
April 8, 2003
MEMORANDUM TO: Marsha Gamberoni, Deputy Director

New Reactor Licensing Project Office
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

FROM: Joseph Colaccino, Senior Project Manager   /RA/
New Reactor Licensing Project Office
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: FEBRUARY 25, 2003, TELEPHONE CONFERENCE CALL SUMMARY 

On Tuesday, February 25, 2003, a telephone conference call was held with Westinghouse
Electric Company (Westinghouse) representatives and Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
staff to discuss NRC Request for Additional Information (RAI) Number 251.021.  Westinghouse
submitted a response to this RAI on November 26, 2002 (ADAMS Accession No.
ML023360097).  A list of call participants is included in Attachment 1.  Attachment 2 contains
NRC staff comments regarding the subject RAI that was sent to Mr. Michael Corletti of
Westinghouse via electronic mail on February 14, 2003.  These comments were used to
facilitate discussions during the telephone conference call.

Following is a brief summary of the discussions regarding the identified RAIs (see comments in
Attachment 2):

RAI 251.021

Westinghouse will review the reactor coolant pump (RCP) flywheel critical flaw size calculations
to ensure that the comparison with the AP600 applies.  The RAI response in this area will be
revised and the design control document (DCD) will also be revised if necessary.

Westinghouse will clarify the RAI response to indicate that the increased energy from the RCP
flywheel postulated fragments will not penetrate the pump casing, i.e., the reactor coolant
pressure boundary.

Westinghouse will revise the RAI response to state that the RCP flywheel enclosure is not a
pressure boundary structure, the Code is being used as guidance in this phase of the design,
and that the plan is to perform a weld analysis when the design of the pump is completed. 
Westinghouse will provide an expanded explanation of why “it is expected that the AP1000
flywheel enclosure weld stresses will also meet the ASME Code limits” during revolutions at
normal and design speeds.  The DCD and WCAP-15994-P will be revised to reflect this
information. 
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Attachment 1

FEBRUARY 25, 2003
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE CALLS SUMMARY

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

Nuclear Regulatory Commission Westinghouse

Joseph Colaccino Mike Corletti
Ted Sullivan Dale Wiseman
Jim Medoff Ed Cummins



Attachment 2

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION STAFF
COMMENTS THAT WERE SENT TO WESTINGHOUSE TO FACILITATE 

DISCUSSIONS OF REQUESTS FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION (RAI) RESPONSES
FOR CALL HELD ON FEBRUARY 25, 2003 

Chapter 5.4.1.3.6.3  Reactor Coolant Pump Flywheel Integrity

251.021

In the AP600 review, RAIs 251.2 through 251.23 pertain to reactor coolant pump (RCP)
flywheel integrity.  In addition, WCAPs-13734 and 13735, “Structural Analysis Summary for the
AP600 Reactor Coolant Pump Flywheel,” were submitted as supplemental information for the
revised response to question 251.11.  Confirm that these responses and the WCAPs are
applicable to the AP1000 application as it pertains to RCP flywheel integrity.  Should aspects of
these responses or reports not be applicable, provide updated information to address the
AP600 RAIs as applicable to the AP1000 RCP flywheel integrity.  (Section 5.4.1)

Note:  AP600 RAIs 251.2 through 251.23 were issued by the NRC on October 1, 1992
(NUDOCS Accession No. 9210090123).  Westinghouse provided its responses to these RAIs in
letters dated January 14  May 24 and May 28, 1993 (NUDOCS Accession Nos. 9301250260,
9306020387, and 9306020220, respectively). 

A comparison of the Westinghouse responses to AP600 RAI 251.3, as given for the
AP1000 and the AP600 designs, indicates that the limiting critical flaw size for the
AP1000 RCP flywheel design is about one-half of the limiting critical flaw size that was
previously reported for the AP600 RCP flywheel design.  However, Westinghouse
Proprietary Class 2 Topical Report WCAP-15994-P, [Joe-provide title of WCAP]
Revision 0, indicates that the critical flaw size for the AP1000 and the AP600 designs
are virtually the same.  This appears as an inconsistency in the design certification.  The
applicant needs to clarify what the actual critical flaw sizes are for both the AP1000 and
the AP600 flywheel designs.

In response to AP600 RAI 251.8, the applicant’s response for the AP1000 flywheel
design is virtually the same as that for the AP600 flywheel design, with the exception
that the response for the AP1000 increases the kinetic energy for flywheel fragments
that could potentially impact the RCP structure from 10 percent of the tensile energy-
absorbing capability in the AP600 RCP structure to 15 percent of the tensile energy-
absorbing capability in the AP1000 RCP structure.  However, there is some confusion in
the wording of the final paragraph of the applicant’s AP1000 response to AP600
RAI 251.8 as to whether potential flywheel fragments will penetrate the flywheel
enclosure or not, and whether they could impact the surrounding RCP structure.  The
staff needs to discuss this with Westinghouse.

In response to AP600 RAIs 251.17 and 251.19, the applicant discusses the relationship
of the structural integrity of the RCP flywheel enclosures to the revolution of the
flywheels at normal and design operating speeds.  In this case, the applicant’s
responses for the AP1000 are virtually the same as the previous AP600 design
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responses to the RAIs.  However, in the AP1000 responses to these AP600 RAIs, the
applicant has a statement that the flywheel impact on the enclosure was assessed for a
postulated rupture of the AP600 flywheel under normal and design revolution speeds
and that the impact on the AP600 enclosure welds was within acceptable American
Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) limits.  The applicant then concludes that
since the AP1000 flywheel design is similar to that for the AP600 flywheels, “it is
expected that the AP1000 flywheel enclosure weld stresses will also meet the ASME
Code limits” during revolutions of the AP1000 flywheel at normal speeds (as addressed
in the AP1000 response to AP600 RAI 251.17) and design speeds (as addressed in the
AP1000 response to AP600 RAI 251.19).  The applicant needs to state whether this is
based solely on engineering judgement or whether the applicant actually did the
corresponding analyses at normal speed and design speed for the AP1000 design.  If it
is based solely on engineering judgement, the staff will have to determine whether
engineering judgement is an acceptable basis for making this determination.  These
structural integrity assessments are critical to the staff’s acceptance that the RCP
flywheel enclosures will preclude the flywheels or portions of them from reaching the
RCP structures following a postulated rupture of the flywheel under normal and design
revolution speeds, as well as for acceptance that ASME Section XI inservice inspections
will not be necessary for the AP 1000 flywheels.
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cc:

Mr. W. Edward Cummins
AP600 and AP1000 Projects
Westinghouse Electric Company
P.O. Box 355
Pittsburgh, PA  15230-0355

Mr. H. A. Sepp
Westinghouse Electric Company
P.O. Box 355
Pittsburgh, PA 15230

Lynn Connor
Doc-Search Associates
2211 SW 1ST Ave - #1502
Portland, OR 97201

Barton Z. Cowan, Esq.
Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC
600 Grant Street 44th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA  15219

Mr. Ed Rodwell, Manager
Advanced Nuclear Plants’ Systems
Electric Power Research Institute
3412 Hillview Avenue
Palo Alto, CA  94304-1395

Charles Brinkman, Director
Washington Operations
Westinghouse Electric Company
12300 Twinbrook Parkway, Suite 330
Rockville, MD 20852

Mr. R. Simard
Nuclear Energy Institute
1776 I Street NW
Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006

Mr. Thomas P. Miller
U.S. Department of Energy
Headquarters - Germantown
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874-1290

Mr. David Lochbaum
Nuclear Safety Engineer
Union of Concerned Scientists
1707 H Street NW, Suite 600
Washington, DC 20006-3919

Mr. Paul Gunter
Nuclear Information & Resource Service
1424 16th Street, NW., Suite 404
Washington, DC  20036

Mr. Tom Clements
6703 Guide Avenue
Takoma Park, MD  20912

Mr.  James Riccio
Greenpeace
702 H Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20001

Mr. James F. Mallay, Director
Regulatory Affairs
FRAMATOME, ANP
3315 Old Forest Road
Lynchburg, VA 24501

Mr. Ed Wallace, General Manager
Project Management
Lake Buena Vista Bldg., 3rd Floor
1267 Gordon Hood Avenue
Centurion 0046
Republic of South Africa
PO Box 9396 Centurion 0046

Mr. Vince Langman
Licensing Manager
Atomic Energy of Canada Limited
2251 Speakman Drive
Mississauga, Ontario
Canada L5K 1B2

Mr. Gary Wright, Manager
Office of Nuclear Facility Safety
Illinois Department of Nuclear Safety
1035 Outer Park Drive
Springfield, IL 62704
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Dr. Gail H. Marcus
U.S. Department of Energy
Room 5A-143
1000 Independence Ave., SW
Washington, DC 20585

Mr. Edwin Lyman
Nuclear Control Institute
1000 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Suite 410
Washington, DC  20036

Mr. Jack W. Roe
SCIENTECH, INC.
910 Clopper Road
Gaithersburg, MD  20878

Patricia Campbell
Winston & Strawn
1400 L Street, NW
Washington, DC  20005

Mr. David Ritter
Research Associate on Nuclear Energy
Public Citizens Critical Mass Energy
  and Environmental Program
215 Pennsylvania Avenue, SE
Washington, DC  20003

Mr. Michael M. Corletti
Passive Plant Projects & Development
AP600 & AP1000 Projects
Westinghouse Electric Company
P. O. Box 355
Pittsburgh, PA 15230-0355


