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(1) NRC Letter, Request for Information Pursuant to Title 10 of the Code of Federal
Regulations 50.54(f) Regarding Recommendations 2.1, 2.3, and 9.3, of the Near-
Term Task Force Review of Insights from the Fukushima Dai-Ichi Accident; dated
March 12, 2012, Accession No. ML12073A348.

(2) NRC Letter to Nuclear Energy Institute, Endorsement of Electric Power Research
Institute (EPRI) Draft Report 1025286, "Seismic Walkdown Guidance," dated May
31, 2012, Accession No. ML12145A529.

(3) NextEra Energy Seabrook letter to NRC, "120-Day Response to NRC Request for
Information Regarding the Seismic Aspects of Recommendation 2.3 of the Near-
Term Task Force Review of Insights from the Fukushima Dai-ichi Accident," dated
July 9, 2012.

(4) NextEra Energy Seabrook Letter to NRC, "Response to NRC 10 CFR 50.54(f)
Request for Information Regarding Near-Term Task Force Recommendation 2.3,
Seismic, dated November 26, 2012.

On March 12, 2012, the NRC staff issued Reference 1 requesting information pursuant to
Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations 50.54(f). Enclosure 3 of that letter contained
specific Requested Information associated with Near-Term Task Force Recommendation
2.3 for Seismic. Item 2 of the Requested Information asked for a final walkdown report
based on the May 31, 2012, NRC endorsement of EPRI Draft Report 1025286, Seismic
Walkdown Guidance (Reference 2).
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Per Reference 3, NextEra Energy Seabrook, LLC (NextEra Energy Seabrook) confirmed
that it would use the NRC-endorsed EPRI Report 1025286, Seismic Walkdown
Guidance.

In Reference 4, NextEra Energy Seabrook submitted the requested walkdown report,
Seabrook Station Seismic Walkdown Report, prepared in accordance with the approved
EPRI guidance.

NextEra Energy Seabrook has determined that two tables referenced in Enclosure F of
the Seabrook Station Seismic Walkdown Report, Peer Review Report, were inadvertently
omitted from the November 26, 2012 submittal.

The enclosure to this letter contains the complete Enclosure F, Peer Review Report,
including Table 5.1, the list of the sample of 25 components from the Seismic Walkdown
Checklist (SWC) discussed in the peer review meetings, and Table 5.2 the list of the
sample of 10 areas from the Area Walk-by Checklist (AWC) that were discussed in the
peer review.

This letter contains no new Regulatory Commitments and no revision to existing
Regulatory Commitments.

Should you have any questions regarding this submittal, please contact Mr. Michael
Ossing at (603) 773-7512.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on Jd ( 1 oi3 [

Sincerely,

Kevin T. Walsh
Site Vice President
NextEra Energy Seabrook, LLC

Enclosure

cc: W. M. Dean, NRC Region I Administrator
J. L. Lamb, NRC Project Manager
P. C. Cataldo, NRC Senior Resident Inspector
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Mr. Christopher M. Pope, Director Homeland Security and Emergency
Management
New Hampshire Department of Safety
Division of Homeland Security and Emergency Management
Bureau of Emergency Management
33 Hazen Drive
Concord, NH 03305

Mr. John Giarrusso, Jr., Nuclear Preparedness Manager
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Emergency Management Agency
400 Worcester Road
Framingham, MA 01702-5399
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1 Introduction
This report documents the peer review of the seismic walkdowns performed for Seabrook

Station in August and September 2012, in support of the NRC Near Term Task Force (NTTF)
Recommendation 2.3. This document describes the peer review team and process (Section 3),
the peer review of the SWEL selection (Section 4), and the peer review of the seismic walkdown
(Section 5).

The peer review was performed consistent with Section 6 of the EPRI-TR-1025286 (REF 1)

guidance document and addresses the following specific activities:

" Review of the selection of components for the Seismic Walkdown Equipment List

(Section 4)

" Review of a sample of the checklists prepared for the Seismic Walkdowns & Walk-Bys

(Section 5.1)

* Review of any licensing basis evaluations (Section 5.2)

* Review of the decisions for entering the potentially adverse conditions in to the

plant's Corrective Action Program (Section 5.2)

* Review of the final submittal report (Section 6).

2 Background
This peer review covers three portions of the seismic walkdown: (a) the preparation of the
SWEL, (b) the actual walkdown, and (c) the final submittal report.

The Seismic Walkdown Equipment List (SWEL) was prepared in July and August and finalized in
September, based on revisions that occurred during the walkdowns. Section 3 describes the
process of peer reviewing the SWEL.

The vast majority of the seismic walkdowns occurred on August 29, 30, & 31, with two teams
the first two days and a single team on the last day. The peer review of the walkdowns occurred
in the afternoons of August 29 & 30. This portion of the peer review is documented in Section
4.

One area - containment - was walked down separately on Sept 19, during the OR15 refueling

outage. This allowed the walkdown to occur with less radiation exposure to the walkdown
team.

Three components could not be examined entirely with the bus powered: essential 4KV
switchgear Bus E6, and unit substations US61 & U564. Consequently, the walkdown for these
components was postponed to the next scheduled outage when Bus E6 is scheduled to be
removed from service for maintenance. These inspection deferrals are being tracked by
AR#1799753 (Bus E6) and AR#1803194 (US 61 & US64).

SBK Seismic Walkdown Peer Review Report Rev 00b.docx 11/1/2012
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3 Peer Review Team & Process

The Seabrook Peer Review Team consisted of individuals from Seabrook operations, structural

engineering, and PRA as well as structural/seismic engineers from Stevenson & Assoc. These

individuals participated in phases of preparation, performance and peer review of the seismic

walkdowns. This section documents the peer review process and how the Peer Review Team

interacted with the Seismic Walkdown Engineering Teams.

3.1 Peer Review Team

The affiliation, role, and qualifications for each Peer Review Team member are summarized in

the following table.

Name Group Qualifications
Tim Cassidy SBK Operations PR - SWEL (e), (f)

PR - SWE Teams A & B
Bruce Bouton SBK Structural SWE Team #1 (a), (b), (c), (e)

Engineering PR - SWE Team B

Scott Kenrick SBK Structural SWE Team #2 (a), (b), (c), (e)
Engineering PR - SWE Team A

Ken Kiper SBK PRA Group PR Team Lead (d), (e)
SWEL Preparer
PR - SWE Teams A & B

Rich Turcotte SBK PRA Group PR - SWEL (c), (d), (e)
PR - SWE Teams A & B

Ed Antosz SBK PRA Group SWE Team (Containment) (a), (c)

Walter Djordjevic Stevenson & Assoc. SWE Team #1 (a), (b), (c)
(consultant eng.) PR - SWE Team B

John O'Sullivan Stevenson & Assoc. SWE Team #2 (a), (b), (c)
(consultant eng.) PR - SWE Team A

Notes:

• Role: PR (peer review), SWEL (seismic walkdown equipment list), SWE (seismic walkdown engineer)

•* Qualifications:
(a) Completed EPRI NTTF 2.3 Seismic Walkdown Training
(b) Seismic engineering experience
(c) Degree in mechanical engineering or civil/structural engineering
(d) Seismic PRA / IPEEE experience
(e) Knowledge of plant operations, documentation
(f) Plant Operations member

3.2 Peer Review Process

PR Team Lead

K. Kiper served as the Peer Review Team Lead. In that role, he was responsible for

coordinating the peer review and assembling this report. As described below, he also

performed some additional roles as part of the walkdown team PR. He also had the lead
in the SWEL preparation, so he was not part of that PR process.

SBK Seismic Walkdown Peer Review Report Rev O0b.docx 11/1/2012
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SWEL Preparation

The SWEL was prepared by K. Kiper, who is the lead Seabrook PRA engineer, with
experience and familiarity with the Seabrook IPEEE Report and Seabrook Seismic PRA.

The SWEL was reviewed by a team that included a PRA engineer (R. Turcotte), design
structural engineer (B. Bouton), and Operations representative (T. Cassidy). All of these
individuals are familiar with the design and layout of the plant and plant
documentation.

" Lead -K. Kiper

" PR Team for SWEL- R. Turcotte, B. Bouton, T. Cassidy

Seismic Walkdown

The primary seismic walkdown was conducted with two teams, each with two qualified

structural/seismic engineers. The Peer Review of the walkdowns consisted of two teams
made up of Operations representative (T. Cassidy), PRA representatives (K. Kiper, R.
Turcotte), and structural/seismic engineers (B. Bouton, S. Kenrick, W. Djordjevic, J.
O'Sullivan). The structural/seismic engineers made up the SWE teams, but also served to
peer review each other's work. The Operations and PRA representatives also
participated in some of the walkdowns for logistical support as well as peer review. The
ultimate judgments regarding licensing basis were made by qualified Seabrook
structural engineers (B. Bouton, S. Kenrick).

" Seismic Walkdown Engineers (SWE):

- SWE Team #1 - W. Djordjevic (team lead), B. Bouton

- SWE Team #2 - J. O'Sullivan (team lead), S. Kenrick

- SWE (Containment) - B. Bouton (team lead), E. Antosz

" PR SWE Team A - K. Kiper, R. Turcotte, T. Cassidy, S. Kenrick, J. O'Sullivan

" PR SWE Team B - K. Kiper, R. Turcotte, T. Cassidy, B. Bouton, W. Djordjevic

" Licensing Basis Reviewers - B. Bouton, S. Kenrick

" IPEEE Reviewers - K. Kiper, R. Turcotte

Final Report

The final seismic walkdown report was prepared by the Stevenson & Assoc. consultants,
with review by Seabrook representatives from Operations, design structural

engineering, and PRA.

* Preparers -W. Djordjevic, J. O'Sullivan

" Reviewers - K. Kiper, R. Turcotte, T. Cassidy, B. Bouton

SBK Seismic Walkdown Peer Review Report Rev 00b.docx 11/112012
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4 Peer Review - Selection of Components for SWEL

The purpose of this section is to describe the process to perform the peer review of the
selected components that were included in the Seismic Walkdown Equipment List (SWEL). This
peer review was based on review of the SWEL Selection Report (REF 2)

The guidance in Section 3: Selection of SSCs of the EPRI Technical Report (REF 1) was used as the
basis for this review. Specifically, this peer review utilized the checklist in Appendix F: Checklist
for Peer Review of SSC Selection of the EPRI Technical Report in Reference 1. Attachment I of
this peer review report documents the completed checklist.

This peer review determined that the SSCs selected for the SWEL I seismic walkdowns
represent a diverse sample of equipment required to perform the five safety functions and to
meet the sample selection attributes, including:

* Various types of systems

* Major new and replacement equipment

* Various types of equipment

* Various environments

* Equipment enhanced based on the findings of the IPEEE

* Risk insight consideration

For SWEL 2 development, the peer review determined that spent fuel related items were

adequately considered and were appropriately included or excluded.

This peer review resulted in no additional findings. All peer review comments requiring
resolution were incorporated prior to completion of the SWEL Selection Report.

This peer review concludes that the process for selecting SSCs to be included on the seismic
walkdown equipment list appropriately followed the process outlined in Reference 1. It is
further concluded that the SWEL sufficiently represents a broad population of plant Seismic
Category I equipment and systems to meet the objectives of the NRC 50.54(f) Letter.

SBK Seismic Walkdown Peer Review Report Rev 00b.docx 11/112012
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5 Peer Review - Seismic Walkdown

The peer review of the seismic walkdowns was completed by the PR Teams on August 29 & 30,
following the walkdowns for those days. Additional peer reviews were conducted following the

walkdowns as documented in this report.

5.1 Review of Sample Checklists & Area Walk-bys

The peer review meetings on August 29 & 30 consisted of each SWE Team (#1 and #2)
presenting samples from their Seismic Walkdown Checklist (SWC) and Area Walk-by Checklist
(AWC) that they had completed that morning. This peer review meeting following the day's
walkdown activities allowed for an immediate information exchange and feedback on
walkdown observations between each walkdown team as well as common agreement on how

observation issues would be addressed.

Table 5-1 lists the sample of 25 components from the Seismic Walkdown Checklist (SWC) that

were discussed in the peer review meetings. These component samples represent about 25% of
the total SWEL population of 102 components. The sample includes a variety of component
"types" (e.g., heat exchanger, valve, pump, tank, instrument rack, unit substation, transformer,

fan, motor control center, compressor, power panel, and control panel) and variety of
component "locations" (e.g., RHR vault, PAB, Tank Farm, SW cooling tower, DG Bldg, and

Essential Switchgear room).

Table 5-2 lists the sample of 10 areas from the Area Walk-by Checklist (AWC) that were
discussed in the peer review. These area samples represent about a third of the total AWC
population of 29 rooms. These areas included the RHR vault, PAB, Tank Farm, SW cooling

tower, DG Bldg, and Essential Switchgear room.

Tables 5-1 and 5-2 document observations made by the walkdown teams that form the basis
for the peer review. The following topics were addressed by each team:

" Concrete Cracks - Cracks were observed in the concrete floors in the vicinity of where
components were anchored. Since the guidance does not give discretion for the significance
of the crack, the peer review team agreed that concrete cracks located near anchorage
should be recorded as "U" (unresolved) finding. Then, after follow-up review, these findings
could be changed to "YES" if the crack is a minor surface crack or "NO" if the concrete crack is
located near anchorage, is more than a minor surface crack, and may need further detailed
evaluation.

" Physical Interaction - Several of the component samples provided an example of close

spacing between the SWEL component and a hard object (such as a fixed structural support
or a hand rail), with the potential for seismic interaction. In each case, the close spacing was
judged to provide adequate clearance, but this did reinforce the importance of careful field
examination of each component for potential seismic/spatial interaction.

" Seismic Housekeeping - Seismic housekeeping was assessed in each area and found to be
acceptable. Storage boxes were tied off or physically separated from equipment in

designated areas. The presence of stanchions used to display signs or to rope off protected
train equipment was noted. It was agreed that these stanchions do not represent a significant
seismic risk due to tipping or lateral movement because: (1) the stanchions typically have a

SBK Seismic Walkdown Peer Review Report Rev 00b.docx 1111/2012
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heavy base and very low center of gravity, and (2) overall, the stanchions have relatively light
weight and are adequately tethered at the base to prevent significant lateral movement

during a seismic event.

" Seismic Scaffolding - Erected scaffolding was observed in a number of areas. In each case,
the scaffolding was carefully and adequately braced in multiple lateral directions to prevent
the scaffolding from interacting with other equipment during a seismic event. All scaffolding
was erected by procedure with the controlling permit documented and displayed at each
scaffolding. This was observed by both walkdown teams.

* Non-safety Piping in Safety Related Buildings - Non-safety piping in all walk-by areas was

observed to be well supported with lateral restraints.

No significant issues were identified from the peer review team discussions.

5.2 Review of Licensing Basis Evaluations & Corrective Action Process

The final report provides a list of the anomalies encountered during the Seabrook seismic
walkdown inspections and how they were addressed. The review of those anomalies
demonstrates a thorough and reasonable process for addressing open issues. There were no
comments offered by the peer review team.

6 Review Final Submittal Report & Sign-off

The final submittal report has been reviewed by Seabrook representatives from structural
engineering, Operations, and the PRA Group. Comments were provided to assure the final
report meets the requirements of the EPRI 1025286 - Seismic Walkdown Guidance (REF 1)

7 References

1. EPRI Technical Report 1025286, Seismic Walkdown Guidance for Resolution of
Fukushima Near-Term Task Force Recommendation 2.3: Seismic, June 2012.

2. Seabrook Report, Selection of the Seabrook Station Seismic Walkdown Equipment List

(SWEL) for the Requirement 2.3 Walkdown, Rev 01, September 2012.
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Table 5-1: Table of Sample Components from Seismic Walkdown Checklist (SWC)

Walkdwn Tam Euipmnt *... Walkdown Team Observatioris .
(PR.Team) Identification : .., ..

SWE Team #1 Vertical heat exchanger; chain-fall secured to wall, overhead grating
(PR Team A) adequately clipped down, lights secured.

CC-V-272 MOV in RHR vault; scaffold near MOV adequately secured and documented.

SI-P-6-B Horizontal pump in RHR vault; chain-fall adequately secured to wall.
Vertical pump in RHR vault; variety of anchors verified adequate, minor
shrinkage crack on concrete floor at one support.

CBS-TK-8 RWST; verified total of 46 anchor support chairs with 2" dia. anchor bolts,
nearby tank (SAT) adequately supported
Vertical heat exchanger; corrosion on supports & anchors, beyond surface
oxidation (AR#1805623)
Horizontal pump; chain fall, one part not secured, could hit pump lube oil

CC-P-11-D reservoir, fixed on the spot NO AR written for this as it was immediately
resolved.
Instrument rack; welded supports, weld detail not on drawing, need to verify
against calc.

SW-V-74 MOV; with 1" gap between motor operator and panel box, sufficient gap

MM-IR-94 Instrument rack; with welded supports; permanent storage area 3 ft away
from IR, adequate separation
Unit substation in SWCT switchgear room; opened cabinet doors and verified

(E Team #2 EDE-US-64 welded anchorage; trolley on roof of US cabinet, potential for impact to cause
(PR Team B) relay chatter (SWE Team #1 also walked down this component)

Transformer in SWCT switchgear room; shrink surface cracks noted in
EDE-X-5-H concrete; welds verified, one was 3.75" vs. 4.0" required. Needs to be

evaluated -see SWC.

SWA-FN-63 Ventilation fan in SWCT, on spring anchors; anchors not plumb but adequate;
some springs were fully compressed, not a seismic concern.
MOV in SW cooling tower; adequate gap measured between valve and handSW-V-25 ri
rail

EDE-MCC-611 MCC in DG Bldg; welded anchorage

DG-DG-1-B Diesel Generator; identified all DG skid bolts (36), connections to DG skid
acceptable

DG-C-2-B DG compressor; verified anchorage of skid that included compressor and
receiver tank
Control panel in DG Bldg; new component added to SWEL, new component
installation as of OR13.

EPA-FN-47B Wall mounted fan in EFW pumphouse; mounted to steel frame with spring
mounts, attached lines provide adequate slack

FW-V-4214-A MOV in EFW pumphouse; gaps (2.5") to nearby pipe; scaffolding built around
valves; temporary rigging beam above scaffold held by 'C' clamps

MM-IR-50 Instrument rack in EFW pumphouse; sketched anchorage (drawing not
available, need calc.); 1" gap to tube steel support; small tubing with bends

EDE-SWG-11-B DC switchgear in Essential SWGR room; opened all doors except one panel;
returned the next day to complete the inspection

Wall panel in Essential SWGR room; anchored with uni-strut and hilti-bolts;
EDE-PP-1-B concrete crack going through embedded anchor. Needs to be evaluated - see

SWC.
Remote Safe Shutdown Panel in Essential SWGR room; gap between RSS &

MM-CP-108-B cabinet for MCC631 has shim that makes up the gap, shim is welded to one
cabinet, potential for impact causing relay chatter. Needs to be evaluated
(AR#1818942).
Could not be inspected except single spare breaker cubicle; deferred to future
outage (AR#1799753).

SBK Seismic Walkdown Peer Review Report Rev 00b.docx 11/1/2012
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Table 5-2: Table of Sample Areas from Area Walk-by Checklist (AWC)

.Walkdown T am. Area Walkdown .......... Walkdown Team Observatrion .
(PR.Team)-. Rooml(SWEL 4)

SWE Team #1 RV202 (SWEL-06) SI pump area; RAD sign stanchion noted but adequate weight on

(PR Team A) bottom & secured to grating; demineralized water piping well
supported

TF201 (SWEL-07) RWST tank farm; no issues, SA Tank and non-safety piping adequately
supported

RV104 (SWEL-06) RHR pump area; permanent storage box noted

PB412 (SWEL-08) SW slot area in PAB 25' elevation; SW support observed corroded
beyond surface corrosion. Needs to be evaluated - see AR#.
two FP deluge stations observed, well supported

PB404 (SWEL-OS) PCC pump area in PAB 25' elevation; permanent storage box, interact
with IR-20-C; demineralized water piping well supported

PB411 (SWEL-08) Boric Acid tank area in PAB 25' elevation; waste gas piping identified
(yellow), could be hydrogenated, well supported.

SWE Team #2 CT202 (SWEL-01) Cooling Tower 46' elevation; clean, good cable tray supports, lights
(PR Team B) OK; protected-train stanchions observed acceptable

DG202 (SWEL-02) DG Bldg 21' elevation; large scaffolding assembly, adequately braced
and tagged; overhead crane tied off; FP piping adequately supported

DG102 (SWEL-02) DG Bldg -16' elevation; 1" FP pipe and sprinkler close to hard object
(1.5" separation), should not be a problem. Needs to be evaluated -
see SWC.

CB105 (SWEL-03) Essential SWGR Room; large scaffolding assembly, well constructed
and braced; protected-train stanchions. Needs to be evaluated - see
SWC.

SBK Seismic Walkdown Peer Review Report Rev 00b.docx 11/1/2012
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Attachment 1: Peer Review Checklist

Peer Review Checklist for SWEL

Instructions for Completing Checklist

This peer review checklist may be used to document the review of the Seismic Walkdown

Equipment List (SWEL) in accordance with Section 6: Peer Review. The space below each question

in this checklist should be used to describe any findings identified during the peer review process

and how the SWEL may have changed to address those findings. Additional space is provided at the
end of this checklist for documenting other comments.

1. Were the five safety functions adequately represented in the SWEL 1 selection? YM Nil

Requirement met.

Remarks: No issues identified during peer review. The SWEL development included
various components that support each of the five key safety functions. The functions
include: reactivity control, RCS pressure control, RCS inventory control, decay heat
removal and containment. The linkage between safety function and component is
based on insights from the Seabrook PRA and design basis information and is
demonstrated in the SWEL Selection document.

2. Does SWEL 1 include an appropriate representation of items having the following sample

selection attributes:

a. Various types of systems? YI• NFil

Requirement met.

Remarks: No issues identified during peer review. The SWEL development
specifically included components from various types of systems. Specifically, the
components represent the major front line and support systems that are considered
important from a PRA perspective such as injection, heat removal, cooling water,
ventilation and power systems. Also included are components associated with
spent fuel pool cooling.

b. Major new and replacement equipment? YN NEi

Requirement met.

Remarks: No issues identified during peer review. SWEL development included a
review of new or replacement equipment was performed; this review identified only
one component having recent installation; this being the new DG temperature
control panel DG-CP-907B. Other major components have been replaced over the
years but with like components (example CCW pump motors) and these are
captured in the SWEL.

SBK Seismic Walkdown Peer Review Report Rev 00b.docx 1111/2012
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Peer Review Checklist for SWEL

C. Various types of equipment? YE NLI

Requirement met.

Remarks: No issues identified during the peer review. The SWEL included
components from almost all of the suggested equipment types. The only type of
equipment not explicitly evaluated was the EAH-AC-2 unit (air handler/chiller). This
component was excluded because the anchorage could not be completely verified.
This not withstanding, no issues were identified during the examination. Overall,
the SWEL is comprehensive with regard to examining a variety of different types of
components.

d. Various environments? YZ NEI]

Requirement met.

Remarks: No issues identified during the peer review. SWEL components were
located in many different areas of the plant including containment. Many areas
have roughly the same indoor environment, representative of normal operating
conditions with both operating and standby equipment. These environments are
judged representative of the environments that would be expected during a random
seismic event. Also, normal and accident environments are judged to play a minor
role in the adequacy of seismic anchorage.

e. Equipment enhanced based on the findings of the IPEEE (or equivalent) program? Yo NIl

Requirement met.

Remarks: No issues identified during the peer review. The Seabrook Station
IPEEE was independently reviewed during the peer review to confirm that there
were no seismic design enhancements recommended or implemented as a result
of the external events risk study.

f. Were risk insights considered in the development of SWEL 1? YI• NEil

Requirement met.

Remarks: No issues identified during the peer review. The SWEL was originally
developed from the components list in the Seabrook internal events PRA. This list
specifically identifies risk important components. Based on peer review of the
SWEL, the SWEL is judged to include a good cross section of risk significant and
SC-I components representing the features important to both core damage
mitigation and release mitigation.

SBK Seismic Walkdown Peer Review Report Rev 00b.docx 11/1/2012
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Peer Review Checklist for SWEL

3. For SWEL 2:

a. Were spent fuel pool related items considered, and if applicable included in SWEL 2?

Requirement met.

Remarks: No issues identified during the peer review. Components associated with
spent fuel pool are specifically included in the SWEL 2 walkdown list. The EPRI
screening criteria were also used in the development of the SFP SWEL 2 list and
addressed: seismic category, equipment and system types, sample considerations,
and potential for rapid drain down. The SWEL 2 component list represents a good
sampling of the major SFP components.

b. Was an appropriate justification documented for spent fuel pool related

items not included in SWEL 2?

Requirement met.

Remarks: No issues identified during the peer review. SWEL 2 component
selection process is essentially the same as the SWEL 1 selection process and is
documented in the SWEL selection report.

YO• N E-

YEI NEl

4. Provide any other comments related to the peer review of the SWELs.

Overall, the SWEL I and SWEL 2 component lists are comprehensive and have a reasonable basis
consistent with the ERPI / industry selection process. The walkdown of SWEL 1 and SWEL2 components
will provide a comprehensive indication of the overall seismic health status of all Seabrook Station SC-I
systems/components.

5. Have all peer review comments been adequately addressed in the final SWEL? YN N[]

Peer review comments (editorial in nature) have been incorporated into the SWEL
selection document. This did not result in any changes to the SWEL lists themselves.

Peer Reviewer #:I.:1ý___ Date: it /o0 •o1"2_.

Date: / /•:-

Date: // e_:/4-

Peer Reviewer #2:

(

Peer Reviewer #3:

Tim Cassidy
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