May 6, 2008

MEMORANDUM FOR:  Stephanie Coffin, Chief
AP1000 Projects Branch 1
Division of New Reactor Licensing
Office of New Reactors

FROM: Timothy Frye, Chief IRA/
Health Physics Branch
Division of Construction Inspection
& Operational Programs
Office of New Reactors

SUBJECT: ACCEPTANCE REVIEW RESULTS FOR FSAR CHAPTERS 11 AND
12 OF THE SOUTHERN NUCLEAR OPERATING COMPANY
VOGTLE ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANT UNITS 3 AND 4
COMBINED OPERATING LICENSE APPLICATION (PROJ755)

The Health Physics Branch (CHPB) has completed its acceptance review of Sections 11.1
through 11.5 and 12.1 through 12.5 of the Southern Nuclear Operating Company Vogtle Electric
Generating Plant Units 3 and 4 Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) for which CHPB has
primary and secondary review responsibilities. The results of our review are provided below.

CHPB reviewed Sections 11.1 through 11.5 and 12.1 through 12.5 of the Combined Operating
License Application (COLA) FSAR against the following applicable criteria in accordance with
Regulatory Guide 1.206, Section C.IV.1:

e 10 CFR 50.34(f)
o ltems 2(vii), 2(viii), 2(xvii), 2(xxvii), and 2(xxviii)
e 10 CFR 52.79(a)
o ltems 2, 2(i), 3, 4(i), 4(ii), 4(iii), 5, 16(i), 16(ii), 17, 26, 28, 30, 37, 39, and 45
10 CFR 52.79(b)(1) to (b)(3)
10 CFR 52.79(c)
10 CFR 52.79(d)
10 CFR 52.80

Those criteria that were found to be deficient or have review dependencies are shown in the
enclosed Tables 1 and 2.

Completeness and Sufficiency

Based on this review, CHPB concludes that the COLA for Vogtle Units 3 and 4 contains all the
information required by above listed regulations and the submitted information is technically
sufficient for CHPB to commence the detailed technical review

CONTACT: Richard S. Clement, DCIP/CHPB
301-415-8524



S. Coffin -2-
Schedule

CHPDB’s review effort includes areas for which CHPB and its contractor have both primary and
supporting review responsibilities. Included is a resource plan in Tables 3 and 4. These tables
identify the estimated contractor and CHPB hours needed to perform the technical review and
contractor oversight through Phase 2 (PSER with Open Items prepared). CHPB prepared Table
2 assuming no review effort for FSAR Sections 7.5, 7.6, and 11.1 because these sections only
reference the AP1000 Design Control Document (DCD) and contain no input from the applicant.
Note that depending on how currently pending matters are resolved with the AP1000 DCD and
Bellefonte R-COLA, there may be a need to evaluate these sections of the FSAR. Accordingly,
CHPB reserves the option of opening a review of FSAR Sections 7.5, 7.6, and 11.1 as needed.
If so, CHPB will provide an estimate of the level of effort, identify changes to the schedule in
completing the incremental review, and compile the associated RAIs as warranted.

Review Dependencies

CHPDB’s detailed technical review of the Vogtle COLA depends on the staff’s review and
approval of four Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) draft Topical Reports. These include:

e NEI 07-03, “Generic FSAR Template Guidance for Radiation Protection Program
Description” Revision 5

o NEI 07-08, “Generic FSAR Template Guidance for Ensuring That Occupational
Radiation Exposures Are as Low as is Reasonably Achievable (ALARA)”, Revision 1

e NEI 07-09, “Generic FSAR Template Guidance for Offsite Dose Calculation Manual
(ODCM) Program Description”, Revision 0

e NEI07-10, “Generic FSAR Template Guidance for Process Control Program (PCP)
Description”, Revision 1

At this time, there is much uncertainty concerning the level of effort and schedule of the Vogtle
S-COLA review because the review is running concurrently with, and dependent on the reviews
of the DCD, Bellefonte R-COLA, and the four NEI topical reports. Because of this potentially
significant uncertainty, CHPB has not reduced the overall effort when compared to the R-COLA.
We also recommend that the schedule for completion of the Vogtle review be similar in length to
the R-COLA until the staff completes the reviews of the DCD, R-COLA and NEI topical reports
and can make a more accurate determination of level of effort and schedule.

ENCLOSURE:

Table 1. Safety Analysis Report Acceptance Review Results for the Vogtle COLA Chapter 11
Table 2. Safety Analysis Report Acceptance Review Results for the Vogtle COLA Chapter 12
Table 3. NRO/DCIP/CHPB Resource Plan Revisions for the Vogtle COLA Chapter 11

Table 4. NRO/DCIP/CHPB Resource Plan Revisions for the Vogtle COLA Chapter 12
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SAR Section: 11.1
Branch Chief: T. Frye

Table 1. Safety Analysis Report Acceptance Review Results for the Vogtle COLA Chapter 11

Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes. ldentify specific review area/topic in table below.

Technical Branch: CHPB (Secondary)
SRP Section: 11.1

Technical Reviewer: R. Clement
Date: 04/30/2008

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which
Form Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Considered in Development of Baseline
Review Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent Reviews

2. Does COL section address the items required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
Is COL section technically sufficient for this

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved
Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)
Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?
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. |52 5
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> g | either o
o~ & | completeness or 6]
2 |5 = | technical a
o @ | sufficiency, =
T |2 2 | identify s
= % < | deficiency(ies). = .
Z = 2 | This information % 8. For each no, identify the e
1. Review 8 .g g will be needed for o change (or basis for g 11. For each no, identify which application
Area/Topic* > |l ® ** | technical review. © 2 change). o > | (DCD or COLA) and section.
Applicant incorporates by reference Rev. 16
of the AP1000 DCD which has not been
reviewed or approved by staff. R-COLA
All applicable Yes Yes | N/A N/A | Yes N/A No review by staff not completed.

ENCLOSURE




SAR Section: 11.2
Branch Chief: T. Frye

Table 1. Safety Analysis Report Acceptance Review Results for the Vogtle COLA Chapter 11 (cont.)

Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes. ldentify specific review area/topic in table below.

Technical Branch: CHPB (Primary)
SRP Section: 11.2

Technical Reviewer: R. Clement

Date: 04/30/2008

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which
Form Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Considered in Development of Baseline

Review Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent Reviews

2. Does COL section address the items required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
Is COL section technically sufficient for this

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved
Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?
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g @ 5 If no, for >
> g | either o
o~ & | completeness or 6]
2 |5 = | technical a
o @ | sufficiency, =
T |2 2 | identify s
= % < | deficiency(ies). = .
z = 2 | This information i) 8. For each no, identify the e
1. Review 8 .g g will be needed for 2 change (or basis for g 11. For each no, identify which application
Area/Topic* > |l ® ** | technical review. © 2 change). o > | (DCD or COLA) and section.
Applicant incorporates by reference Rev. 16
of the AP1000 DCD which has not been
reviewed or approved by staff. R-COLA
All applicable Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Yes N/A No review by staff not completed.




SAR Section: 11.3
Branch Chief: T. Frye

Table 1. Safety Analysis Report Acceptance Review Results for the Vogtle COLA Chapter 11 (cont.)

Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes. ldentify specific review area/topic in table below.

Technical Branch: CHPB (Primary)
SRP Section: 11.3

Technical Reviewer: R. Clement

Date: 04/30/2008

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which
Form Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Considered in Development of Baseline

Review Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent Reviews

2. Does COL section address the items required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
Is COL section technically sufficient for this

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved
Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?
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g @ 5 If no, for >
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o~ & | completeness or 6]
2 |5 = | technical a
o @ | sufficiency, =
T |2 2 | identify s
= % < | deficiency(ies). = .
z = 2 | This information i) 8. For each no, identify the e
1. Review 8 .g g will be needed for 2 change (or basis for g 11. For each no, identify which application
Area/Topic* > |l ® ** | technical review. © 2 change). o > | (DCD or COLA) and section.
Applicant cites NEI Technical Report 07-11
and incorporates by reference Rev. 16 of
the AP1000 DCD which have not been
reviewed and approved by staff. R-COLA
All applicable Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Yes N/A No review by staff not completed.




SAR Section: 11.4
Branch Chief: T. Frye

Table 1. Safety Analysis Report Acceptance Review Results for the Vogtle COLA Chapter 11 (cont.)

Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes. ldentify specific review area/topic in table below.

Technical Branch: CHPB (Primary)
SRP Section: 11.4

Technical Reviewer: R. Clement

Date: 04/30/2008

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which
Form Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Considered in Development of Baseline

Review Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent Reviews

2. Does COL section address the items required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
Is COL section technically sufficient for this

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved
Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?
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2 |5 = | technical 2
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z = 2 | This information i) 8. For each no, identify the e
1. Review 8 .g g will be needed for 2 change (or basis for g 11. For each no, identify which application
Area/Topic* > |l @ * | technical review. © 2 change). > = | (DCD or COLA) and section.
Applicant cites NEI Technical Reports 07-10
and 07-11 and incorporates by reference
Rev. 16 of the AP1000 DCD which have not
been reviewed and approved by staff. R-
All applicable Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Yes N/A No COLA review by staff not completed.




SAR Section: 11.5
Branch Chief: T. Frye

Table 1. Safety Analysis Report Acceptance Review Results for the Vogtle COLA Chapter 11 (cont.)

Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes. ldentify specific review area/topic in table below.

Technical Branch: CHPB (Primary)
SRP Section: 11.5

Technical Reviewer: R. Clement

Date: 04/30/2008

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which
Form Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Considered in Development of Baseline

Review Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent Reviews

2. Does COL section address the items required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
Is COL section technically sufficient for this

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved
Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?
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g @ 5 If no, for >
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2 |5 = | technical 2
S @ | sufficiency, =
T |2 2 | identify s
5 % < | deficiency(ies). = .
z = 2 | This information i) 8. For each no, identify the e
1. Review 8 .g g will be needed for 2 change (or basis for g 11. For each no, identify which application
Area/Topic* > |l @ * | technical review. © 2 change). > = | (DCD or COLA) and section.
Applicant cites NEI Technical Report 07-09,
and incorporates by reference Rev. 16 of
the AP1000 DCD which have not been
reviewed and approved by staff. R-COLA
All applicable Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Yes N/A No review by staff not completed.




SAR Section: 12.1
Branch Chief: T. Frye

Table 2. Safety Analysis Report Acceptance Review Results for the Vogtle COLA Chapter 12

Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes. ldentify specific review area/topic in table below.

Technical Branch: CHPB (Primary)
SRP Section: 12.1

Technical Reviewer: R. Clement
Date: 04/30/2008

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which
Form Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Considered in Development of Baseline
Review Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent Reviews

2. Does COL section address the items required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
Is COL section technically sufficient for this

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved
Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)
Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?
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2 |5 = | technical a
o @ | sufficiency, =
T |2 2 | identify s
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z = 2 | This information i) 8. For each no, identify the e
1. Review 8 .g g will be needed for 2 change (or basis for g 11. For each no, identify which application
Area/Topic* > |l ® ** | technical review. © 2 change). o > | (DCD or COLA) and section.
Applicant cites NEI Technical Reports (NEI
07-08 and 07-03) and incorporates by
reference Rev. 16 of the AP1000 DCD
which have not been reviewed and
All applicable Yes Yes | N/A N/A | Yes N/A No approved by staff.




SAR Section: 12.2
Branch Chief: T. Frye

Table 2. Safety Analysis Report Acceptance Review Results for the Vogtle COLA Chapter 12 (cont.)

Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes. ldentify specific review area/topic in table below.

Technical Branch: CHPB (Primary)
SRP Section: 12.2

Technical Reviewer: R. Clement

Date: 04/30/2008

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which
Form Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Considered in Development of Baseline

Review Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent Reviews

2. Does COL section address the items required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
Is COL section technically sufficient for this

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved
Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?
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2 |5 = | technical a
o @ | sufficiency, =
T |2 2 | identify s
= % < | deficiency(ies). = .
z = 2 | This information i) 8. For each no, identify the e
1. Review 8 .g g will be needed for 2 change (or basis for g 11. For each no, identify which application
Area/Topic* > |l ® ** | technical review. © 2 change). o > | (DCD or COLA) and section.
Applicant cites NEI Technical Reports (NEI
07-08 and 07-03) and incorporates by
reference Rev. 16 of the AP1000 DCD
which have not been reviewed and
All applicable Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Yes N/A No approved by staff.




SAR Section: 12.3
Branch Chief: T. Frye

Table 2. Safety Analysis Report Acceptance Review Results for the Vogtle COLA Chapter 12 (cont.)

Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes. ldentify specific review areal/topic in table below.

Technical Branch: CHPB (Primary)
SRP Section: 12.3-4

Technical Reviewer: R. Clement

Date: 04/30/2008

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which
Form Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Considered in Development of Baseline

Review Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent Reviews

2. Does COL section address the items required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
Is COL section technically sufficient for this

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved
Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?
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1. Review A 2 _g will be needed for v change (or basis for g 11. For each no, identify which application
Area/Topic* Z |l @ * | technical review. o 2 change). > > | (DCD or COLA) and section.
Applicant cites NEI Technical Reports (NEI
07-08 and 07-03) and incorporates by
reference Rev. 16 of the AP1000 DCD
which have not been reviewed and
All applicable Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Yes N/A No approved by staff.




SAR Section: 12.4
Branch Chief: T. Frye

Table 2. Safety Analysis Report Acceptance Review Results for the Vogtle COLA Chapter 12 (cont.)

Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes. ldentify specific review areal/topic in table below.

Technical Branch: CHPB (Primary)
SRP Section: 12.3-4

Technical Reviewer: R. Clement

Date: 04/30/2008

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which
Form Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Considered in Development of Baseline

Review Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent Reviews

2. Does COL section address the items required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
Is COL section technically sufficient for this

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved
Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?
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1. Review A 2 _g will be needed for v change (or basis for g 11. For each no, identify which application
Area/Topic* Z |l @ * | technical review. o 2 change). > > | (DCD or COLA) and section.
Applicant cites NEI Technical Reports (NEI
07-08 and 07-03) and incorporates by
reference Rev. 16 of the AP1000 DCD
which have not been reviewed and
All applicable Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Yes N/A No approved by staff.




SAR Section: 12.5
Branch Chief: T. Frye

Table 2. Safety Analysis Report Acceptance Review Results for the Vogtle COLA Chapter 12 (cont.)

Does the section address the applicable regulations: Yes
Are there any technical deficiencies, changes in planning assumptions, or dependencies on concurrent reviews? Yes. ldentify specific review areal/topic in table below.

Technical Branch: CHPB (Primary)
SRP Section: 12.5

Technical Reviewer: R. Clement

Date: 04/30/2008

Completeness and Technical Sufficiency Which
Form Basis for Acceptability for Docketing

Changes to Planning Assumptions to be
Considered in Development of Baseline

Review Schedule

Review Dependencies Among Concurrent Reviews

2. Does COL section address the items required
by regulation (refer to RG 1.206, Section C.IV.1)?
Is COL section technically sufficient for this

4. Can the technical deficiency be resolved
Is the identified technical deficiency related to a

7. Are the pre-baseline review schedule and
estimated staff-hours appropriate? (yes/no)

Identify the total review time in staff-hours*****

10. Can the review of the area/topic be completed

without the completion of a concurrent review?
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1. Review A 2 _g will be needed for v change (or basis for g 11. For each no, identify which application
Area/Topic* Z |l @ * | technical review. o 2 change). > > | (DCD or COLA) and section.
Applicant cites NEI Technical Reports (NEI
07-08 and 07-03) and incorporates by
reference Rev. 16 of the AP1000 DCD
which have not been reviewed and
All applicable Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Yes N/A No approved by staff
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Table 3. NRO/DCIP/CHPB Resource Plan Revisions for the Vogtle COLA Chapter 11

Tasks Resources
SER C tD dent Revised Revised Ch Revised
i . . . oncurrent Dependen evise evise ange evise
Se[\?g?n SER Section Title Task Review Activity ** Start Date | Finish Date Name of Resource Type *** Hours
SRP Conformance, None N/A N/A
1.8 Codes & Standards Phase 1 Contractor — EFF New 2
SRP Conformance, None N/A N/A Contractor — EFF New 2
1.9 Regulations Phase 1 CHPB — Clement 2
2.4.13 Accid Rel of Rad None N/A N/A New
Liquid Effluents PSER Contractor — EFF 60
2.4.13 and RAls Prepared Phase 1 CHPB — Clement 8
Info System Important to
Safety PSER and RAls Contractor — EFF Deleted
7.5 Prepared Phase 1 None N/A N/A CHPB — Clement Deleted
Water Systems [non- None N/A N/A
9.2.1 radioactive] Phase 1 Contractor — EFF New 4
None N/A N/A Contractor — EFF 24
9.3.1-5 Process Auxiliaries Phase 1 CHPB — Clement New 4
9.4 HVAC Phase 1 None N/A N/A Contractor — EFF New 16
Other Features of None N/A N/A New
Steam and Power Contractor — EFF 8
10.4.1-9 Conversion Phase 1 CHPB — Clement 2
Contractor — EFF Deleted
11.1 Source Term Phase 1 None N/A N/A CHPB — Clement Deleted
11.2 Liquid Waste Mgmt N/A N/A N/A
PSER and RAIs Staff Review of NEI Contractor — EFF 126
11.2 Prepared Phase 1 Technical Report 07-11 CHPB — Clement 12
11.3 Gaseous Waste Staff Review of NEI N/A N/A N/A
Mgmt PSER and RAls Technical Report 07-11 Contractor — EFF 126
11.3 Prepared Phase 1 CHPB — Clement 12
11.4 Solid Waste Mgmt Staff Review of NEI N/A N/A N/A
PSER and RAIs Technical Reports 07-11 Contractor — EFF 126
11.4 Prepared Phase 1 and 07-10 CHPB — Clement 12
Rad Monit Inst & Staff Review of NEI N/A N/A Contractor — EFF 126
11.5 Sampling Phase 2 Technical Report 07-09 CHPB — Clement Revised 12
12.2 Radiation Sources N/A N/A Contractor — EFF N/A 60
12.2 RAls Prepared Phase 1 None CHPB — Clement 6
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13.4 Operational N/A N/A N/A
Program Implementation Contractor — EFF 8
13.4 RAIls prepared Phase 1 None CHPB — Clement 2
N/A N/A Contractor — EFF N/A 16
14.2 Initial Test program Phase 1 None CHPB — Clement 2
RP ITAAC PSER and N/A N/A Contractor — EFF N/A 32
14.3.7 RAls Prepared Phase 1 None CHPB — Clement 4
15.7 Radioactive N/A N/A New
Releases from Contractor — EFF 40
Subsystems PSER and CHPB - Clement 4
15.7 RAls Prepared Phase 1 None
16.0 Administrative N/A N/A Contractor — EFF N/A 8
16.0 Controls/ RAIs Prepared | Phase 1 None CHPB — Clement 2
SRP Conformance, N/A N/A New
1.8 Codes & Standards Phase 2 None Contractor — EFF 2
SRP Conformance, N/A N/A New
1.9 Regulations Phase 2 None Contractor — EFF 2
Accidental Releases N/A N/A Contractor — EFF N/A 4
2.4.13 (Liquid) Phase 2 None CHPB — Clement 1
Info System Important to
Safety PSER and RAls Contractor — EFF Deleted
7.5 Prepared Phase 2 None N/A N/A CHPB — Clement Deleted
Water Systems [non- N/A N/A New
9.2.1 radioactive] Phase 2 None Contractor — EFF 4
None N/A N/A Contractor — EFF New 8
9.3.1-5 Process Auxiliaries Phase 2 CHPB — Clement 4
9.4 HVAC Phase 2 None N/A N/A Contractor — EFF New 8
Other Features of None N/A N/A N/A
Steam and Power Contractor — EFF 4
10.4.1-9 Conversion Phase 2 CHPB — Clement 1
Contractor — EFF Deleted
11.1 Source Term Phase 2 None N/A N/A CHPB — Clement Deleted
Staff Review of NEI N/A N/A Contractor — EFF N/A 45
11.2 Liquid Waste Mgmt Phase 2 Technical Report 07-11 CHPB — Clement 4
Staff Review of NEI N/A N/A Contractor — EFF N/A 45
11.3 Gaseous Waste Mgmt Phase 2 Technical Report 07-11 CHPB - Clement 4
Staff Review of NEI N/A N/A Contractor — EFF N/A 45
Technical Reports 07-11 CHPB - Clement 4
1.4 Solid Waste Mgmt Phase 2 and 07-10
Rad Monit Inst & Staff Review of NEI N/A N/A Contractor — EFF N/A 45
11.5 Sampling Phase 2 Technical Report 07-09 CHPB — Clement 4
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None N/A N/A Contractor — EFF N/A 36

12.2 Radiation Sources Phase 2 CHPB — Clement 4
Operational Program None N/A N/A Contractor — EFF N/A 24

134 Implementation Phase 2 CHPB — Clement 4
None N/A N/A Contractor — EFF N/A 16

14.2 Initial Test Program Phase 2 CHPB — Clement 2

None N/A N/A Contractor — EFF New 8

15.7 Radioactive Releases Phase 2 CHPB — Clement 2

16.0 Administrative None N/A N/A Contractor — EFF New 8

16.0 Controls/ RAIs Prepared | Phase 2 CHPB — Clement 2

This template is to be used to facilitate management of revised planning data resulting from application acceptance reviews. Changes in
planning data resulting from acceptance reviews may include identifying dependencies to concurrent activities in other projects, new or
deleted tasks, or revisions to task durations, staffing, labor estimates, or start/finish dates.

* Specify the task being revised: SER Phase 1 — PSER and RAls Prepared
SER Phase 2 — Evaluation Completed
Other — Give task name
Indicate if this task or SER section is new (not yet in the schedule).

** Concurrent Dependent Review Activity:  Identify, if any, the project and activity that precedes the affected task in this schedule
(e.g., Task in a design certification review that precedes a COL review).

*** Change Type indicates how the resource Revised — For an existing task, if a currently assigned resource is staying the same, but
is being changed: the hours or dates are being changed.
New — For an existing task or a new task, if a new resource is being added to the task.

Deleted — For an existing task and a currently assigned resource, if the resource is
being removed from the task.
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Table 4. NRO/DCIP/CHPB Resource Plan Revisions for Vogtle COLA Chapter 12

Tasks Resources
SER C tD dent Revised Revised Ch Revised
i . . * oncurrent Dependen evise evise ange evise
Se[\?g_on SER Section Title Task Review Activity ** Start Date | Finish Date Name of Resource Type *** Hours
SRP Conformance, None N/A N/A Contractor — OCC N/A 16
1.9 Regulations Phase 1 CHPB- Clement 2
12.1 Occupational Staff Review of NEI N/A N/A N/A
ALARA PSER and RAIs Technical Report 07-08 Contractor — OCC 72
12.1 Prepared Phase 1 CHPB — Clement 10
12.2 Radiation Sources N/A N/A N/A
PSER and RAIs Staff Review of NEI Contractor — OCC 40
12.2 Prepared Phase 1 Technical Report 07-03 CHPB — Clement 4
12.3-4 RP Design Staff Review of NEI N/A N/A N/A
Features PSER and Technical Report 07-03 Contractor — OCC 144
12.3-4 RAls Prepared Phase 1 and 07-08 CHPB — Clement 16
Operational RP Program Staff Review of NEI N/A N/A Contractor — OCC N/A
PSER and RAIs Technical Reports 07-03 CHPB - Clement 96
12.5 Prepared Phase 1 and 07-08 10
13.4 Operational N/A N/A N/A
Program Implementation Contractor — OCC 32
134 RAls prepared Phase 1 None CHPB - Clement 4
RP ITAAC PSER and N/A N/A Contractor — OCC N/A 40
14.3.8 RAls Prepared Phase 1 None CHPB — Clement 4
16.0 Administrative N/A N/A Contractor — OCC N/A 8
16.0 Controls/ RAIs Prepared | Phase 1 None CHPB — Clement 2
N/A N/A N/A
SRP Conformance, None Contractor — OCC 16
1.9 Regulations Phase 2 CHPB - Clement 2
N/A N/A N/A
12.1 Occupational None Contractor — OCC 64
12.1 ALARA Phase 2 CHPB — Clement 8
N/A N/A Contractor — OCC N/A 32
12.2 12.2 Radiation Sources Phase 2 None CHPB — Clement 4
N/A N/A Contractor — OCC N/A 112
12.3-4 12.3-4 RP Design Phase 2 None CHPB — Clement 12
N/A N/A Contractor — OCC N/A 64
12.5 Operational RP Program | Phase 2 None CHPB — Clement 8
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Operational Program N/A N/A Contractor — OCC N/A 24
134 Implementation Phase 2 None CHPB — Clement 4
N/A N/A Contractor — OCC N/A 8
14.2 Initial Test Program Phase 2 None CHPB — Clement 2
N/A N/A Contractor — OCC N/A 32
14.3.8 RP ITAAC Phase 2 None CHPB — Clement 4
16.0 Administrative N/A N/A Contractor — OCC N/A 8
16.0 Controls Phase 2 None CHPB — Clement 2

This template is to be used to facilitate management of revised planning data resulting from application acceptance reviews. Changes in planning
data resulting from acceptance reviews may include identifying dependencies to concurrent activities in other projects, new or deleted tasks, or
revisions to task durations, staffing, labor estimates, or start/finish dates.

** Concurrent Dependent Review Activity:

*** Change Type indicates how the resource
is being changed:

* Specify the task being revised:

SER Phase 1 — PSER and RAls Prepared

SER Phase 2 — Evaluation Completed

Other — Give task name

Indicate if this task or SER section is new (not yet in the schedule).

Identify, if any, the project and activity that precedes the affected task in this schedule
(e.g., Task in a design certification review that precedes a COL review).

Revised — For an existing task, if a currently assigned resource is staying the same, but
the hours or dates are being changed.
New — For an existing task or a new task, if a new resource is being added to the task.

Deleted — For an existing task and a currently assigned resource, if the resource is being
removed from the task.
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