
Docket No. 100007-EI 
PEF‘s Responses to 

Staffs 9th Set of Interrogatories 
Witness: David Sorrick 

Intermaton # 43 

Referring to page 3, lines 12 - 19: 

a. Please explain what the “vehicle barrier system” (line 17) is and what the 
functions of this system are. 

Please explain how the $1,303,543 vehicle barrier system-related costs are 
derived. 

b. 

c Please explain why a vehicle barrier system is appropriate for recovery 
through the ECRC. 

Answer 

a. The “Vehicle Banier System” is a physical security barrier fence that is required 
by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to prevent unauthorized access to the 
Crystal River Unit 3 controlled area. The Unit 4 and 5 Clean Air Projects 
necessitated a new VBS to accommodate additional truck traffic required for 
delivery of limestone and urea as well as for the removal of gypsum. Based on 
traffic studies performed it was determined that the additional vehicles would 
exceed the capacity of the existing Access Control Point (“ACF”’) which provides 
access to the entire complex and, as such, must meet the nuclear security 
requirements. The resulting Vehicle Barrier System preserves the security access 
requirements mandated for the nuclear plant, while allowing access of the 
aforementioned delivery trucks to the complex without the need for them to enter 
the controlled area. The function of the Vehicle Barrier System is to prevent 
unauthorized access to the Crystal River Unit 3 controlled area. 

The Vehicle Barrier System related costs of $1,303,543 is derived from a Contract b. 
Labor Costs of $1,303,543 which consists of the installation of roughly I 

a 
c. The new VBS is appropriate for recovery through the ECRC because it was 

necessitated by the Crystal River Clean Air Projects and PEF would not have 
incurred the costs for the VBS but for the need to comply with CAIR and related 
environmental regulations. Had it not been for the additional traffic required for 
the Crystal River Clean Air Projects, a new VBS would not have been necessary 
to comply with NRC requirements. 
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e Develop a plan for Gate 70 that all parties can support 
0 Understand impacts + Develop a workable plan 

Accommodate the Flammable/Chemical Storage Room for 
Stores folks 

e Let data drive the solution 
o Develop a plan that doesn’t segregate the site physically 
e Think of lifecycle costs - apply EESY+ to justify the decision 
e Minimize the impact to Scrubber Operations 
e Compliance in the lowest cost option 
e More efficient option than current 
e Better cost alternative + current $1.2M/year operating costs 



e Gate I O  can no longer operate as a 

e Next three years, CRN Fly Ash disposed in 

e Additional $2/ton incremental charge for 

“Construction Gate” 

the Landfill 

hauling CRN Ash through ACP to the Landfill 
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current State 

GATE 10 Operating Costs - $1.2M/yr to operate with- I 
with 24x7 coverage 

a Comparitively, €he Main ACP Operating Cost: $1 .GM/year 
o Main ACP Traffic Flow 

Non Outage Outaae 
Fossil 1 

o Incremental expense for Ash Disposal: $40UK due to Gate 10 

L 
deliveries, confmctorsltrucks 

e Relevant Regulations: 
Nuclear Security 

* MTSA 
NERC-CIP 

4 CFATS 
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4 DOT 
* Rail Security 
* BCI (Tierl) 



Gate I O  originally setup to accommodate EPCR 
Construction Traffic 
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Current State 
Traffic Flow: Clean Air and CY 

e Clean Air : 
+ Limestone in: 25-75 trucks/day 
+ Gypsum out: 100-120 truckslday 

Unit 4&5: Ash 70 truckdday 

Unit 1&2: Ash 30 truckslday 
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o Need movable barriers on east and west side of 
CRN centerline road 

(I, Evaluate cleaning and drainage 
Do we need to pave turn around area 
Impact on fire hydrants 

e Evaluate security of breaker rooms (card access) 
a VBS Options 
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Most efficienthost effective/safest solution . . . considering 
both initial and life-cycle costs + Lowest cost option for 
PEF 
\-ifor limestone/gypsum trafk 
Don't add another ACP - around $6M development and 
installation costs . I. plus the annual operating expenses 

Maintain ERC response time 

--Jfor rail traffc security and any 

Meet all security requirements 

north to south - for fossil -2. 

CR 4 & 5 Ash trucks 1-3 2 

y 
I vehicle gates 
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Net Present Value: 30 year depreciation - $1 341 M 
BIC: 2.0 
Payback by 201 5 
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-North CY Control Room, Gypsum 
Dewatering. Limestone Prepamtion. ... 
-[mestone unloading and storage - and 

Efficiency Impacts maintenance ofthe- 
Operational -Gypsum conveying and stock-out - 

Save SIEton for ash removal ($4OUK Savings 
O&M) 
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Option Analysis I Close Gate I O  option 
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Install barrier ($5K) 
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:I All CRN Ash removal now goes 
through ACP ($2/tons additional 
cost - $800K annually) 

-Limestone unloading and 
storage- and - Gypsum conveying 
and stock-out 

-Gypsum/Limestone 
operations and the Coal Pile 
treatment operations 

Operational 
Efficiency 
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-Limestone unloading and 

r a8h removal (!§4OOK 

predation - $1 285M 

Payback: by 2016 
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Option 2006A 
e Cost neutral with other viable option 
o Allows for flow of materials and personnel 

Protects key assets and - 
o Morale - minimizing the separation between craft 

and equipment 
8 Allows for -of Limestone, Gypsum and 

CRN ash transport 
a, Minimizes traffic impact through main ACP 

Minimizes ash traffic and related housekeeping 

I 
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Develop a plan for Gate -10 that all parties can support 
Understand impacts + Develop a workable plan 
Accommodate the Flammable/Chemical Storage Room for 
Stores folks 
Let data drive the solution 
Develop a plan that doesn't segregate the site physically 
Think of lifecycle costs - apply EESY+ to justify the decision 
Minimize the impact to Scrubber Operations 
Compliance in the lowest cost option 
More efficient option than current 
Better cost alternative -3 current $1.2M/year operating costs 
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e GATE 10 Operating Costs - $I.ZM/yr to operate with- I 
with 24x7 coverage 

o Comparitively, €he Main ACP Operating Cost: $1 .GM/year 
o Main ACP Traffic Flow 

Non Outaae Outaae 
I - Fossil 

deliveries, confractasttmcks 
e Incremental expense for Ash Disposal: $40UK due to Gate I O  
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e Relevant Regulations: 
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Gate I O  originally setup to accommodate EPCR 
Construction Traffic 
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Current 
Traffic Flow: Clean Air and CY 

Clean Air : 
+ Limestone in: 25-75 trucks/day 
+ Gypsum out: 100-120 truckslday 

Unit 4&5: Ash 70 truckdday 

a Unit 1&2: Ash 30 truckdday 
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8 Need movable barriers on east and west side of 
CRN centerline road 

e Evaluate cleaning and drainage 
a Do we need to pave turn around area 

e Evaluate security of breaker rooms (card access) 
e VBS Options 
@ + 2006A: - Impact on fire hydrants 

2006 Original: - 
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Most efkientkost effectivelsafest solution . . . considering 
both initial and life-cycle costs + Lowest cost option for 
PEF 
[-for limestone/gypsum trafic 
Don't add another ACP - around $6M development and 
installation casts . . . plus the annual operating expenses 
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installation Costs 4 I t  I 

I I 
-North CY Control Room, Gypsum 
Dewatering. Limestone Prepamon, ... 
~ I m e s t o r r e  unloading and storage - and 

Efficiency Impacfs maintenance ofthe- 
Operational -Gypsum conveying and stockat - 

O W )  
Save $l/ton for ash removal ($400K Savings 

I I 
Net Present Value: 30 year depreciation - $1.341 M 
BIC: 2.0 
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All CRN Ash removal now goes 
through ACP ($2/tons additional 
cost - $@OK annually) 

-Limestone unloading and 
storage- and - Gypsum conveying Operational 

Effirkncy and Stodt-6ut 
Gypsum/Limestone 

operations and the Coal Pile 
treatment operatlons 
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Option 2006 A I-- 

- Limestone Unloading and 
storage - and - Gypsum conveying and 

Operatfonal 
Effic'ency Save $l/ton for ash removal (MOdK 
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Recommend 

Q Cost neutral with other viable option 
e Allows for flow of materials and personnel 

Protects key assets and - 
o Morale - minimizing the separation between craft 

o Allows for n o o f  Limestone, Gypsum and 

e Minimizes traffic impact through main ACP 
e Minimizes ash traffic and related housekeeping 

and equipment 

CRN ash transport 
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