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Ms. Bladey:

Southern Nuclear Operating Company (SNC) hereby submits comments for
consideration by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff.
Specifically, SNC is providing comments on a draft Generic Letter (GL) as noticed
in the Federal Register (Federal Register Vol. 79, No. 47, 13685, dated March 11,
2014; Docket ID NRC-2014-0040). The draft GL would request plant-specific
information related to neutron-absorbing materials in spent fuel pools (SFPs).

Representatives from SNC attended a public meeting on the subject on April, 7,
2014 and are working closely with the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) to address
the proposed GL. SNC endorses the comments provided to the NRC by NEI
letter "Industry Comments on NRC Generic Letter 201 X-XX, "Monitoring of Neutron
Absorbing Materials in Spent Fuel Pools" (Docket ID NRC-2014-0040)," dated May
12, 2014. The attachment to this letter provides additional comments on the draft
GL and the questions in the Federal Register Notice regarding cumulative effects
of regulation.

If you have any questions, please contact Doug McKinney at (205) 992-5982.

Respectfully submitted,

C. R. Pierce
Regulatory Affairs Director
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Enclosure 1 to NL-14-0696
SNC Comments on Docket ID NRC-2014-0040

NRC published for comment a draft Generic Letter (GL) as noticed in the Federal Register
(Federal Register Vol. 79, No. 47, 13685, dated March 11, 2014; Docket ID NRC-2014-0040).
The draft GL is entitled "Monitoring of Neutron-Absorbing Materials in Spent Fuel Pools" and
would request plant-specific information related to neutron-absorbing materials in spent fuel
pools (SFPs).

Southern Nuclear Company (SNC) is working closely with the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) on
this issue and has provided comments to be included with the industry response. NEI letter
"Industry Comments on NRC Generic Letter 201 X-XX, "Monitoring of Neutron Absorbing Materials
in Spent Fuel Pools" (Docket ID NRC-2014-0040)," dated May 12, 2014, provides NRC with
consolidated industry comments on the draft GL and Federal Register Notice (FRN). SNC
endorses the NEI comments and provides the additional comments below. The comments
below specifically address Section III of the FRN, "Cumulative Effects of Regulation." The
specific NRC questions (as numbered in the FRN) and SNC responses are as follows:

FRN Question III.a: In light of any current or projected cumulative effects, does this generic
letter request provide sufficient time for licensees to respond with the information requested,
including any need to develop this information through supporting engineering calculation or
analyses?

SNC Response: No. A 90 day response time is not sufficient, given the depth and breadth of
information requested. Much of the information would be required to be retrieved from archive
vaults and would require careful evaluation for submittal under oath or affirmation to satisfy the
1 OCFR 50.54(f) demand. The projected 120 hour per site burden to licensees (or 200 hour
maximum burden to those licensees that credit more than one type of absorber) underestimates
the effort required to assemble such a submittal by approximately an order of magnitude. The
120 hour per site burden would apply to a licensee that did not credit neutron absorbers in their
SFP criticality analysis.

FRN Question III.b: If a current or projected cumulative effect poses a significant challenge,
what should be done to address it? For example, if more time is required to develop and provide
the information, what period of time is sufficient? Are there equally effective alternatives to
providing the requested information to the NRC that reduce the cumulative effects?

SNC Response: In order to require a response within 90 days, the information request should
be refined to the data that is required and would be reasonably needed to complete the review.
The information requested by the draft GL is a listing of any information related to neutron
absorbers which is very broad in nature. There is no indication of how the data would be used
or analyzed to determine whether the objectives of the draft GL are met. Given the industry
operating experience and available data, the NRC should be able to better define the
information required to determine that neutron absorbers are adequately monitored for the
effects of age related degradation. In any event, a response time of 360 days is more
reasonable.

An alternative to generic correspondence would be an information request, audit, or
inspection of those facilities for which the NRC have identified concerns.
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FRN Question IllI.c: Do other (NRC or other regulatory agency) regulatory actions (e.g.,
Orders, rules, generic letter, bulletins, 50.54(f) requests) influence licensee responses to this
draft generic letter? If so what are they and do you have a suggested approach to reduce the
cumulative effects in light of these other regulatory actions?

SNC Response: See response to FRN Question III.d below.

FRN Question III.d: Are there other projects that licensees are undertaking, plan to undertake,
or should be undertaking that provide greater safety benefit, that might be displaced or delayed
as a result of the expenditure of effort and resources to respond to this generic letter?

SNC Response: Certain licensing actions with a better defined safety benefit may be delayed
by the GL response. SNC maintains a prioritized list of internally approved licensing actions
that would be impacted by the proposed GL. Examples include adoption of Technical
Specification Task Force risk informed initiatives that have been generically reviewed by the
NRC, such as TSTF-505 (risk-informed Technical Specifications), and NFPA-805 (risk-informed
fire protection).

FRN Question III.e: Are there unintended consequences associated with responding to this
generic letter at this time?

SNC Response: The primary unintended consequence of the draft GL is the diversion of utility
resources to gather a voluminous amount of data without a clear idea of how it would be
evaluated. It would be more reasonable to better define the NRC review process and ask for
the information needed to complete the review. If further lines of inquiry are identified, they
could be addressed on a plant specific basis.

FRN Question III.f: Please comment on the NRC's supporting justification for this generic
letter.

SNC Response: SNC does not believe that the draft GL provides sufficient justification for the
breadth of information demanded under 10CFR50.54(f). The information needed to confirm
compliance with the licensing basis should be more narrowly defined in the final GL. SNC does
not believe that 50.54(f) should be invoked to collect a broad set of data without clear safety
implications.

The following comments apply to the draft GL:

Comment 1

Item "(1)" in the PURPOSE section is confusing the way it is punctuated. It should be revised to
read: "... fuel storage, as applicable for NPRs, are

Comment 2

In the Background section (page 2 of 13), it states that the "NRC requires power reactor license
holders to maintain SFP subcriticality in accordance with 1OCFR50.68 ... " This is not
categorically correct. Not all plants have elected to comply with 1OCFR50.68. For some plants,
their licensing basis is 10CFR70.24. The GL should be revised accordingly.
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