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Entergy Operations, Inc.
Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc.
440 Hamilton Avenue
White Plains, NY 10601
Tel 914 272 3370

John F. McCann
Vice President - Nuclear Safety,
Emergency Planning, and Licensing

October 19, 2009
ENOC-09-00032

Michael T. Lesar
Chief, Rulemaking and Directives Branch
Office of Administration
Mail Stop TWB-05-B01 M
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001
ATTN: Rulemakings and Adjudications Staff

... 9 ,

SUBJECT:

References:

Comments on Proposed NRC Documents Regarding
Emergency Planning for Nuclear Power Plants (Docket NRC-2008-0122):

74 FR 23219, dated May 18, 2009 for NUREG/CR-XXXX, and
74 FR 23221, dated May 18, 2009 for NSIR/DPR-ISG-01

1. NEI Letter, A. Marion to U.S. NRC; "Nuclear Energy Institute Comments
on NRC Proposed Rule; Enhancements to Emergency Preparedness
Regulations", dated October 19, 2009.

2. Entergy letter ENOC-09-00031, J. McCann to U.S. NRC; "Comments on NRC
Proposed Rule; Enhancements to Emergency Preparedness Regulations",

dated October 19, 2009.

Dear Sir:

Entergy Operations, Inc and Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc (Entergy) are providing this letter in
response to the NRC request for comments on:

* NUREG/CR-XXXX, "Criteria for Development of Evacuation Time Estimate Studies", and

" Proposed Interim Staff Guidance (ISG) NSIR/DPR-ISG-01, "Emergency Planning for
Nuclear Power Plants".

Entergy is a member of the NEI Task Force for this topic and has participated in the
development of the joint industry comments on the proposed rule and the associated NRC
guidance documents. Entergy endorses the comments submitted (Reference 1) by NEI, on
behalf of that Task Force.
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Entergy is providing additional comments on the proposed ISG in Attachment I. Entergy's
additional comments on the proposed rule for enhancements to emergency preparedness
regulations are transmitted in Reference 2.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Michael Slobodien, Director
Emergency Programs at 914-272-3352.

Sincerely,

JW / MJS / KRK
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ENTERGY OPERATIONS, INC

ENTERGY NUCLEAR OPERATIONS, INC

COMMENTS ON PROPOSED INTERIM STAFF GUIDANCE

NSIR/DPR-ISG-01

"EMERGENCY PLANNING FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS"

DOCKET 2008-0122 / 74 FR 23221; MAY 18, 2009
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ENTERGY COMMENTS ON NSIRIDPR-ISG-01

Section IV.C. Assignment of Multiple Functions to On-Shift Personnel

The referenced section of the ISG discusses the importance of the licensee on shift
organization's ability to perform key functions for the Design Basis Accident and Design
Basis Threat. These include 1) taking emergency actions to safely shut down the reactor, 2)
mitigate accident consequences, 3) notify augmented ERO staff and OROs 4) determine
protective action recommendations for site personnel and the public, 5) perform fire fighting,
and 6) provide medical assistance if needed. The guidance discusses performance of a
detailed analysis, such as job / task analysis (JTA) or time-motion study for this spectrum of
emergency response responsibilities of the on-shift organization. However, the guidance
provides little detail as to what would constitute an acceptable JTA or time-motion study
other than recommending consideration of the functions listed in Table B-1 of NUREG 0654.
Licensees would benefit from examples of JTAs, time-motion studies, or other methods that
would lead to a determination of the adequacy of the on-shift staff with respect to the NRC
requirements.

Section IV.D. Emergency Response Organization Augmentation at Alternative Facility

The ISG guidance in this topical area appears to contradict the proposed rule. The proposed
rule in 10 CFR Appendix E. IV. E. states that an EOF should be between 10 and 25 miles
from the site and that if closer than 10 miles, a backup facility must be provided. The ISG
states that an appropriate augmentation facility would be located at an EOF that is outside
the owner controlled area and close to the site.

As described in ISG IV. D., the augmentation facility has the features and capability of the
EOF. Thus it would be reasonable that for an EOF located close to the EPZ boundary, no
augmentation facility would be necessary, unless the intent here is to create two independent
facilities with the capabilities of the EOF described in the rules and this interim staff
guidance.

Section IV.E. Licensee Coordination with Offsite Response Organizations

This section of the ISG is unclear with regard to the responsibilities of licensees in so far as
ensuring the capabilities of OROs. The ISG could be interpreted to recommend that
licensees take actions to determine that OROs have certain capabilities by verifying their
abilities to perform associated activities. Such is clearly the responsibility of FEMA. During
public meetings, NSIR staff explained that the intent of the rule is to have licensees ensure
that OROs are committed to providing the resources expected and that they also have plans
in place to obtain supplemental resources should a hostile action event cause them to deploy
resources in ways that would limit ability to provide the expected level of response to a
licensee facility. The NSIR staff explained that licensees need to have MOUs or LOAs that
explain how OROs will provide resources even when their own resources are taxed. The
ISG content should unambiguously define the expectations for licensees in this matter.
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Section IV.G. Challenging Drills and Exercises

NRC guidelines for conduct of drills and exercises are unnecessarily prescriptive. For
example, in NSIR/DPR-ISG-01, page 29 there is a discussion on diversity of scenarios. The
guidance states that "scenarios would be considered sufficiently diverse when no more than
one EAL is shared. Scenarios with no or unplanned minimal radiological release should not
be used in consecutive hostile action-based exercises." It is likely that such consecutive
hostile action-based exercises will be separated by at least 2 or more years and often as
many as 4 to 6 years. With such separation, it is unlikely that participants will recall previous
drill and exercise details so as to be considered preconditioned.

In the statements of consideration for the rule and ISG related to challenging drills and
exercises, NRC has not presented a basis for its prior review of biennial exercise scenarios.
It would be more effective if NRC and FEMA participated in the exercise development
process by providing resources scenario development teams. In that way the concerns of
the agencies could be incorporated early in the process thereby eliminating the need for
review and approval after the scenario had been developed.


