engineering & Research, Inc.
1210 Ward Avenue, Suite 100
West Chester, PA 19380

(610) 431-8260

(610) 431-8270 fax

CC: <LPOTT90@entergy.com>, <jr@nei.org>



c:\temp\GW}00001.TMP Page 1]

Mail Envelope Properties (4337FBC2.385 : 15 : 50053)

Subject: NEI Guidance Document Comments
Creation Date: 9/26/05 9:42AM
From: "Jeff R. Gabor" <JRGabor@erineng.com>
Created By: jreabor@erineng.com
Recipients
nrc.gov
TWGWPO01.HQGWDOO1
RLP3 (Robert Palla)
nei.org
jrCC
entergy.com
LPOTT90 CC
Post Office Route
TWGWPO01.HQGWDOO01 nrc.gov
nei.org
entergy.com
Files Size Date & Time
MESSAGE 471 09/26/05 09:42AM
TEXT.htm 4340
NEI 05-01 NRC Comment Resolution.xls 71680
Mime.822 105336
Options
Expiration Date: None
Priority: Standard
Reply Requested: No
Return Notification: None
Concealed Subject: No

Security: Standard



Resolution of NRC Comments on NEI 05-01.(Rev. A)

Comment #

1

Location

Page 16, Section 4, 1st
paragraph)

Comment

Resolutlon

Page 1, Section 1 (also  [Correct the cited NUREG to read NUREG/BR-0184, Suggest adding a reference 1o -

. INUREG/BR-0058, Revision 4, which contains gurdance on discount rates that should

be used in a cost-benefit analysis.

1) Agree tofix typos.
2) Need to resolve comment 36 before addlng NUREG/BR-0058.

2 Page 1, Section 1 Clarify whether the method also incorporates insights gained from review of NRC Agree to change wordmg to, "method ... incorporates insights
SAMA evaluations. gained from review of NRC evaluations of SAMA analyses and
associated RAls."
3 Page 1, Section 1.1 (also |Add a discussion of the scope of SAMAs to be considered, i.e., SAMAs that improve ]Agree to add discussion of scope of SAMAs to Section 5 along with
" " |Page 24, Section 5) " |core damage preventron or containment performance, hardware changes, procedure |clarification suggested in comment 38. Not necessary to also
C . changes, and enhancements to lloensee programs lncludlng trarnrng and surveillance|include in Sectron 1 1.
R . programs. o :
4 Page 2, Section 2, SAMA [Add a statement that rmportance analyses should be used to rdentlfy both SAMAs Agree - consistent with our intentions,
Identification that prevent core damage and SAMASs that prevent significant releases from
containment.
5 Page 2, Section 2, Final  |Suggest hettar wording for “reduction in cost of severe accident risk.” Agree to change to "benefit of severe accident risk reduction.”
Screening
6 Page 3, Section 2, Add “and analysis uncertainties” after “assumptions.” Agree - consistent with our intentions.
Sensitivity Analysis
7 -|Add the following to the list of items to be provided: (1) describe the evolution of the |(1) The requested information is provided in subsequent sections.

Page 4, Section 3

plant-specific risk model subsequent to the individual plant examination (IPE) and -
individual plant examination of external events (IPEEE), and subsequent to any peer
reviews, and (2) for multi-unit sites, provide either separate resuits for each unit or
results for a single unit with ratlonale for why the smgle analysrs is representatlve or

: boundlng for the other umt(s)

See Sections 3.1.1.2, 3.1.2.1.1, 3.1.2.2.1, and 3.3. Our intent was
not to needlessly duplicate detail in multiple sections.

2) OKV-Voonsistentwlth our lntent. _— .

Se tlo

GT'

( e ) ros)o

: ou dis
A ~trmgp*gsrg£engg9  SAMARnalysls and ho

i 'Ol A

yrrent:model to model | used for SAMA : o
gtatgmat‘{mpact af Using of a later version for.
-déscribed, if applicabls.

However, the analysis ls a snapshot in trme [ll a plant dld a SAMA
anaJYSIs for Intial Ilcenslng itisn't. even requlred for. Ilcense renewal |
Also, Sections'3.1:1.2 and 3.2.2 include assessment of major plant
changes that are planned or have occurred since the model freeze

Page 4, Section 3.1.1.1

Specify that the contnbutlon fo core damage lrequency (CDF) from station blackout
(single unit and dual unit) and anticipated transient without scram events be included
since these events are typically of interest for SAMA,

Agree - consistent with our intentions.

Lori Ann Potts
Entergy License Renewal Services, 8/25/05
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Resolution of NRC Comments on NEI 05-01 (Rev. A)

Comment #

10

Page 4, Section 3.1.1.1

Location

Comment

Rather than specifying that only “internal events importance measures” be provided,

suggest less restrictive wording, such as “‘importance measures for internal events,
and external events if included within the PSA model.”

Agree - consistent with our intentions.

Resolution

1

Page 4, Section 3112

Add a statement that PSA revisions/model changes since the PSA peer revnew
should be lncluded wnhm the dnscussuon of the PSA evolutnon :

. |Section 3.3. Our intent was not lo needlessly duplicate detail in

The requested information is provided in subsequent sections. See

multiple sections, "

- |Page 5, Section 8.1,2,2nd

--~u. sh
!l eyentsana

we@etm

ults ol

Add *and outliers that have not been addressed” after lmplemented ”

13 Page 5, Section 3.1.2, last Agree - consistent with our intentions.
paragraph, 3rd sentence
14 .|Page 7, Section 3.1.2.1.1, |Add a statement that further enhancements to address dominant contributors should |Agree to change the wording to, "Potential improvements from the
) last sentence o also be consndered and lf potentlally cost-beneflclal lncluded in the Inst of Phase l intemal fire portion of the IPEEE, or subsequent fire evaluations,
. ,', b SAMA candldates AP LTl Wi LoD DT U [should be included in the list of Phase | SAMA candidates.” Part of
, o T S AT 3., TG i+ fthe IPEEE fire evaluation (and subsequent revisions) was to -
. . : lmplement enhancements to address dominant contributors.
w .. |Guidance states that potential enhancements that were identified
: K ) *.. {but not lmplernented should be mcluded in the hst of SAMA
. g candidates.’ :
15 Page 7, Section 3.1.2.2.1, |Specify that a discussion be included on A-46 resolution and whether afl identified Agree - consistent with our intentions.

Recommended

lmprovements

outliers have been addressed. Modify the last sentence to read “Unresolved outliers
and potential improvements ...

d' s temen;.tha;gggaou m 0.S ath lgczt pro de.a qUantitative CDF,
pjoximate,estimale o sm Fcou gx 9 d by, other'm ans\
MMG°~ ,iar Socimiy]

,‘u ~

not" Want to include thls opﬂon “in, the mlerest of streamlmmg

lew process. we feel that this optuon should not be pursued

Lori Ann Potts
Entergy License Renewal Services, 8/25/05
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Resolution of NRC Comments on NEI 05-01 (Rev. A)

Comment #

Location

Comment

17

: Pagea. Seotlon3124~ p

5$sures that selsmlo risk is fow.’ Smce resolunon of USI A~46
: rgqulrgs that seismlc outllers be addressed we can’ assume. that
’ mey have already beén o will be addressed, assuring that seismic '

Resolution

] !i.
X |epgineetng | ‘ :

-'.= ealistictiro.(and se , ( {ire ASiic,
s reoeda of 8.CO gn_-s- Do ana
* Hqgé:e 1.0e0ar, D ro e '. should not:be uer 1

based.on.enly:engineering d ZACloLOf o) cha gesdo,RS
ﬁ‘mqtes (asﬁgm%lfeﬁ“a‘oag%e 10) e dﬂe ifficul .

itud_’e‘a ebepeved i) egxtern eyental jal ssou
tha| orefr al&_txqﬂ od S

ighaggasomhl& ‘
be:fol al Vi

Need more information - -

19 .

- [Psa

Page 9, Section 3.1.2.4,
FIVE Method and Selsmnc

B The statement that NRC has accepted that a more realistic fire CDF may be a factor

* |that certain aspects of the analysns have been addressed ln a conservatnve fashlon

of three less than the screening value obtanned from aFIVE analysis. should be :
appended with the statement “if sufficient technical Justification is provided to show

o Please defme certaln aspects y

| words are appended the hrst word should be changed lrom |f" to
*when." .

“y|Page 11, Section 3.2.1

Col

i1Ho e'\z or: !he analysis Is a snapshot in time.’ {If & plant did a SAMA:
18 is_ for lntlal llcenslng itisn't’ even requlred for Iucense renewal. ]_

and (2) Agree lnformatlon to descnbe the Imk between the’:. .

Lori Ann Potts
Entergy License Renewal Services, 8/25/05
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Resolution of NRC Comments on NEI 05-01 (Rev. A)

Comment # Location Comment _ Resolution
21 Page 11, Section 3.2.1 Specify that “fission product release characteristics (release fractions, timing, and Agree - consistent with our intentions.
energy)” be provided, rather than “fission product release fractions (source terms).”
22 Page 11, Section 3.2.1 Clarify that the Level 2 importance measures to be provided should not be based on |Agree - consistent with our intentions.
consideration of only large early release frequency contributors, but should include
the consideration of other release categories that are major contributors to population
dose, such as medium magnitude-early releases, and large magnitude-late releases.
23 Page 11, Section 3.2.2 Add the following to the list of items to be provided: Clarify whether accident Agres - consistent with our intentions.
progression/source term calculations were updated since the IPE.
24 {Page 11, Section 3.2.2 - [Add a statement that PSA revisions/model changes since the PSA peer rewew ~ |The requested information is provided in subsequent sections. See
: . T should be mcluded wuthm the dlscussnon of the PSA evolutlon ' . Sectlon 3.3. Our mtent was not to needlessly duphcate detail in
. : multxple sections.
25 Page 12, Section 3.3, last |Insert the words “at least” before "a qualitative discussion.' Agree - consistent with our intentions.,

paragraph

-2k |Page 12, Section 3.3 * :

Add tge followmg tWIs

thems*to be'p dedﬂl&pr@lde}a.quaﬂpntahve
essessment,o ;
lm

. mgresolx_if eergevtgw !md ng .-JW‘%.,

!ﬂm ! sessment.ss
rsionﬁsedlor"aeg'y %lzsfsfbgva umyuatedwdd‘e ; e"

1"“?"" X

Page 13, Sectton 3.4.1

The statement that extrapolatnon to a later date adds conservatusm to the analysis Is

true in general, however, at some sites a population reduction is actually projected, in
which case extrapolation to an earier date (e.g., the mid-point of the extended period
of operation) would be more reasonable.

Agree - consistent with our intentions.

28

.|Page 14, Section 3.4.2

Rather than “Provide the following economic estimates,” suggest “Describe the values
and bases for the following economic estimates.”

Agree - consistent with our intentions.

29

- |Page 14, Section 3.4.3

Add a discussion to the effect: - "However, consideration should be givento the - ™
applicability of the MELCOR Accident Consequence Code System 2 (MACCS2) . ™

" |data.- MACCS2 inventories are based on a 3-year fuel cycle (12-menth reload) with

~lan average power density for the assembly groups ranging from 24 to 30 MW/MTU.

Current fuel management practices may use longer fuel cycles and resultin -
significantly higher burnups. As such, use of the MACCS2 data (scaled by the ratio of
power level) could substantially underestimate the Inventory of long-lived radio©  *°
nuclides, and the benefits of certain SAMAs. Use of a plant-specific core lnventory
representative of that expected during the period of extended operation is

recommended. If power scaling is used, the impact of potentially higher radio nuctlde »

)

mventones on the SAMA identlflcatlon and screenmg should be addressed T

. |Agree to add to the end of second paragraph, "Additional .

adjustment of the core inventory values may be necessary to
account for differences between fuel cycles expected during the
penod of extended operation and the fuel cycle upon which the
MACCS2 default core inventory values are based.” :

Lori Ann Potts
Entergy License Renewal Services, 8/25/05
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Resolution of NRC Comments on NEI 05-01 (Rev. A)

Comment # Location Comment Resolution
.30 Page 14, Section 3.4.4 Replace “site-specific emergency evacuation plan® with “site-specific emergency . |Agree to replace "information from the site-specific emergency
- ' - laction levels and emergency evacuatlon plan, and onsrte-specrfrc evacuatron trme “|evacuation plan® with "site-specific information."
- |estimates, where available.” - : S LT o
31 Page 14, Section 3.4.4 Replace “conservative” with “reasonable.” Agree - consistent with our intentions.
32 Page 15, Section 3.4.4 Suggest identifying the specific table in Reference 3 to which this discussion is Agree - consistent with our intentions.
referring (Table 3.287).
33 Page 15, Section 3.4.5 The example discussion is adequate as a general explanation, but does not indicate |Agree - example changed to the following.
why data for a specific year might have been selected as representative. Expand the
example to include such rationale, e.g., “Population doses were evaluated based on JAnnual meteorology data sets from 1998 through 2000 were
three different years (1999, 2000, and 2001). Data from year 2001 was selected investigated for use in MACCS2. The 1998 data set was found to
because ..." result in the largest doses and was subsequently used to create the
one-year sequential hourly data set used in MACCS2. The
conditional dose from each of the other years was within 10 percent
of the chosen year.
34 : |Page 15, Section 3.5 Add the following to the list of items to be provided: (1) provide a breakdown of the . |1) and 2) Agree - consistent with our intentions.
‘ aE I ‘|annual population dose risk (person-rem per year) by containment release mode, and
(2) report results for all release categories, including those with normal containment - Note about sum of release frequencies should be added to Sectron
leakage/intact containment.” Add a note that the sum of release frequencres should 3. 2 1 on page 11, rather than here. '
equal the total CDF, and ‘that any drfferences should be explarned . ..
35 Page 16, Section 4, 2nd, ]A sensitivity analysis (or baseline analysis) using the period from the time of the ' Need more information -
and 3rd paragraphs (also  .|SAMA analysis to the end of the period of extended operation Is unnecessary. The - |We would be happy to eliminate this. However, is this acceptable if
Page 32, Sectron 8 6) '; rmpacts ot the Ionger trme penod would also be bounded by the 3% drscount rate we don't change to a 3% discount rate in comment 367 ‘
- case. o . : : PR o
3. Page 16, Sectron 4,4th . * |The discussion on calculatrons using alternatrve drscount rates misses an rmportant Need more rntormatron -

paragraph (also Page 31
Section 8.5, 1st paragraph)

- |NUREG/BR-0058, Revision 4. The two discount rates represent the differences in

point. Use of both 7% and 3% real discount rates in regulatory analyses s specified '
in Office of Management Budget guidance (Clrcular A4, September 17, 2003) and

1. Whatls the lmportant pornt? L
2. Whatis the *intent” of the calculatron using 3% drscount rate?

- |3, Why would the 5% discount rate analysis not meet that intent?

whether a decision to undertake a project requiring investment is viewed as displacing| -~

either private investment or private consumption. A rate of 7% should be usedasa
baseline for regulatory analyses and represents an estimate of the average before-tax
rate of return on an average investment in the private sector i in recent years. A rate of
3% should also be used and represents an estimate of the consumptron rateof -
interest,” L.e., the real, after-tax rate of retum on widely available savings instruments .

- lor investment opportunities. An analysrs usmg a5% drscount rate wrll not meet the B
-{intent of the latter catculatron : ‘ .

Sore
) -

Lori Ann Potts
Entergy License Renewal Services, 8/25/05
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Resolution of NRC Comments on NEI 05-01 (Rev. A)

Comment # l Location

Resolullon

Comment

38 Page 24, Section 5

Clarify that hardware changes considered should not be limited to permanent
changes involving addition of new, safety-grade equipment, but should also include
lower cost alternatives, such as temporary connections using commercial grade
equipment (e.g., portable generators and temporary cross-ties).

Agree - consistent with our intentions.

: ngl% ﬁonmbulors ,CDE

le ihe plantspecg‘
,W‘m

40 Page 24 SectIon 5 1 1sl

1,|Agrea:g.replace *contributors to CDF?, with *contributors to CDF -
Jand’ populal:op dose based on the plant-speclnc risk assessment.”"

" |Instéad of the second change, suggest adding the lollowmg‘ words ‘
' Invsecllon 5 : "Prev:ous SAMA analyses for, slmnlar plants are'a

J|E9S 'ysfqg on planl-speclﬂc risk insights will allow, us to ldenmyv
; t téﬂllOﬂS wlthoul the need to indlwduall address

Agree - consistent with our intentions.

43 . |Page 25, Section 5.3

Add a statement that contributors to both CDF and population-dose should be
paragraph considered.
41 Page 24, Section 5.1, 2nd, |Add a statement that the rationale for the cutoff values should be provided. Agree - consistent with our intentions.
and 3rd paragraphs
42 -+ |Page 25, Section 5.3 Ciarify this statement to indicate that potential improvements and/or outliers from the |Agree - consistent with our intentions.
: IPEEE should be identified, and their implementation status should be discussed.
Those improvements/outliers that have not been implemented or resolved should be
included in the list of Phase | SAMA candidates.
‘|Add the following guidance: . “In addition to any potential improvements specifically - |Agree to change the words to, "Potential improvements from the

frequency should be systematically assessed to determine whether any additional
lmprovements might be justified, e.g., improvements to fire detection or suppression,
equipment separation, or heat shielding in dominant fire areas; improvements to the

+ | seismic capacity of components with limiting HCLPF values; improvements to flood .

barners/doors (T hlS mnght also be addressed in Secllons 3 1.2 1 A and 3.1.2.2.1.)

identified in the IPEEE, the dominant contributors to external event CDF and release -

IPEEE, or subsequent fire and seismic evaluations, should be
mcluded in the list of Phase | SAMA candldates

See response to commenl 14. ‘

; Ad_d Y slaleqlgnt ghgt@A,MA_s l,bat uerglggpd lg be )

ol tlal ;\egsl beuen lal in -

laf piangsshguld,also'be

alﬁg, or@‘

Lori Ann Potts
Entergy License Renewal Service

Page 6 of 9
s, 8/25/05



Resolution of NRC Comments on NEI 05-01 (Rev. A)

Comment # Location Comment Resolution
45 Page 26, Section 6, Builet |Add the following guidance: .“In screening SAMAs based on excessive . Agree 1o add, “Consideration should be given to lower cost
4 : implementation costs, consideration should be given to whether low cost altematives alternatives, such as temporary connections using commercial
(e.g., use of portable rather than permanently installed equipment, or procedure and grade equipment (e.g., portable generators and temporary cross-
tralning enhancements rather than hardware changes) could offer much of the - ties), procedure enhancements, and training enhancements that
potential nsk reductlon ata fraction of the cost.” . . - . |could offer much of the potential risk reduction at a fraction of the
. , o cost ot safety related modifications.”
46 Page 26, Section 6, last Add the following guidance: “Provide a description of the screening process and its  |Agree - consistent with our intentions.
paragraph results, in sufficient detail that a reader can understand how the initial set of Phase |
SAMAs was reduced to the more limited set of Phase Il SAMAs, e.g., an accounting
of the SAMAs eliminated by each criterion.”
47 Page 27, Section 7 Add the following guidance: *“For multi-unit sites, assure that the benefits and Agree - consistent with our intentions.
implementation costs are provided on a consistent basis, e.g., all benefit and all cost
estimates are on a per-site basis. If benefit and cost estimates are provided on a per-
unit basis, the impact (and efficiencies) associated with implementation of the SAMA
at multiple units should be reflected in the estimated implementation costs.”
48 Page 27, Section 7.1.1 Add the following guidance: “For SAMAs specifically related to external events, Agree - consistent with our intentions.

estimate the approximate benefits through use of: (1) the external events PRA, if
available, or (2) bounding-type analysis, e.g., estimating the benefit of completely or
partially eliminating the external event risk.”

1add the following  fothe. istor s to.be providedss

discussWherextemalievent:,
AAS, at elate quEﬁ; g

Giﬁ]@hu.m
detaction)

nultip

O

ashupenve: ,
cenario n_sexvatl'sm may be reduced by not applymg the
ml.t'..,pler- o '

' eooounung for' extemal events and thus, does not need fo be X

g'spideﬁgddlgg

subs ue tto

“|section 8,6, 3rd paraaraph)

2nd

Section 83, an parggtaph. E

Page af, $ect19n B.5,2nd
paragrgph’ and Page 82

X desonbed.ln thls gwdeline, sutﬂclent margin does exist sdch that
561 ot have to be repeated in sensmw joie

Lori Ann Potts’
Entergy License Renewal Services, 8/25/05
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Resolution of NRC Comments on NEI 05-01 (Rev. A)

Comment # Location Comment Resolution
52 Page 30, Section 8.2, 1st The discussion places too much emphasis on the ratio of the 85th percentile to the - ' |Need more information- ' ‘
paragraph -|mean CDF valus, and not enough emphasis on the objective of the uncertainty Agree to move the first two sentences to the end of the lrrst
-.-|assessment, .e., whether/now the results of the SAMA identification and screening  |paragraph. .
might be impacted by uncertainties in various aspects of the analysis. The rationale |l don't see that we have placed undue emphasis on the 951h
for performing this assessment should be further explained. The statement that"a . percentrle We mention it and then discuss the objective of the
discussion of CDF uncertainty and conservatisms in the SAMA analysis that offset’ - uncertamty assessment .
uncertainty should be included” is important and might also be expanded. - = .. -
Tl R PUNN R R PR PRV Does the last sentence mean that examples of conservatisms )
. " should be provrded? .
Page 31, Section 8.4, 1st * |The statement that populatron dose is highly dependent on radial evacuation speed -

83 |

paragraph .

- |should be reconsidered. Evacuation-related sensitivity calculations provided in ",

previous SAMA analyses show only a minor impact. . Note that, although evacuation-
related sensitivity calculations typically don't show much impact on results, they may
be important for sites wrth emergency preparedness lssues or concerns

- aifected by

Agree to change "hlghly dependent' 10, "may be srgmhcantly

" |Page 31, Section 8.4, 1st

Hather than using the sensitivity analysis to show that the evacuation speed is

Agrea - consistent with our intentions.

54
paragraph conservative, it might be used to show that variations in this parameter would not
impact the results of the analysis.
55 Page 32, Section 8.6, 2nd |lf this section is retained, the discussion regarding plant obligations and commitments|Agree - consistent with our intentions.

paragraph

should be removed (2nd through 4th sentences)

+.|Page 38, Table 5 . -

The sample MACCS2 economic costs provided In the table represent an increase of -

approximately 60% over the corresponding values used in ‘Sample Problem A of
NUREG/CR-6613, Volume 1, Appendix C (1998). In the most recent NRC-sponsored
MACCS2 calculatrons. these 6conomic costs have been increased even further (by a
factor of 1.4 to 3.2 over the values in ‘Sample Problem A). - Further discussion is )
needed on the appropriate economlc cost values o be used in the MACCSZ .

C calculatrons

Need more rniormation .

" | These values are dependent on the region ol the country in which

the plant resides. Section 3.4.2 states that economic data from
publicly available data should be provided. it was not intended that
examples in MACCS2 calculations or in Table 5 would be used.

Propese adding "(e.g. from the US Census Bureau, US Department
of Agriculture, and state Tax Office)" to the statement about publicly
available data in Section 3.4.2. :

58

Page 40, Table 8

Results should be reported for ali release categories, including intact containment, in
order to provide a complete accounting of all core damage events/frequency. Inthe
case of this example, the results for release category E-E should also be reported.

Agree - consistent with our intentions.

Lori Ann Potts
Entergy License Renewal Services, 8/25/05
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Resolution of NRC Comments on NEI 05-01 (Rev. A)

Comment # Location

Comment

Resolution

59 Page 41, Table 9

To be more representative, the first column of this table should list basic events from

enher CDF or populatlon-dose importance calculatlons

Agree - consistent with our intentions.

- |Page &7, Table 9

Disagree - E—— -
eTevant Phase l.SAMAs that have been lmplemented are the only

61 Page 42, Table 10

It would be helpful to illustrate (within the sample list) some low cost alternatives 1o

Agree - consnstent with our intentions.

major plant modifications, e.g., “Add a portable generator ...* Also, suggest adding
“Phase I” to the heading of column 1.

62 Page 43, Table 11 Suggest adding *Phase II" to the heading of column 1, and numbering the SAMAs in |Agree - consistent with our intentions.
this table so that they don't conflict with the SAMA numbers in Table 10.

63 .|Page 45, Table 13 and The boiling-water reactor table is titled “Sample List” and the pressurized-water Agree - consistent with our intentions.

Page 57, Table 14

reactor table Is titled “Standard List." Suggest using consistent wording.

64 Page 70, Figure 1

The screening criteria depicted in the figure do not completely match the screening
criteria described on Page 26. The figure and text should be made consistent.

Agree - consistent with our intentions.

Lori Ann Potts

Page 9 of 9

Entergy License Renewal Services, 8/25/05




