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PROJECT NUMBER: 689
SUBJECT: Notice of Availability Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1145, "Combined License Applications for
Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition)." ("DG-1 145") 71 Fed. Reg. 52,826 (Sept. 7, 2006).
[Il
The Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) submits the following comments on the NRC's draft Regulatory Guide
DG- 1145, Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power Plants (L WR Edition) in response to the
subject FederalRegister notice.
The industry commends the NRC staff for its work in developing the 1100-page DG-1 145 in a nine-month
period, including the holding of numerous public meetings seeking public input and comment on the
guidance as it was being developed. These interactions have resulted in a draft that better reflects the
NRC's new Part 52 licensing process.
Sincerely,
Adrian P. Heymer
Senior Director, New Plant Deployment
Nuclear Generation Division
Nuclear Energy Institute
(202) 739-8094
aph @nei.org

The Nuclear Energy Institute ("NEI") is the organization responsible for establishing unified industry policy on matters affecting the
nuclear energy industry, including the regulatory aspects of generic operational and technical issues. NEI's members include all entities
licensed to operate commercial nuclear power plants in the United States, nuclear plant designers, major architect/engineering firms, fuel
fabrication facilities, nuclear materials licensees, and other organizations and individuals involved in the nuclear energy industry.
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recipient, you have received this communication in error, and any review, use, disclosure, copying or distribution of the
contents of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this electronic transmission in error, please
notify the sender immediately by telephone or by electronic mail and permanently delete the original message.
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October 20, 2006
Rules and Directives Branch
Office of Administration
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001
PROJECT NUMBER: 689
SUBJECT: Notice of Availability Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1145, "Combined
License Applications for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition)." ("DG1145") 71 Fed. Reg. 52,826 (Sept. 7, 2006).
The Nuclear Energy Institute1 (NEI) submits the following comments on the NRC's
draft Regulatory Guide DG-1145, Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power
Plants (LWR Edition) in response to the subject FederalRegister notice.
The industry commends the NRC staff for its work in developing the 1100-page DG1145 in a nine-month period, including the holding of numerous public meetings
seeking public input and comment on the guidance as it was being developed. These
interactions have resulted in a draft that better reflects the NRC's new Part 52
licensing process.
The industry recognizes that the September 2006 draft is still a work-in-progress and
the open issues are numerous, as reflected in our detailed comments that are
described in the Enclosure. As a result, it is important that public interactions
continue so that a common understanding is established between the NRC staff and
the industry on what constitutes a complete, practical and quality combined license
application.
Our main comments are:
i) The guidance seeks information for combined license (COL) applications that will
not be available at time of a COL application submittal. In each case, we believe
that alternative information may be provided in the COL application to support
The Nuclear Energy Institute ("NEI") is the organization responsible for establishing unified industry policy on
matters affecting the nuclear energy industry, including the regulatory aspects of generic operational and technical
issues. NEI's members include all entities licensed to operate commercial nuclear power plants in the United States,
nuclear plant designers, major architect/engineering firms, fuel fabrication facilities, nuclear materials licensees, and
other organizations and individuals involved in the nuclear energy industry.
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NRC safety reviews or the information sought may be verified by the staff as part
of design implementation inspections after COL issuance.
2) Part III of the guidance, which assumes a design certification is referenced, seeks
COL application information on matters that have been resolved during the design
certification proceedings. This is contrary to the Part 52 principle of design
certification.finality, which provides that no additional detail is required in COL
applications on the approved standard design. Examples of this are identified in
Comments C.III.1.47-48 in the enclosure.
3) The guidance seeks similar information about off-site AC power sources for both
evolutionary and "passive" plant designs. Passive plants do not rely on off-site AC
power for any safety function, as a result the information required about off-site
power sources should be much less. Comment C.1.8.5.
4) Several sections of draft DG-1145 refer to corresponding Standard Review Plan
(SRP) Sections that are currently being drafted and not available for review at this
time. As such, the industry is unable to provide meaningful comment at this stage.
This comment emphasizes the importance of holding additional public meetings on
DG-1145 and specific SRP sections.
5) Plant-Specific PRA:
a. Large Release Frequency (LRF): The guidance introduces a new PRA metric,
LRF for evaluating changes to the licensing basis during operations. The
development of Reg. Guide 1.174 and the ASME Standard RA-Sb-2005, PRA
InternalEvents, which will be endorsed in Reg. Guide 1.200, has taken many
years. In that period of development, the use of LRF as a metric for
operational decision-making was evaluated. It was rejected in favor of core
damage frequency and large early release frequency. To propose the LRF
metric so shortly after it was rejected for use in operational assessments is
disconcerting.
A more precise and consistent definition of LRF would have to be developed
for use in an operational setting compared with the definitions that were
developed for design certifications. This would require substantial
interaction with the PRA technical community before a common
understanding could be reached on such a definition and how it would be
applied. This would introduce uncertainty at a critical time in the new
licensing process as applicants start on the final drafts of their applications
that will be submitted next year. The guidance should use the same metrics
that are used for existing plants for evaluating changes to the licensing basis
in the operational phase: Large Early Release Frequency, which corresponds
to early health effects, and Core Damage Frequency.
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b. Conditional Containment FailureProbability(CCFP): The draft guidance
proposes the CCFP of 0.1, given a core melt. For advanced designs, whose
calculated internal event core damage frequency is approximately 107 /year,
the CCFP would translate into a containment failure frequency of
approximately 10-s /year. It is impractical and unreasonable to attempt to
design a containment structure to withstand naturally occurring ultra-low
frequency events of this magnitude, for example a one in a 100 million-year
earthquake. Hence, as interpreted by the industry, the proposed CCFP
could not be met. There is a need for further industry-NRC interaction on
developing a practical containment performance metric that could be used in
operational licensing evaluations for designs that have very low core-damage
frequency.
c. COL PRA Information: The guidance should clarify that no additional plantspecific PRA information is required to be included in the COL application
where the design certification PRA bounds the site- and plant-specific
parameters.
6) ITAAC:
a. Section C.11.2 contains numerous examples of incorrect criteria for
establishing ITAAC. The proposed criteria do not meet the well established
criteria for ITAAC described in SRP 14.3 and in Generic Design Control
Documents, Section 14.3. ITAAC are established to verify top-level (Tier 1)
design descriptions and performance standards. Examples of this problem
are in Section C.II.2.2.5 and Section C.II.2, Attachment A, on ITAAC for
Instrumentation and Controls, which-call for ITAAC on "cabinet layout and
wiring" and other second-tier design information.
b. The guidance should not call for additional ITAAC at the COL stage on
matters that were resolved through a referenced design certification. This
would be contrary to the Part 52 design finality principle. At the time of
COL, ITAAC are developed for emergency planning and the site-specific
design, including physical security features, as appropriate, in accordance
with the criteria in SRP Section 14.3. Moreover, whether a design
certification is referenced or not, the lack of complete detailed design
information in a COL application is not a basis for requiring ITAAC.
Applications will contain sufficient information to support required NRC
safety findings, recognizing the NRC staff will have an opportunity later to
verify the design implementation through the Construction Inspection
Program.
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7) DG-1145 contains placeholders in Sections C.II.3 and C.III.3 for guidance on COL
application environmental reports. Attaining a common understanding on
environmental matters, including how Early Site Permit environmental finality•
will be assessed at the time of a COL, is critical for assuring an effective and
efficient licensing proceeding. Also, the benefit and effectiveness of the Early Site
Permit subpart in Part 52 will hinge on how this section will be interpreted by the
industry and NRC staff. The importance of these two sections underscores the
importance of having additional public meetings.
8) NRC rules and DG-1145 guidance for addressing Regulatory Guides, SRPs and
operating experience require an applicant to address the guidance in effect six
months before docket date. However, "six months before docket date" is not a fixed
date known by either the NRC or applicant. The NRC staff has stated that it has
been and will continue to be the NRC practice to implement this requirement as
"six months before application date." DG- 1145 and existing regulations should be
modified to reflect NRC practice and intent going forward. (Comments C.1.1.10
and C.J11. 1.9)
9) Appendix I documents NRC responses to numerous comments raised in connection
with the DG-1145 workshops. In many instances, the NRC staff agreed with the
comment but declined to change or modify the guidance. For example, the NRC staff
response to workshop Comment C.I. 13.1.2.1-1 agreed that a high level organization
chart is sufficient to provide in Section 13.1 of the FSAR. However, the staff declined
to modify Section C.I.13.1, which currently seeks a more detailed organization chart
than COL applicants will have developed at the time of application submittal.
It is vital that DG-1145 document the understandings reached during the workshops
and public comment process. Failure to do so will cause misinterpretations in the
future, unnecessarily prolonging licensing proceedings.
Attachment 1 to the Enclosure provides mark-ups of specific DG-1145 sections
consistent with the comments in Enclosure 1. The specific sections are: C.III.8,
Electric Power; C.I.11, Radioactive Waste Management; C.I.17.6, Description of
Applicant's Program for Implementation of 10 CFR 50.65, the Maintenance Rule; and
C.I.18, Human Factors Engineering.
The industry comments in the enclosure are organized by DG-1145 section and
prioritized high, medium and low (1, 2 or 3). The comments fall into four general
categories ("Basis Codes").
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1) The guidance does not conform with the regulations
2) The guidance seeks information that will not be available at the time of COL
application submittal and is not necessary to support required reasonable
assurance findings
3) The guidance is not consistent with other NRC guidance
4) Clarification is needed
Where a comment is a follow-up to an NRC response provided in Appendix I of DG1145, we have included the NRC's Appendix I comment number for reference.
In the public meetings on September 22 and October 3, 2006, we discussed three steps
for continuing the public engagement.
1. Hold public meetings in December 2006 and, if necessary, in January 2007, to
discuss the disposition of the stakeholder comments and open items.
2. Post a draft final version that reflects the reconciliation of public comments on
the NRC website as soon as possible.
3. Hold a final meeting following issuance of the final regulatory guide to explain
changes made in finalizing the document, including those changes made to
conform the guidance to the final Part 52 rule.
The industry is committed to continue to work with the NRC staff on the development
of guidance for COL applicants. This will assure clarity and a common understanding
of the key elements of the regulatory infrastructure, including DG- 1145, the Standard
Review Plan, Part 52 and related NRC regulations. This is essential for assuring the
development of quality combined license applications and for assuring NRC reviews
are conducted in the most effective and efficient manner.
If there are questions on these comments, please contact Russ Bell at 202-739-8087;
rjb@nei.org or me at 202-739-8094; aph@nei.org.
Sincerely,

Adrian P. Heymer
Enclosure
c:

Mr. David B. Matthews, NRC
Mr. Thomas A. Bergman, NRC
Mr. Eric R. Oesterle, NRC
Document Control Desk

ENCLOSURE 1
INDUSTRY COMMENTS
DG-1145, "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER
PLANTS (LWR EDITION)
PUBLISHED FOR COMMENT SEPTEMBER 7, 2006
The attached Excel Spreadsheet contains detailed comments on the draft
Regulatory Guide, DG-1 145, published September 7, 2006. Comments are
identified by a comment number in the first column that includes the part and
section number from the guide. The second column identifies the specific,
applicable section or paragraph in the guide and the third column identifies the
related NRC I. D. number from Appendix I, where applicable. Column 4 is the
text of the comment that identifies the industry issue.
Columns 5 and 6 give a priority and basis for recommended changes. Priority 1
comments are the most significant and Priority 3 are the least significant. The
Basis Categories are:
Basis Cateqorv
1
2
3
4
5

Description
The guidance does not conform with the regulations
The guidance seeks information that will not be available at
the time of COL application submittal and is not necessary
to support required reasonable assurance findings
The guidance is not consistent with other NRC guidance
Clarification is needed
Other - specify

Column 7 of the table indicates suggested changes to the guidance.
Attachment 1 provides proposed mark-ups of four sections of DG-1 145 that
reinforce the comments in the main body of the enclosure. The four sections are:
1) Section C.I11.8, "Electrical Power"
2) Section C.1.1 1, "Radioactive Waste Management"
3) Section C.1.17.6, "Description of Applicant's Program for Implementation of
10 CFR 50.65, the Maintenance Rule"
4) Section C.1.18, "Human Factors Engineering"

NEI COMMENTS - DG-1 145, "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION)

COMMENT
NO.
Gen 1

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
Various

Gen 1
(continued)

Various

COMMENT
NON-FSAR MATERIAL REQUESTS - The document continues to
identify in the FSAR information requests for material that does not
belong in the FSAR documents. Some of these are listed below, but thi•
should not be considered a comprehensive listing. It should be clear
when "non-FSAR" material is requested, that it can be provided
separately from the FSAR.:
C.I.6.1.1.1, (2) test data & experience
C.I.8.3.1.3, software
C.I.8.3.1.3, e-copy of the model
C.1.10.2.3.3, procedures
C.III.1.10 - 2.3.3, met data
C.III.1.10 - 2.5.2.5, database
C.II1.1.10 - 3.11.3, test results documents
C.II.1.10 - 3.11.4, test results documents
C.IM1.1.10 - 3.11.5, test results documents
C.II1.1.10 - 3.11.6, test results documents C.II1.1.10 - 7.1.1 via C.1.7.1A, Item (7) software design outputs
C.II1.1.10 - 13.1.1.3, resumes
C.II1.1.10 - 13.3.1, copy of referenced E plans and ETE
C.II1.1.10 - 13.3.1, cross-reference to requirements, guidance, other
criteria, etc
C.II1.1.10 - 13.3.1, EPIPs
C.III.5.1.1, item 3, reference documents
C.II1.5.1.1, item 4, implementation docs
C.II1.5.1.1, item 5, confirmation info and output documents.
C.II1.5.1.1, item 6, documents that demonstrate EQ
C.Il1.5.1.1, item 7, demonstration info
C.II1.5.1.1, item 8, demonstration info
C.II1.5.1.1, item 9, reference documents
Each of the C.III items likely has a similar counterpart request in the C.I
section.
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PRIORITY

BASIS

RECOMMENDED WORDING

1

4

Revise as indicated

1

4

see above
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.1.1

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.1

C.1.1.2

C.1.1.1.1

C.1.1.3

C.1.1.1.4

C.1.1.4

C.1.1.1.5

C.1.1.5

C.1.1.1.6.1

C.1.1.6

C.1.1 .1.6.2

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Indicate this as approximate and provided for
information only.

2

4

Replace with "...including the extent (if any) to which
the plant is collocated and/or interfaces with a licensed,
existing nuclear power plant (i.e., within the existing
plant's protected area or exclusion area boundary)."

2

3

Delete section, or at least make two sections consisten

1.

4

Submitting a COL application is not a commitment to
construct a plant. Rather than requesting a schedule
for completion, this section should request a regulatory
commitment for the COL applicant to provide
construction and startup information when the decision
is made to construct a plant.

(1) "guides" is plural but DG-1 145 is the only guide indicated
(2) should indicated conformance with DG-1 145 ensures/obviates need
to address RG-1.70
(3) "DG-1 145" should be replaced with RG number when available

3

4

Consider replacing 1.1.6.1 with "conformance with
format and content guidance of this regulatory guide."

Ambiguous reference to SRP conformance

2

4

Insert "...approved as of six months prior to submittal
date of application" after "(NUREG-0800)"

3

4

Change the word "problems" to "considerations".

2

4

Revise as indicated

COMMENT
Guidance refers to the need to identify net electrical output for rated and
design thermal power. Of what value is this information, and to what
extent is it considered binding as part of the FSAR? The net electrical
output will be influenced by many factors such as house loads that may
not be known at the time of application. Also, what is the relevance of
net "design" output if different from rated output?
The phrase "whether the plant is colocated with existing operating
nuclear power plants" should be clarified as to the parameters of
interest. Does it apply to a new unit outside the protected area for the
existing facility? Outside the exclusion area boundary? Does the unit's
status matter in the definition of "operating"?
These requirements are less detailed than those in C.1.1.1 -while the
value of this information and extent to which it is it considered binding as
part of the FSAR is not clear, the information indicated as required
should at least be consistent.
Absent a clear regulatory basis or relevance of the schedule information
requested here, this requirement should be deleted.

I
C.1.1.7

C.1.1.2

C.1.1.8

C.1.1.8

In the last sentence change the word "problems" to "considerations."
The example given and the context of the paragraph is to highlight
issues needing special attention - these will not necessarily be

RECOMMENDED WORDING

problems.
There are several examples of using a double negative sentence
construction or missing words. Also several sentences are not clear.
Revise the 3rd sentence to read: "By definition, there are no interface
requirements between standard designs and site-specific designs for a
complete facility".
The 4th sentence needs to clarify what "these documents" refers to.
Revise the 5th sentence: Certified design applications should reference
the applicable documents.
The 6th and 7th sentence: COL applicants that reference a certified
design and/or early site permit are the only applicants that will have
interface requirements. COL applicants that do not reference a certified
design will need to submit design information on the new facility.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.1.9.

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.1.9.1

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Revise as indicated

To determine the scope of applicable RGs, SRPs, generic issues and
operating experience to be addressed in the COLA, the staff has stated
that it is their current practice and intent going forward that the standard
applied will be six months prior to the application date, as the applicant
has no control over when the application is docketed. (This comment is
typical of several instances in C.1.1.)
Use of "any" in "of any departures from the guidance contained in the
NRC's regulatory guides," is unduly broad.
Use of "any" in "any differences in design features" is unduly broad

2

4

Acknowledge standard to be applied as a matter of
practice will be guidance in effect "six months prior to
application date." The NRC should initiate a
rulemaking to fix the regulations.

2

4

2

4

Generic Issues. Improvements regarding guidance for the review of
generic issues is noted in C.IV.8 (9/1/06); however, as recognized by thE
Staff, other related sections in C.I and C.1I1.1/2 have not yet been
updated and are, therefore, inconsistent. In addition, guidance in C.IV.8
also requires additional clarification regarding the use of NUREG-0933,
Appendix B. Additional comments are provided on C.IV.8
1. C.l.1.9.3 mentions a listing of generic issues in C.IV.8. Section C.IV.E
no longer contains a listing of generic issues.
2. C.1.1.9.3 indicates: "Those issues that remain open and are
technically relevant to the COL applicant's design should be addressed
in the application. Remaining "open" is not clear in that the cited
proposed Part 52.79(a)(20) is understood to require COLAs to "include"
the resolutions for those issues that, in fact, have NRC approved
resolutions. "Open," therefore, does seem to apply. The Staff should
restrict issues to those for which acceptable resolutions have been
proposed.
3. In general, since guidance should be stated once and then
referenced as needed, it is recommended that detailed guidance
on the scope of generic issue review be included in C.IV.8.
Section C.1.1.9.3 should only provide a summary and reference C.IV.8
for detailed guidance.

2

4

Change to say "...identification and description of
significant departures..."
Change to say "...significant differences in design
features..."
C.1.1.9.3 should be revised as follows:
1. Delete statement that C.IV.8 contains a listing of
generic issues.
2. Clarify NRC guidance to say that the scope of
generic issues to be included in the COLA is restricted
to those issues for which a resolution has been
reached.
3. Provide only summary guidance in Section C.I.1.9.3.
Refer reader to C.IV.8 for more detailed guidance on
generic issues.

COMMENT
C.1.1.9.1 repeats the proposed regulation to provide an assessment of
"regulatory guides" conformance. This guidance could be modified to

RECOMMENDED WORDING

reflect the specific RG Divisions and/or specific RGs expected to be
addressed to comply with this regulation. For example, Division 2,
Research and Test Reactors, would not be applicable; so, we should
eliminate Division 2 assessments since they don't address design or
operation of commercial power reactors. Further, within Division 4, RG
4.2 addresses Environmental Reports and is not an appropriate topic to
be addressed in the FSAR. See also C.I1I.1 - 1.9.1.
C.I.1.10

C.1.1.9

C.1.1.11

C.I.1.9.1

C..11.12

C.1.1.9.2

C.1.1.13

C.1.1.9.3
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.1.14

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.1.9.4.1

C..1.14
(continued)

C.1.1.9.4.1

C.1.1.15

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

Revise C.1.1.9.4 to make it consistent with proposed 10
CFR Part 52 by: 1) eliminating subsection C.1.1.9.4.1;
and 2) adding a statement at the end of C.1.1.9.4
indicating that an applicant may provide the necessary
operating experience information by addressing
international operating experience as an alternative to
addressing generic letters and bulletins.

NRC's own procedures (e.g., LIC-401) require them to factor in
international OE into their own generic OE program; this is implicitly
addressed in our evaluation of the NRC's OE documents. Therefore an
additional requirement for the applicant to evaluate international
operating experience in addition to generic letters / bulletins and should
not be required.
Further, the draft guide requires this information only from some
applicants; those whose design originates or is based on international
design. It is inequitable to impose this additional requirement on
designs of "foreign" heritage, because any assessment of "heritage"
(i.e., the extent to which a domestic design is "based on" a "foreign"
design) is subjective, as is the assessment of applicability of
international OE to any given domestically licensed design. NRC
disposition of the industry's May 30 comment in this regard on the Part
52 rulemaking is pending.

1

1

see above

C.1.1..9.5

The following documents are listed twice:
SECY-91-262
SECY-92-053
SECY-92-092
SECY-93-087
SECY-94-084
SECY-94-302

3

5

Delete redundant entries

C.1.2.1

C.1.2

The last sentence of the first paragraph is ambiguous and requires
clarification in that it states that the "adequacy of site characteristics
need to be addressed from a safety viewpoint. " The plant design and
operation needs to be discussed from a safety viewpoint relative to site
characteristics.

3

4

Clarify statement to indicate that information related to
site characteristics such as frequency, probabilities and
magnitude may be used to bolster statements
pertaining to adequacy of facility design.

C.1.2.2

C.1.2.4.5.1

RG1 .70 calls for the determination of a more severe meteorological win
system than actually recorded.. .based upon meteorological reasoning.
DG1 145 does not refer to the ability to utilize meteorological reasoning
to exclude "incredible" events.

1

4

Request Guidance with respect to limits relative to use
of meteorological reasoning as a basis to support
conclusions.

COMMENT
This section states "Applicants for certified designs or combined
licenses are required to address comparable international operating
experience in accordance with proposed 10 CFR 52.47(a)(19)
[52.47(a)(22) in version released 27 Sep 2006] and 10 CFR
52.79(a)(37), respectively. To the extent that the design (or portions
thereof), for which an applicant seeks a design certification or COL,
originates or is based on international design, the application should
address how international operating experience has contributed to the
design process."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.2.3

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.2.4.12.3
C.1.2.4-1

C.1.2.4

C.1.2.4.12.5
(1)

C.I.2.5

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

4

Requires clarification as to intent. Ifwe are required to
evaluate all pathways then this could be a considerable
effort.

This Section is compliant with the requirements of RG1.70 section
2.4.13.5 with the exception that DG1 145 uses the terminology "Site
Characteristics in lieu of the RG 1.70 terminology "Design Bases"
interchangeably. This is confusing.

2

4

Clarify use of "Site Characteristic
DG1145

C.1.2.4.12.5
(2)e

RG1.70 defines the design basis groundwater level whereas DG1 145
does not.

3

4

Employ RG1.70 definition of groundwater level

C.I.2.6

C.1.2.1.3.1

The subject section calls for current "residential population" to be
indicated on appropriate maps. Census data would generally be used
for this population segment and would likely include not only "residential'
(strictly speaking) but also other persons, such as those in boarding
schools, colleges, universities, etc. A more appropriate and clearer tern
would be "resident population" consistent with the use of "resident" in
Reg. Guide 4.2 and census bureau terminology

1

4

To better align this guidance with Reg. Guide 4.2 and
census bureau terminology, change "residential
population" to "resident population."

C.I.2.7

C.I.2.2.3.1

"Accident category (1)" discusses the consideration of potential missiles
generated by explosions involving hazardous material. Category (1) in

2

4

It is recommended that Section C.I.2.2.3.1 be revised
to clarify explicitly that missile evaluations need not be

COMMENT
This section tends to comply with RG1.70 section 2.4.13.3 in terms of
content requirements. DG1 145 requires conservative analysis be
performed of all groundwater pathways for a liquid effluent release;
RG1.70 requires a conservative analysis of postulated accidental
release of liquid radioactive material at the site. Liquid radioactive
effluent may only be located in specific areas of the plant (holding tanks
or along designated haul paths thereby only warranting an analysis in
the general vicinity of groundwater flow. DG1 145 requires analysis of al
groundwater pathways.

Section C.1.2.2.3.1 could be read to say that an evaluation of missiles
should be considered regardless of the blast over-pressure prediction,
However, per Reg. Guide 1.91, (referenced in Section C.1.2.2.3. 1), "If
the overpressure criteria of Reg. Guide 1.91 is exceeded, the effects of
missiles must be considered." Furthermore, even if the blast
overpressure criteria is not met, it is reasonable that missiles not be
evaluated if the probability of occurrence is shown to be less than 10-7
per year, per C.1.2.2.3.1.
A similar comment would pertain to accident category (2), delayed
detonation of flammable vapor cloud as well.
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is met or if the probability of occurrence of the subject
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.2.8

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.2.3.3

C.1.2.9

C.1.2.3.3

C.1.2.10

C.1.2.5.1.2

C.1.3.1

C.I.3.6.3

C.1.3.2

C.I.3.3

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

4

Revise the subject section to say "provided at the time
of the COL application." And clarify the guidance to
recognize that actual data collection must be concludec
in time to allow for appropriate data review, analysis,
etc.

The industry concurs with the Staff response to comment C.1.2.3.3-1
regarding the COL applicant's providing at least one annual cycle of
meteorological data with the application and subsequent submittal of the
complete 2-year data set when collected. However, the Staff elected no
to reflect this disposition via change in DG-1 145.

2

4

It is anticipated that the subject approach, discussed b
the Staff in response to comment C.1.2.3.3-1, will likely
be often adopted by COL applicants proposing a site
without an active meteorological tower (such as a
green field or site with partial construction). Therefore,
it is recommended that this disposition be explicitly
described as an acceptable alternative in C.1.2.3.3 of
the Guide.

The scale of the maps requested in the subject guidance is far too large
for the needed purpose, the scale requested will require up to 4-6 large
"D" size plates in the COLA FSAR. Reg. Guide 1.165 does not require
such large scale maps. The guide provides the option for smaller scale
maps, as appropriate.

3

1

Revise C.1.2.5.1.2 to say that maps of 1:50,000 or
smaller, as appropriate, should be provided.

Statement of (2)(a) requires to "provide as built drawing(s) of piping
geometry. It is impossible to address this requirement at the time of COL
application,

2

2

Revise as follows: "Provide a general description and
or references to applicable codes and standards to be
used for piping design."

C.1.3.7.1.1.1

Typo: in (1), change "fee" to "free"

3

5

Revise as noted

C.I.3.7.2.1

Although this section and other sections use "Seismic Category I1"as
one of SSCs category of seismic design, the definition is not specified.

2

3

Add definition of "Seismic Category I1".

C.1.3.6.3-5

COMMENT
Section C.1.2.3.3 prescribes the time for which data must be collected
and "provided at docketing." Docketing occurs after submittal and
completion of the Staffs acceptance review. It's assumed that the Staff
intended "application" and not "docketing." Furthermore, as a practical
matter, data collection must conclude well before the application
submittal goal to allow sufficient time for data quality review, analysis,
and development of required FSAR material.

Page 6 of 131

RECOMMENDED WORDING

10/20/06

NEI COMMENTS - DG-1 145, "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION)

COMMENT
NO.
C.I.3.4

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I.3.7.1.1.1,
C.I.3.7.1.1.2,
& C.I.3.7.2.5

C.1.3.5

C.1.3.7.2.13 &
C,. 3.7.3.8

C.I.3.6

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Implement NUREG/CR-6728 recommendations

These two sections address same subject for dams.

3

4

Eliminate either section.

C.I.3.7.4.6

Description of implementation program for the seismic monitoring
program is not a requirement in the existing SRP.

1

2

This program would not be available at the time of COL
application and is not necessary to support COLA.

C.1.3.7

C.1.3.8.4.5

ANSI/AISC N690-1984 is mentioned. Does it mean that only the 1984
edition is acceptable?

3

4

Please clarify.

C.1.3.8

C.1.3.2.1 (3rd
para, 2nd
sentence)

Clarify what sections of Regulatory Guide 1.29 provide
recommendations for Seismic Category I SSCs.

3

4

Add "Positions C.1 and C.3" after Regulatory Guide
1.29 in the second sentence.

C.1.3.9

C.I.3.2.1 (3rd
para, 5th
sentence)

Clarify what sections of Regulatory Guide 1.29 provide
recommendations for non-Seismic Category I SSCs whose failure could
reduce the functioning of a Seismic Category I SSC or could result in
incapacitating injury to control room personnel.

3

4

Add "Positions C.2 and C.4" after Regulatory Guide
1.29 in the fifth sentence.

C.1.3.10

C.1.3.2.2 (3rd
para)

Add Regulatory Guide 1.151 to the 3rd paragraph to be consistent with
the 2nd paragraph.

3

3 -

Add "and Regulatory Guidel.151" to the first and last
sentence.

C.1.3.11

C.1.3.9.6.2

C.1.3.9.6.2 (4) states "and include this information in the technical
specifications."
This level of detail is no longer included in the Improved Technical
Specifications, Section 5.5.

2

4

Delete portion of sentence containing "and include this
information in the technical specifications."

C.1.3.12

C.I.3.9.6.3

C.I.3.9.6.3 (4) states "and include this information in the technical
specifications."
This level of detail is no longer included in the Improved Technical
Specifications, Section 5.5.

2

4

Delete portion of sentence containing "and include this
information in the technical specifications.".

C.l.3.13

C.1.3.2.2

Typographical error. The last sentence should read: "...Regulatory
Guide 1.26 or Regulatory Guide 1.143."

3

5

Add correction.

COMMENT
All these sections have requirements for ground motion time histories to
meet spectrum matching for multiple damping values and to envelop a
target PSD (Power Spectral Density). These requirements are
applicable if site-independent RG 1.60 ground spectra are considered a
design spectra. For COL plants a site-specific SSE ground spectrum
will be developed from a PSHA (Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis)
in accordance with RG 1.165 or equivalent. In a recent NRC-sponsored
study NUREG/CR-6728, Technical Basis for Regulatory Guidance on
Design Ground Motions: Hazard- and Risk-Consistent Ground Motion
Spectra Guidelines, spectrum matching for damping other than 5% and
target PSD enveloping are not required.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.3.14

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I.3.5.1.2

C.1.3.15

C.1.3.5.1.2

C.1.3.16

C.1.3.6.2.1

C.I.3.17

C.1.3.6.2.2

C.1.3.18

C.1.3.6.2.3

C.1.3.19

C.I.3.6.2.5

C.1.3.20

C.1.3.6.6

C.1.3.21

C.1.3.22
C.1.3.23

C.1.3.7.1
C.1.3.7.1.1
C. 1.3.7. 1. 1. 1
C.I.3.7.1.1.2
C.I.3.7.1.2
C.1.3.8.1.3
C.I.3.8.2.3
C.1.3.8.3.3
C. 1.3.8.4.3
C.1.3.8.2.7
C.1.3.8.3.6

C.1.3.24
C.1.3.25

C.1.3.8.4.5
C.I.3.9.2.1

COMMENT
The second sentence reads as follows: "These are the SSCs whose
failure could lead to offsite radiological consequences, or those required
for safe plant shutdown to a cold conditionassuming an additional
single failure." The words in italics are confusing and do not conform
to existing regulation.
The third sentence reads: "Missiles associated with over speed failures
of rotating components..." The types of missiles should be clarified as
_those that are "credible."
The requested information in this provision (i.e. details of the
containment penetrations (etc), the number of pipe breaks, their
locations, the presence of postulated cracks, and rupture orientation) is
not expected to be available for COL and is not necessary to support
COLA.
Other than the design criteria, the requested detailed information for the
guard pipe assemblies is not expected to be available for COL and is no
necessary to support COLA.
The requested information for the analyses results is not expected to be
available for COL and is not necessary to support COLA.
The requested information (i.e. final configurations, locations, and
orientations) is not expected to be available for COL and is not
necessary to support COLA.
The requested information is not expected to be available in its entirety
for COL and is not necessary to support COLA.
Reference is made to the OBE. Designing for an OBE is no longer a
requirement.

Editorial. In first sentence, "Section HI" should read "Section II1."
ANSI N45.2.5 is an inactive national standard. The replacement
reference is to ASME NQA-1.
ANSI/AISC N690-1984 is a superseded edition. Use latest version
The requested information in items (1) to (5) is not expected to be
completely available for COL and is not necessary to support COLA.
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PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

Delete "to a cold condition assuming an additional
single failure" from the end of the second sentence.

1

1

Add "Credible" at the beginning of the third sentence.

1

2

The criteria to be used should be specified in the
application and the detailed information would be
available during plant construction.

1

2

Add provision to make the detailed information
available during construction.

1

2

1

2

Add provision to make the detailed information
available during construction.
Add provision to make the detailed information
available during construction.

1

2

1

1

Add provision to make the detailed information
available during construction.
Remove reference to OBE.

3
2

5
3

Correct "Section HI" to "Section Il".
Change "ANSI N45.2.5" to "ASME.NQA-1."

3
2

4
2

Delete "1984."
Add provision to make the detailed information
available during construction.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.3.26

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.3.9.3.1
C.1I1.1, Sec
3.9.3.1

C.1.3.27

C.I.3.9.3.3

C.1.3.28

C.1.3.9.3.4

C.1.3.29

C.1.3.12.6.1
C.1.3.12.6.9
C.I.3.12.6.12

C.1.3.30

C.1.3.6.3

C.1.3.31

C.1.3.11

C.1.3.32

C.1.3.11.2

C.1.3.6.3-1
C.1.3.6.3-2
C.1.3.6.3-3
C.1.3.6.3-4
C.1.3.6.3-5
C.1.3.6.3-6

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

2

Modify C.1.3.9.3.1 and C.I11.1, Sec.3.9.3.1 to state that
the ASME required design specification and design
report will be prepared according to ASME Code
Section III for Class I components and made available
for NRC audit prior to fuel load.

1

2

Add provision to make the detailed information
available during construction.

1

2

Add provision to make the detailed information
available during construction.

2

4

Add "and AISC N690" whenever the ASME NF
provision is identified.

2

4

Make the indicated modifications.

The reference in the first paragraph to 10CFR50.49 and mechanical
equipment, is not correct. That is because 50.49 does not address
mechanical equipment.

3

1

Remove reference to 10CFR50.49 from this paragraph

The following comments/ observations for this section are:
a. Inclusion of RG 1.30 is incorrect, as this RG pertains to QA
requirements and not to EQ requirements and it is therefore, outside the
scope of EQ.
b. RG 1.151; same as above comment for b), regarding RG 1.30.
c. RG 1.183; same as above comment for a) and b) regarding
requirements of 10CFR50.67 and RG 1.30.

3

1

Remove reference to 10CFR50.67, RG 1.30, RG 1.151
and RG 1.83 from this paragraph.

COMMENT
C.1.3.9.3.1, second paragraph, item (3) seeks a summary of maximum
stress, deformation, and cumulative usage factor values for all ASME
Code Class I components. This information will not be available at the
time of COLA and is not necessary to support COLA. The cumulative
usage factor values will be contained in the ASME required design
report, which requires reconciliation with the as-built configuration.
Consistent with industry's position in NEI 04-01 Rev E, Appendix H, Iten
3-18, the ASME required design specification and design report should
be made available for NRC audit prior to fuel load. This comment also
applies to C.1I1.3.9.3.1.
The requested information in paragraph 2 (i.e. program results,
stresses, deformations, EQ, etc) is not expected to be completely
available for COL and is not necessary to support COLA.
The requested information in the second paragraph (i.e. the results of
the analysis and/or test programs) is not expected to be available for
COL and is not necessary to support COLA.
Piping supports, supplementary steel, and instrumentation supports
traditionally have been in compliance with ASME NF and AISC, with.
jurisdictional boundaries identified in the FSAR. These three sections
should also address AISC N690 Code.
DG-1 145, Appendix I provided response to a number of issues raised
about the content of C.1.3.6.3. The NRC responded that, as a result of
public comments, "Section 3.6.3(1)(a) will be modified", "Section
3.6.3(1 )(b) will be modified", "Section 3.6.3(2)(a) will be modified", and
"Section 3.6.3(2)(c) will be modified". DG-1 145 has not been revised to
incorporate any changes to the above referenced paragraphs.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.3.33

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.3.7.1

C.1.3.33
(continued)

C.1.3.7.1

C.1.3.34

C.1.3.11

C.1.4.1

C.1.4

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

4

Clarify as indicated.

If response spectrum analysis instead of time history analysis is used to
determine building response for design, then site-specific SSE design
ground response spectra at appropriate damping values should be
provided. Section 3.7.1 should clarify that there is a single location or
control point for the SSE free-field ground motion response spectra at
the free ground surface and that location depends on the soil
characteristics at the site. That location, depending on site conditions,
can either be the top of finish grade or an outcrop or hypothetical
outcrop at a location of the top competent material for the site. NUREG0800 provides this clarification.

1

4

see above

This section requires submittal of EQ testing requirements, accident
environments, and milestone schedules that won't be available at the
time the COLA is submitted. The EQ program information requirements

1

3

Revise this section to be consistent with Section
C.1.13.4.

1

1

Revise the text of C.1.4 to refer to the information
required to be submitted as reference, typical or
bounding fuel design information, with final fuel design
information to be supplied by the applicant prior to fuel
loading, rather than at the time of COL application.

COMMENT
Sections 3.7.1 as written reflect pass requirements associated with use
of generic design ground response spectra, e.g., RG 1.60 design grounc
response spectra. There are fundamental differences between generic
SSE design ground response spectra and current methods to develop
site-specific SSE design ground response spectra. Therefore these
sections should be revised to reflect current state-of-the-art practice for
developing site-specific SSE design ground response spectra being
used by COL applications. COL SSE design response spectra are
PSHA based following RG 1.165 or equivalent risk-performance base
methodology. The PSHA and associated methodologies to develop the
site-specific SSE are based on 5 percent damped spectra. The
associated ground motion time histories therefore should only need to
match the 5 percent design ground response spectra. The criteria to
determine the adequacy of a give time history in spectral matching,
adequate energy over the frequency range, component correlation
characteristics, etc. are provided in NUREG/CR-6728.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

are outlined in DG-1145, Section C.1.13.4

C.1.4-2

Given that the reactor vendors are constantly working to improve fuel
and core design (Note INPO's objective of Zero fuel failure by 2010), the
information requested by DG-1 145 is too prescriptive. DG-1 145 should
clearly indicate that the information to be supplied is a-reference or
typical fuel design recognizing the actual fuel and core design will be
developed using fuel and core design methods approved by the NRC fo
the intended application consistent with the Plant license. The actual
fuel and core design may change, thus DG-1 145 should acknowledge
that any changes following a COL application should be consistent with
the current process for refueling current (at the time of fuel loading)
operating plants.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.4.2

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I.4.2.2

C.1.4.3

C.1.4.2.3

COMMENT
Definition of "final (FSAR) design drawing" is unclear.

The bulleted information under the headings "phenomenological models
and "fuel system damage criteria" contain typographical errors.

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

3

5-typo

RECOMMENDED WORDING
Revise the paragraph to read as follows: "Provide a
description and final (FSAR) design drawing of the fuel
rod components, burnable poison rods, fuel
assemblies, and reactivity control assemblies showing
arrangements, dimensions, critical tolerances, sealing
and handling features, methods of support, internal
pressurization, fission gas spaces, burnable poison
content, and internal components."
Under the heading, "Also discuss the following
phenomenological models:"
In the first bullet, change "radical" to "radial;"
In the 13th bullet, change "knudsen" to "Knudsen;"
In the 14th bullet, change "contract" to "contact."
Under the heading, "In addition, provide the following
information," Item (1), "Fuel system damage criteria for
all mechanisms:"
Change "structured" to "structural" in paragraph (a);
Change "commutative" to "cumulative" in paragraph
(b);
Change "production" to "products" in paragraph (d);
Change "maintaining" to "keeping" in paragraph (h),
and also add the word "maintain" between "to" and
"control."
In Item (3) of this heading, paragraph (b), change
"systems" to "system."

C.L.4.4
C.I.5.1

C.1.4.6.3 to
C.I.4.6.5
C.1.5.2.1.1

C.I.5.2

C.I.5.2.1.2

C.I.5.3

C.I.5.2.3.1

Sections are duplicated

3

5-typo

In the fourth line of the paragraph under this section, please clarify why
the component order date of each Class 1 domponent within the RCPB
is required to be part of the COL application. It does not appear to be
relevant information for this stage of the licensing process, nor, if
required, will this information be available at the time the application is
submitted.
The fourth sentence of the paragraph discusses the use of Regulatory
Guide 1.84 to identify those ASME Code Cases that are 'benerally
acceptable" (emphasis added) to the NRC staff. The industry
recognizes that RG 1.84 identifies Code Cases that are acceptable to
the NRC, and that some Code Cases are acceptable only under
conditions identified in RG 1.84. Additional specificity should be added
to avoid ambiguity.
In the last sentence of the paragraph, the requirement to "identify the
final metallurgical condition" of the material placed in service is unclear.
Please clarify what the term, "metallurgical condition," means or else
delete the term.

1

2

Revise the third sentence of the paragraph to state,
"The applicable component code and code edition and
addenda of each Class 1 component within the RCPB,

3

4

Delete the word, "generally," before the word,
"acceptable," in the fourth sentence.
Add, ", including conditions for approval identified in
RG 1.84." at the end of the fifth sentence after "1.84."

2

4

Delete "and final metallurgical condition" from the last
sentence of the paragraph
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I.5.4

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.5.2.3.2(4)

C.1.5.5

C.1.5.2.3.3(1)

C.I.5.6

C.1.5.2.3.3
C.1.5.2.3.4

C.I.5.7

PRIORITY.

BASIS

1

4

2

2

The numbering of the bulleted items in the listed paragraphs is incorrect

3

5

In C.1.5.2.3.3, change (5) to (3)
In C.1.5.2.3.4, change (4) to (2)

C.I.5.2.3.5(1)

The second sentence of the stated section is not correct. It implies that
inservice inspections can demonstrate whether or not a material is
susceptible to PWSCC. ISI cannot demonstrate that a material is
susceptible or not, ISI can only determine if there is in-service
degradation or not. The industry performs inspections of many
components that are susceptible to PWSCC without finding degradation

1

4

Reword the second sentence of C.I.5.2.3.5(1 ) to state,
"Describe test results that demonstrate the nickelbased alloy materials are not susceptible to PWSCC,
and identify the inservice inspections that will be
performed to confirm that PWSCC is not occurring in
the materials."

C.1.5.8

C.I .5.2.3.3
C.I.5.2.3.4
C.I.5.2.3.5
C.1.5.2.4.1
C.1.5.4.7.1
C.I.5.4.7.2

The numbering of the bulleted items in the listed paragraphs should be
re-started from (1)

3

5

Renumber the bulleted items to start with (1)

C.I.5.9

C.I.5.2.4.1 (7)

The industry does not have "exemptions" from Code requirements, but
rather has Relief Requests and alternatives per 10 CFR 50.55a. The
industry also works to Code Cases, as specified in Regulatory Guide
1.147. Please clarify if our understanding is correct and this item can be
deleted.
If this requirement is addressing components that are exempt from the
inspection requirements of Section XI as defined in Section XI (usually
based on size), please clarify and elaborate that this is the intent of this
item.

2

4

Delete the following bulleted item"
Code exemptions. Identify any exemptions from Code
requirements.

COMMENT
The third sentence of the fourth information request requires the
provision of sufficient information on the concentration of chemical
compounds to meet Regulatory Guide 1.36 requirements. This should
be clarified to address the leachable concentrations, since only
leachable ions pose a threat (CI or F) or ameliorating benefit (Na or
Si03) to the promotion of stress-corrosion cracking of austenitic
stainless steel, as described in the Regulatory Guide.
This section identifies the requirement to submit data, test results or
information that may not be available at the time of COL application,
Please clarify what the requirements are for this type of information, and
whether it is required to be provided at the time of COL application or at
a later date, if at all.
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RECOMMENDED WORDING
Add the word, "leachable," before the word,
"concentrations."

I
Add the following at the end of the section as a
separate paragraph, as applicable:
"It is acceptable to submit a general description of the
data, test results, or other information not available at
the time of COL application. When detailed information
required in this section is not available at the time of
submitting the application, the COL applicant should
make a commitment in the application that such
information will be provided at a later date for NRC
review."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.5.10

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I.5.2.4.2

C.I.5.11

C.1.5.3.1.7

C.1.5.12

C.1.5.3.3

C.I.5.13

C.I.5.3.3.2

C.I.5.14

C.I.5.4.2.1 (2)

C.I.5.15

C.1.5.16

PRIORITY
COMMENT
The second sentence of this paragraph appears to duplicate information
on operational programs contained in Section C.I.13.4, but does not
comprehensively define the information that is required to enable the
staff to make a reasonable assurance finding regarding the acceptability
of the program.
Please clarify the requirement to discuss the procedures used to
perform nondestructive evaluations in the second sentence of this bullet
Procedures will not be developed by the time of COL application. Also,
it does not seem to be advisable to submit detailed procedures which
require a FSAR update if a change to the procedure is performed. We
believe that a discussion of the methods and techniques used to perforn
nondestructive evaluations, that will be incorporated in procedures
developed as part of an ITAAC, provides sufficient information for staff
review.
The third sentence of the paragraph in this section states, "Also identify
the reactor vessel designer and manufacturer, and describe their
experience." This requirement does not appear to be appropriate,
Please clarify why this information needs to be supplied.

'BASIS

RECOMMENDED WORDING

1

2

2

4

2

4

Delete the third sentence of the paragraph that reads,
"Also identify the reactor vessel designer and
manufacturer, and describe their experience."

Please clarify what is meant by the words used at the end of the first
sentence, "...improve their properties or quality?" These words appear
to imply that Code-acceptable materials need improvement in order to
be acceptable to NRC.
Detailed information on fracture toughness properties may not be
available at the time of COL

2

4

Delete the phrase, "to improve their properties or
quality."

2

4

Revise the second and third sentences of this section
to read: "Provide sufficient information on materials for
Class 1 components to show how compliance with the
requirements of Article NB-2300 and Appendix G to
Section III of the ASME Code will be verified. For
Class 2 materials, provide sufficient information to
show how compliance with the requirements of Article
NC-2300 of Section IIIof the Code will be verified."

C.I.5.4.6
C.I.5.4.7

These sections start with a general statement concerning the descriptior
of the pre-operational test programs. Section C.I.5.4 is supposed to
identify component and subsystem design. Requirements for
descriptions of pre-operational test programs for a subset of systems in
C.1.5.4 appear to beout of place and better covered in C.1.14.

2

4

Delete the lead-in paragraphs describing preoperational test program descriptions underneath the
subsections in C.1.5.4.6 and C.1.5.4.7.

C.I.5.4.7.2

The last paragraph in C.1.5.4.7.2 states, "(for example, in a BWR, the
RCIC condensing mode)". The RCIC condensing mode in a BWR is not
a current design. For instance, the current BWR, i.e. ABWR, does not
have such an outdated system. Therefore, the above description should
be deleted.

3

3

Revise the paragraph to read as follows: "Provide a
mode diagram showing temperatures, pressures, and
flow rates for each mode of RHR operation.
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Revise the second sentence of the paragraph under
C.1.5.2.4.2 to read, "The preservice inspection program
is an operational program as identified in C.1.13.4 of
this guide, and should be fully described as defined in
SECY-05-197."
Delete the word "procedures" after "nondestructive
evaluation" in the second sentence, and substitute the
word "techniques."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.6.1

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.6

C.I.6.2

C.1.6

C.I.6.3

C.1.6

C.I.6.4

C.I.6.1.3.3.3
(e)(3)

C.1.6.5

C.1.6.1.1.2(1)

C.1.6.6

C.I.6.2.1.1

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

3

Omit this statement from Chapter 6, but address the
use of §50.69 in Section 3.2 of the FSAR. 10 CFR
50.69 is currently not mentioned in C.1.3.

Lead-in info to C.1.6 states "Generic design control documents (DCDs)
typically address the equipment and materials used to manufacture the
components in the engineered safety feature (ESF) system. If
applicable, this information may be incorporated by reference."
Workshop discussions have led the Industry to believe that the Staff
interprets Part 52 to require that the COLA include the DCD information,
not "incorporate by reference."

2

3

Be consistent with Staff interpretation of 10 CFR Part
52.

The 3rd paragraph, 2nd sentence, reads in part, "...to serve as ESFs
systems."
Section states "Operating experience has indicated that certain nickelchromium-iron alloys (e.g., Alloy 690 and Alloy 182) are susceptible to
primary water stress corrosion cracking (PWSCC) attributable to
corrosion. Alloy 690 has improved stress corrosion cracking resistance
in comparison to Alloy 600..."

3

3

2

3

ESF should be singular, not plural. Change to, "...to
serve as ESF systems."
Re-word to state "Operating experience has indicated
that certain nickel-chromium-iron alloys (e.g., Alloy 600
and Alloy 182)"

The first sentence of the paragraph discusses the control of the pH of
ESF coolants.
Traditional PWRs drain water to the refueling canal and during
recirculation post accident the SI pumps draw from the sump to continue
cooling and depressurizing containment. Not all next generation

3

3

2

4

3

4

COMMENT
The C.1.6 lead-in information states "The applicant should state its
intentions with regard to adopting risk-informed categorization, and
treating structures, systems, and components in accordance with Title
10, Section 50.69, of the Code of FederalRegulations(10 CFR 50.69)."
Generally,this should be done once in Section 3.2, not in the various
sections of the FSAR discussing the SSCs

RECOMMENDED WORDING

Change "coolants" to "fluids," to be consistent with the
rest of the chapter.
Remove discussion relating to the refueling canal or
make the discussion more general.

designs have a traditional sump. Discussion of the refueling canal may
be misleading. The discussion in DG-1 145 should be revised to make it
more generic.
C.1.6.7

C.I.6.2.1.4

This section contains the statement "Consider smaller break areas of
steam line breaks starting with the double-ended rupture, until no liquid
entrainment is calculated to occur." The approved AREVA
methodology does not include this verbiage. This is typical of the
Westinghouse approach and shouldn't be part of DG 1145 because it is
a vendor specific approach. AREVA runs a spectrum of break sizes,
but if the results of the analysis are trending toward lower containment
pressure we don't continue to reduce the break size. For certain break
size liquid entrainment may occur. The discussion in DG-1 145 should
be revised to make it more generic.
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Revise the discussion to state "Consider smaller break
areas of steam line breaks starting with thedoubleended rupture"
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.6.8

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.6.2.1.2,
item (3)(g)
C.I.6.2.1.3,2nd
Item (1)
C.I.6.2.1.4,
item (1)
C.I.6.2.1.5,
item (1)

C.1.6.9

C.I.6.2.2

C.1.6.10

C.I.6.2.2.2

C.1.6.11

C.1.6.2.2.3

C.I.6.12

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

3

Change the mass units of measure from Ibm to Ibm for
the mass release rate and enthalpy of mass released ir
C.I.6.2.1.2, item (3)(g), for the mass release rate in
C.I.6.2.1.3, 2 n, item (1), for the mass flow rate in
C.1.6.2.1.4, item (1), and for the mass release rate and
enthalpy of mass released in C.1.6.2.1.5, item (1)

Section C.1.6.2.2 only includes fan coolers, sprays and passive systems
to remove heat from the reactor containment for PWRs. The US EPR
uses the passive heat structures and the Residual Heat Removal (RHR)
Hx to remove energy from the In-Containment Refueling Water Storage
Tank (IRWST) which is similar to a BWR removing energy from the
suppression pool. The discussion in DG-1 145 should be revised to
make it more generic.

3

4

The section should be written to include the energy
removal from the IRWST for more than just BWR
designs.

§C.1.6.2.2.2 states "Compare the design of the recirculation intake
structures to the positions in RG 1.82, Revision 3, "Sumps for
Emergency Core Cooling and Containment Spray Systems."' This is no
the correct title for this RG.
C.1.6.2.2.3 refers to RG 1.83 for analysis of NPSH for recirculation
pumps, but the title identified is that of RG 1.82. The reference should
be RG 1.82. RG 1.83 is titled "Inservice Inspection of Pressurized
Water Reactor Steam Generator Tubes." Also, correct the "Surfaces" in
the title to "Sources"

3

4

3

4

C.1.6.2.2.4

C.I.6.2.2.4 requests "Provide the results of tests performed, as well as a
detailed updated testing and inspection program." Delete this statement
on the same basis as indicated in comments C.1.6.2.3.4-1, C.1.6.2.4.4-1,
C.1.6.2.5.4-1, and C.1.6.4.5-1, and agreed to in the responses to the
comments.

2

2

"Compare the design of the recirculation intake
structures to the positions in RG 1.82, Revision 3,
"Water Sources for Long-Term Recirculation Cooling
Followingj a Loss-of-Coolant Accident."'
"Provide analyses of the net positive suction head
(NPSH) available to the recirculation pumps, in
accordance with the recommendations of RG 1.82,
Revision 3, "Water Sources for Long-Term
Recirculation Cooling Following a Loss-of-Coolant
Accident.""
Delete "Provide the results of tests performed, as well
as a detailed updated testing and inspection program."

C.1.6.13

C.1.6.3.1

C.1.6.3.1 states "Describe how the ECCS design meets the relevant
Commission policy, as described in SECY papers and corresponding
staff requirement memoranda (SRMs)." It is generally not appropriate to
request applicants to discern and comply with the Commission Policy
from SECY papers and the corresponding SRMs. These documents
have not been through the appropriate review processes for public and
stakeholder comment to be considered guidance to the applicants.

2

4

Revise to clearly identify the "relevant Commission
policy" and use the SECY paper as your reference.

C.1.6.14

C.1.6.3.1
1_

Section C.1.6.3.1 refers to "GL 98-0". Should these references be to GL
198-04. Please confirm.
I

3

5

Change reference to GL 98-04

_

1_

COMMENT
Typographical errors in the mass units of measure.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.6.15

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.6.3.2.5

C.I.6.16

C. 1.6.3.2.5

C.I.6.17

C.I.6.3.4.1

C.I.6.18

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

4

2

4

C.I.6.3.4.1 refers to RG .79. The reference should be RG 1.79.

3

5

"Justify any exceptions to the regulatory position in RG
1.79, "Preoperational Testing of Emergency Core
Cooling Systems for Pressurized-Water Reactors.""

C.1.6.4

C.i.6.4 refers to "Section 15.X.X, paragraph 5." The reference should b
Section 15.6.5, paragraph 5.

3

5

C.I.6.19

C.1.6.4.2.2

C.I.6.4.2.2 - Ventilation System Design. This section should identify the
ventilation system components that are located outside the Control
Room Envelope and interface with unfiltered air outside the envelope,
and if they are at negative or positive pressure. This information is
necessary since these components are typically the main sources of
unfiltered air in-leakage in a pressurized Control Room.

2

4

"Reference information and evaluations in other
sections of the application that relate to adequacy of
the habitability systems (see Sections 6.5.1, 9.4.1, and
15.6.5, paragraph 5)."
Add the following item in this section for evaluation of
control room system -(3) list of air flow components
(ducts, dampers, fans, air handling units, etc.) that are
located outside the Control Room Envelope and/or
interface with unfiltered air outside the envelope. Also,
indicate if these components are at positive or negative
pressure.

C.I.6.20

C.I.6.4.2.4

C.I.6.4.2.4 - Interaction with other zones and pressure containing
equipment. This section needs to specifically address the interaction
with air conditioning components that are pressurized with refrigerant,
and interface directly with Control Room Envelope atmosphere. It may
not be possible to isolate these components if they are needed for
Control Room cooling. Although, most refrigerants in current use are
non-toxic, they can displace air and cause asphyxiation in a confined
space.

2

4

COMMENT
Section C.I.6.3.2.5 states "describe how containment sump recirculation
debris screen design meets the guidelines in RG 1.82, Revision 3". The
statement about the screen for a BWR should be added according to thE
RG 1.82 Revision 3.
C.1.6.3.2.5 states "Describe how the regulatory oversight of the active
nonsafety systems was considered in using the process of "regulatory
treatment of non-safety systems" described in SECY-94-084." The
results of the SECY document, and the SRM (which indicates that the
Westinghouse comments on this item, as stated in the Attachment to
NTD-NRC-94-4145 should be accommodated) should be documented ir
some form of clear guidance to the industry. This SECY, the SRM and
the WEC comments, are not readily available to the public.
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RECOMMENDED WORDING
The DG-1 145 should be revised to read "describe how
containment sump and suppression pool recirculation
debris screen design meets the guidelines in RG 1.82,
Revision 3."
Revise to clearly identify the criteria for acceptable
results "of the SECY document, and the SRM..." and
use the SECY and SRM as your reference.

Add the following item in this section to consider for
interaction - (3) potential leak or release of refrigerant
from the Control Room air conditioning systems that
have the pressurized refrigerant components
interfacing directly with the Control Room Envelope air,
and cannot be isolated. The refrigerant gas can
displace air and cause asphyxiation in a confined
space, or it could be toxic.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.6.21

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.6.4.2.5

C.1.6.22

C.I.6.4.4.2

COMMENT
C.1.6.4.2.5 refers to "Section 15.X.X, paragraph 5." The reference.
should be Section 15.6.5, paragraph 5.

C.1.6.4.4.2 states "If chlorine has been identified as a potential hazard to
the operator, specific guidance is provided by RG 1.95, 'Protection of

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

4

"Present the corresponding evaluation of DBA doses to
control room operators in Section 15.6.5, paragraph 5."

3

4

"RG 1.78 also provides specific guidance if chlorine
has been identified as a potential hazard to the

Nuclear Power Plant Control Room Operators Against an Accidental
Chlorine Release."' Thisis no longer accurate as RG 1.78 Rev 1 has
subsumed the RG 1.95 guidance.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

operator."

C.1.6.23

C.1.6.4.4.2

C.1.6.4.4.2 - Toxic Gas Protection. Typically the toxic gas detector is
located in the outside air intake with an isolation damper downstream.
This section should identify if the air intake isolation damper is designed
to close before toxic gas reaches it.

2

4

Add the following item in this section for evaluation of
toxic gas protection - (3) provide the travel time of the
toxic gas/ outside air intake flow, from the detector
sample point to the isolation damper, and compare it
with the detector response time plus isolation damper
closing time.

C.1.6.24

C.1.6.6.1

C.1.6.6.1 requests "A detailed inservice inspection program, including
information on areas subject to examination, method of examination,
and extent and frequency of examination, should be provided in the
technical specifications." This sentence should be deleted since ISI is
no longer included in the Technical Specifications (as the information
was generally a duplication of the requirements).

3

3

Delete the sentence.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.6.25

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.6.6.6

C.1.6.26

C.1.6.7

C.1.6.27

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

4

"Describe the method to be used in evaluating
examination results for Class 3 components and,
indicate the extent to which these methods are
consistent with requirements in Article IWD-3000 of
Section XI."

The Main Steam Line Isolation Valve Leakage Control System (BWRs)
has been eliminated in new BWR plants. It is recommended that the
description be modified to make consistent with section C.1.10.4.4 in DG
1145.

2

4

Per SECY 93-087, for new BWR plants that do not
incorporate a main steam isolation valve leakage
control system and for which turbine bypass system
holdup and plateout of fission products is credited in
the analysis of design basis accident radiological
consequences, demonstrate consistency with the
seismic analysis described in SECY 93-087.

C.1.6
Table 6-2

C.1.6, Table 6-2, Item IV.C refers to units of "106 Btu/hr." The units
should be 106 Btu/hr.

3106

C.1.6.28

C.I.6,
Table 6-4

C.1.6, Table 6-4 contains an outdated note * that states -*Provided best
estimates of these heat sinks in the PSAR stage and a detailed listing in
the FSAR." This note should be deleted.

3

4

Delete the note.

C.1.6.29

C.1.6,
Table 6-4

C.1.6, Table 6-4 items (19) and (34) are both other. Item (19) should
probably be removed.

3

4

Delete item (19)

C.1.6.30

C.1.6,
Table 6-4

C.1.6, Table 6-4, item B, states "The following data should be provided
for the passive heat sinks listed in Table 6-4A (a detailed listing in the
FSAR stage):" The parenthetical phrase should be omitted since there
is only one phase under Part 52.

3

4

Delete "(a detailed listing in the FSAR stagey'

COMMENT
C.1.6.6.6 requests "Describe the method to be used in evaluating
examination results for Class 3 components and, until publication of
IWD-3000, indicate the extent to which these methods are consistent
with requirements in Article IWA-3000 of Section XI." This guidance
should be updated to reflect that IWD-3000 has now been published.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.6.31

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.6,
Table 6-4

COMMENT
C.1.6, Table 6-4, item D, includes a column header for density with units
3
of "l/bft " and a column header for Thermal Conductivity with units of

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

4

"Density, lb/ft " and "Thermal conductivity, "Btu/hr-ft
EF"

RECOMMENDED WORDING
3

2

2

"Btu/hr-ft EF". The units should likely be "lb/f?" and "Btu/hr-ft EF,"
respectively.

C.1.6.32

C.1.6,
Table 6-4

C.1.6, Tables 6-4B, 6-4C, and 6-4D have several inconsistencies with
the similar table in RG 1.70.

3

4

Correct the inconsistencies.

C.1.6.33

C.1.6,
Table 6-5

C.1.6, Table 6-5 Item B(11) use of "Resiction" should be Restriction.

3

4

"Restriction"

C.1.6.34

C.1.6,
Table 6-11

C.1.6, Table 6-11 footnote indicates plots should include time periods "to
at least 106 seconds." This should be "to at least 10Yseconds."

3

4

"...to at least 106 seconds."

C.1.6.35

C.1.6,
Table 6-13

C.I.6, Table 6-13 identifies two headers for differential pressure with
units of "psig". These units should likely be "psid".

3

4

"psid"

C.1.7.1

C.1.7.2 thru
C.1.7.9

In these sections, the uses of SAR and FSAR are inconsistent. For
example, in 7.2, 7.3, and 7.4, the "SAR" is referenced but in 7.5, 7.6, 7.7
and 7.8, reference is made to the "FSAR." This seems to be a
consistency issue throughout the new draft guide. In the previous
revision of the draft guide, only the "SAR" term is used. The SAR and
FSAR are related but some implications may be made if one uses SAR
instead of FSAR or vice versa.

3

3

More consistency in the use of SAR and FSAR.

C.1.7.2

C.1.7.5

The first paragraph leads into a bulleted list with "These system
functions are:". However the bulleted list is a list of systems (such as
post accident monitoring system) instead of a list of functions. The
intent of the wording lacks clarity.

3

4

Reword the bulleted list to be functions instead of
systems or reword the first paragraph to list systems
instead of functions.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.7.3

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
Appendix C.1.7
A

C.I.7.4

Appendix C.1.7
A

C.1.7.5

C.I.7.6

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

4

It is recommended that DG 1145 be revised to state
that the applicant should identify documentation
available for NRC inspection that confirms
implementation.

Under item (20), the second sentence states "A statistically valid sample
of software design outputs should be provided to confirm with at least
95% assurance that they address the functional requirements and have
been allocated to the software appropriately, and to confirm that the
expected software development process characteristics are evident in
the design outputs." This statement is an attempt to clear up the amoun
of information that needs to be submitted that was during the review of
the first draft. However, the method of determining the sample size of
the design outputs is still ambiguous. The sample size to provide "95%
assurance" is open to interpretation.

1

4

It is recommended that DG 1145 be revised to state
that the applicant should identify documentation
available for NRC inspection that confirms
implementation.

Appendix C.1.7
B

In Appendix C.I.7-B, under item (6), the last sentence references SRP
Appendix 7.1-D, "Guidance for Evaluation of Conformance to IEEE Std.
7-4.3.2. This SRP Appendix currently does not exist. It is understood
that the SRP's are being updated, however reference to future guidance
does not provide clear guidance to applicants.

2

4

Change reference to existing guidance.

Appendix C.1.7
B

In Appendix C.I.7-B, under item (6), the guidance on communication
independence is ambiguous and the present guidance on this matter is
conflicting. Physical and electrical independence is addressed in this
item but not communication independence. It states that additional
guidance is provided in SRP Chapter 7, Appendix 7.1-C. When
reviewing the guidance provided in SRP Appendix 7.1-C, it states in
section 5.6 that Annex G of IEEE Std. 7-4.3.2 describes an acceptable
means for providing communications independence. The version of the
IEEE 7-4.3.2 that the SRP references must be 1993 since the SRP was
published in 1997. The verbiage in this annex is exactly the same as
that found in Annex E of the 2003 version of IEEE 7-4.3.2. However,
RG 1.152, rev. 2, explicitly states that the NRC has not endorsed Anne)
E of IEEE 7-4.3.2 -2003. The regulation is conflicting.

2

4

Correct conflicting NRC guidance and provide clear
guidance on communication independence.

COMMENT
Under item (19), the second sentence states "A statistically valid sample
of system requirements should be selected to confirm that the
applicants/licensee's life-cycle activities have been implemented as
planned. The sample size should be such that the staff can conclude
with at least 95% assurance that the quality of the design has been
validated." This statement is an attempt to clear up the amount of
information that needs to be submitted. However, the method of
determining the sample size of the requirements is still ambiguous.
Exactly what one requirement constitutes is debatable and the sample
size to provide "95% assurance" is open to interpretation. There was
discussion at the work shop in July that the NRC would require an
inventory of documents to be made available to the reviewers when the
application is submitted and the NRC would then review what they
thought was a valid sample size. This approach would be more
manageable.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I.7.7

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
Appendix
C.I.7.C-1

C.1.7.8

Appendix
C.I.7.C-1

C.1.7.9

Appendix
C.I.7.C-1

C.1.7.10

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

4

Change the "Test" to "Validation" for consistency of
wording with BTP-14. Change the numbering to be
consistent with the rest of the Appendix.

Typographical error. Under item 12: Human Factors Considerations,
there is a lone "e" in the text.

3

4

Eliminate "e" from text

In the first paragraph of this Appendix, reference is made to IEEE 6031998. It states that IEEE 7-4.3.2 -2003 serves to amplify IEEE Std. 6031998, yet there is no regulation that endorses IEEE Std. 603-1998.
IEEE 7-4.3.2 -2003 is endorsed by Regulatory Guide 1.152 rev. 2 excep
for Annexes B thru F.

2

4

Clarity is needed on the proper regulatory path to use
IEEE Std 603-1998

C.1.7

The terminology in the second paragraph should be modified to be
consistent with Regulatory Guide 1.97.

3

3

Delete "Information for post-accident" and substitute
"Instrumentation for accident."

C.1.7.11

C.1.7.1.2

Since each system section (RTS, ESF, etc.) has a design basis subsection, the third paragraph of C.I.7.1.2 is unnecessary.

4

Delete the third paragraph of C.1.7.1.2

C.1.7.12

C.1.7.4.1

Remote shutdown capability is not required to meet IEEE 603.

3

4

Make the last bullet about remote shutdown capability
separate paragraph.

C.1.7.13

C.I.7.5.1

The terminology in the first bullet should be modified to be consistent
with Regulatory Guide 1.97.

3

4

Delete "post-accident monitoring (PAM) systems" and
substitute "Accident monitoring instrumentation."

C.1.7.14

C.I.7.5.1

The fourth and fifth bullets do not have references to regulatory
requirements for the safety parameter display system and information to
be transmitted to the emergency response facilities and nuclear data
link.

2

4

Add the appropriate references to the fourth and fifth
bullets.

C.I.7.15

C.I.7.5.2

The first sentence of C.1.7.5.2 discusses only Regulatory Guide 1.97
type A instrumentation (i.e., required manual safety functions and
essential operator-actions). However, the examples listed include nonsafety functions (e.g., monitoring the status of safety equipment). In
developing a suggested revision to this sentence, it was realized that
there is no need for a separate discussion of this subset of information
systems important to safety.

2

4

Delete the first paragraph of this section and add a new
sentence at the end of the section that reads, "The
applicant should identify appropriate design criteria in
the FSAR and demonstrate compliance with these
criteria."

C.1.7-1

COMMENT
In this section, under Software Life Cycle Process Implementation, there
is a bulleted item labeled "Test". In BTP-14, which is the origin of this
wording, the word "Validation" is used. All other items in the lists are
exactly the same except this one. Why was this word changed?
Also, the numbering of the items starting with Software Life Cycle
Process Planning should be labeled as (a), (b), (c) instead of (1) (2) (3)
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.7.16

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.7.6.1

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Delete the last sentence of section C.1.7.6.1 and
substitute, "The applicant should provide logic
diagrams, piping and instrumentation diagrams, and
location layout drawings of interlock systems important
to safety in the SAR."

C.1.7.17

C.1.7.7.2

Defense-in-depth and diversity is covered adequately in section
C.1.7.1.8.

3

4

Delete the ninth bullet in C.1.7.7.2.

C.1.7.18

C.I.7.9.2

This section applies to both safety and non-safety communications
systems. Since there is only one list of design basis information, it is
unclear which criteria should be discussed for non-safety systems. Also
approximately half of the design considerations listed will have already
been discussed in the SAR section that describes the supported system
in which the communications components are used

2

4

The list of design considerations should be limited to
those items unique to communications systems by
deleting the first, second, sixth, seventh, eighth, ninth,
and eleventh bullets.

C.1.7.19

C.I.7.9.2

Miscellaneous editorial changes

3

4

In the fourth bullet, delete "DCA" and substitute "DCS."
In the last sentence of the sixth bullet, delete

COMMENT
This section requires submittal of schematic diagrams, while all other
instrument and controls sections require submittal of logic diagrams,
piping and instrument diagrams, and location layout drawings.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

"supported systems" and substitute "safety systems."
In the eighth bullet, delete "protection system" and
substitute "safety system."
In the tenth bullet, delete "portion of a system" and
substitute "portion of a safety system."
In the tenth bullet, delete "from another system" and
substitute "from a non-safety system."
C.1.7.20

C.1.7.9.3

The references to GDC 1 and 10 CFR 50.55a(a) (i.e., quality standards
and records) appear out of place in a section about communications
systems.

2

1

Delete the current section and replace it with "The
applicant should provide analyses to demonstrate that
the communications systems conform to the guidelines
in the regulatory guides and industry codes and
standards applicable to these systems."

C.1.7.21

C.I.7.B-1 (4)

The third sentence states "The applicant/licensee should confirm that
there is independence between environmental control systems and
sensing systems which would indicate the failure or malfunctioning or
environmental control systems." It is agreed that the single failure
criterion must be met if the environmental control system is required to
ensure a particular environment. However, independence is required
between redundant portions of the environmental control system, not
between the environmental control system and the sensing system that
indicates failure or malfunction of the environmental control system.

1

1

Delete the third sentence of C.1.7.B-1 (4).
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.7.22

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I.7.B-1 (5)

C.1.7.23

C.I.7.B

C.1.7.24

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

Delete the fifth bullet of section C.1.7.B-1 (5).

Miscellaneous editorial changes

3

5

Delete "protection system" and substitute "safety
system" in the following places:
Third sentence of section C.1.7.B-1 (7)
First sentence of section C.1.7.B-11(9)
Second sentence of section C.1.7.B-2(1)
First sentence of section C.I.7.B-2(3)
First bullet of section C.1.7.B-2(3)
Last bullet of section C.l.7.B-2(3)
First sentence of section C.1.7.B-2(4)

C.1.7.B-2(3)

Editorial change

3

3

In the second sentence, delete "protection functions"
and substitute "safety functions."

C.1.8.1

C.1.8.1
(C.I1.1,
Sec.8.11)

Introduction states the need to show compliance with various regulation
and standards (e.g. Reg Guides, GLs). This is a similar requirement to
section 1.9 of the DG

3

4

Provide documentation for compliance with Reg
Guides, etc in this section (C.1.8.1), and have section
C.1.1.9 refer to this section.
This is a generic item for DG-1 145, so resolution
should be consistent with other sections. Enercon has
developed a FSAR Writer User Guide which addresses
how to handle section 1.9 compliance discussion

C.1.8.2

C.1.8.1

Reg. Guide 1.29 is out of order.

3

4

Place reg. guides in numerical sequence

COMMENT
NRC comment C.1.7.39 on the preliminary version of this section
identified that the statement, "Failure of computer system hardware or
software should not inhibit manual initiation of protective functions or the
operator performance of preplanned emergency or recovery actions" is
not a requirement of IEEE Standard 603 and should be deleted. This
previbus comment stated that the requirements of Section 6.2 of IEEE
Standard 603 are sufficient to ensure proper manual control. The NRC
response to the comment was to make no change based on the
justification that "This guidance comes from BTP 7-19 acceptance
criteria ... BTP 7-19 is developed based on Commission SECY-93087...dated July 15, 1993." It is noted that SECY-93-087 and BTP 7-19
were developed prior to incorporation of IEEE Standard 603 into 10 CFF
50.55a(h) in 1998. Hence, this portion of these documents in not
supported by current regulations. The guidance promulgated by these
documents related to manual controls is inappropriate in the subject
appendix entitled "Conformance with IEEE Std. 603."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.8.3

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.8.1
C.I11.1 Section
8.4

C.I.8.4

C.1.8.1

COMMENT
Introduction & section 8.4 refers to AAC as part of SBO response. Not
all plant designs will need an AAC. Part of "bigger picture" issue on GDC
17 and passive plants. See comments for section C.I.8.2

Introduction discusses systems "important to safety"; A more specific
definition / scope needs be provided,

PRIORITY

BASIS

RECOMMENDED WORDING

2

4

This sentence should be revised, e.g.;
"... the onsite electric system should be described
briefly in general terms, and a brief description
provided for station blackout mitigation, and the..."

2

4

For passive plants, offsite power is not safety related
but may be RTNSS. Staff will consider providing a
definition. No discussion on relation to passive
designs.
This is a generic issue since the ITS term is used
multiple times in the DG. Definition of ITS is important
since in PRA space ITS is risk significant category 3.
Assigning equipment this category may impact M-rule
and RTNSS issues.

C.1.8.5

C.I.8,2.1,2
C.1.8.2.1-2
C.II1.1 Section C.1.8.2.1.2-1
8.2
C.1.8.4.1

1

1

For COL applications that reference a DCD for a
design that has been granted an exemption to the
requirement for two offsite sources, provide direction
for the required subset of information on the
transmission system that is required. Provide the basis
for the requirement for this information. Big picture
question is what is required of passive plants with an
exemption to GDC 17.
For plants that require FMEA, provide methodology
and schedule in COLA. FMEA provided when
completed prior to fuel load. Issue also applicable to
transmission stability study.
See Attachment 1- proposed guidance markup

This section identifies a requirement to: "Describe how the stability of th
grid is continuously studied as the loads grow and additional lines and
generating lines are added."

1

1

Provide basis for this requirement or delete.

These sections require a significant amount of detail on the offsite
transmission system, much of which appears to be predicated upon the
GDC 17 requirement for two physically independent circuits. Examples;
(1) Section should require a Failure Modes and Effect Analysis (FMEA)
for the switchyard. This requirement should only apply to sites that must
comply with GDC 17 (i.e. exclude passive plants).
(2) FMEA and Stability Analysis may not be complete at time of COLA
submittal due to availability of information for switchyard design.
(3) Local power sources and transmission paths for re-supply may be
under the control of a Transmission System Operator (TSO) that is
independent of the licensee. This information may not be available at thE
time of COLA submittal.

C.1.8.6

C.1.8.2.2

C.I.8.7

C.1.8.3.1.1
C.1.8.3.2.1

C.1.8.3.1.1-1

The requirement to discuss how RG 1.75 recommendations are met is
redundant to section 8.1 requirements. Same comment applies for DC
cables. (This comment applies to two entire paragraphs on each section
and not just the sentence containing RG 1.75.)

3

4

Discuss compliance in section C.1.8.1 and refer to
discussion in sections C.1.8.3.1.1 & C.1.8.3.2.1

C.1.8.8

C.1.8.3.1.1

C.I.8.3.1.1-2

System Capacity & Capability section discusses suitability of diesel
generators for standby power source. Not all plant designs utilize
diesels, thus the wording should be more generic,

3

4

e.g.;
... suitability of the standby power sources to ensure
sufficient..."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.8.9

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.8.3.1.3
C.1.8.3.2.3

COMMENT
Codes may change over life of plant; "Electronic models" of software are
not typically submitted to the NRC as a part of the application. Models
will be available for inspection by NRC. Comment also applies to DC
sections.

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

4

RECOMMENDED WORDING
Provide "input decks" for electronic models to allow
NRC independent analysis. Identify codes used
independent of COLA.
Section C.I11.1 Ch 8.3 does not require codes for
designs based on DCD.

C.1.8.10

C.1.8.3.1.3

(1) Section 4 for Equipment Protection does not specify that it only
applies to safety-related equipment.
(2) It is unclear if this section should cover "associated circuit analysis"
type issues that are required by the Fire Protection plan.
(3) Section 4 is under AC, but includes discussion on DC fuses.

3

4

(1) Specify "...what safety related equipment needs to
be considered for equipment protection..."
(2) State that associated circuit analysis for response tc
fire (e.g. separation) is covered in section C.1.9.5.1
(3) Add separate section for DC system protection
(C.1.8.3.2), or make section "common".

C.1.8.11

C.1.8.3.1.3
C.1.8.3.2.3

Section on Power Quality (AC & DC) is a new requirement. Section doe
not specify any industry guidance (e.g. IEEE 519, RG 1.180); What
parameters are concerns, e.g. frequency, voltage, harmonic content
(THD)? What acceptance criteria for VFDs are a concern (THD, notch
depth)? NRC concern on impact of VFD operation on any class 1E
power systems, but no criteria provided.

2

4

Section C.I1.1 Ch 8.3 does not require discussion on
power quality for designs based on DCD. Power quality
not discussed in AP-1000 DCD.

C.I.8.12

C.1.8.312.1

Section 4 requires battery characteristic curves; Characteristic curves
will not be available until batteries are purchased, which will be after
COLA submittal.

1

2

Discuss generic battery characteristic curves, and
schedule for submittal of specific curves prior to COLA
approval.

C.1.8.13

C.I.8.3.2.3

Page C.1.8-15 editorial changes;
Wording under Short Circuit Studies and Monitoring and Testing

3

5
editorial

The second sentence should be;"Identify the potential
effects that must be considered during testing, and the
margins that are being applied."

C.I.8.3.2.1-1

Under monitoring and training, delete the word existing
in the first sentence.
C.1.8.14

C.1.8.4.2

Last sentence on passive system designs should be moved to the
beginning of this section.
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4

More general discussion about passive plants should
also be included in other applicable sections (e.g.
Offsite & Onsite AC requirements not all applicable to
passive designs). See markup in Attachment 1.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.9.1

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.9.1.1.1,
C.1.9.1.2.1

C.1.9.2

C.i.9.1.4.2

C.1.9.3

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

5

Replace the word "clinical with the word "critical."

The third sentence of the paragraph, which deals with the system
description of the Fuel Handling System, states, "Component drawings,
building layouts, and illustrations of the fuel handling procedures should
also be provided." Please clarify what is meant by "illustrations of the
fuel handling procedures."

3

4

By comparison with the requirements of C.1.9.1.5.2, it
appears that the word "procedures" should be replaced
with "components" or "devices."

C.1.9.1.5.1

Section C.I.9.1.5.1, "Design Basis", for Overhead Heavy Load Handling
Systems: This section should be expanded to define "heavy

3

1

Add the following: "A heavy load is defined as a load
weighing more than one fuel assembly and its
associated handling device."

C. .9.4

C.1.9.1.5.1

Section C.I.9.1.5.1, "Design Basis", for Overhead Heavy Load Handling
Systems: This section should be expanded to clarify what is being
protected from a heavy load drop.

3

1

Revise the opening sentence to read (italics added
where new provision is added: "Provide the design
bases.. cause the greatest damage to safety related
structures, systems or components; the areas..."

C.1.9.5

C.1.9.1.5.2

Section C.1.9.1.5.2, "System Description," for Overhead Heavy Load
Handling Systems: The opening sentence requires that illustrations of
special lifting devices be submitted. At the time the COL application is
being submitted, this information would generally not yet be available.
Conformance to National Standards, such as ANSI N13.2 that is for the
design of special lifting devices, should be all that is required. This
provision is spelled-out in other regulatory guidance i.e. NUREG-0612.

1

2

Delete "and illustrations of special lifting devices" from
the opening sentence.

C.I.9.6

C.1.9.4.1

This section should use the terminology "Control Room Envelope"
(CRE), consistent with Habitability Section C.1.6.4.2. Add the
requirement to provide details on missile protection of outside air intake
and exhaust louvers in Section C.1.9.4.1.1 Add "unfiltered air inleakage"
in the examples given for testing in Section C.1.9.4.1.4.

2

3

This section should include a definition of the CRE
(areas included) or reference Section C.1.6.4.2 for the
definition and cover the system serving the CRE.

C.l.9.7

C.1.9.3.4.3

Eighth bullet regarding Failure Modes and Effects Analysis (FMEA).
The text states "results of failure modes and effects analyses vis a vis
single failure criteria for safe shutdown and
prevention/mitigation of postulated accidents." Does this imply that if thE
CVCS system provides no safety-related function for safe shutdown or
design basis accident mitigation, then no FMEA is required?

2

4

N/A

C.I.9.8

C.1.9.3.4.4

C.1.9.3.4.4 Inspection and Testing Requirements
Recommend the second sentence be transferred to C.1.9.3.4.2 System
Description as it does not pertain specifically to Inspection and Testing.

2

4

Move "Outline the operating procedures for the CVCS,
including the controls for boron addition and primary
coolant dilution." To Section C.1.9.3.4.2.

COMMENT
These paragraphs address "means for maintaining a sub-clinical array."
The context of the paragraph suggests that the word "clinical" should be
replaced by the word "critical."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.9.9

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I.9.5.1.1

C.1.9.10

C.1.9.5.4
through
C.I.9.5.8

C.1.10.1

C.1.10.2

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

2

Regulatory provisions should be established in the DG
for the COL applicant to develop reasonable bases for
the acceptability of OMAs as a post-COL submittal
activity. On this basis, the feasibility of OMAs could be
assessed by the NRC as part of the plant inspection
process. Meanwhile, the NRC and industry should
work to develop a minimum set of acceptance criteria
for OMAs moving

Sections discuss detailed information requirements for diesel generator
subsystems

2

4

Provide a discussion of what decreased level of
information is required for plants that do not have
safety-related diesel generators.

C.1.10.1

Section C.1.10.1 states "In addition, for all of the following sections,
include a discussion of how the system design meets the applicable
regulatory requirements and is consistent with the regulatory guidance
available". This statement is more appropriate for general statement of
C.I.10 (before section C.1.10.1).

3

3

Relocate statement and add at the end "six months
prior to application submittal".

C.1.10.3.6.1

For non-code components, provide expected plant-specific material
property data such as chemistry, yield strength, fracture toughness data
(KIC), Charpy V~notch energy, nil-ductility temperature, and fracture
appearance transition temperature. Identify appropriate ITAAC to verify
the plant-specific material property data, including identification of
manufacturer/fabricator, and heat number(s).

1

4

It is unclear what is meant by a "non-code component".
The first paragraph under C.1.10.3.6 states that this
section is only applicable to ASME Section III,Class 2
and 3 components. This is reinforced in the lead
sentence to C.1.10.3.6.1. In this context, a non-code
component may refer to a component installed in the
Class 2 and 3 portion of the system that is not ASME
code stamped.

C.1.9.5-1

COMMENT
The 4th bullet item pertains to Operator Manual Actions (OMAs), or
recovery actions, that may need to be taken to mitigate spurious
actuations of equipment due to fire-induced circuit failures, or may
otherwise be needed to achieve and maintain safe shutdown during and
after a fire.
The draft guidance states that the "acceptance criteria" for OMAs should
be provided, along with the analyses (including thermal-hydraulic
analysis) to demonstrate that safe shutdown can be achieved and
maintained.
Applicants may lack the [scenario-specific] technical input requirements
developed to the necessary level of detail to adequately demonstrate thE
feasibility of OMAs at the COL submittal stage.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

If "non-code component" is referring to components
installed outside of the ASME Section III, Class 2 and 3
(non-safety related) portions of the system, the
information requested appears to be beyond the
requirements of the current SRP.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.10.3

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.10.3.6.1

COMMENT
For non-code components, provide plant-specific materials property datz
such as chemistry, yield strength, fracture toughness data (KIC.),
Charpy V-notch energy, nil-ductility temperature, fracture appearance
transition temperature. Identify appropriate ITAAC to verify the expectec
material properties including manufacturer/fabricator, and heat
number(s).

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

RECOMMENDED WORDING
Suggest deletion of individual ITAAC requirements in
this and other sections. The more global guidance on
ITAAC identification and construction is provided in
C.I1.2 of DG-1145. This global guidance will provide foi
consistent ITAAC selection based on the overall safety
philosophy of the design. As noted in C.I1.2:
"The type of information and the level of detail included
in the ITAAC is based on a graded approach that is
commensurate with the safety-significance of the
facility's SSCs. Top-level design information selected
for verification in the ITAAC should contain the
principal performance characteristics and safety
functions of the SSCs, their importance in various
safety analyses, and their functions for defense-indepth considerations."

Per past practice for design certification and Section C.11.2, ITAAC are
not established to verify material properties of non-code components in
the steam and feedwater systems. Rather, NRC may verify actual
material properties through normal design implementation inspections.

C.1.10.4

C.1.10.4.7

The corresponding section of C.I11.1 differentiates between the PWR
and BWR issues.

3

3

For clarity, please consider separate phrasing of BWR
and PWR requirements.

C.1.10.5

C.1.10.4.9

Section discusses detailed information requirements for auxiliary
feedwater systems

2

4

Provide a discussion of what decreased level of
information is required for plants that do not have
safety-related auxiliary feedwater systems or no
auxiliary feedwater systems.

C.1.11.1

C.1.11,
C.111.1, Ch.1 1

The highest priority for a nuclear plant is the safe, efficient generation of
electricity. Liquid and solid effluent processing can usually be provided
as an off site vendor service more competitively and with less distraction
to the safe, efficient generation of electricity. Safety analyses for off site
vendor activities is addressed as part of the vendor facility license and is
not appropriate to address in the nuclear plant SAR. Moreover, the
option of when to use off site processing, which waste to process off
site, what quantity is processed off site, and what off site processing
techniques might be selected at any given time is a business
competitive and economic issue which has no bearing on the plant SAR

1

1

Add a paragraph at the beginning of this section which
recognizes off site vendor processing of liquid and solic
effluents as a normal, competitive business option and
which does not require further discussion or
clarification in the SAR nor any related flowcharts.

There is some confusion as to the requirement for P&IDs to be included
in the COLA or SAR. Established precedence allows P&IDs to be
referenced in the SAR without actual inclusion of the P&IDs in the SAR.
It seems reasonable to apply this precedent to the COLA.

1

C.1.1 1.2

C..1.1,
C.111.1, Ch.1 1
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It is appropriate to capture on site waste processing
data and information in the nuclear plant SAR, and it is
reasonable to expect that a fixed and/or mobile
processing capability is incorporated in the plant desigr
for each waste type and appropriately addressed in the
SAR. Off site processing activities at independently
licensed facilities are not appropriate to address in the
plant SAR.

4

Add a comment that P&IDs are to be referenced in the
COLA and SAR without actual inclusion of the P&IDs ir
the COLA and SAR.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.11.3

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.11,
C.1I1.1, Ch.1 1

C.1.11.3
(continued)

C.i.11, CIII.,
Ch.1 1

C.1.1 1.4

C.l1.1,

Ch.1 1

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Remove all references to "temporary" waste systems,
relying on the term "mobile (including skid-mounted)."
Remove all references to "temporary connections" and
replace with "engineered, flexible connections."
Reference should be made to RG 1.143 and ANSI
40.37.

The problem arises because the term "temporary" as applied to nuclear
plant systems is strongly associated with temporary modifications and
narrowly defined time limits for temporary modifications and temporary
installations. Therefore, in most nuclear plants, the word "temporary"
suggests an immediate engineering review and classification as a
temporary modification with clear time constraints. In sharp contrast, the
mobile system concept and design is intended for short term (e.g.,
outage) and long term (e.g., up to 20 or more years) installations, as wel
as inter-unit shuttle capability.
With further regard to "temporary connection" points included in the
plant design for mobile systems; a more accurate and appropriate term
would be "engineered, flexible connections." Reference should be made
to RG 1.143 and ANSI 40-37.

2

4

see above

It should be sufficient for a plant to state that waste will be disposed
when an acceptable disposal option is available. If the plant recognizes
that such an option is not available at the time the SAR is submitted or
at a subsequent date, then the SAR should provide appropriate
information for an interim storage facility or ISFSI, as applicable.

1

1

Consistent with the preceding comment, each .
occurrence of the following passage or similar passage
should be deleted:

COMMENT
In advanced nuclear plants, mobile (including skid-mounted) systems
are expected to be a key, common component of the plant design. SincE
the systems and their connections are addressed in the engineered
design drawings and SAR, and since the connections for such systems
are included in the P&IDs, the word "temporary" and "temporary
connections" adds a layer of confusion which will adversely impact
routine installation, use, maintenance and replacement of such systems
and connections.

The ALWR design is intended for a 60-year licensing period, plus at
least 10 years for decommissioning. This is beyond the initial application
life of a commercial waste disposal facility, which means that every new
plant faces a potential for having to store some waste for short periods
of time. If a disposal option is available, waste will normally go from the
processor to a disposal facility. If no disposal option is available, then
the waste will be processed and returned or sent to an off site vendor
storage facility. If the process and return option materializes as a matter
of normal operation, then the SAR should address it along with the
interim storage consideration. If the disposal-site-available situation is
active, then this requirement need not be addressed.
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RECOMMENDED WORDING

"Indicate what fraction, if any, of all solid waste
processing will be contracted out to waste brokers or
specialized facilities. Describe the disposition of solid
wastes generated by the plan once processed in such
a manner. Indicate whether such processed wastes will
be returned to the plant for subsequent disposal or will
be shipped directly by the processor to an authorized
low-level radioactive waste disposal facility under 10
CFR Part 61 or equivalent Agreement State
regulations."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.11.4
(continued)

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
IC.I1.1,
Ch.11

C.1.1 1.5

C.1.1 1

C.l.1 1.6

C.1.1 1

C.1.11.7

C.I.11

C.1.1 1.8

C.1.1 1

C.I. 11.9

C.I. 11.2.1
pg 3, para 1
and
General
Comment

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

see above

1

1

Many paragraphs and passages in DG-1 145 appear to require details
related to specific processes, equipment and procedures that may not
be available or accurately defined at the COLA. For example the types
of training, specific procedures, process control program. Such data and
documentation should be incorporated in the FSAR by reference and
made available for review prior to start-up.

1

2

All references to specific processing equipment (e.g.,
compactors, shredders, solidifying units) and
processing methods (e.g., solidification) should be
deleted where they might suggest a requirement for thE
plant to rely on such systems.
The level of detail requested may not be available at
the time the COLA is submitted and is not necessary
for COLA. The guidance should say that it is
acceptable to provide the requested information or
provide a general description and/or reference to
applicable codes and standards that will be used to
implement the design described in the FSAR. The
guidance may call for the COL applicant to provide a
schedule for making this information available for NRC
audit, but the schedule need not be part of the COLA.

There are several references to "10CFR 20.1302" dose limits. 10 CFR
20.1301 is the correct reference for the 1OCFR20 dose limits.
NRC Information Notice IN 91-40, Contamination of Nonradioactive
System And Resulting Possibility For Unmonitored, Uncontrolled
Release To The Environment, should be included along with IE Bulletin
No. 80-10 throughout these documents in discussions of contamination
of non-radioactive systems. Based on industry Operational Experience
(OE), IN 91-40 updates information published in IE Notice 80-10, and
should be appropriately referenced.

3

1

Change 10 CFR 20.1302 to 10 CFR 20.1301

2

1

Include references to IN 91-40 and IE Bulletin 80-10
where appropriate. Include also in Section C.1.1 1.6 as
references.

All references to "site-specific cost benefit analysis, regardless of
purpose or liquid effluent type, should be deleted. This includes any
requirement to show that the proposed systems contain all items of
reasonably demonstrated technology that, when added to the system in
order of diminishing cost-benefit return, can for a favorable cost-benefit
ratio affect reductions in dose to the population or comparing equipment
to outdated technology. Additionally requires an isotopic analysis that
pertains only to surface waters. 10 CFR50 provides for an alternative
approach.

1

COMMENT
Equally important, the "fraction of waste processing contracted out" will
vary as a matter of competitive routine based on disposal fees, waste
characteristics, on site processing costs, and off site processing costs. It
cannot be predicted reliably more than one year in advance, so it would
never be reliable if stated in the SAR and would constantly need to be
updated. It should be sufficient to recognize - without stating it in the
SAR - that the plant will rely on safe, licensed and efficient off site
processing at the discretion of the plant operator and prevailing
economics.
The plant should describe the equipment to be used and provide any
appropriate data. At present, very few USA nuclear plants rely on inhouse solidification, compaction, shredding, or crushing.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

Consideration should also be given to including
references to Reg. Guide 1.11 where appropriate.

1

This item is suggestive of "best available technology"
and could lead to numerous, subjective challenges on
the acceptability of the licensee approach. Some
alternative language which could minimize the impact
might be:
"10CFR50, Appendix I, para D. and Regulatory Guide
1.143 Rev 2 provide the language and an acceptable
alternative approach".
Extensive references, discussion and justification are
provided in Attachment 1 to this Table.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.11.10

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.11.2.1
pg 3, para 2

C.1.1 1.11

C.1.1 1.2.1
pg 3, para 3

C.1.11.12 .

C.1.11.2.1
pg 3, para 5
AND
C.1I1.1, Sec
11.2.1
pg 116, bullet
1

C.1.11.13

C.1.11.14

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

1

Please note that this applies in multiple locations
throughout DG- 1145.

"Excessive" suggests an unplanned event or accident; the focus of the
SAR is on "normal operation, including anticipated operational
occurrences."
RG 1.143 also applies to in-plant systems (i.e., not just mobile
equipment).

3

1

In the last line of the paragraph, replace the word
"excessive" with "peak."

2

4

Reference to RG 1.143 should be made in the first
paragraph in C.1.1 1.2 on page 2 and C.II1.1 1.2,
ensuring that it is linked to in-plant systems as well.
This same comment applies to C.1.1 1.3, C.1.1 1.4,
C.II1.11.3 and C.II1.11.4.

C.1.11.2.1
pg 3, para 5
AND
C.1I1.1, Sec.
11.2.1
pg 116, bullet
1

With regard to plant interface, skid-mounted systems are mobile, and all
mobile and skid-mounted systems have the same plant interface
(connection) considerations in terms of the SAR. Confusion arises when
DG-1145 provides extensive discussion on mobile systems, then it
separately addresses skid-mounted systems with the same
requirements.

3

4

The term "mobile" should be clarified as "mobile
(including skid-mounted)."

C.1.11.2.1
pg 4, para 4
AND
C.1I1.1, Sec.
11.2.1
pg 116, bullet
7

At most plants, the Liquid Radwaste System is always "in-service."
Therefore, unlike many other systems, it cannot be taken out of service
and tested. Monitoring of system performance and function on a
daily/weekly basis meets the intent of this guidance.

2

2

This paragraph requires inspection and testing
provisions for periodic evaluation of operability and
functional performance lAW RG 1.143, yet many
operating plants have never committed to this
guidance. It should be deleted as a requirement or
clarified as to intent and applicability.

COMMENT
The required information is basically equivalent in SRP 11.2 Draft Rev.
3, Section 111.2.c & Section IV.3; SRP 11.3 Draft Rev 3, Section 111.2.b &
SectionlV.3, plus it's associated ETSB 11-5, Section B.1i.b; SRP 11.4;
DG-1145 Section C.1.11.3 and DG-1145 Section C.1.3.1. However, it
conflicts with Regulatory Guide 8.8 Revision 3, 1978, Section C.2 on
page 8.8-7.
SRP 11.2 Draft Rev. 3 Section 111.2.c states:
"The system capability to process wastes at design basis fission product
leakage levels, i.e., from 1% of the fuel producing power in a PWR or, in
a BWR, consistent with a noble gas release rate of 3.7 MBq/sec per
MWt (100 Ci/sec per MWt) measured after 30 minutes delay."
In conflict, Regulatory Guide 8.8 Revision 3 states:
"Fission product source terms should be estimated using these bases:
(1) an offgas rate of 100,000 Ci/sec after 30 minutes delay for BWRs
and (2) 0.25% fuel cladding defects for PWRs."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.11.15

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.11.2.1
pg 4, para 5
AND
C.1I1.1, Sec.
11.2.1
pg 116, bullet
9

C.1.1 1.16

C.1.1 1.2.2,
pg 4, Para 7
AND
C.1I1.1, Sec.
11.2.2
pg 117, para 1

C.1.1 1.17

C.1.1 1.2.3,
pg 5, para 4
AND
C.1I1.1, Sec.
11.2.3
pg 117, para 5

C.1.11.18

C.1.11.2.3,
pg 5, Para 3

C.1.1 1.19

C.l.1 1.2.3
pg 5, para 5
AND
C.1I1.1, Sec.
11.2.3
pg 117, para 6

C.1.1 1.20

C.1.1 1.3.1
pg 7, para 2
AND
C.111.1, Sec.
11.3.1
pg 117, para 1

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

4

Add references to EPRI Groundwater documents

Some systems are not normally considered Radioactive Waste systems
e.g., PWR turbine drains and steam generator blowdown.

3

4

Clarify last sentence regarding processing as follows:
"Indicate the processing to be provided for all liquid
radwaste (e.g., the systems indicated in Regulatory
Guide 1.143)."

It is not clear why the NRC is pushing SI units, especially as a priority
over USA units. Becquerels are routinely required and as more desirablE
than curies (or perhaps the NRC is requiring both); other passages in
the SAR call for kg/yr and m3/yr. If the NRC is seeking an across-theboard change, then it should do so for all licensees and all regulatory
requirements. It is not appropriate to seek such a change within a new
DG.

1

1

On line 5 of this paragraph, change "...and the
becquerel (curie) and radionuclide content (the activity
and expected radionuclide distribution..." to "and the
activity and radionuclide (expected radionuclide
distribution..."

This is an operational consideration, requires specific knowledge of
liquid waste processes and reactor water chemistry, and is not a
regulatory consideration.
This section states that Regulatory Guide 1.109 should be used to
calculate doses to members of the public, and then to compare the
doses to 1OCFR20 dose limits. The problem with this requirement is that
RG 1.109 and 10CFR20 are based on different ICRP dose
methodologies and can not be directly compared. Moreover, RG 1-109
is out of date. Federal Register Vol. 56, No.98, 5/21/91 which issued a
revised 10CFR2O, states that demonstrating compliance with the design
objectives on 10CFR50, Appendix I, and the limits of 40CFR190 will
demonstrate compliance with the 0.1 rem 10CFR20 dose limit.

1

1

Delete the first sentence.

1

1

Remove the requirement to compare RG 1.109
calculated doses to the 1OCFR20 dose limits, and/or
provide more guidance on how to demonstrate
compliance with the 1OCFR20 dose limits such as what
was provided in the Federal Register.

RG 1.143 also applies to in-plant systems (i.e., not just to mobile or
temporary equipment).

2

COMMENT
A significant aspect of environmental contamination relates to
groundwater contamination. EPRI has developed groundwater
documents which capture the latest industry guidance, as well as
industry lessons learned and technical references. These references will
be very useful in responding to this requirement.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.1 1.21

C.1.11.22

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.1 1.3.1
pg 8, para 4
AND
C.1I1.1, Sec.
11.3.1
pg 118, para 5

C.1.11.3.3
pg 9, para 6
AND
C.1I1.1,
Sec.11.3.3
pg 119, para 5

COMMENT
This paragraph requires inspection and testing provisions for periodic
evaluation of operability and functional performance lAW RG 1.143, yet
many operating plants have never committed to this guidance.

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

Delete as a requirement or clarify as to intent and
applicability.

1

1

Remove the requirement to compare RG 1.109
calculated doses to the 1OCFR20 dose limits, and/or
provide more guidance on how to demonstrate
compliance with the 10CFR20 dose limits such as what
was provided in the Federal Register.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

Also, at most plants, the Gaseous Effluent System is always "in-service.'
Therefore, unlike many other systems, it cannot be taken out of service
and tested. Monitoring of system performance and function on a
daily/weekly basis meets the intent of this guidance.

Same comment as above for C.11.2.3 with regard to RG 1-109.

Alternatively, replace RG 1-109 with Federal Guidance
11 and 12..
C.I.11.23

C.t.11.3.3
pg 9, para 6
AND
C.1I1.1, Sec.
11.3.3
pg 119, para 5

This section requires that, for gaseous radioactive releases, the licensee
must "demonstrate compliance with regulations by comparing the
calculated effluents with the concentration limits of 10 CFR Part 20,
Appendix B, Table 2, Column 1". Showing compliance with the EC
values in 10CFR20, App. B, Table 2 is currently being performed only
for liquid effluents per NUREG-1301 and NUREG-1302. As stated in
NUREG-1301, for gaseous effluents, site boundary dose limits provide
reasonable assurance that the gaseous EC values in 10CFR20, App. B,
Table 2 will not be exceeded.

1

1

Remove the sentence, "Demonstrate compliance with
regulations by comparing the calculated effluents with
the concentration limits of 10 CFR Part 20, Appendix B
Table 2, Column 1" and/or provide NUREG-1 301 and
NUREG-1302 information that clarifies how the
1OCFR20 gaseous EC requirement can be met.

C.I.11.24

C.1.1 1.4.1
pg 10, para 5

SI unit discussion again; should not be preferential

1

1

Delete SI units or make them non-preferential (i.e., do
not list them first).

C.I. 11.25

C.I.11.4
pg 10, para 3
AND
C.111.1, Sec.
11.4
pg 119, para 6

Mobile systems do not need to be skid-mounted

3

4

Delete the phrase "skid-mounted"

C.1.11.26

C.1.11.4.1
pg 10, para 7

RG 1.143 also applies to in-plant systems (i.e., not just to mobile or
temporary equipment).

2

4

Reference to RG 1.143 should be made in the first
paragraph in C.1.11.4 on page 10 and C.II1.11.4 on
page 119, ensuring that it is linked to in-plant systems
as well

AND
C.1I1.1, Sec.
11.4
pg 120, para 1
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I.11.27

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.11.4.1
pg 11, para 3

COMMENT
As used in this paragraph, the word "cleaning"' is unclear. Clarification is
recommended. It is also recommended that the phrase "and ANSI 55.1"
be added after "Regulatory Guide 1.143" along with an appropriate
reference to ANSI 55.1 in Section C.I.1 1.6.

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

RECOMMENDED WORDING
Clarification needed.
Reference to be added.

C.1.11.28

C.1.11.4.1
pg 11, para 3

The intent of the paragraph is not clear, specifically in reference to the
term "cleaning." Also add reference to ANSI 55.1.

2

4

C.1.11.29

C.I.11.4.1
pg 11, para 6
AND
C.1I1.1, Sec.
11.4.1,
pg 120, para 5

This paragraph requires inspection and testing provisions for periodic
evaluation of operability and functional performance lAW RG 1.143, yet
many operating plants have never committed to this guidance.

1

1

C.I.1 1.30

C.1.1 1.4.2
pg 12, para 5,
line 1
AND
C.1I1.1, Sec.
11.4.1,
pg 120, para 8

Discussed previously; technologies may not be used and are not
required.

2

1

Delete any reference to solidification, shredders,
compactors, crushers.

C.I.1 1.31

C.I.1 1.4.2
pg 12, para 5,
line 1
AND

This is vendor specific, would vary over the life of the plant, varies more
often if mobile systems are used, and varies as often as annually if off
site vendors used.

1

2

Delete the sentence "List the system components and
their design parameters..."

Clarify to avoid inadequate responses. ANSI 55.1
provides clarity and supports the connection to RG
1.143.
Delete as a requirement or clarify as to intent and
applicability.

Also, at most plants, the Solid Radwaste System is always "in-service;"
Therefore, unlike many other systems, it cannot be taken out of service
and tested. Monitoring of system performance and function on a
daily/weekly basis meets the intent of this guidance.

C.1I1.1, Sec.
11.4.1,
pg 120, para 8
C.1.11.32

C.1.11.4.2
pg 12, para 5,
line 7

Clarification; resolution of SI confusion.

3

1

Change "...and radionuclide and becquerel (curie)
content." to "...activity and radionuclide distribution."

C.1.1 1.33

C.1.11.4.2
pg 12, para 1,
lines 8-12

This business option was discussed previously as a General Comment
in C.I.11.9

1

1

Delete lines 8-12 beginning with "Indicate what
fraction..."

C.1.11.34

C.I. 11.4.2
pg 12, para 2

This is adequately addressed in Section C.1.11.3.

2

3

Delete paragraph which begins with "For plant using
offgas treatment systems..." Also delete all references
anywhere in the DG to kg/yr and m3/yr.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I. 11.35

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.11.4.2
pg 12, para 3
AND
C.1I1.1, Sec.
11.4.2,
pg 121, para 1

C.I.11.36

C.1. 11.4.2
pg 12, para 4
AND
C.1I1.1, Sec.
11.4.2,
pg 121, para 1

C.1.1 1.37

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

Change "...method and solidification media to be used
for solidifying each..." to "...method for converting wet
waste to a solid waste for each..."

Solidification not required and may not be used; fraction of off site waste
processed is addressed above as a business option and as not being
appropriate in the SAR.

1

1

Delete paragraph which begins "Describe methods for
solidification..."

C.1.1 1.4.2
pg 12, para 4

This is a solid waste section. Liquid wastes aren't processed by solid
waste systems only wet wastes (resins, liquid filters, evaporator
concentrates, membrane rejects) are processed.

2

3

If paragraph is not deleted as recommended in
previous comment, then change "...processed wet and
liquid wastes..." to "... processed wet wastes..."

C.1.11.38

C.1.11.4.2
pg 12, para 5
AND
C.1I1.1, Sec.
11.4.2,
pg 121, para 2

These shipping requirements are called out in the next section. They
should not be.stated in this paragraph. The Process Control Program
only addressed disposal waste form issues and cannot demonstrate
compliance with shipping regulations

2

3

Delete "10 CFR Part 71, and applicable U.S. DOT
regulations ( 49 CFR Parts 170-180)."

C.1.1 1.39

C.1.1 1.4.2
pg 12, para 5
AND
C.1I1.1, Sec.
11.4.2,
pg 121, para 2

SECY 94-198 superseded GL 81-038.

2

1

In the last line of the paragraph, the reference to
GL-038 should be replaced with SECY 94-198.

C.1.1 1.40

C.1.1 1.4.2
pg 13, para 1,
lines 4-9

This business option was discussed previously as a General Comment
in C.1. 1.9

1

1

Delete lines 4-9 beginning with "Indicate what
fraction..."

C.1.1 1.41

C.I.1 1.4.2
pg 13, para 1

Compaction and baling may not be used and is not required

1

1

In the first sentence, replace "compaction and baling"
with "processing."

C.l.1 1.42

C.1.1 1.4.2
pg 13, para 2

Clarification needed as to when applicable

3

1

Change "...Part 61.56." to "...Part 61.56 (Stability)"

C.1.1 1.43

C.1.1 1.4.2
pg 13, para 4

Flexibility is needed to preclude constant, non-valuable updates to SAR.

3

1

In the first line, replace "Describe the type and size"
with "Describe the typical type and size..."

C.1.1 1.44

C.1.1 1.4.2
pg 13, para 5

Filling and handling are not methods to obtain loose contamination or
measure radiation levels.

3

1

Change "...method of filling, handling and monitoring"
to "... method of monitoring."

COMMENT
Solidification may not be used and is not required. The process control
program is an NRC requirement and will automatically address this
information. A requirement for compliance with the PCP appears on the
top of page 14, paragraph 2, and should suffice.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.1 1.45

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.1 1.4.2
pg 13, para 6

COMMENT
There is no 5 year limit for on-site storage. This former requirement of
GL 81-038 was superseded by SECY 94-198, which specifically deleted
the 5-year limit.

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

RECOMMENDED WORDING
Delete "(up to 5 years)".
Also update SRP 11.4, Append 11.4.-A, pg 11.4-22.

SRP 11.4 contains outdated guidance on this topic.
C.1.1 1.46

C.l.1 1.4.2
pg 13, para 7

Paragraph is unclear. Moreover, it is not common in current SARs and
should be considered for deletion or should be entirely rewritten.

1

1

C.1.11.47

C.1.11.4.2
pg 13, para 8

Clarification; resolution of SI confusion.

2

4

C.1.11.48

C.1.11.4.2
pg 14, para 1
AND
C.I11.1, Sec.
11.4.2,
pg 121, para 3

P&IDs and process flow diagrams: Only one or the other should be
required, based on the specific plant design.

1

4

On line 1, change "P&IDs and process flow diagrams"
to "P&IDs or process flow diagrams"

C.1.11.49

C.1.11.4.2
pg 14, para 1
AND
C.111.1, Sec.
11.4.2,
pg 121, para 3

Clarification; minimizes ambiguity and potential for expanded scope of
analysis to "all possible anticipated events."

3

1

On line 5, change "anticipated" to "expected"

C.1.1 1.50

C.1.1 1.4.2
pg 14, para 1
AND
C.IlI.1, Sec.
11.4.2,
pg 121, para 3

This information applies to liquid wastes; it should not appear in the soli
waste section.

2

3

Delete last two sentences on lines 5-8 where the
paragraph states "Provide information on
instrumentation..."

C.1.1 1.51

C.l.11.4.2
pg 14, para 23

This information applies to liquid wastes; it should not appear in the soil
waste section.

2

3

Delete paragraphs 2-3, which begin with "Provide
P&IDs which indicate..." and "In addition, provide
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I. 11.52

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I. 11.4.3
pg 14, para 6

C.1.11.53

C.1.11.4.3
pg 15, para 3

C.1.1 1.54

C.I. 11.4.3
pg 15, para 3

Mention of liquid and gaseous waste not applicable to solid waste
section.

2

3

C.1.11.55

C.1.11.4.3
pg 15, para 1
AND
C.III.1,

The requirements in C. 1.11.4.3 and C.111.11.4.3 should be identical at
this point, but they are worded differently for some unclear reason. This
leads to confusion by the user.

2

4

Match the two paragraphs

A copy of the PCP is required, but this will not be available during the
COLA phase. The PCP should NOT be required, as it is primarily an
operational business decision which will likely change or only be known
very near the time the plant is commissioned.

1

2

Delete the requirement.

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

3

5

COMMENT
For clarification purposes. This section is for solid waste, and releases
tends to be (1) generally applicable to liquid and gaseous effluents; and
(2) focused on clearance (unrestricted release) rather than the extensive
listing near the bottom of the same page.
(1) clarification; and (2) typo.

I

_

_release

RECOMMENDED WORDING
In the subsection title and in all paragraphs which
follow within this subsection, change the word
'releases" to "effluents" or "release points" to "effluent
release point
In the last sentence of the paragraph, change "For
release points disposal methods..." to "For effluent
points and disposal methods..."
In item 2 following paragraph 6, delete "liquid,
gaseous,"

Sec. 11.4.3,
pg 121, para 4

C.1.1 1.56

C.1.1 1.4.3
pg 15, para 1
AND
C.1I1.1, Sec.
11.4.3,
pg 121, para 4

This same concept applies to any requirement for
submittal of the ODCM.

This same concept applies to the ODCM.

Also delete reference to "NRC and DOT shipping
regulations (Part 71, and 49 CFR 171-180)"

In addition, the PCP does not apply to transport.
C.1.11.57

C.1.11.5
pg 15, para 5

Clarification.

C.1.11.58

C.1.11.5
pg 15, para 6

C.1.11.59

C.1.11.60

- 3

4

Replace "summarized here, including flow diagrams
and essential design features" with "referenced here."

The information in EPRI report TR-101965 satisfies these guidance
documents.

2

4

C.1.11.5.2
pg 17, para 2

This refers to the second paragraph from the bottom of the page.
Regulatory Guide 1.109 is outdated.

2

1

Include a reference to EPRI Report TR-101965 as an
acceptable approach to meeting the guidance in RG
1.21, 1.33 and 24.15.
Regulatory Guide 1.109 should be replaced with a
current reference.

C.1.11.6

General comment - review all references in the document and (1)
ensure they appear in the References in C.12.6; (2) delete any
References which are not used in the basic text; (3) delete any
references which are out of date, superseded, etc.

2

4
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.11.61

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.11.6

C.I. 11.62

C.1.11.6

COMMENT
References are addressed without specific revision numbers. It is critical
that those developing and reviewing each document know which
regulatory or other references applied. This is especially true for
frequently or annually revised RGs and NUREGs, as well as for
periodically revised ANSI standards and industry standards (including
the EPRI URD).

Clarification and completeness of references routinely used by industry
(e.g., NEI, EPRI or other guidance documents).

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

1) Add a requirement for a table of references to be
included in the COLA which contains the specific
revision number used by the applicant for each
reference.
2) It is requested that the NRC provide industry with a
discussion regarding which reference revision numbers
are to be used in developing the COLA and the SAR
(e.g., NUREG-1 307 rev 11, "most current"). This
discussion would be expected to apply throughout
current and future COLA and SAR development.

2

4

General comment -Add an "Industry Standards"
section to identify NEI, EPRI or other guidance
documents and key technical reports which are
routinely used by industry and/or recognized by NRC
as an acceptable approach.

Similarly, embedded references within other DG-1 145 references shoulc
be included. For example, if a Regulatory Guide is referenced as the
source of a requirement, but within the RG is an explicit related or
controlling reference to an ANSI standard, then the ANSI standard is
considered as an "embedded" standard" and should be referenced in
DG-1 145.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

Add all applicable embedded references.

C.1.11.63

C.1.11.6, pg 18

The conversion factors in RG 1.109 are outdated. Those contained in
the Federal Guidance are based on more current guidance and models.

3

1

Replace Regulatory Guide 1.109 with Federal
Guidance Reports 11 and 12.

C.1.11.64

C.1.11.6, pg 18

Regulatory Guide 1.110 is outdated

3

1

Delete Regulatory Guide 1.110

C.1.11.65

C.1.11.6, pg 18

RG 1.113 has been incorporated into RG 1.143

3

1

Delete Regulatory Guide 1.113.

C.1.11.66

C.1.11.6, pg 19

GL-81-038 replaced by SECY 94-198.

1

1

Delete Generic Letter 81-038; add SECY 94-198

C.1.1 1.67

C.l.1 1.6,
References

Additional references

3

4

IN 91-40
IE Bulletin 80-10
Regulatory Guide 1.11
ANSI 40.37

C.1.11.68

C.1.11.2.3
pg 5, para 5
AND
C.1.11.3.3
pg 9, para 6

Compliance with EPA 40CFR190 is required as part of section 11.2.
Compliance with this standard has typically been part of the Offsite DosE
Calculation Manual.

2

4

Delete this reference from here (also section
C.1.11.3.3) and include it as part of the ODCM
discussion in C.1.11.5.2.

C.1.11.69

C.1.11.3.2
pg 9, para 3

Identification of the types of adsorbent media to be used is required.
However, the detailed type of this media will, be determined based upon
performance and availability throughout the plant operation. Technology
improvements should not be precluded from adoption by requiring
excessive detail here.

2

2

Require identification of only the general type of
adsorbent media, along with performance
characteristics assumed.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.12.1

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.12
General 1

C.1.12.2

C.1.12,1.2,
Para. 1

C.I. 12.3

C.I. 12.1.2,
para 3

C.1.12.4

C.1.12.1.3

C.1.12.5

C.1.12.2.1

C.1.12.6

C.1.12.2.1

C. 1.12.7

C.I. 12.2.1

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

2

The level of detail requested may not be available at
the time the COLA is submitted and is not necessary
for COLA. The guidance should say that it is
acceptable to provide the requested information or
provide a general description and/or reference to
applicable codes and standards that will be used to
implement the design described in the FSAR. The
guidance may call for the COL applicant to provide a
schedule for making this information available for NRC
audit, but the schedule need not be part of the COLA.

At the end of the first paragraph of this section: "These descriptions
should be detailed in the SAR, including an indication of whether and, if
so, how the plant will implement and follow the design consideration
guidance provided in Section C.1 of Regulatory Guide 8.8, as well as
other industry-developed design guidance that includes ALARA criteria.
Conversely, if the plant will not follow such guidance, describe the
specific alternative approaches to be used."
It is important to define the documents referred to in general terms in the
DG-1 145. For example when it says "as well as other industry developec
design guidance that includes ALARA criteria." This is open ended and
dependent on the NRC reviewer can entail compliance with a multitude
of various documents. This goes back to the idea of making sure that
the COL applicants have all the documents and regulations they need to
follow on hand so as to decrease the number of RAIs.

2

4

Define which document they are referring to. OR
deleted "as well as other industry developed design
guidance that includes ALARA criteria"

"Include a general discussion of the plant's approach to meeting the
requirements by specifying the selected design concept and the
supporting design bases and criteria. Demonstrate that the design
concept is technically feasible and within the state-of-the-art, and that
reasonable assurance exists that the requirements will be properly
implemented prior to the issuance of operating licenses."
First paragraph of this section requested information, such as "Describe
the methods to be used to develop the detailed operational plans,
procedures, and policies." This data may not be available during the
design and construction phase. This information may not be available
until the fueling begins.
Specify what kind and the detail of information is being asked for, i.e.
what kind of isotopes at what dose ranges, what detail is meant by
"location" of the source.

2

4

Needs clarification and definition of "requirements."

2

2

Refer to General Comment 1.

3

4

Specify what kind and the detail of information is being
asked for, i.e. what kind of isotopes at what dose
ranges, what detail is meant by "location" of the source

It is not clear how N-16 sources from BWR operation are contained
sources.
Instrument calibration methods and radiation sources used for
calibration may change from the time of design and construction to the
time of operation. If this information is provided at the apparent detailed
level requested will a license change be required to use different
methods and sources than reported?

3

4

Requires clarification.

2

2

Requires clarification.

COMMENT
Many of the requirements in this document appear to require details
related to specific processes, equipment and procedures that may not
be accurately defined at the COLA. For example the types of portable
and in-plant radiation protection instrumentation, tr~ining, specific
procedures, as well as discussion of routine survey frequencies, etc.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.12.8

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.12.2.1

C.1.12.9

C.1.12.2.1

C.1.12.10

C.1.12.2.2

C.1.12.11

C.1.12.4.2 &
C.1.12.3

C.1.12.12

C.1.12.3.1,
para 2

C.1.12.13

C.1.12.3.1,
para 3

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

"Provide a listing of isotope, quantity, form, and use of all sources in this
latter category that exceed 100 millicuries." Is this only for sealed
sources? Is this for any non-reactor generated source in the plant. What
is the regulatory basis for the 100 millicuries limit?
"This description should include those airborne sources that are created
by leakage, opening formerly closed containers, storage of leaking fuel
elements, and so forth."

3

4

2

4

The referenced sections refer to NUREG 0737. Since this NUREG was
written significant regulatory work has been done that changes many of
the requirements or allows for alternate ways to meet the intent of the
guidance.
"Also, include descriptions of methods for reducing the production,
distribution, and retention of activation products through design, material
selection, water chemistry, decontamination procedures, and so forth."

2

4

2

2

Specify the time frame when this information is
expected.

This is a complex paragraph that asks for a significant volume of
information.
"Provide scaled layout and arrangement drawings of the facility. On
these drawings, show the locations of all sources described in Section
12.2 of the SAR and identify those sources in a manner that can easily
be related to tables containing the pertinent and necessary quantitative
source parameters. Accurately locate positions, indicating the
approximate size and shape of each source. On the layout drawings,
provide the radiation zone designations, including zone boundaries for
normal operations, refueling outages, and post-accident conditions
(based on the applicable guidance in Regulatory Guides 1.3, 1.4, 1.7,
and 1.183). Reference other chapters of the SAR, as appropriate. The
layout drawings should show shield wall thicknesses; traffic patterns
(including post-accident access routes to and from vital areas); and
locations of controlled access areas (including locked

2

2

The level of detail requested may not be available at
the time the COLA is submitted and is not necessary
for COLA. The guidance should say that it is
acceptable to provide the requested informationoor
provide a general description and/or reference to
applicable codes and standards that will be used to
implement the design described in the FSAR. The
guidance may call for the COL applicant to provide a
schedule for making this information available for NRC
audit, but the schedule need not be part of the COLA.
Items 1 and 2 below also address this same paragraph
but are three "Proposed Alternates" that address
different issues. The concerns are as follows: 1) this
complex paragraph should be split up so that it is
easier to read and follow the requirement, 2) portable
and fixed equipment should be addressed separately,.
3) if the level of required detail is not clarified, changes
to these items following COLA submission and/or unit
startup will require a 10 CFR50.59 evaluation. This
requires a significant effort

COMMENT
Revise this to provide separate requirements that are dependent on
source origination (owner license, other license, etc.) and plant status,
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RECOMMENDED WORDING
This section should specify separate requirements
depending on criteria such as during operation
conditions, sealed sources, accident sources, site
boundaries, button sources, etc.
Please provide clarification for this requirement. Is this
applicable only to portable/installed sources.

This is a very broad statement that requires
clarification. Please define how we would define
leakage - is this design leakage? What are closed
containers? Waste? Tanks?
NUREG 0737 should be reviewed to ensure that the
industry does not re-commit to requirements resolved
following publication of the document.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.12.13
(continued)

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.12.3.1,
para 3

C.1.12.14

C.1.12.3.5 and
C.1I1.1, Sec.
12.4

C.1.12.15

C. 1.12.4,
second # (3)

C.1.12.16

C. 1.12.4, last
para

C.1.12.17

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

2

on the part of the licensee solely due to inadequate
initial guidance.

3

5

C.III should revised to be consistent with C.I.

Prior to initial loading of fuel in the reactor, the program described in this
section will be fully implemented, with the exception of the organization,
facilities, equipment, instrumentation, and procedures necessary for
transferring, transporting or disposing of radioactive materials in
accordance with 10 CFR Part 20, Subpart K, and applicable
requirements in 10 CFR Part 71.
"Identify the staffing levels, instrumentation and equipment, facilities,
procedures, and training necessary to ensure radiation safety of workers,
and the public for each phase of implementation." This information will
not be available until before the start of operation.

3

4

Requires clarification

2

4

Revise to indicate that criteria used for defining these
parameters should be provided in the application.

C.1.12.4.2

This section appears to address fixed and portable instrumentation and
also facilities. Fixed instrumentation is addressed in 12.3.1 and 12.3.4.
Facilities are addressed in sections 12.3.1 and in part in others,

2

3

Modify this section to clarify that only portable
instrumentation and radiation protection facilities are
addressed in this section.

C.1.12.18

C.1.12.4.2,
para 2

Current language is too restrictive and would require an SAR revision fo
every new instrument type, quantity, etc.

2

4

C.1.12.19

C.1.12.4.2
"Facilities",
para 1

C.1.12-11 applies to non-DCD COLA only. There will be no DCD to refer
to.

3

4

Change "Describe the types of detectors and monitors,
as well as the quantities..." to "Describe the typical
types of detectors and monitors, as well as the
minimum quantities..."
Delete first sentence: "This section of the SAR need
not include..."

C.1.12.20

C.1.12.4.3,
Contamination
Control, para
1

Use of the term disposal in the last sentence of the first paragraph
implies that it will be disposed at a licensed burial facility,

2

4

COMMENT
high and very high radiation areas), personnel and equipment
decontamination areas, personnel locker and changeout rooms,
contamination control areas, radiation protection facilities, airborne
radioactivity, area and portal radiation monitors, the solid radwaste
processing area and control panels for radwaste equipment and
components, the onsite laboratory for analysis of chemical and
radioactive samples, the independent spent fuel storage installation
(where applicable), the counting room, and the control room and
Technical Support Center. Specify the design-basis radiation level in the
counting room during normal operation and anticipated operational
occurrences. Describe the facilities and equipment (such as hoods,
glove boxes, filters, special handling equipment, and special shields)
related to the use of sealed and unsealed special nuclear, source, and
byproduct material."
C.111.1 retains the section header "12.4 Dose Assessment", whereas C.1
removes the 12.4 numbering completely. This creates a different subsection numbering for the last section.between C.111.1 and C.1
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Modify last sentence to use the term disposition in lieu
of disposal.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.12.21

C.1.12,22

C.1.12.23

C.1.12.24
C.1.12.25
C.1.12.26

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.12.4.3,
Contamination
Control, para
2
C.1.12.4.3,
Personnel
Monitoring
and Dose
Control, para
.3
C.1.12.4.3,
Radioactive
Material
Control, para
1
C.1.12.5
C.1.12.5 (25)
12.5

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

1

Reference IN 91-40 here

The detailed procedures for refueling, etc., are not appropriate for
inclusion in this section. This should address only the ALARA aspects.

3

4

Clarify second sentence: "Include a description of the
ALARA aspects of the radiation protection procedures
used in refueling..."

Significant typo

3

5
typo

Add RG 1.140
Outdated.
Sub-numbers are not correct (start with 49)

3
3
3

1
1
5

Many documents referenced in this guidance direct the user to other
supporting documents. The guidance document reference list does not
appear to list all of those cross referenced documents and therefore is
an incomplete reference list.
It is stated in the first paragraph of this section that the intent of the
section is to address those items "not addressed in Chapter 11 or
described in Chapter 9", however the statement to that effect is not
concise nor in the optimal location in that paragraph.

3

4

Add cross referenced documents to the Reference list.

2

3

Reformat Para 1 to move the following to the 1st
sentence: "Section 12.3.3 of the SAR should describe
any ventilation system protective'features that are not
addressed in Chapter 11 or described in Chapter 9."

COMMENT
IN 91-40 uses industry experience to update IE 80-10

RECOMMENDED WORDING

In sentence 3, change "position control" to "positive
control."

Referenced document in main text
Delete RG 8.28
Change to 1 - 3

__po

C.1.12.27

C.1.12.5

C.1.12.28

C.1.12.3.3
2nd para.

C.1.12.29

C.1.12.4.3
Respiratory
Protection
2nd para.
1st bullet

Bioassays is redundant. Monitoring bioassays is covered completely in
the previous section of C.1.12.4.3 under the heading "Personnel
Monitoring and Dose Control." See the 1st para, 2nd sentence.

2

3

Delete bioassays from this requirement

C.1.13.1

C.1.13.1

3

5

Placing it in an appendix would make it simpler for the
applicant in the future to maintain the FSAR as a living
document.

C.1.13.2

C.1.13.1

NRC should consider changing the required format for section 13.1 to
include an appendix in which would be placed all the design and
construction information currently required in subsection 13.1.1. This
information becomes historical after construction/startup and is generall,
removed from site FSARs.
NRC should consider changing the required format for section 13.1 to
include a table or appendix which would contain information which is sitE
specific or different from a standard/generic FSAR section 13.1.
Industry and NRC are currently attempting to make much of the FSAR
generic.

2

5

C.1.13.3

C.1.13.1

2

4

Removing the site specific information to an appendix
would allow the NRC to perform only one required
review of the required information in the FSAR and if
the applicant adopted the previously reviewed FSAR
section the only new reviews required for the NRC
would be that information in the suggested table or
appendix.
Clarify the expectations or combine items d. and e.

__________

C.1.13.1-1

Items 13.1.1, d. and e. seem to be asking for the same information
lexcept that d. uses the adjective "general".
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.13.4

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.13.1.1

C.1.13.5

C.1.13.1.1

C.1.13.6

COMMENT
The section requests detail that does not impact public health and
safety. Presentation of the numbers is highly variable considering
contractor or utility experience and task duration. All requests for
numbers of people should be eliminated.
This section requests detail that does not impact public health and
safety. Organizational alignments do not add value to the descriptions
and are not useful. For the industry to provide consistent descriptions in
the SARs this section should only address responsibilities and
qualifications. Numbers of people and organization design should not
be included. Delete reference to Technical Support Organization from
this section, too much of the information belongs in 13.1.2 relative to
Operating Organization.

C.1.13.1.1.1

C.1.13.7

C.1.13.1.1.1

C.1.13.8

C.1.13.1.2

C.1.13.9

C.1.13.1.2.1

C.1.13.10

C.1.13.2

Pre-Operational Responsibilities -- This item indicates that a description
of the proposed plans for the development and implementation of staff
training programs should be included and should be substantially
accomplished before preoperational testing begins.
This section is too large because it includes Design, Construction and
Operating Responsibilities. Organization alignment information is
provided that does not impact public health and safety. As an example,
delete the requirement for organization charts. Simplify the presentation
of information and focus only on functions and qualifications.

C.1.13.1.2.1-1

It is not necessary to differentiate between an operating organization
responsibility and support organization responsibility at the site. Pull sitE
operational functions out of 13.1.1 and place in 13.1.2. Only address
function and qualification. Remove organization charts and organization
alignment descriptions. Only include a description of required functions
and qualifications.
Plant Organization, first sentence-- This sentence requires an applicant
to provide an organization chart showing the title of each position,
number of persons assigned, etc. An industry comment proposed that
high-level organization chart be provided in the COL application since
the details needed for the requested chart would not be known at the
time the application was filed. The industry understanding of the
discussion of this issue is that the NRC agrees that a high-level
organization chart is adequate for the application and that the regulatory
commitments associated with the applicant organization could be
confirmed through inspections after the COL application is filed. This
comment was addressed in Appendix I of DG-1 145 with the NRC
documenting their concurrence with the comment. However, subsection
13.1.2.1 was not revised to reflect the adequacy of the alternate
approach.
Change the title of 13.2 to Training Program
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PRIORITY

BASIS

1

2

1

2

RECOMMENDED WORDING
Delete any reference to numbers of people or
percentage of time assigned to the project in the
opening paragraph, item 3 and item 6.

Combine and reword items 1-7 to address two issues
only; 1) describe functional responsibilities of the
design, construction, and operating organization, 2)
provide general educational and experience
requirements for required functions, 3) change the title
of the section to address only "Management of Design
and Construction", 4) consider an alternative solution,
have 13.1.1 address design, 13.1.2 address
construction, and 13.1.3 address operations for easier
reference and less duplication.
This item is more appropriately relocated to Subsection
13.2, Training.

3

4

1

2

Change section 13.1.1.1 to only address Design
related functions and qualifications. Change 13.1.1.2
to only address Construction related functions and
qualifications.

2

2

Add qualifications to the function descriptions for the
Operating Organization in 13.1.2. No need for section
13.1.3 so this section can become reference section.

1

2

It is recommended that subsection 13.1.2.1 be revised
to reflect that a high-level organization chart is
adequate for the application and that the regulatory
commitments associated with the applicant
organization could be confirmed through inspections
after the COL application is filed.

3

4
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.13.11

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.13.2

C.1.13.12

C.1.13.2

C.1.13.13

C.1.13.2.1

C.1.13.14

C.1.13.2.1.1

C.1.13.15

C.1.13.16

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

2

Revise guidance to indicate that the application should
include a commitment to SAT and applicable regulatory
requirements.

The second sentence of the first paragraph refers to requalification
programs as required in 10 CFR 50.54 (i)(1-1). This section of 50.54
states "Within three months after issuance of an operating license, the
licensee shall have in effect an operator requalification program which
must as a minimum, meet the requirements of § 55.59(c) of this
chapter."

1

1

First paragraph - at the end of this paragraph, reference is to Section
13.2.3. Following renumbering from initial draft, the correct reference is
13.2.2.
These items specify that license applicants should identify the proposed
training course durations in the COL application. The industry provided
comments that they believed it was not possible to prescribe course
durations prior to the systems approach to training as described in 10
CFR 55.4 and that predetermination of course durations is inconsistent
with the systems approach to training and that the reference to training
course durations should be removed from DG-1 145.. This comment was
addressed in Appendix I of DG-1145 with the NRC documenting their
concurrence with the comment. However, subsection 13.2.1.1 was not
revised to delete the reference to training course durations. It is
recommended that the references to proposed training course durations
be removed from items (1), (3), and (6) of Subsection 13.2.1.1.

3

5

The industry believes that the proposed part 52 rule
language published in the federal register on March 13,
2006 should be incorporated in this section.
Specifically "Within three (3) months after either the
issuance of an operating license or the date the
Commission makes the finding under §52.103(g) of
this chapter for a combined operating license, as
applicable, the licensee shall have in effect an operator
requalification program."
Modify as indicated

2

4

It is recommended that the references to proposed
training course durations be removed from items (1),
(3), and (6) of Subsection 13.2.1.1.

C.1.13.2.1.1

Too much descriptive detail is requested in this section. Schedules are
not needed, it is enough to say that sufficient operators shall be licensed
prior to fuel load. Items 1 -6 request too much description on what is
required by 1OCFR55. No need to add this level of detail. For items 110 too much detail is requested for 10CFR50.120 programs.

1

2

Add a reference to section 13.4 that describes the
operational program requirements.'Delete detail
requested in 1-6 for OPS programs. Reviewer just
needs a commitment to meet the CFR. Delete detail
requested in 1-10 for non-OPS programs. Reviewer
just needs a commitment to meet the CFR. Remove
requirement to provide a schedule.

C.1.13.2.1.1

For clarity, add additional level of numbering for this section: 13.2.1.1.1
for licensed plant staff, 13.2.1.1.2 for non-licensed plant staff

3

4

C.1.13.2-6

COMMENT
Too much detail is being requested for submittal in the training program
descriptions. None of this can be entered until the systematic approach
to training is followed and materials are actually developed,
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.13.17

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.13.2.1.1

C.1.13.18

C.1.13.2.1.1

C.1.13.19

C.1.13.2.1.1

C.1.13.20

C.1.13.2.1.1
(1) and
13.2.1.2

C.1.13.21

C.1.13.2.1.1
(1) and
13.2.1.2

C.1.13.22

C.1.13.2.1.1
(9)

C.1.13.23

C.1.13.2.1.1(1)

C.1.13.24

C.1.13.2.1.1(1
0)

C.1.13.25

C.1.13.2.1.1(2)

C.1.13.2-6

COMMENT
These items specify that license applicants should provide the subject
matter including a syllabus or course description for the proposed
training courses in the COL application. The industry provided
comments that they believed it was not possible to prescribe syllabi or
similar detailed course descriptions prior to the systems approach to
training as described in 10 CFR 55.4 and that predetermination of
course content is inconsistent with the systems approach to training and
that the reference to syllabi of equivalent course descriptions should be
removed from DG-1 145. This comment was addressed in Appendix I of
DG-1 145 with the NRC making no distinction between course topics anc
a syllabus.
Licensed Plant Staff Item 4 identifies RG 1.149 along with several
regulations and refers to all of them as "requirements." The NRC RG is
only guidance, not a requirement.
Non-Licensed Plant Staff Item 2 indicates that the application should
include "a commitment to meet the requirements of 10 CFR 50.120 at
least 18 months before fuel load." There is no need to commit to a
regulation. Regulations are already required to be met, with or without a
commitment
Text refers to development of a schedule including course durations for
the licensed operator training program and each part of the training
program for each functional group of employees. NRC concurred with
the industry's comment that the predetermination of the course duration
is inconsistent with the systems approach to training (SAT) as described
in 10 CFR 55.4 and required in this section.
Text specifies the development of program implementation timelines.
The industry believes the level of detail requested in these FSAR sectior
is beyond that necessary to support required COL findings. Consistent
with SECY-05-0197, industry believes that timeline information should
be supplied-as part of program implementation materials separately
from the FSAR.
Text specifies evaluation of training program effectiveness for all
employees in accordance with SAT. Industry believes that the FSAR
section 13.2 only includes specifictraining programs for personnel
detailed in the section (e.g. licensed personnel and personnel covered
by 10 CFR 55.120.)
First sentence requires that course length be identified. This information
will not be known at the time of COL application
This section discusses the training provided to all employees regarding
physical security. This information will be included in section 13.6.
Additional information will also be included in the Physical Security Plan,
which is a separate document that will be developed post-COL
application.
First sentence refers to the inclusion of 10 CFR 55.31 (how to apply for
a license) as needing to be described in the FSAR training program
description. This is an administrative requirement that should not be
included in the FSAR
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PRIORITY

BASIS

1

2

It is recommended that the references to proposed
training syllabi or equivalent course descriptions be
removed from Subsection 13.2.1.1.

3

1

Separate RG 1149 from the regulations cited and refer
to it explicitly as guidance.

3

1

N/A

3

2

Industry recommends removal of requirements for
course durations and timelines from the FSAR

1

2

Remove section 13.2.1.2 and references to timeline in
13.2.1.1

2

4

Revise text to include only training programs for
licensed employees and personnel covered by 10 CFR
55.120.

1

2

Remove from text.

2

2

2

4

RECOMMENDED WORDING

-

Revise document to allow commitment to meet
regulation with verification by NRC during inspection
post-COL.

Delete reference to 10 CFR 55.31
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PRIORITY

BASIS

2

2

Reference is made to 10 CFR 55.31 (how to apply). This is not related
to description of simulator capability and should be deleted.
Paragraph requires the COL applicant to state how its program will meet
regulatory requirements and guidance, including fidelity to the plant and
control room. This information will be contained in plant administrative
procedures that will be developed post-COL application.

2

4

2

2

Revise document to allow commitment to meet
regulation with verification by NRC during inspection
post-COL.

The fire protection program description will be included in FSAR section
9.5.1. The fire protection training program will be developed to meet the
requirements of NFPA Standard 600. Training program information
detailed in this section of DG-1 145 will be developed post-COL
application.
This section discusses Emergency Plan training. Emergency Plan
training will be included in the Emergency Plan, which is a separate
document that will be developed post-COL application
Paragraph requires the COL applicant to state how its program will meet
regulatory requirements and guidance, including fidelity to the plant and
control room. This information will be contained in plant administrative
procedures that will be developed post-COL application.

1

2

Revise document to allow commitment to meet
regulation with verification by NRC during inspection
post-COL

2

2

2

2

Revise document to allow
regulation with verification
post-COL.
Revise document to allow
regulation with verification
post-COL.

These items specify that license applicants should identify the proposed
training course durations in the COL application. The industry provided
comments that they believed it was not possible to prescribe course
durations prior to the systems approach to training as described in 10
CFR 55.4 and that predetermination of course durations is inconsistent
with the systems approach to training and that the reference to training
course durations should be removed from DG-1 145. This comment was
addressed in Appendix I of DG-1 145 with the NRC documenting their
concurrence with the comment. However, subsection 13.2.1.1 was not
revised to delete the reference to training course durations.

1

2

It is recommended that the references to proposed
training course durations be removed from items (1),
(3), and (6) of Subsection 13.2.1.1.

C.1.13.2.1.2

The first sentence of the section contains conflicting text.

3

4

C.1.13.34

C.1.13.2.2

NUREG-0711, "Human Factors Engineering Program Review Model",
should not be listed as a reference for this section. This NUREG is
applicable to detailed development of training programs, but is not
applicable to the high-level program description provided by FSAR 13.2.

1

4

Revise by deleting the last three words of the sentence
"following plant criticality".
Delete the reference.

C.1.13.35

C.1.13.2.2

RG-1.134,"Medical Evaluation of Licensed Personnel at Nuclear Power
Plants", should not be listed as a reference for this section. The
information in this RG applies to the licensed operator training program,
but not to the high-level program description.
I

1

4

Delete the reference.

COMMENT
NO.
C.1.13.26

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.13.2.1.1(3)

C.1.13.27

C.1.13.2.1.1(4)

C.1.13.28

C.1.13.2.1.1(4)

C.1.13.29

C.1.13.2.1.1(4)

C.1.13.30

C.1.1 3.2.1.1(7) C.1.1 3.2.1.113

C.1.1 3.31

C.1.13.2.1.1 (8)

C.1.13.32

C.1.13.2.1.2

C.1.13.33

COMMENT
First sentence - subject matter, course description and durations will be
developed using SAT post-COL application
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RECOMMENDED WORDING
Revise document to allow commitment to meet
regulation with verification by NRC during inspection
post-COL

commitment to meet
by NRC during inspection
commitment to meet
by NRC during inspection
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.13.36

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.13.3

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

C.1.13.37

C.1.13.3

This confirmation of agreement does not need to be a permanent part of
the E-plan. Also, the letter showing offsite agency agreement is needed
whether or not there are other reactors at the site.

2

4

C.1.13.38

C.1.13.3

This should be able to be provided by reference to other sections.

2

2

C.1.1 3.39

C.1.1 3.3

Existing regulations do not require submittal of State and local
emergency response procedures, just plans. (10 CFR 50.33(g))

1

1

C.1.13.40

C.1.13.3.1

It is permissible for the Emergency Plan to be a stand alone document.

3

2

C.1.13.3.1-1

COMMENT
The emergency class definitions have been revised to include security
events.

C.1.13.41

C.1.13.3.1

The requirement of 10CFR 73.71(a) should be addressed under
security, not EP.

1

4

C.1.13.42

C.1.13.3.1

Explicitly state what type of documents must be addressed - GL, BL,
Orders. This should not include IN's as these are not supposed to set
new requirements.

1

1

C.1.13.43

C.1.13.3.1

The EAL information should be in the stand alone Emergency Plan.

3

3

C.1.1 3.44

C.1.1 3.3.1

For security-related aspects of EP to be addressed, explicitly reference
BL 2005-02 and RIS 2006-12, not just the 2002 orders.

2

4

C.1.13.45

C.1.13.3.1

10 CFR 2.390 gives the requirements for marking information to be
withheld from public disclosure.

3

1
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RECOMMENDED WORDING
The emergency plan should include the Emergency
Classification definitions contained in NRC BL 2005-02
or those developed by NEI and endorsed by the NRC
in RIS 2006-12.
The applicant should provide some form of
confirmation of the agreement, such as a letter signed
by State and local governmental authorities, with the
application.

Add the following sentence after the second paragraph
on page C.1.13-1 1:"It is acceptable to reference the
sections in the FSAR that address site characteristics
to satisfy this requirement."
In addition to the NRC's regulations (described above),
the COL application needs to include the applicable
State, Tribal, and local plans that address the relevant
DHS requirements contained in 44 CFR Parts 350,
351, and 352, as well as associated REP guidance
documents.
This plan should be a physically separate document
referenced by Section 13.3 of the FSAR, and may
incorporate by reference various State and local
emergency plans or other relevant materials.
The cross-reference should indicate where the specific
criteria in 10 CFR 50.72(a)(3), 10 CFR 50.72(a)(4), 10
CFR 50.72(c)(3), Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, and
NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1 are addressed in
the applicant's plans.
The applicant should address the various generic
communications and Commission Orders that are in
effect.. explicitly state what type of documents must be
addressed - GL, BL, Orders.
The emergency plan should also address an
emergency classification and action level scheme, as
_required by 10 CFR 50.47(b)(4).
The applicant should address the NRC Orders issued
February 25, 2002, BL 2005-02 and RIS 2006-12, as
well as any subsequent NRC guidance (or any NRC
endorsed industry guidance developed in response to
issues related to implementation of the Orders), to
determine what security-related aspects of emergency
planning and preparedness must be addressed in the
emergency plan.
Any information submitted to the NRC that is
proprietary, sensitive, or safeguards information should
be marked as required by 10 CFR 2.390.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.1 3.46

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.1 3.3.3

C.1.13.47

C.1.13
Table 13.3
C.1.13.3.1

C.1.13.48

COMMENT
Refer to the table at it is labeled - Table C.II.2.B-1.

Section 7.1 states that the TSC and OSC may be combined.
Section7.1.6 states that the OSC be separate from the TSC.
C.1.13.3.1 states: "The application should also include a table of
contents and a cross reference to applicable regulatory requirements,
guidance documents, generic communications, and other criteria that
are used to develop the application and emergency plan." C.1.13.3.1
defines "generic communications" by directing the reader to C.1.13.3.4.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

3

Additional plant-specific emergency planning ITAAC
(i.e., beyond those listed in Table C.1I.2.B-1.) may be
proposed, and they will be examined to determine their
acceptability on a case-by-case basis.

2

3

Revise 7.1.6 to be consistent with 7.1.

2

1

C.1.13.3.1 should be revised as follows:
"The application should also include a table of contents
and a cross reference to applicable regulatory
requirements, guidance documents, generic letters and
bulletins, and other criteria that are used to develop the
application and emergency plan."

The C.1.13.3.4 listing of generic communications includes not only
generic letters and bulletins but also NRC IN, RIS, EPPOS, and CR
documents. The C.1.13.3.1 use of the term "generic communications"
appears to be inconsistent with requirements in proposed Part
52.79(a)(37) which limits this scope to bulletins and generic letters
(which is specifically noted in Footnote 3 in C.1.13.3.1). Inclusion of
documents beyond GL and bulletins is also inconsistent with C.I.1.9.4
which justifies "The significance of limiting this review to generic letters
and bulletins is that these documents pertain to issues that were
considered to have risen to a level of safety-significance such that they
required responses and resolutions from nuclear operating plant license

"The applicant should address the various generic
letters and bulletins and Commission Orders that are in
effect and applicable to emergency planning in support
of an Operating License (see Generic Communications
identified in Subsection 13.3.4, below)."

C.1.13.48
(continued)

C.1.13.3.1

Furthermore, 52.59(a)(37) and C.1.1.9.4 limits this scope to how the
subject operating experience insight is incorporated into facility design.
In public workshop discussions, this listing in C.1.13.3.4 was discussed;
however, it remains unclear as to why emergency planning would be
given different requirements in contrast with any other area that may
involve operational aspects.

2

1

see above

C.1.13.49

C.I. 13.4

The first two paragraphs refer to two different documents for definition
and discussion of the term "fully described". NRC should change the
first reference from "SECY-05-0197" to "C.IV.4" and remove the second
reference such that the third sentence in the second paragraph would
read "Descriptions of operational programs, consistent with the definition
of "fully described" as discussed in Section C.IV.4, should be
provided..."

3

3

Revise as described

C.1.13.50

C.1.13.3

Reference 23 is a proposed Reg. Guide revision that dates back to 198
that has never been finalized.

1

2

Replace with reference to the appropriate approved
Reg. Guide version.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.13.51

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.13.3

PRIORITY

BASIS

COMMENT
Typo in document title for reference 104.

3

5

Change "Date" to "Data"

C.1.13.52

C.1.13.3

Reference 125 is a duplicate of 124

3

5

Delete Reference 125

C.1.13.53

C.1.13.4

NRC should change the third sentence of the second paragraph and
state that "Descriptions of operational programs ... should be provided
in this the chapter of the FSAR or in other, applicable to the operational
program sections of the FSAR.

C.1.13.54

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 1

FSAR section is incorrectly stated as 3.9.6. ISI is actually covered in
two places.

3

3

Change to '5.2.4 and 6.6'

C.1.13.55

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 1
C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 2

Implementation requirement listed could be clarified

3

4

Add
"ASME XI 2004 IWA 2430(b)"

Based on ASME OM 2004, ISTA 3120(c)(1), the milestone shown is not
correct

2

4

Change to 'Generator on-line by nuclear heat'

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,

The implementation milestone states 'Authorization for fuel load'. There
is no compelling reason to tie implementation to an authorization

2

4

Change to read 'Fuel load'

C.1.13.56

C.1.13.57

RECOMMENDED WORDING

Revise as described

Item 3
C.1.13.58

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 3

The implementation requirement listed is not correct. 10 CFR 50.49(a)
does not specify when the program is to be initiated.

2

1

In accordance with C.IV.4, this should read 'License
Condition'

C.1.13.59

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 5

The milestone is listed as 'None specified'

2

4

Change to 'Fuel load'

C.1.13.60

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 6

PST requirements are only covered in DG-1 145 section 3.9.6

2

3

Change FSAR section to '3.9.6'

C.1.13.61

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 8

There is only one milestone listed. The FP program will be implemente
in two phases:
(1) Fuel receipt (for building storing new fuel and adjacent areas that
could affect fuel storage area)
(2) Fuel load (for remaining areas)

2

C.1.13.62

C.1.1 3.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 11

Missing regulation

2
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5 - Not
Changed to indicate phased implementation
consistent 1. Fuel receipt
with SRP 2. Fuel load

1

Add 10 CFR 52.78
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.13.63

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 11, 12
and 13

C.1.13.64

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 12

C.1.13.65

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

3

Depending on final outline of DG-1 145 Section 13.2,
renumber these

Milestone is not reasonable. States Ops training program to begin within
3 months after COL issuance. Should be tied to need for operators onshift

2

2

Change to '18 months prior to fuel load'

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 13

A capital I is used instead of a lower case i for 10 CFR 50.54(i)

3

1

Change to read 10 CFR 50.54(i)

C.1.13.66

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 13

Implementation milestone states 'Within 3 months after authorization for
fuel load'. There is no compelling reason to tie the implementation to an
authorization

2

4

Remove the words 'authorization for'

C.1.13.67

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 13

Implementation requirement is specified as 10 CFR 50.54(i-1). The
time required by this CFR (within 3 months of issuance of plant
operating license) can not be met under part 52.

2

2

Change to 'License Condition', which will be consistent
with C.IV.4

C.1.13.68

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 14

Implementation milestone states '...180 days prior to authorization for
fuel load'. There is no compelling reason to tie the implementation to an
authorization

2

4

Remove the words 'authorization for'

C.1.13.69

C.I. 13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 15

Use of the words 'Program' and 'Plan' is not consistent with typical
industry usage

3

5inconsisten
t with
industry
stds.

As indicated on the markup, change:
'Security'
to 'Security Program'
'Physical Security Program'
to 'Physical Security Plan'
'Safeguards Contingency Program'
to 'Safeguards Contingency Plan'

COMMENT
FSAR section indicated is not correct

RECOMMENDED WORDING

'training and Qualification Program'
to 'Training and Qualification Plan'
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.13,70

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 15

COMMENT
17. Improve correspondence with other documents by listing the
appropriate 'programs' from SECY-05-0197, as they are listed in C.IV.4

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

3

RECOMMENDED WORDING
Under the Physical Security Plan, list
Access Authorization
Vehicle Control
Fitness for Duty
Under the Training and Qualifications Plan, list
Weapons Training
Weapons Qual/Requal

C.1.13.71

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 15

Implementation milestone states 'Prior to fuel being on-site'. This could
be simplified to be consistent with the rest of the table

3

C.1.13.72

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 16

Implementation requirement quotes 10 CFR 50.54(a), but the regulation
does not include any such specification.

2

1

Change to read 'License Condition'

C.1.13.73

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 17

Milestone states 'No later than 30 days prior to scheduled date for fuel
load'. This is not consistent with the draft Final Part 52 Rule.

1

1

Change to read '30 days prior to fuel load'

C.1.13.74

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 17

Implementation requirement quotes 10 CFR 50.65, but the regulation
does not include any such specification.

2

1

Change to read 'License Condition'

C.1.13.75

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,
Item 17

Program title shown is cumbersome and does not match C.IV.4 wording
or typical industry terminology

3

5Change the program title to 'Maintenance Rule', or just
Conforman add the words "Maintenance Rule"
ce to
typical
language

C.1.13.76

C.1.13.4,
Table 13.4-x,

Equivalent terms are used: fuel on-site, fuel receipt, receipt of fuel, etc

3

5Use either 'fuel receipt' or 'fuel on-site' consistently
consistent
language
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5Change to read 'Fuel receipt' or 'Fuel on-site'
inconsisten
t with
industry
stds.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.13.77

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.13.5.1

C.l.1 3.78

C.1.1 3.5.1(3)
(1)

C.1.13.79
C.1.13.80

C.1.13.5
C.1.13.5

C.1.13.81

C.1.13.5

C.1.13.82

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

1

The FSAR should describe specific alternative
methods that will be used to implement procedural
programs. and the manner of implementing them."

2

1

3
3

5
5

"Plant-specific technical guidelines (P-STGs), 2r
Emergency Response Guidelines (ERGs), which are
gluidelines based on analysis of...."
Section 13.5.2.1(2) should read (1.a-e above)
Revise as described

C.1.13.5.2.1-2 NRC should consider removing requirement of the second sentence in
section 13.5.2.1 to describe the "format" of procedures in the FSAR.
Section 13.5 should be a generic section of the FSAR for all plants.
Since applicants will/do not have the exact same format requirements
for their procedures complying with this requirement would probably
prevent the section from being generic. The format of procedures can
be developed as part of the station procedure writer's guide. NRC
agreed with this approach in response to Comment C.l.13.5.2.1-2.

2

4

Change the second sentence to read "The general
content for each class should be described."

13.5.1.1

Similar to fire protection, flooding and HELB are common mode events
that require a methodical operations strategy to manage the transient,
Most plants have procedures that address these events,

2

4

C.1.13.83

13.5.2.1.A.1

3

4

C.1.13.84

13.5.2.1A.

For completeness - maintenance would be a leading reason for having
to refill and vent systems.
These are not specifically covered in the types of procedures already
listed and typically make up a large percentage of plant procedures.

Under the list of Category (a) procedures that discuss
controls suggest adding two additional procedures for
consideration - these would include Flooding and
HELB.
Add the words "or maintenance" after the word testing.

2

4

In this list of procedures we omit surveillance
procedures and special test procedures. Recommend
adding these as another classification of procedures.

C.1.13.85

13.5.2.1

The industry commented that the general content of each class of
procedures should be available at the time the application is filed,
However, the industry comment indicated that the format of procedures
would be developed as part of the procedure writers' guide and would
occur after the application was filed. This comment was addressed in
Appendix I of DG-1 145 with the NRC documenting their agreement with
the comment and stating that detailed procedures would be verified
during construction. However, DG-1 145 was not revised to reflect this
agreement.

2

4

Indicate that detailed procedures will be available for
verification during construction.

COMMENT
Section C.1.13.5.1 indicates that the FSAR should specifically indicate
whether the "applicable portions" of Regulatory Guide 1.33 concerning
plant procedures will be followed. As Regulatory Guide 1.33 is not
directly applicable to the AP1000 design, and this has been accepted by
the Staff, the Staff should provide specific guidance as to which portions
of Regulatory Guide 1.33 are applicable to the task delineated in Sectior
C.1.13.5.1, or remove this wording altogether as indicated in the mark-up
following.

Plant-specific technical guidelines are also known a Emergency
Response Guidelines (ERGs). This language should be included in DG1145
Section 13.5.2.1(2) has incorrect information in parentheses.
Typographical error - delete the 'close' parentheses at end sentence.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.13.86

DG SECTION

C.1.13.87

13.1.2

C.1.14.1

C.1.14.2.2
C.I11.14.2.2

RELATED
NRC ID NO.

13.5.2.1

C.1.14.2.2-2

COMMENT
The industry commented that the part of the organization responsible for
maintaining procedures and the general content of procedures could be
identified at the time of application. However, the industry comment
indicated that the specific group(s) responsible for procedure
maintenance and the format of procedures would be developed
subsequent to the application filing. This comment was addressed in
Appendix I of DG-1 145 with the NRC documenting their agreement with
the comment and stating that detailed procedures would be verified
during construction. However, DG-1 145 was not revised to reflect this
agreement
Parts (5) and (6) appear to conflict. Part (5) allows an applicant to be
consistent with one of the options in the commission's Policy statement
on Engineering Expertise on Shift, however, part (6) specifically requires
an applicant have an STA. Note that NUREG-0737 acknowledges that
STA is an interim position until other control room staff has the requisite
engineering expertise. In current plants, an STA is not specifically
required. In the Policy statement< NRC states a preference for a
combined SRO and STA position.

Section C.1.14.2.2 specifies that license applicants "should develop a
training program for each fundamental group in the organization, with
regard to the scheduled pre-operational and initial startup testing, to
ensure that the necessary plant staff are ready for commencement of
the test program."
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PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Indicate that detailed procedures will be available for
verification during construction.

3

1

Delete the words "shift technical advisor" from part (6).

2

4

The industry believes the level of detail requested in
these FSAR section is beyond that necessary to
support required COL findings. This sentence should
be modified consistent with SECY-05-0197 to make
clear that training program information should be
supplied as part of program implementation materials
separately from the FSAR.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

10/20/06

NEI COMMENTS - DG-1 145, "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION)

COMMENT
NO.
C.1.14.2

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.14.2.4
C.1.14.2.4-1
C.1I1.1,
Sec.14.2.4

COMMENT
We appreciate the clarification that detailed procedures are not
expected to be provided with the COLA. However, this section
continues to seek description of "specific administrativecontrols that will
be used to ensure that necessary prerequisites are satisfied for each
major phase and for individual tests," and "methods that will be used to
ensure retesting following [modifications or maintenance]." This
language raises questions about the level of detail expected by the NRC
staff.

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

RECOMMENDED WORDING
The COL applicant should describe the administrative
controls that will govern the conduct of each major
phase of the test program. This dascriptien should
,,,,udothe.pc.•fi,
dFnici•tr.tiV. cntrGS that,. bill
useedto and ensure that necessary prerequisites are
satisfied for each major phase and for individual tests.
The COL applicant should also describe the methods
to be followed in initiating plant modifications or
maintenance that are determined to be necessary to
conduct the test program. This dcscriptien should
..

de the m.th.d..

that will hp.. u....d
..
t.

U.

and

provisions for retesting following such modifications or
maintenance.
C.I.14.3

C.I.14.2.4
C.1I1.1,
Sec.14.2.4

C.I.14.2.4-2

C.1.14.4

C.1.14.2.5
C.1I1.1, Sec.

C.1.14.2.5-1

The staff agreed with our earlier comment that post work testing and/or
analysis may be as varied as the ITAAC themselves and thus is not
practical to describe in the FSAR, however no change was made to the
guidance. The guidance should be modified,
Appendix I says the last two sentence of Section 14.2.5 have been
moved to 14.2.6. They have not.

2

4

3

3/4

2

2

The COL applicant should describe its plans for
.
. ib. the
... pF-O. .du that
. will
. guid initial fuel
loading and initial criticality.

1

1

Delete 4th sentence or modify it to refer to the
proposed new requirement in Section 52.99(a).

2

3/4

The description should also inelude metheds identify
provisions to ensure that retesting that is required for
modifications or maintenance remains in compliance
with ITAAC commitments."
Move the sentences.

,14.2.5

C.1.14.5

C.1.14.2.10
C.111.1, Sec.
14.2.10

C.1.14.2.10-1

The NRC staff has acknowledged that COLAs need not contain
procedure-level information. This section still calls for COLAs to
"describe the procedures" that will guide initial fuel loading and initial

C.1.14.6

C.1.14.2.11
C.II1.1, Sec.
14.2.11

C.1.14.2.11-1

C.1.14.7

C.l.14.2.11
C.1I11.,Sec.
14.2.11

C.1.14.2.11-2

The fourth sentence states that each test required to be completed
before initial fuel load or designed to satisfy the requirements for
completing ITAAC should be identified, cross-referenced and provided
with the COL application or be made available for audit during NRC COL
application review. This sentence should be deleted. ITAAC completior
info is not required to be included in COLAs or made available prior to
COL issuance. Indeed, proposed new Section 52.99(a) requires
licensees to submit within one year after COL issuance a schedule for
completing ITAAC. The suggested crossreference may be part of such
a submittal; this should be the subject of further industry-NRC
discussion.
The NRC staff agreed with our previous comment regarding the
likelihood that approved startup test procedures may change in the last
60 days prior to their use, but no change was made to the guidance.

criticality.

Approved test procedures should be [available] at least
60 days prior to fuel loading for fuel loading and startup
test procedures. Licensees should provide timely
notification to NRC of changes in approved test
procedures that have been made available for NRC
review.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.15.1

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.15

C.1.15.2

C.1.15.1

COMMENT
The text in this sectiondists applicable USIs and GSIs which should be
considered. The lists begins with the following USIs.
USI-A-9 (ATWS)
USI-A-47 (Safety Implications of Control Systems)
USI-B-17 (Criteria for Safety-Related Operator Actions)
USI-C-4 (Statistical Methods for ECCS Analysis)
However, a review of the November 2005 version of NUREG-0933
indicates that the above USIs have all been resolved. Has the status of
USIs and GSIs been modified for the purpose of COL applications?

Anticipated transients without scram (ATWS) should not be included in
this section.

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

Clarify the need to address resolved USI/GSIs

1

1.

Move the ATWS discussion to a separate section.

1

1

see above

RECOMMENDED WORDING

This section groups and summarizes design-basis accidents into
categories by the type of thermal-hydraulic fault or phenomena which
initiates the event. A table in this section identifies the following initiatinc
event categories.
(1) increase in heat removal by the secondary system
(2) decrease in heat removal by the secondary system
(3) decreases in reactor coolant system flow rate
(4) reactivity and power distribution anomalies
(5) increase in reactor coolant inventory
(6) decrease in reactor coolant inventory
(7) radioactive release from a subsystem or component
(8) anticipated transients without scram (ATWS)
C.1.15.2
(continued)

C.1.15.1

An anticipated transient is not a thermal-hydraulic fault type.
Designating a transient as an anticipated transient identifies the
frequency grouping which should be assigned. The frequency of
occurrence is discussed later in Section C.1.15.2.
Failure assumptions of the protection system used in the mitigation of a
transient are not initiating event categories.
Additionally the assumption of the inability of the protection system to
generate a scram on demand requires a beyond design basis common
mode failure of the protection system to occur.
Similarly, Appendix A to Section C.1.15 included ATWS giving it the
status of a design basis accident (DBA).
ATWS is not a design basis accident and should not be included in this
list
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.15.3

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.15.6.2

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

3

'Only safety-related systems or componentseanshould be used to mitigate transient or accident
conditions. However, non-safety related systems or
components may be assumed operable in analyses for
the following cases:

Text states "The applicant should provide a discuss of how the
definitions..."
C.1.16, fourth paragraph, third sentence, states "No bases are required
for the TS sections related to TS usage rules (definitions, logical
connectors, required action completion times, and surveillance
requirement frequencies) and the TS section for design features." This
listing should also include the section for Administrative Controls. Base,
are not required for the Administrative Controls.

3

4

2

4

Should be "The applicant should provide a discussion
of how the definitions..."
Revise the quoted sentence to state, "No bases are
required for the TS sections related to TS usage rules
(definitions, logical connectors, required action
completion times, and surveillance requirement
frequencies), design features, or administrative
controls.

The guidance should distinguish between the purpose of RAP and how i
is accomplished

2

4

COMMENT
Text states that only safety related systems can be used and then in the
next sentence.identifies when non-safety related systems can be used.
"Only safety-related systems or components can be used to mitigate
transient or accident
conditions. However, non-safety related systems or components may be
assumed operable in analyses for the following cases:

C.1.15.4

C.1.15.6.2

C.1.16.1

C.1.16

C.1.17.1

C.1.17.4.2

RECOMMENDED WORDING

Clarify last paragraph, sentence 5, as follows: "The
goal of Reliability Assurance during this stage is to
ensure that the operation of the plant meets the
purposes identified above throughout the operations
phase. Implementation of Reliability Assurance
activities during the operations phase is accomplished
through existing operational programs (e.g.,
maintenance rule, surveillance testing, inservice
inspection, inservice testing, and quality assurance)."

C.1.1 7.2

C.1.17.4.2

.

See also comment for C.11.1.17.4.2. SECY 95-132 rejected the
establishment of a separate PROGRAM called Operational Reliability
Assurance Program (O-RAP). In the staffs SECY response (Att. 1, Item
E, ) the staff agreed that operational reliability assurance ACTIVITIES
would be incorporated into existing programs. The staff further stated
that the Maintenance Rule Program and the QA Program together with
limited-scope COL action item covering the gap were sufficient to meet
the objectives of operational reliability assurance,
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2

4

Remove references to O-RAP. State that "Operational
reliability assurance objectives and activities are
incorporated into the QA Program and Maintenance
Rule Program; therefore no further description is
required. Per SECY 95-132, non-safety-related, risksignificant SSCs that have reliability concerns caused
by design or operations-related problems are outside
the scope of the existing maintenance and quality
assurance regulatory framework. The staff will
establish a COL action item for the evolutionary
designs to address this "gap," and will evaluate this
approach for the passive designs"
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.17.3

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.17.4.3

COMMENT
This is Part 1 guidance; the guidance should not presume a design
certification. In addition, 10 CFR 52 uses the term design control
document (DCD) for certified designs. The guidance in Part 1 should
also allow for the situation in which a DCD has been submitted to the
NRC for approval, but has not been approved.

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

3

RECOMMENDED WORDING
Modify sentences 4 and 5, and added sentence 6 to
state: "The design cBrtification control document,
certified or not, addresses this phase. The design
eFtifieatien control document also addresses a RGsystem baed* Tier 1 inspection, test, analysis, and
acceptance criteria (ITAAC) requirement for RAP. If no
design control document is referenced, then the COL
applicant is responsible to implement the design phase
of the RAP."
*Delete unnecessary descriptor.

C.1.17.4

C.1.17.4.3

Last sentence states "COL applicant is also responsible for
implementing...

2

4

This should be COL licensee or holder. The applicant
describes what the licensee will do during the
operational phase.

C.1.17.5

C.1.17.4.4

These two bullets are overly broad.
- The design and operational information used for plant reliability
assurance activities.
. Procurement, fabrication, installation, construction and testing
requirements for risk-significant SSCs.

2

4

Provide examples of the type of information to be
described in the FSAR. The examples should reflect
the type of summary-level information appropriate to
describe in the FSAR, recognizing that more detailed
information would be contained in program
implementation documents maintained by the licensee.

C.1.17.6

C.1.17.4.5

The discussion of the second phase of the Program implementation
(sentence 6) indicates that this 'site-specific' phase is the responsibility
of the COL Applicant, and then identifies actions that are required.
Some of these actions may not occur until after the COL is issued;
therefore it is appropriate to identify that this phase is a COL
applicant/holder responsibility. The COL Applicant should provide a
description in.the FSAR of the information identified in Section
C.1.17.4.4.
At the time of COLA, the SSC list will be essentially unchanged from the
DCD SSC list; site-specific changes to the DCD SSC list will not be
identified until later in the design implementation process.

1

2

The second phase is the site-specific phase, which
introduces the plant's site-specific design information tc
the RAP process. The COL applicant/holder performs
this phase. At this phase, the RAP is modified or
appended based on considerations specific to the site.
The COL applicant/holder establishes the probabilistic,
deterministic, and other methods to determine and
maintain the site-specific list of SSCs under the scope
of RAP. The COL Applicant should describe in the
FSAR the information identified in Section C.I.17.4.4.
The COL applicant holder is also responsible for
completing the incorporation of site-specific information
into the RAP and for implementing the RAP using
existing operational programs.

Page 57 of 131

10/20/06

NEI COMMENTS - DG-1 145, "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION)

COMMENT
NO.
C.1.17.7

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.17.4.4

COMMENT
These following bullet is a COL Holder action versus A COL Applicant
action:

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

2

A prioritized list of site-specific SSCs designated as risk-significant,
At the time of the COL Application, the list of SSCs will be (essentially)
the same as the DCD list; site-specific SSCs cannot be developed until
later as the site specific design elements are finalized and the EOPs are
written, etc. At this time the Expert Panel will append the DCD list, and
the site-specific list will form the basis for the M-Rule program

RECOMMENDED WORDING
The Bullet should be modified as: Describe the
process for completing the prioritized list of site-specific
SSCs designated as risk-significant. This process
should discuss the use of the DCD SSC list and how it
will be supplemented by the site-specific PRA and the
Expert Panel. (This may be described in the
Maintenance Rule Program description)

C.1.17.8

C.1.17.5

The guidance in this section references a new SRP 17.5 as the
document that will contain the detailed QA program description to be
included in COLA. Industry is currently working to provide input to the
Staff on the content of the SRP. It is anticipated that industry comments
will be resolved in that process.

N/A

N/A

C.1.17.9

C.1.17.6

The COL application will provide required information to support NRC
staff reasonable assurance findings. Applicants are not required to
explain in the FSAR why other information is not known or estimate
when the information will become available. Consistent with SECY-050197, operational program descriptions will identify the milestone(s) by
which the program or portions thereof will be implemented. More
detailed schedule info about program implementation, including when
additional program implementation documents will be available, will be
provided to the NRC separately from the FSAR. Attachment 1 is a
markup of the NRC draft guidance that includes Industry input.

1

2

Delete the sentence: Fr
... quact.d iRnef.rati9n that i
not known at the timc of COL application, 'Xplain why i
ic nct known and cstcntAt w-hAn the information will
bGcoma available.

C.1.17.10

C.1.17.6.1.1

The COL application will provide required information to support NRC
staff reasonable assurance findings. Delete guidance to provide info "to
the extent that this information is known at the time of the COL
application." Also, delete reference to "information on structures,
systems, and components (SSCs)" and the subsequent detailed listing
of SSC specific information since this will not be available at the time of
the COL application. The scoping description in the COL application
should only include a description of the scoping method consistent with
NUMARC 93-01 and RG 1.160

1

2

Replace this section with a reference to NUMARC 9301 and RG 1.160 as the basis for identifying SSCs in
the scope of the MR.

C.1. 17.11

C.1.17.6.4

The description of program procedures for compliance with 10 CFR
50.65(a)(4) includes statements about information "known at the time of
COL application" and repeats guidance in existing NUMARC and RG

2

2AND 4

Replace this section with text that references the
existing NUMARC and RG documents associated with
10 CFR 50.65(a)(4).

N/A

documents.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.17.12

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.17.6.6
C.1.17.4.1-1

C.1.18.1

C.1.18

C.1.18.2

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

3

Modify the section as follows: "Describe the
relationship and interface between MR Program
implementation and te Ope8atiOal Reliability
Assurance Program (ORAP) implementation during the
operational phase (See Section C.1.17.4), including
how functions are coordinated and procedures overlap
and/or are cross referenced. Note: If the scope of the
ORAP is enveloped by the Maintenance Rule
Program's SSCs classified as HSS, the Maintenance
Rule Program is an acceptable method of
implementation of the ORAP during the operational
phase."

Do not rephrase existing regulatory guidance.(NUREG-071 1)

1

4

Incorporate existing regulatory guidance by reference.

C.1.18

At the July 2006 public workshop, several issues were discussed where
the industry believes additional guidance is needed in both NUREG0711 and SRP Chapter 18. NRC staff agreed with the industry
comments in terms of there being issues that need further definition.
Neither the industry re-draft of C.1.18 nor the 9/06 SRP draft addressed
these issues. Thus, these issues remain open, and further priority
interaction between NRC staff and stakeholders is necessary to ensure
proper resolution. The issues include: what minimum inventory of fixed
position and continuously available indicators and controls is
appropriate? What technical and regulatory requirements are
appropriate for qualified HSIs for accident mitigation, display evaluation,
soft controls, computerized procedures, automation, etc? What criteria
should be applied to assure appropriate teamwork between operating
crew members and between automation and operators?

1

4

NRC and industry must reach agreement on the issues
that need to be addressed, their priorities, and a clear
path forward that supports the new plant schedules.

C.1.18.2
(continued)

C.1.18

What types of verification and validation (V&V) are appropriate for
human factors features, and how should their scope and rigor be graded
based on complexity and/or safety significance and/or other criteria?
What criteria govern the use of a single HSI to interface with both safety
and non-safety equipment to ensure that the HIS will not become a
single point of failure that can disable the safety function entirely?

1

4

see above

C.1.18.3

C.1.18.7.3.2

Enhancement language recommended to ensure Sections 7 and 18 are
closely coordinated with respect to HSI

3

4

Section C.1.18.7.3.2, Safety Aspects of the HIS -At the
beginning of the section, delete "The FSAR should
describe" and substitute "This section of the FSAR
should be coordinated with the instrumentation and
controls discussions in FSAR Section 7 and should
describe."

C.1.18-4

COMMENT
Consistent with SECY/SRM-94-084, there is no requirement to establish
an "OperationalRAP." As described in Section 17.4, RAP during the
operational phase is accomplished through existing operational
programs, including the MR. To avoid confusion and to be consistent
with Commission guidance, DG-1145 should refer to "RAP during the
operational phase," not to "ORAP."
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RECOMMENDED WORDING

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

4

NRC and industry need to closely coordinate research
activities to ensure the needs of new plants are
addressed in a timely manner such that developing
designs are not adversely impacted.

Disposition of Public Comments C.1.18-1 & -10 [11 elements completed
by COL application]: .Disposition, as shown in the 9/06 drafts of C.1.18
and C.I1.1, resolves the issue.

2

4

To be consistent with these changes, a similar
rewording of the last paragraph in C.11.2.2.9 (ITAAC for
HFE) is suggested.

C.1.18

Disposition of Public Comments C.I. 18-2 & -11 [Inspection of
implementation vs. review of submittals]: Disposition, as shown in the
9/06 draft of C.1.18, resolves part of the issue by reference to ITAAC.

1

4

Adding a cross reference here to C.1.2.2.9 (ITAAC for
HFE) is also suggested. More generally, guidance on
inspection vs. submittal is discussed further in the next
comment. Public Comment C.1.18-5 & C.1.18.7.2.4-1

C.1.18.7

C.1.18

Industry Re-draft of C.1.18 (Attachment 1): Various marginal comments
are included to explain or justify changes. Note that colors in the
comments are a product of the track changes feature in MS Word, and
are irrelevant to the contents of the comments.

1

4

Incorporate changes into guidance as shown in
Attachment 1.

C.1.18.8

C.1.18

Disposition of Public Comments C.1.18-3 & -12 [Restated review
guidance]: As proposed in the Staff response, Industry re-drafted C.1.18
using citations to available Staff guidance. The re-draft treats each
PRM element in three parts:

1

4

Incorporate changes into guidance as shown in
Attachment 1.

COMMENT
NO.
C.1.18.4

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.18

C.1.18.5

C.1.18

C.l. 18.6

COMMENT
NRC staff has indicated during public interactions that additional
research is being initiated on systems communications issues
associated with "glass control rooms." In addition, ACRS noted in a
November 21, 2005 letter to the EDO, "The (Digital I&C) research plan
includes a program to investigate advanced nuclear power plant digital
systems (Section 3.6), but this work has not begun. Due to the rapidly
increasing interest in new reactors and the anticipated regulatory needs,
this research should be given higher priority than it currently has."
Industry is concerned that the research the staff considers necessary to
support new plants may result in new design requirements.

Purpose - Presents a brief description of the element based on similar
summaries in SRP Ch.18.
Contents - Presents citations to Staff review guidance with clarifications
of submittal contents and levels-of-detail.
Added Review Guidance - Presents technical guidance from the original
draft that did not map well to existing Staff review guidance, and so
could not be properly cited under Contents (such as the cases identifiec
in Public Comment C.1.18-4).
The re-draft aims to avoid disparity with the available Staff review
guidance and to provide the practical clarifications sought by Industry in
a clear and concise manner.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.18.9

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.18

C.1.18.10

C.1.18

C.1.18.11

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

4

Incorporate changes into guidance as shown in
Attachment 1.

Disposition of Public Comment C.1.18-5 & C.1.18.7.2.4-1 [FSAR content
& level of detail]: The Industry re-draft (Att. 4) provides an implemented
approach for identifying the necessary contents and the acceptable
levels of technical detail in COL applicant submittals.

1

4

Incorporate changes into guidance as shown in
Attachment 1.

C.1.18

Public Comment C.1.18-6 & -14 [Minimum Inventory]: It was understood
from the 7/06 workshop that the Staff acknowledged the need for
additional guidance in this area, but it was not clear that the Industry redraft of C.1.18 was expected to address it. Thus, no guidance was
proposed by the re-draft in this area, and the issue remains open.

2

4

C.1.18,12

C.1.18

Disposition of Public Comment C.1.18-7 [Should vs. May]: The final
guide as issued will resolve this comment by default. It is understood
that such wording in the final guide will be governed by regulatory
conventions.

3

5

C.1.18.13

C.1.18

The issued guide should define the following terms with respect to
Applicant review and inspection material, if such terms are used in
C.1.18 text or key references: Application, On-the-docket, FSAR,
Submittal, Reference, Retained-but-available (i.e. for audit/inspection),
etc. In addition, the impact of referencing (i.e., from the FSAR or the
submittal) on the status of a reference (i.e., on/off the docket) should be
clear. These are generic issues which, if addressed elsewhere, may be
incorporated in C.1.18 by reference.

2

4

C.1.18.14

C.1.18

Disposition of Public Comment C.1.18-8 [Conflicts of interpretation]: By
using citations, conflicts of interpretation with Staff review guidance are
generally avoided in the Industry re-draft. However, some of the items ir
the "added review guidance" sections remain a potential source of
conflict. Each of these should be reviewed and replaced by the
appropriate citation, if possible.

2

4

COMMENT
Public Comment C.1.18-4 & -13 [Added review guidance]: The Staff
response to C.1.18-4 noted that NUREG-0711 & NUREG-0800 give
guidance for Staff reviews but not for Applicant submittals. This may be
true, but from a technical standpoint, the Industry finds the available
Staff review guidance to be equally suited to either role. However, it is
understood from the 7/06 workshop that the Staff expects NUREG-0711
review guidance to be revised again soon. Thus, where C.1.18 text aims
to anticipate such changes, this should be clearly indicated. The "Addec
Review Guidance" sections in the Industry re-draft provide a controlled
means to do so. These sections in the re-draft include the cases of
added Staff review guidance noted in the prior C.1.18 draft, with
corresponding comments by Industry
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.19.1

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.19

COMMENT
Issue: 4th paragraph, 1st sentence reads "The applicant should use the
results and insights of its PRA and severe accident evaluations to
establish specifications and performance objectives for the plant design,
construction, inspection, and operation."

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

1

Delete sentence or replace "should use" with
"should consider."

RECOMMENDED WORDING

Comment: PRA does not establish design specifications and
performance objectives for the plant design, construction, inspection anc
operation.
C.I. 19.2

C.l. 19

Issue: 4th paragraph, last sentence reads "The information in Chapter
19 should enable the NRC to conclude that the applicant has performed
sufficiently complete and scrutable analyses, and the results support the
COL application and will maintain acceptable risk throughout the life of
the plant."
Comment: Chapter 19 does not include detailed technical information.
This sentence is Unnecessary and should be deleted.

3

4

Delete sentence.

C.1.19.3

C.1.19

Issue: Last paragraph, 1st sentence reads: "To support the NRC staffs
timely review and assessment, the applicant should adhere to the
recommended format and content for Chapter 19 provided herein."

1

1

Add after this sentence "For a COL application
referencing a certified design, this format meets the
intent of Section IV.A.2.a of Part 52 appendices, as the
certified design DCD would be incorporated by
reference. An exemption would not be required."

Background: DG-1145, Appendix I, Response to Public Comments on
DG-1 145," provided the following comment, response and disposition or
this topic:
C.11.1.7-1 Section C.1I.1.7, The third paragraph in Section C.11.1.7 states:
"To support the NRC
Staff's timely review and assessment of the documentation, applicants
should adhere to
the recommended format and content identified in Appendix B, ---. " This
section should
address how this guidance is consistent with proposed Section 52.80(a)
which requires the
combined license (COL) application to use the design certification
probabilistic risk
assessment (PRA) (which may not be in the format of Appendix B).
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.19.3
(continued)

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.19

COMMENT
Response: The NRC staff disagrees with this comment. It should be
noted that this part of DG-1 145 applies to COL applicants that do not
reference a certified design and thus, there may not be a design
certification PRA upon which to develop the COL application PRA.
Further,
for a COL application that references a certified design, the format of thE
PRA information to be submitted per Appendix B is not a requirement of
10 CFR 52.80(a), which requires the COL applicant that references a
certified design to submit a plant specific PRA that "...must use the PRA
for the design certification ... as applicable, and must be updated to
account for site-specific design information and any design changes,
departures, or variance." This requirement does not mandate the format
of the submittal to be identical to that submitted under 10 CFR 52.47 for
the design certification PRA, but does require that the COL applicant's
plant-specific PRA be derived from the actual design certification PRA
and updated and upgraded, as appropriate.

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

RECOMMENDED WORDING
see above

Disposition: No change to DG-1 145.
Comment: Industry needs formal concurrence that changes to the
format of Chapter 19 and the plant-specific PRA will not require
an exemption.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.19.4

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.19

COMMENT
Issue: Last paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "Chapter 19.should
reference the applicable analyses and evaluations, as well as provide a
summary description of the supporting information, needed to
demonstrate compliance with the above identified regulatory
requirements and Commission policies."

PRIORITY

BASIS

RECOMMENDED WORDING

2

2

Replace "as well as" with "or".
Add "(Chapter 19 does not need to reference all
documents supporting the summaries provided in this
chapter.)"

Background: DG-1145, Appendix I, Response to Public Comments on
DG-1 145," provided the following comment, response and disposition or
this topic:
C.1.19-1 The last sentence in the last paragraph in Section C.1.19
Probabilistic Risk Assessment
and Severe Accidents, states, "Chapter 19 should reference the
applicable analyses and evaluations and the necessary supporting
information to demonstrate compliance with the above requirements and
Commission policies."
Please clarify the use of the language "should reference." We assume
that a summary
description of supporting information is an acceptable alternative to
including all
references.
Response: The NRC staff agrees with this comment. The staff does not
expect the applicant to reference all supporting information that may be
applicable. A summary description of the supporting
information is acceptable.
Disposition: Section C.1.19 has been revised to provide clarification
C.1.19.4
(continued)

C.1.19

Comment: Language noted continues to lack clarity. One of the main
reasons to require a PRA report that is separate from Chapter 19 is so
that the PRA can remain a living document. The PRA should be able to
evolve without causing unnecessary FSAR updates unless the specific
information contained in Chapter 19 itself is changed.

2

2

see above

C.1.19.5

C.1.19.2.1

Issue: 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "This section should
summarize the scope and process used to develop the plant-specific
PRA. This summary should include a reference to the plant-specific
PRA and associated analyses that are available for review or docketed
separately."

2

2

Add "(Chapter 19 does not need to reference all
documents supporting the summaries provided in this
section.)"

Comment: See comment on Section C.1.19 on references.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.19.6

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.19.2.3.1

COMMENT
Issue: 3rd sentence reads "If some internal events are screened out or
incorporated into other evaluations (e.g., grouped events), this section
should describe the screening/bounding/grouping."

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Comment: This information is not relevant for Chapter 19. It is part of
the PRA submittal per CI.1. If grouping is described in Chapter 19 as
an attribute of the design, then that grouping would need, unnecessarily,
to be maintained. This could cause maintenance of more than one PRA
model: one that is grouped as described in the FSAR and others that ar
grouped differently according to how they were used in various
applications.
C.1.19.7

C.1.19.2.3.1

Issue: Fourth bullet reads "Identify important assumptions (including
4
3
PRA key assumptions and PRA-based insights )" Footnote 4 reads
".PRA-based insights" are those insights identified during design
certification that ensures assumptions made in the PRA will remain valid
in the as-to-be-built, as--to-be-operated plant and includes assumptions
regarding SSC and operator performance and reliability, ITAACs,
interface requirements, plant features, design and operational programs
etc. The usage of this phrase is intended to be consistent with its use in
referring to the information provided in Table 19.59-29 in the AP-600
and AP-1000 Design Control Documents (DCDs)."
Comment 1: "(including PRA key assumptions3 and PRA-based
insights4)" is inconsistent with other subsections, for example,
subsection 19.2.3.1.2

2

4

Issue: 3rd paragraph reads "Ifa specific feature is described and
analyzed elsewhere in the FSAR, this section should provide the
relevant cross-references, and need not be repeated in this section.
Comment: Many of the topics included in the DG were addressed in
other sections on the certified design DCDs. For example, Anticipated
Transients without scram, Mid-Loop Operation, Station Blackout.
Add "and need not be repeated in this section." to the end of the
sentence.
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Replace noted bullet with "Identify important, key
3
assumptions "
Add bullet "Document PRA-based insights4"
Address consistency among subsections.
Replace footnote 4 with ""PRA-based insights" are
those insights identified during the analyses conducted
for the COL application (which may have been
developed during design certification) that ensures
assumptions made in the PRA will remain valid in the
as-to-be-built, as-'to-be-operated plant and includes
assumptions regarding SSC and operator performance
and reliability, ITAACs, interface requirements, plant
features, design and operational programs, etc. The
usage of this phrase is intended to be consistent with
its use in referring to the information provided in Table
19.59-29 in the AP-600 and AP-1000 Design Control
Documents (DCDs). These may be collected in Section
C.1.19.2.5 instead of each section."

Comment 3: Is it appropriate to reference the AP-600 or AP-1000 DCD
in a regulatory guide?
C.1.19.3

The requirement for this information in Chapter 19
should be removed; especially when it is already
submitted elsewhere as part of the license application.
Delete sentence

Comment 2: An acceptable alternative to providing PRA-based insights
in many subsections is to provide the insights in one section, for
example in section C.1.19.2.5.

C.1.19.8

RECOMMENDED WORDING

2

3

Add "and need not be repeated in this section." to the
end of the sentence.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.19.9

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.19.3

C.1.19.10

C.1.19.3

COMMENT
Issue: 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "This description and analysis
should specifically address the issues identified below, as well as other
issues identified in SECY-90-016 and SECY-93-087, which the
Commission approved in related staff requirement memoranda (SRMs),
dated June 26, 1990, and July 21, 1993, respectively."
Comment: Sentence should be clarified to include "as appropriate."

Issue: 3rd paragraph reads "If a specific feature is described and
analyzed elsewhere in the FSAR, this section should provide the
relevant cross-references."-

PRIORITY

BASIS

RECOMMENDED WORDING

3

4

Add ", as they are appropriate." To end of sentence.

2

3

Add "and need not be repeated in this section" to the
end.

3

4

Replace "findings during" with "results of"

2

3

Add "reasonably" before "reflect"

Comment: For efficiency add "and need not be repeated in this section"
to the end.
C.1.19.11

C.1.19.4.1

Issue: 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence reads "The NRC staff expects the
plant-specific PRA to reasonably reflect the plant as it was constructed,
in preparations for startup, and therefore, the plant-specific PRA should
be upgraded prior to initial operations to incorporate those changes that
were deferred (i.e., screened as not being significant) during the design,
COL application, and construction phases, and to address findings
during the PRA-related plant walkdowns."
Comments: For clarity replace "findings during" with "results of'

C.1.19.12

C.1.19.4.1

Issue: Last paragraph, last sentence reads " For example, in addressing
the frequency of scheduled maintenance updates following initial
operations, the FSAR section may state "the plant-specific PRA will be
updated to reflect plant, operational, experience (data), and PRA
modeling changes, consistent with the NRC-endorsed standards
appropriate for the uses and applications of the plant-specific PRA and
the information available 6 months prior to the issuance of the
maintenance update, which will be scheduled to occur every other fuel
cycle, not to exceed 5 years.
Comment 1: For consistency insert "reasonably" before "reflect."
Comment 2: A more reasonable example for "6 months prior to the
issuance of the maintenance update " is "6 months prior to the start of
the maintenance update
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Replace "issuance" with "start"
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1.19.13

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

2

RECOMMENDED WORDING

COMMENT
Large Release Frequency (LRF): The guidance introduces a new PRA
metric, LRF for evaluating changes to the licensing basis during
operations. The development of Reg. Guide 1.174 and the ASME
Standard RA-Sb-2005, PRA Internal Events, which will be endorsed in
Reg. Guide 1.200, has taken many years. In that period of
development, the use of LRF as a metric for operational decisionmaking was evaluated. It was rejected in favor of core damage
frequency and large early release frequency. To propose the LRF
metric so shortly after it was rejected for use in operational assessments
is disconcerting.
A more precise and consistent definition of LRF would have to be
developed for use in an operational setting compared with the definition
that were developed for design certifications. This would require
substantial interaction with the PRA technical community before a
common understanding could be reached on such a definition and how
would be applied. This would

C.1.19.13
(continued)

C.I1.1.1

introduce uncertainty at a critical time in the new licensing process as
applicants start on the final drafts of their applications that will be
submitted next year. The guidance should use the same metrics that
are used for existing plants for evaluating changes to the licensing basis
in the operational phase: Large Early Release Frequency, which
correspondsto early health effects, and Core Damage Frequency.

C.I1.1.2

C.I1.1.2-4.

Issue: Paragraph reads "Determine how the risk associated with the
design compares against the Commission's goals of less than 1 E-4/yr
for core damage frequency (CDF) and less than 1E-6/yr for large
release frequency (LRF). These goals were established in the
Commission SRM dated June 26, 1990 in response to SECY-90-016. In
addition, the Commission approved the use of a containment
performance goal (CPG), which includes (1) a deterministic goal that
containment integrity be maintained for approximately 24 hours followinc
the onset of core damage for the more likely severe accident challenges
and (2) a probabilistic goal that the conditional containment failure
probability (CCFP) be less than approximately 0.1 for the composite of
all core damage sequences assessed in the PRA. It should be noted
that these aregoals and not regulatory requirements and applicants
should not artificially (or intentionally) increase PRA results associated
with one metric simply to meet the goal associated with another metric.
Rather, the applicant should compare their plant-specific PRA results
and insights against these
goals and address how their plant features properly balance severe
accident prevention and mitigation."
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The draft should be changed to reference the QHOs
and subsidiary goals appropriately
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COMMENT
NO.
C.l1.1.1
(continued)

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I1.1.2
C.I1.1.2-4

COMMENT
Background: DG-1 145, Appendix I, Response to Public Comments on
DG-1 145," provided the following comment, response and disposition or
this topic:

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

2

see above

1

2

see above

RECOMMENDED WORDING

C.I1.1.2-4 In Section C.I1.1.2, the following language is provided:
"Determine how the risk
associated with design relates to the Commission's goals of less than 1
E-4/yr for core
damage frequency (CDF) and less than 1 E-6/yr for large release
frequency (LRF).2"
The objective is to demonstrate that the QHOs are met. This can be
demonstrated using
the subsidiary objectives for CDF (1E-4/yr.) and LERF (1E-5/yr.). LRF is
not defined in
the regulations and a LRF goal is not appropriate for a regulatory guide.
The draft should
be changed to reference the QHOs and subsidiary goals appropriately.

C.I1.1.1
(continued)

C.II.1.2

C.11.1.2-4

Response: The NRC staff disagrees with this comment. The
Commission directed the staff in the SRM on the proposed revisions to
the 10 CFR Part 52 rule to include specific guidance
regarding the PRA in the regulatory guide. In addition, there are
numerous objectives for
the use of the PRA, as identified in Section C.11.1.2. Demonstration that
the QHOs are
met is not an explicit objective, and has not been addressed in prior
design certification
reviews. The use of the 1E-6/year large release frequency (LRF) goal is
consistent with
Commission guidance. Meeting the LRF goal will generally assure that
the early fatality
QHO is met. As explained in the referenced footnote, the cited
Commission goals of less
than 1 E-4/year for CDF and less than 1 E-6/year for LRF were
established in the Commission SRM dated June 26, 1990, in response
to SECY-90-016. All certified designs approved by the NRC to date havy
addressed the LRF metric. Although not explicitly defined in the
regulations, LRF represents the broader set of releases of which LERF
is a subset. The difference between LRF and LERF is that LRF address(
LRF-related containment failures into two types: (1) initially failed contair
the integrity of the containment is either failed due to the initiating event
Disposition: No change to DG-1 145.
Comment: We continue to disagree with the basis provided.
This "expectation" for LRF and CPG should not be included
in a regulatory guide.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I1.1.2

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I1.1.2
C.I1.1.2-2

COMMENT
Issue: Paragraph reads "Determine whether the plant design, including
the impact of site-specific characteristics, represents a reduction in risk.
compared to existing operating plant designs"

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

RECOMMENDED WORDING

Background: DG-1 145, Appendix I, Response to Public Comments on
DG-1 145," provided the following comment, response and disposition or
this topic:
C.I1.1.2-2 In Section C.I1.1.2, what is the regulatory basis for the
combined license (COL)
application to show that a design represents a reduction in risk over
existing plants?
Response: The NRC staffs basis for requiring a COL applicant to show
that a design represents a reduction in risk over existing plants, is
provided by the Commission's policy statement,
entitled "Severe Reactor Accidents Regarding Future Designs and
Existing Plants," issued
on August 8, 1985. This policy statement, which is discussed in
Appendix A, focuses on
the guidance and procedures that the Commission has been using to
certify new designs for nuclear power plants that have evolved from light
water reactor (LWR) technology existing at that time.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I1.1.2
(continued)

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I1.1.2
C.I1.1.2-2

COMMENT
This policy statement affirms the Commission's belief that a new design
for a nuclear power plant can be shown to adequately address severe
accident
concerns by demonstrating compliance with the requirements of
Commission regulations,
including the appropriate TMI requirements and the resolution of
applicable unresolved
safety issues (USIs) and generic safety issues (GSI). Therefore, the
Commission expects
new designs to achieve a higher standard of severe accident safety
performance than
plants contemporary with the issuance of the Commission's Severe
Accident Policy
Statement on August 8, 1985. The fact that severe accident concerns
have been
adequately addressed in the new design should be reflected in the PRA
results as a
reduction in risk.

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

Comment: We continue to disagree with the basis
provided. The guidance should not call for COLAs to
demonstrate that the plant design represents a
reduction in risk compared with existing plants. At a
minimum, the guidance should be modified to indicate
that this information requirement is considered to be
met if a certified design is referenced, and the COL
applicant need provide no additional information.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

Disposition: No change to DG-1 145.

C.I1.1.3

C.I1.1.2

Issue: Paragraph reads "Support, as a minimum, regulatory oversight
processes [e.g., Mitigating Systems Performance Index (MSPI),
Significance Determination Process (SDP)] and programs that will be
associated with plant operations (e.g., technical specifications, reliability
assurance, human factors, Maintenance Rule)."
Comment: Clarify by adding language which notes that the PRA used to
support operational programs may differ from the PRA provided as part
of the COL application.

2

2

Add "Note that the PRA used for support of operational
programs (MSPI, SDP, maintenance rule, for example)
may differ from the PRA provided as part of a COL
application. For such uses the PRA would be retained
by the licensee and available for inspection."

C.I1.1.4

C.I1.1.2

Issue: Paragraph reads "The review objectives are drawn from 10 CFR
Part 52, the Commission's Severe Reactor Accident Policy Statement
regarding future designs and existing plants, the Commission's Safety
Goals Policy Statement, the Commission-approved positions concerning
severe accidents contained in SECY-93-087, and NRC interest in the
use of PRA to help improve future reactor designs. In general, the PRA
and the NRC staffs review achieve these objectives."
Comment: Language "and NRC interest in the use of PRA to help
improve future reactor designs. In general, the PRA and the NRC staffs
review achieve these objectives." Seems unnecessary.

3

4

Delete noted language
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COMMENT
NO.
C.11.1.5

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.11.1.4

COMMENT
Issue: 1st paragraph, 1st sentence reads "The level of detail of the
applicant's PRA should be commensurate with the purpose and
objectives discussed in Section C.I1.1.2 (i.e., sufficient to gain riskinformed insights and use such insights, in conjunction with assumption
made in the PRA, to identify and support requirements important to the
design and plant operation).

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

4

Delete noted language

3

4

Delete "actual."

RECOMMENDED WORDING

Comment: Language "(i.e., sufficient to gain risk-informed insights and
use such insights, in conjunction with assumptions made in the PRA, to
identify and support requirements important to the design and plant
operation)." is redundant and should be deleted.
C.11.1.6

C.11.1.4

Issue: 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "The PRA should reasonably
reflect the actual plant design, planned construction, anticipated
operational practices, and relevant operational experience of the
applicant and the industry."

Provide example

Comment 1: Delete "actual" before the word "plant" as this is redundant.
Comment 2: language "relevant operational experience of the applicant"
is unclear. An example would be useful.

C.I1.1.7

C.I1.1.4

Issue: The statement "Additional guidance on the level of detail that
should be included in the PRA is provided in Regulatory Guide 1.200,
"An Approach For Determining The Technical Adequacy Of Probabilistic
Risk Assessment Results For Risk-Informed Activities,"..."needs
clarification.
Comment: This statement may lead one to believe that the technical
requirements documented in ASME PRA Standard RA-S-2002
Addendum B, RA-Sb-2005, which is endorsed, with exceptions, by DG1161 (Regulatory Guide 1.200 Revision 1), is applicable to advanced
LWRs. In fact, Table A-i, Item 1.1 of DG-1161 states that RA-Sb-2005
is applicable to "current" light water reactors. Furthermore, many of the
requirements of the ASME PRA Standard relate to the "as-built, asoperated" plant, which cannot be met at the time of COL application.

2

4

Section C of Regulatory Guide 1.200 provides more
general requirements for PRA level of detail.
Recommend changing the statement to read:
"Additional guidance on the level of detail that should
be included in the PRA is provided in Section C of
Regulatory Guide 1.200..."

C.1.1.8

C.I1.1.4

Issue: Last paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "However, the risk models
should still be able to be used to identify vulnerabilities, as well as
design and operational requirements, such as ITAAC and COL action
items."
Comment: Replace "identify vulnerabilities, as well as design and
operational requirements, such as ITAAC and COL action items." With
"achieve the purpose and objectives discussed in Section C.I1.1.2" to
ensure consistency.

2

3

Replace "identify vulnerabilities, as well as design and
operational requirements, such as ITAAC and COL
action items." With "achieve the purpose and
objectives discussed in Section C.I1.1.2" to ensure
consistency.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I1.1.9

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I1.1.4

C.1l.1.10

C.I1.1.5

C.I1.1.5-1

C.I1.1.10
(continued)

C.I1.1.5

C.1l.1.5-1

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

2

Add ", as this information is known during the licensing
and operational phases of a plant's lifetime" so as to
recognize the evolving nature information during the
design, construction, and operational phases.

Issue: 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "The methods acceptable to
the NRC staff to ensure that the pertinent quality assurance
requirements of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 are met and that the
PRA is sufficient to be used in demonstrating that the objectives
identified in Section C.11.1.2 of this guide are met, include:"
Comment: The "requirements of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50" are
inappropriate. In Regulatory Guide 1.174, which is the reference for this
language, the following language is provided: "As stated in Section 2.2,
the staff expects that the quality of the engineering analyses conducted
to justify proposed LB changes will be appropriate for the nature of the
change. In this regard, it is expected that for traditional engineering
analyses (e.g., deterministic engineering calculations) existing
provisions for quality assurance (e.g., Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50, fo
safety-related SSCs) will apply and provide the appropriate quality
needed. Likewise, when a risk assessment of the plant is used to
provide insights into the decisionmaking process, the staff expects that t
been subject to quality control.

1

1

Delete "the pertinent quality assurance requirements of
Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 are met and that"

To the extent that a licensee elects to use PRA information to enhance
or modify activities affecting the safety-related functions of SSCs, the
following, inconjunction with the other guidance contained in this guide,
describes methods acceptable to the NRC staff to ensure that the
pertinent quality assurance requirements of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part
50 are met and that the PRA is sufficient to be used for regulatory
decisions."
Appendix B is not relevant to a COL application or the PRA. The
applicability is limited to specific applications which support changes to
the licensing basis as described in RG 1.174.

1

1

see above

COMMENT
Issue: Last paragraph, last sentence reads "In addition, the bounding
assumptions should not mask any risk-significant information about the
design and its operation."
Comment: Add ", as this information is known during the licensing and
operational phases of a plant's lifetime" so as to recognize the evolving
nature information during the design, construction, and operational
phases.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I1.1.11

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.l1.1.5

COMMENT
Issue: 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence reads "Toward this end, the
applicant's PRA submittal should be consistent with the prevailing PRA
standards, guidance, and good practices, as needed to support its uses
and applications, and as endorsed by the NRC (e.g., Regulatory Guide
1.200)."

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

3

Add "as appropriate" after "as needed."

2

4

Section C of Regulatory Guide 1.200 provides more
general requirements for PRA technical adequacy.
Recommend changing the statement to read: "The
adherence to the recommendations provided in Sectior
C of Regulatory Guides 1.200 and 1.174 pertaining to
quality and technical adequacy will result in a more
efficient and consistent NRC staff review process."

3

4

Delete item 3 or clarify.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

Comment: As standards, guidance, good practices, and RG 1.200 do
not fully apply to plants without operational experience, add "as
appropriate" after "as needed."
C.I1.1.12

C.11.1.5

Issue: 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "The adherence to the
recommendations provided in Regulatory Guides 1.200 and 1.174
pertaining to quality and technical adequacy will result in a more efficieni
and consistent NRC staff review process." Needs clarification.
Comment: This language may lead one to believe that the technical
requirements documented in ASME PRA Standard RA-S-2002,
Addendum B RA-Sb-2005, which is endorsed, with exceptions, by DG1161 (Regulatory Guide 1.200 Revision 1), is applicable to advanced
LWRs. In fact, Table A-i, Item 1.1 of DG-1 161 states that RA-Sb-2005
is applicable to "current" light water reactors. Furthermore, many of the
requirements of RA-Sb-2005 relate to the "as-built, as-operated" plant,
which cannotbe met at the time of COL application.

C.I1.1.13

C.I1.1.6

Issue: 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "Such analyses provide
important information about (1) areas where certain design features are
the most effective in reducing risk with respect to operating reactor
designs; (2) major contributors to risk, such as hardware failures and
human errors; (3) major contributors to maintaining the "built-in plant
safety and ensuring that the risk does not increase unacceptably; (4)
major contributors to the uncertainty associated with the risk estimates;
and (5) sensitivity of risk estimates to uncertainties associated with
failure data, assumptions made in the PRA models, lack of modeling
details in certain areas, and previously raised issues
Comment: Item 3 lacks clarity and is unnecessary.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I1.1.14

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I1.1.6
C.I1.1.6-1

COMMENT
Issue: 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence reads "For designs that have
evolved from current plant technology, through the incorporation of
several features intended to make the plant safer, more available, and
easier to operate, the results of the PRA should indicate that the design
represents a reduction in risk compared to existing operating plants.2"

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

Delete language related to "represents a reduction in
risk compared to operating plant designs."

RECOMMENDED WORDING

Comment: Per previous comments, language on the expectation "that
the design represents a reduction in risk..." is inappropriate.

C.I1.1.15

C.l.1.6

Issue: 4th paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "Such studies provide very
useful insights about (1) the systems that contribute the most in
achieving the low risk level assessed in the PRA, (2) events (e.g.,
component failures or human errors) that contribute the most to
decreases in the "built-in" plant safety level, and (3) events that
contribute the most to the assessed risk."
Comment: Item 2 lacks clarity. Please clarity or delete, as this item is no
needed.

3

4

Clarify or delete item 2.

C.11.1.16

C.11.1.7

Issue: 1st paragraph, last sentence reads "The submitted PRA should
include adequate information, in terms of both models (initiating events,
fault and event trees, success criteria, data, important assumptions and
calculations) and results (minimal cut sets, importance, sensitivity, and
uncertainty analyses)."
Comment: Please replace "models" with modeling" as computer models
should not be included.

3

4

Replace "models" with "modeling"

C.I1.1.17

C.11.1.7

Issue: 2nd paragraph, last sentence reads ". Documentation of the PRA
process and findings should be provided and, additionally, should
include a description of the applicant's provisions to ensure adequacy in
accordance with Regulatory Guide 1.200.

3

4

Please replace "findings" with "results"
Please add the word "technical" before "adequacy"
Please add "as applicable" to the end of the sentence.

Comment 1: Please replace "findings" with "results" for clarity.
Comment 2: Please add the word "technical" before "adequacy" for
clarity.
Comment 3: Please add "as applicable" to the end of the sentence for
consistency with previous comments on the applicability of RG 1.200.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I1.1.18

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I1.1.7
C.I1.1.7-1

C.I1.1.19

C.I1.1.7

CII.1.20

C.I1.1.8

C.I1.1.21

C.l1.1,
App. B

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

Clarify that an exemption request would not be
required.
Add language such as "For a COL application
referencing a certified design, this format meets the
intent of Section IV.A.2.a of part 52 appendices , as the
certified design DCD would be incorporated by reference. An exemption request would not be
required."

Issue: Last paragraph, last sentence reads "Documentation of the
analyses should be maintained as lifetime quality records in accordance
with Regulatory Guide 1.33, "Quality Assurance Program Requirements
(Operation).""
Comment: Per RG 1.174, this only applies to changes to a plant's LB.
Please delete as this language is inappropriate.

1

1

Delete "Documentation of the analyses should be
maintained as lifetime quality records in accordance
with Regulatory Guide 1.33, "Quality Assurance
Program Requirements (Operation).""

C.11.1.7-2

Issue: 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence reads "The NRC staff expects the
plant-specific PRA to reasonably reflect the plant as it was constructed,
in preparations for startup, and therefore, the plant-specific PRA should
be upgraded prior to initial operations to incorporate those changes that
were deferred (i.e., screened as not being significant) during the design,
COL application, and construction phases, and to address findings
during the PRA-related plant walkdowns."
Comment: Please replace "findings during" with "results of' per our
previous comments.

3

4

Replace "findings during" with "results of" per our
previous comments.

C.I1.1.7-1

Issue: 1st paragraph reads "[Note: This standard format is consistent
with the guidance provided in Regulatory Guide 1.200, "An Approach
For Determining the Technical Adequacy of Probabilistic Risk
Assessment Results for Risk-Informed Activities," and adapted to the
specific uses of the PRA to support a COL application."
Comment 1: Please address per previous comments on consistency
with certified design DCD to preclude the uncertainty on the need for an
exemption request.

2

1

Address uncertainty on exemption.

COMMENT
Issue: 3rd paragraph reads "To support the NRC staffs timely review
and assessment of the documentation, the applicant should adhere to
the recommended format and content identified in Appendix B,
Probabilistic Risk Assessment to Support a Combined License
Application: Standard Format and Content."
Comment: Please address per previous comments (e.g., Comment
C.1.19.3) on consistency with certified design DCD to preclude the
uncertainty on the need for an exemption request.

Comment 2: The suggested standard format is different than that of the
AP1 000 DCD. Regulatory Guide 1.200 suggests the type of information
required for a Risk-Informed application, but does not specify the format
in which this information is submitted.
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RECOMMENDED WORDING

Recommend changing the statement to read: "[Note:
This suggested format is consistent with the guidance
provided in Regulatory Guide 1.200, "An Approach Fo
Determining the Technical Adequacy of Probabilistic
Risk Assessment Results for Risk-Informed Activities,"
and adapted to the specific uses of the PRA to support
a COL application. A licensee referring to a Certified
Design should maintain the format of the Certified
Design PRA.]
Add language such as "For a COL application
referencing a certified design, this format meets the
intent of Section IV.A.2.a of part 52 appendices , as the
certified design DCD would be incorporated by
reference. An exemption request would not be
required."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I1.1.22

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I1.1,
App. B

C.I1.1.23

C.II.1,
App. B

C.I1.1.24

C.I1.1.25

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

4

Replace "models" with "modeling"

Issue: Internal Floods is included in 2.3 "External Events at Full Power."
Comment: Why is internal flooding included in external events section?

3

4

N/A

C.I1.1,
App. B

Issue: Section 6.1 includes "LRF"
Comment: Please consider our comment C.I1.1.1 on LRF.
The objective is to demonstrate that the QHOs
are met. This can be demonstrated using the subsidiary objectives
for CDF (1 E-4/yr.) and LERF (1 E-5/yr.).
LRF is not defined in the regulations and a LRF goal is not
appropriate for a regulatory guide.

1

1

Modify language to address LERF instead of LRF

C.I1.1

Large Release Frequency (LRF): The guidance introduces a new PRA
metric, LRF for evaluating changes to the licensing basis during
operations. The development of Reg. Guide 1.174 and the ASME
Standard RA-Sb-2005, PRA Internal Events, which will be endorsed in
Reg. Guide 1.200, has taken many years. In that period of
development, the use of LRF as a metric for operational decisionmaking was evaluated. It was rejected in favor of core damage
frequency and large early release frequency. To propose the LRF
metric so shortly after it was rejected for use in operational assessments
is disconcerting.

1

3

Further discussion needed.

COMMENT
Issue: 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence reads "The content of the applicant',
submittal should include adequate information (e.g., in terms of models,
results, and interpretation of results) to enable the NRC staff to conclude
whether the objectives identified in Section C.II. 1.2 of this guide are
met."
Comment: Please replace "models" with "modeling" per our previous
comment.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

A more precise and consistent definition of LRF would have to be
developed for use in an operational setting compared with the definitionE
that were developed for design certifications. This would require
substantial interaction with the PRA technical community before a
common understanding could be reached on such a definition and how
would be applied. This would
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COMMENT
NO.
C.II.1.25
(continued)

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I1.1

C.I1.1.26

C.I1.1

C.I1.2.1

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

3

see above

Conditional Containment Failure Probability (CCFP): The draft guidance
proposes the CCFP of 0.1, given a core melt. For advanced designs,
whose calculated internal event core damage frequency is
approximately 10-7 /year, the CCFP would translate into a containment
failure frequency of approximately 10-8 /year. It is impractical and
unreasonable to attempt to design a containment structure to withstand
naturally occurring ultra-low frequency events of this magnitude, for
example a one in a 100 million-year earthquake. Hence, as interpreted
by the industry, the proposed CCFP could not be met. There is a need
for further industry-NRC interaction on developing a practical
containment performance metric that could be used in operational
licensing evaluations for designs that have very low core-damage
frequency.

1

3

Further discussion needed.

C.I1.2.1

C.I1.2.1 states "in a table provided in FSAR Section 14.3, COL
applicants should cross-reference the important design information and
parameters from these analyses to their treatment (i.e., inclusion or
exclusion) in the ITAAC."

3

3

This FSAR section 14.3 guidance should be included ir
C.1.14 and in C.I1.1-14.3.

C.11.2.2

C.i1.2.1

New nuclear power plants likely will be constructed through the use.of
modular construction techniques. Since construction modules may be
constructed offsite, it may be appropriate for some ITAAC to be
performed at the site of manufacturing of the construction modules
rather than the reactor site.

1-4

C.I1.2.3

C.I1.2.2

The 10th paragraph says that ITAAC should not reference the COLA,
while the 3d paragraph says ITAAC should reference the FSAR portion
of the COLA.

3

COMMENT
introduce uncertainty at a critical time in the new licensing process as
applicants start on the final drafts of their applications that will be
submitted next year. The guidance should use the same metrics that
are used for existing plants for evaluating changes to the licensing basis
in the operational phase: Large Early Release Frequency, which
corresponds to early health effects, and Core Damage Frequency.
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RECOMMENDED WORDING

Modify the seventh paragraph of this section to indicate
that ITAAC testing may include testing of construction
modules at the vendor's shop. This testing should be
distinguished from "type tests", in that type tests are no
necessarily performed on the components to be
installed in the plant, whereas tests of construction
modules would be for the modules that will actually be
installed in the plant.
3

Modify the 3d sentence in the 10th paragraph as
follows: Except in the case where no design
certification is referenced and no separate ITAAC
design descriptions are developed, the ITAAC should
not reference the [COLA]....
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I1.2.4

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.11.2.3

C.11.2.5

C.I1.2.1 Bullets

C.11.2.6

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

3

Delete bullet #1 to "Carefully consider design-specific
and unique features of the facility for inclusion in
ITAAC."

As indicated earlier in DG-1 145, ITAAC should be reserved for "top-leve
design information" that pertains to the "principal performance
characteristics and safety functions of the SSCs." Not all resolutions of
USIs/GSIs, NRC bulletins and generic letters, and operating experience
rise to that level. For certain designs, the resolution of a particular
generic issue may have little or no safety significance. Therefore,
similar to other information, the determination which resolutions should
be included in ITAAC should be based upon a graded approach,
depending upon the significance of the resolution to safety.

1

3

Delete Bullet #3 to "Ensure that ITAAC reflect the
resolutions of technically relevant USIs/GSIs, NRC
generic correspondence such as bulletins and generic
letters; and relevant industry operating experience."
In the alternative, modify the language to refer to
'safety significant.resolutions" rather than "resolutions
of technically relevant [issues]"

C.I1.2.1 Bullets

Typo

3

5

C.11.2.7

C.I1.2.1.1

1

4

C.II.2.8

C.11.2.1.1

2

4

C.II.2.9

C.11.2.1.1

New nuclear power plants likely will be constructed through the use of
modular construction techniques. Since construction modules may be
constructed offsite, it may be appropriate for some ITAAC to be
performed at the site of manufacturing of the construction modules
rather than the reactor site.
The definition of Design Description includes an inaccurate description
of Tier 1. Tier 1 is not intended to summarize the FSAR. Instead, as
indicated in Section C.11.2.1 of DG-1 145, Tier 1 is the "top-level design
information" from the FSAR.
The term "Design Description" is not needed and should be deleted.
The use and definition of the two similar terms, Design Description and
ITAAC Design Description, are confusing and problematic. "Design
Description" is a term that is commonly used in both ITAAC and non-,
ITAAC contexts. It may be helpful to define the term "Tier 1 Design
Description."

Last bullet should modified as follows "SystemsSSGs_for which there is no discernable ... "
Modify the definition of "as-built" to include construction
SSCs/modules at the vendors shop that are intended
for installation at the reactor in question.

1

4

COMMENT
As indicated earlier in DG-1 145, ITAAC should be reserved for "top-leve
design information" that pertains to the "principal performance
characteristics and safety functions of the SSCs." A design feature may
be site-specific and unique, and yet have little or no safety function. A
design feature does not warrant greater consideration for inclusion in an
ITAAC, merely because it is unique or site-specific.

Page 78 of 131

RECOMMENDED WORDING

In the definition of Design Description, delete the last
sentence, which states that Tier 1 information is a
summation of the detailed design information in the
FSAR.
Define a single term, "ITAAC Design Description," to
mean the equivalent of Tier 1 Design Description when
no design certification is referenced, and provide two
alternatives for presenting ITAAC Design Description in
COLAs, as follows: "ITAAC Design Description" for a
COL application that does not reference a design
certification means the top level design information that
pertains to the principal performance characteristics
and safety functions of SSCs. This information is
equivalent to Tier 1 Design Description for certified
designs (see appendices to 10 CFR Part 52 for
definitions associated with certified designs). COL
applicants may choose to provide ITAAC Design
Description in a document separate from the FSAR or
directly in the FSAR. ITAAC Design Description may, a
a minimum, consist only of tables and figures that are
referenced in the ITAAC."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.II.2.9
(continued)

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I1.2.1.1

COMMENT

C.I1.2.10

C.I1.2.1.1

Clarify definition of Design Requirement/Commitment.

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

4

2

4

RECOMMENDED WORDING
Whether presented in a separate document or included
in the FSAR, ITAAC Design Description is the proper
term to describe the top-level design information
referenced in ITAAC when a certified design is not
referenced.
Modify the l1t sentence of the definition as follows:
"Design Requirement/Commitment means the specific
that p.•ien of the dctailed design information provided
in the COL application that is verified by ITAAC."

C.I.2.11

C.II.2.1.1

As literally worded, the definition of "Exists" would require an SSC to
satisfy all of the provisions in the FSAR (without regard to safety
significance). The wording should be changed to indicate that the SSC
must satisfy the Design Requirement/Commitment in the ITAAC, which
will identify the "top-level design information" applicable to the SSC.

2

4

Change the.definition of "Exists" to state as follows:
"Exists means that the item is present and meets the
Design Requirement/Commitment."

C.II.2.12

C.II.2.1.1

2

4

Change the definition of Functional Arrangement to
delete the reference to system design description and
instead refer to the Design Requirement/Commitment.

C.II.2.13

C.II.2.1.1

As literally worded, the definition of Functional Arrangement would
require a system to satisfy all of the design descriptions in the FSAR
(without regard to safety significance). The wording should be changed
to indicate that the system must satisfy the Design
Requirement/Commitment in the ITAAC, which will identify the "top-level
design information" applicable to the system.
The definition of ITAAC should more closely track the language in
proposed 10 CFR 52.80.

2

4

Change the definition of ITAAC to state as follows:
"ITAAC means the inspections, tests, and analyses,
including those applicable to emergency planning, that
the licensee shall perform, and the acceptance criteria
which are necessary and sufficient to provide
reasonable assurance that, if the inspections, tests,
and analyses are performed and the acceptance
criteria met, the facility has been constructed and will
operate in conformity with the combined license, the
provisions of the Atomic Energy Act, and the NRC's
regulations."

C.11.2.14

C.I1.2.1.1

As literally worded, the definition of Physical Arrangement would require
a structure to satisfy all of the design descriptions in the FSAR (without
regard to safety significance). The wording should be changed to
indicate that the structure must satisfy the Design
Requirement/Commitment in the ITAAC, which will identify the "top-level
desiqn information" applicable to the structure.

2

4

Change the definition of Physical Arrangement to
delete the reference to design description and instead
refer to the Design Requirement/Commitment.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.II.2.15

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.11.2.2.2

COMMENT
GDC 1 pertains to quality assurance (QA). As the NRC has long
recognized, ITAAC are not needed or appropriate for the QA

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

3

RECOMMENDED WORDING
Delete Bullet (20) "codes and standards (GDC 1)."
Why do these bullets start from (13)?

Additionally, with respect to codes and standards, not all codes and
standards are sufficiently important to rise to the level of "top level
design information." Therefore, it is not appropriate in general to have
ITAAC that verify implementation of codes and standards in general.
C.II.2.16

C.11.2.2.2

C.I1.2.17

C.11.2.2.2

C.11.2.18

C.I1.2.2.2

C.I1.2.19

C.I1.2.2.2

C.11.2.20

C.11.2.2, Sec.
14.3.2

C.11.2.21

C.11.2.2.2

The 2nd bullet under the heading Pressure Boundary Integrity should be
changed to be consistent with the ITAAC for the existing design
certifications and clarifies the scope of the NDE to be performed under
the ITAAC.
Determining load combinations is a detailed design function and is not
appropriate for inclusion in the ITAAC. Instead, ITAAC should focus on
verification of the adequacy of the as-built plant (which occurs through
the other bullets under the heading Normal Loads, pertaining to as-built
stress reconciliation reports).
The 3d bullet under the heading Normal Loads should be changed to
clarify that the ITAAC in question pertain to ASME stress reports, not all
ASME reports.
Determining load combinations is a detailed design function and is not
appropriate for inclusion in the ITAAC. Instead, ITAAC should focus on
verification of the adequacy of the as-built plant (which occurs through
the other bullets under the heading Seismic Loads pertaining to as-built

2

4

Modify the second bullet to insert the words "for welds'
after NDE.

2

4

Delete the first bullet under the heading Normal Loads,
which states that ITAAC should verify that normal and
accident loads have been appropriately combined.

2

4

Modify the third bullet to refer to "ASME Code-required
stress reports."

2

4

Under the heading Seismic Loads, delete the first
bullet, which states that ITAAC should verify that
structures and systems have been designed for
seismic loads.

1

1

This section should be revised to remove all
statements that imply a requirement for as-built
reconciliation with analysis and replace it with
reconciliation of as-built configuration with design
drawings.

2

4

Modify the fourth bullet to refer to "ASME Coderequired stress reports."

2

4

Under the heading Seismic Loads, delete the sixth
bullet related to the collapse of buildings.

stress reconciliation reports).

This section contains numerous statements similar to "COL applicants
should provide ITAAC to reconcile the as-built plant with the structural
design basis." Reconciliation between as-built configuration and
structural analysis is neither performed nor required unless there is a
deviation from the design drawings used in the analysis. As-built
configurations are checked against design drawings to verify compliancE
with the design basis. There is no regulatory basis for this requirement
and it is not consistent with precedent (none of the existing certified
designs have these ITAAC). This comment is also applicable to draft
SRP Section 14.3.2.
The 4th bullet under the heading Seismic Loads, should be changed to

clarify that the ITAAC in question pertain to ASME stress reports, not all
ASME reports.

C.I1.2.22

C.I1.2.2.2

Under the heading Seismic Loads, to the extent that the 6th bullet is
intended to refer to safety-related buildings, the ITAAC is inappropriate
because safety-related buildings are designed to withstand seismic
events without collapse.
To the extent that this bullet is intended to refer to non-safety-related
buildings, the subject is addressed by the seventh bullet and is therefore
redundant.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I1.2.23

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.11.2.2.2

C.I1.2.24

C.11.2.2.2

C.I1.2.25

C.11.2.2.2

C.11.2.26

C.11.2.2.2

C.I1.2.27

C.11.2.2.2

C.11.2.28

C.11.2.2.2

C.11.2.29

C.lI.2.2.2

C.I1.2.30

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Under the heading related to the Suppression Pool,
delete the first bullet, which states that ITAAC should
verify that structures and systems have been designed
for hydrodynamic loads.

The 4 th bullet under the heading related to the Suppression Pool should
be changed to clarify that the ITAAC in question pertain to ASME stress
reports, not all ASME reports.
Determining load is a detailed design function and is not appropriate for
inclusion in the ITAAC. Instead, ITAAC should focus on verification of
the adequacy of the as-built plant (which occurs through the other bullet,
under the heading Flood, Wind, etc., pertaining to as-built stress
reconciliation reports).
The 3d bullet under the heading Pipe Break makes no sense as written.
RPVs are not postulated to experience LOCAs. Perhaps the reference
to RPVs should be to the "reactor coolant pressure boundary," or
"reactor coolant system."
_
This topic of Codes and Standards is redundant of the bullets under the
other headings and therefore should be deleted.
This topic of As-Built Reconciliation is redundant of the bullets under the
other headings and therefore should be deleted.
Consistent with the practice for the ITAAC for the existing design
certifications, a single ITAAC may address the as-built stress
reconciliation for all loads applicable to a system, rather than having a
separate ITAAC for each load.

2

4

Modify the fourth bullet to refer to "ASME Coderequired stress reports."

2

4

Under the heading Flood, Wind, etc, delete the first
bullet which states that ITAAC should verify that
structures and systems have been designed for natural
phenomena loads.

2

4

Delete the third bullet related to reactor pressure
vessel (RPV) LOCA analysis.

2

4

3

4

3

4

Delete the heading and bullet related to Codes and
Standards.
Delete the heading and bullets related to As-Built
Reconciliation.
Add a paragraph at the end of this section to state that
ITAAC for the various topics discussed in this section
may be combined into one or more ITAAC, and that a
separate ITAAC is not needed for each topic.

C.11.2.2.3

As a general rule, ITAAC are not intended to, and are not appropriate
for, verification of classifications. Instead, ITAAC are intended to verify
that the as-built plant has certain design features and functions,

2

4

Modify the statement preceding the second series of
bullets in this section to delete reference to verifying
piping and component "classification."

C.11.2.31

C.11.2.2.3

2

4

Modify the last bullet of this section to indicate that the
capability of installed MOVs at design basis conditions
should be verify by in-situ testing and analysis.

C.I1.2.32

C.11.2.2.3,
Sec. 14.3.3

It will not always be possible to simulate design basis conditions in the
plant. Therefore, in some cases, it will be necessary to perform an
analysis that extrapolates the results of tests at actual conditions to
determine whether the MOVs will be able to perform their functions at
design basis conditions.
This section requires as-built analyses to be performed. See above
comment on C.11.2.2.2, Section 14.3.2 concerning as-built reconciliation,
As-built reconciliation is performed by confirmation that the as-built
configuration conforms to the design drawings. Structural analyses are
only revised if necessary to reconcile deviations that are identified. If thE
design uses LBB methods there should be an ITAAC developed to
require that a report exists and concludes that the material properties in
the certified material test reports are consistent with the material
properties assumed in the LBB analysis.

1

1

This section should be revised to remove all
statements that stipulate the structural analyses have
to be revised to verify as-built configuration. The bullet
on LBB reconciliation should be revised to reflect that
the only input needed is the certified material test
reports.

COMMENT
Determining load combinations is a detailed design function and is not
appropriate for inclusion in the ITAAC. Instead, ITAAC should focus on
verification of the adequacy of the as-built plant (which occurs through
the other bullets under the heading related to the Suppression Pool
pertaining to as-built stress reconciliation reports).
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I1.2.33

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I1.2.2.4

C.11.2.34

C.11.2.2.4

C.I1.2.35

C.11.2.2.5

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Delete Item # 2 under the last bullet, which indicates
that ITAAC should be developed to verify seismic and
code classification.

2

4

Delete Item # 9 under the last bullet, which states that
ITAAC should verify "numeric performance values."

2

4

Consistent with the principal that ITAAC pertain only to
the top-level design and performance requirements,
delete or substantially reduce items 2-33 related to
verification of each section of IEEE 603.

2

4

see above

This paragraph merely lists the relevant GDC and provides no useful
information regarding the content of the ITAAC that are needed to verify
the GDC. In this regard, the ITAAC for the existing design certification
are not developed or structured on a GDC-by-GDC basis. Instead, they
were developed and structured on a system-by-system basis. DG-1 145
should reflect such a structure.
As indicated in SECY-05-197 and the associated Staff Requirements
Memorandum, ITAAC are not appropriate for operational programs.

2

4

Delete or substantially reduce Items 34-46 in this
section related to the GDC.

2

4

Most non-safety-related systems either have no safety function or minor
safety functions. Therefore, it would be inappropriate to require ITAAC
related to the electrical power for such systems. Instead, such ITAAC
should be limited to those non-safety-related systems that have
significant safety functions.
As a general rule, ITAAC are not intended to, and are not appropriate
for, verification of classifications. Instead, ITAAC are intended to verify
that the as-built plant has certain design features and functions,

2

4

Under Items 48-50, delete the references to plans that
do not pertain to design and construction (e.g.,
maintenance, training, operations, start-up tests).
Modify Item 10 of this section to indicate that ITAAC
should verify the functional arrangement of electrical
power for non-safety systems to the extent that those
systems perform a significant safety function.

2

4

COMMENT
As a general rule, ITAAC are not intended to, and are not appropriate
for, verification of classifications. Instead, ITAAC are intended to verify
that the as-built plant has certain design features and functions,
Item # 9 under the last bullet is too vague to be meaningful. Not all
numeric performance values need to be verified. Instead, only the "toplevel" performance values need to be verified.
Some of the topics listed do not relate to the as-built plant, but instead
pertain to the licensing analyses that will be reviewed and approved by
the NRC in the COL proceeding (e.g., "identification of design basis
events;" "minimum criteria for manual initiation and control of protective
actions"; "single failure criterion"). Such topics are not appropriate
subjects for ITAAC, as indicated by Attachment A.II.10 of DG-1 145.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

Some of the topics listed pertain more to operation than the design of
the as-built plant (e.g., "repair"; "control of access"). Such topics are not
appropriate subjects for ITAAC.

C.11.2.35
(continued)

C.11.2.2.5

Much of the information listed in this paragraph is not "top-level
information" and/or not "principal performance characteristics and safety
functions of the SSCs" (e.g., capability for test and calibration";
maintenance bypasses"). Therefore, in accordance with the principles ir
Section C.I1.1 of DG-1 145, such topics are not appropriate for ITAAC.
Furthermore, the information requested in this section is not necessary
for ITAAC as evidenced by the ITAAC for the existing design
certifications (which are by definition adequate for COL).

C.11.2.36

C.11.2.2.5

C.11.2.37

C.I1.2.2.5

C.I1.2.38

C.II.2.2.6

C.1I.2.39

C.11.2.2.7
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Delete Item #3 under the last bullet in this section,
which indicates that ITAAC should be developed to
verify seismic and code classification.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.11.2.40

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.11.2.2.7

C.11.2.41

C.II.2.2.7,
Sec. 14.3.7

C.11.2.42

C.II.2.2.8

C.I1.2.43

C.I1.2.2.8

C.11.2.44

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

2

4

2

4

The ITAAC for the existing design certification do not require that
radiation protection equipment be environmental qualified (except as
necessary to satisfy 10 CFR 50.49).

2

4

C.I1.2.2.8

The application will describe the liquid and gaseous radwaste systems
and will evaluate offsite releases to verify that the limits in Part 190 are
met. The ITAAC should not be focused on reverification of compliance
with Part 190. Instead, the ITAAC should be focused on verification of
the important design features and functions of the liquid and gaseous
radwaste that were the basis for the analyses in the application.

2

4

C.I1.2.45

C.II.2.2.8

2

4

C.11.2.46

C.11.2.2.9

2

4

C.II.2.47

C.11.2.2.11

C.I1.2.48

Table C.11.2-1
SAMPLE
ITAAC
FORMAT
C.II.2;
Appendix
A.I.A.10

The ITAAC should focus on the important design features and
performance characteristics relied upon in the accident evaluations,
ITAAC should not be established to re-verify analytical assumptions
such as delay times.
The ITAAC for the existing design certification, and the generic
emergency ITAAC accepted by the NRC in Section C.1.13 of DG-1145,
do not address HFE for the TSC or EOF. Such information does not
rise to "top-level information."
The ITAAC for the existing design certifications provide for a CILRT .
rather than individual valve leakage tests. Limiting the ITAAC to the
CILRT is appropriate, because safety is ensure if the integrated leakage
is acceptable.
The ITAAC for the existing design certifications only require NDE for
ASME welds, not NDE for all ASME components.

2

4

The ITAAC should focus on the results of type tests for equipment
qualification, not whether there may be EQ documentation problems. In
this regard, the ITAAC for the existing design certifications do not
contain requirements to verify that the EQ documentation satisfies all of
the requirements in 10 CFR 50.49,

2

4

C.11.2.49

COMMENT
Item 10 is too vague to be meaningful. Not all numeric performance
values need to be verified. Instead, only-the "top-level" performance
values need to be verified.
Some of the discussion in this section specifies ITAAC for as-built
reconciliation with analyses. As noted in the comments above, the asbuilt reconciliation is not performed with analyses, it is performed with
the design drawings.
Equipment leakage is a relatively minor detail that is not appropriate forITAAC (which pertain to "top-level information"). In this regard, the
ITAAC for the existing design certifications do not in general address
equipment leakage characteristics (except for a few significant leakage
issues, such as integrated containment leakage).
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4

RECOMMENDED WORDING
Delete Item #10 under the last bullet in this section
which states that ITAAC should verify "numeric
performance values."
This section should be revised to remove reference to
performing as-built reconciliation with analyses and
replace it with as-built reconciliation with design
drawings.
Delete the fourth bullet in this section pertaining to
equipment leakage characteristics.

Modify the fifth bullet in this section pertaining to
environmental qualification of radiation protection
equipment. The scope of the ITAAC should be limited
to that equipment that needs to be qualified under 10
CFR 50.49.
Modify the ninth bullet of this section to delete the
reference to 40 CFR Part 190. Instead, ITAAC should
require verification of the important design features and
functions of the liquid and gaseous radwaste systems.

In the last bullet in this section, delete the parenthetical
statement that references issues such as maximum
delay time, maximum time for drawing negative
pressure, etc.
Delete the bullets that pertain to human factors
engineering (HFE) for the technical support center,
(TSC) and emergency operations facility (EOF).
Modify the last bullet in this section to indicate that
ITAAC should include a containment integrated leak
rate test (CILRT), rather than tests of individual valve
leakage.
In ITAAC # 2 in this table, change the word
"components" to "welds".

Delete the sentence pertaining to equipment
qualification (EQ) documentation. 50.49
documentation requirements should be addressed in
DG-1 145, Section C.1.3.11.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I1.2.50

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I1.2;
Appendix
A.I.A. 11

C.11.2.51

C.11.2;
Appendix
A.I.B. 11

C.I1.2.52

C.11.2;
Attachment A
on I&C
Systems

C.11.2.52
(continued)

C.11.2;
Attachment A
on I&C
Systems

C.11.2.53

C.It.2,
Appendix
C.II.2-A, I&C
and Control
Systems,
Section II,
ITAAC:

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Delete this section, which pertains to accessibility to
perform ISI and IST.

The ITAAC for the existing design certifications provide for a CILRT
rather than individual valve leakage tests. Such provisions are
appropriate, because safety is assured if the integrated leakage is
acceptable.
In general, this Attachment would require extremely detailed design
information to be included in the ITAAC, without regard to its safety
significance. For example, there is no basis for including "cabinet layout
and wiring" in the ITAAC - - inclusion of such information in the ITAAC
would be entirely inconsistent with the ITAAC for other types of systems,
which do not contain such details. Similarly, much of the information
sought by this Attachment (e.g., single failure analysis) will need to be
included in the application and approved by the NRC - - there is no
reason (and it would be inconsistent with the entire purpose of ITAAC,
which is focused on as-built SSCs) to reverify that design analysis as
part of ITAAC.
In general, this attachment does nothing more than repeat the
requirements of IEEE 603, the GDC, and SRP. The attachment does
not distinguish between design information that needs to be reviewed
and approved as part of the application, and as-built attributes that
should be verified by ITAAC. Furthermore, this attachment makes no
attempt to distinguish between top-level information on the principal
performance characteristics and safety functions that are appropriate for
verification by ITAAC, and detailed design information that is not
appropriate for ITAAC. As a result, this attachment is not consistent wit
the principles that the NRC has established for development of ITAAC,
and provides incorrect guidance for ITAAC. As a result, this attachment
(in its current form and substance) should be deleted in its entirety.

2

4

Modify this section to indicate that ITAAC should
include a containment integrated leak (CILRT) rate test
(rather than tests of individual valve leakage).

1

4

The comments applicable to Section C.11.2.2.5 are
equally applicable to this Attachment. This entire
attachment should be deleted.

1

4

see above

Item C seeks submittal of the Software Test Plan. There is no
regulatory basis for this requirement. The Software Test Plan is not
mentioned in BTP-14.

2

4

This section should be revised to remove the Software
Test Plan.

COMMENT
Accessibility is not "top-level design information" that pertains to the
"principal performance characteristics and safety functions of the SSCs.'
The ITAAC for the existing design certifications do not in general
address accessibility.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.II.2.54

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.II.2;
Attachment A
on Electrical
Systems;
Paragraph A.9

C.II.2.55

C.II.2;
Attachment A
on Electrical
Systems;
Paragraph
A.12
C.II.2;
Attachment A
on Building
Structures;
Paragraph 1.3

C.II.2.56

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

The first sentence of this paragraph should be modified
to indicate that the recommendations in Regulatory
Guides should be verified through ITAAC, to the extent
that they represent top-level information on the
principal performance characteristics and safety
functions.

Not all new design features warrant treatment in ITAAC. For example,
some new design features may be non-safety-related and have no
significant safety function. Therefore, only those new design features
that represent top-level information on the principal performance
characteristics and safety functions should be included in the ITAAC.

2

4

The first sentence of this paragraph should be modified
to indicate that new design features should be verified
through ITAAC, to the extent that they represent toplevel information on the principal performance
characteristics and safety functions.

Most of the dimensions requested by this paragraph are not critical to
safety and should not be embedded in the ITAAC. In general, a license(
should be able to change these dimensions, without seeking prior NRC
approval. However, if the dimensions are in the ITAAC, they cannot be
changed without NRC approval.

1

4

Delete this paragraph, which requires ITAAC for
building dimensions. In the alternative, limit this
paragraph to a few key critical dimensions.

2

3

Modify sentence to be consistent with new Appendix
C.II.2.C and Appendix I response C.III.7-2

2

4

To establish a standard, consistent listing and
presentation of issues and information to be addressed
in a COLA ER, it is suggested that the Staff provide a
simple table of contents for COLA ERs on C.I1.3 (or
appendix to the Guide). This could be based on
NUREG-1555, Appendix A.

COMMENT
Not all recommendations in Regulatory Guides warrant treatment in
ITAAC. For example, some recommendations simply call for analyses
to be included in an application, but do not pertain to performance
characteristics or safety functions. In other cases, the Regulatory
Guides contain recommendations that pertain to detailed design
information that does not rise to the level of "top-level information."
Therefore, only those recommendations in Regulatory Guides that
represent top-level information on the principal performance
characteristics and safety functions should be included in the ITAAC.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

In this regard, the NRC certified the ABWR design, without requiring thai
the dimensions be verified by ITAAC (as provided in the footnote to
ABWR Tier 1, Section 2.15.10). Although such information was requirec
for the ITAAC for the AP1000, we recommend that the NRC reconsider
that position and only require ITAAC for those key dimensions that
cannot change without significant implications for safety. In this regard,
we believe that it is appropriate to specify a wall thickness for protection
against external floods as provided in paragraph 11.3 of the Attachment,
and are not recommending any change to that provision.
C.I1.2.57

C.I1.2

Sentence 2 of paragraph 4 states that COLAs "must" include physical
security ITAAC, in the same way that COLAs "must" include EP ITAAC.
However, EP ITAAC are unique in the way they are called out in the

C.II.3.1

C.I1.3

C.I1.3-1
C.I1.3-4

regulation as required.
In Pubic Comment C.I1.3-1 and C.I1.3-4, the Staff indicates that Reg.
Guide 4.2 provides an acceptable approach for COL applicant ER work.
However, as recognized by the Staff, Reg. Guide 4.2 is dated; it does
not address a number of topics covered in NUREG-1 555.
[See also related comment and Staff response to Comment C.1I1.3-3.
The Staff notes in this response it's consideration of using the ESRP as
a format for its EIS. However, the industry question here deals with the
expected format of the COLA ER.]

Page 85 of 131

10/20/06

NEI COMMENTS - DG-1 145, "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION)

COMMENT
NO.
C.HI.3.2

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.11.3
C.I1.3-5
C.I1.3-7

COMMENT
Both Public Comments C.I1.3-5 and.7 pertain to the SAMDA evaluation
provided in a design certification and finality of the resulting NRC's EA.
The issue of referencing a design still undergoing NRC review is also
raised in the comments.
In response to C.11.3-5, the Staff indicates that a response will be
provided via the final rulemaking.

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

To offer a clear, single location for guidance on NRC
expectations regarding SAMDA and SAMA
evaluations, it is recommended that the final Guide in
C.1I.2 be revised to provide a specific reference ton the
rulemaking and statements where these subjects are
addressed. It is suggested that the NRC include its
guidance on SAMA (response to Comment C.11.3-7) in
Section C.I1.3.

In response to C.11.3-7, the Staff described a number of actions needed
by the SAMA evaluation that go beyond SAMDA and DCD scope. The
Staff stated no revision to the Guide was required.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

Depending on the level of detail in provided in the rulemaking and
accompanying comments, the final complete guidance on this subject
may not be clear or fully responsive to this comment
C.I11.1.1

C.III General

C.I1l.1.x and Section 1.x ofthe "second half'of C.I11.1 have the
significant potential to become confused because of the format of
DG1145.

3

3

Change C.I11.1, C.111.2, etc.; to C.IIl.a, C.Ill.b., etc., or
something analogous, to avoid two competing C.IlI.1 .x
citations

C.II1.1.2

C.l1l.1 General

C.111.1 - General - Because C.I11.1 pulls much information from the C.1
sections, each comment on the C.1 sections should also be checked
against the corresponding C.III section, and vice versa.

2

3

N/A

C.I11.1.3

C.I11.1
Sec. 1.10

Section C.II1.1 introductory material, in general, does not mention the
specific guidance regarding incorporation of the rule and the DCD in the
COLA. A reference to C.IV.2 is recommended, as a matter of
completeness.

2

4

Add the following statement to C.II1.1.10:

Guidance refers to the need to identify net electrical output. Of what
value is this information, and to what extent is it considered binding as
part of the FSAR? The net electrical output will be influenced by many
factors such as house loads that may not be known at the time of
application.
The phrase "whether the plant is colocated with existing operating
nuclear power plants" should be clarified as the parameters of interest.
Does it apply to a new unit outside the protected area for the existing
facility? Outside the exclusion area boundary? Does the unit's status
matter in the definition of "operating"?
(1) "guides" is plural but DG-1145 is the only guide indicated
(2) should indicated conformance with DG-1 145 ensures/obviates need
to address RG-1.70
(3) "DG-1 145" should be replaced with RG number when available

1

4

Indicate this as approximate and provided for
information only.

2

2

Replace with "...including the extent (if any) to which
the plant is collocated and/or interfaces with a licensed,
existing nuclear power plant (i.e., within the existing
plant's protected area or exclusion area boundary)."

3

4

Consider replacing 1.1.6.1 with "conformance with
format and content guidance of this regulatory guide."

C.I1.1.4

C.I11.1
Sec. 1.1

C.11I.1.5

C.111.1
Sec. 1.1.1

C.lll.1.6

C.11.1
Sec. 1.1.6.1
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I11.1.7

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I11.1
Sec. 1.1.6.2

COMMENT
Ambiguous reference to SRP conformance

C.I11.1.8

C.111.1
Sec.1.4

C.I11.1.9

C.I11.1.10

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Insert "...approved as of six month prior to submittal
date of application" after "(NUREG-0800)"

C.1.1.4 call the NSSS vendor "the reactor designer." On the other hand,
C.III.1.1.4 call the NSSS vendor "the certified plant designer."

3

5

C.I1.1.1.4 - "The division of responsibility between the
Ge,"t,,ied pai t reactor designer, architect-engineer,
constructor, and plant operator should be delineated."

C.I11.1
Sec. 1.9

In several cases within 1.9, reference is made to the timing of
conformance (e.g., RegGuides or SRP in place 6 months before docket
date). In some cases, the requirement is ambiguous (i.e., "6 months
before application"). Consistent with prior discussions and comments, it
is expected that, either through changes to guidance and regulations, as
applicable, or as a matter of practice, the standard applied here will be
six months prior to the application date, as the applicant has no control
over when the application is docketed.

2

4

Acknowledge standard to be applied as a matter of
practice will be guidance in effect "six months prior to
application date." The NRC should initiate a
rulemaking to fix the regulations.

C.I11.1
Sec. 1.9.1

The first sub-heading ("COL Applicants That Reference a Certified
Design") is redundant to the entire C.111.1 section, and is unnecessary.
Coupled with the first two sentences of the following paragraph, it
unnecessarily confuses the context of the balance of the section.

2

4

Delete subheading and first two sentences, such that
second paragraph would begin, "Certified designs have
already provided..."

2

4

Delete from "For example, if a design was certified..."
to the end of the paragraph.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

This comment also applies to 1.9.2, 1.9.3, and 1.9.4.

C.11l.1.11

C.I11.1
Sec. 1.9.1

C.1.1.9-1

The latter half of the first paragraph under the subheading "COL
Application Timing" is not completely accurate, and is somewhat
redundant to information in the same paragraph, and while it attempts to
clarify by example, it is not worth the confusion created.
If a design was certified in December 2005, the obligation to "six-month"
conformance would not be keyed off of the Dec 2005 date, but rather on
the date of submittal or docketing of the original application.
This comment also applies to 1.9.2, 1.9.3, and 1.9.4.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I11.1.12

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I1.1
C.1.1-6
Sec. 1.9.1

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

Delete this paragraph or, at a minimum, provide the
regulatory basis for this apparent departure from
design finalization.

The Staff needs to clarify the regulatory basis for requiring justification o
conformance with the SRP that was in effect at the time the DCD was
docketed.

1

1

see above

C.I11.1 discussion of FSAR 1.9.1 states "a COL applicant should address
conformance with Regulatory Guides in effect 6 months before the
docket date of the COL application for the site-specific portions of the
facility design which are not included in the certified design. In addition,
the COL applicant should address conformance with Regulatory Guides
in effect 6 months before the docket date of the COL application insofar
as they pertain to operational aspects of the facility." Does this guidancE
indicate that the only regulatory guides that need to be addressed are
those that address "facility design" or "operational aspects of the facility.
For example, Division 2 is for Research and Test Reactors; so, can we
eliminate Division 2 assessments since they don't address design or
operation of commercial power reactors?

2

4

N/A

COMMENT
The third paragraph in this section (that begins, "There may be cases
where a certified design addresses SRP conformance...") seems
inconsistent with the regulation. It states, in part, "where the SRPs
applicable to the certified design have been revised/updated, the COL
applicant may address conformance with the version of the SRP
evaluated in the certified design even though a later revision of the SRP
is in effect." This seems correct, i.e., allowable, but the paragraph goes
on to say, "However, it is expected that the COL applicant, in this
situation, will identify and justify a deviation or exception from
conformance with the SRP in effect 6 months before the docket date of
the COL application."

RECOMMENDED WORDING

The discussion is in the context of "design-related issues for which the
COL applicant's operationally-related issues/programs are dependent
(e.g., fire protection)," but this scenario is not well explained, nor is there
any justification presented as to why design finality of a certified design
should not be weighted more heavily than the operational programs that
might be related to those approved
design elements.
C.1l1.1.12
(continued)

C.11l.1
Sec. 1.9.1

C.111.1.13

C.I1.1
Sec. 1.9.1

C.1.1-6
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COMMENT
NO.
C.1lI.1.14

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I1.1
Sec.1.9.3

C.1I1.1.15

C.1l1.1
Sec. 1.9.4

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

See Comment #C.1.1.18. The proposed changes at
C.1.1.9.3 apply as well to C.III.1, Section 1.9.3.

1

4

Clarify that the regulatory basis for use of international
experience is in the context of an alternative to
domestic experience, and clarify limits of what an
applicant may be "required" to provide when he does
not have direct access to information regarding extent
of international experience considered in the certified
design.

COMMENT
Comment # C.1.1.18 on Section C.1.1.9.3 is applicable as well to C.I11.1,
Section 1.9.3.
1. C.1.1.9.3 mentions a listing of generic issues in C.IV.8. Section C.IV.E
no longer contains a listing of generic issues.
2. C.1.1.9.3 indicates: "Those issues that remain open and are
technically relevant to the COL applicant's design should be addressed
in the application. Remaining "open" is not clear in that the cited
proposed Part 52.79(a)(20) is understood to require COLAs to "include"
the resolutions for those issues that, in fact, have NRC approved
resolutions. "Open," therefore, does seem to apply. The Staff should
restrict issues to those for which acceptable resolutions have been
proposed.
The first sentence on the "international operating experience" section
significantly overstates the regulatory requirement. DG1 145 says
"Applicants for certified design and applicants for a combined license
are required to address comparable international operating experience,"
while the proposed regulation makes it clear that use of international
experience is an alternative to use of domestic experience. Further,
COL applicants will, in most cases, have no ability to discern the extent
to which international experience is factored into the design, and
international regulations and guidance may have no relevance to those
in the US.

-

RECOMMENDED WORDING

C.111.1.16

C.II1.1,
2.1.3.6

Typo: Population density criteria is incorrectly stated as 500
persons/km2. C.1.2.1.3.6 correctly presents this as 500 persons / mi2.

3

3

Change to 500 persons/mi2 to be consistent with
C.1.2.1.3.6 and Reg. Guide 4.7.

C.111.1.17

C.I11.1,
Sec. 2.4

Footnote 7, page C.I11.1-27, pertains to changes from the referenced
DCD. However, it is not clear as to the relevance of Footnote 7 to the
referenced text which does not speak to changes from the DCD.

2

4

The Staff is requested to clarify the application of
Footnote 7 to the referenced text or delete the footnote

C.1I1.1.18

C.I1I.1
Sections
3.7.2.2 and
3.7.2.12

What are major Seismic Category I structures?

2

4

Provide clarification.

C.111.1.19

C.I11.1 Section
3.7.2.8

What is the definition of Seismic Category I1? Based on the text, it
implies SSCs that meet Regulatory Guide 1.29 Position C.2
requirements are classified as Seismic Category I1.

2

4

Delete the term "Seismic Category II" or define it and
use it consistently throughout DG-1 145.

C.II.1.20

C.i11.1 Section
13.9.6.5

Typo.

3

5

Replace ASMC with ASME.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.II1.1.21

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.III.1 Ch.
3.9.2.3

C.IIl.1.22

C.I1.1,
Sec. 5.2.3.2
(1), (2)

C.I11.1.23

C.II1.1,
Sec. 5.2.4.1

PRIORITY
COMMENT
Currently, this section only addresses BWR reactor internals - PWR
reactor internals need to be addressed as well.

BASIS

RECOMMENDED WORDING

2

.3

Provide words similar to C.1.3.9.2.3

Please clarify if it will be acceptable to reference the EPRI Water
Chemistry guidelines for the new plants, or will an applicant need to cutand-paste much of the background information from those documents
into the SAR? The last sentence in each item implies that incorporation
by reference is acceptable, but there appears to be the opportunity for a
lot of redundancy and downstream revision of the SAR every time those
guidelines are updated.

2

4

Clarify that the EPRI Water Chemistry guidelines can
be incorporated by reference

Section C.1.5.2.4.1, "ISI and IST Programs": This section provides a list
of 9 items to be provided in the COLA to allow the Staff to make a
reasonable assurance finding. Some of the 9 items will not be available
at the time the COLA is submitted. For example, items 11(1), 12(2),
17(7) and 18(8) would not be complete at COLA. Item 1 can be
completed for major components of the RCPB. For item 2, it is not
expected that all remote access equipment would be identified several
years before the examinations. Also, items 17(7) and 18(8), code
exemptions and relief requests will not be developed at the time the
application is submitted. The list should be modified to recognize that al
such items that have been identified may not be included in the
application,

1

2

Add the following to the end of this section as a
separate paragraph:
"It is acceptable to submit a general description of the
programs as long as it "fully describes" the programs,
as defined in SECY-05-0197, and references any
applicable standards regarding the ISI and IST
programs. When some detailed information for the ISI
and IST programs as required in this section is not
available at the time of submitting the application, the
COL applicant should make a commitment in the
application that such information will be provided at a
later date (at least one year prior to fuel load) for NRC
review prior to fuel load."

C.I11.1.24

C.I1.1,
Sec. 5.2.4.1

The numbering of the 9 items listed in this section start with 11, instead
of 1.

3

5

Re-number the list of items starting with (1)

C.111.1.25

C.I11.1,
Sec. 5.2.4.1
(13)

Please clarify the requirement to discuss the procedures used to meet
Code requirements in the second sentence of this bullet. Procedures
will not be developed by the time of COL application. Also, it does not
seem to be advisable to submit detailed procedures which require a
FSAR update if a change to the procedure is performed. We believe
that a discussion of the methods and techniques used to meet Section
XI Code requirements provides sufficient information to enable the staff.
to make a reasonable assurance finding regarding the acceptability of
the inservice inspection program.

1

2

Delete the words, "and procedures," from the second
sentence of the third bullet under Section C.1.5.2.4.1,
and replace the comma between "methods" and
"techniques" with the word "and."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.111.1.26

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I11.1,
Sec. 5.2.4.1
(7)

C.I11.1.27

C.I1.1
Ch. 6

C:11.1.28

C.I11.1
Ch.6

C.111.1.29

C.I11.1
Ch.6 General

C.111.1.30

C.I11.1
Ch. 6 General

C.I11.1.31

C.I11.1,
6.2.2

C.II1.1.32

C.I11.1.33

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Delete the following bulleted item"
Code exemptions. Identify any exemptions from Code
requirements.

Lead-in info of section C.I11.1- Ch. 6 states "The applicants should state
its intentions with regard to its adoption of risk informed categorization
and treatment of structures, systems and components in accordance
with 10 CFR 50.69." Generally, this should be done once in Section 3.2
not in the various sections of the FSAR discussing the SSCs. [DuplicatE
of comment on C.1.6.1
Lead-in info of section C.I11.1- Ch. 6 states "Generic DCDs typically
address the equipment, the material used to manufacture the
components in the ESF system. If applicable, this information may be
incorporated by reference." Workshop discussions have led the Industr
to believe that the Staff interprets Part 52 to require that the COLA
include the DCD information, not "incorporate by reference." [Duplicate
of comment on C.1.6.]
The section labeled "General"duplicates C.1.6. It should be written to
identify what is necessary beyond the referenced DCD consistent with
the intent of C.111.1.
The section labeled "General" states "The General Design Criteria
(GDC) 1, 4, 14, 31, 35, 41 and Appendix B of 10 CFR Part 50, and 10
CFR Part 50, §50.55a, require that certain systems be provided to serve
as engineered safety features (ESFs) systems." This statement is not
consistent with similar statement in C.1.6.
According to RG 1.82 Rev.3, the design of the adverse effects, such as
debris, chemicals from buffering agents arid debris effects generated
from the use of unqualified coatings (which may not adhere to the
surface) should be considered. In general, this information should be
provided at the COL stage for COL applicants that reference a certified
design.

2

3

Omit this statement from Chapter 6, but address the
use of §50.69 in Section 3.2 of the FSAR. 10 CFR
50.69 is currently not mentioned in C.1.3.

2

3

Be consistent with Staff interpretation of 10 CFR Part
52.

2

3

Rewrite General info to identify what is needed beyond
the referenced DCD.

2

3

Make these statements consistent.

2

2

Add the following item in this section for evaluation of
containment sump analysis - The design of the
adverse effects, such as debris, chemicals from
buffering agents and debris effects generated from the
use of unqualified coatings (which may not adhere to
the surface) should be considered at the COL stage.

C.I11.1
6.2.7

C.I11.1.6.2.7 states "COL applicant that reference a certified design do
not need to include additional information" while there is no correspond
section in C.1.6.2. There should be consistency within these sections.

2

2

Either section C.I11.1.6.2.7 should be deleted, or a
similar section should be included in C.1.6.2.

C.II1.1
6.6.6

C.1.6.6.6 requests "Describe the method to be used in evaluating
examination results for Class 3 components and, until publication of
IWD-3000, indicate the extent to which these methods are consistent
with requirements in Article IWA-3000 of Section XI." This guidance
should be updated to reflect that IWD-3000 has now been published.
[Duplicate of comment on C.1.6.]

2

4

"Describe the method to be used in evaluating
examination results for Class 3 components and,
indicate the extent to which these methods are
consistent with requirements in Article IWD-3000 of
Section XI."

COMMENT
The industry does not have "exemptions" from Code requirements, but
rather has Relief Requests and alternatives per 10 CFR 50.55a. The
industry also works to Code Cases, as specified in Regulatory Guide
1.147. Please clarify if our understanding is correct and this item can be
deleted.
If this requirement is addressing components that are exempt from the
inspection requirements of Section XI as defined in Section XI (usually
based on size), please clarify and elaborate that this is the intent of this
item.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.111.1.34

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.II1.1,
Sec 7.1.1

C.I11.1.35

CII.1,
Sec. 8.2.2
C.I11.1
Sec. 9.1.3

C.I11.1.36

PRIORITY

BASIS

COMMENT
This section states: "Identify all instrumentation, control, and supporting
systems that are not addressed in the design control document of the
referenced certified design or other parts of the COL application."
per C.I.1.7.1.1: "The application document should list all
instrumentation, control, and supporting systems that are safety related,
including alarm communication, and display instrumentation."

5th sentence has the phrase "accepting the" repeated twice in the
sentence.
This section describes additional information to be provided by a COL
applicant referencing a certified design. The second and third bullets of
this information require the following additional information:
- Describe operational program to maintain spent fuel decay heat load
within spent fuel pool cooling system heat removal capacity during
refueling, including analytical methods used to calculate deday heat
generation and heat removal capacity.
With respect to neutron absorber material, provide pool cleanliness
requirements for normal operations in the design bases for the cooling
and cleanup system for the spent fuel facilities,

RECOMMENDED WORDING
As worded, applicants referencing a certified design
(C.III) must identify all instrumentation, control, and
supporting systems not addressed in the DCD,
including non-safety related instrumentation, control,
and supporting systems, whereas applicants for noncertified design (C.I) are only required to address the
safety related ones. Revise C.I11.7.1.1 to be consistent
with C.1.1.7.1.1.

3

5

Modify to correct the duplication.

1

1

Delete the following from C.I11.1.9.1.3:
Describe operational program to maintain spent fuel
decay heat load within spent fuel pool cooling system
heat removal capacity during refueling, including
analytical methods used to calculate decay heat
generation and heat removal capacity.
With respect to neutron absorber material, provide
pool cleanliness requirements for normal operations in
the design bases for the cooling and cleanup system
for the spent fuel facilities.

1

3

Modify the section to read as follows:
Typically included as part of the referenced certified
design. No additional information needs to be provided
by a COL applicant referencing a certified design.

This information does not appear to be required in the corresponding
section of DG-1 145, C.1.9. Additionally, the operational program
described is not identified as an operational program required by
regulation, as addressed in Section C.l.13.4.and C.IV.3 of DG-1 145.
These requirements appear to be inappropriate.
C.I11.1.37

C.I11.1
Sec. 9..1.4

This section describes additional information to be provided by a COL
applicant referencing a certified design.- The additional information
required is:
- Describe the operational program governing fuel handling, including
procedures and administrative controls.
This information does not appear to be required in the corresponding
section of DG-1 145, C.1.9. Additionally, the operational program
described is not identified as an operational program required by
regulation, as addressed in Section C.1.13.4 and C.IV.3 of DG-1 145.
This requirement appears to be inappropriate.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.11,11.38

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I1l.1
Sec. 9.1.5

COMMENT
This section describes additional information to be provided by a COL
applicant referencing a certified design. The second and third
paragraphs of the section requires the following additional information:

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

Modify the section to read as follows:
Typically included as part of the referenced certified
design. No additional information needs to be provided
by a COL applicant referencing a certified design.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

Describe the operational program governing heavy load handling,
including:
- A listing of all heavy loads and heavy load handling equipment outside
the bounds of loads described in the certified design, and the associated
heavy load attributes.
- Heavy load handling safe load paths and routing plans including
descriptions of automatic and manual interlocks and safety devices and
procedures to assure safe load path compliance.
- Heavy load handling equipment maintenance manuals and
procedures.
Heavy load handling equipment inspection and test plans.
Heavy load personnel qualifications, training, and control programs.
CA programs to monitor, implement, and assure compliance to heavy
load handling operations.
For heavy loads outside the bounds of loads described in the certified
design that are handled by non-single-failure-proof handling systems,
provide a safety evaluation demonstrating the consequences of potentia
This information does not appear to be required in the corresponding
section of DG-1 145, C.1.9. Additionally, the operational program
described is not identified as an operational program required
by regulation, as addressed in Section C.1.13.4 and C.IV.3 of
DG-1 145. These requirements appear to be inappropriate.

C.I11.1.39

C.1I1.1
Sec. 9.2.5.1

Although the same design bases information is described, the list is
worded differently between this section and the corresponding section in
C.1.9. Specifically, the fifth bullet of the list reads as follows:
The ability of essential components to withstand design loadings,
provisions for inspection of essential structures and subsystems

3

3

Split the fifth bullet of the design bases to be provided
into two bullets, as follows:
capability of essential components to withstand
design loadings
* provisions for inspection of essential structures and
subsystems

C.111.1.40

C.I1.1
Sec. 9.2.5.2

3

3

Change RG 1.29 to RG 1.27.

C.II1.1.41

C.111.1
Sec. 9.3.3

The reference to RG 1.29 for this section is incorrect. RG 1.29 deals
with seismic classification. The reference instead should be to RG 1.27,
Ultimate Heat Sink for Nuclear Power Plants.
The first sentence of the third paragraph of this section states, "Describe
how the final size of the drywell sump is determined."

1

1

Delete the following from the third paragraph of this
section:
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I11.1.42

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I11.1
C.1.9.5.1.3-1
Sec. 9.5.1.1

C.I11.1.43

C.I11.1
Sec. 9.5.1.1(2)

C.I11.1.44

C.I11.1.45
C.I11.1.46
C.I11.1.47

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

3

Delete bullet (10) referencing the "fire PRA," and
replace with the following at the end of the paragraph:
Guidance for fire probabilistic risk assessments (PRAs)
is provided in Sections C.1.19 (Probabilistic Risk
Assessment Information and Severe Accidents) and
C.11.1 (Probabilistic Risk Assessment).

Change the word "addition" to "edition."

3

4

See next comment

C.I11.1
Sec. 9.5.1.1(2)

This section should be revised to address the fact that the design
certification identifies the codes and standards applicable to the certified
design.

1

1

The final list of industry codes and standards will be
governed by the DCD (6 months prior to DCD) for
items already certified. The COL will use industry
codes and standards (6 months prior to COLA
Application) for items not covered in the certified
design, unless it results in a design change to the plant
in which case the industry will ask for exemption
(provided there is no NRC associated back fit).

C.I1.1,
Sec 9.1.5.1
C.I11.1,
Sec 9.4.5
C.I11.1
Chapter 9

5th bullet states "Heavy" instead of "Heavy."

3

5

Section 9.4.5 is followed by Section 9.5.1. Section 9.4.5 should be
followed by "9.5 Other Auxiliary Systems."
Numerous sections like 9.3.1, 9.3.3, 9.5.4, 9.5.5 should give credit to thE
noted items already having been addressed in the DCD. These section
do not do so as presently written,

3

5

1

4

COMMENT
The 10th bullet of the information required to be submitted in the second
paragraph of the section reads as follows:
(10) Fire PRA peer review results - these should include all high-level
Facts and Observations and
their resolution, or plan and schedule for resolution if at a future date, as
documented by an "independent" peer review (i.e., one performed
according to an approved fire PRA standard by a group independent
from the applicant)
A similar comment, C.1.9.5.1.3-1, was addressed by NRC in Appendix I
to DG-1145, wherein the reference to "fire PRA" was removed and
reference made to PRA requirements in Section C.1.19 and C.I1.1. The
same revision should be made in this section.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.11.1.48

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I11.1
Sec. 10.2.3

COMMENT
Section states, "If not contained in the DCD, discuss how the
environmental conditions, operational parameters, design features,
fabrication, material properties, and maintenance are managed and
considered to mitigate the following potential degradation mechanisms
in the turbine rotor and buckets/blades: pitting, stress corrosion
cracking, corrosion fatigue, low-cycle fatigue, erosion, and erosioncorrosion."

PRIORITY

BASIS

RECOMMENDED WORDING

1

2 and 3

"Provide a general description and/or reference to
applicable standards on how design, procurement,
fabrication, maintenance and operations will be
conducted so as to mitigate the following potential
degradation mechanisms in the turbine rotor and
buckets/blades: pitting, stress corrosion cracking,
corrosion fatigue, low-cycle fatigue, erosion, and
erosion-corrosion. The COL applicant should provide
schedule for making procurement specifications and
related information describing design features,
fabrication methods, and material properties available
for NRC audit, but the schedule need not be part of the
COLA. This information should be made available at
least one year prior to scheduled fuel load."

1

2 and 3

Add statement consistent with C.1.10.2.3.3 as follows:
"It is acceptable for the COL applicant to submit a
general description and reference any applicable
standards regarding in-service inspection of the turbine
rotor; however, the COL applicant should provide a
schedule for submitting the finalized in-service
inspection procedures and acceptance criteria. This
schedule will be subject to a license condition for
implementation. The finalized information should be
provided no later than one year before initial scheduled
fuel load."

"If not contained in the DCD," is not an appropriate criterion for requiring
COLA info. Rather, COLAs will contain information required by the
regulations that is sufficient to support NRC safety reviews and findings,
and need not provide additional detail about the approved standard
design. Moreover, the requested information is not practical or
necessary to provide at time of COLA.
C.I11.1.49

CIII1.1,
Sec. 10.2.3

Section states, "Describe the turbine rotor inservice test and inspection
program. In this description, include inspection frequency, scope
(components/areas to be inspected), inspection method for each
component, acceptance criteria, disposition of reportable indications,
and corrective actions. Provide the technical basis for the inspection
frequency."

When addressing the timing of this information need,
note that the following was included in Section 10.2.6 0
the AP1000 DCD:
The Combined License holder will submit to the staff
for review and approval within 3 years of obtaining a
Combined License, and then implement a turbine
maintenance and inspection program. The program will
be consistent with the maintenance and inspection
program plan activities and inspection intervals
identified in subsection 10.2.3.6.

Page 95 of 131

10/20/06

NEI COMMENTS - DG-1 145, "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION)

COMMENT
NO.
C.11.1.50

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.II1.1,
Sec. 10.3.6

COMMENT
Section states, "Develop flow-accelerated corrosion (FAC) monitoring
program for carbon steel portions of the steam and power conversion
system that contain water or wet steam."

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

2

"Provide a general description and/or reference to
applicable standards for developing a flow-accelerated
corrosion (FAC) monitoring program for carbon steel
portions of the steam and power conversion system
that contain water or wet steam."

2

2

It is not clear what is meant by "non-code components"
As utilized in the second bullet of C.1.10.3.6.3, the
meaning of the term appears to apply to components
outside of the ASME Section III portion of the MS/FW
systems. However, based on the general statement in
C.1.10.3.6 and the specific usage in C.1.10.3.6.1, it
could be construed that the COLA applicant is only
required to provide the indicated information "on
materials used for ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel
Code, Section III,Class 2 and 3 components...".

It is not necessary or practical to develop an FAC program at the time of
COLA.

C.I11.1.51

C.I1.1
Sec. 10.3.6

For non-code components, provide plant-specific materials property dat
such as chemistry, yield strength, fracture toughness data (KIC.),
Charpy V-notch energy, nil-ductility temperature, fracture appearance
transition temperature. Identify appropriate ITAAC to verify the expecte(
material properties including manufacturer/fabricator, and heat
number(s).

RECOMMENDED WORDING

If the former definition is correct, that non-code
components are components that are outside of the
ASME Section IIIcode boundaries, the requested
information appears to go beyond the requirements of
either the SRP or the draft SRP revision. In the SRP,
fracture toughness requirements are only associated
with ASME Section Il1, Class 2 and 3 components.

C.I11.1.52

C.I1.1,
Sec. 10.3.6

Section states, "For non-code components, provide expected plantspecific materials property data such as chemistry, yield strength,
fracture toughness data (KIC.), Charpy V-notch energy, nil-ductility
temperature, fracture appearance transition temperature. Identify
appropriate ITAAC to verify the expected material properties including
manufacturer/fabricator, and heat number(s)."

1

1 and 3

Delete the second sentence regarding ITAAC.

Per past practice for design certification and Section C.11.2, ITAAC are
not established to verify material properties of non-code components in
the steam and feedwater systems. Rather, NRC may verify actual
material properties through normal design implementation inspections.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I11.1.53

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I1.1,
Sec. 10.4.9

COMMENT
Section states, "Discuss design and operational procedures for
avoidance of steam binding on the AFW pumps"
Design provisions will be described in the referenced DCD, as
appropriate. Operational procedures will not be available at time of
COLA so they cannot be discussed.
Section states, "Describe the inspection and testing procedures to verify
that the system is capable of automatically initiating auxiliary feedwater
flow upon receipt of a system actuation signal.

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

2

"Discuss d86es'i a~dperational p-eeedwes rovisions
for avoidance of steam binding on the AFW pumps."

2

2

"Describe the inspection and testingPF-eeedu-es to
verify that the system is capable of automatically
initiating auxiliary feedwater flow upon receipt of a
system actuation signal."
"Describe the inspection and testing PF.eeedes to be
performed to verify that the system satisfies the
recommendations of Regulatory Guide 1.62 with
respect to the system capability to manually initiate
protective action by the auxiliary feedwater system."
"Describe the inspection and testing 'OeedLiFe to be
performed to verify that essential portions of the AFWS
are isolable from non-essential portions, so that system
performance is not impaired in the event of a failure of
a non-essential component."
"Provide a general description of how design,
procurement and fabrication of the turbine rotor, shaft,
couplings, and buckets/blades will be conducted
consistent with design certification requirements and
applicable codes and standards. The COL applicant
should provide a schedule for making procurement
specifications and related information describing
design features, fabrication methods, and material
properties available for NRC audit. This information
should be made available at least one year prior to
scheduled fuel load."

C.I11.1.54

C.I1.1,
sec. 10.4.9

C.I11.1.55

C.111.1,
sec. 10.4.9

Section states, "Describe the inspection and testing procedures to be
performed to verify that the system satisfies the recommendations of
Regulatory Guide 1.62 with respect to the system capability to manually
initiate protective-action by the auxiliary feedwater system.

2

2

C.I11.1.56

C.II1.1,
sec. 10.4.9

Section states, "Describe the inspection and testing procedures to be
performed to verify that essential portions of the AFWS are isolable from
non-essential portions, so that system performance is not impaired in
the event of a failure of a non-essential component.

2

2

C.II1.1.57

C.II11,
sec 10.2.3

Section states, "Describe the design features of the turbine rotor, shaft,
couplings, and buckets/blades if these features were not described in
the DCD. Provide drawings. Identify the manufacturer and model
number. Discuss fabrication methods."

2

2

2

2

"Describe ... if these features were not described in the DCD," is not an
appropriate criterion for requiring COLA info. Design features of the
turbine rotor, etc., will be described in the DCD as appropriate. COLAs
will contain information required by the regulations that is sufficient to
support NRC safety reviews and findings, and need not provide
additional detail about the approved standard design. Moreover,
manufacturer and model number are not practical or necessary to
provide at time of COLA.
Section states, "For BWRs, if an alternate leakage path is chosen,
provide detailed drawings that show the MSIV alternate leakage path
lines including the condenser, all applicable connections to the system
and their seismic classification."

RECOMMENDED WORDING

C.I11.1.58

C.I1.1
sec. 10.3

C.III.1.59

C.I11.1
sec. 10.3

Section states, "When cast austenitic stainless steel materials are used,
discuss what measures have been taken to ensure that these materials
can be adequately inspected by volumetric methods as required in the
inservice inspection program."

2

2

"For BWRs, if an alternate leakage path is chosen,
provide drawings or detailed descriptions of the routing
of MSIV alternate leakage path lines including the
condenser, all applicable connections to the system,
and their seismic classification."
"When cast austenitic stainless steel materials are
used, discuss what component configuration and
access provisions have been made to ensure that
these materials can be adequately inspected by
volumetric methods as required in the inservice
inspection program."

C.I1.1.60

C.II.1
Sec. 10.4.3
C.II.1
Sec. 10.4.6

This section makes reference to RG 1.123 which has been withdrawn.

3

1

Correct reference

Bullets one and four make reference to reactor water chemistry.

3

1

C.I11.1.61
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I11.1.62
C.I11.1.63

C.I11.1.64
C.lll.1.65

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.111.1,
Sec 10.3
C.I11.1,
Ch. 11

C.1.1,
Sec.12.5.1
C.I11.1,
Sec. 12.2.2,
para. 2

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

5

1

1

The requirements to describe mobile systems in terms
of their "operating characteristics, ALARA design
features, waste processing rates, instrumentation and
controls that govern system operation and termination
of process and releases" are too prescriptive and lock
the plant operator into specific systems. More generic
requirements should be specified.

3

3

Change "FSAR" to "SAR."

Current language is too prescriptive and would require an SAR revision
for every new instrument type, quantity, etc.

2

4

COMMENT
Section 10.3 is followed by Section 10.3.6. It appears that Section 10.3
should be followed by "10.3.5 Water Chemistry (PWR only)."
The objective and primary benefit of mobile systems is flexibility in terms
of selection and replacement. Outage equipment (e.g., laundry
processing system) may change with every outage, thereby requiring an
SAR change. Outdated or defective equipment should allow
replacement with an entirely different system without pursuing an SAR
change. The objective of the SAR should be to identify what minimum
operating characteristics will apply, ALARA objectives and minimum
ALARA design features (as applicable), minimum instrumentation
(monitoring) requirements, and minimum controls for governing critical
or safety operation and termination functions. Minimum waste
processing rates should only be required for liquid and gaseous effluent
systems.
Consistency.

C.I11.1.66

C.lI1.1
Sec. 12.2.1

Provide a description of any additional contained radiation sources not
identified in Section 12.2.1 of the DCD for the referenced plant design,
including radiation sources used for instrument calibration or
radiography.

2

2

C.I11.1.67

C.I11.12.3.4

C.I11.12.3.4 contains the two following items
1. "Describe the use of portable instruments, and the associated training
and procedures, to accurately determine the airborne iodine
concentration in areas within the facility where plant personnel may be
present during an accident, in accordance with the requirements of 10
CFR 50.4(f)(2)(xxvi) and criteria in Item III.D.3.3 of NUREG-0737"
2. "Address the use of portable instruments, and the associated training
and procedures, to accurately determine the airborne iodine
concentration in areas within the facility where plant personnel may be
present during an accident."

2

4

C.I11.1.68

C.II1.1,
Sec. 12.5.3,
Radioactive
Material
Control, para
1

C.111.1.12.5.3, Radioactive Material Control, para

3

5
typo
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Change "Describe the types of detectors and monitors,
as well as the quantities..." to "Describe the typical
types of detectors and monitors, as well as the
,minimum quantities..."
Since some of these sources may not be procured until
nearer fuel loading, the exact quantities may be
unknown at COL application. Revise to describe
program for obtaining and controlling sources.
These passages need clarification. Discuss difference
or delete duplication.

In sentence 3, change "position control" to "positive
control."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.111.1.69

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1Il.1,
Chapter 13

C.lll.1.70

C.lll.1, Ch. 13

C.111.1.71

C.II1.1, Sec
13.1.2.2
C.11.1
13.3

C.111.1.72

C.1ll.1.73

C.I11.1
13.3

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

4

C.III should revised to be consistent with C.I.

A "References" section was not included in section C.I11.1-13 as is in
section 13.1.4 of C.1.13
1st sentence has the phrase "provide the" repeated twice in the
sentence.
The emergency class definitions have been revised to include security
events.

3

3

C.III should revised to be consistent with C.I.

3

5

Correct the sentence

1

1

The
.m..g.n.

This confirmation of agreement does not need to be a permanent part of
the E-plan. Also, the letter showing offsite agency agreement is needed
whether or not there are other reactors at the site.

2

COMMENT
Numerous changes that were made to C.1.13 during the various
iterations of 5/1 to 6/30 to 9/1 were not carried over to C.I11.1, Chapter
13.
Examples include:
1. The requirement for inclusion of resumes in the FSAR were removed
in C.I.13.1, 9/01 version but not in C.I11.1, Chap 13.1.
2. The last sentence of the first paragraph of section 13.2.1.1(1) in
C.1.13 was changed from "The program should distinguish between
classroom, on-the-job, and simulator training,...." to "The program
should distinguish between formal instruction, on-the-job, and simulator
training,...". This same change was not made in C.I11.1, Chapter 13.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

y p... should inolude the e.me.gB.y
,•vel
chm
...
.ib• in Append x 1
ad Supplermnt 3,SNUREG
t.
0654.The emergency
plan should include the Emergency Classification
definitions contained in NRC BL 2005-02 or those
developed by NEI and endorsed by the NRC in RIS
2006-12.
The applicant should provide some form of
confirmation of the agreement, such as a letter signed
by State and local governmental authorities, inteeMorgencY plan, if the applicant ProVidec oMergcncY
Gl,,ifiz.tiOR

4

Rction levRIc; difforgnt frgom these for the cXicting
.eact..(. ) On the cito. with the application.

C.111.1.74

C.11l.1
13.3

This should be able to be provided by reference to other sections.

2

2

C.111.1.75

C.I11.1
13.3

Existing regulations do not require submittal of State and local
emergency response procedures, just plans. (10 CFR 50.33(g))

1

1
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Add the following sentence after the second paragraph
on page C.1.1 3-11 :"It is acceptable to reference the
sections in the FSAR that address site characteristics
to satisfy this requirement."
In addition to the NRC's regulations (described above),
the COL application needs to include the applicable
State, Tribal, and local plans and .
.. . .. . that
address the relevant DHS requirements contained in
44 CFR Parts 350, 351, and 352, as well as associated
REP guidance documents.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I11.1.76

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1l1.1
13.3.1

COMMENT
It is permissible for the Emergency Plan to be a stand alone document.

C.I11.1.77

C.I11.1
13.3.1

C.111.1.78

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

2

This plan should be a physically separate document
identified as referenced by Section 13.3 of the FSAR,
and may incorporate by reference various State and
local emergency plans or other relevant materials.

The requirement of 10CFR 73.71(a) should be addressed under
security, not EP.

1

4

The cross-reference should indicate where the specific
criteria in 10 CFR 50.72(a)(3), 10 CFR 50.72(a)(4), 10
CFR 50.72(c)(3), Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50,40.F.R.-3.7 (a), and NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1
are addressed in the applicant's plans.

C.I11.1
13.3.1

Explicitly state what type of documents must be addressed - GL, BL,
Orders. This should not include IN's as these are not supposed to set
new requirements.

1

1

C.l1l.1.79

C.I11.1
13.3.1

The EAL information should be in the stand alone Emergency Plan.

3

C.I11.1.80

C.I11.1
13.3.1

For security-related aspects of EP to be addressed, explicitly reference
BL 2005-02 and RIS 2006-12, not just the 2002 orders.

2

C.I11.1.81

C.I11.1
13.3.1

10 CFR 2.390 gives the requirements for marking information to be
withheld from public disclosure.

3

C.I11.1.82

C.11l.1
13.3.2

This should be covered under Security, not EP.

2

RECOMMENDED WORDING

The applicant should address the various generic
communications and Commission Orders that are in
effect.. explicitly state what type of documents must be
addressed - GL, BL, Orders.
3
The FSAR emergency plan should also address an
emergency classification and action level scheme, as
___required
by 10 CFR 50.47(b)(4).
4
The applicant should address the NRC Orders issued
February 25, 2002, BL 2005-02 and RIS 2006-12, as
well as any subsequent NRC guidance (or any NRC
endorsed industry guidance developed in response to
issues related to implementation of the Orders), to
determine what security-related aspects of emergency
planning and preparedness must be addressed in the
emergency plan.
1
Any information submitted to the NRC that is
proprietary, sensitive, or safeguards information should
be marked appFpriately as requiredby 10 CFR 2.390.
1

(10) Do
ib. the
... traiRi• g program far Gmplay9GG and
...
.mply to.ffoctiVa...ro th•
iMPMAnt.. i. R

Ofthe Phycical Pratoction program

C.I11.1.83

C.1I1.1,
Sec. 13.5.2.1

Item (2), 1st sentence states "The FSAR or other submittal should
describe the applicant's program for developing operating procedures
(A.1-5 above)." It is not clear what "A.1-5 above" is referring to in the
document.

3

5

C.I1.1.84

C.II1.1,
Sec. 13.5.2.1

Item (3) 1st sentence states "The FSAR or other submittal ... should
describe the applicant's program for developing EOPs (A.4 above)
I"
is not clear what "A.4 above" is referring to in the document.

3

5
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COMMENT
NO.
C.II1.1.85

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I11.1,
Sec.16.2

C.II1.1.86

C.I1.1,
Sec.16.2

C.II.1.87

C.II1.1.88

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

4

Delete references to "or design certification"

C.II1.1 Chapter 16.2, second and third paragraphs, implies that the use
of STS and incorporation of TSTF Travelers is an option for the COL
application that is referencing a certified design. This is misleading, in
that an applicant might be led to believe that this is an acceptable
alternative without following the change requirements of Section VIII.C
of the applicable design certification rule.

2

4

Provide clarification that a COL applicant referencing a
design certification rule can only adopt revised generic
:Technical Specifications by following the change
requirements of the applicable design certification rule.

C.II1.1,
Sec.16.2

C.III.1 section 16.2, last paragraph, states, in part, "Certain plant-specifi
information may need to be provided with the COL or design certification
application to demonstrate compliance with 10 CFR 50.36. This
information may include but should not be limited to: ... Manuals,
reports, and program documents identified in the technical specifications
administrative controls section." This guidance is not consistent with
C.1.16 which states "Manuals, reports, and program documents
identified in the administrative controls section of the TS or applicable
governing regulations, are considered to be neither part of the FSAR,
nor part of the TS or the associated bases. These documents (such as
the Offsite Dose Calculation Manual and Core Operating Limits Report)
are to be prepared and submitted to the NRC as required by the
associated TS administrative control requirements and any applicable
governing regulations."

3

4

The guidance in C.I.16 appears to be more
appropriate; and should be reflected in C.III.1 .CH16.2.
However, if some "Manuals, reports, and program
documents" are expected to be provided in the COLA,
the specific documents should be identified in the
guidance.

C.II1.1,
Sec. 16.2

The second paragraph of this section provides a recommendation (i.e.,
"should") to base the plant-specific TS on the Generic TS rather than
reflecting the regulatory requirement to comply with the applicable
Design Certification Rule Section III.B or to invoke the change
mechanism under Section VIII.C.

3

4

Revise "should" to "must"

COMMENT
C.II1.1 Chapter 16.2, second paragraph, states "The format and content
of the technical specifications and bases for a COL or design
certification should be based on approved certified designs listed as
appendices to 10 CFR Part 52 (e.g., Appendix A to Part 52, "Design
Certification Rule for the U.S. Advanced Boiling Water Reactor,"
Appendix D to Part 52, "Design Certification Rule for the AP1000," etc.),
or the following STS NUREGs developed for Part 50 licensees..."
Reference to "design certification" or "design certification application"
also occurs in other paragraphs of this section. It is not clear why the "o
design certification" is addressed in this section that is intended to
address a COL application that is referencing a certified design.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.111.1.89

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.II1.1,
Sec.16.2

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Divide the first bullet in the fourth paragraph to
separately address changes to generic Technical
Specifications in a certified design, and use of generic
Technical Specifications derived from the STS NUREG
documents. Replace the words "departures" and
"deviations" with "changes" or "exemptions," as
appropriate.

C.111.1.90

C.IIl.lSec.
16.2

This section identifies NUREG 1431 Revision 3.1 as the basis for
review. However, section C.1.16 documents the use of the current
revision to NUREG 1431 without identifying a revision number.

2

3

These two sections (C.III and C.1) should point to the
same reference revision numbers. Either both state
Revision 3.1 or both state latest revision.

C.I11.1.91

C.III.1,Sec.
16.2

This sections states that the applicant should consider incorporating the
NRC approved TSTF Travelers where appropriate. Section C.1.16 does
not discuss the consideration of these TSTF Travelers.

2

3

These two sections (C.III and C.1) should each
recommend the use of TSTF Travelers or not.

C.I11.1.92

C.II1.1,Sec.
16.2

The recommendation associated with the TSTF Travelers is vague and
requires clarification. Specifically, the issue remains unbounded with
regard to when the NRC TSTF Traveler reviews will be completed. If
these reviews are on going then up until the issuance of the documents
by the applicant the NRC could be issuing approvals of these Travelers.
In addition, the expectations of their use is vague. Will the applicant be
required to document why they choose not to consider some as well as
why they choose others,

COMMENT
The first bullet in the list contained in the fourth paragraph should be
separated into two topics: the first and second sentences are
associated with completing COL Information Items based on a certified
design which may have an impact on the generic Technical
Specifications, and require changing in accordance with Section VIII.C
of the applicable design certification rule. The third sentence deals with
Technical Specifications derived from the STS NUREG documents,
which can only be invoked by an applicant referencing a certified design
by application of VIII.C of the applicable design certification rule.
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The rules associated with the use of the TSTF
Travelers need to be clarified. Provide cut off dates
such as consider the use of NRC approved TSTF.
Travelers that have been approved six months prior to
applicants submittal. Provide specific clarification as to
whether the use of these TSTF Travelers is a
requirement, and how their use or exclusion needs to
be documented.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I11.1.93

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.II1.1,
Sec.17.4.2

COMMENT
The terminology between C.1 and C.III is different. C.III assigns the
terms "D-RAP and O-RAP for the two stages; C.I does not. For clarity
and to conform to SRM/SECY-95-132, the term O-RAP should not be
used, because there will not be a separate 'program' during stage two a!
the RAP elements will be in existing operational programs.
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PRIORITY

BASIS

1

3

RECOMMENDED WORDING
Change to: "Reliability Assurance is implemented in
two phases. The first stage is referred to as the
Design Reliability Assurance Program and applies to
reliability assurance activities that occur before the
initial fuel load. The objective of this stage is to design
reliability into the plant consistent with PRA
assumptions. The second stage applies to reliability
assurance activities for the operations phase of the
plant life cycle. The goal of Reliability Assurance during
this stage is to maintain reliability through existing
operational programs, consistent with the overall PRA
assumptions. Individual component reliability values
are expected to change throughout the course of plant
life because of aging and changes in suppliers and
technology. Changes in individual component reliability
values are acceptable as long as overall plant safety
performance is maintained within the PRA assumptions
and deterministic licensing design basis."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I11.1.94

C.I11.1.95

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.II1.1,
Sec.17.4.3

C.I.1.17.4.2

COMMENT
Same comment as above regarding a DCD:
The terminology between C.1 and C.III is different. C.III assigns the
terms "D-RAP and O-RAP for the two stages; C.1 does not. For clarity,
the D-RAP and O-RAP terms should not be used, because there will not
be a separate 'program' during stage two as the RAP elements will be in
existing operational programs:

In SECY 95-132, The Commission specifically disapproved the staffs
proposal that an operational reliability assurance program (O-RAP) be
continued for the life of the plant. SECY 95-132 states the following in
the cover letter: "On Item E (reliability assurance program), the SRM
approved a design reliability assurance program (D-RAP) subject to
resolution of the recommendation by the Office of the General Counsel
(OGC) to implement the D-RAP using the inspections, tests, analyses,
and acceptance criteria (ITAAC) process. The SRM disapproved the
staff's proposal that an operational reliability assurance program (0RAP) be continued for the life of the combined license (COL). In
response to the instructions of the SRM, the staff modified SECY-94084 to: 1) revise the statement of purpose of the reliability assurance
program; 2) require the use of the maintenance rule methodology for
performance monitoring so that industry design reliability assumptions
are not translated into new regulatory requirements; 3) require the DRAP to be verified using the ITAAC process; 4) remove
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PRIORITY

BASIS

1

3

RECOMMENDED WORDING
17.4.3 RAP Implementation
The RAP is implemented in several phases. The first
phase implements the aspects of the program that
apply to the design process. During this phase, risksignificant SSCs are identified for inclusion in the
program by using probabilistic, deterministic, and other
methods. The design certification document addresses
this phase. The design certification document also
addresses a nonsystem based* Tier 1 inspection, test,
analysis, and acceptance criteria (ITAAC) requirement
for RAP.
The second phase is the site-specific phase, which
introduces the plant's site-specific design information tc
the RAP process. The COL applicant/holder performs
this phase. At this phase, the RAP is modified or
appended based on considerations specific to the site.
The COL applicant/holder establishes the probabilistic,
deterministic, and other methods to determine and
maintain the site-specific list of SSCs under the scope
of RAP. The COL Applicant should describe in the
FSAR the information identified in Section 17.4.4. The
COL applicant holder is also responsible for completing
of site-specific information into the RAP and for
implementing the RAP using existing operational
programs.

1

1

Remove references to O-RAP. State that "Operational
reliability assurance objectives and activities are
incorporated into the QA Program and Maintenance
Rule Program; therefore no further description is
required. COLA action items must be addressed;
specifically, the COL applicant will propose a method
by which it will incorporate the objectives of the
reliability assurance program into other programs for
design or operational errors that degrade non-safetyrelated, risk-significant SSCs. If the staff now believes
that, contrary to SECY 95-132, other activities must be
added to and described in the QA and Maintenance
Rules Programs in order to implement reliability
assurance objectives, these should be presented to
and approved by the Commission, and then added to
DG-1 145.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.I11.1.95
(continued)

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.II1.1. 17.4.2

C.I11.1.96

C.I.1.17.4.3

C.I11.1.97

C.lll.1.98

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

see above

Same comment as above: The terminology between C.1 and C.III is
different. C.III assigns the terms "D-RAP and O-RAP for the two stages;
C.1 does not. For clarity, the D-RAP and O-RAP terms should not be
used, because there will not be a separate 'program' during stage two a
the RAP elements will be in existing operational programs.

2

4

Reliability Assurance is implemented in several
phases. The first phase implements the aspects that
apply to the design process. During this phase, risksignificant SSCs are identified for inclusion in the
program by using probabilistic, deterministic, and other
methods. The design certification document addresses
this phase which is referred to as Design Reliability
Assurance Program (D-RAP). The design certification
document also addresses a nonsystem based Tier 1
inspection, test, analysis, and acceptance criteria
(ITAAC) requirement for RAP. The second phase of D
RAP is the site-specific phase, which introduces the
plant's site-specific SSCs to the Reliability Assurance
process. The COL Holder performs this phase. At this
stage, the D-RAP is modified or appended based on
considerations specific to the site. The COL Holder
establishes the PRA importance measures, the expert
panel process, and other deterministic methods to
determine and maintain the site-specific list of SSCs
under the scope of RAP. The COL Holder is also
responsible for implementing the
operational objectives of Reliability Assurance
using existing operational programs
(Maintenance Rule and QA) through the life of the
plant.

C.I11.1.17.4

Regarding 2nd bullet in list: the list of SSCs may not be complete for
inclusion in the COLA since the detailed design will not be completed.

2

2

This bullet should state that the list of SSCs should
continue to be revised as necessary as the design is
completed. This is an ongoing activity to be completed
prior to fuel load.

C.II.1.17.4.4

The Commission directed that there would not be a separate program
called O-RAP

2

4

Replace "O-RAP" with "operational reliability assurancE
objectives"

COMMENT
the requirement that a separate O-RAP exist for the life of the plant; and
5) incorporate the objective of the O-RAP into existing programs. These
clarifications are reflected in the revised text of SECY-94-084 in
Attachment 2."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.III.1.99

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.1.17.4-1,
C.1.17.4.1-1

C.II1.1.100

C.11.1, Sec.
17.4.4,

C.I11.1.101

C.I11.1, Ch.
19.1

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Revise the responses to remove the term Operational
Reliability Assurance Program. Use the precise
language from SECY 95-132.

This list should be identical to C.1.17.4.4; the same comments for C.I
17.4.4 above apply.

1

3

Use the same bullets as in C.1.17.4.4, as modified by
the comments above. To the extent the second to last
bullet of C.II1.17.4.4 is retained, change 'O-RAP' to
'RAP' consistent with the comments above.

Issue: Paragraph 4 says "The COL applicant should include updated risl
insights, identify all differences between the updated risk insights and
the certified design risk insights, indicate which differences are
important, and explain why the important differences have occurred
(e.g., due to design changes, changes in PRA assumptions, or changes
to PRA methodology). In this context, the "differences in risk insights"
includes changes (either detrimental or beneficial) to the significantl6
cutsets relative to sequences, significant cutsets relative to core damage
frequency (CDF), significant cutsets relative to large release frequency
(LRF), significant accident sequences, significant accident progression
sequences, significant basic events, significant contributors, and
significant containment challenges. The phrase "difference in risk
insights" also includes any changes to the PRA-based insights.17 When
identifying important differences between the plant-specific risk insights
and the certified design risk insights, applicants should consider both
quantitative changes (e.g., changes in
risk metrics) and qualitative changes (e.g., revised or additional
accident sequences)."

1

3

Comment: This paragraph calls for information which is
not necessary or appropriate when site- and plantspecific COLA information is bounded by or not
significantly different from the certified design PRA.
Clarification is warranted to be consistent with
understandings discussed during DG-1 145 workshops
and paragraph 2 of this section, which states,
"Applicants referencing a certified design can meet this
requirement by updating and upgrading, as
appropriate, the certified design PRA (i.e., the "designspecific" PRA submitted pursuant to 10 CFR
52.47(b)(1), which has been evaluated and found
acceptable by the NRC), to address relevant site- and
plant-specific information, as well as changes to the
certified design pursuant to 10 CFR 52.63(b) (e.g.,
refinements in design detail, resolution of COL action
items, design changes or deviations, technical
specifications, and plant-specific emergency operating
procedures). The COL applicant may use, or
incorporate by reference, the certified design PRA,
however,

COMMENT
The terminology between C.1 and C.III is different. C.III assigns the
terms "D-RAP and O-RAP for the two stages; C.1 does not. For clarity,
the D-RAP and O-RAP terms should not be used, because there will not
be a separate 'program' during stage two as the RAP elements will be in
existing operational programs:
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COMMENT
NO.
C.II1.1.101
(continued)

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I11.1, Ch.
19.1

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

3

RECOMMENDED WORDING

COMMENT
the COL applicant should ensure the provided
information is current, complete, and accurate relative
to site- and plant-specific conditions and parameters.
"Recommended wording: Add at the beginning of the
4th paragraph: "Additional information should be
provided in the plant-specific PRA if the site- and plantspecific COLA information is not bounded by the
certified design PRA insights and these differences are
significant with respect to the PRA insights. Qualitative
analyses rather than modifying the PRA may be used
to demonstrate whether or not the differences are
significant. If the differences are significant,
[continue with 4th paragraph]"

C.1I1.1.102

C.II1.1,
Ch. 19

Issue: Section 19.1, para. 2, 1st sentence says "Applicants referencing
certified design can meet this requirement by updating and upgrading,
as appropriate, the certified design..."

2

4

Delete or modify the sentence to read"updating and/or
upgrading".

2

4

"In addition, the certified design PRA should be
updated and upgraded, as appropriate, prior to initial
fuel load to reflect a4-relevant changes in plant design
and operational programs so that it reasonably reflects
the as-built, as-to-be-operated plant."

1

1

For example, See comment C.1.19.3
Add language " For a COL application referencing a
certified design, this format meets the intent of Section
IV.A.2.a of Part 52 appendices, as the certified design
would be incorporated by reference. An exemption
request would not be required."

Updating is the proper term to describe supplementation of the design
PRA to consider site- and plant-specific information. The term
"upgrading" is not necessary and should be deleted because it could be
interpreted to imply more extensive changes to the PRA, which are not
required for COLA.
C.11.1.103

C.I1.1,.
Ch. 19.1

Issue: Section 19.1 5th paragraph last sentence reads "In addition, the
certified design PRA should be updated and upgraded, as appropriate,
prior to initial fuel load to reflect all changes in plant design and
operational programs so that it reflects the as-built, as-to-be-operated
plant."
Comment: For consistency replace "all" with "relevant", and insert
"reasonably" before "reflects"

C.I11.1.104

C.I1.1,
Ch. 19.1

Issue: Section 19.1 6th paragraph 1st sentence reads "The applicant
should adhere to the guidance provided in Section C.11.1 of this guide fo
the plant-specific PRA, including the format and content identified in
Appendix B to Section C.I1.1 of this guide."
.
Comment: Please see previous comments on changes to format of
Section 19 from the format used in the certfied design PRA.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.II1.1.105

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.iI1.1,
Ch. 19.1

COMMENT
Issue: Section 19.1 Footnote 17 reads "Section 19.2 last sentence read,
"The usage of this phrase is intended to be consistent with its use in
referring to the information provided in Table 19.59-29 in the AP600 and
AP1000 Design Control Documents (DCDs)."

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

4

See Comment C.1.19.7
Address if it appropriate to.reference the AP-600 or AP
1000 DCD in a regulatory guide?

RECOMMENDED WORDING

Comment: Please see previous comments.
C.II1.1.106

C.I1.1,
Ch. 19.1

Issue: Section 19.2 2nd sentence reads "To support the NRC staff's
timely review and assessment, the applicant should adhere to the
recommended format and content identified in
Section C.1.19.
Comment: Please see previous comments

1

1

For example, See comment C.1.19.3
Add language" For a COL application referencing a
certified design, this format meets the intent of Section
IV.A.2.a of Part 52 appendices, as the certified design
would be incorporated by reference. An exemption
request would not be required."

C.II1.2.1

C.III.2
Sec. 1.9.2

C.III.2 discussion of FSAR 1.9.2 states "ESPs have already provided
information addressing conformance with the applicable sections of the
SRP that were in effect 6 months before the docket date of the ESP
application." This is not a true statement. Part 52 did not (prior to the
proposed revision) require that the ESPs address SRP conformance.
Indeed, the SRPs were not even used - the application was evaluated
against RS-002 by the NRC. For these cases, would a statement such
as "Alternate approach utilized. The ESP addressed this section and
was evaluated against RS-002 rather than the SRP" be considered to
fulfill the 50.34(h) conformance assessment?

1

4

N/A

C.Ili.2.2

C.I11.2.2

The 1is paragraph of this section states: "The specific information that
the applicant should provide has been copied from the corresponding
section in Part / and pasted into this section of the guide." However, this
is not an accurate statement for Chapters 3 through Chapters 19 which
refers the reader back to CII1.1

3

3

Clarify the wording in this section to state that for
Chapters 3 through 19, those sections refer back to the
corresponding sections in Part C.I11.1.

C.III.2.3

C.III.2.2

First paragraph states: "For design topics that have been resolved in the
design certification, the guide will state that.the COL applicant does not
need to include additional information. For topics related to approval of
specific site in an ESP, the guide will state that the COL applicant does
not need to include additional information."

3

4

Deletion of future tense is recommended:"For design
topics that have been resolved in the design
certification, the guide wi4 statesthat the COL
applicant does not need to include additional
information. For topics related to approval of a specific
site in an ESP, the guide will states that the COL
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COMMENT
NO.
C.II1.2.4

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.III.2.2

C.I11.2.5

C.Ill.2.4

C.11.2.6

C.I[1.2.8

C.III.2.7

C.111.2.8

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

2

Eliminate this paragraph and the corresponding
paragraph in C.I11.1

With regard to the pilot ESP applications, COL information items were
not specifically identified. COL action items were generated as a result
of the NRC review and are listed in the ESP FSER.Section C.11.2.4
mentions COL action or information items in the ESP. However, permits
associated with the pilot ESP applications have not been made availabl
(draft or final),

2

4

1. C.I11.2.4 should be clarified to indicate the
appropriate source for listing of ESP COL information
or action times.2. It is also recommended that the
NRC work with the industry on the content of ESP
permit form and content to provide appropriate
requirements on the treatment of ESP COL information
items in future ESP applications. It is possible that DG
1145 may require update depending of the final form of
the pilot early site permits.

This section contains the statement: "The NRC recommends that the
COL applicationfacilitate this review wherever possible." It is not clear
what the NRC expects from the COL applicant in this area.

2

4

Please clarify expectations regarding how the COL
applicant could facilitate this review.

For consistency add the words " and the ESP" after".., is consistent witý
certified design".
1.
Section C.III.2.9 (first paragraph) references Part 52 but does
not provide a specific cite. In general, any reference to the regulation
should include a specific, clear cite.
2. In addition, C.I11.2.9 (second paragraph) cites 10 CFR 52.93.
3. In that 52.93 addresses both exemptions and variances, the
specific cite should be provided in C.I11.2.9.

2

4

"

COMMENT
The second paragraph in this section states: "Dependingon the
technology, some design topics may not have been reviewed during the
design certification. COL applicants will need to provide this information
only if it was not covered in the design certification."However, it is
difficult for an applicant to determine what design topics were reviewed
by the NRC and what were not reviewed for a specific Certified Design.
A topic may have been reviewed by the staff but not
addressed/discussed in the DCD or FSER. Or the design topic criteria
may have changed between the time of certification and COL
application. Requiring the applicant to address new design topics is
inconsistent with design finality associated with a Certified Design.

_the

C.III.2.8

C.111.2.9

C.I11.2.9

C.111.2.9

The second paragraph of C.I11.2.9 indicates that if site characteristics do
not fall within the site parameters specified in the design certification tha
the application should request an exemption or departure, as
appropriate per Part 52.93. However, it is possible that should an actual
site characteristic not fall within site parameters postulated in the design
certification, a possible approach could be to request a variance from
the ESP, as permitted by 52.79(b). This should be noted in C.I11.2.9.
This would depend of which parameter is involved, possible differences
in methods, etc.
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RECOMMENDED WORDING

is consistent with the certified design and the
referenced ESP"
Provide a specific cite to the Part 52 regulation
reference in C.I11.2.9 (first paragraph).
General comment, for Staffs consideration throughout
DG-1145.Revised C.111.2.9, the reference to 52.93 in
the second paragraph to say: 10 CFR 52.93aaj

2

4

Revise C.1I1.2.9 to read: "If the COL application (FSAR)
does not demonstrate that theactual site
characteristics established in the referenced ESP fall
within the site parameters specified in the design
certification, the application shall include a request for
an exemption or departure, or variance from the ESP
as appropriate, that complies with the requirements of
the referenced design certification rule. 10 CFR
52.79(b), and 10 CFR 52.93."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.111.2.10

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I11.2.10

C.111.2.11

C.111.2.10

C.111.2.12

C.111.2.11

C.1ll.2.13

C.IlI.2.11

COMMENT
Section C.I11.2.10 does not mention referencing the ESP, consistent with
the purpose of C.III.2.

Generally speaking, DG-1 145 guidance and Part 52 provide little
specific guidance regarding the administrative aspects of how a
reference ESP is treated in the COL application. Per the comment on
C.IV.2, it is recommended that C.IV.2 be revised to address the
administrative aspects of referencing an ESP in the COLA. It is
recommended that C.III.2.10 include a statement that provides a
reference to C.IV.2.
C.111.2.1 1 provides a reminder of the requirements of 10 CFR 52.6
without offering additional guidance. However, given that regulations
and related criteria vary from safety, to environmental, to emergency
preparedness areas, guidance that would cover each area must be
addressed separately. For example, as noted in Section 6.4 of NEI 0401 (Draft Rev. E), no review or collection of data associated with
reviewed and final provisions of an ESP SSAR is considered
appropriate. However, if the COL applicant referencing that ESP
became aware of significant changes, the provisions of 10 CFR 52.6
would be applied. It is recommended that the Staff consult Section 6.4
and consider incorporating appropriate elements of that guidance into
DG-1145, Section C.111.2.11.
18t paragraph refers to 10CFR 52.6. This is a proposed rule change.
"COL applicants that reference a DC and/or an ESP are not required to
revise the information included in the DC or ESP. However, pursuant to
10 CFR 52.6, each applicant or license that identifies information as
having, for the regulated activity, a significant implication for public
health and safety or common defense and security shall notify the
Commission of this information."
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PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

RECOMMENDED WORDING
The section title should be changed to:
"Portions of a Final Safety Analysis Report not
Addressed by a Certified Design and an ESP"
The 3rd sentence of the section should be revised to:
"Additionally, if information listed in the following
subsections is not needed - such as being already
provided in the specific, referenced DCD or ESP, it is
suggested that the applicant indicate so in the
appropriate oortion of their FSAR,"
Add the following statement to C.Ill.2.10:
"See Section C.IV.2 for guidance on referencing a
design certification rule or an ESP."

2

4

2

4

Review Section 6.4 of NEI 04-01, draft Revision E for
possible incorporation of industry guidance into
C.111.2.1 1 regarding changes to the ESP.

3

5

For consistency with other sections within DG-1145,
add the word 'broposed" in front of 10 CFR 52.6. This
will help to identify any potentially affected sections
when the proposed rule is finalized.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.II.2.14

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.III.2,
Sec.1.5

C.11.2.15

C.I11.2,
Sec.11.8

C.I11.2.16

C.I11.2;
Sec. 1.8

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Reword this section to state: 'No additional
information needs to be provided by a COL
applicant referencing a certified design and an
ESP.
"Also change the corresponding paragraph in C.III.1

Two new sentences were added to the second to last paragraph of this
section. The newly added sentences read" In addition, COL applicants
referencingan ESP should include information in the application that is
sufficient to demonstrate compliance with any ESP permit conditions.
Tabulated cross-references to this information should be provided in this
section." However, at the time an applicant submits a COL application,
is possible that the ESP would not have been issued by the NRC and
therefore permit conditions would not have been identified.

2

4

Revise the wording in this sentence to: "ESP permit
conditions if available".

C.Ill.2.9 references C.I11.2, Section 1.8.
C.Ill.2.9 mentions the possible need for an exemption or departure
should site characters not fall within site parameters specified in the
design certification, citing § 52.93. However, Section 1.8 does not
discuss the situation in which § 52.93 is applied. Section 1.8 should be
revised to address not only the exemption process provided in §
52.93(a) but also to recognize that a variance from the ESP [per §
52.93(b)] may be an appropriate remedy, depending on the situation,

2

4

Add the following to C.111.2, Section 1.8 in the first
paragraph:
If the FSAR does not demonstrate that design of
the facility fails within the site characteristics and
design parameters, the application shall include a
request for variance that complies with the
requirements of §§ 52.39 and 52.93L.•. The
requirements of proposed 10 CFR 52.79(d) specify tha
COL applicants referencing a certified design must
provide sufficient information to demonstrate that the
characteristics of the site fall within the site parameters
specified in the design certification and must contain
information sufficient to demonstrate that the interface
requirements established for the design under § 52.47
have been met. If the FSAR's site characteristics do
not fall with the certified design's site parameters,
the applicant may need to request an exemption or

COMMENT
This section states:
"The requirements for further technical information are included as part
of the referencedcertified design. The COL applicantthat references a
certified design and early site permit should identify any requirements
for further technical information in their application for the portions of the
facility that are not certified, including an estimated schedule for
providing the additionaltechnical information that may be necessary for
issuance of a combined license."
Per C.11, 1.5 this section is for applicants not referencing a certified
design. However, since C.III is for applicants referencing a certified
design, it is not clear what additional information would be appropriate
for this section

RECOMMENDED WORDING

departure. As discussed in C.111.2.9, a possible
approach may also be to request a variance from
the ESP per . 52.93(b)."
C.I11.2.17

C.I11.2,
Sec.1.9

I__

_

ICOL

Throughout this section, the phrase "....6 months before the docket
dates of the COL application"is used to refer to the need to reconcile
regulatory guides, standard review plans, generic issues and operationa
experience. However, the docket date cannot be determined by the
applicant.
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4

Change the guidance wording to read ".6 months
before the submittal date of the COL application"
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COMMENT
NO.
C.III.2.18

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.III.2,
Sec. 1.9

C.II1.2.19

C.III.2,
Sec. 1.9.1

C.III.2.20

C.II1.2,
Sec. 1.9.2

COMMENT
Throughout this section, the terms "deviation or variance" is used when
determining when an applicant needs to evaluate conformance with
regulatory guides, standard review plans, generic issues and operationa
experience. However, the lead-in sentences were all recently revised to
use the term "departures".
This occurs in many paragraphs throughout Section 1.9.
For example:" For a COL application that includes departures from the
certified design, these departures should be evaluated for conformance
with the Regulatory Guides in effect 6 months before the docket date of
the COL application, unless the deviation or varianceis included in a
Topical Report.'
C.II1.1 discussion of FSAR 1.9.1 states: "a COL applicantshould
address conformance with Regulatory Guides in effect 6 months before
the docket date of the COL application for the site-specific portions of
the facility design which are not included in the certified design. In
addition, the COL applicant should address conformance with
Regulatory Guides in effect 6 months before the docket date of the COL
applicationinsofar as they pertain to operationalaspects of the facility."
Does this guidance indicate that the only regulatory guides that need to
be addressed are those that address "facility design" or "operational
aspects of the facility? For example, Division 2 is for Research and Tes
Reactors; so, can we eliminate Division 2 assessments since they don't
address design or operation of commercial power reactors?
Section 1.9.2 currently states:
"Applicants for an ESP also have a requirementin proposed 10 CFR
52.17(a)(1)(xiii) to provide an evaluation of the site against applicable
sections of the StandardReview Plan (SRP) revision in effect 6 months
before the docket date of the early site permit application. ESPs have
alreadyprovided informationaddressing conformance with the
applicable sections of the SRP that were in effect 6 months before the
docket date of the ESP application."
Since this proposed requirement is new, not all prior "pilot" ESP
applicants provided a review against SRPs. In addition, the "pilot" ESPs
were reviewed against RS-002. The guidance should be clarified to
address the special licensing case of ESPs reviewed prior to the
proposed rulemaking.
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PRIORITY

BASIS

RECOMMENDED WORDING

2

4

Revise the words "deviation or variance" to
"departures". This will also make these sections of
C.II1.2 consistent with the corresponding sections in
C.II.1.

2

4

Provide specific guidance on what categories of
Regulatory Guides need to be addressed in this sectior
of the COLA.

2

4

Revise the subject paragraph of Section 1.9.2 as
follows:"ESP applications prior to the proposed
rulemaking were reviewed against RS-002 but were
not required to provide an evaluation against
applicable sections of the SRP. Therefore, not all
ESP applications prior to the rulemaking have
provided the subeect SRP evaluation. A COL
application referencing these ESPs need not
provide an evaluation against applicable sections
of the SRP. For those ESPs following the
proposed rulemaking, the respective applications
have already provided information addressing
conformance with the applicable sections of the SRP
that were in effect 6 months before the docket date of
the ESP application."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.111.2.21

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.I11.2,
Sec. 1.9.3

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Comment # C.1.1.18 on Section C.1.1.9.3 is applicable as well to C.I11.2,
Section 1.9.3.
1. C.1.1.9.3 mentions a listing of generic issues in C.IV.8. Section C.IV.E
no longer contains a listing of generic issues.
2. C.1.1.9.3 indicates: "Those issues that remain open and are
technically relevant to the COL applicant's design should be addressed
in the application. Remaining "open" is not clear in that the cited
proposed Part 52.79(a)(20) is understood to require COLAs to "include"
the resolutions for those issues that, in fact, have NRC approved
resolutions. "Open," therefore, does seem to apply. The Staff should
restrict issues to those for which acceptable resolutions have been
proposed.
3. In general, C.IV.8 guidance defines the broader scope of the generic
issue review via the discussion and use of NUREG-0933, App. B.
Guidance on scope should be provided in C.IV.8 (except for specific
reductions in scope associated with referencing a DCD. This guidance
should remain in C.1I1.1/2.

C.111.2.22

C.I11.2,
Sec. 1.9.3

C.111.2.23

C.I1I.2,
Sec. 1.9.4

C.I11.2.24

C.I11.2,
Sec. 2.2.2

C.I11.2.25

C.111.2,
Sec. 2.2.3

RECOMMENDED WORDING

COMMENT

The last sentence of the last paragraph of this subsection states:
".....to ensure the health and safety of the public is protected."
For consistency with C.III 1, delete the words "is protected".
Second to last paragraph, last sentence contains a typo. Sentence
currently reads: "Applicantsfor design certification and combined
license are responsible for procuring and international operating
experience information.'
The section indicates that additional information need not be provided.
However, as noted in C.1.2.2.2.2, a description of hazardous materials
stored onsite should be provided. Accident categories considered
include explosions of onsite stored materials (C.I.2.2.2.1(1)).1n that
onsite hazardous material inventories may not have be known at the
time of ESP application, this information would likely be required for the
COL application.
Section C.111.2, Section 2.2.2 should be revised to recognize this
Possibility.
In that onsite hazardous material storage may not have been reviewed
at the ESP stage, such onsite storage would be discussed and
evaluated as necessary in the COLA. This would include evaluation for
explosive impacts (C.1.2.2.3.1) as well as toxicity limits for control room
habitability.

See Comment #C.1.1.18. The proposed changes at
C.1.1.9.3 apply as well to C.11.2, Section 1.9.3. In
general, guidance regarding the scope of generic issue
review should only be summarized in C.I11.1, Section
1.9.3. Detail guidance should be provided in C.IV.8.

3

5

Reword to read:
.to
ensure the health and safety of the public."

3

5

Change:
"procuring and international" to
"procuring any international"

2

4

Revise Section 2.2.2 as follows:
"In general, COL applicants that reference an ESP do
not need to include additional information. However, if
onsite hazardous material inventories and related
information was not reviewed as part of the ESP,
then that information would be included in the COL
application as appropriate."

2

4

Revise Section 2.2.3 as follows:
In generalCOL applicants that reference an ESP do
not need to include additional information.However, if
onsite hazardous material inventories and related
information were not reviewed as part of the ESP,
then that information would be evaluated in the
COL application as appropriate. See also guidance
at C.I11.2. Section 6.4."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.III.2.26

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.II1.2,
Sec. 2.3.3

C.Il.2.27

C.II1.2,
Sec. 2.4.8

COMMENT
Correct typo in last sentence:
"Identify and justify and deviations from the guidance provided in
Regulatory Guide 1.23."
Cooling water canal and reservoir design information may likely be
provided in the ESP if the ESP is referring to a specific technology.
Therefore, this section should be begin with the words"If not provided
in the ESP....".This will make this section consistent with Section 2.3.3
and 2.2.4.In addition, similar lead-in wording should be added to the
following sections which may likely have included the subject informatior
in the ESP. These sections are: 2.4.7, 2.4.10, 2.4.12, 2.4.14
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PRIORITY

BASIS

RECOMMENDED WORDING

3

5

Change:
'and deviations"
to
'_any deviations"

2

4

Revise the 1"isentence of the 1st paragraph to read:
"If not provided in the ESP, present the design bases
for the capacity and operating plan for ...........
Also, revise Sections 2.4.10, 2.4.12 and 2.4.14
similarly.

10/20/06

NEI COMMENTS - DG-1 145, "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION)

COMMENT
NO.
C.11.2.28

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.II.2,
Sec.2.4.13

C.111.2.29

C.I1I.2,
Ch. 3

C.111.2.30

C.III.2,
Ch.6

COMMENT
This section currently reads:
"For an ESP with a permit condition precluding accidental liquid
releases, provide information on how the DC complies with the permit
condition."
However, at the time of COLA submittal the ESP permit may not have
been issued by the NRC and therefore permit conditions would not have
been identified.
This section uses the phrase "If not included in the ESP", while previous
sections use the phrase "If not provided in the ESP"Also, the ESP may
not have been issued by the NRC at the time of COLA submittal,
therefore, "ESP" should be changed to :"ESPapplication"
C.1I1.2, Chapter 6 refers the reader to C.1I1.1, Chapter 6. C.II1.1, Chapter
6 requires no additional information for a COLA referencing a certified
design. However, for the COLA referencing an ESP, onsite chemical
storage may not have been reviewed during the ESP stage. Therefore,
in additional to demonstrating that the control room dispersion
coefficients postulated in the certified design bound that established for
the design at the selected site, the impact of hazardous materials stored
onsite must also be evaluated in the COLA application. In addition, for
new facilities proposed to be co-located onsite with existing facilities, the
other units' hazardous materials must be considered in terms of control
room habitability.

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Reword to state:
"If ESP permit conditions preclude accidental liqui
releases, provide information on how the certified
design complies with the permit conditions."

3

5

To improve clarity, change the phrase to:
"If not provided in the ESP application..." and apply it
consistently throughout C.111.2.

2

4

C.I11.2, Chapter 6 should be revised as follows:
"The information in this chapter is identical to the
information in Chapter 6 of C.I11.1. In general. COL
applicants referencing a certified design and an early
site permit should refer to Chapter 6 of C.111.1 for the
information needed to prepare their COL applications.
However, in that onsite hazardous material
inventories may not have been defined or reviewed
at ESP, the onsite materials would be discussed
per C.111.2, Section 2.2 of this guide. The impacts of
these materials and that associated with other co-

RECOMMENDED WORDING

located facilities in terms of toxic or asphyxiating
gases should be evaluated regarding the impacts
to control room habitability."

C.111.2.31

C.111.2,
Ch. 13

Information regarding details on Emergency Planning (Section 13.3)
may have been included in the ESP application. Therefore, the COL
applicant may not need to repeat this information in the COLA.

2

4

Add a new sentence:
"If Emergency Planninq information as required by
Section 13.3 of C.111.1 was previously provided in
the ESP application, the COL applicant that
references an ESP does not need to include
[additional Information."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.III.3.1

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.III.3
(Applies to
C.II.3 also)

C.III.3.2

C.III.3
(Applies to
C.I1.3 also)

COMMENT
Industry comments regarding ESP environmental finality were provided
to the NRC in the NEI letter dated 5/16/06 (as part of the Part 52
rulemaking process). As noted in C.III.3, guidance regarding ESP
finality will be provided following the final Part 52 rulemaking. As
discussed with the Staff on several occasions (e.g., ESBWR DCWGNRC mtg of 7/14/06), applicants developing COLAs that reference an
ESP are proceeding at risk in preparing ER material, given the lack of
industry-NRC agreement on COLA ER content requirements (and
related supporting review processes).
In addition to comments raised in the NEI 5/16/06 letter, the industry
understands from DG-1 145 workshop discussions as well as the 7/14/0O
NRC-ESBWR DCWG meeting, that there is a lack of clarity and
agreement regarding the expected level of design detail in the COLA
ER, particularly in the case of an ESP using the PPE approach.
Separate comments on Section C.II1.3 are provided on this subject.

In addition to comments raised in the NEI 5/16/06 letter, the industry
understands from DG-1 145 workshop discussions as well as the 7/14/0
NRC-ESBWR DCWG meeting, that there is a lack of clarity and
agreement regarding the expected level of design detail in the COLA
ER, particularly in the case of an ESP using the PPE approach.
It is recognized that C.III.3 can not be updated until the Part 52 rule is
finalized. However, it is not clear if the rulemaking will address the
required level of design detail in the COLA ER. C.II1.3 should be revised
to include guidance on the expected level of design detail in the COLA
ER.
It is also noted that while this issue of design detail has been discussed
with the Staff primarily in the context of a COLA referencing an ESP, thi.
issue likely applies more broadly to non-ESP COLAs. For example,
even in the case where no ESP was referenced, the level of design
detail to satisfy all aspects of NUREG-1 155 may not be available at the
time of COLA submittal due to limitations in the amount of design'
engineering and equipment procurement
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PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

Both C.I1.3 and C.III.3 require review and update
consistent with the final Part 52 rule language and
accompanying statements.
The final draft Part 52 rulemaking language was made
public on September 27, 2006. That information is
under review with regard to the proposed treatment of
ESP environmental finality issues.
It is expected that NEI will coordinate industry
communications with the NRC on this matter.

1

4

C.III.3 should be revised to include the following:
In ,general, the ESP-would provide an environmental
report that defines a facility design, sufficient to suppor
the evaluation of environmental impacts of the potentia
facility's construction and operation at the proposed
site. In some cases, the findings on impacts are
conditional in the ESP FEIS in which confirmatory or
supplemental information would be expected at COL.
Such needs, deferred to COL, are identified in the
FEIS.
The COLA ER, following the proposed 10 CFR
51.50(c) requirements would "... demonstrate that that
the design of the facility falls within the site
characteristics and design parameters specified in the
early site permit." Whether a PPE or specific reactor
design výas used for the ESP, the postulated design
parameters used to evaluate environmental impacts

RECOMMENDED WORDING
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COMMENT
NO.
C.111.3.2
(continued)

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.111.3
(Applies to
C.I1.3 also)

PRIORITY
COMMENT
specification work completed. While NUREG-1 155 has been updated to
1
reference Part 52 provisions, it generally does not recognize nor accoun
for differences between Part 50 and Part 52 in the approach to COL
application preparation, decision to procure and construct, timing of suc
decisions, and the wide variance in what engineering detail may be
available at various stages of this process. Overall, even with no ESP, zpostulated
COL applicant may not have the level of detail expected by NUREG1155. Therefore, the issue regarding expected level of design detail in a
COLA ER impacts guidance provided in Section C.I1.3 as well.

BASIS
4

RECOMMENDED WORDING
would be specified in the ESP ER. In the case of a
PPE approach, the PPE provides a surrogate design,
representing the bounding values for a collection of
designs considered. The subiect demonstration should
consist of confirming that the PPE (or specific design)
parameters bound the selected design's
actual characteristics. In general, additional design
detail should not be required in the COLA ER, where
ESP finality applies, to support this demonstration. The
exceptions would be in those instances in which
confirmatory or supplemental information would be
expected at COL. Such needs, deferred to COL, are
identified in the FEIS.
Given the expected level of design is not well defined
for COLA with our without a referenced ESP, it is
recommended that guidance on this subject be
provided (or referenced) in C.I1.3, as well.

C.I11.3.3

C.111.3
(Applies to
C.1I.3 also)

C.IV.2.2 addresses the referencing of a design certification rule;
however, neither C.IV.2 nor C.1I.3 provides guidance on the referencing
of and use of the ESP ER and/or FEIS. For that matter, it is recognized
that neither the current nor proposed Part 52 provides requirements
specifically address the incorporation or treatment otherwise of the ESP
ER and/or FEIS.
For the COLA referencing an ESP, the associated COLA ER must
provide the information required by 10 CFR 51.50(c)(1). This includes
(1) a demonstration that facility design falls within the site characteristics
and design parameters established in the ESP, (2) issues deferred from
the ESP, and (3) new and significant information. To the extent
necessary, the COLA ER would reference, that is, cite the ESP ER
and/or EIS, as needed, as a basis for COLA ER statements. The ESP
ER and/or EIS is not required to be incorporated either by reference or
by full integration unless helpful to understand context or support clarity.
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1

4

C.1I.3 should be revised to include:
1. The COLA ER may reference the NRC's ESP EIS.
That is, the COLA ER may "cite" the ESP EIS
conclusions and findings as a basis for its statements.
The EIS need not be incorporated unless, for reasons
of clarity and context, that is considered necessary. In
general, given the concept of tiering, it would seem tha
such a need would be infrequent.
2. The COLA ER need not contain (repeat) information
from the ESP ER.
3. The COLA ER, referencing an ESP, must include
information that is required to satisfy the 3 items of
51.50(c)(1). However, no repeating or incorporation o
the ESP ER (or EIS) is required (unless for reasons of
clarity or context) this would be helpful.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.III.3.3
(continued)

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.111.3
(Applies to
C.I1.3 also)

COMMENT
C.Ill.3 should be clarified to address the administrative and licensing
treatment of the ESP ER and EIS in the COLA ER.
Given that C.11.3 address COLA ER format, it is recommended that
C.I1.3 be referenced to C.I11.3 in regard to the appropriate administrative
treatment of the ESP ER/EIS in the COLA ER.

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

4

RECOMMENDED WORDING
4. The COLA ER, referencing a DCD, may incorporate
by reference the DCD stage EA. However, this appears
to be an inconsistent use of this method in that there is
no analogous provision for incorporating (by reference
or otherwise) for the ESP's EIS. A review of current
and proposed Part 51 revealed no other applications of
IBR pertaining to applications for licenses. Absent
clarification or changes in proposed Part 51.50, the
COLA ER will IBR the DCD's EA.
Given this subject applies to ER format, guidance on
this subject should be provided (or referenced) as well
in Section C.11.3.

C.111.4.1

C.I11.4.2

C.111.4.2, first paragraph, last sentence states "The NRC staff
recommends that the applicant include this information in Chapter 1 of
the COL application." The last sentence of the second paragraph states
"For items that are addressed, the COL applicant should provide crossreferences to where each item is addressed in Chapter 1 of the COL
application." These references should be to Chapter 1 of the FSAR
portion of the COL application,

3

C.I11.4.2

C.I11.4.2

Section C.111.4.2, last paragraph, last sentence states "The staff intends
to review the FSER list of COL action items during its review of each
COL application and may request additional information from the COL
applicant to address issues described by the listed action items that the
COL application did not adequately address." The last paragraph of this
section should also refer to Section III.D of the pertinent design
certification rule which states "If there is a conflict between the generic
DCD and... NUREG-1793, "Final Safety Evaluation Report Related to
Certification of the AP1000 Standard Design," (FSER) and Supplement
No. 1, then the generic DCD controls."

1

1

Add the following sentence at the end of the last
paragraph: "In accordance with Section III.D of the
applicable design certification rule, if there is a conflict
between the generic DCD and the corresponding
FSER for the certified design, then the generic DCD
controls."

C.I11.5.1

C.11.5.1.1,
Item 15
C.1.7.B-2 Item
(3)
C.I11.5.1

The last bullet states "designing the communications path to be
broadcast only from the protection system to the control system". There
is no precedent or regulatory basis for this approach. This comment
also applies to Section C.1.7, C.1.7.B-2, Item (3).
Paragraph 3 of this section states: "compliance with DAC, including
those intended to be verified early in the construction process, can be
the subject of a hearing just prior to operation. This is another reason
for the COL applicant to submit, early in its application, the detailed
design information..." It is not clear how submitting this information
early in the process will impact the likelihood of a hearing.

1

1

These sections should be revised to remove this
statement.

3

4

Please either elaborate on or eliminate this sentence.

C.I11.5.2
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.3

Revise the last sentence of the first paragraph to state,
"The NRC staff recommends that the applicant include
this information in Chapter 1 of the FSAR portion of the
COL application."
Revise the last sentence of the second paragraph to
state "For items that are addressed, the COL applicant
should provide cross-references to where each item is
addressed in Chapter 1 of the FSAR portion of the
COL application."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.111.6.1

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.111.6.1

C.111.6.2

C.I11.6.2.1

COMMENT
COL Applications Referencing a Design Certification Application Under
Review, page CIII.6-2, first paragraph, third sentence
To clarify which applicant (DC or COL) is referred to in this sentence;
recommend that "design certification" be added in front of "applicant."

Early Site Permit, second paragraph, third sentence

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

4

This sentence refers to the "applicant" updating
documents associated with the design certification
applications.

3

4

This sentence indicates that the COL application
should reference and include a specific revision of the
SSAR that is currently under review by the NRC.

2

3

Environmental Report, second sentence. This sentencE
refers to additional guidance being provided when the
final Part 52 rule is issued. The provisions of 10 CFR
52.80(c) specify that the COL application shall contain
a complete environmental report, as required by 10
CFR 51.50(c). Additional guidance will be provided
when the final Part 52 rule is issued." This statement is
not consistent with the rest of the DG-1 145 which is

This sentence should be revised to also provide the same guidance with
respect to applicable Topical Reports, the Environmental Report, and
the Site Redress Plan
C.I11.6.3

C.I11.6.2.2

Since 10 CFR 52 has been issued as a final rule, it is recommended
that this sentence be clarified. The applicant's need this guidance as
soon as possible. The COLA ERs are being written now

RECOMMENDED WORDING

based on the proposed rule
C.Ill.7.1

C.I11.7

C.I11.7.2

3

3

Modify sentence to be consistent with new Appendix
C.I1.2.C and Appendix I response C.I11.7-2

C.II1.7.2

Sentence 2 of paragraph 3 states that COLAs "must" include physical
security ITAAC, in the same way that COLAs "must" include EP ITAAC.
However, EP ITAAC are unique in the way they are called out in the
regulation as required.
Clarify first paragraph for consistency with 3d paragraph in this section

3

4

C.111.7.3

C.I11.7.5

Clarification

3

4

C.I11.7.4

C.I11.7.3
C.I11.7.4

C.111.7.3 states "The complete set of COL-ITAAC will be incorporated
into the COL as a license condition to be satisfied prior to fuel load. As
such, a COL holder may request a change in one or more of the EPITAAC, except those provided in the referenced certified design, via the
license amendment process applicable to Part 52." C.Ill.7.4 makes a
similar statement for SP-ITAAC.

1

1

Modify the second sentence as follows: "ITAAC should
be developed for the site-specific systems which are
designed to meet, the significant interface requirements
of the standard certified design."
Under the heading "Terminology," modify the 3d
paragraph as follows: Compliance with that license
condition renders the ITAAC inactive for that licensee
.... However, ... they will not be removed from the
design certification rule following completion buy a COL
applicant and remain applicable to all future COLAs
referencing that DCD.
Per 52.98(f), licensees may seek to modify, add or
delete an ITAAC via the license amendment process.
Accordingly, the identified statements in C.I11.7.3&4
should be modified as follows: "As such, a COL holder
may request a change in one or more of the [ITAAC],
.Xc.pt thse pryOVidad in tho referenced certified
deesig, via the license amendment processaPable
te-Pat-52 in accordance with Sections 52.63(b)(1) and
52.98(f)."
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COMMENT
NO.
C.IV.1.1

C.IV.1.1
(continued)

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.IV.1
General

C.IV.1
General

COMMENT
This section is entitled "Acceptance Review Checklist," but needs
clarification as to its scope and intent.
The introductory section includes the following passage: "The staffs [sic
intent in using these checklists is to ensure that the application
submitted for review is complete. The acceptance review focuses on
whether there is sufficient information for the staff to perform a complete
review. That is, acceptance review confirms that there is no missing
information and there are no applicable regulatory requirements that
have not been addressed. Upon docketing, the staff will perform a
review of the application to determine the adequacy of the information
submitted to resolve all safety issues. Sufficient information in the
context of acceptance review is not interchangeable with adequate and
acceptable information necessary for the staff to make a reasonable
assurance finding. Therefore, the staff assumes that completing its
review of the application may necessitate requests for additional
information."
This is a useful clarification in response to prior comments on earlier
drafts of the checklist (i.e., regarding whether the acceptance review
was focused on being able to begin the review or complete the review).
However, recent experience indicates that the Staff may require
information beyond that indicated in this checklist before an application
will be accepted (i.e., requiring, as a condition of acceptance, submittal
of information that might previously have been the subject of postacceptance RAIs). Accordingly, then, this might be thought of not as an
"acceptance checklist," because meeting the requirements in the
regulation and this checklist does not appear to ensure acceptance.
Rather, one could view this as a "rejection checklist," i.e., the criteria in
this checklist represent a necessary, but not sufficient, set of criteria for
acceptance of the application.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

4

Revise as indicated

1

4

see above

If this is accurate, then the Staff should so clarify; further, the Staff is
urged to clarify what is required in order for an application to be
accepted.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.IV.2.1

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.IV.2.2

COMMENT
C.IV.2.2 states: "... The COL applicant must include the generic DCD in
the application. Included in the application means that the actual
document is provided with the application."

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

1

The DCR (e.g., App. D in §IV.A.2a and 3) are read to understand that
the application must include the plant specific DCD. However, Section
IV.B states: "An applicant or licensee referencing this appendix, in
accordance with Section IV of this appendix, shall incorporate by
reference ("IBR") and comply with the requirements of this appendix,
including Tier 1, Tier 2." This is understood to mean that the plant
specific DCD may "include" the generic DCD by the IBR method.
Further, the current §52.79(b) explicitly states: "The final safety analysis
report and other required information may incorporate by reference the
final safety analysis report for a certified standard design." Thus, IBR is
clearly allowed in the subject regulations. If this is an accurate
understanding, the Staff should clarify this in C.IV.2.

RECOMMENDED WORDING
C.IV.2.2 should be revised, consistent with DCR
IV.A.2a, IV.A.3, and 52.79(b) to indicate that the
generic DCD may be included in the plant specific DCby using the incorporation by reference approach. The
recommended wording is as follows: "The plantspecific design control document (DCD), as defined in
the design certification rules which are set forth in DCR
IL.C the.pp.ndicz
t• 1•0 CFR Part 52 is a
combination of the generic DCD and the plant specific
departures and exemptions from the generic DCD. The
COL applicant must include the generic DCD in the
application. However, per 452.79(b), the generic
DCD may be included in the plant specific DCD
using incorporation by reference. nc'u-ded
4i the
applicotiGn means that the octual document iS P...id9o,
with the.pp•--•n••o,To facilitate staff review, the
actual generic DCD (complete and current to the
revision referenced in the COL application) should
be physically included in the application package.
Fcr cctiR, DCRs, In accordance with the DCR
IV.A.2.A, the COL applicant must include the plantspecific DCD in its application .... "

C.IV.2.2

C.IV.2.2

As noted in Comment #C.IV.2.1, the regulations (specifically the DCR,
IV.A.2.a and D) are understood to mean that the generic DCD is not
required by regulation to be physically included in the application,
However, it is fully recognized that the Staff and public must have
convenient access to the current and complete generic DCD that is
referenced in the COL application.
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2

1

The Staff (licensing and IT) is requested to consider
and take necessary actions to establish a checked,
fully complete and current electronic forms of generic
DCDs, ESPs, etc. in ADAMS. C.IV.2.2 should be
revised accordingly.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.IV.2.2
(continued)

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.IV.2.2

C.IV.2.3

C.IV.2.2

COMMENT
The COL application will clearly identify the version of the generic DCD
that is referenced. In the case of a certified design (by final rule), the
COL application would reference the version cited in the rule. For a
design in some phase of Staff review, the COL application would
unambiguously cite the version of the design application currently before
the Staff at the time of the COL application submittal. Given current
electronic media capabilities, it is reasonable that a complete, current
and checked version of the reference DCD could be available through
ADAMS. In this manner, the generic DCD could be readily available to
the Staff and public, on demand, similar to other documents so filed.
This would preclude the need and value of physically including the
referenced generic DCD with the application. While physically including
the generic DCD with the application is certainly feasible, this seems to
-bea fully unnecessary step and adds unwarranted complexity to the
already sizeable electronic submittal of the COL application itself.

C.IV.2.2 discusses the referencing of a design certification rule;
however, C.IV.2 (in general) provides no guidance on the expected
format and treatment for referencing an ESP. In addition, it is noted that
Part 52 (current or proposed) does not specifically address the
incorporation method for the ESP application information. The proposec
10 CFR 52.79(b) provides that COLA's referencing an ESP need not
repeat information and analyses submitted to the Commission in
connection with the ESP. However, in Part 52, there is no analog to the
DCR appendix, which provides specific requirements regarding the
incorporation of the generic DCD. Moreover, as noted in recent DG1145 workshops: the some Staff expressed the expectation that the ESF
material should be included in the application package. While the
industry agrees, there is no requirement or guidance on this topic.
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PRIORITY

BASIS

2

1

see above

4

It is the industry's understanding that the Staff intends
to address this shortcoming in Part 52 via the
upcoming rulemaking. It is expected that C.IV.2 will be
revised to be consistent with the final rulemaking.

1

.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

In general, the ESP's SSAR is analogous to the FSAR
material in the DCD Tier 2 material. It is suggested
that 52.79(b) and C.IV.2 offer explicit provision for the
ESP SSAR to be incorporated by reference into the
COLA FSAR.
Like emergency planning (addressed by the current
52.79(d), special guidance is needed for ESP ER and
EIS since 51.50(c) defines the contents of the COLA
ER. While not stated in guidance or 51.50(c), it is
implied and understood that the COLA ER need not
broadly incorporate the ESP ER or EIS, but rather,
these ESP ER/EIS are to cited or incorporated only to
the extent required by the COLA's supplemental ER
material. (This subject is addressed in more detail in a
separate comment on Section C.III.3.)
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COMMENT
NO.
C.IV.2.4

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.IV.2.2

COMMENT
As discussed in a separate comment on C.IV.2.2, the industry interprets
Part 52 and DCR to allow incorporation by reference and consider
statements accompanying the AP1000 rulemaking (SECY-05-0227) to
be inconsistent with DCR IV.A.2a, IV.A.3, and 52.79(b). Since SECY-05
0227, there has been confusion regarding Staff interpretations of these
Part 52 regulations and allowable methods for administratively handling
the reference DCD in the COLA. With the publishing of C.IV.2.2, the
Staff indicated a preference for full integration of the generic DCD as an
effective means to facilitate staff review. It is recognized that full
integration may well be appropriate and beneficial in cases for which
contextual clarity would be preserved for the reviewer. However, this
circumstance is considered to be rare.

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

4

C.IV.2.2

C.IV.2.2, in the 2nd paragraph, states: "For certain DCRs, the COL
applicant must include the plant-specific DCD in its application. This
means that the COL applicant should include a copy of the generic DCD
(updated to include all revision pages)..." This language implies that the
DCRs differ in requirements on this point.

It is understood that the Staff is considering rule
changes to address DCD incorporation requirements.
The Staff is strongly encouraged to preserve the
historically proven method of incorporation by
reference. Secondly, given industry concerns that full
integration may, in fact, create conditions for a less
efficient review, the Staff is asked to review it
preference for full integration. Lastly, the industry has
sought definitive guidance on this topic since SECY-05
0227. The Staff is encouraged to work expeditiously
resolution that will result in clear guidance, consistent
with the regulations. The industry stands ready to
assist in any way that may be needed.

Full integration will demand that the applicant and Staff take steps to
confirm (or even reconfirm) that the generic DCD is faithfully reproduced
in the COLA FSAR. For those DCDs subject to revisions (which to
varying degrees could apply to EPR, ESBWR, and AP1000 designs), th(

C.IV.2.5

RECOMMENDED WORDING

In addition, related to this topic, see a separate
comment (C.IV.2.2) regarding the suggestion that the
Staff establish electronic files of DCDs and ESPs that
may be referenced in COLAs.

2

1

C.IV.2.2, 2nd paragraph, should be revised as follows:
"'AFr c•,te3e D)CRs In accordance with the DCR
IV.A.2.a the COL applicant must include the plantspecific DCD in its application."

Each DCR IV.A for the four current design certification appendices
contain the same language in IV.A.2.a, namely, that a plant-specific
DCD must be included in the COL application referencing that DCD.
The meaning of this statement in C.IV.2.2 is, therefore, unclear and/or
perhaps not consistent with the Part 52 DCRs.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.IV.2.6

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.IV.2.2

COMMENT
C.IV.2.2, 3rd paragraph states: "If a COL applicant does integrate the
generic DCD into the FSAR submitted with the COL application, the
applicant is strongly encouraged to clearly distinguish information
extracted from the generic DCD from the plant-specific departures and
exemptions to the DCD that the NRC will review in the COL application.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

C.IV.2.2 should be revised as follows: 'Regardless of
the incorporation approach selected for reflecting
the generic DCD in the COLA FSARWa GGappliaat does int.grate the gon..iG DCD in*t the
^SAR
c•ubmitted with the CL, applicatio the
applicant is strongly encouraged to clearly distinguish
information extracted from the generic DCD from the
plant-specific departures and exemptions to the DCD
that the NRC will review in the COL application."

Information provided in the COLA FSAR, as noted by the Staff, may
originate in the referenced DCD. While not noted, information in FSAR
Chapter 2 may originate as well from a referenced ESP. In addition,
"new COLA information" may be presented for a variety of reasons (to
address COL information items, replacement of conceptual design
information, identify departures, et. al.). Thus, the need and importance
of clearly identifying and distinguishing the source and purpose of
information in the COLA FSAR is important regardless of whether the
referenced DCD is incorporated by reference or fully integrated into the
COLA FSAR. It is recommended that C.IV.2.2 be clarified on this point.

C.IV.2.7

C.IV.2.3.3

A COL application will comprise several submittals for a variety of
reasons (some documents comprising the application will be safeguard,
some proprietary, etc.). Each submittal would contain a cover letter
identifying the documents and files included and their relationship to the
COL application. Each submittal may also contain multiple documents
and multiple CDROMs. During the course of the review, there will likely
be revisions of several of the documents which comprise the application
Clarification is needed as to the staff's definition of "document." For
example, a document could be all the files submitted with a single cover
letter, it could be all files contained on a single CDROM, or it could be al
files comprising a stand-alone previously-paper document like an FSAR
or an Environmental Report.

2

4

For the purpose of revisions, please clarify that only the
complete set of files associated with a document (e.g.
an FSAR) need to be submitted upon revision of a
portion of that document.

C.IV.2.8

C.IV.2.3.3

"Each page should include a change indicator (e.g., a bold vertical line
at the margin adjacent to the portion that has been changed) and a pagE
change identification including either the date of change, revision, or
both," The application will contain pictures and drawings for which the
use of vertical line revision bars may not be practical.

2

4

Clarify that alternative means of identifying changes
may be acceptable when necessary for pictures and
drawings.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.IV.3.1

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.IV.3.3.2

C.IV.3.2

C.IV.3.3

C.IV.3.3

C.IV.3.3

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Per the Staff response to Comment IV.3-5, it is
presumed that this will be clarified in Section
C.IV.3.3.2. The following new COLA information
should not be considered departures under DCR VIII.B
(1) information added to address COL information
items (DCD or ESP generated); (2) replacement of
conceptual design information; (3) application specific
information.
For consistency, the Staff should consider providing
appropriate cross-references to this guidance in
C.1I1.1.5, C.I11.1.6, C.I11.2.5, C.1I1.2.6.

If a departure only affects the bases and not the technical specifications
themselves, the departure should be evaluated under the 50.59-like
change process (similar to the process for licensed plants, in which
changes to the bases are evaluated under 10 CFR 50.59).

2

1

After the sentence which states: "The TS referred to in
B.5.a of this paragraph are the TS in Section 16.1 of
the generic DCD, including bases, for departures made
prior to issuance of the COL. After issuance of the
COL, the plant-specific TS are controlling under
paragraph B.5.", add the following sentence:
If the departure only affects the bases and not the TS
themselves, the departure should be evaluated in
accordance with the criteria in Section VIII.B.5.b of the
design certification rules.

When Section VIII.B.5 of the design certification rules was developed, it
was recognized that the 50.59-like change process was not appropriate
for PRA-information. Therefore, while the NRC needs to be informed of
changes in the PRA information in Chapter 19 through periodic FSAR
updates, such changes are not subject to the change process in Section
VIII.B.5 and do not require NRC approval.

1

1

A paragraph should be added to this section which
states as follows:
Chapter 19 of the FSAR will provide qualitative
information related to the probabilistic risk assessment
(PRA), and a separate PRA report will be provided with
the application that contain quantitative information.
PRA information in Chapter 19 will be subject to the
requirements related to periodic FSAR updates.
However, PRA information in Chapter 19 is not subject
to the 50.59-like change process in Section VIII.B.5 of
the design certification rules.

COMMENT
Industry Comment IV.3-4 sought confirmation that the replacement of
conceptual design information did not constitute a departure (under the
provisions of Design Cert. Rule VIII.B). The Staff response concurred
but offered no change to DG-1 145. Section C.IV.3.3.2 should be
clarified to list those elements of "new COLA information" that do not
constitute a departure from the certified design. The following are
considered not to constitute a departure: (1) information added to
address COL information items (DCD or ESP generated); (2)
replacement of conceptual design information; (3) application specific
information.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.IV.3.4

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.IV.3.3

C.IV.3.5

C.IV.3.1

C.IV.3.6

C.IV.3.1

C.IV.3.7

C.IV.3.3.2

C.IV.3.8

C.IV.3.3.2

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

After the sentence which states: "Although the generic
TS were reviewed by the NRC staff to facilitate the
design, certification review, the Commission intends to
consider the lessons learned from subsequent
operating experience during its licensing review of the
plant-specific TS.", add the following sentence:
If the NRC decides to change the generic TS to
account for operating experience, it must determine
that "special circumstances" exist in accordance with
Section VIII.C.3 of the design certification rules.

C.IV.3.', second paragraph states "When a COL is issued in this
scenario, the 10 CFR Parts 2, 50, and 52 change processes apply to thE
entire FSAR. These include, but are not limited to:" and includes within
the listing "10 CFR 52.63 Finality of standard design certifications." It is
not really clear how or why the change processes in 52.63 would apply
to a custom design.
Section C.IV.3.1, second paragraph states "When a COL is issued in
this scenario, the change processes established in 10 CFR Parts 2, 50,
and 52 apply to the entire final safety analysis report (FSAR). These
include, but are not limited to, the following regulations:" The list does
not include 50.90-92 which is a major change process applicable for
making changes to an approved, issued COL.
C.IV.3.3.2 indicates that departures from DCD Tier 2 information may
occur in five ways. All five of the listed items specifically refer to
"Appendix A" which is specific to ABWRs. This listing should be worded
more generically, or it should be identified as an example. This specific
reference to Appendix A continues in much of the text of this section.

2

3

Delete the reference to 10 CFR 52.63 in the bulleted
list in the referenced paragraph.

3

4

Add a bullet(s) referencing the applicability of 10 CFR
50.90-92 to the change process.

3

2

Replace "Appendix A" with "the applicable design
certification rule appendix" in this section.

C.IV.3.3.2, second paragraph indicates that departures from DCD Tier 2
information may occur in five ways. Item (4) of the list indicates "The
licensee may request NRC approval for proposed departures that do not
meet the requirements in Appendix A to Part 52, paragraph VIII.B.5 (71
FR 12914), as provided in paragraph VIII.B.5.d." Additionally, B.5.e
indicates that "a departure from Tier 2 information that is made under
paragraph B.5 of this section does not require an exemption from this
appendix." However, B.5.a begins with "an applicant or licensee..." It is
clear from B.5.d that a licensee would request a license amendment.
What process does an applicant use under B.5 for a departure from Tier
2 information that requires NRC approval? Is this simply a request to
depart without having to request an exemption?

2

4

Clarify the process for an applicant to request NRC
approval for proposed departures that do not meet the
requirements in the applicable design certification rule
appendix to Part 52, paragraph VIII.B.5, as provided in
paragraph VIII.B.5.d.

COMMENT
Clarification should be added to DG-1145 to avoid any misconception
that the NRC can change the generic TS based upon the existence of
operating experience alone, without complying with Section VIII.C.3 of
the design certification rules,
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COMMENT
NO.
C.IV.3.9

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.IV.3.3.2

C.IV.3.10

C.IV.3.3.2

C.IV.3.11

C.IV.3.3.3

C.IV.3.12

C.IV.3.3.3

C.IV.3.13

C.IV.3.3.3

COMMENT
C.IV.3.3.2, second paragraph indicates that departures from DCD Tier 2
information may occur in five ways. Item (5) of the list indicates "The
licensee may request NRC approval for a departure from Tier 2*
information under Appendix A to Part 52, paragraph VIII.B.6 (71 FR
12914)." B.6.d indicates that "departures from Tier 2* information that
are made under paragraph B.6 of this section do not require an
exemption from this appendix." However, B.6.a begins with "an
applicant..." It is clear from B.6.b that a licensee would request a
license amendment. What process does an applicant use under B.6 for
a departure from Tier 2* information that requires NRC approval? Is this
simply a request to depart without having to request an exemption?
C.IV.3.3.2 provides a confusing mixture of information related to the
ABWR (references to part 52, Appendix A) and the AP1000 (locations ol
severe accident information). This guidance information should be
provided on a more generic basis.
C.IV.3.3.3 discusses the change processes for operational requirements
as though the Section VIII processes are still "proposed." These are in
the phrases "with its own change process in proposed paragraph VIII.C,'
then "The key to usingthe change processes proposed in Section.VIII,"
and finally "Generic changes made under proposed paragraph
VIII.C.I...." The word "proposed" should be removed from each of thes"

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

Clarify the process for an applicant to request NRC
approval for a departure from Tier 2* information under
the applicable design certification rule appendix to Part
52, paragraph VIII.B.6.

3

3

Clarify by referring to "the applicable design
certification rule appendix to Part 52" as applicable.

3

4

Delete the word "proposed" from the portions of
C.IV.3.3.3 that reference issued rule requirements.

2

4

Provide clarification and additional guidance for
applicants to meet this portion of the guidance.

2

4

RECOMMENDED WORDING

phrases.
C.IV.3.3.3, second paragraph discusses the change processes for
operational requirements and indicates "The determination of whether
the generic TS and other operational requirements were completely
reviewed and approved in the design certification rulemaking is based
upon the extent to which an NRC safety conclusion in the FSER is being
modified or changed." However, the acceptable extent to which an NRC
safety conclusion might be modified or changed is not identified.. Is
there some change that is acceptable? If so, what criterion is used to
determine if the change is acceptable or requires NRC review and
approval?
C.IV.3.3.3 states "If it cannot be determined that the TS or operational
requirement was comprehensively reviewed and finalized in the design
certification rulemaking, then there is no backfit restriction under 10 CFR
50.109..." However, the level of review to be considered
'comprehensive" is not identified. All TS items were reviewed but many
simply state that they are consistent with the improved Standard
Technical Specifications and are acceptable. Is this considered a
"comprehensive" review?
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COMMENT
NO.
C.IV.3.14

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.IV.3.3.3

C.IV.3.14
(continued)

C.IV.3.3.3

C.IV.3.15

C.IV.4.1

PRIORITY

BASIS

1

1

Provide clarification on the means by which an
applicant can provide sufficient information in order to
meet NRC review requirements.

The required procedure can be written with the plant specific information
without any change to the short-term availability controls section
containing the bracketed material. Additionally, leaving the bracketed
material would remove the need to revise the FSAR Section each time
there was a minor plant specific change to the material such as position
titles. Would it be acceptable to leave the bracketed material in the
short term availability controls section of the DCD as bracketed generic
information?

1

1

see above

C.IV.3.3.3

C.IV.3.3.3, last paragraph (and the DC rule, VIII.C.6) indicates that "the
generic TS will have no further effect on the plant-specific TS after the
issuance of a license that references this appendix." However, there is
no such statement with regard to the "other operational requirements."
Additionally, VIII.C.4 does not identify how a licensee can change the
"other operational requirements," as it addresses only "applicants."
Is
the licensee bound to the exemption process in VIII.C.4 for changes tha
affect "other operational requirements" as described in the DCD for the
life of the plant? If so, how does the licensee determine the full scope of
the "other operational requirements"? It would seem that once a COL is
issued, .changes to "other operational requirements" should be under the
50.59 process.

2

4

Provide clarification that "other operational
requirements" are included within thecontext of the
referenced paragraph.

C.IV.4.2

Table has 3 columns, does not match Table 13.4.x.

3

3

In the example shown in C.IV. make the table headings
exactly as they are in 13.4 Add the 1st and 3rd
columns ("Item" and "Source/Required By")

COMMENT
C.IV.3.3.3, third paragraph states "Some generic TS and investment
protection short-term availability controls contain values in brackets [ ].
The brackets are placeholders indicating that the NRC's review is not
complete, and represent a requirement that the applicant for a combined
license referencing the AP1000 DCR must replace the values in
brackets with final plant-specific values." The generic TS in the AP1000
DCD have a COL Information Item that requires the information in the
brackets to be replaced with plant specific information. However, some
certified design DCDs contain no such COL Information Item for the
short-term availability controls. The COL Information Item is generally tc
provide a procedure. Further, there is no compelling reason to replace
the bracketed generic information in the short-term availability controls.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.IV.4.2

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.IV.4.3

C.IV.5.1

C.IV.5.1

C.IV.6.1

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

4

These "examples" should be clarified to ensure that
licensees can understand the exact purpose of the
examples for Fire Protection and Physical Security
license condition write-ups in Section C.IV.4.3. It is not
clear why only these two examples were included

Page C.IV.5-2, insert a new second paragraph as follows:
"If the applicant is a Federal agency, including a corporate agency and
instrumentality of the Federal Government, the application should
contain the following:
* the agency's enabling legislation
* the location of the agency's headquarters
* the name and address of the head of the agency, including, if
applicable, that of each director and principal officer of the agency"

2

4

The existing draft provis!ons do not address the
situation where the applicant may be a Federal agency

C.IV.6.1

Remove the requirement to specifically list in the transmittal letter the
activities that the applicant is requesting to perform since it is already
specified in 10 CFR 50.10.

3

4

C.IV.6.1 states "the applicant should specifically list in
the transmittal letter the activities that the applicant is
requesting to perform." 10CFR 50.10 lists the allowed
activities and does not require a specific list. Requiring
a specific list will just result in each applicant listing
each item in 50.10.

C.IV.6.2

C.IV.6.2
C.IV.6.3

If the redress plan is expected to be provided in the ER, format guidanc
is needed. Specifically, the guidance needs to indicate where in the ER
the SRP is expected to be placed:

1

1

C.IV.6.2 and C.IV.6.3 state "The requirements of 10
CFR 51.50(c)(4) specify that a site redress plan must
be included in the environmental report." This is not
consistent with NUREG-1555, which provides ER
content review guidance to the staff, nor RG 4.2 which
provides ER format and content guidance to the
applicant.

C.IV.6.3

C.IV.6.2

Determine a better model for site redress plans.
Suggest one of the ESP's currently under review

2

4

The Midland site stabilization report is a progress
report on redress activities and is not formatted in the
manner of an action plan.

C.IV.6.4

C.IV.6.3

Need additional supporting information as to why LWA-2 activities are
not appropriate for inclusion at ESP stage.

3

4

The commitment to a single technology is not the
underlying reason for NRC not wanting to allow LWA-2
activities at ESP stage.

COMMENT
Section C.IV.4.3 of DG-1145 discusses implementation of Operational
Programs. Two examples are discussed with respect to delineating
license conditions, one involving Fire Protection and another involving
physical security. It is not clear from the writing of Section C.IV.4.3
whether these are examples of how all implementation license
conditions should be addressed, whether these are exceptions or
whether these are requirements for how.the license conditions for the
two programs discussed must be delineated based on recent regulatory
changes. This needs to be clarified.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.IV.7.1

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.IV.7.1.2

C.IV.7.2

C.IV.7.3

PRIORITY

BASIS

3

4

", potential variances from the ESP"

2

2

NA

2

3

Rewrite this section to provide guidance to the
applicant,

2

5

N/A

3

4

Insert appropriate section number and title.

2

4

C.IV.8 should be clarified regarding the use of NUREG0933, App. B. The following language in C.IV.8 is
recommended:

COMMENT
C.IV.7.1.2 states:
"Pre-application activities that support a COL application referencing ar
early site permit (ESP) should focus on the following topics:- potential
deviations from the ESP"The term "deviations" should be
"variances" as indicated in the response to Comment C.IV.3-3.

C.IV.7.1.3 lists the following for pre-application discussion topic
"- analysis needed to support offsite power analysis with RTO'

RECOMMENDED WORDING

What does the staff have in mind here?
C.IV.7.3

C.IV.7.2

C.IV.7.4

C.IV.7.2

C.IV.8.1

C.IV.8

C.IV.8.2

C.IV.8

C.IV.7.2 identifies Staff activities. This is inconsistent with the rest of
the DG and with the intent of the DG. This guidance should be for the
applicant (SRPs provide Staff guidance) to identify what the NRC
needs/wants from the applicant in the pre-application phase to support
the environmental review. Response to previous comment C.IV.7.2-1
indicated that the comment would be considered but also indicated "no
change" to the DG.
C.IV.7.2 lists pre-application activities that support the
environmental review. The NRC recently indicated (during a preapplication meeting with Southern re Vogtle ESP application) the
potential for a "five-step environmental review." The context, timing, and
scope of this five-step process needs to be clarified. NRC clarification

-eq uested.

____

C.IV.8 is apparently missing section number and title: C.IV.8.1 "Generic
Issues"
The cited proposed regulation limits review of generic issues to those
that are resolved and applicable to design. C.IV.8's guidance regarding
the use of App. B, NUREG-0933 is not clear. The vast majority of issues
listed in the current App.. B are coded "I"or "Note 3(a)". These notes arE
understood to mean that the issues have acceptable technical
resolutions and that those resolutions have been incorporated into
regulations or other regulatory guidance. Such issues, so coded, do not
need to be addressed further under "Generic Issues."
In general, for a COLA referencing a certified design, the COL applicant
should address those generic issues listed in App. B (in effect 6
months...) that are technically relevant to the site-specific portions of
design. In addition, the applicant must address those actions identified
in the referenced DCD that are assigned to the applicant and relate to
generic issues.
Per the proposed regulation, the generic issue review is limited to those
that are resolved. The introduction of App. B is read to understand that
"Note 3(a)" and "I"issues are resolved and
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______________________

____

"In general, for a COLA referencing a certified design,
the COL applicant should address those generic issues
listed in App. B (in effect 6 months...) that are
technically relevant to the site-specific portions of
design. In addition, the applicant must address those
actions identified in the referenced DCD that are
assigned to the applicant and relate to generic issues."
In addition, as noted in the comment, the Staff should
provide explicit guidance on the use of App. B in
determining the scope of generic issues that are
resolved and must be addressed for Part 52
applications.
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COMMENT
NO.
C.IV.8.2
(continued)

DG SECTION RELATED
NRC ID NO.
C.IV.8

C.IV.8.3

C.IV.8

COMMENT
addressed in other regulations or guidance. "Note 6" applies to future
plants but represents recommendations and not requirements. Overall,
the use of App. B is unclear and the guidance of C.IV.8 does not resolve
this. The Staff is requested to review App. B and provide explicit
guidance (in C.IV.8 or other appropriate locations in DG-1 145) as to ho\
App. B's listing is to used, particularly for a COL applicant referencing a
certified design.
See Comment C.IV.8.2.

RECOMMENDED WORDING

PRIORITY

BASIS

2

4

see above

2

4

Delete the following in C.IV.8 (or provided clarification
as the basis for this guidance in that it appears
inconsistent with the scope of the cite proposed
regulation):

C.IV.8 indicates that applicants should address those issues (in App. B,
NUREG-0933) for which there is no entry or "TBD" in the future plants
effective date. It is not clear that these are resolved generic issues
which is the basic scope of the proposed Part 2.79(a)(20). The Staff
should delete or explain what issues so coded should be addressed in
the COL application.
C.IV.8.4

C.IV.8.2

The Staff has provided a very helpful (preliminary) review of NRC
generic letters and bulletins to "determine whether they have been
superseded by other NRC generic communications." This explanation
of the review is found in C.1.1.9.4. Given that the actual review results
are provided in C.IV.8, this particular explanation of the review should
also be provided in C.IV.8.

3

4

In C.IV.8, include the statement: "A review of these
generic communications was performed to determine
whether they have been superseded by other NRC
generic communications, NRC actions, or
requirements. Those generic communications that
remain open and that are technically relevant to the
COL applicants facility design should be addressed in
the application." (consistent with C.1.1.9.4).

C.IV.8.5

C.IV.8.2

2

4

In C.IV.8, include the statement: "NRC generic letters
and bulletins assigned an exclusion code have been
screened from further evaluation and need not be
addressed by the COL applicant."

C.IV.8.6

C.IV.8

The use of the Staffs review in C.IV.8 of generic letters and bulletins
(GL/B) is not fully clear. Section C.IV.8 defines of the various "exclusion
codes" applied as "screening criteria" in the Staff's review. The
implication is that any GL/B given an exclusion code is screened out anc
need not be considered further by the COL applicant. C.IV.8 should be
revised to clarify the use of this table.
The Staff has provided a very helpful (preliminary) review of NRC
generic letters and bulletins to "determine whether they have been
superseded by other NRC generic communications."
This explanation of the review is found in C.1.1.9.4. Given that the actua
review results are provided in C.IV.8, this particular explanation of the
review should also be provided in C.IV.8

3

3

In C.IV.8, include the statement:
"A review of these generic communications was
performed to determine whether they have been
superseded by other NRC generic communications,
NRC actions, or requirements. Those generic
communications that remain open and that are
technically relevant to the COL applicants facility
design should be addressed in the application."
(consistent with C.1.1.9.4).

C.IV.8.7

C.IV.8

3

In C.IV.8, include the statement:
"NRC generic letters and bulletins assigned an
exclusion code have been screened from further
evaluation and need not be addressed by the COL
applicant."

The use of the Staffs review in C.IV.8 of generic letters and bulletins .
(GLIB) is not fully clear. Section C.IV.8 defines of the various "exclusion
codes" applied as "screening criteria" in the Staffs review. The
implication is that any GL/B given an exclusion code is screened out anc
need not be considered further by the COL applicant. C.IV.8 should be
revised to clarify the use of this table.
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Attachment I

Chapter 8. Electric Power
The AC and DC electric powersystems arre the source of power for station auxiliaries during normal
operation, and for the protection system and engineered safety features during abnormal and accident
conditions. Non-passive designs rely on offtite AC power. onsite AC power, and onsite DC power for safe
shutdown while passive designs do not depend on either onsite or offsite AC systems for safe shutdown.
Passive designis will rely solely on onsite DC systems for safe shutdown. Thus, the COL applicant should
provide information in establishing the functional adequacy of the safety-related AC and DC electric power
systems as applicable to either a passive design or non-passive desikn reactor (and electrical systems
important to safety) and ensuring that these systems have adequate redundancy, independence, and testability
in conformance with the current criteria established by the U.S Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC).

-f Deleted: is

8.1 Introduction
Provide a brief description of the utility grid and its interconnection to the nuclear unit and other
grid interconnections. The applicant should list electrical systems as well as supporting systems that are
safety-related. In the case of non-passive desiens, these electrical systems will encompass both safety
related AC and DC systems. For passive designs that do not rely on offsite AC power, the onsite Class I E
DC systems and the associated loads will be the only safety related electrical systems.
The application document should provide a regulatory requirements applicability matrix that lists all
design bases, criteria, regulatory guides, standards, and other documents that will be implemented in the
design of the electrical systems that are beyond the scope of the design certification. The specific information
identified in Section C.I.8.1 of this guide should be included in the application document.
8.2 Offsite Power System
8.2.1 Description
_j]e offsite power system is thepreferred source of power for the reactor protection system and
engineered safety features during abnormal and accident conditions. For non-passive designs, t includes . ..
two or more physically independent circuits from the transmission network. It encompasses the grid,
transmission lines (overhead or underground), transmission line towers, transformers, switchyard
components and control systems, switchyard battery systems, and so-forth. ......................
Provide information concerning offsite power lines coming from the transmission network to the plant
switchyard. For non-passive designs where Whe circuits from the transmission network that are designated as _
two offsite power circuits and are relied upon for accident mitigation should be identified and described in
sufficient detail to demonstrate conformance with General Design Criteria (GDCs) 5, 17, and 18, as set forth
in Appendix A to Title 10, Part 50, of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 tCFR Part 50). The discussion
should include the independence between these two offsite power sources to ensure that both electrical and
physical separation exists, in order to minimize the chance of simultaneous failure.
For non-passive designs. p~rform a failure mode and effects analysis of the switchyard components to
assess the possibility of simultaneous failure of both circuits as a result of single events, such as a breaker not
operating during fault conditions, a spurious relay trip, a loss of a control circuit power supply, or a fault in a
switchyard bus or transformer. The capacity and electrical characteristics of transformers, breakers, buses,
transmission lines, and the preferred power source for each path should also be provided to demonstrate that
there is adequate capability to supply the maximum connected load during all plant conditions.
DG- 1145, Page C.III.1-95
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For non-passive dcsigns, Wentify the equipmrient that must
_
be considered in the specification of offsitepower supplies, the acceptance testing performed to demonstrate compliance, the effects that must be
considered, the margins that are applied, and how the design incorporates these requirements for offsite power
supplies, including high-voltage transmission networks, medium-voltage distribution networks, switchyard
equipment (bus work, transformers, circuit breakers, disconnect switches, surge protective devices, control,
communication, grounding, and lightning systems), switching capacitors, and offsite power supplies.

Deleted: I

For non-passive designs. ojovide infonnation on location -_of-rights-of-ways, transnmissio -towers,
t9n
voltage level, and length of each transmission line fiom the site to the first major substation that connects the
line to the grid. __I -_unusual features of these transmission lines should be described. .Sch features might ____
include (but are not limited to) crossovers or proximity of other lines (to ensure that no single event such as a
tower falling or a line breaking can simultaneously affect both circuits), rugged terrain, vibration or galloping
conductor problems, icing or other heavy loading conditions, and high thunderstorm occurrence rate in the
geographical area.

Deleted: P

For non-passive desins. idicate if generator breakers are used as a means of providing immediate - - access from the offsite power system to the onsite ac distribution system by isolating the unit generator from
the main step-up and unit auxiliary transformers and allowing backfeeding of power through these circuits to
the onsite ac distribution system. If so, provide sufficient information for the staff to evaluate the generator
circuit breakers and load break switches.

J Deleted: A
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Compliance with GDC 5 requires that structures, systems, and components important to safety shall
not be shared among nuclear power units, unless it can be shown that such sharing will not significantly impair
their ability to perform their safety functions, including, in the event of an accident in one unit, an orderly
shutdown and cooldown of the remaining units. Toward that end, describe how the design satisfies the
requirements of GDC 5.
Discuss the stability of the, local area grid network. This should identify the equipment that must be
considered for review and approval by the appropriate grid reliability planning and coordination
organization(s). For non-passive designs. discuss the maximum and_minimum switchyard voltage that must be
maintained by the transmission system provider/operator (TSP/TSO) without any reactive power support from
the nuclear power plant. In addition for non-passive designs. describe the formal agreementor protocol _ _
between the nuclear power plant and the TSP/TSO of the preferred offsite power capable of supporting plant
startup, and to shut down the plant under normal and emergency conditions.

J Deleted: D
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Non-passive desiens should include a description otthe capability of the TSP to analyze-----contingencies on the grid involving the largest generation unit outage, critical transmission line outage,
and other contingencies under varying power flows in response to market conditions and system demands.

Deleted: Describe

Furthermore, non-passive designs should clude a description of the analysis tool used by the TSO to
determine, in real time, the impact of the loss or unavailability of various transmission system elements on the
condition of the transmission system. In addition, the applicant should provide information on the protocols in
place for the nuclear power plant to remain cognizant of grid vulnerabilities, in order to make informed
decisions regarding maintenance activities that are critical to the plant's electrical system (Maintenance Rule,
10 CFR 50.65).

Deleted: I

8.2.2 Analysis
Provide an analysis of the stability of the utility grid. This analysis should include the worst case
disturbances for which the grid has been analyzed and considered to remain stable and to describe how the
stability of the grid is continuously studied as the loads grow and additional transmission lines and generators
are added. For non-passive designs provide the assumptions and conclusions.that ldemonnstrate that the_
acceptance criteria required for the continued safe operation of the nuclear unit and the stability of the grid
have been addressed. Identify the approving grid organization for the reliability studies, and identify any
DG-1 145, Page C.III.1-96

-i Deleted: Also to

potential limits that may be imposed on the operation of the nuclear plant. Provide a discussion of grid
availability, including the frequency, duration and causes of outages over the past 20 years for both the
transmission systemaccepting the unit's output and the transmission system providing the preferred power for
the unit's loads.

Deleted: accepting the
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The results of the grid stability analysis must show that loss of the largest single supply to the grid
does not result in the complete loss of preferred power (or complete loss of the transmission system connected
to the station for passive designs). The analysis should also consider the loss, as a result of a single event, of
the largest capacity being supplied to the grid, removal of the largest load from the grid, or loss of the most
critical transmission line. In determining the most critical transmission line, consider lines that use a common
tower to be a single line. This could be the total output of the station, the largest station on the grid, or
possibly several large stations if these use a common transmission tower, transformer, or breaker in a remote
switchyard or substation.
8.3 Onsite Power Systems
8.3.1 AC Power Systems
8.3.1.1 Description
For non-passive desits dgesgcribe how independence is established between the onsite and offsite
power systems. Two aspects of independence should be addressed in each case:

f Deleted: D

physical independence
electrical independence
In ascertaining the independence of the onsite power system with respect to the offsite power
system, the applicant should describe the electrical ties between these two systems, and should provide the
physical arrangement of the interface equipment. It should also demonstrate that no single failure will
prevent separation of the redundant portions of the onsite power systems from the offsite power systems.
For non-passive designs. fllowing_a loss of offsite power, the safety buses are solely fed-from the standby ..

-( Deleted: F

power systems. Under this situation, describe the design of the feeder-isolation breaker in each offsite
power circuit that must preclude the automatic connection of preferred power to the respective safety buses
upon the loss of standby power.
If non-Class 1E loads are connected to the Class 1E buses, the COL applicant should demonstrate that
the design will not result in degradation of the Class IE system. Describe the design of the isolation device
through which standby power is supplied to the non-Class IE load, including control circuits and connections
to the Class lE bus. To ensure physical separation between the ClasslE equipment and the non-lE
equipment, including cables and raceways, describe how the recommendations of Regulatory Guide 1.75 are
followed.
Describe the means of identifying the non-lE components, including cables, raceways, and terminal
equipment. Provide information on the identifying scheme used to distinguish between redundant Class I E
systems and non-Class lE systems and their associated cables, raceways without the need to consult reference
material.
For non-passive designs, _eCOL applicantt should, also describe how the diesel generators are sized to
accommodate the added non-Class IE loads.

j Deleted: T

8.3.1.2 Analysis
For non-passive designs. p~ovide analyses to demonstrate compliance with GDCs 17 and 18, and to
indicate the extent to which the recommendations of Regulatory Guides 1.6, 1.9, and 1.32 and other
DG- 1145, Page C.III.1-97
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appropriate criteria and standards are followed. The discussion should identify all aspects of the onsite power
system that do not conform to Regulatory Guides 1.6, 1.9, and 1.32, and should explain why such deviations
are not in conflict with applicable GDCs.

DG- 1145, Page C.1II.1-98

8.3.1.3 ElectricalPower System Calculations,and DistributionSystem Studiesfor A C Systems
COL applicants that reference a certified design do not need to include this information unless
design changes are made to the certified design.
8.3.2 DC Power Systems
8.3.2.1 Description
If non-Class IE loads are connected to the Class 1E batteries, the COL applicant should demonstrate
that the design will not result in degradation of the Class 1E batteries. Describe the design of the isolation
device through which dc power is supplied to the non-Class I E loads. To ensure physical separation between
the Classl E equipment and the non-IE equipment, including cables and raceways, describe how the
recommendations of Regulatory Guide 1.75 are followed.
Describe the means of identifying the non-IE components, including cables, raceways, and terminal
equipment. Provide information on the identifying scheme used to distinguish between redundant Class I E
systems and non-Class I E systems and their associated cables, raceways without the need to consult
reference material.
The COL applicant should also describe how the batteries are sized to accommodate the added nonClass 1E loads.
8.3.2.2 Analysis
The COL applicant should provide analyses to demonstrate compliance with GDCs 17 and 18, and
indicate the extent to which the recommendations of Regulatory Guides 1.6, and 1.32 are followed. The
discussion should identify all aspects of the dc power system that do not conform to Regulatory Guides 1.6,
and 1.32, and should explain why such deviations are not in conflict with applicable GDCs.
8.3.2.3 ElectricalPower System Calculations,and DistributionSystem Studiesfor DC Systems
COL applicants that reference a certified design do not need to include this information unless
design changes are made.
8.4 Staiion Blackout (SBO) (for non-passivedesigns)
8.4.1 Description
For non-passive designs. the applicant should describe how the alternate alternating current (AAC) _ _.
power source provided to mitigate station blackout is independent from the offsite power system. Describe the
physical arrangement of circuits and incoming source breakers [to the affected Class IE bus(es)], separation
and isolation provisions (control and main power), permissive and interlock schemes proposed for source
breakers, source initiation/transfer logic, that could affect the ability of the AAC power source to power safe
shutdown loads, source lockout schemes, and bus lockout schemes in arriving at the determination that the
independence of the AAC power source is maintained.

j Deleted: T

For non-passive designs, dscribe how the AAC power source comnponents are physically separated
and electrically isolated from offsite power components or equipment, as specified in the separation and
isolation criteria applicable to the unit's licensing basis and the criteria of Appendix B to Regulatory Guide
1.155.
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For non-passive designs, _entify local power sources and transmission paths that could be made
available to resupply power to the plant following a loss of a grid or SBO.
For non-passive designs, describe the procedures and training provided for the plant -operators for
an SBO event of the specified duration and recoveryFrorn the SBO event.

-

Deleted: I

-

Deleted: D

-

Deleted: therefrom

-

Deleted: P

8.4.2 Analysis
For non-passive designs. lovide-annanalysis to demonstrate that no single-point vulnerability exists
whereby a single active failure or weather-related event could simultaneously fail the AAC power source and
offsite power sources. The power sources should have minimum potential for common failure modes.
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Rationale for recommended change to C.1.1 1.2.1
Paragraph three states:
"Within this evaluation, provide a site-specific cost-benefit analysis for reducing
population doses due to liquid effluents, in compliance with 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix I, and in accordance with the guidance in Regulatory Guide is 1.110
and 1.113 and NUREG/CR-4013. If this guidance is not followed, describe the
specific alternative methods used. More specifically, show that the proposed
systems contain all items of reasonably demonstrated technology that, when
added to the system in order of diminishing cost-benefit return, can for a
favorable cost-benefit ratio affect reductions in dose to the population reasonably
expected to be within 50 miles of the reactor. State all assumptions and describe
the calculational methods used, including all supporting references."
This paragraph should be deleted based on the following reasoning:
Standard Review Plan (SRP) 3.2.2, Draft Rev. 2 - April 1996, page 3.2.2-27:
"(9) Reg. Guide 1.143 describes a method acceptable for complying with
regulations regarding radwaste management systems, including guidance for
classification and quality assurance measures. Position C. 1.1 and Table 1 of the
Reg. Guide describe codes and industry standards applicable to the design and
fabrication of radwaste management systems. In addition, the Reg. Guide
describes positions with regard to the design and fabrication of these systems that
are supplemental to those established by the codes and standards cited."
Regulatory Guide 1.143, Revision 2 - November 2001, cover page:
"This regulatory guide has been revised to provide guidance to licensees and
applicants on methods acceptable to the staff for complying with the NRC's
regulations in the design, construction, installation, and testing the structures,
systems, and components of radioactive waste management facilities in lightwater-reactor nuclear power plants.
Appendix A. "General Design Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants," to 10 CFR
Part 50 establishes minimum requirements for the principal design criteria for
light-water-cooled nuclear power plants.
"Criterion 1, "Quality Standards and Records". Of Appendix A requires that
structures, systems, and components important to safety be designed, fabricated,
erected, and tested to quality standards commensurate with the importance to
safety of the safety function to be performed and that a quality assurance program

be established and implemented in order to provide adequate assurance that these
structures, systems, and components will satisfactorily perform their safety
function."
Regulatory Guide 1.143, Revision 2 - November 2001, page 2:

"Criterion 2, "Design basis for Protection Against Natural Phenomena," of
Appendix A requires, among other things, that structures, systems, and
components important to safety be designed to withstand the effects of
natural phenomena such as earthquakes, tornados, or flooding without
loss of capability to perform their safety functions. The design basis for
these structures, systems, and components are to reflect the importance
of the safety functions to be performed. Appendix S, "Earthquake
Engineering Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants, "of 10 CFR Part 50 states
general design requirements for the implementation of General Design
Criterion 2. Criterion 60, "Control of Releases of Radioactive Materials to
the Environment," of Appendix A requires that the nuclear power unit
design include means to suitably control the release of radioactive
materials in gaseous and liquid effluents and to handle radioactive solid
waste produced during normal reactor operation, including anticipated
operational occurrences. The release of radioactive materials from
external man-induce events and design basis accident must also be
controlled.
"This regulatory guide is being revised to provide design guidance
acceptable to the NRC staff in regard to natural phenomena hazards,
internal and external man-induced hazards, and quality group
classification and quality assurance provisions for radioactive waste
management systems, structures, and components.' Further, it describes
provisions for mitigating design basis accidents and controlling releases of liquids
containing radioactive materials, e.g., spills or tank overflows, from all plant
systems outside reactor containment."
Regulatory Guide 1.143, Revision 2 - November 2001, page 3:
"One aspect of nuclear power plant operation is the control and management of
liquid, gaseous, and solid radioactive waste 2 (radwaste) generated as a byproduct
of nuclear power. The purpose of this guide is to provide information and criteria
that will provide a reasonable assurance that components and structures used in
the radioactive waste management and steam generator blowdown systems are
designed, constructed, installed, and tested on a level commensurate with the need
to protect the health and safety of the public and plant operating personnel. It sets
forth minimum staff recommendations and is not intended to prohibit the
implementation of more rigorous design considerations, codes, standards, or
quality assurance measures.

"For the purposes of this guide, the radwaste systems are considered to begin at
the interface valves in each line from other systems provided for collecting wastes
that may contain radioactive materials and to include related instrumentation and
control systems. The radwaste system terminates at the point of controlled
discharge to the environment, at the point of recycle to the primary or secondary
water system storage tanks, or at the point of storage of packaged solid wastes."
Regulatory Guide 1.143, Revision 2 -November 2001, page 4:
"The design and construction of radioactive waste management and steam
generator blowdown systems should provide assurance that radiation exposures to
operating personnel and to the general public are as low as is reasonably
achievable. One aspect of this consideration is ensuring that these systems are
designed to quality standards that enhance system reliability, operability, and
availability. In developing this design guidance, the NRC staff has considered
designs and concepts submitted in license applications and resulting operating
system histories. It has also been guided by industry practices and the cost of
design features, taking into account the potential impact on the health and safety
or operating personnel and the general public."
Regulatory Guide 1.143, Revision 2 - November 2001, page 10:
"The Purpose of this section is to provide information to licensees and applicants
regarding the NRC staff's plans for using this regulatory guide.
"Except in those cases in which the applicant proposes an acceptable alternative
method for complying with the specified portions of the NRC's regulations, the
method described in this guide reflecting public comments will be used in the
evaluation of an applicant's design, construction, installation, and testing of
radioactive waste management facilities, and in the evaluation of structures,
systems, and components in light-water-cooled nuclear power plants. Current
licensees may, at their option, comply with the guidance in this regulatory guide."
Regulatory Guide 1.110, March 1976, page 5:
"The procedures and models provided in this guide will be subject to continuing
review by the staff with the aim of providing greater flexibility to the applicant in
meeting the requirements of Appendix I. As a result of such reviews, it is
expected that alternative acceptable methods for calculation will be made
available to applicants and that calculational procedures found to be unnecessary
will be eliminated."
10 CFR50 Appendix I, Sec. II.D.:
"In addition to the provisions of paragraphs A, B, and C above, the applicant shall
include in the radwaste system all items of reasonably demonstrated technology

that, when added to the system sequentially and in order of diminishing costbenefit return, can for a favorable cost-benefit ratio effect reductions in dose to
the population reasonably expected to be within 50 miles of the reactor. As an
interim measure and until establishment and adoption of better values (or other
appropriate criteria), the values $1000 per total body man-rem and $1000 per
man-thyroid-rem (or such lesser values as may be demonstrated to be suitable in a
particular case) shall be used in this cost-benefit analysis. The requirements of
this paragraph D need not be complied with by persons who have filed
applications for construction permits which were docketed on or after January 2,
1971, and prior to June 4, 1976, if the radwaste systems and equipment described
in the preliminary or final safety analysis report and amendments thereto satisfy
the Guides on Design Objectives for Light-Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Reactors
proposed in the Concluding Statement of Position of the Regulatory Staff in
Docket-RM-50-2 dated February 20, 1974, pp. 25-30, reproduced in the Annex to
this Appendix I."
Regulatory Guide 1.110, March 1976 is antiquated and inappropriate for use with
the current technology in radwaste processing. Most of the current technology
radwaste processing equipment is not included in Regulatory Guide 1.110,
March 1976. That fact makes Regulatory Guide 1.110 inappropriate for guidance
because the user must guess which equipment in the Regulatory Guide is
closest to the current technology. The current technology generally is decades
more advanced than the technology listed in Regulatory Guide 1.110, so that any
comparison is speculative at best. Additionally, Regulatory Guide 1.143,
Revision 2, as already shown in statements provided by the NRC, is designed to
adequately provide complete guidance for the radwaste section of light-watercooled nuclear power reactors. Lastly, 10 CFR50 Appendix I, Sec. II.D allows for
'other appropriate criteria.' Regulatory Guide 1.143, Revision 2 is the other
appropriate criteria allowable by 10 CFR50 Appendix I, Sec. ll.D. Therefore, any
reference to Regulatory Guide 1.110 should be removed from DG-1145 as it
applies to radioactive waste systems, structures, and components.
Regulatory Guide 1.113, Revision 1, April 1977, page 1, paragraph 4, in part:
"The methods herein are general approaches that the NRC staff has adopted for
the analysis of routine and accidental releases into various types of surface water
bodies. Models for the ground-water pathway are not covered in this guide."
Regulatory Guide 1.113, Revision 1, as included in DG-1145, serves to analyze
accidental releases to surface water bodies. Regulatory Guide 1.143 provides
NRC guidance that when implemented, '. . .provide[s] design guidance
acceptable to the NRC staff in regard to natural phenomena hazards, internal
and external man-induced hazards, and quality group classification and quality
assurance provisions for radioactive waste management systems, structures,
and components.' Further, it describes provisions for mitigating design basis accidents
and controlling releases of liquids containing radioactive materials, e.g., spills or tank

overflows, from all plant systems outside reactor containment.' Therefore, Regulatory
Guide 1.143, Revision 2 includes guidance acceptable to the NRC regarding system,
structure and component design, plus the mitigation and control of releases of radioactive
liquids. Regulatory Guide 1.113, Revision 1 only serves to provide an approach to
calculating an analysis of releases to surface water. Regulatory Guide 1.113 is virtually
an enormous task to calculate data that is greatly subjective, and Regulatory Guide 1.143,
Revision 2 provides guidance acceptable to the NRC to prevent the release altogether.
Therefore, Regulatory Guide 1.113, Revision 1 is an unnecessary burden. Because it has
effectively been superseded and reduced to an unnecessary burden by Regulatory Guide
1.143, revision 2, any reference to Regulatory Guide 1.113 should be removed
from DG-1 145 as it applies to radioactive waste systems, structures, and
components.
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The MRprra must meet the requirements of 10 CFR 50.65. The format ofthe program
description is left to the discretion of the applicant: however each element of 10 CFR 50.65 should be
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.C.I17.6.2Monitoring per 10 CFR 50.65(a) and (a)(2)

Provide a description of the procedure for managing IOCFR 50.65(a)(1) requirements during plant
operation. For the SSCs determined to be within the scope of the Maintenance Rule, discuss the method
for establishing risk sigynificanceand performance criteria to initially determine which SSCs must have_
goals established and monitoring activities performed in accordance with (a(1). For SSCs that do not meet
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Provide a description of the procedure for managing IOCFR 50.65(a)(2) requirements during plant
operation. Monitoriny as specified in paragraph (a)(1) is not required where it has been demonstrated that
the performance or condition of a stmcture, system, or component is beintg effectively controlled through
the performance of appropriate preventive maintenance. Discuss how SSCs within the scope of (a)(2) are
monitored (e.g.. included in the formal I'M program, determined to be inherently reliable, visual inspection
during walkdowns to meet licensee requirements that already exist, or determined to be allowed to run to
failure based on providing little or no contribution to system safety function). Discuss how the preventive
maintenance program is determined to be effective in achieving the desired results of minimizing
component failures and increasing or maintaining SSC performancce
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C.1.17.6.3 Periodic Evaluation per 10 CFR 50.65(a)(3)
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how procedures govern the scheduling and timely performance of (a)(3) evaluations
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documenting, reviewing and approving evaluations, providing and implementing results
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making adjustments to achieve or restore balance between reliability and availability
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industry operating experience (IOE).

C.I.17.6.4 Risk Assessment and Management per 10 CFR 50.65(a)(4)
Provide a description of the procedure for risk assessment per IOCFR 50.65(a)(41 Describe how
assessments of the impact on overall plant safety finctions prior to removal of SSCs from service are to be
performed. Typically the (a)(4) program and procedure is a stand-alone activity, separate from the other
elements of the MR Program,,
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Describe the program, including procedures and documentation, for Maintenance Rule training
and qualification consistent with the provisions of Section C.I. 13 of this guide as applicable.
C.I.17.6.6 Maintenance Rule Program andRdeiability Assurance Program Interface
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Deleted: <#>(I ) determination of the
scope (or limited scope) of SSCs to be
included in (a)(4) risk assessments ¶
(2) risk assessment and management
during work planning ¶
(3) risk assessment and management of
emergent conditions and updating risk
assessments as maintenance situations
and plant conditions and configurations
are changed ¶
(4) assessment (quantitative and
qualitative capabilities) and management
of risk of external events or conditions,
including fire (internal, external and firerisk-sensitive maintenance activities),
severe weather, external flooding,
landslides, seismic activity and other
natural phenomena; grid/offsite power
reliability for grid-risk-sensitive
maintenance activities (respond to or
refer to responses to MR-related
questions in NRC GL 2006-02), and
internal flooding ¶
(5) assessment and management of risk of
maintenance activities affecting
containment integrity ¶
(6) assessment and management of risk of
maintenance activities when at low power
or when shut down (including
implementation of NUMARC 91-06) ¶
(7) assessment and management
Formatted. Bullets and Numbering

.IDeleted: Operational
Deleted:
Deleted: the
Deleted: Operational

Assurance Program .(R.AP)i!rmplementation during the operational phase (See Section C.I. 17.4), including
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theRAP is enveloped by the Maintenance Rule Program's SSCs classified as HSS, the Maintenance Rule
Program is an acceptable method of implementation of theRAP during the operational phase.
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C.1.17.6.7 Maintenance Rule Program Implementation
The COL applicant should identify that the MR program will be implemented prior to fuel
load, as identified in Section C.1.13.4. As discussed in Section C.I.13.4, and consistent with
SRMI/SECY-05-0197, the applicant should provide a schedule for implementing the MR program
prior to fuel load. This schedule may be provided to NRC separate from the FSAR
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Human Factors Engineering
(NUREG-0800. Ch.18, rev.1)

This chapter of the FSAR should describe how state-of-the-art Human Factors
Engineering (HFE) principles are incorporated into: (1) the planning and management of
HFE activities; (2) the plant design process; (3) the characteristics, features, and
functions of the human-system interfaces (HSIs), procedures, and training; (4) the
implementation of the design, and (5) the monitoringi of6erfoimance jant the site. The
FSAR should address the 12 HFE elements of NUREG-0711 shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1 HFE elements to be addressed in the FSAR

COL Applicant Submittals
For each element illustrated in Figure 1, the FSAR should describe or reference the
objectives and scope of the applicant's activities related to the element, the methodology
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corresponding element for postimplementation monitoring.

Deleted: changes

DG-1145, Section C.1.18 - Human Factors Engineering
used to perform the activities, and the results of the activities. t

'In
i, the COL applicant (hereafter called applicant) maylsummarize this
eThernsit,
S
reterencem.orreer,ýLariiad
information'. In such cases, an applicant
such as in supplemenntal reports, sufficient
Csaffaudited
makeavailabefr
to support NRC staff review and determination of reasonable assurance. Where results
are beinq credited for meetinq specific requlatory requirements, more detail may be
appropriate in the FSAR. Levels of detail and inclusion' that may be suitable for
presentinq completed HFE elements in an FSAR are identified by examples for each
element in subsequent sections of C.1.18
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At the time that the-COL application is submitted,"some of thel2,HFE elements may be
incomplete. 'ifan element is incomplete at the time of the COL application, the FSAR
should describe the obiectives and scope of the applicant's activities related to the
element, the methodoloqy that will be used to perform the activities, and the expected
'results of the activities. In addition, an "implementation plan" and schedule for
completinq the element should be submitted, including plans for the use and disposition
of the correspondinq results. Finally, DAC/ITAAC should be submitted which define the
requirements for closure of the element when it is completed. I
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Applicants are encouraged to submit implementation plans at the earliest opportunity in
the pre-application phase. An early review by the NRC of an implementation plan gives
the applicant the opportunity to obtain staff concurrence in the applicant's approach
before COL submittal or before conducting the activities associated with the element.
Such a review is desirable from both the staffs and the applicant's perspectives because
it provides the opportunity to resolve methodological issues and provide input early in
the analysis or design process when staff concerns can more easily and more costeffectively be addressed than when the activity is completed.
For similar reasons, the applicant is encouraged to submit other documents, such as an
HSI style guide, for NRC review and issue resolution before the applicant initiates and
completes the detailed design work.
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industry seeks to have clarified

Submittal Interfaces
The submittals described in this section should be coordinated with those of other SRP
chapters and sections. Important review interfaces are described in NUREG-0800 Ch.18
rev.1, Sec.18.1.C.

Staff review guidance for the technical content of HFE programs and activities is given by the applicable
revisions of NUREG-0800 (SRP) Chapter 18 and NUREG-071 1. Conflicts of interpretation between
C.l.18 and the applicable staff review guidance will be governed bv the latter.
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(NUREG-O800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.i.A.1; NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.2)

The purpose of this portion of the pplicatior, is to document that, for plant design and
operation, the applicant has adequately considered the role of HFE and the means by
which HFE activities are accomplished.
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The FSAR description of the HFE Program Plan may consist of the detailed HFE
Program Plan, or it may consist of a summary that refers to a separately submitted (i.e.
should
detailed) HFE Program Plan. All such descriptions (i.e. summary or detailed)
2
address the topics below in response to the applicable review guidance .
* General HFE Program Goals and Scope (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.2.4.1)
* HFE Team and Organization (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.2.4.2)
SHFE Process and Procedures (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.2.4.3)
* HFE Issues Tracking (NUREG-07I1 Iiev.2. Sec.2.4.4)
• T•echnical prgram (NUREG-071, rev.2,.sec.2.4.5) ..
_

Organizational procedures of the COL applicant and its assigns may be referenced in
the detailed HFE Program Plan and be retained and made available for NRC staff audit.
Added Review Guidanc-

Comment [NEIO]: Terms sueh as
application, submittal, FSAR, etc, maiy

not be used correctly 6nthe present draft,
and a set of formal definitions is

reque'sted. Unclear howvto correctly,
refer to 'ali" ofthe Applicesnt information
for an cm cn
oniyvsome ofit is
subomitted, sorme is referenced, and sonme
is retained.
"
.
Comment [NEli,]: The "Contents"
sections addcres leel-of detail and place
of ihclusitot for the identified items,
,
irathcrthan their technical consents •(wich
are aWleady spccificed clsewherec, as citeL
Comment [N E12]: Where C.1.18
content reflects existing guidance,
citations are preferred to restatements.
Clearly, the Applicant is advised to
submit what the Staff wants to see, and
this is defined by the Staff review
guidance. It may be true in some sense
that NUREG-0711 & NUREG-0800 give

None.
C.1.1 8.2

guidance for Staff reviews but not for
Applicant submittals - but does this
justify the need for multiple versions of
similar guidance? From a technical

Operating Experience Review

standpoint, the Industry finds the.

(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.Il.A.2; NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.3)
Purpose

'Comment (NEI13]: The "Adcde

The purpose of this section of the FSAR is to document that the applicant has identified
and analyzed HFE related problems and issues in previous designs that are similar to
the current design under review so that these problems and issues may be avoided in
the development of the new design.
Contents
This section of the FSAR may describe how the procedures program addresses the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.34(f)(3)(i).
The FSAR may describe the applicant's operating experience review (OER) and how it
was used to identify HFE-related safety issues. This description may consist of a
summary that refers to separately submitted report(s) describing sources, methods,
gtuidance
at the below
time ofare
C.I.
18 publication.
The citationSa
provided
for convenience and refer to the most recent version of the cited review
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available Staff review guidance to be
equally suited to either role, as sho•wn by
the use ofNUREG-071I from inception.

Page C.1.18-3

DATE: June 30, 2006

,Review Guidancee sections identify
material that'is not considered to exist or
to have been sufficientlyi treated in the 4
4
existing Staff review guidance.l s

DG-1145, Section C.1.18 - Human Factors Engineering
implementation, and results of OER. Detailed OER data may be retained and made
available for NRC staff audit. All such descriptions (i.e. summary or detailed) should
address the topics below in response to the applicable review guidance3 .
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
•

Objectives and Scope of OER (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.3.2 & 3.4.1)
OER Process_(10 CFR 50.34(f)(3)(I)I.
Predecessor Plants and Systems (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.3.4.1(1))
Risk-important Human Actions (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.3.4.1(5))
HFE Technology (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.3.4.1(3))
Recognized Industry Issues (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.3.4.1(2))
Issues identified by Plant Personnel (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.3.4.1(4))
Issue Analysis, Tracking, and Review (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.3.4.2)

Results from interviews at oredecessor Plants may be summarized in submittals.
Detailed results may be retained and made available for NRC staff audit.
Added Review Guidance
the role of each should be clearly
AWhen there is more than one predecessorplant,
- - - - -depfinedf - - - - - - LWhen the new proposed pIlant utilizes new technology, the applicant shou-ld obtain and
describe experience from applications of this new technology, even if it is._not from the
predecesspr piant_
........._
he FSAR should identify rsk-mportant HAs in the predecessor plants and determine if
they are still risk-important in the applicant's design. For those that are applicable, the
FSAR should identify those scenarios where these actions were called for during
operation of the plant and if the actions were successfully completed, noting aspects of
the design that helped to assure success. If errors have occurred in their execution,
insights should be identified related to needed improvements_in human performance..I
Where the risk-important HAs for the .new plant are determined to be different from those
of the predecessor plant, the OER results should identify any operational experience
related to these different risk-important human actions.

3 The citations below are provided for convenience and refer to the most recent version of the cited review

guidance at the time of C.1.18 publication.

DRAFT WORK-IN-PROGRESS

Page C.1.18-4

DATE: June 30, 2006

Comment [NEI14]: Directing
applicants in a licensing submittal to
specifically attribute problems to other

plants is unlikely to be acceptable to
tondustry;
,comment rNE151: This does not
rap] y,to,,prdeccssor plants; move to

Comment [NEI16]: This seems
infeasible because "risk-important"
human actions may be undefined for
predecessor plants. To the extent that
RIHAs have been identified by the
predecessor plant, even if these are
appropriate OER contents for the
Applicant, they do not belong in the
Applicant's FSAR. If predecessor
RIHAs do not exist, the bur~ten should
not fall on the Applicant to identify and
submsit them for the predecessor plant,
and the suggestion invites legal obstacles.
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C.1.18.3

Functional Requirements 4 Analysis and Function Allocation
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.lI.A.3; NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.4)

Purpose
The purpose of this section of the FSAR is to document that the applicant has (1)
defined the plant functions that must be performed to satisfy plant safety objectives, and
(2) allocated those functions to human and system resources in a manner that takes
advantaqe of humanstrengths and avoids human limitations.
Contents
The FSAR may state the objectives and scope, and summarize the methods and results
of the analyses. The FSAR may include a summary description for each high-level
function and related systems and parameters. Detailed methods and results may be
provided in referenced reports. Analysis data may be retained and made available for
NRC staff audit.
Added Review Guidance
If the proposed new plant is using the same functional requirements (FRs) as a
predecessor plant, then a description of the methodology is not needed. In this case, the
FSAR should identify the plant(s) whose functional requirements are being used and the
functions themselves provided in the results.
bescribe the verification of the functional equireents analysi ------------------The verification of the function allocation should be described to show that the
allocations of functions result in a coherent role for plant personnel.--------------C.1.18.4

Task Analysis
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.lI.A.4; NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.5)

Purpose
The purpose of this section of the FSAR is to document that the applicant's task analysis
identifies the specific tasks that are needed for function accomplishment and their
information, control, and task-support requirements.
Contents
The FSAR may state the obiectives and scope, and summarize the methods and results
of the analysis. Detailed methods and results may be provided in referenced reports.
Analysis data may be retained and made available for NRC staff audit.

4 The term "requirements" as used here and elsewhere in this document, refers to requirements
that are
established as part of the design process. The term "requirements' is not used in this context to denote

"Regulatory Requirements." There are no regulatory requirements in this document, only review guidance.

Comment [NE1,7?j- Generally, astate
of affairs can't be verified unicss eithei

state (i.e ,true or false) Functional`
requirements-(FRs) are analyzed because
it is, difficult todeiermine that a set is
sufficient (let alone complete, since
another re;quirement can easily be added
and often is). 0711 should simply say.
that, "the results of the FR analysis
should demonstrate that the set of
safety~functions is sufficient for safe
operation, and that each function is
adequately specified by the
requirements," and the FSAR should
simply summarize the results and
submit!reference the details. That is all
that is reasonably necessary or possible
for descriptive analysis of this type, and
the case is similar for the Analysis of
Function Allocation.
Comment [NEI18]: The similar but
not identical words in 4.4(10) of
NUREG-07 1- rev2 are that "The
functional requirementsanalyvis and
funyction allocationýshould be verified..."
The Industry correctly noted the disparity
of -wndingbeween Cl18 and 0711 at
the 7/06 workshop The words in 071 1
were taken bly Industry as directinso
for Staff reviewers, ie..,to review and
f~orthemiselves that the
Applicant's analsis and conclusions
'are ori are not reasonable. By the
tephlaxing in C.1 18 she Staiffimay b,
indicating thatthis is what they meat (if
notINt thaetys aid)i 071.ri H-wdarn
th repheaisrg pl•ers the Applicant mnx
athalytic regress uintelthe StaNffoEs what
,a,Co pentcd iNtte first place
s to
cepl or disconhini the Applicant's
idnatsifaydcocHusionssis
Rtheolonrefor
requested hat;
othi added revniew guidance
he
dltd From CL 15, and that instead,
the Stf eiwrsresponsibility for
the:se items be clarified when NUREG0711 is next revisedL.

~confirm

~ac

Comment [NEI19]: The means to
identify RlHAs is H1RA methodology, not
TA scope; both are explained-in 0711.
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The FSAR may summarize the methods used to analyze tasks.including the means by
which tasks were derived from high-level descriptions to detailed task requirements. An
example of the methods used to describe tasks and illustrate their relationships may be
included in the summary.
A description of how the task analysis results were used as input to the design of HSI's,
procedures, and training programs may be provided in referenced reports.
Added Review Guidance
The FSAR should describe the methods used to allocate tasks to members of the
operating crew and how the skills necessary for task performance were determined.
The FSAR should describe the methodology and criteria used to identify a minimum
inventory of alarms, displays and controls. Both task performance and instrumentation
and control (I&C) criteria should be described.
C.1.18.5

Staffing and Qualifications
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.Il.A.5; NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.6)

Purpose
The purpose of this section of the FSAR, in coordination with Section 13.1, is to
document that the applicant has analyzed the requirements for the number and
qualifications of personnel in a systematic manner that includes a thorough
understanding of task requirements and applicable requlatory requirements.
Contents
This section of the FSAR may describe how the staffing and qualifications activities
address the requirements of 10 CFR 50.54 (i) through (m).
ilf an exemption fromt1 CFR 50.54(m) is sought, the information related to-suc-_--

exemptions as identified in NUREG-080O Se6ý43ý. 1,.12 - 13.1.3should be submitted]

.

...

com'ment[NE120]: The SRP gives
includes the NUREG/CR.6838 reference'

The FSAR may summarize the methods used to analyze staffing and qualification
requirements. Implementation plans and methodological details may be contained in
referenced reports.
The FSAR may summarize the results of the Staffing Analysis. This should include
enough detail to see how the methodology was implemented to provide the results,
Detailed results may be referenced. Detailed data may be retained and made available
for NRC staff audit.

deleted below

,
A,

Added Review Guidance

None.

Comment [NE[21]: FSAR contents
relegally frozen, bultstafling levels need
1-hfleillitY, o ac nimm
od•adae
changing
Conditions and experience -Thus staffing
levels may be undesirable/infeasible
mybato Ch.13
0pitrutrseeos
FSA.Rcontents. Cross -reference
arto introductory sections may be an
Appropriate alternative approach.
Deleite•.

The FSP, shnlid nrovi

the final staffing levels for all
personnel identified in the above
scope.

DRAFT WORMN-PROGRESS

Page C.1.18-6

DATE: June 30, 2006

DG-1145, Section C.1.18 - Human Factors Engineering

Human Reliability Analysis
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.ll.A.6; NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.7)

C.1.18.6

Purpose
The purpose of this section of the FSAR, in coordination with Section 19, is to document
that the applicant has incorporated HRA results from the PRA into other activities of the
HFE program, such that risk-important human actions have been thoroughly addressed
in the design of the HFE aspects of the plant.
Contents
The FSAR may provide the importance measures, threshold criteria and bases, and the
resulting list of risk-important human actions (HAs), and may summarize how the riskimportant HAs and their associated tasks were identified and addressed bythe various
elements of the design process. Detailed HRA results, including the validation of the
HRA assumptions, may be referenced. HRA data contained in the PRA may be retained
and made available for NRC staff audit.
Added Review Guidance
A discussion of human actions related to passive systems and computer-based HSIs
should be Included.

C.1.1 8.7

Human-System Interface Design
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.lI.A.7; NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.8)

Purpose
The purpose of this section of the FSAR' is to document that the applicant has performed
the process by which HSI design requirements are developed and translated to
the detailed design of alarms, displays, controls, and other aspects of the HSI through
the systematic application of HFE principles and criteria.
Contents
This section of the FSAR may describe the applicant's HSI design, and how it reflects
state-of-the-art HFE principles. This description may consist of summaries that refer to
separate reports describing obiectives, scope, bases, methods, processes and results of
HSI design. Detailed design data may be retained and made available for NRC staff
audit. Such descriptions should address the topics below in response to the applicable
review guidance:
*
*
*
*
*

Objectives and Scope of HSI Design (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.8.2)
,HSI Design Inputs (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.8.4.1)
Concept of Operations (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.8.4.2)
Functional Requirement Specification (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.8.4.3)
HSI Concept Design (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.8.4.4)
HSI Detailed Design and Integration (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.8.4.5)
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0

HSI Tests and Evaluations (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.8.4.6)

The FSAR may summarize and reference the following types of HSI technical
documentation:
*
*
*
*
*

Conceptual design / design basis documents
Functional requirement (preliminary design) documents
HSI style guideline documents
System specification (detailed design) documents
Engineering test reports

The procedures for use and maintenance of these documents may be retained and
made available for NRC staff audit.
The FSAR may summarize the overall HSI design concept, its key features, and its
concept of operations for the main control room, remote shutdown facility, and local
control stations that are important to safety.
The FSAR may summarize the plant-specific implementation of the following safety
aspects of the HSI:
* Safety function monitoring, e.g., safety parameter display system (SPDS)
* Periodic testing of protection systems actuation functions (Regulatory Guide 1.22)
* Bypassed and inoperable status indication for nuclear power plant (NPP) safety
systems (Regulatory Guide 1.47)
" Manual initiation of protective actions_(Regulatory Guide 1.62)
" Instrumentation for light-water-cooled nuclear power plants to assess plant and
environmental conditions during and following an accident (Regulatory Guide 1.97)
* Instrumentation setpointsjRegulatory Guide 1.105)
" HSIs for the emergency response facilities, i.e. TSC & EOF_(NUREG-0696)

¢8 ~n"a ralars,i€con
ohiis
n-d disp-y_
paLy ................
*Mi4dinimum i~nventryof ýfixed poit~ion
-trols-and-a-

as "Added Review Guidance" since
NUREG-0711 See.5.4(2) does-not refer
to '"Minimum Inventory in the same way.

Added Review Guidance

[dentfy how thp HSI c~harac~tirisic minimize fatigue.] --

- ---

-- - - - - - -

HSI Change Process: Describe the process, after the plant is in operation, by which (1)
HSIs are modified and updated,(2) temporary HSI changes are made (such as set point
modification); and (3) operator defined HSIs are created (such as temporary displays
defined by operators for monitoring a specific situation). The procedures governing
permissible operator-initiated changes to the HSI should be described. The criteria used
for determining that an HSI change or modification should come under the control of the
formal engineering change process should be described.
Describe the plant-specific implementation of the following safety aspects of the HSI:
Minimum inventory of fixed position alarms, controls and displays.
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Guidance is acknowledged lacking by
.Staff.>
Comment [NEI23J:ThIincreased
tegulatory concern for fatigue is
acknowledged. However, the fatigue
construct is either very narrowly defined
(e.g t• a specific neuromuscular
r&dpsco~) or 'Cry brq~dlynv
r
(eCg.:
a nireimed resUlt otf exten~d dwodking,
iusn•a y case, it is uneleari, ,hat
practical measures or'criteria -a1be
appliýd to show that farigudeh1as been ever
beeni"minimized" in a complext
environment. Incorporation ofHFE
guidance in designis excpected to reduce
:varous soturces uffatiguC, hut it is also'nan
uniavoidlable icsult ofwork, Thua, the~
practical Lreatiient o9Ifatigue nprwally is
5
jiliited t6 identifying texqewo'r
problematic sources and mitigating (not
minimizing) them. Recommend deleting
this added review guidance until a more
pactieallformulation can •egiven.
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C.1.18.8

Procedure Development
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.ll.A.8; NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.9)

Purpose
-he--purpoe oftfis section of the FSAR, in coordination with Section 1315, is to
document that the, applicant's procedure development program incorporates HFEI
principles and criteria, alongqwith othr design requirements; to develop procedures that

are technically accurateCom~prehensive, explicit, easy tojise,';and~validated. and in
conformance vith 'I0-.CFR 50.,34(f)(2)ii'.

Thsneteont

o heS

a

This section of the FSAR maydescribe how the procedures program addesset

reuirements,,pecified in 10CFR 5O.34(f)(2)(ii).
The procedure writers' guide that establishes the process for developing procedures
may be referenced.
The FSAR may summarize the results of the procedure development program. The
actual procedures may be retained and made available for NRC inspection.
Added Review Guidance
None.

C.1.18.9

Training Program Development
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.lI.A.9; NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.10)

Purpose
The purpose of this section of the FSAR, in coordination with Section 13.2, is to
document that the applicant has a systematic approach for the development of
personnel training that complies with the requirements for applicant training programs
established in 10 CFR 50.120.
Contents
For each of the following areas, the FSAR may summarize the training program,
including plans, methods and results :
*
*
*
*
*
•

Objectives and Scope of Training Program Development (NUREG-0711
rev.2, Sec.10.2 & 10.4.1(2))
Organization of Training (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.10.4.2)
Learning Obiectives (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.10.4.3)
Training Program Design (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.10.4.4(1))
Evaluation of Training (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.10.4.5)
Periodic Retrainino Proaram (NUREG-0711 rev.2. Sec.10.4.6)
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Implementation plans may be contained in referenced reports. Detailed training
procedures and nroducts may be retained and made available for NRC staff audit.
Added Review Guidance
None.

C.6.1.8.10

Verification and Validation
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.lI.A.10; NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.11)

Purpose
The purpose of this section of the FSAR is to document that the applicant's verification
and validation (V&V) activities sufficiently confirm that the HSI design conforms to HFE
design principles, and that it enables plant personnel to successfully perform their tasks
to achieve olant safety and other operational aoals.

Contents
For each of the following V&V activities,.the FSAR may state the objectives, scope and
criteria (where applicable), and summarize the plans, methods and results:
*
*
*
*

Operational Conditions Sampling (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.11.4.1)
Design Verification (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.11.4.2)
Integrated System Validation (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.11.4.3)
Human Engineering Discrepancy Resolution (NUREG-0711 rev.2,
Sec.l 1.4.4)

Detailed implementation plans and results reports for the above activities may be
referenced. Detailed data and related applicant records (e.g. tracking databases,
internal communications, etc.) may be retained and made available for NRC staff audit.
Added Review Guidance
None.
C.1.18.11

Design Implementation
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.lI.A.11; NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.12)

Purpose
The purpose of this section of the FSAR is to document that the applicant's as-built
design is confirmed to conform to the verified and validated design that resulted from the

HFE desigin process.
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Contents
For each of the following activities, the FSAR may state the objectives, scope and
criteria (where applicable), and summarize the plans, methods and results:
- V&V of aspects of the design not able to be completed as part of the HSI V&V
program (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.12.4.6(1))
- confirmation that the as-built HSI, procedures, and training conform to the
approved design (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.12.4.6(2))
- all HFE issues in the tracking system are appropriately addressed (NUREG0711 rev.2, Sec.12.4.6(3))
Detailed implementation plans and results reports for the above activities may be
referenced. Detailed data and related applicant records (e.g. tracking databases,
internal communications, etc.) may be retained and made available for NRC staff audit.
The design implementation methodology cannot be completed until the plant
construction is complete. Therefore, at the time of COL application the results section of
the FSAR may describe the final documentation that will be developed to show
successful completion of this activity.
Added Review Guidance
None.
C.1.18.12

Human Performance Monitoring
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1. Sec.II.A.12; NUREG-0711 rev.2. Sec.13)

Purpose
The purpose of this section of the FSAR is to document that the applicant has prepared
a human performance monitoring strateqy for determining that no significant safety
degradation occurs because of any changes that are made in the plant and to confirm
that the conclusions that have been drawn from the Integrated System Validation remain
valid over time.
Contents
The FSAR may state the objectives, scope and criteria (where applicable), and
summarize the plans, methods and processing of results for Human Performance
Monitoring.
Detailed implementation plans and procedures for Human Performance Monitoring may
be referenced. Detailed data and related applicant records (e.g. tracking databases,
internal communications, etc.) may be retained and made available for NRC staff audit.
Human Performance Monitoring is an operational program that begins after plant
operation commences. Therefore, the results section of the FSAR may describe the
documentation to be maintained after the program is implemented.
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Added Review Guidance
None.
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