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Attention: Document Control Desk
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

LEVY NUCLEAR POWER PLANT, UNITS 1 AND 2
DOCKET NOS. 52-029 AND 52-030
SUPPLEMENT 3 TO RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
REGARDING THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

References: 1. Letter from Douglas Bruner (NRC) to James Scarola (PEF), dated February
24, 2009, "Request for Additional Information Regarding the Environmental
Review of the Combined License Application for the Levy Nuclear Power
Plant, Units 1 and 2"

2. Letter from Garry D. Miller (PEF) to the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission dated March 27, 2009, "Response To Request For Additional
Information Regarding The Environmental Review", Serial NPD-NRC-2009-
042

3. Letter from Garry D. Miller (PEF) to the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission dated June 12, 2009, "Supplement 1 to Response to Request
for Additional Information Regarding the Environmental Review", Serial
NPD-NRC-2009-107

4. Letter from Garry D. Miller (PEF) to the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission dated July 24, 2009, "Supplement 2 to Response to Request
for Additional Information Regarding the Environmental Review", Serial
NPD-NRC-2009-172

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Progress Energy Florida, Inc. (PEF) hereby submits a supplemental response to the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission's (NRC) request for additional information provided in the referenced
letter.

A revised response to four of the NRC questions is provided in the Enclosure 1. Enclosure 1
also identifies changes that will be made in a future revision of the Levy Nuclear Power Plant
Units 1 and 2 Environmental Report. Enclosure 2 provides a list of files included on the
attached CD; these files have been prepared in accordance with NRC electronic submittal
guidance. A pre-flight report is included as Enclosure 3.

If you have any further questions, or need additional information, please contact Bob Kitchen at
(919) 546-6992, or me at (919) 546-6107.

Progress Energy Florida, Inc.

P.O. Box 14042 33733

St. 
Petersburg, 

FL 33733
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on July 29, 2009.

Sincerely,

Garry D. Miller
General Manager
Nuclear Plant Development

Enclosures/Attachment

cc: U.S. NRC Region II, Regional Administrator
Mr. Brian Anderson, U.S. NRC Project Manager

cc (with 3 copies):
Mr. Douglas Bruner, U S Environmental Project Manager
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Levy Nuclear Power Plant Units I and 2
Supplement 3 to Response to Request for Additional Information Regarding the

Environmental Review, dated February 24, 2009
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NRC Letter No.: ER-NRC

NRC Letter Date: February 24, 2009

NRC Review of Environmental Report

NRC RAI #: 9.4.2-1

Text of NRC RAI:

Provide descriptions of: 1. all alternatives for the intake system, 2. how the additional LNP
blowdown discharge may impact operational flexibility of CREC, and 3. how alternative
water treatment systems were considered.

ER Section 9.4.2.1 describes the alternative intake systems for the LNP project. NRC staff
needs the following additional information to have a complete understanding of all
alternatives that PEF considered and the bases for why some alternatives were rejected:

1. Provide a description of all alternatives for the intake system considered for the
proposed LNP facility. Also provide a description of the bases used to reject alternatives
other than the proposed intake system.

2. ER Section 9.4.2.1.1.3 states: "There is the potential that NPDES permit compliance
would be an issue with the blowdown to the CREC discharge canal. The CREC
discharge canal receives discharge from the five CREC generating units, and additional
loading of this system could limit operational flexibility. CREC has implemented helper
cooling towers to meet thermal limits without cutting back on power generation." Provide
a description of how the additional LNP blowdown to the CREC discharge canal may
impact operational flexibility of CREC.

3. Provide a description of alternative water treatment systems considered. Also provide a
description of the bases used to reject alternatives other than the proposed water
treatment system.

PGN RAI ID #: L-0521

PGN Response to NRC RAI:

1. Several potential intake (makeup) water alternatives were identified based on a
preliminary consideration of engineering, regulatory, and environmental factors. In
evaluating these makeup water alternatives, a simple ranking system was employed, the
intent of which was to allow the information associated with each alternative to be
summarized and compared on a relative basis. Some of the factors used in the analysis
involved subjective considerations based on a combination of available information and
best professional judgment.

Key environmental considerations in determining the viability of source water
alternatives were the ability to route a pipeline to the source location, water quantity, the
reliability of future supply, water quality, and environmental impacts. The overall
feasibility of a given makeup water alternative included the consideration of a variety of
factors, including the following:
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" Quantity/Quality - Refers to the availability of water in sufficient quantity and of
sufficient quality to support the proposed project.

* Engineering - Refers to the perceived degree of difficulty in implementing and
constructing a given alternative.

" Natural Resources Impacts - Refers to the perceived potential effect of a given
alternative on the natural environment.

° Regulatory Compliance - Refers to the perceived degree of difficulty in obtaining
required regulatory permits and/or approvals.

* Cost - Evaluates the potential cost of a given alternative.

PEF identified and considered freshwater and saltwater alternatives for the source of
LNP's makeup water, as set forth in Tables 9.4.2-1-001 and 9.4.2-1-002, respectively.
The tables summarize each makeup water alternative evaluated by PEF.

Table 9.4.2-1-001
Summary of Freshwater Makeup Water Alternatives Considered for LNP

Alternative Description

Surficial Aquifer

Upper Floridan Aquifer

Lower Floridan Aquifer

Fresh Surface Water

Generally extends to a depth of 6 to 12 m (20 to 40 ft.) below ground surface (bgs).
The limited size and capacity of the surficial aquifer would not supply sufficient
makeup water to the LNP and therefore was not considered as a viable alternative.

An unconfined or semi-confined aquifer extending from approximately 15 to 182.9 m
(50 to 600 ft.) bgs and probably contains freshwater in the upper 61 to 91 m (200 to
300 ft.) bgs, and the water is expected to be more brackish with depth. This source
is generally reserved for "best public use." The quantity of water needed for make-
up water for the cooling system would be considered extensive. It is unlikely that no
harm to surface water features (wetlands) at the volume required for make-up water
because there is limited or no confinement between aquifers at this location.

Extends from approximately 243 m (800 ft.) to approximately 548 m (1800 ft.) bgs.
At lower depths, the water is veiry brackish and is not generally used for potable
water. Any drawdown in the Lower Floridan Aquifer zones will also affect the Upper
Floridan Aquifer and then the surface water features, as noted above.

The Withlacoochee River and Lake Rousseau are the fresh surface waters within
the LNP site vicinity. The Withlacoochee River is designated as an Outstanding
Florida Water (OFW) and is therefore afforded a high degree of regulatory
protection. The Withlacoochee River Basin Board has made the restoration of Lake
Rousseau and the Lower Withlacoochee River a priority in their Fiscal Year 2006
Basin Priorities Statement.

The OFW designation will afford the Withlacoochee River and Lake Rousseau the
State's highest level of regulatory protection with regard to water quantity, quality,
and natural features. Consequently, while there might be some water available
during high flow, access to this water may be restricted, particularly during low-flow
conditions. Due to concerns over both demonstrated long-term availability and
regulatory restrictions, neither the Withlacoochee River nor Lake Rousseau is
considered to be a reliable long-term source of cooling tower makeup for LNP.
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Table 9.4.2-1-001
Summary of Freshwater Makeup Water Alternatives Considered for LNP

Alternative Description

Reuse Water Generally, treated domestic or industrial wastewater used as an alternative supply to
offset the demand of potable water. Because there is a relatively low population and
little industry in the region, the review identified no sources of reuse water in the
LNP site vicinity sufficient to support LNP requirements. Reuse of municipal
wastewater, if it were available, is consistent with state policy and would be strongly
supported by the regulatory agencies; however, challenges may occur when
considering the concentration and disposal aspects of a reuse water source.
Nutrient concentrations could be a significant issue, depending on the location of the
blowdown discharge.

Table 9.4.2-1-002
Summary of Saltwater Makeup Water Alternatives Considered for LNP

Alternative Description

CFBC near Inglis Lock Makeup water pipeline would draw water from the CWIS located on the CFBC just
below the Inglis Lock, near the upstream end of the CFBC.

Nearshore of A makeup water pipeline would extend into Withlacoochee Bay, within 1.6 km (1 mi.)
Withlacoochee Bay of the shoreline. The specific location and design would be selected to meet

environmental and engineering criteria. The dredged portions of the CFBC extend
into Withlacoochee Bay and beyond.

Offshore of A makeup water pipeline would connect to the CWIS located in coastal waters at a
Withlacoochee Bay distance 4.8 to 8 km (3 to 5 mi.) from the Withlacoochee Bay shore. The specific

location would be selected to meet environmental and engineering criteria. The
dredged portions of the CFBC extend into the Withlacoochee Bay and beyond.

CREC Intake Canal Draw makeup water from the CREC intake canal.

CREC Discharge Canal Draw makeup water from the CREC discharge canal.

A discussion of the freshwater and saltwater makeup source water alternatives is
presented in ER Subsections 9.4.2.1.1.1 and 9.4.2.1.1.2, respectively. In addition, a
detailed evaluation of potential sources of makeup water is presented in the Technical
Memorandum 338884-TMEM-073, Rev. 0, "Environmental Review of Potential Cooling
Tower Makeup Water Sources and Blowdown Alternatives, Levy Nuclear Plant (LNP),
Levy County, Florida" (June 30, 2008). This TM is available in the Progress Energy-
provided Reading Room. The basis for selecting the makeup water alternative is
described in this technical memorandum.

2. The CREC discharge canal is currently permitted for discharge (Crystal River Plant Units
1, 2, and 3-Permit No. FLOO001 59; Crystal River Plant Units 4 and 5-Permit No.
FL0036366). The CREC point of discharge is located at latitude 28058'00'' N, longitude
82041 '40" W. One of the CREC permits will be modified to include the LNP discharge.
CREC Units 4 and 5 cooling towers discharge into a concrete-lined, open channel. This
0.7-mile open channel drains directly into the CREC discharge canal approximately 1.1
miles from the Gulf of Mexico. The LNP discharge pipeline (two 54-inch HDPE pipes, per
the conceptual design) will discharge directly into the CREC discharge canal, just
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downstream of the culverts for Units 4 and 5. A headwall structure will have to be
designed to terminate the LNP pipeline.

The addition of LNP wastewater to the CREC discharge canal is projected to result in
compliance with all regulatory requirements prior to release into the Gulf of Mexico via
the final outfall. The LNP discharge could affect operational flexibility of CREC in the
sense that it consumes a portion of the assimilative capacity of the existing CREC
discharges. There are no outstanding water quality issues with the current CREC, other
than the need to maintain the thermal limit at the point of discharge, which requires
constant monitoring and operator attention.

The cooling water system (CWS) NPDES permit at CREC has the typical CWS limits of
chlorination duration, total residual oxidants, flow, and temperature. The temperature is
monitored at the point of discharge (end of the discharge canal) and is limited to 96.5 0F
as a 3-hour rolling average year round. This rolling average type limit provides the
operators with time to react to high temperatures by either operating helper cooling
towers along the discharge canal or by reducing heat inputs at CREC if the temperature
approaches the limit. The additional LNP flow (5 percent of the total CREC flow at a
cooler temperature) will not significantly affect temperature. The LNP discharge will meet
water quality standards and will comply with the NPDES permit.

The LNP discharges may include, but are not limited to, cooling tower blowdown, liquid
waste, and treated sanitary waste. These discharge streams are typically monitored for
multiple constituents, such as the following:

* Temperature
* Flow
* pH
* Fecal coliform
* Free available chlorine
* Oxidants
* Total residual chlorine
* Total suspended solids
* Hydrazine
* Oil and grease
* Total nickel
* Total manganese
* Total chromium
* Total zinc
* Total copper
* Total nitrogen
* Total phosphorus
* Total mercury
* Total selenium
* Total iron

For wastes discharged to surface waters, PEF must comply with an NPDES permit
issued by the FDEP. The chemicals that will be used will be subject to review and
approval for use by the FDEP. For comparison purposes, the following parameters and
daily limits are included in the CREC NPDES permit (combined for all units) for the most
direct nuclear power plant related surface water discharges:
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* Temperature (CWS only, 96.50 F year round)
* Flow (1,897.9 million gallons per day [mgd], summer maximum)
* Total residual oxidants (CWS only, 0.01 milligram per liter [mg/L] for Units 1, 2, and

3, 0.05 mg/L instantaneous maximum for Units 4 and 5)
• Chlorination duration (CWS only, less than 60 minutes per day typically)
* Biocides (CWS, report only)
* Total suspended solids (low volume wastes [LVW] from nuclear Unit 3, 100 mg/L

maximum and 30 mg/L average)
* Hydrazine (LVW, 0.341 mg/L)
* Hydroquinone (LVW, 0.12 mg/L)
* Oil and grease (LVW, 5 mg/L from final discharge, 20 mg/L maximum)
* Total copper (LVW, 3.7 microgram per liter [pg/L])
* Total iron (LVW, 300 ug/L)
* Total ammonia (LVW, 0.047 mg/L)
* Morpholine (LVW, 1.78 mg/L)
* pH (LVW, 6.5 to 8.5 standard units)
* Spectrus CT1300 (LVW, dosage procedure based limitation)
* Acute whole effluent toxicity (LVW, per Florida protocols)

The CREC is permitted to discharge 1,898 mgd during the summer and 1,613 mgd
during the winter (rounded to nearest mgd). The CREC Unit 3 LVW maximum flow is
43.5 mgd, or 2.7 percent or less of the CWS permitted flow (43.5/1613 = 0.027). By
meeting Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 423 (40 CFR 423) limitations at the
internal LVW outfall, the final concentrations within the discharge canal comply with
applicable water quality regulations. Furthermore, since LNP is only 5 percent or less of
the CREC flow, the addition of its discharge, which also will need to meet applicable 40
CFR 423 limitations at its internal LVW outfalls, will not cause any other water quality
concerns.

The CREC also has additional limits on its ash pond and wastewater pond facilities that
rarely produce surface discharges. The CREC NPDES limitations for these parameters
are listed below (all limits are daily maximum unless otherwise noted):

* Flow (report when discharging)
* pH (6.5 to 8.5 standard units)
* Total suspended solids (100 mg/L maximum and 30 mg/L average)
* Oil and grease (5 mg/L)
* Total arsenic (50 ug/L)
* Total cadmium (9.3 ug/L)
* Total nickel (8.3 ug/L)
* Total chromium(50 ug/L)
* Total zinc (86 ug/L)
• Total copper (3.7 ug/L)
* Total mercury (0.025 ug/L)
* Total selenium (71 ug/L)
* Total lead (8.5 ug/L)
* Total iron (0.3 mg/L)
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Stormwater runoff from the coal pile at CREC also has limitations in the NPDES permit.
These are essentially the same as those listed above for the wastewater ponds. The
only additional parameter is vanadium which is a report only parameter. Stormwater
runoff from Units 4 and 5 plant site is also limited by similar parameter and limits as
those listed for the wastewater pond, except that chromium limit is 673.05 mg/L. The
operators at CREC report that stormwater from the coal pile and Units 4 and 5 rarely
discharges because the storage area can fully retain more than the 10-year 24-hour
rainfall event. Plant site stormwater runoff from Units 1, 2, and 3 is permitted to
discharge into the intake canal but there are no specific NPDES limitations on that flow
stream (report iron concentrations once a month if discharging).

3. A description of the proposed intake water treatment system (cooling water) is provided
in LNP ER Subsection 3.3.2.

Sargent & Lundy performed an engineering evaluation to select water treatment
chemicals for the Circulating Water System (CWS) as well as other systems in support
of a COLA for Levy. In this evaluation, Sargent & Lundy considered various alternatives.
In general, the specific types of treatment chemicals were selected based on an
evaluation of water chemistry and treatment requirements, accepted industry practices,
and relevant industry operating experience with similar waters.

A detailed discussion of the alternatives considered and the rationale for treatment
chemical selection was described in "Evaluation of Oxygen Scavenger, pH Control
Agent, Potable Water Biocide, and Cooling Water Chemicals" (see Attachment 9.4.2-
1A). Evaporation of water from cooling towers leads to an increase in chemical and
solids concentrations in the circulating water, which in turn increases scaling tendencies
of the water. A water treatment system would be required at the LNP to minimize bio-
fouling, prevent or minimize growth of bacteria (especially Legionella, in the case of
cooling towers), and inhibit scale on system heat transfer surfaces. Water treatment will
be required for both influent and effluent water streams. Considering that water sources
for the LNP are nearly the same as those for the CREC, treatment methodologies used
at the CREC should be representative of future requirements at LNP.

The proposed circulating water treatment system provides treated water for the cooling
water system and consists of three phases: makeup treatment, internal circulating water
treatment, and blowdown treatment. Makeup treatment will consist of a biocide injected
into makeup water influent during spring, summer, and fall months to minimize marine
growth and to control fouling on surfaces of the heat exchangers. Treatment will improve
the quality makeup water and will allow increased cycles of concentration in the cooling
tower. Similar to the CREC, an environmental permit to operate this treatment system
will be obtained from the State. For prevention of Legionella, treatment for internal
circulating water components (that is, piping between the new intake structure and
condensers) will include existing power-industry control techniques that consist of
hyperchlorination (chlorine shock) in combination with intermittent chlorination at lower
levels, biocide (for example, bromine), and scale-sludge inhibitor. Blowdown treatment
will depend on water chemistry but is anticipated to include application of an acid,
biocide, and scale inhibitor to control pH, biogrowth, and scaling, respectively.

The detailed design of the intake structure has not been completed at this time. Specific
measures to be employed will be determined by the designer in consultation with PEF
during detailed design. It is expected that measures being used at the CREC will be
used for LNP cooling water intake structure. These CREC measures include:
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* Use of Ameron ABC#3 (or similar) copper-based anti-fouling coating on items such
as pump suction housings and sensor tubes.

* Mechanical scraping and high-pressure washing on a routine basis. (CREC
physically removes the bar racks and mechanically cleans them away from the
intake once per quarter).

* Use of divers to inspect and perform spot cleaning as needed. (CREC conducts
these inspections twice per year.)

" As a bio-deterrent, PEF has been using ClamTrol (Spectrus CT1300) injections into
the intake structure in accordance with the NPDES permit limitations. The CREC

permit allows injection every 21 days for a maximum duration of 18 hours at a
concentration not to exceed 4.5 mg/L. Other facilities that PEF operates in Florida
allow similar injections on a 14-day cycle.

No routine treatment is expected for the discharge structure, because none is used at
CREC currently. The outlet piping is sized large enough that in all cases the small
amount of growth occurring in the discharge piping will have no affect on system
operation.

Sanitary systems installed for pre-construction activities include portable toilets, which
will be supplied and serviced by an off-site vendor. During construction and operation of
the LNP, sanitary system wastes will be treated and disposed of off-site in accordance
with FDEP requirements. Sanitary system discharges as proposed during operations will
be via the blowdown lines to the CREC discharge canal and then to the Gulf of Mexico.
Modifications to any wastewater system at LNP will be addressed with FDEP via their
NPDES permitting authority. Discharges will be controlled in compliance with an
approved NPDES permit for the LNP, which will be issued by FDEP.

Associated LNP COL Application Revisions:

None.

Attachments/Enclosures:

See 001Attachment 9.4.2-1A.pdf.
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NRC Letter No.: ER-NRC

NRC Letter Date: February 24, 2009

NRC Review of Environmental Report

NRC RAI #: 5.2.2-3

Text of NRC RAI:

Discuss implementation of the DWRM2 TMR groundwater model. Discuss the predicted
impacts of groundwater usage at LNP.

ER Section 5.2.2 stated that groundwater would be used for general plant operations. ER
Section 5.2.1.4 stated that groundwater for operations would be obtained from on-site
supply wells shown in ER Figure 4.2-1. During the site audit, the NRC staff became aware
that the location of the supply wells had changed from those shown in ER
Figure 4.2-1 and that PEF were using a groundwater model, DWRM2 TMR, to assess
operational impacts of the groundwater withdrawal. Discuss implementation of the DWRM2
TMR groundwater model that is being used to assess impacts of LNP's groundwater
withdrawals from the Floridan aquifer, including how surface recharge is implemented in the
model and the impact associated with using projected future water use on a county-wide
level (see ER Table 2.3-20) in the assessment. Discuss SWFWMD's process for managing
groundwater resources.

Discuss the predicted impacts of LNP's groundwater usage on 1) the basin- or subbasin-
scale water balance, 2) potentiometric heads within the aquifer, 3) wetlands, 4) discharge to
springs and other surface water bodies, 5) other groundwater users, and 6) the potential for
salt water intrusion.

PGN RAI ID #: L-0522

PGN Response to NRC RAI:

Under Chapter 373, Florida Statutes (F.S.), the Southwest Florida Water Management
District (SWFWMD) regulates the withdrawal of groundwater to ensure that such
withdrawals do not cause harm to the water resources or interference with legal users. The
SWFMWD's regulations ensure that groundwater withdrawals, both individually and
cumulatively, do not cause unacceptable impacts on wetlands and surface waters and do
not result in saline water intrusion. The SWFWMD evaluated the LNP's proposed
groundwater withdrawals against these criteria and concerns.

The SWFWMD developed the District Wide Regulation Model version 2 (DWRM2) and uses
the DWRM2 model to evaluate groundwater behavior on a regional scale. The SWFWMD
also recommended that a number of conditions be placed on the LNP State Certification to
ensure that groundwater withdrawals are monitored and managed over the long term (see
SWFWMD Agency Report in DEP Staff Analysis Report [January 12, 2009]). Finally,
pursuant to section 373.0361, F.S., the SWFWMD conducts water supply planning for this
area by evaluating projected groundwater needs over a 20-year horizon. Additional
discussion of the SWFWMD's process for managing groundwater resources is provided in
LNP ER NRC RAI 5.2.2-2.
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The wellfield modeling was performed using information exported from the SWFWMD's
DWRM2 and is described in Attachment 5.2.2-3A - Technical Memorandum (TM)
338884-TMEM-074, Rev. 1, "Revised Conceptual Wellfield Layout and Evaluation of
Simulated Drawdown Impacts, Levy Nuclear Plant". This TM provides background
information on the DWRM2 model and describes the general modeling procedures. The
groundwater model was developed by using the telescopic mesh refinement (TMR) process
from the DWRM2 regional model. The TMR process was used to refine the model cell sizes
around the proposed wellfield and extract an area from the DWRM2 model centered around
the wellfield. A number of wellfield locations were evaluated to assess potential drawdown
impacts. A wellfield located in the southern part of the LNP property resulted in less
drawdown in the Upper Floridan aquifer and the surficial aquifer system than other locations
considered.

The primary reason for the reduced drawdown in the Upper Floridan aquifer with the
southern wellfield is the assumed higher transmissivity of that area in the TRM model.
Figure 1 - SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model Transmissivity of Layer 4 - Upper
Floridan Aquifer (Attachment 5.2.2-3B) shows that the transmissivity of the Upper Floridan
aquifer varies from 20,184 to 81,809 square feet per day (ft2/day) in the northern two thirds
of the property and up to 144,967 to 241,309 ft2/day in the vicinity of the proposed wellfield
along the southern edge of the property. The assumed higher transmissivity in the area of
the proposed wellfield acts to reduce the magnitude of the cone of depression around the
wells, and subsequently there will be corresponding reductions in water level changes in the
overlying surficial aquifer system. With less drawdown in the surficial aquifer system, any
anticipated impacts to wetland areas would be minimized.

The TM, 338884-TMEM-074, Rev. 1 (Attachment RAI 5.2.2-3A), provides the predictions of
the simulated hydrologic impacts associated with the proposed normal daily withdrawal of
1.58 mgd and 5.8 mgd peak withdrawal of groundwater from the Upper Floridan aquifer, as
stated in ER Subsection 5.2.2.3. No changes to the model parameters were made other
than the following:

" Two springs (Little King and Big King) were added to the model.

" Model cells that used MODFLOW's River (RIV) package to represent wetlands were
changed to variable-head cells (i.e., the River package was not used to represent
wetlands). This change was made based on SWFWMD staff concerns that MODFLOW's
River package could provide an infinite source of water to the model and artificially limit
simulated drawdowns. Model cells that used the RIV package to represent Lake
Rousseau and the Withlacoochee River were not modified.

" The length of model Stress Period 3 was increased to 60 years to represent the
expected operating life of the facility.

The revised wellfield layout is presented as Figure 2 - Raw Water Supply Well Locations
(Attachment 5.2.2-3C). The original wellfield layout that was shown in ER Figure 4.2-1 is
described and illustrated in the TM 338884-TMEM-074, Rev. 1 (Attachment RAI 5.2.2-3A).
The revised layout includes four wells located on the southern portion of the LNP property.
Two wells are located along County Road 40, with two wells located to the north on the east
side of the heavy haul road. Exhibit 3 in the TM 338884-TMEM-074, Rev. 1 (Attachment RAI
5.2.2-3A) depicts the original and revised wellfield layouts.



Enclosure 1 to Serial: NPD-NRC-2009-166
Page 12 of 25

Each well was simulated to pump at a constant rate of 0.395 mgd, for a total withdrawal of
1.58 mgd. The model simulation was run for the proposed 60-year operating life of the
facility. The model includes three stress periods. Stress Period 1 is a steady-state stress
period that represents pre-development conditions; there are no well withdrawals simulated
from the model. Stress Period 2, also steady-state, includes all other users except LNP. It is
intended to provide an assessment of currently permitted impacts. Stress Period 3 is the
predictive phase of the simulation. In the SWFWMD's DWRM2 model, the default period
length is 1 year. For this simulation, the stress period length was increased to 60 years to
represent the expected life of the facility.

The model is constructed with 5 layers, each representing a regional aquifer system within
the DWRM2 model domain. Vertical flow between each layer is represented by a leakance
value in the model. Recharge is applied to the uppermost layer and is calculated as net
recharge. The evapotranspiration (ET) function is not used. The model layers include:

* Layer 1 - Surficial aquifer system
" Layer 2 - Intermediate aquifer or confining bed (not present at the property)
* Layer 3 - Intermediate aquifer or confining bed (not present at the property)
* Layer 4 - Upper Floridan aquifer
" Layer 5 - Lower Floridan aquifer

Each layer in the DWRM2 model has boundary conditions that govern flow into and out of
the layer. The surficial aquifer system is laterally bounded by constant head cells. The
vertical boundary conditions vary in the surficial aquifer system using active, drain, and river
cells to define the movement of water into the surficial aquifer system. The surficial aquifer
system (Layer 1) varies from 30 to 70 feet thick in the TMR model domain. Figure 3 -
SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model Boundary Conditions Layer 1 - Surficial
Aquifer System (Attachment 5.2.2-3D) shows the boundary conditions in the surficial aquifer
system.

Most of the Layer 1 cells in the TMR model domain are drain cells. These cells allow water
to exit the model at a set elevation. Drain cells are used to represent the high water table
and groundwater discharge to land surface such as in wetlands and springs. River cells
function in the same manner as drain cells but also allow water to enter the model if the
simulated water level in the aquifer falls below the head of the river. River cells are used to
represent surface water bodies like Lake Rousseau and the Withlacoochee River.

Layer 2 and 3 represent intermediate aquifers or confining beds in the DWRM2 model. In
other areas of the SWFWMD, additional formations are present between the surficial aquifer
system and Upper Floridan aquifer that function in some areas as confining beds and in
other areas as minor aquifers. The two layers are bounded laterally by constant head
conditions and are active cells as shown in Figure 4 SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater
Model Boundary Conditions Layer 2 - Intermediate 1 (Attachment 5.2.2-3E) and Figure 5
SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model Boundary Conditions Layer 3 - Intermediate
2 (Attachment 5.2.2-3F).

Layer 4 is the Upper Floridan aquifer, which will be used as the source of fresh water in the
wellfield. The Upper Floridan aquifer is bounded by constant head cells and all cells are
active. Figure 6 - SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model Boundary Conditions Layer
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4 - Upper Floridan Aquifer (Attachment 5.2.2-3G) shows the boundary conditions for the
Upper Floridan aquifer.

Layer 5 is the Lower Floridan aquifer. This layer represents the deeper intervals of the
Floridan and in nearly the entire TMR model domain is a no-flow boundary. Lower Floridan
aquifer cells are active only in the northeastern corner of the TMR model. Figure 7 -
SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model Boundary Conditions Layer 5 - Lower
Floridan Aquifer (Attachment 5.2.2-3H) shows the Lower Floridan aquifer and boundary
conditions. This layer is designated no-flow in this area to represent brackish groundwater.

The model parameters of Layer 1 (surficial aquifer system) and Layer 4 (Upper Floridan
aquifer) were of particular interest during model development and review. The surficial
aquifer system receives nearly all of the vertical recharge through rainfall and seepage from
lakes and rivers. Figure 8 - DWRM2 TMR Model Water Budget (Attachment 5.2.2-31) is a
summary of the TMR model Water Budget, with LNP withdrawing 1.58 mgd. The TMR water
budget shows that a significant volume of water enters the surficial aquifer system via
rainfall recharge. It also shows there is an even larger volume of water moving in and out of
the river cells representing Lake Rousseau and the Withlacoochee River.

Figure 9 - SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model Recharge (Attachment 5.2.2-3J)
shows the range of net recharge values in the TMR model domain. Over most of the
property, net recharge ranges from 3.7 to 8.6 inches per year (in/yr). Higher recharge values
occur in the southeastern corner of the property with 8.7 to 19.4 in/yr.

Figure 10 - SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model Hydraulic Conductivity of Surficial
Aquifer (Attachment 5.2.2-3K) is the Layer 1 hydraulic conductivity array in the model. Note
how the hydraulic conductivity is decreasing from northwest to southeast across the
property, with 19 to 20 feet per day (ft/day) in the northwest to 15 to 16 ft/day in the
southeast.

The model simulations of drawdown are presented in the attached TM, 338884-TMEM-074,
Rev. 1 (Attachment RAI 5.2.2-3A). Based on those simulations, the following was
concluded:

" Simulated incremental and cumulative surficial aquifer system and Upper Floridan
aquifer drawdown in the wellfield after 60 years of operation does not exceed 0.5 foot
anywhere in the wellfield except in the immediate vicinity of some wells.

" There are no wetlands with either an incremental or cumulative drawdown of 0.5 foot or
greater within the proposed wellfield's area of influence.

" Under Average Day conditions, the operation of the LNP wellfield was predicted to
decrease the model-simulated surficial and Floridan aquifer discharge into river cells
used to represent rivers and lakes by approximately 1.1 mgd or about 0.9 percent of the
simulated total flux between the Floridan aquifer and river cells in the model.

" The simulated impacts to Lake Rousseau and the lower Withlacoochee River (measured
at the Bypass Canal) of 1.1 mgd are insignificant compared with the 37-year recorded
average daily discharge of 687 mgd through the Bypass Canal.
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* Under Average Day conditions, the operation of the LNP wellfield decreased the
model-simulated discharge from the drain cells representing Big King and Little King
springs by approximately 0.01 mgd or about 0.3 percent of their total simulated flux.

" The operation of LNP's proposed wellfield is not expected to adversely impact adjacent
permitted users of the Floridan aquifer. The model predicts less than 0.2 foot of
additional drawdown at the location of the nearest other Upper Floridan aquifer user
under Average Day conditions. The model simulation for Maximum Week withdrawals
estimates an additional 0.1 to 0.2 foot of drawdown at the nearest Floridan aquifer well.
Wetland impacts are not expected to occur during the short duration (1 week) of the
maximum week withdrawal.

" Operation of the wellfield has a very low potential for causing lateral saltwater intrusion
since the predicted drawdown from the wellfield is less than 0.3 foot beyond the property
boundary. The Floridan aquifer gradient in the vicinity of the wellfield is toward the coast
and the CFBC and remains virtually unchanged from pumping the LNP wellfield.

" The potential exists for vertical migration of saltwater from deeper intervals of the
Floridan aquifer if present at the site. There is no direct information that identifies
brackish water in deeper intervals but it can be expected to occur at some unknown
depth. The potential for upward migration of lower quality water will be managed by
wellfield operations that will rotate the use of the wells so no well is stressed for a long
period of time. Water quality monitoring at the supply and monitoring wells will be
designed to detect changes in water quality.

As shown in Attachment 5.2.2-31 (Model Water Budget), the total inflow and outflow in the
model is about 450 mgd. The model area covers only a small portion of the three-county
area surrounding the property. Attachment 5.2.2-31 contains a summary of the TMR model
Water Budget with LNP withdrawing 1.58 mgd. Each layer of the model is shown with the
total flow into and out of the layer for the horizontal and vertical boundaries. Inflows are
highlighted in blue; outflows are highlighted in yellow. Total inflows are about 450 mgd and
total outflows are 450 mgd. The LNP withdrawal comprises only about 0.4 percent of the
total flux through the model.

Regional water use was summarized in ER Subsection 2.3.2.4.1 for Levy County,
Subsection 2.3.2.4.2 for Citrus County, and Subsection 2.3.2.4.3 for Marion County. The
total groundwater use for the three counties was 59 mgd in 2005 and is projected to be
about 80 mgd in 2025. As shown in Attachment 5.2.2-31, the model groundwater budget,
which includes only a small portion of the area of these three counties, is approximately 450
mgd. This is over 5.5 times the projected water use in these three counties. Therefore, the
LNP withdrawal of 1.58 mgd is insignificant compared with the total model flux and the
regional groundwater resources.

The NRC requested the following additional information during a conference call on April 29,
2009:

* Confirm that the last sentence of the description for Layer 5 is worded correctly. Based
on Figure 7, the northeast corner of the model is designated as an active or constant
head boundary condition, which would be consistent with implementing brackish
groundwater upwelling at this boundary.

" The model uses 2001 data to define withdrawals for adjacent permitted users. The RAI
response provides the projected usage increases for Levy, Citrus, and Marion Counties
(combined) between 2005 and 2025, but it is unclear how these data should be used to
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project increased usage for wells within the TMR model domain. Can either of the
following usage amounts be provided: 1) combined three county usage for 2001; or 2)
well usage within the TMR model domain for 2005?

The SWFWMD's DWRM2 model (Reference RAI 5.2.2-3 01) (used to create the TMR model
submitted with the application) is based on the United States Geological Survey's (USGS's)
groundwater flow model, also known as the "Mega-Model" (Reference RAI 5.2.2-3 02). The
Mega-Model documentation states that:

Because this model is restricted to simulating the movement of freshwater within
aquifers, areas where the intermediate aquifer system (lAS), the upper Floridan
aquifer (UFA), and the lower Floridan aquifer (LFA)... contain water with chloride
concentrations exceeding 5, 000 mg/L are considered inactive, thus minimizing
potential errors introduced by simulating aquifer areas containing water of variable
density....

... The saltwater part of the Floridan aquifer System (FAS) was not included in the
model because the interface is relatively sharp and movement of the interface is
assumed to have little or no effect on simulated heads.... The assumption was made
that a sharp freshwater-saltwater interface occurs laterally and that flow across this
interface is negligible. This sharp interface determined which model areas were
considered active.

Consequently, any portion of the LFA that is active in the TMR model is not considered to be
salt water. For this reason, the statement that portions of Layer 5 are designated no-flow in
the study area to represent brackish groundwater is correct.

Cumulative (permanent plus transient) population projections for the 16 km (10-mile) area
surrounding the facility for the years 2000 through 2080 were compiled in Table 2.1.3-201
and Table 2.1.3-202 of the LNP FSAR. These data were used to interpolate population
estimates for 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 and 2071 through 2079 as shown in Table 1. The 10-
mile radius encompasses the majority of the area covered by the extracted model (See
Attachment 5.2.2-3L (Figure 11 - TMR Model Grid, Adjacent Users, and 10-Mile Buffer). The
rate of population increase was used to specify the pumpage for wells in the TMR model
domain as it is assumed that water demand will increase at the same rate as the population
growth.

The LNP facility is expected to start up in 2018 and operate for 60 years, until 2078. The
population increase between 2001 (the baseline agreed to on the May 14, 2009
teleconference with the NRC); and 2078, is 77,501; a 293 percent growth. Figure 12 -
Simulated Surficial Aquifer and Upper Floridan Aquifer Water Levels, Stress Period 2 (2001
Baseline Conditions) (Attachment 5.2.2-3M) presents the water levels simulated for 2001.
Figure 13 - Simulated SAS and UFA 2078 Water Levels (Attachment 5.2.2-3 N) depicts the
simulated 2078 surficial aquifer system (SAS) and UFA water levels for currently permitted
groundwater users. This figure was prepared by taking the 2001 base pumping model file
and increasing all other groundwater users pumping rates by 293%. As shown, the 2001
and 2078 simulations are nearly identical since the increase in pumping is very small
relative to the total groundwater flux in the model.

Additional figures were requested by the NRC on several teleconference calls. Those
figures include the 2001 and 2078 water level contours discussed above and several figures
contained in the modeling TM 338884-TMEM-074, Rev. 1 (Attachment RAI 5.2.2-3A). The
requested model figures are included separate from the TM for clarity and include:
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Attachment 5.2.2-3 0 (Exhibit 12 Simulated Incremental Drawdown, Maximum-Week
Conditions),

Attachment 5.2.2-3 P (Exhibit 13 Wetland Map with Simulated Incremental Drawdown
Contours in Surficial Aquifer, Revised Wellfield Layout, One Year of Pumping), and

Attachment 5.2.2-3 Q (Exhibit 14 Wetland Map with Simulated Incremental Drawdown
Contours in Surficial Aquifer, Revised Wellfield Layout, 60 Years of Pumping).
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Table I
Population Estimates in a 10-mile Radius of the LNP Site for the Period from 2000

through 2080

Year Cumulative Population

2000 25,793

20011 26,437

20021 27,082

20031 27,726

20041 28,371

2005 29,015

2010 32,526

2015 35,551

2020 38,749

2030 43,885

2040 52,370

2050 62,598

2060 74,906

2070 89,754

20711 91,527

20721 93,300

20731 95,073

20741 96,846

20751 98,620

20761 100,393

20771 102,166

20781 103,939

2079' 105,712

2080 107,485
Notes:
1) Population estimates for these years were interpolated from estimates (5-year intervals) in
FSAR Table 2.1.3-201 and Table 2.1.3-202.
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References:

Reference RAI 5.2.2-3 01

Southwest Florida Water Management District, "Development of the District Wide
Regulation Model for Southwest Florida Water Management District," Brooksville,
FL., 2004.

Reference RAI 5.2.2-3 02

U.S. Geological Survey, "Simulation of Ground-Water Flow in the Intermediate and
Floridan Aquifer Systems in Peninsular Florida," Tallahassee, FL., 2002.

Associated LNP COL Application Revisions:

The correct 2015 population estimate for the 10-mi radius is 35,551 instead of 37,482 as
previously reported in the LNP ER and FSAR. FSAR Table 2.1.3-202 and ER Table 2.5-2
were not revised to match the revisions provided in the calculation, LNG-0000-XOC-001,
Rev. 0, "Calculation of Population Distribution."

FSAR Table 2.1.3-202 and ER Table 2.5-2 will be revised to provide the most recent
population estimates for the year 2015.

The year 2015 data in FSAR Table 2.1.3-202 and ER Table 2.5-2 will be revised from:

2015 Population

Residential Total 18 99 398 2160 2266 19,192 24,133

Cumulative Total
(Residential plus 82 273 676 2702 2993 30,756 37,482
Transient)

to read:

2015 Population

Residential Total 18 99 398 2160 2266 19,192 24,133

Cumulative Total
(Residential plus 82 265 638 2521 2805 29,240 35,551
Transient)

Attachments/Enclosures:

002 Attachment 5.2.2-3A (Technical Memorandum (TM) 338884-TMEM-074, Rev. 1,
"Revised Conceptual Wellfield Layout and Evaluation of Simulated Drawdown Impacts,
Levy Nuclear Plant.")

003 Attachment 5.2.2-3B.pdf (Figure 1 SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model
Transmissivity of Layer 4 - Upper Floridan Aquifer)

* 004 Attachment 5.2.2-3C.pdf (Figure 2 Raw Water Supply Well Locations)
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* 005 Attachment 5.2.2-3D.pdf (Figure 3 SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model
Boundary Conditions Layer 1 - Surficial Aquifer System)

* 006 Attachment 5.2.2-3E.pdf (Figure 4 SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model
Boundary Conditions Layer 2 - Intermediate 1)

* 007 Attachment 5.2.2-3F.pdf (Figure 5 SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model
Boundary Conditions Layer 3 - Intermediate 2)

* 008 Attachment 5.2.2-3G.pdf (Figure 6 SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model
Boundary Conditions Layer 4 - Upper Floridan Aquifer)

0 009 Attachment 5.2.2-3H.pdf (Figure 7 SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model
Boundary Conditions Layer 5 - Lower Floridan Aquifer)

* 010 Attachment 5.2.2-31.pdf (Figure 8 DWRM2 TMR Model Water Budget with LNP
Withdrawing 1.58 mgd)

* 011 Attachment 5.2.2-3J.pdf (Figure 9 SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model
Recharge)

* 012 Attachment 5.2.2-3K.pdf (Figure 10 SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Hydraulic Conductivity
of Surficial Aquifer)

0 013 Attachment 5.2.2-3L.pdf (Figure 11 TMR Model Grid, Adjacent Users, and 10-Mile
Buffer)

* 014 Attachment 5.2.2-3M.pdf (Figure 12 Simulated Surficial Aquifer and Upper Floridan
Aquifer Water Levels, Stress Period 2 (2001 Baseline Conditions)

* 015 Attachment 5.2.2-3N.pdf (Figure 13 Simulated SAS and UFA 2078 Water Levels)

* 016 Attachment 5.2.2-3 O.pdf (Exhibit 12 Simulated Incremental Drawdown, Maximum-
Week Conditions)

* 017 Attachment 5.2.2-3 P.pdf (Exhibit 13 Wetland Map with Simulated Incremental
Drawdown Contours in Surficial Aquifer, Revised Wellfield Layout, One Year of
Pumping)

0 018 Attachment 5.2.2-3Q.pdf (Exhibit 14 Wetland Map with Simulated Incremental
Drawdown Contours in Surficial Aquifer, Revised Wellfield Layout, 60 Years of Pumping)
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NRC Letter No.: ER-NRC

NRC Letter Date: February 24, 2009

NRC Review of Environmental Report

NRC RAI #: 4.4.2-9

Text of NRC RAI:

Quantify projected sales tax revenues.

The ER concludes in Section 4.4.2.2.1 that construction-related sales tax will be less than 1
percent of state sales tax revenue. The ER provides no estimate of sales tax for operations-
related expenditures. To provide input to NRC staff's benefit-cost analysis, quantify the
expected project-related sales tax revenues discussed in ER Sections 4.4.2.2.1 and
5.8.2.2.1 and explain the basis for the figures provided, specifying contributions from in-
migrant worker expenditures and from owner purchase of local materials.

PGN RAI ID #: L-0523

PGN Response to NRC RAI:

This RAI was refined based on a June 23, 2009 teleconference with NRC staff to request
the following clarifications:

1. To explain the sales tax exemptions assumed in the ER, PEF will identify the Florida
statutes that apply to the sale of electricity and that provide a basis for assumption that
electricity for sale is considered to be a tangible personal property item in Florida.

2. PEF will provide a reasonable estimation of sales taxes associated with the operations
phase.

3. PEF will explain how, in estimating property tax associated with operations phase, it
developed a value for the LNP property and how it reduced the value to account for
pollution control equipment. PEF will provide an estimate of the initial property value that
would be used for property tax assessment and an estimate of how the value would
decline over time.

Responses are provided by item number below.

Item 1: The project-related sales tax revenues reflect the assumption that, as stated in ER
Subsection 4.4.2.2.1, "Most of these purchases of equipment and materials will qualify for
Florida's steam production and pollution control sales tax exemption." This means that there
might not be a quantifiable increase in Florida sales tax revenue as a result of the owner's
purchase of local materials. This assumption is based on the following FL Department of
Revenue Technical Assistance Advisements (TAAs) which speak directly to the application
of Florida's sales and use tax to the construction of the LNP, see Attachments 4.4.2-9A,
4.4.2-9B and 4.4.2-9C for the full narrative of these TAAs:

* TAA 90A-001 - Sales and Use, Machinery and equipment used to produce energy,
(1990). Confirms that machinery and equipment purchased for the production of
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electric energy at a nuclear plant is exempt from sales and use tax pursuant to
Section 212.08 (5)(c) Florida Statutes (F.S.).

" TAA 07A-006 - Sales and Use, Taxability of persons and transactions -
Manufacturing, processing, assembling or refining - Production of electrical or steam
energy exemption, (2007). TAA discusses the exemption from Florida sales and use
tax for the purchase of machinery to generate electrical energy and how this
electrical energy is considered tangible personal property produced for sale in
Florida.

" TAA 04A-036 - Sales and Use Tax, Exemption on Equipment for Pollution Control
(2003). Explains the Florida-specific application of 212.051 (1) F. S. that provides for
the exemption of the replacement and installation of pollution control equipment.

Item 2: While PEF does not yet have an updated cost estimate that is sufficiently fine-tuned
to provide a more quantitative estimate of non-exempt purchases related to construction,
PEF staff were able to calculate a reasonable estimate of sales tax receipts during
operations. These calculation details and, a summary of the data and results are provided as
Attachment 4.4.2-9D. PEF collects, remits and pays sales, gross receipts, franchise fees
and municipal taxes on a company wide basis. Levy will be a baseload plant and sales of
electricity generated by Levy will not be tracked to any specific customers. Therefore, the
calculated ratio of taxable sales and non-taxable sales based on 2008 PEF data was
applied to projected production from Levy to estimate the amount of taxable and non-taxable
sales from the operation of one unit. Since two units of equal capacity will be constructed,
these taxable amounts would be doubled to account for the second unit.

To characterize the additional sales tax receipts generated by the in-migrant portion of the
construction workforce, the calculations in ER Subsection 4.4.2.1.2 were revised to reflect
an updated peak construction workforce estimate of 3300 (see LNP ER NRC RAI 4.4.2-3).
This resulted in a total earnings estimate of $119 million during the peak construction year.
Only a portion of these earnings are available as disposable income and not all of the
disposable income would be spent on goods and services in the region. Assuming 25
percent of the $119 million, or about $30 million of the expenditures, is subject to state and
local sales taxes, total sales tax receipts could increase by about $2 million during the peak
construction year and less during the non-peak years. Based on the calculations below,
approximately $0.29 million would go to the counties in rough proportion to the distribution of
the construction workforce, as presented in ER Table 4.4-1.

" $119,000,000 (total earnings estimate) X.25 (assumed % of earnings spent within the
region and, therefore, subject to state and local sales taxes) = $29,750,000, LNP
associated sales taxable earnings.

" $29,750,000 (sales taxable earnings) X.07 (total sales tax for Levy County)=
$2,082,500, LNP associated total sales tax revenue.

" $2,082,500 (additional sales tax revenue) X.14 (11% local sales tax) = $297,500, LNP
associated local sales tax revenue.

" $2,082,500 - $297,500 = $1,785,000, LNP associated State sales tax revenue.

The remaining $1.79 million would go to the State, which would send some of the funds (0.5
percent) back to the local areas (counties and towns/cities) to fund local services. Please
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refer to page 788 of Reference 4.4-009, indicating the 0.5 percent returned to local
governments. For the purposes of the ER, "local area" refers to counties since the analysis
is performed at the county level; however, page 788 of Reference 4.4-009 confirms that this
0.5 percent is returned to both county and city governments. These incremental increases in
sales tax revenue represent a small benefit to the region and the State.

In order to further support the NRC staff's efforts to calculate the property tax revenue
potential from operation of the LNP, the following discussion from the PGN's Tax
Department provides an explanation of how a value for the LNP property was developed
and how it was reduced to account for pollution control equipment.

Most Florida counties determine the value of utility property by valuing the total assets of the
company as one unit or system with an allocation of the unit or system value to the taxable
property located within that county. Apportionment of the unit or system value is generally
based on the percent of taxable cost in the county to total cost in the unit or system.

PEF has estimated the taxable value for the Levy Nuclear Units using the historical cost
approach. PEF's historical cost estimate is based on forecast total operating assets of the
company, less depreciation, plus items such as materials and supplies, fuel stock and
construction work in progress. The forecast value percent is determined by dividing the unit
or system value over the total cost in the unit or system. For example, the value percent was
derived for the forecast taxable years 2016 through 2023 and ranged from 74% to 67%,
respectively. This decline reflects that these assets are depreciating at a rate that is greater
than PEF is adding new system value.

Taxable value was then calculated by applying a forecast average value percent to the cost
of the Levy Nuclear Units reduced for an estimate of the cost of pollution control assets.
PEF estimates pollution control assets to be 25% of the cost of the Levy Nuclear Units
based on the historical cost of pollution control assets at PEF's Crystal River nuclear facility.
In the state of Florida, pollution control assets include equipment that eliminates or reduces
air or water pollution. Examples of equipment that may qualify for exemption are the
containment structures, the containment spray systems, the emergency core cooling
systems, the gaseous waste disposal systems, the emergency power generating systems,
the radiation equipment, cooling tower systems, liquid waste systems and waste water
systems. The salvage value of the pollution control property was then added to the value of
non-pollution control assets to arrive at total taxable value. Florida statutes 193.621(l)
provide that pollution control property is valued at no greater than salvage value and most
counties assume salvage value is equal to 10% of cost. PEF utilized the following formula to
estimate property taxes for LNP:
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Cost of Facility($)

Estimate of Pollution Control Property ($)
X

Average Value Percent based on Historical Cost Approach (%)

Taxable Value Excluding Pollution Control ($)
+

Salvage Value of Pollution Control Property (10% of Cost Estimate) ($)

Total Taxable Value ($)
X

Property Tax Rate (%)

Property Tax ($)

Associated LNP COL Application Revisions:

Revise the first paragraph of ER Subsection 4.4.2.1.2 from:

An estimate of $62 million (45,919 multiplied by 1350) in peak earnings will be
generated from construction. Along with direct earnings, there would be additional
indirect earnings over the construction period through the multiplier effect. The RIMS
II earnings multiplier for the construction sector is 1.57 (Reference 4.4-005).
Therefore, the total earnings would increase by $97.3 million ($62 million multiplied
by 1.57) during the peak construction year. The earnings would be lower in the
nonpeak years.

to:

An estimate of $75.8 million (45,919 multiplied by 1650) in peak earnings will be
generated from construction. Along with direct earnings, there would be additional
induced earnings over the construction period through the multiplier effect. The RIMS
II earnings multiplier for the construction sector is 1.57 (Reference 4.4-005).
Therefore, the total earnings would increase by $119.0 million ($75.8 million
multiplied by 1.57) during the peak construction year. The earnings would be lower in
the non-peak years.

Attachments/Enclosures:

See 019Attachment 4.4.2-9A.pdf, 020Attachment 4.4.2-9B.pdf, 021Attachment 4.4.2-9C.pdf,
and 022Attachment 4.4.2-9D.pdf.
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NRC Letter No.: ER-NRC

NRC Letter Date: February 24, 2009

NRC Review of Environmental Report

NRC RAI #: 4.4.2-1

Text of NRC RAI:

Provide data regarding the availability of construction workers, disaggregated by craft.
ER Section 2.5 provides information about available workers in the construction industry as
a whole. Supplement the data in ER Table 2.5-9 by disaggregating construction workers by
craft, as provided in Bureau of Labor statistics. These data are will enable NRC staff to
estimate how many of the required craft workers would come from outside the region.

PGN RAI ID #: L-0524

PGN Response to NRC RAI:

This RAI response builds on the PGN Response to Information Need SE-7 to enable NRC
staff to estimate how many of the required craft workers would come from outside of the
region and to further support the ER analysis on the origin of the construction workforce for
LNP. To do this, it provides both regional employment information from 2007 from the
Bureau of Labor Statistics (Item A) and historical employment information from 1990, 2000,

and 2005 for the vicinity including Levy, Citrus and Marion Counties from the Census

Bureau's County Economic Census which is released every 5 years (Item B).

Item A: The summary table included with this response is based on the same data as ER

Table 2.5-9: References 2.5-009, 2.5-010, 2.5-011, and 2.5-012 however it supplements ER
Table 2.5-9 by disaggregating construction workers by craft, as provided in Bureau of Labor
statistics' May 2007 National Industry-Specific Occupational Employment and Wage
Estimates. These national industry-specific occupational employment and wage estimates
are calculated with data collected from employers of all sizes, in metropolitan and non-
metropolitan areas for North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) 237000 -
Heavy and Civil Engineering Construction. NAICS 237000 consists of jobs related to:

" NAICS 237100 - Utility System Construction

* NAICS 237200 - Land Subdivision

" NAICS 237300 - Highway, Street, and Bridge Construction

• NAICS 237900 - Other Heavy and Civil Engineering Construction

NAICS 237000, Heavy and Civil Engineering Construction, includes 20 Major Groups, of
which the following were selected to be summarized in Table 4.4.2-1-001 of this RAI and

listed by craft in the attachment (Attachment 4.4.2-1A) as most representative of the trades

that could be directly employed in the construction of the LNP:

* 17-0000 Architecture and Engineering Occupations

• 47-0000 Construction and Extraction Occupations
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* 49-0000 Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations

* 51-0000 Production Occupations

* 53-0000 Transportation and Material Moving Occupations

Table 4.4.2-1-001 summarizes the workforce for all occupations as compared with these five
Major Groups for the Gainesville, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), the Ocala, FL
MSA, the Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL MSA, and the Northeast Florida Non-
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (Non-MSA). Employment for these areas is provided in total to
capture all eight counties with a majority of their land area within the LNP region; Table
4.4.2-1-001 notes which of the LNP counties are within which MSA or Non-MSA. The total
employment was summed to represent the total heavy construction employment in the LNP
region, as well as the percent of workers per MSA and Non-MSA. Attachment 4.4.2-1A
summarizes all occupations (desegregated by craft) for these five Major Groups, the
occupation code (OCC-code), and total employment for each of these MSAs and Non-MSA.

Item B: Attachment 4.4.2-1 B summarizes employment, establishment and payroll data for
Standard Industrial Code 23, Construction, and its subcategories, for Levy, Marion, and
Citrus counties for 1990, 2000, and 2005 from the corresponding U.S. Census Bureau
County Business Patterns (NAICS) for these years.

Associated LNP COL Application Revisions:

None.

Attachments/Enclosures:

See 023 Attachment 4.4.2-1A.pdf and 024 Attachment 4.4.2-1B.pdf.
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Listing of Files Included on CD Provided with NPD-NRC-2009-166

Filename Description

001_Attachment 9.4.2- Evaluation of Oxygen Scavenger, pH Control Agent, Potable
1A.pdf Water Biocide, and Cooling Water Chemicals

002_Attachment 5.2.2-3A Technical Memorandum (TM) 338884-TMEM-074, Rev. 1,
"Revised Conceptual Wellfield Layout and Evaluation of
Simulated Drawdown Impacts, Levy Nuclear Plant."

003_Attachment 5.2.2- Figure 1 SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model
3B.pdf Transmissivity of Layer 4 - Upper Floridan Aquifer

004_Attachment 5.2.2- Figure 2 Raw Water Supply Well Locations
3C.pdf
005_Attachment 5.2.2- Figure 3 SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model Boundary
3D.pdf Conditions Layer 1 - Surficial Aquifer System

006_Attachment 5.2.2- Figure 4 SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model Boundary
3E.pdf Conditions Layer 2 - Intermediate 1

007_Attachment 5.2.2- Figure 5 SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model Boundary
3F.pdf Conditions Layer 3 - Intermediate 2

008_Attachment 5.2.2- Figure 6 SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model Boundary
3G.pdf Conditions Layer 4 - Upper Floridan Aquifer

009_Attachment 5.2.2- Figure 7 SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model Boundary
3H.pdf Conditions Layer 5 - Lower Floridan Aquifer

010_Attachment 5.2.2- Figure 8 DWRM2 TMR Model Water Budget with LNP
31.pdf Withdrawing 1.58 mgd

011_Attachment 5.2.2- Figure 9 SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Groundwater Model Recharge
3J.pdf
012_Attachment 5.2.2- Figure 10 SWFWMD DWRM2 TMR Hydraulic Conductivity of
3K.pdf Surficial Aquifer

013_Attachment 5.2.2- Figure 11 TMR Model Grid, Adjacent Users, and 10-Mile Buffer
3L.pdf
014_Attachment 5.2.2- Figure 12 Simulated Surficial Aquifer and Upper Floridan Aquifer
3M.pdf Water Levels, Stress Period 2 (2001 Baseline Conditions)

015_Attachment 5.2.2- Figure 13 Simulated SAS and UFA 2078 Water Levels
3N. pdf
016 Attachment 5.2.2-3 Exhibit 12 Simulated Incremental Drawdown, Maximum-Week
O.pdf Conditions

017_Attachment 5.2.2-3 Exhibit 13 Wetland Map with Simulated Incremental Drawdown
P.pdf Contours in Surficial Aquifer, Revised Wellfield Layout, One Year

of Pumping
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Filename Description

018_Attachment 5.2.2- Exhibit 14 Wetland Map with Simulated Incremental Drawdown
3Q.pdf Contours in Surficial Aquifer, Revised Wellfield Layout, 60 Years

of Pumping

019_Attachment 4.4.2- TAA 90A-001 - Sales and Use, Machinery and equipment used
9A.pdf to produce energy, (1990).

020_Attachment 4.4.2- TAA 07A-006 - Sales and Use, Taxability of persons and
9B.pdf transactions -Manufacturing, processing, assembling or refining

- Production of electrical or steam energy exemption, (2007)..

021_Attachment 4.4.2- TAA 04A-036 - Sales and Use Tax, Exemption on Equipment for
9C.pdf Pollution Control (2003).

022_Attachment 4.4.2- Calculation details and a summary of the data and results
9D.pdf

023_Attachment 4.4.2- Summarizes all occupations (desegregated by craft) for 5 major
1 A. pdf construction groups

024_Attachment 4.4.2- Summarizes employment, establishment and payroll data for
1B.pdf Standard Industrial Code 23, Construction, and its subcategories,

for Levy, Marion, and Citrus counties for 1990, 2000, and 2005
from the corresponding U.S. Census Bureau County Business
Patterns (NAICS) for these years
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ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION/PREFLIGHT REPORT: LNP ER SUPPLEMENTAL RAI RESPONSES JULY 2009

This table serves as the electronic submission/preflight report for the LNP ER SUPPLEMENTAL RAI RESPONSES JULY 2009 submittal in support of the LNP COLA.
The following files where checked for items related to electronic submission/preflight acceptance. The results of the review are shown below. For files that do not pass

300 PPI INCL•DES'HANDWRITTEN'NOTES;
001 Attac~hment 9.42-IA ndf >15.<50 Y Y Y N FAIL I FONTS ICLEAR AND LEGIBLE

FIRST PAGE SCANNED W]4TH

SIGNATURES (OCR); SIGNATURES
300 PPI AND FIGURES <300 PPI; CLEAR AND

002 Attachment 5.2.2-3A.pdf <15 Y Y Y N FAIL FONTS LEGIBLE.

003 Attachment 5.2.2-3B.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A

004 Attachment 5.2.2-3C.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A

005 Attachment 5.2.2-3D.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A

006 Attachment 5.2.2-3E.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A

007 Attachment 5.2.2-3F.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A

008 Attachment 5.2.2-3G.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A

009 Attachment 5.2.2-3H.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A

010 Attachment 5.2.2-31.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A

011 Attachment 5.2.2-3J.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A

012 Attachment 5.2.2-3K.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A

013 Attachment 5.2.2-3L.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A

014 Attachment 5.2.2-3M.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A

015 Attachment 5.2.2-3N.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A

016 Attachment 5.2.2-30.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A

017 Attachment 5.2.2-3P.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A

018 Attachment 5.2.2-3Q.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A
300 PPI SCANNED WEB DOCUMENT (OCR);

019 Attachment 4.4.2-9A.pdf <15 Y Y Y N FAIL FONTS CLEAR AND LEGIBLE
300 PPI SCANNED WEB DOCUMENT (OCR);

020 Attachment 4.4.2-9B.pdf <15 Y Y Y N FAIL FONTS CLEAR AND LEGIBLE

300 PPI SCANNED WEB DOCUMENT (OCR);
021 Attachment 4.4.2-9C.pdf <15 Y Y Y N FAIL FONTS CLEAR AND LEGIBLE

022 Attachment 4.4.2-9D.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A

023 Attachment 4.4.2-1A.pdf <15 Y Y Y Y PASS N/A N/A

024 Attachment 4.4.2-1 B.pdf <15 Y Y PASS N/A N/A


