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PMComanchePeakPEm Resource

From: Woodlan, Don [Donald.Woodlan@luminant.com]
Sent: Thursday, November 03, 2011 7:36 PM
To: Monarque, Stephen; Conly, John
Cc: ComanchePeakCOL Resource; Hamzehee, Hossein; Roy, Tarun; Conly, John; Evans, Todd; 

Bird, Bobby; 'nicholas_kellenberger@mnes-us.com'; 'Russ Bywater'; 'tapia_joseph@mnes-
us.com'

Subject: 2011-11-03 Woodlan, Follow-up from 10/26/11 Conference Call on Hydrology

Steve, 
 
Your summary is essentially correct.  Here is what I have in my notes.  The Luminant asked for clarification regarding 
several points in the NRC’s Issues Paper but the NRC staff was unable to provide clarification during the call so we 
agreed that the NRC staff could provide the requested information later (i.e., during a future public meeting or conference 
call). 
 
3.4 Vertical Pathway Analysis 

• Why is a dispersion model required?  The feedback during the June audit was that either a dispersion model or a 
simplified vertical pathway analysis could be used. 

• The paper notes that an ECL is exceeded at the top of the Twin Mountains Formation (TMF) but does not address 
the rationale provided in the Luminant discussion which included remediation, restoration and the improbability of 
the vertical pathway due to hydraulic conductivity, etc.  Why did the NRC staff focus on this single aspect instead 
of the entire Luminant analysis? 

• The paper states that the porosity value of 0.12, as used by Luminant, is high and the NRC staff is using 0.05. 
 The Luminant value was obtained from a literature search.  Why is a value obtained by literature search not 
acceptable?  What is the basis for 0.05? 

• The Luminant assessment uses the vertical distance from the tank to the Twin Mountains Formation.  Why is this 
non-conservative? 

• The Luminant assessment uses a permeability of 9 ft/day based upon a literature search.  The NRC references a 
value of 12 ft/day based on some Unit 1 and 2 data.  Why is it not appropriate to use literature search results? 
 Previous feedback from the NRC was that Luminant could not rely on the Unit 1 and 2 assessment and now the 
staff seems to be selecting this information from Units 1 and 2.  Is it acceptable for Luminant to now reference the 
vertical analysis from Units 1 and 2 in lieu of performing a new analysis? 

• Luminant uses an effective porosity of 0.27 which the NRC staff calls too high and non-conservative.  This value 
was obtained from USGS literature.  Why would a value from such literature search be non-conservative?  What 
references is the NRC staff relying upon when they call this value too high and non-conservative? 

• The dilution through TMF was based upon a conservative, simplified assessment.  The leakage was assumed to 
arrive in TMF as a blob, equivalent to a drum about 5 feet by 5 feet (very conservative because the leakage would 
actually arrive as a must larger diffused mass).   The only diffusion allowed is by the water in a 5 ft by 5ft cross-
section by .75 mile (the distance to the target – up gradient).  Again this is very conservative because the leakage 
will not travel in such a focused column but will actual spread out and will not go up gradient but will go down 
gradient which is a greater distance.  Why does the NRC consider this simplified assessment non-conservative?  
At every turn Luminant has used conservative inputs and assumptions. 

 
3.5 Horizontal Pathways to the SCR 

• Luminant had previously described the existing fill along path 1 and along path 2.  The permeability for the fill on 
each path had been discussed including the reason why the permeability values were different.  Although not 
previously an issue, this paper is now asking for justification.  What has changed?  Why is this issue being raised 
now?  Is it just a matter of providing clarification in the FSAR?  It is not clear what portions of the Luminant 
discussion are unclear.  Please provide some clarity regarding what aspects of the Luminant discussion need 
amplification. 

• The paper says that the NRC staff measured a pathway that is considerably shorter.  Please provide a description 
of this pathway.  Luminant believes they have used the proper path distances for each of the paths and has not 
identified a shorter path through either existing fill. 

• The paper says that the Luminant analysis neglected the hydraulic gradient in assessing the leakage path. 
 Luminant addresses the gradient in numerous sections of the marked-up FSAR including Subsections 2.4.13.2, 
2.4.13.5, 2.4.13.5.1, 2.4.13.5.3 and 2.4.13.5.7 and Figures 2.4.12-213 and 2.4.12-214.  The gradient used in the 
path analysis is identified and discussed.  What is the basis for saying that the hydraulic gradient is neglected?  Is 



2

the NRC’s issue related to the elevations chosen?  The conservative Luminant analysis assumes a continuous 
down gradient while in reality the gradient is steeper early in the path and then essentially non-existent once the 
saturated ground at the elevation of SCR is reached.  Which aspects of this conservative approach is an issue? 

 
3.6 Mixing Within the SCR 

• The paper says that the assumptions about dilution within SCR are not supported by data or modeling results.  Is 
the NRC saying that dilution cannot be assessed without a detailed sophisticated model?  The dilution through the 
Unit 1 and 2 pumps assumes only one minute of flow through the pumps which is very conservative because the 
leak as it oozes into SCR will take much longer to be swept through the pumps.  Is the path through the pumps 
the item of concern?  The dilution with no flow through the pumps is based on a conservative assumption of the 
water available for the dilution based on a bathymetry study of SCR.  Are there issues with the bathymetry study 
or how it is applied?  What aspects are of concern?  The FSAR concludes that during the no flow scenario, the 
concentrations are below the ECLs before the Roto-cone is reached.  Is the issue related to the dilution in SCR 
during no flow?  If so, what aspects of the assessment are of concern? 

 
I hope this summary helps to focus our questions and the areas where we seek clarification.  I believe the intent is to 
address these matters, to the extent still appropriate, at the next interaction with the NRC staff (either a public meeting on 
about 11/17/11 or a public conference call during the week of 12/12/11). 
 
Thanks for your efforts in this area, 

Donald R. Woodlan 
Manager, Nuclear Regulatory Affairs 
Luminant Power 
O- 254-897-6887  C- 214-542-7761 

 

From: Monarque, Stephen [mailto:Stephen.Monarque@nrc.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, November 03, 2011 8:56 AM 
To: Woodlan, Don; Conly, John 
Cc: ComanchePeakCOL Resource; Hamzehee, Hossein; Roy, Tarun 
Subject: Comanche Peak COL hydrology Conference Call 
 
Don/John, 
 
These are my notes from the October 2011 conference call on hydrology on these three sections.  This does not include 
the closure plan Luminant was developing.  
 

1. Sections 3.4 Vertical pathways Analysis, 3.5 Horizontal pathways to the SCR, and 3.6 Mixing within SCR 
 
The staff and Luminant could not come to an agreement on how to resolve these three sections, with the staff 
disagreeing with Luminant’s methodology analysis.  However, the staff was not able to provide follow up information to 
Luminant.  These three sections have been tabled for further discussion during an upcoming public meeting.  The staff 
and Luminant have tentatively planned for a November 17, 2011 public meeting to discuss these three sections in detail.
 
 
Thanks, 
 
Stephen Monarque 
Project Manager 
Comanche Peak COL 
NRO/DNRL/NMIP 
301-415-1544 
 
 
Confidentiality Notice: This email message, including any attachments, contains or may contain confidential 
information intended only for the addressee. If you are not an intended recipient of this message, be advised that 
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any reading, dissemination, forwarding, printing, copying or other use of this message or its attachments is 
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply 
message and delete this email message and any attachments from your system.  
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