
August 3, 2005

FROM: Ed Kleeh/RA/

TO: Mary Ann Ashley

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF JULY 20, 2005, MEETING WITH NUCLEAR ENERGY
INSTITUTE TO DISCUSS THE PHASE 1 REPORT; INSPECTION,
TESTS, ANALYSES, AND ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA (ITAAC)
COMPLETION LETTER; AND SAMPLE SCHEDULES FOR THE
CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION PROGRAM INFORMATION
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (CIPIMS)/ITAAC DEMONSTRATION
PROGRAM

On July 20, 2005, Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff from the Inspection Program,
Plant Systems, Reactor Systems, Mechanical and Civil Engineering, and Materials and
Chemical Engineering Branches; the New Reactor Licensing Section; and the Office of the
Nuclear Security and Incident Response (NSIR), Emergency Preparedness Directorate met
with representatives from the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) to discuss specific goals in Phase
1, ITAAC completion letter, and sample schedules for the CIPIMS/ITAAC verification
demonstration program.

This meeting was classified as a Category 2 meeting which provided an opportunity for
members of the public to discuss regulatory issues with the NRC. Attachment 1 is a list of
attendees and Attachment 2 contains the handouts for the meeting.

The first handout in Attachment 2 contains specific goals for the next phase of the CIPIMS
verification demonstration project but the goals were readily agreed upon and there was very
little discussion on that topic. 

The next item on the agenda were the sample ITAAC determination letters for a licensee
informing the NRC that a particular ITAAC had been completed. In the next handouts in
Attachment 2 are a Sample A - Simplified Submittal Case and a Sample B - More Detail
Submittal Case. Both sample letters were for the completion of ITAAC 2.1.3-2.2.c.  Both the
NRC and NEI agreed that there should be a ITAAC determination letter from a licensee to the
NRC for the completion of ITAAC but the crux of this issue were the detail and format of the
information to be contained in the letter. The NRC staff favored Sample B or a letter with even
more detail and the NEI representatives favored Sample A because very little detail was
necessary in the letter. A NEI representative stated that the letter was merely trigger for the
NRC to start their review both of the licensee’s ITAAC documentation at the site and the NRC’s
inspection documentation for the specific ITAAC. 

The NRC staff were concerned with the letter not supplying sufficient direction for the NRC
inspectors and thus increasing regulatory uncertainty in responding to the letter and followup
actions.  The NRC staff felt that the letter should have enough detail so that the NRC would be
able to plan their work, take the appropriate actions with very little uncertainty as to what was
required, and then closeout the ITAAC as quickly as possible.  However NEI representatives
believed that the NRC would already be familiar with the ITAAC since they would have been
doing inspections prior to the letter. The ITAAC determination letter would therefore merely be a
pointer to the well organized, readily available, and complete ITAAC documentation, at a



nuclear plant construction site, which would very quickly communicate to the NRC inspector
what a licensee had done for a particular ITAAC and why the licensee believed that the
particular ITAAC was complete. The NRC agreed that the NRC would have to do the majority of
their inspections at the time the actual construction and testing for the ITAAC was being done in
the field since most of the ITAAC  would not be complete until a licensee was almost ready to
load fuel at a given site. If the NRC delayed in reviewing most ITAAC until they were complete
the demand on NRC resources would exceed their availability and, based on that fact, there
would long delays in closing out the ITAAC. It would be necessary for the NRC to build up an
inspection history for each ITAAC, with the required documentation and supporting evidence
prior to the submittal of the ITAAC determination letters, which would be weighed along with the
ITAAC determination documentation of the licensee to  ensure that an ITAAC was complete. 
Additional NRC inspections may be required during this review period by the NRC in order to
followup on inspections with open items and to evaluate supporting documentation  if it
appeared to be incomplete.

 The NRC staff said that the letter was not the trigger for a licensing action but for the NRC to
make a decision (called an ITAAC determination) to do something i.e., inspection, safety
evaluation, etc. The NEI and industry representatives did not believe that the letter should have
detail for several reasons: (1.) the letter was to be submitted under oath and affirmation, (2.)
any significant level of detail would not be meaningful to the NRC until they visited the site, and
(3.) the real determination documentation was to be located at the site and it would be well
organized, complete,  and readily available.

The first reason given by NEI representatives for not submitting a detailed ITAAC determination
letter was that each ITAAC determination letter was to be submitted under oath and affirmation. 
The basis for submitting an ITAAC determination letter under oath and affirmation is not directly
stated in 10 CFR 52.99, but according to NEI representatives, was derived in various meetings
between the NRC and NEI on the subject of ITAAC.  NEI is  leery of sending in a letter with
detailed information under oath and affirmation since the information may not be complete for
one or more reasons and that would lead to additional legalities with the NRC that NEI and
industry would like to avoid. The NRC staff suggested that possibly the letter itself could be
under oath and affirmation but the attachment, which would list to whatever detail the things
done by the licensee for completion of a certain ITAAC, would not be under that envelope but
still be able to be docketed and available to the public for their review.  The NRC has an action
item to ask OGC whether that is possible and how the NRC could proceed to make that
happen.  Since in either the case the attachment could be a living document and subject to
change even at the time of submittal, there was some discussion on whether the licensee could
state that he believed that everything had been done for the ITAAC rather than stating that he
was actually done. This would allow the licensee the freedom if necessary to submit the letter
under oath and affirmation but stating in the letter that the licensee believed the information was
complete, with an allowance for subsequent modification, not that the  information was actually
complete with no allowance for further edification.  The NRC planned to take this as an action
item to ask OGC whether this was possible within the intent of the regulations for construction
under 10 CFR 52.  In addition, an NEI representative stated that the letter could possibly be
submitted under the envelope of regulation 10 CFR 50.4 which would allow the licensee to not
have to submit the letter under oath and affirmation but just merely comply with the mechanics
of that regulation. 

The second reason stated by the NEI representatives was that the detail contained in a list
attached to the letter would not be readily understood and meaningful to the NRC. Those



documents contained on the list were unknowns and were only meaningful when taking in the
right context with the whole determination documentation on the ITAAC.  However, the NRC
staff believed that such a list could be used not only by NRC management to plan the level of
the NRC’s participation in the closeout of ITAAC but also by the inspectors in the field as a
ready reference to begin their inspection rather than just looking at all the ITAAC
documentation with no way of segregating that information.  The NRC and NEI  had different
views both on the level of detail and the actual purposes for including detail in the ITAAC
determination letters.

The third reason was that NEI representatives continually stressed that the ITAAC
documentation, located at a site, supporting an ITAAC determination letter would be well-
organized, complete, and readily available.  The NRC staff questioned this contention since
based on their experiences in trying to recover information at plant sites that it was difficult to
obtain the correct information without some delays and unfruitful searches in that effort.  The
ITAAC determination letter is a trigger for the NRC to take some action but it is to everyone’s
benefit that whatever efforts that the NRC undertakes that they be as efficient and timely as
possible so as to allow for a quick closeout of all ITAAC.  The NRC does not want its ITAAC
closeout activities to become critical path and wants to  make its interfaces with a licensee as
efficient and as meaningful as possible.  The NEI representatives were willing to take the
position that all information for the closeout of an ITAAC at a plant site would be well-organized,
complete, and readily available while using state of the art information systems since it would
be a priority item for a licensee’s senior management.  The NRC was in ready agreement but
was still in favor of having detail in the ITAAC determination letter in order to make the NRC
inspectors aware of what comprised the ITAAC determination documentation for a given
ITAAC.  The NEI representatives however did state that the ready availability of the information
at the site could decrease as the level of detail that an NRC inspector requested increased.
.   
The next item on the agenda were the ITAAC workstreams in regard to what the ITAAC
determination basis would consist of for a given type of ITAAC. There were seven example
workstreams provided in Attachment 2 and the Westinghouse representative only discussed
four of them RVH1, CVS1, CVS2, and CVS4. 

The first workstream discussed was RVH1 (ITAAC 2.1.3-2.2.c) which dealt with the inspection
of the as-built system for the reactor vessel for an AP1000 reactor. The acceptance criteria for
this ITAAC was that the as-built reactor vessel would comply with Figure 2.1.3-3 which shows
the critical dimensions for the reactor vessel and Table 2.1.3-4 which shows the tolerances on
those dimensions including two other dimensions not shown in the figure because they were the
differences between other measurements.  For these examples, the ITAAC determination basis
was listed in a new column.  The ITAAC determination basis, for this example, would consist of
all the reactor vessel outline and as-built drawings which shows that the ITAAC determination
basis consists of more supporting documentation than the ITAAC acceptance criteria.  The
vendor would order the reactor vessel based on the figure and table indicated.  The NRC staff
questioned the Westinghouse representative as to what would happen in the real world  when
one of the tolerances was exceeded.  The Westinghouse representative indicated that the
dimensions and their tolerances are absolutes and part of the 10 CFR 52 rule and therefore an
exception to that rule would have to be requested.  A deviation report would not be appropriate
because the tolerances can not be changed without an exception to the rule.  The supporting
documentation contained drawings with different numbering systems for the various vendors
but the drawing numbers themselves were only for this demonstration not real drawings for an
actual AP 1000 reactor vessel.



The second workstream discussed was CVS1 (ITAAC 2.3.2-4.2.a) which dealt with the
inspection of as-built components as documented in ASME design reports for a AP 1000 plant.
The acceptance criteria for this ITAAC was that a ASME Code Section III design report exists
for the as built 30 valves identified in Table 2.3.2-1. The ITAAC determination basis, for this
example, would consist of portions of the as-built ASME Code Design Report that applies to the
valves in Table 2.3.2-1. The Westinghouse representative said that the ITAAC determination
basis could include material certifications and deviations, material specifications, welding
reports, etc.  For the licensee’s project engineer to sign off the final stress reports all of the
ITAAC determination basis must be complete with the licensee’s quality assurance (QA)
organization involved from the time the valves were ordered.  The NRC would be involved by
both reviewing the work of the licensee’s QA and performing other inspections.

The third workstream discussed was CVS2 (ITAAC 2.3.2-4.3.b) which dealt with the inspection
of as-built pressure boundary welds on the first six piping lines in Table 2.3.2-2 for CVCS
components in accordance with ASME Code Section III for a AP 1000 plant. The acceptance
criteria for this ITAAC was that a report exists and concludes that the ASME Code Section III
requirements are met for non-destructive (NDE)  examination of the pressure boundary welds.  
The ITAAC determination basis was the NDE portions of the as-built ASME Code Design
Report that apply to the first six items in Table 2.3.2-2.  In this case, it appears that the
acceptance criteria and ITAAC determination basis are fairly similar.  An NEI representative
stated that it would necessary to have smart schedules so as to inform NRC inspectors when
there are portions of ITAAC ready to be inspected.  The NRC staff and NEI agreed that the
licensee and the NRC should communicate early and often for the licensee to be aware of NRC
expectations and for the NRC to be aware of inspection opportunities.  The NRC staff asked
whether the vendor or licensee was overseeing weld inspections overseas for nuclear
components.  The inference was made that there were some process errors that contributed to
faulty welds on some components in the past. The NRC staff stated that NUPIC was involved in
the inspection of welds for components provided by foreign vendors.  However, there was a
concern that NUPIC would only review the outer layer of the welds and not those underneath.

The fourth  workstream discussed was CVS4 (ITAAC 2.3.2-4.8.a.) i)) which dealt with the
testing of the flow rate and output pressure of each CVS makeup pump when aligned to the
reactor coolant system.  The acceptance criteria was that the flow rate of the each makeup
pump should be equal to or greater than 100 gpm.  The ITAAC determination basis was the
pre-operational test report section applicable to CVS makeup pump flow. In this case, the
acceptance criteria is concerned with the actual test where as the ITAAC determination basis
consists of portion of a test report along with excerpts from drawings and procedures. 

An NEI representative stated that NEI agreed with the themes that came out of the workshop
on ITAAC on May 4, 2005 between NEI and the NRC, and that NEI appears to agree with the
NRC’s viewpoints.  However, NEI’s final assessment would really be dependent on NEI’s review
of the actual documentation developed by the NRC for documenting construction inspection
results.
 
A question was posed by an NEI representative on how would the NRC flag a real concern with
the licensee’s implementation of an ITAAC.  The NRC staff replied that the concern would be
labeled an “ITAAC open item” with the concern written up in an inspection report and assigned
its own tracking number.  An NEI representative asked what happens if an inspector is not privy
to all the information and does not know all the details. The staff replied that the NRC is 
considering adopting streamlined reporting for new construction under 10 CFR 52.   One option



being considered will involve the inspector going to a data entry screen in CIPIMS.   This will
link the information to a specific ITAAC and the appropriate data base fields in CIPIMS will
automatically be populated. The information would then be submitted for review and approval of
all aspects, including open items, to NRC management.  An NEI representative also asked
what would the NRC do for general inspection with no relation to an ITAAC.  The staff replied
that inspection would take place under Inspection Manual Chapter 2504 and a specific
inspection procedure will be listed in that manual chapter and be used actually to implement the
specific inspection. A Westinghouse representative stated that the NRC could possibly tie
inspections to a general vendor and the staff was puzzled exactly how that would happen.  An
NEI representative stated that NEI would like to be informed about the process by which the
Commission will make its finding under 10 CFR 52.103 that the acceptance criteria in the
combined operating license for a given plant are met.  The staff replied that the infrastructure
within the NRC, for reviewing and evaluating combined license applications  under 10 CFR 52,
was in the process of being developed but right now the appropriate staff were not in place to
disposition such issues.

The staff stated that inspection manual chapters (IMCs) 2503 and 2504 will be issued together
and that the NRC had not received any of NEI’s comments on IMC 2502.  An NEI
representative stated that NEI wants to review all three manual chapters holistically. The NRC
staff and NEI discussed what was the next step to take in regards to the CIPIMS/ITAAC
demonstration project and agreed that the next meeting would take place sometime in
September 2005. 

Action Items:

1. The NRC has an action item to ask OGC whether it is possible to craft the ITAAC
determination letter so that it is separated from the attachments which contain the detailed
information like drawings and report numbers so that only the letter is submitted under oath and
affirmation.

2.   The NRC has an action item to ask OGC whether it is possible for the licensee to state in
the ITAAC determination letter that the licensee believes that the supporting documentation for
the ITAAC determination is complete rather than declaring that it is actually complete.  
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