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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, I 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: <LPOTT90tentergy.com>, <jr@ nei.org>
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Resolution of NRC Comments on NEI 05-01 (Rev. A)

Comment# | Location | Comment I Resolution
1 Page 1, Section 1 (also Correct the cited NUREG to read NUREG/BR-0184. Suggestaddinga reference to 1) Agree to fix typos.

Page 16, Section 4, 1st NUREG/BR-0058, Revision 4, which contains guidance on discount rates that should 2) Need to resolve comment 36 before adding NUREG/BR-0058.
paragraph) be used in a cost-benefit analysis. -_-

2 Page 1, Section 1 Clarify whether the method also incorporates insights gained from review of NRC Agree to change wording to, 'method ... incorporates insights
SAMA evaluations. gained from review of NRC evaluations of SAMA analyses and

associated RAIs."
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 prevention or containment performance, hardware changes, procedure clarification suggested in comment 38. Not necessary to also
changes, and enhancements to licensee programs, Including training and surveillance include in Section 1.1.
programs. : - ;

4 Page 2, Section 2, SAMA Add a statement that importance analyses should be used to identify both SAMAs Agree - consistent with our intentions.
Identification that prevent core damage and SAMAs that prevent significant releases from

containment.
5 Page 2, Section 2, Final Suggest better 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 - Page 4, Section 3 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.

plant-specific risk model subsequent to the individual plant examination (IPE) and See Sections 3.1.1.2, 3.1.2.1.1, 3.1.2.2.1, and 3.3. Our intent was
individual plant examination of external events (IPEEE), and subsequent to any peer not to needlessly duplicate detail in multiple sections.
reviews, and (2) for multi-unit sites, provide either separate results for each unit or
b f results for a single unit with rationale for why the single analysis is representative or (2) OK - consistent with our Intent.

- ; bounding for the other unit(s).

.ab f ss s e - e oeto model usedfor SAMA :-
- g4Q!ttSx 1ttnpct f sig f a lter versio6o

e .. ~S7 ~u o & e~It aj~pllcbible.`-- 3.21) < o;Muu

- -vedr s ti s e s o a Sisa g thata descriroonsh
>Uc~J~h~d i eo ~ .i i~orcn hntevrinue for the SAMA analysis and how"

MO. S .r PA 4 r ns's'rh Iat~r vers on would Impact the risk profile, and hiX v S.X.a, v
- ~ s. o s ~ n etioaIanddispositloning of AMAs.-We assumneyourmean.

* ePSA revi between the SAMA analyssand LRA submittaly Is nd
;e t e re se o e o"!, ~ . ' weve ;the l s s Is asnapshot n tim e [If a plant d a SAM A

. . A y, oIn lIcens it Isn t even required for license renewal]
a3112 and 322 include ssessment of major plant

changes that are planned or have occurre since the model freeze
'~~ ___ ~date.~-''F *

9 Page 4, Section 3.1.1.1 Specify that the contribution to core damage frequency (CDF) from station blackout Agree - consistent with our intentions.
(single unit and dual unit) and anticipated transient without scram events be included
since these events are typically of Interest for SAMA.

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 I Comment I Resolution
10 Page 4, Section 3.1.1.1 Rather than specifying that only internal events importance measures' be provided, Agree - consistent with our intentions.

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

11 Page 4, Section 3.1.1.2 Add a statement that PSA revisions/model changes since the PSA peer review The requested information is provided in subsequent sections. See
should be included within the discussion of the PSA evolution. - : . Section 3.3. Our intent was not to needlessly duplicate detail in

multiple sections.
12 Page 5, Sezon 3; e doe ar djrty wItfr Disagree .

parapraph ~ ~ n,~ zw ~ .t~u a l~~~ not unrealistic, lrs true,-they shul not be compared dIrect1V~
oe pp;a multIplIer preVe6ts diect comparion of the Values. Use of

jIyetall teNC e w aw could change the words from
1Pagt~fipd~eate events s ould not be compared directly with te
1 Psults o 'toe b7st esttmat 3.12..1 edants antmysis nto tcare should

l.ast sentence tlen value woid be ia direct coparison.s, - :: ;,- : -, ~o .hen comp -3- . * :-e artiong quanfed externaleventswiththeesu
of t~ bet etimate Intemnal events'analysis.

13 Page 5, Section 3.1.2, last Add 'and outliers that have not been addressed' after 'implemented.' 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 also be considered, and If potentially cost-beneficial, Included in the list of Phase I. internal fire portion of the I PEEE, or subsequent fire evaluations,

SAMA candidates. -should be Included in the list of Phase I SAMA candidates.! Part of
- . the IPEEE fire evaluation (and subsequent revisions) was to

implement enhancements to address dominant contributors.
Guidance states that potential enhancements that were identified

:- but not implemented should be included in the list of SAMA
candidates.

15 Page 7, Section 3.1.2.2.1,
Recommended
Improvements

Specify that a discussion be Included on A-46 resolution and whether all identified
outliers have been addressed. Modify the last sentence to read 'Unresolved outliers
and potential improvements ..."

Agree - consistent with our intentions.

, .;, 16 * � . . -
l-.j ;: >, .; {

., - ,/..,^.

} ' , h n S A, X

.. t, ,., i,,-_- -. ,5.. ,,,1,,,,...

* 1. s.: .

1 ' --'pi ;.:. < :;-E .::l
;;

Page'8;Section 3,1.2;4,'
Fire-Induced: Vulnrbjt
Ev4,446;nltF( and

QCDF, Disapree- ; '

1WhiJe its true that an approxdmate estimate of the seismic CoP
rAouldgbe ceveloped by: othe~r means for use in the SAMA analysis,

;M~rv ioQt want to Include this option. ' In the interest of streamlining
UWg -n review process, we feel that this option should not be pursued
t (tjust~results ine another external CDF estimated value that should

be compared with internal events values.

s t S C .
-

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 # I Resolution
H * - 1 7
, - .. , ,., ., . ", ...
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.. . ,/ .H , .,: :,_

, .t; -.. } i,, .... ,"

.;: ... :. - ,. : ....
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.,,, f .p,: - ;-.

.: ... ,' ,S, '. ,: ..

sn¢;, ,v,

.,. _. , ., _.v. ' . . ". ', A

. ' X .. ' ';'' ':' Z:

; . . ' b . ._L j 5 M
._. d';, .: _, . X r ': '..' '

i:'..'. ' .r 2'. ,'''_ _,

Page8 S%-O3.l.24( T e
FIVE and SM~k Methodj,
(also Page 9;,-lFire'PSnd o
SMA Method): ; .-"'-''becns

t - ' -- "U eyflhig

' . ,... .2^iF- ... *. [

.ptatomqnt 1s g6nerally'applicable to plants who used the SMA
e. 'bh premise of the SMA 'method is that if a plants

ysis results in no outliers; seismic rlsk is low.'-Therefore, use of
ijiethod,'foiiow by 'modifications to address seismic outliers,
ire's tat selsmnic risk is low.' Since resolution of USI 'A-46
iires that seismic outiers be'addressed, we can assume that.'.

wbe addressed; assuring that seismic'
, s loWiw.. :,,., , ,,.,,;S 'r; ,,,.,, , ,,,,,, ,, , h

_,~~~.4r; . . zv-:::: .'...,:, .r, *4,''"' K--- ,*:

rJsmirc PSAscreated for the IPEEE contain numerous
s, .asz did Internal events PSA models created for ihe-

r~r 'hiav U tdatedI and refined their internal events-
jo beable.totuse them' for risk assessments, the sa-m-e
ays toccrred for the mnodels created for the !?EEE..:
i' letter fdr the IPEEE did not Intended ihat these models
It ,was tobe a one-timeanalysis '.Therefore, factor of.

jes to'PSAbased external events CDF estimates may be.
While It is true, that these models should be updated;
plants do have plans to update them, the fact remains"
enot necessarily available' for use in the SAMA analysis.
a yxstio wbdih'g is still .appr~o.priate-'', .:'.,'':'-"'

_

. 19 ., Page 9, Section 3.1.2.4, The statement that NRC has accepted that a more realistic fire CDF may be a factor Need more information -
FIVE Method and Seismic of three less than the screening value obtained from a FIVE analysis, should be Please define certain aspects. .
PSA ' appended with the statement 'if sufficient technical justification is provided to show , -:

that certain aspects of the analysis have been addressed in a conservative fashion."' If words are appended, the first word should be changed from 'if" to

'when.' 
- '

<20".'' .............
20, - Page 1s1, Secb:o;2;.!t:'',..^

t ., X _t ;, . . . -. . . -m e - . - - .. ;

,,- :;.:..-- . - -. . ,.. :.-. :...e;. :. ..-

� z k � s .+ ! w w e > t -; L

,-. * '-, ' .v.'.' . ! . . ; 8 -. ,

4- 1-;
o , { oL x b | s_ +9 I / / r|||

,'<r_'t ;m tWsz'48 s'$s,4S'- 6;o',,<.1.
. ' r; X . � .^<,< ;

,, - - * f:s e ' _tsg--

:, ., ' . ,: ( . ',

" . _....; � ' , Ss ;i@S v

+: > | .'.S o S f ! *, .F.- - .:

2',, S . ,, ..... ,,, ,, . ,, , ,, ,,4.. .......... ..

n4, (2) Agre -informraton to describe.the link between the''
,'and~the Level 2 ,cara~so be provided along with a summary,

: representative i release sequences..: .-

2isagrOeehat-a'description should be provided ofPSA versions,
elrecentf jhan the,version used for the SAMA anaiysis and how

af the later versionp,"uld mp~a~cthe risk'profie,'andthe
hi1aticon anddispositioningof SAMAs. We assume you mean

~j~j~ b~etw~en t~iWSAMA anal jsis ard LRA' subrmittal?.,',
!gygfr,^ 'aysls Is a snapshot, in timne. [If a plant did a SAMA

iti$-or intial licensing It Isn't even ,required for license, renewal.]
>,eict3gi8'.l.2 an~d'3.2.2 ,includp as'sessment of major rplant 1

'Csthtartlne orhv ocre since the model freeze"

,.,~~4 ,,, ... ., . e, ' -.;,f.-E-"P--

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 I 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 Agree -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 review - The requested information is provided in subsequent sections. See
should be included within the discussion of the PSA evolution. - - Section 3.3. Our intent was not to needlessly duplicate detail in

multiple sections.
25 Page 12, Section 3.3, last Insert the words 'at least' before "a qualitative discussion." Agree - consistent with our intentions.

paragraph
- .- ;;26 Page 12, Section Add efollrow tW fil*er dad JSp. .- ..

s s ,I,----...-- L- r no a SAMA WanaysIssubsequent revisions cannot already

HoId X:t~ 1 D -,isao'

|S-0SSw ; tr Xm ju Tui !~j ______

Ma o woubeme resioy a ls itativeassessmentofthe
28 4  sedi .Page 14, Son .Rasths performoing acuntitate snsgit ivity, analysis.

adbssor the followingIn Section83 ad esssetsmte.

27 Page 13, Section 3.4.1 The statement that extrapolation to a later date adds conservatism to the analysis Is Agree - consistent with our intentions.
true In general, however, at some sites a population reduction is actually projected, in
which case extrapolation to an earlier date (e.g., the mid-point of the extended period
of operation) would be more reasonable.

28 Page 14, Section 3.4.2 Rather than "Provide the following economic estimates," suggest "Describe the values Agree - consistent with our intentions.
and bases for the following economic estimates."

29 Page 14, Section 3.4.3 Add a discussion to the effect: 'Hlowever, consideration should be given to the Agree to add to the end of second paragraph, Additional
applicability of the MELCOR Accident Consequence Code System 2 (MACCS2) adjustment of the core inventory values may be necessary to
data. -MACCS2 Inventories are based on a 3-year fuel cycle (12.month reload) with account for differences between fuel cycles expected during the
an average power density for the assembly groups ranging from 24 to 30 MWIMTU. period of extended operation and the fuel cycle upon which the
Current fuel management practices may use longer fuel cycles and result in MACCS2 default core inventory values are based."
significantly higher burnups. As such, use of the MACC§2 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-seifccore Inventory
representative of that expected during the period of extended operation Is
recommended. If power scaling is used, the Impact of potentially higher radio nuclide
inventories on the SAMA Identification and screening should be addressed."

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 I 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

action levels and emergency evacuation plan, and onsite-specific evacuation time evacuation plan' with 'site-specific information."
* estimates, where available.'.. - - : _

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 3.28?).
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 Annual 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.
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 Section
leakage/intact containment. Add a note that the sum of release frequencies should 3.2.1, on page 11, rather than here.
equal the total CDF, and that any differences should be explained..>'

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, Section 8.6) - impacts of the longer time period would also be bounded by the 3% discount rate we don't change to a 3% discount rate in comment 36?

36 Page 16, Section 4, 4th.. The discussion on calculations using alternative discount rates misses an important * Need more information -.
paragraph (also Page 31, point. Use of both 7% and 3% real discount rates in regulatory analyses Is specified' 1. What is the important point?..
Section 8.5,1 st paragraph) in Office of Management Budget guidance (Circular A-4, September 17, 2003) and 2. What is the 'intent' of the calculation using 3% discount rate?

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

, baseline for regulatory analyses and represents an estimate of the average before-tax
rate of return on an average investment in the private sector in recent years. A rate of
3% should also be used and represents an estimate of the "consumption rate of
interest,' i.e., the real, after-tax rate of return on widely available savings instruments
or investment opportunities. An analysis using a 5% discount rate will not meet the
Intent of the latter calculation. .

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
3T'. -,+",37.' Page ?3,'Se tjon 4.5, a! ath'ig' autariJale es V , 0sZ4@'jfl -fQr Diagre0 C-..'; "^, ':;.",n j

id*9,,pl.aragra ph xI .,- undetlso e~~p a ,d7t ~ la'a. t~er-ui a mioaiii! vee'dcide ,notto presnohsoto eauew i o att
'IF',~~d u, es,," '.Lp',a"' .!',;''i",;Ids'obnlng Gol~otn~insttal~ii placQaunduee~mpasisonuncertainties> Since thisIs suggetab{ . . _, .,J .C 6 'DI -, .5 _,

change involvingl addetio odnf lew, itet-g.d geuitedt ashul lo nld
low~erncost lntemtvs sucuh as nopoar cobnection usin wemriard

equipment (eg. torael orneganal anaysi teprrroste)It %OaSW1 1,1
ra. h ok-'' ';. "'; "" -'-:a t'w'~r~'r, ;- + " Fit4z t ?*rAd ~~ i

40 Page 2,Sca statn at chonu tl bdd be mo tn t wthe idteinrecommetionnds.

IMIAB:V~q - _.__ ix

38 Page 24. Section 5.1 Clari that hne aonsiered should be prmanent Agree - consistent with our intentions.

chage inolin adiioarneasfeygrdgqupetbtphudhloinld

4Sloeri st talternatives suc aitempo nectiaiovents usng/ comme onis ourintircsi
equipmen (eog.d portable genea and te impormtatios staties). s

3 . Pg4Setn51 Thos i)1rveme4s/utler tha havernot beplec contlibetted to reslve shoth bennbtr t

includedn~th indei theo lito hs dM addts
43 Page 24, Section Cfarif add hat hardwae gangsconside: bh a ou th notebenalnimppeit rsperman Agree t cansi s the wourds ttentioe sment

hantfes infor adi of ne santy-grade equ ad r or s uentanipmsegeism eadion shesollow rds b
. cy alte smchas a d con w ra o lincln 5.1:hrev istou csem SAtriA arete ad

- mroeet migh be Justifiedeg., imrveet to fre sourctio for supereifiong poeta lo-otatentvst

- - equipment (eparation, p ort e lesatorshi n nni wolaly aoiwe ss; to t
seso naarpdia wh tpe need to idvul addoess

40 -:Page 24,Section5.1, 1etthat ctibutos to both addressd and ptiond shou.1.1 d be3Agree1.2consis

. o ane. , .:"~ .- Sp -- , ', 'ad'p ,d6 '6 ii ',k'i ' , ' ' ''' . '
p aagrahe eonsie9.,

Thsenne, iProeet/otir tht have not benipeetdorsle hudb
inlde n h ls oft PhaseugestSAMAngcandidates.id

43~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~A ae2,Scin53 Adtefloiggiac:iadto oayptnilipoeet pcfclyArf;eei to cang thewords toA aotntalye frsimplrovements from th

improve~nts mght bejustifed, e~.,dimpovemensttolfre'detctionrr suppession

seismc capcityof coponets wih limtingI-ICLInvaues;smprivmentatoofoods
barries/doos. (Ths migt als be adressedinnSetions3.1.21.1uan 3.1..2.1.

42 :; Page 25, Seto . laiyti tatemen otindiate that potential bmroement tando o inr Drm seAgree-costetwhouinnin.

- included inothe list ofsPhaSeeIcSAmAncandidates.

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 I Comment Resolution
45 Page 26, Section 6, Bullet Add the following guidance: .in screening SAMAs based on excessive . Agree to add, 'Consideration should be given to lower cost

4 implementation costs, consideration should be given to whether low cost alternatives 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-
training enhancements rather than hardware changes) could offer much of the ties), procedure enhancements, and training enhancements that
potential risk reduction at a fraction of the cost.' - could offer much of the potential risk reduction at a fraction of the

cost of 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 I

SAMAs was reduced to the more limited set of Phase II 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,
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
Dartiallv eliminating the external event risk.'

Agree - consistent with our intentions.

:- - 49 , ;i;:;

t., s ' vc; IcIky

Agree,. consistent iltp our inteptions.:, -

je~ar ts are:not appropriate. 'In some,
a o external events are not contributors to a'

Faal~o~erYat@ Pay e reduced by not applying the '-'-t-
ei ge;ore multiplier provides an appropriate :t.i
ountinn for''externa1 events and thus, does not need to be t't
ask~ w hen It Is applierd . ->*--tH s i '

50 -t

_i o6-L. .

plisagree, '.' , -tA> ; a

S ~e o m m n mt ak' -.e s .',,

atgFfb>; l.4 -~ ;8 m at*vr"

_

51 isagree* ,. - -7- ;
We `'statipg that, the maximum benefit estimation Is performed
as'destribed bInthls giideline sufficient margin does exist ucthat
the Phase I screening does not have to be repeated in sensitivity
a n a l y s e s .. ; A l lx , ,r ru>a. em . . . .. .. .. .... ; . . -f
Or -'' ,' * ;i''. :_' ws' - -* -. : r '

-a

Lori Ann Potts7
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 95th percentile to the Need more information -

paragraph - mean CDF value, and not enough emphasis on the objective of the uncertainty Agree to move the first two sentences to the end of the first
assessment, i.e., whether/how the results of the SAMA Identification and screening paragraph.
might be impacted by uncertainties in various aspects of the analysis. The rationale I don't see that we have placed undue emphasis on the 95th
for performing this assessment should be further explained. The statement that la percentile. We mention it and then discuss the objective of the
discussion of CDF uncertainty and conservatisms in the SAMA analysis that offset uncertainty assessment.
uncertainty should be included' Is Important and might also be expanded.

- .Does the last sentence mean that examples of conservatisms
should be provided?

53 Page 31, Section 8.4, 1 st The statement that population dose is highly dependent on radial evacuation speed Agree to change highly dependents to, 'may be significantly
paragraph should be reconsidered. Evacuation-related sensitivity calculations provided in ; affected by."

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 with emergency preparedness Issues or concerns.

54 Page 31, Section 8.4, 1st Rather than using the sensitivity analysis to show that the evacuation speed is Agree - consistent with our intentions.
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 If this section is retained, the discussion regarding plant obligations and commitments Agree - consistent with our intentions.

paragraph should be removed (2nd through 4th sentences).
56 AfPagen3 .Setion9 ;ot gDj -R; D& -- i

e les et i~ bs sbynthe pltenly~slsand is trying~to make-&
ao; eve thoughihe potentiallyH

57 Page 38, Table 5 . The sample MACCS2 economic costs provided In the table represent an increase of Need more information -
approximately 60% over the corresponding values used in Sample Problem A of These values are dependent on the region of the country in which
NUREG/CR-6613, Volume 1, Appendix C (1998). In the most recent NRC-sponsored the plant resides. Section 3.4.2 states that economic data from
MACCS2 calculations, these economic costs have been increased even further (by a publicly available data should be provided. It was not intended that
factor of 1.4 to 3.2 over the values in Sample Problem A). Further discussion is examples in MACCS2 calculations or in Table 5 would be used.
needed on the appropriate economic cost values to be used in the MACCS2
calculations. -'Propose 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 all release categories, including Intact containment, in Agree - consistent with our intentions.
order to provide a complete accounting of all core damage events/frequency. In the
case of this example, the results for release category E-E should also be reported.

Lori Ann Potts
Entergy License Renewal Services, 8/25/05
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Comment# Location I Comment I Resolution
59 Page 41, Table 9 To be more representative, the first column of this table should list basic events from Agree - consistent with our intentions.

either CDF or population-dose importance calculations.
X0 I ' S u _ thq e ; *

w. i em - - "i " -MA s that ae ar l ar dscne as i
...e- * 1 :9, t:ble 9. _ ;. are eva=luats e n Ph P ase II A.,

_; SM t i e si Io. ement coa n

A-uye git seM~ta ae ~ L I d ~ drs vns

vnbory dfnto me

nun2kd qn sht'ould belistedbeaus i h xmlsi al

Se rewordingthe 2nd seentencn te 4h p

62. Pgr f e3n Phas ade I SAMis thath b i e d
thi table so that they don't conflt wa te AMAsA ntha address that con

61 Page 42,Table 10toud be hepu to ilutrt (wti th sapl lit som lo cos aXeaivst Agree -consistent with our Intentions.

62 Page 43, Table 14 Sugesto taddngl Pae istile Stor ithe head suingo colu ns1istand numbrding.teSMsi ge ossetwt u netos

64 Page 70, Figure 1 The screening criteria depicted in the figure do not completely match the screening Agree - consistent with our intentions.
criteria described on Page 26. The figure and text should be made consistent.

Lori Ann Potts
Entergy License Renewal Services, 8/25/05
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